JACET IBZEEZRIv—TI)U

JACET Journal of Developmental Education
Vol. 5




Bk

JACET #BEZFJy—F L
=

<AHJF 5T L >

Practicing Notetaking While Listening to Academic Lectures: EFL Learners’

Perceptions and Their Effects on TOEFL ITP® Listening Scores
SAKURALI, Shizuka

SPRING, Ryan................. 1
Instructor Perceptions of Their Role in Student Motivation

MOROI, Takako.............. 20
<HFE/ — b >
Structuring Polysemous Words’ Instruction: A Hierarchical Approach

IIJIMA, Hisanori............. 37
< SRS >
How ChatGPT Improves Writing for EFL Students

MATSUNO Sumie............ 56

HEBRRBRE DI GEREICBIT A RGEA Y —X U JHEIM D728
DEAE7 B IERE) & ZF DN R

R OB 67
DeepL Write Z{EH L72 RGBT A 7 4 V' JHREEFTIET 41— RNy 7

e B 87
KFHFEHBBIHBT % ChatGPT DIEA © T A 7 ¢ v 7 E SRR
& BB O RRAE

R R

R W fE

N =~ e S 107



HEFICB T 2R - ALBERICOWTARBHEORFAEICKT
L FHTFHR DA H—
g Ho%k
NHE B—
FZUANR) — p—1L
...124

i



Table of Contents

JACET Journal of Developmental Education
Vol. 5

<Research Paper>

Practicing Notetaking While Listening to Academic Lectures: EFL Learners

Perceptions and Their Effects on TOEFL ITP® Listening Scores
SAKURALI, Shizuka
SPRING, Ryan................. 1

b

Instructor Perceptions of Their Role in Student Motivation
MOROI, Takako.............. 20

<Research Note>

Structuring Polysemous Words’ Instruction: A Hierarchical Approach
IIJIMA, Hisanori............. 37

<Case Study>
How ChatGPT Improves Writing for EFL Students
MATSUNO Sumie............ 56

The effect of varied activities for the development of EFL speaking
performance among students of a teacher certification program
TAKIZAWA Noriko.......... 67

Instruction and Feedback in English Writing Using DeepLl. Write

Implementation of ChatGPT in University English Education: Its Effects and
Challenges in Writing Skill Development
FURUYABU, Mariko
FUJISHIRO, Haruka
MACHIMURA, Takako....107

111



Expectations and Anxieties Regarding A Specialized Study Abroad Program:
A Pre-and Post-Survey of University Students
KATO, Ayami
UCHIDA, Masaichi
LANDSBERRY, Lauren...124

v



What Affects EGAP Lecture Listening? The Dynamics of Practice, Notetaking Ability,

and Perceived Difficulty in an EFL Context
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Abstract
This study explores the impact of teaching notetaking to Japanese EFL learners on listening
comprehension. It addresses conflicting findings in the literature, with some research suggesting that
notetaking can hinder comprehension, while others highlight its benefits. A total of 133 participants
practiced notetaking strategies while listening to academic English lectures over the course of a semester.
The findings indicate that students' notetaking skills significantly improved, as evidenced by an increase in
the number of words written and a decrease in perceived difficulty. Multiple regression analyses revealed
that listening comprehension scores and feelings of task difficulty were predictors of EGAP listening
performance. However, the number of words in notes was not strongly correlated with immediate EGAP
listening ability, although it may contribute to long-term improvement. These findings highlight the
importance of addressing both practical notetaking skills and subjective perceptions when teaching

listening strategies in EFL contexts.

Introduction
Notetaking is an important skill in academic contexts for both first (L1) and second (L2) languages
(Jin & Webb, 2023; Salame et al., 2024; Voyer et al., 2022). Notes act as external memory, aiding in
review, exam preparation, and other tasks (Kiewra et al., 1995; Laidlaw et al., 1993; Siegel, 2021). The act
of notetaking also enhances retention, attention, and comprehension (Carrier, 1983), leading to significant
educational benefits (Carrell et al., 2002). For EFL (English as a Foreign Language) learners, notetaking

while listening to a lecture simulates the university classroom experience where English is the medium



(Hansen, 1994; Sakurai, 2018; Siegel, 2021, 2022). Consequently, it is included in many EGAP (English
for General Academic Purposes) curricula.

Despite its importance for academic performance in English-medium classes (e.g., Siegel, 2021),
Japanese students often lack training in notetaking during English lectures prior to university (Crawford et
al., 2016; Sakurai, 2018). As a result, university students are not familiar with the task of notetaking or the
strategies involved. This study introduces how these skills were instructed and practiced over the course of
a semester in EFL classes at a Japanese university. It also examines the effects on learners' listening,
notetaking, and perceived difficulty, and explores how these factors are associated with learners’ EGAP

ability, as measured by the TOEFL ITP® test.

Literature Review

Studies examining the effects of notetaking on L2 lecture comprehension have shown inconsistent
results. Some studies suggest that notetaking has negative effects on improving L2 listening ability. For
example, Clark et al. (2013) and Hale and Courtney (1994) found that notetaking did not promote TOEFL
listening section scores, but rather, impeded students’ comprehension. Furthermore, Chaudron et al. (1994)
reported that the availability of notes (for TOEFL listening parts) does not have an impact on the result of
listening on immediate recall tests. Nekoda (2020) found that EFL learners' listening-comprehension scores
improved after notetaking practice but declined by a final test, indicating reduced effectiveness over time.
On the other hand, Jin and Webb (2023) conducted a meta-analysis of 21 studies on the effectiveness of
notetaking and found that learners who were instructed to take notes tended to show higher learning
outcomes than those who were allowed to choose whether or not to take notes. Similarly, positive effects of
EFL notetaking training over a particular period (a semester or year) have been reported, specifically: large
gains in the total number of notations, content words, abbreviations, arrows, and in listening
comprehension (Crawford, 2015; Jin & Webb, 2023; Sakurai, 2018; Siegel, 2015).

One reason for the seemingly conflicting results presented above may be the learning and testing
conditions. Researchers have investigated some important factors affecting listening and notetaking

performance (Bloomfield et al., 2010; Carrell et al., 2002; Sakurai, 2024; Song, 2012). They claimed that

ESL/EFL students with “better” notes tend to perform well in listening, indicating that instruction on taking

effective notes may promote listening. Better notes are generally defined as those that include key points and



important detailed information while maintaining an organized overall structure (Song, 2012). Carrell et al.

(2002) found that learners taking notes in L2 performed better in shorter lectures (2 minutes vs. 5 minutes).

Similarly, the speaking rate of the lecturer also affects notetaking, with faster speech making it harder to take
notes (Piolat et al., 2004; Sakurai, 2018). Additionally, complex listening materials with unfamiliar words,
topics, and syntax increase difficulty (e.g. Crossley et al., 2008; Jeon & Yamashita, 2014; Sakurai & Spring,
2022). Factors such as these might also make the learner’s proficiency level important, as a mismatch
between the learner level and materials level can impede acquisition and uptake (e.g., Tomlinson, 2013).
Unfortunately, most studies on L2 notetaking don’t control for these linguistic features, limiting conclusions
about its impact on listening comprehension. However, in actual classrooms, listening materials are generally

diverse, making it difficult and unrealistic to control all variables in the same way.

Research Questions
Based on the findings of previous studies, there is still uncertainty regarding whether students’
notetaking abilities improve over time with consistent practice. Furthermore, it is unclear how certain
aspects of notetaking are linked to EGAP listening ability. To address these issues, this study will examine
the effects of repeated practice with lectures carefully selected to ensure a balanced consideration of length,
speed, and linguistic difficulty, to avoid bias from these factors. Furthermore, it will attempt to look at
factors of notetaking (i.e., the number of words written, comprehension, and student perceived difficulty)

and consider this data with TOEFL ITP® test listening section scores to see which factors are important for

listening skills in general, and which are important for improvement in EGAP listening. Specifically, we

seek to address the following two research questions:

RQ 1. Does students’ ability to take notes while listening improve over time with practice?

RQ 2. What aspects of notetaking are associated with better EGAP listening ability and its development?

Method
Participants

A total of 173 first-year EFL students from various departments at Tohoku University practiced



listening to lectures and taking notes. The classes consisted mainly of Japanese students, with four
international students excluded from the dataset due to their different educational backgrounds and English
proficiency levels. Of the remaining students, only the data from 133 who completed all tasks and provided
ethical consent were analyzed. The majority of these participants (n = 112) who took the TOEFL ITP® test
in May were classified as B1 on the CEFR scale, indicating an intermediate level of English proficiency. The
remaining 21 students achieved either B2 or A2 levels. The students were enrolled in a required EGAP course,
“Academic Listening and Speaking,” and there were about 43 students per class: two classes for engineering
majors, one for nursing and dental majors, and one for humanity majors. In these classes, taught by the first
author, students met once a week for 90 minutes and were expected to learn and practice speaking and
listening skills, particularly notetaking while listening, orally summarizing from notes, interrogative and
giving opinions, and idiomatic expressions. The participants also took another required EGAP course,
“Academic Reading and Writing,” which also met once a week but was taught by different teachers. All
participants received guidance on academic lectures and notetaking in English at the beginning of the
semester and regularly practiced the skills and strategies over a semester. Our study received ethical approval
from the university’s research ethics committee. Ethical considerations were ensured for all participants,

including informed consent, confidentiality, and the voluntary nature of participation.

Notetaking Instructions and Practice

Instruction on academic notetaking was provided before students engaged in actual English lecture
listening activities. At the beginning of the semester, students read textbook explanations on notetaking
while listening, in accordance with the school’s mandated curriculum, and received guidance on the

following topics in class:

1. The importance and role of notetaking (such as information acquisition and retention, active
listening, and focus).

2. How to listen and take notes (paying attention to key information, learning and identifying signal
words and phrases, and organizing and structuring information).

3. Techniques for quick notetaking (using abbreviations and symbols)

4. Preparatory actions (previewing materials before class, such as reading documents).



5. Listening to lectures while reviewing sample notes, and grasping notetaking tips.

6. Practicing notetaking and sharing and reinforcing information in groups.

Though these points were mandated by the students’ curriculum, we feel that point three is
particularly important. One reason that Japanese university students have difficulty with the notetaking
while listening task is because of the differences in the orthographic systems and syntax in Japanese and
English. However, studies such as Crawford (2015), Sakurai (2018), and Siegel (2015) suggest that the use
of symbols and abbreviations may mitigate the effect of these differences and underscore the importance of
notetaking training for Japanese EFL learners. In particular, since the learners were not familiar with
symbols and abbreviations, a list of these was provided (see Appendix A). Learners filled in the list of
abbreviations and symbols at home. Students practiced using abbreviations and symbols through various
activities, such as filling in lists at home, pair-work, and comparing notes in groups to discuss efficient
notetaking strategies. They also listened to lectures while referring to sample notes, which helped them
understand quick and effective ways to capture and organize information.

After receiving the instruction, students listened to English-language lectures weekly throughout the
semester (15 weeks) in the classroom, focusing on various academic topics, and took notes in English
during class. Each lecture was listened to only once, and afterward, the students had to complete a 10-
question comprehension quiz written in English. The quality of the quiz questions was ensured by having
several reviews amongst the authors and then checking the internal reliability of the questions via
Cronbach’s alpha per quiz (see Table 1) and the Cronbach’s alpha score of students’ overall scores across
the nine lectures; a = 0.42. Students took a photo of their notes after each session and submitted it via
Google Forms, along with a report detailing the number of words, abbreviations, and symbols they used.
They were allowed to reference their notes during the quiz. The results from these quizzes provided
insights into their listening comprehension skills and notetaking skills.

We selected some longer and shorter lectures in length. We measured the length of a lecture by the
number of words spoken in the lecture and the duration (in minutes and seconds) of the lecture audio. We
measured speech rate in words per minute, and complexity via the Flesch-Kincaid Grade-level metric
(FKG) because it is generally tied to comprehensibility (e.g. Kincaid et al., 1975), but also because it is

calculated in part based on the number of syllables in given words. They tend to impact the difficulty in



listening to lectures, specifically, as higher FKG scores would indicate more multi-syllable words, which

would theoretically be more difficult to comprehend for learners. Table 1 presents the details of the lectures

used, including the topic, duration, word count, and FKG.

Table 1

List of Lectures for Notetaking While Listening Activities and Characteristics

Duration Word aof Comp. Speech Rate Readability = Topic
Count Questions (WPM) (FKG)

Lecture 1 3:22 474 0.13 141 11.5 College Orientation
Lecture 2 3:16 407 0.34 125 11.9 Diet and behavior
Lecture 3 7:15 807 0.16 113 7.1 Happiness
Lecture 4 6:00 837 0.26 140 6.0 Sleep
Lecture 5 3:39 441 0.26 121 10.5 Sea otters
Lecture 6 3:37 431 0.21 119 11.1 Ozone depletion
Lecture 7 6:27 768 0.20 119 7.7 Video Games
Lecture 8 6:00 821 0.29 137 7.5 Technology: Robots
Lecture 9 3:16 407 0.34 125 11.9 Diet and behavior

In total, the students practiced lecture listening and notetaking nine times during the semester (Table

1). There were two types of lectures based on length: 4 shorter lectures (approximately 3 minutes, Lectures

1,2, 5, and 6) and 4 longer lectures (approximately 6 to 7 minutes, Lectures 3, 4, 7, and 8). The duration

and word count of these lectures were about double that of the shorter lectures. The same lecture was used

as a pre-test and post-test (Lectures 2 and 9) to avoid the influence of various factors in the lectures that

could affect learners' listening abilities and notetaking skills differently. Some lectures were originally

written for the English courses of the university, and some were from the collections of lectures in the EFL.

books, Instant Academic Skills (Lane, 2011) and Contemporary Topics 1 (Solorzano & Frazier, 2009). The

multiple-choice questions for comprehension quizzes in English were created by the authors of the present

study. They consisted of 10 questions in Google Forms that asked about the lecture's purpose, main points,

key details, and data (e.g., Questions: “1. What is the main topic of this lecture?”’, Choices: a) The impact



of technology, b) Language and the universe on language, c) Theories about the origin of language and its
evolution, d) How our ideas of language changed over time). At home, the students were also assigned to
listen to different short lectures using the textbook, Official Guide to the TOEFL ITP® Assessment Series
(Educational Testing Service, 2019), and other in-house materials.

After answering the comprehension questions, students were instructed to count the number of words
in their notes and respond to a post-lecture survey question about the perceived difficulty of the task: "Was
notetaking while listening difficult?" on a Likert scale from 1 to 5. The word counts were reported by the
participants and verified by research assistants. Since most students took notes on paper, with only a few
(about 3 to 5 students per class) using electronic devices, we did not examine any differences between
digital and paper-based notetaking methods.

Although there are some merits of using multilingual resources, L1 or both L1 and L2, in notetaking

(Koren, 1997), this approach is more effective for students with lower proficiency levels and not

challenging enough for students with higher levels (Siegel, 2022). Therefore, in the present study, we

advised the learners (mostly CEFR B1 level) to take notes in L2 (English), not in L1 (Japanese). However,
a few words in the L1 were allowed at the beginning, hoping that students would gradually rely less on
their L1 when notetaking. Students practiced summarizing in English using their notes, with ongoing
reminders to take notes in English. Notetaking skills were evaluated based on note quantity, quality, and

organization of key information in the final test.

Analysis

To check for any discernible differences before and after the treatment, we utilized the scores from
lectures 2 and 9, as they were the same lectures and questions. The lecture listening comprehension scores
and number of words written were generally considered continual in nature, whereas the perceived
difficulty was considered ordinal data due to its being measured on a Likert scale. Dependent ¢-tests were
used for the measures due to the continuous and normal nature of the data sets as verified by a Shapiro-
Wilk test of normality, and a Wilcoxon signed-rank test was used for the self-reported difficulty due to the
ordinal nature of the data (Spring, 2022). Cohen’s d was reported as a measure of effect size for ¢-tests and
Spearman’s rho was reported for the effect size of Wilcoxon-signed rank tests, and these were interpreted

according to Plonsky and Oswald (2014).



To determine how well the number of notes, perceived difficulty of listening and notetaking, and lecture
comprehensibility correspond to both EGAP listening ability and changes in EGAP listening ability, we
conducted two multiple regression analyses to predict students> TOEFL ITP® Section 1 (Listening
Comprehension) scores. We created two models, one to predict TOEFL ITP® scores that the learners took in
May to investigate whether these measures were related to general EGAP ability, and another one using the
delta scores (post-test minus pre-test) of another TOEFL ITP® test the students took in November, four
months after the treatment had concluded, and the original test taken in May. Ideally, TOEFL pre- and post-
tests would have been given in April and August, but since the schedule was decided by the university, we
used the available data: the scores that were taken in May and November. In April, orientation and TOEFL
explanations were given, followed by notetaking and lecture listening training. Since learners had not yet
received much training when the first TOEFL test was taken in early May, we believe that it is still valid.
From April to August, learners practiced notetaking while listening to lectures, and in the fall, they should
have received more practice from their second-semester teachers. This led to skill refinement, reflected in
the November TOEFL test, which was considered a valid post-test.

For predictor variables in the first model, we used the sum of students’ comprehension scores on the
lecture listening activities, the sum of the number of words they wrote on all activities, and the sum of their
self-reported difficulty with the lectures. For the second model, we used the May TOEFL ITP® score to
account for previous ability, and the delta scores of the same three variables from the first model to
ascertain whether improvement in these skills correlated with improvement in EGAP listening ability. We
used dominance analysis to determine the relative weight of each predictor variable to help us interpret
which had the association with the dependent variables, and random forests to determine whether or not
each dependent variable was significantly associated with the predictor variable following Mizumoto

(2023).

Results
The descriptive data on students’ performance in each lecture and the delta values (Lecture 9 minus
Lecture 2) are presented in Table 2. There was considerable variability in the number of words in their
notes, with moderate variability in comprehension scores and perceived lecture difficulty. Additionally, the

differing lengths of the lectures contributed to variations in note length.



Table 2

Descriptive Statistics for Student Performance on Lecture Listening Activities

Lec.  Comprehension score No. words written Self-reported difficulty

1 1-10; M =6.35; S=1.44 2-63; M=30.8; $=10.8 3-5; M =4.60;, S=.55
2 2-9; M=6.03; S=1.47 12-64; M =32.6; S=109 2-5; M=4.68; S=.54
3 3-10; M =7.03; S=1.50 36210, M =172.8; § =239 2-5; M =395, §=.77
4 3-10; M =7.78; §=1.30 10-138; M = 68.5; § =20.4 2-5; M=4.01; S=.74
5 3-10; M =7.42; §=1.39 13-75; M =38.5; §=12.7 2-5; M=3.74; §=.75
6 3-9; M =625 S=1.41 896, M=44.7, S=145 2-5; M=390; S=.76
7 3-10; M =792; §=1.27 46-250; M = 86.7; S=25.5 2-5; M =3.33; $=.83
8 3-10; M =6.43; S=1.50 31-136; M =70.2; §=19.2 2-5; M=422; §=.80
9 3-10; M =7.44; §=1.51 20-101; M =50.3; S=12.8 1-5; M=3.95; §=.89
Delta -3-6; M=141; S=1.85 -12-51;, M =17.7; $=109 4-2; M=-74; §S=.94

Note. Lec. = Lecture. Range is provided, then M = mean, S = standard deviation

The results of the comparative pre-test and post-test measures are provided in Table 3. They show that
there were statistically significant differences in all measures and that there was a large positive effect on
the number of words that students wrote in their notes, a large negative effect on perceived difficulty, and a
medium-sized positive effect on listening comprehension scores. This indicates that through the treatment,
students in this study, on average, improved their listening ability a modest amount, and became much

more able to take notes (as shown in Appendix B), perceiving the task as far less difficult.

Table 3

Pre- and Post-test Difference Testing Statistics

Comprehension Scores 1(132)=8.78, p< .01, d = 0.76**
Number of Words Written in Notes 1 (132)=18.75, p < .01, d = 1.63***
Self-Reported Difficulty Z=17.04,p<.01,rs=0.79%**

Note. ***large effect size; **medium effect size



The results of the multiple regression analysis predicting May TOEFL ITP® listening scores,
presented in Table 4, explained 21.6% of the variance; R’ = .216, F = 13.14, p < .001. Students’ scores on
the listening comprehension questions explained the largest part of the model (66%, Table 4), and both
these scores and their subjective feelings of difficulty with the activity (29%, Table 4), were significant
predictors. The results suggest that the number of words in students’ notes was not strongly correlated with
their EGAP listening scores, but that students who perceived the task of notetaking while listening as
difficult were likely to have lower EGAP listening ability, as reflected in their TOEFL ITP® listening
scores. These findings highlight the importance of addressing subjective factors such as task difficulty

perception when considering ways to improve listening comprehension and overall EGAP performance.

Table 4

Regression Analysis for May TOEFL ITP® Listening Scores and Average Lectures Scores (1-9)

Variable B SE B t )4 R.W. R.F.
Listening Comp. 0.22 0.05 0.38 4.76 0.00 0.16 (66%) Confirmed
No. Words / Notes 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.19 0.85 0.01 (5%) Rejected
Self-reported Diff. -0.16 0.06 -0.23 -2.65 0.01 0.07 (29%) Confirmed

Note. R.W. = Relative weight. R.F. = Random Forest

The results of the multiple regression analysis predicting changes in TOEFL ITP® listening scores,
presented in Table 5, explained 21.4% of the variance; R’ = 214, F = 8.77, p < .001. The largest predictor
was the initial TOEFL ITP® scores (74%), which is to be expected. However, with these scores included in
the model, a decrease in self-reported difficulty was still found to be a significant predictor of
improvement, indicating that overcoming the difficulty of this task likely played some role in EGAP

listening improvement.
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Table 5

Regression Analysis for TOEFL ITP® Delta Listening Scores and Lecture Delta Scores

Variable B SE § t p R.W. R.F.

May TOEFL Scores -0.42 0.08 -0.40  -5.03 0.00 0.16 (74.2%) Confirmed
Listening Comp. 0.16 0.14 0.09 1.18 0.24 0.01 (3.5%) Rejected
No. Words / Notes 0.04 0.02 131 1.667 0.09 0.02 (8.6%) Rejected
Self-reported Diff. -0.64 0.27 -.185 -2.35 0.02 0.03 (13.7%) Confirmed

Note. R.W. = Relative weight. R.F. = Random Forest

Discussion
This study aimed to explore the effectiveness of notetaking instruction and practice on Japanese
university students' listening and notetaking abilities over time, specifically focusing on two research
questions: whether students’ ability to take notes while listening improved with practice and which aspects
of notetaking were associated with better EGAP listening ability and improvements in listening ability, as

measured by the TOEFL ITP®.

Improvement in Notetaking Ability

The results indicate that students could improve their notetaking skills over the semester. This was
evidenced by an increase in listening comprehension scores, the number of words taken in notes, and a
decrease in perceived difficulty from the first to final lectures. This aligns with previous studies that
emphasize the necessity of notetaking training for Japanese EFL learners. The structured practice sessions,
including instruction on effective strategies for listening and notetaking, likely helped students to gradually
develop their skills. Additionally, the introduction of common abbreviations and symbols, despite initial
unfamiliarity, likely contributed to students’ ability to take more comprehensive notes, as evidenced by the
increase in average word counts. Furthermore, reducing cognitive load through improved notetaking may
enhance listening ability by allowing better resource allocation, increasing note quantity, improving

comprehension, and lowering perceived difficulty.

11



Association Between Notetaking and EGAP Listening Ability

Regarding the second research question, the multiple regression analyses showed that students’
lecture listening comprehension and perceived difficulty in notetaking while listening were associated with
EGAP listening. Moreover, decreased perceptions of task difficulty were associated with long-term
improvement in EGAP listening ability. These findings suggest that the ability to take notes while listening
to English lectures is closely linked to EGAP listening performance. This finding highlights the subjective
nature of task difficulty and its potential impact on performance. Addressing students' perceptions of
difficulty in notetaking tasks may be essential for enhancing their overall listening comprehension and
academic performance. It can also be explained that the practice of organizing notes using abbreviations,
symbols, lists, and indentations, as taught in the instruction, may have contributed to reducing perceived
difficulty and improving listening comprehension.

One reason that the number of words written in notes was not associated with EGAP listening
performance could be due in part to the fact that high-quality notes do not necessarily contain more words.
However, our current dataset does not have a measure of quality to explore this further. Furthermore, the
reason that the listening comprehension scores did not better predict TOEFL ITP® listening improvement
scores could be due in part to the quality of the questions. Specifically, the Cronbach’s alpha scores for
comprehension questions were rather low, so it could be that some of the questions were not truly
representative of L2 listening skill. Future research should focus on improving the reliability and validity of
listening comprehension assessments, possibly by using more precise and consistent question formats.

Finally, it is important to note that the correlation coefficients and the percentage of variance
explained in this study were not particularly high. This may be because the TOEFL ITP® listening section
has 50 questions, but only 12 of them (24%) are lecture-based. As a result, notetaking would be expected to

account for only about 24% of the variance in these scores.

Implications for Instruction

The findings suggest several implications for instructional practices in EFL settings. First, providing
explicit notetaking training, including familiarization with abbreviations and strategies for identifying key
information, can significantly enhance students’ notetaking skills. Second, educators should address the

subjective factors that influence students’ experiences, such as their perceived difficulty with notetaking

12



tasks. Incorporating regular feedback and supportive learning environments can help mitigate students'
feelings of difficulty, ultimately leading to better academic outcomes. Lastly, varying lecture lengths and
complexities in practice activities could enhance students' adaptability and effectiveness in real lecture

environments.

Challenges and Future Research

Despite some interesting findings, this study faces several challenges that require further exploration.
One limitation is the reliance on self-reported data to measure perceived difficulty in notetaking. Self-
reports can be subjective and may not reflect the real challenges students face due to individual perception

differences. Additionally, the broad nature of the Likert scale used may not capture the nuances of each

student's experience. Additionally, the Cronbach’s alpha scores for the lecture comprehension questions

indicate that some caution is needed when interpreting each lecture’s listening comprehension scores.
Future studies should utilize improved questions and replicate some aspects of this study.

Next, while this study used a rather rudimentary metric for notes (i.e., the number of words written),
the quality of the notes was not taken into account. However, as notes are meant to be concise, we believe
that quality is a critical aspect of notetaking that should be investigated in the future. Studies like these
could explore how factors such as the content, accuracy, and organization of notes affect students' listening
and comprehension. Understanding these dimensions could provide valuable insights for refining
notetaking strategies and enhancing academic success among EFL learners.

Lastly, with the advancement of technology, notetaking habits and learning methods have
significantly changed (Morehead et al, 2019). Future research should investigate the relationship between
notetaking habits, styles, and learning outcomes. Various aspects need to be explored for effective
classroom instruction, including notetaking during in-person classes, notetaking in online courses, methods
of reviewing notes, and instruction on effective notetaking strategies. This will contribute to more diverse

and effective teaching practices.

Conclusion
This study contributes to our understanding of the dynamics between notetaking, listening comprehension,

and EGAP performance among Japanese university students. It showed that although notetaking while

13



listening to an L2 lecture can be challenging for EFL students, repeated practice over time can lead to
improvement in terms of listening comprehension, the number of notes written, and perceived difficulty.
Furthermore, the findings highlight the significance of notetaking while listening for EGAP listening. Both
comprehension scores and perceived difficulty were associated with TOEFL ITP® scores during the
treatment, while reductions in perceived difficulty were linked to subsequent improvement. While we were
unable to observe the impacts of note quality and should control the quality of listening comprehension
questions in the future, we believe these results provide support for the notion that notetaking while

listening to lectures should be encouraged and repeatedly practiced in EGAP courses.

Note:
This study was presented by the same authors at the 62nd JACET International Convention and was

supported by a JSPS Grant-in-Aid (Category C), Project Number 23K00741.
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Appendices

Appendix A: Practice with Abbreviations and Symbols

ABBREV./ Neaning ABBREV./ Meaning
SYMBOL SYMBOL
1| = 1| ppL
2|+ 2 dept.
3 ~ 3 govt.
4 &, + 4 | nat’l.
S |> 5 |int’]
6 | < 6 impt.
7 7 | biw
8 8 | ch.
9 |- 9 | esp.
10 | 10 | excl. / incl.
11 1 11 | def.
121 12 1 giff.
(Sample worksheet)
ABBREV./ Meaning ABBREV./ Neaning
SYMBOL SYMBOL
1 | = is equal to, is the same as ppl. people
P differ from 2 14 ept. department
3 | = is similar to 3 | govt. government
4 | &, + and, in addition to 4 | pnat’L national
5 | > greater than, more than 5 | int’l international
6 | _ less than, smaller/fewer 6 impt. important
than
7 because 7 | b/w between
therefore, thus ch. chapter
9 | & lead to, result in, affect 9 | esp. especially
10 | — result from, be affected by | 10 | exel. /incl. | €xcluding, including
1111 g0 up, increase, rise 11 | def. definition
121 go down, decrease, drop 12 | qiff. different, difference

(Sample worksheet with answers)

Note: When taking academic lecture notes, university students commonly use various abbreviations to save
time and energy. Here are some common abbreviations that university students use in academic lecture
note-taking. Some abbreviations may have different meanings in various contexts, and there may also be
variations in usage. Choose the ones you prefer, some people even create their own abbreviations.
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Appendix B: Sample Notes of the Same Student (Pre-test at the top, Post-test at the bottom)
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Instructor Perceptions of Their Role in Student Motivation

Takako Moroi (Bunkyo Gakuin University)

Abstract
This study examines university instructors’ perceptions of their role in student motivation and their
strategies to foster engagement. As part of a larger research project, this qualitative study applies the
MUSIC Model of Motivation and Theory X/Y climates to analyze how beliefs about responsibility shape
teaching practices. Interviews with ten experienced instructors revealed three levels of perceived
responsibility: strong, moderate, and realistic. Those with strong responsibility employed intensive,
personalized strategies, while moderate responsibility instructors balanced collaboration and autonomy.
Realistic responsibility instructors recognized external limitations while maintaining structured support.
Findings highlight the importance of aligning professional development with instructors’ perceived

responsibility levels to enhance motivation and learning outcomes.

Keywords: instructor perceptions, motivational strategies, motivation climate, MUSIC model,

student engagement

As educational landscapes continue to evolve, instructors have had to adapt their teaching
methods, shifting from traditional in-person classrooms to emergency remote instruction and then back to
physical classrooms. These transitions underscore the increasing importance of understanding motivational
strategies across diverse learning environments (Bentley, 2020; Megahed & Ghoneim, 2022; Singh et al.,
2021).

This study examines university instructors’ perceptions of responsibility for student motivation
and their motivational strategies. It is part of a larger research project investigating instructors' roles in
student engagement across different educational contexts. By focusing on how instructors conceptualize

their responsibility, this study contributes to the broader discussion on motivation in higher education,
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highlighting key aspects of instructor motivation strategies that are consistent or adaptive across different
instructional settings.
Conceptual Frameworks

This study is grounded in two key theoretical perspectives: the MUSIC Model of Motivation
(Jones, 2009, 2018) and McGregor’s (1960) Theory X and Theory Y. These perspectives provide a
foundation for understanding instructors’ perceptions of their responsibility for student motivation and the
strategies they employ.
The MUSIC Model of Motivation and Motivation Climate

The MUSIC Model (Jones, 2009, 2018) identifies five essential components influencing student
motivation: eMpowerment, Usefulness, Success, Interest, and Caring. Instructors who foster these
elements create a learning environment that supports engagement. This study specifically focuses on how
instructors' perceptions of responsibility influence their efforts to promote empowerment and success, as
these components align with fostering student autonomy and self-efficacy.
Theory X and Theory Y Climates

McGregor’s (1960) Theory X and Theory Y describe two contrasting views of motivation in the
workplace, which can be applied to educational settings. Theory X assumes that individuals lack
motivation and require external control, while Theory Y posits that people are naturally driven and thrive
in environments that support autonomy. This study examines how instructors' beliefs about student
motivation align with these theories, influencing whether they adopt directive (Theory X) or autonomy-
supportive (Theory Y) teaching strategies.

By integrating these frameworks, this study explores how instructors conceptualize their role in

student motivation and how these perceptions shape their instructional strategies.

Teachers’ Perception of Student Motivation
The MUSIC Model of Motivation and Theory Y emphasize the role of instructors in fostering
student motivation by creating supportive learning environments. The MUSIC Model outlines instructor
actions that enhance motivation, while Theory Y frames student-centered teaching as essential for

engagement. Research suggests that instructors influence student motivation through adaptive strategies
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(Reeve & Cheon, 2016; Wang et al., 2017), making it crucial to understand factors that shape teachers’ use
of such strategies.

Laurermann and Karabenick (2013) developed the Teacher Responsibility Scale (TRS) to assess
perceived responsibility in areas including student motivation. Studies applying the TRS consistently show
that teachers rate their responsibility lowest for student motivation, often attributing it to internal student
beliefs rather than their own instructional choices (Daniels et al., 2016, 2017, 2018; Eren, 2017). Teachers
who view motivation as a stable characteristic may be less likely to implement motivational strategies,
perceiving their impact as limited (Turner, 2010).

However, teachers’ perceptions of student motivation are not always accurate. Ulstad et al. (2019)
found that while teachers and students aligned in assessing autonomously motivated behaviors, teachers
often misinterpreted passive behaviors as amotivation. Similarly, Schwan (2021) identified gaps in
perception, with teachers attributing amotivation to external factors, while students cited a lack of
relevance. Miller et al. (2017) observed that teachers with high self-efficacy rated remedial students as
making greater progress in effort and achievement, suggesting that expectations may influence perceptions
of motivation.

Teachers’ beliefs about student motivation shape instructional choices (Berger et al., 2018; Liu et
al., 2020). Hornstra et al. (2018) found that teachers with high expectations used more autonomy-
supportive strategies, while Liu et al. (2020) demonstrated that teachers' views of motivation influenced
their likelihood of using student-centered methods. These findings suggest that teacher expectations
strongly impact motivational strategies and classroom environments.

Previous studies (Daniels et al., 2016, 2017, 2018) indicate that teachers often perceive student
motivation as an internal trait rather than an instructional responsibility, which influences their engagement
strategies (Liu et al., 2020). While research has explored this phenomenon in various educational contexts,
little is known about how university instructors in Japan conceptualize their role in student motivation and
how these beliefs shape their teaching practices. Addressing this gap, this study investigates the following
research questions:

1. How do university instructors perceive their role in student motivation?
2. What strategies do university instructors use to foster student engagement, and how do these align

with their perceived level of responsibility?
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3. How do instructors assess the effectiveness of their motivational strategies, and what challenges

do they encounter?

Method

This study was conducted as a qualitative phenomenological study to examine university
instructors’ perceptions of their role in student motivation. An interpretative phenomenological analysis
(IPA) approach was chosen to provide an in-depth explanation, description, and exploration of the
experiences and beliefs of instructors within a specific higher education context (Johnson & Christensen,
2020). This design allowed for the collection of rich, descriptive data to capture the complexity of how
instructors view their responsibilities and influence student engagement.
Participants

The study included 10 participants with over 10 years of teaching experience to ensure they could
provide detailed and reflective insights into their perceptions. They taught a range of skill-based English as
a foreign language courses, including speaking, reading, writing, and standardized test preparation, at
various higher education institutions in Japan. Participants were selected through purposeful sampling to
examine their rich experience with a phenomenon of interest (Palinkas et al., 2015), meaning they were
chosen specifically because their extensive teaching experience provided valuable insights into the
phenomenon under study — university instructors’ perceptions of responsibility for student motivation.

Their perspectives were informed by years of active engagement in university-level teaching. Table 1

summarizes the participant demographics.

Table 1

Participant Demographics
Instructors Teaching Experience Gender Employment Status First Language
Instructor A 25 years Female Full-time Japanese
Instructor B 22 years Female Full-time Japanese
Instructor C 22 years Female Full-time Japanese
Instructor D 36 years Female Full-time English
Instructor E 20 years Female Full-time English
Instructor F 12 years Male Full-time English
Instructor G 21 years Female Full-time Japanese/English
Instructor H 12 years Male Full-time Japanese
Instructor I 10 years Female Full-time Japanese
Instructor J 10 years Female Full-time Japanese
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Data Collection

Data were gathered using semi-structured interviews that aimed to uncover instructors’ beliefs
about their role in student motivation and the factors influencing these perceptions. The interview
questions were designed to explore 1) the instructors’ views on their responsibility in motivating students,
2) their perceptions of their influence on student engagement and learning outcomes, and 3) how these
perceptions manifest in their teaching practices. In 2022, interviews were conducted via Zoom, a video
conferencing tool. Each interview lasted approximately one to two hours and was audio-recorded with
participant consent to ensure accuracy in transcription and analysis. The interviews were conducted in
either Japanese or English, depending on the interviewee’s preferred language. This approach ensured that
participants could express their thoughts and experiences comfortably and accurately. The author then
translated any quotes originally in Japanese into English for use in the study. This translation process was
carefully undertaken to maintain the original meaning and nuances of the participants’ responses.

Data Analysis

An IPA approach was used to interpret the data collected from the interviews. The analysis
process began with an initial coding phase, identifying recurring concepts and ideas expressed by the
participants (Larsen & Adu, 2021). Through multiple rounds of refinement, these codes were synthesized
into core themes that captured instructors’ perceptions and beliefs regarding their role in student
motivation. Rather than applying a predetermined motivational framework, the analysis focused on
understanding the depth and nuances of instructor perspectives, ensuring that their experiences were
represented authentically.

In the coding process, key statements reflecting instructors’ perceptions of motivational
responsibility were identified. For example, one instructor stated, “I think the responsibility to motivate
students lies with the instructor. I am confident that I can increase students’ motivation, as it depends on
what I do in class.” This perspective was later recognized as aligning with a strong sense of responsibility.
Another instructor explained, “I try different ways to engage students, but at the end of the day, their
motivation has to come from within,” reflecting a belief in shared responsibility. One instructor, in
contrast, emphasized the influence of external constraints, stating, “I can provide structure and support, but
some students simply won’t engage, no matter what I do.” These perspectives formed the basis for

identifying broader patterns in instructors’ views on motivation.
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Results

This study examined university instructors’ perceptions and strategies for motivating students
through in-depth interviews. Analysis revealed three distinct levels of perceived responsibility: strong,
moderate, and realistic. These categories reflect how instructors positioned their role in relation to external
constraints and students’ own motivation and responsibility for learning.

Instructors with a strong sense of responsibility saw themselves as primary drivers of student
motivation. While acknowledging that students brought external influences, they emphasized the
importance of their own instructional decisions during class time. Those with a moderate sense of
responsibility viewed motivation as a shared effort, balancing structured support with student autonomy.
They saw both instructor input and student initiative as essential. In contrast, realistic instructors
emphasized the limits of their influence, placing greater weight on external factors that could affect
engagement in unpredictable ways, even as they continued to offer support.

Table 2 presents a summary of the core beliefs and views of external factors associated with each
group. While all instructors recognized that motivation is shaped by factors beyond their control, they
varied in how much responsibility they assumed for addressing these challenges. The categories represent
general tendencies rather than fixed identities, and in practice, motivational strategies sometimes
overlapped. These categorizations reflect instructors’ long-term teaching experience rather than temporary
views shaped by a single course. Although some referenced specific classes, they did so to illustrate

broader patterns, not course-bound approaches.

Table 2
Summary of Instructor Perceptions of Motivational Responsibility
Category Core Belief Views of External Factors
Strong Instructors are primary drivers of Acknowledged, but instructors focus on
motivation. their own role within the classroom
context.
Moderate Motivation is shared between instructor Recognized as part of the dynamic.
and student.
Realistic Instructors can support motivation, but Emphasized and seen as shaping student
influence is limited. engagement in unpredictable ways.
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The following findings are organized according to these levels of perceived responsibility,

illustrating how instructors positioned their role in student motivation, the strategies they employed, and

the challenges they encountered. Table 3 provides a summary of instructors’ perceived responsibility

levels and the primary strategies they reported using.

Table 3

Instructor Perceptions of Responsibility for Student Motivation

Instructors Perception of Perception of Responsibility Strategies
Responsibility Used
Level
Instructor A Realistic Acknowledges the limits of Direct teaching with
motivating all students motivational prompts; feedback
cycles
Instructor B Strong Strong belief in active Task design that fosters
instructor influence participation; interactive
activities
Instructor C Moderate Balanced; sees responsibility as  Engaging discussions; content
shared between instructor and tailored to interest
student
Instructor D Strong High commitment to fostering  Storytelling; group-based
deeper connections and learning activities
engagement
Instructor E Strong Focused on inclusivity and Peer-led discussions; real-
fostering broad engagement world applications
Instructor F Strong Focuses on creating high- Partner work; timed, active
energy, interactive activities to  tasks
sustain student engagement and
attention
Instructor G Moderate Believes motivation is a shared ~ Building rapport; collaborative
effort, involving instructor and  projects
institutional support
Instructor H Strong Believes in engaging through Assignments that resonate with
relatable, interesting content student interests; participation-
focused activities
Instructor I Strong Believes motivation is a Personalized feedback, varied

primary instructor
responsibility

26

and adaptable teaching
approaches



Instructor J Moderate Views motivation as supported  Clear communication of course
by both instructor actions and goals; structured guidance
institutional support

Instructors with a strong sense of responsibility—Instructors B, D, E, F, H, and [——demonstrated a
belief in their significant influence over student motivation. This belief was evident in their proactive
teaching approaches and investment in maintaining high levels of student engagement. Instructor B
described her role as crucial to creating an engaging classroom atmosphere: “I believe it’s my job to keep
the class energy up. If I’'m not engaged, how can I expect my students to be?” This mindset informed her
task-oriented strategies that promoted active participation. Similarly, Instructor D leveraged storytelling as
an engaging tool, emphasizing that her students responded positively, saying, “Students have told me they
feel more connected to the material when I tell stories related to the lesson.” Instructor E incorporated
inclusivity and peer-led discussions to create a sense of ownership among students, remarking, “Ensuring
everyone feels involved is essential for sustained engagement.”

Instructors with a moderate sense of responsibility—Instructors C, G, and J—viewed their role as
a partnership with students, emphasizing that motivation was a shared effort. Instructor C pointed out,
“Motivation isn’t just on me. I try to create discussions that interest them, but they need to bring their part
too.” This balanced approach led her to design discussions that prompted students to take an active role.
Instructor G focused on building rapport to encourage student involvement, saying, “Building a connection
with students helps, but they have to take some responsibility for staying engaged.” Instructor J saw her
job as providing a structured environment with clear goals, noting, “My role is to set expectations, but
students need to work within that framework to stay motivated.”

Instructor A, categorized under realistic responsibility, adopted a practical view that recognized
the limits of her influence. She stated, “I’ve come to understand that even with the best prompts and
feedback, some students won’t engage no matter how much I try.” She perceived her teaching strategies
were effective for many students, but she acknowledged that factors outside her control could influence
motivation. Among the instructors in this study, she was the only one who explicitly elaborated on the
limitations of her influence on student motivation, making the realistic responsibility perspective unique to

her. This perspective may stem from her extensive teaching experience of over 20 years, during which she
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has encountered a range of student responses and learned to balance her motivational efforts with an
understanding of external influences on student engagement.

These findings indicate that instructors' motivational strategies are closely tied to their perceived
level of responsibility. Those with a strong sense of responsibility employ highly interactive and student-
centered methods, while those with moderate responsibility emphasize collaboration. In contrast,
instructors with a realistic perspective focus on structure and guidance while acknowledging external
limitations. This distinction highlights the influence of instructors’ beliefs on their teaching strategies and
the role of responsibility perceptions in shaping classroom motivation.

Perceived Effectiveness and Challenges

Instructors employed varied strategies but faced challenges affecting their perceived effectiveness.
Their assessments were based on observations of student engagement, including participation, feedback,
and classroom behaviors. In this study, effectiveness refers to instructors’ perceptions of how well their
strategies motivated students and fostered engagement. Since student perspectives were not collected,
effectiveness is entirely self-reported and reflects instructors’ professional judgment.

To illustrate these perceptions, effectiveness levels were categorized based on instructors’
assessments of student engagement. High perceived effectiveness describes strategies that consistently led
to active participation and positive feedback, such as personalized feedback, interactive activities, and real-
world applications. Moderate perceived effectiveness refers to methods that generally yielded positive
results but required adaptation due to diverse student needs, external influences, or institutional constraints.
Although limited perceived effectiveness was not observed in this study, future research may find this
category useful for identifying strategies with minimal impact requiring refinement. Table 4 summarizes
the participants’ perceptions of their strategies’ effectiveness and the associated challenges, offering a
detailed view of their teaching practices.

Table 4

Instructors’ Perceived Effectiveness and Challenges

Instructors Perception of Perceived Evidence Supporting Challenges Affecting
Responsibility Effectiveness Perceived Effectiveness = Engagement
Level Level
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Instructor A Realistic Moderate Positive feedback for Acceptance that not all
most students; noted students will respond
effectiveness in the despite best efforts
majority

Instructor B Strong High Student comments like Initial low motivation
“time flies,” indicating in students;
high engagement overcoming

disengagement

Instructor C Moderate Moderate Observable student External factors
engagement; gradual impacting students’
growth in intrinsic motivation (e.g., home
motivation issues)

Instructors Perception of Perceived Evidence Supporting Challenges Affecting

Responsibility Effectiveness Perceived Effectiveness Engagement
Level Level

Instructor D Strong High Positive feedback on Managing group
storytelling and group dynamics and ensuring
work; strong student equal participation
participation

Instructor E Strong High Noted increased Balancing diverse
interaction and applied student interests with
learning; students found  relevant content
lessons engaging

Instructor F Strong High Rare student Managing engagement
disengagement; high in larger classes
energy in class

Instructor G Moderate Moderate Strong classroom Dependence on
rapport; active student institutional support,
participation maintaining motivation

outside class

Instructor H Strong High High levels of Adjusting content to
involvement during meet diverse student
tasks; responsive interests
behavior

Instructor I Strong High Positive student Difficulty in reaching

feedback; increased
interest in English
classes

every student with a
single approach
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Instructor J Moderate Moderate Noted increase in High expectations of
participation and interest  institutional
among students requirements affecting
strategy
implementation

The analysis in Table 4 provides insight into how the strategies used by instructors translated into
perceived effectiveness and into the challenges they faced.

Instructors with high perceived effectiveness (B, D, E, F, H, and I) observed strong student
engagement and received positive feedback. Instructor D emphasized storytelling: “Students have told me
they feel more connected to the material when I tell stories.” Instructor B noted, “I often hear students say,
‘time flies’ during class, which tells me they’re involved.” Instructor E used real-world applications to
enhance relevance: “Applying what we learn to real-world scenarios helps them see the value of their
education.” Despite successes, challenges included managing large class participation (Instructor F) and
adapting content for diverse student needs (Instructor H).

Instructors with moderate perceived effectiveness (A, C, G, and J) reported positive outcomes but
faced limitations. Instructor A acknowledged, “Most of my students respond positively, but not everyone
will engage.” Instructor C saw gradual improvements but cited external issues like home problems: “I’ve
seen students improve, but external issues can set them back.” Instructor G emphasized rapport-building
but noted, “Motivation sometimes drops without institutional support.” Instructor J highlighted balancing
clear goals with institutional expectations: “Clear goals help, but meeting institutional demands can be
difficult.”

No participants fell into the limited perceived effectiveness category, indicating that all instructors
maintained at least moderate engagement levels. This finding underscores their adaptability and
dedication.

The analysis reveals distinct patterns: high-effectiveness instructors engaged students through
dynamic, personalized methods, overcoming challenges like class size and diversity. Moderate-
effectiveness instructors achieved positive results but faced external barriers such as institutional
constraints and external influences on motivation.

These findings illustrate how instructors’ perceived responsibility shapes their motivational

strategies. Those who saw themselves as primary motivators employed proactive methods yielding high
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engagement. Others, viewing motivation as shared or constrained by external factors, used effective
strategies but faced unique challenges.

Perceived responsibility also influenced how instructors assessed their strategies. Those
with strong responsibility found interactive approaches effective but noted engagement
challenges. Moderate-responsibility instructors saw shared efforts as beneficial but faced variability in
participation. Realistic-responsibility instructors emphasized structure and consistency while
acknowledging external limitations.

The absence of limited perceived effectiveness reinforces the importance of aligning teaching
strategies with beliefs about responsibility and fostering educational environments that support both

instructors and students in achieving success.

Discussion

The results indicate that instructors’ perceptions of their responsibilities shape their teaching
strategies and their perceived effectiveness. Instructors with a strong sense of responsibility, such as
Instructor D and Instructor B, used engaging, student-centered strategies like storytelling and interactive
tasks, fostering high engagement. Instructors with a moderate sense of responsibility, such as Instructor C
and Instructor G, balanced their strategies, recognizing motivation as a shared effort. The absence of
participants in the limited effectiveness category highlights the dedication and adaptability of all
instructors involved in this study.
Instructor’s Role in Student Motivation

Student motivation is crucial in learning English and is shaped by teachers’ practices and beliefs
(Dornyei & Ushioda, 2021). Research has shown that teachers often report low levels of perceived
responsibility for student motivation, particularly when they view it as innate and fixed (Daniels et al.,
2016, 2017, 2018; Eren, 2017). However, Barahona and Darwin (2023) found that experienced teachers
tend to feel more responsible than preservice teachers. In this study, many participants believed strongly in
their motivational role, integrating strategies into daily practices. This finding aligns with Laurermann and
Karabenick’s (2013) concept of personal responsibility as an internal obligation and commitment beyond
professional duty. The participants’ extensive teaching experience likely contributed to their strong sense

of responsibility, suggesting that such beliefs develop over time and through professional growth and time.
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Challenges and Adaptations

The challenges noted in Table 2, such as diverse student needs and external factors, are consistent
with the findings of Daniels et al. (2018), who reported that perceived external constraints can affect
teachers’ engagement in motivational practices. In this study, instructors with moderate perceived
effectiveness, like Instructors A and C, highlighted those external factors, including students’ home
environments and institutional limitations, that influenced their ability to maintain motivation. This echoes
Barahona and Darwin (2023), who emphasized that teachers’ beliefs about responsibility are shaped not
just by personal motivation but also by contextual factors and perceived support. Despite these challenges,
the instructors demonstrated resilience by adapting their methods, as seen with Instructor D’s storytelling
approach and Instructor E’s real-world applications, which were well-received by students. These findings
underscore the importance of developing adaptive teaching practices and highlight the value of a
supportive institutional framework that encourages innovative strategies.
Learning Environments

The findings of this study align with the principles of a positive motivation climate as outlined in
the MUSIC Model (Jones, 2009) and reflect characteristics of the Theory Y learning environment
(McGregor, 1960). Instructors with a strong or moderate sense of responsibility fostered autonomy,
relevance, and connection — key elements of student engagement (Reeve & Cheon, 2016). This approach
mirrors a Theory Y perspective, which emphasizes trust in students’ intrinsic motivation and promotes
agency and engagement (Hornstra et al., 2018). These instructors encouraged active participation through
collaboration and responsiveness to student needs (Liu et al., 2020). The instructor with a realistic view
acknowledged external constraints, stressing the need to balance motivational strategies with practical
expectations. Overall, the findings support prior research on how instructor beliefs shape a student-
centered learning environment (Daniels et al., 2018; Laurermann & Karabenick, 2013).
Practical Implications

Professional development programs that link intrinsic motivation with practical teaching strategies
can strengthen instructors’ sense of efficacy and commitment to fostering student engagement (Daniels et
al., 2017; Eren, 2017). Aligning these programs with instructors’ perceptions of responsibility can help
institutions equip instructors to create motivational climates that support engagement across diverse

educational contexts. The findings suggest that professional development should address the varying levels
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of perceived responsibility among instructors. For those with a strong sense of responsibility, training that
emphasizes innovative and student-centered pedagogical practices can enhance their already effective
methods. Instructors with a moderate sense of responsibility may benefit from opportunities for
collaboration with peers and supportive institutional policies that help them balance their shared view of
responsibility with actionable strategies. Institutions can provide targeted resources and tools for
instructors with realistic views to address external challenges while sustaining effective teaching practices.
These tailored approaches can empower instructors at all levels to adapt their strategies and foster
engaging, student-centered learning environments.
Limitations and Future Research

While this study offers valuable insights into instructors’ perceptions and practices, its qualitative
nature limits the generalizability of the findings. The analysis relied on participants’ self-reported
perceptions of the effectiveness of their teaching strategies, providing rich perspectives on instructor
beliefs and classroom practices. However, the absence of direct student input or external validation of
effectiveness constrains the breadth of these conclusions. Future research could employ quantitative
approaches to measure teaching effectiveness and motivational strategies across larger, more diverse
samples. Longitudinal studies examining how teachers develop their sense of responsibility for student
motivation over time would further enhance understanding. Additionally, cross-cultural and comparative
studies in different educational systems could explore the universality and contextual nuances of these

motivational practices.

Conclusion
This study underscores the pivotal role of instructors in shaping student motivation through their

perceptions of responsibility and the strategies they employ. By categorizing these perceptions into strong,
moderate, and realistic views, the findings reveal how beliefs about teaching influence the creation of
motivational climates in the classroom. This research highlights the importance of fostering autonomy,
relevance, and connection in instructional practices, as supported by the MUSIC Model and Theory Y
principles. Future research should explore how professional development initiatives can further support
instructors in navigating the complexities of student motivation, ensuring positive learning outcomes in

dynamic educational environments.
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Structuring Polysemous Words’ Instruction: A Hierarchical Approach

Hisanori lijima (Graduate School, Keio University)
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Abstract
Polysemous words, which possess multiple related meanings within a single word form, play a
crucial role in second language acquisition (SLA) by enhancing learners' contextual meaning
comprehension. However, previous research primarily examined high-frequency polysemous
words, neglecting the semantic structures of low-frequency counterparts. This study investigated
the clustering patterns of meanings in both high- and low-frequency polysemous words and
proposed a pedagogically effective instructional framework. A set of polysemous words was
randomly selected from Sugimori (2013)’s list based on frequency level and then classified into
the JACET8000 and SVL12000 frequency bands. Sentences including these selected words were
extracted from the English Wikipedia Corpus and analyzed using BERT-based contextual
embeddings and hierarchical clustering based on cosine similarity. The results indicated that
high-frequency polysemous words formed cohesive clusters with strong semantic connections,
whereas low-frequency polysemous words exhibited more dispersed clusters with weaker
meaning associations. These findings suggested that high-frequency polysemous words
benefited from a domain-based instructional approach, while low-frequency polysemous words
required a context-based methodology for effective comprehension. Based on these insights, this
study introduced a frequency-based, hierarchical instructional framework, enabling educators to
teach polysemous words by integrating semantic characteristics.
Introduction

Polysemy, the phenomenon in which a single word form possesses multiple related
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meanings, is a fundamental feature of natural language. In second language acquisition (SLA),
understanding polysemous words plays a crucial role in vocabulary knowledge, reading
comprehension, and inferential abilities (Nation, 2023; Schmitt, 2020). Previous studies have
primarily focused on high-frequency polysemous words, such as commonly occurring verbs,
due to their frequent exposure in discourse and instructional materials (Meara, 2002; Schmitt
& Schmitt, 2014). These words facilitate acquisition through repeated encounters, allowing
learners to infer extended meanings from context (Nation, 2023).

In contrast, low-frequency polysemous words—Ilexical items that occur infrequently but
exhibit multiple meanings—remain underexplored in SLA research (Schmitt, 2020). Words like
sanction ("approval” vs. "punishment") and strain ("variety" vs. "tension") exemplify this
issue, as their meanings exhibit weaker semantic relatedness, making them harder to acquire
(Chronis & Erk, 2020). Given their rarity, incidental learning is less likely, necessitating
explicit instruction (Webb, 2008). Despite their low occurrence, these words are essential in
academic and professional contexts, highlighting the need for pedagogical strategies tailored
to their learning.

Although traditional linguistic approaches, which rely on dictionary definitions and
manually annotated corpora, struggle to capture the context-dependent nature of low-frequency
polysemy, for the recent advancements in natural language processing (NLP), particularly
contextual embedding models like BERT (Devlin et al., 2019), can offer a data-driven
alternative by analyzing large-scale linguistic patterns. These models reveal how polysemous
meanings cluster within language use, providing insights into structural differences between
high- and low-frequency words.

This study investigates how polysemous word meanings are clustered across different
frequency levels using BERT-based contextual embedding analysis. By examining these
structural differences, it aims to inform vocabulary instruction strategies that integrate

frequency-based considerations. By bridging computational methodologies and pedagogy, this
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research offers empirical insights into polysemy acquisition and instruction.

Literature Review
Defining High- and Low-Frequency Polysemous Words

Polysemy, a widely studied topic in linguistics and SLA, refers to a single word
possessing multiple related meanings. The lexical frequency hypothesis (Ellis, 2002) suggests
that high-frequency words are acquired and retained more easily due to repeated exposure.
However, how high- and low-frequency polysemous words differ in acquisition remains
unclear.

High-frequency polysemous words such as run and fake appear across diverse contexts,
which reinforce strong semantic associations through distributed learning (Webb, 2020;
Nation, 2023). Vocabulary instruction strategies often leverage this by clustering related
meanings to aid retention (Laufer & Nation, 1995; Schmitt & Schmitt, 2014).

However, low-frequency polysemous words present distinct challenges. Their meanings
exhibit weaker semantic cohesion, making contextual inference unreliable (Chronis & Erk,
2020). Limited exposure and weak conceptual connections further hinder learners' ability to
generalize meanings (Wei & Lou, 2015). Consequently, explicit instruction becomes crucial.
NLP-Based Approaches to Polysemy

Recent NLP advances provide systematic methods for polysemy analysis. BERT (Devlin
et al., 2019), a powerful contextual embedding model, captures semantic variations based on
linguistic context. Empirical studies indicate that high-frequency polysemous words form tight
semantic clusters, whereas low-frequency words exhibit more dispersed representations, which
reflects weaker conceptual coherence (Chronis & Erk, 2020). These findings align with
cognitive linguistic perspectives, suggesting that high-frequency words rely on core meanings,
while low-frequency words require inferencing.

Despite BERT’s advantages over traditional models like Word2Vec (Mikolov et al.,
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2013) and GloVe (Pennington et al., 2014), it often struggles with low-frequency words due to
insufficient training data. It also fails to distinguish metaphorical extensions from literal
meanings (Periti &Tahmasebi, 2024), indicating the need for improvements such as diachronic
modeling and domain-specific corpora.

Evaluating Polysemous Vocabulary Knowledge: BERT-Assisted Assessments

Assessing polysemy comprehension remains a challenge. Traditional vocabulary tests
tend to prioritize breadth over depth, making them inadequate for evaluating polysemy. BERT-
based assessments, leveraging cosine similarity measurements, offer a scalable solution by
analyzing learners’ word usage in context (Liu et al., 2022). These Al-driven tools enhance the
precision of polysemy evaluation, offering new avenues for SLA pedagogy.

Research Gaps and Objective

Despite extensive research, low-frequency polysemous words remain underexamined in
SLA, particularly regarding cognitive processing and pedagogy. While NLP models have
advanced meaning disambiguation, their integration into SLA instruction is still in its early
stages.

This study addresses these gaps by analyzing meaning clustering patterns in high- and
low-frequency polysemous words using BERT-based contextual embeddings. Additionally, it
evaluates the effectiveness of explicit instruction for low-frequency polysemy and proposes an
Al-enhanced instructional framework. This framework integrates NLP-based assessment tools

with evidence-based SLA pedagogy, aiming to optimize vocabulary instruction.

Research Objective / Questions
This study investigates how word frequency influences the semantic clustering of
polysemous words using BERT-based contextual embedding analysis and cosine similarity
metrics. Additionally, it develops frequency-sensitive teaching strategies based on empirical

finding. The research questions are as follows:
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1. How do the meaning clustering patterns of low-frequency polysemous words, as
measured through cosine similarity-based clustering in contextual embedding analysis,
differ from those of high-frequency polysemous words?

2. What pedagogical implications can be drawn from frequency-based patterns of

polysemous word structures?

Methodology

This study analyzes the semantic clustering of polysemous words with the use of English
Wikipedia corpus. Wikipedia corpus was chosen due to its broad topical coverage, balanced
mix of naturalistic language use and controlled vocabulary, and accessibility, making it an
appropriate resource for examining the distribution of polysemous word senses across various
domains.

To ensure statistical validity, 1,000 sentences per target word were stratified and
randomly sampled to achieve a balanced representation of different senses, minimizing bias in
meaning distribution. This approach ensures that each word's contextual usage is
proportionally represented in the dataset, providing a robust foundation for semantic analysis.

Polysemous words were selected from Sugimori (2013)’s list, referencing frequency data
from JACET8000 (2003) and further validated using Mizumoto (2022)’s New Word Level
Checker. To ensure contemporary relevance, these words were compared against SVL12000
(ALC, 2010) which reflect modern language usage patterns. Analysis showed that 78.2% of
Sugimori’s listed words remained within the top 3,000 in recent frequency lists. Prior research
suggests that vocabulary within this range constitutes the core learning set for language
learners (Nation, 2001). Based on this threshold, the study classified words into high-
frequency (<£3,000) and low-frequency (>3,000) categories. From these categories, five high-
frequency and twenty low-frequency words were randomly sampled for analysis. This selection

ensured a diverse representation of polysemous words across frequency bands, facilitating a
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balanced examination of their semantic clustering patterns.

To maintain a balanced dataset, each word was randomly selected to avoid selection
bias. To verify the polysemy of selected words, WordNet was used to ensure that each had at
least two distinct senses, following Sugimori (2013). This verification step confirmed that the
dataset accurately represented words with multiple meanings. The alignment between corpus-
based contextual meanings and WordNet’s sense distinctions was assessed using BERT-based
embeddings, with cosine similarity (threshold: 0.75) employed to evaluate semantic
distinctiveness, ensuring that identified meanings were meaningfully distinct rather than
ambiguous variations.

For semantic clustering analysis, BERT-large (uncased) was employed, fine-tuned using
Masked Language Modeling (MLM) and Next Sentence Prediction (NSP) to enhance its

contextual understanding.

Results
High-frequency Polysemous Words Analysis
The analysis of cosine similarity distributions for five high-frequency polysemous

nmn

words—"have," "take," "get," "right," and "come"—revealed distinct distributional patterns in

their semantic representations.
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(Figure 1: Cosine Similarity Distribution with high-frequency polysemous words)

The verb "have" exhibited a prominent peak at approximately 0.25 in its cosine
similarity distribution, with 68% of its usage instances clustering within the 0.20-0.30 range.
Similarly, "take" showed a concentrated distribution pattern with a peak at 0.25, where 72% of
instances fell within the same range. The word "get" displayed a broader distribution spanning
from 0.15 to 0.325, with multiple smaller peaks observed across this range, forming three
distinct clusters: 0.15-0.20 (31%), 0.20-0.25 (42%), and 0.25-0.325 (27%). The word "right"
demonstrated a highly concentrated distribution around 0.2, with 85% of instances falling
within the 0.15-0.25 range. In contrast, "come" exhibited multiple peaks within the 0.30-0.38
range, with the distribution split across three main clusters: 0.30-0.32 (35%), 0.32-0.35 (40%),
and 0.35-0.38 (25%).

Low-frequency Polysemous Words Analysis
The analysis of low-frequency polysemous words revealed four distinct distribution

patterns. Among the twenty words, missing values were identified in 4 cases, and these were
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excluded from the analysis.
The first pattern, the physical-metaphorical dichotomy, was observed in words such as

"shallow," "gravity," "pupil," and "crude". which exhibited bimodal distributions.
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(Figure 2: Cosine Similarity Distribution with “shallow,” "gravity," "pupil,” and "crude”)

The first peak appeared in the 0.15-0.25 range, representing physical meanings
commonly associated with tangible objects or directly perceivable phenomena. These meanings
tend to be more concrete, reflecting sensory experiences such as depth, weight, or spatial
properties. In contrast, the second peak, occurring in the 0.35-0.45 range, corresponds to
metaphorical meanings that extend beyond physical properties into abstract or figurative
domains. These metaphorical meanings often emerge through conceptual mappings, where a
physical concept is used to structure an abstract idea. The clear separation between these peaks
suggests that the two categories are cognitively distinct, with minimal blending between them,
reinforcing the hypothesis that metaphorical meanings develop independently from their
physical counterparts.

The second pattern, context-constrained distribution, was evident in words such as "rub,"

"robbery," "memorial," and "dialogue", which demonstrated a narrow distribution range of

44



0.20-0.30 with a single prominent peak.
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(Figure 3: Cosine Similarity Distribution with "rub," "robbery," "memorial," and

"dialogue")

The high concentration of 80-90% of instances within a 0.05 range indicates that these
words possess a well-defined and constrained semantic scope. This suggests that their
meanings are not highly variable or context-dependent but rather remain stable across different
usages. Such words tend to appear in specialized or domain-specific contexts where their
meaning is clearly understood and rarely shifts beyond a narrow range. In contrast, the third
pattern of gradual semantic expansion, as seen in words like "seasonal," "promotion,"
"capital," and "graphic," reveals a more flexible and evolving semantic structure. The
continuous distribution across the 0.15-0.40 range suggests that these words undergo meaning
extension in an incremental manner, adapting to various contextual nuances over time. Rather
than having sharply defined peaks, the smooth transitions in their distribution imply that
different meanings blend into one another, allowing for a gradual conceptual shift that

accommodates new interpretations while retaining connections to their core meanings.
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The fourth pattern, disjoint polysemy, was found in words such as

"needle," "riot,"

"punch," and "journal," which exhibited multiple distinct peaks with clear separations between
s >
them.
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(Figure 5: Cosine Similarity Distribution with "needle,” "riot," "punch,” and "journal")
These words exhibited distinct semantic clusters that remained largely separate,

indicating that their multiple meanings are not closely related or easily interchangeable. This
lack of overlap suggests that the meanings are contextually dependent and do not form a
cohesive semantic network. The wide distribution range, spanning from 0.10 to 0.50, further
reinforces the idea that these words encompass highly varied meanings, some of which may
stem from historical changes, domain-specific usage, or even accidental polysemy. Such a
pattern aligns with cases where words acquire multiple meanings due to linguistic evolution
rather than systematic semantic extension. As a result, learners may struggle to infer
connections between these meanings, necessitating explicit instruction to distinguish them and

clarify their appropriate contextual applications.

Discussion

Overall Discussion
This study investigated the impact of word frequency on the semantic clustering of

polysemous words, revealing distinct differences in their structural and distributional patterns.
The findings indicate that high-frequency polysemous words form cohesive and well-defined
clusters, whereas low-frequency counterparts display fragmented and contextually variable
distributions. These results provide valuable insights into polysemy in second language
acquisition and support the development of frequency-sensitive instructional strategies. The
discussion addresses two key research questions: (1) How do the clustering patterns of low-
frequency polysemous words, as measured by cosine similarity-based contextual embedding
analysis, differ from those of high-frequency words? and (2) What pedagogical implications
arise from these frequency-based semantic structures?

RQI1: Differences in Meaning Clustering Patterns Between High- and Low-Frequency
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Polysemous Words

The results indicate that high-frequency polysemous words exhibit more cohesive
semantic structures, characterized by narrowly concentrated cosine similarity distributions and
a strong central peak that serves as a semantic anchor. This is particularly evident in words
such as have and take, where 68—72% of usage instances are clustered within a narrow
similarity range (cosine similarity: 0.20-0.30). Such findings suggest that high-frequency
words maintain stable and interconnected semantic representations, reinforcing the hypothesis
that frequent exposure facilitates the consolidation of core meanings and their systematic
extensions. Moreover, words such as get exhibit a broader yet systematically structured
distribution, with multiple peaks within a relatively small range. This pattern suggests a
process of systematic meaning extension, where distinct yet related senses emerge through
recurrent linguistic use. These observations are consistent with usage-based theories of
language acquisition (Ellis, 2002), which argue that frequent usage reinforces the stability and
interconnectedness of semantic networks.

In contrast, low-frequency polysemous words demonstrate considerably more diverse
and fragmented distributional patterns, reflecting the varied semantic structures that arise due
to differences in their cognitive and contextual representations. The analysis revealed four
primary distributional patterns among low-frequency words. First, words exhibiting a physical-
metaphorical dichotomy, such as shallow ("not deep" vs. "superficial") and gravity
("gravitational force" vs. "seriousness"), show bimodal distributions with clearly separated
peaks, suggesting minimal overlap between their physical and metaphorical meanings. This
pattern aligns with Conceptual Metaphor Theory (Lakoff & Johnson, 1980), which posits that
metaphorical meanings develop independently from their concrete counterparts.

Second, context-constrained words, such as robbery and memorial, demonstrate highly
concentrated distributions, with 80-90% of their occurrences falling within a narrow similarity

range (cosine similarity: 0.20—0.30). These words are predominantly used in domain-specific
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contexts, which restricts their semantic variation. Interestingly, this finding challenges Zipf’s
(1935) law of meaning distribution, which predicts greater semantic variability in lower-
frequency words. Instead, the results suggest that some low-frequency words maintain stable
meanings due to their specialized and contextually restricted usage.

Third, words following a pattern of gradual semantic expansion, such as promotion
("advancement" vs. "marketing strategy") and capital ("seat of government" vs. "financial
asset"), exhibit continuous distributions without distinct peaks (cosine similarity: 0.15-0.40).
This suggests a progressive broadening of meanings over time, in line with the Semantic
Network Model (Taylor, 2003), which theorizes that meaning extension occurs incrementally
through exposure to diverse linguistic contexts.

Finally, disjoint polysemous words, such as needle ("sewing tool" vs. "to provoke") and
punch ("a strike" vs. "a beverage"), exhibit multiple non-overlapping peaks (cosine similarity:
0.10-0.50), indicating historically unrelated meanings. This pattern corresponds with
Pustejovsky’s (1995) theory of accidental polysemy, which suggests that certain words acquire
multiple meanings through historical and external linguistic influences, rather than through
systematic semantic development.

Overall, these findings provide strong empirical support for the hypothesis that high-frequency
words develop cohesive, interconnected semantic structures, while low-frequency words
display more fragmented and diverse meaning distributions. This distinction underscores the
necessity of frequency-sensitive approaches to vocabulary instruction, as discussed in the
following section.

RQ2: Pedagogical Implications of Frequency-Based Semantic Structures

The structural differences between high- and low-frequency polysemous words
necessitate distinct instructional strategies to enhance vocabulary acquisition. Given their
strong core meanings and systematic extensions, high-frequency polysemous words benefit

from network-based instruction, which emphasizes the structured introduction of extended
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meanings through semantic mapping. By utilizing high-frequency contexts from corpora,
learners can reinforce core meanings while gradually internalizing extended senses through
exposure to authentic linguistic materials. Additionally, pattern recognition activities that
encourage learners to identify systematic meaning variations can further enhance their ability
to infer novel senses.

In contrast, low-frequency polysemous words require a more tailored, pattern-specific
instructional approach that accommodates their diverse semantic structures. Words exhibiting a
physical-metaphorical dichotomy necessitate explicit instruction that highlights the
relationship between their concrete and abstract meanings. The use of visual aids and metaphor
awareness activities can facilitate comprehension by making conceptual mappings more
salient. For context-constrained words, domain-specific instruction that incorporates
specialized texts and professional discourse is essential for clarifying their restricted
applications. Words that follow gradual semantic expansion should be introduced sequentially,
with semantic mapping employed to illustrate the progressive development of meanings. In the
case of disjoint polysemy, where meanings are historically unrelated, each sense should be
treated as an independent lexical entry, with explicit contextual differentiation to prevent
confusion. Emphasizing usage-based distinctions in authentic contexts enables learners to
develop a more precise and contextually appropriate understanding of these words.

Beyond its pedagogical implications, this study contributes to the broader field of
second language vocabulary acquisition by providing empirical evidence of frequency-based
semantic clustering patterns. The findings challenge traditional dictionary-based
representations of polysemy, highlighting the necessity of corpus-based and computational
approaches to polysemy research. However, several limitations must be acknowledged. The
reliance on BERT for semantic clustering analysis, while valuable, does not fully replicate
human-like semantic interpretation, necessitating further research that integrates behavioral

data to validate cognitive processing mechanisms. Additionally, as this study focuses
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exclusively on English, its findings may not be directly applicable to morphologically rich
languages such as Japanese or Finnish, where polysemy may operate differently. Future
research should examine cross-linguistic variations in frequency-based polysemy structures.
Finally, although this study proposes a frequency-sensitive instructional framework, its
effectiveness remains untested in pedagogical settings. Future studies should incorporate
experimental validation in classroom environments to assess the practical impact of these

instructional strategies.

Limitation

This study faces three main limitations. First, while BERT models offer insights into
semantic relationships, they cannot fully replicate human semantic interpretation, particularly
with low-frequency words and cultural implications. Second, the study's focus on English and
its limited sample size (five high-frequency and twenty low-frequency words) from Wikipedia
may not adequately represent polysemy across languages and contexts. Third, the proposed
instructional framework, though theoretically grounded, requires empirical validation through
classroom-based studies to assess its effectiveness across different proficiency levels and first

language backgrounds.

Conclusion
This study examined how word frequency influences the semantic clustering of
polysemous words, revealing that high-frequency words form cohesive clusters, while low-
frequency words exhibit dispersed and contextually distinct meanings. These findings
highlight the need for frequency-sensitive instructional strategies tailored to each word type.
For high-frequency polysemous words, integrative teaching methods such as semantic
mapping and meaning extension are effective, as their meanings are closely connected. In

contrast, low-frequency polysemous words require explicit instruction, including contrastive
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analysis and domain-specific categorization, to clarify their diverse meanings. Using authentic
materials, such as news articles and academic texts, enhances learners’ ability to interpret
these words in context.

The proposed hierarchical instructional framework provides a structured approach to
polysemous vocabulary learning by aligning teaching methods with word frequency. While this
study focuses on English, the principles may apply to other languages. Future research should
validate these strategies in classroom settings and explore the role of computational models,
such as NLP-based semantic clustering, in improving polysemy instruction.

In conclusion, adopting a frequency-based instructional approach enhances vocabulary
acquisition by providing targeted, contextually relevant learning experiences. By implementing
structured teaching methods, educators can help learners achieve deeper comprehension, better

retention, and more effective usage of polysemous words.

Notes

1. The experiments utilizing BERT were conducted using a program developed and verified on
the latest version of Python.

2. The 20 target words analyzed in this study as low-frequency polysemous words are as
follows: "snap", "dialogue", "quotation", "slot", "capital", "crude", "shallow", "journal",
"punch", "rub", "gravity", "memorial", "riot", "seasonal", "tense", "pupil", "needle",
"promotion", "robbery", "graphic”.

LR N3 LR N3

3. The high polysemous words analyzed in this study are “take”, “get”, “have”, “right”, “come”.
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Abstract
The paper discusses the use of ChatGPT in an English writing class at a Japanese university,
focusing on a comparison and contrast writing task. Thirty-four students, with above-average
English proficiency, were asked to compare their original writing with ChatGPT-revised versions.
The results showed that students appreciated ChatGPT's improvements in vocabulary, grammar,
and sentence structure, with many noting clearer and more polished writing. However, there were
concerns about ChatGPT misunderstanding students' original intentions, often making unwanted
changes to content and emotional tone. Some students highlighted issues like the omission of
personal experiences or specific examples, while others observed improved organization and flow
in their paragraphs. Overall, the study revealed that ChatGPT is a useful tool for enhancing
English writing, but students must critically evaluate its revisions to ensure their intended
message is preserved. The research concludes that educators should guide students in using Al
effectively while fostering their independent language skills. This initial experiment with
ChatGPT was deemed successful, though the teacher plans to explore further applications of Al

in the classroom to maximize its benefits.

Introduction

The rise of Al tools like ChatGPT has posed challenges for teaching English writing in EFL
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(English as a Foreign Language) classes. Students frequently rely on ChatGPT to complete their
writing assignments, often without putting in the necessary effort. Universities are increasingly
advising teachers to assign tasks that cannot be easily completed using Al or to conduct in-class
tests instead. However, in a writing-focused classroom, where activities like drafting, revising,
and proofreading are essential, in-class tests may not be suitable. In this paper, I will present a

teaching approach used in my writing class that addresses these challenges.

Literature Review

The reviewed studies in 2024 examine the integration of ChatGPT in education,
emphasizing both its benefits and challenges. Yalcin and Serkan (2024) found that graduate
students often accepted ChatGPT's information without verification, highlighting the need for
educators to guide students on using Al critically rather than avoiding it. Firth, Derendinger,
and Triche (2024) developed a framework for appropriately using Al tools like ChatGPT, tested
in MBA and undergraduate business classes. It aims to balance Al benefits with preventing misuse,
fostering engaging classroom discussions. Gurhan and Serkan, C (2024) surveyed academics on
their views of ChatGPT. Despite mixed emotions like anxiety and hopefulness, most were open
to using the tool in the future, emphasizing the need for guidelines in its use. Selahattin & Eyup
(2024) integrated ChatGPT into the Flipped Learning model, enhancing personalized learning and
active student participation, especially in math and science subjects. Studies by Kyle (2024) in
Korea and Phuong (2024) in Vietnam revealed that ChatGPT improved student engagement and
language skills, though some preferred traditional instruction and faced technical challenges.
Ekrem (2024) and Tseng and Lin (2024) explored ChatGPT's role in language education,
highlighting its potential for individualized feedback and skill enhancement. However, challenges
like maintaining academic integrity and ensuring effective integration into teaching remain. Li
(2024) reviewed literature on ChatGPT's role in second language acquisition, emphasizing the

importance of improving Al literacy among both students and teachers to maximize its benefits.

57



Overall, these studies collectively underscore the need for a thoughtful, balanced approach
to Al integration in education. While Al tools like ChatGPT offer numerous benefits, their
successful application hinges on fostering critical thinking, providing teacher training, and
addressing the ethical implications surrounding their use. Given the concerns about using Al, this

study aims to explore how its practical application can affect students' writing skills.

Participants
Thirty-four university students attended this study. Their major was literature, and this
university is one of the top-level national universities in Japan. Hence, their English level was
above that of the ordinal Japanese university students. I assume that they had a B1 or B2 level in

the CEFR framework (Common European Framework of Reference for Languages).

Procedures
The students were assigned to write a comparison and contrast paragraph about their
high school and university life. After completing their paragraphs, they brought them to class for
group discussions, where each group member's paragraph was reviewed. Following the group
discussion, they were asked to input their paragraphs into ChatGPT. Then, they were tasked with
writing a comparison and contrast paragraph between their original paragraphs and the ChatGPT-

revised versions. The following outlines the instructions I gave my students.

Access ChatGPT and enter the following command: "Please revise the following
paragraph.” After that, copy and paste your original paragraph into the ChatGPT. Then,
compare your original paragraph with the paragraph revised by ChatGPT and write a
comparison and contrast paragraph. Also, include the contents of your peer review in

the paragraph (250 words or more).

58



At the end of the class, students were asked to submit their original paragraph, ChatGPT's revised
version, and their final comparison paragraph. Unfortunately, two students misunderstood the
instructions and did not submit their final paragraph. As a result, a total of 32 students submitted
their final work. In this paper, I will analyze their final paragraphs and examine how they

compared their original and ChatGPT-revised versions.

Results and Discussions
When reviewing the students' final comparison and contrast paragraphs between their
original work and the one revised by ChatGPT, I noticed that all students explained the differences,
but only 16 students highlighted the similarities. Figure 1 presents the similarities between the

original paragraphs and ChatGPT's versions.

Figure 1

Similarities between the original paragraph and ChatGPT's version.

Similarities
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® The number of the students mentioning each similarity

Eight students mentioned that the organization of their original paragraph was not revised. Five
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students noted that the content remained the same. One student observed that the word count was
nearly identical, stating, "According to my count, the original paragraph had 200 words, while
the revised one had 199. I found this interesting because the two paragraphs used different
expressions." Another student pointed out that ChatGPT did not alter her discourse markers, while
one more mentioned that the ideas in both paragraphs were identical.

Figure 2 shows the results of the differences. As you can see, all the students (32 out of
32 students) noted that ChatGPT changed the vocabulary and expressions in their paragraphs.
ChatGPT used a wide variety of vocabulary and avoided repeating words, whereas the students
tended to repeat the same words, which ChatGPT replaced. In fact, 10 students specifically
mentioned the issue of repeated words in their original paragraphs. Additionally, eight students
mentioned that proper conjunctions, such as "for instance,” were added to their original
paragraphs, making the writing clearer and easier to read. One student also pointed out that
"ChatGPT did not use hedges like 'may' or 'might,’ which indicates that Al is more objective and

tends to eliminate subjective expressions."

Figure 2

The differences between the original paragraph and ChatGPT's version.
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Regarding the content, 12 students mentioned that ChatGPT made some changes to their original

paragraphs. Three students highlighted positive aspects of these changes:

"ChatGPT uses specific examples, like classes, clubs, and study abroad opportunities,
which helps make my opinion clearer."

"ChatGPT adds more details, such as explaining the responsibilities and skills needed in
college."

"ChatGPT removes redundant information."

It appears that ChatGPT provides general details to enhance clarity and eliminates unnecessary
information it deems irrelevant.
On the other hand, nine students highlighted negative aspects of using ChatGPT,

primarily due to misunderstandings by the Al. One student shared that she had written extensively
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about her personal experiences, but ChatGPT shortened that section. Another student noted that
ChatGPT misunderstood his intent, resulting in a revision that changed the meaning of his
sentences. Similarly, one student observed that ChatGPT adopted an objective tone, minimizing
her personal experiences by removing emotional elements.

Another expressed frustration that ChatGPT replaced specific examples with more
general information. One student reported that the Al misinterpreted his writing, leading to
inaccuracies. Another remarked, "The way emotions are expressed is different. Al is just a tool
that imitates human intellectual abilities." One student pointed out that ChatGPT removed
sentences with concrete numbers, which impacted the clarity of their comparison. Another student
wanted to compare high school and university classes separately in terms of length and quantity,
but ChatGPT confused the two, incorrectly stating that college classes are twice as long as high
school classes. One student was disappointed that ChatGPT misinterpreted her intent, revising her
paragraph to focus on hobbies and traveling instead of balancing studying with those activities.
Lastly, one student commented, "The original paragraph becomes more correct and simpler.
However, what I really wanted to say may have been lost in the pursuit of brevity."

Considering these concerns, I assume that ChatGPT may have omitted personal
experiences or specific examples because it tends to default to a neutral or formal tone,
particularly in academic or professional writing. As a result, it may remove emotional or
subjective elements, making personal experiences appear less relevant. Additionally, this
omission might stem from ChatGPT's inherent limitations, as it cannot fully grasp or replicate the
writer’s personal identity and lived experiences.

Eleven students commented on sentence structure. Some noted that their original
sentences were short and simple, while ChatGPT produced more complex sentences using
conjunctions, relative pronouns, and advanced grammar. One student observed, “The length of
the sentences increased after revision. Al’s paragraph now includes several relative pronouns and

participial constructions, resulting in a smoother overall flow.” Conversely, another student stated,
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“ChatGPT’s sentences are shorter and clearer than mine,” while another remarked, “The sentences
were summarized and much easier to read.” One student noted that ChatGPT utilized various
sentence structures that he hadn't employed. Another student indicated that the length of
ChatGPT’s sentences is long, but there are fewer sentences overall.

Grammar was another area where ChatGPT often made revisions. In fact, ten students
mentioned that their grammatical errors were corrected by ChatGPT. One student stated, “I
struggle with using the present tense, past tense, and present perfect tense appropriately, so
ChatGPT revised them.” Another noted, “I made many mistakes in my use of prepositions.”

In terms of word count, nine students noted that ChatGPT produced shorter paragraphs
than their originals. This was primarily due to ChatGPT's removal of redundant information and
unnecessary expressions, resulting in condensed paragraphs. A comparison of word counts
between the original and ChatGPT-revised paragraphs revealed that ChatGPT consistently
shortened the students' writing. One student stated, “The word count of my original paragraph is
353, while that of the revised paragraph is 273.” Another student noted, “The length of the
paragraph decreased from 246 words to 193 words.”

Regarding the flow of sentences, one student remarked that her original paragraph had
a somewhat complicated flow, whereas ChatGPT’s version was more orderly. Another student
mentioned that the revised version strengthened the logical connections between sentences,
making transitions smoother and the overall argument more coherent. One student observed,
“Each sentence logically follows the previous one, enhancing the flow of the narrative.” Another
commented, “The ChatGPT paragraph maintains a clearer and more logical structure.”

Only two students noted that their organization was revised by ChatGPT. Both
mentioned that the paragraph structure became clearer and easier to follow. Regarding the point
of view, one student remarked that ChatGPT changed it, stating, “The point of view became more
objective.” As for punctuation, one student wrote, “Punctuation was also addressed, with the

revised text using commas and periods more effectively.”
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Their comments about CHATGPT
Not all students commented, but 18 provided feedback about ChatGPT. The following

are their comments:

e "I was able to discover various similarities and differences."

e "ChatGPT is better than I thought."

e "I doubt whether Al can create perfectly correct sentences."

e "ChatGPT can write more orderly and easier-to-understand paragraphs than I do."

e "ChatGPT improved my paragraph in some ways but also made it worse. This shows that
while ChatGPT can be useful, it can also pose a threat depending on how we use it."

e "The ability to revise text in ChatGPT is impressive, so I think we should make good use
of it."

e "I found that ChatGPT’s paragraph is much easier to read compared to mine."

e "By using ChatGPT, we can create more polished paragraphs. However, there are risks
involved, so it’s important to use it effectively to enhance our academic skills."

e "ChatGPT provided me with techniques to improve my sentences."

e "Overall, it seems that Al produces better paragraphs."

e "I was impressed by ChatGPT’s convenience and believe we should use it wisely."

e "ChatGPT helped me identify my weaknesses in writing English paragraphs."

e "The paragraphs created by ChatGPT feature more advanced vocabulary and sentence
structures; however, my intended message can be difficult to convey."

e "Thanks to the comparison, I made many discoveries."

e "Using ChatGPT to write reports may not be ideal, but I would like to use it to check my
sentences."

e "Al is probably superior to me in writing, and the development of Al is remarkable; I
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have much to learn from it."
e "I was surprised that ChatGPT can create more natural English sentences than many non-
native speakers."

e "I’ve decided to use ChatGPT for writing English essays."

Based on the comments, students generally found ChatGPT to be a helpful tool for improving
their writing, particularly in terms of organization, vocabulary, and sentence structure. Many
students noted that ChatGPT produced clearer, more polished, and easier-to-read paragraphs than
their own. However, they also recognized its limitations, especially in accurately conveying their
intended message. While some students appreciated the convenience and advanced capabilities of
Al, they emphasized the importance of using it wisely to complement their own skills rather than
relying on it completely. Overall, they saw ChatGPT as a valuable resource for improving their

writing, but also acknowledged the need for careful review and critical thinking when using it.

Conclusion

I found this writing assignment quite successful because the students recognized
noticeable improvements in their writing. Additionally, some students realized that ChatGPT
sometimes misunderstood their intended meaning. As a result, after receiving ChatGPT’s revised
paragraphs, they had to carefully check whether the changes accurately conveyed their original
intentions.

Furthermore, this study highlighted that while ChatGPT effectively changes vocabulary
and expressions, it isn't flawless when it comes to content. Therefore, I need to remind my students
to be mindful of this aspect.

Overall, this generation has access to Al, which is vastly different from my own school
days. Since we cannot ignore Al, it’s crucial for teachers to guide students in using it effectively,

while also helping them improve their own language skills. This was my first attempt at
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incorporating ChatGPT into my class, and although it was quite successful, I still need to explore

additional ways to make the most of Al
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The effect of varied activities for the development of EFL speaking

performance among students of a teacher certification program
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Abstract

This study examines the effect of tailored activities aimed at improving EFL speaking
performance among student teachers enrolled in an English-language communication course as
part of a teacher certification program at a Japanese university (N=29). A pre-survey revealed
that over two-thirds of the students considered speaking to be the skill they felt least proficient
among the four core English language skills. To address this, from April to July 2022, the course
incorporated practical conversation activities, such as quizzes and a mini debate as well as chants
that help to improve speaking fluency. These activities, some of which were adapted from a
communication skills coursebook, were introduced in three phases to support the students’
gradual development of speaking skills. To evaluate the effect of this pedagogical practice, both
pre- and post-surveys were conducted, alongside speaking tests for four individual students. The
evaluation summary from four English language instructors indicated that while average
speaking self-efficacy remained low, the aforementioned four students either maintained or
improved in speech intelligibility, especially in pronunciation and lexical coherence. Notably,
the post-survey indicated that students found learning English response expressions particularly

effective in developing their speaking communication skills.
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T8 Fh, TOBMEENDL L EHBE L, AFRITZLLFICHIT 5 FIETH
BAEFEM LT, T, FEFBREFEOXZMHE (N=38) I LIEEDOT 77— M L5
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L O(FEE)ITHOWT3IEA, ECZ L] IZHOWT2HEDOEMMNLES 5 BFEFEE RERR 1 £< %
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5 (R 6),

3.2 FEH 0P LITET 5 FE

T, BRFE A0 EICET M TH D, MREL2EROFETZ LICET T
BIZHOWT, HATHEEERAEOKROSN (K2) "o, #E4 T2 6HHA (£2: HA
O-1; EHI-2; HEN-3; HEN-1; BHM-2; BHIM-3) ¥ _XTICBWTHERETR
Enmhole (p<10), UL, fiiE 4 HOFEMFEELOKEFFEA L —F 2 77 X b Part
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EZR I 3 0 3 1 2 0 3 050 275 50 43 2209*
a4 2 3 3 3 2 2 2 3 225 275 43 43 3.00 ns
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DeepL Write ZFRALI-EBSA T4V ITHBEBLEETI4—FNR\v Y

Instruction and Feedback in English Writing Using DeepL Write

e IE (77 R0 R )

¥—U— F : DeepL Write, RiETFTA T 47, FIIEZ7 44— KXNv 7 T —F

Abstract
This study investigates Japanese university students’ perceptions of using DeepL Write for
English essay writing and receiving written corrective feedback (WCF) via the Al tool. Out of
thirty-four sophomores enrolled in a general English course, twenty-eight responded to a
questionnaire on using Al tools for writing, including their feelings about receiving WCF from
the tool. The findings indicate that while many students were unfamiliar with DeepL Write prior
to the lesson, a majority appreciated the feedback provided by the technology, and most of them

expressed interest in using it for future writing tasks.
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HAESCICR T 2 A REAMICEA L . EERNKDDZECICRY MEEZ. 25 £ TIZ
Chapter 1 Fake Online Reviews D g% [f]1X“Do you use reviews and ratings when you make an
online purchase? Explain your answer.” T& %,

1 2~ ORERFRIL 1 RER 305 T, 747 4 7 EmA X, REKTHIO 15~20 5
ZZOEEBICE T, 1BHE 6 MARERFEFSELMEOLTICECLIITHERL, 2~5
A% DeepL Write Z# il L CH bW &2 fnx, MYV M EHT-,

DeepL Write DfEWFIZOWTIX, £ 1[EIE OB HEFEXEZ KA, Deepl Write &
#AIr L 7=, DeepL Write {IZ 2>\ Tlik, QAI ZFIH LB THEZ DY —LTHD I L
@Y arCEHEFRCTHEAFNETHD Z L, OELEERTITH Y L LESE OB E 5%
MO TRLTLSNDERNARIEY L ThHsZ L, O3OOFEEHHALE, 7
L. ITEIHOEIXTtrue EEX 7o 2FAED ture & ENTWZIZH 2002 53 Deepl
Write [ZIEEBEMT H5/REIT, BLTWRho7z) &) FHl, KUY Tl couldn’t go to
school yesterday.  Because I was sick in bed.” & F1 T % DeepL Write £ Z @ Because %
REELT) Lol ffzMMIL, ERAICEALTEETS LI ICHB L, L TKRE
® 2 A B OEETITER DY HETeATic, b 9 1 Deepl Write (22T HIZH L=k,

BEHEMOMREY A b (Google %) T DeepL Write LT HiAK, £TH A4 MLV A
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< L9 L7, £ LT, DeepL Write ®H A K IZH|

7

S

P
i

= Zh
NI =]=]

EAXY REFENLT A Y

FRICEZDBEFIE (K1) KO, 7F A ME2ANT L ED LI REERNRR

DLl (KM2) 22T AT A4 FTRR L,

13:58 W 4G .

e DeeplL Write =
FEIE DDeepL WriteE FIBEHTF ., H2o X

T2 YT+ @EEEBDICIE. Deepl Write
Pro: THE SEL

Deepl Write TXXEH % M
EE (1¥UR) v

THFRAREAANFER—Z K
IR EEBOEY MFENE

ED
#E
B%H @ deepl.com i
t m (m}
X 1
13:58

oo .
e DeeplL Write =
SRIED Deepl Write: CHIFHRTT, HED X

X2 VT s HEERZICIE. Deepl Write
Pro THE EE L,

Deepl Write T E %M
BB (PAUN) v

THFAMEADEER—

TR EHEBOE MBEENE
ED
-

% & deepl.com &

d m

ZOBEM@ICE T 5,
AFVR) | % [®E (7
XUH) | ICEZET

—

TFRA M ANIZH R
I&, |like eat ramen.
(IEL <1E, llike to
eat ramen. / | like
eating ramen.) & A /7,

1= Z| like to eat
ramen.x> % O fth D&
MABNES, |like
eating ramen.7% &

EX:

13:58 i 4C .

e DeepL Write =
HEIEODeepl Write SHIBH T, H2O

TFaYFHEESSHICIE, Deepl Write
Pro THEE -4 A

DeeplL Write CXEH % H L
EE (FAUN) v

TERANEADKEAR—2 S

THREHRDE Y ADBESNE
ED
]
B & deepl.com &
B m

13:59 al 4G .

e DeeplL Write

EE (FAUN) v

| like eat ramen. X

P

BE

I like to eat ramen.

EOMORE :

I like ramen noodles.
I like to eat ramen noodles.

| like eating ramen.

<)

B & deepl.com

D
¢

>t m

2. DeepL Write D7 F A b ANJHIELEERZDO AT A R
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LB @ DeepL Write DfEHIZ DWW T, FAEIMERE 2, FICHERFIEICEL TE
M2 o7, 723, DeepL Write 2 {fi o 7= &1, MAEKZHE LzHE (Mibna
oo, NEMES7Z) NREES 7], 3EfES72), 4B EfE-72])) 2 H@ITE 2
kT, BHSE,

LAENMEHLULAEEXZ, ~4 70y 78 U—FROTF 4 77— a UHBEEEZIEA LT
EHENGA LT TXFEZLE L, LT, PAREVWERLEHERN & 2 HER
L. V= RFROXFAh v baeflioT, BBERELALY — FXFIKRFLL, FEHBFV
72 1E3C % DeepL Write ® A JJHRICHE U F1F 5 &, BREFIIEE SN2 T A2 MBS H I
RRINLOT, VU bAZ IV —UvEREEHWCTESTE L, oU— FXEICHY 17

2B MRTE LT, I 3 13 DeepL Write % 2 [EIff ] L 72 D JR 30 (M) & MR

) TH o5,

. d xr
Deepl Write TXEHZM Lk
=R (PAUR) v e ik v
| don't use a voice assistant. | have two reasons. The firstis % | don't use a voice assistant. | have two reasons. The first is
that few people use a voice assistant while they are in that few people use a voice assistant while they are in
Japan, so they will not use them even if the technology Japan, so they will not use it even if the technology
develops. Second, it is faster to search for an answer than develops. Second, it's faster to search for an answer than
to ask for an answer by voice. voice assistant have a time to ask for an answer by voice. Voice assistants have a time
log, Itis very useful but that's mismatch with Japanese log, which is very useful, but it doesn't fit with Japanese
tendencies. So | think that | don't use a voice assistant. tendencies. So | think | won't use a voice assistant.
— —
o S © @

3. DeepL Write [ [ O FAAEL D N Ty & H 1R

DeepL Write 2 RIEEIEDEFTIZOWTIL, LHEMBICEENEELZNAZ, 2 A P L
oo BHOBET, PARCTEMEXN I OHABKOEF 2 A RA L, EIEHD % R
B, TOH. NU—FRA U FTELFIT TV OEMEFEDOLR 2 RE TR LI,

IhiE, FEEOEXOP PO L RLEXLZREDT, 7 7 RATHMNATHIEnHLWD
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HLRIDERFIZLE > THBERTOHD EEDLNDNLTH DA, 2017), &KICHmE

TOHRVICONWTITIATA RTHRLUMHERMHIEAT -7,

53 T—FE LGS

AT 14 BIH ORERFICTA T 4 7EBHICET LTy — b 2E L7z, BFEICH
foo T, RREEREME & X —WIMBRAR VW L BRATHDLI L, BETLHINE I NIXAER
BMTHDI xRz, TEXHRETWHAT D X ITEEL 2,

Trr—MI120oRMTHER STV, ZM 11X, TZ0oRELZZT DLANT, 5%
BFEOLDICALY =AM EEH LR £T0.) T Tod1. TRn Thnrb
RN O3IRNGBBRTIRMThHoT, D) LHEZLELGIEX., &2 AL
ZEDOHDH ALY =N EROFPLEALTIZEIN, ] T, 11 ORI (Google FIFR .
DeepL. DeepL Write, Grammarly, Ginger, ChatGPT, Copilot, Gemini, Siri, Alexa, %
D) 72 HEEEIE D FTRE R R & e o T,

B3I TZORETHRYVMATLEELICOVWTELL-2ZTT 0, ), EM4TZ0fRE
THROMATZEFEEXL LB CEFELZZS T O VT EEBENET 2 ) T5HE (16T
VTEHEDLL TRRYTEELEBELEBLNZ RN [BEVYTTELRNV, [4
SHTIFTEDLRW]) THIZET D Z LIZ> TV,

M S IE TR OR¥ELE %) D LLATIC DeepL Write & 1> TWE L7722y, | &%t
LT, 20 (o T, Tabnoiz)) (CHET 550, &l 61X TBEHOE
W72 BE S & Deepl Write DIEIERZ R TED LI RHIRZHELE L) Tx LT
BHEIZEET &M E o> T,

w7 1% T2 ORZETIT Deepl Write Z#FJH L THEAMEL 2 /B Z LN TEELE
(Chapters 2-5), & 72 721% DeepL Write ZF|HH L TWE L7722 | IZDOW T, 5k (TE
EFRIA L7zl NEEmEFRIA Lz, THoRFIA LR, ZARAFMA LR 2o,
(HFEVRA L) T&SFA LAnot)) WKRIET M TH -7, % 8 1T

M7 CIFIALE) ERIZELEFENEZEST 25M DeepL Write ZFIH L TED L 9 72
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BEFHbE L. THHRIZERRBL T b o7, %M 9 bE UFEAENEZET LM T
s b5 & & DeepL Write Z R L7z EBWE T, 1 IOV T, 54 (T
THEIEHI |, [RXTO2EH ), [EBLLTHLRV, [HEVESIBbhn, 2<%
DB DbRRV]) THIZETZ2RM Thole, SHIZEMI0 TZEOHAZENTSH b7,
A 1LIEERR 7 © TR Ulgdn o7z &I L7 421C Deepl Write Z FI| I L 7272 o
HBZZTRIRMETIOLLLEHBICERBLTE B o7,

BEOFRM 1213 HRETAIY =V EFALTELEIT) ZLiIZonTE S BnET
2] WK LTHBEGTZETHEZELTL L7,

H AL LIS DRI DWW T HEMES L, LFEIS LTI 74k L7z, BHLRD
RN T DEZEICHONTIE, B2k REIEBEHEENTVDHE, A7 3Y —I(C

DL, W EITo T,

6. FEFR
BEALAOT 7 — MZEZELZOIZT 28 AThoTe, 77— FORM 1 1%, ¥
LRI O RKFEFLEICB T2 AlY —VOMHOFEIZELTThH-72, D] LREIEL
TR 24 N T2 ) 32 N0 TEDBLB LB WAV 232 AT, 85%LL b8 525 LLAT
WAHEH L7 EEIZE L TV,
HM21FEM 1 TlIes) LREZLEFENEZLIHRMB T . EHLEZEDH D ALY

— & 1l ORBRENOERBRLZDOTHo7-, MATFORKEEE L LD TH D,

22
7
] ] | - — —
Google®JsR  DeepL  DeepLWrite ChatGPT Copilot Siri D

M4 FRHLEZZEDOH D AT — L

Google BIFR 2% 22 A THRH Z < FIH L. V> T ChatGPT 28 7 A, DeepL & DeepL Write
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Z 5N, Siri 3 AT, DM 2 A(Line 7 1 A, iPhone D7 7 U RN 1 \)Th o7z,
AR 3 IIETCRYMATLIEELIZONWTE LD TENE I E T ROIEMTH -

7= S5IFEORBRERLIEZLOTH D,

15
LTHYTIEES PeYTEE D Ebbednzhy HIEVYTCEFELRY BIYUTEELAL

50 METHIYMAZEETIZONTDOEE L S (n=28)

FERIZT TETHETIEED) & IRRYTIEED] 2H5DLET17T AT, K 60%DF4
MIEELEZE Lol EFEELTWE, —H  THEVETEELRY] & TEIY TR
ESRV] ORFNTANT25%DFEAFHEELEZRLVEITELATWRNST, D
A NT TEBLELEBWZRW] EHIZ LT,

M AT ETIRVMAALIEL LB L TCRFEZES IDBONTENE I NTET L&

TGN ITZDORRERLIELDOTH D,

16
2 4 4 2
— I I —
LTLETIRES  RRUTEESE  CHLEbLAAL HEDVHTHILAL RHTHELAL

6. FIEXL AWMU THEEIN OV &V H ERK(n=28)

FEERIT TETHYTITED) & TRoR0UTIEED] 258bHET I8 AT, K 64%DFA

MELSAND OV EFEEL TN, —H, [HEVETEELRV] & TR TEEDL

V] DEFHN 6 AT 21%DFEITZIEBX L TCWENSTZZ ER N5, DD 4
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AR TELLE VRV EEZEL TV,
M S I3 ¥EEZ T HLUETIC Deepl Write 51> T E ) iz $45H DT,
(Fo> Tzl @7 ANTRL T, TEIS o721 2821 AT, 455D 3 OFAN Deepl
Write [IZOWTIERMTH-T=Z EB D,
HM 6 IZASNENT-IE L & Deepl Write DIEIER % RO S %2 HHGLR T
AT HLDOTHoT, MBNPDLKRD SOOI T IV —ICHET DL ENTE,
(1) EHO R EMER R FEVO B R
DeepL Write DIETEZH U T, BH DO LIETORERLE Y OFRY 72 & o LM 7o i iE W
rRETOFENLZ AT, DTFIC 26z EEHRERZ R,
C ERELEREBICHIZONTW NI ERNE &) BIZAX O TN ZD 720
U E LT,
cto X with ¥y~ EUFRREMPWVEHIRRITTWDLZ ERNEnole, £z,
ANV AL B oT,
(2) XEOWHME - REOBNI~DRIE
IR RVEHRENTZD | RANRTERBICEDLTL LKL D2FEN L Aoz, £z,
HODOXENEM THS Z L2 EEL REAOWZ LT H2HEEZE LT TWDE, S 51T,
BOOVRTERARREVEILEZFSEET onTIZR s TWHHEIEZ DAL, RO EK
Blo 1 SBIEEHEEINTZZEZ 2 0HIZIRAVREEHIREZRL TS,
CHABREWLEBLOLD BENVWARALEICR>TWDH E/-MNWELE,
cHZOEIITHEMTHY , FFHAETES Lo 720 TH > 7228, DeepL Write D&
ERZPBIZFEI AR TH XV RAOTERIRZ T 7,
(3) FBZEJ) DR IE % I i
HOORBEIVARZELTNDLEEULIFAL —ERBY., IOV RAENRLELZEL
TeOlZ, FBEAHCTHEELZE LTV, 2073 —IZYTEELIHETT,
CHAODOMBLRWHENES SAMTE T, HEBEARARZERK LT,

C BEERBICEEREANNDRED TWRWZ ERbholclod, FBELZHL L T rRITN
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AR AN AR R
(4) FHY— L LTof MO FERK
DeepL Write D5 23 Ml < | BRI R I A Z B TE L8 2 FHITHNEHDEE LT TW
LFENND, BRLEEY —ALTIER, BEEOMBY —VELTENTELE
ZTW5, BERFlIELT2o0aXAr FaBALTEBEEWN,
CELWEBEAPRRRLT S, BAOTHRLUIICET 22 EZ X 2EENE T 10 R
TmoTo,
CHER N ED, FEHY L L L TETHLHEXLHRTE -T2,
(5) EIEME RT3 2 8 & %M
THRLTWEENWGT LEFRRDIBEENRSNTENZY, B TERVWEINH L Z &
ERASNTWLHREIZENALONZ, WIRTHBRLED I H, 2 DHO = A2 MIMETE
TWhWnWZ Lz I<EHLTWD,
CHABTLEA B TWEHENFTIEARW, ELVEWLTTHREISATNS & BT,
*He X° She THLDOLERVDTRHIZLTWNDIDENRZNEZHELCE L TELTND
DO IXE N BN ITHF N DR WNER S Th - 72,
FAET-HIL, DeepL Write DEEMK R A R T, BHORENORELZRM LT <o
TWo, B2 TED0FHR], TFEEADORE], TRIADER] LWV ol ABNFE/DIC
Role, MAT, BEZEKTXOHRNDPRLS RDILEZFEL, I0EBEHDIRT UV
BAETHIOICRVENVEVWIERMPEE > TV,

M 7 13#% % T ® DeepL Write O Fl| FHIZ S\ T T, TDXDBRFERNGE LN,

10 9
5 1 3
[l 131875 5] WA, R4 e 3 HF YT ok il)ii R

7. $%% T® DeepL Write D F 2D\ T (n=28)
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fEFIH L) & NREgRFA L] D50 TI15 ATRERS EXFAHL TW
fe—HT, ThEVRAET) & [2<FAET) NEbE T 12 A THEoIHOFAENF
ALTWARWZ ERNDND, | ARRLZICFHLTHRNE NS O b BIRZED

XM 8 IXEkM 7 T TRIH L) & HIZ L 77=F40 Deepl Write Z FIH L7248 % A H
AR CHEETDEEDTHoE AENLERD 4ODH T I —IHET DI LENRTEE,
(1) RS &8 HEK

% < OFAED Deepl Write & [MEF|) LML, A% bEHLIEWEEZXTNWDLH Z &
Woinoie, FEIC, BENRBRI NIRRT VENGFOL ) TH D, D 2 DDREIE
FWIFhbEEic MER] BRI, BEITLV EENRREIZELZR>TWD,

cHAPFELVER o X2 R LT SIZE L T NLD D THER,
TV T IARHADORENWRET I NIRRT FTIETE 50 TR,
(2) 78 34 D FE K
FEFHICBOTIERHEOMB L HHR CE 2 RPRERADME T EF DA
ERIMTOBANEL . FEY -V E LTHBD LB ULEEENSZ N LRGN D, KO
EEFITVFAS TROWHT ) AF—U—F&lhosTWo,
CEBENTWEESEDO L — L REARGENE NN SN, BB RE - 72,
DL RVEVWEDLER AL TSN TRETZLICEY EATWIZEW
ZERWHTZ N TE,
(3) AL I~ A8 & &

AL B OHESRICH T 2 EECHMBEDO KT, ANHOKEEINRED Z & ~DFE&E R L T
WOERbALNT, BRI LFEOMBMBERELZMLo S, KFLTELZL~D
FNEEFELDFEBLNWDL LD nND, ROBIZEIZTEIICZIOZLEZRLTWVD,

AL S TRIFVERBS LB DR LU D L b, ZhAE AW RIC =R F
JTLEW, CACANDEEZE > TN DT RV L LERICEL D,
(4) #EL SREVEF ORE

—EOFAITHL SO — L L DHIERIZE K L THY | DeepL Write D& 1E 73 i
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LiIZ< W, T AROERENORRERELIZEVWIBERNBA LNz, fHRREZET
DB, 2ODREIKZETRT,

cHEL o T,

DT TV DI BRE e LU T,
DeepL Write (X, % < OFAIT L o TRBFEBFHEZ I KRN — M 2EH 2 — & LT
SNTWVWL—H, VIR LFRFEA~ADEBIIONWT, ZBXHITENDH D Z LN
2o
X[ 9 XX 7 Tl 522D T DeepL Write ZFIH L7z L FIZE LoD & & F

ALEWNTEFRLLOT, MSIEZDOHMREZRLELLDOTH S,

1
(|
ETv 2585 PREIED EboThhy HEVZIEDARY 25 Ebhw

0 0

8. DeepL Write ® 4 # O F| 22 T(n=15)

B8 TRLAEEIIC, TETHZEOI/I ] NBARRESERS I BTATELLT
HRW] BN LAT, SEMREIZITZR O o7, BEAEDFEN, SlIEHEFIM
THEEEZFS-TWDLZ NG5,

A 10 1 EZE% R 9 TR L ZBIZFICHOWTHHREER TRIZEST 26D T, RO 55D
TAY =GB T LI ENTE,

(1) A& - EfES 23 M4 258 R

DeepL Write DfEF] & & | XIELCKBLO EM S 27 M+ 2 ERALNZ WV, Ko, BoH»

BRATEEXLEIDVBEEROOMEND Z L2 AT v FEELUTWD, KD 2DOOEIZIC

Tyt TEMZ] WO RADALND,
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cERZE B oTeTed, BOBZRATLLIEL Y ERIZEEEZ T2,

+ DeepL Write ® F 3 EfETZ L o720 5,

(2) EAELDOEE Y — L& LTOR MM

FAEXOEZM ESEL2Y— L E L THHELEL D FENRZ Y,

Brlo, =27 VA
DEFEWNICRDITDHEL, AL 2D IER ERFMENLTWNDS, RO 2ODEIED H
H, 1O E=a2T7 20 EVORKSX, 2o08BIZAFAHAMEEZRL TS,

c REXEFLCOATHMARLD =27 V ZADENIZKOI ZENRTEDLIND,

kv BESOEI I EHIC DIEFENRT AN IZLEB T b,
() HE®#E - HORB O DiEH

HOORGENZHZD - M ESE2200Y =L ELTIENLIENWE NS BAR

FAD O TR, MimicfENTZnEEZDIFEEL VD

SEAIT

ARG L FRMAN DS LB nD . HABEXEEBEOLERIE LV

ETETTVWDIONEMHRBLIZWVND,
ML RWVWHEEZHASNL AR, WAlE L TIEs EEFIH LIz,
4) EVfaz - KON — 9V DOFA

WEOSWVWHZON) 2= g VU EZEREEZTMT2ER, HICELWEEZMD

2T, REOWEEZIRT2DICHKLDLEE L TWD, KPEENREIETSH D,

- FUEWRCTRARDHGE - RALLZL TN D,

B) BVl nWZ xR RIKRBETED

WERBICN T XDOYR—FY— L LTHEHLEZWEEZ TWS, WELD

SHEICHLMELTWLIHEZFMT2ERA LD D,
R ATHEEBTEZIT DO LR NE XITHENTNWEE ST,

T CIREVWIE NI EEEEICRLTHMEETLHERL TS D205,

ZOFER DD | DeepL Write I FEFEH OV R — h Y — L & L CTIRIAWVHAETIEH I

TWBHZ ENnnnd,

M 11 1 X5% M 7 C DeepL Write Z | L2 o - B A BB CTRIZT 2D T, &
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DAOSOAT A —=IZHET LI ENTEI,
() BATELIZLDEM

RGP @D DO, DT Al Y=L Z2fbRrotzbt ) RENEZN, BiE
ZAHZETHREEBEZAML BHONTEZETTELINPRLEY] B X DHM
AbNb, WO2OOEIZFICENTESZLZEHALTND Z &R nboTL %,

- HODHTENTHENS T,
cHO TR THES TWEHaREENL TEflar RE Lo e b,
(2) > — o FH

DeepL Write D {1 D IZ Google FlsR i~ 7= &\ 9 B A H £V, Google Bl @ 5 3 A

RTV - fFNRTVWERLEDFEEL VDI ERN D, BRRMNREIZEFZ R LI,

- Google FIFR CTHEEZ T M X THE W21 6,

*Google IR —FE AT oo BN FR I OB RVIZOMA LaRdoiz,
(3) FRf MO BR B HY 7 i)

REfI3 I no 7o), A v —Xy MNEROME, 77— BEESCKRELRICT HF4E
bW, FFICRREERICEDREHOr — 2 8RS LR HP Lz, kD250
B0 6, 1 2HE TR, 2 281 T#EkoME] 277 TW5,

X EBRZDHLITHIEE T, FIHT DR B o T,
A=y FOERBEP ST DO TR TERpoTe, AL LD £TITAE
EIEBNTHRIZNo T,
CETCORIZENPOBHBSOENZHBST DO THHALRNPS720  HWENT
W% Google FHER D T BE W FERBE N -T2 Z ENEH 2 5,

RGEOZMITMET Al Y=L EFHLTHEXLEIT) ZLICOWTHRICREET S

DT, 450 H 7T AV —IZHETLHILENTEI,
(HATY — Vo FRIRICEHEER (FEmPTER)
ALY — VERMBIICRETRY ANDRELEBZD2FENEETH -7, [EF %)

KRE |, TFEGERDH D] Vo m#HANTEIZETONA TS, BEKElZ 3 21FERL
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7=,
cfER b DL EANEAE ST FRBENWERSOT, BET Al Y—LERNDLZ
LIFETHERWERWET,
XV IELWXETHFRIEDLDIRTWIEZETLEE > DT Al Y — 2 H
TLHDET U EERNET,
BRGNP LRWVE, AR EE T ITIRHEIL TN D DT, FEmAYICF) ] HELE
T
(2) AL Y — v O 4§ B Y15
VT EL20 TR BN TEZLECTHEATZ2ONRLEET LV EVWIER LS
VW, BAEZTOEEZTMDHOTIERLS, BEFEOMBE LTHEI RELE NI BRXF
DRGNS,
B ESSILRBVOEFMRT LIOITERNI LNV ITNE, BARBI L HOLE
THbbHo, LR VWRBAZFARDLZLITHEIDITETELAERL LB X E
S
CHATEBEALRICEZAAGDEDODIITHAT2O0BRNDOTIERVNEE X,
BG)AI Y — VOIEHICHEE
Al Y =V EEATIRMCETIIE S TEZXDZEORMESEHEML, IHHICELT
FEBEICAT o FRBRENEVWIERAN AN, ALY =L X0 b HBEZEEL., RAIL
TIELWEWOI ERb® D,
cHLSET AL Y=V EFNORNPOTERORKFESL L THHAT 20N EA
Do T BATEARITNITERNLVO THEICHAIZLZRWG A X
U,
ALY — VRSEEEICIE LW E X T, EO LTHEAEICITR (FXoxE) LTI
LWekB-TLE D,
B ALY — )V EFREICRY AND Z LT k4 2 Bk - 4740

(B EIR 2D THLWEEFEL L TCHAW] LEULIFAE B WD, FH LS
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DB TALY —VOERICHKZFF > TWDOERFR I DN R D,
RPN AV IAATEREL VI RICE X TWVWDHOT, FROJFIEHITND K
IREAMLTETHERBLLALE
RN O TES EENIHBERIH TIRNo720 M ZM D O L
WOTALY = AR HDHEREBERICR>TATATHETLIHENH -7,
BEE LTI ALY =V OERICEENRERN S Ao n, 0 FIZIZ RN
HET, —HTEHICEL B R FEL RN, £, FEHERL M LY 5%
FELTHHEEL TS, BETAIY — A EZIEHTHIEICIE., W Fo Tk & I

RN T R DEETHLZ LR D,

7. BE

AKWFIETIT 9 SOMERBEZRE Lz, MIZERBE 1 T2 H T HEFEFETAIY — L%
FEHLEZERH D, HNITEDXL I RY — L EFHLTWD D, | ITDOWTIX, A%
ELANZ 85% A ENRERH L2 HEZ L IZEALEDOFERFEHLTWLIEENALNLD,
F Y =IO TIE Google FliR A f b Z <M L T 7z, Google MR A < H K L
TWLZEnb, FAEDHTIE Google IR FEEIMHEM L TV Z &N TRIND,
FZERRE 2 52 8 F 1X 2 35 LLRTIC DeepL Write Z > TW2h, | IZDWTIL 4 47
D 3 DFAED Deepl Write IZDOWTIX R TH o702, T AR O H THEEF X Deepl
Write L, FTIEEZ 4 — Ry 7 2% il d, BEICHEESTDHERE 3
[%£3 %1% DeepL Write DEETEERICOWVWT ED L I ITEKE TV DD, | ITHOWTIE 303k
JIORM) X (FEEAAE] ZRFEL TV LIFEHELALNLLN, BV R IA TS
NTWOHHIRZFF > TVL2FEEELZ I AbRT, TITITEEMRICKHT 58 & L5%M
TR EEL RN,

TFZEREEE 4 (528 FH I3 EN T EDOREIE DeepL Write ZFIH L TW 22y, ) IZ2WTIX
MgERIFIH L72) & TREFRFHLZ) DELbETHERLL ET, ThE D FIHE T

LIRS FIAET) DELETELSBTHY, MAEOLT N LR -7, FIHL TV
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BHEOEMICET D078 E 5 TR ZEN T DeepL Write Z FIHl L 728 H X, DX H 7%

18
G

QAR o TV oD, Fo, ML THHAT2BERH D00 ] ICOWVWTIEFWIWRE
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KEEEBFICH (TS ChatGPTDEJEA
FAT4VTREBEXEDR EREDIREL
Implementation of ChatGPT in University English Education: Its Effects and

Challenges in Writing Skill Development

o R L (REER )
eI ORIERZ)

WP R &5+ ORFERT)

¥—U— K : ChatGPT. kR Al 747 4 v 744

Abstract

This study aims to introduce generative Al into university-level English writing classes and
delineate its effects and challenges. In practice, four class sessions utilizing ChatGPT as writing
advisors were conducted for approximately 300 first-year university students. The results
indicate that ChatGPT provided flexible advice, improved the quality of students' writing, and
promoted self-correction abilities. However, it was also confirmed that lower-level students
needed support to understand and reflect on the AI's suggestions fully. Implications for
educational practice suggest that generative Al can improve writing students’ skills when carried
out under appropriate instructional design. As for prospects, effective approaches such as
continuous practice with short writing tasks should be explored and implemented. Additionally,
verifying long-term effects and adaptability to other subjects and elucidating students' cognitive

processes could enhance the practical application of generative Al in education.
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Aab What do you think of Drone deliveries? | want you to know pros and cons about it.
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Drone deliveries hold promise for revolutionizing the logistics industry by offering faster, more efficient delivery
services. Here are the pros and cons of drone deliveries within six items:
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Leaving everything to the Al could lead to intentional accidents if the
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Expectations and Anxieties Regarding A Specialized Study Abroad Program:
A Pre-and Post-Survey of University Students

Majoring in Early Childhood Education
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Abstract

In 2023, 42 Japanese students returned home following a long-term “study abroad” experience
in Australia. Since the establishment of the Global Early Childhood Education department, this
was the first group to successfully complete their “study abroad” program without being affected
by the COVID-19 pandemic and enforced government closures. While in Australia, their goals
were to obtain a childcare license, and to improve their English skills. Using the data collected
in pre- and post-“study abroad” questionnaires, the students’ expectations, anxieties, and
experiences were investigated. This paper presents the results and discusses how the students’
experience differed from their expectations, what anxieties they experienced, what they learnt,

and how they felt the experience changed them.
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