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WES O HARZELY & HSIEBOREL R 2T, SGEOFE T, T OEMRRIN EOBLEI GO
HmLBND LN po TS, | o, WIBEHA DHBEONENHHTH, EHREN O L
IZOBRNRDEZFTRFOH LR DIFYURDOZETHY | FlUTRRRZETHDL LB
25, LM LBEREDETH D FRITBNTUL, HEEEF5 T LITx L TR e Wi &
MEHIY . 2D OFEEFEOEESIT L ZORFINTHE Lo TNDHD G, BIRE LIEBETH A
Do

To& ZIEL [Pk 26 R SREEHEUE D T2 OIEEIiaFEmEE] CUHRFE. 2015) I2X
BEL INLEEFETFRE G, 66,067 AxE) ITBWTIE, HEEOFENFE TIRRWAEENRSED
25%% 5D, TEBHLMNEWVZITEHE TRV EWIEEEMZD L. ZOEIGIE 583%ICHDIE
DIRUBF IR DT> T D, Filo, ZORGEFEITHT DIHMBAYERIL, CEFR @O Al LLE
W ARDOERER S - LB EENTVDRBIZBWTHEIIRNL TS L), ERORBLE,
R 27 FEEEAT ORI (3 4FAE, 78,984 At A) IZHBWTHREIFIELL THE LT, Hizlc
A A hpD 7oA (3 AFAE, 984,991 44 %H5) DERETHT- & 5 2 (B L VI3 L RWEER
THEHDD) BRTENDEWS, EXVBEZ D L, FREFRICT2REEEZE S LWV OIBRE
Fo T28ED T OIFZRIE, BEEEROLITE W T, 220 OFEBEHEZFORTNDLHDEERZ LT LR

TE D,
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HEHN TOEFEEB X 28T

772U, 22 CHADRE LTI R& I, SEREREENICOREIND bO TR, &
WO ZEThDD, Falt, & bT D LEEFEREENOR TITORTOS D0 L 5 & ZICND
NDZERB, L LIS T, Bix RIGEFEBEIC, HEHOFBICHLHEMIT 5 & ThD
EWVI FRDEE > T D (72 & Z I, Benson & Reinders, 2011; Lai, 2015; Lai, Zhu, & Gong, 2015), Z
DI L, HENTOEEME 2 X b TREN T, FFEOBIHUIR 5 L EX DNEHETH D,
Tk 2IE, HARDAER COHENICHT 2 W8 ORI 5 & | /VERTIE 3675 W
FREE, AR C 245 AR, MR T 347 BEREFLEEIC LR 69, /INPE ORI S E A5 L
Th, 62875 BRIFEEEIC LR BARNZ L1225, * ZOMME I H DA ~— 3 o THRRICE
R DT-OITHEEE LTS 1,200 IFEIFRED (R, 1997) LHET 5 &, BB IZENIT LIRS
20, Ko T BENTOER T TIEATGTH Y | HENTOFERMEZ Lonh LI EZ L,
=S CHGESE 25 2000 | FEEOBTE S KoL vy ZEnbnsd (A,
2007b), & ZAD, RBIROXHETEIC L D L SO A FREGEEEEE TH~&TEo72< L
TR &0 D) ERAEDRIRE BIRD 41.9% % 56, 30 434 & DEIE L ETe L 63.6% b DOFEHHE
D3, RN T H ERRIGE R & L COZRWIRILAH B 2T 725 T D CORRFERE ., 2015),° F72,
+HBEORA 2TV H LT bIE CERAR S5 2 &0, RN TORIEFLE 5T 5Bk

FERIZOW TS EMZ 2 Z L%, BE0AL W2 D,

REFE M-S 5 ER
FREFE IS T Om» DR EEY 52 HERIL, BT ZER]  (motivational influences) &
FEEIN D, ZHUCOWTER LIS L LT, Chambers (1999) <° Dornyei and Ottd (1998)
Nhod, Thbizkdl,
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4) 158 5) “FEEREE 6) #Hbf

7) BB

O7THRPEESIT LR LTS LD, FHElE, W5 social agent  (N) & artifact (£/)
DFESH, BHESTER L LThEbR TSI ETHSI,
Sugita and Takeuchi (2010b) 1%, HADASIHAEST 1,141 £ OREEFBH & 5447 LT, Bk

TORGHEFETERERLD . ST EREZMEL Tnd, Zhuckd L

1) B (B 2) FHEK - B O
3) Lk 4) FENH O

D5 OB, FEICOTFELE 2SI 53R & LTRESN TS, FisiZeniE, #EATo
FEPHEBROBESITERICEEIN TS, LWV ETHAI, AT, MNRHEOIGFEDE
WZEY | FROSOOERD S B, EOEREZBRS TS 200 REDLE VD ZEbWESNT
W5, 723, HEAORIFE (72L& 1%, Chambers, 1999; Lai, Zhu, & Gong, 2015) (Z& 5 L 9 728l « w.2h

DEETNT, BAROWHITIHIZ LA LS DI (FEEIZHRINTHRY) OB, 1 DOFHK

ThdHEWVWZ LI,

B ST ERHMED S A F I XA
BT OEES T . (R oRG@IZE H725) BIED XA F X v 7 IR 88T L CRILA3 )
JonbaEmICH D (7z& xiX.  Déryei, Maclntyre, & Henry, 2015; Miura, 2011; Ueki & Takeuchi, in
press), ZH « TN (2007) %, ASLFFHOERE 120 42521, 1 7 A¥IThi ) EESE AT
ZOFSE, 206 RER (LAMMR 12307 2500404 L <. @S ER OEEDTR X DZSH)
ICONTHRTN G, ZORE, £, KED 4ABRR, AN TOREFEICK LTI B LT
WD ZERbmnole, o, ZOAEROBE (AL TERSNLFGTHRE) 1 M1 (p40) 12
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R XD, RN Z > TEEL TN D Z E LN -7,

1) 72 b 2) iE (EICHR)
3) BHHOXFL (AL fab) 4) Hhf

INOHOFRROPTRITIER TEIE, T A MEME (ZZTIFHE) OFEOBRETHA ),
SEEBRRAREIC 0TI, EFHTHBORE (72 L LITHX FHOMEE) 2IR< 2T, HERITO
WD SEToHND L H 7D, SEHOHHT A RE NI A~ (FFG) [ZMAD D IZ O TE D

NFET L. ANEDD X7 A2 FOEENPHE LT, PRIT A FB3#b5 & BUHEBE DR
BN ER>T, TAMOEEINIRTT 5, 2FD, 7 X e FEHB) oMz, hL—FK-
47 (trade-off) DEMEFNRATENDDTHS, ZOEMRMEIL. K2BLUN3BRT LI, HFES
DI ) 6O DAGEDNCBEE I MR 508, RO DAEFEDRICIL, 7 A N ORET DO AP RN DHE
FARTEIS, * 728, AHE TIIBM ORBINITTON, ZIUTZFORE ) BB OHZ 7 2
ML Thbbhdlew, LBEXLND, £LHOLOXFS (BAUE, MR L) 1L TX
FEAOLVUCED P, U L) REEICAR5 2 & bHERTE 5, ° ZOERICIE, FHAEL®R
EL, A&z, 5IEIEXLATA (procrastination) Z3#ElF, B GICHBKEA RO L, BOES
THRICBET R AL < B ENTEY, TSI ORI I1TL < OERITEAHIINI X bIVTEET
%) L35 [EWEOmERME] (robustness of motivation) D+ % J7 (Ueki, 2013; FEA « 71N, 2014; Ueki

& Takeuchi, 2015) % Bk « £ L CTWAEK & H U2 5,
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P EORREEL DD &, BAOIELE &0 9 TIRTHE, HEADWHEEE ThoTh, ZOB

ICHEHROER SR FBLTRY . HEN - AOFBRRATHARBRICH S = & bbb,
72, BENSTEFEOBRE ST ERS, HENTOA XY b (F5) ICHBShTZORS2EX
TWDZ LR, HEOEMENT (GET A b EOBURE) 2, b CHEEARBIESTER & /25 2

EBHLMNTRoT,

B ST 2 BR OB X 3T
ERUTERRD I B Z 2 TITHIEORR T, hE (BE) OENTIZ O N THERD | Mzt
DTN Z LT D, BESITITRT 2B K D& 2013, TEWE-DST 7% (motivational strategies)
EWFEND Z &A%, © Guilloteaux and Dornyei (2008) (2% &, @S HIEITIE 2 SOMIEHS
HY . 1OTEEL SO DTZODHBEDOEE T, b O 12X FEBEAHA L OB ZHMERTT 572

DIZHWDIHEREOBEXNTOZ L 2XT L0 ), AEI IR ORI OAIERTDHI & LT 5,
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FleZoFIIE, T A MOFIAFELEENTHNDEHDE L TRV D (cf. Cheng & Dornyei, 2007) .
Dérnyei and Csizér (1998) (X, N AV —ToOFdEE b LIZ LT, R VIRT LD RFENERES

IO ATREME A R L TN D, Z D%, Domyei  (2001) [FHARAIIC Z D X 5 e iEa I L,

S A E LT 102 M E T L Codz, L LS, Zib Pk, Eplo3eE
FaZxlma. ALK WD, FITERWEDbEEN TN D, £Z T, AARDRYLH

AL TITo 12920 1 (Sugita & Takeuchi, 2010a) TlE, FOHEBEEREELZ ML TN D 54D

—H—

RHFEZLAIZ Domyei 23R L7z 102 FEEHOEE- S HIEA38=E] L CH BV, 65 FEH E CHEMEL T
%, FOREOERIFEREL, BHNTOIHERE COBYIMEThH o7, ZOWRTIE, 20Kk, 35
T 124 A O EEHGEZ R (EHE S A7z 65 FEOBE-S I g5 L C) BB DIENL

ZOTDEDIKIE L., BEHICE 2 (p.43) IRT ISTEEAZECH LT\ 5,

F£1 BESITICET D 10 D7 (Domyei & Csizér, 1998)

Set a personal example with your behavior.

Create a pleasant and supportive atmosphere in the classroom.
Present the tasks properly.

Develop a good relationship with the learners.

Increase the learners’ linguistic self-confidence.

Make the language classes interesting.

Promote learner autonomy.

Personalize the learning process.

Increase the learners’ goal-orientedness.

Familiarize learners with the target language culture.

[ =B v = B [ (R AP N S I ey

(=

ZORERE S LICL T, FFFETIE 190 A DA (23 K OBHAE) LD Ol 9 FKD 544D
JEEHBIISMNE RO, BB LZL 2 7 ATz v | A HIEOME IS & AEOEOR S & DBIR 4,
el (3EI~5[E) O HCHERIOERK CHEE L ThoTo, ZORER, AEOBEOMRE & BtR
D& THEOIESIT MG, (@) 4> (BEDK)27%) DFHT, (b) ZDFEOHBUIIER-ED
BEENDEMRL TR, T (o) BEMDOMEMASEDE < THAROBEICHEL 5 2 R0 HIER, K
STCHHEELZHEZ TCWDI MRS L EBHPALL, D56 (b) ZFELAHD &, HEES LAHRIC
BWTHIEER L BEOB S IEMRR3H o7 b DX #2, 5. 10, 14 T, JGES) PRI T
#1, 2, 3. 8, 12 Tho7z, ZLCIOMBETILBLTNDDIE, #2 D [R—r3—F 2 FLSIDFE
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liFE (FT7 A MRS U F E2—T AN bENAND ] LW FEOHRTHT2L ), DG
X, TEES T IS L IS 2R ET 5 L 0 Tidde <, FifiofEnTg & 238 0 5Gs

EDBMRDOT TRBNZROLDOTH D] LWVWHZLERLTWDHENZ LD,

#2  BAROMNSIHERICRIT D L2 2 EhE-S) 58E  (Sugita & Takeuchi, 2010a)

Strategy # Description

Strategy-1 Indicate your mental and physical availability for all things academic.

Strategy-2 Apply continuous assessment that relies on measurement tools other than
pencil-and-paper tests.

Strategy-3 Provide multiple opportunities for success in the language class.

Strategy-4 Focus on the motivational flow in your lesson.

Strategy-3 Regularly include tasks that involve the public display of students’ skills.

Strategy-6 Share your own personal interest in the L2 learning (e.g. in learning strategies
or target culture) with your students.

Strategy-7 Vary the learning tasks and other aspects of your teaching as much as you can.

Strategy-8 Help learners accept the fact that they will make mistakes as part of the
learning process.

Strategv-9 Bring in and encourage humor in the classroom.

Strategy-10 Encourage learners to attribute their failures to lack of effort.

Strategy-11 Keep the class goals achievable.

Strategy-12 Provide regular feedback about the areas on which they should particularly
concentrate.

Strategy-13 Make assessment completely transparent.

Strategy-14 Assess each student’s achievement (improvement) not by comparing with other
students but by its own virtue.

Strategy-15 Create a pleasant and supportive atmosphere (for studying English) in the
classroom.

Démyei (2001) 1%, FEFESIOMIC, EBIOFEEREE (M, k) OFBZONTHE A LT
%, ThHEIT T, Sugita-McEown & Takeuchi (2014) 1%, SHEZ a2 b RFICE 2 THRAE AT
STV, ZOMFETIE, ARANDOREAERGEFEHR 2224 (57 F7X) LXOMYHE 1AW
ko, K93 A AReR (14 AR OBERMMRAEZ 5 v, BSOS HIsoEMH & Bifko
RIS OBRE R TN D, TORE. (a) BURSHER S NIzIZ 7> (17 FEfE ) OLMER T 5
M. (b) 4AREROT T THEGHIC BIR R Sz b D137 <L (o) FHIDERD D2 THIRD RS
TELHHD.(d) FHOKDIZ 5 LERIHEESND O (L LTT R M dHililcBT 56 0) |
() T XA IV TICE S TUTADEELEZ D HORDH T 9, £z, () FEHEDIGES

& FHIRD OB OIS A3, (@BES1T) I & BT OBMREICEET S Z & bbho iz,
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Guilloteaux and Dérnyei (2008) %, HEE D224 1,300 4 (40 7 T A, 27 4 D#HEB) Zxfg s LT
ST RO LT TND, ZIUTED L, () &KL LT, BHEOEEST KoM & 4
FEOEREOIRSIIBIRT D23, (b) [F— DL THEE DS LV FBITEO D 5137,
() EHT 2524 I 7 TIFADRENHLLELHY . £7o (d) BEOHBUIITIULOE N & BLR
THLHELTND,

ULDO#REE LD L, BEST I LW OB TOHEERIZ X 28 & 271

(1)  HEDNZEWE ST & 2 DMERFIZIRITH D L 5 7228,

(2) FEFOHR L THICEEEZ 522 K9 2 bOIFEET,
(3) MEEDOFFENORARS, MIHIOEEOM S ITR B LT, &bIZ
(4) ENFEESZA I 7 (R) ICR->THRENNEDY |

(5) VIR D BT - SUIREEIEA D & ADKENHLGEBMEL I D,

LWV T ERDND,

BE LR~ DRE

ZZE T, BSOS ER LB ST IR oW T ORIZEE RCE 08, AEITIE. DO
DELNDHE - RIS 2RBIZONTER L THIZ, ETEHE~ORBTH LY, AARD:
BHED L 5 RBETEICESEEEIC RO T, HEIOBEST A, HRhROEROF B R
KEFTHEY, HEN - ADFONRANRBIRC DD 2 L 3D D, LIzii>T, HEHOFOSE
ST D7D, BENDIFEIRA X M) E<SFHAL T HREOMER] (X4 : 7T,
2007b) DX HAREZHNESEL RS, ZOEZSIL, BENOES) LRI OED (EEES),

BIEH, BEFE, HEYEALY) LHEBSE, REEEARE L TV bOT, AR
NEFDIRFE)] LLTEHLALILTHHDTHLD, TDOFEHEM|L L TiE Sumi and Takeuchi (2013)
RENDBD, -2 THRBINTNDOM, FFEEHC L - TEEARYEN TORVE, HENTOH

HEET DO TR WiEE KL LTTIA 352 LW, HELE~OBHEST. 0TI
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FERFR O & HEFE S DO EIZORAB > TN EWIBEZ T TH D,

[EEDER

FEIEH

]

REYE . BENEE

Fl

EEED

K4 HREOMBE OESX (PN, 2007b)

FIATRTIEL, BESTER L LT, ZHEICKD2BENT LT A NOENBETH Y | WE O
WZHENTOA Ry MIFER LI RL— R - T 70BN HH Z & bIEf SN TN D, 2O &I,
TS ITHEROEEIIZ A T I v 7IZETHHDOTHY | HEIZEDHERNED L 9 72A X MZ
PRI U CREB ) 2 Fp DO 2 B U7 1T SHEAYIZ B TR LT & 00T 217> T ER S
D, VWS ZEERLTVNDBDEEZBND, IHIT, BEOWE 2T, OF &SI HIRIZD
WTIE, FEEORE GEEE I OEIR, PHIBREOEE ST O S) . BEOEMGIE, FHT 52
AT FEEOEINTODHEE - SRR EN, TORENOMB L EREICBRL TS &0 )
Zebbmols, LIER->THEIR WRLGETOIREFET L 17 v/ o) BT J7iE
BHDLBREL NI BXFITHET, FEEORIGE LSBE LR G, FiEEFISERR - IEA LTV
{YBEEDHZENRENRD S,

BFFRICBET Ao & LT, 7, BITEEOERIC L > THMEZ  (complex) (12X 2 HL TV

% (Ueki & Takeuchi, 2015) & W\ I FBFICSLOMEMERHIT I L 5, F7o, BEREIITAEAIZBE
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PE23% Y (interdependent) . SO HFUTLT L B BHEITH L CHEMANTHBET D & o e 7 e
HOTIE72 < (non-linear) . & HIZZEDFEBMRNIFM & & HIZE(LT D (dynamic) &\ D ST
ST E T ABOMET VA L 2BEZ TS REMRH D Z L bIEMTE Lo, 20X RBEZHIL,
Complex Dynamic Systems Theory (Ddrnyei, 2014; Larsen-Freeman & Cameron, 2008) & L CHgkA A2

RBEINTRY., 5. TOMAOE SR ARG SN S,

Bbic

B SITAFTEDSE — AFE Domyei (2001, p.2) 1&, AEFEFB BT 28-S OGS %,

My personal experience is that 99 per cent of language learners who really want to learn a foreign

language (i.e., who are really motivated) will be able to master a reasonable working knowledge of it as a

minimum, regardless of their language aptitude.

ERIBL TS, £z, Sif¥E D Chomsky b,

The truth of the matter is that about 99 percent of teaching is making the students feel interested in the
material. Then the other 1 percent has to do with your methods. And thats not just true of
languages. It true of every subject. We've gone to schools and colleges, and you all know that you
have taken courses in school where you have learned enough to pass the exam, and a week later you
forget what the subject was. Well, thats the problem. Learning does not achieve lasting results when
you don t see any point to it. Learning has to come from inside; you have to want to learn. If you want

to learn, you'll learn no matter how bad the methods are  (Chomsky, 1988, pp. 181-182).

E LT FERIZRBT 28 S TR KYI X 2T LT D, L L, 2B KIZHL b LT,
MES D7 a— bzl &35S O T i, &b 3T & L CoERm Bl R
EONBBIZR>TLESTND, Foxlz, ZOFETCHRENCHER L, EHIRICTEN T8 E
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MEBAEL TS Z L b ENT O A2 HEM M EOAY DIZSE/2E D & D BSOS Ak
BT o ENR o %, £lo, —AMELZE U THEEZMGT 5 &V O BRNLATH, FEEOBKS
THEFFIC T 27eRE 2 LTS BEMIEE N, WS EDNT By 7 ZADWTREECIT R 228, BifkS
T2 TEMA DM EIZORBHHE - FFE~m > T 5 K512, BFEST OMFFEZ D T

VDO TH D,

&

ORI, 2015 FEERFEEHESS (JACET) BEXHRETOL U RY T ADORRNEICE
IE - EZNAT-bDTHD,

1. =& 20E, P55 4 HrekBalE Ry b~ (http://4skills.eiken.orjp/index.html) 72 EAZBMOZ &,

2. NFRROY G M 1 [E145 53, R[] 3500, 2 SEEAFRRILE L, 205 5 70%2FEEROEE I
Aani-e UG Lz, HEROEGAIL, 410850 4y, M35, 3FEERME L, @%E
BROLGET, AFE 17 BAL & 50 4y, R3S HERTE L, WTHhoRE b FEE R FIT 70% Tl
BT,

3. MEBIIERS ] Lo J;RAGITRhoTnD,

4. GTEC for Students Core THIE L, ZORMAENEIC L2025 304 L F0v5 30407 —4 %, ThEh
GG S AR & SRS TACREE LTRI LTz,

5. AFEICRE U IR CHEIANCIZ 3 D43, ZHUNEBROITENCHEME L, oM S22 LT,
EORNELD LD EEZBND,

6. [T (scaffolding) DEANSEBZHZEHTELN, ZOHA, VB 7 1 LyLip
HO LR | AZBHNIBENTOL I/ e R LV TR U ENH L 2D, £, #
BoOME T 2B ED needs OFROBENLHLEDZ EHTE D (cf. Agawa & Takeuchi,
2016a,2016b) . AFE TiX Z D SITIFBEAA F 720,

7. 9555 7/11% GTEC for Students Core CHIE &AL TW\ 5,

8. FFENIIT C-test THIE S LTV D,
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9. At + SCARDITMEBE R DB ONTiE, BT Tl < FEEN (R (20

R bnd (=& z21E. Takeuchi, 2009; Takeuchi, et al., 2005 2 )

CZ PN
PFHIET (1997) [HFEDOARL Y VHNVBE—A~—Tar - Tl T b ARORERE O
2RO T] Bkt
SCERHFE (2015)  [PFBK 26 SRESGREBEUEZE D120 OSGEFRAFmEE] (OF 4 7, pp.91-120)
http://www.mext.go.jp/a_menu/kokusai/ gaikokugo/1358258.htm
SCHFLFAE (2016a)  [PFRK 27 FREFGEBEUGED 2D OSGE A FEREE () )
SCERRIFAE (2016b)  [PPRK 27 SR EESGEAAUED 7O OGERE S MG (MEHR) ]
KBRS - T B (2007) THHEERRORZESNGE B BB BT D8-S HIR- 8 OB 2 =
DO, = UCHE? ) [GE2E] 10 A%, KEREESE, 65-67.
PN B (2007a) TEEAOFGEEEE—T — 5 25355 SRR AMERE Bk £ 13 Rt
I B (2007b) TH S2ESNEEBE BT DI AEFEHOLENE L 2D FEERD ] Teaching
English Now, 8, —/4%&, 2-5.
Frn #(2010) TTEWEST ) 12OV TR~V [PGEEHE ] 5 A5, KEREES, 22-25.
Frn B (2012) T2Aw—=F—=F =% VIR) — A iR FE OB 6 —) [F6E4H] 7 A%, K
EEHEIE, 39-41.
REARSETF - 118 B (2014) TAMERESENZRUT 2 08EE LATEIO THHUMA © B CiiEsE of:
#AZ T T35 54 BMERESE A 7 ¢ 7 %4 (LET) 2EWFERESHEREH] | 60-61.
Agawa, T., & Takeuchi, O. (2016a). Validating self-determination theory in the Japanese EFL context: The
relationship between innate needs and motivation. The Asian EFL Journal Quarterly, 18, 6-32.
Agawa, T., & Takeuchi, O. (2016b). Re-examination of psychological needs and L2 motivation of Japanese EFL
learners: An interview study. The Asian EFL Journal Professional Teaching Articles, 89, 74-98.
Benson, P., & Reinders, H. (2011). Beyond the language classroom: The theory and practice of informal

language learning and teaching. New York, NY: Palgrave Macmillan.
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Abstract
This paper qualitatively investigates the way in which beginning-level English language
learners are affected by utilizing pop culture materials, such as movies and pop music. In order
to understand the effects from various perspectives, qualitative comments were first collected
with a free-description questionnaire from 83 college students who had been exposed to such
materials for 6 months. The Modified Grounded Theory Approach was used to analyze the data
and produce a theoretical model of the effects by identifying conceptual categories gained from
the comments, making links between categories and establishing relationships between them.
The results indicate that utilizing pop culture materials has a beneficial effect of promoting

English learner motivation and positive attitudes toward language learning.
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Abstract
This paper examined the results of a survey study that explored elementary school teachers’
perceptions of their current and desired levels of English proficiency and teaching skills. The
results showed that gaps were found consistently between the current and desired levels,

showing higher levels for the desired.

Keywords : English education in elementary schools, English proficiency, teaching skills

Introduction

English Education in Japanese Elementary Schools
In March 2008, the Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science and Technology

(MEXT) introduced a revised course of study for elementary school education (MEXT,
2008b). This new course of study was put into effect in April 2011. Within this revised course
of study, all fifth and sixth graders are required to have a foreign language class, i.e., English
class, once a week, of which homeroom teachers are mainly in charge of teaching. There are
three objectives to this course of study: (a) to foster understanding of languages and cultures,
(b) to promote active participation in communication, and (c¢) to develop basic communication
skills. While English activities have been required in public elementary schools in Japan, the
issue over the quality of teaching has repeatedly been one of the obstacles elementary schools

have faced. In other words, more than 90% of English classes have been taught by homeroom
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teachers (MEXT, 2008a) who are not necessarily trained English teachers since there have
been no required courses on elementary school English education offered in teaching
certificate programs for primary education. Therefore, the level of English teachers in
elementary schools in terms of their English ability and teaching skills has been at the center
of discussion among researchers (Butler, 2005; Higuchi, Kanamori, & Kunikata, 2005).

In December 2013, claiming an urgent need to teach Japanese students the necessary
skills to meet the demands of an ever-globalizing world, MEXT released an educational
reform plan regarding English education from the primary to secondary levels. This new plan,
called “English education reform plan corresponding to globalization,” aims at strengthening
English education at the elementary school level and further advancing English education at
the secondary levels. The plan states that new courses of study for the elementary school,
junior high school, and senior high school levels will be released in 2018. Subsequently, they
will be implemented incrementally from 2018 to 2020, and become effective at all public
schools in 2020. Under the new course of study for elementary schools, third and fourth
graders will be required to take an English activity class, focusing on nurturing foundations
for communication skills, once or twice a week. The homeroom teachers will be mainly
responsible for teaching these classes. Fifth and sixth graders will have to take three required
classes per week, focusing on nurturing basic English language skills. And these classes will
be taught by specialized English course teachers in addition to homeroom teachers. Moreover,
the English classes for fifth and sixth graders will be categorized as a subject; therefore,
course textbooks authorized by the ministry will be utilized. In regard to teacher training prior
to the full-scale implementation of the new course of study in 2020, the ministry plans to hold
training sessions both for specialized English course teachers and homeroom teachers.
Furthermore, the ministry intends to create measures for additional posting and training of
English education promotion leaders in each region, who will be responsible for training

leader teachers of all schools in their regions (MEXT, 2013).
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Previous Survey Studies Targeting Elementary School Teachers

Survey studies on elementary school teachers’ attitudes towards foreign language
activities (English activities) have been conducted both before and after the full
implementation of the current course of study (e.g. Otani, 2014; Sakuma, 2010; Shinato,
2012). These surveys have dealt with current situations and issues regarding teaching English
at elementary schools. The results of these surveys have often suggested the need to improve
the English proficiency and teaching skills of teachers, and to provide adequate teacher
training.

There have also been survey studies focusing on the English ability of elementary
school teachers. For example, Butler (2004) conducted a survey study focusing on elementary
school teachers’ perceived and desired English proficiency levels in an Asian context (Korea,
Taiwan, and Japan). Teachers from these three countries were asked to self-evaluate their
current English proficiency levels and also to specify the minimum levels necessary for
successful English teaching at an elementary school level. In the study, English proficiency
was determined based on the seven elements of the FLOSEM (the Stanford Foreign Language
Oral Skills Evaluation Matrix): (a) listening comprehension, (b) oral fluency, (c) vocabulary
in speech, (d) pronunciation, (e) oral grammar, (f) reading comprehension, and (g) writing
ability. The participants were asked to answer from a range of level 1 (lowest) to 6 (highest)
with mid-levels in between. The results showed that the teachers in all three countries
evaluated their proficiencies in productive skills weaker than those in receptive skills. They
also perceived large gaps between their current English proficiency and the minimum level
necessary for successful teaching. Looking specifically at the results of Japanese teachers
(112 participants), the average proficiency level across all seven aspects was 2.67 for the
current proficiency and 3.76 for the desired proficiency (F (1, 104) = 89.52, p < .0001, n*
=.46). The gap between self-assessed current and desired levels of oral grammar was the

largest. Based on this Butler study, Kobayashi and Miyamoto (2008) conducted a similar
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survey study on English ability of teachers both at private sectors and public elementary
schools in Japan in 2005 and 2006. The survey included three categories: (a) competencies
necessary for elementary school English teachers, (b) English proficiency necessary for
elementary school English teachers, and (c) necessary elements for teacher training. The
second category, English proficiencies, asked teachers to self-evaluate their current English
proficiency levels and also to specify the minimum levels necessary for successful English
teaching at the elementary school level. The English proficiency included four aspects: (a)
listening and speaking, (b) reading, (c) writing, and (d) vocabulary. These aspects partially
followed those of Butler study (2004); however, the levels used in this study were based on
the CEFR (Common European Framework of Reference for Languages: Learning, teaching,
assessment, Council of Europe, 2001), and ranged from level 1 (A1l in CEFR) to 6 (C2 in
CEFR). The results indicated that teachers at private sectors assessed their current English
proficiency higher in every aspect (M = 3.33 out of 6), compared with elementary school
teachers (M = 1.83). The teachers at private sectors also expected higher levels in all four
aspects (M = 3.65) to be necessary for successful English teaching than elementary school
teachers (M = 3.33). In addition, the survey items for elementary school teachers included two
different situations related to desired proficiency levels, teaching alone and team-teaching.
The results suggested that desired proficiency levels in all four aspects were higher when
teachers teach alone (M = 3.33) than when teachers team-teach with another teacher (M =

2.45).

Research Questions

Following the above previous studies on elementary school teachers’ English
proficiency levels (Butler, 2004; Kobayashi and Miyamoto 2008), the author investigated
changes (if any) in elementary school teachers’ perceptions of their current and desired levels

of English proficiency after the official implementation of the required English activities in
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2011. In addition to English proficiency levels, the author investigated elementary school
teachers’ perceptions of their current and desired levels of teaching skills.
This study attempted to answer the following research questions.

1. What differences (if any) exist between the perceived current and desired levels in each of
the five domains (listening and speaking, grammar in speech, pronunciation, reading, and
writing) of English ability?

2. What differences (if any) exist between the perceived current and desired levels in each of
the four domains (overall teaching skills, adjusting to students’ level of English, use of

classroom English, and fluency in conducting activities in English) of teaching skills?

Method

Participants

The participants in the study were 80 public elementary school teachers at four different
schools in Osaka and Hyogo prefectures. The participants’ profiles are summarized in Table 1.
The frequency of English activities was as follows (of the teachers who have experienced
teaching English activities): 37.5% taught one lesson per week, 25% taught fewer than five
lessons per year, 18.8% taught two to three lessons per month, 12.5% taught one lesson per
month, and 6.2% taught more than two lessons per week. The teaching style was as follows:
with an ALT (75%), alone (8.4%), with a Japanese English teacher (8.3%), and more than
three teachers together in the same classroom (8.3%). The teacher’s position in the classroom
when teaching with an ALT was as follows (of the teachers who have taught with ALTs): an
assistant position to an ALT (50%), an ALT taught most class (45%), and a leading position

(5%).
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Table 1

Profiles of Participating Teachers

Number of respondents 80
Survey distribution areas 4 regular public elementary schools
(3 schools in Osaka, 1 school in Hyogo)

Gender and age 67.5% were female teachers; 38.8% were over 50 years old,
26.3% were in their 20s, 25% were in their 30s.

Teacher types Both homeroom teachers (78.7%) and non-homeroom teachers
(21.3%)

Years of teaching English activity No experience (40%), 2 to 3 years (16.3%), 1 to 2 years
classes (13.8%), 3 to 4 years (10%), and 4 to 5 years (10%)

Number of teachers who have worked 60 (75%)
with ALTs

Number of teachers who have been to 37 (46.3%)
English-speaking countries

Number of teachers who have English- 11 (13.8%)
related qualifications e.g. TOEIC 620, 640; Eiken grades 3, pre-2, 2

Materials

The survey. In order to investigate the elementary school teachers’ perceived current
and desired levels of English proficiency and teaching skills, a survey was developed and
administered. The survey consisted of two parts: (a) English proficiency and (b) teaching
skills. The first part, English proficiency, was administered to ascertain how teachers assessed
their own English proficiency, and how they assessed the level of proficiency required for
successfully teaching English, both for solo- and team-teaching. To be more precise, the
teachers were asked to rate their English proficiency, using a scale from 1 to 6, in five
domains (listening and speaking, grammar in speech, pronunciation, reading, and writing),
and the teachers could rate their proficiency between levels as well. In addition, the teachers
were asked to use the same scale to indicate the minimum levels in each domain that teachers
must have to enable them to teach English, for solo- and team-teaching respectively. The
items and scales on English proficiency in this study were developed, referring to Butler

(2004), and Kobayashi and Miyamoto (2008). For the level description in this study, the
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description of the CEFR (as in Kobayashi & Miyamoto) was utilized. As for the second part,
teaching skills, the author used the measures and description that she had developed for her
previous studies (Matsunaga, 2012). The teachers were asked to rate their current teaching
skills, using a scale from 1 to 4 (no mid-levels, level 3 is designated as a satisfactory level), in
four domains (overall teaching skills, adjusting to students’ level of English, use of classroom
English, and fluency in conducting activities in English). In addition, the teachers were asked
to use the same scale to indicate the minimum levels in each domain that teachers must have
to enable them to teach English, for solo- and team-teaching separately (see the Appendix for

the domains and level description for English proficiency and teaching skills).

Procedures

The author or her research partner visited each of the four public elementary schools
and met with a teacher in charge of distributing the survey to other teachers at his/her school.
At the meeting, the teacher in charge was handed a pile of 30 surveys and given a thorough
explanation of the study. The teacher in charge was asked to tell other teachers to make sure
that all the items on the survey would be answered. The teachers in charge returned the filled-
out pile of surveys by mail (a stamped envelope was provided). All of the teachers who
participated in this study were volunteers.

Most of the teachers who received the survey filled it out completely. However, three
teachers did not answer all the questions. The analysis of the survey, therefore, was based on
the responses of those participants who answered all of the items on the survey; those who
responded only partially were not included. The total number of the participants who

answered all the items was 80.
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Results and Discussion

Current and desired levels of English proficiencies. First, the teachers’ self-assessed
current and desired English proficiencies were analyzed based on their survey responses.
Table 2 shows the means and standard deviations of teachers’ self-assessed English
proficiency levels; the scores range from 1 to 6, with 1 indicating the lowest level (A1 in
CEFR) and 6 indicating the highest (C2 in CEFR). The results showed consistent gaps in all
five skill domains between the teachers’ self-assessed current and desired levels, showing
higher levels for the desired. In addition, the results indicated that the teachers on average
evaluated solo-teaching required higher proficiency levels, except for writing skills, compared

to those of team-teaching situations.

Table 2

Means and Standard Deviations of Teachers’ Self-Assessed English Proficiency Levels

Current Desired
Solo-teaching Team-teaching
Listening & speaking 1.29 (.50) 2.52(.77) 2.03 ( .68)
Grammar in speech 1.75 (.73) 3.23(1.16) 2.64 (1.02)
Pronunciation 1.66 (.59) 3.07 (1.02) 2.56 ( .94)
Reading 1.74 (.85) 2.71( .99) 223 ( .85)
Writing 1.36 (.55) 2.04 ( .79) 2.50(1.01)

Note. Standard deviations are indicated in parentheses. There are six levels and correspond to the CEFR
levels: 1 (A1), 2 (A2), 3 (B1), 4 (B2), 5 (C1), and 6 (C2).

Next, paired-samples ¢ tests were employed to identify statistically significant
differences between current and desired levels in each of the five skill domains. Tables 3, 4,
and 5 describe the results of the paired-samples ¢ tests for the five skill domains for the current
and desired-solo, the current and desired-team, and the desired-solo and desired-team
respectively. The results indicated that the mean level for the desired solo-teaching was
significantly greater than that for the current. And, the mean level for the desired team-
teaching was also significantly greater than that for the current. In addition, the mean level for
the desired solo-teaching was significantly greater than that for the desired team-teaching,
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except for the writing skills, where the desired team-teaching level was significantly greater
than that for the desired solo-teaching. These results showed that the participants evaluated
their current level of English proficiency lower than the desired level in order to teach English
effectively, and they also thought that solo-teaching, compared to team-teaching, generally
required higher levels of English proficiencies. This may be because the participants thought
they needed to be more independent as a teacher when they teach alone, and therefore, they
needed higher English ability, compared to team-teaching situations where they can depend

more on the other teacher.

Table 3

Differences in English Proficiency Domains between Current and Desired (Solo)

Current Desired-solo
Skills M SD M SD 1(79)
Listening & Speaking 1.29 .50 2.52 77 -12.48*
Grammar in speech 1.75 73 3.23 1.16 -9.86*
Pronunciation 1.66 .59 3.07 1.02 -11.59%
Reading 1.74 .85 2.71 99 -7.42%
Writing 1.36 .55 2.04 .79 -10.39*
*p <.001.
Table 4

Differences in English Proficiency Domains between Current and Desired (Team)

Current Desired-team
Skills M SD M SD H79)
Listening & Speaking 1.29 .50 2.03 .68 -8.49%*
Grammar in speech 1.75 73 2.64 1.02 -6.62%*
Pronunciation 1.66 .59 2.56 .94 -8.70%
Reading 1.74 .85 2.23 .85 -4.37*
Writing 1.36 .55 2.50 1.01 -8.35%

*p < .001.
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Table 5

Differences in English Proficiency Domains between Desired-Solo and Desired-Team

Desired-solo Desired-team
Skills M SD M SD t(79)
Listening & Speaking 2.52 7 2.03 .68 8.46%
Grammar in speech 3.23 1.16 2.64 1.02 7.55%
Pronunciation 3.07 1.02 2.56 .94 7.32%
Reading 2.71 .99 2.23 .85 7.94*
Writing 2.04 .79 2.50 1.01 -7.16*

%p <.001.

Examining the results in Table 2 more closely focusing on each of the three conditions
with English ability, i.e. current, desired-solo, and desired-team, the participants rated all of
their current five aspects lower than level 2 (CEFR A2), and they rated their current listening
and speaking skills the lowest (M = 1.29). Regarding the desired-solo, they rated all of their
desired five domain levels higher than 2, and they rated grammar in speech (M= 3.23) and
pronunciation (M= 3.07) higher than level 3 (CEFR B1). The biggest gap between the current
and the desired-solo was found in grammar in speech, where the desired-solo level was 1.48
higher than the current level. These results appeared to be consistent with actual teaching
situations, where teachers mainly teach oral skills (listening and speaking skills), and as a
result, teachers themselves are expected to reach sufficient levels of grammar in speech and
pronunciation in order to teach well and be an ideal model for their students. With regards to
the desired-team, they rated all of their five domains higher than level 2, and they rated
grammar in speech (M = 2.64) the highest as it was in the desired-solo. However, unlike the
desired-solo, they did not rate any of the five aspects higher than level 3. The biggest gap
between the current and the desired-team was found in writing skills, where the desired-team
level was 1.14 higher than the current level. Comparing the desired-solo with the desired-team,
they rated all of the five domains, except for writing skills, higher in the desired-solo than in
the desired-team. The result of the teachers rating their writing skills the highest in team-

teaching situations may mean that they thought they were required to have more writing skills
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in order to communicate with the other teacher, who is usually an English-speaking ALT.
They may have felt that they had to interact with an English-speaking ALT more frequently in
writing such as corresponding through email messages and producing teaching materials
together in team-teaching situations. The biggest gap between the desired-solo and desired-
team was found in grammar in speech, where they rated their desired-solo 0.59 higher than
their desired-team.

In addition, the above results in this study were compared with those of the previous
survey study conducted by Kobayashi and Miyamoto (2008). The comparison was made since
this previous study had elementary school teachers (236 teachers) as participants, and
employed the same three conditions (current, desired-solo, and desired-team) and six levels
(the CEFR Al to C2) as in the current study although the skill domains were slightly different
(listening & speaking, fluency, reading, writing, and vocabulary) from the current study. It is
also worth mentioning that the previous study included teachers from both regular schools
(148 teachers) and pilot schools for English education (88 teachers), while the current study
included teachers only from regular schools (80 teachers). This difference implies that the
original level of English proficiencies may have been higher with the participants in the
previous study since teachers at pilot schools teach more English classes than at regular
schools, and they usually exhibit higher levels of English proficiency. Keeping these
differences between the previous and current studies in mind, the overall results of the two
studies were still similar. For example, the results in the previous study indicated that the
teachers evaluated their current levels the lowest in all skill domains, compared to the desired-
solo and desired-team. They also rated the desired-solo in all domains the highest. These
similarities between the current study (the data was collected in 2013 to 2014) and the
previous study (the data was collected in 2005 and 2006) also suggest that the introduction of
English activities as a required course for the fifth and sixth graders in 2011 has not changed

teachers’ overall tendencies in perceived current and desired levels of English proficiencies
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necessary to teach English effectively at the elementary school level.

Current and desired levels of teaching skills. Teachers’ self-assessed current and
desired English teaching skills were analyzed based on their survey responses. Table 6 shows
means and standard deviations of teachers’ self-assessed levels of teaching skills; the scores
range from 1 to 4, with 1 indicating the lowest level and 4 indicating the highest. The results
showed consistent gaps in all four skill domains between the teachers’ self-assessed current
and desired levels, showing higher levels for the desired. In addition, the results indicated that
the teachers on average evaluated solo-teaching required higher levels of teaching skills

compared to those of team-teaching situations.

Table 6

Means and Standard Deviations of Teachers’ Self-Assessed Levels of Teaching Skills

Current Desired
Solo-teaching Team -teaching
Overall teaching 1.90 (.67) 2.94 (.72) 2.38(.72)
Adjusting to students’ 1.88 (.70) 3.01 (.85) 2.45(.83)
levels of English
Use of classroom English  2.07 (.69) 2.96 (.\77) 2.50 (.78)
Fluency in conducting 1.90 (.70) 2.94 (.85) 2.33 (.79)

activities in English

Note. Standard deviations are indicated in parentheses. There are four levels: 1 (lowest) to 4 (highest).

In addition, three paired-samples ¢ tests were conducted separately for each domain.
Table 7, 8, and 9 describe the results of the paired-samples ¢ tests for the four domains of
teaching skills for the current and desired-solo, the current and desired-team, and the desired-
solo and desired-team respectively. The results indicated that the mean level for the desired
solo-teaching was significantly greater than that for the current. And, the mean levels for the
desired-team was also significantly greater than those for the current. Then, the mean level for
the desired solo-teaching was significantly greater than those for the desired-team. The results
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suggest that the teachers do not think their current teaching skills sufficient enough for
successful teaching, and they think they need higher levels of teaching skills for solo-teaching

situations, compared to those for team-teaching situations.

Table 7

Differences in Teaching Skill Domains between Current and Desired (Solo)

English

Current Desired-solo
Skills M SD M SD 1(79)
Overall teaching 1.90 .67 2.94 72 -9.66%*
Adjusting to students’ 1.88 .70 3.01 .85 -10.41*
levels of English
Use of classroom English 2.07 .69 2.96 77 -8.82%
Fluency in conducting activities in 1.90 .70 2.94 .85 -9.29*
English
*p<.001.
Table 8
Differences in Teaching Skill Domains between Current and Desired (Team)
Current Desired-team
Skills M SD M SD {79)
Overall teaching 1.90 .67 2.38 72 -4.72%
Adjusting to students’ 1.88 .70 2.45 .83 -5.56*
levels of English
Use of classroom English 2.07 .69 2.50 .78 -4.38%*
Fluency in conducting activities in 1.90 .70 233 .79 -4.17*

p < .001.

Table 9

Differences in Teaching Skill Domains between Desired-Solo and Desired-Team

Desired-solo

Desired-team

Skills M SD M SD {79)
Overall teaching 2.94 72 2.38 72 9.19%
Adjusting to students’ 3.01 .85 2.45 .83 9.60*
levels of English

Use of classroom English 2.96 17 2.50 18 7.52%
Fluency in conducting activities in 2.94 .85 2.33 .79 10.63*

English

*p < .001.
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Looking at the results in Table 6 more closely focusing on each of the three conditions
with teaching skills, the participants rated all of their current four skills, except use of
classroom English (M = 2.07), lower than level 2, and they rated their current adjusting to
students’ levels of English the lowest (M = 1.88). Regarding the desired-solo, they rated all of
their desired four skill levels higher than 2 and close to 3 (in the range of 2.94 to 3.01), and
they rated adjusting to students’ levels of English the highest (M = 3.01). The biggest gap
between the current and the desired-solo was found in adjusting to students’ levels of English,
where the desired-solo level was 1.13 higher than the current level. This gap suggests that the
teachers realized the importance of adjusting their level of English in order for their students
to understand materials or activities in English, but the teachers also found this adjusting skill
difficult to attain. Moreover, they might have thought that solo-teaching situations required
this adjusting skill more than in team-teaching situations, where the other English-speaking
ALT can mainly lead a class in English. With regards to the desired-team, they rated all of
their four skills higher than level 2, and they rated use of classroom English (M = 2.50) the
highest. They rated this aspect the highest possibly because they thought they had to
communicate with the other English-speaking teacher in English inside and outside the
classroom in team-teaching situations. However, unlike the desired-solo, they did not rate any
of the four skills higher than level 3 as they did not with English proficiencies. As it was for
English proficiencies, the participants may have thought team-teaching did not require as high
levels as solo-teaching since the other English-speaking teacher can compensate for their
insufficient teaching skills. The biggest gap between the current and the desired-team was
found in adjusting to students’ levels of English as it was between the current and the desired-
solo. The desired-team level was 0.57 higher than the current level. Comparing the desired-
solo with the desired-team, they rated all of the four skills higher in the desired-solo than in
the desired-team. The biggest gap between these two conditions was found in fluency in

conducting activities in English, where they rated their desired-solo 0.61 higher than their
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desired-team. This gap may mean that they found fluency in conducting activities in English
more crucial in solo-teaching situations than in team-teaching situations since they have to

teach classes all by themselves in solo situations.

Conclusion and Implications

Regarding English abilities and teaching skills, gaps were found consistently between
the elementary school teachers’ current and desired (both solo- and team-teaching) levels,
showing higher levels for the desired. Between the desired solo-teaching and desired team-
teaching, solo-teaching tended to show higher levels. In other words, the participants
evaluated their current levels of English proficiency and teaching skills inadequate to teach
English to a sufficient level, especially when they have to teach by themselves.

These results were consistent with the previous survey results on English abilities in
Kobayashi and Miyamoto, 2008. Examining the results more closely, however, the desired
levels were higher for both solo- and team-teaching in the previous study than in the current
study, for example with the desired-solo, 3.5 in the previous study and 2.52 in the current
study for listening and speaking, 3.2 and 2.71 for reading, and 3.1 and 2.04 for writing
respectively. The fact that the previous study included the participants not only from regular
schools but also from specially appointed schools for English education may have contributed
to showing higher levels for the desired. Moreover, the timing of conducting the surveys may
have also affected the results of the previous and current studies. The survey in the previous
study was conducted before the implementation of the required English activities for the fifth
and sixth graders, and the teachers may have expected the necessary English levels for
teaching a required course to be high. In contrast, the participants in the current study have
actually experienced teaching the required course and may have found the necessary English
levels in reality lower than they expected. Comments in the open-ended question section in

the current survey seemed to support this timing theory and revealed that the teachers tended
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to think teaching English activities did not require high English or teaching levels. There were
only 11 teachers (out of 80) who wrote comments in the open-ended question section and
therefore, it is difficult to generalize from the comments. Taking this into consideration, the
majority (eight teachers) were satisfied with their current levels of English ability and
teaching skills, so they did not think they needed much self-study. They also commented that
their general teaching skills and classroom management skills as a homeroom teacher would
complement the lack of their English ability or English teaching skills. Similarly, the results
of the previous study conducted by Shinato after the full implementation of the current course
of study (Shinato, 2012) described a similar tendency of teachers’ habituation towards
teaching English, where they become accustomed to teaching English and are not willing to
further improve their skills. However, this author wonders if the current levels of English
proficiency and teaching skills of homeroom teachers are truly satisfactory, considering the
future path of English becoming required for the third and fourth graders and becoming a
required subject for the fifth and sixth graders.

Based on the results of the survey, there are implications about improving English
proficiency and teaching skills of elementary school teachers. First of all, systematic support
for teachers provided by MEXT seems warranted based on these results. The results of the
present survey suggest that teachers feel the need to improve their English proficiency and
teaching skills in order to teach more effectively.

In the same vein, correlation coefficients were computed between the oral English
proficiency elements (listening and speaking skills, grammar in speech, and pronunciation)
and the teaching skills element (overall teaching skills). The results showed that all three
correlations were statistically significant (p <.001) and were greater than .50 (.54 for listening
and speaking skills, .63 for grammar in speech, and .57 for pronunciation). These results
suggest that if the participants positively evaluated their oral English skills, they also tended

to positively evaluate their teaching skills, and vice versa. In other words, providing teachers
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with adequate training programs both in English proficiency and instructional techniques is
crucial to their developing confidence in their skills as English teachers.

According to MEXT’s new English education reform plan (MEXT, 2013), it is planning
to provide both specialized English course teachers and homeroom teachers with adequate
training before the full scale implementation of the new course of study in 2020. For instance,
in 2014, MEXT launched a five-year training program in collaboration with the British
Council, aiming to improve English ability and teaching skills of English education
promotion leaders (British Council Japan, 2014). The author thinks that the results of the
current survey on what aspects of English proficiency or teaching skills the teachers feel they
need to improve will help organize effective training programs.

Second, in addition to in-service teacher training, teaching certificate programs for pre-
service teachers at universities should adjust to the revised curriculum of English education at
the elementary school level, empowering pre-service teachers with proper English proficiency
and teaching skills. In this respect, MEXT plans to develop “a core curriculum” for English
teacher-training courses at universities, which is expected to describe the minimum levels of
skills necessary for elementary school English teachers (MEXT, 2015).

The following limitations should also be considered when interpreting the data in this
study. First, this study had only a limited number of participants (z = 80), and therefore, the
results should be interpreted with caution when generalizing to other populations. However,
the author believes that the accumulation of data from this kind of limited-sized study will
eventually produce data that can show an overall tendency of teachers’ perceptions about
English proficiency and teaching skills. Second, even though teachers’ self-evaluations are
among the best way to understand their current needs, more research is necessary to reveal
more objectively what types and levels of proficiencies and teaching skills teachers really
need to teach in elementary schools. With these limitations, however, the author hopes that

this study still offers valuable implications for future research on English ability and teaching
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skills for elementary school teachers in Japan.

Notes
1. This study was supported by JSPS KAKENHI Grant Number 25770216.
2. This study was orally presented at JACET Kansai Chapter 2015 Spring conference held at

Osaka Kyoiku University on June 27%, 2015.
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Appendix

Five domains and level description of English ability (Level 3)

D Listening and speaking skills

Can comprehend the main points of speech. Can participate in conversations on familiar matters regularly
encountered in work, school, or leisure.

(@ Grammar in speech

Can produce a few complex sentence constructions but makes noticeable grammatical errors.

3 Pronunciation

Can produce most sounds and sound patterns, but sometimes needs to repeat him/herself to make the
utterance clearer.

@ Reading skills

Can comprehend texts written in everyday language or on familiar topics.

(® Writing skills

Can take notes while listening to speech. Can write texts on everyday matters.

Each domain comprises six levels. Due to limitations of space, only level 3 is described in this appendix.

Four domains and level description of teaching skills (Level 3)

(D Overall teaching skills

Adequately competent in teaching English. When conducting an activity, some pausing or hesitation is
evident, but can explain it well enough for students to carry out the activity, using picture prompts or
gestures, including most of the necessary information, with acceptable intonation and pronunciation.

(@ Adjusting to students’ level of English

Minimally effective in recognizing students’ level. Can minimally adapt the level of English and speed of
speech to the age and level of students, using picture prompts or gestures. Some inappropriate use of
English is evident (e.g., use of exceedingly difficult expressions, too fast or too slow), but this rarely
impedes the explanation of activities.

@ Use of classroom English

Adequately competent in using instructional language or classroom English. Pausing or hesitation is
evident, but can use them appropriately, not impeding the explanation.

@ Fluency in conducting activities in English

Adequately fluent. When explaining how to conduct an activity, can speak fluently and smoothly with
fairly even tempo most of the time, rarely impeding the explanation.

Each domain comprises four levels. Due to limitations of space, only level 3 is described in this appendix.
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