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Abstract

This study aims to investigate junior high school teachers’ perceptions of classroom language
assessment in terms of the importance of assessment criteria, the utilization of assessment methods,
and the difficulties in assessment following the introduction of the new Course of Study in 2021,
and to compare the surveyed junior high school teachers’ perceptions with those of the elementary
school teachers investigated in Fukazawa (2022). The results show that the assessment criteria, such
as speaking interaction and students’ ability to think, make judgments, and expressing themselves,
emphasized in the new national guidelines, are considered important by JHS teachers. Written and
performance tests were the two language assessment methods most commonly used in junior high
school, while observation was the most commonly used assessment method in elementary school.
Enhancement of language assessment literacy and filling of the gap between elementary and junior
high schools are suggested as the implications of this study.
Keywords: Classroom language assessment; junior high school; teachers’ perceptions

1. Introduction

Reforms in English education have been progressing rapidly in Japan, and there is greater
emphasis on developing students’ communication skills than ever before. However, the reform has
not proceeded smoothly. The teaching practices in JHSs overemphasize students’ grammar and
vocabulary knowledge, and students have problems expressing their ideas and opinions in English
in accordance with the situation and purpose of communication (Hayase, 2017; Ministry of
Education, Culture, Sports, Science and Technology [MEXTT], 2018a). Classroom-based language
assessment in JHS has also been criticized because knowledge of grammar and vocabulary tends to
be the center of assessment (National Institute for Educational Policy Research [NIER], 2020), and
it focuses on students’ understanding and achievement (Takeuchi, 2004). MEXT (2014) also points
out that assessments that measure students’ knowledge of grammar and sentence structures can
often be seen regardless of the communicative goals of a lesson. On the other hand, the elementary



school language assessment tends to enhance students’ self-affirmation and foster a sense of
competence (Higuchi et al., 2013; Yorozuya et al., 2020).

Another problem is the difficulty of assessing students’ language in terms of their ability to
think and make judgments. Under the previous Course of Study, approximately 30% of the JHS
teachers did not consider themselves able to assess students effectively in terms of their ability to
think and make judgments, while more than 80% of them felt that they could effectively assess the
knowledge, understanding, skills, and expression of students (MEXT, 2010). Osato and Yanagimoto
(2019) states that teachers are still not familiar with this perspective for assessment.

To address this challenge, the new Course of Study (MEXT, 2018a) was fully introduced
in JHSs in the academic year of 2021, following the introduction of the new national guideline for
elementary school (MEXT, 2018b) in 2020. Speaking skills are emphasized in the latest version of
the national guideline for lower secondary school English education and are divided into speaking
production and interaction. The guideline also requires English classes to be conducted in English
in principle. Along with the revision of the national guideline, a change in the way of language
assessment is taking place in JHSs in which the importance of classroom-based language
assessment is clearly emphasized.

The National Institute for Educational Policy Research (NIER, 2020) has shown how to
assess the English skills of students in accordance with the 2018 Course of Study for lower
secondary school. It recommends the assessment of five English skills in terms of (1) knowledge
and skills, (2) students’ abilities to think, make judgments, and express themselves, and (3)
motivation to learn. Language assessment, in terms of knowledge and skills, measures the extent to
which students can understand the language rules they learned in class and acquire the skills
necessary to understand, express, and interact in actual communication. With regard to the
assessment of the knowledge and skills of students, it is the specific language items that have been
focused on. Language assessment in terms of students’ abilities to think, make judgments, and
express themselves measures the extent to which students can understand, express, and interact
based on the context and purpose of communication. To assess the language skills from this
perspective, authentic settings for communication are essential; there is no need for the use of
specific language items. In the case of assessing motivation to learn, it is the students’ willingness
to communicate (considering the listeners, readers, speakers, and writers) that is measured.

Following the introduction of the new Course of Study for elementary schools (MEXT,
2018b), Fukazawa (2022) investigated the perceptions of elementary school teachers on assessing
foreign language activities and foreign language and compared them with results from before the
introduction of the national guideline, finding that, in terms of the importance of language
assessment criteria, there were no significant differences in the perspectives of teachers concerning
the evaluation of foreign language activities before and after the introduction of the new national
guideline. Teachers tend to focus more on assessing the five English skills, including speaking
production and interaction. Regarding assessment methods, teachers used observations and



reflection sheets for foreign language activities, and no significant differences could be observed
between the two subjects. However, in the case of foreign language, teachers started using more
paper tests, performance tests, and portfolios. Furthermore, it was revealed that teachers have
difficulty evaluating all criteria, except for the motivation to learn in foreign language activities. In
contrast, they have difficulty assessing speaking interactions and the ability to think, make
judgments, and express themselves.

The goals of the new Course of Studies for elementary schools (MEXT, 2018b) and for
lower secondary schools (MEXT, 2018a) were set considering Common European Framework of
reference (Council of Europe, 2001), and it is necessary to improve current English education
toward the same goals in both types of school (Takahashi & Yanagi, 2008). The connection between
elementary and junior high schools has become more important than ever (Tanaka & Nakamura,
2017), and language assessment is not an exception.

In this context, this study investigates JHS teachers’ perceptions of classroom-based
language assessment based on Fukazawa (2022), following the introduction of the new Course of
Study (MEXT, 2018a), and compares their perceptions with those of elementary school teachers.
To accomplish these goals, the following two research questions were formulated:

RQ 1. What perceptions of the classroom language assessment do JHS teachers have with

regard to the importance of the assessment criteria, the utilization of assessment methods,

and the difficulties in assessment following the introduction of the 2018 Course of Study?

RQ 2. How do JHS teachers’ perceptions of the classroom language assessment differ from

those of elementary school teachers?

2. Methods

2.1 Participants

The survey was administered from September to November 2021 to 45 JHS teachers, all
of whom work in public JHSs in Okinawa Prefecture. They included 12 English teachers who teach
in the seventh grade, 15 teachers who teach in the eighth grade, and 18 teachers who teach in the
ninth grade.

2.2 Questionnaire

The questionnaire was created based on the questionnaire used in Fukazawa (2022; see
Appendix). It included questions about the importance of each language assessment criterion, the
assessment methods, the number of performance tests, and the difficulties in conducting classroom
language assessments in JHSs. The language assessment criteria concern the following: 1) listening
skills, 2) reading skills, 3) speaking skills (production), 4) speaking skills (interaction), 5) writing
skills, 6) knowledge and skills, 7) thinking, making judgments, and expressing oneself, 8)
motivation to learn, 9) understanding different cultures, 10) grammatical knowledge, and 11)



vocabulary. The first five criteria are about language skills. Criteria 6 to 8 are about the three main
areas for developing the language skills emphasized throughout the new Course of Studies (MEXT,
2018a, 2018b). The importance of those language assessment criteria was investigated using a 4-
point Likert scale, where 1 = strongly agree, 2 = agree, 3 = disagree, and 4 = strongly disagree. The
degree of utilization of the assessment methods, such as observation, portfolio, written test,
performance test, quiz, and reflection, was also investigated using a 4-point Likert scale. This scale
was chosen since the Japanese tend to choose neutral responses on Likert-scale questions (Oishi et
al., 2005). The participants were asked about the difficulties in language assessment with regard to
the same 11 criteria mentioned above, allowing multiple answers.

2.3 Analysis

Descriptive statistics were used to analyze the questionnaire, given the nature of this study.
As s indicated in Table 1, when the average score is less than 2, it is interpreted as indicating positive
reactions by students, whereas if the average number is 3 or above, it is considered a negative
reaction. To compare the teachers’ perspectives between JHSs and elementary schools, t-tests were

conducted. Effect sizes were also calculated and interpreted as following: .20 = small; .50 =
medium; .80 = large (Cohen, 1988).

Table 1
Interpretation of the Importance of the Language Assessment Criteria and Utilization of the
Assessment Methods

Average Importance of the Language Utilization of the Assessment
Assessment Criteria Methods
1-2 Important Utilized
2-3 Moderate Moderate
3-4 Not important Not utilized

3. Results and Discussion

3.1 Junior High School Teachers’ Perceptions of the Language Assessment
3.1.1 Importance of the Language Assessment Criteria

Table 2 shows the importance of language assessment criteria from the perspectives of JHS
teachers. As per the interpretation shown in Table 1, all the assessment criteria are considered
important, except for understanding different cultures (2.20), which is interpreted as neither
important nor unimportant. The most important assessment criterion was the students’ abilities to
think, make judgments, and express themselves (1.39). Knowledge and skills (1.40) was the second
most important criterion, and motivation to learn (1.50) was third. In terms of language skills,
speaking interaction was considered the most important (1.53). On the other hand, the average



scores of subskills such as grammar and vocabulary were not as high as for the other criteria (1.71,
1.80, respectively), although they were interpreted as being important.

The most important assessment criteria, such as the students’ abilities to think, make
judgments, and express themselves, knowledge and skills, and motivation to learn, and speaking
interaction, overlap with the points emphasized in the new Course of Study (MEXT, 2018a). The
results indicate that the JHS teachers take the core elements of the new Course of Study seriously
for their classroom-based language assessment. The importance of grammar and vocabulary as an
assessment criterion received less focus than specified by NIER (2020), which might indicate
changes in teachers’ perceptions from knowledge-oriented classes to communication-oriented

classes.

Table 2

Importance of the Language Assessment Criteria

1.Strongl . 4. Strongl
Language Assessment N M Ag?gg Y 2. Agree 3. Disagree Disa%rrlgey
Criteria
n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%)

Listening ability 45 1.69 20 (444) 19 @“422) o6 (133) 0 (0.0
Reading ability 44 157 22 (50.0)0 19 432) 3 (6.8) 0 (0.0
Speaking ability
(production) 44 1.61 25 (56.8) 11 (25.00 8 (18.2) 0 (0.0
Speaking ability
(interaction) 45 153 25 (556) 16 (356) 4 (8.9 0 (0.0
Writing ability 44 1.68 19 (432) 20 (455 5 (114 0 (0.0
Knowledge and skills 45 140 28 (62.2) 16 (35.6) 1 (2.2) 0 (0.0
Thinking, making
judgments, and 44 139 27 (614) 17 (38.6) 0 (0.0 0 (0.0
expressing themselves
Motivation to Learn 44 150 23 (523) 20 (455) 1 (2.3) 0 (0.0
Understanding
different cultures 45 220 9 (2000 19 (422) 16 (35.6) 1 (2.2)
Grammar 45 171 15 (333) 28 (622) 2 (44 0 (0.0
Vocabulary 44 180 14 (31.8) 25 (56.8) 5 (11.4) 0 (0.0

3.1.2. Language Assessment Methods Utilized in Junior High Schools

All the language assessment methods were frequently used according to the perceptions
of JHS teachers (see Table 3). The average scores of written tests and performance tests were closest
to 1 (1.13 and 1.35, respectively), indicating that they are the most common methods of classroom
language assessment in JHS. Questions 4 and 5 in the questionnaire also asked the number of
speaking and writing tests. The average number of speaking tests held in a year was 4.22, and that



of writing tests was 4.24. Reflection (1.40) and portfolios (1.41) were also commonly used methods
for language assessment; both are submitted by the students. Using reflection makes it possible for
teachers to include students’ self-assessments in language assessment. While quizzes and
observations were also used often, they were not as frequently used as the other assessment methods
(1.82 and 1.87, respectively).

According to the results, summative assessment, such as written and performance tests,
was the most common method for classroom-based language assessment. However, since these tests
are often used to measure language knowledge, such as grammar, vocabulary, and sentence
structures, in JHS (MEXT, 2014; NIER 2020), English teachers must be careful with what they
intend to measure using those tests.

%:Blfafaguage Assessment Method Utilized in Junior High Schools
ﬁ?tfs(rinent N M 1 -it;?ggly 2. Agree 3. Disagree 4D§stgr1§éy
n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%)

Observation 45 187 15 (333) 22 (489 7 (15.6) 1 (2.2)
Portfolio 4 141 29 (659) 12 (273) 3 (6.8) 0 (0.0)
Written test 45 113 39 (86.7) 6 (133) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)
Performance test 43 135 30 (69.8) 11 (25.6) 2 4.7) 0 (0.0
Quiz 4 182 17 (386) 19 (432 7 (159 1 (2.3)
Reflection 45 140 34 (75.6) 6 (133) 3 (6.7) 2 (4.4)

3.1.3. Difficulties in Conducting the Language Assessment in Junior High Schools

Question 6 asked JHS teachers about the difficulties in conducting the language
assessment, and Table 4 shows the results and their rates. Most difficult for JHS teachers was
assessing speaking interaction (68.9%). Question 7 was an open-ended question about the reasons.
The most common comments about the difficulty in assessing speaking interaction is as follows:
“Regarding speaking interaction, I feel that assessment and instruction are quite difficult.” Another
comment pointed out more specific difficulties, stating: “When creating a rubric, I always wonder
how to set assessment criteria” and “Since speaking interaction is improvised, it is difficult to assess
when the unexpected answers come.” In addition, there were comments relating to practicality, such
as “It is difficult to observe all the students’ speaking interaction simultaneously.”

The second most difficult task was assessing the students’ motivation to learn (64.4%).
The most common reason given for the difficulty was that the teachers were unsure how to assess
the students’ motivation. For instance, one comment was, “I do not know how to assess motivation
to learn.” Other typical comments were about the practicality of assessing students’ motivation, such



as “I would like to observe students’ motivation to learn in class, but I found it difficult to do it for
every student” and “Much feedback is required to see students’ motivation and the amount of work
increase.” Finally, some comments express the teachers’ confusion: “I am confused because
assessing students’ motivation to learn is rather different from the assessment previously used.”

Assessing thinking, making judgments, and expressing oneself was the third most difficult
task (40.0%). The teachers seem to have difficulties in understanding the concept of the ability to
think, make judgments, and express oneself, stating, “It is challenging to distinguish the questions
for measuring knowledge and skills and those for measuring the abilities to think, make judgments,
and express oneself.” As a result, they have problems assessing students’ English skills in a balanced
manner; to quote, “Knowledge and skills becomes the focus of the test.” The teachers thought that
speaking ability (production) was also difficult to assess (35.6%). According to the comments,
teachers worried about the reliability of assessing speaking production, stating: “I feel that assessing
speaking production tends to be subjective.”

lT)zll'jl”j)ﬁlce;;ties in Conducting the Language Assessment in Junior High Schools (N = 45)
Difficulties in Assessing ... n %
Listening ability 3 6.70
Speaking ability (production) 16 35.6
Speaking ability (interaction) 31 68.9
Reading ability 9 20.0
Writing ability 7 15.6
Knowledge and skills 1 2.20
Thinking, making judgments, and expressing themselves 18 40.0
Motivation to learn 29 64.4
Others 0 .00

The results show that the teachers felt difficulties assessing speaking skills, especially
speaking interaction. This feeling is understandable because it is difficult to ensure the reliability of
the speaking test, for it is a subjective test (Fulcher, 2003; McNamara, 2000). The feasibility of
conducting speaking tests is another significant obstacle to assessing speaking in an actual
classroom situation, for assessing many students with a speaking test requires considerable time
(Matsuzawa, 2002). JSH teachers also report difficulty assessing the students’ motivation to learn
because motivation is not always observed clearly. While English teachers feel uncomfortable
assessing the students’ abilities to think, make judgments, and express themselves, they are
comfortable with assessing students’ knowledge and skills, which supports MEXT (2010).



3.2 Comparison of the Perceptions of Elementary and Junior High School Teachers
3.2.1 Importance of the Language Assessment Criteria
Table 5 compares the importance of language assessment criteria between elementary
school and JHS teachers. Fukazawa (2022) did not ask about the students’ knowledge and skills or
their abilities to think, make judgments, and express themselves. Therefore, the importance of the
respective assessment criteria could not be compared, and thus they were omitted from the table.
According to the results of t-tests, significant differences were observed in listening (t (92)
=—4.14, p<.001, d = .85), speaking production (t (91) =—3.21, p < .01, d = .67), and motivation to
learn (t (91) =—3.49, p <.001, d =.72). The average scores of these assessment criteria for foreign
language are significantly lower than those for JHS English, which means that JHS teachers
consider those criteria less important than elementary school teachers do.

Table S
Comparison of the Importance of the Language Assessment Criteria Between Elementary Schools
and Junior High Schools

Language Foreign language  English in JHS ; Cohen’s
Assessment Criteria M (N) M (N) P d
Listening ability 1.20 (49) 1.69 (45) -4.14 .00 .85
Reading ability 1.55 (49) 1.57 (44) -1.33 .89 .04
Speaking ability 120 (49) 161 (44  -321 00 67
(production)
Speaking abili

peaiing ability 133 (49) 153 @45  -170 .09 58
(interaction)
Writing ability 1.78 (49) 1.68 (44) .66 S1 20
Motivation to learn 1.16 (49) 1.50 (44) -3.49 .00 72
Understanding

235 (49 220 (45 .86 .39 22

different cultures “49) (45)
Grammar 243 (49) 1.71 (45) 4.48 .00 93
Vocabulary 2.17 (48) 1.80 (45) 2.39 .02 .50

Note. The data on foreign language were obtained from Fukazawa (2022).

Significant differences were also observed in grammar (t (92) = —4.48, p <.001, d = .93)
and vocabulary (t (90)=2.39, p<.01, d =.50). These results show that, in comparison to elementary
school teachers, JHS teachers consider grammar and vocabulary more important assessment criteria.
In particular, the effect size d for grammar shows large differences between elementary and JHS
teachers’ perspectives.



On the other hand, no statistical differences were seen in speaking (production), reading,
or writing abilities. Fukazawa (2022) compared elementary school teachers’ perspectives on the
importance of these assessment criteria on foreign language before and after the introduction of the
new Course of Study for elementary school (MEXT, 2018b), finding that their importance was
significantly higher in 2021. This might be why no significant differences were observed in the
importance of these assessment criteria between elementary and junior high schools.

According to these results, subskills such as grammar and vocabulary are still a vital part
of classroom-based language assessment (NIER, 2020) in JHSs, which might reflect the importance
of high school entrance examinations, which have a significant impact on education in Japan
(Shizuka, 2006). Listening, speaking production, and motivation to learn are considered more
important in elementary school English classes than in JHS English classes. Moreover, in
elementary schools, it is the affective elements like motivation to learn that are emphasized (Higuchi
et al., 2013; Yorozuya et al., 2020), as well as listening and speaking skills. To facilitate a smooth
transition from a foreign language in elementary schools to English in JHSs, these gaps should be
considered, especially in the first year of JHSs.

3.2.2 Language Assessment Methods Utilized in Elementary and Junior High Schools

The average scores of the language assessment methods used between elementary school
and JHS English classes were compared using t-tests (Table 6). A significant difference was
observed only for observation (t (92) = —6.78, p <.001, d = 1.40), such that the elementary school
teachers used significantly more observations than the JHS teachers did. Based on the JHS teachers’
perception, observation (1.87) is the least frequently utilized assessment method of all the methods
on the list. In JHSs, written tests (1.13), performance tests (1.34), and reflections (1.40) are the most
frequently used assessment methods, while observation (1.08), performance tests (1.18), and
portfolios (1.22) are the assessment methods most often used in elementary schools.

gilr:;;e?cfrison of the Language Assessment Methods Between Elementary and Junior High Schools
Foreign language English in JHS ’
Assessment Method Z\gl ﬂ\lf g j\gl ) t p CO};?H S
Observation 1.08  (49) 1.87 (45 -6.79 .00 1.40
Portfolio 1.22  (49) 141  (44) -1.47 14 S1
Written test 1.31  (49) 1.13 (45 1.73 .09 .66
Performance test .18  (49) 1.34  (43) -1.63 A1 .66
Quiz 222 (49) 1.82 (44) 1.98 .05 .39
Reflection 1.24  (49) 1.40  (45) -1.14 26 32

Note. The data on foreign language were obtained from Fukazawa (2022).



These results seem to correspond to the important language assessment criteria for each
school type. On the one hand, JHS teachers tend to use summative assessments, such as written tests
and performance tests, to measure students’ knowledge and achievement (MEXT, 2014; NIER,
2020; Takeuchi, 2004). On the other hand, elementary school teachers use observation to check
students’ self-affirmation and sense of competence (Higuchi et al., 2013; Yorozuya et al., 2020),
which may be related to students’ motivation to learn. Language assessment methods reflect what
the teachers intend to measure. Again, JHS teachers need to consider what and how to assess
students’ qualities and abilities to bridge the gap between their teaching practices and language
assessment and that of elementary school teachers.

3.2.3 Difficulties in Language Assessments between Elementary and Junior High Schools

Elementary school teachers and JHS teachers share similar tendencies of difficulties
conducting the language assessment (see Table 7). Elementary school teachers as well as JHS
teachers consider speaking ability (interaction) to be the most difficult to assess (53.1% and 68.9%,
respectively). Both groups of teachers also have difficulty assessing students’ abilities to think, make
judgments, and express themselves (49.0% and 40.0%, respectively). Indeed, speaking ability
(production) is one of the most challenging skills to assess for both elementary and JHS teachers
(24.5% and 35.6%, respectively).

Table 7
Comparison of the Language Assessment Difficulties Between Elementary and Junior High Schools

Foreign Language (N = 49) English in JHS (N = 45)

Difficulties in Assessing ...

n % n %
Listening ability 8 16.3 3 6.7
Speaking ability (production) 12 24.5 16 35.6
Speaking ability (interaction) 26 53.1 31 68.9
Reading ability 9 18.4 9 20.0
Writing ability 9 18.4 7 15.6
Knowledge and skills 12 24.5 1 2.2
Thinkin.g, making judgments, and 24 49.0 13 40.0
expressing themselves
Motivation to learn 11 224 29 64.4
Others 0 .00 0 .00

Note. The data on foreign language were obtained from Fukazawa (2022).



Elementary school and JHS teachers also differ in other respects. JHS teachers consider
motivation to learn much more difficult to assess (64.4%) than elementary school teachers do
(22.4%). While elementary school teachers perceive the assessment of knowledge and skills as
difficult (24.5%), JHS teachers do not (2.2%).

As mentioned above, speaking skills are among the most challenging skills to assess,
considering the reliability and feasibility of the assessment (Fulcher, 2003; Matsuzawa, 2002;
McNamara, 2000). In addition, students’ qualities such as their motivation to learn and ability to
think, make judgments, and express themselves must be assessed, which is not straightforward.
Again, it is essential to reinforce the language assessment literacy of JHS teachers (Koizumi et al.,
2017). Considering the differences in difficulties that elementary and JHS teachers face, it may be
possible for them to cooperate and help each other. JHS teachers possess the strength to assess
knowledge and skills, which elementary school teachers need to improve, while elementary school
teachers are better than JHS teachers in assessing students’ motivation to learn.

4. Conclusion

Research Question 1 concerned JHS teachers’ perceptions of classroom-based language
assessment. It was found that JHS teachers consider the following four assessment criteria the most
important: (1) students’ abilities to think, make judgments, and express themselves, (2) knowledge
and skills, (3) motivation to learn, and (4) speaking interaction. These are all related to the major
points revised in the Course of Study (MEXT, 2018a). Grammar and vocabulary as assessment
criteria were not as important as expected from previous studies such as NIER (2020). In terms of
assessment methods, written tests and performance tests were the two most common methods used.
These summative assessments, especially written tests, are often used to measure language
knowledge in JHSs (MEXT, 2014; NIER, 2020; Takeuchi, 2004), but utilization of performance
tests could be a good sign for assessing communication skills. In addition, JHS teachers had
difficulties assessing students’ speaking skills, especially their interaction, motivation to learn, and
abilities to think, make judgments, and express themselves. Since assessing speaking is one of the
most challenging aspects of language assessment (Fulcher, 2003; Matsuzawa, 2002; McNamara,
2000) and motivation or ability to think and make judgments are not always observable, it seems
necessary for JHS teachers to enhance their language assessment literacy.

Research Question 2 dealt with the differences between elementary school and JHS
teachers’ perceptions of classroom-based assessment. With regard to the language assessment
criteria, JHS teachers consider grammar and vocabulary more important than elementary school
teachers do, while elementary school teachers consider listening, speaking production, and
motivation to learn more important. When the assessment methods utilized were considered,
summative tests were standard in JHSs, while observation was a commonly used assessment
method in elementary schools. This might be because practical goals vary by school type: While



developing English knowledge is central in JHS language classrooms (Hayase, 2017; NIER, 2020),
the learning process, participation, and affective element are focused on in elementary schools
(Higuchi et al., 2013; Yorozuya et al., 2020). Furthermore, elementary school and JHS teachers
share the same difficulties when assessing students’ speaking skills and their abilities to think, make
judgments, and express themselves. They also have different difficulties when conducting language
assessment. While JHS teachers have problems assessing students’ motivation to learn, elementary
school teachers considered themselves not good at assessing students’ knowledge and skills, which
support MEXT (2010).

The findings above hold two implications. One is the necessity of ensuring a smooth
transition from foreign language study in elementary schools to English in JHSs in terms of
language teaching and assessment. Since the Course of Studies for elementary school and lower
secondary school aim at the same overall goals based on Common European Framework of
Reference, cooperation between both school types is essential. Creating unified descriptors of
language proficiency and sharing assessment criteria (Allen-Tamai, 2010; Takahashi & Yanagi,
2008) can narrow the gaps between elementary school and JHS not only in teaching methods but
also in assessment criteria and methods to facilitate a smoother transition (Saida et al., 2018).

Moreover, the necessity of improving JHS teachers’ language assessment literacy is
implied. Many teachers did not know how to assess speaking interaction and motivation to learn. In
accordance with the introduction of the new national guideline, English teachers need to assess
students from new or different perspectives in language classrooms, and language assessments have
thus become more complex. Therefore, it is essential for in- and pre-service teachers to improve
their assessment literacy in higher education and teacher trainings (Koizumi et al., 2017; Tokyo
Gakugei University, 2017). In addition, teachers had difficulty assessing students’ ability to think,
make decisions, and express themselves because they had problems distinguishing such
assessments from those of assessing knowledge and skills. To assess students’ ability to think, make
decisions, and express themselves, Osato and Yanagimoto (2019) suggest (1) setting the purpose
and situation of communication, (2) preparing assessment criteria clearly different from those of
knowledge and skills, and (3) setting clear goals in the given communicative setting and developing
students’ English skills in the classroom accordingly.

This study has some limitations. It is necessary to investigate more teachers to enhance the
generalizability of the results. Also, this study was conducted in the first year that the new Course
of Study was introduced, so JHS teachers might not yet have become accustomed to the new way
of language assessment. Therefore, further studies must be conducted. Furthermore, classroom-
based language assessment is discussed only from JHS teachers’ perspectives. Actual tests, such as
written tests and performance tests, and students’ learning must be examined for further information.
Classroom-based language assessments are an essential part of language education, and they reflect
what is taught and learned in language classrooms. Further research is required not only for better
language assessment but also for better English education in Japan.



References

Allen-Tamai, M. (2010). Shougakkou eigo no kyouikuhou—Riron fto jissen [Teaching English in
elementary school: Theory and Practice]. Taishukan.

Cohen, J. (1988). Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sciences (2nd ed.). Lawrence
Erlbaum.

Council of Europe. (2001). Common European framework of reference for languages: Learning,
teaching, assessment. Cambridge University Press.

Fukazawa, M. (2022). Changes in elementary school teachers’ perceptions on the assessment of
foreign language activities and foreign languages. Society of English Language Teachers
(SELT)-Okinawa Review, 18, 35-58.

Fulcher, G. (2003). Testing second language speaking. Pearson Education.

Hayase, H. (2017). Jiki gakushu shidouyouryou ga mezasu eigokyouiku no tenbou to kadai
[Prospects and problems of the new Course of Study for English education]. Journal of Graduate
School of Teacher Education, Saga University, 1, 115-126.

Higuchi, T., Kagata, T., [zumi, E., & Kinugasa, T. (Eds.). (2013). Introduction to teaching English
in elementary school. Kenkyusha.

Koizumi, R., In’nami, Y., & Fukazawa, M. (Eds.). (2017). Jitsurei de wakaru eigo tesuto sakusei
gaido [ A practical guide for developing English Tests]. Taishukan.

Matsuzawa, S. (2002). Eigo kyoushi no tameno atarashii hyoukahou [New ways of assessment for
English teachers]. Taishukan.

McNamara, T. F. (2000). Language testing. Oxford University Press.

Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science and Technology. (2010). Jidou seitono gakushuu
hyoukano arikatani tuite (houkoku) [About the ideal way of assessing children (report)].
https://www.mext.go.jp/b_menu/shingi/chukyo/chukyo3/004/gaiyou/attach/1292216.htm

Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science and Technology. (2014). Kongo no eigo kyouiku no
kaizen juujitu housaku nituite houkoku ~ gurobaruka ni taioushita eigo kyouiku kaikaku no
itsutsu no teigen ~ [Report on measures to improve and enhance English education in the future:
Five proposals for English education reform in response to globalization].
https://www.mext.go.jp/b_menu/shingi/chousa/shotou/102/houkoku/attach/1352464.htm

Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science and Technology. (2018a). Chuugakkou gakushuu
shidou youryou (Heisei 29 nen kokuji) kaisetu gaikokugo hen [Explanation of the course of study
for lower secondary school: Foreign language]. Kairyudou.
https://www.mext.go.jp/component/a_menu/education/micro_detail/ _icsFiles/afieldfile/2009/
06/16/1234931 012.pdf

Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science and Technology. (2018b). Shougakkou gakushuu
shidou youryou (Heisei 29 nen kokuji) kaisetu gaikokugo katudou, gaikokugo hen [Explanation
of the course of study for elementary school: Foreign language activities and foreign language].



Kairyudou.
https://www.mext.go.jp/component/a_menu/education/micro_detail/ _icsFiles/afieldfile/2009/
06/16/1234931 012.pdf

National Institute for Educational Policy Research. (2020). Shidou to hyouka no ittaika no tameno
gakushuu hyouka ni kansuru sankou shiryou chuugakkou gaikokugo [Reference materials on
learning assessment for “integration of instruction and assessment” for junior high school foreign
language]. Touyoukan.

Oishi, S., Hahn, J., Schimmack, U., Radhakrishan, P., Dzokoto, V., & Ahadi, S. (2005). The
measurement of values across cultures: A pairwise comparison approach. Journal of Research
in Personality, 39(2), 299-305.

Osato, H., & Yanagimoto, R. (2019). Gaikokugo kyouiku ni okeru “shikou handan hyougen’ no
hyouka no arikata [ An evaluation of the ability of thought, judgement and expression in foreign
language education]. Hijiyama Daigak, Hijivama Daigaku Tanki Daibakubu Kyoshoku Katei
Kenkyu [Review of Research on Teacher Training], 5, 166—177.

Saida, C., Kameyama, K., Yoshida, S., Wada, M., & Stebbins, A. (2018). Yokoyama
kokuritudaigaku fuzoku kamakura chugakkou ni okeru mokuhyou ni junnkyoshita hyouka no
Jjissen [Practice of criterion-referenced evaluation on English education at Kamakura junior high
school of Yokoyama national university]. Journal of the College of Education, Yokohama
National University: The Educational Sciences, 1, 58-75.

Shizuka, T. (2006). Korede iinoka, Daigaku nyuushi eigo mondai—Eigo kyouiku oyobi tesuto riron
no tachiba kara [Is the university English entrance examination all right: From the perspectives
of English education and testing theory]. Eigo Seinen, 152(1), 2—6.

Takahashi, M., & Yanagi, Y. (2008). Chuugakkou eigo e tunagu tameno shougakkou eigo katudou
no kouka: Yoroppa kyoutsu shanshouwaku wo motonishita hyoukakijun no kouchiku
[Assessment of elementary school English activities to lead to junior high school English:
Construction of assessment criteria based on the Common European Framework of Reference].
JES Journal, 8,45-52. https://doi.org/10.20597/jesjnl.8.0_45

Takeuchi, O. (2004). Shougakkou eigo katudou ga seikou surutoki, shippai surutoki [When
elementary school English activities succeed or fail]. English Education, 53(2), 27-29.

Tanaka, M., & Nakamura, S. (2017). Shougakkou gaikokugo katudou ni okeru CAN-DO risuto ni
motoduku tangen to hyouka [Implementing performance assessment based on an Can-Do list for
foreign language activities]. The Choubu English Language Education Society (CELES) Journal,
46, 201-208.

Tokyo Gakugei University. (2017). Monbukagakushou itaku jigyou “eigo kyouin no eigoryoku,
shidouryoku kyoukano tameno chousa kenkyu jigyou” Heisei 27nenndo houkokusho [MEXT
outsourced project “Research project to improve English proficiency and teaching skills of
English teachers]. http://www.u-gakugei.ac.jp/~estudy/report/

Yorozuya, R., Kasuya, K., Nakamura, N., Hotta, M., Suzuki, W., & Uchino, S. (Eds.). (2020).



Shougakkou eigo kyouiku handobukku—riron to jissen [Handbook for elementary school
English education: Theory and practice]. Tokyo Shoseki.

Appendix: Questionnaire on JHS Language Assessment
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