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Abstract

This study explored how small English classes facilitate foreign
language learning, especially speaking skills. It is generally believed
that smaller classes are more appropriate for teaching/learning
speaking skills. This study investigated the effects of class size
using a questionnaire with 76 college students majoring in English in
Japan and classroom observation. The participants were divided into
two groups: those who were learning English in small classes (about
10 students per class) and a large class (about 20 students per
class). The questionnaire was developed for this study based on the
Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (henceforth, SILL: Oxford,
1990). As a result of this study, significant differences were found
between the two types of classes in cognitive strategy use. However,
use of metacognitive strategies was low in both groups. The results
suggested that small classes are not a panacea for teaching/learning
speaking skills, but the judicious use of teaching/learner strategies
in both settings is important.
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1 Introduction

The new Course of Study (Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports,
Science and Technology, 2008) reduced class size in Japanese
public elementary and junior high schools from 2011; behind this
is the belief that teachers can improve their teaching efficiency
with smaller classes, because it is assumed that teachers can
establish closer relationships with students, which in turn has a
positive effect on students’ learning.

As for general public, many people have a strong desire to be
fluent in speaking English and some go to an English conversation
school. They have such assumption that smaller classes are better
because more opportunities to speak English are feasible.
Therefore, many people tend to choose smaller classes, or one-to-
one tutoring in spite of higher fees. It is generally believed that “fewer
is better,” and in a sense, it might be true.

Can this be also applied to English speaking classes at school?
This seems to be right, but is reduction in the number of students
in a class really effective and necessary? Can teachers continue to
teach in small classes in the same way as in large classes? If not,
what are the more practical teaching methods teachers should
adopt? How are students’ attitudes related to English speaking
class? Will reduced class size give any impact on their learning
and belief?

Paying attention to learner strategy is meaningful in that it
sheds light on how learners are learning English. Oxford (1990)

defined “...learning strategies are specific actions taken by the
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learner to make learning easier, faster, more enjoyable, more self-
directed, more effective, and more transferable to new situations” (p.8).
Cohen (1998) states that “...language learning and use strategies
can be defined as those processes which are consciously selected
by learners and which may result in action taken to enhance the
learning or use of a second or foreign language, through the
storage, retention, recall, and application of information about that
language” (p.4). Actually strategies take important roles in learning
English.

Learner strategies can be classified into several types. For
example, O’Malley and Chamot (1990) identified three broad types
of learning strategies: cognitive, metacognitive, and socio-affective.
Oxford (1990) suggested six categories: memory, cognitive,
compensation, metacognitive affective, and social. Wakamoto (2009)
classified learner strategies into four components: cognitive,
communication, metacognitive, and socio-affective.

The more strategies learners know, the greater variety of options
they can have for learning English. Effective strategy use is

expected to help students improve their English proficiency.
2 Background of this study

2.1 Learner Strategies and Learning Environments

There has been much research in relation to individual
differences including studies of good language learners (e.g.,
Naiman, Frohlich, Stern, and Todesco, 1978/1996), influence of
gender (e.g., Green & Oxford, 1995), learning style (e.g., Reid, 1987),

and personality (e.g., Wakamoto, 2009). However, only few studies
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focused on the influence of learning environments. For example,
LoCastro (1994) states that the use of learner strategies is affected
by different learning environments. In her research, she focuses on
strategies employed in an EFL setting. She employed Oxford’s (1990)
self-assessment inventory — the SILL (EFL/ESL version) — and used
group interviews as her research method. She found that Japanese
language learners used mainly memorization strategies and rarely
used strategies involving imagery in reading that were reported to
be used in an ESL setting. She concluded that the use of
strategies is influenced by learning contexts such as ESL or EFL.
It is also important to research the difference of learners’
strategy use between small classes and large classes. The study
will give us useful information about how students and teachers
are learning and should teach English in different conditions to
make the lessons more useful. In regard to this, we cannot find

previous studies that compared small classes with large classes.

2.2 Learning Model

To illustrate the process of foreign language learning including
the possible difference in strategy use between small classes and
large classes, we would like to propose a new learning model
based on Naiman et al’s (1978) and Skehan’s (1991) models (Figure 1).
Our model focuses on three factors among many factors causing
individual differences — learners’ characteristics, teaching classroom
activities and class-size (small/large) —that affect learner strategies,
and finally lead to proficiency. Specifically, we consider the class-

size (small/large) as an important factor.
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Figure 1. Learning model focusing on learner strategies (based on
Naiman et al, 1978; Skehan, 1991)

Figure 2 shows that the term learner strategies contains two
types of strategies: Language learning strategies (Type A) and
Communication strategies (Type B). Type-A strategies are practice
strategies used when the learners practice to improve English
proficiency at home or in class; that is, these are learning habits.
On the other hand, Type-B strategies are the ones to accomplish
specific tasks (e.g., listening tasks) while learners are actually
engaged in communicative activities. In this study, we focus on the

Type-B strategies.

Learner Type A: Language learning strategies
Strategies <

Type B: Communication strategies

Figure 2. Types of learner strategies (Wakamoto, 2009)
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2.3 Research Questions
Our research questions address the followings:

RQ-1: What are the general characteristics of strategies employed
by college students for learning English in Japan?

RQ-2: What strategies are most/least frequently employed in small
classes and large classes?

RQ-3: Are there any variations in the use of strategies by different
teachers?

RQ-4: Are there any differences in learners’ beliefs on speaking

between students in small classes and large classes?
3 Method

3.1 Instruments

As the first step of the survey, we developed a questionnaire
based on Oxford’s (1990) Strategy Inventory for Language Learning
(SILL) in order to investigate Japanese students’ L2 speaking
strategies and learners’ beliefs. We spent quite a few hours
discussing the strategies that Japanese learners of English tended
to use in a speaking class. The first version of the questionnaire
consisted of 68 items. Through the processes of the statistical
testing (opting out the irrelevant items based on Cronbach’s
Alpha), several discussions, and revisions, we added some items
appropriate for Japanese students and deleted some items that
were considered unnecessary. Consequently, the final version of
questionnaire was comprised of 56 items from Part A to Part G as
we explain below. Each question used a four-point Likert-Scale.

Part A included 12 questions about cognitive strategies. The
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questions focused on learners’ tendency of thinking in English,
using the phrases they learned, taking notes and so on. Part B
was made up of 10 questions about communication strategies. The
questions asked the participants about the strategies used to
communicate in English, such as using fillers and circumlocutions.
Part C consisted of 10 questions about metacognitive strategies.
The questions asked about the strategies based on self-direction or
self-evaluation. Part D consisted of four questions concerning
affective strategies. The questions asked the participants how they
managed anxiety or tension during the lesson. Part E dealt with 10
questions about social strategies. These enlightened the interaction
between learners and the teacher. The seven questions of Part F
were related to a sense of fulfillment and learners’ beliefs. The
three questions of Part G asked about the participants’ views on
speaking English, their listening ability in English, and the class
size they preferred.

To triangulate the quantitative data, class observation was
conducted in one class by four researchers with the permission of
the course instructor and participants. Discussion by the
researchers after the observation was done with their own field

notes.

3.2 Participants

Participants of this study were 76 college students majoring in
English in Japan. Five small classes of first-year students and one
large class of second-year students were selected. Importantly, the

size of a speaking class for first-year students was reduced from
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20 to 10 students in 2010 academic year. Table 1 summarizes
information about the participants and the teachers of six classes.
All four teachers were native speakers of English. The proficiency
of the five first-year classes was supposed to be almost in the
same level. Although the teachers were asked to use the same
textbooks and adopt the same evaluation criteria, each teacher had
some room to choose their preferred teaching styles or the topics
to have students discuss. The common aim of the class was set at

improving learners’ speaking abilities.

Table 1. The number of participants in speaking class and its

type
Small class (n=57) Large class (n=19)
Class 1 Class 2 Class 3 Class 4 Class 5 Class 6
Teacher 1 Teacher 2 Teacher 3 Teacher 4 Teacher 3 Teacher 2
11 11 14 10 11 19

Note: Class 3 and 5 were taught by the same teacher.

3.3 Procedures

A pilot study was conducted with 18 college students on
December 9, 2010 to evaluate the questionnaire. Advice was given
about its format, the contents, and whether the rubric and item
descriptions (in Japanese) were easy to understand. Based on that,
amendments on the format had been made several times.

The administration of the questionnaire took place on January
11, 2011. In addition, Class 1 was observed with the permission of
the instructor and participants. During the observation, field notes

were made. Class 1, Class 2, Class 3 and Class 4 were first period;
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Class 5 was third period; and Class 6 was fourth period. The
questionnaire was carried out at the end of each lesson under our
supervision. Before starting, explanations of this study and the
instructions for how to answer the questionnaire were given in
Japanese. Furthermore, the participants were told that there were
no right or wrong answers. The questionnaire administration took

approximately 5 minutes for each class.
4 Results and Discussions

4.1 Reliabilities of the Questionnaire

First, Cronbach’s Alpha coefficients were calculated to check the
reliability of the questionnaire using the Statistical Package for the
Social Sciences Version 18.0 Japanese (henceforth, SPSS), and it
reached a reliable level: total strategy use (Cronbach’s Alpha = .885);
Part A (Cronbach’s Alpha = .725); Part B (Cronbach’s Alpha = .759);
Part C (Cronbach’s Alpha = .638); Part D (Cronbach’s Alpha = .485);
Part E (Cronbach’s Alpha = .749); Part F (Cronbach’s Alpha = .625);
and Part G (Cronbach’s Alpha = .517).*

4.2 Descriptive Statistics: Responding to RQ-1
Next, we will show the descriptive statistics of learner strategy
use: the five most frequently/ least frequently used strategies from

Part A to Part E (Table 2).
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Table 2. Overall use of strategies

Rank Most frequently used strategies M Least frequently used strategies M

1 I used the English words I know 360 I looked up words in the dictionary 127
in different ways. (5) ’ in advance before the class. (30) i
I practiced English with other I evaluated my performance myself.

2 341 1.53
students. (46) (31)
When I could not think of English I thought about what I would say

3 words, I used words that mean the 3.34 R 1.53

. in advance before the class. (29)

same thing. (16)

1 I paid attention to whether listeners 399 I thought about what I would say 160
understood what 1 said. (45) ’ in the next class. (32) :
1 actively spoke English in pairs or When T could not think of a word,

5 vely sp € P 3.28 I pronounced Japanese word like 211

groups . (38) English. (17)

Note: Numbers in parenthesis indicate the questionnaire item number.

As Table 2 shows, college students tended to use social
strategies frequently: they practiced English with other students;
they spoke English by checking whether others understood what
they said; they spoke English actively. Also, they used
communication strategies quite often: they used other words with
the same meaning when they could not think of English words;
they used gestures when they could not think of a word; they
guessed from clues, for example voices, tones and facial
expressions, if they did not understand. On the other hand, they
did not use metacognitive strategies often: looking up words in the
dictionary ahead Dbefore taking class; evaluating their own
performances themselves; organizing what they were going to say
before class. One of the reasons for infrequent use of these
strategies is that the class format did not allow students to plan

ahead. If they had known in advance what they would study in
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class, they might have used those strategies more often. In this
sense, the influence of teaching or classroom activities should be

considered (Figure 1).

4.3 Comparison of Strategy Use between Small Classes and a Large
Class: Responding to RQ-2
Table 3 and 4 illustrate the difference of strategy wuse in
speaking classes. We see that participants in the small classes did
not often use the strategy of consulting a dictionary for unknown

words (1), while it was frequently used in the large class.

Table 3. Most frequently used strategies: Cognitive strategies

Rank Small class M Large class M
1 I used the English words I know 263 I used the English words I know 350
in different ways. (5) : in different ways. (5) )
9 I actively used phrases that friends 395 I tried to speak English like a 300
or teachers used. (6) i native English speaker. (12) .
3 I actively used words or phrases 316 I actively used phrases that friends 3.00
that I memorized in the class. (8) ’ or teachers used. (6) :
I thought in English as much as I consulted a dictionary for
4 . 3.16 2.89
possible. (4) unknown words. (1)
I translated from English to . .
5 Japanese to understand what [ 3.11 [ tried to understand by repeating 2.83

heard. (9) in my head. (11)

Note: Numbers in parenthesis indicate the questionnaire item number.

With regard to the strategy of thinking in English (4), while the
participants in the large class did not often use it, those in the

small classes often used it (Table 4).
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Table 4. Least frequently used strategies of strategies: Cognitive

strategies
Rank Small class M Large class M
I translated Japanese to English in I memorized good phrases that
1 advance and rehearsed it in my 2.35 teachers used by saying them to 1.56
mind. (3) myself. (10)
I consulted a dictionary for o I wrote down words or phrases to
2 2.42 . . 1.83
unknown words. (1) memorize. (7)
3 1 ma.de notes in Japanese or 242 1 mgde notes in Japanese or 2.00
English. (2) English. (2)
I memorized good phrases that . .
I thought in English as ch as
4  teachers used by saying them to 247 <Tug in Enghish as much as 2.28
possible. (4)
myself. (10)
I wrote down words or phrases to I translated Japanese to English in
5 P 2.56 advance and rehearsed it in my 2.37

memorize. (7) mind. (3)

Note: Numbers in parenthesis indicate the questionnaire item No.

It is suggested that the time allowed for participants to think
and respond was different. For example, in a large class there
were 20 students who spoke English at intervals; they had more
time to use the dictionary, to think first in Japanese and translate
into English or to take notes. However, in the case of small
classes, because there were only 10 students, they needed to speak
English frequently and respond to the teacher immediately; they
had less time to consult the dictionary and write down words or
phrases in their notes.

As can be seen in Table 5, there is one distinctive different
strategy “When [ did not understand something in English, I
asked the teachers to say it again” (40). It is probable that the
environment was different between small classes and a large class.

In the case of small classes, the relationship between teachers and
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students would be expected to be closer so they could easily
communicate with each other, and students could more easily ask
questions to teachers. On the other hand, it seemed difficult to
increase interaction between teachers and students in a large class

and it was hard for students to ask teachers for help.

Table 5. Overall use of social strategies

Rank Small class M Large class M
I practiced English with other 337 I practiced English with other 356
students. (46) ’ students. (46) :

9 1 actively spoke English in pairs or 330 I paid attention to whether listeners 332
groups. (38) ’ understood what I said. (45) :

3 I paid attention to whether listeners 398 I asked for help from other 396
understood what I said. (45) ’ students. (42) i
When I did not understand I actively spoke English in pairs or

4 something in English, I asked the 3.18 Y SD e P 3.21

teachers to say it again. (40) group . (38)
When I talked, I paid attention to

3.02  what the interlocutor was interested 3.00
in. (44)

I asked for help from other
students. (42)

When I talked, I paid attention to
P I asked teachers or other students

hat the interl i X 2.
6 :):1 elet) e interlocutor was interested 3.00 to correct me when 1 talked. (37) 79

When I did not understand
I asked teachers or other students . .. . .
7 ) 293 something in English, I asked the 2.79
to correct me when I talked. (37) K .
teachers to say it again. (40)

8 I asked for help from teachers. (41) 2.84 I asked for help from teachers. (41) 2.74

I tried to learn about culture of When I did not understand

9 English speakers, for example 274 something in English, I asked the 247
eye-contact. (43) interlocutors to slow down. (39)
When I did not understand I tried to learn about culture of

10 something in English, I asked the 2.72 English speakers, for example 2.26
interlocutors to slow down. (39) eye-contact. (43)

Note: Numbers in parenthesis indicate the questionnaire item No.
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As a response to RQ-2, in small classes students used several
important cognitive strategies to facilitate speaking skills. On the
other hand, in a large class the use of social strategies was
noteworthy. As shown in the learning model (Figure 1), this
difference is assumed to be due to class-size. However, the least
frequently used strategy was the same for both class sizes:
metacognitive strategies. The possible reason is that the students
had passive attitudes to class; they did not to make preparation;
they did not do self-evaluation; and they did not prepare for next

class.

4.4 Variations of Strategy Use by Teachers: Responding to RQ-3

As Figure 3 shows, students frequently used social strategies
such as No.38 and No.45. They also used communication strategies
such as No.13 and No.16 frequently. Students in small classes can
communicate with each other easily and build good relationships.
These situations help them relax and make it easier to speak
English. On the other hand, metacognitive strategies were not used
so often. Metacognitive strategies are also called “Self-management
strategies” (Wenden, 1991). Students who use metacognitive
strategies effectively are expected to improve their proficiency in
English. Therefore, teachers should induce students to use

metacognitive strategies more.
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Figure 3. Variation of strategy use by classes (different teachers)

Note: Classes 1 to 5 were all small size. The large class was excluded from this analysis.

However, differences in strategy use among classes of different
teachers can also be found. It can be said that teachers’ teaching
style might have influenced students’ strategy use. Although all
teachers managed their speaking classes in accordance with the
same syllabus, each teacher should have their own teaching style.
As a result, students came to use learner strategies consciously or
unconsciously that suited their teacher’s teaching style. We may
say that teachers’ choices of teaching method had an impact on
students’ strategy use.

As a response to RQ-3, students’ strategy use had something in
common. While social and communication strategies were
frequently used, the use of metacognitive strategies was low.

Interesting differences in the use of strategies by different teachers
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were also seen. That is assumed to be because students used the
strategies that matched their teachers’ teaching style. In this sense,
students’ strategy use could be closely connected with teachers’

teaching style (see Figure 1).

4.5 Comparison of Learners’ Beliefs between Small classes and a

Large Class: Responding to RQ-4

Table 6 indicates that the overall results did not show any large
differences in learners’ beliefs on speaking between the small
classes and the large class. The participants of both groups
enjoyed and understood the lesson: they had positive attitudes
toward speaking English. In addition, they were scarcely tense
during the lesson, which indicates that a friendly atmosphere was
nurtured over the year regardless of the class size. On the other
hand, the participants of both groups were not fully satisfied with
communication with their teachers or with their own English
speaking proficiency. Surprisingly, the participants in the small
classes had this belief more strongly than those in the large class,
though the differences in their years at the university (first versus
second years) and their English proficiency may have affected

these results.
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Table 6. Learners’ beliefs on speaking

Rank Small class M Large class M
1 I enjoyed the lesson. (52) 3.65 I understood the lesson. (50) 3.50
9 The atmosphere encouraged me to 347 The atmosphere encouraged me to 399

speak English. (53) speak English. (53)
3 I understood the lesson. (50) 3.39 I enjoyed the lesson. (52) 3.17
4 I had a positive attitude. (47) 3.35 I communicated with the teacher. (49) 2.89
5 I communicated with the teacher. (49) 2.96 I spoke English fully. (48) 2.89
6 I felt tense. (51) 243 I had a positive attitude. (47) 2.44
7 1 spoke English fully. (48) 2.46 I felt tense. (51) 1.83

Note: Numbers in parenthesis indicate the questionnaire item No.

During the classroom observation (Class 1), we found that the
participants enjoyed working on the activities in pairs or in
groups. However, one of the researchers noticed that direct
interaction between the teacher and the individual students was
rare. According to Green and Oxford (1995), it is important for
teachers to recognize that individual differences influenced by
many learners’ characteristics affect strategy use. The smaller the
class is, the closer look the teacher could have at students’
preferences or beliefs. In order to make the most of the small
class size, teachers need to develop student-centered task or group
activities that match the class size. Thus, just having a small class
of ten students is not sufficient to change their beliefs on
speaking. We argue that approaches to a small class should be
different from approaches to a large class. Here a change of

teachers’ belief and strategies is needed.
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Figure 4. Desirable class size for learning speaking skills

Note: Small indicates participants learning in small classes (n=57); Large indicates those
who were learning in a large class (n=19)

Figure 4 displays that the majority of participants in both the
small classes and the large class answered that the most
appropriate speaking class should consist of ten students. First-
year students seemed to be satisfied with their speaking class size.
It is noteworthy that second-year students whose class consisted of
twenty preferred a small class of ten. Neither group of participants
supported further reduction in class size, such as a class of five
students.

Speaking is an interactive activity in which one should
collaborate with others while expressing one’s own opinions.
Therefore, creating a low-risk classroom climate is a key issue. A

learner who is tense, anxious, or bored may ‘filter out’ input so
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that he/she cannot acquire a language successfully (Krashen, 1982).
From this point of view, we point out that a small class of ten is
regarded as the ‘safety zone’ in which students can develop
willingness to communicate (Yashima, 2002).

As a response to RQ-4, there is no prominent difference in
learners’ beliefs on speaking between the small classes and the
large class. In the classroom, in order to improve learners’
speaking abilities, thoughtful teaching strategies appropriate to the
class size might be required in addition to the appropriate
classroom environment. In conclusion, a small class of ten students

is regarded as an appropriate size by majority of participants.
5 Conclusion

5.1 Findings

(1) As a general tendency, Japanese college students used social
and communication strategies frequently. On the other hand,
they used metacognitive strategies infrequently.

(2) In small classes, students used several important cognitive
strategies to facilitate speaking skills. This is one of the
advantages of learning in small classes. On the other hand, use
of social strategies was noteworthy in a large class. This
difference seems to be caused by class size —small or large.
However, the least frequently used type of strategy was the same
to both class size: metacognitive strategies. The reason is
assumed to be that the students had passive attitudes toward
the class depending too much on teachers and they did not do

preparation; they did not make self-evaluation, and they did not
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prepare for the next class.

(3) Several differences among classes of different teachers were
observed. It is possible that students used strategies that fit
with their teachers’ teaching style.

(4) There were no prominent differences in learners’ beliefs on
speaking between a small class and a large class. In the
classroom, in order to improve learners’ speaking abilities,
flexible teaching strategies might be required in addition to the
appropriate classroom environment. Furthermore, a small class
of ten students is regarded as an appropriate size by the

majority of the participants.

5.2 Limitations of This Study
The limitations of the study are as follows:

(1) All the participants were female college students at DWCLA
and all belonged to English Department. This factor very likely
affected the results of this study. To generalize the findings of
this study, including coeducational university students and non-
English majors is desirable in a further study.

(2) In this study, we mainly concentrated on quantitative data.
With more detailed qualitative data, such as a focus group
interview or an open-ended questionnaire, we would have
received additional data.

(3) We had only one large class to compare with small classes.
Furthermore, two small classes were taught by the same teacher,
and we did not observe these classes. It is necessary to be

cautious about generalization of this study.
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) In comparing large and small classes, we were also comparing
first-and second-year classes. This may have explained some

differences.

5.3 Implications

The results of this study suggest the following implications.

First, a small class of ten students and appropriate teaching
strategies are effective and desirable for a speaking class.
Moreover, seating arrangements play an important role in
activities: Circles and horseshoe shapes are useful types of
arrangements in a small class. They permit sustained interaction
between the teacher and students and encourage students to work
on active pair work and discussions.

Second, grouping is beneficial in a large class. In the case of
teaching a large class of forty students, they could be divided into
two groups. For example, while one half of twenty students are
engaged in speaking activities with a teacher or with their
partners, the other half of twenty can work on individual activities
such as listening to lessons on an iPod or writing paper
concerning a topic of speaking. Thus, improvement of strategies
will add concentration to classroom atmosphere even in a large
class.

It is important that students are busy working on activities so
that they may not get bored with the lesson. A small class and
the appropriate strategies will contribute to helping them
developing their four English skills — speaking, listening, reading

and writing. We should also remember that a small class is not a
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panacea but just a supporting educational environment. This study

opens a number of avenues for further research.
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Although every effort was made to increase its reliability, Cronbach’s
Alpha for Part D was rather low. One main reason is that the number
of items for Part D was small.

Appendix

SBISC (Strategy and Belief Inventory for a Speaking Class) Version 1.0

A= v 7 OFFEPITHE N U 7258 5 e O SGE 78 Tk 5 ik A
Developed by Matsuoka, Takizawa, Fujimura, & Wakamoto (2011)
CRAFFEICEBICFIA L ICERIEO N —T ) v 7 72 EI3EIE L T2)

Part A (12) :

e e
o = O

O 00 N O U B W N =

. DPLRVGEME, BEETHANTHEL .

L TR EYEEELIIAAGETAE L,

. BHPLD, FHTHNEEZIGEICEL T, DOPTI A=t 2L,
. CEDHRITFFETE AT,

. TEDRTH - TWDEEA) - RBLZME- TEHL T2,

KR O - 1eRH 2 B2 bR i 7o,

. CORRICHE A TCEA) - KB Z2 ) — MCESHED T,

. T ORRNCHE 2 72358 - KB 2R ICfE - 72,

. TEFEAE AARGEICAR L CHEIMEL T2,

L RERBWEERREH oS, FNEOERLNWTH A,
L HWENBEEZEOPFTERYIRL T, #MBL LY L LT,

L RAT AT A= =D X9 BTG TEHT LS LT .
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Part B (10) :

13. FEFETHEL TWT, HEERESEVOPRWE, = 2Fv—THRHL,

14, FFEEZEVTWDOEE HFEPRICMZZB O E L TWDHIHERIL 72,

15, FEEH W T TOR LRV, HFORD h—CEHORE» S T OER A
HEL 72,

16. JEEIRBEFESE WO VWE, FU X 9 2Bk 2 OB OSSR L H - 72,

17. FEFETHEYLENEWEN TRV, BAE 2 RICHEST L.

18, FFETHY B NEWVENIZ RV, HFENEL TE > T b0 EF- T,

19, FFEZFETHE, BB LMo TWD My 7 0E%a$ 5 X 9 lctEmiT 7z,

20, JEOHFESLKIANT CITHTIRWEE “uh,” “Well” el L 55T, B2 50
ik =AY N

21, FEEHBIEZ 2 720Id o< DEEL T2,

22, KENFHEEZL TWHHIC, WICHAHDPFHETNEEEZ TRV,

Part C (10) :

23. AARGEZMEDRVWE 9. LNz,

24, FEEEAMWT, SO0 DLRVERH-> ThRIC Lo 72,
25. BEBERAA v NP EE 2RI HHV,

26, WEELZMWTWDEE, HOPREMBETE TWDIRE R,

27. DELFERTETCVDELEIPEZT,

28. M OIFEDIE > TWRWIREIT 72,

29. A HOBETMEZTE T, HOLPLOEZLTEL,

30. S HOEMETH S REELDHOLPLOFETHITE L,
3. HADN T 4=~V A% b5+ A5 - 3R EVD KO ICHDFHMEL 72,
32. WEIDWETED X9 ITHRFELFEE I BRI,

Part D (4) :

33, FEFEAFETHE, UV Ty 7 AT D K5I ET .
34, HEWERATIC, Bn)o THFETHEL 2,
35, MMM T S5 L5, BAEMELR.
36. FRETEFLFENTELER, BOZEDT.

Part E (10) :

37, FAERKGEICKBL - BEREDOMEVWEZEL TH bol,
38, RTRIN—T THFELFETRE, BAYICH VAT,

39, WEEDDLLLRVEE, Wo<DFELTH B H L9 ICHAT,
40. FGEEDRDPLRVE, b —EFoTHbH 5 KO ITHATL,
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41, WoTele, SBECBT 2k Tz,

42, WoTclf, b OKFEICHITERD T,

43, FAFT 4 TOL (FA a4 7 helk) B%ELIICLE.

44, FF (KGE) ORBRSELREEZEZEZRVBLFEL T,

45, BODFELTNWD Z L ZFFEPIMRL TWDH D, MR LARNRLEE LTz,
46, KELWHIIL THEE LI,

Part F (7) :

47, FEMRICSGEZEE £ 9 L LTz,

48. o EEE AR T,

49, el a 2= —v 3 VBRI,
50, ENERPISHEME T,

51. BRL 7.

52. Lo,

53. BELXT o,

Part G (3) :
54, W77 T AYA XL, EOBRETT»M?
A) 5AL<BWN
B) 10A<BW
C) 15A< BN
D) 20A< HW
E) 25 A< B

55. BHIpiclt, WFEAFETZ LN
A) &2,

B) ELo0EFZIAFETE,
C) ELL2EFE TN,
D) #Heniz,

56. PR ARANKFEALEL T, HRICOAE—F 2 VNI,
A) ERATWD,

B) RXENLTND,

C) FIREE,

D) %o TND,

E) 4-oTWn5,



