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Abstract

This　paper　will　test　a　mulIilevel“cロtUira］”framework・for　conducting』needs　analysis、reEated　to　the

development　of　certain　so－called‘‘higher－level　thinking”skills，　or“criticahhinking”skills，　in

university　level　service　English　programs　in　the　East　and　South－East　Asian　regions．　These

thinking　skills　are　associated　with　the皿odern　intellectual－and　academic　traditions　of　the　West　and

their　emphasis　on　fostering　independenl　thought　among　individuals．　The　framework－that　is　tested

in　this　study　i5　the‘‘four　dimension§of　culture”frarnework　that　was　developed　heロristically　by

Flowerdew　and　Miller（1995）as　a　result　of　an　e血nographic　research　preject　conducted　in　an

Engli3h　mediu血tertiary　education　institution　in　Hong　Kong；The　testing　consists　of　setting　this

Hong　Kong　generated　framework　against　data　derived　from　secondary　soロrces　which　deal　with

different　aspects　of　the‘‘four　dimensions　of　culture”in∫apan．　The　author　wiU　argue　tha［

Flowerdew　and　Milleゴs　assumption　that“ethnic”culture　is　both　unitary　and　Largely　inseparab！e

from‘‘acade肛直e”culture　may　not　be　entirely　true　in’　the　case　of　Japan．　Two　important　signs　oF

this‘‘cultural”variegation　in　Japan　are　the　relative　lack　of　uniformity　in　the　academic　cultures　of

Japanese　middle　and　high　schools　and　an　interesting¢ontrast　in　Japanese　responses　to　two　equally

important　western　acadernic　traditions，　one　concerned　with　mathernatics　and　the　physica1　sciences，

the　other　co且cerned　with血e　social　science＄and　the　hpmanities．　The　implications　of　these

findings　for　syllabus　design　are　discロssed　in　the　context　of　an　actuai　‘‘thinking　skills”componenI

incorporated　in　a　pre－MBA　English　course　run　at　the　International　University　of　Japan．

Institutions　with　similar　educational　needs　in　other　parts　of　East・and　South－East　Asia　are

encouraged　to　test　this　frai　new　ork　and　adapt　it　to　their　own　needs．　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　・

1．　INTROI）UCTION

　　　　Although　it　has　yet　to　be　systematically　documented，　perhaps　the　outstanding

characteristic　ofthe　current　boom　in　the　growth、　of　tertiary　lcvel　English－medium　education　in

the　East　and　South－East　region　of　Asia　is　the　clash　in　educational　expectations　between　local

students　and　hnported　western　pedagogical　systems　and　educators，　While　all　members　of　these

English－medium　institutions　can　agree　that　English　plays　an　irnporta且t　role　as　a“window－to－

the－world”，　they　can　bring　different　assumptions　to　bear　on　the　task　of　deciding　how　the　world

thus　revealed　should　be　understood（e．g．，　Flowerdew＆Miller，1995）．　In　this　century，

Western　educational　theory　and　practice　has　placed　great　emphasis　on　understanding　that

understanding　only　begins　with　knowledge　oftheories　and　facts．and　really　consists　of　complex

mental　operi≠狽奄盾獅刀@on　these　same　theories　and　facts．　ln　at　least　some　countries　in　the　East　and

South　East　Asian　region、　however，　this　emphasis　either　does　not　exist　or　is　rnuch　weaker　than

it　is　in　No曲America　and　Western　Europe．　In　view　of　the　fact　that　most　of　the　English－

medium　institutions　in　the　region　have　a　self－appointed　role　as　fbrurns　for　international

understanding，　this　clash　of　expectations　regarding　what　are　conventionally　known　among



westem　educators　as　the“higher　order”thinking　skills，or　as“critical　thinking”sldlls　deserves

to　be　treated　as　the　most　significant　of　all　the　clashes　in　educational　expectations．

　　　　　This　paper　will　examine　the　feasibility　of　an　EFL　contribution　to　research　into

understanding　the　critical　thinking　expectations　gap　across　the　whole　region　and　will　provide　a

preliminary　demonstration　ofhow　such　understanding　could　be　applied　to　help　shrink　the　gap

in　one　particular　country　and　setting．　The　feasibility　assessment　will　start　from　the　assumption

that　a且y　exploration　of　a　gap　in　educational　expectations　that　involves　making　distinctions

among　regions　and／or　countri年s　has　to　have　a　framework　which　is　broad　enough　to　encompass

‘｛

モ浮撃狽浮窒?h‘and　which　is　articulated　enough　to　distinguish　different　leve里s　of　cロltural　and

educational　influences．　The　feasibility　assessment　itself　will　conSist　of　a　test　of　one　EFL

analytica1　f士amework　that　was　recently　developed　in　Hong　Kong　against　a　set　of　secondary

sources　that　relate　to　a　different　country　in　the　region，　Japan．　At　this　level　of　genera1　feasibility

assessment　the　br。adest　p。ssible　de触ion。f‘‘critical　thinking”that　can　acc。㎜。date　all

disciplines　and　all　views　will　be　applied．　The　paper　will　cenclude　by　providing　a　preliminary

demonstratioロof　how　such　a　country－specilic　feasibility　test　could　be　utilized　to　provide

general　guidance　for　syliabus　design　fbr　programs，　whether“English”or‘‘non－English”，

which　per魚）nn　an‘‘orientation”function　for　the　English－medium　institution．　At　this　application

stage，‘‘critical　thinking”wiii　beエnore　precisely　defined　in　the　context　of　the　academic　discipline

the　students　are　being　oエiented　to．

2．ABROAD　DEFINITION　OF‘℃RITICAL　THINK［NG，，

　　　　　The　broad　de負nition　to　be　adopted．　for　the　purposes　of　this　paper　does　not　belong　to　the

‘‘

モ窒奄狽奄モ≠戟@thinking”doma圭n　associated　with　critical　thinking　specialists　because　no　single

definit三〇n　has　been　gencrally　accepted　within　this　domain（Perkins，　Lochhead＆Bishop，

1987），From　the　wider　educat三〇na孟domain，　however，　Bloom’s（1956）taxonomy　of

educational　objec亡ives　offers　a　definition　ef　higher　order　cognitive　skills　which　is　widely　bited

in　educational　Iiteraturo、　The　highest　levels－four，伽e　and　six－of　the　taxonomy　relate　to

analysis，　synthesis　and　evaluation　of　infbrmation．　These　three　higher　levels　contrast　with

levels　one，　two　and　three　which　relate　to　the　acquisition　and　application　of　information．　The

lower　order　cognitive　skills　identified　by．Bloom　appear　to　receive　a　lot　more　emphasis　than　the

higher　order　skills　’at　high　school　level　and　even　at　undergraduate　university　level　within　the

educational　systems　of　countries　such　as　Hong　Kong（ScoHon　and　Scollon，1994），　Japan

（Roh王en，1983），Taiwan（Smith，1991）and　Thailand（Chansuthus，　personal　communication，

1995）1・For　the　pロrposes　of　this　paper　the　broad　definition　of　critical　thinking　also　includes　its

P噸ce・p・e・sl。n・since・i・・acad・㎡c　c。・t・・t・une・p・essed・riti・・1・thinki・g　h・・little　value．　Th・

inclusion　ofpublic　expression　within　a　definition　of　critical　thinking　is　particularly　relevant　to

1　D・・yl　Ch・酬h・s・i・・a　f・c・1ly　m・mb，，。f‘h。　S、、i。　G，ad、at，1。、li吐、t。。f　B、、i。。，，　Admi。，ぽ、ti。。。f

Chula旦ongkorn　University　in　Bangkok，　Thai】and．
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the　regional　fbcus　of　tb」i白study　because　the　authors　cited　immediately　above　point　out　that

within　the　fbnnal　education　systems　they　have　studied　fbrms　of　critica王thinking　expression

such　as　analytical　essays　and　debates　are　generally　practiced　as　infrequently　as　the　higher　order

cognitive　ski11s　on　whLich　they　depend．

3．SOME　BACKGROUND：ESL＆E肌NEGLECT　OF　CRITICAL
　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　THINKING　PEDAGOGY

　　　　　　One　m…ijor　problem　for　an　EIFI．　approach　te　understanding　the　critical　thinking“gap”is

that　the　adult　EFL　and　ESL　Iiterature　and　the　Ll　adult　English　literature　contains　little　primary

research　on　the‘‘gap”and　has　genera11y　ignored　the　pedagogical　implications　that　a　recognition

of　the　gap’s　existence　would　entail．　Crit三cal　thinking　has，　to　a　I三m童ted　extent，　been

systematica11y　incorporated　into　children’sESL　syllabus　design　by　Mohan（1986）and　others

who　have　been　strongly　influenceq　by　the　educationaI　theories　of　Dewey　and　Bruner，　but　in　the

area　of　adu1t　education，　by　contrast，　there　has　been　more　talk　than　action．　Neither由e　ESL

radicals　in　the　U．SA．，　who　advocate　the　use　of　critical　thinking　to　advance　the　democratic

political　interests　of　their　students（e．g．　Benesch，1993），　nor　their　more　conservative

counterparts　in　native　speaker　college　compo8itiQn　programs，　who　constantly　extol　the

academic　virtues　of　critical　thinking，　have　developed　systematic　pedagogies　for　critical

thinking．　As　Atkinson＆Ramanthan（1995：558）observe　in　a　recent　TIEsoL　Quarterly　article，

there　is　a　significant　body　of　research　that　indicates　that　in　the　U．S．A．　s　ocialization　inte　critical

thinking　processes　such　as　middle－class　essayist　Iiteracy　begins　at　home　in　early　childhood　and

is　power血111y　reiriferced　through　the　elementary／　high　scho　ol　years．　They　fUrther　conclllde　that

tertiary　Ieve三teaching　in　the　U　S．A．　does　assume，　often　unconsciously，　that　this　basic　learning

process　has　already　taken　place．　Somewhat　surprisingly，　therefore，　ESL　in　the　U．S．A．，　a

muIticultural　setting　par　excellence，　has　not　yet　generated　any　clear　paradigms　fbr　teエtiary　level

adult　orientation　to　critical　thinking．

　　　　The　more　specialized　domains　of　EAP　and　academic　ESP　are　sending　out　signals　that

they　are　becorning　aware　of　the‘‘gap”and　its　significance．　EAP　and　academic　ESP

practitioners　in　certain　contexts　like　British　university　EFL　programs，　fbr　example，　aLre　starting

to　identify　the　enormous　disadvantages　faced　by　non－native　speakers　wbo　are　unfarniliar　with　　’

the　structures　and　intellectual　conventions　of　westem　academic　disciplines（BIue，1993），　but

this　awareness　can　as　yet　find　no　accommedation　in　general　treatments　ofEAP　and　ESP（e．g．

Widdowson，1983；Hutchinson＆Wa肚ers，1987）which　allnost　always　assume　that　critical

thinking　problems，　where　they　do　exist，　are　just　problems　of　transfer　from　the　native正anguage

into　the　second　language．　Even　genre　analysis　models（Swales，1990），　which　explicitly

recognize　discourse　community　barriers　to　EAP　students’academic　progress，　take　it　for

granted　that　students　enrolled　in　EAP　programs　are　already　well　versed　in　the　basic　higher

order　cognitive　skills．
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4．FLOWERDEW　AND　MILLER，S“FOUR　CULTU］RES”FR．AMEWORK

　　　　　In　the　absence　in　EFL／ESL　of　general　theoretical　treatrnents　of　adult　criticaI由in】king

pedagogy　the　only　practical　point　of　entry　into　the　“gap’｝1ies　within　the　domain　of　the　few

existing　primary　research　effbrts　to　understand　the　phenomenon．　The　best　ex韮sting　research　iR

this　area　is　that　produced　by　Flowerdew　and　Miller（1995）in　their　ethnographic　study　of　the

clash　ofexpectations　between　local　students　and　wes亡ern　faculty　abeut　the　roles　of　lectUrers　and

stUdents　in　re玉at呈on　to　academic　lectures　given　at　an　English一搬edium　university圭n　I｛ong　Kong．

At　the　heart　of　the　authors　’article　lies　the‘‘four　cultural　d面ensions”framework　that　the

authors　developed　to　analyze　the三r　Hong　Kong　data，　The　first　dimension　is‘‘ethnic　cultute，”

whまch　they　define　as‘℃ul亡urally　based，　social－psychological　fbatures”which　affect　behavior．

The　second　dimens呈on　is‘‘玉ocal　culture，”which　they　de丘ne　as　the‘‘10cal　Sett；ng　wit肚which

students　are　fami1三ar　and　which　may　be　alien　to　fbreign　Iecturers、”The魚ird　dimension　is

‘‘

≠モ≠р?高奄メ@cul加re，”　which　is　defined　as‘‘academic　features　wh｛ch　require　an　un（lerstanding　of

the　particular　acaderRic　values，　assumptions，．roles　and　so　on　of　a　given　society．”The　final

cultural　dimension　is‘‘disc圭pllna【y　culture”，　which　is　defined　as　the‘‘theories，　concepts，　norms，

temis，　and　so　on　specific　te　a　particular　academic　discipline，’1

5．WHY　CHOOSE　THE“FOUR　CULTURES，，　FRAMEWORK？

　　　　Flowerdew　and　Miller　make　it　clear　tkat　the“four　dimensions　of　culture”　they　propose

have　emerged　from　the　Hong　Kong　data　they　collected（Flowerdew　a且d　Miller，1995：350－

352），rather　than　vice　versa．　They　add，　however，　that“the　framework　we　propose，　developed

out　of　HOng　Kong　data　is　likely　to　be　of　interest　to　others　working　in　L2　lecture　contexts．”It

is，　thus，　intended　to　be　of・　some　interest　to　those　working　in　other　settings　and　cu1加res，　byt　it　is

not　expressly　intended　ta　be　of　interest　to　those　Working　in　L2　crkica王thinking　contexts．　At　the

same　time，　however，　the　authors　introduce　their　study　ii　bread　terms　by　notln9　tha亡：

1且situations　where　students　from　non－Western　countries　study　in　E且glish－speaking

count亘es（as　they　are　doing　in　ever　increasi瞭g　numbers＞6r　where　exp＆triate　teachers

coming　from　Western　universities　and．　colleges　are　teaching　students　brought　up　in　a

non－Westerh　culfure（as，　again，　is　hapPening　more　and　more　f『equently），　there　is　a

danger　of　a　clash　of　cultures．

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　（Flowerdew　and　Mill6r，1995：345－346＞

　　　　The　position　adopted　in　this　article　is　that　Flowerdew　and　Miller’s　fraincwork　inay　have

some　value　a．s　a　statting　point　for　understanding　the　clash　of　cultures　in　different　settings，　even

though　the　framework　was　developed　from　data　collec重ed　ln　paiticular　geographic（Hong
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Kong）and　academic（academic　lectures）settings．　In　the　absence　of　other　suitable　analytical

starting　points，　moreover，　this　frarhework　is　the　only　viable　starting　point　short　of　conducting

the　kdnd　of　massive　primar　y　research　pr（）ject　that　Flowerdew　and　Miller　themselves　conducted

in　Hong　Kong．

　　　　The　f士amewerk　appears　to　possess’two　important　merits　that　might　enable　it　to　transcend

its　origins　in　the　geographical　setting　of　Heng　Kong　and　in　the　academic　domain　of　lectures．

The　first　merit　is　that　it　explicitly　recognizes　that　ethnic　dulture　plays　a　role　in　shaping

educational　attitudes．　This　is　important　for　an　understariding　of　critica1　thinking　because　in　the

West　critical　thinking　has　long　been　embedded　in　cultural　as　well　as　iロeducational　idea正s．　An

examination　of　settings　in　which　critical　thinking　received　much　less　emphasis　than　in　the　West

would　thus　have　to　consider　the　possibility　that　ethnic　cultural　influences　had　contributed

something　to　the　outcome．　The　second　merit　of　the　framework　is　that　its　separation　of

educational　culture　into‘‘academic　culture”and‘‘disciplinary　culture”provides　a　ready－made

framework　for　consideration　of　critical　thinking’s　s〔atロs　across　and／or　within　particular

academic　disciplines．　This　status　has　obvious　implicatlons　for　any　attempt　to　develop　teniary

level　critical　thinking　pedagogies　fbr　EAP　and　acade血c　ESP．

6．ACRITICAL　VIEW　OF　THE　FOUR　CULTURES　FRAMEWORK

　　　　FIowerdew　and　Miller’s　study　is　admirable　for　the　systematic　way　it　illustrates　the　clash

of　expectations　between　the　local　Chinese　students　and　Western　Iecturers　in　the　areas　of

original　thought，　questioning　and　the　expression　of　personal　opinions，　and　in　the　areas　of　other

behaviors．　It　iS　aIso　admirable　for　its　treatment　ef　culture　as　a　multi－dimensiona正phenornenon．

Nonetheless，　it　has　to　be　fecogn孟zed　that　the　study　contains　two　assumptions　about‘‘cロltur♂i且

H。・gK・ng　th・t　m・y　p・event　a　simple　t・an・fe・。f　th・fi。・・cult・・es・fram・w・・k　t・・etting・

outside　Hong　Kong．

　　　　The　first　and　more　important　of　the　two　assumptions｛s　the　assurnption　that　Hong　Kong’s

ethnic　culture　is　entirely　unif｛）rm．　While　it　is　fair　to　make　generalizations　on　specific　aspects　of

H。・gK・ng・・eth・ic　cult・・e，・u・h・・achievement。rient・ti。…nd　hum。・・whi・h　ar・backed

up　by　solid　sur鴨y　data，　there　is　Iess　justification　fbr　making　broad　generalizations　about　the

influence　of　such　ethnic　cuItural　categories　as‘‘ConfucianisIn”and　a“collectivist　approach　to

human・interaction”（Flowerdew　and　Miller，1995：356－359）which　themselves　cover　a　broad

・an9・。f・ttit・des・and・b・h・vi。・・．　A・T・。mpe・螂（1994）d・m。・・tr・t・d　in　hi・research　int・th・

attitudes　of　businessmen　frem　various　countries　and　cultures，　responses　to‘‘collect｛visゼ’

pr・mpts・vary・9・eatly　acc。・dlng　t。　th・p・eci・e　c。ntext　i・which中e　p・・mpt　i・p・e・ent・d・Th…

th・・e・p。・・e・given　t・T・。mpenaars　by　H・ng　K・ng　businessmen　c・・fe・m　t・ethnic　cultu・aI

type　in　their　answers　to　the　specific　questien，s　ofwhether　they　prefer　to　be　！eft　alone　to　get　a　job

done（no）and　whether　they　would　for　opt　for　a　universalist　system．rather　than　a　particular

social　group（yes　and　no，　but　clearly　distinguished　frorn　western　businessmen　who　chose

52



‘‘

凾?刀h）（Trompenaars，1994：157＆37）．　Yet　the　same　Hong　Kong　businessmen　do　not

conform　to　ethnic　cロ1tural　type　when　they　opt　fbr　individual　freedom　as　the　best　way　to

improve　the　quality　of　lifb　and　when　they　erゆhatically　prefer　the　notion　that　a　company　is　a

systcm　designed　te　perform　tasks　to　the　notion　that　a　c。mpany　is　a　social　group（Trompenaars，

1994：52＆19）．Trompenaars　draws　frem　these　paradoxes　the　conclusion　that：

Individuals　are　either　self－・or　collectivity－oriented，　though　we　must　be　careful　in

generalizing　about　which　collectivity　a　paエticular　culture　identifi¢s　with．　The

high　internaI　variation　of　scores　in　my　research，　I　believe，　has　to　do　with　the

numerous　collectivities　with　which　different　cultures　choose　to　identify，

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　（Trompenaars，1994；56）

　　　　The　second　assumption　is　that　the　relation　between　ethnic　culture　and　academic　culture　is

a　one　way　relation　in　which　ethnic　culture　infiuences　academi　c　culture，　rather　than　vice　vers奪．

＿a　given　aqademic　culture　is　likely　to　be　imbued　with　the　values　and　practices

of　the　ethnic　culture　in　whic丑｝it　is　situated　．．．　and　it　may　be　difficult，　in

analyzing　a　given　instance　of　behavior　in　an　academic　context，　to　ascribe　such

behavior　to　ethnic　or　acade］mic　influence．

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　（Flowerdew　and　Miller，1995：362）

In　regard重o　the　s虻uat圭on　in　Hong　Kong，　th呈s　charactcrization　of　the　relationship　between　the

two　cultural　d量mensions　may　we玉I　be　empirically　sound．　It　may　well　be　the¢ase，　as

Flowerdew　and　Mil墨er　argue，　that“Confucian　values　and　a　collectivist　approach　to　social

interaction　ca且be　identified　as　t｝le　source　of＿the　propensity　of　students　to　help　each　other”

（Rowerdew　and　MiIler，1995：3631，　though　it　would　be　interes亡ing　to　know　to　what　extent　this

prepensity　for　mutual　help　is　prevalent　in　non－academic　settings　in　Hong　Kong，　In　regard　to

settiRgs　outside　Hong　Kong，　however，　the　general　position　that　this　author　takes　is　that，　in　the

absence　of　e重ther　good　theory　or　hard　evidence，　it　would　seem　best　to　keep　an　open　mind　abeut

the　8eneral　natU　re　of　the　ethnic　culture／acadernic　culture　re韮ationship．　One　pract量cal　reason　fbr

do歪盤g　so三s重o　avoid　the　da韮ger　of　regarding　the　ethnic　cultural　dirnension　as　a　kind　of　default

explanation　fbr・various　educational　phenomena　fbr　which　there　are　no　readily　available

al重e搬a伽e　explanat圭o轟s．　As　will　be　shown　in　the　case　ofthe　secondaエy　sour6es　that　relate　to

Japan’s　ethnic　cHltし【re，　the　danger　that　e康n三c　culture　can　be　assigned　such　a　default　role　is　a　real

one．

7．AJAPANESE　CASE　STUDY脳THE　CLASH　OF　THINKING
　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　EXP差己CTATIONS
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　　　　The工nternational　University　of　Japan．（IUJ＞，　where　the　author　works，　is　a　two－year

English－medium　graduate　university　which　comprises　two　schoo王s，　the　Graduate　School　of

International　Management（GSIM）and　the　Graduate　School　ofIntemational　Relations（GSIR）．

The　GSIM，　which　was　set　up　in　1988　as　a　joint　venture　with　the　Tuck　Schoo1　of　Management

in　the　USA．，　was　the　focus　of　an　in－depth　article　by　P．A．　Langan　in　a　1990　edition　of

Fortune　magazine，　at　which　time　the　GSIM　student　enrollment　was　about　70％Japanese．　The

auth。r。f　the飢lcle，　wh。　j。ined　the　campus　c。㎜unity　for　six　m。nths　and　visited　several　of

the　GSIM　classes，　was　struck　by　two　things　she　witnessed　in　the　MBA　classroom．　First　of　all，

the　traditional　silence　of　the　Japanese　students　contrasted　sharply　with　the　eagemess　of　a　small

number　of　American　students　to　speak　out　and　ill－matched　the　American　professors’tendency

to　press　students　for　answers　or　to　encourage　students　to　disagree　with　them，　Secondly，　the

Tuck　professors　noticed　a　clear　difference　between　the　approach　to　conceptualization　of　their

stude鼠s　back　in　the　U．S．A，　and　the　Japanese　students　at　IUJ．　One　professor　was　quoted　as

saying：

Tuck　students　love　to　strategize，　conceptualize，　think　big　picture．　They　hate

computation．　These　IUJ　students　breathe　a　sigh　of　relief　when　we　get　to　the

computation　side．

An。ther　professor’s　c。㎜ents　were　su㎜田zed　in甑s　way：

In　his　first　ycar　accounting　class，　Clyde　Stickney　noticed　that　students　had

difficulty　i　ntegrating　i　deas　from　different　fields＿

The　fina1　quote　appears　to　reflect　both　impressions：

1’ve　given　up　on　how　to　get　Japanese　students　to　disagree　with　me．

There　is　also　sor血e　evidence　that　American　MBA　prof6ssors　have　similar　experiences　with

sorhe　of　the　fbreign　students　in　their　U．S．　classes（Christensen，1982）．

　　　　　Sornewhat　rnysteriously，　Langan　did　not　include　in　her　article　a　survcy　of　the　attitudes　of

the　Japanese　students　to　this　alien　import　The　author　of　this　paper，　who　has　been　actively

engaged　the　1・・t’five　y・ar・in・helping　t。　P・ep・ar・the　J・pane・e・t・dents　f。r　the・languag・・and

communication　challenges　they　face　in　the　same　GSIM　program，　is　in　a　p。siti。n　t。且ll　some。f

this　gap　i・inf。血・ti。・、　ln　gene・al，　h・h・・en・。unt・・ed　tw・types。f・esp・n・e　t。　th・Am・ri・an－

styl・MBA・m。ng　th・（vast繭。・ity・D　J・panese・t・dents　wh。　have　n。t　p・evi・usly　been

exp・・ed　t。　th・int・・a・tive　pedag。gi…ss。・i・t・d　with　West・・n　educati・n・Th・・e・p。nse。f・

significant　minodty　of　students　has　been　a　purely　negative　one　whicll　appears　to　be　based　on　a

・lea・p・・cepti・・。f　a　clash・f・d・・ati。・・1・・pectati。ns・R・f・・ri・g　t。　the　emph・・i・that
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American－style　MBA　education　places　on　the　case　method　and　on　student　participation，　one

Japallese　student　toId　the　author　that　he　thought　that　it　was　a　complete　waste　of　time　listening　to

the　other　studenls　or　wading　thエough　case　texts　since　the　only　things　that　mattered　were　the

answers　to　probIems　tha亡on1y　expert　sources　Iike　professors　and　textbooks　could　prgvide．

Other　Japanese　students，　though　not　overtly　hostile　to　the　case　method．　and　other　interactive

pedagogical　approaches，　have　expressed　bewilderment　or　confUsion　about　the　aims　of　teaching

methods　that　demote　traditienal　knewledge　sources　like　textbooks　and　Iecture　notes　without　at

the　same　t三三祖e　def三ning　clearly　what　has　repユaced　thern，　In　this　latter　case，　it　is　not　clear　to　what

extent　the　Japa茸ese　students’comments　indicate　a　tr［le　cIash　of　edドcational　expectations，　to

what　extent　they　represent　a　failure　to　comprehend　a　new　set　of　educational　expectations　they

might　otherwise　be　willing　to　adapt　to　or　to　what　extent　they　express　frustration　with　the

possibly　opaque　way　in　which　a　new　set　of　educationaI　expectations　are　being　imposed．　For

these　latter　s加dents，　clar三fying　the　new　expectations　could　well　represent　a皿important　firs　t　step

in　dea」ling　with　the　gap　in　expectations．

8．EXPLAINING　THE　CLASH　OF　THINKING　EXPECTATIONS　IN　JAPAN：
　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　SOM［E　BACKGROUND

　　　　　Not　much　research　has　been．　conducted　within　the　Japanese　EFL　field　on　the　clash　of

educationa玉expectations．　What　resel虹ch　does　eXist　is　often　highly　dependent　on　ethnic　cultural

models　of　explanation．　Horler　and　Yamazaki　provide　one　example　of出is　dependence．　In

interpreting　the　results　of　a　survey　of　college　students　in　Japan，　they　begin　with　the

incontrovertible　statement　that　the　Japanese　are　reluctant　to　express　personal　opinions　oper皿y：

Their　views　are　softened　and　often　communicated　implicitly　rather　than

explicitly．　Tぬis　reluctance　is　attributed　to　a　sensitivity　to　the　feelings　of　others

and　a　strong（圭esire．fbr　haロnony　and　group　consensus．

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　．（Horler　and　Yamazaki，1986184）

This　view　of　Japanese　interpersonal　communication　ls　strongly　grounded　in　em．pirical

observation　and　is　supported　by　the　near　unanimity　of　the　Japanese　themselves　that　this　is

indeed　true．　But　this　well－feunded　generalization　about　the　reluctance　of　most　Japanese　to

express　personal　views　openly　is　immediately　followed　by　a　flight　into　speculation　about　the

effect　of　the　ettmic　cultUre　on　the　underlying　process　of　opinion　formation：

The　ability［my　jtalics】to　express　thoughts　clearly，　directly　and　logically，　so

much　admired　in　the　western　world，　conflicts　with　the　Japanese　understanding

of　courtesy．　Characteristic　ambiguities　of　the　Japanese　language　fbster　the

hazy，　indefinite　expression．
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（Horler　and　Yamazaki，1986：85）

The　fU11　implications　ofthis　explanation　are　spelled　out　by　the　authors　themselves：

It　has　been　suggested　that　the　increasing　contact　with　the　wcstern　world　wi11

modify　the　Japanese　response　so　as　to　resemble　more　close玉y　that　of　the

American　subjects．＿But　the　Japanese　preference　for　the　vague　and　1ndefinite

statement，　certain　ambiguities　of　the　Japanese　language，　and　the　avoidance　of

adversarial　positions　have　been　fbr　centu　ries　such　an　integral　part　of　the　culture

as　to　be　highly　resistant　to　change．

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　（Horler　and　Yamazaki，1986：88）

In　this　vague　al1－encompassing　expIa舩tion　an　incontrovertible　generalization　about　the

reluctance　of　most　Japanese　to　express　persona1　Views　openly　is　ai玉owed　to　subsume　a　far　more

speculative　essay　on　the　source　and　nature　of　Japanese　thinking．　In　terrns　of　the｛four　cultural

dimensions，　this　type　of　overgeneralization　couid　be　characterized　as　dependence　en　a　uniform

ethnic　cultural　construct　as　a　source　of　explanation．

　　　　Other　examples　of　this　depende且ce　can　be　fbund　in　the　work　into　the　motivation　of

Japanese　learners　ofEnglish　of　Edmatsu（1978），　Miller（1986）and　Nakayama（1982），曲o　all

emphasized　that　psycho－social　barriers　rooted　in　Japanese　culture　inhibit　the　learning　of

English．　As　Berwick　apd　Ross（1989）have　argued　strongly，　however，　these　explanations

have　been　based　on　cross。sectiona1　analyses　which　ignore　significant　longitudina1　variations　in

Japanese　Ieame応’environments　and　motivations．

9．JAPAN，S　ETHNIC　CULTURE　IN　THE　LITERATURE

　　　　Given　that　in　Western　settings　it　would　be　unusual　for　genera　I　constmcts　of　ethnic　cu1ture

to　be　used　to　the　same　extent　as　an　explanatory　tool，　the　question　arises　why　there　is　su6h　a

tendency　to　overgeneralize　about　Japan’s　ethnic　culture　and　to　attribute　to　this　cultural　construct

quite　strong　explanatory　power．　One　answer，　of　course，　is　that　the　construct　is　not　exaggerated

at　all，　but　a　good　approxirnation　of　the　truth．　It　is　not　possible　within　the　confines　of　th量s　paper

to　offer　a　properly　developed　critique　of　this　answer．　Instead，　reference　will　be　made　to　Morier

＆Sugimoto’s　summa∫y　and　critique　of　this　position，　which　is　contained　in　their　book，　Im　ages

of　lapanese　Society（1986）．　The　main　points　of　Mouer＆Sugimoto’s　overview　that　are

directly　relevant　to　this　discussion　are：firstly，　the　impressive　amount　of　acadernic　weight　that

has　been　put　behind　a　monolithic　construct　of　Japan’s　ethnic　culture；secondly，　the　rather

extreme　simplifications　that　derive　from　the　construct；and，　thirdly　and　most　significantly，　the

poor　methodological　procedures　that　support　nearly　al1　of　this　work．
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　　　　　Mouer　and　Sugimoto（1986：21－63）、i　dentify　over　thirty　Japanese　and　foreign　academics－

－including　world　famous　academics　like　Doi（1971），　Nakamura（1967）and　Nakane（1973）

a皿dex－U．S．　Ambassador　Reischauer（1977）一一who　base　their　analyses　of　Japanese　culture

on　a　monolithic　construct（the‘‘nihonjinron”construct）of　Japaゴs　ethnic　culture．　The　main

simplifications　that　emerge　are　su　nmarized　by　M。uer　and　Sugimot。（1986：192）in面s　way：

With　regard　to　the　individual，　it　is　cbmmonly　posited　that　the　Japanese　ego　is

underdeveloped　and　that　the　Japanese　tend　to　confbrm　to　group　norms　or

otherwise　Iose　themselves　in　group　activities，　to　be　emotional　and　to　have　a

weak　sense　of　self－interest　or　of　pr量vacy．．正nterpersonal　relations　are　seen　a」s

requhing　frequent　face－to－face　encounters，　and　as　being　characterized　by　non－

vefbal　communication　and　a　lo。se鎮ve㎝d　t欲e皿angement　with　the　emph麗is

on　giving　and　repaying．　Finally，　groups　are　seen　as　being　bound　together　by

some　voluntaristic　commitment　or　ioyalty　which　results　in　there　being　very　h量gh

levels　of　consensus　and　inter－group　Ioyalty．

After　an　intensive　critique　of　the　methodolegical　foundations　ofthe　body　of　research　on　which　・

the　“nihonjinron”　construct　rests，　Mouer　and　Sugirnoto（1986：155）conclude　that：

＿［the　constrUct］has　a　very　shaky　methodological　fbundation，　if　any　at　alL

AIthough　various’　traits　are　claimed　to　be肛niquely　Japanese　and　to　haye　been

produced　out　of　Japanese　cuItural　traditions，　the　proponents　of　nihonjinron　do

not　seem　to　be　concemed　w三th　the　logical　fbrmat　generally　accepted　in　the　social

sciences　for　demonstrating　either　that　differences　exist　between」two　or　more

societies　er　that　correlation　exists　between　two　variables．　Problems　in　sampling

are　paエticu董arly　obvious．＿

In　regard　to　empirica1　findings，　the　two　authors　make　two　criticisms　of　the　construct：

First，　its　emphasis　on　consensus　needs　to　be　reconsidered；conflict　is　too　often

ignored　or　simply　dismissed　with　euphemisms．　Second，　the　emphasis　on

homogeneity　needs　to　be　reformu工ated．　Arather　high　Ievel　of　raciaI

homogeneity　and　the　use　of　the　Japanese　Ianguage　by　a11　citizens　of　Japan　is

often　confUscd　with　ethnic　or　cultural　homogeneity（1986：128）：

　　　　Those　who　delve　into　this“nihonjinron”mass　of　work　to　find　out　something　about　the

disposition　of　the　Japanese　towards　logical　thinking　may　encounter　Nakamura’s（Nakamura，

1967）essay　titled，　Consciousne、ss　ef　the　lnc／i「レ’duai　and　theこノniりersat！レnon8”～召Japanese：
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Concerning　logical　thinking，　we　can　sa、y　that　the　mass　of　Japanese　people　have

been　limited　to　a　language　that　was　rather　deficient　as　a　tool　of　logical　exactness

It　is　impo］〔tant　fbr　the　Japanese　people　as　a　nation　to　develop　the　habits　and

玉anguage　tools　of　logically　exact　thinking．＿．＿．　industrialization，　which　is

going　on　very　rapidly　in　contemporary　Japan，　does　not　seem　to　change　the

above－mentioned　features　very　much　or　easily＿（1967：195）．

If　this　author　is　to　be　believed，　even　the　hUge　organizational　and　logis重ical　requirements　of

industrialization　do　not　seem　to　have　encouraged　the　deve！opment　of　‘‘logically　exact　thinking．”

The　implications　of　this　statement　for　the　thinking　skills　teacher　who　takes　it　seriously　should

require　no　elaboration．

　　　　Two　counter－exalnples　drawn　from　Mouer　and　Sugimoto　are　proyided　to　give　an

indication　of　the　extent　to　which　these“nihonjinron”generaiizations　can　misrepresent　a　more

comple琴　reality．　One　example　is　that亡he　Japanese，　far　f士om　being　deficie，nt　in　logic，　actually

excel　at　certain　abstractive　logical　activities　such　as　mathematics．　The　second　example　is　that，

far　from　being　always幽averse　to　precise　and　direct　communication，　the　Japanese　can　on

occasion　be　extremely　precise　and　direct，　as　exemplified　in　the　Japanese　system　of　labor

contracts　that　specify　all　benefits　and　obligations　in　minute　detai1（Mouer＆Sugimoto，　b　1986：

23ユ）．

　　　　Where　does　this　brief　analysis　of　Japan’s　ethnic　culture　as　an　explanatory　too1　leave　our

understanding　of　critical　th玉nk三ng　skills　development？There　is　no　doubt　that　Japan’s　ethnic

cultUre　contributes　something　to　the　educational　culture　clash　that　often　occurs　when、　westem

academi・m。d・1・鉦e　imp・rted・Thi・mani飴・t・it・elf　m・st・・nvingingly　in　the　Japanese

students・unwillingness　to　give　voice　to　controversial　opinions　and　their　apParent　pteference

f・・g・。up・f・・ms・f　inte・acti・n圭n　the　class・・。m（e・9・And・・sen・1993）・But　Ja脚’s　ethni・

cult肛e　a・it　is　presented　currently　cann。t　be　used　c・nvin・i・gly　t・explain　the　parad・x由at　th・

J・pane・e　have　had　n。　difficulty　in　imp。rting・fr。m　th・W・・t　and・tili・ing　th・1。gi・al・y・t・ms

and・kn。w正edge　st・uctures。f　m・th・m・ti・・and　th・・pPli・d・ciences・but　apP・肛t。　h・ve　g・eat・・

diffT！culty　in　coming　to　grips　with　other　Western　academic　disciplines．

10．THE　LOCAL　AND　ACADEMIC．　CULTURA．L　DIMENSIONS

　　　　Th・k・y　t。　th・parad。x　p・e・ent・d・b。ve　has　t。1ie　s。m・whe・・。ut・ide　the　d・m・in。f

，th、ic　cultu，e，　m。・t　pr・b・bly　withi・the。the・th・ee　cult…ldimen・i・ns　identifi・d　by

Nowerdew　and　Miller，　The　first　of　these　other　cultures，　local　culture，　does　not　appear　te　be　a

・ignificant・andidate・since・Fl。w・・d・w　and　Miller　regard　it　as　a・ep。・it。ry。fl。cal・efe「ences
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and　exaiftp至es　w雌磯it曲eu玉d　be　easy　eneugh　for’｛he　foreign　teacher　to　substi加te　fbr　his　native

rePOSItery・

　　　　　F圭owe雌ew　aRd］瞬難er丑o｛e£ha£agiven　acade露c　cu1重ure　is　like圭y　to　be　imbucd　with　the

va重桂es盆磁pfactices　of　the　ethn量c　c“玉t“re　wi£hin　w昼ich　lt量s　si加ated．｛n　thLe　case　of　Hong

Kefig，　the｝・be玉重eve出at重he圭nfusion　in　the　ferms・f　C。nfuc孟anist　de｛ierence　t。由e　teacher－

autkertty　figuse　aiid　a　cellectiVist　apPro＆ch　to　socia玉interact童on　is　qI｝1te　deep・Further1nore，

鵡・郷戯も。醸垂e腕Ve　et抽iC　CU｛tUre細d　the　na£iVe　aCade！niC・CUItUre・aS・m。n・ii血C　en館eS

脚hi磯舐｝葡重s聾域ec賃o　a垂y　s…9盛f量ca慮variat三〇n．　This鶏ay　we玉1　represent’an　accBrate　picture

e紬e蜘農経o幽H。曙K。雄9，b鷺t　lt　sh。u韮d　a韮ready　be　clear　just　because。f　the　comp玉exity。f

玉｛s¢醗ccu美趣…’e　that　af｛y　accgrate　picture　ef　the　situation　in　Japan　wi玉玉be　different・

　　　　籍ere呈s，　fb廊蕪ate三y，竃瞭e　a　lot　of　research　on　Japan’s　education　system　thLat　has　been

嚢9b至量曲e（至圭R　or　translatedi　into　Eng三is1L　Th圭s　apPears　to　show　that　wh1玉e　e由nic　cultura玉

ミ糞ξ美這餓oε窪，such　as　a丑e磁phasis　en　deve玉oping　individuality　in　tandem　wi出group

sg｝豊茎壼韮蛇呂毒｛滋，｛導巳rate当盆玉ヌu丑ifbrrh三y　at輸e　k圭！1dergar｛en＆職d　primary　s　choo1まevels（e・9・Pe烈く・

欝ミ；熱齢競重勢3），a£・£ke・m圭麟e麟舞gh　8C轟。。圭垂ev・1・由eSe・infi・lenCeS・are・Str。ngly

蟄｛｝毒まi嚢総ミ｝ぎさ鐙彗s｛｝董昌ε重歪墨es＄珪圭｝｛｝rdlna｛£｛圭｛o，　the　overw量玉e藍磁三ng｝磁妻）erat圭ves　of　the　Japanese

玉｝鍵｝董…君¢翌惣婁ミ圭｛｝藍書ぎεミ書盤，鎧ミke　apex｛｝ぎwh圭ck　a津the　legendary　Co韮1ege　E丑｛エance　Exams

＜＜涯…｝．　董轟一垂∋玉｝農｛：ase　sglg｛嚢ξs｛）ξ」絵茎｝王騰ese絃g｝ユschoo董3（e，g．　Rohlen，1983：1正一44　and

Sh圭瑞a藝a£匙玉≦穆王｝量蓑｛圭量｛蕊｝象鍵塩e　ikeぎva！iables圭亘（圭ete麟且i離g　not　oftly　academic　po鮭cies，　but

also　at丘tudes艶掛e重ea¢難ε∫紐《圭fbr盈s倉f三nseract圭o離，　are康e（≧聾ality　of　the　students　who　attend

the　scho　ol　and　the　scho〔）1’s　policy　regarding　the　degree　of　pr圭ority　to　be　given　the　CEE．　At　one

extreme，　a　lligh　school　that　was　total至y　dedicated　to　the　goal　of　CEE　preparation，加t　attracted

less　than　outstanding　students　stres　sed

＿　such　behavioral　and　attitudinal　attributes　as　d韮ligeI｝ce，　concentration，

c。rif・rmity　t。　the　gr・up，　perseverance　pr。mpt　rcsp・nse£。　exter丘aI

expecta£量ons，　and　accept“aRce　of　the　teacher　as　the　unquestioned　sources　of

a謝emic　a亘d　mora玉authorky．

　．　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　（Shimahara，玉991：玉28＞

《皇三gh　scheol　w註距s玉瘤玉ar　stu《lents，　but　w琵h　a玉e3s　fanatical　dedication　to　CEE　pr6par日雛o諏難as

嘉＿農鍵類ofe　rela．Xed　ei｛e且tation　toward　author虻y．　B壺ght　s加dents　are　exp¢ct¢｛圭to　oh組玉書n葺¢
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disciplines・Rohlen（1983），　who　has　studied　the　Japanese　education　system　in　depth，

generahzes　about　CEE　papers　in　this　way：

Short　answer　and　multiple　chOicel　questions　prevail．　Few，　if　any，　essay　or

interpretive　questions　apPeaビ．．．［Japanese’universities］want　to　know　how

much　has　actually　been　learned　and　how　well　infbrrnation　and　theory　can　be

applied　to　problem　solvirlg．　Emphasis　is　on　mastery　of　facts，　control　over

details，．and　practical　skill　in　the　application　of　mathematical　and　scientific

principles．＿　Science　and　math　fit　the　short－answer　mode　comfbltably，

humanities　and　the　secial　sciences　do　not（pp　94－95＞．

Compared　with　social　studies，　the　math　and　science　paエt　of　the　test　is　quite

straigh〔fbrward　and　impressive．　The　questions　are　difficult，　to　be　sロre，　bロt　the

o切ective　short　answer　approach　fits　the　purpose　of　these　subjects．　Theory，

problem－solving　and　Iog圭c　are　central　to　most　questions，　and　the　examination

system國buttresses　this　emphasis　in　Japanese　education（p　I　OO）．

The　pedagog圭cal　regime　that　results　from　this　exarnination－based　system　compr玉ses玉ectures，

dri王玉s　and　rote　memorization，　with　no　room　f6r　classroo搬discussion（Roh玉en，1983；

Sh三mahara，1991）．　Nor　db　Japanese　undergraduate　prograrns　in　the　humanities　and　the　social

sciences　at　Japanese　universit量es　compensate　for　the　earlier　lack　of　depth　in　the　study　of　these

subject　disciplines．　Large　c王asses，　peor　teaching　and　surprisingly　slack　academic　expectations

are止e　no㎜fo曲ese　programs（Christopher，1983：92－93；Kelly，1993）．

　　　　If　a丘y　further　indication　were　needed　that　the　neglect　of　critica呈thinking　sk圭Hs

develoP盈ent呈n∫apan　is　a　matter　of　educational　necessity　rather　than　a　cロlturally　i磁posed

constraint，　we　need　only　ponder　the　fact　that　there　is　in　Japan　currently　a　boo瓢in　the　sales

mainly　to　young　rea（圭ers　of　translated　philosophy　boeks　from　simpllf至ed　primers，　one　ofwhich

has　sold　nearly　700，000・cGpies，　tG　really　difficu王t　works　by　Niet年sche　and　Hegel（Daily

Yomiuri　editorial，・September　19，1995）．

　　　　The　superficia王but　intense　crarnming由at　is　typ三cal　of　Japan｝s　secondary　education

academic　culture　and　the　slackness　and　na∫rowness　of　much　of　Japan’s　univcrsity　academic

cu玉ture　are　poor　preparation　fbr　any　encounter　wit難the　sophisticated　disciplinary　cultures　that

pemleate　western　universltles・

11．THE　RELATION　BETWEEN　JA？AN，S　ETHNIC　AND　ACAgE磁C
　　　　　　　　　　CULTURES　AND　CRITICAL　THINKING　SKILLS

　　　　To　surn　up　so　far．　王n　the　case　of　Japan，　i〔appears　that　ethllic　culture　has　a　strong

influe且cc　on　modes　ofinteraction　and　expression，　but　that　underlying　cognitive　orientatioIls　are
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mainly　shaped　by　the　iargely　pragmatic　sub－cultures　of重he　Japanese　education　system　with

their　obsessive　f（〕cus　on　evaluation　and　selection　by　means　of　di呂crete　point　tests．　If　this

observation　is　correct，　it　fbllows出at　the　emphasis　on　critical　thinking　skills　development

should　be　placed　on　acaden　tic　rather　than　cultura1　orientation，　which，　in　tum，　suggests　that　the

time　ffame　for　deve量opment　can　be　relatively　short－teml　compared　to　the　longer　time丘ame　a

bfoader　and　mole　intangible　cultural　orientation　would　necessitate．

12．ACADEMIC　AND　DISCIPLINARY　CULTURES　AND　CR【TICAL－
　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　THINKING

　　　　　The　major　question　remaining　to　be　answered　is　what　sort　of　general　approach　to　this

cognitive　orientation　should　be　taken．　In　terms　of　Flowerdew　and　Miller’s　fbur　cultures

f㎜ew。rk，　there　are　two　broad　ch。ices．　One　ch。ice　is　based。n　the　belief　that　critical　thinking

is　essentially　uniferm　acro呂s　academic　disciplines　and　thus　belongs　to　acadβmic　culture　as　a

whole．　The　other　choice　is　based　on　the　bel三ef　that　critical　thinking　varies　significantly　across

academic　disciplines　because　it呈s　bound　to　greater　or　lesser　degrees　to　the　knowledge

struc加res　and　norms　of　different　discipJines．　Dec量ding　whether　to　choose　one　or　the　other　or　a

mixture　of　both　should　determine　the　general　shape　of　any　critical　skills　development　prograrn

in　Japan，　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　一　　　　　　　　　　　　　・

　　　　　Put　in　this　way，　the　question　may　appear　to　be　a　fairly　sirnple　one，　but　in　practice　it　tums

out　to　be　enofmously　complex　and　expert　opinion　among　those　who　think　about　thinking　is

divided　around　the　two　choices．　A　sample　examinatlon　of　a　maj　or　collection　of　articles　on　the

issue（Perkins，　Lochhead＆Bishop，1987）reveals　a　range　of　opinions　from　those　who

basicaily　support　the　traditional　philosophical　view　that　critical　thinking　is　unitary　and　universaI

σ三nnis，　cited　in　Pa砥1987：378－379），　to　those　in　the　middle　who　believe　that　crit星cal　t｝痘nking

skills　development　must　at　least　start　w三thin　specific　subject　disciplines　because　of　their

particular　knewledge　structures　and　norms（e．g．　Perkins＆Salomon，1987；Swaltz，1987）to

those　at　the　other　end　of　the　spectrum　who　are　rnore　concerned　with　the　realities　of　practicaI

decision　making　than　with　the　metaphysical　claims　of　academic　philosophy　and　are　thus　willing

to　accept　that　a　Iarge　nurnber　of　valuative　assumptlons　must　precede　thinking（e．g．，　Adler，

1987）．This　distribution　of　opillions　suggests　that　in　the　end　the　real　choice　is　not　between

academic　culture　and　disciplinaiy　cultures　as　such，　but　rather　between　the　different　conceptions

that　different　disciplinary　cultures　have　of　their　relation　with　academia　and　the　wider　world

outsidc．　Meta－disciplines　Iike　philosophy　function　partially　as　the　procedural　watchdogs　of

academic　investlgation　and　tend　to　see　themselves　as　the　embodiment　of　academic　culture．

More　professionally　oriented　disciplines　like　law，　medicine　and　business　are　constrained　to

serve　relatively　narrow　academio　and　practical　ends　and　have　thus　developed　disciplinary

cultures　which　are　more　concerned　with　applications　than　with　self－reflection．
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13．　ACRITICAL　THINKING　SYLLABUS　DESIGN　APPLICATION

　　　　This　．section　contaiロs　an　illustration　of　how　this　feasibility　testing　of　a　cultural　construct

can　provide　some　of　the　meta－needs　anaiysis　that　informs　a　practical　syllabus　design　for　criticai

skills　deveIopment．　Given　that　at　IUJ　the　content　studies　the　author　prepares　his　students　for

are　an　American－style　MBA，　which　is　an　example　of　a　professionally－oriented　academic

program，　the　primary　needs　analysis　areas　were　identified　as　the　noms　that　operate　within　the

MBA　area　with　regard　to　valuative　assumptions　and　knowledge　structures　a皿d　as　the　discourse

stnエctures　in　which　these　norms　are　embedded．　The　secondary　needs　analysis　area　related　to

the　sorts　of　cultural　inhibitions　the　author　fblt　that　his　mainly　Japanese（with　some　Indonesian

and　Thai）students　might　feel　abeut　the　MBA　discourse　structures　and　the　forms　of　interaction

and　expression　that　these　structures　entail．　Since　the　American－style　MBA　is　in　reality　a

composite　ef　different　disciplines　ranging　from　applied　statistics　to　business　ethics，　the　fbcus　is

Placed　on　a　cross－disciplinary　knowledge　and　discourse　structure　which　is　popular　both

throughout　the　MB　A　world　and　at　IUJ　and　which　appears　to　present　Japanese　students　with　the

gleatest　challenges．　to　their　expectad　ons－the　Hafvard　case　method．

　　　　In　terms　of　the　primary　needs　analysis　component，　the　desired　syllabus　outcome　was　a

presentation　of　the　essential　knowledge　and　discourse　structures　of　the　Harvard　case　m」ethod

that　could　be　done　as　early　as　possible　and　as　clearly　as　possible．　The　orientation　to　the　forms

of　interactien　and　expression　typically　required　by　the　case　method，　by　contrast，　was　designed

as　a　fairly　slow　a鳳d　systematic　transition丘om　fbrms　the　students　were　already　comfortable

with　to　forrns　that　the　author’s　experience　suggested　would　be　new　and　somewhat　alien　to

them．

13．1The　Harvard　Case　Method

　　　　What　are　the　knowledge　and　discourse　structures　of　the　Harvard　case　method？In　short，

the　Harvard　case　method　is　based　on‘‘亡he　belief　that　management　is　a　skil1　rather　than　a

collection　of　techniques”　and　that　‘‘the　best　way　to　leam　a　skill　is　to　practice量n　a　simulation－type

precess”（Shapiro，ユ984：2）．　The　simulative　nature　of　the　exercise　means　that　cases　not　only

requ辻e　active　discussion　of　a　casc　problern，　but　also　complete　involvement　in　the　case　scenario

to　the　point　where　participants　develop　plans　of　action　and　are　called叩on　to　defend　their

proposals　against　the　criticisrn　of　other　paエticipants（Shapiro，1984：2）・

　　　　The　deepest　rationale　for　this　simulative　approach　is　that　the　abstract　concepts　and　the

quanti亡ative　fbrmuIas　provided　by　textbooks　arc　necessaly　but　insufficient　to　deal　with　the

complexity　of　managerial　decision－making．　Textbook　simplifica．tions　of　business　reality‘‘且eed

亡obe　comp王emen亡ed　by　a　sense　of　the　interdependencies　of　people，　functions　and　decisions　in

an　organization”（Christensen，1987：34）．　The　key　to　good　case　discussion，　therefore，　is　to

bring　toge廿ler　paエticipants　who　have　different　experiences　and　attitudes　gained　by　working　in

di　fferent　jobs，　As　one　case　metllod　practitioner　has　written：
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Cases，　and　the　related　case　discussions　in　class，　provide　the　focal　point　around

which　the　pal†icipants’expertise，　experience，　observations，　and　rules　of　thumb

are　brought　te　bear．　What　each　class　member．　bdngs　to　identifンing　the．　central

problem　of　the　case　is　as　important　as　the　content．ofthe　case　itsel£

（Hammond，1980：2）

．　　In　temls　of　knowledge　structure，　the　MBA　case　method’s　characteristic　features　are：（1）

its　large　number　of　valuative　assumptions　about　underlying　economic　structures　and　their

v創idity；（2）its　measurement　ofロti王ity　Ilot　in　the　fbrm　of‘‘correct　solutions”，　but　rather　in　the

hazier　form　of　optimal　compromises　among　competing　priortties；（3）its　embrace　of　subjective

expedence　as　a　valuabIe　source　of　evidence；and（4）its　highly　flexible　and　dialectical　view　of

the　re1atien　betWeen　theory　and　practice（Christensen，1987；Hammond，1980；Shapiro，1984）・

Items（2）＆（4）apPear　to　present　the　greatest　cha11enges　to　the　expectations　of　Japanese

students、

　　　　In　terrns　of　discourse　structure，　the　MBA　case　method’s　characteristic　features　are：（Dthe

contrasting　structures　and　purposes　of　textbooks　and　case　texts；（2）the　free－fbrm　case

discussion　interactions　alnong　the　students　and　the　case　moderator；and（3）the　roles　of

persuas量on　and　criticism　as　the　arbiters　of　decisions（Christensen，1987）．　For　Japanese　・

students，　al1　of　these　items　present　challenges　to　their　expectations．

132Th　MBA　e
　　　　　As　already　mentioned，　the‘‘meta－needs”analysis　had　indicated　a　need　to　present　the

knowledge　and　discourse　structures　of　the　case　method　as　clearly　and　as　rapidly　as　possible

while　providing　a　slower　tra皿sition　to　the　forms　of　interaction　and　expression　required　by　these

knowledge　and　discourse　structures．　Combining　this　with　the　local　needs　analysis　led　to　the

modular　design　suinmarized　in　Figure　1．

Figure王：

　　　　　　Developing℃ritical「1　Skil玉s

　　　　　　The　Sequence　of　Activities　in　one　Case　Cycle

1．　　Read　T’concepts＆techniques「1　texts　一　identify　rhetorical　patterns／　skim

　　　　　　readr　summarize　main　P。ints／discuss

2．　　Use　summaries　as　guide　to　reading　of　the　case　text／notes　on

　　　　　　convergence＆divergence　of　texts

3．　　Small　group　discussion（a）of　relatienship　between　the　texts
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4．　　Small，　group　discussion（b）一・assume　general　texts　are　perfeCt－criticize

　　　　　　the　company’s　performance

5．　　Small　grobp　discussion（c）－assume　the　companyts　performance　is

　　　　　　pe］㎡fect－criticize　the　general　texts

6．　　Small　group　discussion（d）－problem　iden鉦ication＆decision　options

7．　　　Open－class，　formal　case　discussion

　　　　As　can　be　seen，　the　main　aim　of　each　module　or　case　cycle　is　to　expose　as　clearly　as

possible　the　dialectical　nature　of　the　knowledge　generation　dynamic，　so，　at　least　initially，　the

students　go　through　a　somewhat　aftificial　process　of　assuming　first　that　the　textbooks　are

perfect　and　then　reversing　positions　and　a8suming　that　the　company’s　perfoTnlance　is　perfect．

This　should　lead　automatically　to　an　awareness　that　cerrect　sel　utions　are　not　an　inherent　part　of

th．e　Harvard　case　me山od　knowIedge　dynam三c．　The　cases　aエe，　of　course，　carefulIy　chosen　fbr

their　relative　simplicity　and　familiarity　so　that　incidenta玉content　distractions　can　be　kept　to　a

mlnlmum．
　　　　AS　much　as　possible　for　the　frst　two　or　three　case　modules，　the　stu　dents　are　permitted　to

discuss　the　issues　in　the　relative　psychologi　cal　comfort　of　sma11　groups　and　are　encouraged　to

reach　a　small－group　consensus．　It　is　only　in　the　finaユopen－class　discussion　phase　that　the

teacher　tries　to　inject　some　centroversy　into　the　proceedings　by　pitting　group　against　group．

Thereafter，　the　speed　of　progression　towards　a　more“realistic”simulation　of　the　case　study

process　depends　ent辻ely　on　th年students’response　to　this　new　way　of玉earn玉ng．

14．　CONCLUSION

　　　　The　modular“case　cycle”design　described　above　obv主ously　preceded　the｛four　e瞭ures

analytical　framework，　w瓢ch　was　only　recently　published．　The　important　po呈葺乏窒o韮o重e，

however，　is　that，　in　the　absence　of　such　a　f士amework，　it　took　several　years£o　deve王噂旗e壼轟a王

design　by　means　of　a　cornbination　ofintuition，　experience　and　trial　a葺d　error．王｛aξ茎the｛まes圭gner

been　able　to　organize　the　development　work　within　a　clear　and　reievant｛7ramework，　it　is　highly

likely　that　the　development　period　weuld　havc　becn　shortencd　and　that　maRy　of　the　false　starts

and　wrong　tums　would　have　been　avoided．　For　this　reason　alone，　al玉ξertiary　level　EIlglish－

medium　institutions　in　the　East　and　South－east　Asian　regions　should　at　least　cons三der　using

such　a　f亡amework，　either　by　reIating　an　existing　framework　like　the‘‘fbur　cultures”　fra：nieworl（

to　their　own　particular　settings　and　needs　or　by　co且tr｛buting　to　the　development　of　a　new

framework．
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