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ABSTRACT

This paper describes and discusses the implementation, analysis, and results of an end-of-the-
semester survey taken by 2,398 of the first-year students enrolled in the compulsory English for
Discussion Class (EDC) program at Rikkyo University in the spring semester of 2018. Using both
quantitative and qualitative research methods, the authors analyzed the survey results in terms of
students’ satisfaction with their classroom experience. The quantitative data showed respondents
were extremely satisfied with the EDC course, while the qualitative analysis of respondents’
comments showed that while many students initially experienced a sense of resistance to
communicating in English, this feeling often disappeared by the end of the semester. Furthermore,
respondents provided useful insights into students’ perceptions of teacher feedback, assessment,
and the use of discussion skills on the EDC program. These results, while overwhelmingly positive,
have useful implications for EDC program evaluation and for teacher education.

INTRODUCTION

Curriculum Design

Principled curriculum design is comprised of a number of key stages, including identifying student
needs, determining relevant learning objectives, and designing appropriate assessment methods
(Nation & Macalister, 2010). Complementary to all of these is program evaluation, which Brown
(1995) describes as “the heart of the systematic approach to language curriculum design [...]: the
part of the model that includes, connects, and gives meaning to all the other elements” (p. 217).
Evaluation as a process begins with the collection and analysis of data. However, the purposes of
doing so may vary, so the next step can be defined by the particular approach that evaluators take.

First, program evaluation can be carried out for the direct purpose of determining whether
or not course aims have been met. This can be important for purely summative reasons, for
example to present data to those who work on the course to inform them of how well learning
objectives have been achieved. However, it can also be used for formative reasons, i.e. to provide
data that allows for informed decisions to be made about subsequent iterations of the curriculum.
Course aims, it should be pointed out, can encompass both student learning outcomes, and goals
regarding professional development.

A second purpose of program evaluation may be to focus less on predetermined aims, but
to take a more macro view that is open to exploring unexpected outcomes (Scriven, 1967). This
approach acknowledges that there may be a disconnect between what a course sets out to achieve
and what effects it actually has. These differences do not necessarily have to be treated as
problematic, but may instead provide course designers and practitioners with information that aids
curriculum development, especially in terms of re-conceptualizing various aspects of the course.

Both purposes of program evaluation, while looking at the available data in different ways,
share the common goal of improving the course on a number of levels. It is important to remember
that no curriculum is perfect, and nor are its constituent elements. Therefore, every stage of the
curriculum design process should be regularly evaluated, albeit with the understanding that to do
so effectively and efficiently is a challenging undertaking. To make this a more manageable task,
a practical approach may be to focus on either one element of the program or one particular data
source at a time.
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Student Surveys

While there are many forms of data that can be obtained and analyzed to assess the effectiveness
of a syllabus, end-of-semester student surveys are particularly efficient in terms of understanding
learner attitudes and perceptions of the classroom experience (Rowley, 2003). Within a course
whose aims focus on learning outcomes, the students’ perspectives are arguably more important
than their test scores and course grades due to the inherent issues of reliably assessing what
students have learned. Having a better understanding of how students feel while actually taking
part in the course can inform course designers and teachers of not only whether or not goals were
met, but also if any incidental gains were achieved or unforeseen problems arose.

To these ends, both quantitative and qualitative interpretations of questionnaire data can be
beneficial. Survey items that focus on the extent to which various course objectives have been met
can reveal overall trends that help course designers understand what is generally working and what
needs to be reconsidered. Allowing space for students to add open comments can provide data to
support these trends, but may also uncover unanticipated beliefs and attitudes. This dual methods
approach to data collection and analysis is aimed at providing as full a picture as possible of the
learner experience. However, it also means that the interpretation of results, especially those
obtained from a large-scale course with a significant number of respondents, must be done with
due care and diligence.

CONTEXT

English Discussion Class (EDC) is a required course for all 4,500 to 4,700 first-year students at
Rikkyo University, a private institution in Tokyo, Japan. The program follows a strongly unified
curriculum, whereby all of the 42 full-time instructors adhere to standardized and prescribed
learning aims, methodology, materials, and assessment methods with each of the 12 to 14 groups
of students they teach each week. With class size limited to between seven and nine students, this
means around 550 classes are scheduled each semester. At the start of the academic year, before
lessons begin, students are required to take the listening and reading components of the TOEIC
exam. As shown in Table 1, the combined scores from these tests are then used to stream students
into four levels of EDC classes: from Level I (the highest) to Level IV (the lowest).

Table 1. EDC levels and corresponding TOEIC scores

Level I II III v

Combined Listening and

Reading TOEIC Score 680 or above 480 to 679 280 to 479 Below 280

(Center for English Discussion Class, 2018)

The scale of the course also requires four program managers to oversee and maintain the
curriculum. They are responsible for supervising and supporting EDC instructors’ development,
ensuring quality standards in teaching and assessment, maintaining and developing the curriculum,
and carrying out program evaluation.

The aim of the course is to develop students’ communicative ability in a group discussion
context (Hurling, 2012). This is done through a strong emphasis on building speaking fluency and
on the use of functional discussion skills and communication skills to improve students’ ability to
exchange their views in English on a range of contemporary issues, while also encouraging them
to enjoy and value the opportunity to do so (Hurling, 2012). Although the main aim of the course
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is to improve students’ spoken interactional, discoursal, and strategic competence, the soft CLIL
(Content and Language Integrated Learning) approach employed means that a subsidiary aim is
for students to develop their understanding of these topics (Brown, 2015).

Hurling (2012) explained that the EDC Discussion Skills (DSs) cover the main functional
skills required to interact with others and manage discourse in a discussion, and are based on
Dornyei and Thurrell’s direct approach to conversation instruction and the activities described by
Kehe and Kehe. In the spring semester, the first three DSs introduced are those to ask for and give
opinions, reasons, and examples, although later DSs encompass aspects of discussion management
such as choosing discussion topics and turn taking. These DSs are exemplified in lessons through
suggested Discussion Skill phrases (DSPs): suggested sentence stems which students are
encouraged, but not required, to use. One example of this is in the “Joining a Discussion” DS.
While the suggested phrase may be “Does anyone want to ask a question?”, students are deemed
to be performing the same skill through the use of any phrase which carries similar meaning (such
as “Are there any questions?” or “Questions are welcome™). As the focus is on communicating
meaning and ensuring mutual comprehensibility, this also includes ungrammatical or “incorrect”
utterances, for example “You ask me some question?” Six DSs are introduced and practiced each
14-week semester, as can be seen in Appendix 1.

The Communication Skills (CSs) introduced on the EDC course aim to address aspects
of negotiation of meaning, and are divided into three categories:

1.  Comprehension, incorporating checking understanding (e.g. “Do you understand?”),
signaling understanding (or a lack thereof) (e.g. “I understand”), and active listening
phrases (e.g. “I see”);

2. Paraphrasing, incorporating paraphrasing your own utterances and those of a peer;

3. Clarification, incorporating asking others for explanation or repetition in case of non-

comprehension (e.g. “Sorry, can you explain?) (Schaefer, 2018).
These CSs are based on Nakatani’s (2005) interactional achievement strategies, which are
designed to ensure clear communication between participants and equip students with the tools to
repair communication when breakdowns or misunderstandings occur. All CSs are introduced in
the first lesson of the semester and are regularly revisited thereafter, both in explicit review lessons
(the fourth, eighth, and twelfth lessons) and, as students are assessed on their use of CSs in all
lessons, as a common point of teacher feedback.

The main aim of each regular lesson (i.e. not in review lessons or test lessons) is for students
to develop their ability to use that lesson’s target DS, which is introduced near the beginning of
the lesson. There is then a controlled practice stage, designed to build automaticity in the new skill,
before two extended discussions, of ten and 16 minutes. These discussions typically take place in
groups of four and are prefaced with a preparation activity, designed to help students generate
ideas for the subsequent discussion. They are concluded with a feedback stage which focuses both
on students’ ideas and on their DS and CS use, typically through one of three forms: teacher-led
feedback, peer feedback, or self-reflection. This lesson structure, broadly the same for each regular
lesson, is laid out in the in-house textbook, created and developed by the four program managers
with feedback and suggestions required from all full-time instructors. The textbook also provides
students with their homework. Each week they are required to prepare for the following lesson by
reading an article which aims to “build topic familiarity, activate schemata, and provide content
that can be used during in-class discussion” (Young, 2016, p. 296).

Assessment of students’ performance in these regular lessons constitutes 70% of their total
grades. This is based on their punctuality, their overall participation, their scores in a short quiz
(based on the content of the article read for homework), and their ability to use the target DSs and
CS:s. For each of these criteria, students are awarded a score between zero and four, which they

274



Program Development: Brereton, Schaefer, Bordilovskaya, and Reid

can view on an online portal after the lesson. On this portal, commonly referred to as “the EDC
website”, students can review these scores and read their teacher’s comments and feedback on
each lesson.

Students are more formally tested at three regular intervals during the semester. These
discussion tests take place in the fifth, ninth, and thirteenth week and account for a total of 30%
of each student’s total grade (Hurling, 2012). Tests take the format of extended group discussions
in groups of three (12 minutes), four (16 minutes), or five (20 minutes) students. These are the
same conditions as discussions in regular lessons. After the test, students receive individual written
feedback on their test performance from their teacher alongside their test grades on the EDC
website.

EDC program evaluation is carried out in a number of ways, including through regular
feedback from both instructors and students. Feedback on all aspects of each unit of the in-house
course textbook is garnered from all instructors through discussions and questionnaires throughout
the semester. Student feedback on the course is requested through an online questionnaire
distributed at the end of each semester. All data collected is analyzed by program managers and
informs the development of future iterations of the program, such as changes to instructor training,
assessment criteria, or the course textbooks. In addition, instructors also receive all comments
made by their own students, which can help inform their future teaching practices.

Although quantitative data collected from student surveys since 2014 has consistently been
extremely positive, until now, no attempt has been made to document or analyze the qualitative
data to discover the reasons that lie behind this. As such, this exploratory study involves the
analysis of both quantitative and qualitative data from the student survey in spring 2018, with the
aim of answering the following basic research questions (RQs):

1. How satisfied are EDC students with their experience on the course and the resulting

learning outcomes?

2. What do students value most about their experience on the EDC course?

3. What areas of the EDC course, if any, do students feel could be improved?
Due to the different focus of the results generated by the quantitative and qualitative data, RQ1 is
discussed primarily through the analysis of quantitative data, while qualitative results are used to
discuss RQ2 and RQ3. As such, the approach taken in this paper is first to outline the analysis and
discuss the results of the quantitative data before doing the same for the qualitative data.

METHODOLOGY

A web-based student questionnaire was conducted at the end of the 14-week spring semester,
spanning a period of three weeks in July 2018. It was accessible to all 4,538 students enrolled on
the course by logging onto the same EDC website used by students to check their weekly grades
and course progress. When students entered the website during this period, they were directed in
Japanese to participate in the questionnaire. Participation was also encouraged in the final two
lessons of the semester through instructors’ verbal reminders and distribution of a paper flyer with
information regarding the rationale of the survey and step-by-step instructions in Japanese.

The questionnaire consisted of 13 Likert-scale statements and one open-ended comment
section. All items were written in both English and Japanese. A four-point Likert scale was
employed with the options of responding Strongly Agree, Agree, Disagree, and Strongly Disagree.
The option of Neither Agree nor Disagree was not featured, as its inclusion can encourage
respondents to remain noncommittal (Ddrnyei & Taguchi, 2010). The open-ended item at the end
of the questionnaire offered respondents an opportunity to provide [1HILUL (“any comments™).
This was included with the aim of providing “far greater richness than fully quantitative data”
(Doérnyei, 2007, p. 107) and putting some “flesh on the bones” of the questionnaire (Ddrnyei &
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Taguchi, 2010, p. 109). All questionnaire items, including the open-ended item, required a
response, with the aim of encouraging qualitative data. The questionnaire can be seen in full in
Appendix B.

The questionnaire items themselves covered a wide range of course goals, beginning with
item 1, which dealt with the main affective aim of the course for students of developing a positive
attitude towards using English for communication (Hurling, 2012). Items 2 and 3 were concerned
with the content of lessons, namely whether students had developed their understanding of the
contemporary topics they had discussed, and whether the pre-lesson homework reading in the
textbook had helped students prepare for the lessons. Item 4 also evaluated the textbook, asking
whether the activities in the textbook had helped students prepare for the group discussions. Items
5 and 6 focused on the DSs and CSs respectively, and the extent to which they helped students
participate in discussions. While the terms “Discussion Skills” and “Communication Skills” are
commonly used in EDC vernacular, such as in course handbooks issued to students and in teacher
feedback, an example of a Discussion Skill phrase or Communication Skill phrase was provided
to ensure clarity. Item 7 asked students for their perceptions of the use of the discussion tests in
assessing their discussion ability.

Items 8 to 11 asked students for feedback on aspects of their teacher’s performance. First,
students were asked about the helpfulness of their teacher’s feedback both in their lessons (item
8) and on the EDC website (item 9). Next, item 10 asked students how clear their teacher’s
instructions had been, while item 11 asked whether students felt they had been given sufficient
time in class to discuss their opinions. Item 12 asked whether the small class size in the EDC
helped students to improve their discussion ability, while item 13 asked students whether their
English speaking skills had improved.

It is important to note that no responses were used for evaluative purposes of any instructors.
All identifying details of students or instructors were removed from the qualitative data by
administrative staff prior to analysis by the authors. As such, any results which suggested
dissatisfaction with instructors’ performance were viewed as an issue with instructor training or
support rather than with any individual’s performance.

Of the 4,539 students who were enrolled on the EDC course in the spring 2018 semester
and given the opportunity to complete the questionnaire, 2,398 provided responses (52.8%). Table
2, below, shows the breakdown of respondents by level.

Table 2. Breakdown of responses to student survey

Level Total number of Number of Percentage of
students enrolled respondents respondents
I 342 196 57.3%
I 1678 974 58.0%
11 2154 1052 48.9%
v 365 176 48.2%
Total 4539 2398 52.8%
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QUANTITATIVE DATA

Method of Analysis

The responses to the 13 Likert-scale items were automatically collated by the EDC website. Data
was arranged by class level and arranged into tables on a Microsoft Excel spreadsheet (as is seen
in Tables 2 to 14 below). Likert-scale responses were given a numerical value (from 1 for Strongly
Agree to 4 for Strongly Disagree) and the mean was calculated for each item as such. As such,
lower mean score (i.e. those closer to 1) represent stronger agreement, while higher mean scores

(i.e. those closer to 4) represent stronger disagreement.

Results

The following results show how students responded to the 13 Likert-scale survey items, both
separated into the four different course levels and in total.

Table 3. Item 1: “EDC lessons made me feel more comfortable using English for communication.”

Level I I I v TOTAL
(n =196) mn=974) | m=1052) | (n=176) | (n=2398)
1 - Strongly Agree 42.9% 52.6% 46.2% 36.9% 47.8%
2 - Agree 49.0% 44.3% 49.9% 59.1% 48.2%
3 - Disagree 5.6% 2.6% 3.1% 2.3% 3.0%
4 - Strongly Disagree 2.6% 0.6% 0.8% 1.7% 0.9%
Mean 1.681 1.514 1.585 1.688 1.568

Table 4. Item 2: “I deepened my understanding of the topics we discussed in the course.”

Level I II I v TOTAL
(n =196) (n=974) | m=1052) | (n=176) | (n=2398)
1 - Strongly Agree 41.8% 50.3% 43.2% 33.5% 45.2%
2 - Agree 49.5% 44.8% 51.3% 59.7% 49.1%
3 - Disagree 6.6% 4.3% 4.9% 5.1% 4.8%
4 - Strongly Disagree 2.0% 0.6% 0.6% 1.7% 0.8%
Mean 1.686 1.552 1.629 1.750 1.610
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Table 5. Item 3 - “The homework reading in the textbook helped me prepare for lessons.”

Level I I 11 v TOTAL
(n =196) n=974) | m=1052) | (n=176) | (n=2398)
1 - Strongly Agree 52.0% 64.0% 58.1% 47.7% 59.2%
2 - Agree 38.8% 31.9% 36.8% 42.6% 35.4%
3 - Disagree 7.7% 3.7% 4.4% 8.0% 4.6%
4 - Strongly Disagree 1.5% 0.4% 0.8% 1.7% 0.8%
Mean 1.587 1.405 1.481 1.637 1.470
Table 6. Item 4 - “The textbook activities helped me prepare for discussions.”
Level I I 11 v TOTAL
(n =196) m=974) | m=1052) | (n=176) | (n=2398)
1 - Strongly Agree 62.8% 68.7% 63.7% 50.0% 64.6%
2 - Agree 32.7% 28.2% 34.0% 48.3% 32.6%
3 - Disagree 3.1% 2.5% 2.0% 1.1% 2.2%
4 - Strongly Disagree 1.5% 0.6% 0.3% 0.6% 0.5%
Mean 1.435 1.350 1.389 1.523 1.384

Table 7. Item 5 - “The Discussion Skills (e.g. Opinions) helped me to participate in discussions.”

Level I I 11 v TOTAL
(n =196) (n=974) | m=1052) | (n=176) [ (n=2398)
1 - Strongly Agree 67.3% 78.7% 74.4% 68.2% 75.1%
2 - Agree 29.6% 19.4% 23.9% 31.3% 23.1%
3 - Disagree 1.5% 1.3% 1.3% 0.0% 1.3%
4 - Strongly Disagree 1.5% 0.5% 0.4% 0.6% 0.5%
Mean 1.370 1.234 1.277 1.332 1.272
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Table 8. Item 6 - “The Communication Skills (e.g. Paraphrasing) helped me to participate in
discussions.”

Level I I 11 v TOTAL
(n =196) (n=974) | m=1052) | (n=176) | (n=2398)
1 - Strongly Agree 66.8% 75.3% 70.3% 64.2% 71.6%
2 - Agree 26.5% 22.3% 27.2% 34.1% 25.6%
3 - Disagree 5.1% 23% 22% 0.6% 23%
4 - Strongly Disagree 1.5% 0.2% 0.3% 1.1% 0.4%
Mean 1.411 1.276 1.325 1.386 1.313

Table 9. Item 7 - “The discussion test was a good way to assess my discussion ability.”

Level I I 11 v TOTAL
(n =196) (n=974) | (n=1052) | (n=176) | (n=2398)
1 - Strongly Agree 57.7% 62.3% 60.2% 59.1% 60.8%
2 - Agree 28.1% 30.8% 34.4% 36.4% 32.6%
3 - Disagree 10.7% 5.5% 4.2% 4.5% 5.3%
4 - Strongly Disagree 3.6% 1.3% 1.2% 0.0% 1.4%
Mean 1.604 1.456 1.464 1.454 1.475

Table 10. Item 8 - “The teacher’s feedback during lessons helped me to understand what skills I

needed to use more.”

Level I I 11 v TOTAL
(n =196) (n=974) | m=1052) | (n=176) | (n=2398)
1 - Strongly Agree 70.9% 74.2% 71.2% 63.1% 71.8%
2 - Agree 25.5% 23.4% 26.0% 35.2% 25.6%
3 - Disagree 3.1% 1.7% 1.9% 1.7% 1.9%
4 - Strongly Disagree 0.5% 0.6% 0.9% 0.0% 0.7%
Mean 1.332 1.285 1.325 1.386 1.315
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Table 11. Item 9 - “The teacher’s feedback on the EDC website helped me to understand what
skills I needed to use more.”

Level I I 11 v TOTAL
(n =196) n=974) | m=1052) | (n=176) | (n=2398)
1 - Strongly Agree 60.2% 66.3% 57.9% 55.1% 61.3%
2 - Agree 33.2% 27.9% 34.6% 37.5% 32.0%
3 - Disagree 4.6% 5.1% 6.8% 6.8% 5.7%
4 - Strongly Disagree 2.0% 0.6% 1.2% 0.6% 1.0%
Mean 1.484 1.398 1.508 1.529 1.464

Table 12. Item 10: “The teacher gave clear instructions for using skills and completing activities.”

Level I I I v TOTAL
(n =196) m=974) | m=1052) | (n=176) | (n=2398)
1 - Strongly Agree 85.2% 84.8% 80.6% 71.6% 82.0%
2 - Agree 13.3% 13.7% 18.2% 26.7% 16.6%
3 - Disagree 1.5% 1.1% 1.0% 1.7% 1.2%
4 - Strongly Disagree 0.0% 0.4% 0.2% 0.0% 0.3%
Mean 1.163 1.171 1.208 1.301 1.200

Table 13. Item 11 - “The teacher gave enough time to discuss their opinions and ideas.”

Level I I I v TOTAL
(n =196) n=974) | m=1052) | (n=176) | (n=2398)
1 - Strongly Agree 83.7% 89.0% 84.0% 76.7% 85.5%
2 - Agree 11.7% 10.4% 15.0% 21.6% 13.3%
3 - Disagree 4.1% 0.4% 0.8% 1.1% 0.9%
4 - Strongly Disagree 0.5% 0.2% 0.2% 0.6% 0.3%
Mean 1.214 1.118 1.172 1.256 1.160

280




Program Development: Brereton, Schaefer, Bordilovskaya, and Reid

Table 14. Item 12 - “EDC's small class size helped improve my discussion ability.”

Level I II I v TOTAL
(n =196) (n=974) | (n=1052) | (n=176) | (n=2398)
1 - Strongly Agree 80.6% 84.3% 80.5% 72.7% 81.5%
2 - Agree 14.3% 14.0% 16.7% 23.9% 15.9%
3 - Disagree 4.1% 1.1% 2.1% 2.8% 1.9%
4 - Strongly Disagree 1.0% 0.6% 0.7% 0.6% 0.7%
Mean 1.255 1.180 1.230 1.313 1.218
Table 15. Item 13 - “After taking EDC, my English speaking skills have improved.”
Level I I I v TOTAL
(n =196) m=974) | m=1052) [ (n=176) | (n=2398)
1 - Strongly Agree 58.7% 65.8% 58.0% 56.3% 61.1%
2 - Agree 31.1% 29.0% 35.3% 38.6% 32.6%
3 - Disagree 4.1% 4.1% 5.5% 4.5% 4.8%
4 - Strongly Disagree 6.1% 1.1% 1.2% 0.6% 1.5%
Mean 1.576 1.405 1.499 1.494 1.467
Discussion

The most obvious interpretation of the results of the survey across all of the items is the generally
positive attitude that students had towards the course. In each of the 13 items, the mean score
always fell between 1 and 2, with over 93% of students either strongly agreeing or agreeing with
the statements, including over 98% for three of the items (items 5, 10, 11).

This overall agreement is echoed in the fact that 1.5% was the highest percentage of
students strongly disagreeing with any one item (item 11). One possible reason that this item (“The
teacher gave enough time to discuss their opinions and ideas”) had the lowest total mean (1.160)
is the emphasis placed on student talking time during the training of new instructors by program
managers. Clear targets are set in terms of how much of a lesson should be given to student-to-
student interaction: a minimum of 45 minutes in a 90-minute lesson for first-year instructors, rising
to a minimum of 55 minutes for third, fourth, and fifth-year instructors. Program manager
oversight for this target includes observation procedures that require instructors to calculate the
total student-to-student interaction time in a sample lesson. If the minimum amount is not reached,
instructors are supported in developing ways to increase the quantity of interaction time they can
provide students. The result of item 11 in the survey suggests that this aspect of teacher training is
effective in terms of bringing about lessons in which students feel they have enough time to
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adequately share their ideas.

At the other end, the item with the highest total mean was item 2 (“I deepened my
understanding of the topics we discussed in the course™). While it should be remembered that this
statement was still generally responded positively to by students, its relative amount of
disagreement can be possibly explained through two points. First, while this item refers to one of
the stated aims of the course, it is an aim that is rarely explicitly addressed in teacher training
sessions. Instructors may therefore understandably neglect to consider it when planning and
teaching lessons, preferring to focus on the more concrete and testable aspects of the course, such
as students’ use of target language. Program managers provide few clear guidelines to instructors
in terms of how to raise students’ awareness of whether or not they deepened their understanding
of topics, save for suggestions to include references to student-generated content when giving
feedback. However, this is often seen as secondary to target language feedback, and therefore is
perhaps often omitted.

A second possible explanation for the item 2 result is that this particular aim is better
addressed through the second semester of the course, and therefore would not be reflected in these
first semester results. The target language in the first semester is designed to give students phrases
to share relatively basic ideas on the topics and to organize their discussions. The second
semester’s target language, by contrast, is more focused on phrases that help students apply critical
thinking skills to the topics, such as through questions and answers that address considering
different viewpoints, balancing opinions, or comparing ideas. The course design intends that the
use of these more advanced discussion skills will better help students deepen their understanding
of the course topics. Therefore, a follow-up study that analyzes the second semester survey results
is needed in order to determine whether or not this aim of the course is ultimately better achieved.

Another notable trend from the results is that, in 11 of the 13 items, the Level II students
had the lowest mean scores of all the levels, and the second lowest in the other two. In addition,
the Level III students had the second lowest mean scores in 8 of the 13 items. This is possibly a
result of the overall course design being aimed at the “average” EDC student, in terms of overall
language proficiency, and the stronger set of “average” students, i.e. Level Il over Level 111, being
better capable of achieving course aims and therefore more satisfied with the course. To maintain
relative unification of the course goals, materials, methodology, and assessment across all EDC
students, there are few differences among the curriculum for the four different levels. As a result,
however, it should be recognized that, as a result, some students at the high and low ends of
language proficiency do not feel that the course adequately addresses their needs. While some
steps have been taken to address this issue in the past (e.g. the addition of Japanese translations of
instructions in the Level IV textbook), and some have been considered for the future (see Lesley
& West, 2019), program managers should continue to seek ways to better meet the needs of all
EDC students.

The two items in which neither Level II nor Level III students indicated the strongest
agreement also merit discussion. First, Level IV students most strongly agreed with item 7 (“The
discussion test was a good way to assess my discussion ability”). This possibly points to the fact
that the discussion tests are assessed through criterion-referenced scoring that focuses purely on
use of target language phrases and overall participation. Level IV students are therefore able to
score well on the test through the reciting of those phrases and typically are not penalized for a
lack of linguistic competence. By contrast, Level I students’ mean score on this item was the
lowest among the four levels (and low relative to their scores on most of the other items). This
may be because the test design does not specifically reward their stronger linguistic competence
and they may reject assessment that focuses on the repetition of fixed expressions. One implication
of this is a possible need for development of the test design, especially for Level I students.
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The other item that was not most strongly agreed with by Level II or Level 111 students was
item 10 (“The teacher gave clear instructions for using skills and completing activities”), for which
Level I students had the lowest mean score. This is perhaps unsurprising as Level I students are
likely to have the strongest listening comprehension skills and therefore can interpret instructions
by the teacher with relative ease. However, this suggests that future teacher training sessions by
program managers could include ones that address how to help instructors develop their ability to
give comprehensible instructions to lower level students.

QUALITATIVE DATA
Method of Analysis
Given that the qualitative data came from an open-ended item asking only for “any comments”, it
was clear that the responses could potentially be wide-ranging in terms of focus. As a result, and
due to the large amount of qualitative data being analyzed in this study, a smaller-scale pilot study
was deemed necessary in order to safeguard against any issues which could not otherwise be
anticipated, to test out the proposed research instruments, and to guide the approach taken in the
main study (van Teijlingen & Hundley, 2001; Conn, Algase, Rawl, Zerwic, & Wyman, 2010).
This pilot was carried out using all of the comments that had been written in English. This
approach was taken as it was felt English comments would be relatively quick to analyze yet
would still provide a valuable insight into the types of comments which could potentially be
encountered. As comments were a required part of the survey, several hundred were very short,
including variations of “thank you” or “fun”, and “nothing [to add]”. After these comments were
removed, a sample of 838 items remained. As a starting point for the pilot, the Likert-scale items
were divided into broad areas for analysis by different researchers. By way of example, this meant
that one researcher searched for comments on DSs and CSs, while another searched for responses
referencing teacher feedback, lesson assessment, and discussion tests. Relevant instances were
categorized by the researcher and quantified by the type or theme of the comment. Representative
comments were then chosen to serve as examples and findings were reported among the
researchers. These findings helped inform the approach taken to qualitative data analysis in the
main study itself, as described below.
From the entire qualitative dataset of all English and Japanese responses, comments were first all
read to get a general overview. From this overview, two broad categories for further investigation
were identified:

o Attitude change and affective factors

o Attitudes towards DSs, DSPs, feedback, and assessment
This division covers what might be considered more informal aspects of students’ feelings or
experiences, as well as more formal aspects of the course and curriculum. After identifying these
two areas of interest, the comments were read though again in order to determine the total number
of particular instances of these two themes.

Identification of Emergent Themes

For the first category of attitude change and affective factors, two points stood out. The first was
that many students reported a change in their attitude towards English, and this was a change from
negative to positive feelings. The second was that a noticeable number of students mentioned what
could be termed affective factors. This means positive comments about the effect of classmates or
the effect of the atmosphere in class. Both of these themes might be classed as personal, individual,
or internal effects of the course, as opposed to comments related to specific course goals or
comments related to lesson content or teaching style. These themes are broad areas, so more
specific guidelines were necessary when identifying instances. For changes in attitude, comments

283



New Directions in Teaching and Learning English Discussion, Vol. 7, 2019

were counted if they included explicit statements of a change in attitude from negative to positive.
This refers specifically to comments stating a previous negative feeling and a later positive feeling
towards English or towards the course more generally. Although there were a number of comments
in which a change in attitude could be implied or inferred from what was written, these were not
included to maintain consistency. Two examples of comments that were included are shown below.
(Comments written by students in Japanese are followed by English translations produced by the
authors of this paper in italics).

R EORNIRET D10 & RENBE D L REES L HE LV, DT DR
T BAOBZEZEZZ W TH BRI ELFEICTERLS TR b RhoTe L
BRELFEN TS OBDIEREALRAVEFCT A Ay a vy TEDL LT T
oY el N P

I’'m nervous before each class, but when the lessons start it is surprisingly fun. In the first
lessons I couldnt say my own opinion and the words didnt come out so I couldnt
communicate, but as the lessons continued I think I gradually got better at having a
discussion.

“B AR THEEZMWL DI N H -T2 E, o THELT I E LN T
R

1 had resistance to speaking English with everyone, but when I tried it, it was really fun!

The catalogue of comments on affective factors included those that referred to the positive effect
of class members or positive feelings towards class members. Two examples illustrate this point:

UPRENT FATHBIZT A AT vyaryfikE L,

We could have a smooth discussion because the class got on well.

CERFREDSEWVODNTT S F 2 TICWERMS S TEICHIZ LT ES o724 FA
DOHWNRFEZ B L X 5 EBD TNy FADNEBITEHB L £,

1 feel grateful for the teacher, who explained carefully to me when I couldn t follow or say
anything and my classmates who worked hard to understand my poor English.

Determining and selecting the comments relevant for the second category (attitudes
towards DSs, DSPs, and CSs) involved a holistic interpretation of students’ narratives as quite
often there was an overlap with other themes, such as the previously mentioned affective factors
and overall gratitude to the EDC instructors. Another reason for that was variations in the labelling
of DSs, DSPs and CSs found in students’ comments. Although the Likert-scale items included
examples of DSs and CSs to help students respond appropriately, students used the following
words and phrases to refer to DSs and DSPs: “7 4 A v ¥ 3 » AX )V [discussion skills],
“HREICFRHEH SN TN D 7 L— X [phrases printed in the textbook), “7 4 A7 v+ a v
7 L — X [discussion phrases]. In addition, sometimes it was not clear whether some
respondents differentiated accurately between DSs, DSPs, and CSs. It is also worth mentioning
that there were very few responses about any particular DSs, DSPs, or CSs, as in the following
comment:
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NTT LR ) EMEAD LI eoT,
1 have learned how to use Paraphrasing [a CS] well.

Rather than naming a particular skill or phrase, students tended to give more general
comments about their improvements, but they tended to demonstrate an understanding that the use
of skills taught in the course was essential for that progress.

However, from the two types of skills, i.e. CSs and DSs, the former was not often mentioned
in narratives with examples or reasoning of improvements, whereas DSs (and DSPs) were
mentioned relatively frequently. As such, only DSs and DSPs will be further discussed. One
example of the comments that were considered relevant to students’ learning outcomes was:

“EEEDT LWNT 4 AN v a VAT A EFZSZ LT RIEL Y b LDERVEELEWD
WCE S, £, BREBFT LW L—X&2EH oo, FilEffi~>727 — F&
BLTW ZLETHRORTT A ANy v a ATBIT DR 7 L— X2 EHK S
BLHZENTE, ”

By studying new Discussion Skills every time, I think I managed to have deeper discussions
than before. Also, while studying new phrases every time, we reviewed the words we used
previously, and this helped me to get a good hold of the important phrases that appear in
discussions.

There were also variations in the words used by students to refer to feedback, for example, “~
— KX 77 [feedback], “ = A > K [comment(s)], “ T K /XA R [advice], “FFAli”
[assessment], “EF i1 [scoring], and even “7 4 — R/ 7 O T [feedback numbers].
Sometimes, those categories were difficult to differentiate, as they seemed to be closely related in
students’ comments. For example, one student reported:

“HEERMEIE 2 A "B X DO TEERNH -T2, 7

1 was nervous because every time I was able to receive assessment and comments.

Exploring these two categories of students’ comments in depth was useful for discovering
areas for the further development of the program that were not identified by the quantitative part
of the survey. To summarize, the notable trends concerning affective factors focused on the change
in attitude towards English and the importance of class dynamics. For the trends in comments
concerning formal factors, these demonstrated that most students connected their improvement of
discussion skills with DSs and DSPs taught as a part of the course. While students appreciated the
feedback and assessment from their teachers, there were some organizational aspects of formal
assessment that could be improved based on students’ comments. The following sections discuss
the qualitative results in more detail and the potential implications of these findings.

Results

Attitude change and affective factors

There were 288 comments referring to students’ changes in attitude from negative to positive.
Such comments support the idea that the course objective of helping students to feel comfortable
with English is successful. In particular, many descriptions of the changes in attitude used the
word fXHL [teiko], which in this context is probably best translated as a feeling of discomfort,
hesitancy, or psychological resistance. This is illustrated in the two examples below:
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CHIL W EREZ GG T 2 SRR ool L. T4 A B v v a v OB o
TEDTREMNST, b2 LI IRV TnE ot

My hesitancy towards speaking English went away compared with before, and it was good
that I understood the format of a discussion. I want to be able to speak more.

YA FET 2 LICHI L D IRHIA R Ao T LB, 7

1 think my resistance to speaking English is less than before.

It would seem that numerous students began the course with a somewhat hesitant or reluctant
attitude towards speaking, but this gradually changed over the duration of the course. That the
course engendered a positive change in attitude among so many who took it can be viewed as a
great strength.

There were 130 comments about affective factors. These can broadly be divided into three
areas. Most of these comments (n = 96) mentioned making friends or developing relationships
with classmates. Two examples of these are:

SN TETELD ST, 7

1t was fun because I could make friends.

CUDDWREICHBEEN TOHERICE LWRET L, 7

Iwas blessed with good friends so it was a really enjoyable class.

The frequency of this kind of comment seems significant. We would argue that the small class size
and the active nature of the class (in terms of constant interaction) encourage personal connections.
The second area (n = 27) was regarding classroom atmosphere, such as:

GETZ EDRLTHRETIERWED, IXUDIEFARLZ R EHD E LN, 7T AD
5 < HELUWERFS &EAEDHE BB LWETFED BT TR O Hfh £ T%
LT AADyvaryBdTEELE, ”

Because I wasn t really good at speaking I felt uneasy at first, but because of the bright and

fun atmosphere, and the teacher s amusing instruction, I could have a fun discussion from
beginning to end.

“E VTSR BEICETERICEZHT T NEDT, Wob RWIRI
KDY FAE ST EBWET, ”

The people listening didn't make fun of me and listened seriously, so I think there was
always a good atmosphere.

The third area (n = 7) grouped together other affective factors not captured by the previous two
areas. These included:

SRAEDOBRIOIRES DT T ADA L N=NH AR ELEF > THS < HY
MATOEEBNTIZEKE, 207 FATRYIZEP o EBNELE,
Thanks to the teacher s instruction in each lesson, and the fact that my classmates tackled
the class ambitiously and lightly, I was really glad I was in this class.
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CHEERBEOODRSTO AV AN=LPALTT A RS a &l ERT
R

Even when I couldn 't come up with the right words, I could cooperate with class members
and manage to do the discussion.

These comments about atmosphere and miscellaneous affective factors illustrate the importance
of good relationships for a positive experience for EDC students. The frequency with which
affective factors featured in comments suggests that the interpersonal side of classes is as
significant as the pedagogic side for students. For the vast majority of students, this is likely to be
the first time they are taking an English-only course requiring constant spoken participation, not
to mention one which requires participation and actual discussion. Indeed, the challenges of
communicating in a foreign language are particularly apparent in academic discussions due to the
often improvised nature of discussion and the large cognitive load this places on students. This is
because successfully participating in an academic discussion requires students to generate ideas
both pre- and mid-discussion, organize their ideas and discourse appropriately, and interact
effectively with their peers. In addition, they need to take turns negotiating meaning and repairing
communication breakdowns when necessary, and try to achieve a greater awareness of discussion
topics through analysis and negotiation of ideas and opinions (Alexander, Argent, & Spencer,
2008). Performing all these tasks together is demanding, so a supportive learning environment
would seem vital. The value students placed on such affective factors also links to the comments
about changes in attitude from negative to positive. It seems safe to assume that if the learning
atmosphere is positive, then this contributes to changing students’ perceptions of English.

An interesting side note to these affective comments is that fun seemed to be an important
part of the class for students. (In the analysis the idea of “fun” could be considered an element of
affective factors, but was considered too vague to constitute it by itself.) There were 558 comments
that included the word “#% L\ [fun]. A particularly pertinent example is:

KRN X IR D 2 LIEh Y A EEADEL P12 TT, 7

1t seemed impossible that [ would come to like English, but the class was fun.

Clearly, ‘enjoyment’ is valued by students as an evaluative criteria, and is widely reported among
those taking the course.

Attitudes towards DSs, DSPs, feedback, and assessment

There were 192 representative comments related to two important aspects of the EDC course:
organizing and practicing English discussions by using DSs and/or DSPs (n = 145) and attitudes
to the EDC assessment and feedback system (n = 47).

Overall, there were two main tendencies in students’ comments about practicing and
developing English discussion ability through the use of DSs and DSPs. The first can be grouped
into those showing a positive attitude and understanding of the practical outcome (rn = 125) while
the second group had a negative attitude to the repeated use of DSs and/or DSPs (n = 20). The
comments about DSs and/or DSPs were considered to be positive if they included specific
reasoning that the suggested patterns, structures, and set phrases helped them have more
interesting discussions and develop their proficiency, i.e. students explicitly explained why or how
learning DSs and/or DSPs was beneficial for their English progress. Two examples of these
positive comments were:
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CHRFICREH SN TN D7 L—AEMELIENT5 2 &L THREGFHEEZ YV &
ATV BASOEREZEETRZDIENTEDLEIIThoTo, ™

1 have become able to naturally change topics and to communicate my opinions by using
the phrases listed in the textbook many times.

HLLFERIEL, PRI TZOWVIRIZO 7 L—X] EERFTRLTINTY
DT, TOBEREBNE LR LT 4 AH vy a B TEL, ZHUCL DTk
HCAI 2=/ —a e RDOITIEIN R o T,

1 had fun studying, and my repulsion towards communication in English disappeared
because I was able to have discussions by remembering the materials that clearly stated
when a good timing for using each phrase was.

On the other hand, the negative comments contained some explicitly stated criticism or
dissatisfaction with the use of DSs and/or DSPs. One instance of these negative comments was:

“TL—XEPN TT 4 Ay a VINEDR RN -7, 7
The content of the discussions was shallow due to constant use of phrases.

Another example was written mostly in English, with one Japanese word at the end:

“What we are actually learning in discussion class is not working for progress, but learning
a form. In a word, JEX % [formalism].”

These examples demonstrate that if instructors focus too much on students’ ability to follow
discussion patterns and to use particular set expressions, it can be demotivating for some students.
This is potentially a more noticeable tendency among more proficient students. Anecdotally, there
does appear to be frustration among some Level I students at the requirement to demonstrate their
ability to use DSs, and the appearance of comments in English (7 out of 20) reflecting this view
certainly supports this possibility.

It is important to note that the positive comments (z = 125) significantly outnumbered the
negative ones (n = 20). However, the negative comments can serve as a good reminder for EDC
instructors and program managers that students are well aware of and sensitive to instructors
teaching toward the test, oversimplifying the goals of the course into purely using the DSPs to
achieve a good grade, and focusing too much on the form of specific skills, rather than on students’
ideas or the interactional ability. Students might not be explicit about their dissatisfaction of the
focus during the course of the semester, but they can clearly distinguish between instructors
prioritizing the form they use and “how” they speak over the ideas they generate and what they
actually say.

Another aspect of students’ comments investigated was their attitude to feedback and
assessment. There were 47 comments that mentioned some forms of feedback and assessment,
either together or separately. The comments were also divided into those which were categorized
as positive (n = 18) and those which could be labeled as negative (n = 29). The following
representative example of positive comments shows that a student found their teacher’s advice
explaining their evaluation very useful:
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“FRAMD S DITMERHR D A — /L2325 B AVTR T, B3I 2R D 220D 93
MEZHD ZENTET, ZOBRTIVIGENNRH L EEWES, »

1 think my English proficiency improved even more because every time we received emails
with evaluation, we could clearly understand what we lacked.

On the other hand, students’ comments about post-class assessment showed that some (n = 20)
cited a lack of understanding as to how to interpret their score on the EDC website. One
particularly recurring theme was that the numeric representation of the score was not clear enough
for some students:

FHEDOB TN IRATINEL DS T, bo b T nne &
5.

1 could not understand the numbers of the evaluation well enough, I think they should be
easier to understand.

Discussion

The qualitative analysis of students’ comments and identification of two broad categories
uncovered several potential areas for the further development of the EDC program. These range
from large-scale potential implications for the faculty development and professional training of
EDC instructors to more organizational aspects, such as the need for allocating more time to make
sure that all students can understand the EDC website assessment system. There are other
outcomes, for example, learning more about students’ attitudes and insecurities towards speaking
English and any changes in these attitudes that occur over the course of the semester is rewarding
and motivational for EDC instructors and program managers.

While a change in attitude from negative to positive can be considered a success, on a more
general scale this brings up the important point that so many students held negative attitudes
towards speaking English in the first place. In other words, it is important to consider that the
default position of many of those who enter a 100% English discussion class will be one of
discomfort, hesitancy, or resistance. First of all, instructors must understand that this is the initial
attitude for many of their students. They should be aware that, with their support, this attitude is
likely to change over time, and take this into account when administering classes. It may be a good
idea for EDC instructors to make this explicit and explain this common change to students in order
to prepare them for the experiences they will likely have. More practically, the first lessons of the
course should focus on building confidence and making students feel at ease. The instructor must
take care to encourage and praise student effort. It is also important for the instructor to stress the
need for participation, which can be done when explaining the goals of the course, and also by
intermittently reminding students of the positive effect of active participation on grading
throughout the course. Moreover, if instructors are aware that students will feel resistance and
experience the initial lessons as taxing, they should be explicit that students are nevertheless
performing to the required standard in these initial classes. In other words, teachers should explain
to students that even though the lesson goals may seem challenging, they are still making progress
and achieving what is expected of them. This explicit communication can help teachers make sure
that students understand they are performing to the desired and appropriate level and reduce
learners’ anxiety. Chiefly, then, the implications of the frequent change in student attitude for
instructor behavior are to be aware of students’ mindset, and to verbalize their understanding of
students’ mindset in order to reassure students that their experiences are valid.

Comments about the positive effect of classmates and atmosphere indicate that students
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view success on this course as relying heavily on teamwork and a level of trust between class
members. For instructors, this highlights the importance of rapport building and creating positive
class dynamics as early as possible. It suggests this should be a major goal of the first lesson of
the course. Specifically, this could be achieved, at least in part, by implementing activities in which
students can learn classmates’ names and some personal information about each other. To ensure
classmates are assisting each other as the course progresses, instructors can use practice activities
to strengthen ‘helping’ behaviors. For example, students could be given a structured dialogue in
which they have to help paraphrase a classmate’s idea, or in which they are encouraged to provide
positive feedback on a classmate’s idea during post-discussion feedback. In terms of feedback, the
instructor must be careful to exemplify and praise instances where classmates help each other to
encourage students to keep doing this in the future. When relevant, the instructor can also point
out that such behavior is linked to student grades with respect to how CSs or DSs are used in
helping interactions. Another alternative is that teamwork can be incorporated into self-feedback,
whereby students assess the degree to which they helped each other after each discussion.
Although the quality of interpersonal relationships are determined to some degree by the students
themselves, instructors must be aware of the significance of fostering positive interpersonal
relationships and facilitating good teamwork. While these aspects are explicitly introduced in the
first EDC lesson of each semester and routinely reiterated in subsequent lessons by the majority
of instructors, it is worth ensuring that instructors new to the program understand this point during
their initial orientation and training period. This is particularly important considering that
successful class dynamics will almost certainly improve other more formalized learning outcomes.

Students’ perceptions of and attitudes towards learning English discussions with the help
of DSs and DSPs was consistent with the quantitative results and provided clear examples of
overall students’ satisfaction with the course and lessons’ structure. However, the negative
comments also demonstrate how sensitive students were if the focus of the lessons shifted to
drilling DSPs. Moreover, students’ comments on DSs and DSPs suggest that EDC instructors’
feedback should not be overly focused on the formal aspects of students’ discussions. EDC
instructors, in the course of their professional training, are strongly recommended not to focus on
drilling DSPs, but rather on delivering DSs in a communicative and meaningful way. However,
there may be a tendency to emphasize using DSs and/or DSPs in feedback, and this may make
students feel as if EDC lessons are concerned with form regardless of whether or not content is
attached to it. This perception can further affect students’ motivation and understanding of the
whole program. Although these negative comments were not numerous, they still serve as a good
reminder of how important it is to keep DS presentation, practice, and feedback meaningful and
communicative, as well as to provide students with additional DSPs if necessary. Learning this
from students’ comments rather than being reminded by the program managers may be more
motivational for EDC instructors.

Students’ comments about the feedback and assessment are valuable for EDC instructors
and program managers for two reasons. Firstly, it is clear that some students benefit from reading
their instructors’ online feedback and following their recommendations. Therefore, it is important
to make all students more aware of the value of these comments. In addition, instructors must
ensure their comments are written in an accessible and precise way. This could be an area for
training of new instructors or for continuing professional development. Secondly, although EDC
instructors spend time in the first lesson explaining the assessment criteria, this may not be
sufficient for all students, and so it may be beneficial for instructors to guide students through their
scores, the weight they hold, and how students can improve, more thoroughly and systematically.

To summarize, giving students the option of leaving free comments and analyzing them
was an effective way not only to support the quantitative data, but also to identify the areas not
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covered and anticipated by the Likert-scale items offered by the program managers. Qualitative
data provided a strong support for the overall positive learning experience students were receiving
in the EDC program, and exemplified that students were aware of getting practical learning
outcomes by improving English discussion skills, as well as having a significant change in their
attitude and motivation to studying and speaking English.

CONCLUSION

The findings of this study show that the overwhelming majority of respondents were extremely
satisfied with their EDC classroom experience, and firmly believe that their ability to
communicate and discuss in English improved as a result of taking the course. Key facets of the
course, including the use of discussion and communication skills, the soft CLIL approach, the
small class size, and the role and performance of the EDC instructors all received highly positive
feedback. Respondents were also very positive regarding the use of formalized discussion tests to
test their progress. Additionally, respondents approved of the quality of the textbook, in terms of
it helping them prepare for upcoming discussions and generate ideas for future lessons.

This high satisfaction across all aspects of the course was evident irrespective of students’
proficiency levels, although Level I students did appear to be slightly less satisfied by certain
elements of the course compared to students in other levels. There were only two occasions when
the percentage of Level I respondents who agreed or strongly agreed with the Likert items dropped
below 90%. This occurred in item 7 (85.7%), which asked whether the discussion test was a good
way to test students’ discussion ability, and item 13 (89.8%), which asked whether students felt
their English speaking skills had improved after the course. When viewed in isolation, these
figures appear extremely positive. Yet, when compared with quantitative results from other levels,
this suggests that the course may better meet the communicative needs of students with lower
language abilities than those already capable of communicating in English. At the other end of the
scale, Level IV students indicated that they are the most satisfied of the four levels with EDC
assessment methods yet, understandably, they also suggested that they understood their teachers’
instructions less than students in other levels. As discussed, these findings have implications for
both the way the discussion ability of the most proficient EDC students is assessed, as well as how
EDC instructors communicate with their lowest level learners.

The results of this study have clear implications for ongoing program development. Firstly,
EDC instructors should be made more aware of the negative feelings many of their students
associate with learning English. The discomfort and psychological resistance associated with i
PL [teiko], a concept which may require further research in itself, has potentially damaging
consequences for the success of both the students themselves and the course they are taking. It is
therefore essential that teachers allocate sufficient time at the beginning of their courses for their
students to familiarize themselves with their new context and build a comfortable and supportive
environment with their peers and teachers. The beginning of the course is also crucial when it
comes to students understanding how they will be assessed and how they can monitor their
progress. While EDC assessment is clearly laid out in a course handbook issued to all students at
the beginning of each semester, it cannot be assumed that students will read, comprehend, and
retain this information. In the first lesson of the EDC course, instructors outline the assessment
criteria and format, and introduce students to the EDC website where they can check their grades
and progress. This, however, seems to be too much information for some students to take in,
especially in a second language. It would therefore appear wise for instructors to revisit the key
assessment points on a regular basis and perhaps check students’ understanding of both the criteria
and the meaning of allocated scores more carefully.

In addition, it should be emphasized to instructors that their approach to the teaching of
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DSs ought not to revolve around the insistence of repeated use of specific phrases, particularly
when teaching more proficient students. While this is already an important factor in EDC
instructor training, it may be that instructors need to alter their approach more dramatically from
class to class, and tailor their lessons more carefully to individual student’s needs. This may
involve teaching specific DSPs to less proficient or less confident students to enable them to
successfully perform and recognize the skill in discussion. Yet, at the same time, instructors must
be able to take a more flexible approach towards the use of specific DSPs with more proficient
students. In particular, a more balanced approach to feedback seems to be necessary in some cases.
Instructors must be reminded that a good discussion is multi-faceted, and that students may value
a focus on their ideas and their interactional ability, and not just their use of specific phrases. As
some Level I students have identified, this also has implications for assessment in the formalized
discussion tests, in which students are required to demonstrate an ability to use each DS introduced
on the course so far.

As this was an introductory study into a large bank of EDC student survey data, it was
difficult to anticipate the results, particularly of the qualitative data. While the exploratory RQs
allowed the scope to remain broad and the pilot study permitted a smaller-scale “test run” (Polit,
Beck, & Hungler, 2001, in van Teijlingen & Hundley, 2001), future investigations of EDC student
surveys will be able to build on this introductory study by better anticipating areas for analysis
and, thus, investigate more discrete aspects of students’ responses.

Future studies will also be able to learn from two limitations to this study in terms of data
collection. Firstly, after all data was collected, it was noticed that the computer system
administering the questionnaire had set all responses to display Strongly Agree by default. This
clearly increases the chances of an acquiescence bias through a willingness to agree with the
“given” or “suggested” answer. This error has since been rectified. A further oversight led to
information regarding respondents’ level being omitted from the raw qualitative data, meaning
that cross-level comparisons could only be made using quantitative data. The inclusion of level
information alongside respondents’ comments could have better supported the contrasts and
comparisons made through analysis of the quantitative data, and permitted more insightful
conclusions to be drawn. In part as a result of this, while both quantitative and qualitative research
methods were employed in this study, the results do not always complement each other. While this
approach has certainly succeeded in “providing a fuller and more complete picture of the thing
that is being studied” (Denscombe, 2014, p. 147), the use of the two methods did not always prove
to be complementary, as is the desire with a mixed methods approach (Cohen, Manion, &
Morrison, 2018). Data collection and collation methods have since been rectified in the hope that
studies into student survey data collected in the future can investigate differences in satisfaction
and attitude based on students’ language ability.

As the EDC course runs for two 14-week semesters in an academic year, a logical next step
may be to collect student survey data for the fall semester and carry out a comparative study of
the results. It would be of particular interest to analyze how students’ views towards
communicating in English change, given the reduction in #&$1 [teiko] cited by many respondents
that takes place over the spring semester. Of particular interest to the authors is the impact on
student motivation and confidence that this may have. Further, a number of respondents in this
study seemed to be frustrated by a perceived necessity to simply repeat the DSPs and by a lack of
balance in teacher feedback between skill use and students’ ideas. This would appear to be another
area worthy of exploration, i.e. investigating how students’ attitudes towards the use of DSPs
develop as the number of DSs at their disposal rises and the complexity of the lesson topics
increases. Given that qualitative data in future studies will also include respondents’ proficiency
level, the hypothesis that this view is more prevalent among Level I students could be better tested.
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As key stakeholders in any language program, students are ideally placed to provide unique
insights into how successful they perceive the program to be. This study has shown that students,
even when broadly satisfied with their course, are capable of providing extremely insightful
comments with regard to how they view their learning experience. As has been seen, students’
voices can have powerful implications for ongoing program development and teacher education
and, as such, they play a vital role in ensuring the success of any language program.
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APPENDIX A — Overview of EDC Spring 2018 Semester

Lesson Content Skill
1 Introduction Communication Skills:
Checking Understanding, Clarifying, Paraphrasing
2 Communication 1: Discussion Skill:
The Importance of Communication Asking for and Giving Opinions
3 Communication 2: Discussion Skill:
Making Friends at University Asking for and Giving Reasons
4 Education 1: Communication Skill Review:
Going to University Checking Understanding
Education 2: . q
S University Entrance Exams LEE S I G
6 Environment 1: Discussion Skill:
The Environment and You Asking for and Giving Reasons
7 Environment 2: Discussion Skill:
Urbanization Joining a Discussion
8 Social Issues 1: Communication Skill Review:
Becoming Independent Paraphrasing
Social Issues 2: . q
? Students and Social Pressure LD RS O G722
10 Technology 1: Discussion Skill:
Face-to-face versus Online Communication | Choosing Topics
1 Technology 2: Discussion Skill:
Technology: Past, Present, and Future Asking about and Talking about Possibilities
12 Values 1: Communication Skill Review:
Learning Values Clarifying
13 Values % Discussion Test 3
Happiness
14 Review
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APPENDIX B — EDC Student Survey, Spring 2018

No.1 EDC lessons made me feel more comfortable using English for communication.
BREZZITLZLT, UATKVEFECaIa=s—va 205 Z LITERME 2L
2o,

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree

No.2 I deepened my understanding of the topics we discussed in the course.
BRETHE L I Y ZIZOWTEENRE -,
Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree

No.3 The homework reading in the textbook helped me prepare for lessons.
BRELZTHOEETITE RIS,
Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree

No.4 The textbook activities helped me prepare for discussions.
BREOT /T AT A —ET A ATy ¥V a &L o T,
Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree

No.5 The Discussion SKkills (e.g. Opinions) helped me to participate in discussions.
BECTREARET A Ay varyAx)V Bl BR) 3T 420y va T&L-
7o

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree

No.6 The Communication Skills (e.g. Paraphrasing) helped me to participate in
discussions.

BETEAFE I 2= —Va VAF N Bl BVHZ) BXT 4 ATy v a A&
MNoTr,

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree

No.7 The discussion test was a good way to assess my discussion ability.

TARA YV arTAMIBRDT 4 AN v a Y RBAZTHET 2 BWHIEE -
7o

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree

No.8 The teacher’s feedback during lessons helped me to understand what skills I
needed to use more.

REFOFMPODT7 4 — N ZIZEY, EORFAZLYMED &I B
T&T,
Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree

No.9 The teacher’s feedback on the EDC website helped me to understand what skills I
needed to use more.

EDC V=7 A MIHBENDHAAODOI AL MIED, EORFAELDVMED
RENPLLSEMTET,
Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree
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No.10 The teacher gave clear instructions for using skills and completing activities.
BEATOBUACHERIIFARTH o7z (RAFAVDENFRT 7T 4 BT 4 —DFTWVHIC
2UT0),

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree

No.11 The teacher gave enough time to discuss their opinions and ideas.
BANIRAERLT 4 A A vy v a 1 2REEHIICERT,
Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree

No.12 EDC’s small class size helped improve my discussion ability.
YANE T FGADID, T4 AH vy a VEBEBHEMESEBEZ LR TEE,
Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree

No.13 After taking EDC, my English speaking skills have improved.

TARA Va7 7 RA%XHE L CURIL VREEFET LN TEDLL IR

7o

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree

No.14 Any comments

H BFCd
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