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Abstract

This paper discusses the findings from a questionnaire survey conducted among Japanese university English-as-
a-foreign-language (EFL) teachers. The responses from 154 English as-a-first-language (L1) teachers (ETs) and
170 Japanese L1 teachers (JTs) were compared in terms of the teachers perceptions of their students’ English
abilities, reasons for learning English, and their approaches to learning English. The results revealed that more ETs
than JTs believed that their students’ oral communication skills were good and that their students were intrinsically
motivated. On the other hand, more JTs than ETs felt that the use of translation was helpful and that their students
were instrumentally motivated. In both groups, speaking was most commonly selected as the skill teachers thought
students would like to and need to improve most, but ETs and JTs had different reasons for thinking so. For
example, the tendency was stronger among the JTs to emphasize the necessity of the skill in the students’ future
jobs and studies. The study also revealed statistically significant correlations between targeting productive skills in
class and teachers’ impressions of their students” English abilities. This result implies that it is possible that teachers
tend to have positive assessment of their students’ abilities when they focus on productive skills in their classes. The
current analysis suggests that these differences observed across the two groups may have been influenced by the
different teaching roles assigned to ETs and JTs in the EFL curriculum.
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Background

Teachers have various kinds of beliefs regard-
ing teaching, including teaching philosophies,
goals, methods, materials, students, other col-
leagues, and school systems and curricula. Ex-
ploring teachers’ beliefs about their students is
important because teachers  beliefs could influ-
ence their decision-making processes, along with
such other factors as availability of teaching and
learning materials, class size, and learners  profi-
ciency and motivation levels (Shimo, 2014a). The
teachers’ decision-making regarding their classes

can make a difference in class achievement, and
thus eventually, to the outcome of the curriculum
goals.

In many universities in Japan, English as-
a-first-language (L1) Teachers (ETs) and
Japanese L1 Teachers (JTs) work together on
one language program with shared curriculum
goals. In such contexts, mutual understanding
among teachers of different backgrounds is es-
sential to reach the curriculum goals (Shimo,
2016). This paper aims to contribute insights to
deepen understanding between ETs and JTs and
propose suggestions to improve university-level
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English language learning programs.

In the past, a number of researchers have in-
vestigated English teachers’ beliefs on language
learning and teaching. Many explored teachers’
beliefs in comparison with students™ beliefs (e.g.,
Kern, 1995; Pan & Block, 2011; Peacock, 1999)
while some solely targeted teachers beliefs
about certain instructions, teaching approaches,
or important concepts in learning (e.g., Graden,
1996; Borg & Al-Busaidi, 2012; Woods & Cakir,
2011). For the former category of studies, ques-
tion items, occasionally modified, from the Belief
About Language Learning Inventory (BALLI)
(Horwitz, 1987, 1988) were often used. For Japa-
nese learners of English, Sakui and Gaies (1999)
attempted to create validated questionnaire
items specifically for those learners by utilizing
the BALLI. [For further discussion on previous
research, see Shimo (2014b).]

In spite of the large number of studies on lan-
guage learning beliefs, very few have investigated
differences between ETs and JTs  beliefs. Chiba
and Matsuura (1998, cited in Matsuura, Chiba,
& Hilderbrandt, 2001) is among only a handful
of studies to have compared both groups. Their
study compared class objectives, and teaching
methods and materials by targeting ETs and JTs
teaching in the same university-level English
language program, and revealed the following
points: ETs perceived group work and game-like
activities to be more useful, that ETs were more
lenient about students’ mistakes, and that JTs
found the use of Japanese more helpful than ETs.

Moreover, Matsuura, Chiba, and Hilderbrandt
(2001) explored differences between ETs, JTs,
and students’ beliefs regarding language learn-
ing, but only suggested that ETs and JTs may
have different perceptions regarding teaching
speaking and non-verbal cues but not grammar,
reading, or writing. The main purpose of Mat-
suura et al. (2001) was a comparison between

teachers and students, and so left a comparison

between ETs and JTs" beliefs mostly unexplored.
By learning more about ETs and JTs  beliefs
regarding their students, language teachers and
others concerned with curriculum development
will be able to innovate new approaches in which
to make their language programs more effective

for learners.

Research Questions

This paper aims to investigate similarities
and differences among ETs and JTs who teach
English as a foreign language at universities in
Japan. It specifically focuses on their beliefs
about their students in terms of the following
points:

a) their students’ English abilities,

b) reasons why their students were learning
English, and

¢) how their students should learn English or
another foreign language.

Research Method

Questionnaire Development

The current study analyzed data from a ques-
tionnaire survey conducted between May and
August 2014. The 2014 survey targeted teachers
who were then teaching first- or second-year
English classes at Japanese universities, aim-
ing to collect their beliefs about their students,
as well as on learning and teaching foreign lan-
guages. In this study, the author defined beliefs
as to mean their opinions, views, assumptions,
perceptions, and even knowledge, which is some-
times inseparable from the belief system, a whole
system of one’s beliefs (Pajares, 1992; Woods,
1996). The survey was prepared in an online for-
mat (SurveyMonkey) and a paper format, both in
English and in Japanese. The respondents were
requested to respond to the version of their L1.

The respondents were also instructed to select
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a typical class of university first- and/or second-
year students that they were then teaching and
base their responses on their impressions of the
students in that particular class. This direction
was presented in order to limit the number of
teacher and teaching context variables.

The 2014 survey was part of a three-year re-
search project that compared and contrasted
ETs and JTs beliefs (April 2013 to March
2016), for which the following five questions
were set: a) what kinds of abilities teachers be-
lieve their students have, b) what kinds of abili-
ties teachers believe their students want to im-
prove; ¢) what kinds of activities teachers believe
their students want to engage in, d) what views
teachers believe their students have about learn-
ing a language, and e) how teachers believe their
students are actually learning English. In order to
investigate these questions, a pilot questionnaire
survey was conducted in the 2013 academic year
among a small group of teachers (i.e., six English
L1 teachers and eleven Japanese L1 teachers)
with the main purpose of developing a reliable
and valid questionnaire tool for a larger scale
study, the 2014 survey (Shimo, 2014b). The pilot
survey contained open-ended, multiple-choice,
and Likert-scale question items so that it could
cover a wide variety of responses that indicate
the respondents’ beliefs. The Likert-scale ques-
tion items were prepared based on the ones de-
veloped by Horwitz (1987, 1988) and Sakui and
Gaies (1999). These original questions were de-
signed to explore students  beliefs; hence, some
were excluded and others were modified in order
to meet the survey objective, namely, to explore
teachers’ beliefs rather than the students’.

The question items for the 2014 survey were
developed based on the findings from the 2013
survey, with a special attention to the five re-
search questions stated above, the length of the
questionnaire, i.e., maximizing time efficiency

and avoiding exhaust effect (Doérnyei & Tagu-

chi, 2010), and the accuracy of the English and
Japanese versions (Shimo, 2014a). The question-
naire for the 2014 survey was divided into two
sections. The first section contained 13 questions
that focused on the respondents’ teaching back-
grounds, the class they chose for the survey, and
their impressions of the students in this particu-
lar class. The second section contained 35 ques-
tions, 28 of which were Likert-scale questions
regarding the students’ English abilities, prefer-
ences in teaching styles, approaches to learning
English, and so on. The Likert-scale question
items asked the respondents to select between ‘I
disagree,” “I somewhat disagree,” “I somewhat
agree,” and ‘I agree,” which were later repre-
sented as 1, 2, 3, and 4 respectively, with another
option of “I don't know.” For the last choice, the
responses were excluded in each stage of statis-
tical analysis as it was interpreted as neither of
“agree” nor “disagree.” The remaining questions,
either multiple-choice or open-ended, asked
about the respondents’ interpretation of their
students’ reasons for learning English and the
areas of language competence to be emphasized
in learning, and so on.

Requests to participate in the 2014 survey were
sent to over 1,000 teachers either online or by
mail. Online requests were made through social
networking services to groups for university and
college teachers’ academic associations or by
email directly to these teachers with a link to the
online survey site. Survey sheets were also sent
in envelopes to teachers on the member lists of a
university English teachers™ association in Japan.
Thus, the data was collected from a random

sample of the two groups, ETs and JTs.

Data for the Current Study and Methods for
Analysis

The current paper focuses on the teachers’
perceptions of their students’ English abilities,

reasons for learning English, and approaches to
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it. Therefore, 23 Likert-scale questions?, two
multiple-choice questions, and two open-ended
questions from the 2014 survey have been used
for the current analysis.

A total of 374 teachers responded to the 2014
survey through paper and online formats. In this
paper, responses from 154 ETs and 170 JTs who
selected a class or classes for first- or second-
year university students as the context for re-
sponding to the survey have been analyzed. Of
154 ETs, 66 ETs' nationalities were the USA, 33
UK, 23 Canada, 17 Australia, six New Zealand,
the rest from other countries. Of 170 JTs, 169
had Japanese nationality and one Ireland (Shimo,
2016). Target skills in the particular class the re-
spondents selected were somewhat different be-
tween ETs and JTs. For ETs, the most commonly
chosen target skill was speaking whereas for JTs,
it was reading (Table 1).

The data were analyzed separately for each of
the three points raised as Research Questions.
First, regarding teachers’ beliefs about their
students’ English abilities, responses to seven
Likert-scale questions were analyzed by calculat-
ing (-tests to make a comparison between ETs
and JTs. The p-Value would be set at .007 after
applying the Bonferroni correction procedure,
that is, dividing the p-Value of .05 by the number
of t-tests performed, in this case, seven. In order
to limit the possibility of Type II errors occurring,
I have indicated two asterisks (¥*) for p < .01
and three (*¥*) for p < .007 on the tables in this
paper (Table 2 and 3). Moreover, additional anal-
ysis using Pearson’s product-moment coefficient

(r) was conducted to determine the relationship

between the skills targeted in the class and the
teachers perceptions of their students’ abilities.

Secondly, one multiple-choice question was
asked on the survey regarding teachers beliefs
about reasons why their students were learning
English. The descriptive statistics of the respons-
es to this question were used in the analysis. On
the assumption that students’ majors and their
motivations are closely connected, I compared
the responses across teachers of different majors
specifically for the items regarding intrinsic moti-
vation.

For the third point, teachers’ beliefs about
how their students should learn English or an-
other foreign language, 16 Likert-scale questions,
one multiple-choice question item, and two open-
ended question items provided data. For the
Likert-scale questions, t-tests were administered.
The p-Value after applying the Bonferroni correc-
tion procedure (dividing the p-Value of .05 by the
number of {-tests administered, 13 in this case)
was .003. On Table 6, four asterisks (****) was
used for p < .003. Descriptive statistics was used
to analyze the multiple-choice question item, and
coding or using key words to explore patterns in
comments (Miles, Huberman, & Saldafia, 2014)
was used to analyze open-ended responses.

The 2014 survey aimed to collect data by
random sampling in order to capture general
tendencies observed in ETs and JTs" beliefs. The
survey did not ask the respondents to provide in-
formation on their students’ English proficiency.
It is possible that the students of the ETs who
participated in the survey generally had different
backgrounds (i.e., English proficiency levels and

Table 1 Target Skills in the Class Chosen for the Survey (N = 324)
Listening Speaking Reading Writing Pronunciation ~ Grammar Other
ETs n 98 123 49 61 24 19 30
(n=154) % 63.6 79.9 31.8 39.6 15.6 12.3 195
JTs n 90 54 114 66 24 50 14
(n=170) % 52.9 31.8 67.1 38.8 14.1 29.4 8.2

Note. Multiple responses were allowed (This table first appeared in Shimo, 2016, p. 44)
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motivation types) from those of the JTs in the
survey. In other words, different teaching con-
texts may have a great deal with the interpreta-
tion of the data. Keeping this point in mind, let us

examine the data next.

Results and Interpretations

Students’ English Abilities

Seven questions on the survey specifically
asked the respondents for their perceptions
of their students’ English abilities. One of the
questions was about the students’ foreign
language abilities rather than English only, but
the responses should nevertheless reflect the
teachers’ perception of their students’ English
abilities: it was English that the respondents
were teaching to these students, and they hence
made judgments based on their impressions of
their English classes.

The mean scores were larger for the ETs in all
of the question cases, and it seems that the ETs
were more generous in their evaluation of their
students” English abilities, which appears consis-
tent with what Chiba and Matsuura (1998, cited

in Matsuura et al. 2001) reported. Regardless of
this difference, both the ETs and the JTs consid-
ered their students’ productive skills to be less
developed than their receptive skills. For both
groups, the teachers’ perceptions regarding their
students’ speaking and writing skills received the
lowest or the second lowest mean score (Q3 and
Q5). The highest mean score was for their stu-
dents’ reading skills (Q4) in both groups (Table
2).

Statistically significant differences were found
at p < 0.007 for “the students are good at learn-
ing foreign languages” (Q1), “the students are
good at speaking in English” (Q3), and “the
students’ English pronunciation is good” (Q6).
These responses indicated that by comparison
with the JTs, the ETs agreed more strongly that
their students’ oral communication skills were
good.

The correlation values between the types of
skills targeted in the class and the teachers’
perceptions of their students’ abilities were
rather weak, but it is intriguing that a positive
correlation was observed between the speaking
skill being targeted in the class and the teachers’

Table 2 Teachers’ Perceptions of Their Students’ English Abilities (N = 324)

ETs (n=154) JTs (n=170)
Questions 3 d P
M SD M SD
?1. .The students are good at learning 279 92 249 81 313 3,083+ 35 002
oreign languages.
32. ’_I‘he students are good at listening in 261 92 246 89 313 1.429 16 154
nglish.
33' The students are good at speakingin o 49 g9 909 77 285907 3320 38 001
nglish.
34. The students are good at reading in 2,90 96 279 89 303 1735 19 084
nglish.
35. The students are good at writing in 235 93 212 5 286.141 2993 2% 027
nglish.
gﬁgo ’(I;S.e students’ English pronunciation 261 85 239 79 312 3185 35 002
Q7. The students have good grammatical
knowledge of English. 2.61 .89 2.53 94 311 793 .09 429
Note. d means Cohen’s d.
#p <. 01 Fp<.007
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stronger perception of their students being good
at speaking in English at a statistically significant
level (p < 0.007) (Table 3). Moreover, among the
teachers targeting writing in their classes, again
rather weak but positive correlations were identi-
fied between the target skill and the teachers’

perceptions that their students were good at all
aspects of English (p < 0.007). The correlation
between writing skills targeted in the class and
the teachers’ perception that their students’

writing skill was good was medium (r = 0.33, p <
0.007), and it seems that the teachers focusing
on productive skills in their classes indicated a
stronger sense that their students were good, at
least at the focused productive skill for the class.
Even though statistically significant differences
were not identified, note that negative correla-
tions were found between discrete language fea-
tures (i.e., pronunciation and grammar) as the
class target skills and the teachers’ perceptions
of their students’ abilities. This response implies
that, compared to those teaching integrated
language skills, teachers focusing on discrete lan-
guage abilities in their classes may be more likely
to gain the impression that their students are not

as good at using English. Those teachers who
focus on pronunciation and grammar may miss
opportunities to evaluate the communicative as-
pects of their students’ English abilities.

Students’ Reasons for Learning English

This section reports the survey responses
about why the teachers thought their students
were learning English. In the survey, the re-
spondents were asked to select up to three rea-
sons, with an option of “other, please specify”
(Table 4). The major differences and similarities
between the two groups, the ETs and JTs, were
as follows: (1) the percentage of the ETs who
chose “because they like English” (26.6%) was
much higher than that of the JTs (10.6%); (2)
the percentage of the ETs who chose “because
they are interested in the cultures of English-
speaking countries” (15.6%) was also much
higher than that of the JTs (7.1%); (3) the per-
centage of teachers who selected “because they
need credits to graduate from university” was
the largest for both groups, but that of the JTs
(75.9%) was higher than that of the ETs (63.6%);

and (4) the percentage of teachers who selected

Table 3 Pearson’s Correlations Between Target Skills and the Teacher’s Perceptions of Their

Students’ Abilities (N = 324)

Listening Speaking Reading  Writing Pronunciation Grammar
Q1. The students are good at learning -.00 .06 -.02 267k -.05 -.08
foreign languages. p=.963 p=.288 p=.746 p=.000 P =.369 p=.156
Q2. The students are good at listening 02 .03 -.08 18k -04 -04
in English. p=.745 p=546 p=.179 p=.002 p =.456 p=.533
Q3. The students are good at speaking .06 0%k -.13 20k -.09 -07
in English. p=.324 p=.000 p=.020 p=.000 p =106 p =211
Q4. The students are good at reading -.13 -.05 .06 22Hk -14 -.06
in English. p=.021 p=.39 p=.274 p=.000 p=.015 p=.272
Q5. The students are good at writing -.03 .08 01 33FE - 15%* -04
in English. p=.600 p=.133 p=.846 p=.000 p=.009 p=.436
Q6. The students” English -.10 .08 - 16 2k -12 -13
pronunciation is good. p=.093 p=.178 p=.005 p=.000 p=.032 p=.022
Q7. The students have good - 167 .08 .04 19k - 15%* -.05
grammatical knowledge of English. p=.005 p=.88 p=.433 p=.001 p=.009 p=.393

#p <. 01 % p<.007
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Table 4 Students’ Reasons for Learning English

Question: Why do you think students learn English? Choose one, two, or three ETs (. =154) JTs (n =170)
(maximum three) reasons. n (%) n (%)
1. Because they like English. 41 (26.6) 18 (10.6)
2. Because they are interested in the cultures of English-speaking countries. 24 (15.6) 12(71)
3. Because they need credits to graduate from university. 98 (63.6) 129 (75.9)
4. Because they want to be able to use English. 52 (33.8) 63 (37.1)
5. Because they think English is useful to give and get information. 15 ( 9.7) 19 (11.2)
6. Because they think English is useful to interact with English-speaking people. 45 (29.2) 40 (235)
7. Because they think English is necessary to find a job. 57 (37.0) 64 (37.6)
8. Because they think it will be useful in the future if they can use English. 70 (45.5) 91 (53.5)
9. Other 13 ( 84) 5(29)

“because they think it will be useful in the future
if they can use English” was higher for the JTs
(53.5%) than for the ETs (45.5%).

The reasons ‘because they like English” and
“because they are interested in the cultures of
English-speaking countries” can be categorized
as intrinsically motivated (Ryan and Deci, 2000).
On the assumption that English majors are more
intrinsically motivated than other majors, I com-
pared the responses across teachers of different
majors for these two reasons (Table 5). Teachers
of science majors who selected these choices
were barely existent for both groups. As sus-
pected, the percentages for teachers of English
majors who selected these answers were larger
than the equivalent percentages for the non-Eng-
lish humanity or science major teachers. Despite
these differences, which seem to be attributable

to students” majors, the percentages were higher

for the ETs in most of the cases (Table 5).

These responses indicated that the JTs per-
ceived more strongly that they were teaching stu-
dents with mainly instrumental motivations and
lacking in intrinsic motivations. Shimo (2014b)
pointed out that JTs may share a vague yearning
towards English with their students that profi-
ciency should bring some fortune to their lives.
This wish, which probably is more often seen
among JTs, may have contributed to the group
differences regarding “because they think it will
be useful in the future if they can use English”

(Q8).

Students’ Approaches to Learning English
There were 16 Likert-scale, one multiple

choice, and two open-ended question items on

the teachers’ perceptions and opinions of their

students’ English learning approaches. For the

Table 5 Comparisons Across Students’ Majors: ‘Because They Like English” and ‘Because
They Are Interested in the Cultures of English-Speaking Countries.”

English I;Tlon En%ﬁsh Science Other Total
Students’ maiors ETs (n = 22) ETZ“EZ“I_ 1§§> ETs (n=25) ETs (n=21) ETs (n=154)
! TOs (n=14) 0Tl JTs (0=39) s (m=29) JTs (n = 170)
n (%) ) ((V;) n (%) 7 (%) 7 (%)
) ) 12 (54.5) 25 (29.1) 0 (0) 4 (19.0) 41
1. Because they like English. 4(286)  11(125) 0 (0) 3(10.3) 18
. 5 (22.7) 13 (15.1) 2 (8.0) 4 (19.0) 24
2. Because they are interested 4 (986) 6( 68) 0 (0) 2( 69) 12
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Likert-scale items, statistically significant differ-
ences were identified at p < .003 for “the stu-
dents want to learn English from native English-
speaking teachers rather than from native
Japanese-speaking teachers” (Q13), “the stu-
dents want to do speaking activities in their Eng-
lish classes at university” (Q15), “the students
want teachers to use Japanese whenever possible
in their English classes at university” (Q21), “the
students want teachers to use English whenever
possible in their English classes at university”
(Q22), “the students should learn English rather
than other foreign languages” (Q24), “the stu-
dents should practice translating from English to
Japanese in learning English” (Q27), and “the
students should practice translating from Japa-
nese to English in learning English” (Q28), and
at p < .01 for “the students should learn about
English-speaking countries and regions in order
to improve their English” (Q26). (Table 6)

The responses to @13 (“the students want to
learn English from native English-speaking teach-
ers:--") may relate to the ETs" and JTs  percep-
tions regarding their students’ reasons for learn-
ing English: as discussed in the previous section,
more of the ETs selected intrinsic motivation
(i.e., interests in English language and culture)
as their students’ reasons to learn, whereas the
JTs" perceptions, rather, leaned towards their
students being extrinsically or instrumentally
motivated. It is logical to assume that students
who are interested in English language and cul-
ture would like to interact with people who have
an immediate background in the actual language
and culture, and therefore they are willing to
take the ETs  classes. At the same time, Q13
may not have been a fair question for the JTs.
There should have been a statement saying “The
students want to learn English from Japanese L1
teachers rather than from English L1 teachers”
in order to be able to make a proper comparison.

As for Q15 (“the students want to do speaking

activities in their English classes at university”),
note that nearly 80% of the ETs were teaching
speaking as their class target (Table 1). This re-
sponse implies that ETs in general perceive more
strongly that they are teaching the skills that they
think their students want to learn. On the other
hand, even among the JTs, speaking activities
ranked first (MS = 3.18) among the skills that the
teachers think their students want to practice in
their classes. The skills that followed speaking,
from the highest to the lowest, were basically
the same both for the ETs and the JTs, namely,
pronunciation, listening (for the ETs these both
had the same mean score), reading, grammatical
knowledge, and writing. The JTs may be more
frustrated than the ETs in the sense they may of-
ten feel that they are teaching the skills that their
students do not particularly want to improve.

Regarding the use of English and Japanese in
class, there seemed to be differences among the
ETs and the JTs. The JTs agreed more strongly
that their students expected them to use Japa-
nese than the ETs did. On the other hand, the
mean scores for @21 (the use of Japanese in
class) and Q22 (the use of English in class) were
roughly the same (2.70 and 2.66, respectively),
indicating that the JTs did not necessarily think
that their students resist the teachers’ use of
English in class.

As for Q24 (“The students should learn Eng-
lish rather than other foreign languages”), the
JTs believed more strongly than the ETs that
students should learn English, although this did
not mean that their students should be deprived
of opportunities to learn other foreign languages
(see @23, “The students should be given a
chance to learn a language other than English”).
Moreover, the responses to Q26 indicated that
the JTs believed more strongly than the ETs that
their students should learn about English-speak-
ing countries and regions in order to improve
their English.
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Table 6 T7eachers’ Perceptions of Their Students’ Approaches to Learning English
ETs JTs
Questions (n=154) (n =170) df ¢ d p
M SO M SD

Q13. The students want to learn English

from native English-speaking teachers 314
rather than from native Japanese-speaking :
teachers.

72 250 .82 224184 6.398* &3 .000

Q14. The students want to do listening
activities in their English classes at 3.04 .78 295 81 269 975 A1 .330
university.

Q15. The students want to do speaking
activities in their English classes at 345 .74 318 .79 296 3.098*++ 35  .002
university.

Q16. The students want to do reading
activities in their English classes at 286 .84 2,67 .77 264 1.929 24 055
university.

Q17. The students want to do writing
activities in their English classes at 258 .83 253 .86 271 490 06 625
university.

Q18. The students want to do
pronunciation improvement activities in 3.04 .86 3.0l .83 278 .260 04 795
their English classes at university.

Q19. The students want to do activities to
improve their grammatical knowledge in 2.72 .84 262 .84 282 1.039 12300
their English classes at university.

Q20. The students want Japanese
translation to be utilized in their English 2.68 93 274 .93 256 -487 -06 627
classes at university.

Q21. The students want teachers to
use Japanese whenever possible in their 2.08 1.02 270 .90 281 -5.434F - 64 .000
English classes at university.

Q22. The students want teachers to use
English whenever possible in their English  3.16 .83  2.66 .83 276 5.053%% 60  .000
classes at university.

Q23. The students should be given a
chance to learn a language other than 3.76 .50 3.65 .63 296.305 1.662 19 .098
English.

Q24. The students should learn English

rather than other foreign languages. 205 105 253 1.00 298 4021 - 47 000

Q25. The students should live in a country

where English is spoken in order to 291 .99 270 97 304 1.850 21 .065
improve their English.

Q26. The students should learn about

English-speaking countries and regions in 294 .92 322 .89 303 -2.661%* =31 .008

order to improve their English.

Q27. The students should practice
translating from English to Japanese in 191 .87 226 104  301.740  -3.176%* -37  .002
learning English.

Q28. The students should practice
translating from Japanese to English in  2.06 .95 2.66 1.03 305 -5.334* - 61 .000
learning English.

< .01 e p < 003
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As for the use of translations (Q27 and Q28),
the tendency was stronger among the JTs than
the ETs to argue that translation between English
and Japanese should be utilized. However, the
JTs" mean score still leaned towards the nega-
tive side for translation from English to Japanese
(MS = 2.26); and even for the translation from
Japanese to English, it was approximately in the
middle (MS = 2.66).

Next, one multiple-choice question item
asked the respondents to select the skills or
abilities that they believed needed particular em-
phasis for Japanese university English students
(Table 7). A large percentage (70.1%) of the ETs
chose speaking, which was also the most com-
monly chosen skill for the JTs, although the per-
centage was much lower (42.9% ). The difference
was fairly large also for pronunciation and gram-
mar. Among the ETs, 12.3% selected pronuncia-
tion, compared to only 5.9% of the JTs. The JTs
considered grammar much more important at
21.8% whereas only 5.8% of the ETs selected it.

Finally, let us examine the two open-ended
questions. The first one asked the respondents
to state the reasons why they thought their stu-
dents should try to improve the skills/abilities
listed on Table 7, and the other asked them what
kinds of learning activities they thought their stu-
dents should particularly utilize for their English

learning, and why. As for the first question, the
responses of teachers who selected “speaking”
and ‘reading,” which were analyzed by coding
their comments (Miles, Huberman, & Saldaia,
2014), are reported in this paper with a particu-
lar focus. It is because the former was selected
by most ETs, and the latter was selected by
most JTs as the target skill for their classes, and
moreover, the percentage of the teachers who se-
lected these skills as needing the most emphasis
was fairly different between the two groups with
a gap of 15% or higher (Table 7).

Although the ETs and JTs provided generally
similar reasons why they thought the respective
skills should be emphasized (Table 8 and 9), a
few differences were also identified. For speak-
ing, the ETs seem to attend more than the JTs to
the fact that their students’ oral communication
skills were weak due to lack of practice, whereas
the JTs seemed to subscribe more to the belief
that their students would be expected to speak
English in the future. This may relate to the
previously reported result that the JTs believed
more strongly that their students learn English
“because they think it will be useful in the fu-
ture.” As for reading, nearly half (44.3%) of the
JTs who selected it claimed it to be the basis of
learning language or general academic skills,

whereas the ETs’ equivalent percentage was high

Table 7 Skills or Abilities That Need Particular Emphasis (N = 324)

Question: Which skills or abilities do you think students should particularly

try to improve? If you were asked to choose only one or two (maximum two) ETs (n=154)  JTs (n = 170)
skills / abilities to focus on, which one (s) would you choose? n (%) n (%)

1. Listening 56 (36.4) 44 (25.9)
2. Speaking 108 (70.1) 73 (42.9)
3. Reading 28 (18.2) 61 (35.9)
4. Writing 25 (16.2) 45 (26.5)
5. Pronunciation 19 (12.3) 10 ( 5.9)
6. Grammar 9(58) 37 (21.8)
7. Vocabulary 32 (20.8) 31 (18.2)
8. Other 14 (9.1) 741
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(28.6%) but not to the extent of the JT's.

On the other hand, a number of the ETs
emphasized the importance of providing an
extensive amount of input through reading. One
ET commented that “[reading] is erroneously
believed to be a strength of Japanese language
learners. I think my students will benefit from
a focus on reading for fluency.” Another wrote,
“reading is a very good way to increase input,
which is essential.” A couple of the JTs also
commented on their students’ poor ability to
comprehend contexts, story outlines, and logics,
emphasizing the importance of improving their
reading skills. The tendency was stronger among
the JTs to claim that reading is an effective
way of learning a foreign language in an EFL
context such as Japan. Of the 27 JTs who stated
that reading helps to create a foundation for
language learning, eight specifically mentioned
that passive skills should precede the acquisition
of productive skills. Quite a few teachers in both
groups commented that teaching not only one
independent type of skills but also integrated
skills would be important.

In language skill or ability categories other
than speaking and reading, the teachers’ com-
ments were generally similar in both groups. For
example, among the teachers who selected gram-
mar on this question item, most teachers com-
mented that grammar is the foundation of all lan-
guage skills and that it is necessary in order to be

able to listen, speak, read, or write. As for writ-

ing, many teachers in both groups commented
that their students were required to write during
their academic life or that their productive skills
were weaker than other skills. However, similarly
to the teachers’ comments on speaking skills, as
many as 12 of the JTs' comments were future-
oriented in stating that writing would be required
in society or useful in their students’ future ca-
reers whereas there was only one such comment
among the ET’s responses.

Lastly, the responses to the other open-ended
question were examined. The question asked the
respondents for the kinds of learning activities
they thought their students should particularly
utilize for their English learning. The responses
were varied: in both groups, teachers mentioned
all kinds of activities involving reading, speak-
ing, listening, grammar, presentations, projects,
discussion, fluency-building activities, and task-
based learning. As many as 23 ETs mentioned
reading, 14 of whom specifically mentioned
extensive reading or the use of graded readers.
Among the JTs, 19 teachers mentioned reading,
and eight of them specifically mentioned exten-
sive reading. There is a general consensus among
both groups that reading provides a basic foun-
dation for language learning. Although 18 ETs
specifically wrote about improving students’ oral
communication skills using the word “speaking,”
only five JTs did so. However, the JTs also used
other oral communication-related words such

as “productive skills” (six JTs), “presentations”

Table 8 Main Reasons Why Speaking Should Be Emphasized (N = 181)

Coding

ETs (n=108)  JTs (n="73)

1. lack of practice, need to improve, weakest skill or weaker than other skills 51

2. mnecessary for communication, basics of communication, basics of language,

most important in language use

3. necessary for jobs, studies, travels, useful in the future, expected or

required by society
4. motivating, rewarding, will lead to confidence

5. students want to improve it

47.2% 21 28.8%

26 24.1% 17 23.3%

12 11.1% 16 21.9%

8 7.4% 6 8.2%
5 4.6% 4 5.5%
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(six JTs), “discussion” (two JTs), and “debate”
(one JT), suggesting that the use of these skills
or activities should be promoted. In both groups,
comments regarding student-centered, autono-

mous, and out-of-class learning were found.

Study Implications

The current analysis has suggested that there
were a few differences between the ETs and JTs'
perceptions of their students’ English abilities,
reasons for learning English, and approaches to
learning English. However, the differences cannot
be explained simply by them having different
L1s. The backgrounds are fairly complicated, as
the following points indicate:

1. More ETs than JTs agreed that their students’
oral communication skills were good. In the
background of this tendency, may the fact
have something to do that nearly 80% of the
ETs were targeting speaking in their class.

2. Positive correlations were identified between
teachers targeting productive skills such as
speaking and writing and their evaluations
of those skills of their students. The study
indicated a possibility that teachers targeting
discrete language features, such as pronuncia-
tion and grammar, tended to think that their
students were not good at using English.

3. The ETs showed a stronger tendency to agree
that their students were intrinsically motivat-

ed. Both the ETs and JTs thought that their
students were also extrinsically or instrumen-
tally motivated, but the tendency to think so

was stronger among the JTs.

4. Both the JTs and ETs thought that their stu-

dents would like to improve their speaking
skills most. For both groups, speaking was se-
lected by most teachers as the skill that needs
particular emphasis, but the percentage was
much higher for the ETs (ETs = 70.1%, JTs =
42.9%) . There were some differences regard-
ing the reasons why the teachers thought
their students needed more speaking practice.
A high percentage of the ETs (47.2%) stated
that the students had simply been lacking
in practice. The percentage of the JTs who
claimed that speaking was useful in the future
or required by society was higher at 21.9%
than that of ETs at 11.1%.

5. The skill that the majority of the ETs were
targeting in their class matched with the skill
that they thought their students wanted to im-
prove (i.e., speaking). Shimo (2016) revealed
that more of the ETs perceived that their
students were “cheerful” and “willing to com-
municate in English” than the JTs. The ETs'
positive impressions of their students may be
related to the match between the target skills
and the skills that the teachers thought their
students want to improve.

6. Differences were found between the ETs and

Table 9 Main Reasons Why Reading Should Be Emphasized (N = 89)

Coding

ETs (n = 28) JTs (n=61)

1. foundation for academic studies, foundation to enhance other abilities,

basis for language learning

2. necessary or useful for an academic, research, or business path, useful in

the future, required by society

. useful way to provide a lot of input

. autonomous or life-long learning

S O W W

. to build up confidence

. useful in an EFL learning context, effective for Japanese students

8 28.6% 27 44.3%
7 25.0% 16 26.2%
0 0.0% 6 9.8%
5 17.9% 3 1.6%
2 7.1% 1 1.6%
0 0.0% 1 1.6%
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JTs with respect to the use of English and
Japanese and translations in class (English
to Japanese and Japanese to English). The

JTs tended to value the practice of translating

Japanese to English more highly than the ETs.
7. A number of teachers in both groups stated

that teaching not only one discrete skill but
integrated skills would be most important.

Many teachers in both groups commented

that reading was the foundation for academic

studies or basis for language learning, but the
percentage was much higher for the JTs at
44.3% than for the ETs at 28.6%.

For the interpretation of these findings of the
current study, research limitations have to be
taken into account. First, are ETs more likely to
be assigned classes of students with a higher-
proficiency level of English? As stated before, the
2014 survey did not collect information about the
students’ English proficiency levels. If the stu-
dents of the ETs who participated in the survey
had better English abilities than those of the JTs
in the survey, then it seems reasonable to assume
that the difference between the students simply
explains why ETs" evaluations of their students’
English abilities were higher.

On the other hand, how does this assumption
explain the tendency revealed in this study that
the teachers targeting productive skills tended
to assess their students’ language abilities more
positively? Was it simply because the students’
abilities were actually better? The problem may
not be as simple as it appears because we cannot
deny the possibility that teachers tend to have
positive assessment of their students skills when
they focus on productive skills. In other words,
if the teachers do more fluency-based activities
(e.g., writing and speaking with a limited atten-
tion to mistakes) rather than accuracy-based ac-
tivities (e.g., focusing on correct grammar), they
may start to have more positive opinions of their

students’ abilities. More exploration into this

issue is necessary.

Differences observed between ETs' and JTs’
perceptions of their students’ motivations may
also be related to differences actually seen among
the students themselves. If ETs are targeting the
skills that they think their students want to im-
prove, synthetic effect may be expected among
the teachers’ and students’ impressions of the
class—leading both to more positive impressions
of each other, and of the class itself, and eventu-
ally skills dealt in the class as well. The ratio of
the ETs teaching English majors was larger (22
out of 154) than that of the JTs (14 out of 170),
which could imply that the chance is higher for
ETs than for JTs that they teach students who
are interested in learning the language and Eng-
lish-speaking people’s culture.

As for reasons for learning English or reasons
for learning certain skills of English, the JTs
showed a stronger tendency to refer to “the
necessity in society or in the future.” Terasawa
(2015) criticized English language educators
and researchers in Japan for naively believing
that English is required in that society, referring
to data that indicated that only a minority, 10 to
20% at most, of the whole Japanese population
would need English at work. As professionals
teaching English, it is very natural for English
teachers to believe that learning English is useful.
They would have to leave their profession if they
judge that it is of no value. When teachers have
students who are not intrinsically but simply in-
strumentally motivated to learn English in class,
this teaching context may allow those teachers
to resort even more to instrumental motivations
by emphasizing social expectations for the use
of English and the advantages that students may
appreciate in job hunting.

If ETs and JTs being assigned different roles
and certain groups of students is causing differ-
ent impressions about their students, it is neces-

sary to examine if such different role assignments
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are actually beneficial for students’ learning.
Such assignments could simply be reinforcing
stereotypical views about the use or learning of
English.

One commonly accepted difference between
the ETs and JTs is by definition that ETs or
English L1 users have intuitive and implicit
knowledge about the English language. On
the contrary, JTs generally have more explicit
grammatical knowledge. This background may
automatically place the two groups in two dif-
ferent positions regarding preferred methods
of teaching and learning grammar. This is one
of the factors that allow some English learning
curriculum developers to assign ETs speaking
classes where the focus is often on fluency, and
JTs reading and grammar classes which focuses
on students’ accurate understanding of sentence
structures. However, in such an English language
program as utilize binary opposition (i.e., ETs
or JTs in teaching contexts in Japan), individual
teachers’ qualifications are not reviewed first, but
the fact that the teacher is an L1 speaker or not
becomes the most valued priority in determining
the teachers’ roles. If ETs are assigned speaking
classes simply because they are L1 speakers of
the language, it may reinforce the notion among
the students that speaking skills are owned by L1
speakers and will never be attained by non-native
speakers. When JTs start to teach more speaking
and writing, their perceptions of their students’
English abilities may change. If ETs start to teach
more reading and grammar, they may notice
different learner characteristics among their stu-

dents.

Conclusion

In order to develop an effective English learn-
ing program, individual teachers’ roles should be
determined not by their L1s but rather by their
qualifications, skills, abilities, and experiences.

This study has adopted a simple method in which
teachers were grouped into two separate groups
based on the teachers’ L1. However, the differ-
ences identified between the groups could not be
explained merely by their different L1s. Such dif-
ferences may have been attributed to the types
of skills targeted in class, and to the proficiency
levels or motivation types of the students.
English language learning programs in which
teachers’ roles are divided simply by their L1,
have a risk of reinforcing the stereotypes of the
teacher groups (i.e., Japanese teachers and
English “native” teachers). Such programs may
be reinforcing certain ideologies among learn-
ers (e.g., oral communication is owned only by
“native” speakers). Perhaps, both students and
teachers may benefit more from English language
learning programs where multilingual and multi-
cultural aspects are emphasized rather than such
dichotomous features. Oda (August 2015) sug-
gested that hiring teachers who are capable of us-
ing more than one language is one way of making
the program more multilingual and multicultural.
In his program at a university in Tokyo, teachers
come from various backgrounds, the majority of
which are non-Japanese L2 speakers of English.
Further investigation regarding the relationships
between teachers’ roles, curriculum features, and

teachers’ and students’ beliefs is still needed.

Notes

1) The research reported here was funded by
a JSPS Grant-in-Aid for Scientific Research
(KAKENHI), Grant-in-Aid for Young Scien-
tists (B): Grant Number 25770215.

2) The numbers of question items have been left
the same as appeared on the original survey.
Likert-scale questions, Q8 to Q12, question
items regarding teachers’ beliefs about their
students’ personalities and other, were ana-
lyzed in Shimo (2016).
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