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ENGLISH LANGUAGE POLICY CHANGES IN CHINA, JAPAN AND KOREA AND THE 

EFFECT ON STUDENTS STUDYING IN THE UNITED STATES 

 

 

 

ABSTRACT 

 

 

 

The growing need for proficient English speakers in China, Japan and Korea has spurred a shift 

in English language policy from the traditional model focusing on reading and writing to a model 

emphasizing communicative language teaching (CLT) (Hu & Lei, 2014; Hu & McKay, 2012).  

However, despite policy changes, CLT methods are not regularly used in the classroom because 

of constraints such as the university entrance exam system.  Therefore, students remain 

unprepared for the English method instruction (EMI) demands at university.  As such, the 

purpose of this study is to explore student perspectives regarding their experiences attending 

high school in their home countries and then EMI programs at U.S. universities.  The following 

is a mixed-method study that focuses on students who attended high school in China, Japan or 

Korea and are currently studying at a U.S. university.  This study further focuses on the 

perspectives of these students with regard to whether they believe they were prepared for the 

English demands of their current university.  Data was obtained through an online 33-item 

survey from fourteen university students as well as from semi-structured interviews from six of 

those participants.  Results are mixed, because although the interviews revealed unanimously 

that the participants did not feel prepared for university in the U.S., the survey revealed no 

conclusive evidence as the participants felt neutral about the majority of the items regardless of 

country of origin.  Implications for addressing the English language needs of current Chinese, 

Japanese and Korean university students and future research are also discussed. 
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Introduction 

 

Problem  

 

Despite English language policy changes in China, Japan and Korea that emphasize a 

communicative language teaching (CLT) model through an English method instruction (EMI) 

approach, students have not yet achieved the desired improvements in overall English 

communicative competence.  There are many factors that contribute to this problem such as 

method of instruction and issues implementing new policies.  In relation to these factors, what 

remains clear is that there is a disconnect between the English educational policies and what is 

actually taught and comprehended in the classrooms (Abe, 2013; Kikuchi & Browne, 2009).  

Teachers struggle to maintain a balance between meeting government standards and policies and 

preparing the students to take their high school and university entrance exams.  This is because 

the policy goals that dictate increased communicative activities in the classroom do not translate 

to being the material assessed on these high-stakes exams (Jeon, 2009; Kikuchi; 2006; Tahira, 

2012).  As a result, students remain unprepared for the demands of EMI university programs 

both domestically and in Western universities.  For those who choose to study abroad in Western 

countries, such as United States, English will be the primary means communication in the 

classroom, and students will therefore need to have a strong foundation in communicative 

English to function.  Students will need to express ideas, debate topics and engage in group 

discussions, on a regular basis.  As such, if students did not learn and practice these kinds of 

communicative skills in the English language programs in their home countries, then it is 

unlikely that they will find success at a U.S university. 
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Purpose 

 

Since English language policies have changed to reflect a CLT model through an EMI 

approach, but classroom practices largely have not, students remain unprepared for the demands 

of EMI programs in Western universities.  Therefore, the intended purpose of this study is to 

explore the perspectives of current university students from China, Japan and Korea who are 

studying at a university in the United States, regarding their experience in a university EMI 

program in order to better serve these student‟s educational needs.  These perspectives might be 

used to target areas of need, if there are any, or highlight what their current universities are doing 

well that may have more widespread application.  Based on current research the hypothesis is 

that students will be dissatisfied with the programs in their home countries and have specific 

grievances regarding personal English communicative abilities (Byun, Chu, K. Kim, Park, M. 

Kim, & Jung, 2011; Hu & Lei, 2014).   

Significance 

 

 Current research largely lacks the perspectives of students from China, Japan and Korea 

who are studying via EMI programs in Western universities, but specifically those studying in 

the United States (Byun et al., 2011; Hu & Lei, 2014).  Therefore, this study will add to the 

current research regarding Chinese, Japanese and Korean students studying in the United States, 

in relation to their English communicative abilities.  Though this study will specifically address 

the perspectives of students from these Asian countries, this study may have implications for 

other international student populations as well. 

Literature Review 

 

English is arguably the most widely spoken language in the world and due to its 

globalization over the past ten years; English proficiency has become a vital asset in business, 
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diplomacy and especially in academics world-wide (Byun et al., 2011; Hu & McKay, 2012; 

Nunan, 2003).  Therefore, in order to stay competitive with Western countries, China, Japan and 

Korea have all developed English language educational policies to improve students‟ English 

abilities (Hu & Lei, 2014; Nunan, 2003; Tahira, 2012; Yuasa, 2010).  These policies have 

evolved since the end of World War II as global needs have changed.  In the beginning, English 

educational policies emphasized grammar, reading and writing and students were tasked with 

memorizing vocabulary and sentences and being able to read at high levels (Abe, 2013; Jeon, 

2009; Nishino, 2012; Sakui, 2004; Song, 2012; Yuasa, 2010).   However, Asian businesses 

began to criticize English educational policies because students were unable to communicate 

orally, which is what these businesses needed to expand into Western markets.  Therefore, 

pressure from businesses as well as policy-makers growing dissatisfaction with their people‟s 

overall English proficiency, led to reform (Hu & Alsagoff, 2010; Tahira, 2012).   

These reforms led to a shift in policy from the traditional grammar-centered approach to a 

more communicative-based approach, known as communicative language teaching (CLT) (Hu & 

Lei, 2014; Hu & McKay, 2012; Nishino, 2012; Sakamoto, 2012; Yuasa, 2010).  The rationale 

being that the more students practiced speaking the better prepared they would be to 

communicate using English upon entering the professional world.  These shifts eventually 

permeated through all levels of education from elementary to university (Hu & Lei, 2014; Hu & 

McKay, 2012; Jeon, 2009; Nunan, 2003; Tahira, 2012).  As the importance of English grew, 

high-stakes examinations featuring English became prevalent as well, such as China‟s College 

English Test (CET), Japan‟s Jitsuyo Eigo Gina Kentei (EIKEN), and Korea‟s College Scholastic 

Ability Test (CSAT) (Cheng, 2008; Eiken Foundation of Japan, n.d.; Lee, 2011).   
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Status of English in a Globalized World 

 

According to Kachru‟s (1996) three concentric circles model, there are three levels of 

English speakers, and they can be categorized in the Inner, Outer, and Expanding Circles.  

Kachru (1986) explains that the Inner Circle includes native-English speaking countries such as 

the U.S., U.K., and Canada, the Outer Circle includes countries with historical ties to those in the 

Inner Circle such as India, South Africa and Singapore, and the Outer Circle includes countries 

that speak English as a foreign language, such as China, Japan and Korea.  These circles are the 

lasting vestiges of colonization that began in the 1500s as the U.K. expanded towards Wales and 

Scotland, which eventually led to the formation of Great Britain (Kachru, 1996).  From there, 

more colonization followed and English spread from the U.K. to the Americas, Australia and 

New Zealand to create the Inner Circle (Bolton, 2009; Kachru, 1996; Xiaoqiong, 2011).  Further 

exploration, conquest and colonization in Africa and parts of Asia then created the Outer Circle.  

Lastly, due to the wide-spread use of English and desire for stronger economic and political ties 

with the West, countries with no historical ties to English, began learning English as a foreign 

language and formed the Expanding Circle.  As a result, “people from all over the world are 

trying to communicate with each other in English” (Matsuda, 2009, p. 180; see also Kachru, 

1996; Xiaoqiong, 2011) and it is this network of English influence that forms the foundation of 

English‟s current global importance.  

World Englishes.  English is used by “nearly a third of the world‟s population, of whom 

70 per cent are „non-native‟ English speakers” (Ahn, 2014, p.195).  Given this fact, it is only 

natural that there be variation in the types of English spoken throughout the world, or in other 

words, World Englishes.  However, despite worldwide variation, even among Inner Circle 

countries, the concept of World Englishes is largely unknown or ignored in the Expanding Circle 
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(Matsuda, 2003).  This is because in countries like China, Japan, and Korea, native fluency is 

highly coveted.  Often the Englishes used as the benchmark for determining native fluency are 

the America or British varieties, which are privileged above all others (Abe, 2013; Kachru, 1996; 

Matsuda, 2009; Xiaoqiong, 2011).  As a result, there is a general trend of self-depreciation in 

regards to personal English ability in these countries (Jeon, 2009; Park, 2009; Zhichang, 2010).  

  Students are taught that the correct way to pronounce an English word is how a native-

speaker would say it and speaking English with an Asian accent is incorrect.  As English‟s 

prominent role in these societies and the world at large is unlikely to change, students need to be 

aware that “there are no codifying agencies such as language academies with the power to 

prescribe norms for using English as a second language” (Kachru, 1986, p. 20).  Therefore, no 

one English is more correct than any other, regardless of origin.  In fact, Zhichang (2010) argues 

that if the goal of learning English is to facilitate “educational, social, and economic 

advancement, it may be more appropriate to choose a more relevant and attainable variety of 

English” (p. 177) such as Chinese English (CE) in China or Korean English in Korea (KE).  

Historical context of English in China, Japan and Korea.  Following the end of 

WWII, English has slowly gained popularity, but has seen a strong and steady increase in the 

Expanding Circle since the late 1970s.  English became more popular in China as international 

trade and tourism increased as a result of its Open Door policy led by Deng Xiaoping (Bolton & 

Graddol, 2012; Cheng, 2008; Hu & McKay, 2012; Zhichang, 2010).  English popularity was also 

spurred by China‟s desire to join the World Trade Organization (WTO) in 2001 (Bolton & 

Graddol, 2012; Jeon & Lee, 2006).  Both Japan and Korea experienced increased interest in 

English due to preparation for international events.  For Japan it was the 1964 Tokyo Olympics 

and 1970 Osaka International Exposition, and for Korea the 1986 Asian Games and 1988 Seoul 
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Olympics (Hu & McKay, 2013; Jeon, 2009; Yoshida, 2003).  As well, the Asian financial crisis 

of 1997/1998 caused widespread unemployment and competition for jobs, education and housing 

and English proficiency became a tool to maintain a competitive edge (Hu & McKay, 2012; 

Piller & Cho, 2013).   

English influence in China, Japan and Korea.  These countries consider English 

proficiency as a vital part of becoming and remaining competitive on the world market in terms 

of industry and education (Hu & McKay, 2012; Park, 2009; Song, 2011).  Both Korea and Japan 

have even discussed making English an official language, and although China has never 

discussed this, China has been no less influenced by English due to its desire to modernize and 

participate in global political and economic activities (Hu & McKay, 2012; Yoshida, 2003).  

Based on the widespread use of English in advertisements, television shows and popular music, 

English appears to be widely understood and a part of everyday life, however this is not the case.  

All three countries remain predominantly monolingual societies in which English is “hardly or 

never used in everyday communication,” (Hashimoto, 2013, p. 7; see also Bolton & Graddol, 

2012; Hu & McKay, 2012; Jeon, 2012; Kikuchi & Browne, 2009).  Nonetheless, the academic 

and professional importance of English in general society cannot be denied.   

Advantages in the job market and social standing.  English proficiency acts as a 

gatekeeper because of its role in university entrance exams and other high-stakes tests which are 

required for admission into a top university.  Therefore, English proficiency also impacts 

potential employment, promotional prospects, and even social mobility (Hu & Lei, 2014; Hu & 

McKay, 2012; Jeon, 2009; Piller & Cho, 2013).  English language maintenance remains part of 

many White-collar jobs and is necessary for upward mobility in companies and may also be 

grounds for being denied a promotion (Hu & McKay, 2012; Song, 2011).  However, in some 
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cases a job requires English proficiency even when English is rarely or never used.  This shows 

English is not simply seen as a valuable skill, but a fundamental part of what defines a valuable 

employee (Hu & McKay, 2012; Park, 2009; Zhichang, 2010).  Furthermore, only those who have 

achieved English proficiency are eligible for the best paying jobs and only those who can afford 

to invest in additional English classes outside of public school will be the most competitive 

(Cheng; 2008; Hu & McKay, 2012; Piller & Cho, 2013; Zhichang, 2010).  Therefore, English is 

essential to building a better life for many. 

English proficiency not only brings prestige to individual students, but also to the 

university the student attends.  The rank of a university is based in part on its level of 

internationalization, which includes number of foreign professors, exchange students, and 

English-language courses.  This process is self-perpetuating because as a university improves its 

rank by increasing internationalization, it in turn makes it more attractive to prospective visiting 

professors and students, which further increases its level of internationalization and therefore its 

rank (Byun et al., 2011; Hu & McKay, 2012; Piller & Cho, 2013; Sakamoto, 2012).  

Additionally, students desire universities with higher internationalization because they will better 

prepare them for the professional world by providing more opportunities “to engage in 

international exchange and collaboration” (Hu & Lei, 2014, p. 558).   

English Educational Policies of China, Japan and Korea 

 

 As English plays an important role in the futures of Chinese, Japanese and Korean 

students, the governments in each of these countries have created English languages policies to 

facilitate English language learning.  These policies are meant to not only increase students 

understanding of English, but also their ability to use it in real-life contexts (Kikuchi & Browne, 

2009).  English educational policies have naturally changed over the years to meet new standards 
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and societal needs such as those in the professional sector, as the demand for more proficient 

English speakers has grown considerably (Hu & McKay, 2012).  As such, students today learn 

more English than ever before, and therefore the English demands on students, teachers and 

schools at all levels are higher than ever as well. 

Historical context of English educational policies.  English educational policies in 

China, Japan and Korea have traditionally focused on grammar, reading, and translating with 

little emphasis on oral communication (Abe, 2013; Jeon, 2009; Nishino, 2012; Nunan, 2003; 

Sakui, 2004; Song, 2012).  Consequently, despite several decades of English educational 

programs, governments in all three countries were generally unsatisfied with the level of their 

peoples‟ English speaking proficiency (Hu & McKay, 2012; Kikuchi & Brown, 2009; Tahira, 

2012).  In part this was because speaking skills were rarely, if ever, assessed in the classroom or 

on mandatory state assessments.  Teachers focused on the material emphasized on state and 

university entrance examinations, which did and continues to adhere to the grammar-based 

model (Kikuchi, 2006; Piller & Cho, 2013; Sakamoto, 2012; Sakui, 2004).  Furthermore, in 

Japan the whole English educational system focused on juken eigo, which is learning English for 

the sake of entrance exams (Butler & Iino, 2005; Sakamoto, 2012).  Therefore, students had few 

opportunities to practice speaking.   

Current English education policies.  Currently, China, Japan and Korea all have 

educational policies that require compulsory English language classes that start in elementary 

school.  Both Korea and China begin English language classes in 3
rd

 grade, and Japan in 5
th

 

grade (Baldauf, Kaplan, Kamwangamalu, & Bryant, 2011; Butler, 2005; Matsuoka, 2010; 

Nunan, 2003).  Additionally, all three countries require English language classes throughout 
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middle school and high school, although high school is not mandatory in any country (see Table 

1).  

Table 1 

Mandatory English Education: Elementary-High School 

Mandated English 

Instruction Time 

Elementary School Junior High School High School 

Japan Grades 5 and 6:  

1 time a week (45 

minute period) 

4 times a week (50 

minute period) 

Required classes: 

English 

Communication I, II, 

and III 

English Expression I 

and II) 

 

China Grades 3-6: 

2-3 times a week (40 

minute period) 

 

5-6 times a week (45-

minute period) 

5-6 times a week (45-

minute period) 

Korea Grades 3-6: 

1-2 hours a week 

2-4 hours per week 4 hours a week 

Note. In Japan, high school English consists of required courses instead of minute requirements 

 

English instruction time varies according to the policy in each country, and there are minute 

requirements for the amount of English instructional time, and these amounts increase with each 

grade level and transition from elementary to middle to high school (Butler, 2005; Jung & 

Norton, 2002; Nunan, 2003).  In Japan, this policy changes in high school as there are not minute 

requirements, but five mandatory English courses students must pass to graduate.   

English Medium Instruction 

 

English medium instruction (EMI) is defined as using English “as an instructional 

language” as a means of teaching English to students instead of using their home language (Hu 

& Lei, 2014).  While it may be necessary to use the home language for clarification, the goal of 

EMI is to use as much English as possible during instruction time.  Using EMI is aimed to help 

students communicate more freely and spontaneously and be able exchange ideas and opinions 

(Abe, 2013).  Although this method has previously yielded positive results in Europe, there have 
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not been enough studies in an Asian context to support the wide-spread use of this method in 

Asian countries (Byun et al., 2011; Hu & Lei, 2014).  This method becomes problematic if 

teachers do not have fluency in English and if the students do not already have enough English 

language proficiency to understand the concepts in class.  Furthermore, banning use of the home 

language in the classroom robs students of a valuable tool to help them learn English (Butler, 

2005; Jeon 2012).  Despite this, it is currently the primary method of English language 

instruction in China, Korea and Japan (Hu & Lei, 2014; Hu & McKay, 2012; Kim, Dae-Son, & 

Sohn, 2009; Piller & Cho, 2013).   

Universities have turned to EMI programs to promote internationalization, even though 

these programs may not be the most effective method of English instruction for all students.  For 

example, while students in a study by Byun et al. (2011) felt the EMI courses were helpful for 

improving English proficiency, they also expressed concern that “EMI was hindering their 

acquisition of knowledge to some extent” (p. 438).  At many universities students are required to 

take EMI courses even if they are not English majors (Butler, 2005; Byun et al., 2011; Cheng, 

2008).  In addition, universities will also enjoy fringe benefits from the prestige brought by high 

levels of internationalization due to increased number of EMI courses such as higher quality of 

students due to competition and the ability to charge higher tuition fees (Hu & Lei, 2014).  

Likewise students benefit from graduating from a university with a high rank and level of 

internationalization because they will be a more desirable to potential employers.   

EMI is also widely supported because English is already an important asset in professions 

throughout China, Japan and Korea.  In China, many fields within business, finance, and 

administration, requires English proficiency (Hu & Lei, 2014).  According to Japan‟s Ministry of 

education, culture, sports, science and technology (MEXT), “English is required in many fields, 
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in contrast to the past when it was only needed in large companies” (MEXT, 2011, p. 2).  

Furthermore, these businesses looking to expand internationally found their pool of employees 

“did not acquire enough communicative abilities (especially oral proficiencies)” (Butler, 2005, p. 

427) to meet their needs and criticized Japan‟s English language policies.  Korea also claimed 

loss of business opportunities in global markets due to “incompetence in English” (Song, 2011, 

p. 36) and hoped to remedy this by strengthening its people‟s English language skills.   

Communicative language teaching.  Currently there is an emphasis on communicative 

language teaching (CLT), which is an approach that “makes use of real-life situations that 

necessitate communication” (Galloway, 1993).  This is a student-centered approach to teaching 

English in which the student is a more active participant in his or her learning as opposed the 

more traditional lecture-based model previously used in most Asian countries.  Students interact 

with one another through activities designed to give the students practice speaking in more 

authentic situations such as a conversation between a waiter and customer, two friends 

discussing weekend plans or discussing cultural differences with a home-stay family.  In Asian 

countries, the CLT method is largely viewed as the most effective approach to teaching English 

and has been widely implemented during the 21
st
 century (Hu & McKay, 2012).  These countries 

want to produce students with better English speaking abilities and cultural awareness of 

countries in which English is a native language (Hu & McKay, 2012; Nishino, 2012; Song, 2014; 

Yuasa, 2010).  However, students‟ lack of confidence in their English abilities strongly affects 

their willingness to participate in CLT classes, because they will be required to speak, and 

therefore makes improving proficiency more difficult (Park, 2009; Song, 2011).   

 Native versus non-native English teachers.  In order to support the EMI and CLT 

approach, many schools choose to use foreign English teachers (FETs).  They are utilized in 
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many classrooms in an attempt to create more situations in which students can interact with 

native English speakers, because native pronunciation is considered the best.  Though these 

teachers often do not have prior teaching experience or credentials, they are required to have a 

four year degree and be a native English speaker (NES) or have equivalent proficiency (Jeon, 

2009; Ohtani, 2010).  In Japan and Korea FETs are often paired with native-speaking English 

teachers (NSETs) since these teachers have the expertise in grammar and the FET has native-

fluency and can help students with pronunciation proficiency.  Although there is no national FET 

recruitment program or overarching policy regarding FETs in China, the State Bureau of Foreign 

Experts (SBFE) does oversee the registration and qualification approval procedures for FETs 

(Jeon & Lee, 2006).   

In 1987, Japan launched the Japan Exchange and Teaching Program (JET) as part of its 

kokusaika, meaning internationalization, initiative (Flowers, 2012).  JET invited native English 

speakers with a four year degree to come and teach English in Japanese public schools.  There 

remains controversy over the program‟s effectiveness and cost, since it is a government 

sponsored program, and ending the program due to these concerns has been discussed in the past.  

Nonetheless, it remains a part of Japan‟s English educational system and currently employs 

4,476 English teachers (Embassy of Japan, 2014).  Additionally, there are many private 

companies that compete with the JET program to provide schools with FETs.  Such companies 

are sometimes cheaper than JET for the contracting school, for example Interac, which actually 

predates the JET program by 15 years (Interac Co., Ltd., 2014; Ohtani, 2010).   

Similarly, Korea launched its own FET recruitment program called English Language 

Programme in Korea (EPIK) in 1995, which functions much like the JET program and is also 

government-funded (Jeon, 2009; National Institute of International Education, 2013).  Although 
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FETs are employed in some Chinese schools, there is no national program or policy governing 

them like those in Japan and Korea (Underwood, 2010).  The lack of a national program couple 

with its sheer size, results in very limited opportunities for students to interact with native 

speakers (Zhichang, 2010).  Additionally, problems arise as few FETs are employed at the 

university level.  While NSETs are proficient in speaking English, they fall short in terms of the 

academic language proficiency needed to teach an EMI course at the university level (Hu & Lei, 

2014).  As a result, these classrooms are filled with students with limited English proficiency, 

which are taught by professors with limited academic English proficiency and the students‟ 

learning suffers (Byun et al., 2011; Hu & Lei, 2014).  

Impact on minority languages.  These new English language policies have had mixed 

results in the minority language communities in China, Japan and Korea.  China alone has over 

80 minority languages and although Korea and Japan are largely homogenous, there are still 

those who speak minority languages there as well (Hu & Alsagoff, 2010; Jeon, 2012; Matsuoka, 

2010; Yang, 2005).  Unfortunately, these other languages are not a factor in the English language 

programs, as they are designed for students speaking English as a second language, not a third or 

even more (Jeon, 2012).  Furthermore, there is no funding for minority language programs 

because all additional language resources go to English education (Hu & Alsagoff, 2010; Jeon, 

2012).  Regardless of policy, in some minority-language communities learning the majority 

language is simply more practical and so English is largely ignored (Yang, 2005).  As such, with 

limited exposure to English, minority language students are at a disadvantage when applying for 

admission to universities as well as for jobs.  In other cases, minority language students are 

possibly learning English before they have mastery of the dominant language in which they live.  

Therefore, they may be learning English at the expense of the national language which may 
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arguably be more beneficial to them (Hu & Alsagoff, 2010).  In either case, the majority 

language or English is still privileged over the minority language, and minority languages are 

generally excluded from school curriculums. 

Changes in English Language Policies  

 

There have been many changes to English education policies in China, Japan and Korea 

in an effort to produce more proficient English speakers through a CLT approach.  Students are 

required to learn more vocabulary words, have more contact time with English, and in some 

cases have more opportunities to speak English with FETs (Hu & McKay, 2012; Song, 2012; 

Tahira, 2012).  The expectations for teachers have also increased as they are under growing 

pressure to produce proficient English speakers that can succeed in a globalized environment 

(Butler, 2005; Hu & Lei, 2014; Song, 2011).  These programs require large monetary 

investments to hire teachers, purchase textbooks and buy other supplemental materials to ensure 

a high-quality program.   

In China there is large variation in terms of English language programs because there is 

no national policy (Flowers, 2010).  As China is so much larger, than Korea and Japan, the 

logistics of implementing a national policy is much more difficult, and even more so to ensure all 

schools follow them.  Local policy regarding FETs varies from city to city and especially from 

bigger cities to the smaller villages.  Whereas a large city may require an FET to have a 

bachelor‟s degree and teaching experience, a small village may only require a U.S high school 

diploma (Jeon & Lee, 2006).  Furthermore, since many areas in China are still developing, city 

schools often have more access to resources and funding for English programs, which leaves 

students in more rural areas or lower socio-economic areas in the cities at a disadvantage (Hu, 

2008).  
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In Korea, yeongeo yeolpung or English fever has been prevalent since the Asian financial 

crisis of 1997/1998, which is further illustrated by the Korean Ministry of Education‟s 2001 

proposal to have all English classes taught through EMI (Hu & McKay, 2012; Jeon & Lee, 2006; 

Jeon, 2009; Park, 2009; Piller & Cho, 2013).  As a result, in 2008 the National Scholastic 

Achievement Assessment Test, ilje gosa, a high-stakes test given to all grade levels, was 

introduced which also features English (Piller & Cho, 2013).  Following this trend, former 

president Myung-Bak Lee began a controversial initiative to have all English classes in primary 

and secondary school be conducted in English by 2012, and even attempted to have all subjects 

taught in English (Jeon, 2012; Song, 2012).  Additionally, public desire for EMI has given rise to 

numerous English immersion elementary schools, however very few of these schools are public, 

and Jejubuk Elementary School remains one of the few (Jeon, 2012).   

In Japan, MEXT launched its 2003 Action Plan to improve communicative English skills 

among secondary education students.  This plan had two main goals, at the elementary level to 

introduce English instruction “early enough to significantly enhance young children‟s interest 

and understanding of foreign culture” (Jeon & Lee, 2006, p. 56) and at the high school and 

college level “to improve English proficiency to the extent that high school and college graduates 

are able to conduct daily business in the target language” (p. 56).  Around the same time MEXT 

finished its elementary English reforms, it also mandated EMI for all high school English classes 

by 2013 (MEXT, 2014; Sakamoto, 2012; Tahira, 2012).  As well, this initiative also increased 

the number of required vocabulary words high school students must know from 1300 to 1800 

(Tahira, 2012).  Additionally, Japan has invested in Super English Language High Schools 

(SELHs) to improve students‟ English skills through “curriculum development focusing on 
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English education, teaching of certain subjects in English, and effective cooperation with 

universities and sister schools overseas” (MEXT, 2002). 

Recently, Sophia University, in Japan, created the Test of English for Academic Purposes 

(TEAP), which “addresses all four language skills to holistically measure the learner‟s English 

proficiency” (Sakamoto, 2012, p. 415).  This style of English examination is more in line with 

the shift in policy to a CLT approach, and widespread use would allow teachers to focus more on 

communicative skills in their classrooms.  Additionally, in 2012 Korea launched the National 

English Ability Test (NEAT), which was designed to “enhance practical and communicative 

English education” (Jin, 2012) as it includes speaking and writing sections along with reading 

and listening.  Furthermore, the content of the NEAT is aligned with the new high school English 

curriculum, so preparing the students for this test would not be an additional burden for teachers.  

However, right now the TEAP and NEAT are the exceptions to the norm, as many universities in 

China as well as Japan and Korea continue to use the traditional exams (Cheng, 2008; Jin, 2012; 

Kikuchi, 2006; Piller & Cho, 2013; Underwood, 2010).  Therefore, despite current policies 

emphasizing CLT, the grammar-centered approach to assessment, continues to be dominant 

(Abe, 2013; Hu & Lei, 2014; Sakamoto, 2012; Song, 2012).  

Compulsory elementary English education.  The importance of English is further 

indicated by policies that introduce English at the elementary level (Butler & Iino, 2005; 

Hashimoto, 2013; Hu; 2008; Jung & Norton, 2002; Matsuoka, 2010; Nunan, 2003).  Support for 

earlier implementation of English language programs stem from the idea that “the earlier 

students start learning English, the more likely it will be that they will be able to communicate 

confidently” (Abe, 2013, p. 46) and attain a higher overall level of communicative competence 

(Hu, 2008).  While Korea and China have had compulsory English education programs at the 
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elementary level since the late 1990s and early 2000s, Japan only recently implemented it in 

April of 2011 as part of its Action Plan to Cultivate Japanese with English Abilities (Butler & 

Iino, 2005; Matsuoka, 2010).  Unfortunately, with the demand for English language programs so 

high, they are often launched in haste without “adequate funding, teacher education for 

elementary school teachers, or development of curricula” (Nunan, 2003, p. 591).  

In Japan, prior to the policy change, English was part of a general studies class in 

elementary schools.  This class was taught in grades 3 through 6 and covered “foreign languages 

including English, global education, welfare, and the environment” (Nunan, 2003, p. 599). 

Although English is now compulsory at the elementary level, many classes emphasize increased 

exposure to and fun with English, as students may listen to English songs and play English 

games, but will continue to use their own languages as well (Hu, 2008; Jeon, 2009; Matsuoka, 

2010; Sakamoto, 2012).  Many also wonder why the home room teachers are responsible for 

English classes, instead of a specialist such as in art and music classes.  According to MEXT, it 

is because home room teachers are the most familiar with their students‟ needs, although they 

seem to lack the necessary skills and confidence (Fennelly & Luxton, 2011).   

When China‟s new policy was implemented in 2001, lowering the start of compulsory 

English education from grade 1 of junior high school to grade 3 of elementary school, there was 

a clear distinction made between schools located in the cities and towns, as schools from the 

former had to begin to implement English classes that year, whereas schools in latter did not 

need to start until 2002 (Hu, 2008; Hu &McKay, 2012).  Along the same lines there is great 

variation regarding facilities and resources between large city schools and villages.  Some 

elementary schools have multiple full-time English teachers and access to technology to aid in 

teaching, whereas other schools lack these resources (Hu, 2008).  As well, although the 2001 
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policy mandates English lessons begin in grade 3, some schools start them earlier in grade 1 and 

therefore, students from these schools have an advantage. 

In 1995, the Korean government launched a pilot elementary English curriculum in major 

cities like Seoul, Busan, and Incheon, and afterwards gathered feedback from teachers and 

administrators (Lee, 2004).  That pilot program eventually led to the Seventh Curriculum in 

1997, which lowered the starting grade for compulsory elementary English to grade 3 and gave 

schools until the year 2000 to comply (Butler, 2005; Jeon & Lee, 2006; Jung & Norton, 2002; 

Lee, 2004).  As well, the Korean government provided special training for teachers and solicited 

teachers‟ opinions on which textbooks to use.  The new policy also set minimum vocabulary 

requirements and criteria for sentence length to guarantee some equity among classes at different 

schools (Lee, 2004).  More recently in 2005, Korea launched a new plan that would eventually 

place one FET at each elementary school (Jeon, 2009).   

Policy changes at the secondary and university levels.  In 2001 the Chinese Ministry 

of Education urged universities to teach their English courses through EMI, and made EMI 

courses a requirement in 2007, so that as much as “10% of total credit hours for undergraduate 

studies” were also taught in English (Hu & Lei, 2014, p. 557).  Following the Ministry of 

Education‟s lead, the Shanghai Education Commission required its educational departments to 

create bilingual programs, and as a result EMI programs began in approximately a hundred K-12 

schools (Hu, 2010).  However, due to the vague nature of such policies the degree of 

bilingualism in these classrooms varies.  Universities in Korea have also increased their EMI 

course offerings, as EMI courses have increased by 30% between 1999 and 2007 (Kim et al., 

2009).  Additionally, in both Korea and Japan EMI policies vary between individual institutions, 
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and while many Korean universities have implemented EMI courses in their existing programs, 

Japan‟s universities have designed entire EMI programs (Byun et al., 2011; Hu & Lei, 2014).  

The university ranking systems in these countries are in part tied to the number of EMI 

courses offered, and so offering more EMI courses is an easy way to boost a university‟s ranking 

(Hu & McKay, 2012; Piller & Cho, 2013).  Furthermore, some universities are motivated to offer 

more EMI programs in order to make their university more accessible to international students 

from Western countries (Kim et al., 2009).  University policy changes emphasizing EMI also put 

added pressure on secondary education programs to prepare students for English expectations at 

university (Byun et al., 2011; Hu & Lei, 2014; Nunan; 2003).  As suggested by Fennelly and 

Luxton (2011), English majors from local universities could go into high school English 

classrooms as part of their training and help prepare students.  In a rare case, Korea Advanced 

Institute of Science and Technology (KAIST) has instituted a 100 percent EMI language policy; 

on the grounds that it will attract more non-Korean students and help it internationalize (Piller & 

Cho, 2013).   

Impact of private sector.  In response to the growing demand for students with English 

proficiency and the inability of public schools to meet this need, private English language 

schools have become very popular and lucrative.  Though Japan has many private English 

schools, Japanese parents do not have the same obsession with their children learning English as 

Chinese and Korean parents (Hu & McKay, 2012).  In fact, “to reduce the financial burden from 

private education and encourage the students to rest” (Lee, 2011) former president Lee Myung-

bak‟s administration instituted a ban on all private lessons after 10:00 PM.  However, this is not 

to say that Japanese students to do not attend such private lessons.  Many parents, especially 

mothers, enroll their children in supplementary English lessons as early as the elementary school 
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(Matsuoka, 2010).  Additionally, cram schools specializing in all subjects including but not 

limited to English are still popular; one such English school being AEON, which currently serves 

88,000 students in 250 schools throughout Japan (AEON, n.d.). 

In Korea and China, private English schools gross millions of dollars and industry wide 

profits extend into the billions (Bolton & Graddol, 2012; Hu & McKay; Jeon, 2009; Song, 2011).  

For example, Young Hoon Elementary School, the most prestigious and expensive elementary 

school in Korea, costs approximately $7,600 in U.S currency per year.  Private English schools 

cater to kindergarteners through adults preparing for business or high stakes examinations (Hu & 

McKay, 2012; Matsuoka, 2010).  Previously such private lessons were providing students with a 

competitive edge, but now the practice has become so common that students must take them just 

to keep up with peers (Bolton & Graddol, 2012; Hu & McKay, 2012; Piller & Cho, 2013).  As 

English remains a strong factor in competition for university acceptance and employment the 

private sector will continue to grow and further increase inequality gap as the cost of such private 

lessons will remain a barrier for lower and middle income families to succeed.  

As a result of the popularity of private schools, there is a growing rift of inequality.  

Those students whose families can afford to send them to private English schools will have an 

advantage over less fortunate students, in which case they will likely be qualified for better 

paying jobs and the gap between the rich and poor only grows wider.  In China, given that the 

average income is roughly 13,000 RMB ($2100), a six-hour English language course at 300 

RMB ($47), is beyond the means of many (Bolton & Graddol, 2012; Wong, 2013).  While the 

practice of sending children overseas to learn English is practiced to some extend in China and 

Japan, the practice among wealthy Korean families called cokiyuhak, has been practiced for the 

past decade (Park, 2009; Song, 2011).  Obviously, all families cannot afford to do this, which is 
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why there has been pressure on governments to improve the quality of English in the schools in 

order to reduce the financial burden on parents (Jeon, 2012).  Additionally, English villages have 

become a popular alternative to cokiyuhak, in which students can spend a day or extended 

periods of time experiencing typical life in an English-speaking country where native-English 

speakers are hired to interact with students (Jeon, 2012; Song, 2011).  

Issues with Implementing Policy 

 

 Changing English language policies is one issue, but implementing these policies at the 

school level is another, and many schools are finding it difficult to do so.  The demand for more 

access to English language has led to the rapid expansion of English language programs 

throughout Asia, both in the public and private sectors.  However, many of these programs were 

hastily put together to meet public demand and therefore have multiple problems.  Such 

problems include the lack of qualified teachers, lack of teacher training, funding, and thus a 

disconnect between policy and classroom practices (Hu, 2008; Hu & Lei, 2014; Matsuoka, 2010; 

Nunan, 2003).  Additionally, while the policies may promote a communicative approach to 

English education, the university and state assessments maintain adherence to the traditional 

grammar-based model.  This puts teachers in a difficult position because their evaluations 

depend in part on how successful these students are on their assessments and if they are admitted 

into prestigious universities.  As well, due to variation in students‟ English abilities, CLT lessons 

are often dominated by those few students with strong speaking abilities (Butler, 2005; Byun et 

al., 2011).  This is a problem at all levels due to unequal access to supplemental English 

instruction.  Lastly, the presentation of English in the classroom is often decontextualized and 

irrelevant to the students‟ lives, thus making it much more difficult for them to learn English 

(Zhichang, 2010). 
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Disconnect between policy and classroom reality.  One of the primary reasons there 

have not been more profound changes in classroom teaching is because examinations at all levels 

have changed very little (Kikuchi, 2006; Nishino, 2012; Sakamoto, 2012).  Studies by Abe 

(2013) and Kikuchi and Browne (2009) reflect the disconnection between the new policies and 

classroom reality.  Sixty-one percent of Japanese college freshmen felt the way they were taught 

English in high school did not help them “to be better able to express [their] ideas in English” 

(Kikuchi & Browne, 2009, p. 180) and 44 percent of those students felt the way they were taught 

English did not help them understand English better.  Furthermore, 63 percent of the students felt 

they were not taught English using real situations or allowed to discuss and exchange ideas in 

English, which is the foundation of CLT.   Both the Korean and Japanese governments created 

EPIK and JET for the express purpose of creating more real-life situations for students to use 

English with a native-speaker, however despite this, the students are not improving (Jeon, 2009; 

Ohtani, 2010).  According to one student “our only classroom activity was working very hard on 

translating the contents of the textbook” (Kikuchi & Browne, 2009, p. 187).  Teachers are in a 

tough situation because students need the content taught through the traditional approach to pass 

university examinations, but then in order to function in an EMI classroom in university and 

beyond, students need the CLT approach (Zhichang, 2010).  

Additionally, even though all three countries have implemented EMI policies at the 

university level, they do not evaluate the needs to students before they enroll in EMI courses.  

According to Chi-li (2011) it would be “beneficial for universities to conduct needs analysis and 

thus provide guidance for curriculum design and language teaching methodologies” (p. 12).  

Many universities are creating EMI courses with quantity over quality in mind because an easy 

way for a university to improve its ranking is to offer more EMI courses (Hu & McKay, 2012; 
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Piller & Cho, 2013; Zhichang, 2010).  As well, because of new university policies students are 

required to take such courses regardless of actual English ability.  According to Byun et al., 

(2011) some students at Korea University expressed that “it is impossible to hold a discussion in 

English” (p. 440) since all students are not proficient in English and only those who are routinely 

participate in discussions.  Hu and McKay‟s (2014) study also confirms students‟ lack of English 

proficiency as many agreed with their professor when he stated “the major problem for EMI is 

students‟ inability to comprehend the instructional content delivered through EMI” (p. 560).  

EMI programs are only successful if both the professors and the students already have adequate 

English proficiency, otherwise students will be confused and frustrated and professors will not be 

able to teach to the best of their ability.  

Although FETs are hired to help facilitate more effective CLT lessons, they are often 

placed in team-teaching situations in which the FET has limited involvement in the class (Hu & 

McKay, 2012; Jeon, 2009; Ohtani, 2010).  In some cases, FETs are not integrated into the 

curriculum, especially at the junior and high school levels, as testing demands increase.  

Additional reasons for this include, the NSET‟s lack of time to meet and plan because of other 

school responsibilities, the FET‟s infrequent visits to the school, and NSETs desire to work alone 

(Jeon, 2009).  A participant in the JET program expressed his frustration about lack of planning 

as he states “lesson planning five minutes before class, if at all, and many times I am unsure of 

what is expected of me in the classroom” (Ohtani, 2010, p. 43).  Additionally, an EPIK teacher 

explains “we‟re here as „performing monkeys…we do a dog and bunny show for 45 minutes” 

(Jeon, 2009, p. 238).  Although having fun with the students and improving their English 

language skills are not mutually exclusive goals, the new English language policies were not 

intended to simply recruit English-speaking entertainers.  Furthermore, there are problems with 
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classroom management because FETs are often not viewed as real teachers by the students since 

the content that they teach is often excluded from the exams (Jeon, 2009).  Therefore, in a test-

driven curriculum, the FET does not have legitimacy in the eyes of the students.  

Lack of teacher training.  In general, regardless of teaching experience most teachers 

desired more training both in pre-service and in-service.  In fact, some teachers who were asked 

to teach English classes had no formal English language training at all (Jung & Norton, 2002; 

Nunan, 2003; Sakamoto, 2012; Tahira, 2012).  Most of these teachers are from elementary 

schools, as the new English language policies were implemented after they finished university, 

and so they were not required to have any English language training.  According to Hu‟s (2008) 

study regarding Chinese elementary schools, availability of teacher training is largely up to the 

individual schools, and teachers that work in bigger wealthier schools have more opportunities to 

attend training at the district and prefectural level.  As well, Jung & Norton (2002) found that 

although the Korean government did set up an English training program for elementary teachers, 

according to one teacher it is “nonsense to ask elementary teachers to teach spoken English with 

only 120 hours of teacher training” (Jung & Norton, 2002, p. 259).  Butler (2005) also reports 

that some teachers were only implementing CLT lessons because they were mandated, and were 

unsure why they were doing CLT lessons, much less how to set appropriate goals for such 

lessons.  Matsuoka (2010) further discusses how teachers‟ “insufficient knowledge of English” 

could be detrimental to the students‟ overall English learning as well.  Fennelly and Luxton 

(2011) argue that in Japan teacher trainers at the university level may not fully understand 

MEXT‟s program goals and so the students are not being properly trained.   

At the university level, the teacher requirements and training for professors teaching in 

EMI programs are minimal, as some only require receiving an overseas degree or even just over-
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seas teaching experience (Byun et al., 2011; Hu & Lei, 2014).  Therefore, teachers who may not 

be proficient in English are teaching EMI courses and the students are not receiving the level of 

English education they were promised by the university.  Likewise, another problem is assumed 

English proficiency as even professors proficient in English may lack the academic proficiency 

to conduct a class in English (Kim et al., 2009; Zhichang, 2010).  Byun et al. (2011) explains that 

at Korea University, if a professor received their advanced degree abroad, especially in the U.S., 

it is assumed they “will encounter little or no difficulty conducting classes in English” (p. 440).  

Furthermore, the public demand for English proficiency has led to the rapid expansion of 

English-language programs with inadequately trained teachers (Baldauf et al., 2011; Hu, 2010).   

Funding is also an issue, as teacher training funding has been decreasing in all three 

countries and teachers do not have the support they need.  Although MEXT provided funding for 

a five-year in-service teacher training program with the 2003 policy changes, since then, in-

service teacher funding has been almost non-existent (Kikuchi & Brown, 2009).  As well, some 

Korean schools received government and school board funding for special elementary English 

training, however due to time constraints some teachers had to begin teaching before completing 

it (Jung & Norton, 2002).  In China, there is government funding available for professionals to 

receive training abroad, but they are required to take the wai-yu-shui-ping-kao-shi (WSK), which 

is a language proficiency test used to gauge a person‟s communicative competence in languages 

such as English, French, German, Japanese, and Russian (Cheng, 2008).   

Additionally, in some cases the curriculum is vague and teachers lack guidance on how to 

implement CLT lessons (Baldauf et al., 2011; Butler, 2005; Hu & McKay, 2012; Sakui, 2004).  

Although Korean and Japanese governments provided some suggested activities such as songs 

and games to use in CLT lessons, many teachers expressed concerns about such lessons being 
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developmentally appropriate (Butler, 2005).  Since songs and games often engage elementary 

students, but may not engage high school students to the same degree.  Furthermore, if 

curriculums are vague, Kikuchi and Brown (2009) argue that it is possible that due to lack of 

adequate training teachers fall back on the grammar-translation methods they learned as students.  

Therefore, Fennelly and Luxton (2011) suggest schools initiate relationships with local 

universities.  University students could go into English classrooms as part of their training and 

help support teachers who lack confidence or training and in the process get some real-world 

experience in the classroom. This kind of relationship has already been successful in some 

Japanese universities such as Shikoku, Waseda, Tokai and Sophia (Fennelly & Luxton, 2011).  

Teaching materials.  In 2011, MEXT released a textbook called Eigo-Noto, to aid 

elementary teachers in teaching English.  Then in 2012, Eigo-Noto was replaced by Hi, Friends!, 

which is a more comprehensive textbook that provides some lesson plans (Smith, 2014).  

However, it does not contain lesson plans for each section of the book and still requires 

elementary teachers to supplement the book with their own material.  Therefore, elementary 

school teachers still need more English language training to enable them to teach the material in 

the textbook.  Korea‟s national elementary textbook, Yono, follows a similar format to those in 

Japan, and while this textbook does provide “dozens of picture cards” (Yuasa, 2010, p. 148) as 

supplementary materials, teachers still need to design the majority of their own lessons.  At the 

junior high school level there is not a national textbook, but two popular textbooks are New 

Horizons 1-3 in Japan and Middle School English 1-3 in Korea (Yuasa, 2010).  These textbooks 

provide listening activities that accompany the textbooks, but again teachers must supplement 

the book materials with some of their own lessons (Yuasa, 2010).  Though there is a national 

curriculum for high schools as well, there is considerably more variation in textbooks than in 
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junior high school.  In Japan there are 36 common high school textbooks, including the Unicorn 

series and World Trek, whereas Korea has fewer with High School English being one of the most 

popular (Yuasa, 2010).  These textbooks cover similar material, but the Korean textbook goes 

more in depth with post-reading questions and activities.  

Since the 1980s, China‟s National Academy of Education Administration (NAEA) has 

been influencing “what content, resource materials, and pacing guides should be used, as well as 

which publisher should publish textbooks” (Niu-Cooper, 2012, p. 1).  The NAEA has been 

encouraging local construction of textbooks in order to bridge the gap between content and local 

needs.  Therefore, larger cities such as Beijing and Shanghai began to create their own local 

textbooks.  Such textbooks attempted to emphasize the new communicative methods in new 

national policies (Hu, 2005).  Nonetheless, this practice is not yet the standard and many 

textbooks remain focused on “vocabulary and grammar, paraphrasing or translating the text, and 

checking text-related exercises or administering exam practice tests” (Zhichang, 2010, p. 175).  

Additionally, some schools approach to textbooks involves using English textbooks from 

overseas.  While such textbooks may be high quality and work well for native-English speakers, 

Chinese students struggle with them because they do not relate to the examples and find it 

difficult to understand the explanations (Zhichang, 2010).  Moreover, some schools use 

translated versions of textbooks they currently use, and while it maintains consistency, such a 

policy may exclude textbooks that would work better for the students (Zhichang, 2010).  Lastly, 

there is no overall ESL policy in China; it is up to each province to create their own.  This leaves 

a lot of room for interpretation and therefore it is difficult to ensure all students are receiving the 

same level of English education.  However, at the high school level all schools follow the same 
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syllabus and use the same textbooks and supplemental materials, but still design their own lesson 

plans for each section (Cheng, 2008). 

Perspectives on New English Education Policy 

 

 The changes in the English language policies in China, Japan and Korea have equally 

impacted teachers and students.  Whereas teachers are required to teach a wider array of 

communicative English skills, students are expected to understand and use those skills.  Teachers 

understand the necessity of communicative English for the students in their increasingly 

globalized society, but have limited ability to teach it due to outside constraints such as exams 

(Jeon & Lee, 2006; Zhichang, 2010).  As well students are expected to participate in EMI 

courses without a solid foundation in communicative practices (Hu & Lei, 2014).  Both groups 

have struggled with the new material outlined in these new policies and largely share the same 

perspective.  While there are positive attributes to these new policies there are still many 

problems with them that must be addressed if these governments want actual growth in English 

communicative competence.  

Teacher perspectives on English education.  Many teachers recognize the mismatch 

between what they are teaching in the classroom and the type of practical English students will 

need in the real world (Butler, 2005; Hu & Lei, 2014; Hu & McKay, 2012; Jeon, 2009; Kikuchi 

& Browne, 2009; Ohtani, 2010; Sakui, 2004).  However, there is little they can do unless the 

examinations change, because even when teachers want to adhere to the new student-centered 

CLT approach, they cannot because of exam constraints (Sakui, 2004; Zhichang, 2010).  In fact, 

the only times they have the ability to teach true CLT lessons is in team-teaching situations in 

which they are not the teacher being evaluated and they have more freedom to do communicative 

lessons (Sakui, 2004).  Since English plays such a vital role in the futures of Asian students, 
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teachers are under a lot of pressure from parents, administrators and the government to ensure 

these students receive the necessary English education (Hu, 2008; Hu & McKay, 2012).  

Nonetheless, they do not have enough time to plan high-quality communicative lessons with all 

of their other responsibilities.  Teachers want more time to plan and discuss lessons with the 

FET, especially if the FET has no background in education (Jeon, 2009; Ohtani, 2010).  As well, 

teachers wanted more opportunities to share ideas and resources with other NSETs (Butler, 2005; 

Jung & Norton, 2002). 

Furthermore, teachers lack confidence in overall communicative English abilities (Butler, 

2005; Hu & McKay, 2012; Jung & Norton, 2002; Nishino & Watanabe, 2008).  Many teachers 

are well aware of their communicative shortcomings and prefer the traditional grammar-centered 

approach because they are “confident about their knowledge of the structure of the language” 

(Zhichang, 2010, p. 174).  Furthermore, new English language policies that require EMI frustrate 

many NSETs (Jeon & Lee, 2006; Jung & Norton, 2002).  These teachers know they do not have 

the required fluency and also know it is unlikely there will be additional training to help them 

bridge that gap.  Lack of confidence is compounded by vague curriculum objectives at the state 

and school levels.  

Student perspectives on English education.  Many students want practical English that 

will be useful in their lives beyond school, especially at the university level.  However, due to 

exam-driven curriculums, limitations of available textbooks and teachers‟ limited ability to 

adjust material to the students‟ needs and wants, student expectations are often unmet (Kikuchi 

& Browne, 2009; Zhichang, 2010).  Additionally, many students have unrealistic standards as 

they are comparing their speaking abilities to native English speakers.  Many supplementary 

materials for English textbooks feature native English speakers, especially those from Western 
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countries (Abe, 2013; Matsuda, 2009).  The concept of World Englishes is a foreign concept to 

many students and even if they acknowledge the existence of other Englishes, their classes 

require Western English (Kachru, 1986; Kachru, 1996; Piller & Cho, 2013; Zhichang, 2010).  

Since there is a prevailing view that Western English pronunciation is the correct form, students 

become discouraged when they cannot emulate it perfectly and lose confidence in their overall 

abilities.  As a result, many students feel their English pronunciation and speaking ability is poor 

(Park, 2009; Song, 2011; Zhichang, 2010).  Furthermore, students who already lack confidence 

find it even more difficult to speak freely during CLT lessons, and will not get the speaking 

practice they need.   

At the junior and high schools levels, 75 percent of students expressed disappointment 

after their six years of CLT English classes, and largely found them useless for practical 

communication (Abe, 2013).  There were few opportunities for students to practice speaking in 

authentic situations, which led to a sense of insecurity due to “insufficient knowledge of „correct‟ 

English grammar, and inappropriate use of English” (Zhichang, 2010, p. 185).  Additionally, 

many students do not have adequate time to speak with native English speakers.  At the high 

school level students agreed that there was an overall lack of communicative-based activities and 

that they did not feel their oral proficiency improved (Kikuchi & Brown, 2009).  Since so many 

universities require EMI courses, even students unprepared for EMI courses are forced to take 

them.  These students experience high levels of anxiety and stress due to their inability to fully 

understand the content in their classes, as “many students do not correctly comprehend a large 

portion of the English words, often leading to confusion” (Kim et al., 2009, p. 10197).   

According to Hu and Lei, (2014) although most university students previously studied 

English for at least six years they were still unprepared for the level of English required in their 



31 
 

 
 

programs.  Studies by Byun et al. (2010) and Kim et al. (2009) found that Korean students felt 

similarly unprepared for and unsatisfied with EMI courses in their universities.  As such, 

students who go abroad to study in Western universities will likely face similar English language 

proficiency problems.  Therefore, further research into the perspectives of Chinese, Japanese and 

Korean students studying in Western universities is worthy of further study and leads to the 

following research question:   

What are Chinese, Japanese, and Korean students‟ perspectives on the effectiveness of 

the national English education programs in their countries, which support a 

communicative language teaching (CLT) approach through English method instruction 

(EMI), in regards to preparing them for the English demands of their current university 

EMI programs in the United States? 

Methodology  

 

The overall purpose of this study was to expand on the current literature regarding 

English language programs in China, Japan and Korea and whether students from those countries 

felt prepared for the English-medium instruction (EMI) demands at the university level (Abe, 

2013; Hu & Lei, 2014; Hu & McKay, 2012; Kikuchi & Browne, 2009).  Moreover, this study 

attempted to add to the current research by specifically targeting students studying at universities 

in the United States.  This study involved both quantitative and qualitative procedures, including 

an online survey and semi-structured interview.  The first and second parts of this study 

examined the participants‟ experiences in high school English language programs regarding, 

overall high school objectives, teacher/classroom expectations, reading and writing expectations, 

and overall preparedness for university.  The third part of the study consisted of an interview 

which further explored the participants‟ high school English programs.  In particular, participants 
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discussed the affect those English programs had on their overall U.S. university experience with 

regard to the advantages of studying in the U.S, difficulties studying in the U.S., cultural 

differences/barriers, study methods, services for international students, and advice for 

international students. 

Sample 

 

Part I and II of this study used purposive snowball sampling, thus including both male 

and female students, who were 18 years of age and older, and who attended high school in 

China, Japan or Korea.  This sample included students currently attending universities 

throughout the United States.   Additionally, the sample included members from one Facebook 

group, Korean International Student Society.  This Facebook group was affiliated with 

international education and Korean students currently studying at a U.S university.  Two other 

Facebook groups were selected to represent Chinese and Japanese students, but they did not 

respond to requests to participate.  In Part III, the sample was drawn from Parts I and II, as it 

included those who agreed to participate in Part III interviews by contacting the principal 

researcher by the email provided.  

Setting  

 

 The first part of this study was conducted through universities in the United States that 

had large international populations from China, Japan and Korea, via the internet.  These 

universities included the State University of New York at Fredonia and Roberts Wesleyan 

College in Rochester NY.  These universities were selected because they represented different 

regions in NY and also included both public and private institutions at which Asian international 

students attended.  The international Chinese, Japanese and Korean populations at each 

university also varied in terms of city of origin within each country.  The second part of this 
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study also took place online via a Facebook page dedicated to Korean students from the State 

University of New York at Fredonia.  This group was selected because it was active and 

represented one of the target populations for this study.  The third part of this study took place at 

the State University of New York at Fredonia through in person interviews.  Although there was 

an option to have interviews via Skype, all participants chose to meet in person instead.    

Participants 

 

Participants in Part I and II of this study included 14 university students who were 

currently studying at a university in the United States.  All students were at least 18 years old and 

attended high school in either China, Japan or Korea.  Due to the anonymous nature of the 

survey it is unclear where each participant attended university; however as the recruitment 

surveys were distributed at the State University of New York at Fredonia and Roberts Wesleyan 

College, it is likely students from those schools participated.  Of the total participants, three were 

from China, one was from Japan, and 10 were from Korea (see Figure 1).  There were zero 

participants who took the survey through Facebook in Part II.  

 

Figure 1. Survey participants by country 

 

 The participants in Part III, the semi-structured interview, were a subset of the survey 

participants as it included those who agreed to take part by clicking “yes” on item 33 of the 

China 
21% 

(n = 3) 

Japan 
7% (n = 1) 

Korea 
72% 

(n = 10) 

Participants in Surveys 
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online survey.  These participants then contacted the principal investigator through the email 

provided.  In total there were six participants who took part in the semi-structured interviews, 

two Chinese students, one Japanese student, and three Korean students (see Table 2).  As well, 

both graduate and undergraduate students were included and represented a diverse range of 

majors, such as business, music, economics, political science, education, and communications 

(see Table 2).  All participants attended the State University of New York at Fredonia.  

Table 2 

Semi-structured Interview Participants Background 

Participant Country:  

High School 

Gender Major Year of Study 

Gina China F English Graduate  

Emily China F Music Graduate  

Stephanie Korea F Communications Undergraduate 

Michelle Korea F Political Science Undergraduate 

David Korea F Business Undergraduate 

Kristen Japan M Economics Undergraduate 

 

Procedure 

 

Part I was an online survey using purposive snowball sampling.  A recruitment email was 

sent to offices of international education at universities throughout the United States (see 

Appendix A).  Contacts in these offices agreed to participate and then forwarded the recruitment 

email to Chinese, Korean, and Japanese international students at their universities.  The 

recruitment email was translated into each respective language, Chinese, Japanese and Korean, 

to ensure that the participants understood the nature of the study as English was their second 

language.  Additionally, the email contained a brief description of the study and a link which first 

brought them to a consent page, thereby allowing participants to give consent confidentially and 

anonymously prior to starting the survey on SurveyMonkey.com.  Then over the course of the 

next six weeks, provided they met the requirements (e.g., 18 or older) and wanted to participate 

in the study, these participants took the 33-item online survey at their leisure.  Students were also 
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informed in the recruitment email that they were allowed to forward the recruitment email to 

other students who fit the criteria and may be interested in participating in the survey as well.  In 

total, the survey took about 30 minutes to complete.  The last question of the online survey, item 

33, asked respondents to contact the principal researcher by email if he or she was interested in 

participating in Part III, an interview regarding his or her experiences in the English language 

program from his or her home country.  Therefore, the selection process for Part III participants 

was random as the principal researcher had no control over who would respond.   

Part II was a post (see Appendix E) on the Facebook wall of a group representing Korean 

students attending the State University of New York at Fredonia.  The link in this post brought 

potential participants to a different SurveyMonkey page that showed Appendix B as the first 

page, and contained the same information as the recruitment email (see Appendix A).  This was 

done to make the Facebook post less cluttered.  The rest of the survey was exactly the same as 

the one in the link in the recruitment email.  Originally Facebook groups were selected to 

represent all three countries, however the groups selected to represent China and Japan did not 

respond to requests to participate.  

Part III was a semi-structured interview.  Participants who took the survey were 

instructed to select “yes” on item 33 of the survey and to contact the principal researcher via the 

email provided.  This allowed the responses to the surveys to remain anonymous.  Those who 

chose to participate in the interviews had the option to choose a face-to-face interview or 

interview via Skype, depending on their location and preference.  Once contacted by interested 

participants, the principal researcher replied by email to the participant to determine a suitable 

date and time for the interview.  For face-to-face interviews, the participants signed and dated the 

Consent Form to Participate in Interview before the actual interview took place (see Appendix 
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J).  If participants had preferred the Skype option, the principal researcher would have emailed 

the Consent form to Participate in Interview, and the participant would have had to sign and 

scan/e-mail or fax the signed form back to the researcher prior to the interview (via Dr. Lillie‟s 

fax contact number).  Once the researcher received the signed interview consent form, the 

participant and researcher would have set up a convenient time to do the Skype interview.  These 

interviews typically lasted between 35 to 60 minutes.  All interviews were then digitally audio-

recorded by computer, transcribed, and coded for later analysis.  

Instrumentation 

 

For Parts I and II, the 33-item survey, the researcher selected questions from two 

previous studies, Kikuchi and Browne (2009) and Abe (2013).  The survey contained items 

regarding participants‟ opinions on EMI, CLT as well as overall satisfaction with the English 

language programs in their home countries of China, Japan or Korea (see Table 3).  These 

questions were chosen because they reflected student opinions on a variety of topics and 

pertained to the language needs of students studying through EMI at the university level.  

Additionally, it contained questions on whether they felt the English language programs in their 

home countries specifically prepared them for the EMI programs at their current university in the 

United States.   The researcher collected data on the students‟ perspectives on these topics via a 

5-point Likert scale configuration.  Response options included strongly agree, agree, neutral, 

disagree and strongly disagree.  The 33 survey items are included in Appendix D.  Survey 

responses were collected between January 28
th

 and February 24
th
, 2015.  
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Table 3 

Survey Items as Grouped by Theme 

Category Topic Item Numbers Literature Review 

Eligibility Requirements 

 

 

Overall Objectives in High School 

 

 

Teacher/Classroom Expectations 

 

 

Reading Expectations 

 

 

Writing Expectations 

 

 

Class at Current University 

1-3 

 

 

4-6 

 

 

7-19 

 

 

20-25 

 

 

26-28 

 

 

29-33 

Baldauf et al., 2011; Hu & Lei, 2014; Hu 

& McKay, 2012; Nunan, 2003 

 

Bolton & Graddol, 2012; Ohtani, 2010; 

Jeon, 2009; Underwood, 2010 

 

Byun et al., 2011; Nishino, 2012; Tahira, 

2012; Zhichang, 2010 

 

Abe, 2013; Hu & Lei, 2014; Sakamoto, 

2012; Piller & Cho, 2013 

 

Abe, 2013; Jeon, 2009; Jung & Norton, 

2002; Nishino, 2012; Sakui, 2004;  

 

Abe, 2013; Hu & Lei, 2014; Kikuchi & 

Browne, 2009; Kim et al., 2009 

  

 

For Part III, the semi-structured interview questions were selected from a study by Hu & 

Lei (2014) and further explored the perspectives of students regarding their current English 

abilities.  These questions specifically address participants‟ ability to effectively use English in 

an EMI university setting.  Interview responses were collected between February 11
th
 and 

February 26
th

, 2015. 
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Table 4 

Interview Items as Grouped by Theme 

Category Topic Item Numbers Literature Review 

Name, current university, country in 

which attended high school* 

 

Advantages Studying in the U.S. 

  

 

 

Difficulties Studying in the U.S. 

 

 

 

Cultural Differences 

 

 

 

 

Study Methods 

 

Services for International Students 

 

Advice for International Students 

1, 2 

 

 

3, 4, 9, 10 

 

 

 

4, 7, 9, 11 

 

 

 

3, 6, 9, 10, 11, 

12, 14 

 

 

 

5, 7, 9 

 

8 

 

5, 7, 13, 14 

 

 

 

Byun et al., 2010; Hu & Lei, 2014; 

Hu & McKay, 2012;  

Kim et al., 2009 

 

Cheng, 2008; Hu & Lei, 2014; 

Kikuchi, 2006; Ohtani; 2010; Piller 

& Cho, 2013 

 

Butler, 2005; Hu & Lei, 2014; Hu 

& McKay, 2012; Kikuchi & 

Browne, 2009; Park, 2009; Song, 

2011; Zhichang, 2010 

 

Abe, 2013, Nunan, 2003 

 

Abe, 2013; Song, 2012 

 

Jeon, 2009; Ohtani, 2010 

Note. *Background information, not a theme 

 

Validity 

 

 Validity in this study was maintained by utilizing survey questions previously used in 

other studies.  This ensured the questions were valid, since they were taken from studies 

addressing similar content, and free of bias and unintentional leading.  Additionally, truth value 

validity was maintained as the surveys were anonymous as no names were included.  If the 

participant wanted to continue onto Part III and schedule an interview then he or she was 

instructed to contact the principal investigator via the email address provided in the last item of 

the survey.  In this way the participants‟ privacy was protected and reduced pressure to continue 

onto Part III.  As well, the use of an intermediary, the directors of international education and 
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Facebook walls, to contact participants minimized selection bias as the primary researcher did 

not know to whom the surveys were being sent.  Additionally, the use of purposive snowball 

sampling and Facebook groups further maintained internal validity as the principal investigator 

did not have direct contact with the participants, so they remained anonymous.  As well, only 

those who contacted the principal investigator participated in an interview, therefore the 

principal investigator had no control over interview participation. The results from this study also 

had external validity since these students were part of the more general group, international 

students studying in the United States.  Therefore, these results may have application to 

international students from countries other than China, Japan and Korea as well.   

Data Analysis 

 

In Part I of this study the research was collected from the surveys via SurveyMonkey, and 

it was compiled into a spread-sheet using Microsoft Excel.  Since the surveys used words instead 

of numbers, each possible answer was assigned a numeric value on a positive scale for 

quantitative analysis.  For example, strongly agree = 1, agree = 2, neutral = 3, disagree = 4, and 

strongly disagree = 5.  The mean scores for each survey item were then analyzed using 

descriptive statistics using a Microsoft Excel spreadsheet.  These scores were calculated in terms 

of individual country as well as overall, and then compared in line and bar graphs.  This was 

done to reveal trends within each country as well as overall for each item.  In addition, the semi-

structured interview audio-recordings were transcribed and coded for themes using the pawing 

method (Gibbs, Clarke, Taylor, Silver & Lewins, 2012).  These themes were then represented in 

an outline for comparison across countries and to the literature review.  This was done to identify 

trends in the responses per individual participant, which could then be compared to other 
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participants from the same country and then to the rest of the participants in order to reveal 

overarching themes or disparities.   

Results 

 

This study includes results from an online survey made available to participants via email 

and Facebook.  In addition, results were obtained through semi-structured interviews performed 

in person with students from China, Japan and Korea who were currently studying at the State 

University of New York at Fredonia.   

Online Surveys 

 

 For Part I, fourteen (N = 14) students responded to the survey.  Due to the nature of the 

distribution, purposive snowball sampling, it is impossible to calculate the exact return rate.  

However, the combined number of students who received the original survey link was 111.  This 

number includes 106 students from the State University of New York at Fredonia and five 

students from Roberts Wesleyan College.  However, since students were able to forward the 

survey email to other students, it is unclear how many students actually received it.  Therefore, 

the minimum number of students who received the survey via email was 111, and based off that 

figure the return rate was low at 13%.  Although 20 students completed the survey, six had to be 

omitted because they did not fit the necessary eligibility criteria as set by the first three questions 

in the survey.  As well, for Part II there were zero responses via the Facebook group pages.  The 

two Facebook groups from the University at Buffalo, Chinese Student and Scholar Association 

and Japanese Student Association, never responded to requests to post the survey link on their 

pages.  Therefore, the survey link was only posted to the Korean International Student Society’s 

Facebook page from the State University of New York at Fredonia.  
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Eligibility requirements.  Items 1-3 were used in order to ensure the participants fit the 

target criteria as this study was specifically exploring how well Chinese, Japanese and Korean 

students were prepared by the English language programs in their home countries.  For item one 

I attended high school in, respondents could only choose China, Japan or Korea to make sure 

they fit the target demographic.  Item two and three were related to their English ability, I do not 

speak English as my first language and both of my parents do not speak English as their native-

language.  This was to ensure that participants‟ level of English was largely the product of the 

English language program at their high school and not the result of environmental factors such as 

speaking English at home.  Therefore, of the 14 survey participants, three attended high school in 

China, one in Japan and 10 in Korea.  As well, none of the participants spoke English as their 

first language nor did any have two parents who spoke English as their native language.   

Overall objectives in high school.  Items 4-6 explored how English was generally used 

in the participants‟ high schools, for example, the ways in which English was applied across 

disciplines.  These items were used in order to gain a broad look at the English language 

approach used in the participants‟ high schools.  Such items included things like communicating 

about everyday topics, how to convey ideas, and improving overall understanding.  Overall, each 

country was neutral for each item, therefore no teaching method was dominant in any of the 

three countries (see Table 5).  In terms of participants who agreed or strongly agreed for each 

item, it was an equal 57% (n = 8) for each item.  However, the break-down for agreement per 

country varied; 100% of Chinese and Japanese participants agreed with item four, however only 

40% (n = 4) of Korean participants agreed with that item, while another 40%  (n = 4) disagreed 

(see Table 5).  This shows that the Chinese and Japanese participants engaged in CLT activities 

in their classrooms more so than the Korean participants.  For item 5, there was a mix of 
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responses as the Japanese participant along with the majority of Chinese participants (66%) (n = 

2) agreed, whereas only 50% (n = 5) of Korean participants agreed (see Table 5).  This further 

shows the varied use of CLT in these classrooms across countries.  However, in both China 

(66%) (n = 2) and Korea (60%) (n = 6) the majority of the participants still felt that the English 

language methods used in their classrooms were effective, regardless of whether CLT methods 

practiced, whereas Japan was neutral on the item (see Table 5).  

Table 5   

Responses to Items 4-6: Overall Objectives in High School   

Participants Item 4  

I studied how to use 

English to 

communicate about 

everyday topics 

Item 5  

The way I was 

taught English 

helped me to be 

better able to convey 

my ideas in English 

Item 6  

The way I was 

taught English 

helped me to be 

better able to 

understand 

English 

Overall Mean 

By Country: 

C1 4 4 3  

C2 4 4 4  

C3 4 3 4 3.78 

J1 4 4 3 3.67 

K1 

K2 

K3 

K4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

5 

5 

4 

4 

 

K5 

K6 

K7 

K8 

3 

3 

2 

2 

4 

2 

2 

3 

4 

2 

2 

3 

 

K9 1 3 4  

K10 1 1 1 3.1 

Overall 

mean 

3.14 3.29 3.43  

Note. C= Chinese J = Japanese K = Korean 

Teacher and classroom objectives.  Items 7-19 pertain to the specific tasks the teacher 

expected the participants to engage in during class.  These items were selected because they 

further explored the types of English activities and English learning strategies that were 

commonly used in their classrooms.  Such objectives included things like communicative 
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activities, organization, comprehension, and authentic situations.  For this theme the responses 

across all three countries were neutral overall.  However, despite the overall neutrality, the 

participants disagreed with almost half (46%) of these items with item seven showing the 

strongest disagreement at 2.57 (see Figure 2).  This shows that communicative activities utilizing 

authentic situations were not widely used, and neither were presentations, pair work or 

discussions.  Additionally, items nine (3.57) and 10 (3.64) were leaning the closest to agree (see 

Figure 2).  This indicates that in terms of classroom activities, listening and reading activities 

were favored in classrooms across all three countries.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



44 
 

 
 

 
Responses to Items 7-19: Teacher and Classroom Objectives 

Participants C1 C2 C3 J1 K1 K2 K3 K4 K5 K6 K7 K8 K9 K10 Overall Mean 

7: Put a strong emphasis 
on how English should be 

used in real situations and 

helped us to do so 

3 2 2 3 3 3 4 2 4 1 4 2 1 2 2.57 

8: Had us discuss and 

exchange opinions in 

English about ideas in 

reading and listening 

activities 

4 2 2 2 4 4 4 5 4 1 4 2 2 2 3.0 

9: Asked us to listen to 

English to understand 

information/speaker‟s 

intentions and grasp the 

main points 

4 4 5 3 5 4 3 4 4 1 4 2 4 3 3.57 

10: Asked us to read 

English in order 

understand 

information/writer‟s 

intentions and to grasp the 

main points 

2 5 5 2 5 4 4 5 4 1 4 2 4 4 3.64 

11: Asked me to organize 
and write down 

information obtained by 

listening/reading or our 

own ideas 

4 4 5 3 2 4 4 3 4 2 4 2 4 2 3.36 

12: Introduced English in 

authentic situations so that 

we could practice 

giving/receiving 

information 

3 2 3 3 4 3 4 2 4 1 4 2 2 4 2.93 

13: Had us ask and answer 

questions in English about 

everyday topics that were 

of interest to us 

4 4 3 1 4 4 2 1 4 1 4 2 2 2 2.71 

14: Taught me the English 

expressions I needed for 

engaging in 

communicative activities  

2 4 3 1 4 3 3 2 4 4 4 4 2 2 3.0 

15: Helped me to 

understand the main points 

of speeches and express 

my ideas about them 
Often asked me to discuss 

or debate a wide variety of 

topics 

3 4 4 2 3 4 4 5 4 2 4 2 2 2 3.21 

16: Often asked me to 

discuss or debate a wide 

variety of topics 

4 2 2 4 4 2 4 1 4 1 4 2 4 2 2.86 

17: Taught me the English 

expressions for doing 

presentations, discussions 

and debate 

3 2 3 3 5 4 4 1 4 1 4 2 1 2 2.79 

18: Helped me to organize 

and present information 

and ideas about a wide 

variety of topics 

effectively 

 

4 4 2 2 2 3 3 2 4 1 4 3 3 2 2.79 

19: Helped me to make 

notes while listening to 

organized utterances when 

necessary 

4 1 4 4 1 4 3 1 4 4 4 2 4 3 3.07 

Mean Per Country C = 
3.26 

  J = 
2.54 

K = 
3.02 

         Overall Mean = 
3.03 

Note. C= Chinese J = Japanese K = Korean 

Figure 2. Teacher/classroom expectations: Responses per participant 
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Figure 3. Teacher/classroom objectives: Mean score across countries 

 

Reading expectations.  Items 20-25 specifically pertain to the reading methods used in 

the participants‟ classrooms.  Therefore, these items explored the participants‟ ability to read 

texts for specific information, understand readings, express ideas from readings, reading aloud, 

figuring out unknown words, and appropriate reading approach (skimming or critical analysis).  

Overall, the participants were neutral for each item in this theme, except for item 24, which had 

an overall score of 4.07 (see Figure 4).  This indicates that participants from all three countries 

experienced reading comprehension activities.  However, all Chinese and Japanese participants 

also agreed or strongly agreed with items 20 and 21.  As well, 70% (n = 7) of Korean 

participants also agreed with item 21, but in contrast to China and Japan, 70% also agreed with 

item 23 (see Figure 4).  These data show that while participants all experienced some form of 

reading comprehension, the secondary focus of those activities, such as making outlines, 

personal interpretations and reading aloud, varied.  Furthermore, item 22 scored the lowest at 

3.14, which shows that overall these participants found reading in conjunction with analysis and 

speaking to be the most difficult reading skill.  
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Responses to Items 20-25: Reading Expectations 

Participants C1 C2 C3 J1 K1 K2 K3 K4 K5 K6 K7 K8 K9 K10 Overall 

Mean 

20: Helped me 

read texts in order 

to obtain 

necessary 

information to 

make outlines and 

summaries 

5 4 4 4 2 4 3 5 4 2 4 4 1 2 3.43 

21: Helped me to 

read texts in order 

to understand the 

writer‟s 

intensions and to 

organize and 

transmit my own 

ideas about them 

4 4 4 4 2 4 4 5 4 3 4 4 1 4 3.64 

22: Helped me to 

read stories etc. 

and talk or write 

about my 

impressions 

4 4 3 4 4 2 3 1 4 3 4 4 2 2 3.14 

23: Helped me to 

read passages 

aloud so that the 

content and my 

interpretations 

can be transmitted 

to the listener 

3 4 3 1 4 2 3 4 4 2 4 4 4 4 3.29 

24: Helped me to 

read passages 

while guessing 

the meaning of 

unknown words 

and utilizing 

background 

knowledge 

4 4 5 2 5 4 4 5 4 4 4 3 5 4 4.07 

25: Helped me to 

read 

appropriately, 

such as rapid or 

intensive reading, 

in accordance 

with the purpose 

of the situation 

5 2 5 2 5 4 2 4 4 2 4 3 3 4 3.50 

Mean Per Country C = 

3.94 

   J = 

2.83 

K = 

3.45 

         Overall 

Mean 

=3.51 

Note. C= Chinese J = Japanese K = Korean 

Figure 4. Reading Expectations: Responses per participant 
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Figure 5. Reading expectations: Mean scores across countries 

 

Writing expectations.  Items 26-28 inquired about the types of writing activities students 

performed as part of participants‟ English classes in their high schools.  This is because writing 

is a required skill on university entrance exams as well as state-mandated exams.  Under this 

theme the participants were neutral overall.  However, while Chinese participants unanimously 

agreed or strongly agreed with items 26 and 27 and 60% of Korean participants agreed with 

item 26, the Japanese participant disagreed with item 26 and agreed with item 28 (see Table 6).  

This indicates that the Chinese and Japanese participants experienced more reading and listening 

comprehension activities, such as pulling out main ideas from the material, for the purposes of 

writing than the Japanese participant.  Additionally, the Japanese participant‟s English program 

focused more on listening for dictation than comprehension.  
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Table 6 

Responses to Items 26-28: Writing Expectations 

Participants C1 C2 C3 J1 K1 K2 K3 K4 K5 K6 K7 K8 K9 K10 Overall 

Mean 

26: Asked me 

to write down 

the outline 

and the main 

points of 

what has 

been listened 

to or read in 

accordance 

with the 

situation and 

purpose 

5 4 4 2 4 4 3 4 4 1 4 3 5 2 3.50 

27: Asked me 

to organize 

and write 

down my 

ideas etc. of 

what has 

been listened 

to or read 

5 4 5 3 2 4 3 2 4 1 4 3 5 2 3.36 

28: Helped 

me to be able 

to write down 

sentences that 

are spoken or 

read aloud 

2 4 3 4 1 4 3 3 4 3 4 3 3 2 3.07 

Mean Per 

Country 

C = 

4 

   J = 

3 

K = 

3.13 

         Overall 

Mean 

=3.31 

Note. C= Chinese J = Japanese K = Korean 
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Figure 6. Writing expectations: Mean scores across countries 

 

Class at current university.  Items 29-32 consisted of statements related to English tasks 

and abilities performed at the participants‟ current university.  These items were selected to 

gauge how well the participants‟ high school English language programs generally prepared 

them for studying at a U.S university.  Such items included being able to communicate with 

peers, being comfortable speaking in class, writing compositions, and overall satisfaction with 

their home country‟s English language program and level of preparedness for studying at a U.S. 

university.  For this theme all of the participants fell into the neutral range for each item (see 

Table 7).  However, overall the participants leaned closer to agree with item 31 as 71% (n = 10) 

of participants agreed with this item 31.  Additionally, 64% (n = 9) of the participants agreed 

with item 29.  This shows that overall, more participants felt confident in their writing abilities 

than their communicative abilities, but only by a small margin.  However, despite a majority 

agreement with items 29 and 31, only 36% (n = 5) agreed with item 32.  This shows that while 

some participants felt prepared for certain communicative skills and expectations, overall they 

were still unsatisfied with the English language programs in their home countries.  
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Table 7 

Responses to Items 29-32: Class at Current University 

Participants C1 C2 C3 J1 K1 K2 K3 K4 K5 K6 K7 K8 K9 K10 Overall 

Mean 

29: I am able 

to effectively 

communicate 

with peers 

during group 

work or class 

activities 

4 3 4 4 4 4 3 4 3 2 4 4 1 4 3.43 

30: I am 

comfortable 

speaking 

English 

during class 

4 2 4 3 2 4 2 4 3 2 4 4 3 3 3.14 

31: I was 

prepared for 

the English 

required for 

writing 

compositions 

or papers 

3 4 3 4 4 4 4 5 3 2 4 4 4 4 3.71 

32: Overall I 

am satisfied 

with the 

English 

language 

program in 

my home 

country and 

feel it 

prepared me 

for my 

current 

university 

program in 

the United 

States 

 

3 2 3 4 4 2 3 4 3 3 4 2 5 3 3.21 

Mean Per 

Country 

C = 

3.24 

   J = 

3.75 

K = 

3.38 

         Overall 

Mean 

=3.37 

Note. C= Chinese J = Japanese K = Korea 
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Figure 7. Class at current university 

 

Interviews 

 

 Part III of this study included interviews.  Item 33 of the survey asked if the respondent 

would be willing to participate in an interview to further discuss their English language 

experience in their home country and at their current university.  The responses were then 

analyzed for themes and coded using the pawing method (Gibbs et al., 2012).  More than half of 

the survey respondents (N = 14) agreed to be interviewed based off their item 33 response, for a 

total of eight.  However, only six of those eight contacted the researcher to schedule an 

interview.  All of the participants were currently studying at the State University of New York at 

Fredonia and represented all three target countries, two from China, one from Japan, and three 

from Korea.  These participants completed the initial online survey between January 28
th

 and 

February 24
th

, 2015 and the interviews were held between February 11
th

 and February 26
th

, 2015.  

Background information about each participant including gender, major and year of study can be 

found in Table 2.  The respondents were asked a series questions through a semi-structured 

protocol developed by Hu & Lei (2014) (see Appendix K).  Though the interviewer attempted to 
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ask the same questions to all participants, some were skipped, added, or altered to maintain the 

flow of the interview or at the request of the participant.   

Table 8 

Semi-structured Interview: Participant Background 

Participant Country:  

High School 

Gender Major Year of Study 

Gina China F English Graduate  

Emily China F Music Graduate  

Stephanie Korea F Communications Undergraduate 

Michelle Korea F Political Science Undergraduate 

David Korea F Business Undergraduate 

Kristen Japan M Economics Undergraduate 

Note. Pseudonyms were used to protect the participants‟ identities 

Advantages of studying in the U.S.  All of the participants agreed that there were 

certain advantages that came with studying in the United States.  Primarily these were related to 

the differences between the U.S. and their home country‟s education system, specifically a less 

formal relationship between professors and students and increasing English language 

proficiency.  After establishing where they currently attend university and in which country they 

attended high school, the participants were asked why they applied to a university in the U.S. and 

what they thought were some of the advantages or disadvantage of studying through English as 

opposed to their home language. 

  All of the participants except Michelle identified the American education system as one 

of the primary reasons they decided to study in the U.S.  They explained the U.S. has a high 

quality of education, especially at the university level.  Furthermore the educational system in the 

U.S. is completely different from what they were used to, which despite causing some 

difficulties, was preferred overall.  David and Stephanie spoke about how they preferred the 

American education system as David explained, “it‟s more open and like a well-rounded.”  

Gina‟s reasoning is more general as she says “I think most of the people think that uh, the 
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education system in America is number one.”  Emily does not necessarily prefer the American 

system as she was thinking about studying piano in Germany as well, but more so that “in China 

the level is not very high, the teaching the education is not high.”  Likewise while Kristen had 

always wanted to study in the U.S., she also thinks that “Japanese universities is like really easy 

to graduate and like nothing, I can learn nothing from the university.”  However, Michelle 

simply wanted to study English abroad and had no strong desire to specifically study in the U.S. 

as she explains “just any foreign school that speaks English.”  

The relationship between professors and students was also mentioned by all but one of 

the participants as either a reason they decided to study in the U.S. or an advantage now that they 

are in the U.S.  The Korean participants in particular spoke at length about this difference (see 

Table 9).  

Table 9 

Relationship Between Professors and Students 

Participant Country:  

High School 

Differences between Korean and U.S. Professors 

 

Michelle Korea  “American professors are more open to like taking your 

criticism” 

 

“you go to his office, he‟s very welcoming, so like you‟re not 

afraid to go to his office.” 

 

David Korea “we have to respect of course, I mean the way we respect, no 

personal approaches ” 

 

In Korea “we really have a hard time like uh having 

appointment with professor or whether professor is busy or 

not, um, but in here professor are uh for us.” 

 

Stephanie Korea “the relationship between the professors and the students here 

is a lot more communic, like easier to approach professors”   

 

“in Korea like students rarely talk to their professors outside of 

the classroom” 
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In China and Korea, the students explained how the relationship between teachers and 

students is more formal.  This formal barrier makes it more difficult for students to ask questions 

during class and especially approach them outside of class, whereas in the United States, this 

type of interaction with professors is common.  In reference to American professors, Gina says “I 

found they are willing to help me, they are willing to listen to me and then they encourage me to 

talk in class.”  Emily explains that her adviser created a study group for her and three other 

Chinese graduate students because they were having trouble understanding the material in their 

theory and history courses and states that “our professors all help, help, helped us a lot.”   

As well, while Gina, Emily, Michelle, Stephanie, and David, mentioned how being 

immersed in an all-English environment was helpful for them to improve their English, Kristen 

had mixed feelings.  Kristen explained that although she is in an all English environment that 

“it‟s kind of hard to like, learn English like pronunciation or like how to communicate.”  

Whereas Gina and Emily both explained that they need to improve their English abilities because 

although they both studied English in China for over 10 years, they still needed to improve.  

Gina states:  

I think we have learned like over, for over ten years, but when I came here, I found what I 

learned in China are totally different, that American, like the speaking, the way of 

speaking, the words that they use are different, and uh, especially for speaking. 

Emily says “we take 10 years English class. But not very good (laugh) but we can understand a 

little.”  Michelle explains that attending class all in English and doing assignments in English 

helps her improve because “the more exposed you are, the faster you uh, you‟re improved. And 

then, you can practice everyday language skill.”   
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Difficulties studying in the U.S.  In response to questions addressing advantages and 

disadvantages of EMI as well as specific difficulties related to EMI, the participants explained 

the various English-related problems they have had while studying in the U.S.  These difficulties 

included both those that affected their academic lives and their social lives.  Specifically the 

participants addressed English proficiency, speaking pace, and making American friends.  

Even though some participants had high levels of English proficiency, David attended an 

American style school when he was younger and Stephanie attended school in the United States 

when she was 12, they all noted English ability as something they struggled with at times.  

Additionally the participants agreed that they did not experience enough speaking practice while 

they attended high school in their home countries.  Michelle explains that “we‟re not trained for 

real-life to speak English.”  David further explains that the kind of English they learn is not 

meant to prepare them to go abroad, “they just want them to learn uh basic level of English, so 

they can survive in Korean.”   As well, Kristen also experienced something similar in Japan, as 

she says “I‟ve never asked to speak, speak up what I thinking.”   

Moreover, studying at a U.S. university requires a certain level of English ability, as 

Stephanie explains “if you‟re not really at the level where you can communicate with people 

who speak English, um, then it‟s really har-, it really really hard.”   As well, Gina, Emily, and 

Michelle all expressed that limited vocabulary contributed to their difficulty communicating with 

others (see Table 10).  However, Emily also explains that it is a little different for her because 

she is a piano major.  While she does have English proficiency problems, she also says that for 

her classes “I think it‟s not a language problem, just a for skill and music feeling, how to, just a 

find a way to, uh improve the level, is not language problem.”  
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Table 10 

English Proficiency Problems: Vocabulary 

Participant Country:  

High School 

Limited vocabulary 

 

Gina China  “compared to other student, I, many words I don‟t 

understand” 

 

Emily China “my words, uh is not very um, it‟s less words, I think. 

So I need to um, study a lot for English words.” 

 

Michelle Korea “when the professor‟s talking like terminology or 

talking stuff that I‟m not familiar with”   

 

Additionally, slang, idioms and non-traditional English posed a problem for many of the 

participants.  Since the English language programs in their home countries mainly taught formal 

English, it was hard for them because formal English is not always used.  Kristen explains that 

although she can understand her professors with relative ease, when her peers speak it is difficult 

because “it‟s not like official, official English.”  Therefore, group work communication was 

sometimes tough.  Stephanie also has difficulty in group work because her peers “use slangs and 

like not usually the ones that professors would use” so it was difficult for her to understand their 

meaning.   

In addition to slang and unfamiliar vocabulary, speaking pace also caused 

misunderstanding.  Some participants found that the normal speaking pace for professors was too 

fast for them to understand everything, especially when complex terminology was used (see 

Table 11).  Michelle explains how it was overwhelming for her sometimes because some 

professors speak non-stop and she does not have enough time to process and understand the 

information (see Table 11).  Moreover, Gina, Kristen, and David explained that international 

students need more wait time (see Table 11).  Since English is their second language it takes 

international students longer to comprehend information and formulate responses.  Although 
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Kristen did not have trouble understanding professors as some of the other participants, she also 

mentioned that “sometimes I record the class, so I can listen to what they say again.”  

Table 11 

English Proficiency Problems: Speaking Pace/Wait Time 

Participant Country Speaking pace 

Emily China  “sometimes we can‟t understand in the class, talking is 

very fast.” 

 

David Korea “the way they speak is just same pace as what they 

teach originally teach American students, so I don‟t see 

how they really help with international students” 

 

Michelle Korea “professor just coming to class then just talk and talk 

and talk” and “it doesn‟t help me at all, because I don‟t 

understand anything” 

Participant Country Wait time   

Gina China “maybe I need more time than American student, so 

yeah, be more patient” 

 

Kristen Japan “it really takes time, to like really understand” 

 

David Korea “the way they translate in their brains should be slower, 

I mean it‟s their second language” 

 

Making American friends was mentioned by all of the participants as one of the best 

ways to overcome language problems, because American friends provided opportunities to 

practice speaking and they could offer advice.  Both Emily and Gina are graduate students and 

explained that due to their academic schedules that they are too busy to make American friends.  

Even though there are many events specifically for international students they have no time to 

attend them (see Table 12).  This is partially because the participants are learning English as a 

second language and class assignments generally take them longer to complete than their 

American peers.  Furthermore, even if they were able to attend such social events, sometimes 

they are still unsure of the social norms or how to approach American students, as Gina says 
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“actually we want to make friends, we want to, to know about American people, but I don‟t 

know how.” 

 Additionally, participants discussed the language barrier as a problem affecting their 

ability to make friends.  David explained that although he does not have this problem personally, 

because his English is more proficient, many Asian students lack confidence in their English 

abilities.  Therefore, they are reluctant to speak to other American students, which is sometimes 

perceived as not wanting to speak.  Kristen also explained that even though she is confident in 

her speaking ability since she has been studying in the U.S. for several years now, she still finds 

it difficult to speak to other American students (see Table 12).   

Table 12 

Difficulties Making Friends 

Participant Country Lack of time 

Gina China  “there is a lot reading, writing, research also, so yeah 

for me, it‟s difficult, to, to, hmm, go to join them” 

 

Emily China “my major is piano, just practice every day, so I haven‟t 

American friends right now” 

Participant Country Language barrier   

David Korea “they do not really go for like “hey let‟s be friends” like 

this, because we do not, um, many people do not have 

like really fluent English skills” 

 

Kristen Japan “it‟s still hard to make English-speaking friends” 

 

Lastly, Michelle and Stephanie referenced how some American students act towards 

international students and that it sometimes makes it difficult to not only make friends, but just 

interact with American classmates in general.  Stephanie talked about how many American 

students have never interacted with international students before and it becomes awkward 

because “whenever I see their face I can see that they are kind of uncomfortable with me.”   In 

other cases, Michelle explained how some American students make the international students 
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feel like they do not belong and are unwanted as she states “American students they are not 

friendly…well not everyone will be like that, but some students are like that.” 

Cultural differences/barriers.  In response to questions regarding difficulties with EMI, 

various cultural differences between the U.S. and China, Japan and Korea frequently came up.  

Cultural differences are a broad issue, but for these participants it mostly included differences in 

educational practices.  At the university level in the U.S., students are required to work in 

groups, engage in critical thinking and discussion, and do presentations.  However, these are not 

activities that the participants were required to do in their home countries.   

Gina explained that since she attended school in China her educational foundation is 

completely different from the other American students.  In group discussions she cannot 

critically analyze materials like American students, “you always have your own idea, but I don‟t, 

I don‟t know how, you, I don‟t have any idea.”  Since her educational background is also 

Chinese, Emily expressed frustration at her professor‟s expectations as she says “professors um, 

hope we can same as the American student level, but in this short time we can‟t do that.”   

However, Kristen expressed the opposite, she enjoyed group discussions and wanted more 

opportunities to interact with her peers and hear their opinions.  She explains, “I expected 

professor give us more time to talk or like time to speak out what, what we are thinking.”  As 

well, the Korean way of education is less interactive, as Stephanie explains “it‟s usually one way 

communication, the professors just telling the students what to do”, whereas the U.S. system is a 

much more active learning environment.  Students are expected to interact with the professor and 

each other, ask questions and be prepared to answer questions, and Michelle explains that she 

sometimes struggles with that style because “I don‟t know, just the whole, like active class, I‟m 

not used to that.”   
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 Furthermore, one thing all of the Korean students mentioned was the Korean SATs 

(KSAT) and its impact on their English education.  One of the main goals for Korean high 

schools is to prepare students to take the KSAT because without a good score, students would 

not be able to attend a prestigious university.  Stephanie elaborates on her last year of high 

school, which was a foreign language high school in which she focused on English:  

there‟s three years in the high school for your first and second year, you learn, like you 

take classes with Americans, like American teachers, but when you, you‟re um in your 

third year there is only Korean teachers and they only each you any like subject that‟s 

related to KSAT. 

Therefore during her last year of high school she says that her English did not improve at all.  

David explains that focusing on preparing for the KSAT means that “learning English is just a 

competition. So remembering the vocabs or remembering the parameters will be fine.”  Although 

both Stephanie and David express a negative attitude towards the KSAT, Michelle had the 

strongest opinion, “it can‟t be the standard measure how smart the students are. It‟s unfair, it‟s 

unfair method! I hate it!”  Michelle felt that the high stakes associated with the test was unfair 

and that students who scored lower were not necessarily less intelligent.  Stephanie further 

explained that focusing on the KSAT is not effective because it promotes just a basic knowledge 

of English, and it does not help students to improve their speaking or listening skills.  David also 

adds that the test-taking culture in Korea is bigger than one test, KSAT, because he thinks 

“English ability based on…scores is more onto their culture, culture thing.”  

Even though the majority of participants acknowledged that the U.S. educational system 

was more open and the professors were more approachable, Emily, David and Michelle still felt 

it was their responsibility to improve themselves instead of relying on their professors for help 
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(see Table 13).  As well, Gina was apprehensive of asking questions in class because she was 

afraid the teacher would think her questions were trivial and think less of her as a result.   

Table 13 

Cultural Differences/Barriers: Personal Mentality 

Participant Country Personal mentality 

David Korea  “if I cannot understand what professor is saying, then it 

means that I have to really improve a lot” 

 

Emily China “we need to change thinking system” 

 

Michelle Korea “if we have any questions, to professor, I may be like 

“oh never mind, it‟s, it‟s so hand to talk to him, I‟ll just 

solve it by myself” 

Participant Country Fear   

Gina China “teacher may think that, “oh this is basic information, 

but why you ask me such stupid question?”” 

 

In order to overcome anxiety regarding group work and participating in the more active 

classes at their current university, two discussed ways in which the professors could help 

international students and three discussed ways their peers could help them.  In terms of 

professors, Stephanie explained that because Korean students come from a culture in which they 

are not accustomed to approaching professors and speaking to them that: 

if professors strives to talk with the international students more than other students, 

because you tend to become really shy, so if the professors approach them first and talk 

to them and ask them questions like “what do you think about this?” I think that opens up 

the student‟s mind. 

Additionally, David explains that since there is a language barrier that in addition to 

speaking slower teachers could provide more examples and use “more of um simple words 

should be used and using body gesture.”  In regards to students, all three participants stated that 

American students should show more interest in international students and be the ones who 

initiate contact first (see Table 14).   
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Table 14 

Cultural Differences/Barriers: Advice for American Students 

Participant Country Advice for American students 

Gina China  “I want American student be more curious about like 

ask questions, “oh, what about China, like what did you 

like to know? To show their, willingness to interact 

with international student” 

 

Stephanie Korea “just maybe if they could have any kind of interest in 

learning another culture” 

 

Michelle Korea “you guys speak better English, if you guys come up 

first and then make a comfortable environment for us, 

we‟ll be more open”   

 

Study methods.  In response to questions about how they prepare for their classes, many 

of the participants discussed similar approaches.  To prepare for their daily class, all but Emily 

said that they read their textbooks and assigned readings.  In addition, four of the participants 

stated that they would look up unknown words in order to more fully understand their texts.  

Additionally, three students employed rote memorization strategies such as reading over and 

over and cramming to prepare for exams and class discussions (see Table 15).   

Table 15 

Cultural Differences/Barriers: Rote Memorization 

Participant Country Rote memorization 

Gina China  “I need to do enough preparation before class, like read 

over and over, so I can understand” 

 

Emily China “again and again, the and uh maybe on the list, um, one 

by one, review again” 

 

Stephanie Korea “and for exams I usually, um, cram it”   

 

Services for international students.  In response to items addressing services available 

to international students, the responses mainly focuses on four things; The Learning Center, 

workshops, EC English and international activities (see Table 16).  The Learning Center offers 

free tutoring for all students, but specifically one on one tutoring for international students.  Here 
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international students can receive help with almost any course as well as received assistance with 

writing and revising papers, which is a service several of the participants mentioned.  Currently 

there is a pronunciation workshop being offered to international students through the 

Youngerman Center of Communication Disorders on the State University of New York at 

Fredonia‟s campus.  Additionally there is an American accent workshop that not only helps the 

international students understand American accents, but also to learn more about American 

culture.  Although EC English is a private institution located on the State University of New 

York at Fredonia‟s campus, it also offers free tutoring for international students.  Lastly, several 

participants mentioned the coffee hour that is offered by International Student Services as 

something that they felt was beneficial for other international students because it was an 

opportunity for international students to meet and talk with American students, however despite 

acknowledging that the coffee hours were a good opportunity for them, most of them had never 

attended it either because they had no time or because their class conflicted.  
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Table 16 

Services for International Students 

Participant Country The Learning Center 

Stephanie Korea  “definitely The Learning Center, I find it really 

helpful” 

 

Michelle Korea “usually I let them go over my writings” 

 

Kristen Japan “before I hand like papers, I go Learning Center to, um, 

like English teacher correct my grammars, so it, it really 

help a lot” 

Participant Country Workshops   

Gina China “there‟s, like a lot of American culture stuff, so we can 

get a lot of information from this workshop” 

 

Michelle Korea “I‟ve never thought of like you guys pronounce, oh say 

there‟s trees, I‟ve never thought you guys pronounce 

“s” sometimes as a “z,” they teach you those stuff, like 

those detail” 

Participant Country EC English 

David Korea “just learning like English in EC, it can help a lot.” 

 

Stephanie Korea “EC English does that program, is also very helpful to 

those who want to improve their English” 

 

Michelle Korea “now they provide EC English, which I‟m going to try” 

Participant Country Coffee hour 

Gina* China “there‟s like coffee hours, social hours, that student like 

the school can provide, the reason is to like meet with 

many kind, different Americans” 

 

David Korea “International Student Services, to provide many uh 

events as possible for us to really like get together and 

talk about, like for example coffee hours” 

 

Kristen* Japan “like kind of coffee hour things, just getting together, 

and learning, like learning English” 

Note * means they have never attended 

Advice for international students.  Lastly, all of the participants echoed similar advice 

to international students in order to help them improve their English, but also their overall 

experience studying at a U.S. university (see Table 17).  Each participant mentioned that being 

social was important, although not all of them were successful at this, they all stated that meeting 
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American students and exposing themselves to situations in which they can meet new people was 

an important way to improve their English abilities and overcome cultural differences.   

Table 17 

Advice for International Students 

Participant Country Advice for international students 

Gina China  “open your mind, open your heart to get along with 

American people” 

 

Emily China “hang out with American student, American friend” 

 

Michelle Korea “do activities together, like do, do volleyball, do 

basketball, soccer, rugby, anything and then party with 

them”   

 

Stephanie Korea “oh all the people I know here, who improve their 

English a lot more than others are the ones who actually 

expose themselves to the environment, to the school 

activities and who are not afraid of approaching 

Americans” 

 

David Korea Making American friend is like the first stepping stones, 

and after that I can get over with those kind of like 

cultural differences” 

 

Kristen Japan “just like getting together, and learning, like learning 

English or like yeah, just taking is really help” 

 

Discussion 

 

 This study sought to investigate Chinese, Japanese, and Korean students‟ perspectives on 

the effectiveness of the national English education programs in their countries, which support a 

communicative language teaching (CLT) approach through English method instruction (EMI), in 

regards to preparing them for the English demands of their current university EMI programs in 

the United States.  Another goal was to explore student perspectives on areas of need at their 

current university, if there were any, in regard to the English language needs of this population, 

and to highlight what their current university is doing well.  The hypothesis of this study was that 

Chinese, Japanese and Korean students would find the demands of English at U.S. universities 
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challenging (Abe, 2013, Hu & Lei, 2014, Kikuchi & Brown, 2009).  In particular, these students 

would find speaking-intensive tasks such as articulating personal opinions, group discussions, 

and presentations difficult because they did not practice these skills enough in their high school 

English classes.  The hypothesis was not fully supported by this study because although the 

interviews supported it, the surveys were mixed.  It is possible these differences in opinions are 

due to the English education program at the participant‟s high school or just personal preference.  

Survey Findings 

 

 Overall the survey data was inconclusive because the mean scores for 66% (22) of the 

items fell into the neutral range, and while another 18% (6) fell into the disagree range, all but 

one of those items was a 2.71 or higher, meaning they leaned closer to neutral.  There was only 

one item that showed overall agreement.  Therefore, participants‟ responses often reflected a 

combination of both CLT and traditional English teaching approaches, which runs contrary to 

current research, as it indicates the traditional approach remains dominant (Abe, 2013; Jeon, 

2009; Nishino, 2012; Nunan, 2003; Sakui, 2004; Song, 2012).  Lastly, the remaining 12% (4) of 

the items pertained to survey eligibility and interest in participating in an interview.  However, 

when the data was analyzed per individual country, clearer patterns emerged.  

CLT method in high school English class.  All Chinese and Japanese responses showed 

that English was taught for communicative purposes in their classes, whereas Korean students 

were split on the issue.  This was surprising in and of itself, because despite national policy 

changes, most classrooms in China, Japan and Korea still do not emphasize communicative 

methods (Kikuchi & Browne, 2009; Nunan, 2003; Zhichang, 2010).  However, more 

specifically, while Japan and Korea both have national FET programs, JET and EPIK, which 

were specifically designed to help increase speaking and communicative activities in the 
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classroom, China does not (Ohtani, 2010; Jeon, 2009; Jeon & Lee, 2006; Underwood, 2010).  

Therefore, it was expected that Japanese and Korean responses would have been more in line 

with each other.  However, China‟s lack of a national program may be the reason that these 

particular participants had a more favorable communicative English experience.  It is possible 

that their high school may have had higher standards for their FETs or that they attended a high 

school that was equipped with better English facilities (Hu, 2008).  Additionally, the Chinese and 

Japanese participants may have attended private English lessons in which they experienced more 

communicative activities (Bolton & Graddol, 2012; Hu & McKay, 2012; Matsuoka, 2010; 

Nunan, 2003).  Likewise, a possible reason for these mixed responses among Korean participants 

could be the socio-economic gap that exists in Korea, as many Korean parents have invested 

heavily in private English lessons and other English immersion activities, while other parents 

could not afford to do so (Hu & McKay, 2012; Jeon, 2009; Piller & Cho, 2013).  As such, some 

students had increased exposure to communicative activities outside of class, while others were 

only be exposed to the English activities at their high schools.  However, despite the differences 

among all three countries, there was a general agreement on item six, The way I was taught 

English helped me to be better able to understand English, which indicates that regardless of 

whether they were taught using a CLT method or traditional method, the majority felt their 

English instruction was still effective to some degree.   

Speaking-intensive activities in the classroom.  Based on current research, the scores 

should have been closer to disagree in this section, as the items addressed a variety of speaking-

intensive activities such as discussion, presentations, and sharing personal opinions, which most 

students from these countries do not practice in their classes (Byun et al., 2011; Kikuchi & 

Browne, 2009; Zhichang, 2010).  Therefore, the Chinese participants‟ near disagreement with 
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items specifically related to using English in authentic situations, is more reflective of the current 

research, whereas Japan and Korea‟s neutrality runs counter to it (Byun et al., 2011; Kikuchi & 

Browne, 2009; Zhichang, 2010).  The discrepancy between the responses and the current 

research may have been affected by the teachers‟ English proficiency and confidence, as teacher 

training varies widely according to each school in all three countries (Byun et al., 2011; Hu & 

Lei, 2014; Matsuoka, 2010; Nunan, 2003).  

 However, despite variance in teacher speaking proficiency and counter to current 

research, the Japanese participant also experienced discussion and debate in his or her English 

class (Abe, 2013; Butler, 2009; Kikuchi & Browne, 2009).  It is possible that this participant 

attended a school that had the funding and resources necessary to train their teachers more 

extensively and made CLT activities a priority in the classroom (Sakamoto, 2012; Tahira, 2012).   

Additionally, discussing topics of personal interest was an area of wide discrepancy between 

China and Japan.  Whereas the Japanese response was more aligned with the current research, it 

is possible the Chinese participants attended a school with more freedom adapt lessons as 

Chinese schools are not bound by a national curriculum (Abe, 2013; Flowers, 2010; Song, 2012).  

Lastly, in support of current research, all participants practiced listening and reading activities 

for the purpose of pulling out specific details, as such strategies would be beneficial for 

answering standardized test questions, which follow the traditional English teaching model (Abe, 

2013; Jeon, 2009; Nishino, 2012; Nunan, 2003; Sakui, 2004; Song, 2012).  

Specific reading skills.  Since China, Japan and Korea all have English curriculums that 

emphasize reading; it was surprising that there was not more consensus on the items in this 

section (Jeon, 2009; Hu & Lei, 2014).  There was only agreement regarding the use of 

background knowledge to guess unknown words as a strategy for reading texts.  This is 
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consistent with the current research as this would be a useful strategy for comprehending English 

passages on assessments (Cheng, 2008; Piller & Cho, 2013).  However, it was surprising that the 

majority of participants also experienced conveying their personal ideas based on texts that they 

read; because according to the current research, traditional reading models generally do not 

involve personal interpretations (Abe, 2013; Jeon, 2009; Kikuchi & Browne, 2009; Nishino, 

2012; Nunan, 2003; Sakui, 2004; Song, 2012).  It is possible that some of the participants‟ 

attended a private or foreign language school which required more critical thinking skills in 

conjunction with English learning.  Additionally, it was interesting that in contrast to China and 

Japan; the Korean participants had mixed experiences regarding writing outlines, since 

traditional English curriculums emphasize both reading and writing (Abe, 2013; Jeon, 2009; 

Nishino, 2012; Nunan, 2003).  Lastly, as item 22, In this class my teacher helped me to read 

stories etc. and talk about my impressions, contained speaking and analysis components in 

conjunction with the reading, it makes sense that it had the lowest mean score, however it would 

have been expected that the score was still lower (Hu & Lei, 2012; Piller & Cho, 2013; 

Sakamoto, 2012).  Therefore it is possible that participants attended schools where FETs and 

NSETs had more time to collaborate on CLT lessons that emphasized those particular skills 

(Jeon, 2009, Ohtani, 2011). 

Common writing tasks.  There was no overall agreement regarding any specific writing 

task among any of the countries.  This was surprising since writing skills are regularly practiced 

as part of English curriculums across all three countries (Abe, 2013; Hu & Lei; 2014; Piller & 

Cho, 2013).  While, the majority of Chinese and Korean participants practiced writing the main 

points from texts they listened to or read aloud, the Japanese participant did not.  A possible 

reason for these differences is that while recordings are often used as a classroom tool for 
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dictation, pulling out main ideas in conjunction with dictation is not, and furthermore the 

Japanese participant‟s teacher may have felt that this kind of activity was too difficult for the 

students or perhaps he or she was not trained in how to effectively teach this strategy (Jung & 

Norton, 2002; Nunan, 2003; Sakamoto, 2012; Tahira, 2012).  As well, the discrepancy between 

Japanese versus Chinese and Korean students practicing dictation based on sentences read aloud 

may lie in NSET speaking confidence.  Since most NSETs do not have confidence in their 

speaking abilities, it is understandable that the Chinese and Korean teachers would not use this 

method in class; however this also means that the Japanese participant‟s experience therefore 

runs counter to the current research (Butler, 2005; Hu & McKay, 2012; Jung & Norton, 2002; 

Nishino & Watanabe, 2008).  However, if the Japanese participant had an FET from the JET 

program to help facilitate dictation, then this discrepancy makes more sense, especially since 

native English accents are preferred for these types of activities (Abe, 2013; Matsuda, 2009).  

Lastly, it is possible that because the writing skills involved in the items for this theme involved 

listening skills as well as organization skills that these students struggled with those secondary 

skill, which would help account for the diverse responses for each item as well.  

English confidence in university classrooms.  As items in this theme specifically 

addressed speaking-intensive tasks, the consistent neutrality on such items across each country 

runs counter to the current research, which would have predicted stronger disagreement (Byun et 

al., 2010; Kikuchi & Browne, 2009; Zhichang, 2010).  Feeling unprepared for EMI university 

programs was a common grievance for students studying in their home countries, therefore it 

was expected that participants studying in the U.S. would have felt similarly ill-prepared as the 

English expectations are even higher there (Abe, 2013; Byun et al., 2010; Hu & Lei, 2014; Kim, 

et al., 2009).  On the contrary, 64% of the participants agreed that they could communicate 
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effectively and that they were prepared for such English demands.  However, it is unclear why 

this was so because studies show that most high schools across all three countries do not often 

utilize group work (Byun et al., 2010; Hu & Lei, 2014; Kikuchi & Brown, 2009).  It is possible 

that these participants attended a high school that utilized a more Western approach to English 

education, which would explain the participant‟s effective communication skills in group work.  

Additionally, 71% of participants felt prepared for the academic writing demands for papers and 

compositions, which is supported by the current research as writing and grammar remain high 

priorities in all three countries (Kikuchi, 2006; Piller & Cho, 2013; Sakamoto, 2012; Sakui, 

2004).  However despite, the majority of the students feeling prepared for the speaking and 

writing demands in their current EMI programs, only 36% felt prepared overall, which is more 

consistent with the current research (Kikuchi & Browne, 2009; Zhichang, 2010).  This 

inconsistency may be the result of factors outside of academics such as cultural differences.  

While the students felt prepared for the expected skills in their classes, they may not have been 

prepared for the differences in teaching styles and social norms.  

Overall findings among China, Japan and Korea.  There were three items 12 (2.89), 

17 (2.82), and 30 (3.14) which had the closest consensus among all three countries, but each was 

a neutral figure (see Figure 8).  China and Korea shared the most close scores with five, items 

14, 16, 19, 23 and 28, while Japan and Korea shared three, items 11, 12, and 27, and China and 

Japan only shared one, item 4 (see Table 18).  It is interesting that the majority of the common 

responses aligned with participants being taught using the traditional methods stressing reading 

and writing over speaking, which also indicates low frequency of CLT activities and is consistent 

with the current research (Abe, 2013; Hu & Lei, 2014; Sakamoto, 2012).  However, despite these 

responses, the overall score for item 32, Overall I am satisfied with the English language 
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program in my home country and feel it prepared me for my current university program in the 

United States, was only 2.65.  Although this is a disagree, it is leaning more towards neutral and 

runs contrary to those previous responses because if they were taught using the traditional 

methods, then they would not be well-prepared for the more communicative style of U.S. 

university classes.   
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Figure 8. Survey item responses
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Table 18 

Agreement on Survey Items (per country) 

Countries in agreement Mean Scores  Question 

All Countries 

(China, Japan, Korea) 

2.67, 3, 3 

 

2.67, 3.0, 2.8  

 

3.33, 3, 3.1 

12 

 

17 

 

30 

 

 

 

China/Korea 3, 3.2 

 

2.67, 2.8 

 

3, 3 

 

3.33, 3.5 

 

3, 3 

14 

 

16 

 

19 

 

23 

 

28 

 

China/Japan 4, 4 4 

 

Japan/Korea 3, 3.1 

 

3, 3 

 

3, 3 

11 

 

12 

 

27 

 

Interview Findings 

 

 While the results from the survey were mixed, all of the participants in the interviews 

took a clear stance that their high schools did not prepare them for the English demands of their 

U.S. university.  Even though the participants from each country, China, Japan and Korea, 

attended different types of high schools, for example foreign language high schools and public 

high schools, the consensus was the same.   

Educational differences.  Almost all of the participants talked about differences between 

the education systems in their home countries and the U.S. as influencing their decision to study 

in the U.S.  As the American university system utilizes many different CLT method including 
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interactive lectures and discussions with peers, it supports the current research as China, Japan 

and Korea are all trying to move towards CLT methods in the high school classrooms (Hu & 

McKay, 2012; Song, 2012; Tahira, 2012).  Gina specifically mentioned American English as 

being the “most acceptable” which also supports the current research since most Chinese, 

Japanese and Korean students are comparing their proficiency to native-English speakers instead 

of acknowledging the existence of world Englishes (Matsuda, 2003 Park, 2009; Song, 2011; 

Zhichang, 2010).   

Additionally, the majority of participants mentioned the less formal relationship between 

students and professors as something they preferred about the American system.  Participants 

explained that it was easier to approach and talk to professors in the U.S.  This is more a matter 

of personal preference, however it is possible that increased communicative lessons in their high 

school classes could build students‟ speaking confidence so that they are better able to 

communicate with professors in the U.S later on.  Additionally, a change in the standardized 

testing system, which puts so much stress on students and teachers alike, and prevents wide-

spread use of CLT methods in the classroom, could improve the relationship between professors 

and students as well.  English immersion was also a topic of mixed views, Gina, Emily, 

Michelle, Stephanie and David all agreed that it was good because it helped them learn English 

quicker, while Kristen argued that it is hard to learn pronunciation and better ways to 

communicate.  Although Stephanie did acknowledge that it would be difficult for students who 

do not already have basic English proficiency, this runs contrary to the current research as most 

university students that studied domestically in China, Japan and Korea argued the opposite that 

EMI both stressful and ineffective (Byun et al., 2010; Hu & Lei, 2014; Kim et al., 2009).   
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Issues related to language proficiency.   Given that the majority of the participants 

stated that English immersion was good, it was surprising that all of the participants noted 

proficiency problems as well.  At least one participant from each country (David, Gina and 

Michelle) noted a lack of speaking practice and specifically a lack of real-world English that 

could be used beyond the classroom.  This aligned with the current research as the traditional 

approaches to teaching English are often decontextualized as they are meant to prepare students 

for their state and university entrance exams (Cheng, 2008; Kikuchi, 2006; Piller & Cho, 2013).  

Additionally, Gina, Emily and Michelle all stated that limited vocabulary was also a problem, 

because sometimes they could not understand their professors and peers due to slang and 

complex terminology.   

Some of these problems would be unavoidable because it would be impossible to teach 

all of the possible slang and vocabulary necessary for each class.  However, if native-speaking 

English teachers (NSETs) and foreign English teachers (FETs) had more time to plan, it is 

possible they could create more lessons that included slang and subject specific vocabulary in 

their English lessons (Jeon, 2009; Ohtani; 2010).  However, despite the difficulties with 

communicating with peers and limited vocabulary, Emily also felt that for her language ability 

was not the problem.  She explained that because she is a music major, that her skill level is 

more important than her language skills, and if she were taught in Chinese, English or even 

German, that it would be the same for her.  This runs in stark contrast to the current research, 

because lack of English proficiency causes many students great anxiety when placed in an all-

English environment (Hu & Lei, 2014; Piller & Cho, 2013).   

Participants from each country all stated that speaking pace for both professors and 

students was a problem.  Therefore, if students had more practice speaking and listening in their 
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high school classes especially in their last year of high school, it is possible that they would have 

less trouble with the speaking pace of native speakers.  These communication problems in turn 

made it difficult to make friends and sometimes made interactions with other American students 

awkward as well. 

Classroom style and content focus.  The active class style including group work was 

something students from both China and Korea described as difficulties.  For example, Gina 

mentioned that she is not able to critically analyze like the other American students and feels 

hesitant to participate because of that, while Michelle explained that the Korean teaching style is 

more one-way, the teacher to the student only.  These grievances are supported by the research as 

CLT lessons promote student interaction, which often leads to analysis and critical thinking 

(Butler, 2005; Hu & Lei, 2014; Hu & McKay, 2012).  However, Kristen explained that she 

enjoys group discussions and wants more opportunities to discuss with her classmates.  Kristen‟s 

perspective contrasts the current research as most students were not confident in their speaking 

abilities and had anxiety over speaking in front of native-English speakers (Kikuchi & Browne, 

2009; Park, 2009; Song, 2011; Zhichang, 2010).   

Additionally, all of the Korean participants mentioned preparation for the KSAT as the 

main impetus for stunting their English learning.  This notion that preparation for standardized 

exams in Korea takes priority in high school is consistent with current research (Butler & Iino, 

2005; Piller & Cho, 2013).   Specifically, Stephanie described how she “had to memorize, like 

300 words a day and have a test every day,” which also aligns with the traditional methods of 

English instruction (Song, 2012).  Moreover, it is understandable why Michelle has such a strong 

dislike for the KSAT because these types of exams often determine the course of the rest of their 

lives, as entrance into a prestigious university means higher likelihood of being hired by a good 
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company in the future (Jeon, 2009; Piller & Cho, 2013).  However Stephanie also said that the 

writing practice for the KSAT did help her, but that was mostly because she was working with 

native-English speakers which is partially supported by the current research as well (Jeon, 2009; 

Ohtani, 2010).   

David also mentioned that in response to standardized exams like the Test of English as a 

Foreign Language (TOEFL), Test of English Proficiency (TEPS), and Test of English for 

International Communication (TOEIC), there are “hagwon, which is private institutions they 

spend a lot of money in there.”  Costly private English education is also something addressed at 

length in the current research (Bolton & Graddol, 2012; Song, 2011; Wong, 2013).  Since the 

stakes are so high for these students, many attend extra lessons after school in order to compete 

with their peers (Hu & McKay; Jeon, 2009; Song, 2011).  This competitive nature instilled in the 

students also affects their mentality when it comes to seeking help.  As well, Emily, David and 

Michelle all mentioned they would sometimes prefer to try and figure things out on their own 

and improve themselves rather than rely on their professors for help.  Additionally, Gina 

mentioned being reluctant to ask professors questions for fear of appearing incompetent.  This 

idea of saving face and not wanting to be wrong in front of peers and professors is supported by 

the current research as many students are reluctant to participate or ask questions unless they are 

certain they are correct (Butler, 2005).   

Strategies for assignments.  Reading textbooks before class and cramming are both 

methods supported by the research as they are employed in Chinese, Japanese and Korean 

English language curriculums (Abe, 2013, Nunan, 2003).  In addition, looking up unknown 

words in texts was mentioned by both Stephanie and Kristen to help them better understand the 

readings.  However, while Stephanie looked up a few words to grasp the overall meaning of a 
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reading, Kristen looked up every unknown word.  This difference may be due to the fact that 

Stephanie attended a foreign language school so her study strategy background may be different 

from Kristen who attended a public school, which would have supported a more rote approach 

(Butler & Iino, 2005; Hu & Lei, 2014).  

Academic assistance and workshops.  Tutoring as well as workshops for pronunciation 

and accent were the most common services utilized by these participants.  Gina and Michelle 

each mentioned going to a speech clinic and the American accent workshop, and given the lack 

of speaking practice in Chinese and Korean English classes, their difficulties with pronunciation 

were understandable (Abe, 2013; Song, 2012).  Additionally, Gina mentioned that the American 

accent workshop has helped her understand American culture better as well, as some of her 

problems with understanding Americans are a combination of proficiency and cultural 

differences.   

Increased interaction with American students.  All of the participants discussed 

meeting Americans and making friends as something that is the most helpful for international 

students to improve their English abilities.  However, this would involve speaking and 

interacting with American students and as previously discussed, these are skills with which many 

of these participants struggle.  Therefore, if these students first had more practice speaking in 

their classrooms through CLT methods and second, perhaps if they had more exposure to foreign 

English speakers such as an FET, then these participants would have an easier time interacting 

with American students in their classes and in social situations (Jeon, 2009; Ohtani, 2010).  

Limitations 

 

There were several limitations to this study.  Although 10 universities were contacted, 

few granted permission to distribute the online survey.  The State University of New York at 
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Fredonia and Roberts Wesleyan College were the only schools that agreed to participate, 

whereas the State University of New York at Geneseo, Binghamton University, and University 

of Oregon all declined, the State University of New York at Buffalo, Stony Brook University, 

University at Buffalo, Rochester Institute of Technology, and University of Rochester did not 

respond.  Therefore, the sample was limited in terms of geographic diversity.  

Additionally, there was low participation in the online survey.  Although the survey was 

sent out to at least 111 students, only 20 responded and a further six had to be omitted.   It is 

possible that the negative phrasing of the second and third item, I do not speak English as my 

first language and both of my parents do not speak English as their native-language, may have 

confused these participants and they chose no thinking it meant that they do not speak English as 

their first language, or that both of their parents do not speak English as their native-language.  

Furthermore, the low return rate could possibly be attributed to the fact that university students 

receive so many emails on a daily basis, and this survey was simply overlooked or that they were 

uninterested.  It is possible that a paper survey would have yielded a better return rate as they 

could have been distributed to department heads planning international events.   

Moreover, there were no survey responses via Facebook.  The two Facebook groups 

through the University at Buffalo, Japanese Student Association and Chinese Student & Scholar 

Association, did not respond to the request to post to their pages, and although the Korean 

International Student Association through the State University of New York at Fredonia, did 

allow the survey to be posted, there were no responses.  This may be due to the fact that the 

survey was not visible on the main page after it was posted, because posts by non-members are 

relegated to a small area in the bottom left-hand corner of the page.  As such, it would be 
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difficult for potential participants to see the survey link.  It is unclear why the two groups from 

the University at Buffalo did not respond. 

Due to the low number of participants in both the surveys and subsequent interviews, the 

sample size is too small to apply conclusions drawn from this study to a wider audience.  As 

well, Koreans were more highly represented in both the surveys (72%) and interviews (50%), 

which resulted in more limited data from both Chinese and Japanese participants.  Furthermore, 

there was only one participant from Japan in both the survey and the interviews, which is too 

small to draw any broad conclusions about Japan.  Therefore, further individual studies are 

required to fully understand the students‟ unique perspectives.   

Implications and Conclusions 

 

 This study was conducted to investigate the perspectives of Chinese, Japanese and 

Korean students, on whether they felt prepared through their English language programs for the 

English expectations of a university in the U.S.  Based on the results from this study, it appears 

many Chinese, Japanese and Korean students did not feel prepared.  However, in addition to 

English language proficiency problems, there were also numerous difficulties stemming from 

cultural differences and education foundational differences that further hindered the participants‟ 

success at their university.   

Many of the participants mentioned similar English proficiency problems mainly 

focusing on speaking.  These included anxiety over speaking with peers during group work, 

presentations and even speaking with professors.  However, other participants did not share the 

same anxiety over speaking activities and actually wanted more.  Therefore, an implication for 

this study would be to implement ways to make speaking in the classroom less stressful for the 

international students.  Such strategies could include having students work in the same small 
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groups, so that they become familiar with a particular group of people and to give the students 

more wait time to think about the material before they are expected to discuss it with their 

groups.   

Participants also discussed cultural differences such as the relationship between 

professors and students as well as the communicative and critical thinking teaching style 

professors used at their current university.  An implication of this study could be to have students 

take a short English self-assessment online after they are accepted to the university.  At the end 

of the assessment, the school could list all of the different English language services they offer 

and a list of contacts for further inquiry.  This would help give the university a better idea of the 

students‟ English ability in order to better cater to his or her language needs and make sure that 

the student is aware of the services available to him or her.    

Another implication would be to create ways to specifically address cultural differences.  

Universities could provide more cultural workshops for international students, as cultural 

differences were some of the main concerns for many students, and the one on American accents 

seemed well received.  As well, programs for American students as part of their freshman 

orientation regarding international students.  These programs could include basic cultural 

background about some of the international populations represented on campus and if they are 

willing, some international students to lead a Q and A session so that the students could discuss 

any further concerns.  In addition, workshops for professors, as some professors have never 

taught international students before.  These workshops could include some basic strategies that 

would not change the content of the course, but would benefit the international students.  For 

example, providing more online materials so students could pre-load before class and have 
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references for later use, uploading recordings of lectures, and providing more wait time to allow 

the international students to formulate answers.   

 Further research in this area would benefit from interviewing students from China, Japan 

and Korea in their native language.  This would allow them to be more precise and articulate, 

and perhaps solicit more candid responses.  Furthermore, participants may feel more comfortable 

because they do not need to rely on their English abilities as there were times when the 

participants did not know how to explain what they wanted to say in English.  Lastly future 

research could benefit from a long-term study.  It would be interesting to interview students 

when they first arrived at a university and then check back once or twice a semester to see if their 

responses have changed and to gauge their overall English improvement.  As well, this would 

help show whether current workshops or assistance programs for international students have 

been helpful or if there is an area of need that requires further attention.   
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Appendix A 

Recruitment Email to Participate in Survey 

 

Hello! 

 

My name is Daniel Tedesco and I am a graduate student at SUNY Fredonia working toward my 

master‟s degree (MSEd) in Teaching English to Speakers of Other Languages (TESOL).  I am 

looking for participants who attended high school in China, Japan or Korea for my study.  As 

well, participants should not speak English as their first language nor have two parents who are 

native-English speakers. The first portion involves a short survey of 33 items regarding 

perspectives on English language programs in China, Japan and Korea and whether these 

programs adequately prepared students to study at universities in the United States. The survey 

should take about 30 minutes of your time and is voluntary. You may answer all, some, or none 

of the questions if you take the survey.  The survey is anonymous and if you chose not to 

participate, you may ignore this and delete the email. However, if you choose to participate, 

please click the link provided below in order to access the online survey. Once again, all 

participation is strictly confidential and optional and there will be no penalty to you if you chose 

not to participate. Thanks for your time! 

 

Thank you! 

 

Daniel Tedesco  
 

https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/9Q6Z8V8 
 

For any questions/concerns, please contact: 

 

Dr. Karen E. Lillie, Assistant Professor, TESOL, Fredonia State University 

Phone: (716) 673-4656; email: karen.lillie@fredonia.ediu 

 

Daniel Tedesco, graduate student, Fredonia State University 

Phone: (585) 217-6911; email: Tede1780@fredonia.edu 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/9Q6Z8V8
mailto:karen.lillie@fredonia.ediu
mailto:Tede1780@fredonia.edu
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Appendix B 

 
Consent form as it will appear on the first page of survey on surveymokey.com 

 
Hello! Thank you for taking the time to click the link for this survey. This survey consists of 33 

items and a final option to participate further in this study. This survey should take between 

about 30 minutes. The purpose of this survey is to gain more insight regarding Chinese, 

Japanese, and Korean student perspectives about the English language programs in their home 

countries. 

 

This research survey is voluntary, and you may answer all, some or none of the questions. There 

are no risks to your participation. You may withdraw at any time, with no penalty to you. All 

survey responses will be kept confidential and are anonymous.  

 

If you have any further questions you may contact me at Tede1780@Fredonia.edu 

 

By clicking the "Next" link below, you are acknowledging the following: 

 

-I certify that I am 18 years of age or older  

-I agree to participate in this online survey  

-I understand all information will be confidential and that I may withdraw at any time without 

penalty to me.  

 

If you would not like to participate in this survey, click the exit browser button and close the 

browser window. 

 

[“NEXT” link will be here on Survey Monkey] 
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Appendix C 

 

First Page of Survey Monkey for those who linked via Facebook 

Hello!  

Thank you for showing interest in taking my survey. My name is Daniel Tedesco and I am a 

graduate student at SUNY Fredonia working toward my master‟s degree (MSEd) in Teaching 

English to Speakers of Other Languages (TESOL). I am looking participants who attended high 

school in China, Japan or Korea for my study. As well, participants should not speak English as 

their first language nor have two parents who are native-English speakers. The first portion 

involves a short survey of 34 items regarding perspectives on English language programs in 

China, Japan and Korea and whether these programs adequately prepared students to study at 

universities in the United States. The survey should take about 30 minutes of your time and is 

voluntary. The survey is anonymous and if you chose not to participate, you may exit your 

browser. However, if you choose to participate, please click the link provided below which will 

take you to the online survey. You may participate by answering all, some or none of the 

questions once you start.   Once again, all participation is strictly confidential and optional and 

there will be no penalty to you if you chose not to participate. Thanks for your time! 

-Daniel Tedesco 

 

By clicking “Next” below, you are acknowledging the following: 

 

-I certify that I am 18 years of age or older 

-I agree to participate in this online survey 

-I understand all information will be confidential and that I may withdraw at any time 

without penalty to me 

 

 

[“NEXT” link will be here on Survey Monkey] 

 

 

For any questions/concerns, please contact: 

 

Dr. Karen E. Lillie, Assistant Professor, TESOL, Fredonia State University 

Phone: (716) 673-4656; email: karen.lillie@fredonia.ediu 

 

Daniel Tedesco, graduate student, Fredonia State University 

Phone: (585) 217-6911; email: Tede1780@fredonia.edu 

 

 

 

 

mailto:karen.lillie@fredonia.ediu
mailto:Tede1780@fredonia.edu
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Appendix D 

 

Survey Items: (adapted from Kikuchi & Browne, 2009) 

 

1. I attended high school in 

a. China 

b. Japan 

c. Korea 

2. I do not speak English as my first language 

a. Yes 

b. No 

3. Both of my parents DO NOT speak English as their native language 

a. Yes 

b. No 

 

Overall objectives in high school English classes: 

 

4. I studied how to use English to communicate about everyday topics. 

a. Strongly Disagree 

b. Disagree 

c. Neutral 

d. Agree 

e. Strongly Agree 

5. The way I was taught English helped me to be better able to convey my ideas in English 

a. Strongly Disagree 

b. Disagree 

c. Neutral 

d. Agree 

e. Strongly Agree 

6. The way I was taught English helped me to be better able to understand English 

a. Strongly Disagree 

b. Disagree 

c. Neutral 

d. Agree 

e. Strongly Agree 

 

In English class: My teacher… 

 

7. Put a strong emphasis on how English should be used in real situations and helped us to 

do so 

a. Strongly Disagree 

b. Disagree 

c. Neutral 

d. Agree 

e. Strongly Agree 
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8. Had us discuss and exchange opinions in English about ideas in reading and listening 

activities 

a. Strongly Disagree 

b. Disagree 

c. Neutral 

d. Agree 

e. Strongly Agree 

9. Asked us to listen to English to understand information/speaker‟s intentions and grasp the 

main points 

a. Strongly Disagree 

b. Disagree 

c. Neutral 

d. Agree 

e. Strongly Agree 

10. Asked us to read English in order understand information/writer‟s intentions and to grasp 

the main points 

a. Strongly Disagree 

b. Disagree 

c. Neutral 

d. Agree 

e. Strongly Agree 

11. Asked me to organize and write down information obtained by listening/reading or our 

own ideas 

a. Strongly Disagree 

b. Disagree 

c. Neutral 

d. Agree 

e. Strongly Agree 

12. Introduced English in authentic situations so that we could practice giving/receiving 

information 

a. Strongly Disagree 

b. Disagree 

c. Neutral 

d. Agree 

e. Strongly Agree 

13. Had us ask and answer questions in English about everyday topics that were of interest to 

us 

a. Strongly Disagree 

b. Disagree 

c. Neutral 

d. Agree 

e. Strongly Agree 
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14. Taught me the English expressions I needed for engaging in communicative activities  

a. Strongly Disagree 

b. Disagree 

c. Neutral 

d. Agree 

e. Strongly Agree 

15. Helped me to understand the main points of speeches and express my ideas about them 

a. Strongly Disagree 

b. Disagree 

c. Neutral 

d. Agree 

e. Strongly Agree 

16. Often asked me to discuss or debate a wide variety of topics 

a. Strongly Disagree 

b. Disagree 

c. Neutral 

d. Agree 

e. Strongly Agree 

17. Taught me the English expressions for doing presentations, discussions and debate 

a. Strongly Disagree 

b. Disagree 

c. Neutral 

d. Agree 

e. Strongly Agree 

18. Helped me to organize and present information and ideas about a wide variety of topics 

effectively 

a. Strongly Disagree 

b. Disagree 

c. Neutral 

d. Agree 

e. Strongly Agree 

19. Helped me to make notes while listening to organized utterances when necessary 

a. Strongly Disagree 

b. Disagree 

c. Neutral 

d. Agree 

e. Strongly Agree 
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Reading: In this class my teacher… 

 

20. Helped me read texts in order to obtain necessary information to make outlines and 

summaries 

a. Strongly Disagree 

b. Disagree 

c. Neutral 

d. Agree 

e. Strongly Agree 

21. Helped me to read texts in order to understand the writer‟s intentions and to organize and 

transmit my own ideas about them 

a. Strongly Disagree 

b. Disagree 

c. Neutral 

d. Agree 

e. Strongly Agree 

22. Helped me to read stories etc. and talk or write about my impressions 

a. Strongly Disagree 

b. Disagree 

c. Neutral 

d. Agree 

e. Strongly Agree 

23. Helped me to read passages aloud so that the content and my interpretations can be 

transmitted to the listener 

a. Strongly Disagree 

b. Disagree 

c. Neutral 

d. Agree 

e. Strongly Agree 

24. Helped me to read passages while guessing the meaning of unknown words and utilizing 

background knowledge 

a. Strongly Disagree 

b. Disagree 

c. Neutral 

d. Agree 

e. Strongly Agree 

25. Helped me to read appropriately, such as rapid or intensive reading, in accordance with 

the purpose of the situation 

a. Strongly Disagree 

b. Disagree 

c. Neutral 

d. Agree 

e. Strongly Agree 
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Writing: My teacher… 

 

26. Asked me to write down the outline and the main points of what has been listened to or 

read in accordance with the situation and purpose 

a. Strongly Disagree 

b. Disagree 

c. Neutral 

d. Agree 

e. Strongly Agree 

27. Asked me to organize and write down my ideas etc. of what has been listened to or read 

a. Strongly Disagree 

b. Disagree 

c. Neutral 

d. Agree 

e. Strongly Agree 

28. Helped me to be able to write down sentences that are spoken or read aloud 

a. Strongly Disagree 

b. Disagree 

c. Neutral 

d. Agree 

e. Strongly Agree 

 

Regarding classes in current U.S university… 

 

29. I am able to effectively communicate with peers during group work or class activities 

a. Strongly Disagree 

b. Disagree 

c. Neutral 

d. Agree 

e. Strongly Agree 

30. I am comfortable speaking English during class 

a. Strongly Disagree 

b. Disagree 

c. Neutral 

d. Agree 

e. Strongly Agree 

31. I was prepared for the English required for writing compositions or papers 

a. Strongly Disagree 

b. Disagree 

c. Neutral 

d. Agree 

e. Strongly Agree 
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32. Overall I am satisfied with the English language program in my home country and feel it 

prepared me for my current university program in the United States 

a. Strongly Disagree 

b. Disagree 

c. Neutral 

d. Agree 

e. Strongly Agree 

33. Would you be willing to participate in an interview session about further discussions on 

your experiences learning English in your home country and in a university EMI program 

in United States? For interview, I would ask you questions individually, in person or via 

Skype. Interviews will occur at your convenience.  

a. Yes! I am willing to participate in an interview. I will contact the researcher by 

email at tede1780@fredonia.edu 

b. No thank you, I am NOT willing to participate in an interview.  
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Appendix E 

 
Initial Facebook post recruitment 

 

Hello! My name is Daniel Tedesco and I am a conducting graduate student research. I am 

looking for students currently studying at a U.S university who attended high school in China, 

Japan or Korea. If you are interested, please follow the link for more information. Thank you! 

 

https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/XS5RHVS 
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Appendix F 
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Appendix G 
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Appendix H 
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Appendix I 
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Appendix J 
Consent Form to Participate in Interview 

 

Thank you for participating in my online survey and indicating your willingness to participate in the 

second part of my research project by contacting me through email.  As you may recall, my name is 

Daniel Tedesco and I am a graduate student in the Teaching English to Speakers of Other Languages 

(TESOL) program at the State University of New York at Fredonia.  I am conducting a research 

study for my thesis on whether English language programs in China, Japan and Korea prepare 

students for studying at universities in the United States. 

 

For this part of the study, I would like to interview you further to discuss your opinions about the 

English language program in your home country. The interviews will be audio-recorded and 

conducted either face-to-face or via Skype, depending on your preference.  Interviews will take 

approximately 1.5-2 hours maximum.  The interviews will occur between February of 2014 and the 

end of March of 2014.   

 

There are no foreseeable risks to participants involved in this study.  Any personal information such 

as names gathered during this study will be coded to maintain anonymity.  All data will be kept in a 

secure and confidential location at my residence and all records will be destroyed or deleted upon 

completion of this project.  While there will be no direct monetary benefit to the participant, by 

participating in this study, you may be contributing to research which will further the knowledge of 

English language policies in China, Japan and Korea and their effects on students studying in the 

United States. 

 

I, ________________________________, consent to participate in the second phase of this research 

study.  I acknowledge that I am 18 years of age or older.  I understand that participation is voluntary; 

therefore I have the right to withdraw at any time and without penalty.  I understand that all 

information gathered through the interview will be coded, securely kept, and remain confidential.  

 

 

_______________________________________________________________ ____________ 

Signature of participant        Date 

 

For any questions/concerns, please contact: 

 

Dr. Karen E. Lillie, Assistant Professor, TESOL, Fredonia State University 

Phone: (716) 673-4656; email: lilliek@fredonia.edu 

 

Daniel Tedesco, graduate student, Fredonia State University 

Phone: (585) 217-6911; email: Tede1780@fredonia.edu 
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Appendix K 

Interview Questions 
 

Examples of semi-structured interview questions (adapted from Hu & Lei, 2014) 

 

1. What is your name, and which university do you currently attend? 

2. In which country did you attend high school? 

3. Why have you applied at a program in a university in the United States? 

4. Compared with instruction in your home language, what advantages and disadvantages 

do you think EMI has? 

5. Could you please describe your approaches to studying for your courses (i.e.-preparation, 

class participation, reviewing) 

6. What kinds of difficulties do you have in EMI? 

7. How do you overcome those difficulties? 

8. What kinds of EMI support does the university provide for international students? 

a. How do you like that support? 

9. What kind of impact do you think EMI has on content learning and English learning, for 

students who speak English as a second language? 

10. What do you think are the most important factors for effective EMI? 

11. Do you think the program at your high school prepared you for studying through EMI in 

the United States?  

a. Why or why not? 

12. To what extent are you satisfied with the EMI program at your current U.S. university? 

13. What do you think the university/teachers/students can do respectively to improve the 

EMI program? 

14. Is there anything else you would like to add? 


