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Preface

The survey on which this paper is based was conducted in 2004 in Japan, Korea, and China in
collaboration with Benesse Corporation, and the construction of the survey items and analyses were conducted
by the present author in collaboration with Negishi (Tokyo University of Foreign Studies), Watanabe (Akita
University), Naganuma (Seisen Womens University), Kwon (Seoul National University), and Tei (Beijing
Teachers’ College). There were overall more than 10,000 students surveyed, along with the teachers teaching at
the respective high schools.  In order to be as accurate as possible in comparing the results of the students” test*
and survey? results, only academically high level (college-bound) high schools were selected for the
three-nation comparison, along with Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science and Technology-(hereafter,
Ministry of Education) funded Super English Language High Schools (SELHi’s), where special emphasis is
placed on conducting innovative and communicative English classes.

The aims of the survey were threefold: 1) to compare the test and survey results of students in the three
countries and see what similarities and or differences might exist; 2) to compare the way teachers teach in these
three countries and see if the their teaching has any effect on the students’ development of their English
proficiency®; 3) to compare the students’ English proficiency levels and the way teachers teach in the Japanese
regular high schools versus the SELHi’s.

1 Benesse Corporation’s G-TEC for Students, which is an English proficiency test specifically
made for high school students, was used.
2 A CAN-DO questionnaire and students’ perception of teachers’ teaching practice questionnaire
were administered. (cf. GTEC —
, Benesse Corporation, 2005)
3 Research Results from the previous year were also referred to. (cf.
Benesse Corporation, 2004)



Introduction

The Japanese Ministry of Education in recent years has taken a number of steps to reform English
education in Japan through its ‘Action Plans’ to cultivate Japanese with English abilities (cf. retrieved Sept. 8,
2005 from http:/Ammw.mext.go.jp/english/topics/03072801.htm).  As a part of the Action Plan, the Ministry
proposed a survey of the English education policies of other countries as a means for promoting discussions
about concrete ways to reform English education in Japan. The present research was designed to go one step
further by actually comparing the English proficiencies of high school students in Japan, Korea, and China, and
to see what differences there might be in the students’ perceptions of their own English abilities, as well as the
way their teachers teach.

The institution of Super English Language High Schools (SELHi) is also one of the Ministry’s major
projects (cf. retrieved Sept. 8, 2005 from http:/mww.mext.go.jp/b_menu/houdou/17/04/05040502.htm).  In
the 2005 academic year, 101 high schools around the nation have been designated as Super English Language
High Schools, and in March, 2005, the first 16 SELHi projects concluded after three years of experimentation
with innovative, communicative ways of teaching English.  In this paper, I will also refer to the results of these
projects and compare them with the results of more traditional English education as evidenced in the regular,
albeit academically high level, high schools in our three-nation comparative research.

Approach, Design and Procedure

Richards & Rodgers (2001) note an important distinction between Methods and Approaches.  Very often,
I hear teachers talk about methods and approaches as if they were the same.  People have asked me how to
teach the Communicative Approach. However, an approach is not the same as a method. Whereas a
method is like a pre-packaged, step-by-step way of teaching a language, an approach constitutes the basic
principle of language learning which underlies the method.  In other words, a method is developed on the
basis of a ‘theory’ of how languages are learned, and this “theory” constitutes the approach.

For example, years ago, it was commonly assumed that the learning of the structure (or grammar) of a
language was equal to the learning of the language itself. Once a learner had acquired the structure of the
language and was able to use it freely, the language was assumed to have been acquired. The
grammar-translation methods as well as the audiolingual methods were developed on the basis of this theory.
Therefore, the Design, or the curriculum and syllabus, used were based on the so-called structural, or
grammatical syllabus, and the Procedure, or actual technigues of teaching, consisted of grammar exercises,
translation exercises (in the case of the grammar-translation methods) and mimicry-memorization and pattern
practice (in the case of the audiolingual methods).  There was very little room for *actual use of the language’
in authentic interaction and communication settings.

However, in the last twenty-five years or so, the teaching of second and foreign languages have centered
on the so-called Communicative Approach. Here, the basic ‘theory’ is based, not simply on knowledge and
use of grammatical structures, but on a more comprehensive ‘communicative competence,’ as seen in the
works of Canale and Swain (1980), Savignon (1997) and others, or ‘language ability’ as seen in the works of
Bachman (1990), Bachman & Palmer (1996), McNamara (1996) and others.

According to this approach, learning a language is considered equal to acquiring the ability to use it in
real-life communication settings.  Not only the knowledge of the structure of the language, but all four



competences—grammatical competence, discourse competence, sociolinguistic competence and strategic
competence—as noted by Canale, Swain, and Savignon (further elaboration of the concepts have been made in
Bachman, Bachman and Palmer, and McNamara’s works) must all be acquired in order to say that someone
has “acquired’ the language. Simply knowing the structure of single sentences does not guarantee success in
using the language in real situations. L2 users must be able to express their ideas and feelings in discourse
frameworks (both spoken and written).  They must be able to use language appropriately in social situations,
and they must be able to put their ideas into language in the most effective manner, and to negotiate for
meaning whenever communication breaks down.

The Design, therefore, must be based on a combination of, for example, situational, notional-functional,
and procedural syllabuses.  The Procedures will comprise (pseudo-)authentic communication tasks, speeches,
discussions, debates, simulations, as well as actual writing of letters, reports, etc.  The teacher will be required
to provide as much opportunity for the students to ‘use’ language meaningfully as possible.

Teachers’ beliefs and teaching practice—classroom activities

In order to see what approach teachers follow in their teaching, and to see how much of their beliefs are
reflected in their actual teaching, we asked high school teachers to mark on a Lickert scale of 1 to 5, how
important they thought the statements in table 1 were as aims (beliefs), and how much they were actually
putting them into practice.

The results show that, overall, teachers’ aims and beliefs about English education are quite
communicative. (figure 1, bars on the left). However, when it comes to practice, teachers are not really
practicing what they deem to be important in English education (figure 1, bars on the right). To be more
specific, for statements B21, B30 and B33—all of which are communicative activities—the difference between
beliefs and practice are quite large, whereas, for statements 47 and 48—which are structure-based
activities—there is very little difference between the teachers’ beliefs and practice. In fact, especially in the
case of the regular Japanese high school teacher, the level of practice is higher than the beliefs for statements
B47 and B48. In other words, they seem to be doing more structure and vocabulary-based activities than they
themselves believe is necessary.

B21
(exchange ideas, opinions)
B30
(goal-oriented speaking, interaction)

B33

(pair work, group work in English)
B47 (explaining structures, vocabulary)
B48 (English to Japanese translation)

Table 1. Selected statements about teachers’ beliefs and practice

It is interesting to note that of the three countries, Chinese teachers answer that they are practicing their



beliefs to a very high degree, in both communicative and structural activities, whereas the Japanese teachers in
regular schools show the largest gap between their beliefs and practice in the communicative activities. Another
point to note, however, is that the Japanese SELHi teachers seem to be practicing their beliefs to a greater extent
than either the Japanese teachers in the regular schools or Korean teachers.  The SELHi teachers also rank the
lowest in the use of translation in their classes.
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Figure 1. Average ratings of teachers’ beliefs and practice
(from left to right in each statement, Japan (regular), Korea, China, SELHi)

As can be seen from figure 1 above, the Chinese and SELHi teachers seem to be doing more
communicative activities than the regular Japanese high school teachers or the Korean teachers. In order to
see if the teachers’ responses are reflected in the way the students perceive the way they are being taught, the
same questions were asked of the students studying in these respective schools. A factor analysis showed that
the answers to the statements could be divided into four factors.
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Figure 2. Statements grouped as the result of factor analysis

Factor 1 consists of statements in which the common factor is that the teachers are making the students
think and produce English; factor 2 shows statements related to the teaching of the forms of English; factor 3
consists of statements concerning the use of interactive communicative English in class; and factor 4 is a
meaning-based activity, although Japanese (native language) is used in the summarizing process.

From figure 3 it can be seen that whereas the regular Japanese high school students feel very strongly that
they are being taught the forms of the language, the SELHi students feel that they are getting a balanced
regimen of meaningful, cognitive activities, use of interactive communicative English, as well as knowledge of

the forms of English.
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Figure 3. Students’ perceptions of how teachers teach




Teachers’ beliefs and teaching practice—real world activities

In teaching English for the purpose of communication, it is not enough to simply examine classroom
activities. The real purpose of teaching a language for communication is in getting the students to use the
language for communicative purposes in the ‘real world.” In other words, even if the students in China and
SELHi’s are getting an abundant experience in using English for communication in the classroom, unless this
ability can be used in the real world (Open Seas)’, it cannot be said to be truly effective in producing true ‘L2
users.’

W, therefore, administered a CAN-DO questionnaire which includes statements about what real world
activities teachers are employing in their teaching, and students believe they can actually perform. Table 2
shows the statements which were used for this survey.

B51 (Telephoning)
B52 (Singing)
B53 (Home Page)
B54 (Books, Newspapers, etc)
B55
Reading directions)
B56 (TV and radio news, weather)
B57 DVD (Movies)
B58 (Writing diaries)
B59 (E-mail, letters)
B60 (Information)
B61 (Shopping)
B62 (Ads, directions)
B63 (Announcements)
B64 (Instructions)

B65 (Conveying wishes)

Table 2. Statements about ‘real world’ activities

The results of selected statements show (Figure 4) that Korean, Chinese, and SELHi teachers are
including real world activities in their teaching to a relatively high degree, whereas, again, the regular Japanese
high school teachers are not doing it very much.

4 cf. Yoshida (2002) for a discussion on the Fish Bowl Model versus the Open Seas Model of
teaching foreign languages.
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Figure 4. Use of ‘real world’ activities in the classroom.

(from left to right in each statement, Japan (regular), Korea, China, SELHi)

We next looked at the results of the students’ perceptions of how much English they think they can
actually use in the real world (CAN-DO). The results, again, show that Korean, Chinese, and SELHi students
have more *confidence’ in using English for real world communication purposes than the regular Japanese high
school students. (Figure 5)  Of course, whether the differences seen between the regular Japanese high school
students and the SELHi students are the result of the differences in teaching practice, or the result of other
internal factors—such as motivation—needs to be clarified. However, considering the fact that many of the
SELHi’s were normal public high schools before being designated as SELHi’s, the result could very well have
come from the changes which accompanied the designation as a SELHi.
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Figure5. CAN-DO results of students in the four groups
(from left to right in each statement, Japan (regular), Korea, China, SELHi)

Differences reflected in GTEC scores.

As can be seen from the data above, there are consistent differences between the regular Japanese high
schools and the Korean, Chinese, and the Japanese SELHi’s in terms of teaching practice and student
perceptions of their confidence in using English. In order to verify whether or not these differences are reflected
in objective test scores, Benesse Corporation’s GTEC for Students (General Test of English Communication for
Students) was administered to all 10,000 students. As the results show (Figure 6), the effects of communicative
teaching, with emphasis on communication and ‘thinking’ activities, can clearly be seen in the results of the
GTEC scores when compared with the score of the Japanese national average (based on approximately 200,000
high school students).

Although the regular Japanese high school students in the present research received significantly higher
scores than the national average because they were students studying in academically high level, competitive
schools, they did not come close to those of the Chinese and Japanese SELHi students. The differences seen in
the teaching of English in these schools have been shown consistently throughout this paper—communicative
teaching produces students with mare confidence in using English in real-life situations, and this is reflected in
the results of objective English proficiency tests.
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Figure 6. Differences in GTEC scores (same students tested the past 2 a/o 3 years)
(O=Japanese Narional Average, m= Regular Japanese schools (present research), A=Korean schools,
XChinese schools, SELHi’s)

Conclusion

The results of our survey allow us to surmise that teaching practice can have a significant effect on the
development of the English proficiency of the students. It has been shown that the Approach adhered to by
English teachers in the regular Japanese high schools is not reflected in their teaching, whereas, in the case of
the Chinese and SELHi teachers, their Approach is reflected to a great degree in their teaching.

Another interesting finding is that, although it is often assumed that Japanese students fall behind their
Korean and Chinese counterparts in English proficiency, the SELHi students are actually doing better than their
counterparts as measured by the GTEC. The SELHi students’ confidence in using English in real world
contexts does not differ as much from those of the Chinese and Korean counterparts either. It is the students
studying in the more traditional regular Japanese high schools who register lower test scores and show a weaker
confidence in using English.

The Ministry of Education’s initiatives in reforming English education is bearing fruit, at least in the
SELHi’s. There is still much that must be done to truly reform English education in Japan. However, it is
my belief that the first steps have been taken in the right direction.
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Pica

and | have a garage on the side with three little black windows
three black windows?
you know what a garage is?
No.
um, it’s attached to the house. It’s a building attached to the house in which you keep your cars and

called a garage, OK, so it looks like a big house and a little house, but they’re attached
Oh, it’s a small house.

Uh-huh
Uh-huh, and black roof?
Uh-huh
NNS: Yeah, oh, maybe, let’s see, yeah, | understand.
Pica, 1994 ,p.511 Pica, Young, & 1992,
garage
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Krashen(1985 )

Long, 1981 ,1996 ;Pica, 1994

(Mackey, 1999

Morgenthaler

NS:  There’s there’s a pair of reading glasses above the plant.
NNS: Awhat?
NS: Glasses reading glasses to see the newspaper?
NNS: Glassi?
NS:  You wear them to see with, if you can’t see. Reading glasses.
NNS: Ahh ahh glasses to read you say reading glasses.
NS:  Yeah.
2 reading glasses
Pica, Holliday, Lewis,
Swain, 1995)
Gass  Selinker 1994 p.307)
Long, 1996)
1. Ana Can you tell me where is the train station?
2. Keiko: Can you tell me where the train station is?
3. Ana Can you tell me where is the train station?
4. Keiko: Can you tell me where the train station is?
5  Ana Can you tell me where is the train station?
6. Keiko: Can you tell me where the train station is?
7. Ana:  Canyou tell me where the train station is?
8. Keiko: Can you tell me where the train station is?
9. Ana Can you tell me where the train station is?

Gass & Varonis, 1994 , p. 289

14

, pp.558-559)

1989 )



Ana
Keiko

Long,1996 p. Keiko

White 1991

a.NNS: And they have the chwach there.

b.NS: The what?

€.NNS:  The chwach — | know someone that —

d.NS: What does it mean?

e.NNS:  Like um like American people they always go there every Sunday

f.NS: Yes?

g- NNS:  You kn — every morning that there pr — that — the American people get dressed up to got to um

chwach.
h. NS: Oh to church - | see.
(Pica, 1987 ,p.6)
3 NS d NNS chwach
corrective
feedback
Brock

Brock

Gass, 1988 ; Lin & Hedgcock, 1996 )

Brock
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(John) (Yumiko) Haruka
John
Yumiko MATESOL
Picture-drawing
1
Haruka/Yumiko
Picture-drawing
1.
2.
Haruka/John DataA Haruka/Yumiko

DataC Haruka/Yumiko DataD

1 DataA DataB

<Data A>

Data B

Haruka)
Beginning-high
MATESOL

Haruka/John

Haruka/Yumiko
Haruka/John

Haruka/John

3. H: Inthe museum, uh...the big picture is there, | mean...the big picture hanging on the wall.

4. J: There is a big picture on the wall.

63 H: Dress and boy pig wearing a stripe shirt.
64 J: Striped shirt.

<Data B>

21. H: pig looking at the sky.

22. Y: Ok. Pig is looking up into the sky?

61 H: She took..

62 Y: She took off?

63 H: took off her swimsuit.

64 Y:Uh-huh.

2 DataC DataD

<Data B>

16



40. H: And next is..the middle of the left..side.

41. Y: Second picture is in the middle of ....... in the middle...

42. H: Second picture is in the middle of the left hand side?

<Data C>

23. H: Ithink it’s sunny day. Next one, it’s in the middle of left hand side. She is standing up.
24, J: All right.

<Data A>
7. H:The picture is uh....two ballerina.
8. JOk

9.  H:Dancing...they are wearing a tutu.

10. J: Ok, they are wearing a tutu. Uh-huh. Both ballerinas?
<Data D>

19. H: And this picture...there are two ballerinas...

20. Y: Two ballerinas.

<Data B>

25.  H:And pig wearing swimsuit.

26. Y:Is pig wearing a swimsuit?

124.  H: Son pig is wearing just like pants.
125.  Y: Uh-huh.

6/37
/35) /25)
Yumiko John

3/6 2/30 n

17



<Data B>
136. H: And daughter pig is holding swimsuit
137. Y:Beach ball?

<Data A>

53.
54.
55.

70
71
72
73
74
75

H: other side of the [seiling]?
J: Oh, ceiling.
H: Ceiling, ceiling.

Data A

swimball.

J: Ok. He is not interested in looking at the picture of the ballerinas.

H: Yeah.
J: 1don’t play on.
H: Yeah, he is not interesting.

J: He is not interested in the ballerinas’ picture.

H: Yeah...

23%(3/13)

Galloway

16

18

13

Galloway 1980

p.430)

124)
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