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Abstract
1. Purpose

The aim of this dissertation is to help minimize unproductive Japanese English
education, and enhance English language classroom discourse by non-native English
language instructors (NNIs). We planned 3 projects in order to achieve this goal: 1)
examining factors that facilitate communicative language teaching (CLT), 2)
developing classroom corpora and examine native and non-native English language
instructor (NI and NNI) vocabulary item similarities and differences, and 3) utilizing
classroom video corpus to train pre-service teachers. The first 2 projects were
preliminary ones that would lead to the final project (Project 3).

2. Literature

Literature reveals that there are several constraints that hinder the use of communicative
language teaching method and also conditions that facilitate such teaching style by
NNIs. The past course of studies to encourage NNIs to implement CLT have not been
as productive as the government had expected, and the same results are doomed to recur
unless countermeasures are taken. The use of classroom teacher corpora (written text)
proved to be effective for novice language teachers, and using audio would have
profited the teacher trainees further. However, developing such corpora takes time and
resources to achieve, and little research has been done so far.

3. Project 1: Identify enabling factors of CLT

Project 1 asked NNIs in all the senior high schools in Hokkaido, retrieving responses
from approximately 34% of all the senior high schools, and 19% of all the NNIs.
Sequential equation modeling revealed factors to facilitate NNIs to implement CLT in
the relationship between NNIs' teaching aims and the teachers' perception of CLT.
Write-in answers from the participants revealed expectations and requests of the NNIs
toward their students, assistant language teachers (NIs), and English education in Japan.

4. Project 2: Examine NI-NNI vocabulary differences and similarities

Project 2 analyzed 3 NIs and 1 NNI along with 5 NNIs that served as role models
recommended by the government. (They used English as a means of instruction and
content during their lessons.) Analyses with a benchmark wordlist and a written
classroom English corpus revealed core vocabulary items of NI and NNI, their
respective lexical types with high keyness that can be attainable for NNIs (and NIs).

5. Project 3: Use classroom corpora in training pre-service teachers

Project 3 trained 25 preservice English teachers in a university with the classroom
corpora. It measured quantitatively the participants' disfluency elements, and feedback
elements besides spoken tokens. The pretest and the posttest results show significant
differences in the participants' use of repeats, follow-ups and their spoken tokens per
unit time. The written questionnaire collected participants’ comments on the
effectiveness of the classroom corpus training. NNIs can learn to be relatively more
fluent and communicative in their classroom utterances through the use of classroom
corpora.

6. Conclusion and discussion

Through the findings of a series of three projects, NNIs will be encouraged and trained
to use more English language as a means of instruction and content, and administrators
will be more skillful in organizing English training programs for both preservice and
in-service novice teachers. Although my projects may lack the quantity of NIs and
NNIs transcribed, the research methods and findings will be of benefit to those involved
in English language education and human speech processing community.
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Executive Summary
1. Introduction
Japanese English education has been criticized for uncommunicative ways to
teach English to learners of English (students). Although the government mandates
NNIs use the target language, i.e., English (L2 hereafter) in conducting lessons, its
nation-wide survey estimated that NNIs who have L2 skills that guarantee L2 language
lesson feasible amounted to less than half of the entire number of all the NNIs in Japan.

This study seeks measures to enable non-native English language instructors

(NNIs) to use classroom English discourse more often and more fluently. The ultimate
aim is to improve the unproductive Japanese English language educational situations in
terms of communicative language teaching (CLT). We will diagnose the problems
with respect to NNIs themselves and the environment they are in, i.e., their workplace,
which includes their coworkers, students they teach, and school chores they are obliged
to do that are subject-unrelated.

Our study consists of 3 scopes that are represented by 3 projects respectively:

(1) identifying factors that facilitate CLT,

(2) assembling non-native English language instructor classroom corpora,
proposing analysis methods, and investigating NI and NNI vocabulary
differences, and

(3) examining the effectiveness of non-native English language instructor
training using classroom corpora.

The 3 projects constitute a research that seeks to answer the question as to enhance
NNIs’ classroom discourse in English. Figure 1 shows the entire project research

areas and that cover 3 projects' respective overviews.
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Figure 1. Project overview.

The figure above shows the doctoral project overview. 3 projects constitute the
entire doctoral project. Each project is enclosed by dotted lines shaped differently
according to their research coverage and relationships with the other projects.
Project 1 covers the entire research area (shown as in the largest dotted rectangle) that
consists of research subjects (English language learners and their instructors) and
their objectives. Project 2 serves as a basis for Project 3 in that it scrutinizes the
NI-NNI vocabulary similarities and differences to be used in the corpus teacher
training in the following project (Project 3). A dotted large left arrow (that is inside
Project 1's dotted line, leading to Project 3's dotted line) designates Project 2's role in
the doctoral project. Project 3 examines whether corpus building methods and their
findings in Project 2 will be effective in teacher education in such a way as to
facilitate communicative language teaching (CLT).

2. Literature

We review literature based on the 3 scopes discussed in the previous section;
(1) factors to facilitate CLT, (2) NI and NNI classroom corpora, and (3) application of
classroom corpora to teacher education. The literature review on our first scope
reveals that there are factors that might affect NNIs’ CLT feasibility such as teacher
beliefs and teaching/working conditions. Previous studies on our second scope

concerning NI-NNI speech give us grounds for developing classroom corpora and the
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necessity to examine them qualitatively and quantitatively, not much research having
been conducted. The review on our final scope that is related to the application of
classroom corpora to initial teacher education proved to be effective in enabling novice
teachers to acquire discourse markers. However, it needs improvement in that the
preceding studies would have been more successful with the use of audio-visual
materials besides written texts.
3. Identify enabling factors of CLT (Project 1)
3.1 Research questions

Based on the literature, we posed the following research question, “What factors
predict CLT feasibility?” We hypothesized that there are at least 4 variables
surrounding teachers that relate to the likelihood of CLT's success in Japanese high
schools (HSs): (V,) the teachers' teaching goals and methods, (V,) the teachers'
assessment of their students, (V;) the teachers' working conditions, and (V,) the
teachers' perception of CLT feasibility. The relationship between these 4 variables and
how they predict the likelihood of CLT's success are major interests in Project 1. These
variables are not necessarily mutually independent. Do 4 variables (V, through V,)
predict CLT feasibility? = We consider our research variables latent and the
questionnaire items measured variables.
3.2 Survey

In August and September 2010, we sent survey questionnaires to all public high
schools and private high schools in Hokkaido (N = 310), asking for the cooperation of
up to 3 teachers of English language whose native language is Japanese. We did not
ask for any specific individuals to participate. The survey questionnaire was written and
answered in Japanese, and consisted of 47 multiple-choice questions with choices given

on a Likert scale of 5, plus 3 open-ended questions that asked for written responses.
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At the time of the survey, there were approximately 1670 such teachers on Hokkaido
Island. Hence we were asking for answers from 930 unspecified teachers out of
approximately 1670.
3.3 Results

We tested reasonably possible combinations of the 4 variables by specifying the
models using sequential equation modeling (SEM) that might show causal relationship
between the variables. Tables 1 shows the SEM model fit indices.

Table 1

Fit Indices for SEM Models

Goodness of fit index (cutting point shown below)
Model (Path coefficienty GFI ~ AGFI NFI NNFI CFI RMSEA [90% CI] SRMR

>90 >=90 >90 >90 >=.90 < .08 <.08
V,— V, (0.78) 0.95 091 091 092 0.94 07 [.05, .09] 05
VvV, — V, (0.38) 091 0.75 082 0.69 0.83 201[.17, 24] 13
V;— V, (044) 0.85 0.79 042 035 0.46 12 [NA,NA] .10
V,— V, (0.58) 0.89 0.82 083 0.8l 0.85 A1 [.10,.13] 09
V;— V, (0.59) 0.84 0.80 056 057 0.62 10 [NA,NA] 09

Note. Model VX—VY represents causal relationship where VX and VY mean
exogenous and endogenous variables respectively. Index values that clear the cutting
point are shown in boldface.

GFI = goodness-of-fit index, AGFI = adjusted goodness-of-fit index, NFI =
Bentler-Bonett index or normed fit index, NNFI = Non-Normed Fit Index or
Tucker-Lewis index, CFI = Bentler's comparative fit index, RMSEA = root mean
square error of approximation index, CI = confidence interval, NA = not available,
SRMR = standardized root mean square residual.

Table 1 seems to suggest that “Model V, = V,” is a “good model.” Solving the
equations in this model yielded answers, that is, standardized coefficients between

variables (Figure 2).
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Figure 2. Good model fit (V,—V, SEM/LV).

The model V,—V, had the best goodness of fit index (GFI) value among the models
we considered. V, showed a reasonable correlation with measured variables 2 (use of
no Japanese), 3 (use of English instructions), 5 (using English to communicate) and 6
(pair work in English) shown as rectangles with their standardized correlation
coefficient values below the numbered rectangles. V, showed a moderate correlation
with measured variables 1 and 2, and no correlation for measured variables 4 (use of
textbook CD) and 7 (team-teaching). V, showed a reasonable correlation with
measured variables 24 (confidence in all English lessons) and 25 (able to adjust to
students' L2 skills).

4. Examine NI-NNI vocabulary differences and similarities (Project 2)
4.1 Research questions
Project 2 posed the following research questions:
(1) Do the classroom utterances of NIs and NNIs differ in terms of vocabulary
size?

(2) What vocabularies do NIs and NNIs share?
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(3) What characterizes their different vocabularies?

(4) What can NNIs learn from NIs, and vice versa?

(5) How can we encourage and justify the use of English by NNIs in classrooms
of English as a foreign language where NIs participate only on limited
occasions?

4.2 Materials and methods

We compared NI and NNI speech using the following 3 materials: (1)
transcriptions of English spoken by 3 NIs and 6 NNIs in a language classroom, (2) a
collection of classroom English phrases, and (3) a wordlist created from large bodies of
written and spoken English.

After transcribing NI, NNI, and CD speech, utterances were separated into lexical

tokens. Lexical tokens that were derived forms were grouped into lexical types.

We analyzed the lexical tokens in 3 ways:

(1) divided NI, NNI, and CE tokens and types into sets based on their

commonality,

(2) compared NI and NNI tokens and types against the benchmark wordlist with

regards to frequency rank, and correlation coefficients, and

(3) compared NI and NNI types by first normalizing frequencies of NI and NNI

tokens, identifying NI and NNI types with high keyness, i.e., tokens that
occur with unusually high frequency.
4.3 Results

We found vocabulary items common to both NIs and NNIs. We also extracted

lexical types with high keyness for both the NIs and the NNI. Table 2 shows samples

of lexical types with high keyness for the NIs and the NNI.
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Table 2

Samples of Lexical Types with High Keyness

Lexical types are sorted by their frequency relative to their respective maximum
frequency values (NI = 840, NNI = 4,475)

NI NNI
Type Sf[dB] Type S1dB]
be 0.00 OK 0.00
you -2.54 this -5.17
and -2.88 your -6.92
SO -4.63 look -8.18
I -4.76 page -8.26
it -5.06 all -8.43
of -6.76 at -8.49
that -6.99 will -8.66
g0 -7.54 please -8.79
not -7.78 on -8.96
he -8.38 word -9.14
yes -8.79 right -9.36
say -8.99 question -941
or -9.56 up -9.49

4.4 Conclusion

This project portraits how spoken classroom English by NIs and NNIs are
similar or/and different because NNIs far outnumber NIs in Japanese secondary
education (approximately 15 to 1), thus at least some justification is necessary for NNIs
to English in their classrooms even without NIs’ presence. Classroom corpora were
developed and analyzed in order to show what lexical items NIs’ and NNIs’ use in
English language lessons. Results show that NIs and NNIs share core classroom
English vocabulary items, and that they have their respective lexical items that are

considered to be role-dependent in the co-teaching lesson style.
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5. Use classroom corpora in training preservice teachers (Project 3)

5.1 Research questions
We posed the following research questions, building upon findings that classroom
language corpora are effective in language teacher development.
(1) To what extent do language classroom corpora reduce English language
disfluencies, and
(2) improve the teachers' evaluation and follow-up interactions with students?

(3) How does the classroom corpus instructor training benefit instructors?

5.2 Materials and methods

25 Japanese college seniors seeking certification as English language teachers
participated in our project. These students were taking the same series of
teacher-training courses, and were scheduled to start their practice teaching in several
weeks. Participants experienced the following chronological sequence:

1. Participants joined with four other participants to form five groups of five
participants each.

2. In a regular college classroom, each participant gave a 5-to-10-minute English
language lesson at the junior high school level to the four other participants playing
the role of students. The instructor's and students' behavior was video-recorded.
We refer to this as the pretest lesson.

3. Participants viewed videos of the lesson they taught, transcribed and annotated all
speech within their pretest lessons.

4. Participants received transcriptions and annotations corrected by us, plus instructional
comments on how to improve their teaching with regards to use of spoken language.

5. Participants read transcriptions from classroom corpora, and viewed video recordings

from a classroom corpus.
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6. Participants repeated step 2 above. We refer to this as the posttest lesson.

7. Participants answered a survey that included introspective questions on their

performance.

We annotated the transcribed speech, and examined the participants' mock lesson

speech within the scope of disfluency, classroom discourse, and the number of spoken

tokens. We interpreted the annotated transcriptions through the following procedure in

order to examine the transcribed speech.

1.

2.

Extract the participants' speech that was annotated with the instructor tags.

disfluency element, and classroom discourse element in the pretest and the posttest

through paired two-sample #-tests.

normalize the length of teaching time in seconds, and compare the number of total

spoken tokens in the pretest and the posttest.

5.3 Results

Table 3 shows descriptive summary of spoken tokens and speech time duration in

the pretest and the posttest.

Table 3

Descriptive Summary of Instructors' Spoken Tokens and Speech Time Duration

Analyze quantitatively the number of occurrences and spoken tokens for each

. Calculate the participants' speech rate in the pretest and the posttest in which we

Pretest Posttest
Number of instructors* 23 22
Number of spoken tokens (s;) 7344 8759
Mean s, 319.3 398.1
Standard Deviation of s, 123.9 111.6
Mean teaching time in seconds 556 519
Mean spoken tokens per minute 34.9 46.8

Note. *23 instructors among 25 who initially signed up for the survey showed up on

the day of the pretest. 22 appeared in the posttest.

We found significant decrease in repeat occurrences, and increase in the follow-up
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interactions. Table 4 shows p-levels of paired two-sample #-test of the discourse tag

occurrences in the pretest and the posttest.

Table 4

Discourse Tag Occurrence Comparison Results

Category Variable p-level (two-tailed)
Filler 0.313
. Repeat 0.009*
Disfulency Revision 0.333
Restart 0.218
Evaluation 0.167
F k
eedbac Follow-up 0.002%
Note. * p < 01

We also found significant increase in the means spoken tokens per minute.

Figure 3 shows a scatter plot of teaching time and spoken tokens.
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Figure 3. Scatter plot of teaching time and spoken tokens of each participant in

the pretest and the posttest.
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In a written survey after the posttest, participants responded that they felt
corpora enhance follow-up feedback in particular and English language fluency in
general. Many write-in comments also mentioned the importance of follow-up feedback
phrases in particular and of consistently saying simpler phrases in general. The increase
of follow-up phrases in the posttest is evident. The conscious use of simpler and often
wordier phrases may have contributed to the increase in the number of spoken tokens

per unit time in the posttest.

6. Conclusion and discussion

Enabling English classroom discourse by non-native instructors is feasible based
on the following research findings.

(1) Factors that predict CLT are (a) use of English instructions (b) not using

Japanese, (c) using English to communicate, and (d) pair work in English.

(2) Classroom English core vocabulary items exist shared by NIs and NNI, and
differences in vocabulary items exist in those that are NIs' role-dependent.
However, they are assumed to be attainable by NNIs.

(3) Utilizing classroom corpus (both transcriptions, annotations, and audios and
video clips) improve preservice non-native English instructors' classroom
fluency and follow-up discourse.

Series of our doctoral projects have at least 3 suggestions for further research that
remain unanswered. Firstly, Project 1, which surveyed NNIs in Hokkaido Island, may
not be broad enough to cover the entire nation. Such survey can be expandable to entail
NNIs in as many high schools as this nation holds. Besides, we still have unproved
elements revealed in the literature such as difficulty with classroom management and

lack of preparation time. We expect other researchers to conduct more thorough
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survey on NNIs throughout the nation. The questionnaire needs revising so that they
will measure NNI CLT feasibility more precisely. Eventually, results of such broader
survey will enhance CLT by NNIs in the future. Secondly, Project 2 suggests the
NNIs' lexical items compatibility with those of NIs. However, developing classroom
corpus still needs accumulating more video recordings and transcriptions of interactions
with their learners. Finally, findings in the use of corpora to train preservice
instructors need to be tested upon training in-service teachers who are willing to be
“fluent” in classroom English discourse. In conducting such a project, it will be
necessary to budget the project in the first place, and ask a lot of in-service NNIs that
can afford enough time to manually transcribe, and annotate their speeches. Such
project would provide evidence to analyze furthermore the NNI classroom speech

characteristics and second/foreign language acquisition.
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Chapter 1 Introduction
1.1 Issues in focus

Japanese English education has been criticized for uncommunicative ways to
teach English to learners of English (students). The former course of study by MEXT
(the ministry of education, culture, sports, science & technology in Japan) that was
implemented in 2003 proved to be a failure in that it did not promote the use of English
language as a means of instruction and medium of communication. It seems that many
non-native instructors (NNIs hereafter), whose first language is Japanese, in Japan still
resisted regarding the communicative language teaching (CLT) as surveys showed
(Kato, 2002; Sakui, 1999; Wada, 2002). Although the new Course of Study that started
in April 2013 stipulates the use of English as a means of instruction, it is still uncertain
whether Japanese English teachers will really start teaching English through English for
several reasons. Although the government mandates NNIs use the target language, i.e.,
English (L2 hereafter) in conducting lessons, its nation-wide survey estimated that NNIs
who have L2 skills that guarantee L2 language lesson feasible amounted to less than
half of the entire number of all the NNIs in this country (MEXT, 2011a, 2011b).

Why is it that Japanese non-native English speaker teachers do or will not
teach English through English? Sakui (2004) did a survey on Japanese English
teachers and found that they believe that grammar-translation method (GTM) that
focuses on L2 forms, therefore explain grammar and interpret reading materials instead
of teaching communication skills to learners.

Is it because Japanese English teachers are too busy to prepare to conduct
their English lessons through English, or is it because Japanese English teachers’
internal linguistic competence, for example, English vocabulary is different from that of

native English speakers that they do not give English lessons solely in English? Is
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there any way to train non-native English teachers so that they can use more English in
their English lessons? If we find possible reasons that hinder communicative language
teaching (CLT), and ways to facilitate CLT, English education in Japan, where English
is considered to be a foreign language, not a second language for learners, will produce
far more English learners who will eventually be able to communicate in English much
better than is currently criticized.

1.2 Scope of the study and research questions

The problems concerning infrequent use of English language use in English
classrooms in Japan having been argued, the ultimate aim is to improve the
unproductive Japanese English language educational situations in terms of CLT. We
will examine the problems through literature review and a survey, then, propose ways to
improve the situations. For these purposes, we pose 3 overall research questions that
will be examined in 3 respective projects.

Some of the reasons why we are uncertain about implementing fully the entire
use of English instruction in the classrooms are that (1) Japanese teachers of English,
i.e., non-native speakers of English (NNIs) may not regard themselves as comparable
English speakers like native speakers of English (NIs), (2) NNIs tend to regard native
English speakers superior to themselves in conducting CLT, such native
English-speaking teachers are generally called assistant language teachers (ALTs) to
co-teach with NNIs, and (3) NNIs either do not have enough time to prepare CLT
lessons even if they have skills to do so, or they do not assume that their students are
unable to understand their English.

Are such assumptions reasonable enough to deter Japanese teachers of
English conducting CLT English lessons in Japan? What do we need to do to

overcome such situations? Our research seeks answers to comprehensive questions in
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order to facilitate Japanese NNIs to implement more CLT in their classroom through the

use of classroom corpus and its findings:

RQ1. How can NNIs implement CLT in their classrooms?

We hope that the first research question will generally review the
unproductive English educational situation in Japan because we can assume factors
exist that encourage or discourage NNIs to promote CLT. In order to reveal such
factors, we conducted our first project. The first research project is to identify factors
that on the one hand facilitate CLT and inhibit it on the other. In this research, we
diagnose the problems with respect to NNIs themselves and the environment they are in,
i.e., their workplace, which includes their coworkers, students they teach, and school
chores they are obliged to do that are subject-unrelated.

When we understand the factors, and if the situation allows the NNIs to
conduct CLT, the second question will arise whether the NNIs are eligible English
language teachers. In Japanese English classroom, NIs are hired to co-teach English
with NNIs although the NIs do not appear every English classroom. Some schools
have only one-month long NI visit a year, others have only one-week long visit. Even
in schools where NIs are based, i.e., they are stationed whole year, they appear only a
quarter of the total number of lesson periods. Therefore, we may as well regard that
NNIs must fully be responsible for conduct English lessons, which leads us to the

second research question.

RQ2. Can NNIs be like NIs in their use of English?

We will investigate what all-English classroom is like by observing mostly

co-taught English lessons by NIs and NNIs in addition to solo NNI English lessons
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conducted by English. Project 2 will examine classroom English spoken by both NIs
and NNIs. For this measure, we will develop English classroom corpus, and examine
NI-NNI vocabulary differences and similarities. The result will give beneficial
implication to enhancement of CLT.

The second project is to assemble non-native English language instructor
classroom corpora, propose analysis methods, and investigating NI and NNI vocabulary
differences. This entails transcribing classroom speech of 3 NIs, and 6 NNIs, and
using so-called “classroom English” samples from several previous work by different
authors.

If the classroom corpus discloses all-English classroom discourse and NI-NNI
vocabulary differences and similarities, the findings will have some educational
implications in implementing CLT by NNIs. The NNIs will benefit if they try to
conduct CLT, by utilizing the classroom corpus data, and the methods the corpus
linguistics might help them to train to develop their CLT sills (as well as their English

language skills). Therefore, our final research question arises:

RQ3. How can NNIs be enabled to use CLT?

The final project examines the effectiveness of non-native English language
instructor training using classroom corpora. In this research, 25 participants studying
for an English teacher certificate at university had an English classroom corpus training,
learned classroom speech and discourse followed by a mock English lesson, and did
another mock lesson. Their transcribed speeches with annotation were examined and
analyzed in order to discern statistically significant effects of the corpus training.

Figure 1 illustrates an entire doctoral project overview. In this figure Project

1 covers the entire research field that has the unproductive and uncommunicative



English education in Japan, where NNIs need assistance through teacher education
(Project 3). In order to achieve successful NNI training, Project 2 must precede
Project 3 to provide grounds to facilitate CLT training for NNIs, which utilizes methods
and findings in Project 2.

The following chapters discuss the review of literature (Chapter 2), Project 1

(Chapter 3), Project 2 (Chapter 4), Project 3 (Chapter 5), and conclusion (Chapter 6).
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Chapter 2 Literature

This chapter displays literature review concerning the three projects in the
following chapters. Sections 2.1 through 2.8 discuss the previous studies that relate to
our first project (Chapter 3). We look at look at why CLT has been unsuccessful
through different perspectives (sections 2.1 through 2.7). They deal with issues
affecting the adoption, or lack thereof, of CLT, ranging from the history of oral
language learning in Japanese HSs to factors that relate to language teachers and their
students. Section 2.8 summarizes factors that facilitate CLT based on the preceding
sections.

Section 2.9 sees native instructor (NI) and non-native instructor (NNI) speech
in general to discuss the issues when we think about NI-NNI classroom speech validity
from lexical perspectives (Chapter 4). Section 2.10 briefly discusses classroom speech
and classroom corpora. We look at the necessity to apply ideas of corpus linguistics to
search evidence to argue NI-NNI speech similarities and differences. These reviews
give us a scope for our second project that tries to distinguish NI and NNI classroom
respective lexical keynesses.

The final two sections (sections 2.11 and 2.12) talk briefly about the
application of corpus findings to language teacher education and how we should apply
their findings to plan our final research project (Chapter 5). Although there has not
been much research done as will be mentioned in section 2.11, literature of using
classroom discourse is of interest in planning our final project when we experiment
whether pre-service teacher training through using classroom corporal will be of benefit
in enhancing the participants’ skills when teaching English through English.

2.1 Oral English Teaching in Japan

Japan’s HSs have not fared well with regards to teaching spoken English.



Oral methods have been consistently unsuccessful since the methods by Palmer and
Fries failed in the 1950s and 1960s (Wada, 2002). These were only part of a series of
problems.
The Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science and Technology in Japan

(MEXT) specifies teaching goals, methods, course descriptions, textbooks, and tools
that HSs must use. MEXT’s directives are observed in appearance but not necessarily in
substance. In 1990, MEXT required oral communication courses at HSs in the interest
of advancing spoken language usage (1990 Course of study, 1990). In 1999, MEXT
reiterated their requirement (1999 Course of study, 1999), which had been largely
ignored, and in 2011, admitted in their progress report that the use of English in HSs is
“below expectations” (MEXT, 2011a). In 2007, only 54.6% of teachers of course Oral
Communication I offered by HSs nationwide said they used spoken English during
more than half of the class period (the remainder of the interactions was in Japanese),
and this was for a course emphasizing L2 use. In regular English language courses such
as English I that do not emphasize L2 use, approximately 90% of teachers spoke
Japanese at least half the time. Figure 2 shows the distribution of English language use
during class periods for various English language courses in HSs (MEXT, 2008).
2.2 CLT's dim outlook in Japan

Many teachers resist MEXT's directives regarding CLT (Sakui & Gaies, 1999;
Sato, 2002; Wada, 2002). Public sentiment blames the teachers' lack of CLT training or
confidence to speak English in class as the reason why teachers are overly reliant on GT
methods. In fact teachers defy CLT at least partly because teachers perceive that CLT is
yet another fad the government is forcing upon them, and that the teachers' needs and
constraints are being snubbed. As long as this discord persists, teachers will disregard

any order by the government (Sato, 2002 discusses this in detail). Language learning



policies cannot be implemented solely on logic. The voices from the trenches must be
accommodated. MEXT has rarely acknowledged teaching practitioners as stakeholders,
however, leading Wada (2002) to predict:

"Given the past history of innovation in language teaching in Japan, it seems

reasonable to wonder whether current moves initiated by Mombusho [currently

MEXT] to promote communicative language teaching are similarly doomed to

fail."(p. 39)

The objection or hostility that many teachers hold towards unilateral government
decrees does not necessarily mean that teachers are reluctant to learn. Teachers probably
do desire training to use English language in the classroom, although this may be a
lesser interest compared to other demands at school.

2.3 Teacher beliefs

When a teacher believes in, say, an aspect regarding CLT, the teacher
subjectively regards that aspect to be true. (The belief may not be true objectively. In
fact the teacher may acknowledge that other teachers hold opposing beliefs.) The
teacher becomes emotionally attached or committed to that belief, which, in turn, may
mold the teacher's values and behavior. The general importance of considering teacher
beliefs is clear (Sato, 2002; Powell 1997; Briscoe, 1996; Kleinsasser, 1993; Smylie,
1988), as is the tendency that teacher beliefs are unlikely to change over time (Foss &
Kleinsasser, 1996; Lamb 1995; Johnson, 1994; Pajares, 1992; Richardson et al., 1991;
Masumi-So, 1981).

In the case of EFL in Japan, Sakui interviewed 30 middle school (MS) teachers
(Sakui, 2004). Sakui found that many teachers believe morphology and syntax should
be taught using GT before transitioning to CLT because students must first be prepared

to understand oral English instructions before engaging in communicative activities.



Sakui's analyses confirm Sato's claim that the majority of teachers
"conform to an established pattern of teaching with heavy emphasis on grammar
explanation and translation" (Sato, 2002, p. 58)
but, unlike Sato, imply that this behavior is not necessarily due to lack of training in
CLT methods but rather may be a conscious preference based on the teacher belief that
GT must precede CLT.
2.4. Organizational constraints

The low use of CLT may not necessarily be due to teachers shirking
responsibility but may reflect the expectations of school administrators, parents and
students.

When it is the goal of a HS or an individual teacher to prepare students for
college, the primary objective becomes passing college entrance exams. Teaching to the
test is a pedagogically unsavory concept that parents, students, schools and teachers
grudgingly or willingly accept. Because entrance exams focus on written language, and
because teaching writing demands more teaching resources, teachers (either by
following their teacher beliefs or by yielding to organizational demands) focus on GT
aimed at reading comprehension. CLT becomes a secondary priority, regardless of the
teachers' urge or ability to teach using CLT. This situation has not changed for years.
Nunan (1987) says teachers have limited opportunities to genuinely use communicative
language. Karavas-Doukas (1996) shows teachers rarely taught communicative classes
despite favorable attitudes towards CLT.

Organizational inertia is considerable. According to a survey by Pacek (1996):

... reasons given for the lack of success in introducing a more communicative and
interpretative style of teaching, except for students’ resistance, can be
summarized as follows:
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3

peer resistance: ‘... other teachers laugh at me and say I will not prepare my

students for exams if I keep “playing games” with them’.

3

parental resistance: ‘... parents only want their children to pass entrance exams,

so they are only keen on old methods of teaching’.

poor textbooks: ‘Even now ... the texts are not authentic and sentences
unnatural ... so it is difficult to use them to teach communicatively’. (p. 339)

Wada (2002) surveyed teachers at 150 schools in Japan, and points out the
two-faced nature of ELT. On the one hand, the majority of teachers said that their
primary teaching goal was communicative ability. On the other hand, their primary
actual activity was teaching the content of their textbooks. Sakui (2004) echoes this
contradiction between stated ideals and teaching in practice. Perhaps this mismatch
between stated goals and actual activities is a source of discontent among teachers.
Thompson (1996, pp. 10-14) details 4 misconceptions about CLT which are strongly
believed to be so by non-CLT teachers: (1) “CLT means not teaching grammar”, (2)
“CLT means teaching only speaking”, (3) “CLT means pair work, which means role
play”, and (4) “CLT means expecting too much from the teacher.” He argues these
misconceptions need clarifying especially non-native English language teachers who

fears conducting CLT. Resolving this issue may increase job satisfaction.
2.5 Unfamiliarity with classroom conventions

Expectations of teachers and students combine to build classroom atmospheres
and determine lesson procedures. The expectations vary depending on the frames of
reference teachers and students have toward language lessons. Johnson (2002) described
4 main frames of reference, of which one is relevant to CLT:

"the theoretical beliefs [teachers] hold about how second languages are learned

and how they should be taught" (p. 11)

that is, conventions, customs, traditions, habits and techniques that teachers and student
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expect and accept in class. Classroom conventions cause confusion when they vary
among teachers or culture. Some non-native teachers in Japan seem unclear as to what
is expected of them and their students in a CLT class. If so, we may need to train

teachers on how to behave as instructors and how to manage their class.
2.6 L2 restricted to the classroom

Behavior outside of class is also of interest. Both students and teachers
seldom interact in L2 outside the classroom. Greetings in the hallway, coaching
extra-curricular activities, ordering chores, chatting, and other interactions at school are
probably rarely conducted in L2. Both students and teachers allow themselves to
interact in L2 only within the ET classroom. They are "in character" (as in acting) only
when learning L2. This decreases not only the amount of L2 exposure, but also the
types of exposure, because in-class L2 use is a small subset of the types of interactions
we experience in and out of class. Furthermore, students and probably teachers become
embarrassed using L2 when "off stage" (again, as in acting).

As a polar opposite situation, we observed Belgian children and their parents
interacting in Dutch, French, and English at their homes for day-to-day conversations --
not for learning the language per se but because it was "English day" (everything was
done in English) or because an English-speaking guest was present. Belgians are
comfortable speaking L2 among themselves. In some cases, they are unaware they had
code-switched; we saw a guest ask a question in French during a Dutch conversation,
and the conversation continued in French among all participants long after the question
had been answered.

A challenge for the Japanese school and home is to use L2 outside the

classroom; to sever the link between classroom and L2; to cease L2 use as an acting
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medium or a language of the stage. Doing so may encourage use of CLT, improve L2
skills due to increased exposure, and eventually improve placement in college. In other
words, if college placement is the immovable priority, then teach to the test using GT if
one must, but increase exposure to L2 via CLT and out-of-class interactions to achieve
the true pedagogical goal of communicative competence, and earn better college
placement (via improved L2 proficiency) as a bonus.

2.7 Lack of learner motivation, and other inhibitors

Sato (2002) conducted a study consisting of a survey with over 100 questions,
interviews with HS teachers, classroom observations spanning over a month, and
recordings of discussions in the staff room. Sato found that real-world implementation
of CLT faces challenges in at least 4 general areas: (1) accepting school norms and
values, (2) reconciling individual beliefs and organizational constraints, (3) adapting to
multiple teaching formats, and (4) increasing training opportunities. Sato says the top
problem confronting teachers for all these 4 challenges is the lack of learner motivation,
followed by a wide range of language abilities among students. These 2 factors are the
underlying reasons as to why teachers prefer GT to CLT.

Kyriacou (2001) agrees that CLT adoption is thwarted by day to day issues:
teaching pupils who lack motivation, maintaining discipline, coping with change,
dealings with colleagues, and poor working conditions. Mousavi (2007) adds stressors
of non-native teachers such as lack of confidence, discipline, and duties other than EFL.
It is not completely clear how these stressors selectively inhibit CLT more than GT, but
it would appear that, in general, stressors would encourage the use of familiar methods
no matter what they may be.

Sakui (2004) found that the teachers' lack of confidence and proficiency in

speaking English was another reason why implementing CLT has been unsuccessful.



Lower proficiency means teachers are less capable of incorporating spoken language in
class. Working with instructors who do possess proficiency has produced mixed results.
Native-speaker teachers have been hired through the government's Japan Exchange and
Teaching Program (JET) since 1987; yet Wada (2002) reports that
most Japanese teachers of English showed hesitation about teaching together
with English-speaking assistant teachers ... the most common obstacle to team
teaching cited by Japanese teachers of English was their lack of confidence in
their ability to communicate in English with a native speaker. (p. 38)
Perhaps both native and non-native speakers are hampered by their monolingualism and
monoculturalism; that is, they both lack competence in (and may benefit from
cross-training in) their counterpart's language and working styles. Such cross-training
might take place during pre-service teacher training as part of learning team-teaching
skills in general. Scholefield (1997) says;
“teachers of English receive no formal training [during college] with respect to
team teaching and little information on how to implement communicative
teaching on a regular basis in all of the various skill areas (as cited in Sato, 2002,
p.47)."
Learning how to team-teach in cross-lingual and cross-cultural settings should be a
convincing motive for acquiring team-teaching skills.
2.8 Factors that facilitate CLT
The literature indicates various reasons why CLT has not succeeded:
e government imposes learning goals and course descriptions without consulting
teachers or parents
* schools, parents, students, and teachers value college placement that emphasizes

written language
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* teachers are trained in, comfortable with, and prioritize GT

* teachers are over-committed to non-L2-teaching duties

* teachers and their assistants are denied the opportunity to improve their professional
skills, especially with regards to language proficiency and cross-cultural team-teaching
* students are unmotivated and unskilled

* students lack exposure to L2 outside of classroom

Given these challenges and their backgrounds, it seems that at least the
following positive factors exist:

* government, teachers, parents, and students would welcome L2 proficiency (especially
if proficiency can be attained during preparation for college)

* teachers are willing to teach using CLT (especially if CLT opportunities can co-exist
with demands for college placement)

* teachers are willing to speak English (especially if students can understand their
teachers)

e teachers are willing to improve English and how to teach with CLT (especially if
workload allows)

* teachers may become confident in CLT (especially when all the above conditions are
met)

Thus we largely recognized internal factors and external ones. The internal
factors originate in the instructors’ beliefs and assessment of their students, and the
external relate coworkers and working conditions that might affect CLT feasibility.

In Chapter 3, we describe a survey intended to ascertain the effect of and
relationship between these factors.

2.9 Classroom speech by NI vs. NNI

Let us first consider how the general public perceives NIs. Many for-profit



language schools stress in advertisements that their instructors are all NIs, implying that
NNIs are less desirable. College students tend to judge NIs as more authentic and
demanding. Everybody claims they would love to speak English "like a native". What
better way than to learn from a native speaker? But being a native speaker per se is no
guarantee of teaching ability. Most Japanese people would be inadequate in teaching
Japanese language to non-native learners. Yet learners of English language clamor for
NIs. Most NIs are native speakers of English with a bachelor's degree, but with no
formal training in teaching any subject to any age group. We can see one such
example in the eligibility criteria of the Japan exchange and teaching program (JET),
which says, “[. .. ALT. .. | applicants must hold at least a Bachelor's degree or obtain
such qualifications (JET eligibility criteria, retrieved 2012-11-20).” Some capabilities
of NIs are misunderstood and overvalued. But there is no evidence from the classroom
that supports or refutes the claim that NIs are superior to NNIs who use CLT. Either
way, evidence is quickly needed because in middle schools English classes are already
being taught under the new course of study, and high schools will teach English through
English starting in 2013.

Next, let us consider the advantages of NNIs. While some NIs are
monolingual, all NNIs in middle schools and high schools are formally trained in
college or university, are certificated by MEXT are at least somewhat bilingual, and
tend to be more aware of linguistic and cultural differences between L1 and L2. When
the NNIs and learners share the same L1 (as is the case with the vast majority of English
language classrooms in Japan), learning is facilitated by the NNIs' own experience in
learning L2, along by their training in applied linguistics specifically comparing L1 and
L2. For instance, when a learner says "John's attitude changed like turning over a palm",

an NNI would recognize that the learners wants to say "John abruptly changed his



attitude", but an NI would be baffled without knowledge of Japanese idioms or
mismatches in lexical meaning between Japanese and English. An NNI might teach
faster and more precisely than an NI. Some capabilities of NNIs are undervalued,
perhaps foremost by the NNIs themselves.

How do NNIs teach? As recently as in 2007 in Japan, only 30% of middle
school and 10% of high school English language classes were conducted in English
(MEXT, 2008). Starting in 2013, all English language courses must be delivered in
English (2009 Course of study, 2009), but some NNIs are reluctant (MEXT, 2009). A
Japanese governmental nation-wide survey estimated that less than half of NNIs have
L2 skills sufficient to teach using only L2 (MEXT, 2012). In one case, 30 NNIs in Japan
experienced difficulty incorporating communicative language teaching (CLT) in their
English language courses (Sakui, 2004). (CLT is a language teaching technique that
emphasizes the active usage of L2 with the primary purpose of achieving tasks and the
secondary purpose of acquiring language accuracy. CLT discourages the use of L1.) In
another case, NNIs outside Japan preferred mixing L1 and L2 to using solely English as
both the medium and content of instruction. South Korean NNIs code-switched from L2
to L1 when explaining grammar, vocabulary, and background information (Liu, Ahn,
Baek, & Han, 2004). (Code-switching refers to changing languages.) As cautioned
(Wada, 2002), the current course of study by MEXT has not elevated the use of English
language as a means of instruction and medium of communication as high as it expected.
A considerable number of NNIs resist CLT (Liu, Ahn, Baek, & Han, 2004; Sakui &
Gaies, 1999; Wada, 2002).

In sum, these surveys indicate that (a) about half of Japan's NNIs cannot teach
using CLT, (b) many NNIs avoid CLT even if they can use it, and (c) when CLT is used,

it is often in the form of co-teaching where the NNI depends on the NI. (Co-teaching



means multiple instructors teaching the same class together, often by dividing tasks
among them.) The unwillingness to use CLT is deemed by learners, parents, and school
administrators that NNIs teach poorly.

2.10 Classroom speech and classroom corpora

If there exists a difference in teaching ability between NNIs and NIs, then the
educational community has the right to know what those differences are, and how those
differences affect learning. If in fact NNIs are less skilled in CLT than NIs, then to
succeed in CLT either NNIs need more training, or more NIs need to be hired. If NNIs
and NIs are equally skilled, then NNIs and NIs can be positioned interchangeably. If
NNIs and NIs have different roles, then in-service and pre-service instructors should
either become explicitly aware of their complementing responsibilities so that they can
co-teach, or receive cross-training to acquire skills in both roles. (Cross-training means
being additionally trained in a colleague's skill in order to broaden one's skill set.)

Let us consider how to clarify the differences between NNIs and NIs by
analyzing their spoken language production in the classroom. Could it be that the NNIs'
total vocabulary size or basic vocabulary size are substantially smaller than the NIs'?
What can NNIs do to use English as the main or sole medium of instruction and
content? If the vocabularies of NIs and NNIs are equally effective, then parents and
school administrators can confidently ask NNIs to use CLT. (The stake-holders needing
confidence the most may well be the instructors themselves.) When NNIs and NIs both
use English language more, the government mandate might succeed. Research on
vocabulary size shows that by 18 years of age native speakers of English know
approximately 18,000 words, of which 2,000 words constitute a basic vocabulary
(Nation, 1990, pp. 11-12), beyond which the frequencies of occurrence drop sharply

(McCarthy, 1999).



Speech in English language lessons consists of roughly two types: (1) lesson
proper, involving teaching speech such as teacher-initiated one-way informatives and
directives (Sinclair & Coulthard, 1975), and (2) lesson peripheral, involving classroom
management speech, and including so-called classroom English (CE). In a third-year
classroom at a lower secondary school in the Netherlands, 72% of all instructor
utterances were lesson proper, and the rest were lesson peripheral (Hajer, 2000).

In order to achieve CLT use by both NIs and NNIs, this study focuses on their
classroom speech. Previous studies on the classroom speech of NIs and NNIs, and on
NI vocabulary size provide scope for our study.

2.11 Using classroom corpora to teacher education

Classroom corpora enable "quantitative and qualitative analysis of almost any
aspect of classroom interactions" in general, and in one particular situation, using
classroom corpus tasks in an initial teacher education program improved student
teachers' teaching knowledge, efficiency and insight (O'Keeffe & Farr, 2003, p. 399).
Although recommendations were made to implement corpora in language teacher
education (Conrad, 2002, p. 86; Sinclair 2004, p. 2), little has been ex lored as to the
application of corpora (Moreno & O'Riordan, 2006, p. 84).

Focusing on discourse markers of instructors in the classrooms raises interest
in what is expected to happen next given what has already happened. Fraser (1990)
defines discourse markers as "a type of pragmatic (as opposed to content) class,
specifically a class of commentary pragmatic markers. . . . [and they] have a core
pragmatic meaning, . . .which signals how the speaker intends the message following to
relate to the foregoing discourse" (pp.394-395). Fraser (1999) lists as many as 40 cases
of discourse markers, and categorizes them as "a pragmatic class, lexical expressions

drawn from the syntactic classes of conjunctions, adverbials, and prepositional phrases"



(p- 950). Moreno & O'Riordan (2006) conclude that using concordance lines (shown as
concordance printouts) to train non-native-speaker student teachers in college in how
native language teachers use discourse markers such as well, but, and OK is effective
because the number of such discourse markers are limited and "not a challenging task
for student teachers" (p. 91). Such discourse-based approaches to language teacher
education show the potential of using language corpora in teacher education. Henry &
Roseberry (2001) describe this as "whole-corpus reading and study," where "the corpus
is short enough that it can be read and studied in its entirety" (p. 100).

Another potential of using classroom corpora is related to classroom discourse
structure that Sinclair and Coulthard (1975) proposed based on initiation by teachers,
response by their students, and follow-up by the teachers (the I-R-F model). If there
were such corpora annotated with classroom discourse elements, use of such classroom
corpora might gain further potential for language teacher. In one study (Farr, 2002),
teacher-student interactions were recorded, transcribed, and developed into a
mini-corpus. The transcriptions were analyzed with respect to teacher question forms
and students' productivity, and revealed that teacher trainees became aware of the
corpus findings as well as pedagogical and linguistic awareness.

2.12 Transcriptions, annotations and audio-visuals

Written corpora were not necessarily the best media, however; the student
teachers commented in an interview that (1) video recordings with transcriptions would
have been more preferable, (2) video recording would have been much better resources,
(3) corpora with the books were useful in that they showed examples of useful phrases,
and (4) they learned to use a variety of different discourse markers (Moreno &
O'Riordan, 2006, p. 96). Braun (2005) used video-based interviews with English native

speakers with three categories of annotations: (1) content-related such as topics, (2)
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L2-related such as lexical, grammatical, pragmatic, and (3) learner-related such as level
of proficiency (pp. 55-56). These studies indicate the potential of using audio-visual

corpora.



Chapter 3 Identify enabling factors of CLT (Project 1)

3.1 Introduction

Our first project encompasses the research field we will be focusing on
through the doctoral project. Figure 3 illustrates our research area and subjects. Our
research subjects include English language instructors majorly discerned as non-native
(NNI), who sometimes co-teach English with native instructors of English (NIs) known
as assistant language teachers (ALTs). They teach English to their students regarded
as learners in high schools in Japan. We speculate from the literature that NNIs are
influenced by their teaching objectives such as passing entrance examinations to
universities and seeking to attain communicative competence. Therefore, Project 1
researches relationships between subjects (especially NNIs) and their objectives, and
see whether factors exist to facilitate communicative language teaching (CLT). We
seek to attain this goal through conducting an NNI survey and analyzing the data.
3.2 Survey
3.2.1 Research questions and variables

This section discusses our research questions and variables. How could we
enhance the use of communicative language teaching (CLT) in English classroom?
That is to say, how can non-native English teachers be assisted in building more English
classroom discourse, thus be able to communicate and interact with students in their
target language, English? Based on our understanding of the literature, we believe that
there are at least 4 variables surrounding teachers that relate to the likelihood of CLT's
success in Japanese HSs: (V,) the teachers' teaching goals and methods, (V,) the
teachers' assessment of their students, (V,) the teachers' working conditions, and (V,)
the teachers' perception of CLT feasibility. We are interested in the relationship

between these 4 variables and how they predict the likelihood of CLT's success.
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Therefore, our research question of the first project is as follows: What are enabling
factors of non-native instructor English communicative feasibility? We are interested
in identifying, and understanding the relationship among, variables surrounding teachers
that relate to the likelihood of CLT's success at HSs on Hokkaido Island, Japan.

Variables V, through V, are not necessarily mutually independent. Let us
explain each variable in turn.

The teachers' teaching goal and methods often stem from deeply rooted
beliefs. For instance, an instructor believing that students should pass college entrance
exams might choose GT over CLT.

The teachers' assessment of their students may influence the success of CLT.
Teachers may be more likely to use CLT when they believe their students posses, or
will posses, higher language skills.

The teachers' working conditions may affect the teachers' behavior. With
regards to language teaching, needing to coordinate with coworkers the choice of
textbooks, teaching methods, and teaching speed may affect whether CLT will be
chosen. Coworkers include native-English teachers, assistant language teachers (ALTs),
and non-native-English teachers. With regards to responsibilities not directly tied to
language teaching, duties such as disciplining students or coaching extracurricular
activities may have an impact on the time and energy teachers can spare for CLT.

The teacher's perception of CLT feasibility is likely to influence the success
of CLT. This includes how teachers judge their own skills and those of their students'
with regards to teaching L2 using only or mostly L2 as the medium of instruction.

Therefore, we came up with the following research questions that we seek to
answer in this paper: Do four variables (V, through V,) above affect CLT feasibility?

We hypothesized several possibilities among the relationship among V, through V,.
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One of such possible measurement models is shown in a path diagram to explain
relations among the 4 variables (Figure 4). In the path diagram, V, through V; are
predictor variables, and V, is a dependent variables. We created questionnaire items in
our survey so that they would represent our 4 research variables. Therefore, we
consider our research variables latent and the questionnaire items measured variables.

There can be other possible models. However, we will discuss other possible
models in more detail with goodness of fit indices (GFI) and standardized coefficients
in section 3.2.

3.2.2 Survey and participants

This survey was written and answered in Japanese, and consisted of 47

multiple-choice questions with choices given on a Likert scale of 5, plus 3 open-ended
questions that asked for written responses (an English translation of the survey is in
Appendix C-1).
In August and September 2010, we sent the survey questions and 3 answer sheets to all
public high schools and private high schools in Hokkaido (N=310), along with a cover
letter requesting principals or head teachers of English departments to ask for the
cooperation of up to 3 teachers of English language whose native language is Japanese.
we did not ask for any specific individuals to participate. At the time of the survey,
there were approximately 1670 such teachers on Hokkaido Island. Hence we were
asking for answers from 930 unspecified teachers out of approximately 1670.

We asked for 3 teachers per school because we feared that we would receive
fewer responses if we asked for all teachers to participate; the survey might appear too
arduous, or schools with less than total participation might not send back their partial
responses in timely fashion.

Our survey carried no reward or penalty with regards to participation. All
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responses were anonymous. The survey included a consent form asking for permission
to use the teacher's responses in research.
3.3 Results and Analyses

This section depicts (1) quantitative descriptions of the results, (2)
Chronbach’s alpha level of the questionnaire items, (3) correlation coefficients among
variables, and (4) structural equation modeling (SEM) of research variables.

3.3.1 Responses

Tables 1 and 2 show the numerical breakdown of responses to our survey.
We sent questionnaires to all the 310 high schools in the Hokkaido Island, and received
responses from 150 high schools (48.4%) we sent survey questionnaires (Table 1).

We had 312 responses, which amounted to 33.5 % collection rate. We
covered approximately 18.7 % of the entire high school English non-native teachers in
Hokkaido. Table 2 shows the numerical breakdown of 312 teachers who provided
responses that are analyzed in this paper.

Figures 3 through 8 the background of the teachers who responded.

3.3.2 Choosing reliable questions

From the 42 multiple-choice questions that asked for responses on a 5-point
Lickert scale, we eliminated 17 items and categorized 4 sub-groups to measure 4
research variables (V, to V,). as for V,, V,, V;, and V, were .74, .60, .58 and .62
respectively. Table 3 shows reliable question items used as measured variables. My
survey question items were found to be reliable (25 items; o= .80).

3.3.3 Correlation coefficients among research variables

The 4 sub-groups were assigned to 4 research variables. We calculated the

correlation coefficients among our 4 research variables. Table 4 shows a correlation

matrix.
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The following discusses the correlation coefficients among our 4 research
variables. Written responses to our survey are considered when relevant.
V,vs. V,

High correlation was found between V-V, (r = 0.83). Written responses that
are relevant to this pair of variables include:

I am frustrated because the government's communicative goals conflict with
the skills my students' need to pass college entrance examinations. College placement is
a once-in-a-lifetime opportunity for my students. I am obliged to teach to the test.
(Teacher A)

When my students desire high grades in university entrance examinations, I
help them achieve their goals. (Teacher B)

The high correlation between the teachers' teaching goal and methods and the
teachers' perception of CLT feasibility might indicate that teachers select their teaching
methods based on their students' needs. When students want to go to college, teachers
prepare students for entrance exams through GT methods. Otherwise, teachers might
choose CLT.

V,vs.V;

Moderate correlation was found between V,-V; (r = 0.71). Written responses
that are relevant to this pair of variables include:

“The actual situations of students and schools preclude teachers from offering
all-English courses. ”(Teacher C)

If MEXT wants HSs to teach L2 using only L2, then MEXT should

first look at schools like mine. My HS has many low-performing students

who have difficulty understanding lessons even in L1. Students like mine

definitely deserve help in L1. (Teacher D)
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My students span a wide spectrum of English language proficiency:
from introductory to advanced. I rack my brain how to teach them all in one
classroom. On the one hand, I have students preparing for college. On the
other hand, I have students who [after 3 years of English in middle school]
cannot write the alphabet, or understand words such as "study" and "school."
All-English lessons are unsuited for such students. I doubt that MEXT is
aware that some HSs in rural Hokkaido accept all applicants including those
with developmental disorders. (Teacher E)

The teachers' assessment of their students seems to correlate with the teachers'
working conditions. When the teachers' working environment favors lesson planning
and self-development, teachers are likely to expect communicatively high goals of their
students, and vice versa. For instance, when disciplining students or coordinating
homeroom duties are not heavy burdens, teachers can focus resources on preparing
lessons and improving their own skills. Teachers seem to believe that CLT is suited for
privileged students.

Working conditions are correlated with the students' academic skills. The
write-in responses from teachers D and E depict the harsh constraints that deny some
teachers from using CLT. Students with low proficiency or learning disabilities require
attention that sap teachers of resources that otherwise might have been used for CLT. If
this interpretation is true, then low-performing schools may never choose CLT.
V,vs.V;

Weak correlation was found between V-V, (r = 0.66). Written responses that
are relevant to this pair of variables include:

“I have no time to develop my English language skills because of daily school duties

(Teacher F).” “I could teach all in English if I tried. Unfortunately I cannot prepare
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appropriate audio-visual teaching material. I am tied up with non-EFL work as a
homeroom teacher and duties assigned by the school district (Teacher G).” “If MEXT
wants Japanese citizens to speak English, then MEXT should (a) increase the amount of
English learning time per student, and (b) allow teachers to concentrate on EFL by
reducing non-EFL duties (Teacher H).”

It appears that teachers are overwhelmed by non-EFL duties. Teachers with
time can prepare for CLT lessons, while those without cannot.
V,;vs. V,

Weak correlation was found between V-V, (r = 0.63). Written responses that
are relevant to this pair of variables include: “While I agree that EFL should include
communicative aspects, | disagree with the view that all Japanese people should be able
to communicate in English. Students should not be given more than they can chew
(Teacher I).” “My students have different English language skills. They are students
with low academic abilities. I prefer to teach content that students enjoy rather than
teach intermediate or advanced material (Teacher J).”

This suggests that the teachers' teaching goal and methods correlate with the
teachers' assessment of their students. Teachers who prefer CLT expect much of their
students. Teachers who do not prefer CLT do not expect their students to use L2
communicatively.

V;vs.V,

No correlation was found between V;-V, (r = 0.31). This seems to contradict
the moderate correlations between V,-V, and V,-V,. In hindsight, V, included too many
sub-variables such as colleagues, non-EFL workload, and range of students' language
proficiency. We should have divided these areas and asked more questions, but we had

hesitated because the survey would have become unbearably voluminous. One aspect
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that we might focus on in future research is the mutual relationship between
Japanese-native teachers and English-native teachers. In our current survey, we were
unable to generalize expectations towards ALTs from the written responses because the
teachers' opinions were inconsistent.

V,vs.V,

No correlation was found between V,-V, (r = 0.26). Written responses that
are relevant to this pair of variables include: “I want students to come to class with a
clear sense of purpose. Some students are poorly motivated (Teacher K).” “I want
students to try English activities with an open mind. Students with positive attitudes will
become interested in EFL even if they are reluctant to commit. Teachers should kindle
such emotions (Teacher L).” “I want students to be conscientious, acquire skills, and
continue learning. Students should realize that doing what they like the easy way is not
enough. I want to challenge my students (Teacher M).”

The lack of correlation between V,-V, is inconclusive. We are reminded that
poorly motivated learners encourage GT (Sato, 2002).

3.3.4 Structural equation modeling of latent variables (SEM/LV)

We analyzed the survey responses by structural equation modeling of latent
variables (SEM/LV) where V, through V, were the latent variables. We compared the
goodness of fit index (GFI) values of various possible SEM/LV models based on the
correlation matrix in the previous section (Table 4). We used chi-square values and the
indices shown on Tables 5 and 6 respectively to discriminate between good fitting
models and poor fitting models. The V,»V, model had acceptable values for all those
indices.

The V,»V, model indicates a causal relationship from V, toward V, (Figure

9). 4 out of the 7 measured variables reasonably represent V,. 2 measured variables
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reasonably represent V,,.
3.3.5 Write-in answers in the survey

This section depicts 3 write-in question answers in the survey. I asked 3
write-in questions so that I could support the quantitative data I would collect in the
multiple-answer sections. [ try classifying the write-in answers depending on the areas
that they could possibly relate to. Figures 10 through 12 show histogram of classified
answers. The write-in questions concerning NNIs’ expectations and requests toward
(1) their students, (2) ALTs, and (3) English education in general extracted 61, 78, and
86 responses respectively.

The first write-in question asked NNIs’ expectations and requests toward their
students. Approximately 40% of the responses to this question is classified as the
student motivation. This is an outstanding result because the second largest category
is the NNIs’ exaptation of their students to study English at home (approximately 15%),
which is less than half the percentage of the expectation ranked first. The other classes
Figure 10 shows the histogram of the first write-in question answer classes.

The second question asked NNIs’ expectations and requests toward ALTs.
Although the class ranked first amounts to a little over 15%, the classification shows
rather high expectations toward ALTs. Most of them concern how NNIs should be
assisted. “Interact with students,” “ALTs should plan lessons,” and “ALTs should know
teaching method” are such examples. This reflects NNIs’ problems in conducting CLT
lessons. The NNIs that responded need assisting in lesson planning and conducting
lessons, especially when having English interactions with students.  Figure 11 shows
the histogram of the second write-in question answer classes.

The third write-in question asked NNIs’ expectations and requests toward

English education in general. I suspected there might be some other factors that affect
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CLT feasibility other than the initial 42 questions. Except for few, most of the classes
are not so surprising as they had been previously expected from the literature. One
such few classes are “More NNs are necessary in addition to more budget,” and
“Teaching English should not be the only subject that deserves criticism (there should
be other subjects to be criticized as well).” Figure 12 shows the histogram of the third
write-in question answer classes.

My classification might give some hints to both instructors including NIs, and
policy makers for improving English educational situations in this country.

3.4 Conclusion and discussion for Project 1

The following sections explain our conclusion (section 3.3.1), implications
and limitations (sections 3.3.2 through 3.3 .4).

3.4.1 What kind of teachers believe in the success of CLT?

SEM/LV modeling indicated a causal relationship from V, toward V,,
meaning that the teachers' teaching goal and methods influence the teachers' perception
of CLT feasibility. In particular, responses to survey questions 2, 3, 5, 6, 24 and 25 had
a relatively strong impact on the teachers' perception of CLT feasibility. Teachers who
prefer and are confident of using English over Japanese as the language of instruction,
teachers who encourage communication pair-work among students, and teachers who
adjust their teaching according to the students' skills are likely to believe in the success
of CLT.

3.4.2 Implication to teachers

Non-native English teachers seeking to use CLT may wish to (1) improve
their own English language skills, (2) increase the use of English as the language of
instruction, and (3) increase communication pair-work.

3.4.3 Implication to policy makers
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No correlation was found between V,-V, and V;-V,. Teachers of
underprivileged students are not necessarily pessimistic over CLT. Nor are busy
teachers. The needs of their students and the school environment do seem to affect the
teachers' optimism, however, which leads us to propose 2 changes in educational policy.
First, the structure and content of entrance examinations should be overhauled because
they force teachers to use non-communicative methods even when teachers realize that
CLT is better. Entrance examinations that evaluate communicative competence will
accelerate the adoption of CLT.

Second, the school environment should be restructured such that (a) student
needs are less diverse, and (b) teacher growth is assured. Recall that some HS
classrooms have advanced students preparing for college and remedial students who
cannot write the alphabet. The students should be grouped according to their needs.
Teachers need time and energy to grow as well, and lessening their non-EFL duties
would help improve their language skills and prepare material for CLT classes.

3.4 .4 Limitations and suggestions for future research

There are at least two limitations to our survey. The first limitation is scope.
The geographic area covered in our survey and the number of teachers who responded
within that area are both small. Obviously a nationwide survey would be more
convincing. That being said, we see no reason why our findings would differ from HSs
on other islands in Japan.

The second limitation is more serious, and concerns the choice of measured
variables. In our SEM/LV analysis, we studied the relationship between the latent
variables V,, V,, V;, and V,, which were each determined by measured variables
corresponding to questions in the survey. While some measured variables showed

meaningful correlation with their associated latent variables, other measured variables
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did not, resulting in some of our findings being inconclusive. We need measured
variables that correlate more strongly to their latent variables.
3.4.5 Planning following projects

Now that we found factors to facilitate CLT in Project 1, the following task is
to how we should create English classroom environment where instructors (NNIs) use
English language as a means of instruction and materials to teach through it. If we do
not display what classroom environment where English is used in such manners, NNIs
who believe that the GTM is the norm might end up with not using English sufficiently
because they are not native English speakers, who they believe are far more proficient
users of the language, or resorting to only team-teaching co-taught by NIs instead of
NNIs using English in their solo classes. Therefore, we need to show evidence that
all-English lessons are attainable goals if NNIs conduct lessons without the help of NIs.
Project 2 will seek to find such evidence by quantifying English classroom speech by
NIs and NNIs.

The next chapter (Project 2) will explain how to quantify English classroom
speech by instructors, and analyze spoken tokens so that NNIs can utilize its findings
when they are to conduct CLT by themselves. We will see how findings in Project 2
will be applied in order to train NNIs, and examine in Project 3 whether such findings

will be actually of benefit to NNIs.
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Chapter 4 Examine NI-NNI vocabulary differences and similarities (Project 2)

Project 2 researches English instructor (both NIs and NNIs) speech in the
actual English classrooms where English is used as a means of instruction, and teaching
materials. Figure 13 illustrates a Project 2 research field and its relevance to our
research subjects and their objectives. The project seems to circumvent and be a little
off the doctoral project objectives at a first glance. However, it is necessary to conduct
this project because we need spoken English evidence in the actual English classrooms
in order to facilitate facilitate CLT since the literature review revealed that English
teaching conducted in English by NNIs is not a matter of course in Japanese high
schools yet. The findings of Project 2 will be utilized in Project 3 to help to support
NNIs, which would eventually lead to enhancing CLT.
4.1 Introduction

English language learners in Japan, their instructors, parents, and school
administrators share a preconception that, in contrast with native instructors (NIs),
non-native instructors (NNIs) are somewhat if not totally incapable of teaching English
through English. (NIs are teachers whose first language (L1) is English, and who may
or may not speak Japanese as their second language (L2). NNIs are teachers whose L1
is Japanese and whose L2 is English.) Because NNIs outnumber NIs by over 15 to 1 in
Japan's middle schools and high schools (MEXT, 2007; JET, 2012), parents and
learners fear that they are statistically likely to be taught by inferior teachers. The roles
and effectiveness of NIs and NNIs are poorly researched, however. Instructors, learners,
parents, and school administrators deserve to know how NIs and NNIs differ, and how
to leverage or correct those differences.

Based on the literature, the following questions deserve attention: (1) Do the

classroom utterances of NIs and NNIs differ in terms of vocabulary size? (2) What
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vocabularies do NIs and NNIs share? (3) What characterizes their different
vocabularies? (4) What can NNIs learn from NIs, and vice versa? (5) How can we
encourage and justify the use of English by NNIs in classrooms of English as a foreign
language where NIs participate only on limited occasions?

Answering these questions requires analyses of NI and NNI speech. This
paper addresses that requirement by developing a corpus of classroom spoken English,
and proposing methods to analyze lexical types and tokens found in such a corpus. (A
lexical token is an instance of a word form. A lexical type is a headword that represents
a group of inflected forms. For brevity, this paper occasionally refers to lexical types
and tokens as types and tokens respectively.)

We hope this paper generates interest among the speech processing community to (a)
engage at a larger scale in quantitative research of CLT classroom behavior by NIs and
NNIs, and (b) quantify English production and reception by analyzing spoken
interactions between instructors and learners in classrooms (which this paper has not
done). We also hope that such research methods and findings from the speech
processing community will aid language teacher training program administrators,
language learning policy-makers, NIs, and NNIs in becoming cognizant of the
instructors' developed or latent talents.

The remainder of this chapter consists of research materials (section 4.2), methods,
(section 4.3), results and analyses (section 4.4), and discussion and conclusion (section
4.5).

4.2 Materials

We compared NI and NNI speech using the following 3 materials: (1)
transcriptions of English spoken by instructors in a language classroom, (2) a collection

of CE phrases, and (3) a corpus created from large bodies of written and spoken English.
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Of these, (1) is our work, as little research exists on NI and NNI English (Duff, 2000).
Materials (2) and (3) were obtained from the literature as explained later in this section.
4.2.1 Classroom video corpus

In order to obtain NI and NNI speech data, we videotaped a Japanese public
senior high school freshman English language class. This class was observed over a
6-month period. The video recordings were transcribed at the lexical token level.

There were 3 NIs, 1 NNI, 23 boy students, and 17 girl students. 40 students is
a common class size for a Japanese public school.

The NIs had arrived at the school district after completing college in the USA,
the UK, or New Zealand. None had prior teaching experience. The NIs were hired
fulltime for a limited duration as assistant language teachers through a junior instructor
exchange program in Japan (JET, 2012). The NNI was a permanent employee of the
school district, with 20 years' teaching experience.

The learners were typical Japanese high school freshmen, who, when
videotaping began, had just finished 9 years of compulsory education (all of it in Japan),
of which during the last 3 years they learned English language in 50-minute class
periods meeting 3 times per week, for 35 weeks per school year. Their estimated
vocabulary size was approximately 1,000 lexical types. We believe the learners' English
language proficiency was at the elementary level, perhaps S-1 on the ILR (FSI)
proficiency scale (SIL International, 1999) or between Al and A2 on Reference Level
Descriptions (RLD) for national and regional languages (Council of Europe, 2001).

The high school English class consisted of 45-minute class periods meeting 4
times a week. 1 NNI, who was always present, taught the class during the entire
videotaped period. Once every 5 lessons on average, an NI (but never more than 1 at a

time) co-taught with the NNI; that is, (a) NIs co-taught with the NNI every time they
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appeared in the lesson, (b) NIs never taught solo, but (c) the NNI did teach solo. When
the speech data were being collected, the instructors were not explicitly aware of any
differences in their teaching roles or lexical types. Differences might have arisen
because (a) NIs always co-taught while NNIs co-taught and solo-taught, meaning that
the NNI may have played the roles of the NIs had they been co-teaching, and (b) NNIs
in general seem to depend upon NIs for communicative language teaching.

During class, an audio CD provided by the textbook publisher was used from
time to time. CD speech appearing in the classroom video recordings was also
transcribed in order to show the size of NI and NNI speech relative to CD recordings.
Some readers of this paper may be familiar with classes where NNIs speak .1 most of
the time, and an L2 recording is played on occasion. The CD speech in our corpora
occurs at the same order of magnitude. This may give readers an idea of how much L2
was spoken by the instructors.

422 NNI reliability

To show that results from our lone NNI are generalizable, we compared the
NNI's speech in the classroom corpus with that of other classes taught in English
language by 5 NNIs (MEXT, 2012). The 5 NNIs had been video-recorded at 5 schools
in as many regions across Japan by a government agency to serve as role models for
NNIs throughout Japan. Each class had different learners and language material. In
section 4.2.1, we will show by using word token distributions that the classroom
language was similar across all 6 NNIs, and therefore that results from 1 NNI in the
classroom corpus can be (with reservations) be generalized among NNIs who can teach
using CLT.

4.2.3 Classroom English

One narrow definition of CE consists only of questions and commands uttered
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to the students, for example, "Who hasn't got a book?" "Sit down, please." and "Take
out your books." (Gardner & Gardner, 2000). We define CE as teacher-student
interactions that are not teaching moves, that is, instructor utterances that are neither
task-centered elicitations (questions using interrogatives), directives (commands using
imperative forms), nor informatives (explanations using declaratives). Examples of CE
conversations are given in the literature (Gardner & Gardner, 2000; Teranishi, 1950)
that list classroom phrases intended as a guide for NNIs wishing to conduct classes in
English. Among the NNI-student conversation examples given in (Teranishi, 1950),
there were a total of 10,839 lexical tokens, of which 6,824 were spoken by the NNI, and
4,014 by the students. See Appendix E for classroom English samples (classroom
discourse between the NNI and the students).
4.24 Benchmark wordlist

As the benchmark wordlist for comparison (O'Keeffe, McCarthy & Carter,
2007), we chose a wordlist that contains basic words (JACET, 2003), which lists the
8,000 most frequent lexical types in order from 1 (the most frequent) down to 8,000 (the
least frequent). These 8,000 lexical types are ranked into 8 bands of 1,000 types each.
The frequency rankings and bands were used to compare lexical types and tokens found
in our transcriptions.
4.3 Methods

After transcribing NI, NNI, and CD speech, utterances were separated into
lexical tokens. Lexical tokens were grouped into lexical types using Perl scripts that
lemmatized tokens (i.e., grouped lexical tokens belonging to the same lexical type)
(JACET, 2003). Lexical tokens that were derived forms were counted as different types.

We analyzed tokens appearing in NI and NNI speech in 3 ways: (1) We

divided NI, NNI, and CE tokens and types into sets based on their commonality (section
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4.3.1); (2) we compared NI and NNI tokens and types against the benchmark wordlist

with regards to frequency rank, and correlation coefficients. (section 4.3.2); and (3) we

compared NI and NNI types by first normalizing frequencies of NI and NNI tokens, and
then identifying NI and NNI types with high keyness, i.e., tokens that occur with

unusually high frequency (section 4.3.3).

4.3.1 Classifying tokens and types

For convenience, we will refer to sets consisting of NI, NNI, and/or CE
tokens as sets S, through S, as defined in Figure 14. Such classification is of interest
because, for instance, S; might suggest a core vocabulary of language instructors (Carter,

1998), while the difference between S, and S, might suggest how NIs and NNIs differ

from each other.

4.3.2 Comparing NI and NNI tokens and types on the benchmark

The sets NI and NNI were compared against the benchmark wordlist in the
following ways:

(1) NI and NNI tokens were ordered in the order of frequency that their
corresponding types appear in the benchmark wordlist.

(2) Correlation coefficients were obtained between NI and NNI vs. those in the
benchmark wordlist. Raw frequencies of lexical types in each 1,000-type rank in
(JACET, 2003) were used for this procedure, and yielded 8 correlation
coefficients.

4.3.3 Finding types with high keyness

We identified NI and NNI types with high keyness using the following
procedure:

(1) Normalize NI and NNI token frequencies by calculating frequency ratios of NI

and NNI tokens with respect to their maximum frequency counts.
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(2) Apply a chi-square test on NI and NNI type frequencies. This yields types with
potentially high keyness.
(3) Remove context-dependent words, because they are specific to the lesson being
taught. We allow CE tokens uttered by our NIs and NNI (S, S,, and S, in Figure
14) because discourse is expected in most if not all classroom interactions (HALL,
2000).
4.4 Results and analyses
This section focuses on NI and NNI speech, although learners were exposed
to CD speech as well. First we show that our 4 NIs can be statistically treated as 1 group,
and that our NNI is statistically similar to 5 other NNIs who use CLT to teach different
classes. Next we statistically describe the data. We end with results and analyses of
methods that were explained in section 4.3.
4 4.1 NI and NNI inter-instructor equivalence
We examined the similarities among the 3 NIs used in this study, and the 5
NNIs taken from video-taped lessons conducted in English (MEXT, 2012). Figures 15
and 16 show distributions of spoken tokens in respective subjects across the 8 ranks of
the benchmark corpus. We combined the speech from the 3 NIs and treated them as a
one set of data because one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) of the utterance token
distributions of the 3 NIs across the 8 ranks of the benchmark corpus showed no
statistical significant differences among 3NIs.'
One-way ANOVA of the utterance token distribution of our NNI and the 5

NNIs across the 8 ranks of the benchmark corpus also showed no statistical significant

' F(2,21) = 0005, p = .9995.
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differences among 6 NNIs.” Therefore we tentatively propose that our NNI might be
representative of similar NNIs, i.e., the 10 percent of all NNIs in Japan who mostly or
totally use English language during their classes. We did not combine the speech of the
6 NNIs because they taught English classes to different students.

4 4.2 Classifying tokens and types

Table 7 shows descriptive statistics of the number of lexical tokens per
classroom lesson. The NNI code-switched from English to Japanese on occasion (the
NIs never did); hence the NNI has a larger standard deviation (SD) and a lower
minimum. However the maximum number of tokens per lesson is comparable for NIs
and the NNI, with similar means and maxima. Both NIs and the NNI seem equally
capable of producing English tokens when the lesson context allows. The CD is used in
60% of all lessons and its number of tokens is roughly 20% compared to those of the
NIs and the NNI.

The distribution of lexical types across S, and S, is shown in Figures 17 and
18. We found that the sizes of S,and S, are relatively large. We also found that S, is
substantially larger than S, and S,.

Based on the lexical types found in each set, along with the utterances in
which the lexical types appeared, and teacher behavior in general, we surmise the
following.

S, was large because every language depends on a relatively small set of
words to express any idea, of course, but in this study the largeness of S, is
pedagogically meaningful because it indicates similarities between the NIs and NNI.
The greater the similarity, the greater the equivalence, hence the greater

interchangeability exists between NIs and NNIs.

> F(5,42) = 0001, p = .9999.
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Further evidence of NI-NNI similarity was found in S, being larger than S
and S¢. Most instructors adapt to their learners without explicit guidelines of teaching
conduct. Perhaps the instructors unconsciously adapted their vocabulary to their
learners' capabilities (i.e., aid comprehension by adjusting their vocabulary) even
though the instructors did not plan on doing so.

S, was markedly larger than S,. The reason may be that NI lexical types
remained fairly constant across lessons because NIs and students engaged in oral
exchanges that were less dependent on textbook content, while NNI types varied across
lessons because the NNI was responsible for introducing and reviewing new vocabulary
when they appeared in the course material. This division of labor probably arose
spontaneously because (a) the NNI was always present in class, knew what lexical types
were being reviewed and what were being introduced, and drafted the lesson plan,
whereas (b) the NIs were not present in every class, were not all trained as teachers, and
were more comfortable being conversation partners.

In sum, the largeness of S, and S, suggests that NIs and NNIs tailor lexical
types to their learners. The difference between S, and S, suggests that NIs repeat the
same lexical types while NNIs cover a wider range.

44.3 Comparing NI and NNI tokens on the benchmark wordlist
4.4.3.1 NI and NNI tokens and types ranked in the order of the benchmark wordlist

Out of the 126,210 tokens in our classroom corpus, 103,218 tokens (82%)
were found in the benchmark wordlist. The breakdown was NI 15,765 (85%), NNI
77,765 (81%), and CD 9,688 (87%).

Figure 19 shows the cumulative percentages of NI and NNI tokens for each
1,000-type rank of the benchmark wordlist.

As expected, coverage asymptotes quickly, and reaches 100% coverage only

4-9



at the end, reflecting the long tail of lexical type distribution even at the upper-beginner
to lower-intermediate level of course content.

Figure 20 shows the number of lexical types preferred by either NI or NNI per
1,000-type rank of the benchmark wordlist. We found that NIs should produce more
types in the essential type group to become NNI-like, and the NNI should produce more
types in the 2-1,001 rank to become NI-like.
4.4.3.2 Correlation coefficients of lexical types vs. the benchmark wordlist

Figure 21 shows correlation coefficients of lexical types appearing in our data
sets vs. the benchmark wordlist. We found that the correlation between the union set S,
US, and the benchmark is high for the 1,000 most common types, but that the
correlation coefficients drop as a rough function of benchmark wordlist frequency (i.e.,
the less frequent the type, the lower the correlation tends to be). The union sets S;U S,
and S, U S, both highly correlate with the 1,000 most common types, but not with others.
Beyond the 1,000 most frequent types we see low or negative correlation between NI
and NNI vs. the benchmark wordlist. These findings are consistent with the
interpretation that the 1,000 most frequent types would form the very core vocabulary
of all instructors, and that textbook materials relate to specific topics that lack the
breadth and depth of written and spoken English from which the benchmark wordlist is
drawn.

444 Types with high keyness
4.4.4.1 Normalized token frequencies

The first step in identifying NI and NNI types with high keyness is comparing
normalized NI and NNI token frequencies. We calculated frequency ratios of NI and
NNI tokens with respect to their maximum frequency counts, and examined their

distributions (Figures 22 and 23).
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Although the frequency plots appear similar (Figure 22), the distribution of
types differs noticeably (Figure 23), showing that types with high keyness may exist.
4.4.4.2 Chi-squared test on type frequencies

The second step in identifying NI and NNI types with high keyness is finding
high-key candidates. Treating NI and NNI tokens as constituting mutually independent
sets, we used a chi-square test to compare type frequencies with respect to the entire
number of tokens. Figure 24 shows a histogram of significant NI vs. NNI ratio
differences, sorted in the order of difference magnitude. The 155 types found are
high-key candidates, of which samples are shown in Tables 8 and 9.
4.4.4.3 Removal of content-dependent types

The third step in identifying NI and NNI types with high keyness is removing
context-dependent types. Because such types are specific to the lesson being taught,
they interfere with observing the unbiased language use of NIs and NNI. As mentioned
in section 4.3.3, we did not remove CE tokens because discourse is expected in most if
not all classroom interactions.

The context-dependent types we found were newly introduced types that
appeared in the class textbook, e.g. "backpack," "chimpanzees," and "dome." we
removed them because they were obviously being taught through explanations or drills.
Had these types not been the focus of instruction, it is unlikely they would have
appeared in our data.

A total of 25 context-dependent types were removed, yielding 130 high-key
types (NI 87, NNI 43).

Finally, we added an arbitrary constraint to reduce the likelihood of
accidentally selecting a high-key type. We chose to retain types that were realized by

the NIs or NNI as at least 2 tokens on average for each class period they were present.
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Hence we selected NIs high-key types appearing as no less than 18 tokens, because the
NIs appeared in class 9 times. For the NNI it was 98 tokens for 49 class periods.
The resulting NI and NNI high-key types are shown in Tables 10 and 11.

non

Table 10 contains personal pronouns (e.g., "you", "I", "he", "she", "they", "someone",
"everyone", "anyone"), auxiliary verbs (e.g., "can", "could", "would"), interjections (e.g.,
"yes"), and other types that, as a whole, are often used for oral interaction between
instructors and students. Table 11 contains imperatives (e.g., "look", "repeat", "check",
"underline", "begin", "turn"), meta-instruction phrases (e.g., "question", "right",
"textbook"), and meta-language phrases (e.g., "word", "phrase", "meaning") that are
often used for textbook-based drill activities. Over 90% of the types in Tables 10 and 11
fall within the 2,000 most common types (Figure 19).

It is highly unlikely that the NIs are incapable of using types in Table 5, or
that the NNI is ignorant of types in Table 4. What causes this skew?

As touched upon in section 4.4.2, NIs were more likely to use communicative
types to engage in open-ended conversations with students. The NNI was more likely to
engage in teaching moves regarding textbook material. We believe that the lexical
differences between these 2 tables reflect the differences of teaching roles between the
NIs and the NNI, instead of differences in language ability.

4.5 Conclusion and discussion for Project 2

We state our findings (section 4.5.1), implications to language pedagogy
(section 4.5.2), limitations (section 4.5.3), and suggestions for further research (section
454).

4.5.1 Findings
Our data show no evidence that the NNI code-switched to Japanese because

the NNI's English is limited compared to the NIs'. NIs and the NNI appear capable of
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producing equal amounts of tokens per unit time (Table 7). S, and S; show that NIs and
the NNI seem to share a common core vocabulary of both general English and CE
(Figure 17). S, and S, also show high correlation with the 2000 most frequent word
types in the benchmark (Figure 21). The similarity between NI and NNI lexical
distributions (Figures 19 and 22) suggests that the NIs (S, + S;) and the NNI (S, + S¢)
employ comparable vocabulary sizes in the classroom.

The lexical types and tokens do differ between NIs and the NNI (Figure 20),
but the semantic coverage of lexical types found with potentially high keyness (Figures
23 and 24, and Tables 10 and 11) is consistent with classroom observations that the NIs
and NNI perform different roles in the classroom (partly based on the NIs' lack of
teacher training and their infrequent presence in class), and that these different roles
impose different interactions with students, resulting in different lexical choices.

At the present time, it appears that both NIs and NNIs share a sizeable core of
vocabulary (S, and S;), NIs teach vocabulary depth (S,), and NNIs teach vocabulary
breadth (S,). If NIs and NNIs are equally effective -- or, at least they are effective for
separate teacher roles -- then NIs and NNIs should be able to learn teaching content and
techniques from each other to be better understood by learners. The popular
presumption that NNIs cannot speak English and ought to unilaterally learn from NIs
seems overly simplistic, as far as our data show.

4.5.2 Implications to language pedagogy

Both NIs and NNIs may benefit from the findings in our research. Perhaps
NIs use lexical types in Table 10 more often because they are native speakers or
because they engage in general-purpose conversations with students. The fact that the
precise cause is unknown is irrelevant for practical purposes. NNIs desiring to become

more NI-like (by either becoming more native-like or engaging in general-purpose
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conversations) may do so, as a crude approximation, by using lexical types in Table 10.
Conversely, NIs might become NNI-like (in teaching textbook content or managing the
class) by using lexical types such as those in Table 11. Indeed, all that may be needed to
cross-train NIs and NNIs may be to change their word-selection habits. Instead of
lecturing NNIs to engage in open-ended oral queries using such-and-such phrases, for
instance, NNIs could be encouraged to use personal pronouns more often. Conversely,
NIs could be given a list of content words that, due to the classroom actions associated
with those words, would help NIs assume NNI-like roles. This seemingly superficial
claim presumes that NIs and NNIs are capable of modifying their behavior using
implicit instruction by virtue of their language and teacher training. Testing this
hypothesis on experienced in-service teachers would be of interest.

Less experienced or pre-service teachers might benefit from focusing on the
vocabulary shared between NIs and NNIs. We believe that this common ground is part
of the CE core vocabulary, with which teachers should become completely familiar.
Developing sample phrases and examples of classroom interaction may prepare middle
and high schools in Japan to teach English language using mostly or solely English.
4.5.3 Limitations

Our conclusions should be regarded as tentative because our data have limited
size and variety. The tiny sample size obviously limits generalizing our conclusions. We
are continuing efforts to expand our corpus. Unfortunately, developing teacher corpora
from recorded data requires significant resources (O'Keeffe, McCarthy & Carter, 2007).
For this study, we analyzed 3 NIs, and showed that our sole NNI is comparable with 5
other NNIs who teach different classes using CLT.

Including NNIs with various levels of L2 proficiency would allow us to better

understand NNI issues. NNIs with different L1s would allow more global comparison.
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The NIs lacked training and experience as teachers, and were not present during every
class period. These factors must have affected the quality and quantity of spoken
language. The NIs were native speakers of 3 varieties of English, however, improving
the sample variance somewhat.

We do not necessarily consider as a limitation the fact that none of our NIs
fluently spoke the learners' L1, although proficiency is certainly valuable. Even without
knowing the learners' L1, many NIs can be trained as to how learners learn L2, and how
the learners' L1 affects their L2.

4.5.4 Further research

Project 2 focused on lexical tokens and types in isolation. We need analyses
involving word collocations, such as n-grams, or concordance lines using high-key
tokens as nodes. Context-dependent analyses may help train teachers by showing
examples of classroom phrases and interactions.

Another approach might use a core vocabulary wordlist such as (West, 1953)
as a benchmark for analysis or teacher training. The fact that NIs taught with a limited
vocabulary raises hopes of using minimal vocabulary to teach content (i.e., conveying
information via L2, instead of focusing on teaching L2 itself).

4.5.5 Comprehensive use of English classroom corpora

Developing English classroom corpora required (1) video and/or audio
recording of English classroom utterances, (2) watching and/or listening to the
utterances, (3) transcribing the utterances, and (4) analyzing the discourse between
instructors and students. We experienced these processes, although quantifying and
analyzing (the final 2 processes) were our main concern. In the following project
(Project 3), we will see whether such corpus developing and analyzing processes will be

effective to train NNIs.
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We will utilize all these processes so that NNIs can be trained to be better
instructors. We will not only utilize the findings in Project 2, but further make use of
classroom video clips through watching them for the instructors’ introspection and

consultation with more experienced instructors.
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Chapter 5 Use classroom corpora in training preservice teachers (Project 3)

5.1 Introduction

Project 3 is the final project in our doctoral research. The project tests to
examine whether CLT training for NNIs using methods and findings used in Project 2 is
effective or not. Figure 25 illustrates the role of Project 3 toward the doctoral research
subjects and their objectives. It locates itself between the subjects and their objectives
because the main purpose of Project 3 is to train NNIs who are to conduct CLT. Its
position in the entire research area is closer to the research subjects than Project 2 is, for
Project 2 gives grounds to facilitate Project 3, i.e., English teacher (NNI) education.

Building upon findings that classroom language corpora are effective in
language teacher development, we wish to ascertain how spoken language corpora can
help preservice English language teachers enrolled as college students in Japan. We
define our use of spoken language corpora as one that includes not only using written
corpora for consultation by learners (as for the teacher education, learners mean
language teachers) but also recording (video-taping), transcribing and analyzing the
transcription assisted by instructors as well as watching the video clips. The reason why
we define it in a relatively broader sense is because (a) we wish to observe language
teachers who need assistance in conducting their language lessons in the target language,
and (b) these teachers may be incapable of autonomous corpus consultation where
teachers "go through a process of self-discovery" (Tsui, 2004, p.59). Braun (2005)
explains this difficulty:

. . . they [the users of a corpus] are isolated from the original discourses, but

understanding can only be achieved when the discourse which gave rise to a

text can be reconstructed. While our ability to create contexts in our mind

normally enables us to comprehend many artifacts of language — texts as well
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as concordances — even if we did not participate in the original discourse, this

proves to be much more difficult for a learner. (pp. 52-53)

MEXT statistics (2008) show that English language learning is poor in Japan's
junior and senior high schools; we assume that Japan's college student teachers are
likewise poorly trained. We further assume that Japan's preservice teachers are not
fluent in spoken English in general, and in classroom-oriented discourse in particular.
Hence this study focuses on to what extent using language classroom corpora in a
relatively broader sense will be effective to (a) reduce English language disfluencies
such as fillers and repeats (Research question 1), and (b) improve the teachers'
classroom discourse skills such as evaluation and follow-up interactions with students
(Research question 2). We are also interested in how this instructor training involving
classroom corpora would benefit the instructors (Research question 3). In the
remainder of this paper, we describe the experiment and methods of analyses (section
5.2), the results and analyses (section 3), and our conclusions (section 4).

5.2 Materials and methods

This section describes the participants (section 5.2.1) and the experiment procedure
(section 5.2.2), and how we examine the results (sections 5.2.3 and 5.2.4).
5.2.1 Participants

The experimental participants were 25 Japanese college seniors seeking

certification as English language teachers. These students were taking the same series of
teacher-training courses, and were scheduled to start their practice teaching in several
weeks. We explained to the participants the purpose of the study and that they would
remain anonymous. The participants consented in writing to the use in research of their
transcribed speech obtained in the course of this study.

5.2.2 Classroom corpora and using corpora
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The classroom corpora we used consisted of classroom video corpus (Katagiri &
Kawai, 2008) and classroom English (Gardner & Gardner, 2000). The former contains
over 10,000 native and non-native instructor classroom spoken tokens (approximately
18,500 and 96,500 tokens respectively) and recorded video files. The latter has basic
classroom English words and expressions classified according to classroom transactions
such as asking questions and giving commands. Although this compilation of classroom
English does not result from transcribed instructor speech, we treat it as a mini-corpus
that helps participants distinguish action verbs such as "listen" and "speak" found in the
classroom video corpus.

From the classroom video corpus the participants saw three areas of interest:
(1) N-grams that indicate frequently-occurring classroom English phrases, (2) instructor
- student interactions, and (3) classroom discourse hierarchies (Sinclair & Coulthard,
1975, pp. 21-29) such as transactions, exchanges, and moves.

Corpora can be used in two ways: pre-made or in-house corpora can form the
data set for analysis, and the process of building a corpus can itself be educational. In
our treatment of the participants, we first video recorded the participants’ mock English
lessons, had them transcribe their speech, and consulted with them to improve their
classroom speech such as giving commands and asking questions.

5.2.3 Experiment procedure

Participants experienced the following chronological sequence:

1. Each participant joined with four others to form five groups of five participants
each.

2. In a regular college classroom, each participant gave a 5-to-10-minute English
language lesson at the junior high school level to the four other participants

playing the part of students. The instructor's and students' behavior was
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video-recorded. We refer to this as the pretest lesson.

Participants viewed videos of the lesson they taught, transcribed and annotated all
speech within their pretest lessons.

Participants received transcriptions and annotations corrected by us, plus
instructional comments on how to improve their teaching with regards to use of
spoken language.

Participants read transcriptions from classroom corpora, and viewed video
recordings from a classroom corpus.

Participants repeated step 2 above except that they taught using completely
different lesson materials and lesson plans to decrease practice effect. We refer to
this as the posttest lesson.

Participants answered a survey that included introspective questions on their
performance and whether classroom corpus training was effective (see Appendix
M for list of questions).

We, not the participants, transcribed and annotated the speech in the posttest

lessons because there was no time to critique participants after the posttest.

5.2 4 Transcription and annotation

Transcriptions served two purposes: to make participants conscious of their

own speech behavior, and to compare pretest and posttest performances. The former

purpose is better met by having participants transcribe their own speech, but the latter

purpose is better achieved by trained transcribers. We chose a combined approach: (a)

the participants (none of whom had transcribed or annotated speech before) used a

smaller set of annotation tags taken from Linguistic Data Consortium (2004) and

Sinclair and Coulthard (1975) rather than a larger set of tags such as in Izumi, Uchimoto,

and Isahara (2004), and (b) we proofread the transcriptions partly to demonstrate to
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participants how to annotate and partly to analyze the lexical content.

Table 12 shows our annotation categories and tags. The transcribed speech
was annotated in three categories. Participants were instructed on all categories and tags.
(The participants' knowledge and awareness of disfluencies and feedback became
evident in their annotation precision or lack thereof.) Of particular interest to us were
feedback elements that might partly indicate the instructor's classroom interaction skills.
5.2.5 Methods of analyses

We examined the annotated transcriptions of the participants' mock lesson
speech with regard to disfluency, classroom discourse, and the number of spoken tokens.

The procedure is as follows:

1. Extract the participants' speech that was annotated with the instructor tags.

2. Analyze quantitatively the number of occurrences and spoken tokens for each
disfluency element, and classroom discourse element in the pretest and the posttest
through paired two-sample 7-test.

3. Calculate the participants' spoken tokens per unit time in the pretest and the posttest
in which we normalize the length of teaching time in seconds, and compare the
number of total spoken tokens in the pretest and the posttest.

5.3 Results and analyses

Sections 5.3.1 through 5.3.3 explain our quantitative data. Section 5.3.4
explains qualitative data.

5.3.1 Summary of spoken tokens and annotation tags

We refer to whole or partial words as spoken tokens. Table 13 shows
descriptive statistics of spoken tokens and speech time duration in the pretest and the
posttest.

The instructors on average spoke more tokens per unit time in the posttest
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(34.9 vs. 46.8 tokens per minute). By this measure, their speech production increased.
Instructors on average spoke more tokens per unit time in the posttest.

Figure 26 shows a histogram of disfluency and feedback occurrences in the
pretest and the posttest. (Because each occurrence of a disfluency or feedback
corresponds to an occurrence of a disfluency or feedback tag in the transcription, we
treat their numbers as equivalent.) The left four pairs are the number of the instructors'
disfluency occurrences, and the right two pairs are the number of feedback occurrences.
Fillers and evaluation tags are prominent, as is an increase in follow-up occurrences.
Among disfluencies, fillers far outnumber the rest. Repeats and revisions decreased in
the posttest. Restarts were scarce. Among feedback interactions, both evaluation and
follow-up occurrences increased. There were five follow-up occurrences in the pretest
and 37 in the posttest. While the absolute gain is small, it is tempting to interpret this
increase as an indication of the experimental participants' heightened awareness
regarding this valuable type of feedback interaction.

5.3.2 Changes in classroom discourse occurrences

Among 6 elements in the classroom discourse (shown as 4 disfluency tags and
2 feedback tags in Table 12), paired two-sample z-test found significant differences in
repeats’ and follow-ups®. Table 14 shows p-levels resulted from the paired z-tests.

Taken with the fact that there was a statistically significant difference in the
number of repeat and follow-up occurrences between the pretest and the posttest, we see
that (a) participants significantly improved in the classroom discourse fluency in terms
of giving relatively clearer speech, (b) many participants produced more follow-up

speech in the posttest, and (c) the number of evaluation occurrences depended on the

"'n=22,p< 01, two-tailed

*n=22,p < 01, two-tailed
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individual rather than a uniform pattern across all participants. This means that while
the participants did not uniformly change how often they gave evaluation feedback
(phrases such as "That's right." or "Good job." that tend to release the student from the
dialogue), they clearly shifted towards giving follow-up feedback (phrases such as
"Define that word." or "Give me an example." that encourage students to continue
speaking after answering the instructor's initial question).

5.3.3 Changes in the number of spoken tokens

We will focus on participants’ changes in the number of spoken tokens. Table
15 shows the results of the paired two-sample t-test that compared the number of
spoken tokens between the pretest and the posttest. The paired two-sample z-tests
resulted in significant decrease in the number of repeat spoken tokens’, and significant
increase in the number of spoken tokens per minute*. The significant decrease in the
repeat tokens (Figure 26) may have contributed to the significantly more fluent
classroom speech production of the participants.

Figure 27 displays a scatter plot of teaching time and spoken tokens uttered by
the participants (n = 22) in the pretest and the posttest. Each participant's teaching time
in seconds and the number of total spoken tokens are shown as open circles for the
pretest and as filled dots for the posttest. The solid lines are the correlation regression
lines (the slope rounded to two decimal places was 0.57 for the pretest and 0.67 for the
posttest) meaning that speech rates rose from 34.2 spoken tokens per minute in the
pretest to 40.2 in the posttest. Correlation was low in the pretest (r = .49) but high for
the posttest (r = .81). Taken with the fact that the number of disfluent spoken tokens

decreased in the posttest, this suggests that participants spoke more fluent phrases per

> n=22,p< 01, two-tailed

* n=22,p < 01, two-tailed
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unit time in the posttest. (By "fluent phrases" we mean speech with less disfluencies,
not necessarily fluid, spontaneous speech.)

The numbers of spoken tokens confirm what we found in the number of
occurrences, namely (1) disfluencies decreased slightly but not uniformly over all
participants, (2) follow-up phrases jumped from near-zero to a meaningful quantity, and
(3) participants spoke more per unit time. The fact that participants read and viewed
transcriptions from classroom corpora between the pretest and the posttest seems to
have affected the participants' awareness and preference of what they say.

5.34 Survey

We asked participants ten questions about their experiences and views covering
three categories: (i) prior experience, if any, in transcribing their own recorded speech
(Q1), (i1) factors, if any, that contributed to improving their classroom speech (Q2 - Q6),
and (iii) reflections on their experience with our classroom corpus training (Q7 - Q10).
Twenty-one out of twenty-five participants responded. Sections 5.3.4.1 through 5.3.4.3
report results.
5.3.4.1 Category I

None of the participants had transcribed their speech before (Q1). This

corroborates our perception that transcribing is chiefly a task for corpus linguists, and
that it is rarely experienced by language learners.
5.3.4.2 Category 11

How effective was each experiment procedural step after the pretest?
Participants felt that corpora training enhanced their performance. Nineteen commented
positively on corpora treatment, and fourteen specifically mentioned they learned the
importance of follow-up feedback (Q2, Q3), which is corroborated by the increase of

follow-up phrases in the posttest (Figure 2). Nineteen participants said they learned at
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least something from the sample classroom corpus script that showed classroom
interactions (Q4). Most write-in comments alluded to heightened awareness in
organizing lessons and interacting with students (Q4).

During the experiment, participants saw video clips showing interactions
between the instructor and the students in the classroom. Participants noticed (a) audio
information such as word stress and inter-utterance pauses, and (b) visual information
such as classroom atmosphere and facial expressions (Q5). One participant wrote, "We
could know about the level of students' understanding because we could [see] their
face." However, perceiving audio-visual cues does not directly translate to producing
better teaching. Several participants complained that merely noticing teaching skills
does not improve performance (e.g., "I learned teachers action and student's response. I
tried to give some action in my lesson, but I couldn't." "I learned something, but I didn't
improve."). A piece of corroborating evidence is the statistically identical number of
disfluency elements in the pretest and the posttest.

Participants appreciated the instructor commenting on their transcriptions
because participants could more confidently use morpho-syntactically correct,
straightforward phrases that are appropriate for learners (e.g., "I learned about the
grammatical mistakes or use the easy expressions to the students because they are junior
high school students. And I could correct my wrong English to the exactly [sic]
English." "I tried to use the corrected expressions and care about student's
understanding.") (Q6). Participants raised awareness of their own spoken language by
studying their own transcriptions and comments from experienced teachers. The
conscious use of simpler and often wordier phrases may have contributed to the increase
in the number of spoken tokens per unit time in the posttest (Figure 27).

5.3.4.3 Category III
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Participants on the whole reflected positively on classroom corpus training.
When asked about viewing their video corpus, the participants confessed they had not
realized until then how important it was to examine their teaching from other points of
view (Q7). One person wrote, "l learned that we have to stand student's view point and
we have to explane [sic] clearly. And making motivation is also important." Watching
themselves speaking in and teaching English forced them to confront their verbal
behavior (such as pronunciation, word choice, and syntax in instruction and
explanations) and non-verbal behavior (such as postures, gestures, eye-contact, and
board work).

Fourteen respondents would recommend this training to students in the
following year (Q8). One participant affirmed, "This project is very important
experience when we become an English teacher." Another participant said that watching
themselves on the video clips (with embarrassment) illuminated specific points for
improvement such as asking questions and pronunciation.

Participants were reticent on their posttest performance (Q9). Only seven
participants wrote introspective responses. Perhaps the rest of the participants felt they
had not improved, at least not to the level they aspired to. Recall, however, that
participants did improve in several significant ways (section 3.2). Some participants
must have felt the same; one person wrote, "I could make work seat [worksheet] in
detail. The most big factor is the advise [sic] of teacher. (Not transcribe, Not video
colpus [sic])." Another person found the training useful and wrote, "I made good use of
the specific points for improvement in my video clip suggested by the instructor though
I felt embarrassed to see myself in my video-taped mock lesson [original text in
Japanese]."

We welcomed suggestions from the participants for improving our corpus

5-10



training program (Q10). Eighteen respondents suggested ideas, of which some seem
feasible. Some participants proposed improving the research design; a delayed posttest
might measure skill retention (e.g., "Why don't you do the post post test after the post
test?" "I think we should teach same lesson each group. And give some coments [sic]
and advises [sic] to their lesson [lessons]. And discuss each other. Finally, on second
lesson, we teach same lesson."). Participants sought tangible improvement by repeating
the pretest lesson in the posttest. (We chose not to do this in our study.) Comparing
results from identical lesson plans might show differences in individual improvement,
and yield different results (e.g, "I wish we had more lectures between the pretest and the
posttest because it was too soon before we had the posttest [translated by the author].").
5.4 Conclusion and discussion for Project 3

This section describes answers to the research questions (section 5.4.1),
implication to pedagogy (section 5.4.2), our future work (section 5.4.3), and concluding
remarks (section 5.4.4).
54.1 Answers to research questions

Our first research question asked whether using corpora for preservice teacher

training could promote fluency when they teach English through English. Paired
two-sample #-test did not show a significant decrease in all disfluency elements except
for repeats (section 5.3.2). However, the observed increase in fluent tokens per unit time
(Table 15 and Figure 27) may mean that fluency improves when teachers study
classroom corpora, transcribe their own speech, examine their own transcriptions, and
receive guidance from instructors.

As for the answer to our second research question that asked how preservice
teachers' interaction with students in the mock lessons would be improved, we can

conclude that the participants improve their follow-up speech, although we do not



observe changes in the evaluation speech (section 5.3.2).

Written survey after the posttest showed that teacher training using corpora is
effective in at least three ways. (1) Participants raised awareness in interactions with
the students in the classroom discourse, which proved to be significantly improved as
argued in section 5.3.2. This was due to several types of information not only verbal
(recorded audio speech), but also nonverbal cues such as classroom atmosphere, and the
students’ facial expressions. (2) Explicitly mentoring the participants by using the
transcribed mock lesson speech helped them with the use of easy-to-understand
classroom English instructions and explanations. (3) Participants claimed reviewing
their own transcriptions and getting feedback on their transcriptions from their mentor
helped them improve their mock lesson speech.

However, noticing good points in classroom discourse did not directly improve
the participants’ performance in conducting lessons for some participants though they
recognized that they needed to improve directive teaching skills. We might need more
participants, and/or need to conduct a delayed posttest to examine why this was so.
54.2 Implications to pedagogy

We believe preservice teachers benefit from training involving corpora in two
ways: (1) anticipate and control their own classes by carefully observing other teachers'
classes through video recordings, transcriptions, and annotations, and (2) raise
awareness of their own behavior and learn how to give clear explanations and pose
effective questions through transcribing and annotating their own speech. We
recommend that all preservice teachers receive corpora-based training, because it seems
clear that observations and self-introspections are beneficial, even at this primitive stage
of developing training materials that involve corpora. In-service teachers may wish to

experience corpora during their recurrent training.
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54.3 Future work
We are unaware of other corpora involving Japanese college students seeking

teaching certificates in any participant (but Lemov (2010) trains in-service American
teachers using untranscribed video clips accompanied with running commentary). Our
corpus is small, which is just as Moreno and O'Riordan (2006) point out "resources in
the form of corpora of classroom discourse are not yet easily available" (p. 100) majorly
because building spoken corpora such as classroom teacher corpora is "time-consuming
to assemble" (O'Keeffe, McCarthy & Carter, 2007, p. 2); we plan to expand it by
continuing to train student teachers. Our next steps include improving our teaching plan
(e.g., train student teachers to say or suppress disfluencies at will) and possibly
extending the teaching period (e.g., require student teachers to practice various phrases
for follow-up interactions). These steps may be indirectly applicable to participants
other than English language. We will quantify the speech produced by students (i.e.,
participants acting as learners) to see how the teachers' speech affects the speech
production of students.
544 Concluding remarks

Project 3 examined the effectiveness of training NNIs through utilizing English
classroom corpora, and incorporating ways to develop classroom corpora, i.e.,
transcribe NNIs' own recorded classroom speech. We gained effective results in
reducing the repeat occurrences categorized as disfluency, and increasing follow-up
occurrences categorized as feedback. NNIs’ improvement in their mock lesson
performances in the posttest signifies effectiveness of using English classroom corpora,
which includes not only transcriptions, but also video and audio information both verbal
and non-verbal, and transcribing the classroom speech for themselves followed by

mentoring sessions. Such processes may take relatively long a time, however, they
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deserve the effort in order to facilitate CLT.
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Chapter 6 Conclusion

The preceding 3 chapters detailed our doctoral project that consisted of 3
projects whose research objectives were to seek answers to improve the unproductive
and uncommunicative English education discussed in Chapter 1. The 3 projects'
overviews were illustrated in Figures 3, 13, and 25 in respective Chapters 3, 4, and 5,
and now they have constituted the entire doctoral project overview that has already been
illustrated in Figure 1. This chapter concludes our doctoral project by discussing
findings (Section 6.1), significance (Section 6.2), and further research (Section 6.3).
6.1 Findings

Enabling English classroom discourse by non-native instructors is feasible
based on the following research findings. They respectively answer the 3 research
questions we discussed in Chapter 1.

(1) Factors that predict CLT are (a) use of English instructions (b) not using
Japanese, (c) using English to communicate, and (d) pair work in English.

(2) Classroom English core vocabulary items exist shared by NIs and NNI, and
differences in vocabulary items exist in those that are NIs' role-dependent.
However, they are assumed to be attainable by NNIs.

(3) Utilizing classroom corpus (both transcriptions, annotations, and audios and
video clips) improve preservice non-native English instructors' classroom
fluency and follow-up discourse.

We planned Project 1, and conducted a survey to reveal what factors underlay
the unproductive and uncommunicative English education. Defining a good model
through SEM analyses showed what could make CLT feasible. Project 2 started as a
classroom corpus development to help English non-native instructors in order to show

linguistic evidence that non-native instructors' utterances are not inferior to native
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instructors in terms of lexical frequency distributions. The lexical items proved to be
role-dependent, which means both NIs and NNIs can make contribution to respective
counterparts when giving instructions to and having interactions with their learners.
The fact that NIs and NNIs share core vocabulary items is encouraging because it is an
attainable goal to preservice and novice NNIs.

Our final project revealed that developing classroom corpora could
comprehensively help preservice teachers become relatively more fluent and more
interactive with their learners. This fact may serve to improve NNIs' use of CLT in
English language classroom over this nation.

6.2 Significance of the doctoral project

It seems that full implementation of CLT in senior high schools are just
around the corner. The NNI survey we conducted for Project 1 revealed positive
results that CLT feasibility can be predicted through the measured variables such as use
of English instructions and pair work in English.

We hope this paper generates interest among the speech processing
community to (a) engage at a larger scale in quantitative research of CLT classroom
behavior by NIs and NNIs, and (b) quantify English production and reception by
analyzing spoken interactions between instructors and learners in classrooms (which
Project 2 has not done). We also hope that such research methods and findings from the
speech processing community will aid language teacher training program administrators,
language learning policy-makers, NIs, and NNIs in becoming cognizant of the
instructors' developed or latent talents in English competences that are locked unused
due to many possible obstacles surrounding them.

We believe preservice teachers benefit from training that involves classroom

corpora in two ways: (1) anticipate and control their own classes by carefully observing
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other teachers' classes through video recordings, transcriptions, and annotations, and (2)
raise awareness of their own behavior and learn how to give clear explanations and pose
effective questions through transcribing and annotating their own speech. We
recommend that all preservice teachers receive corpora-based training, because it seems
clear that observations and self-introspections are beneficial, even at this primitive stage
of developing training materials that involve corpora. In-service teachers may wish to
experience corpora during their recurrent training.

6.3 Further research

The series of our doctoral projects have at least 3 suggestions for further
research that remain unanswered. Firstly, Project 1 that surveyed NNIs in Hokkaido
Island may not be broad enough to cover the entire nation. Such survey can be
expandable to entail NNIs in as many high schools as this nation holds. In addition, we
still have unproved elements that Sato (2002) described such as difficulty with
classroom management and lack of preparation time. The questionnaire might need
revising so that they will measure NNI CLT feasibility more precisely. We expect other
researchers to conduct further and more thorough survey on NNIs throughout the nation.
Eventually, results of such broader survey will enhance the use of communicative
English language instructions by NNIs in the future.

Secondly, Project 2 suggested the NNIs' lexical items compatibility with those
of NIs in English language classrooms. However, developing classroom corpus still
needs far more videotaping of more various NNIs as well as accumulating video
transcriptions of interactions with their learners and also among learners themselves.
Larger scale studies encompassing chronological and spatial differences are needed.

Finally, findings in the use of corpora to train preservice instructors need to be

tested upon training in-service teachers also who are willing to be “fluent” in classroom

6-3



English language. In conducting such projects, it would be necessary to ask a lot of
in-service NNIs to spare a lot of time for recording their lessons, transcribing, and
annotating their speeches. We believe it is worthwhile to try because such projects
would provide evidence to analyze furthermore the NNI classroom speech
characteristics and second/foreign language acquisition, which would eventually lead to

more productive and more communicative English education in Japan.
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Table 1

Number of High School Responses

Responses (coverage)

High Schools in Hokkaido Multiple-choice * Write-in °
(n=310) (n =150) (n =83)

Public 257 130 (50.6%) 74 (28.8%)
Private 53 20 (37.7%) 9(17.0%)

Sum 310 150 (48.4%) 83 (26.8%)

Note. " All responders (48.4 % of the high schools we contacted) answered the

multiple-choice questions. ® Write-in answers were inseparable from the

multiple-choice answers.

the write-in answers.

Roughly half of the respondent schools (55.3%) enclosed
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Table 2

Number of English Teacher Responses

Responses (coverage)

Number of NN English Teachers®©  Multiple-choice ° Write-in *

(n =930 out of 1671) (n=312) (n=150)

Questionnaires sent to

Public 771 out of 1281 26 (20.5%) 130 (10.1%)
Private 159 out of 390 50 (12.8%) 20 (5.1%)
Sum 930 out of 1671 312 (18.7% [33.5%]) 150 (9.0% [16.3%])

Note." We sent questionnaires to 930 NN English teachers (whose first language was
Japanese) out of the entire 1671 on Hokkaido Island, and received responses from
342 (20.4 percent coverage) of them. NN = non-native " From the 342 responses, we
removed 30 responses that (a) did not grant us consent to use them in our research, or
(b) contained illegible responses or marking more than one multiple-choice answer.
We could never have achieved 100-percent coverage because although there are 1281
public high school (HS) teachers and 390 private HS teachers on the island, we asked
771 and 159 respectively to participate. © All respondents answered the
multiple-choice questions. Roughly 40 percent of the respondents answered the

write-in questions.
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Table 3

Question Items as Measured Variables (a = 0.80)

Measured
Research variable: Variable name | variable Description
number
1 Teaching aim
2 Use of no Japanese during English class
3 Use of English for instruction
V,: Lesson aim 4 Use of native English speakers’ sound
5 Use of English to communicate with students
6 Peer-to-peer use of English to communicate
7 Use of team teaching with ALTs
8 Understanding English grammar
9 Communicating with ALTs
V,: Expectation to students
10 Talking in pairs in English
11 Being able to understand instructor’s English
12 ALT teaching grammar
13 ALT explaining English words, phrases and idioms
14 ALT speaking English to instruct students
15 ALT communicating with students in English
16 ALT engaging students in English communication
Teacher belief agreeing with own teaching
V;: Environment v activities

18 Disciplining students over teaching English
19 School chores over teaching English
20 Participating in seminars for development
21 Colleagues teaching in oral method
22 Student motivation to study English
23 Homogeneity of student English language skills
24 Being able to conduct all-English lessons

Vg CLT feasibility 25 Wanting to conduct all-English lessons depending

of students’ levels of understanding
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Table 4

Correlation Matrix among 4 Research Variables

Vv, vV, vV, v,
V,: Teaching goal and methods 1.00
V, : Expectation to students 0.63 1.00
V,: Teaching environment 0.66 0.71 1.00
V,: CLT feasibility 0.83 0.26 0.31 1.00

Note. The four variables are represented by 7, 4, 12, and 2 measured variables

respectively. The numbers of responses for V,, V,, V,, and V, are 2184, 1248, 3744,

and 624 respectively.



Table 5

SEM Model Test Results
B ¥~ test i

Model (Path coefficient) % df » 5052 X)g/g}’ff>= 2or
V,»V,(0.78) 69.1 26 < .01 2.65
V,-V,(0.38) 108.98 8 0 13.62
V,-»V,(044) 405.2 76 0 5.33
V,-V,(0.58) 212.96 43 0 4.95
V,;-V,(0.59) 607.72 151 0 4.02

Note. Model V4=V, represents causal relationship where Vy and V, mean exogenous
and endogenous variables respectively.
y’/df = relative/normed chi-square.

* Acceptable index values are shown in boldface.

7-5



Table 6

Fit Indices for SEM Models

Goodness of fit index (cutting point' shown below)

Model (Path coefficienty GFI ~ AGFI NFI NNFI CFI RMSEA [90% CI] SRMR

>90 >=90 >90 >90 >=.90 <.08 <.08
V,— V, (0.78) 0.95 091 091 092 0.94 07 [.05, .09] 05
VvV, — V, (0.38) 091 0.75 082 0.69 0.83 201[.17, 24] 13
V;— V, (044) 0.85 0.79 042 035 0.46 12 [NA,NA] .10
V,— V, (0.58) 0.89 0.82 083 0.8l 0.85 A1 [.10,.13] 09
V;— V, (0.59) 0.84 0.80 056 057 0.62 10 [NA,NA] 09

Note. Model Vy—V, represents causal relationship where Vy and V, mean
exogenous and endogenous variables respectively. Index values that clear the cutting
point are shown in boldface.

GFI = goodness-of-fit index, AGFI = adjusted goodness-of-fit index, NFI =
Bentler-Bonett index or normed fit index, NNFI = Non-Normed Fit Index or
Tucker-Lewis index, CFI = Bentler's comparative fit index, RMSEA = root mean
square error of approximation index, CI = confidence interval, NA = not available,
SRMR = standardized root mean square residual.

'Traditional cut-off points that are less strict are applied (Hooper et al., 2008).
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Table 7

Summary of the Number of Tokens per Lesson

NI NNI CD Total
Sum 18,572 96,460 11,178 126,210
Mean 2,064 1,969 373 2,576
SD 769 901 208 936
Min 1,171 222 73 496
Max 3,374 3,456 997 4,533
NC 9 49 30 49

Note. Means and SD were rounded at the first decimal place. NC is the

number of classes the NIs and the NNI appeared in.
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Table 8

Top-15 NI High-key Candidates

The top-15 NI high-key candidates (i.e., lexical types with the greatest NI vs. NNI
ratio differences) are shown below. Not all candidates are true high-key types. For

instance, "torch" is a content-dependent type that will be removed later.

f1dB]
Candidate NI NNI NI - NNI
guy -12.52 -36.51 23.99
anyone -16.69 -33.50 16.81
wonder -21.46 -36.51 15.05
torch -21.46 -36.51 15.05
full -22.25 -36.51 14.25
theater -22.25 -36.51 14.25
someone -16.02 -29.52 13.50
might -23.22 -36.51 13.29
afraid -23.22 -36.51 13.29
mountain -23.22 -36.51 13.29
dangerous -23.22 -36.51 13.29
excited -23.22 -36.51 13.29
movie -18.45 -31.74 13.29
apple -20.79 -33.50 12.71
shopping -20.79 -33.50 12.71
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Table 9

Top-15 NNI High-key Candidates

The top-15 NNI high-key candidates (i.e., lexical types with the greatest NI vs.

NNI ratio differences) are shown below.

f1dB]

Candidate NI NNI NI - NNI
underline -29.24 -12.21 -17.03
forty -29.24 -14.15 -15.09
textbook -29.24 -15.11 -14.13
CD -29.24 -15.64 -13.60
page -21.46 -8.26 -13.20
phrase -29.24 -16.38 -12.86
thirty -29.24 -16.64 -12.60
look -19.70 -8.18 -11.52
begin -26.23 -15.30 -10.93
fifty -26.23 -15.90 -10.33
reading -26.23 -16.64 -9.59
eight -24 47 -15.08 -9.39
meaning -23.22 -13.98 -9.24
verb -24 47 -15.50 -8.97
turn -24 47 -15.72 -8.76
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Table 10

NI Lexical Types with High Keyness

The NIs used 51 types significantly more frequently than the NNI (p < .001)
without regard to topics of the lessons. These might constitute NIs' core
vocabulary when conducting lessons. The least frequent type's frequency was

-16.69 dB relative to the maximum value of 840.

Type  fldB] Type f1dB] Type f1dB]
be 0.00 about -10.38 just -13.80
you -2.54 like -10.49 true -14.06
and -2.88 but -10.55 any -14.33
SO -4.63 who -10.92 could -14.33
I -4.76 can -11.05 his -14.33
it -5.06 would -11.18 little -15.26
of -6.76 why -11.39 talk -15.26
that -6.99 know -11.84 most -15.26
go -7.54 because -11.92 everyone -15.44
not -7.78 how -12.08 much -15.63
he -8.38 then -12.17 maybe -15.63
yes -8.79 my -12.34 someone -16.02
say -8.99 guy -12.52 yourself -16.02
or -9.56 group -12.52 him -16.02
they -9.70 false -12.52 bit -16.23
think -10.16 thank -12.62 great -16.46
people -10.27 she -12.81 anyone -16.69




Table 11

NNI Lexical Types with High Keyness

The NNI used 41 types significantly more frequently than the NI (p < .001)

without regard to topics of the lessons. These might constitute the NNI's core

vocabulary when conducting lessons. The least frequent type's frequency was

-16.38 dB relative to the maximum value of 4,475.

Type Sf1dB] Type S1dB] Type Sf1dB]
OK 0.00 next -10.12 everybody  -14.69
this -5.17 let's -10.51 eight -15.08
your -6.92 underline -12.21 textbook -15.11
look -8.18 listen -12.49 begin -15.30
page -8.26 section -13.12 nine -15.47
all -8.43 an -13.24 verb -15.50
at -8.49 twenty -13.48 CD -15.64
will -8.66 Six -13.63 turn -15.72
please -8.79 meaning -13.98 book -15.90
on -8.96 seven -14.00 fifty -15.90
word -9.14 check -14.00 last -15.94
right -9.36 again -14.00 repeat -16.05
question -941 forty -14.15 phrase -16.38
up -9.49 today -14.18




Table 12

Annotation Categories and Tags

The transcribed speech was annotated in 3 categories. Speaker: the person playing
the part of the instructor ("instructor"), the student interacting one-on-one with the
instructor ("st"), or all students responding in chorus ("sts"). Disfluencies: fillers,
repetitions, revisions, and restarts. Feedback: comments such as "That's right." or
"Good job." that tend to terminate the interaction ("evaluation") and probing
questions such as "Can you give me an example?" or "Use that word in a sentence."

that continue the interaction ("follow-up").

Category Tag
Speaker instructor st sts
Disfluency filler repeat revision restart
Feedback evaluation follow-up




Table 13

Descriptive Statistics of Instructors' Spoken Tokens and Speech Time Duration

The instructors' spoken tokens were counted and the speech time duration measured

for the pretest and the posttest. The instructors on average spoke more tokens per

unit time in the posttest (34.9 vs 46.8 tokens per minute). By this measure, their

speech production increased.

Pretest Posttest
Number of instructors™ 23 22
Number of spoken tokens (s;) 7344 8759
Mean s; 319.3 398.1
Standard Deviation of s, 123.9 111.6
Minimum s, 120 278
Maximum s; 601 583
Range of s, 481 305
Mean teaching time in seconds 556 519
Mean spoken tokens per minute 349 46.8

Note. *23 instructors among 25 who initially signed up for the survey showed up

on the day of the pretest. 22 appeared in the posttest.



Table 14

Classroom Discourse Tag Occurrence Comparison Results

The table below shows p-levels of the paired two-sample z-test results. Classroom
discourse tag occurrences were compared between the pretest and the posttest. Of
the two discourse categories (disfluency and feedback), repeat and follow-up

occurrences differed significantly at 1% « level in the paired two-sample #-test.

Category Variable p-level (two-tailed)
Filler 0.313
Repeat 0.009*
Disfulency
Revision 0.333
Restart 0.218
Evaluation 0.167
Feedback
Follow-up 0.002*
Note. * p < 01



Table 15

Word Count Comparison Results

The table below shows p-levels of the paired two-sample #-test results. In addition
to the number of spoken tokens for the 6 variables, spoken tokens per minute
(categorized as fluency) were compared between the pretest and the posttest. The
number of repeat and follow-up spoken tokens differed significantly at 1% « level as
their occurrences did in the paired two-sample z-test. Spoken tokens per minute also

cleared the same significance level.

Category Variable p-level (two-tailed)
Filler 0.313*
Repeat 0.001%**
Disfulency
Revision 0.104
Restart 0.334
Evaluation 0.079
Feedback
Follow-up 0.004*%*
Fluency Spoken tokens per minute 0.006**

Note. *The p-level is the same as that of its occurrences since we assumed fillers

consisted of one word such as “Hmm.” ** p < .01.
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Figure 1. Project overview.

The figure above shows the doctoral project overview. 3 projects constitute the
entire doctoral project. Each project is enclosed by dotted lines shaped differently
according to their research coverage and relationships with the other projects.
Project 1 covers the entire research area (shown as in the largest dotted rectangle) that
consists of research subjects (English language learners and their instructors) and
their objectives. Project 2 serves as a basis for Project 3 in that it scrutinizes the
NI-NNI vocabulary similarities and differences to be used in the corpus teacher
training in the following project (Project 3). A dotted large left arrow (that is inside
Project 1's dotted line, leading to Project 3's dotted line) designates Project 2's role in
the doctoral project. Project 3 examines whether corpus building methods and their
findings in Project 2 will be effective in teacher education in such a way as to

facilitate communicative language teaching (CLT).
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Figure 2. Use of English language in Japanese high schools.

The figure above shows a summary of MEXT's progress reports on English language
education in 2006 and 2007. Teachers stated how much English language they used
during their class periods for 3 English language courses on a 4-point scale ranging
from "hardly any or no English spoken" to "mostly English spoken". The bars show
2 positive answers, but not the negative responses. Except OC I, where use of
English exceeded barely 50% in both years, the English use is far less than 50%. No
significant change was observed in any category over the 2-year survey interval.
MEXT = the Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science and Technology; OC =

oral communication
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Figure 3. Project 1 overview.

The figure above illustrates an overview of Project 1 (to identify enabling factors of
CLT). Project 1 covers the entire research area (shown as in the largest dotted
rectangle) that consists of subjects (English language learners and their instructors)
and their objectives. We recognize that our subjects are language instructors (NNIs)
that teach English to learners, i.e., high school students. We assume that they seek
certain goals and objectives such as passing entrance exams, Or acquiring
communicative English language skills. We conducted a survey on NNIs in order to

find factors to facilitate CLT feasibility.
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Figure 4. Path diagram sample.

The 4 research variables illustrated with ovals above are all latent variables
hypothesized from the literature. Arrows show relationship between each variable.
Variables from which arrows come are predictor variables. Variables that arrows
reach are dependent variables. Thus, V, is a predictor variables and a dependent
variable at the same time since two arrows reach V, from V, and V;, and one arrow
reaches V, from V,. Path coefficients are not shown in the diagram above yet. A
set of 4 measured variables to each research variable does not imply as many
measured variables at this stage as the questionnaire items will represent measured
variables after the questionnaire is complete. The number of measured variables

may be more or less than 4.
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Figure 5. Hiring status of the participants (n = 312).

Most of the teachers hold permanent teaching positions (88.5 %), which is consistent

with all high school teachers in this nation (89.7 %*).

Note. *This figure is estimated according to the results of a nationwide survey by the

national government in 2012 (MEXT, 2012). The actual percentage is calculated;
{195,942 [3,449 (senior teachers) + 407 (advanced skill teachers) + 195,942

(full-time teachers)] divided by 218,401 (total number of teachers and temporary

instructors) } multiplied by 100.
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Figure 6. Participants' length of teaching experience (n = 312).

Approximately 65 % of teachers have taught for no less than 10 years. If we assume
that medians of 5 year ranges, we would get a mean value of 14.3 years, which is

younger than the national average of 19.3 years in 2009 (MEXT, 2009).
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Figure 7. Number of schools participants have taught at.

There does not seem to be a clear pattern regarding the number of schools the teachers
have taught at; perhaps this is due to teachers of private or some rural public high

schools not changing schools for extended periods for residential reasons.

8-7



250 1 237
200 |
=
<
B
2 150
5
o
[
S 100 |
8
£ 44
7z 50 r
. 11 | 12
[ | [
0 T T T T 1
g’\e%“\yf \Iocaﬁ(’“a\ E‘(\%\is‘ﬂ ema’%'\o“a\ Other®

b

Types of high schools participants currently teaching at

Figure 8. Types of high schools participants currently teaching at.

76% of the responders teach at either regular high schools, and 15% at vocational high
schools, which represent almost equal percentages of such schools on the island (75.2%

and 14.8% respectively).
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Figure 9. Good model fit (V,—V, SEM/LV).

The model V,—V, had the best goodness of fit index (GFI) value among the models
we considered. V, showed a reasonable correlation with measured variables 2 (use of
no Japanese), 3 (use of English instructions), 5 (using English to communicate) and 6
(pair work in English) shown as rectangles with their standardized correlation
coefficient values below the numbered rectangles. V, showed a moderate correlation
with measured variables 1 and 2, and no correlation for measured variables 4 (use of
textbook CD) and 7 (team-teaching). V, showed a reasonable correlation with
measured variables 24 (confidence in all English lessons) and 25 (able to adjust to

students' L2 skills).

8-9



40.0% A
30.0% A
20.0% 1
- I I I
00% - , , , , l l . — L
N (4] . 'Q Q° . QS‘J. . 46\ \%’ @% 46
%\ot’ &\0@ ‘ Oq;\@ \@b% &0 & & é‘ge 5
© & &> 3 o > & > 2
o & 6$ V§9 §§} > éfb &§>
. \4‘5'\ c‘)\é 0‘& '%\Q 0%6 0’660 &K&O (&6 @:go
O\ < 9) ~0‘b' o @o ‘& . @
& S 5 D < <
4] & c}@ A ~0QJ S
D O & & S 32
. "Q‘b' \60 OQ '&6
N N Q s
N N >
< o S
S & <
%\« &6}0

Write-in answer classification

Figure 10. Histogram of classified answers for write-in Question 1.

The question asked NNIs' expectations toward their students. 61 responses were
classified depending on the answers. The most popular answer of the NNI was to
expect their students to be motivated to study English. This reflects the fact that
many students are not motivated to study English while the NNIs believes that one of
the keys to be successful learners is to be motivated to learn the language. The
second most popular answer is to expect student home study. This reflects the fact
that NNIs do not think their students study sufficiently at home. One hope that can be
examined as for the CLT improvement is that the third most popular classification is

NNIs' belief that studying English is not just for the entrance examination.
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Figure 11. Histogram of classified answers for write-in Question 2.

The question asked NNIs' expectations toward assistant language teachers (ALTs). 78
responses were classified depending on the answers. The most common answer was
NNIs' expectation for ALTs to be enthusiastic about teaching English, and the second
most common was expecting them to be knowledgeable about teaching method. These
facts reveals that NNIs do not feel ALTs are as much beneficial as they expect them to
be. NNIs' expectation for ALTs to interact with students may support this analysis.
However, 5% of the respondents said they have no problems with their ALTs. It
seems that there are discrepancies between the ideal goal of having ALTs as facilitators

of CLT and the real situations local to schools and teachers that ALTs are assigned.
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Figure 12. Histogram of classified answers for write-in Question 3.

The question asked NNIs' expectations toward English education. 86 responses were
classified into 14 categories depending on the answers. Since the question's scope
was relatively broader than the preceding two questions, it required the most number
of classification labels. The top response can be generalized as NNIs coveting time
and money for their self-English-skills improvement. This agrees to the literature
although good model fit did not prove to be found in the specified path models. The
second longest bar suggests that NNIs are not quite sure of how they should
implement CLT in practice. The NNIs' request for University entrance exams to
change that gained the third most popularity is long-disputed issue that must play one
of the key roles in promoting CLT. Ranked next is the NNIs' desire to have less
diversified students in one classroom. This reflects that there are more students in
one classroom that NNIs can handle for teaching English language.
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Figure 13. Project 2 overview.

The figure above illustrates an overview of Project 2 (to examine NI-NNI vocabulary
differences and similarities). Project 2 seeks to support NNIs in order to achieve
CLT by providing evidence collected through building classroom English corpus.
English spoken tokens uttered by NIs and NNIs were collected to define what English
lexical items are commonly and/or preferably used by NIs and NNIs. Such evidence

would justify NNIs using English in their classrooms.
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Figure 14. Venn diagram of subsets consisting of NI, NNI and/or CE lexical tokens.

We categorized NI, NNI, and CE lexical tokens into subsets S, through S, depending on
how the tokens were shared. For example, S, are tokens shared by NI and NNI, but not
with CE. Sets NI and NNI include tokens that characterize how each instructor chooses

and conveys teaching material. Set CE has tokens from Teranishi (1950).
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Figure 15. 3 NIs' lexical token distribution.

Lexical token distributions of 3 NIs across the 8 ranks of the benchmark corpus.
The cumulative percentages of all NIs exceed 90% at rank 2 (the most frequent

2000 lexical tokens) and gradually climb afterwards.
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Figure 16. 6 NNIs' lexical token distribution.

Lexical token distributions of the NNI in our study plus 5 NNIs from other
classes across the 8 ranks of the benchmark corpus. In rank 1,2 NNIs from other
classes (NNI, and NNI,) had lower percentages than other NNIs. Our NNI and 3
NNIs from other classes (NNI,, NNI;, NNI;) show similar cumulative percentage
patterns. All NNIs are close to or exceed 90% at rank 2, and gradually increase

afterwards.
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Figure 17. Distribution of lexical types across S, and S,.

The relative sizes of lexical types in across S, and S, may reflect the same and
different roles of the NIs and NNI. S, and S, might reflect existence of NI-NNI
core vocabulary of teacher speech. Approximately half of the core vocabulary

reflects lesson proper and the other half CE.
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Figure 18. Percentage of NI, NNI and/or CE lexical tokens.

The figure above shows a Venn diagram of NI, NNI and/or CE lexical token subsets.
Each subset displays percentage of lexical types. The total percentage does not

amount to 100 since percentage values are rounded at second decimal place.
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Figure 19. Cumulative percentages of NI and NNI tokens per 1000-type

rank of the benchmark wordlist.

NI and NNI cumulative percentages are similar overall. A slight
difference is the crossover between the 4,000 and 5,000 type ranks. This
may be due to the NNI's role of introducing vocabulary items in class
(most new lexical types are dependent on courseware content, and often
fall outside the benchmark wordlist). The NIs' role is motivating students

to speak with classmates and instructors.
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Figure 20. Number of lexical types preferred by either NI or NNI per

benchmark wordlist rank.

NI or NNI token frequencies were normalized for each of the benchmark wordlist ranks
according as the number of appearance in the video recording. The number of each NNI
token was multiplied by the ratio of appearance in the classroom corpus i.e., the value
of 9 (NIs' number of classes) divided by 49 (NNI's number of classes) as shown in
Table 1. The leftmost 2 columns include 137 essential lexical types that the benchmark
wordlist deems equally worthy of instruction regardless of frequency in language (e.g.,
cardinal numbers, days of the week). The benchmark collectively treats these essential
types as rank 1. The NNI uses such types more often than NIs (e.g., when referring to
textbook page numbers). Types in the 2-1,001 rank are twice as likely to be preferred by
NIs than the NNI. Types in the 1,002-2,001 rank appear at roughly identical frequencies

for the NIs and the NNI.
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Figure 21. Correlation coefficients of lexical types appearing in S, S;, S¢, S; vs.

the benchmark wordlist.

The correlation between the union sets S,US,, S;US,, and S,U S, vs. the benchmark

wordlist is high for the 1,000 most common types.

8-21




0 w ‘
501 1001
@ \ Frequency rank
= .10
Q
=
(O]
=
5
£ 20
o
Q
N
=
T i
Z
-40

= NI frequency relative to frequency value 840 at rank =1

— NNI frequency relative to frequency value 4475 at rank = 1

Figure 22. Normalized token frequencies of NIs and NNI ordered by their

respective frequency ranks.

NI and NNI raw frequency values were divided by their maximum values (rank = 1) and
plotted on a logarithmic scale in the order of their respective ranks. Data points are
connected with lines help visualize tendencies. Both NI and NNI plots steeply drop at
around rank = 100. The NNI used more token types than the 3 NIs combined; hence the

NNI's plot extends further to the right.
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Figure 23. Normalized token frequencies of NIs and NNI ordered by NNI
frequency rank

This figure is similar to Figure 18 except that NI normalized token frequencies are
plotted in the order of NNI ranks where common tokens were found, and otherwise
in the order of NI ranks. Data points are connected with lines to help visualize
tendencies. The NI's jagged plot shows how frequency counts for the same lexical
type vary between NIs and NNI. The same tendency was found when this same

graph was plotted in order of NI ranks.
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Figure 24. Histogram of significant NI vs. NNI ratio differences, sorted in the

order of difference magnitude.

The height of each bar represents the difference of NI and NNI frequency ratios
for the same lexical type. NI and NNI frequencies are relative to their respective
frequency values at rank = 1. Positive values indicate NI high-key candidate

types (n = 112), and negative values indicate NNI candidates (n = 43).

8-24



e |earners
* |nstructors

Subjects

PI’Oject Teacher Corpus
education training §

»,
s,
9 seesssscssssssssscsescscsasacassssststsesencsessesatsctsestttsasasenasascsananed

Objectives * Entrance exams

e Communicative competence
and language acquisition

-~ -
-

Figure 25. Project 3 overview.

The figure above illustrates an overview of Project 3 (to use classroom corpora in
training preservice teachers). Project 3 locates itself relatively closer to the subjects
and their objectives than Project 2 (Figure B) because the role of Project 3 is to
realize CLT using findings in the preceding project (Project 2), and methods used in

building and examining English classroom corpus.
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Figure 26. Histogram of disfluency and feedback occurrences in the pretest

and the posttest.
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Figure 27. Scatter plot of teaching time and spoken tokens of each participant in

the pretest and the posttest.
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Appendix B-1: Japanese high school non-native English teacher questionnaire
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Appendix B-2: Translated survey questionnaire

Choose the response that best describes your agreement or
disagreement to the statement.

Section 1: Aims of your teaching
(DStrongly agree. @Agree. @Neutral. @Disagree. (®Strongly disagree.

1. In your English lessons, you seek to help your students pass entrance exams.
2. In your English lessons, you seek to give your students communicative language skills.

3. In your English lessons, you seek to give your students the capability to enjoy English songs
and movies.
Section 2: Aims of your lessons

Choose the response that best describes your agreement or
disagreement to the statement.

(DStrongly agree. @Agree. @Neutral. @Disagree. (®Strongly disagree.
4. 1 want to explain English grammar to my students.

5. I want to explain English words, phrases and idioms to my students.
6. I want to speak mainly in Japanese to teach to my students.
7. 1 want to speak in English when instructing and explaining to my students.

8. I want to demonstrate native English speakers’ sounds such as by playing textbook CDs to
my students.

9. When I want to verify that my students understand, I prefer to have them answer in Japanese
rather than in English.

10. I want to communicate with students by speaking English to them during my lessons.
11. I want my students to communicate with one another in English.

12. Do you co-teach with assistant language teachers (ALTs)?
(DAlways. (@Most of the time. (3Half and half. @Rarely. G&Never.
*If you chose (B)Never, skip questions 13 and 14, and continue at question 15.

13. How often do you co-teach with ALTs?
(DMore than once a week. (@About once every two weeks. (@ About once a month.
@About once per semester. (BNever.

14.In which subjects do you co-teach?
(DOral Communication I/II.  @English /II.  @Reading. @Writing. ®&Others.

Section 3: Expectations toward your students

15. I want my students to understand English grammar during my English lessons.

16. I want my students to use the target language (i.e., English) during my English lessons.
17. I want my students to be willing to communicate with me when spoken to in English.

18. I want my students to be willing to communicate with ALTs when spoken to by them.
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19. I want my students to be willing to work in pairs or in groups using English.
Section 4: Expectations toward ALT (Assistant Language Teachers)

Answer questions whether you currently co-teach with ALTs or not.
20. I want my ALTs to English grammar to our students.

21. I want my ALTs to explain English words, phrases and idioms to our students.

22. I want my ALTs to teach in Japanese to our students during our English lessons.

23. I want my ALTs to use English to instruct and explain to our students during our English
lessons.

24. 1 want my ALTs to use authentic English sounds during our English lessons (e.g., play a
textbook CD).

25. 1 want my ALTs to ask our students to answer Japanese meanings of English sentences,
phrases and words in the textbooks.

26. 1 want my ALT to speak English to our students to communicate.

27. 1 want my ALTs to have our students engage in communication activities through English.
Section 5: English Education in Japan

28. Have your thoughts on English education changed compared with those when you first
began teaching English (in your first teaching year).
29. Does your teaching English correspond to what you think is important in English education?

30. Do you think you are guaranteed enough time for your professional development?
31. Do you think disciplining your students has higher priority than your teaching English?
32. Do you think school chores has higher priority than your teaching English?

33. Do you think your colleagues in English department conduct lessons based mainly on the
oral method?

34. Do you think your colleagues in English department conduct lessons based mainly on the
grammar translation method?
35. Do you think you have established your own method of teaching English?

36. In your OCI or OCII lessons, if your students asked you to do lessons to prepare them for
passing the entrance exams to universities, would you accept their request?

37. Do you think your students have motivation to study English?
38. Do you think your students’ English language skills are evenly distributed?

39. Do you think you could, if asked, conduct English lessons according to your students’ level
of understanding?

40. Do you think your students would be able to understand you if you conduct English lessons

wholly through English?

41. Would you like to do your English lessons though English depending on your students’
level of understanding, if you were asked to do so?

42. How often do you participate in seminars for your professional development?

(DA few times a year. (@About once a year. (3Less than once a year. @Never for
the past 5 years. (®Never in over 5 years.
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Section 6: Background information

Choose the response that best describes your agreement or
disagreement to the statement.

43. Your academic degree is
DOPh.D. @M.A. BB.A. @A junior college diploma. (®Others

44.Y our current status in school is
(Da permanent teacher. (@a one-year regular teacher. (@a regular teacher. @a
part-time teacher. ®others.

45. Length of your teaching experience up to this year is
(Dless than a year. (@1 to 5 years. 5 to 10 years. @10 to 15 years. ®15 years
or more.

46. The number of schools you have taught at so far is

M1. @2. @3. @4. ®5 or more.

47. In which course do you teach mainly?
(DIn a regular course. (@In an English course. (3In an international course. @In a
vocational course. (®In a course not listed in the alternatives.

Section 7: Written answer questions

1. What do you expect of your students? Write your thoughts on the reverse side of the answer
sheet.

2. What do you expect of your ALTs? Write your thoughts on the reverse side of the answer
sheet.

3. Do you have any other desires or suggestions? Write your thoughts on the reverse side of the
answer sheet.
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Appendix C: Thank you letter for the survey to high schools

FRk2 2429 H 2 1 H

JtiEiE<E LIAHHIR TEREB E AN D> M E AL
TR B

AMEERFRFEAT 47 « A 2a=r— 3 SR
L G (= N

AbHEE R ER AP ERR IR A T« 7 - BOESERE
LR A TR

(FLIWE B B s 1 i)

i

T [ HEEHE~DT v — A O TIZHOWT (FB1L)

\;

g

HE O, ERICBPNE L TUIETET THEROZ EBEVHR L LIFET,
WRIIHMNO ZEmid a2 B0 . B BILE L BT ET

ST, A, ER [EFEHEA~O7 v — M) OFREICOE £ LTEKRAB
FoBELWH, THAENEEERICHYNE S TV Lk,

Bz bHE LT, 2l 148K 33T 4 OMFHEDLAHT LV EIEZE T, 20 L5 Ik
BHORHIB R TAE & LE LR BAFRIEIER 7. 40 2155 Z L B TEE LT,
EROVGER BEEEZ I LD BT £ LEEED A RE LR E ik
LWEEE, BRELOBHOEEZBEZ VLT 5 EENTT,

BT, BBV EE L ROERH L O 21T BHETHER LRI A & TF
REFEL TR £7,

A% bRE b OIS TS CHIREZ IR0 £ X 5 BRIV LG, E2 R0

LERIZTBILICRZEE CWEEE £,
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FRk2 2429 H 2 1H

(ELAHHR TEREEAND> FHFTK

AFERFRFFEAT 47 « A 2=r— 3 U5k
L G (= N

AbHEE R ER AP ERR IR WA T« 7 - BOEERE
LR A TR

(FLIR B B s 1 i)

[WEEHB DT v — ] OfTIZONT (BAL)

HE O, ERICBPNE L TUIETET ITHEROZ EBEVCH L LT ET,
WERIIHMNO ZEmid a2 B0 . B BILE L BT ET

ST, A, ER [EFEHEA~O7 v — M) OFEICOE £ LTEKRAB
FoBIE LT, THHENEEEBRICHYNE S TEWE L,

Bz bHE LT, 2l 148K 33T 4 OMFHEDLAH LV EIEZE T, 20 L5 Ik
BHORHIB A & LE LTI BAFRIEIR 7. 40 2155 Z L B TEE LT,

BT, &N & E LB ROEH LI EITV, HEFHE SO S & TF
REFEL TR £7,

A% bRE b OIS TS CHIREZ IR0 £ X 5 BRIV LG, E2 R0

LERIZTBILICRZEE CWEEE £,
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Appendix D-1: JT written answers for write-in question 1

What is your expectations and requests to your students?

Code* ISDChOOI Written answer

1 6 —AFUET TUE LV,

1 14 R~ O R, W FE# O R,

1 26 ERVA:iTEE== N

1 35 iRz m L CHOZ®mO LY LN IHIRFFD,

1 44 HOHEATTEE T HMERE, A,

1 48 DT EHEKRERELATRLY,

1 61 [CTX720 ) LRODOTRNTT ¥y LY LTUELL,
1 93 B L72FEEE RN D X ITHES> T RS,

1 130 ZOWVIOIRREND ZZE b o IR L TIE LY,

A HDOHFEDO BT 302> TWDDIZIRVME 5 & 5858
ERACE

130 T TWAEENRSNTT, ol Loy FEEn L
TWiUE, ETHHRAWERT LB S 0T,

4y FRIORD BN - FEEEME Loh 0 o TH B,

PIEWAEERWNEDTEHI S,

157 HER - B2 9585E,
165 mELDEFEF>Z &,
165 B CE D, TXRWTIEARL, FIEH LT55Fb,

78 s SERI~OEY S5 TR B,

192 BV, BT 5, T 5,

196 PEED TIMMATZ DL E B FITR D 38R < FH L TR LV,
232 HE A E D T kT DR OB,
FIEIZEAKIZ activity IZHkEET AR FF B2 FF - TIT LV, 1“\/‘74
733 TREELT IEamE7ZITE, CoThHhELY ] El-oTINNIE
HEITO EFLFEI ,ﬂi%%%of?@)EzékBﬂb\iﬁ“ Z LT, %’é&

A EFEICZD L O AT b ERFF -~ THHAD LD

P =
ERN =

LW L2 R Lot L COBR AR, HiEAM L COER

BT %,

251 HHAETE O Tt 5 A ERE IOV T BB - B F'ﬂ%f%oﬁﬁxO

HWEERL, Z2HDOLOFH I LCHLEE - B0 AR D DL EET Ot
254 ThHN, R EEILER WS | & 100 S, bt

T\A$®%%&®&wfﬁbw
254 SERHEEDR Y= 2 7 U A > TIE LU,
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270

307

30

36
43
171

180

255

221
232
268

24

54

93

176

192

238

247

295

125

243
254
307

RSN LICTEICHRY MY 5 &9 2 %50 FEICHY MEe (R
DWRLAHET D) Z LD TE DN ZHITOT TUILW, T4FER T L)
(B Z L] ZRDETTIIEDELE W) Z e 2FEK L, TTENICH
LTiELVY,

BRI 7 A 2N C L FUCd > CTH EMICFEE 2D TIT LU,
EFREHE VR L, BRI FEE IR #HATIELY,

M T AT 7Ry N2ETF B LEHI0T 5 L, L/ BsE
WZ2BZ L, BARLENE LN L,

EOTHELRLL, RUGEETE 2II#IIL T AFLTHRL
AN

WX NER S0 E O GEHEFE, TR IR A5,
—EEN GO E Wh-2D XL E TIEHICHOITTCETIELWVWEE S,

LR EAR (PR THE O NEIZOWT), TR OEE T 3 4EFN
oTLED,

HEROBEMCHLFRRED L L (FEAR) < BV TN D L9tk o
TIE LWy,

TR R E T D,

FEMRRYIC R A D Z &,

¥EN., RENNORD S ZE#HL TUELW,

T HICHMAIC IR i = L,
ZROVGELHGE, 2322/ —2a VOEBELEETHH L
PR LT, IRIEWIIZHIZOTTH B2,

7o SABEEER R A THREEICEILTTIZ LYY,

IR X 2/ > TIEF LYY, English World #38 L A TALL VY,

[SZERDT-80 | DAL @i, MExsko1ckb] Z&
EZTHEELUTHRLY, FE+ o DO AF LTS5 ERD B DT
ThD,

FRERTBE (B) N D5 2 LA T Tide<, HOH%S - i
TL TN A A= TAERD DT TE LY, 2 AL LT, 4
EAEAMCTELEELFoTmaIa=r—a VEENEFIZONT
THEL WY,

[ZBRDTZ | USNORIB~DEEZ G 2720,
RENTHEFEICMN L D LT HERBERT-HT20,

REFEWVW) LY — VDO AR > CHRGEAENZ 72 LTYH
BV, REEEZFEE LT THEWSREANR IV EIENA I %
Hz T2,

TIIN D IRV HEECHT Y BRI TR TIZ LW,

HEERCA T 4 AL DOEREZ B CHEZGIWTHRD Z &,
FEECTHANDEBELZ ST TUILY,

LEAED D BIZFEENRSIIT D L1 b v EvnET,
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6 43

7 96

7 126
7 141
7 151
7 223
7 230
7 237
7 278
7 307
8 160
8 242
8 250
9 100
9 136

B ZEERNTIC, EREZ AW TER LY, RFRLAANc sz -
THEADEWOIEREZ L THL,
Ji&

L&
&

B L THHWTu,
=

FIEFH

BH¥YHETELLY, BIIBENTLHZ L,

& S W T D e P,

PEEIZT TIEe <, EEEBHOFEFE L BB L TR LYV,
FhEFE DOHEIE,

T

BB EE A~ ORI 72 LD #L A7,

H¥HEZT58EBE2FITOFTE LY,

AEMICFEFEPHRD L5127 TIELY, HEZ b o LFIA
LTIELYY,

b o LR 2 LTI LW (REEE),

FricZe L, Mie 525, 51& -y ONHETOMLE,

AT L1300 AL, FHOREIZ, ThEZIT5 L
OOEKIZ LD L ZANRKEWEBWETN, ZOEMER T IXR#
. %&ﬁ&@kAt WL TRENDEH DD TNt
BuEd, ”035525'%71)>L73>6f0cu\ CITAEFEOEELIZE VAT
w%@ﬂ%@i#‘3ﬁggt@$ﬁwﬁﬁiﬁwﬁwﬁi%ﬁﬁk
WO BB ISR H Db DOD N EBRE L TWDLHZLIThH Y
MR NEZBZTHWET, (BRIIBHETITRNWEWVWD Z D)

EFEICHIST 5 0 DITEWELER AN, FA7- BRI XA/
BEREHHFLTODLOEMZ 2RIEL IR, Hlzo< et
TEXDALIDICHEFEBFENZLEITL TS LERH B & EHnET,

ARAFITHRFENCEH L TEAENRKEL, EBHENH LREAN
ZENFRLVORBIRTT, ZOX 5 LP, @O L UL OUGE
Efd)j‘f?b%oi@ HEERDOIRELEZFE LIV EATI D Z &
AL TVET, %%5m%aﬂﬁ%f4gﬁiﬁ%wif e
B2MERSG LA WET, o TETFX— a3 % FiFfewn
X9, ERFEEEZITV., MEOEERCA Y —F a7 A MNIHGE

oo LTWET,

HEEMRETWI &, HIKTH SHAESK LT IEiks kT

ﬁw&wO/xTA%o<6@w@@\oio\%&ﬁﬁf%%\

§$® EH1G 2 AEITRFE LW R Y | T WifF, BESRITHRZ2 W &
CTWb,

il
=\

[

Note. * The code numbers represent the following classes: 1 = Be motivated to study!

2 = Study at home. 3 = Study English not just for entrance exams but for

communication as well. 4 = Master basic knowledge. 5 = Use dictionaries. 6 = Be

communicative!

7 = English teachers should not have expectations from students. 8

= Not classified as either of the above. 9 = Do not be afraid of mistakes.
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Appendix D-2: JT written answers for write-in question 2

What is your expectations and requests to ALTs?

Code* ?ﬁhml Written answer

1 14 Bt loala=r—ya
ALT OB L LT, #basa=r—Ta 2RO E=n600

1 15 AN oT=, D ERAEFELEDD Z ENETIZZRWALT &
LT D,

1 94 FEFED LU B o T JiGE 2 > T, JTE [Tk Z L 24
FENCH A T LW, fEAZHY 72 AN,

1 44 FEMRAC AT DICHEETEE LN 720, Sl Z L TUEL LY,

1 93 IR EEZ 2SI B2 TR LV,
ARG DT BE L2 IR Lo\, AEREIRZ RO X 9 72

1 147 Mo F—=Lip Ex 7o TUI LY, BRI E o T, WEEZEDR
FHIE, 21 a2=r—a rTERVWED RV ARZROT, Ak
CHEEAF, a3 a=HF—TarELTIFLUY,

1 196 B LA O URBFR OGRS OFIE 72 &) T, AffEeb L a
a=r—varrltoTIELYY,

1 238 BT DICHGEE A AT S, GEEDRELZ 5 X THR LV,

| 951 AEFEOFRIE I AT 360, BRI N 00 D EEA~DRED

=

gﬁb \*El %"o

2 4 Ho b HARFEZ - TERLUY,

2 125 %/ D HAGEIIRFR L TR TIE LY,

2 165 HAGEZ T ) & T D2ER,

2 165 HAGE DB,

2 192 HAGEL Lo E LTV,

2 221 HHEEDLEIXHARGETITY 2 &

2 232 DLTOTWWDOTHAREZRZ TV o TE LYY,

2 243 HAGEZZRT O & T 53,

3 43 HARFEZS 9D LHEMEL TR LV,

3 48 HARD AL IZ B L ZFf > TIEL WY,

3 165 H ARSIz %9 5 HifiE,

3 307 Do as the romans do.
FIRANE TR O ERIEL FA TN D Z L2 BEOV L D

4 15 (CLTWBHES H D ERVTZA, HkIVITS ERE IR L & 25
NTIERREBRD & 5 ALT 2854 5,

4 11 KRFPHETEBEFLHEL L ALT IR TIZT LV, ALT OF A AEN

Y 72,
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116

184

204

243

247

247

278

192
293

36

141

159

180

242

254

35

43

49

XHALTGEE or iETFIRE DN EFF o T A X » T B EANT R
AR DT=D E Vo TmHFWVWE X THARIZKRGIL, FAi2BH EED
%@g%ﬂ%%%ofwéﬁﬂﬁwi5@At%%&hk#b
A

éﬁw%ﬁvAw AW EER’ KDL LY. Lo,y
FERBIR RS %iﬁbf%é &#mibwo

HENEDN B DFREFICONTWA AM THhHIVE, S EICH#ED
THLHZ2DHDTIEERVn ) EBWET,

PRBEHIRIED~ A X —,

PEENEFRAEFLETHR LI Z ENTE S activities #7-< X
IS TWA NE Y,

%% BFOAY v FE, bo bt TR EETLLIICL
N

o PEE AR L TIF LV, ALT [l b CRRRERERRLESOFY
A%#ét&bfﬁwa77//:7/7bfﬁbw

BT 7RV, B35, IS ATURIRIZHE 2,

o STV,

BESMKE T — T A AT 5,

BLUWREEZE > THRL U,

ALT LD TT X, FTHEES, DAL 72D T, 1/2 REfEICHA
ANESHTAETIT O, ALT IZEEMI S B L5 50N, 1%
SAHRICEfLaI = r—Ya UL, BEWOEDIZE
WO T,

SEBIEEIO T,

BT, JT75>I//?</77/%5 TE2, 7V MEBLERR LT
W3 (R ~w%?6ﬁm~@oﬂ<z4747&TT%£mb
“Cb\‘é@fdb)% 7T U ALT NEZ . JT LI | 5 T2 07

75)5'&\2: 15, JT TIREZ bR L 5 ARBI 55 B
ﬁﬂikhoo

&% IRFLU T, ALT 205 HERENER LU,

ALT (372 < & b5 2 Fak#E (GF8) 07 a TRINER Y £
hoo BREFIRETNET ORI TICHIEIC D, F—Lhzfibk
Lt?%%%%btﬁé ALT (IO R [0y o £58 2
FHBEBIZR > T—HBIZEZ W EBELZE-THLHLWEZNG
DTT,

AARANFEGIN S DR EREZF > TWALEEIT TR, BONH, 2
INIHIFREZE LTZV, EWVIRERH - TRWVWER S,
JEREITH U WVERHR 2 LRI R3,

assistant TlZdH > T teacher THAHEWIHREZ H > THLL
w E @ﬁ% %ﬁﬁ&# I EYHEIN T D e

&;:fn% Eik L TaRL VY,

JoiED Native &jb\i)f;‘TTT‘i %3
DR

H
M%ﬁw®f HZ 6*
Wl JTE & O T-T 2kt L TCOW 1Ry 72

KB HE

§%
4&
C“
:“f
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10

10

10

10

11

11

96

122

130

168

178

192

204

250

263
30
34
85

96
116

223

307
54

26

238

254

254

15

160

2Dl AECEDAY LT3 : (\ZFEMBR 72 REE A2 Ff - C
ggy M2 25 = EICHIERARNE WD ALT & 1T TT 2855
=< RN,

HARNDFFED A ALT b BRI ED ST I S & E T
F9, (20 FEEORERTEUL 72 HARAN, ALT X5 AL BV LAE
BIZITWERATLE, FOEBICHEZDHZETTH)

&T@Am%@@ﬁﬁﬁmﬁﬁ%ékﬁwiﬁoI%%%ﬁ%%
BENDIRNAEREIZ B L T NLA ALT AR H VD . AFED
5%%%mié@%mbfwi¢

EFEICHT OB RO Z &, TRRDIRWES,

EFHAB L L TOAR, AilrX, B REE, L& LEAWE
BT,

L AICH LT, kEE - HiH Tho T LV,
HEICE L TEBROEWALT 28 A L TR LV,

HARNGBRAESOBRNELEEDD Z L E2HK Lir— M &k o
IFLV, ERE~SOEEBNEZMOVBESTHIE0HEDLL
&o%ﬁﬁﬁmwﬁﬁ%ﬁofwfﬁbw

P eE S o NN S a BVAY: N SN M [ Y
bolEEEL <, TEHITEBHRNTR TR L,

=

A LIITIT AT ALT ZRLE T 5 (ALT B AISIEFR T 72 0Y),

11 2 44w 2 RIS,

WEELTH BV, (0CI, 11 DIAADOFZ¥E%ZE D) HARDHRE
P oT-REE2 RETH B0,

ETOARNHKIK 1 LT ALT 2) wEESE 52 &,

WEH LTS ND I &, FHESHEIFEOERM TALT AL ETHDH Z &
VN o SV

BALTEB. b LITEHMICTE R LTSN A A LB
ORI H o TR LTI LW
BHEICREST-HOEBEE DO TIEAR L. EOEEASH E L TOWHE
FBETDOLDOEHZDHED L, UbEDa T Y B FEFETIE A
HEBEZOTHR LY, ZLTITE L, 2D X572 ALT D Jj %%
FHTX %54k Planning Z L >0 £97 9,

HEO X LEZEZ D AET—IL b —7 DR H %L FFoTIELLY,

BENOSTRIEEEO [HEEm | (Z2OWTIEmaE L TUVWET R,
ZNLS DO AR R DWW TARE E R AZEO TIELY, 26
%%TT@&?X?@MJk@%bf5i<ﬁofw%kwk%

&Tm%n B (EREHE) OFMFE L ITR O 20O TRIZERIT
HYFEH A,

Blo/p L, 7272 ALT & TT I2oWTiE, REICED XS LT
ibwbﬂﬁﬂmT77/%\4tﬁwx SAThEE

M

% By

~
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11

11

12

12

12

12

12

12

12

12

12
12

230

264

116

126

136

149

168

176

223

245

255
310

FEREDF N HEIN T LUV ALT T,
FEFICILLRoTI N TS
ALT (2% LT TIEZ2Wn s, BUTO ALT OV AT HTARE,

Loy LIEHETES TS (ARERIRY BB RFFIRGE & ¥
@o7D7?A@b@ﬁ%ﬁ%#é%@-%5&8@%@%
BED HARORFRWOBRNO S, IREREZHFZET XS TH
B, HEHIFHE R b o & ERDH 5 b D LT 5,

ED AT & LR THINTH D, /XTA@C&T%ﬁ%ﬁ
SPUE, ALT OV AT L EOFRIS S HEET D1l & & 57,
JEER A T 1 FEREIMIIRE T 22 AT A2 WD DB R, T
%:f:iﬁﬁ EeIE YR A AN ‘
HAGE ‘iﬁﬁioi:b\ﬂf EPIAV/AN &+Hiféﬁé%§%§é:L,T:OanfF/ua:%)
ﬁéwft \ZAEREDRTC A %ELT%Eotbbiﬁof
HbIRETITZNLRNT Y %L’C&i VN, IRARFR I S A &
2P L TIELWY,

HAGEZ @R FETHE LR & 5 NTRTIZ LV,
E%@%%%ﬁok@<ﬁ*bT#EMﬁkbf%f%b%o9
72 < & BAMERE A FATERBRIZA L Uy,

H B DOWHE D T2 8 DA i REH,

RELT TR, BAOHE LM LT LT, GBI,
FRATEOS % L TR LU,
ADFETEWVWRLURIOLIICALT DRV - N2 L2005 TH B
IDL, BHoTHLRWEE S,

All English OFRZEITIERNHRAITT,

Note. * The code numbers represent the following classes: 1 = Interact with students.

Learn Japanese. 3 = Know about Japan.

2 =
4 = Should know teaching method. 5 = Make

more effort. 6 = Plan lessons. 7 = Be enthusiastic about teaching English. 8 = Should
be based in one school. 9 = Be more flexible. 10 = Serve as cultural informants. 11 =
Have no problem with ALTs. 12 = Unable to be classified.
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Appendix D-3: JT written answers for write-in question 3

What is your expectations and requests to English education?

Code*

School ID

Written answer

1

2

15

36

85

85

242

96

126

176

192

I IGAYA XZ/NELTHTENERIZERS,

[WFEHE L S TE->TbHbAEEO=—X, HE2ENLERIND
HO, HISCER ORI L > THTLE 122> TRV DIE L
o, SUERLEICHMEZ Lo 58 L TV D AEEN OO ORI 55 EE
EFE-oTCala=r—1arTEXHLo ko TWeb L AT I
L7V EWIHIRELERFSZ LML KoL EH, £z,
HREICRET D Input 2H B P L HIETHEZ TV MERH D, HkDHTZ
FTZ L DEFICFEOBEE 252572012, [—#HFE L TOHRZE] ©
F72< TR FEDY ] L L TCORGEOREDOBRENL 7 T A A AR
FREEEZEE L THLLWZ,

HERERIT 5 ANFRE O/ NFHH TRIT R R TIER VW EE S,

dA@T@&% FEBEEEORECHDLI A I a=r— a VEEAN
REZEBROIZDODORFEN 2E 2TV oTNnHD L HICE Y, +
ZOWEN D) ESHDEND L BWVDTIZAR WD,

20 ARE DA TORIE, EEHFRNZTHOROMELTE H T
L, REZBOFFEORBRIT, 73— FoN—T 4 —S0BE 2 5 L
b DIZH AT 4 THEE L 15~30 2B &2 F I AR, FOD
oD & OIRDFEW TR, 72 &,

R 3AEM TAEICRD D L DN E THLENWTT, FEHEDZT DO~ D
FRREIZA DR TRE, DEVHEBREZMAN—VEIOE O 2 EWV S DT
el O OREICAEDYE, DA EREEMATEL D) 2T L%D
K HTHENVWLDTY, FFEIEEIOREININEIL, &9 LTHAHIR
THDH o) — b2 MIETZ LB ELTVWD LI TRY
FH A, F70, BEFHEIZ10~15 A, i iEdb e nigERWTT,
40 NIt A X ¢9,

RYPOFFEHEOUET RE LD EZ 2 HDH, B TVANATRLT
ROTWNDHMNERFLHEHNTWSKERND D, [HEELFT LK
FA] BAEOTHARANCL D RFOREOE K ZHE Y T LR,

H o &LL< OBRNKEELIN LM TEFETE ARG 2L TIELL,
R i%@%E%%b FHEREERE LM T 5 & FEh2 e 5 4k
N2 % LA

REFENADOU T AT D,

SO DE NI HNPLEAZABAILTHLRWEEE S, AL
e TR T CTHIR U, 2RO X 5 IZRW ) TEAT HALTRIVIED
NN L, ZORDOIRWHERLRLRWHEN L WO TIE?
KEAANANED L2 E, EmyE; ﬁaik%<ﬁbgﬁm a3 a
=T 4 T IR GGRESICRERA~OEHIIZ Z 20 FRINBED > T
WRUN, Bk & 7R RS0 & Bl i#b\ﬁx®ﬁ%~&oﬁﬁé&%ﬁ&
B,
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223
237
263
268

43

44

152

26

96

130

133

180

RFNAN G EEDLZ L, BBV OO 5D LRI N, KNy, #F
ROBENELZ D,

RKFAADHLHRY, 2Ia=r—Ta VEATEHELY,

RKEANABPA =TV (EH)) ZERLTZDDIZED> T LERH
Do FNICEKY THFEOFFEDLIHARN] TN TEs /85,
WEEDOIERDOFRE, BRI EEZDENAY IR TWE EEbN S,
KFEANRTHEL SNDHHES . Bl &4 OEFEHT OHH-> TV 5 J5H)
N—EHIFLNTEHELY, RFEAROLIZY ITREW, AfEICE > TiX
—HEIZ—E(Tho>TIELW) OFE, KISHE LN E VD TV TH
VY,

BRI B T 2B HEOHN L, REAK TR D HGEORR A
M—LTERLY, ThRWEBIGITIRILT D & BWET,

ENL I - HBEDIRE c BHRIZESN Y TONNE TiEd 2 03 &
EHEEBHEOMOEEL WS- TO, BIZIZEHFEELZ - EED
AT FREN, KFEARICHERE L, AFEOIGERE 0N KEE
BEWIOEME L SNV E IR 2T THRLWERE S,

BB TR TR LWE EBRD T 5F L, KFEARE DR N
HU. BBoHE L., 0wz d) [Rax&x®E) [AROEDIC
LHRTNUT R BN L] "L, FZaxBRTIEIRVLONEKN
N5,

R AR O RYIONE (be BHF OV FRO, 3 FLBLD s DV HR,
REFA L E)DPERINTICWVDERENIEFIZEZ WD &V BLE
L WEEA ST, alamhr—a T ALURNC, AARETOa I
2= —varytHAEDEZFEMFIEZADEWVD Z ERHEK T
RWAERENIEFICEZL WAL W) Z LA I EZDMENRDH D L BN
ji‘a—o
EREDFEROCERDEFIC LY T RCEEETHR D Z S ITEH R 2K
NHVFET, ala=r—Ta b RUITTN, AEEZFZSTZOICE
WEESFET AL b RETY,

BEERIIAFE LT DAEEDFENENH Y TEIRENKETH D, FA
DNWHFER TIIRBECTRELTHE LR THENSLTEE
‘a—o

all English TORELZFEHBEEFETEDLDOR LI, ARO L HIZ
AHARECIS A LIREMMONEE AL T2 5K 2SR ERIC L
R, BMRNRD Y T A, BAREIZCKDFOE LKL ELRAFERLD
FHEEICHFELTWET, 512 E > T, WEDO DD\ & EEKT
HULEIZ Tohot-) EEREESED Z DN, BEWIHEHED H 5
L ERLTWVWET,

EFL OBEE TIZB N T, ZITMMRIHEIL S 5 FRTORGEAF L, 7>
20 EE LV, SCRME A E O GRS D K 5 7 ke, EED A A —
Vg LS B LWEREIZH Y . N R WEF RGN,
& &R L TITE 720,
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180

184

256

15

196

237

264

149

254

49

52
75

ABC & H A L EITT, school °study R EDER G R 2TV ARV, 7
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Note. * The code numbers represent the following classes: 1 = Small class size. 2 =
Change university entrance exams. 3 = High school English education objective must be
equal to university English education. 4 = Less diversified students' English
skills/knowledge in one class. 5 = Nonsense to teach all through English to every student.
6 = Less workload that is unrelated to teaching English. 7 = Secure time/money or both for
English language skills improvement. 8 = Why is only English education criticized? 9 =
Need more teaching staff members and more budget. 10 = Increase the number of class
periods per week. 11 = No use teaching English to primary school pupils. 12 = Should
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teach basic forms more. 13 = Show a feasible path toward teaching communicative English.
14 = Unable to be classified.
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Appendix E: Sample annotated transcriptions of Terashima’s classroom English in

1950

<Classroom English vol.2>
<I_At_the_Beginning_of_the_Lesson>
<1_Morning_Greeting>
<M>

Stand up!

</M>

<T>

Wait a moment. Some of you were slow in standing up. Try again.
</T>

<M>

Stand up!

</M>

<T>

That's right.

</T>

<M>

Bow!

</M>

<M>

Sit down!

</M>
</1_Morning_Greeting>

<3_Late-comers>

<T>

You are ten minutes late, lida_. Why are you so late? Can you explain to me why?
</T>

<S>

This morning I overslept myself.

<or/> 1 forgot my book, and had to go back for it.

<or/> There was trouble with my tram-car.

<or/> My watch was slow, and I didn't know it.

</S>

<T>

I am very sorry to hear that. You must not be late again. Do you understand?
</T>

<S>

Yes, sir <or/> madam.

</S>

<T>

You may go to your seat.

</T>

<T>

I am surprised that you are late. If I remember right, this is the first time that you have
been late, isn't it?

</T>

<S>

Yes, I have never been late before, so I am the more sorry indeed.
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</S>
</3_Late-comers>

</I_At_the_Beginning_of_the_Lesson>

<II_Lesson_Proper>

<1_Finding_the_Page>

<T>

Where did we get last time?

</T>

<S>

We got to the end of Lesson four, and we are to read the new lesson this morning.
</S>

<T>

What page, please?

</T>

<S>

Page twenty-six, sir <or/> madam.

</S>

<T>

Then open your books at page twenty-six.
</T>

</1_Finding_the_Page>

<2 Outline_of the Last_Iesson>

<T>

What was the lesson about?

<or/> Can anyone tell me what we read at our last lesson? Well, Tomita_, you try.
</T>

<S>

I am sorry, sir <or/> madam, but I've almost forgotten.
</S>

<T>

You must study harder. Any one else?

</T>

<S>

Sir <or/> Madam, may I try?

</S>

<T>

Certainly.

</T>

</2_Outline_of the_Last_I.esson>

<4 New_Words_in_the Lesson>

<T>

First of all, I'll write on the board the new words in the lesson. While I write, you copy
them in your exercise-books. I'll write these words down on the board, together with
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their phonetic signs, and as I do so, you read them aloud one by one after me. Well, let
us repeat them. The boys of this row read the words in the first column, all together.
Next, this row read the middle column, all together. Class, now read all these words as
I point to them one by one.

</T>

</4_New_Words_in_the Lesson>

</Classroom English vol.2>
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Appendix F: Classroom English sample in plain text (Gardner & Gardner, 2000)

good morning. good afternoon. sit down, please. take out your books. take out your
pens. take out your homework. open your books at page xxx. give me your homework,
please. listen. listen carefully. listen to me. listen to xxx. watch and listen. everyone,
repeat after me. everyone, repeat Xxx. XxX, repeat after me. xxx, repeat after yyy. say it
again, please. say it more slowly, please. say it louder, please. say the whole sentence,
please. repeat the whole sentence, please. read the whole sentence, please. say it in
English please, not . what is this word in  ?what is this word in our language? where
is the stress in this word? syllables. tomorrow. tongue. lips.  listen to me everyone,
repeat after me. girls, repeat after me. boys, repeat after me. , repeat after me. take out
your pens. take out your pencils. take out your colored pencils. draw a picture of a
an . color the picture. copy these words into your books. rule a line under the word
a word, please. i want you to do exercise six. answer the questions on page eight. yes,
certainly. do you understand what to do?do not start yet. you can start now. put your
hand up if you have finished. put your hand up if you have not finished. i1 want you
to work on your own. , come to the front, please. go back to your seat, please. i want
to work with . get into pairs. has everyone got a partner? , have you got a partner?
and , come to the front, please. go back to your seats, please. compare your answers
with your partner. i want you to work in groups of three people. i want you to work in
groups of four people. i want you to work in groups of five people. this is group one.
this is group two. i want , ,and to work in group one. get into your groups now,
please. is everyone in a group? , are you in a group?group , come to the front, please.
go back to your seats, please. i need a volunteer from each group to write the answers. i
need a volunteer from each group to draw a picture. pick one person from your group to

write the answers. pick one person from your group to draw a picture. work on you own.
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work in pairs. work in groups.  everyone look at the board, please. , come to the
board, please. write  on the board, please. draw a picture of please. put your
picture on the board, please. underline , please. thank you. go back to your seat,
please. everyone, read this word. , read this word. say it again. everyone, read these
words. , read these words. say them again. everyone, repeat after me. everyone,
repeat . ,repeatafter me. ,repeat .copy these words into your books. what is this
word in our language?what is this word in  ?do you understand?put up your hand if
you do not understand. write on the board. write in your book.  take out your books,
please. , give out the books, please. who has not got a book? , share your book with
please. open your books at page , please. turn to page , please. turn over, please.
look at the picture, please. can you see a an ?can you see some ?point to a
please. point to some , please. look at exercise , please. point to exercise , please.
take out. give out. open at. look at. turn to. point to. turn over. fill in. start at.  listen to
the cassette now. listen to the cassette. can you all hear? put up your hand if you can not
hear. stop talking and listen. listen carefully. did you hear the ?listen again. i will play
it again. listen and repeat all together. listen and tell me . listen and answer the
questions. let's watch the video now. watch the video. can you all see? put up your hand
if you can not see. stop talking and watch. watch carefully. did you see the ?watch
again. i will play it again. watch and answer the questions. play. record. fast forward.
pause. now we will play a game. get into two teams. guess what it is. guess where it
is. guess who it is. guess what's missing. whose turn is it?now, it is your turn. it is
turn now. a point for team two. this team has won. well done now we will sing a song.
let's all sing a song. winner. the next round. loser. it is a tie. ~ verse. chorus. ,18
that right? , is that right or wrong? what is the right answer? what do you think? has

anybody else got an idea? put up your hand if you do not understand. what do not you
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understand? tell me in . tell me in ~ what you have to do. put up your hands if you
know the answer.  sit down, please. everyone sit down, please. , sit down, please.
quiet, please , be quiet, please. stop talking listen listen carefully listen to me.
listen to . listen to the tape. , turn round, please. sit still, please. sit still and listen. sit
still and listen to me. sit still and listen to . sit still and listen to the tape. look at me,
please. look at the board, please. are you ready? do not start yet. start now stop writing,
please. stop working, please. stop what you are doing, please. stand up, please.  stand
up, please.  come here, please. hurry up go back to your seat, please. be careful do
not touch excellent very good that is excellent that is very good very well
done good that is good. well done great yes, that is right - good that is it

yes ok that is better that is better - well done that is nearly right - try again

that is almost right - try again not quite right - try again not quite right - will
someone else try? not quite right , you try no - that is not right. try again no -
that is not right. will someone else try? no - that is not right.  , you try this is

your homework. i want you to do exercise nine. i want you to learn the song. i want you
to color the picture. i want you to draw a picture of ?7i want you to learn these new
words. close your books, please. put your books away, please. , collect the books,

please . . . and put them on my desk.
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Appendix G: NNI demonstration transcription sample (on MEXT DVD, 2012)

Note. The following depicts part of classroom speech of one of five NNIs on DVD.
<NNI_5>

OK, then, let's start today's class. How are you today?

OK, then, so, let's start today's lesson with small talk as usual. So, from now, you will
make pairs and have a conversation. Today's conversation's topic is "What will you do
during the spring vacation?" OK? What's your plan during the spring vacation? OK?

Stand up.

OK. Play . OK. Winers, raise your hands. You will start the conversation. OK?
OK. Thirty seconds. Ready, go.

OK. Switch roles.

Then, please finish the conversation.

So, now I know you have many plans of the ah, spring vacation. Right?

OK. So, ah, will someone do a volunteer to have a conversation with me? OK?
Oh, OK, then, , please. So, how are you doing?

Oh, you are sleepy. Ah, what time did you sleep last night?

Nine O'clock? Then, what time did you get up this morning?

Six O'clock?  So about nine hours you slept.

But still you are sleepy. OK, OK.

Ah, I'm so nervous now.  Still now, I'm so nervous.

Thank you. OK. So, ah, what are you going to do during the spring vacation?
Oh, Toyota stadium. So, ah, why you will go to Toyota stadium?

To watch soccer? Ah, so, you like soccer?

Which do you like soccer?  Soccer or hockey?

Wow. That's top secret, right? OK, so, ah, which teams will you, will play?

?7 Really?

So, you got the ticket?

Wow. Oh,really. So,ah, who is your favorite player?
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Do you know ? Honestly, I don't know. Ah,uh ha. Maybe, OK.

Me? Ah, I like , the captain, and also I like , goal keeper, . Sorry. , captain, , the goal
keeper.

, goal keeper. OK. So, ah, with who will you go?

You will go?

to the Toyota stadium?

to watch soccer?

the

Oh, nice.

I know . OK. So,wow,so, when will you go?

Oh, last day of February. So twenty-ninth?

of February?

OK. Good. Good. OK. Have fun, both of you.

OK. Sitdown. Verygood. OK.

OK, so, go back to your seat.

Let's go on to the today's material. So, I know you are so curious about what happened
to Rosa Parks. OK. So, today, please take out your textbooks, and open to page one
hundred thirty-five. One hundred thirty-five. OK, so, from now first reading. You
will read this passage quickly to grab the gist of the passage. OK, so, today's reading
points are who is in the passage, OK, and when the incident happened, and lastly, where
it happened, OK? Those, who, when, and where are the reading points for today, OK?
OK, so, OK, so, have your pens and pencils. While you are reading, please underline

those words, OK? Are you ready?
</NNI_5>
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Appendix H: Petition to the ethics committee for research on human subject
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Appendix I: Research consent form
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Appendix J: Pretest participant transcription sample annotated by the participant

[cleansed by author]

Pred44

<tra:boundary remarks>

<INSTRUCTOR>OK. Now let's move on to next activity.</INSTRUCTOR>
</tra:boundary remarks>

<tra:beginning of the instruction>

<INSTRUCTOR>I'Nl distribute my worksheets. My worksheets is two sheets.
</INSTRUCTOR>

</tra:beginning of the instruction>

<tra:instruction>

<INSTRUCTOR>Please look at task 1. You use students' list below and fill in the
blanks. Students list is page 2. Do you have worksheets?

And first, I wanna show you example. Syuri, please answer my question in my
worksheets. What does Mike want to play?</INSTRUCTOR>

<41> He wants to play baseball.</41>

</tra:instruction>

<tra:instruction>

<INSTRUCTOR>OK. Thank you. Do you understand what we should do? OK, please
fill in the blanks from number 1 to 4 </INSTRUCTOR>

</tra:instruction>

<tra:instruction>

<INSTRUCTOR>AM, did you finish? </INSTRUCTOR>

</tra:instruction>

<tra:individual work>

<INSTRUCTOR>Then, first, Toshitaka, what does Yuki want to
play?</INSTRUCTOR>

<42>She wants to play basketball.</42>

<INSTRUCTOR>OK, good. Ah, number 2, Saki, what does Takuya want to
play?</INSTRUCTOR>

<43>He wants to play soccer.</43>

<INSTRUCTOR>OK. thank you.

Number 3, Kentaro, what does Miho want to play?</INSTRUCTOR>

<45>She wants to play tennis.</45>

<INSTRUCTOR>OK. thank you.</INSTRUCTOR>

<INSTRUCTOR>Um ... , number 4, Sayuri, what does Eri want to
play?</INSTRUCTOR>

<41>She wants to play soccer.</41>

<INSTRUCTOR>OK, OK, thank you.</INSTRUCTOR>

<INSTRUCTOR>Was it easy?</INSTRUCTOR>

</tra:individual work>

<tra:boundary remarks>

<INSTRUCTOR>OK. Please look at Task2.</INSTRUCTOR>

</tra:boundary remarks>

<tra:beginning of the instruction>

<INSTRUCTOR>I want you to write down what you want to do this weekend and
interview classmates and fill this.</INSTRUCTOR>

</tra:beginning of the instruction>

<tra:instruction><INSTRUCTOR>In my case, I want to go to Maruyama Zoo this
weekend. How about you, Saki?</INSTRUCTOR>

<43>Mn ... </43>
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<INSTRUCTOR>A, I'm sorry. First, I have to show you example. Then, I'm A, please
B. I want to go to Maruyama Zoo this weekend. How about you,
Saki?</INSTRUCTOR>

<43>] want to play base...basketball. </43>

<INSTRUCTOR>OK, thank you, thank you. And, ok, please everyone stand up and
interview each other. Oh, I'm sorry .</INSTRUCTOR>

</tra:instruction>

<tra:feedback>

<INSTRUCTOR>Yes, ok, please everyone sit down your seat. Kentaro, what does
Sayuri want to do this weekend?</INSTRUCTOR>

<45>She wants to go lunch with her friend.</45>

<INSTRUCTOR>What do you want to eat?</INSTRUCTOR>

<41>Italian.</41>

<INSTRUCTOR>Oh, so good. Mn ... Toshitaka, what does Saki want to do this
weekend?</INSTRUCTOR>

<42>She wants to cook Ichigodaifuku.</42>

<INSTRUCTOR>Ichigodaifuku? Do you like cooking?</INSTRUCTOR>
<43>Yes.</43>

<INSTRUCTOR>I want to eat it.</INSTRUCTOR>

</tra:feedback>

<tra:end of the instruction>

<INSTRUCTOR>Mn .. oh, I don't have enough time. Ah, please look at your
wooksheets, Task 3.

This is your homework. Next week, I'll ask you this question, ok7<INSTRUCTOR>
<43>0K.</43>

<INSTRUCTOR>OK, that's all for today, thank you!</INSTRUCTOR>

</tra:end of the instruction>
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Appendix K: Transcription sample from the classroom video corpus

Handout for W23 FEHRLZF 15 11

2011-07-06
Transcription excerpts: 2007-07-05
2007-07-05
<22:40/>
<JT explains points in the texts.>
<JT>

All right. Next. Points. Points, points, points. OK. Ah, look at page forty-four. OK?
Forty-four, and line fourth..., fifteen, sixteen, seventeen. "They were put back together on the
present location." OK. Here, you need to draw some pictures, OK? Ah, there is an empty
space here in the sheet, or if you can write the, draw pictures in your notebook, that's fine, OK?
Here is what it will look like, OK? This is a picture of Abu Simbel on the Nile.  All right.
So, ... this is a river. The river Nile. OK? The Nile.  The river flows, OK?  And this
is ... the bottom of the river, OK, the bottom, OK, of the Nile river, and this is the land, OK, and
here is the cliff, OK? And we will, in the past, before the dam was made, the monument was
here. The monument was here, OK? The monument, Abu Simbel, OK, Abu Simbel was
here, OK? And they built a dam, OK, the dam, and the dam was built. The water of the Nile
river rose, OK? Rose, rose, rose, rose, OK?  Rose, OK? Rose, OK? Water was all over
here, OK? All over here. The water, OK? OK, this is the water. OK? So, if people did
nothing, OK, Abu Simbel was under water. No more Abu Simbel. We cannot see. OK?
What was the British scientist's plan? The British scientist's plan was to put the Abu Simbel
right here, and when the water rose, it looks like an aquarium. OK. We can see Abu Simbel
like a fish, OK? Fish. But now, there was another plan, OK? So, they cut Abu Simbel into
more than sixteen thousand pieces, OK? More than sixteen thousand pieces, OK? Sixteen
thousand pieces. "cut into more than sixteen thousand pieces" and they put them back together
here, OK? put them back together here into higher location, OK? These are the small
temples ... here. So, even if the water rose because of the dam, we can visit Abu Simbel.
OK? And this is called Abu Simbel's present location, OK, present location. "present"
means "now." OK. '"present" means "now." OK. But, before the dam was built, Abu
Simbel was here. OK? Abu Simbel was here. So, this is called the "original location," OK,
"original location," all right. In this sense, "original" means "past." "past location." Not
any more, OK? Now, Abu Simbel was cut into more than sixteen thousand pieces, and put
them back together, and it now stays here. This place is called a "present location," right?
</JT>

</JT explains points in the texts.>

<JT instructs drawing task>

<JT>

So, I want you to draw this picture, OK? Draw this picture. The same picture is drawn on
page forty-four. OK? The same picture is from page forty-four. OK?  So, remember,
Abu Simbel is a monument, and they are temples. OK? ... And they were built into a cliff.
And now, they were brought up high here, and also put together into a cliff. OK? CIiff.
OK? The original cliff was now under water. OK? We cannot see. Now, it's in present
location. There is another cliff and new Abu Simbel was, is here. OK? Do you
understand? So, please draw pictures. Here, or in your notebook. OK? This will be

your next quiz tomorrow. Please draw a picture. Two minutes. ... </JT> <29:50/>

<JT>

All right. Draw a picture, and learn these key words, OK? "small temples" "original
location,"  "present location," ‘cliffs," OK? "cut into," and "put together," "put

together," OK? "put together," OK? Abu Simbel, very important famous monument, OK?
These are very, very important words. We talk about Abu Simbel, OK? Quickly, quickly,
not just (a) picture. Key words, "present location," "monument," "put together," "to present
location," OK? "temples," ‘"cliff," OK? And if you notice direction, ... if you notice
direction, OK. If you notice a direction, you'll see another interesting fact. You can
remember it. But now, quickly draw this picture. I'll explain it later. </JT>

</JT instructs drawing task>

<33:06/>
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<JT>
If this showing a picture, ... where is the sanctuary? Please, put sanctuary in your picture.
Where is it? Where is the sanctuary?  Please, put the sanctuary in your picture. Where is

it? Please remember. ... Where is the sanctuary? ... Where is the sanctuary? ...</JT>
<34:42/>

<JT instructs pair task>

<JT>

OK. Now, make pairs please, and show your art to your partner. "This is my picture." "My

drawing of Abu Simbel. Can I see yours?"

<Students talk in pairs/>

OK. Make paris. Go. Put your desks together. ... All right. Ask your friend, ask your
partner. Say this phrase. "Can I see yours?"  Go ahead. </JT>

<Students talk in pairs/>

<36:10/>

<JT>

"Oh, that's excellent!" "You are good at drawing." "My drawing is not good." ... OK,
then, ask your partner the next question. "Where is the sanctuary?" Ask your partner,
"Where is the sanctuary?" "Where is the sanctuary?" "Where is the sanctuary?" "Where is the
sanctuary?" </JT>

<Students talk in pairs/>

</JT instructs pair task>

<37:02/>

<JT asks one student to draw the picture on the board>

<JT>

OK. The sanctuary. OK, I'll ask one student. Number five. Who is number five?
Ah, Mr. Kasai. Can you do that? Can you do that? Can you come and draw where the
sanctuary is? Yes. OK. Please draw a sanctuary. ...</JT>

</JT asks one student to draw the picture on the board>

<Students answers on the blackboard ></Students answers on the blackboard.>

<37:44/>

<JT consolidates the task>

<JT>

OK, wait, wait, wait, wait ... Where is sanctuary? Oh, what? ... Wow, on the statue. Oh,
there's another key word. "Statue." OK? ‘"statues." Four statues of Ramses, I[I. OK?
So, the sanctuary is on the statue. No. Where is it? ... "in" "Into" the temple. OK?

Good. Thank you. It's kind of hard, ... Thank you very much. Well, you can see an
entrance hall here, OK? Write "an entrance hall" in your ah, drawing , in your notebook, OK,
entrance hall here. Entrance hall, you go in. You go in, into the, OK, into the entrance hall,
you will see a sanctuary. OK? Very, very difficult to draw a sanctuary in your picture.
OK? There is an entrance hall, and you go into the sanc, ..into the temple, and you will see the
sanctuary. OK. One thing. What's this?  This is called four directions. OK? North,
south, west, and east, OK? Four directions. Four directions. <Japanese/>  Four directions.
Four directions.  North, south, west, and east, OK? So, when the sun rises, OK? In which
direction does the sun rise?  North, south, west, or east, OK? Let me ask, Erika. In which
direction does the sun rise? ... Stand up. North? West? In the west? Or in the south?
In the east? </JT>

<Student answers JT>In the east. </Student answers JT>

<JT>"In the east." Very good. So, when the sun rises, OK?  Draw a sunshine. The sun
rises, sun rises, OK? Sunlight. Sunlight goes in to the sanctuary, OK, in the east. = And
you will see the direction. Sun rises. The sunlight goes in, into the sanctuary, OK? But
when the sun <Japanese/>  sun rises in the east, and sun sets in the west, OK? Sun sets in
the west. Sun sets in the west. The sunlight goes this way. OK? The sunlight goes this
way. So, the sun cannot light up the sanctuary when the sun sets, OK? So, only it's in the

morning, the sun shines, and the light goes into the sanctuary. ... Remember the story. All
right?  So, you, today, you review the many words, OK? ‘"statues," '"location,"
"monument," "cliff," "cut into," "put together," OK?  "sanctuary." Please remember this

picture, OK? Tomorrow, you may have (a) quiz. ... OK? Allright. OK? </JT>
</JT consolidates the task>
<43:21/>
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Appendix L: Written questionnaire after the posttest

Using a classroom corpus for preservice language teacher education

Project survey

Your responses to the following questions are appreciated. You may respond in English or
Japanese.

Q1. Have you ever transcribed your own recordings before? How much time did you spend on

transcribing your lesson this time? What did you learn?

Q2. How will your teaching improve through the use of classroom discourse notions, namely transactions,
exchanges (boundary and teaching), initiation, response and feedback/follow-up?

Q3. What notion in Q2 seems the most effective? The least effective? Why?

Q4. What did you learn from reading the classroom corpus text? How did you use the classroom corpus
text in planning and giving your posttest mock English lesson?

Q5. What did you learn from watching the classroom video clips with audio? How did you use the video
clips in planning and giving your posttest mock English lesson?

Q6. What did you learn from the corrected transcription with comments and suggestions by the
instructor? How did you use the corrections, comments and suggestions in planning and giving your
posttest mock English lesson?

Q7. What did you learn from this project's lectures? Be specific.

Q8. Would you recommend that next year's students engage in mock lessons? If you answered yes, would
you recommend that next year's students view video recordings of themselves? If you answered yes,
would you recommend that next year's students transcribe their speech? "

Q9. Answer this question only if you gave a mock lesson on July 13. How did your mock lesson improve
the second time? What caused the improvement?

Q10. How can this project be improved? Your suggestions are most appreciated.

Thank you.
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Appendix M: Annotated posttest transcription sample

post51

<instructor>OK. Let's practice <filler></filler>, how to use the word, "ask."
OK?</instructor>

<sts>Yes.</sts>

<instructor>OK. TI'll give you a handout. Here you are. </instructor>

<st>Thank you.</st>

<instructor>Here you are.</instructor>

<st>Thank you.</st>

<instructor>OK. Look at in your handout. Today, we are going to do two tasks.
OK? Task one and task two. <filler></filler>, OK, <filler></filler>, look at your
handout, and task one. <restart>Here, </restart> <filler></filler>, there are four
pictures. And I want you to look at the pictures, and make a correct answer. OK?
</instructor>

<sts>OK.</sts>

<instructor><repeat>Example </repeat> <filler></filler>, example is "My mother asks
me to clean the room." This is my mother. This is me. OK? <filler></filler>, any
questions about this task? OK? OK. So, let's start. I'll give you two
minutes.</instructor>

<sts></sts>

<instructor>OK. Everybody, finished? OK. Check your answers. Number one.
<filler></filler>, Mana, could you tell me your answer? </instructor>

<st>Number one?</st>

<instructor>Yes.</instructor>

<st>She asks me to play tennis.</st>

<instructor><evaluation>"She asks me to play tennis." OK. This is correct
answer.</evaluation> <follow-up>Mana, do you like tennis?</follow-up> </instructor>
<st><filler></filler>, </st>

<instructor><evaluation>OK. Thank you.</evaluation></instructor>
<instructor>Number two. <filler></filler>, Takuma, could you tell me?</instructor>
<st>OK. I ask Yuki to make a cake.</st>

<instructor><evaluation>"I ask Yuki to make a cake." OK.</evaluation></instructor>
<instructor><follow-up>0OK, Takuma, what cake do you
like?</follow-up></instructor>

<st><filler></filler>, I like <?/></st>

<instructor><evaluation>Oh, I like, too. OK .</evaluation></instructor>
<instructor>Number three. Takayuki, could you tell me?</instructor>
<st><repeat>Taro, </repeat>Taro asks her to call him.</st>
<instructor><evaluation>"Taro asks her to call him." </evaluation></instructor>
<instructor><follow-up>Takayuki, did you call anyone
yesterday ?</follow-up></instructor>

<st>No.</st>

<instructor><evaluation>No. OK. </evaluation> <?/> OK. <repeat>Everyone,
</repeat>everyone made correct answer. Very good.</instructor>

<instructor>OK. Let's move on to the task two. Task two. Look at your handout of
task two, OK7<filler></filler>, this is an interview work. <filler></filler>, ask
classmates <filler></filler>, you can walk around the classroom. OK?</instructor>
<sts>OK></sts>

<instructor>And you ask classmates, "Did you ask anyone these days?" "Did you ask
anyone these days?" Then, <filler></filler>, the classmates answer, "Yes." If they
answered yes, ask them who they asked. And what they asked. OK. Look at, look
at example. <filler></filler>, OK. <Japanese/> I'll do a demonstrate. Takayuki,
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could you help me? </instructor>

<st>OK.</st>

<instructor>OK. Thank you. My partis A. Your partis B. OK? </instructor>
<st>OK.</st>

<instructor>OK. Let's begin.  <filler></filler>, Takayuki, did you ask anyone these
days? </instructor>

<st>Yes, I did.</st>

<instructor>Who did you ask?</instructor>

<st>I asked my friends.</st>

<instructor>What did yo ask them?</instructor>

<st>I asked them to play basketball with me.</st>

<instructor><evaluation>OK. Thank you.</evaluation></instructor>

<instructor>So, this task is "Who did you ask and what did you ask them. OK. Any
questions about this task ?</instructor>

<st>No.</st>

<instructor>OK. OK. So, let's start this task. I'll give you three minutes.
OK?</instructor>

<sts></sts>

<instructor>OK. Let's begin. </instructor>

<sts></sts>

<instructor>OK. Everyone is finished. OK. Please sit down. OK.

<filler></filler>, Mana.</instructor>

<st>Yes.</st>

<instructor>Could you tell me the result of your interview ?</instructor>
<st>Result?</st>

<instructor><filler></filler>, <restart>you can say for example, </restart>You
interviewed Takayuki, right?</instructor>

<st>Yes.</st>

<instructor><evaluation>OK .</evaluation> Takayuki asked blah, blah, blah, to blah,
blah, blah, this way. OK. Could you tell me?</instructor>

<st>Takayuki asked her, him mother to call him.</st>

<instructor><filler></filler>, <evaluation>Takayuki asked his mother to call him. OK.
Very good.</evaluation></instructor>

10-45



Appendix N: List of publications

* Noriaki Katagiri, Goh Kawai

Lexical types and tokens found in the classroom speech of native and
non-native English language instructors in a Japanese high school.

Acoustical Science and Technology, 34(2),94-104. doi:10.1250/ast.34.94
-Special Issue on “the speech communication and its related technologies”-
Acoustical Society of Japan, Tokyo (2013-03-01).

- Noriaki Katagiri, Goh Kawai and Yoshiki Yokoyama

Using Classroom Corpora to Train Pre-service Language Teachers in
Disfluencies and Feedback.

HELES Journal, 12, 3-20.

Hokkaido English Language Education Society, Hokkaido, Japan
(2012-12-25).

* Noriaki Katagiri and Goh Kawai

Determining the keyness of lexical items found in the classroom speech of
native and non-native English language instructors.

Proceedings of IEICE Speech Workshop, 39-44. Sapporo, Japan
(2009-06-24).

* Noriaki Katagiri and Goh Kawai

Lexical analyses of native and non-native English language instructor speech
based on a six-month co-taught classroom video corpus.

Proceedings of Interspeech-2008, 1984-1987. Brisbane, Australia
(2008-09-27).

* Noriaki Katagiri and Goh Kawai

Statistical analyses of task-based lexicons found in the classroom speech of
native and non-native English language instructors.

Proceedings of IEICE Speech Workshop, 37-42. Sapporo, Japan
(2008-06-27).

* Noriaki Katagiri and Goh Kawai

Students react confidently to consistent oral classroom commands using
controlled vocabulary.

Proceedings of JASELE-2007, 37-40. Oita, Japan (2007-08-05).

10-46



Rk 2545 A 29 A

ACHRE RFERF B
AR TENE Bk

—BAEEA BATBES |
mEZBS

ERERFEIZDILNT

BEENObBRLHOSY L
Acoustical Science and Technology 3& 34 % 2 5 P. 94-P. 104
Lexical types and tokens found in the classroom speech of native and non-native

English language instructors in a Japanese high school
(Noriaki Katagi, Goh Kawai %)

PEETAHZ Lo T
(1) AR TsZ L
(2) BEBHEOTHREELZ L

FEMHICEARFELET,
ERE P EIEIA JEHEE R FERFEFR R — LL—

B £

10-47



Appendix O: Author’s biography

Academic background
2009-2013: Hokkaido University Graduate School
2009: MA, Hokkaido University Graduate School
1987: BA, ICU
Vocational background
2004-present: Hokkaido Sapporo Kaisei Senior High School
1994-2004: Hokkaido Sapporo Moiwa Senior High School

1987-1994: Hokkaido Sapporo Kiyota Senior High School

10-48



