HAR N Seah8 # Ol Hamithe 1 o FEin it
— BAUTIIBTZE 2 & DFSBBERIERORH —

2 R
ILERENEGZEEHEHRE Y 7 —

PN | I ST
B TRE S PR

HES  ORD, HRAEBYEEEIC X 2EBARNENOREERRT 2 -0 oba 214
FTLTEL, LU, 2060511, FHEO—RHWLEROTRICE £ 2R TH Y,
% - o DEARNENORKERBRER IO TIRAE Y, LI HHEZZITWSE, 25 L
t¢ REIICETE 2 IR 2R ROLBEERIHIN TV 3,

B LTI, FERRAVEENICET 2R 2 TV D SHETIITR~DIRD FE L T2
ﬁ&%kﬁx%@fﬁ&(,:hif@ﬁ%%m%%%ﬁ?%’kh;ofﬁﬁM&W%Wﬁ%
ERZBIELET R, ZLT, BEZCORMNHARRE» SR ONILAEANTEEEEHEDE
RN OFEBRBICH T 2R UME, HEOHMEINMAOHR L T2 2 &L CHRIEL, 5%
DO BARANEEABHEOBARNENOFRERBEBH~NO—F L L,

1. 8 8

BES T, BRAREEZEOEARGES - MR AET 2201 OPENLINTE
Feo BT, %9 Lf'lfﬁju@*'(%ﬁb%(&é‘h'cw% TR, ARRICEBR L, BAARE
FEEDE ﬁiumﬁﬁﬁaﬂwiﬁﬁ%ﬁ%&k LTzt s, 2L C, chETicHo»t
o T3 HAAGEEREOEAREN O S, REWABBEELZRET 3 LEEN
b

2. PEEEEARMRORR EMER
2.1 PHISEEARAROER

BHEST, EPFEEJ,:,.,nm # (Interlanguage Pragmatics; LT ILP £ §°3) BfEickwT, B
BAFEELEEOERRES, FBRORBMEHGLIILE ) EEIBLRINTHS,

ZOFER, ﬁEiTK,B$A% EFREOER RN 0K (FA, 1987a, 1987b, 1988;
Carrel & Konneker, 1981; Kitao, 1990; Tanaka & Kawade, 1982), EHHMNEB O HI
(Takahashi, 1996; Takahashi & Beebe, 1987), XIRMER (GLSppEeE, LIEEERE KEOD
BE&WE) oh 2 5528 (Fukuya, 1997; Kawamura & Sato, 1996; Matsuura, 1998; Tanaka,
1988; Uenaka, 1999), FERIGRIVEEN DEZLIE (Fordyce & Fukazawa, 2004) s & OEMHHE
RN, TNEFNHLS PRI TV 3,

2.2 HEEEEARAROMER
Lo L, BIEBTFLETHREDIIZEALR, ER2EBRAREELTFED L2EEM#ICYTT
Vw3, D¥Dh, NS LHELUTHESTENLED XS L EEHUALERT IO, i3, #H
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T30V FEMEAOAIICERDPYTONT VS, =K, FDXHICHELTENZDE
RGREIBEN 2 Bz T od, kv ) L2EEARINES OREERICB L TIRIAS ik o
Twis\v> (Kasper, 1996; Kasper & Rose, 1999; Kasper & Schmidt, 1996; Schmidt, 1993), &
iz, BRRNVEHORERBLBEHT 2L0BENFRINBD TV 558 (Kasper, 1992;
Rose, 2000; Churchill, 2001), RZ+DEEZ 2 ETIRBES TR VLRAETH S,

T, INFTOWMENFKERBLTIERETITbN I OMBEFHELE L TIIEKY
(cross-sectional), —BF§fy (single-moment) FAEFENRE L HVONTE S, 28Iz, %Lz
NIHEAR BT 2010, RIVIERICHED B8% (b3 IIHEREIC L 2 SEER)
ZECER, BT 2 LI X 2MEMTRIEFZE (longitudinal study) 232 LIN TV,

INhorElHdl, BIROILPHFRICE T, MHWTIRIC X 2 L2EEHEHAIHERI N
TW528, MMTHIBTRIC X 2FBARNENOEBERICEANYTOATURYL, T}, 22T
TR Z T L TR 2V LRBIREZTIVDTHS I D,

3. THMRIEAR. DS THEERIFAROER A

FICHRA & J iz, BHEILP HADTFICE W TIZ THIBTTE D O RHEMNFRE~, LIRD T
DBIRNTVZRETHZ, L, BETONTE T AHMHTIRIR, SitEc THRENTR
BRBEEDGTH) LVIBEICHSTWEDTRAWTH 39 D, A, chEciibh<
STHEMHTIROBERNZLRL AICINTETHRVES I d, FIZE, BEDTIEDHTY,
HEWTHIRFZ % 38 > T2 3 Code and Anderson (2001) 1%, 107> BDF—LRAFA4 7075 ADE
FERTES I EREEMITE IR (Discourse Completion Task: DCT) #8LTw3, Lil, ZhTid
10 ARJIC L2GERIGRIVEE I DI E D X ) RFREZ R L 700 1 Tir %, W2 ET 2K
DCT EDOEME T IR LB 2 Z L 3T & 3,

—AT, MWHHAZTUEIZNTHRIZ» LI EBTLLZITRAEVWEITH 3,
Kasper and Rose (2002) i%, ‘as with most longitudinal research, the database represented
here (referring to Achiba, 2002; Ellis,1992; Schmidt, 1983) is rather small — just four
individuals in the case of L2 requests (140-141; #EMARIZHZFIZ L 3)’ LBRRTED, HM¥T
MIRHZIC T 2 HERER OV 2 X OREREME N, BT L OMEMTET 2 L5k
LENTn3,

) LIERBEBVT, FRRNENDOEBBLHS»ICT 201, "SROBERER
HOTOSEMIIIE: 25 ECEAT2ILBERTH 5, BT & REMRIRTsE & Bhdq
J3Ztickh, OMRLOHEMTERTILNTES, 2D, EMNMERERT2C
ET, HMNTIRZ X DABRITI ZLBTEZDOTREWVTH S ),

4. FITHROBRE

INET, FHSEEARICBIHERZBEL, 20ME B 2HES2EH{LE, 20
REROVEDE LT, MR D SRR DOLEEIRY TR e Hif, HEOHEE
MEVBLETH 2 Z LB, 2T, HEHREOHEDDEDE LT, THMiIME D%
2 & BIRENREBIOPIZR, 2RET 3, 20001, ATRICBEVTR], RO 220FIHERS,

1) HEEEERRNENORERBOHE

2) BEORNMRIC X 25%E&BB LRIN TFBBR, Lok
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1) T, ZNFTRITONTELHMNAROLREERL, &%ﬁ%f%é%ﬁ#?%@
WEEMGEE L O B I REZ, 220 5Ho» Lo BAANKEFEEEOERRNES
DR ERDEHR %%ﬁ@%éﬁ&&LT%ﬁLteik,2)1@1)@&@%@@%&.
BEFF DRERTRIET 28 2 IR E N T 2 #4358 (Kasper & Rose, 2002) & OH#ER%{To 7%,

4.1 BRIEOFIR

F—DOFIRE LT, BEFTITOLATELENNFEEE HOIETHRERIELEL 2, 205
12, HRAKELHELZHERE L LTE), KEABENRE L3O THETH 3, ﬁﬁﬁ
BRCEREZ Y TR0, KEVBEERARFENTAOVLDTHY, T, BHEGHESEER
RIZBL TR (MY LT T30 TH 3,

4.2 RBE/EEETHE T IEENAROER

SIS AT E, UTORIERT LI, SREELV Vit -d . Tp 324
EENCTEZT 7, FEHEOWEBICHEL CERDO L7 b DI ZFDMICTE LT, P
BEoSIcBEL T, TER 4 < EFL K24 < ESL A4 < ESL Kbt 2 F—nHHE L LT,
TREEAEBOERL LT AN Ra7) 2HE_OHEHEL LT3 2oHL 7,

£1 FEIBWXTHE

REEIRE FATHR  (BEEREE - AEAE)
T iz | &2 S Code & Anderson (2001) (n = 35, DCT)
EFL X244 (TOEFL, 423-527) Enochs & Yoshitake - Strain (1999)
(n =25, VAR)
EFL K%:4 (18-194%) (CELT, 122-196) | Sasaki (1998) (n =12, DCT, RP)
T EFL AK#4: Fukuya (1997) (n = 42, MC)
zL? #HA (1988) (n =98, MC)
EFL k%1, 244 Kawamura & Sato (1996) (n = 44, DCT)
(Pre-TOEFL, 437-500 / 310-377) (n =44, DCT)
EFL R4 (S 2BE) Matsuura (1998) (n = 77, RS)
ESL R#ET - KR¥E4E Kitao (1990) (n = 34, RS)
(TOEFL, above 550)
L+ {7 | ESL k%84 (TOEFL, above 550) Uenaka (1999) (n = 8, MC)
ESL K%z Tanaka (1988) (n =4, RP)
ESL R#¥Bz4 Tanaka & Kawade (1982) (n = 35, MC)
L Schmidt (1983) (n = 1, Diary)
A
xoft EAH (10-125%) Ellis (1992) (n =2, RP)

2% : DCT (=Discourse Completion Task), VAR (=Various tasks), RP (=Role Play), MC (=Multiple Choice
tasks), RS (=Rating Scale)

Ao Tu2@EAERICEIRS 225 BLT, UTOR2D &) LEARNEN OB
Hohde, KERADHRCRELBOBAONAI DS, T Tk THINIBE, IKEH%Y
T3,
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®2 BREEIIICESh3BFEAREXEREOEARNER
8 EHE oK B

HEE
- EERREZRED & R4 ICRIEMNEREREA L 2t (Code & Anderson, 2001)
« FEERICREHI % Z(t (Code & Anderson, 2001)
SHHEIE
- Hints #{#f (Code & Anderson, 2001)
« Internal Downgraders 23##{t. (Code & Anderson, 2001)
* Please O {#if (Code & Anderson, 2001)

HNRHEIE
* May I VP? Zehaziy7e 77Rg & U CHIICER (0K, 1988; Fukuya, 1997; Matsuura, 1998)
+ Could I VP?, Could you VP? O {fER 47\ (K, 1988; Matsuura, 1998)
+ Would you VP? 2% $ 2\ (FAK, 1988)
- Conditional (Could, Would) % Tense & b % %F (Sasaki, 1998)
« Direct Requests % {#f] (Fukuya, 1997; Kawamura & Sato, 1996)
HFHELE
- Please % {$0% 2 ffif (Kawamura & Sato, 1996; Sasaki, 1998)
- Grounders %&b % { f#/ (Sasaki, 1998)
« Grounders 23FFHI T4 Wifia (Kawamura & Sato, 1996)

MFHEIE

- Conventional Indirect # %% (Tanaka, 1988)

- Could I VP? 2 T8 L L THA (Uenaka, 1999)

+ Can I VP? %% I2f5/ (Tanaka, 1988)

- May I VP? % w3z e JiB% & U CEEaR (Kitao, 1990), 17 510 (Uenaka, 1999)

- NS i}, Direct Requests %% € {#f] (Tanaka, 1988; Tanaka & Kawade, 1982)
SHEHEIE

- Grounders # v 2\ i@ (Tanaka, 1988)

WRHEIE
- Could I/you VP? 133&H L %\ (Ellis, 1992)
SHIUEIE
» Please %% H1¢ 2 (Schmidt, 1983)
- Hints iz E 1z (Ellis, 1992)
FREBEHEOFEAR)
XEHEH ORIFAFEBIL, Lexical Cues, Direct Requests, Conventional Indirect, Internal
Downgraders OJEIC%E (Ellis, 1992)
XBAFEHEDEE, BShi: Formulaic Requests 72 & Direct Requests ~#4T (Schmidt,
1983)

o I 4k RF

o o 4k B B

o I 4k RF b

(HEEFY) FOn

TREFEE I, EEERE, a3k EOHEENAED S EMXEZALHBENERALE
fTLTw3, 2LT, PEFHEIIBLTIE, BEOEE ‘May 1 VP?' BT 2 AR S
Nz, TORBAEABECENEZ Z LI TR BAAEBEEHIEEOHKTHZELLD
WMRBBRTR 2, 2L T, LFEFHIR, R LRETRUIGC TEOFI 22 LnTES
£ITH35,

PEcRons k)i, A1x0BBRERRL 2, T¥EBHED S LuEBE~DERMREE
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NoFEz, ROFKEGE, LARTIENTES,
4.3 BIFEORERE (Kasper & Rose, 2002) & D3ty

IT, FMHEL) REWTER LKL MRKoFEAR, 2, RWWARICIoTREZhTY
5 FERPE (Kasper & Rose, 2002) & H#dastd 3,

F3 FL2EEREDIEREHBRORKED SRR (Kasper & Rose, 2002:140)

Stage Characteristics Example
1: Pre-basic Highly context-development, no syntax, ‘Me no blue’, ‘Sir’
no relational goals
2: Formulaic Reliance on unanalyzed formulas and ‘Let’s play the game’
imperatives ‘Let’s eat breakfast’
‘Don’t look’

3: Unpacking  Formulas incorporated into productive  ‘Can you pass the pencil please?’
language use, shift to conventional ‘Can you do another one for me?’
indirectness

4: Pragmatic Addition of new forms to ‘Could I have another chocolate
expansion pragmalinguistic repertoire, increased because my children - I have five
use of mitigation, more complex syntax children’
‘Can I see it so I can copy it?’

5: Fine-tuning  Fine-tuning of requestive force to “You could put some blu tack
participants, goals, and contexts down there’
‘Is there any more white?’

%7, Kasper and Rose (2002) ik 3 L2Ic X 2 KFHBOFKZED SBEL T T, D5
BOFERBEROHRARELTEIC L ? ROKBER, Lt2BEhabE 3L, ARANE
FEHEDT¥TH & Formulaic, Unpacking, w243 # & Pragmatic expansion, _Ar%
H¥ & Fine tuning OFRFEIC B THIEHGENH 2 £ 003, 2% b, BEWIPTREHER”
L7 "MROFGEBR, b, BEORMNMAEDIZET 25EB8R L OFMSR o2, THEY
HENRIZHE%1T o7 Code and Anderson (2001) 2k 2 &, TRETHIZ, 4HThED
EEERERRD & HENERERBAN L R4 1B %2{ToTE Y, Formulaic Stage D TH
5 ERKE (Formulaic) 6y (Imperatives) D%, X ® Unpacking Stage DT
HLEHURHAOFIILE VI BRBER TR I B3, £, PHEIHFICE VLTI,
Pragmatic expansion & L-T® ‘Would you VP?', ‘Could you VP?' Zd$i7- 2 REEERE
3R T 5 (e.g., HA, 1998; Sasaki, 1998), Efr#BHE T3, MEICHAE LT ‘May I
VP?' %3y 8% & U CERM%E T (Kitao, 1990), fifH% 87 2 (Uenaka, 1999) & v,
Fine-tuning & L TD¥5EHE, B, SURIIEL EHEREOFLEZMI 3 Xtk 3,

LU 7edss, i bid_7%i@b, Kasper and Rose (2002) DiRid 2 5ZEBmIL, BEE
BT A0 (Elis (1992) TI3#ERF 12 24, Achiba (2002) lc&wTi314), ¥/, ESL
BHTEEINALDTH D, E6I10E, HBFEOMIER, ZNThORAF—CREEN, —HH
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FITERT LT LigZ s Tn 5,

ARRIZB W TRENIZHRE L nlk, HEAEFL#BEIC BT 2888 THy, -
k% 5 H3 Kasper and Rose (2002) AR INAbDLRA—DOFRBBEBREETLZONIDONVT
BREEI RS2 TRAZS R, IR, F—i, £ERoBIcR o b T/HED X 5 iz, ‘May
[ VP?' Lo 7RBHEAL2 L RFTBENRECHEL T2 AENHD 5, HERATEEY
FHILEY 3 ‘May | VP BRoSAFEOS XX, £ 0ATFHACIDIE/ILZENATHS
(e.g., A, 1988; Fukuya, 1997; Uenaka, 1999; Matsuura, 1998), # LT, ZDIiE LA LD
RIZBWLT, ZOHAAREETHE RGNS May I VP HHIIE, FEHICL3EBOKERT
HrranTws, APETE, HLORKEEEFLEBREHEEZRRE LTTbNEHE (eg., &
K 1988; Fukuya 1997; Matsuura 1998) 23, Z@ ‘May I VP’ HREDOERFIEDNS X 23EHL
TW3—H7T, Y EUETHETHILEDLN I RERAE ESLEFTHICEB W T, Mayl

VP? ®hszfy 5REE LT L TE D (Kitao 1990), * D ffif %8 2 & (Uenaka
1999) 23R 5N, ESL/ EFLEEDR VLA E S HE %&H?T%ﬁ%ﬁmtrwa

Fh, CO¥BIcr B, £2ithbB Lo, B bR L b ICEBENAR RS
ZHWTWSB Z 26 b0 5%, BEIENAZ, Kasper and Rose (2002) ORTHREERRETIZ,
Stage2 (Formulaic Stage) ICBWTHONZREMTHE L LTVEDIINL, HEANEEELEH
DA, PFEHE L INS EFL RZEDER7ZT T4 < (e.g., Fukuya, 1997; Kawamura &
Sato, 1996), Efr¥EEETH2HARAESL RFEREEICBLTORERFAIN TR Z LY
%5 (e.g., Tanaka, 1988; Tanaka & Kawade, 1982),

2T, BEBRBOREEOMIZT TRIZLVLENS > HBABEL SN S, BRA
WEYHEOBS, i EFLBREBIC B VT, #EA#RIC BT, Kasper and Rose (2002)
D& ICEBRE, —HANCHEETI2OTIIR,, SBREEAELITERLENSFHEL T Y
EEZONDRTH S, ZOBEIC, FICEFLBREOGRE, EEANOE L 2 45O 25 EBAHIC
BU2FFIBOTHIPNIEBOBESREMEATZ I Lok, £ENESEANR

DAZXICED, TNSOERATEFHEICRENLEEEAICERL, PEEIE B>k
REBICE VT Y Fine-tuning & L COFHENTET WL,

DI EDS, SHROPIRICEWTIE, ESLRIBICE 2FH:EBR L EFLREIICE T 5%F
BREOBERZEZTZHLERH B, £/, IOHIKBVT, BARAABEEETEICRLL 48801
HROFKFERERET IHEND 2,

5. FLHLESHROFEE

Atk WTIR, ¥, PHSEEARCBI 2RHRE2MEL 2 LT, HEIHIE &R
ROMICRON 2 RHEREEERMLL, ZLT, WEOHEMERZRIVLE2OARELT, R
FEETOMMINMIERZ LML, ROMMIFRL T2 L RIBRL 72, RIZ, EERICHENIHTIR
OHRTE LT, BRAEEFEIHIC X 3 130KEABIFEZIND LT, %h%%?ﬁ%ﬁ%@?ﬁﬁﬁ
ZUh L U THARASEAHEOERRNEME N T2 itk b, BN RoFE
B, 2R LE, 612, 20 ROFKEARR, &%ﬁ@%ﬁf@fﬂ’]ﬁnb)%%ﬁé‘h’(bx
Kasper and Rose (2002) iz X 2FEBRE Ol ZTo 7%,

ZOEE, —RT 5L MROFEEAR, & Kasper and Rose (2002) DFEEABR LI, JEW
WAL 2 FZREEZT L TR E I g olz, L Lads, BRARELFEOEH TS
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HEE R EMICHRE T B &, - M o R FGEBRBRERY, —AafOEbo TR, FRE
ZRELTERLAZMSIEELTED, 20BRBIEVWTL, HRAEESREICHEBILEE
HRIcKFERT 2HENH 2 SBHRELLTELONS, Z0kYD, BRAFEESZEME
DFERBERHA T I2LENS L EDHS L Lo,

SHOFEE LT, ATHROENER 2L THFEORBBRLOMEK LD, UTD2A
BEFoNnD, Y, AFRICBVLTIE, BRAREFGEOEARNENIOEEREZNRE L
LRITHER, FRE, MEEZEICEBT 28 AT, CRSDETHARICEVTIE, %
NZFNNS L DY) S AR ANEEETEOBHARNBHORESEER SN Y, —5HT, %
NoDHEZRISH T LOIFERAIN TV IFATFENRL S, 201, 5%, HEHEO®
WEREBRICAN, DT 2HBEERET NS,

Z LT, SBOHEAKEESLERIC L 2FHSEIAROKEEREHSLET DI, &
ERTR L ROFEBR, 2, KDVEOBRAEEATFELTFICRBLIZbDICHDZ T
&, FRENEMENMECI2WMRICLDFFICRET 2 e nbiFonr, i, Z0BIC
BEETAREIEZ, FEORLTEAEYXT 58, ESUEFLBEOX2 T3 L TH 5,

5%, ARAREERE AT 2EARNENORRZICB 3, HHEBORE, HEHF %
BEt T 2R0BBNER L LT, X542 HARARESHEMBOEMARNENOFREREL R
T2 LBEENS,

E

1) £z, HEEREEESE0E2E (1L0O) k& (20044E10H31H, WWOK%E) K133
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ABSTRACT

Pragmatic Development of Japanese EFL Learners:
What We can See from the Cross-sectional Studies

Kenji TAGASHIRA

Institute for Foreign Language Research and Education
Hiroshima University

Kazuhito YAMATO
Akashi National College of Technology

Numerous studies have strived to describe the characteristics of pragmatic ability
including Japanese EFL / ESL learners. Most of them were cross-sectional studies and
described only temporal characteristics of learners’ pragmatic competence. Since they
were not dealing with learner’s pragmatic development, longitudinal studies on pragmatic
ability have been called for in the field of Interlanguage Pragmatics Research. However,
this trend from cross-sectional to longitudinal studies seems to be a swing of the pendulum
— in other words, a dichotomous view. Some researchers do cross-sectional studies and
others longitudinal. They have not interrelated or complemented with each other.

In this paper, we did not look at these previous studies from the dichotomous
viewpoint, but attempted to connect cross-sectional studies with longitudinal studies.
First, we reviewed previous cross-sectional studies for Japanese learners and considered
them as a hypothetical longitudinal study. From the hypothetical longitudinal study, we
established a provisional pragmatic development of Japanese EFL / ESL learners.
Secondly, we compared the provisional pragmatic development with the existing
pragmatic development (Kasper & Rose, 2002) and showed its validity. Finally, we
concluded that the hypothetical pragmatic development proposed in this paper will be a
scaffolding to establish the pragmatic development of Japanese learners for further
research.
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