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Classrooms: A Conversation Analytic
Study in Japanese Junior High Schools

AFRE(WLD #bY)
Mika Ishino
FEEHAXFE
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AR D ERIETEBE Tld, miEZ N E T2 E AEEDT (Assistant Language
Teacher : ALT) &. HAGREZREE & S350 (Japanese Teacher of English : JTE) 7%
WITHEZTIT 4 — LT 4 —F 2 UMEREINTHS CCRHA, 2016) . L2ALEED
FRETIIALTOREINBER SN2 E WS BEN R SN TE 7z (Tajino & Tajino, 2000) .
AR TIE I OMBEZERIC, FEICBITBITED ED XS 72k 2 HWAALT DR E] & &
M, FRBERTLIEEDBNZD0NEYSNTT D, PERICBITET A —LT 14—
F 2 TR D15 O T — & Z2FE T K DBGE L7258, ALTICEHE O S %
GZTENEWS JTEDIR DB NPALTOREI 2 BAHT D Z LITDNn 2Rk E L THIERS
Nz FRIZPGHIT, ALTICEEN DRI 2 %122 & W D JTEDIR 2 #NASALT D& EI D &
MR T S 2 EDNWAS NI o, REAIITEI DB S NZ DK S RJTEDFE R
3, MDJTENT 4 —LT 4 —F > U RETHBITIEH TE S REANTH 5.

To enhance the internationalization of school education, the Japanese Ministry of
Education is hiring native English speakers as assistant language teachers (ALTSs)
(MEXT, 2016). ALTs are expected to provide students with authentic English-
speaking resources in team-teaching classes with Japanese teachers of English
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(JTEs). However, ALTs’ underestimated role in these team-teaching classes has been
reported as a substantial problem. ALTs have frequently been called “human tape
recorders” (Mahoney, 2004), as they are often only required to play the role of a
model speaker in the class. Although many studies point to the problem of ALTs
not being included in the classroom (Takeda, 2017) and suggest that their lack of
awareness as teachers in team-teaching classrooms is caused by JTE practices
during the classes, no practical solutions have yet been suggested for appropriate
teacher trainings based on empirical research. Therefore, this study will examine
which kinds of JTE practices work for promoting or demoting the ALT’s role in team-
teaching classrooms.

In order to analyze teacher practices during team-teaching classes in detail, many
previous studies have employed conversation analysis (CA) (Aline & Hosoda, 2006;
Lee, 2016; Park, 2014). Those studies have demonstrated the effectiveness of the
method for understanding the complex interactional practices of the teachers in
team-teaching classes. Thus, this study also employed CA as a useful application for
examining detailed JTE practices during team-teaching classes with ALTs. Using CA,
the researcher conducted a comparative case study on 15 team-teaching lessons of
two pairs of team teachers (each pair consisting of an ALT and a JTE) in two public
junior high schools. Using these data from two pairs of teachers, an analytic focus
was placed on how these teachers shared their turn-takings in “Initiation-Responses-
Evaluation (IRE) sequences” (Mehan, 1979), which have been frequently analyzed in
previous studies (e.g., Lee, 2016) as an analytic framework for classroom interactions.

The analysis revealed that when one of the ALTs took over the floor for evaluation,
it made a significant impact by promoting and raising the ALT’s role as a teacher
in the team-teaching lesson. Even for cases in which the JTE (the ALT’s teaching
partner) initiated IRE sequences by taking turns for evaluation, the ALT promoted
his or her own role in the lesson. Interestingly, in all cases, the ALT took turns for
evaluation, only after initiation by the JTE. In contrast, because the ALT in other
cases did not take turns for evaluations or initiations of IRE sequence, the ALT’s role
was underestimated, and was viewed as a “human tape recorder” in the classroom.
The ALT’s loss of opportunity for evaluation was caused by the JTE’s taking over the
former’s turn for evaluation. These findings show that a key practice for promoting
the role of ALTs in the team-teaching classrooms is for JTEs to hand over the
evaluation to ALTs.

The findings of this study suggest that teachers taking turns for evaluation in an
IRE sequence helps promote the significance of the teachers’ roles in the classroom.
This is particularly important given the complex classroom setting of team-teaching
in Japan. Providing turns for ALTs to conduct evaluations in IRE sequences would
be useful practical knowledge for JTEs to organize better team-teaching classes.
Although this exploratory study only observed two pairs of team-teaching lessons,
the findings of this study will contribute to providing a practical guide for future
trainings for team teaching in Japan.
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IBICHRIS U= BB BE e = st i) G, 2016) 2210 T, =
a7 REE S I DA E A FEE D) T (Assistant Language Teacher: ALT) D JE H
DHEBRZIN TN D, ALTORENIHAGEEREE S S 535620 (Japanese Teacher of
English: JTE) &5 4 — LT 4—F > 7 &7\, BFEBEO UL SHERREHA L
Td 5 (e.g., MEXT & The British Council, 2013; 3(FH4, 2013).

ULNUEBROT 4—LT4—F 7 ETIE ALTICZE DR EZFHET DA MN
M H AN TRNIENRTESIN TS (e.g., Takeda, 2017). FlZIX. ALTO#E
EICBITBEENERIIEN AR T—T7 L 3= — 17725 TW D EWDITERIF204E
FERI SIS TS (Mahoney, 2004; Tajino & Tajino, 2000) o ALTO A 77—
L O—% —O%EN 13, ZETIIEITEMEE L7235 TR EOIEGEOTT IV S
FEAFIHBETHEVIRETH S, ANFT—7 L 3—F—ELTOALTIZIR. 4
FEOBRICHEEZZ0, BEDNKTH—< > AEFM L0 T B LD 7 [ HARTT
%) (ME, 2015) 217 #8205 2570, ZOIDICHANIT 22T/ T5
NG ZS5NZNALTIE, BHETHMEL TOTAT o TATAZBRLIZNWT &
MMM TS (BE )1 A, 2012;Tsuido et al, 2012), =L THETHAIEL TD
TAT 2T AT AR UIZKNENIRRERIL, ALTO A G A O i K # o,
WIBBEDBER E 725 EMMREIN TS (Carless, 2006; A5, 2018) .

ALTEJTEDT A— LT A—F > T ZEINMTERA T 5721218, ALTOBAREL
TDTAT U TATAZRT DIENTELREERETHREL TOSHERDH
5, ZD=DIZIE. JTENALTICEEMIT 2217 222 5.2 2B ICR
LEHSIENEETH D, H<OF 2 EE AR TIITENEE T 4 — LT A—F >
TERIERLTRD, MATEEEREERZ LA L TS, RPN REND
FTURITERR I <ICAEEORFBEEZER L THLT BT ENTES, LIz TJTED
HIIBIT DR NI, ALTORE THAERNIT A ETHT 2R E BN EDN
ICRESEEELZ5DTHS (e.g., Ishino, 2018)

Tld. BAENZITEOE DL BIRDEWNALTICEER NI T 42T T 5HE%
BRBDIEAIM JTEDT 4 — LT A—F 7R 2.0 EZ A L8l
Z<TFHET H— 1 (e.g., Ogawa, 2011; Hi%, 2010). JTEOT 4 —LTA—F > 7ITH
T % BARI 73R D IR F% & TWF9E13 %  TH % (Aline & Hosoda, 2006) .
S DFERIEBEBE TRAY AN RAENDALTED T A — AT A—F 7%
BHINZBB T 5721214, JTEOED XD IRDENDALT O H & E 2 KL T
DD, HDENIERLIZNDNMIDONTERDOT —FICHEDERIALT 2L ENDH
BEA5,

FITERMIETIE,. TA—LTA—F > 7 HHEHDCERFE TH D Aline and
Hosoda (2006) 5D FiEE R ENDEL ., EBDT A — LT 4—F > T1RFETALTDH
BRI B E KT T ITEOIRDFENERGFE S %, Aline and Hosoda (2006) 513, &
a3 M (Sacks, 1992; Schegloff, 2007) DFEZEANWTT A — LT A—F 2 JITHBIT5

D ' o FEOFRIGEBE T, SCRRR A (DR, SCRHE) VR LT 70—
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RS DIRDIENEMARNNT T LTz REEIHTIZEEICTB T D8R & AEFED MG
BRVEVESNTEDICENBFETH, HEOSHEEEWITITBVTESHN
S5NDDOH D, AR THZDIIBREIFEIMOFIEEHNT, T4—LT4—F >
BT BITEDE D LD IRDFENNALTO BRI 72 % B DT p & BH 2, F/2 132
ET2O0EMTT 5. Z LT, ALTO AR E 2 LT HJTEO BRI /585
BENEHISMITTRIET, TA— LT A— T U BRECHENTTHA T 5720 DR E

S =

2119,

BEGHOXFEMNNFEET A — LT —F LT B

TA—LTA—F T REICBIDHBENOIRDFFNE ST ORENS T
ik IdAline and Hosoda (2006) 5DWFFE% K7 YD ICHEEZ HLMIIARN 0D DD H 5
(Park, 2014; Lee, 2016), ZHSDHFFEICBNWTHEMEE Ta->7- DI, Bl Akt A%
ZRENDTEH DFELEE N RELZDFEMNTOMATH S, KIETIEET., 20
KO E DEEGHNC BT DRI OH A2 # T2,

BB D FEA ) 255 S  IREH8H

BB ZENRE LR EE 0TI OE /A R &L T, IRF/E#EEH (McHoul, 1978
;Mehan 1979a; Sinclair & Coulthard,1975) 23® %, IRF/EF#ESH &3, #bfilc k2
JE DAE L (Initiation) — A HEIZ LD INE (Response) — BFICE DT 4 — RN
(Feedback) F7z13FFfi (Evaluation) &EWHITADEIHDIETH D, HH L, A
TIIIREESHZMHH T %,

PUF O##: 1 1ZIREE SO T X< A5 DMehan (1979b) DT —F TH 5.

FE 1 (Mehan (1979b, p.285) K05 H)

1 T: what time is it, denise?
2 S: 2:30
3 T: very good, denise

T H TS ZE N EFE T S Denisell G I R DN ENWSE R & BMA T %, 217H
TIEZOEMADIEE EL T, Denised’2:30E8E A TWWb, L T3{TH TldDenise
DISFEITDWTHEEM A very good&7HAfiZ L T %, MehanldZDEH7E =D DJIH
HTHREIN22FOHBEZHERFTHOETNELKLEZDOTH S, HFRFET
&, B =M EIIEFEM A< S D TId 72 <thank you denise’&E &V o7z D
SENRDBEINID., LED>T, WEDRL THE) -iE (RS -3 (E
) EVWSEHR & EEICRDIREEHIIBE B MITHEE DT RHEERDOTHS
(Mehan, 1979, 1979b, McHoul, 1978).

ZOLORIREEHIT, BEBHEHRET DRFE AR DOHEB LTS,
INETOMFE T, IREFEBEDIE & ZHH NN T A > 9 2070 (e.g., Okada,
2010) . IREE SH D U] 724 (& TAHEFEDNNNICH 7272 B2 BRI T 5D (e g.,
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Waring, 2009) 72& ., IRE#H§H 2 HARITBE L AGEDER 2 IR RDEENN SN ITEN
TE7=,

LU, B FEt— N DB N R 2 EE T2 RELTEZDITH
L. AR TII2 ANDHIIN R EEEE T 5T 44— LT A—F > T OB HEMNHE
LTWa, 2078, IREHEFHIZHB T 2HATDIR 2 F N E DM LI DB
%, KIETIE, TDEIRTA— LT 4—F > 7 DEEGHE BN T2 AOBERNED
SORDESOM, EOLIICIREEHIEZ EFT2DONENI SICHE S ZH T, T
a5,

FA—LTA—F VT REIBITDE OIS HEN

T A— DT A—F 27 % RICU =57 WTiEE Tld. Aline and Hosoda (2006)
S5OBFFEM IR 2 DEL THISN TN S, Aline® I HAED /NER THEFIET
(homeroom teacher:HT) EALTIANT A — AT A—F > T BETENZTNE DI
BESOMNE T LIz, T LU THTDREADSIND J5iE2 RDED DY —ATHi
TWb, THUZ. 1) BEEE. 2D BIERE. 3) HFEHEH, ) KFEFEE TDH S, Aline
SITHTDREADB NN — > EALTOHT 72 & B OBRICDWTIE LT
WV, TA—LTA—F 27 DEMIZ BT A D HTICB N TR TN ER)
ThHoHIEERUIZRTIONFICKER T EEG 2],

Park (2014) 13, BEEO/NERIZBIT D50 E AN O 5GEFED T (ALT) EREE A%
#H# A (Korean English Teacher: KET) DT — AT (—F 27 B 3Ea M G1T, BllH<
EEDIZEICBII DB MBS N E D IS NSO E Nk Uiz, L TEITK
D2DDEEE MBS NDZEZME Lz, 1D HOREIL, IREHHZ 38 9 2 4l
CHESHICBI B M EZRS T oA, U TERZENE MEZRIEGLST
NWEIT T AF T2 E TE OB E T 2HAMDIE R OIE TH S, TEELND
BURMNE —OFRSIEEHEETS LU CIRE#EEFBT 5, T L TERESHE MET
HEMEEZBIG LT NEINC—HOEEND 2 AF v —72E 2 W TEESITMS
ML NERT, b NEBETEESNE NG TR SIEZEEIE T 50O S
THD. 2D HOMEG L, —HDOBIMMNIREMEHZ TE L, 95— FH OHNEDH
T EEIAL T, EHESIIMEREE ) (Aline & Hosoda, 2006) &L CHIEITAICS
MTBENIEETH D, ZOMIE TII2 ANDHRTDIEZEIZ I DD ED DB S,
EFESIZZTDORVEVEEH T 20 2bE5,

Lee(2016) %7z, Park (2014) DFE R L7z2 D HOME L RO EZIME LT
%, Lee(2016) WNEED/NFRICBNWTALTEKETD T 4 — LT A —F 27 %500 L
7= FITIE ALTBAL/ZIREH SO AL E TKET R S HHEZRE L TET
NVEIEZIEFEL. ALTNZENZ T T2 NI EENHEERIN, LeeldZD X7
HEHR D RELAY /220 &0, EFESICES THARBREA /N DI 5EE
R, TOHFNMMEZIZELZ, INSHITHFRIE. TA— LT 4—F 27 ENHHE
M IZEORGSE 2L, BT 25X TEERA R Z2ENTND,

L USETTIZE Tl IREBEHD 2N TR ¥EE R E T 2HADIRS AN DS —
FOBERDZENIERRICE DI EE H X ZDMNIDONTIERELERLTI o
770 RBFFE T, IREEEEICBWTIR¥EZ FE T SHJTEOE DL /2R DENIIALTD
BT B DRI EE 52 20MENVWD ST LZE LY, JTEFEDT 1 — AT 4
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—F 2T E TN RET S, T LT T OMEERE T HZE T ALTORT—

T A= —{bEXD, HifiE L TOREERZRE T ITEO BRIk HNEIHS

NI B,

MEME: TA— LT A—F > 7 BEICBVWTJTEOED LD BIRDEENRALTD
BRI EEIZ IR, 213 HEIT 2072595,

JiE R OT —5 OB

A7 T, efri%E (Park, 2014; Lee, 2016) 127250, RE/EMTO S EZHNWT
EBEOT 4 — LT A—F 2 T REORME T %00 %, BERINZIREEE DT
NTEMTEHEL, IREFEHZ BT 2@ CTITEOEDII IR D ENNALTO
HBICBITDEEZHETI00, T LRNONENIEZ T OERET S,
BARANCIEE T, BT CRIER SN TEZALTO AT —7 L 3—4 — {2 ]
WINDEHZE/EIT, AMT—T L O3—F —{bZ28B N5 Z5NDJTEOIR S 5%
WEDHTT %, K2, AET—7 L 3= —{bOFEH 13T ALTON R 1T %
ZHHE T 2HEME RIS, T TOJTEQOIRDBENE ST S, Z L TEFNTNDOEHE
BIOHEN S, ALTOR T —7 L a—4%—{bZfE L., B E 2Bk 3 2JTED
BARI IR DN E SN T 5,

AR L7727 —213, BT OB 2R (FNENARK, BRRE
T2) TNELZT A— LT 4—F 27 DG T —5 15K Th 5. AR B
EHNELZDIIEAEDEEDTA— LT A—F 7B TH D, fHRELT- ¥
13ZNZEN2012EN520164E I T TARB L UBRICTREZEINZHDTH 5. A
BDOTA—=ILTA—F I TEO VY FEALTOY 27 4. BERTIZJTEDF 11 A
FEALTOT I Tirbiz (& TH4) .

728, I TOE TR HRPIETREE DT TRV S35 Jefferson (2004)
XD X FALDFRA (B0 2 W TESRILEZHDTH S,

g

9, JTEOIRDFEEVWINALTZ AT —7 L A= —{bL TLEIHEMMEL T, ARRD
YITFED AT ADTA— LT A—F 2T HZEDNTT 5, KIZ, JTEOIRSEAN
ALTICEET 42T T MR EMRET 2 EHE LT BROTFTHLATETTD
DT A—ILTA—F 27 BHEHT 5.

ALTZ AR5 —7 1L a—%—{t T BJTEDOIRD N

W LIARIVEARD T A— LT 4 —F > TR ENBIR SN DR TH D, ZORE
TIXZZEDOBIARIC, £ESL BN L THENCALE THENIFALADPD ED N
ThNTWz, ITEDY T A OFFEL. LRSI ZRATHER LUIZERICEA
XNZHDTH 5,
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k2 (Y F =Y, PaT =], EHE1=S1. ERDOEE=Ss)

1 J: tgood morning everyirone
2 (0.9)
3 Ss: good morning.miss| [Ju:dy:
4 Ss: [Yamaza [ki
5 Ss: [Judy
| ((PaTAIFEAE RS EEICKEEDITS) )
6 (0.3)
7 Y: [hhhh (h) 5% (h) D (h) 5% (h) D (h) =
( (Yi;ta”e"wzmsbzﬁ%éé’ﬁ@ﬁﬁ EE RO TAED))
8 Y: = | DaTARAENNS TN TSR (h) 2 (h) 5 (h)
((HFTI2TADIFSEELRT))
9 (0.3)
10 Ss: Ju:|dy: (.)[(a:nd)
| ((PaToIFEARERSUEFEDIFOIZEEZ T ) )
11 Y [>one more time<(.)HINSMNNEET .
12 (0.6)
13 J: tgood morning everytrone

213, FEBRIA51E (e.g., Mehan, 1979a) ICBISR I N5 B2 IREHESHD
OB Z B, UL, TiTH, ZLTLTH. 18fTHDO VI B F O FGENEF IS, TN
FTHRESINTEETA—LTA—F 2 TIZBTDIREHEH DR (Park, 2014; Lee,
2016) INSITEBLL 7= bDETL> TS, ZTNE THE SN TEZIREHEE TIE. T
EREHUIZBENZOEFEMR S EEH L CHEZK TS EHENI R0 EDNEER
SNTE, ZOHRMETIITER > DRE I # CER 7 ORI E N EI2> T,

F9. TITETITEO VY ENALTOY T 4D BIA U 7= 8548 (1R 7)) D~
DEFEDR I RE IZONT BIB9S | &G E I (EX ) 252 Tha,
H<STHTIRBREDH TIEET 2T ANETIETHIIEESITRLTNS, —F
T, UTHTY aT 4D LB T 2O G (R #2 a T AMED K

IS TNDDOMNIISTH TR ZNEE NS A EICEEE R TWAIENSHE
WTED, PaTADHHLENIIESHEN2T41L. 3~5THDAEFEDREMTEE
MR EZERLTHBO, DiaEHEEOHRENEZRTHDOTII/RNWIENDNS, L
=M T TR a T A DREBMTHR T 2N ST BB & T B2 DR iV E s D B
IAHE ClIBEWY YT FICE o TTON, EHESADFTIEMMES NI &7 5,

FHEOBERKIIITEEITE THHEEINS, I0ITEH T 2T A MNEEHZ AT
THADIFSIZEHRILTHAEDHZET, #EITFOEEDITIEOETEZITF AN TN
ZENBIETES, LU, 1IITH TV Y ENAEES DT IEOETBRT TH 1017
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HOFEERICENQ Tone more timeEFHERDEBTIOIELTNS, PaT412E->T
BIA X NZIREHEHDOER DIV FFIC Lo TOEESN, BEORKEHY YT+
I TRENTNDEDTH D, DFD, JaT4MNEFEOREWEETIELZD,
L7z0F BENS BT 42T, YT T ORS N> TEDNT
WBEWZ DA,

AT IHTHOIHINONNNWEE T | LN TP FORGEHEH T NS A
MTTHD, LIITTHOVYITFORFITEEICENIMTsNZFFTEHEINTVS
. 0.6 DILERDE. 227 42 Ngood morning everyone& FRESDHEHZE BALAL
TWb, ZOZENS, LTHDO VY FFOHHOFBEOMR LI, EEZT TIER<Y
2T AICHREORIEZERDZHDELTHZIT IEDSNIZZENDND, T FIC
£57 2T 4 \OBRE O BIA DR R M SV o7 BT % (Park, 2014) 2NSEHE
NHZEMRL, DaTATHEEOBBE T TWS, BE EHEINSIT T OKIETS
MEPNTNDZD, P2 T A DIEERRHENOTZINEDEERHENNTNDHIE
1272%, LIZMo T, 22 TOYaT41d, VYT FORBOAERIZE>THEIICHER
BODOVELEZITIFMETHD . AKEO KD AT 42 EET DU BEORNTEE
ELTHOMDONTNDIENDND,

ZDOIDICALTN S MO ZE S TLUESJTEORSFNR, ALTNOM AT
LB R R RSB W TEDIR B #WIE, FSICALTZ ARMT—7 1L a—4—{kLTL
FORDIFNENZ DD TIIRNZADM, RETIE, TOLDRJTEDHR S FE NN
ALTOT—7 L a—4 —(bZ{E TR BENEIRA ., [FEEOEF (B H3~4) ZEITH
B, BEEL T,

PURIORT #0313, b2 &M CARIVEA DT 4 — LT 4 —F L TRETH 5,
ZZ Tl Bms A AEIZHow many X do you have?E WD TEFERIHZH A TN 5, &
HRIZIFHow many X do you have?&WDFECNEHMNN, BT >THFITT Y
FZLTEFRIZZaTADNN->TND,

PR3 (v TF =Y., PaT =], £E1=S1. EEDEHE=Ss)
1 v W TN TETN: o THIEENEEIT: (1) B,

2 DaTAREIBHATHOWENE BN T
3 (2.3)
4 Y: =)
| (B Dhow many cats do you havelWIEXZEIRILRNS))
5 J: how many tcats do you |ha:ve.
| ((EFEDITIEHLZNDG) )
6 (1.6)
7 Ss: <ho::w many: ca::ts do you: |ha:ve>
| ((Z270977<))
8 Sl: <how [many>

9 Y: HINZEINNE: T (L)
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10 S1: [ (dog)
11 v:  [law

HEHLZWOIR, TENSTHO VY TFORFEOMA LT TH S, ITHMNS3
FHOFRE I ETE/EDITIZ RIaNSEHINTWSIZD, Y TFNZOFHETED
ZTFEEFICRELTERL TWBIENDMNS, H<MTHOVYI Y FD NI
VIR FFELEEDICVIY Y ENEBEEZ RS TWEOLEHTH D, LIS TIHITFEN
SUTHETOVIY Y FORGEITIEEEZZITFRELTEHRINTWSAENZ S, L
L. AfTHICEW TR S IEREZEEL TWADIEY T4 Th 5, PaT (i v~
MELURL TWSERORE L EZDFEFHHA LI 20 -BTHIEEEHLTNWS, L
o Ty YR ITENS3TH. T U THTHORE L, A2 2T FICEmS
NI TTHDERBT, PaT AT ETINREELTOHIIOESINZDDELTY
AT AHRABNIZIENBIERTE S,

ZZTHHK2ERMRIZ, YYFED 2T 4 OMNITIZ BT R DR HE R K Vo
T2 HAT 2 (Park, 2014) WEFESNTHARW, FIZIZAMTEHTY YR NIN &N
IRFEEHITD AT IR R DIEDTELDIT TH S, TNEDLZFHIEITET
12 EESITHFRZ XD 72235 B F THRIICE D 1zhow many™ ? DISFELRL T
méc’vvﬁ‘ﬂmxgy‘;?wx@%?w B OKFEENDBAFEFEINSIZTD
FFAMMBEINTNDEZDIC, D aT AIEKBIEECKHEENS NS DHEEH AN
NBHZETIE D, P aT 41 ;t%r)w%ﬁ@fitH%?ETTMHEﬁﬁ:.L@%aAﬁ\%x
5N TNWARN, LS T, PaT A DIREICBI DM EFTA~DIZ 5 | (Goffman,
1981) 13V~ HFOFNELEL TR TRENTH 5.

LN LER, ZOIOBVYITFICEDD 2T 4 NDEKEOEN, P2 T A DRE
WIIZHEANDBEN, D aTAIIZEAFEOHDOEL THFbN TIdW I ENbn
D, AE725 T HN ST HADTFEFENERZORZRNMAOBES 2<fThitTha )
5TH5. I, PaT4MY P FICIBDKBEOBEEKEORIEELTHEHSDT
HIE, TEHOVY R PFORFEOBITIZY 2T A DMENDITBICE > T LN Z
A TZZENREINDIZT TH D, FlAIR, VYT FRICIDEENGEEL TR0
25T H T a T AWM HEE LIENEWDTENEZS5NS, FOHRAB/IETY
VFRNY 2T AT TIVIEEEDURTEE WHRIIZITD ENWS HEEHOPEE | (Schegloff,
2007) MERINDIZAD, L, ERICIET YT FED 2T ORI TIOLI 725
DEVIIFRAERTT, MTHETHOFREFIERE DR RNERIITHON TS, L=

T ZDIIBTaT ALY T FORDEONRETIIINETITHRED IR LITHOH
TEEBDOEMFEMTES (e.g., Sacks, 1985),

KIERATRERHT, TR T aT 4 MNERTZEORFEFREIIESENITR
bf:rﬁf;fQ&IA5§¥1ﬂﬁﬁ?‘%7ﬁ7’/§5%b:§¥ﬁﬁﬁ%&bf?&bh’(ht;bi&bm5’6‘
H5, ITHDY 2T A DRIV F DR UICKOBRBSN/ZHDTIEH 2N, ¥
2T A D THDIEGEEZ T TERESMTITH TENEREDRL TNWADT, Va7«
D5 HOFEFEIIIREE B DIE D EHIR A DTEMNTES, Z LU TSITHDAEESDF
FEDKDOIZZ 2T AMNRUIED7 T < ENWDFT 413, IREHESEDOEIR /T ELTIRA
51%, LU, YUY FNITHDY 27 4 DIE S 5B - T 212KV T10fTH

TEBWREEZITOIOTH D, FLTEFOXEXRITH T—HOEHZEK TSET
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W5, DFD, DVaTAINEFEOR S ETMT HENDEEMNITAETo/ZICHE D
59, YU R0 E EEEL, TOFXRIREEEZK TI®/ZOTH S, Lzt
T, ZOIRTYITFO—EHOIEDLENNIY 2T 4Nl & WD BT 72T 4 21T
I EESHEDIZENWADTEAD,

ZDEINTT aTAMEF T BENDEFIIT DS EESTLES Y F
DIRDFN (ITH) . PaT A ZH AT AN EDOLEDRNGFEEELTHR->TL
FHVIHFORSE N WHTE) IFHEBRICHRINZ, L0 THEZ, 20k&
IRV FTORABFNEBIERTLIENTES,

AT, I3 DIRFEDHE THD, HhfiSA how many XEWDHEFEDE R
LTEDIDTEADRENEEFICHATWIHHE TH 5, 4D 1TEIZ. T~
HFFDEED RO NN NI — REfRS LN S EEDITDICEEZ DT T
LEFAETH D,

PR (v~ TF=Y, PaT =], EEDEFHE=Ss)
1 Y: 13D (L) | YT AR EICENTHANET
| (YIERDEESG T —REtELR5) )

2 (0.6)
3 J: how many dogs do you have?
4 (0.3)
5 Ss: I have a [four do:g
6 Ss: [three [dogs
7 Ss: [many dogs
8 (0.4)
9 Y: many dogs. (0.2) W, 7Z<SANETH,
10 (0.6)
11 Y: W, A (L) Ud, 1 (L) RISAR?
| ((YIFRDI—RERDBIEH I —RIZEIDNZ ) )
12 (0.2)
13 J how many cats do you have?
14 Ss: I have [three cats
15 Ss: [ (how tree cats)
16 Y how t(h)r(h)e(h)e(h) catsBATWE (h)H (h)A (h)&=
17 =TT (h) 2 (h) NTIU=Fry Y EPNSTS (h) D (h) =
18 Ss: =|hahahahahahahahaha
19 | ((ZPaTAIFEENLITTHES))
20 Y 13,
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FIMRTEDO. HTHESTH, KO THETHIZBIT ST Y FIC
P aTANDOEHEBRDKEOEIE TH D, THENIfTHTY YT+ ;tma‘h%
HEFEDITDICEHZ T - EERFTEE L TWD20, ZNSOFEENELE TS
NTNWBZEDRDND, LML, Hi<HTHRIMTH T a T A NI I D [
BEZBEBRL TWAIENS, ZNENFEFICY 2T A NOEHEBBOIE RE/Z> TN
BTEHDMND, DEOIITHY 2T A DB IR DK AEE WD AH 1T 2% ) 72l &
[TRINZNDTH 5,

RICHEBTEDDIL, THBII6THNS20THO VY HFFDFHFEITL - T,
DaTADAEDOEENEDN TNDEEVNIHTH D, £, DaTAMNHIA LB/
OIREH SIS HMSTITH TEESNEZ TNDEM, TNSREBITHIET DEH
I VI T FICEoTHTH THEHSTUEEMNE T LTV, £z, 13fTANGY 2
T AMNBIMR LB NI RHE T 24450147 BN S 15T HORER T, 161 TEN 517
FEHTYY RIS TGS, 2007 H T U FRICIo THEEOK THRINT
Wb, LIZMo T, ZZTHYV YT F DR N K T E WD 27« DEHIT
AT B DEENEDN TNDDTH S,

DL ED i SR EE ROV, 235 OIREHESHIC B W THEEZ Bl MR L7z &
Fi2NERR D 2 e T 22 B2 NENI I TH S, 2T, TNETOTA—LT
A4—F 27 &Rk E LTS (Park, 2014; Lee, 2016) TR SN TN >72HDT
Hb, TNETIREEEIC BT BEH I BEROME 1t & R RIET LS4,
BERFTHEORHFHMEL TRUSN TEITATH S (e.g., Mehan, 1979b), L7zA3>T,
/erxﬁz ST BIENMRINDHESIEZDALE TEDHESHEESZE N, DD

CHERTTOENI VI T FDIRDENIL, o T A DHMREIORREHET S
vfzé?%uxf:“amzéfi%ﬁo:@ckma HEITBITHALTOZ A& ETE R IC B0
T DA Z 5 X 5NN 525NN END SAVEHICE IO TlEan
7Z595M,

FITRIETIE, ZNETOEH SR BRICIREEHSHO 720 TITEN O S %
ALTICW/ZRDENWDTTANBRIN=FERZ2 0T %, BRCEZR SN /=F LT
&77&%)74 DT A—F 27 RENS, JTENALTICEHE OS2 P25 &

ICE O TALTO BRI E BN E DI ENDDONERREE T S,

ALTOH &L TOBREIZIEK T DI TEDHRDHEN

PBE513, B&1¢Bfﬁ@§%TALT@7‘7ﬁmx&Efi&fa@%ﬁf&‘@ﬁf\%%iﬁ
BN L TWBEETH D, BEROEESNT I DB LIz B_YITHFET

K 2N, THTIE T 97 MNAEES DN IN—H—DFE _Obxfﬁﬁ@bséhfﬁ
LTW3, X CTHTHNSIZITEDF A LTNERESICHRE T EICHER T 2 KO H5H
ZRIBL TV,

Y5 (799> =B, FHLT=N, £fE1=S1. £EE2=S52, EHEDEHE=Ss)
1 B:  hannbargar U#72<->7T hamburger

2 (0.8)

3 N:  $5(0.3) 0o THLOE
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4 (0.4)

5 Sl: &U.hhh WiF

6 (0.2)

7 N:  A?dB5(.)>9B5355555<(,)
8 - (L) KITIEENPOTALD
9 (1.0)

10 B: hamburger

11 (0.2)

12 S1: humberger

13 (0.7)

14 s2: humberger=

15 Ss: =hahahahahahahahahaha

16 N:  BIHIFWIFN< (L) WEDEN?
17 S2: WD (.)ZnD
18 N: HOMNPOTAA.

19 (0.4)
20 Sl: humberger:
21 (0.6)
22 N: [ ED2
| ((NIZBEAZDB) )
23 | (0.4)
| ((BIINZAD) )

24 Sl: humberger:
25 B: hamburger:
26 Sl: hamberger:
27 B: okay. that’s pretty |close.
| ((BIX=[E5729%))

HHTAREL, 2{THTTALINT T Nl EFHEL TWEHTH 5.
FHALTFIEFEIDON N —E NS FEFICELUTEECI6FTHTIOFENH F N | &
EHEMFEETT>TWS, LU FHATIIZZ CHEZK T 352&72<, 18fTHT
EFEICHERE T AIMEL TS, FUTHEEN20fTH THENZ LR EFI
TN ETHTICT T ATF OO ZDIZRATNEDTH D, IHIZ, TITT
H23THTI I 27O ET /T, AFEID4fTH TY — > 2 S L THIER
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BLI=FHFIIOWTHTITTFMZE 52 TWiah, 25 TH THSNET IV H S %
WBELCEEZIEL, BT OTEZELTWS, ZLTEEINT ST DR EZE
B TR T EWIRTIEDIRE ZFEH L2, LOCGFHliZ2fToTWADTH 5,
ZZTOT I DFHEOMANL TIE, FHLTOF M E Ll T 5 & B 5 5%
HoTWD, 7003, 16FTE TFTF LT T2 IFTNDIF N ENDFHEHITH L
T, that’s pretty closeEWIEREESTND, FTHATHToIDFE N ENDFH
IR EZOLEFN - FREWIEMRNEREICBITSHMETH D, ZHUTKHLTT T
> Dpretty  close&EWIFHIDENTIL, 7T REF LT 2R MBI, 2T
NDMNBNDNEND REICBIT25HMEEZTo TS, LEN> THEZEERT S
HiOEFARGTFE2MICT M ETo2F HATICH L, T EHEDOETIVE
FIZENZTENONZENDONENIFHIEN ERmL TWAENR S, TTT 200
UF AT DFHEENICFOIRNEEOR T EMOSEFAEF OB ANSFHMEZETTD
DTHIUL, 2717H Tldthat’s pretty goodtbSOﬁJﬁ%&é‘_&%T%tbU"CE&E)
LINLZZTT IV INE U723 il dthat s pretty close THo72ZEMNS, TTT>
131 LT VS E 72 5Tl A BARE I U CAERELO RS DR 2 T > 7= SR T
x5,
DFD, —EHOHEH THERINZT 7 OFMIT A3 EEREESE THDHE D
DFEE % Tt E L THWEZ M T 4720 Th b, L TIDITAL. T LT DRE
DA ZDIZIRDENIIEL NI > T T 2EENEZ5N/-HDTH S,
TN LS TRRENZFEF O E2 R T H#HIT. T LATOSINT &> TR
L. BIZF A LT OEAEZDIZRDIEIEST, T I 0 HiEf 0 T L
7D THbD, LCTHEINET IU D7 403, il THESNED 27 4O AR
FT—=T L A= =L TOITAEITRRRD, EEORBNDITIEZE LD DR
HFETILZ0 T 2ENHHNTE TH o, T LT DM REESE T
HHALTHOLMNREEE L THWSLN T W2, L2 T, JTETIZAR<ALTIZULA B2
FIEDOTERNWEAEL TORENZZ TR SNZENWZ D25,
ZDOEIICALTOH MR E 2R T D, dHliZ D725 E VWD JTEDIR SN
DT, HIZ3DDEH] (FiH6~8) M aAEL Tn<, $FE61L[E U< 14EBRLODIZE T,
T NG AT BT BIE AR IEEE TR R, AESINIEE THIEEN
TR EHBEOE LG TAHEHEHE Chd, CCTIEMTETERINE R LIS
FHIER T 273 DbfEgrizzly bearDEELNWHEEEH<H0L0DE0NTHN TN
5,

Peree (79> =B, FHLT=N, £fE1=S1. E/E2=S2, EEDEHE=Ss)
1 S1: SlEnidn<idn

2 | (0.8)

| ((NIFS1ZHE£93))
3 Sl: crispy:: bears(.)D:BAM
4  ss: BB

5 (0.6)
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6 N:  BEEHOMNNZ

7 Sl: crisby bear=

8 S2: =gu.hh gu.hh=

9 Sl: =ku.hh ku.hh cris[bee::

10 Ss: [hahahahahahahhaha
11 N:  >BIBI . <BEAONFTEEY:,

12 (1.0)

13 S2: greas bee bear
14 N: B9 (.)hhhBed . HFion
15 S2: GREASILY: :BEAR=

16 Ss: =hahahahahahahahahaha
17  N:  BX.hhAHREDAE
18 (0.4)

19 N: HoMANT s (L) >l
20 Ss: greasily:: bear=

21 N: = greasily bear
22 Ss: hahahahahahahahhahaha
23 N: Is that brown sensei okay?
24 | (0.2)
| ((BIF2[E15759<))
25 B: grizzly bear (.) that’s pretty close
26 N: |grizzly bear
| ((N2[E5727<))

HEHLZWDIE, RN THIRMSERIRICT ILTNT I Nl OB %
WERTNDHTH D, LN LHHSE R 2D, T LT DB UIZIREEH D5
=47 QUTH) TRHMEZITH I, HObIHMIiZ 2T 2 NETAZEHLIZDA T,
M OWRET T NDERTNE R TH D, 5 TIE. FHLTWNEEDH
HFOWEIIHLUTIITHTIBI>SEN S ENW L iz {77201 L, 22T
13, 201 T HOEMEDFEFOHFEITD D T214TH THS Bgreasily bear& T & & # %
LTW%, TLTEDIATT IV {22 RO HIEICEST, Z2TDT S
DT REFVRICHEDHEEHEFTD TNDSD TH D,

FLTIIU NI TOHEASET IS EHFTE LD A Tthat's pretty close
EWSFliDEREES> TS, EEICENETEECTHLATNHEETL TS
Dldgreasily bear(/gri:stli bés/) THU, 25T HTT T INHHE LI F3E Dgrizzly
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bear (/grizli bés/) LIFR/RDBDTH oIz, TNHNBEFITES>THHEME A RE/RFE
BELTZUITWMENTNWAIENTHOFT HATOHC T ENGBRTHIENT
X5, DXV THDOT T OF T AL, DUATEERETHDOEL THEZE
BETHD, TLTETDITIEDRUISAERFEZ T TR AHLTITBREITENZHDE
LTHONTWBIERNDOMND, ZZTH, THATDOEZDIZRDENIITENT
S OHEEEL TOREZERL TNDEWZ DS, AT, THATHSLDOR G
GEUFAMMOMEZ T SO RDZET, TS T AT EEFEOW T
DREEFMTDIENHRDEFEEL TOBRENERESNZDOTH 5.

DL b B E6MBBIRINZT I OHEIREL TOEENT, BTV S HE 2 K%
T BT TR, ZRUTE DNV R BT O ETTHEWHRETHo7z, £ LTID
KO T I O%ENL, FHLATOFMEDZIRDENIITHICE > TIERINDZ
EMNbnNoTz, T U TZDOLDBALTOHEE L TORENL, T ORHEICEE>TE
RENDHITTIFRNZ EBMDOEFNTL-> THERSNZ, ZNSDOEHZE RO
TR TENHIT B,

PRTIZ, BRUECH DR ETT N LATNERESIZI AF—#E 221 /- EnHE
FBRBICOWTAEMICI A S EAEEEZFALZ5H Th b, 1fTE T, AEN
ski lessoned&[BI%E L7=DIZR U TFHLTNE =L@ ZEEH L TS,

W7 (759> =B, FHhLAT=N, £f1=S1. £/#E2=S2, £##3=S3, B4
= Ss)

1 N: BRSNS IO EEIIR- (0.4) BLATT L2

2 (0.2)

3 B: sorry::(0.2) [no::

4 S1: [took?

5 N [a ski lesson (.)D[FZ

6 S2: [H::took™=

7  Sl1: ="took’

8 (1.2)

9 took ®oLWITET o=

10 =that’s right (.) yeah:: took is a good word ( )
11 S3: |took it

| ((BILERICANEZNTND) )
12 Ss: took

13 (0.2)
14  N: HBHNIE:: (0.2) ha::d is okay?
15 (0.3)

16 N: had (.) ha::d=
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17 B: =hard?(.) hrad? Eichi ay dee had?(.)
18 B: yteah (.) we had=

19 N: =we ha:d a ski lesson

20 (0.2)

21 N: Sl
22 Ss: had

HEELEWDIL, FALTPITHENTH TEEORE TN T 25HEE T 5 >
ICWP72R7 1T %, F U CI4TH TR EEE AR L T2 ThH S, £TI{THTT A
DTVIEFENE ZTzski lessonedEVORBUIZDONWT, ZDIHREFHIIFEL2NWE
BETAHIDNCHZLN, FEOEHEFR TT I NCEOEBROH B2 P21 T
W5, DED, EEDOREMT L THET DEHD (CITIEETIE) OMEHZEREH T
TIINIRERQTNDEDTH D, 7771337 HDOHSEALE T RS IZETIE
Z AERIZ AT BRI B B2 LT b, HIZZT D%, HEDEFEDN StookEWND
READEHINDD, FHLTIEINSZEF T 52 E2<ITHTT F7 2 1took
THAFENEDIMEF, DO ARZD/ZRTNEDTHD, T LTT TN
that’s right& 1017 H CE& & pE T 52 & TRETT A% THo> T\,

AT, I3THTR T UL AF—38 22072 ) ENWSIGERBZH<5—
HOIREHBHICOWT, I THNST HATIZES OB MIC X > TIRIRE S Z AL
TNV, ZZTHALTIZL, EERBFICEAL CHSN T I ICEME T ATl
243 # | (Aline & Hosoda, 2006) EL TIRD#ES>TNWDEDTH D, T LT, FEHEE
LTIRDEESZEICES T, T ITNCZOBICBNTHEY R B R EHZ DI EMN
TEDHELUTOIHIGMERR 1 2587 L T (Raymond & Heritage, 2006) . DFED., Z
ZTIEF A LT DHFEMERDEEICE ST, T I NEEOEMREL TIED S
BANEREINTREDTH S,

PLEDESIZ, FHLTOEMIZEZ > TR SN —HE O EH >, T AT 055
TAEOERDIEICE S THREEI NI E I, 7 o0 B e B2
EIHENRITENTWD, U THKHIZIT HLATDNRHME T 2207252 T, F
HALFINTEFHE T B2 ENH R IaWAEFED IS (REB) I DWTHEHE (EX 7)) 952
EMTEDT T DI AFROMHEIRFE ) (Raymond & Heritage, 2006) MRS T
NWBEDTH 5,

ROPHSDRFEIITECH OB ENGRE I N/=18 . KRB Z 1S AT R ORERH]
IZATONZDHTORETH D, T THRRINZI AF—#E 2 Z 7z LSk
FEEHZDHSHONEDE, DIOBRETHRMEICBIZE N,

RFe8 (BhTi T 57> =B, B+ HLT=N. £fE1=S1)
1 N: we?

2 Sl: received=

3 N: =received (.) 725IFE::
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4 (0.2)
5 N: received (.) &EMR::
(L1772 4Ems) )
17 N: can we use this received?
18 B: we::11l it’s.hh-(0.9) a:: it’s a little::
19 (0.3)
20 N: (en?) =

21 B: =%:D little(.) [strong
22 N: [ (M=) okay (.) okay
23 : do you have a good word for this?

24 B: ah:mm: (.)yeah ai-(.)I’'d 1like(0.2)to say(.)ahm: (.)
25 we (0.2)took a ski lesson=
26 N: =okay

UTHTHAHLTIE, weZ FFEICLU Tski lessonZ HIUFEIZ L2 ICweDIEITHK S
B EEIC T A S B BHRSATE 2L FERE (Koshik, 2002) ML Tns, 2%
ZUF T2 H Tl AEE 1 receivedE B X TS, 61T HMMSIZBI O A TEN LT
RDIZNEENE L THILATNENEWDENDEEEN B IN/Z/20, ZDEH 713
HEL TNV,

FEHLZZWDI, 17T1TH TH A LT D receivedE WD AEFEDFERDERICDONWTH
SOl ZBERICL., T OFHIZE T I D ER A TH 5, STTHETH T
LTI EFEDIBFITE > TR ES N zreceived (a ski lesson) EWVORINTDONTI 725
1FEIERIEL, receivedE VDRI DWTHEE MR Z N L TIEWARWA0.28)
DILERDIZ I [receivedE MR JEFEGEL . EEMOERBORJGEMENH B EERLT
W5, ZLTITITETH I LATIET T 21 Zreceived Dl A FTHEME IZ DWW T O ¥ W 2
RODOTH B, ZZTOF LTI, BFEOSEAFRICED 2N O 2% T
TINIWERDIEICE DT, TIU L DAGHOHER M Z AL . ALTICUN R
FTZEDTERNWEEIZEHL TNDENZ S,

HE

INETITEOED IO RIRDEENNALT DO HFT A BN DI RICH EZ 525D
MIZDNT, TEFIDIREESHZ DT L CTEZ. A DIDDHEH| (Fh k2 54) T
13, ALTZ AT —7 L 30— —{t. 3 BJTEO R B /R IE 28N 2 0 Lz, kD4
DOHEH] FF5)58) TiX, AT —7 L a—%— b LI RHT ALT O # i £
DERERTITEOIRDEENE DM LIz, T OFEE, §iE E8E CIXIREEHEOER
D TITEMEDIIITIRDEES DT K EILIENNDH DT ENHSNT /o7,

F9, 2N SATEEREINZTA— LT 4—F > 7 2% T3, ALTIZIREHE #4
A () OREEE) T 5MRIE2ENTETH, Ef#EZBED IR (R IC
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DNWT, Ml T4 — RN V%525 (B0 & T5) aaG52 81370
72o ALTICEER ) 2 EH T2 2 &M SN EBALE T, JTENER 2T 5
EVDYHRMNIDDOHRE TITBWTHZR I Nz, DFD, ALTOIREHE O H TEH
NEEHT DEVDEAINIT 2T 2H2E, 2 TTERI>TEDLNTWEZD
TH 5. ZOLIITIREHEH OB IAE TR W NEL ) &2 FE T 50 H0NED
13, SEfTHFSE (Park, 2014; Lee, 2016) TIXHIRE NS/ HITA TH D, BT
HI1, AT ENT TR D E U T, 2Rl R AR HE S0 G &V o 7z BB 72
DEDMETICBWTHREINAN /- HBHHEIT5N5, ALTIZJTEN SR K
EVS AT AN ENTRENENWEFET I EROHEHEZITV., ZIUTKRL
T2 EFE AN OFEM (BE 7)) OBEEE, JTEICE > TEDON TV, ZOXD/RIREHGHIC
BIFBALTOREN 2S5 ZDEENL. £IICABT—T1L a5 —ELTESZ
5N5HDIEAI,

— BT, SIS TRREINZT 4 — LT 4—F 7 Tld, IREEEITBNWTE
RSy DFEHMNITEICKDALTICWZ 5 N5 E NI EBENEHRINS, Mz /27
HENIERICEDEHINZDIT, HEOFKF LRI E W72 K E O EIZESRIC
BIFHALTOHIFMEFR (Heritage & Raymond, 2005) &EHIGEMEBRAESEL (Raymond &
Heritage, 2006) Td o7z, ZOEHBITBNT, FHLATNT T ANFHEE DS
f1hE. TN F AT INESTHHOE % Z T I D ENDTT A4IEENENOH
DM FRHE PR AR MR TS DW= SR A & U T AR S [T B iR ] REIC 72
D, B O (s L6 TIIFEE . HHTE8TIIEERR) OF iz 7 5 12
ERDBENDIT LT DIT AL, BEN RSB Z R T ZEDTEDALTENDFLE
T DIRDIBENZEDHNA D, DED, K€ DB CITENALTIZFHi 2172 42
BDEVNDTEITIALTOHPMEZEHE L. ALTOBEIZBITDHHIE L TOMIEZ T
KL TW=zDTH5,

LA EO#EEMS, IRE #EEICBNWTITENALTO I DS ZES DL, ALTO#
BB B DO R E L ET HIRD|ENTH DI ENDOMN STz, — T, JTEDNALTICHE
DR ZEDZTIDENIIR LWL, JTEMNALTOE R )% E %k T 572 DIT1%
ETITADEMRNEEE THLIEN DI,

LML TENTIERSRNDIE, ALTICES TEMliEWSTT AN H<ETHITE
ICO7ZRENDTENCE > TEITAREIRITATZEND R TH D, ALTO Rl & NHTT
L FEITTDICHZo> TR JTENS T OETFESZDIZERSNDEENIH AT &N
EFEINZTNUIRESRNDTH D, DFD., JTENS JHFFEICHI MR 2RI SN
BHENHERIZBWT, ALTICE RSN AZRENIH<ETHHRE T L TOlHE
HEH) ) 2 BB DR E WA LD,

AWZETIE. ARENOHPERF AR THHONZNEAFEY T (ALT) EAA
NIGEART JTE) &K DT A — LT 4—F 272N RIC, IREHEEHD 20N THEK
SNDALTOEEN % &30 HTICKOMEE LTz, ALTO&REINREIN, AMT—71
J—%—(e.g., Mahoney, 2004) {LZNBENSREZE FIZ, JTEOED KSR S %
WSALTO AR B DT Z L E, £/ IMEHET 20N ENIMNEZT, 2/0
JTEEALTDT 4 — LT 4—F 27 B % FLiARGE LTz,
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IHFOFER, ALTOZARREE O AIZIL. IREESHICBWTITENALTICESER >
GHBDHEE) OFEHZOZNREENIIRDEBNNEE THEIENDMNSTZ, Tz,
RAIZIREHE I BN TALTICRHMEZ T O R E 5 2 B WEWS JTEDHR 2 FE N
ALTOEAREL TOREFEREHET DI ENDNS/Z, IMA T, ALTO AEFT—7
L =4 —LIZET IV S A DEKEEKEDEIEE NI AT AICI> TRRENS
ZEWNbMoTz, AR TESNZHM AL, TA— LT 4—F 2T IZBWTJTENALT
DHFMEEZ TR T 272 DICE R TES BRMRIRDHNE LT, SO
FBICEHNTEDHMA TH D, £z ALTO ANET—T L aA—F —(LENWDIHELNELR
HNCED IS HATAIZ LS TRER SN0 EHIEIZ U85S, 25Tk
BN BELH R TH S,

ARWFFE TR INZITEOIRD IR, REEDHTOHANSBARERMITEB S
NIZHET A EOERBETH D, LIEN>Trlib I Nz RE 1T, OB 5% 0RF%
EITEH T 2IENAEETH D, BHTHARENO S TSE (W, 2015) 2/RU TN
DI, BIMOE M B E EBOIRICE > TREFE LI ITE RN R FE Tk
2D TH 5, AW TIIZEDIREESHICIEE L T2 T-o727%, IREMESHLISL D
FEAT AR INSJTEEALTOM A b/ BEH D E ST T 528 T, Fil=/s%
ERBICEHOZAREZESND RN DD S, TOLIRIREHEHOVHAAIZESD
NIENT A — LT A —F 2T ERFEDO L, SHEOMIEREE L THERN,

e
AFZEIEISPSEHFE? JP19K 1330508221 725D TH 5.
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Evaluating a Scale’s Construct Validity
to Assess the Group Work Environment
Using the Rasch Model
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Tanaka (2017) developed a questionnaire instrument comprised of 2 constructs
(group cohesion and group engagement) to assess the group work environment using
exploratory factor analysis. The purpose of this study was to examine the construct
validity of the scale using Rasch analysis. The sample included 200 second-year
Japanese university students who engaged in group work over a semester. The re-
sults of the Rasch analysis verified construct validity with acceptable fit statistics,
adequately high reliability and separation indices, logical hierarchical ranking of the
items, and the unidimensionality of the construct.
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in a positive classroom environment and decrease in a negative en-

vironment (Chang, 2010). As motivation is a major determinant of
learning behaviors (Dérnyei & Ushioda, 2013), the nature of the learning en-
vironment either directly or indirectly influences L2 learning achievement
(Kozaki & Ross, 2011; Sasaki et al., 2017). Although the learning context’s
significance is well-acknowledged in the field of L2 acquisition (cf. Dérnyei
& Ushioda, 2013), there has been little quantitative investigation into the
contextual effects on L2 learning motivation in small group work settings.
Consequently, instruments that assess the group work environment are
extremely limited. This study focused on Tanaka's (2017) questionnaire
instrument to measure the group work environment and examined its con-
struct validity using the Rasch model (Rasch, 1980).

l earners’ motivation to study a second language (L2) tends to increase

Group Work Environment and Motivation

In his three-level framework outlining L2 motivation, Dérnyei (1994)
listed group cohesion as one of the group-specific components influencing
motivation at the level of the learning situation. Clément et al. (1994) incor-
porated the concept of group cohesion or group dynamics and demonstrated
the importance of the social dimension (i.e., the learning environment) for
understanding the motivation of L2 learners. They developed eight ques-
tionnaire items to measure the construct of group cohesion and demon-
strated its adequately high reliability (Cronbach’s o =.77) as well as some
associations with L2 learning-related factors. Their scale has been employed
to demonstrate the impact of group cohesion on self-efficacy and autonomy
(Chang, 2010) and language production (Dérnyei & Kormos, 2000) at the
whole-class level.

As L2 classroom learning generally entails social interactions, group dy-
namics have mostly been the primary focus of research concerning learners’
motivation involving the social dimension of the L2 classroom (e.g., Dérnyei
& Murphey, 2003). However, researchers have investigated different aspects
of the classroom learning environment, such as the normative classroom
environment operationalized by students’ perceptions of their classmates’
career pursuits (Kozaki & Ross, 2011; Sasaki et al., 2017) and the class-
room’s social climate (Joe et al., 2017). Research focusing on the small group
work setting has also examined diverse environmental properties, including
group work dynamics (Poupore, 2016, 2018), group-directed motivational
currents (DMCs; Dornyei et al., 2016), group vision (Ddrnyei & Kubanyiova,
2014), and collective-efficacy (Leeming, 2020). As a learning environment
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can entail various aspects, researchers have explored the different facets
according to the specific purposes of their studies.

As already mentioned, instruments to measure the group work environ-
ment are extremely limited. There appear to be only three scales designed
to assess group properties in the field of L2 learning motivation. Poupore
(2016) developed an instrument to measure group work dynamics without
relying on self-reporting (i.e.,, questionnaires). His scale was intended to
measure group work dynamics based on observations of both verbal and
nonverbal behaviors in peer interactions. Using the scale, he demonstrated
positive associations between group work dynamics, motivation, and lan-
guage production both quantitatively (Poupore, 2016) and qualitatively
(Poupore, 2018). Leeming (2020) created a questionnaire scale to assess
collective-efficacy for group work in English communication classes and
demonstrated how collective-efficacy evolves over time through L2 group
work. Tanaka (2017) developed a questionnaire instrument to measure the
group work environment that comprises two constructs: group cohesion
and group engagement. Using the scale, Tanaka (2018) revealed the sig-
nificant impact of the group work environment on motivation regardless of
learners’ English proficiency level. Although Tanaka (2017) developed and
validated the scale using exploratory factor analysis, “[Rasch measurement
theory can] play an important role in the process of construct validation, in
that a set of test or questionnaire items constitute the instrument designer’s
empirical definition of the construct” (Sick, 2008a, p. 3). An evaluation of the
scale using Rasch analysis would therefore add further evidence in demon-
stration of the construct’s validity. Accordingly, the purpose of this study is
to examine the construct validity of the scale developed by Tanaka (2017)
using Rasch analysis. The following research question was posited in this
study:

RQ. Does Tanaka’s (2017) questionnaire instrument designed to as-

sess the group work environment in fact measure what it purports
to?

Method

Participants

This study used the data collected by Tanaka (2018) for her study in the
department of sports and health science at a private university in Japan. The
participants were 200 second-year Japanese undergraduates (118 males
and 82 females) who voluntarily agreed to take part in the study and com-
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pleted the questionnaire. They were enrolled in a project-based learning
(PBL) course comprising 15 total sessions (90 minutes per session) over
a semester. They stayed in the same group, consisting of a maximum of six
members, and performed two group projects (i.e., a debate and panel dis-
cussion) during the semester. Example topics for the debates and panel dis-
cussions were “Should children have mobile phones?” and “How to become
one of the world’s top tennis players,” respectively. They delivered three
group presentations (i.e., a debate presentation, as well as midterm and final
panel discussion) in total, and wrote one group paper based on a final panel
discussion. At the end of the semester, they responded to a questionnaire
that included items about the group work environment. They had varying
levels of English proficiency, based on their TOEIC scores (M = 418.69, SD
= 111.64). Although they did not particularly enjoy learning English in the
PBL setting, as their level of intrinsic motivation was neither high nor low,
they were not discouraged.

Instrument

This study evaluated a questionnaire scale developed by Tanaka (2017)
for the purpose of assessing the group work environment. Tanaka (2017)
created items in Japanese, drawing on the classroom climate inventory (CCI;
Ito & Matsui, 2001) using a 6-point Likert scale (1 = Strongly disagree to 6
= Strongly agree). Using exploratory factor analysis to identify underlying
relationships among the data collected from participants, two factors were
extracted: Group Cohesion (k = 6) and Group Engagement (k = 6). Both fac-
tors exhibited high Cronbach’s a values (.91 and .85 for Group Cohesion and
Group Engagement, respectively).

Prior to the Rasch analysis, data screening was conducted based on
Tabachnick and Fidell (2007). No missing data were found in the data set.
Three univariate and three multivariate outliers were identified, based on
the criterion of 3.29 in standardized scores (p < .001, two-tailed test), and
the critical value of chi-square: x?(12) = 32.909 at p <.001. As those six outli-
ers accounted for less than 5% of 200 students, they were retained with
further analysis. Table 1 shows descriptive statistics of all 12 items. It should
be noted that no univariate and multivariate outliers were identified based
on person measures for two constructs (i.e., Group Cohesion and Group En-
gagement).
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Table 1
Descriptive Statistics of 12 Items
95% CI

M SE LB UB SD
Group Cohesion (COHE)
COHE1 4.49 .08 433 4.64 1.14
COHE2 4.58 .07 443 472 1.02
COHE3 4.69 .07 4.54 4.83 1.01
COHE4 4.14 .08 3.98 4.29 1.08
COHES 4.59 .07 4.45 4.72 1.00
COHE6 411 .08 3.94 4.27 1.18
Group Engagement (ENGA)
ENGA1 3.95 .08 3.80 4.10 1.07
ENGA2 4.10 .08 3.95 4.25 1.09
ENGA3 3.61 .08 3.45 3.77 1.14
ENGA4 3.92 .07 3.78 4.06 0.99
ENGAS 3.90 .07 3.75 4.04 1.05
ENGA6 4.61 .07 4.46 4.75 1.02

Note. Students responded using a 6-point Likert scale (1 = Strongly disagree to 6 =
Strongly agree). CI = confidence interval.

Data Analysis

This study employed the Rasch-Andrich rating scale model (Andrich,
1978) using Linacre’s (2013) Winsteps computer program (Version 3.80.0).
Although the Rasch model (Rasch, 1980) assumes dichotomous data (e.g.,
right or wrong), a Likert scale has more than two response choices (e.g.,
“strongly disagree,” “disagree,” “agree,” and “strongly agree”). Andrich
(1978) proposed that each pair of adjacent categories within the rating scale
be treated as a series of local dichotomies comprising the categories “more
difficult” and “less difficult” to endorse, thereby extending the Rasch model
(Rasch, 1980) conceptually. This study examined fit statistics, reliability
and separation indices, item-person map, hierarchical ranking of the items,
principal components analysis of residuals (PCAR), and the effectiveness of
6-point rating scale categories.
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Results and Discussion
Fit Statistics

Fit statistics are a quality-control mechanism in Rasch measurement to
evaluate two facets of person and item. Two types of fit (“infit” and “outfit”)
are calibrated with unstandardized (mean square [MNSQ]) and standard-
ized (ZSTD) values for both facets. As these statistics provide “summaries of
Rasch residuals, responses that differ from what is predicted by the Rasch
model” (Sick, 2010, p. 24), they are central to determining the unidimen-
sionality of a construct (Bond & Fox, 2007). Although the outfit statistics
are unweighted and sensitive to the influence of outlying observations, the
infit statistics are weighted and sensitive to patterns in the target responses
(Bond & Fox, 2007; Smith, 2001, 2002). As such, Rasch users generally at-
tend to infit rather than outfit values (Bond & Fox, 2007).

Interpretation of fit statistics varies among researchers, and there is no
decisive rule for acceptable fit statistics. Although values greater than 1.3
are generally considered misfits (Bond & Fox, 2007), more generous criteria
are also used for rating scale (Likert/survey) data. For example, although
Wright and Linacre (1994) suggested fit statistics between 0.6 and 1.4 as
a reasonable range for rating scale (Likert/survey) data, Linacre (2012)
proposed values between .50 and 1.50 to be productive for measurement.
This study used the relatively generous criteria proposed by Linacre (2012).

Table 2 summarizes the Rasch item fit statistics of the 12 items that were
used to measure the two constructs. All the infit and outfit MNSQ statistics
were within the acceptable range (Max. = 1.39, Min. = 0.73 for infit MNSQ
statistics; Max. = 1.40, Min. = 0.69 for outfit MNSQ statistics) based on Lina-
cre’s (2012) criteria. Taken together, each item functioned as intended and
contributed to measuring the intended unidimensional construct.

Regarding the Rasch person fit statistics, 31 and 41 people were identified
to be misfitting with infit MNSQ statistics greater than 1.5 for Group Cohesion
and Group Engagement, respectively. A closer look at unexpected responses
in the most-misfitting person-response strings revealed no serious prob-
lems in their response patterns. For example, the Rasch analysis identified
COHE 3 and COHE 1 as unexpected responses for Student 76 with the largest
outfit MNSQ statistics (5.92) for Group Cohesion. Student 76 disagreed with
COHE 3 (I enjoy being in the group very much) but strongly agreed with COHE
1 (The group is full of laughter). Because an objective assessment of group
work environment is not necessarily comparable to a subjective emotion felt
in the group, the response pattern is interpretable. On the other hand, COHE
4 and COHE 6 were identified as unexpected responses for Student 120 with
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the second largest outfit MNSQ statistics (4.86) for Group Cohesion. Student
120 agreed with COHE 4 (I look forward to seeing the group members) but
strongly disagreed with COHE 6 (Members of the group are personal friends
outside the English class). As group members are not necessarily personal
friends beyond the class, this response pattern is also deemed logical.

Table 2
Rasch Item Fit Statistics for the Scale Measuring Group Work Environment

Infit Outfit
Item Measure SE ~ MNSQ ZSTD MNSQ ZSTD PMC
Group Cohesion (COHE)

COHE1 -0.15 0.12 1.39 3.40 1.40 3.33 0.78
COHE6 0.90 0.12 1.22 2.10 1.26 2.28 0.81
COHE3 -0.74 0.12 0.90 -0.97 097 -0.27 0.82
COHE4 0.84 0.12 083 -1.75 0.81 -1.88 0.85

COHES -0.44 0.12 0.83 -1.70 086 -1.33 0.83
COHE2 -0.41 0.12 0.73 -2.80 0.69 -3.08 0.86
Group Engagement (ENGA)

ENGA6 -1.32 0.11 1.25 2.36 1.33 2.89 0.65
ENGAS 0.26 0.10 098 -0.12 099 -0.03 0.75
ENGA3 0.86 0.10 0.97 -0.29 0.99 -0.08 0.79
ENGA1 0.15 0.10 0.97 -0.29 095 -0.50 0.76
ENGAZ2 -0.18 0.10 096 -0.36 094 -0.60 0.76
ENGA4 0.24 0.10 083 -1.75 0.85 -1.47 0.77

Note. PMC = point-measure correlation.

Concerning Group Engagement, ENGA 6 was identified as an unexpected
response for Student 141 with the largest outfit MNSQ statistics (9.72) for
Group Engagement. Student 141 disagreed with ENGA 6 (Members of the
group work hard on the class activities) but agreed with the other five items.
This response pattern is puzzling, and he or she might have unintentionally
chosen the response or been insincere in his or her responses. Alternatively,
three items (ENGA 3, 4, and 5) were identified as unexpected responses for
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Student 136 with the second largest outfit MNSQ statistics (5.90). Student
136 agreed with four items (ENGA 1, 2, 3 and 6) but disagreed with two
items (ENGA 4 and 5). As shown in the Appendix, whereas the former four
items concerned group members’ individual engagement on their own
tasks, the latter two items tapped group members’ concerns about the other
members’ involvement as well as the progress of the group project. As some
groups’ members are eagerly engaged in individual activities but do not pay
attention to the other members’ engagement, the response pattern is not
uninterpretable. Taken together, although there were many misfitting stu-
dents, their response patterns seemed to be logical, to some extent.

Reliability and Separation Index

Using Rasch analysis, two types of reliability indices were computed for
both person and item: reliability and separation. While Rasch person reli-
ability is analogous to Cronbach’s a and indicates the reproducibility of per-
son-measure-order, Rasch item reliability represents the reproducibility of
item-measure-order (Linacre, 2012). If the reliability of persons (or items)
is high, then “there is a high probability that persons (or items) estimated
with high measures actually do have higher measures than persons (or
items) estimated with low measures” (Linacre, 2012, p. 575).

The separation index indicates “the number of statistically different lev-
els of performance” (Linacre, 2012, p. 524) in person and item (i.e., person
and item separation index). If the person separation index is two, then the
instrument is sensitive enough to distinguish the sample on at least two
levels. That is, those who exhibit higher endorsement to a given construct
are statistically different from those who exhibit the opposite pattern. If the
item separation index is three, then three distinct levels are present in terms
of item endorsability (easy, average, and difficult).

Table 2 shows the reliability and separation indices for the two constructs.
The results for item reliability (separation) were .96 (4.97) and .97 (6.13)
for Group Cohesion and Group Engagement, which indicated that approxi-
mately a five to six item endorsability hierarchy was present within each
construct of the instrument. On the other hand, the results for person reli-
ability (separation) were .88 (2.71) and .83 (2.24) for Group Cohesion and
Group Engagement, respectively, which indicated that the instrument was
able to distinguish more than two levels for each construct in the sample. It
should be noted that the Rasch person reliability values (.88 and .83) were
slightly lower than the Cronbach’s a values (.91 and .85) (see the Method
section). Although Rasch person reliability is analogous to Cronbach’s o, raw-
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score-based Cronbach’s values tend to overestimate reliability, while Rasch
underestimates it (Linacre, 2012). Nonetheless, a Rasch person reliability of
.88 and .83 is still adequately high. Taken together, the two constructs in the
instrument have sufficient reproducibility with adequate power to separate
respondents and items into statistically distinguished levels.

Item-Person Map and Hierarchical Ranking of the Items

Figures 1 and 2 show the Rasch item-person map for Group Cohesion and
Group Engagement, respectively. On the far left is the logit scale. The overall
distribution of persons is displayed on the left side of the vertical ruler. Re-
spondents who exhibit higher endorsement to a given construct are located
higher on the scale. Iltems’ locations are depicted on the right side of the
vertical ruler and placed from top to bottom according to the difficulty level
of their endorsability; items that are more difficult to endorse are located
higher on the map. If a person and an item are located at the same place on
the ruler, that person has a 50% probability of endorsing the item on a fu-
ture iteration of the same measurement instrument. The marker “M” located
along the ruler in the maps represents the mean estimate (Linacre, 2012).
In general, while the mean item estimate is set to zero, the mean person
estimate is relatively calibrated in reference to the items (Sick, 2008b). The
instrument’s function can be captured by examining the element distribu-
tion in both facets (person and item).

With regard to the construct of Group Cohesion (Figure 1), the mean
person ability estimate (M = 1.13) was located higher than the mean item
endorsability estimate (M = .00), which indicated that for some of the par-
ticipants the items were relatively easy to endorse. Furthermore, there were
no equivalent levels of items to distinguish respondents located around the
upper part of the map (i.e., respondents with a logit scale score above 1.00).
Ideally, questionnaire items should cover “a range of difficulty that matches
the range of person measures in the target audience” (Sick, 2011, p. 16).
Although the instrument was highly reliable with a reliability estimate of
.96 and .88 for item and person, respectively, it lacked the power to separate
the sample into three distinguished levels with a person separation index of
less than three. Inclusion of more difficult items to endorse would differenti-
ate the respondents with higher measures and increase the accuracy of the
assessment. Furthermore, as some items overlapped on the item hierarchy
(i.e., COHE 4 and 6, and COHE 2 and 5), one of the two items exhibiting simi-
lar endorsability may be replaced with a more difficult item to endorse.
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Figure 1

91

Item-Person Map Depicting Respondents’ Agreeability and Item
Endorsability for the Construct of Group Cohesion
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Figure 2
Item-Person Map Depicting Respondents’ Agreeability and Item
Endorsability for the Construct of Group Engagement
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A closer look at the item endorsability revealed that the most difficult
item to endorse was COHE 6 with 0.90 logits (Members of the group are per-
sonal friends outside the English class), followed by COHE 4 with 0.84 logits
(I look forward to seeing the group members), COHE 1 with -0.15 logits (The
group is full of laughter), COHE 2 with -0.41 logits (Members of the group get
along with each other), COHE5 with -0.44 logits (I like the group), and COHE
3 with -0.74 logits (I enjoy being in the group very much). As the difference
between COHE 6 and 4 was only 0.06 logits, endorsability of these two items
is virtually the same. Regarding COHE 6, the students stayed in the same
group over a semester. Although some members formed friendships beyond
the English class, others did not. As greater cohesion is required to build
a friendship beyond the class, it is reasonable that COHE 6 was ranked as
the most difficult item to endorse. Concerning COHE 4, looking forward to
seeing the group members requires stronger emotional involvement than
merely liking the group (i.e,, COHE 5) and objective assessment of cohesive
group work environment (i.e., COHE 1 and 2). Hence, it is also considered
logical that COHE 4 was the most difficult item to endorse. Given the items’
content, the item measure hierarchy of the remaining items was also logical,
which verified construct validity.

With regard to the construct of group engagement (Figure 2), the mean
person ability estimate (M = 0.04) closely matched the mean item dif-
ficulty estimate (M = 0.00); thus, overall, the items were well targeted for
the participants. The most difficult item to endorse was ENGA 3 with 0.86
logits (Members of the group work on the tasks and activities more than the
teacher requires). Given that greater engagement is necessary to perform
a task beyond the teacher’s requirement, it is deemed logical that ENGA 3
was the most difficult item to endorse. ENGA 5 (Members of the group care
about whether the other members are doing well on the activities) and ENGA
4 (Members of the group have great concern for the progress of group ac-
tivities) exhibited similar endorsability (0.26 and 0.24 logits, respectively)
and were the second most difficult items to endorse. These items tapped
group members’ concerns about the other members’ involvement, as well
as the progress of a group project as a whole. The remaining easier items to
endorse, e.g., ENGA 1 (Members of the group are highly motivated to perform
the English project; 0.15 logits) and ENGA 2 (Members of the group prepare
for and practice the presentations well; =0.18 logits), focused on group mem-
bers’ individual engagement with their own tasks. As greater involvement is
generally required to care about the group as a whole than an individual’s
own task, the item hierarchy seemed understandable. The easiest item to
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endorse was ENGA 6 with -1.32 logits (Members of the group work hard on
the class activities). Whereas the other items require greater engagement
entailing out-of-class activities (e.g., preparation and practice of a presenta-
tion), this item limited the scope to only in-class activities. This may be why
ENGA 6 was a very easy item to endorse, with a wide gap (1.14 logits) to the
second easiest item (i.e,, ENGA 2). Taken together, the item measure hier-
archy was deemed logical for group engagement, thus verifying construct
validity.

Rasch PCAR

As with conventional factor analysis, the Rasch PCAR is used to analyze
the unidimensionality of the construct. The purpose of factor analysis is to
“summarize patterns of correlations among observed variables [and] re-
duce a large number of observed variables to a smaller number of factors”
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007, p. 608), that is, to construct factors. On the other
hand, the purpose of the Rasch PCAR is not to find shared factors but to
examine whether residuals after the removal of the primary measurement
dimension share a substantive attribute in common to form a secondary
dimension. Unidimensionality of construct can be confirmed by “a failure to
find any meaningful components beyond the primary dimension of measure-
ment” (Sick, 2010, p. 24) in the Rasch analysis. According to Linacre (2012),
as “the variance of two items” is required to form a secondary dimension, a
construct is unidimensional if the first residual contrast has an eigenvalue
of less than 2.0. Furthermore, the first residual contrast should account for
less than 10%. The results of the analysis showed that the Rasch model ex-
plained more than half the variance for both constructs (65.7% and 56.8%
for Group Cohesion and Group Engagement, respectively). The first residual
contrast (eigenvalue) accounted for 9.0% (1.6) and 11.3% (1.6) for Group
Cohesion and Group Engagement, respectively. Although the eigenvalues
were well below the criterion of 2, the value of 11.3% for Group Engagement
was slightly larger than the criterion. In order to examine a possible cause, 9
highly misfitting people, with infit MNSQ values larger than 2.5 (i.e., less than
5% of 200 persons), were temporarily eliminated and recalibrated. Results
revealed that the first residual contrast (eigenvalue) only explained 9.2%
(1.4). Given that less than 5% of the students with large misfit values caused
the inflation of the first residual contrast, this is not considered a problem.
Taken together, these findings demonstrated the presence of a reasonable
amount of the primary dimension and a lack of the secondary dimension for
both constructs, thus confirming the unidimensionality of both constructs.
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Rating Scale Categories

The participants of this study responded using 6-point rating scale cat-
egories (1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Slightly disagree, 4 = Slightly
agree, 5 = Agree, and 6 = Strongly agree). The effectiveness of the rating scale
categories was assessed based on guidelines proposed by Linacre (2002)
and Wolfe and Smith (2007). Results revealed problems in Category 1 (i.e.,
Strongly disagree) and Categories 1 and 2 (i.e., Strongly disagree and Disa-
gree) in the original six-point rating scales for Group Cohesion and Group
Engagement. Combining the two scale categories (i.e., 1 = Strongly disagree,
and 2 = Disagree) led to an improved quality of the rating scales, suggest-
ing that the use of five-point scales was optimal for the respondents. Please
note that all the analyses in the preceding sections were conducted using the
optimal five-point rating scale.

Conclusion

This study aimed to evaluate the construct validity of the scale used to
assess a group work environment (Tanaka, 2017) using the Rasch model.
Although the quality of the scale has room for improvement (e.g., by add-
ing more difficult endorsement items for the group cohesion construct), the
results of the Rasch analysis verified construct validity with acceptable fit
statistics, adequately high reliability and separation indices, logical hierar-
chical ranking of the items, and a demonstration of the unidimensionality of
the construct. Thus, in answer to the research question posed in this study,
the questionnaire instrument of Tanaka (2017) was demonstrated to indeed
measure what it was intended to. As shown in prior research (Poupore, 2016,
2018; Tanaka, 2018), the group work environment plays an influential role
in the foreign language classroom. Although, according to the content of the
group work, some item revision may be necessary, use of the questionnaire
(Tanaka, 2017) can help teachers gauge the function of each group work
environment. It also provides researchers with a tool to investigate the role
of the group work environment in relation to various L2 learning aspects,
including individual difference variables such as motivation.

Mitsuko Tanaka is an associate professor at Osaka University. Her current
research interests include individual differences in SLA (e.g., motivation and
self-construal) and language assessment.
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Appendix

English Translations of Questionnaire Items about the Group Work
Environment (Tanaka, 2017)

To what extent do you agree with each of the following statements about
your group?

Group Cohesion (COHE)
COHE1 The group is full of laughter.
COHE2 Members of the group get along with each other.

COHE3 [ enjoy being in the group very much.
COHE4 [ look forward to seeing the group members.
COHES5S [ like the group.

COHE®6 Members of the group are personal friends outside the Eng-
lish class.

Group Engagement (ENGA)

ENGA1 Members of the group are highly motivated to perform the

English project.

ENGA?2 Members of the group prepare for and practice the presenta-
tions well.

ENGA3 Members of the group work on the tasks and activities more

than the teacher requires.

ENGA4 Members of the group have great concern for the progress of
group activities.

ENGAS5S Members of the group care about whether the other members
are doing well on the activities.

ENGA6 Members of the group work hard on the class activities.

Note. All the questionnaire items are randomly ordered 6-point Likert scale items.



