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Kenneth Williams

This study presents an overview of research devoted to foreign language
learning anxiety and then examines in detail the reactions reported
by Japanese university students to an anxiety-provoking situations in
English-as-a-foreign language (EFL) classes. Questionnaire data was
obtained from 243 Japanese learners in conversational English classes
at 31 four-year universities in Japan. The following research questions
are addressed: (1) What are the physical, emotional, expressive, and
verbal reactions to the anxiety-provoking situation? (2) What are the
characteristics of anxiety in terms of occurrence, duration, intensity,
expectation, and degree of hindrance? (3) What is the relationship
between anxiety and pair and small group work? Overall, the findings
indicate that some degree of anxiety affected 75% of the learners and
that the debilitating aspects of anxiety strongly hindered about 11% of
them. Other findings include significant differences between male-female

and high-low perceived ability groups on several dependent variables.

Introduction

A growing body of research stretching from the mid-1970s onward indicates
that communication anxiety commonly affects many foreign language learners.
Because anxiety can hinder performance and achievement, classroom anxiety is
a topic deserving of continuing investigation. Early research focused mainly on
students studying foreign languages in the United States and Canada, but studies
of Asian and other learners have been increasing in recent years. The present study
provides a summary of research devoted to foreign language learning anxiety and
then examines in detail the physical, emotional, expressive, and verbal reactions of

Japanese university students to anxiety-provoking situations in an English-as-a-
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foreign language (EFL) classes.

Literature Review

Brown (1973), Chastain (1975), and Scovel (1978) were among the
earliest researchers to recognize the important and distinct role that anxiety
played among the many variables that affect foreign language learning.
Foreign language anxiety research during the 1970s, however, was relatively
sparse and presented mixed results. During the 1980s, foreign language
anxiety research continued to grow (e.g., Bailey, 1983; Horwitz, 1986; Lucas,
1984; Young, 1986), and it was during this period that one study (Horwitz,
Horwitz, and Cope, 1986) proposed that foreign language anxiety was
distinct from other anxieties. Subsequently, research grew considerably with
the publication in 1991 of Horwitz and Young’s Language Anxiety: From Theory to
Research to Classroom Applications and the work of Aida (1994), MacIntyre and
Gardner (e.g., 1991a, 1991b, 1991c, 1994a, 1994b), Phillips (1992), Saito and Samimy
(1996), and Williams (1991) among many others. Foreign language anxiety is now
generally recognized as an area of study related to but distinct from anxiety studies in

general. Reviews of this research can be found in Horwitz (2001) and MacIntyre (1999).

Types of anxiety

There are many types of anxiety. Not all of them are particular to foreign
language learning, but many of them have been discussed in the foreign language
learning literature. These anxieties can be described in different ways and grouped
into several categories, which overlap to a certain degree. First of all in general terms
is the distinction between trait anxiety, which is the tendency of a person to be nervous
or feel tension regardless of the particular circumstances, and state (situational)
anxiety, which is nervousness or tension at a particular moment in response to some
outside stimulus (MacIntyre and Gardner, 1989). One type of situational anxiety, for
example, 1s communication anxiety, which may occur when people interact verbally
(Daly, 1991). Another type is fear of negative evaluation, which may be present when
people worry about what others think of them (Horwitz, Horwitz, and Cope, 1986).

Classroom anxiety

In classrooms, a number of other anxieties may be observed. Learners may feel
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cognitive tension when their expectations about the content and organization of a
course are not met, and affective tension when there is unsatisfactory interaction
with other learners or the instructor (Spielmann and Radnofsky, 2001). Other
classroom anxieties are test anxiety, which is fear of poor performance on tests
(Horwitz, Horwitz, and Cope, 1986), and specific subject or task anxieties such as
the nervousness and tension associated with grammar, listening, public speaking,
reading, and writing (e.g., Arnold, 2000; Cheng, Horwitz, and Schallert, 1999;
Matsuda and Gobel, 2001; Oh, 1992; Saito, Horwitz, and Garza, 1999; Sellers, 2000;
VanPatten and Glass, 1999; Vogely, 1998; Young 1990).

Causes of foreign language learning anxiety

The causes of foreign language learning anxiety have been a major focus of
research. One area of research has examined situational variables, for example, course
activities, course level, course organization, and instructor behavior (Jackson, 2002;
Oh, 1992; Oxford, 1999a; Powell, 1991; Samimy, 1989; Spielmann and Radnofsky,
2001; Young, 1991). Another area of research has investigated learner variables
such as ability, age, beliefs, gender, learning styles, and personality factors among
others (e.g., Bailey, Daley, and Onwuegbuzie, 1999; Brown, Robson, and Rosenkjar,
1996; Campbell, 1999; Dewaele, 2002; Ehrman and Oxford, 1995; Gardner, Day,
and MacIntyre, 1992; Gardner, Smythe, and Brunet, 1977; Gregersen and Horwitz,
2002; Oxford, 1999b). In contrast, some researchers have argued that it is not anxiety
or other affective factors that are the problem, but rather it is the native language
ability and language learning aptitude of the learner that need to be considered (e.g.,
Sparks and Ganschow, 1991; Ganschow Javorsky, Sparks, Skinner, Anderson, and
Patton, 1994).

Characteristics of foreign language learning anxiety

Although anxiety can be observed in both foreign language and other classes, the
research suggests that there are particular characteristics of formal foreign language
learning that hold the potential for provoking anxiety in learners who in other
learning situations would not experience it. For example, formal foreign language
anxiety has been attributed to the inability to present one’s ideas and opinions as well
as one can in the target language, which can undermine self-esteem and threaten
one’s self-image (e.g., Horwitiz, Horwitz, and Cope, 1986). In addition, the inability

to pronounce words correctly or use correct grammar can lead to negative evaluation
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by others, and the inability to comprehend spoken and written input, including
instructions, can lead to confusion and embarrassment about how to respond or
act. These types of anxiety contribute to making formal foreign language learning a
particular at-risk experience for many learners (Horwitz and Young, 1991; Horwitz,
2001; Young, 1999).

Effects of foreign language learning anxiety

Foreign language learning anxiety has been associated with a large number of
negative outcomes that can be classified as physical, psychological, or social (e.g.,
Bailey, Daley, Onwuegbuzie, 1999; Oxford 1999a). Physical symptoms can include,
for example, rapid heartbeat, muscle tension, dry mouth, and excessive perspiration.
Psychological symptoms can include embarrassment, feelings of helplessness, fear,
going blank, and poor memory recall and retention among others. Negative social
behavior may be manifested in such ways as inappropriate silence, unwillingness to
participate, absenteeism, and withdrawal from the course. These effects can lead to
poor performance and low achievement. Research suggests that for many learners,
success and perseverance in foreign language learning to a large extent depends both
on the teacher’s ability to minimize the debilitating effects of classroom anxiety and
the learners’ ability to cope with the anxiety that cannot be prevented or avoided (e.g.,
Young, 1999).

In contrast to this debilitative anxiety, there is indication that a certain degree
of anxiety may be beneficial to some learners (Scovel, 1978). Usually referred to as
facilitative anxiety, it has been credited with motivating learners to study harder and
make stronger efforts to perform better on classroom tasks. There remains, however,
disagreement as to whether this emotional state is really anxiety, and terms such as
attention, alertness, or arousal may be more accurate. Although some research has
found in a few cases that high anxiety is associated with positive outcomes mainly
high tests scores (e.g., Brown, Robson, and Rosenkjar, 1994) the predominance of the
evidence supports the debilitating effect, especially for speaking activities. Williams
(2008), however, has questioned the validity of the initial research by Yerkes and

Dobson, done in 1908, upon which the assumptions of facilitative anxiety are based.

Studies of Asian Learners
Since the early 2000s, there have been a growing number of studies of Japanese

and other Asian learners. Jackson (2002) in an ethnographic study of 168 Chinese
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students in English-medium business classes at a university in Hong Kong found
that a combination of anxiety, cultural, and personal factors contributed to the lack
of participation in discussions. In a study of 272 first-and second-year Japanese
university students in Japan, Caprio (1987) found negative reactions to being called
on in class and speaking English. Females reacted more negatively than males to
calls for class participation, perhaps attributable to cultural factors in conjunction
with their minority status in the groups studied. Hashimoto’s (2002) study of 56
Japanese students at a university in the United States found that anxiety exerted a
strong influence on perceived competence and negatively affected their willingness to
communicate.

There have been several other studies of Japanese learners and classroom
anxiety. Tajima (2002) found in a study of 84 Japanese university students that
differences in anxiety levels between English majors and non-majors, and students
whose previous experiences included having native-speaking friends, traveling
abroad, and passing standardized achievement tests. Anxiety was mainly related fear
of negative evaluation while speaking in front of others. The results of Yamashiro and
McLaughlin’s (2001) study of 220 Japanese junior college and university students
suggested that higher levels of anxiety tend to indicate lower levels of proficiency.
The data also suggested that a higher level of motivation might lead to a higher level
of anxiety, which in turn may lead to a lower level of proficiency. Kondo and Yang
(2003) found in their study of 148 university students in Japan that classroom anxiety
was associated with three main factors: low proficiency, fear of negative evaluation
by classmates, and speaking activities. In a study of first-year Japanese junior high
school students (n =148), Takada (2003) found that anxiety levels and motivation were
unrelated to previous English language study in elementary school. Burden (2004)
replicated the study of Horwitz, Horwitz, and Cope (1991) and found that about half
of the Japanese students (n = 289) in the university conversation classes he studied
suffered from some level of anxiety. In contrast to other studies of Japanese learners,
Brown, Robson, and Rosenkjar (2001) found that Japanese university students (n =
320) who had higher scores on a cloze test tended to have high anxiety scores on the
FLCAS (Horwitz, Horwitz, and Cope, 1986).

Cross-Cultural Comparisons
Related research in the area of Japanese-American cross-cultural psychology

has found that culturally based differences of the definition and interpretation of
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emotions can be identified. In one study of interest (Imada, 1989), the purpose was to
define the Japanese equivalents of anxiety (fu-an), fear (kyo-fu), and depression (yu-
utsu). Imada found that Americans students referred directly to physical senses as
experiences of anxiety, but this tendency was weaker among the Japanese students.
Another finding was that when asked to write about specific anxiety situations they
had experienced, American university students tended to link the experience of
anxiety with not being able to attain the goals they were actively pursuing in contrast
to Japanese students who often perceived the experience of fu-an (anxiety) as being “an
uneasy expectancy of losing peace and comfort they have already attained” (p. 16).
The Japanese students judged the Japanese experience of fu-an as being, among other
things, weaker, ambiguous, and more inactive in contrast to the American students’
experience of anxiety as being stronger, more active, and more focused.

In a study of communication apprehension, Ishii, Cambra, and Klopf (1978)
compared anxiety levels of Japanese and American college students. Seven hundred
Japanese students and 727 University of Hawaii students were given the Personal
Report of Communication Apprehension for College Students (PRCA-College) in their
native language. The results indicated that Japanese scored higher than average
on 75% of the PRCA-College items, suggesting perhaps that the Japanese students
viewed themselves as significantly more apprehensive than confident. When compared
with the American students, the Japanese students were more apprehensive.

In a cross-cultural study of university students, Matsumoto, Kudoh, Scherer, and
Wallbott (1988) used seven separate questionnaires with closed-ended alternatives
as a way to evaluate the emotional responses of joy, fear, anger, sadness, disgust,
shame, and guilt between Japanese and Americans. Specifically, the goal of this study
was to evaluate four aspects of the emotional process: “(1) the ecology of emotional
experience; (2) the regulation and control of emotion; (3) the subjective evaluation of
emotion-eliciting events; and (4) the verbal, nonverbal, and physiological reactions” (p.
271). Culture was used as a between-subjects factor and emotion as a within-subject
factor. Their results are very rich and not all of them will be presented here. However,
a number do stand out and should be considered significant. The American subjects
reported experiencing emotions more intensely and for a longer period of time than
the Japanese subjects. They also tended to attribute the cause of the event to other
people, whereas the Japanese subjects tended to attribute it to chance or life. There
were noteworthy differences in the cultures response to fear (anxiety), anger, disgust

shame, and guilt. Most significant was more Japanese than Americans believed
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that in the situations mentioned no action was necessary. Matsumoto et al. (1988)
hypothesize that “this finding is consistent with the findings about attribution of
responsibility for the event: if one is reluctant to make an attribution of responsibility,
or attributes responsibility to other forces, then one’s coping ability is limited, and 1s

reflected in the belief that no action is necessary” (p. 279).

Research Questions

The aim of the present study is not to replicate the study of Matsumoto et al.
(1988) but to contribute new information on foreign language learning anxiety in
Japanese learners by applying a modified version of their questionnaire to the EFL
classroom. Specifically, the present study examines the following questions: (1) What
is the relationship between anxiety and pair and small group work? (2) What are the
characteristics of anxiety in terms of occurrence, duration, intensity, expectation, and
degree of hindrance? (3) What are the physical, emotional, expressive, and verbal

reactions to the anxiety-provoking situation?

Method

Participants

The participants in this study were non-English majors students at six
universities in Japan enrolled in first- and second-year conversational English courses
taught by native speakers of English.' Class sizes ranged from 20 to 30 students. Ages
of the students ranged from 18 to 21. There were 132 males and 111 females.

Questionnaire

The questionnaire used in this project was adapted for the Japanese foreign
language learning context from the one Matsumoto et al. (1988) used to compare
differences in emotional responses between Japanese and Americans. The first
adaptation, written in English, was reviewed by several knowledgeable colleagues
for evaluation of its overall structure and to see if the individual questions fit the
desired goals for each section and the instrument as a whole. After this review, the

questionnaire was revised and reviewed a second time as above. Revisions were again

1. This pool of participants was the same as the one used in Williams and Andrade, 2008.
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made. Next, the questionnaire was translated into Japanese, and colleagues who were
native Japanese speakers undertook the same review. Further revisions were made.
The final version consisted of 12 items in the form of Likert scales and multiple-choice
questions.

The Japanese version of the questionnaire was piloted on a target group of
50 first- and second-year university students in conversational English classes in
Japan. In addition, randomly selected students were asked to give their views on the
questionnaire regarding any difficulty in understanding instructions or other sections
that were unclear or ambiguous. Revisions were made from this feedback. The
final version was back translated to check for accuracy. The English version of the

questionnaire items appears in the Appendix.

Procedure

The questionnaire was administered in 31 classes during class time midway
through the first semester by six instructors. The students were informed that the
survey would gather information about how they felt concerning various activities in
their conversational English language class and would have no effect on their grade.
They were asked to read each statement carefully and reflect on their experience
before marking their response. The questionnaire was anonymous and did not reveal

any information that could be used to identify individual students.

Data Analysis

From any initial pool of 780 questionnaires, one-third (260) of the original
total were randomly selected for processing. After incomplete questionnaires
were eliminated, 243 remained for analysis. Based on gender and the students’
self-perceived ability level, the questionnaire data was divided into nine groups
for analysis: (1) all students, (2) males only, (3) females only, (4) high ability, (5)
low ability, (6) high males, (7) high females, (8) low males, and (9) low females.
High ability students were considered to be those who rated themselves as above
average in English ability (marking ranks 6-8 on the scale), and low English ability
students were those who rate themselves as below average (marking ranks 1-3
on the scale). These ratings indicated the participants perceived ability level not
their actual level. Objective measures of learner ability were not available to us.

The descriptive statistics for the nine groups for the variables of pair (PRW) and
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group work (GRW), occurrence (OCC), duration (DUR), intensity (INT), expectation
(EXP), hindrance (HIN), and perceived ability (ABL) appear in Tables 1, 2, and 3.
MANOVA and post hoc Scheffé tests were performed to determine any significant
differences between the groups that could be attributed to perceived ability or gender.
Significant differences among the groups appear in Table 4. Pearson product-moment
correlations were calculated to find the degree of relationships between perceived
ability and gender on the following variables: pair work, group work, occurrence,
duration, intensity, expectation, and degree of hindrance. Descriptive statistics for

physical, emotional, expressive, and verbal reactions appear in Table 5.

Results

Perceived ability level and gender

The results for the participants as a whole appear in Table 1, and the break
down by gender and perceived ability level appears in Tables 2, 3, and 4. The lowest
group (rankings 1-3) and the highest group (rankings 6-8) accounted for 60.91% and
8.23% respectively (1=poor, 8=excellent). Among the male students, 9.09% ranked
themselves as high ability (rankings 6-8) and 65.91% as low ability (rankings 1-3).
Among the female students, 7.21% ranked themselves as high and 54.95% ranked
themselves as low. There were no significant differences between males and females
in their perceived ability levels.

Previous research suggests that higher ability learners tend to underestimate
their ability and lower ability learners tend to overestimate it (MacIntyre, Noels,
and Clement, 1997). On the other hand, other studies have found that low perceived
ability is associated with low achievement (e.g., Bailey, Onwuegbuzie, Daly, 2000;
Kitano, 2001). If perceived ability does, indeed, work in these ways, then the overall
actual ability level of students in this study may be higher than the data suggest.
How perceived ability and gender are related to the other variables in this study is

discussed below.

Pair and group work

Pair and small group work are believed to contribute to a low-anxiety
classroom situation (e.g., Koch and Terrell, 1991; Price, 1999; Young, 1999).
These two items asked to what extent the students participated actively when

engaged in these activities. There were significant differences for nearly all
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groups (Table 4), with females and lower ability students actively participating
more in pairs or small groups than in a whole class situation. Same-gender
comparisons, however, showed that high females participated more than
low females. The difference between high males and high females was not
significant, although the high females participated more. A strong correlation
(r = .716) was found between pair and group work, suggesting that teachers who use
these activities tend to use both in their classes. No correlations were found, however,
between pair or small group work and the variables hindering, intensity, and duration
of anxiety. The anxiety-provoking situations that the students described may or may

not have occurred during these activities.

Occurrence of the situation

Reports of when the anxiety-provoking situation occurred varied widely. Only
18.52% reported a recent occurrence (a few days ago) or weeks ago (32.10%) in
contrast to nearly half of the students (49.38%) who reported an incident happening
months or years ago. There were no significant differences attributable to gender or
perceived ability among the groups and no Pearson correlations exceeding r >.30 or r
< -.30 between occurrence and the other variables, suggesting that these items were
not strongly related. These findings are difficult to interpret because we do not know
why the students reported the particular situation that they did. It could be the case
that the students chose the strongest anxiety-provoking situation in their experience,
or perhaps they chose one that was the easiest to recall. If hindering anxiety were a
major factor in the classroom environment of a majority of these students, we suspect
there would be more reports of recent anxiety-provoking situations. Nevertheless,
with half of the students reporting cases that occurred within a few weeks or days of

the study, it is clear that classroom anxiety is still a problem.

Duration and intensity

For 80.25% of the students, the anxiety lasted only a few minutes, and anxiety
that lasted for several hours or more than one day affected only 7% of the students.
There were no significant differences in duration among any of the groups. A weak
to low-moderate intensity of anxiety (rankings 1-4) was reported by 59.26% of the
students in contrast to 40.74% who reported a high-moderate to high intensity
(rankings 5-8 in Table 2). About 8% of the students (rankings 7-8) were strongly
affected, and 9% of the students reported no anxiety. These data suggest that a
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negative emotional impact was not a problem for many of the students, but was
potentially a serious problem for some. For females, the experience was slightly
more intense than for males in general (p < .001). Specifically, low females reported
more intense anxiety than low males (p < .05). These results contrast with those of
Campbell (1999), who found the males in her study to be more anxious, and they are
similar to those of Caprio (1986) and Pappamihiel (2001).

Expectation

About half of the students (49.79%) expected an anxiety-provoking situation
(rankings 5-8 in Table 2). We conjecture that based on their previous experiences
in foreign language learning, many students may be coming to the classroom
mentally prepared to experience some type of anxiety. This expectation may explain
to some degree why the majority of students do not feel an intense, persistent,
hindering anxiety that affects a small minority. There were no significant differences
attributable to gender or perceived ability except for low females, who were more
likely to expect anxiety than low males (p < .05). There were no correlations between

expectation and the other variables.

Hindrance

About 25% of the students indicated that anxiety hindered their English
learning (rankings 5-8 in Table 2), and a high degree of hindering affected 11% of the
students (rankings 6-8). There were significant differences between the high and low
ability groups in general (p < .05) and between the high and low females specifically
(p < .05). The difference between low males and low females was also significant at
p < .05. Those students with higher perceived ability were less hindered than those
with lower perceived ability, a finding consistent with the results of other studies (e.g.,

Horwitz, Horwitz, and Cope, 1986).

Physical and emotional reactions

The most common physical reactions (Table 5) were faster heartbeat (67.49%),
feeling hot or burning cheeks (51.85%), perspiring (34.57%), and a lump in the
throat (23.05%). The most common emotional reactions were having the mind go
blank (42.35%) and inability to concentrate (27.05%). It is easy to see how these
emotional reactions could relate to many of the anxiety-provoking situations reported

in Williams and Andrade (2008), for example, remaining silent and not responding
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quickly.

Expressive and verbal reactions

Anxiety associated with verbal and expressive reactions (output and mental
planning rather than input) combined with fear of negative evaluation and loss of self-
esteem accounted for the majority of the anxiety-provoking situations (Williams and
Andrade, 2008). The most common expressive reactions cited (Table 5) were smiling
or laughing (29.22%) and changes in the voice (23.05%). The open-ended category
of “other reactions” (23.05%) included comments about using broken English,
simplifying what one wanted to say and sounding childish, and making grammatical
and pronunciation mistakes. We speculate that smiling to mask one’s true feelings
is a characteristic of Japanese non-verbal communication (the so-called “Japanese
smile”) and that accordingly such behavior would be an expected response to intense
classroom anxiety in Japan. Concerning verbal reactions, speech disturbances
(hesitation, mispronunciation, etc.) accounted for 59.26% of the verbal reactions,
followed by speaking in short phrases (47.74%), shortening one’s comments to one
or two sentences (34.57%), and silence (24.69%). In an oral performance course, such

behavior would likely contribute to a lower final grade.

Conclusion

Overall, about 75% of the students in this study were weakly to strongly affected
by anxiety to some degree. The debilitating effects did not last long for the majority
but did strongly hinder about 11%. Other findings include significant differences
between male-female and high-low perceived ability groups on a number of variables,
especially between the low-males and low-females. The physical, emotional,
expressive, and verbal symptoms of anxiety were similar to those reported in studies
of non-Japanese students. One finding to bear in mind is that many students enter
their university EFL classes expecting to experience an anxiety-provoking situation
and that anxiety is likely to significantly hinder the performance of some students.
Foreign language learning anxiety is not something to be ignored or considered
a problem for the students to deal with on their own. To optimize learning for all
learners, teachers should be aware of anxiety-provoking situations and take steps
to minimize their negative impact. In addition, learners would benefit from being

taught how to cope with these situations in a positive way. To this end, approaches
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recommended in Young (1999), Campbell and Ortiz (1991), Crookall and Reitzel (1991),
Foss and Reitzel (1988), McCoy (1979), and Vande Berge (1993) may be good places
to start, and further research on the actual effectiveness of these approaches in a
diversity of classroom settings would make a positive contribution to foreign language
learning anxiety research.

One limitation of this study was that the students rated themselves after the
anxiety situation, not before. Their self-ratings may reflect their experiences in the
course, not the attitude they began the course with. Those who experienced strong
anxiety may have rated themselves lower because of that anxiety. Thus, we cannot
show that their perceived ability level had a causal role in their experience of anxiety.

In fact, it may have been a result of those anxiety situations.
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Appendix

Questionnaire Items

1.

During this English course, how often did you actively practice English in pairs
with another student?

Never 1 2 3 45 6 7 8 Always

During this English course, how often did you actively practice English in a small
group with other students?
Never 1 2 3 45 6 7 8 Always

When did an anxiety-provoking event happen to you in an English class?

1. A few days ago 2. Weeks ago 3. Months ago 4. Years ago

How long did you feel this anxiety?

1. A few minutes 2. An hour 3. Several hours 4. One day or more

How intense was this anxiety?

Notintense 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Very intense
Think back to the situation that caused your anxiety. Did you expect this
situation to occur?

Notatall 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Very much

Did this anxiety hinder or help your English learning?
It helped 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 It hindered.

How would you evaluate your English ability at the time this event happened?
Poor 12 3 45 6 7 8 Excellent
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Below is a list of reactions that often occur in anxiety-provoking situations. Check the

ones you experienced during the event above.

9. Bodily reactions

1. Lump in throat 7. ____ Heart beating faster

2. ____ Change in breathing 8. ___ Muscles tensing, trembling
3.____ Stomach troubles 9. ___ Muscles relaxing, restful

4. ____ Feeling cold, shivering 10. ____ Perspiring

5. Feeling warm, pleasant 11. ___ Other symptoms

6. Feeling hot, cheeks burning 12. Do not remember

10. Emotional reactions

1. Mind went blank

2. Had many unwanted thoughts
3.___ Could not concentrate

4. Other emotional reaction
5.__ Do not remember

11. Expressive reactions

1. Laughing, smiling 7. ___ Abrupt bodily movements

2.__ Crying, sobbing 8. __ Moving towards people or things

3.__ Other changes in facial 9. _ Withdrawing from people or things
expression

4. Screaming, yelling 10. __ Moving against people or things aggressively

5.___ Other changes in voice 11.____ Other expressive reactions

6. Changes in gesturing 12.___ Do not remember

12. Verbal reactions in English

1.  Silence 6. __ Speech disturbances
2. Short utterances 7. ___ Speech tempo changes
3. One or two sentences 8. __ Other verbal reactions
4. Lengthy (What were they?)
5.__ Speech-melody change 9. __ Do not remember
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Table 1. Response frequencies and percentages for the questionnaire items'

Scale® PRW GRW OCC DUR INT EXP HIN ABL

1 38 54 45 195 24 43 90 52
15.64 22.22 18.52 80.25 9.88 17.70 37.04 21.40
2 28 36 78 31 33 17 28 51
11.52 14.81 32.10 12.76 13.58 7.00 11.52 20.99
3 27 25 50 9 44 27 30 45
11.11 10.29 20.58 3.70 18.11 11.11 12.35 18.35
4 28 30 70 8 43 34 35 43
12.35 28.81 3.29 17.70 13.99 14.40 17.70 11.52
5 30 21 -- -- 40 45 33 32
12.35 8.64 -- -- 16.46 18.52 13.58 13.17
6 34 26 -- -- 39 34 18 11
13.99 10.70 -- -- 16.05 13.99 7.41 4.53
7 17 14 -- -- 9 20 6 6
7.00 5.76 -- -- 3.70 8.23 2.47 2.47
8 41 37 -- -- 11 23 3 3
16.87 15.23 -- -- 4.53 9.47 1.23 1.23
Totals 243 243 243 243 243 243 243 243
100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
M 4.52 4.04 2.60 1.31 4.07 4.34 2.96 3.11
SD 2.37 2.49 1.09 0.70 1.83 2.21 1.92 1.69

. Top figures are frequency and bottom figures are percentages (rounded).

. PRW = pair work (item 1), GRW = group work (item 2), OCC = occurrence (item 3), DUR =

duration (item 4), INT = intensity (item 5), EXP = expectation (item 6), HIN = hindrance (item 7) ,

ABL = perceived ability level (item 8)



Melvin Andrade & Kenneth Williams

Table 2. Means and standard deviations for the questionnaire items

All Male Fem HA LA HM HF LM LF

n 243 132 111 20 148 12 8 87 61
Pair work (Item 1)

M 4.52  4.08 4.95 6.15 4.25 5.17 7.12 3.70  4.80

SD 2.37  2.39 2.35 1.79 2.35 2.44 1.13 2.41 2.28
Group work (Item 2)

M 4.04  3.77 4.31 5.53 4.03 4.67 6.38 3.61 4.44

SD 2.49  2.40 2.57 2.52 2.58 2.77 2.26 2.65  2.50
Occurrence (Item 3)

M 2.60  2.52 2.68 2.75 2.59 2.75 2.75 2.53 2.64

SD 1.09 1.13 1.04 1.29 1.01 1.42 1.16 1.09 0.93
Duration (Item 4)

M 1.31  1.29 1.32 1.13 1.36 1.25 1.00 1.32 1.39

SD 0.70  0.68 0.71 0.44 0.70 0.87 0.00 0.69 0.71
Intensity (Item 5)

M 4.07  3.67 4.46 3.80 4.29 3.34 4.25 3.83 4.74

SD 1.83  1.80 1.86 2.40 1.78 2.19 2.60 1.73 1.82
Expectation (Item 6)

M 4.34 4.08 4.59 4.15 4.40 3.42 4.88 4.02  4.77

SD 221  2.20 2.22 2.60 2.21 1.88 3.31 2.24 217
Hinder (Item 7)

M 2.96 2.78 3.14 2.00 3.20 2.50 1.50 2.78  3.61

SD 1.92 1.79 2.04 1.57 1.93 2.07 1.07 1.77  2.08
Ability (Item 8)

M 3.11 3.01 3.21 6.59 1.96 6.67 6.50 1.93 1.98

SD 1.69 1.76 1.62 0.77 0.80 0.78 0.76 0.79 0.81

Note: HA = high perceived ability, LA = low perceived ability, HM = high males, HF = high female,

LM = low male, LF = low female



Foreign Language Learning Anxiety in Japanese EFL University Classes: Physical, Emotional, Expressive, and Verbal Reactions

Table 3. Results of MANOVA for six groupings of gender and ability

Wilk’s lambda Rao’s R df 1 df 2 p-level

High vs. low 0.216 72.18 8 159 .000
Male vs. female 0.922 2.48 8 234 .013
High male vs.

0.196 46.23 8 90 .000
low male
High female vs.

0.242 23.51 8 60 .000
low female
Hi 1 .

18n mate ve 0.437 1.77 8 11 118

high female
Low male vs.

0.872 2.54 8 139 .013

low female

Note: Calculated using Statistic Release 4.0 software.

Table 4. Significant differences between groups on questionnaire items

H-L M-F HM-LM HF-LF HM-HF LM-LF
Pair ok * *kk ek B Wk
Group * -- - * - *
Occurrence
Duration
Intensity * %
Expectation *
Hindrance * - - *% » %
Ablllty Fkk - dedkek *kk

Note: M = male, F = female, H = high perceived ability, L = low perceived ability
*p<.05level **p<.01 *** p <.001level (Scheffé test)
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Table 5. Physical and psychological reactions to classroom anxiety

Sub- Body Emotional Expression Verbal
item (Item 9) (Item 10) (Item 11) (Item 12)
1 56 119 71 60
23.05 42.35 29.22 24.69
2 33 32 0 116
13.58 11.39 0 47.74
3 7 76 43 84
2.88 27.05 17.70 34.57
4 2 18 2 2
0.82 6.41 0.82 0.82
5 4 36 56 5
1.65 6.72 23.05 2.06
6 126 -- 45 144
51.85 - 18.52 59.26
7 164 -- 15 19
67.49 -- 6.17 7.82
8 22 -- 8 13
9.05 -- 3.29 5.35
9 1 -- 17 13
0.41 -- 7.00 5.35
10 84 -- 2
34.57 -- 0.82
11 16 -- 18
6.58 - 7.41
12 21 -- 56
8.64 -- 23.05
Totals: 536 281 333 456

Notes: (1) See Appendix for sub-item referents. (2) Respondents could choose multiple items in each
category. (3) The top figure is the frequency, and the bottom figure is the percentage of respondents

out of 243 who chose this item.
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Assessing Lexical Production in NNS-NNS
Casual Conversations: A Mini-Corpus Approach

Timothy Gould

This paper is a general introduction to and rationale for the construction of
a linguistic corpus based exclusively on casual L2 English conversations between
female L1 Japanese junior college students. As an English teacher to this narrow
population of learners, my motivation is to try to gain a deeper understanding of
how our students use their verbal English skills when they are not speaking in a
classroom environment or guided by learning oriented tasks. In other words, I want to
begin to address the question, “Of all the English our students have learned, what are
the words and constructions they use when they are on their own?” Although I refer
to the data gathered and prepared thus far as a corpus, it might more accurately be
called an interim, or “mini” corpus. As such, this is a work in progress and the data
presented below is an exploratory precursor to analysis using the larger and more
representative corpus pointed to here. One of my main goals is to illustrate to other
teachers who work with these students the nature of a corpus and to attempt to show
how they might find this to be a valuable resource helpful in their own teaching and
research efforts. Additionally, simply browsing the corpus may lead to a better sense
of our students’ knowledge and provide insights into how better to approach teaching
them. To this end, the paper proceeds as follows.

In the first part I lay out the basic design and methodology being used to capture
and transcribe the data that makes up the corpus. In the second section I detail the
preparation of the transcripts that provide the raw data of the corpus and I discuss
some of the issues and theoretical decisions that have been made in this effort. In the
third section I present some basic statistics extracted from the corpus and I also give
a brief overview of some concordance capabilities available to assist in analyzing the
corpus. Let me make two comments about the nature of this paper. Since I intend to
make this corpus available for use by other teachers, I think its construction should
be documented in a way that allows anyone to clearly see how it is being put together.
I hope that this detailed view of the process will generate some constructive comments
and criticism that will form the starting point for further discussions to help guide its

development as the corpus grows. Secondly, in the third section I have included quite
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a bit of raw, unanalyzed data. This data is offered as an initial glimpse into the kinds
of words our students employ and may help trigger questions that teachers might

want to use the corpus to help answer.

Data Collection and Methodology

In gathering the data, I have tried to simulate, as closely as possible, the
conditions of a ‘natural’ conversational environment in order to capture the type
of free form conversation the participants might be called upon to join in the wider,
non-pedagogical ‘real’ world. The general notion behind this methodology is
essentially that if we can witness our students using their L2s when they are not
guided or influenced by us (their EFL teachers), we can target our own pedagogical
interventions much more specifically and to greater effect. The main problem we
encounter, however, when we try to ‘witness’ our students’ use of language, is that
our presence during a conversation removes precisely the spontaneity of interaction
and naturalness we are interested in capturing. This issue is known as the ‘observer’s
paradox,” and to escape its influence, the conversations that comprise this corpus
were videotaped without the presence of a teacher. Specifically, students in my
required English classes were allowed to self-select from among their classmates into
groups of three participants each. Since students in these required English classes
engage in other activities and classes together, the students knew each other and
were easily able to divide themselves into small groups. They were then given ‘free
conversation’ time in class to help get them used to talking to each other in English
before the actual videotaping.

When it came time to videotape the individual groups, I started the video
camera recording and immediately left the room for the ten-minute duration of the
taping. Although the presence of a video camera may have had a slight effect on the
naturalness of the conversational environment, I attempted to put the students at
ease and alleviate any nervousness they may have felt. They were informed that their
performance during the videotaped conversation would not be part of their course
grade and that I was not going to use the tape to evaluate them in any way. Viewing
the results, the students, if they appeared anxious at all, were more likely to express
concern about their English skills and choosing conversation topics than about the
presence of the video camera, and they soon ceased to take any notice of the camera at

all and seemed to be comfortable and at ease.
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As stated earlier, I refer to the work here as a mini-corpus approach. This is
meant to indicate that the corpus I have constructed here is in its nascent stages
and has been purposefully limited in size and scope in order to be just large enough
to test some of its potential uses, determine directions for future research, fine tune
the nature of the corpus itself, and expose and remove as many weaknesses and
limitations as possible before committing the necessary time and effort to building
a larger and more robust corpus. The mini-corpus utilized in this paper is based on
the transcripts of six of the above-mentioned videotaped sessions. The transcripts
themselves were produced and linked to the videotapes following the conventions
of CHAT (Codes for the Human Analysis of Transcripts) (MacWhinney, 2000), and
subsequently modified for analysis. Details of the preparation and modification of the
transcripts will be taken up in the next section.

While a corpus of this nature has many potential uses for investigating
language across a wide spectrum of disciplines, in this paper I focus specifically on
the construction of the corpus and its usefulness in helping to determine the nature
and frequency of our students’ vocabulary production. At this early stage of corpus
building, I will offer some rudimentary statistics, but future research will subject
the data to more sophisticated analysis. Now, I am particularly keen to establish
a perspective whereby we can generate a basic profile and initial analysis of each
student’s lexical diversity and place their performance along a continuum ranging
from the specific details of their individual contributions to the conversation, out to a
global view of their performance in relation to the corpus as a whole.

In the next section, then, I will lay out in detail the process of constructing this
small corpus, provide some provisional results, and set the stage for future work
which will attempt to provide a resource for research and pedagogical questions to
mine this ever-growing corpus for additional insights into how our students use their

English skills while conducting free conversations.

Corpus Construction

The original meaning of “corpus” is, of course, “body.” Generally, then, we
understand a linguistic corpus to be a “body,” or collection, of words. Putting aside
the non-trivial issue of precisely how to define a word, for our purposes here we will
consider a word as simply a string of letters separated from other strings by spaces.

Even this oversimplified definition, however, belies a host of complexities for second
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language corpus construction, some of which I will now describe.

Preparation of a linguistic corpus from transcripts involves the making of
decisions that can have both theoretical and statistical implications on the findings
gained from them. In this section I will detail some of the relevant choices that
were made and provide, to the extent possible, the rationale for them. The first
issue that was dealt with was that many of the words spoken during the videotaped
conversations were uttered in Japanese. This presented problems on a number of
fronts. As detailed in Gould (2008), a common occurrence by the participants was to
handle administrative issues related to the conversation in Japanese. For example,
students would often converse in English about, say, what they did last weekend, but
then switch to Japanese to determine what topic they would broach next or to work
out conversational troubles.

Since the transcripts being made from these conversations are also used in other
areas of research, an accurate account of all utterances, including the Japanese,
must be maintained. It is not a possible option to simply leave out the Japanese
lexical items and discourse markers during the transcription process, so they must
be included in the transcript, yet excluded from the frequency analysis of the English
vocabulary. To accomplish this, an “exclude” file containing all of the Japanese words
found throughout all the transcripts was compiled and entered into the frequency
analysis software. In this way, when the software program analyzes the transcripts,
it ignores the Japanese words. On its face this seems like an unremarkable and
straightforward process, but there are a surprising number of Japanese words and
discourse markers which, when transcribed in Roman script, have the same form
as English words. In order to find instances of these, a trial run of the frequency
software was conducted on the original transcripts. The output of this process takes
the form of an alphabetical list noting the frequency of each item and indicating
where it appears in the transcript.

Each possibly ambiguous item between Japanese and English, then, must then
be manually verified to make sure it is a legitimate English word. A problem here for
native English speakers checking these files, and hence an area where much time is
required to prevent mistakes, is that when reading an item, it is very difficult to look
at L1 (English) words and read them as L2 (Japanese) lexical or discourse items. For
clarity I will provide some illustrative examples.

The orthographic form which constitutes the English word “made” can also

appear as a Japanese word, as in “itsu made.” Once the frequency list has been
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generated, however, each item appears on an individual line and is thus stripped
of its context, so if a speaker used the English word “made” in a sentence, and the
Japanese “itsu made” elsewhere in the conversation, the output list produced by the
software will contain an entry that looks like this:

* made: 2

Indicating that two occurrences of the form “made” were found. When
orthographic ambiguity of this type is discovered, we cannot merely enter the
ambiguous string into the exclude file, because doing so would also exclude the
legitimate English word—an unacceptable outcome. The solution in this case has been
to scour the transcripts for these “double agents,” and temporarily mark the Japanese
words and then to add the new, altered word, “jmade,” for example, to the exclude file.

Some of the other orthographically ambiguous strings which were discovered
include:

* “men” as found in “ramen” looks like the English word “men.”

* The Japanese possessive “no” has the same orthographic form as the
English negative “no.”

* The Japanese deictic marker “sore” is the same as the English pain
indicator “sore.”

Even forms that are not lexical items in Japanese can present problems when
they appear in the form of English words. The first run of the trial frequency program
produced a number of instances of the form “a.” This was initially assumed to be the
English determining article, but further investigation revealed that “a” had been

used as a type of pause filling device during the conversation. Here are two examples

from different speakers in different conversations:

* ST2: #1_1 a#2_0 (laughs) u:n I was junior high school student.
* ST1: #3_2 a#1_6 what will you #2_0 do ¢ #1_1 christmas #1_5 day?

In the example from student 2, the phonetic form “a” qua article would have
been correctly placed before “junior high school student,” but as it was uttered,
it is obviously not a lexical item but, as stated above, a pause-filler. In the entire
corpus, a total of forty-five instances of “a” were found, of which less than half were
uttered as the English article. Given the amount of time and ink spent by second
language educators trying to teach the correct usage of determiners, this points to an

interesting area that can be easily researched and analyzed using a corpus approach.
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Another modification of the original transcripts for corpus use concerns the
manner in which non-standard English pronunciation is preserved. Some Japanese
students maintain in their English speech patterns an L1 rule from Japanese which
requires a vowel ending for each syllable. The manifestation of this Japanese rule
(which 1s of necessity perpetuated by Japanese-English dictionaries published in
Japan) in English speech results in “katakana” English, where a vowel is uttered
at the end of every word, but it is especially prominent after full stops. Examples

” o«

of this behavior from the current transcripts include “watched-u,” “good-o,” and
“watch-1” among many others. If these forms are left in their original state, frequency
counts applied to the corpus consider “watched” and “watched-u” as two different
word types, which they are not. We are interested here in collecting evidence of
vocabulary items that the speakers have used correctly, and “watched-u,” although
not adhering to prescriptive English pronunciation rules, is an unambiguously correct
and meaningful use of the word “watched,” so we must count it as such. As it relates
to the preparation of the corpus, then, a decision was made in this case, to alter the
original speakers’ pronunciation to match the accepted orthography of each word in
question. So while some accuracy, in terms of the transcripts’ portrayal of real world
speech events, has been lost, the trade off, which improves our ability to analyze
correct lexical usage, has been determined to be acceptable. This solution, however,
is considered ad hoc and a more elegant solution, while not available now, will be
incorporated into future versions of the corpus. The solution lies in tagging certain
words and families, which will be automatically altered before being submitted to the
corpus for analysis.

In addition to changing non-standard orthography in order to capture correct
usage, as detailed above, there are some cases in the transcript where actual English
words are spoken by participants, but they are phonetic repetitions of a previous
speaker’s utterance and do not seem to carry the semantic load that would allow
us to consider them instances of the word whose form they resemble. Consider the

following exchange, which occurred during the conversation conducted by Group 5:
* ST1: Chikuabu is fish.
* ST3: raw fish?

* ST1: [rawfish]?

Student 1 is explaining about a certain type of fish, “chikuabu,” and Student 3,
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understanding that it is a type of fish, or a way of preparing fish, asks a clarifying
question to determine if “chikuabu” is raw. Student 1’s response, however, presents
us with a problem; how do we treat utterances which appear to be English words, but,
based on the context, do not seem to contain semantic content? In the excerpt above,
I have transcribed her answer within square brackets to indicate that her utterance
appears to be a phonetic approximation, repeating what she heard, not an additional
clarification question. I do, however, want to maintain the connection with the
previous utterance, so it has not been transcribed as [roffish], which is actually how
this utterance sounds. In this case, the term ‘rawfish’ was added to the exclude file
so the frequency software would ignore it.

This type of situation opens another avenue for possible research using a corpus-
based approach. Namely, is the strategy by an interlocutor of repeating the phonetic
shape of an item that has not been understood an effective one? And how common
is this strategy? Despite teachers exhortations to persuade them to use set-piece
phrases such as “Could you repeat that please?” or “I'm sorry could you say that
again,” do students really use these phrases when left to their own devices? Again,
preparation of the transcripts has exposed an issue which may spur further corpus-
based research, and one which will be taken up in future work.

A similar situation but with a different resolution arises when a participant
fails to understand part of a previous speaker’s utterance, and in their effort to
clarify the trouble, they produce a word of English, but not the one that had just been
spoken. Here is an example of this phenomenon, which occurred during Group 6’s

conversation:

* ST3: do you like this school?
* ST2: disk?

Without diverging too far afield into a discussion about pronunciation, suffice it
to say that Student 3’s question appears to have been initially interpreted by Student
2 as “do you like disk-u?” Since this question comprises a topic initiating turn by
Student 3, in which she is closing the previous topic about the cuteness of someone’s
daughter, there is no previous context against which Student 2 can gauge the
relevancy of her interpretation, hence her clarifying question, ‘disk?’ So to return
to the issue of preparation of the transcript for corpus use, the question arises as to

whether or not this word should be counted as an occurrence of the English word
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“disk.” In this case, unlike the situation above concerning “rawfish,” I believe that
the Student 3’s question activated a real lexical item which is part of Student 2’s
vocabulary, so it was decided to count this particular instance of “disk” as legitimate
word use by Student 2. This decision notwithstanding, I also recognize that “disuku”
is a loan word from English to Japanese, so there are plausible arguments against my
choice. Before closing this discussion, however, let me introduce another example with
a different outcome. In the following excerpt, Student 3, in answer to a question about
what traditional Japanese food she likes, introduces the word “radish,” which seems

to be an unknown word for the other participants.

1. *ST3: e:radish.
2. *ST1: tanish?
3. *ST2: rashu?
4. *ST3: radish.
5. *ST1: radish?
6. *ST3: Daikon.
7. *ST1: a:.

8. *ST2: a:.

I have included the entire exchange because I think that it reveals the nature
of the participants strategy for dealing with lexical troubles, but the focal point for
this discussion is Student 2’s use of the form “rashu” in line 3. Student 1’s “tanish”
cannot be considered in any light an English word, so “tanish” was simply added to
the exclude file. “Rashu,” on the other hand, as uttered by Student 2, does realize
the phonetic form of an English word when stripped of it final “u.” In this case, I
took advantage of my access to the audio and video context surrounding Student 2’s
lexical output during the conversation to make a determination about how to treat
this item. While I cannot entirely discount the possiblility that Student 2 knows the
word “rash” in English, it seems more likely to me that she is simply repeating the
basic phonetic shape of Student 3’s utterance of “radish.” Part of my decision rests
on Student 3’s initial pronunciation of “radish,” which is produced with a very lightly
flapped “d.” This light flapping makes Student 2’s hearing it as the phonetic “rash”
very plausible. Unfortunately, at this time the video is not accessible to the reader. To
remedy this, however, as the current corpus grows, I would like to make it available

online so that others can watch the interactions themselves and come to their own
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conclusions about my decisions. This access can possibly even provide a forum for
discussion, which would add to the general knowledge base about how our students
deploy their English skill as they interact in free conversation.

I will now briefly discuss the difficult issue, hinted at earlier, about how best to
handle loan words from English to Japanese which appear during the conversations.
Despite earlier claims that loanwords were a hindrance to L1 Japanese learners
acquiring English (Simon-Maeda, 1995), research by Daulton (1999, 2007) found
that, “English loanwords in Japanese greatly enhance the acquisition of the English
basewords on which they originate.” In light of this, I am allowing most loan words
to remain in the frequency count if they were used during an English utterance.
Many of these words, however, are substantially modified from their original English
forms, as in utterances such as, “I watched terebi last night,” or “on terebi.” Instead
of changing the transcription to inaccurately portray the clearly distinct phonetic
form “terebi” as “television,” then, I have allowed both “terebi” and “television” as
distinct lexical items. This move is also considered an ad hoc solution, but at this time
I am not sure how best to consistently handle this issue. On the one hand, “terebi”
will appear on the frequency list, which is not accurate, but I will also be able to
search out the use of loan words. Although there are good arguments to disallow
Japanese derived forms of English words, I am not closing the theoretical door against
future change, but for now most loan words in English contexts, even with Japanese
pronunciation, will be counted. This caveat about context is intended to disallow
English loanwords spoken in Japanese contexts, such as the following utterance from

Student 2, Group 1:

* ST2: kino mita terebi toka.

Because “terebi” and other loanwords are allowed or disallowed based on
context, each one must checked individually. This process will become unwieldy as
the corpus grows, so in the future a coding system will have to be employed during
the transcription process. As an aside, it goes without saying that loanwords such as
“baito,” which originate in languages other than English, have not been included in
the corpus used here.

Although a smaller issue, the converse of the English to Japanese problem also
obtains when participants use Japanese words that are loanwords to English. Again,

a determination about whether to include the word must be made on a case by case
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basis, but here the theoretical line defining which word belongs to which language
becomes even fuzzier and is beyond the scope of this paper. Nevertheless, let me lay
out two illustrative cases. Here is a brief exchange concerning a participant’s part-

time job.

* ST2: oh baito.

* ST3: part time job?
* ST1: part time job.
* ST1: yes.

*ST3: mmhmm.

* ST2: sushi?

*ST1: sushi.

We have here two instances of the word Japanese word “sushi.” The context
in which this word appears also contains a German loanword which, when uttered,
prompts an English translation by the other participants. The example here of double
confirmation by Students 3 and 1 of the English translation of “baito” — “part time
job,” is an interesting phenomenon in its own right and an issue for later study, but
here we must determine how to handle “sushi.” The context of this conversation,
including the parts before the excerpt included here show that this first instance of
“sushi,” uttered by Student 2, really carries the illocutionary force of the question, “you
work in a sushi restaurant, don’t you?” To which the second utterance by Student
2, means “yes, I do work in a sushi restaurant.” In this case, however, the semantic
implication of these two sentences could also have been expressed in Japanese.
So while the meaning is clear, the language expressing that meaning remains
ambiguous, so I have chosen to disallow these utterances of “sushi.” Elsewhere in the
transcripts, the word “sushi” appears in the sentence, “I like sushi.” In this case I
have accepted it into the corpus as an English word.

In the interest of space, I will briefly introduce some other issues and their
resolutions without a full explanation. Some speakers display a tendency to repeat a

single word a number of times as part of the same utterance, as in the excerpt below:
* ST1: a:do you have Christmas plan?

* ST3: yeah yeah yeah yeah yeah.

* ST3: no no no no no no no boyfriend no.
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This hyper-repetition has the effect of inflating the frequency of the words in
question. To resolve this issue, I used a convention available in CLAN which lists the
number of repetitions of an item in square brackets. So Student 3’s utterance of “no”
seven times would appear as “no [x7]” in the transcripts. This maintains the correct
lexical usage and allows us to see the affected repetition, yet ignores the repetition
when calculating word frequencies.

Other areas of difficulty include Japanese band names, which often use low
frequency words, and if counted as part of a participants lexicon, artificially inflate
her lexical diversity. For example, Japanese band names that were excluded from
the transcripts for this reason include, “Bump of Chicken,” “Exile,” “Boa,” and “Mr.
Children.” Song lyrics present another area of difficulty because the lyric can be
quoted by a participant without necessarily understanding the lyrics. For example,
a well known phrase such as “I love you” would be accepted, but “whispering sweet
nothings,” without clarifying context, would not. In general, place names, brand
names, and other referential items not used contextually have been excluded.

In this section, I have detailed some of the issues that became apparent during
the preparation of only six transcripts for use in our mini-corpus. Many of the issues
have been solved in an ad hoc fashion and await further investigation to find clearer
and more efficient ways to handle them. It seems that no matter how the transcripts
are prepared, however, the process is labor intensive and requires a great deal of
planning and coordination if it is to be done on a larger scale. Part of my goal in
articulating the task of preparing the transcripts has been to elicit comments from
other potential users who might have ideas on how to streamline the entire process.
In the next section I will introduce and explain some of the preliminary statistics

available from the corpus.

Corpus Based Data

This section is devoted to presenting some of the basic output and information
available from our mini-corpus. I begin by talking about frequency counts and
then move to one of the most often used, yet still controversial, analytic devices for
evaluating lexical diversity—the type-token ratio. First, frequency measures, which
simply list and count the number of words in a text, provide a useful way of initially
taking stock of a corpus. Frequency counts take as input a text, along with instructions

about which strings should be ignored (see previous section), and output a list of words
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sorted alphabetically or by the frequency with which each word appears in the text.

Starting with West (1953), frequency lists based on large corpora have been
used by teachers (and others) in an attempt to determine the core second language
vocabulary necessary for language learners. Additionally, frequency counts provide
the input for determining some basic measures of lexical diversity, which are meant
to indicate the ‘richness’ or variety of a speaker’s or group’s vocabulary. Below I
explain the calculation of the type-token ratio followed by the results for each student
participant in the corpus under discussion here. In presenting this data, I have
listed the students by the conversation group they participated in and I also give the
cumulative type-token for the ratio entire group. This exhaustive listing exposes some
of the weaknesses of the type-token ratio that I will also discuss.

Let me use one student as an example to explain the type-token ratio. Student 1
from Group 1 spoke a total of 92 words during the ten-minute conversation. From this
performance, we can calculate the lexical variation in her speech by dividing the total
number of words uttered by the number of word types used. For example, Student 1’s
frequency profile shows that she said “do” three times. If these were the only words
she spoke during the conversation, we would figure her type-token ratio by dividing
1, the number of types, by 3, the number of instances of that type, to arrive at a type-
token ratio of .33. The type-token ratio can range from infinitely small (x repetitions of
one word) to one (no words repeated by a speaker) and is best used as a comparative
tool to analyze samples of relatively similar sizes. While all of the conversations
making up our corpus are ten minutes long, the nature of each conversants’ input
varies according to the distinct dynamics of that particular conversation. Some
groups in general are more talkative than others, and while some distribute the
conversations equally among themselves, there are cases when a dominant speaker
emerges and contributes the bulk of lexical items. This distribution of speaking can be
analyzed using the corpus and is an area for future research.

As stated above, Student 1 uttered a total of 92 words. Within these 92 words
there are 51 types, which gives us the following:

Student 1, Group 1 type-token ratio: 51 types /92 tokens = .554

Now let us look at the type-token ratios for all of the groups and students
comprising the corpus. Each underlined heading below details the input to the type-
token calculation, the type-token ratio for each participant, and the cumulative type-
token ratio for the entire group’s conversation. After these, we have the cumulative

type-token profile for the corpus as a whole.
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Type-token ratios for Group 1; 3 participants and cumulative
Student 1: 51 types / 92 tokens = .554

Student 2: 49 types / 93 tokens = .527

Student 3: 55 types / 108 tokens = .509

Group: 98 types / 293 tokens = .334

Type-token ratios for Group 2; 3 participants and cumulative
Student 1: 27 types / 39 tokens = .692

Student 2: 110 types / 296 tokens = .372

Student 3: 48 types / 76 tokens = .632

Group: 124 types / 411 tokens = .302

Type-token ratios for Group 3; 3 participants and cumulative
Student 1: 53 types / 85 tokens = .624

Student 2: 40 types / 67 tokens = .597

Student 3: 73 types / 125 tokens = .584

Group: 106 types / 277 tokens = .383

Type-token ratios for Group 4; 3 participants and cumulative
Student 1: 88 types / 180 tokens = .489

Student 2: 81 types/ 161 tokens = .503

Student 3: 63 types / 103 tokens = .612

Group: 138 types / 444 tokens = .311

Type-token ratios for Group 5; 3 participants and cumulative
Student 1: 52 types / 105 tokens = .495

Student 2: 28 types / 55 tokens = .509

Student 3: 79 types / 144 tokens = .549

Group: 100 types / 304 tokens = .329

Type-token ratios for Group 6; 3 participants and cumulative
Student 1: 101 types / 269 tokens = .375

Student 2: 94 types / 174 tokens = .540

Student 3: 83 types / 187 tokens = .444

Group: 154 types / 630 tokens = .244
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Type-token ratio for all participants across all 6 Groups
395 types / 2359 tokens = .167

I mentioned earlier that the type-token ratio is best used to compare lexical
diversity between similar sample sizes. This dependence on sample size can be seen
when we compare the results for the different levels of analysis. In Group 1, for
example, the three participants each obtain similar type-token ratios between .509
and .554. From this we can see that they seem to have divided the conversational
‘labor’ between themselves relatively equally. When we look at Group 2, however, we
see that Student 1 and Student 3 both obtain comparatively high type-token ratios,
but surprisingly, Student 1, with the lowest total number of spoken word types, has
the highest type-token ratio of all eighteen students included in the corpus. With 27
types of words used across 39 tokens, we can safely conclude that hers is not the most
lexically rich conversation, so we see the caveat about sample size is well deserved.
Additionally, we can see that as the sample size increases, the type-token ratio
decreases, so that when we calculate the type-token ratio for the entire corpus, we
obtain a .167.

Although the type-token ratio has its weaknesses, it can help us find and develop
research questions in areas we might not otherwise be inclined to look. Take Group 1
again, for example. As noted, the three students have very similar type-token ratios,
showing an apparently equal division of the conversation, but when looking at the
video and transcripts it is quite clear that Student 2 is the weakest English speaker
in the group. So how does she obtain a type-token ratio similar to the other students?
While I believe that her performance is based on a strategy of repeating the other
students’ utterances, the important point is that again we see how corpus analysis
can reveal, and then help us to explore, questions about our students’ linguistic
performance. It should also be noted that other measures of lexical diversity which
attempt to overcome the weaknesses inherent in the standard type-token ratio have
also been developed, but since here I am only introducing some basic features of
corpus study, those will have to be detailed elsewhere. In the remainder of this paper
I will introduce another tool which makes use of corpus based word lists, the lexical

frequency profile.
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Lexical Frequency Profiles

The Lexical Frequency Profile (Laufer & Nation, 1995), is a measure which
displays “the percentage of words a learner uses at different vocabulary frequency
levels” (p. 311). This means that a text, in our case the spoken production of L2
English speakers, is compared against frequency lists compiled from large (over 1
million words) corpora and the results give an indication of that speaker’s general
vocabulary. In the tables below I have included the lexical frequency profiles for each
student in Group 1 and also the cumulative profile for all six groups, essentially the
entire corpus as it now stands. Although I do not intend the reader to slog through all
of the data I have included here, I do think that it would be worthwhile for teachers
who work with this population to peruse the output to get an idea of the types of
words our students are using in unguided conversations.

The profiles below list “K1” words, which are those words spoken by a student
that are also contained in the corpus-generated first 1000 most frequent words. The
types and tokens are separated according to the list they appear on, so looking at
Student 1’s profile, we see that she uttered 92 tokens of 47 words that appear on the
list of 1000 most frequent words, which represents 94.85% of her total production.
The K1 words are further broken down into function and content words with the
number of each placed in parentheses in the “token” column. Next, we see the words
that the student used from the “K2,” or second 1000 most frequent words. In the case
of Student 1, she used three 2K words, which represent 3.09% of her total lexical
production. The next row gives a total percentage of words used from both the 1K and
the 2K lists — 97.94% for Student 1. AWL in the next row stands for the “Academic
Word List,” developed by Coxhead (1998). The inclusion of the AWL is not absolutely
necessary for participants in casual conversations, but I have included it here to give
an idea of the types of words our students use that are found on that particular list.
We see that Student 1 used one word from the AWL, which represents 1.03% of her
total production. The final row shows the statistics for words that do not appear on
any of the word lists, hence “off-list.”

For ease of reference, I have placed beneath each lexical profile the complete
type or token list, which lists the words referred to in the corresponding lexical profile
table. So beneath Student 1’s profile, for example, we find the token list of her total
production, which is further broken down by the most frequent 500 function and

content words. For Students 2 and 3 and the cumulative profile, I have included the
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type list, which presents each type along with its frequency in square brackets. In the
cumulative chart, which represents the entire corpus, we see that 92.22% of all the
words spoken were from the 1K and 2K most frequent lists.

Again, I want to reiterate that any comments and suggestions are welcome about
how this data might be used to better understand and accommodate our students
and improve the way we approach teaching them English. This paper has only
scratched the surface in mining the data that is already available here, and future

investigations, along with a larger, more robust corpus, are sure to yield additional

insights.
Appendix
Lexical Frequency Profile Group 1 Student 1
Types Tokens Percent
K1 Words (1-1000): 47 92 94.85%
Function: (52) (53.61%)
Content: (40) (41.24%)
K2 Words (1001-2000): 3 3 3.09%
1k+2k (97.94%)
AWL Words (academic): 1 1 1.03%
Off-List Words: 1 1 1.03%
52 97 100%

0-1000 about always am am am another ate bad because been country day did do do

me me me me me morning morning on on part real september stay that thirty this
time to to to too too too too too too want want watch watched what what where where

why will will yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yesterday you you you you

First 500 function: about always am am am because been did do do do have how how

where why will will you you you you

First 500 content: another bad country day ever go good good house last long long morning

morning part real time too too too too too too want want yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
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Second 500 content: ate eat september stay thirty watch watched yesterday

1001-2000: christmas dinner grandfather

AWL: job

OFF LIST: pasta

Lexical Frequency Profile Group 1 Student 2

Types Tokens Percent
K1 Words (1-1000): 42 84 89.36%
Function: (52) (55.32%)
Content: (32) (34.04%)
K2 Words (1001-2000): 4 6 6.38%
1k+2k (95.74%)
AWL Words (academic): 0.00%
Off-List Words: 3 4 4.26%

49 94 100%

1k types: about_[1] and_[2] bad_[1] been_[1] come_[1] did_[3] eat_[2] event_[1] go_[3]
good_[2] have_[3] high_[1] how_[1] i_[10] interesting_[1] is_[2] it_[2] last_[1] laughs_[1]
me_[4] morning_[2] on_[2] school_[1] student_[1] that_[1] this_[1] to_[5] too_[4] two_[1]
very_[1] want_[1] was_[2] watched_[1] weeks_[1] went_[1] what_[1] when_[1] where_
[1] will_[4] yes_[4] you_[4] your_[1]

[
[

2k types: birthday_[1] christmas_[2] dinner_[2] tomorrow_[1]
AWL types: 0

OFF types: homestay_[1] illumination_[2] junior_[1]
Lexical Frequency Profile Group 1 Student 3

Types Tokens Percent
K1 Words (1-1000): 47 100 91.74%




Timothy Gould

Function: (62) (56.88%)

Content: (38) (34.86%)

K2 Words (1001-2000): 2 2 1.83%

1k+2k (93.57%)

AWL Words (academic): 1 1 0.92%

Off-List Words: 5 6 5.50%
55 109 100%

1k types: about_[2] always_[1] and_[2] august_[1] bed_[1] been_[1] but_[1] country_
[2] days_[1] did_[1] do_[5] early_[1] english_[1] foreign_[2] four_[1] friend_[1] go_[5]
good_[1] have_[5] how_[4] i_[14] long_[1] morning_[1] my_[1] part_[1] plan_[1] seven_
[1] so_[2] speak_[2] study_[2] there_[1] time_[1] to_[7] too_[1] twenty_[1] want_[4]
was_[1] watch_[1] watched_[1] went_[1] what_[1] when_[1] will_[3] winter_[1] with_[1]
yesterday_[1] you_[8]

2k types: during_[1] tomorrow_[1]

AWL types: job_[1]

OFF types: british_[1] french_[2] headache_[1] nhk_[1] vacation_[1]

Lexical Frequency Profile Groups 1 - 6

Types Tokens Percent
K1 Words (1-1000): 271 2104 87.56%
Function: (1156) (48.11%)
Content: (948) (39.45%)
K2 Words (1001-2000): 41 112 4.66%
1k+2k (92.22%)
AWL Words (academic): 6 28 1.17%
Off-List Words: 51 159 6.62%
369 2403 100%
1k types: about_[33] actor_[3] after_[1] ago_[1] all_[1] alone_[2] always_[2] am_[30]

and_[25] another_[4] answer_[4] anyway_[1] are_[11] ask_[3] at_[4] ate_[1] august_[1]
back_[3] bad_[2] beautiful_[3] because_[5] bed_[3] been_[7] best_[8] big_[4] brother_[7]
but_[17] by_[4] can_[5] change_[1] children_[1] choose_[1] class_[4] classes_[4] cloudy_
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[1] cold_[4] college_[7] come_[3] comes_[1] could_[1] country_[5] course_[1] daughter_
[1] day_[3] days_[2] december_[1] did_[15] difficult_[3] do_[82] dream_[3] drinking_
[1] early_[4] eat_[5] egg_[3] eighteen_[1] english_[5] event_[1] ever_[4] everyday_[1]
everything [2] example_[3] famous_[2] far_[1] favorite_[4] february_[1] fifteen_[1]
fifth_[1] figure_[1] fine_[6] finish_[2] fish_[6] five_[7] food_[4] foods_[1] for_[5] foreign_
[3] forty_[2] four_[14] fourteen_[2] friend_[7] friends_[4] from_[9] future_[1] game_
[2] gentleman_[1] get_[9] go_[30] going_[2] good_[9] has_[3] have_[48] he_[4] head_[1]
heavy_[2] help_[1] her_[2] here_[5] high_[8] him_[7] his_[2] home_[8] hot_[3] hour_[2]
hours_[4] house_[1] how_[42] hundred_[1] I_[183] if_[2] in_[11] interesting_[1] is_[55]
t_[17] january_[4] kind_[6] know_[23] land_[7] last_[10] late_[1] laughing_[5] laughs_
[1] let_[2] life_[1] lights_[1] like_[44] listen_[2] little_[2] live_[3] 11_[1] long_[4] look_
[1] love_[22] many_[6] march_[2] married_[2] maybe_[7] me_[39] money_[2] more_
[2] morning_[5] mountain_[1] much_[4] music_[2] must_[2] my_[19] name_[5] near_
[1] new_[4] next_[3] night_[7] no_[21] not_[21] nothing_[2] now_[5] of_[9] old_[5] on
[6] one_[9] only_[3] or_[5] part_[9] party_[1] people_[3] plan_[12] player_[3] please_[1]
pretty_[1] question_[2] real_[1] really_[10] recently_[1] red_[4] remember_[1] report_
[2] reports_[2] rest_[1] right_[1] same_[8] school_[11] sea_[2] see_[5] september_[1]
seven_[1] she_[8] show_[1] singer_[6] singing_[3] sister_[2] six_[3] sleep_[2] sleeping_
[2] sleepy_[5] small_[5] smile_[1] so_[18] something_[1] sometimes_[3] song_[1] soon_
[1] speak_[2] spend_[1] spring_[4] stay_[5] story_[2] student_[4] study_[3] summer_
[2] system_[2] takes_[2] ten_[2] test_[2] tests_[1] than_[2] that_[8] the_[10] there_
[3] they_[2] think_[9] third_[4] thirty_[1] this_[11] thousand_[1] three_[10] time_
[11] times_[3] to_[54] today_[12] too_[48] train_[3] twelve_[2] twenty_[10] two_[12]
university_[2] use_[4] very_[20] voice_[2] walking [1] want_[16] was_[4] watch_[4]
watched_[3] watching [2] we_[9] wednesday_[1] week_[3] weeks_[1] well_[2] went_
[6] what_[38] when_[9] where_[11] which_[3] who_[5] why_[9] wife_[1] will_[23] win_
[1] winter_[13] with_[11] woman_[1] won_[3] work_[1] working_[2] year_[6] years_[2]
yes_[85] yesterday_[2] you_[136] young_[2] your_[7] yours_[2]

2k types: abroad_[1] band_[1] bicycle_[4] birthday_[4] bitter_[4] boiled_[1] busy_
[1] chain_[3] christmas_[10] coffee_[2] cooking_[2] cool_[5] dinner_[3] during_[2]
engineer_[2] exciting_[1] funny_[1] grandfather_[1] hello_[7] hi_[2] holiday_[2]
holidays_[1] hungry_[3] lunch_[6] match_[3] nice_[10] plane_[2] quickly_[1] raw_[3]
recommend_[1] rice_[3] shop_[5] shopping_[2] shops_[1] sorry_[2] thank_[1] ticket_[1]
tired_[1] tomorrow_[4] toy_[2] weather_[1]
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AWL types: adult_[1] job_[22] professional_[1] topics_[1] traditional_[2] transfer_[1]

OFF types: bakery_[1] baseball_[5] boyfriend_[6] british_[1] career_[3] cd_[1] choo_[4]
comedy_[2] concert_[4] curry_[2] cute_[11] delicious_[2] disk_[1] eve_[6] everytime_
[1] french_[1] handsome_[3] headache_[1] hobby_[1] homestay_[2] hometown_
[1] homework_[3] illumination_[2] ipod_[4] japanese_[5] junior_[4] linguistic_[2]
linguistics_[1] movie_[2] movies_[1] nervous_[1] nods_[1] noodle_[1] oclock_[5] okay_[2]
pasta_[1] piano_[2] prefecture_[2] radish_[3] romance_[1] skate_[2] skiing_[1] soccer_
[2] spicy_[3] talent_[1] tv_[2] unbelievable_[1] vacation_[13] versus_[2] yeah_[29]
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Kokusaika, Revisited: Reinventing
“Internationalization” in Late 1960s Japan

Chris Oliver

This paper addresses what one anthropologist characterized, a little
over a decade ago, as one of the “most compelling and ubiquitous
catchwords used in Japan today” (Robertson 1997, p. 97): kokusaika, or
internationalization. While kokusaika appears to be losing its stature
as a catchword in recent years as it is being supplanted by terms like
“globalization” and “multicultural coexistence” (tabunka kydsei),
kokusaika was in fact highly prominent in public-sphere discourse for
roughly three decades. Drawing largely upon a survey of newspaper
articles going back to the 1950s, here I examine how kokusaika first
emerged as an important catchword in Japan in the late 1960s, and
how the meanings that came to be invested in the term were linked to
political-economic tensions and transformations that Japan was facing at

the time.

Introduction

The term kokusaika — internationalization — is one that can hardly have escaped
the attention of those of us who have spent significant periods of time in Japan over
the past few decades. As Mannari Hiroshi and Harumi Befu commented on the term
in the early 1980s, kokusaika “is one of the most potent and significant words in the
contemporary vocabulary of Japanese intellectuals, academicians, politicians and
journalists” (1983, p. 9). Nearly a decade and a half later, Jennifer Robertson could
still find it fitting to depict kokusaika as perhaps one of the two “most compelling
and ubiquitous catchwords used in Japan today” (1997, p. 97). While kokusaika is
in decline today as a public-sphere catchword in Japan as it is being supplanted
by terms such as “globalization” and “multicultural coexistence” (tabunka kydsei),
kokusaika nonetheless enjoyed a discursive currency in Japan for a period of roughly
three decades. As a term that was used frequently to frame everything from economic

policy to education reform (Lincicome 1993, Ehara 1992) in ways that shifted over the
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years, it affords no simple reading.

In this paper, I attempt to sketch out the manner in which kokusaika emerged as
such a “potent and significant” word in the first place, focusing especially on the late
1960s. For it was from this time that kokusaika — a word that had already had a place
in the Japanese lexicon — came to be invested with values and meanings that turned
it into an ideologically charged catchword. I draw most of all on a survey of Japanese
newspaper articles, going back to the mid-1950s, in order to gauge how the term
“kokusaika” was utilized in public-sphere discourse. I also examine how the term
was used in a 1967 report issued by the Japanese government’s Economic Planning
Agency as an index of how the state itself was involved in facilitating adoption of the
term and investing it with significance.

Writing from the vantage point of the 1990s, Robertson provides the intriguing
claim that kokusaika, rather than focusing on “hard” economic and political linkages,
was used most often in regard to a “soft,” affective realm (1997, p. 100). There is
much evidence to show that kokusaika was indeed very much concerned with matters
that were “soft” in this sense. A pair of 1987 government reports, for instance,
were devoted respectively to “the internationalization of the lifestyle of the nation’s
people” and “the internationalization of the consciousness of the nation’s people”
(Keizai Kikakuché Kokumin-seikatsu-kyoku 1987a & 1987b). Yet, what my research
suggests is that this was more true of kokusaika discourse at a particular stage in its
development. When that discourse was first taking shape in the late 1960s, kokusaika
was in fact tied explicitly to political-economic tensions and transformations that

Japan was facing and could scarcely be understood outside of that context.

Internationalization domesticated
Although the word kokusaika first appeared in Japanese in the 1920s, it did

not really come into its own — following the Second World War — until the late 1960s
(see Ito 1990, Kitamura 1990). Newspaper headlines from the 1950s to the mid-
1960s suggest that if kokusaika had not yet become a full-fledged catchword, it had
nonetheless attained a certain consistency or regularity in its usage. In particular, it
was used to denote situations elsewhere in the world that were poised at a period of
transition — most often involving war, armed conflict, or other turbulence. Kokusaika
was used in this way to depict the emerging conditions of upheaval or conflict in other

regions of the world, such as Cuba, Algeria, the Congo or — somewhat closer to home —
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Laos and Vietnam. Here kokusaika was used to convey the sense of a political-military
situation in the process of escalation, one that had become or was threatening to
become “international” either by spilling beyond the borders of the nation in which it
had heretofore been contained, or through the incursion of an outside force. Whether
used to denote eruption or intrusion, kokusaika announced forceful impingements
of one nation-state upon another, and domestic matters being transformed into
turbulent, international contests of power and control. It is perhaps not surprising
that in such instances the word kokusaika was often used in conjunction with terms
like osore (fear), kenen (anxiety, fear), or kiken (danger) (see, for instance, AS 1954a,
1954b, 1958, 1960a, 1960Db).

By the end of the 1960s, however, kokusaika seems to have undergone a dramatic
change in referential usage. Unlike the above examples, where kokusaika referred to
processes, states of affairs, and events unfolding elsewhere in the world, it came to be
used almost exclusively with regard to Japan itself. Quite suddenly, in the late 1960s,
internationalization emerged as a process that Japan itself was enmeshed in and
preoccupied with; instances of internationalization that might be occurring elsewhere
in the world essentially ceased to be considered under the heading of kokusaika.
Instead, phrases like “the internationalization of Japan” (nihon no kokusaika) and
“the internationalization of the Japanese economy” (nihon keizai no kokusaika)
became commonplace, and remained so through the 1970s and 80s and on into the
90s. This is not to say that countries other than Japan were not involved in their own
processes of internationalization, but that, insofar as kokusaika discourse in Japan
was concerned, explicit attention to internationalization as it might have pertained
to any country but Japan virtually evaporated. By the early 1970s, at the latest,

“kokusaika” as such had become a thoroughly domesticated thing.

Economic liberalization

What brought this about, it seems, was the rising discourse in government,
economic, and business circles about changes underway that would significantly
affect Japan’s national-economic interests: the liberalization of trade and capital.
The Japanese state of course played no small part in bringing about these changes,
and to an extent also in attaching the name “internationalization” to them. In
one relatively early use of the term, the Economic Planning Agency (EPA) made

internationalization a key focal point of its Economic and Social Development Plan
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of 1967. In this Plan, the EPA refers to “complete internationalization” (zenmenteki
kokusaika) as having two aspects: trade liberalization and capital liberalization.
It presents trade liberalization as something that has, to a significant degree,
already been accomplished; what Japan must now confront to bring about complete
internationalization is the liberalization of capital (see Keizai Kikakuché S6g6
Keikakukyoku 1967, pp. 13-17). This EPA Plan, like others, was more a compilation
of projections for economic growth and a vision of how this growth ought be channeled
rather than a master blueprint for managing the economy. It nonetheless did promote
its own vision of internationalization in terms of liberalization, and in so doing it
helped grant currency to kokusaika as an explicitly national-economic concern. Other
deployments of the term in this period reflected a similarly economic focus. A 1968
article in the Asahi Shimbun newspaper, for instance, characterized the government’s
intention of liberalizing the import of cars and car parts as making way for “the age of
full-fledged internationalization” (honkakuteki na kokusaika jidai) (AS 1968).

The EPA certainly did not single-handedly put this new discursive spin on the
term kokusaika, but such usages by the EPA are nonetheless significant because
of the agency’s position as an organ of the state. This is not to say that there
was a singularly unified view of liberalization and kokusaika from the Japanese
government. The Ministry of Agriculture, for instance, was strongly opposed to
liberalization on the grounds that it would be harmful to Japan’s farming populations
and agricultural interests. The EPA, for its part, was a consultative body attached
to the Prime Minister’s Office, and given that Japan’s post-war “developmentalism”
emphasized the growth of the economy above all else (Gao 1997), the EPA and other
economically-minded parts of the Japanese state in the end had more influence in
defining the terms of Japan’s national interests. Through its regular economic reports
and assessments, its “plans” for the short-term growth of the country, and its surveys
and prescriptive reports, the EPA helped define the national interest in decidedly pro-
liberalization terms, and its pronouncements on kokusaika thus carried the added
weight of this authority.

Economic liberalization, rather than bursting rapidly onto the scene in the late
1960s, was a piecemeal process of change that — for Japan — unfolded throughout
the 1960s. Prompted by the postwar movement to build a unified European market,
economic liberalization had become an “irresistible trend” in the world’s major
industrialized countries by the end of the 1950s (Gao 1997, pp. 263-4), and in

connection with this, Japan faced increasing pressure to adopt a similarly open stance



Kokusaika, Revisited: Reinventing “Internationalization” in Late 1960s Japan

toward liberalization. As Bai Gao notes: “When Prime Minister Kishi Nobusuke
visited the United States [in 1959] to renew the U.S.-Japan security treaty, the U.S.
government demanded that Japan proceed with the liberalization of trade. At the
annual meetings of the IMF and GATT, U.S. representatives strongly criticized Japan
for its restrictions on imports” (1997, p. 264). The following year, despite domestic
opposition and anxiety, Japan adopted its outline Plan for the Liberalization of Trade
and Currency Exchange, which sought to liberalize trade to 80% over three years
(Gao 1997, p. 266; Kosai 1988, p. 522). Under continuing criticism and pressure
from foreign countries, particularly the United States, Japan adopted additional
liberalization measures throughout the remainder of the 1960s. In 1963, Japan
became an IMF “Article 8” country, which required that it not place restrictions
on foreign trade; in 1964 it joined the Organization for Economic Cooperation and
Development (OECD), an entity devoted to the liberalization of trade and capital and
to whose principles Japan was expected to adhere; in 1967, Japan took yet another
liberalization step in adopting its Fundamental Plan for Capital Liberalization (Késai
1988, p. 522).

Fear

To be sure, there was a great deal of concern in Japan about the effects that
liberalization would have on Japan’s national-economic interests. Prior to the
liberalization measures taken in the 1960s, Japan’s foreign trade, foreign exchange,
and capital movements had all been under the control of the state; Japan had been
enjoying a period of high economic growth since about 1955, and many felt that the
loosening of state controls on imports and the movement of capital would have a
detrimental effect on the country’s industries and enterprises (Kosai 1988, pp. 522-
3). In Chalmers Johnson’s view, the liberalization of capital was of special concern:
the very thought of it, he writes, “struck terror in the hearts of MITI [Ministry of
International Trade and Industry] officials and Japanese industry leaders” (1982, p.
276). According to Johnson, the fear was that “the United States had for all intents
and purposes ‘bought’ Europe — and was about to buy Japan as well” (Johnson 1982,
p. 276).

In this context, the term kokusaika served to help galvanize attention and
mobilize responses to the apparent threats posed to the nation’s economic interests.

A newspaper article on the auto industry thus referred to kokusaika in terms of the
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elimination of two “moats” — trade (import) liberalization and capital liberalization
— that had heretofore surrounded and protected Japanese automakers (AS 1968).
Another article addressing kokusaika depicted the Japanese economy as becoming
“naked” (hadaka ni naru nihon keizai) (AS 1967a). Also covered in the press was a
1969 report by the Economic Planning Agency which, playing upon the sense of fear
for the nation’s economic interests, urged that “ ‘internationalization’ should not
be dealt with passively, but should be actively put to use... for the building of long-
term prosperity” (AS 1969). Later the same year, a memorandum issued for public
consumption by the Ministry of International Trade and Industry proclaimed that
in the “age of internationalization,” Japanese businesses could not be complacent
simply to export, but should also expand their production activities overseas (AS
1969). Moreover, because liberalization was widely seen as being forced upon Japan
by outside powers, especially the United States, it was often likened to the forced
opening of Japan to commerce in 1853 at the hands of Commodore Perry and the
steam ships under his command (Komiya & Itoh 1990, p. 13). As the EPA’s 1967 Plan
bluntly put it: “...capital liberalization is indeed a coming-again of the black ships”
(1967, p. 17).

Concluding thoughts

From the above, it thus becomes apparent that kokusaika did not simply describe
processes of economic transformation. It instead pointed to a highly charged political-
economic terrain in which Japan was seen as pitted against impinging foreign forces,
with the future economic well-being of the nation at stake. It is thus no surprise that
before kokusaika became a catchword anywhere else in Japanese society, it became
one in governmental, economic, and business circles. Imaginatively linked to another
coming of the “black ships,” kokusaika was — in these early years — still envisioned
as something to be dealt with by government ministries, economic forecasters and
planners, and corporate strategists. It did not yet involve the nation’s people in any
substantial way; the Japanese people were, for all intents and purposes, not seen as
having a direct role to play as subjective actors vis-a-vis kokusaika.

This would eventually change, particularly over the course of the much talked-
about trade friction with the United States during the 1980s, which gave rise to no
small degree of anxiety in Japan about how Japan was being seen in the eyes of its

primary trading partner. This in turn stimulated interest in working toward better
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understanding and communication between Japan and the United States, and in
regard to this the nation’s people certainly were considered to have a key part to
play. That change would entail an important and unmistakable shift in kokusaika
discourse toward “culture” (Oliver 2007) and thus toward the “soft” realm of human

subjectivity.
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Listeners’ nodding as politeness strategy
Sachie Miyazaki

The present study explores listeners’ use of nods in face-to-face
conversation. Japanese listening behavior is known by its pervasiveness
of verbal expressions. However, non-verbal behavior, such as nodding
also plays an important role for the successful communication in
Japanese conversation. In this paper, I examine how native speakers
of Japanese in different ages listen to 2 minutes instructions given by
the same speaker. I found that younger participants reacted more non-
verbally compared with the older participants when listening to the

instructions spoken by an unknown researcher who was older than them.



While younger participants reacted similarly to older participants when
listening to the instructions given by a speaker who was peer. Findings
show that young participants employ nods as positive politeness strategy
when they want to show respect to the speaker or save speakers’
negative face.

Key words: nods, politeness strategy, listening behavior, power,

solidarity
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EVWOSHINSTH B E0MT 5,

—7. AR A SR %2155 LS RFRIZE VT, HOIRIE S 2% L WS IESHETH
Tid%<, SBRTOH 2L ERL TS, Zhid, ESHEDOS LFEICL BN AS
W25 T, KDEENEFETHTFLZ [MuTnd] w5 ZeakZ5LLTN0D
ROF4 T - RIAPXZ - AN TFV—-ELEFEALD,

EZAT, HAGBIZE T BHGEIX. KT 4 b3 ABERO @M & 1328 4 5 Pl A Tk &
NEZRETHDLiEMENTE~ (Ide 1989; Matsumoto 1989), EFH &, 54 b %1 2
MER2SZ D F 2 TOFFBITHEAISHATRER? & 5 M2 ONT, SEMORMIEH 5 L5 4
%, LHL, MEFENSELIESEDOE L LOIRE# MM 22O, HAREOHGEM
FICR 6N BEANEERLE VNI KD, VT 72 MBS A TFRABRTLI LW 2T
TY—WMEEENBNEZ LS, Thil. BETFOS aFEERE. 3L FICxHd 2HGE T
BE -3, BEERBHOENTHHLEE S A 50, S5 - JESIEOREIUIMEAD EH H 25 B IRO
FWHIZHD, II32=2—v a3V - AMSTFV—D—HTHBEELD,

5.4 #HEWERENII—-Y 3V

RIS AFBROMERE S IR REICB I 2MEFOTHN) -V a v a0 5,
M212, RS Am< LV SEBITHICE ) 2 E FOT#E, /8y — 2L BHBERTE
HEANB4DOOA YT 2 A M TENTRORB ALK L 72, YIXTESFEO LT LM
EFORRIIEBAOME (B/CHi) (SfiEL, 2b—71 (19§~ 21%) LG LT (41&)
ORRIE. W ETFREBRAKRZCOTBED EEIZ, 2L —72 AT&~ 61%) OBEREIE
i LT K02 LI 20, W9 & i & 8 Lo BB FAET 5 720, FinzE L
HHEENHBE N CCHD FHIMNET 251605,

ZLT, ZL—73 (19~ 20i%) 25, 2772 A—bTH5iHLT (20%) »5HEnE
ZF B REZE, DEO FAICNEST 3 EE 2 6h5, M EOETRGEBRBEBEROAE
3. HAEDR S 5723 Th<, FLHELFLHEETTH > TEFHEONEFRLZEORNDOHP T
WIZELT 5 &0 ) BRTHAM A BRTH %,
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X7 — )N

H2: S5h3ERAELTRREARICKZIVTIXL

K21, M & FOFTHORHAERL TH5, FlhdEVIEE. JESEELHEI . Th
FEEORE (FRREE) Oz T, BMEFOFMO O TIEANI LI LA, L
L. 9B TEDOZHAMGELFLOEMAEICLSZ 20, BOBRICKZ &D2, £721320
M2 & B & DhE, SRIOEETIIME 2 IZTE I LIETEEL 572,

72, HABREEEEOREEEE B < BEOfTENd, FimicBbo 3L F Lo L TRk
EBHBGRAPTHE I Y T2 2 T, BEFOFEICHREZER AW L E2RET S L
DS 2 577,

6. HHYIC

ARE, WNEOEREHE E TR - BIBOEE» 54>0 3 v 52 2 MIFT. The
MBI 2HE TFOFHONY T = 3 v EIESEETINCHEEEZRKD L7z, 2 ORER,
T H EDOREL A 6 f8mE321 5350 L. BILOLEIROE L T2 o R E2%23 545
B, Sl ESEORBROENRBIE TH 5 Z LWL M h 572, YIXHEOLE, &
LT L OF MmN 2 FEH & T35 53 2 HHT 2608 < A b, WITH L < FlzEsvI
L k5, SEBTHOLEIEL KD,

ZOEBMEREICIC, MEFOI AT L. SEOHIVIEOREE LTETTIEAL.
MBI ERETO R T4 7 - RIA PR A - 2T TV -8 L TOMBREEDFEHD
CHRIEL 72,

ARTIE. HREIETRMEDOADFTIRTH > 7728, REzLTHURS kFE%E2KI4
AR 2TV LTHHITENE S R, R TEXAr» 57, BHOM X TOTH)
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1.1 Z C&lc
PSS EEHEEMRICK T A hREISEE I, 19704 IR IS EEH. TERE. HiaE o &Ml

o fTbN T h, Hymes (1972) AT I 2= —3 3 Vv ﬁujj (Communicative
Competence) %ML TLISKR, 19801 A - THEE DOFER RN AR O 2 1% %
Rz, ZOWEAH LWt [ SiEERG (Interlanguage Pragmatics)®| & 0¥
BN TH D, FIHHEEFEEPHESEET [BEOE] T (Mo ] Fo%aET4 (speech
act) # 17O BEOFEMGRMBEE )] (Pragmatic Competence) 1ZBH L T, RiENW L
(illocutionary force). ;K5 A b F X (politeness). @) X (appropriateness) 7 & D1
ANZHER % & TR TN T & 72, T DH1990F- %2 5 BUEICS A 1 Tid. EEFERIN
RERDBE T EREENRIZ DOV TOMABITDON TS, AR TIEE T U4 E OO
ML L THELNTE LGP MS A L, i TSR] THE] THro ] OFE25EEEE
IZKB2EMBICET AR AERNT T 5, 2L TRREZIZING DWI%EE LD & 5 ITREHE I
M 2D0IZDONTERT 5,

2.1 dAZazZ4—Y3vEehn

SEAEESNE 1960 X £ T B, ERE. QR E O SRS RN BE 2 Rk & Uik
IZEFRSNTE, Hymes (1972) IEFEENOEKRAE KDIAFICH A, VWO, G, EDk
D IRILT, MEEA 22 %R L. ZOHNRGICIG U 2@ A SEEHE 358185
P [3Ia=Fr—2 3 VEEf] #88IBL 7z, Canale & Swain (1980) (& Hymes ® [23 o
= —vavighl] #E5ICfibL. SCERRES. (2 FEEEIIRES). BKEERES. KO
WERIRE SIS 3T 7=, #E 2 FEEAIIRET) &3, %%@?*’)ﬁ"\)'(ﬂﬁﬁ’ﬂ%ﬂ*’?’ff%ﬁ'é%@ﬁﬁb\ "
NRHEE FICHDE WY AL A TESIRIIOZI L TH D, ZORINIZED., &L T
BEFISFLT, THEIRLMUBIEL S AELRTI LN TE, HY’%&AF@E@%%%< ZENTES,

1. Selinker (1972, 1992) 3. HHESHEARREZREEICE HESEICLB S 20PN THREN A SHEERRTH B LE
FL7z,

2. ARCTHD L7723 00RERTRUSNC G [RMERM] [RGEH] [HE] [RTE] RE] TRABROEM] 2E0
MEITTDI TS, o FEET RSN S SO G R, SRR BEE A b 7 7 V-G E OB ITbh T 5,
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Bachman (1990) & Hymes (1972) % Canale & Swain (1980) O SiEMiFIZEET 5
HENESEEENICEYEEA NI C SN DOEREZRB L. 5823227 -V 3
VEESIIZDWT, Bachman i3, S#&HE)] (Language Competence) DftiZ, FEFEDF3E
FEHOSGIN TS ERE I 2 FIT T 2RI TH 5 /TMEHIAES] (Strategic Competence) . PEHN
HRE L TCEELEITTHBEOMREN - LEEN 7O 2 TH 50N A = X 4
(Psychophysiological Mechanisms) 23&Eh b & L7z LT, ZOHOFERIEZX1IO K
T FRIFEL 72,

X1. SFEEENDEEESR (Bachman 1990)

Language Competence

Organizational Competence Pragmatic Competence
Grammatical Textual Tlocutionary Sociolinguistic
Competence Competence Competence Competence

SEaAe 1% £ IMERNEES] (Organizational Competence) & 3EHGFIEES] (Pragmatic
Competence) (Z77F. Ri&EICIZ3EH., R, MiELX L O LENES (Grammatical
Competence) &, "D EFEOXAEHE—BLZEDE L TESHEOHGRR LER D
ROEIZEAT 2R TH 2 7T F X MZOWTORES) (Textual Competence) 23 5 & L7z,
— K OFERGRMEESIITIE, FEFBENEESN ([locutionary Competence) &t 2FFEEMNEEN
(Sociolinguistic Competence) & %,

FEEENRESI L 13 2 L IX ORI EHROERICH % S HEOEMX % Hfg L. #IE. K
L WD R IEFARTR/EBYNEIT TS0 TH S, HilA13 Could you open the
window? &\ FEEEIE, REMICIE [BEMT 2 Z L8 0EER» 2 | LW HEFORESIZD
WTOBER > TOBEN, ZHIZHLT “Yes, I could” EZFA2DEAREWIITHD, [#A
ERT TS 230 ] LW REITAOMBENRBTH S Z LA BRL, “Sure” KEDT L
B EBIIEERTAEVWITEA2L A2 TaAIa=r—2a YHRNTHIEIIE S,

HESEFNRE LI, FEPAME, BESH Y., SMLSE,rHETEL., WE -5
PR 723G A R, RER AL EFSEHRT VT2 2 b TOMEN - XL
L —AZHE > YIS 2 HHT 281 Th 5,

ZD &S HFIERNICHET2HGmORERICADLE T, H22FFHERIRIZH VTS 19804
Ko & EHEOERGRMEINCET 2 RVBAIITbh B K52k -7,
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2. 2 HETAEMEE2EFTLUEMRICEITBIGH

SEMHOMRIZE VT, BETHOMENEEARB 2R L&, HEEHETDH S
Austin (1962) & Searle (1969) 12 & - THIE X - REHIT A8EmE. [3653 2 &1347 4
HZETHBIEL ABOII 2= =Y 3 VORDHNIIEELRHZOEOTIE AL [
RETH] [EMET 5] [HFEET2] Lok sMOITAEEITEIZETHEE LT,
Austin (ZRFHTHITIZKRDIDDITHAEDH B & L7,

1. F3E177%4 (locutionary act) : —EDEKEERE -5 #EA2 BT LI L

2. JEFEWNATA (illocutionary act) : FIEARTSHI LT, ZOFELHTDNTNS
SRR ) (force) 12Xk o T, BB, WL, WREEAfTTAS L

3. FAESTS (perlocutionary act) : SHEEFH TS Z LIk > T, HKiFORIUZREA
R ABETICE R RITIL

FIZ T TH 555 LFELRBUIH LT “I'm hungry” EWO BEEHKLZETHE, 2
DORFEBTHT [HETHE| EVWHSREEBRTHNE I LIThD, ZHICH L THREBNT
BLid. ZOFTEIFF-> T2, HENAKETH D, “I'm hungry” Thiud [&
Faefo TS ZE V] v KK OWEEAR-TILANTES. /2 BAICEoT
i [BHORKEAEN TS Z EIThi#Es L2 &) [RmRE] OBREE R+ &
LHHETH B, £ L TREEAZ O [MKHEH] ISIBA THEHEEES T UL RBEMT AR
ERIN/zE WS ZEIlhb, BEFETHOMETIE, Z0oHD [REBNITR] ICHESEHT
THD, THSFEEHGRIC W TR, NEEFEE P SIS 2 REAN L)
(illocutionary force) #1EL < BHfEL., WU LFHEHANTEZ0E I WS MEEW - 72
FEERTR TN S K510k 572,

2. 3 R4 bRRAEH

S EREEHR OIS B W TEE A E# 4 R L T 58RI, Brown & Levinson
(1987) DAL 7= [KF74 b1 2P| 23 5. 04513 HEDORABIRE FIHC 2 BI0HIC
HREELOIRZEDOLELT [Tx4 X (face)] EWIHIEERIBLZ, 724 2813, 2D
THAMPTRLZEZVEHCA X =YD ZETHD, HTF2rSRBDONVE N [Hi AT «
4 Z (positive face) | &. HADMEIKAR W7z L& nd [TEEAZLE 7 x4 2 (negative
face) ] A5, REFTHOHPIIIRBEMICEL FPEETFD [7 24 2&2F 03174 (Face
Threatening Acts) | £ %5 8 D0 b 5, FIZIXTWO IFHFISAPIEE 52 21T/ TH 5729,
TEBLEVHEEFOT 2 A ZEEHITF VIS ITRHORERS TH X AL EIZ L 5, Brown &
Levinson 2k 5 &, [7 x4 2] LW BESOFEBRIXLIZEDL S FEENZEDTH 5
2, ZOEANEERIUUIE > TREZ L LTS, BIZIE [EDXKI BITHBRT 24 X%
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EBrTOR], [EDLIBANT x4 ZRROFFBIOWERN Z2Fi> TO2Dh] [7 24 Z%HRD
7DIZED &S BHMBIFEh D00 ] REIZBEL TUIUbIZk > TRE S,

FWOR [T 24 2GR 252 REE LT, (1) BB K5 BHT L Ott
SO, (2) H EH MO XS 2T & O BEKk. (3) MHFI25 2 28HO
KEX, LWVWIBDDOBERAWEL, ZThoDBERERALT [T 24 25 & T %]
DEINEFHOLN., ZhICk-> THU A HFIEPEIREN 5L LT3,

2. 4 FEFEEREVERTE

S BB O BT, RO (23 2= —> 3 VREN] [RERIT AR RS54 b x
2| OF ZFITHDE FIZ1980F-Kt4 2 51990 THAEE ORI EEE. BIE
BB KO REE % IO B 2 FLE TS A T b 7z, Th 6 ORFRIC R 203 EIT. 3
RIS (pragmatic transfer) &FHENZE DT, HB2ASE CTRIMITHETOBE. REEOLL
DEMEFNRNEZER T2, 20T 4 2T - 2L TOEBIE. AESIEORE
RIEERRICHEL T2 EETHHTE, HTFITHL TRILAZLRSEIDLI AN L
BoTLEW, BRI OLENIWEENDSHZTII 2=~V a Y LA EM TH L5425,

Thomas (1983) i 3% H & 3% D (pragmatic failure) 121X [ S ABAEHGWERD
(pragmalinguistic failure) | & [#L2FERGIVFRD (sociopragmatic failure) | DO2FEHA &
2L T3, SiEBHmMERDIE, H2WFESTRUERHT DWW FERREMEA 72
LB, —H. tLZFEBRGENERD L. HTFL O, HFANOBRBEDOEA., HANRRBFOL
SDEN), SLAIRTHRARMRE S THRL TLES 28Ik ->THIERI XN 3-/D TH 5,

3. B2 EBFBEICLBHETADER

Hhi S REEE AR O D T & 7 - 72 KRS 2 ifF%E & L T Cross-Cultural Speech
Act Research Project (CCSARP) #5415 (Blum-Kulka et al., 1989)., Z#id [#5E]
& MKIE] ICBAL T8ERBICk I A RIERR B L FEFHOSEHEHEZ LR L2 DT, ZD#%
DD T — ZYWEFER B RETHBO AN T 7V —=SFHOMHE LB E 7z, Z0OH
HEITFL2yRET T VROFEEAPLIITDNIZY, ZORTOVTOFEELEUKRA LS
RETCHIRDMED AT 6T B, TR E L > TR REETBOFIH S ZIHIZ R EH, T
TTRmE BRI TS [HIR] K] KO [BrD ] IO\ T, RO L, FIic
HANSEEE 2B H & o 2R ERITT 5. RO REFIZ OV TIE Cohen (1996). Ellis
(1994) . Kasper & Blum-Kulka (1993) . Kasper & Rose (1999, 2002) & &ML Tak L,

3. 1 38
[A9E] Lk [ERLTEABZTICH L TS 20fEEEMASZ Z LI 285, Thi
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B 7-0IfTbh 2 Hik174] Tdh %, Olshtain & Cohen (1983) iE [#FE] DO HMEDOEE
AH)FHE LT (1) #IRORBL (2) RWOFMA. (3) BEIEDKGE. (4) #lifEOHLH. (5)
Py - RN =10F 32 N @5%’@éa%wﬂﬁlznybx%f;ézf—%?ﬁ Ft v I (Speech
Act Set) #RIEL 7z, ZhHIE2A + 77V — 23 BKRAR L IHTh, TO%O [#5E]
oI -7 4 v 7O E L TIEH X =,

Hikﬁ%ﬁ?%’%‘%ﬁ%&bt [#9E ] OfFE&L ik Maeshiba et al. (1996) 232856
N5, ZOWR T, FEHGNEBERORA F ORMR, FEHORGERR O
BADOEBIZOWTHMEEL2, fkAk 3R] ORIIZONT, HFLOMEEP LT BIfR,
HIROBBFLMIROHEILEIZ DO THREVNED IR A TOBI 2 ERFIL A TL=—sT
BB, TOME. [TxA2] 2 [HL2MPEEE] 2EORATTZBL T, 7 AEHAADH
ICHEBAZEN RSN, F7- Discourse Completion Task (DCT)* ZfFHUEL /27 —4
/NN ﬁéﬁi%&%w)ﬁ/ﬁEPM%JZV)%%%#V}‘&<\ T AVH ANDHFE I BB LN G072,

Kondo (1997) &, KENC VBB L7 HARANERAE 455 & M IZ. WP DRItk CH
— RGO HIERIRN ED K S IZBT 20 &2 MGEEL 72, Z OFER, WFEENIT 2 ) 7 Al
R THIEORB] #Z<HHT 5. RROFMH] 2D HHT 2 &0 i THARE,
5 DOERFEN R S N7z, | %I & D EEHGRNEEAD 5 < DROFM] THifED
UM REOHRIEEDZL. 72 [BIFROERB] BX0ALMHLTED, Wihd
T AN A ADSHEGEFUZE DN TS, Kondo 24 & th DAl B # 12 & 5 Bk %
L LT ORETTWBE 300D LT, KELOMEOESAbEITERZ LW
SRR ETH 5 Falollrd 5,

Subject #24 (female) in [Late for Movie]

(Before)
Oh, I'm sorry, I'm really sorry, I shouldn’t keep you waiting.
IFID IFID T-a
Anyway I'm sorry.
IFID

3. Fraser (1981) IERARE [FHEOERNIEUEE 72122 b 77V — 2 KTHEE, 1, /1330 LERELTWS,

4. WM SEBEMNROEMEMNMEI BV TEIZHEDLRTE 27 — 2 WHEF I, #%KFE5EK & 2 7 (Discourse
Completion Task). 7 —JL - 7L 1 (Role Play). HRARiE» 5D F — 7(Naturally Occuring Data)T® 5.
DCTIZ 5 A2 6N RPN TED LS IZE I & FEERNTEAL S FIET. Hilileh7za Y722 MIBWTK
WOT— 4 2B THEDE I LN TESZ L WVIRRD D 528, FEEEOZEED K 5 &ifHE NI & 2 TG DR A
Rohhnwt s 28iiAns b, Zhcdlo—)L - L4 3aEERE Rz L, FZEICHEE LTRSS &
WHRBRRMTHH2,. HHET — 2 OLICHME2ET 2702807 — 2 WHAREETH 2 L WS N d 5.
F72, ARERFENPSDF — 2 3FEEEORFEE KM L T3 W EIKRTHAN TIE S 55, 54D RERIT AL
BIC3BhANZER, AV T oA L OFHIREHELNE WS FH RS 5.
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(After)
Oh, I am so sorry that I'm late. I didn’t mean to,
IFID T-c T-b
but I had things to do. I'm sorry.
D-a-1 IFID

(Kondo, 1997, p.275)

LW SRS [AIEOEBL (IFID) | Z3MIfERI L. AN OIEZ@H T 5 (T-a).
ZAUTH U RIS [ETRORBL DN [H92%25880 % (T-c) | [EX2 22572 (T-b) | [1K
OFH (D-a-1) ] &> 2 HIE AL T 5, F5FRTO HBGERIL GHIEORE A LRI L.
WEDFKIZBE$23HE 50 LanEiicd b, MPOREPHBIZIHFAZ L0 HK
NFHOBRMEETEE NS T g, 23U LT A ) 7 AR AROBEE T, #@EDE
Kz L, BETEAVRELRA, BHRE T3 20RMTS 28185 T, W7 7
O —FIZEBBRMBEEZT > TH O UL 215 & § 2 R F MR IEOARRISH TS,

3. 2 MK

M) & [ERL T2 E FISH LTS 20T 84745, -3 Thbhnk i
ETRETA] THO. BREICHEE FISME2O [HH] 2200 TL 5 20 BIREEIC
B3 2RI A BE A D E L IT R TH B, ZOTRBICEL T HFLOBGR, BHOHES &
BT, WY A THEORHABINTX 2589 2L\ SiEEHGRNIZEA I
NT&E7,

CCSARPIZBIET 5 3412 (Blum-Kulka & Olshtain, 1984; Blum-Kulka et al., 1989;
Faerch & Kasper, 1989; Kasper, 1989) Tid. [K§H1T % D FEE (head act) | = Z D
BL4%E (directness) OBl A 5 K& < (1) EEMN KB (direct). (2) 18 & # A #£ B
(conventionally indirect). (3) JEHEE I FZE B! (non-conventionally indirect) . D32
IZOr e, BT ARG IEEN L [MaRBL » 6k & EHEN L [#0E0H 2 L LB
IZEZIRBEICTRMX DL, TEEOREE Lz, 72, KEHOBEMN T &2 EDTEHBLISN O
XFHISr (supportive move) (ZDWT {5 HAITV. £ OBROMOMFRIZ I N T & 47
IZISH X 7z,

Tanaka (1988) 3+ —2 7V 7ITHEFET 2 HRARGESEHICTa— L - LA OFH
EHWTHELZE T A, HEEREES L3> TaEEE [ o BARPEH % R 720
Z&, Feo XDEERMEIEERBEZ S A5 2 Z LA 2Tk o7z,

Takahashi (1996) &, HARFEOREHEZR 2 HEEICB ¢ THMAT 2 Z & O REM
(transferability) IZDOWTHE L& Z A, HAAEFLYEEIZHARBOKERI TS
2 [~LTOWETFHEOTL LI 2] ICKEEMICHY T2 HWEERBAZMBTETE 567,
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“Would/Could you VP?" & 7B XREEDIKIER BN EYUITH 2 £ E L Tz, BAA
FEFIFEE IS B O TTISOEMIZ K D B “Would it be possible to VP?” &y 7283
MEEIZT A2 LIS Ko TRDEIEMARIICZL, TEEOEWLEELZLNTELI LN
Wiz > Tk 572 &L 2,

B2FAEFEE MK L WV S RET R EAT O S, HESEO XU TIIMHT & OBIRR IR
ORI & > THTFIZA T 2 BMOBEAEVEEE#ED LI IZE 5 L5090 &0 (L2
ARG S BT h 505, THEEDORL 2 FaHRBUCE T 2 S MHGRNRAGERO S & HE
Th b,

3. 3 TERY.

[Wrol &id fﬁ%?l:i«;fﬁ‘%%éhfcﬁ?’%%ﬁ& 5 L AR T A REETA THD,
AP CARA RV E SRV EDICEEELETII = —Y 3 VEENEBEL TS,

Beebe et al. (1990) 13 HAAFGEFEE &2 HRICDCTOF L& HWTHEL 72, [WiD ]

DEWARD AT AN L2 2 A, BREROMAHIET. BEHEE. NFEICBWT
HAGED & OFERGRIEEA R Nz, [S VR (excuses) ] DEHEKARIZOWLTIE, HA
ANET AV AW BEHL T2, HRAPHAGET (D] 232568, 72070
ANDFEFETOFREEIZIART [F0ER] OWNEBEERNTE LS, TP HARAIEGEFAEE DR
EECORIFICIER L TV,

Kondo (2000) 13464 O HA NG EEH L 465D 7 V) Iy NFFERFERE# A WD |
DBMTED KD KB EMHT 22 2R L 72, ZO/ME, HARARGEZEHEIT “Tm
sorry” &V o 2[R EBIROBOERMI 2 LD ZL . 7 A ) S AF “Tdloveto” &vvo 724k
J&]|. “Thank you for inviting me” &\ -7z [JE#]. “Maybe some other time” &1 -7
[RKDOHWH | OREWARE LD ZEHL., WHICERLR SN, 2. [EVR] O
BEHMLIZLZA, HRANFEGEFEBEDSOHRIZT A ) A AD & DIZHAREARIED 200 %
DTH-7z,

(WD i id HAANRE S S5 L5 5 LB BIROBOERW M2 I L2k -
T Brown and Levinson (1987) D42IEL 7z [HF DMK AR X AV ] &0 IHMBIN R 7
4 b % Z (negative politeness) Z#EHMHL TWADIZH L, 74U H AiF [HEE] 2 [
W OXFEBELEADZLICE ST HTFERD S| EWVWSFBEMmMAET A P2 (positive
politeness) #EML TH D, MHD LR TV 5,

4. PR EEEARARDEZRENDER

I —Ya VEBHOBREHNE LTI 2274 77 70 —FnERE L BH
EHHOH T, Canale & Swain (1980) % Bachman (1990) DRIME L 7-SiERES % 1
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K5 (eSS eeel] R [EEHmNEE] OBE S EHlIhI k5187, Z
DA% 52T T1980FA % -4 5 90FARUZ 21 T hRIFEEFBRGRO I 201582
EICE B OGNS BRI O W TITb 2Dl L. 90 %2 5133 ﬁiumlﬁ']ﬁ]
WMOBBIZOWTERAILITDN S & 5124 5 72 (Aleén and Martinez-Flor, 2008;
Bardovi-Harlig & Mahan-Taylor, 2003; Kasper & Rose, 2002; Martinez-Flor et al,
2003; Rose & Kasper, 2001; /57K, 2008) . &% 9 2MHF & O L TRM%. BBB%. HF
2T B AEMOESR WL EIZIL U CHY) A SEEA M A3 2 &5 R 2853 25
2iE A ORNE 2 2 THHAI NS SELBEHENICHENTEAREITZ 25253 (ESL)
BRIEO A2, SWEFE (EFL) BRELDEERTHS E 26515 (Kasper & Schmidt,
1996; Kondo, 1997), ZN 72 FICEFLEE TIXHE COBHGRMNEEIC LD L OLRHM
PMETH A5, FERHRNARBROEE RCTHEHEPRE SN AEFLERICEWT, BAETED K
HISEEHRNBBE 2175 Z LW FE LD, EEHGRNEENIROMEA S £ H 56EHK
L7zv,

4. 1 BATHEE

HEONRICHTIMEOVEDE LT, [EEHFEICL > TERLIEREM 22 ] L
S EMAEITS5N B (Kasper & Rose, 2002), # & ZERHEFHINERA RN L TIHRES 3 [N
M (explicit) | A&, Z5 TidAaW [H/RI (implicit) | HEDOEENR % L4 5 1F
ZETIE. A BRI BEOAFBPIRRH 5 LN HEEBH TS (House, 1996; Rose
& Ng, 2001; Takahashi, 2001; Tateyama et al., 1997; Tateyama, 2001) .

il 713 Takahashi (2001) i&. HARAEFL &% 23, “Would it be possible to VP?” &1y
7o & D IR T T8 O S WO E O RIER LAY T b 5 3511 T, “Would/Could you
VP? Lo ZHXHBEDRBEZMHEHT % &0 fUCEH L, RIEG R T oS 3EE R
I L T4 DEEF SN = TIZENENRL DA YTy M &5 AT, AMHOA YTy

DS BOEDONIHRIFRE /77 (explicit teaching) T HD XA ~ 7 v F DEA VY (input

enhancement) Z& - TH i) 723D DOBERIIEE J7 15 (form-comparison, form-search,
meaning-focused) T® -7z, FHEDHIIZ pretest. #1Z posttest # DCTH A TIHfE L 72
L ZAh, BURRIEEZEL 72277V — T HRORIEE A i L 72320 7L — 7 K D R 7245 R
L7,

HAANEGEEEED L  BIKEOLE T, iHF (mood derivables) IZ please % fii}
72J (e.g., “Please change the appointment”) T+ T®TH 5 L EZEL TWBIEANEL.
BIZRBI/H L TZOES ARBTIKIEEZ § 25 2 L3RI TH % & IFREFKRL ThAan

5. ESL (English as a second language) “#&% & IZHFENBEINO HEAME TEHH S T 3B TOHEEY
#Tdh%, THhiZx L TEFL (English as a foreign language) #¥#& &1, FICHE CHBLFZOHELS T
FIE L A EHEEL O 28 BB CRERWEIEFEHE Th D, HATHEEZFINEHHIEFLYEHETH 5,
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SANLV, XD TE L “Would/Could you VP?”) &\ 2EFNHERERL, 26127
B D EWESEEDEBL (e.g., “Do you think you could VP?” “Would it be possible to
VP?” “I wonder if you could VP”) 12D\ TOFEEEMGRNAEIZRITI TWBIEANEL,
BT &0 TR, HBER. HTFCH T2 BHOEAY (Brown & Levinson, 1987) #°
T ix B bk A 0 C O Y) SRR BUC O W T RIREEZ 75 2 e A Eh 5,

4, 2 EBHEMIOFE

FEFHER A A b X 5 Tkl UTHENT (awareness-raising) 2% 6N 5, 4. 1
HTOBRNZZWIREE Z. FEE P EBISIERERICIT > T 3 EIRAR R S B35 R 3R
IZDOWT, X ZEEHGNEREHR T2 28Ik > TEHECERTT T80 TH 5,
T ZTIRER T OFEIZDONTEERT 5,

T, FEFICRET BT 2 EEEA S & REEREERE ORMEOME ARk S ¢ 5 &
W9 N % %, Kondo (2003, 2004 & 2008) i: HA AEFLAEEE & W RICHFETO[W D |
ZURINCHRE L 25RO FIZ OV THM L T 5, &30 ORRAEIIR L, #EEIE
%@ﬁﬁf&@iﬁ'%ﬁ#%#émﬂwﬁ SRR LT 6 5728 T, WD © Speech Act
Set & HAGE L WEEONFEEE 2 /R L LAMZERE2 77 7RIS L 228 DR L, %
%%d%h%%%~ﬁ%@%ﬁ%ﬁﬁTéo56~$§%u:®#ﬁwﬁﬁ%ﬁbf®%ﬁ
RN ZIZOWTT L =TT 4 2Ty a v aiTd. TOFT 4 A Iy a v DNEEGIF
L7z&Z A, PEEIHARED S OEBPLHTICHME 5 2 2 HEME. K74 83 A0
. TOMSHEEBINT 212572 THEBLATNE A LWL LT Y T2 2 ORI
DNWTRMNZZZ LB L 72, B EEE I WA ZRTHOFEETHH I EICHE 6T,
RIS SaBE M LIz A AATH 2 LI2&k > T X BN RTATE S LSS
x5,

AE RO RGO AT IS 2 42 2 & & T& %, 1A 13 Rose (1994, 1997) i
A mttEZMay 72 2 VOB TEERRANEDO I I IZHEUNIZHH IR T E2IZDO0NTO

FEHHT AT 20 ISl O AR LTV 5, sl 4 a5 & s, BRIk
A&V o 2 REGIT A D Speech Act Set 23895 Z &Ik > T, FEEIZMBEOYEDSE
HTHHEhTWAEEERE Y T2 2 F OBREASTHNT L. MY 4 5556 O R
#9520 TE5S (Rose, 1997. p. 283). Z D &k 9 Hi&akfhr #5610, HENTIEMGR
BHANZDOWTOT 4 2 Ay ¥ a VAT ZEEREMNTICERT 2 TH A5,

REZEDWI 2260 5 Z & TOREakiHF ., 1B L 2= ARIESHF IS ABRIOEA L LTH
CThB, BIZZHENEREED 2T L 2T H50T [RA—. KABELT] &E-7%
BHEAREIEL B H, LS FOPITIZ, 2OV HAEAEEZERENTKIGT S, Zh
W ZORBNEICH L ThSEYIZHR, HLEDOATH 3u4EIC/] L TRy clidhnZ &
BREPSTENETHS, £72, ALKETHH->TE [Hr->L100HEL TS N3 7]
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FHEYITE, [Hro 1l HHEL TSNS 7] dEca<. MFEIC2T2EMEIZIETC
TR THEEFREHRBR Z U 25l 2 AR TH 5 Z LIIREE T hIUTESIC
Db, ZO&D BRFEIC K AR O% T, HETOWRHIZ,» b 5 SFEEHRN &
UL 2RI DWW T OE#MT T 2175 LR TH 5 L bh 5,

HENTHIRMIZEEHGRNARR A ST 2RISR S haple a4 7u— LAz, B
RsAVE=T o2 aVvhro¥BEREEA YTy MIEICHB LO¥EEDOHKETH
D, BRMIZEKEMICE 2B DIRES 7228 DTH S (Kasper & Rose, 2002), HE &
ATy b EFEBCRBT AL LT, HESHEAZE T I A V22 7 2N T52 L
NEIF 5N 5, Tateyama & Kasper (2008) (ZHAFEHE %175 2 7 I HAGEREES S
ETFALELTHROELSRIZ, BE2S 2T 2N, HBPLT AN KA MPLT T AN
EWVI) SHHDUNHS ED K S IZiTbN S M L7z, £ OME, BEP» 57 2 P NOKIE
IZHART, BE»S 2 7 ZANDOKFIIRE SNz FERBE A —F 242 L L Tirbh,
HAFEREESE S XS HAT 22 H THIEN LS 2 VR RENAH» 572, Tateyama &
Kasper (2008) 238E 257 A FANOEFHDHI & UTHIR L 727 — 21213, HlAE (5%
A, BD—, TAEHA, BILLWEZAHLIREVATTITE, KEKIEHE S T2,
O ZCFRTLZESVET ] LWHHEORFEN S, ZITREBRBARL» S ¥EH
IZR L TiEEb R WVKIERHEOAE 2 & L TOBFENEAEE (formulaic expressions)
BPEHEN TS, HEEHEEHOHEIZEWTE, 72 M2 ZEIZE- T, HEEHE»S
FEB AT TITON A IKIE K D & T8 5 BURBE O W T E R BIR U O P I A £ D
FEHLA DL BHEER T Z b OFEEFICHN S RN K E . FEHIISKRED H
5407y M EREBETEZENTESEEDNS,

4. 3 TIONTY AV E2=T U3 VDEEN

FEHEOREROBEIZ S WT, LB E LA Ty A EETH B, ZHUTMA
e nmaMELTCOAI =T 4 TEMEIZES 7Y 7y b EETH S (House,
1996; Yoshimi, 2001) ,

WY RSB b S KELE R E UTHTLO BN, BEBIRRLHEF OB E 2
RFohdh, ThoDERKEZEL k4 2 aBE L, ZhZhORIUSE - 7 HaE
%% 7% (planning). 179 (producing) EWHME LA BRI I LBHENTH DL EL B,
Bl Z X, HAAEFLZEE & RICHEETORIETR/ICOWTIHRET S Z L 2HME L
TF¥A LT w2 Th? Yoshida et al. (2000) Tid., HAFE & HFEDFE G M R0 E
WE RS HURIIEE ATV, 226/ KD & ODT@Xﬁﬂﬁm%74Zﬂv
a3 YO%T, bABIRIUS B 28 %2 X7 TIT 5, B2 TR 2o 28T, [#

6. ZZTEIAE—F2LALLZ, TEL [T - 4] #ALEAT I LAVALEVIENTH S,
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WOBRIENS ] 5072/ = 2FBELTLES ] REORL RN, FHiGOHTF L K2
P TR TN FED LFIRHEZE TH 5720 LV R TOMERS 2L T 5,

T2 DT 4 TEMBEITIICHZ->T. HHRRITBNTEDLIIZEL S0 %10
DREEET THRAZDOTIEEL, A VA =T 27V 3 VIZX> T 22 08ER R (turn-
taking) DAHRIZITbN S &5 EHFH IR TVENH 5, Gass & Houck (1999) k. H
RANFEFEZEHZERNRIS, WDIZHT2BRERD LD DOGA. BRPEX A& E DR
(negotiation) ZE DK I IZITbNE 2 EMEET 5720 —F v -ua—L - LA OF
BEHOWTHIE L 72, ZORR, FEEEzEbanT — 2 232 L 2RO ERAX DSy
FUCRAFEL A 572k 5 B2 b7 7V —2MibhZz L REL TWd, MEICkW Tk
SENITHL G TTELLRTERERD L DT Z L IFE Ly,

—IEHEOIMN B L HFEE M S EEIED TH L VWEFLEE T, ENATOT7TY b+
Ty MZEEL W, ZHITHAT 2 HE LTer— LA 2L CHESHEMTEL O
2=~ 3 V%ITS tele-communication DA E 2 515, Belz & Kinginger
(2003) & N A VERahi#H &L P A YVEEEEE T H T A ) A RFEEHEDO L — TR TR L.
A—NDRWEF ¥ v VET-72 T A, FA VEFEEBIZL > THE2EEMHR Jui‘)_\'iﬂl
#ele  AFROIFFR (dukSie) OEWFFICBIL T, PEBFE P A VEEEE»EA4 v Ty b
RUPREYT 34 2243723200 T <, EEISE AV 2 TE 58512k 57. H

WSRO BRGNS & EAEE TS O WEFLEBI TS, tele-communication & W5 JET
RDED ATV EEHGRNAER AR LEFC T P Ty FOBREROZENAEETH S,

4. 4 SEORE
RGO BB IC BT 2 KRELAMEEL LT [ EORBELHA D DN» (Whose
norms?) | £\ 5 HAZEF 5N D, PSR E O S AP BHE ISR 2078 T
FEE L S EESEE OBV ARMGET 5272912, E5LTE [T X)) A%EE] H ¥
) ZHEEE] Lo S »DOFFRAM A EIRL, ThEiEAR (base-line) & U THEHIH
X550, L2 LEED XS IZ World Englishes &FETh, SMAZEME D5
T, TN ThOZEMTHHGRIMEL R > Th D, Ehafhke 42523k ICINEE s
M TdH % (Kasper & Rose, 2002, p. 272) . &7z, FHItLZEEMEGIMEIXZ N ThOS
e DX T ATV T4 74 —LROCBEEP S, Zha B L TNOFEEO LI
HEICGDEDI L NS ZLEMNIDOEMETH D, TOXD SEESF A, RGN
ﬁ‘f“ v BRI Z O RICH ZXALflifERl e Ba D, Zhhaia=r—vay
DDA BHREVED B 5 LD [RERTEAIXUT = | 2 BHEH L. FERO FEREHE
@ﬂi PO TIIHESHEOREICERIIEDEZDOTREEL, BADTAT VT4 T4 — %

7. [7a=XF-g—) - 74| CRFELZRDBITbOREVDIZHL, [F—F v -a— - T 4] Tidfrbh3,
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RELNEEHTICRE L G AL VHEEOXAED 2 LA SRENTE S K5, e LEIK
ARRSHBEERBOX 7Y 3 VAT 2 2L NEETHHEEL D, F 1T 4 TAE—H—
OBFIZAHL T TE, HFICAREEOVE S E5 2 LA AFOHNEZER L,
DEDHRITIERVWEEZZ S,

F7z, MIOFEE LT, FEERICHRLZFEOH THRA L RIFITANED LS ITfTbh Tt
2000 RUICETAMANESICMETHAH, ThE TORBFEEHRIIZ T,
Bl EN7zaY 727 2 MZBWTT — 2 2l THRED D Z A TE D LS FlIHD2=0IC
FIZHELERAODCTR, HIETHIUTT - LT LA IZL 5> TTF — 2 2 EDIEIITHONIT
&z, INHDOTHETOWET, EDL D ABKRAR L FHERBBHH SN0, L0 K
FHS T 5 72 h, RSP EE P ER L ZEEOEH LB ITbN ST TED K 5 IZREHT
BETIOPENINRIZEZETHATH D LIEE ALV, ZORIHIZIZREE 5T (Atkinson
& Heritage, 1984; Lerner, 1996; Markee, 2000; Sacks et al., 1974; Schegloff, 1988;
Schegloff, 2007) D Fik:%E i 7= 2RO S (sequence organization) DIFZAHR)
Thd, Sl MOFTHTIIINETHERA T4 TAE—F—IZLK D KREODHREZHED
T2 aitlicEZREI L, LXK 2T AR ED XS LHEEME TIrbh 2 D2,
i SR ZRE DRRHE & 0 o 7R B T8 S T & 72, il 213 Schegloff (2007) &
[{8F] LW ITADBITHON B HID pre-invitation sequence % 7347 L fl 2 IXEEE T “What
are you doing?” &\ FKiEldH 2 FIc k> T [HFonifith] LI h, BEFE22Z0A
NEXFEHDDH 2D THIUTFFMIZERIT>TWBEZ L EBRNEDTIEA <L “nothing”
EBEADZLICE ST HTICHIFFZ LTRERVWEWVWS ZE %254 (go-ahead) . THUZ &>
TWIT “you wanna drink?” & W o ZGFORITHIZA S, Wi 25413 “TI have a
term paper to finish” ZEELF I ZLICk> TEERITEIN T AVWE{HEZT 5%EF5
MWENZEEFRFIIRL, PHEIATHE [HF—WD] 05 BE~XT (adjacency
pairs)® BRETHILAEMIFIZZENTE S, [ 2 ] 2EDTHIIZNDLS
IZREHRRBME L ITON S OH TR TE2EDEDTH S, /=, ZdhaMric Xk 50t
Tk oT [MEME] 2 [HRE] o352 o] O&>5 &IEEETH (dispreferred
action)® #4719 BRi, (B3] L Wo7Z L &27H01c, HTFEOREEHELOMIZHETFOLR -2
#E<, “‘well” ® “uh” BED7ZD 5 VDOFERH ST 2 - DIEMREB (hedges) &
EHHT A ZEBALNIIESTED, ZhH 3RO SFEEHRIIE CIEd £ D iEH
ENTZ 57285 TH 5, FHZ2000F-RIZA - T, H2SHEEBAMRIZ BN TREEIM

8. [BE~7T ] &LidSchegloff & Sacks (1973) DHEET. RAGHNOEE. ZLEDRD LD 2D LEDITLZ
SN TH B, [EME—I0E] [H UM -2 & &drds (M%) LTEZ 2 - doREOMAGHLEES .
(7N, 2003)

9. BT OIRE L UTHEMICIIEG (M) hangg o saEh, HlA IR U TG EeNE i Thd o,
S (D) SIEEENE I Th 2, IcIEEEMEE LT [RE-AHZE] MKE—ES] 22855, (Yule,
1996)
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DOFEEHCLIHENIEZ TEH D (Gardner & Wagner, 2004; Kasper, 2006; Markee &
Kasper, 2004; Schegloff et al., 2002). SiEFEEDOEHMWEEN BT 5 L THixxk
HREE725 LT N30T 5,

5. HHYIC

AR CIPHSHEBEHGRO T THOO NS HmAMBL. Y0 HTOIhE TOHELS
FEHEFICB D AR A BT T 5 LIS, 2N o OWIFRER AT A U 29358 H O Hikizon
TEREIT > 72, S REEHGITILERH L W8T d 5 25, [JH., g, RIE. O 2 v 54—,
2R G I X > TRE A LU R E RO AL EHICHEML TEZ T3 751
T, BRILEWE ZATODBERR IAA = 22— 3 VEBITB-DICKhEE 0N
DORS ML TS MBS TH B, /2. ZOFBOMRIL. B 5 U biF s H-
TTE, ABIAEEL TR T2 FFHHO X A =X AL T, AR EZ G A
TN T3, BLDEEZlA TAA P IGFETE L K5 AR EZHRL T, 5% 8 Y
BB B ELPREL T ZEEH->T0 5,
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S OBz X 5T, ARFEOEMERAN S ZECNEIEDN ) KIRT ENE S ZHALL
TW5,

[fEAE] OBINE, K7V T4 7TOHREICEENEE b L VWA 5, BEEL. )
DIIZIEH L2 EDHIC L 5> TR EE ZIBIIAARERHFIEHOTRIC L E L5580, HA
THRET2ZE80% <13, BEE - BEUtEofGicE s sh, 74TV T4 714 —Ofiff

kA AR A 5 Z B ERMEh T 5 GIE 2002 ; B 2008 5 A 2006), T
ERRIZEHIMICODHAMZEDLEET VT4 Tid, FERDTAFTY T4 7 4 =Bk
IZE W BA 5255 525 E L2615 (Miyamoto 2008)

KEE. FRNC B 2 HENC D e B RE RS HAMEOHRTT ATy T4 74—
EHE T 2B VGEET 5 Th A O GEPHNIOLE L E, RIERAAT VT4 T7&L

TOBEBEN ML, KT VT 4 THSFELEDINC S SHERERE - EfEo 2t %
BT AT VT AT 4 — DML ET S [RIEOEI (T~ 1996) | oL LT
BRET 2 WREME A $R T 5, E T, HAREINE REHIC BT 2 ERTTROBIKE 7 &
LOWERKAMEL., 7L & DREHR L FRSHEILOBR, £EHE- 2 XULTA TV T 474 —
2B BRI AT 5. i< B3R T, B O k. B4R THHI & BROIAI BB,

2. NEEDOFELZ LY ECRR

2. 1 NEAEZREROHR L5 BRAOE Y
77 713, 200THEROEREIF A E NS SRF R L. FEFRO AL LD 2 5HELA

1. HARBUMIE, A ES B R OMERFRE & (UF AR £ 19894 IC8IE L7z, ZOBIEIZ& D HAAN (HAAD -
=) IR T H > T E BHLT 5 Z L TREE 5 7
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BREROEIE (757 E#) 25T, EEOSEAESEERIZ200 FAE B A, #RERF IR
ATIE, B - BRI KR - RN ONEIZ 2, RS, BRI A20064 12 KER & P\ TH2hT
Lok, BREXIZE O TIRAMNEADOEMAEZEL L, HEHTIEHRT 7V LAD
HENRBNZ EDRRMES A 5. BRILAATE I TUIRE NS K H 12, - lge- =&
HEOWbW S K] Ob 3R TCREEROMERESR SN S, EHERFEABAIICLD S
RO B, B BHIT3% . —H2.8%. #fkd-IER2.7% ., KPR2.4%. WH - #52.3%
L ->TW5,
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Ly
g

(i 4 (B 910 4 6 9
0 iG!ﬁmﬂ*ﬁH"*!nﬁ'Eﬂmliﬂl mﬁxﬁﬁ’nl&mmmﬂi!mﬂ&lﬁx!ﬂ*@
S F B ﬂ?&ﬁ*li!FmﬂlJ.llll#ﬂﬂlmﬂi.“ﬁl!&nﬂw.ﬁﬂ&lllﬂmm'ﬂxﬂ“!ﬂ‘
i n L

B

GB A 0122007 F£10 A1 BIRED HE A DEEALC.
(MED ZFBd A ETEEEIM A EA ESEE) . TEditEr it Aol

HARIZIE S 2 M ERE T RO SR O, HEO R L b, BA1FETH 5
LEDIhTWS (HFfl 2007), MK HRAZFROIZEBOSERET R EET 215 H
ERIE. SMEIAEEER T 2% Rk UE 2 SRS SOE 253 5 & s, SEiioE D
AL CE 7z, RS 228HIE A Y1581 Td > 7228, 2008412132601 %
THMUL 7z, 2008 (A0 »dES] Tk, [FEHEELELTOMNEALIKII 2 =5 1 &
DD ], [HIIZ I 1 3 RFEDSHEAND KRR ERE & Ol |, [HEADOTFE LD
BHEIZOWT] 3ODREFENIH L TT A > 72, F72. SHEAERISKH L THAGE RS X
TOWEIED ZH, B, NPORIRF AL & &l - 1) U TH D MlA, SEAFERO HAGE
BROBESERIET 5 2 & 2RSS U, AAEALESRTS#A AT QAR L Eii s 2
E DL XA EOREBUZ AT T2 L &8s L.
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2. 2 ABEICOBHBFELDHBETH EDRE

SCRREEERE (2007) 12X FUE, 2007HFIC AN ERICIEEE S 5 A E T E A TER
3. 66T AT, ZON2THAT ANCHAGEIRENBETH S & Eh b, HARERES L
BASHE AR E - AEOEIE, 1991 ICHE 2D 1D T 5. A5OMUERT, A/
HEERIZ B A EIAREAEDOZ T AR, 2T ANKOERAOK, FHEE %8
MU 7T &8 DR, SHEANFRANOIRRHFEEDOR N5 EI2DOWT, SEAEERT S
i (2008) TH. FEFAEICL L OXKETH EOMENERIh T3,

SEEERE - AEEO O ARTOMBRIBED & ZABHTIEE L. RARKREEDOEEIT
ENT3, LaL, HAZ [EEAERN] 2 [NHEOMAICEIT 5580 IcftfEL <k
D, ZZICRHARICETAETOIE S BICHH 22T 2HABRES AT L 5 kn
EWlFEE TV B LR, T L] EBUZHET T1H & PGB ETH 5 &40 K
LFRX N Tx7 (MMt 2007).

[EREE i) 2R 2 A%, ZEDORIMERPEE XN T nE v AR R
A & ORI L [FIIC, FHEBETHEVSOAICHALRICS 2 2ESIERL T3, B
£, HAREWNICRBEORE - AENENZ TV E00, FELEE I L LTE. JELH
TIEA VDI ATBDS R E MO TR O FE A RS 2 2 & 8 HE LN IREIZH 5,
B (2005) &, 2001F-OEHFEOZEBINCH 2 =2 -~ —DIZ EED25%. FEHIK
RETTI321% (20024F) , EFRELEFA T T3 21% (20024F) HBARFEETH 5 L WHiE LT 5,
SNEINOWAEDO R, Bt et SNEFEOFHGED % < 23 FHECE O W % Aty
DIRFETBZFE L7z 6, IR 4 2 BES AT 5 2 &3 MRIZHES A,

FRFIC WEIR TIE2003F- D RO FHANE NG HFERTT 7 VLEFEOOR R RS £ <.
ZO0EROBMD L < 1F10fR, 2 ITIF1REEE EEhd LEbh s, FREDOTE
EDBIRTHAENH T, HILOREEFHD, ZOZLEHERAMBEAZDTIZEL . TOFHFWL
R BRETOFELORBICH L CRICZ &2 21X, VT 7Yy —%Hh0kA
2 HERE] ShsZeichkrRane, IHH (2008) (ZiERHT 5. ZWMHOZE &0
T3, BICERIISOS IR HIZ O a0 E VS BETE AL, SEORER) 77
U, HEOREICE THEL S AN REVYD, TOEREOHIREENELEHETHL LS
Z5.

2. 3 RHFHORKR

MENITE, 16 TABHEANEFE LT, EREIIARYED & 25 REHNIL, xR
JIE PRI g 5 A%, M - JIl - SPER - RIFE . RIFIZAE HISHHE A S 2 2 ol
Th 5. 20065F-OREFHDOALNF1678T0IANT, ZDMN3E56 AV SHEFETH 72, ALNC
B EADILER, MALD21% %595 2 L1k, REICE RSO HRT
BB LD,
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U, G REAOLBEO MO, EREBNAEAESRER RO Mk, k-
Wi, @EA - EAO ACHE A SIS U, ZBE, P, DT 2 & DRy
Bid, AV FYFPEOBRYEE» 5720, RITRINTHE KIS, EFE NL—, 775
U, RV ETHREDORERP S OBRASHML TRTHB I EBDI 5,

®1. BFENNBEANERER THI18F12A31H (Bfii: A)

F PN BT Fg YT /NHHJE T
Hh 43,355 25,534 575 563 425
HEELE - g 34,317 15,964 516 235 390
T4V 18,247 7,008 697 151 299
TIVN 13,743 3,627 1,238 964 279
AL — 8,661 1,742 242 433 45
p/SE| 5,460 2,672 67 53 48
E[EH 2,040 1,088 14 18 34
&4 4,287 1,429 127 62 37
1V F 2,734 1,137 22 8 4
~NhF A 4,594 1,435 157 303 28
HhYRYT 1,493 387 223 78 0
ERZA S 1,441 620 50 21 19
5% 2 1,430 113 207 152 3
Z DAt 18,798 8,237 688 515 165
&at (AN 160,600 70,993 4,823 3,556 1,776

BB, NP5, HFRB TR % 78, 200841513 2 DN D/INFER L 3
BROPERIC [EBFEAE] PREIN TS, BEBREE LI ARG ES LT & S E 5
W - AFESRIC O X IADOMBEEER D, 1584584 5 L28MEESh 2HETH 5, [FEEE
AETIE, THOBREPLFRIEE, AEEEOIREEFHIE UC 1O H LIZET,
MENZE T2 54 ~ 5RIFEE DIRER T A b b, EEEEER. [FE08] L LTl
Sz, BADEEBY A7 LOHTYA /)T 4 —ChHBIMENOENSE T EBED, #1K8
WO [TEGI] & LToREISIH-> TS, FHESEOHRIZ, 7L & DEHERLREETORM
S SECOER B ZELOHBE LMD 0IBEET > T05, ZE LD EHITH
729, B DD R WERANIE, BERA S, 6 HAGEAEIREANIGE X h, —E D WM
WO LIZEMTADbR TS, 72, REEEIREREIC 10 E SR A2 KD U, A
ORFFEH i > THARBRLHFHEE 2175 - 72 0 . ARSI E Ok & & DO XR A 1T
KoTW5,

EREEE 2 GO ABE O TOMNERERE EEANOHIBIE IEORREHF T EE 2
S5NBH, WD LIZEZ T CRHARERPERI EN L3S A 50, £ HAREREZ
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WG U2, ARSI R 2 613§ 2545 &1 & L OBRIZH D i & 156
T3,

2. 4 EHETABICEITZ LEERXRFOAFRERIEEE

FRFEIIRSE TR, 198842 & MU D SHEFE T RIS U CHARGESZDO AR 7 v 7 4 7
Bair7e > TE 2, 2008 1%, F180% DFAENBN U SCERIER & 10K K% WA 54
BNEFEE L 72, 200TFEFAZZREF T & RIS TSGR IR B € 85I h 72 2 &
25, 2008F-Fk2 513, RE O E KRR & AT YAEREIE36% D ENA
LEDOLETORT VT 4 TIZBMLTW5A, FREEIAYTIE. FHE# 2 &SN DR S
VFATEY LT 27 -=V7) 2XETEEFTEL. FHRNTOEVTLHER
IR TED LI IV F 27 L EOTRETES>TED., ZOMDMAIL [r—E 2T —
VI K B IROBAIL] & LT, 20084 SCE R EE A LARGPIZERIN X /.
200811 HICIE. NS — ¥R F—= v o vy A —REEIN, X5V T4 7HEBEL
A B FENOKEIED B EfliEh >0 b %,

RI VT AT EHET2FEE. VERICHKREIER T v 7 4 7 #BGERE (905 X 6lul,
20084F-HE) 1ZBMIE 5 Z EAFBEANT ST B, BFUNCHG SN 5 8IETIE, [RIES
ATV T4 TOREL] [RF7 Y74 7wl [HHEFETROBUR], [Z3XL4E] 58 5
). [ a I 2= — v 3 /] [AARGEESRE] SOV ToigRE ., 2FREDKRT VT 4
THBERETEZEIZE ST, ATV T4 TE L TRIBIRMBE AN E R ENTE S,

A7 74 7R BiRAL EORMIKIRT 2R &, JFEHETB Y 3 2 SHEFE T & AR 1
DOREES L<IE, W - AEOERET PR, BREE BRI OLEA1TH S, &
T 2 HEOICERIE RIS [ Z kAN D720, EBEAEIZ K 3 2B E10EL Eich7:
DHIFTERRZEONSIRES D ELS BV, HAEFAOFEEPHEML TH572H, FEENDX
RIEHEAN EHAGBLE LD &, EFOZDOMER. BFPEEOZE S hLE ST Eh—
72, RO, SEFEO T THAEN TE LW F/203 [HARERTESDIZM
MATERN] % bRAGHHT [FENEHCA A -V 285281880, HEBELTY.
R F L EESHBLFESHEOENROENRHEL I IS SN TS 2135 A 0k
(A 2002) T, [fIERIZDOVWTOT AW - BhKKTH S| L) & TTE S FITMIRIC
BWOK AT TEL, AEF I THAEINTONEVORBIRE, RETIE, 7L IT¥KE
ESMERESLZEEHD. KTV T4 TR TERDRETOMKT4IE %ﬂé?tﬁi?
DT, TEBORERE»SRIMBIZE . RYNIK O WTREME R <. WP TZ EE 48
EE?%%@(W&DD@)&Euonfémo<_a»f%57%ﬁéﬁéo*7/747@\
FREGEIRBETTFELEIZTHI LT, BUEREAED S 2. MEICH L TEIRGE
FHLaon RG] o#lzHoTna Wi 5, 5%id. A5V 74 748D, s
DZELORE - JiE - FHOMEREICH L, KOEMMISSKETE 2 RBIEZEL T Z e
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i TH B

2. 5 SNEEOFLELDOERELE REOHE S

NENZD AN T ERDHADHE Y 27 L2k T 3R, HEERESNED LS I
LTHARIZZZE DFH OO, BHEOEESULRREROUERIC K > Te a3 (h
5 2001 ; A 2006) LEDNTWD, &Kl (2006) &, 4 ¥ F¥F (RN LH145KE
“ A ZLIRE A VAR D T 24FKNE) . mKE S (L — AFIE) OFHEFETTR & R ICH =
HO#FAES L, [RIEOGE S 2T 4 (T4)L<21996) ] #HWT, & & DO¥REIED
44 T EREOBEWM & /SH L, wri~wy (1996) 2. BRAH LWAHESTRINT
% -SRI EIE A RSB & THREBIE] 2L, arE i i@ -4
RIZ, B IREHEEHR-TA T T4 T4 — ISP HE S & Lz, Bkl (2006) 13
U Y ORFIS, [BHENEIE (BOSFE- HAREN) | #MA THI L. BREKE? B
LWHEE T LR 5 T 20 RIEDOF DRIFEE WIS 2 20 HETH 508,
TELOMIBITHOUERFICRELSWE I Z L # KA Lz, T2, &k (2006)
&0 S RIERGEIG & RIS O R A BT 5,

N+ F LDRE

N F LI EBERESE S T0E b Tl D, BOFREIIA Y F Y F oo
E4%ThdI4 A0 YR TITIANHEIMIZE S, BEOHEREMEIWH T 25li#k% - v
57280, T8RRI TS 5L 09, 2L OBIZT &L BERPRFITEET
5ZLEEATED., #5121, HEZEABRIEDOIHS THRIIL 72 € 7L R UEHER 23 F
Ed 52 LNnEN,

> % XD

T ZDBOBEEPUL, XE5DZHRKREVHA, XM FLLHh VR T7TOHRICAET 5
anzunbothahiz, 74 2ARKREIBACDERE REFL &5 &5 25, KRHFEBAH
T ST, 7L LD '%Hﬂiﬁifﬁio’(kK*c‘:?ﬁ%'«‘}:“’) Zc‘:“éiﬁf(fk’&i‘ﬁ%@
L. BEEEHHT 3 Z L aiAZta, BOBERE S SVHAENEZHT 5%
Ym%%%%bwégtﬁﬂﬁfééﬁ\ﬁ@ﬁi%ﬁ#@w%%\ﬁ¥@®2:;a7~
Va VHNEEE BB 720 TELS, TES RIS U TR & 22 b % & b L
TWa,

AV RIT DR
BV RY T REOREIL, [BEREBRSICAEL TS GEAKM 2006) ] Z&Th 5,
19758 & > 72 KL - K b BOHED =22 R O iR AL ) - SR 57 8- KERERIC K 0. B
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RBBERRICEENL» 5T ALE B0, . NP FLAHRERF v v FEE 2 Rig L
ENREHD» 5, BLEIEZ @S, HATE X643 B b#Eiic Ladhudas
ORI H 5, BiE IS HARD PR Y 2T L OGS . BARFELHNZ &2 5,
CERLDERTOHBIZEHEL TN I ENFTNERBRNTNE, A VAV TEEDTLEY
3 RIS ARGEI S LB 5 DO EERIT 2 Z 8134, FHE RS LA THD &
NI,

mAKftl (2006) &, A v FYFHGORBENHARITKS =6 0, [EH] [FFA [%4]
(70| ThHO, ZEPLOLUTEERTES [R(E] OERDOTWLONE—-DRHTH
ZE0MLT\5, TEITHT 2 HERIKIE, K TIMEM DMK EZLRZL T D
M, T EEHBR U HAGESERI & 212010 T E O ZEE O REEERIHT & IWEEHZ 55 2 &
—MREZZ LS FHCHRNGED L WA ¥ F Y FHEOGE, BOXbafikTsZL 8
LS -T2, EBLILV, HADHEY AT LIZOWTIREHL TSR, 17&
L OMERRITN LIIRF E I EBIC T ERITENE TN DT —ANZ N L ERETH 2 Lol
LT3,

BREKADRE

HAfl (2006) &, 7T VAR — R LT & ERKEG DO HRADEEMRIE DR

ELTUTDO3MEFHTFT TS,

1. FlRsAY 2 REEE - RESCIL AR

2. HASUUZEDS; & U TERANDWRE

3. FPROARNEMN & & HiGliiED & 5 5550 EH O
BAHRAEA V RV FREBEOR S KE L@, FRHRADPEANIZHEE D012
KHTBZDIH LT, 4V FUFRER RRHCEER) oS 3HEAOREILFHRIZZ 0 E
WIRIZH B, HRADOKEEE, BEE-REULOMK & BEICEHELTH B L S5bhd i,
ZOHEFITIE, HABAEL [—IN] ZRNEZZ T 3IC8Bb 6T, BRI ENE
WML 2 S 5 72, FEREICIR - 720 Z & 2% 2 THARISW S & REEO R % R
BN N2 N EBEZTnB eV 2 en, MERDFAE,SHALZ, HRADORET
1AL b HOLEER L G AN VEEA M U HEERBORR E T A - B MRS S O REEE A 7 4
THERFMMALZD ., WIROREEE B A AT DE S5 L, BIIBEEE L B A R4 555
1L T3,

FRATH LTI HRAL LTHRDO LA PR T E LR L 2 WFHEL TH 3D T,
HHZ S2EHEEOERITHLEICEMINTH S, £ T AH. FEOREREERZ
BIZOWTORMIMEWEEDNS, TOHHIT., HICHATOBRIAFEL TNWBE2ZFT
F <L oM [—REIE] W EilkAd 5 Z L2, HATORZIZ OO THEKE

— 107 —



BRSEL - BAEA T - AT

RSHEHEZSTOWBEHTL TS,

PED&S12, HATHEET 25EFED T E L OBRIRIZOWTE 2 51, %5 OBOME
DRI, BHBL TG E NS LT 32 &hbr b, FEBIE, RFMIZELR
N @ ARE A RALBREIC B, HeDZ 8312 > THEERIZ, AKEICWBICIL
NIEEIIZZ LRI, FRAEGERS R a s 0kilics b, 202 ik, B
RO RN RORERNEE 2 2B @ L T2 81572,

Bl ZE, RIEHIAR T VT 4 7 OFEEDOF I EEHE L GiE . K@l L 22kt s
LT, OFENTOHARGEEREORA, ORFEE k2> 5 DI, ORFEEDTELDH

EIAOWAF, OBFDITI 2= —3 3 VOWREL EBRBIE I TS (Bl 2008)

M. IS OFREOREEIHARENNRE N T2 0 | ETOFEMEN AL [HERE]
MELWZENPEL T LELIONS, — . THIHERO¥YRY 27 4O THIE -
TERMEIZ BN TERPICEEFN TS L) BRKETIE. OREEY S SREOHARE %
AL, OHIRHEZIZELEHS. OHAANE ORFIC & Rl ©. ORL - RREERIHZ S
BRI TH DI ENBNT D2 ->TNS (Hilkifl 2008) 28, Zhb6DORETIE. RiE
FZOHEER, MEAEESENTHBLENI T ENTELESS,

HATHEOHEFED T OFEIZL 5T, HADZER TORINIKIEDG K X g
#5238 E26N05, L L, REOGESHFTE WA, FHEASY [HENLH
CAA—V=FFH LT AT VT4 74— %5500 5N LFENEMITIE
KELUNDOXE, 2F 0., FELEMD EL FRPORMBOAR T V7 4 7 %5 E8 KIE! *bo
T[EH] ELTTFEREHXATCOK ZIENAAIRTHBEEZ S,

2.6 BN BEERTAT/TATA—

WA, B SEEROMATEIBNT, FEEDTA T VT4 74 —ICEHMED I
T3, Norton (1995) IZXktE., TATF VT 474 —IXSHERE. SEMHICELED
L5LEbNS, BERL, BEELWIBDIFEEEDTA TV T4 74 —ICKDMREh, 7
AFVT 4 T4 —RBBBILOBEKENZLEELIOLNTOEINEE, —H, TAT VT4
T4 —3EKTH B LERBIZ, ~ETRASKELBIZZENT S0, [AAONRTEZ %
TATVT 4T 4 —OEIEHEEEANTEEL SN TS (Weedon 1987) .

BRIV, SEREHEEBLTTA T YT A T4 — 2R LANSHELL T
< (Blackledge & Pavlenko 2001), 74 7V T 4 74 —DxHIE, HCA A=Y DT A4
FUTATA—] #ERTVIVLIVT RV Y=y s [IBICKBMESHOTA T
VIATA—] BRBRTBEA VAT OT 4T RV a3y TENI2DDRY Y g =Y
S OMAAERIZEL > TiThbNh b (Davies & Harré 1990), H—RiE - M —SiEEHET
F. BEBEHEOV IV IV TEA VA =TT 4T - ROV a =V I ThyPEL 57
W, FEBGGIZHCDTA T VT4 T4 —2RBLETWI LS 5L K5 LEZBL6N TN
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5, ARICBIBTAT VT4 T4 —DEHKIT [EEEEEL TRBIN S LHANED T
(positionings) T 20U, BEDZETH D, B Ly IEDBED] LT3,

HAZ, —fHCH -5 Wb A Sh3ETH %720, LE5EEETH 55HE
FEREIL, CLREORELTAT VT4 T4 —OREBECR T EBEREhTW3
(Kanno 2004 ; #1555 2001 ; KH 2000). A1 E & id. HAOHRISHEILT 512D
THARLL. BEES HARGEICER NS, BPHAESIABT AR BHTOII =) —
VaviiXfEELTILEWE SN TS, R, TELORESEENICHEE Sh)
BEOBAITE. FELRRULERT, HADTAT Y T4 T4 =2l VI LFL
LBWRIATPHEENS (P 2001), WA GAICiE, SHEEOFE SR [HAA] THD
EVWITEETEL, HRATH D L FRT DX HZLeBEIh T3 (KH 2000).
2F0D. FEBIX [MEIA] LS5 FICEBMEDT Vg2 —To 747 KPP a=
V) BA THAAN] EWHSHEA A=Y (V7L oy T - RKVva=vr) #BRL
EIERABBZDTH B, ZOD&I BGA. TELRNMEII DALY #RFOACISHT 5750
ERELTLESTWDS, TAT VT4 T4 —3REHIIEDLLDT, 2L 2{LFETHD

BEBLLIZNTE 7 I4 FEARLTOTE, BFFICA EH-RIENZHAAD T A
FYTFA4TA—IZBANTLES Z &M T3 (Kanno 2004) .

AR, BEHOEBONEEO T2 507 A TV T4 74 —BED LI TR EhTH
DhEBE - L, HABXER T VT A THTELDTAT VT4 T4 —I2EDEKI &
R R T ZENTE DDA REET 5,

3. B&

REFHEBRI I EDOHEN DB 12 T b DTA TV T4 T4 —%, A/ TFT 4 —
W75k (Watson-Gegeo 1988) # Wy, WMIREBRERMA T 74 7 LTHNT » A
M 72 0 SHEIFE N - A FEDORE % Bl U H AGERBRPFE O XA L6, JAL /-,
I2)557 4 -0k E, ~lHAEZIL-TOREEAZL, v 70 L~NLOHE TR
ZoTn53278LbNLOHAOSENMHENE YT, BFTI2HEIIYTUIE S HVWHE
CEHZATZE W80 TH S, DFiE, KR TNELEZT—2D—-ETH 5,

o RIERHANAR 7 V7 « 7IhBECH: (WMIRH ORISR, &&. PEAR T V7 1 7 OWEECE)

e 7T ABGREADA VAL 4 —

CHERT VT4 TADA VA 2TV — N

o TE G DFERGSM & EANDA Vv a2 —

s TEYLFBEADA VA 2 —

o ZTOfth, BHMLENH
INLDEMET =206, ARTIE. FHCKERAR T 7 4 7ihERCH. FHCH%E
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HENBR LG L7274 — L K/ — b &85 DT — & %, Davies & Harré (1990) OERY
VaZ VI OMHAE RO, BEEINTIT 5, BBEIZBL T, TEBLERBEANDS VA 12—
EFBDTENDA v 2 2 —DFENE &M T 5, WHENT. SFREITELRL 1R
LIMMNEE DZIRET, TELDZLROHHRTA TV T4 7 14 —OBIERGN & S/,
RBEOOEHIZ, TYHLL -4 — %L EKEAD G OB §E S hie,

#2013, AR TR T 2 RIEORERR & 5, Fhd&T. RRERZEORERAAR
5T 4 TIHBORFROWGEOHTIRE LWL —, NbF A, HVERY T DIFREEH
ERHRE Lz,

K2 WERE DFR & RIEHERK

gl & KGR il - AR EEh - FiE AR
1 ~NJL— 5% 501% H%
183 401X
£« 19i - K14 N —HEFEh
EHR* T - N HALEh [E7E - B
2 |[NFFa 5% 30f%
B} 3018
BED Ik 175
FAN* 8k - /N2 R R
E5 % 7 -
3 | HvERYT % 401X HAE 3%
* 401% HAGE
Bk 201X H A
Ekok 201%
2% 201X H AR 3%
3k 195% H AR
EHS* 6% - TRERY HAE 3% EEE - S

kB DOVVTVEHRHICHT2EEETE T -4 L7 5,

i1 ~ 3ORET, REHA AT - 7218, NV —DOFREORHRHE, N+ F DK
JEDRENG AL VAV TORBEORASE TH 5, MHNRIL, L —-DOFKETIEE
HORBIIHNTHEFEELREDOEELETH 72, XM FLOKETIE, BAXDONB AL
EFE L RBOEE A, T U TRARBE —MICHEL Tz, 7 Y RV 7T ORETIZ,
BHZAARGESE A, 2 L T4 BRI OSEIC[EHEE & SR O¥E B 211572,
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