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Summary:

This paper explores how seven English teachers (three native and four non-native) have
implemented collaborative practice into a general English class in their junior college. Pre-
and post- grammar examinations, pre- and post- writing examinations and questionnaire
concerning collaborative teaching were conducted to teachers and students. The results show
the importance of such teaching, highlighting some of its advantages and disadvantages,
yielding significant data on how team teaching is one way of teaching that may enhance
and motivate students’ learning of English. The study calls for a continuous research into

collaborative practice from the next academic year.
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Introduction

The purpose of this study is to explore how seven English teachers (three native and four
non-native speakers of English/Japanese nationality) have implemented collaborative practice
into a general English class in their junior college. The term “native speaker” in our context
is a person who is a foreign national with a native level of English proficiency. This work
originated from the school framework in which this general English class is taught.

Collaborative Practice (CP) has its roots in the progressive education in the US in the 1960s,
where it started as co-teaching. Co-teaching took place in ESOL (English to Speakers of Other
Languages) classes, general education and special education (Cook, 2004). From 1994, it has
been practiced in Europe as well, in the “content and language integrated learning” (CLIL).
In CLIL, the teachers generally teach in different classes, and set up meetings in which the
language teacher (LT) and the content teacher (CT) share each other’s knowledge. The LT’s

goal is to support students in order for them to develop their language skills and identify the
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linguistic focus/needs of particular students (Davidson, 2006). CP is an ongoing process that is
built upon the development of common goals and the willingness to discuss disagreements and
recognize each other’s expertise, while continuously learn from one another (Martin-Beltran, et
al., as cited in Honigsfeld & Dove, 2012).

According to Cook and Friend (1995), CP is a style of interaction between at least two co-
equal parties voluntarily engaged in shared decision-making as they work toward a common
goal. This can be a challenging approach to establishing and sustaining such items, as context,
participants, and goal depend on various factors (Friend & Cook, 2010).

As for Japan, team-teaching has been introduced into the classroom of English as Foreign
Language (EFL) teaching. This joint instruction by a Japanese teacher of English (JTE)
and a native-speaker assistant English teacher (AET) in the same class by taking turns
in each task, began at the time when the secondary curriculum was beginning to focus
on oral communication (Tajino & Tajino, 2000). This approach has the teacher engaged in
communicative activities aiming at developing the students’ abilities to understand a foreign
language and express themselves. It is also an approach through which they can foster a
positive attitude toward communicating in the target language and heighten their interest in
that language and culture, hence deepening their international awareness and understanding
(Tajino & Tajino, 2000). However, they have also highlighted difficulties when teachers
collaborate with each other in Japanese schools. Tanabe (as cited in Tajino & Tajino, 2000),
points out several problems: the AET is often not properly trained to manage a class, has
little in-depth knowledge of the English language, and regarded as a “human tape recorder” as
being too young to be responsible for leading a class.

In our junior college, native and non-native English teachers have been implementing
the collaborative practice approach in a general English class, and we would like to name
it as Integrated Teaching. This term refers to our goal of integrating not only the four
skills (speaking, listening, reading and writing) but also incorporating our knowledge and
expertise as educators, who have a common goal of supporting our students’ language
progress and learning in an authentic and friendly environment. Teachers teach the same
students in pairs on different days and in different classes. The native teachers (NTs) focus
on the four skills, while the Japanese, non-native teachers (NNTs) focus on grammar and
the implementation of key structures. The classes are divided by levels from A to D, where
Class A is the most advanced and Class D is the basic, based on the results of the school's
placement test, conducted at the start of the semester. Through our meetings every semester,
teachers noticed that each of their teaching approaches had an impact on the outcome of
every respective class. They also found both the advantages and disadvantages of Integrated

Teaching, along with the importance of effective communication, commitment, and logistical
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considerations such as scheduling and planning time for collaboration (Friend & Cook, 2010).

Types of Collaboration in Language Teaching

The literature shows that through the successful use of collaborative practice, planning and
evaluation, teams of educators can, not only discover how to improve their lesson delivery,
but also offer peer support and engage in formal and informal peer training (Dunne & Villani,
2007). On the other hand, it has also demonstrated the challenges for collaborative practice
such as the lack of time to communicate, the lack of a common goal, and division of labor
and curriculum/students. Despite these difficulties, several educational institutions have
implemented collaborative practice in their EFL classes.

In Miyazaki International College, both LTs and CTs teach collaboratively in teams as
equal partners. They are both native speakers, and both are present in the same classroom
at all times. They share responsibilities for classroom management, lesson planning, student
assessment and course evaluation. From the students’ perspectives, team-teaching was
believed to improve their understanding of class content and increase their willingness to
ask questions. Respect and trust among teachers emerged as the most important aspect of
teaching in a team. Another key aspect that teachers considered crucial was the need for
partners to avoid presenting students with conflicting instructions. Hence, the teachers placed
a great amount of importance on supporting each other in front of the students (Gladman,
2009).

Tajino and Tajino (2000) state benefits of having both JTEs and AETSs collaborating with
each other. The non-native teachers may serve as an imitable model of successful language
learners, providing learners with more information about language and learning strategies.
They can also anticipate the difficulties learners may have more easily, and perhaps better
assist them through sharing their mother tongue. An ideal EFL environment should maintain
a good balance between NTs and NNTs where they complement each other in both their
strengths and weaknesses.

Ngo, et al. (as cited in Honigsfeld & Dove, 2012), and Morioka and Uchida (2014) have applied
electronic communication to facilitate collaboration among English teachers and students, and
students and students, in order to enhance the learning experiences of language learners.
Although e-collaboration may go against the traditional conceptions of teacher collaboration,
the two studies mentioned above highlight the benefits of this innovative integration of
education technology. When teachers collaborate via e-collaboration, their expertise in the
field and common goals are essential for successful team-teaching. Morioka and Uchida (2014)
show how e-collaboration between international and Japanese students can foster effective

communication.
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Both cases above are informed by the theory of constructivism, or inquiry-based learning
(Dewey, 1933; Vygotsky, 1978; Hazari, et al., 2009), in which learners can contribute with
their prior knowledge and experiences to a shared context for learning. Socialization is a key
element in the learning process in order to create and share knowledge.

In universities across the world, mainstream English as well as EFL teachers or teachers
of English as a second language (ESL) have been sharing their expertise, using CP, in order
to enhance instruction for their English language learners (Dove & Honigsfeld, 2010). When
considering collaborative teaching, educators need to engage in “action research and critical
reflection with one another” (Davidson, 2006, p.472) in order to achieve effective levels of

collaboration.

Advantages and Challenges of Collaborative Practice

According to the literature, collaborative practice has various advantages and challenges.
Professional development, teacher leadership and promoting authentic communication in the
classroom, are three main benefits from collaborative teaching.

According to Dove and Honigsfeld (2010), due to the ongoing nature of professional
development, collaborative practice allows both mainstream and ESL/EFL teachers to practice
their new skills and provide methods to debrief and gather new information. As classroom
teachers are often held accountable for employing new program initiatives via collaborative
practice, educators have the benefit of hands-on, concrete practice or ongoing support from
one another.

Teacher leadership may play an important role in sustaining school reform and supporting
academic success. Donaldson (2001) suggests that teacher leaders are able to support an
overall vision of change by mentoring new teachers, hence developing and enhancing an
inclusive curriculum and providing means for continual in-class support.

Lastly, according to Tajino and Tajino (2000), team-teaching may promote authentic
communication in the classroom and enable improvement of communicative competence. The
writers also suggest that collaborative practice may provide students with opportunities to
use the language as a means of communication for learning about diverse intercultural values.
It also supports them in fostering a positive attitude towards communicating with native
speakers of the language. They emphasize the point that team-teaching may be most effective
when it becomes 'team-learning', in which both students and teachers are encouraged to learn
from one another by exchanging ideas or cultural values.

As presented by Martin-Beltran et al. (as cited in Honigsfeld & Dove, 2012), the lack of time
to communicate among teachers, the lack of clarity regarding teaching goals and issues of

ownership, and labor and responsibility of students are three main challenges encountered by
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teachers while implementing collaborative practice.

When discussing collaborative teaching, both mainstream and EFL/ESL teachers mention
the lack of time during their busy workday schedules to communicate with other teachers.
They try to utilize email or other online communication tools such as Moodle to overcome it.
In the case of our study, checking the teaching partners’ progress in class through opening
the online education support system manaba is one way of making up for the lack of time
for communication between teachers. On the other hand, some teachers prefer meeting
and discussing face-to-face, as a more productive way of communicating with one another.
The communication tools and the time spent for communicating with each other need to be
decided at the start of the academic year in order to have teachers effectively discuss and
connect with one another (Martin-Beltran, et «l., as cited in Honigsfeld & Dove, 2012).

The second challenge mentioned by a wide variety of teachers is the lack of clarity in the
teaching goal. As literature has shown (Creese, 2002, 2006; Davidson, 2006), since ESL/EFL
and mainstream teachers have different teaching preparations and separate planning groups,
they tend to be unaware of each other’s instructional goals. The curriculum framework is
an important tool around which teachers need to build their lessons in order to manage and
address conflicts and confusion.

Lastly, as Davidson (2006) states, division of ownership, labor and responsibility of students
are challenges that teachers often find needed to address. Establishing norms are essential for
all of them to agree upon on how responsibility and labor might be divided, in order to have
fewer obstacles in the future. Some of the examples are using shared rubrics on assessing
students’ performance on assignments, or sharing notes in a writing workshop to indicate
what the team teacher discussed with the students or what the latter needed to focus on for
improvement (Davidson, 2006).

If collaborative teachers are successful in working through these challenges and focusing
on the advantages, there is a huge potential of collaborative teaching, which may increase

students’ learning and enable teachers to engage in the lifelong process of learning together.

Research Questions

® What kinds of collaborative practice by native and non-native teachers are effective in
collaborative teaching?

® What kinds of grammatical instruction in a non-native-teacher class do students think are
effective for learning in a native-teacher class?

® What are the advantages and challenges of collaborative teaching?
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Method
Participants

The participants were all first-year Japanese female students, mostly aged 18. All the
students in our junior college are required to take a general English course, namely Integrated
English, consisting of two classes a week, combined into one course. One class is taught by a
Japanese teacher, while the other is taken by a native speaker. Students are evaluated on the
combined results of both these classes.

In the spring term of the first year, students from the Department of English
Communication are required to take this course, and in the fall term of the first year, those
from the Department of Japanese Communication are obligated to do the same. Originally,
Integrated English had only one textbook, where both Japanese and native-speaking
instructors taught different parts of it. This was used until the end of the 2013 school year, but
from the spring semester of the following year (2014), two textbooks began to be utilized, one
for Japanese teachers and the other for native speakers.

Until that time, students had been placed into different classes, based on the results of an
in-house English-language placement test. However, in 2014, such a division, based on the
students’ English proficiency, was not conducted. Since 2015, placement testing using the
standardized test FLPA has resumed for students, who are placed into four different levels
from Class A, which is the highest, to Class D, the lowest.

The participants of this survey were all from the Department of English Communication,
consisting of two courses: Tourism and Business, and Global Communication. Regardless of the
course to which they belong, the students of the Department of English Communication need
to take quite a few English-language learning classes. For example, in the spring semester of
the first year, there are four such mandatory classes every week for all first-year students,
besides Integrated English, and there are also many elective English-language classes open for
registration.

In the previous year of the current research, the NNTs of Integrated English started a new
program with a new textbook titled Basic Grammar in Use. The program aimed at enhancing
students’ autonomous learning by using the textbook designed for self-study. The program is
constructed based on the idea of Self-Regulated Learning (Zimmerman, 1990, 1998). The results
suggested that students evaluated the program positively, and a significant number of them,
completing the book, perceived that their English grammar knowledge improved, and their
overall English ability increased (Mita, Kurita & Maurer, 2016).

In 2016, the current year of research, we started using a Japanese version of the same
textbook in NNT classes, since the previous year’'s questionnaire results had shown that

79.46% of the participants responded that it would have been better if there had been
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Japanese descriptions attached to it.

As mentioned before, students are evaluated on the combined results of both these classes.
In the NNT classes, there are common evaluation criteria shared by all teachers: ‘A+’ for those
who study the textbook up to Unit 80; ‘B’ for those who study up to Unit 60; and ‘C’ for those
who complete only up to Unit 30. In addition, students need to answer online quizzes covering
the units above and gain full marks. Each student can study the textbook and answer the
quizzes at her own pace. Prep tests of such quizzes are provided, and teachers can use them
in their classes.

In the NT classes, the teachers had discussions at the beginning of the semester on how
to implement various teaching practices in order to foster the four skills: speaking, writing,
reading and listening. Each of them taught in his/her own way, with a certain originality,
though keeping in mind that consistency was needed across the syllabus in order to ensure
that students were able to apply the knowledge learned in both the NNT and the NT classes.

During the 15 weeks, teachers focus on teaching about five main countries: the USA,
Canada, China, Australia and Japan. Regarding each country, teachers focus on activities to
do, places to visit and food and drinks popular in each region. With regard to Japan, teachers
focus on having students research on and talk about famous cities, their hometowns and one
aspect of Japanese culture. Teachers aim to implement writing as much as possible through
regular journal writing on topics taught in class, and they encourage their students to share
journal entries at the start of each class as a warm-up. Some teachers also aim at fostering
presentation skills, giving students the opportunity to learn and practice how to make
effective presentations on the topics taught in class. As an evaluation of the students’ progress,
teachers conduct a mid-term and final test/presentation, not only to evaluate them but also to
give them the chance to apply the knowledge already learned in class.

In the current year of research, we had teachers’ meetings in April and June. At the first
meeting, held on April 4" teachers were encouraged to teach Integrated English for the year
collaboratively with those who teach the same classes, though the way of communication and
collaboration were not specified. At the second meeting, held on June 17" we discussed the
results of the students’ responses to the trial questionnaires concerning collaboration. Then,

the pair teachers communicated how to collaborate in their classes.

Procedures

We conducted 40-minute pre-and post- grammar examinations in the NNT classes, and
10-minute pre- and post- writing examinations in NT classes. The grammar test was an in-
house test based on the sentences of the textbook, and the same questions were used for

both pre- and post- grammar examinations. The topic of pre-and post-writing examinations
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was “Please write about where you would like to visit. Why or why not? Give three reasons.”
The participants wrote on a sheet of paper, and the word number of each sheet was counted
afterwards by teachers.

For grammar examinations, initially, 116 students participated, though 16 were excluded
for a number of reasons. The final number of participants was 100 (62 from the Tourism and
Business Course, and 38 from the Global Communication Course). The online education support
system manaba was used for the students to answer multiple-choice questions. For writing
examinations, initially, 113 students participated, though 13 were excluded for a number of
reasons. The final number of participants was 100 (62 from the Tourism and Business Course,
and 38 from the Global Communication Course).

The questionnaire concerning collaborative teaching and the textbook used in NNT classes
were administered in July, at the end of the 15" week of the spring semester. The questions
were based on the results of the first trial questionnaires administered in the 9" week and
examined at the teachers’ meeting in June. The online education support system manaba was
used for the students to answer multiple-choice and open questions. 104 students responded.

After the end of the spring semester, in August 2016, the questionnaire concerning
collaborative teaching was conducted to all the NTs and NNTs. They were all open questions:
(1) What have you done in your class with your partner teacher? (2) 3 challenges and 3

advantages of collaborative work. (3) Suggestions for improvements.

Results

Scores of pre and post grammar tests are shown in Table 1.

Table 1 Scores of Pre and Post Grammar Tests

n | Pre-Grammar | Post-Grammar |Difference

Class A | 28 62. 54 70. 04 7.50
Class B | 19 50. 89 58.95 8.05
Class C | 26 42. 81 53. 65 10.85
Class D | 27 40. 11 46.37 6. 26
Mean 49.09 57.25 8.16

Note. Total n=100. The test score is from 0 (Min.) to 100 (Max.).

The result of the #Test showed that the pre and post scores differed significantly in all four
classes (Class A: #27)=4.06, p<.001. Class B: #(18)=3.81, p<.01. Class C: #25)=6.84, p<.001. Class D:
126)=3.81, p<.0L.).
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The results of pre and post writing tests are shown in Table 2.

Table 2 Scores of Pre and Post Writing Tests (ten-minute writing)

n | PreWriting | Post-Writing|Difference |>100 words (Pre) | >100 words (Post)

Class A 21 60. 74 84.00 23.26 1 7

Class B | 22 37.05 53.50 16. 45 0 0

Class C | 26 45. 69 83.08 37.38 0 Ji

Class D 25 40. 48 50.20 9.72 0 0
Mean 45. 99 67. 69 21.70

Note. Total n=100. “>100 words”= number of students who wrote more than 100 words.

The tTest showed that the pre and post word numbers differed significantly in all four
classes (Class A: #26)=4.56, p<.001. Class B: #21)=4.63, p<.001. Class C: #(25)=5.40, p<.001. Class
D: #(24)=2.49, p<.05.). In both Class A and D, there were 7 students who wrote more than 100
words in 10 minutes in the Post Writing Test, in contrast to only one student in four classes at
the Pre Writing Test.

Table 3 shows students’ answers to the question concerning their impressions about
collaborative teaching, i.e., whether what they have learned in their NNT classes is used
efficiently in their NT classes. More than 80% of the respondents in the four classes think it
is. The questionnaire administered at the final NNT classes is provided in Appendix.

Table 3 Students’ Responses to the Question: “Do you think what you have learned in
your NNT class was used efficiently in your NT class?”

n Yes No No Response
Class A 26 24 2 0
Class B 24 14 1 3
Class C 27 25 2 0
Class D 27 21 5 1
Total n 104 84 16 4
Percent | 100%| 80. 77%| 15. 38% 3. 85%

Table 4 shows the items students have chosen as the reasons why they think what they

have learned in their NNT classes was used efficiently in their NT classes.

Table 4 Reasons for Those Who Responded “Yes”to the Question: “Do you think what
you have learned in your NNT class was used efficiently in your NT class?”

Reasons for “Yes” Class A|Class B| Class C|Class D Total

1|7 can learn grammatical points and expressions from the basics. 16 8 17 17 58
I can use the grammatical knowledge I learned in the NNT class in writing or presentation in the

2|NT class. 14 1 15 12 48
I have become aware of structural and grammatical points through solving problems in the NNT'

3|class. 12 2 4 11 29

I feel easier to communicate with my NT because I learned grammar and expressions in the NNT
class. 24
22
21

8
7
8
9 18
6
6
5
9
1

5

I can easily ask questions in the NNT class which I couldn’t ask to my NT. 3
1 feel my listening and speaking abilities have improved in the NT class. 5
1 feel I have acquired what I learned when I get replies from my NT. 1
1 can write es to my NT on the computer while asking questions to my NNT . 0
3

0

9

4

17
14
10
261
84

I can ask my NT in English because I learned grammar and expressions in the NNT class.

S|o|w || ||~

1 feel motivated in writing when I get my NT's replies.
Total Responses (multiple choices)
Number of students who chose items

Note. The respondents could choose multiple items.

PRI o N (X9 S EN BN
S [S || |o|or|o oo |~

— o
™ o
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The top four reasons are associated with grammar acquisition: “I can learn grammatical
points and expressions from the basics” (58), “I can use the grammatical knowledge I learned
in the NNT class in writing or presentation in the NT class” (48), “I have become aware of
structural and grammatical points through solving problems in the NNT class” (29) and “I feel
easier to communicate with my NT because I learned grammar and expressions in the NNT
class” (24). No.b5 and 8 reasons show that students feel easier to ask questions to NNTs than
to NTs: “I can easily ask questions in the NNT class which I couldn’t ask to my NT” (22) and “I
can write messages to my NT on the computer while asking questions to my NNT” (17). No.6, 7
and 9 reasons reveal students’ confidence about using English learned in NNT classes: “I feel
my listening and speaking abilities have improved in the NT class” (21), “I feel I have acquired
what I learned when I get replies from my NT” (18) and “I can ask my NT in English because
I learned grammar and expressions in the NNT class” (14). The last item is only chosen by
students of Class C and D, both of which had the same NT who often replied to the students’

messages online: “I feel motivated in writing when I get my NT's replies” (10).
Table 5 shows the items students have chosen as the reasons why they do not think what
they have learned in their NNT classes was used efficiently in their NT classes.

Table 5 Reasons for Those Who Responded “No” to the Question: “Do you think what
you have learned in your NNT class was used efficiently in your NT class?”

Reasons for “No” Class A[Class B [Class C |Class D |Total
1|As I have learned just the basics of grammar, it is not enough for the NT class. 2 4 0 1 7
As I don’t understand precisely the grammatical points I have learned in the NNT'
2|class, I cannot use them in the NT class. 2 0 1 2 5

As Idon’t talk much with my NT in class, I don’t have an opportunity to use what I|
3| have learned in the NNT class.

No response

Total Responses (multiple choices)

Number of students who chose items

Note. The respondents could choose multiple items.

N N (o |[—
~ [~ =
A
o o o o
o

There were 16 respondents in total. The top two reasons concern their perception that they
have not acquired grammar necessary for communicating in NT classes: “As I have learned
Just the basics of grammar, it is not enough for the NT class” (7) and “As I don’t understand
precisely the grammatical points I have learned in the NNT class, I cannot use them in the NT
class” (5). The third reason mentions scarcity of using English in NT classes: “As I don’t talk
much with my NT in class, I don’t have an opportunity to use what I have learned in the NNT
class” (3).

Table 6 shows students’ responses regarding grammatical items which were very useful at

the NT classes.
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Table 6 Students’ Responses to the Question: “Which grammatical items were very
useful when you attended the NT class?”

Grammatical Items Class A | Class B |Class C|Class D | Total
| 1| Distinction of the copula and transitive/intransitive verb 6 8 15 18 47
2| Distinction of tense (present, present progressive, past, present perfect, etc.) 14 6 14 1 45
3| Distinction of parts of speech (noun, verb, adjective, adverb) 2 5 11 19 37
4| The first/second/third person and corresponding verb forms 1 5 10 14 36
5| How to make WH questions 6 4 9 16 35
6| The word order of sentences (subject, verb, object) 1 3 11 13 34
Distinction of the passive voice of the present progressive form and the passive voice of the present
1| perfect form 9 4 10 7 30
8| How to make negative and interrogative sentences 5 3 11 10 29
9| Active voice and passive voice 3 1 13 5 22
10| How to make existential sentences (there is/are/ was/ were. etc.) 7 3 7 3 20
11| How to make sentences using modal auxiliary verbs (might, could, must, should, etc.) 1 1 6 4 18
12| Subjective/objective cases of relative pronouns 4 5 4 2 15
Total Responses (multiple choices) 77 48 121 122 368
Number of students who chose items 26 24 27 27 104

Note. The respondents could choose multiple items.

Interestingly, the top 6 items chosen by over 30 respondents concern basic grammar:
“Distinction of the copula and transitive/intransitive verb” (47), “Distinction of tense (present,
present progressive, past, present perfect, etc.)” (45), “Distinction of parts of speech (noun, verb,
adjective, adverb)”(37), “The first/second/third person and corresponding verb forms”(36), “How
to make WH questions” (35) and “The word order of sentences (subject, verb, object)” (34).
Table 7 shows students’ responses to the question whether they have had a better
understanding of English grammar by using the textbook Basic Grammar in Use (Japanese

version). More than 81% of respondents answered either “Strongly Agree” or “Agree.”
Table 7 Students’ Responses to the Question: “Do you think you have had a better

understanding of English grammar by using Basic Grammar in Use (Japanese
version) as a textbook?”

n_ |Strongly Agree |Agree |Disagree |Strongly Disagree|No Response
Class A 26 3 20 1 2 0
Class B 24 1 17 3 0 3
Class C 27 12 14 0 1 0
Class D 27 1 17 5 1 3
Total 104 17 68 9 4 6
Percent 100% 16. 35%| 65. 38% 8. 65% 3. 85% 5. 77%

The main reasons for “Agree” Eighteen of the students who agreed mentioned that the
textbook contained detailed and comprehensible explanations of grammar points. Seventeen
of them claimed that they had been happy to have the opportunity to review basic grammar
points, which they had learned in junior and senior high school. Some other opinions included
that they had been satisfied with the large number of exercises, which the textbook provided
and that the organization of the textbook allocated the left side of the unit for an explanation
of grammar points while the right one for exercise questions. Two students mentioned that
handwriting in the exercise sections helped their overall learning of grammar including

memorizing vocabulary.
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The main reasons for “Disagree” Four students replied that although the questions in the
exercise section were easy at the beginning parts of the textbook, they became quite difficult
toward the end. The explanation in the latter part of the textbook did not help them very
much to understand the grammar points. Three of them claimed that the textbook had so
many pages which were to be covered in a semester, that it discouraged them to finish it, not
to mention completely understanding its contents. One student mentioned that the beginning
sections of the textbook were too basic, thus not useful for her. Another student felt that her
English ability did not improve by using the textbook.

The good points of the textbook, Basic Grammar in Use: Thirteen students stated that the
explanations in the textbook were easy to understand and well thought out. They claimed
they had acquired new grammatical knowledge through using the textbook. They also liked
the colorful illustrations in it. Twelve students appreciated the variety of exercise questions
as it helped them to understand grammar points. They also liked a large number of questions
that helped grammar knowledge to sink in. Twelve students liked the fact that the textbook
covered the very basic grammar points to more advanced ones. They appreciated the fact
that they could review the English grammar they had learned in junior and senior high school.
Six students liked the design of the units: left side for explanation and the right for exercise
questions. The same number of students appreciated repeating the answers to similar types
of questions as these helped them master the contents. Three students said the textbook
contained easy and everyday English so that it helped them to improve their writing skills as
well as to express themselves in English. Two students liked the fact that all the grammatical
items were covered in one book. Two students said the textbook helped them to clarify
what they hadn't understood before. Two students appreciated the great number of example
sentences, given in the book, which helped them to understand grammar.

Points that need improvement in the textbook Basic Grammar in Use: Twenty-seven
students expressed distress about the large amount, which had to be covered in the textbook
in one semester. Fourteen students complained that the writing space for the exercise
sections was limited. Eight of them felt inconvenienced by the answer key section located at
the end of the book, which couldn't be detached, thus making checking answers tedious. Seven
students did not like the glossy paper of the book as it was hard to write on with a pencil.
Five claimed the letters were too small. Three said the answer key section did not provide
enough explanations and so, they were not sure of the reasons for their mistakes. Others
pointed out the monotonous patterns of exercise questions throughout the textbook. One
student mentioned that she could finish the exercise questions without really understanding
the contents. Another student felt that it was more practical and beneficial by focusing only

on the points they were not sure of instead of doing everything in the textbook.
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Table 8 shows students’ responses to the question if they are going to use Basic Grammar
in Use (Japanese version) for their self-study after the end of the course. 58.65% replied “Use”
and 34.62% replied “Not Use.”

Table 8 Students’ Responses to the Question: “Are you going to use Basic Grammar in
Use (Japanese version) for your self-study after the end of this course?”

n Use Not Use | No response
Class A 26 10 16 0
Class B 24 13 Ji 4
Class C 27 24 2 0
Class D 21 14 1 2
Total 104 61 36 6
Percent 100%)] 58.65%  34.62% 5.77%

The main reasons for “Use”™ Twenty students said the textbook was easy to understand.
Fifteen stated they would like to use it to review purposes when needed. Eleven students
wanted to use the textbook because it included basic English grammar. Ten wanted to keep
on using the textbook until they felt they had mastered the parts they were not confident of.

The main reasons for “Not Use” Eight students said they didn't like the book because it
was too heavy, had too much content, was hard to read and write in, etc. Six preferred other
textbooks.

Table 9 concerns the version of the textbook, either English version of the Japanese version.
85.58% replied it was a good choice to use the Japanese version.

Table 9 Students’ Responses to the Question: “Last year, students of Integrated English

used the original English version of the textbook Basic Grammar in Use, but this year you
used the Japanese version. Do you think it was a good choice to use the Japanese version?”

n_ |Good Choice [Not a Good Choice |No resonse
Class A 26 22 4 0
Class B 24 18 3 3
Class C 27 25 1 1
Class D 27 24 1 2
Total 104 89 9 6
Percent 100% 85. 58% 8. 65% 5. 77%

The main reasons for “Good Choice™ Sixty-six students said that if it were in Japanese,
they didn’t think they would have understood the content. The main reasons for “Not ¢ Good

Choice™ None.

Collaborative Practice in Class A
(NNT: Reiko, NT: Annie) Throughout the classes, they focused on strengthening students’
writing skills as well as grammatical competence. In Reiko’s class, after reviewing grammar

points from a textbook, students were given the opportunity to ask questions that had come
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up during their self-learning to which the teacher answered individually. They were asked
to make sentences using the grammar they had just learned. For example, after reviewing
the difference between ‘has to’ and ‘had to’, students were requested to make at least
five sentences to explain what they had to do or had had to do (e.g. “She has to finish her
homework today.” “She had to go to the dentist yesterday.”). In order to help students deepen
their understanding on grammar points, they were requested to revise their sentences
according to Reiko’s feedback and were also asked to write short essays on a designated
topic, such as introducing their hometown and famous cities in the world, using the fixed
expressions, which were utilized in Annie’s class. Reiko posted on the online education support
system manaba, grammatical points she was teaching in class and the exercises she was
using in composition so that Annie could check what students had learned in Reiko’s classes.
Annie prepared several handouts on reviewing grammar in her classes. In this way, students
were able to reinforce the grammatical knowledge they had acquired and also learn how
the grammar could be used in actual communication. In Annie’s classes, students had many
opportunities to write about students’ favorite countries/cities, which they would like to visit,
through regular journal writing. In the process of writing, students were encouraged to apply

the grammar and expressions they had already learned.

Collaborative Practice in Class B

(NNT: Yumi, NT: Daniel) Yumi did not collaborate very much until mid-term, which is the 3rd
week of May. She had students write their self-introduction on manaba and asked Daniel to
give comments on their writing. He gave answers to all of them and she was sure it took him
quite a long time. She went over some of the students’ self-introductions and his comments in
class to share in the learning of some grammar points and expressions after which, she had
them upload to manaba sentences, using “I have...”, “I've got...”, “used to...” and the present
perfect tense. Yumi asked Daniel to make comments on them as a group as she thought it
would be easier and less time consuming for him to answer to a group instead of to each
student. He made comments on manaba to each group and she went over them in class. For
the rest of the semester, she sent an email every week, letting him know which units she
had covered in class and he responded that he was trying to use them in a class project and
homework. Yumi and Daniel worked on different days and he was very busy with four new
classes added to his schedule that year. Twice, Yumi told him which grammar lessons she had

covered and told him twice about a manaba assignment.

Collaborative practice in Class C
(NNT: Takako, NT: Charles) As Integrated Teaching in Takako's class, she took 10 to 15
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minutes to do writing activities in every class. She had her students write passages on manaba
and shared these with Charles. The topics of the writing assignment were “self-introduction,”
“how to learn English outside of class”, and “the last time when you were surprised.” Those
topics allowed the students to use basic grammar rules, which were covered by Units 1 to 30
on Basic Grammar in Use, including the “be” verb and the “do” verb, and the present and past
tenses.

In class, Takako encouraged students to try to write, using their English knowledge and
answered their questions individually. Her students had to finish posting their writing by
Charles’ next class. He, then, responded to each of their posts on manaba, which provided
them with English interactive experience in a real context. Charles’ replies focused on
meaning rather than form and if the students had made any mistake, he tried to answer
with correct grammar, hoping they would notice their own mistakes. After his replies,
Takako asked the students in her next class to revise their text according to Charles’ and
her feedback. However, before their revision, she taught grammar points and organization by
showing some examples of their common errors and problems in their writing of the previous
week and asked how it should be corrected. In the revision, they needed to write longer and
better passages than they had done the first time. Charles gave them opportunities to present
on various topics in front of the class, or group discussions. For example, he chose random
pairs and had the students introduce their partner. He talked about the “studying out of class”
topic and wrote all of the different ideas on the board. After that, the students formed into
groups and talked about each idea. Charles sometimes used sentences, which they had posted

on manaba.

Collaborative practice in Class D

(NNT: Keiko, NT: Charles) As an attempt to teach collaboratively, they started the NT's replying
to the students’ posting on manaba. Keiko emailed the topics to Charles and had her students
write about them every time, so that he could comment on their postings. The writing topics
corresponded to the grammatical points she had taught in class. For example, after teaching the
present perfect, students were asked to fill in the blanks of “I have been to ( ). I have lost my
( ).” After the lesson on WH questions, they were asked to use the previous comments by Charles
and make questions like “Dear Charles, You said, ‘I have also been to Okinawa many times.” When
did you go to Okinawa most recently?” The exchanges between the students and Charles were
held four times: as a group of 4 members at first, and then between each student and Charles.
The time allocated for writing and posting in Keiko’s class was just 5 to 10 minutes, since the
students were at the lowest level according to the placement test, and they needed special

grammar reinforcement. They used a supplementary grammar textbook most of the class time. In
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Charles’ class, he gave them many opportunities to present on various topics or give group poster
presentations. At times, he used sentences which students had posted on manaba. Moreover, he
gave several grammar instructions such as the past and future tenses, comparatives, superlatives

and probability. He also encouraged them to use correct grammar.

Challenges of Collaborative Practice in our Classes

The greatest challenge for teaching collaboratively was the lack of time for communication
between the NT and NNT pair. Yumi and Daniel worked on different days of the week and
never saw each other during the term (Daniel was too busy teaching his classes to join the
occasional teachers’ meetings). Yumi said that, “Communicating face-to-face works better unless
both teachers know each other well and communicate frequently and smoothly by investing
about an equal amount of time and commitment toward communication between the two.” The
other pair also had the same problem even though they worked on the same day, at least
once a week. Reiko said that, “It is difficult to take time to discuss the progress of each class
with the native teacher.” The teachers used email to contact each other, but Keiko said that,
“I sometimes felt this way of communication was not enough.” Lack of communication led to
various consequences, such as lack of “Solving problems and brainstorming ideas together”
(Charles). They had to be careful about “Making sure not to step on their/each other’s toes when
correcting assignments. I don't want to contradict what the other teacher may have told students”
(Daniel). If there had been some common syllabus between the teaching pair, it would have
helped to overcome the lack of time for communication, which they did not have. Annie
pointed out the importance of “Time management of the syllabus so that the native teachers
are able to include the review of the grammar points taught in the Japanese teacher’s classes.”
Keiko said, “The grammar instruction in my class would have been used more effectively in
the NT class if I had known the lesson plans of the pair teacher’s class.” Yumi and Reiko noted
the difficulty caused by not sharing the same textbook between the pair: “We used different
textbooks. This made it very difficult to work collaboratively to enhance the students’ English
proficiency” (Yumi), and “We used different textbooks with different purposes, which made it
difficult to have consistency in the class contents” (Reiko). During the term, teachers used the
online education support system manaba to check students’ essays or the pair teachers’ class
information. The operational performance of this system was not necessarily perfect, which
bothered the teachers who used manaba frequently in class. Takako had her students write
essays and asked Charles to comment on them, but “manaba was not suitable for a two-way
interaction to keep the thread” (Takako), i.e., even though her students replied to Charles’
comments on manaba, it was not easy for him to find their replies and make comments again

on the manaba pages. As “responding on manaba is time consuming” (Charles), the manaba
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system should be revised for a smoother two-way interaction. Time consuming activity is not
just for NTs. As an attempt to collaborate, Takako asked her students to write and revise a
certain amount of sentences and send them to some school outside Japan, and “It fook a long

time to revise the draft and it was a challenge to have the students learn how to write” (Takako).

Advantages of Collaborative Practice in our Classes

According to the participating teachers, the greatest advantage of collaboration was that
the students were provided with both discreet grammar instructions and opportunities for
practicing them; “We can use our stremgths in lessons. That is, Japanese teachers can use
students L1 (first language) so that students don't have problems understanding the Japanese
teacher in class. Native teachers can provide authentic input to students” (Yumi), “In the native
teacher’s classes, students can review what they had studied in the Japanese teacher’s classes,
which helps them reinforce their learning. Students can learn how to utilize their grammatical
knowledge in actual communication in the native teacher’s classes. Both the Japanese and native
teachers are in a complementary relationship in teaching English, taking advantage of their
strengths toward the common goal” (Reiko). Keiko added a similar note that: “If the lesson
plans of pair teachers are effectively linked, they can make use of the grammatical points in
writing essays in NT's classes” (Keiko). Some of the teachers also commented on the students’
opportunity of learning from different perspectives; “Not only the language advantages, two
teachers can provide students with different perspectives mot only in approaching language
learning but also in cultural points of view” (Y umi).

Another advantage is that the teaching pair can share ideas and solve problems together; “We
teachers were able to communicate and share the problems of students with each other” (Takako),
“By collaborating with another teacher, we can learn from each other and improve our teaching”
(Yumi), “If the collaboration works well, it would give both teachers great hints on teaching, and
it would improve the students’ skills considerably” (Keiko) and “Collaborative teaching allows
ideas to be shared, 'two heads are better than one’” (Charles). In both classes, the pair can also
instruct students not to make the same mistakes; “If we see common mistakes happening we
can have the other teacher address them in his/her class” (Charles).

As Takako and Keiko let their students write messages to the pair NT (both NT classes
were taught by Charles), they found how motivated the students were when they read the
NT’s comments, which is considered another advantage of collaboration: “Students got highly
motivated in communicating with the native teacher” (Takako), “Students were so excited about
reading the comments by the pair teacher” (Keiko) and “Replying to each student on manaba
is good for the student because they get to interact with a native English-speaker in a non-

threatening way, and the teacher gets a window into each student’s motivations for studying”
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(Charles). Through the opportunities of writing in a real situation, students can also internalize
the English; “Students had good opportunities to internalize English expressions by writing
in the real situation” (Takako). Students can take more time to learn about each topic too:

“Collaborative teaching allows the students more time on each topic” (Charles).

Suggestions for Improvements in our Classes

The participating teachers’ suggestions for improvements of collaborative teaching are as
follows: Firstly, they suggested to set up more opportunities for communication between the
teaching pair, which would be face-to-face meetings, or posting information on manaba if the
system becomes more user-friendly; “Team teachers need to see each other on a regular basis
so it would be ideal to have the schedule of two team teachers set accordingly in order to meet
their needs” (Yumi), “Conducting regular meetings between Japanese and native teachers (at
least once a month) so that teaching consistency among teachers may develop, leading to a more
productive learning experience for students” (Annie), “It may be useful if manaba had a message
board to be reviewed only by pair teachers to exchange information about students’ progress in
learning, which may enable them to give more specific instructions to each student,” and “Even
though it is logistically difficult for pair teachers to meet on a regular basis, some good SNS
system should be introduced for enhancing their communication” (Charles).

Secondly, they suggested that the teaching pair should think about the common goal,
and make the syllabus together; “At the beginning of the semester, it would be ideal to share
the specific goal regarding what skills students should attain by when between the native and
Japanese teachers” (Reiko), “I would like to make the syllabus together so that it would let each
of us have ideas about better collaboration” (Keiko), “The Japanese and native teachers should
work more closely on syllabus design and the grammar to be focused on” (Charles). There
was also a suggestion that the pair teachers should use the same textbook; “Using the same
textbook between two team teachers will dramatically improve the effectiveness of collaborative
teaching, thus students’ learning will be enhanced. Finding a good textbook designed for that
purpose is necessary” (Yumi).

They also suggested that grammatical points and journal topics should be linked; “The
native teacher could coordinate journal assignments with the grammar lesson. For example,
assignments from the native teacher should supplement the grammar lesson” (Daniel), or ‘include
“erammar days” in the native teachers’ syllabus so that students have the opportunity to review
what grammar points they have learned in an all-English environment as well, hence leading to
a more productive acquiring of grammar terms’ (Annie).

Daniel suggested some concrete ideas; “Make it conducive to more original answers e.g. from

the sentence in the textbook, ‘If you hadn't started college, what would you be doing now?’ you
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can ask students to write about ‘If I hadn't started college I would be...” or ‘What are you going
to be doing in 5 years?’ These types of questions can give them a chance to answer real questions
using the grammar they have just studied with a different teacher” (Daniel). He also proposed
that if the native teachers wanted to connect the journal topics with the class contents, they
could use questions such as: ““What might you do in China?’ This way students are able to use
the adverb ‘might’ that they learned in class, in their report on China” (Daniel).

Another suggestion for collaboration is to take more time on each topic and activity and let
them internalize the information in English. This would also decrease the workload of each
teacher; ‘Personally I intend to slow down the pace and organize better. I really need to express
to the students the importance of getting things done correctly the first time so we can build
on what we have learned. Because some of the students put so much effort into the posters, I
think it’s a waste to jump straight into the next presentation. I would have them expand their
presentations, add more information and present again. This should help to really internalize
the information and give them more time actually to speak “real” English’ (Charles), and “It
would be good if there were one or the other: manaba or journals. I used journals in class and
Yumi used manaba. I would occasionally get on to comment, but it was very time consuming.
Occasionally checking in on manaba is good. Maybe the Japanese teacher could set three specific
assignments for the native teacher. Or the native teacher could arrange to get on manaba three

times to go through all student responses. But each week is too much, in my opinion” (Daniel).

Discussion

There seemed to be two main factors that led to the prominent improvement in both
grammar and writing tests in Classes A and C. Firstly, in these classes, NTs and NNTs played
distinctive roles by making use of each other’s expertise toward the common goal: NNTs
provided students with explicit knowledge of grammar points and writing strategies using
their native language. They could also anticipate the difficulties more easily that learners
may have and perhaps better assist them through sharing their mother tongue, whereas
NTs encouraged students to utilize their grammatical knowledge in authentic communication
through implicit feedback on how to use the grammar in appropriate contexts.

It should be noted that NNTs in both classes attempted to strengthen students’ grammatical
knowledge by answering students’ questions on an individual basis and asking them not only
to write sentences but also revise their writing according to the teachers’ feedback, which
resulted in the reinforcement of students’ understanding of grammar. In the meantime, NTs
motivated students to write English sentences and journals on various topics and taught them
the subtle nuances of English expressions, which NNTs were not necessarily aware of in the

process. The effectiveness of this collaboration of the pair teachers was realized by students,
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as seen in Tables 3 and 4. It can be inferred that, as Ellis (2006) suggested, this balanced
combination of explicit and implicit feedback on grammar enabled students to boost their
grammatical competence overall.

Secondly, in Class C where the progress of students was most noticeable, pair teachers
shared ideas and solved problems together; “We teachers were able to communicate and share
the problems of students with each other” (Takako) and ‘Collaborative teaching allows ideas

»s

to be shared, “two heads are better than one” (Charles). By sharing information on students’
mistakes and weaknesses, the pair explained the common errors from different perspectives;
“If we see common mistakes happening we can have the other teacher address them in his/her
class” (Charles), preventing students from making the same mistakes. This case supports
Tajino and Tajino’s (2000) discussion that team-teaching is most effective when teachers as
well as students are encouraged to learn from one another by exchanging ideas or cultural
values.

Although the benefits of sharing information and mutual learning in Integrated Teaching
was recognized by teachers in other classes; “By collaborating with another teacher, we can
learn from each other and improve our teaching” (Yumi), “If the collaboration works well, it
would give both teachers great hints on teaching, and it would improve the students’ skills
considerably” (Keiko), it may not necessarily bring the most effective results unless the
complementary role of NTs and NNTs, stated earlier, is achieved in a balanced manner.

Despite the challenges noted by the teachers in their feedback, such as lack of
communication and a common goal, and time consuming tasks, the extent to which the
pair teachers can perform as like a team seems to be the key to bring successful results in

students’ grammar competence.

Conclusion

This is a brief and limited study relevant to our junior college. However, it stresses the
importance of collaboration between teachers in order to attain the same goal of helping
students better their English skills. We hope that Integrated Teaching classes provided
students with a genuine, safe and friendly environment where they could make use of
their acquired skills and learn new ones. Owing to its benefits, collaborative practice will
be implemented in the Integrated English classes from next year as well, as a continuous

approach to teaching English in our junior college.
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