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How are the Teaching and Learning of English Affected by the
Rate of Teachers’ Use of English in the Classroom?
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Abstract
A nationwide survey was conducted in order to investigate how lower and upper
secondary school students in Japan are learning English inside and outside
the classroom. 6,294 students participated in this survey. They answered a
questionnaire regarding various aspects of English learning. This study focuses
on the following aspects of this survey:
1. The rate of teachers’ use of English in the classroom
2. The relationship between the rate of teachers’ use of English and the types of
activities in the classroom
3. The types of preparation and review conducted by students before and after the
lesson
4. The relationship between the rate of teachers’ use of English and the types of
students’ preparation and review of the lesson
The results show that about half the teachers use English in the classroom
more than 50% of the time. The rates of English use are related to the types of
activities set inside and outside the classroom. It was discovered that the more
English was used in the classroom, the more productive skill activities, especially
speaking activities, were observed. It will therefore be necessary to provide
English teachers with combined training for the use of English in the classroom

and its related language activities.

Keywords
Course of Study, Teachers’ Use of English, Language Activities

1. [XC&IZ
FREHBIZBWTY, INETHA RBORIES 723N TEZ, TNHLOEBURIES I,

O 6 W



T RTKBTRRICH DR EDOWFHTE TIHLDO TRIFIUTEWRNR, b l%, B
ENFREOWHEICERICE D IR EL IO LD ERGET I8, b THEE
72, ZLT, ZOMGEZED, ROBUKIRSEZL4RbONLEHLDOTHD,

ITHEORFEHBERT, REREFEHEZBOEECRIESD1o0%, [RESHRFEEY
FGH (FMERE) | CCERMEAE, 20092) (23815, [FREORZEITIGETITHZ LA ALY
51 THAY, ZOBERIESIE, BERIR - KIHROFE A i a B ERILTETWS, =
OO, FEORELZTFETITOIZEDO TR ATREME 2 bIC T R TEFR el
F0oTWS (FR, 2013 ; Yamada, 2010 ; [k, 2013),

LOLe3s, [HFEEOREIIFEFETHICHELT, ESERFEEEEEHEN S E
FEm O RE | CUE AN, 2009b) 121, [THRZEIZHGETITHOZE A AR T2 LL0,
BB R EEIGETITOLELIC, AL REOT CTELETELSNELEMAITH2LICE
D, FFEICEDSEIEEI AT LA EOTLLTEIETHD, IEWVHYEERIERAHD
ZEEFRLTIIRGRN, ZOIDIT, TEAETOFREFEEH XGRS LS 7EEE) ) LiE O
DI TEELINTWADTE, LinL, ZOMBEEEKSTORm TIE, [FAMOIEEEMEH 720
MW= NBRELTNBLZ LD 770\, THEFEDRZHEITHFE T OBURFHIZ1To121%, %
DFEREERZNDHIZNT TII L, TOFEMRES FEISEIOBMURIEI > TNDE DML E
ND, TOEEHEBORELIRIL, RENOIGEICLDSERHOLRLT, ZNLL
SAOFBIEE B L OFRIN TOFEE (Lobl), 8 - B8 RO En0, ZHIC
TTOrRITIT B0,

BEEEHE OB T BRI > TS A EREICHEL. BT, BURELETHILITE
P2 L TIEHDN, TOERELEBIIBE S RIETIIRY, REOIDICH & JL#PHIZR®
BIL TV B IARU N OFEEEZERET DX, ZIICBHDIHLDILONOEREELE
NEREETHD, KEHE ORI BTDIARREITIEBEORETIIHL, [EiF
ALBGEHEN ) 128D, THICHONIRE) ThD, TDO—FHT, ERHEZESOMN
FERRBA E DM T COBFAEIE, RFBEMHITE VD, RAOHREFIZEIHOTHY, EiE
FOHLOTIIZR, FEOEEBOINIZHEIIELZNRT-WRRIL, ZZIXfbr65051E
HWEDNSORMENNETHSD, THOLEELERELZL2TIVE, HEBORIE, TOWREIC
B 1= bOE&EO BB ITEE 72{/t>TLE),

TiE, TNETOFETIE, FERECTOEEOMEAEREBIZIEOICHESLTWD
DTHAIN 269 T HFEHE EMAR LA T, [REICBIT5, HEEHYSH
Bl D SEZEOMH AR | 2R TVBD, FZTIE, REDS0%LL EZHFETIT> TV
Rt EIE, R CIEsEIRE, e (Tala=tr—ia BB, MJBIOEERE T,
I |) TlE4~5F L7 >TD CCHRHEA, 2015a), ZAUCKHL T, mEFERERSRE
L7 SRR 264 FE 5B E W E D T2 O FGE IR CliE, IHRREO @K 3FE DI 5EEE
0| DOFFET, 50%LL EEHFETIToCWDEEE, 15%HIthESITND CCEF#A,
2015b), [FRR224FE FE /AN S5 AR B DB E AR O AK. « FEhE IR P2 | CTE R
4, 2010) TH, RIULIEFRFEOEGE 1 I TIXI5%RE Thotz ([ —TFhasa=/r—
Tav 1 IEB0%FEEE) Z&mh, [FZ3EITTFETITHOZ LA EARL T | D3 KA NI [ & 4%
PR PR (UM ERE) | CTEHFRFEA, 2009) OfiifTHit: TRERZENRETND

O 7 .



EVIHZEDB LR,

ZHUZHKILTC, SEEEBOEMIRIITIEI THAID, K264 E [FREHE FhEIRin
T TIE, SRR OLEER I CNDR, Thicksde, ol oA S5E
TEENZENNTWDDIE, HF7IE50~60%FE, miIZ40%R1# &7 TDd CTHREHEA,
2015a), P26 EFREHE WED D OIGEITHE | TIE, SREIRBIORL T3
<, BRI EREEE0oF EE2Z3A W5, ZHUCEUE, ZRSERICETLSEIEE)
DIFEAETETO~90% B EREL TWDHDIZKIL T, HBEERBICETHSEIEEDIFTEAL
1£10~30% D FEfiiE Lip>TND, EVDIF, TA4X— T A ATy a2 L TWDHHER
1%, 6.9%EEbO TREMTHD CCEFEA, 2015b),

2L, ZRHOFETH, FAIOIGEMS LS EEBHORRIZIALMNICIIL TR,
Fo, IRBIIWT NG EENCRTT 57 —NMZHESHOTHY, BERR O T#HE | Ok
RETHD, LIENR-oT, FERRIEEEZITIICE, FIICBEDLDEE 2 2IEHIENS S H T
Ta—FTHLERHD,

2. WR
(1) #HZEEM
1. FEOTFEGEBEN ORI OFEEM HRLAFEILE DIDITFEFRL TWDHD,
2. WEOYFEHETOYGEE 2R AR E D OIRENIE D LH7RBRIZH D),
3. TEADTFEREDTH - HEOEEITEI o> TNDD,
4. TEAEDIGEREDTE - 18 LA O PFEE A RORRIZE 2> TWDD,

(2) AEFEBIVRAETRRE

RNy BEREEF O & AEORFEFH I T2 A2014) 1%, 201443
ANCFRS N B B IC LD H L NE TR E TH D,

AL, 20D HETEMLZ, H1IS, WRKT - (AR Ryt
BERABR ORI FEHLOEIFEE | T aY =/ bOFE T =4 —4,0214 2
BERARAERAR LT, E=A—0DRIINRITT79.2% ThoTz, Tz, FEET=4—14,8004 11
BRI ABAR L7, [BNER1321.0% CThHh o7, R TVEAEDNL B SEA FTH6,2944
DA NV ERERGT- (P F1FAL,0674, FF244E1,0284, HF3HFEAI6S, itk
VEA93140, SR 2AETI04, m3FA1,4334, FHAIE94),

ST BTeoTE, FREMEN DO EZ 570, REOFER| AR
CCERRHEE TR AT | 2R BLOEFEIR 8 - IER BN EREREELLIRDLD
WU ARNDEEEIToT2, LLTF, FAEMSERIE, T XA OREEZLTEFHLED
DTHD,

(3) AEARE
HAERARONEL, LUFOEITHD,

» PEERAFRIOEGE LB IOV TEV DB ORGERER - 20, /NERSEGE - /N7

O 8 .



RO FE DS HIK)

» BIEOIGEFE I OWT (BREOHME, REIZBITDIRBNE, ZEIORIETD
FRERH, REDSOZEEEH, PR EE, Bod, FROREOTE - 7H)
KEEF BT OERIC OV T (FEDIFE « BV, DETE, KFEOFEE)

s BRI T O ERCEDVIC OV T UM ERERELOBDY, H BRSNS
TEH), FEROLENE, FEROYEEEME MBI 55

HARWPERIZONTE, "Ry HEREWIEFOY =27 AP TAFSh TV

(N B HERAWIEA, 2014),

mB, AL TR, ZOWEDIH, LILOATFERMICEDLHE ORIRICE R E

WCiml b,

(4) #HR

K11%, HEORETOEBHHRERL TS, NFEALEBTREL TS LV

A1, EDEELS%REI% THD, £77, [T0%<HWENFLEALTEETREL TS
EHDEDE, T1~FE1TIE20~25%FREL/2D0, E2, M3 TIX15%AIZICIELIAT,
Ziug, m2, @m3ENEEALHESTWARWHEN EFITHZLEHEERL TS, ol k
FECIRELTQODDIE, HF1~E3THENLEEFLELRD,

FEALMS TR ZEAEIGETHEEL TV D MEEE

30% ¢ 5\ 50% < &\ 70%< s | T
| \ | (%)

41.5 207 0.9

36.6 198 % 14
38.3 ‘ 1;5./% 0.8
374 16?% 1.3
34.1 11% 1.3

35.1 1.0% 1.6

M1 HERDOREEAR
213, HERICETD, RETOEELHEEMOIGEHE T ROBEMRZRL TN, TH

REDEIRRLIE LD LL AN DWW T AEDORAZ < | 195305 B ARGEICER 77 ) [HGELH L
Zt AT ENTZO LU TR ZD | T SUEORBEZ MRS ) EOHIRENE, S5EE H RICBIfR7e<IT
DTG, DFD, ZNHDOIEENIE DI ETHITOILTNDENIZERE, ThiZ

Oo9 m



LT, THZORFFLRLEZ2IGECEUTHZORFEFLRE 2 2 RGETRET 1 EWVIOTE
T, ZETOTEEERE HRNZWNIE LAThNTWAZENbIND,

HEF ORI LD L L AU
DWTHEDF N % [ <

AOEIbYE L E

YFECEET W% HARGEIZET

- o T
== 30% < HW»
== 50%< B
=% 70% < S50

AL
T EETRELTVS

BT ORFS % 2%
i<

s T MERELEHALY
= H7 ) LTHER B

[ECLTVR] + [EXEXLTOR] 0%
SCik DM <
K2 hFERIZETD, BREPOFHEHREROEEHEAER

K31, @mFEFRICRITDEET OTEE L HENOIGFEE A ROREREZRLTWD, Z
HHb P FROZNEIZEREDOBMIZHD, @FE AL TIORF-AZRDIL, TH S DOXEF
HRBZHFGETEUTAGORFEFLRE X A IGE TRl 1) EWIOTREN O ALV fEIC
BEMOFFEEH R BB CNDHENIZETHD, EHFEFROFFERIEITIB L, Hi
OIFEREESMEF UL, EFEOEHROEBILELA LTI TORNENI LIRS,

HEROBRP I LD L L AU

DWTHRADFIW & B <
100.0

HAOSHS R 2%

e G o S % HAGEIZIR T

- FEAL
flioTWniwn

== 30%< HW

—= 50% < BV

e 70% < HWw
AL
WFETEEL T D

AT OSFEbRE R %

PeiETcHL N . .

R EFAIY
FWD LTHRZD

[ELTwaD] + TEEEELTWD] 0%

SCHEO A <
K3 EFEFRICEITDH, REDOFHEHRERDEFEHRAER

O 10 .



M4, THZOKFHRE 2 & 5k CEIGB EHEM O TR RO PHET LOBR
ZRLTWD, BIREL T, TEZOKFFLRE X A RiE CEIFTOA I, HhAio
PEREE R EEE L CWDZENOND, OIS TR ICIHE TH DA, 1
R TITRORD LN A B LTS, DED, R TITFIUEE HET D IEZED
BRELTH, THHORFLRE 2 2T e TEIREINTHOILTWAZER DD,
Fo, F2OZOIEBOEMED, ENENOIGESHEOH TIXEWEAIZH D,

[ZALTwa +[EEEELTVE] D%

90.0
81.6
80.0 Foe
70.0
60.0 mp]
50.0 a2 4
400 O 3 28
S 1A
30.0 B 24k
20.0 - o o 34
10.0 ;: ;:fj ]
0.0 - i B33 B BR% B e RN 85 -—
BEAL 30% 50% 70% & ALHGEET
flioTnzwn {HWw A {Hw BELTVS

M4 TEORIFLPEAZRETEURHEBMOEEFERAROZFCLOMER

B151%, THADOKFFHLRE X 2 55 Tl ¥ [THBI LB O W GE M HROFFRT DR
RERL TS, BIEELTE, TESORFFHLOE X 2 GECai T IIREIOA I, T8
TOKFFHRE 2 2 JGE CETHBEIEFIAR, FATORFEE HRLEBIL THDIEN D)
D08, TOMEITLIR, DFY, HAEIOFEFEOMHRLAEDOIH Y OKFFHLE 2
EHGECEET HTRENCITED DT RV DL ENIZ LT, RSP T, FEETE
EBIT, EHERNTRHEENCH DD, NFEACHFETREL QWD TIE, SHEMOE(L
MIEEAETRN,

[FLTwAI+[LELELTVWD] 0%

90.0

80.0

70.0

60.0 w1k

50.0 @ 24k

400 O 32
o 1k

30.0 w2k

20.0 B 34k

10.0

0.0 -

1Z& A LHGET
s T {HW {HW {HW BWELTWVD

M5 TESDRFELOEAZRECTHET IEHELBEDOEEFERAROEZEILOBERK

O 1 .



X61%, HEAEDOYHEKH ORFEFEIFHZRL TS, Ziuk, EHE CERBHD
H), SR TORELSMC— BIZTEOT MRS OWEITRL TOVET D, FHE R, FE
BEMZ DWW TR T 2R 5 D TTEZEW, J LW WIS E M D9 B [ HRFED iR A
FTHREMIIENLDNTT D DWW TDORIZEZELDIZH DO THD, IKHIZOWTHIFET
N T RIELODEIZEEELDTND, FFETIE, FHITEHSDIOAMEN, KHEIF4
DOIDOEENNIEAE LN | EEZ TG, EBRIZRDEZOLIHEIFELIZ E23Y, FH
HBIRABKIBTDIDEFENNIEAE LR EEZ TS, R a—LY — 133053761
RFIKHUNT, PRI A DORF 28 A TV D,

(%) 3R B

EEALLRW 1555 b 3040 HW 1R H» iﬁﬁ 4RI S0
50

e (FH)

i CFH)

12, 03, 02, 14

W (k) B2 e 3% N 69 El
0.7, 0.2, 0.0, 1.0

% N 108 @I

0.9, 04, 1.6

e (k)

M6 EAEDRRLUNDEEFEFE

S RO LN OFLEERNTRL TEWEIEE ARV, Z0HhFIIEIR->TN5
DA, K7L, FENEZRL WD, TEOMN T3, HEEblZ, THEOR
AL B EAR L ) —MIET ) THREAREZ MR T L) Lo TnD, [AE—F
KTV B REDREOME 25 | [REONFICBEHLI-Z 2T R5 [HEETE R

\sE o B 55.5 (%)
HEEO B EZT <5 62.1
HREARLE ) — MBS
HREA SRS %
R
[ & fif <
. [ g A
AL S Ay A S
%’(ﬂ'azkx%l:lulbﬂ—% .E}ﬁﬂ:
R EALR
F—b T UVARHEZD
AE—FRTLES R ED 124 . B
) 84 RISIZA, FROYEGEDENR
) ] DIDIZED &9 iRz
BERDOWE I 9.1 LTwEda) L)
B L7222 & 2D 9.6 TIFRELT] LTI
B ) F5L0FRTICHELT
PFECTHAR R A bhozbn,

M7 ZROBEO-HOZEE(FH)

012 .



BREAE VD IH7 T E L, PREEBIZHEVITOIL TR,

M81%, HENREZRL WD, HEOrT3IL, HEeble, [RBEAM ) HERH
EBTHRERALOF — T VAR 2D 87> TS, REONFIZE#HLT=Z L%
R THGFETE RS Z B A —F T LB REDREOHE 2T 1800857
FENE, THERER, FERILICHEVITOILTORY,

i 2 i < 47.0 665 (%)
HERHH ™ 65.4
HRHEALR
F—bUTFUVAERHZD
HRHARSC AR 2
HEEOE®REZRR2D

HREAR LT T 5 rhegg

W B

BREALZ ) — MIIE T

BEDONEIZ
L7222 & ZHRD HISPEA, FROVEEDREE
DIzDIZED &) ik %
LTwgEsa] Lv)in
TMHERL LT IEhTi
FHLDOFTRTUT|EL T
Hoo7bD,

YR TRAREE L

AE=FRTVLE R ED
RROMBEET S

X8 FROFBTEDL-HDFE(EH)

B19IE, TEHONELHANDOFGESEHRORBRERL TS, —iKIZ, ZhoRFERE
FAFERENEE, TETCOFEEEREVMERICH D, LD AL —F 07 LEBr 7
EDORROMEZT 51 EVHTEIL, HAIOIGEM HRLOBRDBE ThHD,

X101%, EEHONELBETIOINGEFEAROBBRERL TS, TEERE, ZEiDIEEE
FEHERENEE, EE TOFEERERNEMHAICHD0S, L0 THEE TR AR
ZEYMAL—=F RS LB R EOBROME LT D1 L WHEE L, HEOFFEREH R
DORRNIEE TH D,

3. EE

AR B e B8 (SMERE) | CUHENEE, 20092) 1%, HEEDHEEHILICBELT,
BRI RERE T A B ST F 2 D259, REAFEETITIZEIE, ZLOHAMEST
1L, IR ENLOBITEEIRL, ZOBITIIARS2IETIIRWEAD,

AR OBANOFEEM 1L, 265 T FEEEHE EhiR Ul & | L IZIZ RO
M CIEHDA, EEOEROFNRHEIO A O ELDL LRI T0D, BERIRR
X, BxBEBHY, EEOHZRNEDE BNOE THDONIDLNLRND, Ak
XTI OFFERE R 2 E DI E TODAMREMEAHY, ZHUFBLRE, WL T,

O 13 .



IO ER A2
38.8
HRSA S ERRT 5 454
i
36.2
HWRHEAR L E ) — M BT 387
35.0
26.0
I 8 27 < 24854
0 545
- 587
Fit o ) 986 y 351
179
YRR LR HT m8n7%7
283
4.1
AE—FRTLE Y R EORFOHE 45 72 1
2 239
12.2
HREAR LR F—k V7 VX R D 18,4
18
6.3
BEOWNEIZME L2 22 06
14.3
3.2
YT R A A 2 ¢ %
14.3

56.1
57.7

(%)

67.2

45.9

AL
flioTwin
30%
B
50%
{Hw

70%
" {Hn
3L ALHGET
BELTVS

M9 ZEROBED-OHDFE (FE) LMD RFEFAR

HLEEH
158 2% <
36.6
HRERLRF—L VTV ARHEZ S 387
29.5
HEEARL 2T T S 323 594
29.3 3
R EARLEZMRT 5 33.1 378
375
HHOEREMNS 0 e
317 39.0
6.7
PEECTEARBRMZEL (EARTY) 106
o249
17.
HBMEALE ) — G 03 .
225 :
6.0
AC—FRTLE G EOREOHEE TS 6399
T o011
11,6
BEONEIMM LA s 232 s 185,
197

48.0

- FEAL
fioTwiwn
30%

| ]

{Hw
50%
B
70%

.<ew
LA LTGET
BEELTWD

H10 ZROBED-HOZE (EE) LBERDHEFERR

014 .



[AARFRO[HFE 1 [3GE I | OFETIE, 50%LL EFFETITo> TV EIX15% i 72-
T2ZEnBT 58, HAMORFEMEARIIRES EFLTQNDES 2272, Z0E T, &
S B PR G (AMEFE) | CUE AR, 2009a) 18, [FREOREIIFFETITHZL
BIRET DLV LE N AT ZERF U A R BEHE N E ST L D%
BRELTUWND,

BLERECIE, PR OFRIEEEMEICIE, [JEEOREFIGET LWV ITAR,
ZHDHT, FEROFFEHE RO TR LABOOITEBRE, 2k, FEFET
TP EFEEENCR LT, R OEFELERO T NI, TODLZENLRLDTHA), £
7o, TNENOKRIEICEB T, FTOFARIFE, HMOIRGEFEHRITELS, KEOLX
D ERDIZOH, [HGETORE | DEBNE LI TNDIENDND, HEENE
N Fg AR TR O FZEE RPN ERNZ &0, R EEEBRL WA ELEZD
N5,

&C, MM, BEIOWEEOFHARR, EOIIRHBNOFEICFIELE LFE O
WTWAEDNTHD,

A1l BEOFEEDMH =R EHAENDIFEIRCFETH LOBR CTHLMNI o722 81,
MHHEED BRI LD UL AT DWW THRADTIAZ < | 13302 B ARGEICR 97 T HRECH
LEFATZVENZOLU TR S | TSHEOREZ R EWHIRENE, JeaE6 SR ICBItR72
EDIHNRRETHITON TNDILE, (FEALE DIFEHINIL, FREOVITICEMRZL,
HLIIREN B AN TNDEWIZER DD, JKEZXTHIUR, 1FEALRELRFET
Ko TNDDIZ, B A AGEIZRT )T HEED BRI SLDO LRI DWW THAED (H
REETITONTOBEE DD FAEZ I LV, FHELTWAINCEDNS, L
L7e3n, A RIOFHETIE, INOOEENTEEIOHE R LELZE N THDHDIT TlEen
DT, ZOIIpFERITRDONE LR, (FRET R TIFE TR CNDIH R ETH-
Th, BEFTERTT, HAFEICIRLEY, HARGETUMHLIEDTHZENHHENHIZE720DTE
A9,

ZHIZRILT, TEORFFLREZ A HGETEU B OKFHOB X 2 Jih Tt T )
EVIOTRENE, ZEHOTEEEE ] SRICEFIL T2 T\, B BIE, 2 A B3 0EEE
72 Th, ARICHEEZFIIFEZITHhELZLITFRETIEH DM, FEEIL, RET
PREDOPEMET-KEAATO TCWDHKENEE, EEOEHOEERNZNENIDIT, BLRGEN,
BEMO S FEEFICETAEED, FREDOIEDFITKBL THHO1b LR,

WIZ, BETOFRFEMEHREFETFEHOBRIZONWTR TARL, £b%h, HFEOFE
JEFEPEEAETRNEVIERAED, FHBIKAH35D1ENODIE, BETHLDIEN,
ZITRFEFEEToTCOBELEDOFEEOTHIZONWTHR TV, TF - EE o/,
HEEbICBlac o2 bnd, TEOMN 7 31E, EH0HTHEOBEKEZH )
(R EARSE ) — NG TR ERLEZTRT 5], #BEOMNT3IE, FRLKELLY
MRAREZ RS ) THLEE S | THB EAR LR0F —R U T U R R 2D | Lo TG, HEETD
PRERENHLREREL>OHLT T, TH - HEOFHERHFE—HOIEE DT
WRNWEWIZEERIEL TS, TH - BEONERRELE>TWRNEWIZEIE, T2
EONFICHBE L2 2D A —F T LB R EOREROME 295 | [HGET

O 15 .|



EAREBAEZELWVIFE DR, PEHTHEE TLHEVITON TWRNIENLE B H)
Thd, 2L, INLOFEOFMEL, RETOREFHFROFEIIIRISLTRY, &
FECREAATOHEMO T, FIUSKIGLEZTE - HE 2L CODEEIN —EEND
LV ED DD,

BEEDORELTIETITONEINEVIDITLI SO B THLHN, ZO1HO>OBRIIIFE
HOIFEBOED T EVIBI T OOHREEEL T D, FREOMHRIL, FEHROSHEE
O WMEBEEITHERDONTND, LorL, TH - BEHOEV T EOEOSER, F2+
DT, THUE, HEETITHRESDEIIIX ST-b 00, T EX 25 E O
DEHAN K BN TUVRNENIZEATRIRL TS, HETITO SR 2 LELT- %
IZBWTC, EDXH7eTE - HEPRDOENDZDOMNIZONWT, S%OMTENRRDLND,

4, HER

BB TORGEME RN L EOZETIS~6EIFEE THHENIZ LN, TEE~D
A CTHMERINI, BEIOHETORFEOMAEIL, SFEIGHE) - FEIEEIEV -7 #
ENIEE) O TE - HE OO TEESEE LML, LoblS, EHROSERDP
T - EEHEOHENR, ZOZEND, HITRETOHANDOEZEOEHELEDHT
xR BRLIEHE TIERL, FEBIEBIOTED FOFE - E OTEV 7 LU COHBHE R
EETHLIENDDD,

727120, AROFEORALSHD, NFEALTFETREL QDI EVIEIEFICH, (3
A HARGEIZIR T ) EWVIOTEEN ML D [EIEFE LRFREEH -7 DIX, A 53 O O S 5B kil
ENFEAETFE TR ELZLRDOD, AV IR S THARGEIZIR T ) LHIBT L7 [m 238 03
IRV EE ZBND, SHROMAETIE, SEEHCHEEEHOMEESCELSND
ZLET, FEEOMHEARLSEIREO LY EMRBERN R TLATHAY, EHLI-BLRE
BN7RENT BT, BICRYRBORIES D723, REORRLILENHOLNLZ A
R4 5,

SE 3

Yamada, H. (2010). Teaching/learning English in English at Japanese senior high
schools: The debate. Jin-ai Daigaku Kenkyu Kiyo, 9, 43-53.

Ny HERAHIZERT 2014, [P&EAEOREFE LR T2 EEF£2014)
Available: http://berd.benesse.jp/global/research/detaill.php?id=4356
(2015410 ]

F—4E 2013, TEFHOEETTFETHIARL IR THR MM X IEEHE P E] 42,
pp. 45-52.

IHARELA 2013, TR EPREGERHZEICIIT DBAET O TG IR+ 2507 T EE K+
ek 2] 28, pp. 49-63.

SRR A 2009a. [ SRR R R EH (SMMERE)
Available: http://www.mext.go.jp/component/a_menu/education/micro_detail/__
icsFiles/afieldfile/2011/03/30/1304427_002.pdf [20154-10H ]

O 16 W



SCEEFTE 2009b. TESEFRCYE B EIEAML  SMEREIR JE3E TR |
Available: http:/www.mext.go.jp/component/a_menu/education/micro_detail/__
icsFiles/afieldfile/2010/01/29/1282000_9.pdf [2015410H ]

SCEAL A 2010 [SERL224E FE N SE S B PSRBT D BB R R OM AL » TR DL AL D
HizonT)
Available: http://www.mext.go.jp/a_menu/shotou/new-cs/1301650.htm
(20154104 ]

SCEFR A 2016a.  [ERL264 LT SRGEZH F MR IR A DR ROV T U
Available: http://www.mext.go.jp/a_menu/kokusai/gaikokugo/1358566.htm
[20154£10H ]

SCERR A 2016b. [FERR264F B SCREHCR B D7 O JEEE ) il A S s E ]
Available: http://www.mext.go.jp/component/a_menu/education/detail/__icsFiles/af
ieldfile/2015/05/26/1358071_03_2.pdf [20154-10H ]

017 m



(hE4NEFEFEICEHTHIEERE2014115RZTDED(2)
g LEREDEEICHTIFE—

Findings from the Survey on the English Studies of Japanese
Lower and Upper Secondary School Students 2014 (2):
Lower and Upper Secondary School Students’ Liking for English
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Shinshu University

Abstract
The purpose of this paper is to report my findings, based on data from the Survey
on the English Studies of Japanese Lower and Upper Secondary School Students
2014, about lower and upper secondary school students’ liking for English. First,
from the responses to six items (e.g., How much do you like listening to English?),
I calculated the factor scores as to students’ liking for English. The results of
ANOVAs indicated that for public school, students in Grades 7 and 8 showed
high degrees of liking for English as compared to students in Grades 10 and 11.
However, for private school students, the degree of liking for English in Grade 10
was not low. Second, multiple regression analyses on the responses from Grade
7 students were carried out to identify factors which influenced students’ liking
for English. For public school students, several factors related to (a) exposure
to English and studying English outside the school, and (b) lower secondary
school lessons (i.e., the degree of Japanese teachers’ use of English in class, the
frequencies of the activities in which students were required to express their
feelings or opinions) showed statistical significance as predictive variables. In
contrast, for private school students, only exposure to English outside the school

was found to be significant.

Keywords
Liking for English, Students’ English Studies, Grade Differences
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Do Imagined Writing Rubrics Used in University Entrance
Examinations Affect Scoring in Classroom?

Takahiro KOWATA
Kogakuin University

Abstract
High-stakes tests significantly impact teaching and learning. This study
focuses on writing rubrics used in university entrance examinations in Japan.
It investigated how high school teachers imagine the writing rubrics used in
university entrance examinations and whether their imaginations affect their
own scoring. A total of 129 high school teachers participated in the questionnaire
survey. Exploratory factor analysis revealed that the teachers believed university
candidates’ writing products in entrance examinations are rated using four
criteria: Consistency of Text, Accuracy, Effective Expression, and Mechanics. They
rated their students’ writing products based on the same factors in their classes.
Multiple regression analyses showed that their ratings were affected by their
beliefs about university entrance examinations. This implied that the writing
rubrics used in university entrance examinations may have an important role in

the context of Japan.

Keywords
Writing, Rubric, University Entrance Examination

1. Background

Tests impact teaching and learning, which is known as the washback effect.
MEXT (2002) stated that university entrance examinations in Japan significantly
impact the teaching and motivation of learners and have highlighted the necessity
of reforming selection methods. As a result, an English listening section was
introduced to the National Center Examination in March, 2007. In this particular
exam, the writing and speaking skills of the learners are not measured directly.
Only approximately 20% of entrance exams included a writing composition
section (Kowata, 2009).

The Central Council for Education (2014) discussed the introduction of a new
national examination that would measure all four language skills, including
speaking and writing. This change also affects teaching. After the introduction of
the new university entrance examinations in Chinese universities, the National
Matriculation English Test (NMET), for example, reported that teachers had
revised their usage of time for the four skills (Li, 1990). Studies have also
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reported the effects of the new Sri Lankan O-level test (Wall & Alderson, 1993)
and the new school-leaving examination in Hong Kong, the Hong Kong Certificate
of Education Examination (HKCEE) (Cheng, 2005).

Wall and Horak (2006, 2008, 2011) showed the effects of introducing a new
writing section in TOEFL iBT on teaching. These studies showed that teachers
used a new rubric to rate and give feedback to their students’ writing. Since
washback effects are complex phenomena and highly dependent on the context
(Wall & Alderson, 1993), the Japanese context may not show the same effects.
Therefore, we should investigate to determine whether the same effect can be
observed in the Japanese context.

One major difference from the contexts of the above-mentioned studies that
has been observed in the Japanese context is that most Japanese universities
do not publish their scoring rubrics and samples (Kanatani, 2009; Negishi,
Matsuzawa, Sato, Toyoda, & Nakano, 2010). Consequently, high school teachers
must themselves determine what writing rubrics may be used in university
entrance examinations to use them when scoring and teaching students in their
classrooms. Therefore, clarifying how high school teachers may create their own

ideas of the writing rubrics used in university entrance examinations is essential.

2. Study
2.1 Research Question
This study was undertaken to seek answers to the following two research

questions.

RQ1l: How do high school teachers imagine the writing rubrics used in Japanese
university entrance examinations?

RQ2: Do high school teachers’ imaginations of the writing rubrics used in
Japanese university entrance examinations affect their scoring of

students’ writing products in class?

2.2 Participants

A total of 129 teachers (74 males and 55 females aged between 23 and 64) from
33 high schools participated in the study. The selected schools include 2 national
schools, 18 public schools, and 13 private schools; all schools are located in 16

prefectures.

2.3 Materials
A questionnaire survey was conducted. It consisted of two parts.

The first part of the questionnaire comprised questions that asked the
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participants to rate the extent to which they believed 15 scoring criteria
(A01-A15) affected scoring in the university entrance examinations (Table 1). The
scoring criteria were selected from the descriptors in the writing scoring rubrics
of the ESL Composition Profile (Jacobs, Zinkgraf, Wormuth, Hartfiel, & Hughey,
1981). This profile adopted an analytic scale, and the writing products are rated
based on five differentially weighted aspects: Content, Organization, Vocabulary,
Language Use, and Mechanics. This scale was chosen because it has been widely
used in ESL studies and in rubrics of such worldwide large-scale standardized
tests as Cambridge English (FCE), IELTS, and TOEFL iBT that use a holistic
scale including the five aspects.

Table 1 Writing Scoring Perspectives

A01 Relevance to assigned topic

A02 Logical structure

A03 Coherence

A04 Cohesion

A05  Complexity of sentence structure
A06 Wide range of sentence structure
A07  Accuracy of grammatical structure
A08 Accuracy of vocabulary

A09 Appropriate choice of vocabulary
Al0 Wide range of vocabulary

All Spelling

Al2 Punctuation

Al3 Capitalization

Al4 Paragraphing

Al5 Legibility of handwriting

The second part of the questionnaire asked the participants what weight they
gave to the same 15 criteria when scoring students’ writing products in their

classes. These items were labeled BO1-B15 correspondingly.

2.4 Analysis

First, items in the participants’ imagination of the rubric used in university
entrance examinations (hereafter the rubric image) were analyzed (Analysis 1).
A maximum-likelihood exploratory factor analysis was conducted with promax
rotation to assess the underlying structure for the 15 items. Then, factor scores

were calculated. In this analysis, data from 10 participants were excluded
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due to their lack of response, and data from the other 119 participants were
analyzed. This sample size was too small to conduct reliable factor analysis, so
the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy was used to
check the reliability. According to Field (2005), KMO values between .5 and .7 are
acceptable, values between .7 and .8 are good, values between .8 and .9 are great,
and values above .9 are superb.

Second, the items on the participants’ own scoring in their classes (hereafter
scoring in class) were analyzed (Analysis 2). This was followed by factor analysis
and the calculation of factor scores. In these items, data for 56 teachers lacked
proper response from the participants and thus were excluded; only data from the
remaining 73 were analyzed. The main reason for this lack of answers was that
some participants did not teach writing composition in their classes. The KMO
was used to check the reliability of this factor analysis.

Finally, a multiple regression analysis was conducted to see if the factor scores
of the scoring rubric image predicted those for scoring in class (Analysis 3). In this
analysis, 71 data were analyzed.

Statistical analyses in this study were performed using SPSS 11.5.

2.5 Results
2.5.1 Teachers’ University Entrance Examinations Rubric Images (Analysis 1)

Table 2 shows the results of the descriptive analysis and factor analysis on
rubric images. “Relevance to assigned topic” (A01) was given the highest mean
value, 4.56, and “Logical structure” (A02) followed it with 4.48. “Complexity of
sentence structure” (A05) received the lowest mean value, 2.79, and “Wide range
of sentence structure” (A06) followed it with 2.88.

After calculating descriptive statistics, a maximum-likelihood factor analysis
was conducted for 15 items on scoring rubric image. Initial eigen values indicated
5.44%, 2.15%, 1.98%, 1.29%, .87%, and .71% of the variance. The four-factor
solution was preferred due to the leveling off of eigen values on the scree plot
after four factors and the insufficient number of primary loadings.

Next, a maximum-likelihood factor analysis with promax rotation was
conducted with four factors. The final factor-loading matrix is presented in Table
2. The four factors before rotation constituted 72.40% of the variance.

The first factor (FA1) was given the name Consistency of Text, the second
factor (FA2) was Effective Expression, the third factor (FA3) was Mechanics,
and the fourth factor (FA4) was Accuracy. The internal consistency of each of the
scales was examined using Cronbach’s alpha. The alphas were moderate: .85
for Consistency of Text (4 items), .85 for Effective Expression (3 items), .82 for
Mechanics (4 items), and .87 for Accuracy (3 items).
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The KMO value was .765, and this indicated that the analysis maintained good
reliability.

Table 2 Factor Loadings Based on a Maximum-Likelihood Factor Analysis With
Promax Rotation for 15 Items on the Scoring Rubric Images (N=119)

Factor Loading
Item M SD

FA1 FA2 FA3 FA4
A02 Logical structure 4.48 .67 .895 .129 .295 .294
AO1 Relevance to assigned topic 456 .65 .820 .076 .260 .265
A03 Coherence 4.32 .85 .710 .284 .279 .331
A04 Cohesion 4.08 .90 .683 .409 .334 .374
A06  Wide range of sentence structure 2.88 .97 .212 956 .149 .213
AO05 Complexity of sentence structure 2.79 .97 .245 .843 .191 .169
A10 Wide range of vocabulary 3.20 1.00 .130 .645 .264 .375
A13 Capitalization 3.71 1.05 .291 .112 .929 .430
A12 Punctuation 3.40 1.00 .253 .306 .784 .462
Al11  Spelling 4.19 .84 .378 .166 .770 .640
Al14 Paragraphing 3.561 1.01 .376 .382 .455 .336
A08 Accuracy of vocabulary 4.13 .76 .235 .223 .453 .858
A07  Accuracy of grammatical structure 425 .77 .452 .104 .655 .837
A09 Appropriate choice of vocabulary 3.92 .81 .381 .317 .399 .829
A15 Legibility of handwriting 3.32 1.07 .159 .311 .296 .161

Note. FA1 = Consistency of Text; FA2 = Effective Expression; FA3 = Mechanics;
FA4 = Accuracy

2.5.2 Teachers’ Scoring in Class (Analysis 2)

Table 3 shows the results of descriptive analysis and factor analysis on the
scoring rubric images. “Relevance to assigned topic” (BO1) was given the highest
mean value, 4.42, and “Logical structure” (B02) followed it with 4.18. “Complexity
of sentence structure” (B05) received the lowest mean value, 2.47, and “Legibility
of handwriting” (B15) followed it with 2.49.

After calculating descriptive statistics, a maximum-likelihood factor analysis
was conducted for 15 items related to scoring in class. Initial eigen values
indicated 5.91%, 2.48%, 1.99%, 1.03%, .69%, and .62% of the variance. The four-
factor solution was preferred due to the leveling off of eigen values on the scree
plot after four factors and the insufficient number of primary loadings.

Next, a maximum-likelihood factor analysis with promax rotation was
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conducted with four factors. The final factor-loading matrix is presented in Table
3. The four factors before rotation accounted for 76.10% of the variance.

The four factors comprised the same items as Analysis 1. The first factor (FB1)
was called Consistency of Text, the second factor (FB2) was Accuracy, the third
factor (FB3) was named Mechanics, and the fourth factor (FB4) was Effective
Expression. The internal consistency of each of the scales was examined using
Cronbach’s alpha. The alphas were moderate: .86 for Consistency of Text (4
items), .89 for Effective Expression (3 items), .84 for Mechanics (4 items), and .84
for Accuracy (3 items).

The KMO value was .769, and this indicated that the analysis maintained good
reliability.

Table 3 Factor Loadings Based on a Maximum-Likelihood Factor Analysis With
Promax Rotation for 15 Items About the Scoring Rubric in Classes (N="73)

Factor Loading
Item M SD

FB1 FB2 FB3 FB4
B02 Logical structure 4.18 1.00 .990 .326 .163 .293
B03  Coherence 4.03 1.07 .834 .327 .233 .260
B01 Relevance to assigned topic 442 .83 .831 .286 .185 .150
B04 Cohesion 3.75 1.04 .614 .384 .232 .219
B0O8 Accuracy of vocabulary 3.77 1.01 .326 .970 .602 .217
B09 Appropriate choice of vocabulary 3.68 .97 .416 .825 .557 .357
BO7 Accuracy of grammatical structure 3.96 .98 .454 .791 .627 .289
B12 Punctuation 3.15 .98 .210 .635 .919 .312
B13 Capitalization 3.32 1.18 .051 .511 .814 .251
B11 Spelling 3.84 1.05 .187 .715 .749 .249
B14 Paragraphing 3.42 1.21 .521 .440 .639 .185
B06 Wide range of sentence structure 2,59 1.12 .156 .282 .376 .901
B10 Wide range of vocabulary 2.67 1.03 .282 .317 .266 .800
B05 Complexity of sentence structure 2.47 1.04 .207 .136 .136 .728
B15 Legibility of handwriting 2.49 1.04 .304 .207 .356 .401

Note. FB1 = Consistency of Text; FB2 = Accuracy; FB3 = Mechanics; FB4 =

Effective Expression

2.5.3 Predicting Teachers’ Scoring in Classes From Their Scoring Rubric Images
of University Entrance Examinations (Analysis 3)
Using the enter method, four multiple regression analyses were conducted

to predict the factor scores of scoring in class. In the analyses, the independent
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variables were the factor scores of scoring rubric image (Consistency of Text,
Accuracy, Mechanics, and Effective Expression), and dependent variables were
the factor scores of scoring in class (Consistency of Text, Accuracy, Mechanics,
and Effective Expression). The variance inflation factors (VIF) of independent
variables were 1.18-2.01, indicating that covariance problems were not found.
Table 4 shows the results of the multiple regression analyses. In the four
analyses, only the same named factor scores indicated significant standardized
partial regression coefficient (8), for example, .699 for Consistency of Text of
scoring rubric image predicting Consistency of Text of scoring in class. Similarly,
the significant index indicated .322 for Accuracy, .734 for Mechanics, and .533 for

Effective Expression.

Table 4 Results of Multiple Regression Analysis (N="71)

Scoring in Class (dependent variables) B

Consistency . Effective

Accuracy Mechanics )

of Text Expression
Scoring Consistency of Text .699*F** .108 .024 .009
Rubric Image Accuracy .049 .322%* -.041 -.006
(independent Mechanics -.071 218 7347 %* .048

variables)  Effective Expression -.024 -.126 -.007 .533***
R’ ATT 285 511 .303

Note. * p<.05, *** p<.001

3. Discussion

Using factor analysis for participants’ rubric images, four factors (Consistency
of Text, Effective Expression, Mechanics, and Accuracy) were extracted. These
categories do not exactly correspond to those of Jacobs et al.’s (1981) scoring
profile: Content, Organization, Vocabulary, Language Use, and Mechanics.

Ttems related to Consistency of Text were from the descriptors of Content and
Organization of the profile. This result implies that the teachers believed the
content of a writing product is highly related to its organization. Teachers might
believe good contents support good organization, and/or vice versa.

A huge difference was found in Accuracy and Effective Expression, as shown
in Table 5. In the ESL Composition Profile, the characteristics of writing
products were divided into Vocabulary and Language Use. The former includes
accuracy, appropriateness, and range of vocabulary. The latter includes accuracy,

complexity, and range of sentence structure. In contrast, in the rubric image, the
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same characteristics were divided into Accuracy and Effective Expression. The
former includes the accuracy and appropriateness of the vocabulary and sentence
structure. The latter includes the range and complexity of the vocabulary and
sentence structure. This implies that the rubric imagined by teachers might differ

from those used by universities in their entrance examinations.

Table 5 Difference Between the Scoring Rubric Image and the ESL Composition

Profile
the ESL Compsition Profile
Vocabulary Language Use

Accuracy of vocabulary

. . Accuracy of grammatical
th.e Accuracy Appropriate choice of struc turi,z g
scoring vocabulary
rubric .
. Effective . Wide range of sentence structure
1mage . Wide range of vocabulary .
Expression Complexity of sentence structure

According to factor analysis of participants’ scoring in class, the same four
factors as in their scoring rubric image were extracted. Multiple regression
analyses were conducted based on the factor scores of the scoring rubric image
and scoring in class. One result showed that only the Consistency of Text of the
rubric image predicted the Consistency of Text of scoring in class. Only the same
structured factor scores predicted their scoring in class for each factor. This
implies teachers’ university entrance examination rubric images affected their
scoring in class. There is some possibility that the scoring in class affects the
rubric images; this leads to a chicken-and-egg problem. However, if universities
publish their scoring rubrics, teachers will use them to rate their students’
writing products.

Universities do not publish their scoring rubrics and teachers must analyze the
test specifications from question statements. In such cases, teachers can often
determine what should be written as the content of written product, but they have
difficulty figuring out the criteria of how it should be written from the perspective
of organization, etc. They must imagine how the rubrics are designed, both from
the content and organizational perspectives. Therefore, whether their ideas are
correct, they guide lessons and affect teachers’ grading.

It is to be expected that when the new type of Japanese university entrance
examination with a writing section is introduced, the writing rubric will be
published, just as is done with other large-scale tests such as TOEFL iBT and
GTEC for STUDENTS; this will affect teaching at high schools. Kowata (2008)

interviewed freshmen who had prepared a writing composition for their university
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entrance examination. He reported that most of them had never thought the
analytic perspectives for good writing as writing rubric descriptors show and had
followed teachers’ advice when they practiced writing. This result also indicates
teachers’ understanding of the importance of scoring rubrics in students’ learning.

In the summer of 2015, the Tokyo University of Foreign Studies published
their basic writing scoring rubric and four high-scoring samples from their
entrance examinations, held in March, 2015. To the best of my knowledge, other
universities in Japan do not make such detailed information available. This might
affect next year’s candidates and their teachers.

If this effort spreads to other universities, fewer teachers will have to be
concerned about unexpected ratings. Simultaneously, universities will be able to
show ideal or adequate writing products to their new students, and high school

teachers need the ability to analyze and understand proposed writing products.

4. Conclusion

This study investigated teachers’ images of writing rubrics used in university
entrance examinations and how teachers rate their students’ writing products
in class. As for the first research question, which explored teachers’ images of
writing rubrics, it was found that high school teachers believed candidates’
writing products in university entrance examinations are rated on the following
four criteria: Consistency of Text, Accuracy, Effective Expression, and Mechanics.
As for the second question, which investigated whether teachers’ images affect
their scoring in class, results indicated that teacher beliefs affect how students’

writing products in class are assessed.

5. Further Research

This study showed that the writing rubric used in university entrance
examinations would affect teachers’ ratings in class and contributed to
understanding the role of rubrics. One of the limitations of this study is that
teachers’ real scoring behaviors were not investigated. Teachers may rate
differently to how they self-report. Actual writing products scored by teachers

should be examined in the future study.
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