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This paper describes and explains the evolution and 
progress of a research project investigating what students 
thought were effective (i.e., ‘Good’) and less effective (i.e., 
‘Bad’) ways to learn English. As a narrative exercise, it 
contains relevant personal histories of the authors in 
relation to the development of the research project. Later it 
presents the main findings of the four component studies. 
The initial study found and later replications confirmed 
that Japanese students prefer audio-visual and study-
related ways to learn with more traditional ways being 
viewed unfavourably. However, neither electronic, online 
or multimedia resources, nor Self-Access Learning Centres 
(SALCs) seemed to cross students’ minds until prompted, 
when such resources were evaluated positively as ways to 
learn English. The pedagogical utility of providing a 
preliminary questionnaire-based list of ways to learn 
English out of class is considered in the context of 
language advising. 

 
Language advising practice aims eventually to assist language students to 

become effective autonomous learners mainly in contexts remote from teachers and 
classrooms. In order to do this, advisers ideally should be conscious of their clients’ 
preferences for – if not experiences with – different ways to learn. Some ways may 
be considered ‘Good’ – they work or are seen as effective – and some ways may be 
considered ‘Bad.’ There is another set of ways to learn which are characterized as 
not being in a student’s repertoire, or even in their consciousness. Could it be that 
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the ways which students prefer, or have familiarity with, are drawn from their own 
cultures of learning?  

The term “ways to learn” is an expression used throughout the paper, with 
the terms good and bad indicating what learners believe to be effective or 
ineffective ways respectively. The expression was originally drawn from the 
wording of a diagnostic writing task for students which was the basis for data 
collection early in the project (see Doyle 2009a). Although other researchers, such 
as Pearson (2004), have used various terms such as “out-of-class learning behavior” 
(p.2) or “functional practices” (p. 1), the authors have chosen to maintain the use of 
“ways” across the project for the sake of consistency and to distinguish the term 
from “learning strategies”, which implies more conscious planning, cognition, and 
even a rationale. 

This paper is a narrative describing the long-term inspiration for and 
development of the research project which led us to this conclusion. Elements of the 
paper have been presented and published elsewhere by the authors in Doyle and 
Parrish (2012) focusing more upon the short-term past. The shorter-term project 
started in 2008 as an ad hoc study of what ways to learn English outside of class 
that one group of Japanese students were aware of. It subsequently became an 
investigation of their attitudes and consciousness levels regarding traditional ways 
to learn English outside classrooms and non-traditional means including electronic 
media, online resources, and self-access centers. The unorthodox narrative approach 
to reporting this project is adopted as it situates the researchers as participants in a 
project rather than detached empirical data collectors. In a sense resembling 
autoethnography (Ellis, Adams, & Bochner, 2011; Shibata, 2012), this introspective 
approach enables us to comment on salient points in relevant past experience which 
learn and effect change in our knowledge, beliefs and practice. We hope that giving 
a freer range to our voices in this way can enlighten and demonstrate to interested 
researchers and other readers a fuller sense of the whole process – how our research 
has affected our views and continues to affect our practice. 

The paper commences with development from the longer-term retrospective 
view of one author to a point where the original and a subsequent replication study 
were carried out and reported by the same author; at which point involvement of the 
other author began whose relevant interests and investigations are also detailed. 
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Finally, how research outcomes may correlate with and assist language advisers’ 
work is considered, and further directions to continue this investigative narrative are 
noted. 

 
CASE 1: HOWARD 

I come from Sydney, Australia, where I first had contact with anything like 
advising while studying Librarianship at a college in Sydney in 1981. I also worked 
part-time, often at a reference desk. My program had lots of courses called 
Information Resources and Information Methods. It was heavily research-based and 
reflected best practice in Australia, Britain and North America. We were instructed 
in and practiced reference interviewing skills in order to assist library users and 
attend to their information needs. However, this experience was essentially outside 
of the language-learning or language advising field. The point here is that already 
there was in place a regimen of interactively attending to customers’ needs through 
interview, even 30 years ago – albeit in Australia; however, Australia is not Japan, 
the context of the current research. 

Following that, in Japan in the early 1990s, I found myself in a private high 
school teaching English conversation. One way I tried to build a foundation in class 
for students to talk about something was to bring in graded readers, newspapers, 
picture magazines and other materials on a trolley for students to take, read, and 
look through freely. They were asked to evaluate content using simple question 
sheets afterwards. This resembled a portable language resource center. I also 
supported students with guidance and advice about texts to read, and how to read 
and make sense of those texts. Students took to it all fairly freely and there was 
scope to talk about their experience in class later. I realized a rationale for this 
approach and these students’ learning behavior in Krashen’s (1994) Pleasure 
Hypothesis which focuses on voluntary extensive reading (a.k.a., Sustained Silent 
Reading). Later, I wondered how much students would approach language learning 
per se like this outside class. For instance, in class, they were looking through texts 
in a natural way, similar to how they would look through their local Japanese-
language texts. Would their preferred ways to learn outside of class be distinctly 
different or more traditional?  
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Later, back in Sydney early in the 2000s, I was posted as a language adviser 
in a university language center with a self-access learning center (SALC). I stayed 
at the job for two years, rather than the usual two weeks for other teachers, because 
(I was told later) I had the mind for language advising – half language teacher, half 
reference librarian. Once again, in Australia this kind of facilitated autonomous 
learning was part of the culture of learning. 

It was at this same time when the coordinator of the center arranged for us 
to go to the inaugural ILA Conference at Melbourne University in 2003. A high 
point for me there was Garold Murray’s (2004) paper about two independent 
language learners who did it all themselves, without advisers, following their own 
preferred learning strategies. Two points about these learners are that they are of the 
kind who usually slip under the researchers’ normal radar view, yet who really 
should be a focus for independent language learning research. Also, they were 
motivated enough to form their own learning strategies for languages the same way 
people motivated to learn other disciplines would form their own strategies to learn 
them.  

All this time these things had been stuck in my mind.  
Later in Japan, at a smaller, regional university in 2008, I had to produce a 

diagnostic tool for a group of 20 motivated intermediate second-year students about 
to start an intensive English program. Drawing on Breen (1985), as input for the 
task I preferred to focus on the language-learning context and processes, as they 
represented a source of authentically relevant topics and texts. I also wished to draw 
on something else in common: all the students coming to the class were from 
similar academic and demographic backgrounds (in effect working to control those 
kinds of variables). This diagnostic tool became a writing task on the topic: 

What are some Good and Bad ways to learn English out of class?  
It occurred to me that it bore relation to some of my previous professional 

experiences. Then I found myself with 20 pieces of writing which also suddenly 
looked like a convenient set of data to analyze in my role as researcher at the 
university. This I did, producing a study which was presented in 2008 (see Doyle 
2009a). What I found were that students preferred and rejected traditional learning 
approaches in equal measure. Strongest preferences were for easier leisure-type 
approaches – e.g., listening to music or songs or watching movies with and without 
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subtitles (labeled Good Ways: individual). Further, another set, (labeled Good 
Ways: social), showed slightly less popularity – e.g., talking to foreigners or people 
who were good at English. 

It was clear that these ways to learn were preferred partly because they were 
less taxing, though less effective, unless some language learning plan or regimen 
was in place – drawing recollections of Krashen’s Pleasure Hypothesis. A second 
finding was from no data at all – no register of students mentioning any electronic 
media, online resources, or SALCs! This was in strong contrast to findings in 
similar studies of Chinese learners of English in New Zealand by Pearson (2004), 
and Arab learners in the Middle East (Malcolm 2004). The absence of SALCs was 
potentially explainable (not found at all in Japanese high schools), but I found the 
absence of technological learning resources odd in high-tech Japan, where I had 
assumed young people were all in-tune with electronic media applications. I 
wondered if it related to the students’ previous cultures of learning. Or was there 
some problem with the data collection or the sample? 

TABLE 1a 
Students’ Good and Bad Ways to Learn English Outside of Classrooms 

Summary List of Frequency Scores and Participant Data (Doyle) 
 

 Responses (Summary) 

STUDY GROUPS 

Participants 
(N) 

'Good' 
Ways: 

Individual

'Good' 
Ways: 
Social 

'Bad' Ways Total 

2008 Intermediate 20 33 
(40.7%)

31 
(38.2%)

17 
(20.9%) 81 

2009 Post-Elementary A 14 31 
(60.7%)

11 
(10.3%)

9 
(17.6%) 51 

2009 Post-Elementary B 20 39 
(50.6%)

8 
(10.3%)

30 
(38.9%) 77 

Note: Adapted from Doyle (2009a, b) 
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TABLE 1b 
Students’ Good and Bad Ways to Learn English Outside of Classrooms 

Categorized List of Frequency Scores (Doyle) 
 

 
 

A chance to replicate and test the external reliability of the original study 
with a larger sample occurred the following year. This time I had two classes from 
whom data was similarly collected in the first half hour of the first lesson. One 
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difference was that a Likert-item data collection instrument, drawn from a reference 
analysis of ways to learn English mentioned in students’ texts in the initial study 
(see Appendix 1), was used. This extra retrospective approach was utilized in order 
to triangulate introspective reflective data collected in the first instance.  

TABLE 2 
Selected Likert-Item Instrument Data for Students Preferred Ways to Learn 

English outside of Class 
Item Ways to Learn English Class A Class B Average 

Electronic Media, Online Resources, & Self Access Centers 
33* Using CD-ROMs on a computer 3.143 3.650 3.396 

34* Doing electronic mail and chat with other people in 
English 

3.285 2.850 3.067 

35* Surfing the internet 3.000 3.450 3.260 

36* Using special English-study web-pages 3.071 2.650 2.860 

37* Using the library, college or school resource 
centers 

3.857 3.450 3.653 

38* Using language laboratory (LL) or a self-access 
center (SAC)for learning languages 

3.285 2.750 3.017 

39* Using your cell phone 2.928 3.700 3.314 
Popular Audiovisual (ostensibly audio!) 

19 Listening to the radio 3.714 3.200 3.457 

20 Listening to radio news 3.285 3.050 3.167 

21 Listening to radio English conversation programs 3.785 3.100 3.442 

22 Listening to music in English 4.714 4.500 4.607 

23 Listening to English songs and reading the lyrics 
(words) 

4.357 3.950 4.153 

24 Singing English songs 4.071 3.350 3.710 
Popular Good Ways (Social) 

26 Communicating with foreigners (of any nationality) 4.214 3.600 3.907 

27 Talking to native-speakers of English 4.071 3.850 3.960 

28 Talking to expert users of English 3.643 3.550 3.596 
Significant Results for Traditional Ways to Learn English  

16 Studying only writing 1.928 1.950 1.939 

17 Doing just the homework assigned by the teacher 2.214 2.500 2.357 

18 Reading many English textbooks 3.000 2.800 2.900 
 
 Average overall 3.460 3.110 3.285 

Note. Figures out of a maximum of 5 points. Adapted from Doyle (2009b). 
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Findings (see Doyle 2009b) were more startling: strikingly similar 
statistical patterns emerged, firstly from the initial introspective data (see Table 1a 
& b, though the second, less motivated class in the replication study rated Good 
Ways: social much lower and traditional individual approaches figured 
proportionally higher for both Good and Bad Ways). Once again, electronic and 
online media and SALCs did not figure significantly, if at all; the new sample 
actually consisted of the top two classes of science students.  

More intriguing were the Likert item data: preferred Good Ways and 
unpopular Bad Ways in the reflective data correlated with retrospective Likert-item 
data; however, electronic media, online resources, and SALCs were rated 
significantly favorably this time despite not rating a mention at all before (as figures 
in Table 2 show).  

A speculative explanation was that the Likert-item instrument worked 
schematically for respondents, for they did not need to access their own memories 
and consciousnesses to formulate answers. Rather they just recalled experiences or 
applied their common sense to make evaluations. In this way a Likert-item 
questionnaire could act as a template of ways to learn English as well as a source of 
input content for teaching language-learning skills.  

But this did not explain electronic media, online resources, and SALCs 
being absent from reflective introspective data two years running. I recalled how 
self-directed learning had certainly been part of general education as well as 
language learning regimes in Australia, Britain, New Zealand, North America for a 
long time. I also understood how individuals, if motivated and with resources 
available, can be quite innovative in their strategies for learning not only English 
but other things too.  

I began to speculate about how my students’ introspective preferences 
reflected their prior learning experiences, from which arguably they drew their good 
and bad ways to learn English. Was there something absent in the cultures of 
language learning from which they had come, but which I had assumed would be 
there? Then there were the data from the Likert-item instrument which acted to 
contradict the reflective data findings. A more substantially grounded explanation 
was needed. In this sense I was not fully convinced of the validity of my own 
studies. 
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I wished to investigate different kinds of learners in other locations or 
learning institutions. At that time I had no direct access to nor contact with such 
institutions. I needed help. So I contacted my erstwhile colleague at the time in a 
bigger university in Kyoto, my co-author.  
 
CASE 2: MICHAEL  

Before I became a language teacher, I was a language learner. It started 
growing up with English in Miami and the Panama Canal Zone with Spanish-
speaking nannies in my early childhood. Their Spanish was spoken for a child – me 
– to hear, and was quite different from the Spanish they taught me much later in 
high school in the early 1980s in Northern Florida. In that culture there was no 
reason to use Spanish except for speech contests, through the Spanish Club. In 
university, I began a relationship with a Cuban-American woman, which gave me 
additional motivation outside of an academic context. This is an important point for 
me: my favorite way to learn Spanish outside of a classroom was social — with a 
kind of native speaker, in my case a girlfriend or a nanny. 

In 1987, as part of a university summer abroad program, I went to Costa 
Rica to study. I studied at the US-Costa Rica bicultural center (USAID) with other 
English-speaking Americans, and it resembled study back home more than I had 
imagined, mixed with English practice for locals. In some frustration, I wondered if 
there were better ways to be learning Spanish than this, in Costa Rica. But in being 
there for just one month, I didn’t get much of a chance to try any new methods out 
for myself. I did think strongly, however, that I could have done much better if I 
were there by myself learning in my own way having more contact with the local 
Spanish-speaking culture and people. This autonomous strategizing is an important 
point, and I soon got a chance to try it.  

For my Master’s degree I majored in Latin American Studies, and I had to 
take a third Latin American language. My interest in the music, movies, and other 
aspects of Brazilian culture made Portuguese my obvious choice. My interest grew 
during an intensive course in the summer of 1989 where I had access to pleasurable 
input from the lyrics of bossa nova records, poetry, drama and film. After two years 
of formal (and informal) study, I spent the summer of 1990 in Rio de Janeiro. 
Although the study environment was ostensibly similar to that of Costa Rica, based 
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in the US-Brazil bicultural center, in addition to the Portuguese-medium classroom-
based study of Portuguese language, I chose to interact with others – even 
Americans – in the local language. This choice, along with new music, friends, 
television, newspapers and other media meant I was immersed and engaging in 
learning more on my own terms. My Portuguese quickly surpassed my Spanish. 
Like in Schmidt’s recounting of his own Portuguese-learning experiences (Schmidt 
& Frota, 1986), as a language learner I was maturing, having found good, effective 
and also less effective ways to learn Portuguese. This learner maturity perspective 
would later fit in with the proposal my co-author presented me with in 2009. 

After graduation, I taught elementary Spanish for a while at a small 
university in South Carolina, and studied some German. I adopted the 
Communicative approach (influenced by Krashen), which was popular at the time, 
and though I think I knew better, I was still engaged heavily in teacher-led language 
pedagogical practice. Students at times seemed frustrated with the emphasis on 
comprehensible input which they could not comprehend, but I did not think it 
through thoroughly then. In 1995, I arrived in Japan on the Japan Exchange and 
Teaching (JET) program, continued to teach English communicatively, but also had 
to engage with learning Japanese, a language I really knew nothing about. I picked 
up Japanese, all the while teaching English to students who often would ask me 
after class, “What’s the BEST way to study English?” I could not name just one way, 
but I knew a few good ways, imparted these upon my students, yet never heard any 
more.  

Then when my co-author showed me his two studies (Doyle 2009a, 2009b) 
and asked for my help, I was curious initially to find out how my students preferred 
to learn and what differences there might be in the learning cultures between the 
two universities. I was also conscious of how I might use this information to help 
me to advise them – in particular regarding learning while studying abroad. Also, 
like my colleague, I found it odd that he had found that none of his students were 
thinking about online and computer-assisted language learning (CALL) resources, 
or even libraries, language laboratories or SALCs.  

In April and May 2010, I took the same instruments he had used in 2009 in 
order to collect data from approximately 200 students at two major private 
universities in Kyoto. Some of the results from this data were presented in Parrish 

― 12 ―



(2010). One group of students even received the questionnaires within one hour 
after an orientation of their library on-line resources centre – and they too (!) along 
with all the others did not mention electronic media, online resources, or language 
resources centres until later prompted retrospectively by the Likert-item instrument. 
Another surprising omission was that the students enrolled in a study abroad 
program did not mention any ways in the category ‘Social Interaction: Overseas’ 
(see Table 3b). I did the same data collection again, a semester later, in 2010, at 
another large private Kansai university with students enrolled in an intensive 
English program and obtained similar findings (Parrish, 2011). These and the results 
from one of the classes reported in Parrish (2010) are summarized below in Tables 
3a and 3b. 

The results provided confirmation of findings in my co-author’s studies. 
Upon consultation, we could only conclude that using this bigger, more diverse 
sample seemed to have confirmed the external reliability of the original data from 
the reflective-then-prompted data collection approach. 
 

TABLE 3a 
Students’ Good and Bad Ways to Learn English Outside of Classrooms 

Summary List of Frequency Scores and Participant Data (Parrish) 
 

 Responses (Summary) 

STUDY GROUPS Participants 
(N) 

'Good' 
Ways: 

Individual

'Good' 
Ways: 
Social 

'Bad' 
Ways Total 

2009 Study Abroad 19 40  
(54.1%) 

13 
(17.6%) 

21 
(28.4%) 74 

2010 Intensive 
English 22 62  

(52.5%) 
24 

(20.3%) 
32  

(27.1%) 118 

2010 Intensive 
English-Diaries 22 83 

(79.8%) 
21 

(20.2%) n/a 104 

Note. The response 'not applicable' for 2010 Intensive English-Diary studies reflects 
the fact that students would not choose to try methods they thought were 'Bad'. 
Adapted from Parrish (2010, 2011). 
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TABLE 3b 
Students’ Good and Bad Ways to Learn English Outside of Classrooms  

Categorized Frequency Scores  (Parrish) 
 

 
 
In addition, there was one extra finding: that the higher the level of the 

student, the greater their repertoire of ways to learn English. Whether this was from 
experience or from motivation, or just from maturity or aptitude, this correlation 
between language level and increasing repertoire of favoured ways to learn English 
interested me as a further research topic to develop.  
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To this end, I designed a diary-study project conducted as a reflective 
learning exercise with my highly motivated, upper-intermediate students in a year-
long intensive English program at a large, private university in Kansai.  Data was 
collected from these students via the same open-ended questionnaire used in 
previous studies.  After the survey, the students were asked to keep a weekly 
learning journal describing what activities they had used to practice English during 
the week and their feelings about it in terms of enjoyment and effectiveness (results 
are in Tables 3a and 3b). 

The diary study found that once students had been introduced to the idea of using 
electronic or online resources for English study through the Likert-scale survey from the 
initial studies (among other activities), more students reported using them – e.g., students 
watched NHK news online, talked with siblings via Skype, and wrote emails, all in 
English. Nevertheless, a majority of students preferred using more traditional ways of 
using English outside of class — including ‘studying for TOEIC/TOEFL tests’. A few 
students showed remarkable creativity and resourcefulness in their ways of studying — 
talking to themselves in English, thinking about how they might handle a task in their 
daily life in English, or singing karaoke in English.   
 In their diaries, students described how they actually used English rather 
than listing ways they ‘should’ use English. Students expressed their satisfaction 
with how they were learning and practicing, but also voiced their frustration. When 
some of the popular Good Ways to learn, such as watching DVDs, were actually 
tried, they turned out to be more challenging and frustrating than helpful. 
Difficulties were due to various factors such as speed of delivery, length of 
exposure (two hours of ‘incomprehensible’ input might be too much), unfamiliar 
vocabulary or accents, or a desire to enjoy the movie rather than struggle with the 
language.  

This most recent evolution of the project, diary studies, moves beyond the 
original co-author’s original points of interest. Obviously, through reading (in the 
diaries) what students actually do to learn English and reading about how they 
regard these approaches provides valuable insights for us as language teachers and 
occasional language advisors. 
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CONCLUSIONS 
This research began as an ad hoc tool for student placement and evolved 

into a potent tool to examine how Japanese EFL students prefer to practice (and 
hopefully improve) English outside of class. The authors’ respective life 
experiences — one as a reference librarian/teacher and the other as a self-reflective 
language learner/teacher — influenced the development and pursuit of this research 
project. After repeated administration of this survey instrument in several different 
contexts in Japan, the results show that our Japanese students have (as we all do) 
clear preferences for certain ways of learning; they develop a repertoire of strategies 
and activities that work for them, but that does not mean that they are not in need 
some guidance. New methods (such as SALCs or online resources), when brought 
to students’ attention, are also seen as viable. Personal choice and pleasure are 
important factors, too — if something is not enjoyable, students are less likely to 
choose to do it. The diary studies revealed that students had misconceptions about 
Good methods (such as watching a DVD in English), at times finding them too 
difficult. This reinforces the role of advising for language learning: inquiring about 
students’ needs, interests, and abilities; and mediating and negotiating over 
selection of appropriate tasks that they can enjoy and benefit from. 

Further developments in this research narrative can provide an enhanced 
scope for investigation beyond just quantitative identification of students’ ways to 
learn. This may include exploring rationales and other aspects of learners’ cognitive 
behaviour, such as strategising and personalising criteria for successful and 
unsuccessful language learning. This has already been attempted with the diary 
studies. Further, data collection can expand to focus groups and in-depth individual 
profiling of learners to view more intrinsic aspects of their learning behaviour, and 
should aim to include learner populations outside of university. Such dialogue 
between learners, their teachers, and other stakeholders affecting their learning can 
extend beyond just a research context. For teachers and students alike, it is useful to 
know what ways to learn outside of the class are available and which ones learners 
actually utilize. 
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APPENDIX 1: Data Collection Instrument (Open-ended & Likert-scale) 
 
English class: Year in

school:
1 2 3

Age: Male/Female

Faculty: Major:

Where have you learned English?

Questionnaire about Learning English Outside of Class 

Please DO NOT look over at page 2 yet. Please DO PAGE 1 FIRST. 

PART 1 

Please write some GOOD ways to learn English out of class and why they are good. 
Also, could you please mention some BAD ways to learn English outside of class and why 
they are bad. 
GOOD ways to learn English outside 
of class 
- 

- 
- 

Why they are good? 
 
- 
- 
- 

BAD ways to learn English outside of 
class 
- 

- 
- 

Why they are bad? 
- 
- 

-- 

Please STOP !!! 
AFTER YOU HAVE FINISHED MAKING YOUR LIST, PLEASE DO NOT GO BACK TO PUT IN 

MORE WAYS TO LEARN ENGLISH. 
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PART 2  

Here is a list of ways to learn English outside of class.  Circle how much you agree or 
disagree that each way of learning is a good way of learning English. 
‘1’ means you don’t like it and you strongly disagree; ‘5’ means you like it very much and 
you strongly agree. 

Strongly Disagree - 1  2  3  4  5  - Strongly Agree 

1 Reading newspapers 1    2   3    4    5 

2 Reading English books 1    2   3    4    5 

3 Reading books in English silently 1    2   3    4    5 

4 Reading books in English aloud 1    2   3    4    5 

5 
Going to an English conversation 

school 
1    2   3    4    5 

6 Studying with a private teacher  1    2   3    4    5 

7 
Memorizing English words from a 

dictionary 
1    2   3    4    5 

8 
Reviewing classwork after the 

lesson 
1    2   3    4    5 

9 Preparing for English tests 1    2   3    4    5 

10 Writing and saying English words 1    2   3    4    5 

11 Studying grammar  1    2   3    4    5 

12 Studying vocabulary 1    2   3    4    5 

13 
Making a group rule, i.e. speaking 

only in English for 30 minutes. 
1    2   3    4    5 

14 Joining an English club (or circle) 1    2   3    4    5 

15 
Studying with students who are 

good at English 
1    2   3    4    5 

16 Studying only writing 1    2   3    4    5 

17 
Doing just the homework assigned 

by the teacher 
1    2   3    4    5 

18 Reading many English textbooks 1    2   3    4    5 

19 Listening to the radio 1    2   3    4    5 

20 Listening to radio news 1    2   3    4    5 
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21 
Listening to radio English 

conversation programs 
1    2   3    4    5 

22 Listening to music in English 1    2   3    4    5 

23 
Listening to English songs and 

reading the lyrics (words) 
1    2   3    4    5 

24 Singing English songs 1    2   3    4    5 

25 
Listening to educational CDs 

related to what you study 
1    2   3    4    5 

26 
Communicating with foreigners (of 

any nationality) 
1    2   3    4    5 

27 
Talking to native-speakers of 

English 
1    2   3    4    5 

28 Talking to expert users of English 1    2   3    4    5 

29 
Talking to people in English while 

using a dictionary 
1    2   3    4    5 

30 Talking to exchange students  1    2   3    4    5 

31 
Watching English-language movies,  

TV programs or DVDs with Japanese 
subtitles 

1    2   3    4    5 

32 
Watching English-language movies, 

TV programs or DVDs without any 
subtitles  

1    2   3    4    5 

33 Using CD-ROMs  on a computer 1    2   3    4    5 

34 
Doing electronic mail and chat with 

other people in English 
1    2   3    4    5 

35 Surfing the internet 1    2   3    4    5 

36 
Using special English-study web-

pages 
1    2   3    4    5 

37 
Using the library, college or school 

resource centers 
1    2   3    4    5 

38 
Using language laboratory (LL) or a 

self-access center (SAC)for learning 
languages 

1    2   3    4    5 

39 Using your cell phone 1    2   3    4    5 
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40 
Watching English-language movies, 

TV programs or DVDs with English 
subtitles 

1    2   3    4    5 

41 Studying abroad 1    2   3    4    5 

42 Traveling overseas 1    2   3    4    5 

43 
Writing email to the overseas 

home-stay family after you come 
back home 

1    2   3    4    5 

44 Taking a class taught in English  1    2   3    4    5 

45 Using English in daily conversation 1    2   3    4    5 

46 
Translating between Japanese and 

English 
1    2   3    4    5 

47 
Making a study plan and setting 

learning goals 
1    2   3    4    5 

48 
Attempting to do things above your 

own English level 
1    2   3    4    5 

49 
Learning English without a plan or 

goals 
1    2   3    4    5 

50 Going to your teacher's office 1    2   3    4    5 

 

 

Thank you very much for helping us with this important research.  

 [If you do not wish to have your list or questionnaire used, please let us know, and it will not be used. We do as 

much as we can to ensure that the information you give us stays private, confidential and anonymous – we shall 

never use anybody’s names. Also, if you have any questions or comments, please contact us by email. 

 

 Note: The size and orientation of the survey instrument has been altered to fit into this journal. The 

original document was printed double-sided on A3 paper [open-ended on one side, Likert items on the 

other] to allow room for student expression and for ease of reading and writing. 
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