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With Hiroshima University’s change in status to a ‘Super Global University’, there is an increasing
focus on fostering foreign language skills, particularly in English. In this article, we evaluate a new program,
HiSPEC (Hiroshima University’s Program for English Communication). The program is part of the Super
Global University initiative, and involves the creation of small group classes for first-year students with the
best English-test results in faculty groupings, and testing through the TOEIC® Speaking and Writing tests
(hereafter TOEIC® S&W). Here, we focus on the first half of HISPEC, which is oriented towards speaking
skills and the TOEIC® Speaking test.

In this article, we describe the organization and set-up of the course. Then, using a mixed-method
approach involving the analysis of both quantitative and qualitative data, we evaluate the program from the

following perspectives: teachers’ reflections, students’ perceptions, and test results.

BACKGROUND

In English language education in Japan, there has recently been a stronger focus on developing
students’ productive English abilities, especially speaking, both inside and outside the classroom. The
Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science and Technology (hereafter, MEXT) has undertaken various
educational reforms on English language education at educational institutions from the primary through
tertiary levels.

In the primary sector, ‘foreign language activities’ were introduced for the fifth and sixth grades in
2011, and English language instruction has taken place within these courses. From 2020, MEXT has decided
to implement full-fledged language teaching from the third grade. In the secondary and tertiary sectors,
MEXT has designated chosen institutions as ‘Super Global High Schools’ and ‘Super Global Universities’.
A major aim is to nurture students who have ‘English ability that can be used’, and this necessarily includes
the development of students’ productive skills. As Okuno (2009) observes, however, this is not easy to
achieve quickly.

In 2016, Hiroshima University was one of 13 universities to be given Super Global University status,
and the university is undergoing a process of change. HiSPEC is an innovation within this process. The aim
is to select the highest-performing first-year students in English within the university’s faculties, to organize
them into small classes of between 10 to 15 students, and to evaluate their progress. A quantitative evaluation
is made through the testing of the students, using TOEIC® Speaking and Writing, two international tests
which are integral to HISPEC. Data from the TOEIC® Listening and Reading tests (hereafter TOEIC® L&R)

are also considered.



HiSPEC

HiSPEC is taking place within the administrative structure of English language courses at the
university. These courses are provided to first- and second-year students as part of their general education.
In the first year of study, students are required to take four English courses, each one emphasizing a particular
language skill: Communication IA (speaking), Communication IB (reading), Communication ITA (writing),
and Communication IIB (listening). HiSPEC is integrated into this structure, utilizing the two productive
skills courses (IA and I1A).

With regard to the general English courses in the first year, students are organized within faculty and
shared faculty groups. For example, due to the size of the engineering faculty, its students are streamed on
the basis of their university entrance English exam scores, and grouped into 11 classes. With smaller
faculties, combined groups of students are streamed and organized into classes. Four of these faculty
groupings were chosen for HISPEC (Engineering, Arts and Sciences, Education, Biological Sciences) and
within them, students with the best university entrance examination results in English were selected. Two
classes were created for each grouping.

Instructors for the HiSPEC courses were selected from the full-time staff of the Institute for Foreign
Language Research and Education, which has a mix of Japanese English teachers and non-Japanese English

teachers. For the course, six non-Japanese teachers (A, B, C, D, E, F) were chosen.

TABLE 1. Scheduling

Class Instructor | Day Class Instructor | Day
Engineering 1 A Fri Education 1 C Mon
Engineering 2 B Mon Education 2 E Fri
Arts and Sciences 1 C Mon Biological Sciences 1 A Fri
Arts and Sciences 2 D Fri Biological Sciences 2 F Mon

In the first-year general English classes within the university, there is a large amount of teacher
autonomy. Once allocated a class, the individual teacher makes the key decisions regarding the course. For
the HiSPEC program, this autonomy was respected, so that teachers could plan, teach, evaluate, and grade
in their own way. However, it was suggested that they take some account of the results from the TOEIC®
Speaking.

HiSPEC Communication IA (speaking) started in April 2016 and ran for 15 weeks, meeting for 90
minutes, once a week. Students took the combined TOEIC® S&W test in April. In July, they took a further
TOEIC® Speaking test, and the results from the two speaking tests were compared. Thus, there were nine or

10 classes between the two speaking tests.

TOEIC® Speaking Content
TOEIC® Speaking is a computer-based test that takes approximately 20 minutes. It consists of six
sections with 11 questions, as shown in Table 2. All the examinee responses are recorded on a computer and

scored by multiple evaluators. The scale for each task is converted from 0 to 200.



TABLE 2. TOEIC® Speaking

Task
as. Response time General outline of task Assessment Scale
(No. of items)
1. Read a text 45 secs. per item Test-taker reads aloud a short Pronunciation, 0-3
aloud (2) (Prep time: 45 secs. | text, such as an announcement or | Intonation, and Accent
per item) advertisement.
II. Describe a 45 secs. Test-taker gives a verbal In addition to everything 0-3
picture (1) (Prep time: 30 secs. | description of a photograph. above, Grammar, Vocabulary,
per item) and Cohesion
II1. Response to | 15 or 30 secs. Test-taker responds to questions | In addition to everything 0-3
questions (3) (Prep time: none) on a commonplace topic, as if above, Content validity and
responding in an interview. Content completeness
IV. Response to | 15 or 30 secs. Test-taker responds to questions | Everything above 0-3
questions using | (Prep time: none) based on written information
information (such as a schedule of events)
provided (3) that appears on the screen.
V. Propose a 60 secs. Test-taker listens to a voice mail | Everything above 0-5
solution (1) (Prep time: 30 secs) | message describing a problem
and gives a response. In the
response, the test-taker indicates
recognition of the problem and
proposes a solution.
VI. Express an | 60 secs. Test-taker expresses an opinion 0-5
opinion (1) (Prep time: 15 secs) | about a specific topic and the
reasons for that opinion.

This table was compiled by adapting information from the following sites:

http://www.toeic.or.jp/english/speaking/about/tests.html

http://www.toeic.or.jp/sw/about/tests.html

METHOD

In this paper, we evaluate the first part of the HISPEC program: Speaking. Our approach is a mixed-

method one, involving the use of both qualitative and quantitative data. In it we address the following

questions:

(1) How were teachers affected by HiSPEC?
(2) How were students affected by HiSPEC?

(3) How were students’ English abilities affected by HiSPEC?

Data Collection and Analysis

In answering the three questions, data were collected in a variety of ways. Teachers produced written
feedback by email, reporting on how they had approached the course and their views on it. This feedback
was summarized. Students were asked to answer a short questionnaire in Japanese (translated into English
in Figure 1). For questions 1-7, answers were collated and given as percentages. For question 8, a qualitative

analysis was undertaken, with answers being grouped into categories. In total, 69 comments were collected,
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and these were categorized qualitatively based on the content of each comment. When a comment had
contents that could be grouped into multiple categories, the comment was categorized in both.

In relation to question 3, a quantitative analysis was undertaken to compare the results of the two
TOEIC® Speaking tests, using a t-test. Similarly, a t-test was used to compare the TOEIC® IP Listening and

Reading results.

Ql. Please agree or disagree with the following statement: I could improve my foreign language knowledge and
skills in this course.

Q2. How satisfied are you with the course?

Q3. Was the course appropriate in terms of difficulty?

Q4. What do you think of participating in small-size speaking classes?
Q5. How did you feel about the class size of Communication [A?

Q6. Please agree or disagree with the following statement: The course materials helped me improve my
communication skills.

Q7. Please agree or disagree with the following statement: Participating in HiSPEC has changed my attitude
towards learning English.

Q8. Please leave any comments you have about HiSPEC.

FIGURE 1. Questionnaire Items (Translated from Japanese)

RESULTS AND ANALYSIS
In this section, we integrate an examination of the data with a discussion of the issues that emerge from

it. We examine each research question in turn, and consider the links between the questions.

(1) How were teachers affected by the HiSPEC course?
Teaching Content

Six experienced teachers were involved in the HISPEC course. They followed the same pedagogical
approach as their other speaking courses, using the same core syllabuses and content. Depending on the
teacher, students studied from textbooks, podcasts, and videos from TED Talks and other sources, and were
involved in conversation practice and discussions.

As students were required to take TOEIC® Speaking, the question of whether to orientate teaching
towards the test was approached in a variety of ways. Examples from the test highlight some of the challenges
for teachers. For instance, with regard to responding to a voicemail message, which is one of the TOEIC®
Speaking task types in Table 2, test-takers must indicate recognition of a problem and propose a solution. In
a real-life situation, a more likely response would be to leave a message, saying “Thank you for your
message. Please call me back.” Consequently, a required answer does not fit well with the practical advice
teachers might give their students for dealing with such a problem. Similarly, task VI, thinking about an
essay-style question for 15 seconds, and then giving an essay-style answer, is not something students would

usually be expected to do.



Given that the task-types in the test did not always fit with the syllabuses that teachers wished to use,
there were different ways in which teachers dealt with the issue. The first was to trust that students’ test
scores would improve on the basis of the established syllabus that a teacher believed was in the students’ best
interest. The second was some form of accommodation, in which about 20 minutes of class time was
allocated to TOEIC® Speaking preparation. The third was to prepare students for the test a few weeks prior
to it, creating a complete simulation with feedback.

Teaching opinions of the course

All of the instructors had enjoyed the courses. They felt that the small numbers of students in their
classes allowed them to give more individual attention. Also, as HISPEC involved students with the highest
university entrance scores within their faculty groupings, they tended to be highly motivated.

There was no consensus of opinion on TOEIC® Speaking, and it was regarded in different ways by
different teachers. For some, the test did not really connect with what they were trying to achieve in
developing their students’ English skills. For others, it was a challenge to be accommodated in the course
they were teaching. Views on the effect of the test on students varied: While it could be considered motivating

for some students, there was also concern that it might have a negative effect on others.

(2) How were students affected by the HISPEC course?
Overall student satisfaction was generally high: 86 percent of students were satisfied with the course, 88
percent preferred small classes, and 75 percent felt that it was useful for improving English communication skills.
In relation to qualitative data in the form of comments, these have been examined and categories have
been created. One category concerned curriculum (i.e., “I would like to take the HiSPEC course in the fall
semester;, but [ want to have some option about the date and time slot for the course in order to avoid overlap
of other interesting courses”) and is not considered positive or negative. The number of positive comments

was 65, and seven positive categories were created from these in total.

Positive comments

Here, we discuss the categories and illustrate these with comments. The first four categories are highly
interrelated, and highlight the ways in which students looked positively on the course. Categories 6 and 7
relate to how the course affected students’ perceptions of their English skills, and the final category relates to
the TOEIC® S&W.

(1) Motivation
A variety of comments indicated that the course had a motivating effect. For example, one student

noted:

1 think it is difficult to brush up English competence a lot in the once-a-week course, but this course helped

me increase English learning motivation.

(HIZ— [l DIFHE THGES DN e FZEIZBEL W EH S 255 FFN—2 g >DE FICIZ e 577 )



Motivation is linked to many of the other categories. It should also be noted that while individuals are
often motivated for positive reasons such as interest, they can also be motivated through negative ones.

Here, motivation was due to positive factors.

(2) The advantage of small-size classes
A small-sized class was popular among students. The comment below indicates that the student felt
that she/he had the opportunity to listen to peers speaking English, which improved motivation. It expresses

the value placed on language as a medium of communication:

Listening to peers speaking English affected my English learning motivation. This is one of the advantages
of a small-size course. Also I have learned some real, practical English, such as pronunciation. I am very
satisfied with this course.

(] LEHEDANDIEGFEZ [ S ENFEFN=23 N5 0 F LT2e SHIBLABMIES S E 72
EHBFF, F/o, Real Englishd L TEE TLApoBELETHE T ETE, L )EHFH
LHHE PR EDPTE, FFHICHEL THEF, )

(3) Experienced ‘native speakers’
There were a variety of comments on ‘native-speaker’ English. One student made the following

comment:

1 did not have opportunities to be exposed to real English when [ was in high school, but this course was
good because I had an opportunity to listen to a native speaker s English pronunciation.

(I & TIEEBHIZ RIS B R 25220 72D TI A, GiMICZ# L TATRA 71 7D
BENNS Z P TETL P01 )

The use of the term ‘native-speaking’ teacher is controversial, and should be treated with some caution.
However, it is also a highly-recognized one. The teachers involved in HISPEC were American and British,
and the student interpreted the English spoken by her/his teacher as “real English”, another controversial
term. Another way of interpreting ‘native speaker’ for the teachers involved is a teacher whose L1 is English.
English was primarily the language of the classroom, and students had the opportunity of listening to L1
pronunciation and intonation. Also, the teachers involved in HiSPEC were very experienced, and knew how

to organize and run classrooms, as well as interact with students.

(4) Good course content that was enjoyable
Some students highlighted the importance of the course contents. The following comment by a student

illustrates this:

This course is fun and practical, and gave me an opportunity to be exposed to real English a lot. It would be

better if we could have this course twice a week (once a week, 90 minutes is not enough,).

(LW LEMZEL, EDIEGFIZ/ SASNENTLID o720 #H2{ S0HiUL, o R
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(5) Improvement of English ability
Some students gave opinions on their English ability:

1 think I improved my English speaking skills.
(HHBDRAE —F > T XFNPD LI EL 7 d 5 258 L EF T )

This is an important area for further investigation because it would be useful to know in what way
students felt their abilities had improved. As noted in category 3, for some students, it was the first time to
study closely with an American or British teacher, and students may have improved in confidence when they
realized they could understand and be understood by their teachers, who were using English as the medium

of instruction.

(6) Identifying weaknesses
For a number of students, the course exposed some of their weaknesses, but this was a motivating

factor, creating a positive challenge for them:

I would like to make more efforts for learning English because [ was not able to speak in English in the class.
(EBSIZIZDF DL 2 XDEEEDHEL 072D T oS L2 NZEENTEBL IIZEH LI
WEHWET, )

(7) Opportunity of taking the TOEIC® Speaking test
Some students liked the opportunity to take the TOEIC®. In HiSPEC, the tests are free for the students,

and taking a test produced by a body external to the university was seen as a positive challenge:

I'was happy to have a chance to take the TOEIC S&W test.
(TOEIC S&W7 R F & 217N TRA >0 )

Negative comments

There were only eight negative comments (see Appendix), and with such a small number we have not
created categories. However, these comments highlight some of the feelings of individual students.

While a number of students looked on the challenges of the course as positive, others had a negative
view. For example, one considered the course too difficult, and another was adversely affected by the
English abilities of his/her peers and the level at which the teacher spoke English. One student felt that he/
she did not get enough class time to express himself/herself. Others wanted more homework.

These comments are fairly representative of the kind of feedback teachers often get from any
Communication IIA course. However, some of them point to the fact that not all students were comfortable
with being on the course. It should be noted that the course was not voluntary; students were selected for it

on the basis of test scores. Given the investment of resources in the course, it raises the question of whether
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students should be given the opportunity to select a regular course if they do not wish to take HiSPEC.

(3) How were students’ English abilities affected by the HISPEC course?
TOEIC® Speaking Test results were obtained at the beginning and the end of the semester, and the data
were compared using a t-test. There were 99 HiSPEC students out of 112 who took both of the TOEIC®

Speaking Tests in April and July. Here, we present the results first and follow them with a discussion.

Test results
Table 3 shows the results of the TOEIC® Speaking Tests. There was no significant difference between
the two tests (#98) =-1.73, p = 0.09, d = 0.15[-0.02, 0.33]) and little improvement on the TOEIC® Speaking

scores between April and July.

TABLE. 3 Results of TOEIC® Speaking Tests

Min. Mean Max. SD
April 40.0 107.2 180.0 21.1
July 30.0 110.3 180.0 19.5

TOEIC® L&R

A total of 51 HiSPEC students took the TOEIC® L&R test both in May and July. It was a requirement
for all first-year students to take the TOEIC® L&R in May. Regarding the July test, about half of the students
were required to take it for a part of their grade in the English Communication IB class, which was not for
HiSPEC.

Comparing test scores between the two tests, we can see that students made statistically significant
improvements in listening and reading (#(50)=-7.17, p <.000, d=0.60 [0.42, 0.78]). The effect size indicates
that the average improvement was 0.60 standard deviations above zero, or medium effect size magnitude
according to Cohen (1988). Contrary to TOEIC® Speaking, as shown in the scatter plot (Figure 2), most of
the students gained higher scores in July than in May (see Table 4 for the descriptive statistics). It is notable

that there were only eight weeks between the two tests.

TABLE 4. HiSPEC Students’ TOEIC® L&R Scores

Min. Mean Max. SD
May 370 618.9 925 96.4
July 480 674.4 930 85.3
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FIGURE 2. HiSPEC Students’ TOEIC® L&R Individual Scores
TABLE 5. Non-HiSPEC Students’ TOEIC® L&R Scores
Min. Mean Max. SD
May 385 558.1 810 96.4
July 300 597.7 930 85.3
DISCUSSION

Regarding the tests, the results show no significant difference between the first and second tests in
TOEIC® Speaking, but a significant difference between the two TOEIC® Listening and Reading tests. In
relation to these results, we consider the following: validity, the newness of the program, and the time frame

between the tests.

Test Validity

The two tests of TOEIC® Speaking were used to measure student improvement in speaking English,
and a key question is how well the test itself measures students’ abilities. For example, in the case of
conversation and discussion, interlocutors are turn-taking, listening to messages and responding to them,
deploying a variety of communicative strategies such as suggesting, clarifying, and asserting. With
discussions, there may be input via receptive skills, perhaps reading about a topic, or watching a DVD clip

in preparation. Much of the focus of a speaking class is on interaction. How well does TOEIC® Speaking
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address this?

The first point is that the test is taken using a computer, which removes the opportunity to use many of
the communication strategies necessary of human interaction, and there is no opportunity for the negotiation
of meaning, so that the entire process is more artificial than a test involving two people. However, if recorded
classroom tasks that are similar to the test items can be shown to benefit students’ productive skills’
development, this might encourage instructors to use recorded tasks on the basis of pedagogy. While some
researchers have explored such uses (Soresi & Suzuki, 2007; Toyoda, 2009; Matsuda, Ogawa, Sun & Wang,
2010; Uenishi, 2015), research on the TOEIC speaking tasks and recording would be useful.

As noted earlier in this paper, parts V and VI of the test do not connect well with real-life situations.
Part VI asks for a short verbal essay, and Part V requires an answer which is unlikely. A case can be made
for I, 11, I1I, and IV, not on the basis of real-life tasks, but because they are the kinds of pedagogical task used
in classrooms. While it is a given that all tests have limitations, at present the computer testing of oral
communicative skills is often seen as narrow compared to the aims of the instructors, who tended to feel that
there were more important activities that the students should undertake in the limited time they had for
English studies.

It is interesting to note that a significant difference was found in the TOEIC® L&R scores. Although
it is unlikely that the gain in these scores was solely the result of HISPEC class instruction, it is probable that
the course made a contribution to the gain. One possible reason for this is that non-Japanese teachers teach
predominantly in English, exposing the students to a great deal of input, including instructions, anecdotes,
and general classroom interaction. With small classes, in which students were all near to the teacher, uptake
may have been much better than in regular Communication IA classes, so aiding listening skills. In
considering this, we examined the gain of TOEIC® L&R scores from those students who did not take
HiSPEC instruction in Communication IA but took the same instruction with HiSPEC students in
Communication IB. Those non-HiSPEC students also gained significantly higher scores in July than May
(#(102)=-5.93, p <.000, d = 0.50 [0.32, 0.68]; see Table 5 for the descriptive statistics). Comparing HiISPEC
and non-HiSPEC students, although both gained much higher scores in July than May, it may be the case that
HiSPEC students performed better than non-HiSPEC students because HiSPEC students had much higher
scores in May than non-HiSPEC students; it is usually the case that with a high starting score, it is much
more difficult to get a significant increase in score for the later test because TOEIC uses score equating rather

than raw totals of the numbers of correct answers.

The Newness of the Program

Another factor in the test results relates to the newness of HISPEC. As noted above, the test itself does
not fit easily with some aspects of communicative language teaching, and teachers had no prior experience
of teaching a course involving a TOEIC® Speaking test and little time to adjust their courses. From the
narrow perspective of raising scores, identifying the best way of achieving this is a process that takes time
and experimentation, and is unlikely to be achieved in the very first course of its kind. By the end of the
course, however, teachers had a much better understanding of the challenges. Two attended a seminar on
TOEIC® S&W, and were able to advise on the test and marking procedures in detail.



The Time Frame Between Tests

An additional factor was the time frame between the two tests. The first was given in April and the
second in July, meaning that there was a maximum of only ten classes between the two tests, which is a
relatively small amount of class time. As TOEIC® Speaking is not a multiple-choice test, and requires a new

set of test-taking skills, this will almost certainly have affected the results.

Implications for Teaching

The main implication for the HISPEC course is the potential tension between the broad language aims
of the English language teachers involved in HiSPEC and the narrow focus of the TOEIC® Speaking test.
As we have noted, this was dealt with in at least three different ways by teachers. A key issue revolves
around how students, developing oral communicative skills in their courses, need to adjust to the demands
of a computer-based speaking test. Given that TOEIC® Speaking is a short test, one practical option would
be to organize test simulations and guidance the week before students actually take the second test.

Other, more minor, considerations revolve around giving greater space to the tests, and student
selection. Students could be required to take the first test right at the beginning of the semester, for example,
which would give a better indication of the effect of HISPEC on test scores. Additionally, students could be
allowed to opt out of HiSPEC if they wish to take regular classes, and motivated students with slightly lower

university entrance examination scores could be allowed to apply for the program.

CONCLUSION

In conclusion, we have used a mixed-method approach to evaluating HiSPEC. In analyzing the data,
we have made several key points. These concern teacher satisfaction, student satisfaction, and testing.

In relation to teacher satisfaction and student satisfaction, the results of the course are very positive.
Both groups enjoyed the experience of small-size classes. In general, students were motivated. Teachers
were able to get to know their students better, and provide much more advice and encouragement to
individuals in the classroom, than in classes of a larger size. Such aspects of a course, which are not easily
quantified, can lead to long-term improvements in students’ language skills as they develop intrinsic
motivation for using and exploring language.

Regarding TOEIC® Speaking, there was no significant difference between the two sets of test results.
We have considered three reasons for this. First, TOEIC® Speaking is a computer-based test, focused on a
narrow skill-set, which does not fit easily with the broader aims of English language teachers who are trying
to build up skills for communicative exchanges between people. Second, with such a new course, orienting
students towards a test which does not connect well with many of the aims of language teachers takes time.
The third reason was the compounding effect of the short period between the two tests. We have also
commented that the course could have had an impact on TOEIC® L&R results, as it is in reality difficult to
separate English language learning into the four separate skills areas of speaking, listening, reading, and
writing.

Finally, we should note that this article is concerned with the first half of the HiSPEC program only.
At the time of writing, the second part of the program is underway, with a focus on writing skills. This course
will be analyzed in a second article, which will build on the first, using feedback from both teachers and



students, as well as test data, in order to assess the appropriateness of TOEIC® Writing as an indicator of

student writing ability.

REFERENCES

Cohen, J. (1988). Statistical Power Analysis for the Behavioral Sciences (2" ed.). Hillsdale, N. J.: Lawrence
Earlbaum.

Okuno, H. (2009). Critical Discussion on the Foreign Language Activities in the Course of Study for Primary
Schools on the Basis of the Historical Studies and the Present situations of Primary Schools’ English
Education. KELES, Studies in English Language Teaching, 32, 53-62.

Soresi, S., and Suzuki, S. (2007). The SPM*-based Speaking Test at Toyo Eiwa: A look into the contextualized
scoring system — *SPM stands for “sentences per minute”. Toyo Eiwa Journal of the Humanities and
Social Sciences, 25, 13-32.

Toyoda, H. (2009). Kentei bunseki nyuumon — R de manabu saishin data kaiseki [Introduction to Testing
Analysis: Learning brand-new data analysis from R]. Tokyo: Tokyo Tosho.

Matsuda, M., Ogawa, N., Sun, C., and Wang, S. (2010). IC recorder ni yoru rokuon wo chuushin ni shita eigo
speaking ryoku no yousei: Nagasaki Daigaku Kankyou Kagakubu ni okeru jireikennkyuu [Developing
English speaking ability by recording on IC recorder: A case study in the Faculty of Environmental
Studies, Nagasaki University] Journal of Environmental Studies, Nagasaki University, 12(2), 43-55.

Uenishi, K. (2015). Investigating the efficacy of One-minute Impromptu Speaking: Using the Audio Editing
Software, Audacity. Hiroshima Studies in Language and Language Education, 18, 153-164.



APPENDIX: The Eight Negative Comments on HiSPEC

This could be a better course if the course gave us more opportunities for the presentation using

students’ own ideas.

(60 b HF TREZERZ THEXKT 2D HEERVEHNE LT )

I wanted to have more opportunities to speak in English because this is a valuable small-size class by a

native speaker of English. Also, more homework is desirable in order to prevent decrease of our English

ability.

(E oS HENDIELETHEANE S FRXLDTH > &R Tt I DKL 22> 720 5HD
Lo )il TS ALy DT 2578 E 8 5. )

This course was good because this is a small-size class and students could make good relationships

because of the warm-up activity at the beginning of the class. But it may be better if we could have more

homework.

BPABDZ FRTHY, BAD T4+ —3I> 7T Th&Tr FABHOMHPRS ) ET
DBREELL 2 FRATRDPoZ0 b ILLIFEPHTE L EH S, )

Personally, 1 feel this course was too difficult for me.

(TAIgIZ, LLH#ELTES, )

1 have not had opportunities so far to speak in English so that this course was difficult to follow.

(5 F CTHFFCTH I L%, BREDL ) LREZRZITTY, 20T EP#LD
27 )

Sometimes I was not able to understand what the teacher said, and I was anxious about this course

because other students were good at English.

(BAEDRF > TS EPHERN LN EBBooL, B OPARAL TEEANGD THE
TLA )

It was hard for me to discuss difficult topics in English, but I think I have brought off the task by writing

my opinions beforehand in homework. It is important to think about and discuss these topics, but it is

not useful for daily English conversation.

(B LV afidiz D THGH Tt 378 DIZKZETE o 22 D3 FHRNIZTFECIRE TEIZ 2 &S ML
TESE, —WHEDHZ 71 N— METELEH e CDL I ZdBICOVTER,
T BDIFAY % 2 E50F R E, BT 225 T < 8 DIk H gy 2 JEgd o121 *
DR ERS, )

This course inspires me because other students were good. But I got a little bored with the course

because the pattern of the course is always the same.

IO DINA L NXITES LoD T, WOARBIZ G ) F Lo BFENS — B IZED 5 475
o728, PULBEDTETH EVIHEID ) EFT, )
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This article describes the organization, set-up, and evaluation of an exciting new program which is
attempting to help first-year university students improve their English speaking and writing skills. Known
as Hiroshima University’s Program for English Communication (HiSPEC), the program is part of the
“Super Global University” initiative, which attempts to create Japanese leaders who have excellent English
communication abilities. Here, we focus on the first half of HISPEC, which is oriented towards speaking
skills and the TOEIC® Speaking test.

Students with the highest English entrance exam scores from some faculties were identified and
grouped into “small classes,” with about 15 students in each. Those non-English majors received
instruction from native English-speaking instructors for 90 minutes one day per week during a semester,
and took the TOEIC Speaking Test near the beginning of the semester and about 10 weeks later.

Results showed that the students’ TOEIC Speaking Test scores generally improved, but the
improvements were not statistically significant. In questionnaires, students overwhelmingly stated that
they enjoyed the courses and, thanks to the program, they had become even more motivated to improve
their English conversation skills in the future. The instructors, meanwhile, reported that even though the
test scores did not significantly improve, the small class sizes had positive effects on students’ English
speaking abilities and motivations. Yet, some teachers questioned the validity of using the TOEIC
Speaking Test to motivate students, and also expressed concern that there was not enough instruction time
between the two test administrations for significant improvement to be expected. The implications are

described here.
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