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Abstract

 Who are ideal teachers in teaching EFL writing？It is arguable to decide who can

be more qua1ified to teach writing；native speakers of Eng1ish who have intuitive

judgment in writing or Japanese teachers of Eng1ish who have new＿native speaker
proficiency in Eng1ish and have the experience of going through the compIex process

of acquiring Eng1ish as a foreign Ianguage．The purpose of this study is investigate
the differences in the criteria of writing assessment among the raters who have

different backgrounds． Three native sPeaking raters and three JaPanese raters
participated in this study and their assessment criteria and types of feedback were

compared to see what assumptions and expectations each group have toward

students’writings．The native group relied on their intuitive judgment to measure
the degree of naturalness and1ooked at writing tasks as a means of communication

while theJapanese group was more concemed with sentence＿level linguistic sophis－

tication and used accuracy as the base line of their assessment．This study implies
that the philosophies each rater has in terms of writing tasks ref1ect different

expectation and assumptions．
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                抄     録

 英作文を指導、採点するのに最も理想的な資質を得ている教師とはどのような教師をさ
すのであろうか。直観的に英作文の質や間違いを指摘できるネイティブ／スピーカーとネ
イティブレベルの言語能力をもつ日本人教師のどちらのグループが英作文を教える点にお
いて理想的な資質をもちえているのであろうか。本研究では英作文のクラスを担当してい
る3人の日本人教師と3人のネイティブスピーカーの英作文における評価基準の違いに焦
点をあて、その違いの原因となる採点者間の英作文における指導価値観を究明する。英作

文の授業において、教師の指導法と評価方法の相関は高い。日本人教師は作文指導におい

て文法や句読点の正しい文章を書くことを目的とした指導を行うことが多く、どうして
も、テスト内容は穴埋め、整序問題、日本語を英語に訳すなどが中心となり、訳において
の正確性を要求す乱一方・ネイティブ・スピーカーにおいては・構成や論理性・統一性
を重視する修辞的な文章を書くことを目的とする作文指導が多く・正確性の他に他の要因
をも間う自由作文などがそのテスト内容となる。本研究では、2つのグループ間に評価基

準の違いが見られ・その違いは各採点者の指導価値観から反映されたものと理解されれ

又グループ間においても海外留学経験有無などが要因となり評価基準が異なることが判明
された。

キーワード：ライティング・アセスメント，ラングエッジ・メジャメント，テスティング
                             （1997年9月6日 受理）
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Statememt of the pmb1em

    The youth of Japan today are showing a keen interest in studying abroad，

particularly America．A1so with the expansion of JaPanese business interests in

overseas markets，companies have come to rea1ize that intemationa1experience is an

important and，in many cases，necessary asset．Japanese students are welcome in

foreign countries，but in addition to the language problems，they frequent1y face

great difficulties with the new study ski11s which are critica11y important to succeed

in these foreign countries（Lee，1990〕．

   Most EFL teaching in Japan is responding to these urgent needs by offering

more c1asses particularly designed for English for Academic Purposes（EAP）．EAP

curricu1um is designed to teach c1asses such as reading，writing，TOEFL preparation，

and study skills for the students’future academic task in study abroad，therefore the

goa1sandobjectivesofthesec1assesaremorec1ear1yspecified thanotherEFLc1asses

in Japan which aim at the improvement of genera11anguage proficiency．

   EAP instructors in Japan are most concemed with how they can teach EAP

curricu1um to Japanese students effective1y and efficient1y．Choice of teachers for

each class is one of their concems，for example ample discussions are bui1t on who

shou1d teach these EAP reIated c1asses at various schools．Many schoo1s employ

Japanese instructors for academic reading and TOEFL preparation courses because

Japanese instructors are able to teach syntactic comp1exity using JaPanese language

moreeasily than native instructors．Courses forstudy ski11s，which are more or less

combined ski11s of EAP，are often taught by native speaking teachers，and for

example note＿taking ski11a1ong with academic1istening is one of the areas to be

taught by native speakers in this area．

   However，whether a native instructor or a Japanese instructor should be teach－

ing academic writing is a difficult choice，If the purpose of a writing course is to

teach expository writing emphasizing paragraph organization，coherence and cohe－

sion and westem rhetorical patterns，and to prepare our students to write academic

writing as their final goa1，it might be easy to conc1ude that native speakers would be

better teachers than Japanese teachers．In terms of grammatical accuracy in writing，

Hendickson（1984）Proposed basic questions about correcting errors in L2students’

writing．He questioned when and how students’errors in compositions shou1d be

corrected and his finaI question was of who shou1d correct them．Japanese teachers

might teach better in terms of grammatica1instruction based on translation exer－

cises． However，Kobayashi（1992）c1aimed in his study that native speakers in－

tuitively cou1d correct more errors in L2students’compositions than Japanese．He
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also found apParent superiority of the native Eng1ish speaking instructors in editing

and correcting compared to Japanese teachers，The unstated question of whether L2

composition shou1d conform to native speakers’expectations arises here．Before

concluding the answer to the question，it is important to study what their expecta－

tions are and how their expectations differ from those of Japanese teachers、

A brief1ook at the writing courses i皿舳e U．S．A．amd Ja脾11

   During the past25years of TESOL history，various approaches for writing have

been introduced in the U1S．A．，and the1970s saw the deve1opment of more than

sentence combining and controned composition． New concems rep1aced o1d．In

p1ace of“accuracy”and“pattems”came“process，”“making meaning，”“invention，”

and“mu1tipIe drafts”｛Raimes，1991〕．With thisinnovativeideo1ogy there was aclear

concept that writing tasks should help students leam，The focus on the writer as

language leamerand creatoroftext has led to a“process approach”（White＆Amdt，

1991；Zame1．1982）l

   A1though much of the research in communicative competence has focused on

oral skills，the evo1ution of communicative competence was ref1ected in reading and

subsequently in writing tasks also．Communicative writing was emp1oyed by fo－

cusing on the audience and the purpose of writing，and one of the textbooks

fo11owing this approach，Leki’s textbook，λcαde刎｛c W柳伽g：Tθcんm幻msαmd Tα曲∫

（1989〕、gives various topics in which students can express their thoughts and

fee1ings，

   With the ideathatcommunicativecompetencefocuseson languageinuserather

than on1anguage acquisition（White，1988），jouma1writing began to appear as a

communication device that gave everyone in a c1ass the chance to“ta1k”and receive

feedback from a teacher． Advocates of this approach value the idea that jouma1

writing is a creative task，and the purpose is not to disp1ay know1edge，but t0

discover knowledge． Students1eam by doing，not by performing what they have

1eamed elsewhere（Keio university，SFC，1993〕．

   Whi1e ESL teachers in the U．S．A．began to focus on“f1uency”based on students’

creativity a1ong with“accuracy”in writing curricu1um，EFL teachers in Japan stm

persisted in maintaining the traditiona1approach which is main1y based on transla－

tion tasks of single sentences from Japanese to English．Japan has a1ong tradition

of emp1oying theツα切do肋approach to reading．Kawasumi（1975）gives a definition－

ofツα肋do々m＝Yaku means‘‘translation’’and doku means“reading．” γ肋〃。肋is

defined as a technique or a menta1process for reading a foreign language in which

the target language sentence is．first translated word＿by＿word，and the resuIting
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trans1ation reordered to matchJapanese word orderas part of the processofreading

comprehension，There have been many criticisms of the〃肋do肋approach partic－

ularly when the communicative approach began to be emphasized in Eng1ish educa－

tion in Japan． As a justification of the widespread practice ofツ。尾ωo肋、many

ana1ystsrefertoitseasinessforthe teacher（Hino，1988；Tazaki，1978；Tajima，1978）．

Thisツα尾〃do肋approach greatly affected writing curricu1um and consequently trans－

1at1on tasks from Japanese to Eng11sh of smgle sentences wlth emphas1s on grammar，

syntax，and mechanics were adopted as the main approach to writing．It emphasized

accuracy ignoring the other important elements in writing tasks such as f1uency，

origina1ideas，communicative factors，puTpose，and audience while the rest of the

wor1d started to explore various other approaches． Most Japanese instructors

leamed Eng1ish in the traditiona1way so they tend to teach in the same way that

they were taught．Unfortunately this conservatism has hampered the development

ofthewritingcurricu1uminJapan．Therapidincreaseofstudentswhostudy abroad

is demanding fundamenta1changes in the curriculum of writing and also more

textbooks which emphasize communicative writing are avai1able than traditional

and trans1ation oriented writing textbooks today．

Assessme皿t in writi皿g

   Writing evaluation is one of the crucia1factors which affects the writing curric－

ulum and instruction．Weir（1993）categorizes two different approaches for assess－

ing writing ability．The first approach is the writing test type which can be focused

on more specific‘discretel elements，e．91grammar，vocabulary，spening，Punctuation

and orthography，and attempts can be made to test these formal elements separated

by the use of indirect and objective tests such as the section of the structure and

written expression in TOEFL test（Test of English as a Foreign Language）、Japanese

teachers of English working at high school or even at university leve1s acquired

writingski11sbased mainIyonthetranslation work mentioned aboveorc1oze tests to

ascertain grammar know1edge or words1earned before．

   The second type of writing test is a more direct，extended writing task．These

involve the production of continuous texts of at1east1OO words，with the writer

being given some room for individua1interpretation．Hughes（1989）emphasized the

fo11owing three important specifications for writing tests in order to make the

assessment va1id and re1iab1e1

1）Teachers have to set writing tasks that are properly representative of the

   population of tasks that they shou1d expect the students to be ab1e to perform．
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2）The tasks should elicit sampIes of writing which truly represent the students’

   ability．

3）It is essentia1that the samples of writing can and will be scored re1iably．

   Hughes continues that in order to judge whether the tasks are representative of

the tasks which teachers expect students to be able to perform，they have to be c1ear

at the outset just what these tasks are so that students should be ab1e to perform．

Assessment of writing qua1ity determines proficiency leveI p1acement，provides

diagnostic criteria for selection of sy11abus components，and affects the determina－

tion of fina1course marks（Kobayashi＆Rinnert，1996）．Therefore，it is the test

designer’s responsibility to imp1ement a good qua1ity test in terms of validity and

re1iabi1ity．

   Impressionistic scoring invo1ves the assignment of a sing1e score to a piece of

writing on the basis of an overa11 impression of it．This kind of scoring has the

advantage of being very rapid．According to Reid（1993a〕，experienced scorers can

judge a one＿page piece of writing in just a couple of minutes or even1ess（scorers of

the new TOEFL TestofWritten English（TWE〕wi11apparent1y havejustoneand a

halfminutes foreach mark ofacomposition）、There1iability tends to be1ow if the

judges’assessment criteria is different from one to another．In the case of TWE each

paper receives two independent scores，and any discrepancies are reso1ved by a third

reading．Ratersarestrictlytrainedtofo11owTWE guide．Low intra＿raterreliabi1ity

hampers improvements in the interrater reliability，therefore it is significant1y

important to have a consensus among judges in writing assessment．

   This study focused on the difference of the assessment criteria among raters wh0

have different backgrounds；that is，the research question for this study is to see how

raters’differences in background affect their assessment of writing，Difference in

background is derived from many factors．Different1earning experience mentioned

ear1ier is one of the factors contributing to this difference． Rhetorica1patterns in the

first language which differs from culture to cuIture is a1so an important factor－

   The various cu1tural rhetorica1patterns in first languages and the influence of

first Ianguage pattems on second1anguage writing has been explored in past

research represented by Kaplan（1966）and Hinds（1990〕． Kaplan states that1ogic

which is the basis of rhetoric，evolves out of a culture；it is not universa1． Logic

varies from cu1ture to culture and it changes even from time to time in one culture．

Hinds offers another perspective of dichotomy，inductive versus deductive style in

writing，though he c1aims that it is not a va1id parameter for eva1uating texts across

languages．He states that whi1e English writing tends to be deductive to make a
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coherent composition，Japanese and other orienta11anguages tend to have an induc－

tive sty1e in writing．He attributes the difference to that of the reader’s expectation．

Shiokawa and Yoffe（1996）studied whether or not inductive organization is the

preva1ent mode1of expression in the written production of the Japanese leamers of

English．Their finding was that Japanese EFL Ieamers without proper training in

logical organization in writing disp1ay no specific organizational pattem，inductive

or deductive． Hind’s assertion that肋＿∫危。イem＿加τsm（introduction＿development＿

tum－conc1usion〕is the natura1way of Japanese rhetoric which in tum affects their

writingorganization in Eng1ish was unfounded in theirstudy．Theyconcluded that

肋一曲。一句m一物お“is one of the patterns present in Japanese writin9，however，it is not

accepted as appropriate within the Japanese academic community，for examp1e

Japanese scho1ars fo11ow a certain format which is common1y used in their own fields

when writing academic papers．This study implies that Japanese writers’1ack of

coherence in their organization is not necessari1y derived from cu1tural factor．

   There is ample research on the perceptions of the readers in writing．Schwartz

（1984）found that when two pieces of discourse are read by two di．fferent readers，the

very text that p1eases one reader may irritate the other．Mendelsohn and Cumminig

（1987〕stated that there were numerous factors which affect raters’perceptions of

students’writing， If this finding is significant1y related to raters’sμbjectivity in

assessment，it causes a serious problem affecting the reliabiIity in writing assess－

ment． Brown（1991）found that while both the English faculty and ESL teachers

considered content the most important feature，the Eng1ish facuIty paid more atten－

tion to sentence－1evel features such as cohesion and syntax，as opPosed to the ESL

teachers’stronger emphasis on organization． He suggested the two groups of

teachers shou1d cooperate with each other to lead their intemationa1students to

academic success，Santos（1988）investigated if there was a significant difference in

assessment between the facu1ty of the physical sciences and those in humanities and

socia1sciences and she found that those in the physical sciences gave more severe

judgments of language use errors than those in the humanities and social sciences．It

means that professors have different expectations and assumptions from students

depending on their majors．Kobayashi and Rinnert（1996）introduced L1rhetorical

features on readers’perceptions of L2writing and they investigated how readers

with different backgrounds（differing L1，academic status，and amounts of writing

instruction）eva1uated Japanese university students’Eng1ish compositions with dif－

ferent culturally inf1uenced rhetorical patters（Japanese vs．American English）as

we11as two other features｛coherence breaks and language use errors）． Their

findings show that other factors in their writing ability，including coherence and
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1anguage use，cultura11y inf1uenced rhetorical pattem affected assessment of EFL

student writing on an ana1ysis of effects topic．

Teachers’feedback i皿writi皿g

   Variabi1ity in assessment of writing among the raters who have different back－

ground is the main focus for this study．In order to investigate the raters’mental

mode in the assessment process，the effect of raters’feedback written on the L2

students’compositions was a1so studied， Freedman（1984〕discussed about the

significant inf1uence of the readers’expectation and assumptions on their responses

to student writing，

   Zamel（1985）carried out an in＿depth ana1ysis on teachers’responses to student

writing． She claims that teachers’marks and comments usua11y take the form of

abstract and vague prescriptions and directives that students find difficu1t to inter－

pret．She continues that ESL teachers rare1y seem to expect students to revise the

text beyond the surface leve1． This statement can be interpreted that teachers’

comments are closely related to the validity of their measurement．Their responses

are more likely used as detai1ed exp1anations to students how their papers were

assessed It ls also assumed that such comments were also used by the raters

themse1ves to reach their fina1assessment， For examp1e，if there were numeTous

corrections for the mistakes made by a student，the rater a1so will convince himse1f

or herse1f to give a low final grade by looking over him or her own feedback before

deciding the final score． The student also wi11be convinced to obtain a1ow fina1

score because of the numerous corrections．Therefore，it is conc1uded that the

teachers’feedback which appeared as the interlinear comments is c1osely re1ated to

the validity of the assessment．

   There are other types of feedback besides correctionl Encouragement is an

effective approach to improve the quality of students’writing，and even grammaticaI

accuracy was improved when students received positive feedback from their teach－

ers（Carde11e and Como，1981；Robb，Ross，and Shortreed，1984）．Fathman and

Wha11ey（1990〕found thatstudentsshowed significantimprovementin grammatica1

accuracy if the errors were underlined instead of giving corrections，and that

comments on both grammar and content can be given at the same time without

overburdening the students． Correction of errors is effective when the feedback

concerning the error is clear；that is，the response must adequately describe the

problem and suggest methods of correction．Moreover，students shouId be ready to

leam，to commit to the change，and have the appropriate background knowledge t0

be able to revise their writing（Reid，1993b〕．However，in many EFL contexts，the
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majority of raters of English writing may be Japanese speakers whose expectations

differ substantia11y from those of North American readers．

The purpose of the stmdy

   The purpose of this study is to investigate to see the differences in the criteria of

writing assessment among the raters who have different backgrounds．This study

investigated the following five research questions：

（1）Do the two groups’raters score each component different1y？

（2）What expectations and assumptions of both groups of raters appeared in their

feedback？

（3）What are other variables besides language background（L1or L2）which affect

their assessment？

（4）What are the students’reactions to different types of feedback？

（5）Who is worth more；Japanese teachers or native speaking teachers for writing？

Method

   The goa1of this study was narrowed down to provide a descriptive and interpre－

tive explanatory account of what the raters do when proceeding with their assess－

ment of writingl In＿depth ana1ysis on their scoring and feedback written on the

students’composition were the focus of this study．Some descriptive data；the means

ofthe ratersand thegroupmean in each criteriaand the frequency ofthesignificant

types of responses were co11ected and analyzed to investigate the variabi1ity between

the groups in their assessment in a triangulation method．Retrospective interviews

with the raters and the students who wrote the compositions were conducted to

validate the findings from the first data．Since the smau number of subjects curtai1s

the study’s suitabi1ity for making generalizations，this descriptive data should be

understood as being one of a natura11y occurring phenomena without manipulation．

Writers

   Five university students were asked to participate in this study．The students，

who had taken TOEFL before，were chosen to know exactly about their language

proficiency level． Their TOEFL scores ranged from440t0520（TabIe1）． Three

students among them have taken a course of expository writing before this study，

however they had1eamed writing with the strict controlled approach which was

through main1y translation tasks．Since two students had never taken any writing

courses before，a short1ecture（one hour）on paragraph writing was given to theml

In the1ecture they were taught how to deve1op paragraphs having a topic sentence
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in each paragraph and supporting sentences to support the topic sentence within the

same paragraph． It was emphasized the importance of logical development in

paragraph writing，but no specific explanation of the different rhetorica1pattems in

English and Japanese was given．They were to choose any topic on which to write

an800＿word＿1ong type written composition without time limit． They were in－

formed of，but not given an exp1anation of definitions of the six criteria；overau

quality，grammar，word choice，coherence and cohesion，mechanics and creativity，

upon which their papers wou1d be eva1uated． After their compositions were

eva1uated，the scores and feedback given by the raters were shown to the students

and a15minute interview was given to them one＿on＿one． The fo11owing three

questions were asked during the interview：

1．What do you think of the scores they obtained for their writing．

2．What do you think of the feedback they received from the raters．

3．Which type of feedback do they find useful to improve their writing skill？

RaterS

Table1 D6mographic characteristics of the writ6rs

students gender   age   TOEFL writing experience

S1

S2

S3

S4

S5

female

ma1e

fema1e

male

female

18

20

20

22

21

440

475

478

467

520

none

1year

1year

none

1year

   Three American instructors，a11native speakers（E group〕of English and three

Japanese instructors（J group〕participated as raters in this study． These subjects

currently teach writing courses at the university1eve1and have at1east three years

of experience teaching writing courses． In order to protect their privacy，all the

raters’names are coded．During the initia1meeting with them，the purpose of the

study was fuIly exp1ained to them and also how the research would be conducted

because researchers are not only ethicauy responsible to their subjects，but also to

other constituencies．The subjects were not informed of any data as to the students

and the compositions were labeled with an identification number． They were

instructed to read the five compositions once and rate them according to their first

impression on six5＿point sca1es；overa11 qua1ity，grammar，word choice，coherence

and cohesion，mechanics，and creativity．The sca1ing guide was exp1ained verbally

to give ideas of criteria for scoring such as1for poor，2for needs improvement，3for
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satisfactory，4for good and5for exce11ent．No clear definitions of the six compo－

nents were exp1ained．Next，the raters were asked to give feedback in the same way

as they usua11y give in their writing c1asses and they were to1d to refer to their own

feedback during the retrospective interview which was given two weeks after their

task．The interview was conducted on a one一一〇n＿one basis for20minutes and the

questions were asked based on the ana1ysis of their scores and feedback．The other

variab1es such as age，gender，academic status，and academic discipline might affect

the readers’perceptions of the students’writings．Thereforβ，this information was

included in the fo11owing descriptions of the raters．

Table2 The description of raters

J1

J2

J3

E1

E2

E3

age
natiOna1ity，

  gender

Japanese／m

JaPanese／m

Japanese／f

American／f

American／m

American／m

the length

in Japan

7months

g months

6years

2years

1O years

17years

 Japanese

proficiency

basic

intermedia

advanced

teaching    specia1ity

experience

15years

25years

3years

2years

7years

15years

1iterature

linguiStiCS

TESL

eCOnOmiCS

joumalism

literature

   Table3reports the means and the standard deviations of the scores given by the

six raters for each of the six componentsl Tab1e4shows that the mean comparison

between the two groups in the six areas． The mean comparisons on the five

studentsl writing performance among the six raters are indicated in Tab1e5．

   The next section wi11ana1yze in detail the raters responses to the six areas．

Tab1e3 Summarystatisticsofrater’sp6rformanceon thesixcompon6nts

mean／SD overau  grammar word choic coherence mechanics creativity

J1

J2

J3

E1

E2

E3

3．37（O．85）

3127（O．79）

3．17（O．70）

3．57（O．73）

3．30（O．75）

3．70（O．84）

3．2      3．2      3．8

3，2      3．2      3．4

3．2       2．8       3．6

3．8       2．8       2．8

3．6      2．6      2．6

3．2      2．8      2．4

3．0      3．2      3．8

2．6      3．2      3．6

2．4      3．4      3．6

3．4      2．6      4．2

3．0      3．2      3．8

3．6      3．2      3．6
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Tab164 Comparative analysis b6tw66n the two groups in
       th6mean scor6s

componen   J group

overa11 quality

gramma「

word choice

coherence

machanics

CreatiVity

E group  mean difference

3．2      3．5

3．1      2．7

3．6      2．6

2．7       3．3

3．3      3．0

3．7      3．9

O．3

0．4

1．O

O．6

0．3

0．2

Tab165 The mean comparisons on th6stud6nts‘performance

S1

S2

S3

S4

S5

J1    J2    J3

3．0

312

3．5

3．5

3．7

3．2

3．3

3．0

3．3

3．2

3．0

3．2

3．2

3．2

3．3

E1    E2    E3  the means

3．2

3．2

2，8

3．5

3，7

2．7

2．5

3．5

3．5

3．5

3．2

3．3

3．0

3．2

3．O

3．1

3．1

3．2

3．4

3．4

Overa11 q11a1ity

   The means of the six raters in overa11qua1ity didn’t differ great1y from each

other（J1；3．2，J2；3．2，J3；3．2，E1；3．8，E2；3．6，E3；3．2）．The mean difference between the

average scores of the two groups in overau qua1ity was0．3，which can be considered

as a sma11 variation．Even though the mean scores of the three Japanese raters were

the same（312），they scored the five compositions quite differently，It means there are

individual variations in assessing the overa11qua1ity among the ratersl The resu1ts

from the retrospective interview revea1ed that J1and J2used1inguistic sophistica－

tion in sentence＿1evels as their major judgment to determine overa11quality．They

had the similar idea that accuracy shou1d be the base line for their assessment and

thecontentshou1dbeconsidered asan additional va1ue to thebaseline．Theystated

that the final grade was determined by counting the number of mistakes or correc－

tions．Eventhough theydidn’tcomt precise1y，the mistakesorcorrections were the

dominant image of the papers．J3relied on syntactical and1exical accuracy as the

main factor to decide her scores in overa11qua1ity，but she a1so paid attention to the

quality of paragraph organization．She stated，however，that it was difficu1t to pay

attention to the both factors of accuracy and the quality of organization at the same

time． Therefore，she first read the compositions without paying attention to the
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errors so much，and at the second time of her reading she concentrated on correcting

the errors，This might indicate that she could not combine the top＿down approach

with bottom＿up approach as a reader when she identified a number of errors in the

compositions．The errors distracted her from reading continuously to eva1uate the

quality of organization．

   The E group also showed some variations in the scores of overa11 qua1ity，but the

common factor an three raters in the E group used to determine the overa11quality

was organization and coherence and cohesion．E1and E2emphasized naturalness of

the flow as the most important criteria to measure their overa11 quality of the

compositions．They relied on their intuitive judgment to evaluate naturalness and

they looked atthe writingtasksas ameansofcommunication．Ifthemessage isclear

enough，the writing can be considered as good writing even though there are some

surface level mistakes． E2added the importance of originality in the students’

composition and he stated that the overa11grade was not necessari1y an average of

the five sub components．E3stated that the most important factor to determine the

quality of the compositions depended on the paragraph organization，but he added

poor1inguisticfeaturesmighthamperhim from readingsmooth1y，and consequent1y

it might inf1uence him whi1e evaluating the organization．It seemed that E3shared

a simi1ar view with J3considering the importance of accuracy in addition to the

quality of organization．

   The overall qua1ity was referred to by J2，J3，E1，E2，and E3in their general

comments which appeared in the end of the paper using four or five sentences．J1

was the on1y rater who didn’t give any overan comments in sentences．All raters felt

that assigning a sing1e grade for overa11 qua1ity ho1istica11y was the most difficu1t

task because some papers were strong in surface＿1eve1，yet weak in organization and

development． JI and E2included the strengths and weaknesses of the students’

writing in their overa11 comments as fo11ows；

J1  Overau quality is good，especially the content is exce11ent，but many mistakes with

      articles and tenses1owered the quality of the writing，

E2  You are a creative writer，but you tend to mix present and past tenses and this is

      confusing for the reader．

Grammar

   The mean comparison of the raters and between the group for grammar also

indicated a small variation（J1；3．2，J2；3．2，J3；2，8，E1；2．8，E2；2，6，E3；2．8，the mean

difference between the groups；0．4〕． As past research revealed，Japanese raters
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respond to grammar errors much more frequent1y than do native speaking raters

（Kobayashi，1992）．The variations in the types of corrections of grammatical errors

made by Japanese raters were also identified．J1and J2corrected a1most a11 of the

grammatica1errors that occurred in the compositions and they admitted that they

browsed through the mistakes and corrections when they decided the overall score．

Their ways of correcting errors were different from each other．J1simp1y corrected

the errors，but J2inc1uded grammaticaI instructions to exp1ain why they were

grammatica11y wrOng using Japanese language in addition to giving the right

answers．The foHowing is one of the instructions he made for the students．

J2  Fort11mte1y，I was decidod to st11dy abmad fmm g Febm肌y．

      Natum11y our m6a1s肌e make by myse1f．

∫刎mm8倣mωe肋Sゆerb∫肋α”0m0㍑α肋αd伽C’0勿召功C伽m“θmOde切S5｛m．

0m妙ケms倣〃2〃俳あ∫ゆe沁∫〃m o勿2αmd伽mτ2αo勿θα∫ノωmδe mαde力α5∫｛m．

   J2inc1uded suggestive responses to change the origina1forms to more authentic

Eng1ish sentences be stating“Your sentence is grammatica11y acceptable，but native

speakers wou1d not write1ike this，so I suggest that this sentence wou1d carry more

accurate meanings of your opinions．”J3made the least grammatica1corrections

among the Japanese raters，but her mean score was lower than the ones of the other

Japanese raters（2，8〕．She did not provide full corrections on the errors，and some

minor errors were under1ined．She corrected only serious errors which affect the

comprehensibility of the text，and she provided grammatica1exp1anations on those

g1oba1errors in her general comment written at the bottom of the papers．She stated

that Japanese students were under tremendous pressure when writing English

composition and the pressure is usually caused by their strong consciousness of

grammar mistakes，and in order to moderate the students’pressure she uses under－

1ines to indicate the mistakes as implicit corrections． She continued that such

imp1icit corrections are proven more effective in her experience because the students

would repeatedly continue making simi1ar mistakes caused by their care1essness so

that implicit corrections he1p the students to become more independent leamers．

The carefu1observation on the E group’s assessment in grammar revea1ed that they

gavemanyfewercorrectionsforgrammaticaIerrorsthandid theJapaneseraters，but

the three raters’grades for this sub component were not high（E1；2．8，E2；2．6，E3；2．8，

the group mean；2．7〕l The three raters in the E group shared the same opinion that

the students’grammatical errors which appeared frequent1y did not annoy them so

much as Iong as the content is clear enough and the surface＿1evel problem did not
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affect their overall eva1uation either，however since they were asked to eva1uate this

sub component of grammar ana1ytica11y their c1ose observation on this aspect1ed

them to the1ow grades．One of the native speaking raters，E2focused on the errors

which frequently occurred in the compositions and corrected only those errors．He

stated that even native speakers often made grammatical errors in both areas of

speaking and writing，so a high level sophistication of grammar from1eamers of

second language should not be expected．The other rater，E1emphasized that the

grammatical mistakes Japanese leamers often make are artic1es and tenses and if she

starts correcting a11the1oca1errors，the job would be endless and also she wou1d lose

concentration on understanding the text，therefore the best so1ution is to give a

separate instruction to review these areas which cause difficulties to Japanese

1earners． E3was the only rater who used the abbreviated marks to indicate the

errors and he said he usua11y gave a brief exp1anation for what these abbreviated

marks meant in the beginning of his writing c1asses． He added that he would

concentrate on judging the content of the writing rather than spending too much

time correcting the students’9rammatical errors．

Word Choi㏄

   The criteria of word choice showed the second largest difference between the

two groups，The average score of the J group and E groups were3．6and2．6

respectively and the mean difference between the group was1．01The three native

speakingratersgavecorrectionsorsuggestions on word choicemuch morefrequent－

1y than did their Japanese counterparts．This findin虫matches with the resu1ts of

Kobayashi’s research（1992）on native and nonnative reactions to ESL compositions．

He concludes that the errors of words are probab1y due to semantic transfer from

Japanese and he imp1ies that the1oan word is a potentia1pitfall faced by Japanese

ESL teachers． He added that since today’s JaPanese1anguage finds itself flooded

with innumerable loan words of Eng1ish origin，it is high1y1ike1y that many Japanese

1eamers of Eng1ish fail to notice that such words may have different semantic

properties and connotations from those of the original English word．Japanese ESL

instructors，as well as leamers，cou1d over1ook such an error because they take the

meaning of the word for granted． On the other．hand，native speakers of Eng1ish

detect such odd usage at a g1ance，especiauy the two raters of E2and E3who have

been in Japan longer than E1．They detected more1oan words from Japan because

they shared a great number of schemata with the writers，which faciIitated their

comprehension， E2and E3provided a variety of altemative1exica1items． The

followings are some of the examp1es of made by the two raters．
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                                 丁児｛∫｛∫mα〃”ψ0m∫2．〃e〃ωピα’α0∫〃．伽．＾

E2  Po叩1e c8re ab011t how peoplo1ook at thom，a皿d havo11igh町ido to m8iIlωim a good

      r6P凹tatiOm．

                 λgα伽，κ∫oωmd∫κ々e∫αカαmese． C尻αmg2吻出切m2eツ色50ア肋eかfeαcκeヅs．，

E3  S仙demts wamt to hav6good m叩tatiom fmm仙eir teaollers．

   Peterson（1988）argues that a sentence starting with“especia11y”is one of the

most frequently observable expressions in Eng1ish compositions written by Japa－

nese．Two Japanese raters，J1and J3，left this awkward expression uncorrected，but

J2whose specia1ity is linguistics was more sensitive to word choice than the other

raters in the J group． He inc1uded detai1ed explanations of why these words were

more aPPropriate as followsl

        ∬ツ0ωωm㍑0∫αヅ物m伽〃m｛鵬0肋二由ゐOmOg2m0ωゴ兆αm．g”ωOヅd

J2：JapaIl is a si皿g1e皿atio皿、

        ’Cん伽m0切ω0眺mm2m｝＝dmω伽gα物棚0n5

J2：The mows is gatherimg atte皿tiOms tOday．

        D0ツOm m2例ツmα肋㍗肋m S肋Cm色50γCψ吻m∫αm mOm COmmOm妙ωSed伽亙mgκ5尻．

J21Amo皿g m巴Iiy o01m廿ies o皿1y J叩a皿皿ses s岬erimpotioIi to show fomig皿movios、

Coheremce a11d CohesioI1

   Coherence in written text is a comp1ex concept，involving a mu1titude of reader

－and text－based features．Perhaps because of this，writing instructors and textbooks

often discuss coherence in a vague or incomp1ete manner．However，it is often heard

from university professors in America that foreign students’academic writing is

often“incoherent．’1 John（1986）introduces three Princip1es to guide instructors in

teaching the concept of coherence：

1）Coherence is text based and consists of the ordering and interlinking of proposi－

   tions within a text by use of appropriate information structure（including

   cohesion）1

2）At the same time，coherence is reader based．The audience and the assignment

   must be consistent1y considered as the discourse is produced and revised．

3〕Instmctors have an obligation to teach coherence comprehensive1y，that is，to

   take into account these two approaches（text based and reader based），at a

   minimum．

   The findings of this study revea1ed that coherence and cohesion showed the

widest range in the assessment among the raters．The average scores of the J group
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and the E groupwere2．7and3．3respective1y and the mean difference was0．6．The

reason behind this variation is seeming1y due to the different interpretations of

coherence and cohesion among the raters．A11 the three raters in the J group focused

on the topic sentence in each paragraph and how we11it was developed in the written

work to judge the quality of cohesion and coherence． Even though the students

received a one hour explanation of how paragraphs are deve1oped by focusing on

topic sentences and supporting sentences，there were many coherence prob1ems

identified by the Japanese raters． J2and J3provided further exp1anations of how

they eva1uated the quality of cohesion and coherence as fo11ows：

J2  The most important aspect to evaluate cohesion and coherence is to see how each

      sentence is sticking to the centra1idea． The appropriate usage of conjunctions and

      reference items such as this，the，or it are the key points for me when judging the

      qua1ity of paragraph grganizations－

J3  I a1ways pay attention to how successfuuy the students are1inking sentences through

      use of vocabulary．It is important to see how these related words appear throughout

      the paragraph？The inking of vocabulary is the key point to see the organization of the

      students’Paragraphs．

   Whi1e the interpretation of the J group on coherence was defined as text based，

the raters in the E group were like1y to be reader based oriented when they assessed

the qua1ity of coherence and cohesion in the students’writingsl A text cannot be

considered separate1y from the reader and that experience requires successfu1inter－

action between the reader and the discourse to be processed（Carrell，1982；Rume1－

hart，1977）． As a reader based approach requires the raters to go through an

interactive and interpretive process while they are reading the students’writing

products．Therefore，they be1ieve that successfu1writers must continuous1y keep

the intended audience in their mind．E3eIaborates this point as fo11ows：

E3  WhenIfinish thestudents’writing，I always tum the paperdown and try tosummarize

      the central idea introduced through the written work．Good qua1ity papers in terms of

      coherenceand cohesion give me an easy time to summarize the ideas，on the other hand

      I have a hard time to pin point the centra1ideas after I read poor1y organized papers．

   J3added in her comments that when she saw some cases in which reference

items are wrongIy used，she tended to give lower grades for this criteria．Too much

emphasis on text based coherence is probably the major reason why the J group’s

average grade was lower than that of the E group．
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Mecha』mics

   Most of the students had a basic know1edge of English mechanics，therefore a11

the raters agreed that the quality of mechanics was satisfactory．S1had the1argest

number of mechanica1prob1ems，specifica11y he made three mistakes when sp1itting

words based on sy11able at the end of line and four raters of J1，J2，E2，and E3stated

that the mechanica1errors unconsciously or subconsciously affected their assess－

ment in the section of overa11quality and consequently． S1gained the1owest

average score among the five subjects（Tab1e5）．

Creativity

   A11of the six raters agreed that even in the case of a poorly written paper，if the

content inc1uded personal views of the student they found the writing interesting．

Persona1experience，be1ief and emotiona1appeals provoked the readers’attention

and response． Japanese Preference for balancing ideas rather than taking one side

（Harder，1980）was identified in the compositions of S1and S2．and，E2responded

to the S2’s writing as fo11ows：

E2  You lost a point on personal voice． You don’t sound confident enough．

   The rater E1found most of the students’compositions origina1and interesting．

He stated that he enjoyed reading the compositions because the views originated in

Japanese cu1ture and Japanese ways of thinking were interesting for him，Since his

length of staying in Japan is relatively shorter than the other two raters，the

information provided in the writings seemed to provoke his attention．

RaterS’feedbaCk

   The various types of comments were adapted by the six raters because the

subjects were instructed to give feedback in the usua11y way， Their comments

appeared in the following forms：王）question marks，2）crossed lines over original

form，3）under1ined1ines4〕bracketing original form，5）brackets to insert new words

or expressions，6）ticked marks to insert some words，7）arrows to change specific

words or expressions，and8）abbreviated words to indicate the type of errors such as

“art”for articles and“spe”for spe11ing errors． Since these marks were used

arbitrariIy，they were not focused on as part of this study． The usage of writing

too1s such as red penci1s or green pens seemed to be habitual behavior even though

亙3c1aimed that he particularly used a green pen because of the effectiveness of a1ess

authoritative image using green rather than red．
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Tab186 Th6types◎f r6sponsθs

Item1  1tem2  Item3  1tem4  Item5  Item6  Item7  Item8

J1

J2

J3

E1

E2

E3

145

205

105

71

89

107

93

114

70

55

58

83

1tem1＝time oonsumption（minutes）

Item3＝the average number of corrections

Item5＝the average number of gramm趾
      exp1目n目tions

ltem7＝the average m』mber of changing loc且tions
      of words or exPressions

Item2＝the average number of total feedback

Item4＝the average number of suggestions

Item6＝the aver目ge number of目1termtive words or
      expressions

Item8＝the average number of personal responses

Tab167 The m6an comparison of th6typ6s of

        resPons6s b6tw6en th6two groups

JgrouP    Egroup

Item l

Item2

1tem3

Item4

Item5

Item6

Item7

Item8

    Table6shows a variety of feedback made by the six raters inc1uding the time

spent assessing and writing their responsesl The feedback identified in the compo－

sitions were categorized under the fonowing types＝（ユ）corrections，（2）suggestions on

surface errors，（3）grammar exp1anations，（4）altemative words or expressions，（5〕

changing1ocations of words or expressions，and（6）persona1responses to the

oPinions of the writers．

    Tab1e6a1so shows the types of responses which were identified in the raters’

comments and a1so the frequency of the occurrence of the responses．Tab1e7shows

the mean comparisons of these types of responses between the groups．Time differ－

ence in scoring the five papers showed a1arge variation among the raters（J1；145

minutes，J2；205，J3；105，E1；71，E2；89，E3；107）、The J group spent a1most two times

1onger time than did the native group（The average time consumption of the J group

and E group were152minutes and89minutes respective1y）．The reason was that the
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J group gave70％more feedback than did the E group（the average number of

responses foreach group was J group；96and E group；65）．The J group’s feedback

main1y consisted of corrections（J group；59，E group；13）while persona1reactions

were more predominant in the E group’s feedback（J group；5，E group；24）．The J

group made quite a1arge number ofgrammatica1explanations（J group；22）whi1e the

Egroup made quite a few lexical exp1anations（E group；20）、J1and J2changed the

locations of the words or expressions because they thought the sophistication of the

sentences wou1d improve if the1ocation of a certain words or expressions have been

changed．It seemed that they were sensiti＋e to the sty1e of the sentences because of

their specia1ized majors（J1；1iterature，J2；1inguistics）l

    The retrospective interview va1idated the two groups of native and Japanese

raters as having the fo11owinま。ontrasti寸e views of students’writings．J1and J2

stated that they had felt ob1igated to correct as many errors as possible and they

concentrated to eva1uate the papers accurate1y．J3a1so shared the simi1ar view to

the other raters，but she made less corrections than the other two because she wanted

to enjoy reading the students’writing－to discover the strengths rather than the

weaknesses in students’papers． All the three raters in the E group said they had

enjoyed reading the compositions as readers and they had fe1t that the main

responsibi1ity as a rater was to improve the qua1ity of the papers so that they made

more persona1reactions which are sometimes critica1opinions．On the other hand，

the J group didn’t make so many personal reactions as the E group，but they gave a

large number of suggestions to improve sentence＿1eve1features．However，the two

raters J3and E3demonstrated a ba1anced view on both sentence－1eve1and a1so

content－1eve1features．

   A c1ose qua1itative observation of the data shows that the J group used more

negative reactions and less positive feedback for their comments than did the E

group．The observed responses in the－ i group’s assessment which were categorized

as negative responses were as fonows：

1．

2、

3．

4．

5．

6．

7．

You had better review basic grammar．It is very important．

This expression is awkward．Use an English＿Eng1ish dictionary to leam correct ways of

using the word．

These are care1ess mistakes．

Getting away from the central theme．

This is rea11y confusing．Make y6ur point c1ear．

0rganize your ideas more．1t’s out of focus．

Review the basic ru1es of punctuation．
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8．This is an embarrassing error．

    Some of the negative responses above overlapped with the responses of asking

for clarification，but compared to the comments made by the E group and even

though the resPonses had the purpose of asking the students to clarify their inten・

t1on，the J group made more d1rect，mstructlonal，and command type comments

    The factor to va1idate this tendency is that the J group could figure out the

students’1anguage proficiency level considering the subjects’age（The raters were

informed of the students’age）．They had a c1ear idea of what know1edge of English

an average co11ege student shou1d have， They used it as a standard1eve1and

eva1uated the students’writing based on the criteria， Therefore，the negative

feedback imp1ies that the students should not make such mistakes if they are

university students．The E group，on the other hand，natura11y had less know1edge

of this aspect except E3，so that they just read the students’compositions without

any prior knowledge as to the students’language proficiency．一〇ne of the native

raters，E1confessed that she had a sense of admiration for the students’abi1ity

because she herse1f1earned French as her second1anguage，but her ability in French

is not good enough to write this1evel of compositions．

   Instead of using negative resPonses，the native grouP used responses of“asking

for clarification’’frequently such as“I don’t understand your point． C1arify this

point．’’‘．How is thissentence related to the main topic？”“Who said this？Is this your

opinion？”By looking at this characteristic of the native group’s eva1uation it indi－

cates that they1ooked at the students’writing as work in process and numerous

positive phrases were used to guide the students to future revision．

   Pure praise such as“Good’’“good idea”“yes’’were often written in interlinear or

in margins by the E group． Praises aimed at features of the text such as“good

examp1es”“It’s we11described．”“good expressions’’．were a1so usedl The comments

which indicate the raters’interest or concem such as“This is interesting．”“Rea11y？”

“It’s amazing！”The J group admitted that this type of comments wou1d be useful to

motivate the students，but they simp1y didn’t use them because they didn’t know

these types of reactions were possible to use．J3gave her comment on this matterl

J3  Teachers in Japan are stm a symbol of authority，but in an innovative view，teachers

      should be facilitators for students，but this concept is hardly rooted in the Japanese

      educationa1system－ Composition teachers，therefore，have the biggest duty to find

      students’errors and correct them as language teachers．but I persona11y admit that this

      kind ofpositive feedback wi11 definitely motivate the students and eventuauy they will

      improve their writing skm by having less pressure，1t is the most important environ一
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ment Japanese1eamers shou1d be given；an anxiety free learning environmentl

St11demts’reactio皿

   The five students who wrote the compositions were shown the papers corrected

by the six raters．It was not exp1ained who the raters were and they were just asked

how they interpreted these scores and comments．A11the five students stated that

they would have preferred their fu1Iy corrected papers by J1and J2and they had a

doubt if the raters truIy read their work if the papers were not corrected enough．

Also，the fu11corrections which appeared in the J1and J2’s eva1uation were he1pful

for the students to understand．the meanings of the scores，however they cou1d not

relate the scores with the comments written by the E group．They stated they did

not have confidence in writing sentences in Eng1ish so that they expect thorough

corrections by raters．However，they admitted the fact that the persona1reactions

made by the E group had succeeded in motivating them and they strong1y felt the

urge to improve the paper to better qua1ity one． They felt as if they were

communicating with the reader and they gained a sense of achievement．On the

other hand，the comments made by the J group were sometimes too impersonal and

they fe1t slight1y intimidated and even1ost confidence in their own writing skill．

   The characteristics of their views appeared in their feedback are summarized as

fouows；

1）TheJ group used Hnguistic accuracy as the main factorto determine the holistic

   scores of overa11quality，whi1e the E group relied on the quality of the organiza－

   tiOn，

2）The main feedback made by the J group were corrections whi1e the E group

   made numerous comments to ask for more clarifications to the writers．

3）The J group were sensitive to grammatica1errors whi1e the E group paid

   attention to the lexical errors．

4）The E group was looking at the students’writing as work in process while the J

   group considered the work as fina1products．

5）The E group was reading the students’writing as readers，on the other hand the

   J group were evaluating them as1anguage teachers．

6）TheEgroupexpectedthestudentstoreviseaccordingtothechangesthatthey

   wanted to impose on the text，but the J group eva1uated more objective1y and

   impersona11y．

   There were some variations among the raters in both groups．It seemed that J

3had slightly different views from the ones of the other two Japanese raters．It is
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more likely that J3shared a similar view with that of E3．This can be explained that

J3’s experience of leaming writing ski11s main1y in the U1S．Al had influenced her

assumptions and perceptions toward writing．Also E3who has been in Japan for a

longer time than the other two raters seemed to have been influenced by the

education environment where he has been，therefore，he was more sensitive to

accuracy than were the other two raters．

   There were many more marks indicating unknown intentions by the use of

marks，underlines，and exclamations marks by the E group and a1most no such

ambiguous comments in the J group’s evaluations．The J group had all corrections

consistent and made the purpose of the corrections clear enough that the students

received the message．

   This study implies that the philosophies each rater has in term of writing tasks

are diverse，and they ref1ect different expectations and assumptions，different peda－

gog1cal obユectlves，and d1fferent perspect1ves m the1r assessment Apparent1y J1and

J2in the J group who had more experience of the traditional approach attempted to

improve the students’accuracy with their great attention to the discrete elements in

students’writing as language teachers and the assumptions ref1ected in their re－

sponsesobservedearlier．E3in the nativegroup who has been in Japan for17years

was obvious1y influenced by the Japanese teaching approach so that he was more

sensitive to accuracy and sentence－1eve1errors．On the other hand，J3who had a6

yearexperienceofstudyinginAmericapaid attention to the cohesion and coherence

quality by focusing on the1inking words to see the natural flow in the contextl E1

and E2in the native group put an emphasis on the students’f1uency rather than

accuracy and attempted to have communication with the writers without discrete

1anguage e1ements．The dichotomy between f1uency and accuracy has existed in

language teaching for decades（Lennon，1991），and on which shou1d the1anguage

teacher concentrate？

   The fina1question in this study is that who is worth more；Japanese teachers or

native speaking teachers for writing， Japanese teachers’top Priority is to use

English accurately and appropriate1y and in terms of fluency Japanese teachers are

heavi1y handicapped compared to native speaking teachers． However，Medgyes

（1990）gives strong encouragement to non＿native teachers by raising the fo11owing

reaSOnS；

1，Non＿native teachers can serve as imitab1e mode1s of the successfu11eamer of

   English．

2．Non＿native teachers can teach1eaming strategies more effectively．
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3．Non＿native teachers can provide leamers with more information about the

   Eng1ish language．

4．Non＿native teachers are more able to anticipate1anguage difficu1ties．

5．Non＿native teachers can be more empathetic to the needs and problems of their

   learnerS．

6．Non＿native teachers can benefit from sharing the leamers’mother tongue．

   Lee（1989）puts an emphasis on the co11aborative work of Japanesd teachers and

Native speaking teachers to supplement each others’weaknesses．Precise evaluation

of the students’needs are important before EAP curriculum is imp1emented． If

students need more practice on accuracy before improving fluency in writing

courses，students shou1d be provided surface－1evel instructions and if their basic

competence is proven they shou1d be given amp1e opportunities to practice free

writing，In the case of Japanese students they are strictly trained to have grammat・

ica1understanding in their writing，but their limited knowledge of academic forms

and audience expectations may result in a serious obstacle to success when they

study abroad，therefore EAP curricu1um designers should demonstrate c1ear a under－

standing of their future needs and imp1ement new objectives without any biases and

priOr assumptions．
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