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Foreign language anxiety negatively impacts the quality of learning and is a critical factor in alearner’s success
or failure in learning a foreign language (Gardner and Maclntyre, 1987). Reducing students language anxiety can
enhance their overal learning experience and improve motivation and achievement. The purpose of this short-term
intervention study was to examine the effectiveness of cooperative learning techniques for reducing foreign
language anxiety among freshman students enrolled in Akita University’s English for Academic Purposes (EAP)
course. A total of 38 students participated in this intervention study, all of whom were a subset of a larger cross-
sectional baseline study that was conducted to assess levels and primary sources of language anxiety (Nagahashi,
2007). Two survey instruments were used: the standardized Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety Scale (FLCAS)
(Horwitz, Horwitz, & Cope, 1986) and a post-intervention questionnaire. The findings of this study suggest that
structured cooperative learning activities may be effective in reducing language anxiety by providing a non-
threatening, supportive environment in which to devel op language skills.
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INTRODUCTION

Foreign Language anxiety is defined as “a distinct
complex of self-perceptions, beliefs, feelings, and
behaviors related to classroom language learning
arising from the uniqueness of the language-learning
process’ (Horwitz, Horwitz, & Cope, 1986, p.128).
The significant role of language anxiety in foreign
language learning has been demonstrated in several
studies that show a negative correlation between high
levels of anxiety and language achievement (Clement,
Gardner, & Smith, 1977, 1980; Gardner, Smythe,
Clement & Gliksman, 1976; Gardner, Smythe, &
Lalonde, 1984 as cited in Macintyre, 1999). Although
language anxiety is quite common among foreign

language learners, the students surveyed in this study
had significantly higher scores on the Foreign
Language Classroom Anxiety Scale (FLCAS) (see
Appendix A) compared to published results for
students surveyed in other foreign language programs
(Nagahashi, 2007). The primary source of the students’
anxiety appears to come from communication
apprehension, a result that correlated with a low self-
evaluation of speaking skills (Nagahashi, 2007). High
levels of anxiety, along with low self-evaluations of
skills, are detrimental to the learning process.
According to Maclntyre (1999), “The combination of
high levels of anxiety and low self-rated proficiency
creates students with low levels of linguistic self-
confidence, which reduces motivation for study and
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communication in the second language” (p.41).

Research studies show that communication
apprehension is relatively common among anxious
students (Phillips, 1990; Y oung, 1990; Howitz,
Horwitz, & Cope, 1986; Price, 1991 as cited in
Phillips, 1999). Less anxious students can suffer as
well because foreign language classrooms are places
where learners “are frequently forced to perform in a
state of ignorance and dependence in front of their
peers and teacher” (Oxford, 1990, p. 142). Learning to
communicate in a foreign language involves taking
risks. The risk of appearing foolish in front of one's
peers and teacher, and the risk of feeling frustrated or
ashamed about the inability to communicate effectively
in the target language, can inhibit efforts. When a
classroom environment is not conducive to taking
appropriate risks, and there are few opportunities to
produce the target language, it is more challenging for
students to develop competence in oral skills. The
challenge for teachers is to help create conditions that
allow students more opportunities to communicate in
the target language in a relaxed, supportive
environment. A cooperative learning environment has
been shown to reduce anxiety (Kagan, 1994) and
provide more opportunities for students to produce
language (Slavin, 1983a; Harel, 1992; Chamot and
O'Malley, 1987; Long and Porter, 1985, as cited in
Crandall, 1999).

COOPERATIVE LEARNING

Most Japanese students are familiar with cooperative
learning. “From the beginning of formal education,
Japanese children are taught to see themselves as
equals, as part of agroup.” and “Japanese elementary
schools place so much emphasis on the group, and the
individual as part of the group, that teaching and
learning at this level cannot be taken out of an
interpersonal context” (Ministry of Education, Culture,
Sports, Science and Technology [MEXT], 1998, p.8).
Although there is a dramatic shift in Japanese
secondary schools from the cooperative learning
environment of lower grades to a competitive learning

environment (in which students vie for admission to
high-ranking upper secondary schools and prestigious
universities) Japanese students are, nevertheless,
familiar with the principles of cooperative learning.

Cooperative learning is characterized by several
common elements that include: (1) positive
interdependence, where the group has a common goal
and each member’s contribution is important to the
group’s success; (2) face-to-face group interactions in
which each member is encouraged to participate, help
others succeed, and learn from each other; (3)
individual and group accountability in which members
divide the work and are individually responsible for
specific tasks; (4) development of small group social
skills involving negotiating and use of group
interaction skills; and (5) group processing, which
involves students reflecting on the group’s experience
(Slavin, 1983b, 1990, Spencer, 1989, 1994, Johnson
and Johnson, 1989, 1994 as cited in Crandall, 1999,
p.227-229). Research studies show that students feel
less intimidated when working with partners and in
small groups (Berjano, 1987; Chang & Smith, 1991;
Gunderson & Johnson, 1980; McGoarty, 1989 as cited
in Campbell, 1998). Cooperative learning activities
can foster active participation, a sense of community,
emotional support and provide more opportunities for
students to use the target language.

The purpose of this short-term intervention study was
to test the hypothesis that implementing cooperative
learning opportunities in the university classroom will
reduce foreign language classroom anxiety associated
with communication apprehension.

METHODS

Participants

There were 38 participants (81.6% female, n=31) from
2 majors at Akita University. All students were
freshmen enrolled in the university’s English for
Academic Purposes (EAP) class taught by the author
and Professor Masako Sasaki. Students in Health
Sciences were designated as Group A (n=12) and
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students in the School of Education were designated as
Group B (n=26) (Table 1). The number of class
sessions was divided between the author and Professor
Sasaki. This intervention study was conducted in the
author’ s classes during the fall semester of 2006.

Table 1. Participants (n=38)

Group n Major

A 12 (AM/11F) Health Sciences

B 26 (6M/20F) School of Education
I ntervention

Cooperative learning activities, designed to reduce
language anxiety and increase opportunities for
students to speak English, were implemented in each of
the twelve classes taught by the author. Each class met
for ninety minutes. Students were alowed to choose
their partners and group members.

Pair work. Students engaged in pair work activities
during each class session. Pair work activities included
comparing answers for homework assignments,
quizzing each other on new vocabulary, dictating
model paragraphs and essays from the text, reading and
commenting on each other’s original paragraphs and
essays, and reading aloud from the video transcript.

Group work. Small-group activities were designed to
provide more opportunities for students to share their
ideas and assist one another. Group work activities
included “reading circles,” where students took turns
reading aloud from the text, comparing answers to
reading comprehension exercises, making and
presenting inferences about the readings, making and
presenting summaries of the readings, brainstorming
and presenting answers to questions posed by the
teacher, and reading and responding to group
members' origina paragraphs and essays.

Survey Instruments

Two survey instruments were used to assess the
effectiveness of the intervention for reducing students
language anxiety: the Foreign Language Classroom

Anxiety Scale (FLCAS) (Horwitz, Horwitz, & Cope,
1986) (Appendix A), and a short, 2-item, post-
intervention questionnaire. The FLCAS is a
standardized 33-item survey that assesses levels of
anxiety related to three areas: (1) communication
apprehension, (2) test anxiety, and (3) fear of negative
evaluation. Thisinstrument was selected because of its
high internal reliability (r = 0.93), significant
correlation between each item and the total anxiety
score, high test-retest reliability, and high validity. The
survey was translated into Japanese. Scores for 9
statements, items 2, 5, 8, 11, 14, 18, 22 28, and 32,
which were negatively keyed for anxiety, were
calculated using a 5-point scale with 1 being “strongly
agree” and 5 being “strongly disagree” (e.g., Item 2 “I
don’t worry about making mistakes in my English
class.”). Scores for the remaining twenty-four
statements, which were positively keyed for anxiety,
were calculated using a 5-point scale with 1 being
“strongly disagree” and 5 being “strongly agree” (e.g.,
Item 1 “I never feel quite sure of myself when | am
speaking in my English class.”). Possible scores
ranged from a minimum of 33 to a maximum of 165.
Higher scoresindicated a higher the level of anxiety.

In addition to the FLCAS, students also completed a
short, post-intervention questionnaire that was created
by the author. They responded to two questions. (1)
“How do you feel about working with your partner?”’
and (2) “How do you feel about working with your
group?’

Analytical Procedures

Data was collected during the fall semester of 2006 and
analyzed using Excel statistical software (Microsoft
Corporation) and Sigmastat statistical software (Jandel
Scientific). Means and standard deviations were
calculated for each group to determine their pre- and
post-intervention levels of foreign language anxiety.
Each item of the survey was analyzed to determine
some of the primary sources of the students’ anxiety.
Results were compared with information gained from
the post-intervention questionnaire. Data were
statistically analyzed by paired t-testing. P values <
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0.05 were considered statistically significant.

RESULTS

Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety Scale
(FLCAYS) Basdline Results

The top five sources of foreign language classroom
anxiety among the students surveyed in this study are
shown in Table 2. All items are related to
communication apprehension and are represented in
statements 33, 18, 1, 24, and 13, respectively, of the

FLCAS.

Table 2. Top five sources of anxiety (n=38)

Rankingl FLCAS Statement Mean Score Standard Deviation

33. | get nervous when the English teacher asks questions which |

1 . 4.16 0.59
haven’t prepared in advance.

5 18. | feel confident when | speak in my English class. (Score 405 0.66
indicates disagreement with statement) ' '

3 1.1 .never feel quite sure of myself when | am speaking in my 305 0.93
English class.

4 24. | feel very self-conscious about speaking English in front of 3.90 0.92
other students.

5 | 13. It embarrasses meto volunteer answersin my English class. 3.87 0.78

Note: Scores are based on a1 to 5 scale in which 1 represents “strongly disagree” and 5 represents “strongly agree,”
except in statement number 18 which was negatively keyed for anxiety with 1 being “strongly agree” and 5 being

“strongly disagree

Mean baseline total FLACS scores were 109.8 + 13.7
among Health Science majors and 106.8 + 18.5 among
the School of Education majors, both of which were
relatively high compared to published scores for
students in other foreign language learning situations
(Nagahashi, 2007).

Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety Scale
(FLCAYS) Intervention Results

All 38 students completed the Foreign Language
Classroom Anxiety Scale (FLCAS) prior to and after
intervention. The results give some insight into the
changes in levels of anxiety that students experienced
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during the intervention. The results of pre- and post-
intervention FLACS assessments shown in Table 3
demonstrate that mean scores for Health Sciences
majors (group A) decreased from 109.8 + 13.7 at
baseline to 97.8 + 16.4 after intervention for a mean
decrease of 12 (P=0.033). The School of Education
majors (group B) mean scores decreased from 106.8 +
18.5 at baseline to 104.5 + 19.8 after intervention for a
mean decrease of 2.3 (P=0.563). The FLCAS mean
score for the combined groups (group A + group B)
decreased from 107.8 + 17.0 at baseline to 102.4 + 18.8
after intervention for a mean decrease of 5.4
(P=0.095).
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Table 3.Pre- and post-intervention Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety Scale (FLCAS) results (n=38)

Group n Major Assessment Mean Standard Deviation Range
A 12 Health Sciences Baseline 109.8 13.7 91/131
After 97.8 16.4 73/132
B 26 School of Education  Baseline  106.8 185 79/149
After 104.5 19.8 71/145
Tota 38 Both Baseline 107.8 17.0 79/149
After 102.4 18.8 71/145
The responses to FLCAS statements 33, 18, 1, 24, and shown in Table 4.

13 all decreased significantly for the total group, as

Table 4. Pre- and post-intervention comparison of top five sources of anxiety (n=38)

FLCAS Statement n Mean Std Dev P
33 38 4,158 0.594 <0.001
33-post 38 3.368 1.051

18 38 4.053 0.655 <0.001
18-post 38 3.526 0.951

1 38 3.947 0.928 0.003
1-post 38 3421 0.948

24 38 3.895 0.924 0.016
24-post 38 3421 0.976

13 38 3.868 0.777 <0.001
13-post 38 3.289 1.011

Although the reduction in the total (group A + group
B) FLCAS mean score did not quite reach statistical
significance (P=0.095, a strong trend) due to
insufficient power (not enough subjects), the responses
to key statements 33, 18 1, 24, and 13 all decreased
significantly for the two groups. Group A improved
significantly for each of the 5 statements (P=<0.001,
<0.001, <0.003, <0.016 and <0.001 for statements 33,
18, 1, 24, and 13). Group B improved significantly for
statements 33, 18, 1, and 13 (P=0.003, 0.039, 0.016,
and 0.037), but not statement 24 (P=0.142).

Secondary Questionnaire Results

All 38 students completed the questionnaire, which
provided information about the students’ feelings about
their partners and groups.

In response to the first question, “How do you feel
about working with your partner?’ the magjority of the
students, (92.1%, n=35), responded positively. The top
responses included: “good” (n=8); “fun” (n=6);
“helpful” (n=4); “interesting” (n=4); “friendly” (n=3);
and “comfortable” (n=3). One student (2.6%) reported
feeling “confused” because she had not been able to
find a partner. Two students (5.3%) did not respond to
the question.

In response to the second question, “How do you feel
about working with your group?’ the majority of the
students, (84.2%, n=32) responded positively. The
adjectives that they used to describe their feelings
included: “good,” “very good,” and “great” (n=7);
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“interesting” (n=6); “fun” (n=5); and “helpful” (n=2).
Four students (10.5%) responded with other comments
including “not enjoy,” (n=1) “dightly nervous,” (n=2)
and “feel confusion,” (n=1). Two students (5.3%) did
not respond.

Overall, the students’ responses to the structured
cooperative activities were positive. The majority of
students seemed to enjoy and benefit from the
experience of working with their partners and group
members.

DISCUSSION

Foreign language anxiety inhibits students’ efforts,
reduces motivation, and slows acquisition progress.
Baseline levels of foreign language classroom anxiety
among the 38 EAP students surveyed in this study
were relatively high and primarily associated with
communication apprehension. The purpose of this
short-term, intervention study was to help alleviate
communication apprehension by creating opportunities
for students to produce the target language in a more
relaxed, supportive environment. Cooperative learning
activities were selected because they were culturally
appropriate and easily integrated into the established
EAP course.

Quantitative analyses of the top five key statements
associated with communication apprehension revealed
a statistically significant decrease in scores for both
groups. This reduction correlated with a very positive
response to the cooperative learning activities. Changes
in the total FLACS mean scores were different in the
two groups. Quantitative analyses of the data revesaled
that the students majoring in Health Sciences
experienced a greater reduction in the level of language
anxiety than students majoring in Education. The
reason for the difference is unknown, but it could be
related to relatively higher baseline levels of learning
anxiety among Health Sciences majors. Despite the
improvement in anxiety scores, the amount of residual
learning anxiety remained high after the intervention.
The short duration of the intervention may be a
contributing factor, and it is possible that a longer

intervention might produce a greater reduction in the
levels of language anxiety that students are
experiencing.

CONCLUSION

In conclusion, the results of this short-term,
intervention study suggest that cooperative learning
strategies may help reduce students’ anxiety in the
foreign language classroom. Communication
apprehension, in particular, may be diminished by
providing opportunities for students to develop
speaking skills in small, supportive groups of their
peers. While it may be difficult for some instructors to
integrate cooperative learning activities into a
traditional classroom, the results of this study show
that students benefit from the availability of
opportunities to actively engage in the learning
process. This study demonstrates that implementation
of cooperative learning strategies is a technique that
teachers can use to help reduce foreign language
anxiety and provide more opportunities for students to
produce language. Further studies are required to
determine whether this technique improves overall
learning success, but the results of previous studies
suggest that the reduction in learning anxiety in this
study would be associated with improved learning
outcomes.
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APPENDIX A

The Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety Scale

OOl never feel quite sure of myself when | am
speaking in my English class.
Oooooooooooooboooooboon

ooooooo
OOl dont worry about making mistakes in my

English class.
000o0ooo0ooooOoooooooooo
O O | tremble when | know that I’'m going to be called
onin my English class.
Oo0o0o0ooooooooooooood

ooooOoOoOoOooooooo
0 O It frightens me when | dort understand what the

teacher is saying in the English class.
0000000000000 0o0DOOoooon
O0ooooooooooooogn

O O It wouldn't bother me at all to take more English
language classes.
O0o00oooooooooooooooon

O 0O During English class, | find myself thinking about
things that have nothing to do with the course.
O00o0ooo0ooooooooooDoooon

000o000o0oobooobon
O O | keep thinking that the other students are better at

English than | am.
O0000oo0oooooDoooooDoooon
ooooooo

O O | am usually at ease during my English class.
O0000oo0oooooDoooooDoooon

oo
OOl start to panic when | have to speak without

preparation in my English class.
OoooOoooooooogoooooooo
0000oooOoooooooooo

100 | worry about the consequences of failing my
English class.
000000oU0ooooodooooooo

oooooo
110 | don't understand why some people get so upset

over English class.
O000000oDoooOoooooooooo
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0doooooooooooooooogd

1200 In English class, | can get so nervous | forget
things | know.
0o0o0oo0ooooDooooooogoooon
goodooooooboob

130 It embarrasses me to volunteer answers in my
English class.
goooooooooooooooooon
doooooooood

140 1 would not be nervous speaking English with
native speakers.
dooooooooooooooooooo
0ooooooboooooooog

1507 | get upset when | don't understand what the
teacher is correcting.
0o0o0ooooooDooooooogooon
ogooooon

1607 Eveniif | am well prepared for English class, | feel
anxious about it.
gooooobooooooooooooon
dooooooooooooo

170 | often feel like not going to my English class.
gooodooooboobooooon

187 | feel confident when | speak in my English class.
dooooooooooooooooooood

190 | am afraid that my English teacher is ready to
correct every mistake | make.
0o0o0ooooooDoooooooDogoooon
goooooooobooooon

200 | can feel my heart pounding when | am going to
be called on in my English class.
goooooooooooooooooon
dooooooooooon

211 The more | study for an English test, the more

confused | get.
O0000oooooooooooooooo

ooooooooooog
2217 | don't fed pressure to prepare very well for my

English class.
ooboo0oooOooOooodoooogoooo

goooooooooooooo
230 | always feel that the other students speak the

English language better than | do.
goooooooooooooooooon

oooooooo

2477 | feel very self-conscious about speaking English
in front of other students.
O000O00o00ooOoooooooDgoooon
ogooo

251 English class moves so quickly | worry about
getting left behind.
gdodooooooooobooooooon
ooooooooooooooon

2607 | feel more tense and nervous in my English class

than in my other classes.
O00000D0oU0oooooooooooo

ooooo

2717 | get nervous and confused when | am speaking in
my English class.
O00OoU0poOo0oooOoodobooooooo
gooo

28] When | am on my way to English class, | feel very
sure and relaxed.
0oooooooonooooooooooo
ooooooogoo

2907 | get nervous when | don't understand every word

the English teacher says.
0000000ooooOooooooogoo

Ooooooogoooo

300 | feel overwhelmed by the number of rules you
have to learn to speak English.
O00OoU0poOo0oooOoodobooooooo
goooooooa

310 | am afraid that other students will laugh at me
when | speak English.
0gooooooooboooooooooo
ooooooogod

320 | would probably feel comfortable around native
speakers of English
O00oOdooooooooooooogo
O00OoU0DoDOo0ooOooodobooooooo
gooon

330 | get nervous when the English teacher asks
questions which | haven't prepared in advance.
0gooooooooboooooooooo
Ooooooogooooo

0630



Akita University

U U U U
gogoooooogd
61 O 67 0 20070

Evaluating the EAP Program of Akita University—-the Second
Round Study
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Introduction

The purpose of the EAP program of Akita
University isto help students to acquire academic skills
as well as English skills that they need to function in
various courses of the university in the subsequent
years. The present paper reports on part of the
evaluation study of the program by referring to the
scores of the tests that were carried out at the beginning
and the end of the 2005 academic year. Besides the
evaluation of theinitial year of the program, the results
of the placement test of the second year that started in
the April of 2006 are also reported.

The EAP Program of Akita University
The EAP (English for Academic Purposes)

Program of Akita University wasimplemented in 2006,
as a result of long-term informal and formal

observations and experiences of the teaching staff, who
had been involved in the English teaching program for
a number of years. A brief description of the rationale
for the curricular innovation isin order below.

In 1997 major curricular changes were made
involving all the three departments of the university.
The English program was also innovated in various
ways. The most important changes were as follows: 1)
a common textbook should be used by all teachers, 2)
the same test should be administered to al the twenty-
one classes, each of which was taught by different
teachers, 3) a common set of criteria should be used
when giving afina grade, and 4) alistening course be
offered during the first term, and a writing course be
offered during the second term, on the assumption that
the input practice would lead up to a production
practice.

The effectiveness of the program was observed
particularly in the following areas.
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10 Cooperation among the staff was promoted during
the process of selecting a common textbook.

2] Cooperation among the staff was enhanced also
during the process of constructing a common
course-wide test by a group of a committee, which
subsequently is going through an inspection among
the whole staff.

30 By employing a common textbook, better
communication was achieved among the staff.
Each individua teacher had a chance to talk to an
other staff member whenever he or she had a
problem in his or her teaching, when he or she had
identified problems with the textbook.

4] The students improvement in English ability was
measured by a common sent of standars, so it
become possible to assess the effectiveness of the
program (see Watanabe, 2004).

50 The final course grade was assigned on the basis of
a common set of criteria, so a sense of unfairness
had greatly been decreased among the students.

Despite the effectiveness of the program,
however, it gradually became apparent that the
program was not working as it had been expected to be
in various aspects. First, it was noticed that for the
students to transfer the knowledge and skills that they
should have acquired in the first term to those which
they would acquire in the second term, the topic and
skills need to be connected in some way or other
between the two terms. In the absence of such a
connection between the two sets, two courses were
taught as if they were independent courses, contrary to
the original intention. The second major reason for the
dissatisfaction of the course is that students were
remarkably different in the levels of English
proficiency. A number of students are highly proficient
in English, whereas other students are very low, so
teachers would often complain that many students,
particularly good students, suffer. And yet, even low
students have to take the course, so the course should
be so constructed that it may be rewarding to themin a
way in which it helps them to be prepared to
accomplish major courses that they will take during the
subsequent years at university. Thirdly, the greatest

emphasis of the curriculum was placed on the
acquisition of language skills. However, recent
research indicates that language learning is enhanced
when it is learned with some specific contents. This
also appeals to our common sense that we can best
learn alanguage to use it for some purposes.

To improve the 1997 program, a new curriculum
was proposed in 2004 and implemented in the 2005
academic year. The course is based on the following
principles. First, the materials should be the oncs which
will help students acquire knowledge of specific
academic topics in English. Second, English should be
taught in combination with some academic skills such
as note-taking, critical thinking, data gathering,
synthesizing data, interviewing, presentation, writing a
short report, and so forth. Third, all the four skills (i.e.,
reading, listening, writing, and speaking) should be
taught simultaneously. Fourth, each student should be
placed in a course where he or she may receive the
most appropriate instruction that suits his or her level
of English proficiency.

Results of Round 1 Evaluation Study

In this section, the effectiveness of the program is
reported of the academic year 2005 based on the results
of the pre- and post-course tests. The placement tests
used were the A.C.E. test, a proficiency test devel oped
by an NPO association called ELPA (English language
Proficiency Assessment). Three different versions of
the test were administered, but the degree of
difficulties had been equated by the latent trait
measurement or the Iltem Response Theory (e.g.,
Henning, 1987).

Notice that all the three tests were of the same
type, but scoring procedures were different for the
2005 tests and the 2006 test for various practical
reasons. Thus, it is not possible to compare the changes
in test scores over the two years, athough it is hoped
that as the test will be administered in the future, the
present data will serve as a baseline data against which
the future test scores will be plotted. For the sake of
clarity, the results will be presented and discussed
separately for the 2005 and 2006 tests. Meanwhile, the
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2005 data will be used to evaluate the effectiveness of
the course by comparing the two sets of scores that
were obtained at the beqgining of the caurse in April
2005 and at the ehd of the coursein February 2006.

Basic statistics of the 2005-2006 first year students
The 2005-2006 test results are presented and

discussed in comparative forms. Table 1 shows that
mean scores significantly increased in the total, in

Listening, and in Reading. The results indicate that the
program was effective in helping students improve in
these areas. However, the scores of the Vocabulary
and Grammar component dlightly decreased, although
difference was not statisticaly significant. This means
that the program did not sncceed in helping students to
improve in vocabulary and grammar. In order to
examine the result in somewhat greater detail, it may
be useful to break down the scores by departments. The
results are provided in Table 2.

Table 1 : Basic Statistics for the 200500 2006 EAP Course Evaluation

Mean SD Min Max Gain t df
Listening 1 9.63 222 0 14
Listening 2 10.17 255 0 14 054 5.30 *** 763
Vocabulary & Grammar 1 19.12 4.72 1 30
Vocabulary & Grammar 2 19.09 4.85 0 30 0.03 0.40 763
Reading 1 11.65 281 0 16
Reading 2 12.42 297 0 16 0.77 7.33*** 763
Total 1 40.40 8.03 10 59
Total 2 41.68 851 3 60 1.28 5.19*** 772

Notes. n = 757. Max = Maximum score. Min = Minimum score. 1 = Thefirst round test that was administered on the first
day of the coursein April, 2005. 2 = The second round test that was carried out on the last day of the course in February,

2006. *** = p < .001 (two-tailed).

The scores were significantly different between
three departments (Table 2), the scores of School of
Medicine being on the top, and the Faculty of

Education & Human Studies and the Faculty of
Engineering and Natural Resources followed in this
order.

Table 2 : Breakdown of Descriptive Statistics of the 200500 2006 EAP course by Departments

Education and Human
Studies

School of Medicine

Engineering and Natural
Resource Sciences

Mean SD  Min Max Mean
Listening
2 1054 207 4 14 11.21
1 995 213 0o 14 10.71

Vocabulary and Grammar

2 2012 371 9 28 22.72
1 1995 379 10 30 22,57
Reading
2 13.01 246 3 16 13.92
1 1175 247 4 16 13.55

SD Min Max Mean SD Min  Max F
2.75 0 14 944 248 0 14 35.14
2.19 4 14 890 202 2 14 48.85
4.24 9 30 16.67 4.35 0 28 138.79
4.39 1 30 16.90 4.13 6 28 12252
2.55 5 16 11.32 3.01 0 16 61.11
2.37 4 16 10.62 2.68 0 16 81.60

Notes. 1. = The score of the test that was administered in April 2005. 2 = The score of the test that was administered in
February 2006. Max = Maximum score. Min = Minimum score. n of Education and Human Studies = 207. n of School of
Medicine = 185. n of Engineering and Natural Resource Sciences = 365. df = 756. p < .001.

It may be worth examining if the score increases
were significant in each division. Because similar
tendencies were observed in all the three departments,

it could be concluded that the program was not
successful in the area of vocabulary and grammar.
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Table 3: Paired Samples Statistics

Gain SD t df
Education and Human Studies
Listening 0.59 2.28 3.72%** 206
Vocabulary and grammar 0.16 3.28 0.72 206
Reading 1.26 2.39 7.56*** 206
Total 2.01 4.98 5.80*** 206
Engineering and Natural Resources
Listening 0.50 3.00 2.28** 184
Vocabulary and grammar 0.15 3.59 0.57 184
Reading 0.37 233 2.18** 184
Total 1.03 6.15 2.27*+* 184
School of Medicine
Listening 0.50 3.00 0.94 2.28
Vocabulary and grammar 0.15 3.59 0.67 0.57
Reading 0.37 233 0.71 2.18
Total 1.03 6.15 1.92 2.27

Note. * =p <.05. ** = p<.01. *** = p < .001. (two-tailed).

The Analysis of the 2006 April Test Scores descriptive. Note that as stated at the beginning of this
paper, the scores were marked by the computer, and

Because the data of the 2006 test were limited to the thus this time it was possible obtain reliability as well

one that was gained from its first administration in the as other basic statistics (Table 4).

April of 2006, the presentation of the data is inevitably

Table 4 : Descriptive Statistics for the 200600 2007 EAP Course Evaluation

Minimum Maximum Mean SD Reliahility (a )
Listening 22 100 60.16 14.17 0.557
Vocabulary 10 50 33.39 8.04 0.609
Grammar 5 50 29.48 8.06 0.753
Reading 10 100 55.09 15.80 0.704
Total 93 300 178.13 38.00 0.876

Note. n = 897.

Basic statistics are provided by breaking down three departrnents. Post Hoc test (the Schefee test)

them by departments in Table 5, so the test scores of further indicates that the scores were higher in School
the future students may be compared with the present of Medicine, Faculty of Education and Human Studies,
data. Incidentally, the test scores again indicate that the and Faculty of Engineering and Natural Resource
proficiency levels were significantly different betweer Sciences in this order.

Table 5 : Basic statistics of the 2006 Placement Test with ANOVA results

Education and Human School of Medicine Engineering and Natural

Studies Resource Sciences

Mean SD Min Max Mean SD Min Max Mean SD  Min Max F
Listening 62.33 14.13 29 100 69.61 1471 40 100 55.12 1140 22 100 93.07
Vocabulary 3402 698 21 50 4154 652 26 50 2963 626 10 50 237.62
Grammar 3000 640 15 50 37.88 7.98 5 50 2566 568 11 45 255.19
Reading 5724 1256 21 100 70.73 1632 34 100 4742 11.01 10 79 239.45
Total 18358 29.64 120 274 21976 3556 146 300 157.82 2503 93 239 330.32

Notes. n of total = 897. n of Education and Human Studies = 224. n of School of Medicine = 201. n of Engineering and
Natural Resource Sciences = 472. p < .001.
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It may be also worth noting here that in 2006 one
advanced course was prepared for the groups of
students from Faculty of Education and Human Studies
and from School of Medicine (Nursing), and two
advanced courses were prepared for the students of
Faculty of Engineering and Natural Resource Sciences.
The basic statistics are presented in Tables 6, 7, and8,

Table 6 : Basic Statistics for All Classes (Total)

so it may show how the scores of the advanced groups
of students were different from those of regular classes.
Note that a total of twenty-one classes are taught by
different teachers, though there were cases where one
teacher was teaching two classes.

The scores of the advanced groups of students
were obviously higher than those of the other groups of

Total (n=897) Listening Vocabulary Grammar Reading Total
Mean 60.16 33.39 29.48 55.09 178.13
SD 14.17 8.04 8.06 15.80 38.00
Median 59.00 34.00 29.00 53.00 172.00
Grouped Median 58.45 32.70 28.42 52.85 172.26
Minimum 22.00 10.00 5.00 10.00 93.00
Maximum 100.00 50.00 50.00 100.00 300.00
Range 78.00 40.00 45.00 90.00 207.00
Kurtosis 0.46 -0.41 0.22 0.69 0.33

Table 7 : Basic Statistics for All EAP Classes (Faculty of Education and Human Studies and School of Medicine)

Education and Human Studies (Regular) Medicine (Nursing) Advanced Medicine
ClassID A B C D E F G J H |
n 35 40 37 47 37 47 48 40 48 46
Listening Mean 51.89 53.10 53.62 65.51 63.35 69.00 63.29 81.08 84.10 66.20
sb 8.59 9.68 6.95 12.66 9.63 13.60 9.75 11.59 12.48 9.56
Median 54.00 54.00 54.00 64.00 64.00 70.00 64.00 78.00 89.00 64.00
Min 29.00 29.00 40.00 35.00 50.00 45.00 45.00 59.00 54.00 40.00
Max 70.00 78.00 70.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 89.00 100.00 100.00 89.00
Range 41.00 49.00 30.00 65.00 50.00 55.00 44.00 41.00 46.00 49.00
Kurtosis 0.73 0.83 0.82 0.60 471 -0.33 -0.25 -0.83 -0.57 0.24
Vocab. Mean 30.09 28.63 3119 36.43 37.43 36.04 37.94 42.83 46.96 44.30
SD 4.40 4.42 5.23 6.22 5.80 531 5.70 533 3.98 474
Median 31.00 28.00 31.00 37.00 37.00 37.00 37.00 45.00 50.00 45.00
Min 21.00 21.00 21.00 24.00 26.00 24.00 26.00 31.00 37.00 28.00
Max 40.00 37.00 45.00 50.00 50.00 50.00 50.00 50.00 50.00 50.00
Range 19.00 16.00 24.00 26.00 24.00 26.00 24.00 19.00 13.00 22.00
Kurtosis -0.02 -0.60 0.18 -0.08 0.25 0.96 0.21 -0.67 0.07 174
Grammar Mean 25.86 25.75 26.76 32.47 31.30 32.53 34.27 39.35 45.56 38.91
SD 3.99 4.42 4.63 5.55 5.68 4.59 5.61 6.07 4.55 7.91
Median 27.00 25.00 27.00 31.00 31.00 31.00 34.00 40.00 45.00 38.00
Min 15.00 18.00 15.00 18.00 18.00 23.00 25.00 25.00 34.00 5.00
Max 34.00 36.00 34.00 50.00 45.00 45.00 50.00 50.00 50.00 50.00
Range 19.00 18.00 19.00 32.00 27.00 22.00 25.00 25.00 16.00 45.00
Kurtosis 0.61 -0.70 0.28 1.93 0.61 0.17 0.03 -0.56 -0.04 6.19
Reading Mean 51.83 46.85 48.08 61.43 61.27 59.23 62.94 79.88 88.90 68.46
SD 8.21 8.44 8.82 8.56 8.40 1141 6.78 11.24 10.89 12.09
Median 53.00 46.00 50.00 61.00 61.00 61.00 61.00 79.00 90.00 72.00
Min 28.00 28.00 21.00 42.00 46.00 34.00 53.00 61.00 66.00 34.00
Max 66.00 61.00 66.00 79.00 79.00 90.00 79.00 100.00 100.00 90.00
Range 38.00 33.00 45.00 37.00 33.00 56.00 26.00 39.00 34.00 56.00
Kurtosis 0.73 -0.58 123 -0.17 -0.53 1.05 0.18 -0.93 -0.48 0.43
Total Mean 15966 15433 159.65 19583 19335 196.81 19844 24313 26552 217.87
SD 11.80 12.32 12.57 14.12 13.29 14.35 12.77 14.22 17.05 20.13
Median 161.00 157.00 161.00 19400 192.00 19400 19800 23950 25950 222.00
Min 12400 12000 120.00 17500 17500 17400 17400 226.00 24400 160.00
Max 17400 17200 17400 22400 221.00 22500 226.00 290.00 300.00 243.00
Range 50.00 52.00 54.00 49.00 46.00 51.00 52.00 64.00 56.00 83.00
Kurtosis 1.53 0.60 0.98 -0.79 -0.85 -1.07 -0.63 2.82 -0.97 0.82
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Table 8 : Basic Statistics for All EAP Classesd continued (Faculty of Engineering and Natural Resource Sciences)

Faculty of Engineering and Natural Resource Sciences Advanced
ClassID K L M N O P Q R S T U
n 38 40 40 41 45 48 47 47 45 38 43
Listening Mean 46.42 4565 4613 4549 5593 5783 57.79 56.74 5547 67.03 69.67
SD 9.43 7.92 8.59 8.23 7.04 7.48 9.65 7.60 552 10.22 9.83
Median 4500 4500 5000 4500 5400 59.00 59.00 59.00 54.00 67.00 70.00
Min 29.00 2900 2200 29.00 4000 40.00 4000 40.00 4000 40.00 50.00
Max 70.00 6400 6400 6400 7000 7800 7800 7800 6400 89.00 100.00
Range 4100 3500 4200 3500 3000 3800 3800 3800 24.00 49.00 50.00
Kurtosis 0.09 0.04 069 -0.22 0.21 030 -0.59 0.25 0.23 0.99 145
Vocab. Mean 2595 2630 2520 2500 31.20 30.38 29.06 2947 3053 3671 3560
SD 4.72 4.43 4.97 5.34 5.93 5.99 5.05 4.73 4.34 5.42 5.28
Median 2600 2600 2600 2600 31.00 2950 2800 2800 31.00 37.00 37.00
Min 1600 1900 1000 1300 19.00 1900 1600 1900 19.00 26.00 21.00
Max 3400 3400 3700 3400 4500 4500 37.00 40.00 4000 50.00 50.00
Range 1800 1500 27.00 21.00 26.00 2600 21.00 21.00 21.00 24.00 29.00
Kurtosis -042  -1.02 191 -067 -037 0.52 048 -0.01 112 0.16 145
Grammar Mean 21.37 20.95 21.88 22.05 26.44 27.46 2591 25.68 26.91 32.84 29.98
SD 5.18 4.14 3.99 4.32 4.37 4.51 4.42 3.96 4.75 5.77 4.34
Median 23.00 2150 2000 2300 2700 2700 2700 2500 2700 3250 29.00
Min 11.00 1100 1500 11.00 1800 1800 18.00 1800 18.00 23.00 23.00
Max 3400 2700 31.00 29.00 3400 40.00 3600 34.00 3600 4500 40.00
Range 23.00 1600 1600 1800 1600 2200 1800 16.00 1800 22.00 17.00
Kurtosis 000 -0.14 004 -025 -0.86 144 -044 -040 -054 -023 -0.33
Reading Mean 3818 3688 3805 3980 5040 4792 4819 4947 5031 61.63 58.98
sD 7.69 9.59 8.00 9.58 6.32 7.65 7.38 6.87 7.08 9.22 7.91
Median 38.00 3800 3800 4200 5000 50.00 5000 50.00 5000 61.00 57.00
Min 21.00 1000 1000 10.00 3400 34.00 2800 34.00 3800 46.00 46.00
Max 50.00 5300 5300 5300 6600 66.00 61.00 6100 6600 79.00 79.00
Range 29.00 4300 4300 4300 3200 3200 3300 2700 2800 3300 33.00
Kurtosis 0.15 1.60 2.99 0.88 075 -0.30 019 -037 -033 -0.70 0.30
Total Mean 131.92 12978 13125 13234 16398 16358 160.96 161.36 16322 198.21 194.23
SD 1254 1449 1184 1336 7.99 9.27 8.83 8.89 9.02 1478 1222
Median 13550 133.00 13500 137.00 163.00 164.00 158.00 162.00 162.00 19550 191.00
Min 93.00 96.00 101.00 98.00 149.00 148.00 14800 148.00 14800 180.00 180.00
Max 147.00 147.00 14500 14600 178.00 179.00 178.00 179.00 178.00 239.00 229.00
Range 5400 51.00 4400 4800 29.00 3100 3000 31.00 3000 59.00 49.00
Kurtosis 232  -048 0.04 007 -087 -116 -114 -126 -119 185 0.56

students. Incidentally, the scores of H and | Classes
(School of Medicine) were even higher. The data
confirmed the widespread perception shared by the
non-English teaching staff on campus that the students
of School of Medicine are relatively proficient in
English.

One other thing that should be noticed is that the
range or the degree of difference between the
maximum and the minimum scores tended to be higher
in the advanced classes. This means that there was a
large difference between the students of the lowest
scores and those with the highest scores in the class,
although standard deviations, another indicator of
dispersion, did not so greatly differ. This indicates in
turn that the teachers of the advanced groups need to
take account of individual differences of the students to

an even greater extent in advanced classes than in
regular classes.

However, thisresult is somewhat ironical, because
the advanced classes were prepared so they might help
students who are proficient in English improve their
English ability even more by creating a relatively
homogeneous group of students. However, this turned
out to be too idedlistic a goal to achieve. There is not
any quick solution to this problem, but it is ore thing
that the teaching staff needs to keep in mind when
dividing students into classes of different proficiency
levels. In an attempt to place students into appropriate
classes, it isimportant to take into account other factors
than test scores, such as overseas experiences, results
of entrance ex aminations, and so forth, with the
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understanding that the scores of one-shot examination
are not sufficient to place students into appropriate
levels. It is also advisable that students be given a
chance to move to a more appropriate class once it is
found that they have been placed in an inappropriate
class.

Conclusion

This paper presented and discussed the results of
analyzing the scores of the three tests that were
administered during the period of 2005 and 2006
academic years. The major purpose of the tests was to
obtain the information, on the basis of which to place
students into appropriate levels of classes for the
English for Academic Purposes Program at Akita
University. However, the data were also used to
eva uate the effectiveness of the program.

To gain more useful results, it may be necessary
to do the following in the future more fruitful research.
First, it is important to gather data at the beginning and
of the end of the course by using equivalent tests.
Unlessit is possible to do so, or in addition to this, it is
desirable to continue to gather data by administering
equivalent tests over the years. By so doing, it becomes
possible to plot changes in the structure and content of
the English ability of the students who enter Akita
University each year. Third, the purpose of the EAP
program involves improving not only English skills per
se, but also general academic skills, such as
presentation, note-taking, critical reading, and so forth.

These skills could not be tested, so some sort of
measurement device needs to be developed which
provides information that will be useful for assessing
these skills.

Despite several limitations, however, the present
study made several important findings. Amongst a
variety of those, the most important is that the program
seems to have been successful in helping students
improve English ability especially in listening and
reading. However, it should also be noted that the
carriculum seems to have been not as successful as it
might have been expected in the area of vocabulary
and grammar. This may be because that the program
does not involve independent components that are
aimed at these skills. It may be necessary then to teach
vocabulary and grammar explicitly as separate
activities in the classroom.

Finally, it should be noticed that test scores reveal
only a limited aspect of the effectiveness of the
program. In order to examine all the details of the
influence of the program on the students, it is advisable
to incorporate observations, interviews, and other
gualitative and or ethnographic approaches.
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