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1. Introduction

As medical care has become more sophisticated and patients’ demands have diversified,
medical and other healthcare professionals are required to work in collaboration more than
ever to meet such demands (Otsuka et al., 2004). Accordingly, interprofessional education
(IPE) in undergraduate education is required in response to these demands (Asahina, 2011).
IPE is defined by the Center for the Advancement of Interprofessional Education as
“occasions when members or students of two or more professions learn with, from, and about
each other to improve collaboration and the quality of care and services” (p. 1). Gilbert et al.
(2010) reiterated IPE as a necessary step in preparing a collaborative and practice-ready
healthcare workforce in its World Health Organization Report. Moreover, the Model Core
Curriculum for Medical Education in Japan (2016) cites the importance of advancing the
understanding of team care and acquiring the ability to work with other medical professionals.
In correspondence to this trend, this study aims to incorporate the concept of interprofessional
collaboration into language learning in a Japanese EFL setting.

The impact of the COVID-19 pandemic was another important factor in this study. The
spread of the pandemic has caused many educational institutions to shift from face-to-face to

online learning (Rashid & Yadav, 2020). The group presentation activities in this study had to
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be adjusted according to the asynchronous online classes in the academic year 2020.
Synchronous online platforms, including Zoom, were not available owing to institutional
constraints. By contrast, in 2021, the activities were conducted face-to-face as previously
designed. Therefore, another purpose of this study is to investigate students’ perceptions of
team collaboration and language learning conducted in different learning styles (i.e., online

versus face-to-face).

2. Background
2.1 The recent trend of interprofessional education in Japan

The Model Core Curriculum mentioned in the previous section has urged several
medical universities to incorporate IPE in their curriculum, and it has also encouraged some
universities to develop a four-year systematic IPE program in which students from different
disciplines begin learning basic communication skills and engage in group discussions on
particular clinical cases (Kiuchi et al., 2014). Concerning this, Tamura et al. (2012)
investigated the importance of early exposure to clinical practices and discussed IPE’s
influence on the learning abilities of first-year students. Furthermore, Taguchi (2019)
emphasized the importance of encouraging students to respect each other and communicate
their thoughts and feelings to others, at the introductory level of IPE. Therefore, it seems
worthwhile to explore the possibilities of introducing communicative activities as

interprofessional collaboration in first-year English classes.

2.2 Content and language integrated learning

To promote learner autonomy, content and language-integrated learning (CLIL) has been
adopted in various educational institutions recently. CLIL is a methodological approach in
which foreign language learning is integrated within content learning or knowledge
construction (Coyle et al., 2010). Although the individual teaching methods and concepts used
in CLIL already existed, this approach is often regarded as innovative as it effectively
combines the so-called 4Cs (i.e., content, communication, cognition, and culture) (Coyle et al.,
2010).

In Japan, some tertiary institutions have used CLIL methods in combination with
teaching English for specific purposes (Sasajima, 2013), or the entire syllabus of an academic
English program has been developed based on the concept of CLIL (Watanabe et al., 2011). In
previous studies, Sasajima et al. (2011) highlighted that CLIL could be an effective way to
motivate language learners at the tertiary level, especially in the first year at university,

because this is the transitional period between learning general English and advanced
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academic English. Moreover, Watanabe et al. (2011) state that there can be many variations of
CLIL depending on the realities of the educational setting. Soft CLIL, which is one of the
variations proposed by Bentley (2010), was adopted in this study.

2.3 Online versus face-to-face in language learning

Among the numerous studies concerning online and face-to-face learning, some of them
show the advantages of the former. Among them, Warschauer (2002) suggested that
computer-mediated communication could offer a non-threatening environment for
less-proficient learners, which would promote equal participation among students. In addition,
Chen et al. (2008) reported that distance online learners gained higher engagement in the
amount of reading, writing, and reflective thinking activities than their campus-based
counterparts did. However, from the viewpoint of collaborative learning, distance learners
were less involved than campus-based students. A study conducted by Kemp and Grieve
(2014) also identified the characteristics of online and face-to-face classes through a writing
task and subsequent discussions after the task. Students appreciated the convenience of
completing the writing activities online at their own pace, but they preferred to have
discussions in a classroom setting, reporting that they felt more engaged. Similarly, a study of
asynchronous and synchronous online discussions conducted by Peterson et al. (2018)
suggested- that synchrony had a positive effect on students’ sense of belonging and
cooperation, whereas asynchronous students tended to refrain from expressing their negative
emotions within the discussions. In other words, online discussions did not foster productive

interaction.

3. Research questions

As per the overview, it seems that both IPE and language learning through the concept of
CLIL have enormous potential in education. It is worthwhile in English language learning to
provide students with the opportunity to work collaboratively across interdisciplinary
boundaries and understand each other’s areas of expertise. However, little research has been
done on incorporating IPE into language learning. Besides, a comparison between the online
classes during the pandemic and the subsequent face-to-face classes will be meaningful when
we plan activities focusing on interprofessional collaboration in post-pandemic education.

Therefore, this study aimed to investigate the possibility of implementing collaborative
activities that incorporate IPE into language learning for first-year medical welfare university
students and to explore the implications of the effects of online and face-to-face learning on

students majoring in health and medical welfare in Japan.
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RQL1. Is there any benefit of implementing IPE-oriented collaborative group work in the
first year of English education?

RQ2. Are there any differences in students’ perceptions of group work focusing on
interprofessional collaboration between online learning and face-to-face learning?

RQ3. Are there any differences in students’ perceptions of English learning between

online learning and face-to-face learning?

4. Data and Method
4.1 Participants

The participants in the study were 335 first-year university students at a medical welfare
university in Japan, (181 in 2020 and 154 in 2021) who registered for the compulsory subject
“Basic English I.” The instructor of the participating classes was the researcher. Table 1 shows

that each class consisted of students from several medical and healthcare departments.

Table 1

Details of the Participating Classes

2020 Class A Class B Class C
Number of (n=181) 51 65 65
students 2021 Class D Class E Class F
(n=154) 50 52 52
Details of departments * Social work * Physical therapy
* Clinical psychology * Occupational therapy
* Medical welfare for * Speech-language pathology and
children audiology
* Nursing * Orthoptics

* Medical technology

* Radiological technology
* Medical engineering

* Clinical nutrition

* Health and sports science

All English classes were organized with students from the same faculties, namely, the
Faculty of Health and Welfare and the Faculty of Nursing in Class A and Class D; and the
Faculty of Rehabilitation and the Faculty of Health Science and Technology in the remaining
four classes. Nevertheless, not all departments or faculties were put together in one class
owing to curriculum organization constraints. Additionally, the students were assigned to
designated classes based on the results of the placement test,! performed at the beginning of
first semester. Based on the test results, the English proficiency of the participants was
estimated to be at a pre-intermediate level, which is equivalent to third to pre-second grade in
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the EIKEN practical English proficiency scale, and Al.1 to A2.2 in the CEFR-J scale. This
study received approval from the university’s ethics committee, and all participants signed the

informed consent form.

4.2 Teaching procedures

The study was conducted in the second semester between December and January in the
2020 and 2021 academic years, respectively. Four out of 15 lessons of “Basic English” were
spent on the activities, and the participants presumably spent a total of 360 minutes (six hours)
on the activities. The group presentation activities were provided as part of regular class
activities. Regarding the other lessons, the students learned basic medical terminology and
expressions from the course textbook.?) Owing to the COVID-19 pandemic, the lessons except

the first one were conducted online in 2020 (Table 2).

Table 2

Outline of the Group Presentation Activities

Lesson 2020 2021
Ist In Class  Deciding on a topic In Class  Deciding on a topic
2nd Online Preparing slides InClass  Preparing slides and peer editing
Peer editing and compiling Making a poster and preparing
3rd Online In Class
slides into one PDF file for a presentation
Sharing slide materials and Oral presentation and peer
4th Online In Class
peer evaluation evaluation

The first lesson was conducted face-to-face in both 2020 and 2021. The students were
divided into groups of four. The groups were pre-determined by the instructor so that the
students from different departments were evenly mixed in each group. They began by
brainstorming and deciding on a poster topic, which was to be about health or medical welfare.
They also decided on the subtopics, with each member in charge of one.

In 2020, the subsequent lessons were conducted online. In the second lesson, the students
summarized their assigned part on two PowerPoint slides. In the online classes, the instructions
were mainly provided by video on demand, and the students worked on the task asynchronously.
The students were also encouraged to discuss the format and layout of the slides with each other,
using Microsoft Teams, during the slide creation phase. By the third lesson, all the students’

slides were submitted and stored in the instructor’s network drive, and then shared with the
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students through weblinks created by the instructor. In the third lesson, the students were
encouraged to post at least two comments on each other’s slides within the same group. They
were also required to compile their slides into one PDF file as a poster and submit it by the
fourth lesson. In the fourth lesson, the students viewed other groups’ posters via shared links
created by the instructor and submitted online evaluations of the several group posters
pre-assigned by the instructor. Since the largest class had 16 posters, only 7 posters were
required to be peer-evaluated, to reduce the burden on the students.

In the face-to-face lessons conducted in 2021, the students summarized their assigned
part on two PowerPoint slides in the second lesson, which was the same as in the online class.
However, unlike the online classes, the slides were shared immediately within the group.
Moreover, they discussed the layout and format of the slides together. By the third lesson, all
the students’ slides were submitted and printed out by the instructor. In the third lesson, the
students pasted their slides on a large grid paper to make a poster. They also prepared for the
upcoming presentation. In the fourth lesson, they orally presented the slides in groups. Each of
the participating classes was divided into two large groups: odd-numbered groups and
even-numbered groups; the groups listening to the presentations moved around and listened to
different presentations one-on-one. The instructor decided to arrange the presentations this way
because it would help reduce the students’ pressure of speaking in front of many students.
Additionally, repetition of the presentation would increase their fluency in English. There was
also a Q&A session after each presentation, followed by an opportunity for the students to view
the posters of the group presentations they had not heard. Finally, the students submitted online
evaluations of several group posters, including posters from both the groups they had heard and

the ones they had not heard.

4.3 Post-questionnaire

After the group presentation activities, the participants completed an online anonymous
questionnaire to provide feedback, which consists of 12 questions and an open-ended comment
section at the bottom of the sheet (see Appendix). The questionnaire aimed to investigate the
students’ perceptions of IPE and their attitudes toward language learning. In preparing the
questionnaire, the author referred to two scales: the Readiness of Interprofessional Learning
Scale (RIPLS) (Parsell & Bligh, 1999) and the Common European Framework of Reference
for Languages (Tono, 2013). However, the exact same items were not used in the questionnaire.
The RIPLS was developed to determine the students’ readiness for interprofessional learning,
while the CEFR-J is the adapted version of the CEFR and is moderated exclusively for English

language teaching-learning in Japanese contexts. The data obtained from the questions in the
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questionnaire were solely quantitatively analyzed, whereas the text data in the open-ended

comment area were analyzed both quantitatively and qualitatively.

5. Results of the post-questionnaire
5.1 Quantitative data of the questions
5.1.1 Students’ overall impressions of the group presentation activities

A total of 319 valid responses were obtained (169 in 2020 and 150 in 2021) from 335
participants. Owing to space limitations, the author focused on the results of the questions to
highlight the differences between online and face-to-face classes. Table 3 shows the students’
overall impression of the group presentation activities. It shows the question and the answer
choices from the original post-questionnaire, as well as the number and percentage of student
responses for each year. The differences between 2020 and 2021 were analyzed using a
chi-squared test, and statistical analyses were performed with BellCurve for Excel (Social

Survey Research Information Co., Ltd. Tokyo, Japan).

Table 3

Students’ Overall Impression on the Group Presentation Activities

Q4. How did you find the group poster presentation

activities with students from different departments? 2020 (n=169) 2021 (n=150) p-value
(Check all that apply.)
Enjoyable 43.8% (74) 71.3% (107) <.001***
Good chance to interact with students from different
87.6% (148) 91.3% (137) 277
departments
Good chance to learn about other medical or
34.3% (58) 24.0% (36) .044*
healthcare professionals
Feeling nervous 32.5% (55) 33.3% (50) .881
Feeling uncomfortable 4.1% (7) 1.3% (2) 131

Note. The number of respondents for each answer is presented in parentheses.

*p < .05, **p < 01, ***p < 001

The results indicate a statistically significant difference between 2020 and 2021 in the
percentage of students who found this activity “enjoyable” (p < .001) and the percentage of
students who thought this activity was “a good chance to learn about other medical or

healthcare professionals” (p < .05). This shows that face-to-face classes were more effective
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at fostering social interaction, whereas online classes may have facilitated learning about
other health or healthcare professionals. The results also reveal that there was no statistically
significant difference in the percentage of students who regarded the group presentation
activities as “a good chance to interact with students from different departments” between
online and face-to-face learning. This suggests that the activities, regardless of the classroom
settings, provided students with an effective chance to communicate with one another.
Concerning the potential effects of the activities, the findings in Table 4 correlate with
those in Table 3. There was no significant statistical difference between the two years for any
of the IPE-related questions, such as “significance of learning with students from different
departments” or “significance of working with others.” This could imply that the activities in
both online and face-to-face learning were efficient in enhancing preparation for IPE.
Furthermore, a higher percentage of students in the face-to-face classes reported learning
English expressions, whereas a higher percentage of students in the online classes reported
learning knowledge about the poster topics, even though there were no statistically significant
differences between the answers related to learning English expressions and knowledge about
the poster topics. This suggests that students in face-to-face classes were more aware of their

English learning, whereas those in online classes were more content-oriented.

Table 4

Possible Learning Outcomes from the Group Presentation Activities

Q7. What do you think you learned from the group
2020 (n=169) 2021 (n=150) p-value

presentation activities? (Check all that apply.)

English expressions about the poster topics 51.5% (87) 58.7% (88) 198
Knowledge about the poster topics 65.7% (111) 58.0% (87) 158
Significance of learning with students from different
64.5% (109) 66.0% (99) 778
departments
Significance of working with others 65.1% (110) 66.7% (100) 767
Other 3.6% (6) 0.0% (0) 101

#p < .05, **p < 01, #**p < 001

5.1.2 Results of the responses in the open-ended section
A total of 202 valid comments were received in the open-ended section from 335
participants (127 out of 169 in 2020 and 75 out of 150 in 2021). The lower response rate in 2021

could be because more students attempted to complete the online questionnaire during class;
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consequently, they may not have had sufficient time to provide free comments in the
open-ended portion.

The responses were analyzed using KH Coder Version 3 developed by Higuchi (2016). It
isa commo_nly used free Japanese software for statistical analysis of test-based data. The text
data were decomposed into words based on the different parts of speech. Common words for
free comments like “think” and “feel” were eliminated throughout the analysis because they
were considered less important for the content analysis of the comments. In addition, the
phrase “different departments” was intentionally extracted because it is an essential term
associated with IPE. The analysis was initially performed in Japanese, and then the findings
were translated into English with great care.

Figure 1 shows the co-occurrence of characteristic terms by year. Words with 10 or more
occurrences were extracted to determine which terms frequently appeared each year. The left
side of the figure shows the distinguishing terms for the year 2020, whereas the right side
shows those for the year 2021. In the middle of the figure are words that were frequently used
in both years. The size of the circle indicates the frequency of occurrence.

Numerous words appeared in both years, as shown in the figure, including “different
departments,” “collaboration,” “poster,” “create/creating,” and “activity.” The co-occurrence

of these words implies that the students for both years collaborated throughout the

29 ¢ bR N1

poster-creation process. Moreover, words like “group,” “chance,” “interact,” and “enjoyable”
suggest that the students valued engaging with peers from other departments, which is
consistent with the findings of Table 3. However, regarding the differences between the two
years, terms associated with online learning, such as “chat” and “face-to-face,” were more
common in 2020, whereas those associated with English presentations were more typical in
2021.

Table 5 then lists the top 20 words based on word frequency. The word list for 2020
contains more occurrences of each term than that for 2021 because there were more replies in
2020 than in 2021. Nonetheless, the ranking demonstrates which terms were more likely to
appear each year. Words like “collaboration” and “enjoyable” are ranked higher in 2021 than

in 2020, as can be seen. This suggests that the students in face-to-face classes tended to

appreciate the group project.
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Figure 1

Co-occurrence Network of Characteristic Terms by Year
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Table 5

List of the Top 20 Frequently Used Terms in the Open-Ended Comment Section by Year

2020 (Online) 2021 (Face-to-Face)
Rank Term Frequency Term Frequency
1 people o 76 poster 35
2 group 51 people 35
3 poster ’, 51 different departments 29
4 different departments 51 department 23
5 chance 48 collaboration 23
6 activity : 37 presentation 22
7 face-to-face 37  ‘group ) 20
8  interact .36 activity 20
9 'myself 32 enjoyable 19
10 collaboration ) 29 chance 17
11  department 28 can do 16
12 creating . 28  difficult 15
13 class i 26 English 14
14 other ) 25 interact ) 14
15 chat B myslf 14
16 difficult 23 good 13
17 good 23 takverb] | 13
18 enjoyable 22 theme 12
19 member 20 time ) 12
20 create 20 different 10
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5.2 Qualitative data
5.2.1 Comments related to IPE

The analysis in this section is concentrated on the key terms in the responses that appear
to highlight the distinctions between online and face-to-face classes. KH Coder was used
again to extract the responses containing each term, and subsequently, the content of each
comment was examined. First, from the viewpoint of IPE, the comments containing the terms
“learn” and “knowledge” were extracted and examined. There were 16 comments in 2020 and
7 comments in 2021 concerning the term “learn,” and neither year’s remarks differed
significantly in terms of content; both years’ comments addressed learning about different
departments and professions. However, regarding the term “knowledge,” despite the small
number of comments (5 in 2020 and 3 in 2021), students in online learning provided specific
responses, such as “T was able to learn about lifestyle-related diseases,” or “I was able to share
the knowledge I'd learned in my department with other students through this group

presentation activity.”

5.2.2 Comments related to online learning

The term “face-to-face,” which was a distinguishing word in online learning in Figure 1
and Table 5, was also examined in the comments where it was used because it was assumed
that the term was utilized in relation to online classes by the students. Of the 37 comments, 21
were about the disadvantages of not being able to do the activities in face-to-face classes.
Most of them referred to the difficulty of receiving a timely response from the other students
via online chat, due to the different class schedules. Others mentioned their disappointment,
saying they wanted to speak with students from other departments in person. However, there
were a few remarks, such as “We were able to discuss our poster theme without any trouble
by using chat,” or “I felt more comfortable communicating with other students via online chat

than in person.”

5.2.3 Comments related to language learning

Finally, since the term “English” occurred frequently in face-to-face learning, the
contexts in which it appeared were investigated. The most common of the 14 comments was
how challenging it was to convey medical and healthcare content in English, which makes
sense if we imagine the students looking up English translations of medical jargon while
preparing their slides. However, there were some other positive comments, such as “I was
happy to learn new medical terminology in English,” “It was difficult but fun to communicate

in English,” “I was able to explain what [ wanted to say in English in a more understandable
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manner,” and “I will try to get used to using English in my daily life.” These comments imply

that a positive attitude toward English learning was enhanced in face-to-face learning.

6. Discussion
6.1 Students’ perception of group work focusing on interprofessional collaboration (RQ1)

The findings of Tables 3 and 4 show that a large percentage of the students in both years
answered that the group presentation activity was “a good chance to interact with students
from different departments,” and that approximately 65% of the students in both years stated
that they learned “the significance of learning with students from other departments” and “the
significance of working with others.” Based on these findings, it can be concluded that the
activity provided an opportunity for students to interact with students from different
departments and recognize the importance of working in a team, to a certain degree, whether
it was provided online or face-to-face. The outcomes shown in Figure 1 support this

29 667
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statement; the terms “different departments, good,” “chance,” as well as “poster,”
“creating,” and “collaboration” were common in both years. The co-occurrence of these
words suggests that the activities in both years encouraged social interaction and collaboration
among students from other disciplines, which may serve as an introductory stage for IPE. In
this regard, language lessons might be a powerful addition to enhancing the communication

skills required for IPE as discussed by Taguchi (2019).

6.2 Differences in students’ perceptions of group work between online and face-to-face (RQ2)

Regarding the differences in students’ perception between online and face-to-face
learning, one of the clear differences observed in Table 3 was that far more students in
face-to-face learning thought group activities were “enjoyable” than those in online learning
(p < .001). This result extends the previous studies conducted by Kemp and Grieve (2014) and
Peterson et al. (2018). The students’ discussion may have been facilitated and their enjoyment
of the activity ultimately increased as it was easier to get immediate feedback in face-to-face
classes than in asynchronous online classes. Furthermore, the results in Table 5 reveal that the
word “collaboration” was ranked higher in the word frequency list for face-to-face classes
than that for online classes, which may indicate that face-to-face classes were more successful
at enhancing the sense of belonging to a group and solidarity among the members. In addition,
considering the students’ earlier online learning experiences, we should understand that the
students were required to participate in some online learning for a year and a half prior to this
activity due to the pandemic. This fact may have raised their expectation of participating in

the face-to-face group presentation activities the following semester and consequently
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increased the percentage of the students who enjoyed the activities.

In the online classes, on the other hand, apart from the first class, student interaction was
limited to exchanging online text messages or commenting on slides at the draft stage in an
asynchronous matter. Therefore, some students found it difficult to maintain contact with
other members and proceed with their group work; consequently, they were less likely to be
engaged in group work than in face-to-face classes. However, as Warschauer (2002) suggested,
some students felt more at ease texting their group members online to share their thoughts. In
other words, asynchronous communication can be useful for relieving the stress that some

students might have when they are collaborating in face-to-face learning.

6.3 Differences in students’ perceptions of English learning between online and face-to-face
(RQ3)

Regarding English learning, it is important to note that a higher percentage of students in
face-to-face classes felt that they learned relevant English expressions through the group
presentation activities even though there was no statistical difference in the students’ answers
to language learning between the two years in Table 4. Furthermore, there were several
positive comments about learning English in the open-ended comment section for face-to-face
learning, including the enjoyment of expressing oneself in English, the sense of
accomplishment of being able to express oneself in English in an easy-to-understand way, and
the importance of getting used to using English on a regular basis. However, many comments
referred to the difficulty of expressing medical and healthcare content using technical terms.
All these remarks show the students’ genuine efforts to work on their group projects in
English.

One of the major factors would be the oral presentation that the students had to make in
class. The students repeated the same explanation several times to different audiences
throughout the presentations, which may have enhanced their acquisition of the terminology
and expressions related to their poster themes. This indicates that repetition through speaking
is just as important for the acquisition of specialized vocabulary as output through writing. In
this regard, had the students in online learning been allowed to present in English during
online conferences or in the form of video recordings, for instance, similar outcomes might
have been attained. Since the first-year students in 2020 appeared to be overwhelmed by the
high volume of online homework, the instructor ultimately decided not to assign the speaking
task to the students. However, to facilitate and reinforce students’ learning of terminology, it
will be essential to blend some spoken tasks with written exercises in any future asynchronous

online English lessons.
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Nevertheless, there was a slight statistical difference in the amount of content learned
between the two years. The results of Table 3 indicate that students in online learning tended
to learn about other>medica1 and healthcare professions. In addition, the findings in Table 4
show that even though there was no statistically significant difference, a higher percentage of
online learning students responded that they had learned new knowledge about the poster
topics. Notably, positive comments, such as learning specific knowledge about
lifestyle-related diseases or sharing their knowledge, were also found in the free responses of
students in online learning. According to these results, the asynchronous online classes might
have provided them with higher engagement in learning, writing, and reflective thinking
(Chen et al., 2008). In addition, the final poster files were shared online, which enabled the
students to view the files at any time, which is one of the advantages of asynchronous
learning (Kemp & Grieve, 2014). This may have allowed the students to spend more time
reading the other group posters than in face-to-face classes, which possibly made them feel
that they had learned about diverse medical and healthcare topics.

These findings suggest that Soft CLIL (Bentley, 2010), which focuses on language
learning, may be more effective in implementing collaborative activities in face-to-face
classes. By contrast, combining asynchronous classes with more specialized content would be
beneficial for students to develop their understanding of the content while working through

assignments at their own pace.

7. Conclusion

This study shows that group presentation activities in English classes focusing on
interprofessional collaboration may be possible for first-year university students majoring in
health and medical welfare. The results show that face-to-face classes were more effective in
promoting interaction among students and encouraging their active participation in
collaborative learning. The results also suggest that asynchronous online learning has the
potential to increase students’ interest in learning specialized knowledge with an increased
focus on content.

However, this study does have certain limitations. First, no oral English presentations
were performed in the online classes. In other words, the content of the language tasks in the
two styles of classes was not the same; therefore, this may have affected students’ perceptions
of learning English terminology related to the poster themes. Second, this study simply
compares the post-questionnaire results rather than surveying students’ changes prior to and
after the activities in each year. Further investigation is required to address these issues.

Furthermore, to examine other differences in the students’ learning outcomes and
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perceptions between online learning and face-to-face learning, future research should involve
a detailed analysis of the content of the slides that the students have created, through text
mining. Moreover, conducting a more thorough, concrete assessment of the students’
understanding of medical and healthcare topics, as well as their proficiency with medical
English terminology, is crucial. Nevertheless, this study, to some extent, may have clarified
the benefits of both asynchronous online learning and face-to-face learning from the
perspectives of IPE and CLIL. In the future, we would like to develop a lesson that
encourages students to take part in group presentations, as well as reading and writing tasks
that will support students’ acquisition of specialized knowledge. Finally, it is hoped that more

successful collaborative activities will enhance the teamwork of future medical professionals.
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Notes

1. The placement test, introduced by the medical welfare university, is not one of the common
vendor tests that include TOEIC or TOEFL, but is a completely custom-made test for
students at the university. It comprises 35 questions to check their basic grammar
knowledge and reading comprehension. The questions cover the level of third to second
grade in the EIKEN, with an average score of 40.7 points in 2020, and 40.1 in 2021.

2. The title of the course textbook used in “Basic English I is “Vital Sign 2: Reading and
Writing” published by Nan’un-do (2014). It is designed for healthcare professionals to

learn essential English.
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Appendlx Post—questronnarre (In]J apanese, translated by the author of this article.)

Q1. Did you work hard on the group presentation activities?

(1) Strongly agree (2) Agree a little (3) Neither agree nor disagree (4) Disagree a little  (5) Strongly
disagree

Q2. How many hours did you spend on preparation for the group presentatlon activities outsrde the
:classroom”

(1) Hardly any. (2) 1to2hours (3)2to3 hours “ 3 to 4 hours (5) More than 4 hours

Q3 What matenals did you use as your reference" (Check all that apply )

(1) Vocabulary Jearned in English class (2) Contents learned in specrahzed subjects (3) Textbooks
'(4) Books and magazines (5) The Internet ,

Q4. How did you find the group poster presentatlon activities with students from different
‘departments? (Check all that apply.) ’
(1) Enjoyable (2) Good chance to interact with students from different departments (3) Good chance to
learn about other medical and healthcare professions (4) Feeling nervous (5) Feeling uncomfortable

Q5. Did you learn anything from working with students from different departments?

(1) Strongly agree (2) Agree a little (3) Neither agree nor disagree (4) Disagree”zivlittle (5) Strongly
dlsagree
Q6. When deciding on a medical welfare topic for your group poster, what factors did you take into
,consndera,tlon"’ (Check all that apply.) ,

(1) All members must be interested in working on it. (2) Each member’s expertise must be utilized to some
‘extent. (3) Members have some knowledge of the subject. (4) The topic is familiar to the members.
/(5) It is one of the current topics.

Q7. What do you think you learned from the group presentatmn actlwtles" (Check all that apply )

/(1) English expressions about the poster topics (2) Knowledge about the poster topics (3) Significance of
ilearning with students from different departments (4) Significance of working with others (5) Other

Q8. Did you collaborate with members of the same group on the group presentation activities?

'(1) Very much (2) To some extent 3 Not S0 rnuch (4) Not at a]l

Q9. What did you pay attention to when creating a poster" (Check all that apply )

(1) Using plain words and expressions (2) Avoiding using too many technical terms (3) Using illustrations
or graphs effectively (4) Summarizing the major points clearly (5) Other

Q10. In which language did you give the oral presentation?

(1) In English only (2) Partly in English, mostly in Japanese (3) In Japanese only

Q11. Would you like to have more opportunities to learn together with students from different
_departments to understand each other’s academic major and profession?

(1) Strongly agree (2) Agree a little (3) Neither agree nor disagree (4) Disagree a little (5) Strongly
~disagree

Q12. Do you think that opportunities to learn together with people from other departments in
university classes will help you work in a team in your future medical field?

(1) Strongly agree (2) Agree a little (3) Neither agree nor drsagree 4) Drsagree a little  (5) Strongly
disagree —

Please emter below if you have any further comments or reflections on the group presentation
‘activities which you could not write above.
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