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English as an additional language (EAL) : language policy and
planning at university for non-language majors.

INTRODUCTION

English has been recognized as an international
language for some time now and functions in Japan
in educational settings both as a second language
(ESL) where it is used for daily communication, and
where there is widespread access to speakers who
use English as the primary language of communica-
tion. More predominantly, English functions as a
foreign language (EFL) where it is used in a limited
range of domains and where opportunities are limit-
ed for interacton between native and non-native
speakers. There is middle ground, however, where
English can function as an additional language
(EAL) of communication in educational domains,
particularly at university.

With the increasing demands placed upon
Japan and Japanese society for fuller integration
into a wider community of nations, the university
has the opportunity to take the lead in connecting
Japan’s economic and social prowess with academic
achievement. Two obstacles to this are (I) the con-
tinued over-reliance on examinations as the driving
force to English study, and (2) an approach to lan-
guage study as an academic end, rather than as an
academic means of learning. Prejudice continues
against the ability to actually use the language
purposefully and communicatively. Nowhere is this
more evident than at university where the teaching
of English continues to be marginalized and com-
partmentalized (Brady, 1995).

There seems to be no clear institutionally ini-
tiated or systematically motivated rationale for the
teaching of communicative English at university.
Witness the continued survival of “eikaiwa” or Eng-
lish conversation courses taught solely by “native-
speakers.” Witness the continued separation of ter-
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ritory for Japanese and non-Japanese teachers on
the one hand, and language and non-language
teachers and researchers on the other hand (Brady,
1995). CLT (communicative language teaching)
courses, usually elective, but in some cases required,
are taught by native speakers, many of whom have
very limited Japanese language or cultural profi-
ciency or awareness. Required general education
courses that focus on language as a subject are
taught by Japanese who may have varying degrees
of proficiency in the target language. The result is
that language teaching and research, particularly in
its communicative applications, remains separated
from the everyday world of academia.

There are socio-political reasons for this sepa-
ration and compartmentalization (Brady, 1995) that
make it difficult to integrate language teaching and
research and subject-matter instruction and re-
search. This paper argues, nonetheless, that such an
integration is necessary and offers specific guide-
lines for such a union, describing in some detail the
efforts of teachers and researchers in a non-lan-
guage department at a prestigious private Japanese
university to work towards that stated goal.

So long as English continues to function pri-
marily as a foreign language at university, it can
not serve as a support medium of communication.
In the words of Gika (1996), “the ideology of the
term “English as a foreign language” does not fit
with today’s practices. The term itself is out of
date.” It may be more appropriate to consider Eng-
lish, in the words of L. E. Smith (1981), both as an
international and intranational language, or as
Kachru (1985, 1996) has commented, a language
community “divided into three concentric circles:
the Inner Circle, the Outer Circle, and the Expand-
ing Circle.” Which is and which should be the real
English in use at university, and to which function
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should English aspire in order to more con-
structively function as an integral part of academic
life?

Gika (1996) in reference to the use of English
has also commented that single language domi-
nance must be avoided for (.. ..) it is not defensible
on educational grounds. The same can be said of
Japanese, for it now dominates university instruc-
tion and research and forces English and other lan-
guages into a goal-less function. There is no aca-
demic language policy or planning at university in
Japan that clearly recognizes the importance of
English or any other additional language as a real-
time medium of school communication, or as an
important part of academic life.

While it is true that the worldwide dominance
of any particular language, or in fact of any norm
thereof (Phillipson & Skutnabb, 1996), needs to be
addressed, it is undeniable that English is a very
important language in use in Japan and will increas-
ingly become so in the forseeable future. English
can, and I will argue, should function as BOTH an
international and intranational language at the uni-
versity. Its use as a medium of communication, can,
along with Japanese and perhaps other “additional”
languages, bring Japan much closer to joining the
community of nations and the community of uni-
versities throughout the world, particularly in Asia.

As the first step, this paper argues for a clear
language policy and goal-oriented planning at uni-
versity, which recognizes the use of English as con-
tributing significantly to increased international
and intranational academic contact and awareness.
I will first outline in some detail a number of issues
that weigh on the present function of English as
primarily a subject, divorced from other (Japanese
language medium of communication) subjects. I
will then comment on some contradictions inherent
in the university which places English in both a
privileged and subservient position academically.
Thirdly, I will present some theoretical research
information that impacts directly on the integration
of language and subject matter study at university.

I will conclude this paper with a brief overview
of English for academic study (EAP) approaches
that could be applicable to the university setting in
Japan, particularly in non-language or non-English
departments. I shall describe in some detail a seven
—year on-going project that is attempting to create
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bridges in a number of areas: (I) between Japanese
and non-Japanese language faculty, (2) between
language skill-building and sociology conscious-
ness-raising, and (3) between (English) language
and subject-matter faculty. The main premise of
this paper is that (English) language is much more
than a subject, and rather than be separated from
academia, should be an integral supporting medium
of communication within the academic community.
There are important educational, social, and politi-
cal reasons to affect such a restructuring and reori-
entation in thinking. Additionally, there are cross—
cultural lessons in learning language for communi-
cative purposes and these issues need to be ad-
dressed. There are equally other important issues
relating to expectations and needs, and a re-defini-
tion of terms such as bilingual education, CLT, and
native and non-native speakers. This paper will
address these concerns as well.

PART 1. Background to the problem: The
place of English in Japan and the univer-
sity.

A. English as a foreign language, or English as an
additional language?

It is beyond question that English, now more
than ever before, has the potential to create bridges
between people, or that English can be used to
mediate a number of cross—cultural concepts. Prod-
romou summarizes this influence and potential of
English when he says that “English is the foremost
medium of international communication at the pre-
sent time...... The international dimension of ELT
(English language teaching) is not only becoming
difficult to ignore, but offers ELT a potentially
more significant role than traditional ethnocentric
views of the language as a peculiarly Anglo-Saxon
entity would have allowed.” (Prodromou, 1992).
With regard to English as a western or foreign
language, Kachru (1996) offers the following in-
sight into its status and use when he reminds us
that “Asia comprises the largest English using pop-
ulations in three distinct contexts of use: as a first
language, as an institutionalized additional language,
and as a foreign language” (Kachru, 1996). In refer-
ring to Japan, Kachru comments that, although a
member of the third group (ie. the “Outer Circle”
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where English is a foreign language), Japan is one
among many nations in an expanding circle, where
the initiative in planning and administration for
increasing bilingualism is essentially an Asian
matter. There are, he says, six major perspectives of
English within Japan, three of which are attitudinal,
pragmatic, and acquisitional. He raises some impor-
tant points concerning the place of English in
Japan. There is, he points out, a continued percep-
tion that English is a western language, and that it
is a foreign language in use in Japan, despite the
fact that there are many innovative and creative
uses of English in Japan. With regard to Japanese
universities, he notes that a great number of schools
in their bulletins recognize the importance of Eng-
lish, and in fact, actively promote its teaching and
learning as a medium of communication. The ex-
plicit statement of Meiji University (1993-94) that
“foreign languages such as English are used only
occasionally in class and only when the necessity
arises” is not the norm. Kachru, who is known
widely for his views on English as a world lan-
guage, then looked at the course offerings of fifteen
major Japanese universities. What he found was an
emphasis on teaching and researching of the lan-
guage as subject study (i.e. literature, linguistics,
conversation). Nowhere could he find any courses
related to varieties of English, world Englishes, or
English as a global language.

The implications are clear. First, English is con-
sidered subject study or communication study with
no clear academic objectives (i.e. English conversa-
tion). Second, English is not viewed as a pluralistic
language, and its teaching and research reflects the
“western ownership” of the language. Thirdly, Eng-
lish is promoted and advertised as useful, but does
not function as an important medium of communi-
cation, academic or otherwise at university. If, for a
variety of reasons, universities believe English is
useful and necessary, why is it that very few
schools, especially those that are not specialized
departments or institutions, such as International
Christian University or Nagoya University of For-
eign Studies, make a concerted effort to clearly
display that attitude and conviction and put into
practice that usefulness?

For example, why don’t universities employ
English speaking faculty who are not western
owners of the language? Why do they not offer

fewer “language as subject study” courses and more
“language as cross—cultural communication in use”
courses, especially courses that are required for uni-
versity graduation and/or specialized academic
coursework? Why are there not more international
activities that employ English as a medium of com-
munication that are an integral part of the
university’s lifeline?

Is it possible that universities, despite ambi-
tious sloganeering, wish to maintain the status quo:
the almost complete dominance of one language,
Japanese, as the sole medium of subject matter
learning, to the exclusion of English or any other
international language? If this is so why is English
so prominently a part of entrance tests? Why is it
that the English tested is not English in medium of
learning use so much as it is analytical English as
subject matter?

With the reality of English as an international
language, English as a world language with multi-
ple owners, and English as a prominent marketable
entity within the university, is it not appropriate to
re-examine its actual use and constructiveness? If
the university is to maintain, or as Horio (1995) says
reclaim, a leading position in Japanese society to
serve the learning needs of its citizenry, what place
for English? In an age of increasing contact be-
tween people and institutions, is it wise to maintain
the study of and about English without regard to its
usefulness as an academic support medium?

Both Kachru and Prodromou recognize that
there are other cultures besides the perceived for-
eign target culture (i.e. Anglo-Saxon) or the home
culture (Japanese) where English as an internation-
al and world language can function as a natural
media. In the words of Prodromou (1992), “broaden-
ing students’ horizons is a traditional objective of
educational activity ...... the expression takes on a
new and more urgent meaning in a time of the
collapse of international barriers.” He quotes from
an article written by Finocchiaro (1982) in which
she outlines what is sufficient for taking part in the
interdependent world. More than a decade later, this
ability to cope is even more urgent.

When we teach English, or thru English, we can
impart to our students the power, as Prodromou
says, “of knowing and caring more about the world
they live in.” Teaching (in) English is therefore a
cultural activity. At university, if students are led to
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believe that their academic success and achieve-
ment is enhanced through English as international
and world language study, the ambitious slogans
that schools now employ to attract students may be
justified. But if the university does not now begin to
re-examine its own policies with regard to lan-
guage study, students may soon see the contradic-
tions.

Gika (1996) points out that the status of English
as a world language is changing, and that as it
changes and its number of users grows, it is vital to
move away from traditional limits of language ped-
agogy. The continued definition of the study of and
about English as “foreign” in Japan maintains its
status as an outside object, having no place or rela-
tion, not belonging; harmful (Longman’s Dictionary
of Language and Culture, p. 505). Certainly students
from high school, who have struggled with the
study of English for up to six years for the express
purpose of passing a university entrance exam,
knew, and perhaps still know the difference. For
them, English is not necessarily foreign. They use it
in creative ways; they are interested (we all hope so)
in the world outside Japan and outside the Anglo—-
Saxon English speaking world.

It is the responsibility of the university to re-
connect students, to help (them to) break down
barriers to international misunderstanding. One
way in which this can be effected is to show clearly
that practical, communicative English, (and per-
haps other “additional” languages as well) can func-
tion academically as an integral part of the
university’s community and communication.

It is true that English has the same potential to
be as dominant internationally as is Japanese
within Japan. Without disregarding the need to
learn thru other additional languages, however, |
argue that English is a language owned by anyone
who uses it. A clear-sighted policy as well as specif-
ic plans of action (i.e. coursework, academic ac-
tivities) that acknowledge its rightful place as aca-
demic and practical support for learning content
and specialty-area study can go a long way to
broadening students’ horizons.

B. English as an additional language outside
Japan: four models.

(1) Indonesia
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What are the forms and functions of English in
other non-ESL settings? In Indonesia, where Eng-
lish has supplanted Dutch as the major “foreign”
language the government’s stated objective of es-
tablishing widespread proficiency among all senior
high school graduates to make current internation-
al developments in science and technology acces-
sible thru the medium of English (Lowenberg, 1991)
has met with very limited success. However, two
other objectives have been more successfully attain-
ed; providing training in English for people who
need it as a medium of communication, and borrow-
ing from English as the primary source for modern-
izing the native language, Bahasa Indonesia. It is
the opinion of Lowenberg that the extent to which
English has successfully functioned as a source of
borrowings in Indonesia justifies its reclassification
as a foreign language. English functions in a com-
plex sociocultural linguistic overall context as the
most productive resource in the linguistic reper-
toire of a large sector of the Indonesian population
who shape it (i.e. English) to meet their particularly
Indonesian communicative needs.

The approach, concludes Lowenberg, where
English has functioned as an “additional” language,
has applied in describing the forms and functions of
English in other EFL (or as Kachru would say,
“Outer Circle”) contexts (Warie, 1977, Stanlaw, 1982,
1987). The issue at hand is the necessity to sharpen
our insights on the actual sociolinguistic role of
English as it functions in a given society or sub—
society (i.e. university) where languages and cul-
tures are in contact.

(2) Malaysia

In Malaysia, English is also vitally necessary,
especially perceived as so by young Malaysian stu-
dents (Kaur, 1995). In a study conducted among 182
students, he discovered that English for academic
functions (i.e. further education abroad, improving
one’s knowledge) received the highest priority.
Social functions of English, such as for com-
municating with family and/or friends, received the
lowest priority. Kaur concludes that English, as
perceived by young Malaysians, plays an important
role in the personal advancement of the individual,
and in national progress. The English language ap-
pears, says Kaur, to serve a utilitarian need for
individuals who are about to leave school and
embark upon careers or for advanced academic pur-
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suits.

Since there are at least three other languages
available for cross—cultural communication in Ma-
laysia (Tamil, Malay, Mandarin), the social need is
not so great. Young Malaysians believe that person-
al advancement is directly related to the acquisition
of the English language. One reason for this belief is
that a great amount of common knowledge is stored
in the total English-speaking world. In order to
communicate with others about that knowledge,
practical English, related to academic needs, is nec-
essary.

Kaur asserts that English language instruction
should not only continue in Malaysian schools, but
with much more rigor than at present. English is
important for a variety of functions, and an empha-
sis on the English language will not jeopardize the
status of any one national or native languages that
appear to serve similar or different functions. Until
Bahasa Malaysia can command the utility and
status of other international languages, English will
remain important.

These two findings suggest that much more
research and investigation is needed into the actual
functions of English within Japan, and in particular,
at the university. While it is true that the overall
socio—cultural context in which English is used (or
some might suggest abused) in Japan differs from
that in either Malaysia or Indonesia, it is true that in
all three non-ESL settings English functions com-
municatively to satisfy concrete communicative
and learning needs. These needs are not so much
those of an institution or even of those in authority.
Rather, I would suggest that the needs we need to
investigate are those of the people we are responsi-
ble for educating: our students.

(3) Puerto Rico

What of settings where English is in direct
conflict with one other language in particular as
regards its function educationally? In Puerto Rico,
Spanish is the language for social communication
and functions as the national language. In Puerto
Rico there has been a number of problems that stem
from an overly centralized and politicized school
system (Pousada, 1996). Pousada argues that it is
necessary to have a national language planning
perspective that could help defuse the conflict be-
tween Spanish and English. A coherent and clear
language planning policy would, says Pousada, lead

to functionally appropriate policies that take cogni-
zance of Puerto Rican people’s desire for self-deter-
mination.

In Puerto Rico, the greatest obstacle faced by
ESL teachers has been the public’s resistance to
learning English which some call a “motivated fail-
ure” (Resnick, 1993). In spite of official proclama-
tions and official school policy that English is of
important instrumental utility, only 20% of the
population consider that they can use English with
any degree of effectiveness. English is not indispen-
sable in their daily lives; they already speak a lan-
guage of international prominence. Puerto Ricans
are largely ambivalent about their L2 (English).
Most underestimate their proficiency, and some be-
lieve that if they become too competent in English,
they may “betray” their Puerto Ricanness.

Students at all levels, including university, are
very negative about their study of and thru Eng-
lish. Pousada strongly suggests that even before
teachers and institutions can consider the manner
in which they can educate in/thru English, they
need to find ways to overcome this negativity.
Learning can not take place without motivation,
regardless of methods or materials. The learners’
worst fears about the intransigence of English must
first be eradicated. Puerto Ricans’ resistance to bi-
lingualism is due to several factors. I will concen-
trate on the pedagogical factors only, as they have
most direct relevance to the learning and teaching
of English at university.

Schools in Puerto Rico have vacillated over a
period of more than 40 years, between ESL and EFL
orientations to the learning and teaching of English.
Pousada recommends that much more work needs
to be done to devise curricula materials that address
the specific needs of Puerto Rico in its use of EAL
(Olshtain, 1985), where English is the official or co-
official language but not the mother tongue. A vi-
cious cycle continues to exist in Puerto Rico where
ill-prepared English teachers are unsure of their
ability to use the language. They rely instead on
mechanical and traditional methods of teaching
that “disguise gaps in their background and give
them control over reluctant students” (Pousada,
1996). Pousada, in direct reference to university
concludes that it (the university) is faced with the
unenviable task of remediating a dozen or so years
of mislearning and unlearning, which in most cases
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it is unable or unwilling to do. As a result, students
graduate with faulty skills. Some of these students
go on to become English teachers themselves, and
so the cycle continues.

In Puerto Rico language policy has usually
been imposed in response to political imperatives
(Pousada, 1996). Rarely have authorities planned or
even evaluated their language programs. Some
major recommendations of one body that did inves-
tigate language policy and planning (the Special
Commission of Ex-Secretaries of Education, 1986)
reports Pousada, is that there should be: (1) more
attention to innovative instruction, (2) more re-
search and materials’ development, (3) increased
staffing to provide learners with more significant
levels of communicative competence, and (4) school
decentralization to provide local flexibility. The
Commission adamantly rejected any idea that Span-
ish and English are in conflict. On the contrary, both
languages cooperatively and collaboratively pro-
vide avenues to the full cultural development of the
individual (Pousada, 1996). Pousada concludes his
article with a personal plea that teachers take the
lead in surveying student views on ways to im-
prove English teaching. Teachers, he says, can serve
as models for bilingualism, and can inform au-
thorities; together they can make improvements at
the local school level.

(4) South Africa

In South Africa, there is heated on-going dis-
cussion concerning language-in-education plan-
ning. The discussion centers on two domains: deci-
sions about languages taught as subjects, and deci-
sions about languages used as media of instruction
or languages of learning (Barkhuizen and Gough,
1996). One issue of great concern is that of the LI-
L2 distinction. The aim of a fully bilingual educa-
tion system is to achieve a single level of language
proficiency by the end of compulsory schooling
(Bark-huizen & Gough, 1996). Of particular interest
is the emerging concept of People’s English as part
of “People’s Education,” and that this idea places
English firmly at the center of the educational
process where it helps empower and liberate learn-
ers (Pierce, 1989).

In official documents, reports Barkhuizen and
Gough, much more attention has been given over to
language as medium of learning than to language
as subject. Because “language is essential to think-

ing and learning, learners must be able to learn in
the language or languages which best suits this
purpose” (ANC policy document, 1994). In the ANC
document, there are three options discussed: (a) use
of a language of wider communication, with a grad-
ual step-by-step introduction to those for whom it
is not a/the home language, (b) the use of the home
language of the majority of learners at a particular
school, and (c) the use of different languages as lan-
guages of learning for different subjects.

One finding in the above-mentioned policy doc-
ument could be of particular interest to the situa-
tion in Japan. Despite the fact that English is the
dominant language in South Africa, and it is believ-
ed one language can best serve as media of instruc-
tion, it is argued that all languages are capable of
functioning as media of academic study. The main-
tenance of one language (in this case English) can
deny rather than guarantee access to advanced
learning and/or future job prospects. The emerging
language-of-learning policy in South Africa thus
challenges the privileged position of English as the
principal language of learning. The approach that
considers English and an African language as lan-
guages of learning is gaining considerable support
(Barkhuizen and Gough, 1996).

The implementation of a changed language-in-
education policy in South Africa has had to strug-
gle against out-dated methods and routines of
school manangement and classroom teaching. It is
no easy matter to ask authorities or teachers to
change practice if (I) the specific changes being
offered are not clear, (2) there is not sufficient un-
derstanding of the rationale for the changes, and
perhaps most significantly, (3) the people involved
do not believe that changes are necessry or feasible
(Barkhuizen and Gough, 1996). Ultimately, the pro-
motion of African languages in schools in South
Africa results in a change of status for English.
South African school authorities and teachers are
concerned about the effect(s) of having students
study up to three languages, each taught in the
domain of media for learning. Structures, ideas, and
beliefs are in potential conflict in South Africa, but
discussion centers on accommodation and collabora-
tion.

C. Communicative Language Teaching: Cultural
appropriateness in an Asian setting.
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Most of what we would call communicative
language teaching in ELT is still based on the
model put forward in 1980 by Canale and Swain.
They focus on students’ needs for communication
in the target (ie. English) language. This need in-
cludes the need for sociolinguistic and general cul-
tural knowledge of the population speaking the
target language. It is assumed that the target lan-
guage is used communicatively in an ESL setting,
which further specified, narrows down to an An-
glo-Saxon environment (i.e. United States, Britain,
Australia, Canada). But how culturally appropriate
is this approach to communicative language learn-
ing and teaching, especially in an Asian setting,
where conflicts may arise between more western
ideas and Confucian ideas of education (Stapleton,
1995)? Ellis(1996) questions whether the communi-
cative approach as defined and explicated is cul-
ture-specific or is based on more universal gener-
alizations about educational practices that tran-
scend individual cultures (Ellis, 1996, p. 213).

In a Chinese setting, Orton (1990) found that
teachers there had to change their value system as
well as their behavior in order for the CLT method-
ology to be accepted in practice. She soon realized
that there was great potential for misunderstand-
ing, intransigence, or in the worst case, conflict.
Orton restructured her task of teaching the basics
of CLT to accommodate Chinese educational values.
Based on a relationship between teacher and stu-
dent that differs in China as opposed to the West,
Orton used that relationship to incorporate revamp-
ed aspects of CLT to the Chinese situation.

In Vietnam it was found that methodology
courses offered by a group of Australian ELT aid
volunteers was also based on the Canale and Swain
model (Ellis, 1994). The aim of such a model put into
practice, is to “produce students who can communi-
cate both orally and in writing with native speakers
in a way appropriate to their mutual needs” (Ellis,
1996, p. 214). The desired results can range from
basic functional tasks (i.e. greetings) to more diffi-
cult academic skills (i.e. lecture-listening, note-
taking).

Ellis concludes that in both settings, Chinese
and Vietnamese, there are many aspects that make
the Canale and Swain model unsuitable for Asian
learners and teachers. Brumfit (1985) is concerned
that ELT methodologists equate process with con-

tent. For most Chinese and Vietnamese teachers
that equation is a huge step in faith at most, or an
impossible equation to make at the very least. ESL,
the setting in which the communicative approach is
defined, takes place in a largely English-speaking
environment. The ESL student has a far greater
need and urgency to communicate (as defined by
Canale and Swain) than the EFL or EAL student. In
the extreme EFL situation, the instructor may be
the sole provider of experience in the target lan-
guage. “Without the reinforcement of an English-
speaking environment, motivation becomes ... a pro-
duct of the teacher’s initiative on the one hand, and
the student’s individual will to succeed—or fear of
failure—on the other” (Ellis, 1996, p. 215).

Both EFL and EAL are not necessarily designed
to help individuals function in the wider communi-
ty, although they can serve that overall function to
varying degrees, depending on the actual local envi-
ronment. EFL and EAL are part of the official
school curriculum (Ellis, 1994, p. 215), and are de-
pendent on factors such as support from school
authority and the local community, and govern-
ment policy. Other factors also enter into this equa-
tion: availability of materials, teachers’ language
proficiency in the target language, teaching re-
sources, etc. It is not given that the CLT teacher in
a non-ESL setting need approach the communica-
tive method in the same way as it is approached in
an ESL setting. Any number of skills other than
communicating orally or in writing could conceiva-
bly be defined as communicative (i.e. translation,
speech-making, journal writing) The key is to dis-
cover points of integration and collaboration between
western and Asian approaches to CLT. Whoever
teaches CLT in an EFL or EAL setting is obligated
to make adjustments, and to serve as a cultural
mediator. Such mediation crucially involves the
awareness of other or additional culture identities
while still retaining one’s own “home” culture.

Pedagogical practices in China, Vietnam, or in
Japan that are influenced by Confucianism are
much more teacher-centered than the strong com-
municative language teaching approach would
allow for. There are, however, points of mediation.

Any EAL program that is based on a clear-
sighted and goal-driven rationale for implementa-
tion, must take into account such points of media-
tion, as for example, the use of the mother tongue in
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class, alternative approaches to pair work and
group work, and exam-driven vs. non exam-driven
instruction and learning.

In their study of Chinese teachers’ views of
CLT, Burnaby and Sun (1989) concluded that teach-
ers “see communicative methods suitable for con-
texts and purposes of learning ESL, and Chinese
methods as suitable for the purposes and context of
learning EFL.” In either case though, they see what
they are charged to do (teach) based on their
students’ needs. Part of their (justifiable) ambiva-
lence about “authentic” CLT stems from the reality
of a lack of an English-speaking environment at
school. It was felt that an English-speaking envi-
ronment would be of great benefit to the overall
teaching situation. However, this view was not
shared by a majority of the teachers. One final point
to note is that given China’s need to “have examina-
tions that clearly discriminate less able from more
able candidates” (Burnaby and Sun, 1989) — this
being one important tenet of Confucianism — CLT
may conflict with this need, especially so if the
exams do not test one’s ability to communicate
orally or in writing.

With regard to the university situation here in
Japan, it is important to note that EAL need not be
exam-driven at university level. The more difficult
task for teachers concerns motivation, not materi-
als, not the creation of English-speaking environ-
ments or even teaching attitudes. There are far
more Japanese teachers of English who have been
exposed to western methods of education, and who
can conceivably manage mediation between Asian
educational values and western-based CLT than
can Chinese teachers.

What is now necessary is for universities in
Japan to critically examine the ways and means in
which English language education can satisfy
learner needs. One first step is to find out what
those needs actually are and then draw up a plan to
implement teaching and research practices accord-
ingly. Attitudes towards the position and use of
English on university campuses, especially those
that profess to be in the forefront of international
education also need to be re-examined. The most
important point to bear in mind, however, is that
the university must fulfill its responsibility to its
“customers,” the students, and the companies and
educational institutions to which those students

will be headed in 3-4 years’ time. What are their
needs as well? How well are they mediating between
western and Asian values, educational, occupation-
al, or otherwise? What is the university doing in
practice and what can the university begin doing to
actively promote EAL in Japan? What norm or
norms will Japanese people wish to aspire to in their
pursuit of EAL study? What can the university
additionally do to foster a positive awareness of non
-native languages and cultures? How do all these
concerns and responsibilities tie in with the aca-
demic needs of teachers and students? The next two
sections will attempt to address these questions.

PART II. EAP (English for academic pur-
poses) and sheltered content instruction
at the Japanese university.

According to Steven Ross (1996, p. 1), in the past
twenty years “content-based second language in-
struction has become the dominant model for
second language curriculum organization in North
America.” Ross reports that this development and
spread is also motivated by a number of studies that
show second language (SL) learners can acquire
content and language simultaneously. These stud-
ies of content-based instruction or CBI, have all
been conducted in primarily ESL settings, including
Hong Kong (Ho, 1982, 1985). Oxford (1993), notes
Ross, among others makes reference to an “explicit
gradation in the use of content-based language in-
struction (CBLI), whereby task-based goals are fol-
lowed by content-based goals.”

In reference to content instruction in Japan,
Ross comments that the present situation sees a
number of Japanese universities offering overseas
study programs and/or having initiated innovative
bilingual education curriculum in order to meet
student needs and expectations regarding commu-
nication oriented English language study. This is,
he says, largely a result of the increasing competi-
tion between universities for a dwindling and more
demanding student population, that perceives Eng-
lish language skills to be useful academically and
socio—economically as well. Most of Ross’ paper
then goes on to describe in great detail a sheltered
content approach to EAP on his campus, a “sister”
department of this writer's school.

One of Ross’ most interesting conclusions con-
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cerns the transition from task-based to content-
based instruction. He states that, “to the extent that
learners have the basic proficiency to undertake a
particular language task, and have positive instru-
mental motivation to recognize EAP training as
essential for future courses, the likelihood of suc-
cess in sheltered courses is enhanced” (Ross, 1996).

The EAL setting in which Ross teaches and
researches is somewhat different from that of an
ordinary university department where English is
regarded as a subject more than as a media of
communication to whatever degree. However, the
conclusions that Ross draws suggests a couple of
implications for the teaching and learning of EAL
at any department where English has the potential
of becoming a media of learning. First, he suggests
that departmental curricula motivation can be in-
strumental in terms of positive motivation for
learners of EAL, whether it be subject-study or
media of learning study oriented. Second, his find-
ings confirm that EAL study, for whatever purpose
is enhanced by combining task-based and content—
based approaches sequentially and cyclically. Both
these implications point to a redirection in the
way(s) in which EFL or EAL is taught and learned
at university.

In an ESL setting, Campbell (1996) reports that
the construction of a CBLI curriculum and the
“methods of instruction by which it is carried out,”
vary from institution to institution, depending on
the specific needs of the institution. Even in ESL
settings, he reminds us that, in general, SL in-
struction and the teaching of academic subject
matter is treated separately. This too is the case, for
the most part, at university in Japan. If it is school
policy to develop foreign language or additional
language competence/proficiency for international
communication —and research shows this is better
accomplished when connections are made between
academic subject matter and language study —then
there should be more interest in connecting a task—
based language learning skills’ approach to an aca-
demic content-based language development ap-
proach. Campbell, like Ross, also notes that in any
given ESL situation, progress towards a CBLI ap-
proach must first give way to development of basic
TBLI skills’ proficiency. The implications for uni-
versity EAL study: develop basic proficiency first,
where the object is to instill more confidence lin-

guistically in students so that they can cope with
higher level CBLI tasks. The next step is to integrate
task-based language learning (TBLI) and content—
based language instruction (CBLI).

Content-based second language instruction
makes the assumption that language can be effec-
tively taught and learned through the medium of
subject matter content (Gaffield-Vile, 1996). In a
project in Britain at a sociology department of a
university, the aim was to develop academic lan-
guage skills and to make students more comforta-
ble with scholarly discourse that could be trans-
ferred to other academic courses. Gaffield—Vile
found that students were more interested in their
learning, and found the course more motivating
than traditional skills’ based language courses
alone, but only AFTER they had achieved a suitable
language level. To quote, “skills-based courses can
appear de-motivating and rather artificial, but are
necessary at the earliest stages” (Gaffield-Vile,
1996). After they have reached an appropriate level
of language proficiency, students, reports Gaffield-
Vile, experience a greater sense of accomplishment.
They know that they are studying authentic con-
tent material, not material adapted for foreign
learners.

An important distinction needs to be made be-
tween content-based learning and language learn-
ing based on content. The latter has the goal of
primarily, perhaps even exclusively, developing the
student’s additional language proficiency. The
former is equally concerned with teaching subject
matter content. In fact, as the student becomes more
proficient in his or her (additional) language de-
velopment, more and more sKills directly related to
the particular academic content matter can be de-
veloped. Gaffield-Vile concludes that students can
acquire critical skills essential to general academic
work thru the subject of a combined task-based and
content-based sociology subject matter course.
Among the specific academic skills developed she
cites four: the development and structuring of argu-
ments weighing against evidence, introduction and
explanation of abstract concepts, use of statistical
evidence authoritatively, and explication of issues
in a well-reasoned way (i.e. in this case, aspects of
academic life in Britain). When students become
more competent linguistically, specialist CBI and
coursework should, in her opinion, be added to the
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curriculum in place of general language instruction. A
bridge between language and subject is thus cre-
ated.

But what are the actual academic communica-
tion needs of students at university? What do sub-
ject matter instructors actually require of their stu-
dents? What are their (the instructors’) expecta-
tions? In another ESL setting, Tagg and Ferris
(1996) report that instructors’ requirements vary
across disciplines. One general finding was that
lecturing styles of instructors—and it is important
to note that some of these instructors were “non-
native” —are becoming less formal and more inter-
active. This places new expectations upon students
in ESL settings. In order to cope with a variety of
lecture and discussion formats, Ferris and Tagg
conclude that “genre-specific listening and speak-
ing courses and tasks may be necessary, and that
EAP teachers need to prepare students for compre-
hension and participation in a variety of lecture/dis-
cussion formats” (Ferris & Tagg, 1996).

Needs’' assessment is of vital importance for
course design and materials’ development in specif-
ic contexts (Long & Crookes, 1992). There needs to
be a sufficient amount of baseline data taken from
real-world sources such as listening/speaking tasks
required by instructors in academic contexts. EAP
teachers must be aware of such tasks. However,
instructors’ expectations of students and how stu-
dents should actually perform inside and outside
class, may not be explicit or even clear to the in-
structors themselves. It is crucial that assumptions,
expectations, and requirements of subject matter
instructors be made more explicit and more clear
(Long & Crookes, 1992).

What the instructors require or expect must be
balanced with what students themselves believe.
Ostler (1980), in a study of 131 ESL students at a
private university in the USA, concludes that “ESL
university students in general need help in develop-
ing academic speaking abilities (i.e. conversing with
their instructors), not general conversation skills.
There has, in the opinion of Johns (1991), “been a
tendency for teachers and curriculum planners, es-
pecially of general English courses, to intuit the
needs and future language uses of students . . ..
instead of guessing at student needs, we must devel-
op new techniques for examining the tasks students
have to perform in English” (p. 72). It is clear that
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to effect any union of language and content,
instructors’ expectations and requirements, and stu-
dent needs must be taken into account. In an EAL
setting, where those requirements, expectations,
and needs may be less, different, and/or less clear,
the overall necessity for real-world (i.e. in class and
outside class) fact-finding remains.

If any kind of union or integration between
subject matter and language is to be seriously con-
sidered in an EAL educational setting, faculty will
together have to better understand what they need
to share in order to cooperate and collaborate most
effectively. Teemant, Bernhardt, and Rodriquez—
Munoz (1996) outline a number of principles to
guide integration and collaboration. Among these
are: (I) language and content go hand in hand, (2)
content and language gaps require different ap-
proaches, (3) second language learning is develop-
mental, (4) linguistic adjustments make content ac-
cessible to students, (5) academic language should
be developed as a separate skill, (6) cross—discipli-
nary collaboration is essential, and —in the opinion
of this writer, most importantly, (7) clarify teaching
roles. I would add that before language and content
instructors get together and discuss areas of mutual
concern as regards teaching and research, they find
out what students themselves believe to be effec-
tive integrated content and additional language de-
velopment. The object obviously is to create bridges
between both content (i.e. subject matter) and lan-
guage educational objectives. Together, language
and subject matter instructors are responsible for
supporting the success of students.

Much more research needs to be done to find
out what expectations subject matter and language
teachers have of their students. Where do these
expectations and requirements converge, and
where and how do they diverge? How can students
at university become well-rounded academic learn-
ers and researchers thru an integrative content-
language approach to their studies?

Snow, Met, and Genesee (1989) offer a detailed
conceptual framework for the integration of lan-
guage and content in both second and foreign lan-
guage settings. In their model, language and subject
matter teachers work collaboratively to determine
language-teaching goals (p. 201). There are four
settings in which they report their findings. I shall
concentrate on the third setting: the foreign lan-
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guage immersion class. In this setting the content
and language teacher are the same; that is, one
person is responsible for making connections be-
tween subject matter and language development.
Snow, Met, and Genesee feel that, in this setting, “all
planning, from curriculum development to actual
delivery of instruction, must be guided by consider-
ation of content-obligatory and content-compati-
ble language needs” (p. 211).

Content-obligatory language is essential for an
understanding of the subject matter. Content-com-
patible language can be taught naturally (as the
need arises) in the context of a particular subject
matter, and that students (may) require additional
practice with. An example of this takes place in the
mathematics class. Snow, Met, and Genesee all
argue that effective immersion teachers “already
incorporate content-obligatory language inciden-
tally into their subject matter lessons” (p. 211). How-
ever, immersion teachers often disregard the devel-
opment of content-compatible language. This is
meant as no criticism. On the contrary, in a setting
where the language teacher and the subject matter
teacher are not one and the same person, it is only
natural that this separation occurs. The argument is
that for a more well-rounded language and subject-
matter curricula approach, both teachers, or in the
above case, the one immersion teacher, should be
aware of language development in two domains.

The question that remains, especially in an
EAL setting where more than one language is or
can be used as a media of learning, is in what areas
can subject matter and EAL instructors agree to
teach students additional language communicative
skills—more broadly and flexibly defined than in
the Canale/Swain model — that will enhance BOTH
additional language development and academic
subject matter learning? Language teachers need to
be more sensitive to the content validity of their
teaching; content or subject matter teachers need to
be more sensitive to the EAL developmental needs
of their students in whatever way(s) those needs
impact on their subject matter study. For example,
as an instructor of EAL in a subject matter setting,
a language teacher must purposefully inject more
non-language content into his/her teaching. The
subject matter instructor should be more aware of
the EAL developmental needs of his/her students
with specific regard to how those needs help meet
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EAL and non-EAL subject learning requirements
such as reading texts in the additional language,
writing abstracts of research in the additional lan-
guage, and, if required, presenting short talks in the
additional language on the specific subject matter.

Whatever integrated approach is considered,
the local institution (i.e. university department)
must first ask two questions and answer in the
affirmative: (1) is it desirable, taking into account
native language, subject matter, additional lan-
guage, and academic and future job-related needs,
to connect content and language instruction and
research? (2) will this connection and collaborative
policy enhance the owerall academic learning of
BOTH teachers and students, and contribute to a
more international atmosphere of learning?

In the department in which the writer presently
teaches and does research, there is a perceived need
on the part of the decision-making bodies that addi-
tional language (i.e. English) learning should some-
how be related to subject matter study, and that the
two areas are or can be mutually supportive. Specif-
ically, in this setting, what EAL needs do our stu-
dents have in order for them to perform more ably
in their EAL and native language (i.e. Japanese)
subject matter classes? What kinds of EAL develop-
mental skills do sociology faculty believe are neces-
sary for students themselves to make more connec-
tions between English and Japanese language
media of learning study in their own classes? At
what point will subject matter teachers be willing
to inject more EAL voluntarily into their content
classes? In other words, what is the necessary EAL
proficiency as perceived by subject matter (and
language) faculty for students when they enter and
participate in their sociology content classes? What
proficiency and general language skills, and what
kinds of learning tasks should language faculty
develop and employ in their classes to solidify this
integrative approach?

PART II. Developing roles of EAL teachers in
Japan, team teaching, and curricula and
pedagogical implications.

A. The roles of teachers in an EAL setting.

In an article in ELT Journal (1992) Medgyes
poses the question of who's worth more in reference



to the native speaker vs. non-native speaker dichot-
omy. In an age of increasing international contacts,
there is need to re-examine the traditional defini-
tion of these two terms and the people who are
classified as one or the other. Medgyes notes that,
“the road to the learner leads thru the teacher. . ..
this requires more teacher-related research. It is
important to keep the NS/NNS" distinction” (Med-
gyes, 1992). Medyges further comments that both
“types” of teacher have equal opportunities to be
successful in the language learning classroom. He
acknowledges, however, that those routes to suc-
cess may not be the same or, in some cases, even
similar. Each “type” of teacher brings different
strengths to the classroom, and both can make
greater efforts to improve their abilities to teach
English as communication and as learning endeav-
or (i.e. study skills) for both present and future use.
Putting aside (for the moment at least) the more
subtle distinctions between the two, and the chang-
ing definition of the two, Medyges’ article strongly
suggests that there are benefits of NS and NNS
working together communicatively to learn from each
other about each other’s way(s) of teaching and behav-
ing in class (Medgyes, 1992). There is increasing
recognition that both NS and NNS teachers are, or
can be, fully competent in offering students an all-
round EAL education (Brady, 1995). This collabora-
tion is especially important in an EAL setting such
as Japan where the expectations of NNS teachers
may be very different from the expectations of NS
teachers, and where students’ learning in high
school (i.e. juken Eigo) may impede efforts at tradi-
tional CLT teaching at university (Kay, 1994).
Murphey (1995) puts it more succinctly when
he says that, “students need role models with whom
they can more closely identify. ... where this person
has English as part of his or her identity.” At the
same time, Murphey is dismayed by those “role
model” NNS teachers who speak/use only or mostly
Japanese in class. He suggests that by not using the
target language, such teachers are implying: (1) Eng-
lish is NOT for using; it's for analysis, (2) even I
don’t speak or use English, and, (3) you (the student)
have to speak/be like a native speaker in order to
communicate successfully. Murphey concludes that
all teachers should try their best to make students
“English hungry.” Students should be clearly told
and taught that they don’t have to go abroad or be
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like a native speaker to have English as part of their
identity and their belief/value system.

Students can acquire skills at a certain level but
without supporting beliefs that the acquisition of
such skills is worthwhile, says Murphey, these skills
or behaviors — which, in this writer’s opinion can be
successfully used in non-EAL settings as well—
will most likely not be well developed and general-
ized to out-of-class contexts. Ueno (1993) reports
on a project that is experimenting with a variety of
NS/NNS team-teaching frameworks to provide
general guidelines for oral English. Her study was
limited to a restricted English curriculum (i.e. re-
quired coursework is English as subject study, and
elective “Eikaiwa” as English for media of com-
munication) which is commonly found at university
in Japan (Brady, 1995). Brumby and Wada (1990)
and Smith (1988) have also explored the beneficial
effects of NS and NNS working together, where
they are equally responsible for instruction and
learning outcomes.

Ueno, in particular, found that students re-
sponded positively to a team-teaching framework.
She found that in the beginning stages of the col-
laborative course, students were more attached to
their “role model” NNS teachers, but as they became
more linguistically proficient, grew more attached
to their NS teachers, in part, she suggests, as a result
of students’ desires to have more target language
exposure.

Ueno also concludes in her study that regular
consultation between the NS and NNS partner was
of great benefit: more reflection on lessons taught,
NNS can rely on NS authentic input to upgrade
their English, and NS can rely on insights of NNS to
better understand students. Most importantly, she
feels, was the opportunity to create interpersonal
relationships between the two types of teachers (i.e.
friendship and trust) which is an essential factor for
any successful teamwork. Students, says Ueno,
have diverse learning attitudes. The results of col-
laborative EAL communicative-based teaching in-
dicate, however, that positive attitudes to (lan-
guage) learning are reinforced and enhanced in this
framework.

Kershaw (1996) also comments on the distinc-
tive benefits of NS and NNS teachers working to-
gether, and in general agrees with Medyges in
specific terms (i.e. NNS has greater conscious knowl-
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edge of language rules and language learner behav-
ior, NS has greater knowledge of language in use in
target language settings, etc.). He says that it is
much more important to know where students are
coming from in the earlier stages of learning (i.e. in
this case, high school), than where they are or
should be headed (i.e. specialty-area subject study
or future job), and it is here where the NNS teacher
has the advantage. It is, however, not a question, as
posed by Medyges, of who's worth more? Rather,
the issue is what is each teacher worth? In the
opinion of Kershaw, continued ignorance of the
respective roles of native speaker and non-native
speaker is perilous to say the least.

As Kachru has reminded us, NS no longer
“own” English. As Murphey strongly suggests, it is
possible for NNS to have English as part of their
identity. Research is going forward in the area of
collaborative English language teaching; for ex-
ample, the British Council, (1995) English 2,000
Global Consultation. The influence of NS with
regard to ESL, EFL, or EAL teaching will continue
to decline. Kershaw reminds us also that ELT can
advance towards more informed and judicious use
of ALL human resources as there continues to be an
evolutiuon in NNS and NS attitudes towards shar-
ing professonal territory. It is incumbent upon
language teachers, both NS and NNS, to find in-
novative ways in which they can connect their
experiences and expertise to enhance the overall
educational development of Japanese university
students. This collaboration and sharing of territo-
ry can serve as a model, and as an impetus, for the
important and necessary collaboration of language
and subject matter faculty.

B. CLT: teacher and student attitudes, needs, and
expectations.

How do teachers see their roles as language
teachers? How do students view their language
teachers, with regard to the NS/NNS and “Japa-
nese” teacher vs. “non-Japanese or foreign” teacher
distinction? In a review of the literature concerning
attitudes and motivation, Shimizu (1995) makes
reference to a number of studies (i.e. Gardner and
Lambert, 1972, Cooper and Fishman, 1977, Berwick
and Ross, 1989, and Widdows and Voller, 1991)
which, together, she says, “have yielded valuable
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information for assessing students’ attitudes
toward the study of English” (p. 6). Suzuki, however,
is equally interested in how students see their for-
eign and Japanese language teachers as people and
in performing their professional responsibilities.
From a survey of over 1,000 students from a variety
of colleges and universities in Japan, she concludes
that students have very different perceptions and
expectations of NS and NNS teachers.

Her survey found that most students felt Eng-
lish classes taught by Japanese were “gloomy,
boring, dead, strict, serious, and at times tedious”
(Shimizu, 1995, p. 6). On the other hand, most stu-
dents found English classes taught by foreigners to
be “interesting, humorous, and energetic..they felt
relaxed in class and their impressions of their for-
eign teachers were that they were kind and easy to
get along with” (Shimizu, p. 6). In response to the
kinds of qualities that teachers should show in their
teaching, Shimizu reports that a trend emerged sug-
gesting that students’ perceptions of NS and NNS
teachers were dissimilar.

In Shimizu’s view, the most interesting and
surprising result of her extensive survey was the
negative responses of English classes taught by
Japanese by students, strongly implying that over-
all, students do not enjoy their NNS-taught classes.
She says that one explanation for this situation may
be the nature of the subjects that NNS teachers
teach, subjects that students indicated they were
least interested in studying. A second possible ex-
plantation might be, she says, attributable to the
way in which NNS teach English. Widdows and
Voller (1991) concluded from their survey that stu-
dents have a strongly negative evaluation of the
status quo where teachers continue using tradition-
al teaching methods such as grammar-translation.

The issue at hand is not so much which gener-
alized (and perhaps stereotyped as well!) teacher
“group” teaches better or commands a more positive
image from students. Of more importance to the
central arguments in this paper is the fact that NS
and NNS teachers are believed to be very different
in a number of areas and with regard to a number of
instructional domains. Obviously not every NS
class is (perceived as being) interesting or entertain-
ing , or every NNS class (as being) boring or serious.
There are other factors as, for example, experience,
educational philosophy, and instructional flexibili-
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ty, that impact on the manner in which teachers
teach. The critical point is that students may have
very different expectations generally of their NS
and NNS teachers, and that these expectations may
impact negatively on their overall attitudes to study-
ing and learning (thru) English or any other addi-
tional language. Much more research is necessary in
this area, which it is not within the scope of this
paper to explore in greater detail.

If it is true that students can be affected by how
they think and feel about subjects and the people
who teach those subjects within the foreign or addi-
tional language education domain, how much more
might they and their learning be affected by per-
ceiving (if indeed they do) differences between lan-
guage and subject matter study and learning? This
is an area in which the writer is deeply interested,
and an area which, in the words of others, “cries out
for further research.” A whole range of issues comes
to mind with regard to the possible prejudice stu-
dents (and faculty too!) may feel towards language
learning vis-a-vis subject matter learning at uni-
versity (Brady, 1995). We need to critically re-ex-
amine all of our attitudes towards university study.
In particular, those faculty and administrators who
are concerned with re-connecting language and
subject matter study and research at university,
should find out why language as subject is more
important or respected than language as media of
learning? If this situation is true—and the writer
believes it is—what are the implications for effect-
ing any possible collaboration between (1) language
as subject and language as media of learning on the
one hand, and (2) language study and subject
matter study and research on the other hand?

It may be that students have formed attitudes
about CLT based on how their teachers, and/or the
institutions in which they teach, portray the roles of
NS and NNS language teachers. There is a notice-
able and continuing territorial imperative observa-
ble in most areas of ELT since the Meiji era. One
area consists of “foreigners (i.e. target or additional
language speaking)” who teach English conversa-
tion and (can) develop students communicative
skills, while “native speakers (i.e. Japanese and Jap-
anese speaking)” teach more weighty and serious
subjects involving the study and research of gram-
mar, literature, linguistics, or philosophy (Brady,
1995).
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Thompson (1996) reminds us that there may be
some serious misconceptions regarding CLT. He
cites four in particular : (1) CLT means not teaching
grammar, (2) CLT means studying only listening/
speaking, (3) CLT means pairwork as defined in
western terms, which often means role playing, and
(4) CLT means expecting too much from teachers (i.
e. teachers must be more flexible and their teaching
should be less structured).

CLT, as it has been defined and employed in
English language teaching since Canale and Swain
(1980) is by no means the final answer says Thomp-
son. In his words, “we need to keep concern with the
world beyond (my italics) the classroom, a concern
with learners as individuals, a view of language as
patterned and structured to carry out functions to
perform” (Thompson, 1996). NS and NNS can and
should work together to redefine CLT in an EAL
setting, an approach that will be of benefit to stu-
dents, NS teachers (for whom traditional CLT was
established) NNS, and by extension institutions
where these people come together. This redefinition
will demand a rethinking of the roles of NS and
NNS teachers on the one hand, and the roles of
language and language learning on the other hand.

C. Japanese universities in transition: language
learning objectives, the design of appropriate cur-
ricula, and some implications for EAL course/
program development.

Innovation is a change in the way of doing
things. Numerous opportunities exist at university—-
level for thoughtful research and experientially—
driven innovations (Gorsuch, Hinkelman, McLean,
Oda, and Robson, 1995). In the opinion of Oda (1995,
above), “schools spend too much time (my italics)
wrestling with curricula formats (i.e. once/week or
twice/week class, naming of courses, etc.), when
they should be reviewing the content of courses and
the necessity of coursework”.

What are the actual needs of university stu-
dents with regard to English language (EAL) study?
In a survey of student needs, Oda found a number of
aims as felt by students themselves other than the
ability to speak the language (my italics). Students
strongly felt they needed English in order to do the
following: (1) take future courses conducted in Eng-
lish at university, (2) integrate their study of gram-
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mar into other courses where, for example, reading
would not be a separate subject, (3) write more
proficiently in English—and here they felt a prefer-
ence for NS instruction—, and (4) study abroad
(Oda, 1995). With regard to pedagogy, Oda found
that many universities continue to disregard the
Monbusho’s stated support for more learner-cen-
tered teaching and teaching methods. He found, for
example, that schools, for the most part, continue to
conduct classes in an authoritarian manner, where
the teacher’s knowledge of English is valued more
than his or her teaching competency or language in
use proficiency.

Two other findings are of particular interest
here. One is that integrating classes with study
abroad preparation motivated junior college and
vocational students to study more English and
make more connections with subject matter study
on their own, both before and after their overseas
study. The second finding was that a cooperative
and collaborative faculty environment allowed for
(more) focused objectives in ELT, and permitted
across the curriculum integration (my italics).

It is a fact that the Monbusho (Ministry of
Education) has abolished all general education re-
quirements; universities are now free to set their
own general education standards and policies
(Wadden, 1994). Wadden goes on to offer four possi-
ble outcomes ranging from no change to very radi-
cal change (Wadden, 1994). The challenge for uni-
versities, whether language department-oriented or
not, is to innovate and give students more choice in
the kind and content of EAL courses. This could
result in a downsizing of English language teaching
staff, or a situation where English moves into par-
ticular departments according to Wadden. In the
latter situation there will, he says, be a premium
placed on EAL/ELT faculty with additional aca-
demic backgrounds, and where the emphasis will
shift from language as subject study to language as
media of learning study (i.e. ESP, EAP).

For any innovation to be successful, uni-
versities must listen more to students and take
cognizance of their needs. As long ago as 1983 there
was widespread concern that students must be
more actively involved in course planning and even
management in ELT (Littlejohn, 1983). If there is to
be any serious connection between language and
subject matter study, such concern must also apply
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to non-ELT/EAL learning as well. This is no easy
matter to resolve, much less discuss. Learner in-
volvement in the planning and management of
coursework at any level of education in Japan, even
at university where learning is no longer necessari-
ly exam—driven to the extent it is in earlier years, is
a controversial issue. However, as Horio (1995) re-
minds us, we in Japan are at a stage where educa-
tion must serve the peoples’ needs as much as, if not
more than, the State’s needs. Students and faculty
at universities have needs and expectations with
regard to the what and how of their learning and
research. It is imperative that any course or pro-
gram of study take account of all such needs and
expectations. Two questions to consider are the
following:

(1) What attitudinal factors, both of faculty (lan-
guage and non-language, Japanese and foreign)
and students impact on the study and research
of EAL and Japanese language subject matter
study and research at university?

(2) In what ways can or should teaching and re-
search territory be shared between NS and NNS
EAL faculty, EAL and subject matter faculty,
and full-time and part-time faculty at universi-
ty? What possible redefinitions— with regard
to roles and responsibilities — will be necessary
to effect such collaboration and cooperation?
The final part of this paper will now focus on

describing an EAL course and program of study

that attempts to innovate in the direction of greater
cooperation and collaboration between all faculty,
and faculty and students.

PART V. Description of on-going EAL
course of study, and related program de-
velopments in KGU (Kwansei Gakuin
University) Sociology Department.

A. Establishment and restructuring of required
English course: 1989 - 1996

“There are two-folded goals for English Otsu I
and IL One is to improve listening which has not
been trained so far for most students who gradu-
ated the regular high schools in Japan. . ... ..

The other is to improve writing. But this writ-
ing gives a different implication to ‘so-called’ native
teachers and “Japanese” teachers. This is a sort of
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big problem in this course, especially coordinating
English OtsuIand II. For Japanese teachers, writing
means either translation of Japanese in(to) English
or writing a thematic/thesis writing in well-organ-
ized style. There tend to be no process between
sentence writing to the whole/free composition.
Japanese teachers tend to neglect the process” (Na-
kanishi, 1993 — personal communication).

I have quoted the late Professor Nakanishi—-
he was the initiator of restructuring of English
language curricula in the Sociology Dept. of Kwan-
sei Gakuin University—-at length for two reasons.
First, I wish to illustrate his awareness of, and con-
cern for the difference between process and content.
Second, I want to point out that the basic goals of
the present first-year required Eigo Hyogen (Eng-
lish Expression) course—the name was changed
from Otsu in 1995-96 —as he interpreted them,
were (1) to make a distinction, but more importantly,
a connection between process and content, and (2)
to develop students’ basic proficiency in listening
and in writing.

Restructuring of English language curricula
within the Sociology Department was motivated in
order to upgrade the general language in use ability
of the department’s students, and to innovate lan-
guage education within both the department and
the university. Professor Nakanishi realized that
without collaboration between Japanese and non—
Japanese language faculty on the one hand, and full
—time and part-time language faculty on the other,
there could be no effective restructuring. Thus, he
proposed, and the department accepted, in 1990, a
restructuring of one of the two required General
education English courses, which effectively rede-
fined territorial imperative, and made it possible for
required EAL study to become a media of learning
in addition to a subject (Brady, 1995).

The primary aim of the Otsu course, and I
quote, “is to help students gain confidence in coping
with English as more than just a course of study.
Listening skills’ training and the development of
basic writing skills (i.e. listing, taking notes, filling
in forms, etc.) are emphasized. Since the language
ability of the almost 600 students varies greatly it
was no easy task to choose text materials that
would satisfy Otsu course goals. After much discus-
sion it was decided to start students out with a
relatively easy text, and aim for more sophisticated
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four skills’ proficiency as the course progressed”
(Brady, 1991).

Concerning evaluation of students’ progress in
the course, Brady (1991) comments that, “..... . (it)
is an important part of our program, as it should be.
We have adopted structured but flexible guidelines
that take into account results on uniform tests, class
attendance and participation, and outside work” (p.
35). As regards collaboration and coordination of
instruction and on-going curricula planning, Brady
(p. 36) reports that, ” within the sociology depart-
ment it has been traditional that language classes
need not be coordinated; in other words, instructors
have been given the freedom and license to teach
their classes in whatever way(s) they individually
believed would satisfy the very general course de-
scription. Matters of testing and evaluation, as well
as course materials and teaching procedures, were
left to the individual, who was trusted to do the best
job possible.

This thinking has changed with the start of the
integrated and coordinated Otsu course this year.
Teachers still are trusted to implement course goals
as they see fit. They are still trusted to use the
teaching approaches that they believe best achieve
results leading to greater learning. They are still
trusted to be a primary motivating force for stu-
dents to acquire the foreign language and improve
their basic proficiency. However, (my italics) they
are now being asked to work together, and delegate
some of their authority to a central planning committee
which actively seeks their feedback on all matters of
instruction and implementation” (Brady, 1991, p. 36).

The “planning committee” that Brady refers to
above was actually two individuals, Professor Na-
kanishi, and Alan Brady, who acted as co-coordina-
tors. Nakanishi was basically responsible for liason
work with Japanese teachers, while Brady was bas-
ically responsible for liason with native speaker
teachers. On all other matters affecting the course
they consulted one another. Predictably, coming
from two very different backgrounds in education
and teaching experience, they often disagreed on
means of implementing course goals, especially in
the earliest stages of the restructuring. However,
there was a basic trust between them that trans-
cended their differences, which at times were quite
marked. One year after restructuring had been ef-
fected, another full-time faculty member was hired
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to assist them in their coordination work. Unfortu-
nately, like many responsibilities people assume in
Japan, the responsibilities of faculty were never
explicitly spelled out. With the tragic and untimely
death of Prof. Nakanishi in 1994, it is now impera-
tive that the responsibilities of all full-time faculty
teaching in the renamed Eigo Hyogen course be
made more explicit.

The Otsu (now Eigo Hyogen) course recognizes
the increased importance of part-time faculty and
their roles and responsibilities. This has not been
without controversy for a couple of reasons. First,
as mentioned before, part-time faculty have tradi-
tionally been left free to teach and evaluate as they
please, so long as they follow very general course
descriptions. Traditionally, they can choose what-
ever instructional materials they deem necessary
individually, and, for the most part are not necessar-
ily accountable to other teachers, even in the same
course, for content of instruction, pacing and/or
planning of instruction, student evaluation and
testing, or in-class requirements such as attend-
ance.

Secondly, part-time teachers are not expected
to define and/or interpret course goals in specific
terms as part of an overall team effort. Course plan-
ning and setting of objectives is the providence of
full-time faculty, who are primarily or exclusively
responsible for writing up the course description,
choosing texts for a group of teachers—if teachers
agree to use one text—, and other matters which
might require any degree of consultation and con-
sensus. Since part-time faculty are usually full-
time at other universities, their primary responsibil-
ity is to give instruction (i.e. be in class and teach
students). They are not expected to do more than teach
and give final grades (my italics).

In the Eigo Hyogen course fully 80% of classes
are taught by part-time faculty, who because of
differing schedules, have little if any occasion to
have contact with one another or even with the
full-time faculty who instruct the remaining 20% of
classes. In the absence of more full-time faculty
teaching in the program —and the Ministry of Edu-
cation has recommended that the part-time to full-
time ratio of instruction be narrowed at university
—, any course which is set up on a uniform basis, as
is the case with Eigo Hyogen, must have (my italics)
a certain degree of coordination that goes beyond
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simply scheduling teachers for classes and choosing
texts or making up exams.

In the first full year of the restructured course
(1991) where eleven people were attempting to work
together as a team, Brady (199]) reported that, “with
so many different people and different back-
grounds, it is natural that there are some very dif-
ferent ways of approaching the Otsu course goals.
Some people feel that students should immediately
be exposed to very natural and authentic aural
(listening) input, and required to begin producing
academic style writing. Others prefer a more graded
approach, which emphasizes building on what stu-
dents already are familiar with, and (which) gradu-
ally leads them into unchartered learning styles and
learning material” (Brady, 1991, p. 34).

But whatever differences there were or still are
in approach and/or implementation of goals, the
fact remains, as Brady stated in 1991, that “within
the framework of the university and the Ministry of
Education’s constant calls for improved English ed-
ucation, we are striving to DEFINE a program of
study (my italics) in English that will satisfy the
needs of our students and our department” (pp. 34-35).

Allow me to refer to the words of one of the
course’s long-term part-time instructors, Hal Scott.
Mr. Scott has taught extensively in Japan and else-
where. Prior to joining KGU in 1991 he had had
years of teaching experience at university, and in
programs where he was required to work as a team
member. He offers the following as his perspective
of the program.

“With the year 1996, the Sociology
Department’s English Hyogen Program for first
year students at Kwansei Gakuin University, ap-
proaches its sixth year. Looking back on how far
the program has come, very few of us could say that
we have not enjoyed a number of successes. A
rather difficult goal to attain given the parameters
of an academic institution, accentuated with new
teachers joining the program every year, changing
cultural expectations in the real world, and the
fairly traditional predictability of many Japanese
EFL students in their approach to communicative
competence in English.

Since the start, the program has actually pro-
gressed through two stages. In the first stage in
1991 classes were increased from once a week to
twice a week with students meeting once a week
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each with a Japanese teacher and with a non-Japa-
nese teacher. In addition to this, both teachers
shared the same (one) uniform text, teaching differ-
ent parts that were agreed on before the beginning
of the term. Each teacher supplemented their class-
es with their own individual listening, speaking,
and writing materials. The students were given a
uniform final exam that was weighted as fifty per-
cent of their final score (grade), while the other fifty
percent was based on the student’s class perform-
ance in each of his/her respective teacher’s classes.
Final exam questions and textbook choices were
ultimately decided by the principle coordinators.

The second stage began in 1994 when a more
comprehensive approach to the goals and objec-
tives was taken to further the development of an
Englishlanguageskills’/ content curriculum. Listen-
ing and speaking skills for communicative compe-
tence are selected, based on tasks or situations of
interest/needs to both teachers and students for
communicating about themselves in the real world.
Also, a clearer definition of team teaching (took
place) where the roles of the Japanese and non-
Japanese instructors were more clearly defined. The
final examination is now made up of questions sub-
mitted by all the instructors involved in the pro-
gram. In addition, a student feedback questionnaire
has been developed and several committees have
been formed to continue the dialogue among the
instructors, and to maintain the state of self-exam-
ination and progress for the program.

A newly formed in house Feedback Committee
has designed a Student Feedback Questionnaire
asking for student opinions on the course material,
class management, and the student’s expectations
of the course and teacher(s). In addition to this, a
learner training component has been adopted for
course orientation at the beginning of the term
(note: for this aspect of the program, it was agreed
that Japanese teachers, using Japanese when and
where necessary, were best qualified). Using a ques-
tionnaire, students answer questions which give
them an introspective/self-diagnosis profile on set-
ting their learning/studying goals for the term.

The Curriculum Committee has brought about
a closer exchange of ideas between instructors on
such important matters as text selection, supple-
mentary materials, and class management. This
past academic year (1995-96), core texts were
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chosen for the two groups of instructors. Though all
of the chosen texts overlap one another in listening
based skills, the Japanese instructors’ texts focus on
micro-listening such as (1) discriminative listening,
(2) reduced and elided forms of speech, and (3) the
rhythm and stressed-timed nature (as opposed to
syllable-timed in Japanese) of English speech. The
non-Japanese instructors’ classes, on the other hand
focus more on extensive listening such as getting
the gist, understanding intent, and predictive listen-
ing. Whereas the Japanese classes concentrate more
on writing development, the non-Japanese classes
concentrate more on speaking responses to listen-
ing and aural input.

The program now is at the stage of fine tuning
its progressive changes, looking more closely for a
balanced syllabus design of task-based practice
with notions and functions vis-a-vis structures and
situations that focus on classroom dialogue within
the context of real life value systems. Always under
discussion is the team teaching concept and which
aspects of the program can best be conveyed in
class by Japanese and non-Japanese instructors. A
program that has been brought about by the hard
work and consensus of all. . . .which continues to
evolve so long as all the instructors agree that we
continually need to sharpen our perspective on
what we can reasonably (my italics) hope to accom-
plish” (Scott, 1996).

Collaboration crucially relies on active coordi-
nation. In the third year of the program (Spring,
1994), it was reported that, “coordination has been
strengthened within the Otsu program with the
establishment of more strict guidelines on class-
room procedures and course guidelines, including
materials and tasks to focus on. Specifically, we
have now defined Otsu I as primarily a listening
skills’ development course with additional empha-
sis on free writing (i.e. getting thoughts on paper
without judgements), and opening up in English in
class in pair and small group activities” (Brady,
1993). The coordinators agreed that consensus and
discussion had to be coordinated for any forward
progress to take place. Starting in spring of 1994,
there was closer contact between part-time and full
—time faculty, and more planned meetings to dis-
cuss course objectives.

It was, and still is, no secret that there were
differences of opinion among the people in the pro-



March 1997

gram on the specifics of implementation of course
and class goals, and that not everyone was com-
pletely satisfied with every decision taken as a
group. However, Japanese and non-Japanese teach-
ers had the opportunity to talk about shared classes
and the program as a whole in an open forum, and
this aspect of the program became systematic.

In 1994 also, a summer overseas study program
at Stanford University” was initiated—again Prof.
Nakanishi was the main architect—which com-
bined language and subject matter study (i.e. sociol-
ogy). As reported by Brady (1993), “the groundwork
—recruitment, coordination, planning meetings,
student seminars and orientation—began in the
latter part of fall, 1993.” Like the Otsu course, the
concept of collaboration and coordination was the
foundation for the success of the overseas academic
study program at Stanford as well.

One other point needs to be made about collab-
oration and coordination. In 1994, a new elective
course entitled Eigo Hyogen Enshu (i.e. English Ex-
pression Seminar) was initiated. This course was
established “to satisfy the need within the depart-
ment for those students who wish to broaden their
education in English and improve their ability to
participate in argumentative and debate-type class-
room interaction” (Brady, 1993).

Prof. Nakanishi in particular had recognized, as
far back as 1988 when he and a number of other
KGU faculty undertook research on English educa-
tion at various universities including Keio and In-
ternational Christian University, the value and im-
portance of team-work, and in particular, the neces-
sity of faculty, both part-time and full-time, work-
ing together on coordinated objectives. This is the
case with Eigo Hyogen and with the unofficial
Stanford program. As regards Eigo Hyogen Enshu,
which is now shared by three full-time faculty in
the department, it is a natural extension of Eigo
Hyogen (not only in sameness of name!). The semi-
nar class attempts to develop higher level commu-
nication skills that build upon study and learning in
the required Eigo Hyogen course.

Since 1991 the (Eigo Hyogen) project’s aims
have been to both consolidate and extend initial
restructuring, with the (ultimate) aim of developing
a unique KGU and sociology English skills-content
curriculum that would meet the needs of students,
faculty, and the larger KG academic community
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(Brady, 1994). Brady goes on to report officially, on
behalf of all people in the program, that, “ . . .the
project began to investigate (I) a more comprehen-
sive definition of program goals and objectives, (2) a
clearer working definition of faculty collaboration
and team teaching, (3) the incorporation of in-house
instructional materials into a text-based syllabus,
and (4) learner (i.e. student) feedback and respon-
siveness to a program aiming to involve them more
in overall content development and course manage-
ment.” (Brady, 1993, pp. 17-18). I refer you to the
official SOKEN journal report of 1994 for much
more information concerning coordnation and col-
laboration.

In the latest official report on the program, as
concerns team teaching, coordination, and collabo-
ration, Brady (1995) comments, “the English-lan-
guage program (s) within Sociology depend primar-
ily on part-time teacher dedication and giving of
time and energy. .. .A very small percentage of
language classes.in Sociology are taught by full-
timers compared to the number taught by part-
timers. It is also important to keep in mind that part
~-timers at KGU or anywhere else have numerous
committments that complicate their efforts at being
more fully involved in decision making. .. .such as
uniform adoption of texts, and uniform adoption of
currcula and evaluative guidelines. Research is
going on within the program ... .. to find the most
acceptable and workable balance (my italics) be-
tween part-time and full-time involvement in
teaching.”

The report concludes that, “great strides were
made last year (1995-96), particularly in the fall
term, to understanding the need for that balance of
committment” (Brady, 1995).

B. From task-based skills’ development to content
-based application: a sampling of five collabora-
tive components of the Eigo Hyogen course.

Since spring of 1995, all faculty in the program
have agreed on certain guidelines pertaining to: (1)
roles of Japanese and non-Japanese instructors, (2)
selection of text and other instructional materials,
(3) evaluation and grading guidelines, and (4) the
incorporation of more content-based learning in the
program, particularly in the second semester. Eigo
Hyogen is a two semester course for all first-year
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students in the Sociology Department. I will now
describe some of the above collaborative efforts. I
wish to point out, however, that these and other
components of the course are continually evolving,
and that there is, as yet, no finality to any of the
areas listed below.

(1) General course and class guidelines

The following are the presently agreed upon
guidelines in the course applicable to all:

A. Maximal use of English as the medium of
communication, but use of the native (i.e. Japanese)
language especially in earlier stages of the course,
where and when necessary (i.e. explanation of learn-
er training component of program, nuances of
listening strategies or tactcs, etc.)

B. Primary focus on development of student’s
listening development. (J) teachers are to primarily,
but not exclusively help students develop basic
writing abilities, particularly in response to listen-
ing. (N) teachers are to primarily, but not exclusive-
ly help students develop speaking abilities, especial-
ly in response to listening and in-class manage-
ment.

C. Clear guidance to students about uniform course
-wide attendance and evaluation/grading policies
(i.e. more than three unexcused absences per term
results in automatic failure). See APPENDIX A.

D. Focus on (1) skills’ development (particularly
listening), and (2) confidence-building —what Mur-
phey (1995) calls becoming English hungry— in
spring term. Focus more on content-based study
and learning in fall term.

E. Regarding listening training, (J) teachers to
focus primarily on “micro- (i.e. intensive) listening”,
and (N) teachers to focus on “macro- (i.e. extensive)
listening”, particularly in spring term.

F. Learner feedback and autonomous learning de-
velopment as an important part of the process and
content of the course, especially in spring term.

G. Uniform criteria for class grading (which ac-
counts for 50% of the final grade). Individual teach-
ers can weigh criteria as they see fit along the
agreed-upon guidelines. See APPENDIX B.

(2) Evaluation, testing, and grading.

As mentioned before, the basic split in grading
is a 50-50 split between the CLASS GRADE, and
the UNIFORM FINAL EXAMINATION GRADE.
This split has been agreed to since the inception of
the program, although it was a 40-60 split in favor

of class grading criteria until 1992. The student’s
classroom performance/achievement and effort (in-
cluding doing outside work), and his/her ability to
pass a comprehensive listening test, weigh equally
in determining the final grade. There were and, in
the writer’s opinion, still remain two very impor-
tant reasons to have a split of this kind. First, we
want(ed) to ensure that students were evaluated in
terms of how they were perceived by their individ-
ual instructors (i.e. class grade), and how they per-
formed on agreed to course-wide listening skills.
Second, we want(ed) to ensure both objectivity and
subjectivity in grading.

Whereas the class grade is determined in large
part by the individual instructor’s evaluation of
students (i.e. participation, effort, homework assign-
ments, motivation, etc.), the final exam is complete-
ly objective in the sense that it is a machine-graded
exam, and all students have an equal chance of
performing well on it. This is especially true if the
test satisfactorily reflects across-the-board instruc-
tion in all classes, and is composed of questions and
question types that all students are familiar with. In
the first four years of the course (1991-94), the full-
time faculty took exclusive responsibility for con-
structing the test items according to how they per-
ceived instruction to be uniformly effected. As a
result, the final exam did not and could not com-
pletely reflect actual uniform instruction and as-
sessment of achievement, no matter how well the
coordinators intuited the uniform nature of class
teaching in the program. There was, until 1994,
little if any discussion among all teachers about the
actual construct of the final exam, and what in
specifics it should test.

This situation changed in spring of 1995, partly
as a result of the change in a number of part-time
faculty teaching in the program. It was agreed that
there must be much more involvement of all teach-
ers in the planning, construction, and administra-
tion of the final exam, if it were to reflect actual
uniformity and consensus, and be a fairer yardstick
of evaluation. From spring 1995, everyone in the
program has contributed actual test items along
guidelines (i.e. content and test-type) provided by
the full-time faculty. A more effective division of
labour was set up whereby the full-time faculty
designated particular (text) content areas, and del-
egated responsibility to individual teachers as to
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input to be used, and methodology of testing (i.e.
type of question and how to instruct students to
answer). There was much more time given over to
feedback and revision before the final draft was
submitted to the administration for printing.

Test construction has always been problematic
in a program of this sort where collaboration is an
important element of team work, and where there
are, inevitably, areas of some disagreeement over
what should be tested and how. The process in-
volves a number of steps:

1. designation of what is to be tested and how,

2. delegation of responsibility (i.e. who does
what)

3. setting of strict deadlines for submission of
test item drafts,

4. on-going contact with administration
office, especially at point where/when final
draft is to be submitted for printing,

5. gathering together/re-recording of all
input (listening) material, and recording of
live input (i.e. instructions to students)

6. orientation of proctors—usually four or
five people—before actual administration of
the exam, and coordination with adminis-
tration office concerning logistical support.

The uniform final examination is given to all
first-year students, and is now entirely pre-record-
ed to ensure more uniformity and fairness. The test
itself tests only material and question-types that
are in the texts we consensually use. When and if
we can agree on non-text items/areas to be tested
on a machine-graded basis, we will no longer have
to rely entirely on text input for evaluating listen-
ing proficiency. It is a fact, however, that without
some form of uniform testing, it is very possible
that students could be tested and evaluated—in
terms of their skill building and achievement— in
very different ways. There is also the added possi-
bility that final grades, no longer dependent on
uniform guidelines and uniformly utilized materials
in class, could or would be widely variable. Unoffi-
cial statistics on final grading in the last two years,
compared to the first two years, show that final
grades between, for example, the five (N) teachers
and the six (J) teachers, and between, the (J) group
and (N) group teachers are more stable and much
less variable. even allowing for individual class and
student differences.
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(3) Curriculum development and use of materials.

From the start of the course in 1991 until 1994,
a principle was established whereby all teachers in
the course should use the one same text. The (N) and
(J) teachers would consensually decide which units
or lessons they would, as a group, cover from the
text in class. This would convey to students that we
were all working together and had agreed on the in
—class core teaching material. Furthermore, by
using one text and using material and question
types from that one text, we could more easily
construct a uniform final exam, which was another
principle of the course.

For the first four years of the program, the
main or core text material that we all used as a
group was the basis of our working together. As
mentioned before, the full-time faculty constructed
the final exam based on material from that one text.
Additional questions were added that tested gener-
al listening proficiency. The input, and the listening
strategies that evolved from that non-core text
input material was not studied by any students.
Thus, the final exam was a combined achievement/
proficiency exam. Attempts were made at the be-
ginning of each term to inform all teachers of the
potential material and question-types that would
appear on the final exam. It was hoped that all
teachers would then use supplementary listening
material and tasks in class that would help prepare
students for these non-core text questions.

The results were mixed to say the least. On the
one hand, we could, test overall listening skills’
improvement by employing material not used by
any teachers in class, which combined with achieve-
ment listening assessment, might give us a more
complete picture of how our students were pro-
gressing. On the other hand, there was no way to
guarantee that, (1) students were prepared for non-
core text listening questions, or (2) had not in fact
encountered the material and/or question-types
either in class or outside (i.e. in another class, or on
their own).

Having more clearly defined the instructional
territory and responsibilities for each group of
teachers, (J) and (N) in spring and fall of 1994, we
were then able to be more flexible in our choice of
materials. We decided, from spring 1995, to use four
different texts during the course of the year. Each
group of teachers, NS (N) and NNS (J) would use two
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texts each. The texts were chosen with certain
guidelines in mind:

1. they would all focus on listening and writ-
ing skill development,

2. thetwo (J) texts would concentrate more on
micro or intensive listening; the (N) texts
would focus more on macro or extensive lis-
tening,

3. the (J) texts would give students more op-
portunities to develop basic writing skills; the
(N) texts would give students more opportu-
nities to respond orally,

4. one text each would be more suitable to
employ in the earlier stages of the course (i.e.
spring) ; the other could be used more in fall
term,

5. all four texts would have to be appropriate
for high beginners to pre-intermediate or in-
termediate EFL levels of proficiency,

6. in spring, each core text or texts would be
used more than in fall; in other words, teach-
ers could focus more on non-text material
and activities (i.e. project work) in fall,

7. teachers were free to employ other materi-
als in both spring and fall; in spring, such
“supplementary” material would be more
skills’ based, whereas in fall, it could be much
more content-based.

To ensure continuity and connectedness in the
course, we agreed to use uniform core materials
across the program. To ensure individuality and
teacher-learner autonomy, we agreed to use sup-
plementary skill-building listening material in
spring, and more varied content and task-based
instructional material in fall. We are at present still
debating which materials and texts are most appro-
priate for our students. We are still debating the
kind of balance we need between text and non-text
instruction on the one hand, and skills and content
instruction on the other hand, in both spring and
fall terms.

With regard to our choice of materials, our
object is to engage our students, maintain some
degree of uniformity for testing and grading pur-
poses, and to understand why we use the materials
that we do for sound pedagogic and academic rea-
sons. Until we are much more clear, as a group, on
what we must accomplish more concretely in terms
of our influencing the learning outcomes, there will

inevitably continue to be some dissatisfaction with
any materials that we choose. But after four years
of experimenting with numerous texts, of varied
proficiency levels, we have now reached a point
where we can choose our materials with uniform
learning objectives in mind. It is incumbent upon us
all now to carry that clarity even farther ahead.

(4) Theimportance of learner feedback and learner

training.

“We need to find better ways of exploring the
relationship between our students’ professed beliefs
and their willingness to adopt effective learning
behaviors” (Keim, Furuya, Doye, and Carlson, 1996).
The concerns above-mentioned by our colleagues
at Nagoya University of Foreign Studies, are ours
as well. We are, first and foremost, interested in
meeting our students’ needs concerning communi-
cative English study. We are interested in more
closely matching what we do and expect as teach-
ers, and what they expect and (can) do as learners.
Since 1993 we have employed questionnaires that
have given us feedback on how students feel about
their study and learning, and what we as teachers
(attempt to) do in class to meet their expectations.

Language in media of learning study is not an
object, but a discovery process to enlarge personal
and interpersonal communication awareness and
sensitivity, so as to encourage people to open up to
each other. Our efforts at discovering our students’
beliefs and expectations concerning their study in
English, and our attempts to analyze the results of
our surveys, have been far from 100% reliable. We
do, however, have extensive data from students
over a period of 3-4 years, which gives us some idea
of how we are performing in our duties and respon-
sibilities as teachers of communicative language
learning. We have had numerous discussion in
committee about the form and content of our stu-
dent feedback questionnaires. In fact, if you look at
our 1993 questionnaire, and the one we constructed
in 1995, you may not notice much resemblance.

We are clearly in need of more focus and direc-
tion in this area of our course. Drawing upon a
survey such as the Beliefs About Language Learn-
ing Inventory (BALLI) developed by Horwitz (1987)
as our colleagues at Nagoya University of For-
eign Studies have done, can help us more clearly
gauge the thinking of our students, and hopefully
make our instruction more serving of their personal
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and academic needs. This is certainly the goal.

A few words about the learner training compo-
nent of our course. This was begun in spring, 1995,
mostly to help us guide students into more effective
learning behaviors that would be of benefit to them
in their classroom and out-of-class study of lan-
guage as communication and media of learning. In
this area too we are evolving.

Since this aspect of study-training must come
at the early stages of the course, we have asked our
(J) teachers to take primary, but not exclusive, re-
sponsibility for carrying it through initially. Two
reasons are obvious: much of the training is con-
ducted in the native (i.e. Japanese) language, and
research shows that students identify more with
their Japanese teachers at earlier stages of the
course. Additionally, since it is with their non-Japa-
nese instructors that students are more likely to
have cross-cultural misunderstandings—especially
at the earliest stages of the course—the (J) teacher
serves as a kind of counselor and advisor thru this
training.

The sub-components of learner training as pre-
sently defined include: (I) elements of a “good” class,
(2) cooperative and group learning, and (3) journal
writing as “writing to learn” I refer you to the
appendices for a more detailed explanation of one
model that we can voluntarily employ in the course.
At present learner training as observed in this
model, is not a mandatory aspect of our instruction.
In fact, even for those (J) teachers who employ it as
part of their spring instruction, usage and methods
of implementation vary. See APPENDIX C.

(5) Outside class learning and learning strategies.

All teachers in the Eigo Hyogen course realize
the importance of (students doing) outside class
work. In fact, many of us are very clear in announc-
ing to our students at the outset of the course that it
may be very difficult to pass without applying one-
self outside class. There are any number of ways at
looking at so—called homework. First, it includes
reviewing material and study from the previous
class. Second, “homework” includes preparation for
the next class. Thirdly, with respect to both review
and preparation, homework is also the amount of
time and effort one utilizes in review and prepara-
tion, and the ability to demonstrate that overall
effort to others.

Despite what we as teachers feel, concerning
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the amount of time students should utilize in review
and preparation, students have their own ideas
about such matters. It is a fact that students do
much more, and are obligated to do much more,
socially and academically, at university and outside
school, than study (thru) English. As with most
things in life, balance is the key. We want to help
ensure that students succeed in the Eigo Hyogen
course. They cannot succeed unless they take time
to do outside work. On the other hand, research has
shown that students do not necessarily value doing
outside activities or assignments in the same way
we as teachers do in assigning them (Pickard, 1996,
p. 157).

Earlier it was mentioned that, in general, the
Eigo Hyogen teachers as a group, have agreed not
to assign time-consuming outside work unrelated
to text study in the spring term (i.e. project work).
Although we expect students to review and prepare
for their classes as a natural part of their connected
learning, we want them to voluntarily do as much
as possible outside class with English, aside from
their required text study. This includes (strongly)
suggesting that they take time at home to listen to
material they have already heard in class. This
“voluntary” outside study also includes suggesting
to them ways in which they can become “English
hungry” and satisfy that hunger (i.e. watch news in
English, read easier to understand English language
materials, etc.).

Outside class work constitutes one important
criteria for the student’s class grade, which, as men-
tioned earlier, is 50% of their overall final grade.
Like many aspects of the Eigo Hyogen course, the
nature and amount of outside work assigned by us
to students is negotiable to a certain extent. Teach-
ers and students have similar and very dissimilar
agendas when it comes to study of any kind. The
crucial factor is to connect with students, and con-
vince them that the outside work we assign is for
their benefit, not ours alone. As students become
more familiar with our teaching methods, and as
they become more proficient in their use of English
in the second term, we begin to employ more out-
side class and outside text project work. See AP-
PENDIX D for two examples.
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PART V. Concluding remarks.

This paper has argued for the necessity of in-
novative policy-making, coherent and concrete
planning, and utilitarian implementation of goals
and objectives with regard to English language
education at university. Furthermore, it is argued,
that without collaboration between Japanese and
non-Japanese language faculty or between lan-
guage and subject matter faculty, such policy-
making and planning cannot effectively take place.
Attitudes about language study and learning may
be directly connected to how language courses are
established. Furthermore, continued segmentation
of () education and research, (2) language as subject
matter study and language as media of learning
study, and (3) general education language study
and specialty area study does not benefit the future
of university in Japan.

Universities serve the needs of people and the
larger society. Specifically, they serve the needs of
students who come to learn and faculty who come
to teach and research. Without any concerted effort
to gauge the actual and practical needs of students
and the society in which they will live, policy—
making and planning of any sort is little more than
guesswork.

In a short article in ELT Journal, Widdowson
(1996), talks about the conflict between autonomy
and authenticity that language teachers may have
in the performance of their professional duties. He
says, “the authenticity idea gives primacy to the
goal of learning. . . .the autonomy idea gives prima-
cy to the process of learning” (p, 67). He concludes
by asking whether we can have a pedagogy based
on both autonomy and authenticity at the same
time, and wonders if there might be some way to
reconcile the two (p. 68).

This paper has referred to a number of other
seemingly irreconcilable contradictions among
which are: (1) language as object and language as
process, (2) CLT as the providence of NS teachers
and serious language study as the providence of
NNS, and (3) Japanese as the sole media of learning
and English (or any other “foreign” language) as
separate subject matter study. We need to look at
our assumptions about education, and language ed-
ucation in particular, if we are to meet the chal-

lenges ahead. We can no longer afford to un-
questionably accept present definitions of NS vs.
NNS, CLT, bilingual education, academic vs. practi-
cal, EFL or ESL, or general vs. specialty education
study.

The central question that this paper addresses
is the following: what is the role and responsibility
of English as an additional language, and as a sup-
porting media of learning, at university in Japan.
Other questions come to mind related to this con-
cern. First, should there be more attention paid to
general language use and awareness for academic—
as well as personal— communication skills in an
undergraduate curriculum? Second, what is the func-
tion of an additional language (i.e. English) in a
social sciences curriculum? Thirdly, what kinds of
teaching does/can an EAL course or program offer
social science students (i.e. sociology)? Lastly, and
perhaps most controversially, how far do faculty
think subject disciplines should share responsibility
(and vice-versa) for raising communicative compe-
tence or awareness in a social science curriculum?

At the 1996 World Congress of Applied Lin-
guistics in Finland, Widdowson argued for defining
objectives for language courses of study in Japan.
With reference to the broadly-based communica-
tive aspects of language learning, he noted that
communcation has to do with appropriateness.
Which group of speakers or users of English do
Japanese wish to identify with in their communica-
tion in international settings? Toward which norm
or norms are Japanese and Japanese educational
institutions striving? Horio (1995) says bluntly that
the Japanese educational system, including uni-
versity study, has not met people’s needs to func-
tion as independent citizens in a democratic society.
If this is true, let us hope that universities can soon
begin to make a difference in this regard.

I close this paper with an extended quote from
a teacher in Japan who has taught English for
twenty years. He asks whether schools have failed
their students and concludes that they have, and
that time is, in his words, “running out” (Okano,
1996). He says, and I quote, “I work at a public high
school in Osaka and have taught English for more
than twenty years. Since I started my career I have
felt some frustration and have kept asking myself
and fellow teachers about several grave shortcom-
ings in the basic philosophy of teaching and learn-
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ing English in this country. When I attended a
seminar for Japanese teachers of English two years
ago, [ was shocked by a recent study on the English
Scholastic Aptitude of Japanese students. Out of
162 countries, Japan came in 149th. In addition to
this, Japan ranks bottom among its Eastern and
South-Eastern Asian brethren. When considered in
a future perspective, it seems an even more ominous
sign, one which indicates Japan's economic down-
turn in an era where (my italics) academic compe-
tence is more closely connected with economic prowess
than ever before.” (Okano, 2/1996, p. 12)

Okano goes on to list some of the shortcomings:
cultural insulation, the “buck stops nowhere” men-
tality, the “how-I-look syndrome, and escape from
freedom” (Okano, p. 12). He concludes by saying,
“after struggling for more than twenty years, I have
become increasingly disgusted by this reality. How-
ever, | cannot afford the luxury of giving up and
waging war to try and change the system. We are
faced with a choice between life and death because
the wealth-creating engine in the 21st century is
definitely shifting away from production assets,
such as factories and property, to the interchanges
and synergism of heterogeneous intellectual human
resources equipped with creative knowledge. Need-
less to say, it will be the quality of education that
will guarantee nurturing these creative resources”
(Okano, 1996, p. 13). What role will the university
play in this progress?

NOTES

1) NS refers to a “native speaker” of English as a second
or foreign language. NNS refers to a “non-native
speaker.” The terms are misleading. Native speaker
can also mean a person who speaks the native lan-
guage (i.e.in Japan it is Japanese). Non-native speaker
can also mean a person who, in the context of Japan,
does not speak Japanese. The terms are also prob-
lematical in that they differentiate in the extreme
between the two types of speakers.

2) The Stanford overseas summer program is a 3-4 week
joint English language communication and sociology
subject matter (i.e. social issues) course administered
thru the Linguistics Dept. at Stanford. It is important
to note, that as of this writing, the program is volun-
tary and unofficial, and that students and faculty who
participate in it do not receive official KGU credit.
Students do, however, receive three undergraduate
credits from Stanford.
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ABSTRACT

There are economic and social demands being placed upon Japan to integrate

itself into a wider community of nations.

Such integration crucially depends on

the use of English as a media of communication and learning. The continued

acceptance and practice of isolating communicative foreign/English language

teaching and research from native language (Japanese) academic study bodes ill

for the further development of the university in Japan.
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