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Abstract 

The government-sponsored Japa n  Exchange and Teaching (JET) program has gained high acclaim， 

domestical ly  and international ly. Empirica l  studies on the program ，  its assistant l anguage teacher 

(ALT) participants， and their team teaching with Japanese teachers of E nglish (JTEs) abound. It 

is notable，  however， that the data col lection methods 01' p revious research on the subject h ave 

been limited largely to either questionnaires or semi-structured interviews. This study sheds new 

light on the a rea of scholarly inquiry (i.e.， perspectives of ALTs and JTEs) by employing a nd 

discussing a unique data col lection m巴thod: pair‘ discussions between ALTs and betwe巴n JTEs. It 

was revea led that the focus of the pair discussions between ALTs was on JTEs in general and their 

JTEs in particular， whereas the JTEs used their pair discussion opportunity to exchange opinions 

and share experi巴nces about multifaceted matters concerning their schools. 
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概 要

語学指導等を行う外国青年招致事業(JETプログラム )は国内外から高く評価を受け、 プロ

グラムや参加者また外国語指導助手(ALT)と日本人英語教師(JTE)によるティームティー

チングに関する研究が現在まで盛んに行われてきた。 しかしながらそれらの研究の多くは、 質

問用紙やインタビューを研究手法として用いている。 本研究では研究の幅を広げるため、 ALT

同士、 JTE同士のベアデイスカッション手法に着目し、 それぞれのデイスカッションの内容を

比較・検証した。 その結果、 ALTは主にティーチングパートナーであるJTEに関して、 一方

JTEは学校全般における多様なトピックに関して話し合う傾向にあることが明らかとなった。

キーワード . ペアデイスカッション、 外国語指導助手、 日本人英語教師、 教師教育、 JETプロ

グラム
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Introduction 

In Japan， the grammar and translation method received widespread support in the late Meiji period when 

l anguage learning was viewed p rimarily as a n  intel lectua l pursuit for logica l  reasoning and cultivating 

th巴 min d . However， the method turned out to be inetTective when it came to authentic communication 

with English sp巴akers (Friedman， 2016) . After years of trial  and error， Japan appeared to have found a 

promising solution to the p rob lem:  the employment of a communication-oriented approach in English 

l essons.  One exampl e  of the systematic effort to incorporate the approach in the c l assroom was the 

government-sponsored Japan Exchange and Teaching (JET) p rogram through which a l a rge number of 

young col lege graduates from around the world are invited to Japan to enhance foreign language education 

and to p romote internationalization at the local  level (CLAIR， 2020) . It  was launched in 1987 and has been 

acknowledged as the “best documented team teaching program" (Medgyes， 2001， p .  439) and as“one of 

the world's l argest exchange programs" (Metzgar， 2017， p. 2)， with its participants growing from 848 from 

4 countries to 5761 from 57 countries in 2019. One of the positions， the assistant language teacher (ALT) ， 

comprises more than 90% of the current JET participa nts. Their typical duties ar巴 team teaching language 

classes with Japanese teachers， assisting in the preparation of teaching materials， and participating in extra­

curricular activities with students (CLAIR， 2020) . Although there are a few ALTs (Iess than 5 %) who teach 

foreign languages oth巴r than E nglish， including Chinese， German， Korean， and Russian， the majority of 

ALTs offer English l anguage instruction in public schools， in tandem with Japanese teachers of English (JTEs) . 

1'his particular cohort (i .巴.， AL1's of E nglish) and their teaching partner， JTEs， are the center 01' attention in 

this a rticle .  

1'h巴 study on which this article is  based inquired into the perceptions of AL1's and J1'Es through the 

means of pair discussions between JTEs and between ALTs. Although numerous scholars have investigated 

the perceptions of ALTs and .J1'Es on a plethora of issu巴s thus far， such as the advantagesjdisadvantages 

of having ALTs and J1'Es in team-taught l essons (e .g . ，  Adac hi， Maca rthur， & Sheen， 1998 ; Miyazato， 

2009; Sakui， 2004)， the characteristics of  t巴am-teaching practices (e.g.， Hasegawa， 2008; Hiramatsu， 2015; 

Hiratsuka， 2013， 2015b; Igawa， 2009; Roloff-Rothman， 2012; Tajino， Stewart， & Dalsky， 2016)， and the roles 

of AL1's and J1'Es (e .g . ，  Hiratsuka， 2015a ; Johannes， 2012 ; Mah o n巴y， 2004; Ogawa， 2011)， the methods 

employed in the studies have chiefly been either  questionnaires or semi-structured interviews. As far 

as 1 am aware， there exists only one study heretofore that looked into the team teachers' perceptions， 

using pair discussions as the main data collection method (Hiratsuka， 2017) . Notwithstanding， the present 

study distinctly differs from Hiratsuka (2017) in that (a) the two pairs of the discussions in this study were 

comprised of two JTEs a nd of two AL1's， as opposed to the two pairs， each consisting of a JTE and an ALT， 

in Hiratsuka (2017) and (b) this study concentrated on the nature and the content of the team teachers' 

pair discussions from a methodologica l  viewpoint， rath巴r than delving into the characteristics of the team 

teachers' reflective practice during the pair discussions， as in the case of Hiratsuka (2017) . 

As a result of the data analysis within this study， two independent and contrasting categories were 

generat巴d: (a) The ALTs' agenda-J1'Es and (b) The JTEs' agenda-Various school matters. The p resent 

study thus contributes to the scholarly  inquiry into team teaching in Japan by putting  a spotlight on  the 

particular  data col lection method: pair discussions between AL1's and between J1'Es. 
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Literature Review 

According to CLAIR (2020) ， the JET program， which endorses team teaching  by ALTs and JTEs in Japan，  

has successfu l ly  received high acclaim， bolh domestica l ly  and internalional ly， 1'01' i ts role i n  fac i l i t a t ing  

mutua l  u n dersta ndin g between the peop le of Japan and the p巴ople of  other countries. Wit h  a steady 

period of growth since the outset of the program i n  1987， it a lso a t t racted great empirical at tention. Broadly 

speaking， a sizable number of the previous d iscussion and studies on the topic concern three major strands. 

The tïrst strand is the advan tagesjdisadvantages of the team teachers (e.g.， Adachi， Macarthur， & Sheen ， 

1998; Miyazato，  2009; Sakui ，  2004). For instance， Miyazato's (2009) qua l i ta tive case study i l lustrated， via the 

use of in terviews and observa t ions ， thal  the ALTs were considered to be l inguist ic exp巴rts i n  the target 

language (Engl ish) and gran ted full autonomy in the c lassroom ，  but  they wer巴 al th巴 same time regarded 

as cul tural  novices in the loca l cu l ture and lacked po l i tical power owing to their sta tus as assistants. In 

contrast， the JTEs were viewed to be linguis t ic  novices i n  the target language but  cul tural  and occupational  

experts in the local  cul tur巴; therefore， they were expected to play the crucia l roles of I inguistic ，  cultur a l ，  

a n d  psychological mediators i n  order to tï l l  t h e  gaps between studenls a n d  ALTs i n  t h e  classroom (Miyazato，  

2009). 

The second strand is the characterist ics of team-teaching practices (e.g.， Hasegawa， 2008; Hiramatsu ， 

2015; Hira tsuka ， 2013， 2015b ; Igawa ， 2009; Roloff-Rot h m a n， 2012 ; Tajino ，  Stewa rt ，  & D a lsky， 2016). For 

example， Hiramatsu (2005) recru i ted 巴ightJTEs and one ALT from an academic high school and conducted 

interviews and class observat ions to examine the JTEs' and ALT's perceptions of team-teaching practices. 

The results indicated that  (a) the insufficient  English proficiency of .JTEs impeded efficient  communication 

with ALTs; (b) team leaching could be either a thr巴at or stimulus， depending on .JTEs' confidence with their  

English; (c)  ther巴 were rigid team-teaching routines; and (d) ther巴 were few opportuni t ies for teachers to 

build col legia l i ty. The fina l  strand of  the previous r巴search involving JTEs' and ALTs' perceptions is th巴

roles of team teachers (e.g.， Hiratsuka ， 2015a; Johannes， 2012; Mahoney， 2004; Ogawa ，  2011). Mahoney (2004) ， 

for instance， col lected questionnaire data from over 1，400 junior and high school JTEs and ALTs nationwide 

in order  to scru t i nize t h e  perceptions of th巴 i r own 1'01巴 and the  team-teaching partner's role. W h i l e  

respondents gen巴rally concurred o n  t h e  main roles expected of themselves and their partners (e.g.， ALTs a s  

models， demonstrators，  and informants of natural Engl ish a n d  authent ic  Engl ish cul ture; JTEs as managers 

and intermed ia tors inside the c lassroom and teaching-p lan mak巴rs outside the c1assroom) ， discrepancies 

d id arise regardi ng other， less commonly perceived roles (e.g.， ALTs as chief classroom manager; JTEs as 

assistants to ALTs). Part icu larly germane to the presen t  study apart from the lhr巴巴 main stra nds is that  

of  Hiratsuka (2017). The crux 01' his s tudy was the part icipating team teachers' reflection on and for their  

teaching，  using pair  d iscussions between an ALT and a JTE. The discuss ions included st imula ted reca l l  

procedures wher巴by the participants observed key extracts from the videorecording of their team-taught 

lessons. The find i ngs suggested that th巴 slimulating pair d iscuss ions between the ALT and th巴JTE aided 

them in realizing， inspecting， and chal len邑ing their educational ph i losophies， principles， and theories. 

As can  be seen，  it is notable  tha t  pr巴vious studies of team teachers' perceptions  i n  Japan  have 

not  included pa ir  discussion procedu res betw巴enJTEs a nd between ALTs as  the  ma i n  data col lect ion 

method， let a lone given consideration to th巴 important implications of the met hod about the outcome of 

the research. Thus， my a tt empt in this study is to fi l l  the gap in the litera ture by eluc idat ing the nature 

and the contents of th巴 particular pa ir  discussions (between JTEs and between ALTs) as well  as exploring 
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the ramifications of the discussion  m e t h o d  for the resea rch results .  The guiding resea rch questions 

underpinning this study were: (a)  What are the main lhemes found in the pair discussions belween JTEs 

and between ALTs? and (b) What  are the d i fferences between the two types of discussions， if any? 

九fethodology

The participants in this study were : a male ALT， Matl， and a female JTE ， Aitani， who worked together as 

teaching parlners at Sakura High School as wel l  as a male ALT， Sam， and a female JTE ， Takahashi， who 

were team teaching at Tsubaki High School ( the names of participanls and schools are pseudonyms) . The 

schools were Japanese public senior high schools located in northern Japan.  Mat t  arrived in Japan ，  through 

the JET p rogram， four months prior to th巴 beginning 01' data col lection for this study. He was teaching at 8 

different schools and working with 17 JTEs in tota l .  Aitani had considerable teaching experience (25 years) ， 

having taught at 4 schools wilh 13 different ALTs. Sam had lived in Japan for 4 months at the lime of data 

col lection ， just lik巴 Mat t ， and was working a t  3 ditferent schools with 13 different JTEs. Takahashi had 

worked a t  4 different schools with 10 different ALTs over the course  01' her 24-year teaching career 

As part 01' a larger study (see Hiratsuka & Barkhuizen， 2015) ， the participants took part  in a practitioner 

research experience in the form of col labora tive Exploratory P raclice (EP)  (Al lwright ，  2003， 2005， 2009; 

Al lwright & Hanks， 2009; Gieve & Mil ler， 2006: Yoshida ，  lmai， Nakata， Tahjino， Takeuchi， & Tamai， 2009) . 

E P  is an inclusive，  sustaina ble practitioner research which aims not to t reat  parlicipating teachers and  

students as research subjects， sources of data ，  or  even cooperative generators 0 1'  data .  Instead，  it views 

both teachers and learners as ful l  participants in the research process and  outcome (Al lwright， 2009) . In 

the realm of E P， a l l  the participants strive to explor巴 their‘puzzles' rather than s巴巴k to solve ・problems' in 

the c1assroom by d rawing on th巴ir particular  knowledge and experience (Hanks，  2017) . The participants' 

EP endeavor continued over four months and included two types of teacher pair discussions. Th巴lïrst type 

of pair discussions was between an ALT and a JTE (i.e . ，  between Mat t  and Aitani and between Sam and 

Takahashi) . The discussions were carried out three times a t  their respective schools (see Hiratsuka，  2017) . 

On the other hand，  the second type 01' pair discussions was between ALTs and between JTEs from different 

schools (i . e . ，  between Mat t  and Sam and between Aitani and Takahashi) . These discussions were hel d  three 

tim巴s at  a neutral venue (i. e . ，  a community center， a l anguage sa te l lite center， and a renta l  space)， and this 

second type 01' pair discussions is the focus 01' this artic le .  

1 imagined that the second type of teacher pair discussions would  be  valuable to the participan ts 

for undertaking the EP endeavor at least for three reasons. Firstly， each teach巴r was expected to have a 

chance to ta lk about their experiences specifica l ly  r巴garding their status， namely， experiences as an ALT 

and as a JTE . Second ly， th巴y were encouraged to openly state feelings and opinions which they might feel  

reluctant  to revea l in fron t  of their team-teaching partner. Furthermore ， as p revious s tudies affirmed (e.g. ， 

Hiramatsu ， 2005; Hiratsuka，  2015a ;  Miyazato， 2009) ， ALTs and JTEs had had communication problems with 

thei r‘teaching partner due to the lack of the appropriate competence of their second language ( i . e . ， ALTs' 

Japanese and JTEs' English prolïci巴ncies) . lt can be therefore inferred that it is beneficia l for the ALTs to 

ta lk to each other and the JTEs to ta lk  to each other in order to exchange lheir detailed experi巴nces in their 

respective mother tongues. Within lhis particular study， therefore， 1 le t  the participants choose the languag巴

to be used (i . e . ，  either English or Japanese)， depending on the  participants' preferences. lnterestingly， the 

JTEs chose to use English for their second discussion .  Partly guided by preform巴d questions  (e .g. ，“Describe 

your experience with the  EP so far";“Please share and discuss your team-teaching experiences"; and “What 
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would you l ike to achieve in the future c lasses and i n  the remain ing  EP experience?") ， each discussion 

continued for about half  an  hour. As the three discussions for each pair  took place i n  separate rooms or  

in  d i fferent ha l lways， a lbe i t  on the same days， the i r  conversat ions were not  heard by the o ther pa ir. In 

order to avoid the s i tua t ion where the part ic ipants were unwi tt ingly intluenced， the i nteract ions were ei ther 

videotaped or audiotaped wi thout my p resence. 

r transcribed the video c1ips and audio  recordings， and translated the Japanese data i n to Engl ish， al 

th巴 research si tes. Bearing in mind the research questions， 1 analyzed the data inductively by employing 

a cont巴nt analyt ic approach which enables researchers to generate and synthesize codes， and search for 

pat terns amongst these lo formulate categori巴s (Bogdan & Biklen ，  2007) . As a consequence of this analysis， 

two main categories that characterize the contents of the teachers' pair discussions were establ ished (see 

Appendix for exampl巴s of in i t ia l  coded lranscripl pages) . They were: (日) ALTs' agenda-JTEs and (b)  .JTEs' 

agenda-Various school matters. 

Findings 

ALTs' agenda-JTEs 

Overwhelmingly， the focus of the pair d iscussions between ALTs was on .JTEs in general and their  JTEs i n  

part icular. This is qui te in triguing， given t h a t  t h e  ALTs were speci fïcal ly asked， i n  the pa ir  d iscussions as 

parl 01' the EP endeavor， to share their  EP and leam-teaching experiences and prospects (see“Methodology") . 

The find ing is also inlerest ing，  considering tha l the JTEs who s imi larly took part in  their pa i r  di scussions 

spent t ime ，  not so much on ta lk ing about the i r  ALTs 01' ALTs in general but on sharing the i r  mul t ip le  

concerns at  school (see “JTEs' agenda-Various schoo l  matters" below) . For  exa mple， during their  first pa i r  

discussion the ALTs exchanged stories about the  .ITEs they worked with (no t  those i n  this study) who ，  i n  

their  opin ion ，  fa i led l o  effic ient ly fac i l i tate communicat ion i n  t h e  c1assroom.  

Sam: There is one teacher， oh my god . . .  he somet imes doesn't understand what 1 say， so 1 have had 

lessons that  have gone perfectly in my four other c1asses， and . . .  1 ask h im to 巴xpla in something， and 

he couldn' t ，  and i t's l ike nobody can do i t ，  and we ar巴 a l l lost . . . .  It's rea l ，  real  rough 

Matt: Yes， 1 have had that lesson before. I l 's an up-h i l l  batt le a l l  the way. 

(F irst ALT Pair  Discussion) 

ln spite of the fi ndings i n  t h e  previ ous studies t h a t  m a ny ALTs and students  a p p rec ia ted t h e i r  JTEs 

performing lhe  roles of i n termedia tors as Japanese-English b i l ingua ls in the c1assroom (e .g. ， Hi ratsuka ，  

2015a; Mahoney， 2004) ，  the ALTs in th is  study noted chal lenges they encountered with some JTEs. In the 

minds of ALTs， JTEs w巴re expected to assist the progress of communicat ion for everyone in  the c1assroom 

by transla l ing Engl ish inlo Japanese， and vice v巴rsa . It seemed as though their  lessons would not proceed 

smoothly unless JTEs could act as a bridge belween ALTs and students because .JTEs were de faclo the 

only b i l inguals in the room. 

Fur t h e r m o r e ，  the ALTs d i scussed that  the i r  team-teaching schedu les  s o m e t i mes d e p e nded on 

JTEs' cha nging fee l ings. Sam commented : “wh巴ther 1 have fi rst-year c lasses 01' not  rea l ly depends on i f  

th巴 leacher [JTEI is fee l ing  l ike having me ，  so  i t  varies" (F irst ALT Pa i r  D iscussion ) .  As  a resul t  of th is 

inconsistency， Ma t l  adm i t ted t hat i t  was not  possib l e  for h i m  to remember every student 's na me. Sam 

further confessed thal  he was not i n  a posi t ion to  be able lo cr i l ique the behaviors of h is  students i n  a 
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serious manner. These token practices 01' ALTs at the m巴rcy of JTEs' discretion ，  occurred ，  more or less， 

in a l l  the schools where Sam worked， Sam explained to Matt  his experience from one of his schools : “l 

go 10 minutes to each c lass in that school . . . .  1 go to three different c1asses within each period and do 

like one 10-minute activity， so 1 basical ly teach the same， mild ly boring activity six times" (First A口、 Pair

Discussion ) .  Matt exclaimed: “Only 10 minutes! What the hell can you do in 10 minutes?" Sam continued :  

What 1 have b巴巴n doing is  1 pick news a rticles … and 1 rewrit巴 it ，  and  then we wil l  do a listening 

activity. . . .  And then，  next c lass [ do it again and next c1ass and next c lass . . .  it's very boring， very 

boring， but …ev巴rything is so st ructured there ， and you are asked to fit in whatever they IJTEsj want .  

(First ALT Pair Discussion) 

In the second pair discussion ，  Mat t  and Sam continued ta lking about JTEs. They were acutely aware of 

how hectic JTEs' lives were.  They could not help but express their surprise at  the heavy workloads of JTEs 

and voiced th巴ir concern about the lifestyle 01' JTEs: 

Sam: They IJTEs] do clubs late every day. For som巴 people， that is not as feasible . . . .  [ mean， you've 

got to  have a life outside of it， your Iife， your wife ， and your kids .  

Matt: Fathers IJTEs] have a different approach to how much time they should spend with their family 

here . . .  they are a t  school from 7 to 7…even the moms， they work such long hours. It's just intense. 

(Second ALT Pair Discussion) 

It has been acknowledged that JTEs work incredibly hard ， and their time and energy seem to be a lways 

und巴l' p ressure (e .g . ， トliramatsu， 2005; Hira tsuka ， 2015b) .  This appeared to a ffec t  the communica tion 

between the ALTs in this study and their JTEs .  The ALTs had a feeling that there was not  sufficient time 

available to them for meaningful interaction with their JTEs in order to  conduct successful team-tau邑ht

lessons. What warrants particular  at tention here is that the ALTs in fact did not know exactly what the JTEs 

were busy with and why they work巴d in such an in t巴nse manner at the expense of spending time with their 

family and friends outside of school .  The working style of the JTEs was beyond the understanding of the 

ALTs. 

[n the same discussion ，  Sam also cast doubt on the usefulness of his presence for student learning. He 

provid巴d an episode from his English club， showcasing frustration with his JTEs :  

['ve b巴en i n  English club， but w巴 meet sporadical ly. So， what i t  normally comes down to i s  w e  t a l k  01' 

we play easy games because they [JTEs] don't normal ly  inform me enough time to plan anything. For 

a few times， 1 got excited and planned assignments， they were like ， “No ， no，  no，  you can't use that" .  

1 was like， “OK. 1 wil l  d o  something else". And they were Iike， “Yeah， w e  did th巴 apple bobbing for 

Hal loween the other day. How about that?" So ， 1 got a l l  the stuff， like apples and things.  Then 1 got 

there， and they wer巴 like， ‘No one is coming today" 

(Second ALT Pair Discussion) 

Sam's feeling 01' frustration is palpable from the episode. Th巴 episode also il lustrates how， as an  assistant ，  

Sam was treated as unimporta nt by his JTEs and  c o u l d  not  effectively contribute to the E nglish learning 

01' his s tudents even if he wan ted. During the third pair discussion with Mat t ，  Iモferring to the c1assroom 
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prac l ices， Sam expressed both his gra teful  a t t i tudes towards some JTEs and  his growing d iscon tent  a t  

others in  different schools: 

Takahashi is， 1 mean，  everyone a t  Tsubaki is much differen t ，  non-trad i tiona l . . . .  She would disregard 

lwhat is in the textbookJ， but 1 know some teachers would be l i ke ，“It's in the textbook!" . . .  if they see it 

in the textbook，“Oh， today's top ic  is cloning， and we use th巴se phrases". And the whole lesson would 

be about cloning， and i t 's not useful at a l l .  

(Third ALT Pa ir  D iscussion) 

According to Sam， thus， the team-taught c1asses conducted with Takahashi and those a t  Tsubaki were more 

flexible than JTEs in other schools who tended to adhere strictly to the syl labus and textbooks. [n the third 

pair d iscussion with Sam， in effect ，  Mat t  theorized about three types of JTEs based on his experience: (a)  

JTEs who just fol low the textbook and focus only on  the grammar; (b) JTEs who completely d iverge from 

the track of the textbook and i nclude more cul tural issues; and (c) JTEs who are wil l ing  to play d iversified 

roles and i ntroduce a variety 01' activi t ies， cultura l ly-related or not .  

Hence ， the pair discussions between ALTs seemed to have prompted the ALTs i n  this study， as fel low 

members of the same ALT communi ty， to engage freely i n  d iscussions about their JTEs' w巴aknesses that 

they encountered ，  their JTEs' l i l'estyles of which they d isapproved ，  their JTEs' episodes in  which they were 

d isappointed ， and their JTEs' pedagogic characteristics about which they theorized .  This is a unique finding， 

something that might not have o therwise surfaced as part of the data if  o ther data col lection methods (e.g. ， 

pair d iscussions b巴tween an ALT and a JTE from the same school and focus group discussions among ALTs 

and JTEs) were employed (see Hiratsuka，  2014， 2017) . 

JTEs' agenda-Various schooI matters 

In contrast to the ALTs who concentrated on the topi c  of JTEs during their pa il‘d iscussions， the JTEs used 

the pair discussion opportuni ty to exchange opinions and  share experiences about mult i fac巴ted matters i n  

their schools， includi ng classroom pedagogies， team-teaching methods， their col leagues， homeroom duties， 

and committee responsibil i t ies. For instance，  the first p art of their first pair d iscussion revolved main ly  

around the use of Japanese in their lessons: 

Aitani: 1 have tried to use E nglish as much as possible in my lessons， but my a ttempts have often 

fail ed .  As soon as my students showed nega t ive a t t itudes towards my Engl ish-only  l essons， 1 got 

back to the old teaching styl日， using .Japanese as a c1utch. 1 had these experiences again and again. 

Takahashi: It takes t ime to have successful English-only 1巴ssons， doesn't  i t? 

(First JTE Pair D iscussion) 

1 would argue that this exchange would not  have happened if the JTE d iscussion partner was an ALT. 

ALTs are not  hired as educators but as language experts and oftentimes lack teaching qual ificat ions and/ 

or experiences (see CLAIR， 2020; Mahoney， 2004; Miyazato ，  2009) ; thel巴fore ， ALTs might not  be a suitable 

discussion partner， a t  least in  the eyes 01' JTEs， to bounce around ideas about certain classroom pedagogies 

that JTEs might have been unsllre of or struggling with in the Japanese language education context (e.g. ， 

Engl ish-only lessons) . In other words， the contextllal iz巴d idea exchange likely occurred because the .JTEs 

were both bi l inglla ls of .Japanese and Engl ish in their workplaces and shared similar experiences as fllIト
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t ime teachers within the Japanese educat ion system. 

Later in  their first pair discussion ， the conversa t ion shi fted to  the history and the signi ficanc巴 of team 

teaching i n  E nglish classrooms across Japan :  

Aitani: What do you think about team-taught class巴s? Should they be d i fferen t  from our usual solo 

c lasses? 

Takahashi: Wel l ，  when ALTs first came to the school ， about 10 years ago or so， 1 remember that team 

teaching was t reat巴d as something very specia l . But ， recent ly， 巴verybody employs the team-teaching 

approach， even elemen tal ly schools， right? So， i t  does not  have to be so special anymore? 

(First JTE Pair D iscussion) 

It is  probable that this 巴xchange took place because the JTE's d iscussion partner was also a JTE ， not  an 

ALT. Certa in ly， the JTEs would not  fram巴 and ask such a quest ion ( i . e . ， “Should team-taught classes be 

d i fferent from JTEs' solo c lasses?") to their ALT when they know their  ALTs have a l imited understanding 

about their  solo c lasses (see Hiratsuka，  2015b) .  lt is also noteworthy that ，  during the d iscussion ，  the JTEs 

engaged in a conversat ion on team teaching i tself， ra ther than on their teaching partner ALTs. The fact that 

they both knew that they were v巴teran JTEs in the similar  educat ional  contexts withi n  the same prefecture 

seemed imperat ive in the l ight of the part icular communicat ion th巴y had .  As a matter of fact ，  the JTEs 

spent  qui te  a long t ime in the discussion，  speaking of a part icular JTE who was working with Takahashi a t  

the t ime of the discussion:  

Takahashi: (Teαcher Mαme) worked with you before， rightつShe is a very nice teacher. 

Aitani: Yes! When she was in our school ，  she was the one who was in charge of making English lesson 

p lans. Sh巴 is very good a t  teaching E ngl ish. 

(Second JTE Pair  Discussion) 

The JTEs were therefore afforded with the i nsid巴r informat ion  and shared knowledge as the members 

of the same teacher community. lt is no sur prise that the JTEs referred 10 their  common JTE who then 

became the m剖n topic of the i r  conversat ion .  Conversely， how巴ver， it is  hard [0 envision that the JTEs 

would have done so i f  the discussion partner was an ALT because JTEs and ALTs nei ther belong to the 

same professional  communi t ies nor poss巴ss simi lar  backgrounds or knowledge a t  work. 

As the ALTs i n  this study perceived，  moreover， the JTEs were constant ly occupied with work unrelated 

to classroom Engl ish teaching， such as managing general school affa i rs， the curriculum， stud巴nt d iscipl ine ，  

and student  guidance (see "ALTs' agenda-JTEs") . The fol lowing remark made by Takahashi a t  the start 

of the third pair d iscussion between .JTEs showcased how hectic the .JTEs fel t  deal ing with non-Engl ish 

mat ters on  a d ay-to-day basis: “There are just so many things to do at this t ime 01' the y巴ar involving 

homerooms. 1 am overwhelmed ! "  (Thi rd JTE Pair  D iscussion ) .  The i r  conversa t ion  con t inued a t  l ength 

around the topic of work commi tments they had that were i rrelevan t to English teaching， such as teacher 

transfer procedures，  ori巴ntat ions for new tïrst-year studen ts， and i tems to be ordered for the new school  

year. Takahashi concluded that the job of JTEs is“qui te chaot ic" (Third JTE Pair  Discussion) .  Wi th such a 

considerable amount 01' her work being unrelated to teaching Engl ish， it was not  uncommon for Takahashi 

to forget that she was actual ly  an English language teacher:“Almost 100% of the t ime， my work focus巴s on 

students' l ives rather than thei r  English. So， 1 am glad to have had this opportuni ty lexperiencing the E P  
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projectj and r巴alize : ‘Oh Y巴ah ， 1 am an English leach巴r. That's right ! '" (Third JTE Pair Oiscussion) .  Without 

hesitation ，  therefore ， the JTEs were confessing to each o ther in their discussions their  time constraints 

and heavy workloads， thereby their communication becoming personal and reaching intimate levels. This 

candid conversation seemed to be predicated on the fact  that  they both shared the same experiences as 

ful ly-f1edged teach巴rs in th巴 Japanese public education syste m .  They were comfortable and fel t  safe in 

tel ling， and sometimes even overtly complaining， one another their chal lenging situations. 

Toward the end of their third pair discussion ，  th巴JTEs discussed the best teaching methods for t heir 

E nglish lessons back and forth in rapid-fire manner: 

Aitani: 00 you check newly introduced words first or la ter? 

Takahashi: In reading classes， later. 

Aitani: What about English 1 or English II courses? 

Takahashi: When 1 want the students to improve their reading comprehension ，  later. 

Aitani: OK， la ter. What about in writing classesつ

Takahashi: ln writing classes， 1 leave it up to my students. Howev巴r， 1 te l l  them not to use Japanese­

English dictionaries too often.  

(Third JTE Pair Oiscussion) 

Aitani  was eager to  find out the timing 01' the in troduction of  new vocabulary items to  the students ，  

according to the diff，巴rent reading and writing courses as wel l  as the purpose of the lessons. Takahashi 

had tïrm belieFs about the right ways to teach English to  their studen ts.  They appeared to be principal ly  

concerned wit h effective t巴aching behaviors tha t  they be lieved would a lways lead to  p ositive learner 

outcomes. Thus， the pair discussion opportunity s巴巴med to have served as a platform where the JTEs could 

learn new perspectives or reconfirm pre-conceived notions about teaching and learning English within their 

conlexts with  another JTE col league From a different school .  

In a similar manner to t h e  pair discussions between ALTs， the pair discussions between JTEs appear巴d

to have al lowed the JTEs， as fel low members of the JTE community， to op巴nly exchange t heir ideas and 

personal experiences， involving wide-ranging topics such as the use of Japanese in the c1assroom， the status 

of team-taught lessons vis-à-vis that  01' their solo lessons， another JTE they both knew， t heir busy schedules， 

and the best ways of leaching English for their students.  What  is especia l ly  noteworthy concerning the 

JTEs' pair discussions is the absence of conversation about their own ALTs or ALTs in genera l .  Neither 

did the JTEs' pair discussions cover th巴 topic of t巴am-teaching practices in a substantial fashion .  It may 

be therefore construed that  the nature and the content of teacher discussions are greal ly dependen t  upon 

the discussion partner-whether th巴 discussion partner is  a fel low ALT/JTE or a teall1-teaching partner 

(see トliratsuka， 2017) . Also ， the na ture and the content of teacher discussions significant ly vary， depending 

upon the data col lection method-whether the ll1ethod is pair discussion or focus group discussion (see 

Hiratsuka，  2014) . 

Discussion 

As indicated above ，  th巴 da ta suggested t h a t  the  p air discussions b巴tween ALTs a n d  b巴tween JTEs 

engendered div巴rgent pat terns of  contents， respectively， a l though the pairs were both explicitly told at 

the b egin ning of their discussions to share their teall1-teaching and research experiences durin g  t heir 
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EP endeavors. 1'0 be speciric， while th巴 ALTs' discussions  hing巴d predominant ly  on their JTEs， ranging 

from their .JTEs' lack of linguistic abilities to theil‘ JTEs' various styles 01' teaching approaches， the JTEs'  

discussions dealt  with a myriad of issues inside the school ，  including their English lessons， their teaching 

methodologies ，  and their working schedu les. However， what was conspicuous in the JTEs' pair discussions 

was the paucity of conversation about their ALTs and， to some degre巴， about their team-teaching practices 

with their ALTs. [n analyzing and interpreting the dataset of this study， my intention is not to surmise tha t 

the two typ巴s of pair discussions yield  quali ta tively differ巴n t contents a l l  the time，  0 1' ev巴n most of th巴

time， as [ am keenly awa re that mul tiple factors must com巴 into play regarding the outcomes of th巴 pair

discussions betw巴en ALTs and between JTEs， such as the discussants' age， gender， nationalit ies，  na tive/ 

non-native English speaker status ，  teaching experience， in t巴rVI巴w places， interview durations， and interview 

date/day/time， to name but a few. Nonetheless，  1 stil l consider it worthwhile to underline the sharp contrast 

between th巴 JTE discussions and the ALT discussions within the pa rticu lar  data and offer two practica l 

implications for the professional development of JTEs and ALTs. 

Firs t iy， on the on巴 ha nd ， it became t ranspa rent tha t the ALTs were not  satisfied with their JTE s '  

professional  performance at  school  and sometimes even worried about their lives i n  genera l ，  s o  much so 

that their conv巴rsation was almost exclusiv巴ly limited to their experiences with their teaching partner JTEs. 

On the other hand，  it was revealed that the .JTEs were too busy coping with an array of school  matters 

to the point where their conversation had virtual ly  nothing to do with their ALTs 01' t巴am teaching with 

their teaching partner ALTs. ln order to address thes巴 issues， ALTs should be encouraged more to make 

and mark tests ，  help paper work re la ted to English teaching and learning，  and support extracurricular 

activiti巴s， for instance，  c lub activities for their JTEs， as is stated in CLAIR (2020) (see a lso Hiratsuka，  2013) . 

Concurrent ly， JTEs could familiarize themselves with effective team-teaching practices by gaining access 

to a col lection of exemplars of team teaching in the form of video clips， audio recording， and documents 

from various contexts so as to become better t巴aching part n巴rs for ALTs and mitigate ALTs' confusion and 

frustrations (see also トlira tsuka & Okuma ，  in press) . 

Second ly， one of the most illuminating findings through this study was the fact that there was very few， 

if any， opportunity for the ALTs and the JTEs to sp巴ak to another‘comrade' from different schools .  Hence， 

the ALTs and .JTEs in the study seem巴d to be eager to speak with their discussion partner about a broad 

spectrum of， and occasional ly even controversia l ，  issues tha t they might have fel t  uncomfortable to do so 

otherwise . As 1 hoped prior to the s tudy， for the most  part ，  the ALTs and JTEs covered topics in their pair 

discussions that were relevant and unique to th巴ir positions as ALTs and JTEs， spontaneously using th巴lr

first language. 1 at tribute this resul t ，  first， to the number of discussants in the ALT discussions. That is， the 

ALT discussions involved only two ALTs as a pair， as opposed to ，  for example， the occasion at their annual  

ALT professional  conferences in which there a r巴 usua l ly more than 50 ALTs at tending workshops and 

seminars en masse a t  any given time，  thereby making it a lmost impossible for them to engage in personal 

discussions with others in order to share information about ， for example ，  their JTEs， the nitty-gritty aspects 

of their teaching practices， 0 1' their lives as ALTs as a whole .  1 also at tribut巴 the result of this study to the 

optimum 1巴vel of comfort and closeness tha t the .JTEs fel t  for each other. In other words， the JTEs were 

both fu l l-time Japanese teachers of English working for th巴 sam巴 board of educa tion in the same prefecture  

and  thus  know each other's situa tions q ui te wel l ;  ye t ，  they w巴re not  working a t  the  same school and 

perhaps did not  have to be overly sensitive or  careful  when communicating wit h one anoth巴r. The amount 

of‘professional space' they shared between them migh t hav巴 be巴n ideal for b巴IIlg op巴n and vulnerable to 

maximize the discussion opportunity. lt seems advisable ，  therefore，  that th巴 pair discussions between ALTs 
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and between JTEs be used as part of their  profess ional  dev巴lopment act ivi t ies .  This  could be i n  add i t ion to ，  

or perhaps even ins tead of， their  current ones ，  which normal ly  come jus t  i n  the form of one-day or two.day 

workshops，  orten inc luding lectures by th i rd parties ，  typ ic日l Iy un iversity professors who lack the pract ical  

knowledge and experience of team teaching i n  the c lassroom (see a lso  H i ratsuka & Barkhu ize n ，  2015) .  

Conclusion 

This s tudy put a spot l ight on a part icu lar  qual i ta tive data col lect ion method ， pa ir  discuss ions b etween ALTs 

and between JTEs，  and reported the qual i tative outcome of those d iscuss ions .  The d iscrepancy between 

the two pair d iscuss ions was apparent in that much 01' what the ALTs in this study d iscussed was associated 

wi th their JTEs' t句each

ma吋j oritげY of  the JTEsゲ， di凶scuss剖 Jon t Jme was sp巴n川1礼t ta lk ing  about  mi凶sc巴 lリ laneous concerns t出ha剖t they had aω s 

JT、Es at schoo l ，  i nc ludi川n呂 th巴 ir solo Engl iおsh lessons ，  a JTE col league ，  and 巴nd-of-theγear paper work . The 

I 巴spect ive p a i r  d i scuss ions ther巴fore i n i t ia ted the part ic ipants into conversat ions  o n  i d iosyncrat ic topics 

that were l inked t o  their profess iona l  status as ALTs and JTEs .  These fi nd i ngs a r巴 i n stark contrast  to  

those of pa ir  discuss ions be tw巴巴n an ALT and a JTE (トliratsuka ， 2017) and those of focus group d iscuss ions 

among ALTs and JTEs (H i ratsuka ， 2014) . However， th is  resu l t  was somewhat expected from the viewpoints  

of  a n ‘巴mic ' persp巴ct ive (see Anderson-Lev i t t ，  2006) and trust .  First ly， the emic perspect ive i s  the ins ider's 

P 巴 r s p e c t i v e ， o n e  t h a t  c o m e s  from w i t h i n  t h e  s a m e  c u l t u r e ，  s i t u a t i o n ， 臼 n d c i rc u m s ta n c e .  From t h i s  

perspective， i t  i s  n o t  d ifficu l t  to imagin巴 that t h e  ALTs a n d  t h e  JTEs in  t h e  d iscussions understood t h a t  they 

shared the personal and local - Iev巴1 emic percept ions as a n  ALT and a JTE with their  discuss ion partner and 

therefore were inc l ined to discuss issues immediately re la t ing  to them and their  partner. Secondly， trust 

“promotes the sharing of ideas and thoughts betw巴巴n participants as  wel l  as advancing empathy for 巴ach

other" and "needs to be bu i l t  through increasing fami l iar i ty with each other" (H i ra tsuka ， 2019， p .  114) .  Given 

that  the ALTs and JTEs had so much i n  common in  terms of their profess ional  backgrounds but  a t  the same 

t ime had no bearing on the power re lat ionship between them p rofess ional ly， as  they did not work a t  the 

same schools ，  i t  was poss ible that  there was a l ready an exi s t ing  base of the s巴nse of safety and the fee l ing 

of trust  i n  the ir  m i nds  pr ior  to the pair  d iscuss ions ，  thus  enab l i n g  the d i scuss ion to  become ever more 

fru i tfu l  and pert inent .  

F inal ly， my r巴commendat ions for future stud ies on pa ir  d iscussions perta in  part icularly to  conduct ing 

pa i r  d iscussions (a) between a n  ALT and a . JTE with extensive experiences as a pa ir  and (b) betw巴en ALTs 

and b巴tween JTEs from the same schools .  My hope is that  this  paper and others on pa ir  d iscuss ions can 

insp ire mor巴 lモsearchers and pract i t ioners to acquire a better understanding about  both the  nuances and 

complexit ies of  th巴 pa ir d iscussion methods in  part icular a n d  qual i tat ive research methods more broad ly. 
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Appendix: Examples of initial coded transcript pages 

14 Matt : 1 had a 問cent conversation wi th 日JTE who was sayin只 ahh you know // reflectively they are 

do ing somethi ng d i tferent ， I and i t  was working and ; that  i s ，  having ALTs involved i n  a pure conversation ，  

so not  scripted ，  not  from the textbook， but  jus t  conversat ion which would inevitably br ing out the grammar 

which is  used i n  the basic Engl i sh ，  so overtime (are you evacuat ing?)  ahh repet i t ive exposure to nat ive 

conversat ion and th巴n ahh /// bringing students i nto the conversat ion ，  before you were saying i n  terms of 

the act iv i ty you've done，  there should be th ings that  are relevant ，  us ing  language that  i s  i nterest ing  and 

l i kely to come up i f  they (are just  to be used) ∞mmunicate ，  so i f  you are  to actual ly ta lk  about whether 

they are i n terested ahh you know just a very loose of  i mprovisa t ion  and then certa in ly  a quite qu i te  

p rogressive idea part icularly i n  th i s  country. 

15 Sam: Yeah 1 mean 1 think you would be more likely to remember word when you are speaking more 

than when you are using f1ash cards ten t imes  (yeah)  that ' s  som巴thing something more re levant  is 

soll1ething you will 1l10re likely to rell1ember (yeah) and and I especially whe_n you_get like， and Takahashi is 

lus t  jus t  s h e  is ll1uch， 1 mean， all everyone at Tsubaki much different， norトtraditional 1 guess 1 would say， so 

she would she would take like that and b巴 like disre日ard， but 1 know some teachers would be  like "It 's  in 

the textbook! "  so they would be like if they see it in the textbook， “Oh， today's clonin只 and we use these 

p hrases" ，  a n d  t h e  whole  lesson would be  about c10ning and it's not useful at all. l 

16 M :  I Yeah most teachers a h h  if 1 t h i n k  about  i t ，  /// there a re t h ree sort  of ca tegories of  1 could  pu t 

teachers' / / a t t i tudes i n to and one is ius t  fo l lowing textbook (yeah ius t ) ，  iust  only us ing the grammar i n  the 

textbook， only you know everyt h i ng in the textbook， ll1aybe s l igh tly original  but  st i l l  re l ies  on exactly what 's 

l n  the textbook because 1 gu巴ss i t ' s  easy to  fol low the textbook and at  the  end of the day， that 's  what's 

Ronna be tested for their en t rance exa ll1S ，  (uh huh)  you know and i t 's  part  of ，  / that 's  col lect ion 01' i s sues 

which force SOIl1巴 teach in只 and ll1e t hodolo只ies ， and t h e n  y o u  h a v e  g o t  others who use my presence or 

ALTs' pres巴nce t o  completely diver只e froll1 that  track and take on more 01' a cul tural  expert ise we can just ，  

ta lk  more about  cu l tura l  s t u fl‘ // which i s  more for their  i n for ll1 a t i o n ，  no t  rea l ly， t hey are exposed to 

language but not rea l ly  learnin只 lan且ua且e ， J 'm not  teaching them En只l i sh ， not expose the ll1 to Engl i sh but 

cul tura l  s tu ff and then you've got ahh teachers who are wi l l ing  to run with the role ，  do some ro le  you know 

let me in t roduce act ivit ies or ideas that are re levant to the grammar but can be about anyth ing .  1 
(Third ALT Pair  D iscuss ion ，  p .  3) 

1 68 Takahashi: Oh you? You wi l l  be  in  charge of  th ird 只rades next? ( あ ー 自 分が ? 3 年生 、 次 ? ) 1 

| 69 Aitani: Wel l ，  fi rs t 只rade . ( え 、 l 年部です。 ) 1 

1 70 T: Oh fi rst grade? Oh next .  ( l  was to ld  to be  i n  char且巴 01' n削 且ra ders) O h  a l ready (5) Wh巴n is the 

offic ia l  announ四mentつ ( あ ー l 年部 つ あ 、 次。 ( 次 l 年音11 と 言 わ れ) あ 、 も う (5 ) 校 内 人事 は 正式 な 発表は 。 ) 1 

| 7 1 A: The offic ia l  a nnouncemenl is 21“ . ( 正式 な 発表 は 21 . ) 1 
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| 72 T : Oh that 's early! l t ' s  26' 1 1  a t  my schoo l !  lt 's better to  be announced ea rly. ( あ 、 早 い l う ち 26 だ よ 1 早 い 方 が

豆司

| 73 A: ln i t ia l ly， they were sayi ng that，  t hen many people had complained ( lhat 's  good) and i t  was decided 

that the teachers for 1 "  graders will be announced a fter the inner announcement  ( for  preparat ion，  1 see you 

Wi l l  be in cha rge of  1 s1 日raders then)  Yes .  Yea h ，  w巴 have to s lart orderin只 calcula tors and stuff; otherwise ，  i t  

Wi l l  be too late.  ( 最 初 そ う 言 っ て た ん で す け ど 、 ほ う ぼ う か ら ぶ ー ぶ 一 言 わ れ て ( そ れ い い ) で 、 19 に あ の 、 新一年部 ( 内 示 )

内 示 の 後 に l 年 部 だ け は 、 発表 ( 準 備 あ る か ら ? で も l 年 部 な ん だ) そ う な ん です 。 う ん 、 何か電卓や ら 何や ら 早 め に 注文 し て お か

な い と 間 に 合 わ な く な る か ら 。 ) I 

| 74 T : Wil l  there be an orientat ion? ( オ リ エ ン テ ー シ ョ ン も あ る の ワ) I 

| 75 A: Yes ，  there is one on the 28'11 • ( オ リ エ ン テ ー シ ョ ン 、 は い 。 280 ) I 

i 76 T: Those in cha開 01' 1" 只raders are qu i te  busy at fi rst eh? Things ωn get quite chaotic.  1 see. ( 1 年生最

初 大 変 だ も ん な あ あ 、 ど た ばた どた ばた ど た ばた と 。 そ っ か あ 。 ) I 

77 A: Yeah so in thal  s巴ns巴， 1 fee l  that  1 had a meanin邑fu l explora t ion  now， yea h .  (4) What aboul you，  

Takahashi  sensei? You have been always，  1 mean ，  you have been a lways // s ince you had the turn ing.poin l  

01' your  career. ( だ か ら そ う い う 意 味 で は 良 い探検が で き た な と 。 思 っ て い ま す 。 (4) う ん 、 で も 高 橋先生 は ず っ

と そ の 前 か ら 、 そ の 、 、 、 転機が訪 れ た 時 か ら 。 )

78 T: Turning-poinl ，  (school name)  yeah， 1 becam巴 enthusiastic and yeah also 1 fee l  l ike 1 am rather 

focusin g  on th巴 students， work related lo homerooms and stuff. 1 Almost 100% of the time， my work Locuses 

on studenls' lives rather than their E nglish. So， 1 am glad to have had lhis opportunity and realize_: “ Oh 

Yeah， 1 am an En只lish leacher. That's right!" I (転機 、 (学校 名 ) ね 。 で 、 夢 中 な っ て 、 | で も 立場 的 に も 、 英語の教師

っ て 言 う 感 じ よ り も 、 、 う ん 、 や っ ぱ り 学年 の こ と 、 と か の 方 が普段 、 ほ ぽ 100% な の で 、 だか ら 、 ま あ こ う い う 機会があ っ て よ か っ

た か な あ っ て 、 は は は 、 あ ! イ ン グ リ y シ ュ テ ィ ー チ ャ ー だ ! っ て (笑) 0 ) I 

(Th i rd JTE Pair‘ Discuss ion，  p. 1 1 ) 
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