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Introduction to the Second Issue 
 
The editorial team is pleased to release the second issue of Eruditi: The CGCS Journal 
of Language Research and Education. Eruditi is an annual peer-reviewed digital journal, 
established to promote research and teaching activities within the Center for Global 
Communication Strategies (hereafter “CGCS”) in the College of Arts/Graduate School 
of Arts and Sciences of The University of Tokyo. CGCS is a research and educational 
organization under the College of Arts and Sciences/Graduate School of Arts and 
Sciences and is located on the Komaba Campus. The center includes faculty who teach 
in and manage several language programs, including ALESS (Active Learning of 
English for Science Students), ALESA (Active Learning of English for Students of the 
Arts), FLOW (Fluency-oriented Workshop), and TLP (Trilingual Program). 
 The journal serves to publicize both on- and off-campus research by current and 
former CGCS members in fields related to CGCS’s educational mission, and it also 
gives an opportunity for faculty to reflect on their work and share their pedagogical 
strategies and experiences with the teaching community. As such, Eruditi aims to further 
promote the development and enhancement of the CGCS programs in particular and 
language education in Japan in general. 
 The second issue of Eruditi features three papers. As two of them are co-authored, 
a total of seven authors have contributed to this issue. The Guest Paper examines 
students’ perceptions of native and non-native language instructors in Japan. The 
Pedagogic-methodological Practices section includes a paper that tackles complex 
issues of French schooling models from a perspective of sociology. Finally, the Original 
Research section introduces the results of a survey that was targeted to the University of 
Tokyo TLP program students.  
 This year, Eruditi’s editorial team has been joined by Alexandra Terashima 
(ALESS). Her expertise in professional editing has become an invaluable resource for 
the journal. Emiko Nozawa (ALESS) has also worked with us extensively and helped 
bring this issue to fruition.  
 We take this opportunity to thank Tom Gally, Qian Wang, Julien Agaesse, Varvara 
Mukhina, Yuki Furukawa, and the anonymous reviewers who have all contributed to the 
completion of the journal’s second issue at various stages of the process. We would also 
like to express our gratitude to Torahiko Terada, Naoki Ogoshi, and Hibi Watanabe for 
their kind support. Last but not the least, we extend our thanks to all the authors for 
carefully tackling the reviewers’ recommendations.  
 We are very much looking forward to the next year’s contributions from the 
CGCS faculty. 
 
Eruditi Editorial Team 
Ksenia Golovina 
Ingrid Kaufmann 
Alexandra Terashima 
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Abstract 
In this paper, the authors introduce and discuss the findings gathered from a 2017 
online survey targeting students studying under the Trilingual Program at the 
University of Tokyo. The aim of the study was to examine how students experience 
the program in terms of their motivation and to identify areas where the program 
could be potentially improved. The study’s design took into consideration the 
program’s overarching goals, teachers’ and students’ voices, and general issues 
pertaining to third language education in Japan. Completed by 165 students, the 
survey aids in determining the general demographics of the program’s learners, 
including the reasons for program withdrawal; the rationale behind the choice of the 
third language; and the student participation in the overseas travel offerings. Due to 
the authors’ particular interest in the dynamics of students’ motivation, both 
motivating and demotivating factors such as various obstacles are closely examined 
in order to identify potential areas of improvement. Finally, the students’ direct 
comments and suggestions are also considered. While the paper introduces many 
issues relevant to updating program policy, this study’s four major recommendations 
are related to streamlining/unifying the program’s process and requirements; 
enhancing integration of English; optimizing workload/benefit balance for science 
students; and reevaluating the program’s curriculum with the aim to strengthen the 
cultural/social component.  

 
Keywords: TLP (Trilingual Program), third language education, student motivation, 
program design.  
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1 Introduction and background 

1.1  Third language education in Japan 

This paper presents and discusses the results of an online survey targeting students participating in 
the “Trilingual Program” at the University of Tokyo. The survey was conducted by TLP teachers1 in 
order to learn about students’ experience with the program following its expansion to include four 
languages in 2016.  
 The Trilingual Program (TLP) refers to a program focused on the education of students learning 
to speak a third language in addition to their native language (Japanese) and English, their second 
language. The program was initiated by the University of Tokyo and aspired to promote plurilingual 
education beyond the traditional Japanese-English dyad. In Japan, mastering English has 
traditionally received great attention while other languages have often remained marginalized in the 
education system, with the exception of programs under foreign language faculties.  
 The following issues have been reported regarding third language education in Japan: 
ideological dilemmas pertaining to foreign language education in general (Butler, 2007), the 
“hegemony” of English (Kubota, 2015), and the general post-Meiji trend to diminish rather than 
expand third-language learning opportunities (Sensui, 2009). Previous research has also mentioned 
Japan’s present-day overemphasis on regarding language learning as a tool for career development 
rather than as an opportunity to learn about other cultures and broaden horizons (Hasegawa, 2013; 
Sensui, 2009). Secondary education issues include an insufficient number of schools offering third 
language classes as well as their reliance on non-tenured teachers to provide third language 
instruction to pupils (Hasegawa, 2013). Pupils are not sufficiently motivated as these languages are 
not relevant to their university entrance exams (Hasegawa, 2013). At the university level, there is a 
reportedly insufficient number of classes offered for acquiring a third language, and the inability to 
master the language within the given hours in turn demotivates the learners (Iwasaki, 2001). A 
further university-level third language education issue concerns an excessive number of students per 
class (Sensui, 2009).  
 The university language program discussed below has been implemented to overcome a wide 
range of issues pertaining to third language education in Japan, thus aiming to serve as a benchmark 
for the future development of similar programs. The University of Tokyo’s program strives to 
achieve a balanced learning of two foreign languages (i.e., English as the second and another 
language as the third) in addition to students’ major. As such, students’ ability to speak several 
foreign languages emerges as an additional strength and provides the learners with a competitive 
edge in the global market.  
 Real-time examination of how students experience this program can help provide further 
insights pertaining to the future of third language education in Japan.  

  

                                                        
 
1 The survey was developed by the authors of this paper (from the Russian TLP and German TLP 
respectively) in collaboration with Qian Wang from the Chinese TLP and Julien Agaesse from the French 
TLP. The authors also thank the TLP committee for endorsing the project.  
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1.2  The TLP Program 

The TLP program of the University of Tokyo was launched in 2013, at which time the only third 
language offered was Chinese. French, German, and Russian were added in 2016, while in 2018 
Korean was added to the program and is to be followed by Spanish in 2019. Every year a new group 
of first-year students begins their studies under the TLP program and continues for three semesters (a 
year and a half) for French, German, and Russian and for eight semesters (four years) in the case of 
Chinese.2 Students’ eligibility to join the program depends on their English entrance exam score, as 
only the top 10% are offered the opportunity to join the program. 
 During the first semester of the program, students are to attend 5 classes per week (2 grammar, 2 
intensive, and 1 practice) and thereby obtain 10 credits. Intensive and/or practice classes are usually 
taught by teachers who are native speakers. During the second semester, students attend 4 classes 
and 3 classes during the third semester. The grammar classes are not necessarily TLP-specific and 
are sometimes taught in language classes together with non-TLP students.3 Overseas trips are 
offered as part of the program as rewards for well-performing students. Students are evaluated 
following each semester, and some must withdraw from the program midway if they fail to achieve 
the required score. Simultaneously, new high-achieving students who took classes on the target 
language as part of other courses can join the TLP program at the beginning of the second and third 
semesters.  
 For example, in 2016, the number of students enrolled in each language of the TLP was as 
follows: Chinese – 63, French – 40, German – 32, and Russian – 14. In 2017, 78 students obtained a 
TLP program completion certificate, with 29 in Chinese (including one 4th year student), 28 in 
French, 12 in German, and 9 in Russian.  
 The Chinese TLP program commenced in 2013, and at the time of the survey (October 2017) 
this program’s first-year students were the fifth cohort of Chinese learners under the TLP. In contrast, 
the French, German, and Russian TLP programs were launched in 2016, so while at the time of the 
survey these programs’ first-year students were the second cohort of learners under the TLP, the 
second-year students constituted the only seniors in the program.  
 Tables 1-3 provide an overview of the number of students who enrolled in and dropped out of 
the French, German, and Russian TLP since the program started. The survey revealed differences in 
circumstances between students of humanities and students of sciences, and therefore both groups 
are shown separately. It is also interesting to note the existence of different proportions of 
humanities/sciences students in each of the languages.4 

                                                        
 
2 During the first two years of studying at the University of Tokyo, the students are split into those who 
belong to Humanities and those who belong to Sciences, each following their respective curriculum, 
albeit in the frameworks of general education course in the College of Arts and Sciences. After having 
completed this so-called junior phase, the students choose their specialization and transfer to the relevant 
faculties.   
3 The Chinese and Russian TLP programs offer a TLP-specific grammar class for TLP students which is 
not shared with non-TLP students.  
4 Unfortunately, we were not aware of the different conditions of science and humanities’ students when 
developing the survey. Thus, the influence of specific circumstances is only revealed if the students 
mention their affiliation to one of these two courses in the free comments.  
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Table 1: Enrollment and dropping out of students in the French TLP 

French 1st cohort 2nd cohort  
 2016 spring 2016 autumn  2017 spring 2017 spring 2017 autumn 2018 

spring 
 Hum Sc Hum Sc Hum Sc Hum Sc Hum Sc Hum Sc 
Enrolled 17 20 5 - 3 1 22 16 3 1 - 1 
Dropped out 4 2 2 9 1 - 7 4 6 -   
Finished program 18 10       
Obtained TLP certificate 18 10       

Table 2: Enrollment and dropping out of students in the German TLP 

German 1st cohort 2nd cohort  
 2016 spring 2016 autumn  2017 spring 2017 spring 2017 autumn 2018 

spring 
 Hum Sc Hum Sc Hum Sc Hum Sc Hum Sc Hum Sc 
Enrolled 11 21 1 2 - 1 9 20 1 2 1 1 
Dropped out 3 5 1 7 - 4 3 5 1 2   
Finished program 8 8       
Obtained TLP certificate 6 6       

Table 3: Enrollment and dropping out of students in the Russian TLP 

Russian 1st cohort 2nd cohort*  
 2016 spring 2016 autumn  2017 spring 2017 spring 2017 autumn 2018 

spring 
 Hum Sc Hum Sc Hum Sc Hum Sc Hum Sc Hum Sc 
Enrolled 9 5 2 - 1 1 5 8 1 2 1 1 
Dropped out 2 2 - - - - 0 3 - -   
Finished program 9 3       
Obtained TLP certificate 7 2       

*2nd	cohort	numbers	(Table	3)	were	revised	on	September	30,	2019	because	of	a	misprint.	 

In the case of Chinese, usually two thirds of the students study humanities and one-third study 
sciences, while during some years (e.g., 2016), the number of sciences and humanities students was 
the same. The Chinese dropout rate is approximately one third each year. 
 Because the program requires an ongoing ability to advance the learning of English, in order to 
obtain the TLP certificate students must excel not only at their third language (Chinese, French, 
German, or Russian) but must also maintain a high score in English.5 If they fail to remain among 
the best 10% of English students, they must take the external IELTS exam and achieve 7.0 points or 
more in order to qualify for the certificate. 

 
 
5 TLP students participate in regular English classes with other non-TLP students, as there are no special 
English classes as part of the TLP program.  
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The aim of the survey presented in this paper was to evaluate whether the program’s established 
goals receive organic implementation and to determine which potential improvements could further 
enhance the application of the program’s principles while sustaining students’ motivation. 

  

2  Demographics 

The anonymous survey was conducted between October 15 and 27 of 2017 and consisted of 22 
questions combining multiple-choice, multiple-answer, and open-ended questions and required 
approximately 10 minutes of respondents’ time. All questions were compulsory and thus could not 
be intentionally skipped. Initially, 176 answers were obtained, but the sample amounted to 165 
responses following data cleaning.6 The criteria for data-cleaning regarded opting out of the survey 
before answering the question inquiring about which language program (Chinese, German, French, 
or Russian TLP) the respondent belonged to. Following data-cleaning, the response completion rate 
amounted to 93%, as some respondents chose to opt out of the survey during a later stage, but their 
answers were nevertheless included in the analysis.  

The demographic characteristics of the respondents are found in Table 4 below. 

Table 4: Demographic characteristics of the sample (N=160) 

Year  Language  Still taking TLP classes7 

Yes  
79 (49%) 

No  
81 (51%) 

1st year�  81 (50.5%) Chinese  
French 
German 
Russian 

21 (26%) 
26 (32%) 
19 (23%) 
15 (19%) 

21 (100%) 
25 (96%) 
18 (95%) 
14 (93%) 

- 
1 (4%) 
1 (5%) 
1 (7%) 

2nd year 67 (42%) Chinese  
French 
German 
Russian 

15 (22%) 
16 (24%) 
24 (36%) 
12 (18%) 

1 (7%) 
- 
- 
- 

14 (93%) 
16 (100%) 
24 (100%) 
12 (100%) 

3rd year 8 (5%) Chinese  8 (100%) - 8 (100%) 

4th year 4 (2.5%) Chinese  4 (100%) - 4 (100%) 

 

                                                        
 
6 Among the 165 respondents, 5 second-year students did not belong to the TLP program but were 
allowed to join the TLP trip(s) together with the Russian TLP students due to their exceptional results. 
These five students only answered the trip-related questions, hence in other instances the overall number 
of survey respondents amounts to 160. 
7 A few second-year students misunderstood the question and indicated that they were still taking TLP 
classes when the survey was conducted, which was technically impossible as such classes were not 
available except for the Chinese TLP. In the table, these responses are (correctly) counted as “No” (not 
anymore).  
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Among the first-year students, three indicated that they were no longer taking TLP classes. This 
means that they either opted out or dropped out from the program after the first semester of the first 
year. In contrast, none of the third- or fourth-year students who participated in the survey were still 
enrolled in the TLP program, as they all have either completed the program or opted/dropped out at 
some point in the past.  
 Regarding the 73 students responding that they were no longer taking TLP classes, we asked 
whether they completed the program or opted/dropped out of it, and Table 5 illustrates the results. 
The 19 respondents who indicated not completing the program were further asked about the reasons, 
which are shown in Table 6. Table 5 in particular clearly shows that some respondents who had 
completed the relevant TLP program (e.g., had attended the classes with reasonable regularity and 
passed the final tests) and were eligible to receive a TLP completion certificate on the basis of their 
TLP program score were nonetheless ineligible for certification due to their English score. Because 
the survey occurred while some students were still taking their IELTS exams or were otherwise 
unsure about their final third language and/or English classes’ scores, 27.39% of respondents 
indicated that they “did not know” whether they would be eligible for the TLP certificate.  

Table 5: “I am not in the TLP Program anymore, because...” (Q3), (N=73) 

Status of former TLP students 
 

Total 
73 (100%) 

Chinese 
26 (100%) 

French 
15 (100%) 

German 
24 (100%) 

Russian 
8 (100%) 

I completed the full TLP Program, ...      

... but I do not know yet whether I am 
eligible for the TLP certificate 

20 (27%) 4 (15%) 7 (47%) 6 (25%) 3 (38%) 

... and received/will receive the TLP 
certificate 

28 (38%) 16 (62%) 6 (40%) 6 (25%) - 

... but did/will not receive a TLP 
certificate due to my TLP classes score 

- - - - - 

... but did/will not receive the TLP 
certificate due to my English exam 
score 

6 (8%) 2 (8%) - 2 (8%) 2 (25%) 

I did not complete the full TLP 
program 

19 (26%) 4 (15%) 2 (13%) 10 (42%) 3 (38%) 

 
Table 6 provides information regarding the reasons for withdrawal from the program before 
completion (e.g., attending classes for three semesters (more for Chinese) with reasonable regularity 
and passing the final tests). Multiple answers were possible in this question so the resulting number 
of responses exceeds the actual number of self-reported drop-outs shown in the first row of the table 
(19 students).8 The majority of responses (27 of 30) are provided by second-year students, although 

                                                        
 
8 The percentages in the second column relate to the number of respondents, since we were interested in 
how many students chose the answer rather than the proportion between the answers chosen. 
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the actual withdrawal might have occurred during their first year in the program. Unless stated 
otherwise, the responses in the table are from second-year students. 

Table 6: “Why did you opt/drop out from the TLP program?” (Q4), (N=19, multiple answers 
possible) 

Reasons for Leaving the Program 

 

Total  
19 (100%) 

Chinese 
4 

French 
2 

German 
10 

Russian 
3 

TLP program did not meet my 
expectations 

3 (16%) 1  1 1 

TLP program was too demanding 5 (26%) 1 1 2 1 

My "bukatsu" was too demanding 5 (26%)   4 1 

I started working part time 1 (5%)   1  

I had many other obligations 3 (16%) 3    

I did not meet the required TLP class 
score 

2 (11%)  1  1 

I did not meet the required score in 
English 

2 (11%)   1 1 

I left/am leaving the University of 
Tokyo/ took a leave of absence 

4 (22%)  1 
(1st y.) 

2 1  
(1st y.) 

Other (please specify)9 5 (26%) 1 (3rd y.)  4  

 
While inherent factors were mentioned in 8 instances, such as the program’s failure to meet 
respondents’ expectations or being too demanding, external factors (such as bukatsu activities, 
part-time job, or other, including academic obligations) also played a considerable role.10  
 

3 Reasons for language choice 

In the first of a series of questions related to the motivation of students in the TLP program, we 
asked what determined their choice of language. This question resulted in responses from 160 
respondents with language distribution as follows: 48 Chinese, 43 French, 42 German, and 27 
Russian. The reasons provided by the students broadly varied, and because some students chose 
several reasons, the number of total responses exceeds 160 in Table 7 below. Discussion follows the 
table.  

                                                        
 
9 Others: “I lost motivation” (3), “I had to take another class”, “I didn’t see the meaning of the 
certificate”. 
10 See Chapter 3 on motivation for a detailed discussion of the factors related to dropping out as well as 
an analysis of the comments provided in the “Others” section.  



Eruditi, 2 (2018). Section 1 (Original Research), 1-24, Golovina, Kaufmann, Agaesse, Wang. 

 

 
 

8 

Table 7: “Why did you choose that particular language?” (Q7), (N=160, multiple answers 
possible) 

 
Reasons for Language Choice 

Total  
160 

(100%) 

Chinese 
48 

(100%) 

French 
43 

(100%) 

German 
42 

(100%) 

Russian 
27 

(100%) 

No specific reason 7 (4%) 1 (2%) 2 (5%) 2 (5%) 2 (7%) 
Only option/Language of first choice not 
available 

15 (9%) 12 (25%) 1 (2%) 2 (5%) - 

General interest 18 (11%) 3 (6%) 6 (14%) 5 (12%) 4 (15%) 
Interest in 
the 
language: 

Linguistic interest 13 (8%) 3 (6%) 3 (7%) 2 (5%) 5 (19%) 
Previous knowledge of the 
language 

10 (6%) 3 (6%) 5 (12%) 1 (2%) 1 (4%) 

Similarity to 1st or 2nd 
language 

8 (5%) 1 (2%) 2 (5%) 5 (12%) - 

Social influence 15 (9%) 7 (15%) 3 (7%) 4 (10%) 1 (4%) 
Interest in 
the country: 

Culture and cultural image 35 (22%) 2 (4%) 12 (28%) 8 (19%) 13 (48%) 
Academia 23 (14%) - 2 (5%) 18 (43%) 3 (11%) 

Future possibilities and career 45 (28%) 21 (44%) 17 (40%) 5 (12%) 2 (7%) 
Classes’ features and international trip 8 (5%) 3 (6%) 1 (2%) 3 (7%) 1 (4%) 
 
In the following section, we elaborate on some of the reasons provided by students in their 
comments. 
 
• Only option/General interest 

Of the 15 students who indicated that they were not specifically interested in the language of the 
program they chose, 10 students of Chinese noted that this was the only option available when they 
joined the TLP program. Five students would have preferred to learn another language which was 
not available.  
 Sixteen respondents stated that they favored a certain language or the country where it is spoken 
without providing concrete details. Common statements included “it seemed interesting”, “I was 
fascinated”, “it is unique to me”, and “it best fits my image of myself”.  
 
• Linguistic interest 

Thirteen students reported having a linguistic interest in the language. Many stated that they wished 
to learn a language of a particular language family or that they were interested in the language’s 
writing system. In the case of Russian, some reported its complexity to be an attractive factor. Ten 
respondents stated previous knowledge of a language as a reason for its choice, while a language’s 
simplicity and similarity to Japanese or English were stated by 8 students. Within this category, the 
most frequent response regarded German’s similarity to English.  
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• Social influence  

Another set of reasons was related to an interest in the language due to the influence of one’s ethnic 
background, family, friends, and greater social connections. Statements from 15 respondents fit this 
category, where either the students’ family members or the students themselves used to live in or 
travel to the country of the studied language and had friends there. In some instances students’ 
parents or grandparents spoke or even taught the language in question, while in others the 
respondents’ choice was driven by a friend’s invitation to learn the language together.  
 
• Future possibilities and career 

The majority of responses could be broadly classified as relating to future possibilities and career. 
Some respondents mentioned career opportunities or broadening horizons in concrete terms while 
others more generally referred to the importance of the studied language or country. This category 
included 28% of the respondents, comprising 44% of students of Chinese and 40% of French but 
only 12% of German and 7% of Russian. Each of the groups entailed characteristic features: China 
was often mentioned regarding its closeness to and economic ties with Japan which would require 
conversing in Chinese. French was often mentioned as one of the United Nations’ official languages 
that is also used in many African countries and was thus viewed to be important in diplomatic 
careers. In the case of German, the central reason concerned future careers with science, especially 
medicine and pharmaceutics. Finally, in the case of Russian, the reasons quoted included interest in 
the greater post-Soviet region and the importance of Russian in that region. Additionally, because 
few people in Japan choose to learn Russian, a competitive advantage was also reported as a reason 
to study this language. 
 The responses show that while Chinese and French are viewed as important languages in a 
globalized world, German and Russian seem to be mostly perceived as historically relevant. 
Although this is mainly due to the countries’ general image in Japanese society, the German and 
Russian language departments might benefit from communicating a more up-to-date image of the 
countries and their languages. 
  
• Culture and the country’s image 

Thirty-five respondents chose various reasons pertaining to interest in the country’s culture and arts 
or in its cultural image. Students of Russian (13 respondents) noted the country’s music, ballet, and 
arts. Several respondents mentioned that their reason was the perception of Russian as being “very 
different”. Among 12 students of French in this category, many mentioned French food and the 
general beauty and “coolness” of the French culture and language. For German, the 8 students in this 
category referred to the country’s culture in general, its classical music, and food. In the case of 
Chinese (2 students), one student mentioned the country’s culture in general and its food. The second 
student of Chinese mentioned a desire to combat the negative image of China in Japan through 
learning the language and promoting the country’s positive image.  
 
• Academia 
Another large category with 23 total respondents was related to academic purposes, where students 
indicated that the studied language was useful in or associated with a certain area of study, such as 
humanities or sciences. German was predominant in this category, with 18 students mentioning 
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philosophy, literature, history, law, engineering, physics, and medicine as reasons for choosing the 
language. Three students of Russian referred to Russian history, politics, and architecture while two 
students of French mentioned science and literature. There were no students of Chinese in this 
category.  
 
• Classes’ features 

Eight students mentioned various reasons pertaining to the distinguishing features of the relevant 
classes, where 2 students of Chinese chose the language because the Chinese TLP program held the 
longest teaching record; 1 student of French selected French due to peers’ claims about the classes’ 
engaging atmosphere; and 1 student of Russian chose Russian due to the comparatively small 
number of students in classes. The possibility of traveling abroad more than once as part of the 
program’s overseas offerings was explicitly mentioned by 4 students, including 1 studying Chinese 
and 3 studying German.  
 

4 Motivating factors 

As explained in the introduction, the TLP program is considerably competitive and requires 
extensive time and effort from the students. Throughout the program, the teachers noticed 
fluctuations regarding the degree of student motivation. This was a temporary occurrence for some 
students, while for others it resulted in an inability to devote the necessary effort to the program. As 
such, motivation emerged as one of the crucial aspects that we wanted to assess by this survey in 
order to understand which factors play a role in both increasing and decreasing the students’ 
motivation. 
 We asked the students whether they experienced an increase or decrease in motivation at some 
point in the program and asked for specific reasons. The factors that increased motivation, which 
were experienced by 101 (63%) of respondents, are summarized in Table 8 below. Some respondents 
reported more than one factor, and as a result there are 115 responses in this category. The 
percentages refer to the total of 101 respondents.  

Table 8: “If your motivation increased at some point during the TLP program, what was the 
reason for that?” (Q9), (N=101, multiple answers possible)  

Reasons for an increase in 
motivation 

Total 
101 (100%) 

Chinese 
25 (100%) 

French 
26 (100%) 

German 
28 (100%) 

Russian 
22 (100%) 

Trip 42 (42%) 10 (40%) 7 (27%) 19 (68%) 6 (27%) 
Improvement of language skills 19 (18%) 4 (16%) 5 (19%) 6 (21%) 4 (18%) 
Classmates 15 (15%) 5 (20%) 5 (19%) 2 (7%) 4 (18%) 
Teacher/class atmosphere 12 (12%) 1 (4%) 3 (12%) 2 (7%) 6 (27%) 
Meeting native speakers 6 (6%) 2 (8%) 1 (4%) 1 (4%) 2 (9%) 
Learning about country/culture 6 (6%) 1 (4%) - 3 (11%) 2 (9%) 
Tests/exams 6 (6%) 3 (12%) 3 (12%) - - 
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Table 8: (continued) 

Reasons for an increase in 
motivation 

Total 
101 (100%) 

Chinese 
25 (100%) 

French 
26 (100%) 

German 
28 (100%) 

Russian 
22 (100%) 

Time: 2nd semester 3 (3%) 1 (4%) 1 (4%) 1 (4%) - 
Others11 6 (6%) - 4 (15%) - 2 (9%) 
 
The results show that tendencies are similar among the languages,12 with the top three choices 
including such factors as the overseas trip offered by the TLP program,13 students’ realization of 
their improved skills, and being surrounded by engaged classmates.  
 The overseas trip emerged as the major factor influencing students’ motivation, as 42% of the 
students in this category (corresponding to 26% of 160 respondents) mentioned it and many referred 
to the prospect of taking the trip. Those who had already participated in the trip mentioned having 
enjoyed the country, its culture, and interaction with the local people. Some also reported realization 
that they needed to further improve their skills in the relevant foreign language in order to more 
effectively communicate. One student mentioned that the trip provided motivation not only to learn 
the language in question but to also advance his/her English abilities in order to enhance potential for 
international communication.  
 The second important factor mentioned was the students’ realization of their improved skills in 
the language (19% of students fell in this category). The students mostly mentioned the increased 
understanding of their teachers but also the ability to communicate with their classmates in the 
foreign language and to better comprehend written texts.  
 The third factor of importance, mentioned by 15% of the students in this category, was related to 
students’ interaction with their classmates, where studying together with engaged and motivated 
peers positively influenced their own motivation.  
The next factor was the teacher in question and/or the atmosphere in the class. Twelve percent of 
students in this category stated that they experienced an increase in motivation because their teachers 
were efficient and/or kind or because the general in-class atmosphere was cheerful and thus 
motivating.  
 The three following factors claimed the same number of respondents each, where 6% of students 
in this category were motivated by meeting native speakers, both in Japan and while abroad, by 
learning about the country and its culture in-class, outside of it, while on the trip abroad, and by 
studying for tests and exams. 

                                                        
 
11 Others include some highly personal reasons such as enjoying the sound of the language, practicing 
writing, and songs. 
12 An exception was teacher/class atmosphere, which was higher in the case of Russian. 
13 At first glance, the importance of the trip for the increase in motivation shown in Table 9 seems to 
differ with respect to the languages (27% for French and Russian, 40% for Chinese, and 68% for German). 
However, the higher percentage of German is related to the fact that German is the only language 
program that offers a trip during the first semester, meaning that 71% of the German TLP students had 
already participated in the trip at the time of the survey compared to 31% of the students of the other 
languages. For the students of Chinese, French, and Russian who had already participated in the trip, 66% 
percent (19 of 29) mention the trip as well. 
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In addition, 10% of students in this category mentioned a variety of miscellaneous motivational 
factors, from inspiration due to how beautiful the language sounds to excitement resulting from 
described accomplishments of seniors in the TLP program who have acquired solid command of the 
language in question.  
 

5 The overseas trip 

As already mentioned in the previous section, the overseas trip plays a major role in the motivation 
of the TLP students. Forty percent (64 of 160 students) cite the trip as one of the reason(s) for joining 
the TLP program and 25% state that their motivation increased when looking forward to or 
participating in the trip.  
 We therefore include detailed information about the trips and students’ evaluation of their 
features. 

5.1  Information about the trips  

The overseas trips are organized by the language departments and differ in length and content. The 
numbers of trips may also vary by year. The trips are partially funded by the University of Tokyo. 
The information about the trips for the French, German, and Russian TLP programs is for 2016-2017, 
since these programs commenced in 2016.  
 Students of the Chinese TLP program can take a one-week trip to Taiwan following the second 
semester. A three-week trip to Nanking is organized for 20 students after the 3rd semester as well as 
a one-week trip to Beijing for 6 to 10 students during the 3rd and 4th years. During all trips, students 
participate in language classes and sightseeing excursions. 
 The French TLP program in 2016-2017 offered 13 students a 14-day trip to Paris and Lyon after 
the second semester, where students had workshops, met with French students from different 
universities (Lyon 3, Sciences Po, INALCO, Paris 8) and visited metropolitan or governmental 
agencies (AirParif, ANSES). The sightseeing program included places such as the Eiffel Tower and 
Versailles. After the 3rd semester, 13 students participated in a 14-day trip to Angers entailing 40 
hours of language lessons in different classes and at different levels as well as three excursions 
together with other international students (Mont Saint Michel, Saint-Malo, and Chateau of the 
Loire). 
 Fourteen students of the German TLP program participated in a summer school (10 days) held in 
a conference center in Bonn after the first semester, with another 14 students visiting a winter school 
(14 days) after the second semester. The program was similar for both groups and included language 
lessons in the morning (40 lessons), two academic workshops, one workshop and dinner with 
German students, guided tours with discussions to the broadcaster Deutsche Welle, the museum 
Haus der Geschichte, and the German Academic Exchange Service (DAAD), three or four half-day 
sightseeing excursions, and 2 summer/4 winter sightseeing daytrips.  
 The Russian TLP program offered a 10-day trip to Saint Petersburg and Moscow with a cultural 
focus on the “Imperial Saint-Petersburg” after the second semester, which included 20 hours of 
language lessons, an academic excursion, and three exchange meetings (with local students, middle 
school pupils, and ballet academy staff). The trip also featured extensive sightseeing in Saint 
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Petersburg (Hermitage, Isaac Cathedral, Petropavlovskaya Fortress, etc.), a sightseeing-only trip to 
Moscow, and attending a ballet performance and concert (philharmonic hall). After the third 
semester there was a 17-day trip to Saint-Petersburg (titled “Literary Saint-Petersburg”) which 
comprised 40 hours of language lessons, four academic excursions, an exchange program with local 
students and another with the Institute of Russian Literature researchers, sightseeing (Dostoevsky 
Museum, Blok museum, Russian museum, Savior on Blood Church, etc.), and three cultural 
performances (ballet, drama theatre, philharmonic hall). Each of the two trips included 11 students.  

5.2  Reasons for not joining the trip  

Sixty-two students claimed participation in one or more trips at the time of the survey. Of the 86 
students who reported not joining the trip, 61 lacked the opportunity to do so since no trip had yet 
been offered since beginning the TLP program.14 Of the remaining 25 students, 14 could not join 
due to other obligations at the time of the trip(s), 5 students mentioned costs as the reason for not 
taking the trip, 5 said they failed to qualify for the trip, and 1 student was not interested.  

Table 9: Reasons for not taking the overseas trip(s) (Q17), (N=86) 

Reasons for not taking the trip Total 
86 (100%) 

No opportunity (yet) 61 (71%) 
Schedule/other obligations 14 (16%) 
Costs 5 (6%) 
Not qualified 5 (6%) 
No interest 1 (1%) 

 

5.3  Evaluation of the trips 

Regarding the question examining what students gained from the trip, a majority answered that their 
knowledge about the culture of their host country increased, closely followed by improvement of 
language skills, growing closer with their peers, and interaction with local people.  

                                                        
 
14 Some students skipped this question, meaning that the total of respondents is only 148.  



Eruditi, 2 (2018). Section 1 (Original Research), 1-24, Golovina, Kaufmann, Agaesse, Wang. 

 

 
 

14 

Table 10: “What did you take from the trip?” (Q21), (N=62, multiple answers possible) 

 
Benefits of the trip 
 

Total 
62 

(100%) 

Chinese 
15 

(100%) 

French 
8 

(100%) 

German 
29 

(100%) 

Russian 
10 

(100%) 

Improved my language skills 48 (77%) 11 (69%) 7 (88%) 21 (72%) 9 (90%) 
Learnt about culture 52 (84%) 14 (88%) 5 (63%) 23 (79%) 10 (100%) 
Became closer with peers 44 (71%) 15 (94%) 5 (63%) 19 (66%) 5 (50%) 
Enjoyed interaction with local people 40 (65%) 12 (75%) 6 (75%) 16 (55%) 6 (60%) 
Other15 3 (5%) - - 2 (7%) 1 (1%) 

 
Differences between the languages can be related to differences in trip design offered by each 
program. For example, the high percentage of Russian students answering that they learned about 
culture can be explained by the Russian overseas trip program’s strong focus on culture. Similarly, 
the Chinese trip includes lessons on Chinese culture and sightseeing to historical sites. The 
comparatively low percentage of German students who answered that their language skills were 
improved by the trip might be related to the fact that the first trip to Germany occurs after the first 
semester, which is a stage where students have not yet acquired sufficient skills to communicate with 
native speakers. Moreover, since not all students participate in the trip, the focus of the language 
classes in the host country must lie on practice rather than progression, otherwise there would be too 
great of a difference in ability the following semester between students who took the trip and those 
who did not.  

Table 11: “Did the trip meet your expectations?” (Q20), (N=62, multiple answers possible) 

 
Satisfaction with the trip 

All 
62 

(100%) 

Chinese 
15 

(100%) 

French 
8 

(100%) 

German 
29 

(100%) 

Russian 
10 

(100%) 
Expectations fully met 38 (61%) 7 (47%) 6 (75%) 15 (52%) 6 (60%) 
Expectations met but not enough 
language learning 

12 (19%) 5 (33%) - 6 (21%) 1 (10%) 

Expectations met but not enough 
sightseeing 

7 (11%) - - 6 (21%) 1 (10%) 

Expectations met but not enough 
exchange with local students 

18 (29%) 5 (33%) 1 (13%) 7 (24%) 4 (40%) 

Expectations met but not enough 
academic workshops etc. 

9 (15%) 2 (13%) 2 (25%) 3 (10%) 2 (20%) 

Other16 6 (10%) - - 5 (17%) 1 (10%) 

                                                        
 
15 Other: “Came to like the country more” (German, Russian), “opportunity to talk with teachers” 
(German). 
16 Other: “Due to the size of the group, the students use Japanese most of the time”, “the trip took place 
too early so that the language skills of the students where not sufficient”, “some workshops were too 
difficult for students with a different subject”, “there were not enough visits to major cities”, “the 
language classes were good but too similar to the classes in Japan”, and “there was not enough freedom 
during the trip”.  
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As Table 11 shows, the trips met the expectations of most students, however 29% found that there 
was not enough exchange with local students, 19% would have preferred a stronger focus on 
language learning, 15% would have liked more academic programs, and 11% preferred to have more 
opportunities for sightseeing. Again, differences between the languages can be observed.  
 The responses show that, for many TLP students, the trip is the highlight of the TLP program 
and importantly provides the opportunity to communicate with native speakers outside the classroom. 
Consequently, a number of students suggested introducing additional opportunities to study abroad 
into the program.  
 

6 Obstacles while learning under the TLP program 

6.1  Overview and Tables 

This section discusses the obstacles experienced by students while studying under the TLP Program 
reported in the survey responses. Several questions gave students the opportunity to specify various 
issues they found to be problematic while being TLP students. The questions were:  

Q4:  Why did you drop out of the TLP Program?  
Q8:  Did your motivation decrease at some point during the TLP program? If yes: What was the 

reason for that? 
Q11:  Did the TLP Program meet your expectations? If no: The TLP program did not meet my 

expectations because... 
Q12:  Are/Were there any external obstacles for you to learn efficiently under the TLP program?  

Most were multiple-choice questions with more than one possible answer and a field for those wishing 
to provide additional comments, however Q8 on motivation was an exception as it provided no 
predetermined answer choices and allowed the students to freely express their opinions. Moreover, the 
survey’s final question (Q22: What do you think about the TLP program? Do you have any 
suggestions?) was another opportunity for students with concerns about the program to comment 
freely. Below are the tables corresponding to each of the questions above, followed by the discussion 
of the obstacles mentioned by students. The table summarizing answers to Q4 was already presented 
in Section 2 (Table 6). 
 
• Question 8  

Overall, 101 students reported no decrease in motivation, while 55 (35% of the 156 respondents who 
answered this question) stated that during some point of the program they felt decreased motivation. 
Of the latter, first-year students comprised the highest share (27 students). 
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Table 12: “If your motivation decreased at some point during the TLP program, what was the 
reason for that?” (Q8), (N=156, multiple answers possible) 

Reasons for a decrease in motivation Total 
55 (100%) 

Chinese 
13 

French 
14 

German 
13 

Russian 
15 

Too difficult/fell behind  9 (16%) 1 1 4 3 

Too much work  10 (18%) 1 4 2 3 

Other obligations (not enough time) 3 (5%)   2 1 

Classmates (dropouts/demotivating behavior) 6 (11%)  1 3 1 1 

Overlapping classes 4 (7%) 2 2   
Schedule (1st/5th periods) 1 (2%)    1 

Low English score 2 (4%)   1 1 

Usefulness of the TLP certificate 2 (4%) 1   1 
TLP not acknowledged by university 2 (4%) 1 1   

No follow-up courses after the third semester 1 (2%)  1   
No English TLP classes 1 (2%) 1    
Vacation without training 4 (7%) 3 1    

No trip 2 (4%) 1  1  

Other17 5 (9%)  2  3 

 

• Question 11  

Only 10% (17 students) of this question’s 156 respondents stated that the program did not meet their 
expectations. 

Table 13: “The TLP Program did not meet my expectations because...” (Q11), (N=156, multiple 
answers possible) 

Reasons for unmet expectations Total 
17 (100%) 

Chinese 
9 

French 
1 

German 
5 

Russian 
2 

Too much homework 1 (6%) 1    
Too much focus on speaking 1 (6%)   1  
Not enough speaking 1 (6%) 1    
Too much focus on grammar 1 (6%) 1    
Too much focus on culture  1 (6%) 1    
Not enough focus on culture 2 (12%) 2    
Not enough focus on reading 1 (6%)   1  

                                                        
 
17 Other: “forced to take classes which differ from my studying style”, “too demanding: unable to learn 
other languages beyond the third language and English”, “no special care for students entering half-way”, 
“learning goal is unclear”, “was not studying enough”, and “no special English programs for TLP 
students”.    
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Table 13 (continued) 

Reasons for unmet expectations Total 
17 (100%) 

Chinese 
9 

French 
1 

German 
5 

Russian 
2 

Too many classes 8 (47%) 5  2 1 
Not enough classes 1 (6%) 1    
Other18 8 (47%) 3 1 2 2 
 
• Question 12  

Of 154 students who answered this question, only 21% (33 students) reported experiencing no 
obstacles, which means that the majority of students experienced some difficulties while studying 
under the TLP program.  

Table 14: “Are/Were there any external obstacles for you to learn efficiently under the TLP 
program?” (Q12-1), (N=154) 

Were there external obstacles? Total 
154 (100%) 

Chinese 
44 (100%) 

French 
41 (100%) 

German 
42 (100%) 

Russian 
27 (100%) 

No obstacles 33 (21%) 13 (30%) 7 (17 %) 10 (24%) 3 (11%) 
Obstacles 121 (79%) 31 (70%) 34 (83%) 32 (76%) 24 (89%) 

Table 15: “What were the external obstacles to learn efficiently under the TLP program?” 
(Q12-2), (N=121, multiple answers possible) 

External obstacles Total 
 121 

(100%) 

Chinese 
31 

(100%) 

French 
41 

(100%) 

German 
42 

(100%) 

Russian 
27 

(100%) 

The classes’ schedule 67 (55%) 16 (51%) 21 (51%) 13 (31%) 17 (63%) 
Too many TLP classes 15 (12%) 4 (13%) 1 (2%) 5 (12%) 5 (19%) 
Other academic obligations 42 (35%) 11 (35%) 12 (29%) 11 (26%) 8 (30%) 
Extra-curricular obligations 
(bukatsu) 

34 (28%) 7 (23%) 10 (24%) 12 (29%) 5 (19%) 

Maintaining the high English score 38 (31%) 13 (42%) 5 (12%) 9 (21%) 11 (41%) 
Maintaining the high TLP score 12 (10%) 2 (6%) 5 (12%) 4 (10%) 1 (4%) 
Other19 13 (11%) 2 (6%) 7 (17%) 3 (7%) 1 (4%) 
 

                                                        
 
18 Other: “English too demanding” (2), “not enough English classes for a trilingual program”, “three 
semesters too short”, “not enough information in advance”, “no German follow-up classes”, “the program 
style did not agree with my personality”, and “too many classes, no time for wrap-up”.  
19 Other: “workload too high”, “content of the program was not made clear in the beginning”, “constant 
high English scores/IELTS”, “no English classes”, and “no follow up classes”. 
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6.2  Discussion  

• Schedule-related obstacles  

Schedule-related obstacles were a dominant concern for students and thus comprised the majority of 
responses to the questions analyzed in this section. For example, the schedule-related obstacles were 
reported in Q12 with 67 responses, and students’ comments revealed that this category of obstacles 
includes three aspects.  

The first is related to the fact that classes are often held during the 1st and 5th periods. Some 
students reported finding it difficult to attend (especially if living far from the university) or remain 
alert during these timeframes.20  
 The second aspect relates to the problem of classes overlapping with other optional subjects of 
interest to students. In general, the TLP program is crafted in a way to ensure that the TLP classes do 
not overlap with any mandatory courses, thus the 1st and 5th period offerings. However, some 
students reported the inability to enroll in optional classes due to TLP obligations as a demotivating 
factor. Consequently, some respondents suggested that students should be allowed to choose the TLP 
class that best fits their schedule.  
 The third aspect refers to the program’s temporal design and includes a number of issues. Firstly, 
a number of students voiced their dissatisfaction with the fact that there were no follow-up courses 
offered after the third semester (with the exception of Chinese where classes continue for 4 years). 
Some also suggested that auxiliary courses should be embedded in the program during the summer 
and winter breaks. Secondly, several students were displeased with the situation in which TLP 
students of the same language program belonged to different grammar classes progressing at 
different speeds. As a result, students who followed a more moderate learning schedule found 
themselves unable to keep up with the pace of the intensive TLP course. Finally, some students were 
dissatisfied that the advanced-level thematic classes that are compulsory for second-year learners 
under some of the TLP divisions were not specifically designed for TLP and were thus mainly 
attended by students of more advanced levels.  
 
• Time-related obstacles  

Many students reported an inability to effectively time-manage their TLP studies both due to their 
other academic and/or extra-curricular obligations and due to the workload demands inherent to the 
TLP program. For example, 22 responses to Q8 and 91 responses to Q12 referred to various 
time-related issues. 
 The issue of balancing the TLP with other academic obligations may hold particular relevance to 
science students who generally have more classes. Although science students are exempt from one of 
the compulsory TLP classes, many nonetheless choose to attend to avoid falling behind their peers. 
One student particularly mentioned that it was difficult for him/her to maintain a healthy lifestyle 
due to the double burden of regular assignments along with the TLP tasks. In the comments section, 
some TLP students voiced suggestions to either reduce some university obligations outside the TLP 

                                                        
 
20 Because the 1st period starts at 8:30 and 5th period finishes as 18:35, in some cases students have to stay 
on campus for more than 10 hours. 
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program or to reduce the number of TLP and English classes. Another suggestion was to move some 
TLP classes from the busy third semester (spring semester of the second year) to the fourth semester 
(autumn semester of the second year) when students have fewer classes to attend. 

 Extra-curricular obligations (student circle activities known as bukatsu) were also cited as an 
obstacle by a considerable number of respondents. In the student culture of Japan, many students 
attend sports events, and there were cases of students favoring bukatsu when its events (camps, 
tournaments, etc.) overlapped with TLP activities such as an overseas trip.  
 The students’ (primarily first-year) comments revealed a perception of the program as requiring 
an extensive amount of studying. As a result, some students experienced an inability to keep up with 
the new material and felt that they were falling behind their peers.  
 
• Status of English in the TLP  

Students of the TLP are required to maintain a high English score (or otherwise pass an external 
IELTS exam with the score of 7.0) in order to receive a certificate of completion of the TLP program, 
even when excelling in learning their language of choice. Many students reported this requirement to 
be a problem, as in Q12 38 respondents (i.e., almost 25% of the 160 students who participated in the 
survey) explicitly named it as an obstacle. In general, the status of the English language in the TLP 
program is mentioned in many students’ comments, which shows that English is not yet well 
integrated into the program. Some students state that although a high English score is required, there 
is a lack of offered English classes designed specifically for TLP students. One student explicitly 
mentioned that his/her English skills worsened during the program as s/he had little opportunity to 
practice English. Others stated a desire to not have to worry about having to obtain a required score 
in English, as they felt excited to dedicate all their energy to the learning of their new language of 
choice under the TLP.  
 
• Classmates 

Demotivation was found to be associated with classmates in some way for two highly different 
reasons. On one hand, students mentioned demotivation resulting from the change of class 
atmosphere when peers must leave the program, while on the other hand some respondents 
mentioned the demotivating behavior of some of their classmates as an obstacle. Such behavior may 
have been the case with students who primarily joined the program due to opportunity rather than 
personal aspirations. Due to the specificity of the program, it may be important to more closely 
monitor and address demotivating behavior in order to maintain a motivating atmosphere in the 
classroom and to foster healthy competition.  
 
• Status of the TLP program 

Several students mentioned feeling that the TLP program or language learning per se was not fully 
acknowledged/appraised across the university, since one is expected to first and foremost master 
one’s specialty beyond the language learning. One student stated that he/she could have studied 
under the TLP with less anxiety if there had been greater intra-university appraisal of language 
learning. 
 Science students mentioned that the program’s extensive workload did not translate into credits 
that substantially count towards one’s so-called shinfuri score, a score which matters when students 
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choose their specialty during the second year of studies. While TLP credits are counted by the 
programs to which the students apply, these credits provide no advantage score-wise despite the 
increased time and effort invested in the program. Although the program grants a certificate to 
successful completers, this was not appealing enough for some students who were unsure about its 
possible uses.  
 
• Inability to participate in the trip 

Another quoted demotivating factor regarded failing to join the overseas trip both due to one’s 
inability to achieve a required passing score on the trip’s placement test and due to cancellation of 
the planned trip. Students of the German TLP also suggested that there should be a trip for the 
second-year students, as offered by the other languages under the TLP, rather than only for the 
first-year students.  
 
• Need for extra guidance 

Some students requested additional clarification regarding the program’s completion requirements, 
including both the TLP and the English language scores, which indicated that they experienced 
difficulty in understanding the program’s technical requirements. The need for guidance was also 
reported by some students who transferred to the TLP from regular, non-TLP language classes. Some 
of these students reported difficulty in keeping up with the TLP classes and indicated that a guidance 
session targeted to transferees would have been beneficial.  

7 Students’ comments and suggestions 

In the final question of the survey, students were given an opportunity to freely express their 
opinions about the program. Overall, 148 respondents left a comment. Of those, 65 (44%) of the 
commenters were explicitly positive about the TLP program. The program was praised for providing 
an “ideal environment” for targeted learning and for the “teachers’ enthusiasm”. As discussed in the 
previous section, some responses included critical remarks mainly referring to various obstacles 
experienced by students that prevented them from studying under the TLP program as effectively as 
initially envisioned. Finally, some comments contained suggestions regarding how students felt the 
program could be improved to better suit their needs as learners. Some of these suggestions are 
directly related to the obstacles experienced by students. The major suggestions are outlined 
following the table below.  

Table 16: Praise, criticism, and suggestions in the students’ final comments on the TLP (Q22), 
(N=148) 

Students’ comments 
and opinions 

Total  
148 (100%) 

Chinese 
42 (100%) 

French 
39 (100%) 

German 
41 (100%) 

Russian 
26 (100%) 

Praise: 65 (44%) 15 (36%) 23 (59%) 21 (51%) 10 (38%) 
Praise only 37 (25%) 11 (26%) 15 (38%) 6 (15%) 5 (19%) 
Praise and 
comments/suggestions 

24 (16%) 4 (10%) 8 (21%) 7 (17%) 4 (15%) 

Positive despite obstacles 9 (6%) - - 8 (20%) 1 (4%) 
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Table 16 (continued) 

Students’ comments and 
opinions 

Total  
148 (100%) 

Chinese 
42 (100%) 

French 
39 (100%) 

German 
41 (100%) 

Russian 
26 (100%) 

Criticism: 36 (25%) 5 (12%) 8 (21%) 18 (44%) 5 (19%) 
Obstacles (including 
responses above) 

26 (18%) 3 (7%) 4 (10%) 14 (34%) 5 (19%) 

No/not enough long-time 
perspective 

10 (7%) 2 (5%) 4 (10%) 4 (10%) - 

Suggestions 56 (38%) 19 (45%) 12 (31%) 17 (41%) 8 (31%) 
No comment 17 (11%) 5 (12%) 2 (5%) 3 (7%) 7 (27%) 

 

• Make the program more transparent 

Although basic information about the program is available through its website and pamphlet, 
students felt they lacked information regarding the program’s overall structure, content, and specific 
requirements to obtain the completion certificate. Some students suggested adding a more extensive 
introduction both to the program’s specifics and the basics of the new language before program 
commencement.  
 
• Make the program more attainable for science students 

This group of suggestions included both propositions to reduce science students’ obligations in their 
area of specialty in order to allow more time to devote to language-learning under the TLP and/or to 
reduce the TLP workload (either of the third language or English) for science students. Some 
respondents proposed that providing different (easier) materials specifically targeting science 
students may be beneficial.  
 
• Enhance/Restructure the program 

Suggestions in this area included adding culture classes allowing one to learn about the country and 
culture in question. Some recommendations also indicated a preference to increase conversational 
class offerings or to include additional dialogue sessions with native speakers. Some students also 
recommended utilizing smaller classes (about 10 students per class) for an improved learning 
environment. 
 Students suggested that it could also be beneficial to hold more events allowing information 
exchange with TLP students of other languages as well as with those who have already completed 
the course. Another suggestion was to provide interaction with native speakers residing in Japan 
through invitation by the university to attend classes or relevant events.  
 Besides the notion to introduce additional languages to the TLP Program, this group of 
suggestions included ideas concerning the program’s diversification. For instance, some students 
suggested the program should continue beyond three semesters and that there also should be classes 
for students with previous knowledge of the target foreign language. Finally, some suggested that 
there should be a third-language program which does not depend on English.  
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• Make the overseas trip more available 

The overseas trip under the TLP Program is currently available only to a portion of TLP students, as 
each of the TLP languages has its system of determining candidates based on either their mid-term 
tests or additional targeted tests. Students suggested that the trip should be available to everyone and 
that other opportunities to study in the country of the target language should be introduced as part of 
the program in order to provide additional options to consider. Students also suggested the TLP’s 
overseas trip should ideally occur after the third semester when students have already acquired 
enough knowledge to use the language onsite after 18 months of learning.  
 
It is evident that some suggestions are mutually contradictory; for instance, it is not possible to 
enhance the program’s content through adding culture classes and additional overseas trips while 
simultaneously reducing its workload. Some suggestions, such as to reconsider the role of English in 
the TLP, oppose the basic principle of the TLP as a trilingual program, however they highlight the 
need to better integrate English into the program in order to ensure that it is seen to play a natural 
role. Furthermore, such suggestions advancing the program’s transparency and enriching its social 
dimension would undoubtedly benefit both learners and teachers.  
 

8 Recommendations and concluding remarks 

On February 1, 2018, a TLP graduation ceremony was held at the University of Tokyo with 78 
students from four languages: Chinese, French, German, and Russian. Students received program 
completion certificates, and students from each language gave three-minute speeches reflecting on 
their experiences during the TLP program. The program’s ultimate goal was achieved, as within a 
period of 18 months students achieved the ability to communicate complex ideas fluently and before 
a large audience. Many students obtained high scores in external language examinations undertaken 
either independently or following the advice of their university teachers. Among the respondents of 
the survey, 27 students reported having passed one or several of the following exams: the HSK 
(levels 4-6), TCF (B2), DELF (B1), Goethe Zertifikat (B2), ТРКИ (B1), and �0, �0, 70, �
��C0# (levels 2-5), with twice as many indicating having plans to do so.  
 By conducting this survey we aimed to determine how to help students reach the 
above-mentioned goal in order to maximize their opportunities while experiencing the least possible 
amount of disturbances. To conclude, we focus on the main points raised by the students’ responses 
and the ways these issues could be tackled, namely by providing (1) more information about the 
program, (2) better integration of English, (3) optimized workload/benefit balance for science 
students, and (4) by enhancing the social aspects of the program. The recommendations are as 
follows: 
 
1. It is encouraged to streamline the process so that students are fully aware of the requirements for 

the program’s completion and are thus able to make timely and weighted decisions. Furthermore, 
it may also be beneficial to unify the output source of information regarding the requirements 
and ensuring its accessibility. 
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2. Integration of English could be approached from multiple angles. Firstly, it should be considered 
whether TLP-specific English courses for TLP students could be offered to help students 
maintain their knowledge of English while learning the third language. If such classes 
simultaneously incorporate students from multiple TLP programs, students are likely to feel 
motivated by the opportunity to share their experiences with peers in a similar situation. Under 
such circumstances, cross-language communication is likely to be facilitated.  

3. In its current form, the TLP program is beneficial score-wise for the students of humanities. 
When second-year students of humanities choose their specialization under the system of 
shinfuri, their TLP scores are fully reflected in the general score required to enter the relevant 
program. In contrast, for science students TLP scores are translated into a minimal score that 
does not aid their general score when applying to certain science programs. If the goal of the 
program is to sufficiently integrate science students and maintain its high standard, some 
measures must be taken to advocate to allow the program a more significant share in the shinfuri 
system related to science programs or to complement the program with an additional bonus 
which may serve to motivate its completion. Alternatively, a “TLP light” version for science 
students could be considered if the program continues to aim at all students in the future.  

4. Due to the extensive workload of the TLP program, there may be little room to embed additional 
culture classes into the curriculum. Instead, offering talks, workshops, and movie screenings to 
address the socio-cultural aspect may be considered. Perhaps some of these events could 
simultaneously target all TLP students without being language-specific, which would satisfy the 
students’ wish for additional interaction with their similarly positioned peers.  

 
In summary, the findings show that while the program succeeds in addressing the needs and hopes of 
the majority of the students, this has however not been the case for every learner. The experiences of 
the learners who found it difficult to study under the TLP could be contextualized when evaluated 
against the third language education situation in Japan, which is briefly addressed in the 
“Introduction and background” section of this paper. In this regard, our survey highlights two central 
problems: The primary problem relates to the difficulties students experience with establishing the 
overall purpose of learning the third language. In the absence of such a purpose, everyday struggles 
and technical issues are experienced as particularly discouraging. This situation corresponds to the 
ideological dilemmas of Japanese society regarding the positioning of third-language learning. 
Furthermore, some struggles can be explained by the fact that, for many students, this program is the 
first experience of learning a foreign language other than English. Lack of exposure to other foreign 
languages at the secondary education level complicates the process of new language acquisition at 
the university.  
 To solve these problems, third-language learning must be addressed in its totality while 
regarding one’s learning trajectory from childhood through university. In addition, a comprehensive 
discourse on the importance of third-language education should be adopted, as not only does 
third-language education facilitate one’s ability to learn more languages and develop plurilingual 
competence, it serves as a window to truly understand other cultures.  
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Résumé 
Notre objectif est ici de confronter trois sociologues français de spécialisation et de 
parcours similaires qui ont collaboré tour à tour à des recherches communes et qui 
ont fini par élaborer deux typologies divergentes sur les systèmes scolaires. Il s’agit 
de Nathalie Mons, de Marie Duru-Bellat et de François Dubet, reconnus depuis les 
années 90 comme des chercheurs de référence dans la sociologie de l’action et les 
sciences de l’éducation. La première typologie de Nathalie Mons se base sur 
différents modes d’organisation pédagogique qui entraînent une certaine 
hétérogénéité des conditions pédagogiques suivant les pays. Elle met en exergue des 
modèles d’organisation scolaire de type anglo-saxon qui auraient des 
caractéristiques vertueuses devant les autres modèles pour l’application de 
l’enseignement individualisé. La seconde typologie de Marie Duru-Bellat et de 
François Dubet se fonde sur deux facteurs pertinents que sont l’intégration scolaire 
et la cohésion scolaire. Ils distinguent ainsi le modèle éducatif japonais de celui 
anglo-saxon, ce que ne parvenait pas à faire Nathalie Mons à travers sa typologie. Ils 
replacent le modèle éducatif français dans une logique de cohésion plus pertinente 
encore que la simple uniformité de traitement observée par Nathalie Mons. Cette 
comparaison soulève une critique forte de l’actuelle tendance au rapprochement des 
politiques éducatives dans le monde. Elle offre des repères d’analyse plus pertinents 
que la simple observation des différences de gestion des parcours scolaires comme 
le redoublement, la répartition en classes de niveaux ou encore le recours à 
l’enseignement individualisé. Pourtant, malgré cette avancée, tous ces spécialistes de 
l’éducation en France semblent maintenir un soutien unanime à un modèle 
pédagogique qui associe l’efficacité dans la performance des élèves et l’égalité de 
leurs résultats scolaires.  

 
Mots clefs: Sociologie des Organisations, Typologie des systèmes éducatifs, 
«Communauté démocratique», Cohésion scolaire, «Shudan seikatsu» 
ʏʡɭ²Ŏ	Ǟʭ`ak�2̼ıˤ	Ȟ�ɛ^~�pkO	Ǟʭɛ/ħʒ	
̫ħɎȩ 
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7 n����z��M. 2009.�w��a0��G�ŵɽɄƤ�l�f-Þǽ 2009Ŷ	. 
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-Ēɽ,�G-­Œ�8	#HKǞʭ`ak�2ȕƇ/ĵɫ-�G-
�of�����a

2ʦ�K	}���n����z�-w��e��n�z@˹˅�+
G�-0ȧɟ�%


9�ɦ˧2ɈƑ2%?0ɎƏ�œ˸ɛ0ĊFʏ?GD�0�GŎȃǞʭ`ak�2˲	#

2˲0Ɩ�%ŎȈƩʞ�ƑEHG-
�čʮƛ	�2£)2̠2Ƿ<�
Ǉ�đJ!-


�ʦ�K�¥-@Ǚƿ�+
G��2D�0ˇ+
�-	kam2̩0.��H4òǾɛ

�KɦG%?2ƫɕKəŤ�!+
�23ɎƏʰ˺,�G-
�	qV�z��/Ny�

�h0ƋE�ÌÆ�+
G-
��-�,�G����E@	�HE�¥2ɭ²Ŏʧ�×

̆2k�dK×Ƕ�+
G-ː�G̔Þɛ˖ƽ��G23˚?EHD��}���n��

��z�-w��e��n�z3	of�����a�ĵɫǞʭˢɲ2Ǹ̠2̜�-ɭ²

ɛ�ŵɽ-2̠2̡À10Kəˇ�%�-K˗¿�+
G�#�+of�����a3	}�

��n����z�-œF2�G×ĒɨɶK�%�-K˚?+
G�#H3#2ɨɶ2�

,ĉÔ2̏
	Ľ¥2ǞʭȠȴ	Ö×ǙÝ	Ÿ̔-/GǞŰ2êđ-	ŎȈ2uwU�}

�aAƩʞ-2̠03ɡ̡̡À�/
�-K˖ǫ�%�-&11�  

©ǧ	���%Õʵɛ/ǰ̓2�ʲ0@��JE 	�<�</ķ̱0�
+	�HE

�¥2ɭ²Ŏʧ2̠03ź)�2Ǖǘ@ƣ�EHG�}���n����z�-w��e

��n�z3ʰÞ%'2ʼº0�
+	< of�����a2̼ıˤ2ˆʇK�+
G�

of�����a3Ƌń2ʼºÕ¸K̆�+	w��a�l�0��GŎȃǞʭˢɲ2̋

ĤƭȚ0̡�+̰Ŵ0ưâɛ/ˤˣKÂ(+
G12�	}���n����z�-w��e

��n�z3ơ˧ɛ0	DF�ɷɛ/ˣŋ,	of�����a2̼ıˤ�N�\�_[

e�ʆ2�l�0ʬŒɛ,�G�-Kǀǔ�+
G13�<%	Ȍ�/ķ̱,	ƋE3of�

����a2ɨɶ2̑ɐʃĩḲŒ�D�-�/�E	Ƌń2ɨɶ0)
+ȓ2D�0̄

9+
G�¼�4	ƋE3of�����a��Ŏ2�z�,��ˣȂK�/�(%-ǀ

ǔ�+
G14��H0ʖ
+	ơˇ2ɡ̏ȷ��EJ0/(+�G�}���n����z

�-w��e��n�z3ǫɩ0	of�����a�Ǐɬ�GĵɫǞʭˢɲ2\��y

ú2ÃƧƛ0)
+ɘĠˉ�+
G15�of�����a3ŎȃǞʭ`ak�2�¸ú2Ž

đ
�.H&�̉L,
G�0D(+	ĐĬ2ŎȃǞʭ`ak�K\��yú�G�-�

                                                        
 
8 èǌǳ p. 131. 
9 n�z�F	n����z��M. 2015.�ŎȃKĺ�G%?2 10ǏȆ	p. 90. 
10 èǌǳ p. 99. 
11 èǌǳ pp. 24-25. 
12 èǌǳ p. 93.  
13  of�����a0DG�l�2ǎÛ3	N�\�_[e�ʆ2�l�0ʬŒɛ-
�ǫE�/ÊFK
Ƹ
+�F	<%��k�ʆ �-�+Ƌń�ɬ��l�0Ś�+3Ľ�/˞˚�ˇEHG��2of���
��a2˼ʽɛ/ǎÛ0Ś�+	�Õ+2Ĭ�ǵ@ȕƇ/]�a0Ç(+�<��-K̓�G%?0	�H

2�l�2Ï¶ƛKɬ�/�EĵȴKȢ?+�<�Ɲ��ƥʥ0˺Kŉ1G23˼þ&�-}���n�

���z�-w��e��n�z3ʅȶ/ːʻ,˜(+
G� 
14 èǌǳ p. 92. 
15 p. 93: ƋE3of�����a2 �ȝ˽ɛ×̆�+
G�-
�ˁɊKǟ�+»(+	of�����
a2˙ƅKǀǔ�	Ƌń�ˤ�GĵɫǞʭˢɲ�̜
�l�2ȕƇƛKưâ�+
GD�&� 



Eruditi, 2 (2018). Section 2 (Pedagogic-Methodological Practices), 25-39, Dervelois. 
 
 

 
 

30 

,�G-�ƅ�+
G�	ƋE3#2ɋˤ0ɗKğ�	of�����a0DG̼ıˤK

˴�GƔˆƛKğ�+
G�ƋE0DG-	Ƌń2̼ıˤ3	ŎȃǞʭ`ak�2�¸ú

��<FˇEH/
Ŏȃ`ak�-	́Ž0�¸ú�̉L&Ŏȃ`ak�-Kȯ"+�<

(+
G16�ƋE2˟ǫ0DG-	Ŏȃ2�¸ú2ĵȴ3Ŏȃʏʡ2̋Ĥ0D(+3˟ǫ,

�/
�/"/E	�¸ú2ĵȴ3#H$H2ɭ²0ɁǶ2ǞʭǤú-ś̝ŕ̎2Ǥú�

EɎ<HG@2&�E&�#2D�0�+	ƋE3ʰE2Ny��h�	Ŏȃ2�¸ú-


�́
ĵȴKƿ)%?	of�����a2Ny��h-ȝ9+	DFɛɩ,DFőƩ

Ž�́
-�ƅ�+
G�Ɂ0	ƋE3of�����a2ĵɫǞʭˢɲǸ̠2̜��ɭ

²ɛ�ŵɽ2ʝş0-(+̘ˆ,�G-�GɋˤKưâ�G�-0/G17�)<F	nPj

2D�0Ŏȃ0��EH%°ö2�̔Kś̝ŕȑȋ�ƺƇ,�GD�/§Ô�ʿJHH4

ɧǸĵɫǞʭˢɲ,�(+@	ɭ²ɛ�ŵɽKʝş�!G-ưâ�G� 

 

͇͊ŎȃǞʭ�l�2£)2̼ıˤ2̠2ȝ˽�

¬�2ˁ0D(+	£)2̼ıˤKȝ˽�+
���ūË2à3of�����a0D

GŎȃǞʭ`ak�2̼ıˤ	ďË2à3}���n����z�-w��e��n�z

0DG̼ıˤ,�G�/�ūË2of�����a0DG̼ı3	Ǟʭ`ak�2ǵʶ/

@2�Eʶ�/
@282̵0Þ̼�H+
G̈́ˁ͈ �ͅ 

of�����a2̼ıˤ3	ĵɫǞ̾ˢɲ2̜�	ɔŶ2êđ	�̅2êđ	Åã˄

ʥǄȈ82¾Ō/.2Ǟʭʏʡ2Ȍ�/ǀȍ0ĵ*
+
G�Ƌń0DG-	�HE2�Ǟ

ʭW�Y���2ļȌ/ƖɐƭȚ�18�ǞʭǺ¯2�Gɳ2�İ�ƛK@%E�+
G-


�� 

                                                        
 
16 p. 94-95: of�����a-ơˇ�-ɗ/(+
G¢K3(�F�!G%?0	ƋE3 ��2˚˧�̘
ˆ&�(p. 95)-
�ƆˣˁɊK%?EJ 0»(+
G� 
17 èǌǳ p. 125. 
18 èǌǳ p. 114: < Ȍ�/ƈƤ2Ǟʭʏʡ0ɣɟ�%of�����a2ŎȃǞʭ`ak�̼ıˤ0DF	
ÓɸɎƏ�Ǟʭˢɲ2̒Ʒ�ĺǲ�ÝǻGD�0	ŎȃË@ŎɎÅ¥Å¥8ļȌ/ǞʭɛŚƖ�čʮ,�

F	#2D�/Ŏȃ2ʏʡɛ/ƭȚ�äɐ,�GĬ�-2ˣǢ`ak���G�-KƳǑ,�%�#2Ĭ

�-2ˣǢ`ak���˓2ˁ0ɬ�%of�����a2ĥ)2�l�-
�̼ıˤ,�G��ǞʭW�

Y���2ļȌ/ƖɐƭȚ�-ː�23[�aʚƩ2ĺǲ	ŎɎÅ¥2y�wMP�0Ɩ�+ǞʭǧȦK

Waf}Pb�Gɽ	ˣǢ`ak�0DGŎȃ2ʏʡɛ/j��Kȩɐ�G�-/.Kơę�	�2D�

/Ȍ�/ǀȍKȝ˽�G�-0D(+	ǞʭòǾ2ɁʷKɬ��-�ÝǻG�Ø¸ɛ/¼-�+3	ɔŶ

2ȢŒ	�z�ã\��y2˔Œ	ȃç2ˈŒ	Š¥ǡå[�aŞÔ/.	Ǟʭȑ̡�»ɐ,�G�j�

��Kȑȇɛ0˔ʣ�Ɩɐ�G�-&�#2��,}���n����z�-w��e��n�z3	�

�a2̼ıˤ2ƄȷKǀǔ�	î�+ŎɎ2ƢȃƓAǞʭȑ̡82ʔđ2̡À<,ùĖ�+
G%?	o

f�����a2̼ıˤK˄ő�%Þǽ&-ː�G�̵ɖ-�+�¥ɟ2ɨɶʧ2�ɓǞʭ¸å2ȝ˽�

ȓ2£¥2ɨɶʧ2Ǟʭ¸å2�ɓǞʭ¸å2ȝ˽-ȼđ�H+
GĞ�/�(���ǫƘ0ˁH+
G�

ƋE2�ɓǞʭ¸å2Ny��hKȝ˽Ýǻ+	.�A(+ȝ˽2ĵȴ0D(+ƩǾKĺǲ�HG�-


�ˮ̘/ƞĶ�ƭ0ÔH+�%� 
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ˁ͈. ŎȃǞʭ�l�2£)2̼ıˤ 

 
of�����a0DFŎȃ�Ǟʭʏʡ2�¸

úK@-0ȋʄ�H%̼ıˤ 

}���n����z�-w��e��n�z

0DF̫ħɛȑʮ2�,ɐ
EHGƭȚK@

-0ȋʄ�H%̼ıˤ 
Åãʾđ�l� 
̈́ûȔ	ǩǹͅ 

Ȟ�ɛ^~�pkO�l� 
̈́N�\�_[e�ʆ2Ĭ�ͅ 

ʰɑ̒ƷƂʾđ�l� 
̈́N�\�_[e�2Ĭ�ͅ 

Ɯƞ2�G^~�pkO�l� 
̈́į�ȬȤŨ2Ĭ�ͅ 

İ�ɛʾđ�l� 
̈́w��aͅ 

ɦ˧2Ŏȃ�l� 
̈́w��a	nPjͅ 

Þ̬�l� 
̈́nPjͅ 

ÕĜ�́�z��l� 
̈́r�RS�	V�am�N	ǩǹͅ 

 
� ���E	%-�4©2�l�-ȝ˽�+	Åã˄ʥǄȈ0¾Ō�GÌĔ��GŎȃʏ

ʡ2�l�KDFȨʛ�H%@20�GƔˆ��G-
�D�/�ƅ0ʿ�ɣ��<%	

Ƌń2�ƅ3	ǄȈ̠2̉ǂ2ˣǢA	ɎƏKŎì�z�Ȝ0[�aÞ��G̒Ʒ2¨ǧ	

�E03ȹ˱ȅ2<<,ŎȃK̬HGķđ2ŚƖì-
(%Þ̙0<,ĆL,
G�of

�����a3¦<,2ɨɶÞ̙0�
+3	�ˇɥɢ�G-=/�H%uwU�}�a

2òɉ-Ʃʞ2ŵɽƛ-
�£)2ĺǡK»ɐ�	ĐĬ2Ǟʭ`ak��E#2ĺǡKɩ

˚�+
G�	#H3}���n����z�-w��e��n�z2ɋˤ-@×̆�+


G��E0	̂Ŷ2ɨɶʧ%'�ĐĬ2�l�Kąȼ�GD�0/(%%?	#2£)

2ĺǡ0D(+Ǟʭ¸åKǈɐ�GĬ�K�¶ú�GÌĔ�ɟɷ)D�0/(+�<(%� 

<%	of�����a2ʦ�,3#2£)2ĺǡ2ŌĮ�˚?EH%�,	è̄2Ǟ

ʭȑ̡�»ɐ,�G�j���0D(+�ǞʭW�Y���2ļȌ/ƖɐƭȚ��E�%

�Åãɛʾđ�2�l�-�ʰɑ̒ƷƂʾđ�l��2£)KDF̘ˉ�+
G� 

#H0Ś�+	}���n����z�-w��e��n�z2̼ıˤ3	Ǟʭȑ̡-

2ʾđ-�¸ú-
�̫ħȑʮKĵȴ0�+�F	#H3ȓ2D�/£)2ˆʊ0ĵ*


+
G�ƋE3�Ǟʭɛ/ħʒ(cohésion scolaire)�-�Ŏȃ82ʔđ(intégration scolaire)�-


�ˆʊKʏ=đJ!+#H$H2Ĭ2ŎȃǞʭ2ɁƒKȝ˽�G�-0DF	of�

����aDF@ǫɩ/̼ıƛKǏɬ�+
G��HE£)2ˆʊ3ãÅ2@2,	#2

̕ʣAīǶ2ʏ=đJ!0DFĐ�l�2Ɂƒ�ˁɊ�H+
G19�ƋE£¥3	ɭ²ɛ�

¸úK	ÿì0Ĕ�J!G¿ÈˌAƤŽ-�+Œʤ�20	<%	[�a�Pm̠2Ã̸AÒ

Ɏ0Ǚ�EH+
G-
�ȟƿ'	Ŏȃ0ȵ�́L,
G-
�ƣˊAŎȃ,2ōɷƣ/

.Kɭ²ɛ�¸ú2�ǩŴ2ƣˊ�-�+Œʤ�+
G�ƋE3<%	ɎƏ2ɭ²̧ŦA

țĬ˜<%3�ˋ2Ý˺į2̏
0D(+ɎƏ2Ư
ǧ�ɗ/G�.��	�E0ɎƏK

                                                        
 
19 èǌǳ p. 63. 
20 èǌǳ p. 50, pp. 97-98. 
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ʾđ�!G�Þ̬�G�2ŎȃË2ïì-#2ʒǾKŎȃ82ʔđ2Žđ
KȲGĵȴ-

Œʤ�+
G21� 

of�����a2̼ıˤ2�ŶƎ	}���n����z�-w��e��n�z3

N�\�_[e�2Ĭ�2Ŏȃ`ak�K�Ȟ�ɛ^~�pkO�2Ȏʃɛ/�l�-�

+ɬ�	#2�l�0ÙĮ�Gy�kaf�m2³ʔ�	Ŏȃ2�¸úKDFD�@%E

�-̄9%��Ȟ�ɛ^~�pkO�3ŎȃÙ2ʐ2Ɔú2ʶ
¼-�+ʍ§�H	�ǧ,

�k��ɓ2Wm�i[ɛɁƒ3	�Ȟ�ɛ^~�pkO�,ǎ�H%ʶ
ƛ˲-3ĈŚ2

�l�-�+˚˧�H+
G�w��e��n�z�y�kaf�mʷ0ȁ<(%Ŏȃ�

l�0	�H:.2ŘŖ�Kɬ�23�ƚ˨,�G�œ3�)+Ƌ3	Å�2¥Ɏ2Ȗ=

0ŗFȰ�-
��ɮʨ/»Ěƣ�0ôȑª�EH%w��a2Ŏȃ,ɊįˣȂKʿ
	

ŎȃA#�,2ɎƏ2ĊFƯ
ǧ0Ś�+	DFėəˣ2Ɔ
�ƅKʿ(+
%2,�G22�

w��e��n�z0DFˌř�H%w��a2Ŏȃȑ̡3	ʰŭ̎ƩKɟȍ0ǌ�	đ

ɋ�ʤɛ/ɎƏ2ʮìK˗¿�+
G�#�,˗¿�HGʮì-3	đɋ�ʤɛ/ǁGʴ


0DF	Òľɛ/ǹƛ-ˆȡ�HGɭ²ɛ˺Þ-2�ɷKĪG�-,�G���,3	

đɋ�ʤɛ/ǁGʴ
KɎ=Ý�Ɏ<H)�2ÌĔ̈́#2D�0,�+
Gͅ-
�Ȋƙ

�ŞÔ�H+
G��2�-3	ƓɋŎɛ/Ny��hAÅ¥ɛ�)đɋɛ�ɵȉɛ/̡

�K	Ǝľɛ/Ǟʭ0D(+3˟ǫ�čʮ/ˋěì2D�0=/�	ơƕ03¹2¿È@

/
-�+̅�G¢KƠŒ�!G�̑ ƛ-
�@23	u�eo�kOkamKʿ(%F	

¥Ɏ0)
+˜E!%F	Ʉȥ̑Ɩʮìkam/.,ɩ˚�G�-0D(+	˟ǫ�G�

-�,�G����/�E	}���n����z�-2×Ēɨɶ¬̢	w��e��n

�z3	ɭ²ɛ�¸úK˻0�
+ʦ�GD�0/(%0̏
/�	Ƌ2ʦ�ǧ2ǿʏ=

2ĺǲ�	�Ȟ�ɛÃ̸�-
�̰Ŵ0͂ìɛ/ȷ0̡�GÞǽ0̣Œ�H+
��-0/

(%23ɩ�&�ĈŚ0	of�����a2kYam3	3(�F-Ŏȃ2y�kaf

�mɛƛȅK˗¿�+
Gȷ,	ƋE-ɗ/(+
G��Åãɛʾđ�-�ʰɑ̒ƷƂʾđ�

-
�Ƌń0��G�Ɠɛ/£)2�l��	^~�pkO0��G�ȾŰ-�+2�Ǟ

Ű2Ɗê-
�ȊƙúKǙ�+
G�#��%ǞŰ3	Ŏʧɛ/Ű-�+ʰÞK¸Ɋ�G

2,3/�	ʰE2ʑ̿KÞ�'đ��-Kʩö-�G��/J'	�2D�/ǞŰ3Ó

ɸɎƏ2˺ÞKJ�<��!GˈƍKĢ˳�G2,3/�	^~�pkO2ɎȩKȩəú

                                                        
 
21 èǌǳ p. 98. 
22 n�z�F. 2002.�Ŏȃȑ̡2˂̅	,3	Ŏȃȑ̡0Ś�GƋ2ă�
ːĆ3 pp. 32-330ǳ�H+
G�
�2ʁƬ0�
+	w��e��n�z2ėəɛ,ưâɛ/ˣŋ3ǫE�,�G�/"/E	ʿǜȑ̡�

E˗¿�HGíʞ2Ǧ�
ĵȴKÖˁ�+	ˠʧK̀�!%�E,�G�œ̩	�˂̅�+
G�ʿǜ2ʏ

ʡ-�+˚?EHG03	ʰE0ʤöKˢ�	#2Ø¸ɛ/ˑɒKɬ��-�̘ˆ,	.L/ɂɀɛʿȸ

@	¿Èˌ×Ƕ2'C(-�%˖ǫ@Ɣˆ,3/
�#�+#2kYam2�,	w��e��n�z3	

ë˔ʧ×̆2¿Èˌ0Ś�GŎȃȑ̡Ë2ȹɦKƆˣ�+
G�œ̩2ǞŰ2ʮìKɩ˚�G�-DF@	

Ɠɋɛ,ƈ&�2łʇ0D(+|amK��+
G-
�	ĺô�Gw��a×ěĬ2Ŏȃȑ̡2�ƚ˨

�Kƪ�0ȟ*�!+�HG�Ƌ3ǵÒɹ2ɭ²ŎɛÞǽ2ǿ0ɔ<F/�E	Ŏȃȑ̡2ĊFʏ=2�

Ǻɋ�K�/Fɝʪ0ˁɊ�+
G� 
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�!	̈ ŲƣAƗ˝ƓKɎ=Ý�ƣƞɛ/ʠ�FKºG�)<Fɦ˧K³�G2,3/�	

ɎƏʰE�ɟˊ?GD�ïì�GD�/ǞǄȦ0ìKȧ�	#�+	ɎƏ�ʰE̒Ʒ,�

GD�Ɏ<H)�2ʮì0̘�Kʣ�/�E	ÅƛKˁɊ,�GD�0Á�2,�G� 

of�����a3ŁŇ0@	ɋƠɛ/ʾđ2�l�0ǩǹ2`ak�Kî�+
G�

���/�E	ǩǹ2�l�KN�\�_[e�ʆĐĬ2Ŏȃ�l�0̂*�GD�/


�/GǤúɛ/Ȁ�ȐA×̆2Ɂƒ3ˇEH/
�ɩ�0ǩǹ2ɰɷŎȃ3N�\�_[

e�ʆ2ǞǄȦK̑ɐ�D�-%6%6˘=+
G�	#H3�0a��X�0D(+�

ƅ�H%̣Œɛ/Ǟʭǋʣ,�G,�G-ɰ3ʦ�G���,£)2̼ıˤ2̠0�˃�

Ɏ�+�G�œ̩	of�����a3�Åãɛʾđ�2�l�2�ˬƛK˞(+�ƅ�

+
G�-
�23	#�0�̫ħɎȩ�-
��Åãɛʾđ�-3ɡŖH/
ǩǹ2Ȋ

ƙKƿ'́L,�<(+
G�E&��2Ȋƙ3	ɎƏ2ʮì3Ēɽ&-
�ʦ�0ŗF

Ȱ(%@2,�G2&�	#2Ȋƙ-3ȕĈŚ,�G	Òľɛ/Ʈʮ�̟ʸ,�GD�0

ÅƛK´4��-KǏȆ�GN�\�_[e�2�l�-ʒ6ª�+�<(+
G�ǩǹ

2�l�0̡�+3	}���n����z�-w��e��n�z2ǧ�DFʶ�ɋˎ

�+
G�ǩǹ,3	Ŏȃ,ʶ
ƩʞKƑG%?03Òľɛ/@2KőÕ0ǃ+ĄG�-	

#�+ïì0DF�EBGʮì�˺0ª�EHG-
�ʦ���G�-KƋE3ɋˎ�+
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�ȷ,	Ȟ��ʤɛ/Ʃí2ĭ

Ď-�+˚ɦ�H+
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��/ɭ²Ŏʧ%'0-(+3̰Ŵ0ģ4�
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23 èǌǳ pp. 127-128.  
24 èǌǳ p. 119. 
25 �2ȷ0̡�+	�̰Ŵ0ŵɽɛ&�	�¸ƛ2��
�- P.1000ƃɐ�H+
G	of�����a
�ː��ŵɽ�ʤɛʾđ�2w��a�l�0̰Ŵ0̂
@2-�+	}���n����z�-w��

e��n�z3ǩǹ`ak�KˁɊ�+
G� 
26 èǌǳ p. 100. 
27 èǌǳ pp. 118-119. 
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̒ƷKɟɛ-�+
G��ǧ	of�����a2�İ�ɛʾđ�3ÓɸɎƏ2Ư
ǧ0

̡�Gŵɽƛ-̰Ŵ0�Ŀ̫ȏɛ/ɭ²ɛ�¸ƛKȡ?G-
�	ɭ²2Ǟʭ0Ś�Gǧ

̚0Ɛ(+
G�of�����a3�İ�ɛʾđ�0̡�G˓̄0�
+	ŎȃǞʭ2

˲0Ś�+̰Ŵ0ưâɛ/ˇˎKˁǫ�+
G�-
�2@	ɒ�ɛ/ɦ˧ǞʭKʿ�-

Ƌń2�&JF,�G-�I2Åƛ2ˁɊƭȚKƿ)čʮƛ�/�/G�E&�#2�z

�0�
+	w��a2�l�2Þǽ0̡�+	@��)2�˃�Ɏ�+
G�}���

n����z�-w��e��n�z3	Ŏȃ2�¸ú0ȺȷKđJ!+
Gof���

��a:.ĕŒɛ03w��a2�l�K-E�+
/
� 

 

͇͋ǏȆ�H%£)2̼ıˤ0̡�+2ź)�2ưâ�

¬�0̄9%ŎȃǞʭ�l�2£)2̼ıˤ2ȝ˽�E	ɼʧ�ʦ�Gćǧ82ưâ-

ǏȆK˘=%
�of�����a3�)2̜Ǹ2ĵɫǞʭˢɲ0D(+Ŏȃ`ak�2

DFʶ
�l�KɁƒ*�+
G�	ɰ2ƣˊ�E�G-	#H�Ğ�-
�J�,3/


�œ̩0	İ�ɛ/ɦ˧�D6Ƌń��ƅ�G̜Ǹ2ĵɫǞʭˢɲK��G«JF0	

ƋńŅ=2�ʾđ�2�l��Š/�-@w��a,3̑ɐ�H+
G����	�2�

l�3̜Ǹ2ĵɫǞʭˢɲ2Ǻ¯0đʲ�/
�#2%?	@��)2ɰ�Ǐɬ�G�l

                                                        
 
28 Ù̔2ˈʃ0)
+	ƋE3̰Ŵ0ƨɘɛ/ˣŋ,^��m�+�F	�2ˈʃ3D�/
ʒǾ-am
�a2Ð-/G-
�ʦ��Eˁǫ�+
G(p.128)� 
29 èǌǳ p. 119. 
30 èǌǳ pp. 127-128. 
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�3	�Åãɛʾđ�2ɋƠú�H%�l�-Ē�ƚƟ0ĵ*��	œ̩03Åƛ2ˁɊ0

ɪ�K��	Ɏ�ǧ2̒ƷʫKŻ�G@2,�G�#�+	of�����a�ǀǔ�G

�İ�ɛ/ʾđ�2�l�3ʒŢ	�Þ̬�31�l�0DF�Ŧ̑đ�G�	ĵɫǞʭˢɲ

Kʎ�%Ţ̦,ŞÔ�HG%?	̊?2�ʩȈś̝Ŏȃ�8Ĕ�J!G@2,�G�-3

ǫɚ,�G�ȝ˽ɛɧǸ2ĵɫǞʭˢɲ0ʖ�̰Ŵ0̜
ś̝Ǟʭˢɲ̠2¶ʣ*�3	

ɎƏ2Ư
ǧ0ļ�2ŬɗKƃ�˳��	ɎƏ2AGȟ�ŀ!GÌĔ�=EH	�¸ú@

Ȓņ�	�z�2�İ˲ƛK@%E���2ǞʭǧȦ@	of�����a2ś̝Ǟʭ0

D(+ÅƛK´4�-
�Ǐğ3	˘̿0DGœ˸ɛ/òǾKɅ�@2,�G�%&�œ

̩03	T��m̾Ʃˢɲ	tW��N˘̿ S̈́_PT�aͅ2ŞÔ0DF	ɎƏ̠2�z

�2Ŭ�̟�	Ʃʞ2ǫE�/�İɽ�@%E�H%32�of�����a2̼ıˤ3œ̩

03̜Ǹ2ǞʭˢɲK�ˬ�!%ǫɩ/�l�KɎ=Ý�+3�E 	Ƌń2�l�KɁ

ƒª�+
G�Åãɛʾđ�2ɟɛ�ĵɫǞʭˢɲKʎ�%Ǝ,Ɋœ2Ǹƌ0ȰJ/
@

2,�G0@��JE 	�ŷ/�-0˘̿2œǨ&��Ƌń2ɋƠ-đʲ�+�<(%�

©ǧ,	}���n����z�3	of�����a-2 2004 Ŷ2×ĒɨɶK̆�+	

Ƌń%'3	Ÿ̔-/GǞŰǡ2êđ3ɎƏ2uwU�}�a0Ɖ̴K��/
�-K˖

ǫ�%�@�ǞŰ2Ǚ��ŎȃǞʭ2òɉ0�
+òǾ�/
�-� 2004Ŷ0ǫE�0/

(%2/E	ǞŰ�îJGŎȃ2ʾđ-Ŏȃ2�¸ú2˗¿0)
+Ť̟�HG 2010Ŷ2

}���n����z�2Ǧ�
ɨɶk�}2ơʤ3�¸¹,�I���ǞŰ-ɎƏ2̡

À�ŎȃǞʭ2òɉ03Ɖ̴KĆ;�/
-�G 2004Ŷ2×Ēɨɶ0}���n����

z�3ąî�+
G�	#2Ǝ2w��e��n�z-2×ĒˣȂ,3�Õ+3Ŏȃ�Ɏ

ƏK
�0ċ�ÔHG�0��(+
G�33-ǥː�+
G�Ƌń2£)2ɨɶ0ˇEHG

                                                        
 
31 èǌǳ p. 119. 
32 n����z��M. 2009.�w��a0��G�ŵɽɄƤ�l�f-Þǽ 2009Ŷ	p. 237. ñÍìůķ2
̮ˆ-ɡŖHGǞʭK�%
-̻�Ŏȃȑ̡2ƚƟ0DF	CAP̈́ Certificat d’aptitude professionnelleʩȈʮ
ì˱ȅͅKĊG%?2̉˷2ǵá2̒ƶ2-�I,̜Ǹ2ĵɫǞʭˢɲ�ʎ��G-
�<A���Ɏ=

Ý�H%�#2Ǝ03̜
Ǹ̠0J%(+Ȍ�0ś̝ú�%ɠʙɛ/̌ɲ2`ak��ʖ���Ŏ2�z

��E	#H$HɎƏ2ɗ/GƯ
ǧ2@-	Đ^�a0Þ�H+Ǫʉ�+
�̈́13 ȗ�I�E �ͅś̝

ŕ̾Ʃˢɲ3̰Ŵ0̜
�	¼�4 CAP�E BTS
Brevet de technicien supérieuŕɽƲˀʧ˱ȅ�<,ʇ 7
Ŷ��G�¬è3ǦÔɭĜ���
�ʩö2ʮìK±Ȉ,Ò˾�EʥƑ�+
%�¼�4	13ȗ,2 CAP
�E 20 ȗ,2 BTS <,	ĵɫǞʭˢɲ0µ%�2̌ɲ3	Š/�-@ 7 Ŷ0J%(+	śǛ2̒ƷǿK
<�<�ʓ(+
���2̌ɲ3
�)@2ʩȈɨÄ0D(+ſ̜�H	�2ś̝ú2̌ɲ0�E0ǡŶ

�îJG�-0/G�w��a2Ŏȃȑ̡�	�G|am0ɎƏKš�!G%?0 7 Ŷ¬�@˯A�+

G0@��JE 	±Ȉ3�2ǞʭK<&Ŏˀɛ,	y�2ʮì�E3ɲ̐
-=+
G�-3̀�,�

G��HE2ɭ²Ŏʧ%'�˗¿�+
GN�\�_[e�ʆ2.2Ĭ0@	�2D�0±Ȉ2̮ˆ0Ɩ

�D�-�GŎȃȑ̡3ˇƇ%E/
��E0	ś̝́ȃ	Ʋˀ́ȃ	ǯ̆́ȃ2̠2̧Ŧú�	ñÍ�

�ȫ�Ɂȏ̧ʉåŽ2üã�H%[�a-�+̜Ǹ̠ȑʮ�	ɭ²2̧ʉåŽ-Ǟʭʏʡ2ȑ̡åŽ0D

(+2ƩʞKİ�0ĺ�G�-Kň�+
G�ś̝2˱ȅK��GĐǞʭˢɲ2ųʒ3#Hʰ¸,őʒ�

+�F	NPl�kOkO2̟ʸ2`�{�-�HG��H3�Åãɛʾđ�KŅ>qV�z��2�l

�2ɋˤ0đʲ�+
G����	�HE2ŎȃǞʭ2̍ɾ3őÕ0Þǥ�H	ɭ²ɛǆ©K@%E�%

F	ßǷ�H+
%òɉ-ʒǾ̈́Ʃʞͅ2ŵɽƛ2�Ō-
�ɋƠ2œɊKň�%F�+
G� 
33 èǌǳ p.100. 
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ǫE�/ɥɢ�w��e��n�z-×0ȋʄ�%̼ıˤ2ȕƇƛKĎȹ�0�+�<(

+
G� 
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ȑ̡-#2ɌĹ2̠2Śɷ2D�/ƫɕɛˆʊ27)�Fđ
&��ʈƑ,�GɱŎɛ¿
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-
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�
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0�G�-3,�/
&I��

#2˖ƽ0	ɎƏ2̒ƶ-
�ƭȚ3©2ķƬ,3�F�/
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Gw��a2ĽŎ,̌é0»JH+�F	Ƌńʰ˺�Ǟʭǜʀ2N�\�_[e�ú2ô

�Kǵ@ȩə0��n�+
G�ɺ¡Kƹ�̉?G%?0	Ŏȃ2įǧÞȏú-Ŏȃʰȣ

KŃð�/�E	#H-Ē�ɋţ0Ɛ(+	Åƛ0đ(%ŎȃAǞĜ˄ÑɨÄ2ơʤA	

Åƛ0D(+ɗ/G̉˷̒Ʒ2ǊŃ�	Ƌń2ʼº2�,ʢF̃�H+
G�Ŏȃ`ak
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/
35��E0õ̏
@ɍ&�
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34 ��a�N. 2007.�ǦǞʭǜʀ�w��a3ʶ
̒ƷK�+
G�	p. 130:� of�����a3 p. 122
,	œì�ʤ2ˤɋ0ĵ*�ɺ¡0Ś�GŎȃ2ǤúɛÌĔ0)
+̄9Gx`�m}�-�S�lOT

2ɨɶKĊF��/�E	Ƌń���k�ɁǶ2Ŏȃ�-ēª�+
G@20Ś�	�,0˟ǫ�̭
ĕ

ŒKˁǫ�+
G� 
35 èǌǳ pp. 128-129: of�����a3	N�\�_[e�ɛ�ŘŖ/�Ŏȃ�EƑ%�ʰɑ̒ƷƂʾ
đ�2�l�K	˘̿0�
+3́�z�2òɉƛKƿ(+
G-Ŕ³�+
G�Ŏȃ2uwU�}�a

24E)�3	Ŏȃ̠2ȑʮ24E)��E@(5EɎ<H+
G-
�ɋɑª�K�+	Ʃʞ2̨%F

K˕Ŗ�+
G� 
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0ÿˣ�/�Eʿô�+	ÓɸɎƏ�ÒɎ2ǄȈK÷ƭ0ưâ�G�-/�	ɵ

ȉɛ0əː@! ̯�0Ýű�G�-KÒɎ�˕Ŗ�	�¤
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36 of�����a3Ƌń2ʼº p. 128,	˘̿0��GòɉƛKʬŒ�+�
+	p. 26,3ɥɢ�%ˤ
KŤ̟�+
G��/J'	ǵ́ȷ-ǵ·ȷ2Ŭ�Ľ��H4Ľ�
:.	T��mɎƏ3�ŐŒ0/G

-�	#��E	T��m0DGT��m2̒Ʒ-
�ǜʀ0Ņơɛ0/Gā̦��G-ǥː�G2,�

G� 
37 Åã2ɎƏ2œ˸ɛ/ˆȡ0Ɛ(+Ǟʭ�G%?0ʦ�EH%ŎȃǞʭ�l�KǊ̉�%
-
�Ɔ

˛ƟKw��a2ɭ²Ŏʧ%'�ǥ'ßG23	�ˇ�+Ĩ̭,�G�#2Ǟʭ�l��Öŵ�KŏG-


�ʩȈÉɋ0î�	Ȟ��ʤ2Ŏȃ�l�2ɭ²ɛˁ˪�Ɏ=Ý�ƑG�×ƣ�2òǾKȢŒɛ0ȭ�

ĄG�-�ǵĽ2ˢ̹,�G��2D�0	 ɰ3}���n����z�-w��e��n�z0DG�Ȟ
�ɛ^~�pkO �2�l�0Ś�+3	of�����a2�Åãɛʾđ�2�l�0Ś�G2-Ē�
�E
ɐƓȮ�/(+
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ǧ2ŵ
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Abstract 
This article is part of a long-term study investigating Japanese university student 
perceptions of Native English-Speaking Teachers (NESTs) and Japanese Teachers of 
English (JTEs) and how these perceptions affect learner motivation. According to 
the quantitative results of the study, High Proficiency Level Students (HLS) and 
Low Proficiency Level Students (LLS) do not differ significantly in their 
perceptions of NESTs. In contrast, LLS have noticeably lower perceptions of JTEs 
compared to NESTs. For the qualitative part of the study we focused on interest, a 
major factor of learning motivation. As a result, the main source of interest for HLS 
is a positive attitude toward the global community of English speakers. This interest 
is a major contributor to the integrative orientation in learning motivation. LLS’ 
interest is based on the enjoyment of learning, which contributes to their intrinsic 
motivation. Both integrative orientation and intrinsic motivation are very important 
factors of language learning. While it is not always easy for educators to influence 
learners’ integrative orientation, intrinsic motivation, on the other hand, is 
considered by many as transitory and can be induced by the learning environment. 
Considering such discrepancies between HLS and LLS interest sources and 
motivations, educators, especially JTEs, should focus on developing new techniques 
that enhance intrinsic motivation. 

 
Keywords: NEST, JTE, interest, intrinsic motivation, integrative motivation 
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1 Literature Review and Rationale 

The research on successful language learning has long shifted away from fixed defined factors 
influencing the learning process such as methodology to more specific and transitional factors, such 
as the language classroom itself. In the language classroom situational interest, learners’ temporary 
beliefs, and the dynamics of teacher-learner interaction are of growing interest among researchers. 
Environmental factors such as instructor attitude, teaching style and identity are considered 
important influences of learner motivation (Oxford and Shearin 1994; Peirse 1995, Dornyei 2005, 
2001, 2011). In fact, teacher personality and teaching style are listed as the most common 
demotivating factors by many contemporary researchers (Dornyei 2001). Motivation is usually 
considered as responsible for “why, how long and how hard” people engage in the process of 
learning (Dornyei 2011). It is generally described as being intrinsic vs extrinsic and having 
instrumental and integrative orientation (Lins 2007; Loewen and Reinders 2011). 

1.1  Instrumental and Integrative Orientation 

One method of interpreting learner motivation is to describe it as having instrumental or integrative 
orientation. Instrumental orientation is extrinsic, as it refers to language learning for attaining 
instrumental (extrinsic) goals, such as better job offers or passing entrance exams. Integratively 
oriented motivation is also regarded as extrinsic, but the goals learners pursue are rather different. 
Learners with integrative motivation enjoy the foreign language they are studying, they like people 
who speak that language and want to integrate with the culture and society that uses this language. 
They want to make friends who speak the target language, to travel and to watch movies in the 
language they learn. Dornyei characterizes integrative motivation as having a positive attitude 
toward the target language society (1998). Gardner, Masgoret, Tennant and Mihic believe that 
integratively motivated students have more positive attitudes towards members of the target 
language group and are more strongly motivated than instrumentally motivated students (2005). In 
English as a foreign language learning settings, integrative motivation is more general and 
determined by wider attitudes towards multiple foreign countries and cultures. In Japan, integrative 
motivation can be described as the desire to globalize, and integrate with the rest of the world. It is 
not necessarily restricted to any particular native-speaking country.  

1.2  Intrinsic and Extrinsic Motivation 

The main source of intrinsic motivation is interest (Gardner 1985). Students are motivated to learn 
because they find the process of learning itself enjoyable. There is no particular reward or goal in 
learning except for the excitement of the process. In contrast, extrinsically motivated students are 
persistent in their studies because they assign a utility value to it. They understand the importance of 
the process for current or future goals. Multiple researchers find intrinsic motivation to have stronger 
and longer effect on student performance, because intrinsically motivated students are able to 
concentrate better and longer on the learning process (Dornyei 2005; Ryan and Deci 2000).  
 Intrinsic and integrative motivations appear similar since they are both based on interest. 
However, they are quite different because of the nature of the interest. Student interest related to 
intrinsic motivation is observed in the process of learning, while integrative orientation in motivation 
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is supported by interest in the object of learning, the interest in achieving integrative goals. 
Intrinsically motivated students enjoy the way lessons are organized, presented and experienced; 
while integratively motivated students enjoy the content, language and the cultural knowledge they 
gain.  
 Because intrinsically motivated students enjoy the way lessons are organized and experienced, 
their motivation is affected to a certain degree by teachers, as the teachers represent a significant part 
of the learning environment. Knowing the causes of the teacher effect, we can discuss what teachers 
can do to improve students’ levels of intrinsic motivation. 

1.3.  Teacher Effect 

Different teaching techniques and strategies, as well as teacher attitude, manners, and personality, are 
among the many external subjective factors that impact learner motivation. Although teachers have 
their own individual differences and individual teaching styles, as well as different countries’ culture 
to bring to the classroom, Native English-Speaking Teachers in Japan (NESTs) are widely 
stereotyped and regarded by many other teachers and learners as one distinctive group. Recently, 
NESTs have been in the spotlight of growing interest in studies of ‘native-speakerism’, the very 
ideology generalizing and grouping teachers of English based on their race and country of origin. 
There have been several studies published on native-speakerism reflected in office politics and hiring 
processes in Japan (Kubota and Lin 2006; Houghton and Rivers 2013; Swan, Aboshiha and Holliday 
2015). The differences in student perception of teaching style between NESTs and Japanese Teachers 
of English (JTEs) have also been previously researched. NESTs are seen as good at teaching oral 
skills, focusing on classroom activities to enhance fluency and communicating with students only in 
English. On the other hand, JTEs are perceived as good at teaching grammar, vocabulary and 
literacy skills, using explicit linguistic knowledge (Medgyes 1994; Murahata 2001; Nakai 2003; 
Saito 2014). However, given the recent increase in research interest on NEST and JTE relationships 
in the office and in the classroom, there have not been any studies done on student motivation in 
Japan with a focus on native-speakerism. Considering the fact that teachers are often listed as great 
demotivators by learners, the purpose of this article is to explore whether Native English-Speaking 
Teachers (NESTs) and Japanese Teachers of English (JTEs) influence learner motivation in different 
ways and how educators can nurture and foster motivation among English language learners in 
Japan.  
 

1.4.  Language Learners 

Research on individual differences of foreign language learners is growing in popularity all over the 
world. The present study examines teacher effect on student motivation, as one of the important 
factors in learner-centered education, and also focuses on student proficiency as one of the individual 
differences that may influence their motivation in context.  
 The relationship between proficiency level and the process of language acquisition has been well 
investigated (Graham 1987; Konishi 1998; Oxford and Nyikos 1989). However, there have been 
only a few comparative studies of sources of interest among students of low and high language 
achievement in Japan. Considering that the quality of communication between native speakers and 
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learners of the target language may be different according to the degree of their language proficiency, 
such a difference may or may not play an important role influencing students’ interest and 
motivation in the classroom with “Native” and Japanese teachers. The majority of tertiary 
institutions in Japan divide English learning classes according to the student proficiency level and 
tend to assign JTEs to Low Proficiency Level Students (LLS) classes and NESTs to High 
Proficiency Level Students (HLS). The rationale for such a division is usually the presumed inability 
of NESTs to use Japanese language in order to facilitate the learning process for low proficiency 
students. LLS may experience lower interest in classes with NESTs if their language skills are 
insufficient to understand the content of the lessons. Therefore, this research attempts to answer the 
following questions: 1) How does the reported interest towards NESTs and JTEs differ between 
students of high proficiency levels (HLS) and low proficiency levels of English (LLS)? and 2) What 
are the sources of interest? We believe that understanding the differences in student perception on 
different proficiency levels can help us, educators, to find better ways to manipulate and modify 
student interest, anxiety, and self-efficacy, in order to improve their learning skills and achieve better 
learning results. 

2   Methodology and Instruments 

This study was conducted at a junior college in Tokyo, Japan. The students are usually divided into 
English language classes according to their TOEIC Bridge test exam score, which they take at the 
beginning of each academic year. The highest class (HLS) represents students with the average score 
of 150 and the lowest class (LLS) corresponds to the score of 100 and below. The majority of 
students were from the urban area of greater Tokyo and its suburbs and possessed considerably 
uniform cognitive abilities. The participants of this study were 111 freshmen students, and 80% of 
them were female.  

First, a wide diagnostic survey was designed to detect general traits in the student perception of 
their teachers in terms of self-efficacy, interest, utility value and anxiety. The questions categorized 
into four categories with English translations are presented in Table 1. The primary goal of this 
survey was to evaluate general student perceptions towards different types of teachers and examine 
how these perceptions may signal traits and tendencies worth further investigation. After a brief 
explanation of the study, the participants were given a questionnaire consisting of 10 questions in 
Japanese. The survey was conducted at the end of the first semester of the freshman year. For the 
majority of students this freshman year was their first experience of taking classes from NESTs. The 
NESTs in this school were three male teachers and one female, from the Unites States of America, 
Canada and Russia. There were four JTEs, two female and two male. For freshman students, both 
NESTs and JTEs teach the same course using a common textbook aimed at strengthening 
grammatical skills. The teachers however, were free to integrate any communicative activities in the 
classroom. Besides this basic course, phonetics and business English were taught by NESTs, and 
writing and preparation courses for proficiency tests were offered by JTEs. 
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Table 1. Survey questions and their translation in English 

 
The first part of the questionnaire required participants to state their gender and proficiency level 
according to their class section. The remaining 8 questions were Likert Scale type questions with 
weight assigned to each answer choice. The choices were “k����5"� (not true at all)”, 
“���5"� (not true)”, “!�0 ,Ì	"� (cannot say)”, “���� (true)” and “ �,
���� (very much true)” with weights assigned from one to five, respectively. The statements 
were in Japanese and randomly shuffled in their order of appearance. The collected data was 
processed in Microsoft Excel (Windows 2016); mean, median, standard deviation and weighted 
average of the each category were calculated. 

Following the first analysis of the diagnostic survey results, 25 students from High Proficiency 
Level classes and 25 students from Low Proficiency classes who participated in the first part of the 
study were given a follow-up questionnaire, requiring them to define the sources of their Interest 
towards NESTs and JTEs, to further the understanding and interpretation of the data. They were 
asked two questions: “L:H9Oá)�&��`âÃÏÒ�%� %!%/�"ª�Ü³�
 ��)��ãÎ����������(Describe in details what you find interesting in NESTs’ 
(or JTEs’) classes)”.  

The limitation of this study is that it relies on self-reported data. The validity of the results relies 
to some extent on the learners’ honesty. In general, survey respondents tend to provide socially 

Self-efficacy 
I am confident I can master English well with 
NESTs. 
I am confident I can master English well with 

JTEs. 

L:H9OÃÏ�� "0ÃÏ6�)�¼�

�
2 ¿h6,���)�� 

��`ÃÏ�� "0ÃÏ6�)�¼��


2 ¿h6,���)�� 

Interest 
I think NESTs are interesting and fascinating. 

I think JTEs are interesting and fascinating. 
L:H9OÃÏ��&¡����Ü³�� 

��`ÃÏ��&¡����Ü³�� 

Utility Value 
I think NESTs’ lessons are very useful. 

 

I think JTEs’ lessons are very useful. 

L:H9OÃÏ��%� & �,�+#

"2 ��� 

��`ÃÏ��%� & �,�+#"2

 ��� 

Anxiety 
I do not feel uneasy with JTEs. 

 

I do not feel uneasy with NESTs. 

L:H9OÃÏ��%� �^�"ª�"

�� 

��`ÃÏ��%� �^�"ª�"�� 
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desirable answers (Hancock and Flowers 2001). A second limitation is that because the article’s main 
focus is on the qualitative data, the quantitative component was considerably small. 

3   Results and Discussion 

3.1    First Survey 

According to the first diagnostic survey results, students on average had a higher interest, saw a 
greater utility, and higher self-efficacy levels when learning English from NESTs than from JTEs. In 
the category of anxiety, NESTs score was surprisingly also positive compared to JTEs’ (Table 2, 
Figure 1).  

Table 2. Diagnostic survey questions 

Category Weighted 
Average 

Questions in Japanese 

NESTs Self-efficacy 4.02 L:H9OÃÏ�� "0ÃÏ6�)�¼��
2 ¿h6

,���)�� 
JTEs Self-efficacy 3.4 ��`ÃÏ�� "0ÃÏ6�)�¼��
2 ¿h6,�

��)�� 
NESTs Interest 4.48 L:H9OÃÏ��&¡����Ü³�� 
JTEs Interest 3.69 ��`ÃÏ��&¡����Ü³�� 
NESTs Utility Value 4.47 L:H9OÃÏ��%� & �,�+#"2 ��� 
JTEs Utility Value 3.8 ��`ÃÏ��%� & �,�+#"2 ��� 
NESTs Anxiety 3.56 L:H9OÃÏ��%� �^�"ª�"��  
JTEs Anxiety 3.32 ��`ÃÏ��%� �^�"ª�"��  

 

Figure 1. Comparison of students’ perceptions towards NESTs and JTEs 
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The gaps in student perception of NESTs and JTEs support the idea that the relative status of 
teachers as belonging to NEST or JTE group affects the levels of student self-efficacy, interest, 
utility value and anxiety. Furthermore, having a NEST or JTE in the classroom can be a different 
experience for students with high English proficiency compared to students with the low. Therefore, 
data of High Proficiency Level Students (HLS) and Low Proficiency Level Students (LLS) were 
compared in order to see if there are any tendencies in their perceptions depending on their 
proficiency levels (Figure 2).  
 

 
Figure 2. Comparison of students’ perceptions towards NESTs and JTEs according to their 

English proficiency levels. 

 
According to the quantitative results of the first survey, HLS and LLS did not differ much in their 
perceptions of NESTs. However, LLS had lower average scores for JTEs compared to HLS. The 
biggest gap in student perception of JTEs was in the category of interest. While the average HLS and 
LLS interest scores towards NESTs were practically the same, the difference between HLS and LLS 
perceptions towards JTEs was 1 point on 5-point scale. Such difference showed that a further 
qualitative investigation was needed to define interest sources in order to highlight the discrepancies 
and discuss what teaching techniques can be constructed to enhance the intrinsic motivation among 
low-level learners. 

3.2  Qualitative Follow-up Survey 

In order to determine the sources of enjoyment and interest while learning English, the students were 
given a short questionnaire and asked to describe in detail what they found interesting about their 
teachers. The collected data was divided into two groups (HLS and LLS) and their discourses were 
compared to each other. 
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Looking at the qualitative results, we can distinguish connections and similarities between HLS and 
LLS perceptions of NESTs. Throughout the gathered data, some consistently arising themes and 
ideas suggest that both groups share common sources of interest for NESTs. As shown in Table 3, 
students are attracted to lessons with NESTs by language authenticity, novelty and English 
pronunciation of native speakers such as “°%L:H9OÃÏ (authentic English) [HNS11]”, “�
�`#&"��� (atmosphere different from the Japanese people) [HNS4]”, “°
�ÃÏ 
(practical English) [HNS5]”, “��`#&"�H[AW[ (have a different vibe from JTEs) 
[LNS12]”, “L:H9O%²Ý (pronunciation of native speakers) [LNS1]”.  

Table 3. Common perceptions among HLS and LLS toward NESTs3 

 NESTs 

HLS [HNS1] °%L:H9OÃÏ�¾�2�tÏ6�#�#�(2 �4 

[HNS2] )��ÃÏ�� %R:[J.Ð�6¾�2 �4�����BW\
>.�Ì�z��ÃÏ­¬� �,Ü³�� 

[HNS3] �{`"0�&%� CE:Y�Ü³�� 

[HNS4]��`#&"���6������·��#L:H9O"0�&%S:

[K.,%%Æ�6�	��32%�Û�#Àx¨���� 

[HNS5] °
�ÃÏ�¾��Ü³�� 

[HNS6] ?Y\P#o�3�>:D6*7"���2%�Ü³���� 

LLS [LNS1]��` &Ø�H[AW[�L:H9O%²Ý#�3032� 

[LNS2]§�%�s6�	��32 

[LNS3]mÑ6���7Ì���3�1�@\T�È��
2 

~.�� 

[LNS4]��%j°/1H[AW[�ß�%���0,¡��� 

 
On the other hand, there are also some remarkable differences in student perception between HLS 
and LLS groups toward NESTs and JTEs. First of all, it appears to be a common idea among HLS to 
find lessons with NESTs and JTEs equally interesting because they are interested in English 
language and its culture as shown in the excerpts of their comments shown in Table 4. 

 

                                                        
 
1 H = High Proficiency Level Student, N = students’ attitude towards NEST, S1 = student with an 
assigned number. 
2 L = Low Proficiency Level Student 
3 The keywords that present their common perceptions are underlined. The English translations are 
provided in Appendix B. The same applies to Tables 4 and 5.  
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Table 4. Perceptions of HLS toward NESTs and JTEs4 

 NESTs JTEs 

HLS [HNS2] )��ÃÏ�� %R:[J.

Ð�6¾�2 �4�����BW\

>.�Ì�z��ÃÏ­¬� �,Ü

³�� 

[HNS4] ��`#&"���6���

���·��#L:H9O"0�&%

S:[K.,%%Æ�6�	��32

%�Û�#Àx¨���� 

[HNS7] §�%giÊ�o�2� ��

�Ï�k��|�"��0���qp

�
2¯}��2�0���¶0"�

��ÃÏ#¥�Ë3032� � 

[HNS8] ÇÚ�����,� 8UX=

%� �r��
2��¶Ó���-

"���½	�,�4�4
�	��

3��2�� �,�� ��)�� 

[HNS9] Â7"_�¾�2_��$�f

	'§��/�e532Å®6e��

Í���32%���Q;��7"Å

®��2%�à� «#"1)�� 

[HNS10] a%{%�s.c»,�(2

 �4� 

[HJS15] °�%Í6
�7 ¾����

 #v����32� �0�j°%º

Þ.¶Ó�Ô���¹�0���0� 

[HJS2] �#MI<.nµ6±�����

·��%E:TX\"LE6±��r

��
2 �4� 

[HJS3] ÃÏ ��Ï�©����l�

�Ü³�� 

[HJS4]  1��2JNG>�£zÀx

��2,%�Ü³�� 

[HJS5] �� §�%Ø�6�	��3

�Ü³�� 

[HJS6] ¤Ö#Õy�
2%��{`�

�%� �!���,o�0"���

Ùo6�1]��¾�_��
2ª�

�� 

 
Second, sources of interests among HLS are diverse and more in depth compared to the LLS. They 
find enjoyment in learning “L:H9O"0�&%S:[K.,%%x� (mindset and ideas of 
Native speakers) [HNS4]”, “§�%giÊ (other countries’ value system) [HNS7]”, “a%{%�
s.c» (cultures and traditions of other countries)[HNS11]”, “j°%ºÞ.¶Ó (experience 
and knowledge of the teacher) [HJS1]”, “E:TX\"LE (authentic material) [HJS2]”, “JNG
> (topics) [HJS4]”, “�� §�%Ø� (difference between Japan and other countries) [HJS5]” 
through English language.  

Also, students clearly demonstrate their self-motivation toward learning English. The words 
associated with “��
2 (dekiru)” meaning “can do something” frequently appeared in their 

                                                        
 
4 The descriptions that indicate their attitudes toward NESTs and JTEs are double-underlined. The same 
applies to Table 5. 
5 J = student’s attitude towards JTEs. 
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comments as highlighted in Table 4. For example, key-phrases such as “qp�
2¯}��2 
(try to make an effort) [HNS7]”, “�(2 (can learn) [HNS11]”, and “Õy�
2 (can ask 
questions) [HJS6]” all show their positive attitude toward learning English. For HLS, the teacher 
functions as more of a facilitator or guide rather than the gate-keeper of knowledge. Gardner (2001) 
believes that a learner must have a positive attitude towards the target language society to learn a 
foreign language. Both NESTs and JTEs equally facilitate and enhance HLS’ interest in their 
classrooms by sharing their experiences about the language and its culture. Therefore, we conclude 
that HLS have a higher integrative orientation in their learning motivation, as they enjoy learning the 
language and culture of that society equally with NESTs and JTEs. English is a global language and 
for many HLS, the motivation to study English is the desire to learn the cultural difference, to 
communicate with other nonnative speakers, just like themselves, to share experience, to grow, to 
integrate “globally”. 

On the other hand, LLS have different interest levels towards NESTs and JTEs, because their 
interest seems to be based on pure enjoyment of learning English. LLS are intrinsically motivated in 
NESTs’ classrooms through games and other fun activities.  

Table 5.  Perceptions of LLS toward NESTs and JTEs 

NESTs JTEs 

[LNS1]��` &Ø�H[AW[�L:H9

O%²Ý#�3032� 

[LNS4]��%j°/1H[AW[�ß�%

���0,¡�� 

[LNS5]u×*��"� �����)�� 

��,¸�� 

[LNS6]kd´#¡�����32� 

[LNS7]ÃÏ6¥�Í���32����Ï�

,Ð����32à 

[LNS8]Í�H[AW[�Ü³� 

[LNS9]FBVZ6�	��32 �4 

[LNS10]@\T��1�2 �4 

[LNS11]H[AW[�Á�àà 

[LNS12]§�%�s6�	��32 

[LNS13]mÑ6���7Ì���3�1� 

@\T�È��
2 

[LNS14]��bÍ6�	�,0	2 �4� 

[LJS1]¡��� #��¢��� 

[LJS2]¡��"��� 

[LJS3]��`w�"%�É�*.�� 

[LJS4]�¦�o�1.�� 

[LJS5]5�0"�� 6¾� �Î��5

�2� 

[LJS6]Ü³�Í6���32 �4 

[LJS7]Î���	��32 �4 

[LJS8]È	.��Í���32 �4 

[LJS9]§�%BW\>6�	��32 

[LJS10]��Ï�Ð����32�0 

[LJS11]o�1.�� 

[LJS12]c51.���5�1.�� 

[LJS13]§��Ä ��/�e�ÃÏ"!

6�	�,0	2 �4� 

 
For them, an atmosphere of fun and excitement created by NESTs are the key components of their 
enjoyment. With regard to the latter factor, the word “H[AW[ (vibe, energy) [LNS1,4,8,11]” 
frequently appeared in the narratives describing NESTs. It seems that the stereotyped impressions or 
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presumed personalities of NESTs and JTEs strongly affect their perceptions and expectations in class. 
NESTs in this study come from different countries and cultures, however, LLS tend to generalize 
NESTs as having more enthusiasm than JTEs. From this perspective, students clearly distinguish the 
atmosphere in classrooms with NESTs from JTEs, and their nature of expectations is different. It is 
possible to conclude that a perception of JTEs as having a lower “fun factor” could be induced due 
to the novelty of interacting with a foreigner, rather than the difference in teacher’s classroom 
practice and actual personalities. However, several LLS indicated in their responses that they enjoy 
jokes and games in NESTs classrooms, which they did not mention for JTEs. Rather, they enjoy 
comprehensive explanations provided by JTEs, which makes learning easier, as expressed by 
following comments: “�¦�5�1.�� (easy to understand grammar) [LJS4]”, “c51.�
� (easy to communicate) [LJS12]”, for example. 

Furthermore, we find a remarkable difference in the discourse of HLS and LLS, which can be 
viewed as the fundamental attitude gap toward learning English. As shown in comments by LLS, 
their discourse tends to be expressed in passive voice compared to that of HLS. The words “��3
2 (kureru)” and “�,0	2 (moraeru)” meaning “make/help one do something”, appear in 
many of the comments from LLS students (e.g. “¡�����32 (make it fun for us) [LNS6]”, 
“Í���32 (talk to us) [LNS7]”, “Ð����32 (give us explanations) [LNS10]”, “�	�
,0	2 (give us instructions) [LJS13]”). Such grammatical markers indicate that the students’ 
learning style remains passive regardless of the teacher’s identity (Table 5).   

4   Conclusion 

Personal interest in English as a language and English language-related culture increases integrative 
orientation in motivation, engagement in the learning process and comprehension. Integratively 
motivated students are equally motivated in classes with both types of teachers. Excitement and the 
novelty of interacting with a foreigner in the NEST’s classroom result in an overall increase in 
enthusiasm and intrinsic motivation among learners. Native English-Speaking Teachers excite low 
proficiency level students more than Japanese teachers and thus positively influence student 
self-efficacy and furthermore positively affect their learning outcomes. Therefore, it seems that 
assigning NESTs to classes with LLS seems more rationalized and effective than assigning JTEs. 
This finding contradicts current practices in Japanese universities and warrants further consideration 
from researchers. 

This study demonstrates that teachers can directly influence the excitement factor in the 
classroom and need to become more aware of the level and complex structure of motivation among 
their students. Teachers can enhance student intrinsic motivation by encouraging enjoyment in 
learning English through fun activities and thoughtfully designed assignments. This study shows that 
NESTs manage to enhance LLS’ interest to a greater extent than JTEs. This suggests that JTEs too 
can play a more active role in promoting an enjoyable environment and intrinsic motivation in low 
proficiency level students. To be intrinsically motivated, it is important that the students enjoy 
learning English with JTEs. LLS mention that they appreciate the exciting atmosphere provided by 
NESTs. Therefore, JTEs, who sometimes feel reluctant to play games in class, may be advised to 
re-evaluate their teaching approaches and try to create an exciting atmosphere by proactively 
including enjoyable learning activities with comprehensive instructions that interest LLS students. 
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To help LLS increase interest and positive perception of their JTEs, some instructional activities are 
suggested. First of all, considering the passive learning attitude of LLS, JTEs are advised to apply 
more interactive teaching methods using Information and Communication Technology or active 
games. Providing a more communicative environment among students and teachers in class will 
enhance students’ positive attitude toward learning English from JTEs. Also, in order to increase the 
enjoyment of learning from JTEs, teachers may consider making use of authentic topics and contents 
that attract attention and amuse the students. When the students have an interest in the topics 
discussed in class, JTEs can help students increase their motivation to learn. 

Through comparison and analysis of different proficiency levels, this study showed that High 
Proficiency Students have a distinctive integrative orientation in their learning motivation and Low 
Proficiency Students are intrinsically motivated. This difference in attitude between HLS should 
attract the attention of English language teachers in Japan. If we become aware of these 
discrepancies between the sources of motivation for HLS and LLS, we can work more efficiently 
towards enhancing intrinsic and integrative motivation in classrooms with different learners. 
Considering the importance of motivation in foreign language learning, further research should be 
carried out on the role of teachers and their effect on learner motivation and how this knowledge can 
be incorporated into English teaching practice in Japan. 

References 

Brody, C. (1998). The significance of teacher beliefs for professional development and cooperative 

Learning. In Professional Development for Cooperative Learning: Issues and Approaches, 

edited by C. Brody and N. Davidson, 25-48. Albany: State University of New York Press. 

Dörnyei, Z. (1998). Motivation in second and foreign language teaching. Language Teaching, 45, 

234-240. 

Dörnyei, Z. (2001). Motivation Strategies in the Language Classroom. Cambridge University Press, 

Cambridge. 

Dörnyei, Z. (2005). The Psychology of the Language Learner: Individual Differences in Second 

Language Acquisition. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum. 

Dörnyei, Z., and Ushioda E. (2011). Teaching and Researching Motivation (2nd ed.) Harlow, Uk: 

Pearson. 

Gardner, R. (1985). Social Psychology and Second Language Learning: The role of Attitudes and 

Motivation. London: Edward Arnold Publishers. 

Gardner, R., Masgoret, A. M., Tennant, J., and Mihic, L. (2005). Intergrative motivation: Changes 

during a year-long intermediate-level language course. Language Learning 54, 1-34. 

Graham, J. G. (1987). English language proficiency and the prediction of academic success. TESOL 

Quarterly 21(3), 98-114.    

Hancock, D. and Flowers, C. (2001). Comparing social desirability responding on world wide web 

and paper-administered surveys. Educational Technology Research and Development 49(1), 

5-13. 



Eruditi, 2 (2018). Section 3 (Guest Article), 40-54, Yazawa, Inouchi. 

 

 
 

52 

Hidi, S., Renninger, K., and Krapp, A. (2004). Interest, a motivational variable that combines affective 

and cognitive functioning. In Motivation, Emotion and Cognition: Integrative Perspectives on 

Intellectual Functioning and Development, edited by D. Dai and R. Sternberg. Mahwah, NJ: 

Lawrence Erlbaum, 89-115. 

Houghton, S., and Rivers, D. (2013). Native-Speakerism in Japan: Intergroup Dynamics in Foreign 

Language Education. Bristol, UK: Multilingual Matters. 

Konishi, M. (1998). Fundamental research on individual factor of learning Japanese and English as a 

second language. Research report of fundamental research of grants-in-aid for scientific 

research (C) from 1996 to 1997, 37-43. 

Kubota, R., and Lin, A. M. Y. (2006). Race and TESOL: Introduction to concepts and theories. 

TESOL Quarterly 40 (3), 471-93. 

Lins, L. (2007). Motivation and Second Language Learning. GRIN Verlag. 

Loewen, S., and Reinders, H. (2011). Key Concepts in Second Language Acquisition. Basingstoke: 

Palgrave Macmillan. 

Medgyes, P. (1994). The Non-Native Teacher. Macmillan Publishers. 

Murahata, Y. (2001). On issues regarding native vs. non-native English speaking teachers. Annual 

Review of English Language Education in Japan 12, 141-149. 

Nakai, M. (2003). EFL students’ perceptions of native and non-native speaking teachers. Journal of 

Research in Language Teaching of Daito Bunka University 20, 159-177. 

Oxford, R. and Nyikos, M. (1989). Variables affecting choice of language learning strategies by 

university students. Modern Language Journal 73(3), 291-300. 

Oxford, R., and Shearin, J. (1994). Language learning motivation: Expanding the theoretical 

framework. The Modern Language Journal 78, 12-28. 

Peirce, N. (1995). Social identity, investment, and language learning. TESOL Quarterly 29, 9-31. 

Ryan, R. M., and Deci, E. L. (2000). The “what” and “why” of goal pursuits: Human needs and the 

self-determination of behaviour. Psychological Inquiry 11(4), 227-268. 

Saito, T. (2014). Exploring Japanese College Students’ Perceptions of Native and Nonnative Speaker 

English Teachers. Departmental Bulletin Paper (Faculty of Distribution and Logistics Systems, 

Ryutsu Keizai University) 48(3), 367-378. 

 
  



Eruditi, 2 (2018). Section 3 (Guest Article), 40-54, Yazawa, Inouchi. 

 

 
 

53 

Appendix: English translations of Tables 3, 4 and 5 

Table 3. Common perceptions among HLS and LLS toward NESTs 

 NESTs 
HLS [HNS1] We can listen to authentic English and learn new words.  

[HNS2] First, I can listen to the key points and explanations in English. Second, I am 
interested in learning jokes and expressions that are unique in English. 
[HNS3] Teaching styles of foreigners that are distinctive from the Japanese people.  
[HNS4] I find interests in the atmosphere different from the Japanese people, and I like 
to learn visions and ideas of native speakers of English.  
[HNS5] It is fun to listen to practical English. 
[HNS6] It is interesting to do quiz in groups. 

LLS [LNS1] Enthusiasm distinctive from JTEs. I get used to the pronunciations of the 
native speakers of English. 
[LNS2] They teach us different cultures. 
[LNS3] They tells us a lot of jokes, and we get to learn through playing games. 
[LNS4] NESTs are more enthusiastic than JTEs, so it is also fun to learn from them. 

 

Table 4. Perceptions of HLS toward NESTs and JTE 

 NESTs JTEs 
HLS [HNS2] First, I can listen to the key points and 

explanations in English. Second, I am 
interested in learning jokes and expressions 
which are unique in English. 
[HNS4] I find interests in the atmosphere 
different from the Japanese people, and I like 
to learn visions and ideas of native speakers of 
English. 
[HNS7] I learn ways of thinking in other 
countries. With the environment that Japanese 
is not spoken, I try to make an effort. I get 
exposed to a lot of new English expressions. 
[HNS8] They have wide perspective, I can 
learn about America, and they give me new 
knowledge as well as ways of thinking. They 
teach us many things, so that is very good for 
me.   
[HNS9] I can listen to different things. For 
example, they use expressions that are often 
used in other countries. In class, I feel  
“Wow, there is such an expression in 
English!” It is meaningful for me. 
[HNS10] I can learn cultures and traditions of 
other countries.  

[HJS1] They listen to students well, and 
reflect our needs in class. Their 
experience and knowledge of the 
teacher are broad and give me many 
thoughts. 
[HJS2] I can learn through authentic 
material as well as movie and image 
that teachers use all the time.  
[HJS3] It is fun to hear both English 
and Japanese in class, and the contents 
are interesting. 
[HJS4] Topics in class are always 
interesting, so it is fun. 
[HJS5] I find it interesting that they 
teach us difference between Japan and 
other countries.  
[HJS6] I can ask questions without 
hesitation. I can better listen to what I 
could not make out in class of NESTs.  
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Table 5.  Perceptions of LLS toward NESTs and JTEs 

NESTs JTEs 
[LNS1] Enthusiasm distinctive from 
Japanese. I get used to the pronunciation of 
native English speakers.  
[LNS4] They are more enthusiastic than 
Japanese teachers. It is fun to learn from 
NESTs too. 
[LNS5] They make a friendly atmosphere in 
class. It makes me feel relaxed, and I laugh all 
the time. 
[LNS6] Overall, they make it fun for us. 
[LNS7] They talk to us in English a lot, and 
they also give us explanations in Japanese! 
[LNS8] Their speech with enthusiasm is fun.  
[LNS9] They teach us jokes. 
[LNS10] Playing games in class. 
[LNS11] Their enthusiasm is good!! 
[LNS12] They teach us cultures in other 
countries.  
[LNS13] They tell us a lot of jokes, and I can 
participate in class like playing games. 
[LNS14] They teach us daily conversations.  

[LJS1] I want them to make our class more fun. 
[LJS2] It is not fun. 
[LJS3] I have a friendly feeling with them as 
they are also Japanese. 
[LJS4] It is easy to understand grammar. 
[LJS5] When I ask them questions, they give me 
detailed explanations. 
[LJS6] They tell us funny stories. 
[LJS7] They give us explanations in details.  
[LJS8] They speak to us in a memorable way.  
[LJS9] They tell us jokes of other countries.  
[LJS10] They explain to us in Japanese.  
[LJS11] It is easy to understand. 
[LJS12] It is easy to communicate, easy to 
understand.  
[LJS13] They teach us useful expressions when 
we travel abroad.  
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