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Chapter 1

Introduction

1.1 Background and purpose of the present study

The updated Course of Study, which came into effect from 2002 in Japan, introduced the
concept of language use situations and functions' of language, and stated that students should
be able to express themselves in a way appropriate’ to the specific situation and condition.
The English textbooks now in use were edited taking the concept of language use situations
and functions of language into consideration. Still, this concept has yet to be fully applied to
other aspects of the classroom environment, such as non-textbook teaching materials,
classroom activities, and general interchanges between teachers and students. As Bardovi-
Harlig (2001:31) argues, making conceptualized, pragmatically appropriate input available to
learners from early stages of acquisition onward is the very least that pedagogy should aim to
do. Providing realistic input in the classroom is necessary especially for EFL? learners with
very little exposure to conversational English outside the classroom. Therefore, further
research-based proposals for effective systematic programs for EFL settings are required.
As part of that research the process by which Japanese EFL learners acquire the pragmatic
competence to recognize appropriateness in the specific situations and social settings they
might encounter needs to be investigated more deeply. The purpose of this thesis is to focus
on that developmental process.

Appropriateness of language is considered to be one of the most important factors
contributing to communicative competence. Niezgoda and Rover (2001:63-64) write that
definitions of communicative competence tend to include (among other things) at least two

components: a code component, which describes a language user’s knowledge of syntax,



morphology, semantics, lexis, and phonology; and a use component, which describes a
language user’s ability to use language appropriately for a purpose within a given context.
Campbell and Wales (1970) and Hymes (1972) conceptualize communicative competence as
the knowledge of rules of grammar, on the one hand, and rules of language use appropriate to
a communicative situation, on the other. Based on their conceptualizations, detailed models
of communicative competence have been suggested by Canale and Swain (1980, revised by
Canale, 1983) and Bachman (1990, revised by Bachman & Palmer, 1996). Both models
make a fundamental distinction between competencies for pragmatic aspects of language use
and for aspects concerned with linguistic code features.

In the foreign language teaching context, curriculum development, teaching, and testing
have traditionally focused on the aspects concerned with linguistic code features. But with
the advent of communicative language teaching, attention has increasingly been paid to
activities which promote the ability to interact appropriately in different situations. Such
pragmatic aspects of language use lead us to consider language in terms of the communicative
functions of sentences. Finocchiaro and Brumfit (1983:13) describe “functions” in language
use as communicative purposes which human beings wish to express at one time or another
(e.g. apologizing, arguing, etc.). Others, such as Halliday (1973), Guntermann (1979), van
Ek (1976), Papalia (1982), and Blundell et al. (1982), examined and put into lists the types of
functions they considered appropriate for communicative course design. Cook (1991:47-48)
goes further by pointing out the importance of seeing functions as inter-linked discourse
moves*. The teacher using a communicative method should remember that functions never
occur by themselves, but always in a sequence of conversational moves. Thus, this paper is
concerned with the sequence of functions (what McCarthy (1991) calls “function-chains”),
rather than a single utterance.

In conclusion, the author believes that the research dealing with appropriateness as



regards function-chains will provide important insights into designing courses and materials
which lead students towards greater fluency in their use of linguistic elements in

communication.

1.2 Thesis outline

This dissertation is organized as follows:

Chapter 1 explains the background and the purpose of this research.

Chapter 2 reviews the literature in the field and the issues relevant to it, and explains the
overall research design.

Chapter 3 highlights the results of the first study, which focused on beginning English
learners (Japanese junior high school students) and their recognition of textual
appropriateness in function-chains. In this study junior high school students were provided
with only the function-chain structures in the test items (e.g.: Asking for reasons—Saying you
do not know), and then asked to judge whether the structures were appropriate or not. The
statistical analyses used are factor analysis and Hayashi’s quantification model III.

Chapter 4 focuses on the second study. This study divided Japanese junior high school
students into two groups (a relatively more advanced group and a less advanced group)
according to their English proficiency level, and then investigated the relation between
proficiency and pragmatic development, focusing on social and stylistic appropriateness.
The statistical analysis used is a one-way layout multivariate analysis of variance
(MANOVA)’.

Chapter 5 presents the results of the third study (Analysis 1), which also focused on
social and stylistic appropriateness. This study extended the range of participants and

compared the following groups: Japanese junior high school students, Japanese university



students, and native speakers from the United States. The Japanese university students were
further sub-divided into a group of English major students with at least four months
experience of study abroad, and a group of students who had majors other than English and
lacked experience of study abroad. The statistical analysis used is a two-way layout analysis
of variance (ANOVA)® .

Chapter 6 summarizes the results of the third study (Analysis 2), comparing groups of
Japanese students with native speakers from the United States, and then examining the
characteristics specific to those Japanese students. As for analysis of data, a one-way layout
ANOVA was used to obtain the quantitative results, and then a qualitative analysis was carried
out. Matrices were used as a means of displaying, analyzing, and synthesizing the data in
order to recognize any useful and informative patterns that might emerge.

Chapter 7 offers some concluding remarks, and it also presents some possible
pedagogical implications for language teaching. Some remaining problems and implications
for future research are also examined.

In summary, by evaluating and combining the results of these above mentioned studies,
this thesis attempts to shed light on the process by which learners of English develop
pragmatic competence as regards function-chains. In this way, the author hopes this thesis

will make a useful contribution to English language teaching.



Notes

functions : the purpose for which an utterance or unit of language is used. In language
teaching, language functions are often described as categories of behavior; e.g. requests,
apologies, complaints, offers, compliments. The functional uses of language cannot be
determined simply by studying the grammatical structure of sentences. For example,
sentences in the imperative form may perform a variety of different functions:
Give me that book. (Order)
Pass the jam. (Request)
Try the smoked salmon. (Suggestion)
Come around on Sunday. (Invitation)
In linguistics, the functional uses of language are studied in speech act theory,
sociolinguistics, and pragmatics. In the communicative approach to language teaching, a
syllabus is often organized in terms of the different language functions the learner needs to

express or understand. (Richards and Schmidt, 2002)

2 appropriate : the extent to which a use of language matches the linguistic and
sociolinguistic expectations and practices of native speakers of the language. When
producing an utterance, a speaker needs to know that it is grammatical, and also that it is
suitable (appropriate) for the particular situation. (Richards and Schmidt, 2002)

According to Corder (1973), the concept of appropriateness can be categorized into the
following four areas: 1) referential appropriateness (which concerns whether there is an
appropriate relationship between words and the things, actions, events, and qualities they
stand for); 2) textual appropriateness (which concerns whether pairs of conversational

utterances are appropriately sequenced); 3) social appropriateness (which concerns whether



the utterance is appropriate to the social relationship of the speakers); and 4) stylistic
appropriateness (which concerns whether the utterance is appropriate to the situation, the
topic, the addressee(s) and the location). Thus, an utterance which meets these requirements
is deemed appropriate. On the other hand, if it does not meet the sociolinguistic expectations
of the situation, the utterance is deemed inappropriate, even when it is grammatically correct

and an honest expression of the speaker’s thoughts.

3 EFL: an abbreviation for “English as a Foreign Language.” Someone who learns
English in a formal classroom setting, with limited or no opportunities for use outside the
classroom, in a country in which English does not play an important role in internal
communication (China, Japan, and Korea, for example), is said to be learning English as a

foreign language. (Richards and Schmidt, 2002)

* discourse moves: Cook (1991) states that “discourse moves” refers to the speaker’s
choice of what to do in the conversation, e.g. opening moves such as a‘greeting’. There are
certain opening moves for the conversation that can be chosen, then a choice of follow-up
moves, a further choice of conversational moves linked to these, and so on, until the final

exchange that ends the conversation.

> multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA): a multivariate extension of univariate
ANOVA to experimental situations where there are multiple dependent variables. (Richards

and Schmidt, 2002)

% analysis of variance (ANOVA): a statistical procedure for testing whether the difference

among the means of two or more groups is significant, for example, to compare the



effectiveness of a teaching method on three different age groups. (Richards and Schmidt,

2002)



Chapter 2

Literature review

2.1 Historical perspective

2.1.1 Interlanguage! pragmatics in SLA?

This thesis focuses on the developmental process by which Japanese EFL learners
acquire the pragmatic competence to recognize appropriateness as regards function-chains.
The pragmatics of language learners are dealt with in interlanguage pragmatics studies. As
early as 1991, Kasper and Dahl (1991:216) defined interlanguage pragmatics as referring to
non-native speakers’ comprehension and production of speech acts®, and how that L.2*-related
knowledge is acquired.

Thus the definition offered by Kasper and Dahl included acquisition. However, as
Kasper (1992:204) observes, the majority of interlanguage pragmatics studies focus on use,
without much attempt to say or even imply anything about development. At the time that
Kasper’s (1992) article was written, relatively few longitudinal and cross-sectional studies’
of interlanguage pragmatic development had been carried out. Longitudinal studies at that
time included Schmidt’s (1983) report on an adult Japanese learner of English, Schmidt and
Frota’s (1986) study of a beginning learner of Brazilian Portuguese, and Billmyer’s (1990)
study of instructed learners of English. Among the studies which employed a cross-sectional
design were those of Scarcella (1979), Olshtain and Blum-Kulka (1985), Blum-Kulka and
Olshtain (1986), Takahashi and Beebe (1987), Trosborg (1987), S. Takahashi and DuFon
(1989), and Omar (1991).

Many longitudinal studies were published about the same time as Kasper’s article,

reflecting the fact that other researchers also saw the need for acquisitional research. These



studies included Ellis’s (1992) longitudinal study of two children’s untutored acquisition of
English requests, and Sawyer’s (1992) study on the acquisition of the sentence-final particle
ne by American learners of Japanese. Bouton (1992) investigated the development of
comprehension as related to implicature, and Bardovi-Harlig and Hartford (1993) studied the
changes in the speech acts of advanced non-native speakers.

After the rush of longitudinal studies around 1992, additional cross-sectional (Kerekes,
1992; Robinson, 1992; Svanes, 1992; Trosborg, 1995) and longitudinal (Siegal, 1994) studies
were conducted. However, the relative handful of longitudinal, or even cross-sectional
studies, had done very little to change the overall character of interlanguage pragmatics —
the comparative stance of most studies, comparing what learners or non-native speakers do to
what native speakers do.

At that time, Kasper and Schmidt (1996) repeated the observation that interlanguage
pragmatics was more comparative than acquisitional. They pointed out that while other
areas of L2 study are primarily concerned with acquisitional patterns of interlanguage
knowledge over time, the great majority of studies in interlanguage pragmatics have focused
on the ways non-native speakers’ pragmalinguistic and sociopragmatic knowledge® differs
from that of native speakers and among learners with different linguistic and cultural
backgrounds. Therefore, interlanguage pragmatics has been primarily a study of L2 use
rather than L2 learning.

But recently there have been a number of attempts to move interlanguage pragmatics
closer to the mainstream of the SLA field. For example, Bardovi-Harlig (1999) assesses the
state of acquisition research in interlanguage pragmatics, and shows how acquisition studies
in interlanguage pragmatics differ from most of the studies conducted previously. Rose
(2000) points out that the majority of interlanguage pragmatics research has examined

pragmatic performance, not development, and states that garnering more attention for this



underrepresented area is a welcome and much needed move. Kasper and Rose (2001) argue
that most of the interlanguage research informs about learners’ pragmatic ability at a
particular point in time without relating it systematically. Joining the current of those
favoring an acquisitional stance in pragmatics studies, this thesis focuses on interlanguage

pragmatics from a developmental perspective that will tie it more closely to other areas of

SLA.

2.1.2 Level of proficiency and pragmatic competence

As we have seen in the previous section (2.1.1), many articles from 1979 to 1996 have a
tendency to identify non-native speakers as “non-native speakers” rather than learners. Rose
(2000:34) notes that researchers have tended to rely on single-moment studies’ and, even in
studies that employ a cross-sectional design, to treat groups of participants at various
proficiency levels as a single group of non-native speakers in comparison with native
speakers. According to Rose, such studies (e.g. Blum-Kulka and Olshtain (1986), Takahashi
and Beebe (1987), Omar (1991) etc.) are capable of providing information regarding
interlanguage pragmatic performance, but they say virtually nothing about development.
Unlike performance research, studying pragmatic development requires an acquisitional study
across time (in a longitudinal study), or across proficiency levels (in a cross-sectional study).

A consequence of the comparative focus of interlanguage pragmatics is that there have
not been enough longitudinal studies to allow comparison across learners, contexts, or
languages. However, there have been sufficient cross-sectional studies to begin to compare
effects of levels of proficiency on pragmatic development.

In this section, we shall review existing cross-sectional studies that have researched the
effects of level of proficiency.

10



Scarcella (1979) found that when making requests, the low-level students invariably
relied on imperatives, whereas high-level learners showed sensitivity to status, using them
only with equals and subordinates of one’s immediate social circle.

Trosborg (1987) used role plays to compare the apologies of native speakers of English,
native speakers of Danish, and three levels of Danish non-native speakers of English:
intermediate, lower-advanced, and higher-advanced. She found that use of modality markers
(e.g., downtoners, hedges, intensifiers) increased with proficiency across non-native speaker
groups to a level closer to that of native speakers.

In another role-play study, Trosborg (1995) examined the requests, complaints, and
apologies of three groups of Danish learners of English: secondary school grade 9, high
school and commercial school, and university students. No proficiency tests were
administered, but it was assumed that the three educational levels also represented proficiency
levels. It was found that there was a closer approximation of native-like request strategies
with increased proficiency, which included higher frequencies of adjuncts to main strategies
(e.g., upgraders, downgraders, supportive moves®).

Maeshiba, Yoshinaga, Kasper, and Ross (1996) conducted a questionnaire study of
apologies by intermediate and advanced Japanese learners of English, and reported that
advanced learners were found to be better than intermediate learners at identifying contexts in
which L1° apology strategies could and could not be used.

These studies suggest that with increasing L2 proficiency, pragmatic competence may
develop. However, other areas have been found in which proficiency level appears to have
less impact on the development of pragmatic competence. For example, Takahashi (1996)
examined the requests of low- and high- proficiency Japanese university students, and found
only minimal proficiency effects on learners’ transferability perceptions. Both groups relied
equally on L1 request conventions. In the above mentioned study of Trosborg (1995), only

11



slight differences were obtained across groups as regards principal apology and complaint
strategies, with a higher incidence of opting out among the lower proficiency groups. As
Kasper (1999)!° points out, the absence of a proficiency effect may be due to the fact that real
beginners were not included in the studies. Kasper and Schmidt (1996:151) also state that
one drawback in the design of the pseudolongitudinal studies is that none of them involves
subjects at the very first stages of interlanguage development. Some studies include only
intermediate and advanced learners, and studies in which the lowest proficiency group is
labeled “beginners” often refer to learners whose command of the target language is good
enough to fill in a discourse completion questionnaire or engage in a role-play. Kasper
(1992) states that our elicitation'' tasks favor advanced learners, and the availability of
English-speaking undergraduate and graduate students at universities around the world has
reinforced the tendency to use advanced learners rather than learners at all levels. This is
one of the reasons why interlanguage pragmatics has developed with the comparative stance
of non-native speakers to native speakers, with little attempt to investigate different stages of
pragmatic development in detail. However, a study which involves beginning-level learners
would likely uncover the early developmental patterns in interlanguage pragmatic knowledge.
Therefore, this thesis expands learner populations to include beginning English learners
(Japanese junior high school students), and investigates the early stages of pragmatic

development.

2.1.3 Types of function-chains and pragmatic competence

As we have seen, the field of research into interlanguage pragmatics has proliferated
since the early 1980s. A considerable amount of research has been undertaken into a variety
of language functions — requests (e.g.,Scarcella, 1979; Blum-Kulka and Olshtain, 1986;

12



Takahashi and DuFon, 1989; Ellis, 1992; Takahashi, 2001; Fukazawa, 2003), apologies (e.g.,
Olshtain and Cohen, 1983; Trosborg, 1987; Maeshiba, Yoshinaga, Kasper and Ross, 1996),
refusals (e.g., Takahashi and Beebe, 1987; Robinson, 1992), complaints (e.g., Murphy and
Neu, 1996), offering advice (e.g., Matsumura, 2001, 2003), compliments and compliment
responses (e.g.,Holmes and Brown, 1987; Billmyer, 1990a, 1990b), among others. Some
research deals with multiple speech acts within the same study — suggestions and rejections
(Bardovi-Harlig and Hartford, 1993), assertiveness and supportiveness (Kerekes, 1992),
requests, complaints, and apologies (Trosborg, 1995), requests, apologies, and compliments
(Rose, 2000), five initiating speech acts (requests, suggestions, offers, invitations, complaints)
and six responding speech acts (acceptance, promises, objections, rejections, apologies,
thanks) (Kasper, 1981), among others.

These studies have revealed a number of patterns in pragmatic performance or
development — how native speakers and non-native speakers differ in their use of pragmatic
knowledge in production and comprehension, or how pragmatic competence develops across
time. In both of these cases, many studies have examined learners’ command of particular
language functions, with focus on requests, apologies, compliment responses and so on. But
relative comparison among those types of functions is another area requiring more research.

For example, Blum-Kulka and Olshtain (1986) noted that learners’ use of supportive
moves in request performance followed a bell-shaped developmental curve, starting out with
an underuse of supportive moves, followed by an overuse, and finally a level of use
approximating a target-like distribution. This pattern reflected increasing L2 proficiency.
What we are concerned with here is whether such a developmental curve varies depending on
the type of function involved — that is to say, whether each type of function shows its own
unique rate and route of development for certain learners.

A further point which needs to be asked is whether, for certain learners, the different

13



types of functions present distinctly different levels of difficulty or not. Namely, this is a
question regarding the relative level of difficulty of the types of functions.

It is true that in-depth studies with a focus on particular language functions have proven
fruitful in illuminating certain aspects of interlanguage pragmatic development. At the same
time, relative comparison among those types of functions may provide further insights and
information of value regarding learners’ overall developmental process. Thus, in this thesis,
we deal with various types of functions as one of the variables to explain learners’
interlanguage pragmatics, and examine the structures and relations between the types of

function-chains.

2.2 Sociolinguistic perspective

This thesis focuses attention on the ability to use appropriate language while
communicating and interacting with others. Using language appropriately helps to improve
communication. On the other hand, using it inappropriately can have the opposite effect.
Therefore it is important to choose the manner of expression suitable for each occasion.
This brings us to the question of how we decide what kind of language to use in a variety of
real-world situations, that is, what concepts influence the way in which we express ourselves.
In this section we will review the theoretical bases, and discuss what determines
appropriateness.

When communication takes place there is always a communicative purpose involved,
that is, what people want to do or what they want to accomplish through speech. It is
functionally organized: e.g., agreeing, refusing, offering, apologizing, expressing hopes, fears,
and so on. While the functions to be expressed depend solely on the purpose(s) of the
speaker, the language we actually produce (i.e., exponent) changes according to what situation

14



we are in. Finocchiaro and Brumfit (1983:15-16) state that a situation includes 1) the
persons, 2) the place, 3) the time, and 4) the topic or activity.

According to Finocchiaro and Brumfit, as regards the persons taking part in the speech
act, we need to take into consideration the following factors: their age, sex, the language,
languages, or dialects they are using, the number of the people, their social roles and status in
the community, and their attitudes toward each other (e.g., friends, enemies, strangers,
acquaintances).

The place where the conversation occurs is also an important factor: whether it is in the
speaker’s native land or in a foreign country; and whether it is in a house, an office, a place of
worship, a movie, or a park. The place determines whether the speech act must be brief,
spoken in a whisper, or in a normal voice.

As for the time it takes place, we should consider whether it is a usual daily occurrence,
whether it is a frequent or infrequent happening, the duration of the conversation, and whether
it is time-bound or time-free, e.g., “Good evening” or “Hello.”

Our psychological attitude and manner of expression will also differ depending on the
topic or activity which is being discussed. For example, whether it is an important business
deal or a pleasant social conversation will change our linguistic realization. Finocchiaro and
Brumfit observe that different communicative purposes and situations lead us to adapt our
messages so that they will be most clearly understood. When we use language we are
constantly adapting and adjusting our messages. Their work provides the following
examples of making a suggestion using different levels of formality: “How about (or What
about) coming to the movies tonight?”’ (casual, colloquial or familiar style); “Would you like
to come to the movies tonight?” (informal style); “Do you think there is a good film we might
go to see tonight?” (consultative style); “Might I escort you to the movies tonight?” (formal
style); and “I would deem it a privilege if you would accompany me to the cinema tonight.”
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(frozen style, which could only be used in this context as a joke.) Richards and Schmidt
(2002) explain the phenomenon by which style varies from casual to formal as “style shift.”

In this way, communicative behavior is situationally conditioned. Finocchiaro and
Brumfit also mention that the exponents we select in speaking depend not only on the
situational elements above but on our personalities, educational background, and level of
linguistic competence. Additionally, their work takes into consideration the influence of
presuppositions (the shared sociocultural allusions). In regards to presuppositions, they deal
with paralinguistic features of languages, such as tone of voice, groans, sighs, and other
unarticulated sounds which convey meaning to a listener, and kinesics, such as gestures, facial
expressions, and physical distance between the speakers.  Parts of messages in
communication might be misunderstood or given false values in the case that these elements
are not shared by the listener and speaker. Therefore, we can say that the shared
sociocultural allusions are not only necessary to a complete understanding of the messages we
receive, but also determine their acceptability or appropriateness.

Thus Finocchiaro and Brumfit discuss appropriateness as an expression of sociolinguistic
factors. If we schematize their explanation about this point, the diagram would look

something like this (see next page):
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Figure 1. Factors influencing appropriateness

After going through these steps, we produce appropriate exponents. We should take
into consideration the same steps when judging the appropriateness of the exponents as well.
Especially, as Scollon and Scollon (2001:59) point out, the calculation of the appropriate level
of face strategies is always inextricably tied to the expression of the hierarchical system of
relationship between or among the participants. Therefore many researchers have presented
scenarios to their respondents including a variety of status relationships when carrying out
appropriateness judgment tests (e.g., Matsumura, 2001, 2003).

Blundell, Higgens, and Middlemiss (1982), the comprehensive work to classify the
English language in functional terms, is of value for reference, because it considers the
concept of function, exponents, and style shift. It describes 140 functions using over 3,000
exponents. These exponents are in turn classified according to three levels of formality:
neutral, informal, and formal. In this thesis, therefore, the list of Blundell, Higgens, and

Middlemiss (1982) was the basic source used to categorize the test items.
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2.3 Conclusions from the literature review and overall research design

In this chapter, we have reviewed the literature dealing with the ability to use language
appropriate to a communicative situation from a historical and sociolinguistic perspective.

From this review the following three insights can be gleaned.

First, as those favoring an acquisitional stance in pragmatic studies have pointed out, the
process of development by which L2 learners acquire pragmatic knowledge should be
investigated more deeply.

Second, previous studies have largely overlooked beginning-level learners. Therefore
such a study, which may help to uncover the early developmental patterns in interlanguage
pragmatic knowledge, is advisable.

Third, it is important to see functions as inter-linked discourse moves. Attention should
be focused on the sequence of functions (function-chains) rather than a single utterance.
When studying function-chains, relative comparison among the types of function-chains
should provide some information of value regarding learners’ overall developmental process.

Based on these insights, the present research addresses the following research questions
(RQ):

RQ1: What kind of relationships can be seen between the function-chains used as the test
items in this study? And also what is the relation between the patterns found and
the junior high school students’ judgment as regards textual appropriateness? (—
Study 1)

RQ2: How does the level of proficiency in English and the type of function-chains
employed affect the ability of students to recognize social and stylistic
appropriateness? (—Study 2, Study 3 (Analyses 1, 2)

First, to answer RQ1, Japanese junior high school students (beginning English learners)
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were provided with only the function-chain structures in the test items (e.g.: Asking for
reasons — Saying you do not know), and then were asked to judge whether the structures
were appropriate or not. Factor analysis and Hayashi’s quantification model III were
applied to the results of the appropriateness judgment test.

Next, to address RQ2, two studies (Studies 2 and 3) were conducted. In Study 1, the
students were provided with only the function-chain structures in the test items. In Studies 2
and 3, for each test item the setting, the social relationship of the addresser and the addressee,
and actual utterances were provided, as well as the function-chain structures. Study 2
divided Japanese junior high school students into two groups (a relatively high proficiency
group and a low proficiency group), and then investigated the relation between proficiency
and pragmatic development. In order to analyze the obtained data, a one-way layout
MANOVA was conducted. Study 3 extended the range of participants to Japanese university
students and native speakers from the United States, and then investigated the route of
development as regards recognition of appropriateness for the function-chains. The
statistical analysis used in Analysis 1 was a two-way layout ANOVA. Further, in Analysis 2,
a one-way layout ANOVA was applied to the data obtained in Analysis 1.  Qualitative
analysis was employed, along with the quantitative results from the one-way layout ANOVA.

In the following chapters, the details of the four analyses dealing with function-chains
will be looked at. As will be seen, the results of these analyses help to clarify the process by
which Japanese learners acquire the pragmatic competence to recognize what constitutes

appropriate expressions of English in various real-life situations.
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Notes

linterlanguage: the type of language produced by second- and foreign-language
learners who are in the process of learning a language. In language learning, learner
language is influenced by several different processes. These include:
a) borrowing patterns from the mother tongue;
b) extending patterns from the target language, e.g. by analogy;
¢) expressing meanings using the words and grammar which are already known.

Since the language which the learner produces using these processes differs from both
the mother tongue and the target language, it is sometimes called an interlanguage, or is said
to result from the learner’s interlanguage system or approximative system. (Richards and

Schmidt, 2002)

2SLA: an acronym for Second Language Acquisition. The process of acquiring a

second or foreign language. (Richards and Schmidt, 2002)

3speech act: an utterance as a functional unit in communication. In speech act theory,
utterances have two kinds of meanings:

a) propositional meaning (also known as locutionary meaning). This is the basic literal
meaning of the utterance which is conveyed by the particular words and structures which
the utterance contains.

b) illocutionary meaning (also known as illocutionary force). This is the effect the
utterance or written text has on the reader or listener.

For example, in I am thirsty the propositional meaning is what the utterance says about
the speaker’s physical state. The illocutionary force is the effect the speaker wants the
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utterance to have on the listener. It may be intended as a request for something to drink. A
speech act is a sentence or utterance which has both propositional meaning and illocutionary
force. There are many different kinds of speech acts, such as the speech act of requesting
above. Indirect speech acts are often felt to be more polite ways of performing certain kinds
of speech acts, such as requests and refusals. In language teaching, and syllabus design,
speech acts are often referred to as “functions” or “language functions.” (Richards and

Schmidt, 2002)

4L2: another term for a target language or second language.

> longitudinal and cross-sectional studies: a cross-sectional study is a study of a group of
different individuals or subjects at a single point in time, in order to measure or study a
particular topic or aspect of language (for example, use of the tense system of a language).
This can be contrasted with a longitudinal method or longitudinal study, in which an
individual or group is studied over a period of time (for example, to study how the use of the

tense system changes and develops with age.). (Richards and Schmidt, 2002)

Spragmalinguistic and sociopragmatic knowledge: pragmalinguistics is the interface
between linguistics and pragmatics, focusing on the linguistic means used to accomplish
pragmatic ends. For example, when a learner asks “How do I make a compliment (or a
request, or a warning) in this language?” , this is a question of pragmalinguistics knowledge.
This can be contrasted with sociopragmatics and sociopragmatic knowledge, which concern
the relationship between social factors and pragmatics. For example, a learner might need to
know in what circumstances it is appropriate to make a compliment in the target language,
and which form would be most appropriate given the social relationship between speaker and
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listener. (Richards and Schmidt, 2002)

’single-moment studies: a cross-sectional study looks at different learners at different
moments in time and establishes development by comparing these successive states in
different people. Other studies do not compare groups of learners at different cross-sectional
levels to establish a series of developmental language states, but either lump all the learners
together in one group, or separate them by first language or criteria other than chronological
development. A further term, single-moment studies, has sometimes been used to

distinguish this approach from the true cross-sectional design. (Cook, 1993)

8supportive moves : clauses or sentences external to the main request which either
mitigate or aggravate the force of a request. Blum-Kulka, House, and Kasper (1989: 287-
289) offer a coding manual for supportive moves as follows: Preparator (e.g., I'd like to ask
you something...), Getting a precommitment (e.g., Could you do me a favor?), Grounder (e.g.,
Judith, I missed class yesterday. Could I borrow your notes?), Disarmer (e.g., I know you
don't like lending out your notes, but could you make an exception this time?), Promise of
reward (e.g., Could you give me a lift home? I’/ pitch in on some gas.), Imposition minimizer
(e.g., Would you give me a lift, but only if you’re going my way.). There are aggravating, as
well as mitigating, supportive moves, such as threats (e.g., Move that car if you dont want a
ticket!). In request realizations, combinations of these moves are sometimes used in order to
modify the head act. (Fukazawa and Sasaki, 2004)

°L1: (generally) a person’s mother tongue or the language acquired first. In
multilingual communities, however, where a child may gradually shift from the main use of
one language to the main use of another (e.g. because of the influence of a school language),
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first language may refer to the language the child feels most comfortable using. Often this

term is used synonymously with native language. (Richards and Schmidt, 2002)

10 This was Kasper’s comment to Bardovi-Harlig based on a personal communication
they had in March 1999. (Bardovi-Harlig, 1999)

" elicitation: any technique or procedure that is designed to get a person to actively
produce speech or writing, for example, asking someone to describe a picture, tell a story, or
finish an incomplete sentence. In linguistics, these techniques are used to prompt native
speakers to produce linguistic data for analysis. In teaching and second language research,
the same and similar techniques are used to get a better picture of learner abilities, or a fuller
understanding of interlanguage than the study of naturally occurring speech or writing can

provide. (Richards and Schmidt, 2002)
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Chapter 3
Study 1: Junior high students’ recognition of the appropriateness

of function-chain structures

3.1 Objectives

This study attempts to reveal the relationships between the function-chains used as the
test items, and also the relation between the patterns found and the junior high school
students’ judgment as regards textual appropriateness. The following research questions are
the foci of this study.

(1) What kind of factors can be extracted to explain the relation between the function-chains
and the students’ judgment?

(2) Are there any differences in junior high school students’ judgment of appropriateness
between the function-chains from a series of authorized junior high school English

textbooks and the function-chains from a corpus of scripted speech?

3.2 Method

3.2.1 Participants

The participants in this study were 69 third year junior high school students in

Yamaguchi Prefecture in Japan.

3.2.2 Materials

The author extracted function-chains from a series of authorized junior high school
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English textbooks (NEW HORIZON English Course), and also from the script of a BBC
broadcast, and then made a list (see Figure 2). When classifying the functions, the
categories used in Blundell, Higgens and Middlemiss (1982) were the ones used in most

cases'.

Actual Utterance Function
First speaker (Stimulus) Is it really safe? 13
(= Asking if someone is sure)
Second speaker (Response) Yes, of course. 14
(=Saying you are sure)

Figure 2. An example of a function-chain pattern: function 13 to function 14

The function number 13 and 14 in Figure 2 are from the List of functions in Blundell,
Higgens, and Middlemiss (1982). Figure 2 shows one communication pattern: the first
speaker says “Is it really safe?” and the second speaker replies, “Yes, of course.” When we

use functions, the pattern can be shown like this: Stimulus: Asking if someone is sure. —

Response: Saying you are sure. This is one example of how function-chain patterns from the

English textbooks and a sample of scripted speech were extracted and used in the test items.

3.2.3 Procedure

The test items were selected from the function-chains extracted so as to include at least
one sample of scripted speech and one sample of a stimulus with several alternative responses
(see Appendix A). The reasons for this were 1) to investigate the students’ judgment as
regards appropriateness of the patterns from scripted speech, and 2) to investigate the
different responses to the same stimulus. A sample of the questions follows.
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Table 1. An example from the test items

Please write O if you think the conversational patterns are appropriately sequenced, and write X if you think
the sequence is inappropriate (unnatural).
(A) Saying you are pessimistic (Saying you are worried or afraid)

1.Asking for reasons (Trying to change someone’s opinion (including arguing back))

2.Saying you are bored (Being sarcastic about something)

For example, when the first speaker uses the pattern Saying you are pessimistic (Saying

you are worried or afraid), two response patterns 1. Asking for reasons (Trying to change

someone’s opinion (including arguing back)) and 2. Saving vou are bored (Being sarcastic

about something) were found, giving two possible function-chains: A1 and A2. The letters A

—S are used to represent the 19 different stimuli used in the test, and numbers to represent
responses. The students judged each 19 function-chains as appropriate or not. In order to
investigate whether the students have metalinguistic knowledge? or not, only the functions
and the Japanese translation of them were given, and no actual utterances were given to the
participants. In other words, this study focused on the students’ recognition of textual
appropriateness in function-chains.

Before the test, the author gave the students a supplementary explanation in Japanese.
The explanation was as follows: “In conversation, we can see some patterns. For example,
when someone says “Good morning” to you, you also say “Good morning” to him or her.
This is a Greeting— Greeting pattern. Then, how about the following interactions? Please
write O if you think the conversational patterns are appropriately sequenced, and write X
if you think the sequence is inappropriate.” There were 71 questions in all (Patterns A1 —
S7), but a printing error in S4 reduced the number to 70, of which 40 came from the English
textbooks and 30 from the scripted speech. In this study, all the test items (the patterns of
function-chains) were appropriately sequenced, and thus the number of items answered as O
corresponded to the number of correct answers.
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3.3 Results

3.3.1 Results of factor analysis

The author applied factor analysis to the results of the function-chain test. Here, the
author combined items A1l and A2 as Section A, and items S1 to S7 as Section S. The factor
analysis was used to interpret the features of each section (Sections A—S). The data to be
discussed below was collected in the following way.

First, the author calculated the percentage of correct answers in each section (Sections A
—S). These percentages represented the ease of response in each section. Based on the

percentage of correct answers to each section (19) X participants (69) matrix, three factors

were extracted in order of importance to explain the features of all the sections (Sections A —
S) by principal component method. Furthermore, factor rotation by the varimax method was
used. The contributions of the three factors (Factor 1, Factor 2, and Factor 3) finally
extracted were 13.427%, 9.472%, and 8.447% respectively, and the cumulative contribution
was 31.345%. Then the factor loading (the correlation between each function-chain [Section
A —S] and each factor) was calculated.

The cumulative contribution found here was a little over 30%, therefore, its value is not
large enough to explain the variance of participants’ scores. Even so, it may be going too far
to disregard the relatively weak contribution in this area. Hence, although the interpretation
of each factor might be tentative, it is important to continue the analysis in an attempt to reach
a hypothesis which would permit further study. Therefore, the author would like to interpret
the three factors based on the factor loadings.

As for Factor 1, the eigenvalue was 2.551.  Sections O, P, R, and S had large loadings in

Factor 1, which were —0.547, —0.606, —0.568, and —0.530 respectively.
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Table 2. Function-chains with large factor loadings in Factor 1

Section O (O) Asking about likes
1.Expressing likes
2. Expressing dislikes
3.Expressing likes (Acknowledging something for the present )
4.Suggesting
5.Saying you remember — Saying what you prefer
Section P (P) Giving your opinion
1.Saying you partly agree (Comparing)
2.Saying something is correct
3.Agreeing
4. Trying to change someone’s opinion
5.Turning something into a joke
Section R (R) Asking for reasons
1.Saying you do not know
2.Giving reasons
3.Giving reasons (Covering up a fact)
4.Inviting someone
5.Justifying oneself
6.Asking back
Section S (S) Trying to change someone’s opinion (including arguing back)
1.Calming or reassuring someone
2.Saying you partly agree
3.Trying to change someone’s opinion (including arguing back) (Talking about what might
happen)
4. Justifying oneself
5.Making an excuse (including explaining the details)
6.Saying you intend to do something

The common feature of these function-chains is asking or giving one’s opinion.

As for Factor 2, the eigenvalue was 1.800. Sections F and G had large loadings in

Factor 2, which were —0.595 and —0.517 respectively.
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Table 3. Function-chains with large factor loadings in Factor 2

Section F (F) Expressing surprise
1.Identifying/Reporting
2.Saying you are curious (Asking for information)
3.Saying something is correct
Section G (G) Saying you are excited
1.Reporting
2.Saying you are disappointed
3.Saying you are excited

The common feature of these function-chains is expressing surprise or excitement.
As for Factor 3, the eigenvalue was 1.605. Sections J and M had large loadings in

Factor 3, which were 0.569 and 0.666 respectively.

Table 4. Function-chains with large factor loadings in Factor 3

Section J (J) Saying you are displeased or angry
1.Saying you are worried or afiaid (Talking about what might happen)
2.Saying sorry
3.Saying you approve
4.Showing you are listening
Section M (M) Blaming someone
1.Saying sorry
2.Calming or reassuring someone
3.Giving yourself time to think — Saying someone must not do something

4.Giving yourself time to think — Making an excuse (including explaining the details)

The common feature of these function-chains is expressing displeasure at a situation or
an utterance.

However, we observe some function-chains whose factor loadings were very close to the
loadings of some sections in Tables 2, 3, and 4, and which cannot be explained by Factors 1, 2,

and 3. Thus, the reliability of the features of these factors is not high.
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3.3.2 Results of Hayashi’s quantification model I

Next, on the 70 function-chains in Sections A—S and for each participant, the author
indicated the correct answers by 1 and the incorrect answers by 0. Then the author applied
Hayashi’s quantification model III to the results and obtained two dimensions (Dimension
I and Dimension II). In other words, the author tried to evaluate the students’ judgment
according to their choice of either 1 or 0 for each function-chain, and then converting the
students’ results into two scores (1 and 0) to which were applied Hayashi’s quantification
model IlI. This was the process by which the structure of the 70 function-chains was
analyzed. The eigenvalue of Dimension I was 0.076, and the eigenvalue of Dimension
I was 0.048. The eigenvalue corresponds to the square of the coefficient of correlation.
Therefore, the eigenvalue of Dimension I corresponds to a correlational coefficient of
about 0.276 (the square root of 7.6%). This score of 0.276 shows that there was a weak
correlation between the 70 function-chains and the participants included in Dimension I .
Similarly, the eigenvalue of Dimension II corresponds to a correlation coefficient of about
0.219 (the square root of 4.8%). This score of 0.219 signifies that there was a weak
correlation between the 70 function-chains and the participants included in Dimension II.
The eigenvalues of Dimension I and Dimension II do not seem to be high enough to
explain the variance in the participants’ judgment and thus the interpretation made of each
dimension’s results might be tentative. However, it is important to continue with the
analysis in an attempt to find a hypothesis for further study. Therefore the author would like
to go ahead with the interpretation of the dimensions based on the information we obtained.

Figure 3 shows 70 function-chains on the coordinate (X-axis: Dimension [, Y-axis:
Dimension II). The dimensions correlate the participants and the function-chains. The
category score shows the weight of each function-chain in each dimension. In Figure 3, the
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scale of the X-axis and the Y-axis ranges from +2.5to —2.5. As for the dots beyond those
values on the scale, their category scores are all represented as +2.5 or —2.5 as a matter of
convenience. Figure 3 also shows the distinction in the results obtained between the

function-chains from a corpus of scripted speech (a) and the function-chains from the English

textbooks (b).
D2
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Figure 3. The location of each function-chain on the coordinate (X-axis: Dimension I,

Y-axis: Dimension II') by using Hayashi’s quantification model III

Table 5 shows the mean and the standard deviation (SD) of the category scores of each

group (Group a: function-chains from a corpus of scripted speech, Group b: function-chains

from the English textbooks) under Dimension I and Dimension II.
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Table 5. The mean and the standard deviation of the category scores of each group

under Dimension I and Dimension 1I

Dimension I Dimension II

[a: Function-chains from a sample of scripted speech] N=30

Mean: 0911 —0.185
SD: 1877 1.674
[b: Function-chains from English textbooks] N=40
Mean: 0.075 0.113
SD: 0.858 1.100

We see from Figure 3 and Table 5 that the SD of the category score of Group a was large.
The SD of the category score of Group b, on the other hand, was smaller than that of Group a.

Further, the scale of Figure 3 was extended to make the location of each dot clear,
because the indication of the category score beyond +2.5 or —2.5 did not fit in Figure 3.
In this figure, the scale of

The result of the extension of the scale is represented in Figure 4.

the X-axis is +7to —2 and the scale of the Y-axis is from +4to —8.
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Figure 4. The location of each function-chain on the coordinate (X-axis: Dimension I,

Y-axis: Dimension II') by using Hayashi’s quantification model III
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The author found out what number of test items (1 —70) corresponded to each dot by
comparing the location of the dot with the category scores assigned to each test item (see
Table 6). Then Dimension I and Dimension II were interpreted based on the features of

the function-chains for which the category scores were high.

Table 6. Category score of each test item (function-chain) by using Hayashi’s quantification

model III
Variable labels Dimension | Dimension I Variable labels Dimension | Dimension I
Testitem 1 —0.220 —0.077 Testitem 38 —0403 1.279
2 4.570 1.726 39 —0.180 —1.045
3 0.616 0.841 40 —0.342 —0.747
4 —0.559 —0.023 41 1.123 —0.105
5 —0.868 0424 42 —0.163 0.586
6 1.759 0.686 43 —0.587 —0.446
7 —0.116 —0.622 44 —0427 0.035
8 —0.399 —0.725 45 —0.353 —1.574
9 3.183 3.150 46 —0.306 0.117
10 —0.708 —0313 47 2.008 3.846
11 0.605 —2237 48 0439 0.681
12 —0.263 0.049 49 —0.332 0.127
13 0.347 —1.465 50 1.006 1.409
14 0.595 —0.151 51 —0.855 0.167
15 0.268 —0.835 52 1.032 2.159
16 —0.467 —0.165 53 4834 —1.906
17 —1.010 0.660 54 —0.561 —1.331
18 0.120 —0917 55 0493 0496
19 —0.724 —0.234 56 1.256 2.653
20 6.142 —6.536 57 1.205 —0.131
21 1.084 —0.606 58 —0.599 —1.505
22 —1.031 0.209 59 0.659 0.791
23 0.167 —0.585 60 —0.544 —0.278
24 —0.907 0.322 61 —0.846 0.733
25 1.843 1.637 62 1.893 —2297
26 —0.390 0.245 63 0.558 0.145
27 —0.829 0974 64 0.824 0.003
28 —0.323 —0.136 65 0.330 —0.670
29 2.749 —0.032 66 —0.536 —0.068
30 0.509 2.319 67 —0.920 0912
31 —0.402 0.523 63 —0.247 —1.184
32 —0.537 —0.302 69 —0.403 0.562
33 2.362 —0911 70 4.038 —1.034
34 —0.772 0.144 Eigenvalue 0.076 0.048
35 0.525 —0.552 Contribution (%) 9.765 6.201
36 —0.443 —0.815 Cumulative 9.765 15.965
37 0.760 0.904 Contribution

From Figure 3
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70 had high category scores in Dimension I .

Table 7. Function-chains with high category scores in Dimension I

20 Stimulus: Being sarcastic about something — Response: Greeting someone— Inviting someone
53 Stimulus: Giving your opinion — Response: Turning something into a joke
2 Stimulus: Saying you are pessimistic (Saying you are worried or afraid)
— Response: Saying you are bored (Being sarcastic about something)
70 Stimulus: Trying to change someone’s opinion (including arguing back)

— Response: Despising something (someone)

The common feature of these function-chains is satire and scorn.

As for the function-chains with high category scores in Dimension II, first of all note
function-chain No.20 (Figure 4). If there were some more function-chains distributed
around the dot No.20, we could interpret Dimension Il taking into consideration the features
of No.20. However, in actuality, it is difficult to interpret Dimension II by considering
only the features of No.20. Therefore, the author instead interpreted Dimension II based
on the features of the function-chains No.47 and No.9, for which the absolute values of the

category scores were smaller than that of No.20, but the largest values apart from No.20.

Table 8. Function-chains with high category scores in Dimension I

47  Stimulus: Asking about likes — Response: Suggesting

9  Stimulus: Demeaning oneself — Response: Agreeing

In these function-chains, the responses were witty, not serious. (For example, in No.9,
an expected response might be “calming or reassuring someone” or “disagreeing.” But
instead, the second speaker agrees with the first speaker, who has just spoken in disapproval
of herself. It causes humor.)

It should be noted that as there was no hypothesis made beforehand, the reliability of the
interpretation of these axes is not absolute.
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3.4 Discussion

In this investigation, factor analysis was applied to the results of the junior high school
students’ judgment, and then the three factors were extracted which best explained the relation
between the function-chains (Sections A —S) and the students’ judgment. The author
interpreted the three factors based on the factor loadings. In view of that interpretation, it
may be possible to infer that Factor 1 means “asking or giving one’s opinion,” Factor 2 means
“expressing surprise or excitement,” and Factor 3 means “expressing displeasure.” However,
we should take further steps to check the reliability of this interpretation of these three factors.
That is, we should pick out the items relevant to the factors and then analyze the judgment of
the students once again.

Hayashi’s quantification model III was also used, and the two dimensions (Dimension

I and Dimension II ) were extracted. The author interpreted Dimension [ and
Dimension II by the features of the function-chains whose category scores were high.
According to that interpretation, we may say that Dimension I was the axis that meant
“satire and scorn” and Dimension II was the axis that meant “inventiveness in
communication.” By plotting 70 function-chains, we were able to make clear the
relationships among them. Then, we found that the standard deviation (SD) of the category
score of the function-chains from a corpus of scripted speech was large. From this we may
infer that various patterns or factors were involved in forming the junior high school students’
judgment as regards the function-chains from the scripted speech. On the other hand, the
variation of students’ judgment concerning the function-chains from English textbooks was
smaller than that from the scripted speech. That is, as a whole the junior high school
students reached similar judgments on the function-chains from English textbooks. Hence,
we can say that the students have different attitudes towards the function-chains from the
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scripted speech and the function-chains from English textbooks.
However, the author suggests that multivariate analysis with more appropriate data could
be used as a method to yield more significant information. It is also necessary to examine

the validity of the features interpreted in this research.

36



Notes

' When classifying the functions, the categories used in Blundell, Higgens and
Middlemiss (1982) were basically referred to. Among the functions used as the test items,
the following were developed because they did not come under the categories in Blundell,
Higgens and Middlemiss: Asking for reasons, Arguing back, Being sarcastic about something,
Demeaning oneself, Making an excuse (including explaining the details), Saying you
understand, Calling someone’s name, Turning something into a joke, Blaming someone,
Asking back, Acknowledging something for the present, Saying how you feel after something
has happened, Covering up a fact, Justifying oneself, and Despising something (someone).
As for Identifying, Reporting, and Denying something, which are not included in Blundell,

Higgens, and Middlemiss, the author referred to van Ek (1976).

2 metalinguistic knowledge: (in language learning) knowledge of the forms, structure and
other aspects of a language, which a learner arrives at through reflecting on and analyzing the
language. In linguistic analysis, researchers sometimes make use of a native speaker’s
metalinguistic knowledge as one source of information about the language. (Richards and

Schmidt, 2002)
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Chapter 4
Study 2: The recognition of the appropriateness of actual utterances

by junior high students at two proficiency levels

4.1 Objectives

In the previous chapter, the author revealed the relationships between the function-chains
used as the test items, and also the relation between the patterns found and junior high school
students’ judgment as regards textual appropriateness. The participants were junior high
school students, and their recognition of appropriateness as regards function-chains was
researched.

The present study divides junior high school students into two groups according to the
level of proficiency in English, and then investigates the relation between proficiency and
pragmatic development. The following are the research questions in this study.

(1) Do the students with high English proficiency achieve higher levels of recognition of
appropriateness as regards function-chains?

(2) What kinds of function-chains, if any, show a significant difference in difficulty between
the high proficiency and low proficiency groups?

These questions will offer the fundamental information on the process by which

beginning English learners develop pragmatic competence as regards function-chains.

4.2 Method

4.2.1 Participants and determination of their level of proficiency in English

The participants in the study were 150 third year junior high school students in
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Hiroshima Prefecture in Japan. Sixty grammar questions from a past Test of Practical
English! were selected, with 20 questions being taken from the 4™, 3™, and pre-2" grade tests
respectively (see Appendix B). The students took the test and were divided into two groups
according to the median® score of 40 points (60 points maximum). The mean of the
relatively high proficiency group (76 students) was 45.80 and the standard deviation (SD) was
4.915. The mean of the low proficiency group (74 students) was 29.86 and the SD was
6.411. There was a significant difference between the two groups (¢ (148)= —17.114,

p<.001). The Cronbach’s Alpha (reliability rating) of this proficiency test was 0.9034.

4.2.2 Materials

To research the Japanese students’ responses to authentic English material, 15 test items
were developed (see Appendix C). Five of these items were based on examples of function-
chains taken from an American English textbook, Ginn (1996), where each function-chain
dealt with a certain type of question/statement followed by a response. The remaining 10
test items were developed based on the same pattern as shown in Ginn. Then the test’s 15
function-chain patterns were classified into five different types, based on categories used in
Blundell, Higgens and Middlemiss (1982) 3. But whereas the categories of function-chains
come from Blundell, Higgens and Middlemiss, it was found convenient for the purpose of this
study to give clear names to each of the categories. So, as shown below in Table 9, each
type of function-chain is followed by an assigned name, which is underlined.

As can be noted below, three test items were prepared for each type of function-chain,
with each of the three representing a distinct kind of social relationship — low status to high
status, high status to low status, and an equal relationship. This was done in order to assure
that each type of function-chain be represented by a variety of social settings.
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Table 9. Function-chains in this appropriateness judgment test

1. Speaker A: Requesting — Speaker B: Offering to do something for someone
Assistance Function-chain (Testitems (D,©,dD)
2. Speaker A: Asking about likes — Speaker B: Expressing likes
Expressing Liking Function-chain (Testitems @),(D,12))
3. Speaker A: Asking for someone’s opinion — Saying you are sure
Assertion Function-chain (Test items (3),8),03))
4. Speaker A: Saying you are displeased or angry — Speaker B: Calming or reassuring someone
Reassurance Function-chain (Testitems (@),9),19)
5. Speaker A: Reporting — Speaker B: Saying you are interested
Expressing Interest Function-chain (Testitems (5),10,19)
(15 items in total, i.e., 5 types of function-chains X 3 social relationships.)

4.2.3 Procedure

For each test item the setting, the social relationship of Speakers A and B, and the
function-chain type were provided (originally these were written in Japanese for the junior
high school students). Also, three possible responses were given for each test item. The
students were given instructions in Japanese to rank the responses by order of how
appropriately they express the meaning in the function-chain*. For example, the question
below is an Assertion Function-chain, in which the students had to rank the responses from
the most to least appropriate in expressing confident assertion. Similarly, in a Reassurance
Function-chain test item they had to rank the responses from the most to least appropriate in

giving reassurance, and so on with the other function-chains.
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Table 10. An example of the Assertion Function-chain test items

Rank the responses from 1 to 3.

Setting: Classroom. A teacher is introducing a dialogue to kindergarten students using a puppet.
Social relationship: Puppet — Teacher

Function-chain: Asking for someone’s opinion — Saying you are sure

A (Puppet): Do you think the children have favorite kinds of days? kind FEXE
B (Teacher): a. I guess so. ( )

b. ’'m sure they do. ( )

c. I think they do. ( )

It should be noted that while the five test items taken from Ginn (1996) each had
originally only one response for each function-chain, two more responses were added for each
to allow the students’ ranking of responses.

A professor, two associate professors, two adjunct professors, and an assistant language
teacher (ALT), all native speakers from the United States, verified that the test items in each
function-chain were classified correctly as regarding the type of function-chain involved.
They were also in full agreement as to the correct answers. Thus, this study used these six
teachers’ collective judgment regarding appropriateness as the standard to assess the
participants’ pragmatic competence.

Also, to reduce the difficulties that could be caused by unfamiliar vocabulary and
linguistic structure, translations were given for the words or phrases which the students may

not have learned yet.

4.2.4 Scoring

Scores were calculated according to a 2-point system, where 2 points were given when
all three responses were correctly ranked, 1 point when the most appropriate response was
correctly identified but the other two were in the incorrect order, and no points when the most
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appropriate response was not correctly identified. As mentioned, each function-chain
included three test items, therefore the maximum score for each function-chain was 6 points

(2 points multiplied by 3 test items).

4.2.5 Means of analysis

In order to analyze the obtained data, a one-way layout MANOVA was conducted, where
the independent variable was level of proficiency in English (between-subjects, 2 levels: a
relatively high proficiency group and a low proficiency group). The dependent variables
were the sum of the scores for each type of function-chain (5 types: Assistance, Liking,

Assertion, Reassurance, Interest).  All the analyses were performed with SPSS ver.11.

4.3 Results

The descriptive statistics® and the results of the one-way layout MANOVA are presented
in Tables 11, 12, and 13.

In Table 11, sample size (N), means, and standard deviations (SD) are displayed.

It can be seen from Tables 11 and 12, that there was a significant difference between the
levels of proficiency in English, with the relatively high proficiency group’s score being

higher than the low proficiency group’s (Wilks’ lambda: F' (5,144) = 4.146, p< .01).
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Table 11. Descriptive statistics

Test of Practical English N Mean SD
Assistance (Total) Low 74 2270 1.358
High 76 2.329 1.182
Total 150 2.300 1.268
Liking (Total) Low 74 4811 1421
High 76 5211 998
Total 150 5011 1.237
Assertion (Total) Low 74 2.568 1.605
High 76 3.539 1.390
Total 150 3.054 1.573
Reassurance (Total) Low 74 2.176 1.115
High 76 2.553 1.310
Total 150 2364 1.228
Interest (Total) Low 74 1.986 1.104
High 76 2.250 954
Total 150 2.118 1.036

Table 12. Multivariate tests®

Hypothesis

Effect Value F df Errordf  Sig
Intercept Pillai’s trace .961 703.086" 5.000 144.000  .000
Wilks’ lambda .039 703.086" 5.000 144.000  .000

Hotelling’s trace 24413 703.086" 5.000 144.000  .000

Roy’s largest root 24413 703.086" 5.000 144.000  .000

Level of Pillai’s trace 126 4.146" 5.000 144.000  .002
proficiency Wilks’ lambda .874 4.146" 5.000 144.000  .002
in English Hotelling’s trace .144 4.146° 5.000 144.000  .002
Roy’s largest root 144 4.146 5.000 144.000  .002

a. Exact statistic
b. Design: Intercept+ Level of proficiency in English

In addition to the multivariate tests, simple univariate F' tests on each of the dependent

variables were also performed (see Table 13).
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Table 13. Tests of between-subjects effects

Independent Bpe LI Sum Mean
Source Variable of Squares df Square F Sig.
Corrected Assistance (Total) 129° 1 129 .080 778
Model Liking (Total) 5.990° 1 5.990 3.994 047
Assertion (Total) 35416° 1 35.416 15.738 .000
Reassurance  (Total) 5.328¢ 1 5.328 3.592 .060
Interest (Total) 2.604°¢ 1 2.604 2451 120
Intercept Assistance (Total) 793.089 1 793.089 490.357 .000
Liking (Total) 3765.350 1 3765.350 2510427 .000
Assertion (Total) 1398.350 1 1398.350 621.407 .000
Reassurance (Total) 838.234 1 838.234 565.173 .000
Interest (Total) 672.924 1 672.924 633.394 .000
Level of Assistance (Total) 129 1 129 .080 778
Proficiency | Liking (Total) 5.990 1 5.990 3.994 047
in English Assertion (Total) 35416 1 35.416 15.738 .000
Reassurance (Total) 5.328 1 5.328 3.592 .060
Interest (Total) 2.604 1 2.604 2451 120
Error Assistance (Total) 239.371 148 1.617
Liking (Total) 221.983 148 1.500
Assertion (Total) 333.044 148 2.250
Reassurance (Total) 219.506 148 1.483
Interest (Total) 157.236 148 1.062
Total Assistance (Total) 1033.000 150
Liking (Total) 3998.000 150
Assertion (Total) 1773.000 150
Reassurance (Total) 1065.000 150
Interest (Total) 834.000 150
Corrected Assistance (Total) 239.500 149
Total Liking (Total) 227.973 149
Assertion (Total) 368.460 149
Reassurance (Total) 224.833 149
Interest (Total) 159.840 149
a. R’= .001 (adjusted R*= — .006)
b. R*= .026(adjusted R*= .020)
c. R’= .096(adjusted R*= .090)
d R’= 024 (adjusted R®= .017)
e. R’= 016 (adjusted R*= .010)

As for the type of function-chains, as is clear from Table 13, for the Expressing Liking
Function-chain and the Assertion Function-chain, there was a significant difference between
the levels of proficiency in English, with the relatively high proficiency group’s score being
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higher than the low proficiency group’s (Liking: F' (1,148) = 3.994, p< .05; Assertion: F'

(1,148) = 15.738, p< .001)).

4.4 Discussion

In this study, two types of function-chains (the Expressing Liking Function-chains and
the Assertion Function-chains) were found to show a significant difference in appropriateness
judgment scores between the levels of proficiency in English, with the relatively high
proficiency group’s score being higher than the low proficiency group’s. It suggests that as
students gain English proficiency they find it increasingly easy to identify appropriateness in
these types of function-chains. On the other hand, even the relatively high proficiency group
had difficulty recognizing appropriateness for the other three types of function-chains. That
is, we can say that for these types of function-chains the junior high school students’ English
proficiency level did not guarantee pragmatic competence. This result could help shed light
on early developmental patterns in interlanguage pragmatic knowledge. Study 3 is the
subject of the next chapter, which extends the range of participants and investigates more

closely the route of development as regards recognition of appropriateness.
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Notes

! Test of Practical English: the Test of Practical English was prepared by The Society for
Testing English Proficiency, Inc., and authorized by the Japanese Ministry of Education,

Culture, Sports, Science and Technology in the years 2000-2002.

2 median: the value of the middle item or score when the scores in a sample are arranged
in order from lowest to highest. The median is therefore the score that divides the sample
into two equal parts. It is the most appropriate measure of the central tendency for data

arranged in an “ordinal scale” or a “rank scale.” (Richards and Schmidt, 2002)

3 As for Reporting, which is not included in Blundell, Higgens, and Middlemiss, the

author referred to van Ek (1976).

4 In this experiment, appropriateness encompasses the linguistic realizations which
express the emotive force of the function in question. Among the other studies dealing with
emotive force, we can see Rintell (1984). According to Kasper and Dahl (1991), Rintell
(1984) examined how non-native speakers perceive expressions of emotion. After listening
to taped dialogues, subjects were asked to identify the expressed emotion on an answer sheet
and rate its intensity on a scale. No effects were found for age or sex on the intensity scores.
The two variables that did determine non-native speakers’ perception of emotive force were
L1 and proficiency. Chinese subjects’ responses differed consistently from those of Arabic
and Spanish students, and beginners’ perceptions contrasted sharply with those of the

intermediate and advanced groups.
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5 descriptive statistics: statistical procedures that are used to describe, organize and
summarize the important general characteristics of a set of data. A descriptive statistic is a
number that represents some feature of the data, such as measures of central tendency and

dispersions. (Richards and Schmidt, 2002)
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Chapter 5
Study 3 (Analysis 1): The recognition of the appropriateness of actual utterances

by junior high students, university students, and native speakers of English

5.1 Objectives

In the previous chapter, the author focused on beginning English learners (Japanese
junior high school students) and investigated the relation between proficiency and pragmatic
development. Two types of function-chains were found to show a significant difference in
appropriateness judgment scores between the levels of proficiency in English.

The present study extends the range of participants and investigates more closely the
effect of the level of proficiency in English and the type of function-chains on the recognition
of appropriateness. The following research questions are the foci of this study.

(1) Do the study groups, representing different levels of English proficiency, show a
statistically significant difference in their recognition of the appropriateness of the
function-chain?

(2) Does the amount of improvement, as regards recognition of appropriateness between
levels of English proficiency, vary considerably depending on the type of function-chain
involved?

(3) Do the different types of function-chains present distinctly different levels of difficulty for

the test participants?
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5.2 Method

5.2.1 Participants

The participants in this study were 94 Japanese second year junior high school students
(J), 86 Japanese third year university students, and 41 university students who were native
speakers from the United States (NS) !. The Japanese university students were further sub-
divided into a group of 35 English major students with experience of study abroad (U™"), and a
group of 51 students who had majors other than English and lacked experience of study
abroad (U"). The U" students scored, on an average, 539 on the TOEFL. They had all
spent at least four months studying English intensively and attending regular courses at
universities abroad, during which time they stayed with homestay families. On the other
hand, the U students did not have such experience. Thus, there was a total of four groups

included in the study, all with varying levels of proficiency and experience in English?.

5.2.2 Materials

The same five types of function-chains as in Study 2 (i.e., Assistance, Liking, Assertion,
Reassurance, Interest) were included in the test. The test items then presented three distinct
kinds of social relationships for each type of function-chain: low status to high status, high
status to low status, and an equal relationship. Each type of social relationship was then
represented by two distinct settings. Each setting in turn presented two possible responses (a.
and b.) to each statement, one appropriate and one inappropriate. Which of the responses (a.
and b.) was appropriate or inappropriate was decided at random. As the testees had to make
a separate judgment for each response as to its appropriateness or inappropriateness, each
response was considered to be a separate test item. Thus, 60 test items in all (5 types of
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function-chains X 3 social relationships X 2 settings X 2 responses [appropriate /

inappropriate] ) were prepared for this study (see Appendix D).

5.2.3 Procedure

The results obtained in the previous chapter were based on written material where
prosodic features® were not considered. However, it seems possible that these factors may
have an effect on the perception of appropriateness of the function-chains. Therefore, in this
study the appropriateness judgment test was presented in two mediums — 1) a questionnaire
in written form and 2) a CD recording in audio form. The participants read and listened,
paying attention to 1) the social relationships (a teacher talking to a student, a student talking
to a teacher, or a student talking to a student) and 2) the settings. The participants rated each
response on a scale of appropriateness, ranging from 1 (inappropriate) to 3 (appropriate) (see

Table 14).

Table 14. An example of the Assistance Function-chain test items

Please rate each response on the scale of appropriateness, with (1) being inappropriate, and
(3) being appropriate.
Setting: In a classroom.  The teacher requests help in moving a table.

A(Teacher) Will you help me?
B(Student) a. Of course. I : 2 : 3
b. Yes, if T have to. 1 : 2

Five Americans, all residing and teaching English in Japan, verified that the test items in
each function-chain were classified correctly as regarding the type of function-chain involved.
They were also in full agreement as to the rating of appropriateness. That is, all of them
judged one of the responses to be appropriate (i.e., rated as 3) and the other to be
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inappropriate (i.e., rated as 1). Thus, this study used these five teachers’ collective judgment
regarding appropriateness as the standard to assess the participants’ pragmatic competence®.
To reduce the difficulties that could be caused by unfamiliar vocabulary and linguistic
structure, translations were given for words or phrases which the junior high school students
may not have learned yet. Also, the instructions, the setting, and the social relationship of

Speakers A and B were written in Japanese for the Japanese students (see Appendix E).

5.2.4 Scoring

Scores were calculated according to a 3-point system, where 3 points were given when
the responses were correctly rated, 2 points when they judged the response to be “neither”
(i.e., when they selected 2 as the rating), and 1 point when they judged the appropriate
response to be inappropriate, and the inappropriate response to be appropriate. As
mentioned, each function-chain included 12 test items (3 social relationships X 2 settings
X 2 responses [appropriate/inappropriate] ). Therefore, the maximum score for each
function-chain was 36 points (3 points multiplied by 12 test items). In the analysis of these
results, the z-score® was used to compare the relative difficulty that the different types of
function-chains presented for the groups involved. Each student’s z-score for each type of
function-chain was computed using the mean and the standard deviation (SD) of all the

participants.

5.2.5 Means of analysis

In order to analyze the obtained data, a two-way layout ANOVA was conducted, where

the independent variables were (1) level of proficiency in English (between-subjects, 4 levels:
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J, U, U", NS) and (2) function-chains (within-subject, 5 levels: Assistance, Liking, Assertion,

Reassurance, Interest). The dependent variable was the sum of the scores for each type of

function-chain.  All the analyses were performed with ANOVA 4 (ver.1.11 ().

5.3 Results

The mean and the standard deviation (SD) of the z-score for each type of function-chain

are presented in Table 15.

Table 15. Descriptive statistics

N Mean SD
Assistance J 94 —0.584 1.006
U 51 0.129 0.823
Ut 35 0.529 0.679
NS 41 0.726 0.493
Liking J 94 —0.337 1.082
U 51 —0.015 0.889
Ut 35 0.357 0.690
NS 41 0.486 0.830
Assertion J 94 —0.443 1.054
u- 51 0.093 0.816
U’ 35 0.301 0.835
NS 41 0.643 0.667
Reassurance J 94 —0422 1.118
u- 51 0.127 0.778
Ut 35 0.737 0412
NS 41 0.181 0.822
Interest J 94 —0473 0.819
U~ 51 —0.180 0.865
U’ 35 0429 0.702
NS 41 0.941 0.940

The results of this analysis can be grouped into the following two areas: 1) the main
effect of each independent variable and the interaction of the two independent variables; and
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2) the simple main effect of the interaction between proficiency level and function-chain.

First, we shall examine the main effect that each independent variable has, as well as the

interaction between the two independent variables.

As Table 16 indicates, (1) the difference between the levels of proficiency in English was

statistically significant (¥ (3, 217) = 28.857, p<.001).

(2) The interaction between the level

of proficiency in English and the type of function-chain was significant (¥ (12,868) = 3.976,

p<.001).

Table 16. Table of ANOVA

SS df MS F P
(1)  A: Level of proficiency in English 162.737 3 54246 28.857 0.000****
Error [S(A)] 407.925 217 1.880
B: Function-chain 0.670 4 0.168 0316  0.868
2) AB 25.325 12 2.110 3976 0.000%***
Error[BS(A)] 460.709 868 0.531
i< 001

Thus, the interaction between the level of proficiency in English and the type of

function-chain was significant.

Therefore, next, the simple main effect of the interaction

between proficiency level and function-chain was examined, the results of which are

presented below in Table 17.
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Table 17. Simple main effect of interaction between proficiency level and function-chain

effect SS df MS F p

(1) Proficiency level  (Assistance) 48267 3 16.089 20.097 0.000%***
(1) Proficiency level (Liking) 20.055 3 6.685 8.350 0.0007%***
(1) Proficiency level (Assertion) 29.882 3 9.961 12.442 0.000%***
(1) Proficiency level (Reassurance)  32.361 3 10.787 13.474 0.0007%#**
(1) Proficiency level (Interest) 57497 3 19.166 23.940 0.0007##**

error 1085 0.801

Function-chain ) 1.539 4 0.385 0.725 0.575

Function-chain U 3.334 4 0.834 1.570 0.180
(2) Function-chain u” 5.642 4 1411 2.658 0.032%*
(3) Function-chain (NS) 15.479 4 3.870 7.291 0.000%***

error 868 0.531

*p<.05, F*p<01, #*¥p< 005, *+5p< 001

As is clear from Table 17, (1) for all of the five types of function-chains, the difference
between the levels of proficiency was statistically significant — Assistance: F (3,1085)
=20.097, p<.001; Liking: F (3,1085) = 8.350, p<.001; Assertion: F (3, 1085) = 12.442,
p< .001; Reassurance; F' (3,1085) = 13.474, p< .001; Interest: F' (3,1085) = 23.940, p< .001.
(2) There was a significant difference between the function-chains for those students with
experience of study abroad (U™) (F (4,868) = 2.658, p<.05). (3) There was also a significant
difference between the function-chains for the group of native speakers (NS) (£ (4,868) =
7.291, p<.001).

Next, multiple comparisons were conducted as follows: 1) the comparison between the
levels of proficiency in English for each type of function-chain, 2) the comparison between
the function-chains for the U" group, and 3) the comparison between the function-chains for
the NS group. A post hoc analysis (Ryan’s method) was computed to study the differences
between the means (the significance level was p = .05).

We shall now look carefully into the results of the comparison between the levels of
proficiency in English for each type of function-chain. Firstly, for the Assistance Function-
chain, multiple comparisons of the levels of proficiency yielded the following. The mean of
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the z-scores for the four groups of participants — J, U™, U™, and NS — in the Assistance
Function-chain were —0.584, 0.129, 0.529, and 0.726 respectively. As a result of multiple
comparisons, significant differences were found between the following pairs at the .05 level:
pairs NS—J, NS—U, U"—1J, and U —J. However, there was no significant difference

between the pairs NS—U", and U"—U"™ at the .05 level (see Table 18).

Table 18. Multiple comparisons of the levels of proficiency for the Assistance Function-chain

J U~ U’ NS
Mean : —0.584 0.129 0.529 0.726
N 94 51 35 41
pair r nominal level t p Sig.
NS—J 4 0.008 7.822 0.000 S.
NS—U~ 3 0.013 3.178 0.002 S.
U—J 3 0.013 6.279 0.000 S.
NS—U* 2 0.025 0.959 0.338 ns.
U—u- 2 0.025 2.032 0.042 n.s.
u—J 2 0.025 4.584 0.000 S.

MSe=0.801, df=1085, significance level=0.050

Thus, the participants’ scores on the Assistance Function-chain were shown to be as

follows (MSe = 0.800585, p< .05):

J<U <NS
J<U"=NS

U =U"

As for the appropriateness judgment scores for the Assistance Function-chain, the
university students and the native speakers were higher than the junior high school students.
Also, the native speakers were higher than the U students.

In the case of the Expressing Liking Function-chain, multiple comparisons of the levels
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of proficiency showed the following results. The mean of the z-scores for the four groups of
participants —J, U, U", and NS — in the Expressing Liking Function-chain were —0.337,
—0.015, 0.357, and 0.486 respectively. As a result of multiple comparisons, significant
differences were found between the following pairs at the .05 level: pairs NS—J, NS—U ",
and U"—J. However, there was no significant difference between the pairs NS—U", U™ —

U, and U —1J at the .05 level (see Table 19).

Table 19. Multiple comparisons of the levels of proficiency for the Expressing Liking

Function-chain

J U~ U’ NS

Mean: —0.337 —0.015 0.357 0.486

N 94 51 35 41

pair r nominal level t p Sig.
NS—J 4 0.008 4914 0.000 s.
NS—U~ 3 0.013 2.667 0.008 S.
U—J 3 0.013 3919 0.000 S.
NS—U* 2 0.025 0.624 0.533 n.s.
U—u- 2 0.025 1.894 0.058 n.s.
u—I 2 0.025 2.071 0.039 ns.

MSe=0.801, df=1085, significance level=0.050

Thus, the participants’ scores on the Expressing Liking Function-chain were as follows

(MSe = 0.800585, p< .05):

J<U"=NS

U <NS

As for the appropriateness judgment scores for the Expressing Liking Function-chain,
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the U~ students and the native speakers scored higher than the junior high school students.
Also, the native speakers were higher than the U~ students.

For the Assertion Function-chain, multiple comparisons of the levels of proficiency
showed the following results. The mean of the z-scores for the four groups of participants
— J, U, U", and NS — in the Assertion Function-chain were —0.443, 0.093, 0.301, and
0.643 respectively. As a result of multiple comparisons, significant differences were found
between the following pairs at the .05 level: pairs NS—J, NS—U ", U"—1J, and U —1.

However, there was no significant difference between the pairs NS—U" and U"—U" at

the .05 level (see Table 20).

Table 20. Multiple comparisons of the levels of proficiency for the Assertion Function-chain

J U~ U’ NS

Mean: —0.443 0.093 0.301 0.643

N : 94 51 35 41

pair r nominal level t p Sig.
NS—J 4 0.008 6489 0.000 S.
NS—U~ 3 0.013 2935 0.003 S.
U—J 3 0.013 4202 0.000 S.
NS—U* 2 0.025 1.662 0.097 ns.
uU'—u- 2 0.025 1.062 0.288 ns.
u—I 2 0.025 3444 0.001 S.

MSe=0.801, df=1085, significance level=0.050

Thus, the participants’ scores on the Assertion Function-chain were shown to be as

follows (MSe = 0.800585, p<.05):

J<U <NS
J<U"=NS

U =uU"
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As for the appropriateness judgment scores for the Assertion Function-chain, the
university students and the native speakers were higher than the junior high school students.
Also, the native speakers were higher than the U students.

As regards the Reassurance Function-chain, multiple comparisons of the levels of
proficiency brought to light the following. The mean of the z-scores for the four groups of
participants — J, U, U", and NS — in the Reassurance Function-chain were —0.422,
0.127, 0.737, and 0.181 respectively. As a result of multiple comparisons, significant
differences were found between the following pairs at the .05 level: pairs U —J, U™ —U",
NS—J,U"—NS,and U"—J. However, there was no significant difference between NS and

U at the .05 level (see Table 21).

Table 21. Multiple comparisons of the levels of proficiency for the Reassurance

Function-chain

J U~ U’ NS
Mean: —0.422 0.127 0.737 0.181
N: 94 51 35 41
pair r nominal level t p Sig.
U'—J 4 0.008 6.542 0.000 S.
Uu—u- 3 0.013 3.103 0.002 S.
NS—J 3 0.013 3.604 0.000 S.
U'—NS 2 0.025 2.698 0.007 S.
NS—U~ 2 0.025 0.287 0.774 ns.
u—J 2 0.025 3.533 0.000 S.

MSe=0.801, df=1085, significance level=0.050

Thus, the participants’ scores on the Reassurance Function-chain were shown to be as

follows (MSe = 0.800585, p< .05):

J<U =NS<U"
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As for the appropriateness judgment scores for the Reassurance Function-chain, the
university students and the native speakers were higher than the junior high school students.
Also, the U™ students were higher than the U~ students. Here, we see that the
appropriateness judgment score of the Japanese U™ students was higher than that of the native
speakers. In order to explain this result, in-depth qualitative analysis will be required.

Finally, in the case of the Expressing Interest Function-chain, multiple comparisons of
the levels of proficiency showed the following results. The mean of the z-scores for the four
groups of participants —J, U,U", and NS— in the Expressing Interest Function-chain were
— 0473, —0.180, 0.429, 0.941 respectively. As a result of multiple comparisons,
significant differences were found between the following pairs at the .05 level: pairs NS—1J,
NS—U", U —J, NS—U", and U"—U". However, there was no significant difference

between U and J at the .05 level (see Table 22).

Table 22. Multiple comparisons of the levels of proficiency for the Expressing Interest

Function-chain

J U U NS
Mean: —0473 —0.180 0.429 0.941
N: 94 51 35 41
pair r nominal level t p Sig.
NS—IJ 4 0.008 8.439 0.000 .
NS—U~ 3 0.013 5971 0.000 .
U—J 3 0.013 5.090 0.000 S.
NS—U" 2 0.025 2483 0.013 S.
U—u- 2 0.025 3.102 0.002 S.
u—J 2 0.025 1.880 0.060 ns.

MSe=0.801, df=1085, significance level=0.050
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Thus, the participants’ scores on the Expressing Interest Function-chain were shown to

be as follows (MSe = 0.800585, p <.05):

J=U <U'<NS

As for the appropriateness judgment scores for the Expressing Interest Function-chain,
the U™ students and the native speakers scored higher than the junior high school students

and the U~ students.

So far, we have looked into the results of the comparison between the levels of
proficiency in English for each type of function-chain. Next, as was mentioned above,
multiple comparisons between the function-chains for the U" and NS groups were also
computed.

For the U" group, multiple comparisons of the function-chains showed the following
results. The mean of the z-scores for the five types of function-chains — Assistance,
Liking, Assertion, Reassurance, and Interest — in the U" group were 0.529, 0.357, 0.301,
0.737, and 0.429 respectively. In Table 17, the simple main effect of interaction between
proficiency level and function-chain showed that there was a significant difference between
the function-chains for the U™ students (F (4,868)=2.658, p <.05). However, the results of
the post hoc analysis (Ryan’s method) showed that there was no significant difference

between any pairs of the function-chains at the .05 level (see Table 23).
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Table 23. Multiple comparisons of the function-chains for the U™ group

Assistance Liking Assertion Reassurance Interest
Mean: 0.529 0357 0.301 0.737 0.429
N: 35 35 35 35 35

pair r nominal level t p Sig.
Reassurance—Assertion 5 0.005 2.501 0.013 ns.
Reassurance—Liking 4 0.007 2178 0.030 n.s.
Assistance—Assertion 4 0.007 1.305 0.192 ns.
Reassurance—Interest 3 0.010 1.765 0.078 ns.
Assistance—Liking 3 0.010 0.982 0.326 n.s.
Interest—Assertion 3 0.010 0.736 0.462 ns.
Assistance—Interest 2 0.020 0.569 0.569 ns.
Reassurance—Assistance 2 0.020 1.196 0232 ns.
Interest—Liking 2 0.020 0413 0.680 n.s.
Liking—Assertion 2 0.020 0.323 0.747 ns.

MSe=0.531, df=868, significance level=0.050

As regards the results of the NS group, multiple comparisons of the function-chains
yielded the following. The mean of the z-scores for the five types of function-chains —
Assistance, Liking, Assertion, Reassurance, and Interest — in the NS group were 0.726,
0.486, 0.643, 0.181, and 0.941 respectively. As a result of multiple comparisons, significant
differences were found between the following pairs at the .05 level: pairs Interest —
Reassurance, Interest — Liking, Assistance — Reassurance, and Assertion — Reassurance.
However, there was no significant difference between the pairs Interest — Assertion,
Assistance — Liking, Assistance — Assertion, Interest — Assistance, Assertion — Liking, and

Liking —Reassurance at the .05 level (see Table 24).
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Table 24. Multiple comparisons of the function-chains for the NS group

Assistance Liking Assertion Reassurance Interest
Mean: 0.726 0.486 0.643 0.181 0.941
N: 41 41 41 41 41

pair r nominal level t p Sig.
Interest—Reassurance 5 0.005 4719 0.000 S.
Interest—Liking 4 0.007 2.826 0.005 S.
Assistance—Reassurance 4 0.007 3.385 0.001 S.
Interest—Assertion 3 0.010 1.847 0.065 ns.
Assistance—Liking 3 0.010 1.491 0.136 n.s.
Assertion—Reassurance 3 0.010 2.873 0.004 S.
Assistance—Assertion 2 0.020 0512 0.609 ns.
Interest—Assistance 2 0.020 1.334 0.182 ns.
Assertionr—Liking 2 0.020 0979 0328 n.s.
Liking—Reassurance 2 0.020 1.894 0.059 n.s.

MSe=0.531, df=868, significance level=0.050

Thus, the native speakers’ scores on the five types of function-chains were shown to be

as follows (MSe=0.530771, p <.05):

Reassurance<Assertion = Assistance = Interest

Liking<Interest

5.4 Discussion

The results of this study show the following.

First, the four study groups, representing different levels of English proficiency, did
show a statistically significant difference in their recognition of the appropriateness of the five
types of function-chains used in the test.

However, depending on the type of function-chain involved, the amount of improvement,
as regards recognition of appropriateness between levels of English proficiency, varied
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considerably. As for the appropriateness judgment scores for the Assistance, Assertion, and
Reassurance Function-chains, the university students and the native speakers were higher than
the junior high school students. In the case of the Expressing Liking and Interest Function-
chains, there was no significant difference between the junior high school students and the
university students without experience of study abroad. That is to say, each function-chain
shows its own unique rate and route of development for the study groups involved. Here, it
is noteworthy that for the Reassurance Function-chain, the appropriateness judgment score of
the Japanese U students was higher than that of the native speakers. One explanation for
this result may be that the Japanese U™ students were over-sensitive (overly strict) in their
judgment as to what constitutes appropriate language when compared to native speakers.
Carrell and Konneker (1981) report a similar phenomenon that non-native speakers are more
sensitive (or over-sensitive) to politeness values than native speakers®. In the case of the
present study, a correct interpretation of the results will require further investigation.

As for the relative level of difficulty of the types of function-chains, an interesting
observation can be made when comparing Japanese students with native speakers. Namely,
the different types of function-chains presented an almost equal level of difficulty for the
Japanese students. For native speakers, however, some types of function-chains presented
distinctly different levels of difficulty. This differentiation of the relative level of difficulty
seems to suggest a direction of language acquisition.

This study has provided some fundamental information about the process by which
learners of English develop pragmatic competence as regards function-chains. However, the
following characteristics of Japanese students remain to be identified: the areas of difficulty
specific to each group, those areas difficult for Japanese EFL learners irrespective of English
proficiency level, and the areas in which Japanese EFL learners were over-sensitive (overly
strict) in their judgment as to what constituted appropriate language. In order to investigate
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these areas, we should take further steps. That is, we should conduct a quantitative analysis
again based on the participants’ score on each test item, and then employ a qualitative analysis
along with the quantitative results in order to recognize any useful and informative patterns
that might emerge. The next chapter summarizes the results of the analysis using both

quantitative and qualitative research methods.
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Notes

' As for the native speakers from the United States, the researcher’s application to use
students as testees was reviewed and approved by the Institutional Review Board (IRB) of

California State University, San Bernardino.

2 It is not feasible to give the same English proficiency test to both junior high school
students (beginning English learners) and university students. Therefore, no proficiency
tests were administered, but it was assumed that the four different levels of experience with
English also represented distinct proficiency levels. In Trosborg (1995), we can see a similar
case. Trosborg examined the requests, complaints, and apologies of three groups of Danish
learners of English: secondary school grade 9, high school and commercial school, and
university students. In that study as well, proficiency tests were not administered, as it was

assumed that the three educational levels also represented proficiency levels.

3 prosodic features: sound characteristics which affect whole sequences of syllables.
They may involve, for instance, the relative loudness or duration of syllables, changes in the

pitch of a speaker’s voice and the choice of pitch level. (Richards and Schmidt, 2002)

* The reason why a group of teachers’ judgment was used, rather than the judgment of
the 41 native speakers who took the test, was the following. Even among native speakers
there may be those who are relatively liberal in their speech standards, and thus likely to
tolerate non-standard usage. However, it was considered that a group of teachers, as

compared with students, would tend to be more strict in their standard of usage.
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5 z-score: (in statistics) a standard score expressed in standard deviation units with a

mean of zero and a standard deviation of one.  As the following formula for a z-score shows:

XX

SD

Where X = the raw score

X = the mean

SD = the standard deviation,
a raw score is expressed in terms of the number of standard deviations by which it deviates
from the mean. Thus, a student with a z-score of — 1.0 is one standard deviation below the
mean. (Richards and Schmidt, 2002). In the present study, the z-score of each student was

calculated from the X and the SD of all the participants.

6 Carrell and Konneker (1981) looked at non-native speakers’ perception of politeness
for eight different request strategies. Subjects were presented with cards specifying different
request contexts and the eight strategies, and then asked to sort the strategies according to
level of politeness. The order of perceived politeness obtained for each strategy suggested
that non-native speakers both overdifferentiate request strategies (they perceived seven
politeness levels, whereas the native speakers distinguished only five), and in some cases
underdifferentiate strategies (they did not recognize some of the same boundaries between
strategies that native speakers did) (Kasper and Dahl, 1991). Carrell and Konneker state
that it is noteworthy that non-native speakers show over-sensitivity to politeness values, but
they only report the phenomenon and do not study the causes. Non-native speakers’ over-
sensitivity is certainly an interesting phenomenon, whose nature and causes would be a

worthwhile subject for a more in-depth study (Ozasa (Ed.), 1983).
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Chapter 6
Study 3 (Analysis 2): The acquisition of English function-chains

viewed qualitatively

6.1 Objectives

In the previous chapter, the range of participants was extended and the relationship
between the level of proficiency in English and the type of function-chain was investigated.
Also, the rate and route of development as regards recognition of appropriateness for the five
types of function-chains was clarified.

The present study examines each group’s judgment of appropriateness for each test item
(each dialogue) in more detail, and tries to identify any informative patterns in their judgment
that might emerge. The following research questions are the foci of this study.

(1) What kinds of dialogues, if any, are difficult specifically for each proficiency level group?

(2) What kinds of dialogues, if any, are difficult for Japanese EFL learners irrespective of
English proficiency level?

(3) To what kinds of dialogues, if any, were Japanese EFL learners over-sensitive in their

judgment as to what constituted appropriate language?

6.2 Method

6.2.1 Participants, materials, procedure, and scoring

As regards the participants, materials, procedure, and scoring, these were the same as

those mentioned in the previous chapter (Analysis 1).
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6.2.2 Means of analysis

First, a quantitative analysis was again conducted. This time, in order to closely
examine each group’s appropriateness judgment for each test item, a one-way layout ANOVA
was conducted based on the score for each test item. The independent variable was the level
of proficiency in English (between-subjects, 4 levels: J, U, U", NS). The dependent
variable was the participants’ scores on the appropriateness judgment test. This analysis did
not compare the relative difficulty that each test item presented for the groups involved,
therefore the z-score was not used this time. All the analyses were performed with SPSS
ver.11.

Then, qualitative analysis' was employed, along with the quantitative results from the
one-way layout ANOVA, which proved to be useful and complementary for the purposes of
this study. Matrices were used as a means of displaying, analyzing, and synthesizing the

data in order to recognize any useful and informative patterns that might emerge?.

6.3 Results

The descriptive statistics are presented in Table 25.
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Table 25. Descriptive statistics

N | e 5D T T sD | I e 5D I WMean 5D

13a J o4 | 264 | 0637 [22a [ 04 251 | 0800 |{toa J 94 24z | 0786 |19a 1 04 234 | o712
u- | st | 272 o34 u | n 278 | 0577 u- 51 271 | 0642 u- 51 255 | 0642
u*t | 35 | 269 | 0s31 ut | 3 223 | 0s6s u+ 5 204 | 0236 ut 35 260 | 0sst
N3 41 | 300 | 0000 NS 41 208 | 0136 N3 4 200 | 0374 NS 4 222 | 0ss2
Total | 221 | 275 | 0363 Total | 221 271 | nsso Total | 231 268 | 0653 Total | 231 241 | 0724
13 U o4 | 232 [ 0764 [a2b 1 04 261 | 0722 |{tow 7 04 265 | 0683 |10k 1 04 282 | 0507
u- | 5t | 222 |os32 u | n 269 | o707 u- 31 276 | 0551 u- 31 300 | 0000
u*t | 35 | 231 | 0z67 ut | 3 274 | 0es7? u+ 5 204 | 0338 ut 5 297 | 0169
N3 4 | 293 | 0264 NS 41 208 | 0136 N3 4 285 | 0422 NS 4 295 | 0218
Total 221 | 243 | 0770 Total | 221 271 | nsso Total | 231 276 | 0573 Total | 231 291 | n3sg
14a ] o4 | 282 [ 0307 [23a 1 94 224 | 0758 |{t1a g 94 193 [ 0283 [20a 1 04 203 | 0933
u- | 5t | z92 |ozrz u | s 239 | 0723 e 51 124 | nz00 u- 51 210 | 0944
u*t | 35 | 294 | 0236 ut | 3 274 | 0505 u+ 35 194 | 0725 ut 5 246 | 074t
N3 4 | 229 | 0750 NS 4 295 | nas N3 41 190 | nz00 NS 4 240 | 0746
Total | 221 | 276 | 03538 Total | 221 249 | nsog Total | 221 100 | ns23 Total | 231 220 | 0892
14b ] o4 | z82 | 0355 |23 1 94 271 | 0561 |ftie g 94 232 | 0779 Jaom 1 94 232 | osaz
u™ | 5t | 300 | oooo um | n 200 | 0361 u- 51 272 | 0503 g 51 241 | 0779
u* | 35 | 300 | oooo ut | 3 207 | n.a69 u+ 35 201 | 0373 ut 35 274 | 036t
N3 4 | 293 | 0264 NS 41 293 | 0346 N3 41 203 | 0346 NS 4 300 | o000
Total | 221 | 294 | 0262 Total | 221 224 | na4s Total | 231 263 | 0658 Total | 231 253 | 0742
13a ] o4 | 195 [ 0920 [24a [ 04 251 | 075 |ftza g 94 283 | 0478 Jala [ 94 200 | o912
u™ | 5t | z3@ | o779 u | n 267 | 0633 u= 51 282 | 0555 i 51 214 | 0840
u*r | 35 | ze0 | os3t ut | 3 289 | 0404 u+ 5 283 | 0514 ut 5 211 | 0z67
N3 4 | 295 | 0218 NS 41 263 | ne6z N3 41 282 | 0458 NS 4 263 | 066z
Total | 221 | 242 | 03852 Total | 221 263 | n&s0 Total | 231 284 | 0.496 Total | 231 220 | nzég
130 ] o4 | 193 [ 0942 [24b [ 94 269 | 0605 |{t2w 7 04 245 0728 |2l 1 94 220 | 07Tt
u- | 5t | 251 | 0s34 u | n 202 | 039z U= 31 204 | 0824 ur 51 267 | 0633
u*r | 35 | 289 | 0471 ut | 3 207 | 0169 u+ 5 226 | 0701 ut 5 260 | 065t
N3 41 | 293 | 0264 NS 41 208 | 0136 N3 41 207 | 0818 NS 4 300 | oooo
Total | 221 | 240 | 0376 Total | 221 284 | 0464 Total | 231 225 | 0780 Total | 231 256 | 069
55 stance o4 | 2087 | 3345 Liking 1 o4 | 28353 | 4357

(Tatah)  ©~ | 51 | 3237 | 2012 (Tctal) e 51| 082 | 3508

ut | 35 | 3377 | 2414 ut 35 | 3131 | 2805

NS 4 | 3446 | 1748 NS 41 | 3183 | 3368

Total | 220 | 3192 | 33505 Total | 221 | 2088 | 4007

N | e 5D T T 5D N | i 5D N | e 5D

la J o4 | 296 | 0203 |2Ea I 94 223 | 0873 |pa g 94 237 | 0446 |léa I 94 259 | 07235
u- | st | ze4 o3 u | n 224 | nzaz u- 51 275 | 0627 u- 51 273 | 0493
u*t | 35 | 294 | 0338 ut | 3 229 | 0750 u+ 5 204 | 0338 ut 35 286 | 0430
N3 41 | 300 | 0000 NS 41 128 | n&v2 N3 4 200 | 0300 NS 4 227 | osar
Total f 221 | 296 | 0240 Total | 221 218 | nszss Total | 231 286 | 0460 Total | 231 260 | 0684
] o4 | 209 [ 0103 [k 1 04 243 | 0769 | g 04 281 | 0492 |6k 1 04 260 | 0708
u- | 5t | 294 | 0238 u | n 261 | 0723 u- 31 27 | 0672 u- 31 200 | 0413
u*t | 35 | 294 | 0338 ut | 3 266 | 0634 u+ 35 289 | 0404 ut 5 300 | o000
N3 41 | 300 | 0000 NS 41 220 | 0459 N3 41 293 | 0.264 NS 41 278 | 037t
Total | 221 | 297 | 0189 Total | 221 257 | 0707 Total | 231 282 | 0499 Total | 231 276 | 0579
2a ] o4 | 227 | 0894 [20a 1 94 209 | ooz |ga 7 94 205 | 0gv2 |17a 1 04 246 | 0771
u- | 5t | 224 | osz39 u | s 269 | 0616 e 51 267 | 0653 u- 51 273 | 0603
u*t | 35 | 223 | 0sz08 ut | 3 289 | 0404 u+ 35 201 | 0284 ut 5 294 | 0236
N3 4 | 290 | 0374 NS 4 273 | 0593 N3 41 208 | 0156 NS 4 293 | 0346
Total | 221 | 237 | 0330 Total | 221 247 | ozt Total | 221 250 | 0772 Total | 231 268 | 0430

b ] o4 | 240 [ 0207 |29 1 04 239 | 0765 [gb 7 94 235 [ 0799 |17k 1 94 221 | ns2s
u™ | 5t | 275 | 0360 um | n 202 | o337 u- 51 202 | 0337 g 51 206 | 0810
u*r | 35 | 291 | 0284 ut | 3 289 | 0323 u+ 35 297 | 0.169 ut 5 246 | oot
N3 4 | 293 | 0346 NS 41 295 | 03tz N3 41 300 | 0000 NS 4 220 | 0g44
Total | 221 | 266 | 0659 Total | 221 270 | 013 Total | 231 270 | 0626 Total | 231 223 | 0812
32 ] o4 | 291 0349 [30a [ 04 213 | 0895 [Pa 7 94 270 | 0383 |iga [ 94 234 | 039
u™ | 5t | ze0 o413 u | n 220 | oot7 U= 51 278 | 0341 i 51 234 | 0464
u*t | 35 | 294 | 0338 ut | 3 223 | 0973 u+ 5 297 | 0.169 ut 5 204 | 0236
N3 41 | 285 | 0422 NS 41 223 | 0495 N3 4 203 | 0264 NS 4 290 | 0300
Total | 221 | 200 | 0375 Total | 221 229 | nssg Total | 231 281 | 0489 Total | 231 2387 | 0377

3 ] o4 | 272 | 0357 [30m 1 94 241 | o070 [w g 94 223 | 0500 |igk 1 94 208 | 0206
u- | 5t | 271 | 0576 u | n 251 | 0734 U= 31 200 | 0413 ur 51 300 | oooo
u*t | 35 | 277 | 0598 ut | 3 260 | 065t u+ 5 297 | 0.169 ut 35 300 | o000
N3 41 | z49 | 0810 NS 41 300 | o.ooo N3 41 237 | 0859 NS 4 288 | 033t
Total | 221 | 268 | 06235 Total | 221 257 | st Total | 231 278 | 0.570 Total | 231 297 | 0200
Aszzertion T o4 2004 3343 F eassurance J o4 3129 3463

(Tatal) 1~ | 51 | 3163 | 2600 (Tatal) e 51| 3208 | 2431

ut | 35 | 3220 | 2674 ut 35 | 3486 | 1287

NS 4 | 3337 | 2130 NS 4 | 3315 | 2565

Total | 220 | 3133 | 3156 Total | 221 | 3250 | 3080
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N_| M |0 W_| bean 5D

4a T 94 | 230 | 0806 |i%a T o4 121 | 0295
u= | st |z | osoz u | 5 194 | 0925
u*t | 35 | zz6 | 044 u+ | 35 240 | 021z
Hg | 4 | 235 | o4me N3 | 4 295 | 021z
Total | 221 | 263 | 04693 Tatal | 221 214 | 0913
E3 o4 | 193 [ 0883 [z50 1 o4 172 | 080
u™ | st | zz4 | osez u | 5 122 | 095z
u*r | 35 | zz0 | 0so u+ | 3 260 | 0775
Hg | 41 | zo7 | osd N | 4 278 | 0571
Total | 221 | 202 | 0875 Tatal | 221 210 | 093z

5a T 94 | 251 | 0744 |i6a T o4 199 | 0z&ln
u= | st | zaz | oars u | 169 | 080
ur | 35 | zoa | 0me u+ | 35 223 | 0277
Hg | 4 | 293 | 0264 N | 4 220 | 0511
Total | 221 | 274 | 0580 Tatal | 221 211 | 0267

6 T 94 | 222 [ o022z [a6n 1 54 276 | 0321
um | st | za | oz u= | 5 265 | 0627
ut | 3 |z |omaz u+ | 3 269 | 0676
He | 41 | 195 | 0865 Hs | 4 298 | 0156
Totat 221 | 226 | 0833 Tatal | 221 276 | 0565

fa T 94 | 160 | 0807 |#7a T o4 200 | 0516
u= | st | 13 | osa u | s 126 | 0939
ur | 35 | 197 | ossT u+ | 3 166 | 0873
He | 4 | z73 | oses N | 4 176 | 0%0
Total | 221 | 137 | 0896 Tatal | 221 127 | 0oz

i T o4 | 137 [ o076z [o7h T o4 23z | 0751
u= | st | 1ze |omrr u= | s 257 | o0
u*t | 35 | 120 | oeot u+ | 3 251 | o0z

we | o4 | ziz | o7 s | 4 271 | 060z
Total | 221 | 1358 | 086z Tatal | 221 243 | 077
lrteres 1 o4 | 2462 | 3505

(Tata)  u— | 51 | 2586 | 3720

ut | 35 | 2346 | 3m3

s | 4 | 3063 | 4054

Taotal | 221 | 2663 | 4258

The result of the one-way layout ANOVA is displayed in Table 26.
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Table 26. Table of ANOVA

55 ol M 7 b 55 o S F b
13a b etween Groups 3.9338 5 1.313 4.324 0.006  |[10a Detween Groups 8.287 3 24762 7.007 0.000
Within Groups 65871 207 0.304 Within Groups 85541 217 0.394
Total 69.510 220 Total 93828 220
13b B etween Groups 13.135 3 4.378 §.109 0.000 (1100 Between Groups 2491 3 0.897 1794 0.041
Within Groups 117.164 217 0.540 Within Groups 69.599 217 0.321
Total 130.299 220 Total 72.300 220
14a B etween Groups 11779 3 3.926 16.390 0000 ||1a Between Groups 0.285 3 0.095 0.139 0.957
Within Groups 51985 217 0.240 Within Groups 148719 217 0685
Total 63.765 220 Total 149.005 220
14b B etween Groups 0.620 3 0.207 3.094 0038 |1ib Between Groups 16736 3 5.579 15406 0.000
Within Groups 14.493 217 0.067 Within Groups TRETA 217 0.362
Total 15.113 220 Total 95312 220
15a B etween Groups 39.112 3 13.037 23.441 0.000 (12a Between Groups 0.086 3 0.029 0.115 0.951
Within Groups 120.589 17 0.556 Within Groups 54.050 17 0.249
Total 159.701 220 Total 54.136 220
15k B etween Groups 41412 3 13.504 23435 0.000 |12k Between Groups 7138 3 2396 4.106 0.007
Within Groups 127547 17 0.588 Within Groups 126.622 17 0.554
Total 168.050 220 Total 133.810 220
2l B etween Groups 7402 3 2467 6.080 0.001  |[19a Between Groups 4.190 3 1.397 2737 0.045
Within Groups 83.004 17 0.406 Within Groups 111.158 17 0512
Total 05466 220 Total 115348 220
21h B etween Groups 3.963 3 1.321 3218 0.024 (190 Between Groups 1.391 3 0.464 3753 o012
Within Groups 80078 17 0410 Within Groups 26799 217 0123
Total 03.041 220 Total 28.190 220
23a B etween Groups 17.104 3 5.701 13.729 0.000  |(|20a Between Groups 2.806 3 2.965 3.868 0.010
Within Groups 00117 217 0.415 Within Groups 166.344 217 0.767
Total 107.222 220 Taotal 175240 220
23h B etween Groups 2629 3 0.876 4.582 0.004 (1200 Between Groups 15531 3 5177 10652 0.000
Within Growps 41.506 217 0.191 Within Groups 105464 217 0.456
Total 44.138 220 Total 120.995 220
24a B etween Groups 3.6807 3 1.232 2.910 0035 |2la Between Groups 0424 3 3141 4.358 0.005
Within Groups 01878 217 0.423 Within Groups 156413 217 0.721
Total 95575 220 Total 165837 220
24h B etween Groups 371 3 1.257 6.243 0.000  (|21b Between Groups 15565 3 5188 12,375 0.000
Within Groups 43 687 217 0.201 Within Groups o097y 217 0419
Total 47.457 220 Total 106.543 220
Assistance Detween Groups | 789773 3 263.259 10,864 0.000  ||Liking Detween Groups 39877 3 132,924 0.203 0.000
( Total) Within Groups 1912.758 217 8815 ([ Total) Within Groups 3134.164 17 14.443
Tatal 2702554 220 Total 3532041 220
S5 o ME il il S5 'l ME F Jl
la B etween Groups 0.094 3 0.031 0.545 06852 ||7a Between Groups 1.002 3 0.334 1.587 0.193
Within Groups 12539 217 0.058 Within Groups 45650 217 0.210
Total 12,633 220 Total 46.652 220
1t B etween Groups 0.138) 3 0.046 1.301 0.275 (|70 Between Groups 1.295 3 0.432 1.753 0.157
Within Groups T.E99) 217 0.035 Within Grouns 53465 217 0.246
Total 7.837] 220 Tatal 54760 220
Za B etween Groups 14. 266 3 4755 7.515 0.000  ||3a Between Groups 35463 3 11.821 26,780 0.000
Within Groups 137.300) 217 0633 Within Groups 95786 217 0.441
Total 151.575) 220 Total 131340 220
2h B etween Groups 11700, 3 3.900 10.093 0.000 (|8 Between Groups 20217 3 6.739 22133 0.0o00
Within Groups 33348 217 0.386 Within Groups 66.073 217 0.304
Total 95.545] 220 Total 46.290 220
Ja B etween Groups 0.168) 3 0.056 0.394 0758 (% Between Groups 2595 3 0.865 3751 0012
Within Groups 30837 217 0.142 Within Groups 50.039 17 0.231
Total 3l.005) 220 Total 52633 220
3b b etween Groups 2.014) 3 0.672 1.740 0.160 (|9 Detween Groups 9.305 3 3102 10,808 0.000
Within Groups 3312 217 0.386 Within Groups 62270 217 0.287
Tatal £5.328] 220 Total 71.575 220
28a b etween Groups 4.557 5 1.519 2.092 0102 |[1da Detween Groups 7649 3 2550 5805 0.001
Within Groups 157.561) 217 0.726 Within Groups 95311 17 0.439
Tuotal 162.118] 220 Total 102.959 220
28h B etween Groups 4.558 3 1.519 3116 0.027 ||16b Between Groups 5.502 3 1.864 5.934 0.001
Within Groups 1054600 217 0.436 Within Groups 68.172 217 0.314
Tuotal 110.018) 220 Total 73765 220
20a B etween Groups 15168 3 8389 15708 0000 ||17a Between Groups 9675 3 3215 8731 0.000
Within Groups 115891 217 0.534 Within Groups 80.153 17 0.369
Total 141.050) 220 Total 50.528 220
20k B etween Groups 15.120) 3 5.040 16.186 0.000 (170 Between Groups 3489 3 1.163 1.781 0.152
Within Groups 47.568] 217 0311 Within Groups 141742 7 0.653
Total 32.688] 220 Total 145331 220
30a B etween Groups 14.982) 3 4.994 6.838 0.000 |[12a Between Groups 0.343 3 0116 0815 0457
Within Groups 158484 217 0.730 Within Groups 30847 7 0.142
Tuotal 173.466] 220 Total 31.195 220
30k B etween Groups 10.054 3 3.351 7.908 0.000 |18k Between Groups 0431 3 0.144 3731 o012
Within Groups 91.964] 217 0.424 Within Groups 5348 217 0.038
Total 102.018 220 Total 5778 220
(Asgertion B etween Groups 380,028 3 129676 15.614 0.000  ([Reasswance Between Groups 350897 3 119,966 15068 n.oon
( Total) Within Groups 1802.194) 217 8.305 ( Total) Within Groups 1727.633 217 7.961
Total 2101.222) 220 Tatal 2087520 220
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4a B etween Groups 0574 3 3.191 7214 0.000
Within Groups 96.001 217 0.442
Tuotal 105575 220
4h B etween Groups 4.055 3 1.652 2191 0.090
Within Groups 163579 2117 0.754
Total 168534 220
Sa B etween Groups 5.849 3 2.950 0.400 0.000
Within Groups 67450 17 0.311
Total 76,209 220
5h B etween Groups 7472 3 2491 3719 0.01z2
Within Groups 145307 17 0.670
Tuotal 152778 220
fia B etween Groups 40,872 3 13.624 21,806 0.000
Within Groups 135580 17 0.625
Tuotal 176452 220
fith B etween Groups 19.586 3 6.529 0.696 0.000
Within Groups 146.115 217 0.673
Total 165701 220
25a B etween Groups 41687 3 13.898 21283 0.000
Within Groups 141679 117 0.653
Tuotal 183367 220
25h B etween Groups 434738 3 14.493 21317 0.000
Within Groups 147527 217 0.630
Total 191.005 220
2fia B etween Groups 30813 3 10.271 16.561 0.000
Within Groups 134.580 217 0.620
Tatal 165394 220
26k B etween Groups 1752 3 0.917 2.047 0.034
Within Groups 67538 217 0.311
Total 70.290 220
27a B etween Groups 3709 3 1.236 1.511 0.212
Within Groups 177486 217 0.818
Total 181,195 220
27h B etween Groups 4992 3 1.664 3.339 0.020
Within Groups 108.166 217 0.498
Total 113158 220
[nterest B etween Growps | 1185125 3 395.042 30.567 0.000
( Total) Within Groups 2804 450 17 12.924
Total 3980 575 220

As Table 26 indicates, the difference between the levels of proficiency was shown to be
statistically significant for the following test items at the .05 level — 13a, 13b, 14a, 14b, 15a,
15b, 22a, 22b, 23a, 23b, 24a, 24b, 10a, 10b, 11b, 12b, 19a, 19b, 20a, 20b, 21a, 21b, 2a, 2b,
28b, 29a, 29b, 30a, 30b, 8a, 8b, 9a, 9b, 16a, 16b, 17a, 18b, 4a, Sa, 5b, 6a, 6b, 25a, 25b, 26a,
26b, and 27b.

As for these significant test items, a post hoc analysis (Tukey’s honestly significant
difference test) was computed to study the differences between the means (the significance
level was p=.05). For each item, multiple comparisons of the levels of proficiency yielded
the following results (see Table 27). For the test item 19a, Table 26 showed that there was a
significant difference between the levels of proficiency (F (3, 217)=2.727, p<.05). However,
the results of the post hoc analysis (Tukey’s honestly significant difference test) showed no

significant difference between any of the levels of proficiency at the .05 level.
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Table 27. Multiple comparisons of the levels of proficiency for each test item

Test item Multiple comparisons Test item Multiple comparisons
13a J<NS 28b J<NS

13b J=U =U'<NS 29a J<U =U"=NS
l4a J=U =U">NS 29b J<U =U"=NS
14b J<Uu~ 30a J=U"=U"<NS
15a J<U =U"=NS 30b J=U =U"<NS
15b J<U <NS, J<U* 8a J<U =U"=NS
22a J<NS 8b J<U =U"=NS
22b J<NS 9a J<u*

23a J<U"=NS, U <NS 9 J=U =U">NS
23b J<U"=NS 16a U =U'>NS

24a J<u* 16b J<U =U"

24b J<U =U"=NS 17a J<U"=NS

10a J<U"=NS 18b J=U =U">NS
10b J<u* 4a J<U =U"=NS
11b J<U =U"=NS Sa J<U =U"=NS
12b J>U"=NS 5b U =U">NS

192 e 6a J=U =U'<NS
19b J<U™ 6b J<U'=NS, U <NS
20a J<NS 25a J<U'<NS, U <NS
20b J<U"=NS, U <NS 25b J=U <U"=NS
2la J=U =U'<NS 26a U <U'<NS, J<NS
21b J<U =NS,U"<NS 26b U <NS

2a J=U =U"<NS 27b J<NS

2b J<U =U"=NS

From the results of the multiple comparisons of the levels of proficiency for each test
item (Table 27), the items for which each group’s scores were lower than those of native
speakers were classified by the type of function-chains, the social relationship of the speakers,
whether the responses were appropriate or inappropriate, and then made into a table (see
Table 28-1). Table 28-2 shows the specific function-chains from Table 28-1. These items
can be regarded as the areas of difficulty specific to each group.

In Table 28-1, the items enclosed by a square (LJ) are those for which scores were lower
than those of native speakers, irrespective of English proficiency level.
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The items for which the scores of the Japanese students (in one or more of the study
groups) were statistically higher than those of native speakers were also classified and put into
a table in the same manner (see Table 29-1). For these six items in Table 29-1, the group
scores of some of the Japanese students were statistically higher than those of native
speakers. However, it should be noted that even among the native speakers, the participants
who judged these items correctly as inappropriate outnumbered those who judged these items
to be “neither” or “appropriate.” Therefore we can say that the general tendency of their
judgment coincided with the test preparers’ collective judgment. Table 29-2 shows the

specific function-chains from Table 29-1.

74



Kouarorgord ystSug Jo aAn0adsarn s1ojeads SATIEU JO SSOU) UL JOMO] 210M SAT0IS UOTUM JOf SUTEyo-Uonoun: ]
spuowaers geudorddeur:(yY UL ‘T T S9)  S[RISWINU UBWOY
sjuawee)s Spendorddy:(1z¢z°1 '89)  s[rsoWNU dIqRTY

sjuapms jooyos yaiy Jowunf asoueder :
proIqe Apnys Jo 0oudLIodxd o/m sHOpMs A)IsIoAtun osoueder :
PpeOIqE APTIS JO 90USLIAXD YIIm SJuUSpMIs ANsioatun asoueder :

B

s1oyeods 0ATEN © SN

(SN>P'SN>,N>_N 'SN=,N>_N=0SN>_N'SND>,N>C 'SN>,N'SN=_N>P 'SN=_N>P
SN>_N'SN=.N>F LN>MSN>_N>P 'SN=,N=_N>M 'SN>,N=_N=MSN>M) SN>P
L 0¢ IA ol A N L 9 Isa49y]

ITIX 6L 81 \ XE:wmem\
[IX _§ _ LL (9L A 6 S SJRPERSY

_ﬂ gL vl m Suiy

v €
X [m €L 2l 8 I I 2z r\&cﬁm_mw\

{49yoes | —3uepmg)sniess ysiH«snies mo (FUBPNIS «—3USpNIS) smels [enb3 9pNIS —49Yoea | )SNIeIS MO —SNn1els YsiH
(SN>_N 'SN>P'SN>,M>_ N 'SN=,M> N=C 'SN>_NSN>,M>F SN> NSN=,M>F LN>FSN> NP SSN>.N= N=r) SN>.N
e iy L A A Z|[9 Tseuo3y]
gﬂ;ﬂ_wwﬂwm\
[X][X] [91] __Aopsessy
X P g supi
NHE m \&csm_&k\

\%;omw._.Tucwv:ywvamum Y3IH—snieis mo chv:umTu:ov:#wv snjels |enb3 9pN}S«—49Yoea | )snieys MoT«—snje)}s ysiy

(SN>MSN>,N>_N 'SN>_N'SN>,N>F 'SN>,N'SNE_N>P 'SN>.N=_N=r) SN>,N

[ ] [Z][0 ] o
\o&m;:wmmwm\
M 5 \ Ll
[X ] Sl Bupyl
a_ \&cm«w_mwy‘\

\Aazomm‘_ulu:wvspwvm:ymum YSIH«—sn1e1s moT (JuepMg—juspmg)smess [enb3 U9PNIS —I34oe3 | )SNIeIs MO —SNje1s YsiH

\4

(dnoa3 yoes 03 og1ads A NOLYIP JO sedIe SUI[EIALY) SIS JANEU JO ISOY) UBY) JIMO] B SAI03S YIIYAL I0J SUTBYI-UONIUN *[-87 d[qeL

English proficiency level

75



spuawaress apeidoxddeur: (T« T “I1 1 '$9)  S[RIWNU URWOY
syawaeys eudorddy:(17gz'] *80)  s[erownu diqery

(SN=.n>_N=0
“TeaV] 0} e 3, Ued T IeIap S[NI] AISAd S [T «—
“PUROIM ST} PURIASUSIC] 01 UM T (A )
(SN>_N ‘SN=,.N>0)
oI0U U

183191
(SN>f “SN>_N>_1) 119 0} PUL| 08 3q MOA PINOAY «— JOWILINS JSt] BPEUL) UI PAABIS T (AT) .
(SN>D) {P3PU] «— "IN SI PURIASUSICT 01IUIM T (TTA) (SN>_N “SN>,.>1)
“Uny ] SPUNOS JeY[T, «— "PUIYIIM ST} PUR[ASUSI(T 01 WM (1) (SN>_N) inNOA AoNT «— "puSY2om ST PURIASUSI(T 01 WM T (TT) M SeM MOF] «— PUaYaMm SIY} PUBTASUSIT 01 IUOM T ( 2)
(SN=,N=_nN>0) (SN=.N=_N>0) (SN>,N=_n=0
(M Kofud noA pi(] «— Iauuuns Jse[ epeue) W paAeIS | (07) {ung SunpAue Op NOA PI(T «— IOWILIMS JSe] BPRUR) Ul PIABIS T (01) P10} Op NOA PIP JBYA «— IWIWNS JSe[ Bpeue) Wl PaABIS| (9)
(SN=.N=_n>D)
“puUBJSIapUN ULD PO Aue Jet os urejdxo our o] «—
“TB3W NOA TRy PUeIsISpun 3,uop 1 (II1X)
(SN=,N>) NXGued] }IN0qe ALoM.uo( «— S0UBIMSSEY
oM SuDpom 1,USTIomndwoo oY W asnoxy (61)
(SN= | N= N>f) “Kemjuamgip e ut urejdxs ow 1] O
“UBAW NOA JRUM PUBISIOPUN 1 UOP T (8])
(SN> N=_N=0)
‘uew ‘Bare Sunped mau B pasu AJ[B10) 9M ‘YBIA —
eate Sunyred Joyloue oot oM NUIP NOA o (IX)
(SN>,N=_N=0)
{I,USLSNOIAQO STRY |, «— ¢s1omduwiod pasuam yuyinokog (1X) UOIASS Y
(SN=.,N=_N>0) (SN=,N=_>[)  UONAIAUOD AUl SLIRY] «—
Tgosn A10A A1, A9} “SOX «— ¢ SIoMAWOd oot dm Yur nok o (L) eare Sunyred Joypoue Poou oM IR NOK o (TA)
(SN>.nN= _N=0 (SN=,N= N>  OpISA«— (SN>D)  "0p Ajutepoo om $aA —
“0p oM ‘SOA «— ko Supped Jowjour paou dm Yui nok of (91) ot Suppred Joyiour padu oM urp nok o (6) oI Sunpred JoylOUE PIOU OM JUIP NOK O (G )
(SN> N=_N=0
“MOUY NOA [000 08 SJ  "dWIOSIME A[[)0) ST FUPeS 1 YL «— (SN>[)  "ouOp 1243 dARY
(Suneys o1y nokoq (X) 1 ANADOR SUIAIP 35O 3Y AJduuiis S1] «— ¢ Funeys 301 1 nok o (I1) P
(SN> N SN _N>() 0P $ax «— ¢ Buneys a3 noL o (ST) (SN, N>[)  {18RIS S]] «— (dWnISod ST ) noK o1 () o
(SN=,N=_n>M (SN>_N‘SN= . N>f)
NI A[[BI [ ‘3K <— (AUIISO0 SIY I 0K O (#1) I Kofud A[[eal [ SR «— ¢Suneys 1 nokoq (¢ )
(O>'SN> N>0)  oraARq[j1sax « jewr dpy nok i (1)
(SN> N'SN=N1>1)  "osssond |« gowrdjpy nok iy (XI) (SN>D)
(SN>,N=_N=0  oukym UYesp < pwdpynokim (TA) JI9SINOA 31 Op 3,Ued NOA 1 [[14 [ 5593 | «— jowrdppy nok [ip (1) dueySIsSy

(SN>1)  Aureps)) «— gowr djoy noA gy (1)
(SN= N> emg <« gewrdpynok [iip (1)

(SN=.N=_N>) ‘wolqoidoN « ow djpynok iy (8)

(SN>[) Ve S[puey Ued T ‘ang «— jaur djoy no& [ia ()
(SN=_N=_N>) "98n0djO « pudpynokim (1)

(40YOBI «—USPNIS)  SMILIS YT «—SNIeIS MO

(JUOpMIS —uopryg)  Smyess [enbyy

(JUOPTYS«—IOYOBIT)  STRIS MO ¢—STEIS YSIF

sowIed] 1A dsdueder a0y Jnowyip pasoad yeyy -8z S[qeL, wio.y sureyd-uonduny YA 7-87 AqeL

76



(SN<,N= 1) ‘epeue) 01 08 0} RULYD © IO} SUIPAUE JAIS PINOM | ‘A[EaY «—IOWILNS JSE] BPEUL) UI PAALIS | "X X

(SN<, N= N=[) weSeure]dyo 0] U MOJE ISLI[J < UeOUI NOA JeTA PULISIOPUN J UOP [ 4 X

(SN<.N=_N) Apoapiad Suruuni 31 SALY [[IM | PUE SUIYIBULINOA JOOYSI[QNOI) 01 SUI MO[[Y «—[2M SUIIOM 1, UsL1andwod o T A X
(SN=_N<I) -opeur A[20Tu AToA ST JUWINIS0 INOA ‘SO «—; dUM)S09 SI) oI NOA O ;JA X

(SN<, =5 =) "duL)SISse NOAISPO 0} Pe[3 aq Pinom | «—;dw d[ay noA [ipm : A X

(SN<,N=_ N0 ASed e} ‘Mou MON «— [0 SURHOM 1, Ust INdwod 3 T ‘ATX

1-67 S1qEL, Wo.y sureyd-uonouny dg1ds *7-67 AqeL

suoweeys Aeudorddeul:(XTX © A X AIXS9) s[ERWNU UBwoy

\ W — i
il e TAX my AIX #ueinsseay,”
- — e o
e ~ Ny 7 swin
\ _ W ey
\ﬁﬂ;omﬁlégéms% YSIH—smels goi (3USPN}S —JUBpPN}S) snyess [enbg USPMS 184089 | )SN3eIs Mo —Snjess gm_f\ \

SIYeads dAneu Jo 3soy) uey) JYSIY I SAI0S YIIYM J0J SUTRYI-UONdIUN *[-6T AqeL

77



Using these tables, we will look for specific patterns of similarities and differences, and
go on to identify the following three characteristics of Japanese students in the discussion
section: 1) the areas of difficulty specific to each group; 2) those areas difficult for Japanese
EFL learners irrespective of English proficiency level; and 3) the areas in which Japanese
EFL learners were over-sensitive (overly strict) in their judgment as to what constituted

appropriate language.

6.4 Discussion

The first point to be discussed examines the areas of difficulty specific to each group.

First, the items for which junior high school students’ scores were lower than native
speakers (J<NS; J=U =U'<NS; J<U =U"=NS; J<U <NS, J<U"; J<U ' =NS, U <NS;
J<UT=NS; J<U™ =NS, UT<NS; J<U<NS, U <NS; J=U <U"=NS; U <U'<NS, J<NS)
were classified by the type of function-chains, the social relationship of the speakers, whether
the responses were appropriate or inappropriate, and then made into a table (Table 28-1).
These items can be regarded as the areas of difficulty specific to junior high school students.
When we examine this table (see Table 28-2), the following two points were found to be
characteristic of Japanese junior high school students: (1) As a whole their scores for both
appropriate and inappropriate responses are lower than those of native speakers. For

example, they judge even typical responses, such as Will you help me? —No problem., Do

vou like this costume? — Yes, I really like it., and Do you think we need another parking

area? — Yes, [ do., to be inappropriate. (2) Generally they have more difficulty rendering a

correct judgment for dialogues between people of low status and high status, as compared to
dialogues between equals. One explanation for this may be that dialogues in the English
textbooks used in Japan are between equals for the most part, meaning that there are relatively
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few exercises where age or status differences come into play, as Fukazawa (1997, 2000)
points out.

The items for which the scores of the U students were lower than native speakers (J=
U™ =U"<NS; J<U <NS, J<U™; J<U=NS, U <NS; J<U'<NS, U <NS; J=U <U" =NS;
U <U'<NS, J<NS; U <NS) were classified and put into a table in the same manner as the
results of the junior high school students (Table 28-1). These items can be regarded as the
areas of difficulty specific to the U students. The following five points were found to be
characteristic of this group when compared to the junior high school students: (1) They were
able to judge correctly many of the typical responses as being appropriate, while junior high
school students could not. (2) They successfully recognized the inappropriateness of

teachers’ sarcastic remarks to students, such as I don’t understand what you mean. —Let me

explain so that any child can understand. (3) They were able to judge the inappropriateness

of students’ expressing liking to a teacher in too flowery a tone, for example, Do you like ice

skating? — It is simply the most divine activity I have ever done., and also the

inappropriateness of students’ showing an inconsiderate and disrespectful attitude towards a

teacher when offering assistance, such as Will you help me? —1 guess I will if you can’t do it

yourself. (4) They could recognize the inappropriateness of assertions made in too formal a

manner between close friends, such as, Do you think we need another parking area? —That

is my conviction. (5) They had some trouble rendering a correct judgment concerning

dialogues between those of low status and high status, as compared to dialogues between
equals. But overall, they did better than junior high school students in this area.

The items for which the scores of the U students were lower than native speakers (J =
U =U"<NS; J<U =NS, U'<NS; J<U'<NS, U <NS; U <U'<NS, J<NS) were classified
and put into a table in a like manner as the other two groups of students (Table 28-1). These
items can be regarded as the areas of difficulty specific to the U” students. When compared

79



to the U students, the following three points were found to be characteristic of this group:
(1) They successfully recognized as inappropriate certain function-chains expressing

reluctance to offer assistance, such as Will you help me? —Yes, if [ have to., and Will you

help me? —1 guess so. (2) They recognized the inappropriateness of too flowery and formal

remarks made by students to teachers, such as I stayed in Canada last summer. —Would you

be so kind to tell me more? Also they recognized the inappropriateness of remarks of

students to teachers showing an overdone and perhaps insincere interest, such as I went to

Disneyland this weekend. —Oh, tell me every little detail. I can’t wait to hear. (3) In

general, low status to high status dialogues proved to be the most difficult for U" students,
while they did well with high status to low status dialogues as compared to students in the
other two groups. That is, it was difficult for them to judge the appropriateness of teachers’
replies to students’ utterances, while based on their experience as students it was relatively
easier for them to judge students’ replies to teachers.

Next, let us investigate the areas difficult for Japanese EFL learners irrespective of
English proficiency level. In Table 28-1, the items enclosed by a square ([]) are those for
which scores were lower than those of native speakers irrespective of English proficiency.
When we examine these items (see Table 28-2), they were found to exhibit the following four

characteristics: (1) Japanese students regard as acceptable too hip or sarcastic remarks made

by teachers to students, such as Will you help me? —Yeah, why not?, Do you like ice

skating? — Yeah, ice skating is totally awesome. It’s so cool, you know., Do vou think we

need computers? —That’s obvious, isn’t it?, and Do you think we need another parking area?

— Yeah, we totally need a new parking area, man. (2) Japanese students regard as

inappropriate students’ expressions of direct interest to teachers’ remarks, such as I stayed in

Canada last summer. —What did you do there?, and I went to Disneyland this weekend. —

How was it? (3) It is difficult for Japanese students to judge whether the use of the
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interjection “indeed” is appropriate or not according to the situation, such as I went to

Disneyland this weekend. —Indeed? (4) It is difficult for Japanese students to recognize as

appropriate teachers’ positive polite assertion, such as Do you think we need another parking

area? —Yes, we do.

Finally, let us consider the areas in which Japanese EFL learners were over-sensitive in
their judgment. The items for which at least some of the Japanese group scores were
statistically higher than those of native speakers (J=U =U">NS; J>U™ =NS; U =U"
>NS) were classified by the type of function-chains, the social relationship of the speakers,
whether the responses were appropriate or inappropriate, and then made into a table (Table
29-1). These six items were all inappropriate responses, therefore we can say that Japanese
students judged these items to be inappropriate more strictly compared with the native
speakers from the United States. It may be the case that even among native speakers there
are those who are relatively liberal in their speech standards, and thus likely to tolerate non-
standard usage. When we examine this table (see Table 29-2), the following three points
were found to be characteristic of these items: (1) When compared to native speakers, their
judgment is more strict as to what constitutes too formal and polite remarks between friends,

such as Will you help me? —I would be glad to offer you assistance., Do you like this

costume? —Yes, your costume is very nicely made., Well, the computer isn’t working well.

—Allow me to troubleshoot your machine and I will have it running perfectly., and I don’t

understand what you mean. —Please allow me to explain again. (2) They judge a

reassuring response by a student to a teacher, such as Well, the computer isn’t working well.

—Now, now, take it easy., to be inappropriate more strictly than native speakers. (3) They

also judge a teacher expressing interest too dramatically to a student, such as I stayed in

Canada last summer. —Really, I would give anything for a chance to go to Canada., to be

inappropriate more strictly than native speakers.
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It might be the case that these are function-chains where judgment of appropriateness is
affected by cultural background or values. A recommendation of how this issue might be
dealt with will be presented in the following chapter, which offers the conclusions of this

paper and remaining problems.
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Notes

' With the increasing acceptance of qualitative research in education, many researchers
who conduct L2 research in classrooms and schools have become interested in the ways in
which qualitative studies can inform the SLA field (Davis, 1995). Lazaraton (1995) reviews

the role of quantification in qualitative research and the generalizability of qualitative research.

2 Using matrices to describe and analyze qualitative data was widespread in the field of
error analysis, especially during the 1970s. For example, Corder (1973) designed a
classified table for errors, which has two dimensions, with one set of categories labeled across
the top (phonological/orthographical, grammatical, and lexical) and another down the left-
hand side (omission, addition, selection, ordering). Brown (1980) also designed the
categories for errors, which adds a dimension for systematicity of errors (Ozasa (ed), 1983).
As for the interpretation of the matrices, Lynch (1992) used the following techniques: (1) scan
for general patterns, (2) peruse the data for more specific difference patterns, (3) look for
specific similarity patterns, (4) check for predominant outcomes, and (5) examine the data for
repeating or overlapping elements. Following Lynch’s techniques, the present study

attempts to find interesting and useful patterns in the data.
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Chapter 7

Conclusions and remaining problems

7.1 Conclusions and pedagogical implications

In this thesis, the following two main points were investigated: 1) the relationships
between the function-chains used as the test items in this study, and the relation between the
patterns found and the junior high school students’ judgment as regards textual
appropriateness, and 2) the effect of the level of proficiency in English and the type of
function-chains on the ability of students to recognize social and stylistic appropriateness.

The findings of this investigation can be summarized as follows.

First, the factors which best explained the relation between the function-chains and the
students’ judgment were extracted by using factor analysis. The factors were inferred to be
as follows: asking or giving one’s opinion” (Factor 1), “expressing surprise or excitement”
(Factor 2), and “expressing displeasure” (Factor 3). Hayashi’s quantification model III was
also used, and the two dimensions (Dimension I and Dimension II) were extracted. In
this study Dimension [ was interpreted to be the axis that meant “satire and scorn” and
Dimension II was interpreted as the axis signifying “inventiveness in communication.”
From this study we found that various patterns or factors were involved in the junior high
school students’ judgment regarding the function-chains from the scripted speech. On the
other hand, the variation of students’ judgment concerning the function-chains from English
textbooks was smaller than that from the scripted speech. That is, as a whole the junior high
school students reached similar judgments on the function-chains from English textbooks.
Hence, we can say that the students have different attitudes towards the function-chains from
the scripted speech and the function-chains from English textbooks.
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Second, to investigate the effect of the level of proficiency in English and the type of
function-chains on the ability to recognize appropriateness, two studies (Studies 2 and 3) were
conducted. Study 2 divided Japanese junior high school students into two groups (a
relatively high proficiency group and a low proficiency group) according to their English
proficiency level, and then investigated the relation between proficiency and pragmatic
development. As a result, it was found that the students with high English proficiency
achieve higher levels of recognition of appropriateness as regards function-chains. As for
the type of function-chains, for the Expressing Liking Function-chain and the Assertion
Function-chain, there was a significant difference between the levels of proficiency in English,
with the relatively high proficiency group’s score being higher than the low proficiency
group’s. It suggests that as students gain English proficiency they find it increasingly easy to
identify appropriateness in these types of function-chain. Study 3 also investigated the
relation between proficiency and pragmatic development. This study extended the range of
participants and compared the following groups: J, U™, U", and NS. As a result, the four
study groups, representing different levels of English proficiency, did show a statistically
significant difference in their recognition of the appropriateness of the five types of function-
chains used in the test. However, depending on the type of function-chain involved, the
amount of improvement, as regards recognition of appropriateness between levels of English
proficiency, varied considerably. That is to say, each function-chain shows its own unique
rate and route of development for the study groups involved. As for the relative level of
difficulty of the types of function-chains, different types of function-chains presented an
almost equal level of difficulty for the Japanese students. For native speakers, however,
some types of function-chains presented distinctly different levels of difficulty. This
differentiation of the relative level of difficulty seems to suggest a direction of language
acquisition. Further, qualitative analysis was employed along with the quantitative results,
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and the following characteristics of Japanese students were identified when compared to
native speakers: the areas of difficulty specific to each group, those areas difficult for
Japanese EFL learners irrespective of English proficiency level, and the areas in which
Japanese EFL learners scored better than native speakers in their judgment as to what
constituted appropriate language.

As for the pedagogical implications, we can present the following four points.

First, function-chains possessing similar characteristics can be grouped together for ease
of presentation and understanding. Also, by plotting function-chains on a graph, we can
clarify the relationships among them. So, when teachers design lessons and everyday
practices for their classrooms with a focus on language functions, they can group the
function-chains with common features together, and thus present them to students more
effectively.

Second, it was found that each type of function-chain shows its own unique rate and
route of development for certain learners. Based on this information, teachers can have a
vision of how the learners’ recognition of appropriateness for each type of function-chain will
improve as they gain English proficiency.

Third, the construction of a scale identifying the relative level of difficultly of function-
chains provides information that may be useful for future program design — what sort of
function-chains should be given priority when they are taught.

Fourth, in this study, the areas of difficulty specific to each group were identified.
These areas of difficulty can be interpreted as areas requiring more in-depth instruction. If
these areas were consciously focused on while teaching to each group, it could be hoped that
the students of each group would gain a better understanding as to what constitutes
appropriate language. The areas of difficulty for Japanese EFL learners irrespective of
English proficiency level were also identified. @ We need to take these areas into
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consideration when editing teaching materials and preparing classroom activities. At the
same time, this study revealed not only these areas of difficulty, but also areas of relative
success in the acquisition process. It became clear that learners can be successful in certain

areas of pragmatics.

7.2 The remaining problems and implications for future research

Thus far we have summarized the conclusions and pedagogical implications of this study.
However, there are still some questions requiring further discussion.

First, in Study 1, factor analysis was applied to the results of the junior high school
students’ judgment, and then the three factors were extracted which best explained the relation
between the function-chains and the students’ judgment. The author interpreted the three
factors based on the factor loadings. However, we should take further steps to check the
reliability of this interpretation of these three factors. That is, we should pick out the items
relevant to the factors, and then analyze the judgment of the students once again. Hayashi’s
quantification model Il was also used, and the two dimensions (Dimension I and
Dimension II') were extracted. The author interpreted Dimension [ and Dimension II
by the features of the function-chains whose category scores were high. However, the
eigenvalues of Dimension I and Dimension II did not seem to be high enough to explain
the variance in the participants’ judgment. Further, as there was no hypothesis made
beforehand, each dimension’s results should be considered as tentative at best. The author
suggests that multivariate analysis with more appropriate data could be used as a method to
yield more significant information.

Second, in Studies 2 and 3, the appropriateness judgment tests were developed by several
American residents teaching in Japan. They verified that the test items in each function-
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chain were classified correctly as regarding the type of function-chain involved. They were
also in full agreement as to the ratings of appropriateness. Therefore, these tests were used
as a yardstick to assess the participants’ pragmatic competence. However, it can be
questioned whether the test preparers’ judgments would be consistent enough, and reliable
enough, to function as an absolute yardstick in all circumstances. Judgment of
appropriateness is a delicate matter. We will always encounter difficulties when trying to
prepare absolutely appropriate utterances or absolutely inappropriate utterances as test items
for pragmatic assessment. The possibility of variance in judgment as to what constitutes
appropriateness, even among native speakers, is a real problem for which we have to seek a
solution when establishing any standard to assess pragmatic competence. Thus it is
recommendable that steps be taken to check and improve the reliability of any future
appropriateness judgment test. The quality of the test preparers, the procedures employed in
making and administering the test, as well as the selection of those who will take the test, are
all areas that must be done with the utmost care. The results obtained from such a test could
then be compared with the results of this study in order to confirm its conclusions.

Third, as respects those function-chains where judgment of appropriateness may be
influenced by cultural background or values, including those areas for which Japanese EFL
learners were over-sensitive in their judgment, in-depth investigation, such as carrying out
personal interviews with study participants, could give us valuable insights. Additionally,
cooperative research with the Japanese education field concerning the above points is
recommendable, as it could shed further light on this issue.

Finally, this set of studies provides information about participants’ perception and
comprehension of speech act realizations. A foreseeable extension of this research would be
to include a study that analyzes the appropriateness of participants’ actual speech production,
in addition to the areas mentioned above. Such study, encompassing both perception and

88



production procedures, should yield comprehensive information on the manner in which
Japanese EFL learners acquire pragmatic competence.

Thus, these studies require further empirical scrutiny. However, despite its limitations,
the author hopes that the findings of this thesis will help to shed light on certain aspects of
learners’ pragmatic competence to recognize the appropriateness of written and spoken
English in the particular settings in which it is used. If it has accomplished that, this thesis

should provide a modest but useful contribution to English language teaching.
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Appendix A

ZOT A NI, HRED DI DG EEZTAE L, DEEOFRO LN ORTHEE P52 O DB S 5729
DOBELTHEDODOHLOTT, ZOT A MOFERIL, T _XTHFNCEZ T 50T, Aie S ADfE A NORGEIZIT—HIE
B0 FHA, £, BEEMR BEAZHEIRTIH D FHADT, TR_TOREEZRCD LIFTIEEN,

ek, ERMR, MERRELLBEOET L, TR ME, #EDLORTIUTR BRWFIANAE U7 & 2 DfWEhEDT-
DITKETTOT, M9, FHb, FHE M, T, ML REEFTALTHL, DT EINY,

(TR
A ( ) R FE ( ) L ( ) i | &5 ( ) &
P (B %) KA

IROBSREIZXT LT, D72RN 0 e BIRTH S LB BRRIZIZO %, Dt =R AR TH S LS BRBIZIT X % |
FEERICREA L T ZE, FIXUE, 1~ O T O0BRED S B, 3, 6, 7 13& bITORB MBI TH LM 1, 2,
4, 513&BITOBRBY PR RARTH D EEHIHAIL, MEERROTAGIO L S IZFEATHZ L2 £,

B, FHREIZBNT () LS T2 boid, ZoREns () NOBEEL B W HIEIRTY, WlxiL,
Saying you are curious (Asking for information) & W\ HEEIE, FAFLEEZLND EIBRDZ L] LW HEEE THFEER
ERDDH L] EWOBRELAEBL TNDENI ZEERLTCOET,) Fo. 2008ER [—) THRITh T\ s b0
I, ENGOBEREN D72 > TAELD LWV ) EBRTT, ((BlZ1E, Greeting someone — Inviting someone &A1, [H
WEDETHIE] EWIOBRROH LI [TENEFEH 28] LWV ORI TRIEINDI LN L ERLTNE
7)

ZRTE BT (A) 225 (8) £TOTNTORFEICONT, MEHRROTEABIT L7 i a2 LT IEE0,

(A) Saying you are pessimistic (Saying you are worried or afraid)
MEBNTHD e a5 (& DR - BNaRET528) )
1. Asking for reasons (Trying to change someone’s opinion (including arguing back))
PR Z7-T05 28 (BDADEREEZL S LRHL L (KT DI E%2ET))
2. Saying you are bored (Being sarcastic about something)
DAY LTSI LaFHT 2L (HDIEITHOVWTHRNES S ZE) ]
(B) Saying you approve
(~% RGBT D, ~MTBKT D, LibH L)
1. Saying you are pleased
E0ERIT 52 L]
2. Saying you have reached agreement
MERAA—H L, i~ &)
(C) Saying you do not approve
I~Z BB LRV, ~TER L2, B Liasd, L5z L)
1. Saying you are worried or afraid (Talking about what might happen)
Mg« DL - BN ARIT D2 8, (ARSI Y 5 52OV TEET 2 L) |
2. Complimenting
TFTAIEDD 2 L)
(D) Saying you are interested
B DD Z LRI H L)
1. Agreeing
MAET5Z L]
2. Asking for information
Meselifmaskn s 2 L
(E) Demeaning oneself
THTASZR T &)
1. Agreeing
MEET5Z L]
2. Calming or reassuring someone

[TENDEEDEIED HOINFLRLSED L
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)

(&)

Expressing surprise
Mex2&IT 5L
1. Identifying/Reporting
IREEDNDD - S5 - ST - A% fARD 5 2 LR EmE L2, #5352 &)
2. Saying you are curious (Asking for information)
AL EZEOND LIRRD L, (FHEEREZRDDZ L))
3. Saying something is correct
[ D HDIE LN EiRRD 2 &)
Saying you are excited
(B CNDZLERBTHIL)
1. Reporting
MEFEERARE L0, #5952 L)
2. Saying you are disappointed
MRS, HRARBIT 52 &)
3. Saying you are excited
EL QNS LaRBTH L)
Making an excuse (including explaining the details)
FEViRET 228 (CLOFEMEHAT2 2L aa8t) )
1. Showing you are listening
NTWDZEERT 2L, bUVOba )il
2. Finding out about meaning
B=0 S TRV
3. Saying you understand
lohote, LikR5HZ &)

(I) Being sarcastic about something

[ D FRDNTHANEE 9 2 &
1. Greeting someone—Inviting someone
NS HOETH 8] — TEnsEifE> 2 &)
2. Attracting someone’s attention—Telling someone to do something
ZNOEFEEOL 28] — ERNZHH 22 THEIITED T L)
3. Denying something
(D FNETET D L)

(J) Saying you are displeased or angry

(R DN 2RHTH L)
1. Saying you are worried or afraid (Talking about what might happen)
MRS - Ol - RNARELT D2 L, (IASEIY 5 2OV TEET 2 &) )
2. Saying sorry.
52 L)
3. Saying you approve
I~ 8T D, ~MTERT 2, Lo E)
4. Showing you are listening

BWTNAZ EERTIE, HUVSBhEH DR L]

(K) Calming or reassuring someone

[TENIEEBEPED HOHNNTZLIELT L)
1. Asking if someone is sure about something
(8% 2 LITOWTHERD D 2728 9 DT D 2 &
2. Calling someone’s name
(72RO TS Z & |
3. Turning something into joke
(D FREITRICT DT &, e L]
4. Saying you know about something
(8D FIZ > TN D LikRD Z L
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(L) Giving reasons
MHHzER~5 Z &)
1. Saying you understand
lohole, L5 L)
2. Agreeing
MAETo2 &)
3. Reporting
MEEEREHE L2, #5352 L)
4. Showing you are listening
BINTNDZ L ZRT 2 &, HUVEHEH DR
(M) Blaming someone
(720 e &, FEHETHZ L)
1. Saying sorry
R 22 &)
2. Calming or reassuring someone
[TENEEDLEPED HOHNNTZLIELHT L)
3. Giving yourself time to think—Saying someone must not do something
FEEPOFRB — TLTUINTR, LikRpZ L)
4. Giving yourself time to think—Making an excuse (including explaining the details)
FEEPOERB] — [FSVRETHZ L (ZEOFEMAEBT 2 2 L 28T0) )
(N) Saying you are curious (Asking for information)
LA EEOND EIRRH L (FEFRERDD L))
1. Identifying/Reporting
VREED N - W) - 3577 - BIREA RGO 5 & & AR REME LI V552 &)
2. Warning someone
MAANZRAEDIT D L HEE LI2h | EEEWET 5 Z &)
3. Saying you do not know
DR E RS Z &
4. Saying what you think is possible or probable
[~EEBZONDERITHI L
5. Asking back
MR NESZ &
(O) Asking about likes
PO ZDNTI=THD 2 &)
1. Expressing likes
Mt a BB H L)
2. Expressing dislikes
e &I D L&)
3. Expressing likes (Acknowledging something for the present)
MifhaRBTH2E (SLblzoT, HOFMERDD L))
4. Suggesting
I~LTEEI D LRETDHI L)
5. Saying you remember—Saying what you prefer
T2 TND LMD Z L) — DB A ERIT DL, ~DFP~L D bIFETHD LIRRDHZ L
(P) Giving your opinion
TASOEREZRRDZ L)
1. Saying you partly agree (Comparing)
METRCFEST 22 & (DT &L Hled 52 L))
2. Saying something is correct
(& D FDIE L EiRR D 2 &)
3. Agreeing
= R
4. Trying to change someone’s opinion (including arguing back)
oD NDEREZZEZ L5 LR DZE CGaT2ZLaETn)]
5. Turning something into a joke

(D FRETGRICT DL, /e 2 &)
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(Q) Saying how you feel after something has happened
DD Z o7, EDRITEETWDNEIRRH 2 L)
1. Agreeing
MAET2Z &)
2. Asking for information
Mgeliflaskn s 2 &
3. Reporting
[FEEREZBE LD, #5228
4. Saying you are pleased
(E0%REGT L)
5. Showing you are listening
N TWEZLaRT L, HUVIHE ) ol
(R) Asking for reasons
FERA -5 &)
1. Saying you do not know
SR e~ Z &
2. Giving reasons
(BRRARA~D Z &)
3. Giving reasons (Covering up a fact)
MBI b5 2 & (LT L)
4. Inviting someone
[7EninkihE> 2 &)
5. Justifying oneself
TAZIES(ET D2 &)
6. Asking back
MV NESZ &
(S) Trying to change someone’s opinion (including arguing back)
D NDERAZEZL S ERBDHZE GEnT 22 L ety )
1. Calming or reassuring someone
TN EREBEIED HONTZLESEDL L)
2. Saying you partly agree
MERTRICFES D Z &)
3. Trying to change someone’s opinion (including arguing back) (Talking about what might happen)
(B NDEREEX LD ERBRDE CGRTHZEEET), (BRI 9 50NN TEET 2 L) |
4. Justitying oneself
THOHEZIEN LT 5 &)
5. Making an excuse (including explaining the details)
FEVRET 2L (ZLOFZHNY L 2 L 2at)
6. Saying you intend to do something
Ma[ a9 58E - BRADSH D LN T L ERRH T L)
7. Despising something (someone)

[ DHN (HDHN) Tl - T 52 L)
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Appendix B
4 ( ) (
D () ITANADITRLETRbDE 1, 2, 3, 4A0FhL—%0, (

1. My father wanted to be a police officer ( ) he was a child.
Ithat 2how  3so  4when

2. My sister is working at a flower shop. Shemust () all the names of the flowers there.

I remember 2 remembered 3toremember 4 remembering
3.A:Areyou goingto( ) the new movie tonight, Amy?
B: Yes. Do you want to come with me?
1 see 2 saw 3seeing 4 sees
4. There( ) alotof oranges on the trees now.
1be 2is 3are 4 was
5. A: What did you do yesterday, Bill?
B:I( ) English and math.
Istudied 2study 3 studies 4 studying
6. ’'m not a good tennis player but I like ( ) tennis games.
1 watched 2 watch 3 watches 4 watching
7.Thisis( ) popular computer game in Japan now.
Ithemost 2more  3much 4 many
8.George () his friends in the park yesterday.
Isees 2willsee  3saw  4seen
9.A:You( )happy, Lucy.
B:Yes,Iam. [ gota cutedog for my birthday.
lknow  2look  3show  4stand
10. This video game is () popular than that one.
Imuch  2many  3most 4 more
11. A: Hi, Anne. Is this your textbook?
B: Yes, it’s ( ). Thank you.
IT 2my 3me  4mine
12. A: Mom, can I go to Kate’s house? I left my homework there.
B: OK, but it’ll be dark soon. ( ) careful.
1Being 2Be 3Is 4 Are
13. A: Did you ( ) to see a movie on Saturday?
B: Yes, 1 did.
1 go 2 goes 3going 4togo
14. This skirt is ( ) than that one.
1 cheap 2 cheaper 3 cheapest 4 the cheapest
15.A: () doyou like better, coffee or tea?
1Who 2When  3Which 4 Where
16. A: ( ) your homework.  You can play with your friends later.
B: OK, Mom.
1 Finish 2 Finishing 3 Finished 4 To finish
17.( ) play your radio here, Jack. ~ Your little brother is sleeping in the next room.
I Didn’t 2Don’t 3Does  4Did
18. A: Do you know the way to the station?
B:Sure. TlI( ) youthe way.
Ishow  2shows  3showed 4 showing
19. A: Do you want something ( )?
B: No, thanks. I’m not hungry.
leat  2eats 3ate  4toeat
20.A: () did you go home so early yesterday, Ann?
B: Because we had a birthday party for my grandmother.
1When 2Why  3What 4 Where
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21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

3

—

32.

33.

34.

3s.

36.

Mr. Harada went to Kenya () pictures of African animals.

Itakes  2took  3taken  4totake

Mark believes () leamning a foreign language will help him get a job in the future.
Iwhat 2 which 3when  4that

I don’t know ( ) Central Park is.

Iwho 2when 3where 4 whose

A: How long has your grandfather () in Tokushima?

B: All his life.

Ilived  2lives  3living  4tolive

Mrs. Yamada showed me many beautiful pictures () at her wedding.
ltaken  2taking  3takes 4 took
A: Do you know the man ( ) with Ms. Johnson over there?

B: No, I don’t know him.

Ispeak  2speaking 3 spoke 4 spoken
A:Haveyou( )tothe new library, Yoko?

B: Yes. Ithas alot of English books.

lbe 2been  3are  4were

My sister is leaming ( )todriveacar. She hopes to get her driver’s license next month.
1 that 2 whose 3 what 4 how

Mr. Smith showed me the pictures () he took during his stay in Hawaii.
1 how 2 who 3 which 4 whose
A: You bought a new camera yesterday, () you?

B:Yes. It’sadigital one.

ldidn’t  2could 3havent 4 were

. Many tourists come to Kyoto because there are a lot of places ()

Lvisit  2visited  3tovisit 4 visiting

Everybody, () quiet, please. Ihave good news.

lbe 2is 3are  4being

Idon’tknow ( )Mary is coming back home tonight.

Iwho 2whom  3what 4 when

My family went shopping at a large supermarket () had many things on sale.
Iwho  2what 3whose 4 which

Mr. Arnold gave me two books () by his son.

1 write 2 written 3 to write 4 wrote

My little brother always asks me () a story to him before he goes to sleep.
ltoread  2toberead 3reading 4 for reading

37.Alice( ) many friends to her birthday party yesterday.

38.

linvited 2 invites 3wasinvited 4 inviting
It takes more than six hours () to Osaka by car from here.
1 gets 2 got 3get  4toget

39. A: Have anice trip. [ hope you enjoy ( ) Chicago.

B: Thanks.
lvisit  2tovisit Jvisiting 4 visited

40. A: Thave a really bad cold.

B: I think you ( ) go and see a doctor.
1 had 2did 3should 4 would

41. A: How was the movie last night?

42.

B:Very( ). Ireallyenjoyedit. You should seeit!

lexcite  2excites  3excited 4 exciting

Sandra tried to buy some bananas from the supermarket, but they didn’thave () left.
lany 2little 3few  4some

43. A: These paintings are really beautiful. Where did you get them?

B: They(  )tome by a friend of mine.
lgave  2weregiving  3weregiven 4 will give

44. A: Amy, yow’d better () now if you want to catch the last train.

B: OK. See you tomorrow.
lleave  2leaving 3toleave  4tobeleft
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45. Louise has two pet dogs. One is white,and () isbrown. She gives them food every day.
I theother ~ 2others  3other 4 another
46. The students could nothelp () at the performance of our drama club.
llaugh  2laughing  3islaughing 4 laughed
47. Takeshi and Hiroko () at Frank’s house since last weekend. They will go back to Japan tomorrow.
I willbestaying  2stay 3 havebeenstaying 4 stayed
48. If T had arrived at the festival earlier, [ could () the opening show.
ltowatch ~ 2watched  3havewatched  4had watched
49. A: Do you mind ( ) I'turn on the radio?
B: Not at all.
1 what 2if  3or 4 which
50. A: Isn’t this the hamburger shop () you worked during high school?
B:Yes. Iworked here for two years.
Iwhat 2how  3when 4 where
51. We have to be at the station by 7:30; ( ) we will miss the train and be late for the party.
1though 2 otherwise 3unless  4if
52.A: Look! The window’s open.
B: That’s strange. I remember ( ) it last night.
Iclosed 2closing 3toclose 4 tohave closed
53.Ican’t find my red umbrella. Imust ( ) it in the restaurant last night.
1beleaving  2leave 3 have left 4 be left
54. Tom gave Jennifer () all of the grapes, and only ate a few himself.
lalmost 2much  3only  4best
55. A: Have you met Mr. Mumford before?
B: Yes, but it was several years ago, so I can’t remember exactly ( ) I met him.
Iwhat 2which 3who  4where
56. A: I’d like to buy this jacket, but there’s a small hole init. Doyouhave( ) one?
B: I'll just have a look.
lother ~ 2another  3eachother 4 all the other
57. A: When is the soccer match?
B: It’s scheduled ( ) next Saturday.
lheld 2tohold 3tobeheld  4beingheld
58.Idon’tknow () this artist is famous or not, but his paintings are wonderful.
1which  2where 3 whether  4unless
59. Emily has a number of guitars. Two are classical guitars,and () are electric.
1 anotherone ~ 2another  3theothers 4 the ones
60. The doctor suggested that I () this medicine twice a day.
1 take 2 to take 3 taking 4 be taken
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Appendix C
TR ( ) O C )M )FEGE L RA( )

WOO~BORIEIL, A EAND B SA~DIZEDOEFEDD72H Y IOV CORETT,

TOBREIZ 25~ T, TIVENORTEDIERIZ L= > T, ( ) OHIC1, 2, 3EEXANREVN
GlRE, @, @, @, @, @, ODT > ¥ —FA4 L DINNTHDHEEIT. FOELRIEETHLEEHRLET,
B, A SAE B SADBER A M=V — HOE5OORNONNET EIORLTHY £TOT, LTENHE
FFRATHED DT 9 2 THRZ LTe > TEZ R &Y,

fFilRE
S R
A ZAL B IAOBE A A (BLEOA—-BTDOAN)
A =V SRR, SR VRS LW BB AR 5 7o DI A&l > Taahd L TAETOET,
B0 SOOIRNY T (k) HBZ LIZONTHS THEE I )T=Thb
— (NB) HloTWAENEINES D
[fER] ROANEOREYD SO T, HoTDZ & a2 —FBHIEITEXTHAED ST, Ao TWnbZ &2 —FHICHHE
WZIERTNDED S5ITIE 2, FIoTNDZEE2HE DIEGEXTWRWDED 5I0E3% () IZEX ARSI

A (A Do you know of any words that end in the of.. .. AZBL T, ..I1z2N" T
same sound? words F5
B (NF®) : 7 Tlry. (3) ..that~ ~TH%...
A Yes. (2) endin... ... THKkbD
7 Yes, I know many words that end Il = Twill
in the same sound. (1) try... ... R L THD

TR ST, 7oK SADHFEOHFAFf > CWCENEEZEZD ZENTE L EEHBOR L CWVET, A OED 5
W BIDEEE N> TS Z EEBEF ) (U2 TIOE T2, ZNvd LOFRRRDDZ < DRERI2DINIZ D
B ST T A, TOED S, BAEORIWIEZ LD EWVIBINITRLUTCWETMN, 56 LTOHERNH D08
VNP LB RLTOWERA, LIE-> T, ZOHIE TR, o TnD I L2 —FIEIGR TV AR 53y, o T
B EH THFRBICHMEISRR TN DAY SITA, Mo TnA ZEZ2HE DI TNV Y ST E72BDT, TIZ
(1), A1 (2), 7T (3) LEXIANDZ LIV ET,

T, ZOBIBIC2 55T, ROODLODREEMRN T IZS0,

O B #=

A ZAL B AR N4 (BETFTDOA—H EDA)

A b=V SR, SHRIGEICH D EREHZ DD, ANEEHE->TEEEE L THRETNET,

T SDOD7N 0 Tz (NE) BT ERHDH— () Bhidzm L5
HERIRDFAEDE ) SOHF T, BT ICBT 280 LH O S —&iEyat » S 1, ZF ISR 2 H
LHTWAED 522, ZUE ST 20 LH TV RDED 523 3% () IZEX AR,

A (NP Will you help me? Willyou...?... LT UEHAD
B () 7 How can I help you? () Il = Iwill

4 Tlldoitfor you. ) We'll = Wewill

7 We’ll be happy to help. ()
© Y BeE

AZAEBSADBKR  FE-AE (BEOA—EHTON)
A b=V SR, SHERIGEICH D EREHZ DTS, ANEEH->TEEEE L THRETNET,
VY SOOI D= 0 G & - B OWTIEThs— (NB) e RET5
HERIRDO ANFEOR D S0FC, —FR FAERBLL T DI bilblet v Sicid 1, ZHFBIHRGAERILL TS
WY STE2, HEVRIGFAEFI LV STE3%E () ITEE ARSI,

A () What is your favorite kind of day? kind
B (NB) : 7 1like rainy spring days. () |..when~~Th2o (L&D) ...
A Tlove days when the sun is out, the sky out (T
is blue, and there are no clouds. cloud £

()
7 Warm days are OK. ()

105




©® Y%im: #BE
A S E B SADBR  NE-EE (BETOA—E EDOAN)
A M=V SED, SRV S DRBE B D700, ANEEF>TRiEE L THAETONET,
B SD072030 = 0 (NB) BRDE UANE U TRVINI DWW TT=97 5
— (o) BIEEZbLoEE
BERIKDFELEDE Y SOT T, —FHELH>THE L TWWAED 5T, ZFBICAEZH > TS LT\ 580 5
WZIE2, BEEF> TSI AREbA—EHOEY 53 % () ICEEANRSL,

A (NJB) - Do you think the children have favorite kinds of days? kind
B (&) 7 1 guess so. )

4 T’'m sure they do. )

77 1think they do. )
@ S BE

A ZAL B AR NE—e4 (BETFTDOA—H EDA)
A M=V — AR, SRR S DRBEHX D0, NEEHE-TRGEE L THRETNET,
B0 SOORN0 DT (NB) RNiizg 9— (k) x5
FERIROFLEDE Y 5OH T, —FiFT-> XV LFHATETR DT TOTABOREY S5 BRI DN HE 0 S2id1, A
FEORY SinHBRIC SRR AR E DI E D LTE TR ST TORNEY 52T 2, AEORY 5062 uE
FHARITITORD TRV 52133 % () IZEBX AR SN,

A (W) : I don’t have very many books. very [fREXT)HED (.. T
I don’t have the money to buy them. 720N

B () 7 Maybe you don’t need money. () |maybe 25A, ZEITLD
A There is another way you can enjoy books. () &
77 You don’t have to buy books to enjoy them. () | way HiE

® B #H=E
A ZAL B IAOBE : AN (BLEOA—-BTDOAN)
A M=V — AR, SHERIEEIC S DRBEHX D20, NEEH-TRGEE L THRETNET,
T S5O0N) 2T (Ged) WET 5~ () BRERTT 5
HERIRD AR D SOF T, BlkEZ —FR K L TSR LETZED 521, Stz FilkEzER L T0D
BT 2, HEVEKEZEL TORWEY SIE3Z () ICEXANRE L,

A (GEA) There is a place where you can borrow books. ...where~ ~TH 5

B (NB) : 7 Isee. () (LzAD) ..
A That’s nice. () ~T5 (LZAD) ...
77 There is? () | borrow... &0 5

® G FRNORR
A AL B SADBIE  AfE—AE GER, [REDRHR)
Z b=V — 1 — NDEFENEROBEDUE R DI DIZT — T N E T L TOET, L. T— 7R EOO TS 2K
WET,
B SOORMN DT EREA) BhiTERkds— (HEFEB) Bt #H LD
HERIRDLELE B 0¥ Y SO T, BRRICINT 2 H UHTW D —FEDARE D 521, BRI T2 H L
TWAHED SIZIE2, BT 2R LHIGRBIZSE VI EHR L TORVDED 523 % () ITEXANRIN,

A (D) - Could you push this table for me? push #f9~

B (44 : 7 Sure. 'll do it now. ( ) | ri=twin
4 Where do you want to push it to? () moment 5 X o & DfH
7 Yes, but wait a moment, please. ()
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@ Y &t (F7 4 A)
A SAE B SAOBR : R (FEEOBIHR)
A b=V — T BITAT 4 RTNT, BEIAEBRL I NERDOTND EZATT,
WO SDODRNY T GRE A) 5% - PN DN T THRD (A B)iFAxk &K1 2
HFERIKOIE B OH Y 50H T, —FBEINFAE2FE L TOTHRE A OF Y 5035 HRICORNLEY ST, A
DF LY 50072030 5= ERHIGEDZE Y 52032, HEVBEUNFAEZEI LTS Tz d, +
TUZEBERIZORN LD 5IZE3% () ITEXANRE N,

A (BE) : Do you like pizza? pizza BV

B (&) : 7 Cheese pizza is delicious. () cheese F—X
A 1 eat pizza sometimes. () delicious W L
77 Pizza is my favorite Italian food. ) Italian £ % U 7D

Wi A7 4 A
A Sk B SAOBR : A (RZOBHR)
A M=V —: it / BEREDSBUEO D Y 2T A FEERER) ITO0OTHRALTOET, Bk, Ex T 2 e 5
LLTWET,
HY SO0 T - EIRE A) B RAFE C20E U TRV T ks —
(BWEB) BIEEF-T-WE
BERIKOEIREE B OH Y S0H T, —FAEEZE > THE LTV A ED AT, ZFBICAELZE>THS LT\
D5ZiE2, BEZFfF- TS TA2RFFLNA B/ 5IE3 %2 () ITEXANRIVY,

A FE) - Do you think Japanese students should study Japanese HARD
English more? more Ho &
B #HE) - 7 1think they should study more. () | would like to see...
4 Twould like to see them study. () LLdxLwy
7 They definitely should study more. () | definitely fifEA>C

©@ S WRpDiER E, Kb 2REEEL TV S,
A ZAL B SAOBE  Hi-10 RO ET (HEOA—ETFDOAN)
A M=V — FG 2N L ZATH VY o vbiel lpoTEE Lz, B GEIET) NI LIZ&320 T,
ZUTWET, BT ST LS L LTnET,
T 500N DT 0 (RBD Mz s o~ 10ROET) TR OT S
HERIKRD 10 ROBET- O Y SOF T, —FEHUIAHTEZITLR T TND Z LIl 0 5i0E 1, BRSO EROE
D5ELTUITEBBICHEYZRED ST 2, SEVHFELK ST TR 5ZE3% () ITEXANRE

Uy,
A (B - Oh, no. We are far from home and I am almost out of gasoline. out of gasoline
B(10 fXDEF): 7 Don’t worry. There is a gas station just ahead. () FY Y T
A Let’s keep going. () | gasstation
7 Let’s try to find a gas station on the map. () TV AE R
ahead AT
map HiX]

Wit WRDDEK B, T b 2 REEEL LS,
A EE B EADEER 100 EF—E (HTFDA—HE EDON)
A2 b—=Y—: (QORED) BTH, 4, KB, T <ERH YV AZ LV RRBD 52 ET,
HY 50072NR) 27 10 RDET) WiET5— (B BEkzHRIT2
HERIRORBOF Y S0FC, BfzZ—FH< £ L TWDRDEYAED ST 1, EbbhenxFEBRA R LTS
BT 2, HEVEKEZEL TORVWED STE3Z () ICEXANRE L,

A Q0RDEF) : There is a gas station just ahead. gas station
B (68 : 7" Oh, great! There is a gas station HIVAE R
just ahead. () ahead RI/7IZ
A Oh,OK. ()
7 Yes? Isiton the left? ()
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O HmE:F
ASALBSAOBR : & EF-HEEE (HEDOA-HTON)
A b=V —: EFEINZFOHEBNCIRIZEE £, EFIME FICFEDORNGAZICE T ND L H ITHEAET,
B SO0 (B ER) Bt askos— GEER) Biidam Lt
HERIWROUEEER DY SOHC, HEFEZRBIT 2 BB A LETWDEY 52T 1, BT E2HE LH WA RZORRHLN
ZIUZEHRETIZZRWVED 5232, BiT 2R LHA2RKF G203 b 59< ZOWm TIH#Etl Ty v 5I2id3 %
() IZEEX AN,

A (H% /7 EFD Will you pick me up at 3 o’clock at the train station? Will you...?
B ((E(8) 7 OK. But let me check my LT VEREAD
schedule first. () | pick.up ... ZHIIFEED HIIAT
4 Sure. I'll see you at three. () <)
7 Yes, I should be there by three. ) let... ~ ..li~=%5

check F=v 795

schedule 7€

should 5 H< (Eok) ... ThHA
)

@ i #BE
A SA L B SAOBMR  AfE-NE (B TFTOA—B EDA)
A h=Y— AEEENSAE L BHIZEEE L TWET, ORI OV T SAOEMZ LTHWET,
B SOORMNY D= CERE) & - B oOWTIThas— (Git) HaaeRET 5
FERIROFEAEDE D SO T, —FRFAERBLL TSR biEt7et ) 5ok 1, ZFHBICHAZEIICEBEL L T
D 5IT2, HEVEBIHFLERRLTOARVED SNIE3E2 () [TEXANREN,

A (FE) What subject do you like the best?

B (tA) 7 Ihave fun in English. ()
A Tlove science. ()
7 Math is OK. ()

® S BE

A SAL B SAOBMER A4/ (BEOA-BTDOAN)
A RV —  HER2OAD, EREDE D A OFBEOBRIE 2 Heh D 5 1=l 7= CnET,
VY S0 D= G BEANE U2NE U TRUONIOWTTThs— ) BfEzE-7-ks
HERIROLEFHEOT Y SOF T, —FHEZH> TS LW AED 5031, HFVHEZE> TS L QR0 ED 5
Wik 2, BIEER-> (WS 2RFL0 B OED SICE3%E () ITEE AR,

A (G Isn’t Australia bigger than Canada? Isnt...2..CTLXO?
B (Aff) : 7 Australia seems smaller than the other seem .. DX IITHZD, ..HL
country. () A
A Canada may be bigger. () may ... % LIVRN
7 No, Australia isn’t bigger than Canada. ()
Lo« e

A AL B SADBKE  AfE—AE GOER, [REDRHR)

A b=V — 1 AROHFEEORB R T, AEEIO LOBELRBNDL720ICH L D CE L AT, H54E
L. BOEHEVICHEEL DITNFAZOPNTND EBoTWET, I NmE DL LETH, oy
T AA— "MEETEROTET,

B SOORMN DT EREA) — (E#EB) TR OIS

FERIROLEE B OF Y SO T, —HBEENICT SITHTETLA ST T Dbt v 521, ZFBISHEYICH
FEITEDTTCNBEY SITE2, TR DT EEROED 5HE LTHERE A OB S0EZIUTE BRI RN > T
WRWED SITIE3% () ITES ARSI,

A (R - M. Suenaga gave me too much rice for lunch. what you don’t want

B (&) : 7 1t’s OK. Give me what you don’t want. () HIRT=MELL RN H O
A Let’s talk to Mr. Suenaga. ()
7' You don’t have to eat it. ()
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O B REOHEE | T4 A AT EZ—DH LR

A S L B ESADBR - RFEORRRE (FOERR. FISOBR)

A b=V — RO, 2 ANDT T AX— R, BOENERMZ LIZEFE L TOET, 1A, BV - T

HEA LTeha iR E 5,

Y SOOI (RFEA) Wi+ 25— R¥AEB) BREERHT S
HERIROKFA B O D SOHT, BlbkE —Fifid R LTV D EBHEEAED ST, 600N I3AE LT
) ITEIANRE,

WAHED ST 2, HFEYFREFR L QORNED 5SZE3 % (

A OKFAE) - I have just bought a new SONY computer.

B (R - 7 Isitnice? ()
-4 Oh, did you? ()
7 Oh, I have one, too. ()

have just bought
HroEHSTZEZA

= ORYEZAR N ERIRAE, 3DV — D OE SORBEIC OV TORSE 2ENTL &L,
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Appendix D

INFORMED CONSENT

The study in which you are being asked to participate in is designed to investigate the use of English by native speakers. This study is
being conducted by Yoko Fujiwara under the supervision of Dr. Ozasa, professor of the Graduate School of Education in Hiroshima
University.  This study has been approved by the Institutional Review Board, California State University, San Bernardino.

In this study you will be rating conversational responses according to how appropriate you think they are in the given situation. The
questionnaire should take about 5 to 10 minutes to complete. All of your responses will be held in the strictest of confidence by the
researchers.  Your name will not be reported with your responses.  All data will be reported in group form only. You may receive the
group results of this study upon completion in the Winter Quarter of 2004 by e-mailing tozasa@hirohima-u.ac.jp

Your participation in this study is totally voluntary. You are free not to answer any questions and withdraw at any time during this study
without penalty. When you have completed the questionnaire, you will receive a debriefing statement describing the study in more detail.

In order to ensure the validity of the study, we ask that you not discuss this study with other students or participants.

If you have any questions or concerns about this study, please feel free to contact Dr. Ozasa at the Graduate School of Education in
Hiroshima University at tozasa@hiroshima-u.ac.jp

By placing a check mark in the box below, I acknowledge that I have been informed of, and that I understand, the nature and purpose of
this study, and I freely consent to participate. I also acknowledge that I am at least 18 years of age.

Place a check mark here OJ Today’s date:
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Questionnaires.
Gender (

The following section of the questionnaire aims to find out your opinions about appropriateness in Junior High Schools in
America.

Here appropriateness means the extent to which a use of language matches the linguistic and sociolinguistic expectations and
practices of native speakers of the English language. When formulating a sentence, a speaker needs to know that it is
grammatical, and also that it is suitable (appropriate) for the particular situation.

For example:

Give me a glass of water!
is grammatical, but it would not be appropriate if the speaker wanted to be polite. A request such as:

May I have a glass of water, please?
would be more appropriate.

An utterance which is grammatically correct may still be deemed inappropriate, even when it is an honest expression of the
speaker’s thoughts, if it does not meet the sociolinguistic expectations of the situation. For example, if the utterance is too adult,
dramatic, casual, rude, affected, formal, confident, flowery, a little too high level, not a typical response from a junior high school
student, or overpolite for the particular setting (i.e. whether the person being spoken is a student [junior high school student], peer,
or teacher). If speech is too affected or overpolite, it may seem sarcastic.

‘When answering each item, please rate each response on the scale of appropriateness, with (1) being the inappropriate, and (3)

being appropriate (as shown in the example below):
Inappropriate € 1:2 : 3 - appropriate

(Ex.) Setting: A Japanese boy (Ken) is staying in America.
The day after he arrived at the Joneses” home.
A(Mrs. Jones): Do you know how to make your bed?
B(Ken) :a. No, I don ‘t know how. 1 : 2 : @
b. How should I know? @ 23
Here, a. is appropriately polite because Ken (Low status) is answering to Mrs. Jones (High status). On the other hand, b. is
inappropriate because Ken’s words are casually impudent.

The test will be presented in two mediums 1) a questionnaire in written form and 2) a tape-recording in audio form.
Please read and listen carefully, paying attention to 1) the role relationships (the relative status of the speaker and the addressee
in this test the relationships are people of high status talking to people of low status, people of low status talking to people of high
status, and people in an equal relationship) and 2) the settings. Please rate the appropriateness of the addressee’s responses, and

circle the suitable number.

‘When rating the responses, please bear in mind the definition of inappropriateness provided, and apply it strictly. There are
some responses in the test items which could be considered inappropriate in the vast majority of cases, but you can perhaps think of
people or relationships which would make the response realistically appropriate. In these instances, please rate the response
according to the appropriateness in the vast majority of cases this is more important in the test than the linguistic
predilections of a tiny minority. It should be made clear that in these test items you must imagine the relationships between the

teachers and students to be strictly formal, with the social expectations being rigidly observed (Please do not imagine a friendly
bantering relationship between teachers and students, as this would distort the purpose of the test).

1. Setting: In a classroom. A discussion about technology.
A (Teacher) Do you think we need computers?
B (Student) a. Anyone can see that. 1 : 2 :3
b. Yes, I think we do. 1 : 2 : 3

2. Setting: In aclassroom. A discussion about technology.
A (Student) Do you think we need computers?
B (Teacher) a. That’s obvious, isn’t it? 1 : 2 :3
b. Yes, they’re very useful. 1 2 :3

3. Setting: In aclassroom. A discussion about technology.
Two close friends are talking to each other.
A (Student) Do you think we need computers?
B (Student) a. Yeah, I think so. 1 :2 :3
b. Yes, I confirm it. 1 2 : 3
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10.

11.

12.

13.

Setting: In a classroom. A discussion about summer holidays.
Two close friends are talking to each other.

A (Student) I stayed in Canada last summer.
B (Student) a. Did you do anything fun?
b. What a splendid opportunity!

Setting: In a classroom. A discussion about summer holidays.
A (Student) I stayed in Canada last summer.
B (Teacher) a. Did you enjoy it?
b. Really, I would give anything for a chance to go to Canada.

Setting: In a classroom. A discussion about summer holidays.
A (Teacher) I stayed in Canada last summer.
B (Student) a. What did you do there?
b. Would you be so kind to tell me more?

Setting: During the class, the teacher tells the student.
A (Teacher) I don’t understand what you mean.
B (Student) a. I'm sorry, let me try again.
b. OK, I will use smaller words to explain.

Setting: During the class, the student calls out.
A (Student) I don’t understand what you mean.
B (Teacher) a. Let me explain so that any child can understand.
b. OK, let me explain in a different way.

Setting: During the class, one student speaks to another. They are close friends.
A (Student) I don’t understand what you mean.
B (Student) a. Let me show you.
b. Please allow me to explain again.

Setting: In a classroom. A teacher and students are preparing for the school festival.

A teacher made a nice costume.
A (Teacher) Do you like this costume?
B (Student) a. It’s great!
b. You might be able to say that.

Setting: In a classroom. A teacher and students are preparing for the school festival.

A student made a nice costume.
A (Student) Do you like this costume?
B (Teacher) a. Wow, it is the most beautiful costume I have ever seen.
b. Yes, I really like it.

Setting: In a classroom. A teacher and students are preparing for the school festival.
A student made a nice costume.  Two close friends are talking to each other.

A (Student) Do you like this costume?
B (Student) a. Yeah, you look nice in that costume.
b. Yes, your costume is very nicely made.

Setting: In a classroom.  The student requests help in answering a question.
A (Student) Will you help me?
B (Teacher) a. Certainly.
b. Yeah, why not?
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14.

15.

16.

17.

Setting: In a classroom. A student requests help in doing his homework.
A (Student) Will you help me?
B (Student) a. I would be glad to offer you assistance.
b. Yeah, sure.

Setting: In a classroom.  The teacher requests help in moving a table.
A (Teacher) Will you help me?
B (Student) a.Of course.
b. Yes, if T have to.

Setting: In a classroom. A student is using a computer.
A (Student) Well, the computer isn’t working well.
B (Student) a. Allow me to troubleshoot your machine
and [ will have it running perfectly.
b. Don’t worry.  It’s probably not so difficult to fix.

Setting: In a classroom. A student is using a computer.
A (Student) Excuse me. The computer isn’t working well.
B (Teacher) a. Don’t worry about it. I can fix it.
b. Everything is going to be all right. I can fix anything.

18. Setting: In a classroom. A teacher is showing a teaching material to the students using a computer.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

A (Teacher) Well, the computer isn’t working well.
B (Student) a. Is there anything I can do?
b. Now, now, take it easy.

Setting: In a classroom. A discussion about winter sports.
Two close friends are talking to each other.
A (Student) Do you like ice skating?
B (Student) a. Ice skating is what I most enjoy.
b. Yeah, it’s fun.

Setting: In a classroom. A discussion about winter sports.
A (Teacher) Do you like ice skating?
B (Student) a. It is simply the most divine activity I have ever done.
b. Yes, I really enjoy it.

Setting: In a classroom. A discussion about winter sports.

A (Student) Do you like ice skating?
B (Teacher) a. Yeah, ice skating is totally awesome. It’s so cool, you know.
b. Yes, I do.

Setting: In a parking area at school. A teacher asks a student to carry a very heavy bag for her.
A (Teacher) Will you help me?
B (Student) a. I guess [ will if you can’t do it yourself.
b. Sure, I can handle that.

Setting: In a faculty room. A student asks a music teacher to help him with writing music for his poem.
A (Student) Will you help me?
B (Music teacher) a. I guess so.
b. Sure

Setting: In a school. A student asks his friend to write music for his poem.

They are close friends.
A (Student) Will you help me?
B (Student) a. I see no objection.
b. No problem.

113



25.

26.

27.

28.

20.

30.

Setting: In a classroom. A discussion about the weekend.
A (Teacher) I went to Disneyland this weekend.
B (Student) a. How was it?
b. Oh, tell me every little detail. I can’t wait to hear.

Setting: In a classroom. A discussion about the weekend.
Two close friends are talking to each other.

A (Student) I went to Disneyland this weekend.
B (Student) a. Indeed?
b. Lucky you!

Setting: In a classroom. A discussion about the weekend.
A (Student) T'went to Disneyland this weekend.
B (Teacher) a. Oh, what an enjoyable time you must have had!
b. That sounds like fun.

Setting: In a classroom. A discussion about a new parking area plan.
A (Teacher) Do you think we need another parking area?
B (Student) a. Absolutely, and the sooner we get one the better.
b. Yes, we certainly do.

Setting: In a classroom. A discussion about a new parking area plan.
Two close friends are talking to each other.

A (Student) Do you think we need another parking area?
B (Student) a. That is my conviction.
b. Yes, I do.

Setting: In a classroom. A discussion about a new parking area plan.

A (Student) Do you think we need another parking area?
B (Teacher) a. Yeah, we totally need a new parking area, man.
b. . Yes, we do.

Please write any comments or thoughts you have about this test (or each test item) here.
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DEBRIEFING STATEMENT

The Acquisition of English Function-chain:
With a Focus on Japanese EFL Learners

The study you have just completed was designed to help investigate the process of development of Japanese learners of English in
acquiring pragmatic competence more specifically, to assess their development in recognizing appropriateness in spoken English.
To do this it was necessary to get native English speakers to do the test, to act as a yardstick for assessing the responses from the Japanese
participants.

Thank you for your participation. If you have any questions about the study, please feel free to contact Professor Ozasa at the Graduate
School of Education in Hiroshima University at tozasa@hiroshima-u.ac.jp

If you would like to obtain a copy of the group results of this study, please contact Professor Ozasa at tozasa@hiroshima-u.ac.jp at the end
of Winter Quarter of 2004.
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Appendix E
C Y#EC )y )& & & K& ( )

ROL. 530, FTOMEL, A SAND B EASDRFEODIRDY DA ONTORETT, A SAOED 5
LT B SADEZSTNENETEI TH D INIAONTDHRIRS WDERZRDTONET, ZRHDORFEIT A Y HoH
FRCOEFEZEEZ TN,

TR, #ERE R LT ENETEORPUCE STE BV Th A, FEEREERGE O OBEILE -7 D THS
MENDZETY, HLEVSERTDLE, FELFL ZNDUEIZELWIINE WD 2 & LFEFFCZE ORPLUTS S
LW (#E)ZR) SVGTHDNEND 2L bH->TOVLRENRD YD £,

BIZIT

Give me a glass of water!

ISUAEITIELWNITY, LdL, b LEOFE LFATORWNIZEW W E ST TURET TIERNTL X 9,

May I have a glass of water, please?

i bo LHEIRTEE VWD TLE D,

—J7. RS LiE, 22T 20D SHSUEAIICIEL S T, BEOLHIEREVLTTHH D00 LRV E
b, ZORPUITES 22V DENNET, FlE, HORI (OF V. EEDNSHEICE STV 50 LGELS LOEY
S0 FAEPDAEICE OB SNV ORI IZL TR SEVICHRAWCEWNS, ZEBD - NF~T 4 v IS
W, AVaTAFELENS, B EWE, GBI &SV, BB WSV, BEXRHVTELFN
. EREAEHWTEZEVE, AL UIN LT ETHFATS E D EDRVENS, TRV TELEN
HIIRENTHD EVWAET, HEVITHRMATZEVSTRTORNTELZVIAT, LXUIRA (W) I[THZ 25

b LhvEEA,

TNFHOREICEZ AB2IE. T ) 12265 T, 1 75 3 FTO3EPET B SAOE Y SO S ORE A
L TL7Z&EY,
Rutl— 1 :2 : 3 —y)
W) Hm : BARANOBEOT- @ERT AV ITHEL TOET,
WMWY a = RZICBE LZRBDOZ L,

A (Ya—rRARA) Do you know how to make your bed?
B (&) : a. No, I don’t know how. 1 : 2 @
b. How should I know? @ 2 3
—fk, EHLT

ZZTH, a OBV SIZE FTORNE FEDY g —r XRAZTWVRWARZ ST THINZEZ TWADT 3 120, b.
O SO T 2T N E WAL THRALZ2DT 1 1IZO%DITET,

BRI ME, ZORMTEDN-REE e L RIFHC T — IR EIAE NS F 2T B SAOE Y S00H) X 24k
LTNEFET, HEES TEEZHIA, CD oM 2 T 29G54 MW T, A SA L B SAO ANHBIHRCH IR LR
BEERNTLIZEV, B SAOEZFOMY S &3l LT, Albles W hme Bz 1, EPHoThRan e BZiE 2,
s EBAE3 1202 L TLIEEN,

FORIC, BHINR LA E OFEFRE DI E O TOEDITTLIZEY, ZOT A M TSI O NIAEDTE & & %
HZEDSINICOELET, PUITDEIREZ ST ETHABNBIEAI NG, EEXANIIHY FHA, Rt
D SIZB LT, DEDONDOHAEDIE, KD NIZD L IITIFED72NEA D E WY HHETIMH L T 7230, £
7o oA EAERROBRITEE I BRI L OTH Y, 7L RY—RIGRE S 5 KO BRI E BT 72 &0y,

1. i« #E, BRI oW TOE LAV \ OB,

A (eA) - Do you think we need computers?
B (4% : a. Anyone can see that. 1 :2:3
N Th
b. Yes, I think we do. 1 :2 : 3

2. Sl - FEE, B oUW T o LAV \OBE,

A (R - Do you think we need computers?
B (Jt4) a. That’s obvious, isn’t it? 1 :2:3
EELSY/RAS

b. Yes, they’re very useful. 1 :2 :3
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3. i B, BN OV TORE LAV OSE, 2 AOBLWAKGEL ) LTHHELTWD,

A (FE) Do you think we need computers?
B (&) : a. Yeah, I think so.
b. Yes, I confirm it.
g )

4. W BE, BIRBOZ LITOWTEHEL TS, 2 ADH LWEEY S LTEHELTWA,

A (FE) I stayed in Canada last summer.
B (Ef) : a. Did you do anything fun?

a7

b. What a splendid opportunity!
FTIES LV S

5. il - BEE, BEARHD T LITOWTEEL TV,
A (R - I stayed in Canada last summer.
B (&4 a. Did you enjoy it?
b. Really, I would give anything for a chance to go to Canada.
i Ch e, FroA

6. HiHl : B, BIRHDZ LIZOWTEEL TN,
A (eA) - I stayed in Canada last summer.
B (Ef) a. What did you do there?
b. Would you be so kind to tell me more?
bok
7. St BEET, SENVEREICE 9,
A (eA) - I don’t understand what you mean.
BRI ERT 5L
B (Ef) a. ’'m sorry, let me try again.
LLSETTEN
b. OK, I will use smaller words to explain.
= 3
8. Wi« BREET, AEDNLS,
A (R - I don’t understand what you mean.
B (&) a. Let me explain so that any child can understand.
LII~TEDLDIT
b. OK, let me explain in a different way.
9. ifii : FFEH, HAEERD O — ANDEFEIEZE LT B, HHITE LWGETH D,
A (R - I don’t understand what you mean.
B (&ff) : a. Let me show you.
b. Please allow me to explain again.
LELELED

10. $ifil : 268, b DI L AREEP RO EZ L TCD, AT T CEfdiaFore,
A (eA) - Do you like this costume?
B (7 : a. It’s great!
b. You might be able to say that.
LB LAV L TED
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11. Bifti « BB, D0 L AEFEEN VRO UEEZ LT\ D,
B DEFENT T Ik EEo T,
A (A7) Do you like this costume?
B (tA4) a. Wow, it is the most beautiful costume I have ever seen.
LFETRIZHS BT
b. Yes, I really like it.

12. 35 : B, DI L AEEN YDA L TD,
HDAAEFENT CERLAIEREoT-, 2 NDB LWAELY Y LTEEL WS,

A (R - Do you like this costume?
B (7)) : a. Yeah, you look nice in that costume.
b. Yes, your costume is very nicely made.

Y oIz

13. B, 2=, REEZRE OZFIT L UZ LW EAERERTZDATNS,

A ERE) - Will you help me?
B (&4 a. Certainly,
bHAA
b. Yeah, why not?
bHAA

14. B, #E, bOHEEMEEE - TUILWETZDATND,

A (FE) Will you help me?
B (Ef) a. I would be glad to offer you assistance.
BHAT.TSH HLULNS B
b. Yeah, sure.

15, i, #EE, AN, TN EINTOEF G TUELNETZDOATNS,

A (eA) - Will you help me?
B (4f6) : a. Of course.
bHbAN

b. Yes, if I have to.

16. Hiifi, HE, HLEEN L Ea—F a2 o TND,
A (R - Well, the computer isn’t working well.

B (7)) : a. Allow me to troubleshoot your machine and I will have it running perfectly.
ERET 2 bk LSED @] SEARIT
b. Don’t worry.  It’s probably not so difficult to fix.
=5 ERT 2

17. il - BEE, bOEERA L Ea—F EEoTND,
A (R - Excuseme. The computer isn’t working well.
B (&4) a. Don’t worry about it. I can fix it.
b. Everything is going to be all right. I can fix anything.

18. 5 « BB, NV a—F o TAEMEEM 2 R TS,

A (eA) - Well, the computer isn’t working well.
B (4% : a. Is there anything I can do?
{7
b. Now, now, take it easy.
Y53
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19. Y : #EE, ZDAR—INZHONWTEHEL TS, 2 ADBLWAEE 9 LTEELTW5,

A (FE) Do you like ice skating?
B (Ef) : a. Ice skating is what I most enjoy. 1
LTCHLHD
b. Yeah, it’s fun. 1

20. B3 ¢ HEE, ZADAR—INIONTEHEL TV,

A (eA) - Do you like ice skating?
B (Ef) : a. It is simply the most divine activity I have ever done. 1
FEor HiT FEH LW JEF) S4ETLESHT
b. Yes, I really enjoy it. 1

21, i« BEE, ZDAR—VIZONTEEL TN,

A (R - Do you like ice skating?
B (&4 a. Yeah, ice skating is totally awesome. It’s so cool, you know. 1
T FES L (PR
b. Yes, I do. 1

22, WA FROBFEIE, SN BRI E THEVNIAEEA T NS L S0y,

A () Will you help me?
B (&fB) : a. I guess I will if you can’t do it yourself, 1
EaS
b. Sure, I can handle that. 1
o5

23, i MBS, HAEER. AOOFCHEDOITADETHES TS L S ITHEROIAEITT- DT,

A (FE) Will you help me?
B (HEDSAE) - a. I guess so. 1
b. Sure. 1

24. Yt FRE BDEMEN, BAOFIEE DT D DE TR TIND L ITEGEITT0Te,
WOITHLWEETH D,
A (EFE) - Will you help me?
B (&£ a. I see no objection. 1
BORt, ik
b. No problem. 1

25, Y ¢ #EE, ERICHOWTOFEZ LT\ 5,

A (A I went to Disneyland this weekend.
B (4 : a. How was it? 1
b. Oh, tell me every little detail. I can’t wait to hear. 1
FELGRE

26. Y ¢ #EE, BERICOWTOFEEZ LTWD, 2 ADB LVWIGES H LTHEL TV D,

A (EFE) - I went to Disneyland this weekend.
B (4 : a. Indeed? 1
1FAL DI
b. Lucky you! 1

27. B #EE, FERIZOWTOREE LT 5,

A () - I went to Disneyland this weekend.
B (%t4) a. Oh, what an enjoyable time you must have had! 1
LN bl Nl Bt At 29/ A VAN
b. That sounds like fun. 1
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28. i : HEE, B LR ORE IOV TOREE LTV,

A (A Do you think we need another parking area?

B (5B : a. Absolutely, and the sooner we get one the better. 1
FoleZD@Y
b. Yes, we certainly do. 1

20. M« B, LRSS ORHEIZOWTOREE LTS, 2 A LWAEE Y LTRHEL TV D,

A (EFE) - Do you think we need another parking area?
B (5B : a. That is my conviction. 1
[EENEEREN
b. Yes, I do. 1

30. i e, B UWEERSEOFHEIZ OV T OREE L TD,

A () - Do you think we need another parking area?
B (4) : a. Yeah, we totally need a new parking area, man. 1
b. Yes, we do. 1
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