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THE EFFECTIVENESS OF BILINGUAL ENVIRONMENTAL PRINT 

IN AN ELEMENTARY SCHOOL: 
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ABSTRACT 

In Taiwan, different kinds of Chinese-English bilingual environmental print 

(BEP), such as signs for different places and English learning related posters, can 

be seen in nearly every elementary school. The purpose of the present study is to 

investigate the design of the elementary school bilingual environmental print and 

its effect in language learning and teaching. Participants in the study were nine 

members of staff and 622 students sampled from the third grade to the sixth 

grade in an elementary school in northern Taiwan. Two sets of interviews and 

questionnaires were employed to collect data. Both qualitative analysis of 

interviews and quantitative statistical analysis of the questionnaire were 

employed for data analysis. The findings indicate that (1) the design of the BEP 

was primarily a top-down process, i.e., the educational authority and the school‟s 

administrative staff directed the design of the BEP; (2) the teachers‟ degree of the 

involvement in the design of the BEP influenced their willingness to conduct the 

BEP instruction; (3) although more than 80% of the students noticed the 

existence of the BEP and showed a high interest in learning the content of the 

BEP, the effectiveness of the BEP in students‟ language learning was not obvious 

without instruction from the English teachers; and (4) most students appreciated 

the existence of the BEP, and both students and teachers suggest that more 

English teachers and students be involved in the design of the BEP. 

Key Words: bilingual environmental print, elementary school English, EFL  

INTRODUCTION 

There is lots of written language such as on drink labels, candy wrappers, 
cookie bags, advertisements, and T-shirts in our daily life. Logos, road signs, 
billboards, clothing labels, coupons, and fast-food paraphernalia also 
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appear everywhere. The print found in the natural immediate environment 
of children is defined as environmental print. (Aldridge, Kirkland, & 
Kuby, 1995; Kuby, 1994; Kuby, Kirkland, & Aldridge, 1996; Manning 
2004; Teale, 1986; Teberosky, 1986; Westwood, 2004).  

Morrow (1989) delineated that “the environmental print that children 
tend to know best appears on food containers, especially those for cereal, 
soup, milk, and cookies….” (p. 122). Children can easily recognize lots of 
print appearing on fast-food logos, road signs, traffic signals, signs with 
the names of popular chain stores (Morrow, 1989). They develop concepts 
and construct knowledge about the functions and uses of print through 
engagement with print in everyday or natural environments (Kirkland, 
Aldridge, & Kuby, 1991; Teale, 1986). Recognition and comprehension of 
environmental print is an experience children often engage in before 
reading print in books (Kuby & Aldridge, 1997, 2004).  

Enright and McCloskey (1988) defined environmental print at school 
as “all the print that naturally exists in the „real world‟ surrounding the 
classroom” (p. 173). For example, on campus there are signs on doors 
including those of offices and the teachers‟ lounge, posted bulletins, 
announcements, schedules, labels on equipment and materials. In other 
words, all of these examples of teacher-made or commercial print and 
student-created print make classrooms a print-rich environment (Tao & 
Robinson, 2005). By encouraging students to actively use environmental 
print in literacy development activities, teachers could facilitate students‟ 
construction of meaningful speech-print connections both for first 
language and second language students (Enright & McCloskey, 1988). 

Manning (2004) stressed that “the use of environmental print is 
powerful in the early childhood classroom.” (p. 1). Researchers highlighted 
that children with no confidence in their literacy development begin to feel 
competent and respond to environmental print enthusiastically when 
teachers use environmental print as instruction material in class. 
Recognizing environmental print gives children confidence and reinforces 
their achievement in literacy development (Hallet, 1999; Hiebert, 1998; 
Manning, 2004). Lots of children naturally become readers in their native 
language as they start to make sense of the environmental print (Curtain & 
Pesola, 1994).  

The majority of EFL programs do not exist in an environment filled 
with public written information in the target language (Curtain & Pesola, 
1994). However, repetition is a key factor in language learning. Very few 
students can memorize a word or a structure after being exposed to it only 
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once or twice (Fourgeaud-Cornuejols, 1990). Teachers should, therefore, try 
to provide students with a rich literacy input environment. Environmental 
print in the target language is an essential element of designing and setting 
up the foreign language classroom (Fortin, 2008). By the use of posters, 
bulletin boards, displays, passwords, language ladders, signs, calendars, 
teachers could make the target language print exist in the classroom and 
make it available for students (Curtain & Pesola, 1994). In other words, 
learners who have opportunities to see and read the target language 
repeatedly could be better able to enhance their literacy development.  

In Desuggestopedia, Georgi Lozanov suggested teachers present as 
many language inputs as possible through peripheral materials, such as 
wall posters. Some researchers also asserted that children can learn things 
incidentally from the environment (Marsick & Watkins, 1990; Rieber, 
1990). The design of school buildings, decoration on campus, and the 
print that appears in the environment are called hidden curriculum. 
Children are influenced by the hidden curriculum unconsciously. It has a 
great influence on children as they spend most of their time at school 
(Huang, 1990). The bilingual environment print in the school is also a kind 
of environmental print. Language learners may acquire more knowledge 
when they are exposed to the target language environment for longer 
periods of time. 

Environmental print is usually the first contextualized and meaningful 
print which children encounter (Hallet, 1999). It appears around us in 
daily life and provides opportunities for meaningful interactions between 
children and adults. However, a literacy-rich environment can not assure 
the success of literacy development. Many researchers emphasized that 
meaningful input and interactions between children and adults are critical 
conditions as well (Curtain & Pesola, 1994; Daniel, Clarke, & Ouellette, 
2001; Hiebert, 1998; Kuby & Aldridge, 1997; Marsh & Hallet, 1999; 
Neuman & Roskos, 1992, 1993; Roskos & Neuman, 2002; Tao & Robins, 
2005). Hiebert (1998) believed that children‟s literacy learning occurs 
through meaningful use of reading and writing, and most children‟s 
literacy experiences occur mainly in school. The important mission of 
teachers and school administrative staff is, therefore, to make the school 
filled with meaningful literacy input.  

Assink (1994) also reminded teachers that there is no guarantee that 
children in a literate society would become readers. Tao and Robinson 
(2005) stressed teachers‟ significant role in directing students‟ attention to 
the print and producing a print-rich learning environment for students. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Chieh-yue Yeh & Chia-wen Teng 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

48 

Many other researchers (Assink, 1994; Enright & McCloskey, 1988; Tao 
& Robinson, 2005) suggested that adopting environmental print as a 
supplementary material for language learning would be a good way to 
enhance children‟s confidence in recognizing words. Making active use of 
print materials in classroom will alert students to the power of print and 
facilitate their literacy growth (Enright & McCloskey, 1988; Tao & 
Robinson, 2005). Environmental print which is meaningful and authentic 
to learners catches students‟ attention and motivates them to study it, and 
teachers‟ assistance and instructions are necessary in promoting the 
effectiveness of environmental print in language learning. 

In the EFL learning environment, textbooks are normally the main 
teaching materials used by teachers and students in the classroom. 
However, with the advances in communication technology and the trend 
of globalization, the availability of foreign language resources in 
non-textbook forms, such as online news, emails and online teaching 
programs, has greatly increased. Such non-textbook materials are often 
regarded as good resources for autonomous learning. 

In the field of foreign language learning and teaching, learner 
autonomy is defined as where learners are both willing and able to take 
responsibility when learning language, including setting their own goals 
and choosing didactic materials, and processes (Holec, 1981; Schalkwijk, 
Esch, Elsen, & Setz, 2004). Only when learners are interested in and 
willing to learn the target language will learning behaviors occur. 
Littlewood (1996) stated two components that make up autonomy in 
language learning: ability and willingness. In other words, autonomous 
learners are those who have the knowledge and skills to make appropriate 
choices and have enough motivation and confidence to take responsibility 
in learning. Although all humans have the capacity to develop autonomy, 
the capacity may vary from individual to individual.  

Some people may wonder if autonomous learning means that teachers 
are no longer needed in the students‟ learning process. Issues about the 
role of the teacher in autonomous language learning have, therefore, been 
widely discussed. Usuki (2002) points out that learner autonomy is a 
matter of learners‟ internal attitudes, and that teachers‟ attitudes toward 
students might hold the key to learner autonomy. In order to develop 
learner autonomy, teachers should give students more freedom in choosing 
materials and activities, adapt the learning process to students‟ preferred 
learning styles and encourage more collaborative learning in order to 
develop learner autonomy (Esch & Elsen, 2004). Autonomous learning 
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does not mean teachers‟ instruction and intervention should be banned in 
an autonomous learning environment (Esch, 1996), although there has 
been a tendency to marginalize, or even exclude teachers from the 
learning process (Voller, 1997).  

In autonomous language learning, there is a change in the role of the 
teacher. Scholars described teachers as facilitators, helpers, counselors, 
advisers and resources to students (Benson, 2001; Benson & Voller, 1997; 
Usuki, 2002; Voller, 1997). Teachers transform into other roles as instructors, 
supervisors, and coaches to foster learner autonomy (Schalkwijk et al., 
2004). While teachers move away from more directional roles, their role 
as facilitators, guides, and coaches is crucial to students‟ learning (Maloch, 
2005; Short, Kaufman, Kaser, Kahn, & Crawford, 1999).  

It is also important for teachers to guide and prepare their students 
with the skills to learn and with strategies for solving problems. Researchers 
have indicated that “in autonomous language learning, teachers will have 
to pay more attention to learning strategies and to improving the learners‟ 
approaches to learning tasks” (Schalkwijk et al., 2004, p. 181). Usuki (2002) 
mentioned that the teacher needs to give appropriate information and 
advice to learners. In a word, to facilitate autonomous language learning, 
teachers should try to equip students with learning management skills, 
metalinguistic and metacognitive awareness, and right attitudes toward 
learning (Broady & Kenning, 1996). 

As language educators, we should teach and cultivate students‟ learning 
skills and ability to learn by themselves rather than just stuffing them with 
the content of textbooks. None of the textbooks contain enough knowledge 
and information. Teachers need to equip students with the necessary skills 
to become autonomous learners.  

In the field of native language learning, especially for the 
early-childhood learning stage, many studies and various experiments have 
been done to prove the effectiveness of environmental print instructions 
(Aldridge et al., 1995; Curtain & Pesola, 1994; Daniel et al., 2001; Hall, 
1987; Kuby, 1994; Kuby et al., 1996; Manning, 2004; Teberosky, 1986; 
Westwood, 2004). The findings indicate that environmental print 
instruction is effective and enhances children‟s literacy and learning 
interests (Curtain & Pesola, 1994; Daniel et al., 2001; Hiebert, 1998; 
Kuby & Aldridge, 1997; Marsh & Hallet, 1999; Neuman, 1999; Neuman 
& Roskos, 1992, 1993; Tao & Robinson, 2005).  

In an EFL environment such as in Taiwan, few studies, if any, have 
been conducted on environmental-print related issues although nearly 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Chieh-yue Yeh & Chia-wen Teng 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

50 

every elementary school now has Chinese-English bilingual environmental 
print on campus. The purpose of this study is to investigate the design and 
function of the bilingual environmental-print (BEP) in a Taiwan elementary 
school, using School I as a case study. To answer this question, the research 
focuses on the following research questions:  

1. What is the origin, the design and the development of the BEP at 
School I? 

2. How do the English teachers make use of the BEP? 
3. How do the students react to the BEP? How do factors like 

students‟ gender, year in school, and language proficiency affect 
their reactions to the BEP? 

4. What do students learn from the BEP? 

METHODOLOGY 

This section presents the methodology of the study, including 
participants, instruments for data collection, procedure of this study, and 
how data were analyzed.  

The researcher chose the in-service school, School I, as the research 
case for this study. This elementary school, which is located in a county in 
northern Taiwan, was established in 1991. There were five EFL teachers 
and 61 classes in this school. There were nine classes in the first grade, 
twelve in the second, eleven in the third, nine in the fourth, ten in the fifth, 
and ten in the sixth. The total number of students was 2012. Students from 
the third to the sixth grade had two English classes (80 minutes) each 
week, while the first graders and second graders had one English class (40 
minutes) each week. 

Participants 

The participants in this study were the school staff involved in the 
design of the BEP and students randomly sampled from School I. The 
school staff, including four administrative staff and five English teachers, 
and students are described as follows. 

Four administrative staff and five English teachers were involved in 
the design of the BEP. Among the four administrative staff (Sa, Sb, Sc, Sd), 
three had served as the Director of the Academic Affairs Division at 
different times. The other one was a member of the Academic Affairs 
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Division (see Table 1).  

Table 1.  Background Information of the Four Administrative Staff 

Category 

Administrative Staff 

Sa Sb Sc Sd 

Gender Male Male Male Female 

Age 42 43 41 39 

Teaching 
experience 

22 years 21 years 20 years 17 years 

Highest academic 
degree 

M.A.  M.A. M.A. M.A. 

Administrative 
position 

DAA
a
 

(2001-2003) 
(2005-2007) 

DAA 
(2003-2005) 

DGA
b
  

(2001-2003) 
DAA 

(2007-2008) 

A member of 
the Academic 

Affairs 
Division 

(2003-2005) 

Note. aDAA: Director of Academic Affairs. bDGA: Director of General Affairs  

All of the five English teachers, Ea, Eb, Ec, Ed, and Ee, were female 
and non-native speakers of English. Each of them had had at least five 
years‟ teaching experience in the school (see Table 2).  

Table 2.  Background Information of the Five English Teachers 

Category 

English Teachers 

Ea Eb Ec Ed Ee 

Gender Female Female Female Female Female 

Age 38 38 33 35 35 

Highest academic 
degree 

M.A.  B.A. M.A. M.A. M.A. 

Grade taught  Fourth  Third  Fifth  Sixth  
First & 
Second  

Years of teaching 
experience 18  7  7  7  7  

Student participants were sampled from the third grade to the sixth 
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grade. Considering the cognitive abilities of the students to respond to the 
interview and questionnaire questions, the researcher did not include first 
and second graders. All classes were mixed-ability. Students in the same 
grade were taught by the same English teacher. The researcher adopted 
random sampling in the present study in order to obtain representative 
participants. There were 9 to 10 classes in each grade. The even-number 
classes from the third grade to sixth grade were selected to join the project. 
A total of 19 classes of students were selected as participants for the 
current study, including five classes in the third grade, four classes in the 
fourth, five classes in the fifth, and five classes in the sixth. The total 
number of the student participants was 622. Therefore, 622 questionnaires 
were distributed to the participants, and 592 were collected. Among the 
592 participants, 14 participants gave invalid responses. As a result, the 
final number of the participants for data analysis was 578, including 284 
male students and 294 female students.  

Instruments 

Two sets of interviews (Interview 1 and Interview 2) and two sets of 
questionnaires (Questionnaire S and Questionnaire T) were adopted in the 
present research. As there has been little research about the use of EFL 
environmental print in an elementary school environment, the research 
instruments were self-designed. The content of the questionnaires and 
interviews are introduced below. 

1. Interview 1 was a semi-structured interview about the design of 
the BEP, with a special focus on the rationale behind the design. 
The researcher interviewed school staff, including four 
administrative staff and five English teachers who were involved 
in the design of the BEP. Based on the answers given, the 
participants were then asked some related questions to elicit 
further information on their rationale. 

2. Interview 2 was a semi-structured interview about the actual use 
of BEP. The interviews were conducted with teachers who used 
the BEP as part of their teaching/learning materials. The 
interview aimed to find out teachers‟ rationale for using the BEP 
as teaching materials, and how they made use of them.  

3. The two sets of questionnaire were close-ended. Questionnaire T 
was designed for the five teachers of English. It consisted of 
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questions on the background information of the participants 
(teaching experience, teaching hours and the level of the grades 
which they taught), the effectiveness of the BEP that they used, 
and the rationale and criteria behind the design of the BEP. The 
effectiveness of the BEP was discussed in terms of (a) the 
perception of the BEP, such as the characteristics, content, and 
locations of the BEP and (b) opinions about using the BEP as 
teaching/learning materials. Questionnaire S was designed for the 
students. It contained questions about the background information 
of the participants (e.g., students‟ year in school, English learning 
experience, English semester scores) and about the effectiveness 
of the BEP (e.g., students‟ perception of the BEP, students‟ 
reaction to the BEP, the reason why the BEP attracted students‟ 
attention, students‟ perception of the use of the BEP, and 
suggestions for the BEP). 

Procedure 

To ensure the reliability and content validity of the questionnaires, a 
pilot study was conducted first. A panel of experts, including a professor 
in TESOL and two experienced English teachers were invited to check the 
wording and question-items in the questionnaire. Then, the two sets of 
questionnaires were piloted. Five English teachers from elementary 
schools other than the one in the present study and 18 elementary school 
students from different year in school were invited to fill in Questionnaire 
T and Questionnaire S. They were all asked to circle the parts they did not 
understand or felt confused about. Some modifications of the 
questionnaires were made in light of the results from the pilot study, 
including the revision of some of the wording and the addition of further 
choices in the responses.  

Then the main study was formally conducted. First, the researcher 
conducted Interview 1 to collect information about the design of the BEP. 
Next, the questionnaire for teachers (Questionnaire T) and the 
questionnaire for students (Questionnaire S) were carried out. Then, the 
researcher conducted Interview 2 to collect information about the actual 
use of the BEP. After completing data collection, the researcher started to 
analyze the data. 
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Data Analysis 

Data was collected from interviews and questionnaires. Each called 
for different types of analysis. Quantitative statistical analysis of the 
questionnaires and qualitative analysis of the interviews were employed in 
the present study.  

Descriptive statistics and a Chi-square test were employed to explicate 
the results of Questionnaire S and Questionnaire T. First, in order to 
understand the participants‟ perceptions and reactions towards the BEP, 
the researcher examined the quantitative data from the questionnaires by 
frequency and percentage. Then, a chi-square test was computed to see if 
there were significant differences between students‟ gender, year in school 
and students with different English semester scores in their response and 
reaction towards the BEP. Since the χ² value was computed over all cells, 
it neither specified which cells were major contributors to the χ² value nor 
indicated which group‟s responses towards the BEP determined the 
significant differences. Hence, each of the cells was computed by the 
formula of adjusted standardized residual (AdjR) to examine which 
group‟s response was the major contributor. For example, if the results of 
the Chi-square indicated that there was a significant difference between 
the responses of different gender towards the BEP, the formula of adjusted 
standardized residuals was applied to find out which gender was the major 
contributor to the significance. When an adjusted standardized residual 
for a group‟s response was greater than 1.96 (in absolute value), it was 
concluded that the group was a major contributor to the χ² value. On the 
other hand, when an adjusted standardized residual was not greater than 
1.96 (in absolute value), it meant that the distributional differences 
between different groups failed to reach significance. In other words, there 
was no significant difference between the groups. 

The interviews were transcribed and analyzed according to issues 
such as the rationale behind the design of the BEP, the use of the BEP as 
teaching/learning materials, difficulties in maintaining the BEP and in 
using the BEP as teaching/learning materials, and suggestions about 
designing and using the BEP in the future. 

RESULTS 

This section illustrates the results of the study. Results gathered from 
the questionnaires and interviews were combined to answer the four 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Bilingual Environmental Print 

55 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

research questions.  

What is the Origin, the Design, and the Development of the BEP at School I? 

The major factors contributing to the development of the BEP at School 
I are the new English curriculum released in 2001, the government‟s 
policy to set up a bilingual environment, and the regular school evaluation 
made by the Education Bureau of Taipei County. The design of the BEP at 
school I can be divided into four periods. The first period was from 2001 
to 2003. In this period, the foundation of the use of the BEP was gradually 
built with the development of the elementary school English curriculum. 
Certain context-related BEP posters (signs for classrooms, offices, etc.) 
and School I‟s “school-designed weekly conversation sentences to learn” 
were posted on campus. The second period was from 2003 to 2005. The 
BEP posters in this period were mainly the non-context-related BEP 
posters (useful sentences/expressions) posted on the stairs. The third 
period was from 2005 to 2007. The main job of the Academic Affairs 
Division in this period was to repair the BEP posters on the stairs. The 
context-related BEP posters on campus were changed into an acrylic sheet 
form on receiving sufficient funds granted by the government. The fourth 
period was from 2007 till now. The major task was still the maintenance of 
the BEP, and no additional BEP has been posted on the campus. 

The directors of the Academic Affairs Division were the directors of 
the development of the BEP. The five English teachers only provided the 
language content. The English teachers thus did not play an active role in 
designing the BEP.  

As indicted in Table 3, although each English teacher had her own 
ideas about how to design non-context-related BEP posters, they all took 
students‟ language proficiency, the practicality of language, and the 
content of the textbooks into consideration. On the other hand, the content 
of the context-related BEP was based on a sample translation of the names 
of all facilities of government and non-government agencies developed by 
the MOE. The English teachers mentioned that they just provided the 
translation without making any changes to the sample. As for the location 
of the BEP posters, non-context-related BEP posters were posted on the 
stairs while the content-related BEP posters were posted to/near the 
related areas. 
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Table 3.  Criteria for Designing the BEP Posters 

Items 

English Teachers 

Ea Eb Ec Ed Ee 

Basic vocabulary defined by MOE   * *  

Basic competency requirements in English 
curriculum of Grade 1-9 Curriculum 

*  *   

Phrases to indicate the related context  *  * *  

Goal of learning *  * *  

Practicality of words, phrases, and sentences * * * * * 

Useful sentences/expressions * * * * * 

Students‟ language proficiency * * * * * 

Textbook-related  * * * * 

Designs by other schools as a reference *     

How do English Teachers Make Use of the BEP?  

As shown in Table 4, among the five English teachers, three (60%) 
teachers mentioned that they asked pupils to observe the BEP posters on 
campus; three (60%) compared the content of the BEP posters with the 
content of the textbook while planning the lesson. Only two (40%) teachers, 
Ea and Ec, reported that they taught the content of the BEP in class.  

Table 4.  Tasks Teachers Ask Students to Do with the BEP 

Items Yes No 

I ask students to observe the BEP posters on 
campus. 

3 (60%) 

Ea, Ec, Ee 

2 (40%) 

Eb, Ed 

I compare the content of the BEP posters and that 
of the textbook while planning the lesson. 

3 (60%) 

Ea, Ec, Ed 

2 (40%) 

Eb, Ee 

I teach the content of the BEP in class. 
2 (40%) 

Ea, Ec 

3 (60%) 

Eb, Ed, Ee 

With regard to how teachers used the BEP as a teaching material, as 
indicated in Table 5, only two (40%) English teachers utilized classroom 
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signs, useful sentences/expressions on the stairs, and English name of the 
school for use as teaching materials. One (20%) English teacher 
mentioned that she also utilized the signs of the public facilities on 
campus as a teaching material. None of the English teachers included 
office signs and English titles of the administrative staff and teachers on 
their list of items to be taught.  

Table 5.  English Teachers‟ Use of the BEP as a Teaching Material  

Items Yes No 

Classroom signs 2 (40%) 3 (60%) 

Office signs 0 5 (100%) 

Useful sentences/expressions on stairs 2 (40%) 3 (60%) 

English titles of the administrative staff and 
teachers 

0 5 (100%) 

English name of the school 2 (40%) 3 (60%) 

Signs for public facilities on campus 
(washbasin, toilet, bulletin board, elevators, 
fire equipment, barrier-free facilities) 

1 (20%) 4 (80%) 

 Only two English teachers, Ea and Ec, indicated that they taught the 
content of the BEP in class, and that they adopted different teaching 
activities to introduce the content of the BEP to students (see Table 6). 
Drills, conversation instructions, and practices were commonly used 
teaching activities. Ec used more variety of activities to teach the BEP, 
while Ea focused on drills and conversational instruction and practice. 

Table 6.  Activities English Teachers Adopted to Teach the BEP 

Items N (%) Teacher 

Drills practice/Teach students how to read the BEP 2 (40%) Ea, Ec  

Conversation instruction/ practice 2 (40%) Ea, Ec  

Situational role play  1 (20%) Ec 

Games 1 (20%) Ec 

Lead students to look at the BEP in person 0 (0%)   

Grammar analysis 0 (0%)   

How to recite /memorize words 0 (0%)   
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 In sum, the English teachers did not pay much attention to the BEP 
instruction. Only two English teachers adopted the BEP as a teaching and 
evaluation material. Useful sentences/expressions on the stairs were the 
materials for BEP-related instruction, and oral exam was the main form 
for evaluation of understanding of the BEP. The reasons why the English 
teachers did not choose to use the BEP as teaching materials included 
“limited instruction time”, “words and phrases of the BEP were too difficult 
and not useful”. An interesting point worth mentioning is that more than 
half of the English teachers indicated that the BEP was material for 
students to use to learn by themselves.  

How do Students React to the BEP? How do Factors like Students’ Gender, Year in 

School, and Language Proficiency Affect their Reactions to the BEP? 

There were two types of BEP, context-related BEP and non 
context-related BEP, at School I. As shown in Table 7, the 
non-context-related BEP, which dealt with useful phrases/expressions 
posted on the stairs, surprisingly, drew a lot of attention from the 
students (75.6%), whereas the context-related BEP drew much less 
attention. Among the context-related BEP, classroom signs (26%) and 
toilet signs (24%) received more attention from the students. Other 
context-related BEP that contained difficult words such as “fire 
extinguishers” and “barrier-free environment”, received the least 
attention from the students. 

Table 8 displays students‟ overall attitudes towards the BEP. Among 
551 valid cases, 374 (67.9%) students claimed that they attentively read 
the BEP word by word. 117 (21.2%) students mentioned that they knew 
there were some English words; however, they only took a casual glance 
at those posters. About 11% of the students viewed the posters as a wall 
decoration or even ignored the words. 
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Table 7.  Eye-catching BEP 

Which BEP posters caught your 
attention? 

Count Pct of cases (%) Rank 

Stairs
a
 431 75.6 1 

Classroom signs  148 26.0 2 

Toilet signs 137 24.0 3 

Bulletin board signs 101 17.7 4 

Corner wall on stairs 79 13.9 5 

Washbasin signs 83 14.6  

Office signs 74 13.0  

School store signs 59 10.4  

Hallway signs 55 9.6  

School gate signs 49 8.6  

Fire extinguishers/equipment signs 38 6.7  

Elevator signs 31 5.4  

Wheelchair/ barrier-free 
environment signs 

21 3.7 
 

Others 10 1.8  

Total responses 1316 230.9  
Missing cases 8   

Note. aPosters posted on the stairs are non-context-related BEP, while posters posted in 

other areas are all context-related BEP 

Table 8.  Students‟ Attitude towards the BEP 

Content of Items N (%) 

I attentively read word by word 374 (67.9) 

I know there are some English words, I only took a 
casual glance at them 

117 (21.2) 

BEP are just like ordinary wall decoration 44 (8.0) 

I ignore the words 16 (2.9) 

Sum 551 (100.0) 
Missing cases 27 

Total responses 578 

http://tw.dictionary.yahoo.com/search?ei=UTF-8&p=%E4%BD%88%E5%91%8A%E6%AC%84
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Tables 9 indicates students‟ reactions while looking at the BEP. As 
shown in Table 9, while looking at the BEP, 66.7% of the students would 
try to read the BEP out loud, 39.9% would try to understand the sentences 
pattern and grammar, and 20.5% would ask their classmates about the BEP. 

Table 9.  Students‟ Reactions While Looking at the BEP 

What would you do while looking at the BEP? N (%) Rank 

Try to read it aloud 381 (66.7) 1 

Try to understand the sentence pattern and grammar 228 (39.9) 2 

Ask classmates 117 (20.5) 3 

Try to recite it 92 (16.1) 4 

Check the dictionary 66 (11.6) 5 

Ask teachers about it 64 (11.2) 6 

Others 40 (7.0)  

Missing cases 7  
Valid cases 571  

Total responses 988  

Only a few students would discuss the BEP with their classmates. As 
shown in Table 10, the top four things that they would discuss together 
with their classmates were how to read the BEP (71.7%), the Chinese 
meaning of the BEP (49.5%), and ask other classmates about how to 
read some words or sentences in the BEP (41.4%), and how to use these 
BEP words or sentences (33.8%). 

Table 10.  Student Discussion about the BEP 

What would you do while looking at the BEP? N (%) Rank 

How to read them aloud together 142 (71.7) 1 

The meaning of the BEP in Chinese 98 (49.5) 2 

Ask other classmate about how to read the BEP 82 (41.4) 3 

How to use the BEP 67 (33.8) 4 

Why the BEP are posted in that place 40 (20.2)  

Others 1 (0.5)  

Total responses 430  
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After examining students‟ background variables such as gender, year 
in school, and language proficiency, and their reactions to the BEP, we 
found that the major significant differences between them lies in the 
differences in students‟ year in school and in the semester scores (language 
proficiency) of the students (see Appendix for the results of the Chi-square 
and Adjusted Standardized Residuals). The fourth graders tended to have 
peer discussions about the BEP and have more positive learning attitudes 
towards the BEP, while the third graders tended to deny the effectiveness 
of using the BEP in learning English. A higher percentage of the six 
graders were opposed to using the BEP as a teaching material. The fourth 
and fifth graders were inclined to use the BEP as a teaching material. As 
for the reactions of students with different English semester scores, 
students who scored high paid more attention to the BEP than those who 
scored low. Students who scored between 90 and 100 had a more positive 
learning attitude towards the BEP and tended to agree that the BEP is very 
helpful in learning English. However, students who scored below 70 
tended to have a negative attitude towards the BEP. They were inclined to 
ignore the existence of the BEP, denied the effectiveness of the BEP in 
learning English, and objected to using the BEP as a teaching material.  

What do Students Learn from the BEP?  

As shown in Table 11, 215 (38.5%) students agreed that the BEP 
was very helpful to them in learning English; 278 (49.7%) students 
thought that the BEP was a little helpful to them in learning English; and 
66 (11.8%) students thought that the BEP was effective in helping them 
to learn English. 

Table 11.  Students‟ Opinions about the Effectiveness of the BEP in 
Learning English  

Do you think the BEP is helpful in learning English? N (%) 

Yes, very helpful 215 (38.5) 

Yes, a little helpful 278 (49.7) 

No, not helpful 66 (11.8) 

Sum 559 (100.0) 
Missing cases 19 

Total responses 578 
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Among the students who reported that the BEP was helpful to them 
in learning English, 346 (70.0%) students mentioned that the BEP was 
helpful in learning English because they often walked by the BEP and it 
was easy to see the posters on campus. In addition, 274 (55.5%) students 
reported that the convenience of being able to view the BEP on campus 
helped them to learn and review words. Moreover, 233 (47.2%) students 
indicated that they could easily pick up the meaning of the words or 
phrases with the Chinese translation (see Table 12).  

Table 12.  Students‟ Opinions about Why the BEP is Helpful in 
Learning English 

Why you think the BEP is helpful in learning English? N (%) Rank 

I often walk by the BEP and see the words easily 346 
(70) 

1 

I can see the BEP everywhere, which helps me memorize 
and review the words easily. 

274 
(55.5) 

2 

I can easily memorize the BEP with the Chinese translation 233 
(47.2) 

3 

The BEP is useful. We can use the words in the BEP in daily 
life 

194 
(39.3) 

4 

Total responses 1048  
Valid cases 493  

In addition, more than half of the students reported that they would try 
to read the BEP, but they were not sure whether they had read it correctly. 
Half of the students reported that they could read useful 
sentences/expressions and vocabulary correctly, especially the 
non-context-related BEP. Students also reported that they could read the 
BEP correctly because they paid attention to the BEP and spent time 
reviewing it.  

Some suggestions to the design and use of the BEP were also made by 
the English teachers and students. Both parties suggested that students 
should participate in designing the BEP, and more varieties of content 
should be included into the BEP, including vocabulary picture cards, and 
idiomatic phrases. More illustrations, clear font size, and good 
maintenance of the BEP were also recommended. When it comes to the 
issue of how often to change the BEP, half of the students would prefer to 
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have non-context-related BEP replaced once every semester, while one 
third of them preferred twice every semester. The students showed their 
desire to learn more from the BEP. 

DISCUSSION, IMPLICATIONS, AND CONCLUSION 

This section contains the discussion, implications limitations, and 
conclusion of the study. The discussion focuses on the three issues which 
have emerged from the findings: (1) the impact of context-related BEP 
and non-context-related BEP on English learning, (2) the English teachers‟ 
involvement in the design of the BEP and their use of the BEP as instruction 
materials in class, and (3) the connection between the instruction of the 
BEP and English teachers‟ concept of autonomous learning. 

Discussion  

Context-related BEP versus non-context-related BEP 

In the present study, teachers incorporated more non-context-related 
BEP than context-related BEP into their instruction, and students also paid 
more attention to and learned more from non-context-related BEP. Such 
result is quite different from the results of environmental print studies in 
the L1 environment where researchers have found evidence to support the 
suggestion that the adoption of context-related environmental print by 
teachers/adults as a supplementary material for language learning could 
help and enhance children‟s confidence in recognizing words (Assink, 
1994; Enright & McCloskey, 1998; Tao & Robinson, 2005). Possible 
explanations for the difference may result from the question as to what 
counts as “meaningful input” for the learners. In an L1 learning 
environment, children have already acquired the sounds and meanings of 
the words. Therefore, the environmental print can be “meaningful input” 
for L1 students. If adults invite the children to interact with the words, 
they could easily learn to recognize them. However, what counts as 
“meaningful input” in the L1context may be entirely different from the 
EFL teachers‟ and students‟ perspectives at School I. 

In the present study, most context-related BEP was not on the 
teacher‟s instruction list, but non-context-related BEP, containing useful 
sentences/expressions, was included as a teaching and evaluation material. 
There are two possible explanations for this. First, the language content of 
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context-related BEP was not so useful or easy for the level of the language 
proficiency of the elementary students. All of the English teachers 
reported that context-related BEP such as office signs, English titles for 
administrative staff and certain signs for facilities, such as “barrier-free 
environment”, were too difficult for the students to learn and not so useful 
for the students. Second, the design of context-related BEP was a response 
to the government‟s policy of creating an English-friendly environment. 
English teachers just adopted the MOE‟s sample translation of names of 
different places at school, and they did not think it was important to 
include such context-related BEP as teaching material.  

Similarly, most students paid more attention to the non-context-related 
BEP (useful sentences/expressions on stairs), while less than one fifth of 
the students paid attention to the context-related signs for offices and 
facilities in public areas. It is possible that teachers‟ instruction and the 
English Proficiency Oral Test given by the school, which tested students‟ 
knowledge about the useful sentences/expressions, influenced students‟ 
perceptions of the two types of BEP. Another possible explanation is that 
the context-related BEP such as signs for offices, facilities in public areas, 
and English titles for administrative staff was not used regularly and thus 
not considered meaningful input for students.  

In the present study, we also found that students learned more from 
non-context-related BEP than from context-related BEP. There are two 
possible reasons for this. First, the English Proficiency Oral Test of daily 
useful sentences/expressions might enhance students‟ motivation to pay 
attention to non-context-related BEP. Before the test, most homeroom 
teachers would ask students to read and review the useful 
sentences/expressions.  

Second, meaningful input could arouse students‟ attention more. At 
school I non-context-related BEP posters contained useful 
sentences/expressions. Students might have seen and learned the 
sentences/expressions in their textbooks and associated them with the 
non-context-related BEP. Therefore, non-context-related BEP is regarded 
as meaningful input for the students. In contrast, most of the 
context-related BEP, such as office signs and English titles for 
administrative staff were considered not so useful and too difficult for the 
students to learn. Since there is no way for students to relate the sound and 
meaning of the context-related BEP, such BEP was not treated as 
meaningful input for the students.  
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Teachers’ involvement in the design of the BEP and the teaching/learning of the BEP 

The degree of English teachers‟ involvement in the design of the BEP 
influenced their willingness to use the BEP as a teaching material. Many 
studies (Assink, 1994; Hiebert, 1998; Tao & Robison, 2005) have also 
mentioned that teachers/adults‟ opinions about and use of the BEP have a 
great impact on students‟ learning. In the present study, we found that 
before the government started to promote the design of a bilingual 
environment, Ea, who used to be a member of the Academic Affairs 
Division, had already started to print and post English signs for her class. 
Later, she was not only involved in the language content of the BEP but 
also the format, location, maintenance and repair of the BEP. Her past 
experience in participating in the design of the BEP influenced her 
willingness to incorporate the BEP into her instruction. We also found that 
Ea‟s students, the fourth graders, had a more positive learning attitude 
towards the BEP than students of other grades. The fourth graders had 
more peer discussion and had more positive opinions of the effectiveness 
of the BEP than the students in other grades. Ea was deeply involved in the 
development of the BEP and used a systematic method to teach the BEP, 
which had influenced the students‟ opinions about the importance of the 
BEP and their learning attitude towards the BEP. 

The BEP and autonomous language learning 

In the present study, two thirds of the English teachers treated the BEP 
as materials for students to learn on their own. They expected students to 
learn English from the BEP in a BEP-rich environment. However, the 
result of the present study indicates that without teacher‟s instruction, 
most students did not know how to make use of the BEP and that teachers 
needed to do more to prepare students to take advantage of the BEP. 
Therefore, it would be better for the teachers to treat the BEP as materials 
for autonomous learning rather than as materials for self-study. Teachers, 
should, thereby turn themselves into directors, facilitators, coaches, and 
consolers to help students acquire necessary skills of autonomous language 
learning, and students then can learn by themselves. 

Limitations 

The results of this study are limited by the following factors. First, this 
study was conducted in one elementary school only. Hence, the results 
and conclusions drawn from this study may not be generalizable to all 
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elementary schools in Taiwan since each school has different policies and 
plans concerning the use of the BEP.  

Second, the cognitive ability and attention span of the children could 
affect the quality of data collected through questionnaires. To avoid the 
possibility of misunderstanding of the language, the researcher had 
excluded first and second graders, and the researcher read the questions 
one by one to the third and fourth graders when conducting the survey. 
However, among the 592 questionnaires collected, 14 of the copies still 
turned out to be invalid. In addition, some participants skipped some 
questions when answering the questionnaire, and did not provide any 
answer. These factors may influence the quality of the data.  

Implications 

Based on the findings of this study, implications for the design of the 
BEP and the teaching and learning of the BEP are proposed to improve 
effectiveness in the use of the BEP. 

There are a few suggestions for the design of the BEP. First, a 
bottom-up design process should be included. In the present study, to take 
Ea for example, the degree of involvement in the design of the BEP 
influenced the degree of English teachers‟ willingness to incorporate the 
BEP in their instruction. In addition, students also revealed their desire to 
be involved in the design of the BEP. Since students are the main users of 
the BEP, it would definitely catch their attention and arouse peer 
discussion if student-created BEP posters were posted on campus. 
Therefore, it is recommended that both English teachers and students 
should be involved in the design of the BEP. 

Second, learners‟ needs should be taken into consideration when 
developing the content of the BEP in regard to context-related and 
non-context-related BEP. More “meaningful” context-related BEP should 
be included. Both teachers and students at School I acknowledged that 
some context-related BEP was not so relevant to the students‟ life and too 
difficult for the students to learn. In fact, context-related BEP could be 
useful and helpful for students. For instance, teachers could develop 
context-related BEP such as signs/labels for classroom equipments, 
playground facilities, stories about the building, and cleaning tools. Such 
context-related BEP is meaningful and close to the students‟ experience of 
daily life, and the language is also not too difficult for the students. 
Among all the possible places for context-related BEP, the classroom 
should be a major place because students spend most of the time there and 
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teachers can also integrate the teaching there to help the students. As for 
the non-context-related BEP, students at School I reported that they would 
like to see more useful sentences, expressions, and vocabulary from their 
textbooks on campus. The repetition of textbook content could help 
students preview and review the target language. Moreover, students 
might have more confidence in using and learning the target language 
when they find the familiar meaningful words and sentences everywhere 
on campus. 

There are also some suggestions for teaching and learning of the BEP. 
First, teachers should make use of the BEP to enhance students‟ learning. 
Although most students at School I noticed the existence of the BEP, they 
learned little from it without instruction from the teachers. However, the 
fourth graders in the present study have a positive attitude towards the 
BEP in language learning because their English teacher, Ea, used the BEP 
as instruction materials systematically in class. The example of Ea proves 
that to help students become autonomous learners, guidance and 
instruction from teachers are important. In addition to teaching the BEP 
and actively using the BEP in class and daily conversation, teachers could 
also take advantage of students‟ curiosity and develop activities such as 
Q&A sessions and treasure-hunts about the BEP to make students pay 
attention to it. 

Second, more student-centered, interactive activities should be 
developed to facilitate student‟s use of the BEP. The results of the present 
study indicate that peer discussion of the BEP among students was less 
than 40%, and that more than 60% of the students did not know whether 
they read the words correctly. Teachers could assign certain public areas 
on campus for students to display self-designed BEP. When other students 
are interested in the content, they could feel free to ask the 
student-designers about it and to have a discussion with each other. By so 
doing, students can benefit through the use of the BEP and the exchange 
of personal learning experiences, making the BEP a meaningful language 
learning resource. 

Conclusion 

Nowadays, the budget for education is being cut down. How to spend 
limited funding and gain effectiveness in improving students‟ learning has 
become an issue. The purpose of the present study was to find out what 
impact the BEP has had on students and teachers, and the effectiveness of 
the BEP in language learning and teaching. In this study, most of the 
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students were aware of the existence of the BEP and had a positive 
learning attitude towards the BEP. However, the top-down process of 
designing the BEP may limit both the English teachers‟ and students‟ 
willingness to make good use of the BEP. Moreover, without guidance and 
instruction from English teachers, the effective utilization of the BEP in 
students‟ language learning may not be reached easily. In order to enhance 
the effectiveness of the use of the BEP in language learning and teaching, 
teachers, the authorities, and language acquisition experts should 
communicate with each other while regulating school affairs such as the 
BEP development. Thus, money allotted for education can be used in a 
proper way to enhance learning efficacy.
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NOTES 

1. Due to the limitation of space, not all data such as samples of Interview I, Interview 

II and Questionnaire S and Questionnaire T, are included. For information, please 

contact the authors. 
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APPENDIX  

Result of Chi-square and Adjusted Standardized Residuals: Table A-Table E 

Table A.  Students‟ Perception of the BEP on Campus: Student‟ Year in School 

and their English Semester Scores 

 Students’ Perception of the BEP on Campus  

 Yes No  

 No. (%) AdjR No. (%) AdjR χ² (df) 

Students’ Year in School (n = 567, missing case = 11) 

Third graders 112 (85.5) -.2 19 (14.5) .2 

28.944*** 
(df = 3) 

Fourth graders 96 (73.3) -4.8 35 (26.7) 4.8 

Fifth graders 150 (94.9) 3.8 8 (5.1) -3.8 

Sixth graders 130 (88.4) 1.0 17 (11.6) -1.0 

Total 488 (86.1)  79 (13.9)  

English semester scores (n = 557, missing case = 21) 

90~100 293 (88.8) 2.3 37 (11.2) -2.3 

10.211* 
(df = 3) 

80~90 88 (83.0) -1.0 18 (17.0) 1.0 

70~80 42 (73.7) -2.8 15 (26.3) 2.8 

Below 70  56 (87.5) .4 8 (12.5) -.4 

Total 479 (86.0)  78 (14.0)  

Note. *p < .05 ***p < .001 

Table B.  Peer Discussion about the BEP and Students‟ Year in School 

 Peer Discussion about the BEP   

 Yes No  

 No. (%) AdjR No. (%) AdjR χ² (df) 

Students’ Year in School (n = 576, missing case = 2) 

Third graders 34 (26.0) -2.4 97 (74.0) 2.4 

12.967** 
(df = 3) 

Fourth graders 62 (45.9) 3.1 73 (54.1) -3.1 

Fifth graders 57 (36.5) .5 99 (63.5) -.5 

Sixth graders 48 (31.2) -1.1 106 (68.8) 1.1 

Total 201 (34.9)  375 (65.1)  

Note. **p < .01 
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Table C.  Students‟ Learning Attitude towards the BEP: Students‟ Year in 

School and Their English Semester Scores 

 Learning Attitudes toward the BEP  

 
Read attentively 
word by word 

Just take a casual 
glance at them 

The BEP are just 
like wall decoration; 
I ignore the words 

 

 No. (%) AdjR No. (%) AdjR No. (%) AdjR χ²(df) 

Students’ Year in School (n = 551, missing case = 27) 

Third 
graders 

87 
(68.5) 

.2 
26 

(20.5) 
-.2 

14 
(11.0) 

.1 

13.804* 
(df = 6) 

Fourth 
graders 

101 
(78.3) 

2.9 
14 

(10.9) 
-3.3 

14 
(10.9) 

.0 

Fifth 
graders 

100 
(65.4) 

-.8 
37 

(24.2) 
1.0 

16 
(10.5) 

-.2 

Sixth 
graders 

86 
(60.6) 

-2.2 
40 

(28.2) 
2.3 

16 
(11.3) 

.2 

Total 
374 

(67.9) 
 

117 
(21.2) 

 
60 

(10.9) 
 

English semester scores (n = 542, missing case = 36) 

90~100 
252 

(78.8) 
6.5 

41 
(12.8) 

-5.6 
27 

(8.4) 
-2.3 

49.109*** 
(df = 6) 

80~90 
60 

(57.1) 
-2.6 

33 
(31.4) 

2.9 
12 

(11.4) 
.1 

70~80 
28 

(51.9) 
-2.7 

19 
(35.2) 

2.7 
7 

(13.0) 
.5 

Below 70  
28 

(44.4) 
-4.2 

21 
(33.3) 

2.5 
14 

(22.2) 
3.0 

Total 
368 

(67.9) 
 

114 
(21.0) 

 
60 

(11.1) 
 

Note. *p < .05 ***p < .001 
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Table D.  Students‟ Thoughts about the Effectiveness of the BEP in Learning 

English: Students‟ Year in School and Students‟ English Semester Scores 

 
Students’ Thoughts about the Effectiveness  

of the BEP in Learning English 
 

 Very helpful A little helpful Not helpful  

 No. (%) AdjR No. (%) AdjR No. (%) AdjR χ²(df) 

Students’ Year in School (n = 559, missing case = 19) 

Third 
graders 

45 
(34.9) 

-1.0 
51 

(39.5) 
-2.6 

33 
(25.6) 

5.5 

41.967*** 
(df = 6) 

Fourth 
graders 

61 
(47.3) 

2.3 
58 

(45.0) 
-1.2 

10 
(7.8) 

-1.6 

Fifth 
graders 

65 
(42.8) 

1.3 
76 

(50.0) 
.1 

11 
(7.2) 

-2.0 

Sixth 
graders 

44 
(29.5) 

-2.6 
93 

(62.4) 
3.6 

12 
(8.1) 

-1.7 

Total 
215 

(38.5) 
 

278 
(49.7) 

 
66 

(11.8) 
 

English semester scores (n = 549, missing case = 29) 

90~100 
140 

(43.1) 
3.0 

156 
(48.0) 

1.4 
29 

(8.9) 
-2.4 

18.331** 
(df = 6) 

80~90 
35 

(33.3) 
-1.1 

58 
(55.2) 

1.1 
12 

(11.4) 
-.1 

70~80 
18 

(31.6) 
-1.0 

31 
(54.4) 

.6 
8 

(14.0) 
.6 

Below 70  
15 

(24.2) 
-2.4 

32 
(51.6) 

.2 
15 

(24.2) 
3.3 

Total 
208 

(37.9) 
 

277 
(50.5) 

 
64 

(11.7) 
 

Note. *p < .05 ***p < .001 
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Table E.  Students‟ Response on the Necessity of Using the BEP as a Teaching 

Material: Students‟ Year in School and Students‟ Semester Scores 

 
Students’ Response on the Necessity of 
Using the BEP as a Teaching Material 

 

 Yes No  

 No. (%) AdjR No. (%) AdjR χ² (df) 

Students’ Year in School (n = 571, missing case = 7) 

Third graders 92 (72.4) -.3 35 (27.6) .3 

11.687** 
(df = 3) 

Fourth graders 107 (79.3) 1.7 28 (20.7) -1.7 

Fifth graders 123 (78.8) 1.8 33 (21.2) -1.8 

Sixth graders 98 (64.1) -3.1 55 (35.9) 3.1 

Total 420 (73.6)  151 (26.4)  

English semester scores (n = 561, missing case = 17) 

90~100 259 (78.0) 2.8 73 (22.0) -2.8 

9.828* 
(df = 3) 

80~90 75 (71.4) -.6 30 (28.6) .6 

70~80 37 (63.8) -1.8 21 (36.2) 1.8 

Below 70 42 (63.6) -2.0 24 (36.4) 2.0 

Total 413 (73.6)  148 (26.4)  

Note. *p< .05 **p< .01 


