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Foreword

Soon teaching English as a subject in state primary schools will officially start in Japan.
Concepts of language teachers will be changed because a large number of primary teachers
start to teach English. If it goes well, I believe
language teacher cognition research will be more
necessary and helpful than ever. In such situations,
[ am deeply sorry that we have lost one sincere
teacher researcher and teacher educator. This issue
therefore should be dedicated to late Dr Takako
Nishino who passed away at the age of 64 on
Sunday, 10™ September, 2017. I, chair of JACET
SIG on LTC, would like to say many thanks to her
great contribution to language teacher cognition
research in Japan domestically as well as
internationally. To this issue, she had already
submitted her paper titled ‘Sociocognitive
Alignment in an EFL Classroom: A Multimodal Analysis of an Experienced Teacher’s
Practices’ before her decease. She had wanted to post the paper to an international journal but
unfortunately she couldn’t due to her hospitalization. I do hope you will read her paper.
Language teacher cognition research, which has created some substantial traditions
thus far for some 20 years in 2017, still has not solved any key problems, such as
terminological problems, methodological problems and contextual problems. As for the
terminological problem, the key term ‘teacher cognition, cannot be generalized or
commonized even among researchers who are interested in what teachers know, believe,
think, learn and do. Borg (2003: 81) defines it as “‘unobservable cognitive dimension of
teaching—what teachers know, believe, and think.” Dr Nishino gave a presentation at the
LTC Seminar on October 22", 2016, when she proposed the necessity of the sociocognitive
perspective or sociocognition in Language Teacher Cognition Research. She especially focus
on the term ‘alignment,” which is defined as ‘the complex means by which human beings
effect coordinated interaction and maintain that interaction in dynamically adaptive ways’
and suggested that ‘research should attempt to connect the notion of alignment to those
frameworks in order to reveal what language teachers do in this respect in the classroom’

(see her paper on this issue). May her soul rest in peace.
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Activity records from October 2016 to June 2017

General research theme as of 2017

Theory and practice of language teacher cognition research in Japan

Events
27th LTC seminar
Date: October 22nd, 2016, 2 to 5 pm
Venue: Waseda University Bld. 3 Room 704

Contents:
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in an EFL Classroom: Proposal for "Language Teacher Sociocognition Research" |
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Venue: Waseda University Bld. 7 Room 406
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Qualitative Research Consortium in English Education (QRCEE)
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Date: March 12th, 2016 1 to 4 pm
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Ken Tamai (Kobe City University of Foreign Studies)
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Robert Croker (Nanzan University)

Doing ethical qualitative research

Coordinators: Atsuko Watanabe, Masuko Miyahara (International Christian University), and

Shigeru Sasajima (Toyo Eiwa University)
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Venue: Toyo Eiwa University (Roppongi) Room 201
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Yusuke Okada (Osaka University)
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INEFSE (FBREE#HORT)
VE I & FL——PAC 00T % 0 IE—— |
Coordinators: Masuko Miyahara (International Christian University) and Shigeru Sasajima

(Toyo Eiwa University)



JACET LTC Bulletin 2017

Editorial: Student teachers’ cognitions on learning disabilities

Shigeru Sasajima

Toyo Eiwa University

AILA congress in Rio de Janeiro in 2017

In July, 2017, I visited Rio de Janeiro to attend thel18th World Congress of Applied
Linguistics called AILA 2017, where I gave a presentation titled ‘Language teachers’
cognitions on language, culture and teacher development as complex adaptive systems,’
which refers to how Japanese EFL teachers in secondary schools work in complex situations,
compared to language teachers in other countries. I especially highlighted language teachers’
kokoro (in the Japanese word connotating a hybrid concept including mind, spirit, heart,
cognition and emotion) in such complex classroom situations, based on complexity theory (cf.
Larsen- Freeman, 2010; Larsen-Freeman & Cameron, 2008).

Complexity theory, briefly speaking, attempts to explain complex phenomenon that is
hard to explain by traditional theories or systems. It generally proposes that the systems act as
a whole and are capable of undergoing transformation in order to adapt to a new environment.
The presentation | had conducted at the congress focused on Japanese EFL teachers’
cognitions on language, culture and teacher development, which are all grasped as complex
adaptive systems (CAS)(Ellis & Larsen-Freeman, 2009). That is because I assume non-native
English-speaking teachers or Japanese EFL teachers in Japan work in very complex
educational systems where they cannot just teach English but also have to bear multiple
burdens at school. While having thus far done research about language teacher cognition for
the past 10 years and always thinking about teaching English in Japanese educational
contexts as an English teacher and teacher educator for more than 30 years, I as a teacher
researcher have realized that it is necessary to consider teachers, learners and their
classrooms as complex entities or systems or CAS.

When touring around the city of Rio de Janeiro during the congress, I saw many street
children begging or selling something to tourists and refugee-like poor people living in the
areas called ‘favelas’ which are slums or shantytowns in Brazil. The congress was held at a
beach hotel in the resort area, which clearly reflects the difference between the rich and the
poor. Among the plenery talks in the congress, I was impressed by Marilda Cavalcanti, who
is an applied linguist in Brazil, talking about marginal scenarios and minority fields in

applied linguistics in Brazil, such as immigrants, refugees or disable or impaired people. Her
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talk inspired me with some issues that have been less concerned with in language teacher
education programs in Japan. In language teacher cognition research as well, researchers
have not discussed marginal topics such as teachers’ cognitions about learning disabilities or

disorders in English classrooms.

Language teacher cognition on learning disabilities or disorders

Language teacher cognition (LTC) research, which has primarily been highlighted in
this research group called JACET SIG on LTC, has covered a gradual diversity of research
areas including beliefs, knowledge, identity, development, motivation, relationships with
students, classroom issues, and education systems, all of which are related to EFL teachers or
student teachers in Japan. Most EFL teachers in Japan work at secondary school now and
should consider their students’ educational development and have plenty of work to do at
school since their primary duty is students’ personality development. They are supposed to
statutorily support any students including students with learning disabilities or disorders (LD),
which can be one of the marginal issues for English language teaching methodology,
although it certainly may be part of the main topics in the field of educational psychology or
special education. Although LTC research is primarily concerned with applied linguistics and
classroom research, it should be necessary to consider marginal and peripheral issues around
EFL teachers’ work. I would like to emphasize that LTC research should include any kind of
teacher research.

There are a variety of definitions of LD in different disciplines actually, since LD is
still a broad term. Here the following definitions or descriptions provided by British

Columbia Ministry of Education (2011: p. 6) can be helpful to discuss LD in LTC research.

Learning disabilities refer to a number of conditions that might affect the acquisition,
organization, retention, understanding or use of verbal or nonverbal information. These
disorders affect learning in individuals who otherwise demonstrate at least average
abilities essential for thinking and/or reasoning. As such, learning disabilities are

distinct from global intellectual disabilities.

The key point of this definition is that LD should not be intellectual disabilities and can just
result from impairments in one or more processes related to perceiving, thinking,
remembering or learning. Moreover, people with LD can vary and need the right support and

intervention.
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Learning disabilities are life-long. The way in which they are expressed may vary over
an individual’s lifetime, depending on the interaction between the demands of the
environment and the individual’s strengths and needs. Learning disabilities are
suggested by unexpected academic under-achievement or achievement that is
maintained only by unusually high levels of effort and support. And the definition

continues:

EFL teachers especially need to understand LD and know what kind of support and
intervention are required in their classrooms so that LD students should not have unexpected
academic under-achievement and have appropriate achievement in learning English.
Learning English as a foreign language may require some additional support for LD students,
but most EFL teachers could not have any professional knowledge and skills in terms of what
to teach in the classroom and how to teach English for their specific needs. Although they
have already had general knowledge and skills of LD and how to take care of LD students
individually by separating from other students in another room. It means that Special Needs
Education (SNE) teachers are in charge of LD students exclusively. EFL teachers may not

need to think about them.

Specific learning disabilities or disorders in Japan

For the past 40 years, | have worked as an English teacher at secondary school and
university. Of course, I actually have experienced teaching to the students who probably had
such disorders or some difficulties when learning English in the classroom. However, in
many cases, they were not then specifically identified as LD learners and I often wondered
how to cope with these cases appropriately due to less specific guidelines. As such, many
teachers those days actually did not know much about how to teach students with LD in their
classrooms, even if they had any knowledge about LD. Even if teachers had understood that
some special care is needed for students with LD, they could not have known any specific
guidelines or supports for specific learning disabilities or disorders (SLD), which means ‘a
disorder in one or more of the basic psychological processes involved in understanding or in
using language, spoken or written, that may manifest itself in the imperfect ability to listen,
think, speak, read, write, spell, or to do mathematical calculations,” according to the
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) in the US, which is a federal law that

requires schools to serve the educational needs of eligible students with disabilities.
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In Japan, SNE conventionally has focused on providing substantial and detailed
education at special institutes and settings, such as special schools for the blind or the deaf,
impaired schools, and special education classes. Now in many schools in Japan SLD students
are learning in the Tsukyu education system, which refers to providing some supporting SNE
classes separating from normal classes (cf. MEXT, 1994). However, most teachers do not
always have any specific guidelines for how to support SLD students in the classroom even
now. For example in English classrooms, EFL teachers are encouraged to teach English
through English in their classrooms, but they normally teach to 40 students while considering
teaching methods, materials, activities, and assessment at a time. It would be hard to see each
student’s personal property deliberately in such situations, so most teachers are liable to
avoid any trouble or intervention to support SLD students to learn appropriately in the
classroom and ask their colleagues to take care of them in some SNE classes. Although
inclusive education is introduced to primary and secondary schools (cf. MEXT, 2012), I
wonder if the actual support could not be active in real classrooms and teachers cannot

support SLD students in their actual classrooms.

SLD in language teacher education and EFL teachers’ cognitions in Japan

As for preservice teacher education in Japan, the basic knowledge and system of SNE
have been taught in the teacher education curriculum. However, they seem to exclusively
focus on the understanding of SNE and students who cannot cope with school activities
including learning and disciplines. In most cases, student teachers could not study SLD
elaborately unless they are individually aware of it. Actually in their 3-week teaching
practicum, they could not know and experience what to teach and how to teach their subjects
to SLD students in teaching practices.

In English language teaching or English language teacher education, I always wonder
to what extent teacher educators and teachers understand these issues of SLD students in the
classroom. Of course, teachers consider slow learners and their language learning aptitudes.
However in many cases, English language teaching methodology has not focused on how
SLD students need to learn English and what approaches are appropriate to them. Foreign
language learning can be somewhat different from other subjects because the learning target
is a different language from their mother tongue or Japanese, which means that teachers are
encouraged to use English while teaching English according to the current trend of language
learning based on Communicative Language Teaching (CLT). I assume these issues should

be studied by teachers and student teachers who teach English in primary and secondary
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school in Japan. It is necessary to discuss the issues of SLD in language teacher education,
especially as the preservice teacher education stage.

Sasajima (2012) pointed out that EFL secondary school teachers in Japan work in
more complex situations than language teachers in most developed countries and they feel
worried about some dual burdens: teaching English and educating students through the whole
school activities. He proposed the concept map representing the issues of school culture

clearly as in the following diagram.
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In the diagram, teachers probably say that Kyoiku, which means education in Japanese, is an
indispensable key word even when teaching subjects in the classroom. According to the
research, many EFL teachers seemed to have sacrificed their time to teach, care for and
educate their students. As the society expects that schoolteachers should commit themselves
to students’ human development as well as academic development, they are worried about
the dual burdens: school education and teaching English. In terms of educating SLD students
in the classroom, they may feel responsible for what to teacher in English classrooms and
how to teach English to them as well as other students together in rather large class with 40
students normally. The diagram shows how EFL teachers believe, think, know, do and reflect
on when working as a schoolteacher in Japan. Of course, it is complex and dynamic, and it is
not static or always changing due to each context or factor. We should consider these realities

among teachers.
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Sasajima (2012: 23) defines LTC as the term to describe these language teachers’

beliefs, thoughts, knowledge, learning, and feelings as follows:

LTC is a complex set of mental, social, cognitive and emotional processes (e.g.
believing, thinking, learning, and knowing) in which language teachers engage in
relation to their teaching activities. It is also the outcome of these processes (e.g. their

beliefs, learning, assumptions, and knowledge).

Teachers are also researchers, so they are always aware of their inner world as well as their
outer events. SLD therefore should be considered both in preservice and in-service teacher
education programs as part of ELT methodology programs. That is because knowledge and
experiences of SLD are essential for the current teaching techniques in practical language
classrooms. SLD may not just be a topic for SNE, but can also be an important theme of
learner variables as well. It should be studied as part of learner aptitudes or learner abilities,

which are necessary to plan, do, check and act when teaching languages.

SLD: dyslexia, dysgraphia and others

SLD may be still a generic term, since the term LD itself can already include any kind
of learning difficulties, such as slow and unmotivated learners, and it also takes time to
identify LD. It is not so easy to diagnose what types of SLD students have. However, it is
necessary to understand what types SLD EFL teachers should know. In order to clarify it, it is
important to identify some common types of SLD that can affect the areas of reading and
written expression, which are closely related to English language teaching (see National
Center for Learning Disabilities (2014) for more details about each SLD).

First of all, dyslexia is the most common type of SLD that is associated with reading.
Features of SLD in reading vary from person to person, but they have some common
characteristics: 1) difficulties with phonemic awareness which is the ability to notice, think
about and work with individual sounds in words; 2) phonological processing which involves
detecting and discriminating differences in phonemes or speech sounds; and 3) difficulties
with word decoding, fluency, rate of reading, rhyming, spelling, vocabulary, comprehension
and written expression. Dyslexia is the most prevalent and well-recognized subtype of SLD.
In most cases, it would be difficult to identify dyslexic students who learn English, which is

different from learning Japanese.
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Dysgraphia is also associated with SLD in writing and can affect written expression.
It can appear as poor handwriting, difficulties with spelling, and trouble writing down
thoughts on paper. Features of SLD in writing are often seen in people who struggle with
dyslexia. Dysgraphia varies from person to person and at different ages and stages of
development. The common characteristics include: 1) tight, awkward pencil grip and body
position; 2) tiring quickly while writing, and avoiding writing or drawing tasks; 3) trouble
forming letter shapes as well as inconsistent spacing between letters or words; 4) difficulty
writing or drawing on a line or within margins; 5) trouble organizing thoughts on paper; 6)
trouble keeping track of thoughts already written down; 6) difficulty with syntax structure
and grammar; and 7) large gap between written ideas and understanding demonstrated
through speech. Compared to dyslexia, dysgraphia can mainly affect handwriting in the
classroom, so it is easier to see the signs of dysgraphia before learning English. In most cases,
computers are helpful when learning English.

In addition, there are other associated types of SLD, which are all related to weak
ability to receive, process, associate, retrieve and express information. They can also help
explain why students have trouble with learning and performance and EFL teachers also need
to understand them. Some types of SLD that teachers should understand are shown as
follows:

Auditory Processing Deficit or Auditory Processing Disorder, such as auditory

discrimination, auditory figure-ground discrimination, auditory memory, and auditory

sequencing

Visual Processing Deficit or Visual Processing Disorder, such as visual discrimination,
visual figure-ground discrimination, visual sequencing, visual motor processing, visual

memory, visual closure, and spatial relationships

Non-Verbal Learning Disabilities, such as troubles with math computation and problem
solving, visual-spatial tasks and motor coordination, and reading body language and

social cues

Executive Functioning Deficits, which describes weaknesses in the ability to plan,

organize, strategize, remember details and manage time and space efficiently

Attention Deficit/Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD), whose common signs are missing

details, making careless mistakes, having problems sustaining attention in tasks or play,

12
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failing to not follow through on instructions, avoiding tasks that require sustained mental
effort, fidgeting and squirming while seated, getting up and moving around in situations
when staying seated is expected, blurting out an answer before a question has been

completed, and having trouble waiting his or her turn

SLD can actually represent different aspects of difficulties in real classrooms, so it
might be hard to read their specific signs and symptoms. The Ministry of Education, Culture,
Sports, Science and Technology (MEXT) encourages teachers or student teachers to
understand SNE, which is called Tokubetsu Shien Kyoiku in Japanese, and promotes it in
regular schools as part of inclusive education. In regular schools, students with special
education needs can have individual supports while learning in the regular classroom
depending on the cases. As I mentioned, this is called the Tsukyu system. Many SLD students
learn in this system, but the fact is that not all students learn through the Tsukyu system, so
there can probably be a large number of students learning without any special or individual
support. It is possible that there may be a substantial number of students who have not been
identified or diagnosed as SLD, because it can comprise a broad range of learning difficulties.
It means that teachers including student teachers can have burdens to teach their subjects

while considering students with some possible SLD.

How student teachers understand SLD in their teacher education courses

In Japanese preservice teacher education, SNE or understanding SLD is taught to
student teachers primarily through educational psychology or other related courses. In terms
of English language teaching, teaching methodology courses do not specifically teach how to
teach SLD students normally. In my own EFL teacher education experiences, I have not
taught SLD as the primary topics. I am now teaching the following courses: ELT
methodology classes, introduction of teaching professions, teaching practicum, and seminar
on teacher practices. To be honest, I have not focused on the issues of SLD so often, although
I have sometimes talked about the basic knowledge of dyslexia or ADHD as one of the
education topics. Most student teachers have some knowledge about SLD, but it seems that
they do not have any practical knowledge and skills for how to support SLD students.

Compared to the school or classroom systems in European countries where I have
visited schools and observed language classrooms, the supporting system in Japan is
considered to be rather complex and I assume each teacher’s responsibility can be rather hard.

That is because the education system and the teacher role in Japan are different from those in

13
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Europe, where each teacher can focus on teaching in the classroom but does not have any
additional work, such as the Japanese traditional unique pastoral care system, extra curricular
activities and sports coaching. In such situations, teaching practices student teachers have to
do for three weeks at least in their teacher education courses are very short and hard to
understand many aspects of the educational activities including the SNE system and SLD
students.

Accordingly I wonder to what extent student teachers are aware of SLD in their
teacher education courses and the 3-week teaching practicum, and it is necessary to see how
they think about SLD in the final stage of their teacher education courses. Finally I thus
discuss student teachers’ cognitions about SLD based on the teaching practicum that 11

student teachers experienced.

Student teachers’ cognitions about SLD

I asked eleven student teachers who had had a teaching practicum at secondary school.
On the whole, they all had good teaching practices for three weeks, whether their
performances were good or bad. They taught two subjects: English and social study. They
already had some basic knowledge about LD or SLD before beginning their teaching
practicum, but their primary work naturally focused on teaching in the classroom. The
purpose of teaching practicum is to have an experience of school activities, so they do not
only teach their subject but also observe and do a variety of school activities as a teacher
trainee, including SNE. During their teaching practicum, some of them took care of or taught
LD students who need special care in the resource room. They were asked or suggested by
teachers that they should call each LD student’s name specifically in the classroom because
he or she might not listen to them. Student teachers then learned that LD students need
special care and are different from other students. However, you should make sure that those
LD students are somewhat different from SLD students.

Student teachers did not have any preparation to teach English or social study to LD
students, but it was actually not necessary in most cases, since LD students seemed to have
an individual support either from a teaching assistant in the classroom or separately in their
resource room. Their role was to take care of students or teach easy things to such LD
students who lack in intellectual development, so they do not need to teach them in the
resource room. On the other hand, when they taught to students in regular classroom, they
exclusively focused on teaching to all the students. Even if they had SLD students in the

classroom, they could not do anything to them. However, it seems that they just realized there
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were some SLD students in the classroom. And they have learned that it would be hard for a
teacher alone to teach SLD students together with other students and SLD students need to be
always supported by a teaching assistant in the classroom.

One student teacher said based on her experiences at school that teachers are too busy
teaching their subject and educating students as well as considering LD or SLD students who
need special care. And she added that she could not do like those teachers did and SLD
students should be taken special care of by the support of another teacher or with the
systematic support such as the curriculum and the computer use. I assumed it might be
difficult to see what kind of supports each LD or SLD student need and how different they
are from other students. And it is important to understand that SLD students are not
intellectually or emotionally impaired. Although student teachers had fair practical school
experiences for three weeks, I am afraid they might have had insufficient awareness about
SLD. Three weeks are very short in order for student teachers to understand the issues of
SLD.

Necessity for language teachers’ awareness of SLD

There has been less if any language teacher cognition research about SLD. At primary
school or secondary school, teachers know that inclusive education is now being promoted
and it seems that many teachers have positive attitudes about the promotion of SNE
comprehensively in accordance with the MEXT policy, but I am afraid they are less aware of
SLD in terms of classroom teaching, such as teaching English. For example, most English
teachers cannot so easily identify who SLD students are or what type of SLD students
develop when teaching English. In other words, they do not have time to think about SLD or
cannot consider SLD students due to their busy schoolwork. In the current educational
system in Japan, teachers have required knowledge about SLD, but they may not have
appropriate time to assess and teach students who need some special care when teaching in
the classroom. The current SNE policy in Japan tries to provide inclusive education for all
students and promote the 7Tsukyu system in regular schools. It is a good policy, but teachers
may not be aware of SLD students. Especially EFL teachers do not have any knowledge and
skills to teach SLD students or students who need some special care, including students who
cannot come to school or non-Japanese-speaking students. Therefore in the preservice teacher
education program, the English teaching methodology course should include how to teach
SLD students. If they do so, they will be able to consider SLD in practice and be aware of

each student’s personal characteristics and aptitudes.
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Sociocognitive Alignment in an EFL Classroom:

A Multimodal Analysis of an Experienced Teacher’s Practices
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Kanda University of International Studies

Abstract

This paper investigates how one experienced Japanese EFL teacher helps students
align with their learning environment. A 3.5-minute classroom interaction video-
recorded in a Japanese high school was analyzed using multimodal interaction
analysis. Results show that: (1) the teacher uses signs, gestures, discourse markers,
and the L1 to help his students align with the language being learned; (2) the students
align with a chance to participate by recognizing the teacher’s signals, including
proxemics, pointing, and shifting gaze; and (3) the teacher enhances his students’
emotional alignment with him by sharing jokes, using solidarity expressions, and
revealing his own identity as a language learner. These findings suggest that
experienced teachers use various teaching techniques and tools and that teacher
education courses should provide opportunities for detailed classroom observations to

uncover teachers’ tacit pedagogical knowledge and skills.

Introduction

Research on teachers’ beliefs and practices has developed remarkably since-the 1980s.
Having reviewed previous research, Borg (2003) coined the term “teacher cognition
research” and presented his conceptual framework, which led to further expansion in

research in both ESL and EFL contexts. Borg (2006, p. 1) then revised the term as
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“language teacher cognition [hereafter LTC] research” and refined the framework to
emphasize the fact that the classroom itself is part of the context. More recently, there have
been a number of studies of LTC using broader conceptual frameworks, including
sociocultural theory or activity theory (e.g., all 14 studies in Johnson & Golombek, 2011),
complex dynamic theory (e.g., Feryok, 2010; Sasajima, 2012), and communities of practice
(e.g., Nishino, 2012; Tsui, 2004). All the theories employed in these studies start from a
similar standpoint, namely that language learning and teaching are dynamic processes
wherein psychological and social factors interplay and influence each other.

The sociocognitive framework used for this study follows similar lines. According to a
sociocognitive approach to SLA (Atkinson, 2002), social and cognitive aspects of language
function interdependently along with various ecological elements and affordances.' This
study reports from this sociocognitive perspective on how one experienced EFL teacher
helps his students align to their learning environment. I begin by briefly explaining the
sociocognitive perspective and then review previous research. Next, I present an excerpt
from field data and analyze a 3.5-minute classroom interaction with the focus on the
teacher’s utterances and behaviors. Finally, based on this analysis, I make suggestions for

LTC research.

Conceptual Framework: A Sociocognitive Perspective

A sociocognitive perspective was originally suggested as an alternative approach to
SLA by Atkinson (2002). It claims that language learning is a sociocognitive phenomenon
wherein psychological and sociocultural processes interplay in a complex and dynamic
manner.

Three principles underlie this perspective (Atkinson, 2010a). The first is inseparability,
which claims that language use is deeply integrated with our bodies and the environment.
This claim is supported by embodied and extended views of cognition (e.g., Barselou, 2008;

Smith, 2005; Wilson & Clark, 2009). Research on embodied cognition indicates that the

An affordance consists of a resource provided by the environment to a person or an animal, and if the person or the animal has the

ability to perceive and use it, the resource can be used as a tool (Gibson, 1979).
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cognitive work we do depends heavily on the state of our body, not just that of our brains,
and research on extended cognition reveals that the physical, social, and cultural
environment constitute our individual cognitive system. In other words, interaction between
the body and the world strongly influences the cognitive process. Thus language use that
involves cognitive work is integrated with our environment, including our bodies, other
humans, signs, and tools.

The second principle is adaptivity. That is, language use is social action, which enables
us to learn, teach, make friends, or love. To enable such social actions to become
coordinated interactions, we constantly adapt to our complex and ever-changing
environment. For example, in everyday conversation, we change our speech styles
according to setting, topic, relationships between interlocutors, background knowledge, and
linguistic competence.

The third and most important principle is alignment, an indispensable component of
human interaction. Alignment is defined as “the complex means by which human beings
effect coordinated interaction and maintain that interaction in dynamically adaptive ways”
(Atkinson, Churchill, Nishino, & Okada, 2007, p. 169). Alignment takes place not only
between humans but also between humans and things in the world. When we say we align
with a tool such as language rather than with a person, we refer to the process by which we
access that tool smoothly and manipulate it such that we can adjust to shifts in the demands
made upon us by whatever task we are performing.

We can easily find alignment taking place in our daily lives. When a mother smiles at
her baby, the baby smiles back. When many people walk along the street, ride an escalator,
or squeeze onto a crowded station platform, they align with each other by keeping a certain
distance and adjusting their behavior to that of others so that they interfere only minimally
with each other (though the degree to which this occurs may vary across cultures). Likewise,
in our language use, we align with our interlocutors in using turn-taking, intonation, back
channeling, gaze, gestures, and facial expressions to attain and maintain coordinated
interaction.

Although the three principles outlined above exemplify language use as described in

Atkinson (2010a), the sociocognitive perspective draws no boundary between language use
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and language learning (Atkinson, 2002), and this extends to the three foundational
principles. That is, when learning language: (a) our mind, body, and the environment work
interdependently (Principle 1); (b) we attune to changes in the environment (Principle 2);
and alignment is crucial in order that learning may take place (Principle 3).

On this basis, it can be inferred that language teachers will help students’ coordinated
interaction with the target language by providing them with various affordances with which
to align. This study therefore investigates how one EFL teacher facilitates students’
alignment with the environment in the classroom. By doing so, it aims to uncover what

language teachers could (or should) do in this respect to enhance students’ learning.

Literature Review and Statement of Purpose

Recent research on language learning has investigated how teachers facilitate students’
alignment in the L2 learning context. Atkinson et al. (2007) video-recorded EFL tutoring
sessions in which a Japanese junior high school student learned the present perfect tense.
Their analysis of the data revealed that the tutor used meaning-making signs (e.g., gestures,
tone of voice) and artifacts (e.g., a worksheet and a pen) to facilitate the learner’s alignment
with the focal language form. Churchill, Okada, Nishino, and Atkinson (2010) analyzed the
same data as in Atkinson et al. (2007) and reported that the tutor’s symbiotic gestures”
facilitated the learner’s alignment with the new grammar form and prompted her
participation in L2 learning. In a study-guided by sociocultural theory (e.g., Lantolf &
Thorne, 2006),-Smotrova and Lantolf (2013) observed instructional interactions in which
teachers attempted to explain the meaning of English words to their students in EFL
university classrooms in Ukraine. The authors found that speech-gesture units helped
teachers and students co-construct the understanding of input and that alignment was
observable in such joint meaning-making processes.

Those studies show that alignment between teachers and students facilitates learning.

However, the first two studies were conducted as part of tutoring sessions. Only Smotrova

2
A symbiotic gesture is a gesture used along with talk, gaze, bodily orientation, and materials in the environment to highlight the focus of

observation or learning (Goodwin, 2003).
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and Lantolf (2013) investigated classroom interactions. In fact, little is known about how
teachers enhance alignment in EFL classrooms.

However, a subset of classroom-based studies examined how teachers provide
coordinated teacher-student or student-student interaction (e.g., Ohta, 2001; Sullivan, 2000;
Toth, 2010). These studies do not use the notion of alignment but instead analyze the data

99 ¢¢

by adopting similar concepts such as “scaffolding,” “assisted performance,” and “L2
assistance” (respectively) and investigate how teachers and students co-adapt to each other
in the EFL classroom. However, these studies did not examine the participants’ alignment
with the tools and materials in their surroundings. Moreover, they mainly analyzed language
and did not look into non-verbal behaviors. Thus, there is a need to delve into students’ and
teachers’ alignment with both human and non-human affordances by observing both verbal
and non-verbal behaviors.

Guided by a sociocognitive perspective, this study attempts to unveil the characteristics
of teaching in an alignment-rich EFL classroom. My purpose is to investigate how one
experienced Japanese EFL teacher enhances his students’ alignment with their environment.
To this end, I analyzed a 3.5-minute excerpt from a video-recorded lesson and discuss how

the teacher facilitates students’ coordinated interaction with himself, his language, and non-

human affordances in the environment.

Method

Data collection

The focal participant in this study, Taro (pseudonym), is an EFL teacher at an
agricultural high school in the central part of Japan. Taro reported that his students’ average
academic level was low and that many students had not studied English grammar or vocabulary
in junior high school. Thus, he felt constrained to use a very basic textbook as it allowed the
students to review the alphabet and the canonical word order of English. He also reported that it
was difficult to use pair or group work because of the class management problems involved and

that he generally gave teacher-fronted lessons. I selected him as a participant because: (a)
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Taro and I belonged to the same teacher association so we could talk with each other
openly; (b) he had a long English teaching career (25 years at the start of this study) and
occasionally instructed a workshop in communicative teaching; and (c) he allowed me to
video-record his lessons.

I observed English I, a required integrated 4-skills English course offered for first-year
students, on three occasions from February 2006 to February 2007. I video-recorded the 50-
minute lessons and took field notes during the lessons. I recursively watched the video-
recorded data and took notes on the stages during which alignment took place. I then
transcribed video segments particularly rich in alignment and analyzed them using
multimodal interaction analysis (Atkinson, 2011; Norris, 2004, see below).There were 24
students in the classroom (17 males and 7 females, aged 15 to 16). The students were sitting in
the four rows as assigned by Taro (see Appendix A). As the students were all under 18, the
school’s privacy policy did not allow me to video-record their faces. I therefore placed a
video camera at the back of the classroom and a voice-recorder on the teacher’s desk, which
could catch only the voices of the students sitting in front. Thus, students’ utterances and

actions could not be transcribed comprehensively, constituting a limitation of this study.

Analysis

To investigate how Taro prompts alignment between himself and each student,
between students, and with tools and signs in the environment, I employed multimodal
interaction analysis (see Atkinson, 2011; Norris, 2004).Atkinson (2011, p. 152) defines
multimodal interaction analysis as follows:

This approach focuses on the use of complementary semiotic resources in performing

sociocognitive action-via-interaction, including learning and teaching: (1) language;

(2) nonlinguistic vocal behavior; (3) gaze; (4) facial expression; (5) gesture; (6) head

and body movement and orientation; (7) tools (e.g., computers, grammar exercises);

(8) settings (e.g., coffee shops, religious ceremonies); (9) roles and relations (e.g.,

expert-novice and family roles and relations, which are also power relations); and (10)

arrangements and practices (e.g., participation frameworks, situated activity systems).
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[italics in the original]

In this study, multimodal interaction analysis was conducted through the turn-by-turn
sequential analysis of talk, gestures, and other semiotic resources in specific local and
socio-historical contexts. This helps understand how the teacher facilitates students’

alignment with human others and with the material environment.

Findings

According to my field notes, Taro’s lessons generally consisted of three major
sections: review, oral introduction, and choral reading and translation. Oral introduction is
an activity in which the teacher explains the content of a passage in the textbook using the
target language with the help of the chalkboard, pictures, gestures, and realia. I analyzed a
3.5-minute excerpt from one of Taro’s oral introductions. The topic of the passage in the
textbook he introduces is “Blue Whales,” or “shironagasu kujira” in Japanese. In the
excerpt, Taro asks a question designed to generate brainstorming and helps the students find
the answers by letting them gradually align with him and with language resources such as
interrogative sentences and the superlative form. I divide my analysis of the excerpt into

three parts.

Excerpt - Part 1: Brainstorming for Oral Introduction (see Appendix B for the set of
transcription conventions used)

01 T: first, ((raise right forefinger)) I want to start with a quiz. ((writes “quiz” on
chalkboard)) quiz. <what-what is the biggest animal (.) on the earth.> what is the
biggest animal on the earth. ((writes the question on chalkboard)) [Picture 1]

02 S1: animaru datte animaru biggu animaru.
‘He said “animal.” Animal. Big animal.’

03 S2: o0okii no.
‘The big one.’

04 T: what is the biggest animal on the earth. ((touches S3’s desk and points to

“earth”)) earth.
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05 S3: earth.

06 T: earth tte nan da. ((gazes at S3))
[Picture 2]
‘What’s the earth?’

07 S3: chikyuu.
‘Earth.’

Taro begins Turn 1 with “first.” This utterance frames his following speech act,
namely a brainstorming for his oral introduction, and implies that students are going to take
part in other activities following the brainstorming. As shown by Picture 1, Taro raises his
right forefinger, which means “first.” Then he utters “I want to start with a quiz” and writes
“quiz” on the chalkboard. He uses the term “quiz” instead of “question,” probably because
the English loanword “kuizu” (quiz) conveys a playful nuance rather than a tool for
educational assessment. When students hear the word “quiz,” they are likely to feel less
nervous and therefore become more interested. Then he says, slowly: “What is the biggest
animal on the earth?” He repeats the question and writes it on the chalkboard. By so doing,
Taro makes the question more accessible to the students, including those who may not fully
understand his spoken English.

In Turn 2, Student 1 (hereafter S1) aligns with Taro’s question by repeating part of his
words. He says: “animaru datte animaru biggu animaru” (He said “animal.” Animal. Big
animal). Although referring to “big animal,” S1’s pronunciation has a heavy Japanese
accent and sounds like “biggu’ and “animaru.” Then in Turn 3, S2 coordinates with S1 by
paraphrasing these two quasi-loanwords in Japanese as “ookii no”” (The big one). The two
students appear to pay joint attention to Taro’s question and to co-construct the Japanese
meaning of “biggest animal” step by step. In other words, S1°s “biggu animaru” functions
as an intermediate step from Taro’s “big animal” to S2’s “ookii no” (big one).

Having heard S2’s utterance, Taro highlights another important word (“earth”) in Turn
4. He repeats the interrogative sentence and the word “earth” and points to the word “earth”
on the chalkboard. Here again, Taro draws the students’ attention to the word. In Turn 5, S3

aligns with Taro by repeating “earth.” Adjusting to S3’s utterance, Taro then asks a question
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in Japanese in Turn 6: “earth tte nan da” (What’s the earth?), using the sentence-final
auxiliary verb —da generally used in informal contexts such as conversations among friends
and family members. This use of —da functions as a positive politeness strategy (Brown &
Levinson, 1987) whereby Taro shows solidarity with his students. Therefore, Turn 6 sounds
friendly and less authoritative, which is likely to enable the students to align with him
emotionally. He then gazes at S3, signaling for him to answer the question (Picture 2). In
Turn 7, S3 aligns with Taro’s signal and answers “chikyuu” (earth) in Japanese. He
effectively uses these embodied signs to draw S3’s attention to the chance of participation.
In Part 1 of this excerpt, Taro thus asks a question and helps the students understand its
meaning. In the next segment of the excerpt, Taro assists the students in arriving at the

answer. Part 2 continues directly from Part 1.

Excerpt - Part 2: The Biggest Animal on Earth

08 T:  chikyuu da na:. (writes #i¥k)) chikyuu joo de (.)
chikyuu joo de (.) ichiba:n ookii doobutsu tte nani. ((shifts gaze to S4)) nani?
‘The earth, right. On earth, what’s the bi:ggest animal on earth? What is it?’

09 S4: koko ni kanpei ga are ba.
‘I wish I had the script!”

10 T:  kanpei nai. ((smiles)) kangae ro. ((pretends to hit S2)) kanpei nai. ((Ss laugh))
‘There is no script. Think of it by yourself. There is no script.” [Picture 3]

11 S4: kujira.
‘the whale.’

12 T:  kujira. soo da na? ((writes 7 <7, walks over to S5, and gazes at S5)) soo da na?
‘Whale. Right. Is that so?’

13 S5:  kujira.

14 T:  kujira. ((points to S6))

15 S6: kujira.

16 T:  kujira. kujira. okay, okay. kujira. ((underlines 7 *° 7)) >zoo toka yuu to omotta
kedo na.< kujira okay. what is kujira in English? ((points to 77 << and then S5))

eego de kujira. what is kujira in English” ((walks to S7)) what is kujira in
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English?
‘Whale. Whale. Okay, okay. Whale. I thought you would say “elephant” or
something. Okay, whale. What is kujira in English? kujira in English....’
17 S7: kujira tte eigo de nan te yuu ka.
‘What is kujira in English?’
18 T:  unm kujira tte eigo de nani?
‘Yeah, what is kujira in English?’
19 S7: whale.
20 T: whale [yes whale ((writes “whale”)) [[whale\

21 S8:  [a::::
‘Oh::: [ see].’
22 S9:  [[a::::

Part 2 begins with Taro’s response to S3. In Turn 8, he utters a confirmation by saying
“chikyuu da na:” (the earth, right). In this turn, Taro uses the auxiliary verb —da again. He
also uses the final particle —na:, a masculine form of the particle -ne, which is used to seek
agreement and maintain common affective ground (Ohta, 2001). Thus, Turn 8 is made to
sound friendly and aims to elicit the students’ agreement. Taro then writes “tixk” (earth)
on the chalkboard. He repeatedly says “chikyuu joo de’” (on earth) and asks: “ichiba:n ookii
doobutsu tte nani” (What’s the bi:ggest animal?). Here, he confirms the meaning of the
superlative and also highlights it by using the lengthened vowel /a:/ in “ichiba:n.” In other
words, Taro facilitates his students' alignment with the superlative form. Then Taro shifts
his gaze to S4 and partly repeats the question “nani” (what is it?).

Suddenly, the sequence of talk changes in Turn 9. Instead of answering Taro’s
question, S4 makes a joke, saying “koko ni kanpei ga are ba” (I wish I had the script!). The
word “kanpei” refers to a large piece of paper on which the script of a Japanese TV program
is written and to which presenters can refer as they speak their lines. As the lesson is being
video-recorded, S4 may be under the impression that he is being watched, like a TV

presenter. His classmates laugh, and Taro plays along with the joke. In Turn 10, he responds
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to S4 by saying: “kanpei nai”’ (There is no script). He smiles, and says “kangae ro” (Think
of it by yourself). He also acts as if he is about to hit S4, using the kind of gesture one
member in a comedy duo might use toward his partner (Picture 3). The imperative form -ro
is a masculine particle generally used when a man orders a friend to do something. The
inference is that Taro attempts to show solidarity with his students with his smiling face, use
of the imperative form, and humorous gesture. Here again, Taro facilitates the students in
aligning with him emotionally.

After Taro finishes playing along with S4’s joke, S4 says “kujira” (whale) in Turn 11.
This utterance is a response to Turn 8. That is, Turns 8 and 11 create an adjacency pair, and
Turns 9 and 10 can be seen as an inserted pair. Here, it is important to note that Taro adjusts
his utterance to an abrupt change in the turn sequence and thus maintains coordinated
interaction. Equally important is the fact that although previous research revealed that
classroom interactions are generally categorized as initiation-reply-evaluation sequences
(Mehan, 1979), alignment can take place between teacher and students, especially the
students also have a chance to initiate a sequence.

In Turn 12, Taro repeats S4’s response “kujira. soo da na?”’ (Whale. Right?) and
writes “7 ¥ 7 (kujira)” on the chalkboard. Then he walks to S5 and gazes at him in order
to prompt his response, and asks a question: “soo da na?” (Is that so?) with rising intonation.
In Turn 13, S5 says “kujira.” In Turn 14, Taro repeats it and points to S6, who also says
“kujira” in Turn 15. It appears that Ss 4, 5, and 6all recognize Taro’s signals (i.e., shifting
eye gaze, moving closer to a student, and pointing) and respond to him. In other words,
Taro uses embodied meaning-making signs instead of making verbal requests, and the
students all align with his signs.

In Turn 16, Taro repeatedly utters “kujira” and “okay,” and underlines “~ <7 to
draw the students’ attention to the Japanese word. Then he quickly makes a joke, “zoo toka
yuu to omotta kedo na” (I thought you would say something like an elephant). By so doing,
Taro teases the students and at the same time highlights the focal animal kujira (whale) by
rejecting another candidate, that is, the elephant. He also underlines the Japanese word on
the chalkboard and helps students adjust their attention to it. He utters “okay” three times,

which may have a similar function as a “sequence-closing third” (see Schegloft, 2007).
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Moreover, although having kept smiling since Turn 9, Taro changes his facial expression
after saying “okay,” a discourse marker that reflects his intention to move on to a new topic.

Taro then starts a new sequence, asking the question three times: “What is 'kujira' in
English?” To make the question easier, he partly uses Japanese and says “eigo de kujira”
(kujira in English). While doing so, he points to the word “Z~ 2*Z” on the chalkboard and
then points to S5. But as S5 does not answer, Taro walks over to S7. Then S7 says “kujira
tte eigo de nan te yuu ka” (What is kujira in English?) in Turn 17. By repeating Taro’s
question in Japanese, S7 appears to attempt to show what is going on in his mind, namely
searching for the English word for “kujira.” That is, S7 verbalizes his thinking process out
into the sociocognitive space between Taro and S7. Taro then aligns with S7 and says “un”
(yeah), and repeats S7’s utterance in Turn 18. Finally in the next turn, S7 recalls the word
and utters “whale.” In this way, Taro and S7 repeat the question turn-by-turn as if co-
searching for the English word for “kujira.”

It should be noted in Parts 1 and 2 that repetition probably has the function of
achieving cooperative and co-adaptive interaction. For instance, the externalization of S7’s
thinking process in Turn 17 appears to lead him to construct intersubjectivity with Taro. As
Tannen (2007) points out, “repetition not only ties parts of discourse to other parts, but it
bonds participants to the discourse and to each other, linking individual speakers in a
conversation and in relationships” (p. 61). In this case, the repetitions by Taro and S7
display their interpersonal involvement and coordination. Moreover, as discussed in Part 1,
S1’s partial repetition of Taro’s utterance using English loanwords leads S2 to say the
Japanese words. S1 partly repeats Taro, and S2 then makes a modified repetition of S1, thus
jointly co-constructing the Japanese meaning through repetitions (Turns 1-3). As Larsen-
Freeman (2013) points out, “the act of repeating results in a change to a procedure or
system...true repetition does not occur in language production” (p. 194). It seems likely that
although linguistic features such as syntax, lexicon, and pronunciation are slightly altered
during repetition, through encountering similar meaning and form, language learners
recognize these and comprehend and create meaning in order to attain their communicative
goal. Repetition is thus highly sociocognitive behavior whereby interlocutors coordinate

with others and co-adapt.
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Also to be noted in Parts 1 and 2 is the fact that when Taro repeats S7’°s answer and
writes “whale” on the chalkboard, S8 and S9 (subsequent to S8) overlap with Taro and say
“a:::: ()7 1n Turns 21 and 22. It can be speculated that both show their understanding by
uttering the beginning of “a:.:: sooka (Oh:::: I see).” This implies that when S8 and S9 hear
the word “whale,” they suddenly recall the English word and utter “a::.:.” It may be that the
students’ vocabulary knowledge is partly distributed in the environment: in literacy tools
(e.g., dictionaries and online search engines), other texts (e.g., textbook passages and
emails), and their experiences. Once their knowledge of the environment is stimulated by
others-, it becomes an affordance, that is, the students are able to recall the word that has
been already learned but has not come to their minds. Of course, our memories of prior
experience and existing knowledge are in our minds, but they are also in the environment
(Sparrow, Liu, & Wegner, 2011) and need to be activated by others (human or non-human)
to function as affordances.

To summarize, Parts 1 and 2 show that Taro’s verbal and non-verbal assistance
enhances his students’ alignment with him and with his spoken English. He uses gestures,
repetition, and written language to help them understand the language being learned. He
also employs solidarity expressions in the L1 and shares jokes with them, which enhances
their emotional alignment with him. In addition, kinesics behaviors such as shifting eye
gaze, pointing, and changing proxemics all result in prompting the students' participation.
Finally, repetitions by both Taro and the students lead to their coordinated and co-adaptive
interaction.

Taro continues to facilitate students’ alignment and attempts to elicit more specific

information in the next segment, Part 3, which follows directly from Part 2.

Excerpt - Part 3: The Biggest Species of Whales

23 T: okay (.) so, ((underlines “whale”)) whale. (.5) but whale, kujira tatte sa ((moves
his right hand alf a turn)) ippai iru wake de, nani (.) whale. ((draws an oval beside
“whale”)) nani (.) kujira. ((draws an oval beside “~ <* 7)) the biggest (.) whale
has the name. ((draws a square around the oval and “7 ¥ Z”)) nantoka kujira is

the biggest. [Picture 4]
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24 S10:

25 T:

26 SllI:

27 T:

28 Sl12:

29 T:

30 S5:

31 T:

‘... Speaking of whales, there are many kinds, so what [kind of] whales? What
[kind of] whales.... The biggest whale is the...what...whale.”’

satoo kujira.

‘Sugar whale.’

nani? satoo kujira ama soo dana.

‘What? Sugar whale? Sounds sweet.’

some kujira.

‘Some whale.’

some kujira. nandaka nanka amerikajin mitai jan.

‘Some whale. It’s like, you know, you talk like an American, don’t you?’
zatoo kujira.

‘Humpback whale.’

zatoo kujira zatoo kujira zatoo kujira tte iru ne. ((writes ¥ ~ 7)) demo zatoo
kujira (.) it’s (.) in English it’s (.) chanto ore shirabeta kara, ((writes “humpback
whale”)) humpback whale. humpback whale is not the biggest. ((shakes head and
draws cross above “humpback” and underlines “biggest”)) not the biggest
((circles “est”, then writes “—# K & 7)) it’s not the ((waves his right hand
slightly six times)) biggest one. [Picture 5]

“Humpback whale, humpback whale, there is a humpback whale, right? But
humpback whale, it’s—I properly looked it up—humpback whale” in English.”
shironagasu [kujira.

“Blue whale.”

[((points to S5 and nods)) shironagasu kujira. (writes > & 7} 77 2))

Turn 23 begins with “okay (.) so,” a discourse marker employed when a speaker signals

a transition to a new activity (Schiffrin, 1987). Underlining and pronouncing the term “~ +

Z,” Taro confirms that the whale is the biggest animal on earth. However, he wants to elicit

more specific information from the students. After a 0.5-second pause, he utters “but,”

which indicates that he is not fully satisfied with S7’s answer. (Pomerantz, 1984). After the

pause, as Taro is about to ask what kind of whale is the biggest, he moves his right hand
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half a turn as if tracing the shape of a sphere (Picture 4). While doing so, he utters, “kujira
tatte sa ippai iru wake de” (speaking of whales, there are many kinds, so). His gesture
shaping a sphere in the air appears to symbolize a set and likely helps the students
conceptualize the various kinds of whales in the set. He completes the question with “nani
(.) whale” (what [kind of] whales?) while drawing an oval beside the English word and with
“nani (.) kujira” (What [kind of] whales?) while drawing another oval beside the Japanese
word. The pitch on the adjective “nani” (with stress on the second syllable) differs from that
of the interrogative pronoun “nani” (with stress on the first syllable). Thus, “nani (.) whale”
likely motivates students to search for the right word for “nani,” that is, the word that
modifies “whale.” In other words, by making the pitch change and drawing the ovals, Taro
attempts to direct students’ attention to “nani.” He then code-switches to English and says:
“The biggest whale has the name” and “nantoka kujira (what kujira) is the biggest,” and
draws a square around the oval and around “~ **Z.” By so doing, he helps the students
focus on “nantoka kujira.”

It is important to note that this kind of assistance, or scaffolding, is observed in the
above-mentioned tutoring session (Atkinson et al., 2007), in which a junior high school
student is learning the present perfect tense. In that study, the authors reported that the tutor
utters: “have you ever foka nantoka (have you ever [blank blank])” (p. 175) and helps the
girl focus on the past participle that will replace “foka nantoka.” Also noteworthy is the fact
that Taro’s drawing of ovals and a square synchronizes with his utterances “nani” and
“nantoka,” respectively. Figure 1 shows how Taro utilizes the chalkboard in Turn 23,

drawing the two ovals and the square in order to highlight the word to be searched.

Figure 1. Words and Signs Written in Turn 23

Following the verbal and non-verbal assistance offered by Taro, four students, who
seem highly coordinated with Taro and particularly engaged in the activity, voluntarily
respond to his question. In Turn 24, S10, aligning with the upper oval, utters: “satoo kujira”
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(sugar whale), with a pronunciation of the words that is slightly different from zatoo kujira
(humpback whale). In the next turn, Taro does not reject the answer but instead makes a
joke, smiling, and says: “nani? satoo kujira amasoo dana” (What? Sugar whale? Sounds
sweet). Here again, he uses —da and —na in order to show solidarity with the students. S11
also aligns with the oval and voluntarily answers: “some kujira” (some whale). This
utterance substitutes the English word “some” for “nani” or “nantoka.” By using the
English word, S11 likely tries to say something closer to the answer Taro is expecting. Taro
then coordinates with S11 by repeating “some kujira’ and says: “nandaka nanka
amerikajin mitai jan” (Some whale. It’s like, you know, you talk like an American, don’t
you?). The sentence final particle —jan, the casual form of —janai (don’t you), is generally
used among young people. Employing this popular expression with a younger generation,
Taro again shows solidarity while appearing to praise S11°s use of English in order to
encourage other students to speak out. Moreover, although the two students do not give the
correct answer, Taro aligns with them by offering friendly and humorous feedback, which
in turn prompts the students’ alignment with him.

In Turn 28, S12 answers “zatoo kujira” (humpback whale), one of the biggest species
of whales. In the next turn, Taro repeats the words twice and then says: “zatoo kujira tte iru
ne” (There is a humpback whale, right?). After that, as he is about to say that a humpback
whale is not the biggest, he starts with “demo zatoo kujira’ (but the humpback whale).
However, he may also consider that the students probably do not know the English word for
zatoo. After a short pause, he provides additional information: “it’s (.) in English it’s (.)
chanto ore shirabeta kara [1 took care to look it up] humpback whale,” and writes
“humpback whale” on the chalkboard. Then he provides the main information, which is that
“humpback whale is not the biggest.” The subject of the Japanese clause is ore, a first-
person singular pronoun used by males only in informal settings, so the students probably
feel less social distance toward Taro. Moreover, he shows his identity as an L2 learner by
telling the students that he did not know the English word for zafo and had to look it up,
which also shows solidarity with the students and enhances their emotional alignment with
him.

In addition, Taro provides gestural and graphic scaffolding in Turns 29. As shown in
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Figure 2 (numbers in parentheses show the sequence of Taro’s writing), when repeating
“zatoo,” he writes “' k¥ (zatoo)” on the chalkboard (1). Then, after telling the students
that he looked up the word, he writes “humpback whale” (2), which synchronizes with the
pronunciation. As the humpback whale is not the biggest, he draws a cross (3), underlines
“biggest” (4), circles “est” (5), and writes “—3& K & > (ichiban ookii)” (6), while saying
“humpback whale is not the biggest.” Each graphic sign and word written on the chalkboard
corresponds to — and almost synchronizes with — Taro’s speech. In addition, while repeating
“it’s not the biggest,” Taro waves his right hand slightly as if denying something (Picture 5).
These non-verbal signals play the role of helping the students comprehend his spoken
English, and finally, he successfully elicits the answer, “shironagasu kujira” (blue whale)
from S5 in Turn 30. Taro immediately aligns with S5, pointing to him and nodding. These
actions overlap with Turn 30. Taro then repeats the answer and writes “> 073+ A
(shironagasu)” in the upper oval (7). Six turns after Turn 31, Taro elicits response “blue

whale” from a student and writes “blue” on the chalkboard (8).

Figure 2. Words and Signs on chalkboard

Note: The numbers 1-8 in parentheses were added by the author.

Taro’s effective use of the chalkboard and his use of gestures are also observable
before Turn 29. As Figure 2 shows, Taro first writes “Quiz” and the question sentence on
the chalkboard and asks for the Japanese word for “earth” (Turn 1). After S3’s response, he
writes the answer “Hi¥k (chikyuu)” under “earth” and asks what the biggest animal on earth
is (Turn 8). After S12 answers “kujira,” he writes “~ <7 (Turn 12). He underlines “~ ¥

7 and asks for the English word for it (Turn 16). Repeating S7’s answer “whale,” he
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writes “whale,” underlines it, and asks what the biggest kind of whale is. Giving the hints

29 ¢¢

“nantoka whale,” “nani kujira,” and “nantoka kujira,” he draws ovals and a square (Turn
23). Taro’s gestures shown in Pictures 1 and 4 correspond to his utterances “first” and
“there are many kinds,” respectively. Using the chalkboard and gestures, Taro helps
students understand the meaning of his questions.

This process is similar to the finding in Churchill et al. (2010) that a worksheet and a
tutor’s symbiotic gesture facilitated the learner’s understanding of the new grammar rule. In
the present study, Taro’s spoken language, his use of gestures, and the words and signs on
the chalkboard co-work as affordances and enable the learners to understand the meaning.
In other words, Taro’s spoken English is made comprehensible with the help of signs that
are both embodied and in the environment, which reveals the dual embodied and embedded
nature of language teaching.

Figure 2 also indicates that over time, Taro’s questions are attuned to the students’
understanding. Taro’s first question was: “What is the biggest animal on the earth?”
However, in order to verify the students’ comprehension, he asks in Japanese: “What’s the
earth?” After S5 answers “'chikyuu,” he asks again in Japanese: “What is the biggest animal
on earth?”” Then, following S7’s response “kujira,” he utters: “What is ‘kujira’ in English?”
As S7 gives the answer “whale,” Taro further asks what kind of whale is the biggest and
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utters: “nani whale,” “nani kujira,” and “nantoka kujira is the biggest.” In parallel with
these changes in the questions he asks, Taro writes words and signs on the chalkboard so
that the students can align with the shift. That is, Taro’s fine attuning to the environment
(mainly students’ reactions in this context) and his use of various affordances in the aligning

process (e.g., gestures, language, and signs) prompt the students’ alignment, which results

in their engagement and voluntary participation in the activity.

Conclusion

The purpose of this study was to investigate how one experienced Japanese EFL
teacher enhances his students’ alignment with their environments. I found that Taro, the

teacher, utilizes various affordances in his classroom. First, in order to help his students
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align with the language being learned, Taro writes English and Japanese words as well as
signs on the chalkboard and uses gestures, discourse markers, and the L1.. Second, the
students align with a chance to participate by recognizing Taro’s signals, including

changing proxemics, pointing, and shifting gaze. Third, Taro enhances his students’
emotional alignment with him by introducing coordinated interactions such as sharing jokes,
giving feedback, using solidarity expressions in the L1, and showing his own identity as a
language learner. As a result, the students understand his spoken English, voluntarily
participate in the interaction, and come up with the answers to his questions. It seems likely
that learning is taking place as the students align with affordances in the world including
tools, signs, and the teacher.

Obviously, Taro is not the only teacher who knows and uses these techniques, perhaps
intuitively, in order to produce effective teaching. In this regard, Richards (2008) argues
that it is necessary to make the nature of practitioner knowledge visible in order to theorize
teaching practice. Fanselow (1977) claims that teachers can learn about teaching by
analyzing descriptions that show how they and their students communicate both inside and
outside the classroom. Atkinson (2010b) suggests that microanalysis of video-recorded
learning situations will help teachers understand the learning process. Therefore, as an
implication of this study, I would like to recommend that in addition to classroom
observations, teacher education courses provide opportunities for viewing brief excerpts
from video-recorded lessons given by experienced teachers with detailed analysis of both
verbal and non-verbal behaviors in order to uncover the teachers’ tacit pedagogical
knowledge and skills.

Although this study has limitation (as the video camera had to focus on the teacher, |
was unable to observe how alignment took place between the students), the results show the
students’ engagement in the activity and their coordinated interaction with the teacher. In
the language classroom, teachers attempt to engage their students with interesting activities
and lively presentations so that their classes will become more student-centered. Yet some
may not be aware of how to do this at the concrete, moment-to-moment level. This study
presented a detailed picture of what a teacher does to get students involved in a learning

activity and found that coordinated interaction made the learning activity more interesting
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and engaging. Thus, an implication of this study is that teachers should create alignment-
rich learning environment by using various affordances (e.g., gestures, pointing,gaze, jokes,
repetition, written signs, and the L1). As mentioned earlier, alignment is a means by which
humans attain coordinated interaction, and this can make learners more deeply engaged in
language learning.

This study is significant in that it investigates one teacher’s verbal and non-verbal
behaviors holistically from a sociocognitive perspective. While alignment is the key concept
underlying the study, similar frameworks have been used and “zone of proximal adjusting
(ZPA)” (Murphey, 2016) in recent research. For example, soft-assembly (Larsen-Freeman
& Cameron, 2008) refers to individual’s co-adaptation to each other during interaction
based on the view that “when two individuals soft assemble using their language resources
on a given occasion and then interact and adapt to each other, the state space of both their
language resources changes as a result of co-adaptation” (p. 84). Similarly, Murphey’s
(2016) conceptualization of zone of proximal adjusting (ZPA), which derives from
Vygotsky’s (1978) zone of proximal development (ZPD), sees the ZPA as a space where not
only do teachers adjust to the learners but learners themselves can also adjust and help each
other because all have different abilities to contribute and with which to help others.
According to those views and the sociocognitive perspective, cognition means
“sociocognition” (Batstone, 2010) integrated with our bodies and the environment, and
language teaching is an embodied and embedded practice. Future research should attempt to
connect the notion of alignment to those frameworks in order to reveal what language
teachers do in this respect in the classroom. This will contribute to the field of “language
teacher cognition research” (Borg, 2006, p. 1), or what I would call “language teacher

sociocognition research.”
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Appendix A

Student Seating Arrangement

]
L& OB B
Qo O d 3
oo o
NN N I N o I o
I I N I I B O
I R I O R

Video ;amera

Note: Twenty-four students sat at desks marked with a small dot. Among the 13 students whose utterances are

excerpted here, only three (S3, S4, and S5) can be identified in the video.
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Appendix B

Transcription Conventions

The transcription symbols used in this study are as follows:

3

Non-final/continuing intonation followed by short pause
Phoneme lengthening

Rising intonation followed by pause

Final/falling intonation followed by pause

Transcriber doubt (parentheses can be filled or unfilled)
Short untimed pauses

Pauses timed in 10ths of a second

Stage directions, i.e., description of non-linguistic event
Overlapping of one speaker’s turn by another’s

Talk that is slower than surrounding talk

Talk that is faster than surrounding talk
Japanese-English translation

Japanese-English translation deleted because the original sentence is in
English

Various types of voice quality such as emphasis or stress
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Changing Views of EFL Teaching and Its Impact on
Japanese English Teachers’ Professional Development

Yuka Kurihara

Tokai University

Introduction

Growing attention has been paid to second language (L2) teacher education among
researchers and teacher educators in the TESOL field. One of the main topics of the
literature in this area is what constitutes a professional knowledge-base for L2 teacher
education programs (e.g., Freeman & Johnson, 1998; Johnson, 2009; Yates & Muchisky,
2003). Viewing teachers as central in teaching, the empirical studies have actively explored
topics such as teachers’ prior knowledge, teaching beliefs, reflective practice, the issues of
disconnection between theory and practice, and institutional culture. These studies have
gradually revealed the complexity of L2 teachers’ professional activities.

The research from this view of teaching, so called sociocultural perspectives, has
had impacts on teacher education in the EFL contexts. For example, in Japan, some
researchers have examined local Japanese English teachers’ (JTEs) professional practice
and their beliefs about English teaching and learning in relation to school and national
cultures (e.g., Cook, 2012; Gorsuch, 2000; Kurihara, 2013; Lamie, 2001; Sato, 2002).
However, the number of research on JTEs’ learning to teach from sociocultural perspective
still appears limited.

Ferguson and Donno (2003) discuss that there are three changes in EFL teaching
which have affected EFL teacher education in the U.K. These are: 1) “changing views
regarding the position of the native speaker,” 2) “developments in ELT methodology,” and
3) “changes in the theory and practice of initial teacher training” (p. 26). Although Ferguson
and Donno pointed out these paradigm shifts more than a decade ago, they do not seem to
have much affected the teacher education field in Japan.

In considering the reasons for this situation, it must be useful to take into account
what issues and concerns JTEs have faced in English Language Teaching (ELT). In addition,

given the circumstances in which the national government plays a crucial role of making
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educational decisions in Japan, it should be also important to consider what area in ELT the
authority attempts to promote.

This paper' first discusses the three shifting areas in EFL teaching that Ferguson and
Donno (2003) pointed out. Then, it will examine what extent the scholarly discussion in
these areas has had impacts on JTEs’ teacher education. Finally, the paper concludes with

some implications for their professional development.
Status and Roles of English Language Teachers

The majority of English language teaching professionals around the world are
considered to be non-native English speakers (NNESs) (Braine, 1999; Canagarajah, 2005).
Many researchers in TESOL and Applied Linguistics, therefore, have examined issues and
concerns that NNESTs working worldwide face (e.g., Butler, 2007; Brains, 1999; Brutt-
Griffler & Samimy, 1999; Liu, 1999; Ozturk & Atay, 2010). In particular, NNESTSs’
perceptions of their status and roles as ELT professionals as opposed to native English
speaking teachers (NESTs) have been prominently explored in the area.

As one of the initial studies on the topic, for example, Medgyes (1992) examines
NNESTSs’ professional characteristics in comparison to NESTs, and found non-native
teachers’ perceived challenges in the use of English and teaching differences between
NNESTs and NESTs. Most participants in the study, who are both native and non-native
teachers, attribute their different teaching approaches to their linguistic differences.
However, Medgyes points out NNESTs’ strengths as successful language learners,

29 <c

including to “serve as imitable models,” “teach learning strategies more effectively,”
“anticipate language difficulties,” and “show more empathy to their students” (pp. 346-347).
He emphasizes the importance to acknowledge the different roles in teaching practices
between the two groups of teachers.

Seidlhofer (1999) further examines Austrian English teachers’ self-perceptions as an
important aspect of their professional identity. The participants in her study revealed that a
primal component in their professional preparation programs was language proficiency
which focused on “effective communicators” rather than “foreign language teachers.”
Although teachers acknowledged their strengths as non-native professionals, such as their
shared L1 with students and L2 learning experiences, they also expressed their “feeling of
ambivalence” (p. 241). Seidlhofer concludes that teacher education needs to play an

important role to make EFL teachers recognize their assets as ELT professionals and to

make use of them for their professional development.
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Regarding English teachers’ expertise, Medgyes (1992) makes a clear distinction
between NNESTs and NESTs based on their linguistic competence (Samimy & Kurihara,
2006). However, some scholars argue that this distinction is simplistic to define L2 teachers’
professional expertise (e.g., Canagarajah, 2005; Samimy & Kurihara, 2006; Liu; 1999;
Samimy & Brutt-Griffler, 1999). For example, Samimy and Brutt-Griffler (1999) examine
the perceptions of international TESOL graduate students as ELT professionals. The study
reveals that they consider “who is more successful [native or non-native speakers] depends
on learner factors, teacher factors, and contextual factors” (p. 141). They also view that,
rather than the lack of native-like language proficiency, the English education curriculum
and teacher education are more serious issues of EFL professionals. For educational
implications, Samimy and Brutt-Griffler propose the re-examination of the “native speaker
fallacy” (Phillipson, 1992, p. 185) in the TESOL programs and more focus on the concepts
of “multidimensionality and expertise” than “nativeness or authenticity” in L2 teacher
education (p. 142).

A more recent study, Moussu and Llurda (2008), summarize the research on
NNESTs issues conducted in the past 20 years. Drawing on Canagarajah’s (2005) view on
the issues, they suggest re-examining the clear distinction between NNESTs and NESTs: “it
simply did not apply anymore, not only because of the definition of the words but also
because of globalization and the intense mix of cultures currently taking place in the

postmodern world (p. 330).

Development of Appropriate Pedagogy

Another area in the TESOL field which has affected the EFL teacher education in
the U.K. is “developments in ELT methodology” (Ferguson and Donno, 2003). There has
been a growing concern about whether ELT pedagogy in the Outer and Expanding Circles
needs to be re-examined due to the primary reliance on native speaker models (e.g., Cook,
1999; Jenkins, 2006; McKay, 2002 & 2003; Seidlhofer, 1999 & 2004) and an increasing
awareness to develop “a context-sensitive, location-specific pedagogy” (Kumaravadivelu,
20006, p. 69).

Seidlhofer (1999), for example, discusses the “double” roles of EFL teachers when
they face the contradictory demands between global claims and local conditions. She
emphasizes that, as a mediator, teachers need to understand local teaching contexts, their
students’ expectations, the research development in their professional field, and the target

language. Through a careful process of analyzing and mediating competing claims, teachers
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can make local decisions. According to Seidlhofer, the double roles of non-native teachers
are central for appropriate pedagogy in given contexts, and so the cultivation of their values
and strengths for their double capacity need to be taken into consideration in teacher
education.

From the English as an International Language (EIL) perspective, McKay (2003a)
also discusses the relationship between L2 teaching and the local culture to develop “locally
appropriate pedagogy” (p. 140). Drawing on Smith’s definition of an international language
as the separation of the language from any one culture (Smith, 1976, cited in McKay, p.
140), she particularly emphasizes that ELT educators need to recognize the cultural contents
of materials relevant to the local culture, an appropriate pedagogy sensitive to local
expectations, and values of bilingual teachers of English. McKay (2003b) goes on to argue
that common assumptions in ELT pedagogy primarily informed by native-speaker models
need to be re-examined to develop an appropriate pedagogy. In general, the ultimate goal of
English language learning is assumed to achieve native-like proficiency of the language.
However, given the circumstances in which bilingual speakers of English use the language
in various ways within multilingual contexts for “intranational and international purposes,”
such assumption needs to be re-examined (p. 7). Moreover, McKay points out that the
comparison of bilingual teachers with native speaker models is also problematic due to a
poorly defined construct of the native speaker as the basis for judging teachers’ pedagogic
expertise (p. 8). Toward an appropriate EIL pedagogy, McKay suggests three assumptions:
to recognize 1) the multiple ways in which bilingual speakers use English to achieve their
specific purposes, 2) L2 learners’ learning goals which would not be to acquire native-like
competence, 3) the fact that English no longer belongs to any one particular culture and the
needs to be culturally sensitive to the diverse contexts in English language teaching and
learning.

The discussion over “appropriate pedagogy” has provided new perspectives for L2
teaching and learning in both the Outer and Expanding Circles. Scholars suggest that locally
appropriate pedagogy requires professionals’ thinking globally and teaching locally. In
other words, to develop locally sensitive pedagogy, local teachers and educators need to
play critical roles of making decisions of students’ needs and interests relevant to the given
contexts. As one of the roles of EFL professionals, they need to develop “doubleness” in
order to negotiate various demands at the local and global levels (Canagarajah, 1999;
Seidlhofer, 1999). This role of doubleness of non-native teachers suggests why native
speaker models cannot or should not be applied to non-native teachers’ professional
expertise (McKay, 2003).
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Shifting View of Teaching

The shifting view of English language teachers’ (ELT) learning has also affected the
EFL teacher education in the U.K. (Ferguson and Donno, 2003). In particular, the studies in
this area have discussed the complex nature of teachers’ profession. As one of the initial
studies, Richards (1996), for example, discussed the critical role of teachers’ personal
principles or “maxims” in language teaching. He identified eight maxims in ESL teachers’
classroom decision making in Hong Kong. These principles are learners’ involvement with
their interests, teaching planning and attempt to follow it, maintenance of order and
discipline, encouragement of students’ learning, accuracy of student output, efficient use of
class time, conformity to the prescribed method, and empowerment through giving learners
control (pp. 287-291). Richards concludes that, if personal maxims guide teachers’ teaching
practices, these principles need to be fully recognized and examined in teacher education
programs to help teacher trainees’ future professional growth.

Cheng (2002) further investigated the impacts of the social contexts, which is the
implementation of a communicative English language test at the secondary school level, on
English teachers’ classroom practice in Hong Kong. In the exam, the previous oral
components were replaced by “new task-based role play and group discussion” (p. 92). The
findings suggest that a relative number of teachers reported positive attitudes toward the
implementation of the new exam. However, the results also suggest that over the two-year
period, teachers’ practice behavior remained unchanged. They dominantly talked in the
class rather than conducted more interactive and task-based teaching expected by the policy
makers. From the cognitive-constructivist perspectives, Cheng emphasizes the need for
conceptual change and teacher learning within the context of classroom practice.

In the Expanding Circle, Sato (2002) explores how JTEs learn to teach in the school
context by closely examining the relationship between teachers’ beliefs, their teaching
practices, and the school culture. The findings revealed the complex relationship between
teacher learning and the given school culture, and also the difficulties involved in teacher
development due to realities that they faced in the institutional culture. The main themes

29 ¢c

that he found are “school norms and values,” “tension between individual teachers’ ideas
and a hidden school goal,” “a pattern of teaching,” and “lack of teacher learning
opportunities” (pp.51-52). Sato attributed these issues to teachers’ uncertainty about how to
teach, students’ fixed views of learning, lack of students’ motivation, different levels of

students’ English abilities, and lack of confidence in teachers’ English proficiency. He also
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points out that lack of opportunities for teachers’ professional developments inside and
outside school prevents them from developing their teaching beliefs and practices.

In the Outer and Expanding Circles, researchers have revealed the interwoven
relationship between teacher beliefs, their teaching practices, and social contexts such as
school and national cultures. Interestingly enough, however, teachers’ beliefs and teaching
practice are not always influenced by power of national cultures. Cheng’s study especially
suggests that, despite the curriculum innovation promoted by policy makers toward more

communicative based approaches, teachers’ actual practice did not change so much.

Discussion

The scholars in TESOL and Applied Linguistics continue to discuss the three areas
of changes in EFL teaching which Ferguson and Donno (2003) pointed out: the status of
NNESTs, the notion of appropriate pedagogy, and the shifting view of teachers’ learning.
Then, what impacts have these paradigm shifts had on actual teacher education for JTEs?

Due to the main goal of English education in Japan, which is to develop students’
communicative ability in English (e.g., Tahira, 2012; Wada, 2002), the goals of teacher
education and teacher development for JTEs seem to accord with this fundamental aim of
the national curriculum. The governments’ initiatives in hiring native speakers of English as
assistant teachers since 1987 suggest that JTEs have been generally viewed with native
speaker models (Jenkins, 2006). Although it is vital for ELT professionals to sharpen their
linguistic knowledge as language teachers, to view part of their professional expertise based
on native speaker models may create insecurity for non-native teachers due to their
perceived lower English proficiency as compared to NESTs (Seidlhofer 1999). This would
also be unproductive because of a poorly defined construct of native speakers as the basis of
teachers’ professional expertise (McKay, 2003).

The discussions about appropriate pedagogy from the English as an International
Language (EIL) assumptions and about shifting views of teacher education have also
offered new perspectives for EFL teachers’ professional development at the theoretical level.
However, these ideas have not been fully applied to actual teacher education programs for
JTEs. Teachers tend to be viewed as a curriculum deliverer rather than a curriculum
developer (e.g., Sato, 2002), although this does not always mean that teachers actually
implement new curriculum (e.g., Cheng, 2002). In developing locally appropriate pedagogy,
teachers need to play critical roles in negotiating various demands in the given contexts
(Seidlhofer, 1999; McKay, 2003a & 2003b; Canagarajah, 1999).
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Conclusion

The scholarly discussion over the three areas of changes in EFL teaching will offer
useful implications for JTEs’ professional development. At the theoretical level, the
conceptual principles implicitly and explicitly employed in the teacher education field in
Japan need to be re-examined. Common assumptions in English language teaching which
are often informed by native speaker models, may limit JTEs’ understanding of their
professional expertise. To develop context sensitive pedagogy, what is needed would be
alternative pedagogical models to native speaker models (Samimy & Kurihara, 2006). To
do so, their professional expertise needs to be further explored at the institutional, national,
and global levels. At the same time, more research on JTEs’ learning processes in relation
to their teaching beliefs and practice as well as social factors in their teaching contexts is
necessary to better understand their dynamic ways of negotiating teaching practices
(Kurihara, 2013). At the practical level, JTEs would get more benefits if they are provided
opportunities to cultivate their role of doubleness in teacher education programs by
discussing “not only the choices that they have to make but also the choices that they can
make” (Seidlhofer, 1999, p. 240). Then, teachers can develop more context-sensitive

pedagogy by taking into account learners’ needs and interests at the local and global levels.

Notes

1. This paper, specifically the parts discussing status/roles of non-native English speaking
teachers and appropriate pedagogy, is a partly revised version of an article titled

Nonnative Speaker Teacher (Samimy & Kurihara, 2006).
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EFL Teachers’ Interests and Beliefs as Determiners of Their Instructional
Decisions in the Teaching of Pronunciation
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Abstract

In the teaching of English pronunciation, several studies have reported the neglect of
pronunciation teaching. Among many factors, teachers’ interests in pronunciation
teaching and beliefs about pronunciation teaching have great impacts on the teachers’
pedagogical decision whether to teach pronunciation. In this study, I investigated
university-level English as a foreign language (EFL) teachers’ interests in and beliefs
about pronunciation teaching and what kinds of interests and beliefs can predict
whether they teach pronunciation. Online survey results showed that most of the
university-level EFL teachers are interested in pronunciation teaching and learning
effective ways to teach pronunciation. Those who are highly interested in
pronunciation teaching also teach pronunciation. Another aspect included in the
analysis was teachers’ beliefs. Those teachers who believe that teachers should learn
the teaching of pronunciation and that teachers can facilitate learners’ development in
pronunciation tend to teach pronunciation. The results seem to reflect the struggles
that teachers undergo due to lack of previous training in the teaching of pronunciation
and emphasize the demands of education and training in the pedagogical

pronunciation in the teacher training programs.

Introduction

Teaching practice in English language pronunciation has undergone a major shift in
its trajectory. As communicative language teaching became the mainstream in the field of
teaching English as a second language (ESL) or English as a foreign language (EFL), the
shift from focusing solely on accuracy (i.e., audiolingual method, etc.) to communicative
competence has influenced actual teaching practice. Along with the trend, the objectives of
language instruction have shifted from the linguistic features themselves to the use of target

linguistic features while engaging in communicative tasks in task-based language teaching
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and while learning content in content-based language teaching. In addition to this shift,
Jenkin’s (2000) English as a lingua franca and world Englishes are widely known as terms
that refer to English spoken with an acceptable level of proficiency despite the nonnative-
like lexical, syntactic, morphological, phonetical, and phonological varieties (Seidlhofer,
2009).

This trend has had positive impacts on language teaching in general. First, English
language teachers (ELTs) can focus on the features that interfere with communication as
opposed to every single error that learners make in their English. In this way, learners can
learn to communicate without being anxious about making errors and mistakes in English
grammar and pronunciation. The positive effects of the trend, in fact, expanded to
noneducational settings. For example, English speakers, especially nonnative speakers, have
been increasingly tolerant of nonnative-like Englishes (e.g., Bradlow & Bent, 2002; Chiba,
Matsuura, & Yamamoto, 1995) as they are aware of the increasing number of nonnative
speakers around the world. In a sense, communicative language teaching and learning have
influenced society as a whole, and ELTs have recognized the change towards
communicative needs in language teaching.

However, the ELTs’ tolerance of nonnative-like production among learners of
English seems to have negative impacts on the learners’ development of accuracy in
English. Many ELTs seemed to have misinterpreted the term communicative language
teaching and neglected the teaching of the linguistic aspects of the English language when
they do not hinder communication (Karim, 2004; Littlewood, 2007; Thompson, 1996). In
fact, practicing communicative language teaching does involve form-focused instructions
that deal with the linguistic features, including syntactical and lexical errors that learners
make commonly and repeatedly (Azar, 2007). In other words, today’s ELTs must teach
English and content or tasks at the same time to meet the demands of the current trend in

language teaching.

Major Causes of Neglect in Pronunciation Teaching

The notion of English as a lingua franca has had a tremendous impact on language
teaching, especially in the teaching of pronunciation. The literature in English as a lingua
franca emphasizes the difficulties between nonnative speakers who do not share the same
first language background because learners will more likely encounter interactions of this
kind in the real world. Also, native speakers’ English pronunciation is no longer the target

norm of the teaching of English pronunciation. Although ELTs seem to recognize the
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importance of incorporating this notion of English as a lingua franca into their teaching
practice, it may be somewhat confusing for them to have a clear pedagogical goal in
pronunciation teaching. That is, ELTs may struggle with knowing what pronunciation
features should be treated to enhance communication among English as a lingua franca
speakers.

The terms intelligibility and comprehensibility are also controversial for two major
reasons. First, both intelligibility and comprehensibility are based upon listeners’
perceptions, which largely depend on their familiarity with particular accents caused by
speakers’ language backgrounds. In fact, the Lingua Franca Core and the functional load
principle, which are two major pronunciation teaching targets suggested by previous
research findings, have quite a few differences (see Catford, 1987, and Jenkins, 2000, 2002
for details) as they are based on native speakers’ and nonnative speakers’ perceptions,
respectively.

Second, pronunciation features that constitute intelligible or comprehensible
speech production have not yet been clarified. A few studies have examined the
pronunciation features that seem to influence intelligibility and comprehensibility (e.g.,
Isaacs & Trofimovich, 2012; Saito, 2011, 2014). However, sufficient empirical data have
not yet been found to conclude what should be taught to achieve completely intelligible or
comprehensible pronunciation. Despite the Lingua Franca Core’s initial attempt to provide
pedagogically sound, teachable, and realistic targets for pronunciation teaching, it seems to
confuse ELTs who must make their instructional decisions on a daily basis.

In fact, previous studies that have investigated the practice of teaching English
pronunciation around the world have revealed the common neglect in pronunciation
teaching among ELTs (Baker, 2014; Burns, 2006; Burgess & Spencer, 2000; Foote, Holtby,
& Derwing, 2011; Henderson et al., 2011; MacDonald, 2002; Murphy, 2011). One of the
primary reasons for their neglect is a lack of training in the teaching of pronunciation. Many
in-service ELTs have not been trained to teach pronunciation although they are willing to
learn. Another reason is the discouraging learning outcome. Many ELTs have failed to
teach pronunciation and therefore have not seen a noticeable improvement in learners’
pronunciation. This underwhelming learning outcome has led ELTs to neglect
pronunciation teaching, which seems true in many contexts in the world. However, in Japan,
the practice of teaching English pronunciation, especially in tertiary-level education, has

been underresearched.
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Beliefs About Pronunciation Teaching

Although teachers’ beliefs can be defined slightly differently depending upon the
researchers, previous studies have commonly shown that teachers’ beliefs have a strong
impact on their instructional decisions (Borg, 2003; Breen, Hird, Milton, Oliver, & Thwaite,
2001). Therefore, to investigate the pedagogical decisions of whether ELTs teach
pronunciation, teachers’ beliefs should be taken into consideration.

There are several ways to investigate teachers’ beliefs and teaching practices.
Recently, many qualitative studies have been conducted to understand why what teachers
believe reflects what they do in the classroom (e.g., Baker & Murphy, 2011). Such studies
give great insight into in-service teachers at the time of decision making. However, from the
interpretive research paradigm, a generalization of beliefs about pronunciation teaching
among ELTs, which is one purpose of this study, cannot be achieved. In an attempt to
generalize ELTs’ beliefs about pronunciation teaching, teachers’ stated beliefs are

employed in this study.

Interest in the Teaching of Pronunciation

Teachers’ interest in the subject matter has not been the center of attention. The
main reason for the lack of research in teachers’ interest in the subject matter is that it can
be assumed that teachers are inevitably interested in what they teach. In fact, teachers
almost always earn a higher degree in the field of study they teach. When teachers pursue a
higher degree in the subject matter they would teach, they must be highly interested in it
because, unlike primary or secondary education, tertiary education often requires a great
deal of commitment to the field.

The case of ELTs is unique. Although the situation has improved, the general
public has tended to assume that native speakers of English or those who are proficient in
English can teach English. Many teachers who have not been trained to teach English, in
fact, teach English in schools and other settings (Foote et al., 2011). In Japan, although
Japanese teachers of English at secondary schools must earn a teacher’s license from an
accredited university to teach English, many non-Japanese teachers who teach at primary
and secondary schools have not undergone any formal training in teaching English and
therefore are not confident in teaching (Tahira, 2012) because those positions do not
necessarily require a higher degree or credential in teaching English. ELTs are, in general,

interested in teaching English, but their fields of expertise may vary.
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Another aspect that may differentiate ELTs from other subject teachers is the wide
variety of subfields of English language teaching. TESOL International Association, one of
the largest international organizations for ELTs, holds an annual international convention to
draw worldwide attention to ELTs. The program book for its international convention lists
52 content areas of the presentations given at the convention, ranging from grammar to
pronunciation (TESOL International Association, 2016). It is inevitably impossible for all
ELTs to be interested in all 52 content areas. However, ELTs usually teach all the skill areas
related to the English language using the teaching approaches that the program implements.
In other words, regardless of the ELTs’ interest areas, they should teach the courses. In this
sense, investigating the ELTs’ interests in subfields—pronunciation teaching in this study—

is vital to understanding their pedagogical decisions.

Research Questions

Although previous studies have investigated how teachers’ beliefs reflect on their
pedagogical decisions about pronunciation teaching in many contexts, few such studies
have been conducted in Japan. At the university-level especially, EFL teaching is unique
regarding the teachers’ academic background and expertise, which may influence their
interests in the teaching of pronunciation. Therefore, I designed this study to investigate: (a)
university-level EFL teachers’ interests in and beliefs about the teaching of pronunciation,
and (b) what interests in and beliefs about the teaching of pronunciation can be predictors of

their pedagogical decision to teach pronunciation or not.

Method

Survey Administration

An online survey was administered to university-level EFL teachers teaching in
Tokyo. The parts presented in this paper were from three separate sections. First, whether
the participants teach pronunciation in their daily teaching practice was answered in the
section that dealt with the teaching practice. Next, nine statements were included to find out
to what extent the respondents were interested in the teaching of pronunciation. Finally, the
section that dealt with teachers’ beliefs contained 15 statements. In the sections that dealt
with teachers’ interests and beliefs, the respondents were required to respond on a five-point

Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The questionnaire
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items were developed based on Foote et al. (2011) and Dérnyei and Taguchi (2009) and
piloted following the qualitative approach that the former employed in their study. The
items had been piloted by five university-level EFL teacher-researchers and revised before

administration.

Participants

In total, 92 university-level EFL teachers (47 female and 45 male) participated in
the survey. Most of them are Japanese (58%), and the others are from nine different
countries: the United States (16%), the United Kingdom (13%), Canada (3%), Australia
(3%), New Zealand (3%), South Africa (3%), China (2%), the Philippines (2%), and Korea
(1%). The participants had been teaching English, including both ESL and EFL, for 15.6
years on average, ranging from 1 to 38 years. All participants reported that they had earned

a postgraduate degree.

Analyses

A binary logistic regression analysis was administered to examine whether the
teachers’ beliefs and interests can be a predictor to determine whether they teach
pronunciation in their EFL courses. On the questionnaire, all nine items for finding out the
respondents’ interests and 15 items for their beliefs were entered as independent variables.
The responses to whether they teach pronunciation or not were entered as the dependent
variable.

The assumptions were met to proceed with the binary logistic regression analysis
with the data collected. The response for the dependent variable is dichotomous. No outliers
were found in the dataset used for this analysis. Besides, all correlation coefficients among
independent variables were below 0.9, which is an acceptable assumption for administering

the binary logistic regression analysis (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2012).

Results

Interests in Pronunciation Teaching and Teaching Practice

The nine questionnaire items that dealt with teachers’ interests were as follows (see

Appendix A for the actual questionnaire.):
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1. I am interested in teaching pronunciation.

2. I would like to learn effective ways to teach pronunciation.

3. T am reluctant to attend professional seminars/workshops on
pronunciation teaching.

I try to catch up with recent findings in pronunciation teaching.
I am uninterested in pronunciation teaching.

I would like to learn theories in pronunciation teaching.

I tend to emphasize pronunciation when teaching English.

® =N e

I like finding teaching materials and textbooks for pronunciation
teaching.

9. I am reluctant to teach pronunciation when teaching English.

Table 1

Teachers’ Interest in Pronunciation Teaching

1 2 3 4 5

Item Strongly Disagree Don’t Agree  Strongly M Standard

# disagree (%) know (%) agree °aN " Deviation
(%) (%) (%)

1 4.3 15.2 15.2 42.4 22.8 3.64 1.125
2 4.3 6.5 14.1 48.9 26.1 3.86 1.023
3 20.7 31.5 22.8 22.8 2.2 2.54 1.123
4 16.3 29.3 15.2 27.2 12.0 2.89 1.305
5 31.5 34.8 12.0 16.3 5.4 2.29 1.227
6 5.4 16.3 15.2 50.0 13.0 3.49 1.084
7 10.9 43.5 15.2 23.9 6.5 2.72 1.142
8 13.0 34.8 26.1 19.6 6.5 2.72 1.122
9 23.9 51.1 12.0 10.9 2.2 2.16 0.986

The responses for those items are summarized in Table 1. The responses indicate
that most of the respondents are interested in pronunciation teaching (Items 1 and 5) and are
willing to learn about pronunciation teaching (Items 2, 3, and 6). However, they are not
necessarily interested in research on pronunciation teaching (Item 4) and finding teaching
materials in pronunciation teaching (Item 8) and tend not to focus on pronunciation when
teaching English (Item 7).

These responses were further analyzed with the binary logistic regression analysis to
examine whether each of them can be a predictor to determine whether the respondents

teach pronunciation or not. The results showed that Items 1, 2, 4, 6, 7, and 9 could be
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predictors of whether they teach pronunciation in their English-related courses. The results

from the binary logistic regression analysis for these six items are summarized in Table 2.

Table 2

Teachers’ Interest in Pronunciation Teaching and Their Teaching Practice

95% C.I. for
Items B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) EXP(B)
Lower Upper

Item1 973 .320 9.241 1 .002 2.646 1.413 4.954
Item2 680 .291 5476 1 .019 1.974 1.117 3.490
Item4 1.078 .401 7.204 1 .007 2.938 1.337 6.453
Item6 .878 .313 7.853 1 .005 2.407 1.302 4.448
Item 7 1.172 479 5995 1 .014  3.228 1.263 8.248
Item9 -641 309 4297 1 .038 0.527 0.287 0.966

Note. B = the B coefficient value. S.E. = the standard error. Wald = the Wald chi-square test.
df = the degrees of freedom. Sig. = the significance level based on p-value. Exp(B) = the

exponentiation of the B coefficient. C.I. = the confidence interval.

Teachers’ Beliefs About Pronunciation Teaching and Teaching Practice

The other factor included in the analysis of this study was teachers’ beliefs. The
questionnaire items in this section are the following (see Appendix B for the actual
questionnaire.), and the responses to the 15 items are summarized in Table 3.

1. Teachers should know the English sound system to teach pronunciation.

2. Teachers can help learners improve their pronunciation.

3. Courses solely focusing on pronunciation should be offered in primary
education in Japan.

4. Courses solely focusing on pronunciation should be offered in secondary
education in Japan.

5. Courses solely focusing on pronunciation should be offered in university
education in Japan.

6. When teachers are fluent English speakers (including native speakers),
they know how to teach pronunciation.

7. Explicit explanation about the English sound system helps learners
learn pronunciation.

8. Teachers can teach pronunciation without explicit knowledge about the
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English sound system.
9. Teachers should learn how to teach English pronunciation.
10. Pronunciation teaching should be integrated into other skill courses.
11.Teachers should avoid correcting pronunciation errors.
12. Explicit explanation about how to produce each sound helps learners
learn pronunciation.
13.Teachers should spend time in class to teach English pronunciation.
14.Teachers can help learners learn English pronunciation.
15. Having learners repeat native speakers’ pronunciation is an effective

way to teach pronunciation.

Table 3.

Teachers’ Beliefs About Pronunciation Teaching

1 2 3 4 5
Item Strongly Disagree Don’t Agree  Strongly Standard
# disagree (%) know (%) agree Mean deviation
(%) (%) (%)
1 2.2 5.4 3.3 59.8 29.3 4.09 .860
2 1.1 1.1 7.6 62.0 28.3 4.15 .694
3 15.2 29.3 22.8 21.7 10.9 2.84 1.243
4 15.2 28.3 23.9 23.9 8.7 2.83 1.210
5 14.1 28.3 27.2 23.9 6.5 2.80 1.151
6 30.4 50.0 12.0 5.4 2.2 1.99 .920
7 1.1 10.9 25.0 46.7 16.3 3.66 917
8 10.9 33.7 25.0 22.8 7.6 2.83 1.135
9 1.1 6.5 15.2 50.0 27.2 3.96 .888
10 0 8.7 16.3 50.0 25.0 3.91 873
11 7.6 57.6 21.7 9.8 3.3 2.43 .893
12 2.2 6.5 22.8 48.9 19.6 3.77 915
13 2.2 12.0 34.8 41.3 9.8 3.45 .906
14 0 0 7.6 66.3 26.1 4.18 .553
15 2.2 7.6 27.2 54.3 8.7 3.60 .839

Most of the respondents believed that knowledge about the English sound system
and about how to teach English pronunciation effectively would be important (Items 1, 6, 8,
and 9). Most of them did not consider that standalone pronunciation courses should be
offered (Items 3, 4, 5, and 10), but slightly more than half of them responded that some time
in class should be allocated for pronunciation teaching (Item 13). Concerning teaching

approaches, most of the respondents believed that explicit explanation of English
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pronunciation could help learners learn pronunciation (Items 7 & 12), that error correction
should not be discouraged (Item 11), and that repeated practice using a native speakers’
pronunciation model would help improve learners’ pronunciation. Finally, a vast majority
of the respondents believed that pronunciation was teachable (Items 2 and 14). In short, the
respondents commonly believe that teachers should learn to teach pronunciation effectively,
and those teachers who know effective teaching methods can facilitate the learners’
development of English pronunciation.

The results of the binary logistic regression analysis of teachers’ beliefs and their
pedagogical choice of whether or not they teach pronunciation showed that only two of the
items could be a predictor of the decision. Table 4 summarizes the results of the binary
logistic regression analysis. First, a belief that fluent speakers can be effective teachers can
be a predictor of the respondents’ decision whether to teach pronunciation or not. That is,
those who believe that fluent English speakers know how to teach pronunciation effectively
tend not to teach pronunciation. The other significant predictor found in the binary logistic
regression analysis was related to teachability. Those who believe that teachers can help
learners learn pronunciation tend to teach pronunciation. In other words, believing that
pronunciation is teachable leads the teachers to the decision that they will teach

pronunciation.

Table 4.

Teachers’ Beliefs About Pronunciation Teaching and Their Teaching Practice

95% C.I. for

Items B SE Wald df Sig. Exp(B) EXP(B)
Lower Upper

Item6 1.287 .603 4.551 1 .033 3.623 1.110 11.824
Item 14 1.562 .689 5.131 1 .023  4.767 1.234 18.414

Note. B = the B coefficient value. S.E. = the standard error. Wald = the Wald chi-square test.

df = the degrees of freedom. Sig. = the significance level based on p-value. Exp(B) = the

exponentiation of the B coefficient. C.I. = the confidence interval.

Discussion

The respondents were highly interested in learning to teach pronunciation.
Regardless of the field of expertise of the ELTs, they seem to be willing to learn about

effective ways to teach pronunciation. Although this is beyond the scope of the purpose of
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this study, the respondents’ interests in learning to teach effectively can be explained in a
few ways. First, as authors of several previous studies have argued (Baker, 2014; Burns,
2006; Burgess & Spencer, 2000; Foote et al., 2011; Henderson et al., 2011; MacDonald,
2002; Murphy, 2011), many ELTs have been struggling with teaching pronunciation mostly
due to lack of training in the teaching of pronunciation. This lack of pedagogical training
inevitably led to the teachers’ lack of confidence and therefore their willingness to learn
more about how to teach pronunciation effectively. Another possible cause of this interest
level can be the very small number of standalone pronunciation courses offered at
universities in Tokyo. Teachers must teach pronunciation in other skill courses, including
speaking, listening, reading, and writing. In those courses, teachers cannot allocate a long
time for pronunciation teaching. This trend of integrating pronunciation into other skills
courses requires efficiency in pronunciation teaching.

Regarding teachers’ beliefs, the findings were mixed. Many respondents believed
that pronunciation was teachable, and those teachers who believed that ELTs could help
learners improve tended to teach pronunciation. These results are rather positive compared
to neglected pronunciation teaching often found in similar survey studies (e.g., Burns, 2006).
The positive result of this study can probably be ascribed to the data collection method. As
this study employed an online survey expecting a snowball effect, those who are interested
in pronunciation teaching and possibly those who are educated regarding pronunciation
teaching and learning participated in this study. It is unlikely that those who had been
trained in pronunciation teaching would not believe in the effects of pronunciation teaching.
On the other hand, the negative finding regarding the respondents’ beliefs was in whether
they taught pronunciation or not. More specifically, those who believed that ELTs should
know the English sound system, those who believed ELTs should learn how to teach
pronunciation, and those who believed that pronunciation should be integrated into other
skills courses did not necessarily teach pronunciation. This result can be interpreted as
follows: the ELTs who know effective ways of teaching pronunciation should teach
pronunciation to help learners improve their pronunciation, yet the respondents may not
consider themselves as ELTs who do know effective ways.

The results of this study should be treated carefully. As Borg (2006) explained,
teachers’ beliefs are dynamic and therefore change over time as they gain experience. The
stated beliefs analyzed in this study were merely the beliefs at the time of the survey. The
respondents may have slightly different beliefs even after completing the survey for this

study.
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Conclusion

The findings of this study showed quite positive results regarding teachers’
interests in pronunciation teaching, but these results should be interpreted carefully. On a
positive side, the majority of the participants showed relatively strong interest in the
teaching of pronunciation and willingness to learn effective ways to teach pronunciation. It
is also important to note that those teachers who are highly interested in pronunciation
teaching tend to teach pronunciation. However, it is equally noteworthy that those who are
not interested in pronunciation teaching tend not to teach pronunciation. In pedagogy, the
decision of whether ELTs teach pronunciation or not should depend on whether learners
need it or not. Therefore, how ELTs diagnose the learners’ needs in pronunciation and how
their diagnostic results are reflected in their teaching should be investigated in the further
research.

In terms of teachers’ beliefs about pronunciation teaching and learning, although
the findings were also positive, the negative impact of their beliefs on pronunciation
teaching should be concerned. The majority of the teachers agreed that ELTs should know
effective ways to teach pronunciation, that pronunciation should be part of other skills
courses rather than offered as a standalone pronunciation course, and that ELTs can help
learners to improve their pronunciation. The results of this study showed that the
respondents commonly recognize the importance of learning effective ways to teach
pronunciation and to integrate pronunciation teaching into other skills courses. However,
most of the items measuring teachers’ beliefs were not strong predictors of whether they
teach pronunciation. More specifically, even those who believe that ELTs should learn how
to teach pronunciation and that ELTs can help learners improve their pronunciation do not

necessarily teach pronunciation.

Implications for Teacher Training

The results of this study are rather encouraging in contrast to those of previous
studies. As discussed earlier, the participants do not represent the overall teacher population
in a similar context. Nonetheless, at least the results showed that ELTs in Japanese
universities recognize the need to learn effective ways to teach pronunciation and that they
believe they can help learners improve their pronunciation. In other words, education and
training provided for preservice and in-service teachers would benefit the learners

eventually.

62



JACET LTC Bulletin 2017

On a positive note, most of the participants are highly interested in learning
effective pronunciation teaching. When such training opportunities are available, those
teachers should be notified. Unfortunately, some postgraduate level programs in teaching
English to speakers of other languages (TESOL) worldwide do not offer a pronunciation
teaching component as a required course (Derwing, 2010). For those who wish to learn
pedagogical pronunciation, a few solutions can be suggested. For one thing, the teaching of
pronunciation should be offered at least as an elective course in postgraduate TESOL-
related programs. In addition, more opportunities for professional seminars and workshops
related to the teaching of pronunciation should be offered for in-service teachers. Finally,
continuous efforts of those who work in the field of pronunciation pedagogy to disseminate

up-to-date research findings with practical implications are strongly desired.

References

Azar, B. (2007). Grammar-based teaching: A practitioner’s perspective. TESL-EJ, 11(2), 1-
12.

Baker, A. (2014). Exploring teachers’ knowledge of second language pronunciation
techniques: Teacher cognitions, observed classroom practices, and student
perceptions. TESOL Quarterly, 48, 136—163. doi:10.1002/tesq.99

Baker, A., & Murphy, J. (2011). Knowledge base of pronunciation teaching: Staking out the
territory. TESL Canada Journal, 28(2), 29-50.

Borg, S. (2003). Teacher cognition in language teaching: A review of research on what
language teachers think, know, believe, and do. Language Teaching, 36(2), 81-109.

Borg, S. (2006). Teacher cognition and language education: Research and Practice.
London, UK: Bloomsbury Academic.

Bradlow, A., & Bent, T. (2002). The clear speech effect for non-native listeners. Journal of
Acoustical Society of America, 112,272-284.

Breen, M. P., Hird, B., Milton, M., Oliver, R., & Thwaite, A. (2001). Making sense of
language teaching: Teachers’ principles and classroom practices. Applied Linguistics,
22(4),470-501.

Burgess, J., & Spencer, S. (2000). Phonology and pronunciation in integrated language
teaching and teacher education. System, 28, 191-215.

Burns, A. (2006). Integrating research and professional development on pronunciation

teaching in a national adult ESL program. TESL Reporter, 39, 34—41.

63



JACET LTC Bulletin 2017

Catford, J. C. (1987). Phonetics and the teaching of pronunciation: A systematic description
of English phonology. In J. Morley (Ed.). Current perspectives on pronunciation:
Practices anchored in theory (pp. 87-100). Alexandria, VA: TESOL.

Chiba, R., Matsuura, H., & Yamamoto, A. (1995). Japanese attitudes toward English
accents. World Englishes, 14, 77-86.

Derwing, T. M. (2010). Utopian goals for pronunciation teaching. In J. Levis & K. LeVelle
(Eds.), Proceedings of the 1st pronunciation in second language learning and teaching
conference, lowa State University, Sept. 2009 (pp. 24-37). Ames, IA: lowa State
University.

Dornyet, Z., & Taguchi, T. (2009). Questionnaires in second language research:
Construction, administration, and processing. London, UK: Routledge.

Foote, J. A., Holtby, A. K., & Derwing, T. M. (2011). Survey of the teaching of
pronunciation in adult ESL programs in Canada 2010. TESL Canada Journal, 29(1), 1—
22.

Henderson, A., Frost, D., Tergujeff, E., Kautzsch, A. Murphy, D., Kirkova-Naskova, A.,
Waniek-Klimczak, E., Levey, D., Cummingham, U., & Curnick, L. (2012). The English
pronunciation teaching in Europe survey: Selected results. Research in Language, 10,
5-27.doi:10.2478/v10015-011-0047-4

Isaacs, T., & Trofimovich, P. (2012). Deconstructing comprehensibility. Studies in Second
Language Acquisition, 34(3), 475-505.

Jenkins, J. (2000). The phonology of English as an international language. Oxford, UK:
Oxford University Press.

Jenkins, J. (2002). A sociolinguistically based, empirically researched pronunciation
syllabus for English as an international language. Applied Linguistics, 23, 83—103.

Karim, K. (2004). Teachers’ perceptions, attitudes, and exceptions about communicative
language teaching (CLT) in post-secondary education in Bangladesh. Working Papers
of the Linguistics Circle, 18(1), 1-12.

Littlewood, W. (2007). Communicative and task-based language teaching in East Asian
classrooms. Language Teaching, 40(3), 243-249. doi:10.1017/S0261444807004363
MacDonald, S. (2002). Pronunciation—Views and practices of reluctant teachers. Prospect,

17,3-18.

Murphy, D. (2011). An investigation of English pronunciation teaching in Ireland. English

Today, 10-18. doi:10.1017/S0266078411000484

64



JACET LTC Bulletin 2017

Saito, K. (2011). Identifying problematic segmental features to acquire comprehensible
pronunciation in EFL settings: The case of Japanese learners of English. RELC Journal,
42(3), 363-378.

Saito, K. (2014). Experienced teachers’ perspectives on priorities for improved intelligible
pronunciation: The case of Japanese learners of English. International Journal of
Applied Linguistics, 24(2), 250-277.

Seidlhofer, B. (2009). Common ground and different realities: World Englishes and English
as a lingua franca. World Englishes, 28(2), 236-245.

Tabachnick, B. G., & Fidell, L. S. (2012). Using multivariate statistics (6th ed.). Boston,
MA: Pearson.

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

TESOL International Association. (2016). TESOL 2016: International convention &
English language expo. Alexandria, VA: TESOL International Association.

Thompson, G. (1996). Some misconceptions about communicative language teaching. ELT

Journal, 50(1), 9-15.

65



JACET LTC Bulletin 2017

Appendix A: A Questionnaire for Teachers’ Interests in Pronunciation Teaching

To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements about

your interests in pronunciation teaching? Please indicate the level of your

agreement using a 5-point scale. Please do NOT leave out any items.

Please choose one that you think most
closely represents your opinion about each
of the items below.

1: 2: 3: 4: 5:
Strongly | Disagree | Don’t Agree | Strongly
disagree know agree

1. I am interested in teaching
pronunciation.

2. I would like to learn effective
ways to teach pronunciation.

3. I am reluctant to attend
professional
seminars/workshops on
pronunciation teaching.

4. I try to catch up with recent
findings in pronunciation
teaching.

5. I am uninterested in
pronunciation teaching.

6. I would like to learn theories
in pronunciation teaching.

7.1 tend to emphasize
pronunciation when teaching
English.

8. I like finding teaching
materials and textbooks for
pronunciation teaching.

9. I am reluctant to teach
pronunciation when teaching
English.
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Appendix B: A Questionnaire for Teachers’ Beliefs About Pronunciation Teaching

and Learning

To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements about
your beliefs about pronunciation teaching? Please indicate the level of your
agreement using a 5-point scale. Please do NOT leave out any items.

Please choose one that you think most
closely represents your opinion about each
of the items below.

1: 2: 3: 4: 5:
Strongly | Disagree | Don’t Agree | Strongly
disagree know agree

1. Teachers should know the
English sound system to teach
pronunciation.

2. Teachers can help learners
improve their pronunciation.

3. Courses solely focusing on
pronunciation should be offered
in primary education in Japan.

4. Courses solely focusing on
pronunciation should be offered
in secondary education in
Japan.

5. Courses solely focusing on
pronunciation should be offered
In university education in
Japan.

6. When teachers are fluent
English speakers (including
native speakers), they know
how to teach pronunciation.

7. Explicit explanation about
the English sound system helps
learners learn pronunciation.

8. Teachers can teach
pronunciation without explicit
knowledge about the English
sound system.

9. Teachers should learn how to
teach English pronunciation.

10. Pronunciation teaching
should be integrated into other
skill courses.

11. Teachers should avoid
correcting pronunciation errors.

12. Explicit explanation about
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how to produce each sound
helps learners learn
pronunciation.

13. Teachers should spend time
in class to teach English
pronunciation.

14. Teachers can help learners
learn English pronunciation.

15. Having learners repeat
native speakers’ pronunciation
1s an effective way to teach
pronunciation.
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Exploring a Way of Incorporating a Japanese High School Teacher’s
Belief about English Teaching into Practice

Ami Yamauchi

Daito Bunka University

English teachers in many Japanese high schools are likely to be feeling on edge.
This is because the Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science and Technology Japan
(MEXT) addressed the necessity of introducing non-governmental test systems, such as
TOEFL, designed to assess four skills, into the National Center Test for university
admissions starting in 2016 even though the MEXT saw the fact that the majority of
students taking the test are at an A1 or A2 level in terms of the CEFR (MEXT, 2016) as a
difficulty of applying the testing systems to the National Center Test. It can be said that the
use of TOEFL to assess academic English abilities for the purposes of entry to American
universities 1s a mismatch for the English proficiency level of most Japanese high school
students—even though the importance of integrated English abilities has been widely
discussed in view of growing globalization. In most cases, the government’s decision has
resulted in an increase in pressure on school English teachers related to reducing the gap
between the reality of their contexts and the excessive expectations from the government.

In fact, Japanese high school teachers have experienced a number of challenges as a
result of government policy. For example, Nishino and Watanabe (2008) point out that high
school teachers have faced difficulties using communicative approaches due to lack of
training and confidence, low English proficiency, and positive perceptions of traditional
grammar-translation method for success in university entrance examination, while Japan’s
education policy has focused on practical English communication abilities. According to
Kumaravadivelu (2012), the English language teaching profession has been conditioned by
the impact of the increasingly globalized economy and culture, Western knowledge and
traditions, top-down approaches in teacher education, and methods established by Western
scholars. In that sense, it can be said that further focus on the specific contextual traits of
ELT in non-Western countries and the autonomy of non-native English teachers in their
teaching practices facilitate English education in Japan. However, the conditions of
Japanese teachers of English tend to be marginalized in the Japanese government’s decision,
which is based on introducing innovative English education to cultivate learners’

communication abilities in an effort to facilitate globalization. It is safe to suppose that
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understanding the conditions under which Japanese teachers practice actual English

teaching is at least as important as grasping the situation of students when it comes to the

big picture of English education in Japanese high schools. Research on high school teachers’
philosophies and teaching practices needs to be conducted. It is worth exploring high school

teachers’ beliefs and teaching practices.

Literature Review

Teachers’ beliefs play a pivotal role in teaching practice. According to Freeman and
Johnson (1998),

[T]eachers’ beliefs about teachers and teaching are instrumental in shaping how they
interpret what goes on in their classroom. [...] teachers’ beliefs and past experience as
learners tend to create ways of thinking about teaching that often conflict with the

image of teaching that we advocate in our teacher education programs. (p. 401)

As they argue, one problem is a gap between teachers’ beliefs as constructed through their
individual experience and current trends in English teaching. In the case of English education
in Japan, there is a very real possibility that beliefs that value university entrance exams will
drive teachers to teach English skills to help students pass those exams, which results in
inconsistency vis-a-vis the governmental objectives regarding English education.

Nishino (2009) conducted mixed method research on English teachers’ belief about
communicative language teaching (CLT) and practices in Japanese high schools. The results
of her quantitative study revealed that teacher beliefs and classroom practices of CLT were
influenced by university entrance examinations, contextual factors such as students’ low
proficiency, and teachers’ education and training. On the other hand, her interview study
found that all of the four participants held beliefs of both CLT and traditional teaching
approaches. Additionally, they did not have a conflict with having those beliefs
simultaneously. Rather, the interview study reported teachers' practices were subject to their
teaching context. The reason why one of the participants used a traditional approach was that
the participant believed memorization helped third-year students to prepare for university
entrance examinations. It showed that teachers’ belief system was constructed in their
teaching context. However, school type, academic or vocational, was not a strong factor

prompting the use of CLT in her quantitative research. According to her, a change in various
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university admission opportunities led to the result. For instance, students could choose
whether they would take those exams or not regardless of school type.

When it comes to English teaching practice in Japan, teacher confusion can be caused
by Japan’s top-down education systems. For example, teachers worry about successfully
developing students’ communicative abilities due to their lack of teacher training in this area
(Nishino, 2009), the lack of confidence in teachers’ English proficiency, and the pressure of
societal expectations (Nagamine, 2014). Nagamine (2014) found that the beliefs of teacher
participants were constructed socio-culturally through school history and culture and were
affected by emotions aroused in interactions between them and their students or colleagues.
As actual teaching settings consist of various complex elements, it is not always simple for a
teacher to apply an established method in the classroom and achieve good results. Therefore,
it is important to shed light on both teachers’ beliefs and contextual factors in order to
identify components surrounding teachers resulting in efficacious teaching. Nagamine (2014)
suggests that a first step for improvement in English education in Japan would be to explore
socio-cultural, pedagogical, and political aspects in teaching through the viewpoints of
teacher practitioners; such an investigation could contribute to current understanding of what
context-sensitive teaching practices are possible.

Context-sensitive teaching is associated with postmethod approach (Kumaravadivelu,
2003). Postmethod pedagogy differentiates the characteristics of the teaching context from
the various methods established by Western scholars. It encourages teachers to personalize
theories of practice, giving consideration to “location-specific, classroom oriented innovative
strategies” (Kumaravadivelu, 2003, p.33). With such approach, teachers are expected “to act
autonomously within the academic and administrative constraints imposed by institutions,
curricula, and textbooks” (p.33) and construct teaching based on pragmatism through “self-
observation, self-analysis, and self-evaluation” (p.33). It seems that postmethod approach
enables teachers to create context-sensitive teaching environments, objectively considering
government decisions and theories established by the Western academic establishment.

However, Japanese socio-cultural aspects are one of factors to make it difficult for
teachers to be autonomous practitioners of personalized theories. For example, Nagamine
(2014) points out that for one teacher participant, negative emotions regarding his teaching
performance were generated by pressure from a senior colleague who disagreed with his
teaching style. Seniority in the Japanese context might challenge less-experienced teachers to
resist school tradition. In addition, Sato and Kleinsasser (2004) reported that the teachers’
collaborative work was regulated by school norms and values, finding that the norms

conditioned not only what teachers taught but also how they taught. This shows that teacher
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collaboration can restrict individual teachers from following their own intuitive teaching
philosophy.

In this way, English education to fulfill governmental learning objectives has
experienced difficulty in actual teaching practices. Although trends of university entrance
exams, the impact of exams on teachers’ beliefs and practices, and teachers’ lack of
confidence lead to the difficulty, it might be worth exploring other possible problems that
teachers have by collecting teachers’ voices. Since Japanese socio-cultural aspects are likely
to sustain top down system, it is supposed that knowing what teachers really think and feel is
a key to find problems in teaching practices. Therefore, this paper explores how a teacher can
make sense of teaching practices, focusing on a Japanese high school teachers’ beliefs
regarding English teaching performance. Especially, this study addresses the following

questions:

1. What beliefs does an experienced teacher hold regarding her English teaching practice?
2. What beliefs are incorporated into her teaching practice?

3. How do these beliefs are incorporated into her teaching practice?

Research Method

Participant

The participant was an English teacher at a high school that the researcher of this
study had worked for before. Her name was Ai (a pseudonym). She majored in English
literature at a junior college and majored in English and American literature at a university.
She had worked as a quilt instructor in the United States of America for a year, as a
caregiver on the U.S. military base for three years, and as a Japanese teacher in an
elementary school in the U.S. military base for three years, which illustrates that she had a
high level of English proficiency. She subsequently entered the English teaching profession
in earnest in a private high school located in a suburb of Tokyo. At the time when the
interview was conducted, she also had around three years’ experience as a part time teacher
at a senior high school. The school she applied to offers junior and senior high school
programs, and she was put in charge of 22 50-minute-long classes a week for junior and

high school students.
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Data Collection and Analysis

The data were collected via an open-ended questionnaire about learning English and
working experience and a semi-structured interview including not only her beliefs about
English teaching but also actual teaching practices. The interview was conducted on Skype
and two and a half hours interview data was collected. During the interview, she was asked
to verbalize her teaching procedure. It was for an understanding of what she saw and felt in
her actual classroom and for focusing on what affected her recognition of her teaching
practice. All the data collection methods were conducted in Japanese, and the interview data
were transcribed.

As far as data analysis is concerned, latent content analysis, which “concerns a
second-level, interpretive analysis of the underlying deeper meaning of the data” (Dornyei,
2007, p.246), was used as a research tool for this study. In the analysis process, first, the
interview data were read repeatedly. Second, parts related to the research questions were
pre-coded. Third, the pre-coded data was reread and coded by such labels, as what she did
in classroom, her belief of English teaching, her feeling and influence of the school culture
on her practice. Statements belonged to two labels when those had two kinds of elements.
The coded data was analyzed each label and among labels.

I used to work at the same high school as Ai; she talked to me about her teaching,
and we often exchanged information at the time, which provided me with an impression that
she was an assertive and responsible teacher. That perception may have influenced the
analysis. However, to avoid subjective interpretation by the researcher of the interview
scripts, the participant (A1) checked the language of extracts from the scripts translated into

English and her suggestions were reflected to the data.

Findings

Beliefs about Teaching and English Teaching

A1 had unique learning and working experiences that influenced her beliefs
regarding teaching English. As for her learning experiences, when she could not
communicate in an English-speaking situation at the age of 17, she questioned herself,
asking: “What have I learned English for?”” Her experience outside the classroom made her
realize that her English education at school had not contributed to her communicative

competence. She explained why she had become a caregiver as follows: “[The reason |
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became a caregiver was| not that [ wanted to become a caregiver but that [ wanted to know
the process of how children come to understand a language through the working experience”
(Interview 12 June 2014). This excerpt illustrates that she had an interest in the mechanism
of children’s language acquisition. These events show that she was posing herself questions
and trying to derive principles of language learning in practice.

Based on her experience, she recognized English as a practical tool and reported the

following:

I want them (the students) to have intellectual curiosity and wide antennas. If they
have a tool like English, they can put up their own antennas. [...] If they do not have
their antennas, they cannot gain more information. [...] They do NOT like English,
it is part of my job to help them set up their antennas. [...] I do not know what goals
the other teachers have, but I think teachers should have such a clear vision as
consistency, because it is an important key of teaching. (Interview 12 June 2014,

Capitals show emphasis by the participant)

She had the belief that English is a tool to gain information. Her belief was associated with
students’ English use outside the classroom, which implies she assumed that students would
use English in real life. Addition to it, she described English as a necessary tool for people

with international perspectives.

“If you want to be a person with international perspectives which is called,
“Kokusaijin it is necessary to speak English. However, not the only language ability
but also I keenly realized that they can not succeed in any countries unless they
know their own culture or background such as Japanese culture as Japanese.”

(Interview 12 June 2014)

That is to say, her purpose of teaching was practical English intended to broaden students’
vision for their future. When she talked about English skills that students needed, she
referred to international context. She recognized speaking skills as an important factor to
become a person who can introduce oneself to others from different background. It seems
that she saw English as a tool to express oneself in multicultural context and her belief of
teaching English was based on her learning experience outside of classroom.

The excerpt above shows that she consciously understood that teachers need clear

visions. It can be supposed that her confidence as a teacher is reflected in her statement. In
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sum, she held the belief that English should be taught in a practical way through her prior

experience, and her vision of teaching was a factor that helped her to be a confident teacher.

Teaching Practice

The high school students that Ai taught were enrolled in three different courses—a
general course; an academic-specialized course to prepare students for university entrance
exams; and a vocational course. This means that her students’ learning abilities and
objectives were various. To focus in on one context where Ai taught English, the current
study concentrates on her teaching in the general course. This course was selected because
the students were expected to enter schools for professional training and universities
depending on recommendations from the school or self-recommendation, so their learning
was unlikely to be affected by university entrance exams. She described that the students
“like copying what is written on a blackboard to their notebook, so do not sleep during the
task,” while they “would give up, looking up words in a dictionary (in the case of
homework)” since they “cannot identify the contextual meaning of words in a text”
(Interview 12 June 2014). Her perception of the students’ learning attitude implies that the
students’ English proficiency and motivation were considerably low.

Her teaching responsibility includes four 50-minute classes covering vocabulary
practice, reading comprehension, and grammar exercises. Routinely, every four classes
covered a unit of the textbook. In the first session, she started with the day’s point, which
explains grammatical points at the beginning of the lesson. In the second session, she first
taught them the meaning of words from the text, drawing their attention to any complicated
spellings. Next, she had some students write the text on the blackboard. She checked
whether their homework was done, walking around the classroom while playing the audio
of the text. Then, she called on different students to read a sentence aloud and had the
student call on another to translate the sentence into Japanese. In the third session, the
whole text was translated, and she had the students do grammar exercises in the textbook. In
the fourth session, the students took a vocabulary quiz, and then she had them check their
answers in pairs. After that, she had the students create bingo cards for a review of the
vocabulary from the quiz. Finally, she provided opportunities for the students to present
their answers to the grammar exercises, which they did in the last session. This description
shows that she used such traditional approaches as form-focused instruction and the

grammar-translation method in the class. Activities to develop students’ communicative
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abilities were not reported in the routine, while pair work and games made her class
learning-centered.

Her reported teaching performance was constructed with learning-centered approach.
“Learning-centered” is defined as learning conditions that are informed by an understanding
that “language is best learned when the learner’s attention is focused on understanding,
saying, and doing something with language” (Kumavaravadivelu, 2003, p.27). According to
Ai, “first, teachers should show the students that learning is fun. Second, I think to build
trust between a teacher and students is very important. Based on building this respect and
trust relationship, I can give them tasks.” (Interview 12 June 2014).

This excerpt illustrates that she tried to cultivate learning autonomy. In terms of
English teaching based on her beliefs, an oral presentation task was given at the end of the
year. She not only engaged in standard teaching, employing traditional approaches but also
in learning-centered approaches based on her own teaching philosophy, whereby she
created a communicative classroom in accordance with her own beliefs about teaching

English.

Process of Constructing Teaching Flow

When she constructed the teaching flow described above, she reflected on her

experience and analyzed how she taught English. She described that:

My task assigned by the school was to cover a textbook. That is a part of the
curriculum and also the guideline from the Education Ministry. I guess it shows the
teacher’s ability such as how to teach the context (target) of the textbook and make
an interesting lesson through my experiences following the curriculum. (For
example,) I associate a word with an expression in daily conversation in order to use
it as an example. Then, I can get students’ attention, I think. (Interview 12 June
2014)

This excerpt shows how she followed school and governmental policy in her teaching.
However, her adjustments based on her teaching philosophy and beliefs about teaching
English are notable.

Although she appears to have been able to conduct teaching based on her beliefs by
analyzing the textbook, she sometimes struggled with a colleague who disagreed with her

teaching style. She shared the following story:
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(X33

A co-teacher (full-time) who worked with me said ‘“your exam was difficult; I
would make it much easier.” So, I told her, “Then it would be pointless.” The
teacher replied, “I would make the test easier because third-year students’

graduation depends on their grade for the first term” (Interview 12 June 2014).

This school used a standardized test that consisted of the same questions for all the classes
in the general course, even if different teachers taught the classes. According to Ai, tests
should assess how much effort learners make to understand in class; however, some
teachers provided hints to help the students pass the test and required mere memorization to
answer questions. In cases when other teachers had different teaching beliefs, teacher
collaboration was a factor that hindered Ai from teaching coherently, based on her own
beliefs.

Discussion

This study did not find a conflict between CLT and traditional approaches in the
interview data, which agrees with the results of Nishino’s interview study (2009). For
instance, although Ai believed that speaking skills were necessary to become a person who
can present own culture, her teaching practice included limited communicative teaching.
A1’s teaching performance was not affected by university entrance exams as her students
were in the general course and were therefore not required to take any. But, her teaching
practices were more likely to be influenced by the students’ low English proficiency and the
textbook chosen by the school. Thus, Ai assigned easier homework that was adjusted to
their level and taught conversational phrases, using vocabulary in reading texts in order to
draw the students’ attention. As she stated in interview, she created her teaching practice in
accordance with the textbook chosen by the school and curriculum constructed by MEXT.

Ai also believed that teaching English has a role to arouse students’ intellectual
curiosity. She tried to attract the students’ interest in a communicative way that she thought
important. Although her teaching practice focused on reading comprehension through
grammar-translation methods rather than CLT, having couple of beliefs might enable her to
prevent from facing a conflict between practicing traditional approaches and ideal
practicing of CLT. The textbook provided by the school mismatched their level, which

resulted in a lot of support for reading comprehension and vocabulary development in
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classroom work. As Nishino (2009) points out, contextual factors can be a key to
conducting CLT.

A1’s learning experiences made her realize that English was a tool for
communication, and she held beliefs about English teaching that were based on that idea.
Although that is consistent with governmental objectives, the school conditions were not
conducive to teachers’ use of communicative activities. Rather, she maintained traditional
approaches in her regular teaching practices. This example shows the necessity of practical
teacher training and learning experiences, as Nishino (2009) suggests. Yet, in addressing the
process of making sense of her teaching practice, she analyzed the textbook, contextualized
her teaching practices, and incorporated communicative tasks. As discussed above, it seems
that the minimized frequency of communicative tasks in her reported practices resulted
from students’ low English proficiency and motivation as well as the school traditions and
students’ lack of learning experience. Notably, however, low-level students tend to lack
autonomy in learning. It is likely that she tried to encourage them to find learning
interesting by using learning-centered approaches such as bingo games, thereby negotiating
with students’ characteristics in a frame of local context.

The interview data shows that Ai’s colleague, who was full-time teacher, valued students’
scores over learning outcomes as far as creating tests was concerned. An issue raised here is
the efficacy of teacher collaboration, as investigated by Sato and Kleinsasser (2004).
Standardized tests force teachers not only to keep pace with peers but also to have the same
pedagogical objectives. The interview data shows that Ai had difficulty to incorporate her
belief into classroom practice when standardized tests were mandatory and a co-teacher
held a different educational perspective in terms of assessment.

Psychological factors also influence teacher beliefs (Nagamine, 2014), and in Ai’s case,
she appears to have confidence in her teaching performance and high level of English
proficiency. As for the negative emotions pointed out by Nagamine (2014), the interview
data do not reveal pessimistic emotions but instead indicate negative feeling toward the

school employment system:

“In Japan, a teacher’s position is unrespectable. I feel like “temporary” even |
worked so hard and no matter how I contribute this school. If part-time teachers are
fired, they will simply lose their job. That’s means there is no guarantee of
employment insurance scheme (for part timers). (Part-timers are situated) in the

lowest position.” (Interview 12 June 2014)
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This extract shows that she had anxiety about part-time teacher position. Although her tone
did not sound pessimistic, she described the position as “unrespectable” and “the lowest”.
These words can lead to the assumption that teacher position differentiated jobs. Moreover,
she reported “as a part-time teacher, I cannot teach how they should act in society, because
there is a limitation for my position” (Interview 12 June 2014). This is not directly about
teaching English but classroom management is one of teacher job. It is questionable that

teacher position can decide what and how they can teach.

Conclusion

The participant was a confident English teacher, but she only partially practiced
teaching based on her beliefs. In this study, two beliefs of teaching English were found. One
is English should be taught to enhance students’ speaking skills for their future. The other is
English teaching should widen students’ intellectual antennas. The two types of beliefs
seems to support Ai’s teaching practice even in encountering contextual difficulties.

Limitations on her teaching were imposed by contextual factors such as students’
low English proficiency, standardized teaching caused by examination systems, and
disagreements with colleagues over her teaching philosophy. However, it can be said that
her English teaching under those circumstances was influence by a mixture of her beliefs
and context-sensitive teaching. Notably, in making sense of her teaching, she analyzed
teaching materials and observed students’ reactions.

One limitation of this study is that it does not include school and classroom
observations. Therefore, the contextual factors identified in the interview data are limited by
what was reported. Therefore, it is necessary to collect further data in order to deepen
understanding of actual teaching practices in high schools. As there are various contextual
problems that in-service high school teachers in Japan are facing in order to develop
students’ communicative competence, contextual problems can be different in every school,
classroom and teacher. Therefore, it seems that creating opportunities to share information
with teachers regardless of types of schools and teacher positions and identify each

teacher’s contextual problems is a key to develop teaching practices based on their beliefs.
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BEERRFI VA —FOBRRITL>EREHNBBRERELEDZY —
FHEBRR - MIKFICETPEFEELAFTEDEY EFAMYIC—

Learning Processes of Pre-service EFL teachers in Japan: From Teacher

Education Standard Perspectives
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Abstract

AUFTENL, BEBRAZ F— N EHEEEOMESTORENE, ARD
HBEFRMFR « AL RFORFERZIGR R FH & LT, BEEMICEADD
BHREMOLEY — L ELTOR— N7+ U4 (J-POSTL) OIEH & A3ME
ERETAHDOTHD, R— b7+ VFOREWFERETH D 1552 &b
2, KZHE, EERHEENEELED R0 OlEezA L, HAICER
REEIT, BRI BB RE~SIGE L ) DRKOHEZ T T TN R ZF
O LIIBO TEBRND D, A TlE, EBRMEhN D R ZEFHERA ¥
Z— ROBURZE L, J-POSTL HEN S MR > T BIEADFERDE
REXC, MEEGHEIZIIT 290 DHBEFH KT 258 2547 5,

1. [ZCLOHIZ : AEDEE

FEAMNEICB W CHEBEOBERES) - HPAMEICBE T DN - A X X — RORENE
HDHIH—HT, BHRTIE, BESRTIRBGOODOVEEM, DWW TITEHERH
RER AR OHE « BB SUE S TRV, 202 &E, BIEL, KFEOFREH
B, FEEROEEHE, HEEERREN, TRKRZOHBGE CHIT & T))
R, THEWEOHMME ) (2R3 2 @B N2 WE E, ENENDONERHE X THE
FERIZEHD S TNWDH Z L 2R LTS, FlxiE, 201444 A 1 BRI CTHESR
FRRZ S TE 5 R, TEREG - @S PR O— ARk (9558 TalE
306 (EASL 89, FANL 217) K, £ DEBEMHREIL 72,656 44 CCEIFFE 2015a)
Fio, EEHESRTIR GMERE) OR54E0E, 2012 FER K 8,367, Mm%
& 8,435 Tho7ohy CCEEIFAE 2015b) , ITHFEOBRFERERFZOHIMZ & & 220,
HBEGRTFIROBEEBIEZ TND LW IRTIZBNT, HENE - HFIEONTOE
IFHEEROERIEICE > TRERBEETH 5,

BIRBIEARICE T, BHEEBRIID, F, SOBEEBISZ &I 2550750 -
RFRICH Y, PO TEBEDOIRE - EEEZHPICREREZERRT IS THL EE
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Zbb, [TKRFEAICESTOHEFBE LI1X, RECTBESLZZHOREL, FEi
HUREER A2 & B U CEMRAICHEE L, Ham s BEROMAS LML THH &R
%o 1 (#2014 :262) , FNWZIT, ZOHBEEEORIC, BELED 504 12
BIL T, KRFEHE LEZELOEEHE ORI O RINMBTEE R V12725 Al RetEn
K&V, FHEFER - ENLRZEENCBIT 2 ZWERE TR O R 2288 - @5 em
& DHEHENTEFRIZHED HIVTW D AREMEN @O, FEHBEFRNGR - RN KRFEOHE,
BEAIZENEFNORKTHEEREE 2T 52 8% L, BEENK, Mx, &5
FATEREDEIFEROBEEN By (G - =ik - /INH 2015) , H DWW
JBIEADKFEORETEZUTNERLHIENFER TCORERBRBCIEN I NN E W
HBLR G H D (JHH 2016a, 2016b; JHHT « ETIE 2016)

2. BEBEFRAI VS —FORK : N4+ —T VR @mEDH - T

2.1 HEBERRZVE—FEEEH

AARIZEBNT, BBROETHEEZED, [HEBRAZ U F—FR] L) HED
NAWRERITAYL TSR, EFOMIETIEL [HE R CBIREEA N HIZ
DT HREEE - fESJDOHYUE (criteria) I L OKEUE (standards) | CEFRITHZ &
Z3 %,

BEER BB E AN YEE R BRI HITOT 5 NE B - RESI kR~ B
FEMOBRV NS> TnDHETHE, THEELTOEE -6 (N) 1 & TRGEHE
FHEOEHE - ie)) (REREHGES), JEEEIRT)) | O 2 DI KRELET RN
% (JACET BEREMIES 2012) , Zh 6 2o1%, fHliD& 2 I 5 HE
(VU Vay), DEVEE -EHZEDLICELZEINEVIBETHD, =
MUICH LT, ZENENOREREREN EDL HWVER SN TN D03 &5 O3 FL U
(Ehvay) Tho, HiHEL, BE-BHZL7-00 O3 L) OFETH
D, BT T3l OFKY THD, T720b, [EERHAEERNRAS ¥ —
Rl &L, WEERIBEAICKRDONDEE - BNOFE - WE, BIXOEI L OB
XEWDDICMERILGEOLOILTHD EE 2D,

2.2 EEFEMEAFICEIIBEERRFIUVI—FDELAA

HEOFMMEICEAL T, #BAETIIHEOEECRE ORI - LB L, &
R, B, THEORBEMEOIRE L L UERT 28N 55, 1980 405 =0
5 1990 RO KERLEKETHEOEE - BEIOBRIENLE Y, 2000 FLARE TIEE
BREGZRIRAL E 7> T D, ENLEBEBORMIZERT (2017) OHEBMA X 4 — KD
ERSIA CEA 28 FEENE) (XL D&, FEMRENCIBVT, BB L
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LTHEDEH - B NIAZ X —FROIEH L TWbHDIX, #E, A—A N7V 7,

—a2—U TR (BEEKRIUG) , KE EERT) , Y (BUGEREOR) |
HE - KE GRE) Tho, #HE, KEICRWTIE, #|Ak, 0, BBOZmS v
U7 2kERBELIEAZ A — RS TV,

(1) REDHEEHRRAZ VE—F

KEDA L 2 — REESEEIL TGS DES (A Nation at Risk) J (1983 4F)
ORI Im & 720, P66 Z1XiE a ik (The No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of
2001) | (2002 4F) MEfTEIC L > T, AZ VA —RERBEZ LN, 7Y ¥
TLERRE, BHE, T2 )T 0, EMHER SIC—BME bR HE
VAT MMED OEPHELED b, HEDOEYE - BNAZ X — RREDE X
OHFOREHE LT, TEKAEREMEHEZ B2 (National Board for Professional
Teaching Standards; NBPTS) | (1997 ) , [N EFHMEE =Y —2 7
2 (Interstate New Teacher Assessment and Support Consortium; INTASC) | (1992 %)
DD, KETIE, ZOXIREKL~VLOEMBFRIC L > CTHEDOE'E - 52/
AP o H— RORFENMTOI, FMIEH S TN D,

2011 4%, INSTAC X MNMZEFN S = Y — 7 A (Interstate Teacher
Assessment and Support Consortium; INTASC) | X 2EHEL L ChEI NN, F
BEOERT REMN EBRNE LT, NLdEfE CLr=a7) - 2AF2 07—

R+ A4 =37 F7 (Common Core State Standard (CCSS) Initiatives) (2010 4F) & i
LTS LEEZDND, MTASCICEDMAT - T4 —F 7 « AZ U H—F

(core teaching standards) (&, “describe what effective teaching that leads to improved
student achievement looks like (CCSS 2011:3) « (AEfED LY BWFE MR EZEL )
ROBRT 4 —F L TREDLOIRbDTHLNETRT) bDTHD,

R1IO@Y, MNay T 4—F 7« 2AZ U= RiF450-KEEOL L, &
HRT 10 OFENE (FLUE I~ 10) THE SN TV D, 51T, AT TAHA
H&E LT, /X745 —<2 A (Performance) , “~A[RK72%5#% (Essential Knowledge) |,
B 7252'E  (Critical Disposition) 23& %,

HE (2012) 1Tk DL, BHEFAESLHMMICE > TEF L4 &V NCLB E03 K [EH
DHEEFINCE 2 T BIIRE L, BlEE @ AMBUTFOBUR/NT —IZ X > TITEIF
FEW, FBREBNBRR—RCRBED ZEICRoT, 1T, KEOHEIHE DR
Ao, [54TH Yz —24 % (William James) R°F =—1 (John Dewey)
I EOMBEERN, 77T ~T 4 AL —Y o TRY, F7-20 il
e B OEEBROHFTHIB 2 F, FRIATEIFEFE (Behaviorism) DR E B4
Tz (GFE2012:31) Lk~ TW 5,
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R1. mTASCW A7 - T4—F 29 - RBZUH—FK (CCSS2011:8-9 &YERL)

OFEHELFE (The Learner and Learning)

E # 1 (Standard #1) H2EEDME (Learner Development)

E % 2 (Standard #2) =T E (Learning Differences)

E # 3 (Standard #3) #EIREE (Learning Environments)

OHFNBEDEH (Content Knowledge)

E# 4 (Standard #4) BEABDEEH (Content Knowledge)

E# 5 (Standard #5) HPHMRABEDIGA (Application of Content)

OEEEHK (Instructional Practice)

H# 6 (Standard #6) E%{f (Assessment)

E# 7 (Standard #7) {5EEtE (Planning for Instruction)

E# 8 (Standard #8) }5EABL (Instructional Strategies)

O LEDEE (Professional Responsibility)

H# 9 (Standard #9) BEFMEE LIBRIERE (Professional Learning and
Ethical Practice)

£ # 10 (Standard #10) )—&— v FTEHRE (Leadership and Collaboration)

Q) R—FrI7AVFITEKBNTH+—T o REEE : A ZAHIL=TFIMNDEH

I, AV THN=T ODEERRAZ H— RIZBIT /37—~ AFEHEDH

RIS, ZAUE, REOHEMEE KT S EFLo B L -8 & o H Tl
ol LW AT A ThHoTe, U 7 H=T T, 2006 4, Ik
(SB1209) 12k ~» T, BTOHBERM T v T LOETHIEL LT, T4 —F
T« INT f—< 2 AFMlli (Teaching Performance Assessment; TPA) & FE-O1F TV
%, TPAIZOWTIX, U 74V =TN%iFZE% (California Commission Teacher
Credentialing; CCTC) (Z XL 5 CalTPA NH 72728, TN E A & T HINNDOKFa
> —7 I (Performance Assessment for California Teachers; PACT) 12X - C,
2007 FEIZ PACT IZ L% TPA NETDOREA L L TR LND Z LiliroT,

PACT A ¥ 7 4 — RRF&HL & L72 NBPTS EXRM#ETHY, U 741
=K, BV T A N=TWNLRY:, FNERFERE, MDA 3T EAMBELTWD
(2017 4 8 HIf) o PACT IZEAI D /87 4 —~ v AFHM O HUL S E 1Y 7 B 55
(EREDBME, FELEVWOEEDT) 20 AND Z LIZ &> THETOEDOREE « £
AEERT D 2 LA HIEL T, PACT 23BA% L7= TPA TiX, (1) fREDZH
DFNGk & Hoff (MMEFEARFEN)  (Embedded Signature Assessments; ESAs) ,  (2)
BHEEROEKAN (F5EFEM) (Teaching Event; TE) @ 2 D& FHi DX} 5 &
LTS ({3 2009) ., ESAs DNFELT BT » ZMUEMIH X2 Z O RFIT
S THRRDN, HRELDr —AR 2T ¢, FREEOMZE, EEDOHY I ﬂ#

D0, BBEFEHOBELEE, R— b7+ VAREREGEND, TEE, HEE
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BIFIZI1T D 3~5 1] (KFfH) ORZEOFEMELERDO Z & T, #FRFR Z LI, 7H
B (Context for Learning) , 7t (Planning Instruction & Assessment) , 53

(Instruction Students & Supporting Learning) , #Ffli (Assessment Student Learning) |,
4%% (Reflecting on Teaching & Learning) @ 5->® TE & (TE Task) THERL S
TV, TENY R7 v 27i2iE, TR ThHOBBIIHIE LT, 752 & (Whatto
do) | & MEHT A2 EF 2 (Whattosubmit) | BNH/RENTWS,

The PACT performance assessments are subject-specific portfolios of teaching (called
“teaching events”) with a standardized set of integrated tasks that ask teachers to
documents their planning, teaching, assessing, and reflecting around a series of lessons

on a topic of their own choice (Chung 2008, 8).

RN—=hT7H VAL DT =~ AGHIZ R L T2 PACT (20T, FRfERY
T B'7 A (summative evidence) & & HIZ, BRI E T A (formative evidence)
ZIWETHZ LICE - T, BELALTFEHEN L BITBEEOFOOMEZEE =4
—L, EHESNEREBERR T 0 77 LOYWBIIENLTHILNRTED L,
Chung-Wei and Pecheone (Zif~T\ % (Chung-Wei and Pecheone 2010: 122-123)

BUE, AZ 74— FRFPEEKRHAERMNKN T (American Association of
Colleges for Teacher Education; AACTE) 723/3N— hF—3 v 7 &fHTeZ LITH D,
PACT |32k /3= 3 D edTPA & L THUNTHEASH, InTASC & CCSS & D
BAELE LN TS, £/, PACT X° edTPA OHENFITIMZ T, KFHTE
TOMBECIREZICET D8 L HED 53T D (Pecheone and Chung 2006, Chung
2008, Guaglianone et al 2009, Hamel 2012, Gouraige 2016, Traver 2017) .

B) NIA— U RFHmEHBEEE

2011 522, BEH T PACT EE L AFTREOH Y x50, PACT MK
D1 OTHDHHY 7 NV=T MK/ — AV v P (California State University,
Northridge; CSUN) O ZEHNkRFE 7 v 7T A OREMEMELIT o772 (G (2011)
INSTINEFRE T Z D120 D THEEHFE R (Multiple Subject Teaching Credential;
MS) | BSDT-ODEMIRE T v 7T LOMEZE L HLH LU TO LT D,
CSUN TIFHE#MRZ K FEREROMEE LTE b x, HEFH (CSUN) , #HEZE
B2 (BAT VB AKX, LAUSD) , HEBY (FREO/NER) 12Xk D
=FHN— Uy TEHEEL TV,

CSUN T34k, SHEOr 77 L& L, O T b BBRED > 72D(%
(R RFF—1 B A A X —HEHFE 5 FR 7 v 7 Z 2 (Multiple Subject Single-
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Semester Student Teaching Traditional Program; MS-SSST Program) | T& 5, 7 U 7
V=T BESFFHRIE T, PR OS2 BUSRICEBIRGE 7 0 7T MY
TV SERT 0T T LR R TH Y, ZEFERE G 16 HFE)
ZL2EARZ =TT OPEARATH D, UKL, | BARZ =PRI MS-
SSST DJEEAIL, #HEFE T CSUN T 118 (1:00pm-3:50pm) BHi#ET 2
[BEFEEE I —) TR LRTUER sy, EFIIZoIF—2H1E L
2, A C/NERCTHERE 217> T D 4 L OBEENBEEBLE O I —IT8
Fou, FREHAL LLICTHEMOERERRZILAL, FELAV, MEMRRICHT
D 7eA 5, PACT TE #REICID LA TV, 2O X528l F—%AlREIC L72D
IZ, CSUN a2—7F 4 31— X T Ko CBEAEZOHEEE N RIR - BRI ND VA
TOAPHEL SN TS TH D, HEBGORRAERNIRRERL L 625
CSUN @ MS-SSST 7' 7' 7 LA DEH FENIZLL T DR H -~ 7 (FFH 2011: 8-
10) .

FAT 2 BIOFEEFEEE I — (% 8KfH) GF3 Hif) ZBEREKTLHZ L

kD, HEFEEL PACT ~OXEEZITHI LN TE D,

BEHEIF—ZELT, FHO [Ly A2« XXT ¢ (lesson study) | E

TR L, fFELET - 23—F 7 (peer coaching) DZNWEM 7251k %

JEL, EREOFRE ==&l 2 ENTE D,

& HOBEEEORRIZIBNT, AL v 7 & —RICARAEREZED 723 b

B EBZ N D, BELHFAEEOLETOHEIZENB LT Z LN TX 5,

BEEPIIRFLNA= T RNOIREZITH LN TE D,

BEFEE Y I T —DETRIIL, EERFFEARSGTPRIUG D 720 DUEfF S 5,
BUE, AZ 74— FRFPLEEKRHAERMKN T2 (American Association of
Colleges for Teacher Education; AACTE) 23/N— hF—3 v 7 &2fHieZ 12XV,
PACT (348K /= 9 D edTPA & L THINTHEHASH, InTASC & CCSS & D
BAEBLE LN TS, £/, PACT X° edTPA OHENFITMZ T, KFHTRE
TOMRBECIREZICET D8 L HED 53T D (Pecheone and Chung 2006, Chung
2008, Guaglianone et al 2009, Hamel 2012, Gouraige 2016, Traver 2017) .

3. BROHEEHRAZ VT —FOBRK  HBEEZOMEDITZEH-T

3. 1 REDRUTXE . HEERRLIBHEERR

AHARIZEBWT [HEEERAY X — R [T LS TELT, HEOE'HE - §£7)
EEILEHRT, TNEEDOEEE THIZOTIEDINE W ) EIRCESE, FihuZ
KOS HBEERIL, TNENORERAIKRFUESINA T DLONRBIRTHDH, D
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EERERET, EOLIRRETRHAENIED LT, BAOHEA EFICX 5%
FRIRAH G- AR & L, BE 35 &R CTHMERAR O B2 AL 2 IS L 7o AR I3
BRFFRN IR EIND 2 &2 D, BZEOHERMRDO _KIFH] (RFECBIT

HEEEM, B BLORIPRERIHAEFTIZEOEEL, OWTITEAROHE
DEWIRFEICBWTCEKRKZBETH D, LrLaenn, ZoX ) 2EOHMEEIC
B4 DB R EF OBEBE SIS 2 T, ZHTORFIPEDMIT T 5 DM S
FFE (JUH2008, MHEF 2010, {73 2016c) , FRFERERFET THREREOEK
¥Epm by GRS 2006a; 2006b, HHRBH i 2015) ZRKed Hiv, kR
FEOWE « TRIZANT 72 BRI A ERERLS SR TWAH LW FEEZ
TWo,

ZDFJES~DRIGIZHOWTIE, BEFEMFR - BN RFEN L DHEEIA S
X— REREEFHE L THITFHZENTEZLTHAH GBI 2013, B - %
2012, RIIED 2012, 3548 2014) . HEHBHRAZ % — FEFIT, BRREBEETOH
B OERFEC BT 7= EERREh 84 T, Bkl X OB BB B TR 5
NHRNEMNEREERNZFEEL, WRbT 252 L 2MEOEE L, KE,
HE, R, A=A+ V7, BEICEAETEFREEZZRLTED AT
Do BlzIX, HEEERFCLDNFRBEERA Y ¥ — RRETHE, 2EORN
SENEREEA~D KB E Z 5 E 2T, S0EABOEERENZFEL, [FO%T
LEEG GIERA) | T#ME LCoRAmHER (15HEE) | [FELHEMBIIESL
FRRERE - AAfEREE (14HA) | TEEFORE (14HE) | DEEE - HE 4
HE) | 025 #EkOEELE R LTINS, TRHDARAX U H— REERORAITE
W, RFEZTEDOEPITRDUT K o TERNEE RS 72 SI3RE R E2RITH 508,

BANR LI —EOEENR A OND Z EbME SN TWD, mEHERFHE
TRRA L A — R T — A1, BEBRAY 4 — FIZESS BB OERIEEZS
ZBTeOITIE, BRORA 20 A EEHNTERA L, & 0B 58 SRR
WEEZEB L BT, (1) #HEEBRAY VX — REBIZELT, TOFEMNEY
MEHRT 5, Q) HEBERAX X — FONFIZBE LT, EERNOELI
g (B , B L OFEICEE T 5, Q) FROEEERHIZE LT, B
FaTh vy TEHRR e-R— b7 UABRIAR L, EEIRAH OME LD
% (B4 - PR 2012:20-21) D3 EEATEEFEEE LTW5,

FEHEFTMHR « L KFTE D TH A9 b, BEOHBEKED ~KJFH] [RZC
B o#EEREM & B ObL, HEERRRTETRITY, ZURREORK
ENARE & R o Tl DHERFFIRN TN D L 5120, HEGTIUSE D2 L
7o THUIRZEREONFTO=—XZ LD LD THLN, wiFfEGEED > b,
BICH B BRARREZZ T CHBHRGOZIII >FL, HBEEMRKFZOHIREE
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BRI HTHL LB FEETH D, TlE, RELL DRI RFOFAENH
TR 2 BET 200y, FH - IR (1994) 1ZZBRRFEH S RER L BlE OV T,
BIEAOEKESCA Y v hEBDNDLDE 8 OFIZEEL, HONHEEIERREEL
THEDOEENOWTOEMEED TH L O NEBCMER, H2B-CHER O
BICENN D AREMEZER L T D, £72, AN RFOHBGRFEOFEMIZONT,
B (2006) X T/ KFZFOBRZOEMETE DT ARER OIS HEE, HkiReE
DHEEOHREIZBIRETHDHI L] LWIHHEHRBRHEBICHESE FFEBOH D
BY - J1EA I 2 B R Bl A BE FTE D ) (RIS 2006: 2—3)
iR RTW S,

Z DX D IRRNERFORDUE, BEAT NOE D DOFORORSRCIEN VY IZKE L
o260 THY, BEBI,G TORESCIBICEETRAIRERD, BHELLTO
BHE - BIOBRICEETHHDOTHD, TIULET, BIEAEIZE > THIDTOH
BEBOMES L RDIBERFOHICBNT, 51T, HRITHWIZHEEEIC L -
TUTHFERIZBWT, EOXIRBOMER LR THNDIEA D D 1l (2012:
246) \ZEAUE, RS RPITIEZFEOMET - B OTUS A2 BT 2 25720
EWVIOEADOEEND D, BIEEREIT SR L) TlEAWwaE X, #HEEREK
FOBRBENE ENTREL RENRDH Y, TOEWNE, FRIE A~ ARk o 5P
(H, BERINE) OMigss & L TBEE LT 5, iU T b b, FTHEENH
S OREZIEEHECRE, FRHETEBICI - TERVEI TN EWVD, BAKF
A0 B THBZE CHHIEL )  (AAREEF2 2010, 10) BPERICHD &
Exbb, Tz, EEHRICBWT, BAROHEEEZEHRAMD THWE W IR
AT DOWTUE, R EERAMIFE TH 2 9ME 1 £l Z TEEEE D 14FM] L LT
T A REF b H D (HAREE TS 2010; 17)

3. 2 FHEBRR - MIAIKXKZFIZEITH2HEEETNDER

WIZ, FHEERKFR - BV KRFICB T LHEEEHORESLERIZONVTE R TH
%, WifR, BEMGTFIUSEOBNPTIEL, HEFEELOZ T AN E LTREAD
HERIIKIET 2 Z ENEL o T2, ZHUIIEH B HEAMR « TR T %Y
RN THY, BEEMR  ENRFOHBBEFEEOH Y LITRR>TWLHETH
D

AARDOHEEFEE OME VL, FHIAM (1872 4) IZHEWAIRR S 7 B Al
R OHBFEO ERENEIH R NERE TIThbN - Z stk b, Fhw i, HEHEK
BRKF  ENLRFIENOIZE MBS - - ik & L THRE L C& 7=, HEFEE
DEHCHMBCE LT, ENRAENDOBEEEZRE LIZHED > B, KR
(2007) 1XZZFNF TORATHIEE S F 2 CTHEhE L7 RIARRE BHRTHIE ORS00 5,

88



JACET LTC Bulletin 2017

WSEHBEHERR T — A 3EREICE T, SHEBOABEFRBIIIHBENERE (H
BRI 21 2, BRI - BEIROER, HEBSGOFERRGLOHEMR) 236 %773,
TR E BT O AR N EOBERIIRHETH D L WO AH 52T LT D,

i (2012) (X3 3 —~> (Shulman) @ [EHEWHEGEITEHDET IV
(Pedagogical Reasoning and Action Model) | Z W C/NEREGERI D TH22E0F9E)
B LT-BEFRELEORE - BEOREE O 2L TN D, BHNEERFEOmRHF:
FEIFHEETIZONT, [KRETREATZHRSCHTRICRE T 2 MR ek, BRAE
P, BiiE, BEBRBEOEBRICAL CTHEOETETHS] (At 2016:51) &
ERL, BHO—HEIKB LU B FE - @K COBEFEE EOEFERICESX,
HERN B E CHR A M RICHR L QW ARAITY, EERNRRENEEOTN, BE
FEEOFON TR -T2, BIRORESTET IR L TEE 2K &
bz EIBRTWD, ZbIZx L, RN RFOHEFEEEIZHOWT, Fiko
BT THEEREL, e ST2ER, HMotEOEBRICMN TAHT, HT
ND DOPTE L ME & & BRI 5 & & BT, HOOARRE X OB R
SEARLT, KRIZAN- Th LR FRHREL R LT 5700 OREBRTE O L
LTESITOND_E ] (BiE2006:3-4) HLOTHD ETELTND,

e, BEFREBZARBRT D 1T, TOROBELED NEDORIRSL, HOLORK
RICHDLEBRBBEDERTHHS 9, KimClE, BEEMAZ ¥ — FEHEE
BHOMESITORENS, FHEBRBFR - LR TFORGERBIRGRRICBIT 2 8EF
FEOBERSLEREHE L TAHAIEY, ZTOEDOTRMNY L LTEENEH LT
DD, WIZik~< 2% J-POSTL DIEFHTH %,

4 BARDQHEBREICE T DFUDARIL - J-POSTL DEREAMEER ST

4.1 J-POSTL : HIE L #ERK

J-POSTL & 37— AARDSFEHEN 2 M RIHEb NI TSREBENOR— b7 +
U 7 (Japanese Portfolio for Student Teachers of Languages; J-POSTL) | (JACET #
BIRBETES 2014) Td D, J-POSTLIFIEINGFH#RIC L 2 [SEHEFREAEH =
—u X« AR— K~ 74+ U A (European Portfolio for Student Teachers of Language;
EPOSTL) | (Little etal 2007, Newby et al 2007) % H AD SEHAERE THLZAET
ELEOITMBRLIEbDTH D, T3—my "FRE@Es M (CEFR) | L&
ZEHE LT 5 EPOSTL 1, fTEIEME A I 2=0T7 47 » a BT AL
IRRDE R ZHAEL L TRV, SFHEHE OHBE R FLE BB 4B 20
WEEZ, FPROBEE L L TOREDZDDELEY — L LTHNLRDIGET
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b5, HE (2014:302) 1%, RO onLENZALLL, ToREN%

2 DIHARIBREERT DY =L LTCHBEFERHORY K (ZIEH+ 563900
IZELLTWD,

J-POSTL X (1) EANEE (A BEHIZHOWT, Eid) , () BoiHlizEid
(7578, 296 H, Can-do F=v7 UANERX) , 3) #H - sk (K
x, ) D3I OONFTHERINTWS

(1) fB ANFEFE (Personal Statement)

THBHIZOWT) FEHRER TH D, HORIEELD(1) WEORETE R,
(2) BUGRRRSLHE FZE T 2 IR oA (3) WEEHAMOEEIIOWTE XD
TZODONELIR>TVD,

(2) B2 EH@EZ R (Self-Assessment)

SRR R T N EZ LR DFME N L LTESIT 6 TnD, 7708 (I~
VII) & TAEEEOS &, SiEAERIZET 251 96 ORE/FLIRSCTHRERL S 1, £S5tib

TIXECEHE (1—5 O 5 BeBERkl) 2T Tngd, ZEE AL, J-POSTL %

MEFERICAEI L, &F3 [l (J-POSTL &3 F Hu- 7o, BHEEEA, BERER)
OB CFHIEENC L > C, B OOREEICKT HEKAZ ML, BoOE Ok
At 62 ENTE D,

| ZEEREE (Context)

Il ZdziE (Methodology)

N HFEEO AT (Resources)

IV $Z3£51E (Lesson planning)

V #%%5EE (Conducting a lesson)

VI H3.%# (Independent learning)

VII 7l (Assessment)

(3) FE - EEie#x (Dossier)
ETNENOEA, EEELE - EBEFHE, 7F - BRSO & AEDER,
BLOaxr rzitikd 5, 78 - BEORESICL-TC, BEIHMEEBICZSWTH
O3 O ORISR, IS8 CTh D NENERT I ENTX D,
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4.2 J-POSTL A& (2014 FE~2015FE) K1, #AK2—1 (FE - Bl -
/N 2015, REE 2016a ; 2016b; R - =i 2016)
413 J-POSTL OEBMERICERD L, 2014 FENS 245/, FLASL T KFOHE
FERHEEA B FER) X5 J-POSTL ZfiBh#Ekr & L TEAL, 15 OB
BCOZVOOBRE /LT 2720 0HEZMMG Lz, BAROHBEERIZE VT,
BEBERA Y 2 — RR0H, EHERBGR - FALKFDOBEAITBIRRAE T
Z, EXFANTNDDON, HEHIZE > THEFREOERIZIED L O REREFFOD
D, BREOBEMMEELZ EO LI b TRIFREZ FIZLTW O, EHITI-
POSTL OFEEAERICHEH L, 2014 D 2 /), AL T RFOFFERIBEA
(3HFE) Z X4 J-POSTL ZMliBh#Hbf & L CEAL, 5 OHRE TOFW
DOIFE % UL T D7D OFREZ B LT, SREHAET (BEIF 2014) , & D WIEFEL
NER T O FEEER RS A O F N R %2 & T e 728 (Fujii 2013, Asaoka 2015,
B 2015, FE 2015;2017) (TR L TEWEITE 2RV, A HBR O
2 MEOFEAH 6L, FLWAREEL Z L2 E LT,

(1) B8
JEERBIERIREDJRIE B Y, KFPHE, EERBEO3IHICENT, BEAD
PO OmfEE Atk 57200 THaEfEY —/v) & LTOR—F 7+ U A
REICDOWTHRETT 5, HEFEHINS, BELEENEDOL ST UTHDIDDEE]
AT TCWDHD, HOEDOHEEEET - BAEEBFROELELILAT L2EROTHEMEIX
b DD,

(2) X&EEHM

2014 fEEEDOFLNL T K5 3 4R 17 40 % ARERF £ TiB o 72 2 R OB L D FLEk & kf
KL Lz, TRECHEBERZERTR (b - S 205 T 5720121,
RS m X 2 = — g VR (R B 2 WIESCREARTERE (TR I
FrE L, BikGREEEET S, ZWCBEDLIRE & LTiE, 3FRMHE THRGERH
BiE 1) TREERAEE2) [REEREM R, 4 FREERE THEFEE 1) THEE
H2 DBEEMETH D, ok, HEMBGRTHEMATHAILGE (2008 2447, 2009
F4 H 1 BREAT) ITFEV, 2010 FFEEDIRE, Brax BB THOREREE 2 B | 28
BUHGRFE O MERL BITALESTT B CUE RN YA 2012) , TSRO KAL)
EHET 572010 TBEDI VT | ERPFEAT SN, FAL T KZBORIESD
VT IERFAEZEOEANT 1 BlOH, ORHE &R UHRKICRET A2 THY, BiE
T > A« G OZRE Z R L TWARNWZ E L ARRELZITIERTHD EE X
776
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Q) T—RNEAELFIE

2014 45 H, J-POSTL GHEMEIA) 2 THEEBRIBETE 1) T0EEEREEE 2 T8
FERLEM AR OMIBIER L LT, MROFPAEICESM L, FERFETOELEY —/IL L
LCEAZME LT, J-POSTL 24T % 3 > ONE— (1) EAERE, (2 BL
FHEFLR S, (3) HE - EERE - ICENENICRE TS ik T, BELD
JEEEE ORKER, HEk, FEERAIRVIRY, BIRICKLELREERIICOWTE X D4f
BICT 2L 0RE LTz, £, 26¥EE TO2ERO J-POSTL [BIUX FNEIZ ST
L] L7z, J-POSTL i%, 2014 I 2 [] (BFH ERKFHD) |, 4 FIROEE FE
BRI 18] (2015 4R - Bk , FF3RIChZ-> TR Lz, %< 04T
2015 FREERTFHIT (4 H~T H) ICEBEFEZITo72h, R TOFENEFIEIC
T, THEFRE - FHIBE) BELZKTL, SO, FERARELEZICE
3[EH & 7o 2 f % O J-POSTL RN % S5 L 7=,

4) T—RRWmAE

2MEMO 1 EIH~3 EH (2014~2015 £FE) (2L > TRbLNE (2) OB
RLIRSC (BF 96 THH) olalZE (5 BFgaHE) 27 ) — R~ U METHEEZMHERL,
UFD 4> (0~@) IHE LT (P 2016b; JHH - BIRF 2016) , #£21%, [V
FEE) 2T 5 A CFHRR I~ DREIEZ SF LR ROH (0, 0, @) %
EDOELDOTHY, QYT IHBEIT N7, OIZOWTIE T HMRRRL )
M ZE] IZBWT, ENENHEE 1O L (R3) .

O #EFEF &% TH RO

AR & 2 Tl A MO e o T

BHITH TN EBZ TIIMMOR0 o2

BHTTH O 2 o T2 BB T

EEQ

SHERS)

#
#
#

R 2. HEREN - ROBRXERICHT SBCHE (2014~2015 £, 4 F45)
(fRE 2016b & Y 1ERL)

O HFEERBAERTHABRUE

D-2 | 7T vyal—R-{EK - B2 EDERSHIERIM ZIEHTE S,
(Friedman: y?(2) = 14.53, p=.00<.05 1-2:2=-233,p=.020 2-3:z=-2.00, p
=.046)

© HEETERERTHEABRULGN O

E-1 | Gh2fili o TREZEMT 5728, LEIDS U THARFEZRAICHH T
%, (Friedman: y*(2)=2.85, p=.24>.05 1-2:z=-127,p=.206 2-3:z=-1.14,p
=.253)
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E2 | EBVPEFEEIZB O TERFELM O L O ICRF LIFETE 2,
(Friedman: ¢*(2) = 13.56, p=.00<.05 1-2:z=-1.89,p=.059 2-3:z=-1.89,p
=.059)

@ BEETMTHRUGN > EARBERTHRUE

C-2 | FEHBFHPLOIFEHSFEHEBEMOA X T a v B2HRETE D,
(Friedman: y*(2) = 12.48, p=.00<.05 1-2:z=-1.34,p=.180 2-3:z=-2.53,p
=.011)

D-1 | fHNFE, T U7, JN—TU—7 7T ALK EOIREIEE 2 it
T %, (Friedman: y(2)=12.84, p=.00<.05 1-2:2=-1.00,p=.317 2-3:z=-
2.31,p=.021)

x3. HEXREH - ROBWRELBRZERICHT Bl (2014~2015 F&, 4
F4) (F® 2016b & Y IERD)

@ HEETEATHUEAETERTEHBUEN 2

I #HEMFE (Curriculum)

B3 | EEHEBEBNEEZTFET LU EBRTE D,
(Friedman: y?(2) = 13.72, p=.00<.05 1-2:z=-231,p=.021 2-3:z=-1.67,p
=.096)

II #5215 (Methodology)

B-3 | FEENE A —NREORVI 21795 O % BT HIRENZRETE 5,
(Friedman: y?(2) = 14.52, p=.00<.05 1-2:2=-2.49,p=.013 2-3:z=-1.09, p
= 276)

B) T—ANHMBERLER
2 [ D J-POSTL A 1, HEERBERMICEA L C, BEEE mE, &
9, EZT (RERE, #HEFE) THATWHDLDNE WD EEECHED I ANF
TR0tz BlxIE, FEIBSEEOBMICE L QIR PREL HAEFEITEOM
FE@LT, FEEEOEDLYRIBEZA X VIHEEERE 2@ L TESEI ENELL,
JEIEAIZ & > THFETORES, MAEMAXFNVOREFIHEEEHOBEOMETH D,
REFEOFETWZ 72V AP B 2 2R DS AHeE S &,

F72,  [FEEOREFEGETITO L2 AL T D) LT mEEREEEY
ZaE CCERRFEA 2008) ([ZOWTE, H1 - mOHABHRG COEF IR DL 5T
bolo, REFHMBEIZE > TRELADFVOORBEZMD Z L1X, BHORESEDT
DOIWRYIRY ZE L, KRFPEORERE (HERIEOCREES ICHELELI T /82~
DEFRLE) [ FBELEDOFZORE LI b KT 5 2 EAURB Sz, JBIEEDZK
BN TR 2 BMEICB LT, K% (BUERE) &P - @ik (3
BHE) CEsMERD, ME CRERELEEZEFT T TV BEEME - WEERD S,

93




JACET LTC Bulletin 2017

4.3 EERE (2015 FF) : BFE2-2

J-POSTL #H4E (2014 4E£~2015 4EJE) Offkfe - BIME LT, EESMTEBID
mfEZIT o7z, F£41%, J-POSTL A& (W7E 1, WFgE2—1) & meEaia (Whoe 2—
2) #EEDTEHLDOTH D,

% 4J-POSTL SAE L EERE Q014 FE~2015 FE) #E 1, AKX 2—1, HE
2—2)

Wz | J-POSTLERZE (2014 FF) (HEXRERD (FER- =& - /A 2015, FER
1 | 2016a)

HRE 1EE | THEEREEFE GFH) BELE BEMEEH 1T
2| | THREM&BEE2 T#M@ml ®EH B
L

XRIEH | J-POSTL (1) EABE, ((2) BoiffiskdtX (T2H 6EAR)

Wz | J-POSTL FRAZE (2015 ) (HEXREHR) (FE 2016b; FE - =g 2016)

2—1 | HRE JEE | THEEE 1 [48EE 2 BELE AMEEHK 11
XRIER | J-POSTL (2) BEFEERX (7125 96EH)

B | mERE 2015 FF) BERTR)

2-2 | ¥gE  |[HEESN | BmAKS

5 EHERE  SIEICDOWT

5.1 B#

ARFFED B L, FASE T RFLE2HFHIE LT, FEBEHRBR - FALRFOEER
BB DO BIBGR RS E FEEICHT 250 AW LT, RO2 ZE5W LT D
ZEThD,

OBEAIC & > THIREE ORBRIZE D L 5 B E - oOD)
@R — b7+ VA4 (J-POSTL) (XEELDFVOOEBREE JHALL, YFE (R¥H
B LHBERERHE) MOLEBERDOI- DY —/L & LTHEMTH D0

5.2 REDHE
KRugGHE O, EMEE, 2k, UTomy Tho,

(1) AESME

K4 TRLIEEBY, EHLIL 2014 FEND 2015 FEIZIBWT, %81, MR
2—1 AT o0, WHIE2-1ICSILIZ 4FEA 11 L4 D5 G, BIFHED D OEE
AEAE 20U LTSNS 4T, HOEHIE2—2 DG LT (RS, 2D
SHIFETHE L L TEENIRE > T EZETH -T2,
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x5 HEAESME (2015 FF, ZEEREHLID 4 F5E)

FE | R HAEXE Pz 4% E1—BE
(53)
1 A M | I miapFER | RUEREZREE 28:28
2| B Fo| Y MEdFER | RIUPFREERNEE 32:44
3| C M| RISFFK HRFHMERZE 45:42
41 D F | S iR FREHEREE 46:57
5| E F | S marfEiR | FASIAREERIHE S 53:12

FH D OME 1 THUWE J-POSTL #id: (2014 421E)  (F3R - 'HIR - /1N, 2015,

P 2016a) TiE, (1) HARBEICENT, TAGAHIZOWT] Z#HHEFERL

THHo7N, 3EAYROHE LN ED L HIZHE L TW et R ThHhL, £7,

3EELBORBIZ L 2RI ONTIE,  THEBERRICS T 2854 o by 73

1%, [AEFEOHBRSCELESIKEENTELE IRV (9) | Tk 72 ¥%

BT (7)1 T2of 4) 1, THEEICERTRTOMR) 1L EfEE D
Sivbv (13) | TEDO LS ITAEESIZAT (5) | [Zof 3) | Thol,
[P ICEHTAOARZ ) 1, [FEFEEZELL#AZLND > (BHOFFES) (9) |
EFEPNBIREOZ R L T<Hd (7) | THEfEE I EF<aia=lr—T g )

Binsh 4) | Thol,

I, WIZE2—2 DEBEHESME S A D OB 44 (BEZEOFAE A ZFR<) 12
BALT, 3HAEYRED THEFEEOIMF) & THEFREOAEZ] ORZEITE 6 Ol
D TH-oT,

x6 HEAESMEOHEXREFRNOHFEALT (2015 F£5E 3 FELH) (FE -
=% - /NE, 2015 & Y ERRD

F4 At =S

B | ARZEICHLTOEENTEZEHCLE | HROEEANEATHOMN
FEDHEZECTRETEDCE | AROEMZERL, ThEEMT LN

TE5h
HEROEENLT ENAZANB R | BENODKRBZEICTE - 1BIC, xHIHE
5 & HHIEMNTESH
C |4&fELMnhEaS L AN BNOEBRXEICEKEE > T NEH
ERIZHERGTHAL L HEHFELLHKZBENTESD
HEERAYICHEDDIZENTE SN
D |BTOTZILNA FEDBLO>TNDEL | BITHARDE, EREFOEISIIWHAIZS

n, SETELDERESMHOT | W EITHEDHZDT, DFELLRVRE] %
Ef-, BUEMGTYRKRLTLE LTLESODMDNRLRTH D, NTT—Y
W, BF-2TLESICELHOE VT —LRR EDBEBMGEREELTE, N
(FEESFLLEMoT2) o LHLLY | F—UNEBA S0, TOXLENTET
FTIE, HICHARSERRRELRE Hdo
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Y, BOEELER, £REIF-T
KBEIThHE2=2&T, <DE
EESMBHOTLEL,

E |[FELLEDSNHL DFELEALNDH

B R DHIEER AN (BB, EEE, 46 L0FHY

(2) EMEAR
mEHEOEMERIIR T ThH D, HHDEEIIOWTIL, FEHEDPAHFA L R
AT > TV A=A N7 U T O WRFPEBBEE~OmEEGHE L Ok AR LT
DICHBOEMMBEE ZHET HEL I L, A=A NF U T L HBRITEBIT 5 FFEE
SR OBIERE T 0 7T LDk A I2iEWNC LY, W RFOmEHHA (2015 4 6
H~10 A) T KZLICHATT DA Y a— NIl o=, mEREOEREH 1
—6ITHRDOE Lo T-, Fio, AWFEEOBHOTOEMIER 7~9 2B L7z,

x1. HERAEOEMIEE (2015 F£E, ZXMED 454)

BHRE, ZBOFEMMEIZONT

BEHEBICHS S LR >-DTI M

BODEAAITRLRVWEEZEATELLDEAITT A

TRWHKET] THAHAZ LD, EEGRHERALZERVFETH

B LTV HIREEHE EEER) CREQLILBREMAHDILEBVETH

HBEAXILZRLSEDIDICHRMGAEZEFEDNEISIBIDELRVETH

BAaNRLBE/ RIEF LTS (B BEOIFREENLSILLDOTI A

NGB ([WIN|(—

[EEZEMDAR—bI+UA | ZHBBEETHES CLICDOVWTEDKSITEZFTH

ZEEREIOW1T
8 | HERE HWRREICOVWTEDELSICRANEI N, (BBEE IREBEMNHEEEI &
0] THEREHEBEMEK TEoI LN, EROEFEE TEMSALD)

©

BODRFEAIOVWTESBLFEI, (HADHRFEATEEEIR LGN o=

Q) DAL

HRICL DA A Ca—T—XET XA h~vA =7 (TextMining Studio ver5.1
by NTT 7 —Z B AT L) 2L o> THHTL, ZOMREEEROIT~DF R
NIZTHZEIC LT, TRARNIA =TT —E~vA = T O—FET, TFA B
YA = IR SN DI, ZORBEMEZ R ER T 57 A TH D
(IRES 2010:9) . F£72, TF A M~A = 7WRIE, BB - EROME T OMRK %
Hh (#F8) , RREAUIIE, EURGERIAIZE, (G AERRRIFZED T X TIZAENTH
% (WE 9D 2013:475)

TXA RV, = TIIROFIATIT> T2,
O HEHEOSINE 5 L5 A »ZEa— (2016 42 HFElE) ORET —4 %30T
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WZEZ L, V= RT7 7 A NVD 7 VNVT 7 A VICEWE, | KOT7 7 A MICF
iz,

@ TMStudio THARSL-DNHLEE LBV ZT SN HLEET —F DT L4
V> 7 %&1To7,

@ BHECCHTIY—L LT, A Za—0EMEH 92) 12, A2 ha)
[Zofh) 2z i,

= 8 HEMLUBEMNMELEEMNMARICHTEITIERANIAZUIDREDIT (L&
5 2013: 476)
Ak F—4 DWAHE
==1: 085 A HE (EMT—42) sMS I (#EH)
BRI XF (BEWT—4) BT
T—RAIAY HE (EMT—42) ST (#EH)
TERNIAZDY XF (BEMT—42) S (#EH

6. EMERE : HRIZDOWT

6.1 TXRAMIAZUTIZEB0H

HBEICL DA v F 8 a—T—% (5 445) OTFA A =0T LTeEROIER
L, WITEIE 1,614 17, SEXHSCTFERIT 41.6 77, HCEHUL 2,066 3L, FHISCT
Bix 327 7, EASHEEEUT 14,202, HFEMENIEUT 2,038 Tho7o (K 9), HFEH
FERRATICOWTIE, —M&ailE, Jed (238 ), #3E (194 1), 44 (59 1),
ZFNINITONTIE, BV (84 £F), 720w (34 1), HLw 32 ), £ (32
) Thotz, R0 ZFHEMRNO M E2 R THD E, KbED-ST-OIL [35E
— 3] Q0 ), kW, TEEFEE] — 7<) (19 1), RE — X5
(151) Th-oi-,

9. EKIER
F&fwik 1614
=) 41 5|
iﬁﬁﬁﬁgt 20606
IR EEERECI =2 32 7
JiE ~ BB EE 14202
BIEFENIE 220G =

AKEERETIE, TFA A= TC ;5Em@\ﬁfi@<,ﬁiﬁ%wb
PIEH LT, 7FRA M~ =0 VORI SRHERRITHGERB N TE D 2 LITHEN
HY, VERHEZNRISKHMRETHZEIENALTWS, oY 7 v7 =27 (=7
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YILVEE) ORMBHERETIE, XTFIMRHE (n-gram) L2>TE WA, AlEfd A LR
X TIE, KRORNTERBICL DR EE 7 V7 T2 N TETL,

il 21X, miEEHE ML (BF) 54 A, m#EHF ML 54 D, TNENOmED
TXARNT—HIZK LT, ¥—U—F THEEE 2MmERT5L, RXESHTDH
TLEMTED (£ 10), BT —HZBATEBRTLZLELTE L0, ZOME
BREITREZ O L 00, EEOEIZ RS 52 THLAED TH-T,

10 TERAMIAZVITEXRE HERE ) BEEN - FEA-Z2ED (&
RIERDEKRZE —HRE)

I
d _
7 T
7| 1d|P id ol |¥
«rIDIDal‘:sc:nthPx FER R
L | s o | ~
ID > P
n
2 2bbe t
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