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Effectiveness and Evaluation in CAI

Bernard Susser Doshisha Women’s College
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1. Introduction

The theme of this paper is the effectiveness of CAI and CALL but it is only fair to
state at the outset that I have no intention of answering questions like “Is CALL effective?” or
“Are computers useful for learning?” No one asks if books are effective for learning or if CD
players are useful in education because such questions are impossible to answer without
specifying both the content of the book or CD and the given learing situation. Even so, a
recent survey by Hubbard (2002) shows that the question of CAI effectiveness is just as
important today as when Dunkel (1991) surveyed the effectiveness literature more than ten
years ago.

There is no mystery why the CAI effectiveness question is so important.
Computers and their related equipment are expensive, and their use potentially brings about
fundamental changes in teaching methods and educational administration; the decision to adopt
computers is difficult without some evidence that the results would be worth this expense and
effort. This paper first defines “effectiveness” and “evaluation,” and then reviews the
previous literature on CALI effectiveness, paying particular attention to the problems that arose
as researchers tried to evaluate CAL.  Next, I look at four different perspectives for evaluating
CAI materials to clarify the relationship between evaluation and effectiveness. Finally, I
consider a different approach to evaluating computer-based learning by emphasizing effect
rather than effectiveness. (Throughout this paper I use the term CAI rather than CALL
because most of the research cited deals with the more general field of computer-assisted
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instruction; also, the word “computer” is used as a shorthand for “computer running some
software.”)

2. Definitions

2.1. Educational Effectiveness

Effectiveness in education can be seen as the degree to which leamers reach the
prescribed objectives (Morrison, Ross, & Kemp, 2001, p. 278), or the profundity of the effects
the learning experience had on them (Stufflebeam, 2000, pp. 299-300). In theory this is
straightforward but the problem appears in the “prescribed objectives” because frequently the
various stakeholders, including not only learners and teachers but also parents, administrators,
politicians, and the wider community, have different ideas about the purposes for which
educational technology is being used, leading to problems in measuring its effectiveness
(Trotter, 1998, pp. 15-27).  This problem can be solved only on a case-by-case basis.

2.2. Educational Evaluation

Educational evaluation has been defined neatly by Tyler as “essentially the process
of determining to what extent the educational objectives are actually being realized...” (cited in
Alexander & Hedberg, 1994, p. 234). There are many types of evaluation; here I consider
four main types that appear regularly in the CAI evaluation literature: formative, summative,
situated, and integrative. Formative evaluation takes place as the material or program is being
developed; it answers the question: How can it be improved? Summative evaluation, on the
other hand, examines the impact of the completed material or program on the learners,
answering the question: How well does it work? (Bruce & Rubin, 1993, pp. 178-179).

In contrast, a situated evaluation is “one that analyzes the varieties of use of the
innovation across contexts” to answer the question: “What practices emerge as the innovation
is incorporated into different settings?” (Bruce & Rubin, 1993, p. 203). Specifically, a
situated evaluation looks at how the materials are used or the program is implemented in
different ways in different seftings. This redresses what Bruce and Rubin claim are the
serious limitations to both summative and formative evaluation, “most of which relate to the
fact that there is no provision for examining the interaction of the innovation with the situation
in which the innovation is used” (p. 190). Finally, integrative evaluation is “aimed at
improving teaching and learning by better integration of the CAL [computer-assisted learning]
material into the overall situation” (Draper, Brown, Henderson, & McAteer, 1996, p. 28). It
is similar to situated evaluation in considering each case on its own merits but emphasizes not
merely reporting results but bringing about changes in the situation that has been evaluated.

3. Effectiveness of Technology-based Learning
For this paper I have divided the “effectiveness” literature into roughly two groups:
(1) arguments on the use of computers in education, and (2) research on their effectiveness.

2
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(1) The arguments in the first group fall naturally into two subgroups: pro and con.
Educators such as Papert (1980; 1993) and diSessa (2000) stress the value of computers in
education. In contrast, many critics have argued that that computer-assisted instruction is
ill-advised, has serious drawbacks, is not worth the expense, or actually may be harmful (e.g.,
Cuban, 2001; Healy, 1998; Stoll, 2000).

(2) The second group consists of the research on the effectiveness of computers for
learning.  There are three main positions: (a) CAl is effective; (b) CAI is not effective; and (c)
such research is impossible.

(2a) Research claiming that CAI is effective

This claim starts with the assumption that some form of research to demonstrate
CALL effectiveness, possibly by comparison with traditional instruction, is possible (see, e.g.,
Chapelle, 2001, pp. 74ff.). In fact, numerous studies have shown that computer software has
affected student achievement positively. This experimental literature has taken three forms:
(i) individual studies (e.g., Nagata, 1997); (ii) research surveys (e.g., Sivin-Kachala & Bialo,
2000), which summarize the findings of individual studies; and (iii) meta-analyses (listed in
Kulik, 1994, p. 12), which use statistical procedures to compare the results of individual studies
more meaningfully.

(2b) Research claiming that CAl is not effective

The second position argues the opposite, that there is no evidence that CAI has any
positive effects on learning. Proponents of this position argue that: (i) some studies show that
there is no significant difference between CAI and traditional instruction or even that CAI
produces poorer results (e.g., Wenglinsky, 1998, p. 29); (ii) the research showing positive
effects is flawed (e.g., Joy & Garcia, 2000, pp. 35-38; Mitchell, 1997/2000; Salaberry, 1996, pp.
9-10); or (iii) the claimed positive effects of computer use are hemmed in with qualifications,
such as type of task or level of teacher’s training (e.g., Quinn & Valentine, 2002).

(2c) Arguments that such research is impossible

A third position claims that research comparing effects of CAI to other forms of
instruction is either impossible or irrelevant (e.g., Brown & Wack, 1999; Means, et al., 1993,
Chapter V: Effects on Student Achievement; Yildiz & Atkins, 1993, pp. 133-135).
Arguments for this position are supported by a combination of the following beliefs: (i) there is
no such thing as the “computer condition” so the experimental method is invalid (e.g., Chapelle,
2000, pp. 210-212; Miech, Nave, & Mosteller, 1997, p. 75); (ii) researchers have reported that
control group designs are not useful for evaluating technology in actual school programs
(Baker, Herman, & Gearhart, 1996, p. 192); (iii) leaming is by its nature situated so that the
technology cannot be separated from the social practices of the classroom (e.g., Bruce & Rubin,
1993); (iv) the role of media in learning is not clear (e.g., Clark, 1994); (v) given the nature of
software and how it is used, it is impossible for researchers to treat each member of the
experimental group as having had the same exposure to or experience with the software
(Alexander and Hedberg, 1994, p. 240); (vi) CAI activities are ambiguous by nature (e.g,,
Chapelle, 1994); (vii) different learners use software differently from the teacher’s or

-
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designer’s intention (e.g., Moore, 1993); (viii) technology is by nature “malleable in use,” with
scale and network effects and complex characteristics (Bruce, 1999); and (ix) the rapid changes
in hardware, operating systems, and software rapidly makes research findings obsolete
(Kirkpatrick & Cuban, 1998, Observations). '

4. Effectiveness in CAI Evaluation
In this section I look at the role played by the concept of “effectiveness” in
evaluation from four different perspectives.

4.1. Good Educational Practice

The first perspective is the teacher’s. Chickering and Gamson’s (1987) seven
principles of good educational practice were applied to new communication and information
technologies by Chickering and Ehrmann (1996).  The principles are:

1. Contacts between students and faculty

2. Reciprocity and cooperation among students

3. Active learning techniques

4, Prompt feedback

5. Emphasis on time on task

6. Communication of high expectations

7. Respect for diverse talents and ways of learning

Although the word “effective” does not appear here, the implication is clear that good
educational practice is “good” because it is effective in the sense described above. These
principles certainly have strong face validity and the authors claim that they are based on a
large body of research data (Chickering & Gamson, 1987, A Focus for Improvement).
However, the claim that technology promotes these principles is not substantiated. A project
designed to test this claim (Chickering & Ehrmann, 1996, Evaluation and the Seven Principles)
was mentioned but at this point their claim is only speculation.

4.2. Experimental Learning

In contrast to the above, this perspective focuses primarily on the learner. Milne
starts with three aspects of evaluation: correctness of the content; ease of use; and effectiveness
of the program’s support of the leaming process (1996, p. 3). In other words, evaluation is
concerned with learming effectiveness and Milne proposes to assess learning effectiveness by
establishing how well “four components necessary for learning to occur” are supported by the
software. These four components are based on Race’s (e.g., 1993) reworking of Kolb’s
theory of experimental learning: wanting to learn (motivation); learning by doing (practice);
feedback; and digesting the experience. Milne proposes four evaluation questions to be asked
about software: (1) does it motivate the learners? (2) Do the tasks in the software make the
users learn by doing something? (3) Does the package provide adequate feedback? and (4)
Does the package help learners to internalize the material? (p. 3). Positive answers to these

4
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questions establish that the program is effective.

It is interesting that this perspective distinguishes effectiveness from both content
and the operational aspect of the software or site. This seems to mean that a given software
could effectively support learning of mistaken content, a position that might be tenable in
theory but is not of much use to practicing teachers. The distinction between learning
effectiveness and ease of use is also problematic; how, for example, could an Internet site help
learners to internalize the material if its navigational structure is so poorly designed as to
frustrate users? Clearly, this division into three aspects weakens seriously this perspective’s
usefulness for evaluating effectiveness.

4.3. Second Language Acquisition (SLA)

The above perspectives both covered CAI generally but the following two focus on
CALL in particular. Chapelle presents five principles for evaluating CALL (2001, pp.
52-57):
Evaluation is a situation-specific argument
Evaluation should be both judgmental and empirical
The evaluation criteria should be drawn from SLA theory and research
Criteria should be applied based on the purpose of the CALL task

5. The key point is the language learning potential of the CALL task
Chapelle makes clear that there is no point in talking about the effectiveness of CALL in
general; rather, evaluation must show “in what ways a particular CALL task is appropriate for
particular learners at a given time” (p. 53). She argues further that the task must create the

Sl e

potential for language learning, not just language use (pp. 55, 58). The appropriateness of a
given task at a given time is determined by how well the task “promotes beneficial focus on
form”; this is turn is measured by how well the task conforms to Skehan’s list of criteria for
promoting focus on form (Chapelle, 2001, p. 55).

This approach to evaluation is significant for two reasons.  First, Chapelle provides
a clear measure of effectiveness: the language leaming potential of a specific task in a specific
situation. Second, her criteria for task appropriateness (p. 55), her questions for the
judgmental analysis of that appropriateness (p. 59), and her questions for the empirical
evaluation of CALL tasks (p. 68) are almost entirely applicable to any language learning task,
computer-based or not; only the issue of practicality, which refers to adequacy of hardware and
software resources, is CALL-specific. This suggests that our basic question is not “Is CALL
effective?” but rather “Does it make sense to do this appropriate (effective) task using the
CALL medium?”

As powerful as Chapelle’s argument is, it is not free of problems. First, her
reliance on SLA theory as a standard for evaluation may not be appropriate; Levy (2002, pp.
72-73), for example, expresses reservations about its application to CALL. Second, it was
pointed out above that learners use software differently from the teacher’s or designer’s
intention, making it difficult to specify a given task; Levy (2002, pp. 73-75) cites Nunan and

5
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other authorities to the effect that the teacher or designer cannot be sure that the learners will do
the task as it was intended. Third, Allum (2002) conducted an experiment following
Chapelle’s call to relate tasks to second language acquisition theory (p. 151); his results show
that there was not much difference between the teacher-led class and the CALL class (pp. 156
ff). More important, he found that “the criteria derived from SLA are not sufficiently clearly
defined” so that “it is hard to decide if a particular activity in a CALL class meets a particular
SLA criteria [sic]” (p. 161). This suggests that Chapelle’s proposal for CALL evaluation has
serious weaknesses.

4.4. Software Evaluation Checklists

Checklists are a standard tool for evaluating courseware (Susser, 2001); here 1 take
just two examples designed for language teaching. Bradin (1999, p. 174) divides her
checklist into two parts, feasibility and quality; quality is further subdivided into content,
format, and operation. The word “effective” is used only for minor aspects of the software
but it is clear that the goal of the evaluation is to select software that is effective for language
learning. The ICT4LT project evaluation forms (Hewer, 2001, § 3.6 Software evaluation)
come in two parts: one for softiware and one for web sites. The software form has five
sections: functionality, media content, quality of linguistic/cultural content, relevance, and
outcomes. Again, the word “effective” does not appear but the item “ability of sofiware to
raise standard of student achievement beyond that expected from alternative resources” is very
close to the definition of educational effectiveness given above.

While there are many similarities between Bradin’s and the ICTALT software
evaluation forms, the differences are also striking even though these forms are similar in length.
Bradin devotes five questions to feasibility, defined as “whether it is possible to use the
software in your particular lab environment” (p. 161) while the ICT4LT form ignores this issue.
Both forms have several questions on content; while some overlap (e.g., accuracy), others do
not (e.g., strategy training). As a final example, both forms have several questions on
operation/functionality but there is hardly any overlap of the specific points addressed.

This brief comparison suggests that checklists have great flexibility but can be
haphazard unless their contents are determined by some governing principle. A second point
is that the relationship between the individual checklist items and the general issue of
educational effectiveness is complex. For example, there is an implicit assumption in the
checklist items “How interactive is the software?” (Bradin) or “Strategy training” (ICT4LT)
that interactivity or strategy training make the software effective for the situation in which it
will be used. However, given that interactivity is not mentioned in ICT4LT and strategy
training does not appear in Bradin, we could say that these two items are not essential to CALL
effectiveness, but this is also an indication that there is no such thing as CALL effectiveness in
and of itself. Finally, it is interesting to compare the kinds of advisory or even prescriptive
items found on checklists made by CAI specialists such as Bradin and Hewer and the kinds of
questions practicing teachers actually ask. There are some overlaps, such as ease of use or

6
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motivation, but teachers also want to know who will repair the equipment when it breaks down
and if “student use of computers [will] weaken my classroom authority” (Cuban, 2001, p. 168;
see Robb & Susser, 2000 for details on how teachers actually select software)."

5. Effect and Effectiveness

The above review of research and discussion of four perspectives on the
effectiveness of CAI has shown that, as Ehrmann (1995) said, effectiveness is simply not the
right question to ask when we are considering the role of technology in education or learning
generally, beyond a specific task or situation. Instead, we can ask questions about the effects
of computers and the Internet on education. There is strong evidence that technology has
great “potential as a catalyst for change.... Teachers change the way they run their classrooms.
Parents become more involved. Assessments reflect real-world activities. Children enjoy
learning” (Fatemi, 1998 { 3; see also Warschauer, 1999, pp. 163 ff.). Educators have found
that computer technology lets “teachers see complex assignments as feasible” and it “lends
authenticity to school tasks” (Means & Olson, 1994, p. 18); both of these lead to improved
leamming. In other words, effectiveness applies only in the case when we want to measure
how much a specific computer function such as interactivity or intelligent feedback helps a
particular learner to acquire a particular skill or item of knowledge. In contrast, on the general
level, we can look only at the effects that computers bring about beyond their specific functions.
For example, computer- or web-based drills may be more effective than printed drills because
the computer can recycle missed items; an effect beyond that function is that the nature of the
web allows students access to a tremendous variety of drills made by many different teachers.

The field of computers and writing offers an excellent example of how computers
and then networks had effects beyond their functions to improve writing instruction.  The text
manipulation functions of word processing software facilitated the revision process and
network functions promoted written communication in writing classrooms.”  These functions
not only were effective for their specific purposes but had a great effect beyond their specific
functions: they made transparent the process approach and the social theory of writing. To
take just one example, one of the central tenets of the process approach to writing instruction is
getting students to revise; word processing software has functions that allow writers to revise
easily, without having to retype sections that do not need revision. This powerful function
had an even more powerful effect beyond the function when teachers became “no longer
embarrassed to ask the student to do it over again.” (Ehrmann, 1995 6. Strategies matter most;
see also Susser 1993a, p. 17). In other words, this computer function not only made it easier
for students to revise, it fundamentally affected the way writing teachers treated student writing.
This view of computer effects is supported by large-scale studies: Palmquist, Kiefer,
Hartvigsen, and Goodlew (1998) concluded that “striking differences exist in the interactions
taking place in the traditional and the computer classrooms (p. 54) even with the same
teachers.””
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6. Conclusion

This paper has argued that in evaluating the effectiveness of CAI we must maintain
a distinction between the effectiveness of a given computer-based activity for a specified
learning task in a particular situation, and a more general effect beyond functions of computer
technologies on teaching and learning. The research cited above shows both that computers
can have a positive effect on learning but also that we are a long way from understanding how
best to use computers and how to avoid the problems associated with such use. I hope that
my argument has helped to clarify what can and cannot be said about the effectiveness of CAI
and at the same time will serve as an impetus to further research in this area.

Notes

' The ICTALT evaluation form for web sites adds additional complications because it
combines evaluation for two different users: learners and teachers. On evaluation of
instructional web sites, see Susser and Robb (in press).

2 On computers and writing see Hawisher, LeBlanc, Moran, and Selfe (1996). Process
writing is discussed in Susser (1993a, 1994) and networks and writing in Susser (1993b). See
Susser (1998) for details on word processing functions in writing instruction.

3 Cochran-Smith, Paris, and Kahn (1991) is another large-scale study with the same conclusion.
However, some research (e.g., Snyder, 1996, p. 176) contradicts this finding, and Cuban’s
(2001) main point is that computers reinforce existing practice in the classroom (e.g., pp. 96-97,
134-135, 171).
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Lessons Learned: Tracking Online Learning

Thomas N. Robb Kyoto Sangyo University
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1. Introduction

Building an interactive software program can be a challenging task, but to make
one with demonstrable pedagogical utility increases the challenge several fold. This
article chronicles the development, use and evaluation of an interactive video listening
activity the use of which was required by all first year English majors at Kyoto Sangyo
University, Faculty of Foreign Languages

The English majors in our Intensive English program take two courses during their
first year, both of which meet three times a week for 90 minutes each. One of these
courses, the/“Content Course” involves a number of content areas. Teachers rotate
among the sections (of which there are 5-6 per year) teaching their assigned content area
for 6-10 weeks.

The other course which concerns us here is the “Skills Course” which is
superficially a “standard” 4-skills course. We have adopted New Interchange 2
(Cambridge) with its video and CD-ROM components as our basic course material.
Even with three ninety-minute periods per week, however, class time is limited. We
attempt to use as much of the time as we can on “communicative” activities. Thus the
reading component of this “four skills” course is mainly addressed via extensive reading,
which the students do outside of class. Similarly, we do not spend as much time in class
with intensive listening activities since these are best done outside of class where the
learner can approach the material at his or her own pace.

When the course first started, due to a software bug, the promised CD-ROM
component of the course was still not available for student purchase. Since we had
planned to make extensive use of the CD-ROM for outside work, I appealed to
Cambridge to allow me to put a beta version of the CD-ROM on our own server until
such time as the product was ready for sale. They readily agreed.

After receiving the beta version, I built an activity around the QuickTime movies
on the CD, which contained all of the video segments from the classroom video tape.
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The activity (Figure 1), programmed in Javascript, is accessed via a web browser, with all
activity during its use logged on a Unix server via a cgi script. I took this opportunity to
build in this tracking mechanism so that we would know who had used the program, and
the degree of success that they would have with it. This also gave me the opportunity to
record how the students used the program so that I could provide a design for future
versions that better met their needs.

2. Operation of the software

After logging in, specifying the location of the QuickTime movies and the unit to
be studied, students can preview the entire video or specific segments using the
QuickTime controls. They then proceed to the activity itself, a simple cloze activity
designed to give them practice in comprehending rapid speech. All of the items selected
for deletion are phrases that they would have no problem with if they were reading them,
but which could be difficult to comprehend in rapid speech.

Students proceed by clicking on the numbered buttons that automatically play just
the target segment of the video repeatedly. They proceed to fill in the blanks and then go
on to the next item. When they have done as much as they can, they can click “check” at
the bottom of the screen. Their score is calculated and all wrong answers are replaced
with “XXXX.” They then have the option of going over the ones they got wrong and
rechecking their answers as many times as they wish. When they can make no further
progress, then can click on “See answers” to view a graphic of the correctly completed
activity, after which they can go back and try again if they wish. As a simple stratagem to
prevent wholesale cheating, the “See Answers” button was set to work only after the
answers had been checked.

3. Getting students to do it

From the logs, it soon became clear that many students were not accessing the
program. Since complete data on the students’ activity was being logged, I generated
periodic reports for each class detailing how many minutes each student had spent on
each of the units that they were supposed to have practiced (Figure 2). Furthermore, the
students were informed that they would lose one point off their final grade for the course
for each of the 8 units not accessed by the deadline for that term.
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| Keiko Tanaka 020808

Video Location; [ CD-ROM (Mac) ]
Play entire video:
[ Auto Start ij [ Loop video iﬂ

Practice Exercises:

Directions: Click on each button and then fill in the blanks with the missing words.
When you are finished click on "Check Answers".

Is all the food fready togo 2 Well, ['ve packed the drinks, the rolls, and the hamburgers. Do we
need [anything eise]?

Oh, [wed better _ (ah) bring something for [breakfast

(And) all the camping gear? Yeah, it's all packed . . . the tent, the sleeping bags. Uh-hwh
Hey, this so much fun. Oh, yes. Wel camping in years.

. So, what we take?

. I'm my guitar. Great!

. You'd better take lots of music. | - a four-hour drive with just Mom and Dad.
It sure is. | the baseball game on TV tonight. Don't remind me.

Hey, do you think I | these? Yeah. Why not?
Gee, | much room. Maybe we | some of this stuff out.

[ don't know. It| an old laundry bag. l the garage. Then I'll have I
for this.

(#12) 1 think we're to go.
- soon or we won't geta good campsite.

- I l we didn't forget
- But we're going camping, boys. We're I fishing and climbing.
(#16) Did | the tent?

W I the van this morning. What did it I ? It's in a green bag.
(#18] Unh-oh! Is | it was? What do you mean?

We didn't realize it was the tent. We thought it was . . . An old laundry bag or something. So we

l to make room for our things.
Are you serious? What are we f now? I don't know. We I here without a tent.

Check Answers | 130 See Answers

Figure 1 -- The New Interchange 2 webware screen

This policy worked quite well. While students often lagged behind, virtually all
students completed all units by the specified deadline. Reminders were periodically
circulated in the classes so that the teachers could remind the students about their outside
work, and as might be expected, there would be a sudden spurt of online activity
immediately thereafter. In the Fall Term of 2001, excluding repeaters and those who
dropped out, 163 of 185 students accessed all of the units, while another 19 students
accessed at least five of the eight.
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Status on November 15 Status on January 25 (End of course)
Unit——>[ 9]10]11]12{13]14|15]|1 Unit-->| 9[10i11[12]13[14[15]16
Aoki Mika 21|25 0| ©O Aoki Mika 21125|13311110]12]13|t4

Ishisaki Seiko: 18|24]122,
Ishihara Emi 30(25]26
Ueda Tomomi 18/10[13
Oka Mineko 0] 0] ©
Kawai Neomi  [22| 0 O
Kawanaka Minaka24{23]| 0
Kita Maki 112]10]12
Kitamura Akiko {18[16] O
Saitou Kanako ol 0f 0
Sakurai Kaor 9y 71 9
Sugiwaki Akiko 0135(37
Sekichi Yoshie 16]23{18
Tanimura Yukiko [12(21]27
Tsujinosho Yuuko|12[14|19
Nakazawa Sayaka|24|17(23
Nakajima Miku o0]12] ©
Nishiki Mayo 0] 0] O
Hasegawa Mariko}16|25] O
Hayashi Yuuko [15(17] O
Hirano Yuka 22120128
Fujii Ayako of 0] O
Maezawa Miho |13}10{ O
0

16

28

16

0

Ishiseki Séiko 18{24{221231 711617116
Ishihara Emi 30|25(26(|31]33(29{15] o
Ueda Tomomi 18[10]13/15{29115[17]12
Oka Mineko 11]16|18{13] 7[32|25|16
Kawai Neomi 42(22|18|57]1413]41|14
Kawanaka Minako [24[23]29|23|18] 0{43|19
Kita Maki 12110{12|14]14|12]21]17
Kitamwa Akiko |18|16]24[48(|23]|23[33{18
Saitou Kanako ol o] of o} 0} 0} o] o
Sakurai Kaori 9 7| 9] 9| 6] 7|22|14
Sugiwaki Akike  [44|35|37|37(36(35/26/21
Sekichi Yoshie 16[23|18[17|14{12]18[21
Tanimuwra Yukiko |12|21{27(23|18]16[26]19
Tsujinosho Yuuko |12[14[19]18|16[15[15([15
Nakezawa Sayaka [24[17[23[18113]11]15/18
Naksjima Miku ol[12|16]13|13|20]16] 7
Nishiki Mayo 27]46|36[23] 9[20]14|22
Hasegawa Mariko |16]25[26|16|12[17]13]|15
Hayeshi Yuuko ]15[17}23[1819]13[19[13
Hirano Yuka 22120{28116{15]13] 8|14
Fujii Ayako 30/50[19|27]49|24/26{17
Maezawa Miho [13|10{20]19] of o] ol1e
Masude Rumi  [20]24|18]15{17{15|11[18
Matsuo Chiski |16(24|16(|28|15|18{25]|14
Matsunaga Tomoe [24|21]28(32{21119|15]16
Matsumoto Rie 1311111612 7(14] 7| 7
Matono Junko  [12]|14|14]15]|19]23|38(23
Mizusawa Emi  [12/18]10{13]19] 8[11]t0
Murayama Maki 20| O] 0| 0]20|25|20|21
Monguwhi Mari  |12[34]12[18]15]17[24(10
Yamada Miyoko [20|12]19}17{12}14} O ¢
Yussa Kanae 11111]26]13[20]24]19{16
Totalstudents  |29[29[29(29]29]28(29]29

A

Masuda Rumi 20i24| 0
Matsuo Chiaki {1624
Matsunaga Tomoe(24/21
Matsumoto Rie |13]11
Matono Junko 01 0
Mizusawa Emi |12]|18]10
Murayama Maki | 0} 0] O
Moriguchi Meari  [12|34[12
Yamada Miyoko [20]12{19
Yuasa Kanae o[11] O
Total students 23124(16

—_

Figure 2 -- Sample report to an instructor at two different points of time
showing minutes of activity per unit accessed

Figure 2 shows the results for one class, the highest and most motivated one, on
November 15, 2001 when units 9, 10 & 11 should have been completed and January 25,
2002 after the course had ended. Note that only 16 of the 30 students in this section had
done Unit 11 which should have been completed by that date and only two students had
jumped ahead and done the next unit, which was still being studied in class. (To protect
their privacy, the students’ names have been changed.)

More concrete data was obtained through an analysis of the ‘moves’ made by the
students as they used the program (Figure 3). Data was sent to the server each time that
the student clicked “Check Answers” or “See Answers.” Data included the current score
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as well as the number of times that one of the numbered play buttons had been clicked,
along with the time since the student began the activity. From this raw data, the
following figures were calculated for each student:

* Average time spent per unit (“Avg Time” in Fig. 3)

» Time span between program start and the first time “Check Answers” was
clicked. (“Time@First Check”)

* Number of buttons clicked between program start and the first time “Check
Answers” was clicked. (“Clicks@First Check”)

» An adjusted number of clicked to compensate for the fact that the units had
differing numbers of buttons.

* Score the first time “Check Answers” was clicked. (“Points@First Check™)

* Average number of times the student checked the answers per unit.(“Avg Check
Times™)

+ Average number of times the student peeked at the graphic of the model answers.
(Avg Show Times)

» Average time span before student first peeked at the graphic of the correct
answers. (Avg. First Show Time).

» Average score obtained when the student first peeked at the graphic of the
correct answers. (Avg First Show Points)

* Days lapsed between the time the student could have started the unit and time the
unit was accessed. (Avg First Show Points)

These data were then compared to the following:

* Score on the TOEFL, administered at the completion of the fall term.(TOEFL)

* Improvement on the TOEFL since the April administration, 6 months earlier.
(TOEFL impr)

« Score on the Listening section of the TOEFL. (TOEFL List)

* Improvement on the TOEFL Listening section. (TOEFL L-Impr)

« Final grade for the Skills course

» Final grade for the Content course
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Figure 3 -- Statist

From the data above, we can see that there are only a few items which would

appear to have a correlation with one of the objective TOEFL factors --The four circled
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items under Listening Improvement. Now let us view the actual statistical correlations
(Fig. 4).

TOEFL Listening Component

TOEFL Scores TOEFL Improvement
Correlation P-Value Correlation | P-Value
Time Spent .017 .8283 277 .0006
FirstShow Pts .406 <.0001 .103 1920
FirstShowTime .052 5127 .285 0002
ShowTimes -.022 .8108 .189 0120
CheckTimes 115 1318 129 .0798
Points@Check .403 <.0001 .028 .6364
(N=170)
Overall TOEFL Score
TOEFL Scores TOEFL Improvement
Correlation P-Value Correlation | P-Value
Time Spent -.002 9765 122 1165
FirstShow Pts 390 <.0001 015 .8507
FirstShowTime .016 .8345 114 1477
ShowTimes -.042 177 125 .0857
CheckTimes .059 3733 .076 2708
Points@Check 414 <.0001 .020 6826
(N=170)

Figure 4 -- Correlation data for the video results for the Fall Term, 2001
(Units 9-16)

The first observation we can make from the data is that there are small but
significant correlations between the students’ improvement in the TOEFL Listening
section and the length of time spent using the program, as well as the length of time
between starting the program and the first time they peeked at the correct answers and the
number of times they viewed the answers. Correlations with other factors were not
significant although there appears to be a weak correlation with the number of times that
they checked their answers for correctness.

It is clear from these data that students whose listening ability improved, as
measured by TOEFL tests in April, and then the following January, spent more time
using the video software. The delay in time before the answers were checked however,
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could simply be due to the fact that they spent more time on each exercise rather than a
conscious strategy to postpone looking at the answers. A future attitude questionnaire
will be needed to address this question.

Furthermore, the length of time spent could itself be a manifestation of two
conflicting factors. Students of lower ability will clearly require more time to finish the
activity than those of higher ability. Additionally, students with higher motivation will
spend more time since they will want to do a more thorough job.

Looking at the total scores, we can see a similar pattern for both the TOEFL-L
subscore and the total TOEFL scores. The only significant correlations were the scores
obtained at the point where the student first checked the answers or peeked at the model
answers. This logically follows since we would expect students of higher ability to be
able to obtain higher scores the first time around. No surprises here.

4. Improvements to the webware

When watching the students using the program in class, I noticed that some
students left the Model Answer Window open after making their initial check. I realized
that it would be possible for students to answer just one item, check their score and then
peek at the model answers, thereby being able to “cheat” on the rest of the items.

To prevent this, I modified the program in the following way:

1)Any click on a button to play a segment automatically causes the Model
Answer Window to close.

2) The program keeps track of which buttons have been clicked (which items
have supposedly been listened to) and when scoring, does not include
answers to any items that have not been listened to. Instead, it simply blanks
them out. Furthermore, if a student enters text in a field without listening to
that specific sentence first, a warning pops up saying “Click on the button
and listen to the video BEFORE you fill in the blanks!”

Another source of inaccuracy in the statistics gathered could be due to students
leaving the program on-screen without actively using it. To take this problem into account,
an “idle time” measurement has been built in which will tally any time over 20 seconds
per ‘move’. Hopefully this will allow a better measurement of the total time used.

With the program “tightened up” in this way, students should be able to use the
site more efficiently, and hopefully, statistics from future school terms will show a closer
correlation with their general listening improvement.

4. 1. A Caveat
I also discovered the danger of making too many assumptions about how students
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would use the program. [ originally assumed that the “ideal” way to use the program
would be as described earlier:

» Watch the entire video through

« Click on each button in turn and fill in the blanks

* Click on “check answers” when one pass has been made at all items.

* Return to the items missed and try again.

*» Check all answers again, and

» Finally, view the “model answers” by clicking on the “See Answers” button.

Programmatically, I could have attempted to strictly enforce this procedure, for
example, by not permitting answers to be checked or correct answers to be viewed until all
had been attempted.

The usage database shows, however, that some of the better students prefer to
check their answers after filling in one or just a few blanks. Also, few students spend
time viewing the entire video, perhaps because they have already seen it in class.

Thus the new restrictions are ones which would clearly be unproductive uses such
as filling in blanks without listening to the video.

5. Conclusion

The tracking statistics generated by this program were clearly useful in forcing all
students to do this required work outside of class, as manifested by the data in Figure 2.

The statistics also seem to indicate that there is a connection between productive
use of the program and improvement in general listening ability, as measured by the
TOEFL. Imprecisions in the measurements taken and in the manner in which students
actually use the program, however, cloud the picture. Another term of data, with better
program controls and data from additional usage factors, such as the amount of idle time,
may provide a clearer picture of what role programs like this can play in our students’
language learning.

Note: Readers with access to the CD-ROM for New Interchange 2 may contact the
author for instructions on how to access the webware over the Internet.
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Abstract

The purpose of this empirical study is to identify the degree to which learners’
ability of reading aloud an English passage is related to their integrative ability of
English as a Foreign Language (EFL). For this purpose, correlations between the
subjects’ cloze-test scores and those of reading aloud a passage were examined.
The subjects were 37 Japanese university students learning EFL. They were first
given a cloze test. They were then requested to read aloud and tape-record two
English passages, which were different in terms of readability. Their individual
readings were scored based on a criteria prepared by the researchers. The result
shows that learners’ cloze-test scores are strongly correlated to their scores of
reading aloud. Also, the findings indicate that, with an easier passage, learners’
ability to read aloud fluently with appropriate pauses is correlated more strongly to
their integrative ability of EFL than their ability to read aloud with appropriate
prosodic features is.
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2VE DREWIRIEERES L BR L QW B ATEEMIIE E TE 42\ (Clay & Imlach,
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BIEIC KB EN TN D, ZREN 0235 5 D 6 B TERAIN, 1 056 4 KBLTE
RS (0.5) ZERITTAE 10 B (REO&FIZ 0~5) OFHMiiE Lz, TELME]
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B, 2 AO#EETIC LY. HEIORE LAV TEREDHE— 2K - 7= %ifThhi,
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= HrE B KE
=R & REFRKF
Abstract

This paper points out the necessity of mental lexicon, introduces an
incidental/implicit vocabulary learning system, and evaluates the effectiveness
of this system. Incidental learning happens without the awareness of learning,
but as a by-product of other learning activities. The authors set word parts as
learning material, and developed a CALL system which divided English
vocabulary items into word parts. In this system, the meaning of a root, its
etymological usage and several affixes are presented as unintentional
information, along with the image, spelling, and meaning of a prefix; and the
meaning, spelling, and part-of-speech role of a suffix. The subjects were 138
college students divided into an experimental group (n=62) and a control
group (n=76). For the pre-post tests, Word Levels Tests and a word parts
recognition test were administered. The analysis indicated significant
interactions between the groups on the Academic word level, the 5000 word
level, and word parts recognition tests. These results showed both vocabulary
knowledge and word parts recognition skills were increased significantly in
the experimental group.

Key words: EFL, vocabulary, word parts, incidental learning, CALL.
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A=a—HEE (Figure 1) 13, FEEBOREREHT TH D, SBIROEKRICESZ 8D
DAT AV —IIHTHNTNWD, ¥ RAJEHEFigure )iz, ZDOY 7 My =T DHE%R
RIEHE TH D & LRI FEITREEHFORRPRE S BAFETERFREND,
Z DT AT LTO Orienting Task [TIEZ & 72 2 BEET M(word parts) DIEA S HEFRR
BETHD, ZhicxtL, (M GEEREY) BF@RE LT, BROER, FBREE
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FA7BEED T¥omY A NIZi, BERFELERHFLRE-DORY MR, £KX 10
EETERRTEDLICR-TWVDS, HEHLBRSL, FORBHAMNZRL visual
image 7%, MEHELZBESL, TORARE L BEREMBTEND, HEFICIT, AR
F L THOERPEREBIZENDOHDLORH D, FlxiE, HEFFED de-izi. [Tz
(decrease, deposit 72 &), TEEN T (decide, declare 72 &), (52212 (demonstrate, deny
REYE VST EBDOERN S, HREEFEO-ent 1213, AFABREN) L AR
(~MED) DRZIBERHD, TOVAT AT, ZhbORFEREERLZENIC
RRTDHIENTES, FRIJBEREOA LI, YSFEEEOITIY —4& LB
BOBELNUBRRTINTREY, LETHIEEERNTORERSITZA L 5 ICEE
EhTWn3,

A% |
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M [be still ~ on one’s parents XX BMDFRAML 5TV, be ~ for j
* lcapital on public capital WEE—RD F{FFH->T WS, Success
s ~ on your efforts. RIHRIBALIVIE, a ~ territory B,

SR [[9HERE <HFH7SC AB<ITUB(BRTHED) = Mo+ 55 P
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EE:

de-: down: RFNCOYT. BT, TR, <PHIBB<T7 8 de-, =2
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Figure 3. KR [EI{.

FEEORENPME > TO oA D KR FHIZ, EAZD KR F# (Figure 3) ., 1E
fig) & STy oWmBERTN, R & 17277 TRREND, FEVOKRE
W|WTIE, BEEICOVWTOMHCL, BiE-> CRAFEFHICETI LD LR, 28H
X, FEULUEBAXERRTDIZI LT, ER~OFERDPD 2ONATHL, HrLWLY
AT AT, KR E#HIC THRE & 3R] 2BML, LVELSOEREER L,
F o, EEAKOEEEEIZIE ST lexical competence &, FEENEBR LV D BT
BREACEETEDL I KR FROABEDHEE2ITo7, KR (Zid, BEEELERD
ERNEREEOBFBEEAWVEFIINRREN, BEESELRROF TR RTE D
ORI RENTND, AFFEOBANL, ZOVRAT AR FEERWLRRT TFEEE
WCHEAXEAZE T, BBENEEFOBINENCIEZDIDRERIET S EiIZH B,

5k
BBRE  WWREIX, BEPCEH=ET, BEAMEXT XA MLV PCEE TKH 70 45

MO EZXZ T -BERFE1EL 1384 THD, HBREIT 275X HhTbN, ER
FEITREZERRED O 20 4[], Root Method IZ L AFE 21T o3 E 624 THY | Xt
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FREHITIRZERR 247> K 20 5/, PC Bl CHAEMMBED H 5 reading FE (K 300 55)
Z{To776 % Thd, BROEEEBITEEMBER LT,

BT A . KFEAZHRIC, ERBINZY 7 T 2HBLEI V=T
INEFRA LN NAN—TOFEEDROLBEZITo 7, BT X ML, EBELL
7T A D EEFORMBMT A bEITol, FBEL-ULT A M, 10,000 35 L~V E RV
2T, Schmitt, Schmitt, and Clapham(2001){Z X % Version 1 % pre 7 A b & LT 2002 4E
4 A 22 BiZ, Nation(2001)iZ X % Test B % post 7 2 b & LT 6 A 24 BIZERE L 7=
FRIFRD 25 43), AR LEEFFOBI N EZRET H - DICEREICRBRE AN D(eg,
pre/jud/ice) = & THEEAEE, R, BREFIOMI TS, BEFZEHET X MAppendix A)%
415 B& 6 A 24 BIZER L7-(HIBRER 10 53),

R

FBELANULT R ML, 6 EORRBEOF S 3 EOEFEROEKZRIT SR 10 A
NEHEEREINTEBYAFH 30 REETEA LR, 72720, Test B® Academic 38 L ~L
i R2ENLGEEEN TS 72, HRICIZ10/12 2R CTHRE L, $io, B
R|T A M, HHF L EREOMFEETHEEEN 0B THRIN TS, EE
OBAIT. THOEEOY N SFNEBICIELWE XIZE 2, 30 AAaTEA L,
BERFE L HEFOB/BRICOWTIL, ZRENOE ) SiFNIE LWEESIZ, E& LRE
EEDTELANL 30 AR THEA L,

BEL LT R SOFER(Table 1)iZ 2 TODIERE L~V T pre-post DEFHENE S,
7 NV—T7 & pre-post DA HAEH Ti Academic 35 L ~L & 5000 35 L~V C 1%/KEEDH
BERBEVBR LN, SEIOT X MEI—MRKEREEHEFORR TITON 2D, h#
BB/ DORES 72 2000 55 L~/ & 3000 3B LNV CIIERBE L XHBREE L T, AFKOFEE
F1 DM % 7R U 7= (Figures 4 and 5), &\ L~V DEEEEIL, reading <° listening FRRRM 5
BROCEBINDITEDTHAS5, —FH, BEFBOLENREFIZE L Academic 75 L
~YL & 5000 §E LIS BV TEREBEO RIS RIS A B2 O R S 7= (Figures

6 and 7),

Table 1 FEELL LT A b EHEERRMT A P OFEHEL ZEIERAD FiE

Word Levels Experimental (62) Control (76) F-Value
Test pre post pre post Interaction

2000word 19.55 21.52 18.79 21.00 0.13

3000word 12.95 16.47 12.14 15.13 0.48

Academic 9.11 11.83 9.33 9.50 7.37

5000word 1.81 8.00 1.84 4.09 26.79
B pre post pre post

Correct 11.08 15.39 10.96 12.05 17.81

Prefix 20.77 23.40 21.59 22 .43 7.79

Suffix 14.50 18.79 14.26 15.17 17.28
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Figure 5. 3000 3& L' ~)UIZHB 1T B T /V—T"L pre-post & DR ELER.

F(1,138)=7.97; »<.0075
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Figure 6. Academic & L' ~/WZEIT 5 7 /L— 7 & pre-post & DR ANEM.
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(Figure 8), IEEZIDBNITEY L THBEOK 1 UKL, %%ﬁﬁi’( T4 KLl B
%R UTs, AR L RO/, Figure 9 IR &N D X 912, HEREE(m = 15.68)
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—0— .
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Figure 8. #EFERFT A NOEZIZBIT BT V—T & pre-post & DX EAEM.
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Appendix A. BEEER#T A b

RO HEEE LR, SBR. BRHFOYHTHIILGSL,

i trans|form|ation

1) |influence 16) |composition
2) |performance 17) |composure

d |digestible 18) |impression
49 |retrogression| 19) |approbation
5 |superlative 20) |improbable
6) |obligate 21) |appropriate
7 |apology 22) |ascendant

8 |delusion 23) |prescience
9) |immediate 24) |description
10} |emigrant 25) ladjacent

11) |admirable 26) |compatible
12) |enormous 27 |concurrent
13) |abnormal 28) |intermediate
14) |innumerable 29) |preliminary
15) |coordinate 30) | reluctance
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CALL #2217 331} % PowerPoint OF|H & FDEEMHE:

oS VA NS

Abstract

This paper focuses on the application of PowerPoint to the author's three Chinese
language classes, examining the efficacy of its use. The result is that in addition to its
convenience PowerPoint is effective in arousing the learner's interest in the language
and improving his/her language ability. The present report has found that PowerPoint
can bring to the learner the following advantages: attracting his/her attention through
salient features of visual information, having the learner concentrate his/her attention
to the object on the screen and helping enhance his/her motivation. This report has
also shown that PowerPoint can serve the convenience of language teachers in the
following ways: the readiness to create easy-to-get-attention materials, the ease of
helping lead the learner to broad comprehension by letting him/her move the slides
back and forth according to the depth of understanding, its feasibility for the training
of guessing ability, and its applicability to lots of educational purposes.

1. IICHIC

PowerPoint i%, LBV T —3a U EERR LK T DDV 7 F e LTE<L<HDL
T3, PowerPoint {9 Z LiZL > T, BADTAT 4 T2 TIEOGHEIZE &
WDAZENTED, e, I 49T AR, T=A—vay, $o Rl A o0
FOHDIFEMEFAL T, 274 FERBENICHER LN L, ELIKEAEIRT
Lo T—a BERLRERT D ENTED, ' BT, PowerPoint 2 KFERB LT
ERROSEERRICHAT RN HE STV D B2 AT L, 2001 ; 7840, 2001a) ,
2002 FE 4 AND, BEINIMERFETRE L REFM=2 7 ADHEE CALL %%
HYLUTWAR, ZOFEICSLPLT— a3 Y7 b PowerPoint2002 ZE A L7-5
B ORWZHRERSH -1, BT, EEFBHF D CALL #3EI2I1T 5 PowerPoint FI[R
DEBEEABN L72ds b PowerPoint @ CALL 3 RIT 2 FRMEIZ DV TR~ 720,

2. FEEL Va2 —F—REDRNR
2. 1 FEEORH

EE5 D CALL REOIRZEAEIL, B EBICDITTENENZS T A ThH D, Filf
D=7 T AR~V THRIO =7 F 23Tk L~V Th b, —27 T ADNEIT 25
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VIR E, LB T—1a R LD DIZT ABRERTEL TV D, 228,
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B UMY, SARELSEIFEE, Eod VA EBSECHSR D5, 25T
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3. 3 L£EEwE

PowerPoint TYERL L7=&EHE NI RERN SRR T HDIE, EVRADT— Tk
—HRATH DS, FE T PowerPoint Z2{E 555, 1B LB 2 7o 2B EIZRE S
P TIERL . FREFES CHEE B IR T IV REOHRE # I35 LM
T&E D, ZIUIPERDER L 0 I W A~AZRMTZEE X L O, 272 613, PowerPoint
D & TEROER D X D IIEFEIH—FICBDRNIREINDD TR, v 7R
B2V T RN KA CBEBIICHETL 20T, Y TNAEA LIRHEETD
BEMEY HENEZNLTHD, K4 DOHITIE, A BZADRFEZBWT, ZHD (A)
2y (FBHIZRPLETHOY) HlME L, ¥8E B) IBAIED, FE5EF B &
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Readers’ and Writers’ Workshop for EFL
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1. Introduction

This paper is a description of an approach to teaching writing derived from
Atwell’s (1987) Readers’ and Writers’ Workshop. Teachers use the approach intent on
developing adolescent literacy in the USA, but with some modifications it is appropriate
for Japanese University Students. Central to the workshop is a structure that gives students
a chance to develop their reading and writing skills on their own terms. Rather than
simply complete assignments given to them by the teacher, students are given a range of
choices about the types of reading and writing work they will do. Hopefully, they grow to
take some responsibility for their own learning through continual self-assessment, to take
themselves seriously as readers and writers, and talk about their fiction, non-fiction, and
poetic drafts with each other as literary colleagues naturally would. This paper will give a
rationale for implementing the workshop in a university setting in Japan, and describe the
design for such an adaptation.

2. Need for Self-Initiated, Natural, Language Study in Japan

When I was teaching EFL in a multi-cultured class in the USA, the difference in
how students from different cultures approached classwork was striking. Students from
Arabic countries would offer passionate, developed opinions in discussion about a reading
assignment, but would produce surprisingly weak work when asked to write. The teacher I
was working with felt that this behavior was directly linked to some Arabic cultures’
deferent regard for the written word and the oral tradition through which the Koran is
taught. To these students, a reading assignment could serve as a seed of discussion but
putting one’s words into writing seemed to carry weighty connotations. By talking
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through a text, they avoided embarrassment—mistakes in comprehension would reveal
themselves in the course of the conversation. When Japanese students in this same class
got a reading assignment, they behaved opposite their Arabic classmates, compensating
for weak oral skills by increasing their efforts in reading and writing. They would grow
completely quiet as they dissected the text with their dictionaries. They offered little
discussion, but answered all assigned comprehension questions with brief, unobtrusive,
correct answers. Japan is a hierarchical, formal culture, with great emphasis placed on
etiquette, politeness, and saying the right thing at the right time. Individual behavior is
highly monitored by the group one belongs to, and harmony is preserved by letting high
status members have their say and their way (Scollon, 1995). Robustly expressing one’s
own opinions or desires is usually seen to disrupt harmony (Stapleton, 2001). For the
Japanese student of English, this often translates into a fastidious devotion to correct form
and timidity in expressing oneself.

The focus on correct English form becomes even more pronounced just before
Japanese students enter university. Students are under great pressure to produce correct
English, and answer questions correctly for a grueling battery of university entrance
exams. Brown (1997) has written about how tests washback negatively on English
language education, and specifically on language entrance examinations in Japan (Brown,
1995). During the final years of high school, English is studied to pass tests—dominated
by grammar worksheets, translation drills, and assignments that shift the focus to the form
rather than the function of English. Students perform exercises with little interest in the
contents of what they say for themselves, but instead are concerned with the correctness
of their words and phrases. By the time students reach university, they have studied
English six years, but are stifled communicatively by their conscientious devotion to
correct form. In Reading and Writing Workshop, I intend to help students develop a more
relaxed regard for English by emphasizing the importance of processes that use English
rather than stressing the importance of perfect final products.

3. Taking Time for Reading and Writing in English
Foreign language learners thrive when they are given a chance to use the target
language in personal, relevant ways. They need opportunities for self-expression, and the
reinforcement of abundant comprehensible input. In my adaptation of reading and writing
workshop I hope to help students to use language in a more natural, holistic way. The
workshop is structured around the following three beliefs:
1. Japanese university students can improve their familiarity of English by
reading abundantly at an accessible level.
2. Students can increase their fluency and sense of ownership by writing
regularly in private journals.
3. Students can develop a strong public voice through process writing,
classroom publications, and extensive peer and teacher feedback.
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A central pillar of the workshop is the dedication of ample time to student-
initiated, free reading and writing. During class time, they write drafts, conference with
peers about their drafts, and re-write. They are taught the process of writing, and then are
allowed to make their own choices as to how they will participate. Since class only meets
for one and a half hours per week, students must commit to allocating some of their own
time daily for the workshop’s activities.

4. Readers’ and Writers’ Workshop at Kyoto University of Education

Students are assessed not on the quality of the writing they produce, but also on
the effort and time commitment they can demonstrate in three areas: reading, private
journal writing, and writing for peer review. At home, they take a forty five minute block
each day to either write in their private journals, or to complete the reading and questions
from a selection in the Reading Laboratory® (Parker, 1996). Weekly classes are used to
monitor homework, and to instruct students in the process of writing. Students are to take
time to write an entry in their private journals daily. They are to complete one or two
selections from the Reading Laboratory®. In class each week, students work towards
completion of papers that they will publish in a class magazine for peer-review.

Classtime begins with a brief meeting in which students tell what they did for
homework, and what they will do during the day’s writing workshop. I also give mini-
lessons on the process of writing or on reading strategies in response to needs I find in
conferencing and reviewing their work. I take note of their objectives, and when 1 make
rounds of the class each day, I conference with students about their progress. My goal
during classtime is to help students to learn to employ as many as possible of the options
available to writers: rough-drafting, brainstorming, peer-conferencing and rewriting. I also
want to see that they follow through on the objectives they set at the beginning of class. At
the end of class, they submit their classwork into their own writing file, in which my
responses and their revisions accumulate through the semester to form a portfolio of their
work.

By reading at a comprehensible level in the target language, students reinforce
~ their grammar, increase their fluency, and solidify English that they have already learned
(Krashen & Terrell, 1983). At the beginning of the semester, students take a placement
test from which an appropriate level of the Reading Laboratory® is selected, and
throughout the semester they progress through the kit. Students read at a level that is
relatively easy, with approximately one unknown word per paragraph. Students are urged
to read aloud, which stimulates 75% muore brain activity than silent reading (Kumon,
2000).

Students write an entry in their journals daily. I encourage them to use writing to
sort out their own thinking about life, and assure them that it will be read by no one, not
even me. These private journals are aimed at helping students to activate their inner voice,
a process essential to the development of language ability (Vygotsky, 1978). The journals
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are checked briskly, but not read, during a one to one conference with students. Students
maintain ownership of their private journal, I am able to give them instant feedback on the
amount of work they are doing.

5. Assessment

I hope to assess students’efforts in a way that encourages them to take the time to
read and write. Grading will result from four criteria: attendance, private journal quantity,
reading achievement, and the quality of their process writing. Close to perfect attendance
is essential, since all homework and classwork will be coordinated in class. If students
miss class three times, they are automatically not eligible to pass the course. Private
Jjournals are judged purely by quantity, if students write three pages each week, they will
get a perfect score. Reading is judged in a similar way: completing a set number of cards
per week earns students a perfect score. In class writing is the only aspect that I grade for
quality. I grade the quality of their writing process as well as the quality of the work they
produce. Each week, they submit their work to a personal folder. This folder serves a
portfolio, from which I can make a long term assessment their writing process. Their
products are shared with classmates throughout the term.

5. Conclusion _

I hope that the extensive reading, private journal writing, and highly polished public
writing will give students rich recourses to develop their writing skills. By giving students a
certain degree of freedom, rather than assignments to churn out, hopefully self-initiative and a
natural use of English will emerge. The workshop also opens possibilities for classroom
research: I intend to explore effective applications of self-assessment, the balancing of
freedom and initiative within a class, and fostering the development of voice in writing.
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