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ABSTRACT

The two main purposes of this study were to create a systematic observation
instrument in order to obtain clearer and more specific feedback from junior high
school teachers about student teachers’ teaching performances during thei
practicum, and to provide a way for junior college, university teachers, student
teachers, and practicum supervisors to observe student teachers’ teaching and the
to communicate their observations more effectively with one another.

The participants were 57 student teachers, 19 college teachers, and 28 junior
high school teachers. Four instruments were used: a written consent form, a
guestionnaire about 15 teaching skills (Teaching Skill Questionnaiyea 60-
minute videotape with a checklisiiie Japanese COl,Tand a 42-item
guestionnaire (Th&tudent Teachers’ Videotaped Instrucjion

The study produced four major findings. First, by using the Japanese COLT
(Communicative Orientation of Language Teaching Observation schémdhy¢e
groups of raters (student teachers, college teachers, practicum sarpédeistified
four specific problems with individual student teacher’s teaching. They (a)
explained new sentence patterns without interacting with the students, (@) aske
fewer questions than expected, (c) had the students practice reading foeia short
time than expected, and (d) provided few opportunities for the students to speak in
Japanese or English, and spoke Japanese more than necessary. The second finding
was that the student teachers differed from the older teacher groups in their view
of specific teaching skills because of their limited teaching experiand lower
English proficiency. The third finding was that the three groups of ratersiypedc
the student teachers’ teaching on the videotape similarly. The fourth finding
indicated that there was no statistically significant differendbe three groups’
views of the teaching techniques used by the student teachers; however, a
statistically significant difference was found for the three groupsuetions of the

student teachers’ teaching.



The Japanese COLT was a useful instrument for assessing the student
teachers’ classroom performances, as it provided more specific feedblaek to t
student teachers, and allowed the three groups to share their viewpoints more

effectively.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The Background of the Issue

Modern classroom research was developed in the 1950s in the field of
general education to help student teachers better understand their apptoache
teaching subject matter. Since the 1970s, work has taken place in this same area i
the field of second language teaching. The advent of communicative language
teaching brought radical changes to many foreign language classiuess
changes were described and implemented in general terms, such as thenpobvis
comprehensible input and a focus on meaning; however, there were also many
interpretations of communicative language teaching and considerable gananc
the ways in which teachers implemented it. Under these circumstaneas, it
necessary for researchers to observe foreign language classroodes ito or
identify differences in the implementation and effectiveness of theseeditffe
approaches. For this reason, a variety of observation schemes were developed. One
of the best known of these schemes, the Communicative Orientation of Language

Teaching Observation scheme (COLT) (Allen, Frohlich, & Spada, 1984), was



designed to help researchers describe classroom processes and examine the

processes in relation to learning outcomes.

In Japan, the Japanese Ministry of Education (1989, 1990) introduced new

foreign language courses into public junior and senior high schools nearly two

decades ago, and as a part of these changes, high school English teachers were

required to adapt their teaching to the communicative language teachingcapproa

Not surprisingly, these changes impacted the training and evaluation of student

teachers who participate in a three-week teaching practicumior jor senior high

schools as part of the teacher licensure program when they are university.senior

As one of the main requirements of the program, the student teachers are required

to teach English. Their teaching performance is evaluated and the ressksnato

their college advisors after their completion of the practicum. Evaluatiotsshee

detailing the students’ performance are then prepared by their junior college or

university advisors. These college evaluation sheets, which are made upsof item

that reflect the standards set by the Ministry of Education, Science atdeCul

include: (a) teaching instruction, which is made up of three subcategoaigsntge

plans, teaching techniques, and evaluation of teaching; (b) management asshe cl

and students, andc) overall competence, aptitude, and working attitude.



Practicum supervisors also write comments and award each student teacher a
holistic grade ranging from 1 (the lowest grade) to 5 (the highest grade)
(Anonymous, 1993; Kurosaki, 2002; Mitsuo, 2000). The grading criteria are not
standardized; thus, a large number of criteria are used by various sugervisor

(Anonymous 1993; Kurosaki 2002; Mitsuo, 2000).

Statement of the Problem

The first problem addressed in this study concerns the lack of clarity in the
feedback provided to student teachers. They must obtain clear feedback about their
performance during their practicum if they are to learn more about ttexiggis
and weaknesses as a teacher, and reflect on their teaching with gneatness.
One opportunity to do so occurs when they observe and critique their teaching on
videotape. Clearer criteria and higher quality feedback would permit adgpart
involved—the student teachers, university teachers, and junior high school teachers—
to have more constructive discussions.

The second problem is that the junior and senior high school supervisors’

feedback regarding the student teachers’ teaching performanceeralyevague,

short, and unsystematic. As a result, the junior college teachers and university



teachers involved in teacher licensure programs can not adequately understand the
overall quality of the student teachers’ performance or the shortcomirtgsrin t
performances. In addition, their comments are not particularly spehifi, junior
college or university teachers have difficulty responding adequately to the
supervisors and making good use of the feedback when they instruct the student
teachers in their English teaching methodology courses.

The third problem is that grading varies considerably across different
educational contexts in Japan. Different supervisors and educational ms$ituti
emphasize different criteria when awarding grades to student teaataetstyom
performances; this practice can result in a lack of reliability of theegrthat the
student teachers are awarded as well as a lack of comparability.

The fourth problem is that grading varies from lenient to strict depending on
the supervisor. This problem is extremely serious as the practicum gi@augystr
affects the part-time teachers’ employment possibilities in the fulweteaching
performance evaluation in the practicum is part of the hiring critdrenvnew
graduates are employed as part-time teachers; thus, any urdairtiesse

evaluations can impact a student’s chances for employment. Clearer and more



consistent criteria will potentially result in more systematseasment that is fairer
to the student teachers.

The fifth problem concerns the current system for employing primary and
secondary school teachers in Japan. For example, in Tokyo, some university
students studying in a college of education that provides a teacher leeensur
program for elementary school teachers can teach as an assistantitetieher
fourth year for one year and obtain a full-time teaching position the following
academic year if their performance as an assistant teacheluatedaighly. This
system has been implemented for two reasons: to employ talented saraktds
employ student teachers after evaluating their teaching perfornmaatassroom
context rather than from paper-based tests and interviews. However, this
employment process is controversial in Japan. If the teaching performance
evaluation system is made more systematic and its criteriaexdguiifiwill be
possible to choose new teachers based on their teaching performance in a longer

practicum rather than through the use of paper-based tests and short interviews.



Purposes of the Study

The first purpose of this study is to create a systematic observation
instrument in order to obtain clearer and more specific feedback from junior high
school teachers about student teachers’ teaching performances during thei
practicum. Systematic criteria will help supervisors provide cleanere
specific feedback; these criteria can also be shared by supervisss jaaior
high schools as well as by practicum supervisors and college teachersillThis w
allow administrators, student teachers, junior and senior high school teachers, and
the student teachers’ college advisors to share the same language when they
communicate about the student teachers’ teaching performance.

The second purpose of this study is to provide a way for junior college or
university teachers, student teachers, and supervisors to observe student teachers’
teaching and then to communicate their observations more effectively with one
another. People in different positions and with different degrees of education and
experience frequently have different points of view. While a variety of viewpoints
is important for improving the educational process, it is also necessdahef to

share the same point of view as it constitutes a common ground from which they

can discuss the student teachers’ teaching constructively.



The Audience for the Study

The first audience for this study is university professors who are invatve
teacher licensure programs. The results of this study potentially providemitiem
ideas for developing more effective evaluation criteria, evaluation instisymand
approaches to data analysis. University professors can obtain speaific ide
concerning what student teachers should have studied before their practicum, so
they can better consider what to teach in their teaching methodology courses

The second audience is student teachers who have returned from their
practicum. The use of a well-organized, clearly-written observation slieet
permit student teachers to evaluate their own teaching more effectitayas
recall their teaching experiences and watch videotapes of theiroclassr
performance. Affording student teachers a clearer understanding of tbegtks
and weaknesses also allows them to discuss their performance with thersiyi
advisors and junior or senior high school supervisors more effectively.

The third audience is the practicum supervisors at the junior high schools. An

observation sheet with detailed criteria based on the principles underlying
Communicative Language Teaching will permit junior and senior high school

teachers to provide better feedback concerning the student teachers’ teaching



performance, while also familiarizing them further with communicdténguage
teaching principles

The fourth audience is the members of local boards of education. If
junior high school supervisors are able to assess student teachers’ perésrmanc
using criteria that are more specific and clearer than those curirentg, the
grades might be more reliable. Moreover, if the criteria are shared by sgpervi
across many schools, the grades will be more interpretable and potentiatdeac
more easily compared. This will benefit local boards of education because they
select new part time teachers partly based on the grades that thosetsactesrs

receive in their practicum.

Delimitations
The problems addressed in this study exist in many teacher training
programs currently operating in Japan; thus, the findings of this study can be
generalized to other teacher training programs in Japanese universides. T
primary delimitation concerns the applicability of the results to teardairg
programs in other countries. While there may be similarities between the

educational context described in this study and those in some other countries, the



results can only be generalized to non-Japanese contexts with considerabie cauti

all participants in this study are Japanese and the educational systermpraadiap

to teacher training described in this study likely differ in important waygeacsad

to those in other countries; thus, it is inadvisable to draw strong conclusions from

this study regarding the assessment of student teachers taking pashingea

practicum in non-Japanese contexts.

The second delimitation concerns the participants’ English proficienel lev

Generally speaking, the student teacher participants in this study had lbshEng

proficiency, so the degree to which the findings of this study can be geeérializ

students with higher English proficiency is unclear. Also, because all of the student

teacher participants came from only two colleges, it is not clear haviheel

results carbe generalized to students studying in other teacher licensure programs.

In addition, all of the participants in this study had experience in praetching

to a group of their peers at the university. However, this practice is not wahivers

and many student teachers from large universities and colleges do not have any

practice teaching experience. Thus, the results of the study might not general

well to those students. This delimitation does not affect the discussion of ways



junior high school teachers can provide more specific feedback to student teachers

and college teachers involved in college teacher licensure programs.

The Organization of this Study

Chapter 2 is a review of the classroom observation literature, including
observational methods such as observation schedules, questionnaires, and
ethnographic method€hapter 3 is literature review of teacher training and
observation. The literature review is followed by a description of the gaps in the
literature and the research questions that guide this study. A new model atiservat
sheet is presented and discussed in Chapter 4. A description of the partidigants, t
instrumentation, and procedures used in this study is provided in Chapter 5, the
Methods Chapter. The results for each research question are provided in Chapter 6,
and those results are discussed in Chapter 7. In Chapter 8, Conclusion, | present the
limitations of the study, make suggestions for future research, and provide brief

concluding comments.
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CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Classroom Research

Modern classroom research was developed in the 1950s in order to help
student teachers better understand their approaches to teaching sutiggct-ma
classes. The data gained through classroom research provided themdidtitkee
about their classroom performance. From the viewpoint of teacher traineas, it w
important to know the defining characteristics of effective teaching andooi@ate
empirical findings into teacher training regimes in order to make them mor
efficient and effective. One example of work in this area was carried out by
Flanders (1970), who developed an observation system based on a list of teacher
and learner behavior categories thought to be the most useful in promoting
effective teaching and learning. These observation sheets were used tadtedp te
trainees understand their teaching methods more clearly.

Classroom research has been conducted with a wide range of research
methods selected because of their usefulness in illuminating classroongangua

learning and teaching. In classroom observation, which is one of the maéjmdse
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used by researchers conducting classroom research, researchess whae
occurs in classrooms in order to relate the major features of teacher and student
behavior to learning outcomes.

Researchers can develop a database of classroom activities by direct
observation, note-taking, and video- and/or audio-recording classroom behavior
and interactions. Verbal interactions that are recorded can be tradsmibb@otes
concerning nonverbal behaviors can be added to the transcripts. However, other
means of classroom research must be used in order to investigate aspects of the
classroom that cannot be observed directly. For example, if the aim is togateest
learners’ anxiety, one alternative to direct observation is to intervieviutierds
about what has occurred in the class and how they feel about it, or to administer
written questionnaires. A problem with observation systems and questiongaires i
that the researcher must prejudge the classroom in order to select foiteria
inclusion on the observation instruments. While observation instruments and
guestionnaires can yield valuable data, an alternative approach to dattoroite
to use an open form of self-report. For example, learners’ diaries can aspeats
of the classroom experience that direct observation might miss and thathliesea

would not have thought of including as questionnaire items. These limitations of
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observation schedules and questionnaires led some researchers to usamtlmnogr

methods to collect and interpret classroom data. The use of ethnographic methods

has received support from many researchers in general education for over three

decades (Erickson, 1977; van Lier, 1988; Wilson, 1977). The value of ethnographic

approaches was pointed out by Van Lier, who stated that researchers emagt att

to understand the meanings given to the classroom events by the participants

themselves.

Classroom research techniques have been developed systematically id the fie

of second language (L2) teaching, and researchers studying kfolas have

been influenced by a number of disciplines including education, sociology,

psychology, linguistics, and applied linguistics. Three major researcbaah@s

are evident in the development of classroom research in the classroom:

experimental research, naturalistic inquiry, and action research. Thase thre

approaches are reviewed in the following sections.

Experimental Research

Experimental research was applied in early evaluations of L2 instructiba in t

1950s and 1960s. A number of researchers followed standard educational
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psychometric procedures closely with comparison treatment groups and the
measurement of outcomes on proficiency tests. Examples of these standards
include Scherer and Wertheimer (1964) and the Pennsylvania project (Smith,
1970). These major studies, which were conducted in order to determine the
efficacy of the main teaching methods of that time, proved inconclusive. For
instance, Scherer and Wertheimer compared the audiolingual method with the
traditional grammar-translation teaching at the university level @ndfno
significant differences overall. In the Pennsylvania project (Smith, 1970),
audiolingualism was compared with traditional teaching, which was defined as
grammar-translation. This experiment also failed to show any staligti
significant differences between the results of several tests.

In later studies, the focus was transferred from teaching methods to teaching
techniques, but the research paradigm remained the same: Reseaingtedtio
understand effective teaching by comparing teaching techniques. For instance,
according to Lindblad (1969), researchers involved in the Gothenburg English
Training Method Project (GUME) tested the usefulness of grammatical
explanations that were based on Chomsky’'s 1957 version of Transformational-

Generative Grammar. With child participants, the comparison was inconclusive:
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Children learning from explanation and practice did no better than those learning
only by practice. In the case of adult participants, however, grammar exmptanat
and practice resulted in greater learning than practice alone, but thehesga
could not generalize the findings beyond their sample because of the smaif scale
the GUME project in terms of the number of lessons involved, the number of
teaching points covered, and the fact that the teaching was on audiotape.
Politzer (1970) also compared certain instructional techniques in secondary
school French classes. These pedagogical techniques mostly involved different
types of structural pattern practice. He recorded the frequencies ote¢bbaeues
and related the frequencies to learner achievement in different classessUlte
were complex and interesting, yet Politzer admitted that “the very higplegity
of the teaching process makes it very difficult to talk in absolute terms about
“good” and “bad” devices (p. 43).

Gritter (1968, p. 7) concluded that “...perhaps we should ask for a cease-fire
while we search for a more productive means of investigation.” This conclgsion i
shared by more recent researchers, such as Larsen-Freeman (1996, Ipo 63), w
pointed out, “researchers have come to recognize the limits of process-product

research in helping us to develop an understanding of teaching and learning.”
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Gritter's comment was partly responsible for the move towards the second
classroom research approach, naturalistic inquiry, though some expeflimenta
research was conducted after 1970. For example, Bejarano (1987) used an
experimental approach to investigate cooperative group work in language
classrooms in Israel. He reported on the effects of two small-group atigper
techniques (Discussion Group; Student Teams, and Achievement Divisions) and
the whole-class method on EFL academic achievement for 665 pupils in 33 seventh
grade classes. The findings revealed that both group methods resulted in
significantly greater improvement than the whole-class method on the sttal te
score and on the listening comprehension scale. These findings support the link
between the communicative approach to foreign language instruction and

cooperative learning in small groups.

Naturalistic Inquiry
Research based on naturalistic inquiry brought about two changes in
classroom research. The first was that researchers’ focus turned fna@scriptive
to a descriptive approach that was used with naturally occurring settidgs a

groups. The second change was that the focus moved from teaching methods and
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techniques to the process of teaching and learning. These changes mehet that
researchers had to find ways of describing classroom processes: hoveshe cla
proceeds, and what teachers and students do in the classroom. Naturalisyic inquir
includes a number of different methodologies, including ethnographies, case
studies (including diary studies), and more general observational studies.
Researchers have used a variety of coding systems as well as abonals

analysis to analyze the data collected through these methods.

Ethnographic Research.

Ethnography is “concerned primarily with the description and analysis of
culture” (Saville-Troike, 1982, p. 1) and is “the study of people’s behavior in
naturally occurring, ongoing settings, with a focus on the cultural intatjmne of
behavior” (Watson-Gegeo, 1988, p. 576). The ethnographic tradition is generally
identified as a qualitative, process-oriented approach to the study of irateraicti
has been developed in many ways by L1 classroom researchers (Baittes, 8r
Rosen, 1969; Cazden, 1986; Cazden, John, & Hymes, 1972; Chaudron, 1980;
Wilkinson, 1982) and has been employed by L2 researchers to a limited degree in

part because it requires highly trained skills and a great deal of time and
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commitment by the researchers. Continuous record keeping, extensive participator
involvement of the researcher in the classroom, and careful interpretation of the
data gathered in the class are required. Such an investigation usually leads to a
precise description of the site as well as the rules used among the patsicip
they interact with each other.

As a research method, ethnography is most often associated with
anthropology. However, it has also been productively utilized in studies of
language education. One early example of ethnograpic research conducted in a
foreign language classroom is Cleghorn and Genesee’s (1984) report onha Frenc
immersion classroom in Canada. More recent examples of classroom epimmegra
are van Lier’s (1996) study of a bilingual program in Peru, Duff's (1996) wdtk wi
dual-language, late-immersion secondary school programs in Hungary, &d Lin
(1999) comparison of four English classrooms in Hong Kong.

van Lier (1996) described the language use of children and teachers in a
Spanish-Quechua bilingual education program in Peru. He presented a vivid picture
of an attempt at educational innovation, along with his concerns about whether the
program and its accompanying research agenda could be sustained over time. In the

rural communities of the Altiplano, where van Lier worked as a teacher and
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researcher, most of the children are monolingual in Quechua or Aymara when they
enter the first grade. All schooling has traditionally been conducted in Spanish,
with varying degrees of tolerance of the native language in the firstgrades.

During the reign of the revolutionary government in the late 1960s and early 1970s,
there was a strong push for the revitalization of indigenous languages anesgultur
and in 1975 Quechua was declared an official language alongside Spanish. The
PEEB project (Proyecto Experimental de Education Bilingue), in which tHe goa
was to maintain the children’s native language throughout elementary school, was
proposed and implemented around 1980. van Lier was involved in the overall
monitoring and evaluation of the project for the two years he was there. He
frequently visited communities in which the program was implemented in one or
more elementary classrooms. In particular, he often spent an entire viwek at
schools assessing the effectiveness of the project on a longitudinal basié. One
these schools, Tiyafia, was a project school in which bilingual education had been
implemented. The other, Qotokancha, was a “comparison school” in which there
were no bilingual grades. During these visits he administered entry dnes¢xito

all the children in the bilingual and comparison schools, both in Quechua and

Spanish (spoken and written), observed classes, and talked to teachers, parents, and
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students about many issues, pedagogical and otherwise. He also played volleyball
and fulbito (a kind of soccer) and attended community meetings. Through these
contacts with people in the community and observations of the classrooms, he
described the project implemented in these areas.

Duff (1996) investigated the socialization of discourse competence in two
instructional environments in Hungarian secondary schools. The first was a
traditional monolingual school in which the traditional pedagogical stratelgylcal
‘felelés’ (a recitation) is dominant. The second was a dual-langubgelso
which the instruction took place mainly in English. Duff's broad goal was to
analyze the impact of the massive social changes wrought within the eddcationa
system with the end of Soviet domination in Hungary. The data included
approximately fifty videotaped lessons, as well as written and oral cotsifinem
teachers and students. Duff used her data to highlight issues of educational and
linguistic reform in a rapidly changing political environment.

The felelés constituted the standard means of assessing students’ progress i
their content classes. Originally, its purpose was to develop students’ moral
character; secondary goals that are still upheld today are to fosiplksc

patriotism, conformity, oral self-expression, and the accumulation and review of
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knowledge presented in class. After a felelés, no students are expected Entomm
or ask questions. Teachers award a grade on a 1 (the lowest score) to 5 (#te highe
score) scale.

Students at a dual language school perceived large differences between the
two approaches—the freedom and democracy they experienced at the DL schools,
and most dramatically in the entry-level year, compared with primapotc
where the felelés is dominant. As a consequence of their successful Eihgear
experience in the free atmosphere of the DL schools, the students became more
interactive and more likely to express themselves in class as well @as mor
demanding about school practices and opportunities to further their acadelmic goa
and other aspirations. Because of the success of the approach used in the DL
school, the felelés has lost its luster. Under the domain of the felelémtstiehd
to understand what they would say in front of the class and memorize it. At the DL
schools, a ‘lecture’ was given by a student instead of a felelés. Dherecture,
the students were able to look at notes. For this reason, and probably because it
reduced preparation time in comparison to the time that they had to spend for a
felelés, the students often read rather than reciting or informally dieguissues

when it was their turn to lecture.
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Lin (1999) described teachers’ discourse structures in four classrooms

situated in different socioeconomic settings in her attempt to focus on the

classroom dilemmas in which the students and teachers found themselves. For

example, Teacher A’s discourse structure tgasher initiation(L2-L1) followed

by student responsg.1) followed byteacher feedbacit_1-L2). In this class, the

students were not required to reformulate their L1 responses in the L2, as the

teacher did it for them in the feedback slot of the IRF format. In the casadtidre

B, three structures were identified. One structure was adopted fofctoms-

teacher initiation(L1), followed bystudent responsg.1), followed byteacher

feedbacKL1). Another structure was focused on languaggcher initiation(L1

or L2) followed bystudent respongg.1 or L2), followed byteacher feedbacit_2,

or restart with teacher initiation (L1 or L2) until student response is in Ib®). T

other structure was to start along the previous discourse structure again to focus

another linguistic aspect of the elicited L2 response, or to return fiosthe

structure to focus on the story again.

Lin drew on three notions: (apltural capital the language use, skills, and

orientations, dispositions, attitudes, and schemes of perception that children are

endowed with by virtue of socialization in their families and communities
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(Bourdieu, 1984, 1991); (lsymbolic violencewhich concerns how the
disadvantaging effect of the schooling system is masked or legitimized in’people
consciousness (Bourdieu, 1984), andc(eative discursive agengyhich is the
strategies that people use to cope with these dilemmas. The notion of creative,
discursive agency (Collins, 1993) is rooted in the phenomenological tradition that
stresses the creative, emergent practices of social actors, who arepipt si

puppets of larger social forces and structures. Lin discussed the possibility
creative discursive agenciy referring to Teacher B’s teaching. In Teacher B’s
classroom, the students came from a disadvantage socioeconomic background and
their habitus did not equip them with the right kind of attitudes, interest, skills, or
confidence in learning English. However, there were signs of their habitus being
transformed through the creative, discursive agency and efforts of Teadfmr B
example, she used the L1 strategically in the reading lesson to intestwine
interesting story focus and a language learning focus. She helped her students
experience a sense of achievement and confidence in learning English. At school
she spent most of her spare time with her students establishing a personal
relationship with each of them. With all these extra personal, creativesefbe

succeeded in helping her students develop greater interest, skills, and confidence
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learning English. Lin implied that understanding existing classroontigga@nd
their sociocultural and institutional situatedness is a first step towgpttgiag the
possibility of alternative creative, discursive practices that mightibakdrto the

transformation of the students’ habitus.

Case Studies

Another type of naturalistic inquiry in second language acquisition research
is the case study. When conducting a case study, “one selects an instanbe from t
class of objects and phenomena one is investigating (for example, ‘a second
language learner’ or ‘a science classroom’) and investigates ththisanstance
functions in context” (Nunan, 1992, p. 75). One well-known example of a case
study in the field of second language acquisition is that of Schmidt (1983), who
conducted a longitudinal case study of Wes, an adult learner of English in.Hawa
He described how Wes improved his English and why part of his English
fossilized. This case study was conducted outside of a formal classroom
environment, but the case study approach can also be used in formal instructional
settings as well. A good example of this approach is classroom reseddcimduty

and Adair-Houck (1992). They reported on two secondary school teachers’ lessons
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of the French future tense. The two teachers, Elizabeth and Claire, displayed
markedly stable but different strategies for teaching the future @ psecess that
took eight lessons for Elizabeth and ten for Claire. After videotaping, tramggribi
and analyzing the lessons, the researchers described the teachershaspusang
excerpts from the transcription: Elizabeth’s orientation being monologic a
Claire’s being dialogic. Elizabeth chose topics and spoke to the students, so the
students had few opportunities to speak. In contrast, Claire encouraged the students
to respond to her when she initiated a topic, she was responsive to the students’
contributions, and she was comfortable letting the students initiate talk.

Cotterall (2004) conducted a case study with Harry, a 29-year-old native
speaker of English enrolled in his first year of study towards a Baabfetots
degree at Victoria University of Wellington after spending severakyesaa chef.
The goal of the study was to explore the learner’s goals and beliefs abougkngua
learning as part of his ongoing experience studying Spanish during a 12-week
course. Cotterall had six interviews with him over a four-month period in which
she asked open-ended questions at the beginning of each session. She found that
Harry’'s focus was narrowly focused on the memorization of grammaties

throughout the course. At first his interest in the language was motivated by a
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desire to learn about the culture, history, and ideas of the Hispanic world, and his
specific goals were to acquire the ability to use the language tessxpmself and

to explore the culture of the people who spoke the language. The interviews
provide evidence of a consistent narrowing of Harry’s goals until the agertua of t
course dominated, forcing him to reduce his focus. She concluded that Harry’'s
language learning experience highlighted the necessity of personatangmand

that learners’ contributions to the curriculum—in terms of goals, interest, and
effort—must be not only acknowledged but also utilized in order for the classroom
experience to be meaningful.

When using a case study approach, ethnographic researchers usually have
provided analyses of specific areas of interaction rather than a complete
ethnography of the classrooms that they have observed. Some examples are teacher
awareness of student performance (Carrasco, 1981), turn-taking and repair (van
Lier, 1982), and teacher management of turns (Enright, 1984). Although these
studies did not provide an exhaustive treatment of the rules for interaction in
general, the researchers were able to reveal some of the undeolyislgherms for

interpreting specific interactive events in the classrooms they observed.
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Wong-Fillmore (1980) conducted a large-scale study of bilingual instruction

involving longitudinal participant observation in order to investigate differences

between classes in which second language learning went well and did not go well

in addition to observing how the teachers influenced the children. Wong-Fillmore

observed four classes for one year and saw significant differenceg #meon

students in the four classes in terms of their English proficiency independent of

ethnicity and native language background. She videotaped the classes, focusing on

19 children who spoke Chinese or Spanish as their first language. She found

common characteristics among the successful language classes and tisfutucces

teachers. For example, the class activities in the successful classasowsistent

and clear for the children and the successful teachers focused on communication

and the children’s understanding. The study led to several reports of specific

desirable qualitative aspects of second language classrooms includitgrfsio¢

language use (Cathcart, 1986) and teacher structuring of input (Wong-Fillmore,

1985). The study also led to quantitative analyses of frequency of interactions,

language use, and achievement outcomes.
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Diary Studies

Another type of naturalistic inquiry concerns a type of ethnography known as
diary studies. These studies (e.g., Bailey & Ochsner, 1983; Brown, 1985;
Campbell, 1996; Leung, C-Y, 2002; Schumann, 1980) often involve the researcher-
as-learner: (a) recording events in a language classroom; (b)ingflentdiary
entries and adding appropriate interpretations soon afterward, and; (c)icgmpil
and summarizing key elements of the diaries and interpretations. Although this
approach is relatively subjective, this type of ‘direct’ analysis can proailie
insights if the interpretation of the diaries is based on independent theory and
research or the diaries are interpreted with input from other experts aicppats
(‘indirect’ analysis).

In the past decade, a number of diary studies using indirect analysis have been
published (e.g., Allison, 1998; Malcolm, 2004; Sataporn & Lamb, 2004; Umino,
2004). Some studies, such as the one by Allison, were focused on matters of
language and course content, while others, such as the study by Sataporn and
Lamb, were focused on affective issues and learners’ perceptions of their own
language learning behavior, and yet others, such as Malcom’s, were focused on

learning strategies.

28



Allison (1998) focused on the use of language course diaries by looking at

diaries kept by 38 second-year undergraduates during an English language cours

at the National University of Singapore. The author presented an investigadion i

the use of course diaries as a means of language exploration that can enhance

learners’ language awareness. The study was focused primarily tensnat

language and language content; a preliminary content analysis of the diavie®

learners’ responses to a questionnaire, an illustrative account of learners’

engagement with language issues in their dairies, and a commentargiaar tea

feedback and learner reaction were presented. In the preliminary contgaisana

the author described the participants’ dairy entries. The open-ended spoken

guidelines given in lectures to the students about keeping diaries had noted such

possibilities as analyzing texts of the students’ own choosing, or commemting a

raising questions about course readings and tutorial activities. The @entscip

responses to the questionnaire indicated that many students had completadk the w

to satisfy the course requirements rather than for intrinsic reasons, aradsthey

acknowledged that they had not kept diaries regularly. In the learners’ engégeme

with language issues, the researcher illustrated some of the ways in kéhich t

learners engaged with concepts and analytical procedures that werecedadu
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the open-ended spoken guidelines. Sixty-six explicit questions on 22 topics were
asked over the year. The topics most frequently raised were preposiisas,
grammar categories, homonymy, and polysemy. In the section of the commentary
on teacher feedback and learner reactions to the feedback, feedback was provided
on issues such as overviews of teaching points that the students had asked about,
making references where possible to the students’ own examples for discussion.
There were precise answers to specific questions, for example, “Nayfeeyic’

does not correspond to ‘intransitive.” There was also an emphasis on the value of
asking questions and accepting that some of the answers might not be clear. In t
conclusion, he discussed the limitations of the study, emphasizing that language
teaching researchers should seek to establish generalizability to anttexts.

Malcom (2004) stated that how learners’ beliefs evolve into personal theories
of effective language learning is not well documented, although resesahawe
stressed that learners’ beliefs are inherently unstable. He ceddukingitudinal
case study with an Arabic student named Hamad in which he detailed his progress
over several years and described how his strongly held belief in the value of
reading as the key to language development came about. Malcom stated that the

study was not static but was modified and refined in relation to changing tsontex
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and experiences. He also discussed the learner’s beliefs and praatetaton to
other case studies.
Sataporn and Lamb (2004) described the learning behavior of students taking
a self-instructional distance English program at a university aechpted to
identify factors that affected their behavior, including their continued paation.
The informants, who were attending a one-year Certificate in English foeafis
Career Program, were asked to write ‘study diaries’ in order to recoreghlarity
and thoroughness of their study habits. In addition, semi-structured interviegs we
conducted with each participant at the beginning and end of the six-month period.
The informants were mostly pleased to have the opportunity to discuss their work
and progress. Although the notes in the study diaries tended to be rather suiperfici
they did provide a means of cross-checking the information from the interviews.
Umino (2004) explored the experience of 20 Japanese learners studying a
second language through self-instruction using broadcast materials. $h#edte
to illuminate the manner in which the learners pursued self-instruction at home
using their diaries and interviews. She relied on in-depth interviews with the
participants rather than their dairies as the participants did not keep ihes da

very well. She identified three factors that contributed to persistencemniga
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with the broadcast materials. First, she pointed out the importance of routine

setting: Learners who listened to or watched the series at a fixed ticee apd

place were more successful than those who did not do so. Second, learners who

started at a younger age received support from their families in one form or

another, so they continued to study. These learners were also likely to sketritang-

goals. Third, the relationship between effort and persistence was an important

factor for learners to continue to study.

Observation System

Most researchers who adopt qualitative or ethnographic techniques have recognized

that they also need to adopt quantitative methods. For instance, phenomena that

have been counted or measured include the frequency of turns or other units of

participation (Allwright, 1980), the frequency with which certain languag

functions are produced (Cathcart, Strong, & Wong-Fillmore, 1979), and the

duration of activities (Mohatt & Erickson, 1981).

Observation systems were originally used to classify teachers’ belravi

teacher training, so the focus was on teachers rather than on learners. Although

these systems were originally devised for researchers and teachems@ obs
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classes, the focus shifted from teachers’ behavior to both teachers amiisStude

behaviors. These two changes led to the further modification of these observation

systems appropriate to the complexities of teaching and learning.

Flanders’ 1970 pioneering work in interaction analysis was designed for

general education purposes. The main idea underlying interaction amadgdisat

teaching was more or less effective depending on how ‘directly’ or ‘infiirect

teachers influenced learner behavior. Based on this idea, Flanders produced ten

categories that allowed researchers to observe and record both directaediu

(e.g., ‘criticizing or justifying authority’) and indirect influencesgie ‘accepting

learners’ ideas’). Teachers, whose teaching was observed, were givas scor

reflecting the ‘directness’ or ‘indirectness’ of their teachindesty

Moskowitz (1971) modified the categories of Flanders’ Interaction Arsalys

observation system and called this modified version Foreign Languagectioiera

(Flint). The Flint was used both as a research tool and as a feedback tool in teache

training. Observers using the Flint filled in a matrix specifying sevesdi/acal

categories. For instance, the categbeacher talkiwas made up of three

subcategorieslirect talk indirect talk andstudent talkDirect talkincluded

subcategories such dsalswith feelingsIndirect talkincluded the subcategories
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of gives informatiorandgives directionswhile the subcategories student talk

includedstudent responsepecificandstudent response, chordntries were

made in the matrix during class at regular intervals so that by the end ofsthe les

a graphic record of events was available. The advantages of this observstéom sy

were that no audio or video recordings were made and a large amount of time did

not need to be spent transcribing the data. With this tool, student teachers could

analyze their own teaching in order to gain objective feedback and a firner bas

for comparisons in their later attempts to teach differently.

In addition to the systems described above, Fanselow (1977) modified and

elaborated an analytical system produced by Bellack, Kliebard, Hysna Smith

(1966) and produced the Foci for Observing Communications Used in Settings

(FOCUS), an observation schedule for language teacher training. The RQE3US

made up of five categorie¥/ho speakgedagogic purposenedium usedarea of

contenf andhow mediums are used to communicate content aNgaseparate

categories were created for teachers and learners; thus, tperiestean be used

regardless of the participants and their role in the interaction.

Instruments created for teacher training purposes are not necessarily

appropriate tools for some types of classroom research. For example, four
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researchers working in Mexico (Long, Adams, McLean, & Castafos, 1976)dvante
to investigate the language produced by university level Spanish-spatkients
of English under two conditions: in full classroom interaction and in dyads. They
found that no instruments developed in the second tradition were appropriate for
their research. They needed a system that provided a focus on the communicative
variety of speech systems produced by their learners, so they created a ne
classification system called the Embryonic Category System. Tétisrsywas used
to code the communicative variety of speech systems produced by their learners
into three categoriepedagogical movesocial skills,andrhetorical acts
Pedagogical movesas made up of ten subcategories, includnglent initiates
discussionStudent focuses discussiamdStudent clarifiesSocial skillswas
comprised of 13 subcategories, includBtgdents competes for the flpStudents
interrupts andStudents confirm®&hetorical actsncluded 14 subcategories, such
asStudent predictsStudent hypothesizeandStudent makes an observation

Other problems have been identified with the observation systems discussed
above. One is that the categories included in these systems are not theosame,
researchers can not use more than one system at a time and compare the

observation results (Chaudron, 1988). Another problem is that the categories that
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form the unit of analysis in these systems is not defined sufficientlghglea

researchers can interpret the categories differently. Many chsesiare concerned

over the potential invalidity of the category systems because eaencteseor

team chooses to adopt slightly different dimensions and categories, depending on

the purposes or theoretical orientation of the study; this often leadsilis test

are difficult, if not impossible, to compare across studies. These categmmsys

also require that researchers observe classroom interactions ugiilg@de

criteria.

Conversation Analysis

Because of the problems mentioned in the previous section, some researchers

turned to transcriptions of recorded classroom events as their primary dat& sour

While producing transcriptions is a time-consuming process, it provides adietaile

account of the linguistic interactions that occur in classrooms and the data can be

subjected to conversation analyses (Richards & Schmidt, 1983). This procedure

includes the detailed microanalysis of such conversational features diz atom

repair, in-breaths, vocalized filters, hesitations, and turn-taking. Tisena

approach helped researchers to develop an awareness of the interabl form
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structure and functional purposes of verbal classroom interaction. Specifiofypes
discourse phenomena in the classroom (e.g., turn-taking and repair) have required
the use of other research methods from the ethnographic tradition. The L1
classroom research of Bellack et al. (1966) is the primary early exairipis

tradition in education.

Sinclair and Coulthard (1975) built on this approach by developing a system
of units that were intended to characterize the functions of pieces of discourse.
Sinclair and Coulthard’s analysis of transcripts of British elemermtassroom
verbal interaction allowed them to draw up a hierarchy of units of interaction. They
used both linguistic and sociolinguistic traditions in their conception of classroom
interaction as a hierarchically structured system of ranks. Theistarg# was the
lesson itself. The lesson was made uparisactionseach of which consisted of
exchangeseach of which was made uprabveswhich consisted of the smallest
interactional unitsact. Acts could be further analyzed into linguistic units like
word and phrases.

Second language classroom researchers have not employed a comprehensive

discourse analytical scheme in their studies; instead, they have limitesethies
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to specific areas of discourse, such as the analysis of teacher feedbaatir(@,

1977; Tsui, 1985) and adult ESL classroom interaction (Ulichny, 1996).

Ulichny (1996) investigated interaction in an intermediate adult ESL

conversation class over a period of two months. The researcher attended classes

weekly for six weeks, tape recorded most of the sessions, and transcribet severa

instances of patterns that she had identified. She found the same teacher-dominate

feature in transcriptions gathered across the various patterns. Tierté@cmost

of the talking and determined the size, shape, and nature of one student’s

contribution to her own story. The most extended conversational sequences

included teacher questions requiring a simple yes or no or one-word answer from

the student. Two types of discourse activities were dominated by the tdadher:

first type, the teacher corrects the student’s English and this correziainsrthe

conversation at hand and is directed primarily at the participant; Indbedsgype,

the instructional activity provides a metadiscussion about the correction and

addresses the whole class as language learners. The teacher pigitide or

conversation on hold for either a correction-by-repetition routine or an instructiona

routine, which is in turn embedded in the repetition routine. She argued that this

feature is clearly teacher constructed and hence unique to this pateeaalaer and
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yet she stated that the basic feature of interrupting an ongoing activigusodo

the language form that students produce is commonplace in ESL classrooms,

referring to the positive and negative role of corrective feedback in language

instruction. The microanalysis of the interaction showed how one teacher managed

the dual pressures of providing authentic language experiences plus structured

grammar and vocabulary practice within a single classroom speech éwent. S

concluded with an evaluation of the effectiveness of this type of interaction for

language learners and recommended engaging teachers in microanalyses of

classroom interaction in order to improve pedagogical practices in L20dass
Naturalistic inquiry provides classroom researchers with severahtabes.

First, it permits an in-depth study of individuals, settings, and interacfarnis.

includes both emic and etic perspectives, it promotes a consideration of all points

of view. Second, naturalistic inquiry can address many language issuasethat

often lost in statistical analyses associated with experimentagstieir example,

if the aim is to investigate learners’ anxiety, one alternative to ditessrvation is

to simply interview the students about what has occurred in the class and how they

feel about it, to administer written questionnaires, or to study learnersepeltts

in the form of diaries.
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Naturalistic inquiry also has disadvantages. Data collection, datatien,
and data analyses are extremely labor-intensive and time-consumtraylady
because ethnographies, diary studies, and case studies are usually longitudinal
Another disadvantage is the absence of agreed-upon criteria for determining the
significance of the outcomes. In the naturalistic approach, geradyiiliy is not
always a prime goal; van Lier (1988) argued that generalizakdglityat be a major
goal because “the first concern must be to analyse the data as trethar¢han to
compare them to other data to see how similar they are” (p. 2). Thus, the goal in the
naturalistic approach is to understand what occurs in the individual classroom,
which is a potentially unique social context. Any particular classroom mayobe
or less similar to other classrooms, but understanding the interaction musepreced
generalizing its patterns to other settings. In other words, the validatamresd-
upon criteria for determining the significance of outcomes is necessary if
researchers are to generalize their findings to other contexts, butrthtsi®usly

difficult to achieve.
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Action Research

The third major approach to language classroom research is action research.
While experimental research is often directed at hypothesis testing ang theor
building, and naturalistic inquiry aims to describe the phenomena under
investigation, action research has a more immediate, practical focus. ffhe ter
action researchefers to a reiterated cycle of procedures. After identifying a
problem and formulating a plan to address the problem, action is taken. What goes
on in the classroom is systematically observed through multiple kinds of data
collection procedures, such as audio or video recordings, teachers’ diagg,entri
and observers’ notes. Action researchers reflect on the outcome and plan
subsequent actions, after which the cycle begins again (Nunan, 1990, 1992).

According to Cohen and Manion (1985, p. 211), action research can also be
used to accomplish more specific goals: “(1) to remedy problems in specifi
situations in order to improve a given set of circumstances; (2) to provide ineservic
training, giving teachers new skills and greater self-awareneds; i(ggct
additional or innovative teaching and learning approaches into a system that

normally inhibits change; (4) to improve communication between the practicing
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teacher and the academic researcher; and, (5) to provide an alterndtesenture
subjective, impressionistic approach to problem solving in the classroom.”
McPherson (1997) conducted an action research project in her own ESL class
for recent immigrants to Australia. She and 25 other ESL teachers in fas stat
undertook action research projects with students at various levels of English
language proficiency. McPherson described three cycles in her actiarctese
study. In the first cycle, she reviewed the literature on teaching stuigmisixed
English proficiency levels and experimented with many ways of grouping he
students based on their language proficiency. She found that the students appeared
to have different goals from hers and sometimes refused to join in the groups and
the pairs that she had organized. In the second cycle, she asked the students about
the activities and she found that the students were happy to work in mixed
proficiency level groups and classes. As a result, she gave more respgrisibilit
the students to select their own materials and activities. As she observed them
making their own learning choices, she found that the students had reasons for their
choices that she had not anticipated. For example, the students had developed
strategies for maintaining civil relations in class, though they had had intragroup

tensions because of differing ethnicities and/or the political problethgimhome
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countries. The teacher’s efforts to regroup the students based on their English

proficiency levels had inadvertently undermined this delicate balance. Aijdiwve

students more choice was the first step toward resolving this issue. The thérd cycl

was conducted at the end of the course. Although most of the students had begun to

work well together, there were two students who were marginalized by the

dominant ethnic group of the class. McPherson implemented a strategy of calling

on these students and validating their own contributions to the class. As a result, the

two students began to become more involved in the class activities.

There are several advantages to action research. First, teachers cotmmuct a

research in their classrooms. Second, these projects do not require quadatative

large numbers of participants, or artificial control over variables. Third, the

outcome is applicable to real-world contexts and is likely to improve tleaeyfiof

educational institutions. For example, Tsui (1996) presented a study based on the

classroom action research project reports of 38 practicing ESL tsache were

enrolled in the Postgraduate Certificate in Education program at the Uryidrsit

Hong Kong, which is a two-year, part-time in-service secondary schablkiea

education program. The schools were divided into five bands according to the

academic ability of the students. The highest proficiency students wamah
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One while the lowest were in Band Five. The students’ English proficienggdvar

widely, ranging from near-native competence for some upper secondary stadents

some Band One schools, to students who had difficulty expressing basic ideas in

Band Five schools. The action research project involved an examination of the

teachers’ perceptions of the factors contributing to student reticence, and the

documentation of the teachers’ attempts to address the problem. In the fest cycl

the teachers videotaped or audio-recorded their own lessons and reviewed the tapes

in order to identify one specific problem. They then designed a list of s&sateg

overcome the problem, implemented these strategies for four weeks, and kept a

diary of what went on in the lessons for these four weeks. In the second cycle, they

videotaped or audio-recorded another lesson at the end of the try-out period and

evaluated the effectiveness of their strategies. The strategiegayehey tried to

lengthen the wait time after a question to allow students to think about the question

and come up with an answer; (b) some of them tried to improve their question

technique by modifying their questions; (c) they informed students that sheoé i

always a ‘right’ answer and to accept a variety of answers; (d) Hogyed

students to check their answers with their peers before offering them to tlee whol

class; (e) they provided the students with activities focused on contesrttiath
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form, and; (f) they tried to establish a good relationship with the studersttedit

(a) was not successful in all cases because lengthening the wait tietersesn

exacerbated anxiety rather than alleviating it. Strategy (b)imedfective in that

when teachers asked more referential and open-ended questions, some students

were put off because the questions generally require long answers. On the other

hand, this approach worked more effectively when the students wrote the@ransw

before offering them to the whole class. Strategy (c) encouraged thereaxbe

more flexible in regards to students’ answers and this attitude encouraged the

students to answer their questions. Strategy (d) was successful astisoemts

came to have more confidence in their answers because they had peer support.

Strategy (e) was effective because the students were not under theftheaang

their mistakes corrected. Several teachers employed strategy f@und it

effective.

There are also disadvantages to action research. One disadvantage is that

action research has not been well accepted until recently in the Unitesl fétat

various reasons (perhaps because of the dominance of the experimental approach)

though it has been widely used for many years in Australia, Hong Kong, Europe,

and the United Kindom. The second disadvantage is that relatively few published
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examples of action research projects are available in the languagyeatas

research literature in comparison with published examples of other types of,studies
and there is still limited professional status associated with conductiog ac

research in some areas. As Markee (1996) pointed out, “the issue of how and where
action research is disseminated in fact represents an ongoing problem foteslvoca
of action research” (p. 138). However, in the past decade, several actionlresear
studies have been published. The third disadvantage is that at this time no agreed-
upon criteria exist for determining the significance of the results of aes@arch,
though, in the last two decades, some methodological guidance has been published
(Bailey, 2001; Burns, 1998; Nunan, 1990; Wallace, 1998). The findings of action
research may not be generalizable because there is only limited control over
variables and the participants are not randomly selected from the population. As a
result, no strong causal statements are possible. In other words, actiochexsea
usually do not concern themselves with issues of generalizability or ibgusal

because the goals of action research are to develop a local understanding and bring
about improvement in a particular context, which means that the results may be

limited to an entirely emic perspective.
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A New Approach to Teaching English

As pedagogical theory changes, so do the questions asked of the observed
data. To deal with these new questions, data collection procedures are changing in
order to provide appropriate material for analysis. In the early 1980s,
communicative language teaching (CLT) reached its peak, particuladigrih
America and Britain. CLT is based on the idea that knowing a language includes
more than knowledge of the rules of grammar. Hymes (1970) first proposed a
theory of communicative competence and his initial ideas were further developed
by other researchers such as Canale and Swain (1980). Efforts were made to
empirically validate the proposals made by these researchers, (Biddystok,
Cummins, & Mougeon, 1982; Bachman & Palmer, 1981).

Communicative language teaching curricula (Breen & Candlin, 1980; Munby,
1978; Yalden, 1983) and notional syllabuses (Wilkins, 1976) were developed to
provide a framework for the communicative needs of L2 learners. The creation of
communicative classroom techniques and activities encouraged the matecreali
use of the foreign language in the classroom (e.g., Littlewood, 1981). Additionally
proposals were made for an overall methodology of CLT (Brumfit, 1984;

Widdowson, 1978). Although CLT was widely accepted and implemented, there
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were early indications that it did not mean the same thing to everyone (Johnson,
1982). A number of models and frameworks were proposed—some of which did
not include attention to language form while others included attention to both form
and meaning (e.g., Allen, 1983; Stern 1983). For example, Allen made a distinction
between ‘experimental’ (meaning-based instruction), ‘structuray/aciafform-

based instruction) and ‘functional analytic’ (form- and meaning-based)atish

and suggested how one might incorporate these components to different degrees,
depending on the learners’ needs and program expectations. Similarly, Stern
introduced an analytic and experimental dimension in which CLT was
characterized as moving along a continuum from form-based to meaning-based
instruction. Others, however, viewed CLT only as message-oriented practice and
argued strongly against the inclusion of form-based instruction within a
communicative approach (Newmark & Riebel, 1968; Prabhu, 1979). Little was
done to investigate these claims, and the empirical research that was publishe
(e.g., Savignon, 1972) was interpreted by many in favor of meaning-based
instruction, even when the outcome of the research indicated that a combination of

form and meaning was most beneficial.
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Krashen (1985) was one of the strongest advocates of a communicative

approach. On the basis of a limited number of second language acquisition (SLA)

research findings, he argued that L2 learning was similar to L1 leaandhthat

efforts to create environments in L2 classrooms that were similar totigitions

of L1 acquisition were indispensable. He hypothesized that second language

learners acquire the target language if they receive enough comprehenmible i

and have opportunities to focus on meaning rather than grammatical forms and

accuracy.

Other developments in second language acquisition (SLA) research provided

further support for a communicative approach. Some researchers (Hatch, 1978;

Pica, 1987; Swain, 1985) proposed that L2 learners need to interact in the target

language so that they are forced to negotiate meaning. By negotiatinthesat

want to say and what they do not understand, they can arrive at mutual

understandings with interlocutors. Through this process, learners were thought to

acquire the language forms carrying the meanings they wised to convey.

Communicative language teaching brought radical changes to many L2

classrooms. These changes were described and implemented in general thrms, suc

as comprehensible input and a focus on meaning; however, there were also many
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interpretations of CLT and considerable variance in the ways in whidhetsac
implemented it. Under these circumstances, it was necessary fochesedo

observe L2 classrooms in order to identify differences in the implenantaid
effectiveness of these different approaches to CLT. For this purpose, an observati

scheme seemed useful.

The Need for Process-product Research
In the 1960s, researchers in the psychometric tradition were heavily product-
oriented; as a result, they paid little attention to instructional procdsesuse
this product-oriented approach led to inconclusive results, some researchers beca
process-oriented and focused on the description of instructional practices and
procedures in L2 classrooms. This change brought with it the use of new research
techniques: interaction analysis, discourse analysis, and ethnography. Wiile thes
process-oriented analyses were being developed, a veritable ptioliferal 2
classroom observation schemes appeared in the 1970s and 1980s and considerable
efforts were made to systematically observe L2 classrooms. Tlasseodm
observation schemes included recording procedures, various types and levels of

complexity of evaluation categories, and a focus on a wide range of beshavi
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Some observation schemes were primarily focused on descriptions of pedagogic

events, while others were designed to document linguistic behaviors. Tlachese

was heavily process-oriented and little attention was paid to learning @gcom

As researchers needed to investigate both process and product, an observation

scheme with well-balanced attention to both process and product was needed. A

new scheme, called the Communicative Orientation of Language Teaching

Observation scheme (COLT) (Allen, Fréhlich, & Spada, 1984), was designed to

help researchers describe classroom processes and examine thesegiocess

relation to learning outcomes (See Appendix A). This observation schemeswas al

the only one that was based on a theory of communicative language teaching. The

COLT is a theory-based instrument (i.e., designed based on CLT principlel). | wi

elaborate more on the theory underlying the COLT at the end of this chapter.

Kumaravadivelu (1999) conceptualized a framework for conducting critical

classroom discourse analysis (CCDA). He began with a critique of the &edpe

method of current models of classroom interaction analysis and classroom

discourse analysis, arguing that they offered only a limited and limiting péks&pe

on classroom discourse. Accordingly, he stated that the categories included in a

observation scheme reflect the designer's assumptions about what observable
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teacher behaviors are necessary in order to build a classroom behavior profile of the
teacher and that these principles are clearly reflected in the oldebednest

known scheme in the field of general education, the Flanders Interaction Analysis
Categories (Flanders, 1970). He also discussed the COLT observatior schem
proposed a decade after the Flanders scheme. While admitting that aagnifi
achievement of the COLT, compared with its predecessors, has been itsydapacit
help its users differentiate between more and less communicatively oriented
instruction, thus enabling them to better connect instructional input with potential
learning outcomes, he pointed out some of the limitations of the COLT that
characterized other interaction schemes and stated that another method of coding
and analyzing classroom data would be more appropriate for a detailed @giscours

analysis of the conversational interactions between teachers and students.

The Validity of the Observation Categories of the COLT
The categories included on observation schemes in the past were based on
pedagogic rather than psycholinguistic criteria because these schemees w
primarily designed for teacher training purposes. As the COLThassd on

communicative language theory, it was designed for research in language
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classrooms in which some form of CLT is implemented. Because the COLT is

theory based, hypotheses about the effect of the theory need to be tested. Moreover,
the instructional categories need to be clearly defined in such a way that these
hypotheses can be tested in process-product research. Spada, Frélich and Allen
(1984) described the rationale, the overall organizational framework, and the
specifications of the categories included on the COLT. A year latdicly, Spada

and Allen (1985) tested the COLT in various programs in order to determine

whether the categories could capture the information intended to be observed and if
the overall scheme permitted distinctions between more or less communycativel
oriented forms of instruction.

In the study mentioned in the previous paragraph, the COLT was used to
describe the types of instructions taking place in several French seconagang
programs (FSL), such as core French classes where students received 20-40
minutes a day of FSL instruction; extended French classes where stedentsd
instruction in one school subject in French; and French immersion classes in which
students received most (or all) of their subject matter instruction in Freheh. T
COLT was also used to describe one English second language program (ESL) fo

school-aged children. Spada et al. (1984) came to the conclusion that the categorie
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included on the COLT were validated. For example, according to the COLT
categories, teachers spent more time focusing on meanimgy e
communicatively-oriented classasd focused more on form and error correction
than meaning itess communicatively-oriented class€se researchers were able
to differentiate betweemore or less communicatively-orienteldsses by

observing the teachers’ pedagogic focus.

Inter-rater Reliability in the Use of the COLT
The behaviors described in some of the categories on the COLT are explicit
overt, so these categories are relatively easy to recognize. Exaheigsicit
categories ar8tudents participate in their task in a groépteacher teaches in the
L2, andStudents repeat utterand®ther categories, which deal with more implicit
and covert behaviors (e.qg., clarification request, and elaboration request), are more
difficult to code because observers must use their personal judgment and make a
large number of inferences. One way to reduce the amount of subjectivity is to
establish interrater reliability by having more than one observer codartteectass
events independently and verify that they make the same coding decisions for

classroom behaviors.
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A New Version of the COLT
The COLT is an observation scheme that provides a macroscopic description of L2
classrooms at the level of activity types and the verbal interactions within the
This instrument was developed in the early 1980’s (Allen, Frohlich, & Spada,
1984; Frohlich, Spada, & Allen, 1985) and the new version was published in 1995
by Spada and Fréhlicin the new version, several changes were made in response
to specific problems arising directly from the implementation of the selzem
developments in L2 theory, research, and pedagogical issues. Thegesdedrto
new definitions of some categories as well as the addition and deletion of others
For example, in the new versiofgxtwas added to thEeachersubcategory in

CONTEXT COTROIn Part A.

The Categories on the COLT

The categories included on the COLT are mostly theoretically drivem (S
Appendix A). The creators’ conceptualization was derived from a comprehensive
view of theories of communicative language teaching, theories of commanicati
and theories of first and second language acquisition research. The COLT has two

parts. Part A, which describes classroom practices and procedures at toétlexel
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activity, is used in real time. Part B, which describes the verbal ititarac
between teachers and students within activities, is used in post hoc atteyses
most instances are completed after reviewing transcriptions of samboded data.
Most of the 73 categories that are distributed across Parts A and B of the COLT
represent binary distinctions in instructional practices (e.g., genuine vs. pseudo
request; student-centered vs. teacher-centered participation).

As mentioned in the beginning of this section, the categories included on the
COLT are mostly theoretically driven. One of the categoResticipant
organization in Part A,is related to the belief that group work is essential in the
development of communicative competence. In group work, learners are
encouraged to try to understand each other by ‘negotiating meanindgZonient
category is based on the notion that L2 instruction should be exclusively meaning-
oriented and content-based, as these forms of instruction are regarded as
communicative because this is the way that children successfully learfirgtei
language. Another categoinformation gapin Part B, is based on the idea that in
‘natural’ discourse there is a high degree of unpredictability, so classkimities
and interactions should require the production of answers that are not known in

advance. This feature was developed to measure the extent to which instruction
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allows for more exchange of unpredictable information in the learning process.
Sustained speech based on the notion that learners benefit from opportunities to
‘stretch’ their linguistic repertoire by engaging in extended sméreaction to

form or messages another category that is closely related to the underlying ideas
of Contentin Part A. Research in L1 acquisition shows that caretakers tend to focus
on errors in content rather than grammatical errors in children’s speechjsand i
believed that this helps the children acquire their first language. Thisdemas
developed to characterize the extent to which teachers and learners teact to
meaning of the form of a messagigorporation of student/teacher utterangss

based on the theory that teachers’ expanding, developing and elaborating on
learners’ utterances contributes to their L2 developnfi@mm restrictionis

another category. In L1 language learning setting, children are thougintrioldte

a rule system and test hypotheses about how the language works. This is @dnsider
to be a crucial component in L1 development. In more traditional L2 classrooms,
learners are expected to repeat, imitate, and produce language that isnitexle |

and restricted than naturally occurring language. In communicativedgag

teaching, it is believed that learners’ more creative and uncontroligddge use

in the L2 classroom helps them develop their L2. This feature is intended to
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measure varying degrees of restriction in terms of linguistic forrmato t
differences along this dimension can be examined in relationship to learning

outcomes.

The Use of the COLT for Classroom Research

The COLT has been used in a variety of L2 contexts to examine process and
product relationships and to discover matches and mismatches between L2 program
goals and practices. For example, two categories of the COLT wereeevie
study the feedback behavior of teachers (Lyster & Ranta, 1997). Fazio aad Lyst
(1998) compared language learning environments of some classes with the use of
the COLT. Rossiter (2003) used the COLT in order to determine what affective
strategy instruction might have on learner performance and selfegfiita
speaking tasks. Oliver and Mackey (2003) investigated the role of interactional
context in exchanges between teachers and learners in ESL classrooms.

Lyster and Ranta (1997) revised two categories of the COLT in order to study
the feedback behavior of four teachers in French immersion classes asitiigy t
science, social studies, mathematics, and language arts lessons to 9yead 10-

old students. The revised categories weeetion to form/messagmnd
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incorporation of student utteranceBhey also created additional categories that
could more fully describe the linguistic behaviors of the teachers and legrners
their database so that they could move to a more micro-level description of
corrective discourse in L2 classrooms. This research instrument affoeded th
researchers a more detailed view of L2 classrooms than the COLT. Troenierst
was developed to describe teachers’ reactions to errors and learnerdiateme
responses (i.e., learner uptake) to this feedback. The model is presented imthe for
of a flowchart (e.g.l.earner Errorcan be dealt with in two way$gacher
FeedbackandTopicContinuation TeacherFeedbackcan be responded to in two
ways, Topic ContinuationandLearnerUptake. Uptake was defined as “a student’s
utterance that immediately follows the teacher’s feedback and thaitai@ssa
reaction in some way to the teacher’s intention to draw attention to some aspect of
the student’s initial utterance” (p. 49).

Fazio and Lyster (1998) compared the second language learning
environments of elementary-level students of French in four submersion

classroomsand four immersion classrooms in the Montreal area. Their specific

! Submersion program: a form of bilingual education in which the language of
instruction is not the first language of some of the children, but is the firstdgag
of others. This type of program is used in many countries where immdridoiien
enter school and are taught in the language of the host country.
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research question was, “What are the similarities and differences ip#efty
language arts instruction received by L2 learners of French in the sidomers

context of the French-language schools and the immersion context of the English-
language school?” They used Part A of the COLT, which allows for each observed
pedagogical activity (the basic unit of analysis) to be coded along &ue m
categories: participant organization, content, content control, student maaladity,
materials type. Across the immersion classrooms, different obseardesicout 29
observations on different occasions. During the observation sessions, the gbserver
checked appropriate categories on the COLT. The results indicated that the
approach in the submersion context of the French language schools and that of the
French immersion context of the English language schools stood in contrast to one
another. The former was strongly analytic and the latter proved to bd irarie
integration of analytic and experiential instructional options, including moretyari

in classroom organization, content that was focused on both language and other
topics, and text that included more extended discourse. The researchers did not
conclude anything regarding the effects of these approaches because ihé¢hiata
study were process-oriented, consisting of almost 60 hours of classroom

observations that were coded using COLT Part A. These data were supplemented
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by transcripts of audio-recordings in the four immersion classrooms anddady fiel

notes in the four submersion classrooms. Although the absence of process-product

data precludes any conclusions concerning the effects that the two contrasting

orientations may have had on L2 learning, the researchers discusskedatseoé

these programs in terms of social contexts. That is, learners with fewer

opportunities for authentic L2 exposure outside the classroom (i.e., immersion

students) require more communicative language use in the classroom whereas

learners with more opportunities for authentic L2 exposure outside the classroom

(i.e., minority-language students) require fewer opportunities for conative

language use in the classroom, yet, minority-language students benefit from

pedagogical intervention with an interactive/experiential orientationriteggrates

a more experimental focus (i.e., journal writing) into their analytissctaoms.

They concluded that classroom processes are bound to interact with external

variables related to the social context in ways that are worthytbgfur

investigation.

Rossiter (2003) used the COLT in order to determine what effects, if any,

affective strategy instruction (e.g., relaxation techniques, listeaingusic,

visualization, and positive self-talk) might have on learner performantsedia
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efficacy in speaking tasks. It was a quasi-experimental, non-equivatepagson-

group design, in which one group of adult ESL learners received 12 hours of
affective strategy instruction and the second served as a comparison grougr Rossit
observed the teachers in the comparison and treatment groups at the beginning of
the term and weekly thereafter. He observed 12 hours of the comparison classes, 12
hours of the affective strategy condition with the principal instructor, and nine

hours of the affective strategy condition with the substitute teacher who took the
place of the principal teacher. The results showed that instruction inadfect
strategies, such as relaxation techniques, positive self-talk, the use of hskaor, r
taking, and self-rewards, provided no significant between-group benefit for L2
performance as measured by speech rate, success, and message abandonment, or
perceptions of self-efficacy as measured by task self-efficacy Hreffgmacy for

learning measured in the narrative task or in the object description task.ugd arg

that the lack of significant between-group differences could be attributetytwost

the fact that the teachers in both conditions strove to develop a sense of community
in order to establish a relaxed environment and to encourage the learners to achieve

their linguistic goals. These goals were important because most of ticgppats
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were relatively recent refugees to Canada and/or had been out of schoolyor man
years.

Oliver and Mackey (2003) investigated the role of interactional context in
exchanges between teachers and learners in ESL classrooms. The teacher-le
exchanges were categorized as being primarily focused on context, commnnicat
management, and explicit language. They tried to determine whether distinct
interactional contexts can be reliably identified by researchers arftetsan
teacher-learner exchanges in classroom discourse and if the opportunity foe and t
provision and use of feedback differ according to the interactional context. They
used a three-part exchange framework: the learner’s initial utterardeacher’s
response to the learner’s initial utterance, and the learner’s reply to¢hertea
response. They first identified the learner’s non-target-like uttesatioen they
coded whether the teacher responses to the learner’s non-target-like eteranc
provided negative feedback, and if so, the nature of the feedback they provided.
Next, the teacher’s feedback was coded based on whether or not their feedback
allowed the learners the opportunity to modify their output. Finally, the learner’
responses to the teacher’s negative feedback were coded based on whether or not

they used the feedback by modifying their input. In this study, four uniquensatter
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of interactional contexts were identified in the data: non-target utesafeedback
provided, opportunities for modified output, and modified output. These context
types emerged after discussions of the data based on the COLT. The COLT
allowed the researchers to categorize episodes of input and interaction in the L2
language classroom (Spada & Frohlich, 1995; Spada & Lyster, 1997).

The COLT was designed to help researchers describe classroom mocesse
and examine these processes in relation to learning outcomes. This observation
scheme was also the only one that was based on a theory of communicative
language teaching. However, the COLT has not been used for pre-service teacher
training. The only published example of the COLT being used for training is b
Block (1992), who used the COLT in a course called “Classroom Observation” in
an MA TESOL program at the University of Barcelona. First, Block showed an
excerpt from which she had recorded about half an hour of a colleague’s class. In
preparation for the course, she had watched the film with headphones on, and she
had seen and heard several phenomena that she had thought would arouse students’
interest. She had intended to let the students watch the film and write anything they
thought was noteworthy. However, in the class, Block and the students watched a

fuzzy image at low volume so her objectives for the class were not mek. Bloc

64



believed that the failure was due to a technical problem and came to the conclusion

that she would use excerpts from television programs and films. She found their

use advantageous because the recordings are of good quality, the magerials ar

readily available, and video allows students to view the excerpts repeated|

In the class, the three observation schemes were applied. Block prepared two

excerpts from the filniood Morning VietnamRobin Williams was a teacher

focusing on the presentation and practice of expressions that the students would

need if they lived on the streets of New York. The students observed the excerpts

and analyzed the class with the COLT. Block found that the COLT was the most

difficult aspect of the class to explain. Also, in presenting it to the studhats, s

realized that she was opening herself to three criticisms: The firgttishe had

applied Part A of the COLT, which was designed principally for real-tiouing

of complete classes, to a 2-minute excerpt from a film. The second is thatishe ha

attempted to characterize the degree to which the class was communitetive a

viewing only a small fragment. The third is that the COLT is an instrument of

comparison but she had presented it merely as an evaluative instrumentirigegar

the first two points, she argued that the COLT is not easy to handle when people

use it for the first time. She also argued that her role was to offensdualevay to
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begin conducting observations. Her argument suggests that the COLT should be
revised depending on how it is used.

To date, no studies have been carried out as far as both teacher training and
the use of COLT are concerned. In the first part of the next chapter, | foaus on
practicum as part of the teacher licensure program in Japan and observitteds re
with the practicum. | then discuss how observations are conducted for a particula
purpose and research conducted in relation to that purpose in the Japanese context.
The main purpose is for student-teachers to observe their own teaching on
videotape as that should help them analyze their teaching and discuss the feedback

provided by their practicum supervisors and college teachers more effective

66



CHAPTER 3

TEACHER TRAINING AND OBSERVATION

Introduction

One of the primary purposes of classroom observation is to contribute to
teacher trainees’ professional growth and development. In the previous ctiegpter
three traditions of classroom research were discussed in terms of products and
processes. In this section, classroom research is discussed in the consetiesf te
education.

According to Leinhardt and Smit (1984), teachers need two kinds of
knowledge, subject-matter knowledge and action-system knowledge. Subject-
matter knowledge means the specific information needed by teacherdto teac
content. Action-system knowledge refers to information regarding teaamihg a
learning such as classroom management.

Through the guided, systematic, and focused observation of experienced
teachers, student teachers acquire action-system knowledge. Accordeng to D
(2990, p. 43), a formal program of observation can help student teachers in four

ways: “(a) developing a terminology for understanding and discussing thenggachi
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process; (b) developing an awareness of the principles and decision making that

underlie effective teaching; (c) distinguishing between effective antatiee

classroom practices, and; (d) identifying techniques and practices studéetsea

can apply to their own teaching.”

There are two broad approaches to observing second language classrooms,

gualitative and quantitative. Day (1990) argued that the purpose of the observation

must determine the technique and instruments to be used. Qualitative approaches

can provide rich, descriptive data about what happens in the second language

classroom. For instance, written ethnographies are useful for studentseacite

least two ways. First, the teachers better appreciate the comglefitiee second

language classroom while attempting to describe what actually happeasses

are being conducted. Second, they become more aware of the multiple roles that

second language teachers play. In addition, this approach potentially provides a

great deal information about the social context of the classroom, which can be

useful in interpreting learners’ behavior.

In addition to the advantages of this approach, there are some disadvantages.

The main disadvantage lies in the very nature of qualitative researcledtaak

highly trained observer to make competent and reliable observations. As novices,
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student teachers can find it difficult to keep up with the rapidly changing sequence
of events in the second language classroom. Another disadvantage is that what is
perceived is likely to be influenced by the observers’ experiences and biasgs; ma
observers find it difficult to be completely objective and neutral. A third
disadvantage is the large degree of subjectivity that is an inherent partitztopeal
approaches.

It is helpful for student teachers if audio and video recordings are made of
classroom interactions as they can allow them to observe their own teasvirggj
as the events taking place in the classroom as a whole. If they initibtty f@tice
some potentially important events, they can repeatedly listen to and/br tivatc
recordings and increase the probability of noticing those events. By repeatedly
observing the recorded events, student teachers and their teacher mentors can
discuss the events that took place and come to an agreement on an interpretation of
the event or behavior. In other words, observation supported by audio and/or video
recordings is potentially more neutral and objective than observatioredcaunti in
real time.

However, this approach is not without problems. The first disadvantage is that

recordings can be intrusive if they are not carefully dealt with. Classroom
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participants can become nervous in the presence of video cameras, recoadings m
reveal aspects of the class that are usually not observed, participantgryrtight
behave in ways that they think they are expected to behave, or the presence of
recording equipment can hinder participants from paying attention to thelolass
addition, not everything can be recorded, and it is also difficult to capture every
student as well as the teacher on the video simultaneously. Because most
observations in teacher education programs are concerned with the téecher,
most useful results are generally obtained when the camera is focused on the
teacher.

Observations based on quantitative approaches generally require the use of a
checklist or a form. The instruments used in this approach can be divided into
frequency counts or classroom observation scales that are designed to examine
teacher behavior, student behavior, or the interaction between a teacher and his/her
students or among the students. One advantage of checklists is that even student
teachers, who are usually not highly trained observers, can use these instruments
because they are relatively easy to understand. Another advantage isdduatt st
teachers become better able to discuss teaching after using a thieokies

(1975) pointed out that teachers’ abilities to communicate ideas about teaehing ar
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limited if they do not have a common technical language. By using the language
provided by observation categories or an observation system, teachers acqui
metalanguage that allows their comprehension and expression of classemis e

to become more explicit and analytical, and through the observation and analysis of
classroom events, they can more readily identify patterns in the classraem. O
further advantage is, as Gebhard, Gaitan, and Oprandy (1990) and others have
stated, an observation system helps student teachers focus their obseovations
particular aspects of the class. This is important because the amountiatydofar
classroom activity makes it difficult for many student teachers to focirs the

attention appropriately.

The main disadvantage is that observations are relatively meaningless unles
the categories are carefully chosen and their validity established bagheory or
previous research. Another disadvantage is that observers tend to focus on the
categories listed on the instrument and miss other aspects of the cladsehed
behaviors may not explain all of the facts concerning the focus of the observation
or the problem.

Categories that require observers to make few inferences are readily

recognizable and specific, but those that require more frequent or higher-level
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inferences are somewhat unreliable, a key issue in observing any belianor. |
observation system provides a broad set of categories with acceptable Mvalwlity
suitable for student teachers on the condition that the categories requidegtst
teachers to make high-level inferences are well defined. If more than argarbs
uses the same system, inter-rater reliability can be established.

A checklist such as the COLT is useful for pre-service teacher trainirtgsin t
regard, Saville (2002) argued that student teachers as observers should théatraine
use the checklists if a reliable and consistent outcome of the observation is to be
expected, and observation is one of the essential elements for pre-serviae teache
training. In sum, an appropriate observation system helps student teachers obser
their own teaching and helps supervisors provide useful feedback to student

teachers.

A Practicum for Prospective English Teachers in Japan
In this section, | provide a description of the Japanese teacher licensure
system and the Japanese practicum system. There are three ldvelEmjlish

teacher’s certificate for junior high school—special grade, first gradesexnmhd
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grade—and two levels of the English teacher’s certificate for senior Higlolse

special grade and first grade.

Students can obtain a second grade certificate for junior high school by

completing the teacher licensure program of their junior college, anddhey c

obtain a first grade certificate for junior and/or senior high school by comgpleti

the teacher licensure program of their university or a four-year collbgg.can

obtain the special level certificate for senior high school by takingjfgpeourses

at the master level. No second grade level certificate for senior high seacobts

of English is currently available.

In order to obtain a first grade English teacher’s certificate foojungh

school, students are required to earn a minimum of 20 credits from courses in the

section related to English, 31 credits from the section related to teaclowtekige

and skills, such as psychology and ethics, and 8 additional credits from either

section. For the first grade English teacher’s certificate for sergbrduhool, a

minimum of 20 credits of courses related to English, 23 credits related to teaching

knowledge and skills, and 16 credits from either section are required. The 16

credits are usually related to English.
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In most private universities or colleges, the teaching staff is limited.
College teachers who are involved in the teacher licensure program frgquentl
teach a teaching methodology course as well as courses such as umtdrcult
communication and English phonetics; however, not every course required for the
licensure program is taught by experts in that area.

First-year students who intend to obtain an English teacher’s certificate for
junior and/or senior high school attend an orientation session in April (at the
beginning of the Japanese academic year) where they receive an texplahthe
courses they are required to take and also those they can choose as elesige cour
The required courses include teaching methodology, a practicum, and the Japanese
constitution. Elective courses include English phonetics, English philology, and
foreign language acquisition theory.

Most colleges require students to have a certain level of English
proficiency before registering for the program. Some colleges gpbeilevel and
others do not. In the latter case, students with relatively low English profjcienc
(e.g., TOEIC < 450) can enroll in the program. When they have successfultg pass
most of the courses by the end of their third year, they are permitteditoppaet

in a three or four-week practicum.
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Before the practicum, the student teachers visit a junior or senior high

school where they will have their practicum and attend an orientation session in

which the principal gives a lecture on his/her school and its students. They also

receive information concerning which class they are required to obseheefirst

week, and which classes they will teach as student teachers. If they gdaflout

a junior high school outside of Tokyo, they usually return to teach at that school. If

they graduated from a public junior high school in Tokyo, they usually teach at a

school located near the junior high school they graduated from. In the case of the

practicum conducted at a senior high school, the student teachers usually return to

the senior high schools they graduated from.

The practicum takes an average of three weeks to complete and takes place

when they are fourth-year university students. The student teacherguared¢o

observe certified teachers’ and other student teachers’ classes and tniglesth

They observe certified teachers’ teaching in the first week, and stringdhe

following week. On average, they teach between 11 and 20 45- to 50-minute

classes (Jimbo et al., 2004). In the case of a two-week practicum, students observe

certified teachers’ teaching for two or three days of the first week andtiduen

teaching. They teach an average of 6 to 13 classes (Mitsuo & Uchida, 1998;
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Takaki, 1997). Regardless of the length of the practicum, at the end of the
practicum, the student teacher teaches one class that the headmaster, his/her
supervisor, one of his/her college teachers, and other student teachers observe.
Student teachers are also required to instruct students in homeroom aeisvities
assistant to a homeroom teacher, and assist with extracurriculaties{@ig., club
activities such as the baseball team).

Student teachers’ teaching performance and other requirements aréeeivalua
and the results are sent to their colleges after their completion of thieyrac
Evaluation sheets on students’ performances are prepared by junior college or
university professors. These college evaluation sheets are made up dhaems
reflect the standards set by the Ministry of Education, Science and Ca9&®) (
including (a) teaching instruction, which is made up of three subcategories,
teaching plans, teaching technique, and evaluation of teaching; (b) studbetsea
management of the class and students, @)averall teacher competence,
aptitude, and student teachers’ working attitude. Practicum supervisorsiadso w
comments and give the student teacher a holistic grade that ranges from 1 (the

lowest grade) to 5 (the highest grade) (Anonymous, 1993; Kurosaki, 2002; Mitsuo,
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2000). Grading criteria are not clear, as a large number of differesriaiare used
by various supervisors (Anonymous 1993; Kurosaki 2002; Mitsuo, 2000).
After finishing their practicum, the student teachers return to their
universities or colleges and ‘reflect’ on the practicum in their teaching
methodology course. Reflection requires the student teachers to anailyze the
practicum based on their supervisors’ feedback, their teaching diaries, and the
teaching materials they used during their practicum. They then pteearsults
their analysis in the class, though the time allocated for the presentatibe aan
short as 5 minutes, and if the class is large, they submit a report to tlye colle

teachers in the teacher licensure program rather than make a presentati

Feedback
At present, two supervisors serve under the principal when a junior high
school or a senior high school accepts a student teacher: the homeroom teacher in
charge of a class and an experienced Japanese teacher of English. Stritknst tea
receive feedback as well as advice and suggestions about their teachatlgean
aspects of their performance from these two supervisors. Experienced Japanese

teachers of English provide feedback concerning the student teachersidgeachi
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performance. Feedback is usually given through students’ teaching journedl as
as at a short meeting held after every class and/or when thergeaetily duties
are completed. Common problems with feedback are that it is often subjective and
not always specific enough to be of help (Hidaka, 1989).

Kobayashi (1998) investigated how student teachers and college teachers
could obtain more specific feedback from practicum supervisors. In the Gt&irse
of their study, excerpts taken from the teaching practice journals kept lyd2dis
teachers during their two-week practice period were analyzed in terf@sabhss
management, (b) preparation and the appropriate use of teaching mgrials,
establishing rapport with students and acting in a teacher-like manner, and (d)
classroom observation. The analysis of the above excerpts revealed the student
teachers' personal and professional development. The second section reported the
results of questionnaires administered to both the student teachers and their
supervisors in order to provide practical information about the student teachers'
teaching experience and what they were expected to prepare beforeatt&upr.
In the last section, Kobayashi listed ten specific items that guide supstvisor
feedback to student teachers. The items included “Is the aim of the ct&$s cle

and “Are the student teacher's explanations clear?” She also suggestadiddt s
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teachers who are unfamiliar with classroom observation should be directed to focus
on several aspects of the classroom, including their impressions of the class, how
the class was conducted, and time allocation. Kobayashi suggested that more
specific feedback also be provided.

Nukui, Miura, and Yoshida (2002), who were involved in a teacher licensure
program at a Japanese university, attempted to reduce the ambiguity of some
supervisors’ feedback and allow student teachers to evaluate their own practicum
by introducing portfolio assessment. The student teachers recorded whditithrey
the practicum, and filed the information and other related materials in their
portfolios. After the practicum, they reflected on the events that had transpired
during their practicum using the file of information. Three problems occurited w
this trial. One was that the student teachers did not know how to effectively
evaluate their practicum and also did not have time to reflect on the events that
occurred while they were involved in the practicum. The second problem
concerned cooperation with the supervisors, whose help was necessary to make the
portfolio study more successful. The third problem was that most of the supervisors
did not know what portfolio assessment was and they had little time to shiare wit

the student teachers.
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Another way for student teachers to obtain feedback from supervisors is
through a meeting after a visiting college teacher observes the studaet’'teac
class with the supervisor, the headmaster, and other student teachers. This is
generally the only occasion when student teachers, supervisors, and college
teachers can meet together and discuss the student teachers’ teaching.

Kizuka (1996) attempted to establish a new way for student teachers to obtain
feedback from a meeting with their college teachers and their practicunvisape
Kizuka’s main aim was to improve the quality of the practicum through an
examination of the problems that remain to be solved. He emphasized the
importance of action research and the establishment of a collaboratilenstigt
among college teachers, student teachers, and supervisors. In this case study,
student teacher's teaching was videotaped. The college teacher, the student
teacher’s supervisor, and the student teacher observed her teaching by whaéching t
video. Two main problems were identified: her tendency to imitate the supervisor's
teaching and to teach the whole content of the textbook exclusively.

The student teacher discussed the problems observed in her teaching with the
college professor and her supervisor and she reflected on her teaching. On the basis

of the points discussed with them, the student teacher started developing her own
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style of teaching. Kizuka stated that most of the problems pointed out in the
discussion were resolved as a result of the student teacher’s observation of her
teaching and that this style of observation was effective in the short-term, pr
service practicum used in Japan. After the action research project wastedmple
the student teacher's teaching reportedly improved, but the improvement was not
clearly described and a number of questions reminded unanswered. For example, i
what situation was a problem observed? Who was involved? What language was
being used to teach? What were the roles of the student teacher and theatudent

Kizuka also pointed out two limitations of the approach: its time-consuming
nature, and the difficulty of collaboration with supervisors who are busy because
they have to supervise student teachers while teaching their own classes and
managing extracurricular activities. In sum, although the colleghéeand her
supervisor suggested ways to look at teaching performance, it was unclear how
objective their feedback was.

An optimal way for supervisors to provide feedback to student teachers has
not been established yet. Portfolio assessment is too time consumimgripr
supervisors to implement at present, and Kizuka'’s action research approach can be

misleading if the criteria used are too subjective and the participantstare
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familiar with this approach. One possible response to providing useful feedback

was suggested by Kaneda (1986), who argued that qualitative and quantitative

approaches can be complementary. He stated that both qualitative appradches a

guantitative approaches are necessary for classroom research, aadivpiali

approaches should be based on quantitative ones; otherwise, qualitative studies

would be just like talking about researchers’ experiences.

Whatever approach is ultimately chosen, it is clear that teacher traie€rs ne

to identify an appropriate way for supervisors to provide feedback to student

teachers. Moreover, the feedback must be shared among the supervisors, student

teachers, and college teachers who are involved in teacher licensure programs, and

the approach that is adopted has to be suitable to the English teaching context

found in Japanese secondary schools.

Observation Scheme for Providing Feedback to Student Teachers

In 1989 and 1999, the Japanese Ministry of Education introduced new courses

for the study of foreign languages in junior high schools and senior high schools,

respectively (Ministry of Education 1989, 1990). One of the primary aims of the

new curriculum was to require teachers to focus more on developing students’
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speaking and listening skills. In addition, in order to cope with the aims of the new
courses of study, licensed teachers are expected to primarily use caatmani
language teaching (CLT), and student teachers are required to do the Hagire in
practicum. An appropriately revised COLT that can be used by observers of
English classes taught by student teachers in Japanese junior high schools is one

way to improve their teaching and the practicum system in Japan.

Gaps in the Literature

Although classroom observation and evaluation are important issues, few
researchers have focused their attention on investigating these issaas.of@ of
the few studies in which this issue was investigated. Moreover, from thpairgw
of the teaching practicum in Japan, although some studies have been conducted
concerning feedback from the practicum supervisor to university professors and
student teachers, no researchers have created and used an adapted version of the
COLT. The purpose of this study is to investigate a new way of providing feedback

to multiple parties involved in the practicum.
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Purpose of the Study and Research Questions

The primary purpose of this study is to suggest a model for a classroom
observation scheme that can be used by student teachers, their supervisors, and
college teachers when they observe student teachers’ teaching and sisddot
teachers to use when they observe their supervisors’ teaching. This nusidepr
a unified and focused viewpoint that enables these three groups to more effectively
discuss the student teachers’ performance. This model also allows supeovisors t
provide specific feedback to student teachers who are teaching othes thetsthe
college teachers are unlikely to observe directly. However, these cabaets
can later analyze the feedback with the student teachers when theaupnas
completed.

The two main goals of this study are to identify (a) a more effectiyefava
student teachers and college teachers to obtain more specific feedback from
practicum supervisors, and (b) the causes of differences in the application of
criteria used to evaluate student teachers’ teaching among student tezullegys
teachers, and supervisors. The research questions that are investigated are:

1. What categories should be included on an observation checklist for student

teachers, their practicum supervisors, and college teachers to use when
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observing student teachers’ classroom teaching?

. To what degree do student teachers, practicum supervisors, and college
teachers’ ratings of thBelf-assessment Telffer?

. To what degree do student teachers, practicum supervisors, and college
teachers’ ratings of student teachers’ teaching performances differ eyen t
use theRevised COLT

. To what degree do student teachers, practicum supervisors, and college
teachers’ ratings of student teachers’ teaching performances diffarthdye

usethe Student Teachers’ Videotaped Instruction

The first research question is discussed in the next chapter.

85



CHAPTER 4

A NEW MODEL OBSERVATION SHEET

An appropriate observation system is necessary if student teachers are to

obtain specific feedback from practicum supervisors and observe experienced

teachers’ teaching in a focused way. In order to develop a Japanese version of the

COLT that is more appropriate to Japanese junior high school classrooms, the

revision was implemented in five phases.

When first conceptualized, this study was seen as an exploratanpatte

identify an effective way for student teachers and college teachebsain more

specific feedback and also to share their criteria with junior high schabletesa

acting as practicum supervisors. Gradually, the scope of the study widihelden

addition of the COLT. In this chapter, how a revised version of the COLT suitable

for observations of English teaching at Japanese junior high schools was de&velope

is explained and discussed.
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Phase 1: Revising the Evaluation Sheet

The first phase of this project involved developing a survey of the techniques
that teaching supervisors think is relevant to their students. The techniques, which
were selected after interviewing three supervisors in 1989 and five in 1990, were
added as criteria to the conventional evaluation sheet. The conventional exaluati
sheet that supervisors completed at the end of each practicuritbad a, b, and
c (See Table 1); the teaching supervisors wrote comments and awarded grade
lowest, 5 = highest) using these three criteria.

Criteria d, e, f, g, and h (See Table 1) were added to the conventional
evaluation sheet. This revised evaluation stiea|uation Sheet (Version das
sent to supervisors every year between 1990 and 2P@@nty-three supervisors
responded to my request for feedback in those four years.

The eight criteria shown in Table 1 were used to evaluate the student
teachers’ teaching. The supervisors were asked to write comments and award
ratings (1 = lowest, 5 = highest) using enventional criterigcriteria a, b, and

c). They were asked only to award ratings (1 = lowest, 5 = highest) to e&eh of t

2 The Evaluation Sheet (version @jth more criteriacontinuedto be sent to
supervisors from 1994 to 1996. These added criteria are candidates for the second
edition of the evaluation sheet.
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Table 1.Revised Evaluation Sheet Criteria

Criterion Explanation of the Criterion

(a) Teaching Instruction Formulate teaching plans, use teachhmgjdaes, and
evaluate the teaching junior high school students.

(b) Class Management Understand homeroom teacher work, school adnomistrati
classroom management, and other school facilities.

(c) Overall Teacher Attitude towards education, studies on the subject matter,
Competence and Aptitude English proficiency, knowledge of English, and originality.

(d) Good Examples Produce good example sentences to introduce new sentence
patterns, provide grammatical explanations, and provide new
lexical phrases and vocabulary.

(e) Model Reading Provide a good model reading.

(f) Accuracy Communicate in English with junior high school students
accurately and appropriately and correct students’
grammatical mistakes.

(g) Communicative Provide students with communicative language activities.
Language Activity

(h) Communication with Communicate with ALTs in order to prepare for team
Assistant Language teaching classes and give a demonstration in front of students
Teachers in class.

Note ALT = Assistant Language Teacher.

Classroom English proficiency criter{ariteria d, e, f, g, h) when they thought that
they had observed the student teachers’ teaching sufficiently. Eackisaper
observed the student teacher several times before awarding the ratings.
Descriptive statistics for the eight criteria are shown in Tabléh2 means for the
Classroom English Proficiency Criter{ariteria d, e, f, g, h) were much lower than

the Conventional Criterigcriteria a, b, and c); the supervisors did not award high
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scores to the student teachers for English proficiency and teachiogyeffiess.

This was useful information, given that the student teachers’ English proficienc
should be reasonably high if they are to meet the guidelines set by the Woiistr
Education (1989), which emphasize the use of communicative language teaching.
Notwithstanding weaknesses still present inEkialuation Sheet (Version, 1)

allowed the supervisors to provide more specific feedback to the student$eacher

than the conventional evaluation sheet.

Table 2.Revised Evaluation Sheet Criteria Descriptive Statistics

Criterion M SD

(a) Teaching Instruction 4.74 0.45
(b) Class Management 4.61 0.45
(c) Overall Teacher Competence and Aptitude 4.61 0.50
(d) Good Examples 3.04 0.56

(e) Model Reading 3.09 0.52

(f) Accuracy 3.09 0.52

(g) Communicative Language Activity 3.00 0.52
(h) Communication with Assistant Language Teachers 3.04 0.64

The ratings from the supervisors also agree with the results of the survey
administered by Ibe (1993), in which supervisors were asked what wasglatki
university and college English language programs in Japan. The majahty of

respondents stated that universities and colleges should provide their students wit
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programs in which the students can improve their communicative competence in

English. Students’ practicum supervisors stated that the student teduchéds s

improve their communicative competence in English, especially their speaking

skills, before participating in a practicum, as this would allow them to be more

effectively trained to teach more communicatively during their practioudralso

to be ready to teach English professionally after graduation.

There are two other possible interpretations of the results displayed in Table

2.0ne is that th€onventional criteriaare primarily concerned with teaching; their

scope covers issues such as the teaching plan and the evaluation of eaahatlass

as these skills are largely unrelated to foreign language proficienayneidues of

the Conventional criteriaare relatively high. In contrast, t#assroom English

proficiency criteriaare more concerned with the student teachers’ English

proficiency and the effectiveness of their performance in English, siallsate

quite difficult to acquire. For this reason, the means of the last five questions a

relatively low.

The second interpretation is that the scores o€threventional criteria

which were originally on the conventional evaluation sheet, are influential when

new teachers are selected. Although paper examinations and intervieplagsts
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important roles in hiring decisions, what the conventional sheet says about a
candidate is also taken into consideration. As a result, many supervisors avoid
awarding low ratings because they can cause student teachers not to bd aslect
full-time teachers, even after passing several demanding test€ladszoom
English proficiency criteriaare not referred to, because they are not widely used
yet.

One serious limitation with thvaluation Sheet (Version &édncerns rater
leniency and severity. The conventional evaluation sheet lacks a cteaonrby
which grades are awarded, so student teachers with better English pcgfenmneh
better performances during the practicum are sometimes given lowlesdhan
less proficient student teachers teaching at a different junior high schooldetaus
differences in the severity of different supervis@galuation Sheet (Version 1)
also faces the same problem.

Another problem witlevaluation Sheet (Version i) that theConventional
criteria from the conventional evaluation sheet represented broad categories that
partially include theClassroom English proficiency criterigvhich are partly

subcategories of two of ti@onventional criteriaTeaching InstructiomndOverall
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Teacher Competence and Aptitusethe range that th€lassroom English
proficiency criteriacovers is already partly covered by those two criteria.
There were two main findings in this phase of the study. The first was that
Evaluation Sheet (Version fjovides college teachers and student teachers with
useful feedback from the practicum supervisors because they caathehel
specific and instructive. The second finding was thaEteduation Sheet (Version
1) should be systematic so that college teachers and student teachers understand the

problems that student teachers’ teaching supervisors observe during tleaiprac

Phase 2: Developing Additional Criteria

In 1994, 1995, and 1996, | interviewed the 17 supervisors, observed five
student teachers’ teaching during their practicum, and observedupeivisors’
teaching in order to collect a new list of criteria for a new evaluation.dhebe
interviews, | asked these 17 supervisors to look at the list of criteria on teedevi
evaluation sheet (See Table 1), delete any criteria they thought unmgeesgar
add any they believed were missing. | collected a new list ofiarttemough the
interviews and through my observation of the five student teachers’nigaantnl

the five supervisors’ teaching (See Table 3).
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The new evaluation shedé&yaluation sheet (Version,2yhich has 12 criteria,
differs from theEvaluation Sheet (Version ih)three ways. First, th€éonventional
criteria (Teaching InstructionClass ManagemerindOverall Teacher
Competence and Aptitude theEvaluation Sheet (Version &je excluded from

thesecond versian

Table 3.A New List of Assessment Criteria

a. Instruct students in English.

b. Make an ‘oral introduction’ of a new sentence pattern.

c. Provide good examples of the new structure.

d. Explain new structures well.

e. Answer questions concerning grammar.

f. Introduce context in your own words in English.

g. Ask questions in English about the text and have students answer in English.
h. Do a good model reading.

I. Translate English texts into Japanese if necessary.

j. Plan an authentic and interesting language activity.

k. Notice students’ serious English mistakes and correct them immediately.
|. Answer questions about the Japanese meaning of an English word.

Second, in comparison with tlivaluation Sheet (Version,Mersion 2
includes more criteria concerning if and how well student teachers eneourag
students to practice the four skills. This newly revised list@rsion 2is more
communicatively oriented and student-centered whil€&Classroom English

proficiency criteriaon theVersion lis more focused on the student teachers’
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English proficiency. Although the student teachers’ English proficienay is a
important determination of their teaching effectiveness, their protigishould not
be the main focus of attention; instead, their English use needs to be viewed in
relation to their teaching and the students’ learning.

Third, criterion (h) in Table 1, which concerns how well student teachers can
communicate with ALTs when preparing for their team teaching classiang g
demonstration to the students, was deleted from the list shown in Table 3. This
does not mean that the student teachers did not have to team teach; however, they
have few opportunities to team teach because the ALTs come to each junior high
school only a few times a month and they visit any particular class a maxamum
once a month. As a result, ALTs often come to the classes that the studensteache
teach before and after the practicum but not during it.

One problematic issue was pointed out while the survey was being designed:
there is no standard by which supervisors can evaluate student teachers’
performances; thus, each supervisor evaluates his/her student teachers’
performance using his/her own standards, sometimes in consultation with one or

more teachers working at the same school. As a result, the scores thadené s
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teachers receive for their practicum performance strongly depend on the

supervisors’ standards and degree of severity.

In the following phasekvaluation Sheet (Version B)discussed further. The

first purpose is to confirm the validity of the twelve criteriakbraluation Sheet

(Version 2)with the student teachers. The second purpose is to add and/or delete

criteria onEvaluation Sheet (Version Based on feedback from the student

teachers.

Phase Three: Student Teachers’ Self-evaluation

As discussed in the previous phase, | made a new list of criteria to be used on

the Evaluation Sheet (Version £pm 1994 to 1996The intention was to create a

systematic evaluation sheet, an observation scheme, which could be used by

supervisors to provide feedback to student teachers and by student teachers to self-

evaluate their teaching. In order to make a systematic evaluation shested e

confirm the validity ofEvaluation Sheet (Version ahd revise it if necessary. In

order to accomplish this, | conducted two studies: The first involved invesgjgatin

student teachers’ practicum in 1996 and the second involved looking at the criteria

on Evaluation Sheet (Version #£pm theoretical perspectives.
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Investigating Student Teachers’ Practicum in 1996

Twelve Kita-Saitama college students in the teacher licensure progra
participated in this study. The participants had just finished their tve-we
practicum teaching English at junior high schools as student teachers in June, 1996.
Each student teacher taught 12 or 13 class periods for first-, second-, aryeainird-
junior high school students and about four periods for each level. Data were
collected with a questionnaire, interviews with the student teachers, animspect
of the student teachers’ teaching diaries, observations of their teaching on
videotape, and feedback from their supervisors.

By the end of June 1996, the participants returned to the college from the
practicum and continued their university studies. All of them seemed to have more
confidence than before the practicum. In the first class of a teaching premticse
after the practicum, | asked the participants to comfle&Student Teachers’
Practicum Teachin@Questionnair§See Appendix B). Twelve of the 16 students
agreed to complete the questionnaire.

First, | explained the meaning of each question and asked them to take their
time and ask questions if they had any. It took them approximately one hour to

complete the questionnaire. Afterwards, they submitted their student teacher
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diaries, their teaching plan for every class they had taught, and videotapeion whi
one period of their teaching was recorded. | also asked them to answer Questions 7
and 8 on the questionnaire again in the following class. The participants were
permitted to change their answers if they wished. The test-retetlifi

coefficient for Questions 7 and 8 was acceptable at .94.

| observed the participants' teaching in the practicum on videotape, read their
teaching plans for the classes | observed on the videotape, and analyzed their
participant diary entries. While | was engaged in the above work, | taliked w
some of the participants about their teaching shown on the videotape.

In the third class of the teaching practice course, | interviewed the 12
participants in order to gather more details about their teaching planglitingir
entries, and their answersThe Student Teachers’ Practicum Teaching
Questionnaireand to determine whether their answers corresponded with the
answers they had previously provided (See Appendix C for the analyserof t
answers for Questions 3, 4, 5, and 6, which concern their English proficiency.)

The participants were asked to describe their teaching procedure (Quéstions
and 2 in Appendix B) for the following reason. In questions 7 and®herStudent

Teachers’ Practicum Teachir@uestionnairethey were asked to check the criteria
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that were important when teaching English in junior high school because they
needed to evaluate their own teaching performance using the criteria on the
guestionnaire. The left side of Table 4 shows the 14 criteria used for Qséktion
and 8 onThe Student Teachers’ Practicum Teachhgestionnaire The right side
of the Table shows the 12 criteria on thaluation Sheet (Version 2). The 14
criteria in Questions 7 and 8 on tistudent Teachers’ Practicum Teaching
Questionnaireconsist of the 12 criteria ofhe Evaluation Sheet (Version s
two more criteria, (1) and (2), shown on the left side of Table 4.

It was necessary to verify how many of these criteria their teaphotgdure
included in order to determine why some of the questions were not answered and
whether any inaccurate responses had been given.

Question 7 asked the participants to select one of four responsest(l =
important 4 =very importan) for each of 14 criteridQuestion 8 asked the student

teachers to evaluate how well they were able to use each item in theuyonactic

% In the last section, the 12 criteria are introduced. Two more criteriaaddeel to
To do a good model reading order to determine to what degree the participants
found English pronunciation difficult. These additions resulted in a total of 14
criteria on the questionnaire. The order of the criteria introduced in treetagin
was changed on later versions of the questionnaire.
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Table 4.Abstract from thé&tudent Teachers’ Practicum Teachi@gestionnaire

Abstract frorrthe Studen Teacher’
Practicurr Teachin¢Questionnair

12 criteria orthe EvaluationSheet(Version 2

1. Pronounce individual words accuratt

2. Pronounce at the sentence le
accurately.

3. Instruct students in Engli.

4. Provide good examples inew structure.

5. Explain new structures wu.

6. Answer questions about the Japar
meaning of an English word.

7. Answer questions concerning gram.

8. Translate English texts into Japar if
necessary.

9. Make an ‘oral introduction’ of a ne
sentence pattern.

10.Do a good model readi.

11.Ask questions in English about the t
and have students answer in English.

12.Introduce context in your own words
English.

13. Notice students’ serious Engli
mistakes and correct them immediately.

14.Plan an authentic and interesti
language activity.

a. Instruct students in Engli.

c. Provide good examples of new structt.

d. Explain new structures wi.

I. Answer questions about the Japanese mei
of an English word.

€. Answer guestions concerning gram.

i. Translate English texts into Japar if
necessary.

b. Make an ‘oral introduction’ of a new sentel
pattern.

h. Do a good model readi.

g. Ask questions in English about the text
have students answer in English.

f. Introduce context in your own words in Eng.

k. Notice students’ serious English mistaand
correct them immediately.

j. Plan an authentic and interesting langu
activity.

In Table 5, row Al shows the means of the fourteen items. Higher numbers

indicate greater perceived importance. Row A2 shows the mean scores awarded
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the student teachers based on how well they thought they had taught while they

observed their own teaching on the videotapes.

Eight of the student teachers teaching first- or second-year studentd arose

2 for Criterion 8 Translate English texts into Japanese if nece3sagrhaps

because translation is usually not used in these classes. Four participaat®; chos

they all taught third-year classes in which translation occupies nes®tone. For

self-evaluation (See section A2 in Table 5), most of the participants chose 3 or 4

for Criterion 8 {Translate English texts into Japanese if necegsdhey were

accustomed to translating from English into Japanese, and some of the student

teachers teaching the third-year students spent more time transiattpose

teaching the first- and second-year students.

Table 5.The Student Teachers' Self-evaluation of their Teaching Performance

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14

Al 40 38 39 33 34 35 35 24 33 38 35 30 36 30
A2 23 23 18 20 25 30 20 30 20 23 19 16 25 1.8

Only one participant awarded herself more than 40 points for her own

teaching performance. The videotape of this participant confirmed that she was

teaching well in regards to the 14 criteria, and this participant’s supegase her
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42 points. The participant with the lowest self-assessment, 16 points, was not
teaching well in relation to the criteria, and the participant’s supergesve her 15
points. Given the similarity of their scores, the participants and theinssiper

appeared to have a similar understanding of the criteria.

A Theoretical Perspective of the Evaluation Sheet (Version 2) Criteria

In the previous sections, the 14 criteria were listed and their validity was
confirmed. However, before attempting to create an observation scheme,d wante
to confirm (a) that these 14 criteria were placed in the same bateghey are
likely to appear in the teaching procedure (e.g., the oral introduction of the text
usually occurs early in the lesson) and (b) how these criteria relat@dhaother in
the teaching procedures. My discussion of the criteria is based gattigoretical
perspectives drawn from the second language acquisition literatureeinto
accomplish this, | discuss one class period of each college student's teaching. The
period was selected by asking the college students which period they thought they

had best planned and taught.
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Textbooks Authorized by the Ministry of Education and Classroom Instruction
Each student teacher taught an average of 13 50-minute class periods during
the 1996 program. Seven of the 17 student teachers taught seventh graders, nine
taught eighth graders, and seven taught ninth graders (See Appendix D).

Junior high school English textbooks, which are based on the guidelines set
by the Ministry of Education in 1989, are published for each grade. Each textbook
consists of approximately 10 to 15 units, and each unit has three to five subunits. In
this study, subunits are numbered as followsSSunshine English Course 2,

Program 4-2 Program 4 is the 4th unit of the textbook and 2 is the second subunit
of the fourth unit.

One reading text is divided into several passages, each of which is inttoduce
with a new sentence pattern and vocabulary. Whether one passage is taught in one
period (50 minutes) or two periods depends mainly on the degree of text difficulty,
and how the new sentence pattern is introduced and practiced. Junior high school
English teachers are supposed to cover the entire textbook within one academic
year, so there is an element of time pressure in the curriculum. When one period is
spent covering one passage of the textbook (one period type), the teacher usually

begins with a greeting, a review of the previous class, an introduction of new

102



materials (e.g., a new grammatical structure), language activitthsas an
information gap activity, reading (e.g., an oral introduction of the text), and
consolidation, in which the student teachers sum up their lessons, lassigwork,
and/or ask questions regarding what they have taught in the lesson. When two
periods are taught together (two period type), one period is made up of an oral
introduction of the new materials and language activities as well esnggeand a
review of the previous class. The second period is made up of reading and other

activities focused on areas such as writing, grammar, and vocabulary.

Teaching Procedures
In order to clarify how the student teacher taught, | divided their teaclusgnge
into pre-activities, main activities, which include reading and intenaetctivities
(e.g., information gap activities), and post-activities. The lines betwese t
divisions are sometimes blurred because the notion of pre/while/post-reading
activities is not always clearly implemented in the 17 examples of thenstude

teachers' teaching (See Appendix E).
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Pre-activities

In the 17 examples, all the lessons except lesson G included the introduction
of new vocabulary. Except for lessons | and Q, all the student teachers introduced
new lexis by having the students practice the pronunciation of the new wadlds, a
by translating them into Japanese. This approach shows an exclusive focus on
preparing the readers for likely linguistic difficulties in thedieg text.

In lesson I, the student teacher explained summertime in London, and helped
her students to understand the difference between summer in London and in Japan
in order to better comprehend the meaning of text. The swrdnemwas familiar
to the students, but explaining it served to activate existing schema (&¥yallac
1992). In lesson Q, the student teacher explanagdoettey but only in terms of its
grammatical usage, not its sociolinguistic or pragmatic usage.

An oral introduction of the reading text is also a common activity that was
used by nine out of the 17 student teachers. In the oral introduction, the student
teachers outlined the text orally in English in order to help the learnersstarte
the text when they were allowed to open their textbooks and read. Many of the

student teachers and supervisors believed that they could "give" students content
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schema rather than activate what the learners already knew in the odatitbn

of new reading materials.

Generally speaking, the "Oral introduction” approach proposed by H. E.

Palmer (1921) has been widely used at junior high schools throughout Japan. In a

discussion of this issue, Sano (1995) argued that the aim of the oral introduction is

not just to introduce the content of the passage, but also to lead students to activate

their world knowledge and make inferences. He also stated that some Japanese

junior high school English teachers use the "oral introduction” to introduce

conceptually difficult words that are related to what students are famitia to

provide background information about the reading text, and to activate the students’

schema.

In lesson N, the student teacher distributed Japanese reading mabewudls a

World War 1l and the A-bomb in Hiroshima. The students were going on their

school trip to Hiroshima the following autumn, and these materials were part of the

school curriculum. The Japanese materials covered much of the content of the text,

and the student teacher provided an outline of the text in simple English as a pre-

reading activity. From the viewpoint of interactive reading processes, tives
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activities are similar to the oral introduction adopted by some other student

teachers.

Fujimori (1995) provided an example of "oral introduction" and other pre-

reading activities. She first wrote the wavdr on the blackboard and asked the

students to write words associated with the word. Then the students presented the

words that they had written and she wrote those words on the blackboard with the

word war in the center. She then connected the student-generated words with the

word war by drawing lines between them. She then started an oral introduction

designed to activate the students' schema and allow them to take a stance on the

text when they read.

In lessons C and J, the pre-reading activities encouraged interactivegreadin

processing. Important conceptslihe Time Gapvere explained beforehand, and

some background knowledge was provided in lesson C. In lesson J, the student

teacher tried to activate the students’' schema by asking several questiens whi

pointing at some pictures. This technique has been shown to be effective

(Omaggio, 1979). In lesson P, the only activity involved the students in identifying

a new sentence pattern in the text, and was thus focused on new and/or difficult

expressions.
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A true/false reading comprehension test was administered in five of the

student teacher lessons. The purpose of the test was to assess whether the students

had understood the listening text and atsase the questions as a way to focus the

students’ attention on specific information in the listening passage.

Main Activities Including Reading and Interactive Activities

Reading aloud tasks were adopted in all the lessons (See Table 6). Makita

(1996) stated that students should practice reading aloud to express their

comprehension of the text. Mori (2003), referring to Perfetti (1985), wrote that

reading aloud occurs in L1 reading if readers read expressions that they are

unfamiliar with or when they are not fluent readers; he suggested that the same

phenomena are likely to occur in L2 reading and that reading aloud in the L2 is a

step to fluent reading.

Translation was adopted in six of the student-teacher lessons; however, if the

four lessons that ended with the distribution of a written translation to the students

are counted, translation was used in ten lessons. Difficult grammatica p@re

explained in six classes so that the students would better comprehend thg readi
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texts. In four of the classes, explanations of new grammatical structeres

provided in the passages that were translated.

Table 6.While-reading Activities in the 17 Student-Teacher Lessons

Al Bl C1 D1 E1 F1 G1 H2 12 J2 K2 L2 M2 N3 O3 P3 Q3

R + + + + + + + + + + + + 4+ o+ o+ o+
T + + + + o+ o+
G + o+ 4+ +
e] + o+ + + o+ o+ +

t + + 4+ +

Note R = reading aloud practice; T = translation; G = grammar expbemnad =

other activities; t = translation sheet provided at the end of the class.

One main teaching skill taught by the student teachers is reading; however,
the amount of reading is closely related to the students’ grade level (Ibe, 1993)
with students in higher grade levels reading more. Many Japanese junior high
school teachers say that listening and speaking are emphasized in the seventh
grade, and reading becomes increasingly important as the students moverto highe
grades, because the textbooks for students in higher grades have moreatethpli
sentence structures, more vocabulary, and involve a wider variety of topics. Ninth
grade students also need to prepare for senior high school entrance examinations,

which are primarily focused on reading and grammar.
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Eight student teachers’ lessons included activities other than translation:
Asking questions about the text (J, M), practicing frequently used expressions for
communication on the phone that were part of the text (B), administering-a tr
false reading test (C, D), and providing background knowledge about a reading
passage (H). If students can read flexibly, actively, and reflegtiyefinding
answers to questions about the text, asking questions is successful, but the
guestions asked in C, D, J, and M only required the students to read part of the text.
In lesson E, the students needed to identify which picture was being introduced
while reading the text.

In lesson |, the procedure appeared to lead the students to read interactively.
For pre-reading activities, the student teacher provided explanations of sodse wor
in the text, gave the students time to read silently, asked them some questions about
the text, and then asked them to translate sentences that were the answers to the
guestions the students had difficulty answering. She urged them to try a bottom-up
reading strategy in order to improve their comprehension by having thetateans
word by word. Her questions involved the students in guessing the meaning of one
new word that she had not explained, identifying the names of sight-seeing spots in

London, and finding words related to the picture on the page.
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Post-activities

The four main activities observed in the student teacher lessons showed the

students engaging in role-plays, memorizing the reading text that the class had

covered in that period, taking part in speaking practice using expressions in the

text, and completing a translation task.

Though some classes did not include post-reading activities, it is possible t

| might have included some post-reading activities in the while-readinvityac

category. For example, memorizing the reading text covered in that period and

completing the translation task could be considered post-reading activit@sen s

cases.

In the previous sections, | have discussed several aspects of the student

teachers’ reading classes based on the data | gathered from the stutiens'teac

diaries, interviews with the student teachers, and the junior high school teachers’

feedback in the student teachers’ diaries. Several criteria were adtiedli?

criteria on theEvaluation Sheet (version Based on the discussions regarding (a)

activating students’ background knowledge as part of pre-reading asti{itje

having students read a text individually; (c) having students read a textiorally
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unison; (d) memorizing a text; completing a dictation drill; and (e) taéingl

Japanese sentences into English.

Table 7.The List of Criteria (1996 Version)

a. Instruct students in English.

b. Make an ‘oral introduction’ of a new sentence pattern.

c. Provide clear examples of a new structure.

d. Explain a new structure well.

e. Answer questions about English grammar.

f. Activate students’ background knowledge as part of pre-readingtiasti eachers
may apply the "Oral introduction" (Palmer, 1921) approach to activaderss’
background knowledge.

g. Introduce context in your own words in English.

h. Ask questions in English about the text and let students answer in English.

i. Do a good model reading.

J- Read a text orally together.

k. Let students read a text individually.

|. Translate English texts into Japanese if necessary.

m. Plan an authentic and interesting language activity.

n. Notice students’ serious English mistakes and correct them imnhgdiate

0. Answer when a student asks about the Japanese meaning of an English word.
p. Memorize part of a reading text; present a dictation drill.

g. Translate a Japanese sentence into English.

At this point, the list of candidate criteria for an observation scheme @hsist
of the 12 criteria on thEvaluation Sheet (version glus the five criteria listed in
the previous paragraph (Table 7). However, two categories of activitiesad:
One category appears as the class proceeds, and the other categmpyeca
throughout the class. Examples of the former category are greeting, ititwadfc

new materials, and consolidation, and examples of the second category are a
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teacher’s use of the first language/the second language of the studentsjaonstruct

and students’ modality. Through the phases | took, | came to realize that the
observation scheme | intend to make must be able to record what activities of the
latter category were occurring while an activity from the fiegegory was being

taught. Otherwise, it would not be possible to provide sufficiently precise and
accurate feedback. The activities in the first category were titgady enough for

the student teachers, college teachers, and junior high school teachers to check, but
the activities in the second category were not sufficiently cledivides

belonging to the second category, which were based on CLT, needed to be added to
a new observation scheme. This led me to revise the COLT, which is made up of

numerous activities in the second category.

Revision of the COLT for the Student Teacher Practicum
at Japanese Junior High Schools
Two goals were addressed by revising the COLT in order to make it more
appropriate for use in the educational contexts investigated in this studyrsthe fi
goal was to identify a more effective way for student teachers andetdlachers

to obtain more specific feedback from practicum supervisors. The second goal was
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to revise the COLT so that student teachers, college teachers, andipractic
supervisors can use it more effectively when observing, analyzing, ahgng
the student teachers’ teaching.

The following six procedures were followed when revising the COLT:
1. | observed five experienced junior high school teachers’ English classss. The
teachers were the student teachers’ practicum supervisors.
2. The 17 criteria (See Table 7) were used to check the five teachers’ instructi
3. | videotaped the classes.
4. | noted the activities that were involved in each of the 17 criteria.
5. I revised the COLT based on steps 1 to 4 above.
6. | observed two other experienced teachers' English classes in order tioepilot

revised COLT.

The revised COLT is for student teachers to use in their practicum when they
assess their own teaching by observing their videotaped lesson and for their
supervisors and college teachers to use when they observe the student teachers’
teaching and discuss the student teachers’ teaching performance mitlCthieege

teachers observe the student teachers’ class once during theirupneseid it is the
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only opportunity for these three people to discuss the lesson. Junior high schools
set aside about one hour for this discussion; thus, the revised COLT needs to be
simple enough to be used easily during the discussion while also covering

important aspects of the teaching situation.

The Structure of the COLT

The COLT observation scheme is divided into two parts (See Appendix A).
Part A concerns classroom events at the level of episode and activity, aBd$Par
focused on the communicative features of verbal exchanges between teadhers a
students and/or students and their peers as they occur within each episode or
activity. Of the 73 categories included on the COLT, most represent binary
distinctions in instructional practices (e.g., genuine vs. pseudo requests; student-
centered vs. teacher-centered participation).

Along the top of the table in Part A of the COLT are categories sutimas
Activities and episodes, Participant organizatiand Content and several of the
categoris have subcategories. For exam@&ss, Groupandindividual are
subcategories d?articipant organizationSome subcategories, suchGlass,

Group,andindividual are further subcategorized. For instar@essis further
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divided intoTeacher to student or class, student to studergfudent to clasgnd

Choral work by students

TimeandActivities and Episodes
These categoridsave no subcategories. Under the catedamng observers
fill in the time when one activity or episode begins. Under the catdguivities
and episodesbservers fill in the name of an activity or episode that they observe.
Usually there is more than one activity or episode in one class, so multiple spaces

are provided for this category.

Target Language, Information Gap, Sustained SpesahReaction to Form or
Message

Along the top of Part B are categories concerning the usargkt language,
Information gap, Sustained speeahdReaction to form or messagehese
categories are further subcategorized. For exarmplget languagéas two
subcategoried:1 (Use of the native language) a2l (Use of the second/target
language)Information gaphas two subcategorieGjving informationand

Requesting informatigrand some of these subcategories are further divided. For
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example Giving informationis divided intoPredictableandUnpredictable and
Requesting informatiois divided intoPseudo requests for informatiamd
Genuine requests for informatioRart B is used in post hoc analyses that in most

instances are completed after reviewing transcriptions of audio-recatied d

The Revised COLT

As mentioned in the previous sectidimeandActivities and episoddsave
no subcategories. Under the categbimme observers note the time when one
activity or episode begins. Under the categdwtjvities and episodea relatively
large space is provided for observers to note the name of the activity or epetode t
they observe. Most of the 17 criteria | have made in the last severafaleant®
the Activities and episodesategory.

First, | sorted the 17 criteria into two groups: One group was placed in
Activities and episodeand the other was placed in other categories of the COLT.
Two criteria, (a)nstruct students in Engligdnd (n)Notice students’ serious
English mistakes and correct them immediateteur frequently, so they were
added as major categories at the top of the revised COLT (see Talie9). T

remaining 15 criteria were addedAotivities and episodes.
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After observing the five experienced teachers’ teaching, | addettwo the
revised COLT because | observed the teachers conducting reviews ofvibegre
lesson (See Table 8)also divided criterion (m)To plan an authentic and
interesting language activitynto two sectionstudents’ interactive activitieend
Evaluation), each of which involves interactions between the teacher and students
and/or students and their peers. | also combined four criteria into ogeryate
Model/Chorus reading/etin the Revised COLT(h) Ask questions in English
about the text and let students try to answer in Eng{i}iDo a good model
reading (j) Read a text orally togethefk) Let students read a text individually
because criterion (h) is not always present and takes little tinoariplete when it
is present. | could not observe any interactions in the activities of the oter thr
criteria. | observed the student teachers asking students if theyyhqdestions,
so | added)s and Asand combined the following two sub-criteria il and As
(e) Answer questions about English gramrf@Answer when a student asks
about the Japanese meaning of an English word

| simplified theActivities and episodesategory Theorder in which these
activities and episodes appear in the student teachers’ lessons is alfecsiyper

consistent across the five student teachers’ classes, and the orderas farthie
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Table 8.Activities and Episodes on the Revised COLT

Activities and Episodesn the
Criteria Revised COLT

Review

b. Make an ‘oral introduction’ of a new sentence  New sentence pattern
pattern

c. Give good examples of the new structure; (d) Grammatical explanation;
Explain a new structure well Repetition

Introduction of an interactive
activity

Explanation of the game;

Demonstration
m. Plan an authentic and interesting language Students’ interactive activities
activity;

Evaluation
g. Introduce context in your words in English Introduction of new words

f. Activate students’ background knowledge as partOral introduction of the text
of pre-reading activities

e. Answer questions about English grammar; (0) Qs and As

Answer when a student asks about the Japanese

meaning of an English word

h. Ask questions in English about the text and haveModel/Chorus reading/etc.
students answer in English; (i) Do a good model

reading; (j) Read a text orally together; (k) Let

students read a text individually.

p. Memorize a text; Dictation drill Recitation of text

|. Translate English texts into Japanese if necessaryranslation into Japanese

g. Translate a Japanese sentence in English. Part of consolidation
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student teachers and their supervisors. The resheities and episodesas
changed td’rocedures of the clasas this label is more familiar to the student
teachers and junior high school teachers. Many of the names of the cntkria a
activities in the categorgrocedures of the clasgere shortened in order to

simplify the COLT table (See the right hand column in Table 8).

Other Categories on the Revised COLT

| revised the original COLT on the basis of the observation and memos that |
had made while observing the five experienced teachers’ teachingrEsiglisior
high schools. These same teachers were the student teachers’ supervisars. At tha
time, | found that the activities in some of the categories in Parts A arateBnot
evident in the five teachers’ classes and the other two experienced teachers
teaching, so | deleted one unnecessary category from Part A and one fr@n Part
One of the main categories in Part Aaterials, in which there are two
subcategoriesfypeandSource Sourceis usually a textbook authorized by the
Ministry of Education, so | deleted this subcategory. In Part B, there anm&m
categoriesTeacher verbal interactioandStudent verbahteraction In the latter

category, there is a subcategd®ystained speecivhose subcategories adéra-
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minimal Minimal, andSustained speechdeletedSustained speediecause | had
not observed any sustained speech occurring in junior high school classes.
Revisions of the categories were also carried out so that | was able thhasée t
two parts into one.

It is also necessary to explain some categories listed in Table 8. As discuss
above, the COLT is theory-driven, as it is based on CLT, so the categories included
on the COLT are mostly theoretically driven. However, the Revised COLT was
revised partly based on the basis of the observation and memos that | had made
while observing the five experienced teachers’ teaching English at juglor hi
schools, so there are categories sudBrasnmatical explanatigrRepetition and
Translation into Japanedhat are not entirely theory-driven or based on CLT. In
other words, the revised COLT is based on a Japanese version of CLT and not
every aspect of it is theoretically driven.

| divided Procedures of the classto five blocks because five student
teachers appeared on the video. These five blocks were |&letddA Block B
BlockC, Block D,andBlock E ReviewandNew sentence patteare inBlock A
Grammatical explanation, RepetiticandIntroduction of interactive activitieare

in Block B. Explanation of the game; Demonstration, Students’ interactive
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activities,andEvaluationarein Block C Introduction of new word€ral
introduction of the text, Qs and AsydModel/Chorus reading/etarein Block D,
andRecitation of text, Translation into Japanes®Part of consolidatiorarein
Block E.

There are common categories acresscedures of the clagkat are divided
into five blocks. Besides these common categories, there are categdre@sgrdo
certainactivitiesandepisodesn one or more than one bladgelow, | explain
these common categories and the categories particular to certaineschiviti

Procedures of the class.

Common Categories
One common category TpicandTeaching materialsAnother isfocus of
the lessonwhich has four subcategories:
1. grammar, vocabulary, and/or pronunciation at the word lerefor sentence
level
2. function
3. discourse and/or sociolinguisticand

4. culture

121



Teacher’s activitiess also divided into four subcategories:
1. Use of languag€.1/L2);
2. Interlocutor (individual/class or group
3. Purpose of use of the langua@®ntent/socializing or instrugtand

4. Teacher’s questiongseudo/genuine

Students’ activitiess divided into two subcategories:
1. Use of languagé.1/L2);

2. Student modalitylistening, speaking, reading, writiing

Categories Particular to Certain Activities

Some categories are particular to certain activities iPtbheedures of the
classsection inone or more than one block. As | observed the seven experienced
teachers’ teaching, it became clear that some categories weesl meedder to
observe certain activities in the teaching procedures section, while atbgoges
were unnecessary. For instance, one subcateg@tudént activitylnterlocutor
(teacher/peers is necessary acroBsocks A, B, Gnd D, but it is not necessary in

Block E A second example is that another subcatego8tudent activities,
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Sustained speech (ultra-minimal/minimialhecessary iBlocks A B andC, but

not in the other blocks.

The Revised COLT and its Categories
The revised COLT has five main categories (See TablEig Procedures
of the class, Topic, Teaching materials, Focus of the lesson, Teacher’s activities,
andStudent activities. Time, Procedures of the clasd;Topichave no
subcategories. The starting time of each activityroicedures of the class
noted in thelimecategory Procedures of the clagscludes the 15 criteria or
activities listed above. Observers note the topics of the classes theyeabhsbe

Topiccategory.

Focus of the Lesson
Focus of the lessdmas four subcategories:
1. Grammar, vocabulary, and/or pronunciation at the word larefor sentence
level;

2. Function;
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Table 9.The Seven Main Categories and Subcategories on the Revised COLT

Main categories

Subcategories

Time
Procedures of the cla

I opic
I eaching materia
locus of the less:

I eacher’s activitie

Student activitie

NO subcategol

15 criteria or activities that have already been axjgid previousl (See |able 8

NO subcategol
NO subcategol

Grammar, vocbulary, and/or pronunciation at the word le and or sentenct

level
Functior

Discourse and/or soclolinguisti

Culture

Interlocutol

Use of languag
Purpose of use of t
language

Ieacher’s questiol

Sustained spee

Incorparation ol
student/teacher
utterances

Use ot languag

Interiocutol

Sustained spee

Student modalr

Participant
organization

Students’ Interactiv
activities

Class or grou
Individual

L1

LZ
conten

Socilalizing or Instruc
Pseud

Genuint
Ultra-minimal

Minimal

Form
Repetitiol

correction/paraphras
Comment on conte
Clarirication reques

Elaporation reques
L1

LZ

Peer:

leache
Ultra-minimal

Minimal

Listening
Speakin

Readin(

writing
Inaiviaual
Clas
Class/group/pal
nxe /not tx

bggé nﬁar&?? words to choo e/fr e

Interacnon(ree/ 0 me extent free/fixéd)
Sustained speec tra-m|n|ma minimal
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3. Discourse and/or sociolinguisticand
4. Culture
“At the word level and/or sentence level” was added to the original definition of
the Grammar, vocabulary, and/or pronunciation at the word lerefor sentence
level category because grammar, vocabulary, and pronunciation are usually dealt
with at the word level and/or the sentence level in the Japanese junior high school
classes that | have observE&dnctionis a reference to functions/communicative
acts (e.g., requesting, apologizing, and explaining).

Discourse and/or sociolinguistiegefers to the way in which spoken or
written sentences combine into cohesive and coherent sequences such as when
describing a process (e.g., how to plant a herb garden) and/or a reference to
spoken or written forms or styles appropriate to particular contexts feg., t
difference in the use ohayandcanin formal and informal contexts).utureis a
referenceo the cultural background of words, lexical phrases, and the text used in

the class.
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Teacher’s Activities

Teacher’s activitiewas five subcategorieBiterlocutor, Use of language
Purpose of use of the languadeacher’s questionSustained speecand
Incorporation of student/teacher utterancEsch of these subcategories is further
sub-subcategorized.

Interlocutorrefers to the person(s) that the speaker or speakers are talking
and it is further subcategorized intlass or groupandindividual. Class or group
indicates that the teacher is speaking to the whole class or one or nmooa¢ha
group.Individualindicates that the teacher is speaking to an individual.

Use of languagéas two sub-subcategoriéd, andL2. L1 is the use of the
students’ L1(Japanese) arl? is use of the LZEnglish).Purpose of use of the
languageis subcategorized intGontentandSocializing or instructContent
indicates that the teacher is speaking to teaclSaodlizing or instrucindicates
that the teacher is giving greetings or instructing students.

Teacher’s questions subcategorized infgseudcandgenuine. Pseudo
indicates thathe speaker possesses the information requested (e.g., ‘Who is the

author of the book that we are reading today?’) genbiinemeans thathe
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information requested is not known in advance by the questioner (e.qg., ‘Where did
you go last Sunday?’).

Sustained speedh intended to measure the extent to which speakers engage
in extended discourse or restrict their utterances to a minimal length of one
sentence, clause, or word. It is subcategorizeduitta-minimalandminimal.
Ultra-minimal means that student turns consist of one word only or two-word
speech fragments, such as an article and a nountfe.gyn and a preposition
plus a noun (e.gat homég. Minimal indicates that the teacher-student turn
consists of more than one or two words, long phrases, or one or two main clauses
or sentences. The original COLT has one other sub-subcatsgstginedwhich
indicates that a teacher-student turn consists of at least three main. ddausiés
of the teacher talk by the student teachers | observed waswitheminimal or
minimal,| did not include the category etistained speech.

Incorporation of student/teacher utterandess six sub-subcategoridsrm,
repetition, correction/paraphrase, comment on content, clarification recaedt,
elaboration requesfFormis a reaction to the linguistic form (e.g., grammar,
vocabulary, and pronunciation) of the preceding utterance(s). Repetition is full or

partial repetition of previous utterance@prrection paraphrasé any linguistic
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correction of a previous utterance or indication of incorrectnespamagphrases
reformulation of previous utterance(s). When a teacher’s reaction to the form of
the students’ utterances is observed, he corrects or paraphraseSdhament on
contentis positive or negative response (not correction) to previous utterance(s).
Comments can be either message-related or form-re@imudfication requesis
requests indicating that the preceding utterance was not clearly undenstbad
repetition or reformulation is requirefllaboration requesindicates a request for
further information related to the subject matter of the preceding utterance(s

Requests for an explanation are included in this category.

Student Activities
Student activitiess divided into six subcategoriddse of language,
Interlocutor, Sustained speech, Student modality, Participant organizatidn
Students’ interactive activities.
Use of languageoncerns the use of th& (Japanese) ard (English)
Interlocutorrefers the person(s) to whom a speaker or speakers are talking to and
it is subcategorized infpeersandteacher Sustained speedtas two sub-

subcategoriesiltra-minimalandminimal. Ultra-minimalmeans that students
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turns which consist of one word only or two-word speech fragments such as
article plus noun and preposition plus noMimimal means that the teacher and a
student turns which consists of more than one or two words, long phrases, or one
or two main clauses or sentencgtgident modalitys a reference to which skill
students are engaging iistening, speaking, readingndwriting.

Participant organizatiomefers to the way in which students are organized.
Three basic organizational patterns make up this cateigaoliyidual, classand
class group/pair. Individuaineans that students work on their own either on the
same task or the different task¥assindicates (a) a central activity led by the
teacher in which the teacher interacts with the whole class and/or witrdumalivi
students; (b) a central activity led by a student or students (e.g., a group of
students acts out a skit and the rest of the class is the audience); (c) theagsole c
or individual groups patrticipate in choral work (e.g., repeating a model provided
by the textbook or teachelass/group/paimeans that one or several activities
are explained by the teacher and practiced by the whole class and each group or
pair then works on the same task or different tasks.

Students’ interactive activitiesas added for observing teaching at a junior

high school. In many of the classes | have observed, teachers let students practi
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their English through games such as information-gap activities (e.gviénter

games). Games consist of three elements: the targeted sentence pattern,

vocabulary, and interaction; thus, | included four subcategories Bitioents’

interactive activitiecategory:Sentence pattern (fixed/not fixed), Vocabulary
(fixed/words to choose/free), Interaction (free/to some extentixes), and

Sustained speech (ultra-minimal/minimal).

Rationale for and Further Explanation of the Categories
Time and Procedures of the Class
Each activity and episode is timed so that a calculation of the percentage of
time spent on the various features of the revised COLT can be determined. All
other activities are coded within the context of each activity of Proceduties of

class.

Topic

Topic refers to topics related to the students’ immediate environment and

experiences (e.g., family and community topics) or topics that extenddéy®
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classroom and immediate environment (e.g., international events). Topics are

determined by the textbooks authorized by the Ministry of Education and Science.

Teaching Materials

Teaching materials are generally decided as teachers are supposed to use

textbooks authorized by the Ministry of Education and Science. Therefore, the

important point from the viewpoint of communicative teaching and learning is

how they are used in this context. The way that the textbooks are used tedeflec

in how English is practiced in the class.

Use of Language in Teacher’s Activities, Student Activities, and Other Categories

This category is based on the assumption that the amount that the students

use the target language is closely related to their L2 developmerdnin m

approaches to second language acquisition, input is seen as an important factor

underlying acquisition, though the place of input within those approaches varies.

For example, from the viewpoint of the Input Hypothesis, input needs to be

comprehensible (Krashen, 1985). This category is closely relate®wipiose of

use of the language (content or instruction/socializinghe Teacher’s activities
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category This category permits an investigation of whether more communicative

interactions tend to take place in the L1 rather than the L2 in classrooms in which

the teacher and the students share the same L1.

Teacher’'s Questions Teacher’s Activities

Interaction in English occurs most often between the teacher and student(s)

in Japanese junior high schools. It starts with the teacher’s question, &hible c

display questiongpseud9 or referential questiongé€nuing. In the

communicative language teaching paradigm, information gap actividema of

the main types of communicative task, so classroom activities in which the

answers are not known in advance are frequently used. This feature was dkvelope

to measure the extent to which teacher questions allow for giving arningce

unpredictable information and creating more interactions between the taadher

students.

Incorporation of Student/Teacher Utteran@ed eacher’s Activities

L2 language acquisition researchers have argued that building on the L2slearner

previous utterances can contribute to language acquisition. This feature isdntende
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to measure the different ways in which this may be carried out. This catagory,
mentioned above, has six subcategof@sn, repetition correction/ paraphrase
comment on contentlarification requestndelaboration request.

Negotiation of meaning is assumed to contribute to L2 acquisition (Gass,
2003; Long, 1996). In situations where negotiation of meaning takes place,
clarification requestind/orelaboration requestan occur. If second language
speakers understand that the listeners do not understand them and they are in a
situation where they have to make themselves understood as clearly as possible
they need to express themselves again by modifying what they have said.
Corrective recasts are also believed to be important for L2 acquisitioghBo&
Varela, 1998; Farrar, 1992; Han, 2002) and can be checked in the
correction/paraphraseategory.

At the same time, th@corporation of student/teacher utteranazgegory
was developed to investigate whether the teacher’s reaction to studendsiagser

is form-focusedform) or meaning-focusedc¢mment on content
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Sustained Speech Treacher’s Activities and Student Activities

Sustained speech is not often observable in Japanese junior high school

English classes. If it takes place, it is usually in response to an elaboeafi@str

from the teacher. If the teacher asks a student to elaborate, and the student

responds, they can achieve minimal sustained speech. | have yet to observe

sustained speech consisting of at least three main clauses betweechbeded

a student, or between students.

Requests for repetition and clarification sometimes occur when students are

engaged in interactive activities; thus, sustained speech is possible between

students.

Student Modality irstudent Activities

Traditionally, each language skill has been taught in isolation in L2

instruction in Japan, so learners often engage in listening activitiesitsdypérom

speaking activities. Students are encouraged to integrate the four skillscbaef

more authentic use of language in communicative language teaching classroom

This category identifies the various skills involved in a classroom activity.
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Participant Organization and Students’ Interactive ActivitieSindent Activities

In the literature on communicative language teaching, group work is
considered indispensable for learners to develop communicative competence. For
instance, Swain (1995, p. 128) stated: “Output may stimulate learners to move
from the semantic, open-ended, non-deterministic, strategic processiatgptev
in comprehension to the complete grammatical processing needed foteaccura
production. Output, thus, would seem to have a potentially significant role in the
development of syntax and morphology” (p. 128). In addition, it is through
production that learners are able to receive implicit or explicit feedbaghkge in
hypothesis testing, and develop automaticity (Gass, 1997; Swain, 1995). This
contrasts with teacher-centered classes in which learners spendm®ore ti
responding to the teacher’s questions and rarely initiate discourse. Participant
organization is intended to describe distinctions between teacher-centered and
group-work interactions in L2 classrooms. How often and to whom the teacher
and the students communicate is also reflected imthdocutorin Teacher’s

activitiesand Student activitiesategories
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In this section, | have discussed how | have developed the revised version of

the COLT used in this study. In the next section, | introduce a pilot study bhsing t

revised COLT and related questionnaires.

The Pilot Study

The pilot study was conducted in June 2000 in order to (a) investigate the

reliabilities of TheTeaching Skill Questionnaiiteria,the Revised COL&and

The Student Teachers’ Videotaped Instrucfi(l) determine whether the

participants would understatite Revised COL&nd TheStudent Teachers’

Videotaped InstructiofSee Appendix H & 1), (c) investigate the clarity of the

teaching extracts on the 60-minute videotape on the basis of thkiSitudent

Teachers’ Videotaped Instructiovere answered arttle Revised COLWas used,

and (d) validate thRevised COLTThe contents of th8tudent Teachers’

Videotaped Instructioandthe Teaching Skill Questionnai&ee Appendix Gas

well as the videotape were based on the teaching activities that | hadmtla€le i

previous several years. The items had been checked through several phases. This

pilot study was also designed to investigate the possible presence of the &ashom
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Effect;® confirm the clarity of the 60-minute videotape and also see that the

participants would understand the activities recorded on the videotape. If the
Rashomon Effect was operating, different participants would interpretritee sa
scene differently and the answers would vary. This would be indicated by the

participants’ choosing wrong activities.

Participants
The participants were five female student teachers, two male and timae fe
college teachers, and five junior high school teachers (practicum supervisors), four
of whom were male and one of whom was female. The five student teachers had
been chosen from the four-year college (Hachioji Coll@gengre the researcher
taught as a full-time instructor. These five student teachers were chosemiy

from those who had completed the main questionnaire.

* Rashomon Effect: The Rashomon effect is the effect of the subjectivity of
perception on recollection, by which observers of an event are able substantially
different but equally plausible accounts of it. It is named for Akira Kurosaila
Rashomonin which a crime witnessed by four individuals is described in four
mutually contradictory ways. The film is in turn based on two short stories by
Akutagawa Ryunosuke, though the technique is not as manifest in the prose as in
the film.

5 The names of the educational institutions mentioned in this stadysaudonyms.
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One of the five college teachers was a colleague involved in the teacher
licensure program, another used to be in an Ed.D. cohort at the same graduate
school | attended, another taught in the teacher licensure program of lruma
University located in Saitama prefecture, and the last two taught in tetea
licensure program at a college in Ishikawa prefecture. One of theufiigg high
school teachers was an English teacher at a Tokyo public junior high school for 20
years, and the other four taught at a private junior and senior high school attached
to a women'’s university located in central Tokyo. All of the participants signed

written consent forms stating that the data could be used in this study.

Materials
Five kinds of materials were used in the pilot study: a contract, a 10-minute
videotape that was accompanied by a set of questionse#tuhing Skill
QuestionnairetheRevised COLTand theStudent Teachers’ Videotaped
Instructionand that the participants answered after observing the five student
teachers’ teaching on the 60 minute-videotape.
The 10-minute videotape consisted of 10 excerpts, each of which was

between 30 to 45 seconds in length (See Appendix F). In each excerpt, one of the
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five student teachers, who appeared in the 60-minute videotape, could be observed
teaching in their practicum. Ten activities were chosen for use in the lptsxce
from typical teaching activities. The five student teachers appeaa twi
consecutively in the same order as they would in the 60-minute videotape. The
participants were asked to choose which activity one of the student teachers was
engaged in and to record their responses on the answer sheet.

TheTeaching Skill Questionnai@ppendix G) consisted of 15 questions
that were based on typical teaching activities. Each question was answexéd
point Likert scale (1 = participant finds it very easy to tegch=the most difficult
to teach. These 15 questions were ordered in terms of hypothesized difficulty, so
the first question was likely to be answered with 1 or 2, the questions in the middle
with 3 or 4, and the last question with 6 or 7. The five student teachers had been
asked previously to arrange these 15 items in order of difficulty, and the order of
the questions ifheTeaching Skill Questionnairgas determined based on the
answers provided by the five student teachers.

The participants watched the five-section 50-miniue videotape that included
intervals where | explained how to answer pathefRevised COL&ndthe

Student Teachers’ Videotaped Instructfonthe next section. The videotape
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showed English teaching from reviews to consolidation with the five student-
teachers. The participants used Revised COLTSee Appendix H) while
observing the teaching.

All the criteria were based on my past findings concerning the COLThAll
criteria except the greeting activity were adapted into the leftodittee Revised
COLTtable. Thus, the categories on the left side showed how the class would
proceed and what teaching activities were likely to be observed. The patstipa
roles were listed at the top of the table. The participants checked what was
prominent in the top categories for each activity listed in the teachingdorese If
one category was particularly prominent, the participants were askeatkdira
category with a double circle, and if prominent, they would mark it with desing
circle.

The Student Teachers’ Videotaped Instructemmsisted of 42 5-point Likert
scale questions (See Appendix 1). The participants were asked to respoad to t
guestions based on what they observed on the videotape. Most of the questions
were paired. One was a general and theoretical question and the other asked how
well the student teacher performed a particular activity in eatiosef the video.

These questions were developed based on the 15 items.

140



Procedures

| first explained the research purposes and the pilot studies to the fivetstude
teachers in July, 2000. | then asked them to sign the consent form (See Appendix
J). After obtaining their written consent, | gave each person a set ofoguestes
with the videotape. They answered freaching Skill Questionnairgvatched the
10-minute videotape with thiRevised COLBndThe Student Teachers’
Videotaped Instructigrand then began watching the 60-minute videotape. In the
60-minute videotape, | first introduced the components of the videotape, explained
how and what to mark ohhe Revised COL&nd how to answehe Student
Teachers’ Videotaped Instructiohe participants then watched the videotape.
Some of the participants needed a few minutes to answer the remainingrguest
After approximately 5 minutes, the answer sheets were collected.

On the same day, | sent a set of the questionnaires with a videotape to the five
college teachers and the five practicum supervisors. | had previously told them
about the research and the pilot studies by phone or in person. Within a month, |

was able to collect all of the answer sheets.

141



Results
The Teaching Skill Questionnaire
A one-way ANOVA and a Scheffé post hoc comparison were conducted to
identify differences in the means of the answers of the three groups ofjjaautisci
to each question on The Teaching Skill Questionnaire. A Bonferroni adjustment
was applied and thelevel was set at .003 as 15 comparisons within the same data
set were made. Only question 15 showed a statistically significant difteF4@¢

12) = 14.35p < .001.

Table 10.Comparison of the Answers of theaching Skill Questionnaire

Among the Three Groups

Source of variance SS df MS F P
Between Groups 38.93 2 19.47 14.35 .001
Within Groups 16.40 12 1.37

Though it was found that the responses to only one item differed

significantly, the differences in the means of the other answers of theytbrges

were quite large. The Cronbach alpha reliability estimate was .88, sdidhditg

of the self-assessment instrument was acceptable.
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10-minute Video

The responses were analyzed using Cohen’s kappa coefficient (N*K matrix)
(Seigal & Castellan, 1988). The result vas .764, and the significance f(z) =
8.179. As the scenes the participants watched were excerpts from the 60-minute
videotape, the reliability of the participants’ responses to the 60 minutetapgeo

was confirmed.

60-minute Video

The participants drew a circle or a double circle in the appropriate box on the

Revised COLT when they perceived a particular activity on the videotape. For

example, if a participant thought that a student teacher was engaged in a review

activity, the box describing the activity of ‘speaking in English as a teguheed

on the top of the table and also the activity titledewson the left side of the table

was checked with a circle or a double circle. The score for each boxalgagted,;

a circle was counted as one point and a double circle was counted as two points.
All three groups awarded scores for the same activities. The stedeher

group and the college teacher group awarded high scores to some aativities t

which the JT group gave no scores or only one score. For example, in the use of
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English by the student teachers on the 60-minute videotape, the student teacher

group and the college teacher group perceived the student teacher using English

and yet the junior high school teacher group rarely perceived this behavior. As the

groups have different backgrounds and their experiences concerning teaching

English at the high school level vary, it is unsurprising that their perception

differed.

A one-way ANOVA and a Scheffé post hoc comparison were conducted to

identify possible differences in the means of the answers of the three graguht

guestion. A Bonferroni adjustment was determined using

http://www.quantitativeskills.com/sisa/calculations/bonfer.htmptheel was set

at .001. No question was statistically significant, and yet the differentles of

means of the answers were not small enough to be ignored. As the number of the

participants is much larger in the main survey, it is likely that some variables

show statistically significarf values, given the greater statistical power that

comes with largeN-sizes. Cronbach’s alpha estimate of reliability was .80.
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CHAPTER 5

METHODS

Participants

Three groups of participants took part in the study: student teachers, college
teachers, and junior high school teachers. The student teacher group was made up
of 57 Japanese females who were approximately 22 years of age. Tieey we
studying at a four-year women'’s college and were in their fourth arld/éaaat
the school. They had already finished a two- or three-week teaching practia
Japanese junior or senior high school. After completing their practicum, they
returned to the college and continued attending an English teaching methodology
class that was offered as part of the teacher licensure program. Insthd cla
explained about the study and asked the students to participate. They were
informed that participation was voluntary and that participation (or lack of
participation) would not affect their grades; 57 of the 61 students agreed to
participate, and they signed the written consent form shown in Appendix H.

The college teacher group was made up of 19 Japanese university professors,

all of whom were involved in a teacher licensure program for junior and senior
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high school teachers of English. Two were my colleagues and seven were people |
knew as teachers in teacher licensure programs at other universitiksedlthe
other ten participants to take part in the study by e-mail after obtalmeigremes
from the JALT (Japan Association of Language Teachers) members’ list. Thi
group of 19 professors was made up of 12 male and 7 female professors. | made a
list of these participants, and after calling them on the telephone and explhiai
purposes of the study, | sent the questionnaires with a videotape and a written
consent form to those who agreed to participate.

The third group of participants was 28 junior high school teachers (12
Japanese male and 16 Japanese female teachers). | knew 20 of the tteachygrs
the practicum that my college students participated in. | asked these [2€r$ctac
introduce other junior high school teachers of English who had experience
supervising student teachers. | made a list of the candidates in this grougeand af
calling them, explaining the study, and receiving their verbal consent toipeaieti
| sent the questionnaires with a videotape and a written consent form that | asked

them to sign (See Appendix J).
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Instrumentation
Four instruments were used in the main study: a written consent form, a
guestionnaire about 15 teaching skills, a 60-minute videotape with a checklist, and
a 42-item questionnaire. All participants permitted me to use the data that |
obtained from the questionnaire by signing the consent form. As the partigipants
the pilot study had little trouble answering the questions after watching the

videotape, the same materials were used in the main study.

TheTeaching Skill Questionnaire

The Teaching Skill Questionnairgas made up of 15 questions based on the
15 items concerning teaching English in junior high sch(@¢e Appendix G). The
purpose of the instrument was twofold. The first purpose was to determine whether
there was a significant difference between the three groups of partscfpaany
of the teaching techniques. The second purpose was to determine the correlation
between their responses to the other questionnaires and their responses to the
Teaching Skill Questionnairhe respondents were asked to judge how easy or
difficult each teaching item was on a 7-point Likert scale [tlissvery easy to

teach 7 =It is very difficult to teach The 15 questions were ordered in terms of
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their expected endorsability; thus, the first question was expected to ber@thsw
with a rating of 1 or 2, the questions in the middle with 3, 4, or 5, and the last
guestion with 6 or 7. In order to arrive at an order of hypothesized endorsability,
the five student teachers participating in the pilot study were askedtmarnhe

15 items in order of perceived difficulty; this order was then used ohethehing

Skill Questionnaire

The Revised COLT

TheRevised COLWas designed to provide observers with a common
viewpoint when observing, discussing, and evaluating the student-teachers’
teaching so that the student teachers can obtain specific and systeeiacke
about their teaching performance and the junior high school teachers can provide
more systematic evaluations of the student teachers’ performances iadtieupn.

The participants used thevised COLTAppendix H) to evaluate the five
student teachers’ English teaching performances on the five-sectiorayideAt
different student teacher appears in each of the five sections. The pugsoe
identify significant differences between the ratings of the studenteegobup, the

college teacher group, and the junior high school teacher group.
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TheRevised COLTwhich was an adapted version of the original COLT, was
based on past findings concerning the COLT (see Chapter 4). The left dide of t
COLT indicates how the class proceeds, while information concerning tlinetsac
and learners’ roles is listed at the top of the table. The users of the iastrcimeck
what is prominent in the top categories for each teaching procedure. In the case of
this study, the participants were asked to mark a prominent category witliea s

circle, and an especially prominent category with a double circle.

The Student Teachers

In this section | describe the five student teachers. | knew four of theastude
teachers very well as | taught them at the college. | did not know very much about
the fifth student teacher, as she was recommended to participate in thieystudy
member of a professional teacher organization in Japan (Japan Association of
College English Teachers (JACET)) who taught her at a different college

Two of the student teachers on the video were familiar with junior high
school students, as they taught at a prep school for junior high school students. The
other student teachers knew junior high school students socially because they had

brothers and/or sisters who were junior high school students; as a reslkhehey
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their siblings’ junior high school friends. At least one of the student teachers
eventually became a part-time junior high school teacher, and another continued to
teach at a prep school after graduation. Four of them wanted to be teachers, so they
sat teacher certification examination. All of them failed, but one initiaktaive a
part-time teacher, and five years later was able to become afealte¢acher.

All of the student teachers were hard working and they made considerable
efforts to succeed in their practicum. Student teacher A was a calm, but very
determined person. Student teacher B, who was from another college, was
outspoken and had an honest attitude. The teacher who recommended that she take
part in the study stated that she was cut out to be a teacher. Student teach®r C ha
gentle, cheerful, personality. Student teacher D was a free and easy typet Stude
teacher E was a little older than the others, as she had worked for two yeegs bef

entering the college.

The Student Teachers’ Videotaped Instruction
The Student Teachers’ Videotaped Instructiweais made up of 42 multiple-choice
guestions measured on a 5-point Likert scale (Appendix I). The 42 questions were

made in accordance with the 60-minute videotape, which has five segments: Video
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A, Video B, Video C, Video D, and Video E. As a result, there were five groups of
guestions, each of which was closely related to a particular video segiment. T
participants answered the questions based on what they saw on the videotape. Most
of the questions were paired: One question from each pair was a general, evaluative
guestion (e.g., Is it useful to make students aware of the new sentence pattern and
new part of the English grammar while reading?) and the other concerned how well
the student teacher was teaching from this viewpoint (e.g., The student teasher w
trying to make students aware of the new sentence pattern and new English
grammar while reading. Was she teaching effectively?). These questiook

were written based on the 15 items discussed in Chapter 4 (See Table 7), were used

to determine on what specific points the three groups of participantsediffe

Procedures
| asked the student teacher participants to come to the classroom aira cert
day. | counted the number of participants, called the roll, handed out a set of
guestionnaires to each participant, and asked them to provide their written consent
to participate. Next, they completed theaching Skill Questionnair&his took

approximately 15 minutes. | then briefly explained the contents of the other two
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guestionnaires (ThRevised COLRNd theStudent Teachers’ Videotaped

Instruction) and directed them to mark the checklist onRlegised COLTith a

circle or a double circle while watching the videotape. The participantsthged

watching the five videotape segments. | answered questions after thexyistaedf

watching the videotape and had completed the questionnaire. | then cdhhected

consent forms, th€eaching Skill Questionnairand the questionnaires with the

checklist, which were not separated from the answer sheets.

On approximately the same day, | sent a set of questionnaires to the college

teachers and junior high school teachers who had agreed to participate in the study

I included a letter saying that | would be very appreciative if they cautgplete

the questionnaires and send back them to me within six months. | also included a

stamped self-addressed envelop. Finally, | checked each set of docaftesritsey

arrived and | entered the responses into an EXCEL file.

Analyses

Four research questions are investigated in this study. The first research

guestion is: What categories should be included on an observation checklist for

student teachers, their supervisors, and college teachers to use when observing
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student teachers’ classroom teaching? This research question wasedisicuss
Chapter 4. The COLT was revised based on the results.

The second research question is: To what degree do student teachers,
practicum supervisors, and college teachers’ ratings ohethehing Skill
Questionnairaliffer? The data from this research question were used to identify
patterns in the responses from the three groups to the 15 itemsTaatieng Skill
Questionnaire.

The third research question asked to what degree the student teachers,
practicum supervisors, and college teachers’ ratings of the studergrgach
teaching performances differed when they usedRéngsed COLTIn order to
answer this question, | focused on the ratings that the participants dwlaede
student teacher$’2 Useand four other related categories as demonstrated on the
video. These five categories are some of the categories on the RevisedS¥eLT (
Table 9). The raters used a partial credit rating scale of 0, 1, or 2 accortiony
much the student teachers used English as their second language in theclass (
use) and related categories (activities), such as the purpose of using the L2

(socializing or content), the types of questions they asked (pseudo or genuine), the
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students’ use of English, and sustained speech between student teachers and
students (ultra-minimal or minimal).

| selected one teaching situation section from each video in order to gimplif
the analysis and to permit the participants to observe each student seb2Zhese.
The video sections were selected by determining sections where the student
teachers had rich opportunities to use English. Block A (the first studeheteac
New sentence patterrBlock B (the second student teachetroduction of
interactive activitie§ Block C (the third student teach&waluatior), Block D (the
fourth student teache]odel/Chorus reading and Block E (the fifth studer®art
of consolidatiop were selected. There were about 200 blocks, so in order to reduce
the raters’ burden, | filled in some blocks with a circle, double circle, or a;dtes
cross indicated that the block did not have to be completed. The following blocks
were marked with a cross: L2 use in Block E; Purpose of the use of the language
(socializing) in Block C, and Sustained speech (ultra-minimal) in BlockhBse
data were analyzed with the Rasch rating scale model and the ratingadna
group give to the five student teachers were compared and analyzedwéinay

ANOVA.
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The fourth research question asked to what degree student teachers,
practicum supervisors, and college teachers’ ratings of student teacaengge
performances differed when they used $tedent Teachers’ Video-taped
Instruction Because all the items on tB&udent Teachers’ Video-taped Instruction
were measured with a common rating scale, the Rasch rating scalewasdeded
to analyze these data. The questions were divided into three groups according to the
wording used on each 5-point Likert scale. One Likert scale measured tha stude
teachers’ performance from M@t useful to 5 Very usefyl The second Likert
scale measured the items on a scale frqhat effectiveto 6 (/ery effectivig and
the final Likert scale group used other expressions subloiaguthentiand
Authentic

After identifying the independent constructs among the responses from the
three rater groups to the 42 items on$edent Teachers’ Video-taped Instruction
using the Rasch rating scale model, the three groups’ responses wezeanatly

a series of one-way ANOVAs.
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The Rasch Model

The Rasch measurement model (Rasch, 1960) is an effective means for
validating the dimensionality of instruments. The Rasch measurement model
allows for an investigation of dimensionality and the ordering of items on an
interval scale. The fit of the data to the Rasch measurement model imestam
using the item level fit statistics to compare the discrepancy betive@bserved
and model expected responses. Furthermore, the Rasch model reduces complex
data matrices to a unidimensional variable, as all systematitioaria the data is
explained by one latent variable. The use of Rasch principal component analysis of
item residuals provides an effective means of detecting any relecamds

construct in the data.

Rasch Rating Scale Model
The Rasch rating scale model (Andrich, 1978; Wright & Masters, 1982) was
used to analyze the data and obtain estimates of the degree to which the
respondents endorsed the items. The Rasch rating scale model was &wid¢ioted
data analyses because the items oM #azhing Skill Questionnaingsed a

common rating scale.
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The Rasch rating scale model estimates the probability that a respontient wi
choose a particular response category for an item using the followingléorm

(Pnji /P - 1)) =Ba— D - F;,

whereP,;i is the probability of respondent n selecting categdoy itemi,

Pni (j - 1) is the probability of respondent n scoring in categerdy of item i,

B, is the person measure of respondemins the difficulty of itemi, and

F; is the difficulty of category stejp

Rasch analysis places person abilgy) @nd item difficulty D;) on the same
measurement scale where the unit of measurement is the logit (logarithm of odds
unit). Rasch item and person reliability estimates indicate the repbidyaf the
item difficulty estimates and person ability estimates on the aoalés analogous
to Cronbach’s alpha.

The Rasch logit scale was converted to a CHIPS scale, which sets the mean
item difficulty estimate at 50.0; standard errors are gelgeaaedund 1 CHIP in size.
The use of the CHIPS scale makes it easy to estimate of the probability of a
participant endorsing a particular item and it eliminates the negatiwvesvtidat are

a part of the Rasch logit scale; thus, all measures on the CHIPS sqabsitive.

157



CHAPTER 6

RESULTS

Research Question 1: Revised COLT Categories
The first research question asked what categories should be included on the
observation checklist that student teachers, college teachers, and junior high school
teachers (student teachers’ supervisors) use when observing studemsteache
classroom teaching. The answer to this research question was disouSkagter

4.

Research Question 2: Theaching Skill QuestionnaifResults
Research question 2 asked to what degree student teachers, collegs teach
and junior high school teachers’ ratings onTeaching Skill Questionnaire
differed. In order to identify patterns in the responses of the three groups of
participants to the 15 items on theaching Skill Questionnairé employed the
Rasch rating scale model (Andrich, 1978; Wright & Masters, 1982). Two student

teachers failed to complete this questionnaire, so the number of student teacher
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respondents was 55. In addition, 19 college teachers and 28 junior high school
teachers completed the questionnaire.

| first identified the dimensionality of the responses from the three gafups
participants to the 15 items on theaching Skill Questionnaingsing the Rasch
rating scale model with Winsteps version 3.68.0 (Linacre, 2009). This was carried
by inspecting the pca of item residuals results for the 15 items. A sedralgées
indicated that the 15 items were best divided into three groups, with each group
measuring a different construdteaching Mainly in Japanes€&eaching Using

Easy EnglishandTeaching Using Difficult English

Question 1-5: Teaching Mainly in Japanese
The construct underlying questions 1-5 was naireathing Mainly in
JapaneseA representative item is “To explain a new structure in Japanese.” The
functioning of the original 7-point scale was investigated using Winsteps. Becaus
several thresholds on the scale were extremely close to one anotherjesatedd,
and 3 were collapsed into a single category, as were the 5t @ategories. The
new rating scale structure and its functioning are shown in Table 11. Thengesulti

4-point rating scale met the criteria proposed by Linacre (1999).
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Table 11 Revised Rating Scale Category Structure for Teaching Mainly in

Japanese

Category Observed Infit MNSQ  Outfit MNSQ Structure Category
(%) Calibration Measure

1 Easy 51 (12) 1.27 1.29 NONE (-12.46)

4 Neutral 90 (21) .81 .80 -6.54 -4.40

5 A little difficult 161 (38) .86 .78 -1.74 3.71

7 Difficult 120 (28) 1.05 1.06 8.28 (13.63)

As shown in Table 11, the mean Rasch person ability estimates for the
college teacher group and the junior high school teacher group were nearly
identical at 61.16 and 61.15, respectively. Their means were considerably higher
than the mean (51.97) of the student teacher group. The 95% confidence intervals
of the college teacher group [56.79, 65.53] and the junior high school teacher group
[58.07, 64.23] were much higher and did not overlap with those of the student
teacher group [49.83, 54.11], indicating a significant difference between the two
sets of scores.

The Rasch item reliability (separation) estimate was 1.00 (15.18), which
indicated that the item difficulty estimates were separated wideBlation to their
standard errors. The Rasch person reliability (separation) estimaté5,/a31),
indicating that many raters had similar ability estimates and werefohe not well

separated on the CHIPS scale.
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Table 12 Descriptive Statistics for Teaching Mainly in Japanese

Student College Junior High

Teachers Teachers School Teachers
M 51.97 61.16 61.15
SE 1.07 2.09 1.50
95% CI Lower Bound 49.83 56.79 58.07
95% CI Upper Bound 54.11 65.53 64.23
SD 7.91 9.08 7.9
Skewness .63 -.03 -0.1
SES 0.32 0.53 0.44
Kurtosis -0.29 -1.66 -1.17
SEK 0.63 1.01 0.86

Note.All statistics are based on Rasch CHIPS.

The Wright map foiTeaching Mainly in Japanesg shown in Figure 1. The

mean person ability estimat8 of 53.20 (6.91) is above the mean item difficulty

estimate $D) of 50.00 (3.36), which indicates that the items were somewhat easy

to endorse overall. Item T @ greet in Englishwas the easiest to endorse

(difficulty estimate = 46.2) and items 3 andT® (ranslate text in the textbook into

JapanesgTo give background knowledge of the text in the textlvesgectively

were the most difficult items to endorse (difficulty estimate = 52.4). Aw/shn

Figure 1, the item difficulty estimates clustered together somesidstly and

more difficult to endorse items are needed in order to measure some of the

participants more precisely.
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The person ability estimates spanned approximately 25 CHIPS, while the

item difficulties spanned approximately 6 CHIPS.

More lenient raters | Mre difficult to endorse itens
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50 ### +Mltem 2 Item 4
.# |S
# S Item1l
#Hi#HH | T
#H#
#
40 # T+
More severe raters | Easier to endorse itemns

Note Each # is 2 raters. Each . is 1 rater.
Figure 1 Wright map forTeaching Mainly in Japanese

The Rasch model accounted for 46.3% of the variance in the observations.

Unexplained variance (eigenvalues) in the first five contrasts was 18.6% (2.0),
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11.3% (1.2), 10.2% (1.1), 5.6% (.6), and 0.1% (.0), respectively. Because of the
relatively large amount of variance accounted for by the Rasch model and the
relatively small eigenvalues associated with the residuals, it was coth¢hatehe

construct was fundamentally unidimensional.

Table 13 Rasch Difficulty and Fit Statistics for Teaching Mainly in Japanese

(Items 1-5)

Infit Outfit Outfit Pt-measure
Item Measure SE MNSQ Infit ZSTD MNSQ ZSTD Correlation
1 46.2 .8 1.07 5 .95 -2 .70
2 49.4 .8 71 2.1 .69 2.1 .80
3 52.4 7 1.07 5 1.11 .8 .78
4 49.5 .8 .84 -1.1 a7 -1.5 .80
5 52.4 7 1.35 2.2 1.33 2.1 74

Note Pt-measure Correlation = Part-measure correlation.

A one-way ANOVA was run to determine whether the student teachers,
practicum supervisors, and college teachers’ ratingeathing Mainly in
Japanesdiffered significantly. The independent variable was the three rater
groups and the dependent variable was the Rasch person ability estimates. The
ANOVA was statistically significanf (2, 99) = 16.01p = .00, partialy® = .25.
Follow-up tests were conducted to evaluate pairwise differences amongtpe gr

means. Because the group sizes differed, and the assumption of homogeneity of
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variances was met, the Games-Howell procedure was selected. This ptest wc
accurate when sample sizes are unequal (Field, 28@#jstically significant
differences were found in the mean of the ratings between the studentseaaher
the college teacherp € .001) and between the student teachers and the practicum
supervisorsi{ = .001); no statistically significant difference was found between the
college teachers and the practicum supervigprs1(.00). The student teacher

group gave significantly lower ratings T@aching Mainly in Japaneskan the

other two groups. The?value, which shows the proportion of the dependent
variable that is related to the independent variable, is interpreted in the
conventional way in this study; thus, .01, .06, and .14 are interpreted as small,
medium, and large effect sizes, respectively (Green & Salkind, 2008). Indbis ca

the effect was large at .25.

Questions 6-10: Teaching Using Easy English

The construct underlying questions 6-10 Wwagaching Using Easy English.

A representative item is “To instruct students in Classroom English.”
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Table 14 Revised Rating Scale Category Structure for Teaching Using Easy

English

Observed Structure Category
Category (%) Infit MNSQ  Outfit MNSQ  Calibration Measure
1 Easy 45 (10%) 1.33 1.20 NONE (-4.51)
3 A little easy 205 (44%) .91 .97 -3.40 -1.45
5 A little difficult 147 (31%) .79 .76 .52 1.71
7 Difficult 70 (15%) 1.09 1.08 2.88 (4.05)

The functioning of the original 7-point Likert scale was investigated using

Winsteps. Because a number of points on the scale were found to be extremely

close to one another, points 1 and 2, points 3 and 4, and points 5 and 6 were

combined. The revised rating scale structure meets all of the criteria pidpose

Linacre (1999) (see Table 14).

As shown in Table 15, the mean Rasch person ability estimates of the college

teachers and the junior high school teachers are similar at 58.81 and 59.50,

respectively, and both means are significantly higher than the mean atiititate

of the student teachers (46.33). The 95% confidence intervals of the college

teachers [53.21, 64.40] and the junior high school teachers [55.31, 63.69] show a

clear separation from those of the student teachers [43.88, 48.78], indicating

significant differences between the student teachers and the other two groups.
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Table 15Descriptive Statistics for Teaching Using Easy English

Student College Junior High

Teachers Teachers School Teachers
M 46.33 58.81 59.50
SE 1.22 2.66 2.04
95% CI Lower Bound 43.88 53.21 55.31
95% CI Upper Bound 48.78 64.40 63.69
SD 9.07 11.61 10.81
Skewness -0.14 0.05 -0.16
SES 0.32 0.52 0.44
Kurtosis 0.12 -1.57 -0.16
SEK 0.63 1.01 0.86

Note.All statistics are based on Rasch person measure estimates.

The Rasch item reliability (separation) estimate was .62 (1.27), indjcatin
that the item difficulty estimates were not well separated in relatidretstandard
errors. The Rasch person reliability (separation) estimate waptable at .80
(2.02).

The Wright map foiTfeaching What Using Easy Englishshown in Figure 2.
The mean person ability estimate (SD) of 50.84 (9.98) is almost the same as the
mean item difficulty estimate (SD) of 50.00 (1.49), which indicates that the
items were generally well centered on the participant abilitynastis. Quite a few
persons, however, had ability estimates at the top or bottom of the range. Iltem 6
(To notice students’ serious mistakes in their English and correct them

immediately was the easiest item to endorse (difficulty estimate = 48.6) and item
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10 (To make an oral introduction of a new sentence pattern in Englias the

most difficult item to endorse (difficulty estimate = 51.9). As shown in Figure 2,

the item difficulty estimates clustered together somewhat closdlfpath more

and less difficult to endorse items are needed in order to measure a number of the

participants more precisely.

Table 16 .Rasch Difficulty and Fit for Teaching Using Easy English (Items 6-10)

Infit Outfit Outfit Pt-measure
ltem Measure SE MNSQ Infit ZSTD MNSQ ZSTD Correlation
6 48.6 .9 1.68 4.0 1.65 3.6 71
7 48.8 .9 73 -2.0 .69 -2.3 .86
8 51.7 .9 .83 -1.2 .82 -1.2 .84
9 49.0 .9 91 -.6 .91 -5 .81
10 51.9 .9 .83 -1.2 .81 -1.3 .88

Note Pt-measure Correlation = Part-measure correlation.

The Rasch model accounted for 53.8% of the variance in the observations.

Unexplained variance (eigenvalue) in the first five contrasts was 14.7% (1.8)

10.8% (1.4), 8.1% (1.0), 6.2% (.8), and 0.0% (.0), respectively. Because of the

relatively large amount of variance accounted for by the Rasch model andalhe sm

eigenvalues associated with the residuals, it was concluded that the consdruct wa

fundamentally unidimensional.
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A one-way ANOVA was conducted to investigate whether there were any
statistically significant differences in the means of the ratingseofttree groups
for Teaching Using Easy Englisiihe independent variable was the three groups of
raters: the student teachers, the practicum supervisors, and the aadldwas. The
dependent variable was the ratings of the three groups derived from their responses
to items 6-10. The test of homogeneity of variances was significant, sb"gelc
test was used. WelchBwas significantF(2, 35.73) = 23.2% = .00, partial;®
=.31.

Follow-up tests were conducted to evaluate pairwise differences among the
means. Because the group sizes were different, the Games-Howell peosadu
selected, as this post hoc test is accurate when sample sizes are unelgual (F
2005).There were statistically significant differences in the meatsden the
student teachers and the college teachpers.Q01) and between the student
teachers and the junior high school teachers.001); no statistically significant
difference was found between the college teachers and the junior high school
teachersg{ = .98). The student teacher group gave significantly lower ratings to
Teaching Using Easy Englisiihe student teachers thought it significantly more

difficult to teach the points measured with items 6-10.
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Questions 11-15: Teaching Using Difficult English
The construct underlying questions 11-15 Wwaaching Using Difficult
English.A representative item is “To prepare for the next team-teaching discussing
with an ELT in English.”
The functioning of the original 7-point scale was investigated using
Winsteps. Because the original rating scale structure met thaacgtiggested by
Linacre (1999), the rating scale was not altered. The rating scale fungtisnin

shown in Table 17.

Table 17 Rating Scale Category Structure for Teaching Using Difficult English

Observed Outfit Structure Category
Category (%) Infit MNSQ MNSQ Calibration Measure
1 Easy 43(9%) 1.27 1.18 NONE (-3.87)
2 Fairly easy 93 (20%) .68 .70 -2.60 -2.11
3 A little Easy 111 (24%) 1.01 .92 -1.28 -.88
4 Neutral 106 (23%) .79 .86 -43 15
5 A Little Difficult 51 (11%) 1.06 .99 .88 1.04
6 Fairly Difficult 37 (8%) .87 .86 1.27 1.99
7 Difficult 30 (6%) 1.69 1.62 2.16 (3.51)

As shown in Table 18, the means of the Rasch ability estimates for the
college teachers and the junior high school teachers were 59.93 and 52.30,
respectively. Their means were considerably higher than the mean (44188) of t

student teachers. The 95% confidence intervals also showed little or no overlap
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between the student teachers [43.46, 46.49] and either the college teachers [51.59,

62.27] or junior high school teachers [49.75, 54.86]. Thus, the two groups of

experienced teachers thought that it is easy to teach using difficlisiEng

The Rasch item reliability estimate (separation) was .88 (2.76), and tble Ras

person reliability estimate (separation) was .83 (2.22). Both resultstiedigood

separation of items and persons in relation to their respective errors of

measurement.

Table 18.Descriptive Statistics for Teaching Using Difficult English

Student College Junior High

Teachers Teachers School Teachers
M 44.98 59.93 52.30
SE 0.75 2.54 1.24
95% CI Lower Bound 43.46 51.59 49.75
95% CI Upper Bound 46.49 62.27 54.86
SD 5.60 11.08 6.58
Skewness -0.74 -0.23 1.28
SES 0.32 0.52 0.44
Kurtosis 1.93 -1.32 2.26
SEK 0.63 1.01 0.86

Note.All statistics are based on Rasch CHIPS.

The Wright map foifeaching Using Difficult Englisis shown in Figure 3.

The mean person ability estimate (SD) of 48.25 (6.46) is below the mean item

difficulty estimate (SD) of 50.00 (1.56). This indicates that the items were
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somewhat difficult to endorse overall. Item T (ask questions in English about
text and let students try to answer in Engliglas the easiest item to endorse
(difficulty estimate = 47.8) and items 1bq prepare for the next team-teaching
discussing with an ELT in Englistvere the most difficult items to endorse
(difficulty estimate = 52.5). As shown in Figure 3, the item difficulty esten
clustered together somewhat closely and both more and less difficultaxsend
items are needed in order to measure the participants more pretiselgwer
numbered items were expected to be easier based on the results of the pilot stud

but item 11 was a little more difficult than item 12 and item 13.

Table 19 Rasch Difficulty and Fit Statistics for Teaching Using Difficult English

Outfit Outfit Pt-measure
ltem Measure SE Infit MNSQ Infit ZSTD MNSQ ZSTD Correlation
11 50.2 5 1.32 2.0 1.30 1.9 .82
12 47.8 5 .97 -2 .94 -4 .82
13 49.1 5 .65 -2.7 .63 -2.8 .88
14 50.4 5 .85 -1.1 .85 -1.0 .85
15 52.5 5 1.25 1.6 1.18 1.2 .82

Note Pt-measure Correlation = Part-measure correlation; All statestechased on
Rasch CHIPS.

The Rasch model accounted for 56.7% of the variance in the observations.
Unexplained variance (eigenvalues) in the first five contrasts was 9.7%9(1%),

(1.4), 7.2% (1.1), 7.0% (1.1), and 0.0% (.0), respectively. Because of the relatively
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large amount of variance accounted for by the Rasch model and the small
eigenvalues associated with the residuals, it was concluded that the construct wa
fundamentally unidimensional.

Next, a one-way ANOVA was run to investigate differences among the thre
groups’ ratings foieaching Using Difficult EnglishiThe homogeneity of variances
test was statistically significant, so WelcFsestwas used. The independent
variable, raters, was made up of three groups: the student teachers, themract
supervisors, and the college teachers. The dependent variable was thpdisso
ability estimates derived from items 11-15. WeldR'was significantf(2, 37.279)
=19.53,p = .00, partial7* = .32.

Follow-up tests were conducted to evaluate pairwise differences among the
means. The Games-Howell procedure was chosen, as this post hoc test is accurat
when sample sizes and variances are unequal (Field, 20@5% was a significant

difference in the means between the student teachers and the collegestgach

.001) and also between the student teachers and the practicum supggvisors (

.001), but no significance between the college teachers and the practicum
supervisors[{ = .25). Ther?value was large at .32. The student teacher group gave

significantly lower ratings than the other groups. There was no statistical
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significant difference between the college teachers and the junior high school

teachers.

Research Question 3: The Revised COLT

The third research question asked to what degree the student teachers,

practicum supervisors, and college teachers’ ratings of student teaehershg

performances differed when they used Revised COLTIn order to answer this

guestion, | focused on the ratings the participants awarded to the studbetsea

L2 use(See Appendix H for the revised COLT) and its related activities in their

teaching on the video: The raters awarded of scores 0, 1, or 2 based on how much

the student teachers used English as their second language in the class éb# use)

related activities, such as the purpose of using the L2 (There are two sabeateg

socializing or instructionor content For this analysis, | chose one of the

subcategoriesocializing or instructiol the types of questions they asked (There

are two subcategoriegseudoor genuine For this analysis, | chose one of the

subcategoriegpseud9, the students’ use of L2, and sustained speech between

student teachers and students (There are two subcategtiresninimal or

minimal For this analysis | chose one of the categoukisa-minimal).
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| selected one teaching situation section from each video segment so that the
analysis would be simpler and the participants could observe every student
teacher’s L2 use. The parts were selected by identifying sections thieestudent
teachers had rich opportunities to use English. Block A showed student teacher 1
teachingNew sentence patterBlock B showed student teacher 2 teaching
Introduction of interactive activitieBlock C showed student teacher 3 teaching
Evaluation Block D showed student teacher 4 teacttaglel/Chorus readingand
Block E showed student teacher 5 teacthogsolidation

L2 usewas not included in Block B2urpose of the use of the language
(socializing or instructiopnwas not included in Block C, ar®lstained speech
(ultra-minimal) was not included in Block D because | had already provided
answers for these criteria before distributingRexised COLTEheets to the raters.
This was done so that the raters would complete the task more quickly and easily.
These data were analyzed with the multi-faceted Rasch model. The ragings t
each group awarded the 5 student teachers were then analyzed for groupcesfere

with a one-way ANOVA.
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Student Teacher 1
As shown in Table 20, the mean of the college teachers, 0.98, was considerably
lower than those of the student teacher group (1.84) and the junior high school

teacher group (2.90).

Table 20 Descriptive Statistics for the Three Groups’ Ratings for Student Teacherl

Junior High
Student Teachers College Teachers School Teachers
M 1.84 0.98 2.90
SE 0.32 0.60 0.58
95% CI Lower Bound 1.19 -0.28 1.70
95% CI Upper Bound 2.48 2.25 4.10
SD 2.42 2.63 3.09
Skewness 1.47 1.57 1.20
SES 0.32 0.52 0.44
Kurtosis 2.91 4.63 0.25
SEK 0.62 1.01 0.86

Note.All statistics are based on Rasch person measure estimates.

The participants observed student 1 on the video and awarded marks of O, 1, or 2 to
categories that they recognized while she was teaching. As shown in &ig@re
usewas the easiest item aRdrpose(the use of the language,

socializing/instruction or content) was the most difficult item to endorse.
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The assumption of homogeneity of variances was met, and a one-way

ANOVA was conducted to investigate differences in the mean of the ratings of t

three groups. There was no significant difference among the nkgand01) =

3.09,p = .051.

Student Teacher 2

The mean of the junior high school teacher group (2.62) was higher than the

means of the student teacher group (2.12) and the college teacher group (2.11).

Table 21 Descriptive Statistics for the Three Groups’ Ratings for Student Teacher2

Student College Junior High

Teachers Teachers School Teachers
M 2.12 2.11 2.62
SE 0.21 0.44 0.32
95% CI Lower Bound 1.70 1.19 1.96
95% CI Upper Bound 2.53 3.03 3.28
SD 1.57 1.91 1.67
Skewness 0.86 0.50 0.29
SES 0.32 0.52 0.45
Kurtosis 0.42 -0.42 -0.70
SEK 0.62 1.01 0.87

Note.All statistics are based on Rasch person measure estimates.

As shown in Figure 55L2 Usewas the easiegiem for the raters to observe

and notice an®urposethe most difficult to endorsé2 Use Question(Student

teachers asking students), é&ktained speechere located near the item mean of
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0 logits. The raters were located at O logits or above indicating that diffieslt
for them to endorse this students’ performance highly. There was also a ceiling
effect with a group of 21 raters located at the top of the logit scale.

A one-way ANOVA was conducted to see if there is any difference in the
means of the ratings of the three groups to student 2’s performance. Thex@ was

significant difference among the meaR§&, 101) = .91p = .41.

Student Teacher 3

As shown in Table 22, the means of the three groups of raters differed only
slightly. The mean of the student teacher group (4.37) was a little higiretitose
of the college teacher group (4.17) and the junior high school teacher group (4.18).
There was also considerable overlap among the groups’ 95% confidence intervals,
indicating that the differences in the means are not significant.

Sustained speech, Question, L2 use, and SL@ergeendorsed to a similar
degree: 49 raters’ estimates were located at the top of the sbaddaits; thus,
there was a considerable ceiling effect, which indicated that it wiesuttifor

them to endorse this students’ performance highly. A one-way ANOVA was
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Table 22 Descriptive Statistics for the Three Groups’ Ratings for Student Teacher
3

Student College Junior High

Teachers Teachers School Teachers
M 4.37 417 4.18
SE 0.19 0.38 0.25
95% CI Lower Bound 3.98 3.37 3.66
95% CI Upper Bound 4.75 4.97 4.70
SD 1.46 1.67 1.34
Skewness -1.27 -1.11 -0.56
SES 0.32 0.52 0.44
Kurtosis 1.08 0.45 -1.00
SEK 0.62 1.01 0.86

Note.All statistics are based on Rasch logits.

conducted to see if there is any difference in the means of the ratingstukthe

groups to student 3; no significant difference among the means was F¢2nd,

101) = 0.21p = .81.

Student Teacher 4

As shown in Table 23, the means of the three groups differed slightly. The

mean of the student teacher group (2.50) was a little lower than those ofli¢lge col

teacher group (3.05) and the junior high school teacher group (3.06), but the large

degree of overlap in the confidence intervals indicates that the differences are not

significant.SL2 Usewas the easiest item for the participants to endorse, while

Purposewas the most difficultSustained Speeatras already checked to reduce
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Table 23 Descriptive Statistics for the Three Groups’ Ratings for Student Teacher
4

Student College Junior High

Teachers Teachers School Teachers
M 2.50 3.05 3.06
SE 0.24 0.44 0.36
95% CI Lower Bound 2.03 2.12 2.32
95% CI Upper Bound 2.98 3.97 3.80
SD 1.79 1.91 1.91
Skewness 0.28 -0.18 0.24
SES 0.32 0.52 0.44
Kurtosis 0.09 0.35 -0.99
SEK 0.62 1.01 0.86

Note.All statistics are based on Rasch person measure estimates.

the participants’ task (Figure 7.). Most of the raters were located well aboyé,1 |
which indicated that it was difficult for them to endorse this student’s pesfore
highly.

A one-way ANOVA was conducted to determine if there was any difference
in the means of the ratings of the three groups for student 4; no significant

difference among the means was foua@, 101) = 1.14p = .33.

Student Teacher 5

The means of the three groups differ slightly. The mean of the student teacher

group was the lowest at 4.21, and that of the junior high school teacher group was
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Table 24 Descriptive Statistics for the Three Groups’ Ratings for Student Teacher
5

Student College Junior High
Teachers Teachers School Teachers
M 4.21 4.36 451
SE 0.16 0.28 0.22
95% CI Lower Bound 3.90 3.78 4.05
95% CI Upper Bound 4.53 4.94 4.97
SD 1.20 1.20 1.19
Skewness -1.22 -0.65 -1.23
SES 0.32 0.52 0.44
Kurtosis 1.94 -1.48 0.33
SEK 0.62 1.01 0.86

Note.All statistics are based on Rasch person measure estimates.

the highest at 4.51. The large degree of overlap in the three groups’ 95%

confidence intervals indicates that the differences in means are notcsighifi

PurposeandSustained speeachkere the two easiest criteria for student 5, and

SL2 usehe most difficult. Most of the raters were located near +4 logits and there

was a strong ceiling effect, which indicated that it was difficult for theendorse

this students’ performance highly2 Usewas already checked to reduce the raters’

talk (Figure 8).

A one-way ANOVA was conducted to see if there is any difference in the

means of the ratings of the three groups to the student 5. No significant difference

among the means was fourd2, 101) = 0.60p = .55.
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The Student Teachers’ Videotaped Instruction

The fourth research question asked to what degree the student teachers,

college teachers, and junior high school teachers’ ratings of student teachers’

teaching performances differed when they used®thdent Teachers’ Videotaped

Instruction The Rasch rating scale model was used for the analyses.

| divided the 42 questions of ti&udent Teachers’ Videotaped Instruction

into three categories. The first category was made up of 22 questionk#tht as

about the usefulness of teaching skills and theories. These were measufed on a

point Likert scale. The second category was made up of 16 questions concerning

the effectiveness of the student teachers’ teaching, most of whiclpaiezd with

some of the 22 questions. For example, one of the 22 questions concerning

usefulness wass it useful if a teacher reviews the class in English trying not to

use JapanesePhe paired question concerning effectiveness Was:student

teacher on the screen tries to review the class in English without using Japanese. Is

she effective when her English and teaching technique are taken into

consideration?The third category was made up of four questions based on

differently worded items. For example, one of them provided the raters with five
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choices: 1 2/ery authentic2 =Somewhat authenti® =Neutral 4 =Not very

authentic 5 =Not at all authentic

Very Useful Or Not Very Useful Likert Items
| first identified independent constructs among the responses from ¢lee thr
rater groups to the items designed to measure the usefulness of teadrieg the
related with English education in Japanese junior high schools &tutent
Teachers’ Videotaped Instructiarsing the Rasch rating scale model. Four
constructs were identifiediistening and Japanese Uderereading Using English,

andMemorization.

Construct 1: Listening and Japanese Use
The construct underlying question 5, 7, 13, 30, and 39 was nasteding
and Japanese UsAn example item, question 7 was, “Is it useful to explain
English grammar in Japanese?”
When category functioning was inspected, it was found that category 5 was
used only 17 times (3%), so categories 4 and 5 were combined. The resulting rating

scale met the criteria outlined by Linacre (1999) (Table 25).
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Table 25Rating Scale Functioning for Listening and Japanese Use

Outfit Structure Category
Category Count (%) Infit MNSQ MNSQ Calibration Measure
1 Not useful 44 (9) 1.22 1.10 NONE (-17.51)
2 Not very useful 121 (24) .87 .84 -12.42 -4.45
3 Neutral 119 (23) .98 1.30 4.03 6.28
4 Useful 220 (44) .97 .99 8.38 (14.37)

The means of the student teacher group, the college teacher group, and the
junior high school teacher group are similar at 57.44, 57.33, and 54.56, respectivel
The 95% confidence intervals overlap considerably, indicating that the difésrenc

are not statistically significant.

Table26. Descriptive Statistics for the Listening and Japanese Use Items

Student College Junior High

Teachers Teachers School Teachers
M 57.44 57.33 54.56
SE 1.18 1.45 1.07
95% CI Lower Bound 55.08 54.28 52.36
95% CI Upper Bound 59.80 60.37 56.77
SD 8.90 6.32 5.68
Skewness -1.18 0.31 0.21
SES 0.32 0.52 0.44
Kurtosis 3.54 -1.49 0.46
SEK 0.62 1.01 0.86

Note.All statistics are based on Rasch CHIPS.
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The Rasch item reliability (separation) was very good at .99 (10.35), and the Rasc
person reliability (separation) was .49 (.99); thus, the person ability estwexries

not well separated in relation to their standard errors.

Table 27 Rasch Descriptive Statistics for the Listening and Japanese Use ltems

Infit Infit Outfit Outfit Pt-measure
ltem Measure SE MNSQ ZSTD MNSQ ZSTD Correlation
Question 5 66.9 .90 1.23 1.50 1.22 1.40 .54
Question 13 45.2 .80 1.07 .50 .97 .00 .67
Question 30 45.0 .80 .89 -.70 1.02 .20 .67
Question 39 48.3 .70 .81 -1.50 1.00 .60 72
Question 7 44.7 .80 .88 -.80 .94 -.10 67

Note Pt-measure Correlation = Part-measure correlafithistatistics are based on
Rasch CHIPS.

The person mearsD) of 56.89 (6.90) was considerably higher than the item
mean D) of 50.00 (8.53), indicating that the items were somewhat difficult to
endorse. Question 7 (“Is it useful to explain English grammar in Japaness?”) wa
the easiest item to endorse (difficulty estimate = 44.7) and question 5 (“Initese
scenes, what the students did was just listening except some occasions. Is this
useful for review?”) was the most difficult (difficulty estimate = 66.9)

The Rasch model accounted for 69.1% of the variance in the observations
(eigenvalue = 11.2). Unexplained variance in the first contrast was 9.2%

(eigenvalue = 1.5). The eigenvalues for the remaining contrasts were < 1.5.
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Because of the relatively large amount of variance accounted for by ttie Ras
model and the small eigenvalues associated with the contrasts, it was concluded

that the construct was fundamentally unidimensional.

Construct 2: English Use

The construct underlying questions 1, 3, 11, 19, 33, and 35 was named
English Use For example, question 3 asked “Is it useful if a teacher introduces a
new sentence pattern in English trying to lead students to find out a new rule?”
The functioning of the original 5-point scale was investigated using Winsteps.
Because the thresholds for categories 1 and 2, and categories 4 and 5 were
extremely close to one another, each pair was collapsed into a single\catégor
new rating scale structure and its functioning are shown in Table 28. Thengesulti
4-point rating scale met the criteria proposed by Linacre (1999).

The means of the student teachers, college teachers and junior high school
teachers were 51.81, 49.50, and 52.95, respectively. The 95% confidence intervals

overlap considerably, indicating that the differences are not statisisogtijicant.
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Table 28 Rating Scale Functioning for English Use

Outfit Structure Category
Category Count (%) Infit MNSQ MNSQ Calibration Measure
1 Not useful 106 (18) 1.17 1.22 NONE (-14.37)
3 Useful 336 (56) .90 1.02 -9.32 .00
4 Very useful 154 (25) .89 .87 9.32 (14.37)

Table 29 Descriptive Statistics for English Use

Junior High
Student Teachers College Teachers School Teachers
M 51.81 49.50 52.95
SE 1.38 1.40 1.31
95% CI Lower Bound 49.05 46.55 50.24
95% CI Upper Bound 54.57 52.45 55.66
SD 10.40 6.12 6.98
Skewness -.06 0.13 -0.69
SES 0.316 0.52 0.44
Kurtosis .02 0.19 0.51
SEK 0.62 1.01 0.86

Note All statistics are based on Rasch CHIPS.

The Rasch item reliability estimate (separation) was .96 (4.65), and tble Ras
person reliability estimate (separation) was .67 (1.41); thus, the person ability
estimates were not well separated in relation to their standard errors.

The person mearsD) was 52.26 (7.39), and the item me&bD)was 50.00 (4.15),
indicating that these items were difficult to endorse. Question 19 (“Is it usaful i

language game is interesting to students?”) was the easiest item tgeendor
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Table 30.Rasch Descriptive Statistics for the English Use Items

Infit Infit Outfit Outfit Pt-Measure
ltem Measure SE MNSQ ZSTD MNSQ ZSTD Correlation
Questionl 56.0 1.0 1.27 1.9 1.38 2.2 .64
Question3 55.1 1.0 .75 -1.9 74 -1.7 74
Question1l 50.2 1.0 .79 -1.6 .80 -1.4 .63
Question19 42.0 1.0 1.16 1.2 1.10 5 .69
Question33 50.1 1.0 .93 -4 .95 -3 .63
Question35 46.6 1.0 1.16 1.2 1.10 5 .69

Note Pt-measure Correlation = Part-measure correlation; All statestecbased on
Rasch CHIPS.

(difficulty estimate = 42.0) and question 1 (“Is it useful if a teacher reviegvs
class in English trying not to use Japanese?”) was the most difficulcttiffi
estimate = 56.0).

The Rasch model accounted for 49.6% of the variance in the observations
(eigenvalue =5.9), and the unexplained variance in the first contrast was 13.9%
(eigenvalue = 1.6). The eigenvalues for the remaining contrasts were equal to or
less than 1.4. Because of the relatively large amount of variance accounted for by
the Rasch model and the small eigenvalues associated with the residuals, it wa

concluded that the construct was fundamentally unidimensional
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Construct 3: Prereading

The construct underlying questions 6, 24, and 36Rvasading Question 6
is “In these two scenes, the students just listened except on some occa#ss. Is
enough for introducing the new sentence pattern?”

The functioning of the original 5-point scale was investigated using Winsteps.
Category 1 was selected only 19 times (6%), so categories 1 and Cowdri@ed
(Table 31). The resulting 4-point rating scale met the criteria proposeithégré
(1999).

The rating scale structure and its functioning are shown in Table 31. As
shown in Table 33, all three items had high part-measure correlations, they fit t
Rasch model well, and the item difficulty estimates were well seguhrat

The means of the student teachers, college teachers, and junior high school
teachers were very similar at 50.59, 49.10, and 48.94, respectively (See Table 32).
The standard deviation of the junior high school teachers was somewhat smaller
than that of the student teachers and college teachers, indicating lesdityanabi

the responses of the junior high school teachers.
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Table 31 Rating Scale Functioning for Prereading

Outfit Structure Category
Category Count (%) Infit MNSQ MNSQ Calibration Measure
1 Not useful 70 (23) .98 1.05 NONE (-14.15)
2 Neutral 45 (15) .83 .93 -7.77 -6.72
3 Useful 140 (47) .85 .94 -5.56 4.19
4 Very useful 46 (15) 1.14 1.12 17.85 (22.91)

Note The neutral category was originally the mid-point (3) of the 5-point Likert

scale.
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Table 32 Rasch Descriptive Statistics for the Prereading Items

Infit Infit Ouitfit Outfit Pt-Measure
ltem Measure SE MNSQ ZSTD MNSQ ZSTD Correlation
Question 36 45.60 .80 .93 -.40 1.10 .60 .63
Question 24 42.60 .90 1.03 .20 .96 -.10 .66
Question 6 61.80 .80 .86 -.90 .93 -.20 73

Note Pt-measure Correlation = Part-measure correlation; All statestecbased on
Rasch CHIPS.

The Rasch item reliability estimate (separation) was very good é1093b),
and the Rasch person reliability estimate (separation) was .34 (.72); thus, time pers
ability estimates were not well separated in relation to their standard.€lhe
person meanSD) was 50.02 (7.22), and the item me8D)was 50.00 (7.96),

indicating that the items were well matched with the participants. Qnext

Table 33 Descriptive Statistics for Prereading

Student College Junior High
Teachers Teachers School Teachers
M 50.59 49.10 48.94
SE 1.16 1.96 1.24
95% CI Lower Bound 48.25 44.98 46.39
95% CI Upper Bound 52.92 53.22 51.50
SD 8.80 8.55 6.57
Skewness -0.18 2.60 0.68
SES 0.32 0.52 0.44
Kurtosis 0.26 8.91 2.07
SEK 0.62 1.01 0.86

Note All statistics are based on Rasch CHIPS.
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(“Is it useful to introduce new words with such as flash cards checking the
pronunciation, the meanings, and such useful before going into a text?”) was the
easiest item (difficulty measure = 42.60) and question 6 (“In these two scenes, wha
the students did was just listening except some occasions. Is this useful for
introduction of the new sentence pattern?”) was the most difficult itemc(diifi
measure = 61.80).

The Rasch model accounted for 72.3% of the variance in the observations
(eigenvalue = 7.8). Unexplained variance in the first contrast was 13.9%, and
eigenvalue was 1.5. The eigenvalues for the remaining contrasts were equal to or
less than 1.4. Because of the relatively large amount of variance accounted for by
the Rasch model and the small eigenvalues associated with the residuads, it w

concluded that the construct was fundamentally unidimensional.

Construct 4: Memorization

The construct underlying questions 9 and 37 was naviedorization
Question 9 asked, “In order to learn a new sentence pattern, is this useful for
students to repeat the new pattern after the teacher?” and question 37 asked, “Is it

useful to let students memorize the text as part of post reading activities?”
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Category 1 was not chosen by any of the respondents. Category 2 was used

only 8 times (4%), so categories 1 and 2 were combined. Category 5 was used only

11 times (6%), so categories 4 and 5 were combined. The resulting categries m

the criteria proposed by Linacre (1999) (see Table 34).

Table 34 Rating Scale Functioning for Memorization

Outfit Structure Category
Category Count (%) Infit MNSQ MNSQ Calibration Measure
1 Not useful 33(19) .92 .94 NONE (-25.11)
2 Useful 128 (74) 1.01 1.01 -20.12 .00
3 Very useful 11 (6) 1.12 1.06 20.12 (25.11)

The means of the student teachers (44.57), and college teachers (44.01) were

lower than that of the junior high school teachers (49.84). However, there was

considerable overlap among the 95% confidence intervals for the three groups,

indicating that the differences were not statistically significant.

The Rasch item reliability estimate (separation) was very good at.&H);(

however, the Rasch person reliability estimate (separation) was .00 (.00); thus, the

person ability estimates were not well separated in relation to their staardars.

This is due in large part to the fact that this construct was measured witfvonl

items.
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Table 35Descriptive Statistics for Memorization

Student College Junior High

Teachers Teachers School Teachers
M 4457 44.01 49.84
SE 2.23 4.47 3.23
95% CI Lower Bound 40.11 34.69 43.20
95% CI Upper Bound 49.03 53.49 56.47
SD 16.80 19.51 17.11
Skewness 0.49 0.51 0.49
SES 0.32 0.52 0.44
Kurtosis -0.36 -0.29 0.6
SEK 0.62 1.01 0.86

Note All statistics are based on Rasch CHIPS.

Table 36 Rasch Descriptive Statistics for the Memorization Items

Infit Infit Outfit Outfit Pt-
ltem Measure SE MNSQ ZSTD MNSQ ZSTD Measure
Correlation
Question 9 42.30 1.60 1.00 .10 .99 .10 .80
Question 37 57.70 1.60 1.00 .10 1.0 .10 .88

Note Pt-measure Correlation = Part-measure correlation; All statistcsased on

Rasch CHIPS.

The person mearsD) was 44.86 (12.33), and the item me&b)(was 50.00

(7.72), indicating that these items were somewhat easy to endorse.

The Rasch model accounted for 61.8% of the variance in the observations

(eigenvalue = 3.2). Unexplained variance in the first contrast was 0.0%, and

eigenvalue was 0.0. The eigenvalues for the remaining contrasts were 0.0. Because

of the relatively large amount of variance accounted for by the Rasch model and the
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small eigenvalues associated with the residuals, it was concluded that theatonst
was fundamentally unidimensional.

Next, the responses of the three groups to each construct were anatyzed wi
a series of one-way ANOVAs in order to answer research question 4: To what
degree do student teachers, practicum supervisors, and college teaclngsofati
student teachers’ teaching performances differ when they uS¢utient Teachers’

Videotaped Instructioh

Listening and Japanese Use

A one-way ANOVAwas conducted to investigate the differences in the
means of the ratings of the three groups td_teeening and Japanese Use
construct. The independent variable was the three groups and the dependent
variable was the ratings of the three groups. The result was not stififistica

significant,F(2, 101) = 1.39p = 25.

English Use
The test of homogeneity of variances was significant foEtigdish Use

construct, so Welch’s testwas conducted to determine if there were any
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significant differences in the mean ratings of the three groups Entliesh Use

construct. The result was not significaf2, 53.95) = 1.62p = .21.

Prereading
A one-way ANOVAwas run to determine if there were any significant
differences in the mean ratings of the three groups tBrigre@adingconstruct. The

results were not significang(2, 101) = .48p = .62.

Memorization

A one-way ANOVAwas conducted in order to determine if there were any
significant differences in the means of the ratings of the three groups to the
Memorizationconstruct. There were no significant differendg2,101) = .99p

=.38.

The Effectiveness of the Student Teachers’ Instruction
| first identified independent constructs among the responses from ¢lee thr

rater groups to the items in this section of Siedent Teachers’ Video Instruction
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using the Rasch rating scale model. Three constructs were iderExXi@dnation

and UnderstandingPractice and Habit-formatiorandCommunicative Practice.

Construct 1: Explanation and Understanding

The construct underlying question 2, 4, 12, 16, 27, 29, and 42 was named

Explanation and Understandin@ne example question asked, “Is the student

teacher’s instruction before and after the game effective?” In this viigeihel

student teacher reminds her students of eye-contact, intonation, and other issues

involved in face to face communication and explains how to play the game. After

the language game, she asks the students to assess their eye contact, intothation, a

the other issues she discussed.

When the rating scale functioning was checked, it was found that Category 1

was selected only 18 times (3%), so categories 1 and 2 were combined. As shown

in Table 37, the resulting rating scale met the criteria describechbgrei (1999).

Table 37 Rating Scale Functioning for Explanation and Understanding

Outfit Structure Category
Category Count (%) Infit MNSQ MNSQ Calibration Measure
1 Not effective 172 (24) .85 .89 NONE (-13.87)
3 Neutral 196 (28) 1.01 1.00 -7.77 -6.02
4 Effective 300 (42) 1.03 1.12 -4.09 4.19
5 Very effective 44 (6) 1.20 1.10 11.86 (16.96)
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The means of the student teachers, college teachers and junior high school
teachers were 44.28, 44.89, and 44.78, respectively. The 95% confidence intervals
indicated that the student teacher group [46.70, 49.87] differed meaningfully from
the college teachers group [42.67, 47.11] and junior high school teacher group

[43.26, 46.30].

Table 38 Descriptive Statistics for Explanation and Understanding

Junior High
Student Teachers College Teachers School Teachers
M 44.28 44.89 44.78
SE 0.79 1.06 0.74
95% CI Lower Bound 46.70 42.67 43.26
95% CI Upper Bound 49.87 47.11 46.30
SD 5.98 4.06 3.93
Skewness -0.19 0.10 -0.30
SES 0.32 0.52 0.44
Kurtosis 3.47 -1.08 -0.01
SEK 0.62 1.01 0.86

Note All statistics are based on Rasch CHIPS.

The Rasch item reliability estimate (separation) was very good &.9%),

indicating that the item difficulty estimates were well sepdrateelation to the

standard errors. The Rasch person reliability estimate (separati®f)wat .64

(1.33).
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The person mearsD) of 46.93 (5.10) was somewhat below the item mean

(SD) of 50.00 (4.42), indicating that the items were somewhat easy for the caters t

Table 39 Rasch Descriptive Statistics for the Understanding and Explanation

ltems

Infit Infit Outfit Outfit Pt-measure
Item Measure SE MNSQ ZSTD MNSQ ZSTD Correlation
Question 2 57.4 7 1.20 1.4 1.24 1.3 57
Question 4 55.7 7 .81 -15 .81 -1.2 .67
Question 12 48.7 7 .76 -1.9 .81 -1.4 .60
Question 16 48.3 7 1.04 .3 1.03 3 .54
Question 27 49.4 7 .80 -1.7 .82 -1.4 .61
Question 29 45.2 7 1.31 2.0 1.35 2.1 43
Question 42 45.3 7 1.05 4 1.07 5 .63

Note Pt-measure Correlation = Part-measure correlation; All statatchased on
Rasch CHIPS.

endorse. Question 2Jlje student teacher let the students underline sentences

which have the new sentence pattern so that they will be aware of the new sentence
pattern in the text. Is she effectiyeas the easiest item to endorse (difficulty

measure = 45.2) and questionTA¢ student teacher on the screen tries to review

the class in English trying not to use Japanese. Is she effective when her Bnglish?
was the most difficult (difficulty measure = 57.4). What made Question 2 (57.4), 4
(55.7), and 27 (49.4) different from the other questions 12, 16, 42, and 29 (48.7,
48.3, 45.3, and 45.2, respectively) was that in the activities of Questiomi2d 27,

the student teachers used only English
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The Rasch model accounted for 50.1% of the variance in the observations
(eigenvalue = 7.0). Unexplained variance in the first contrast was 14.2%, and the
eigenvalue was 2.0. The eigenvalues for the remaining contrasts were equal to or
less than 1.4. Because of the relatively large amount of variance accounted for by
the Rasch model and the small eigenvalues associated with the residuals, it wa
concluded that the construct was fundamentally unidimensional.

A one-way ANOVA was conducted to determine if there were any significa
differences in the ratings of the three groups. The independent variableethe rat
was made up of three groups: the student teachers, the college teachies, and
junior high school teachers. The dependent variable was the ratings for the
Explanation and Understandirgpnstruct. The ANOVA was significarf(2, 101)
= 5.56,p = .005, partial;” = .10.

Follow-up tests were conducted to evaluate pairwise differences among the
means. Because the group sizes were different but the test of homogeneity of
variances was not significant, the Games-Howell procedure was used. There was
statistically significant difference in the means between the studeattees and the
college teacherp(E .036), and between the student teachers and the junior high

teachersg{ = .005). No significant difference was found between the college
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teachers and junior high school teachers (996). Ther” value was large at .10.
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Construct 2: Practice and Habit Formation
The construct underlying questions 8, 10, 14, 25, and 40 was rRrattte
and Habit FormationA sample item is: “The student teacher let the students

translate the text into Japanese. Is she effective?”
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The category functioning was checked and it was found that category 1 was
used only 5 times (1%), so categories 1 and 2 were combined. As shown in Table

40, the resulting category structure met the criteria proposed by Lina®@.(19

Table 40 Rating Scale Functioning for Practice and Habit Formation

Outfit Structure Category
Category Count (%) Infit MNSQ MNSQ Calibration Measure
1 Not effective 100 (20) 1.03 1.02 NONE (-15.50)
2 Neutral 157 (31) 1.10 1.20 -9.64 -7.09
3 Effective 227 (44) .88 .88 -4.45 5.00
4 Very effective 24 (5) 1.00 .88 14.09 (19.15)

The mean of the junior high school teacher group (41.93) was lower than

those of the college teacher group (47.95) and the student teacher group (48.61).

Table 41 Descriptive Statistics for Practice and Habit Formation

Student College Junior High

Teachers Teachers School Teachers
M 48.61 47.95 41.93
SE 0.77 2.04 1.03
95% CI Lower Bound 47.07 43.31 39.82
95% CI Upper Bound 50.15 51.87 44.03
SD 5.81 8.88 5.43
Skewness 0.03 1.18 -0.55
SES 0.32 0.52 0.44
Kurtosis -0.25 2.20 0.80
SEK 0.62 1.01 0.86

Note All statistics are based on Rasch CHIPS.
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The 95% confidence intervals indicated that the junior high school teacherssrating
[39.82, 44.03] were considerably lower than those of the student teachers [47.07,
50.15] and college teachers [43.31, 51.87].

The Rasch item reliability estimate (separation) was somewhaittloi®

(1.75), and the Rasch person reliability estimate (separation) was low at .66 (1.39).

Table 42 Rasch Descriptive Statistics for the Practice and Habit Formation Items

Infit Infit Outfit Outfit Pt-measure
ltem Measure SE MNSQ ZSTD MNSQ ZSTD Correlation
Question 8 49.9 7 .64 -3.1 .59 -3.2 .78
Question 10 47.9 7 .98 -1 .96 -2 73
Question 14 50.5 7 1.32 2.2 1.35 2.2 .54
Question 25 49.2 7 1.09 7 1.03 2 .64
Question 40 52.5 7 .93 -5 1.09 .6 .64

Note Pt-measure Correlation = Part-measure correlation.

The person mearsD) of 46.82 (6.68) was somewhat lower than the item
mean ED) of 50.00 (1.52), indicating that the items were somewhat easy for the
raters to endorse. Question 10 (“In order for learners to learn a new gentenc
pattern, the student teacher on the screen let her students repeat afiesteer. |
effective?”) was the easiest item to endorse and question 40 (“The studbat teac
let the students translate the text into Japanese. Is she effective2lewaost

difficult.
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The Rasch model accounted for 46.4% of the variance in the observations.
The unexplained variance in the first contrast was 15.5%, and the eigenvalue was

1.4. The eigenvalues for the remaining contrasts were equal to or less than 1.4.
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Because of the relatively large amount of variance accounted for by ttie Ras
model and the small eigenvalues associated with the residuals, it was concluded
that the construct was fundamentally unidimensional.

A one-way ANOVA was conducted to determine if there were any signific
differences in the ratings of the three groups. The independent variable, the rate
included the three groups: the student teachers, the college teachers, anithe |
high school teachers. The dependent variable was the ratings Rnatitiee and
Habit Formationconstruct. The ANOVA was significarf§(2, 101) = 10.85p
= .00, partialy® = .17.

Follow-up tests were conducted to evaluate pairwise differences among the
means. Because the group sizes differed, and the homogeneity of variahoes te
not significant, the Games-Howell procedure was selected. There was no
significant difference in the means between the student teacher group and the
college teachergp(= .89); however, there was a statistically significant difference
between the student teachers and junior high school teapher8{1) and

between the college teacher and junior high school teagher95).
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Construct 3: Communicative Practice

The construct underlying questions 23, 32, 34, and 38 was called
Communicative PracticeAn example question was, “Overall, is the game on the
screen planned by the student teacher effective?”

When the category functioning was checked, it was found that category 1 was
used only 2 times (0%), so categories 1 and 2 were combined. In addition, category
5 was used only 21 times (5%), so categories 4 and 5 were combined. The resulting

category structure met the criteria proposed by Linacre (1999) (sex=4i3bl

Table 43 Rating Scale Functioning for Communicative Practice

Outfit Structure Category
Category Count (%) Infit MNSQ MNSQ Calibration Measure
1 Not effective 43 (13) .93 .92 NONE (-9.17)
3 Neutral 112 (35) 1.03 1.06 -3.57 .00
4 Effective 169 (52) 1.02 1.01 3.57 (9.17)

The Rasch model explained 36.8% of the variance with an eigenvalue of 2.3.
Unexplained variance in the first contrast was 23.7%, and the eigenvalue was 1.5.
The eigenvalues for the remaining contrasts were equal to or less than auseBec

of the relatively large amount of variance accounted for by the Rasch model and the
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small eigenvalues associated with the residuals, it was concluded that theatonst
was fundamentally unidimensional.

As shown in Table 45, all of the part-measure correlations were sufficiently
strong, as they ranged from .60-.75, fit to the Rasch model was good, and the item

difficulty estimates varied to a reasonable degree.

Table 44 Rasch Descriptive Statistics for the Communicative Practice Items

Infit Infit Outfit Outfit Pt-measure
ltem Measure SE MNSQ ZSTD MNSQ ZSTD Correlation
Question 23 48.0 1.0 91 -5 1.06 4 .61
Question 32 52.7 .8 1.05 A4 1.02 2 .66
Question 34 52.8 .8 .85 -1.1 .82 -1.3 .75
Question 38 46.5 1.0 1.21 1.0 1.10 .5 .60

Note Pt-measure Correlation = Part-measure correlation; All statiste based on
Rasch CHIPS.

The mean of the student teacher group (50.65) was higher than those of the
college teacher group (47.69) and the junior high school teachers’ group (46.64).
The 95% confidence intervals indicate that the mean of the student teacher group
[56.60, 59.87] was significantly higher than the mean of the junior high school

teacher group [52.21, 56. 88].
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Table 45 Descriptive Statistics faCommunicative Practice

Student College Junior High

Teachers Teachers School Teachers
M 58.24 54.17 54.54
SE 0.81 1.97 1.14
95% CI Lower Bound 56.60 50.04 52.21
95% CI Upper Bound 59.87 58.30 56.88
SD 6.15 8.57 6.02
Skewness -0.54 -1.23 0.01
SES 0.32 0.52 0.44
Kurtosis 0.11 1.76 0.04
SEK 0.62 1.01 0.86

Note.All statistics are based on Rasch person measure estimates.

The Rasch item reliability (separation) was good at .89 (2.80), but the Rasch
person reliability (separation) was low at .06 (.25); this indicated that thenpers
estimates were not well separated in relation to the standard errors.

The person mearsD) of 54.78 (4.73) was somewhat higher than the item
mean ED) of 50.00 (2.80), indicating that the items were somewhatteasy
endorse. Question 38 (“The student teacher on the screen encourages the students
to recite what they have memorized by giving hints, paraphrasing, cogrect
completing the sentences for the. Is she effective?”) was the etsiesb iendorse
(difficulty estimate = 46.5), and question 34 (“Is the student teacher’s redodut a

instruction effective?”) was the most difficult (difficulty estimat&238).
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A one-way ANOVA was conducted to determine if there is any significant
difference in the ratings of the three groups. The independent variable, tee rate
included the three groups: the student teachers, the college teachers, andithe juni
high school teacher group. The dependent variable was the ratings for the
Communicative Practiceonstruct. The ANOVA was significarf(2, 101) = 4.37,

p = .015, partial;* = .08.

Follow-up tests were conducted to evaluate pairwise differences among the
means. Because the group sizes were different but the test of homogeneity of
variances was not significant, the Games-Howell procedure was used. Thare was
significant difference in the means between the student teacher group and the
college teacherg(= .022) and the student teacher group and the junior high school
teachersg{ = .017). However, there was no significant difference between the

college teachers and the junior high school teacipers&5).

Differently Worded Likert Scales
Question 18: The Authenticity of the Language Game
Question 18 asked the raters if the language game on the screen wascauthen

They selected one of the following ratings: Yery authentic2 =Somewhat
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authenti¢c 3 =Neutral 4 =Not very authenticor 5 =Not at all authenticThe raw
scores were used in this analysis because only one item was analyzed.

The mean of the college teacher group (3.58) was higher than those of the
student teacher group (2.70) and the junior high school teacher group (2.82). The
95% confidence intervals of the college teacher group [3.25, 3.91] showed no
overlap with those of the student teacher group [2.50, 2.90] and junior high school
teacher group [2.49, 3.16]; thus, the difference in means is significant.

A one-way ANOVAwas conducted. The independent variable was the three
groups of raters (i.e., the student teachers, the college teachers, pmibthieigh
school teachers), and the dependent variable was the ratings of the threeagroups f
Question 18. The ANOVA was significaft(2, 101) = 9.30p = .00, partial;’

= .16.

Follow-up tests were conducted to evaluate pairwise differences among the
means. The Games-Howell procedure was used because the group sizes were
different. There was a significant difference in the means betweentienst
teachers and the college teachers (00) and also between the college teachers

and the junior high school teacheps=(.00), but no significant difference
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Table 46 Descriptive Statistics for Question 18

Junior High
Student Teachers College Teachers School Teachers
M 2.70 3.58 2.82
SE 0.10 0.16 0.16
95% CI Lower Bound 2.50 3.25 2.49
95% CI Upper Bound 2.90 3.91 3.16
SD 0.76 0.69 0.86
Skewness -0.99 -0.31 -1.12
SES 0.32 0.52 0.44
Kurtosis 2.22 0.27 2.99
SEK 0.62 1.01 0.86

Note All statistics are based on raw scores

was found between the student teachers and the practicum supep/sdi).

The 77 value was large at .16. Thus, the college teacher group gave significantly
more severe ratings than the other groups. The college teachers tend not to think
that the language game on the screen was authentic in comparison with the other

groups.

Question 20: Student Interest in the Language Game

Question 20 asked if the game shown on the videotape can be interesting to
students. The raters selected from the following responséstdongly disagree
2 =1 disagree 3 =Neutral 4 =l agree and 5 9 strongly agreeThe raw scores

were used for the analysis.
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The mean of the student teacher group (2.16) was lower than those of the
college teacher group (2.58) and the junior high school teacher group (2.82). The
confidence intervals of the student teacher group [1.90, 2.41] slightly overlapped
those of the college teacher group [2.18, 2.98] and were completely separated from
those of the junior high school teachers [2.47, 3.17].

A one-way ANOVAwas conducted. The independent variable was the three
groups of raters: the student teachers, the college teachers, and thiigimior
school teachers. The dependent variable was the ratings of the three groups. The

ANOVA was significantfF(2, 101) = 5.21p = .007, partial;® = .09.

Table 47 Descriptive Statistics for Question 20

Junior High
Student Teachers College Teachers School Teachers
M 2.16 2.58 2.82
SE 0.13 0.19 0.17
95% CI Lower Bound 1.90 2.18 2.47
95% CI Upper Bound 241 2.98 3.17
SD 0.96 0.84 0.90
Skewness 0.43 0.36 0.05
SES 0.32 0.52 0.44
Kurtosis -0.16 -0.48 -1.19
SEK 0.62 1.01 0.86

Note All statistics are based on raw scores.
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Follow-up tests were conducted to evaluate pairwise differences among the
means. The Games-Howell procedure was used because the group sizes were
different. There was a significant difference in the means between thatstude
teachers and the junior high school teachers.008), but no significant
differences between the college teachprs 44) and the junior high school
teachers, or between the student teachers and the college tepched)( Ther
value was medium at .09. The student teacher group did not think that the game

was as interesting to the junior high school students as the other groups.

Question 21: Appropriacy of Language Activities
Question 21 asked the raters which type of language activities is most

appropriate to junior high school students? The raters were asked to choose one of
the following alternatives:
1. Performing memorized dialogues
2. Contextualized drills in which everything is controlled by the teacher
3. A language game in which students use a new sentence pattern. They can choose

any words they like.

4. Cued dialogues
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5. Improvisation

Half of the student teachers selected category 3 (29, 50.88%), followed by
category 4 (15, 26.32%). Over 60% of the college teachers selected catetyry 3 (
63.16%), followed by category 4 (5, 26.32%). 11 (39.29%) of the junior high
school teachers selected category 3, followed by category 4 (10, 35.71%). Many
more of the student teachers and college teachers chose category thaather
category 4. The junior high school teachers selected category 3 almoshéhe sa

number of times as category 4.

Table 48 Crosstabulation Results for Question 21

Junior High
Student Teache College Teache School Teache Total
Category:. 1(1.8% 0 (0% 3 (10.7% 4 (3.9%
Category:. 2 (3.5% 1(5.3% 1 (3.6% 4 (3.9%
Category:. 29 (£0.9% 12 (63.2% 11 (39.3% 52 (50%
Category: 15 (26.3% 5 (26.3% 10 (35.7% 30 (28.9%
Category! 9 (15.8% 1(5.3% 2(7.1 12 (11.5%
Total 56 (98.2% 19 (94.7% 27 (96.4% 102 (98.1%

Note One student teacher and one junior high school teacher did not answer
guestion 21.

The raw scores were used for analysis. As the data were categartuasgaiare

test was run. The results were not significaht 9.65,df = 10,p = .47.
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Question 22: Type of Language Activitiy

Question 22 asked the raters which type of language activities they think the
game on the screen is. The raters were asked to choose from the followimg:choic
1. Performing memorized dialogues; 2. Contextualized drills in which evegyihin
controlled by the teacher; 3. A language game in which students are supposed to
use a new sentence pattern (they can choose the words); 4. Cued dialogues, or 5.
Improvisation. Category 3 were selected most frequently by all the grstupleft
teachers = 30 (52.6%), college teachers = 12 (63.2%), junior high school teachers =
15 (53.6%)], followed by category 4 [20 (35.1%), 4 (21.1%), 8 (28.6%),
respectively]. As the data were categorical, a chi-square #sstum; the results

were not significanty® = 6. 52,df = 10,p = .77.

Table 49 Crosstabulation Results for Question 22

Junior High Schoc

Student Teache College Teache Teacher Total
Category 1(1.8% 2 (10.5% 3 (10.7% 6 (5.8%
Category . 4 (7.0% 1(5.3% 2(7.1% 7 (6.7%
Category . 30 (52.6% 12 (63.2% 15 (53.6% 57 (54.8%
Category: 20 (35.1% 4 (21.1% 8 (28.6% 32 (30.8%
Category . 1(1.8% 0 (0% 0 (0% 1(1.0%
Total 56 (98.2% 19 (94.7% 27 (96.4% 102 (98.19)

Note One student teacher and one junior high school teacher did not answer
guestion 22.
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CHAPTER 7

DISCUSSION

In this chapter, | first discuss research question 2. The discussion othesear
guestion 1 is taken up after the discussion of research questions 3 and 4 because the
answers to those two questions have a strong bearing on the discussion of research

guestion 1.

Research Question 2: The Teaching Skills Questionnaire
Research question 2 asked to what degree the student teachers, college
teachers, and junior high school teachers’ ratings oehehing Skills
Questionnairaliffered. As no previous researchers have compared the perceptions
of student teachers, junior high school teachers, and college teachers cortberning
student teachers’ teaching skills in a language teaching practicum, ifpessible

to compare the results with previous research.
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Construct 1: Teaching Mainly in Japanese

The construct underlying questions 1-5 Wwasching Mainly in JapanesaA.
representative item is “To explain a new structure in Japanese.” TheRaseim
person ability estimates (CHIPS) for the college teacher group (61.16) and the
junior high school teacher group (61.15) were considerably higher than the mean
(51.97) of the student teacher group. The higher means indicated that the college
teachers and junior high school teachers thought that items 1-5 were easaehto t
than the student teachers. When the group means were compared, a one-way
ANOVA indicated a statistically significant difference overgl(2, 99) = 16.01p
= .00, partiah?® = .25. Follow-up tests showed that the significant differences were

between the mean ratings between the student teachers and the college(®achers

.001) and between the student teachers and the junior high school teachers (

.001); no statistically significant difference was found between the college
teachers and the junior high school teachers 1.00).

The similar perceptions of the college teachers and junior high school
teachers could have occurred because of their many similaritigsafdeimilar
ages, both groups are mature adults, they have considerable teaching experienc

and the have similar levels of English knowledge. Also, the college teachers w
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involved in the teacher licensure program, so they were teaching courses in

teaching methodology to the college students. Much of the content of these courses

was similar to the pedagogical approach adopted by the junior high school English

teachers.

In contrast to the college teacher and junior high school teacher groups, the

student teachers had little experience teaching at the junior high schelphley

this lack of teaching experience might have accounted for some of the observed

differences, as it might have led them to perceive the five itemssasken this

part of the questionnaire as being difficult to teach. The student teachers wer

differentiated from the older teacher groups because of their limitedrigachi

experience and lower English proficiency. Five student teachers haBI& BCore

under 400, 22 of the student teachers had a TOEIC score greater than 500, and just

four of the 22 students had obtained a score above 600 when they participated in

their practicum. Junior high school teachers expect student teachers to have a

TOEIC score greater than 700 before participating in the practicum. lmoadthe

student teachers, as young adults, might have found it difficult to manage the

younger junior high school adolescents. The fact that the student teachers we

approximately 21 years old might have influenced some of the junior high school
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students, who saw them not as teachers but more like older friends. Because some

of the junior high school students developed a relatively close and friendly

relationship with the student teachers and because this might have reduced the

student teachers’ authority in the eyes of some of the students, the studens teacher

might not have been able to manage the class effectively at times. Faiexavo

student teachers said that they were unable to tell the junior high school students to

be quiet when they were noisy, because they were afraid that their good

relationship with those students would have been compromised. Thus, even in

cases when the student teachers’ skills were adequate, they might have found

teaching difficult at times because of their overly friendly relatignshih the

junior high school students.

Junior high school students are usually friendly and cooperative with

student teachers for at least three reasons. The first reason is thaddme st

teachers have had no contact with junior high school students, so they have no

information about them; this lack of knowledge seems to allow the student teachers

to communicate freely and in an unbiased way with the junior high school students.

In contrast, some junior high school teachers felt that some of the junior high

school students are someone to watch out for because they have broken the school
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rules previously. Some of the critical comments made by the junior high school
teachers have also hurt the feelings of some of the junior high school students, so
these students feel somewhat uneasy with these English teachers, but tieg with
student teachers. The second reason concerns the fact that many junior high school
students do not have siblings, as they are the only child in their family. Having
contact with young teachers is a new experience for them, and they oftelogee

to them than to their junior high school teachers, who tend to be considerably older.
The third reason is that the student teachers are not particularly skitesmthing
English, and the junior high school students react to this by cooperating with the
student teachers as they struggle to conduct the class. Junior high school students
look for sensitive teachers who can understand them and can teach English in a
way that leads them to come to like English. Even when talented junior high school
students who are unusually good at English think that their progress in English
class is slowed by the student teachers, they do not generally showeaegati

attitudes in class.
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The Empirical Item Hierarchy for Teaching Mainly in Japanese

The items making up thBeaching Mainly in Japanes®nstruct were

expected to be ordered from item 1 (easiest to do) to item 5 (most difficult to do).

The Rasch item reliability estimate was 1.00 (Rasch item separation8},15.1

which indicated great differences among the item difficulty esésia relation to

their standard errors. As predicted, itenTa @reet in Englishwas the easiest task

for the participants to engage in (Rasch item difficulty estimaté.2), and items 2

(To answer it when a student asks about the Japanese meaning of an English word

in the textbook(Rasch item difficulty estimate = 49.4) andT4 (explain a new

structure in Japane3€Rasch item difficulty estimate = 49.4) were the next easiest.

Items 3 To translate text in the textbook into Japanesel 5 To give background

knowledge of the text in the textbbulere more difficult.

Item 4 (To explain a new structure in Japangs@s expected to be more

difficult than Item 3 To translate text in the textbook into Japandscause the

student teachers had considerable experience translating Englishtte¥&panese

when they were junior and senior high school students; however, this item was

somewhat difficult for them because of their limited experience providing

grammatical explanations of the sentences they translated. A second fisstiregaf
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the difficulty of item 3 concerned the scores awarded by each group.utieatst
teachers, college teachers, and junior high school teachers had raw scw®inea
3.13, 1.84, and 2.36, respectively for item 3, and raw score means of 3.00, 1.79,
and 1.39, respectively for item 4; thus, all three groups of raters assessddas
being easier, with the greatest difference being displayed by the junicsdtighbl

teachers.

Table 50 Mean Scores of the Three Groups for Items 3 and 4

Item & Item 4
Student teach 3.1z 3.0C
College teacht 1.84 1.7¢
Junior high school teach 2.3€ 1.3¢€

Note Means were calculated using raw scores. Higher scores indicate treietbe
thought an item was more difficult to teach.

One junior high school teacher stated that the variance in academic ability
among the Japanese students was quite wide; according to the teacher, some of the
junior high school students found it difficult to understand the contents of the text
even in Japanese. For this reason, very skillful Japanese translationeeessany
if the lower proficiency junior high school students were to comprehend the
meaning and cultural aspects of the English text. This variance iaracadbility

among the junior high school students might have influenced the perceived
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difficulty of item 3 because it was difficult for the student teachersdeighe
translations that satisfied the junior high school students or were comprehemsible
them. The junior high school students generally value the ability to produce
accurate translations because they are seen as the key to succeedingshbn Engl
tests and the ability to translate skillfully is viewed as one of primary gdal
studying English

Overall, the three groups found the skills measured by itemd é&geliing
Mainly in Japaneseeasiest for the student teachers to perform. This was likely

caused by the fact that these skills were performed in Japanese,rathEnglish.

Construct 2: Teaching Using Easy English
The construct underlying questions 6-10 Wwasaching Using Easy English.
A representative item is “To instruct students in classroom English.mEaa
Rasch person ability estimates (CHIPs) of the college teachers anditivenjgh
school teachers were similar at 58.81 and 59.50, respectively. Both means were
higher than the mean of the student teachers (46.33). An analysis of the group
means with Welch’§ was significantF (df 2, 35.73) = 23.29 = .00, partiah?

= .31, and follow-up tests indicated that the significant differences in meaas w
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between the student teachers and the college teapher8({1) and between the

student teachers and the junior high school teachers000). No statistically

significance was found between the college teachers and the junior high school

teachersg{=.977).

Once again, the college teachers and the junior high school teachers’ ratings

were similar. This might have occurred because of the commonalities noted above

between these two groups: their ages, teaching experiences, understanding of

teaching methodology, and level of English proficiency. In contrast, the

participants in the student teacher group, who were much younger, with less

teaching experience, and less knowledge of English, awarded signifidefetgnt

ratings than the two groups of older, more experienced, and more knowledgeable

teachers.

The Empirical Item Hierarchy for Teaching Using Easy English

For the items used to measdieaching Using Easy Englisihwas predicted

that the lower numbered items would be easier based on the results of the pilot

study; thus, the order of difficulty should have gone from item 6 (easiest)rio i

10 (more difficult). While this prediction generally held true, one exception was
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that item 9 To instruct students in classroom Eng)istas easier than item 8q

answer grammatical questions

Table 51 Mean Scores of the Three Groups for Items 8 and 9

Item 8 ltem 9
Student Teachers 4.44 3.87
College Teachers 2.74 2.53
Junior High School Teachers 2.36 2.43
Overall Mean 3.55 3.23

Note Means were calculated using raw scores. Higher scores indicate treietbe

thought an item was more difficult to teach.

The raw scores indicated that the junior high school teachers saw items 8 and

9 as being approximately equally difficul (= 2.36, 2.43, respectively); however,

the student teacher group and the college teacher group thought thatTiem 9 (

instruct students in Classroom Eng)igB.87, 2.53, respectively) was easier than

item 8 (To answer grammatical questigrg.44, 2.74, respectively), and the

largest difference was displayed by the student teachers. The higher ia@titg®

9 might have occurred because of the student teachers’ limited experience

explaining English grammar, their difficulties providing examples beyooskt

they had prepared before class, and the simplicity and repetitiveneasssbolm

English (e.g.Stand upGo back to your sept
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Problems explaining grammar points might have occurred for two reasons.

First, five of the student teachers prepared for their teaching ldsg@osisidering

how to explain the new target grammar points in the lesson. However, bdeayuse

had not fully internalized their understanding of those grammar points, theyotried t

explain the points by quoting explanations they had found in grammar books. The

junior high school teachers who supervised these student teachers said that when

the student teachers’ explained these grammar items, it sounded as iétkey w

reading from a grammar book. Second, the student teachers taught both new

grammar items and grammar items that the junior high school studentsithad st

previously but which they had not yet understood very well. This led to the junior

high school students asking questions about points that the student teachers were

unprepared to answer, so they either made a weak attempt to answer tlomgjuesti

or asked the junior high school students to wait until the following day for the

answer, as this gave them the opportunity to consult a grammar book for the answer.

Because of these difficulties, the student teachers stated that ingtthetstudents

in English was easier than explaining grammar.
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Construct 3:Teaching Using Difficult English

The construct underlying questions 11-15 Wwaaching Using Difficult
English.A representative item is “To prepare for the next team-teaching class by
discussing the class with an ELT in English.” The mean Rasch abilityatss
(CHIPS) for the college teachers and the junior high school teachers were 59.93
and 52.30, respectively. These group means were considerably higher than the
mean (44.98) of the student teachers. A comparison of the mean differences using
Welch'sF was significantF (df 2, 37.279) = 19.52& = .00, partiah?® = .32, and
follow-up tests identified a significant difference between the studerteesaand
the college teacherp € .001) and between the student teachers and the junior high
school teacherp(E .000). No significance difference was found between the
college teachers and the junior high school teaclpers449). As discussed above,
the many similarities between the two older teacher groups, such aasgeeir
amount of teaching experience, and similar levels of English proficiekely li

contributed to their similar perceptions of the teaching on the videotapes.
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The Empirical Item Hierarchy for Teaching Using Difficult English

Based on the results of the pilot study, it was predicted that the lower
numbered items would be easier; thus, the item difficulty hierarchy vpastexi to
go from item 11 (easiest) to item 15 (most difficult); however, the data indicate
that item 11 To give good examples of the new strugturas a little more difficult
than item 12To ask questions in English about text and let students try to answer
in English and item 13To make an authentic and interesting language activity
such as information gap for your clas$he two most difficult items, item 14 ¢
introduce context in your English woddand item 15To prepare for the next
team-teaching class by discussing the class with an ELT in Engleshk in the
hypothesized order.

One reason that item 11 was more difficult than predicted might be that many
of the student teachers taught first-year junior high school students. The reading
texts and new sentence patterns introduced in the first half of the &rsbfynior
high school are very simple, so it was not difficult for the student teachers to ask
guestions about these materials in English and have the junior high school students
answer in simple one- or two-word responses that were based on information

explicitly stated in the text. The reading texts were written using hégluéncy
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vocabulary, no abstract concepts were introduced, and no inferential questions were
asked. These factors made the texts both easy to teach and easy for theghnior hi
school students to comprehend.

In regards to Item 13 concerning interactive activities (e.g., infoomaap
activities) for first-year students, the sentence patterns introduced entésé&s
were simple, and considerably easier than those introduced to the second- and
third-year students, whose tasks include more complicated syntactic retsusiich
as relative clauses. The student teachers were expected to provide arejales»of
the newstructure that were closely related with the junior high school students’
interests and everyday life and that therefore had relevance to them. Although the
student teachers prepared examples beforehand, they had to quickly provide other
examples if the junior high school students did not understand their prepared
examples. The student teachers stated that giving good examples on the spot was
difficult.

One junior high school teacher who commented on Item 15 had a good
command of English, yet he thought that teaching new sentence patterns sh Engli
and providing clear examples of the pattern was fairly difficult becau$e of t

diverse English proficiency levels of the students in the typical juniordalgbol
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classroom. According to him, item 15 was not difficult in terms of the English
necessary to carry out the task; what was difficult was communicttegively
with the lower proficiency students in the class so that they would be able to
understand the point.

Overall, items 11-15Teaching Using Difficult Englighmeasured skills that
were seen by the raters as being the most difficult for the student teactiers t
well. This is based on the assumption that teaching skills requiring greatsshEng|
proficiency are more demanding and more difficult to carry out successSeky (
Figure 16), but this does not always mean that teachers with better English
proficiency can carry out these teaching skills more successfully. Asiaioe
high school teacher commented in the last paragraph, they also need to make them
understood to students with the lower English proficiency.

The college teachers’ mean ratings of items 6-10 and items 11-15 wege nearl
identical, and they were relatively lenient in both cases. This might haveextcur
in part because their English proficiency is much higher than the profideraly
required to teach the skills measured by these items; as a result, thepohight
have differentiated among the items. It is also possible that they did niotlgare

consider the classroom situation and the students’ diverse academictlevels
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presence of slow learners, learners with attention deficit problems, and student
who were not emotionally stable. All of these issues might have been salidre f
junior high school teachers and student teachers because they engaged in frequent

face-to-face interaction with the junior high school students
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Figure 16 The mean Rasch person ability estimates (CHIPS) of eadtetegroup

for the three constructs.

Research Question 3: Differential Use of the Revised COLT

The third research question asked to what degree the student teachers,

practicum supervisors, and college teachers’ ratings of student teacaengge

performances differed when they used Revised COLTThis question was

answered by analyzing the three groups’ ratings foSthdent Teachers’ Teaching

on the VideoNo difference was found among the three groups for student teachers

1, 2, 3, 4, and 5. Figure 17 shows the three groups’ ratings for student teachers 1-5.
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Figure 17 The three groups’ mean ratings (Rasch logits) for student tedcbers

The participants awarded ratings oftle(student teacher on the video did

not engage in the behavjol the teacher engaged in the behavior to a degm@e

2 (the teacher clearly engaged in the target behgvimr each of the categories

they rated (The participants did not have to write anything in some cagdorie

filled in those parts because of the educational context in this study. Bteds f

with a circle are shown in Appendix H.). These data were analyzed with ttie mul
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faceted Rasch model. The mean ratings (Rasch logits) for each grotp\areirs

Table 52.

Table 52.The Mean Ratings (Rasch Logits) for the Three Groups for Students 1-5

Observec Student Teache College Teache Junior High Schoc
Teache Rating: Rating: Teacler Rating
ST1 1.84 0.98 2.90

ST2 2.12 2.11 2.62

ST3 4.37 4.17 4.18

ST4 2.50 3.05 3.06

ST5 4.21 4.36 4.51

The ratings were analyzed for group differences with a one-way ANOV
None of the ANOVASs reached statistical significance; however, the jurgbr hi
school teacher group produced the highest mean on four out of the five occasions,
indicating that they were relatively lenient. The one exception was fonmgtude
teacher 3; in that case, the student teacher group awarded the bigneB ratings.
ST1’s mean ratings from the student teacher group, the college tgamingrand
the junior high school group were 1.84, 0.98, 2.90, respectively. Though there were
not any statistically significant differences among the three gr@ups51), the
differences were still noteworthy in that the junior high school teacheesthav

highest ratings to Student teacher 1Teaching review and new sentence pattern
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This indicates that they noticed that Student teacher 1 engaged frequemly in t
behaviors described ir? useand its related activity categories more than the other
rater groups.

There are two possible interpretations of this finding. One is that the junior
high school teacher group were more aware of the student teachers’ or the 'students
behavior than the other two groups, and the other is that the junior high school
teacher group noticed and regarded subtle behaviors as important and awarded
higher scores based on those subtle behaviors, i.e., they awarded 1s or 2s where
raters in other groups awarded Os or 1s. Both interpretations suggest that the junior
high school teachers might have besore sensitive tthe behavior of the student
teachers. For example, two of the junior high school teachers involved in this study
stated that they noticed that the student teachers sometimes missdibhirthe
junior high school students that they wanted to communicate with the student
teachers. Three more junior high school teachers also noticed that the student
teachers tended to focus on academically capable students and astetaués
and pay less attention to students with average academic ability ahdtgdents.
Several student teachers confirmed this perception in their teachiresdvahnich

they submitted to their junior high school supervisors and then to the college with
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their practicum supervisors’ signatures after completing the practicuis..
behavior cannot be confirmed by viewing the videotaped lessons because the video
camera was focused on the student teachers; thus, the observers were ueable to s

the junior high school students’ behavior on the videotape.

Research Question 4: The Student Teachers’ Teaching on the Video
The fourth research question asked to what degree the student teachers,
college teachers, and junior high school teachers’ responses differed when they
used theQuestions Concerning the Student Teachers’ Teaching on the Widsto
the answers to the 22 questions concerning teaching methods are discussed. Thes
22 questions measured four construcistening and Japanese Uderereading
Using EnglishandMemorization.The results were used to investigate differences

among the three rater groups’ perceptions of these teaching methods.

Constructs Related to the Usefulness of the Instruction
Listening and Japanese Use
The mean Rasch person ability estimates (CHIPS) of the student teacher

group, the college teacher group, and the junior high school teacher group were
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57.44, 57.33, and 54.56, respectively; no statistically significant differences were
identified,F(2, 101) = 1.39p = 253. Thus, overall, the views of the three groups
were similar wheré.istening and Japanese Useconcerned. This is a positive
outcome because it indicates that what the student teachers studied, what the
college teachers taught in the teacher licensure programs, and wihidnhdigh
school teachers practiced in the junior high schools resulted in similar pensepti

The item difficulty hierarchy was, from the easiest to the most diffitzrit,
Question 716 it useful to explain about English grammar in Japangs@@estion
30(Is it useful to let students translate the text into Japanegefestion 131§ it
useful to ask questions in Japanese about the)tetiestion 391§ it useful for
students to translate one Japanese sentence into English using the new sentence
pattern?y, and Question 31§ these two scenes, what the students did was just
listening except on some occasions. Is this useful for reji€@uestion 5 was
more difficult to endorse than the other questions by approximately 2 CHIPS. What
made Question 5 different from the other questions was the use of Englgh. If t
student teacher had explained the contents and grammar of the listening passage i
Japanese, Question 5 might have been easier to endorse. Most of the raters chose

Not usefulor Not very usefulor question 5, which suggests that the raters were not
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satisfied with the student teachers’ English, which was clearly weak tlesegh

they were supposed to rate the usefulness of the teaching methods.

English Use

The mean Rasch estimates (CHIPS) of the student teacher group, tge colle
teacher group, and the junior high school groupEfoglish Usewere 51.81, 49.50,
and 52.95, respectively. Welchswas conducted to determine if there were any
significant differences in the mean ratings of the three groups. Thlewes not
significant,F (2, 53.95) = 1.62p = .207, indicating that their perceptions of the
guestions used to measure this construct were similar.

The item difficulty hierarchy was, from the easiest to the most difficul
Question 35, 33, 19, 11, 3, 1: Question Bbig is not what the student teacher on
the screen is doing. Is it useful to give students background knowledge of the text
and/ or activate their background knowledge before going into the) t&x@stion
33 (s it useful to let students practice reading aloud the jeQ@estion 191§ it
useful if a language game is interesting to studgn@3@estion 11Generally
speaking, in order to learn a new sentence pattern, is it useful for students to

practice such language activities as information gap/ interview gam@s/estion
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3 (Is it useful if a teacher introduces a new sentence pattern in English trying to
lead students to find out a new ruje@nd Question 1§ it useful if a teacher

reviews the class in English trying not to use Japare3é® difference in the item
difficulty estimates between Question 1 and 19 was 1.4 CHIPS. Questions 1 and 3
were similar in that they both involved the exclusive use of English. Questions
concerning the use of only Engliglere somewhat difficult for the raters to

endorse. The raters provided several reasons in the memos they wrotmarghre

of the questionnaire answer sheet. First, many of them believed thatdbetst
teachers’ exclusive use of English was difficult for the junior high schoolrside

to comprehend and that the use of Japanese would help the junior high school
students comprehend more fully. Second, they felt that the student teachers’
English was not good enough to handle the pedagogical tasks. | discuss this issue at
the end of the chapter in relation to other findings. The five student teachers’ ha
low-intermediate to intermediate English proficiency: One had paksef'tievel

of the EIKEN, a commonly used English proficiency test is Japan Society for
Testing English Proficiency in Japan. This level is approximately equit/td a
500-550 TOEIC score. Another of the teachers had a 600 TOEIC score, and the

others had TOEIC scores under 450.
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Prereading

The mean Rasch estimates (CHIPS) of the student teachers, tedelers
and junior high school teachers were 50.59, 49.10, and 48.94, respectively. The
results of a one-way ANOVA were not significaR{2, 101) = .48p = .62, again
indicating that their perceptions of the questions used to measure this construct
were similar.

The item difficulty hierarchy was, from the most difficult to the easiest
Question 9 (61.80), 36 (45.60), and 24 (42.60): Questi@x&ept for some
occasions, the students just listened. Is this useful for introducing the new sentence
pattern?y, 24 (s it useful to introduce new words with activities such as flash
cards, checking the pronunciation, and checking word meanings, before going into
a text?, and 36 This is not what the student teacher on the screen is doing. Is it
useful to let students grasp the points of the text before reading intengively?
Question 9 differed from the other questions because the activity reldted wi
Question 9 required the use of English. It seems to be difficult for the tater

endorse items in which Japanese is not used.
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Memorization

The mean Rasch estimates of the student teachers (44.57) and college
teachers (44.01) were lower than that of the junior high school teachers (49.84). A
one-way ANOVA indicated that there were no significant differences among the
groups,F (2,101) = .986p = .377; thus, the three groups’ perceptions of the
guestions used to measure this construct were similar.

Item 9 (n order to learn a new sentence pattern, is this useful for students to
repeat the new sentence pattern after the teaglves® considerably more difficult
to endorse than item 3¥5(it useful to let students memorize the text as part of post
reading activitiesP. The difference between these two items was 1.54 CHIPS. The
standard deviations of the three groups were large (student teachers = 16.80;
college teachers = 19.51; junior high school teachers = 17.11), which indicated that
the participants in each group had widely differing views of these two itemns tha
are related to behaviorism, i.e., repetition and memorization. Junior high school
English teachers frequently use both of these. This variance is causdddsy at
two factors. First, the raters formed a continuum between persons who strongly
support behaviorism and those who do not. Second, the student teachers’ use of

repetition and memorization on the video was not carried out skillfully and this
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likely influenced the ratings. In general, Japanese teachers’ ideaseduung
English in junior high school, senior high school, and college/ university vary
widely.

The rater groups had difficulty endorsing item 9 because the student teacher
simply had the students repeat the sentence monotonously and did not create any
variation in the task by including activities such as substitution drills and/or
conversion drills. She also had the students repeat at a slow tempo. For these
reasons, even the raters who supported behaviorism might have rated her

performance severely.

Constructs Related to the Effectiveness of the Instruction
This section was made up of 16 questions concerning the effectiveness of the
student teachers’ teaching. Three constructs were identified in this plaet of
instrument Explanation and Understandin@rammar-translation and Habit-

formation andCommunicative Practice
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Explanation and Understanding

This construct was measured with items 2, 4, 12, 16, 27, 29, and 42. The
mean Rasch estimates of the student teachers, college teachers, andghnior hi
school teachers fdgxplanation and Understandingere 48.28, 44.89, and 44.78,
respectively. A one-way ANOVA was significaft2, 101) = 5.56p = .005, but
the effect size, partia® = .10, was low. Follow-up tests indicated that there was a
statistically significant difference in the means between the studetteiess and the
college teacherp(E= .036), and between the student teachers and the junior high
teachers{ = .005). The college teachers and the junior high school teachers were
more severe in their ratings than the student teachers. This resultaadicztthe
student teachers need to be trained to have better teaching skills and t@ be mor
skillful in their use of English. | discuss this issue at the end of the chapter.

The item difficulty hierarchy was, from the most difficult to the edsaes
follows: Question 2The student teacher on the screen tries to review the class in
English without using Japanese. Is she effective when her English and her teaching
techniques are taken into consideratipnQuestion 4The student teacher on the
screen tries to introduce a new sentence pattern in English by leading students to

discover a new rule. Is she effective when her English and her teaching technique
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are taken into consideratiofyQuestion 27T he student teacher introduces the
text orally. Is she effectivigQuestion 121§ the interview game the student
teacher on the screen is introducing effectjy€uestion 161§ the student
teacher’s instruction before the game and after the game efféctye@stion 42
(The student teacher talks in Japanese why the text is worth reading as part of post
reading activities. Is she effectiyeand Question 29Tpe student teacher let the
students underline sentences which have the new sentence pattern so that they will
be aware of the new sentence pattern in the text. Is she effective?

What made questions 2, 4, and 27 (Rasch item difficulty estimates = 57.4,
55.7, and 49.4, respectively) different from questions 12, 16, 42, and 29 (Rasch
item difficulty estimates = 48.7, 48.3, 45.3, and 45.2, respectively) was that the
student teachers used only English in the activities related to questions 2, 4, and 27
thus, the results indicate that the student teachers’ English wa$vpdras not
being good enough to handle those particular tasks. Many practicum supervisors
stated that this group of student teachers should have had higher English
proficiency. That said, the groups’ views of English proficiency ane@l#ionship
with teaching communicatively differed in the sense that the studehetegoup

was more lenient. This might be related to the fact that the studentrtganine
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would find it more difficult to teach using difficult English due to their overall
lower level of proficiency. Their lack of confidence in using Englisghihhave

led them to be relatively lenient about the five teachers’ usmglish on the video.

Practice and Habit Formation

The means of the student teacher group, the college teacher group, and the
junior high school teacher group feractice and Habit Formatiowere 48.61,
47.95, and 41.93, respectively. A one-way ANOVA indicated that the differences
were significantF(2, 101) = 10.85p = .00, partiah® = .17. Follow-up tests
showed that there was a statistically significant differencedsetihe student
teachers and junior high school teachers (001) and between the college
teachers and junior high school teachers (05). No significant difference was
found between the student teachers and the college teachers. The junior high school
teacher group was severe in their assessment of the student teaabbisgten
the video.

The item difficulty hierarchy was, from the easiest to the most difficult
Question 10 (47.9)The student teacher on the screen let her students repeat after

her. Is she effectivg?Question 25 (49.2)< the student teacher effective in
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introduction of new words with flash cards checking the pronunciation, the
meanings before going into a tektQuestion 8 (49.9)Ihe student on the screen
explains about new items of English grammar. Is she effeiti@e@stion 14
(50.5) (The student teacher let students translate several Japanese sentence
isolated from each other into English. Is she effecjiva® Question 40 (52.5)
(The student teacher let the students translate the text into Japanese. Is she
effectiv®); however, the difficulty estimates were not well separated.

In research question 2, the college teacher group and the junior high school
group gave higher ratings tanslate text in the textbook into Japantsa was
predicted, probably because these two groups were more concerned vatht diffi
aspects of translation such as cultural nuances. These higher rating® itidita
when the student teachers asked the junior high school students to translate the text
into Japanese was not effective. On the video, one of the five student teachers was
translating text in the textbook into Japanese. From the viewpoints of the college
teachers and the junior high school teachers, her translation of the text was not
entirely satisfactory for at least two possible reasons. One is thettttent
teacher’s translation of the text did not demonstrate an awareness otuhnal cul

aspects embedded in the text. On the video, the student teacher introduced a new
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word, sister, and translated it in Japaneseasa no kyoudaiStrictly speaking,

sisteris singular, so it isne(an older sister), dmouto(a younger sister) in
Japanesdn the text the student teacher and the junior high school students were
reading, the following sentence appea®ide has a sister and she (the sister)

works at a bookstorel'he student teacher translated this sentence into Japanese as:
Kanojo niha sisitah ga ite, sono sisutah wa honnya de hataraitghra did not
translatesisterinto Japanese and did not explain that in Japanese, people indicate
whether a sister is an older sistang) or a younger sistemioutg, but native

English speakers do not typically do so. The other issue is that she did not provide
any explanations of the particular grammatical structures in thensestehis

would have allowed the students to understand why the sentences weréettansla
into Japanese the way that they were.

TheQuestions Concerning the Student Teachers’ Teaching on theWadeo
made up of 42juestionsmost of which were paired. One was a question about
methods related with the student teachers’ teaching and the other concerned how
well the student teachers put these methods into practice. In the ratitigs first
group of the questions, no significant difference was found, so the significant one-

way ANOVA results did not come from reasons concerning the teaching methods
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and techniques mentioned in this group of questions; the differences apparently
arose from how the student teachers used these teaching methods and techniques.
In the practicum, the junior high school teachers advised the student teachers to
have the junior high school students practice drills more quickly. The student
teachers were surprised to see how rapidly the junior high school teachers had the
students practice. Thus, it is possible that the junior high school teachers were

dissatisfied with this aspect of the student teachers’ performance.

Communicative Practice

The mean Rasch estimate (CHIPS) of the student teacher group (50.65) was
higher than those of the college teacher group (47.69) and the junior high school
teachers’ group (46.64). The one-way ANOVA was significarfg, 101) = 4.37p
= .015, but the effect size, partig, was low at .08. There was a significant
difference in the means between the student teacher group and the cotllbgestea
(p =.022) and the student teacher group and the junior high school teachers (.017);
there was no significant difference between the college teaatkthajunior high
school teachergp(= .849). The college teachers and the junior high school teachers

were more severe in rating the student teachers’ teaching than the studensteac
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This indicated that these three groups should discuss their different percaptions

the reasons for them, and the student teachers should gain a better understanding

why the other two groups awarded lower ratings.

Some reasons for the difference were indicated by the item difficulty

hierarchy that was, from the most difficult to the easiest, as follows tiQués!

(52.8)Is the student teacher’s reading aloud instruction effecti@festion 32

(52.7)Overall, is the student teacher effective in asking questions in either English

or JapaneseQuestion 23 (48.0pverall, is the game on the screen planned by the

student teacher effectiveQuestion 38 (46.5)he student teacher on the screen

encourages the students to recite what they have memorized by giving hints,

paraphrasing, correcting, completing the sentences. Is she effective?

This indicated that the student teacher’'s model reading and her instruction

were not good enough and that the student teacher needed to be trained to ask more

guestions in English or Japanese. This issue is related with the teabiiy $oa

engage in teacher talk, her English proficiency, and her teachingemnqeerl

discuss this issue in relation with other findings at the end of this chapter.

259



Additional Likert Items

Question 18: The Authenticity of the Language Game

Question 18 asked the raters if the language game on the screen watscauthen
The raters used the following scale: Yery authentic2 =to some extent
authenti¢c 3 =between ‘2’ and ‘4’4 =not very authenticand 5 =not at all
authentic The mean raw score of the college teacher group (3.58) was higher than
those of the student teacher group (2.70) and the junior high school teacher group
(2.82). The one-way ANOVAvas significantF(2, 101) = 9.30p = .00, partiah?
= 0.16. Follow-up tests revealed a significant difference in the means hdtvece
student teachers and the college teaclpers.Q0) and also between the college
teachers and the junior high school teachers.00), but no significant difference
between the student teachers and the junior high school tegehe&l(. The
college teacher group gave significantly more severe ratings than thénather
groups, indicating that they did not think that the language game on the screen was
authentic. This issue should be discussed by the three groups so that theyean arri
at a more similar understanding of the characteristics that make largarage
authentic and effective. They especially need to arrive at a common definition of

authenticity Two members of the college teacher group pointed out that this
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interactional language activity was based on the new sentence pattern and was
teacher controlled. Another college teacher said that some of the junior high school
students on video were looking at their notebooks and reading the expressions they
needed to use while they were interacting with their peers

In the context of the question, | regarded interactional activities as part of
single continuum that links pre-communicative and communicative activities
(Littlewood, 1981). In a dialogue-performance, the teacher’s control is at a
maximum and the learners’ creativity is at a minimum. This kind of actwibyi
one side of the continuum. As learners are given more opportunities to experiment
with the language, activities such as contextualized drills and cuedkalage
used. In the more creative types of role-playing, the teacher controldienly t
situation and the learners’ roles, but allows the learners to create tlaetiore
Improvisation is located on the other side of the continuum. In activities that allow
for improvisation, learners are often presented only with a stimulus situaharn
they can interpret and exploit in any way they wish. The following is angram
(Littlewood, 1981, p. 60):

You are travelling on an underground train (a subway). Suddenly it stops

between two stations. At first you take no notice, but soon you all begin to wonder
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what is happening. It gets warmer and warmer. You become more and more
nervous. After ten minutes, to your relief, the train begins to move again.

One of the examples of improvisation | introduced in my methodology course
is: You are participating in a tour in which junior high school students all over the
world come to participate. As you get into your bus and find your seat, yolameet
student from another country.

In the context of the question for this study, authenticity of an interactional

activity is the location of the activity on the continuum.

Question 20: Student Interest in the Language Game

Question 20 asked the raters if they thought that the game on the screen
would be interesting to the junior high school students. The raters used the
following scale: 1 4 strongly disagreg2 =1 disagree 3 =between ‘2’ and ‘4’4
=1 agree and; 5 9 strongly agreeThe mean raw score of the student teacher
group @.16 was lower than those of the college teacher graiyd) (and the junior
high school teacher group.82. A one-way ANOVAwas significantF(2, 101) =
5.21,p = .007, partiah? = 0.09. There was a significant difference in the means

between the student teachers and the junior high school tegeke08), but no
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significant differences between the college teachers and the junior high school
teachers, or between the student teachers and the college teachers. Ttudgrhe s
teacher group thought that the game was much less interesting than the ghior hi
school teachers. This would also be a useful area for the three groups of raters to
discuss. There might be a measure of validity in the student teachersejtdgm

we assume that they understand the junior high school students’ views because of
their similar ages. One the other hand, an argument can also be made that the junior
high school teachers were more familiar with junior high school students and that

they are therefore better judges of the students’ views.

Question 21: Appropriacy of the Language Activities and Question 22: Type of
Language Activity

Question 21 asked the raters which type of language activity is most
appropriate for junior high school students. The raters were asked to choose one of
the following alternatives:
6. Memorized dialogues

7. Contextualized drills in which everything is controlled by the teacher
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8. Alanguage game in which students use a new sentence pattern. They can
choose any words they like.
9. Cued dialogues

10. Improvisation

Group means were calculated using the raw scores. The junior high teacher
group meanN! = 3.14) was lower than those of the student teacher gkbup (
3.46) and the college teacher grotyp=£ 3.32 ).

Twenty-nine (50.88%) of the student teachers selected category 3, while 15
(26.32%) chose category 4. Twelve (63.16%) of the college teachers selected
category 3, and 5 (26.32%) selected category 4. Eleven (39.29%) of the junior high
school teachers selected category 3, and 10 (35.71%) selected categony-4. A ¢
square test was conducted to assess whether there were anyaiererong the
ratings of the three groups for each of the six categdresresults of the chi-
square test were not significapf(10,N = 104) = 9.65p = .47.

Most of the student teachers and the college teachers chose categoitg 3

the junior high school teachers selecting category 3 and category 4 #imeatne
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number of times. A chi-square test indicated that there were no significant

differences between the three groups.

Table 53.Chi-square Results for Item 21

Junior High Schoc

Categor Student Teache Teacher College Teache
0 1(1.75% 1(3.57% 0 (0%

1 1(1.75% 3 (10.71% 0 (0%

2 2 (3.51% 1(3.57% 1 (5.26%

3 29 (50.88% 11 (39.2'%) 12 (63.16%

4 15 (26.32% 10 (35.71% 5 (26.32%

5 9 (15.79% 2 (7.14% 1(5.26%

It should be noted that the number of junior high school teachers who chose
Category 3 was almost the same as the number of junior high school teachers who
chose Category 4.he nature of the control exercised by the teacher is the main
criterion for grouping these role-playing activities into the five aateg. As the
amount of teacher control decreases and becomes less specifics thereased
scope for the learners’ creativity. In this respect, the activitiebeaviewed as part
of a single continuum linking pre-communicative and communicative activities
(Littlewood, 1981). The category 4 activity is on the borderline between pre-
communicative and communicative simulation: The teacher exercisesatingcil
over the meanings that are expressed, but not over the specific languagedbd

for expressing them. Half of the junior high school teachers thought that the
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category 4 activity was suitable for junior high school students. In comparison with

the other two groups, more of the participants in the junior high school teacher

group were slightly more communicatively oriented than the participantiei

other two groups, though, in terms of the mean scores, the student teachers and the

college teachers were a little more communicatively oriented, agrttog high

school teachers’ mean was lower than that of the other two groups. In addition, the

standard deviation of the junior high school teachers was larger than that of the

other groups. This indicated that the junior high school teachers’ ideas concerning

appropriate interactive language activities for junior high school students vary a

great deal.

Question 22 asked the raters to identify the language activities that the

thought the game on the screen represented using the following fiverczdego

1. Performing memorized dialogues

2. Contextualized drills in which the task is controlled by the teacher

3. Alanguage game in which students practice a new sentence pattern while

choosing the vocabulary

4. Cued dialogues

5. Improvisation
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Group means were calculated using the raw scores. The college aciper

mean M = 2.95) was lower than those of the student teacher gktdup3.23) and
the junior high school teacher grouy € 3.00).

Category 3 was selected most frequently by the college teatheent
teacher, and junior high school teacher group [30 (52.6%), 12 (63.2%), 15 (53.6%),
respectively], followed by category 4 [20 (35.1%), 4 (21.1%), 8 (28.6%),
respectively]. A chi-square test was conducted to assess whethevéner@ny
differences among the three groups for the six categditnesresults of the test

were not significanty*(10,N = 104) = 6.52p = .77.

Table 54 Chi-square Results for Item 22

Junior High Schoc

Categor Student Teache Teacher College Teache
0 1 (1.8%) 0 (0% 0 (0%

1 1 (1.€%) 3 (10.7%) 2 (10.5%)

2 4 (7.C%) 2 (7.1%) 1 (5.2%)

3 30 (52.6% 15 (53.€%) 12 (63.2%)

4 20 (35.1%) 8 (28.€%) 4 (21.1%)

5 1 (1.8%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%

As shown in Table 54, Category 3 was chosen most by the student teacher group
(52.6%), the college teacher group (53.6%), and the junior high school teacher

group (63.2%). Category 4 was chosen next to the most by every group.
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Table 55Mean Scores of the Three Groups for Items 21 and 22

Item 21 Item 22
Student teachers M 3.46 3.23
SD 0.98 0.82
College teachers M 3.32 2.95
SD 0.67 0.85
Junior high school teachers M 3.14 3.00
SD 1.21 0.90

The mean scores of the three groups for item 21 are larger than those of the
three groups for item 22. This indicates that the language activity shown on the

video was more controlled than the raters had expected.

Theoretical Consequences of the Results
In this section, | have discussed the results oSthhdent Teachers’ Video
Instruction | first identified four independent constructs among the responses from
the three rater groups to the 22 questions and the 16 questions in this section of the
Student Teachers’ Video Instructiasing the Rasch rating scale model. The four
constructs wereistening and Japanese Udg&rereading Using Englishand

Memorization andhe three constructs from the 16 questions \Eagdanation and
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UnderstandingGrammar-translation and Habit-formatipandCommunicative

Practice.

Most of these questions were paired. For example, one questiotsvitas “

useful if a teacher introduces a new sentence pattern in English trying to lead

students to find out a new rulePhe paired question waghe student teacher on

the screen tries to introduce a new sentence pattern in English trying to lead

students to find out a new rule. Is she effective when her English and her teaching

technique are taken into consideratidn?

No statistically significant differences were found among the tfatee

groups for the four constructsigtening and Japanese Uderereading Using

English,andMemorization that were extracted from the 22 questions (See Figure

18.). Thus, the three groups’ views concerning the ideas related with these 22

guestions were not significantly different.

In the discussion of the results of the three constriagslénation and

UnderstandingGrammar-translation and Habit-formatipandCommunicative

Practice extracted from the 16 questions, a significant difference was found (See

Figure 19 and Table 56). This indicated that the three groups’ evaluation of the
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Figure 18 The mean Rasch person ability estimates (CHIPS) of the three
usefulness constructs.
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Figure 19 The mean Rasch person ability estimates (CHIPS) of the three
effectiveness constructs.
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student teachers’ teaching differed, though the three groups’ views oveedse i

on which the student teachers’ teaching did not differ.

Table 56 .Statistically Significant Differences Among the Three Groups

Gramma-

Explanation and translation and Communicative

Understandin Habil-formatior Practict
Student teachers Significantly Not different Significantly
vs. College different different
teachers
Studenteacher  Significantly Significantly Significantly
vs. Junior high  different different different
school teachers
College teacher  Not different Significantly Not different
vs. Junior high different

schoo teacher

The three groups should discuss their differences so that they can share their
ideas and the student teachers can learn from the views of more experienced
teachers. Also, the questions that were most difficult for the three groups to endorse
were points that should be objectives in the training program for student teachers.
These questions were Question 27, Question 12, and Question 16xptenation
and UnderstandingQuestion 40 fronisrammar-translation and Habit-formation,

andQuestion 32, Question 34 froBommunicative Practic€See Table 57).
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The questions (Table 57) should be discussed and the student teachers need to
identify weaknesses in their teaching in relation to the above questionsioQsies
27,12, and 16 concern English proficiency as well as the ways the student teachers
provided explanations to the junior high school students. Question 40 concerns the
student teachers’ explanation of the English sentences after they haatéxhnsl
them into Japanese. For example, when a junior high student failed to translate one
English sentence into Japanese, the student teacher simply provided a Japanese
translation and did not explain the reason(s) why the English sentence was
translated in that way, and did not inquire into why the student could not translate
the English sentence accurately. Question 32 concerns the qualities of tlenguest
the student teachers asked the junior high school students (i.e., Were the questions
pseudo or genuine?) as well as the student teachers’ English profidieedagsues
concerned (a) whether the pseudo questions and genuine questions were asked
appropriately, (b) whether the questions were too easy for certain studads or
difficult for others, and (c) whether the student teachers’ English waséecu

when they asked questions in English and Japanese.
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Table 57.Teaching Skills in Which the Student Teachers Need Further Training

Section/Question

Skill Description

Explanation and
Understanding

Question 27
Question 12
Question 16
Grammar-translation
and Habit-formation
Question 40
Communicative

Practice

Question 32

The student teacher introduces the text orally with picture
cards before the class starting to read the text. Is she
effective?

Is the interview game the student teacher on the screen is
introducing effective?

Is the student teacher’s instruction before the game and
after the game effective?

The student teacher asked the students to translate the text
into Japanese. Is she effective?

Overall, is the student teacher effective in asking
guestions in English or Japanese?

Research Question 1: Revised COLT Categories

The first research question asked what categories should be included on the

observation checklist that the student teachers, college teachers, and junior high

school teachers (student teachers’ supervisors) use when observing the student

teachers’ classroom teaching. The answer to this research questionouasetisn
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Chapter 4. The COLT was revised based on previous studies | conducted. In this
section, | first introduce two viewpoints that informed the revision of the COLT.
Next, | discuss how well the Revised COLT worked and the remaining prsble

with the instrument.

The COLT and the Revised COLT

In this study, the COLT was revised from two points of view. The first point
concerned the categories included on the COLT. One of the categories on the
original COLT wasActivities and episode$Vhen using this category, observers
list the teaching activities they observe (e.g., greeting the studentkjating
review activities, and introducing a new reading text). On the Revised COLT,
however, the observers did not have to write anything in this category bécause
listed the activities based on my observations of the student teacheng\geac
plans, the student teachers’ teaching, and experienced teachers’ telaalsimg
discussed the classroom activities that | observed with the studdrgreaad
junior high school teachers when | visited the junior high schools where the student

teachers were participating in the practicum.
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The second point concerned the need to make the Revised COLT more user-
friendly. This was accomplished by eliminating some of the categories on the
Original COLT. When researchers use the COLT, they can use Part A&, Bart
both parts. Part A concerns classroom events at the level of episode and activity,
and Part B is focused on the communicative features of verbal exchangesrbet
teachers and students and/or students and their peers as they occur within each
episode or activity. The COLT is made up of 73 categories, and most of them
represent binary distinctions in instructional practices (e.g., genuine vs. pseudo
requests; student-centered vs. teacher-centered participation). Somehersea
transcribe interactions between a teacher and students and between peers that
occurred in the class. As discussed in Chapter 4, | combined Part A and Part B and
also deleted some of the categotlest were not observed in the student teachers’

or experienced teachers’ teaching.

Reliability of the Categories on the Revised COLT
The participants (the student teachers, the college teachers, the junior high
school teachers) used the Revised COLT to check the five student teachers’

teaching on the videotape: Revised COLT Block A for student teacher 1, Revised
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COLT Block B for student teacher 2, Revised COLT Block C for student teacher 3,
Revised COLT Block D for student teacher 4, and Revised COLT Block E for
student teacher 5. Cronbach’seliability estimates were calculated for the raw

data of each block. The reliability (number of categories) for Block A,kBBc

Block C, Block D, and Block E were .86 (37), .88 (40), .78 (48), .92 (86), and .83

(53), respectively.

The Results of the Pilot Study and Research Question 3

The participants used the Revised COLT after it had been piloted. One of the
main purposes of this study was to obtain feedback from junior high school
teachers about the student teachers’ performance in the practicum. Dlermo
were pointed out in relation with this issue. The first problem addressed in this
study concerns the lack of clarity in the feedback provided to student teachers, and
the second problem is that the junior and senior high school supervisors’ feedback
regarding the student teachers’ teaching performance is generallyaratytan
brief. In order to solve these problems, the COLT was revised so thatld @

more suitable for the three groups of observers who patrticipated in this study (i.e.,
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student teachers, college teachers, and junior high school teachersyvteense

observing the student teachers’ teaching.

For Research Question 3, the ratings that the three groups awarded to the

student teachers with tiikevised COLWhile observing them on the video were

analyzed and discussed. Although a one-way ANOVA did not reveal any

statistically significant differences, four problems with the stttieachers’

teaching were identified.

The first problem was that when teachMgw sentence patteratudent

teacher 1 mainly explained the pattern and did not interact with the students. The

participants evaluated this teacher’s performance severely in #®h2 Use

Sustained SpeecQuestiongpseudd, andPurpose(socializing or instructioh

The second problem is that student teacher 3, when tedehahgation

asked fewer questions to the junior high school students than the raters expected, s

the raters gave low scores to this teacher. In particular, one junior high school

teacher stated that student teacher 3 had fewer interactions and slomaetians

than she had expectelhe junior high school students had just completed an

interactive activity, and the student teacher was expected to enccwgggeior

high school students to evaluate their performance by asking them whether they
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had tried to establish eye contact with the listeners while they weaisg, or if
they were able to make themselves understood. If the student teacher had evaluated
the students’ activity by asking the students in simple English, she might have
received higher scores.

The third problem is that in student teacher 4’s teachimdoafel/Chorus
reading the teacher’'s model reading and the students’ practice reading w&s shor
than the raters had expected, so the teacher’s performance was assessgd h
addition, the student teacher tended to use Japanese rather than English. Thus, this
student teacher exhibited problems in termSldt UselL2 Use Questionsand
Purpose

The fourth problem is that Student Teacher 5, when tea€uongolidation
provided few opportunities for the students to speak in Japanese or English. Many
junior high school teachers pointed out that the student teachers tended to talk too
much; this occurred because they were making an effort to explain engrygten
though it would have been preferable to have the junior high school students think
more independently and for the student teacher to support their efforts to solve the

problem by asking them leading questions.
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Because the above four problems corresponded with what the junior high

school teachers had pointed out previously, it appears that the Revised COLT

allowed for the identification of weaknesses in the teaching of the studergreach

in terms ofSL2 UseL2 Use Question Sustained SpeechndPurpose This

finding provides some justification for using the Revised COLT. Although useful,

the information recorded on the Revised COLT needed to be supplemented by

written and oral comments from several junior high school teachers and college

teachers. One strength of the instrument is that it provides observers wigh@ wa

focus their discussions by referring to the data they record on the RSHeT.

This process is facilitated by the observers’ familiarity with theessions used on

the Revised COLT, which were selected while | observed the studentrsamid

some experienced teachers’ teaching, and during discussions with stadeatse

college teachers, and junior high school teachers.

The Role of the Revised COLT

Audio and/or video recording classroom interactions can be helpful for

student teachers as they can observe their own teaching as well as theakirents t

place in the classroom as a whole. In addition, the use of the video allows all
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parties concerned to observe the student teacher’s performance multipletiches
this can enable them to notice aspects of the teacher’s performancethetithe
unaware of when watching it in person. This happened, for instance, when the
junior high school teachers pointed out that the student teachers tended to pay more
attention to academically strong students and active students thariteletpuiet
students. The junior high school teachers noticed these quiet students raising thei
hands to answer questions from the student teachers for the first time when they
watched the video. (The video camera located in one of the front of classroom was
recording the class). A second example is that the college teachersaodlersy
the student teachers stopped teaching in English and started speaking Japanese
when they saw the junior high school students’ perplexed expressions on the video.
In this case, the information provided by the video recording was necessary
because the college teachers usually stood at the back of the class and could
therefore not observe the junior high school students’ faces.

Even the student teachers, who are not highly trained observers, can use the
revised COLT as a classroom observation instrument because it is hglkadisg to
understand and use. The use of the revised COLT also facilitates discussions about

the class they have observed.
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By using the language provided by the observation categories or the
observation system, the student teachers acquire meta-language thathedtows
better comprehend and express their ideas about classroom events, become better
able to analyze those events, and thereby more able to identify patterns in the

classroom.

Problems with the Revised COLT
CategoriesThere are two problems with the current categories on the Revised
COLT. The first problem concertise reading subcategory. It was pointed out by
one junior high school teacher that silent reading and reading aloud differ g term
of their purposes: students read silently to grasp the meaning of a telkegmdad
aloud to acquire language in the text and to practice pronunciation. For this reason,
separate categories should be made for these two types of reading.

The second problem arose when several junior high school teachers
commented on the student teachers’ English pronunciation. Although there are
categories concerning the student teachers’ use of English (i.e., how much they
speak), there is no place on the COLT to indicate how well or poorly a student

teacher is using English. For example, raters give a 1 or 2 when they thati@
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student teacher is using English, but they do not rate how skillfully the student
teachers use English. Thus, whether teacher trainers should provida twiteri
junior high school teachers to evaluate student teachers’ English pronunaiation a
other subcategories of their English proficiency such as grammataabay is an

issue for further study.

Use of English and Japanese

In this chapter, | have discussed the findings based on the analysis and results
of research questions 1-4. After discussing the findings of each tesgestion,
there are two issues left to consider The first concerns the need to inheease
student teachers’ English proficiency, especially their spoken Engliskipnafy.

The second concerns the use of Japanese and/or English in teaching English in
Japanese junior high schools.

In junior high school English classrooms, and especially in the beginning
stages of learning the language, teachers should speak English as musiibées pos
because they are the primary providers of aural input in the foreign language
context. Although linguistic input can also be provided by using CDs, podcasts,

videotapes, and DVDs, linguistic input from teachers differs from the input
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provided by these other media because teachers can modify the language they
provide through repetition, comprehension checks, clarification requests, and
confirmations checks. They can also adjust their speaking speed and pausing, offer
alternative expressions and synonyms, and provide nonverbal information through
their facial expressionsjovement, mime, pictures, and realia. This increases the
probability that the input will be comprehensible for the learners and thereby
minimize the need for translation. Thssone of the main reasons why student
teachers should be trained to be able to speak English well. With sufficiently high
English proficiency, the junior high school English classroom can be a place where
students interact with their teacher and peers in English.

Teacher talk is one of the main skills language teachers should develop and
student teachers can acquire this skill through teaching experience based on an
adequate knowledge of English and knowledge of teaching techniques and
methodologies. Based on these ideas, | would suggest that two new programs
should be incorporated inteacher licensure programs. The first suggestion is to
extend the practicum to as long as one year. Student teachers wouldastay at
special dormitory where they are only permitted to speak English, and thkgre

would listen to lectures on subjects suclitaglish teaching methodology and
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discuss what and how they have taught every day. If teachers can provide junior
high school students with comprehensible input, junior high school students would
not need to rely on translation or the teacher’s use of Japanese, except when the
teacher explains English grammar, explains abstract concepts, andhor whe

reviewing the day’s lesson at the end of the class.
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CHAPTER 8

CONCLUSION

To the best of my knowledge, this is only the second study in which a version
of the COLT was used for teacher training, the first being the studydak Bl
(1992). This study is also the first published report in which Parts A and B were
combined. In this chapter, | first present a summary of the findings ofuithe atd

this is followed by a discussion of the limitations, and suggestions for future study.

Summary of the Findings

Four research questions were investigated in this study. The firstalesea
guestion asked what categories should be included on the observation checklist that
the student teachers, college teachers, and junior high school teachers (student
teachers’ practicum supervisors) use when observing the student teachers’
classroom teaching. The COLT was revised based on previous studies | had
conducted and based on two points of view. The first concerned the categories on
the COLT and the second concerned the need to make the Revised COLT more

user-friendly. The three groups of raters (the student teacher group, tige colle
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teacher group, and the junior high school teacher group) used the Revised COLT

while observing the five student teachers teaching in their practicum on the video.

Cronbachu reliability estimates were calculated for the five sets afigatusing

the raw data. The reliability estimates (number of categories)avesptable: .86

(37), .88 (40), .78 (48), .92 (86), and .83 (53), respectively.

The participants encountered no difficulties using the Revised COLT, and

importantly, even the student teachers, who were not highly trained olssander

who have little teaching experience, could use the Revised COLT succe®yully

using the language provided on the Revised COLT, the student teachers began to

acquire meta-language that allows them to better comprehend and express their

ideas about classroom events, become more able to analyze those events, and

thereby more readily identify patterns in the classroom.

By using the Revised COLT, the three groups of raters identified four specifi

problems with the student teachers’ teaching. The first problem was that when

teachingNew sentence patterstudent teacher 1 mainly explained the pattern and

did not interact with the students. The second problem was that student teacher 3,

when teachindevaluation asked fewer questions to the junior high school students

than the raters expected. The third problem occurred during student teacher 4’s
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teaching oModel/Chorus readingthe teacher’'s model reading and the students’
practice reading was shorter than the raters had expected. The fourth psaislem
that Student Teacher 5, when teachimnsolidation provided few opportunities

for the students to speak in Japanese or English and the student teacher spoke
Japanese more than necessary.

For example, student teacher 1, when teaddgy sentence pattern
explained the pattern and did not interact with the students. The three groups
evaluated this teacher’s performance severely in terr8s 21UUseSustained
SpeechQuestiongpseud, andPurpose(socializing or instructioh Thus, the
Revised COLT helps observers identify specific problems with studeetsac
instruction.

There are, however, two problems with the current categories on the Revised
COLT. The first problem concerns the reading subcategory. Reading aloud and
reading silently to grasp the meaning of a text are different aesiwilith different
pedagogical goals, so separate categories should be made for thegesnaf ty
reading. The other problem concerns whether criteria to evaluatéspspects of
the student teachers’ English proficiency (e.g., English pronunciation and

grammatical accuracy) should be added to the instrument.
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The second research question asked to what degree the student teachers,

college teachers, and junior high school teachers’ ratings on the Teachlag Skil

Questionnairaliffered. The Teaching Skills Questionnaire was used to determine if

there were any differences in the perception of the three groups ofc@teesning

the 15 teaching skills. Three constructs underlying the questions concerning the 15

teaching skillsTeaching Mainly in Japanes€eaching Using Easy Englisand

Teaching Using Difficult English

Overall, items 11-15Teaching Using Difficult Englighmeasured skills that

were seen by the raters as being the most difficult to do well; thus, teakitisg s

requiring greater English proficiency are more demanding and moreuttifor

the student teachers to carry out successfully. Overall, the student teachers

perceived each skill as more difficult to teach that the othergetaps. This

indicates that the student teachers were differentiated from the oldezrtegacups

because of their limited teaching experience and lower English praficin

addition, the student teachers, as young adults, might have found it difficult to

manage the younger junior high school adolescents.

The third research question asked to what degree the student teachers, junior

high school teachers, and college teachers’ ratings of the student te@euiiag
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performances differed when they usedRevised COLTThis question was

answered by analyzing the three groups’ ratings foSthdent Teachers’ Teaching

on the VideoNo statistically significant differences were found among the three

groups for student teachers 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5. Overall, the junior high school teachers

gave higher scores to every student teacher except student teacher 3gwied rec

the highest scores from the student teacher group. Especially, the junioriagh sc

teachers gave fairly high scores to student teacher 1, who was seen ondhe vide

teachingeviewandnew sentence patteriihe mean scores of the junior high

school teachers were high due to the scores they gave student teabBdudés

andPurpose(of her L2 use), criteria that they seemed to value, presumably based

on their experience teaching in junior high schools.

The fourth research question asked to what degree the student teachers,

college teachers, and junior high school teachers’ responses differed when they

used the&Questions Concerning the Student Teachers’ Teaching on the Viteo

scores of the 42 questions, most of which were paired, were analyzed. One group of

22 questions concerned what the student teachers studied in theurkcprogram,

what the college teachers taught in their licensure program, and what thre juni

high school teachers practiced at school. The four constructs underlying these 22
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guestions wereistening and Japanese Us&rereading Using English and
Memorization There were no statistically significant differences among rinepg
and this indicates that what the student teachers studied in their licensuegrprogr
what the college teachers taught in their licensure program, and what tire juni
high school teachers practiced at school were similar.

The other group of 16 questions concerned how each group evaluated the five
student teachers’ teaching. The three constructs underlying these 16 gwestens
Explanation and UnderstandinGrammar-translation and Habit-formatipand
Communicative Practicé statistically significant difference was found in the
three groups’ evaluation of the student teachers’ teaching for Queatiph2, and
16 fromExplanation and Understandin@uestion 40 fronisrammar-translation
and Habit-formationandQuestions 32 and 34 fro@ommunicative Practice
These questions concern English proficiency, the ways the student teachers
provided explanations to the junior high school students (e.g., explanations of the
English sentences after they had translated them into Japanese), and thefquali

the questions the student teachers asked the junior high school students.
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Limitations

| first discuss the limitations of the whole design, and next consider those
limitations in relation with each research question with the instrumentsaised t
answer the question.

The first limitation concerns the imbalance in the number of participants in
each rater group. The number of participants in the student teacher group, college
teacher group, and junior high school teacher group was 57, 19, and 28,
respectively. It would have been better if the number of participants in tegeoll
teacher and junior high school teacher groups could have been increased to
approximately 50 persons per group, as this would have increased the statistical
power of the study and produced lower standards errors (i.e., more precise
measurement) in their ratings.

The second limitation involved the type and amount of information |
collected. | was able to obtain a great deal of information from the restitts of
statistical analyses, yet there were ideas underlying theipantis’ ratings that |
was likely unaware of. Some of the participants were kind enough to write thei
ideas about issues related to the study, and whenever | encountered questions,

conducted short, informal interviews with the participants. Providing space on the
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answer sheets for the participants to write the reasons for their natods have

resulted in more interpretable findings and might have shown that similar

numerical ratings are sometimes based on different reasons. In short, more

information could have been obtained more systematically.

The third limitation concerned the administration of the questionnaires used

in this study. Although | was present when the student teachers completed the

Teaching Skill Questionnair¢heRevised COLTand theStudent Teachers’

Videotaped Instructioand could therefore answer their questions, which was not

the case for the college teacher group and the junior high school group. | sent a set

of questionnaires with a videotape to each of those participants with an explanation

of how to complete each questionnaire and use the Revised COLT. One problem

with this approach, however, was that these two groups of participants did not have

an opportunity to ask questions while they were completing the questionnaies; t

some of them might have interpreted some of the questionnaire items different

from what | had intended. If this occurred, it added unwanted error variance to the

data.

The fourth limitation involved the quality of the videotaped lessons of the five

teachers’ teaching while they were teaching in their practicum atgublor high

292



schools. For financial reasons, | bought a relatively inexpensive videoa;amdr
although | equipped the camera with a microphone, the sound quality was not
particularly good, so the voices of the junior high school students on the video were
difficult to understand at times. This technical limitation might havefared with

the raters’ attempts to clearly understand the interactions that took pace on the
videotapes.

The final limitation concerned the procedures followed by the participants
when answering the 42 questions on$tedent Teachers’ Videotaped Instruction
One set of 22 questions concerned what the student teachers studied in their
licensure program, what the college teachers taught in their licensuramrand
what the junior high school teachers practiced at school. The participantsethswe
these questions after watching the five student teachers’ teaching on thenddeo a
evaluating their performances with the Revised COLT. Their answers to the 22
guestions might have been influenced by their observation of the five teachers’
teaching; thus, asking them to answer the questions before watching the video
might have resulted in more unbiased responses. One example is: There are 42
guestions on th@uestions Concerning the Student Teachers’ Teaching on the

Videq 22 of which questions asked the participants about usefulness of teaching
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methods and techniques. One of the constructd wstening and Japanese Use
underlying question 31§ these two scenes, what the students did was just listening
except on some occasions. Is this useful for reyieyuestion 71§ it useful for
students to translate one Japanese sentence into English using the new sentence
pattern?, question 131§ it useful to ask questions in Japanese about the text?), 30
(Is it useful to let students translate the text into Japaneaa@ question 399 it

useful to explain about English grammar in Japangseffe item difficulty

hierarchy was, from the easiest to the most difficult item, Question 7, 13, 39, and 5.
What made Question 5 different from the other questions was the use of English.
Most of the raters chog¢ot usefulor Not very usefulor question 5. The reason for
this severe rating might be that the raters were not satisfied withuttenst

teachers’ English, which was clearly weak, even though they were supposted to ra

the usefulness of the teaching methods.

Suggestions for Future Research
The COLT is a useful instrument for analyzing student teachers’ teaching
because it can provide university/college teachers and junior high school teachers

and student teachers with specific records of their perceptions, whicle cased
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immediately or at a later time to discuss student teachers’ teanhspggific ways.

Thus, the first suggestion is that teachers and researchers working inahis are

should further revise and develop the COLT so that it better suits the needs of all

parties taking part in the teaching practicum. This might, for instanceth@erm

of in-depth validation studies.

Second, if different groups, such as student teachers, college teachers, and

junior high school teachers, are to be compared using statistical means, the number

of participants’ in each group should be both larger than those in this study, and

relatively equal. This would produce somewhat more generalizable andeprecis

findings. In addition, adding more participants would allow for the investigation of

more independent variables using criteria such as English proficiencyaftigh

low proficiency groups), or the amount of micro-teaching experience theetsac

have had prior to the practicum (groups with a little or a great deal of empeyi

Third, future researchers should consider using a mixed-methods design

incorporating both quantitative and qualitative approaches, as this would allow

them to arrive at more well balanced findings and obtain greater insightiénto t

results of any statistical analyses.
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Fourth, researchers should consider focusing on the use of Japanese and
English on the Revised COLT. This might involve determining when student
teachers use Japanese and their purposes in using the language athevell as
student teachers’ use of English and their purposes. Because theseachatKs
at the categorical level, and therefore yield limited information aboutithes’
opinions, discussions based on what observers check with the Revised COLT, are
necessary. Investigations could also be focused on whether it is preferable to use
English where Japanese is used and whether it is preferable to use Japareese whe
English is used. Another area for investigation concerns the problems student
teachers encounter with English in the classroom. This could result in arhEnglis
for Specific Purposes syllabus designed for use with student teachers before the
take part in the practicum.

The final suggestion concerns the teaching of English in Japanese elementary
schools. Developing and validating a simplified version of the COLT would be
useful in facilitating elementary school teachers’ ability toycaut English
teaching activities. Because this is task for which neither theirricpori
experience has prepared them for, gaining feedback on their performance and

discussing that performance with others is needed. In order to adopt the Japanese

296



COLT or the original COLT, we need to delete, add, and change some categories.
For example, under the present Course of Study, Japanese public elenchaalry s
children do not read and write in English, so the subcategori&sidént modality
need to be deleted. In order to delete, add, and change categories appragpriately,
long period of observation of various classes at elementary school, inteniibws w
elementary school teachers and discussion are necessary.

Elementary school teachers are currently using feedback sheets in which
children write down what they think about the English activity class they have
attended. The children are asked to respond to specific issues when completing this
task. For example, they are asked to consider whether they have tried to
communicate with their peers. Such issues are drawn primarily from theeCufur
Study for ‘Foreign Language Activities at Public Elementary School'sbnrte
also come from teaching policies that apply to this course as well as otinges
such as Japanese and arithmetic. Through careful observation, interviews, and
discussion, we might identify criteria to delete, change, and add in order to produce
a new version of the COLT that elementary school teachers can use to émgilyze

teaching.
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Being faithful to the Course of Study is fine, but it is not enough if the goal is

to reform English education at the elementary school level. As one of the gairpos

of ‘Foreign Language Activities at Public Elementary School’ isultivate

children’s attitude to learn English and other foreign languages and tartake

interest in foreign cultures, categories allowing observers to clddken’s

attitudes must be carefully added to the Japanese COLT. The preepariestto

add will be a controversial issue to solve.

Final Conclusions

In order to improve teacher licensure programs provided by universities and

colleges, it is indispensable for student teachers, university and collegertea

involved in teacher education programs, and junior high school teachers who

supervise student teachers to discuss student teachers’ teaching. Aslthefresu

this study have shown, using the Revised COLT prompts them to discuss specific

problems with the student teachers, and these discussions can be fruitful in a

number of ways. For instance, Student Teacher 3, when tedthahgation asked

fewer questions to the junior high school students than the raters expected and

Student Teacher 5, when teachgnsolidation provided few opportunities for
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the students to speak in Japanese or English and the student teacher spoke Japane
more than necessary. Thus, practicum supervisors could provide Student 3 with the
following feedback: “You need to interact with the students and let them speak
more.” This kind of feedback is useful, but still vague. With the Revised COLT,
more specific feedback can be given to the student teachers.
The practicality of the Japanese COLT or a new version of the instrument is
an important issue; it is necessary to simplify the Japanese COLT fiiitherto
be used as the basis of the one-hour discussion between the student teacher, college
teacher, and junior high school teacher just after the student teacher’agedtiei
degree of simplification depends on the length and focus of the discussion. If each
participant can watch the lesson recorded on videotape or in person, they do not
have to simplify it, though they may have to change categories based on the lesson
At present, student teachers in Japan participate in a three- to four-week
practicum, which is too far short for adequate teacher training. An altermato
offer teacher training to new graduates in the first year tifgr obtain a full-time
teaching position. This system is currently being carried out in Japan eldelets
go to junior high school or senior high school to teach and they attend training

sessions. However, one problem with this system is that only those who have
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passed paper tests and interviews and have obtained full-time teachirappositi
can attend. This is not a part of the teacher licensure program, but part of high
school teachers’ job duties.

Student teachers registered in the teacher licensure program should have a
longer practicum. However, there are impediments to this suggestion. Sthe fir
concerns how many student teachers high schools can accommodate avery yea
Under the present system, lengthening the practicum seems difficultveiowe
student teachers registered in the teacher licensure program could betantassis
teacher in the Foreign Language Activities at Public Elementary Sohoclec
They will be helpful, as they have more knowledge of the English language than
elementary school teachers generally, and will help them acquire thg @bili
conduct classes in English. Much of the English used in elementary schools is
concrete, so communicating in English with the aid of gestures, @icémds, realia,
and facial expressions is possible for student teachers.

Student teachers need specific feedback and advice from their practicum
supervisors. They also need to discuss that feedback with their universitiegecol
supervisors and hear their advice about how to improve their teaching. In this

regard, | hope that more frequent exchanges will be made between univedsity a
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college teachers, and junior high school teachers and that the Revised COLT will

play a role in making these exchanges worthwhile for all parties. The use of the

COLT for observing peers’ teaching and his/her own teaching should also be

adopted so that novice teachers can provide feedback to their peers and receive

feedback from them as well as from their supervisors in a systematic way.
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APPENDIX B
THE STUDENT TEACHERS' PRACTICUM
TEACHING QUESTIONNAIRE

1. How many periods did you teach? What level did you teach?

2. Which textbook did you use and which section did you teach? What sentence
structures did you teach?

3. Answer about the structures you taught. Was there any part of English
grammar that was difficult to teach? If there was any, please degdribe i
detail and also try to write reasons for the difficulty you found.

4. How did you teach these structures that you have mentioned in Question 3?

5.  When did you think that you need to improve your English: while you were
teaching or preparing for the next class? "When | was thinking of good
examples for the new structure" is an example.

6. Did the Japanese teacher of English give any advice about your English or
your teaching?

7/8. The following items were asked in questions 7 and 8:

1 Pronounce very well at the word level

Pronounce very well at the sentence level

Instruct students in English

Provide good examples of the new structure

Explain new structures well

Answer questions about the Japanese meaning of an English word

Answer questions concerning grammar

Translate English texts into Japanese if necessary

© 00 N oo o0 B~ W DN

Make an oral introduction of a new sentence pattern

10 Do a good model reading
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11 Ask questions in English about the text and have students answer in
English

12 Introduce context in your own words in English

13 Notice students’ serious English mistakes and correct them immediately

14 Plan an authentic and interesting language activity
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APPENDIX C
STUDENT TEACHERS' ENGLISH PROFICIENCY

The problems that the participants pointed out in answering questions 2, 3, and 5 on
the questionnaire (See Appendix A) are categorized into four groups:

pronunciation, vocabulary, grammar, and other aspects. The problems are listed
below.

Pronunciation

1. Some participants could not do the model reading well. They are generally not
good at pronunciation at the sentence level.

2. While instructing junior high school students in English and/or having students
repeat new words after them, some participants thought that their own
pronunciation was not good enough to serve as a model. For instance, they
pronounced some English words by adding a vowel at the end of a closed
syllable and inserting a vowel between each consonant in a consonant cluster.

3. Some participants did not understand some basic rules of English
pronunciation.

4. Some participants found themselves pronouncing English very inacurately.
They had to be consciously aware of the movements of their lips and tongues.
They wished they had practiced English pronunciation much more before the
practicum.

Vocabulary

1. Some of the participants could not provide appropriate English words for
Japanese ones when asked by the junior high school students.

2. Some of the participants could not explain the usage of basic vertakkke
andbring.

3. Some of the participants could not identify some of the junior high school
students' misspellings written in their notebooks or on the blackboard.

The three problems concerned with pronunciation were also identified through
observing the videotapes. The student teachers’ English pronunciation was
sometimes unnatural, unclear, and not good enough to be understood by one of the
American college teachers. As for item 4, some participants looked very
uncomfortable when they were reading or speaking in English. Their facial
expressions might not have given a good impression to the junior high school
students, though their attitude towards teaching was sincere and they appeared
dedicated on the video. Some student teachers’ techniques related with
pronunciation should be included in a modified list.

The three problems related to vocabulary were observed on the video.
Problems concerning items 5 and 6 on the questionnaire also occurred in the other
classes when their teaching was not videotaped.
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Grammar

Lack of authentic contexts in which example sentences are given: "Isdhat A
B?" "Whatdo you ... ? " "l must/ mustn't ..."

Tag questions

Poor understanding of structures and grammar: What to infinithee't know
where to go

Present perfect verb tense

Structures and grammar that student teachers found difficult to explain:
The usage of the referential "it": "This is a nice computer. It isenbgdBM."
Lack of authentic language activities in which target sentencascéuded:
"There is/are..."

el S S o

One of the most difficult problems the participants had concerned teaching
grammar. The participants’ answers to question 3 on the questionnaire was
translated and the answers were categorized into four groups (See Tiustd)f
the participants were familiar with the structures. On the videotape, they we
easily able to translate English sentences with these structures imteskapgahey
found it necessary to do so, and they could answer the grammatical exercises that
were focused on these structures. It was much harder for them to explain these
structures and prepare authentic situations in which these structurassegre
Some of the participants' introductions of new sentence patterns weretkgll at
level of recognition and they did not provide authentic situations with new sentence
patterns or explanations of its usage.

One possible reason for their difficulties in teaching grammar is that in any
language class at senior high school and college, it is often taken for grahted tha
the students understand these basic structures because they can transtate Engl
sentences using these structures; however, the proper use of such strretes a
frequently taught except in some conversational classes and writingsclake
participants had not yet understood these structures completely in spite of the
explanations given in their secondary school English classes. Their knowledge of
grammar may not have become part of their implicit knowledge (Ellis, 1994). The
circumstances under which the participants obtained their knowledge of gramma
and their learning style were not encouraging them to acquire implicit knowledge.
Although they were in formal and academic settings when they learnedrEnglis
grammar, they could have tried to use these forms communicatively by timgrac
with classmates if new structures were introduced in communicative &gks (
information gap tasks). The participants were not in the habit of learning new
structures in terms of their usage in authentic situations. When new structteges we
introduced in their high school lessons, the focus was strictly on accuracy and on
Japanese meanings of sentences using these new structures.

Other Problems

1. When a junior high school student asked some student teachers to give an
authentic example of how to use an idiom in a sentence which the participants
had just introduced, they could not give one.

2. Some participants could not make even simple comments on junior high school
students” performance in English, though they knew that it was important to
praise junior high school students when they did their best.
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The following issues were raised by six of the participants. | was at#edgnize
the same problems on the video.

Every student teacher was able to receive feedback about her English
proficiency in class as well as her teaching from the Japanese te&cher w
instructed her in the program. The advice provided by the junior high school
teachers was as follows:

1. The student teachers' English proficiency

acquire English intonation well enough to teach

improve English pronunciation

improve English grammatical knowledge

practice everyday conversation in English

practice expressing oneself in English

practice before class in order to reduce the number of grammataal err

. The student teachers' teaching performance
use less Japanese
praise the junior high school students in English more frequently
relax and have more confidence when speaking English
do not be afraid of making mistakes because everyone makes mistakes
use language activities such as games more often

o 0 0 0 0 N

3. The junior high school teachers pointed out mistakes made by the student
teachers, such as many grammatical errors in the exercises thatdhrgpered

for classroom activities, ungrammatical sentences while instrudtidgrgs in
English such as "Are you finish?" and omission of "a" and "an" in speaking and
writing.

Problems 1, 2, and 3 were observed on the videotape. The junior high school
teachers’ advice concerning the participants' English proficiencyspameed with
the problems that the participants themselves identified while teachihgugh
the advice is useful, it would have been more helpful if the problems had been
stated in more specific terms; problems should have been pointed out in reference
to the specific purpose of the activity and where the problem occurred in the
teaching procedures. The junior high school teachers are competent enough to
observe the student teachers’ use of English in the classroom, but they are too busy
to be trained to observe the student teachers’ teaching performance and provide
systematic feedback. A feedback checklist should be made as it would allow the
junior high school teachers to provide higher quality feedback concerning student
teachers’ use of English and their teaching performance.
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APPENDIX D
GRADE LEVELS AND PERIODS THE STUDENT TEACHERS TAUGHT

Periods taught for™ Periods taught for™ Periods taug;ht for™

Student graders (> year graders (" year' graders ("“ year
Student 12 0 0
Student . 0 0 22
Student . 0 4 10
Student - 11 0 0
Student . 0 12 0
Student 11 0 0
Student 0 3 8
Student . 0 12 0
Student 0 6 4
Student 1 3 0 0
Student 1 0 13 0
Student 1 11 1 3
Student 1 0 0 11
Student 1 18 0 0
Student 1 20 0 0
Student 1 0 10 0
Student 1 0 14 0
Total 86 75 58
Average¢ 5.C 4.4 3.4
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APPENDIX E
SEVENTEEN EXAMPLES OF THE STUDENT TEACHERS’ TEACHING

As introduction to each student teacher's performance, | first ceflee tesson
number, the name of the textbook, the unit, the subunit, the style of text in thet siguni
type of the class (one period type or two period type), and the student numimem(tiers
are introduced in Appendix C). The style of text in the subunit means whsghext
included a dialogue or not. Next, | introduce the content of each text. Ehis placed in
parentheses. "Introduction of text" (Text) introduces the outline of a wirdleteach
section, but, in one period, only one passage in the text is introduced.

Next, the student teachers’ reading teaching is placed into one obtegodes:
their view of the text in the section, pre-reading activities,em@hding activities, and
post-reading activities. In "view of the text," | do not introduce theraithe student
teachers made or structural materials they wanted to teach throughtthestead, | report
what the student teacher intended to lead their junior high school studemt tabibut in
relation to the following questions: What is the topic?; Why is the topic aitign
about?; How is this topic being written about?; What other ways ahg/about the topic
are there?; Who is the author writing to? (Wallace, 1990).

"Oral introduction of new words" mean that students practiced pronunciétn@wo
words and the students answered with the words' Japanese meanings astlidetite
teacher explained the Japanese meanings. "Oral introductiontektheneans that the
student teacher reads aloud the text or memorized the text, and introduead dinally,
showing some pictures related to the content of the text. "Reading alouderaetans
that the students practice reading the text aloud, repeating a semtenggdhrase after the
student teacher reads it aloud. "Model reading" means that the studentdli® the
student teacher read or they listened to a tape. "Individual readewyis that the students
were given a certain amount of time to practice reading aloud. "Referp&ans that the
students practiced a dialogue, taking the role of characters in théltex F test" means
that after listening to the introduction once or twice, the studentsgiaen about five
questions to guide their listening, then they listened again to tleuation, and answered
the questions in order for the student teacher to make sure thanthengtood the text. "T
or F test" was sometimes used by the student teacher to make sure shate¢hes had
understood the main point in the text after reading. "Translation pagearis that the
student teacher gave a complete Japanese translation of the textycamapléte form
with some blanks for the students to fill in.

Teaching 7th graders
A. Sunshine English Course 1, Program 2- 2, a disdo(S 14)

Text: (A welcome party) Emily comes to Japan aagstith a Japanese family; they have a
welcome party for her.

No view of the text
Pre-reading: oral introduction of new vocabulary

While-reading: model reading, reading aloud pragtand individual reading
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No post-reading

B. Sunshine English Course 1, Program 4-2, a diEd&1)

Text: (A dialogue on the international telephome)iEmily, who is staying in Japan, calls her
parents in the United States.

View of the text: Students think about culturafeli€nces between the United States and Japan, as
the text introduces "the time-gap,” and "the Amemischool system."

Pre-reading: Oral introduction of new words, ordiaduction of the text, and a 5-item true-false
test

While-reading: Model reading and reading aloud ficac

The student teacher explained about "the time gaghe topic was about an international telephone
call and then the students practiced some typiqalessions for communication on the phone.

Post-reading: A role-play

C. Sunshine English Course 1, Program 4-2, a di@l¢§12)

Text: (the same as B)

View of the text: Students can think about cultutiffierences between the States and Japan, as the
text introduces "the time-gap," and "the Americahaol| system."

Pre-reading: Introduce new vocabulary

The student teacher explained in English the sdnatvhere the dialogue in the text occurs, and "the
time gap."

While-reading: The students opened their textbootmpleted the true-false test, and practiced
reading aloud

Post-reading: A role-play
D. Sunshine English Course 1, Program 5-1, a diedd&15)
Text: (Emily's experience in Japan) Now Emily goe&yoto with her Japanese family and learns

about Japanese old customs and traditions there.

View of the text: Students can think about theimasulture and cultural differences between the
United States and Japan.

Pre-reading: Introduce new vocabulary, oral intigiun of the text and a T or F test
While-reading: Translation of the text into Japanesodel reading, and reading aloud practice

No post-reading activities
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E. Everyday English 1, Lesson 4-2, a dialogue (S4)

Text: (Introducing people) Koji, Bekky, Megumi, afiick meet each other for the first time and
introduce themselves to each other.

No view of the text
Pre-reading: Introduce new vocabulary and pratkieausage dfie andshe

While-reading: There are pictures of the charadtetbe text; the students determine which picture
is being introduced while reading; reading alouakcfice.

Post-reading: Using expressions in the text, thdesits introduced themselves in English.

F: New Horizon English Course 1, Lesson 3-2, aodjaé (S10)

Text: (Introducing people) Kumi and Ken visit Mikivere they talk about things in Mike's room,
their friends, and their families.

View of the text: Students think about communicatio

Pre-reading: Introduce new vocabulary, listen ®ttpe, and administer a true-false test.
While-reading: reading aloud practice and transtatf the text.

Post-reading: a role-play.

G: New Crown English series 1, Lesson 6, a diald§&)

At this junior high school, in the first term ofetfrth grade, the students do not start to learead

and write yet.

Teaching reading to 8th graders
H: Sunshine English course 2, Program 4-2, no disgdpOne period type, (S16)

Text: (Soccer in Brazil) A journalist goes to Bilaad describes how soccer is deeply rooted in
Brazilians' life.

No view of the text
Pre-reading: Introduce new vocabulary, oral intcigiun of the text, and a true-false test

While-reading: Reading aloud practice and the stutsacher provided background knowledge
about the content of the text.

Post-reading: The students did a role-play, and themorized the text.
Translation sheet
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I: New Horizon English Course 2, Lesson 4-1, aatjak, Two period type (S9)
Text: (Paula's Summer Vacation) Paula and her fagailto London during her summer vacation,
and she talks about sight-seeing spots.

View of the text: The text is about sight-seeingtspn London, but through the text, | hope to lead
the students to become interested in the Uniteddm and know more about the country.

Pre-reading: introduction of new words, sometiméh @explanation about the words when the
student teacher thought it necessary or when thgeusf a new verb was important.

While-reading: model reading and reading aloud tiracThe students were given a few minutes to
read silently and then the student teacher askestalequestions in English and/or Japanese. After
finding which part of the text was difficult forehstudents to understand, the student teacher
translated part of the text and explained gramuowrtexts, and so on.

Post-reading: a role-play: Some pairs were ask@degsent their role-play in front of the other
classmates.

J. Sunshine English Course 2, Program 3-2, nogligpTwo period type (S5)

Text: (Interesting things and places in Austraka)mi has been studying in Washington D.C., and
one of her teachers, Mr. Wood talks about hisitripustralia one week after he came.

View of the text: Students get interested in Adira

Pre-reading: introduction of new vocabulary

There are two pictures and one illustration relatethe context of the text, which is a dialogue
between Kumi and Mr. Wood. One of the pictures keala, another shows a girl holding a koala,
and the illustration is a koala. The teacher asie@ral questions in English or Japanese about

koalas, while pointing at these pictures.

While-reading: The students listened to the tapsepand then read the text silently. The teacher
asked several questions about the content of ¥t@mel checked if the students understood the text.

No post-reading activities

K. Sunshine English Course 2, Program 3-4, a disdo®ne period type (S8)

Text: The same as J

View of the text: This is the first section in ttextbook that introduces a foreign country, sopédo
the text leads the students to become interestethar foreign countries as well as Australia and t
try to understand non-Japanese persons.

Pre-reading: oral introduction of the text andadtuction of the new vocabulary

While-reading: reading aloud practice. The studere instructed to find the new sentence pattern
in the text. The teacher explained some new phrases
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No post reading: only translation sheet

L. Sunshine English Course 2, Program 3-4, a disp®ne period type (S11)
Text: The same as J

View of the text: Japanese students know much gilaaes in Australia but not much about its
history. The text may lead them to take an interegtand also have attitude to understand people
abroad.

Pre-reading: introduction of the new words, intrctibn of the text, and a true-false test

While-reading: to practice reading aloud and td fimd underline the new sentence pattern in the
text

No post-reading: Only translation sheet

M. New Crown English Series 2, Lesson 4-1, no djaé& One period type (S17)
Text: (Gestures and communication) The text intoedugestures as a communication tool and also
describes cultural differences in gestures.

No view of the text

Pre-reading: In the oral introduction of the tekt student-teacher read the text aloud while
showing pictures related the content of the texteWintroducing new words, she focused on their
pronunciation and their Japanese meanings.

While-reading: The student-teacher asked questiated to the text, such as, "What do people use
for communication?". The students practiced readlogd after listening to the model reading of a
native speaker of English on the tape.

No post-reading
Teaching reading to 9th graders
N. New Crown English series 3. Lesson 4-3, a dizgod wo period type (S3)

Text: (School trip to Hiroshima) Ken goes to Hirwsh on his school trip and writes a letter from
Hiroshima to a friend. Ken writes about how he deshout peace.

View of the text: The students can think aboutdhager of atomic bombs through reading the text,
and also take interest in Hiroshima, as they ameggon a school trip to Hiroshima as well as Kyoto.

Pre-reading: The students first read in Japanesat &tre atomic bomb dropped on Hiroshima and
then discuss the topic. (The students were intddstthe topic, partly because they were going to
Hiroshima on their school excursion.). In the anédoduction of the text, the student-teacher
introduced the content of the text in simple Edghsid asked questions in English sometimes.

While-reading: The students practiced reading al&irdt, the teacher read slowly, and gradually
read at a higher speed.
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Post-reading: a role-play and translation sheet. Sthdents tried to memorize the text.

O. New Crown English series 3. Lesson 4-3, a dizo One period type. (S7)

Text: The same as N

View of the text: The students will understand healuable peace is through reading the text.

Pre-reading: When introducing new words, the stutlsacher focused on the pronunciation and
Japanese meanings of the words. Oral introducfidimectext.

While-reading: The students listened to the tedsmeodel reading and repeated after her. The
teacher asked the students to translate the tex§apanese.

No post-reading

P. New Total English Book 3, Lesson 3-1, a dialoghiee period type (S2)

Text: the text is part of a Japanese fantasy tateslinto English; Giovanni had had a friend called
Campanella, who died after saving Giovanni fromadrimg. One day, Giovanni got on a ghost train
for the other world and met Campanella there.

View of the text: The text may lead the studentséoome interested in Japanese literature.

Pre-reading: introduction of new words. The studewgre told to find the new structure pattern in
the text.

While-reading: The students listened to the tedsimeodel reading twice, and the tape twice, and
then practiced reading aloud. The teacher askesttigents to translate the text and then the teache
provided grammatical explanations.

Post-reading: The teacher read five sentencey@adl the students responded by saying "true" if
the meaning of each of these sentences correspavittethe text and "no" if not.

Q. New Total English Book 3, Lesson 3-2, no dialwgne period type (S13)

Text: The same as P

View of the text: The text may lead the studentthink about friendship, courage, and love.

Pre-reading: introduction of the new words, exptameof the usage of the new auxiligmad
better, and oral introduction of the text

While-reading: The teacher asked the studentsyttheaJapanese meaning of each sentence in the
text. The students listened to the teacher reaalmgd the text once, and then read the text twice
following the teacher.

No post-reading
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APPENDIX F

THE RASHOMON EFFECT (JAPANESE VERSION)
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APPENDIX G

THE TEACHING SKILL QUESTIONNAIRE (ENGLISH VERSION)

SELF-ASSESSMENT

1. Greet in English

1 = easy 2 = fairly easy 3 = a little easy 4 =difftcult nor easy
5 = a little difficult 6 = fairly difficult 7 = dificult

2. Answer when a student asks about the Japanesgngef an English word in the textbook

1= easy 2 = fairly easy 3 = a little easy 4 =dhfftcult nor easy
5 = a little difficult 6 = fairly difficult 7 = dificult

3. Translate reading in the textbook into Japanese

1= easy 2 = fairly easy 3 = a little easy 4 =dhfftcult nor easy
5 = a little difficult 6 = fairly difficult 7 = dificult

4. Explain a new structure in Japanese

1 = easy 2 = fairly easy 3 = alittle easy 4 =difftcult nor easy
5 = a little difficult 6 = fairly difficult 7 = dificult

5. Provide background knowledge of the readindgpintextbook

1= easy 2 =fairly easy 3 = a little easy 4 =dhfftcult nor easy
5 = a little difficult 6 = fairly difficult 7 = dificult

6. Notice serious mistakes in the students’ Englisth correct them immediately

1 = easy 2 =fairly easy 3 = a little easy 4 =dhfftcult nor easy
5 = a little difficult 6 = fairly difficult 7 = dificult

7. Do a good model reading

1 = easy 2 = fairly easy 3 = alittle easy 4 =difftcult nor easy
5 = a little difficult 6 = fairly difficult 7 = dificult
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8. Answer questions about grammar

1 = easy 2 = fairly easy 3 = alittle easy 4 =difftcult nor easy
5 = a little difficult 6 = fairly difficult 7 = dificult

9. Instruct students in Classroom English

1= easy 2 = fairly easy 3 = a little easy 4 =dhfftcult nor easy
5 = a little difficult 6 = fairly difficult 7 = dificult

10. Make an oral introduction of a new sentencéepain English

1 = easy 2 = fairly easy 3 = alittle easy 4 =difftcult nor easy
5 = a little difficult 6 = fairly difficult 7 = dificult

11. Provide good examples of the new structure

1 = easy 2 = fairly easy 3 = alittle easy 4 =difftcult nor easy
5 = a little difficult 6 = fairly difficult 7 = dificult

12. Ask questions in English about the text ancehtae students try to answer in English

1= easy 2 = fairly easy 3 = a little easy 4 =dhfftcult nor easy
5 = a little difficult 6 = fairly difficult 7 = dificult

13. Make an authentic and interesting languageiiciuch as an information gap task

1 = easy 2 = fairly easy 3 = alittle easy 4 =difftcult nor easy
5 = a little difficult 6 = fairly difficult 7 = dificult

14. Introduce the context in your own words in Estgl

1 = easy 2 = fairly easy 3 = a little easy 4 =difftcult nor easy
5 = a little difficult 6 = fairly difficult 7 = dificult

15. Prepare for the next team-teaching class lmudsng it with an ELT in English

1= easy 2 = fairly easy 3 = alittle easy 4 =dhfftcult nor easy
5 = a little difficult 6 = fairly difficult 7 = dificult
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APPENDIX H
THE REVISED COLT
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Block B _: Block C: There are already some boxes checked with a circle or description of activities, but please change to no circle or a double circle if you

disagree. A double circle is used when certain activities are very eminent.
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Block C : There are already some boxes checked with a circle or description of activities, but please change to no circle or a double circle if you disagree. A

Block C
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APPENDIX |
THE STUDENT TEACEHRS’ VIDEOTAPED INSTRUCTION
(ENGLISH VERSION)

BLOCK A

1. Is it useful if a teacher reviews the class mglish trying not to use Japanese?
1 = Notuseful 2= Notveryuseful 3 =between ‘2’and ‘44 = Useful 5 = Very useful

2. The student teacher on the screen tries towaie class in English trying not to use Japanisse.
she effective when her English and her teachinigriigcie is also taken into consideration?

1= Not 2 = Not very 3 = between ‘2’and ‘4" 4 = Effective 5 =Very
effective effective effective

3. Is it useful if a teacher introduces a new ssseepattern in English trying to lead students to
discover a new rule?

1 = Notuseful 2= Notveryuseful 3 =between ‘2’and ‘44 = Useful 5 = Very useful
4. The student teacher tries to introduce a newesea pattern in English in order to lead the
students to discover a new rule. Is she effectiberwher English and her teaching technique are

taken into consideration?

1= Not 2 = Not very 3 =between ‘2’and ‘4’ 4 = Effective 5 =Very
effective effective effective

In these two scenes, the students just listenegipésome occasions. Is this useful for review? Is
this useful for introducing a new sentence pattern?

5. Review
1 = Notuseful 2= Notveryuseful 3 =between ‘2’and ‘44 = Useful 5 = Very useful
6. Introduction

1 = Notuseful 2= Notveryuseful 3 =between ‘2’and ‘44 = Useful 5 = Very useful
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BLOCK B

7. Is it useful to explain about English grammadapanese?
1 =Notuseful 2= Notveryuseful 3 =between ‘2’'and ‘44 = Useful 5 = Very useful
8. The student on the screen explains about nemsitd English grammar. Is she effective?

1= Not 2 = Not very 3 = between ‘2'and ‘4" 4 = Effective 5 =Very
effective effective effective

9. In order to learn a new sentence pattern, ssubéful for students to repeat the new pattear aft
the teacher?

1 =Notuseful 2= Notveryuseful 3 =between ‘2’'and ‘44 = Useful 5 = Very useful
10. Does the student teacher on the screen latidents repeat after her. Is she effective?

1= Not 2 = Not very 3 = between ‘2'and ‘4" 4 = Effective 5 =Very
effective effective effective

11. Generally speaking, in order to learn a neviesere pattern, is it useful for students to practic
such language activities as information gap/inemiasks?

1 =Notuseful 2= Notveryuseful 3 =between ‘2’'and ‘44 = Useful 5 = Very useful
12. Is the interview game the student teacher erstheen introduces effective?

1= Not 2 = Not very 3 = between ‘2'and ‘4" 4 = Effective 5 =Very
effective effective effective

13. Is it useful for students to translate a Japaisentence into English using the new sentence
pattern?

1 =Notuseful 2= Notveryuseful 3 =between ‘2’'and ‘44 = Useful 5 = Very useful

14. The student teacher let the students transtateral isolated Japanese sentences into English. |
she effective?

1= Not 2 = Not very 3 = between ‘2'and ‘4" 4 = Effective 5 =Very
effective effective effective
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BLOCK C

15. Before the language game, is it useful to rdmindents about eye-contact, intonation, and
aspects of what is involved in face-to-face comroatidbn as well as to explain how to play the
game? After the language game, is it useful fodestts to check their eye contact, intonation, and
other aspects of face-to-face communication?

1 = Notuseful 2= Notveryuseful 3 =between ‘2’and ‘44 = Useful 5 = Very useful
16. Is the student teacher’s instruction beforegdmae and after the game effective? (She reminds
the students of eye-contact, intonation, etc. aqpdaéns how to play the game. After the language

game, she asks the students to check their eyaatdighavior, intonation, etc.)

1= Not 2 = Not very 3 =between ‘2’and ‘4’ 4 = Effective 5 =Very
effective effective effective

17. Is it more effective if language games sucthasnterview game are authentic?

1= Not 2 = Not very 3 =between ‘2’and ‘4’ 4 = Effective 5 =Very
effective effective effective

18. Is the language game on the screen authentic?

1= Not 2 = Not very 3 = between ‘2’and ‘4’ 4 = Authentic 5 =Very
authentic authentic authentic

19. Is it useful if a language game is interestmgtudents?
1 = Notuseful 2= Notveryuseful 3 =between ‘2’and ‘44 = Useful 5 = Very useful
20. Can the game on the screen be interestingidests?

1 = | strongly 2 = | disagree 3 = between 2’and ‘4’ 4 =1 agree 5 =1 strongly
disagree agree

21. Which type of language activities are most apgate for junior high school students?
1. Performing memorized dialogues
2. Contextualized drills-everything is controlled by the teacher
3. Alanguage game in which students are suppaseset a new sentence pattern. They can
choose any words they like.
4. Cued dialogues
5. Improvisation
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22. Which type of language activity do you think tame on the screen is?
1. Memorized dialogue
2. Contextualized drill-everything is controlled by the teacher
3. A language game in which students are suppasewsd a new sentence pattern. They can
choose any words they like.
4. Cued dialogue
5. Improvisation
23. Overall, is the game on the screen plannetidgtudent teacher effective?

1= Not 2 = Not very 3 = between ‘2’and ‘4" 4 = Effective 5 =Very
effective effective effective

BLOCK D

24. 1s it useful to introduce new words with flasdrds, check the students’ pronunciation,
and the meaning of the words before beginning @d eetext?

1 = Notuseful 2= Notveryuseful 3 =between ‘2’and ‘44 = Useful 5 = Very useful
25. Is the student teacher effective?

1= Not 2 = Not very 3 = between ‘2’and ‘4" 4 = Effective 5 =Very
effective effective effective

26. Is it useful to introduce the contents of e brally with picture cards before starting to
read the text?

1 = Notuseful 2= Notveryuseful 3 =between ‘2’and ‘44 = Useful 5 = Very useful

27. The student teacher introduces the text oveillly picture cards before starting to read the.text
Is she effective?

1= Not 2 = Not very 3 =between ‘2’and ‘4" 4 = Effective 5 =Very
effective effective effective

28. Is it useful to make students aware of the semtence pattern and new aspect of English
grammar while reading?

1 = Notuseful 2= Notveryuseful 3 =between ‘2’and ‘44 = Useful 5 = Very useful

29. The student teacher let the students undeséineences that include the new sentence pattern so
that they will be aware of the pattern in the téxishe effective?

1= Not 2 = Not very 3 = between ‘2’and ‘4" 4 = Effective 5 =Very
effective effective effective
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30. Is it useful to ask questions in Japanese gheuext?

1 = Notuseful 2= Notveryuseful 3 =between ‘2’and ‘44 = Useful 5 = Very useful
31. Is it useful to ask questions in English alibattext?

1 = Notuseful 2= Notveryuseful 3 =between ‘2’and ‘44 = Useful 5 = Very useful
32. Overall, is the student teacher effective kiragquestions either in English or Japanese?

1= Not 2 = Not very 3 =between ‘2’and ‘4’ 4 = Effective 5 =Very
effective effective effective

33. Is it useful to have students practice reattiegext aloud?
1 = Notuseful 2= Notveryuseful 3 =between ‘2’and ‘44 = Useful 5 = Very useful
34. Is the student teacher’s reading aloud indtrnatffective?

1= Not 2 = Not very 3 =between ‘2’and ‘4’ 4 = Effective 5 =Very
effective effective effective

35. This is not what the student teacher on theescis doing. Is it useful to give students
background knowledge of the text and/or activagdr thackground knowledge before starting
to read the text?

1 = Notuseful 2= Notveryuseful 3 =between ‘2’and ‘44 = Useful 5 = Very useful

36. This is not what the student teacher on theescis doing. Is it useful to let students grasp th
points of the text before reading intensively?

1 = Notuseful 2= Notveryuseful 3 =between ‘2’and ‘44 = Useful 5 = Very useful

BLOCK E

37. Is it useful to have students memorize thedsxtart of the post-reading activities?
1 = Notuseful 2= Notveryuseful 3 =between ‘2’and ‘44 = Useful 5 = Very useful
38. The student teacher on the screen encouragasuithents to recite what they have memorized

by giving hints, paraphrasing, correcting, and cleiipg the sentences. Is she effective?

1= Not 2 = Not very 3 = between ‘2’and ‘4’ 4 = Effective 5 =Very
effective effective effective
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39. Is it useful to have students translate theitea Japanese?
1 = Notuseful 2= Notveryuseful 3 =between ‘2’and ‘44 = Useful 5 = Very useful
40. The student teacher had the students traniblatext into Japanese. Is she effective?

1= Not 2 = Not very 3 =between ‘2’and ‘4" 4 = Effective 5 =Very
effective effective effective

41. Is it useful to talk about why the text is woreading?
1 = Notuseful 2= Notveryuseful 3 =between ‘2’and ‘44 = Useful 5 = Very useful

42. The student teacher explains in Japanese vehie#tt is worth reading as part of post-reading
activities. Is she effective?

1= Not 2 = Not very 3 =between ‘2’and ‘4" 4 = Effective 5 =Very
effective effective effective
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APPENDIX J
LETTER OF ACCEPTANCE

1. This study is being conducted so that college teachers and student teachers
receive more specific feedback from junior high school teachers who supervise
student teachers in their teaching practicum.

2. Another purpose of this study is to compare the viewpoints of three groups
concerning teaching English (student teachers, college teachers, andhigimior
school teachers).

| agree to take part in this study and to have my responses used in the study.

Name:

Signature:

The person collecting and using the data is Sadayuki Mitsuo.

The Department of British and American Culture

The Faculty of the Modern Culture

Tokyo Junshin Women’s College
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