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[Abstract] The purpose of this research is to clarify the factors which promote the self-efficacy of social participation in the schizophrenic

persons. The subjects were 12 mentally ill people who have spent three years or more after leaving the psychiatry department of a hospital. Now they

are the schizophrenic people living in local society. An interview investigation into the reasons for self-efficacy in social participation was executed.

The analysis used a qualitative analysis called the KJ method. As a result, the following seven labels were (a) emotional relations that provide

support ; (b) necessary medical treatment/social resources and support ; (c) recovery of self-esteem ; (d) acquisition of social skills/social
experience ; (e) stability of health status in the mind and body ; (f) self-acceptance of the handicapped person ; (g) discovery of goals and

significance in life. In the comparison with earlier literature, these were thought to be valid as the factors which promote self-efficacy of social

participation in the schizophrenic persons. These results will be used with the mentally ill, and will be further varitied and modified.
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The Relationship between Physical Performance, Self-awareness of Physical Fitness and Subjective Well-being: A Case of the
Elderly Living Independently in a Community

Reiko Sato' Chikako Hayashil Yoko Hamamoto' Reiko Aida® Chieko Sumigaki1
1 National College of Nursing, Japan ; 1-2-1 Umezono, Kiyose-shi, Tokyo, T 204-8575, Japan
2 National Hospital Organization Higashi Owari National Hospital

Masayuki Mizuno'

[Abstract] With a view to seeking a path to facilitate the elderly’s “health making” and preventing their over-dependence on long-term care, a
fitness test and questionnaires on the self-awareness of physical fitness and subjective well-being were administered to 67 elderly people living
independently in a community (56 females, 11 males). The results revealed that (1) 75% of the participants had paid periodical visits to a hospital
or clinic, and recognized their current health as better than normal. More than a half of the participants also paid considerable attention to their
health. (2) The time of 10-meter walking was significantly shorter for those females with high confidence in their physical fitness than others with
lower confidence when they were asked to walk at high speed (p <.05) and somewhat shorter than that for one at normal speed (p <.1,ns). (3)
The females who had high confidence in their physical fitness scored significantly higher than other females with lower confidence on the subjective
well-being questionnaire (p <.01). (4) Statistically-significant negative correlation was observed between the ultrasound bone density (stiffness)
and the ordinary speed time on 10-meter walking (r = —.38, p <.01) and the high speed time (r = —.36, p <.01). A weak positive correlation was
also identified among females between their ultrasound bone density and one-leg standing time (r = .23) and number of 30-second chair-standing
up test (r = .23). The results suggest that retaining the strength of lower extreme muscles can be effective in the prevention of osteoporosis as it
will enhance one’s confidence in his/her fitness and the degree of subjective well-being.

E TN

[Keywords] 47 7 [)i prevention of dependence on long-term care, fifis# the elderly, fA7J physical performance,
BE I H % ultrasound bone density, F-BIAYTEHR K subjective well-being

I. &I BNEFEORE 2T ERFERIL, MERE, &
7=, - FIONETH 5 (NREIHE, 2007)c @i 136

FFHE, HARD 2005 FEOFI9FH a3 5 7856 m, ik BHZ X 2 Frofeksye < I, 1995), &) bR

85521 Th 5 (EAHERKEEEMHEHRIT, 2007),
—7J5, WHO (2002) 13f#EECHY. L CTAEHTE L lES
fird, HARTIRBEW 7235, LHTT1REHFTL TV 5,
72, 2005 4E T, 65 L CTAEERBREIEIC X - THE
Nild H\ TR (LUT, Bl (SRE SNk
HIEANTS5 AT, ZEAOD166% TH L (N HENA,
2007) o SEELRBRF & H0E 2000 £ 218 T3 ALIBE, 20K
WZHILTwa (BEAREHS, 2006). iRz 3z
LMBEOMELFLELTETWh, Bl ho/tERE )
EXLPIEAORBEIZE EELTHENRMEE - T
W, mttao4H, BR—ADEDICERZ FHL,
HEAEEZBV. L TELODOEN i 5 2 LAuke
ENTwh,

BRAT SHER A T\ ZEHE L C b HRAG B X2 R R
THET S 5720 (KA, 1981 A4k, HH, FHE
1995), ZEAEREZFELT V. BEOFTHO T 2%
ELTERBEEERERBIPET NS, BENITE B2
BhEL BAE A H D (FEHIAR, 1988 5 {BiRA, 2001), ‘&¥r
DEBEEIXEEENEICL > TTFHTE LA EE s
Twb (Kroger, et al., 1995 ; Huang, Ross & Wasnich, 1998) .
BEIEIEFEH, BMI (body mass index), EEEE, #J,
BATHEE, NT AR, BB % SR T A 2 LA
e s gd (B, 1996 ; EHAfh, 1996 5 WA, R’
H, 7% #s, 2005 £, EA, #, 2006). M#EsIZHES
HEERTEZEIEICTAZ EIZENTHOLOIZEETH
B0 —77, SRENIHREIRE 54T &m0 L C b B o 2L
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(X% o CTH HEEFEGEB 2179 720 O 2 A 5 521F
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THRAEZPVE L S TEMIZBITT ZEDPEINLD,
FHATFRIBILEHC 2 512> TIRT 974 2 & 255 S
nNTws (AR, 1981 KU, 1994). ZOERIZIE
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TWa25, KNOMD o EBIERK 2 MET Lo id R
HzH% 0,
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KEBHLEL TN 7 TOWImE T 2N 7 TRE
EABIAT), Bl BEENEOSINEREE L, &
INAREHIETHENY 7 7T REZB L TLETH LAA
L7 AT 7HE 1480 ADH b 83 ADISEED H
D, HIEZMEZTIAN G%) THhotze B, HIEIR
2006 4 5 A 125 L 720
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1) &R, #E, $EHE
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ML 720 RE - RIEDERIEAENIENED (TBF-410,
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BHREETHEZFTIC L CIERICTY D, DFeMEMRE
& AR RED > TV b 2 MR LHIE L 720

2 & A

BINEA A FL—18J1ET (13BZ0498, IAE ERHRE #7 i)
HAVCHHOE 24 1 HHEL, AT EE 7 —
yr Lz,

3) BAERF EIL HHFE

HREGHF X BB TTHEZIRD O HE L 728 S
5, OFXFROMESTNZE &, QIS TT2HN
ol &, @FFHELUINDED—EARIZHEN - & &, DWW
TN DOIREDTEET 2 £ TORM (F) % /54 mMEH %
L (FEH, 7k, FRe, Z& LI 1991 HAPHfhRE
B4z, 1992), EAROFHMET—4 & L7z,

4) 10 m#&1TEFE

HEAIGIZ B 2 £IGE OZEETH 2 B EEET) OFF
12 10m HATHFRIEAHTH A2 2 EPmESI N TS (K
ke, sile, R, VLAE, 1991, 1992). AATIXEALG 3 A LL
M DIERESITICR Y, SILFT 4 B0 X7 v TREOWA
WD LMD E bl Twad (1R, 1989), IE40cm,
S 10m OEMAITHEREL, WEKKE &0, HITH
TEACIE D SR 12m, & 140em (SRR 2 52 L 720

HEAATRERNL, o REIIRE 2 K250 H 4
ORETEoFT B EIIFHL, HERFHIZDH 2 2 EBATA
F—FIA LV HBRTBEPOT VT A VR ERBZ S
T CTOREM 2 ME L7z Gk, 1992). MIEE 2K §E&
DR=ZARA=H =I5 VEIEEL THEREOHOHE
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5) 30 ®WBFIib LA YEK

JH# D2 WiE S 40em OFF 2 HE L, FREIIETHL
THFOFIE L ) LEic, &% Ff) 2L C,
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0 E»SbIMIEl 4, EERZERICOT, WFzH
OHITHA, THE] s T1ho] OGMTEHIMHT,
MERZEIMET L L) ICE B2, T izl
AT2FE TGRS O AL R &S F 30 PRI C& 572
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6) HELEEFIHE

H #1616 B & oMl 58 13 75 45t (FB-718, TANITA #)
ZRAVCLIHEMMEL, 1HPEE#HE T8 & Lz &
SEWCIHEOAEFZT L2 L ETAFToH T 2P
L, TOTEEL, TR0k, TRt ED A
P ARTEL L EMR LIz MIREILRIRED S AGHT
HHVITHERNZ, TOHOBRHERAEEIEAL, &
HIZTA e L A A WX TR L 72, 52 EN7:, &
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HEos%ro 1 HPEEK2 /T L7z, &8, FB-718
X7 HHEOT— % 2 RETEXD8REXDH Y, HREBEHV LA
L 7oA oS EL, WREZ HiPH CHRATE 2R L 72,

7 BEE

R P AR 52 24 7 A-1000 EXPRESS (LUNAR #1:44)
AR L 72 AREEE B E W 2 R L CB P OB
ZEO T, FREFNERR- 2 M52 L, stiffiess & &5
BEERELZER T2 L LA IESREBEOMER, FI2HE
o TEE H AR N O3 stiffness & LB L 72814 (%), [H
P D 20 5% T35 stiffness & B L 7286 (%) 7% E3FER
ENb, REETHE S NS stiffness (&, FEMEETDH
HEIANF - X (DXA) e3R8 % 5 5T
H LD, HEMEIZDXAEEEWHEA2H D (Yamazaki,
Kushida, Ohmura, Sano & Inoue, 1994 ; Takeda, Miyake, Kita,
Tomomitsu & Fukunaga, 1996), X #EOWEED 2V THH
FEORBELLTAZ Y ==V JIZESHwLENRTW D
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HEAGETEHICHE W E2RT,
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DLERRENE - ] TV - A2 k] [ B o ki
XY AEE] O3 0T, 17THE THEE I, HAE
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X7 — 5 DM PO T L MERIT o720, T—5 D5
il O B33 - 7238 H i3 Mann-Whitney M7E %17 - 720 5
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WHEZINE DL - C, BHEMIBDOENT 7 7%
SRR RAITHIZEDORR & & JE % 30H & B Z Fv Tt
Wiz e bz, WE - HESNOSIMIAR TS ) #EHT
PRI 52 LN TEL I 2Pl L7z RWEIR, wil
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1. NREOBE
ZIMETLADH B 6373 N, BHBRATE L AZBRIL,
65 MU EOBMIL N, 56 N, HFEHIBOENY T
TEED A5% ST BE 67 N R E Lz W
H O AER XM 75.0 (SD54) %, BHET741 (SD
56) THY, mEIIEI0mOLMETH > 720 FERBIIC
HREORKE (B, (KE, BMI, KIEHE) 2R 110K
L 720 #ERIIZ2 2213 2\ HY 10 NP o3t GEH3 v 72 70 ~
4%, 75~ T79%, 80 ~ 84 DI METIL, I HE-> T,
I DG EAYEHG LIRE AT D@D Sz,
MREDT5% B0 N) &, Fkid D\ ILBEITIZEM
WEEE LTz, HIEEEOEKD 1 >0H L 39%, #E
BOHFEIZ36% T, ZOEFIEEME 49%, HERIF 16%,
B 15% 7% & TH o720 BOOBERIZOWTIE, [HkD)
W] L STWEEN12%, ] 63%, [RRPAE ]
21%, [ARB15%TH-o7e —H, #WPHD55% L HE
OB [H7%0 ] HHviE TIEFIC) KEiEy, 40%
2Ll REE-> T, [IEEAERIZL TV R
HEDLITHN 5% TH o720 HEHDOEBIZOWTIEX, 79%D
HIHEP TS 20EE % LTB Y, EBNE Ik
(39%), 75 FIN7 (22%), ©— bK—) (13%),
FYKEE (12%) HETHoT0 ETOT +—F 27
2 N) ®Rkik AN #LTWEHEEDEDPT2,
HHOBRTIE, KHIEFEFEERO NZHRT [#ELTw
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W] 13 23% THote B [BRTWS] A5 A, [[H
BE] BLO [RRME] 256 ATIERIZFRETH - 720

J Nurs Studies N CNJ Vol.7 No.1 2008



=1

HREOS R, HE, #IEIHE, BMI

a. &
NEL J¥ (cm) SD R (kg) SD ENIEIES SD BMI SD
65 ~ 69 i 8 155.5 5.0 53.6 8.6 26.4 6.9 22.2 3.6
70 ~ 74 i% 21 149.4 5.3 53.9 6.8 29.5 5.3 24.2 3.3
75 ~ 79 i 15 148.3 46 52.5 9.0 28.3 6.4 23.8 3.3
80 ~ 84 i 10 1477 5.6 52.0 8.2 28.1 5.5 23.8 3.2
85 ~ 89 ik 1 152.0 55.8 34.0 24.2
90 % 1 137.0 40.9 28.8 21.8
il 56 149.5 5.8 52.9 78 285 5.8 23.7 3.2
b. B
N¥ B (cm) SD RE (kg) SD ENifiEs SD BMI SD
65 ~ 69 % 3 163.7 2.6 64.5 5.3 22.4 6.3 24.1 1.6
70 ~ 74 7% 4 156.7 5.1 61.0 11.6 21.7 76 247 3.6
75 ~ 79 % 2 151.8 46 51.8 1.8 25.4 4.8 225 0.6
80 ~ 84 7% 2 163.2 45 50.7 14.9 135 10.3 18.9 4.6
7t 11 158.9 6.0 58.4 10.2 21.1 74 23.1 34
x2 FRpBHAFBIEE
a. &tk
B (kg EEEEI:EHEE?E 10 mARATHER (7)) Wy b
n P (F)) S MR 7240 (|15
T SD FIfE SD FHf SD FHiE SD T SD
65 ~ 69 % 8 215 3.2 72.0 82.2 7.7 1.1 5.9 1.2 16.4 4.1
70 ~ 74 7% 21 18.6 4.1 274 19.9 7.7 0.7 6.3 0.5 16.1 34
75 ~ 79 i% 15 17.7 55 14.5 11.9 8.6 1.4 6.5 0.9 145% 33
80 ~ 84 ik 10 16.8 3.0 8.0 5.9 9.0 1.8 75 1.6 14.6 5.3
85 ~ 89 ik 1 20.5 — 45 — 8.0 — 6.0 — 11.0 —
90 i 1 13.0 — 11.3 — 75 — 6.5 — 16.0 —
Gl 56 184 4.4 26.2 38.2 8.2 1.3 6.5 1.1 15.4 3.8
* n=14
b. B
r. 17 4N r.
. Wi BTG . T W
FfE SD FHfE - SD FIgME SD FIgfE SD FIfE SD
65 ~ 69 i 3 37.2 2.9 8.7 4.9 79 0.9 6.3 15 13.7 2.9
70 ~ 74 i% 4 33.6 6.8 46.5 51.8 8.0 1.3 6.3 1.2 16.3 79
75 ~ 79 % 2 276 0.9 12.3 5.7 75 0.7 6.1 0.2 16.5 0.7
80 ~ 84 7% 2 27.6 1.9 14.4 10.1 8.0 0.7 6.5 0.7 15.0 1.4
it 11 32.4 5.7 24.1 338 79 0.9 6.3 1.0 15.4 4.7

2. FwEHN, 1 BEHSH

FEAGNARTPEMR (F'2) 2RAHE, 5 AP EDOT—
5 RS NTZANED 65 ~ 84 K T, Iz o TR
T L, BIRRA RS B RN AME L 720 10 mARATRER) I
HESAT, HESRTE SIER S 2 HMA R R 72, 656~
69 % & 70 ~ T4 RO HEAITIIFET 7.7 THhH > 72, 30
WIS By [ (DT, 25 B ) mE) 1,

| N TR A S E AL 2

o

7

85 1% 2008 4

65 ~ 69 /% T 13164 (SD4.1) [, 70 ~ 74 % T i 16.1
(SD3.4) [Hl, 75~ 79 7% 14.5 (SD3.3) &4 12 L,
80 ~ 84 % Tl 14.6 [A1C 0.1 MIBGHNI L 720 FMEIE, HIsEfE
DIELDOENL L, EEOMEMITAD SN h o572,
SRED D H VBB OSENZEIZSMNL 72013 52 AT,
ZPEE 42 N (75%), BHHEIZaEPEGEE 1 A%< 10 A
Tholzo 1 HERHIIR 1 1R Lz HERESINE
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5
16,000 -
14,000 -
Ot %Pk
12,000 -

10,000 A =i

8,000 -+

6,000 4

4,000 A

2,000 A

65~695% T0~T745% 75~T9i% 80~845% 85~89i%  90m%
1 1 BESHH

O ENE, V7918 (SD2,986) %, Bk 7,651 (SD
3506) #& TdH o 720 WM TIE, 65~ 69 % 8,745 (SD
3,158) #k, 70 ~ 74 % 8,679 (SD 3,261) #:, 75 ~ 79 %
7,047 (SD 3,024) #%, 80 ~ 84 j#% 7,407 (SD 1,830) #: T
Holzo 66~ T4 OHIMEEE, 75 ~ 84 DR ik
%, Sl EoBEEE &V XYY TR S &, TNk
Bt TSR BT WA T 2@ /2 720 B, 70 1€
DB T HERRE (70 ~ 74 % 9,677 4, 75 ~ 79 %
10,116 2%) THLOERICHARTE D5 7285, W N bR
Lo#EI o7,

3. BEELFRH, KD

B R EIRED stiffness & FHOMBRR (F3) 1X, &
PEldr=-.325 (p= 014), B iFr=-.677 (p= .022)
THZELHEELADOEEN D - 72, stiffness & KT DIE
H (R3) T, @M@ 10 mAITEMA r=— 384 (p
= .003), #JL 10 mBATIFA S r= - 358 (p= .007) TH
BLHEENED LN T2, WETIEIH L LAY [
¥ (r= 225,p= .099), FARAEZEEM (r= 233, p=
084) 235\ 72 H3 5 b stiffness & 1 O BIEAH 25/ 2 720
BT stiffness &\ F IO JHIEIHH 12 % BHEAFED 5
N o7z,

4. FHDOBEREZRHBDAIEE

EBI 2RI 0 B CRHED FAF R OF 12T [#ERLT
W EmE, TRRE] BXU [RRE] (LT, THE
FELUT ) #ofS, Fiahs, EENEEER &7 K
L7z (R4)o FERE ICHTHEIEED [#ERLTW2
FONPIPERIILMET6.1 %, BMT68TH Y, [FFRE
DV HE 742, BET8RTH 720 Mathy
AV, KOBEEY [ERLTWw2 ] #Fid [FEEL
T AT HMEIZ 19K, B 5.0, FIaEims
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*3 stiffness & &FIEH & DIERERER

(et in=56) P (g ip=11) P

PR ~0325 0014  -0677 0022
g 0176 0195  —-0021 0952
ki 0028 0839 0356 0283
BMI ~0054 0691 0426 0191
*ﬁ %%i: 0225 0099 0446  0.169
27 0081 0555 0413 0207
zﬁiﬁg‘@% 0233 0084 0248 0462
BEI0m  _o33 0003 -0462 052
@%}g M 0358 0007 0495  0.122
EEEEY —0030 0853 0267 0457
EEAME 0145 0288  —0284  0.398

% 1 Mn =55 %% &ZMn=42, JMEn=10

Emrol,

TR, BN TWw5E] HD 10 m#EEAITREM L 6.2
(SD0.7) #<T, [MEELT] H#D68 (SD12) #i2lt
NTHERIEL (p= .044), #WFEAITHHTD [FEELL
T FIZIARTHECEHADS D b7z (p= .084). BT
i, BN TS ] FE/FILE 2D A 19.0 (SD
3.7) WIT [FREELT] #o 123 (SD 3.0) HIZ~4
BICE Dotz (p= 0210 FHSAFIHEN R E I L 2o
7o, Bl d [ERLTwa] FiE TREEDT] HXLY
BN o 720

T, BT E ] HFOFEBINFERKIE 130 (SD
20) THY, [MAEELT] FD10.7 (SD 2.7) IZH~T
HEIZEDo72 (p=.001). fBEZMBEIIAEII AR, HHl
1227259 130 LLEDOEBETH Y, RAMEI RO S
7z

1. MREORE

Rk 16 4FE RA GBI L 5 &, 65wl ok
HRITPMEG626%, ZM646% THH (FEEMEHE,
2006) %%, fEEEIZOWTIE [l DLRIZ X W ERRRL T
WAL EMIL68.1%, i 64.1% THDH (HNEIF, 2006),
INEWRD EESRORE L EIHEEE DS T5% % 15O,
10 R4 ¥ MU ESZ W, LA LHSOBEREIREZ [ ]
HAHVITFNLLEICEE L T A RIL, ElEkE L EE
DT5%TH Y, Tk 16 4 ERAEGIEREHAIC <TI0
RA 2 MEES . TR 15 FEE R - RAE AR (f
e - RAEF WML S, 2006) 12Xk B &, 10130550 Lo
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x4 FAHCHTI2ERINCH-ZEEOAEE
a. &

BENTW5H n=23

2L n=33

-
s Sy SD Tl SD p fi

iy 76.1 5.6 74.2 5.2 0.180
BMI 23.2 31 24.1 3.4 0.314
BERERAEL (%) 96.5 17.6 98.2 15.1 0.707
BTt Ay (B 155 3.7 15.3 40 0.799
777 (kg) 19.3 5.0 17.7 3.9 0.196
BERR K JE A7 B R (FD) 32.9 54.7 21.4 20.1 0.739™
10 m AR TR
wE ) 7.8 0.7 8.4 15 0.084
HE (1) 6.2 0.7 6.8 1.2 0.044
ER e i 13.0 2.0 10.7 2.7 0.001
o 22 136.7 5.7 135.6 8.4 0.580
T n=19 n=23 §

8,318 3,059 7,587 2,951 0.383
) FRELT OB H EA D n=32, M I3 Mann-Whitney 5
b. Bk

e BN TWw5b n=5 FREELLIT n=6

S E SD SEfE SD pfiE™
i 76.8 49 71.8 5.4 0.170
BMI 235 17 22.7 45 0.855
B (%) 111.7 15.8 106.0 16.0 0.360
BTrs EA ) (B 19.0 3.7 12.3 3.0 0.021
777 (ke) 316 6.6 33.1 5.4 0.715
BHHR e ST B IR (F)) 41.9 455 9.3 7.1 0.144
10 mAATIRF
wE ) 75 0.8 8.3 0.9 0.118
HE () 5.8 0.5 6.8 1.1 0.116
ER liE i 134 3.1 12.2 3.7 0.580
o AL 134.2 8.0 136.3 6.3 1.000
T n=o n=o

8,518 3,120 6,784 4,005 0.347

JEE) &8 2 [ PLE 1 4R RL AR L Tv b 60 ~ 69 D 1
37.0%, 70MLLETIZ314% TH 5o R TILIEBI DI
FE &R 2 R L 2o 20T, BI04 & iy
HZEIETERWD, HEML20HE) % L T\ EIX
79% &% <, BEEDPEE (2750 ] Dl ziE-T
Wiz F 72, 2003 fE O EkEE OSRITE (R - SRETEIR

fF g8 4%, 2006) 1%, 60 ~ 69 j% @ & 1413 6,357 #, T 1%
7,201 4%, 70 L E o 4,142 4, B 4,915 4 L

HFINTW DL, KRR GE DS 65wk LL T EHD
P T5.00%, BETALROSEIZL bbb, Ko
BB 7,918 4, BMIZ 7651 K THY, EHEHELS
Molze TNLEMET S ESROFAEIIE, ERlkE L

ENLABERIIZERLE 78 175 2008 4

EDIEREERE Y LS, B AGIZED A5 A
LA Lo TV LEIMEDSIML IO TIE W L RS
n7z.

—J5, WIS O@EREL B EEE O 30 R TILE LS
¥ x AWC, SMEOTHEMIE TFFEFICL V] 205
[%->Tw5b] Ob5BEEFMzZ L Cwabids (o,
2002) & IH#T B &, REFFED 65 ~ 69 mOXREIL, K
P16.4 FITHAS (2002) O [ ->Twab (16 ~12
|z, BHEEIB7ET [HoTws 13EIEITF)] 12
ML L, 200 70U E GREYD) oF0FYH
BB e b [l (S L. EBINARAETI0H T
HASFEAERE 12T [ERLTWAE] LB TnAEEDF
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YRR Ik 76.1 5%, HET68 W TH Y, [[FAEBELT
LR STV HEIT LMW T425, BETISETH -7z
JBRED [HEILTW5 ] FiE [FEEEDT ] FIZHRT,
A TIEHETO 10 mBATEER A < (p<.05), BHET
I EAY) AL h o7z (p<.05). RIFFEDNT
G, BEREERICEOSHY, EE60E ) LHilE
WE &0 b RMEEE O3 ) BRI IR TERIICHE
BdY), EBRIEDNIME > TWAHNNRH L EEZ LN
726

2. BRELHITREAN
E Ve T S EENEE D D B NILEBEHED 2\ N2l

NTHFEEDE L (LHEM, 1996), FITEIL EisE
FEEESE (OH, IR, Ik, %, &%, 2002) 2
EPEEIN TV D, BIS (GBI F, #Ki, =R,
2000) X, EEEOHBERENGRE, STHE, HRRA
JEN BRI E P L T A T E R L, AMES (2003)
&, BETHIEEICSI L S O 10 mARA TR A% 5.7
FORGHE & 5.7 LI EREZ i L, SATHEEDSHEANREDSK
BRESESOBEENEFIZHEVI L2 HE LTV, F
72, WIS (2005) DM R AER, KE, 1B
71, BRR BV LM, BRITHEELEENH L L AR
L, SEEOEHERT PO TR % /73 % 8H)
ZHEEEL T 5,

SROFAETY, FHEIREO stiffness & i £ 1T D
RS > 7z (L r=—.325,p= 014, B4 r=— 677,
p=.022), LMETIX, 10 mA&EATRHEIZEERE (r=
— 384, p=.003) TbHELHEE (r =—.358 p= 007) T
b stiffness & BORBEAED Sz, F72, T stiffness
ERIIRA R B (r = 233, p= 084) BLXUHTIH
EAD L (r = 225, p= .099) (ZIEDBEAEAIAFED 5
N7zo G W, HEE stiffness & 10 mAA TR IZB 2 S -
el LR, B LSTHRE IS D D DR G,
2000 ; /ML, 2003 5 MIAA, 2005), EBIEIEDD L E
W B L OBITEP L CERE TR ESE VIR (LH
i, 1996 ; fiHIf, 2002) LPFETEZ AL, BEEMKT
TRNATBATRIIIA THRITHEEZZEET 2LENH L &
EZbo Tz, SRORETEEELBRA RS EERH,
FEEE LR E B8 MBS ATRRD b 2 &
X, BEERT PRI TRO % R34 E8) 2 HfE5E L C
VLIRS (2005) DIREEZSCIFT LR THY, TR
JIRINT v ARESIISHATHE B L 72 b D EFE R T2,

=7, SEOMATIZEHEIRE stiffness & FHHHU
BRSO b oz, JAHS (2005), Tk S (P,
EH, HIE, Z3F, 2004) EEEEAFIIZIBRFRD
LMoz E LTwb, L L, 4ot 3
H 5 (2005), PHds (2004) OIS & FE I 0 REEA

VahrolzDT, SHICHRERZHEINL TREY 2 2%
MWD Do

3. BEFGOERICEIT

BRI OB LR TR B A A S I ER T S,
RS, REREEITNEINEHEEY T CRIEL T, HE
HEEATEASZ B O B ISR 5 Ry (ORFH,
1981 ; AR ARAH, 1995). B HLERAE T B 13 & i @ QOL #fk
FCL o TEELRERNTH 5o SHIHEE L0855
FEHE stiffness & 10 m AT IR 1300 H 47, HEHITL D
BRI A FED S (p < .01), stiffness & BIARF L7 % W[,
BWFILE EAY) BEBIEREEM (p<.1) Bdho7zs I
SOREL, TEGICEME DT L EBREGOH T2
MBRETHICEN R ERRIBELTWSLEEZ B, B
FET B % &0 7 RHEMERR IS [HEF A L 0SB & Ok
TR ENTWBED, ZOHBRITIE [WoL )] Tld%<
[HECTHRL] S LICEEERBGE L2, B2 kL ¢
B EEBTTRL, EFEOLRPTERENL T8 E T
HEEEE Y, ERICR o THHIZOTTWD Z LAV
BRIETHICESEZZ D, 20X % TEOCEWULE] &
EATENE, WEHTHICOL b oTIE R L, F - HEH,
ST A ENITEEER b,

T/, LHETIE, FERELVEND TBRLTnE] &
HELTWw2HIE, [AEELT] HICHCORMTHEE
GEEp<.05 #Ep<.) 258, FBFHEED EH»
o7 (p<.01)e BV EEHEEZMRIZ LWz (HAE,
1981 : AR, 1994) Tid, FERAEREIKIIFERDTE L 2
LIZONTEKTT A EARINT VD2, HUEFHMIZ &
LR RCIREIRE ), ISR, BROA ML & FEI
FHEBEIHETLIERTH L L b Twd (KR,
1994 ; RAFAl, 2001 5 BEEEAR, 2004). SO IMExT R E
T, ADHEDTENRTYS ] % (76,1 %) (& [FIFEELL
TIH(T427%) LV EHTH o 72 BlGIZ > TH V&
DU AIETE 2 M L L 2 EiEx, B ok
HiEZ b b, FRESEC, BHALRTOE AL VE
WEEAEFT LTV LIHICAZ 20T EEZ b,

ARl O TR RE DRI O B LS D 4.5% & AT
Mol MBEERZWER LTS LT A2LEN D L,

V. & 5

HIg o B 7 ERE 67 (E 56, B 11) A& SIfE
EZARTIHEE S WD BE - BBIERERICEE T 5 E R
HE LR UToZEdbrot,

OMRED 5% FEMRYIZHEEE L, FTD 75% I3 H 5D

fREHERAEZR [ | DLEICX W e L TEBY, B

RS (2720 | DLEIiZ&Z&E-> T/,
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@EMETIE, KOBAESFEERE L) [ELTws ] #i3,
[FEREELT ] HFICHART10 mEE ST 2E L
<.05), 10 mEFE TR S ANMER (p<.1) b o7z,

@ETIE, KNBEPFEERELD [BERTnd] &
i, TRARREDT | #ICHNT, EBNSERES S -
7z (p<.0Do

WD B % FEARIE stiffness X, 10 m A7 [ o & 4+
T (r=-.38) BILUHEESHRIT (r=-.36) &R
HHM (p<.0l), FRFEZEERH (= 23) BLWY
B LAY A (r= 23) & I1XH%E5 7% BEME A5
272 (p<.1o
Plbds, BB T ENTEL FRHOM % RS

5T, BT AEGBEED, TEIERET S0

Bl EBIEMBETICER 2 2 EAVRIE SN, il

2% o CHMERLTL &9, Mildifh o CH AR & iR

T 5, BEMDRE 2SS [HETKR TETELE

TE% 34 | EIFEEE B2 o515,
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[Abstract] The purpose of this study was to identify the problems that hospital nurses encountered in the nursing profession, and to discuss these
characteristics. A questionnaire was developed for this study, and it included an open-ended question about the problems of nurses. Content validity
was established by a pilot study and a panel of experts. Berelson's content analysis method was used for analyzing data. Eight hundred and twenty-
nine (63.5%) nurses returned answers by mail, and 440 valid data were analyzed. As a result, fourty-one categories which show the problems that
hospital nurses encountered in the nursing profession were formed, such as “Difficulty in relating, communicating, teamworking, and collaborating
with people who have different philosophies or value systems in the work setting” and “Having too much work, too much fatigue, less satisfaction,
and less motivation to work.” The reliability of the 41 categories was confirmed by the agreement rates calculated by the formula of Scott(1955).
They were 73.3% and 70.5%. After discussion, it is suggested that the problems of hospital nurses in the nursing profession can be integrated into 10 aspects.
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Evaluation of Umbilical Cord Care Regimens for Preventing Omphalitis and Promoting Cord Detachment and Wound
Healing in Developed Countries
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[Abstract] Background: The umbilical cord of neonates indicates the risk of omphalitis, but cord care regimens have been not standardized.
Objectives: To assess the effects of cord care in preventing omphalitis, shorter cord detachment, and wound healing. Methods: We reviewed articles
about umbilical cord care from January, 1997 to September, 2007 in developed countries. The main outcomes were incident rate of omphalitis, the
length of cord detachment, and colonization of bacteria. Selection criteria: Randomized controlled trial and controlled clinical trial comparing effect
of umbilical cord care regimens among neonates. Results: Six studies, involving 3,142 infants, were included. There was no difference in the
incident rate of omphalitis between cords treated with dry cord care and with antiseptics. Dry cord care shortened the length of cord detachment.
Conclusions: In developed countries, only a few studies about umbilical cord care were performed. These articles could not show which cord care
regimen was appropriate, dry or antiseptics. Therefore, high quality studies that adjusted other risk factors are necessary in the future research
because there are some risk factors for infants that influence basic infection prevention.

[Keywords]  #i4: ) newborn infant, &4 4 7 umbilical cord care, J4%
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Evens, George, Angst & Schweing, 2004) . B &2 & 70
%A VTN — )V, BHIREEEREL 10%FRE F 3 —
NEER#E F 72 13 RFLEARE L O OWT BT HIER
FEFRIZAEE % < (Dore, et al., 1998; Vural & Kisa, 2006),
T O ML PR OZSEICIIEEYSH L LGOI 5
T ooz,

i 5 & O O JE PR oA w5 T AW T,
FURBCIERE L B2 M L B L 23S H -
72o EUSREZIRHEL A4 70N —VIZ K BIEHERICL D1
Wik b5 ibar s —¥RBMT FYERRE
(coagulase-negative Staphylococci; CNS) DIEH % 7R 7273,
I DAL 72 Ao 72 (Evens, et al., 2004), F 72, FEld
EIEMERORATIZB WV TAER 4 B LN triple dye
T 2 HER 1 H 3|7 VI — ViHExZ 1T 7chEx
W L 72078 Cld, BRI KA (Escherichia
coli; E.coli), CNS, BH#: & M4 L » ¥ K & (Group B
Streptococcus; GBS) DEENHEICE L, 1AL L5
JE L C\W72 (Janssen, Selwood, Dobson, Peacock & Thiessen,
2003)s TS ORFFE T S ATV a— VX, FE
T RXTCOMEMICEN L VIE AR ML E b
5, MR K 10 BHTRIRST 5 2 LA THETH 5745,
FRISED S S RRBE ) DOFERRN R 70\ & v ) Fif 2 b O,
Janssen 5 (2003) OWFFETIE, BLOLHED 72N 70%
AV 708 =)Vl X BIHFEE FE L TW72h%, Evens 5
(2004) OWFETIETIASEDOV—F > T—=2 L LTHEY,
HEERES D L7223 T, {HERBROZEIMAEY O
ERRIBELTVWLIENEZLND,
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¥ 72, Vural & Kisa (2006) 12 & 2 HARGZBERE R E T
yI— ML O TIE, FEFyI— MEHAFETI
BIOREJSHE B DS STV A DS, E55 L2 OFEIHIC
DWTIEHLPIZENRTW ARV, REFra— R, A
PN Ko TEDIIRFEIL S NS Z & H5, HFANIZ TS
BT 2 BELT 5 2 EUEETH B FrERIIAREZEM A
%, HBARHIATIL L Wiz, BT B X OB B O B8 AN E
PeINRTV, TOWIFETIE, RRFLE BRI W~
T HHE S HBHRFESNTBY, 1HNEREIEEL T
Who BEFLICE T NA IgA IZIHEE L AL RE B o i 12
MFE S, FEEIERA L TL 2MERMEN DEE B LU
BABIERREZ S > Twd (GFF, 2002), £0—FT,
BFLEZNBEEPEEY TH ), BEDDIRIR & 72 5 ]
Wb dHbHo HIE, DHPETIERFIC X D85 7 7138121k
RSN TB ST M TIE RV, EFERFLICEENT
W57 7 b7 ) VI BERARPTEINTBY, I
JiiE COMMBIZB 2 Rt OERFEMB RO EEME D & 2
b IEMFERTIIIBBRNIZ B L, KiEE RS WS
TFTRTIZE L HETD, BEICL > THETLEEL T
THEZRET L AERETH L, 20720, 175045
EFEBIEAS D T WIS BT B 1 BIOFESFEE O A TR R
EAREWOT LI EIITE LR, Lz > T, FFAEBMAIZE
LAY OEETFHRRIIOWTI, 5% RS LE
Thbo

A L 2R % WL 72 Oishi & (2004) OfZET
&, 80% L%/ =& 05% 7 alAFL T TV a—)b
T 05% 7 BUAF LI 7 a— VERBEDIL ) A
7 KN BRI (Staphylococcus aureus; MSSA) D 58 75 7)1
BEIENC EDPHAL LS T0D, ZOWFETHYS
N7205% 7 aWAFT I TIha— )ik, 80% L5/ —
WIZ05% 7 TIVAF 2 T USRI E N2 HEITH - 72,
JUaNANF LT, FHREORERRO A TR
BRALERN KRR RERT I EVPMENTY S
(Larson, Butz, Gullette & Laughon, 1990). # {6 7" N7 2k
DEBFEVMRP o 72D1F, 80% T8 /7 — VI X HHEY
DOFEHL, EHEINTVWDL 7 UMAF LY /Lo TH
TR BN RN E L 2O TR h e EZ 6N 5,

F 72, Pezzati H (2003) &, 4% 7 0 AF T T Ui
D FOVERS Y & — LB L 7o AE R, T N R, E
coli, GBS TIXEAHRIIAEII LD o725, CNS & BERNTEE
(Enterococcus sp) CTIIH ) FIVEE/ ST ¥ — DI ) DSE D
olcbk#HELTWD, ToWE THER SN2 FIVER X
I —DERSTTH AT FIVERE, EET FUEREOR
FTH 5D a BIMFEO7TW % PIH§ 2 EFER R Z b o T
B, BEEHIIAL TRV, 20720, BEMIES
LA OBREMRIIIFETE v, 2L, ) FIVER
DO FEBALERIC & 2 B 08k bIC X 2 HHW OB,
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W) FOVER S — OREAS, R ES L7
BEORBEMERELYOYV M LATEENH 5, 72—
FT, 7UlAF Y AR AG AL~ HIC X %
vav 7 OWmEPLRFTEHBHOERED 7 v AF Y
VIZHARTEEATENTESL T, ZOREORANITIR S
NTW R, 4% 7 T VAF T Y VI HAR TR TR HH
A5 THELTHRENTWEDAT, Iz biED
MR CRENFR E LCHAT A2 2 EIdREETH 2, WIh
WL COMBETIERDOFEITED 5 b o7z,

EUAREZ IR & BRI X 2 gE T, EB o %ML
72 LCHIBEDOIREICE I o0 T2, EE LM
AT 7T HEICLE > CTHOBENRE L > Twiz27s,
MRSA & & 9 IR LE E 2 ATHEREIE A S N3 Do
Too 72821, HEHERTH D CNSHEETHI &
R PRI 5 2 3w, T 72, Ecoli® X ) LGN
MIEREOEEIZDOWTIE, #HrARIIALM 2 S 55 £ o
BN LG, BOOZHR EOWEIZ L > THEWH
ERR LRSS ZEZ SN D, ThSIE, 7 TiRME o
YiaTFHICE > THET LI EDTRETH S, LI2h >
T, HRECMRE & WHHIIC X T, HEIRICHER M
W DEEF RO o7V D,

2. BB % TOEE

EREZIEIE L R E N 23— FR 7V a— VR E LR
L7208 BT, BB E COMIMIE HREZEEDIZH A3
HEIZH D) - 72 (Dore, et al., 1998; Evens, et al., 2004; Vural
& Kisa, 2006) o 125 1A B N TR 7 & O iAW)
R B LRI, IEEMAMRICDEEEZ 525 v Al
fadlrd->CTnd, $/2, REFyI—FL7Va—
B TH L 2 LD OIEH ORIRTES S-S H
bo LIeh->T, INODORTDBELOBIEIZHE T 2
RN E Z b,

4% 7 aNANF T2 EH) FOVIRIST =2 X D K
TiE, U FOVER S F—ERTEOIT D DS E T O W
D EZN o 72 (Pezzati, et al., 2003) o RiR D X 9 127
I IIBHEIED T BESEA S 5 — T, ) FIVEOf
BHALVERN I O RIS 2 eAE L 72 2 &A%, 2 obist
DiEREBE N LEZ LND,

Bl E COMMOIERIE, R/ATIZET & v Bz k2
BN AT WA LN D, LI2h>T, BHETO
BIFNIAE ) DS T L, BAREZERE &) T VR S
Y= OEFEDLBIIITONL TR WIZDRHMETE 2w
B5, ) FOVER Sy F— R & RO TR %L 34 1 DL
TOREREZFRE L-WETIE, BAREZEBREOER T
ORI 136 HTH o720 V) FINEE Y ¥ —fliH]
HTIEPFHEeHTHo72Z s, YY) F VBT Y —%
EH L7203 9 2380 £ ToOMMNIZE < 72 5 T REEAN S V.
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3. BHs7HEORE

CNE TR Z 0, MAEMOEEB L OHEE P+
B1DOFEN A T HEICOWTHIZE TN T X7, £
O THIREIREO R ZIRE LT 5120 b
53, BT 7T IV E ZICEE LS TW R v, BR)
Bl T L%, IR E COMMAWEERIRDE L, IH
S E 2 e & 225 ST IIBR% OIS owiR %
AT E L7 7 HETH b,

B I AE RIS L ) MR ASERr S, 2 ORITEZEE L%
T2, MEBROBHIIHRETL2ETr7ToMRERY, i
BEL7BEII VDWW AREAITH L L EZ LN D, Bmh
CIWTTR, BEBLCE D IKEOSE:E T 5 F TO X = XA LIEEE
H2SHAS 2R o TS DT TR WA, ZO#REIZL -
TUTD 3 20HMIZKBTE %,

Ol % A% - YIWrER, I 25HcM 4 % £ Co MM

¥z L 72 W55 D% 3 5 £ ToHIM

GBI OB E AT 5 F ToOHIM

55 o TAZ BT BIHHFEOBEAEII OV R mIE Tk
Vi, LrL, A b 2 I 5 & S ITITATEE
WA HCTHENmHS T EET A2 I EPLETHL, I
1, BB L 2B I3 A R o RN L 28l L TB D) A o
BAMF L5720 TH b WBHTr 7TIHHAT LI &A%
BeilHEERIL, KEFra—F, zauaAxy oy, 7L
I—=)VThb,

RE R I—= FIEPEARTZ S VDLV E W) HTER
TWDH, REFyI— FORREIIL, KEEHOBEHS
TEBENEITE®LC 2D, EBRYIZIZ01% RE ¥
I— FAEEPROE VIR TR T, L L, FEBEICITERE
Yoty & ORI X - Tl I 7 RARIEL S NS 72
B, BRTIZT75 ~10% #HEPBEHIN TV D, 77,
W7 RO BRER RN A T 2 03B e 255 57
O, BHABZRT A HERZIS 20U % 5620w, 512,
RE N3 — FOERITHFIREEREK T ORIEHR 2723
TREMEDSH 1), FRICFEE OB AR RE R~ O IE
FEPLETH L,

JHUAFT Y UL, RRETHE T R EKE L CNS
DED BT T AEERIC L CERE R BEDREZ D -
TWb, FEIHT R8P 7% <, AEEBICRE S
THERARDREZRTIEFALLL L > TVRDE D
(Larson, et al., 1990), 7 W AF T T ¥ OIHBERN R ITHLY
PETIER SHO B ORE ORI 2 LEET 5,
7z, BERE - IR - OEEL S ORERBIERV A RIC B 5 T
T4 TF = ay QMBS TREMRE SN, #
24 IR FREAM (1985 4F 7 H 30 H AR © 385846 755 )
I2BWT, MBI ORI~ O@E LA, PG~
DL - SR EFHPESE o Twh, BIE, HART
i AT BE 72 2 12 0.02 ~ 0.05wiv% LT O#EAITH Y, F
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TABRE O H O RFERBEK COWGEPLE L S hTwn
%o L7235 T, Pezzati & (2003) HSEM L7-4% 7 1
ANFTTUUERMHT A EIZEH LAY, Oishi 5 (2004)
D05% 7 ANVANFL T T ) — VIEHEHT L L
BETH 5o

T a—)VEIZIE, =¥ =) A Tasxx) —uhd
D, LHANRZ FUVDIR L, FEREI3EAETRTD
MAEWZERTH 5o MEAITHERI CHEME T W20,
L EDHREMICHEITE D, LAaL, HEME D L7220
KSR BMETI D HIETE Vv T2, THVI—LD
BEVEHO—>Tdh 5 \EADEMERIE, MERER &0
EHE % BE SERELIIT L7720, EHAECIEBERHZ
TGS B e DRETH L,

AT DOFER T OELEEF COMM 2 ML 723
DIF% L, EOWBEYERT L2000 T— 4 4
e L. WINOWEHELHHTLELTD, I
i & BRI S L Q0 A IRR 0w 7 & o R % T2
BE L7729 AT, WYLREEICLIHEFEYERT L LA
EETH D,

Z LT, WL E T 5 £ ToOWIM & ERLZO
T2 5 COMMIZ, ABAREOBIEIIT- 727
THEETHIEDNEF L\ EFE R D, w0
FBLFEETH Y, HARBEES IERITGETA K4
SNIBWTHBEHMMR OB & e 2 HER L Tn b (HARE
Jag4x, 2005). HEIIX, MR EOMAEY KT 5
EFERC, RECAIBHOEERRICOEEL 525w
IMMHENEE Lo TWwb, Lzdt> T, WEREOIE &
G e AU & S 2 LB 2 <, ZTIULR
Y Ry a— N7 )V a— VB oMz A =
IR L TWA LW HREIZHEDITH N5,

W 7B 2580 % K BMEM O EE T2 T
Mo s UTHE LTS, IEROERKE % 2R
B B K G E AW Tl WA R SEHITH L 70 & OEEF
I ReMHRETH D, Z LT, SHIIBHE ToOM
W & B I DIE TR % A7 LTI S v, 72, H
B SEER E ORI Uy 7 ik Tc—E8 L Tirbh
Tz, HEROMHIL, AROOETZERET ToOMM
TRBEETHICAER S LS, BHROBEZFC X
INZEREF L 7 2 ki 5 2 L3 EF L v, L7
o T, FAERMNCBIT 2R 7, FAx LD B
DEALIZIH > THBOLERE Y G072 A A Y M 2419
eI, B MEE AR R WBBPIEETH DL, TL
T, EE) R T ORI, B OB WITTE  FE
LR AMEET 5 2 EDLETH D,
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V. # &

AHHTIX, PubMed, CINAHL 3 X U'E & guffiiklc &
S TR HE 7 1997 4F LI O STk &2 H b ICRET L7z, &
Bl O SCEARET Tld, BROFE L AELRBMENOESL % T
i, BHE coliMzE 3§22 08 TE2R AR
B 7 R R 28X TE Lol LAL, BB
DB ET L AR Y ML o THIST 27 7 D BAED
BIROIEERIZ W) &) ha BT 5 BB 27 7 %
THbHIENIPRIES NI,

AR BT LW 7 B0 R Z HE L 72 RCT £
7203 CCT 3D 75 &, BEGe) AV DR 5 FEENR & IE
MEETHRE ST L E LI P R b, T2,
WSk ORER Tld % { DS FEBIRE R T,  HBGEAER S X
BREDOY T IR FE 3% o T2 T AUEHTANE 250t
& L7 LWEAIC X 20 AR, RAOFRFEDSH
LW ELEELTHEEILRD 85 % 2 WHIRHESE S
Nb, 72, SRBE LTI, £ ENOWENIC
B2 EHEHOBERIIEI R 007205, BROBKIERZ
FTRTHEE TV, Lo T, SRITEFETRSY A
7 &AL, KRERMBEMNSIK L~ ¥ — (Centers for
Disease Control and Prevention; CDC) 7% & DR #E[K) 72 35 I
EFREHWIBEDOE WL ED L 2 EPNETH S
(Garner, Jarvis, Emori, Horan & Hughes, 1988). 7z, %
O D 7EAE 13 B & D3RI O FH R FHaH A D HEAF
Wil EOBL 2T 50 WEH 7 7 I3H A AR R I
Dk L CHEMET A2 bH Y, ZRECHEEDZEL
TREOHEMEEINZITINE RS2, ZD72DI
&, BB TS A SiE TICAThILT & 22 FgEAE I
BT, AT T O E RO A ZE L2 2 T
77 TEOEREEE Y, bAEICBT LRI, A
W7 s o T HE R AL L T LB D b,

WX o

TANEE, EEEA, BEE=, AEEE, BE—RR, W

PGRRR (1986). WHALE, IRALEICRIS H7 > 7 —
N AR, EAE LS EEM R REE TR
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e A2 o B BRI B 9 5 T g8 4 A g o
371-374.
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[Abstract] Age has been regarded as an important factor in acquiring second languages successfully as well as in acquiring first languages. In this
review article, previous studies regarding age and language acquisition are examined, and the ways in which age may affect the process of acquiring

a second language are discussed. For instance, some previous research (e.g., Johnson & Newport, 1989) evidenced the strong negative correlation

(r>|—.7]) between age of acquisition/arrival and accuracy or native-like proficiency, which means the younger learners are, the more native-like

they become. This correlation supports the critical period hypothesis. The focus of this study is on examining whether the critical period hypothesis
in first language acquisition is valid in second language acquisition. Some studies have revealed that adult learners whose age of acquisition/arrival
is after puberty are not successful in acquiring a native-like proficiency in a second language, which again supports the critical period hypothesis;
whilst others have shown cases where adult learners reached a native-like proficiency, thus refuting the critical period hypothesis. Finally, some

pedagogical implications are drawn, using previous interdisciplinary studies in areas such as neuropsychology and phonology. These implications

may help adult learners wanting to enhance their proficiency in a second language.

[Keywords] age 4F#if%, second language acquisition 55 5

A AS, age of arrival/acquisition 7 f54F- ik,

critical/sensitive period hypothesis i FtH / SBUBIIRH,  fossilization {LA 1L

Introduction

Age has been regarded as an important factor in the ways in
which language learners differ, and a vast amount of research
has been conducted regarding age effects on second language
acquisition (e.g. Birdsong, 1992; DeKeyser, 2000; Oyama,
1976; Patkowski, 1980). Tt is generally believed that children
enjoy an advantage over adults in learning languages because of
their ‘plasticity’.

According to Chomsky (1957), humans are equipped with a
‘language acquisition device’, which enables them to acquire the
language in a way that goes beyond simple habitual formation.
The ‘universal grammar’ proposed by Chomsky later on (1966)
is thought to be an innate system of language acquisition, the so-
called language acquisition device. Although Chomsky has not
mentioned the possibility of applying this theoretical device in
the brain to the acquisition of second languages, ‘grammaticality
judgment tests’, the purpose of which is to measure learners’
universal grammar, have been widely used for second language
acquisition research (e.g. Johnson & Newport, 1989). These
‘grammaticality judgment tests’ consist of morphosyntactic

items, implying that the ‘universal grammar’ is really about how
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learners organize the target language’'s morphosyntactic system.

On the other hand, Lenneberg (1967) hypothesized that
humans’ latent language structure, i.e. the cognitive structure for
automatic language acquisition, might stop functioning when the
human brain matures, or at the time of lateralization of the
human brain, which possibly occurs around puberty. He
established the critical period hypothesis, which was originally
proposed by Penfield & Roberts (1959), and explained the
difficulty of acquiring our first language after puberty, based on
neuropsychological factors (Lenneberg, 1967).

In the area of second language acquisition research, the
critical period hypothesis has been taken into consideration in
age-related studies. There is believed to be a period up to a
certain age during which learners can acquire a second language
easily and achieve native-speaker-like competence. The
sensitive period hypothesis, which is used by Patkowski (1980),
has been sometimes used as an alternative term to refer to the
critical period hypothesis in second language acquisition, and
has often been freely substituted in second language research
literature. However, the critical period hypothesis has been
predominantly used in first language acquisition, whilst the

sensitive period hypothesis has been generally restricted to
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second language acquisition.

Second language acquisition researchers differ over when the
critical period/sensitive period comes to an end. In first
language acquisition research, as Lenneberg (1967) posits, the
critical period ends at puberty, and humans are believed to fail to
acquire a first language in cases where they are unable to expose
themselves to a human language before puberty, which is
illustrated by Genie's case in some pieces of literature (e.g.
Brown, 1968; Jones, 1995). In second language acquisition,
some researchers (e.g. Birdsong, 2006, Birdsong & Park, In
Press) claim the cutting-off age should be at puberty or at 12
years of age, the same as in first language acquisition. However,
others postulate a younger age such as six years old (e.g. Long,
1990) or an older one such as 18 years old (e.g. Bialystok &
Hakuta, 1994) as the terminal point of the critical period/
sensitive period, depending on the focal area of acquisition, i.e.,
whether in phonology/pronunciation (in the younger case) or
mophosyntax/grammar (in the older case).

Different in character from first language acquisition, which
humans undergo unconsciously, second language acquisition
becomes more difficult and is rarely entirely successful after a
certain period, i.e., the critical period/sensitive period. Selinker
(1972) named this phenomenon fossilization. Many second
language learners fail to reach target-language competence and
establish their own internalized rule system, which is called
interlanguage (Selinker, 1972). Ellis (1994) suggests that age
is one of the internal factors of fossilization, arguing that
learners reach a critical age when their brains lose plasticity and
certain linguistic features cannot be mastered.

Ellis (1994, p. 494) consolidated his research into age and
second language acquisition and made proposals in six areas — in
(a) sensory acuity, (b) neurological factors, (c) affective-
motivational factors, (d) cognitive factors, (e) input, and (f)
storage. In terms of sensory acuity, children or younger learners
are better in their ability to perceive and segment sounds in a
second language. This leads to more native-like pronunciation
among younger learners. Neurologically, loss of plasticity or
lateralization and cerebral maturation, which occur at certain
ages, have been proved to affect learners’ abilities to acquire
both pronunciation and grammar. Certain ages are the cutting-
off points for the so-called ‘critical period’ or ‘sensitive period'.
Therefore, neurological structure may affect both pronunciation
and grammar. Regarding affective and motivational factors,
child learners are, in general, more strongly motivated to
communicate with native speakers and to integrate culturally
because they are less conscious and suffer less from anxiety

about communicating in a second language. In cognitive areas,
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children use their language acquisition device, while adult
learners rely on inductive learning abilities in learning a second
language. In the process of inputting the language information,
children input it more efficiently than adults, who may utilize
more negotiation of meaning. Lastly the difference exists in the
means of storage. Young children store first language and
second language information separately and become coordinate
bilinguals whilst adult learners store first language and second
language knowledge together and become compound bilinguals.
Coordinate bilinguals can use both languages automatically
whilst compound bilinguals cannot.

Among the more recent literature, Birdsong (2006)
summarizes the variables affecting the second language
acquisition, including biographical variables such as the age of
acquisition/arrival at which learners start to expose themselves
to their second language, and endogenous variables such as
motivation, aptitude and psycho-social integration with the
second language culture. Thus, not only biographical variables
but also endogenous variables constitute the affective-
motivational factors suggested by Ellis (1994) as influences on
learners. Birdsong (2006) also shows the function of age in
actual behavioral data concerning both morphosyntax and
phonology, which yields a strong negative correlation between
the age of acquisition/arrival and the second language
proficiency. Brain-based evidence has been also coordinated
with second language research in recent studies (e.g. Birdsong,
2006 for review; Ullman, 2001, 2007), looking at whether the
process of second language acquisition is conducted in the same
way as, a similar way to or a different way from the process of
first language acquisition.

In this article, the previous studies of age effects on second
language acquisition will be reviewed and discussed from
multiple perspectives, in order to explore some pedagogical

implications for adult learners of second languages.

Age-related studies

In order to facilitate a comparison between — and a discussion
of — previous studies, the supporting studies and refuting studies
of the critical/sensitive period are introduced separately below.
Some studies, however, have produced both supporting results
and refuting results regarding the ‘younger-the-better’ position
because, as Selinger (1978) proposes, there may be multiple
critical/sensitive periods for different aspects of language. The

studies with mixed results will be placed in the middle.

Studies supporting the critical/sensitive period hypothesis
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We have observed that learners who start early in life to
expose themselves to their second language are more likely to
attain a native or native-like accent than older starters. Oyama
(1976) examined 60 male learners who had immigrated to the
United States. Their ages ranged from 6 to 20 years old and they
had lived there for between 5 and 18 years. Two adult native
speakers judged the ‘native-ness’ of the learners’ accents during a
reading-aloud task and during free speech. The results showed a
significant negative correlation in ‘age of arrival and acquisition’,
which meant that the younger their age of arrival was, the more
authentic the accent they acquired. For instance, the youngest
arrivals were rated the same as native speakers. However, no
significant relationship was found between the length of stay and
their accent.

Other studies that examined the effects of age on
pronunciation (e.g. Tahta, Wood & Loewenthal, 1981) also
indicated that an earlier age of arrival or acquisition leads to
better pronunciation.

Similar results have been provided from studies in
morphosyntax/grammar, but in their studies the cutting-off age
for the critical/sensitive period is later or older than the studies
on pronunciation. Patkowski (1980) investigated 67
immigrants to the United States, finding that learners who had
entered the United States before the age of 15 were rated as
more proficient in grammar than learners who had entered after
the age of 15. There was also a significant difference in the
distribution rate of scores based on a five-point scale for the two
groups. The range of adult group scores was smaller than the
range of child group scores. In addition, Patkowski examined
the effects of the length of the stay in the United States, the
amount of informal exposure to English and the amount of
formal instruction. Neither the length of the stay nor the amount
of formal instruction provided a significant effect but the amount
of informal exposure did have a significant effect, though this
was much less significant than the age factor.

In a similar line to Patkowski (1980), Johnson & Newport
(1989) investigated 46 native Koreans and Chinese who had
immigrated in the United States between the ages of 3 and 39,
using an aural grammaticality judgment test. Half of them
arrived there before the age of 15 and the other half arrived after
the age of 17. The participants were asked to judge the
grammaticality of 276 spoken sentences. The results indicated
a negative correlation between age at arrival and judgment
scores, which was — 0.77, meaning that the later the learner
arrived, the lower the score they got. However, one difference
from Patkowski’s study was that the scores of the younger group

varied less than those of the adult group. Also, neither the

number of years of exposure to English nor the amount of
classroom instruction was related to the grammaticality
judgment scores.

Johnson (1992) followed up on the study by Johnson &
Newport (1989) by using the same participants in the earlier
study a year later with written tests, working on the belief that
written test materials eliminated extragrammatical properties
that were present in the auditory materials. The results showed a
negative correlation (r = — 0.54) between age of arrival and
performance, and suggested that the grammatical knowledge of
young learners is native or near-native whereas that attained by
older learners is ill-formed or incomplete. Thus, the critical
period effects could be found in a test of grammar with a
minimum number of extragrammatical properties. This shows
the robustness of critical period effects in second language
acquisition

DeKeyser (2000) tested the fundamental difference
hypothesis (Bley-Vroman, 1988), which states that while
children are known to learn a language almost completely
through implicit domain-specific mechanisms, adults have
largely lost the ability to learn a language without reflecting on
its structure and they have to use alternative mechanisms,
drawing especially on their problem-solving capacities, to learn
a second language. The hypothesis implies that only adults with
a high level of ‘verbal analytical’ ability will reach near-native
competence in their second language, but that this ability is not a
significant predictor of success in childhood second language
acquisition. A study of 57 adult Hungarian-speaking immigrants
confirmed the hypothesis. Very few adult immigrants scored in
the range achieved by child arrivals in a grammaticality
judgment test. Also, though the few who participated in his
study had high levels of verbal analytical ability, this ability was
not a significant predictor for the childhood arrivals. This study
replicates the findings of Johnson & Newport (1989) and
provides an explanation for the apparent exceptions in their

study.

Studies with mixed results

Burstall (1975) compared two groups of students with five
years of instruction in England and Wales. One group had
begun learning French at the age of 8, whilst the other had
begun at the start of secondary school when they were 11 years
old. Burstall found that the secondary school starters were
superior in three areas (speaking, reading, and writing) to the
early starters, who were superior in only one area (listening)
when compared at the age of 16.

Harley (1986) investigated the levels of attainment of
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children in French bilingual programs in Canada, focusing on
the learners’ acquisition of French verb rules. She compared
early and late immersion students after both had received 1,000
hours of instruction, using data from interviews, a story
repetition task and a translation task. The older students
demonstrated better overall control. However, at the end of their
schooling, the early immersion group showed higher levels of
ability than the older group.

Riney (1990) indicated in a review article that age had no
effect on the final deletion of consonants, while it did have a
marked effect on epenthesis, that is, the insertion of a vowel at
the end of a closed syllable. The incidence of epenthesis in
10-to-12 year old children was less than 5 percent, while in adult
learners it was over 30 percent, and epenthesis in adult learners

did not significantly decline with increased exposure to English.

Counter studies

The morpheme studies (Bailey, Madden & Krashen, 1974;
Fathman, 1975) showed that the order of acquisition of English
morphemes was the same for children and adults. They showed
that adults go through the same stages of acquisition of
morphemes as children and therefore age does not appear to be a
factor here.

Harley (1986) investigated early and late immersion
programs, finding similar patterns in the two groups’ acquisition
of French verb phrases. Harley did not feel that they constituted
evidence of different mental processes.

Cummins & Nakajima (1987) examined the acquisition of
reading and writing skills by 273 Japanese children in grades
two to eight in Toronto. They found that older students are more
likely to have strong second language reading skills and, to a
lesser extent, better second language writing skills. The
explanation Cummins & Nakajima (1987) offered is that the
older learners benefited from prior academic experiences in
reading and writing in Japanese. Cummins (1981) formulated
the ‘interdependency principle’ to refer to the idea that cognitive
academic language proficiency (CALP) is common across
languages, and can therefore easily be transferred from first
language use to second language use by the learner. Other
research, into the Portuguese-Canadian community in Toronto
(Cummins, Swain & Allen, 1990), and into Turkish immigrant
children in Holland (Verhoeven, 1991), supports the importance
of first language academic skills as a basis for the successful
development of second language ability in cognitive academic
activities.

Toup, Boustagui, El Tigi & Moselle (1994) examined the

linguistic competence of an adult second language learner of
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Egyptian Arabic, who was first exposed to the target language
after the end of the critical period. The participant in this study
had acquired native-like proficiency in an untutored learning
context. To determine her level of achievement more exactly,
her performance in various linguistic areas was compared to that
of both native speakers and a highly proficient, tutored learner of
Egyptian Arabic. The results suggested that a reexamination for
the critical period hypothesis might be necessary.

The last example of counter research, a study by Harley &
Hart (1997), examined the relationship between language
aptitude components and second language outcomes among
learners whose intensive second language exposure began at
different ages. This empirical study showed the different
learning styles among early and late immersion groups, without
agreeing or disagreeing with the existence of the critical/
sensitive period hypothesis. The learners in this study were 65
eleventh-grade students in continuing early and late French
immersion programs. The main hypothesis was that in late
immersion, starting in adolescence, there is a positive
relationship between second language outcomes and the
analytical aspect of language aptitude, whereas in early
immersion, beginning in grade 1, a positive relationship will
hold between second language outcomes and memory ability. A
further hypothesis that early immersion students will have a
higher language aptitude as a result of their early second
language exposure was not supported by the findings. This
study presented evidence in support of the view that different
cognitive abilities tend to be associated with relative second
language success in early and late immersion programs. The
eventual second language proficiency outcomes from early
immersion were more closely associated with memory abilities,

and later immersion outcomes with analytical language ability.

Discussion

Whether critical/sensitive period hypothesis exists, age clearly
should be regarded as an important factor that influences the
possibility of attaining native-like proficiency in a second
language, though there are some differences in the learning
difficulties involved because of the similarities and differences
between the first languages and second languages and because of
given contexts such as whether or not the learners reside in the
countries where their second languages are spoken (Birdsong,
2007). However, the empirical studies about age as an
important factor in second language acquisition, described in the
previous section, have provided different positions towards the

critical/sensitive period hypothesis.
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The first five studies (Oyama, 1976; Tahta, et al., 1981;
Patkowski, 1980; Johnson & Newport, 1989; Johnson, 1992)
support the hypothesis, that is, second language learners will not
be able to attain a level of native-like proficiency if the age of
arrival or acquisition is after the critical/sensitive period. The
first two studies used data about phonology/pronunciation and
the other three studies were based on the results of
grammaticality judgment tests measuring the level of
morphosyntax/grammar. Thus, the adult participants in these
studies may have been in the fossilized phase of development in
the areas of phonology and grammar.

Regarding the critical ages for acquisition, according to
several researchers (e.g. Ellis, 1994; Long, 1990) acquiring
native-like pronunciation is possible until the age of 6 — the final
age for arrival and acquisition. On the other hand, native-like
grammatical/morphosyntactical competence should be possible
up to the age of 15 (e.g. Patkowski, 1980). As Selinger (1978)
proposes, there may be multiple critical/sensitive periods for
different aspects of language. The period during which a native
accent is easily acquirable appears to end sooner than the period
governing the acquisition of a language’s grammar. In other
words, the biological sensory acuity for attaining native-like
pronunciation terminates much earlier than the cognitive
plasticity that manages grammaticality judgment. Pinker (1994)

makes the following note.

Acquisition of a normal language (phonology) is guaranteed for
children up to the age of six, is steadily compromised from then until
shortly after puberty, and is rare thereafter. Maturational changes in
the brain, such as the decline in metabolic rate and the number of
neurons during early school-age years, and the bottoming out of the
number of synapses and metabolic rate around puberty, are plausible

causes. (p. 293)

On the other hand, the most recent neurocognitive evidence
has indicated the mechanism that manages language in the

brain’s system. Ullman (2007) argues as follows.

In first language, lexical knowledge depends on the declarative
memory brain system, which underlies semantic and episodic
knowledge, and is rooted in temporal-lobe structures. Grammar in
first language relies rather on the procedural memory system, which
subserves motor and cognitive skills, and is rooted in frontal/basal-
ganglia circuits. In contrast, evidence suggests that in later-learned
second language, learners initially depend largely on declarative
memory, not only for lexical knowledge, but also for the use of

complex forms. However, with increasing experience second

language learners show procedural learning of grammatical rules,
becoming first language-like. Importantly, because the behavioral,
computational, anatomical and physiological bases of the two
memory systems are reasonably well-understood, including the nature
of forgetting of knowledge and skills in these systems, we can make
relatively specific predictions about language, including with respect

to language attrition. (p. 9)

Thus, second language learners are unable to acquire the
target language as long as they use the declarative brain memory
system for its grammatical rules. As Ullman (2007) points out,
through experience, second language learners come to make use
of the procedural memory system. Neurocognitive researchers
have presented these findings as reliable through the use of
advanced technology, which makes them persuasive. Given that
first language grammar is dealt with in this procedural memory
system, the so-called universal grammar (morphosyntax in
practice) or language acquisition device presumably may refer
to the process of using the procedural memory system for
grammar or language rules. If so, with the possible exception of
getting a native-like accent, even adult learners could attain
native-like proficiency in their target language if they practise it
enough to make the language behavior their automatic routine —
like riding a bicycle, which also uses the procedural memory
system — and to make the procedural memory system active in
utilizing the second language’s mophosyntax/grammar. The
maxim that practice makes perfect may hold true for acquiring a
second language. In the case of child learners, or learners before
the age of 15, the procedural memory system rather than the
declarative memory system is more likely to be used for second
language grammar. Possibly a lack of plasticity in the brain’s
system may lead to difficulty in acquiring second languages
when we are older. Regarding the subtle distinction between a
‘critical’ and a ‘sensitive’ period, the question is whether
completely successful acquisition is deemed to be only possible
within a given span of a learner’s life (critical), or whether
acquisition is just easier within this period (sensitive).
Therefore, the sensitive period hypothesis seems to be more
appropriate for second language acquisition, though the ‘critical
period hypothesis’ has been predominantly used.

The second category of studies with mixed results consists of
Burstall (1975), Harley (1986) and Riney (1990). Burstall
(1975) showed that the late starters excelled in writing, reading,
and speaking while the early starters were better only in
listening. As Ellis (1994) posits earlier in this article, younger
learners are better in sensory acuity, which led to the better

listening skills described by Burstall. The fact that the older
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learners were better in all other areas — writing, reading and
speaking — may refute the critical/sensitive period hypothesis. It
holds true, indeed, that the older learners, secondary school
students in this study, outperformed the younger learners
because of their advanced cognition and more mature social
positioning. However, in the previous literature (e.g. Ellis,
1994), the younger group was said to overtake the older group.
In Burstall's study (1975), at the age of 16, the older group still
outperformed the younger one. As one explanation, it was
assumed that 16 years old was not yet the end of the best period
for acquisition. The other explanation was that the older group
of learners could have practised until they reached the stage of
using the procedural memory system, which enabled them to use
their second language automatically like their first language (c.f.
Ullman, 2007). Also, various individual differences, not limited
to age factors, played a stronger role in their performances in
second language learning. His study shows that age is less
important and that the more sophisticated cognitive or possibly
academic skills they had in their first language played a more
meaningful role in their second language acquisition, except in
the area of listening, which may be biological and less
influenced by external factors. Harley's study (1986) is a robust
example showing that the younger learners were able to perform
better in the long run, which endorses the validity of the critical/
sensitive period hypothesis. Riney’s investigation (1990)
showed conditional results controlled by phonological
environments. Epenthesis, the insertion of schwa sounds, is a
well-known phenomenon among Japanese learners of English as
well as an example of negative transfer. Possible fossilization
caused by having less flexible physiological natures may have
rendered the adult learners unable to fix the epenthesis, even
after they had exposed themselves to the correct language
environment.

The last category of studies consisted of six studies refuting or
at least not complying with the critical/sensitive period
hypothesis, though the last study by Harley & Hart (1997)
suggested different cognitive processes among early and late
learners. The first three example studies (Bailey, et al., 1974;
Fathman, 1975; Harley, 1986) dealt with morphology, a part of
so-called grammar; however, they did not present the features of
the critical/sensitive period hypothesis, which may question the
validity of the hypothesis. The fourth study, by Cummins &
Nakajima (1987), gave clear results counter to the critical/
sensitive period hypothesis because the older learners provided
better results in writing and reading tests. The interdependent
principle (Cummins, 1981), which emphasizes the importance

of academic skills in first languages, may well support the
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starting age for learning English in Japan. The reality, however,
is that both reading and writing are not directly related to oral
communication. In other words, linguistic behaviors such as
writing and reading can be classified only as a school subject,
not as a part of language acquisition. Probably that is why they
failed to comply with the critical/sensitive period hypothesis.
On the other hand, the fifth study by Ioup, et al. (1994)
investigated an exceptional older learner who succeeded in
acquiring a second language and its findings should encourage
adult language learners to try to gain native-like proficiency.
Various kinds of interpretations have been provided to account
for the existence of a critical/sensitive period. For instance,
Muhlhauser (1986) proposes that ‘adults and children appear to
behave very much in the same manner’, which indicates that
‘activation of certain linguistic developments is dependent on the
presence of specific environmental factors, rather than on
different cognitive abilities of children and adults’ after an
extensive study of the developmental stages of pidgin languages
and their similarities to language acquisition (1986, p. 265-266) .
Long (1990), on the other hand, concludes that a neurological
explanation is best and proposes a ‘mental muscle model’, where
the language-specific faculty remains intact throughout our lives,
but access to it is impeded to varying degrees and impeded
progressively with age, unless the faculty is used and so kept
plastic. Such a view is compatible with studies of exceptional
language learners, which demonstrate that some adult learners
are capable of achieving native-speaker levels of competence, as
seen in the study by Toup, et al. (1994). As Birdsong (1992)
points out, the critical/sensitive period hypothesis may have to

be reexamined if many such learners are found.
Concluding remarks about pedagogical implications

The criteria for the most appropriate age to acquire a language
seem to be based on phonology (pronunciation) and
morphosyntax (grammar). Previous age-related studies have
claimed that the process of acquiring a second language
grammar (morphosyntax) is not substantially affected by age,
but that of acquiring pronunciation (phonology) may be. The
critical period hypothesis that originated from first language
acquisition (Lenneberg, 1967; Penfield & Roberts, 1959) is
based on neuropsychological factors, and the most important of
these is brain maturation. It is widely known that the cognitive
structures that allow for automatic language acquisition in a
child deteriorate as the human brain matures. In second
language acquisition, if a critical/sensitive period hypothesis

does exist, adult learners or learners starting to learn after a
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certain age (puberty for instance) may experience fossilization
in phonology and/or morphosyntax regardless of their efforts,
due to neurological/physiological factors. All those who possess
a first language are certainly capable of acquiring some degree
of a second language; however, second language acquisition in a
mature human is not as successful as first language acquisition
in many cases. Although some researchers (e.g. Bley-Vroman,
1988) have argued that older learners no longer have access to
their innate language acquisition device, consisting of the
principles of universal grammar (Chomsky, 1981) and
language-specific learning procedures, it has been found to be
possible for adult learners to activate such a device by using the
procedural memory system (Ullman, 2007) instead of using the
declarative memory system, by following the innate grammatical
structure while using the language, and by thorough practice
until the structure is internalized in the learners’ minds and
becomes automatic in their behavior. Ullman (2001) suggests
that ‘an increasing amount of experience (i.e. practice) with a
second language should lead to better learning of grammatical
rules in procedural memory, which in turn should result in
higher proficiency in the language’ (p.118). Even in adult
language learning, which has usually been achieved through first
language knowledge, so-called universal grammar may be
accessible to adult second language learners, but their second
languages are eventually acquired only if they are encouraged to
use the procedural memory system instead of the declarative

memory system.
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[Abstract] This paper reports the experiences of both a 4" year elective English discussion class and its teacher on peer and self evaluation. The
students were asked to award two grades to each student, one for their ability an effort during course-work and the other for a presentation of the
student’s graduate thesis. There views on the experience of peer evaluation were canvassed through an optional questionnaire. A brief review of the

relevant literature is discussed, and the results of the peer evaluation are presented in terms of the student rankings. These show that there are great

similarities between the teacher evaluation and the student evaluation, and that the teachers can become aware of their own idiosyncrasies. The
students, on the whole, found peer evaluation to be beneficial and fair, and made suggestions as to how the process could be improved for future
courses. The teacher’s recommendations for the course are also included and these include classroom management and clearer instruction on

choosing criteria.

[Keywords] peer evaluation, self evaluation, student feedback

Introduction

Peer and self evaluation have always existed informally as
students constantly compare their own performance with those
of their classmates (Underhill, 1987; Race, Brown & Smith,
2005). Peer assessment naturally helps self-assessment, as by
becoming aware of others’ performance students will reflect on
their own. Peer and self assessment are skills that should benefit
the student throughout their studies and professional life
(Brown, Rust & Gibbs, 1994) .

There are many different ways in which both are used by
educators, sometimes as isolated activities within a course but
also for final assessment. For self evaluation it is common for
students to rate what they feel are their strengths and
weaknesses, whereas in peer evaluation, students may provide
feedback to fellow students. Some academics caution against
using student assessments for final assessment, as self-evaluation
is clearly open to abuse as students could award themselves
undeservedly high marks; similarly there are doubts about the
reliability of peer evaluation and consequently the degree to
which it should be used in assessment.

Luoma (2004) believes that peer evaluation can be used as a
supplement to teacher evaluation but should not replace it,
whereas Race, et al. (2005) argues that it should be included in

the final assessment to make the process meaningful. Walker

— 41

(2001) in a review of previous research found two studies had
deemed peer evaluation as too unreliable to have a significant
role in final assessment, but also cautions that another study also
found it no less reliable than tutor marks. Cohen (1994) cites a
study by Rolfe that found that in language learning the
correlation between tutor and peer evaluation was consistently
high, and that they were as reliable as the tutors, if not more so,
as the students spent more time interacting with each other than
the teacher did.

In high stakes testing it is easy to see why there is a reluctance
to base life changing decisions on ‘non-experts’ (even though
there are doubts about the reliability of multiple choice exams
(Hughes, 1989) ), but in low stakes testing, such as an optional
English course in a college, with highly motivated students, this
risk is less severe.

Additionally, in testing spoken ability in English, there is
inevitably going to be an element of subjectivity, no matter how
rigorous the training of testers, be they professionals or students
as speech can not be easily broken down into a series of discrete
items. However, as this author has argued previously (Evans,
2003a; Evans, 2003b; Evans & Herbert, 2003), a test of spoken
ability does need to be done directly, as the fundamentals of
speaking can not be successfully measured in a grammar or
reading exam. Students who score highly in tests such as TOEIC

do not necessarily do well in oral tests and vice versa.
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The advantages and disadvantages of peer evaluation
Benefits

1. Developing students’ critical faculties

By becoming more aware of the strengths and weaknesses of
classmates, students will become more reflective of their own
(English, Brookes, Avery, Blazeby & Ben-Shlomo, 2006) which
should help them to become better speakers of English. Instead
of simply thinking that another student is better, students should
be asking themselves why they are better and then endeavour to
emulate them.

2. Autonomous learning

Autonomous learning is a potential benefit as described by
many experts including Brown, et al. (1994). As students
develop their critical faculties they should become less reliant on
teachers for guidance and more able to know direct their own
learning. There is a limit to how much a teacher can help
improve a student’s English, and furthermore the teacher can not
be with the students outside of the classroom.

3. Developing leadership skills

By developing the ability to appraise one’s own and others’
performance, students should be able to transfer this skill into
other realms, such as work. One of the aims of this college is to
produce nursing leaders, and by becoming aware of individual's
strengths and weaknesses, this should help students when they
are in senior positions, as Topping (1998) reports in his review
of peer evaluation. By doing peer evaluation students ask
classmates informally how they can improve and also give and
receive advice. This experience should enhance their leadership
abilities.

4. Motivation

In teacher evaluation it is only necessary for the student to be
actively engaged when the teacher is present. Motivation
increases (Abson, 1994 cited in Topping, 1998) when students
are continually being assessed. Peer evaluation also means that
students need to listen to classmates which keeps them involved
at all times.

5. Multiple assessors

The danger with having one assessor only, even if it is the
teacher, is that should the teacher make a mistake, there is no
chance for it to be rectified. With a class of assessors, assuming
that they are capable of performing such a role, the assessment
should be fairer.

6. Continual assessment

If a course finishes only with a final exam it is possible for
students who have performed well over the course to have ‘a bad
day’ and consequently receive a poor grade, or conversely, for a

student who has made little effort during the course to do well
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solely in the final test. By doing peer evaluation for class work,
such problems are avoided.

7. Fairness

Although the teacher should be best able to evaluate students
overall proficiency in English, as they possess better English
skills, coursework should be about achievement during that
course and that course only. If proficiency is measured in a
college course, a returnee student (one who has been schooled
abroad, and then returned home) should be able to get the
highest grades in a final exam, regardless of whether or not the
student has attended the class. By evaluating achievement, all
students will know what has been done in the class, and are
therefore more able to grade achievement than proficiency.

Teachers also suffer from what is called the ‘halo effect’, a
term used by a psychologist called Thorndike in the 1920’s, to
explain the phenomenon of generalising from an initial
impression. If a first impression of an individual is good, other
actions are seen positively. In English language teaching, this
means that once a teacher forms a positive opinion of a student
they continue to hold it. The opposite is also true. Thorndike
calls this the ‘devil effect, and although this term in not used in
the English teaching community, students do have difficulties in
overturning an initial negative impression. Using peer evaluation
prevents such a problem.

A second way, in which peer evaluation is fairer, is that just as
the ‘white coat effect’ is acknowledged in medicine to explain
atypical results when a doctor is present, a teacher can have an
inhibiting influence on some students who become tongue-tied
and who under-perform when a teacher is monitoring.

8. Classroom management

Because of the need for students to assess all their classmates,
this means that the seating positions change on a weekly basis.
For well motivated students, this is of little consequence, but for
less eager students, it is a very useful tool for breaking up small
groups that do not otherwise participate in classes. A second
advantage of changing seating positions is that students get to
hear different accents and different pronunciations. A final
advantage is that changing seating positions gives students the
opportunity to develop relationships with classmates that they do
not know so well.

9. Attendance and Punctuality

These are always vexing issues for a teacher, firstly, because
the ideal is for a student to attend every class punctually, but also
because for some students, perfect or near perfect attendance is
seen to compensate for a lack of ability. With peer evaluation,
this aspect can be included in class work assessment by a jury of

peers.
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10. Ownership

The evaluation process is shrouded in mystery for many
students, and to be included in the process not only gives them
an understanding of what it entails, but also it values their

contribution.

Concerns

1. Maturity

Assessing is a difficult skill, and it is possible that students
might show favouritism to friends.

2. Ability to assess

Assessing someone who has less ability than oneself is much
easier than assessing who has more ability. To differentiate
between better speakers is extremely difficult for someone with
a lower ability level.

3. Student reaction

Students might feel it was an abrogation of teacher
responsibility to involve students in the assessment process. Any
test needs ‘face validity’, which means the students must believe
it is a ‘proper’ test. If students do not have confidence in the style
of the test, or its graders, it will not be successful. Rollinson
(2005) points out that students might feel only a teacher or a
better speaker is capable of grading accurately.

A second potential problem is that students might feel the
responsibility too great.

4. Stereotyping

In the same way that teachers can suffer from the ‘halo effect’
so can students. It is important that a student is evaluated only
on their performance in the course being evaluated and not on
how they performed in previous courses. If students are unsure
about their ability to grade fairly they might rely on past

performance.
Methods

The students
There were 15 students; 14 female and one male. All the

h . .
students were 4" years in a nursing college.

Ethical considerations

Approval was sought and granted by the college’s ethics
committee. Students were asked in writing if they would allow
their data relating to both the scores and to the questionnaire to
be used for research purposes. There was no pressure for
students to agree to this. All students were content for their

grades and questionnaire comments to be used anonymously.
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The teachers

The two teachers for this course are the author, a native
English speaker, and a Japanese English teacher. The author is
the main teacher for the course and both teachers monitor the

students.

The course

The course is an elective subject for 4™ year students. The
course is primarily designed to be a discussion course, and the
main course book is Tmpact Values' by Day, Yamanaka &
Shaules (2003). The book is divided into 5 sections and has
topics on values for people, relationships, the work place, the
family and in society. In pre-course feedback, each student
selects two topics from each section that are of most interest,
then, all students choices are totalled, and the most popular are
chosen.

Each week students either listen to the individual topics or
read them. Fixed expressions and phrases, or alternative
expressions are selected from each unit and presented to the
students in handouts. Any problematic language is discussed and
useful patterns highlighted, and students are encouraged, but not
obliged, to use them. Students then divide into three groups of
five. They are also given a list of potential questions to discuss,
but are encouraged to lead the conversation in which ever way
they like. The students typically discuss the subject for about 45
minutes. One student in each group makes notes and reports
back to the class for 5 minutes and, if time permits, students
from other groups ask questions. By the end of the course all
students had reported back their findings to the class at least
once.

The second major element to the course is presentation skills
in English. The students present their graduation thesis to the
class. As all the students are training to be nurses the topics are
on nursing, and as such, are of relevance to their classmates.
They are given handouts about what constitutes a good
presentation, and also on how to construct a presentation with
appropriate language and signposting. Students are not allowed
to read their presentation, but they can have a list of bullet points
to refer to when speaking. Memorization is discouraged.

In the second term, two or three students presented their work
each week which not only gave the students presenting the
opportunity to improve for the final exam, but also gave their
peers the opportunity to improve as graders (Norcini, 2003).
After their presentation, other students asked questions about
their graduation topic. English was spoken at all times. They
received individual written feedback by email the day after the

class, including both strengths and weakness in their
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performance. In addition, points that were regarded as being
beneficial to all students in improving their performance were
given by both the Japanese teacher of English, (focusing on
lexical and grammatical areas), and from the native English
speaker (on organisational and presentational issues) both orally
and in handout form.

The presentations were expected to be between 10 and 15
minutes. They were asked not to rely on visual aids, as this could
have been a distraction from their speaking skills.

The final strand to the course was the development of the
students’ nursing and technical knowledge. Students would
prepare a worksheet before the class and the answers would be
discussed at the beginning. This lasted for about 20 minutes each

week until the presentation practice began.

Preparation of students for peer evaluation

In the first class the students were told that they would be
doing peer evaluation, for both class work and for a presentation,
and they were provided with information about important
aspects of peer evaluation at regular intervals as the course
progressed.

The information given to the students included a literature
review which highlighted the benefit and problems with peer
evaluation. Other discussions and handouts focused upon
choosing assessment criteria and the potential difficulties in

grading.

Evaluation day

The evaluations took place in the last class. The order for the
presentations was decided by drawing lots. Each student had a
form in which to keep notes on the performance of each speaker
which were collected in afterwards.

The students were told that an A grade was equivalent to 80%
and above, a B from 70-79%, and a C (should it be necessary)
was below 70%. They were asked to record their evaluation in
percentage terms and asked not to use the same percentage
twice. Students were asked to self evaluate as well.

Class work and presentation were to account for 50% each of
the final percentage score, so to calculate the students’ final
scores the averaged mark for each was added and divided by
two. Both teachers also graded the students so that any

irregularities could be double-checked.

The questionnaire
Once the students had completed their presentations and their
peer evaluations, they were asked to complete a simple

questionnaire, designed to record their feelings towards the

ENLAEERBIZERLE H 78 175 2008 4

evaluation process. The questions that the students were asked
were;

1. Do you feel that peer evaluation was worth doing? Why?
Why not?

2. Which was easier to evaluate, class work or presentations?
What did you find the most difficult thing in assessing the
presentations?

4. What did you find the most difficult thing in assessing class
work?

5. Would you have liked to have had stricter criteria for the
evaluations?

6. Do you think peer evaluation should be continued next

year?

Results and Discussion

Class work

The results are presented according to rank, rather than the
raw scores, as the marking scales employed varied between the
students. Nearly all students graded within a 30% range, from
70-100%, but in one case grades of 30% were given, so this was
excluded, as the influence on the overall scores would have been
too great. This shows how important it is for students to use
similar ranges when assessing.

The columns indicate the rankings awarded by the students
(represented by capital letters) and the rows represent the
ranking they received from fellow classmates. T1 in the 3rd
column from the right represents the ranks as awarded by the
Japanese teacher of English and T2 represents those of the
native, British teacher. The ‘All’ column is the combined ranking
awarded by both students and teachers.

The rankings given by the two teachers are remarkably similar
except in the case of student N (underlined). This anomaly
might be explained by the halo effect from a very impressive
practice presentation the week before.

Although the rankings for the other 13 students by the
teachers are remarkably similar, this case shows that evaluation
is necessarily subjective, no matter who is evaluating, student or
teacher. This highlights an advantage of peer evaluation as by
using the rankings given by peers, that ‘mistake’ is moderated by
the other graders. Conversely, a disadvantage of peer assessment
is that because there are multiple assessors the higher scores, (in
percentages) are lower than they would be with only one
assessor, as are the lowest scores. As a consequence of both this,
and the fact that the students generally graded lower than their
teachers, it was felt necessary to delete each individual's three

lowest scores in order to boost the final percentage mark.
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Table 1 Ranking for class work
A B C D E F G H I *J K *L M N T1 | T2 | All
A 6 1 1 1 1 1 2 3 1 B) 1 9 1 2 1 1 1
B 3 4 2 2 4 7 3 6 6 1 5 4 2 4 2 3 2
C B) 3 5 4 2 2 7 2 1 8 2 4 3 4 7 2
D 8 8 11 11 3 3 1 5 5 4 7 7 5 9 6 4
E 4 7 6 10 9 6 6 7 4 2 4 11 3 1 2 2 5
F 7 2 7 13 5 1 3 11 14 3 11 7 7 4 6
G 2 5 8 6 4 8 8 9 7 6 8 10 10 5 7
H 1 6 13 10 9 4 11 10 5 8 8 8 8
I 9 12 7 13 5 5 12 14 14 10 11 7 10 6 11 10 9
J 11 9 10 5 11 10 9 9 8 14 10 12 9 14 14 9 11
K 10 13 9 15 13 15 10 12 13 9 15 13 13 15 12 13 12
L 15 11 15 12 12 14 13 13 12 13 13 10 12 12 13 13 13
M 14 14 14 14 14 12 11 15 11 12 9 14 14 13 15 15 14
N 12 10 12 8 8 11 14 10 7 6 8 5 15 11 4 12 10
Table 2 Ranking for presentation
A B C D E F G H I J K L M N T1 | T2 | All
A 10 7 5 6 8 6 2 5 6 8 9 4 4 3 3 3 6
B 4 5 2 2 3 3 3 1 1 1 1 5 3 2 1 2 1
C 8 2 7 3 6 2 5 2 3 5 5 3 2 5 8 5 4
D 2 1 3 9 2 7 1 6 5 4 3 1 5 4 5 1 3
E 1 3 6 1 10 1 7 4 2 2 2 2 1 1 2 4 2
F 7 11 10 10 11 10 8 10 7 11 12 7 8 9 9 7 10
G 9 6 4 7 5 9 8 9 9 7 6 6 6 7 6 8
H 5 4 1 4 5 6 7 4 3 6 8 9 7 4 11 5
I 11 10 12 14 7 11 14 11 14 14 11 13 13 11 10 9 13
J 12 12 14 13 12 8 13 9 12 10 8 12 10 12 14 14 11
K 6 9 13 12 9 12 11 13 10 7 14 9 12 14 13 8 9
L 14 13 9 8 14 13 10 12 11 12 10 14 11 10 11 12 12
M 13 14 11 11 13 14 12 14 13 13 13 11 14 13 12 13 14
N 3 8 8 5 1 9 4 3 8 6 4 10 7 8 6 10 7
The two columns with asterisks (J and L) show the rankings Presentations

most divergent from the norm for the top ranked student. Both
of these students were among the weaker students in the class,
and as mentioned earlier, this suggests there is a problem in
evaluating upwards. By contrast the students are fairly
unanimous in identifying the weaker students.

In each column the figure in bold is the self-evaluation rank.
What can immediately be seen from this is that as a means of
assessment, self-assessment was not worthwhile. The percentage
scores for self-evaluation were excluded from the final

evaluations for this reason.

When comparing the two teachers scores, the vast majority of
students are ranked consistently, however, there is one obvious
exception, student H (underlined), in which this author’s
ranking is significantly wayward compared both to the Japanese
teacher and the students. Student H is an excellent speaker of
English, but the author felt the student underperformed, and, it
would seem, judged the student more critically than other
students. Being able to make a comparison with other graders
allows a teacher to understand their own grading idiosyncrasies.
Similarly, in other cases in which the author is slightly awry

from the other graders in ‘over-grading’ it becomes apparent too
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great an emphasis has been placed on effort rather than
achievement.

Table 2 shows more consistency in grading than was the case
for class work, because for the presentation all graders witnessed
the same event. Even in grading ‘upwards’ there seems to be
more agreement as to which were the best presentations. For the
weaker performances, the uniformity in ranking is particularly
noticeable.

The self-evaluations for the presentations also show that
students have under graded. However, in a recent peer
evaluation with 2" year students, in which they perform pair
work for peer evaluations, it is not uncommon for students to
rank themselves and their partner as the best in the class. This
suggests that pair and group evaluation might promote a more
competitive attitude or that 2" year students may not yet be
sufficiently mature to undertake peer evaluation. This finding
lends weight to Lurie, Nofziger, Meldrum, Mooney & Epstein
(2006, p. 845) who found in peer evaluation among medical
students that ‘different classes may tend to have different
‘personalities”.

Another pleasing result of the peer evaluation is that the
students have, as a class, made a clear distinction between class
work and the presentation. There has been no assumption that a
student who excels in class work must be good at presentation,
or vice versa. Furthermore, some of the more proficient speakers
are not at the top of the rankings, but instead, those who worked
hardest and who took a more active part in class have fared
better, and there is no sign of any favouritism or stereotyping in

the presentation rankings. This is very reassuring.

Student reaction to peer evaluation

The students’ answers to a brief questionnaire are discussed in
this section.

1. Do you feel peer evaluation was worth doing? Why? Why not?

Yes No Not Sure
11 1 1

For those who felt it was worthwhile the following are
representative of the comments.

I could compare English skills between my friends and me. I
could find many good points of my classmates that I felt I should
imitate.

By evaluating others it became clear what my weak points
were.

In keeping with the literature this shows that students reflect
on the performance of classmates and then incorporate those
strengths into their own performance.

Classmates have a similar feeling and way of thinking as each
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other.
We know our classmates very well (As a result of the time
spent working together)

Being evaluated by other students meant I knew the points
that other students will evaluate carefully.

These three comments suggest that students feel positive
about being evaluated by peers, as they are more aware of what
classmates regard as good practice than they are with teachers.
This could mean that teachers need to communicate their aims
more clearly to the students, but it could also be that fellow
students are more realistic in what their classmates can achieve.

Yes, because when we did class work, teachers could not see
everything.

This shows that students are aware of the limitations of solely
being evaluated by a teacher. A teacher can not see everything,
but a fellow classmate will and in this respect peer evaluations
are fairer than only teacher evaluations.

For those who chose ‘Not sure’, one student did not comment
and the other wrote

For peer evaluation, I could evaluate classmates, but self-
evaluation was difficult.

This suggests that students need more practice in self-
evaluation, or it might be cultural, in that it is hard for Japanese
students to appear overly confident.

2. Which was easier to evaluate, class work or presentations?
About the same

Class work Presentations

1 8 4

One probable reason for the preference for presentations is
that everyone sees the same performance. Also class work
evaluation is over time and performance is not consistent,
therefore grading is harder. It is also possible that the students
were not given sufficient preparation to do class work
evaluations as confidently as the presentations.

3. What did you find the most difficult thing in assessing the
presentations?

The teacher asked us not to give the same score twice and
sometimes I could not find a difference between the presentations.

This is a very valid and important point. In trials with peer
evaluation, students had often give the same grade countless
times, rendering the task meaningless. To avoid this problem,
students were asked not to award the same mark twice. It was
hoped this would make students concentrate on fine differences
between two classmates, but in truth, it is sometimes too difficult
to make a distinction between two similar students. This rule
was too artificial and it will be changed in the future.

Sometimes the topics were too different. It wasn't a problem of

English, but some topic areas I found difficult to understand.
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When I couldn 't understand the research.

Both of these comments are also very insightful. By choosing
the students’ graduate thesis as the topic of the presentation there
were both advantages and disadvantages. The key advantage
was that at that stage of term, the thesis is the most important
work in the students’ academic lives. As Douglas (2000) points
it is essential that test takers must be engaged by the task in
which they are tested. Furthermore, the students are required to
present the thesis in a presentation (albeit in Japanese), so the
task of presenting was also relevant.

The disadvantage is that the content matter was different for
each student. A student, whose graduate research was on a
mainstream topic, familiar to all students, was at an advantage
compared to those which were more specialised. This problem
should not have mattered greatly, as students were constantly
reminded about the importance of the audience, and the need to
make the presentation accessible to all. Similarly, it was made
explicit to the students that they were not meant to be assessing
the content of the presentation, but how it was presented and the
English used. However, it is still the case that it is easier to listen
to a familiar topic rather than an unfamiliar one.

Sometimes [ wasn t sure if the student used good English or not.

Assessing the English level.

1 couldn 't make judgements about grammar:

These three comments highlight the main weakness of peer
evaluation in an English language course. It is very difficult for
students to assess correct usage of language. If a classmate uses
a phrase with which they are unfamiliar, it is not possible for
them to know if it is a correct expression or an incorrect one. In
a previous trial with presentation evaluations, students did award
high marks to a student who spoke fluently but whose syntax
was flawed, whereas both teachers graded the student
significantly lower. Peer evaluation might be more reliable if the
scores of only the better students were used. However, in low
stakes testing, this is not so critical, and it would seem unfair to
exclude weaker students from the process.

4. What did you find most difficult in assessing the class work?

In each class we did different things so it was difficult for me
to compare and evaluate the difference.

This is a similar point to that about difference in content in the
presentations, but students should have been assessing speaking
skills rather than the ideas expressed, so more guidance on how
to evaluate seems to be necessary.

With one student we were only together for one class, so that
made evaluation difficult.

There were some students I hadn t had much contact with so 1

found this grading difficult.

There was one student [ wasn 't in the same group as.

1 didnt talk to all of my classmates.

This problem should not have arisen as students were
regularly reminded to work with different students each week,
but is shows that students’ seating positions need to be regulated
by the teacher. There was, in fact, sufficient opportunity for each
student to have worked with all other students at least twice.
However, this does highlight the difficulty of doing peer
evaluation with larger class sizes.

1 found it difficult to remember previous classes.

1 forgot how well certain students did in detail.

This could be countered by students using records as the
course progresses, but although peer evaluation proved to be a
positive exercise, no course should be dominated by evaluation.
Additionally, for less mature students keeping records could
become a cause of anguish especially if low grades are given
and talked about. Forms could be returned to the teacher at the
end of the class, but even this put too strong an emphasis on
grading. Remembering how well students have done from week
to week is difficult even for experienced teachers so it is not so
surprising that students find it difficult. Reminding students
orally each week might help to keep this information in their
minds.

There are some students who talk a lot and some who talk a
little. I felt uncomfortable about it.

This is an interesting point and one all teachers wrestle with.
Some people might have good English but just be naturally
quieter personalities than others. Spoken tests do favour more
extrovert characters (Cohen, 1994). Students need to be aware
of how important it is to offer more in such an exam or course.
Many students say little because of a concern of speaking
incorrectly and being penalised, so it would be very difficult for
a teacher to discern the correct cause of a student’s lack of
participation.

Class work doesn t lend itself to ranking, I think grades would
have been better.

This is an understandable point, but it would be very tempting
for students to give, for example, eighty percent of the students
‘A’ grades and the remainder ‘B’ grades, without too much
thought. By requiring students to rank students (which is what
in effect giving percentages without repeating the same
percentage does) they are challenged to use their critical
faculties more, which should be more beneficial to each student.

5. Would you have liked to have strict criteria for evaluation?

Yes No
8 5

Originally the plan was for all students to use the same criteria
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for grading. However, it became apparent from watching the
practice presentations that there were so many facets to a good
presentation that it would be impossible to distil these into 4 or 5
categories that all students would feel competent in judging.
Grammatical competence or use of high level structures and
phrases would be difficult for some students to grade. Similarly,
judging fluency is difficult. Hesitation, should an idea
spontaneously occur, is perfectly acceptable, but students tend to
regard any pause as an error. In a previous experiment with
presentation evaluation one student was penalised by classmates
for this very manoeuvre, whereas both teachers felt it to be
commendable.

As a result of these difficulties students were asked to grade
the presentations holistically and to choose their own criteria.
The written comments showed the same criteria were applied for
each student. The advantage of allowing students to choose the
criteria is that they will select those that they feel able to judge.

Class work is the area in which more help is needed for
students when evaluating. Students need to have the elements
that make up conversation explained to them (as this is what is
primarily what takes place) and then they can choose those
which they feel able to judge.

6. Do you think peer evaluation should be continued next
year?

*Yes, because you can see the effort your classmates make.

*Yes, because I could understand all my classmates skill.

*Yes, it’s worth doing but it should be begun in the 1" year.

Yes, it was a good experience for me.

Yes, because we could learn not only English but also how to
evaluate.

1 think it should be continued because I had to use my brain
for it.

Yes I do, because it'’s good to be evaluated by all students.

Yes, I think peer evaluation makes all students listen more
carefully.

Yes, being evaluated by others is useful.

I'm not sure but I could listen carefully to each classmate’s
presentation.

Yes, but I think set criteria should be given.

These comments show that all but one student found the peer
evaluation to be beneficial to them. The first two comments
show that peer evaluation can make students more appreciative
of the efforts of others and this is an unforeseen benefit.

The third comment is very interesting and perceptive. Grading
becomes easier and more efficient for a teacher with more
experience, and this will be even more important for novices.

Dudley-Evans & St. John (1998) point out that all examiners
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need meetings and training sessions to reach consistent standards
and the same will be true for students. If students begin peer
evaluation earlier in their college life they would be considerably
better at it by the 4" year. However, issues of maturity, class size
and the fact that classes are compulsory need to be considered

carefully.

Self evaluation

As mentioned in the results, self-evaluation as expressed by a
percentage mark was not a meaningful exercise and this mark
was not included in the final percentatge. One student wrote;

How about writing our own good points and weak points after
our practice presentations?

This is an excellent suggestion and will be incorporated in the
next course. Self-evaluation in a non-grading manner would

seem to be a potentially more beneficial experience.
Conclusion

The impression of peer evaluation for both teacher and
students was favourable.

The positive discoveries for the teacher were;

* ‘mistakes’ in grading by the teacher are moderated by the class;

* it is possible for teachers to become aware of their own
evaluation style;

» even less able students can determine who the most able
students are;

* students were able to distinguish clearly between class-work
and presentation evaluation.

The benefits according to students are;

* they became aware of what they needed to do to improve;

o fellow student’s criteria for grading are easier to comprehend
than the teachers;

* teachers can not evaluate everything as they aren't always
listening.

The lessons that have been learnt are;

« all students need to grade within a similar range;

» peer evaluation moderates both the highest and lowest
scores which disadvantages the better students;

» using self evaluation for grades is not useful but for
formative feedback it could be;

* class-work evaluation will provide more erratic grades due
to its nature;

 presentation evaluation is preferred by students, so greater
help is required with class work evaluation;

» weak students do not feel capable of evaluating grammar;

* it is important for the teacher to rotate the seating positions.
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Peer evaluation would seem to be promising as a viable
alternative or as additional form of assessment for Japanese
students. Both the teacher and the students were pleased with the
results. It should be noted that this paper is concerned with one

class, and the experience might be different with other students.
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