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Abstrac重

The　relation　beIween　specific　needs　and山e　netion　of開task閥as　the　unit　of　analysis三n　sy1】abu3

d・・量9・i・righ重1y・・蹴9。・・b・・…e・惚・k－b・・ed・pP・。・gh　can　id・鵬由・n・ed・　・g・。』・・ent　sets

。f　b・h・vi。・・．　O・e　q・e・ti。・th・t・t・・k－b細・yll・b・・d・E・9・e・m・st・・k・h。w・v邸wh・中・・th・

necessary　linguistic　inputs　can　be　graded　and　sequenc巳d　ln　such　a　way　that－they　help　to　bu！1d　the

li・g・1・廿・fo・曲ti。・with。・t　whl・h　th・・t・dent・…n。t・d・q・・t・ly　P・。d・・e山・・閃・i・ed　b・hp・i。…

This　papεr　wiU　exainine　this　question　through　a　case　study　of　the　histo】ty　of曲e　syUabu窪de31gn∫Or

the　lntemati。nal　University。f」apan’s（王UJ）annual　intensive　English　pr。gram　fbr　pr。spectlve

MBA　students　that　began　i自1988．　The　starting　point　will　be　a　paper　that至UJIs　Moh㎜ed

Ahmed　gave　at　the　1989　LULTAC　Cenferen¢e　in　which出e　qロestions　of　Iingui3tic　grading　and

sequ釘1cing　were　ra1sed　b田ngt　answered・The　strug91es　of　successive．8yllabus　designers，　to

reconcile　behavioral　and　linguistic　need3　will豊hen　be　analyzed．　The　paper　wlll　conclude　by　argu1丑g

that　the　present　trend　towards　a　mult三一sy11abus　design　in　which　a　task－based　syllabus　exists　side　by

side　wユ重h　satellite　linguistic　syllab三represents　the　best　outcom3　for　Ihis　and，　pe【haps，　fbr　o由er

similar　courses．

1．1NTRODUCTION

　　In　recent　years　task－based　apProaches　to　syIlabus　des孟gn｝｝ave　ca王）｛ured　atten蛙on　because　they

provide，　among　other由重ngs，　a　way　of　satisfying　the　stlpulat玉on　made　of　communicative　course

desigRs　that　they　fe玉ateエno蹄重o　the玉eami1ig　pro　cess　than　to　the　learning　product（e．g，　Breen，1984；．

Bramfit，1984＞．　For　English　for　Spec圭a亙Purposes（ESP）course　designers　another　reason　to　g圭ve

close　cofisidefation　to毛＆sk　as　the　unit　of　syUabus　desig戴is　t｝lat　a　task－based　apProach　can　idenξifソ

t熱elear難efs書韮eeds　as　coherent　sets　of　be紘viors．　When，　in　addi毛ion，　the　specific　needs　of　the

lea田ers　apPear　te　co盤sti撫te　a　single　target　situation　or　set　of毛arget　s至t建ations，塩e　ESP　syl｝abus

des圭gner　must　cons量der　the　possib｛旗y　of　de1iv圭ng　classroo】r凱asks，　albeit　with　some　modificatioR，

珊【ere　or　less　direct韮y　fTo】n　the　target　situat三〇n，　w三thout　the　need量｝r　the　e三aborate　abstτaction　of　task

書署狽剿gs「曜w最1麟圭s　fiecessary　w髭en　target　situat三〇ns　are　more　heterogen¢ous（Long，玉985＞Content－

based　E琵g三ish　fcr　Academ三c　P軽】rpos¢s（EAP）coufse　designers，　for　examp王e，　are　often¢ndowed

with　this　pgss圭bility，　thoggh　they　might　Bot盈ecessarily　express姓iロqu｛te　tho　sa憩e　terms（e・9・

王lfintoH，　Sngw＆Wesche，1≦｝89＞．　Although王notiv睦t圭ona韮an｛圭oIher　benef三ts　may　be　obtained　by

deriv圭盤g　classroo艶tasks｛’air韮y（至妻工ec縫y　fsOm鍵重a∫9¢之SitUatiOn，〈）註e｛難呂a（輩Vξ漁tagO　iS　Ce霊taifi　tO　be　a
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more　restdcted　field　of　maneuver　in　which　to　balance　behavioral　and　linguistic　objectives　in　a

syllabus．

　　As　with　al王syllabus　work，　ene　of　the　m艮jor　difficulties　facin．a　a　task－based　syUabus　designer三s

the　grading　and　sequencing　of　the　syllabus　elements．　In　the　fie王d　of　task－based　syllabus　design　the

principle，　if　not　the　practice，　islsimple　enough．　Both　Long（1985）alld　Nunan（ユ989）recomrnend

血at　the　tasks　be　graded　and　sequenced　according　to　non－linguistic　criteria　in　order　to　preserve　the

communicative． モ盾??窒?獅モ?@of　the　task　activities．　Nunan　goes　further　and　specifies　a

1曜垂唐凾モ?盾撃奄獅№浮奄唐狽奄メ@processing　approach「，　by　which　1置activities　can　be　graded　accofding　to　the

cognitive　and　perfbrmance　demands　made　upon　the　learners”（Nunan，1989，118）．　In　this

approach　discrete　items　such　as　gra㎞ar　and　vocabulary　f亡om　a　number　of　syllabロs　checklists．can

then　be　fed　in　to　the　task　activities　after　the　sequence　of　tasks　has　been　mapped　out．　It　is　evident

from　the　many　examples　that　Nunan　provides　that　the　key　factor　in　making　sure　that　there　are

plenty　of　opportun三ties　to　feed　in　lower　order　linguistic　inputs　in　this　way　is　the　ability　not　only　to

grade　and　sequence　the　tasks　themselves　but　also　to　break　them　down三nto　a　number　ef　cemponent

activities　and　then　assemble　them　together　in　a　cumulative　1曜chain”that　represents　an　ascending

order　of　activity　size　and　d…fficulty．

　　In　pr量nciple，　then，　grading　the　cognitive　and　perfbrrnance　demands　upon　the　learners　is　the　key

to　the　construction　of　a　task－based　syllabus．　This　obviously　assumes　that　these　demands　are

susceptibIe　to　such　grading．　This　assurnption　is　reasonable　enough　when　the　tasks　are　not　being

derived　directly　from　a　target　situation，　fbr　then　the　syllabus　designer　can　more　easily　construct　or

choose　activities　that　fit　a　particular　point　on　the　grading　and　sequencing　prof玉lc．　But　suppose　that

acontent－based　EAP　syllabus　designer　has　decided　that　the　logic　of　a　needs　ana玉ysis｛ndicates　a

syllabus　based　directly　on　the重asks　the　Ieamers　will　face　in　the　content　coロrse　is　appropriate，　and

also　finds　that　it　is　difficult　to　grade　the　cognitive　and　performance　demandsエnade　upon　the

leamers　in　a　nicely　graduated　Way．　And　suppose　that　the　linguistic　level　of　the　students　is　not

really　equal　to　these　cognitive　and　performance　demands．　And，　furthernユore，　suppose　that　because

of　lack　of　time　it　is　not　possible　to　use　time電o　the　extent　desired　to　grade　the　tasks　and　task

activities．　In　this　highly　constrained　scenario　what　should　the　syllabus　designer　do？Should　the

syllabus　designer　abandon　the　attempt　to　construct　a　task－based　syllabus？Should　the　syllabus

designer　fbrsake　Long　an（圭Nunan　and　seek　to　compensate　fbr　the　re！ative　Iack　of　gradability　of　the

cognitive　and　perfbrmance　demands　by　switching　emphasis　to　the　grading　of　the　Iower　order

linguistic　inputs？　Or　should　the　syllabus　designer　deal　with　the　higller　order　cognitive　and

performance　demands　separately　from　the　lower　order　linguistic　and　skills　demands　a皿d　thus　give

up　ene　of　the　majer　advantages　of　cornmunicative　and　task－based　apProaches　一　their　creation　of

coherence　in　terms　of　language　and　context　which　helps　to　ensure　that　language　knowledge　and

language　use　skills　work　and圭ncreasc　together？　These　sorts　of　questions　are　ones　that　ESP
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designers　in　general　and　content－based　EAP　designers　in　particular　may　have　to　face　at　some　time

in　their　professional　life，　but　because　they　relate　tQ”extreme’1　conditions　existing　syllabus　design

models　provide　no　ready－made　answers　to　them

　　This　paper　will　examine　these　questions　through　a　case　study　of　the　evoldtion　since　19880f　a

”content－related’置EAP　course　at　the　lntemational　University　of　Japan（IUJ）．　The　course　is　defined

as”content－related1’in　order　to　distinguish　it倉om　the．’1content－based’「paradigrn　identified　by

B煎on，　Snow　and　Wesche（1989）which　assumes　some　sort　of　active　participation　by　a　content

instructor．　The　course　at　IUJ　is　designed　to　helP　prepare　an　alrnost　exclusively　Japanese　group　of

adults　for　the　academic　and　linguistic　demands　of　an　English　medium　graduate　level　pregram　in

business　administration．　After　explaining　the　rationale　fbr　a　case　study　approach，　the　paper　will

provide　a　brief　overview　of　the　sorts　of　choices　regarding　syllabus　integration　and　the　language－

behaVi。r　c。ntinuum　that肛e　available　to　a　syllabus　designer　within　the　existing　c。mmunicative　and

tas1（－based　sy三1abus　design　tradition．　The　evolution　of　the　content－related　preparatidn　course

through　a　task－based　syllabus　design　wiH　then　be　interpreted　as　a　succession　of　responses，

sometimes　unconscious，　to　these　sorts　of　choices．　The　paper　will　conclude　by　pointing　out　that　the

current　stage　in　the　course，s　evolution晃ndicates　that　it　may　be　necessary　in　certain　highly

constrained　task－based　sy玉labus　design　conditions　to　deal　in　spparate　syllabuses　with　higher　order

cognitive　and　performance　demands　on　the　one　hand　and　with　lower　order　linguistic　and　skills

demands　on　the　other　hand．

2．REASONS　FOR　A　CASE　STUDY　APPROACH

　　This　enquiry　adol〕ts　a　case　study　approach　for　two　main　reasons．　F｛rst，　this　is　a　purely

empirical　exarninat重on　in　one　particular　setting　of　how　a　general　m［odel　of　task－based　syllabus

design　derived　f沁m　Nunan（1989）has　to　be　adapted　to　serve　specific　needs　and　to　fit　specific

constraints．　Like　all　ESP　design　work，　it　is　the　servant，　not　the　master，　of　its　circumstances

（Hutchinson　and　Waters，1987）．　Despite　this　limitation，　however，　it　is　expected　that　the　very

severity　of　the　design　constraints　that　the　enquiry　identifies　may　serve　as　a　useful　reference　po，int

f（）r　others　engaged　in　similar　design　work　Or　for　these　who　are　interested　in　the　language－behavior

relationship　within　a　pragmatic　course　design丘amework　S　econd，　and　perhaps　more　impoftantiy，

a　case　study　approach　permits　as　much，or　even　more，　emphasis　to　be　l瓠d　on鯉ure　as　on　success．

This　is　important　in　the　field　of　sy］labus　design　in　which　no　solution　is　idea1，　no　solロtion　is唱「fina1’㌧

and　every　solution　should　be　evaluated　in　some　sort　of　comparat量ve　framework．
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3．SYLLABUS亙NTEGRATION　AN】）THE　LANGUAGE－BEHAVIOR
　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　RELATIONSHIP

　　11　the　absence　of　a1iy　clear　Vindicalion　of　the　rival　Second　Language　Acquisition（SLA＞claims

made　by　those　who　propose　a　’「bottom－up軍署type　of　SLA　theory（e。g．　Pienema皿，1985）and　by

1血ose　who　propose　a　1冒top－dowガtype　of　SLA　theory（e．g．1（rashen，1982；Long，1985），　the

agnostic　task－based　syllabus　designer　will　have　to　fall　back　on　less　co且troversial　syUabus　design

P。siti・ns　for　guidance。皿syllabus　integrati・n　and　on血e　language－beh…wi。r　relationship　Wi吐血the

syllabus．　B舳t（1984）presents血e　m。st　c。mprehensive　anaiysis　of　general　coinmunicative

syHabus　design　alld　Nunan（1989＞proΨ量des　the皿ost　detailed　account　to　date　of　what　a　task－based

syllabus　lookS　like　and　how　it　can　be　developed．

　　In　regard　to　syllabus　integration，　while　neither　Br　lmfit　nor　Nunan　categorically　rule　out　the

possibility　that　it　might　be　necessary　to　deal　separately　With　d正ferent　orders　of　syllabus　elcmentS，　it

is　also柱ue　that皿either　of　them　actUally　mention　the　possibility．正n　practice，　the　weight　of　theh・

ideas　and　examples　pushes　in　the　direction　of　integration　of　all　the　elements　with量n　a　single

syllabus．　Thus，　Brumfit（1984，122）makes　dear山at　a　holis廿c　apProach　is　vital　fbr　effective

language　1ea血ng：

　　　　　　”Oniy　from　goals　which　have　some　educational　and　content　value　will　we　achieve

　　　　　　Ianguage　courses　which　refiect　current　theories　of　the　natUre　of　laiiguage　because

　　　　　　only　when　there　a1e　messages　being　carried　which　are　significant　te　users　wiU　there

　　　　　　be　fU1正engagement　with　the　1inguistic　code．「’

’llie　syllabus　examples　that　he｛gives　a1e　all　of　single　i　ltegTated　syllabuses，　usually　With　time　finmes

of　five　years．　N皿nan（1989）goes　fUrther　than　Brumfit　in　this　direction　by　positing　the　dual

P］［inciples　of　task　as　the　unit　of　a皿alysis　and　syllabus　construction　and　of　a　single　grading　and

selection　System　based　on　non－linguistic　criteria．　These　p血ciples皿ake　a　non－integ餓ted　syll伽s

desig韮difliicult　to　imagine．　As　already　indicated　above，　Nunan　suggests　a　task－based　syIlabus

、h。uld　6。mpri・e　a　numb・・。f　m。dule・each・f・whi・h・・n・i・t・・f・”chain’曜。f　tasks副血・i・

activity　compo皿ents　which　both　folIow　a　developmental　and　cumulative　sequence　ffom　easier　to

皿ore　difficult　operations．　Each　task，　moreover，　contains　within　itself　a　micrecosm　of　a11　the

elements　of　communicative　design，　such　as　inputs，　roles，　activities　and　activity　goals．　The

integri｛y　of　the　chain　and　its　task　consdtuents　is，　therefbre，　important・

　　As　regards　the　roles　of　language　aiid　behavior　within　a　syllabus，　both　Brumfit　and　Nunan　stress

the　need　first　to　create　a　syllabus　structure　which　is　organi　zed　around　language　use　sitUations　and

second　to　provide　a　set　of　syllabus　checklists　from　which　the　teacher　can　select　and　feed　in．

apP・・幽e　1・we…d・・el・m・nts　su・h・…9rammar　and　lexis・Wlie・e・th・y・PPear　t。　disagree・is。皿

th・pre・。nditi・n・f・・eff1・ient　leaming　wi山in・・yll・bu・・　．B・umfit（1984・99－101）identifi・・th・e・
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tyl〕es　of　syste皿which　he　believes　can，　in　principle，　facilitate　efficient　learning：language，　content，

and　problem　solving．　He　differenti3tes　these　systems　from　other　systems　on　the　basis　of　their

cumulative　and　generative　propenies．　In　practice，　however，　after　examining　the　problems　inherent

in　Prabhu「s　problβm　solving　sy工labus，　he　advocates　only　Ianguage　and　conteht　as　viable　systems

fbr　maximizing　leaming　efficiency，　Thus，　he　pToposes　that　in　the　early　stages　of　a　syllabus　when

learners　are　at　a　relatively　low　Iinguistic　level　they　should　be　given皿ore　opportunities　to　spend

time　on　1「accuracy　related「1　activities　than　on　”fluency　related”ones－i．e．　spend　more　time　dealing

with　the亘anguage　as　a　system－，but　as　the　learners　progress　to　higher　linguistic　Ievels　this

proponion　should　be　reversed　and　learners　should　be　engaged　in　more　cognitively　demanding　and

meaning　focused　content　work（Brumik，1984，118－125）．　Nunan，　by　contrast，　has　no　apparent

interest　in　emphasizing　either　accuracy　or　fluency　at　any　particular　stage　of　the　learners’

development．　For　him　the　task　is　the　al1・－encompassing　unit　of　analysis　and　within　it　the　language－

task　activity　relationship　is　held　to　be　very　flexible．　When　taiking　about　reading　tasks　he　states

quite　simply（Nunan，1989，19）：

　　　　　　”．＿．one　might　ftnd　or　create　an　interesting／re亘evant　task　at　the　appropriate　level　of

　　　　　　difficulty　and　then　identify　which　language　items　on　the　syllabus　checklist　can　be

　　　　　　introduced　or　taught　through　the　text／task，「1

This　leads　to　the　conclusion　that，　although　the　task－based　approach　was　born　directly　from　the

communicative　approaches　c。耳cern　with　the　riecd　to　deal　with　language　learning　as　a　process　which

creates　a　”capacity　fer　c。㎜unicati。n　rather　than　a　rep　ert。ire。f　c。mmunicati。n”（Breen，1984，

53），the　two　do　not　necessarily　go　about　this　in　the　sarne　way．

　　Assuming　that　controversial　1’top－down「1　and　1曜bottom－up”SLA　theories　have　been　set　aside　and

that　the　syllabus　designc　h。ices　are　to　be　found　within　the　framework　of　communicative　syllabus

design，ξhe　designers　of　the　graduate　level　business　adm｛nistration　preparation　course　at　IUJ　have　“

had　two　basic　choices．　The　fkst　is　to　adopt　Brumfit’s　accuracy　to　fiuency　model　and　make　sure

that　the　learners　acquire　a　sufficiently　eleveloped　lingulstic　competence　before　becoming　fUlly

engaged　in　more　cognit呈vely　demand｛ng　activ且ties．　The　second　choice　is　to．adopt　Nunan’s　task－

based　model　and　fbcロs　only　en　identifying　a　chain　of　tasks　which　need　be　graded　only　according　to

cognitive　and　perfbrmance　criteria．　In　most　syllabus　design　situations，　of　course，　the　choice

between　the　two　is　one　of　emphasis　rather　than　substance　as　Nunan’s　insistence　on山e　careful

cognitive　and　perfbmlance　grading　of　tasks　will　usually　ensure　that　learners　are　not　exposed　to

demanding　content－f（）cused　work　until　a　relatively　late　stage　in　a　course，　The　choice　between　the

two　mode王s，　however，　becomes　much　mGre　significa皿t　when　thls　caエe釦l　grading　of　tasks　proves

difficuIt　to　perferm，　As　will　be　seen，　these　tWo　choices　eorrespond　roughly　to　the　first　twe　stages

of　the　evolution　of　the　graduate　level　preparation　course　at　IUJ，　with　the　third　a皿d　current　stage

representin8　a　mod圭fied　co］阻bination　of　the　two．
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4．THE　ENGLISM［LANGUAGE　PROGRAM（ELP）AT　THE　INTERNATIONAL
　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　UNIVERSITY　OF　JAPAN（IUJ）

　　IUJ　is　an　experimental　English　medium　graduate　university　which　was　founded　in　1982　and

now　comprises　two　schools，　the　Graduate　School　of　Intemational　Relations（GSIR），　which　was

founded　in　1982，　and　the　Graduate　School　of　lnternational　Management（GS王M），　which　was

fbunded　in　1988．　Figure　l　shows　in　outline　form　the　relation　between　the　two　schools　and　the

ELP．　The　key　point　to　note　is　that　the　9－10　week　Intensive　English　Program（IEP），　which

precedes　the　matriculation　ef　the　students　into　the　two　schools，　bears　most　of　the　burden　for　the

preparation　of　mostly　Japanese　students　for　the　academic　and　linguistic　challenges　they　will　face．

It　should　also　be　pointed　out　that　the　division　of　the　courses　into　specific　needs　courses　in　the

mornings　and　into　genera1　courses　in　the　afternoons　has，　until　recently　at　least，　been　determined　by

soc三al　and　pragmatic　facters，　rather　than　by　pedagogical　ones．　The　fbcus　of　the　case　study　that

follows　is　on　the　preparation　of　the　students　who　intend　to　enter　GSIM　and　pursue　an　MBA　style

track　of　graduate　study．

Figロre　1：0Ψerview　of　IUJ　and　the　ELP

　　　　　　　　　　　Internationa匪　疋工niversity　of　Japan

220students－50％Ja　anese　50％overseas（5－1590　native　s　eaker）

Graduate　School　of　lnternational　Relations

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　1982

politics，　economics，　business，　sociology，

　　　　　　　　　　　　area　s　tudies

Graduate　Schooi　of　Internationa王

　　　　　Management　1988

　　　　Amedcan　style　MBA

　　all　l　st　yr　courses　ma皿datory

　　　　　　　IntenSive　English　Program

9－10weeks　　　　　fUll－time　　　June－August

　　　　　　l　　　　Momings

Text　Skills　for　lnternational　Relatiens

　　　　　　　　　　　（1983）

Text　Skills　for　lnternational　Management

　　　　　　　　　　　　　（1988）

Aftemoons

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　General　Classes　for　all　students（1983）

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　academic　lecture　listening，　oral　presentations

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　some　era1　work，　some　．qrarnmatical　fo　cus

English　support　continues　at　a　much　lower　intensity　into　the　Fall　and　Winter　terms　of

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　the　first　year
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　　Through　Stages＃1　and＃20fthe　evoIution　of　the　preparat至on　course　fbr　the　students　who　intend

to　enter　GSIM，　the　focus　was　very　much　on　the　syllabus　design　ef　the　morning　Text　Skills　for

International　Management　classes　which　dea1　with　the　needs　that　are　specific　to　Japanese　students

entering　a1i　Arnerican　style　business　administration　program．　Stage＃3，　the　cu士rent　stage，　also　pays

attention　to　a　broader　complementary　role　that　the　genera玉aftemoon　classes　may　be　able　to　pIay．

5．THE　CHAL］しENGES　FACING　PROSPECT亙VE　JAPANESE　GSIM　STUDENTS

　　Although　it　was　not　clear　in　1988　what　a11　the　challenges　facing　the　Japanese　GSIM　students

were，　it　was　clear　by　1989　that　these　challenges　were　quite　forml　dable，　a皿d　by　1992　there　was　a

growing　appエeciation　that　these　challenges　were　even　greater　than　preViously　thought．　For　the　s良ke

of　order　and　convenience，　these　challenges　are　identified　with　the　benefit　of　hindsight　and

according　to　Nunan’s　three　criteria　fbr　grading　tasks：act圭vity｛「actors，　input　factors，　and　learner

factors．

　　△一．In　addition　to　having　to　deal　with　the　normal　EAP　activities　of　w盛tten

examinat三〇ns，　lecture　listening，　note－taking，　and　textbook　reading，　the　GS　IM　program曾s　American

MBA　orientation　means　that　the　lcarners　have　to　be　able　to　participate　in　frequent　case　discussions

and　to　write　occasional　analyses　of　cases．　These　case　discussions，　which　proceed　at　a　rapid　pace

and　typica韮ly　Iast　about　901ninutes，　are　probab豆y　the　most　difficult　challenge　facing　the　Japanese

Iea∬le∫s．　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　’

　　巫幽…．Although　MBA　textbooks　present　no　unUsual　challenges　for　Japa皿ese　le肛ners，

the　Iengthy　case　texts　and　the　listening　input　from　case　discussions　represent　unusually　severe

difficulties　fbr　non－native　speakers　of　Eng玉ish　who　are　not　already　advanced圭n　all　areas　of　English

competence．　The　case重exts　are　usually　between　15　and　25　pages　in　length，　and，　though　their

propositional　density　is　not　particularly　high，　they　are　crammed　with　an　overwhelming　amount　of

deta皿三n　a　text　structure　that　deliberately　eschows　a　clear　interpretive　・for　l　of　organization．　Making

sense　of　these　case　texts　requires　interpret三ve　yeading　skiI三s　that　lie　at　the　outermost　point　on　the

ra且ge　of　reading　macreskills，　The　Iistening　input　from　case　d三scussions　is　jllst　as　chalienging

becausc　of　the　presence　in　the　GSIM　clas　ses　of　a　significant　number　of　native　speakers　and　a　larger

number　of　very　high　prof玉ciency　non－naIive　speakers　from　countries　outside　Japa皿．　Exchanges

tend　to　be　spoken　rapidly　with　a　lot　of　idiomatic　c◎ntent．　It　is　necessary　fer　the　Japanese　students

to　be　able　to　decode　these　messages　quickiy　and　formulate　their　own　responses　quickly　if　they　are

te　maintain　the　capacity　to　participate　in　a　case　discussion．
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　　Leamer　factors．　The　most　str圭king　Iearner　factor　is　the　relativcly王ow　genera王English

proficiency　of　the　Japanese　learners　at　the　start　of　lhe肥P．　An　average　TOEFL　score　of　540－550　in

arange　of　500－600　is　typicaL　The　Iearnersf　productive　English　skills　are　generally　weaker　still．

Most　Japanese　Iearners　have　been　exposed　to　little　or　no　writing　instruction　or　writing　practice

within　Japanese　educational　institutions　in　their　oitvn　LI，　let　alone　in　English　L2（Mok，1993）．

Furthem血ore，　the　Japanese　leamers嘲good　passive　knowledge　ofEnglish　morphology　and　gra皿mar

is　not　usually　complernented　by　an　equally　good　grasp　of　the　situational　use　and　function　of

elements　from　the　language　system．　In　the　area　of　cognitive　capabilities　Japanese　learners　are

handicapped　by　the　tendency　of　the　Japanese　educational・and　cultural　systems　to　ignore　or　actively

discourage　critical　and　heuristic　modes　of　thought（Mok，1993）that　are　essential　for　good　case

analysis．

　　Perhaps　the　biggest　constraint　of　all，　however，　is　the　I量mited　amount　of　time－9－10weeks－in

which　to　steer　the　Japanese　learners　towards　a　position　from　which　they　can　start　to　tackle，　and　not

fee互overwhelmed　by，　these　challenges．

6．STAGE＃1　1988・1989

　　The　f　rst　stage　of　the　syllabus　design　for　Text　Skills　for　lnternationa1　Management（TSIM）was

marked　by　a　lack　of　information　about　the　sort　of　academic　and　linguistic　challenges　the　stUdents

woロld　face　on　completion　of　the肥P．　In　this　informational　vacuum　the　syllabus　designer　decided

to　employ　a　tradition　al　EAP　approach　based　on　the　three　skills　of　reading，　writing，　and　speaking，

with止e　aftemoon　c玉asses　covering　Iecture　Iistening　and　note－taking　skills．　It　was　expected　that　the

Ieamers　would　be　able　to　apply　their　improved　competences　in　these　skill　areas　to　meet　the

particular　and　1argely　unknown　challenges　they　w　ould　face　in　the　graduate　pro．qram．　As　is　made

clear　in　the　preceding　section　of　this　paper，　there　was　also　some　justification　for　thinking　that　the

Japanese　learners　had　yet　to．　reach　the　Ievel　of　linguistic　proficiency　that，　in　a　general

communicative　me血。　dology，　would　be　regarded　as、a　necessary　c。ndi直。n鉛r劔I　exp。s肛e　t。　even

the　initial　cognitive　and　behavioゴa三delnands　of　a　graduate　Ievel　content　course．

　　In　th孟s　first　TSIM　syllabus　the　language　and　s1くills　were　alWays　introduced　and　practiced　i血a

contextualized　and　meaning－focused　way，　but，　unlike　in　a　task－based　syllabus，　the　task　activities

that　were　p　erformed　were　never　drawn　together　into　the　fu　lly　inte．qrated　and　cumulat董ve　chain　of

tasks　that　Nunan　would　recognize　as「’tasks”．　Neither　was　there　any　attempt　to　use　a皿y　authentic

GSIM　materials．　Fu曲ermore，　there　was　a　conscious　pIan　to　start　with　an　emphasis　on　accuracy

related　activities　and　then　shift　to　fluency　related　ones．　Figure　2　provides　a　overview　of　this

initial　syl正abus　design．　The　solution　to　the　problem　of　how　to　balance　co．qnitive／behavioral　and

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　’
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1inguistic　o切ectives　was　simple：priority　was　given　to　instruction　that　would　provide　meaningfUl

contexts　fbr　the　realization　of　the　lingロistic　o切ectives　regardless　of　whether　these　would　also

contribute　to　the　realization　of　the　cognitive／behavioral　ohjectives．　It　was　implicitly　accepted　that

these　latter　objectives　couId　be　accommodated　at　a　later　stage　in　the　languagc’curdcuIum　or　could

be　achieved　by　the　learners　themselves　thr。ugh　i㎜ersion　in　the　GSIM　pr。gram．

Flgure　2：The　TS亙M　Syllabus　IDesign　in　1989

Sk三夏1 Start＆Middle End

Expository　wr三th19 樫paragraph　level　notions
tnctions
?D9．exemp孟ification

?D9．causality

＆ short　essays　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　」

盈ead三ng 。亘ewspaper　a宜icies

BESL　ad司）ted　short　cases

ESL　adapted　short　cases

Discus5ion 。newspaper　articles

№dSL　adapted　short　cases

ESL　adapted　short　cases

Sentence　IeΨe1 恥ガ彫～η加∫fμ∬
y∂躍’rε’η占配3’π633　　　　　　　　　－

7．STAGE＃21990・1991

　　The　Stage＃1　syllabus　had　reasonable　credentials，　but　it　failed　to　satisfy　either　the　learners，

whose　evaluations　were　not　enthusiastic，　or　the　GSIM　professers，　who　were　upset　by　the　seeming

inability　or　unwiU圭ngne＄s　of　the　Japanese　students　to．participate　in　th6　case　discussiens　during　their

first　year　of　study．　It　appeared　that　even　the　more　proficient　Japanese　learners　who　had　pei　formed

well　in　the　EP　tended　net　to　part三c三pate　in　the　ca3e　discussions．

　　The　obv玉ous　response　was　to　engage　ln　a　needs　analysis　of　the　GSIM　I曾target　situation”．

Although　this　needs　analys藍s　was　neveエconducted　in　a　formal　way，　there　was　soon　collected　a

large　body　of　evldence　in　favor　of　a　task－based　approach．　A　majority　of　the　GSIM　courses，　and

the　most　challenging　fer　the　Japanese　students，　were　organized　around　the　American　MBA　case

method　pioneered　at　Harvard　B　usiness　Schoo1（Christensen，1987）．　One　outsta皿d圭ng　characteristic

of　this　case　method　is　that　it　constitutes　iit　an　unusually　concentrated　form　a　paradigm　example　of

the，1pedagogical　task’t　defined　by　Long　as　a　task　derived　indirectly　from出e　rea正world　by
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abstracting　real　world　tasks　into　a　number　of　”task　types”（Long，1985）．　The　MBA　case　method

takes　this　abstractive　process　one　stage　further　by　identifying　just　a　single　task　type－the　case

method　一　that　can　process　the　vast　complexity　of　business　administration　data　into　a　pedagogically

manageable　form．　The　case　method　task－type　and　the　case　task　are　identical：the　case　method，

therefbre，　proceeds　through　a　continual　repetition　of　the　case　task．　Five　of　the　six　task　components

identified　by　Nunan（Nunan，1989）－goals，　activities，　teacher　role，1earner　role，　and　settings－

remain　more　or　less　fixed：6nly　the　sixth　component，　the　inputs，　changes　with　each　subsequent

case．　Analyzing　the　MBA　case　method　in　terms　of　’「task賦was　thus　both　logical　and　easy（Ahmed，

1990）．

　　In　principle，　then，　a　task－based　approach　seemed　qppropriate．　It　seemed　feasible　to　incoiporate

the　case　method　task　directly　into　the　TSIM　syllabus　since　each　case　task　required　a　cumulative

progr¢ssion　through　a　number　ofsub－task　activities，　notably　reading　an　analytical　text（s），　reading　a

Case　text，　writing　an　analysis　of　the　case，　and　discussing　the　case　in　class．　Such　a　direct

incorporation　also　accorded　with　the　expressed　desires　of　the　learners．

　　In　ac加ally　implementing　such　a　syllabus，　however，　the　grading　and　sequencing　of　the　tasks　was

i㎜ediately　reco即ized鎚the㈱r　di笛culty．　H。w　c。uld　it　be　p。ssible　to　grade　and　sequence　an

essentially　repetitive　set　of　tasks　in　which　most　of　the　task　components　were　fixed？Cleafly，　the

エange　of　available　solutions　would　be　much　nafrower　than　usual：in　fact，　the　range　narrowed　to　just

two　solEtions．

　　The丘rst　solution　was　to　manipulate　the　five　f1xed　task　components　so　that　they　could　be　graded

according　to　cognitive　and　perfbrmance　criteria．　Thus，　the　initia、l　goaユs　would　not　necessarily　be　to

master　the　case，　the　initiaユleamer’s　role　would　not　be　to　behave　aggressまvely　or　to　analyze　the　case

in　a　critica1　way，　the　time　allowed　for　the　early　set　of　task　activities　would　be　generous，　and　so　on．

Useful　though　these　gradations　would　be，　it　was　not　expected　that　they　would　in　themselves

provide　sufficient　oPPortunities　fbr　the　extensive　feeding　in　of　the　controlled　linguistic　use　and

function　practice　epportunities　that　the　Japanese　learners　ve！y　much　needed．　Their　linguistic　level

was　simply　too　Iow　fbr　them　to’「acquire”in　an　unsystematic　way　in　a　g　week　period　all　the

Ianguage　they　would　need　to　perform，　even　at　a　minimal　level，　in　GSIM　case　discussions．　Some

way　had　to　be　fbund　to　fbrce　the　pace．　Here　the　inputs　offered　the　only　solution．

　　It　was　soon　discovered　that　neither　the　case　texts　nor　the　case　discussion　listening　input　could　be

graded　cognitively　in　any　systematic　way　s圭nce　the　former　are　designed　to　yield　an　open－ended

number　of　interconnected　insights　and　the　latter　is　an　unpredictable　product　of　this　openness　of　the

case　texts．　For　good　measure，　the　case　texts　also　appeared　resistant　to　linguistic　grading．　The

Iearners　had，　fUrthermore，　warned　that　the　adapted　ESL　short　case　texts　typified　by　Case　Studies　in

International　Manageme’lt（Grosse＆Grosse，1988）provided　a　misleading　and　oversimplified

introduction　to　the　cognitive　demands　of　the　MBA　case　method．　This　left　only　the　inputs　from

一67一



a皿alytica夏texts，　usually　textbook　chapters　or　j　o皿rnal　aiticles，　whose　reading　usually　precedes　the

reading　of　the　case　text．　These　could　be　graded　cognitively　according　to　various　criteria，　such　as

the　degree　of　famil｛arity　the　learners　were　likely　to　have　with　the　topic　a皿（i　the　extent　to　which　text

content　was　concrete　or　abstract；they　could　also　be　selected　o皿the　basis　thatthey　would　provide

suitable　oPPortnnides　fbr　the　identifica垣on　and　controlIed　pracdce　of　the　fUnction　a皿d　use　of　key

language　elements，　inc星uding　basic　wd杜en　exp・nen岱and　lexis蜘uently　enc・・ntered　in由e　MBA

area，　that　would　help　the　leamers　to　build　the　linguistic　fbundation　without　which　they　would　not

be　able　to　participate　effectively　in　the　unpredictable　flux　of　an　MBA　case　discussion　or　to　write

effectively．　But　it　was　not　found　that　these　texts　coUld　be　systematicalIy　selected　and　sequenced　by

applying　simultaneously　both　sets　of　criteria．　Either　the　fbcus　on出e　linguistic　elements　would

have　to　be　dealt　with　outside　the　main　task－based丘amework　or　some　sort　of　compromise　solution

would　have　to　be　adopted　that　would　maintain　the　integrity　of　the　task－based　approachl

　　Aco皿promise　solution　was　adopted　by　which　these　texts　would　be　chosen，　as　far　as　possible，

according　to　both　sets　of　criteri4　but，　whele飯s　proved　impossible，　the　emphasis　would　be　placed

on　selection　according　to　opportun量直es　fbr　more　cGntrolled　linguistic　and　written　woエk．　Selected

mo　dules　from　this　syllabtis　solution　are　presefited　in　Figure　3．　Wi重hin　this血tegrated　task－based

syllabus　it　Was，　in　principle　at　least，　easy　to　acc。㎜。　date　b。th　the　lingUistic　objectives　and血e

surface　behavioral　objectives　related　to　the　Ieanlersl　roles　and　to　the　case　discussion　activity・

Whether　this　syllabus　selution　would　a　Iso　help　the　learners　to　develop　an　undetstanding　of　the

cognitive　processes　requhred　by　the　case　method　remained　an　open　question．
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Figure　3：Two　modules　from　the　1991　TSIM　Syllabus

Analyt童cal　Text OPPortunit韮es　for　L童nguistic D童scussion Case　Work
Inputs praetice　based　on

aIlalytica置　text

Case　Cycle　No・ 1

¶層 bountry Lexis　related　to　ec．　policy A呈m
冒「morth

Analysis“ apPly　the　ffamewofk American
General　exponents to　Japan Te夏ee⑰m
classificadon，　gradable　a｛巧ectives， Inter・

fbture荏）robabiHty Funct壼onal nationar雷

Reading　sknls exponents
e．9．skimming＆ Expository　writin琶forms＆ e．9．asking　fbr

　　　　●唐モ≠獅獅撃獅 exponents repedほon＆ 。case　Ieading

cla8si丘cation＆sim　le　definidon clarifica柱on ocase　discussion

Case　Cycle　No・ 3

Chap8・from”Operation5 Lexis　related　to　operations
高≠獅≠№?Ment

Aim
≠垂垂撃凵@th6丘amew。鼠

11lcDonalds
borp．，1

Management” to　your　own　industry ＆

General　exponents
’曜

aurger　King
e．9．purpose　and　method Functiona1 Corp．輯

exponents
Expository　writing　exponents e．9．politelreaI 。case　Ieading

classificatln，　rocess，exem　Iificat7n 　　　　　，モ盾獅モ?rSIons ・case　discussionL

8．STAGE＃31992・

　　The　Stage＃2　syllabus　was　h量ghly　evaluated　by　the　learners　because　of　its雷’rehearsa1”va正ue

（Widdowson，1987），　but　it　was　apparent　to山e　syllabus　designer／instructor　that　the　case　discussion

rehearsals　generally　failed　in　their　mission　of　generating　self－sustaining　and　extended　discourse．

The　most　fundamental　reason　for　this　was　that　the　Japanese　leamefs　were　stin　working　in　a

cognitive　mode　that　was　at　odds　with　the　MBA　case　methed．　Whereas　the　MBA　case　method

・ep・e・entS・an　ex・・cise・i・・critical・and・・eativ・thi・king・whi・h　yield・　・et・・f。pti。・甑he・than丘㎜

answers　and　can　eveu　tum　on　itself　and　become　intensely　refiective（Christensen，1987），　the

Japanese　Ieamers　tended　to　approach　each　case　with　a　positivist　search　for　a”co】Tectll　answer

waiting　to　be　reveaIed　by　a　master　formula．　Answe恩were曲ed　more出㎝出e　reasoning　pfocess

that　should　have　led　to　them．　The　case　d重scussions　languished．

　　The　emphasis　placed　on　the　analytica1　texts　as　inputs　by　the　Stage　＃2　syllabus　was　undoubtedly

helping　the　learners　to　develop　their　linguistic　competences　and　yet，　at　the　s　ame　time，　this　emphasis
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on　these　cognitively　one－dimensional　texts　had　the　effect　of　discourag圭ng　the　learners　from　using

these　linguist｛c　competences　for　their　uItimate　intended　purpose．　A　way　had　to　be　found　to　do　two

things　at　the　same　time：（1）help　the　learners　to　break　through　the　cognitiVe　bar　rier　and　appreciate

that　in　the　MBA　case　method　the　process　rather　than　the　outcome　ofごritical　reasoning　is

irnportant；（2）attend　to　the　learnersl　considerable　lingu｛stic　and　writing　skills　needs．

　　It　has　been　decided　the　only　feasible　way　to　do　this　is　to　r皐duce　the　need　for　syllabus　design

compromises　by　removing　much　of　the　controllcd　linguistic　and　written　work　out　of　the〔ask－based

”corゼand　housing　these　areas　of　work　in　their　own　syllabuses　where　they　can　be　related　to，　but

not　determined　by，　their　task－based　parenI．　The　task－based　syllabus　is　then　freed　to　fbcus　on　the

development　of　the　unusualIy　large　and　sophisticated　cognitive　and　behaviora董capacities　the

leamers　need　to　deal　with　the　case　inputs　and　with毛he　case　discussion　activities　a皿d　rbles．　As　a

result，　the　emphasis　can　be　switched　from　regarding　the　analytical　texts　as　the　key　input　to

regarding　the　analytlcal　text－case　text　relations’lip　as　the　key　input．　The　change　of　emphasis　is

vital　if　the　learners　are　to　grasp　that　the　a皿alytical　texts　are　a　necessary　rather　than　a　sufficient

conditien　for　understanding　the　case　text．　Such　an　abstract　and　complex　fomm　ofinput　could　not

forrnerly　have　been　considered　when　there　was　a　linguistic　agenda　making　demands　for　systematic

opportUnities　for　rnore　concrete　linguistic　’work．　Linguistic　work　continues　within　the　task－based

cQre，　bu〔it　is　now　prまmarily　diagnostic　andエemedial　in　function．　The　reduction　in　the　load　on　the

task－based　core　has　the　added　benefit　of　increasing　the　p】dority　given　to　case　discussion　1istening

work．　Figure　4　illustrates　the　practical　effects　of　this　change　of　emphasis．
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Figure　4：Two　modules　from　the　1992－3　TSIM　Syllabus
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9．CONCLUSION

　　The　pressure　of　all　the　syllabus　design　constraints　has　had　the　effect　of　peeling　away　all　the

broader　surface　layers　of　the　course　components　from　an　irreducible　task－based　core．　In　this

si田ation，　the　core　capacity　of　the　task－based　approach　is　revealed　to　be　its　capacity　to　deal　with

specific　cognitive　and　behavioFal　objectives　in　a　coherent　way．　The　lack　of　time　and　the

overwhelming　nature　of　the　challenges　make　it　necessary　that　the　focus　en　these　objectives　be　as

clear　and　uncluttered　as　possible，　with　Iinguistic　work　perfbn皿ed　mainly　for　the　purpose　of　solving

local　comprehension　and　production　problems．　The　challenges　facing　the　learners　in　the　areas　of

relatively　basic　language　usage　and　fundamentaIly　basic　writing　skilIs　make　it　equally　necessary

that　the　syllabus　structures　housing　them　should　be　cleaLr　and　uncluttered．　Such　structures　are

readily　availab王e　in　the　general　communicative　tradition　that　gave　birth　to　”tasks’「．　The　Iinguistic

and　wdting　skills　work　remains　highly　contex．tUalized　in　content　related　to　the　students’later　degree
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work，　but　at　a　much　lower　level　of　complexity　and　sophistication　than　in　the　task－based　core．　The

conversion　to　this　syllabus　structure　is　not　yet　complete，　but　the　initial　evaluations　from　both

stlldents　and　teachers　are　highly　encouraging．

　　A　major　concern　for　any　syllabus　designer　must　be　that　this　Stage＃3　syllabus　structure　clearly

does　hot　correspond　to　any　models　of　syllabus　design　which　are　currently　in　widespread　use．　Its

division　of王abor　contradicts　the　implicit，　sometimes　explicit，　stipulation　within　both　the

communicative　and山e　emer．ajng　”task’「traditions’　that　syllabuses　be　coherent　and　inte．qrated．

　　The　concern　is　understandable，　but　it　should　also　be　remembered　that　syllabus　models　are

designed、with　a　range　of”normal”circumstances　in　rnind．　Prime　among　these　is　the　rather

idealized　assumption　that　Iearnefs　will　be　in　the　care　of　that　syllabus　model　from　the　time　they

embark　on　the　language　leam｛fig　trai1　to　the　time　they　Ieave　it．　Reality　is　messier，　but　syllabus

des｛gners　and　Ianguage　teachers　can　usually　make　the　necessary　adjustments　within　a　s三ng王e

syllabus　framework．　This　case　study　is　a　re皿inder由at　in　certain　unusual　circumstanpes　the

adjustments　may　be　s　o　g　reat　as　to　break　the　framework　itself．
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