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ABSTRACT 

The influence a test has on teaching and learning is commonly referred to as the 

‘washback effect’. It is often argued that English examinations in Japan, which tend to be 

heavily grammar-orientated, have a negative washback effect on teaching and learning. 

The areas of writing and speaking are of particular concern as both tend to be assessed 

via indirect testing methods. This study, then, examines the effects of existing English 

tests in Japan and also proposes an original direct test of speaking, which is subsequently 

trialled in a sample learning context. An attempt is then made to determine the extent and 

nature of washback resulting from this new speaking test. 

 

Chapter 1 looks at the study of English as a foreign language (EFL) within the context of 

Japanese high schools. In particular, the discussion focuses on the ‘mismatch’ that occurs 

between the levels of curriculum planning and actual classroom implementation. It is 

suggested that one of the reasons behind the apparent failure of the official 

communicative syllabus adopted by the Japanese Ministry of Education (MEXT) is due 

to the existence of the “hidden syllabus” driven by the content of EFL examinations. 

 

Chapter 2 examines the phenomenon of washback with a review of the published 

literature in the field. The notions of test washback and test impact are introduced before 

the discussion goes on to look at the different kinds of influence a test might have, with 

specific reference to the ‘Washback Hypothesis’ put forward by Alderson & Wall (1993). 

The issue of washback occurring as a result of ‘high stakes’ testing is also considered and 

finally, the question of whether positive washback can be nurtured and thus improve 

curricula is analysed in greater detail. 

 

Chapter 3 presents the rationale for the design of the new speaking test. Firstly, however, 

a brief background to communicative language testing is presented in order to consider 
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an approach that conforms to the philosophy of the official English language syllabus in 

Japan. An outline of current EFL tests faced by the learners in the sample is also offered 

in this chapter. 

 

Chapter 4 details the data collection techniques being used to measure the washback 

effect of existing tests and the new speaking test. An outline of the research context is 

also provided along with details of the learners and teachers taking part in all aspects of 

the study. 

 

Finally, Chapter 5 discusses the research findings and looks at the implications for both 

EFL test design, and for the future implementation of a communicative syllabus in the 

Japanese context. 
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Chapter  1: English as a Foreign Language in Japan 

1.1 Official language policy: the syllabus goals of the Ministry of Education 

The Japanese Ministry of Education – which forms part of the all-encompassing Ministry 

of Education, Culture, Sports, Science and Technology (MEXT1) – has, for some time 

now, promoted the use of communicative teaching methodology in the English classroom. 

In support of this philosophy, the syllabus guidelines document produced by MEXT (The 

Course of Study for Foreign Languages 1993) stresses the importance of developing 

students’ ability to use English for the purpose of everyday communication. 

 

An Action Plan to Cultivate “ Japanese with English Abilities”  (MEXT 2003) also 

highlights the measures that need to be taken to improve second language education in 

Japan. This document presents a series of goals, which, it is hoped, can be achieved 

within a five-year period. The following statement is made in relation to the required 

English abilities of students graduating from high school: 

On graduation from a senior high school, students can  
conduct normal communication with regard to topics,  
for example, relating to daily life. (English language 
abilities for graduates should be the second level or the 
pre-second level of the Society for Testing English  
Proficiency (STEP2) on average). 
                                   (MEXT 2003: 1) 

With regard to actual teaching methodology, the paper reiterates the Ministry’s policy of 

promoting communicative language teaching (CLT) by going on to state that ‘instruction 

mainly based on grammar and translation or teacher-centered classes is not 

recommended’ (MEXT 2003: 3). 

 

                                                
1 MEXT (The Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science and Technology (Monbu-kagaku-sho)) came into being 
in January 2001. Prior to that, the Ministry of Education was known as Monbusho (sometimes referred to as 
Mombusho). 
2 Established under the guidance of the Japanese Ministry of Education in 1963, the STEP (or Eiken) is an optional  
seven level proficiency test, administered 3 times a year exclusively to Japanese learners of English. A more in-depth 
analysis can be found in Chapter 3 (pp. 35 – 36). 
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Whilst the aims and objectives of MEXT represent worthy statements of intent, the 

degree to which they are actually being realised is somewhat open to question. Indeed, it 

could be some time before the majority of high school graduates are able to reach the 

level of proficiency demanded in the Ministry’s Action Plan. Despite the fact that 

English is studied through six years of secondary education – starting from the age of 

twelve and continuing up until graduation from high school at eighteen – many learners 

continue to experience difficulty in using the language for purposeful communication, 

often encountering problems in the areas of speaking and writing. Thus, it would appear 

that the primary objectives of the syllabus prescribed by MEXT, along with the goals put 

forward in the Action Plan remain, as yet, largely unfulfilled. 

 

One of the main reasons behind the apparent failure of both the syllabus and the 

Action Plan perhaps lies in the demands placed upon teachers and learners by the ‘hidden 

syllabus’. Before discussing this in greater detail, however, let us first of all consider the 

kind of classroom environment that has come to typify the Japanese approach to English 

language education over the years. 

 

1.2 Dominant methodology 

The study of English as a foreign language (EFL) is often associated with a very 

‘traditional’ pedagogy in Japan and has become synonymous with: 

- a teacher-centred approach that relies heavily on grammar-translation and rote 

learning methods; 

- learning materials which emphasise language usage as opposed to actual language 

use, resulting in lessons that, for the most part, focus on discrete-point grammar items 

and the translation of reading passages into the first language;  

- large classes, often numbering 40 or more students of mixed ability; 

- classrooms which, in terms of layout, arguably serve to promote the preferred 
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‘lockstep’ approach, with students usually seated in rows consisting of single desks 

positioned one behind the other. 

This traditional approach is sometimes referred to as yakudoku (Gorsuch 1998), which 

roughly translates as “the grammar-translation reading method” (Brown 2002) and, with 

many classrooms continuing to exhibit such characteristics, EFL in Japan is often 

criticised on the grounds that it has been slow to progress. Indeed, as the calls for a more 

communicative approach increase, there has been much debate with regards to the best 

way to achieve this objective and thus improve the communicative competence of 

learners, which represents the ultimate target of the Ministry of Education. 

 

1.3 The hidden syllabus: factors affecting the implementation of communicative 

language teaching 

There is still much disagreement – and to some extent, confusion – over the most 

effective way to approach the study of English in Japan, especially in terms of content 

(i.e. what should be taught) and methodology (i.e. how it should be taught). On the one 

hand, there are those who believe that the more traditional ‘lockstep’ approach, as 

outlined in section 1.2, is most effective for meeting the needs of Japanese learners and 

the system as a whole. On the other hand, it is felt that communicative language teaching 

offers the best way forward if English education in Japan is to demonstrate any real signs 

of progress. Watanabe (2004: 132), for example, notes that: 

  …now, in response to the need for international 
  communication, there is a greater emphasis on  
  active language use involving the exchange of  
  both spoken and written information. 

This would certainly appear to be the case at the level of curriculum planning where the 

Ministry of Education is keen to promote CLT. In practice, however, greater importance 

continues to be placed upon learning about the language rather than on actual language 
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use – a situation ideally suited to the more traditional grammar-translation approach still 

preferred by so many Japanese teachers of English. 

 

It becomes increasingly clear, then, that the communicative approach faces 

considerable opposition and that several barriers have yet to be overcome if CLT is to be 

fully integrated into the English syllabus. Not surprisingly, much of the opposition comes 

from teachers who are more familiar with grammar-translation methodology having 

received little, if any, training in communicative techniques – a point confirmed by 

Reesor (2003: 63): 

  Most JTEs (Japanese Teachers of English) learned English 
  through the grammar-translation method and as a result, 

this is the methodology which they feel most comfortable 
with as teachers. 

If no training in communicative teaching methodology is provided during initial training 

courses, it creates something of a dilemma for many Japanese teachers of English, who 

must then decide whether to gain knowledge in the area through additional, independent 

study. Sakui (2004) also makes the observation that there appears to be no agreed 

definition of communicative language teaching at either an instructional level or a 

conceptual level, thus adding to the problems of implementation. 

 

Teacher perceptions of communicative language teaching are in many ways 

influenced by the existence of a ‘hidden syllabus’. Within the Japanese high school 

context, this hidden syllabus is undoubtedly shaped by the content of English 

examinations – particularly those administered by universities as part of their entrance 

procedures. Johnson (1989: 6) argues that, if a syllabus is to have credibility, then 

subsequent test items must be related to the content of that syllabus, and that ‘item types 

in examinations need to be selected and constructed with this ‘washback’ effect in mind’. 

Unfortunately, university entrance examinations in Japan are notoriously grammar-
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orientated; somewhat contradicting the syllabus aims of the Ministry of Education. Sakui 

(2004: 159), for example, suggests that: 

  …contrary to the teachers’ aspirations to incorporate 
CLT into their teaching, they cannot ignore the demand 
to prepare students for entrance examinations. 

It is important for test designers then, to be aware of the possibility of washback (positive 

or negative) – defined by Hughes (1989: 1) as ‘the effect of testing on teaching and 

learning’. Brown (2002) makes the observation that if official syllabus policy in Japan 

continued to recognise grammar-translation as the preferred method of instruction – as 

indeed used to be the case – then university examinations would have greater validity (i.e. 

test content would be more consistent with syllabus content). However, following the 

introduction of the new syllabus guidelines and the promotion of communicative 

methodology, ‘a mismatch was created between the yakudoku entrance examinations and 

any curricula that had actually responded to Mombusho’s guidelines’ (Brown 2002). This 

would seem to suggest that in the current climate, entrance examinations are exerting 

unfavourable washback upon the communicative syllabus and the degree to which it can 

be successfully implemented. This, in turn, is also arguably having a detrimental effect 

upon teaching (and learning) practices. 

 

The aim of this study is to test this hypothesis and establish whether examination 

washback is indeed occurring in the context outlined throughout this introductory chapter. 

In particular, the following research questions will be considered: 

1. To what extent does test content influence teaching methodology? 

2. Can teaching and learning be improved by adopting direct testing techniques, thus 

eliminating the potential for mismatch that arises from the communicative syllabus 

aims of MEXT? 

The discussion proceeds with a review of the literature relevant to the phenomenon of 

washback (Chapter 2). Chapter 3 will explore in greater detail some of the problematic 
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aspects of existing tests and offer an alternative test design. The new test proposes to 

measure speaking skills directly – at present, the productive skills of speaking and 

writing, if tested at all, tend to be assessed by indirect methods. Chapter 4 will look at the 

trial of the test and will also provide details of the primary methods of data collection 

being used to address the two research questions – namely questionnaires and classroom 

observations.  Finally, Chapter 5 offers a discussion of the results in relation to the 

research questions and considers the implications for CLT implementation and EFL test 

design in the Japanese context. 
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Chapter  2: Literature Review 

2.1 Interpretations of test washback and test impact 

2.1.1 What is test washback? 

Numerous explanations of the term ‘washback’ can be found throughout the published 

research and literature on language testing. One of the most common definitions sees the 

concept referred to as the influence of testing on teaching and learning (e.g. Alderson & 

Wall 1993; Gates 1995; Cheng & Curtis 2004). Similarly, Shohamy et al (1996: 298) 

define washback as ‘the connections between testing and learning’ and Saville (2000: 4) 

and Hughes1 (1989: 1) as ‘the effect of testing on teaching and learning’. Messick (1996: 

241), noting that washback can have either harmful or positive effects, describes it as ‘the 

extent to which the introduction and use of a test influences language teachers and 

learners to do things they would not otherwise do that promote or inhibit language 

learning’. 

 

Such definitions refer only to washback in terms of the influence that tests might 

have upon the language classroom and the participant roles of teacher and learner. In 

other analyses a much broader interpretation is offered, taking the view that tests can 

have more far-reaching effects within the field of education. For example, Andrews 

(2004: 37), in an article that explores the relationship between washback and curricular 

innovation, looks beyond the classroom, and uses the term to describe ‘the effects of tests 

on teaching and learning, the educational system, and the various stakeholders in the 

education process’. The view of washback presented here approaches what some writers 

differentiate as test impact. 

 

 

                                                
1 Whilst ‘washback’ is the preferred term in British applied linguistics (Alderson & Wall, 1993: 115), some writers 
such as Hughes refer to the same phenomenon as ‘backwash’.  
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2.1.2 What is test impact? 

Although the terms washback and impact are sometimes used synonymously – as indeed 

demonstrated by Andrew’s (2004) definition of the former, above – test impact more 

accurately refers to the wider implications and effects of a given test. For example, whilst 

acknowledging that washback can be seen as the influence and effect of tests on teaching 

and learning, McNamara (2000: 74) notes that: 

  Tests can also have effects beyond the classroom.  
  The wider effect of tests on the community as a whole, 
  including the school, is referred to as test impact. 

Wall (1997: 291) makes a similar distinction between test washback and test impact, 

agreeing that the term ‘impact’ more accurately refers to: 

  …any of the effects that a test may have on 
  individuals, policies or practices, within the classroom,  
  the school, the educational system or society as a whole. 

Taylor (2000: 2), building upon a model proposed by Rea-Dickins (1997), who 

‘identified at least 5 stakeholder categories: learners, teachers, parents, government and 

official bodies, and the marketplace’, offers a more detailed conceptualisation in order to 

illustrate the wider societal effects of a test (i.e. test impact):  
 
      Learners             Learners 
 

Teachers             Parents / Carers 
 
School owners                                                                                                       Teachers 

 
Test writers              School owners 

 
Consultants              Receiving institutions 

 
Examiners / Raters                                                                                                                  Government agencies 

 
Test centre   

administrators             Professional bodies 
 
   Materials writers                                                                                                              Employers 
 

Publishers             Academic researchers 
 
 
         Figure 2.1 Stakeholders in the testing community 

 Note: UCLES = University of Cambridge Local Examinations Syndicate (see following discussion) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

UCLES 

 
Test construct 

 
 
 

Test format 
 
 
 

Test conditions 
 
 
 

Test assessment 
criteria 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Test score 
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The above model provides a useful illustration of the fact that a test can have impact 

upon the various stakeholders involved, at different points in the testing process: 

  Some of the stakeholders listed above (e.g. examiners 
  and materials writers) are likely to have more interest  
  in the ‘front end’ of a test, i.e. the test assessment criteria 
  or test format. Others may see their stake as being primarily 
  concerned with the test score. Some stakeholders, such as  
  learners and teachers, will naturally have an interest in  
  all aspects of the test. 
                                                   (Taylor 2000: 2) 
 

Although referring specifically to work carried out by the University of Cambridge Local 

Examinations Syndicate (UCLES) on the Cambridge suite of EFL examinations (hence 

the inclusion of that particular examination body in figure 2.1), the comprehensive model 

presented by Taylor (2002: 2), depicting the various stakeholders on whom a test has 

impact – what Saville (2000: 4) calls the ‘language testing constituency’ – is of equal 

relevance to the Japanese context under discussion in this study. Thus, examination 

bodies such as the Society for Testing English Proficiency (STEP) who administer the 

national Eiken proficiency test; the National Center for University Entrance 

Examinations (NCUEE), who are responsible for the Center Test used in the preliminary 

stages of university entrance procedures; or the American-based Educational Testing 

Service (ETS), who administer the Test of English for International Communication 

(TOEIC) and the Test of English as a Foreign Language (TOEFL) tests; could be applied 

to the above model. 

 

Bailey (1996: 263-264) also adopts a more holistic view regarding the effects of 

tests, but prefers to consider overall impact in terms of ‘washback to the learners’ and 

‘washback to the programme’. In the latter group she includes ‘teachers, administrators, 

curriculum developers, counsellors, etc.’ (Bailey 1996: 264) – groups of individuals who, 

according to Taylor (2000), would be more likely to have an interest in the ‘front end’ of 
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a test (see figure 2.1). In view of the research questions outlined at the end of chapter 1 

which relate firstly, to the influence that existing tests have upon teaching (programme 

washback), and secondly, to the possibility of a new test design bringing about 

improvement to teaching and learning whilst eliminating the potential for syllabus 

mismatch (programme and learner washback), the model of washback presented by 

Bailey (1996) offers a useful framework for the purposes of this study. 

 

Throughout this initial discussion it becomes clear that the term ‘washback’ is open 

to a variety of interpretations and that there are a number of important variables to 

consider when conducting research into the issue. For example, how are we defining the 

term ‘washback’ exactly? Are we using the term to describe the effects of a test on 

teaching and learning only, or are we using it in the wider sense to include the effects of 

a test on other stakeholders in the education process (as illustrated in figure 2.1), which 

as noted above would be more accurately referred to as test impact? Other issues (which 

will be addressed in the following sections) also arise concerning the kind of influence 

that a test might have. In addition, if – as suggested by Messick (1996: 241) – the effects 

of a test can be harmful or beneficial, is it possible to foster positive washback, and how 

might we achieve this objective? 

 

It is not within the scope of this study to look in detail at the wider implications of 

testing – as already mentioned we will be primarily concerned with the two areas 

identified by Bailey (1996: 263-264) – i.e. ‘washback to the programme’ and ‘washback 

to the learners’. In other words, I will adopt the narrower definition of washback by 

concentrating on the effects that a test has on teaching and learning. 
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Let us now look at the Washback Hypothesis (Alderson & Wall 1993) in order to 

consider how a test might affect – or influence – the language teaching and learning 

environment. 

 

2.2 The influence of tests on teaching and learning 

2.2.1 The Washback Hypothesis 

The title of an article written by Alderson & Wall (1993) posed the following question: 

“Does Washback Exist?” In the article, it was noted that whilst many assertions had been 

made relating to the influence of tests, there was very little in the way of empirical 

evidence to back up the claims that tests affected teaching and learning, in either a 

negative or positive way. In order to examine in greater depth the relationship between 

washback and ‘influence’, Alderson & Wall (1993: 120-1) put forward the 15 hypotheses 

listed below, highlighting more specifically some of the ways in which a test might affect 

teaching and learning. Bailey (1996: 265-266) notes that five of the hypotheses relate to 

‘washback to the learners’ and six relate to ‘washback to the programme’. Thus, the 

letters in parentheses have been added in order to illustrate this point, with ‘L’ indicating 

those statements concerning washback to the learners, ‘P’ to those concerning washback 

to the programme. 

 

Some possible Washback Hypotheses 

(1) A test will influence teaching. (P) 

(2) A test will influence learning. (L) 

(3) A test will influence what teachers teach (P); and 

(4) A test will influence how teachers teach (P); and therefore by extension from (2) 

above: 

(5) A test will influence what learners learn (L); and 

(6) A test will influence how learners learn. (L) 
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(7) A test will influence the rate and sequence of teaching (P); and 

(8) A test will influence the rate and sequence of learning. (L) 

(9) A test will influence the degree and depth of teaching (P); and 

(10) A test will influence the degree and depth of learning. (L) 

(11) A test will influence attitudes to the content, method, etc. of teaching and 

 learning (P) 

(12) Tests that have important consequences will have washback; and conversely 

(13) Tests that do not have important consequences will have no washback. 

(14) Tests will have washback on all learners and teachers. 

(15) Tests will have washback effects for some learners and some teachers, but not for 

others. 

Noting the uncertain nature of the phenomenon, however, Alderson & Wall (1993: 117) 

observe that: 

  The Washback Hypothesis seems to assume that 
  teachers and learners do things they would not  
  necessarily otherwise do because of the test. 
          (emphasis added) 

They also make the point that even a ‘poor’ test could have a positive washback effect if 

it encouraged motivation on the part of learners or teachers. For example, a test might 

encourage learners to ‘do their homework, take the subject being tested more seriously, 

and so on’, whereas teachers might ‘prepare lessons more thoroughly’ (Alderson & Wall 

1993: 117). It is also noted that a ‘good’ test, on the other hand, could have adverse 

effects by bringing about learner anxiety or, in the case of teachers: 

  …the fear of poor results, and the associated guilt, 
  shame, or embarrassment, might lead to the desire 
  for their pupils to achieve high scores in whatever 
   way seems possible. 
              (Alderson & Wall 1993: 118) 

If teachers are unduly influenced by a test this could have serious implications if the 

content of that test fails to reflect the aims and objectives of the prescribed syllabus – the 
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result being that significant areas of the syllabus which are not tested may then be seen as 

irrelevant and, as a consequence, will be neglected. This ‘narrowing of the curriculum’ 

(Madaus 1988, cited in Wall 2000: 500) is clearly related to the ‘hidden syllabus’ 

discussed in chapter 1, which tends to be driven by the content of university entrance 

examinations in Japan. 

 

Despite the lack of empirical research into the phenomenon of washback, Alderson 

& Wall are able to cite some studies that had been conducted prior to the publication of 

their article in 1993. Of particular note are those conducted by Kellaghan et al. (1982), 

Wesdorp (1982) and Hughes (1988) – although it should be pointed out that the former 

was a general education study and not specific to language education. In their ensuing 

discussion, it is clear that evidence of either beneficial or harmful washback (and the 

extent to which it had occurred within a particular context) was often tenuous – 

remaining unproven or, at best, inconclusive. For example, to take the Kellaghan et al. 

(1982) study (which looked at the impact of introducing standardised tests in Irish 

schools) as a case in point, Alderson & Wall (1993: 122) make two critical observations. 

Firstly they note that, whilst the results were ‘beneficial to the schools, or at least not 

harmful’, the conditions for the experiment were artificial, particularly in view of the fact 

that the test would not be used to determine students’ future educational or employment 

prospects. Thus, it was less likely that the study would uncover any evidence of negative 

washback. Secondly, the failure to use direct observation as a method of data collection 

was regarded as another drawback – the result being that that the research relied too 

heavily upon anecdote, assertion, or interviews and surveys.  

 

Indeed, Alderson & Wall (1993: 123) regard the absence of classroom observation 

as a common problem with much of the research that had been conducted into washback 

up until that point in time. The implication is that observation should be used not in 
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isolation, but rather as part of a combination of complementary research techniques. 

Indeed, it is notable that subsequent studies in the area of washback in language testing 

have tried to address this issue by employing a more varied use of data collection 

procedures: examples include Watanabe (1996) and Cheng (1999) who both used 

classroom observation in conjunction with teacher interviews; Cheng (1997), who used a 

combination of classroom observation, teacher questionnaires and student questionnaires, 

and Burrows (2004) who conducted teacher surveys and interviews, in addition to 

carrying out classroom observations. 

 

2.2.2 Washback as a result of ‘high stakes’ testing 

According to the ‘Washback Hypothesis’ (Alderson & Wall 1993: 120-1) ‘tests that have 

important consequences will have washback’ (see page 20 of this discussion). In other 

words, tests will arguably have a greater influence on teaching and learning in a ‘high-

stakes’ situation – i.e. one in which the test is typically used ‘to compare and rank 

individuals, schools or national systems’ (Chapman & Snyder Jr. 2000: 458) and whose 

‘primary use is to ration future opportunity as the basis for determining admission to the 

next layer of education or to employment opportunities’ (ibid.). As Andrews (2004: 37) 

also observes: 

  It is precisely the power of high-stakes tests (or the 
  strength of the perceptions which are held about  
  them) that makes them potentially so influential upon 
  the curriculum and curricular innovation. 

In chapter one, it was suggested that the failure of Japanese high schools to implement 

fully the communicative syllabus recommendations of MEXT was due to the powerful 

washback effect of ‘high stakes’ EFL tests. In particular, it was felt that the demands 

placed upon teachers and learners by the university entrance examinations were a major 

cause of this curriculum mismatch. 
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The research findings of studies that have involved so-called ‘high-stakes’ tests 

confirm some evidence of washback, although it is often reported that, in the case of 

teaching, such tests have a greater effect upon content and rather less upon the actual 

methodology employed by teachers. For Example, Cheng (1997), who looked at the 

effect that changes to the HKCEE2 in English had upon teaching and learning, found that 

washback occurred, but only in terms of bringing about change to teaching materials. 

Evidence that the changes to the test brought about changes to the way teachers taught 

was not conclusive. 

 

Likewise, in the context of Japan, research conducted by Watanabe (1996; 2004) 

examining the belief that teachers’ reliance on grammar-translation comes about as a 

direct result of university examination content, shows that the examinations exert a 

washback effect on some teachers but not on others. His findings suggest that factors 

such as the educational background, personal beliefs and experience of the individual 

teacher have as much influence over which methodology is employed in the classroom 

(Watanabe 1996: 330-1). 

 

Chapman & Snyder Jr. (2000: 462) also question the extent to which high-stakes 

testing influences teachers’ classroom methodology. Citing a general education study 

from Uganda by Snyder et al. (1997), which found that changes made to a national 

examination did not have the desired effect of encouraging teachers to alter their 

instructional practices, they suggest that ‘it is not the examination itself that influences 

teachers’ behavior, but teachers’ beliefs about those changes’ (Chapman & Snyder Jr. 

2000: 462). 

 

 

                                                
2 The Hong Kong Certificate of Education Examination 
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2.2.3 Positive washback: can it be nurtured and can it improve curricula? 

Hughes (1989: 44-46) suggests seven ways in which positive washback might be 

achieved: 

1. Test the abilities whose development you want to encourage. 

Hughes (1989: 44) notes that ‘there is a tendency to test what it is easiest to test rather 

than what it is most important to test’. Thus, there are obvious implications here for the 

assessment of productive language skills (i.e. writing and speaking) when subjective 

marking is required. A criticism often heard in Japan is that examinees are often required 

to produce very little – if any – actual language in order to pass an EFL examination such 

as the STEP, TOEIC or the Center Test, with the emphasis very much placed on speed (in 

terms of reporting scores to candidates’ selected universities before the second stage of 

the entrance procedure) and reliability. 

2. Sample widely and unpredictably. 

To avoid the content of a test becoming too predictable, item types should be designed so 

that a range of tasks are utilised. A major feature/criticism of the university Center Test 

(see Appendix I) is that it tends to follow the same format every year. 

3. Use direct testing. 

Hughes (1989: 45) defines direct testing as ‘the testing of performance skills, with texts 

and tasks as authentic as possible’ and says that ‘immediately we begin to test indirectly, 

we are removing an incentive for students to practise in the way that we want them to’ 

(ibid.). As already mentioned, productive English skills are rarely assessed in the 

Japanese context. 

4. Make testing criterion-referenced. 

Criterion-referenced tests are seen to exhibit beneficial washback due to their motivating 

factors. For example, rather than being measured against the performance of other test-

takers, Hughes (1989) believes that it is better when candidates are clear about exactly 

what they have to achieve in order to pass a test. 
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5. Base achievement tests on objectives. 

Here, Hughes (1989: 46) argues that achievement tests should be based on objectives, as 

opposed to ‘detailed teaching and textbook content’ in order that teaching and learning 

can be evaluated against those objectives. 

6. Ensure (that the) test is known and understood by students and teachers. 

In order for beneficial washback to be fully realised, ‘the rationale for (a) test, its 

specifications, and sample items should be made available to everyone concerned with 

preparation for the test’ (Hughes 1989: 46). Hughes (ibid.) notes that this takes on 

particular importance during the introduction of a new test that perhaps contains new 

testing methods. 

7. Where necessary, provide assistance to teachers. 

When a new test is introduced in order to foster positive washback, perhaps with the 

intention of ultimately changing a teacher’s preferred methodology in some way, then it 

is important that teachers affected by that test are fully conversant with the new approach 

being adopted. Hughes (1989: 46) uses the example of a communicative language test 

replacing a more traditional grammatical and vocabulary format and notes that: 

  One important reason for introducing the new test  
  may have been to encourage communicative language  
  teaching, but if the teachers need guidance and  
  possibly training, and these are not given, the test will 
  not achieve its intended effect. It may simply cause 
  chaos and disaffection. 

It has been suggested elsewhere in this paper that, generally speaking, non-native 

teachers of English in Japan receive little training in communicative methodology. 

Therefore, teacher-training programmes must also be a consideration if we are planning 

to introduce a communicative language test. 

 

Hughes concludes the discussion by admitting that many of his suggestions could be 

expensive to implement and, as a consequence, be seen as impractical. It is noted that 
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practicality is also included among ‘the desirable qualities’ (Hughes 1989: 47) of a test, 

thus, ‘it is good that a test should be easy and cheap to construct, administer, score and 

interpret’ (ibid.). Nevertheless, Hughes (1989: 47) argues that the pursuit of positive 

washback should remain a primary objective in language test design: 

  Before we decide that we cannot afford to test in a  
  way that will promote beneficial backwash, we have 
  to ask ourselves a question: what will be the cost 
  of not achieving beneficial backwash? 

To reiterate, EFL tests in Japan, particularly the university Center Test, whilst addressing 

reliability and practicality issues so thoroughly, tend to do so at the expense of test 

validity. Commenting on this situation, Brown (1995: 277) notes that entrance 

examinations – i.e. those administered by individual universities (as well as the national 

Center Test) – washback negatively on teaching and learning: 

  Unfortunately, a number of teachers have raised  
  questions about the validity of the entrance examinations  
  saying that they use out of date testing methods and are 
  mismatched with language teaching curriculum in Japan. 

The out-dated testing methods referred to in Brown’s (1995) discussion include discrete-

point, multiple-choice grammar questions and translation tasks, both of which, he 

comments, make up a large percentage of test items. Brown (1995: 277) also identifies 

the lack of listening and speaking components as two of the main areas of concern 

regarding curriculum mismatch. The MEXT guidelines place much emphasis on the 

development of students’ listening and speaking skills, yet an earlier study by Brown and 

Yamashita (1995) found that in 1993 only 6 out of 21 universities included a listening 

component as part of their entrance tests and that, a year later, this figure had decreased 

to 4 out of 21. More recent figures are unknown, although it should be pointed out that, 

as from 2006, the national Center Test examination will include a listening component. 

The assessment of speaking skills, however, remains an area of language testing yet to be 

addressed by individual universities or by the Center Test. 



 27 

The view that the university entrance examinations in Japan washback negatively on 

teaching and learning is not shared by everyone, however. For example, Guest (2005), 

writing in the Daily Yomiuri (28/01/05), claims that:  

  Time and again it has been shown that university  
  entrance exams do not demand nor focus extensively  
  on English-to-Japanese sentence translation or  
  grammar skills. 

Guest (2005) offers no evidence of previous research to back up this claim, although in 

support of his argument he does provide an analysis of the six sections contained within 

the 2004 Center Test (see Appendix I) and concludes the following:  

1. Examinees are never required to write in Japanese on the test. 
2. Examinees are never asked to translate (as an answer). 
3. There are no Japanese texts except in the instructions. 
4. The skills required correspond to what most highly regarded reading textbooks and 

teachers demand, especially in terms of meaning-based reading and holistic 
comprehension. 

5. The texts in the test are of a great variety (narratives, dialogues, scientific essays). 
6. None of the questions demand…arcane rules or obscure vocabulary. 
                               (Guest 2005 – extracted from the Daily Yomiuri, 28/01/05) 

In the same article, it is also suggested that the second stage examinations administered 

by individual universities ‘are even more comprehensive and holistic in their questions’ 

(Guest 2005) and with the introduction of listening sections in some cases, are ‘even 

closer to a four-skill evaluation’ (ibid.). Nevertheless, these observations contradict the 

research findings of Watanabe (1996) who noted that 94% of national public universities 

included translation questions in their English examinations – although the figure did 

drop considerably (46%) for those administered by private universities. 

 

Whilst admitting that ideally, productive skills should be assessed in addition to 

receptive skills, Guest (2005) foresees two problems with this in relation to the Japanese 

context. Firstly, he cites the difficulty of administering speaking/listening tests and 

extended compositions to tens of thousands of examinees which must then be graded in a 
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short period of time. Secondly, he raises the issue of subjectivity, stating that: 

  In a system where objectivity is a must (remember  
  that examinees’ entire careers may be on the line here) 
  markers cannot afford to let personal, vague or subjective 
  criteria affect the outcomes. 
    (Guest 2005 – extracted from the Daily Yomiuri, 28/01/05) 

Both of these points (particularly the notion that effective subjective marking is almost a 

non-achievable aim) are contentious issues and bring us back to the comments of Hughes 

(1989: 47), as noted previously – i.e. we have to think in terms of ‘what will be the cost 

of not achieving beneficial backwash?’ As Hughes (1989: 47) concludes: 

  When we compare the cost of the test with the waste 
  of effort and time on the part of teachers and students 
  in activities quite inappropriate to their true learning  
  goals (and in some circumstances, with the potential  
  loss to the national economy of not having more people  
  competent in foreign languages), we are likely to decide 
  that we cannot afford not to introduce a test with a powerful  
  beneficial backwash effect. 

The remainder of this study, which reports on the implementation of an original speaking 

test within the context of a Japanese high school, will adopt a similar line of approach to 

that of Hughes (1989). Following an introductory section on communicative language 

testing, the next chapter will proceed with an analysis of the current tests faced by 

learners in the sample. I would then like to present a rationale for the design of the new 

test and accompanying marking scheme. 
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Chapter  3: Approaches to Language Testing 

The original test design introduced at the end of this chapter is intended to assess the 

English speaking skills of Japanese high school students. Whilst it will be used as an end 

of term assessment in the subject of Oral Communication with a sample group of learners, 

it is hoped that with some adaptation it could also be administered as part of one of the 

high stakes tests discussed in section 3.2, below. In order to provide a background to the 

development of the new test, however, it is important to address two key related areas. 

Firstly, in view of the fact that the Japanese Ministry of Education has adopted the 

communicative approach (in theory, if not in practice) as its official methodology, I 

would like to look briefly at the notion of communicative language testing. Secondly, to 

offer a greater understanding of the context in which the speaking test will be trialled and 

thus further clarify the rationale for its design, an analysis of EFL tests currently being 

administered is also presented. 

 

3.1 Communicative language testing 

It is perhaps easier to understand the concept of communicative language testing by 

comparing it to the teaching and testing methodologies to which it was opposed. Fulcher 

(2000: 483) notes that the phenomenon initially came about as ‘a reaction against tests 

constructed of multiple choice items and the perceived over-emphasis of reliability’. 

Indeed, the discrete-point approach endorsed by Lado (1961) came in for particular 

criticism (although Fulcher (2000) is careful to note that to a large extent this was 

unjustified). Morrow (1979: 145), for example, stated that: 

An atomistic approach to test design depends utterly on the 
assumption that knowledge of the elements of a language 
is equivalent to knowledge of the language…Knowledge of  
the elements of a language in fact counts for nothing unless 
the user is able to combine them in new and appropriate ways 
to meet the linguistic demands of the situation in which he 
wishes to use the language. 



 30 

Issues surrounding reliability and validity can be seen as two of the key areas of concern 

in the development of communicative language tests. The main argument here was that 

test reliability was often achieved at the expense of validity (and vice versa), with the 

implication being that the latter was the more desirable of the two. Validity itself, 

however, can be subdivided into five distinct categories:  

1. Face Validity – Does the test ‘look’ reasonable? Do the people who use the test think 

it is a good test? 

2. Predictive Validity – Can the test predict how successful the learners will be at using 

the language in the future? 

3. Content validity – Do the items or tasks in the test match what the test as a whole is 

supposed to assess? Does the test provide an accurate refection of the syllabus?  

4. Concurrent validity – How do learners’ scores compare with their scores on other 

language tests? Does the test provide similar results to other tests? 

5. Construct validity – Does the test share the same approach as the language 

programme of which it is part? 

* The questions posed above have been adapted from Underhill (1987: 105-108). 

Morrow (1979: 147) makes the point that with the exception of face validity and possibly 

predictive validity, the concept is ‘ultimately circular’: 

Starting from a certain set of assumptions about the nature 
of language and language learning will lead to language 
tests which are perfectly valid in terms of these assumptions… 
Thus, a test which perfectly satisfies criteria of content, construct 
or concurrent validity may nonetheless fail to show in any  
interesting way how well a candidate can perform in or use  
the target language. 
       (emphasis added) 

Davies (1978), cited in Morrow (1979: 146) and Fulcher (2000: 484), referred to the 

apparent conflict of interest created by the roles of test reliability and test validity as the 

reliability – validity ‘tension’, defining a test’s validity in terms of the extent to which the 
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tasks on that test reflect real world activities. Kitao & Kitao (1996) also acknowledge 

that communicative language tests ‘are judged…on the extent to which they simulate 

real life communicative situations’: 

In testing productive skills, emphasis is placed on 
appropriateness rather than on ability to form 
grammatically correct sentences. In testing  
receptive skills, emphasis is placed on understanding 
the communicative intent of the speaker or writer rather 
than on picking out specific details. 
  (Kitao & Kitao 1996 – retrieved from the World Wide Web) 

 

The above observation by Kitao & Kitao (1996), which notes the importance of 

producing language that is contextually appropriate, relates to the concept of 

communicative competence proposed by Hymes (1972) – as cited in Canale & Swain 

(1980: 4, 7, 15-16). Developed as a response to the competence/performance model put 

forward by Chomsky (1965) whereby ‘competence’ simply implied a knowledge of 

grammar, Hymes (1972) introduced the notion of communicative competence which 

included ‘not only grammatical competence (or implicit and explicit knowledge of the 

rules of grammar) but also contextual or sociolinguistic competence (knowledge of the 

rules of language use)’ (Canale & Swain, 1980: 4). Hymes (1972) also made the 

distinction between communicative competence and communicative performance (i.e. 

actual language use), with Canale & Swain (1980) noting the implications that this has 

for teaching and testing within a communicative programme. They state: 

…teaching methodology and assessment instruments 
must be designed so as to address not only communicative 
competence but also communicative performance, i.e. the 
actual demonstration of this knowledge in real second 
language situations and for authentic communication 
purposes.  
                (Canale & Swain 1980: 6, their emphasis) 
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As we shall see from the following analyses of the tests that are administered within the 

current context, however, very little consideration appears to have been given to the 

measurement of actual language performance as it is defined here. 

 

3.2 Current tests of English in the teaching and learning context 

The teachers and learners taking part in the study will be introduced in the following 

chapter. At this point, however, I would like to look at the range of English tests that are 

currently being administered. It should be noted that the TOEIC and TOEFL tests, whilst 

taken by some high school students in Japan, are not applicable to any of the learners in 

the selected sample and are therefore absent from this discussion. Four different 

categories of test can be identified, however, each of which will now be considered in 

turn. 

 

Internal end of term tests 

Forming part of the school’s graduation credit system, end of term tests are administered 

internally at the beginning of July (1st term), December (2nd term) and March (3rd term). 

Typically, they tend to focus on language usage as opposed to language use; they employ 

objective testing methods in preference to subjective methods and they are norm-

referenced, rather than criterion-referenced. However, it should be pointed out that as 

individual teachers are responsible for the design of these tests, there is some scope for 

change regarding the types of question included. 

 

It could be argued that the end of term tests are, in fact, progress tests – particularly 

as they take place during the language programme and are administered internally on a 

reasonably small scale. However, despite taking place three times a year, thus looking 

back over relatively short periods of learning, I believe that they can be more accurately 

defined as achievement tests in so far that the objective is to measure ‘what has actually 
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been learned in relation to what is supposed to have been learned’ (Ingram 1968: 71). 

Also, in keeping with the typical characteristics of an achievement test, they provide 

summative evaluation and are designed to assess rather than assist language learning. 

 

Students need to perform well on the end of term tests in order to accumulate 

enough credits for their final graduation grade. However, the tests have further 

implications for those applying to universities via the suisen (recommendation) or ichigei 

nyushi (one-skill entrance) procedures – both of which represent alternative paths into 

higher education. In short, students applying through either of these methods are able to 

bypass the traditional two-stage university entrance procedure (outlined below) and 

instead are selected on the basis of information received from high school reports 

(including internal test results), letters of recommendation, interviews and other criteria. 

Thus, in addition to assessing how much of the syllabus has been learnt (the main role of 

an achievement test), end of term tests may also be used for predictive purposes in 

instances where students are going through the process of a suisen or ichigei nyushi 

application. Davies (1968), however, offers a note of caution when using achievement 

tests for more than one purpose. He makes the following observation: 

The use of Achievement tests is to find out how much has  
been learnt. They are concerned, therefore, entirely with the 
past though they often are used for predictive purposes. That  
they should be used predictively, i.e. to make claims about 
future performance, is probably inevitable though it is not the 
function of an Achievement test to predict. 
               (Davies 1968: 7) 

 

Regional tests: the “Seibu-Moshi”  and “Kenka-Issei”  

About once a month, the learners in the sample are required to sit what I have termed a 

regional test, of which there are two main types: the Seibu-Moshi and the Kenka-Issei. 

Approximately 3,500 students from the 7 high schools in the western district of the 



 34 

prefecture take the Seibu-Moshi test. Each school in turn assumes the role of ‘central 

administrator’ and is responsible for writing test papers and collating/reporting scores. 

Test papers are checked by teachers from each individual school with details of the 

scores then reported back to the administrating school. The Kenka-Issei follows a similar 

pattern, but operates on a larger scale with a total of 22 high schools (approximately 

14,000 students) from the whole of the prefecture. 

 

Although there is no established “pass” or “fail” grade per se for either test, both can 

still be regarded as norm-referenced, with the performances of students and schools 

being compared and then ranked accordingly. This information is not made publicly 

available, but it is of course provided to each of the participating schools. The testing 

techniques employed are also similar to those encountered on the end of term tests, with 

a heavy emphasis placed upon the assessment of reading comprehension and grammar-

based questions through the use of objective methods. 

 

Also in common with the end of term tests, it can be observed that neither of the 

regional tests has a particularly well-defined purpose. Due to the frequency with which 

they administered, they could be identified as progress achievement tests (Hughes 1989: 

12). However, Hughes (1989: 12) stresses the importance of establishing a ‘series of 

well-defined short term objectives’ on which the tests, the teaching and the syllabus 

should be based. Unfortunately, such objectives remain unclear in the target situation, 

while it can also be argued that the issue is further complicated by the existing 

‘mismatch’ between language tests in general and the syllabus and recommended 

teaching practices prescribed by the Japanese Ministry of Education. 

 

The regional tests also exhibit some of the characteristics one might expect to find in 

a placement test. For example, the information gleaned from both is used to inform 
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decisions concerning the ‘level’ of university to which a student should consider 

applying1. However, whereas students are being grouped in terms of their current 

language ability, the long-term effects of these tests are clearly of greater significance 

than the more conventional placement test – the like of which may be administered at the 

beginning of a language programme. 

 

The STEP / “Eiken”  test 

The STEP test – also known as the Eiken test – is administered by the Society for Testing 

English Proficiency, an external testing body that was originally established under the 

guidance of the Japanese Ministry of Education in 1963. The test is available at seven 

different levels: 5th, 4th, 3rd, Pre-2nd, 2nd, Pre-1st and 1st, with level 1 being the most 

difficult. Each level is administered three times a year at external testing centres across 

Japan, although group applications are also accepted enabling students to sit the test at 

their own schools. 

 

The STEP test is designed exclusively for Japanese learners of English (with 

question rubrics provided in the first language) and, as its name suggests, its intended 

purpose is to measure English language proficiency. Although it is not a compulsory 

examination, the Ministry of Education states explicitly that high school graduates should 

on average be at the second level or pre-second level stage of the STEP test (MEXT 

2003: 1). However, it is important to note that the STEP test – despite enhancing the 

future employment prospects of successful examinees – becomes superfluous to the 

language objectives of many high school students for whom the university entrance 

examinations assume greater importance. Evidence of student attitudes towards such 

tests is  presented in the research findings of Norris-Holt (2002), who found that the 
                                                
1 Information gathered through informal discussions with teaching colleagues suggests that, in the case of the Kenka 
Issei test (which is taken by approximately 14,000 students), the top 1,500 will be able to make applications to local 
public universities which, for the most part, are considered more prestigious than private institutions. 
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Eiken test had greater relevance for junior high school students (12 – 15 year olds) than 

for high school students.  

 

As with the previously mentioned tests, the Eiken is designed to assess rather than 

assist language learning and, in order to achieve high reliability, it adopts objective 

testing techniques. In fact, all items are multiple-choice enabling answer papers to be 

machine-marked – the obvious disadvantage being that the indirect assessment of writing 

could result in negative washback. A direct test of speaking is available, with ‘second 

stage’ interview tests being administered to examinees taking the 3rd grade level test and 

above. 

 

The fact that successful examinees of the STEP test fall on or above a cut-off score 

and that the average scores of each section are reported to all candidates (thus offering a 

point of comparison), undoubtedly suggests that it is norm-referenced. However, the 

performance descriptors that are provided for each level (see Appendix II) also point to 

criterion referencing – a fact that has led MacGregor (1997: 28) to refer to the STEP test 

as a ‘hybrid’ criterion-referenced / norm-referenced language test. 

 

University entrance examinations 

Of all the English tests taken by high school students in Japan, those administered as part 

of the university entrance system are often regarded as the most important, representing 

the ‘primary, or even sole, purpose’ of language study for many learners (Brown 1995: 

272). Watanabe (2004: 131) offers further clarification of the situation: 

Because there is no school-leaving exam, and because high 
school records are not given much weight, the entrance  
examinations are likely to be very high-stakes for the applicants. 
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Universities in Japan fall into one of three categories: national (managed by central 

government), local public (managed by local governments) and private2. In the case of 

national and local public institutions, the entrance procedure consists of two stages. The 

first stage examination, designed by the National Center for University Entrance 

Examinations (NCUEE) and known as the Center Test, is administered nationally at 

designated testing centres each year at the end of January. Although the vocabulary used 

on the Center Test is limited to the “approved” word list put forward by the Ministry of 

Education, it is not the purpose of the test to look back over what has been taught in high 

school English classes. Instead, it is essentially a norm-referenced placement test and 

therefore forward-looking. For example, it is not a test with a “pass” or “fail” standard, 

but rather one in which an examinee’s score and final placing will determine the ‘rank’ of 

university to which he or she can apply. Thus, examinees in the top percentile are able to 

apply for places at the more prestigious universities. 

 

This represents the point at which students enter the second stage of the entrance 

procedure when they go to sit the individual examination administered by their chosen 

university. It should be noted, however, that the entrance requirements of private 

universities differ slightly to national and local public institutions, with most simply 

using their own examination to select students. This single examination selection process 

is also preferred by junior colleges offering two-year courses3.  

 

The entrance examination system is further complicated by the fact that most 

universities – whether national, local public or private – will often have more than one 

English test as each department produces its own paper. With over 700 universities in 

                                                
2 Official Ministry of Education figures published in 2003 put the total number of universities in Japan at 702, of 
which 100 were national institutions, 76 were local public institutions and 526 were private (retrieved from the MEXT 
website: www.mext.go.jp/english/statist/index.htm). 
3 Official Ministry of Education figures published in 2003 put the total number of junior colleges in Japan at 525, of 
which 13 were national institutions, 49 were local public institutions and 463 were private (extracted from the MEXT 
website: www.mext.go.jp/english/statist/index.htm). 
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Japan, a vast number of entrance tests are therefore administered each year. It is perhaps 

not surprising, then, to find that the content of those tests also varies somewhat. For 

example, the first stage Center Test – which was discussed in some detail at the end of 

the previous chapter – consists entirely of objective items designed to assess vocabulary, 

grammar, pronunciation and reading. The second stage examinations, administered by 

each individual university department differ again: 

 As if making up for the NCUEE, the second-stage examinations 
of national/local public universities consist of subjective items, 
including translation of English into Japanese, Japanese into  
English, writing, and so forth. The private university examinations 
exhibit even greater variety in their test contents and methods; 
some examinations include grammar, vocabulary, and reading, 
whereas others also include listening and writing. The items of 
these tests may consist of cloze, short-answer, multiple-choice,  
picture description, and a number of other varieties. 
            (Watanabe 2004: 132) 

Through a comprehensive analysis of 21 university entrance examinations administered 

in 1994, Brown & Yamashita (1995) confirm the extent of this variation in test content 

and methodology. The study included the Center Test along with the test papers of 10 

private, 8 national, and 2 local public universities – the latter two being grouped together 

under the single heading of ‘public’ institutions. In order to determine whether the 

examination content varied from year to year, a comparison of the 1994 and 1993 

examinations was also offered. 

 

Whilst it is beyond the scope of this discussion to analyse the findings of the Brown 

& Yamashita (1995) study in specific detail, it is worth mentioning some of the more 

salient features. Of particular interest, with regard to the washback effect of these 

examinations, is the nature and balance of the test items employed by the different types 

of institution. Indeed, a great deal of diversity was found to exist with private universities 

generally relying more upon multiple-choice items and public universities placing a 
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heavier emphasis on short answer/essay and translation questions. The Center Test 

consisted almost entirely of multiple-choice items. Thus, questions in which examinees 

are actually required to produce language are more prevalent in the public university test 

papers. However, further qualification is required here, with Brown & Yamashita (1995: 

95) noting that: 

…while the public university examinations are laudably 
using more integrative items, they are also relying heavily 
on translation items. 

In a study conducted the following year, Watanabe (1996) also found that public 

universities tended to favour test items requiring some form of translation. Watanabe 

(1996) reports that out of the most popular 280 university department tests, 63% included 

translation items. However, in terms of the types of institution using translation items, 

94% of the tests came from national or local public departments as opposed to 46% from 

private university departments. 

 

Whether the entrance examinations are set by national, local public or private 

universities, the possibility of negative washback on teaching pedagogy needs to be 

acknowledged, particularly when there is such reliance upon discrete-point, multiple-

choice items (in the case of the Center Test and private universities) and translation tasks 

(in the case of national and local public universities). 

 

3.3 Rationale for the new speaking test 

Aims of the test 

In order for the communicative syllabus aims of the Japanese Ministry of Education to be 

implemented effectively, it is important to develop tests that more accurately reflect those 

aims. As illustrated in section 3.2, a major drawback of the examinations currently taken 

by Japanese EFL learners is that they involve very little – if any – direct testing of either 

of the productive skills of writing or speaking. In order to address this issue, an original 
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speaking test has been designed here for trial with a group of pre-intermediate learners 

(see Appendix III). It should perhaps be noted, however, that whilst I have categorised 

the learners as ‘pre-intermediate’, their speaking ability remains at a relatively low level. 

 

It is important to note that throughout the design of the test, consideration obviously 

had to be given to the learning context in which the actual trial will take place. Thus, 

certain aspects of the design rationale are unavoidably context-specific, although – as 

mentioned earlier – it is of course hoped that the test could be adapted for use in other 

situations. As it will serve as an end of term assessment in the context of this particular 

trial, it is essentially being used here as an achievement test. Part two of the test in 

particular (giving directions) reflects an area of the syllabus covered in language classes 

during the previous term.  

 

Test type 

The arrangement of the test (as illustrated in figure 3.1 on page 41) allows for two 

learners who, for the most part, will interact with each other. As noted by Brown & Yule 

(1983: 111) and Underhill (1987: 30) there are certain advantages to be gained from 

pairing learners together. For example, it is easier to create the genuine information gap 

necessary for communicative interaction. There is greater equality between the speakers, 

which not only ‘makes them more willing to speak’, but also ‘makes the communication 

as fluent and as successful as possible’ (Underhill 1987: 30). As a result, the paired 

format arguably encourages a more natural interaction; the following example provides 

an illustration of the type of problem that can arise through the ‘unequal’ teacher – 

student interaction: 

 The established status of the teacher is that he knows more 
than the student about most things encountered in the  
learning situation. If the teacher gives the student an object 
to describe, then the student has to create, for himself, an  
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artificial information gap between his knowledge and the 
teacher’s. He has to behave as if the teacher doesn’t know 
what the object looks like. Why should we require this  
additional, and highly artificial, dimension in the student’s 
behaviour, when it is only his ability to use spoken English  
which we wish to assess? 
                              (Brown & Yule 1983: 111) 

For trial purposes the interlocutor also acts as the assessor, although to counter the 

possible loss of reliability that might arise through one person carrying out this dual role, 

the test is taped for the purpose of re-marking. 

 

 

 

 

 

 Figure 3.1 The pattern of interaction for the proposed speaking test (adapted from Underhill, 1987: 29) 

 

The decision to adopt a one-on-two format was also influenced by two other factors. 

Firstly, the limitations of the trial context had to be considered, particularly with regards 

to the availability of teachers who would have enough time to fulfil the role of either 

interlocutor or assessor. Secondly, in view of the fact that the test has been designed to 

serve as an end of term internal assessment for a specific group of learners, it seemed 

more logical that the role of assessor/interlocutor should be performed by the teacher 

who works regularly with those learners. 

 

For the test to be adapted for use in other contexts, any decision around whether or 

not to include two examiners – one as an interlocutor, the other as an assessor – would 

really depend upon the financial and time constraints of the situation. Whilst the 

inclusion of two examiners would allow reliability to be monitored more effectively, the 

LEARNER 1 

Speaker / Listener 

LEARNER 2 

Listener / Speaker 

 
MESSAGE 

 

ASSESSOR / 

INTERLOCUTOR 
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obvious advantage of the current format is that any assessor training would be more cost 

effective, as fewer people are required to administer the test. 

 

Elicitation techniques 

The test consists of three parts, which are outlined as follows: 

Part one  

The two learners briefly introduce each other to the assessor/interlocutor, who then also 

interacts with each candidate by asking further questions based around topics such as 

family, school life, travel4 and future plans. Thus, during this opening phase of the test, 

which can be seen as a ‘warm-up’ to put the learners at ease, assessment will focus upon 

interactional short turns of speech. 

Part two 

In part two, each learner is given a simple map and is asked to direct his/her partner from 

one place to another. It is a guided speaking task with an ‘information gap’, and is 

designed to elicit a longer turn of speech. This time, the language produced will be 

transactional. The fact that the task is highly structured also makes it a suitable activity 

bearing in mind the language ability of the learners involved in the trial. 

Part three 

Part three is a ‘spot the difference’ activity involving two pictures and has been adapted 

from an idea by Brown & Yule (1983: 123-126). It is essentially a descriptive task, but in 

order to meet the communicative requirements of the test, there is the added element of 

problem-solving. As the two learners negotiate the solution to the problem, it will be 

necessary for them to alternate between transactional, long and short turns of speech. 

 

                                                
4 All learners in the sample have experienced a two-week homestay programme in the UK, hence the inclusion of the 
question, ‘Have you ever visited any other countries?’ (see Appendix III: Speaking test, part one, option card 2). 
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It is hoped that the inclusion of information-gap activities will have a favourable 

washback effect upon learning. At present, there is a tendency for some learners to rely 

too heavily upon their first language when engaged in similar tasks in the classroom. 

However, they have also been included in order to enhance the communicative value of 

the test and were considered more appropriate than role-plays (another common 

classroom activity) for the assessment of spoken language skills. Indeed, as a classroom 

activity, role-plays often meet with limited success due to the reluctance of learners to 

assume the part of another person. There is also, of course, no information-gap to 

motivate the learners when using a role-play. Although one could argue that there is an 

element of role-playing in part two of the test in which the listener must play the part of a 

tourist asking for directions, the existence of an information gap at least gives the task a 

degree of process authenticity. Also, whilst it is difficult to think of a scenario in Japan in 

which the learner will have to use English in order to ask for directions, the situation 

could arise should he or she travel abroad in the future. 

 

Timing of the test 

It is estimated that the test will take 10 – 12 minutes per pair of learners, with part one 

lasting for 4 – 5 minutes, part two for 3 – 4 minutes and part three for 3 minutes. 

Although Hughes (1989: 105) recommends a duration time of 30 minutes, arguing that ‘it 

is unlikely that much reliable information can be obtained in less than about 15 minutes’, 

a longer test in the trial context would be difficult to administer as assessment could only 

take place during regular timetabled classes. A short oral test, such as the one proposed, 

could also be applied more easily to a high-stakes context, such as the regional or 

university entrance examinations discussed in section 3.2. 
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Marking system 

An analytic performance scale (see Appendix IV) is used to score the test with learners 

assessed according to the following criteria: pronunciation, vocabulary and grammar, 

fluency and spontaneity, and communication. Each of these criteria has 5 different score 

bands: 0, 1 – 2 points, 3 – 4 points, 5 – 6 points and 7 – 8 points. Thus, a maximum of 8 

points can be scored in each of the four marking categories, meaning that the test is out 

of a total of 32 points. In this particular learning context, the final scores are made into 

percentages so that they can be applied to the 5-point grading scale adopted by the school, 

whereby at the end of term, students receive a score of between one and five on their 

report cards for each subject. This is usually calculated according to their performance in 

the end of term tests, as follows: 

         Table 3.1 The 5-point grading scale 

 

 

As mentioned earlier, the new speaking test is taped to allow for re-checking. Depending 

on the context in which it is used, this would ideally be carried out by a second assessor. 

 

The actual trial of the speaking test will be discussed in the following chapter. After 

introducing the teachers and learners involved in the trial, I will explain how the 

washback effect of the existing tests and the new test is measured through classroom 

observation and teacher/student questionnaires. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

TEST SCORE % 

TERM GRADE 

0 – 29  30 – 44 45 – 69  70 – 84  85 – 100  

4 5 1 2 3 
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Chapter  4: Test Washback Within the Sample Teaching and Lear ning 

Context 

This chapter is concerned primarily with the research procedure – the actual results of 

the study will be presented in the following final chapter. In this part of the discussion I 

will provide a brief outline of how the new speaking test was trialled with a sample group 

of learners (see section 4.3). First of all, though, it is important to remember that another 

central aim of this study is to examine the washback effects of the current range of 

English tests being taken by the learners in the sample context. As already noted, whilst 

it is often argued that many of these tests have a detrimental effect on teaching and 

learning, much of the research that has been conducted to date is divided over the nature 

and extent of this washback. Classroom observation and teacher and student 

questionnaires were used to explore this issue further – the details of which are outlined 

in section 4.2. The washback effect of the speaking test was again measured by 

administering a questionnaire to the students involved, whilst discussions with teachers 

as well as the opportunity to observe the learners firsthand during timetabled classes in 

the weeks prior to the test, offered more informal methods of data collection. 

 

The decision to include classroom observation and questionnaires as complementary 

methods of data collection is of particular relevance: 

If the core of any definition of washback has to do with 
the effects of tests on learning and teaching, then it is 
necessary to document those effects – both by asking 
about and by watching teaching and learning. 

               (Bailey 1999: 36 – emphasis added) 

Bailey (1999: 37) elaborates further by citing Wall & Alderson (1993: 65) who made the 

point that by observing classes we are able to discover the amount of impact that a test 

has on methodology, but of equal importance – and to understand why that test affects 

teaching and learning in the way it does – it is also necessary to speak to the participants 
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involved in the observation session. This could be via interview or discussion (as was the 

case with the Wall & Alderson study), or primarily through questionnaires (as in this 

study). 

 

Even with a relatively small scale study such as this, however, another advantage of 

using observational evidence is that to some extent it allows us to confirm the accuracy 

and reliability of the questionnaire data, or ‘to see whether what teachers and learners say 

they do is reflected in their behaviour’ (Alderson & Wall 1993: 127). 

 

4.1 The teaching and learning context 

The sample consisted of teachers and learners taken from the upper secondary education 

(i.e. high school) sector in Japan. Most of the research was conducted at one participating 

school – a private high school of 486 students in the south of Japan. However, additional 

data was also collected (via questionnaire) from teachers working at public high schools 

in the area. 

 

In line with the Japanese educational system, the participating high school has three 

year grades. Typically, following three years at junior high school, students enter the first 

grade at sixteen years of age and graduate at the age of eighteen at the end of the third 

grade. Each grade consists of six homeroom classes in which students remain for the 

study of all subjects on the curriculum. Whilst for the most part this serves to create 

“mixed-ability” groups, each grade does also have two streamed classes – one of which 

is aimed specifically at learners hoping to move on to university after graduating from 

high school. For this particular group, English study is divided into three separate subject 

areas: reading (English IR and English IIR), grammar (English IG and English IIG) and 

Oral Communication (OCI and OCII). All other classes follow a similar pattern for Oral 
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Communication but, in the case of English, reading and grammar are usually combined 

into a more general course of study (English I and English II)1. 

 

4.1.1 Teachers in the sample 

For the classroom observation sessions, two Japanese teachers of English agreed to take 

part in the study. In terms of experience, teacher A – who is in his early 30’s – graduated 

from a private university and has held his current position for three years. He has 19 

timetabled lessons a week, most of which involve teaching reading (‘English R’) and 

grammar (‘English G’) classes on the upper level course. Teacher A has taught English 

for a total of nine years and previously worked at a private junior high school. 

 

Teacher B is in his early fifties and graduated from a public university. He has 28 

years experience and currently teaches 18 lessons a week, mainly on the English I and 

English II courses, with just one upper level class for English IG. Teacher B also runs his 

own private cram school (or juku), offering additional evening and weekend study for 

junior high and high school students. 

 

In addition to classroom observation, teacher questionnaires were also administered 

in an attempt to determine the effect that current tests have on teaching content and 

methodology. As well as being given to the two teachers involved in the observation 

sessions, the questionnaire was also completed by a further five high school teachers in 

order to extract a wider sample of responses and increase the validity of the research: two 

were working at the same private high school as teachers A and B, whereas the other 

three were employed at public high schools in the area. 

 

                                                
1 English I, IR, IG and OCI represent first grade courses, whilst English II, IIR, IIG and OCII are followed during the 
second and third grades. 
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4.1.2 Learners in the sample 

A total of six groups of learners participated in the study – two 1st grade classes, two 2nd 

grade classes and two 3rd grade classes. The two first grade classes and one of the second 

grade classes served to provide the data collected from the observation sessions. The 

remaining second grade class and the two third grade classes provided the data collected 

from the student questionnaires and were also involved in the trial of the speaking test. 

Further details of the characteristics of these groups – for example, class size and course 

details – will be provided at the relevant points in the proceeding discussion. 

 

4.2 Measuring the washback effect of current EFL tests in the sample context 

4.2.1 Classroom observation 

The observation sessions were carried out to address in part the first research question 

which, to recapitulate, speculated on the extent to which teachers were influenced by test 

content. The amount of communicative methodology (the preferred approach of MEXT) 

that teachers actually implemented at classroom level was also relevant to this area of the 

study. 

 

There were four observation sessions in total – two involving teacher A, and two 

involving teacher B. In the case of teacher A, data was collected from two 1st grade 

groups of learners – one an English IR (i.e. reading) class, the other a general English 

class. The first session, which was scheduled as a 45-minute lesson, involved a group of 

just 8 learners following a course of study aimed specifically at students hoping to gain 

entry into higher education. The second session was scheduled for 50 minutes and 

consisted of a group of 14 learners, who hope to enter full-time employment or 

alternatively, enrol on a two-year course at a junior college after graduating from high 

school. 
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With teacher B, data was collected from two 45-minute lessons, both consisting of 

groups of learners studying on the general English course. The first of teacher B’s 

sessions involved the same group of learners that was observed during the general 

English class with teacher A above. The second session included a mixed-ability group 

made up of 27 second grade students. 

 

The above information is summarised in table 4.1 below, with the end column 

indicating the on-going examinations that each group will take at various points over the 

next two years. It is also reasonable to assume that a small percentage of students from 

all three groups will opt to take the non-compulsory STEP proficiency test during their 

time at high school. 

 

Table 4.1 Outline of the groups involved in the observation sessions 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Data from all four sessions was collected and analysed using Part A of the 

Communicative Orientation of Language Teaching Observation Scheme (COLT) (Spada 

& Frohlich 1995). Specifically, Part A of the scheme provides us with a useful 

framework with which we can observe – in ‘real time’ – the teaching and learning that 

takes place in second language classrooms. It should be noted, however, that the sessions 
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No. 

 
1 

 
3 

 
2 

 
4 

 
27 

 
8 

 
14 

Group  
No. 

 
1 

 
2 

 
2 

 
3 

Year 

1st grade 
(streamed) 

1st grade 
(streamed) 

1st grade 
(streamed) 

 
English 

IR 

2nd grade 
(mixed- 
ability) 

No. of 
students 

 
14 

Time 
 

 
45 mins  

 
50 mins 

 
45 mins 

 
45 mins 

Course 
of study 

 
English 

I 

 
English 

I 

English 
II 

Examinations 

Seibu-moshi / Kenka-Issei 
End of term tests 
(University entrance exams) 

 
End of term tests 
(Junior College exams?) 

End of term tests 
(Junior College exams?) 
 

End of term tests 

Teacher 

 
A 

 
 
 

A 
 
 
 

B 
 
 
 

B 
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were also taped in order to verify certain aspects of the data later on. The COLT scheme 

consists of five main features2: 

 Participant organisation: Within this area of the scheme, details of the way in which 

students are organised during a classroom activity are recorded. This includes 

categories such as teacher to student or class (T S/C), whereby the teacher 

interacts with the whole class and/or individual students. This is the type of 

interaction that occurs frequently in traditional teacher-centred classrooms. Other 

patterns of interaction included within this feature are group tasks and individual 

tasks. 

 Content: This feature ‘refers to the subject matter/theme of activities; that is, what 

the teacher and students are talking, reading or writing about or what they are 

listening to.’ (Spada & Frohlich 1995: 16). Perhaps most importantly within the 

context of this study (bearing in mind the apparent conflict between the 

communicative teaching aims of MEXT and the nature of English examinations) it 

was possible to determine the extent to which the focus of instruction centred around 

meaning as opposed to form. 

 Content control: There are three categories within this field – teacher/text, 

teacher/text/student and student. According to these categories then, the recorded 

data indicates who selected and controlled the tasks that were carried out during each 

observed class. 

 Student modality: This area of the scheme focuses entirely on the students and is 

used to record whether they are listening, speaking, reading or writing during a 

classroom activity, or whether they are engaged in a combination of these skills at 

any one point. 

 Materials: The type and source of materials that are being used during a classroom 

activity are recorded under this feature. Among the possibilities are minimal texts 

                                                
2 An example of a COLT observation sheet can be found in Appendix V. 



 51 

(e.g. isolated sentences, word lists) or extended texts (e.g. stories, dialogues, 

paragraphs). The source of the materials is classified as authentic, non-authentic, 

adapted or student-made. 

All five features are coded within the context of ‘activities’ or ‘episodes’ which make up 

the basic units of analysis for the scheme. Activities and episodes are defined as ‘separate 

units which constitute the instructional segments of a classroom’ (Spada & Frohlich 

1995: 14): 

  Separate activities would include such things as a 
  drill, a translation task, a discussion or a game. 
  Three episodes of one activity would be: teacher 
  introduces dialogue, teacher reads dialogue aloud, 
  individual students read parts of dialogue aloud. 
         (Spada & Frohlich 1995: 14) 

 

During the classroom observation sessions, the starting time and a brief explanation of 

each activity/episode was recorded. A check mark was then placed on the observation 

sheet (see Appendix V) against any of the COLT categories that occurred within those 

episodes and activities. For example, how was the class organised? Were the students 

working in groups or individually? What was the main pattern of interaction? (Was the 

teacher leading one central activity and interacting with the whole class or were the 

students perhaps involved in choral work?) Which of the four language skills were being 

utilised? 

 

During any one activity or episode it was of course possible for one or several 

categories to be checked off. When just one category is checked, it is referred to as 

having exclusive focus. When a combination of categories is checked, it can have either 

primary focus or equal focus: 

  A primary focus is when most of the time is spent on a 
  particular category. An equal focus is when approximately 
  the same amount of time and emphasis is spent on more 
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  than one category. 
          (Spada & Frohlich 1995: 31) 

After the observation sessions had ended, the amount of time (in minutes) that had been 

spent on each category of the scheme during each activity/episode was calculated. The 

total amount of time for each of the categories (under the main features of Participant, 

Organisation, Content, Content Control, Student Modality and Materials) was then 

calculated and recorded as a percentage of the total class time. It should be noted that, in 

accordance with the conventions of COLT, any categories that appeared in combination 

that did not have exclusive, primary or equal focus, were ignored during these final 

calculations. Also, when categories occurred in combination, they were calculated 

separately and subsequently recorded separately. So, for example, when students were 

involved in an activity that required listening and speaking, this was reported as a single 

category (under the feature of Student Modality) in the final table of results (see 

Appendix VI). An analysis and discussion of the results can be found in the following 

chapter. 

 

4.2.2 The survey instrument: teacher and student questionnaires 

In addition to classroom observation, teacher and student questionnaires (copies of which 

can be found in Appendices VII and VIII) were also administered in order to measure the 

washback effect of EFL tests currently taken in the sample context. The data collected 

from the teacher questionnaires (which, as noted earlier, were administered to a total of 

seven high school teachers) supplemented the data from the observation sessions and 

were used to determine the effect that the tests have on teachers and teaching.  

 

The student questionnaires, on the other hand, were of course more concerned with 

the effect that the tests have on learners and learning. These were administered to two 

third grade classes and one second grade class. However, as the second grade class was 
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following an identical course to one of the third grade classes and both sets of learners 

shared similar objectives (i.e. they will take university entrance examinations in the near 

future), these two groups were combined for the purposes of recording and reporting data 

– see table 4.2 below. 

 

Table 4.2 Outline of the groups involved in the questionnaire survey 

 

 

 

 

 

 

As can be seen from the table, the learners in groups 4 and 5 are in streamed classes. 

However, the students in group 5 are unlikely to sit university entrance examinations and, 

therefore, the survey data for this group were recorded separately to enable comparison 

with the set of data collected from group 4. It can also be noted from the last column of 

table 4.2 that the new speaking test was not trialled with group 5. 

 

Although both questionnaires were quite lengthy, they consisted mainly of Likert-

scale questions in which the respondents were asked to record their opinions by circling a 

numbered category from 1 – 4 (e.g. 1=strongly disagree; 4=strongly agree). This meant 

they could be completed and returned in a relatively short space of time. Additional 

space was also provided after each question for any further comment or clarification, 

however. 

 

Whilst Likert questionnaires often use a response scale of 1 to 5, it was felt that in 

this particular context the 1 to 4 scale would be more effective in order to discourage 

Group 
No. 

 
4 

 
5 

No. of 
students 

27 

20 

Courses of study 

English IIR 
English IIG 

Oral Communication II 

English II 
Oral Communication II 

 

Year 

3rd grade 
(streamed) 

& 
2nd grade 

(streamed) 

3rd grade 
(streamed) 

Examinations 

Seibu-moshi / Kenka-Issei 
End of term tests 
University entrance exams 2006 
& 2007. 

End of term tests 
Junior College exams 2006 

Test 
Trial 

 
Yes 

 
No 
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respondents from relying too heavily on the neutral or “non-opinion option” that exists in 

the former. This follows a suggestion made by Brown (2001), who has encountered 

similar difficulties when using Likert-scale questions on survey instruments:  

  Some types of students tend to “ sit on the fence”  on 
  Likert questions…If you need to force respondents to 
  express a definite opinion, that is, to jump one way or 
  the other, on each question, you may find it useful to 
  have an even number of options from which they must 
  choose… 
        (Brown 2001: 41) 

 

One final point needs to be made about the choice of language for each questionnaire. In 

the case of the teacher questionnaires, all questions and question rubrics were presented 

in English. Due to the language level of the learners in the sample, however, the 

questions and question rubrics on the learner questionnaires were presented in Japanese 

and English, the latter being included so that the data could be recorded more easily. The 

results of the questionnaires are analysed using basic descriptive statistics in the final 

chapter. 

 

4.3 Trialling the speaking test and measuring washback 

The speaking test was trialled with group 4 (n=27) during the final two weeks of June, 

with students’ scores from the test acting as their final end of term grade in the subject of 

Oral Communication. As discussed in the previous chapter, it was administered to 

learners in pairs, with one interlocutor/assessor present. All learners were informed about 

the test at the beginning of the school term (i.e. the first week in April) and were 

provided with information regarding the test format and mark scheme. During Oral 

Communication classes in the weeks leading up to the final assessment, students also 

practised speaking tasks which were similar in style to the test items. This process 

accorded with Hughes’s (1989: 46) view that it is particularly important that information 
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‘should be made available to everyone concerned’ when introducing a new test with new 

testing methods (see chapter 2, page 25). 

 

The washback effect of the speaking test was determined via two methods. Firstly, a 

second questionnaire (see Appendix IX) was administered to those learners involved in 

the trial, not only to gauge their reactions to the test itself, but perhaps more importantly 

to find out whether they felt that it had improved their learning in any way. It was also 

my intention to discover whether or not the presence of a speaking test had acted as a 

motivational factor and whether the learners had prepared any differently for this 

particular test. The results of this questionnaire are also analysed statistically in the final 

chapter. 

 

Secondly, qualitative data was also used in order to establish whether the 

introduction of the new test had had the desired (positive) effect on learning. Throughout 

the weeks leading up to the trial of the test, I was able to engage in a certain amount of 

‘reflective’ classroom research, observing any changes in learning behaviour. Following 

the trial, the test was also shown to teachers A and B, who provided some useful informal 

feedback – again, their comments will be included in the following chapter. 
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Chapter  5: Research findings and implications 
The results of the study are presented in this final chapter, which is divided into three 

main areas. The data collected from the classroom observation sessions are considered 

first, followed by the data from the teacher questionnaires, and then finally the data from 

the two student questionnaires. In conclusion, I would like to focus on the implications 

the results have for the design of EFL tests and for the successful implementation of 

communicative methodology in the Japanese context. 

 

5.1 Classroom observation results and discussion 

As noted previously, the data were collected using the COLT (Part A) Observation 

Scheme (Spada & Frohlich 1995). To recapitulate, the sessions were carried out in order 

to observe the teaching practice of the teachers in the sample, not simply in terms of what 

was being taught (i.e. content), but also in terms of how it was being taught (i.e. 

methodology). Of particular interest, in relation to the first research question, was the 

extent to which current examinations might influence teaching methodology. In other 

words, the results of the observations were primarily concerned with the fourth of 

Alderson & Wall’s washback hypotheses, i.e. that ‘a test will influence how teachers 

teach’ (Alderson & Wall 1993: 120). In view of what has already been said about the 

nature of the examinations taken by the learners in this sample, there was a strong 

likelihood that as a result of test washback, the two teachers would to some extent rely on 

grammar-translation (GT) – at the expense of a more communicative approach – in all 

four of the observed classes. However, bearing in mind the different examination goals 

of each group (i.e. group 1: university entrance examinations; group 2: possibly junior 

college examinations and group 3: internal end of term tests) it was predicted that: 

1. There would be a higher incidence of grammar-translation in session 1 (Teacher 

A/Group 1). 

2. There would be a lower incidence of grammar-translation in session 4 (Teacher 
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B/Group 3). 

3. Similar teaching methodology would be observed in sessions 2 and 3 (Teacher 

A/Group 2; Teacher B/Group 2).  

Although touched upon briefly in chapter 1, it is perhaps important at this stage to clarify 

what is meant by the grammar-translation approach in order to highlight the patterns of 

behaviour that we might expect to emerge in a typical GT-orientated class. Richards and 

Rodgers (1986) offer a summary of the main characteristics: 

  1. Grammar translation is a way of studying a language that 
  approaches the language first through detailed analysis of its  
  grammar rules, followed by application of this knowledge to the  
  task of translating sentences and texts into and out of the target 
  language. It hence views language learning as consisting of little  
  more than memorizing rules and facts in order to understand 
  and manipulate the morphology and syntax of the foreign language. 
 
  2. Reading and writing are the major focus; little or no systematic 
  attention is paid to speaking or listening. 
 
  3. Vocabulary selection is based solely on the reading texts used,  
  and words are taught through bilingual word lists, dictionary study,  
  and memorization. 
 
  4. The sentence is the basic unit of teaching and language 
  practice.  
   
  5. Accuracy is emphasized. 
   
  6. Grammar is taught deductively – that is, by presentation 

and study of grammar rules, which are then practiced 
through translation exercises. 
 

  7. The student’s native language is the medium of instruction. 
                  (Taken from Richards & Rodgers 1986: 3-4) 

The full table of results for the four classroom observation sessions is provided in 

Appendix VI. For the purposes of the following discussion, the more salient features are 
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analysed and reproduced in tables 5.1 – 5.4. All recorded figures represent the total 

percentage of class time spent on each category of the COLT scheme under the main 

features of participant organisation, content, content control, student modality and 

materials.  

 

Let us begin with participant organisation, which was ‘developed to describe 

distinctions between teacher-centred and group-work interactions in L2 classrooms’ 

(Spada & Frohlich 1995: 15). Within this feature it can be noted that for the majority of 

the time during both sessions, teacher A was engaged in whole-class interaction (T<-

>S/C). However, in the case of session 2 the approach was almost exclusively lecture-

based with significantly more time (94%) being spent interacting with individual students 

or the whole class here than in session 1 (63.41%). When teacher A was not engaged in 

whole-class interaction, students spent the rest of the time working individually – see 

table 5.1 below. 

 

Table 5.1 Patterns of participant organisation adopted by teacher A (% of total class time) 

  T<->S/C    Individual 

Session 1     63.41         36.59 

Session 2     94.00         6.00 

Note: T<->S/C: Teacher to individual student or whole class. 

 

Teacher B also favoured a teacher-centred approach to learning, but did adopt a wider 

variety of techniques during session 3, as illustrated in table 5.2.  
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Table 5.2 Patterns of participant organisation adopted by teacher B (% of total class time) 

  T<->S/C         S<->S/C         Choral         Individual         Individual 
                                                          &                    & 
                                                     T<->S/C                               S<->S/C 
 
Session 3     43.59              5.13              12.82              38.46                 0.00 
 
Session 4     57.50              0.00                0.00              15.00               27.50 

Notes: T<->S/C=Teacher to individual student or whole class; S<->S/C=Student to student or student to whole class. 

 

Presented from a different angle, the above data can also be considered by way of the 

following diagram (figure 5.1). 

Figure 5.1 Patterns of participant organisation during the four observation sessions 
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Notes: T<->S/C=Teacher-led activity; S<->S/C=Student-led activity; C&T<->S/C=Choral work within teacher-led 

activity; G=Group work; I= Individual work; I&S<->S/C= Individual work/Student-led activity. 

 

The dominant role assumed by teacher A during session 2 (T<->S/C=94%) perhaps 

suggests that, contrary to expectations, this was in fact the least communicatively-

orientated class. However, it should also be noted that for the most part, the high 

incidence of individual work recorded during session 1 (Teacher A/Group 1), and during 

session 3 (Teacher B/Group 2), involved written translation tasks (at sentence level). 

Whilst students were working on these written tasks, both teachers tended to interject at 

regular intervals (in Japanese) to check on learners’ progress. Thus, it is suggested that in 

terms of participant organisation, the teacher-centred classroom – which arguably allows 

teachers to implement the grammar-translation method to the greatest effect – was 

prevalent throughout all four sessions. Certainly, figure 5.1 confirms that teachers spent a 
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lot of time engaged in teacher-led activities (T<->S/C), whilst the absence of group work 

offers further evidence of a teacher-centred, grammar-translation approach. 

 

Indeed, there was little, if any, opportunity for students to interact with one another. 

The two incidences of “student-led” activities reported in sessions 3 and 4, the latter 

occurring during a writing task, amounted to an error correction exercise, with individual 

students being selected to write their answers on the blackboard. Thus, the group checked 

their work together and all students worked at the same pace in a classic “lockstep” 

learning environment. 

 

The next feature of the COLT scheme is content, which allows us to determine the 

extent to which a lesson focuses on meaning or form. In the case of all four sessions in 

this study, the focus of instruction was exclusively form-based, i.e. 100% of the time in 

each class was spent on discrete-point sentence exercises based around grammar and 

vocabulary. Classes were also conducted in the first language – indeed, this applied to 

initial greetings and procedural directives as well. Perhaps not surprisingly given the 

preferred teaching approach, a figure of 100% was also recorded under the category of 

teacher/text in the following feature of content control, indicating that students played no 

part in the selection of the topics or tasks. 

 

The final two features – student modality and materials – also offer a strong 

indication that grammar-translation remains the dominant methodology within the 

Japanese EFL classroom, regardless of any specific examination target. In teacher A’s 

classes, the amount of time devoted to each of the four language skills is illustrated in 

table 5.3.  
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Table 5.3 Student modality during teacher A’s classes (% of total class time) 
   Listening         Listening         Listening         Writing 
                                               &      & 
                                                         Reading           Writing 
 

Session 1      0.00             9.76    53.66               36.59 

Session 2    20.00           46.00                22.00               12.00 

 

Teacher B, on the other hand, devoted more time to writing tasks and, as was the case 

within the feature of participant organisation, appeared to adopt a little more variety in 

his approach. 

 

Table 5.4 Student modality during teacher B’s classes (% of total class time) 

  
          Listening        Listening        Listening        Listening        Reading        Reading        Writing 
                                                                  &                    &              Speaking                                  & 
                                                             Reading          Writing          & Reading         Writing 

Session 3        5.13                 25.64       12.82              12.82              0.00            0.00              43.59 

Session 4        5.00                 17.50         0.00                0.00     7.50         15.00              55.00 

 

Once again, it is useful to consider these two sets of data by way of graphical 

representation (see figure 5.2, below). 

 

Figure 5.2: Comparison of student modality during the four observation sessions 
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S=Speaking; R-Reading; R/W=Reading & Writing; W=Writing. 
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Again, further clarification is required with certain aspects of both sets of data, 

particularly in view of the high percentage of time that students were engaged in listening 

(either as a discrete skill or in combination with reading and writing). It should be 

remembered that as lessons were conducted in Japanese, any incidences of listening that 

were observed did not constitute L2 listening activities as such. 

 

The percentage of time spent reading and writing also needs further qualification as 

the materials being used were designed specifically for Japanese EFL students and 

perhaps more importantly, were classified (and recorded) as minimal texts (i.e. isolated 

sentences, word lists). During sessions 1 and 2, teacher A used copied handouts taken 

from a grammar textbook. Despite the different aims of each group (i.e. group 1 were 

preparing for the regional tests and – in the longer term – university tests, whereas group 

2’s needs focused mainly on internal end of term tests), both were given identical 

materials taken from the same source. Tasks included direct translation of sentences (L1 

to L2 and L2 to L1); tag question/sentence completion exercises; and 

identifying/translating adverbs at sentence level. During sessions 3 and 4, teacher B used 

self-prepared handouts containing translation exercises – again, both L1 to L2 and L2 to 

L1. 

 

Another telling feature of both sets of data within these two features is the absence – 

across all four sessions – of L2 speaking (or activities which facilitate speaking). This 

suggests that, in the case of this sample context at least, teachers are at present struggling 

to implement the official communicative aims of MEXT at classroom level. 

 

It is extremely difficult, then, to find evidence in support of the initial prediction that 

the amount of grammar-translation methodology employed in each session would vary 

according to the type of examination being administered to each group of learners. This 
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is due mainly to the fact that all four sessions tended to epitomise the grammar-

translation approach to learning and indeed, the seven characteristics identified by 

Richards & Rodgers (1986: 3-4) could certainly be found in each one. The fact that group 

1 was preparing for university tests and group 3 for internal end of term tests appeared to 

make little difference in terms of how English was actually taught. As this formed the 

basic premise of the prediction that session 1 would have a higher incidence of grammar-

translation than session 4, it remains uncertain whether changes to examinations would 

necessarily bring about positive changes to teaching methodology. 

 

The following area of the research findings, which analyses the data collected from 

the teacher questionnaires, may help to shed more light on this area of debate. 

 

5.2 Survey results and discussion 

5.2.1 Teacher questionnaire 

As noted in the previous chapter, the teacher questionnaire (see Appendix VII) was 

administered to seven Japanese high school teachers of English. It was designed to 

measure teachers’ attitudes towards English education in Japan and of course, to 

establish the extent to which current EFL tests influence their teaching approach. 

Although made up of a total of 16 questions, numbers 4 to 14 (which were based on a 4-

point Likert scale) consisted of multiple parts – tables 5.5 and 5.6 (pp.65-66) show the 

responses of the seven teachers to these particular questions. In order to clarify the 

method of data analysis I shall, at this point, offer a brief explanation of the tables before 

moving on to discuss the results in full. 

 

Tables 5.5 and 5.6 consist of thirteen columns, with the first column indicating the 

question number. The remaining columns then present the following statistics for each 

question: mean, mode, median, standard deviation (SD), minimum (Min) and maximum 
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(Max) scores selected from the Likert scale for that particular question, range, number of 

responses and finally, the number of teachers who answered 1, 2, 3 or 4. Each row in 

each table, then, represents one question. 

 

Using this set of data should enable us to determine common areas of agreement 

among the teachers. For example, answers with a high central tendency (i.e. mean, 

median and mode score) would suggest that most of the teachers responded to that 

question positively (e.g. with strongly agree). Likewise, a lower set of scores will 

indicate that most of the teachers responded negatively (e.g. with strongly disagree). The 

standard deviation, which is ‘a sort of average of the distance of all the numbers from the 

mean’ (Brown, 2001: 124); the minimum/maximum scores; and the range show the 

dispersion of the answers. 

 

In the proceeding discussion on page 67, the results of the teacher survey are 

examined according to the following four areas: (i) Experience and current duties, (ii) 

Classroom methodology, (iii) Teacher attitudes and influencing factors, and (iv) EFL 

tests and English testing in Japan. Throughout the discussion, reference is given to the 

relevant question numbers on the questionnaire and, in the case of the Likert responses, 

the mean, mode and standard deviation are also provided in parenthesis. 
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Table 5.5 Teacher questionnaire: Results from Likert scale questions 4 – 11 

Question # Mean Mode Median SD Min Max Range N 1 2 3 4 
Q4a 3.57  4.00  4.00  0.79  2 4 3 7 0 1 1 5 
Q4b 1.57  1.00  1.00  0.79  1 3 3 7 4 2 1 0 
Q4c 1.57  2.00  2.00  0.53  1 2 2 7 3 4 0 0 
Q4d 3.00  3.00  3.00  0.58  2 4 3 7 0 1 5 1 
Q4e 1.71  1.00  2.00  0.76  1 3 3 7 3 3 1 0 
Q5 2.43  2.00  2.00  0.53  2 3 2 7 0 4 3 0 
Q6 3.71  4.00  4.00  0.49  3 4 2 7 0 0 2 5 
Q7 3.86  4.00  4.00  0.38  3 4 2 7 0 0 1 6 
Q8a 3.57  4.00  4.00  0.53  3 4 2 7 0 0 3 4 
Q8b 2.57  3.00  3.00  0.98  1 4 4 7 1 2 3 1 
Q8c 3.29  3.00  3.00  0.76  2 4 3 7 0 1 3 3 
Q9a 2.86  3.00  3.00  0.90  1 4 4 7 1 0 5 1 
Q9b 3.43  3.00  3.00  0.53  3 4 2 7 0 0 4 3 
Q9c 2.29  3.00  2.00  0.76  1 3 3 7 1 3 3 0 
Q9d 2.29  3.00  2.00  0.76  1 3 3 7 1 3 3 0 
Q9e 3.43  3.00  3.00  0.53  3 4 2 7 0 0 4 3 
Q9f 3.00  3.00  3.00  0.58  2 4 3 7 0 1 5 1 
Q9g 3.00  3.00  3.00  0.58  2 4 3 7 0 1 5 1 
Q9h 3.00  3.00  3.00  0.00  3 3 1 7 0 0 7 0 
Q9i 3.57  4.00  4.00  0.53  3 4 2 7 0 0 3 4 
Q9j 3.29  3.00  3.00  0.76  2 4 3 7 0 1 3 3 
Q9k 2.00  2.00  2.00  0.82  1 3 3 7 2 3 2 0 
Q10a 3.86  4.00  4.00  0.38  3 4 2 7 0 0 1 6 
Q10b 3.57  4.00  4.00  0.53  3 4 2 7 0 0 3 4 
Q10c 3.57  4.00  4.00  0.53  3 4 2 7 0 0 3 4 
Q10d 4.00  4.00  4.00  0.00  4 4 1 7 0 0 0 7 
Q10e 3.43  3.00  3.00  0.53  3 4 2 7 0 0 4 3 
Q10f 3.57  4.00  4.00  0.53  3 4 2 7 0 0 3 4 
Q10g 2.86  3.00  3.00  0.69  2 4 3 7 0 2 4 1 
Q10h 3.14  3.00  3.00  0.69  2 4 3 7 0 1 4 2 
Q11a 3.14  3.00  3.00  0.38  3 4 2 7 0 0 6 1 
Q11b 3.00  3.00  3.00  0.58  2 4 3 7 0 1 5 1 
Q11c 2.86  3.00  3.00  0.69  2 4 3 7 0 2 4 1 
Q11d 3.14  3.00  3.00  0.38  3 4 2 7 0 0 6 1 
Q11e 2.86  2.00  3.00  0.90  2 4 3 7 0 3 2 2 
Q11f 2.86  3.00  3.00  0.69  2 4 3 7 0 2 4 1 
Q11g 2.71  3.00  3.00  0.49  2 3 2 7 0 2 5 0 
Q11h 3.57  4.00  4.00  0.53  3 4 2 7 0 0 3 4 
Q11i 3.14  3.00  3.00  0.69  2 4 3 7 0 1 4 2 
Q11j 2.71  3.00  3.00  0.49  2 3 2 7 0 2 5 0 
Q11k 3.14  3.00  3.00  0.69  2 4 3 7 0 1 4 2 
Q11l 2.57  2.00  2.00  0.79  2 4 3 7 0 4 2 1 
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Table 5.6 Teacher questionnaire: Results from Likert scale questions 12 – 14 

Question # Mean Mode Median SD Min Max Range N 1 2 3 4 
Q12a 3.43  4.00  4.00  0.79  2 4 3 7 0 1 2 4 
Q12b 3.86  4.00  4.00  0.38  3 4 2 7 0 0 1 6 
Q12c 2.71  3.00  3.00  0.76  2 4 3 7 0 3 3 1 
Q12d 3.14  3.00  3.00  0.69  2 4 3 7 0 1 4 2 
Q12e 2.71  3.00  3.00  0.49  2 3 2 7 0 2 5 0 
Q12f 3.29  3.00  3.00  0.76  2 4 3 7 0 1 3 3 
Q12g 3.00  3.00  3.00  0.82  2 4 3 7 0 2 3 2 
Q12h 2.86  3.00  3.00  0.69  2 4 3 7 0 2 4 1 
Q12i 2.71  3.00  3.00  0.49  2 3 2 7 0 2 5 0 
Q12j 2.71  2.00  3.00  0.76  2 4 3 7 0 3 3 1 
Q12k 2.86  2.00  3.00  0.90  2 4 3 7 0 3 2 2 
Q12l 3.14  3.00  3.00  0.69  2 4 3 7 0 1 4 2 
Q12m 3.14  3.00  3.00  0.69  2 4 3 7 0 1 4 2 
Q12n 2.86  3.00  3.00  0.69  2 4 3 7 0 2 4 1 
Q12o 3.29  3.00  3.00  0.76  2 4 3 7 0 1 3 3 
Q12p 3.43  3.00  3.00  0.53  3 4 2 7 0 0 4 3 
Q12q 3.43  3.00  3.00  0.53  3 4 2 7 0 0 4 3 
Q13a (S) 1.40  1.00  1.00  0.55  1 2 2 5 3 2 0 0 
Q13b (S) 2.17  2.00  2.00  0.75  1 3 3 6 1 3 2 0 
Q13c (S) 2.67  3.00  3.00  0.82  1 3 3 6 1 0 5 0 
Q13d (S) 1.83  2.00  2.00  0.41  1 2 2 6 1 5 0 0 
Q13e (S) 1.83  2.00  2.00  0.41  1 2 2 6 1 5 0 0 
Q13f (S) 1.83  2.00  2.00  0.41  1 2 2 6 1 5 0 0 
Q13g (S) 3.17  4.00  3.50  1.17  1 4 4 6 1 0 2 3 
Q13a (W) 3.33  4.00  3.50  0.82  2 4 3 6 0 1 2 3 
Q13b (W) 2.43  2.00  2.00  0.98  1 4 4 7 1 3 2 1 
Q13c (W) 2.33  2.00  2.00  1.03  1 4 4 6 1 3 1 1 
Q13d (W) 3.43  3.00  3.00  0.53  3 4 2 7 0 0 4 3 
Q13e (W) 3.29  3.00  3.00  0.49  3 4 2 7 0 0 5 2 
Q13f (W) 3.29  3.00  3.00  0.49  3 4 2 7 0 0 5 2 
Q13g (W) 3.00  3.00  3.00  1.10  1 4 4 6 1 0 3 2 
Q14a 2.86  3.00  3.00  0.69  2 4 3 7 0 2 4 1 
Q14b 3.43  4.00  4.00  0.79  2 4 3 7 0 1 2 4 
Q14c 2.50  2.00  2.50  0.55  2 3 2 6 0 3 3 0 
Q14d 3.43  3.00  3.00  0.53  3 4 2 7 0 0 4 3 
Q14e 2.29  2.00  2.00  0.49  2 3 2 7 0 5 2 0 
Q14f 2.71  2.00  3.00  0.76  2 4 3 7 0 3 3 1 
Q14g 2.57  1.00  3.00  1.27  1 4 4 7 2 1 2 2 
Q14h 3.00  3.00  3.00  0.58  2 4 3 7 0 1 5 1 
Q14i 2.67  3.00  3.00  1.03  1 4 4 6 1 1 3 1 
Q14j 2.43  3.00  3.00  0.98  1 3 3 7 2 0 5 0 
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(i) Experience and current duties 

Questions 1 and 2 on the teacher questionnaire simply recorded relevant biodata – i.e. 

how long the teachers had taught English and which courses they were now teaching. Of 

the seven teachers in the sample, five had 10 or fewer years experience and two had over 

25 years experience. A total of three teachers were teaching on the general English 

course offered by their respective schools (‘English I/II’); one was teaching a grammar 

course in addition to the general course; one was teaching reading in addition to the 

general course and the remaining two teachers were teaching on all three courses. The 

three youngest teachers in the sample also had responsibility for Oral Communication 

classes. 

 

(ii) Classroom methodology 

Within this category, the teachers’ responses to items 3, 4, 11 and 12 on the questionnaire 

have been grouped together for analysis. Specifically, these questions refer to the 

preferred teaching practices of the survey respondents, and also provide insight into the 

type of language resources and materials teachers consider being most appropriate for 

Japanese learners. 

 

When asked to state which language they generally used when teaching English 

(Q3), six out of the seven teachers reported that they used mainly Japanese as the 

language of instruction, with one saying that he used half English and half Japanese. 

However, one teacher also commented that it depended on the ability of the group, 

stating that with higher-level groups she tried to deliver most of the lesson in the target 

language, if possible. The choice of L1 as the language of instruction is also consistent 

with the way in which classes are generally organised, with most teachers stating that 

they preferred to adopt a teacher-led approach (Q4a/mean=3.57/mode=4.00/SD=0.79), 

whilst further admitting that they rarely implemented pair work activities. Indeed, four 
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respondents reported that they never implemented pair work activities 

(Q4b/mean=1.57/mode=1.00/ SD=0.79). 

 

In terms of materials and resources, the majority of teachers thought that prepared 

worksheets were most suitable for Japanese high school students (Q11h/mean=3.57/ 

mode=4.00/SD=0.53) and they were also generally in favour of using past examination 

papers (Q11g/mean=2.71/mode=3.00/SD=0.49). 

 

Most teachers also agreed that reading aloud was an effective language learning 

strategy, either with the teacher assuming the role of reader 

(Q12a/mean=3.43/mode=4.00/SD= 0.79), or with the learner assuming the role of reader 

(Q12b/mean=3.86/mode=4.00/SD=0.38). Multiple-choice grammar/vocabulary exercises 

and reading comprehension exercises were also considered to be important (Q12l & 

Q12m/ mean=3.14/mode=3.00/SD=0.69), as were translation exercises – both L2 to L1 

(Q12o/mean=3.29/mode=3.00/SD=0.76) and L1 to L2 (Q12p/mean=3.43/mode= 

3.00/SD = 0.53). 

 

It could be suggested, then, that the results concerning teaching methods and use of 

materials presented so far, serve to confirm the findings of the observation sessions. In 

other words, to a large extent teachers would appear to be doing at classroom level what 

they in fact claim to be doing. However, evidence to the contrary also exists as several 

contradictions occur throughout the questionnaire. For example, whilst there was strong 

agreement that speaking activities in pairs or groups should be used for teaching English 

to Japanese high school students (Q12q/mean=3.43/mode=3.00/SD=0.53), this did not 

correspond with what teachers actually reported doing. As already noted (and indeed, 

observed), teacher-centred classrooms are more common in the Japanese context. 
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It should also be carefully noted that, with regards to teaching resources (Q11), all 

but two of the options (adapted video and English word games/puzzles) returned mode 

scores of at least 3.00. Thus, contained within the list of language resources teachers 

believed should be used were listening exercises using authentic speech 

(Q11a/mean=3.14/mode=3.00/SD=0.38), authentic video (Q11d/mean=3.14/mode=3.00/ 

SD=0.38) and language learning websites/e-mail (Q11i/mean=3.14/mode=3.00/SD= 

0.69). Again this tends to conflict somewhat with the findings of the observation sessions. 

However, as noted earlier in the discussion when we looked at the results of the 

observation sessions, the fact that teachers prefer to adopt a teacher-led, grammar-based 

approach may not necessarily be an indication of negative washback from the 

examinations. 

 

(iii) Teacher attitudes and influencing factors  

Items 7, 8, 9, 10 and 14 on the questionnaire can all be seen to relate to teacher attitudes 

or to factors (such as external tests) which may serve to inform and shape those attitudes. 

In view of the preferred teaching methodology in Japan, this area also produced a rather 

contradictory set of results. For example, most teachers believed that it was very 

important for their learners to develop communicative ability (Q7/mean=3.86/mode= 

4.00/SD=0.38) but that native speaker English teachers should teach listening and 

speaking skills (Q8a/mean=3.57/mode=4.00/SD=0.53). Being able to communicate with 

English-speaking visitors who come to Japan (Q9i/mean=3.57/mode=4.00/SD= 0.53) 

was also seen as one of the most important reasons for students to study English – indeed, 

this was regarded as being slightly more important than studying in order to pass 

university entrance exams (Q9b/mean=3.43/mode=3.00/SD=0.53). As a result, when 

teachers were asked to state the areas which they thought were most important for 

Japanese learners of English, the highest central tendencies were reported within the 

categories of speaking (Q10d/mean=4.00/mode=4.00/SD=0.00) and listening 
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comprehension (Q10a/mean=3.86/mode=4.00/SD=0.38). It should be noted however, 

that no single area really stood out as being more important than any other in this 

question with mode scores of 4.00 also recorded for writing, reading comprehension and 

vocabulary. Grammar (Q10e; mean=3.43) was still considered to be an important part of 

English study but interestingly, fewer teachers (n=3) strongly agreed that it should be 

seen as one of the most important aspects of language study. Given the nature of these 

responses, then, it would seem to suggest that whilst teachers recognise the importance of 

developing their learners’ communicative skills, they are perhaps less willing in practice 

to use techniques which might aid that development. Inconsistencies again emerge with 

regards to the practice and development of speaking skills when we consider that all 

teachers in the sample strongly agreed that speaking was one of the most important areas 

for learners, yet, for the most part, continue to conduct lessons almost entirely in the first 

language. 

 

Teaching experience (Q14b/mean=3.43/mode=4.00/SD=0.79) and past language 

learning experiences (Q14d/mean=3.43/mode=3.00/SD=0.53) were regarded as the being 

the most influential factors behind current teaching approaches. Interestingly, external 

examinations were reported as having less influence, although, despite the low mode 

score of 1.00, answers were fairly evenly distributed in this case 

(Q14g/mean=2.57/mode=1.00/SD=1.27). 

 

(iv) EFL tests and English testing in Japan 

This final area again looks at teacher attitudes and opinions, but this time more 

specifically in relation to the English tests taken by Japanese high school students. 

Related items on the questionnaire are numbers 5, 6, 13, 15 and 16. Question 5 asked 

teachers if they thought it necessary for students to attend a cram school in order to pass 

university examinations, as is common in Japan. Responses were more or less divided, 
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with four teachers feeling that it was not so important and three believing that it was 

important (Q5/mean=2.43/mode=2.00/SD=0.53). 

 

With regards to the nature of language tests, most teachers believed it was very 

important to test writing and speaking (Q6/mean=3.71/mode=4.00/SD=0.49) but also 

agreed that the regional tests (Q13a(S)/mean=1.40/mode=1.00/SD=0.55) and university 

entrance examinations (Q13d, e and f(S) with identical central tendencies of mean=1.83 

/mode=2.00/SD=0.41) – which arguably represent the most important areas of 

assessment – did not provide an accurate assessment of speaking ability. On the other 

hand, the TOEIC (Q13g(S)/mean=3.17/mode=4.00/SD=1.17) was thought to provide a 

more accurate assessment of speaking ability, with just one teacher disagreeing. The high 

central tendency recorded here perhaps indicates a lack of familiarity with this particular 

test, however, as the TOEIC does not actually contain a speaking component. 

 

The final two questions on the survey were open-ended and asked for, (i) teachers’ 

views on the introduction of a listening component to the Center Test which will come 

into effect in 2006 (question 15), and (ii) further comments on the current range of tests 

taken by their learners (question 16). Unfortunately, only three teachers chose to answer 

these questions – the remaining four declining to comment. With regard to question 15, 

one teacher felt unable to comment due to the fact that none of her students were actually 

preparing for the Center Test next year. The other two teachers reported that the addition 

of a listening section to the Center Test would not lead them to change the way they 

prepared students for the exam. One commented, “I will teach the students in the same 

way as usual” whilst the other believed that the most effective way to prepare students 

for the Center Test was to encourage them to “learn many words and sentences by heart”.  
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Question 16 provided two contrasting views over the effects of current tests. The 

more experienced teachers believed that these tests have a positive effect on learning as 

well as providing an accurate measure of English ability. The importance attached to the 

university entrance examinations was also noted – indeed these two respondents felt that 

they perhaps represented the main reason why most students actually study English. The 

younger teacher who replied to this question, however, disagreed somewhat. She felt that 

without changes to the Center Test or university examinations, it would be difficult to 

change (and improve) teaching habits. She made the observation that in the current 

climate even if she wanted to teach something “more important” she was unable to do so, 

commenting, “I know there is a lot of grammar on the test and I know what kind of 

grammar will be on the test, so I feel I have to teach that to the students because that is 

what they expect to learn.” This clearly implies that in some cases at least, external tests 

may have a negative impact on teaching and learning. 

 

5.2.2 Student questionnaire #1 

Let us now consider the first student questionnaire (see Appendix VIII) using a similar 

method of analysis. To recapitulate, this questionnaire was completed by group 4 (n=26)1 

and group 5 (n=20). The main objectives were to measure students’ attitudes to second 

language study and to determine the extent of examination washback on learning. Likert 

scale items again made up the bulk of the questionnaire. The results are presented in full 

in tables 5.7 and 5.8 (pp.73-74), using the same set of descriptive statistics that were 

adopted for the teacher questionnaire. In view of the larger number of respondents who 

made up the student sample, however, additional frequency and percentage figures are 

presented, where appropriate, to enable us to see more clearly the distribution of answers. 

It should also be noted that the data collected from both groups are examined together in 

order that the two sets of responses can be compared more easily. 

                                                
1 One student was absent from group 4 during the administration of the first questionnaire. 
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The data collected from the student questionnaire have been broken down into the 

following three areas of analysis: (i) Learning experience, (ii) Attitudes towards English, 

and (iii) Preferred learning styles. Once again, reference is made to the relevant numbers 

on the questionnaire and central tendency statistics are provided in parenthesis. 

 

Table 5.7 Student questionnaire #1: Results from Likert scale questions for group 4 (n=26) 
Question # Mean Mode Median SD Min Max Range  N   1   2   3   4 
4a 2.62  3.00  3.00  0.85  1 4 4 26   3   7 13   3 
4b 2.85  3.00  3.00  0.97  1 4 4 26   3   5 11   7 
4c 2.73  3.00  3.00  0.87  1 4 4 26   3   5 14   4 
4d 1.92  1.00  2.00  0.93  1 4 4 26 10 10   4   2 
4e 2.46  3.00  2.50  1.07  1 4 4 26   6   7   8   5 
4f 2.00  1.00  2.00  0.89  1 4 4 26   9   9   7   1 
4g 2.04  1.00  2.00  1.08  1 4 4 26 12   3   9   2 
4h 2.27  2.00  2.00  0.83  1 4 4 26   5 10 10   1 
4i 2.69  3.00  3.00  0.93  1 4 4 26   3   7 11   5 
4j 2.38  2.00  2.00  0.94  1 4 4 26   5   9   9   3 
5a 3.35  3.00  3.00  0.75  1 4 4 26   1   1 12 12 
5b 3.00  3.00  3.00  0.69  2 4 3 26   0   6 14   6 
5c 3.15  3.00  3.00  0.78  1 4 4 26   1   3 13   9 
5d 3.42  4.00  4.00  0.76  1 4 4 26   1   1 10 14 
5e 3.12  3.00  3.00  0.59  2 4 3 26   0   3 17   6 
5f 3.12  3.00  3.00  0.59  2 4 3 26   0   3 17   6 
5g 3.00  3.00  3.00  0.94  1 4 4 26   2   5 10   9 
5h 3.15  3.00  3.00  0.78  1 4 4 26   1   3 13   9 
6a 3.12  3.00  3.00  0.59  2 4 3 26   0   3 17   6 
6b 2.65  3.00  3.00  0.75  1 4 4 26   1 10 12   3 
6c 2.96  3.00  3.00  0.82  1 4 4 26   2   3 15   6 
6d 2.73  3.00  3.00  0.83  1 4 4 26   2   7 13   4 
6e 2.73  3.00  3.00  0.72  1 4 4 26   1   8 14   3 
6f 3.23  3.00  3.00  0.82  1 4 4 26   1   3 11 11 
6g 2.85  3.00  3.00  0.73  1 4 4 26   1   6 15   4 
6h 2.38  2.00  2.00  0.64  1 4 4 26   1 15  9   1 
6i 2.88  3.00  3.00  0.71  1 4 4 26   1 15 16   4 
6j 3.31  3.00  3.00  0.68  2 4 3 26   0   3 12 11 
6k 3.31  3.00  3.00  0.68  2 4 3 26   0   3 12 11 
6l 2.85  3.00  3.00  0.61  2 4 3 26   0   7 16   3 
6m 2.81  3.00  3.00  0.63  2 4 3 26   0   8 15   3 
6n 2.73  3.00  3.00  0.67  2 4 3 26   0 10 13   5 
6o 2.88  3.00  3.00  0.77  1 4 4 26   1   6 14   5 
7a 3.31  3.00  3.00  0.74  1 4 4 26   1   1 13 11 
7b 2.69  3.00  3.00  0.55  2 4 3 26   0   9 16   1 
7c 2.65  3.00  3.00  0.63  2 4 3 26   0 11 13   2 
7d 2.69  3.00  3.00  0.79  1 4 4 26   2   7 14   3 
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Table 5.8 Student questionnaire #1: Results from Likert scale questions for group 5 (n=20) 

Question # Mean Mode Median SD Min Max Range  N   1   2   3   4 
4a 3.00  3.00  3.00  0.56  2 4 3 20   0   3 14   3 
4b 2.40  3.00  2.50  0.94  1 4 4 20   4   6   8   2 
4c 2.10  2.00  2.00  0.91  1 4 4 20   5 10   3   2 
4d 1.74  1.00  2.00  0.73  1 3 3 19   8   8   3   0 
4e 2.45  2.00  2.00  1.00  1 4 4 20   3   9   4   4 
4f 1.65  1.00  1.50  0.75  1 3 3 20 10   7   3   0 
4g 1.50  1.00  1.00  0.61  1 3 3 20 11   8   1   0 
4h 1.70  1.00  1.50  0.80  1 3 3 20 10   6   4   0 
4i 2.60  3.00  3.00  0.88  1 4 4 20   3   4 11   2 
4j 2.25  2.00  2.00  0.97  1 4 4 20   5   7   6   2 
5a 3.30  4.00  3.50  0.86  1 4 4 20   1   2   7 10 
5b 2.75  4.00  3.00  1.07  1 4 4 20   3   5   6   6 
5c 2.85  3.00  3.00  1.04  1 4 4 20   3   3   8   6 
5d 3.30  4.00  4.00  0.92  1 4 4 20   1   3   5 11 
5e 2.70  2.00  3.00  0.98  1 4 4 20   2   7   6   5 
5f 2.80  3.00  3.00  0.83  1 4 4 20   1   6   9   4 
5g 2.75  3.00  3.00  0.97  1 4 4 20   3   3 10   4 
5h 2.70  3.00  3.00  0.98  1 4 4 20   3   4   9   4 
6a 2.95  3.00  3.00  0.76  1 4 4 20   1   3 12   4 
6b 2.45  2.00  2.00  0.94  1 4 4 20   3   8   6   3 
6c 2.90  3.00  3.00  0.79  2 4 3 20   0   7   8   5 
6d 2.79  3.00  3.00  0.63  2 4 3 19   0   6 11   2 
6e 2.79  4.00  3.00  1.08  1 4 4 19   2   7   3   7 
6f 2.74  2.00  3.00  0.93  1 4 4 19   1   8   5   5 
6g 2.95  3.00  3.00  0.71  2 4 3 19   0   5 10   4 
6h 2.53  3.00  3.00  0.70  1 4 4 19   1   8   9   1 
6i 2.84  3.00  3.00  0.83  1 4 4 19   1   5   9   4 
6j 3.21  4.00  3.00  0.92  1 4 4 19   1   3   6   9 
6k 3.21  4.00  3.00  0.92  1 4 4 19   1   3   6   9 
6l 2.68  3.00  3.00  0.67  2 4 3 19   0   8   9   2 
6m 2.63  3.00  3.00  0.76  1 4 4 19   1   7   9   2 
6n 3.21  3.00  3.00  0.71  2 4 3 19   0   3   9   7 
6o 2.79  3.00  3.00  0.63  2 4 3 19   0   6 11   2 
7a 3.37  4.00  3.00  0.68  2 4 3 19   0   2   8   9 
7b 2.74  3.00  3.00  0.87  1 4 4 19   1   7   7   4 
7c 2.42  3.00  3.00  0.84  1 4 4 19   3   6   9   1 
7d 2.47  2.00  2.00  0.84  1 4 4 19   2   8   7   2 

 

 

 



 75 

(i) Learning experience 

In group 4, most of the learners (73%, n=19) had studied English since the first grade of 

junior high school (aged 12 – 13 years old), whereas the remainder (27%, n=7) reported 

having had some earlier experience at kindergarten, elementary school or at home. 

Likewise, the majority of the learners in group 5 (75%, n=15) also said they had first 

started to study English during the first grade of junior high school. Only 2 learners from 

each group reported having extra classes outside of school. 

 

(ii) Attitudes towards English 

Responses to items 1, 4 and 5 on the questionnaire have been included for analysis in this 

section. Question 1 asked students to place the subjects they studied at school in order of 

importance, with ‘1’ indicating the most important, ‘10’ the least important. In terms of 

the subjects that are of most concern to us here, i.e. English IR/IIR (reading), English 

IG/IIG (grammar) and OC I/II (Oral Communication), 12 students (46%) from group 4 

considered English grammar classes to be the most important of their three language 

subjects and 11 students (42%) thought OC was the most important. Only 3 students 

(12%) in this group placed reading above OC or grammar. Group 5, on the other hand, 

considered Oral Communication to be far less significant with just 5 students (25%) 

ranking it higher than English reading and grammar. However, nobody ranked it higher 

than sixth overall in terms of importance. Of course, the data collected from question 1 

needs to be treated with some caution as, assuming students answered truthfully, the 

results may do little more than illustrate that the motivation of one group (i.e. group 4) is 

greater than the other (i.e. group 5) when it comes to second language study. 

 

Question 4 examined the possible motivating factors behind the learners’ study of 

English. External examinations, perhaps not surprisingly, had the greater influence on 

group 4, with 18 students (69%) agreeing that both the university entrance tests and the 
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monthly regional tests constituted the main reasons for studying English (Q4b/mean= 

2.85/mode=3.00/SD=0.97; Q4c/mean=2.73/mode=3.00/SD=0.87). For group 5, most 

students (85%, n=17) reported that they were studying English because they “have to, in 

order to graduate” (Q4a/mean=3.00/mode=3.00/SD=0.56). University examinations were 

seen as a motivating influence by some of the learners in group 5, however, although 

responses were evenly distributed between agreement and disagreement. This can be 

explained by the fact that some learners will indeed sit entrance examinations, although 

they are most likely to be for admission to two-year courses at junior college level  

 

There is some evidence to suggest that there may be other motivating factors, 

besides tests, when it comes to second language study. For example, the majority of 

students in group 4 (62%, n=16) said that they wanted to study English in order to 

communicate with English-speaking visitors to Japan 

(Q4i/mean=2.69/mode=3.00/SD=0.93), with similar results (65%, n=13) also reported in 

group 5 (Q4i/mean=2.60/mode=3.00/SD=0.88). 

 

As with the corresponding responses on the teacher questionnaire, learners also 

considered listening comprehension and speaking to be the most important elements of 

language learning, both returning the two highest central tendencies for each group (Q5a 

& Q5d). Of most relevance amongst the data collected from question 5, however, is the 

fact that the statistics show that group 4 attached more importance than group 5 to the 

remaining areas of writing, reading comprehension, grammar, vocabulary, spelling and 

pronunciation/stress – all key areas of assessment on the regional tests and university 

entrance examinations. This is particularly significant bearing in mind that these 

represent examples of “high-stakes” tests for this group of learners, whereas the same 

cannot be said for group 5. 
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(iii) Preferred learning styles 

As already noted above, external examinations appear to exert greater influence on the 

learners in group 4, particularly in terms of what they consider to be the most important 

areas of study. Let us now examine whether or not there is a significant difference in the 

preferred learning styles of group 4 (for whom external examinations hold greater 

importance) and group 5.  

 

In view of what has already been said about the two groups and their targeted 

examinations, it was predicted that both sets of learners would indicate a strong 

preference for multiple-choice reading questions and multiple-

choice/grammar/vocabulary exercises as test preparation activities. Group 4, on the other 

hand, would be more likely to use past exam papers and practice translation exercises. 

 

The results actually indicate that group 4 learners reported that they found multiple-

choice activities slightly more helpful for exam preparation than group 5 (see Q6l & 

Q6m). Although mode scores of 3.00 were recorded in each category for both groups, the 

responses given by group 5 are again more evenly distributed indicating that opinions 

were more divided. 

 

Past exam papers (see Q6f) were indeed more popular with group 4, with most of 

the learners (85%, n=22) agreeing that they were helpful in preparing for exams 

(Q6f/mean=3.23/mode=3.00/SD=0.82). In group 5, roughly half of the learners (53%, 

n=10) who responded to the same question agreed (Q6f/mean=2.74/mode=2.00/SD 

=0.93). More learners in group 4 (77%, n=20) also reported using past exam papers 

during their own private study time than in group 5 (35%, n=7). 
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There was further evidence of possible test washback in the case of group 4 with the 

majority of the learners (88%; n=23) strongly indicating that they thought learning 

through translation was the most effective way in which to prepare for examinations (Q6j 

& 6k/mean=3.31/mode=3.00/SD=0.68). Once again though, any such conclusion must be 

reached somewhat tentatively, particularly in view of the fact that group 5 also regarded 

translation as being the most useful method of test preparation. Whilst most students said 

they would rather prepare for tests during class time with the help of a teacher, 

translation activities were also used during private study by 63% of the learners in group 

4 and 45% of the learners in group 5. 

 

5.2.3 Student questionnaire #2 

The final student questionnaire (see Appendix IX) was administered to group 4 the week 

after they had taken the paired speaking test. In consideration of the second research 

question, the aim was to discover whether the test had had the desired effect on learning 

– i.e. was it indeed possible to nurture positive washback by changing assessment 

techniques?  

 

This time the questionnaire consisted entirely of Likert scale items – each one a 

single statement which the learner was asked to rate along the previously adopted scale 

of 1 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly agree). There were nineteen statements in all; with 

additional space for any further comments about the test that the learner wanted to add. 

The results of the questionnaire are again illustrated through the use of descriptive 

statistics and are presented in table 5.9 below along with each of the nineteen statements.  
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       Table 5.9 Results of student questionnaire #2 (Group 4, n=27) 

Question # Mean Mode Median SD Min Max Range  N   1   2   3   4 
1 2.67  3.00  3.00  0.68  1 4 4 27   1   9 15   2 
2 2.70  3.00  3.00  0.67  1 4 4 27   1   8 16   2 
3 2.70  3.00  3.00  0.89  1 4 4 27   4   9 11   3 
4 2.93  3.00  3.00  0.87  1 4 4 27   1   8 10   8 
5 1.81  1.00  2.00  0.83  1 4 4 27 11 11   4   1 
6 2.67  3.00  3.00  0.92  1 4 4 27   3   8 11   5 
7 2.74  3.00  3.00  0.66  1 4 4 27   1   7 17   2 
8 3.11  3.00  3.00  0.80  1 4 4 27   1   4 13   9 
9 2.67  3.00  3.00  0.83  1 4 4 27   2   9 12   4 
10 2.41  2.00  2.00  0.80  1 4 4 27   2 15   7   3 
11 2.19  2.00  2.00  0.74  1 4 4 27   3 18   4   2 
12 2.37  2.00  2.00  0.63  1 3 3 27   2 13 12   0 
13 2.59  2.00  3.00  0.93  1 4 4 27   3 10   9   5 
14 3.11  3.00  3.00  0.80  2 4 3 27   0   7 10 10 
15 2.63  3.00  3.00  0.74  1 4 4 27   1 11 12   3 
16 3.22  3.00  3.00  0.70  1 4 4 27   1   1 16   9 
17 2.33  2.00  2.00  0.73  1 4 4 27   3 13 10   1 
18 3.48  4.00  4.00  0.58  2 4 3 27   0   1 12 14 
19 1.89  2.00  2.00  0.80  1 4 4 27   9 13   4   1 

(1) I enjoyed doing the speaking test with a partner. 
(2) Studying for the speaking test improved my English. 
(3) I made a greater effort to speak English in the weeks leading up to the test. 
(4) It was important to do well on test. 
(5) It was possible to do well on the test without much preparation. 
(6) If the test was included as part of the Seibu Moshi or Center Test I would do more 
preparation. 
(7) I enjoyed practising for the test during class. 
(8) It was important to practise for the test during class. 
(9) There wasn’t enough time to practise for the test. 
(10) It is more important to practise other language skills during class. 
(11) When not in class, it is better to study for a speaking test on your own. 
(12) When not in class, it is better to study for a speaking test with friends. 
(13) I would have liked to have had access to more materials for practice out of class. 
(14) It is difficult to study for a speaking test in your own time without a teacher. 
(15) It wasn’t necessary to study for the speaking test in my own time. 
(16) In order to do well on the test it is necessary to memorise key phrases/vocabulary. 
(17) It is only necessary to speak English during Oral Communication classes. 
(18) I want to improve my English speaking skills. 
(19) It isn’t important for me to speak English, so speaking shouldn’t be tested. 
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The above responses, together with the informal feedback received from learners 

following the test, suggest that in general the paired test format was favourably received. 

One learner commented, “It is important to speak English with each other, so it was 

much better to do the test in pairs” whilst another added, “The speaking test was useful to 

practise English conversation. It was good fun to do the speaking test with a partner – it 

is important to practise English even if I don’t have the opportunity to travel much in the 

future”. These sentiments appear to be supported by the responses given to statements 1 

and 7, as shown above in table 5.9. However, one learner disagreed, saying that whilst 

she thought it was a very good test, the one-to-one format (i.e. interlocutor/assessor – 

examinee) afforded a better opportunity to practise for the STEP speaking test. 

 

There is further evidence to suggest that the test had a positive washback effect on 

learners and the learning process. For example, the majority of learners (67%, n=18) 

agreed that doing the test had improved their English (Q2) and, encouragingly, a 

reasonably high proportion of the group (52%, n=14) also responded positively to the 

third statement: I made a greater effort to speak English in the weeks leading up to the 

test. 

 

As noted previously, tests often provide a source of extrinsic motivation for the 

learners in the sample (and indeed for Japanese learners in general). This also proved to 

be the case with the new speaking test, as most students (67%, n=18) agreed that ‘it was 

important to do well in the test’ (Q4) and, in turn, that it was difficult to do well without 

much preparation (Q5). Having had the opportunity to observe the learners during Oral 

Communication classes in the weeks prior to the test, I would say that they appeared 

more motivated, particularly during paired speaking activities – an observation supported 

by the responses recorded for number 8, which indicated that 22 learners (81%) agreed 

that ‘it was important to practise for the test during class’. Practising during class time 
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with the support of a teacher also appeared to be the preferred mode of preparation for 

the speaking test (see, for example, questions 10, 11, 12 and 14). 

 

One possible instance of negative washback is perhaps related more to the actual 

design of the test. For example, the highest recorded mean score of 3.22 was recorded for 

number 16, which read: In order to do well on the test it is necessary to memorise key 

phrases/vocabulary. Whilst this would perhaps not really be classed as a particularly 

desirable effect of any speaking test, it should be remembered that having carefully 

considered the overall level of the students in order to give them tasks that they would 

realistically be able to perform, this situation was to a large extent unavoidable. It is 

possible that with higher level learners, faced with a range of more challenging tasks, 

memorisation of key phrases would be less of an option. 

 

5.3. Conclusion and implications 

At various points throughout this study, reference has been made to the mismatch that 

occurs between the stages of curriculum planning and classroom implementation. In 

other words, the ‘official’ communicative syllabus aims of the Japanese Ministry of 

Education (MEXT) remain at odds with the more grammar-based methodology adopted 

by teachers at classroom level. It has also been claimed that English teachers in Japan 

find themselves in an unenviable position in which the constraints imposed by the 

examination-driven “hidden syllabus” prevent them from implementing, in practice, 

communicative methodology. The findings of this study, however, indicate that the 

existence of a direct causal relationship between language testing methodology and the 

preferred grammar-based approach of teachers may not be that straightforward. 

 

It would appear that whilst current examinations may help to determine what is 

actually taught, they may have rather less influence over how teachers teach. Thus, in 
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terms of teaching, the evidence presented here tends to support the earlier findings of 

Wall & Alderson (1993) and Cheng (1997), notably that the washback effect can be 

observed at the level of content but not at the level of methodology. This is demonstrated 

by the fact that the materials used by the teachers in this study consisted of grammar and 

translation exercises of the type often found on the majority of external tests taken by the 

learners in the sample. When teaching groups that did not have to sit these tests, however, 

both content and methodology remained consistent with the grammar-based approach. 

 

The question remains then, whether changes to examinations alone would have the 

desired washback effect on teaching methodology. Certainly, it would appear that in the 

case of some teachers a more communicative approach to language testing would 

encourage a similarly communicative approach to language teaching. In other instances, 

however, teachers seem less likely to embrace new ideas or methods simply because the 

format of an examination changes, preferring instead to continue using the grammar-

based methodology with which they are most familiar. Even in this relatively small scale 

study attitudes varied, with one teacher in particular suggesting that if changes were 

made to tests, she would be in a better position to change not only the content of her 

lessons, but also her approach to teaching (see discussion on pages 71-72).  

 

The paired speaking test that was trialled received some favorable feedback from the 

teachers in the sample group. For example, teachers A and B thought that it provided an 

excellent means of assessment in the area of speaking, and were particularly impressed 

by the paired format – teacher A commenting that “it was good that the person scoring 

the test didn’t have to concentrate on directing the learner’s conversation too much”. As a 

result, both teachers felt confident that they would be able to score the test (and thus 

assume the role of assessor). However, they remained doubtful about whether the test 

would cause them to change the format of their lessons if it was included as a component 
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of one of the existing external examinations. As such it would appear that, unfortunately, 

the paired speaking test introduced here would not have the intended washback effect on 

teaching methodology in this particular sample context. 

 

It thus becomes apparent that the potential for nurturing positive washback by 

exacting changes to examinations certainly exists – indeed, in the Japanese context any 

innovations within the area of assessment must surely be encouraged. However, changes 

should perhaps occur in combination with comprehensive in-service teacher training 

programmes designed to increase familiarity with communicative teaching and testing 

methodology. If MEXT are serious about promoting communicative pedagogy at 

classroom level, initial teacher training courses must also accord with that philosophy. 

Collins (1999) notes that successful implementation of the communicative approach 

requires teachers to have ‘a very high degree of competence in all four skills of speaking, 

listening, reading and writing in English’. However, she goes on to observe that, 

…many teachers in Japanese high schools lack the  
phonological and sociolinguistic knowledge which would  
give them the confidence and expertise required to deal 
with the complexities of intonation and sentence rhythm.  
The curriculum they are offered as English majors in 
national universities of Education, itself dictated by the 
Monbusho (MEXT) is not sufficiently specialised or focused, 
and does not prepare teachers adequately in these areas to  
be able to deal with the functionally based syllabus 
required by the communicative approach. 
          (Collins 1999: retrieved from the World Wide Web) 

Although grammar-based instruction remains the dominant methodology, it should be 

noted that the teachers and learners in the sample both recognised the importance of 

developing listening and speaking skills – indeed, evidence that the paired speaking test 

had had a positive washback effect on learning within these two areas was observed 

earlier. However, as implied in the washback hypotheses put forward by Alderson & 
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Wall (1993: 120-121), if a test influences what teachers teach and how teachers teach, 

those two variables alone will clearly relate to the amount of influence a test has on 

learning. In other words, teachers, rather than learners, are far more likely to be able to 

effect the necessary changes in order to improve the actual learning process, at least 

within the context of the classroom. For the most part, the notion of learner autonomy, in 

which ‘students should have a large amount to say about what, how, and how fast they 

learn’ (Bailey 1999: 41) remains incompatible with the traditional educational 

philosophy in Japan. 

 

In summary, then, the results of this study suggest that it is possible to improve 

learning by employing direct testing techniques. However, the official syllabus aims of 

MEXT will only be fully realised when positive washback can be observed at the level of 

both teaching and learning. In order to examine more fully whether beneficial washback 

can be achieved within the area of teaching, it is suggested that future research should be 

conducted using a larger sample group and that data should be collected longitudinally, 

where possible. Both of these considerations were beyond the practicalities of this 

particular study. However, unless more direct testing techniques are employed on a larger 

number of “high stakes” examinations in Japan, and the effects that such changes have 

on teachers and teaching can be observed over a much longer period of time, it will be 

difficult observe the true extent of washback in this area. 
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Appendix I 

National Center for University Entrance Examinations (NCUEE) ‘Center Test’ 
2004 sample questions 
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Appendix II 

The Society for Testing English Proficiency (STEP) performance descriptors 
for grades 1 – 5 

 
1st Grade (Japanese college graduate level) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The successful examinee is: 
(1) able to sufficiently understand TV/radio broadcasts, lectures, speeches, etc., and to 

orally express intentions (make a speech, debate, negotiate, etc.). 
(2) able to read high-level materials (newspaper editorials and commentaries, specific 

magazine articles, etc.) and understand them thoroughly. 
(3) able to clearly express ideas (including business matters) in writing. 
 
 
 
 
Pre-1st Grade (Japanese college/junior college intermediate level) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The successful examinee is: 
(1) able to converse about ordinary matters of daily life and relatively specialized 

matters of a personal nature, and able to grasp the gist of general speeches, lectures, 
broadcasts, etc. 

(2) able to read high-level materials (newspaper articles, general magazine articles, etc.) 
and understand the essential information. 

(3) able to write about personal ideas and opinions. 
 
 
 
 
2nd Grade (Japanese high school graduate level) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The successful examinee is: 
(1) able to converse about basic matters of daily life (make simple explanations, conduct 

simple business by telephone, etc.). 
(2) able to read materials related to basic daily life (general newspaper and magazine 

articles, pamphlets, instructions, etc.). 
(3) able to write about basic matters of daily life. 
 
 
 
 
 

Able to conduct all aspects of daily life in English. Capable of conducting business 
activities in areas where only English is spoken. Able to understand a broad range of 
English and to express personal views with fluency. 
 

Able to conduct daily life in English-speaking areas, with the exception of 
specialized fields. Although problems may remain in understanding natural English 
or expressing oneself perfectly, is able to grasp major points in order to 
communicate. 
 

Able to understand and use English well enough for everyday needs and situations. 
Able to communicate if visiting or living overseas. 
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Pre-2nd Grade (Japanese high school intermediate level) 
 
 
 
 
 
The successful examinee is: 
(1) able to converse about common daily topics (make simple conversation on the 

telephone, leave messages, etc.). 
(2) able to read materials about common everyday topics (simple news articles, letters, 

pamphlets, etc.). 
(3) able to write about common everyday topics. 
 
 
 
 
3rd Grade (Japanese junior high school graduate level) 
 
 
 
 
The successful examinee is: 
(1) able to hold a simple conversation about matters of daily life (make and reply to 

greetings, introduce someone, make purchases, etc.). 
(2) able to read simple materials (letters, signboards, notices, etc.). 
(3) able to write about oneself in elementary English. 
 
 
 
 
4th Grade (Japanese junior high school intermediate level) 
 
 
 
 
The successful examinee is: 
(1) able to converse using set words, phrases, and sentences (give simple greetings, 

answer simple questions, etc.). 
(2) able to read simple passages (grasp the main points of short passages, letters, etc.). 
(3) able to write basic English. 
 
 
 
 
5th Grade (Japanese junior high school beginning level) 
 
 
 
 
The successful examinee is: 
(1) able to communicate through the use of basic words and phrases (use daily greetings, 

say yes and no correctly, etc.). 
(2) able to read at a beginning level (distinguish letters of the alphabet, understand basic 

points in a simple sentence, etc.). 
(3) able to write about simple matters using beginning-level English. 
 
 
Retrieved from the STEP Test official website:  
www.eiken.or.jp/english/evaluate/index.html 

Possesses the basic ability to cope with simple matters concerning daily life in 
English. Able to communicate in limited circumstances if visiting or living overseas. 
Able to exchange general information about oneself in simple English. 
 

Able to understand elementary English on matters related to oneself, family, and 
friends. Able to handle easy daily conversation. 
 

Capable of understanding basic English on matters concerning one’s family and 
school life. Able to attempt communication to a limited extent. 
 

Able to understand and express oneself in English with limited, fixed expressions. 
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Appendix III 

New speaking test and sample materials 

Part One 
Task: Learners introduce each other and interact with the interlocutor/assessor. 
Timing: 4– 5 minutes 
Interlocutor/assessor – use the following script: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Good afternoon, please sit down. 

How are you Learner 1? And you, Learner 2? 

Are you ready to start the test now? OK let’s begin. 

 

Learner 1, could I have your full name, please? 

And how do you spell your surname? 

(Ask for clarification. Candidate offers confirmation or repeats with repair if necessary). 

Thank you. 

 

And, Learner 2, could I have your full name, please? 

How do you spell your surname? 

(Ask for clarification. Candidate offers confirmation or repeats with repair if necessary). 

Thank you. 

 

Now, Learner 1, I’d like you to tell me something about Learner 2 – for example, where (s)he 

lives, what his/her hobbies are, which school club (s)he belongs to. 

 

Thank you. 

 

Learner 2, could you introduce Learner 1 now, please? 

 

Thank you. 
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Interlocutor/assessor – for the next stage of the interaction, select one of the following 
cards and ask the questions to Learner 1. Then, select another card and ask the questions 
to Learner 2. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Part Two 
Task: Learners are given copies of the same map, but each has different places labelled 
(thus creating an information-gap). The speaker (Learner 1) describes a route along the 
map. The listener (Learner 2) traces the route and marks the final destination, in pencil. 
Roles are then reversed. 
Timing: 3 – 4 minutes 
 
Interlocutor – use the following script:  
 
 
 
 
Give out the materials and allow 30 seconds. 
 

 

 
 
Allow the students enough time to complete the task. Prompt only if necessary. 
 
 

Option 1 
What kind of place is            ? 
How many are there in your family? 
Describe your (brother / sister / mother / 
father) for me. 
Thank you. 

Option 2 
Have you ever visited any other 
countries? 
How long did you stay in              ? 
What did you enjoy most about your 
visit? 

Option 3 
How do you get to school every day? 
What’s your favourite subject? 
What do you like about it? 
(Back-up: Do you enjoy studying 
English? / What do (don’t) you like about 
it? 

Option 4 
How long have you been a student at this 
school? 
When do you graduate? 
What are your plans after graduating? 
Thank you.  

Now, for this part of the test I’m going to give each of you a map and instruction card. Please 

read them carefully for a moment, but do not show the maps or the cards to each other. 

 

All right? Learner 2, you are playing the part of the tourist so I’d like you to start the 

conversation. When you are ready, please begin. 
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Give out the second set of instruction cards and allow 30 seconds. 
 
 
 
 
 
Allow the students enough time to complete the task. Prompt only if necessary. 
 
 
 

 
 

Sample instruction cards (places vary according to the card selected): 
Card A 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Card B 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The situation: 

A tourist (played by your partner) is lost, and approaches you 

outside the station to ask for directions. 

What you have to do: 

Use the map and give directions. Answer any other questions the 

tourist asks. 

All right? Learner 1, this time you are playing the part of the tourist, so I’d like you to start this 

conversation. When you are ready, please begin. 

 

The situation: 

You have just arrived at the station and approach a stranger 

(played by your partner) for directions to the Grand Hotel. 

What you have to do: 

Ask for directions and mark the route on your map. You may ask 

the stranger to repeat or clarify anything you are not sure about. 

Thank you. 

 

Now, I’d like to give you another card but this time, Learner 2, you are going to give directions to 

Learner 1 

 

Thank you. 
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Part Three 
Task: Two pictures are given to the learners, who must then interact with each other in 
order to discover the similarities and differences. 
Timing: 3 minutes 
 
Interlocutor – use the following script:  
 
 
 
 
Give out the pictures and allow 30 seconds. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Allow the students enough time to complete the task. Prompt only if necessary. 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

For the final part of the test, I'm going to give you both a picture. Again, I'd like you to look at 

them carefully, but do not show them to each other.  

Now, the pictures you have been looking at are similar, but there are some differences. I'd like 

you both to talk about your pictures and find out how they are similar and how they are different. 

 

OK? Please begin 

 

Thank you. That is the end of the test. 
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Sample materials for part three 
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Appendix IV 
Analytic marking scheme for the speaking test 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Fluency & Spontaneity Communication Vocabulary & Grammar Pronunciation Score 

 
7 - 8  

 
5 - 6 

 
1 - 2 

 
3 - 4 

0 
 

The candidate is easily understood and 
demonstrates accurate pronunciation. 
No evidence of katakana syllabary. 
 

The candidate uses a wide range of 
appropriate vocabulary and structures. 

The candidate is understood, although 
a few obvious pronunciation errors 
occur which occasionally affect 
successful communication. Little 
evidence of the katakana syllabary. 

The candidate uses a good range of 
vocabulary and structures although a 
few errors do occur. Is able to adopt 
suitable coping strategies in order to 
tackle unknown vocabulary / 
structures. 

The candidate responds fully and is 
able to develop the interaction with 
considerable ease. 

It is difficult to understand the 
candidate. Obvious pronunciation 
errors occur which frequently affect 
successful communication. 
Complete dependence upon the 
katakana syllabary. 

The candidate uses an adequate range 
of vocabulary and structures although 
some are inappropriate for the task. 
Struggles to implement coping 
strategies to tackle unknown 
vocabulary / structures. 

The candidate responds well but 
hesitations and pauses sometimes 
affect the listener’s understanding of 
the message. Occasionally develops 
the interaction beyond the minimal 
requirements.  

The candidate is able to respond but 
hesitations and pauses tend to strain 
the listener. Unable to develop the 
interaction beyond the minimal 
requirements. 

The candidate is understood with 
some strain on the part of the listener. 
Obvious pronunciation errors occur 
which affect successful 
communication. Often relies upon the 
katakana syllabary. 

The candidate fulfils all of the task 
requirements without the need for 
prompting from the assessor. Never 
reverts to L1 when “thinking aloud” or 
interacting. 

The candidate fulfils most of the task 
requirements without the need for 
prompting from the assessor. 
Sometimes reverts to L1 when 
“thinking aloud”. 

The candidate fulfils some of the task 
requirements, but prompting from the 
assessor is sometimes required. 
Sometimes reverts to L1 when 
“thinking aloud” and interacting. 

The candidate uses a limited range of 
vocabulary and structures which are 
often inappropriate for the task. 

The candidate is often unable to 
respond and frequently fails to meet 
the minimal requirements of the task. 
 

The candidate is unable to fulfil the 
task requirements without frequent 
prompting from the assessor. Often 
dependent on L1 to achieve successful 
communication. 

Insufficient amount of language produced for assessment 



 107 

Appendix V 

Communicative Orientation of Language Teaching (COLT) Observation Scheme 
coding sheet 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note: In the observed sessions in this study, no distinction was made between “Same task”  and “Different task”  

(columns 6, 7, 8, 9) as students worked on identical tasks throughout each lesson. “Discipline”  (column 11) and the 

“Other”  categories (columns 16, 17 and 25) were also extraneous variables in this particular study. 
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Appendix VI 

Results from the classroom observation sessions using the COLT (Part A) 
Observation Scheme 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
COLT CATEGORIES 

TEACHER B 

 
 

 
PARTICIPANT 

ORGANISATION 

 
 

 
 

CONTENT 

 
CONTENT 
CONTROL 

 
 
 
 
 

STUDENT 
MODALITY 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 

MATERIALS 
 
 

 

TEACHER A 
SESSION 1 SESSION 2 SESSION 4 SESSION 3 

T<->S/C 
S<->S/C 
(Choral & T<->S/C) 
Group 
Individual 
(Individual & S<->S/C) 

63.41 94.00 
5.13 

27.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 

0.00 
43.59 57.50 

0.00 

15.00 
0.00 

38.46 
0.00 
12.82 0.00 

0.00 
6.00 

0.00 
0.00 
36.59 

0.00 
0.00 

Procedure 
Form 
Function 
Discourse 
Sociolinguistics 
Others 

100.00 
0.00 

0.00 0.00 
0.00 0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

0.00 

100.00 
0.00 

0.00 
100.00 
0.00 0.00 

100.00 
0.00 0.00 
0.00 0.00 
0.00 0.00 
0.00 0.00 

Teacher/Text 
Teacher/Text/Student 
Student 0.00 

0.00 
100.00 

0.00 
100.00 100.00 

0.00 
0.00 

100.00 
0.00 
0.00 0.00 

Speaking 
Reading 
(Reading & Writing) 
Writing 
Minimal Text 
Extended Text 
Audio 
Visual 
L2 – NNS 
L2 – NS 
L2 – NSA 
Student-made 

Listening 
(Listening & 
(Listening & 
(List./Speaking/Reading) 

0.00 
9.76 
53.66 
0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
36.59 

100.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

100.00 
0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 0.00 

20.00 
46.00 

0.00 

22.00 

0.00 
100.00 

0.00 

0.00 
12.00 

100.00 
0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

25.64 
12.82 
12.82 

0.00 

0.00 
0.00 

5.13 5.00 
17.50 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

43.59 
100.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

100.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

7.50 
15.00 
55.00 

100.00 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

100.00 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
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Appendix VII 

Teacher questionnaire 

 

 

(1) How long have you been an English teacher? 
       years 
 
(2) Which courses and grades are you currently teaching?  
(Please tick the appropriate boxes). 
 
        English I / II         English IG / IIG             English IR / IIR 
        1st grade          1st grade             1st grade 
        2nd grade          2nd grade                2nd grade 
        3rd grade          3rd grade                3rd grade 
 
        Oral Communication I / II                                 English Special Course 
        1st grade                                               1st grade 
        2nd grade                                      2nd grade 
        3rd grade                                      3rd grade 
 
Comments: 
 
 
 
 
 
(3) Which language do you use in the classroom? (Please tick one box). 
 
(4)   English only 
        English with occasional Japanese explanation 
        Half English and half Japanese 
        Mainly Japanese 
 
Comments:  
 
 
 

Please answer all questions as completely as possible. 
If you wish to add any further comments, please use the space provided after 
each question. 
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(4) Look at the following patterns of classroom organization. How often do you use 
each one? 
(Please rate your response on a 4 point scale where 1=never; 2=sometimes; 3=often; 
4=always. Circle your answers.) 
(a) teacher-fronted lecture          1    2    3    4 
(b) pair work            1    2    3    4 
(c) group work           1    2    3    4 
(d) individual (student) desk work         1    2    3    4 
(e) student presentations          1    2    3    4 
 
Comments: 
 
 
 
 
(5) How important do you think it is for students to attend a juku or yobiko in order 
to pass university entrance examinations? 
(Please rate your response on a 4 point scale where 1=not at all important; 2=not so 
important; 3= important; 4=very important. Circle your answers.) 
                         1    2    3    4 
Comments: 
 
 
 
 
(6) How important do you think it is to test students’ writing and speaking ability? 
(Please rate your response on a 4 point scale where 1=not at all important; 2=not so 
important; 3= important; 4=very important. Circle your answers.) 
              1    2    3    4 
Comments: 
 
 
 
 
(7) In Japan, how important do you think it is for students to develop 
communicative ability in English? 
(Please rate your response on a 4 point scale where 1=not at all important; 2=not so 
important; 3= important; 4=very important. Circle your answers.) 
              1    2    3    4 
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Comments: 
 
 
 
 
 
(8) Who do you think should teach English listening and speaking skills? 
(Please rate your responses on a 4 point scale where 1=strongly disagree; 2=disagree; 
3=agree; 4=strongly agree. Circle your answers.) 
(a) Native speaker teachers of English                 1    2    3    4 

(b) Japanese teachers of English (JTE’s)                      1    2    3    4 

(c) One JTE and one native speaker (team teaching)                   1    2    3    4 
 

Comments: 
 
 
 
 
 
(9) Why do you think it is important for your students to study English?  
(Please rate your responses on a 4 point scale where 1=strongly disagree; 2=disagree; 
3=agree; 4=strongly agree. Circle your answers.) 
(a) to graduate from high school                    1    2    3    4 
(b) to pass university entrance examinations        1    2    3    4 
(c) to achieve good scores on the Seibu-moshi  

and Kenka-Issei tests          1    2    3    4 
(d) to pass the Eiken test                     1    2    3    4 
(e) to travel abroad                   1    2    3    4 
(f) to study/work abroad                  1    2    3    4 
(g) for future employment                  1    2    3    4 
(h) to study English at university                1    2    3    4 
(i) to communicate with English-speaking 
    visitors who come to Japan                                                      1    2    3    4 
(j) because it is educationally and culturally 
   desirable to have knowledge of English                                         1    2    3    4 
(k) to satisfy their parents’ expectations               1    2    3    4 
 
Comments: 
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(10) Which of the following areas do you think are most important for Japanese 
learners of English? 
(Please rate your responses on a 4 point scale where 1=strongly disagree; 2=disagree; 
3=agree; 4=strongly agree. Circle your answers.) 
(a) Listening comprehension                  1    2    3    4 
(b) Writing                        1    2    3    4 
(c) Reading comprehension               1    2    3    4 
(d) Speaking                1    2    3    4 
(e) Grammar                 1    2    3    4 
(f) Vocabulary                 1    2    3    4 
(g) Spelling                 1    2    3    4 
(h) Pronunciation / stress             1    2    3    4 
 
Comments: 
 
 
 
 
 
(11) Which of the following language resources do you think should be used for 
teaching English to Japanese high school students? 
(Please rate your responses on a 4 point scale where 1=strongly disagree; 2=disagree; 
3=agree; 4=strongly agree. Circle your answers.) 
(a) listening exercises using authentic monologues / dialogues    1    2    3    4 
(b) listening exercises using adapted monologues / dialogues 
     (i.e. materials made specially for EFL learners)                         1    2    3    4 
(c) recommended textbooks          1    2    3    4 
(d) authentic video (e.g. English movies/TV shows)       1    2    3    4 
(e) adapted video made specially for EFL learners       1    2    3    4 
(f) English music recordings          1    2    3    4 
(g) past exam papers         1    2    3    4 
(h) teacher-prepared worksheets         1    2    3    4 
(i) language learning websites/e-mail         1    2    3    4 
(j) fiction/non-fiction EFL graded reader books       1    2    3    4 
(k) English newspapers / magazines         1    2    3    4 
(l) English word games or puzzles         1    2    3    4 
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Comments:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(12) Which of the following teaching strategies/activities do you think should be 
used for teaching English to Japanese high school students? 
(Please rate your responses on a 4 point scale where 1=strongly disagree; 2=disagree; 
3=agree; 4=strongly agree. Circle your answers.) 
(a) reading aloud (teacher)           1    2    3    4 
(b) reading aloud (learner)            1    2    3    4 
(c) silent reading        1    2    3    4 
(d) role play/simulation        1    2    3    4 
(e) information gap activities        1    2    3    4 
(f) repetition/substitution drills       1    2    3    4 
(g) copying words/sentences               1    2    3    4 
(h) dictation          1    2    3    4 
(i) letter writing         1    2    3    4 
(j) creative writing (stories etc.)       1    2    3    4 
(k) class discussion/debate        1    2    3    4 
(l) multiple-choice grammar/vocabulary exercises     1    2    3    4 
(m) multiple-choice reading comprehension exercises    1    2    3    4 
(n) gap-filling/completion exercises         1    2    3    4 
(o) translating English sentences/texts into Japanese     1    2    3    4 
(p) translating Japanese sentences/texts into English     1    2    3    4 
(q) speaking activities in pairs or groups      1    2    3    4 
 
Comments: 
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(13) Which of these English tests do you think offer an effective measure of a 
student’s speaking and writing ability? 
(Please rate your responses on a 4 point scale where 1=strongly disagree; 2=disagree; 
3=agree; 4=strongly agree. Circle your answers – one in the ‘Speaking’ column; one in 
the ‘Writing’ column. ) 
 SPEAKING                WRITING  
1    2    3    4    (a) Seibu moshi/Kenka Issei     1    2    3    4 
1    2    3    4    (b) The Center test      1    2    3    4 
1    2    3    4    (c) The Eiken test      1    2    3    4 
1    2    3    4    (d) National university entrance tests    1    2    3    4 
1    2    3    4    (e) Local Public university tests    1    2    3    4 
1    2    3    4    (f) Private university tests     1    2    3    4 
1    2    3    4    (g) The TOEIC test      1    2    3    4 
 
Comments: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(14) To what extent do the following factors influence your teaching? 
(Circle your answers.) 
           INFLUENCE      
              a little              a lot 
(a) professional training       1     2      3     4 
(b) teaching experience        1     2      3     4 
(c) MEXT syllabus        1     2      3     4 
(d) past experience as a language learner      1     2      3     4 
(e) textbooks         1     2      3     4 
(f) the need to obtain satisfaction in teaching     1     2      3     4 
(g) external examinations       1     2      3     4 
(h) learners’ expectations       1     2      3     4 
(i) school’s expectations       1     2      3     4 
(j) parents’ expectations       1     2      3     4 
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Comments: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(15) The 2006 Center Test will contain a listening section for the fir st time. Will this 
affect the way you prepare students for the test and if so, in what way? 
 
Comments: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(16) What do you think of the current English tests taken by your students? (e.g. 
Seibu-moshi, Kenka-Issei, STEP, Center Test, University entrance examinations, 
TOEIC). What do you think are the positive and negative aspects of these tests? 
How, if at all, would you improve them? 
Comments: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

- END OF QUESTIONNAIRE- 
 

Thank you very much for your help 
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Appendix VIII 

Student questionnaire #1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(1) Arrange these subjects in order of importance for you. (1=most important; 

10=least important) 
        Mathematics 
        English IIR 
        English IIG 
        Oral Communication II 
        Modern Japanese 
        Old Japanese 
        Japanese History / World History 
        Religion 
        Science 
        Health / Physical Education 
 
Comments: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(2) Where did you first start to learn English and how old were you? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Please answer all questions. 
 
If you wish to add any further comments, please use the space provided after 
each question. 
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(3) Do you have any English classes outside of school? (Yes / No) 
If you answered ‘yes’, please give details (e.g. Is it a juku, yobiko or eikaiwa? How often 
do you attend? How long have you been studying there?) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(4) Why are you studying English? 
 
(a) I have to in order to graduate          1    2    3    4 
(b) I want to do well on the university entrance exams       1    2    3    4 
(c) I want to do well on the Seibu-moshi and Kenka-Issei       1    2    3    4 
(d) I want to improve my Eiken level               1    2    3    4 
(e) I want to visit English-speaking countries in the future       1    2    3    4 
(f) I want to study / work in abroad in the future        1    2    3    4 
(g) I want a job in which I can use English          1    2    3    4 
(h) I want to study English at university              1    2    3    4 
(i) I want to communicate with English-speaking 

visitors to Japan                 1    2    3    4 
(j) I think it is interesting to learn a foreign language             1    2    3    4 
 
Comments: 
 
 
 
 
 

Please read questions 4 – 6 and grade each part (a, b, c etc.) on a 4-point scale, 
where: 
 
1 = strongly disagree 
2 = disagree 
3 = agree 
4 = strongly agree 
 
Please circle your answers.  
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(5) In English lessons, what do you think are the most important elements? 
 
(a) Listening comprehension                       1    2    3    4 
(b) Writing             1    2    3    4 
(c) Reading Comprehension                1    2    3    4 
(d) Speaking                  1    2    3    4 
(e) Grammar                  1    2    3    4 
(f) Vocabulary                  1    2    3    4 
(g) Spelling                  1    2    3    4 
(h) Pronunciation / Stress                1    2    3    4 
 
Comments: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(6) How helpful do you find the following activities in preparing for the 
examinations? 
 
(a) listening exercises using taped monologues/dialogues       1    2    3    4 
(b) studying with the textbook          1    2    3    4 
(c) watching English movies/TV shows         1    2    3    4 
(d) watching videos made specially for EFL learners       1    2    3    4 
(e) listening to English music recordings         1    2    3    4 
(f) studying past exam questions          1    2    3    4 
(g) doing teacher-prepared worksheets         1    2    3    4 
(h) using language learning websites          1    2    3    4 
(i) reading fiction or non-fiction EFL books           1    2    3    4 
(j) translating English sentences/texts into Japanese         1    2    3    4 
(k) translating Japanese sentences/texts into English        1    2    3    4 
(l) doing multiple-choice reading comprehension questions         1    2    3    4 
(m) doing multiple-choice/blank-filling grammar/vocabulary 
   exercises               1    2    3    4 
(n) doing speaking activities in pairs or groups        1    2    3    4 
(o) using English word games or puzzles         1    2    3    4 
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Comments: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(7) What do you think is the best way to prepare for an English test such as the 
Seibu Moshi or Center Test? 
 
(a) in class with a teacher            1    2    3    4 
(b) out of class by yourself                        1    2    3    4 
(c) out of class with friends                   1    2    3    4 
(d) with a private tutor at a juku            1    2    3    4 
 
Comments: 
 
 
 
 
 
(8) Which of the learning activities listed in question 6 have you used when studying 
in your own time? (Write down the letter of the activity and add further comment if 
necessary) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

– That is the end of the questionnaire –  

Thank you very much for your help 
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Appendix IX 

Student questionnaire #2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(1) [   ] I enjoyed doing the speaking test with a partner. 
 
(2) [   ] Studying for the speaking test improved my English. 
 
(3) [   ] I made a greater effort to speak English in the weeks leading up to the test.  
 
(4) [   ] It was important to do well on the test.  
 
(5) [   ] It was possible to do well on the test without much preparation.  
 
(6) [   ] If the test was included as part of the Seibu Moshi or Center Test I would do more 
preparation. 
 
(7) [   ] I enjoyed practising for the test during class.  
 
(8) [   ] It was important to practise for the test during class.  
 
(9) [   ] There wasn’t enough time to practise for the test.  
 
(10) [   ] It is more important to practice other language skills during class.  
 
(11) [   ] When not in class, it is better to study for a speaking test on your own.  
 
(12) [   ] When not in class, it is better to study for a speaking test with friends.  
 
 

The following statements refer to the end-of-term speaking test you have just 
done in Oral Communication. Grade each one on a 4-point scale, where: 
 
1 = strongly disagree 
2 = disagree  
3 = agree  
4 = strongly agree 
 
Write your answers in the brackets. 
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(13) [   ] I would have liked to have had access to more materials for practice out of class.  
 
(14) [   ] It is difficult to study for a speaking test in your own time without a teacher. 
 
(15) [   ] It wasn’t necessary to study for the speaking test in my own time. 
 
(16) [  ] In order to do well on the test it is necessary to memorize key 
phrases/vocabulary.  
 
(17) [   ] It is only necessary to speak English during Oral Communication classes.  
 
(18) [   ] I want to improve my English speaking skills.  
 
(19) [   ] It isn’t important for me to speak English, so speaking shouldn’t be tested. 
 
Comments: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

– That is the end of the questionnaire – 

Thank you very much for your help 
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