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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 con-
cept has yet to be fully applied to other aspects of the classroom environ-
ment, 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 expo-
sure to conversational English outside the classroom. Therefore, further
research-based proposals for effective systematic programs for EFL set-
tings are required. ~ As part of that research the process by which Japanese
EFL learners acquire the pragmatic competence to recognize appropriate-
ness 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
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important factors contributing to communicative competence. Niezgoda
and Rover (2001:63-64) write that definitions of communicative compe-
tence tend to include (among other things) at least two components: a code
component, which describes a language user’s knowledge of syntax, mor-
phology, 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 concep-
tualizations, 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 as-
pects 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. apologiz-
ing, 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 com-

municative course design. Cook (1991:47-48) goes further by pointing
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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 re-
search.

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 quan-
tification model III.

Chapter 4 focuses on the second study. This study divided Japa-
nese junior high school students into two groups (a relatively more ad-

vanced group and a less advanced group) according to their English
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proficiency level, and then investigated the relation between proficiency
and pragmatic development, focusing on social and stylistic appropriate-
ness. The statistical analysis used is a one-way layout multivariate analy-
sis 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 exam-
ined.

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
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function-chains. In this way, the author hopes this thesis will make a

useful contribution to English language teaching.

Notes

! function: 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 teach-
ing, 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 categoriz-
ed into the following four areas: 1) referential appropriateness (which concerns wheth-
er 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.
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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)

4 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.

5 multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA): a multivariate extension of
univariate: ANOVA to experimental situations where there are multiple dependent
variables. (Richards and Schmidt, 2002)

6 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 Japa-
nese EFL learners acquire the pragmatic competence to recognize ap-
propriateness 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 L2* -related knowledge is acquired.

Thus the definition offered by Kasper and Dahl included acquisi-
tion. However, as Kasper (1992:204) observes, the majority of inter-
language 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. Longitudi-
nal studies at that time included Schmidt’s (1983) report on an adult
Japanese learner of English, Schmidt and Frota’s (1986) study of a begin-
ning learner of Brazilian Portuguese, and Billmyer’s (1990) study of in-
structed 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).
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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) longitudi-
nal 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 devel-
opment 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 pragmat-
ics — 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 con-
cerned 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 inter-
language 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 inter-
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language pragmatics differ from most of the studies conducted previously.
Rose (2000) points out that the majority of interlanguage pragmatics re-
search 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 par-
ticular 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 re-
searchers 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 pro-
ficiency levels (in a cross-sectional study).

A consequence of the comparative focus of interlanguage pragmat-
ics is that there have not been enough longitudinal studies to allow com-
parison across learners, contexts, or languages. However, there have been

sufficient cross-sectional studies to begin to compare effects of levels of
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proficiency on pragmatic development.

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

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 univer-
sity 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 strat-
egies 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 ques-
tionnaire study of apologies by intermediate and advanced Japanese learn-
ers 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, prag-

matic competence may develop. However, other areas have been found in
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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 percep-
tions. Both groups relied equally on L1 request conventions. In the above
mentioned study of Trosborg (1995), only 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 pro-
ficiency group is labeled “beginners” often refer to learners whose com-
mand of the target language is good enough to fill in a discourse comple-
tion 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 prag-
matics 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.
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2.1.3 Types of function-chains and pragmatic competence

As we have seen, the field of research into interlanguage pragmat-
ics 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; 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 re-
sponses (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, prom-
ises, 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, focusing 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
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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 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 inter-
language pragmatic development. At the same time, relative comparison
among those types of functions may provide further insights and informa-
tion 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 lan-
guage 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
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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 accord-
ing to what situation 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 tak-
ing 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 fac-
tor: 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
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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.” (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 pre-
suppositions (the shared sociocultural allusions). In regards to pre-
suppositions, 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 commu-
nication 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.
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Thus Finocchiaro and Brumfit discuss appropriateness as an ex-
pression of sociolinguistic factors. If we schematize their explanation
about this point, the diagram would look something like this (see Figure

1):

/ Conceptualization stage \

Output stage
Function P ® N
(communicative Situation —)‘ Style shift Appropriate exponents
purpose(s))
I

People presuppositions (shared sociocultural allusions)

age - paralinguistic features of language

sex tone of voice

language they are using groans

number sighs

social roles and status other unarticulated sounds

attitudes - kinesics

Place gestures

Time facial expressions

Topic or activity physical distance

Figure 1. Factors influencing appropriateness

After going through these steps, we produce appropriate expo-
nents. 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).
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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.

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 pragmatics studies
have pointed out, the process of development by which L2 learners ac-
quire 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 advis-
able.

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 de-

velopmental process.
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Based on these insights, the present research addresses the follow-
ing 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 rec-
ognize social and stylistic appropriateness? ( — Study 2 and
Study 3 [Analyses 1 and 2])

First, to answer RQI, Japanese junior high school students
(beginning English learners) 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 appropri-
ate 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 conduct-
ed. 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 univer-
sity students and native speakers from the United States, and then investi-

gated the route of development as regards recognition of appropriateness
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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 expres-

sions of English in various real-life situations.

Notes

! interlanguage: 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 inter-
language, or is said to result from the learner’s interlanguage system or approximative
system. (Richards and Schmidt, 2002)

2 SLA: an acronym for Second Language Acquisition. The process of acquir-
ing a second or foreign language. (Richards and Schmidt, 2002)

3 speech 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
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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 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 prop-
ositional 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)

4 L2: another term for a target language or second language. (Richards and
Schmidt, 2002)

3 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)

6 pragmalinguistic 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 socio-
pragmatic knowledge, which concern the relationship between social factors and prag-
matics. 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 listener. (Richards
and Schmidt, 2002)

7 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)



Literature review 21

8 supportive 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? P’ll 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 don’t want a ticket!). In
request realizations, combinations of these moves are sometimes used in order to
modify the head act. (Fukazawa and Sasaki, 2004)

9 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), first language may refer to the language the child feels most comfort-
able 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 commu-
nication they had in March 1999. (Bardovi-Harlig, 1999)

11 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)



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 func-
tion-chains used as the test items, and also the relation between the pat-
terns 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 author-
ized 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 English textbooks (NEW HORIZON English Course),

22
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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
about something)
Second speaker (Response) | Yes, of course. 14 M
(= 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 about

something. — 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 appro-
priateness 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 argu-

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

were found, giving two possible function-chains: Al 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 Japa-
nese translation of them were given, and no actual utterances were given to
the participants. In other words, this study focused on the students’ recog-
nition of textual appropriateness in function-chains.

Before the test, the author gave the students a supplementary ex-
planation 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 inter-
actions? Please write (O if you think the conversational patterns are
appropriately sequenced, and write X if you think the sequence is in-

appropriate.” There were 71 questions in all (Patterns Al — S7), but a
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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.

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 Al 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 [Sec-
tion 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 par-
ticipants’ scores. Even so, it may be going too far to disregard the rela-

tively weak contribution in this area. Hence, although the interpretation of
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each factor might be tentative, it is important to continue the analysis in an
attempt to reach a hypothesis which would permit further study. There-
fore, the author would like to interpret the three factors based on the factor

loadings.

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. Tuming 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
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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

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 afraid (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)

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.

The common feature of these function-chains is asking or giving

one’s opinion (see Table 2).
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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 respec-
tively.

The common feature of these function-chains is expressing surprise
or excitement (see Table 3).

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.

The common feature of these function-chains is expressing dis-
pleasure at a situation or an utterance (see Table 4).

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.

3.3.2 Results of Hayashi’s quantification model III

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 1 and Dimension
I). In other words, the author tried to evaluate the students’ judgment
according to their choice of either 1 or O for each function-chain, and then
converting the students’ results into two scores (1 and 0) to which were
applied Hayashi’s quantification model III. 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 II was 0.048.
The eigenvalue corresponds to the square of the coefficient of correlation.
Therefore, the eigenvalue of Dimension I corresponds to a correlation
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
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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’ judg-

ment and thus the interpretation made of each dimension’s results might be
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a: The items from the scripted speech (N = 30)

b: The items from the English textbooks (N = 40)

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 IIT
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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 I, Y-axis: Dimension II). The dimensions correlate the par-
ticipants and the function-chains. The category score shows the weight of
each function-chain in each dimension. In Figure 3, the scale of the
X-axis and the Y-axis ranges from +2.5 to — 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).

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.

We see from Figure 3 and Table 5 that the SD of the category score

Table S. The mean and the standard deviation of the category scores
of each group under Dimension I and Dimension II

Dimension I Dimension II

[a: Function-chains from a sample of N =130

scripted speech] Mean: 0911 —0.185
SD: 1.877 1.674

[b: Function-chains from English N =40

textbooks] Mean: 0.075 0.113

SD: 0.858 1.100
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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. The result of the extension of the scale is
represented in Figure 4. In this figure, the scale of the X-axis is +7 to

—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 I11
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Table 6. Category score of each test item (function-chain)
by using Hayashi’s quantification model III

Variable labels| Dimension I | Dimension I1|Variable labels| Dimension I | Dimension II
Testitem 1| — 0.220 — 0.077 Testitem 38 | — 0.403 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 0.424 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 — 2.237 48 0.439 0.681
12| — 0.263 0.049 491 —0.332 0.127
13 0.347 — 1465 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 4.834 — 1.906
17| — 1.010 0.660 54| — 0.561 — 1.331
18 0.120 — 0917 55 0.493 0.496
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
221 — 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 — 2.297
26| — 0.390 0.245 63 0.558 0.145
27| — 0.829 0.974 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 0.912
31| — 0402 0.523 68| — 0.247 — 1.184
32| —0.537 — 0.302 69 — 0403 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
37 0.760 0.904  |Contribution (%) 9-65 15965
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The author found out what number of test items (1 — 70) corre-
sponded 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.

From Figure 3 and Table 6, the author concluded that the function-

chains 20, 53, 2, and 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 II 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.
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Table 8. Function-chains with high category scores in Dimension II

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 reas-
suring 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 before-

hand, the reliability of the interpretation of these axes is not absolute.

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 I and Dimension II by the features of the function-
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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 communica-
tion.” 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
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.

Notes

I 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,
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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)



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 be-
tween 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 investi-
gates 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 compe-

tence as regards function-chains.

37
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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 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 differ-
ent types, based on categories used in Blundell, Higgens and Middlemiss
(1982) 3. But whereas the categories of function-chains come from Blun-
dell, 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
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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.

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 O ,® , D)
2. Speaker A: Asking about likes — Speaker B: Expressing likes

Expressing Liking Function-chain (Testitems @, D, 1)
3. Speaker A: Asking for someone’s opinion — Saying you are sure

Assertion Function-chain (Testitems 3 ,® ,®)
4. Speaker A: Saying you are displeased or angry

— Speaker B: Calming or reassuring someone

Reassurance Function-chain (Testitems @, ®,®)
5. Speaker A: Reporting — Speaker B: Saying you are interested
Expressing Interest Function-chain (Testitems &), 0, ®)

(15 items in total, i.e., 5 types of function-chains X 3 social relation-

ships.)

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 appropriate-
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ly 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.

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
B (Teacher): a. I guess so. ( ) T8
b. I’'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.
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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 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
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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).

Table 11. Descriptive statistics

Test of Practical English N Mean SD
Assistance (Total) Low 74 2.270 1.358
High 76 2.329 1.182
Total 150 2.300 1.268
Liking (Total) Low 74 4.811 1.421
High 76 5.211 .998
Total 150 5.011 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 2.364 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 | 24.413 703.086% 5.000 144.000 .000
Roy’s largest root | 24.413  703.086* 5.000 144.000 .000

Level of  Pillai’s trace 126 4146 5000 144.000 .002
proficiency Wilks’ lambda 874 4.146* 5.000 144.000 .002
in English  Hotelling’s trace 144 4.146* 5000 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
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In addition to the multivariate tests, simple univariate F tests on each of

the dependent variables were also performed (see Table 13).

Table 13. Tests of between-subjects effects

Type 111

Source Dependent Variable Sum of daf 5{” ean F Sig.
Squares quare
Corrected | Assistance (Total) 1292 129 .080 | .778
Model Liking (Total) 5.990° 5990 | 3.994 | .047
Assertion (Total) 35.416° 35.416 15.738 | .000
Reassurance (Total) 5.3284 5.328 3.592 | .060
Interest (Total) 2.604° 2.604 2451 | .120
Intercept Assistance (Total) | 793.089 793.089 | 490.357 | .000
Liking (Total) | 3765.350 3765.350 | 2510.427 | .000

1398.350 | 621.407 | .000
838.234 | 565.173 | .000

Assertion (Total) | 1398.350
Reassurance (Total) 838.234

P b b bt b | e e e e | e e b e

Interest (Total) | 672.924 672.924 | 633.394 | .000
Level of Assistance (Total) 129 129 .080 | .778
Proficiency |Liking (Total) 5.990 5.990 3.994 | .047
in English | Assertion (Total) 35.416 35416 15.738 | .000

Reassurance (Total) 5.328 5.328 3.592 | .060

Interest (Total) 2.604 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. R2= .026 (adjusted R?= .020)
c.R?= .096 (adjusted R?= .090)
d. R?= .024 (adjusted R? = .017)
e. R2= .016 (adjusted R>= .010)
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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 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-chain and the Assertion Function-chain) were found to show a
significant difference in appropriateness judgment scores between the lev-
els 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 appro-
priateness 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 inter-
language 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 Middle-
miss, 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, participants 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 ad-
vanced groups.

3 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)



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 rela-
tion between proficiency and pragmatic development. Two types of func-
tion-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 pro-
ficiency, 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 appro-
priateness 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?

46



Study 3 (Analysis 1) 47

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., Assist-
ance, 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
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inappropriateness, each response was considered to be a separate test item.
Thus, 60 test items in all (5 types of function-chains X 3 social relation-
ships 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 appro-
priateness of the function-chains. Therefore, in this study the appropriate-
ness 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. 1 : 2 : 3
b. Yes, if I have to. 1 2 : 3

Five Americans, all residing and teaching English in Japan, veri-
fied that the test items in each function-chain were classified correctly as

regarding the type of function-chain involved. They were also in full
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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
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 vo-
cabulary 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 men-
tioned, 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 multi-
plied 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
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was conducted, where the independent variables were (1) level of pro-
ficiency in English (between-subjects, 4 levels: 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
Ut 35 0.301 0.835
NS 41 0.643 0.667
Reassurance J 94 —0.422 1.118
U~ 51 0.127 0.778
Ut 35 0.737 0.412
NS 41 0.181 0.822
Interest J 94 — 0473 0.819
U~ 51 — 0.180 0.865
Ut 35 0.429 0.702
NS 41 0.941 0.940
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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 2) the simple main effect of the
interaction between proficiency level and function-chain.

First, we shall examine the main effect that each independent vari-
able 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 (F (3, 217) = 28.857,
p <.001). (2) The interaction between the level of proficiency in English
and the type of function-chain was significant (F (12,868) = 3.976,
p <.001).

Table 16. Table of ANOVA

source SS af  MS F )4
(1) A:Level of proficiency in English ~ 162.737 3 54.246 28.857 0.000"**
error [S(A)] 407.925 217 1.880
B: Function-chain 0.670 4 0.168 0.316 0.868
(2) AB 25325 12 2110 3.976 0.000™"
error [BS(A)] 460.709 868 0.531
**p <001

Thus, the interaction between the level of proficiency in English
and the type of function-chain was significant. Therefore, the next step
was the examination of the simple main effect of the interaction between
proficiency level and function-chain, the results of which are presented in
Table 17 (see next page).

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) =
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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 differ-
ence between the function-chains for the group of native speakers (NS) (F
(4,868) =7.291, p < .001).

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

effect SS df MS F )4
(1) Proficiency level (Assistance)  48.267 3 16.089 20.097 0.000"**
(1) Proficiency level (Liking) 20.055 3 6685 8350 0.000"""
(1) Proficiency level (Assertion) 29.882 3 9961 12442 0.000™*"
(1) Proficiency level (Reassurance) 32.361 3 10787 13.474 0.000™"
(1) Proficiency level (Interest) 57.497 3 19.166 23.940 0.000""""
error 1085 0.801
Function-chain ~ (J) 1.539 4 0385 0725 0575
Function-chain (U ™) 3.334 4 0834 1570 0.180
(2) Function-chain (U ™) 5.642 4 1411 2658 0032
(3) Function-chain  (NS) 15.479 4 3870 7291 0.000™"*
error 868 0.531

*p <05, **p <01, **p <.005, ***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 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 respec-
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tively. As a result of multiple comparisons, significant differences were
found between the following pairs at the .05 level: pairs NS —J, NS —
U~, U*— J, 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 )4 sig.
NS—1J 4 0.008 7.822 0.000 s.
NS—U"~ 3 0.013 3.178 0.002 s.
U*t—1J 3 0.013 6.279 0.000 s.
NS—U"* 2 0.025 0.959 0.338 n.s.
Uut—u- 2 0.025 2.032 0.042 n.s.
Uu—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-=Uut

As for the appropriateness judgment scores for the Assistance
Function-chain, the university students and the native speakers were high-
er 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 com-
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parisons 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 Liking Function-chain were — 0.337,
— 0.015, 0.357, and 0.486 respectively. As a result of multiple compari-
sons, 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™, Ut— 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~ Ut 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+t—1J 3 0.013 3919 0.000 S.
NS—U*™ 2 0.025 0.624 0.533 n.s.
ut—u- 2 0.025 1.894 0.058 n.s.
Uu—J 2 0.025 2.071 0.039 n.s.

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
I=U"
U=U0"*

As for the appropriateness judgment scores for the Expressing

Liking Function-chain, the U™ students and the native speakers scored
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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 lev-
els 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 respec-
tively. As a result of multiple comparisons, significant differences were
found between the following pairs at the .05 level: pairs NS —J, NS —
U™, Ut— J, and U — J. However, there was no significant differ-

ence between the pairs NS —U* and Ut— U~ at the .05 level (see

Table 20).

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

J U~ Ut NS
Mean: —0.443 0.093 0.301 0.643
N 94 51 35 41
pair r nominal level t D sig.
NS—1J 4 0.008 6.489 0.000 s.
NS—U~™ 3 0.013 2.935 0.003 S.
Ut—J 3 0.013 4.202 0.000 .
NS—U*™* 2 0.025 1.662 0.097 n.s.
Uut—u- 2 0.025 1.062 0.288 n.s.
U—J 2 0.025 3.444 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-=Ut
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As for the appropriateness judgment scores for the Assertion Func-
tion-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
Ut—J, UT— U~ ,NS — J,U*T— 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~ Ut NS
Mean: — 0422 0.127 0.737 0.181
N: 94 51 35 41
pair r nominal level t p sig.
U*t—1J 4 0.008 6.542 0.000 s
ut—u- 3 0.013 3.103 0.002 S.
NS —1J 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 n.s.
U ——1IJ 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 high-
er 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, mul-
tiple comparisons of the levels of proficiency showed the following re-
sults. The mean of the z-scores for the four groups of participants — J,
U~, U*, and NS — in the Expressing Interest Function-chain were
—0.473, —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 —J, NS — U~, UT— J,NS — Ut,
and UT— 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~ ut NS
Mean: — 0473 —0.180 0.429 0.941
N: 94 51 35 41
pair r nominal level t p sig.
NS —1J 4 0.008 8.439 0.000 s
NS—U~ 3 0.013 5.971 0.000 s.
U*t—J 3 0.013 5.090 0.000 S.
NS—U* 2 0.025 2.483 0.013 S.
Ut—u- 2 0.025 3.102 0.002 s.
U ——J 2 0.025 1.880 0.060 n.s.

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

Thus, the participants’ scores on the Expressing Interest Function-
p p p g
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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 Ut 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).

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, Reassur-
ance, 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,
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Table 23. Multiple comparisons of the function-chains for the U * group

Assistance Liking Assertion  Reassurance Interest
Mean: 0.529 0.357 0.301 0.737 0.429
N: 35 35 35 35 35

pair r  nominal level t )4 sig.
Reassurance — Assertion 5 0.005 2.501 0.013 n.s.
Reassurance — Liking 4 0.007 2.178 0.030 n.s.
Assistance — Assertion 4 0.007 1.305 0.192 n.s.
Reassurance — Interest 3 0.010 1.765 0.078 n.s.
Assistance — Liking 3 0.010 0.982 0.326 n.s.
Interest — Assertion 3 0.010 0.736 0.462 n.s.
Assistance — Interest 2 0.020 0.569 0.569 n.s.
Reassurance — Assistance 2 0.020 1.196 0.232 n.s.
Interest — Liking 2 0.020 0.413 0.680 n.s.
Liking — Assertion 2 0.020 0.323 0.747 n.s.

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

and Assertion — Reassurance. However, there was no significant differ-
ence between the pairs Interest — Assertion, Assistance — Liking,
Assistance — Assertion, Interest — Assistance, Assertion — Liking,

and Liking — Reassurance at the .05 level (see Table 24).

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 )4 sig.

Interest — Reassurance 5 0.005 4.719 0.000 .
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 n.s.
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 0.512 0.609 n.s.
Interest — Assistance 2 0.020 1.334 0.182 n.s.
Assertion — Liking 2 0.020 0.979 0.328 n.s.
Liking — Reassurance 2 0.020 1.894 0.059 n.s.

MSe =0.531, df =868, significance level =0.050
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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 recogni-
tion 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 be-
tween levels of English proficiency, varied considerably. As for the
appropriateness judgment scores for the Assistance, Assertion, and Reas-
surance 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 com-
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pared 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 stu-
dents. For native speakers, however, some types of function-chains pre-
sented distinctly different levels of difficulty. This differentiation of the
relative level of difficulty seems to suggest a direction of language acquisi-
tion.

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 Japa-
nese 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 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 qualita-

tive research methods.
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Notes

1 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 Tt 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 The informed consent and debriefing statements in Appendix D include an
e-mail address (tozasa@hiroshima-u.ac.jp), which is no longer valid. It pertained to
Dr. Ozasa, formerly with Hiroshima University, but now a professor at Fukuyama
Heisei University.

4 prosodic features: sound characteristics which affect whole sequences of
syllables. They may involve, for instance, the relative loudness or duration of sylla-
bles, 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.

6 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

R
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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.

7 Carrell and Konneker (1981) looked at non-native speakers’ perception of
politeness for eight different request strategies. Participants 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 distin-
guished only five), and in some cases underdifferentiate strategies (they did not recog-
nize 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 phenom-
enon 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).



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 appropriate-
ness for each test item (each dialogue) in more detail, and tries to identify
any informative patterns in their judgment that might emerge. The follow-
ing 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 lan-

guage?
6.2 Method

6.2.1 Participants, materials, procedure, and scoring

As regards the participants, materials, procedure, and scoring, these
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were the same as those mentioned in the previous chapter (Analysis 1).

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 quan-
titative 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 (see pages 66,
67, and 68). Following that, the result of the one-way layout ANOVA is
displayed in Table 26 (see pages 68, 69,and 70).
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As Table 26 indicates, the difference between the levels of pro-
ficiency 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, 5a, 5b, 6a, 6b,
25a, 25b, 26a, 26b, and 27b.

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
14a J=U"=U*>NS 29b JKU=U*=NS
14b JI<U~™ 30a IJ=U"=U*<NS
15a IJ<U"=U*=NS 30b J=U"=U*<NS
15b JKU KNS, J<U* 8a J<U =U*=NS
22a J<NS 8b J<U =U*=NS
22b J<NS 9a I<ut
23a J<U*= NS, U <NS 9b J=U"=U*>NS
23b IJ<U*=NS 16a U =U*>NS
24a I<ut 16b I<u-=ut
24b J<U=U*=NS 17a J<U*= NS
10a J<U*=NS 18b IJ=U"=U*>NS
10b I<ut 4a J<U=U*=NS
11b J<U =U*=NS Sa J<U=U*=NS
12b J>U"=NS 5b U =U*>NS
19a _ 6a IJ=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 IJ=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
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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 results
shown in Table 27 (see page 71). 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 differ-
ence between any of the levels of proficiency at the .05 level.

From the results of the multiple comparisons of the levels of pro-
ficiency 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 ([]) are those for
which scores were lower than those of native speakers, irrespective of
English proficiency level.

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 speak-
ers, 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 (continued on p.77)
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tendency of their judgment coincided with the test preparers’ collective
judgment. Table 29-2 shows the specific function-chains from Table 29-1.

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 spe-
cific to each group; 2) those areas difficult for Japanese EFL learners
irrespective of English proficiency level; and 3) the areas in which Japa-
nese 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™ =
Ut =NS; J<U KNS, J]<U"; J] <U*= NS, U™ < NS;
J<UT= NS;J <U = NS, U< NS;J <U*< NS, U < NS;
JZ U< U*= NS; U < U*t< 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 you like this costume? — Yes, I

really like it., and Do you think we need another parking area? — Yes, I
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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 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~ = Ut < NS; J <U” < NS, ] <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 diffi-
culty 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 re-
sponses as being appropriate, while junior high school students could not.
(2) They successfully recognized the inappropriateness of teachers’ sarcas-

tic 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? — I guess I

will if you can’t do it yourself. (4) They could recognize the inap-

propriateness 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
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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" = Ut < NS; J] <U = NS, UT< NS;
J<UT< 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 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 ex-

pressing reluctance to offer assistance, such as Will you help me? — Yes,

if I have to., and Will you help me? — I 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 in-

sincere 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 en-
closed by a square ( []) are those for which scores were lower than

those of native speakers irrespective of English proficiency. When we
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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 you think we need

computers? — That’s obvious, isn’t it?, and Do you think we need anoth-

er 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 interjection “indeed” is appropriate or not according to the situation,
] pprop! g

such as I went to Disneyland this weekend. — Indeed? (4) It is difficult

for Japanese students to recognize as appropriate teachers’ positive polite
p g pprop p p

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 in-
appropriate responses; therefore, we can say that Japanese students judged
these items to be inappropriate in a stricter manner than the native speak-
ers from the United States. It may be the case that even among native
speakers there are those who are relatively liberal in their speech stan-
dards, 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
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characteristic of these items: (1) When compared to native speakers, their
judgment is more strict as to what constitutes too formal and polite re-

marks 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.

It might be the case that these are function-chains where judgment
of appropriateness is affected by cultural background or values. A recom-
mendation of how this issue might be dealt with will be presented in the
following chapter, which offers the conclusions of this paper and remain-

ing problems.

Notes

! With the increasing acceptance of qualitative research in education, many
researchers who conduct L2 research in classrooms and schools have become interest-
ed 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
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categories labeled across the top (phonological/orthographical, grammatical, and lexi-
cal) 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 over-
lapping elements. Following Lynch’s techniques, the present study attempts to find
interesting and useful patterns in the data.



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 I 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

83
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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.

Second, to investigate the effect of the level of proficiency in
English and the type of function-chains on the ability to recognize ap-
propriateness, 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 pro-
ficiency and pragmatic development. As a result, it was found that the
students with high English proficiency achieve higher levels of recogni-
tion of appropriateness as regards function-chains. As for the type of
function-chains, for the Expressing Liking Function-chain and the Asser-
tion 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 recogni-
tion of appropriateness between levels of English proficiency, varied con-
siderably. That is to say, each function-chain shows its own unique rate

and route of development for the study groups involved. As for the
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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 differentia-
tion of the relative level of difficulty seems to suggest a direction of
language acquisition. Further, qualitative analysis was employed along
with the quantitative results, 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 func-
tion-chains with common features together, and thus present them to stu-
dents 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’ recogni-
tion 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
difficulty of function-chains provides information that may be useful for

future program design — what sort of function-chains should be given
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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 fo-
cused 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 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 requir-
ing 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 III was also used,

and the two dimensions (Dimension I and Dimension II) were extracted.
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The author interpreted Dimension I and Dimension II by the features of
the function-chains whose category scores were high. However, the ei-
genvalues 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-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 abso-
lute 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 utter-
ances 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.
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Third, as respects those function-chains where judgment of ap-
propriateness may be influenced by cultural background or values, includ-
ing those areas for which Japanese EFL learners were over-sensitive in
their judgment, in-depth investigation, such as carrying out personal inter-
views with study participants, could give us valuable insights. Additional-
ly, 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
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 particu-
lar settings in which it is used. If it has accomplished that, this thesis
should provide a modest but useful contribution to English language teach-

ing.
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Appendix A

CDFAME, BEDOLRWY)NOHEZEEREL., FFEOREBDO LML
RREREEFRODEMEERT 20D ELT 500D TY, T
DT A PDOFERIT, TRTHEEWIINEZTLEDT, ARSI ADEAL ADBE
RS ) T A, T, MEEBEMNLZHIRIES D THADT,
TRTOMEERD LIFTLEE N,

ZH. MEAE BEAKELLLEDTTL, 7A ML BroiThid
HORVEESELLEEOMVEDLEDLDIZLETTOT, LT ERK%.
24, M FE. B REEZRALTEL, BOTLES v,

(RIERIAR)

FRE () bk (e () FM () A[ET () F
il (5 /%) K

ROWREIIF LT, 2% ) »72ABRTH S L) HEEIZIZOZ, Dhedt
D7D ARBERTHD EBIBEEEICIEIXE, BEMICGEALTLEZE W, fl
ZIE 1 ~TOTO20FFED ) B, 3, 6, TIZEBIZORAY)RNHFBEAT
HBNL, 2, 4, SIFEBICOLEPYPLIFAERATHL LBIBEITIR, #
ERMOTABIO L) CRATHI LR T,

LB, HHEICBNT ( ) B EINTVE D DX, FOHEREDT ( )
HNOEEDEL LWV BHRTT, (BziE, Saying you are curious (Asking for in-
formation) &\ ) FEIE, FHFLEZFZLNDLLBNDI L] L) BEke [FE
BERERDLIL] LVIBELFEELTVWDILV)ZLERLTVET,) T/,
2ODEED [—] THEN T2 H DL, ENOLDOEEES O LMo TEL S
LW BBRTY, (B2 1L, Greeting someone — Inviting someone & \»9) &%, [
WEDETHIL] EVIBEOH LI [FhriFE) 2 L] L) Bk T
BEhbrw)ZLiERLTVET,)

FhTik, LT (A) 25 () FTOTRTOMEIIIDWT, BERAKD
FABUZ LIz WBEE LT3,

(A) Saying you are pessimistic (Saying you are worried or afraid)

[{EETHL I L2 RETAIE (Ba - LB - BhEERBRTAI L)
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1. Asking for reasons (Trying to change someone’s opinion (including arguing
back))
[BHE-TREIL (BHIANOBRAEX I LRAALIL (RETAHZ
LEEDL)) ]
2. Saying you are bored (Being sarcastic about something)
[HDASHLTWAERILERIHTHIL (HEHILIIDVWTHERES)I T
&)l
(B) Saying you approve
[~%2RBTEH, ~ICHEETS, LB L]
1. Saying you are pleased
[EU2&RBTHI L]
2. Saying you have reached agreement
[BRS—BLL, t#xBI L]
(C) Saying you do not approve
[~%2RBELEV, ~IZBRLAEY, BELILADS, ElRET L
1. Saying you are worried or afraid (Talking about what might happen)
(e - LR - BRERBT LI L, (THRID I 2PIZOVTHET S
&)
2. Complimenting
MFEII0HI L]
(D) Saying you are interested
[BRDHH L ERBTHI L]
1. Agreeing
(AETHZ L]
2. Asking for information
[FEFHRERDDLZ L]
(E) Demeaning oneself
[BPEEERTTAHZ L]
1. Agreeing
AET5Z L]
2. Calming or reassuring someone
[ZNhiFELEIEDL HEVIEELIELI L]
(F) Expressing surprise
(& eRBTHIL]
1. Identifying/Reporting
(EEDONY - By - BT - BREZRBIOL 2 L/ HERRZHRE L
D, HETHI L]
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2. Saying you are curious (Asking for information)
MFHLEZZOND LBND I L, (FEFEHRE KDDL L) ]
3. Saying something is correct
[HEEWRMPELVERRE Z L]
(G) Saying you are excited
[BELTVSIEeRRTHI L]
1. Reporting
[HEERERELAD, METL 2L
2. Saying you are disappointed
[REk, HERERPTHI L
3. Saying you are excited
[RELTVLILARATHI L]
(H) Making an excuse (including explaining the details)
[BVRET LI L (ZLOFMEFHRATLILEET) ]
1. Showing you are listening
(HMWTWAIEERRTI L, HVOb%E )DL
2. Finding out about meaning
[BRERWAET I L]
3. Saying you understand
[ohoiz, LD L]
(I) Being sarcastic about something

[HAHEWIOVWTHEAZE) 2 &

1. Greeting someone — Inviting someone
[bVE2%EF2T L] — [EhpzF) L]

2. Attracting someone’s attention — Telling someone to do something
[ZhhOEEEIC L] — [P ildbbI L2 T5LH9 852
&l

3. Denying something
[HHHEWEBET S L]

(J) Saying you are displeased or angry
[(RfRHENIRY) ERBTLH L]
1. Saying you are worried or afraid (Talking about what might happen)
(e - LB - BhERBATEI L, AFEINI BNV THET S
&)
2. Saying sorry.
[#FET DI &
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3. Saying you approve
[~&RBY D, ~IHET S, LliRp L]
4. Showing you are listening
[HWTWB I E2RTIL, HIbE )0kl
(K) Calming or reassuring someone
[EhheEbLEPEDL HLVEFRELEED L]
1. Asking if someone is sure about something
[H5ZLIZDVTHB S L0 E) - Thd I L
2. Calling someone’s name
[7Enh ik TR L
3. Turning something into joke
[HEEFEETHRICTHI L, KL L]
4. Saying you know about something
[HDEHEHoTnAERRE Z L]
(L) Giving reasons
Fiil: S-S |
1. Saying you understand
[bhof, LB I L]
2. Agreeing
[F&ETZZ L]
3. Reporting
[FEFHREZHRE L, HETL L]
4. Showing you are listening
[VWTWBRILERTIE, HDIbE )2k
(M) Blaming someone
[TEhda Dbl e, FHETL L]
1. Saying sorry
[T HZ L
2. Calming or reassuring someone
[TENhEELENEDE HEIVERLIEEI L]
3. Giving yourself time to think — Saying someone must not do something
[ZERFORR] — [LTEWIT RV, ElRB &
4. Giving yourself time to think — Making an excuse (including explaining the
details)
[ZERHFOERB] — [FVile T8 (TLOFMERTTLIZLEE
&) ]
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(N) Saying you are curious (Asking for information)
(FHFLEZZFONEEBRRDL L (FEERERDLI L)
1. Identifying/Reporting
(HEDONY - T4 - 577 - BREZABD L &/ BEFHREHE L
DHETAHI L]
2. Warning someone
MAPICEEDIFD L) BELLD, EEEBETSZ L
3. Saying you do not know
[0S v ER~5Z k]
4. Saying what you think is possible or probable
[~eEXONBERBATHI L]
5. Asking back
[FvaR§ 2 & ]
(O) Asking about likes
[HEDFHIZONWTThEI L
1. Expressing likes
[MFAERBRTHI L]
2. Expressing dislikes
[EL KRBT LI L]
3. Expressing likes (Acknowledging something for the present)
[(FAERHATLEIEL (ELHoT, H5FMERAOLI L))
4. Suggesting
[~LTREI P, ERETHZ L
5. Saying you remember — Saying what you prefer
[EA TR ERND L] — [BROHAZERATEI L, ~DF
B~LDDIFETHLERRE I L]
(P) Giving your opinion
[BAOEREBRSEZ L]
1. Saying you partly agree (Comparing)
BAMCFERETSIE (hrILBmToI L))
2. Saying something is correct
(& 2 FHAPE LV ERRE Z &
3. Agreeing
(AETHZ L]
4. Trying to change someone’s opinion (including arguing back)

[(HHANDEBEREEZA LI ERADZE (RRTHILEED)]
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5. Turning something into a joke
[H2HEMETHRICTHI L, BiLT L)
(Q) Saying how you feel after something has happened
MDA o7z, EDLIITBLTVINRERDL I L |
1. Agreeing
(AET S L
2. Asking for information
[HEFHREZ KDL Z L]
3. Reporting
[HEFREzMELLCY, WETHZ L]
4. Saying you are pleased
[BEUeEBTHZL]
5. Showing you are listening
(MWTWBILERTIL, HIbE) DR L]
(R) Asking for reasons
[HfE7-Fhbl L]
1. Saying you do not know
Ei YRR XV - Rl
2. Giving reasons
(Bl zE~<R5Z L
3. Giving reasons (Covering up a fact)
[BHEBRRDE L (FEEPLTIE)]
4. Inviting someone
[7Zhh%dEH) L]
5. Justifying oneself
[BoZEXETLI L]
6. Asking back
MRIVES Z & |
(S) Trying to change someone’s opinion (including arguing back)
[(HEANDEREEZ L) ERADIE (KRTAHAZLEED)]
1. Calming or reassuring someone
[N ELENED HEVITRLIELI L]
2. Saying you partly agree
[EHICRET A &

99



100 A Study on the Acquisition of English Function-chains

3. Trying to change someone’s opinion (including arguing back) (Talking about
what might happen)
[HEANDBREEZ LI LAAD L (KRTHILEED), (D
IDIBPIIOVTET L)
4. Justifying oneself
(B BHEZESTEI L]
5. Making an excuse (including explaining the details)
[BEVRETAHIL (ZLOFMEHBATLIILEED)]
6. Saying you intend to do something
MAP%2$28E - BROHL L) L EiHBRL L]
7. Despising something (someone)

[HHHEMH (HHN) ZBE-BETHIL]
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PG, MARMRELL b EOTT L, 7 A Mh, BAORTRER LR
VA L7 L OBV EDEDLDICLETTOT, BT, $RL.FE,
M, ES MY, REERALTHSHDO TSN,
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A () v [#E () F£M () MH[FES () F
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Appendix B

FRE ( >y yEC HY#HEC HEFE G K
K& ( )

KO ( VEANBOERLED 2O DEL, 2, 3, 40HDPL—DFEN,
() OHRIZZDOEFEFTEANZ SV,
1. My father wanted to be a police officer ( ) he was a child.
1 that 2 how 3so 4 when
2. My sister is working at a flower shop. She must ( ) all the names of the flowers
there.
1 remember 2 remembered 3 to remember 4 remembering
3. A: Are you going to ( ) the new movie tonight, Amy?
B: Yes. Do you want to come with me?
1 see 2 saw 3 seeing 4 sees
4. There ( ) a lot of oranges on the trees now.
1 be 2is 3 are 4 was
5. A: What did you do yesterday, Bill?
B:I( ) English and math.
1 studied 2 study 3 studies 4 studying
6. I’'m not a good tennis player but I like ( ) tennis games.
1 watched 2 watch 3 watches 4 watching
7. This is ( ) popular computer game in Japan now.
1 the most 2 more 3 much 4 many
8. George ( ) his friends in the park yesterday.
1 sees 2 will see 3 saw 4 seen
9. A: You ( ) happy, Lucy.
B: Yes, I am. I got a cute dog for my birthday.
1 know 2 look 3 show 4 stand
10. This video game is ( ) popular than that one.
1 much 2 many 3 most 4 more
11. A: Hi, Anne. Is this your textbook?
B: Yes, it’s ( ). Thank you.
11 2 my 3 me 4 mine
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12. A: Mom, can I go to Kate’s house? I left my homework there.
B: OK, but it’ll be dark soon. ( ) careful.
1 Being 2 Be 31Is 4 Are
13. A: Did you ( ) to see a movie on Saturday?
B: Yes, I did.
1go 2 goes 3 going 4 to go
14. This skirt is ( ) than that one.
1 cheap 2 cheaper 3 cheapest 4 the cheapest
15. A: ( ) do you like better, coffee or tea?
B: I like coffee.
1 Who 2 When 3 Which 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.
1 Didn’t 2 Don’t 3 Does 4 Did
18. A: Do you know the way to the station?
B: Sure. I’ll ( ) you the way.
1 show 2 shows 3 showed 4 showing
19. A: Do you want something ( )?
B: No, thanks. I’m not hungry.
1 eat 2 eats 3 ate 4 to eat
20. A: ( ) did you go home so early yesterday, Ann?
B: Because we had a birthday party for my grandmother.
1 When 2 Why 3 What 4 Where
21. Mr. Harada went to Kenya ( ) pictures of African animals.
1 takes 2 took 3 taken 4 to take
22. Mark believes ( ) learning a foreign language will help him get a job in the
future.
1 what 2 which 3 when 4 that
23. I don’t know ( ) Central Park is.
1 who 2 when 3 where 4 whose
24. A: How long has your grandfather ( ) in Tokushima?
B: All his life.
1 lived 2 lives 3 living 4 to live
25. Mrs. Yamada showed me many beautiful pictures ( ) at her wedding.
1 taken 2 taking 3 takes 4 took
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26. A: Do you know the man ( ) with Ms. Johnson over there?
B: No, I don’t know him.
1 speak 2 speaking 3 spoke 4 spoken
27. A: Have you ( ) to the new library, Yoko?
B: Yes. It has a lot of English books.
1 be 2 been 3 are 4 were
28. My sister is learning ( ) to drive a car. She hopes to get her driver’s license
next month.
1 that 2 whose 3 what 4 how
29. Mr. Smith showed me the pictures ( ) he took during his stay in Hawaii.
1 how 2 who 3 which 4 whose
30. A: You bought a new camera yesterday, ( ) you?
B: Yes. It’s a digital one.
1 didn’t 2 could 3 haven’t 4 were
31. Many tourists come to Kyoto because there are a lot of places ( )
1 visit 2 visited 3 to visit 4 visiting
32. Everybody, ( ) quiet, please. I have good news.
1 be 2is 3 are 4 being
33. I don’t know ( ) Mary is coming back home tonight.
1 who 2 whom 3 what 4 when
34. My family went shopping at a large supermarket ( ) had many things on sale.
1 who 2 what 3 whose 4 which
35. Mr. Amold gave me two books ( ) by his son.
1 write 2 written 3 to write 4 wrote
36. My little brother always asks me ( ) a story to him before he goes to sleep.
1 to read 2 to be read 3 reading 4 for reading
37. Alice ( ) many friends to her birthday party yesterday.
1 invited 2 invites 3 was invited 4 inviting
38. It takes more than six hours ( ) to Osaka by car from here.
1 gets 2 got 3 get 4 to get
39. A: Have a nice trip. I hope you enjoy ( ) Chicago.
B: Thanks.
1 visit 2 to visit 3 visiting 4 visited
40. A: I have a really bad cold.
B: I think you ( ) go and see a doctor.
1 had 2 did 3 should 4 would
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41. A: How was the movie last night?
B: Very ( ). Ireally enjoyed it. You should see it!
1 excite 2 excites 3 excited 4 exciting
42. Sandra tried to buy some bananas from the supermarket, but they didn’t have
( ) left.
1 any 2 little 3 few 4 some
43. A: These paintings are really beautiful. Where did you get them?
B: They ( ) to me by a friend of mine.
1 gave 2 were giving 3 were given 4 will give
44. A: Amy, you’d better ( ) now if you want to catch the last train.
B: OK. See you tomorrow.
1 leave 2 leaving 3 to leave 4 to be left
45. Louise has two pet dogs. One is white, and ( ) is brown. She gives them food
every day.
1 the other 2 others 3 other 4 another
46. The students could not help ( ) at the performance of our drama club.
1 laugh 2 laughing 3 is laughing 4 laughed
47. Takeshi and Hiroko ( ) at Frank’s house since last weekend. They will go back
to Japan tomorrow.
1 will be staying 2 stay 3 have been staying 4 stayed
48. If I had arrived at the festival earlier, I could ( ) the opening show.
1 to watch 2 watched 3 have watched 4 had 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. I worked here for two years.
1 what 2 how 3 when 4 where
51. We have to be at the station by 7:30; ( ) we will miss the train and be late for
the party.
1 though 2 otherwise 3 unless 4if
52. A: Look! The window’s open.
B: That’s strange. I remember ( ) it last night.
1 closed 2 closing 3 to close 4 to have closed
53. I can’t find my red umbrella. I must ( ) it in the restaurant last night.
1 be leaving 2 leave 3 have left 4 be left
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54. Tom gave Jennifer ( ) all of the grapes, and only ate a few himself.
1 almost 2 much 3 only 4 best
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.
1 what 2 which 3 who 4 where
56. A: I’d like to buy this jacket, but there’s a small hole in it. Do you have ( )
one?
B: I’ll just have a look.
1 other 2 another 3 each other 4 all the other
57. A: When is the soccer match?
B: It’s scheduled ( ) next Saturday.
1 held 2 to hold 3 to be held 4 being held
58. I don’t know ( ) this artist is famous or not, but his paintings are wonderful.
1 which 2 where 3 whether 4 unless
59. Emily has a number of guitars. Two are classical guitars, and ( ) are electric.
1 another one 2 another 3 the others 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

FRE ( O OFE C )E( )F G REA ( )

ROO~OOMEIZ, A SADSB SANDEEDRFED ORI 722D

WTOMETT,
TOBIBEIZLL T, FNEFNOMBEORRIZLH > T, ( ) OHZ
1, 2, 3%EFBEZANLR SV,

“BIE, O, @, ©, @, B, BDT ¥ F—=54 HFVONTHLEIL. FOE
MR ETAIEEERLET,

ST, ASALBEADEBR, A=Y —, £D5DDLEN) I HRE
TULILRLTHN FTOT, LTENL% LLHATHEDIO) 2 THERRIC
L7z o TEZ R &,

BI%E

B . BE

ASALEBSADRE  BE—-AF (BELOA—-HTDA)

A b=1) = AN, DHEEECH LVEETBNTALDICAR o

TRFEXLTAHAETVET,
BN 5DORHIPY Nz (k) HEILIZDVWTHoTWAENE ) Mnid
5
— (AE) HloTWaERNEILEED)
HERIXDAFEDE Y SDHT, HoTWwb I &2 —FREICRITWEYE
DAL HoTWwA I L2 ZHHICHEIIRRTWAEED 5ITIE2,
HoTwbIerdhT VPEHBIERTVRVEDLIZIE3E () I

EXANZ &N

A (%4) : Do you know of any words that of.. ««IZFAL T, iZDoWnT
end in the same sound? words &
B (A) : 7 Tluy. (3)|..that ~ ~TdH5b-
4 Yes. (2)|endin... - T#Hb 3
77 Yes, I know many words that |I'll = I will
end in the same sound. (1) |try.. % L TH D

TR S, L ESADBEON#HEFO  TVWTEFNEEZAILNTE
HIEFHBIIRLTVWET, 10D LT, WOHIDHEZH > TS
ZEIIMET (BE) IEATIEVWETE, FNHBLLOMEBLONEL D
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Mk OPEIOE YD E2LIEDI D EEA, TOEN 5T, EEOENIZ
BZEI)EVIBHIRLTVIETH, @B LFOHEPD L0 niZ4d L
LELTWVERA, LEMoT, ZOBETIE, MoTWaI &2 —%KHE
IZRRTWBEDLIEY, HloTWb I &% ZHEHICHBIZBRTWAEED
SIA HoTWE I EH T VHABIZBRTHARNE D LIET ELLDT,
iz (1), 442 (2), Ti2 (3) EEBEANALZLIIRD ET,

FNTIZ, ZOFEIZRS > T, KOO LODOMBEERNTLEE W,

O B HKE
AéAkBéA@ﬁ%'A%*%i(ET@A*EL@N
A b= = FkhS, SHEIEZEIIHLIERBERZ LD, AEEHE-

TEFEEZLTAETVE T,
FY 50BN (A B2 RO~ (54 Biid2H LIS
HERIROBEDE ) S0OH T, FEMIZT CICHT 2B LE TV —F#Y
ZEDHIZIE], CBHICEBROICBITFBELETWAE ) S22, #
NIECHESCHT 2 LB TRV RN 53 % () WEEAR

ZEW,
A (AF) : Will you help me? Will you .2 --LT<Lh
B (44) : 7 How canIhelp you? () FHAD
4 T'lldo it for you. () rn = Iwil
7 We’ll be happy to help. () we’ll = We will
GRS T TE - &
ASALBEADER: BAE~AFE (HEDOA—E T@N
A b= AN, PHRREIHLRATHIL O, AR

SFEELTHETVET,
Y SEOOLNY Rt RE) FE BV TETRAE~ (AF)
HAERHT S
FERIKRDOABOEY SO T, —FM{IFAEERBAL TV LR LEY 2T
i1, ZHEHICHUFARRBLTWAENLICIE2, T DIEEF
HFEFHLTWEWEDLIZIE3 % () IZBEEANLE SV,

A (5&4:) : Whatis your favorite kind of day? kind FE%H
B (A¥) : 7 [1like rainy spring days. ()|.when ~ ~T&H53
4 Ilove days when the sun is out, the sky (L&) -
is blue, and there are no clouds. () |out BT
7 Warm days are OK. () |cloud &
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@ Hm . H=E
AZALBIADHER: ANFE—%E (HFOA-BEDA)
A=) = RED, HHRITEICHLEREKZ LSO, AFREFo
TEFEFLTHAETVE T,
ENEDO%H) 7z (AB) BEREFRIULPEALTEVIIZONWTET
hnr— (%ik) BEX - 7-HS
FBRIRDOEADE Y LOFT, —FHELZH > THS L TVEE ) 5I12IF
1. “BHICHEZFH - TS LTVwEE 0 512132, BELH S TH
ETHEFLN—FEFHEDLHIZIE3E () ITEEARLZ SV,

A (A¥.) : Do you think the children have favorite kinds of days? kind FEAH
B (554) : 7 Iguessso. (

4 I’'m sure they do. (

77 1think they do. (

~

@ W HE
AZALBIADREE: ANE—>%E (ETOA-HLDA)
A b=1)— D, PHERECHLIRBAERZ L0, AEEfE-
TEFEFLTHAETVET,
50O (AR AHxE )~ (%) TROTS
HERIRDELEDE Y HZOHRT, —FKizo & ) LHFELZTLEASITTVTARD
BN EPSBERIZOLENLEDSHIZIZ L. AFEOE) 505 BRICORH
EZHINIE-EN EHMFEETLRITTRVED 5IZIE 2, AEOED
AL FNIIERRIIEDLA o TV RWVED 5ICIE3 % () IC&X
ANz S,

A (AJ) : Idon’t have very many books. very [BEXT]
I don’t have the money to buy them. HEH (T
B (44) : 7 Maybe you don’t need money. () W)
4 There is another way you can enjoy maybe 725A., Z
books. () LiZkat
7 You don’t have to buy books to enjoy way HiE
them. ()
® i HE

AZALBEADOHEE: E—-AE (HEOA-ETFOA)
A b= — D, DHREECHLEBEEKR DI, AR
TRFEXLTHAETVET,
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HO LD Rz k) HBETE2—> (AFB) BEKEXRHAT S
FERIRDAFEOE ) S0H T, BKE —FH( KL TV IR EYL2ED 5

211, EBHREVZITRKRZRLTVLE)5HIZIZ2, T ) EKE

RLTVWRVEDLIZIE3ZE () ICEEANRL SV,

A (5t#:) : There is a place where you can borrow books. |..where ~ ~T&5
B (AF) : 7 Isee. () (EZHD) -
A That’s nice. () ~¥5%5 (25
7 There is? () D) -
borrow % {1 %

® BiE  FRAOLE
AZALBIADORER  EfEEE (KERR. ASOBR)
A R=1) = — NOEFEDVEMOZEDERD /DI T— TV EEH» LT

WET, HiZ, FTTABBEVOTHIITERD TS,
TN 5O Y Tl (EEA BITEKROE—~ (B%B) BiiJ2HL
H5

FERIKRDEFHEB O 5HOFT, FBEBIICBITEH LB TV —F &Y%
FD5HIZIF1, ZHEBICEBHICBIABELETYWEED HI2E2. B
FEBHLHEISAHDbIEHENVHCERBAL T 2VEY SIZE3% ()
WCEEANLR SV,

A (#4%E) : Could you push this table for me? push 3
B (#4%€) : 7 Sure. Ill do it now. () |l = Iwil
4 Where do you want to pushitto? ( ) |moment & y - & D
77 Yes, but wait a moment, please. ()

@ B &1 (74 2)
ASALBIADHEE: R (AE0RRER)
AP=) = HEOEF T4 AW T, BREIAEAERL ) EROTNVD

EZATY,
5D N (BEA) HE - FEViZonTEThs—> BE
B) ifA % &KHT 5

HERIROBE B DY) 50H T, —FBUIFARRLTWTEHEADYE
DENPSBRIZOLRDBEDLHIZIZ]L, IFADELFRED 5HDD%0A
DR FBHICED 2D 51232, T HBEYIHFAZERLTW
LEIVZY, FRIIEHRIZOGELLVED HIZIZ3 % ( ) iz
EXANL SV,



Do you like pizza?
7  Cheese pizza is delicious.

(
4 1eat pizza sometimes. (
7 Pizza is my favorite Italian food. (

® WH:4+7142A
AZALBEADORE  FE (ASOMER)
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pizza ¥¥/54
cheese F— X

delicious B> L\
Italian £ %) 7D

AN=)— FE/BBEPBEDOSY) X 2T L (HEBRE) IZOWTE

MLTVET, S, B TWSZEEFRELTVE T,
BNESEDDLBY Nl (HEMEA) BEANSELPRILTEZVA2IZONT
¥hb— (BBEB) HE*H WS
FERIXDHBEBOEN 0T, —FHEL*HF - THSLTEED) 5
W1, ZHRHCHERH>THEL T A e 522, BE*H-
THETHRFL—FFED 5IZIE3 % ( ) IZEE AN SV,

1

I would like to see them study.

A (¥B) : Do you think Japanese students should study | Japanese HA®
English more? more o &
B (¥#H) : 7 [Ithink they should study more. would like to see...

LTELWY

)
()
7 They definitely should study more. ( ) |definitely FE7>iZ

® BEWEPOBBHL, £0 5 2BMEL TV S,

AXALBEADOHER . B-10ROBF (HEOA-BTOA)

AR—= = KHhS 22BN L IATHV) SR hoTETL
2o RB GEEF) O LIZRIFOWVTELTVET,
BFRTRERIT LI ELTwET,

TN LD 7 (KB RiizE )~ QWK0EF) TRIT5H

FBRIRDIRDOBTF O ) S0 T, —F#HYICHFL LRI TWEI L

ChB2HD LI, TEROTFL2EROEY L LTI -EH I EY &

DAIZIE2, HIVHEFEZTRITTVARVEDSIZIE3IE () I2E

ARG &,

A (KB Oh, no. We are far from home and I am | out of gasoline
almost out of gasoline. AV HY)
B (10f{mEF) : 7 Don’t worry. There is a gas station n<
just ahead. () |gas station #V)
4 Let’s keep going. () YAY VKN
77 Let’s try to find a gas station on ahead RIHIC
the map. () |map #[X
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O HE . EIPOBER L, K0o 2HMELTYS,
AZALBEADER  IRDEF—H (HTOA-HLDA)
A b= = (QOMED) BT, 4. KPP $C2FICHAV I YA

SR HEEEZET,
BN 5D QROBTF) |ET L~ (XH) BT KRS
b

HERIROXEDE ) DT, BIKE —FHRCRL T2 RLEY2ED 5
IZI1, EHE0NEVZITRESZRLTVEEDA5IZIZ2, T HEKE
RLTVARVEDSIZIZ3E () KESANLEE Y,

A (10fX»BEF) : Thereis a gas station just ahead. gas station 4"/ 1)
B (R#) : 7  Oh, great! There is a gas station YAV F
just ahead. ( ) |ahead HIHIZ
4 Oh, OK. )
7 Yes? Is it on the left? ()

@ BE: R
ABALBESADREMR:: E%, ERI-H¥E (HEOA-BTOA)
Ab—=)—  LEHFFOHENTHRIZEE TV, LRIMFETIZEEDRE

WCHZIZETSNB L) ICHEHAE T,
BN 5Dz (E&k/ L) BiiTiRkD 5 ((£%8) Bhit 8
Lt

HERIROREBDOEN HOP T, ELBIT FR(BHLETWLED 5
121, BB LT A BZORFFLRZNIIEHBTIE 2 VED 5
IZiE2, B 2B LEBA2EHLIRLBL IOHETIIET TLVED 5
3% () ITEEANL S,

A (Ef%/ 7)) : Will you pick me up at 3 o’clock Will you...? -+ L T<
at the train station? nEEAD
B (ft%(8) : 7 OK. But let me check my pick..up - % HL|ZFH
schedule first. () % (GBzI247<)
4 Sure.Pllsee youatthree. ( ) |let..~ -+{I~&¥5
%7 Yes, I should be there by check ¥ v 735%
three. ( ) |schedule F%E
should BZ 5 { (2o
&) = Thsr)
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@ B HE
AZSALBIADORERR  EE—-HE (BTOA-BLOA)
A b=V = EEEPEELHRICELZ LTV T T, 5 IEERIZOVT
T SADEMELTHET,

BN EDDLN) N () FE - FHiZonThths—> (4%
FARERET S
FBRIXROEEDE N 5HOFT, —FM{FAERBAL TV AR LEY LD
SIZid 1, ZEHICHATETICRAL TSR0 51232, T hik<

FAHERFRLTOVLRWEDLIZIE3Z () IZEXAREZ SV,

A (#fE) : What subject do you like the best?

B (44) : 7 1have fun in English. ()
4 Ilove science. ()
r7  Math is OK. ()

® B HE

ASALEBSADEER: dk—4E (BEOA-BTDOAN)
A M=) = WHEZEORAED, BEDOFOHDRENHBEZEI DL
DIZFhATnET,
N 5EODRNY P (%4 BERSFAULFELTCEVRIZOWTET
Rb— (&) BEZFH--WE
HERIRDEFEDE ) LOF T, —FHEEZ2H - THISLTVEE) 51T
1. pFVHEZHF - THS LTV ARVED LIZIZ2, HEZ#H->TH
ETHEHLP—FHENLITIE3IE () ITBEARLZEV,

A (%H:) : Isn’t Australia bigger than Canada? Isn’t..2 - TL&9?
B (#%) : 7 Australia seems smaller than the other |seem D X HIZR X
country. () b, b LW
4 Canada may be bigger. () |may 2% LI w
7 No, Australia isn’t bigger than Canada.
()
@ B . HE

A SAL B IADORR  EfEERE (KERR. AE0RER)

A+=1 = HROHFEKDOHFERM T, £EZIINDO LORFEL AN
5201l r) EMolzb IATY, HAEREIZ. BOEd
FNICBELDTEFAEOFNTEEB S TWET, KT
iDL LETHIEDY FAA— A2 TROTE T,
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YD 5HOORPY M ERA) RiEES)—~ (E#B) TR
(BRIKDEFEB OE ) SO T, —HFEEMIIT CICHFEzTRIT T
HELEURENSICEL, ZHFBICHEWICHFEZTRIITTw5HEY
H2E 2. TEOTAEROEN 5L LTIIERAOED 5b b FRIT
EBHRIZOL o TwninE D 5iZid3% ( ) IEBEANRL Z W,

A (#f¥) : Mr. Suenaga gave me too much rice for lunch. what you don’t
B (#£4E) : 7 It’s OK. Give me what you don’t want. () |want
A Let’s talk to Mr. Suenaga. () STl
™ You don’t have to eat it. ) €333 X2

® BH: KFORE/ A TAR/ ATV —DHLEE
A AL BEADERE  KFEOFEBLE (KERE. ASORE)
AP=Y— 1 BEDE, 2ADTSAA—H, BOEISERTE Lh
EFELTVWET, 1A, B TIEEA L7zh kil
~FET,
O LD (RFEA) HET L~ (K¥EEB) BT RET
%
(BRIXDOKFAEBOEN LD T, AL -FH{ KL TV IR LBYR
HOAHIZEL, EHELPLVAEAKERLTVE2EDLIZIE2, F
NERZRLTVWERVEDSHIZIZ3IZ () ITEBEEXARLZ SV,

A (KZ#) : Ihave just bought a new SONY computer. have just bought

B (K##) : 7 Isitnice? () Lr)EH-
4 Oh, did you? () Lz A
7 Oh, I have one, too. ()

COMBERCLEERNREE, HEVE—20 L ODOMEIZOVWTOR
SEEENTLEE N,
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Appendix D

INFORMED CONSENT

The study in which you are being asked to participate in is designed to investi-
gate 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 [] 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 in-

appropriate, 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 to 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 appro-
priateness, with (1) being 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. 1:2:09
b. How should I know? ®:2:3
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
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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 in-
appropriateness 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 re-
alistically 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 stu-
dents to be strictly formal, with the social expectations being rigidly observed
(Please do not imagine a friendly bantering relationship between teachers and stu-
dents, as this would distort the purpose of the test).

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

Setting: In a classroom. 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

Setting: In a classroom. 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

Setting: In a classroom. A discussion about summer holidays.
Two close friends are talking to each other.
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A (Student) I stayed in Canada last summer.
B (Student) a. Did you do anything fun? 1:2:3
b. What a splendid opportunity! 1:2:3

Setting: In a classroom. A discussion about summer holidays.

A (Student) I stayed in Canada last summer.

B (Teacher) a. Did you enjoy it? 1:2:3
b. Really, I would give anything for a chance to go to Canada.

1:2:3

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? 1:2
b. Would you be so kind to tell me more? 1:2:3

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. 1:2:3
b. OK, I will use smaller words to explain. 1:2

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. 1 : 2 : 3
b. OK, let me explain in a different way. 1:2:3

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. 1:2:3
b. Please allow me to explain again. 1:2:3

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! 1:2:3
b. You might be able to say that. 1:2:3



13.

14.

16.
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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.
1:2:3
b. Yes, I really like it. 1:2:3

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. 1:2:3
b. Yes, your costume is very nicely made. 1:2:3

Setting: In a classroom. The student requests help in answering a question.

A (Student) Will you help me?

B (Teacher) a. Certainly. 1:2:3
b. Yeah, why not? 1:2:3

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. 1:2:
b. Yeah, sure. 1:2:3

Setting: In a classroom. The teacher requests help in moving a table.

A (Teacher) Will you help me?

B (Student) a. Of course. 1:2
b. Yes, if I have to. 1:2

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 I will have it running perfectly. 1:2:3

b. Don’t worry. It’s probably not so difficult to fix. 1 : 2 : 3



17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.
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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. 1:2:3
b. Everything is going to be all right. I can fix anything.
1:2:3

Setting: In a classroom. A teacher is showing a teaching material to the students
using a computer.
A (Teacher) Well, the computer isn’t working well.
B (Student) a. Is there anything I can do? 1:2:3
b. Now, now, take it easy. 1:2:3

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. 1:2:3
b. Yeah, it’s fun. 1:2:3

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.
1:2:3
b. Yes, I really enjoy it. 1:2:3

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.
1:2:3
b. Yes, I do. 1:2:3

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 I will if you can’t do it yourself. 1:2:3

b. Sure, I can handle that. 1:2:3
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27.
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29.
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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.

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) I 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.

w



122 A Study on the Acquisition of English Function-chains

30. 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. 1:2:3
b. Yes, we do. 1:2:3

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 )EC MO )F & L) K (

KDL, 530, TTOMBEIZ, ALADLS B EANDEFEDOLRHNY
MOV TOMETYT, ASADENAIZWHLTB EADEIAINEN
BUEYNTHEDIEDWTOARSADERERDTVET, Tho0sk
FRIT AN ADOHFERTOERFLEEEZTLREE W,

ZITIR, BYRERFLIE, ENLETEORRICESLEVLETHS
. REGEFEOHOBBIZE72DbDTHENEVITLTT, H5
DEERETHLEE, FELFR, TADPLENICELVIP L) L E
FEFICZDRKTICSE S Db LV (@Y%) SHETHA L) T ELH-T
WHBLENDHN T,

Bz g

Give me a glass of water!

BXEMIZIELWXTY, LA L, BLEDFELFVSTVAVIZEV W
EFIIFENRIBEYTELZVTLE I

May I have a glass of water, please?

2, bo L BYARLLEVWZBETLL ),

—F. ABEYP I LE, TITE, ZORDSEDPLEMICIELL T, BZ
LARELSVHTTOHDEb LNEWIThED, FORTICITES %
WHDEVNET, FIZIE, HERIA (0F ) ERELLEEICSIED S0,
REED) LOEY Sh, BEPSEFEIIE) TSN EVHIRIR) 2L TIE, é
FNICHRANVLEENS, EEVDP oI T 49 7 BEVE, ¥
TVTEBLEVA, BiLZEVWAE, RN TELEVE, BRE o B
LWEWS., HEVH VT ELFVA, XHBNEHAVTELFV), F
FHEIZLTENM U VT ETHEAETHFNFDLRVEVE, Thhn
FTELZEVHEITBEYTHLL VI TEFT, HEHICHRPMoBEVERT
VRWTELFVHIR, EEITREAR (WRRAIHIZ0b LA,

FNFNOMBIZEZABIZIE, TO Bl) 25T, 12533 TH
SEMTB SADE N LOBYSORELEFML TL 2Z2&vy,
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AEY— 1:2:3 —@EY)

(B1) % . BRADEOF ST X AL T E T,
WA T a— v ARICHZE LZBBDOI L,
A (Y a—>rZX%A) : Do youknow how to make your bed?

B (f&) : a. No, I don’t know how. 1:2:09
b. How should I know? D:2:3
—fk, EHLT

ZITE, a DE¥DASRFIHTORPBLEDY 3 - ARAIZTWAW
B EIXTHEYIZEZTWAEDT3IZO. b, ¥ LIROHI 2T
BEVHMEILTERILZDTLIZOZDITE T,

A AR, CORIEINHELZHCLABIIT—7IIKRERTH
EFEEHVWTB SADENSOBYSLHE L TWE T T, HEERCE
EEGA, CDPOLHE I AT AEFELHNT, A SAL B SAD ARG
RBEIEE L THEZBOTL &, BEADK R FDOBEY) S & 2
LT, ABYAESELELBEZIEL, L5565 ThhWVWERZIT2, #YLRE
WHFLEEBEZIE3 IO LTLEE N,

FORBRIZ, RIIR LB EDEHREZLIZEDTOEDITTLEE
Ve CDTAPTRKBFOANIABHEYZLEZDEDLHITTICOELE
To FIZIRZD L) BREZHETIADNEEL I NS, EEXHLER
HHIHA, PEYLZEYHIELTE, PEOADFAL D IX, KEH
DANBZZIDEIICEEDLWESL) L) ERETTFMLTL AL, T,
T EFOBBIIBRBEIGGHNLZIDOTHY, 7L F)—%THES
LI BRBERBRTIEEVWEER - TL SN,

1. 35 | BE, BFEEAICOWTOFE LAV DOGH,

A (5EH) Do you think we need computers?
B (&%) : a. Anyone can see that. 1:2:3
EhTh
b. Yes, I think we do. 1:2:3

2. B . BB, BEFEHMIIOWTOFE LAV OB,

A (A7%E) Do you think we need computers?
B (%4) : a. That’s obvious, isn’t it? 1:2:3
B o e

b. Yes, they’re very useful. 1:2:3
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3. B HE, BHEBTICOVTORELEVDRHE, 2 AOBLWEEL )

LTE#ELTWA,
A (&fE) - Do you think we need computers?
B (&%) : a. Yeah, I think so. 1:2:3
b. Yes, I confirm it. 1:2:3
HEFET 5

4. BT BE, BERADI EIZOWTEHEL TS, 2ADBELVWAKEES L

TEHEL TV,
A (H5E) - I stayed in Canada last summer.
B (47#) : a. Did you do anything fun? 1:2:3
faya
b. What a splendid opportunity! 1:2:3
FELLY BR
5. %M HE, BERADZ LIZOWTEL TV,
A (HEfE) - I stayed in Canada last summer.
B (&%) a. Did you enjoy it? 1:2:3
b. Really, I would give anything for a chance to go to Canada.
fcd BE FroR 1:2:3

6. B I H=E, BERADZ LIZOWTHEL TV S,

A (%H) 1 stayed in Canada last summer.
B (&%) : a. What did you do there? 1:2:3
b. Would you be so kind to tell me more? 1:2:3
botk
7. %5 L RFER, BEVEEIIE ).
A (%%) I don’t understand what you mean.
HLRINERTHIE
B (£f#) : a. ’'m sorry, let me try again. 1:2:3
ét“—T_“F s
b. OK, I will use smaller words to explain. 1:2:3

leid HBYR
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8. W [T, AREANES,

A (£ - I don’t understand what you mean.
B (5%4) : a. Let me explain so that any child can understand. 1:2:3
LemecrakE
b. OK, let me explain in a different way. 1:2:3

9. BT [ IREDP, HHEENS ) —ADEFICFEL2IT S, HORHALVEK

ETH5b,
A (E1E) - I don’t understand what you mean.
B (&%) : a. Let me show you. 1:2:3
b. Please allow me to explain again. 1:2:3

e LELED

10. 5T © ]E, H5HKAE L EFEESTROMEME LTV b, AT TE

REEES T2,
A (%E%) Do you like this costume?
B (&1#) : a. It’s great! 1:2:3
b. You might be able to say that. 1:2:3

b LRV T E D

11 35T BE, & 54 L ERENLREOESME LTV 5,
HHEFENT TEREZEo T

A (EFE) - Do you like this costume?
B (%&4) : a. Wow, it is the most beautiful costume I have ever seen.
4ECREIBTL 2 2
b. Yes, I really like it. 1:2:3

12. 351 @ BEo 5S4 L EEEVLROEMmE LTV 2,
HLEFEDN T CELRER o7, 2ADHLVREL ) LTHEL

TWwh,
A (&1E) - Do you like this costume?
B (&%) : a. Yeah, you look nice in that costume. 1:2:3
b. Yes, your costume is veryg_i_c_:ﬂ}_/made. 1:2:3

h 5
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13. BTfo HE, MELZBLOEZFERHT L TUEILWEEFRLIZDATN S,

A (HEfE) - Will you help me?
B (5%&4%) : a. Certainly. 1:2:3
bHAHA
b. Yeah, why not? 1:2:3
bbhA

14. T, HE, HLERDVBEEFLEoTUILWELZDATV S,

A (E%E) - Will you help me?
B (£1#) : a. I would be glad to offer you assistance. 1:2:3
EATFE BLED B
b. Yeah, sure. 1:2:3

15. B, HE, KEM, T—TVEEDPTDEFEoTEILWVWELDATY

N
A (%) Will you help me?
B (&fE) : a. Of course. 1:2:3
bbAHA
b. Yes, if I have to. 1:2:3

16. i%ﬁo ﬁ%o ééi?ﬁﬁijgl“y%1§9'c‘/‘%o

A () - Well, the computer isn’t working well.
B (4&1#) : a. Allow me to troubleshoot your machine and I will have it running
mT % e wsen B
perfectly. 1:2:3
TE
b. Don’t worry. It’s probably not so difficult to fix. 1:2:3
Y f5ET 2

17. 351 I E, HIEEN IV -5 & o TV,

A () - Excuse me. The computer isn’t working well.

B (%4) a. Don’t worry about it. I can fix it. 1:2:3
b. Everything is going to be all right. I can fix anything. 1 : 2 : 3
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18. 35 HEo BEN IV 2 — 8 &ffio THEEZIEM L RE TS,

A (%) Well, the computer isn’t working well.
B (%1%E) : a. Is there anything I can do? 1:2:3
g
b. Now, now, take it easy. 1:2:3
'y

19. 3BT I BHEo LDAR—VIZOVWTHEL TS, ZADBLVEEEI L

TEHLTWwh,
A (E1#) - Do you like ice skating?
B (&1#) : a. Ice skating is what I most enjoy. 1:2:3
—TH DD
b. Yeah, it’s fun. 1:2:3

20. B I HE, LDAK—VIZOWTELTWA,

A (Be%) Do you like ice skating?
B () : a. It is simply the most divine activity I have everdone. 1 : 2 : 3
Fo/d{l £ FELLY EH) SFITLLIBT
b. Yes, I really enjoy it. 1:2:3

21. BT I ME, KDAK—VIZDOWTEHL TS,

A (&5E) - Do you like ice skating?
B (%4) a. Yeah, ice skating is totally awesome. It’s so cool, you know.
T FiIELLWw e (TF) R
1:2:3
b. Yes, I do. 1:2:3

22. T FROBEBY, BEPHLERICE THEVNITALZEATINSG
X ;) L:f:@tﬂ’o

A (%) - Will you help me?
B (&%) : a. I guess I will if you can’t do it yourself. 1:2:3
BST
b. Sure, I can handle that. 1:2:3

Bk
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23, BT BBE, »ALEEN, BSOFIIHE ST L0 EFEoT B X
IZHFROFEEIZLDL,

A (%78 - Will you help me?
B (FEoD5HE) ¢ a. Iguessso. 1:2:3
b. Sure. 1:2:3

24, T | K, HAHEED, HEOFHICMEDITADEFLEoT NS L)
WCREZEZEDOL, OB LVWKETH S,

A (EfE) - Will you help me?
B (&1E) : a. I see no objection. 1:2:3
Bt Rk
b. No problem. 1:2:3

25. B B, BERIZOVWTOFEEZ LTWwh,

A (%) : I went to Disneyland this weekend.
B (41#) : a. How was it? 1:2:3
b. Oh, tell me every little detail. I can’t wait to hear. 1:2
FELWHEH

26. B L HE, BRIZOWVWTDFEZ LTS, 2ADELVEKEL) LTH

LTw5,
A (HE%E) I went to Disneyland this weekend.
B (%) a. Indeed? 1:2:3
1A E I
b. Lucky you! 1:2:3

27. 35T | HE, ARIZOVWTDFEZ LTS,

A (HE1E) - I went to Disneyland this weekend.
B (%&4) : a. Oh, what an enjoyable time you must have had! 1:2:3
L BTLZIbAVRY
b. That sounds like fun. 1:2:3

28. M [ HE, HLVEESOSEICOVWTOFELZ LTV,

A (%4) - Do you think we need another parking area?
B (47E) : a. Absolutely, and the sooner we get one the better. 1:2:3
Foll ZD@EY

b. Yes, we certainly do. 1:2:3
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29. T I HE, FLVERGOFEICOVWTOFEL LTS, 2A0HLW
KEE) LTHELTW S,

A (A7) - Do you think we need another parking area?
B (4£f) : a. That is my conviction. 1:2:3
b. Yes, I do. 1:2:3

30. 5T HE, HILVEBGEOFEICOVWTOFELE LTS,

A (E5E) - Do you think we need another parking area?
B (%&%£) : a. Yeah, we totally need a new parking area, man. 1:2:3
b. Yes, we do. 1:2:3

COMELZRVLSHRBERBE, HE5VIE—20ED2DMEIZOVTOR
DEZENTLHEZS N,
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