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TOWARDS THEIR ENGLISH

by Tomokazu Ishikawa

English is currently used as a global lingua frafttlaF), involving people from diverse
socio-linguacultural backgrounds (e.g., Jenkinggc&Cand Dewey 2011). However, as a
former English teacher, | have observed that mapgpdese students see no tangible
connection between themselves and ELF. Indeey ahpeared overtly pejorative about
their English. To investigate this issue, my rese@&xplores two questions: Hpw do
Japanese university students orient to Japanespl@sd=nglish including their own@nd 2)
What factors are associated with the students’raaigons, and how do these factors work to
form their orientations?People’s orientations to language are theorisddraguage
attitudes; that is, the evaluative concepts dicetitea linguistic phenomenon (e.qg.,
Niedzielski and Preston 1999/2003; Preston 20I0@)answer the research questions, 95
open-ended email questionnaires from Japaneseraitwstudents were collected, and
analysed through qualitative content analysis (&ldes, Huberman and Saldafia 2014;
Schreier 2012, 2014). Also, face-to-face convesat interview data with eighteen
Japanese undergraduates was elicited and analysegh the combination of qualitative
content analysis and Eggins and Slade’s (1997/288ggch functions analysis framework.
Two sets of negative attitudes became apparenyiparticipants. The first was the
perceived prioritisation of, or a perceived obsassvith, ‘correctness’ in ‘standard’ North
American and possibly other English as a Nativeguage (ENL) at the expense of effective
communication. The second was a deficit perspedivJapanese-influenced English use,
generally without due regard to intelligibilityn kddition, it was identified that the coupling
of concentration on ENL norms and adherence totNamerican ENL may be the only way

to experience English in Japanese society. Fumibver, based on the interview data, raising



ELF awareness has a high potential to alleviath segative attitudes as expressed by my
participants. Implications, mainly in JapaneselBhgeducation, are offered towards the end.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background

English as a Lingua Franca (ELF) is a new resei@tthin applied linguistics, and its
lifetime began around fifteen years ago (JenkimgdCand Dewey 2011). In one of her most
recent publications, Jenkins (2015a) reviews hawvfdicus of ELF research has shifted from
the coupling of linguistic forms and accommodatfiery., Jenkins 2000, 2002) to variability
(e.g., Seidlhofer 2007, 2009a, 2009b), and propagagher shift to the multilingual nature
of ELF. It should be noted that Jenkins (20153:ddcusses “a change of emphasis rather
than a break with ELF’s past”. Indeed, even théest ELF research of Jenkins (2000)
alludes to variability and the multilingual natuexen though what she foregrounds in that
particular publication are phonological forms asdanmodation. While changing its focus,
ELF research has seen an ever-rising tide of titezasince the landmark publication of
Jenkins (2000). Without doubt, as prominently seegheJournal of English as a Lingua
Franca the book serieBevelopments in English as a Lingua Franaad an annual ELF
international conference series, ELF has becombrant, growing, and yet established

research field in a relatively short period of time

Meanwhile, in the Japanese context, ELF researchlysslowly taking root. As far as |
know, the only official document concerning ‘ELI Japan is the Commission on the
Development of Foreign Language Proficiency (201daa)external research committee of
the Japanese Ministry of Education, Culture, Sp&tgence and Technology (MEXT).
While referring to “English as Lingua Franca (si¢)jid.: 2), the document promotes such
proficiency tests as the Test of English as a §oreanguage (TOEFL; ETS 2015a) and the
Test of English for International Communication @Q; ETS 2015b), both of which equate
English with English as a Native Language (ENLy{(eJenkins and Leung 2014). It seems,
then, that the document interprets the lingua fiate of English simply as the global use of
ENL, however discrepant from reality this view ofdlish may be. In addition, it is only in
2016 that the first edited volume of ELF in thealagse context will be published (Murata
2016). As a personal note, some of my former Jegrnlassmates at Teachers College,
Columbia University did not see why | wanted toque a doctoral degree in ELF-related

research. For example, one of them told me th&t \khs a “fake version of English”



inasmuch as it deviated from ENL. Similarly, arestbne uttered the view that ELF was
“Just confusing”. Nevertheless, the research oatwhese classmates perceived to be “fake”
or “confusing” has, again, gathered increasing muoma worldwide for the last fifteen years

or so.

1.2 Rationale and research questions

The impetus for my research stems from both my iEngéaching experience in Japan and
my encounter with Jenkins’s (2000) research. Asrmer English teacher at institutions for
university entrance exam preparation, | had oppdtas to teach upper secondary school
students who aimed to enrol in leading Japanesersiiies. Although teaching them was
rewarding, | was not satisfied that many of themesved overtly pejorative about their own
English, occasionally with the excuse that theyendapanese. | had an impression that they
assumed only ENL to be ‘good’, but Japanese-infledrEnglish use to be ‘bad’ in any
aspect. Interestingly, they might possibly havented such negative views well before
preparing for university. According to Benesse Eational Research and Development
Institute (BERD), 57.7 percent of the second-yapahese lower secondary school students
surveyed in 2009 felt themselves to be poor atiEhgls well as disliked the subject of
English (BERD 2010). Even though a later surveywstd that the first-year counterparts
surveyed in 2011 felt more positive about classr&omlish (BERD 2012), it is unknown

how far this applied to their own English or studein other years.

Meanwhile, as a part-time year 1 Masters studdmppened to read Jenkins’s (2000)
monograph on ELF in 2010. Casting a scepticalogythe sole ownership of English on the
part of particular nationalities (e.g., Widdows@94), she presents empirical evidence to
demonstrate how English can be used internatiomathyout sacrificing diverse socio-
linguacultural identities. Even though her focosfines itself to phonology, she left me
delighted at the positive feelings of freedom amtkpendence as an international English
user — freedom from and independence of the ndisticd'doctrines of linguistic correctness”
(Woolard and Schieffelin 1994: 64) enshrined evean international setting, irrespective of
intelligibility. While delighted, | realised th#ihe possible lack of ELF perspectives in Japan
might have something to do with my former studentsjative orientations to their own
English, or more generally, to Japanese peoplegigin In other words, having somehow
become captive of ‘correctness’ in ENL, a considlEraumber of Japanese students who do



well academically, like mine had, might possiblyt he able to make a positive intellectual
connection between themselves and the internatianguage of English.

It seems that university undergraduates are inod gosition to offer some insight to my
research because they are highly intelligent aswl @ble to draw on school, university
preparation and university experiences. Amongetuly existent 779 Japanese universities
(e-Stat 2015a), my research involved those unitiessio which | had some access, all being
leading universities, such as the University of iamkKeio University and Rikkyo University,

as seenin 4.3.2.

Some studies have been concerned with how Jappeepk perceive their English vis-a-vis
the global spread of English (e.g., Matsuda 2008akins 2007). Indeed, several of them
specifically target Japanese university studentstijmor entirely from a quantitative research
approach (McKenzie 2008a, 2008b, 2010; McKenzie@ihtore 2016; Sasayama 2013).
However, at present, there seem to be few quaktaéisearch counterparts. In addition,
scarcely any research has taken account of glatggidh use while exploring the factors
associated with Japanese orientations to Japaeepéefs English, apart from McKenzie’s
(2008b, 2010) statistical application to a limitagmber of preconceived social factors, as
seen in 3.3.2. It can be pointed out that neiflapanese students’ orientations in question

nor the intricacies of their development have kbaéficiently researched yet.

Thus, bearing in mind current ELF theories, my aesie aims to offer qualitative empirical
evidence not only on how Japanese university stsderent to Japanese people’s English, to
which their own English belongs, but also on thdartying factors. This aim generated the

two research questions below.

1. How do Japanese university students orientgardgse people’s English including their
own?
2. What factors are associated with the studenitshtations, and how do these factors work

to form their orientations?

By providing answers to these questions, my rebdaopes to contribute to a better
understanding of how far and in what way ELF the®relate to both Japanese students’

orientations to their English and how they develggr orientations. My research also hopes



to assist those who engage in Japanese Englisatemtuand English-related industries in
reassessing current practices in the light of Hidoties and possibly also in fine-tuning or
altering them accordingly, while bearing in mintiéir own specific, situated teaching [or
other] contexts” (Jenkins, Cogo and Dewey 2011; Biwey 2012: 165).

1.3 Thesis structure

Chapters 2 and 3 review the literature relevambtyaesearch enquiry. Chapter 2 has two
aims. The first aim is to provide theoretical unuenings to understand Japanese people’s
English. To this effect, the chapter begins withsideration of the sociolinguistic nature of
the global expansion of English, drawing on thetk@cal models thus far proposed. It then
discusses both issues in Standard English ide@adyan ‘alternative’ paradigm of world
Englishes. After that, ELF theories are identifeesda mode which makes it possible to see
Japanese people’s English in its own right. Thw®sé aim is to introduce the setting of my
research. To this effect, the chapter later examiow English is positioned in Japan,
particularly in the educational context, correspngdo the fact that all my participants were

university students.

Chapter 3 has three aims. The first aim is toriee@eople’s orientations to language,
borrowing the commonly used academic téanguage attitudesTo this effect, the chapter
seeks to (re)define language attitudes after canakping them, while drawing on literature
from various periods. The second aim is to créigecent previous research relevant to mine.
As my research targets Japanese university stydbathbterature cited relates to an
educational context, mostly in Japan. And thedthim is to establish my theoretical
framework by reviewing and recapitulating the fellog two theoretical areas to inform my
research: 1) language attitudes and 2) ELF. Intshy reviewing literature, Chapters 2 and

3 together deal with my theoretical framework al a®the research setting and relevant

previous research.

Chapter 4 concerns itself with methodology. Itihegvith an overview of possible methods
of language-attitude research, while seeking thstmppropriate ones for my research. In
the light of my selection of both an open-endediequaestionnaire and face-to-face
conversational interviews as research methodsithpter focuses on my study from the
following six aspects: 1) the pilot study, 2) papants and data collection procedure, 3) the



research methods, 4) the researcher’s role, San&sethics, and 6) trustworthiness. First,
the pilot study in the UK is described briefly. cBad, both main study participants and how
they were involved are explained. The questioenasis emailed between January and June
2014, through my 25 intermediaries, to 516 Japanesersity students. Of this number, 95
students sent back their completed questionnalrethe meantime, | interviewed eighteen
Japanese undergraduates in Tokyo, Japan, betwedvidach and June 2014. Each student
was interviewed once only, and the duration rarfgad 50 to 91 minutes. Returning to the
aforementioned six aspects, thirdly, each of theresearch methods is discussed in detail.
Fourth, the researcher’s role in either the emagistionnaire or the conversational interviews
is examined. Fifth, research ethics is consideregfly. And last, research quality is
appraised in terms of Lincoln and Guba’s (1985,30btion of trustworthiness, a set of

essential quality criteria in qualitative research.

Chapters 5 and 6 offer data analysis. Chapteaks dd@th the questionnaire data, and
Chapter 6, with the interview data. Broadly spegkboth chapters have the same structure.
They begin with an introduction of my respectivalgtical frameworks. Chapter 5
introduces qualitative content analysis as the sohstituent of my analytical framework for
the questionnaire data. On the other hand, Chépteludes both qualitative content
analysis and Eggins and Slade’s (1997/2004) speeciions analysis framework as the two
constituents of my analytical framework for theeiiew data. Eggins and Slade’s
(1997/2004) framework was integrated to examine ti@ninterview content was co-
constructed through interaction. The coverageuafitative content analysis in Chapter 6 is
held to a minimum so as to avoid redundancy. Ed&t¢he two chapters continues to explain
what was done by applying the respective analyfremheworks to the respective sets of data.
After that, each chapter presents the findingsresxtely. As major findings, two sets of
negative attitudes towards Japanese people’s Bngltuding my participants’ own
manifested themselves from both the questionnaidaraterview data: 1) the perceived
prioritisation of, or a perceived obsession wittgrrectness’ at the expense of effective
communication; and 2) a deficit perspective on dape-influenced English use, generally

without due regard to intelligibility.

Chapter 7 discusses the findings from both thetgqresire and interviews. Overall, it aims
to understand the intertwinement of the followihgee aspects: 1) my participants’ language

attitudes, 2) associative factors, and 3) ELF pmatipes. First, the nature of the participants’



negative attitudes towards Japanese people’s airdotin English is discussed, wherein
multiple contradictions in these attitudes are idienl. Second, a discussion follows on the
narrow positioning of English in Japanese socieinly through English education. And
third, consideration is given to the possible pesitole of ELF experience and awareness,

based on the interview data.

Chapter 8 is a summary and conclusion. It begitis avbrief summary of my theoretical
framework, research methods and participants, aatytical frameworks, and continues to
address research limitations. The chapter thertrogiuces, and provides answers to, each of
my two research questions, and offers some impbicat mainly in terms of ELF awareness
in Japanese English education. Finally, suggestwa made about both the contributions

this research might make and some possible futudées that could derive from it.



CHAPTER 2
ENGLISH IN THE WORLD AND JAPAN

2.1 Introductory remarks

Chapter 2 deals with English in the world and Japaactions 2.2 to 2.4 take a theoretical
approach. More specifically, Section 2.2 considleessociolinguistic nature of the global
expansion of English, based on the theoretical tsdtias far proposed. Section 2.3
delineates issues in Standard English ideology laew examines an ‘alternative’ paradigm
of world Englishes. Taking these two sections axtoount, Section 2.4 identifies ELF
theories, which make it possible to see Japanegg@gis English in its own right. This
section (i.e., 2.4) is reviewed in terms of my ttedical framework within Chapter 3. On the
other hand, Section 2.5 takes a contextual approiicre specifically, the section examines
how English is positioned in Japan, particularlyhia educational context. This section (i.e.,

2.5) is reviewed in relation to my research findimg Chapter 7.

2.2 Theoretical models on the global expansion ohiglish

It is well known in sociolinguistics that the comtporary expansion of English has been
particularly rapid and exceptionally global (e@stler 2010). Already back in 2008,
estimating the growing population of English useosldwide to approach two billion,
Crystal (2008: 5) noted that “we have moved in 2&rg from a fifth to a quarter to a third of
the world’s population being speakers of EnglisBaker (2015), for example, adds that
Crystal’'s (2008) estimate of two billion should kayeen taken as a ‘conservative’ figure by

now.

In order to explain the global expansion and subsegdiversity of English, several
theoretical models have been proposed. Streve€l®830, 1992) world map of English is the
oldest. His model imposes on a world map an iegettee diagram illustrating that English
is divided into either a British English branchaor American English branch, each of which
is ramified across diverse regions. His map coswyimpression that English in the world
depends on either British or American ENL normssthorrelating with an
adoption/conformity view represented by Widdowsqd897: 140, 2003: 50) term
“distribution of the actual language”. However giish may well be viewed as more fluid,



unstable and adaptable than Strevens presuppogedMiroy 2001). Also, this model
cannot explain how English is currently used imgua franca context.

Alternatively, circle models have been proposedarthur (1987, 1992, 1998), Gdérlach
(1990, 2002) and Kachru (1985a, 1990, 1992a, 1962%2c). McArthur’'s (1987, 1992,
1998)circle of World Englistplaces the supposed World Standard English imuits eight
regional Standard/Standard(ising)/Standardisindiimgarieties around it, and subvarieties
further around the eight. Comparable to McArtht'887, 1992, 1998) model, Gdrlach’s
(1990, 2002) circle model of English differentiabegividual varieties between three
different levels of standardisation inside the Estgtircle with hignternational Englishn

its centre. Both of these circle models take aahadical approach to language varieties, and
attach legitimacy, or to put it in other ways, adlecy or indeficiency, to more centrally
positioned ‘standard’ English. However, this isamable for the cores of both circles, as
neither McArthur’s (1987, 1992, 1998) World Stardi&nglish nor Goérlach’s (1990, 2002)
international English is a mere conceptual entAythe same time, both seem to have a
hidden assumption that the closer a variety isi¢ocbre of either model (i.e., so-called World
Standard English or international English), the enadaptable it is for international
communication. Such assumption seems incompatiithewhat has been recorded in the
corpora which embrace world Englishes and ELF, Wwihie to be discussed in 2.3.2 and 2.4
respectively. These corpora include the Intermati€€orpus of English (ICE) (Greenbaum
and Nelson 1996), the Vienna-Oxford Internationatplis of English (VOICE) (Seidlhofer
2004), the corpus of English as a Lingua Frand&cisdemic Settings (ELFA) (Mauranen
2003; WrELFA 2015) and the Asian Corpus of Eng(BRE) (Kirkpatrick 2010).

So far Kachru’s (1985a, 1990, 1992a, 1992b, 198#ek-circle model has been the most
influential in the literature, providing a basisunderstand the way in which English is
employed in different places around the world. iH@del delineates three circles of English

use, named inner, outer and expanding circlegst, the inner circle is comprised of

LIf the global spread of English is classified ifdar dispersal stages as in the following quotattbe first two
correspond to the inner circle; the third, to thigeo circle; and the fourth, to the expanding ein@f. Kachru, Y.
Kachru and Nelson 2006/2009).
[O]ne can easily make a case for four diaspordngfish. The first was to Ireland, Scotland and
Wales, where local languages were supplanted bligBn¢he second was to regions of North America,
Australia, and New Zealand; the third to places ascndia, Nigeria, Singapore, and the Philippines;
and the fourth to countries such as China, Japare& Brazil, Germany, and Saudi Arabia, to name
only a few in this category. (Y. Kachru and Sn#i@08: 5)



‘traditional’ English-speaking countries, such las UK, the US and Australia, where English
is used in all domains and the large majority tzens speak English as their first language
(L1). Second, the outer circle consists of thentoeis, mostly postcolonies, where what
Kachru (1985b, 1986) calls “institutionalized seddanguage [L2] varieties” are used for a
range of educational and administrative purposes, (@dian, Kenyan, Nigerian and
Singaporean Englishes). And last, the expandiraecis composed of the countries where
English mainly serves for international communiaatisuch as China, Egypt, Germany,
Japan, Russia, and so forth. It should be notetdthchru (1985a, 1992a) describes inner-
circle English or ENL asorm-providing outer-circle Englishnorm-developingand
expanding-circle Englismorm-dependentCorrespondingly, the model considers
expanding-circle English to be ‘the “performancaltieties of English, used essentially as
foreign languages’ (Kachru 1985b: 211, 1986: 19).

Influential and comprehensive as it is, the Kaclammodel is not without problems. One
major problem is its geo-historical oversimplificat. In reality, the distinction between the
three circles cannot be clear-cut (see Jenkinsl2(s-16). The attempt at clear distinctions
also ignores linguistic variability within a circld=or instance, it is indicated that “the model
reinforces perceptions of Inner Circle varietie€aflish as largely monolithic and
standardized” (Bruthiaux 2003: 161-162). Anothejonproblem is its overreliance on the
native/non-native dichoton?y.It might be difficult for bilingual or multilingal speakers to
describe their repertoires as L1, L2, and so an,(Pavies 2003), and outer-circle English
varieties may be used as L1 (e.g., Davies 2013hduld also be pointed out that the
difference between native English speakers (NESs$han-native English speakers
(NNESSs) does not necessarily coincide with lingaisompetence (Jenkins 2009a, 2015b).
Related to these two problems, yet another maglslpm is that English communication
takes place not only within one of the three cBdeat also across them, possibly involving
both NESs and NNESs (e.g., Pennycook 2007a; SéelR611). For example, English use
as a medium of instruction in the expanding cirabey attract faculty, staff and students from

diverse socio-linguacultural backgrounds (e.g.kilen2014, 2015b).

2 While it remains controversial how to distinguisiitive English speakers (NESs) from proficient native
English speakers (NNESS) (e.g., Davies 2013), NESbealefined as L1 English users who have acquired the
language in a given speech community.



Nevertheless, the Kachruvian model is useful farsadering theglobal expansion of English.
Given Crystal’'s aforementioned figures (p.7), Eslgicontinues to be used, extensively
involving the expanding circle, as the majoritytlodse two billion people cannot be inner-
and outer-circle speakers demographically. Thenkagan model also does not reject an
adaption/nonconformity view represented by Widdaws¢1997: 140, 2003: 50) term
“spread of virtual languagée”. This is important because empirical findings ahoworld
Englishes and ELF research have shown that Englethapted rather tharadopted for the
sake of effective communication (e.g., Melchers &hdw 2011/2013; Cogo and Dewey
2012). Thus, my research refers to the Kachrumadel when describing the global spread

of English.

2.3 Standard English ideology and the world Englisbés paradigm

Irrespective of sociolinguistic realities, it appethat the global expansion of English is
frequently viewed adistributionrather tharspread Given the aforementioned models of
McArthur’'s (1987, 1992, 1998) and Gorlach’s (192002), Standard English ideology may
play a crucial role. On the other hand, the paradof world Englishes “seeks to challenge
the notion of a monolithic [standard] English entargfrom the central Anglo-institutions

of global hegemony” (Pennycook 2007a: 20, 20074) 1®However, this paradigm still
cannot explain the legitimacy of expanding-circleglish. This section covers both Standard
English ideology and the world Englishes paradigefore introducing ELF theories in the

next section.

2.3.1 Standard English ideology
Standard English ideology is a special type ofdadath language ideology (SLI) in that it
manifests itself beyond a national border. Whifgasicular dialect dominant in a country or
region is labelled as ‘standard’ (e.g., Trudgilddtannah 2008/2013), SLI refers to:
a bias toward an abstracted, idealized, homoggprougmogeneous] spoken
language which is imposed and maintained by donnibiac institutions and which
names as its model the written language, but wisiclawn primarily from the

spoken language of the upper middle class. (Lipgien 2012: 67)

3 As a caveat, Widdowson’s (1997, 2003) “virtualgaage” (see also Seidlhofer 2011: 109—120) sounds
suggestive of some sort of “abstract underlyinggples” (e.g., Jenkins 2015a: 66), and thus cdidtary to
the emergent nature of ELF communication, as se2nrtin

10



This definition indicates some important pointsar Example, SLI is a conceptual or
ideational bias (Woolard 1992). In addition, S& bin imposed uniformity (Milroy 2001,
2007). Furthermore, SLI relates to a particulaiagosition (Woolard 1992; Woolard and
Schieffelin 1994; Milroy 2001, 2007). More specdily, as Milroy (2001: 532) notes,
language “varieties acquire prestige when thp@akersiave high prestige” (emphasis in
original; see also Milroy 2007: 137). At the satinee, the above definition makes virtually
no reference to how SLI is “imposed and maintaineghohamy (2006, 2007) argues that
language education and tests play a major roléssechinating SLI with correctness attached
to ‘standard’ language. This argument is somewdsdnant with Milroy’s (2001)
observation that the wostandardconnotes its function as a benchmark, and that-‘no
standard’ form is generally believed to be neigduwcated nor legitimate. However, while
Shohamy (2006) challenges the concept of Standagtidh in a global context, she does not
focus on Standard English ideology. The rest isfs$kction narrows down the scope to
Standard English ideology, which is more direcdievant to my research.

Standard English ideology has emerged in the coofeke global expansion of English. It
asserts “that a national standard language [imtter circle] should be valid not only within
a particular country but globally” as a variety lwfa special and privileged status”
(Seidlhofer 2011: 42, 43). While it is difficulh define a standard form of English, the
concept of Standard English is “deeply ingrained sociolinguistic theory and methods”
(Coupland 2000: 632).

Jenkins (2014) argues that Standard English idgakgndergirded by Woolard’s (2008)
ideologies of authenticity and anonymity. The idgy of authenticity, in Woolard’s (2008:
304) words, “locates the value of a language inglationship to a particular community”.

On the other hand, the ideology of anonymity assutinat “hegemonic languages in modern
society often rest their authority on a conceptbanonymity” (ibid.: 305). In other words,
their authority comes from their perceived neutyadind universality as everyone’s
belongings, rather than particular identifiableividuals’. Importantly, as Woolard (2008)
notes, this ideology of anonymity is beset wittsrecognition (méconnaissande)

Bourdieu’s (1977, 1991) and Bourdieu and Passe(@¥30) sense. That is to say, people in
a social sphere fail to recognise the socio-hisabdevelopments of the authority of
dominant language use, and instead ‘recognisebatittas inherent in the language use

itself. For this to happen, an arbitrary authditsaof a particular social group’s language

11



use needs to be naturalised in a social environtoghe extent that individuals are unaware
of an alternative order, thereby sustaining a tekeigranted ‘reality’ — in other words, “the
doxicexperience of the social world” (Bourdieu 1977eByphasis in original; see also
Bourdieu 1973: 53, 1990: 26, 1996: 39, 2001: 9)s such misrecognition that connects the
ideologies of anonymity and authenticity and alldfasm to work in collusion towards
Standard English ideology. More specifically, “¥ehihe ideology of authenticity identifies
certain local (native) varieties of English as tiy genuine and valued ones, the ideology of
anonymity presents these same local (native) vasiels unmarked and universal” (Jenkins
2014: 78). To borrow Bourdieu’s (1977) words,g@ems as if the authority of these varieties

appears, and is perceived to be, “self-evidentanttisputed” in a social sphere.

Buttressed by the two intertwined ideologies ohauticity and anonymity, Standard English
ideology may even entail the international intéltlitty of one or a couple of Standard
English varieties. For example, Quirk deliverddaure, back in 1988, at the Japan
Association for Language Teaching (JALT), in whiehcontended that institutionalised
native varieties, mostly American and British StambEnglish, serve best for international
communication (Quirk 1990). By the teinstitutionalised he means “being fully described
and with defined standards observed by the ingirtatof state” (ibid.: 6). Strangely,
admitting that “most native varieties are not ingionalised” (ibid.), he still takes a firm
position without any empirical support that onlytpaular, institutionalised native varieties
can ensure successful international communicatiuch seems to be exactly what Kachru
(2009) calls intelligibility myth, thereby exemplihg key notions of ideology: “distortion,
falsity, mystification, or rationalization” (Wooldr1992: 238).

Seidlhofer (2011: 46) observes “that the identtfara of any variety as ‘the standard’ will be
a matter of institutional expediency”, not a matielinguistic quality. This observation
grasps the essence of ideology as an imposed Whsat she could have emphasised here is
that this “institutional expediency” has differemplications in different contexts of global
use of English. In the outer circle, it is likehat world Englishes (discussed in the next
subsection) have been institutionalised and diss#ied through education as competitors
against ENL varieties. In this sense, a world ishgls variety can function as a symbol of
independent national identity, while rejecting thenolithic view of Standard English and

correctness.
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By contrast, in the expanding circle, English iaglly not used for intra-national
communication. Accordingly, Japanese people’s iBhgfor example, may well better be
conceptualised as what Mauranen (2012, 2014, 2@t®)s asimilectrather than a variety.
According to her, an English similect refers toL@1English lect shared by the same L1
speakers, particularly from the expanding circmilects are different from dialects in that
“unlike dialects, which arise in communities of akers talking to each other, L2 lects result
from parallel L1 influence on their speakers”; that is, unlikalelcts, “there is no [speech]
community of [the same] similect speakers” (MauraB812: 29, emphasis added; see also
Mauranen 2014: 228-229, 2016: 34-35). For thismeawhile showing the fluid, contingent
similarities in parallel interaction, an expandicigcle English similect cannot develop into a
variety through mutual interaction from generatiorgeneration. Instead, Standard English
varieties in the inner circle are frequently use@denchmark of correctness in educational
settings and for gatekeeping purposes (e.g., Jeki7), thereby representing “pre-emptive
obedience towards Anglo-American norms” (Seidlh@@t2: 404). In other words, it is
probable that Standard English ideology is inteseal particularly through education and
gatekeeping tests, and operates in a societywdiasscious level (Jenkins 2007; Seidlhofer
2011; cf. Shohamy 2006, 2007).

Interestingly, Seidlhofer (2011) expresses the \igat even in the expanding-circle context,
those who communicate daily in English as an irgonal lingua franca tend to regard
themselves as legitimate English users ratherldaners, thereby defying Standard English
ideology. However, this view of hers lacks emgitibacking and its veracity intuitively
seems questionable. It is worth exploring in fatBLF research how far the daily first-hand

experience of ELF may lead to such an orientatidarglish.

What should not be ignored is social identity iarfstard English ideology. In terms of
grammar in Standard English, Widdowson (1994: 384ies:
it is precisely because grammar is so often redundacommunicative transactions
that it takes on another significance, namely tfiagxpressing social identity. The

mastery of a particular grammatical system, espig@arhaps those features which

4 My thesis refers to particular L1 users’ Englishikgt (e.g., the Japanese English similect) as theeple’s
English (e.g., Japanese people’s English). THie@sause the terdapanese Englishnd the like may give the
misimpression that there is such a variety usedriational speech community.
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are redundant, marks you as a member of the contynwhich has developed that

system for its own social purposes.
He adds that grammar and spelling in Standard Em¢gind to be most attentively protected
for communal, rather than communicative, purp8sésr Seidlhofer (2005/2008), lexical
and phraseological features in ENL, whether ‘stadidar not, can also serve only communal
purposes. She observes that “[a] very clear tesydemerging from empirical ELF work is
that successful ELF communicators avoid, conscyooislinconsciously, precisely those
native-speaker ‘shibboleths’ that indicate memhbereha very specific, confined native-
speaker community” (ibid.: 71; for the shibboletbse Seidlhofer 2011: 50-52). It may be
argued that these viewpoints of Widdowson (1994 Seidlhofer (2005/2008) indicate that
Quirk’s (1990) aforementioned belief (p.12) is paty unrealistic but also undesirable, as
tenacious adherence to Standard English in paaticguntries might entail forcing a

different social identity.

Widdowson (1994: 380) also mentions that “it isgpatly conceded that standard English
has no distinctive phonology” (see also e.g., Tilud§99: 118; Trudgill and Hannah
2008/2013: 4). Widdowson (1994) adds that StanBaglish is essentially a written variety
which serves for institutional purposes, such asation and administration. It is true that
the widely-acknowledged reference varieties of &eed’ Pronunciation (RP) and General
American (GA) pronunciation are not required stadddor education or administration, and
thus are different from ‘standard’ grammar and Ispgl However, people might conceive
Standard English as including pronunciation (Wak@t0). At the same time, given that
pronunciation is “the aspect of language that mbstously expresses social identity and
group membership” (Dalton-Puffer, Kaltenboeck antit3.997: 126), pronunciation might
affect how people perceive Widdowson’s (1994) tabé& ownership of EnglishMy

research is therefore open to the possibility ofpasticipants’ associating Standard English

with ‘standard’ pronunciation.

2.3.2 The world Englishes paradigm
Irrespective of the alleged existence of Standagligh in a global context, the fact is that
variableness exists in global English use. “[Tijess the diversity to be found in the

language today, and to stress that English no tomg® one single base of authority, prestige

5> Widdowson (1994) notes that the unstable natutexid is generally acknowledged as far as spatiali
domains of use (e.g., finance) are concerned.
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and normativity” (Mesthrie and Bhatt 2008: 3), tleradigm of world Englishes pluralises
the wordEnglish Having started with what Kachru (1985b, 198@)scanstitutionalized
second-language varieties” (i.e., English in theepaircle), and later included English in the
inner and expanding circles as well (e.g., Kachral.e2006/2009; Melchers and Shaw
2011/2013), world Englishes studies “focus on tteabcharacteristics of national or regional
Englishes, with an emphasis on the linguistic dpson of autonomous varieties of
Englishes” (Bolton 2004: 367, 2006/2009: 240; sedf\&nd Polzenhagen 2009: 3).
Accordingly, up until now, ‘the term “world Engliss” (WE) has been widely used to refer
to localised forms of English found throughout therld’ (Bolton 2012: 13; see also Bolton
2013: 227).

Regarding the definition of world Englishes, Platieber and Lian’s (1984: 2—-3) following

four criteria are useful even today (e.g., Mestand Bhatt 2008; Jenkins 201%b).

1) A world English has developed through the edanat system, usually with various
degree of English-medium instruction.

2) A world English has developed in an area wharatve English variety wasot spoken
by the majority.

3) A world English is used for a range of functi@msongpeople in the area.

4) A world English has become ‘localised’ or ‘naged’ by developing some linguistic
features and rules of its own.

In short, world Englishes are 1) educationallyitnbnalised, 2) ‘non-native’, 3) intra-

community specific, and 4) indigenised varietieg;tehaving its own linguistic norms. At

the same time, two things should be made clear §emhistorical perspectives taken by the

Kachruvian model. First, a community of world EsbEs is mainly associated with a

postcolonial outer-circle nation, but applicabléhe inner circle as well, given the earlier

diasporas of English to Ireland, Scotland and Waled to North America (i.e., the US and

Canada), Australia and New Zealand (see Y. KachduSamith 2008: 5, quoted in Footnote

1: p.8). Second, institutionalisation normally empasses not only education but also

administration in general.

6 Platt et al. (1984), for example, refer to worlugiishes as New Englishes. However, this appehat
misleading, because thidéwEnglish’ of India, for instance, is in faglder than English in Australia (see e.qg.,
Jenkins 2015b: 27).
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Schneider’s (2003, 200dynamic mode¢xplains how national English varieties have
evolved as far as the inner and outer circles anearned, although he somehow seeks to
apply this model to some expanding-circle Englisdrieties’ (Schneider 2014; cf. Seargeant
2012: 153-155). The model consists of five phagesse constitutive characteristics overlap
across consecutive phases while “not all charatiesiof a certain stage [= phase] coexist
simultaneously in a given region” (Schneider 208 see also Schneider 2003: 254).
These five phases are: 1) foundation, 2) exonowaatiabilisation, 3) nativisation, 4)
endonormative stabilisation, and 5) differentiatidtotably, phase 4 entails codification (e.g.,
Bamgbaogs 1998), about which Schneider (2007: 52) stataisthie production of a national
dictionary “strengthens the distinct national amguistic identity, and also the forms used to
signal it” (see also Schneider 2003: 252). Thagstis not the end point of his evolutionary
model. In phase 5, ethnic, regional and commuiaéécts become apparenithin a national

variety.

Schneider (2003, 2007) connects historical andipaliperspectives to the social
construction of identities (e.g., R. Jenkins 20&#)ch promotes linguistic convergence (e.g.,
Beebe and Giles 1984) in language contact (e.@mBison 2001; Mufwene 2001/2004).
Conversely, it may be said that emerging/emergegulstic norms symbolically reflect the
(re)construction of social identities. Schneid9(Q7: 32) states that “individuals are
members of several social communities at the saneednd thus construct several, partially
overlapping, identities for themselves, each ofcihmay manifest itself in linguistically
slightly different ways” (see also Schneider 20B&83). On this account, phases 4 and 5 of
his model are the manifestations of different bteiirelated social identities. One is a
national identity through a variety of world Englés, and the other is a set of group-specific

identities through ethnic, regional and communaledits of the same variety.

To be sure, the world Englishes paradigm viewsrinaed outer-circle English varieties as
existing in their own right. However, this paradigplaces nationalism at its core”
(Pennycook 2007a: 20) with “iconic badges like &amdEnglish, Nigerian English, Malaysian
English, and so forth” (Bhatt 2010: 102), and tdass not lend itself well to global English
use transcending national boundaries. In facacam (2015: 80) points out that “the forms

and functions of English as an international linfraaca in the Expanding Circle have

" These constitutive characteristics are organiseemniour parameters. A concise table is available
Schneider (2003: 255, 2007: 56, 2011: 34).
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traditionally [been] featured comparatively rargiyWorld Englishes literature”. To make
matters worse, the world Englishes paradigm idylike view expanding-circle English to be,
at best, underdeveloped (e.g., Y. Kachru and Ne28@®; Melchers and Shaw 2011/2013).
For instance, Nelson (2011: 17) states that Engilishe expanding circle is either an
emergent but not developed variety or “English &&@ign language, dependent upon Inner-
Circle English norms”. For another instance, Da\{iZ005/2013: 55) argues that Japanese,
Russian and other expanding-circle English “hasymbtesulted in the development of
nativised varieties of English”, but that it “istnmerely the main or only foreign language
learnt but also plays an increasing role in scemal professional life”, thereby implying the
growing importance of English ag@eignlanguage. For yet another instance, having
introduced his above-mentioned dynamic model, Sden€2011: 177) claims that regarding
expanding-circle English use in Thailand and EasaA‘the question is whether this is really
more than just a learners’ interlanguage in a sttamguage acquisition proce$sThus, it
may be argued that while resisting Standard Enggisblogy, the world Englishes paradigm
is somewhat in collusion with this same ideology/far as the English used by those from the

expanding circle, including Japanese people, iseoed.

2.4 English as a Lingua Franca theories

ELF theories regard ‘non-native’ English users, thbefrom the outer or the expanding
circle, not from aleficit perspective but from differenceperspective (e.g., Jenkins 2000;
Seidlhofer 2004, 2009b). This is all the more soduse “[s]tatistically, native speakers are
in a minority for [English] language use, and tiupractice for language change, for
language maintenance, and for the ideologies alefdassociated with the language”
(Brumfit 2001: 116). After a brief discussion efminology, this section identifies ELF
theories.

Jenkins (2015a) recalls that in the early 20004; Edsearch employed the more transparent
term English as an International Language (EIL)osyymously with ELF, but that for the
past decade, ELF has been the prevalently used téshould be noted that EIL and ELF
were different for some researchers, with the formagerring to communication including
NESs, and the latter, to communication among NNH&skins 2009a). As far as | know,

this distinction has no longer been seen sincentb& recent examples of McKay (2009) and

8 Interlanguage refers to the underdeveloped, irgdiate status of a learner’s linguistic system ketwhis/her
L1 and the target L2 (Selinker 1972).
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Prodromou (2008). It should also be noted thatlBefer (2011) introduces the term EIL in
a unique way. She distinguishes it into two subgaties: localised and globalised EIL. The
former refers to world Englishes, and the late:LF. However, given the importance of
intra-national function to the world Englishes paradigm (2.3l@¢alised EIL (i.e., localised
English as amternationallanguage) might sound confusing. Also, globaligédd(i.e.,
globalisedEnglish as aimternationallanguage) might be a little verbose. It shouldHer

be noted that the term EIL itself may sound suggesif the possible existence of an
international ‘neutral’ variety of English, albéitat in line with ELF researchers, some of
those scholars who continue using EIL rather thiala &eny this possibility (e.g., Matsuda
and Friedrich 2011, 2012). Meanwhile, Canagarég807) uses the term lingua franca
English (LFE) in accordance with Firth’s (1996: 23Tingua franca’ English”. However,
the label LFE conveys a false impression of a am@tled entity, appearing parallel, for
example, with British English or Indian Englishésgeidlhofer 2011: 76—77). All things
considered, my research adopts the term ELF alathewt introducing “the multiplicity of

terms” (e.g., Cogo and Dewey 2012: 7).

The phenomenon of ELF in its modern sense has deservable and growing apace only
since the second half of the twentieth century.(denkins, Cogo and Dewey 2011). While
defining ELF is a thorny issue (e.g., Jenkins ek@l 1), Cogo and Dewey (2012) propose
the following four points as characteristic of ELF.

1) ELF is a global, contemporary and natural listjaiphenomenon.

2) ELF is a communication medium for speakers fdbffierent linguacultural backgrounds
in a full range of domains and functions, thuslming “basilectal (or basilang)” (Mesthrie
and Bhatt 2008: 214), or put it another way, aetigtable, unsophisticated type of
language.

3) ELF exploits linguistic resources (e.g., Blomm&®10), or more specifically, whatever
resources of language one may have at one’s disippsammunication, to suit situational
communicative needs, while not necessarily defgtdnENL Iexicogrammatical, pragmatic
or sociocultural norms.

4) ELF entails established processes of interactioch as accommodation (i.e., adapting and
adjusting language to specific interactants; &gebe and Giles 1984; Giles and Coupland
1991), signalling identity, code-switching and laage variation.

These defining points are consistent with empiritzh in ELF corpora, such as the VOICE,

which was mentioned in 2.2. It can be true thaséhfour points still do not suffice to
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disambiguate the common lingering confusion ovelFr Eésearch which, for example,
Seidlhofer (2006) and Jenkins (2007, 2012) sunkRgcent misrepresentations of ELF
research include Park and Wee (2015, 2011), O’'R&fav), Canagarajah (2014, 2013),
Sewell (2013), Swan (2012) and Pennycook (201080 However, Jenkins et al. (2011)
and Seidlhofer (2011), to name just a couple ofgtas, take a clear position that ELF is
not an alternative model, not a distinct monolitvéciety or a set of regional varieties of
English, but that ELF refers to dynamic, pluratistianifestations of linguistic resources in
an international setting which might involve NESsether monolingual or not. It should be
stressed that while Jenkins (2000, 2002) propdee4.ingua Franca Core’ (LFC) as
empirical guidelines for pronunciation intelligiiyl, the LFC should not be viewed as a set
of alternative prescribed features. This is beedls use of the LFC depends on
interlocutors to accommodate (Jenkins 2000, 20@Xhould also be stressed that the
concept of the LFC has never been applied outdidagdogy (e.g., Jenkins et al. 2011; Cogo
2012).

It is true that linguistic resources in ELF are lwited to English, because one intrinsic
feature of a lingua franca is its plurilinguistigibrid composition (e.g., Jenkins 2007, 2015a).
It is likely that ELF interaction co-constructs amaflects “asituational resource pobl
(Hulmbauer 2009: 325, emphasis in original) orabipanother way, “repertoires in flux”
(Jenkins 2015a: 76, 79) in a multilingual settifidhis is what some of Cogo and Dewey’s
(2012) corpus data illustrates, and what some atiuglies have attested, such as
Klimpfinger's (2007, 2009) and Hulmbauer’s (2009,12) VOICE-corpus studies. As just
one example, Hilmbauer (2009: 338) shows that fh&erman speaker’s utterancgl“
busses were overfulle@emphasis in original), with the German warblerfilltin mind,

might well have been more transparent tb@wdedto her interlocutor whose L1 Norwegian
had a similar wor@verfylt Having said that, plurilingualism is notafinitivecharacteristic
of ELF, because ELF interaction may involve monglial NESs who are able to

accommodate their English as necessary (e.g.,rieekial. 2011; Seidlhofer 201%).

9 For response articles to O’Regan (2014), see Widdo (2015a), Baker, Jenkins and Baird (2015) amkkB
and Jenkins (2015). Also, Ishikawa (2015) maimltiques Park and Wee (2015, 2011), O’'Regan (2ahd])
Canagarajah (2014), and refers to Canagarajah \28%&ll (2013), Swan (2012) and Pennycook (2048a)
well.

10 As a caveat, monolingual NESs might engage in Wgatyen (2012) calls multilanguaging (i.e., the ayic
exploitation of multilingual resources) through th#uence of their interactants, in the courseuofl possibly
after any ELF communication instance (see Jenkin5&016, 78).
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In accord with Cogo and Dewey’s (2012) above-mewtibdefining points (p.18), there seem
to be four major differences between the world hgls paradigm and ELF theories. First
of all, whereas the world Englishes paradigm targapposed national or regional English
varieties (2.3.2), ELF research explores real-warglish communication in and across all
three Kachruvian circles while primarily focusing Bnglish users from the expanding circle.
This is a point raised by Seidlhofer (2009b), whterapts to clarify how ELF research is
different from that of world Englishes. At the satime, she could have stressed that unlike
the world Englishes paradigm, ELF theories do mok @annot link legitimacy to geography.
This is simply because by definition, ELF transsegdographical boundaries.

Second, in close relation to the first differenaeljke the world Englishes paradigm (2.3.2),
ELF research does not aim to codify regularitiesnguistic form to identify one or more
English varieties. This is another point raisedSgydIhofer (2009b). From ELF perspectives,
form and function are not a priori, but emerge apdrate interdependently during
communicative acts, and thus surface linguistituies cannot be examined independently
(e.g., Seidlhofer 2009a, 2009b, 2011; Cogo and pe042). The interdependence of form
and function in ELF interaction is demonstrated,éoample, in Ranta (2006), Pitzl,
Breiteneder and Klimpfinger (2008) and Mauraner0@®012).

Third, in close relation to the second differengbereas the world Englishes paradigm is
likely to regard the distinct linguistic regulaesi of each world Englishes variety as an
alternative to monolithic correctness in Standamdlish ideology (2.3), correctness in ELF
communication does not reside in surface linguistatures themselves. This is a point made,
for example, by Jenkins (2014) as well as Cogolexgey (2012). Jenkins (2014) further
argues that from ELF perspectives, correctnessigt@useen in terms of accommodation to
interactants from different socio-linguaculturatkgrounds. This argument is convincing,
because the supremacy of locally established Igtiguieatures is, by definition, impertinent
to lingua franca communication. After all, ELF angal findings have identified mutual
accommodation as crucial to intelligibility, anathfore to successful communication, since
the earliest research of Jenkins (2000). The ilapoe of accommodation as an alternative
to ‘correctness’ in linguistic form seems most @bly the case in both oral and written
communication, although Cogo and Dewey (2012) amiids (2014) pay more attention to

oral interaction.
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And last, whereas a world Englishes variety mayagsgnt a national or regional solidarity
and its dialects express social group identitie3.22, ELF interactants can make use of
accommodation for the solidarity of an ad hoc aadgient community of practice (CoP)
(e.g., Lave and Wenger 1991; Wenger 1998; Seidilff67; Ehrenreich 20093,or rather,
the solidarity of a particular instance of what#dled the contact zone (e.g., Pratt 1991;
Jenkins 2015a); that is, “communication that iscoastructed ‘online’ (metaphorically or
actually) among speakers from diverse multilindastkgrounds” (Jenkins 2015a: 76)At

the same time, accommodation in ELF allows intenrastto project their own socio-
linguacultural identities on their own accord, pardarly in oral communication. Empirical
ELF studies at various linguistic levels suppoesth arguments. At the level of phonology,
Jenkins (2000, 2002) finds that a ‘non-native’ atadten does not hinder intelligibility, as
long as speakers have developed accommodatios. silie observes that social identity is
deeply embedded in retaining ‘non-native’ phonatagfeatures. At the level of lexis, Pitzl
(2009), for example, presents idiomatic expressiamsh are derived from ELF interactants’
socio-linguacultural backgrounds, but decodableointext. She illustrates that such
expressions can promote rapport among interlocutalthough she does not discuss the case
of non-transparent idiomatic expressions, ELF aiteants may clarify the meaning of such
an expression strategically even before introduttife.g., Kaur 2009; see also Cogo and
Dewey 2012: 130-134).

At the level of pragmatics, Cogo (2009), for ingtanillustrates how ELF interactants from
diverse L1 backgrounds affiliate themselves witlitaational ELF CoP through the
pragmatic strategies of code-switching, or rattiex,dynamic use of multilingual resources,
andother-repetition that is, “the repetition performed layotherspeaker” (ibid.: 260,
emphasis in original). In particular, she revelat multilingual resources, whether derived
from L1 or not, can enhance “the solidarity of ntative ELF speakers” (House 2003: 569,
2006: 94), or rather, the solidarity of “MultilingUELF users” (Jenkins 2015a: 74). It should
be noted that Cogo (2009) discusses code-swit@mndgther-repetition within the
framework of accommodation. However, while othepatition typifies accommodation
(e.g., Lichtkoppler 2007; Mauranen 2012), code-slwitg can simultaneously serve one or
more specific functions. Klimpfinger (2007, 2008); example, names the following four

11 A succinct explanation of an ELF CoP is availabde gxample, in Dewey (2009: 77-78) and Seidlhofer
(2011: 86-88).

12 As a caveat, a lack of accommodation and thudaaty may feature in some rare ELF communication,
because of unequal power between interactants ¢&fa8, 2012).
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particular functions: 1) specifying an addresse¢@pbealing for assistance, 3) introducing

another idea, and 4) signalling culture.

In summary, unlike the world Englishes paradigmi-Eheories target real-world English
communication across geographical boundaries, witlegitimatising geographically-
bounded varieties or seeking distinct linguistiguiarities. Also, ELF theories take notice of
the importance of accommodation, not only for flitfg actual communication purposes but
also for projecting socio-linguacultural identitieso borrow Widdowson’s (2015b: 363)
words:
whereas WE [= the world Englishes paradigm] cletolipws the sociolinguistic
tradition of variety description with a primary amn for the relationship between
language andommunity the study of ELF is essentially an enquiry irfte t
relationship between language ammnmunicationhow linguistic resources are

variably used to achieve meaning. (emphasis girai)

As may be seen by now, ELF theories seek to uratatst natural linguistic phenomenon
between international interactants in situ. Ireotvords, ELF theories have dealt with and
developed from the real-world linguistic phenometiwat English is now most commonly
used as a lingua franca among those who bear pilgm@iny possible socio-linguacultural
backgrounds (e.g., Jenkins et al. 2011; SeidlHz@éd ; Baker 2015). As Vetchinnikova
(2015: 229) puts it, “English used as a linguadegras language use characterised by distinct
conditions (e.g., presence of other languagesatjkggread), shall have emergent properties
different from, e.g., native monolingual varietiesThis English communication as a global
lingua franca is not anticipated by the traditioapproach of English as a Foreign Language
(EFL), since EFL basically targets how Englishsed within the inner circle. It may be
argued that the research field of ELF embodieg#isence of applied linguistics: “The
theoretical and empirical investigationrefl-world problemsn which language is a central
issue” (Brumfit 1995: 27, emphasis added). Infitst place, the embryo of ELF research
started during the 1980s, when Professor Jenkirghta&EFL, and observed that her students
from continental Europe, Latin America and EastaAgenerally ‘learned’ ENL norms, but
that they tended not to follow the norms in natyratcurring conversation to achieve
mutual understanding (Jenkins 2012). Up until Nk research has widen its scope and

tackled diverse real-world issues, such as ideatityideology (e.g., Jenkins 2007;
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Seidlhofer 2011), power (e.g., Guido 2008, 2012nthiauer 2013), policy (e.g., Jenkins
2014; Jenkins and Wingate 2015) and culture (Baker 2009, 2015).

As may also be seen by now, ELF theories see #sriate those who use English as an
international lingua franca, inasmuch as they aeh@mmunication purposes without
sacrificing diversity in socio-linguacultural idéres (e.g., Jenkins 2000, 2014; Seidlhofer
2011; Mauranen 2012). This means that unlike StahBnglish ideology and the world
Englishes paradigm (2.3), ELF theories do not presthe English used by those from the
expanding circle, including Japanese people, teither dependent on one or a couple of
national ‘standard’ ENL varieties even in an intgronal setting, or underdeveloped national

or regional ‘varieties’ even if these ‘varietie® dot have a speech community.

Based on all the above discussion of ELF theongstesearch identifies a linguistic
phenomenon of ELF as 1) global and applicableftdl aange of domains, 2) naturally
occurring, 3) dynamic and situational, 4) meeting given communicative needs, 5) having
priority attached to accommodation rather than ElEms, and 6) potentially reflecting
diverse socio-linguacultural identities. The ELiepomenon occurs throughout all three
Kachruvian circles, including NESs. Japanese gec@h be regarded as ELF interactants.
Sharing the same Japanese English similect (see p.33), they may engage in parallel
interaction with other English users in any realed@ommunicative setting across the world
to serve any situational communicative needs. Thay dynamically accommodate to their
interactants for the sake of both communicationd@imdrsity in socio-linguacultural
identities, while not prioritising conformity to HNnorms. However, how Japanese people
actually view themselves in relation to ELF is opemjuestion. It might be that even if they
do not know the term ELF, some of them have recgmghELF in practice as “a fact of life”
(e.g., Jenkins 2009a: 39). My research investiglatev far and, if applicable, in what way
Japanese university students associate Japangde’semd their own English with ELF.

So far, the chapter has addressed theoretical pindérgs to understand Japanese people’s

English. The next section turns to consider tipadase context of my research.
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2.5 English in Japanese life and education

Japan being an expanding-circle country, Englishaipan is not an official language, not an
intra-national communication medium, nor a relicoiglophonic colonisation (e.g.,
McKenzie 2008c, 2010). While access to Englisivigilable through media and publication,
it is translation that “has provided one of Japan&or sources of information from other
parts of the world” (Gottlieb 2008: 13). Neverted, English is a virtually obligatory
subject at schools and almost universally taughhatersities (e.g., Gottlieb 2008). Also,

English is sometimes used as a medium of instnettainiversities, as seen in 2.5.3.

After briefly discussing how English pervades Jasanlife, this section shifts its scope to the
Japanese educational milieu, wherein school angetsity education is separately treated as
the main settings. Both Japanese life and educptiesumably have something to do with

Japanese students’ orientations to Japanese peé&piglish.

2.5.1 English in Japanese life

As pointed out by Seargeant (2005, 2009) and Db{&§lD8), for example, English is
absorbed in Japanese life as both emblematic thHglde 2002) and loanwords. Meanwhile,
according to Kubota (2011a), for example, ‘learhiBgglish can be a common pastime in
Japanese life, as far as private, commerciabdelwa (English conversation) schools are
concerned. This subsection covers these three sréarn (i.e., ‘emblems’, loanwords and

eikaiwa).

First of all, English can function as ‘emblemsJapan. In other words, English can be used
as ornamental (Seargeant 2005, 2009) or decotaiNe (Dougill 2008). That is to say,
making token appearances in Japanese daily lifgljdnoften serves as a source of material
which merely conveys an image. For example, Ehgtislapanese television commercials
stereotypically triggers association with “inteiipatl appreciation”, “reliability”, “high
quality”, “confidence”, “practical use”, and “pracal life style” (Haarmann 1984: 105, 1989:
11). For another example, English words in Japapep music often function as poetic
devices (e.g., Stanlaw 2004). For yet another @i@nknglish on clothes, particularly
teeshirts, may serve the mere purpose of desidroutititeral meaning (e.g., Hyde 2002).
Given that such ‘emblems’ deprive English of itadtion to convey an exact meaning, they

may tacitly promote the alienness of English asraraunication medium in Japanese life.
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Second, English is adapted as loanwords in Japamessdton (2008), for example, explains
that they account for around 10% of the Japaneseole and almost always appear in
katakanaphonograms in written Japanédete suggests making use of such loanwords as
cognates of ENL counterparts for English teachimgjlearning in Japan. However, this is
somewhat self-contradictory, because he simultasigalemonstrates how linguistically
differentiated the loanwords are from ENL countetpthrough “phonological
transformation; shortening and other morphologitelinges; hybridisation and coinage;
grammatical transformations; and semantic changed.( 16). His examples includwi-ta-
ji-o (A% UA), pa-so-kon(/X/ = ), a-me-ri-ka-jin(7 A U 71 \), to-ra-bu-ru( ~ 7 7

%) andkan-nin-gu( > =7, derived fromcunning, which respectively meastudiq
personal computeAmerican persorto meet with troubl@andcheating on a testt In fact,
Rogers, Webb and Nakata (2015) find that it maynbee difficult for Japanese university
English learners to use English ‘cognates’ in cainfean non-cognates. Likewise, Seargeant
(2005, 2009) provides an intriguing example of¢benbination of semantic change and
coinage, along with phonological transformatione éxplains that phonetically derived from
mansion the loanwordnan-shor(~ > = ) has a meaning far closerdapartmentor flat,
and that its coinage with the wordse room(i.e.,wan-ri-mu-man-sho(” > /L — AL~ ¥/

= 7)) actually meanstudio flat despite the semantic anomaly of the provenanmeroom
mansion. Given the considerable transformation that tamvords have undergone as
illustrated in the above examples, Japanese paoplikely to regard them as no longer
English, or rather, as “japanesified” in Hyde’s @2014) word. On this account, the

loanwords may ironically symbolise how differentglish and Japanese are from each other.

Last, English can be a commercialised pastimepada Commonly found in urban areas of
the country (Bailey 2007), private eikaiwa teachimgfitutions tend to commodify and
exploit white NESs, mainly males (Bailey 2006, 20Rudbota 2011a; Appleby 2013, 2014,
2015). They are likely to trivialise actual langedearning, and provide instead “personal
benefits of enjoyment, fantasy, and socializingtfigta 2011a: 487), including even
international romance for female students (Baile§&, 2007; Appleby 2013, 2014, 2015). It

B The Japanese language combines three differepts&aniji (Chinese characters)iraganaphonograms and
katakanaphonograms (see e.g., Daulton 2008; 13-15).

14 Regarding the Japanese woadmse-ri-ka-jin(7” A U 77 \) andto-ra-bu-ru( k7 7 %), jin (\) is the kanji
affix for person andru (%), written in hiragana, serves in the inflectiosgstem of Japanese verbs.
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may be argued that the existence of eikaiwa prdpadhe view that the authenticity of
English resides only in the English used by théigalar type of foreign people through its
racial and linguistic bias on the ownership of Estgle.g., Widdowson 1994; Norton 1997,
2013). These foreign people are limited to NE@stiqularly white NESs, and presumably

not only males but also females.

In summary, while the ‘emblems’ may symbolise thermess of English as a
communication medium, eikaiwa attributes the auibigy of English to that of NESs,
particularly white NESs. Even though Japanesevtasy English-origin loanwords, they are
made very different from ENL counterparts. Sucim@pehe case, English does not seem to
be the language to which Japanese people in gdretallose. On the contrary, English

seems to be essentially foreign in Japanese life.

2.5.2 English in Japanese school education

An external research committee of the Japanesesivirgalled MEXT (the Ministry of
Education, Culture, Sports, Science and Technolbdy;reports “that [school] students have
few opportunities to feel the necessity of Englisdrid that “there are few opportunities,
other than classes, for students to communicaEmgiish” (Commission on the
Development of Foreign Language Proficiency 2051&, 7). Conversely, in Japan, school

education may have a crucial role in shaping stigdenientations to English.

The major language policy documents in Japan &&MaXT's Courses of Study, and the
major English educational investment by the goveminis the Japan Exchange and
Teaching (JET) Programme (Gottlieb 2032)Meanwhile, the washback effect (e.g.,
Alderson and Wall 1993) of English entrance exaines, the impact of the exams on
teaching and learning) has created Japanese dassealities (e.g., Sakamoto 2012). To
borrow Stewart’s (2009: 10) words, “the entranstgeontinue to set the standards for
English study in Japan”. These three major areas the Courses of Study, the JET
Programme and the washback effect) are coverddsrsuibsection for the purpose of
overviewing school English education in Japan.

15 Gottlieb (2012) also mentions tAetion plan to cultivate “Japanese with English aféls” (MEXT 2003).
However, this was proposed as a five-year plar0BB82
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2.5.2.1 The current Courses of Study
The newest Courses of Study for elementary andrlsaeondary schools were issued in
2008 and implemented in 2011 and 2012 respect{(XT 2008a, 2010a). The same for
upper secondary schools was issued in 2009 an@mapited in 2013 (MEXT 2009a). As
Gottlieb (2012) points out, the Courses of Studyayaign languages almost exclusively
focus on English. However, what they ignore isordy other foreign languages but also
ELF. First of all, they seem imbued with Standargylish ideology. As a remarkable
example, the foreign languages section for uppssrstary schools stipulates that
“[clontemporary standard English should be usedEMM 2009a, English version, foreign
languages section: 6). Considering that the Courses of Study nevetdaihention NESs at
each of the three levels (i.e., elementary, lower @per secondary levels), “standard
English” may well be equated with that of the inngcle. Nevertheless, showing some
awareness of ‘non-standard’ English, the aboveatioot continues as follows: “At the same
time, consideration should also be given to thétyethat different varieties of English are
used to communicate around the world” (ibid.). Fhene section also states:
Teachers should take up a variety of suitable nadser.., covering materials that
relate to the daily lives, manners and customsiestogeography, history, traditional
culture, natural science, etc., of Japanese peopléhe people of the world, focusing
on countries that use the foreign language beinghta (ibid.: 7)
In view of the specific focus on “countries”, thdskfferent varieties of English” may
include outer-circle varieties, possibly correlgtimith the world Englishes paradigm (2.3.2).
However, this simultaneously exhibits no awaremégsnglish communication across
national boundaries including the expanding cirtiief is, the situation wherein English is

used as a lingua franca.

Interestingly, the above statement refers to “Japaipeople”. Considering the explicit
reference to “standard English” as well, the CosiceStudy seem to exemplify the slogan
kokusaikaliterally translated as internationalisation),igéhhas been seen in such places as
national and municipal government offices, busirass schools since the 1980s (e.g.,
Kubota 1998)." Kubota (2002: 14) contends théJokusaikaessentially blends
Westernization with nationalism, failing to promat@smopolitan pluralism” (emphasis in

16 The foreign languages section for lower secondetngals refers to “[cJontemporary standard pronutivmiél
(MEXT 2010a, English version, foreign languages sectb).

17 Seargeant (2008: 132, 2009: 54) points out thiatisaika “is often considered by social historiambdve
been a response by the government to foreign peefmulapan to open up its markets”.
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original). More specifically, she explains thatilgradopting the Western mode of
communication (i.e., English), kokusaika actuallgrpotes convergence to both essentialised
Japanese and North American — and to a lesserteBigtiish — languages and cultures
(Kubota 2002). It should be noted that while teeviiermgurébaruka(globalisation) has
gained popularity since the late 1990s to des@ibexternal process of interconnectedness,
the term and discourse of kokusaika have neveppesared (e.g., Burgess, Gibson, Klaphake
and Selzer 2010; MEXT 2015a; cf. Kubota 2002).héitgh not showing any explicit
preference for North American or British ENL, theuses of Study accord with kokusaika

in that they apparently promote ‘standard’ ENL asdume the binary opposition between

Japanese people and English-speaking people.

Hashimoto (2011, 2013a) argues by applying critiistourse analysis that the Courses of
Study highlight the difference between Japanesdaeiyn languages and cultures in an
attempt to arouse the students’ self-awarenesspandse under the pretext of international
understanding. For example, the foreign languageson for lower secondary schools
includes the statement: “focusing on English-spagkieople and the Japanese people”
(MEXT 2010a, English version, foreign languagegisac8). It further specifies:

B. Materials should be useful in deepening the tstdading of the ways of life and

cultures of foreign countries and Japan, raisingrést in language and culture and

developing respectful attitudes toward these.

C. Materials should be useful in deepening thematigonal understanding from a

broad perspective, heightening students’ awaresfdssing Japanese citizens living

in a global community and cultivating a spirit afernational cooperation. (ibid.)
Nearly identical specifications about teaching mate appear in the counterpart for upper
secondary schools (MEXT 2009a). Although Hashinsofp011, 2013a) focus is the
construction of Japanese identity, her argumergBaity imply that the international
language of English and the national language mdidase are dichotomously viewed as

‘their’ language and ‘our’ language in the CoursgStudy.

One thing should be added to the above. Unlikepaayious Course of Study, the following
stipulation for upper secondary schools attemptadake English the dominant language of
instruction in the English classroom: “classegrinciple, should be conducted in English in
order to enhance the opportunities for studentetexposed to English, transforming classes

into real communication scenes” (MEXT 2009a, Erglisrsion, foreign languages section:
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7). This stipulation expects students to be exghésenore ‘non-native’ English spoken by
teachers and perhaps also by peers. However, iagh{2013b: 26) remarks “that the
Course of Study does not refer to students’ ugengfish in class”. She adds that “[t]he
emphasis is on exposure to English, rather thaactwe use of the language” (ibid.). At the
same time, she should also have pointed out teagxpression “in principle” leaves open the
possibility of doing otherwise. In fact, accordittcgBERD (2014), over 80 percent of the
upper secondary school students surveyed in 2@ibftesl that their Japanese English
teachers did not dominantly use English for indtamc The efficacy of this course of shift,

therefore, is highly questionable.

2.5.2.2 The Japan Exchange and Teaching Programme

Since its launch in 1987, the Japan Exchange aadhlieg (JET) Programme has recruited
“young overseas graduates” (JET Programme 2015m)yras Assistant Language Teachers
(ALTSs) of English (JET Programme 20158) Kobayashi (2013: 6) refers to this programme
as an “economic measure under the guise of langualgs” which hires “a sizeable number
of untrained American university graduates”. SadiS-oriented economic perspective is
plausible. The programme started in the midsuogisg economic conflicts with the US
(Kubota 1998; McConnell 2000). As McConnell (20@Qjstrates, the then Ministry of
Home Affairs in Japan took the initiative in théaddishment of the programme with intent
to create increased domestic demand for foreigasiment before the upcoming summit
between Nakasone and Reagan in 1986. Interestimggyscenario is somewhat similar to a
more recent one. In the next year after the surbetiveen Kan and Obama in 2010, the
MEXT, together with the Ministry of Foreign Affairstarted to send 100 younger English
teachers for six months to the US on an annuaslvéish a view to “deepening and
developing the Japan-US alliance” (Commission @nDkvelopment of Foreign Language
Proficiency 2011b: 65, my translation). This pobjealled the Japan-US Training and
Exchange Program for English Language Teachers f@ssion on the Development of
Foreign Language Proficiency 2011a), continuedtioge years until 2013 (MEXT 20158).

8 There used to be small-scale American and Britiseréinners before the JET Programme, called Monbusho
English Fellow (implemented in 1977) and British kst Teacher Scheme (implemented in 1978) respégtive
(CLAIR 2013; MEXT 2015b).

19 Just for reference, the National Center for Teelizevelopment (NCTD) has continued sending 30 Bhgl
teachers for two months to either the US or thedvry year (NCTD 2015), succeeding a predecesasdedt

by the present MEXT in 1979 (MEXT 2015d).
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While it is outside the scope of Kobayashi (201&) #cConnell (2000), the ‘economic’
policy of the JET Programme appears to support kaibg¢2002) argument that kokusaika
(literally, internationalisation; 2.5.2.1) champsoimner-circle English, or rather, North
American and, to a lesser extent, British ENLIis Italculated that 78.6 percent (i.e., 3,463)
of all the 4,404 JET-Programme ALTs in 2015 (in@hgdthose of non-English languages,
such as Chinese and French) are either North Aareoc British, with 2,596 American
participants outstanding in number (JET Program@ibB). In fact, the JET Programme has
its special website for US citizens (JET ProgranAl2815). Also, the second and third
highest numbers come from Canada and the UK, anddtual figures are 483 and 384
respectively (JET Programme 2015b). Historicaflyifs first year of 1987, the JET
Programme recruited its participants only fromtt& the UK, Australia and New Zealand;
and in the following year, Canada and Ireland aduatgythe first four countries (JET
Programme 2015c; Matsuda 2003b). These six casndtill account for 93.3 percent (i.e.,
4,108) of all the 4,404 JET-Programme ALTs in 2Q15T Programme 2015b). While the
outer-circle users of English, such as Singaporesassnow eligible, they constitute only a
small percent (ibid.; Shibata 2010). It is truattthose 4,404 ALTs are small in number,
compared with, for example, nearly 6,792,800 seapndchool students in Japan (e-Stat
2015b), albeit that the local boards of educati@nliaely to hire such teachers outside the
JET Programme as well, particularly at the elentgraad lower secondary levels
(Hashimoto 2013c; MEXT 2015e). It is also truettha national policy clarifies any
essential roles that ALTs are supposed to fulfitlassroom assistants (Glasgow 2013;
Glasgow and Paller 2016). Even so, similagit@iwaschools (English conversation
schools; 2.5.1), it may be argued that the JET r@rome propagates the view that the
authenticity of English resides almost entirelytie English used by the small number of
English users (i.e., NESS), particularly those frame country (i.e., American NESSs) or those
from one region (i.e., North American NESS), thrioutg geographically-oriented linguistic
bias on the ownership of English (e.g., Widdows884t Norton 1997, 2013).

2.5.2.3 The washback effect of English entrance exa

The English sections of Japanese entrance examyigldythe washback effect. As
Shohamy (2006, 2007) illustrates, such exams afe¢actolanguage policy by perpetuating
the status of tested languages, and create thes$sipn that these languages are standard by
imposing uniform criteria of correctness. Howewdre does not discuss the case in which

standardisation is coupled with status confermdimiat is to say, exams may champion only
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one or a couple of ‘standard’ varieties, simultarstp supressing diversity in tlsame
language. This is what may be happening througiliEinentrance exams in Japan.

More than 60 percent of Japanese upper secondamplsstudents, except for those enrolled
in vocational-education courses, continue studginthe tertiary level (MEXT 2015f). While
the Courses of Study for secondary schools encewratg-emphasis on grammar instruction
in the English classroom (MEXT 2009a, 2010a), teagtcorrect’ grammar for entrance
exam purposes appears to be common. To give anpdxaSakui (2004) finds that under
some pressure for entrance exam preparation, gredomeated English instruction through
Japanese is predominant, but communicative langeagéing (CLT) is marginal in
secondary school English classrooms. Accordirfgetothe Japanese English teachers
usually present grammar along with vocabulary latien to reading textbooks. She also
sees the teachers likely to share the perceptitgaching grammar and CLT to be two
parallel, dichotomous aspects, as with the Japan@sersity students targeted by her co-
authored earlier study (Sakui and Gaies 1999)gi¥e another example, Nishino (2011,
2012) limits her scope to upper secondary schaald illustrates that even the Japanese
English teachers who hold positive views towardd @b not frequently employ
communicative activities while ascribing this, iarf) to university entrance exams. She also
reveals that the washback effect satisfies Japamgss secondary school English teachers’

self-confidence in their English grammar knowledge reading ability.

Two things should be considered here. First, winith Sakui (2004) and Nishino (2011,
2012) note that the washback effect leads to dsngsEnglish as a communication tool,
they could have further discussed how the washb#ekt disregards English as linguistic
resources open to flexible manifestations for comication purposes. It is most likely that
under “the imposition of uniformity upon a classotfects” (Milroy 2007: 133; see also
Milroy 2001: 531), the ‘deviant’ forms are labellad ‘incorrect’, and deemed to be
detrimental to success in high-stakes entrance £x&uacond, seeing that both Sakui (2004)
and Nishino (2011) assume the central role thabtmks play in English classroom
instruction, they could have given thought to théune of textbook English. Alternatively,
they could possibly have presumed “an overexpasufstandard’] American English as the

prominent model in the Japanese education systéallqway and Rose 2014: 390).
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While accepting “the same old American or Britighgksh” (Hino 2009: 112) as a starting
point, Takahashi (2014) analysed Japanese secosclaogl English textbooks from ‘ELF
perspectives’. She finds that only four upper sdany school textbooks touch on ‘non-
native’ English varieties in one lesson, and thdy dwo of them simultaneously include
actual ‘non-standard’ English form. Also, evenugb she takes a positive look at a growing
number of NNES characters in lower secondary sctexttbooks, she should have
considered what kind of English they use and hay gound in textbook CDs. This is
because the mere label change to NNESs in a tdktinayg delude students into thinking that
people in the world follow, or are supposed todal] one or a couple of ‘standard’ ENL
varieties with one or a very few particular accersich is not contributive but detrimental to

raising ELF awareness.

Shohamy (2006, 2007) remarks that exams, or maadhy, tests can create a new genre. In
Japan, there is a particular term describing the tf English which university and probably
also upper secondary school examinees are suppmksain; that isjuken eigo which

means English for exams (Ushioda 2013), or moreifigaly, “English for the purpose of
entrance examinations” (O’Donnell 2003: 46; Buded lino 2005: 28). Resonating with
both Sakui (2004) and Nishino (2011, 2012), Ushi#fx 3: 5) explains that juken eigo is
indeed grammar-focused English “with minimal ati@mipaid to the development of
communication skills”. There are even supplemgrsahools which teach juken eigo. They
are called “guku (cram school) oyobiko(test-coaching school)” (Brown and Yamashita
1995: 27, emphasis in original). According to mynoexperience of teaching at yobiko
institutions, some school students go to juku doiko after their regular schools and/or at
weekends. Also, some yobiko institutions offertdag courses for those students who
spend an extra year of university entrance exampgpation after completing their secondary
education. Arguably, the existence of both theteiken eigoand the supplementary
schoolguku andyobikoshows that English is treated as a subject foaroé exams and
other tests in Japanese society, and impliesttitommon for Japanese students to learn
English for the purpose of giving ‘correct’ answargest questions and thereby gaining

scores.

2.5.2.4 Summary
As seen in this subsection, the Courses of Stupggraptly promote ‘standard’ ENL and treat

English as a language used by foreign people gidgarcountries, but not as a lingua franca
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used in and across all three Kachruvian circlegamvhile, the JET Programme accredits the
authenticity of English almost entirely to thatdESSs, particularly American, or more
broadly, North American NESs. Even though Engkstwirtually obligatory at Japanese
schools, the students commonly study it for temtsnly entrance exams, and the washback
effect is likely to impose one or a couple of ‘stard’ ENL varieties athe English without
regard to actual communicative use, particulangulgh grammar in relation to reading.

Such being the case, even if nominally treatechastarnational language, English in
Japanese school education is essentially a fotaiguage of particular countries which

serves testing purposes.

2.5.3 English in Japanese university education

Currently, there exists no specific guideline fareign language education at university
issued by the MEXT (MEXT 2015g). Even nationaluamsities have been autonomous
since 2004 with the enactment of the National Ursig Corporation Law in the previous
year (e.g., Kitagawa and Oba 20%9)These being the case, it is each universitydhaides
what types of English classes are offered, whaiheot and how far English-medium
instruction is introduced in any given course. Ege, Taguchi (2013: 184) remarks “that
many university students are somehow keen on stigdyOEIC [Listening and Reading]
tests for job-hunting purpose®’.From a non-linguistic perspective, in line withibota’s
(2011b) study, Taguchi (2013) notes that companidapan use TOEIC Listening and
Reading tests as supportive evidence of applicpatst efforts to learn. In Japan, it may be
that “language tests such as TOEIC [Listening aeddihg tests] work as a convenient tool
to measure the level effortrather than proficiency itself” (Kubota 2011b: 288nphasis in
original). Also, from a linguistic perspective nb&s and Leung (2014) point out that
although marketed and administered internationdlyEIC equates English with ENL,
thereby disregarding how English is currently usgernationally. It is probable that TOEIC
Listening and Reading tests resonate with Engéststin Japanese education, mainly
entrance exams, by attaching the authenticity gfligim only to ENL and neglecting actual

communicative use (2.5.2.3). It may even be arghatisuch resonance with other high-

20 There are 86 national, 89 prefectural or municigati 604 private universities in Japan, makingtdie
number 779 (e-Stat 2015a). Following the 86 nafiomiversity corporations, 73 out of the 89 prédeal or
municipal universities have changed their legalust#o public university corporations (ibid.).

21 Although TOEIC also has its Speaking and Writinglg€ETS 2015c), TOEIC in Japan normally refers to its
Listening and Reading tests (IIBC 2015).
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stakes tests is a marketing strategy to make #te pepular in Japanese and other similar
societies.

In connection with TOEIC, although less populadapan, TOEFL — currently run as the
TOEFL Internet-Based Test or TOEFL iBT (ETS 2015& straightforward in its naming.
While ETS (2015d) states that TOEFL “is the mostely respected English-language test in
the world”, the name shows that TOEFL aims to Easilish as a foreign language, and
therefore, with ENL as the target by definitiongskenkins and Leung 2014: 1609).

There have been two consecutive national projecasttact a large number of international
students which are relevant to my research enqdihese are the Global 30 Project (from
2009 to 2014) and the Super Global University Ritoj2014 onwards). In Japan, as of 2007,
one or more English-only degree courses were dlaikt only five universities for
undergraduaté$and at 68 universities for postgraduates (MEXTR)0 Following the
government policy in 2008 to invite 300,000 intdio@al students to Japanese higher
education by the year 2020, the MEXT launched tlud& 30 Project in 2009 (MEXT

2008b, 2015h; Global 30 2015a). During the ye&@92@he ‘first’ thirteen universities were
selected, both to receive government funding feg fiears (MEXT 2009c) and to offer some
English-only degree courses including at leastfonendergraduates (Global 30 2015b). All
these thirteen universities, listed in Appendix h215), are top ranked in Japan (MEXT
2009c; Global 30 2015a). Unfortunately, the profeas ended without involving additional
universities (MEXT 2015h), thus making the actualation of ‘Global 13’. Towards the

end of this project, the MEXT did not always use English catch-phraggelobal 30(e.g.,
MEXT 2015h). Meanwhile, eight overseas studentuietent offices were established in
seven countries: Egypt, Germany, India (two offijc&ussia, Tunisia, Uzbekistan and
Vietnam (Global 30 2015c; Rivers 2010). Althoubk tost recent figures (as of 2014)
show that 51.3 percent of international studentiapanese higher education came from one
country, China (JASSO 2015), it is likely that ieasing diversity occurred on the campuses

of the select universities.

22 All the five universities were private. Two ofeifm, Sophia and Waseda, joined the Global 30 Prajadt
another was an affiliated institution of the GloB@luniversity, Ritsumeikan University (MEXT 200919(®c;
Global 30 2015a). The other two were Akita Intéiovaal University and Tokyo Christian University (MEX
2009b). Just for reference, the number of unitiessbffering one or more English-only undergradukstgree
courses became seven in 2008 (MEXT 2010b) and @ig@09 (MEXT 2011).

34



Only a limited amount of literature is available the Global 30 Project. Rare literature truly
focusing on this project includes Burgess et &11(® and Rivers (2010). While pointing out
the economic importance of winning internation#&né both of these authors draw
connection between the project and the discour&elafsaika (literally, internationalisation;
2.5.2.1). Burgess et al. (2010) argue that imtigst of an external, uncontrollable process
of globalisation, the project merely regarded titernationalisation of universities as the
provision of English-only coursé$. Rivers (2010) contends that the project assumed a
binary opposition between English-speaking foreigraad Japanese with Japanese national
identity. Notably, he indicates that few Global@&furses accepted those Japanese students
having been educated in Japanese secondary schaolly in Japanese. This was exactly
the case (Global 30 2013; cf. Hashimoto 2013b),iamide point which Burgess et al. (2010)
do not recognise. The only notable exception daee@hcademic year 2014/2015 was the
Global Studies Major course at Ritsumeikan Unitgrgslobal 30 2015d). Arguably, then,
the project demonstrated the view that English avasmmunication tool basically for
international students, or rather, foreign studdmsalienating them from Japanese students
into Global 30 courses. Also, even though Riv2kl0) suggests that Japanese students in
the select universities encountered more internatiacademic staff than before, it is
guestionable how actually international the staitdme. Unfortunately, there are no official
statistics on academic staff in the Global 30 Rrtoje

The Global 30 Project has been superseded by ther &lobal University Project (MEXT
2014). Thirteen ‘top type’ and 24 ‘global tractitype’ Super Global universities, listed in
Appendix 2.1 (p.215), were selected in Septemb##4 20 receive larger amounts of
government funding for maximum ten years (ibidP32015a, 2015b). It should be noted,
however, that this nascent project started afeectmpletion of my fieldwork ending in June
2014 (4.3.2).

There are two other national projects relevant ya@search enquiry which, in turn, have a
direct concern with Japanese students. These@f&l@bal Japan and the Re-Inventing
Japan Project. All the Global 30 universities tpket in either of them or both. In 2012, the
MEXT launched Go Global Japan to support univessitivhich are actively carrying out

23 According to Maringe and Foskett (2010: 1), glidmtlon generally refers to “the creation of warddations
based on the operation of free markets”, and ttegriationalisation of universities, to “the intetjpa of an
international or intercultural dimension into thipartite mission of teaching, research and serfuinetions of
Higher Education (HE)".
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initiatives for fostering global human resourceSGJ 2015; see also MEXT 2015i). Apart
from sending more Japanese students abroad tharepeéch participant university has
decided specificities (JSPS 2015c, 2015d). Irsdme year, 11 ‘university-wide type’ and
31 ‘faculty/school-specific type’ Go Global Japamuersities, listed in Appendix 2.1 (p.216),
were selected to receive maximum five-year goveniriwnding, and the financial incentives
are comparable in magnitudes to those of the GIBb&roject (JSPS 2015c, 2015d).

Meanwhile, the MEXT launched the Re-Inventing JaBawject to spotlight on student
exchange programmes with universities in the Asgmei of Southeast Asian Nations
(ASEAN) (2012 or 2013 onwards), Russia or Indial@0nwards), and Latin America and
the Caribbean or Turkey (2015 onwards) (e.g., MER1I5j). Again, each participant
university has decided specificities (JSPS 2016&50. During the years from 2012 to 2015,
a total of 36 universities, listed in Appendix 2p1216-217), were selected to initiate at least
one specific project and receive a smaller amotintaximum five-year government funding
for each project (JSPS 2015e, 2015f).

Unfortunately, while a concise description of theelRventing Japan Project is available, for
example, in Yamada (2013) and Yamada and Yamadat)26carcely any literature actually
analyses either Go Global Japan or the Re-Invedtipgn Project. Even so, two things
should be addressed here. First, neither Go Gliapdn nor the Re-Inventing Japan Project
assures that Japanese students mingle with int@maastudents extensively on Japanese
campuses, although both aim to send more studerdadthan before. Second, neither may
well involve many students at each participant arsity, given the magnitudes of funding.

These being the case, neither is likely to brimyesstic change to Japanese campuses.

In summary, TOEIC Listening and Reading tests aneesvhat popular among Japanese
university students and probably resonate with Ehgintrance exams and other tests in
Japanese education by exploiting ENL as a bencharatkeglecting communication use.
Meanwhile, having invited English-speaking interoaal students, the Global 30 Project
basically treated them separately from Japanesensity students in academic courses.
Also, it is questionable how far both sides havegtdad on Japanese campuses even through
Go Global Japan and the Re-Inventing Japan Prajhit that either project provides more
opportunities to study abroad than before. Suahgodbe case, it seems no wonder if
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Japanese university students assume English wréigh people’s language, and do not

regard it as their own communication tool.

2.6 Ending remarks

This chapter has explored the global expansiomgfigh, Standard English ideology, and
the world Englishes paradigm before considering Hidories. To some extent, the
Kachruvian three-circle model provides a usefuinfeaof reference, when “classifying
contexts of English worldwide” (Bruthiaux 2003: 3&hd possibly also challenging
Standard English ideology. To borrow PennycooRB00: 195) words, the world Englishes
paradigm “seeks to show how English becomes loadiliz different regions of the world”,
particularly in the inner and outer circles. Oa tither hand, ELF research “seeks to show

how English is always under negotiation” (ibid.)and across all the three circles.

The chapter has also examined English in both &mgelife and education with more
attention to the latter. What has yet to be calyé&d¢he main target of my investigation:
orientations to language. The next chapter conata® on this target, borrowing the
academic termanguage attitudes Towards the end, it also provides the wholeupeebf my

theoretical framework.
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CHAPTER 3
LANGUAGE ATTITUDES AND THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

3.1 Introductory remarks

Chapter 3 deals with language attitudes from botloretical and contextual approaches.
This chapter omits discussion of research metsds) as what are called direct and indirect
approaches. Instead, the next chapter examingsitheelation to my methodology. In the
current chapter, Section 3.2 takes a theoretiqalogeh by conceptualising language
attitudes and seeking to (re)define them. Sed@i8nin turn, takes a contextual approach by
critiquing recent previous research on attitudesatds English in an educational context.

This section (i.e., 3.3) is reviewed in relatiomty research findings in Chapter 7.

Chapter 3 also establishes the theoretical framkefoormy research. To this end, Section
3.4 explains the theories to be employed in myaieteas a consequence of the theoretical

discussion in the previous and current chapters.

3.2 Conceptualising and (re)defining language attides

Language attitudes have a long, extensive resd¢adition (e.g., Giles and Billings 2004).

In the first place, attitude research in the sgosgichology of language started as early as the
1930s (e.g., Pear 1931). Also, language attithdes been a key concept in sociolinguistics
since Labov’s (1966) seminal wotk.Moreover, as to be seen in 3.2.2.2, some of th@m
recent language-attitude studies have exploredidis@ness in language-attitude
expressions from a discourse-based approach. d\ibténinterdisciplinarity of language-
attitude research, Cargile, Giles, Ryan and Brdiia84: 211) state that “[t]his research area
may now be characterized broadly as an attemptdenstand people’s processing of, and
dispositions towards, various situated languagecantmunicative behaviours and the
subsequent treatment extended to the users offetolk”. This statement is helpful as it
seems applicable across disciplines. However,iléagal. (1994) do not provide specific
consideration of what language attitudes are #iggl to this broad characterisation of the
research field of language attitudes. While it that they provide interesting starting

points to contemplate conceptual issues as disgibsaughout 3.2.2, the question of how to

24 Just for reference, Labov (1966, 2006), for exames the terdinguistic attitudesnot language attitudes.
However, the adjectivinguistic might be suggestive of the nolimguisticsrather thadanguage(see
Silverstein 1992: 312).
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define language attitudes remains in relation ¢orésearch field which is characterised by
them.

So far, despite having been heavily researchedukage attitudes seem to lack a conclusive
definition. This section attempts to conceptuadmt language attitudes are, and analyse
pertinent issues in their conceptualisation. hntthe (re)definition of language attitudes for

my research is offered.

3.2.1 Conceptualising language attitudes

Garrett (2010: 20) premises that as a construntatatude is an evaluative orientation to a
social object of some sort, whether it is a langyua&g a new government policy, etc”. He
appears to regard “orientation” here in the sagi# las the terrdisposition given that he
bases this premise on Sarnoff's (1966/1970: 278jitlen of an attitude: “a disposition to
react favorably or unfavorably [(i.e., evaluativglo a class of objects” (all emphasis in
original but removed here). In addition, inste&tiaosocial object of some sort”, he uses the
psychological ternattitude objecelsewhere (see Garrett 2010: 23). Thus, the apamaise
can be paraphrased into the following concise sesteAn attitude, as a construct, is an
evaluative disposition to an attitude object.

Abstruse as it may sound, the sentefnattitude, as a construct, is an evaluative
disposition to an attitude objeappears to well summarise four key commonalitiethe
definitions of attitudes thus far proposed, mainlgocial psychology. First of all, an attitude
is a construct; that is, an abstraction which cabealirectly observed but instead can be
inferred from relevant behaviour (e.g., Oppenhe®@2t Garrett, Coupland and Williams
2003). This feature of not being directly obsetgatvhether called a construct or not, has
long been accepted in literature (e.g., Allport3;®Berloff 2014). It should be noted that
although my research does not target behaviouvemel, the terrbehaviourembraces
attitudinal responses in research. This is becalasgy with non-verbal behaviour, “a verbal
expression of attitude” (e.g., Thurstone 1928: 3&i9 also been regarded as verbal
behaviour (e.g., Fazio 2007; Fazio and Olson 261.8econd, in close relation to the first
commonality, an attitude is a disposition; thainsgrnal characteristics formed through

experience which underlie relevant behaviour iniclgdattitudinal responses (e.g., Allport

25 However, attitudinal responses are not always\ieheal, as they can take the form of physiological
reactions (e.g., Rosenberg and Hovland 1960).
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1935; Campbell 1963). Third, as a centrally impotffeature, an attitude is evaluative; that
is, entailing a varying degree of favourablenesdisfiavourableness, or to put it in other
ways, goodness or badness, positivity or negatfeity., Cohen 1964; Petty, Wegener and
Fabrigar 1997). And last, an attitude is diredted psychological object (e.g., Thurstone
1931, Garrett et al. 2003).

Obviously, the ‘object’ of language attitudes hab¢ related to language. Concerning this,
Garrett (2010: 2) states that “[p]eople hold attits to language at all its levels: for example,
spelling and punctuation, words, grammar, accedtponunciation, dialects and languages”.
However, apart from an attitude object, he tremtgliage attitudes equally with attitudes
towards other psychological objects, and he coaleldiscussed how language attitudes are

to be understood in relation to a broader lingaigérspective in more depth.

Niedzielski and Preston’s (1999/2003, 2009a, 20@8bjolinguistic approach, called folk
linguistics, may provide a useful frame of refeeic understand specifically wHahguage
attitudes are. Also, the research aim of folklilsgics mentioned later seems highly
applicable to my research. It should be emphadis#dhe terniolk in folk linguistics has
no disdainful connotation. In actuality, viewingegyone as a folk, Niedzielski and Preston
(1999/2003) attempt to include non-specialist vigwsesearch rather than compare and

contrast them with ‘specialist’ views. This is ettg what my research attempts to do.

Niedzielski and Preston (1999/2003, 2009a, 2002plaén their position in a model centered
around a triangle (see Figure 3.1: p.42). Theeldsreloped this model, responding to
Hoenigswald’s (1966) call for heeding both peopleaction to and comments on language.
Simply put, the top of the triangle (a) can triggeme responses with varying consciousness
on the bottom line @-bn) which express language attitudes (NiedzielskiRreston 2009a,
2009b; Preston 2013). In other words, a linguigienomenon can evoke attitudinal
reactions to and comments about “not only languesgebut also language topics in general”
(Niedzielski and Preston 2009b: 146) along theioanim of consciousness. The rightmost
side (la) corresponds to the responses of what is call@tiginattitudes, on which the
indirect approach of language-attitude researamghathe matched guise technique (MGT)
and the verbal guise technique (VGT) (to be disetiss 4.2.2), places the focus. On the
other hand, the leftmost sideBis made up of conscious, deliberative acts” (iielski

and Preston 2009a: 357, 2009b: 146), corresportditite responses of what is called
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explicit attitudes. The direct approach of langeragfitude research (to be discussed in 4.2.3)
turns their concern towards this leftmost side pantantly, while adopting the direct
approach, folk linguistics actually bases itselftioa findings in implicit attitudes “that

regional varieties are not all equal, even wher phbnological features are contrasted”
(Preston 1989: 328, 1996: 299, 2002: 76; Hartlel/Rreston 1999: 210; Niedzielski and
Preston 1999/2003: 44). Folk linguistics simultaumy sets its sights on people’s more
explicit accounts of this inequality in a given sdcontext (e.g., Niedzielski and Preston
1999/2003). Similarly, my research has interegaipanese people’s accounts of any

possible inequality involving their English in tdapanese educational context.

a’ — cognitive states and

processes which govern a

What people say

Conscious

reactions to Unconscious
and comments b b, reactions to
on language language

b” — cognitive states and

processes which govern b

Figure 3.1: Folk linguistic model (Niedzielski and Peston 1999/2003: xi, 2009a: 357, 2009b: 147)

Niedzielski and Preston’s (1999/2003, 2009a, 200&jel views the research aim in folk
linguistics as being opposed to that of most lisgjcienquiry. Regarded as linguistic
competence (e.g., Chomsky 1965), the a” aboventheftthe triangle (a) “represents the bulk
of what most subfields of linguistics are concernth” (Niedzielski and Preston 2009a:
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357, 2009b: 146). On the other hand, the b” barteatbottom line (-byn) is what folk
linguistics wishes to determine (Niedzielski andgton 1999/2003, 2009a, 2009b); that is,
“the underlying beliefs and belief systems whi@hehind folk expressions about language”
(Niedzielski and Preston 2009b: 147; see also Neégki and Preston 2009a: 357). These
“beliefs and belief systems” may entail “the oveategories and definitions [people] have of
linguistic matters” (Preston 1989: 328, 1996: 29&:dzielski and Preston 1999/2003: 44;
see also Hartley and Preston 1999: 210).

As seen in Figure 3.1 (p.42), this model postulttas people interpret a linguistic
phenomenon (@) in the light of “the underlying bidiand belief systems” of their own (b")
(Niedzielski and Preston 2009a: 357, 2009b: 14®mwproviding language-attitude
responses (bhn). In other words, language-attitude responsegasgtably subjective since
how to interpret a linguistic phenomenon is cowdiéid by “beliefs and belief systems”.
These “beliefs and belief systems”, in turn, catragassumptions which are evidently at
variance with linguistic reality (e.g., Niedzielskind Preston 1999/2003). As an illustrating
example, in regards to how Detroiters perform dedaCanadian raising of the diphthong
lav/ (i.e., [av]), their assumption that Michigan speakers sogtahdard /a/’ (i.e., [av]) may
even make themselves ‘hear’ a fellow Detroiterised realisation of this diphthong as non-
raised (Niedzielski 1999).

Niedzielski and Preston’s (1999/2003, 2009a, 200&tjel is useful in informing my
language-attitude research. However, it seemswbatecurious that the b” underneath is
not referred to as languag#itudes while the bottom line (@-bn) may be regarded as
expressing language attitudes (Niedzielski andt®nez009a, 2009b; Preston 2013). One
may concur that it is more natural to consider whatferred from language-attitude

reactions and commentsi{im) to be languagettitudes

Once the b” in question is construed as langudiedsts, Niedzielski and Preston’s
(1999/2003, 2009a, 2009b) model seems congruobistinatfour key commonalities
discussed previously (p.40-41). First, languatigudes’ (b") are not directly observable,
but inferable from language-attitude responsesbih. Second, closely related to the first
commonality, language ‘attitudes’ (b") are interdaaracteristics derived from experience
which underlie these responses{l). Third, favourableness or disfavourableness maly

be an essential element of language ‘attitude$’abd presumably language-attitude
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responses (bhn) as well, although conscious reactions and comsngxjtmost probably

entail more than the simple imputation of favoueslglss or disfavourableness. And last, the
top of the triangle (a) stands for an object oflaege attitudes; that is, a linguistic
phenomenon at any level (e.g., Garrett 2010) —yjimgsearch, Japanese people’s and a

participant’s own English in general.

One thing should be added from social psychologieaspectives. Again, with the proviso
that the b” in question is viewed as languageudtts, Niedzielski and Preston’s (1999/2003,
2009a, 2009b) model also meets the call from EagtyChaiken (2007: 587) for a
distinction between attitudinal responses andualitis themselves, which “is fundamental to
theory development”. Eagly and Chaiken (2007) aripat although both are correlated,
attitudinal responses are not attitudes per sdfjdoible expressions of attitudes, as being
susceptible to various situational influences. yrhete that an “array of influences ... that
derive from the external situation” (ibid.: 587)tmue intervening between attitudes and
attitudinal responses. More specifically, theygasd:
The contemporaneous setting contains not only thaslicit the inner attitude but
also a wealth of information that provides new iigpio the attitude, activates an
individual's goals, and provides standards agautmsth to judge the current
instantiation of the attitude object. (ibid.)
They simultaneously imply that situational influesanay derive internally as well. More
internally derived influences include “other tendiels and states of the person (e.g.,
personality traits, moods)” (ibid.) and possiblg@bssociatively aroused attitudes towards
differentattitude objects, given what Eagly and Chaiker®819995/2014, 1998, 2007) call
inter-attitudinal structure (i.e., a global struetencompassing more than one set of attitudes,
corresponding to the perceived connection betweane tinan one attitude object). To put all
the above arguments of Eagly and Chaiken (2007 sionply, it may be said that what
attitude research observes is not a direct refliear attitudes, but are constructions in the
form of attitudinal responses in a situational eaht The wordcontexthere embraces both
more externally and internally derived influenc&y, the same token, it may be that
language-attitude responsestn) do not directly reflect language ‘attitudes’ (lbut are
constructed on the basis of the attitudes in attoal context®

26 Garrett et al. (2003: 7) have a similar discusgioifie section called “[t]he problematic relatibigsbetween
attitudes and behaviour”.
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3.2.2 Conceptual issues in language attitudes

In the course of the discussion in the previoussation, two conceptual issues appear to
have manifested themselves. First, how can largatigudes be understood in relation to
beliefs about language? Second, while languagedsdtresponses may well be flexible
owing to various influences in a given situatiomatabout language attitudes themselves?
In other words, can language attitudes be regaadedore stable? Each of these two issues

is examined in this subsection, revisiting Cargil@l. (1994) as a starting point.

3.2.2.1 Language attitudes and beliefs about langga

Cargile et al.’s (1994: 22Fpcial process model of language attituderporates the well-
documented tripartite model, whereby “an attitugleat the same time, cognitive, affective,
and behavioural in nature”. They explain that ¢tgm and affective components represent
beliefs and feelings respectively, and that a bielh@sl component actually refers to
predisposition for behaviour. Similarly, Edward982), for example, states that while there
exists some confusion between language attitudédealiefs about language, the former
includes the latter as a component. Problemajidatiwever, Cargile et al. (1994) seem to
identify language attitudes with their formationciontext. In other words, they might
possibly confound language attitudes with situaidanguage-attitude responses (3.2.1).
Edwards (1982) also does not appear to differenbatween the two clearly. Even if
language-attitude responses include beliefs, thés chot mean that language attitudes
themselves have beliefs as a constructive compomnteimsically. Indeed, in the same
volume as Edwards (1982), Ryan, Giles and Sebagt@8®2: 7) describe language attitudes
“as any affective, cognitive or behavioural indéxwaluativereactionstoward different
language varieties or their speakers” (emphasis@ddt may be argued, then, that the three
putative components (i.e., the cognitive compoieeiieliefs, the affective component or
feelings, and the behavioural component or predisipo for behaviour) are more related to

language-attitude responses than language attitbdesselves.

In fact, it may not so much be attitudes themsehgeBow to express attitudes that has been
regarded as encompassing the aforementioned tbngeonents since earlier theorising in
social psychology. To give one example, Katz atodl&d (1959) seem to presume that
apart from an action tendency, attitudes can logteddi as evaluations, or rather, as evaluative

expressions, which have both affective and cognitbmponents. To give another example,
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Rosenberg and Hovland (1960: 1) state that ‘[t}pes$ ofresponsehat are commonly used

as “indices” of attitudes fall in three major categs: cognitive, affective, and behavioral’
(emphasis added). Correspondingly, they explditudés as processed and made observable
in the triadic ways. Later, Breckler (1984) argtlest while moderately correlated, these
three components are still distinguishable and Whugh researching separately. However, it
is fair to say that what his research illustratesliatinguishable is not the three constructive
components of attitudes but the three types ofgssiag and responding. Crano and

Prislin’s (2006: 347) review article, for a furthexample, remarks that “[a]ttitudes are the
evaluative judgments that integrate and summarizeognitive/affective reactiong”. Again,

as with Ryan et al. (1982) mentioned above (p.#8pgnition and affect provide “reactions”,

then both might be more related to how attitudeseapressed than what constitutes them.

Preston (2010) explicitly claims that the threegpive components may actually cause and be
triggered by attitudes rather than constitutelatés themselves, the claim also made by
Eagly and Chaiken (1993, 2007) (see also Oskamsahdltz 2005/2014: 11-12). With
regard to language attitudes, while relying onfttle linguistic model (Figure 3.1: p.42),
Preston (2010: 9) conceives what underlies langa#tijade responses to be “a reservoir of
beliefs and concept®?)” which are directed to a linguistic phenomends seen in 3.2.1,
this b” in the model is arguably construed as lagguattitudes. Accordingly, even though
the notion of a conceptual reservoir appears tasedul, it is questionable whether the term
beliefsshould be employed here as in Niedzielski andt®ngd999/2003, 2009a, 2009b).
This is all the more so because while identifyinig teservoir with what Bassili and Brown
(2005/2014) conceptualise as networks of evalulgtiaelen microconcepts (see also Bassili
2008: 253-255), Preston (2010) takes no notichefdct that they do not regard beliefs as
likely triggers for attitudinal responses. Thelgddhis position because beliefs themselves
are context-dependent and not distinct from atiti@idprocessing. Thus, in line with Bassili
and Brown (2005/2014), Preston’s (2010) reservaiy ilve better conceptualised as a

reservoir of evaluatively laden concepts, not usiegtermbeliefs

All the above considered, language attitudes maynatude beliefs as a constructive
component, but can be expressed as beliefs oralie &f a reservoir of evaluative concepts

27 More detailed quotations from Crano and Prislid0@ 347) are: “Today, most accept the view that an
attitude represents an evaluative integration ghitmns and affects experienced in relation tobject.
Attitudes are the evaluative judgments that integaad summarize these cognitive/affective reastion
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directed to a linguistic phenomenon. These comsc@pturn, may be regarded as language
attitudes themselves.

Before moving to the discussion about languagéudti stability, it should be pointed out
that Cargile et al. (1994) regard beliefs devoidsdociated feelings as rare in social
interaction. If read literally, this simultaneoysinplies that in rare cases, attitudinal
responses may still be entirely cognitive withdifeet (e.g., Bohner and Wanke 208 %ee
also Oskamp and Schultz 2005/2014: 10-11). Inrashtsome scholars hold the view that a
certain degree of affect always coexists with liglieAs just one concise example, Perloff
(2014: 73) cites Eagly and Chaiken (1998) to atbae “[a]ttitudes [or rather, attitudinal
responseshvariably involve affect and emotions” (emphasis added}hif is the case, then
it may not be useful to distinguish beliefs as é¢tigm responses from the overall language-
attitude responses. In fact, such a view seerhe t@lidated from a neuroscience
perspective. Based on recent neuroscience wongalith neuroimaging data, Cunningham
and Zelazo (2007), Cunningham, Zelazo, Packer ardBAvel (2007) and Van Bavel, Xiao
and Cunningham (2012) advocate the Iterative Resging Model. According to this model,
more affective states precede in a series of ditia mental (re)processing, and continually
influence it while an increasingly higher levelaafgnitive subset processes are recruited. It
follows that attitudinal responses may well noebérely cognitive. More specifically, it is
probable that ‘cognitive’ attitudinal responsesbeliefs, are always somewhat affectively
imbued, reflecting both more cognitive and affeetprocesses underneath. Seeing that it
may not be plausible to demarcate beliefs as dogmésponses, my research treats
language-attitude responses as a totality but doedistinguish beliefs from them.

3.2.2.2 Language-attitude stability

Cargile et al. (1994) conceive of ‘language atesichs a socially constructed process. In
contrast, while referring to Sears’s (1983) viewatithe attitudes formed earlier in life are
likely to persist, Garrett (2010) and Garrett e{(2003) suggest that at least some language
attitudes are relatively enduring. Interestingbarrett (2010) and Garrett et al. (2003) also
cite Sherif (1967), who associates attitudes witithan socialisation and emphasises attitude
durability. However, what Sherif (1967) discusseems more related to configuring

personality traits than forming attitudes. As AjZ2005: 6) notes, “[a]lthough attitudes and

28 Just for reference, the new edition of Bohner\Atithke (2002) will soon be available as Vogel, Waaiké
Bohner (2016).
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traits are both assumed to be relatively stabléueng dispositions, attitudes are typically

viewed as more malleable than personality traits”.

It appears that whether to conceptualise langutijedes as flexible and dynamic or as more
stable, if not durable, corresponds to the diffeeshetween language-attitude responses and
language attitudes themselves (3.2.1). The mlastriating case in point would be the
exploration of language attitudes in discourse.tl@none hand, from social constructionist
perspectives (e.g., Gergen 1985), Potter and Wadtl{@B87) advocate a discourse-based
approach in social psychology and view ‘attitudesdiscursive construction in verbal form.
They refer to what McGuire (1985: 239) provideghesworking definition of attitudes: ‘In
most empirical studies specific attitudes are defiat least implicitly asesponseshat locate
“objects of thought” on “dimensions of judgment&riphasis added). On the other hand,
Niedzielski and Preston (1999/2003), for examph@lyse discourse not just to describe
specific verbal responses, but also to explore rataiele underlying language attitudes, albeit
using the ternbeliefsrather than attitudes. Attention should be giteethe fact that while
Potter and Wetherell (1987) treat attitudes in ganéhe discourse-based studies of
attitudinal construction have been occasionallyliagspecifically to language-attitude
research (e.g., Reid-Collins 2013; Saito 2014).

The former school of thought makes a couple oflrietalaims. First, Potter and Wetherell
(1987: 45) argue that “there may be systematiatians in what is said, which cast doubt on
the enduring homogeneous nature of the supposechaitmental attitude”. However, they
could have considered the possibility that suchesyaticity may derive from more stable
attitudinal concepts with variations reflectingusitional influences (3.2.1). Second, in line
with Potter (1998), but specifically concerningdaage attitudes, Hyrkstedt and Kalaja
(1998: 355) maintain that “[tjhe matched-guise teghe, among other traditional methods of
measurement, should give way to discourse-anakysiearch on language attitudes”.
However, in Niedzielski and Preston’s (1999/200R)2a, 2009b) view, both the MGT and a
discourse-based approach represensdmeebottom line of the folk linguistic model (Figure
3.1: p.42), with the former at the rightmost sitdg é&nd the latter towards the leftmost side
(b1). If both approaches are helpful in exploringdaage attitudes, then the question should
not be about which supersedes the other. Cerfdimpscher and Dailey-O’Cain (2009:

218) “encourage a greater diversity in approackeinguage-attitude research. However,
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like Soukup (2012), they still insist that the M@iid other quantitative approaches should be

modified by incorporating interactional elements.

In fact, stability of attitudes has been a majarcaptual issue in social psychology (e.g.,
Bohner and Dickel 2011). Whereas “the standard wattitudes” (Banaji and Heiphetz
2010: 357) has long assumed stability, some reseer@iew them “as temporarily
constructed judgments” (Wilson and Hodges 1992: E&)nstructionist scholars rightly
emphasise that mental processing is flexible amghéeary. However, they seem to either
disregard attitudinal concepts on which this pregesis based (e.g., Schwarz and Bohner
2001; Schwarz 2007, 2012) or focus significantlyrenon processing itself (e.g., Conrey and
Smith 2007; Gawronski and Bodenhausen 2007, 201 ay be that “the standard view”
and a constructionist one indicate two sides oktmae coin. It is possible that even highly

stable attitudinal concepts are processed and sgxian a relatively unstable manner.

Taking all the above into consideration, it mayabgued that at least some language attitudes
are relatively stable, if not durable. It may ateoargued that the flexibility and dynamism

of language-attitude responses do not necessagd@nrthose of language attitudes per se.

3.2.3 Summary and a (re)definition of language attiildes

After summarising what has been discussed, thid iabsection provides the (re)definition
of language attitudes for my research. As obseeaglier, there seems to be no agreed
definition, except that various attitude definitsdmave thus far kept ‘the core idea of “favor
and disfavor” intact’ (Banaji and Heiphetz 20107R5Accordingly, the (re)definition to be

offered may have limited generalisability.

The previous two subsections can be summariseallas/$é. First of all, incorporating

mainly social psychological perspectives into Nietski and Preston’s (1999/2003, 2009a,
2009b) sociolinguistic approach, called folk lingfics, my research conceives that language
attitudes are expressed as observable responaettain linguistic phenomenon including

a language topic, such as the tapapanese people’s Englisihese responses may be
conscious or unconscious to a varying degree. wage attitudes themselves, in turn, are not
directly observable as internal characteristicenfet through experience. They underlie and

thus can be inferred from language-attitude resgmnsdopting and adapting Preston’s
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(2010) view, my research regards those languagedss as a reservoir of evaluative
concepts directed to a linguistic phenomenon. koduistics assumes that these concepts
may entail how to categorise and define linguistatters (e.g., Niedzielski and Preston
1999/2003).

Also, language-attitude responses are not the sarf@nguage attitudes themselves. In
agreement with Eagly and Chaiken (2007), my reseeoaceives language-attitude

responses to be situationally constructed fromuagg attitudes, but not as a direct reflection
of them. Correspondingly, even though at leastestamguage attitudes are relatively stable,

if not durable, these attitudes may be expressaibfly and dynamically from situation to
situation. Furthermore, supported from a neuromaeerspective (e.g., Cunningham and
Zelazo 2007), my research conceives ‘cognitivepoeses, or beliefs, to be somewhat
affectively laden probably at all times. For thesison, my research does not treat beliefs as a

separate entity when considering language-attitesgonses.

Based on the above examination of language atsStudg research (re)defines them as being
1) identified with a reservoir of evaluative cont®2) directed to a linguistic phenomenon,
and 3) underlying observable responses which arsteated situationally. Accordingly, my
research explores Japanese university studentisisgiv@ concepts concerning Japanese
people’s English including their own, and for thisrpose, investigates their accounts about it

as will be constructed in the course of my study.

Both the conceptualisation and (re)definition efgaage attitudes as summarised here might
be important. First of all, they make it possitdeview language attitudes from a broad
linguistic perspective by taking the sociolinguissipproach of folk linguistics. In addition,
they integrate and incorporate diverse argumerdflynin social psychology, including a
discourse-based approach. Furthermore, they sinegdusly serve as highly concise

accounts of language attitudes.

So far, the chapter has addressed language-attitedges. The next section turns to

consider recent previous research relevant to mine.
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3.3 Attitudes towards English in an educational cotext

By critiquing recent previous research, this secficst takes a brief look at an educational
context outside Japan, and then examines the Jagpaontext. It should be mentioned,
however, that there have not been many languagedattstudies directly relevant to my
research. What is more, associative factors sedravte scarcely been the target of

investigation in these studies.

3.3.1 Attitudes towards English in an educationalantext outside Japan

Some studies investigating non-Japanese attitadesds English appear to be helpful to
understand Japanese counterparts. Among recelstthis subsection critiques Tokumoto
and Shibata (2011), Ranta (2010), Wang (2013) amd) £2016), all of which are firmly
situated in relation to the global spread of Erglis

Tokumoto and Shibata (2011) examined the attit@fi@2 Malaysian, 50 Japanese and 46
South Korean undergraduates towards their own &mglionunciation through a
guestionnaire. All the respondent students exaeptMalaysian were English majors,
presumably reflecting the fact that the questioraias written in English. Tokumoto and
Shibata (2011) detect three striking differencdsvben the Malaysian group and the other
two groups (i.e., the Japanese and South Kore&nst, the Malaysians generally admired
their own English pronunciation, if not as much\dsSs’, while the Japanese and South
Koreans tended to disapprove of their own ‘nonueatinfluenced English accents and

prefer native-like English pronunciation. In tiennection, the Japanese students generally
believed their own pronunciation to be not vergilngible to NESs. Second, most of the
Malaysians attached more importance to conveyiagrtessage than pronouncing like NESs,
whereas the opposite order of priority was truetliermajority of either the Japanese or the
South Koreans. And last, the vast majority of Medaysians named a British accent as a
criterion to discriminate between NES and NNES pramation, whereas either the Japanese

or the South Koreans generally named an Americaarda¢o the same effect.

While the distinctiveness of the Malaysian respondtudents from the Japanese and South
Koreans is remarkable, Tokumoto and Shibata (26itLhot include any items on
associative factors in the questionnaire. Theacussion section called “[p]otential factors
on attitudinal differences” (ibid.: 402, all emplsas original but removed here), therefore, is
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not sufficiently data-based. Even so, they pouttaocouple of important facts. First,
English used to be the official language in Malaytsirough British administration. Second,
involving Malay, Chinese and Indian people, thglia franca use of English is not unusual
within Malaysia. However, neither is the casedpah or South Korea, and this probably

explains why the Malaysian group was distinctive.

Ranta (2010) explored how students and teachdtmimsh upper secondary schools
evaluated English both inside and outside the mass, through a questionnaire written in
Finnish. Her respondents comprised 108 student84n.1-Finnish English teachers across
multiple schools. She finds that both the respohdiidents and teachers were well aware of
the role of English used as a lingua franca outtfideclassroom. Also, she infers that both
sides perceived a gap between this real-world Englhd NES-centred, normative English
inside the classroom, and argues that high-stateaa®make it impossible to take a real-
world approach to teaching English.

Two aspects in Ranta’s (2010) study are notabb®irirast with the Japanese social context.
First, her data indicates that both the responsteiaents and teachers tended to have the
opportunities to use English for lingua franca camination outside the classroom. Second,
she points out the prevalence of different typeSrajlish in the Finnish media. However,
neither is the case in Japan, and thus Japanekmttunay not perceive the same gap as did

her respondents.

Wang (2013) conducted both a questionnaire and-seatured interviews concerning
Chinese attitudes towards Chinese people’s nonscanitfy to ENL norms. Chinese was
used in both methods. Her questionnaire respoadegre 502 students who were either
English major undergraduates or postgraduatess&mglish and other disciplines, and also
267 professionals. Among these respondents, tviahgiish major under- and postgraduate
students, twelve non-English major postgraduatdsetgven professionals were selected as
interviewees. She reports that the questionnagpandents as a whole viewed Chinese-
influenced English expressions as slightly posjtalthough it is unknown whether this
tendency applied to the 502 students alone. Medevghe detects two perceived functions
underlying the positive attitudes which many of imerviewees expressed towards Chinese-
influenced English use: the perceived function$)tachieve efficient communication and 2)

project Chinese cultural identity. On the othemdhashe detects three assumptions
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underlying the negative attitudes which all heemiewees expressed towards non-
conformity to ENL norms: the assumptions of ENL1ashe essence of English, 2) having
fixed norms, and 3) socially preferable. Theseiaggions seem to exemplify what is called
native-speakerism (e.g., Holliday 2006; Houghtod Rivers 2013); that is, the view that
ENL alone is the benchmark and ideal. Wang (2@tils that such assumptions tended not
to allow the interviewees, whether students orgesibnals, to be fully confident about
Chinese people’s English, even when recognisingittmaould serve for international

communication.

Wang (2013) limited her participants to those Wetfficient English proficiency and
linguistic experience” (ibid.: 262). Accordinglghinese university students who do not
meet these two criteria might not be as positivearols Chinese people’s non-conformity to
ENL norms. At the same time, her study importaitiplies that even those Chinese
university students who not only meet the two ciatéut also see the importance of both
communication efficiency and Chinese cultural idgrmhay not have considerably positive
attitudes towards Chinese people’s ‘non-native’lishg Given Tokumoto and Shibata
(2011), such appears to be compatible with othet Esian counterparts including Japanese
and South Korean.

Fang (2016) investigated Chinese undergraduatisices towards their own and other
English accents through a questionnaire and semitated interviews. The questionnaire
was written bilingually in English and Chinese, dhe interviews were conducted in Chinese.
His questionnaire respondents were 309 non-Engigjors, and nine of them were selected
as interviewees. Somewhat in resonance with Wa043, 2014), Fang’s (2016) participants
generally felt dissatisfied with their own Engliabcents as sounding ‘non-native’ and
aspired to sound like American or British NESshaligh some of them appeared to question
an NES benchmark in relation to negotiating Chindeatity.

Fang (2016) claims that the emphasis of traditi@tdahese Confucianism on being modest
might have played a role in why many of the pgoaait students were negative towards their
own English accents. However, this claim appepeslative and further research may be
necessary. At the same time, he importantly pantghat the majority of the students had
no experience of using English abroad and hardpyeaposure to non-American or British

accents in their English education. This may be for Japanese university students.
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Based on the studies critiqued above, even if Ebims have been emphasised in English
education, those non-Japanese NNES students whiarf@éar with diversity in and the
lingua franca role of English may tend to hold mpositive attitudes towards their English
than Japanese students. In turn, without muchreqme of lingua franca communication
abroad, Japanese and other East Asian studentsakeagn NES benchmark for granted.

3.3.2 Attitudes towards English in the Japanese edational context

While there seems to have been little researchtiindes towards a participant’'s own
English in the Japanese context (cf. Tokumoto anbe®a 2011, cited in 3.3.1), some studies
have been concerned with Japanese attitudes todapdsiese people’s English. This
subsection first critiques Jenkins’s (2007) gladtably from the angle of her Japanese
participants, and then Matsuda’s (2003a) studyJaipanese upper secondary school, before
concentrating on the Japanese university con#khough not language-attitude research,

Jenkins (2014) is also mentioned briefly.

Jenkins (2007) explored English teachers’ attittdesrds English accents through a
guestionnaire containing a world map with natidmaiders. Her questionnaires yielded 300
expanding-circle NNES English teacher respondentsiious countries including JapZn,
alongside 26 NES English teacher respondents i kyelthough it is unknown how many
Japanese school and university teachers were edlu@ihe large majority of the respondents
ranked British and American accents as the ‘bagté world. The specific numbers were
167 and 100 respectively. Also, these two acosate ranked as the top two in all the four
dimensions of correctness, acceptability, pleasmstand familiarity among the English
accents of ten selected countries including Jdpdn.contrast, a ‘Japanese English’ accent
was ranked the ‘worst’ among the ten accents mgef correctness, acceptability and
pleasantnes¥. Jenkins (2007: 174) explains:

Even the Japanese respondents themselves wery laegative about the quality of

their accent (for example, ‘flat and no pitch’, tramnfident’, ‘broken’, ‘katakana

2% These various countries were Austria, Brazil, Chiialand, Germany, Greece, Japan, Poland, Spain,
Sweden, Taiwan and Canada.

30 The selected countries were the US, Brazil, SphénUK, Germany, Sweden, India, China, Japan and
Australia.

31 The Chinese respondents played a key role inéiisitt Their means for correctness, acceptabitity a
pleasantness of a ‘Japanese English’ accent wasdsmably worse than the overall means, whiledlaisa
‘Chinese English’ accent were tremendously morétipegsee Jenkins 2007: 164—165).
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sounds’, ‘we add a vowel to a consonant’), althotingly also described it as easy to

understand.
Unfortunately, even though a British accent wasdats the ‘best’, it is unknown whether
this overall tendency applied to the Japanese nelgds. In fact, one Japanese respondent
commented in the open-ended question provideceagnl: “Japanese people are so
accustomed to American English that any other d@esdanluding even British accent sound
‘unfamiliar’ or ‘not mainstream’ (ibid.: 183). I also unknown whether the Japanese
respondents alone ranked a ‘Japanese English’ tase¢he ‘worst’ in those three dimensions
(i.e., correctness, acceptability and pleasantreaasng the ten accents. Nevertheless, her
findings importantly indicate that Japanese peapl@t least Japanese English teachers, may
negatively view Japanese people’s English, possitdy own English as well, with

American and/or British ENL being a benchmarkeaist as far as phonology is concerned.

Jenkins (2007) also conducted semi-structuredviieis with seventeen NNES English
teachers, including two Japanese, at two UK higleication institution® She finds that alll
of them had an ambivalent attitude towards Englistents. More specifically, while valuing
NNESSs'’ identities expressed through various Englistents, they personally preferred ENL
accents?® Later, without limiting her purview to phonologienkins (2014) detected the
same kind of ambivalence through research convensatvith 34 NNES postgraduates at
another UK university who were from fifteen diffatecountries including Jap&fthat is:
in most cases, even when participants had expreggedment with ELF’s
orientation to English, for themselves they stiinted a native version ... Some said
it would give them confidence, while the majoritgnply could not decouple the
notion of ‘good’ English from that of ‘native’ Erigh, and said they regarded signs of
Chinese, Korean, Turkish, and suchlike in theirlBshgas errors, however much they
liked ELF in theory. (ibid.: 200-201)
Targeting specifically Japanese university studenjsresearch also explores possible
ambivalent attitudes (see also Matsuda (2003a5aisdyama (2013) below).

32 The other fifteen interviewees were three Chintge ltalian, one Malaysian, two Polish, two Soutbr&an,
one Spanish, three Taiwanese and one Ukrainian NNgsEneachers.

33 As an illustrating example, see contradictory camnts of Participant H from Japan in Jenkins (2@2B),
which also appear in Jenkins (2009b: 205).

34 The other fourteen countries were Austria, Chilein@, Germany, Italy, Malta, Mexico, Romania, Saudi
Arabia, South Korea, Spain, Thailand, Turkey andnést.
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Matsuda (2003a) investigated Japanese upper segamutenol students’ attitudes towards
English ‘varieties’ through 31 completed questidresmand ten individual or pair semi-
structured interviews as the main methods. Allitherviewees were recruited from the
guestionnaire respondents. The questionnaire wi#temin Japanese, and both the
guestionnaire and interviews were conducted inrdegE® She concludes that although the
participant students admitted English to be a laggwsed internationally, they did not
believe that English belonged internationally. 8héher explains that they positively
viewed American and British ENL as ‘correct’ andaf’, but that they did not show much
awareness of world Englishes in the outer cirabe, d@d not accept the legitimacy of
‘Japanese English’. Somewhat in resonance witkide2007, 2014), only some students
had an ambivalent attitude regarding a Japaneskskmgcent. While wishing for a
Japanese English accent to be accepted by othéslEsgeakers, these students personally
preferred not to sound like ‘Japanese English’ kpesa A few students ascribed this

ambivalence to their view that a ‘non-native’-irdhced English accent was unavoidable.

Matsuda (2003a) selected ond'dftade class for her study, but does not give any
consideration to the washback effect of universitfrance exams (2.5.2.3), which might well
have been most salient in this final grade befaghdr educatiod® Even so, her findings
importantly imply that Japanese students, at leasbol students, tend to conceive of
themselves aforeignlearners of the English owned by American andi8riNESs, possibly
through the washback effect of entrance exams.rddgarch identifies how far this applies

to current Japanese university students.

Language-attitude research specifically targetajgpdiese university students includes
McKenzie (2008a, 2008b, 2010), McKenzie and Gilm@®&l6), Sasayama (2013) and
Evans and Imai (2011), each of which is critiquetbty. Although Evans and Imai (2011)
did not investigate attitudes towards Japanesel@sdpnglish, their research provides some

insight into the nature of Japanese universityesttgl attitudes towards ENL.

McKenzie (2008a, 2010) attempted to reveal Japamasersity students’ ability to

recognise English ‘varieties’ through a questiomnaHis respondents consisted of 513

35 According to Matsuda (2003a: 484), “[t]he studysveanducted at a private senior high school (1@th-1
grades) in Tokyo” which “was moderately competitared all students (approximately 1,200) planned to
continue their education at two- or four-year agdle, universities, or vocational schools after gasion”.
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undergraduates and 45 postgraduates at 11 naéindadrivate universities across Japan. He
employed the VGT (to be discussed in 4.2.2) andpgen-ended items asking the following
two questions: 1) “Where do you think the speakenes from?”; and 2) “How did you make
this decision?” (McKenzie 2008a: 143, 2010). Thesiionnaire was written and conducted
in English (McKenzie 2010%¥ While both MGT and VGT research has tended “&spme
that respondents who listen to and evaluate stisngppeech are able to accurately and
consistently identify the varieties in questionsasially or regionally localised forms”
(McKenzie 2010: 51; see also McKenzie 2008a: 14@)llustrates that this is not necessarily
the casé’ The only exception was Heavily-accented JapaBagtish, which 90.14% of the
respondent students recognised as Japanese.thfdsecognition rates for Southern US
English and Mid-West US English as American wefatreely high (i.e., 59.14% and

54.66% respectively). However, only around 30%hefstudents recognised the countries of
origin for the other three ‘varieties’ correctly:. Moderately-accented Japanese English, 2)
Glasgow Vernacular, as well as 3) Scottish Stan#8aglish (McKenzie 2010), which was
originally labelled as Glasgow Standard English Kdozie 2008a, 2008b).

There are four other major findings from McKenZ€@8a, 2008b, 2010) which inform my
research. Three of them are from the above ‘wanietognition task. First, he finds that the
respondent students had an ability to hear theréifice between NESs and NNESs, because
they tended to identify the American and Britishrieties’ he provided as belonging to the
inner circle. More specifically, 82.97% of thenemdifiedSouthern US English as ENL;
82.62%, Mid-West US English as ENL; and 60.76% t$&toStandard English as ENL. The
only exception was Glasgow Vernacular, which ory44% of the students identified as
ENL. Itis notable that those who correctly idéat Scottish Standard English as British
ENL recurrently commented about its distinctiveniesen American ENL. Second, in close
relation to the first set of findings, he suggekts the distinction between NESs and NNESs
tended to be primary for the studetftsThird, difference in accentedness affected the
students’ responses, as most evidently seen irettogynition rates for Heavily-accented
Japanese English (i.e., 90.14%) and Moderatelyraedelapanese English (i.e., 29.93%).

36 Precisely, some translated Japanese words weuel@ttin the social factor sections of the questiire, the
sections to be discussed later (McKenzie 2008b0R01

37 Similar findings are available, for example, inokaand Lindemann (2013).

38 | ikewise, McKenzie (2015) shows UK-born undergradsahigh ability to hear the difference between
NESs and NNESs and tendency to make a primary distinbetween NESs and NNESs.
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The fourth major finding is from McKenzie (2008808b, 2010). In a different section of

the same questionnaire, using rating scales wilséme VGT (to be discussed in 4.2.2) and
involving the same Japanese university studentdetexts the tripartite hierarchical pattern

of the ratings to English ‘varieties’. He meanattthe respondent students tended to evaluate,
in terms of his competence constréfcBmerican ENL more favourably than British ENL,

and ‘Japanese English’ the least favourably. Tep®zific, whereas the evaluation of Mid-
West US English was the highest, that of Heavilyeated Japanese English was the lowest.
Interestingly, Scottish Standard English was ré&eder than ‘non-standard’ Southern US
English and Glasgow Vernacular in a statisticaliyngicant manner.

As with McKenzie and Gilmore (2016) and Sasayan@d.82 to be critiqued later, McKenzie
(2008a, 2008b, 2010) also examined the socialctittemess of the speaker of each audio-
recording. This is in line with some other quattite studies including Cargile, Takai and
Rodriguez (2006) and Rivers (2011), both targelmganese undergraduates. It should be
noted, however, that my research explores attittmeardsanguagerather than speakers,
although it is still open to the possibility of rparticipants’ associating a particular type of

English with its speakers’ perceived social attvactess.

With regard to the audio-recordings of stimulusege McKenzie (2008a, 2008b, 2010)
tried to control potential extraneous variableshsas sex, age, voice quality, length, as well
as content which was elicited in the form of givitigections on a fictitious map. He also
notes that both Heavily-accented and Moderatelgiatec! Japanese English “speakers were
at an advanced level in English” (McKenzie 2008&2,12008b: 71, 2010: 75-76). Moreover,
he consulted several listener-judges from Japant)éel and the US on the authenticity of
recorded English ‘varieties’. All of these contragth, for example, Rivers’s (2011) speech
samples of the same text read at various speeeh bigtpeople of a wide range of ages with
different English proficiency. Certainly, by canesampling, McKenzie (2008a, 2008Db,
2010) indicates how American and, to a lesser éxBeitish ENL as well as accentedness
may play an important role in Japanese universitglents’ attitudes towards English, and
thus somewhat provides corroboration of Jenkir®{) questionnaire findings. However,

his quantitative-based study cannot provide a cauddly rich explanation. My research

39 McKenzie’s (2008a, 2008b, 2010) competence cocistiansists of four rating scales employing the
adjectival pairs of intelligent/not intelligent, middent/not confident, fluent/not fluent and cleex¢lear. While
obtaining eight adjectival pairs through a pilaidst, he extracted these four through principal conents
analysis.
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further explores his indications from the viewpahimy research questions through a
gualitative approach, as seen in the next chapter.

McKenzie (2008b, 2010) sought to explore socialdecunderlying the ratings in the other
two sections of the same questionnaire, involvirggame Japanese university students. In
one of the two sections, he selected the follovitng variables through literature review as
closed-response items: 1) gender; 2) self-percapveficiency in English, whether a little,
good, or very good; 3) previous exposure to Englistoad, whether less than three months
or more; and 4) self-perceived regional provenamtether rural or urban. However, it
appears that statistical analysis of these founkilas does not explain the overall tendency
for the respondent students to have evaluatednésgaEnglish’ the least favourably.

Further research with an open-ended approach seeressary. In the other section, through
perceptual dialectology (to be discussed in 4.2h8)nvestigated whether the students’
attitudes towards ‘non-standard’ Japanese might hawle in their attitudes towards English
‘varieties’. However, it appears that no conclesinfluence is revealed through categorising
their written expressions quantitatively into post neutral or negative ones. Further
research not necessarily employing perceptualdileyy and statistical analysis may bring
some more insight. As seen in the next chaptemasgarch explores factors behind
Japanese university students’ attitudes in questicmugh a qualitative approach, wherein

their attitudes towards Japanese could possibnkelement.

McKenzie and Gilmore (2016) investigated Japaneseetsity students’ attitudes towards
four Asian, two US and one UK English ‘varietielstaugh a questionnaire which first
employed rating scales and the VGT (to be discusséd.2) and then provided an explicit
self-report task. Their respondents consisteb8fJapanese university students at six
national and private universities across Japamsupnably including some postgraduates,
given the statistics of age (i.e., mean age = 2G&hdard deviation = 2.03). Those English
‘varieties’ presented by the VGT were Japanesei, Gtanese, Indian, Southern US, Mid-
West US and Scottish Standard English. As with Eltie (2008a, 2008b, 2010),
McKenzie and Gilmore’s (2016) VGT was carefully sded by trying to control sex, age,
length, as well as content which, again, was elicih the form of giving directions on a
fictitious map. The speech sample of each Engliatiety’ was selected from the
researchers’ large corpus of audio-recordings tBetlor more other speakers of the same

‘variety’. McKenzie and Gilmore (2016) also nokat all the four Asian (i.e., Japanese, Thai,
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Chinese and Indian) speakers used English as aanid?had completed an English-medium
postgraduate degree at the time of the recordi@ysthe other hand, the self-report task had
only one item written bilingually in English andpdaese: “how would you describe
(speakers of) non-native English speech?” (ibidl): JApart from this bilingual statement,

the questionnaire was probably written and condlictd=nglish.

In accord with the hierarchical pattern detected/ls)Kenzie (2008a, 2008b, 2010),
McKenzie and Gilmore (2016) illustrate through YH8T that the respondent students tended
to evaluate, in terms of their status constffi&puthern US, Mid-West US and Scottish
Standard English more favourably than all the fasian ‘non-native’ English ‘varieties’,
showing preference for both ‘standard’ and ‘nomdtad’ American ENL. It is interesting
that ‘Japanese English’ was rated higher than Ghia@d Indian English in a statistically
significant manner. Meanwhile, in no contradictieith McKenzie (2008a, 2008b, 2010),
McKenzie and Gilmore (2016) suggest, based ondligeport task, that the students were
likely to be familiar with ENL, particularly Ameran ENL, apart from Japanese people’s
English, that the students tended to see the Engsisd by NNESs negatively measurably
with ENL as a yardstick, and that pronunciation &aslient issue for the students.
Certainly, McKenzie and Gilmore (2016) indicatetthaw ENL, particularly American ENL,
and accentedness may play an important role imésgauniversity students’ negative
attitudes towards Japanese and other Asian peopteisnative’ English. However,
McKenzie and Gilmore’s (2016) study cannot provadgetailed explanation, particularly
because there was only one self-report item. Agaynresearch further explores their
indications from the viewpoint of my research giges through a qualitative approach, as

seen in the next chapter.

Sasayama (2013) restricts her scope to ‘Japandbhgind American ENL in her
guestionnaire study targeting Japanese undergesiu&he obtains a similar set of findings
to those of McKenzie (2008a, 2008b, 2010) and Mateand Gilmore (2016) from the
coupling of rating scales and the VGT (to be disedsin 4.2.2). The questionnaire was

written and conducted in Japanese. She repottthihaespondent students were more

40 McKenzie and Gilmore’s (2016) status constructststs of three rating scales employing the adjatpairs
of confident/not confident, clever/not clever ahebe/not clear. They employed eight adjectivatpaery
similar to those of McKenzie (2008a, 2008b, 20Dy extracted these three through principal compuisne
analysis.

60



positive towards American ENL in terms of her powenstruct! Atypically, while

employing an online survey programme, the numbdreofrespondents was relatively small,

and specifically 44. In addition, the age rangéhefspeakers audio-recorded was relatively
wider, varying from early 20s to early 40s. Furthere, as she admits, the audio-recordings
limited the focus to phonological differences iadang a written text. At the same time, itis

notable that she involved four speakers for eaph tf English (i.e., ‘Japan English’ and

American ENL) and detected rating variance acrpssigers within each type.

Sasayama (2013) also reports a comparable setdifidjs to those of Matsuda (2003a) from
her questionnaire items without the VGT, althoughiesearch context is different.
Sasayama (2013) presented only closed-response itelapanese after the VGT ratings on
the same online questionnaire, involving the saapadese undergraduates. The
guestionnaire referred to ‘Japan English’ fésonjin tokuyu no eig¢English that is unique

to Japanese) in Japanese” (Sasayama 2013: 270asis\phoriginal). While defining this
Japanese term as “English that is phonologicaflyemced by the Japanese language” (ibid.:
271)# she admits that it is unknown how the respondertents actually interpreted this
term. According to her, they generally wisheddarsl like American NESs personally, but
also wished ‘Japan English’ to be accepted intevnally. However, it is questionable
whether this ambivalence was a general tendency@ithe students, given her
guestionnaire wordinglt international communicatigrj'Japan English’] should be
acceptedhs long as it is intelligible(ibid.: 273, emphasis added). Arguably, this
guestionnaire item is a leading question. She thiglie obtained a different result if she had
worded the item more simply, for example: ‘Japaglish’ should be accepted
internationally. For this reason, the reported imalbnce might actually have applied to only

some students, as was the case in Matsuda (2003a).

Evans and Imai (2011) attempted to capture nataset) stereotypes. They provided 101
Japanese university students with an open-endestigneaire of a folk linguistic type by
adopting Garrett, Williams and Evans’s (2005a, 2)Gthd Garrett’s (2009) research method.
To be specific, while written and conducted in Jegs®, the questionnaire posed the

4l Sasayama’s (2013) power construct consists ofrfiting scales employing Japanese words meaning
intelligent rich, competentsophisticatecandknowledgeableand the paired Japanese antonyms. She obtained
these five words through literature review.

42 Sasayama (2013) explains that the definition&ieftérmnihonjin tokuyu no eig@English unique to Japanese)
given by her six pilot participants largely agreeth her definition here.
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following two questions: 1) “Name countries arouhd world where you know English is
spoken as a native language”; and 2) “What kingnpiression do you get when you hear
these varieties?” (Evans and Imai 2011: 317, affleasis in original but removed here). All
or at least most respondents were undergraduates, that the mean age was 19. Four
countries were named by the majority of the respahdtudents. To be specific, all the
students named the US; 94% of them, the UK; 75%a@a; and 73%, Australia.
Resonating with McKenzie (2008a, 2010), whereag onk student referred to British ENL
when describing American ENL, ten students mentiohmerican ENL to explain their
impressions of British ENL. Also, ENL in Canadalakustralia was most frequently
described in comparison with that of the US anthlerUK. Some students admitted that
they did not know about Canadian and/or Austratii..

Express reference to an Australian accent wasnestiun Evans and Imai’s (2011) study.
Numerous comments on the attractiveness of BiiiiSh, and prevalent comments on
relative easiness/difficulty to understand acrbssfour varieties (i.e., ENL in the US, the
UK, Canada and Australia) might possibly also ha@en more related to phonology than
other linguistic levels. However, Evans and InZiX1) do not provide further insight,
admitting that no follow-up interview was arrangedheir study. In addition, while they
attempted to categorise keywords (e.g., Garrett @005b) from the answers to the second
guestion (p.62) into Superiority, AttractivenesgnBmism, Language learning and
Awareness of variatiof?, some words plainly did not fit any of these fivseagories. Given
such limitations, my research incorporates intevgieas seen in the next chapter, and also
relies on a different questionnaire analysis fragvirom theirs, as explained in 5.2.

3.4 Theoretical framework

This section assembles two sets of theories wioigbther form my theoretical framework,

by drawing on the previous and current chaptetsesé two sets correspond to the theoretical
areas of 1) language attitudes and 2) ELF. Plathl/former is essential since my research
centres around language attitudes. Also, whilenggtheoretical relevance to Japanese

people’s English, the latter provides an imporfarther angle to the attitudes in question.

43 Evans and Imai (2011) adopted the first three categ from Zahn and Hopper (1985). The other twoewe
added from a content analysis (Krippendorff 2013he actual answers to the second question (p.62).
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As seen in 3.2, my research has reviewed Niedziatgk Preston’s (1999/2003, 2009a,
2009b) sociolinguistic approach, called folk lingfics, and Preston’s (2010) notion of a
conceptual reservoir, mainly from social psychatadjperspectives, and thereby identifies
language attitudes with a reservoir of evaluatimecepts directed to a linguistic phenomenon.
It should be mentioned that as the core notiomgfaititude, being evaluative here entails
some degree of positivity or negativity (e.g., Pettal. 1997). It should also be mentioned
that those evaluative concepts may entail how tegeaise and define linguistic matters (e.qg.,
Niedzielski and Preston 1999/2003). In additionjrne with Eagly and Chaiken (2007) in
particular, even though language attitudes areesgagd as and inferable from observable
responses, such as verbal accounts, these resgwagest language attitudes per se, but are
constructed situationally, based on the underlgwguative concepts. As a corollary, even
relatively stable language attitudes may be exprefiexibly and dynamically. Furthermore,
while ‘cognitive’ language-attitude responses camdgarded as beliefs about language
(Ryan et al. 1982; Crano and Prislin 2006), thgrstve’ responses or beliefs may well be
inevitably imbued with affect from a neuroscieneggpective (e.g., Cunningham and Zelazo
2007), and thus they are not necessarily a digshgble construct. In short, my research
(re)defines language attitudes as being 1) idenitivith a reservoir of evaluative concepts, 2)
directed to a linguistic phenomenon, and 3) undigglpbservable responses which are
constructed situationally. As a hallmark of langerattitude theories in my theoretical
framework, while situated in folk linguistics, amdegrating and incorporating diverse
arguments, mainly in social psychology, the congagation and (re)definition of language

attitudes provided here simultaneously serve asyhigpncise accounts.

Meanwhile, as seen in 2.4, for the purpose of ilenty ELF theories, my research has
reviewed Cogo and Dewey’s (2012) characterisatfdelé in relation to other literature,
such as Jenkins’s multiple publications (e.g., enR000, 2007, 2014, 2015a). As a result
of the accelerated global expansion of Englishesthe second half of the twentieth century,
people from different socio-linguacultural backgnds use English for lingua franca
communication in and across all three Kachruviades (e.g., Jenkins, Cogo and Dewey
2011). The ‘correctness’ in geographically-boun8edlish varieties is not pertinent to ELF
communication, but instead, any given communicatieeds take priority (e.g., Cogo and
Dewey 2012; Jenkins 2014). At the same time, accodation to listeners/readers is key not
only for the purpose of intelligibility but alsorfthe sake of interactants’ socio-linguacultural
identities (e.g., Jenkins 2000, 2014; Pitzl 2008g&2009; Cogo and Dewey 2012). In so
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doing, ELF interactants may employ their linguisgsources as bilinguals or multilinguals
dynamically and situationally (e.g., Jenkins 20071 5a), although ELF communication may
include monolingual NESs who are able to accomneothair English as necessary (e.g.,
Jenkins et al. 2011; Seidlhofer 2011). While trige that the same L1 users in the expanding
circle, such as Japanese English users, are liellgare parallel L1 influence, the concept of
variety in the traditional sense does not applth&r English, because there is no English
speech community for them (e.g., Mauranen 2012shbrt, my research identifies a
linguistic phenomenon of ELF as 1) global and ajgtile to a full range of domains, 2)
naturally occurring, 3) dynamic and situational@geting any given communicative needs,
5) having priority attached to accommodation rathan ENL norms, and 6) potentially

reflecting diverse socio-linguacultural identities.

The above theories of language attitudes and Ey.B faundation for answering my research
guestions. More precisely, my research infersdagauniversity students’ language
attitudes and explores associative factors, wittreace to ELF theories, by way of their

accounts.

3.5 Ending remarks

This chapter has conceptualised and (re)definegliage attitudes before critiquing recent
previous research. Also, by referring back topgtevious chapter as well, the current chapter
has provided my theoretical framework, which cosgsithe two theoretical areas of 1)
language attitudes and 2) ELF. It should be nttatthere can be no perfect definition
suitable for all language-attitude research. lddadnat Allport (1935: 798) observed about
the termattitudes80 years ago could still be the case, whetherrefgto attitudes towards
language or other psychological objects: “As mighiexpected of so abstract and serviceable
a term, it has come to signify many things to mamyers, with the inevitable result that its
meaning is somewhat indefinite and its scientifatiss called into question”. Even so,
concise but extensively examined language-attithderies in my theoretical framework
could provide helpful insight for future research.

While heeding my theoretical framework and the négeevious research critiqued, the next

chapter concentrates on methodology.
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CHAPTER 4
METHODOLOGY

4.1 Introductory remarks

Chapter 4 deals with methodology in terms of pdesapproaches and methods as well as
what | chose to do in my research. More speclfic8ection 4.2 overviews the range of
possible approaches and methods in language-attiasgtarch, while seeking where my
research should find its place. After that, Sectd® discusses my pilot and main studies
along with the methodological issues of the redests role, research ethics and

trustworthiness.

4.2 Approaches and methods in language-attitude rearch

Analysing various language-attitude studies, Ggar@&aupland and Williams (2003) and
Garrett (2010), for example, group them into tHyemad types of approaches. These are
societal treatment, the indirect approach, andlitext approach. Seeing that this grouping
seems reasonable and useful, this section trecltsoéahe three separately.

4.2.1 Societal treatment
Garrett (2010: 142) mentions that societal treatrstrdies focus on “the ‘treatment’
afforded languages and language varieties witheresg and to their users” (see also Garrett
et al. 2003: 15). In other words, these studiesrexe how languages or language varieties
and their users are viewed in a given society.eBi# studies can fall into this category,
including analysis of language policy documentsistner advertisements (e.g., television
commercials), and what is called linguistic langisgavhich “refers to the visibility and
salience of languages on public and commerciaksigia given territory or region” (Landry
and Bourhis 1997: 23, all emphasis in originalfemoved here). Indeed, most of the work
cited in 2.5 could be viewed as societal treatrstudies. While useful for contextualising
my research, societal treatment studies themsaheesot sufficient to provide an answer to
my research questions, which as a reminder, ansrsbelow:
1. How do Japanese university students orientgarigse people’s English including their
own?
2. What factors are associated with the studemishtations, and how do these factors work

to form their orientations?
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4.2.2 The indirect approach

The indirect approach of language-attitude reseanainly refers to the matched guise
technique (MGT), and also includes its modifiedsuam called the verbal guise technique
(VGT) (e.qg., Garrett et al. 2003; Garrett 2010hisTapproach iswdirect because normally

“the respondents are deceived into thinking thatrisearchers are investigating attitudes
other than those that they are actually researtii®arrett et al. 2003: 17; see also Garrett
2010: 41). Typically, as Jenkins (2007) points tlue researcher makes respondents believe
that they are evaluating people who speak likeuatoarecorded sample instead of a

language variety.

Introduced by Lambert, Hodgson, Gardner and Fitemb (1960), the classic research design
of the MGT involves both presenting the same atehbin various languages or language
varieties recorded by one or more speakers whoampetent to produce plural versions
under ‘guises’, and providing an questionnaire watting scales. Even though the MGT has
occasionally been used until now (e.g., Dragojewid Giles 2014; He 2015), its highly
experimental nature entails some methodologicateors. Jenkins (2007), for example,
criticises the MGT, because it inevitably resootshie stereotypes associated with linguistic
cues and just presumes that a speech sample nesrds® members of a certain speech
community. In addition, McKenzie (2008b, 2010Y), é&xample, indicates that spontaneous
speech would be more authentic than the readinglalda prepared text, and that it is not
always practical to find speakers who are competeaugh for the MGT.

The modified version, the VGT, has also been deerlpowhich employs actual speakers of
each language or language variety (e.g., GallasGallan 1981; Chan 2016). The VGT,
however, has its problems. Jenkins (2007), fomgpte, states that speech factors other than
languages or language varieties, such as voicé&yaall speed, may influence participants’
responses. In addition, McKenzie (2008a, 201Q¥itates that respondents do not always
recognise a speech sample in the same way asseémrcber does (3.3.2). Concerning both
the MGT and VGT, it should be added that given &aet al.’s (2003: 60) doubt on “[t]he
notion of a ‘factually neutral’ text” (see also @t 2010: 59; Giles and Coupland 1991: 54—
55), even the same speech content of a readingnaxiconnote different meanings,

according to a speaker’s perceived social prafileh as age.
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Along with the misgivings mentioned above, neittier MGT nor the VGT seems suitable
for my research, which explores Japanese univessityents’ attitudes towards Japanese
people’s English including their own. Providing,rather, imposing one or more
‘stereotypical’ speech samples of Japanese pedpigjksh will most probably limit their
potential language-attitude responses. Regardpagtecipant’s own English, there seems to

be no room whatsoever for any ‘guises’ to play.

4.2.3 The direct approach

Having probably been the most dominantly employieel direct approach of language-
attitude research mainly refers to questionnaingsiaterviews (e.g., Garrett et al. 2003;
Garrett 2010). Whereas questionnaires elicit emitesponses, most often including rating
scales as with the indirect approach, interviewsara word-of-mouth procedures and
responses (e.g., Henerson, Morris and Fitz-Gib®&7Y)L This approach dhirect because it
involves “the asking of direct questions about lzage evaluation, preference etc.” (Garrett
et al. 2003: 16; see also Garrett 2010: 39).

According to Garrett et al. (2003: 26), “attitudeing scales are an integral part of
guestionnaires in much language attitudes resegect)’, Coupland and Bishop 2007).
However, with the rating scales typical exampléssed-response items might not be very
helpful in some research including mine. In spiteny fairly open research questions
exploringhowas well asvhat (for my research questions, see 4.2.1: p.65)edlwesponse
items may well narrow down the scope of enquirjcasfined to predetermined categories”
(Garrett et al. 2003: 35).

In contrast, while it is a map task rather thawestjonnaire, perceptual dialectology (e.g.,
Preston 1999; Long and Preston 2002) can provide sgpenness, particularly when it
provides a blank map. In perceptual dialectoldglespondents may be asked to label maps
with where different dialects are spoken, or te rarious areas (e.g. each state in the US) on
how “correct” and “pleasant” the language spokenehs’ (Lindemann 2005: 189).

However, perceptual dialectology constrains itpoeslients to resporgeographically

thereby not entirely compatible with the currengliistic phenomenon of ELF, the linguistic

phenomenon which transcends geographical boundari®s
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Meanwhile, a questionnaire can comprise open-eitdets, partly (e.g., Jenkins 2007;
Garrett, Bishop and Coupland 2009; McKenzie andh@ie 2016) or even entirely (e.g.,
Jenkins 2014; Garrett, Williams and Evans 2005aré8a2009). It seems to be open-ended
items that match the nature of my research endpyigllowing respondents to express
themselves freely. Even so, Dérnyei and Tagudhl@2 7, 10) argue that “questionnaires are
unsuitable for probing deeply into an issue” onghaunds that “they inherently involve a
somewhat superficial and relatively brief engagetméth the topic on the part of the
respondent”. Doérnyei and Taguchi (2010: 10) evenas ‘true’ the following somewhat
provoking comments of Robson’s (2002: 245): “Theideto use open-ended questions
appears to be almost universal in novice survesareders, but is usually rapidly
extinguished with experiencé®. However, researching language policy in avowed
‘international’ universities around the world amdgeting academic teaching staff, Jenkins
(2014) clearly demonstrates that even a questiomansisting entirely of rather difficult
open-ended questions may serve as a researclotgmbfound exploration, as long as
respondents have the capability to express themsatwvritten words and feel the theme
very relevant to them. Seeing that my participavese all highly intelligent, and that my
research enquiry wakeir English, | decided to employ an entirely open-ehgeestionnaire
like Jenkins’s (2014) so that my enquiry would Ipemto “the range of possible answers”

(e.g., Dornyei and Taguchi 2010: 36). My questarmis to be explained in detail in 4.3.3.1.

Garrett (2010: 179) notes that folk linguistic r@s# emphasises contextualised views. He
points out: “Relatively structured interviews angegtionnaires which are generally
characteristic of direct approach studies, ancth&lly highly focused nature of, say, the
matched guise technique, work against such coraksétion, and focus on relatively limited
aspects of people’s attitudes”. Instead, as mahdease with an open-ended questionnaire,
flexible interviews are likely to afford contextigdtion and a broad focus. At the same time,
unlike a questionnaire, they allow the researchexploit their interactive nature by taking

up and pursuing any of what an interviewee sayss ihteractivity seems suitable for

exploring my research questions, particularly #agosid one. That is to say, such interviews

4 Although Dornyei and Taguchi (2010: 10) leave tiatwordsurveyin their quotation from Robson (2002:
245), this word is replaced here. Interestinglgbson (2011: 256) himself omits this word in higtredition:
“The desire to use open-ended questions appeaesabrost universal in novice researchers but iallysu
rapidly extinguished with experience”. Just fdierence, the new edition of Robson (2011) will sben
available as Robson and McCartan (2016).

68



probably assist an interviewee in unfolding the kirays of the factors associated with his/her
language attitudes. To make the most of flexigilitdecided to employ conversational
interviews without virtually any structure, similer Jenkins’s (2014) research conversations.

My interviews are to be explained in detail in 3.3.

Although a conversational interview in particulaems useful, interviews themselves are not
without problems. For instance, they may be infleel by the perceived characteristics of
the researcher, and also susceptible to the respmases of what are commonly called social
desirability and acquiescence. Garrett (2007: Afbr)example, concisely defines the former
bias as “where people voice the attitudes thetthiey ought to have, rather than the ones
they actually hold”, and the latter bias as “wheeeple may give the responses they feel the
researchers are looking for”. Interestingly, Ogpem (1992/2000) observes that even an
anonymous questionnaire may not always restraisdhml desirability bias, let alone
acquiescence. Nevertheless, seeing that “[o]lecgality can never be captured” (Denzin
and Lincoln 2011: 5) whether there exists suchrathr not, my research has employed both
an open-ended questionnaire and conversationaviewes to explore the same research
guestions in “an attempt to secure an in-depth nstaleding of the phenomenon in question”
(ibid.).

4.3 The study

My study consists of two research methods: an @greted questionnaire and conversational
interviews. Although | interviewed some questionaaespondents, each of the two methods
was conducted and analysed separately. My opesdemakestionnaire was conducted online
via email in line with Jenkins (2014), considerthgt although not perfect, an email
guestionnaire has various merits, as seen in 4.3My conversational interviews were
conducted face-to-face. It is true that Jenki{&®L4) unstructured, face-to-face research
conversations are revealing with the help of thgtremely flexible nature. However, there

IS no guarantee that such unstructured interaelways works well with different

participants. For this reason, | prepared avalabbmpts in case one or more of them

should be necessary to retain interaction, asise€8.1 and 4.3.3.2.

After describing the pilot study in the UK, maimgy participants and data collection

procedure, this section elaborates on each of myrésearch methods (i.e., an open-ended
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email questionnaire and face-to-face conversatioatviews). The section ends with some
methodological issues; namely, the researcherés rekearch ethics and trustworthiness. As
noted by Flick (2007), for example, these issuesmsienportant for quality in qualitative

research.

4.3.1 Pilot study

The pilot questionnaire was conducted in Novemi@di32 The then President of the
Japanese Society at a UK university, who himsedflieen an undergraduate there, served as
my intermediary. He forwarded my pilot email quesshaire and the attached PDF
documentarticipant Information and Consetu thirteen Japanese undergraduates at the
university, including eight Japanese exchange stsdeAlthough they were different from
my main study respondents in that they chose tystuthe UK, the purpose was to test my
guestionnaire with Japanese undergraduates fabiidgsand improvement, not to obtain
and analyse the data. Five students and the iatBany himself sent back their completed
guestionnaires. All of them submitted their ena@itiresses in the questionnaires, so that |
was able to ask them via email how the questioreraaid attached document could be
improved. None of them seemed to detect anytlargetmodified in either the questionnaire
or the document, and | also did not detect anylprob from their completed questionnaires.
Just to be on the safe side, | later asked sixyofain study intermediaries to check my
wording in both the questionnaire and documently ©ne intermediary suggested some

minor changes to my Japanese in both, and | fineetit accordingly.

While | did not have a list of questions to be aedein any pilot or main study interviews, |
developed available interview prompts for cautissake, in March 2014, from the 58 main
study questionnaires collected by then. My purpeas not to cover these prompts, but to
pick one of them randomly only if silence loomergl Having memorised the prompts, |
conducted two pilot interviews in Japanese, insédame month, at a cafeteria of the university
where | conducted the pilot questionnaire. Thepse was to try out my interviewing skills
(Dornyei 2007). Both interviewees were newly-agdwWapanese exchange students. They
were recruited on campus based on willingness aatbaility. At the beginning of each

pilot interview, | asked the interviewee how thedmentsParticipant Information Sheetnd
Consent Forntould be improved. Neither of them suggestedraaglification. Although

the pilot data was not to be analysed, each irdem® completed two copies of the Consent
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Form and submitted one of them. Both pilot intews went well without any pre-prepared
prompts. At the end of each pilot interview, | edkhe interviewee about the experience of
being interviewed, somewhat like Kvale did in hesrbnstration interview at an interview
workshop (see Brinkmann and Kvale 2015: 153). Mgéwwas that the interviewee’s reply
would provide a hint for reflection on the intemaénteraction. Also, after each pilot
interview, | listened carefully to its audio-recorg to self-assess my performance (Robson
2011).

4.3.2 Participants and data collection procedure

This subsection explains, first, my questionna@gpondents and questionnaire data
collection procedure, and then my intervieweesiatetview data collection procedure. The
guestionnaire (Appendix 4.1: p.219-221) was ematledugh my intermediaries, to 509
Japanese undergraduates at fifteen Japanese ltregdsstween January and June 2014.
There were 25 intermediaries, all living in Japanecruited twelve Japanese undergraduates
and seven university lecturers directly as interiamées. Although | expected to obtain more
than 100 questionnaires through these nineteermetéiaries, things did not go as planned.
Accordingly, | recruited another six Japanese um@eluate intermediaries from earlier
participants, hoping that the number of my respatgleould reach at least 100.
Unexpectedly, three of the initially recruited imtediary undergraduates completed the
guestionnaire themselves without being asked ttecided to include their questionnaires as
valid data because | had never discussed my rdsgaecest with them. Including these
three intermediaries, 94 undergraduates sent baakdompleted questionnaires. Also
unexpectedly, one intermediary lecturer emailedjilnestionnaire to seven postgraduates as
well, among whom one sent back her completed quesdire. Here again, | decided to treat
this questionnaire as valid data, all the moreestabse she was a first-year Masters student
and my respondents included year 5 undergradudtes total number of my respondents
was, therefore, 95. Appendix 4.3 (p.225-226) shatvat Bryman (20125 for example,

calls the ‘facesheet’ information (i.e., gender agfc.) of the questionnaires in the order

received.

The questionnaire was embedded in my email, wieredcumenParticipant Information
and ConsenfAppendix 4.2: p.223-224) was attached. Bothjtiestionnaire and attached
document were written bilingually in Japanese andliEh. My intermediaries typed in

45 Just for reference, the new edition of Bryman @04ill soon be available as Bryman (2016).
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something like the following message in their Légher Japanese or English), and
forwarded my emaft®
Dear ...,
As some may already know, I'd like you to help Tdwmpu at the University of
Southampton. Your participation is very importa#,only a limited number of
students are included in each university. Pleead the attached document (short and

bilingual!), complete the questionnaire in a re@hgail, and send it back to Tomokazu

at tomokazu.ishikawa@outlook.com (but not to mdhank you very much for your
kind cooperation!
[My intermediary’s name]

As a former teacher in Japan myself, | know thiathal fifteen universities involved have a
high academic reputation at least inside JapanileWapan has other leading universities,
the fifteen universities were selected becauselldme or more contacts there. They include
the following ten former Global 30 universitiesr(tbe Global 30 Project, see 2.5.3: p.34—
35): the national institutions of 1) Kyoto Univdysi2) Osaka University, 3) the University of
Tokyo, and 4) the University of Tsukuba, and thegie institutions of 5) Doshisha
University, 6) Keio University, 7) Meiji Universify8) Ritsumeikan University, 9) Sophia
University, and 10) Waseda University (see Apperdix p.215). All these ten universities
except Doshisha University join the current Supleb@l University Project (see Appendix
2.1: p.215; for the Super Global University Projeete 2.5.3: p.34, 35). Also, all the ten
universities take part in either Go Global JapatherRe-Inventing Japan Project or both (see
Appendix 2.1: p.216-217; for Go Global Japan ardRR-Inventing Japan Project, see 2.5.3:
p.35-36). The other five universities are the ggevinstitutions of 1) the Jikei University
School of Medicine, 2) Kansai University, 3) Kwan&akuin University, 4) Rikkyo
University, and 5) the Tokyo University of Sciencgmong these five, Kwansei Gakuin
University and Rikkyo University are involved irettfsuper Global University Project, and
Kwansei Gakuin University also participates in Gol§al Japan (see Appendix 2.1: p.215—
216). My respondents’ disciplines ranged widelsoas arts and humanities, social sciences,

natural sciences and medicine. While not expe¢brgpmpare and contrast the

46 The same applied to my pilot questionnaire.

12



questionnaire data between disciplines (or othegeaies)!’ | prepared myself for
substantial differences that could possibly emésge Jenkins 2014: 127).

Interviews were conducted in Japanese in Toky@arapetween late March and June 2014,
involving eighteen Japanese undergraduates. Appdtl(p.227) shows the ‘facesheet’
information (i.e., gender, age, etc.) of the ing@ms along with interview duration in the
order conducted. Each of the eighteen studentsni&wiewed once only, and the duration
ranged from 50 to 91 minutes, amounting to twemtyrh and eleven minutes in total. While
the questionnaire and interviews were conductedeaatl/sed separately as two different
methods, seven of the eighteen interviewees wereited among those students who had
submitted their email addresses in the questioaesaiAll these seven students seemed highly
adept at putting their thoughts into words, givesirt questionnaire answers. Another eleven
interviewees were recruited in Japan, mainly throsigme earlier interviewees and a few
guestionnaire intermediaries. The eighteen inéevees belonged to eight different
universities. Seven of the eight universitiestaeesame as those involved in my
guestionnaire. These seven universities are:elYthiversity of Tokyo, 2) Keio University,

3) Meiji University, 4) Sophia University, 5) Wasetniversity, 6) the Jikei University
School of Medicine, and 7) Rikkyo University. lddition, one interviewee belonged to the
national Tokyo University of Foreign Studies, avansity involved in the above-mentioned
Super Global University Project and Re-InventingalaProject (see Appendix 2.1: p.215,
217). Again, my interviewees’ disciplines rangedely across arts and humanities, social

sciences, natural sciences and medicine.

Whereas the questionnaire had relatively many redguts, there were only eighteen
interviewees. This is because my interview data supposed to provide an in-depth, fine-
grained picture by getting close involvement widttle interviewee (e.g., Crouch and
McKenzie 2006). Given Guest, Bunce and JohnsogR@ven eighteen interviews can
provide reliable data because my interviewees weneewhat homogeneous (i.e., Japanese
undergraduates at leading Japanese universitie@ppenheim (1992/2000: 68) accords with
Guest et al. (2006) in that “quality, rather tharatity, should be the essential determinant

of numbers” in what he calls depth interviewssHhould be noted, however, that Oppenheim

4" The other categories here refer to university ygemder and age, which were asked in the quesiienna
although age was made optional as explained i3.4.3.

48 In this connection, Dornyei (2007: 127) state¢ faaticipant homogeneity “allows us to conduciradepth
analysis to identify common patterns in a groughwimilar characteristics”.
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(1992/2000) assumes depth interviews to be usad aarlier exploratory stage in research,
but not as a main method. This assumption isréiffiefrom Guest et al.’s (2006) and my

own. | used such interviews as a main method.

4.3.3 Research methods
This subsection explains in detail the actual nesemethods involving the participants
mentioned in the previous subsection; namely, amanded email questionnaire and face-

to-face conversational interviews.

4.3.3.1 Open-ended email questionnaire

My questionnaire (Appendix 4.1: p.219-221) aimedlitain a broader picture of Japanese
university students’ language attitudes in quesaiot an outline of the factors associated
with their language attitudes. It was conductelthervia email. This type of questionnaire
has some considerable merits. It allows resposderdanswer anytime and at any pace
where they are online. In addition, it is moreement and time-efficient than a postal
guestionnaire at least for the researcher. Intonyys this might well have been the case for
my potential respondents as well, who were probabbustomed to expressing themselves in
typing than in writing, given the prevalence ofattenic communication in Japanese
university life. Furthermore, like a postal questiaire, an online questionnaire allows the
researcher to recruit many potential responderaaed and at low cost, whether they are
distant or not, and also to avoid inducing biaseast to some extent, by presenting
himself/herself and interacting with them (Oppenn&92/2000; Bryman 2012; Robson
2011). Indeed, my email questionnaire needed riccpkar expenses in operation. It should
also be added that an online questionnaire makesgcessary for the researcher “to

transcribe people’s sometimes illegible handwriti(ryman 2012: 676).

In the hope that a simpler procedure and less cos@bout computer viruses might lead to a
higher response rate, | chose to embed my quesiii@nim an email, instead of either
attaching a questionnaire file to it (Dommeyer duatiarty 2000¥° or including the URL
address of a web-based survey, such as SurveyMd¢BkeyeyMonkey 2015). An

embedded questionnaire has some limitation in ftiimga but my open-ended questionnaire

49 Dommeyer and Moriarty (2000) reported the widéedénce in response rates between the two moées (i.
embedded and attached questionnaires) fifteen pgarsand suggested that the difference might bedess in
the future.
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did not need much format variety. Even thoughddted the documeRarticipant
Information and ConserfAppendix 4.2: p.223-224), my respondents didhaoate to go
through the procedure of downloading it, fillingnt and reattaching it like an attached
guestionnaire. Also, this document was in PDF fdtrand just opening this presumably

familiar type of document might well not have calis@y major concerns about viruses.

However, an email questionnaire is not without tations. First of all, it is not certain that
targeted respondents will have completed it. lditaah, respondents can answer it through
any terminal available (e.g., iPad) and in any @ldlcereby possibly influencing the data
(Robson 2011). Furthermore, the response rate tenoke low, thus affecting how
representative actual respondents are (Oppenh&@/2@00; Bryman 2012; Robson 2011).
This issue was most probably exacerbated in myarekeby the fact that all the questionnaire
items were open-ended (Jenkins 20°P4At the same time, it is even possible that my
guestionnaire did not reach some potential respasde the first place, but went to a spam

folder.

Some points may be made about the above limitatiéirst of all, as my questionnaire
requested personal views, there was probably neilie reason for potential respondents to
ask another person to substitute rather than sigipb/up, albeit that it was still possible for
actual respondents to discuss one or more itenfisotliers when completing the
guestionnaire. In addition, as with Jenkins (20&4%&n though my questionnaire was totally
open-ended, my respondents were capable of expgettsmselves in words and its theme
was highly relevant to them, and thus | receivedrasiderable number of response emails in
total. Even so, it may be true that the resporsdemtnprised more of those students who had
high interest and willingness to participate in ragearch. However, with due notice of this
possible tendency, there may be nothing wrong @dimg what such students had to say. In
fact, in order to avoid giving my intermediariegrexwork and potential respondents extra
pressure to participate, | did not ask any of nigrimediaries to send a follow-up email to

non-respondents (e.g., Stoop 2005).

50 |n fact, the response rate of my questionnairelassthan 20 per cent, with the provisos that my
intermediaries reported the exact numbers of peiagispondents, and that the questionnaire reaakhed
them. As | do not know the personal data of the-respondents, it is unknown whether there werferdintial
response rates between certain categories (elgl. ofi study, university year, gender).
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Contrary to Dornyei and Taguchi’'s (2010) assump(gee 4.2.3: p.68), illuminating answers
were numerous among the 95 completed questionnaihether short or long. As 64
respondents submitted their email addresses, leseimimediate thank-you email to all of
them, and exchanged emails with many of them aftedsvto clarify their answers where

necessary.

In relation to my theoretical framework establisihe®.4, questions 1 and 3 in the
guestionnaire (see Appendix 4.1: p.219-221) airnedfér respondents’ evaluative concepts
(i.e., attitudes) concerning Japanese people’stadown English. It was supposed that
these questions would help to reveal how they catsgd and defined certain matters
concerning the English in question. In order feritheir attitudes better, two items (i.e.,
guestions 4 and 5) were added. Given the significge that American and British people’s
English seems to play in Japanese university statdattitudes towards English (3.3.2), the
guestionnaire also included the items about it, (@estions 6 and 7). The questionnaire
then asked respondents to comment freely on Engéisd by other people (i.e., question 8).
Regarding the difference between language-attitagigonses and language attitudes
themselves (3.2.1, 3.4), it cannot be argued tlyagjmestionnaire was free of situational
influences, even though it was completed in theabs of the researcher. Generally
speaking, questionnaire respondents “may ‘progmme kind of person or organization
‘behind’ the questions” (Oppenheim 1992/2000: 10&8part from a possible bias from such
“a ghost interviewer” (ibid.), it is unknown whainkl of situational influences existed and
how far these influences intervened when resposdmnistructed their questionnaire
answers. Concerning the social desirability bses (4.2.3: p.69), however, even if this bias
somehow affected an unknown number of respondemes they filled in the questionnaire,
what they believed to be ‘desirable’ was likelyréflect their evaluative concepts (i.e.,
attitudes), the very target of my research. Tldmsle this bias was not something to be
welcomed, it was not very detrimental, either. hee can be said for my interviewees.

The questionnaire answers are analysed in thedigBLF theories in Chapter 5.

With regard to the actual questionnaire form, teeagal instruction largely followed Ddrnyei
and Taguchi’s (2010: 19) example. Also, althougewise mentioned in the attached
document, this general instruction promised comfiiddity and anonymity. Moreover, it
offered a summary of my research findings to threspondents who submitted their email

addresses unless they wished otherwise (see DdangeTaguchi 2010: 78). The subsequent,
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more specific instruction noted that the questiorenacluded only important items, and that
there was no word or time limit, whereby | hope@tdance both the quantity and quality of
answers (Smyth, Dillman, Christian and McBride 20080 help retain motivation, the
questionnaire consisted of just ten items in lifkh denkins (2014} This relatively small
number might also have restrained what Dérnyeitaglichi (2010), for example, call
fatigue effects (i.e., effects from getting tiradoored). Unfortunately, it seems that research
has not identified any concrete, definite rulesdiatering questionnaire items (cf. Cohen,
Manion and Morrison 2011; Robson 2011). At theesame, an email questionnaire cannot
control the item order to be answered or completéowever, my questionnaire supposed no

‘correct’ order to answer or complete its items.

All the questionnaire items were written in shamtences and simple expressions for
intelligibility, in accordance with the advice coranly found in literature. For example,
Cohen et al. (2011: 397) concisely state that &jlolden rule is to keep questions as short
and as simple as possible”. One concern was h@ndaire about the factors associated
with language attitudes. As it seemed hard fqpaedents to answer if asked with the
straightforward wordactors my questionnaire employed the wanperiencesnstead (cf.
Campbell 1963). It should be admitted, howeveat ihterviews would be more suitable to
unfold the workings of the factors in question.

The section of classification questions was praovidethe end of the questionnaire. The
guestions on universities, university years ancheotongues were useful to confirm

whether or not the respondents were L1-Japanesggnadiuates at Japanese universities. In
fact, all the respondents belonged to Japanesensities and used Japanese as their first
language. However, as mentioned previously, oggamdent was a postgraduate, more
precisely a first-year Masters student, but | deditb accept her answers as valid data (4.3.2).
As with typical questionnaires, genders were inethdut ages were made optional because
such could be a sensitive topic in the Japanesersity context. Due to failure in university
entrance exams at age eighteen, some Japaneseatstsgknd one or more extra years of
exam preparation after they complete their secgnelducation, probably attending what is
calledyobikoschools (test-coaching schools; 2.5.2.3). Theghtrpossibly feel this to be
shameful. In addition to the above classificatjdigdds of study (i.e., faculties and

departments) were included, and names were madmapt

51 The last item was almost the same as that of J&skip014: 215) questionnaire (see Appendix 422Q).
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4.3.3.2 Face-to-face conversational interviews

My interviews aimed to obtain an in-depth, fineigeal picture of Japanese university
students’ language attitudes in question and ttieifa associated with their language
attitudes. The interviews were conducted in Japaa@d face-to-face in a conversational
style. Unlike semi-structured interviews in whithere is a set of pre-prepared guiding
guestions and prompts” (Dérnyei 2007: 136), | hagpredetermined questions. Also, as
with the pilot interviews, even though | had somenppts committed to memory so that |
could re-enliven conversation only in case of silerl dispensed with any of these prompts
in any interviews. As such, my interviews werduatly unstructured and akin to “a
prolonged and intimate conversation” (Punch 2048)1 At the same time, they were not
without any direction. As explained below, | stiitl “have some sense of the themes”
related to my research enquiry (Yeo, Legard, Keg@éard, Nicholls and Lewis 2014: 183)
during the dynamic, unpredictable interaction flolxeach interview.

According to language-attitude theories in my tedioal framework established in 3.4, an
interviewee’s accounts are constructed flexibly dydamically from situation to situation,
based on his/her language attitudes. It appeatsht interviewer inevitably exerts a great
degree of influence on this construction, becauseto the interviewer that an interviewee’s
accounts are directed. For this reason, my reseamceptualises an interview not as a
neutral tool “to mine the attitudes, beliefs, angeriences of self-disclosing respondents”,
but as an interactional event “in which intervie(g¢rand interviewee(s) make meaning, co-
construct knowledge, and participate in social ficas” (Talmy and Richards 2011: 2).
Talmy (2010, 2011) terms the former an “intervieswasearch instrument”, and the latter a
“research interview as social practice”. The formlso corresponds to Brinkmann and

Kvale’'s (2015) metaphor of the interviewer as aenjimand the latter, a traveller.

Holstein and Gubrium (2011: 161) argue that “[bjesmall interviews involve the co-
construction of experiential reality, the convenabmodel of the respondent as a passive
vessel-of-answers and the interviewer as a neaterogator shortchanges how possible
responses may be analyzed”. Indeed, what an iateee does in any interview is to engage
in the activity of making a meaningful story of thier subjective ‘reality’ derived from
experience for the sake of the interviewer (e.gigdi®an 2013). Correspondingly, Holstein

and Gubrium’s (1995, 2003, 2011) model called ttteva interview advocates viewing what
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is said in the light of how and in what circumstasd is conveyed. It should be noted that
this active interview still recognises the primanportance of what is said. As Mann (2011:
21) argues, dismissing content and just emphasitsingderlying process would be “a form

of qualitative interview navel gazing”.

Corresponding to this duality of content and precése interviewer needs to consider both
thematic and dynamic aspects (Brinkmann and Kvalb® The former refers to topical and
theoretical underpinnings in research, and theratb the active flow of social interaction.
Regarding the thematic aspect, while allowing darinewee to introduce anything in
interaction, | bore in mind my research questiams i@levant background knowledge
through reading the literature so that the intéoactvould flow mostly around my research
focus. Regarding the dynamic aspect, my interviemtailed what Brinkmann and Kvale

(2015) call active listening to reconcile the théimaspect with the dynamic one.

In active listening, the interviewer attentivelgtens to what and how an interviewee says
with open-mindedness. The interviewer then shbeldble to discern which dimension of
an interviewee’s remark to pursue. Sometimesrttezviewer may engage in prolonged
listening. In practice, | engaged in active lisbgn again, with my research questions and
background knowledge in mind, which assisted mdentifying when and where the effort

to clarify or probe an interviewee’s meaning wasassary. Sometimes an interviewee’s
narratives unfolded the factors underlying hislhaguage attitudes extensively. As a matter

of course, | gladly kept playing the role of a kdistener on such occasions.

It seems that the open-mindedness in active listereéquires “some delicate balancing act”
not to dismiss “non-judgemental neutrality” (D6rng2807: 141), although the interviewer
probably cannot take a completely neutral stancmgany interviews as a human
researcher. In practice, while | listened to aridrpreted an interviewee’s accounts in
relation to ELF theories, | did so for the purpo$@nderstanding him/her from ELF
perspectives, however different and incompatibéghier stance was. Should an interviewee
ask me about my orientation, | was ready to answaestly but briefly in a non-judgmental
way, not simply trying to agree with him/her (Rulsind Rubin 2012). This actually
happened towards the very end of one interview, (néerview 12, transcribed in Appendix
6.2: p.426—-428). The interview analysis is undemain Chapter 6.
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With regard to the specific conduct of interviewach interviewee’s schedule and
convenience took first priority. | sent a confitioa email to an interviewee which included
time and location information a couple of days befine interview. All the interviews were
conducted at a relatively quiet café. Althougbltitan interviewee that the interview would
take between forty-five and ninety minutes as anRarticipant Information Sheet (Appendix
4.5: p.229-230), one interview slightly exceedesd limit with the interviewee’s ready
consent (see Appendix 4.4: p.227). However, elvlss than ninety minutes seemed too
short (Seidman 2013), | was careful not to excledimit significantly for fear of

“substantial respondent fatigue” (Axinn and Pe&@@6: 42).

At the beginning of each interview, | thanked thierviewee for coming, and casually talked
about his/her university life while trying to deeplrapport. | also started to get a sense of
his/her linguistic style (see Wengraf 2001: 64—6bpwards the end of this pre-interview
talk, permission for audio-recording was soughthsd | could engage in discussion itself
without taking notes. | also made sure it wasrdiean interviewee that no part in the
interview was an oral test, and that there wagigat’ or ‘wrong’ answer throughout the
interview (Cohen et al. 2011). A interviewee wasvrinvited to read the Participant
Information Sheet (Appendix 4.5: p.229-230) andasbut anything that he/she was not
sure about the interview, and then invited to deeutiether to complete the Consent Form
(Appendix 4.6: p.231). All the eighteen interviesewillingly signed two copies of the
Consent Form. They were asked to keep one of*fhaliong with a copy of the Participant
Information Sheet. Those interviewees who hadpadicipated in my questionnaire were
also asked to fill in the classification questignsted on the other side of the Consent Form.
These questions were essentially identical witHdkesection of my questionnaire (for the

guestionnaire, see Appendix 4.1: p.219-221).

After this beginning procedure, | turned on andeesny digital audio-recorder, and an
interview began® Some interviewees appeared to have a little anaigout being audio-
recorded, but only at the very initial stage. égared myself for not being “afraid to ask a
mumbling interviewee to speak up” (Brinkmann andakv2015: 205), and | did have to do
this during a few interviews. | originally thougbittaking some notes, during interaction, on

52| have kept the other copy, which Berg and Lurtd2) mention should be eventually destroyed typical
after a period of three years.

53 Just for reference, | used a slim audio-recordsembling a music player, Sony’s ICD-UX543F, foitlad
eighteen interviews.
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what the audio-recorder could not record, suchastarviewee’s notable eye movements,
facial and bodily expressions. However, | decidetto do this for fear of disrupting the
interview flow and disconcerting an intervieweeg(8inkmann and Kvale 2015: 204-205).
Regarding the first ten interviews, | initially a&skan interviewee to talk freely about his/her
personal history with English to bear in mind saeference points for later interaction.
While relevant to my research, this opening quesseemed relatively easy for an
interviewee to answer (see Rubin and Rubin 2012+-109). Having noticed that an
interview might flow well without this ‘preamblel,started the other eight interviews by
asking what sprang to mind on hearing of Japanespl@'s English. During the beginning
stage, in particular, of each interview, | tendedpeak slowly to help the interviewee get
used to my voice and way of speaking (Oppenhein2/28®0).

Even though my interviews were conversational astcstructured, more often than not |
avoided asking a leading question through its way@ind/or the way of saying it, or using a
loaded, ambiguous or technical word (e.g., DOr2@€i7). | sometimes did “summarize and
crystallize” (Cohen et al. 2011: 425, 426) or td ipanother way, gave a summary of a given
series of interactions in order to confirm my ipr@tation when | felt necessary.
Occasionally, an interviewee provided some detde#edback about this summary (see
Brinkmann and Kvale 2015: 155). Before closingheiaterview, and often after reviewing
some of what | had learned from it, | asked therinewee whether he/she had any further
comments or questions, and then engaged in sogradtibn when an occasion arose (ibid.).
Thanks to my great interviewees, | myself enjoyeerg single interview. | showed great
appreciation at the end. | tried to keep the aweamrder “switched on for as long as
possible” or practicable (Bryman 2012: 487). Immaezly after each interview, | jotted

down in my field notebook how | felt about the whahterview (e.g., Rubin and Rubin 2012)
and some initial thoughts relevant to my analysidlso, | made occasional notes there
about what | learned as a researcher throughoytethied of my fieldwork in Japan.
Moreover, after the first five and ten interviewsyrote interim summaries of my fieldwork
there (cf. Robson 2011: 474), in which | reflecteainly on how | could improve myself as
an interviewer. These summaries also revieweddhesheet’ information of the first five

and ten interviews in order to avoid significanilybalanced recruitment.

54 The field notebook begins with my notes on Brinkmand Kvale’s (2015) ten interviewer-craftsman
criteria: 1) knowledgeable, 2) structuring, 3) c¢|eB gentle, 5) sensitive, 6) open, 7) steeringriical, 9)
remembering, and 10) interpreting.
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For fear of losing the interview data, | transfdreach audio-recording to my password
protected computer as soon as possible. Apart fmoimmediate thank-you email to all the
interviewees for participation and valuable conttibn, | exchanged a couple of emails with
some of them for further discussion. | did notawaet a second interview with any of them
as specified in the Participant Information Shégpendix 4.5: p.229-230).

4.3.4 The researcher’s role

My role as the researcher in the email questioerad conversational interviews should be
considered separately, because | presented myskiheeracted with my participants only in
the interviews. Indeed, all the questionnairesevoermpleted in my absence. This is not to
say that | caused no bias. As mentioned in 4.3vihat Oppenheim (1992/2000: 103) calls
“a ghost interviewer” (i.e., a researcher or orgation imagined by a questionnaire
respondent) may provide what Eagly and Chaiken{R8&fer to as goals and standards for
expressing language attitudes (3.2.1). Accordinglyavoid inducing unknown bias as much
as possible, the questionnaire did not mentionasgarch centre at the University of
Southampton (i.e., the University’s Centre for GlbEnglishes) or other non-essential
information about me. Meanwhile, it may be argtleat major ‘biases’ in the questionnaire
(Appendix 4.1: p.219-221) were the categories padase, American, British and other
people’s English which | imposed. Certainly, theategories could possibly not have been
very useful for my respondents to express theguage attitudes. However, the sheer open-
ended nature of my questionnaire questions shaud made it possible for them to have a

wider or narrower scope in their answers.

In any conversational interview like mine, the wdaiteraction flow is a product between
both sides (i.e., the interviewer and an interviewerl he interviewer should allow an
interviewee to broach what he/she wants to disttes$y, and to put in a word at any natural
time. Otherwise, the interview would not be futlgnversational. For this reason, it seems
ideal for the interviewer to let an interviewee cke and use the language with which he/she
feels most comfortable. Fortunately, the fact thaas Japanese let all my interviewees
express themselves in their first language (iapadese). Meanwhile, for the same reason, it
seems crucial for the interviewer to develop rappmarticularly when both sides have never

interacted before. In fact, | had never had atsumbigl conversation with any of my eighteen

82



interviewees before an interview day. In ordedewelop rapport, | was aware, particularly
at the pre-interview stage, that it would work befor me “to appear slightly dim and too
agreeable than to give any sign of a critical odeaic attitude” (McCracken 1988: 38).

Also, my previous experience of teaching and irttigmg with similar-age students at
university-prep schools helped create a pleasamsgihere without difficulty. Fortunately,
all the eighteen interviews were lively, spontareeand often humorous, thereby indicating a

sufficient degree of rapport.

4.3.5 Research ethics

My attempt to maintain ethical standards was suns®drin the following three documents:
1) the questionnaire Participant Information anesh€amt (Appendix 4.2: p.223-224), 2) the
interview Participant Information Sheet (Appendi%:40.229-230), and 3) the interview
Consent Form (Appendix 4.6: p.231). All the thdeeuments followed the formats and
guidelines given by Ethics and Research Govern@mime (ERGO), the University of
Southampton (ERGO 2015). While the University ESHCommittee approved my research
in November 2013, | have taken to heart that thex@iitee approval does not in any way
absolve or lessen my further commitment to reseeatiaics, all the more so because “ethical
issues can and invariably do arise at all stagéiseofesearch process” (Bryman 2012: 135).

4.3.6 Trustworthiness

Lincoln and Guba (1985) have introduced the inftisdrtoncept of trustworthiness as a set
of essential quality criteria in qualitative resgrar They argue that a naturalistic, qualitative
approach needs different criteria from those abmventional, quantitative approach, given
that the former does not presume a single ‘objettecount of social reality as feasible,
unlike the latter (see also Lincoln and Guba 2AD3-105; cf. Lincoln, Lynham and Guba
2011). In general, qualitative research, suchiag s more sensitive to multiplicity in
empirical accounts of social reality, and “[tlhesearcher himself or herself is essentially the

main instrument in the study” (Miles, Huberman &addafia 2014: 9).

Lincoln and Guba’s (1985, 2013) trustworthiness poses the following four criteria: 1)
credibility, 2) transferability, 3) dependabilitgnd 4) confirmability’®> First, research
findings should be credible to both the particigaand readers (see also Miles et al. 2014:

55 According to Lincoln and Guba (1985, 2013), these triteria correspond to the following equivateint
guantitative research respectively: 1) internaidityl, 2) external validity, 3) reliability, and 4bjectivity.
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312-313). My recurrent checks on the original dggaerated from plural methods,
receptiveness towards counterevidence for anyimteterpretation, occasional discussion
with some members at the University’s Centre faski@al Englishes, and prior experience as
a teacher in Japan all seem to have helped enkasdibility. Also, even though my

research does not employ so-called member valiatca way of assessing the researcher’s
interpretation of the data (e.g., Lincoln and GuB85; Bryman 2012 | sent a summary of
the findings (Appendix 4.7: p.233-235), in SepteniEl5, to both the interviewees and
those guestionnaire respondents who had submitéadamail addresses. While | did not
receive much feedback about the summary, all thelfack positively addressed how

convincing, interesting and/or important my reshdnedings were.

Second, research findings should be transferaléhr contexts. As with the current
chapter, the next two chapters provide thick dpsion (e.g., Geertz 1973/2000; Lincoln and
Guba 1985, 2013) so that potential appliers caggudansferability. On the part of readers,
transferability seems to connote what is calledmaace (e.g., Richards 2003; Tracy 2010,
2013). That is to say, they should be able tofweeisearch findings in the light of their own
experience. Again, sufficient contextual descoiptis necessary to this effect (see also
Punch 2014: 160).

Third, research findings should be dependable @ansistent in the internal process) and
could be repeated were it possible to replicatetbxthe same conditions. And last, research
development from the data should be confirmablethgr researchers. To establish
dependability and confirmability, thereby not dissing rigour, the researcher should
provide an audit trail (e.g., Lincoln and Guba 1,98%13) “which records the researcher’s
decisions throughout the conduct of the researdhtamanalysis of data” (Babbie 2016: 319).
In my thesis, the transparent explanation of tiseaech process, accompanied by the
documentation in the appendices, is supposed ve sarthe audit trail (see Rubin and Rubin
2012: 67-68). However, this documentation doesnubide either my field notebook or the
emails | have exchanged with my participants, githenconfidentiality promised to them
(Appendices 4.1, 4.2, 4.5, 4.6: p.219-221, 223-228-231).

56 Bryman (2012) also uses the tem@spondent validatiofe.g., Gibbs 2007) synonymously.
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4.4 Ending remarks

This chapter has overviewed approaches and methdaisguage-attitude research to select
my research methods; namely, an open-ended enestiqonaire and face-to-face
conversational interviews. The chapter has alstenaadetailed explanation of these two
methods. The discussion in this chapter has ieclude pilot study, participants and data
collection procedure, and the methodological issi¢ke researcher’s role, research ethics

and trustworthiness.

The next two chapters analyse the data colledBmiresponding to my two methods,
Chapter 5 focuses on the questionnaire data, andt€h6, on the interview data. It might be
true that many interpretations are possible. Hawneas noted by Miles et al. (2014), my
interpretation draws on the theoretical framewatablished in 3.4 and pays heed to
trustworthiness discussed in 4.3.6.
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CHAPTER 5
QUESTIONNAIRE DATA ANALYSIS

5.1 Introductory remarks

Chapter 5 concentrates on the questionnaire datgsaé Section 5.2 introduces my
analytical framework for the questionnaire datanaby, what is called qualitative content
analysis. Section 5.3 explains what was done pyyay this framework to the data. And

Section 5.4 presents the findings in each questioamuestion.

5.2 Analytical framework for the questionnaire data

For the purpose of analysing the written, or ratkeksctronically composed open-ended email
guestionnaire data (Appendix 5.1: p.237-265), |leyex qualitative content analysis.
Dornyei (2007) points out that this term is fregilyensed as a broad, general term,
apparently suggesting that the term may be synongmith latent level analysis (e.qg.,
Dornyei 2007) or latent content analysis (e.g.,gB®rd Lune 2012), and possibly also with
thematic analysis (e.g., Bryman 2012) or themaidiroy analysis (e.g., Robson 2011). For
this reason, it should be the researcher’s rengkpdain what is meant by qualitative content

analysis.

My analysis proceeded by coding the data, catdggribe assigned codes, and interpreting
the relationships not only between the developéebcaies but also between the codes under
the same or different categories. It started withfirst code assignment as “a way to
initially summarize segments of data” (Miles, Huban and Saldafia 2014: 86). In line with
Richards and Morse’s (2013) topic coding, this stagamined what was in the data. The
next stage integrated the codes into a smaller ruwithierarchically organised categories,
seeking to “identify an emergent theme, configomtior explanation” (Miles et al. 2014: 86).
In line with Cohen, Manion and Morrison’s (2011 )aic coding, these categories were
more general and interpretive than the initial caggignment. Coding and categorising did
not bring an end to my analysis, although thistlmaso in typical thematic analysis and a
considerable proportion of thematic coding analysig., Bryman 2012; Robson 2011).
Generally speaking, it may be argued that eitheisthucture of language attitudes or the
workings of associative factors are understood bglynaking meaningful connections of the

categories and codes. Correspondingly, the irg&yar stage followed in which “[t]he
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interrelationships of the categories [and code#) wach other then are constructed to
develop higher level analytic meanings” (Miles e2814: 73). In effect, through what
Maxwell and Miller (2008) call categorising and oecting strategies, qualitative content
analysis, such as mine, works towards capturing titnderlying deeper meaning of the data”
(Dornyei 2007: 246) or “thdeep structurameaning conveyed by the message” (Berg and
Lune 2012: 355, emphasis in original).

My analytical framework suits language-attitudeadtties in the theoretical framework
established in 3.4. According to the theories p&e accounts about language are
situationally created flexibly and dynamically, weéhieflecting their underlying reservoir of
evaluative concepts which may be relatively stalfls.the theories identify this conceptual
reservoir as language attitudes, it is not surfagel accounts but the above-mentioned deep

structural level that my analysis needed to reach.

My analytical framework is also conducive to expigrthe factors associated with language
attitudes, at least as far as my research is coaderMy second research question addresses
not only what factors exist but also how they wiwrklorm certain language attitudes. Just
enumerating possible candidates cannot fully ansiweresearch question. The trilogy of
coding, categorising and interpreting as menticadgale assisted in affording interpretive

depth and breadth in the direction of answeringésearch question.

What should not be ignored is that qualitative eabtinalysis may be accompanied by so-
called analytic memos; that is, notes of any it $prings to mind during analysis (e.g.,
Dornyei 2007; Miles et al. 2014). In the reseathing to develop a theory or hypothesis,
such memos can be called theoretical notes (eegg &1d Lune 2012). It might be true that
such memos or notes bring creativity to supposettise disciplined coding and categorising
(e.g., Punch 2014). However, for fear of consetaduitrariness which could undermine
rigour, | did not take such memos or notes durireganalysis. Rather than recording spur-
of-the-moment interpretations and reflecting omtheexamined the original data numerous

times.

As stated in the questionnaire Participant Inforamaand Consent (Appendix 4.2: p.223—

224), all the questionnaire answers were transfdo¢he data management software
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programme, NVivo 10 for Windows (QSR InternatioBall5)>’ | used this software as a
tool of “data administration and archiving” (KeR®00: 285, 2004/2007: 456). As such, it
“does notperformthe analysis but onlsupportsthe researcher doing the analysis” (Cohen et

al. 2011: 544, emphasis in original).

5.3 Questionnaire data analysis practices

Seeing no plausible reason to do otherwise, ldtkaaich questionnaire question separately in
analysis. In any case, the trilogy of coding, gatesing and interpreting, as described in the
previous section, was not a linear process. Ity faepeatedly revised my analysis, while
going back and forth between the three. The oxtgption was question #:you are happy

for me to contact you, could you please put yousieaddress below? did not apply any

coding in this simple question.

With regard to coding the data, | did not have degluctive codes. In other words, there was
no predetermined code. | am not saying that mgsaodkere purely inductive or entirely data-
driven. This is because my research questionsrahieal framework and background
knowledge through reading the literature inevitabijuenced my coding (cf. Schreier 2012).
More generally, | had my research interests in niimdughout the data analysis, as is always

the case with a human researcher (e.g., Miles 204Hl).

So far it seems that Saldafia (2016) has providedbst extensive catalogue of possible
initial coding types in qualitative content anay/& Among his many coding types,
Descriptive Coding appears to be the most serviedatexamine what is in the data. This
coding type seeks to identify and describe a tapmst often using a noun or noun phrase
(Saldana 2016; Miles et al. 2014). | employed Biptee Coding in all the questionnaire
guestions except question 9. Oftentimes, a sagraes@ ended up with simultaneous, plural
Descriptive Codes. | did not use any of his ottaling types, seeing that they appear highly
interpretive. To take just one example, Causdfloding is supposed to tag a causal process
to raw data (Saldafa 2016; Miles et al. 2014). eGithat Berg and Lune (2012) would doubt
the efficacy of identifying causal relationshipsaiigh coding, it may be too early to denote

causes and consequences at this beginning stagalgtis.

5" The most recent version of NVivo is now availalde\d/ivo 11 (QSR International 2015).
8 Miles et al. (2014) cite many of Saldafia’s (20ib&)al coding types, including Descriptive Codiagd
Causation Coding to be mentioned.
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| tried my best to use coding labels whose meanivegse clear (e.g., Dornyei 2007), and
clear enough to dispense with specifying theirrdéfins. Also, as a coding approach can
lead to losing context and narrative flow (e.gyBan 2012), | read each segment in a

broader context, quite often by reviewing all timswsers throughout the questionnaire.

With regard to categorising initial codes, | corepiithe codes which had been generated in
each questionnaire question into each set of lulkically organised categories. This set may
be called a coding frame (e.g., Berg and Lune 28tBreier 2012, 2014). Schreier (2012,
2014), for example, refers to higher-order categoim a coding frame as main categories,
and lower-order categories as subcategories. laupity, she argues for the three principles
of unidimensionality, exhaustiveness and mutualuskeeness. That is to say, a coding
frame should be designed for each main categacgture a unique aspect (i.e.,
unidimensionality). Also, each initial code candssigned to at least one subcategory (i.e.,
exhaustiveness), but to one subcategory only, uhéesame main category (i.e., mutual
exclusiveness). | observed these three princheause they seemed reasonable and

difficult to counter-argue.

To develop a coding frame, | grouped initial codeder more general, overarching
categories. As with the coding, | had no predeiteechcategories. Instead, categories were
developed from similarities in meaning over soméileg labels. Again, all the categorising
procedure was inevitably influenced by my reseanabstions, theoretical framework and
background knowledge through reading the literatanel more generally, by my research
interests. To facilitate understanding the ovarahnings of the data, | maintained
coherence among categories across coding frameanwhile, the same three main
categories were created in each coding frame doftouns 1 to 3, corresponding to my
research questions (Schreier 2012) and refledtiegéntral importance of positivity or
negativity in language attitudes (3.2.1, 3.4). Séhwere: 1) positive attitudes, 2) negative
attitudes, and 3) factors and influences. Alse,fain categorgcceptancevas created to
bind together the emergent categohegh acceptancandlow acceptancén each coding
frame of questions 6 to 8. Other than these foewr, positive attitudes, negative attitudes,
factors and influences, and acceptance), no maéggoey was established in any coding
frames. Accordingly, the coding frames of questidn5 and 10 had only one hierarchical

level without any main categories added. In otherds, all the components in these three
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coding frames were mono-hierarchical categoridse tdtal number of the main and
subcategories or the mono-hierarchical categani@sny coding frame was within the range
from four to fifteen, which Attride-Stirling (200Buggests as appropriate from a practical
stance in relation to one thematic network (i.esetof web-like representations of thematic
categories). Appendix 5.2 (p.267-272) shows alldhtegories and subsumed codes in each

guestionnaire question.

With regard to interpreting the interrelationshifishe categories and codes, | repeated one
trial and error after another to reach the mostmeimensive and economical explanation. In
so doing, | read all the raw data in each codeateypkty, and also took some notice of code
frequencies. At any interim stage, | tried notltemiss any instances that might not fit my
provisional interpretation (see e.g., Berg and L20&2: 372). In other words, | was always
ready to detect “the intricacy of situated multipleanings” even when | found “overarching
significance” (Ddrnyei 2007: 257). Again, | acknedge that all the interpreting procedure
was inevitably under the influence of my reseangbstions, theoretical framework and
background knowledge through reading the literatanel more generally, under the

influence of my research interests.

In no coding frame, did | seek to single out aipatar category or a particular set of codes as
“a central category (or explanatory concept)” (Riats 2003: 277), or to create the central
category, through which to explain all the categ®and code¥. This was because such an
operation might overlook specific tendencies inda& under the presumption of one
overarching concept in a coding frame. The nestige presents the resulting interpretation
under each questionnaire question, together wlithalcodes in Appendix 5.2 (p.267-272)

except those which were rarely assigned.

5.4 Findings

As discussed in 4.3.6, trustworthiness requirdsck description of findings mainly for the
sake of transferability. Accordingly, this sectimmovides a detailed explanation of the
findings in each questionnaire question. As a nelei, my two research questions address

language attitudes and associative factors resedgtand they are:

59 Richards (2003) discusses this central categoextaining grounded theory (e.g., Glaser and Sgau
1967/1995/1999; Corbin and Strauss 2015), whietmianalytical tradition having influenced more geme
gualitative content analysis, such as mine.
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1. How do Japanese university students orientgardsse people’s English including their
own?
2. What factors are associated with the studenitshtations, and how do these factors work

to form their orientations?

This section first deals with each of question8,14 and 5 in relation to attitudes towards
Japanese people’s or a respondent’s own Engligh,ghestion 2 in relation to associative
factors, and finally the rest except question elation to attitudes towards non-Japanese
people’s English or optional further comments onregearch (i.e., each of questions 6, 7, 8
and 10). Again, 64 respondents (out of 95) suleahitheir email addresses in question 9,
enabling me to further pursue their questionnansers in consequent emails (4.3.3.1). It
should be noted that almost all the questionnaissvars and emails were written in Japanese,
and that the extracts and quotations throughousél@on are my translations into English
unless otherwise indicated.

5.4.1 Questions 1, 3,4 and 5

The questionnaire included four items to explorgleage attitudes. These were questions 1,
3,4 and 5. Even though question 3 was supposexjiore associative factors as well, its
answers did not discuss much about them, while Btgpalmost no significant difference

from the answers to question 2 to be discussed latgis might be because my respondents
generally had nothing new to say after questiod@cordingly, question 3 is treated at

length only in this subsection. The findings icleaf the above four questionnaire questions

are reported separately below.

5.4.1.1 Question 1

Question 1 wadn your view, what is positive and/or negative abdapanese people’s
English? Overall, my respondents’ accounts were considgsidewed to the negative side.
In fact, 32 respondents (out of 95) explained ardgative aspects, and among them, four
explicitly stated that there was nothing positiwdé mentioned. On the other hand, even
though two respondents made only positive commenis of them just expressed Japanese
people’s English reading and writing skills as moréess all right without mentioning other
skills. The other pointed out the general usefdrnaf English for both communicating with

foreign people and reading academic literature nbthing specific to Japanese people.
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Coincidentally, as with this respondent, what aapofour mentioned as positive was limited
to a general usefulness of English.

On the positive side, under the main categmsitive attitudesthere emerged the following
subcategories, shown in uppercase letters, andisidoscodes, listed as bullet points.
COMPETENCE
* Good knowledge of grammar
* Good reading skills
* Good writing skills

* Good knowledge of vocabulary and idiomatic exp@ssi

‘JAPANESE TRAITS’
* Polite
* Sincere

INTELLIGIBILITY
» [Easy to understand

Two major interpretations can be made here. Triseifiterpretation is a relatively high
evaluation of Japanese people’s English knowledgeéer the subcategocpmpetence The
second interpretation is a moderately high evadnadf a couple of aspects of Japanese
people’s English communication ability, under thbcategorieSlapanese traitsand
intelligibility. To be more specific about the first interpretatithe most frequently
identified was that 31 respondents referred todeg@apeople’s perceived good knowledge
of English gramma®® Also, skill-related positive comments tended ¢odirected to English
reading and, to some extent, writing. A few regjmris suggested that Japanese students
might have in memory a lot of English vocabulard @fiomatic expressions. To be more
specific about the second interpretation, no pasitomments appeared on English oral
communication, except the following two aspectsidpanese people’s possible politeness
and sincerity to their interactants and 2) the fpbs®ase of their English at least for fellow

Japanese to understand.

On the negative side, under the main categegative attitudeghere emerged the following
subcategories (in uppercase) and subsumed codegdll@h points).
COMPETENCE

80 Only one respondent used the Japanese term whessging was close fexicogrammar
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* Poor listening, speaking and communication skills

» Prioritisation of ‘correctness’

» Japanese-influenced English use (except pronuocjati

» Japanese-influenced pronunciation

* Poor knowledge of vocabulary and idiomatic expassi

INTELLIGIBILITY
» Hard to understand
‘JAPANESE TRAITS’

» Shy or unconfident in communication

* Reluctant to speak
Notably, 89 answers (out of 95) across the abolseagagories of the main categomgative
attitudes(i.e., competence, intelligibility, and ‘Japanésets’) argued that Japanese people
were weak in their actual English use, mostly ial asommunication. Not surprisingly, skill-
related negative comments centred on English listeand speaking. Importantly, across
those 89 answers, two sets of negative evaluatimeapts (i.e., attitudes) manifested
themselves, corresponding respectively to the tivetand the other three of the above-listed
five codes undecompetence The first set of negative attitudes was Japapeegle’s
perceived prioritisation of ‘correctness’ in ENLamly in terms of grammar, at the expense
of effective oral communication. And the secondaenegative attitudes was a deficit view
of Japanese-influenced English use, particuladypnciation, mostly without due attention
or consideration of intelligibility, along with Japese people’s possible lack of usable

English vocabulary and idiomatic expressions. E#Hdhe two is explained in detail below.

Regarding the first set of negative attitudes, hibne of my respondents appeared to doubt
the equation of ‘correct’ ENL with ‘good’ Englisti any linguistic levels (e.g., phonology,
lexis, grammar), they indicated that Japanese p&opérceived prioritisation and thus high
evaluation of ‘correctness’ in ENL, mainly in terrmisgrammar, would hinder oral
communication. Only one respondent (Respondequ@fed later) noted that this would
apply to written communication as well. Two corcexamples are:

Respondent 68

Caring only about grammar, Japanese people capeak€nglish at all, which is

disadvantageous.
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Respondent 19

... As for their weakness, ... Japanese people arerszemed about speaking

English perfectly that they are reluctant to speak
Given that the latter respondent (i.e., Responti@hmentioned Japanese people’s good
knowledge of English grammar as strength in theesgoestionnaire question (i.e., question
1), both examples imply that Japanese people, whetnsciously or not, may place a higher
priority to ‘correct’ or ‘perfect’ English grammainan effective oral communication.
Similarly, another respondent offered the view latar email that Japanese people would
choose simple English vocabulary and sentencetstruat the sacrifice of what they would
really like to say for fear of making ‘mistakesAs a more detailed example:

Respondent 65

... As for their weakness, ... having been made to ggeammar into their heads too

much, Japanese people worry about grammatical kest@nd become obsessed with

perfect sentence structure when speaking Engli$iis is problematic.
This answer implies that Japanese people may attach importance to grammatical
‘accuracy’ than conveying the message. Correspghdithey might not be able to utter
English without making mental rehearsal, or evetting a draft on paper, as explicitly
claimed by the next two examples.

Respondent 42

... As for their weakness, | think Japanese peopleadaitter English before they

prepare a well-structured sentence in mind, anghaoe at using English prepositions

and articles.

Respondent 85

... As for their weakness, Japanese people cannak $paglish before they structure

a sentence either in mind or on paper as a preyistep.
While the former respondent (i.e., Respondent 4)ad specific grammatical areas as seen
above, the latter respondent (i.e., Respondergi8h)ltaneously mentioned as strength
“Japanese people’s intention to use correct grarhimaine same questionnaire question (i.e.,
guestion 1). Both of the above answers suggest, that failure to think of a ‘good’-enough
English sentence mainly in terms of grammar mag tessilence. In other words, both imply
that Japanese people might as well choose silarerespeaking what they perceive to be
‘incorrect’ English mainly in terms of grammar. kiewise, another respondent admitted in

guestion 3 that all she did in an English discussiass was to read pre-prepared sentences
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regardless of the drift of argument. This answggests that without preparation, she might
have kept silent during the discussion.

One respondent laid emphasis on the words “casually “correct”.

Respondent 90

... As for their weakness, ... Japanese people capeaksor write Englislsasually

because school education requcesrect English. (emphasis in original)
She later expressed the view in an email that &vaungh ‘correct’ English might not
facilitate communication, Japanese people wereésded” with it to the extent that they
almost treated English as if it were not a commatnon tool. It appears, then, that by
emphasising the two words (i.e., “casually” andrfeot”), she wanted to criticise Japanese
people’s perceived prioritisation of ‘correctneasthe expense of willingness to use English.
However, her email simultaneously showed that séwed her own ‘non-native’ spoken
English as deviant, even though she was relatis@hfident about her ability to engage in
English oral communication. Thus, she was probablgxception in equating ‘good’

English exclusively with ‘correct’ ENL.

Regarding the second set of negative attitudesgahth a possible lack of usable English
vocabulary and idiomatic expressions, my resporsdeggmed to regard Japanese-influenced
English use, particularly pronunciation, as ‘defidi, mostly without due attention or
consideration of intelligibility. Most comments dapanese-influenced English use or the
lack of English vocabulary and/or idiomatic express were related to oral interaction. It
seems that my respondents tended to perceiveaivaitack of usable English linguistic
resources, and simultaneously to have a negateve of the exploitation of Japanese-

influenced linguistic resources.

To be specific about Japanese-influenced Englistexsept pronunciation, only eighteen
respondents commented on Japanese-influenced yoctigding semantically changed
English-origin loanwords in Japanese), idiomatipregsions, grammar and/or sentence
structure, again, mostly in relation to oral comigation. At the same time, all the eighteen
respondents regarded the Japanese-influenced usgaisve without discussing the issue of
intelligibility, or possibly with their presumptiatiat it went without saying that such was not
intelligible. As a brief example:

Respondent 13
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... The weaknesses include the tendency not to leetalalvoid Japanese-influenced
English words and sentence structures ...
The assumption here is that the Japanese infliTmdd always be avoided. However, it is
guestionable whether Japanese linguistic resostumdd always be held in abeyance
regardless of intelligibility, given their potentenrichment of international and intercultural
communication (see Cogo and Dewey 2012: 130-1SRhilarly, the next example
apparently assumes Asian-influenced English exfmmessn general to be disadvantageous.
Respondent 54
... As for their weakness, ... Japanese people, althaoglimited to just this group,
use the expressions unique to Asians. (Wolveriribe latest X-Men film represents

them well.)

Some respondents offered a more specific criti@dapanese people’s English as not
straightforward in expression, for example: noedir(Respondents 41 and 88),
“circumlocutory” (Respondent 24), or even “not logi’ (Respondent 15) or “lacking in the
ability to think and express themselves logica(ligespondent 94). As a more detailed
example:
Respondent 5
As for their weakness, ... probably due to the freqquse of euphemisms in Japanese
(the cultural difference issue), | think Japanesepte tend to prefer euphemistic
phrases even in English, the language normallgstring important messages
directly and concisely. ...
However, it is questionable whether Japanese-infled euphemistic phrases in English
should always be seen as problematic, given tlodarpial functions to serve in discourse
and, again, their potential enrichment of interoraai and intercultural communication. The
same may be said to the other answers on percdi@pdnese non-straightforward’

expressions.

To be specific about Japanese-influenced Englishurciation, 28 respondents gave
relevant answers. To say the least, no one waglgmositive about it, and most of the 28

respondents left undiscussed the issue of intkility, or possibly having the presumption

61 To be specific, Respondent 41 said that “Japanaseie do not express their feelings and opiniorectl”
(English in the original), and Respondent 88 saad thometimes ... they cannot express their feelings
straightly” (English in the original).
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that it went without saying that the Japanese-arfed pronunciation was not intelligible.
As one example:

Respondent 3

... As for their weakness, Japanese people ... usegaaimtonation Katakana

pronunciation etc.). ...
The assumption here is that including intonati@pahese people’s “unique” pronunciation
itself is a “weakness”, although it is true that ffronunciation derived from Japanese
phonogram&atakanamay undermine intelligibility (e.g., Jenkins 20@D02; for katakana,
see 2.5.1: p.25). While this respondent did nbtrstiher email address, later email
exchanges with others, including some of thosee2Bandents, accorded with the findings in
guestion 6 to be presented later by suggestingrigaespondents tended to couple American
ENL with international intelligibility. For instare, one respondent later claimed in an email
that ‘non-native’ English pronunciation was awkwardl unintelligible, and that Japanese
people should aim to acquire a native-like AmeriEaiglish accent on the grounds that it
would “hold true throughout the world” (Respond8B). By the same token, it can be the

case that Respondent 3 above assumed American [gEBsinciation to be a benchmark.

Involving the subcategomptelligibility (p.94), only six respondents, out of the
aforementioned 28, addressed the issue of prorwnciatelligibility. All the six
respondents’ accounts were negative, includingekasnple.

Respondent 52

As for their weakness, Japanese people’s pronumeiet hard for other nationalities

to understand. (Like Indian English, our Englisbludes some pronunciations which

are not so understandable. But ours is not ablestad in the world.)
In short, this respondent described Japanese pe@piglish pronunciation as neither
sufficiently intelligible nor that of a sufficientlestablished English variety, and thus
disadvantageous. It is interesting that in agre#méh the world Englishes paradigm
discussed in 2.3.2, he regarded Indian Englismasuaique variety. He later explained in an
email that he had spent two years just before usityeat an international secondary school
abroad, where he recognised different types ofiEimgtom school English taught in Japan,
such as Indian English. Meanwhile, another responldter argued in an email that
Japanese people’s English pronunciation was natyawcomprehensible, while describing
it as “monotonous” but “unique” in question 4 (Resdent 46, English in the original), albeit

that he regarded his own English pronunciation Birap monotonous in question 5. It
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should be noted that he was a rare case in terseeaig Japanese-influenced English
pronunciation somewhat positively, and that he #immeously valued American, British and

New Zealand ENL in other questionnaire questions.

Given the discussed two sets of negative attit(ides Japanese people’s perceived
prioritisation of ‘correctness’ in ENL at the exgenof effective oral communication, and a
deficit view of Japanese-influenced English usetigaarly pronunciation), it is no wonder
if Japanese people are shy about, unconfident ieven reluctant about speaking English.
Corresponding to the subcategaigpanese traits{p.94), such is the situation which some
respondents explicitly claimed true, expressly nesed by Respondent 19 (see p.95).

5.4.1.2 Question 3
Question 3 wasiVhat about your own English in relation to quessidnand 2?0nly the
relation to question 1, but not to question 2hestiarget here. My respondents’ accounts
were akin to those in question 1. Again, a sefs&eriority in actual English use,
particularly in oral communication, was most nagioke. The following is a terse but fairly
expressive example.

Respondent 69

My English is of no practicality in actual use.
To avoid repetition, what follows limits itself the differences between the answers to

guestions 3 and 1.

Not surprisingly, in question 3, no one claimed tha/her own English sounded sincere and
respectful, possibly feeling that such a persolaatccould have been a breach of propriety.
Also, possibly because there was nothing new torsapne discussed the intelligibility of
his/her own English, apart from one who broachedéadable handwriting. In actuality,
this respondent generally praised Japanese pedyalethvriting in question 1, and recalled in
guestion 2 and a later email that her ALTs (Assistanguage Teachers; 2.5.2.2) from the
US, Canada and New Zealand at elementary schoadlhbdd illegible handwriting.

Unlike in question 1, the following codes (in bulf®ints) emerged in question 3. Both main
and subcategories are shown in uppercase letter¢ha main categories are not indented.
NEGATIVE ATTITUDES

COMPETENCE
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* Poor knowledge of grammar
* Poor reading skills
POSITIVE ATTITUDES
‘JAPANESE TRAITS’
* Not too polite
* Unreluctant to speak
COMPETENCE
» [Fair or good listening, speaking and communicasikilis
» Less prioritisation of ‘correctness’
* Less Japanese influence in pronunciation
Two major differences from the answers to questiaan be interpreted here. The first
difference is that the answers to question 3 gdlges@emed to presume Japanese people’s
high level of English grammar knowledge, readingjsknd, to some extent, writing skills,
as suggested in question 1. In fact, questiord 30 involve as many positive comments on
these three areas. At the same time, in questioarB2sponding to the subcategory
competenceindernegative attitudedour respondents (out of 95) regarded their owglish
grammar knowledge as insufficient, and another thveiy own English reading skills as not
commendable, even though in question 1, there n@reegative comments on these two
areas. One respondent initiated her answer as\vi®ll
Respondent 81
Unlike the typical Japanese people | imagine,nikhmy grammatical accuracy in
English is not high. ...

Plainly, this answer presumes Japanese peopldiddéwg! of ‘accuracy’ in English grammar.

The second difference is that across the abowedliste codes undgaositive attitudes
(p-100), 22 respondents saw themselves as soméettet in English oral communication
than other Japanese people, although most of thene mot very positive. Their accounts
seemed to consider Japanese people’s Englisharahanication ability in general to be
poor, and native-like competence in English ortdriaction, particularly that close to
American NESs, to be the most desirable. It cacdpstrued that the 22 respondents raised
four specific points. First, corresponding to sudcategoryJapanese traits{p.100), some
estimated themselves to be more candid or willingpteak English than other Japanese

people, if not as candid and willing as many AmemidNESs. Second, involving the first
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code undecompetencesubordinate tpositive attitudegp.100), although regretting not
being able to respond in English adequately, othssessed their own English listening skills
more positively than other Japanese people’s. ekaenple quoted above (i.e., Respondent
81: p.100) ended as follows.
Respondent 81
... As | like listening to English pop songs and viditg American dramas, | think my
English listening skills have been improved by thAut when it comes to speaking
English, | rarely open my mouth, and there are siotes when | cannot readily turn
my thoughts to English.
Seeing that American pop songs are presumably pppaoilong Japanese youth, it can be

argued that this example discusses English listeskills mostly in an American context.

Third, involving the first two codes undeompetencesubordinate tpositive attitudes
(p-100), still others assessed their own Engligakmg skills more positively than other
Japanese people’s, perhaps by prioritising senkengaver ‘correct’ grammar. They
tended to ascribe this to their experiences abooadeikaiwaschools (English conversation
schools; 2.5.1) in their questionnaires and/or lateails. However, at least some of them
were not satisfied with their spoken English. Epéphrases are “up to some level of
English conversation” (Respondent 49) and “stillffam natural English” in the US
(Respondent 83). For another example, one respotater remarked in an email that while
feeling grammatical ‘accuracy’ essential, she caultispeak English without making
‘mistakes’. And last, corresponding to the lasieandecompetencesubordinate to
positive attitudegp.100), eight respondents, including three oséhewho assessed their own
English listening or speaking skills somewhat pesly, saw their own English
pronunciation as better than other Japanese psophgn if they perceived themselves as
sounding ‘non-native’. Although two of the eightl shot submit their email addresses, the
other six explained in their questionnaires antitar emails that they sounded closer to
American NESs. One of these six respondents x@amele, tried to sound like American
NESs through his studies on phonetics and phond@ogyiversity, including word linking,
various other sound phenomena and rhythm. Somesihdarly, another of the six recalled
that throughout his secondary school years, hdrietihard to mimic American NESs in

textbook CDs at English classes and practisedmgadoud at home.
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5.4.1.3 Question 4

Question 4 wasiVhat word(s) would you use to describe Japanespl@sdnglish? (for
example, “beautiful”) This questionnaire question intended to exphdrat was key in
expressing attitudes towards Japanese people’ssBnghgain, my respondents’ main
concern was Japanese people’s perceived lackldfabiactual English use, mostly in oral
communication. Even though many respondents vanoiewords or short phrases, 70
answers (out of 95) pertained to this lack of &pilnostly in terms of competence and only

occasionally in terms of shyness about speakindiging

Under the categorgompetencethere emerged the following subsumed codes (ietbu
points).
COMPETENCE
* Awkward or inadequate
o  Skilful
» Poor communication skills
* Prioritisation of ‘correctness’
» Japanese-influenced English use (except pronuonjati
» Japanese-influenced pronunciation
* Beautiful
Among the aforementioned 70 answers, 23 includgutgtése words, predominantly in
Japanese, such as “awkward” (whether English imotiggnal or my translation),
“inadequate”, and the like. As one example:
Respondent 59
Good English speakers sound “beautiful”, but poeglish speakers make me feel
“painful to see” or “unendurable”.
Considering that this respondent’s answers to teeigus questionnaire questions deplored
Japanese people’s and her own English oral commatimicability, she probably viewed
most Japanese people including herself as the ‘poglish speakers”. Other examples are
the two answers quoted later (i.e., Respondeng@%8). It should be mentioned that
although one respondent praised Japanese pediglklad” in English (Respondent 78), she
later added in an email that she estimated othgEmse people to be more skilful in English
oral communication than herself. Indeed, she desdher own English as “awkward” in

guestion 5.
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My respondents suggested that the above-mentioagdcancern (i.e., Japanese people’s
perceived lack of ability to use English) was umpitened by the same two sets of negative
attitudes as found in question 1. First, corregpanto the third and fourth codes under
competencgp.102), the respondents tended to wonder howndgeaoeople could turn their
perceived prioritisation of ‘correctness’ in ENLamly in terms of grammar, to effective
English use, most probably in oral interaction. olexamples are:

Respondent 8

In my impression, the English we learn throughlierks and the like is very formal

and not usable for actual conversation. Therefbeeword “formal” springs to mind.

Respondent 35

“Formal”, “awkward”, “worrying about grammar” andkatakanasounding”.
Both were among 26 respondents who described Jep@eeple’s English as sounding over-
formal, aloof or cautious. The 26 respondents agpqly ascribed this to Japanese people’s
perceived tendency to observe grammatical ‘accutaogciously, given their answers

across guestionnaire questions and/or later emails.

Second, corresponding to the fifth and sixth cadetercompetencép.102), my respondents
might well have assumed Japanese-influenced Enggishsuch as ‘Japanese non-
straightforward’ expressions (see 5.4.1.1: p.9d) Japanese-influenced pronunciation, to be
‘deficient’ anyway. Most answers on the pronunoiatincluding the example just quoted
above (i.e., Respondent 35: p.103), problematighdrehe pronunciation derived from
Japanese phonograketakana(for katakana, see 2.5.1: p.25) or a flat, monotspitch as

in Japanese.

It should be noted that five respondents used nayngie in the wording of question 4 (i.e.,
“peautiful” or “3& L V") as part of their answers. Including Respondénabove (p.102),
three of them made it the proviso in their ansvegid/or later emails that only those Japanese
who spoke “good” English sounded beautiful withspecifying what the word “good”

meant. The other two, both of whom had been exgdatudents in the US, answered in
English throughout the questionnaire. One of W later added in an email that some

Japanese students in the US had “corrected thmanédae English accent”, and thus “sounded
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beautiful”. Indeed, all the five respondents appddo equate beautiful pronunciation with a
native-like American English accent, given theiswars to other questionnaire questions.
Accordingly, the above-mentioned “good” English htipave referred to native-like
American English. Likewise, in question 5, whil@wing their own pronunciation, another
three respondents appeared to assume an Ameridaaddént to be the most pleasing to the

ear.

Apart from all the above, there emerged the follaytategories (in uppercase) and
subsumed codes (in bullet points).
EFFORTS AND KNOWLEDGE
* Learning efforts
» Knowledge
EXPERIENCES IN JAPANESE LIFE

+ Unnecessary

‘JAPANESE TRAITS’
* Polite
» Sincere
e Shy

INTELLIGIBILITY
» Easy to understand

Two major interpretations can be made here, eithder the subcategoriefforts and
knowledgeandexperiences in Japanese ldeunder the subcategoridapanese traitsand
intelligibility. With regard to the first interpretation, prestngaeflecting the
aforementioned two sets of negative attitudes (Japanese people’s perceived prioritisation
of ‘correctness’ in ENL at the expense of effectival communication, and a deficit view of
Japanese-influenced English use), some respondaintsed English in Japan to be either a
symbol of effort or learned for knowledge, indepemitly of its communication function.
Three interrelated examples are:

Respondent 7

Proof of effort!
This respondent later discussed in an email howhneffort she and her peers had devoted to
English, despite not being confident in speakingliEh. It could possibly be extrapolated

that English functioned as an effort indicatorhe form of test scores for my respondents.

104



Respondent 76

For the purpose of studying, but not using.
This respondent expressed the view in the prevjoestionnaire questions that even if
Japanese school students did not need Englistdeutsir classrooms, they were supposed
to gain its knowledge. Thus, her answer implied Kmowledge itself is the target to learn in
the school English classroom.

Respondent 40

No disadvantage in being unable to speak English ...

This answer implies that spoken English is unneagdga Japan.

With regard to the second interpretation, my resgiaois directed positive accounts only to
either the perceived traits of Japanese peoplé, asidapanese people’s possible politeness
and sincerity to their interactants, or the pogséase of their English for fellow Japanese to
understand. As one example:

Respondent 58

Awkward but easy to listen to (because | am Japangself).
It should be added that as the negative trait phdase people, a few answers described them
as shy about speaking English.

5.4.1.4 Question 5

Question 5 wasivhat word(s) would you use to describe your ownlisi® (for example,
“beautiful”) . This questionnaire question intended to expidrat was key when my
respondents expressed attitudes towards their aghdh. Their answers about their own
perceived lack of ability to use English, mostlyoral communication, were prevalent.
Again, although many respondents wrote only wordshort phrases, 79 answers (out of 95)
pertained to this lack of ability, mostly in terrmiscompetence and occasionally in terms of
shyness about or lack of confidence in speakindiging

It seems that no answers to question 5 signifigartthtradict any findings in question 4. At
the same time, the following codes (in bullet pgintnder different categories (in uppercase)
were noticeably more frequent than the counterpaugsiestion 4.
COMPETENCE
* Awkward or inadequate
‘JAPANESE TRAITS’
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» Shy or unconfident

Among the aforementioned 79 answers, 39 includgutgtéese words, predominantly in
Japanese, such as “awkward” (whether English imotiggnal or my translation),
“inadequate”, and the like. As a brief example:

Respondent 6

All messed up.
In addition, at least some respondents were slkiypoonfident in English oral communication,
possibly also feeling unsure of being able to nsdk@se to NESs, as was the case with this
respondent.

Respondent 37

| have no idea whether | can get my message across.
Having said that, according to this respondenterlamail, she had some experiences of
successful English communication in continentaldper She apologised in the same email
that she could not recall any communication instaneith NESs. Indeed, including her, 29
respondents suggested in their questionnaires rliatko emails, without being prompted,
that their English should be understandable to NESs

The following two codes (in bullet points) undermpetencé question 5 were either non-
existent or a little different in question 4.
COMPETENCE

* Poor knowledge of vocabulary and idiomatic expassi

* ‘Incorrect’ Japanese-influenced English use (expepbunciation)
On the one hand, unlike in question 4, a few redpots touched on lack of usable English
vocabulary and idiomatic expressions in conneatidh their own perceived lack of ability
to speak English. On the other hand, despite beilagjvely confident in English oral
communication, a few others seemed dissatisfied thizir own spoken English due to its
‘inaccuracy’ and Japanese influence, mainly in seafhgrammar, simultaneously viewing
American ENL most positively in other questionnajreestions. As an expressive example,
one respondent answered in questions 2 and 3dkatghemulated fluent English speakers
from continental Europe, she tried to become moremunicative in English. In her view,
these Europeans spoke English without caring alboglish grammar or understanding its
complexity, and “even peppered English with womasrf their mother tongues” (Respondent

28, question 2). Now she described her own Engtisjuestion 5 as “slipshod”.
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There were three unique answers in question 5 whderategorpthers

OTHERS
e Cheerful
e Honest
* Freedom

One respondent described his own English as “chiééRespondent 43), and later added in
an email that he usually tried to make others hap@nglish. Considering that he described
American NESs in question 6 as “mixing what to gétyh some touches of humour”, it is
likely that he wanted to emulate the way he peestithey spoke. Another used the word
“honest” (Respondent 41, English in the origindlhis presumably reflected her criticism in
guestion 1: “Japanese people do not express #ainfis and opinions directly”, which “is
not very effective to communicate with people frioreign countries” (ibid., English in the
original). And the other conceived his own Englistbe a symbol of “freedom” in the sense
of “broadening his lifeworld” (Respondent 51).

5.4.2 Question 2

The questionnaire included two items to explorefdotors associated with language
attitudes. These were questions 2 and 3. How#versubsection deals only with the
answers to question 2 for a couple of reasonst, ir question 3, my respondents generally
focused on expressing language attitudes withoghrdiscussion about associative factors.
Second, no particularly new factor was detectegumstion 3, except that unlike in question
2, two answers to question 3 named Western popreul relation to relative confidence in
English listening skills or pronunciation, includithe example quoted previously (i.e.,
Respondent 81; see 5.4.1.2: p.101). It shouldddedithat although the answers to question
1 occasionally involved accounts about the fadtopuestion, no contradiction appeared to
the findings in question 2.

Question 2 wasiVhat experiences make you say “positive” and/ordagve”? This
guestionnaire question intended to explore theofadssociated with the answers to question
1. While the answers to question 2 occasionallglved accounts about Japanese people’s
English, such is not treated here because no chetiien appeared to the findings in question

1 reported in 5.4.1.1. Accordingly, this subsetlimits itself to what emerged under the
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main categoryactors and influencesFour main topical areas can be identified fromn t
answers to question 2: 1) school English and Emgéists in Japan, 2) English use at
university in Japan, 3) Japanese daily life, anexperiences abroad. Remarkably, 64
respondents (out of 95) placed some blame on s&huglish, English tests and/or English
use at university inside Japan. It seems that $citbol English and English tests served as
main factors in forming my respondents’ languagkuales, on which English use at
university did not add any major influence. Meaneiht seems highly unlikely that their
daily lives and even experiences abroad had angteoinfluence on their language attitudes.

Details are explained below.

With regard to school English and English testsretemerged the following subcategories
(in uppercase) and subsumed codes (in bullet points
JAPANESE EDUCATION
* School subject
* Exams and tests
» Peers around
JAPANESE VS. ENGLISH
* Native English (speakers)
Corresponding to all the above-listed four codeepipeers around47 respondents
together indicated that school English had margiedlcommunication use, at least in oral
interaction, and emphasised the importance of éobror ‘standard’ American and possibly
British ENL not influenced by Japanese, mainly tlylo grammar and possibly also through
vocabulary, in conjunction with reading and, to soextent, writind? In their view, this
school English was in accordance with entrance exarparticular, as well as school tests.
As a concise example:
Respondent 86
... 1 think both school English education and Engfshuniversity entrance exams
specialise in the same thing.
This respondent later added in an email that bmthded extensively on ‘correct’ grammar
and reading. Thus, her answer implies that baHikeely to disregard communication use.
Other two examples are:

Respondent 2

52 Technically, Standard English does not have ‘corpronunciation (2.3.1). However, it seems thatrfstard
English and ‘correct’ ENL were essentially the sdoramy respondents, including pronunciation.
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Many Japanese students study English only for eoéraxams and can work out

answers to test questions in reading, grammarsarh. However, it seems like they

are poor at using English as language, such asnwetsation, since they rarely do.
As implied here, school English in Japan might bmarily a subject for paper-based tests,
mainly entrance exams.

Respondent 58

Through English classes, Japanese students wohibecelatively good at reading,

writing and grammar in tests. But | often see thkmking too much or hesitating

when speaking English.
This respondent later claimed in an email that dapa English education before university
would instil apprehension about making ‘mistake&s with the previous example (i.e.,
Respondent 2), her answer implies that school Emgh Japan might be primarily a subject
for paper-based tests. It should be added thateabehe mentioning of entrance exams was
noticeable, only two respondents just touched o&MCListening and Reading tests, and
another on® referred to Japanese TOEFL iBT examinees’ tendamegore low in speaking
and listening (for TOEIC and TOEFL, see 2.5.3: p38.

Incidentally, in relation to the cogeeers aroundp.108), one respondent recalled that she
had felt a kind of peer pressure to produce Japas@snding English.

Respondent 53

In my student life, it seemed like those studerith good pronunciation were often

made fun of in English classes. ...
She later added in an email that “English classef®ired to school English classes,
particularly at the lower secondary level. Shelaxed in another email that “good
pronunciation” actually meant laboured pronunciatio mimic American NESs in textbook
CDs. It may be that she and her classmates fddagassed about imitating American NESs

when surrounded by fellow Japanese students.

With regard to English use at university, there eyed the following subcategories (in
uppercase) and subsumed codes (in bullet points).
JAPANESE EDUCATION

* Peers around (Reproduced)

63 More precisely, this respondent did not mention specific tests in his answer to question 2, aterltold
me in an email that he meant TOEFL iBT in particular.
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» University modules
* Returnee students
* International students in Japan
* University clubs
JAPANESE VS. ENGLISH
* Native English (speakers)
In relation to the first code undéapanese educatio@8 respondents reported that they had
noticed how much Japanese students needed to imprruglish oral communication ability
by reviewing their peers and/or themselves, maiulyng university classes. Reflecting the
second and third codes und@panese educaticand the codeative English (speakers)
email exchanges, along with some questionnaire ensswlearly suggested that even though
all the students in a Japanese university Englatsmom were normally L1 Japanese
speakers, they were supposed to use English insdism and presentation, and that the
instructor was normally an NES from the US, Can@destralia or the UK, if not a Japanese.
Some respondents mentioned and rated their retpeers’ English high in their answers
and/or later emails. In reply to my emails, thesspondents recalled, with a varying degree
of confidence, that most of the returnees whom treey mentioned were from North
America. As one example:
Respondent 91
In a university class, we have discussions in Bhglied by a native English teacher.
After all, a great contrast exists between retusraaal those students who have never
studied abroad, including myself.
According to this respondent’s later email, the NE&her was from the US, and “although
not sure”, she suspected most of the returnees prdibably also from the US. It might
possibly be that she tended to associate profidipnese speakers of English from abroad

with those who had stayed in the US.

Concerning the fourth and fifth codes undapanese educaticend the codeative English
(speakers)p.110), while one respondent briefly touchedmernational students in her
laboratory, no other respondents reported havigglae opportunities to interact with foreign
students or staff in English at university, exgegssibly with English instructors normally
from the inner circle. Also, only nine respondentsiinly in relation to their struggle with

English, referred to some sporadic experienceseaftimg with international students from
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abroad at a university club or event. Among tharigw respondents explained in a later
email that international students at their clubsdu$apanese increasingly, thereby making
English conversation unnecessary. On the othet,lsmewnhat akin to one of Jenkins’s
(2014: 178-179) participants, another respondgmtessed her frustration in trying to speak
English with international students.
Respondent 82
... When speaking English, | can’t help thinking dfat to say in Japanese and then
translating it. As a result, it takes long befbstart to speak, and oftentimes when |
try to speak, the topic has already changed.
According to her later email, she was reminded wbekshop with students from an Asian
university abroad. Across her questionnaire, sbarrently discussed grammar. For
example, she remarked in question 1 thatén eiggor English for exams] in particular
attaches importance to meticulous grammar” (foejukigo, see 2.5.2.3: p.32). It may be,
then, that she spent quite some time focusing @méct’ grammar in mental translation at

the workshop, whether subconsciously or not.

With regard to Japanese daily life, there emergeddllowing subcategories (in uppercase)
and subsumed codes (in bullet points). Each codgplained in turn.
EXPERIENCES IN JAPANESE LIFE
* Few opportunities to use English
» Foreigners in Japan
» Eikaiwa
» Japanese people in the media
JAPANESE VS. ENGLISH
» Katakana loanwords
» Differences from Japanese
As some answers imply (see Respondent 2 quoteceapd8-109) or explicitly note, my
respondents appeared to have few opportunitiesédenglish. It is true that some
respondents mentioned encountering English-speaianglapanese people in Japan, mostly
either on the street or at a place where they wbpieat-time. However, many of them just
described how much they or other Japanese hadytdugith English. Email exchanges
showed that they tended to view the English spsakery had encountered as either NESs or
NNESSs, and that NESs for them referred to peopl@ iNorth America, the UK, Australia,
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or possibly also New Zealand. As an intriguingragée, one respondent later remarked in
an email how difficult to communicate with otheri&s English speakers as each party was
“non-native”. When | asked her about the possibof meeting L1 English speakers from
India or Singapore, she asked me back in anothail @hether these people sounded
different from NESs in the US, the UK or Australianother told me in an email that she

had little imagined Indian people speaking English.

Although rare, the answers to question 2 incluthedfollowing three things. First, a few
respondents mentioned their experiences of attgmilkaiwaschools (English conversation
schools; 2.5.1) in their questionnaires and/or latsails, and email exchanges identified
teachers from North America, or to a lesser exfeni the UK or Australia. One
respondent later added in an email that he trigdbést to speak English without any
‘mistakes’ when talking with his eikaiwa teacheorfr the US. Second, another few
respondents recalled hearing Japanese people inetlia speaking English, but none of
them regarded the English they had heard as gamaen And last, still another few
respondents touched on the phonological differebhetseen English-origin loanwords
written in Japanese phonograkaakanaand English counterparts (for katakana, see 2.5.1:
p.25), or more generally, the linguistic differeadetween Japanese and English.

With regard to overseas experiences, there emehgeidllowing subcategories (in
uppercase) and subsumed codes (in bullet points).
EXPERIENCES ABROAD
» Studies abroad
 Homestays abroad
» International students abroad
» Trips and stays abroad
JAPANESE VS. ENGLISH
* Native English (speakers) (Reproduced)
Corresponding to the first three codes uredgreriences abroa@®2 respondents commented
on their studies abroad and/or homestays (i.e/s stéh NESs) abroad. Among them, one
respondent had the experience of studying in Claind,reported in her answer to question 2
and later email that some Chinese students’ néikeeAmerican English had surprised her.
All the others had been to one or more of the Walhy countries: the US, Canada, the UK,
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Australia and New Zealand. They seemed to haeeaoted with other international students
in English from countries in continental Europe diillie East, South America or from other
Asian countries. Nevertheless, involving the codBve English (speakershere were more
comments about NESs in the countries where theystaaed than about other international

students. Importantly, no comments saw L2 Enghsts own right.

Corresponding to the codeps and stays abroa¢p.112), some touched on their experiences
of using English during their trips or stays in &oe, Middle East, North America or other
Asian countries, and most often just reported tiedwes or other Japanese not having been
able to speak English well. Among them, one redpanlater recalled in an email that his
school trip to the UK had made him realise the ssitgto acquire native-like English for the
purpose of “talking with native English speakerggsals” (Respondent 95). By saying that,
he probably ascribed all the responsibility of @ssful international English communication
to NNESs. Another respondent described the Enghghhad heard in a Middle East country
as grammatically messy and non-educated, butdal@ded in an email that she wanted to seek
mutual understanding overseas “even in a littlevaarkl English” (Respondent 90). As with

these two respondents, no one saw L2 English mwtsright.

5.4.3 Questions 6, 7, 8 and 10

Given the significant role that American and Bhtgeople’s English seems to play in
Japanese university students’ attitudes towardéd€n(g.3.2), the questionnaire included
guestions 6 and 7. It also included question 8¢hvimvited free comments on English used
by other people. Question 10 asked for optiondh&r comments on my research. This

subsection outlines the findings in each of these fuestionnaire questions.

5.4.3.1 Question 6
Question 6 wasiVhat do you think about American people’s Englistitere emerged the
following codes (in bullet points) under the twdosategories of the main category
acceptancdi.e., low acceptance and high acceptance).
LOW ACCEPTANCE
* Unfamiliar
HIGH ACCEPTANCE

e Correct
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* Exemplary
* Fluent
* Appealing
* Pleasing to the ear
Only nine respondents (out of 95) admitted not ¢pasre what American people’s English
was like, corresponding to the coalefamiliar. Indeed, the answers to question 6 mostly
admired it. Example phrases for the first two codedethigh acceptancare “correct
English, exemplary English” (Respondent 27) andstédilte authority” (Respondent 34).
Other two examples involving the above-listed foeeles exceptorrectunderhigh
acceptanceare:
Respondent 73
| deeply feel that American people use real EngliSheir English sounds fluent and
cheerful, and I'm just lost in listening to them.
Meanwhile, this respondent remarked in questidmat ‘British people’s pronunciation
doesn’t sound like English to some degree”.
Respondent 17
American people can speak English fast, and asti@mnud course, their
pronunciation is beautiful. I listen to them watmiration. ...
Remarkably, this respondent presented part ofriewar “as a matter of course”. As also
suggested in the above phraaesoluteauthority” (Respondent 34, emphasis added), my
respondents might have tended to assume thatghestatus of American people’s English
was a widely shared perspective. The next two ekesrexpressed this clearly in relation to
the codeexemplary albeit that the latter respondent limited heufto speech sounds.
Respondent 16
| feel like this is the English generally accepiethe world (emphasis added)

Respondent 35
| think Japanese peoplegard the pronunciation and sounds of Americapless
English as “This is English”. (emphasis added)

Along with such general admiration, three tendenaigpeared, corresponding to three other

emergent categories (in uppercase). Each of tlmviag codes (in bullet points) is

explained in turn.
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INTELLIGIBILITY
» [Easy to understand
* Hard to understand

e Fast
CONVENTIONALITY

» Concise

e Informal
PERSONALITY

e Casual

* Frank

* Friendly

* Humorous
* Lively
» Exaggeration
First, corresponding to the above-listed three sadwleiintelligibility, there were
considerably more comments on high intelligibiliparticularly in pronunciation, than those
of low intelligibility, and some respondents debed American people as sounding fast,
including Respondent 17 above (p.114). One respardiscussed the perceived low
intelligibility only in relation to ‘non-standardiialectal accents. As an example of many
positive comments:
Respondent 93
American people’s English is easy to listen to.eypbronounce English with clear
stress and intonation. America is open to nonvediinglish speakers as a place
where people from various linguacultural backgraumingle together.
Having stayed in the US twice, she observed mani8E\Nstay comfortably in the US. At
the same time, she appeared to see American ENkessplary and the most pleasing to the
ear throughout the questionnaire. Thus, it magdrestrued that she regarded America as

open to NNESs even if their English was not as j@s that of American NESs.

Second, as seen in the above-listed two codes godgentionalityp.115), some answers
described American people’s English as concisaforrinal. Negative accounts were found
only in terms of ‘non-standard’ usage, such askernd grammar and slang words. Third, in

close relation to the second, corresponding t@bwoe-listed six codes undaersonality
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(p-115), some answers associated American pedptgjish with their putative
approachable characteristics, such as being cdsaat, friendly, humorous and/or lively,
although a small number of answers depicted Ameneple as sounding too frank or
exaggerating things. Respondent 73 above (p.Irlefjybtouched on some kind of liveliness
by the word “cheerful”. As an example describirgnkness and friendliness:

Respondent 88

Speaks directly but at the same time, | thinkfitendly and warm as well. (English

in the original)
The word “warm” might have connoted this respongegeneral affinity with American

people.

5.4.3.2 Question 7
Question 7 wasiVhat do you think about British people’s Englisiilere emerged the
following codes (in bullet points) under the twdbsategories of the main category
acceptancédi.e., low acceptance and high acceptance).
LOW ACCEPTANCE
* Unfamiliar
» Accented
* Unpleasing to the ear
HIGH ACCEPTANCE
* Elegant
* Pleasing to the ear
There were 22 respondents (out of 95) who admitt#deing sure what British people’s
English was like, corresponding to the camidamiliar. Some respondents, including a few
of the 22 respondents, explained in a later emdihout being prompted, that Japanese
school students were exposed only to American pé&opinglish as classroom English, and
had few opportunities to know what British peoplEisglish was like. In fact, resonating
with McKenzie (2008a, 2010) and Evans and Imai {3028 respondents mentioned
American people’s English even in question 7. Mghem viewed it more positively than
British people’s English, including the next exampf the latter two codes undew
acceptance
Respondent 39
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British people pronounce English a little diffedgrftom American people. (Is that
the original pronunciation? As I'm used to hearfkmgerican English, I've felt

British English sounds awkward.)

On the one hand, as in the above example (i.epdReent 39), there were some negative
comments on British people’s pronunciation. Ondtreer hand, although small in number,
positive comments tended to describe it as elegyaghfor pleasing to the ear, as seen in the
above-listed two codes undagh acceptanc€.116), possibly in terms of the British
‘Received’ Pronunciation (RP) accent. As an exanhpt elegance:

Respondent 83

British people’s pronunciation is unique. Thersasnething elegant about it.
This respondent did not use the word “unique” fongican people’s English, but instead
appeared to see it as “natural” English (Respon8@&ntjuestion 3) across the questionnaire.
Such might have connoted her belief in its unmanksed and universality unlike British
people’s English. It should be added that no e@maled American people’s English as
elegant in question 6. As an example for pleasestio the ear:

Respondent 47

British people’s pronunciation is distinctive, asmmehow their English sounds like a

beautiful language.
This respondent referred to American people’s Bhghis “exemplary” in question 6. She
might have perceived, then, that British peoplaiglish sounded as different from the
“exemplary” English as if to be another language.

Apart from what has been seen above, three terefeappeared which were comparable
with those in question 6, corresponding to threergent categories (in uppercase). Each of
the following codes (in bullet points) is explainedurn.
INTELLIGIBILITY
» Hard to understand
» Easy to understand
* Fast
CONVENTIONALITY
* Formal

* Traditional
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PERSONALITY
* Gentlemanly

* Intelligent

 Proud
* Arrogant
e Careful

First, corresponding to the above-listed three sadwleiintelligibility, there were
significantly more comments on low intelligibilitpredominantly in pronunciation, than
those of high intelligibility, and some respondet¢scribed British people as sounding fast.
As one example:
Respondent 11
Compared with American English, British English sds smooth and inarticulate as
if it were seamless. Also, British people kindmiimble, and it's sometimes hard to
listen to them. ...
This was typical in that the perceived low intabhigity of British people’s English was
viewed in opposition to the perceived high intelliity of American people’s English across
guestions 6 and 7. However, a few respondentaatidgree, including the following.
Respondent 22
As British English is personally easier to listertlian American English, | often use
British English as my learning aid.
The word “personally” appeared to reflect this msgent’'s assumption that the opposite
might be true for others (i.e., American Engliskeasier for others to listen to than British
English).

Second, as seen in the above-listed two codes godgentionalityp.117), some answers
regarded British people’s English as formal anthaditional, although no one saw American
people’s English as such in question 6. Thiralase relation to the second, corresponding
to the above-listed five codes ungersonality(p.118), some answers associated British
people’s English, or rather, probably the Britidh &ccent, with supposed self-possessed
characteristics, such as being gentlemanly, igesili, proud and/or arrogant. Meanwhile, a
couple of respondents offered their impression Bndish people would treat English with
care, possibly in association with the British RBemt. As an example describing pride:

Respondent 61
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... British people seem proud of their English (ahdy do not accept American
English).
This answer might suggest that British people pioadntinue using their English, even if
American ENL exerts a wider influence. It shoutddulded that no one associated American
people’s English with the characteristics of begegtlemanly, intelligent, proud or careful
with their language in question 6.

5.4.3.3 Question 8
Question 8 was?lease comment freely on English used by peoplmantioned abovg.e.,
those who are not American, British or Japane$égre emerged the following codes (in
bullet points) under the two subcategories of tlagnnsategornacceptancéi.e., low
acceptance and high acceptance).
LOW ACCEPTANCE
* Unfamiliar
* Accented
» Deficient
HIGH ACCEPTANCE
» Better than Japanese people’s English
* Unique types of English
» Solidarity
» Favourite English varieties
In addition, there emerged the following catego(iesippercase) and subsumed codes (in
bullet points).
INTELLIGIBILITY
* Hard to understand
» [Easy to understand
SIMILARITIES AND DIFFERENCES
* L1 differences
» Geographical differences
COMMUNICATION PHENOMENA
* Prioritisation of communicative needs
There were eleven respondents (out of 95) who aeldnitot being sure what the English

used by other people (i.e., those who were not Araey British or Japanese) was like,
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corresponding to the codmfamiliar, and fifteen did not leave any comments. Acrbss t
other answers, three tendencies appeared. Frsgsponding to the codascentedand
better than Japanese people’s Engleshwell as the above-listed two codes under
intelligibility, even though my respondents tended to view thtbe people as better
English speakers than Japanese, there were caddiglerore comments on low
intelligibility, often with reference to accentedise than those of high intelligibility. As one
example:
Respondent 49
Asian people use English with a peculiar pronummmat My image is that their
English makes sense only inside their own countries
Similar criticisms appeared on the English spoketomly by Asian people in general but
also specifically by Indians and Singaporeans dsageAustralians. As another example:
Respondent 23
As with Japanese people, other people just candetatcents from their mother
tongues. Therefore, their English is often hatddisten to than American or British
people’s English.
The assumption here is that Japanese- or otheriatwve’-influenced English pronunciation
often threatens intelligibility, and that Americand British people’s English is intelligible

internationally.

Second, corresponding to the caateque types of Englistind occasionally involving either
of the above-listed two codes undanilarities and difference.119), a few respondents
mentioned various types of English positively, alibh their comments simultaneously
appeared somewhat negative as far as NNESs weceroea. As one example:
Respondent 4
It seems like other people have the feelings af then English by not minding being
non-native, having an accent and so on.
While silent here about the NESs not asked abothidrguestionnaire (i.e., NESs other than
American and British people), this respondent apgmbto assume American and British
people’s English to be unmarked across questioamgiestions. Thus, this example should
not be construed as completely positive about tigdigh in question. Likewise, another
respondent argued in a long answer that “non-n&inglish pronunciation is still accepted as
English”, but that “actual English pronunciatiordats weak pointgdlepend on a mother

tongue” (Respondent 93, emphasis added). Consgldrat she appeared to assume
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American people’s English to be unmarked acrosstgprenaire questions and in a later
email, she could have viewed any phonological ckfiee from American ENL as a ‘weak
point’. As yet another example:
Respondent 41
There are many countries that speak English asftratilanguage, but I think their
English are all different. [ think their Englislave their own characteristics and that
makes their identity unique. (English in the anag)
This answer describes diversity in English poskiyivanly in terms of first-language national
varieties. Itis silent about both second-languamenterparts and lingua franca

communication in English across national boundaries

Third, corresponding to the cogéoritisation of communicative needsid occasionally
involving the codealeficient(p.119), another few respondents observed maeynational
English users prioritising communicative needseathan conformity to ENL. However, it
seems clear that none of them was entirely posatinait this phenomenon. As one example:
Respondent 42
| think people from many countries take the staheg¢ they should convey messages
even though they make mistakes.
It was obvious from his questionnaire and lateriethat he referred to grammatical
‘mistakes’. It may be, then, that what drew hiemtion were not so much messages
themselves as grammatical ‘mistakes’. Remarkatsygn exception, one respondent stated
as follows.
Respondent 48
Now that English is used as a common language clovee to think that it's not
necessary to suppose we have to speak like natigksk speakers, hearing the
English spoken by people from various countries.
However, in other questionnaire questions, thipaadent regretted his own poor knowledge
of English idiomatic expressions, and describeddape people’s English as peculiar and his
own English as awkward, seemingly in relation tthbdmerican and British people’s
English. Thus, he might not have seen L2 Englsslegitimate as ENL. Unfortunately, he
did not submit his email address, thus making gossible for me to contact him afterwards.
Somewhat similarly, as the only instance of theesmdidarity (p.119), one respondent
mentioned the solidarity she felt towards other MISE However, in other questionnaire

guestions, she viewed Japanese people’s and heEoglish negatively, in contrast with
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American people’s English. Thus, she appearedentify with other NNESs, not as
legitimate English users, but on the grounds ofgeeception of shared ‘non-nativeness’ or

insufficiency of legitimacy as English users.

It should be added in relation to the cdaeourite English varietie§p.119) that some
respondents expressed their strong affection foerdgan and/or Canadian people’s English
even in question 8. Seeing a rare reference tadian people’s English here, at least a few
respondents could have taken both American anddiamaeople’s English in the same light
as North American people’s English. As an examsptaultaneously involving the code
deficient(p.119):
Respondent 27
As I've received an education that regards Amerieaglish as the best, I've felt
other English improper. But now I try to think atbhdhe importance of making
myself understood when speaking English. ... Ifvedirst place to communication,
| don’t have a bad image of various kinds of Ergli8ut I’'m not sure whether they
are valid from an educational perspective.
Clearly, this respondent was inclined to place Aoz ENL at the first rank in terms of
education, while describing “other English” as “iraper”. It appears that he had no reason

to adduce, apart from the claim that he himself teaeived such education.

5.4.3.4 Question 10
Question 10 was/Nould you like to make any other comments on gmmeh(How Japanese
people orient to their own English) or the questiaine itself? While 57 respondents (out of
95) left some comments, eighteen of them saidthieae was nothing to add. Corresponding
to three emergent categories (in uppercase), tter 80 respondents’ comments can be
categorised into their encouragement, the diffictiiey had in answering the questionnaire,
and their concerns about Japanese people’s ahéfooivn English oral communication
ability.
ENCOURAGEMENT
» Good wishes
* Interesting
ANSWERING DIFFICULTY

» Complaints about the questionnaire design
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e Tricky theme
CONCERNS
» English for communication
* Inferiority complex
There was nothing remarkably new, and each ofllogeacodes (in bullet points) is

explained in turn only briefly.

First of all, some respondents offered their gotghes and/or showed their interest in my
research. As an example showing some interest:
Respondent 91
In my perception, English was American and Bripgople’s mother tongue and our
foreign language. However, | realised that thissgiwnnaire on Japanese people’s
own English regarded English not as the languafgmbang to these countries, but as
a tool which Japanese people had as well. Thignt@sesting and startling.
Given the word “startling”, this respondent mustdéong assumed English to be essentially

a foreign language to Japanese people.

In addition, almost all the comments on answeriifiicdity pertained to the open-ended
design of the questionnaire and/or the trickindshe questionnaire theme. For example,
one respondent discussed the theme as follows.

Respondent 94

Although the questionnaire theme is Japanese pedpiglish, they have little to do

with English, and the theme applies only to thagedese who have a high level of

interest in English. Therefore, it was difficutirfme to answer the questionnaire. ...
This respondent might well have assumed that Japaueople in general did not feel close
to English. Considering my respondents’ clear aNéendency to view Japanese people’s
English negatively across questionnaire questitins assumption could have rung true to

many other respondents.

Furthermore, my respondents’ concerns about Japareeple’s and/or their own English
oral communication ability were noticeable. Irstbbnnection, a couple of respondents
briefly expressed a sense of inferiority in eitbapanese people’s or his own English. As an

example for Japanese people’s perceived poor Engted communication ability:
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Respondent 43
... Having watched Keisuke Honda'’s press interviewoamng A.C. Milan, some
Japanese probably pointed out that his Englishneagrammatically correct, even
though they themselves couldn’t speak English.
This answer implies how much Japanese people aenwed with ‘correct’ English
grammar, thereby resonating with the findings axsmne other questionnaire questions.

5.4.4 Summary

My respondents’ accounts were generally considgnaddative and sometimes pejorative,
mostly directed to Japanese people’s and theirgeveeived poor ability in English oral
communication. Their occasional positive commevdse mostly limited to Japanese
people’s and often their own perceived good knogéedf English grammar, and perhaps
also vocabulary and idiomatic expressions, in cotioe with English reading and, to a
lesser extent, writing skills. Such being the ¢asene respondents indicated that Japanese
people including themselves were possibly shy ghmdonfident in, and/or even reluctant
about speaking English. Importantly, what manddgdhemselves and underlay my
respondents’ negative accounts were two sets @ftivegevaluative concepts (i.e., attitudes).
The first set of negative attitudes was the peszprioritisation of ‘correctness’ in ENL, or
rather, ‘standard’ American ENL, mainly in termsgpdmmar, at the expense of effective
oral communication. My respondents’ example wasrésulting English which sounded
over-formal, aloof or cautious. The second setagfative attitudes was a deficit perspective
on Japanese-influenced English use, particuladpyanciation, mostly without due regard to
intelligibility. My respondents’ examples of ‘defent’ English were ‘Japanese non-
straightforward’ expressions, the pronunciation\ast from Japanese phonograkasakana
and a Japanese-like flat, monotonous pitch. W4ahae respondents saw their own practical
ability in English oral communication more posiliv¢ghan other Japanese people’s, they
were generally not very positive, seemingly agaihstbenchmark of native-like competence,

particularly that close to American NESs.

With regard to non-Japanese people’s English, myardents mostly admired American
people’s English, including their assumption ofhitgh intelligibility, particularly in
pronunciation, while tending to regard it as unsaty unmarked and exemplary in the world.

On the other hand, they tended to describe avelatifamiliarity with and only a moderate
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acceptance of British people’s English along withit assumption of its low intelligibility,
predominantly in pronunciation. Somewhat similathey tended to associate English used
by other people (i.e., those who were not Ameri@itish or Japanese), sometimes
specifically by other Asians, with low intelligility, often with reference to accentedness.
While it is true that a few respondents observedymiaternational English users prioritising
communicative needs rather than conformity to Elkeems clear that none of them was

entirely positive about this phenomenon.

It seems that school English and English testaboHatively presented to my respondents
geographically-bounded ‘correct’ or ‘standard’ EhiLthe US and possibly the UK #w
English without valuing the dynamic exploitationg@rilingual resources. To this effect,
the respondents indicated that in accordance witili€h entrance exams and school tests,
school English had marginalised communication askast in oral interaction, and focused
on the knowledge of grammar and possibly also valeay, in conjunction with reading and,
to some extent, writing skills. In addition, iteses that English use at university did not add
any major influence on my respondents’ languageidéls. The respondents clearly
suggested that a Japanese university English otassivas normally instructed by a North
American, British or Australian NES, if not a Japae, and that the classroom was likely to
make L1 Japanese users speak Engisbngthemselves, however unlikely this would be in
real-world communication. At the same time, almuastespondent reported having regular
opportunities to interact with non-Japanese peimplnglish even at university, except
possibly with the English instructors. Furthermarseems highly unlikely that my
respondents received any counter influence on llweguage attitudes from their daily lives
or even experiences abroad, seeing that they aggp&mhave few opportunities to use
English outside education in Japan, and that nbtieeen saw the L2 English they had
encountered abroad in its own right.

It should be added that while the questionnairelived relatively many respondents, no

significant difference emerged between disciplioesther categories. Admittedly, however,

such could possibly have become noticeable, had tieen many more respondents.
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5.5 Ending remarks

This chapter has concentrated on my analysis aftlestionnaire data. To this effect, the
chapter has introduced my analytical framework,(gaalitative content analysis) along with
its relationship with the theoretical frameworkaddished in 3.4, and explained my analysis
practices. The detailed description of the findih@s followed, questionnaire question by

guestionnaire question, according to the demantisistfivorthiness discussed in 4.3.6.
As mentioned in 4.3, my study comprises not oné/dhestionnaire but also conversational

interviews, and each of the two methods was coedughd analysed separately.

Accordingly, the next chapter concentrates on nafyes of the interview data.

126



CHAPTER 6
INTERVIEW DATA ANALYSIS

6.1 Introductory remarks

Chapter 6 concentrates on the interview data aisal{groadly speaking, the chapter
structure is the same as that of the previous eha@ection 6.2 introduces my analytical
framework for the interview data, which consistgjoélitative content analysis and Eggins
and Slade’s (1997/2004) speech functions analyasmsdwork. Section 6.3 explains what
was done by applying this framework to the datad Section 6.4 presents the findings in

detail.

6.2 Analytical framework for the interview data

Prior to analysis, as discussed in the next sedtidaeveloped transcription conventions
(Appendix 6.1: p.273) and transcribed the audimmrged data accordingly (Appendix 6.2:
p.275-482). For the purpose of analysing the trémesd data, | combined qualitative content
analysis with Eggins and Slade’s (1997/2004) spéanttions analysis framework. As
detailed in 5.2, qualitative content analysis pestssl by coding the data, categorising the
assigned codes, and interpreting the relationdiepseen the developed categories and
possibly also between the codes, for the purposeamtiiring deeper structural meaning.
Unlike the questionnaire data analysis, | focusethe interrelationships of the categories,
but not those of the codes. This is because ligitaded topics in the interview data were
most often intertwined in an interactional contextd thus not separately analysable.
Meanwhile, Eggins and Slade’s (1997/2004) frameweak incorporated for the purpose of
examining how the interview content was co-congéaien a dynamic interactional context,
and thereby capturing an interviewee’s stance anderns around a certain proposition
rather than mine. The examples of the previousicgion of Eggins and Slade’s
(1997/2004) framework in education-related researclude Leung (2012) and Jenkins
(2014). As with the questionnaire data, all tleescribed data was transferred to NVivo 10
for Windows (QSR International 2015), a tool of taladministration and archiving” (Kelle
2000: 285, 2004/2007: 456).

The rest of this section explains Eggins and SR@E97/2004) speech functions analysis
framework, but avoids repeating the same explanati@ualitative content analysis given in
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5.2. Having developed Halliday’'s (1984, 1994) egyst functional interpretation of
dialogue®* Eggins and Slade’s (1997/2004) framework helpsyaaanow interaction is
dynamically co-constructed in a casual conversatibimey define a casual conversation as a
set of “interactions which are not motivated byleac pragmatic purpose, and which display
informality and humour” (Eggins and Slade 1997/2(@1). They see a pragmatic
conversation as opposite, providing as an exampé af brief interactions at a post office.
My interviews were casual conversations rather ffragmatic ones for a number of reasons.
First, even though my interviews might have beem\@rsations with a purpose” (Burgess
1984: 102) in that having a conversation itself wlaarly purposeful (i.e., my fieldwork), the
flow of any of my interviews was unpredictable andy vaguely around my research
guestions. While | do not deny that | had my redeanterests in mind during interaction, it
was not unusual for the participants engaging mvecsation with me to have something
interesting which they wanted to discuss. Secaldny interviews were far from formal.

My transcripts in Appendix 6.2 (p.275-482) show heagily the interviewees initiated topics,
overlapped or interrupted me, and how much theghad. Third, related to the second point,
none of my interviews was without humour. And Jastcontrast to Eggins and Slade’s
(1997/2004) post office example, my interviews waieelatively long. Thus, my interview
data seems casual enough to render their frameapplicable. It should be noted that as a
framework to analyse the functions of conversatiomaves, rather than linguistic features,

their framework seems applicable to both origimad &ranslated data.

At its simplest, Eggins and Slade’s (1997/2004espdunctions analysis framework consists
of the following three conversation moves: 1) opgni2) continuing, and 3) reacting moves.
They broadly refer to the latter two as sustaimmyes. Opening moves “function to initiate
talk around a proposition” (ibid.: 194). They caisp both attending moves which secure
the attention of an intended interlocutor and atitig moves which include giving or
demanding either factual information or opinioms.relation to my analysis, a topic initiated

by interviewees might have been particularly imaotto them.

Continuing moves are achieved by the current speakectioning to “keep negotiating the
same proposition” as sustaining moves (Eggins dadeS1997/2004: 195). They comprise
monitoring, prolonging and appending moves. Mairigp moves make sure that an

interactional situation is maintained. Exampledude checking whether an interlocutor is

54 The most recent edition of Halliday (1994) is aabié as Halliday and Matthiessen (2014).
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following or not, and inviting him/her to take arnu Prolonging moves provide further
information as the expansion of a prior mé¥eAnd appending moves occur when a speaker
engages in this expansion after losing and regaitiia turn. In relation to my analysis, how
far and in what aspects interviewees sustainecapanded a topic by prolonging or

appending is of particular interest.

Reacting moves are achieved by another speaketeraction, again, functioning to “keep
negotiating the same proposition” as sustainingesdizggins and Slade 1997/2004: 195).
They are further classified into responses andnmegrs, both of which are either supportive
or confronting. While responses “move the exchaogards completion”, rejoinders “in
some way prolong the exchange” (ibid.: 200). Mspecifically, whereas responses “just
negotiate what is already on the table” before detimqm the exchange, rejoinders establish
sequences of talk by “demanding further detail®’ (isupportive) or “offering alternative
explanations” (i.e., confronting) (ibid.: 207).

With regard to responses, supporting responsesrisgrgeveloping, engaging, registering
and replying moves. Among them, engaging movesiarple agreement with attending
moves. Developing moves occur when another spesgigages in the expansion of a prior
move, but does so with a view to completing thehexge. Registering moves encourage a
prior speaker to take the next turn, not providing expansion (e.g., “Ah, that lady.”). And
replying moves just indicate the willingness toegatowhat a prior speaker says (e.g., “Oh,
yes.”). On the other hand, confronting responsegpeise disengaging and replying moves.
The former refuses to take part in the exchangen&tance, by keeping silent. The latter
includes a contradiction, disavowal, disagreemamityithholding response (e.g., “l don’t
know.”) in the direction of completing the exchande relation to my analysis, how
interviewees’ responses supported or confrontegnodes a clue to their stances and
concerns including the importance of what | saithem. In particular, interviewees’
developing moves might have “indicate[d] a veryhigvel of acceptance” (Eggins and
Slade 1997/2004: 202) by sustaining and expandingia. Also, interviewees’ disengaging
and replying moves as confronting responses migfithave indicated some degree of

rejection.

85 Eggins and Slade (1997/2004) divide this expanisittnelaboration, extension and enhancement, having
derived these three from Halliday’s (1994) gramo#tcategories (see Eggins and Slade 1997/2004198.

129



With regard to rejoinders, supporting rejoinderspase tracking moves and subsequent
responses. Tracking moves are subdivided intokohgcconfirming, clarifying and probing
moves. The first three types occur when anothealsgr seeks: 1) the re-explanation of at
least some of a prior move (i.e., checking), 2)whefication of what he/she indicates having
heard (i.e., confirming), or 3) additional infornmat to understand a prior move (i.e.,
clarifying). And the last type occurs when anotsigeaker engages in the expansion of a
prior move, but does so in order to seek the cowiton of his/her expansion (i.e., probing).
Subsequent responses may also be supporting dyingsaepairing or acquiescing with
prior moves. On the other hand, confronting rejens comprise challenging moves and
subsequent responses. Challenging moves are sidgulinto detaching, rebounding and
countering moves. Detaching moves seek to briagtinrent discussion to an end.
Rebounding moves question a prior move in termtsdfelevance, legitimacy or veracity”
(Eggins and Slade 1997/2004: 212). And countaringes express “an alternative, counter-
position or counter-interpretation” (ibid.). Subsent responses may also be confronting by
having prior moves unresolved, refuted or re-cinglél. In relation to my analysis, how
interviewees’ rejoinders supported or confrontedpmwvides a clue to their stances and
concerns including the importance of some aspe&otsd what | said to them. In particular,
interviewees’ challenging moves might well haveidated rejection by detaching,
rebounding or countering me. Also, intervieweashing moves might have indicated a

high level of interest in a topic by sustaining axgpanding it.

My analytical framework suits language-attitudedttes in the theoretical framework
established in 3.4. According to the theories pege accounts about language are
situationally created flexibly and dynamically, bdson their underlying reservoir of
evaluative concepts which may be relatively stal#ls.the theories identify this conceptual
reservoir as language attitudes, my analysis netedexhch, not surface-level accounts, but
“the deep structurameaning conveyed by the message” (Berg and Lub2: 855, emphasis
in original) which is exactly the target of qualit@ content analysis. At the same time, as
argued in 4.3.3.2, what an interviewee said (itbe content to be analysed) cannot be
examined independently of its embedding interaelicontext. Eggins and Slade’s
(1997/2004) speech functions analysis frameworlideassistance to a detailed

understanding of an interviewee’s stance and cosdarcasual, conversational interviews.
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My analytical framework is also conducive to expigrthe factors associated with language
attitudes, at least in my research. My secondarebequestion addresses not only what
factors exist but also how they work to form certainguage attitudes. Just enumerating
possible candidates cannot fully answer this resequestion. The trilogy of coding,
categorising and interpreting as mentioned prelypasd again, a detailed understanding of
what an interviewee had to say by Eggins and S$ad®97/2004) speech functions analysis
framework assisted in affording interpretive degtial breadth in the direction of answering

the research question.

6.3 Interview data analysis practices

Audio-recorded data must be transcribed to “[o]igamnd prepare the data for analysis”
(Creswell 2014: 197). | developed my own trangmipconventions with reference to the
VOICE mark-up conventions (VOICE Project 2007).isTis both because | myself have
been accustomed to seeing VOICE transcripts, acause the VOICE mark-up conventions
cover widely various aspects of communication, carag@ with more traditional transcription
conventions (e.g., Richards 2003: 173; Mackey aags016: 114, 115, 381-383, 384-386).
To be specific, | used the VOICE mark-up converdians a catalogue of conventions from
which to choose helpful ones and customise thermfoown research (see e.g., Lapadat
2000: 214-215). After some trial and error in s@ibing earlier interviews, | reached the
most economical but still readable version (seeefpix 6.1: p.273), and transcribed all the
interviews according to this version (Appendix §275-482). To improve transcription
quality, I listened to the audio-recording of eadlerview repeatedly, until obtaining “a
degree of assurance that the final version isaat l@ reasonable representation of the talk”
(Richards 2003: 202). It should be reminded thahaf some interaction in my transcripts
appears unsophisticated, such is merely the refteof “the natural differences between oral

and written language styles” (Brinkman and Kvalé2®14).

Again, the qualitative content analysis of the fivieaw data was the trilogy of coding the data,
categorising the assigned codes and interpretmgitirrelationships of the categories. At
the same time, | incorporated Eggins and Slad€®87{/R2004) speech functions analysis
framework in the coding and interpreting stagesaature an interviewee’s stance and
concerns embedded in a dynamic interactional cont&g with the questionnaire data
analysis, my interview data analysis was far fr@mg a linear process. In fact, | repeatedly
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revised my analysis within each trilogic stage atge going back and forth between the

three.

With regard to coding the data, | treated a portietween one opening move and another
one which introduced a very different topic, as ang, and assigned identifiable codes to
the whole unit. In an attempt to focus on an wigawee’s stance and concerns rather than
mine, | derived all the Descriptive Codes (i.ee tiodes to describe a topic in the data; see
5.3: p.89) only from his/her turns significantlyntobuting to discussion. To be specific, my
codes were derived from an interviewee’s followieag moves in Eggins and Slade’s
(1997/2004) speech functions analysis framewoikating moves as opening moves,
prolonging and appending moves as continuing mal@geloping moves as supporting
responses, disengaging and replying moves as cuimfgoresponses, probing moves as
supporting rejoinders, and detaching, reboundincuntering moves as confronting
rejoinders. It should be mentioned, however, kiatind no disengaging or detaching move
of any of my interviewees. Seeing that prolongeqgpending, developing and probing
moves expand a prior move in their different watyllows that all my codes were derived
from an interviewee’s initiating moves, variouslkycarring expansion, confronting replying
responses, and rebounding and countering rejoindersn though there was no
predetermined code, | do not claim that my code®watirely data-driven. This is because
the coding procedure was inevitably influenced lyyresearch questions, theoretical
framework and background knowledge through reatliediterature (cf. Schreier 2012), and
more generally, by my research interests as a huesaarcher (e.g., Miles, Huberman and
Saldafa 2014).

With regard to categorising initial codes, | coregilthe codes into one coding frame (e.g.,
Berg and Lune 2012; Schreier 2012, 2014); thains, set of hierarchically organised
categories. Schreier (2012, 2014), for exampferseo higher-order categories in a coding
frame as main categories, and lower-order categasesubcategories. As with the
guestionnaire data analysis, | observed her reasopanciples of unidimensionality,
exhaustiveness and mutual exclusiveness. Thatsigyt, a coding frame should be designed
for each main category to capture a unique aspectynidimensionality), and each initial
code can be assigned to at least one subcategaryefhaustiveness), but to one subcategory

only, under the same main category (i.e., mutualusiveness).
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While | obtained 59 initial codes after a couple@icodings of all the transcripts, these
codes were tentative. This is because most aftettjple codes were closely interrelated
and almost inseparable in an interactional contaxthis sense, it was not difficult to group
multiple codes into overarching (sub)themes whiclhul serve as subcategories in the
coding frame. Also, central themes were emergem these (sub)themes, serving as main
categories. Having said that, and despite thetfi@ttthere was no predetermined category, |
acknowledge that all the categorising procedureinagtably influenced by my research
guestions, theoretical framework and backgroundwedge through reading the literature,
and more generally, by my research interests. fGlleving are all the main categories,
shown in uppercase letters, and subcategoriesd l&s bullet points.
POSITIVE ATTITUDES
* Good reading and writing skills
* First-hand ELF experiences
NEGATIVE ATTITUDES
* Obsession with ‘correctness’
» Japanese-influenced English use
* ‘Japanese traits’
ENGLISH-RELATED EXPERIENCES IN JAPANESE EDUCATION
» School English and English tests in Japan
* English use at university in Japan
ENGLISH-RELATED EXPERIENCES OUTSIDE JAPANESE EDUCKIN
» Japanese daily life
* Experiences abroad
NON-JAPANESE PEOPLE'S ENGLISH
* North American ENL
» British ENL
» English used by those who are not North Americaitidh or Japanese
ELF PERSPECTIVES
» Entire approval of ELF perspectives
» Partial approval of ELF perspectives

* Non-understanding of ELF perspectives
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The total number of all the above main and subcaieg in my coding frame exceeds the
range from four to fifteen, which Attride-Stirlif@001) suggests as appropriate from a
practical stance in relation to one thematic nekwoe., a set of web-like representations of
thematic categories). This is most probably beeawg coding frame comprises multiple
‘networks’ or groupings of central themes at on€me can easily see that there are four
major thematic groupings in the coding frame (p)133 positive and negative attitudes, 2)
English-related experiences both inside and outiganese education, 3) non-Japanese

people’s English, and 4) ELF perspectives.

With regard to interpreting the interrelationshgishe categories, | tried to reach the most
comprehensive and economical explanation acrosiseativo or three subcategories under
each main category (p.133). In so doing, | pdierion to and considered relevant
subcategories across different main categoriese Bgain, | acknowledge that all the
interpreting procedure was inevitably under th&ugrice of my research questions,
theoretical framework and background knowledgeughoreading the literature, and more

generally, under the influence of my research edgs.

As with the questionnaire data analysis, | didsesk to single out a particular main or
subcategory as “a central category (or explanatongept)” (Richards 2003: 277), or to
create the central category, through which to em@# the main and subcategories in the
coding frame, all the more so because my codingdrambraces the aforementioned four
different thematic groupings at once. The resgliitierpretation is presented in the next
section under each of the six main categories 8).13

6.4 Findings

Seeing that trustworthiness, as discussed in 4€qg6jres a thick description of findings
mainly for the sake of transferability, this sentjgrovides a detailed explanation of the
findings. As mentioned in the previous sectiors gection deals with the six central themes
in turn: 1) positive attitudes, 2) negative attégsd3) English-related experiences in Japanese
education, 4) English-related experiences outapadese education, 5) non-Japanese
people’s English, and 6) ELF perspectives. Hasgaig that, | admit that inevitable

relationships and overlaps across the central theimeost always exist.
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My interviews were conducted in Japanese, andaalktribed as seen in Appendix 6.2
(p.275-482). The extracts and quotations in #esign are my translations into English. For
the sake of readability, these translations daeftect a false start, stutter, and the like. In
addition to this modification, the English extraate made different from the original
Japanese transcripts in a number of ways. Fm$t,the English extracts adjust the
beginnings of overlapping speech. This is becaasaomy of space is not an important
issue, unlike the large amount of the original d&se data in Appendix 6.2 (p.275-482).
Second, for the same reason, although the oridag@nese version underlines exactly where
a prosodic or non-linguistic feature applies, aadatibes the feature in braces immediately
after the underlined part (e.g., oh yes exactlydleny), the English extracts follow the

VOICE mark-up conventions (e.g., oh yes <louderedya/louder>; VOICE Project 2007).
Third, the English extracts remove the prosodituiess of my own turns as irrelevant to
analysis. Only the prosodic features of my intemees were analysed in search of “richer
insights than the referential content alone” (Jesai007: 210). And last, although the
original Japanese version places a space at thefenperceivable block of utterance, the
English extracts place a dot instead, in ordeifferéntiate this notation from a space
between English words. It should be admitted ¢hdhg to the fact that Japanese and
English sentence structures are different, wheuvsgm prosodic features and overlapping
talk are cited in the English extracts is ineviyadh approximation of the original Japanese
version. Also, a few explanations were derivednfrmy field notebook, which does not

show in any appendices for the sake of confidatytiéd.3.6).

As described in 4.3.2, there were eighteen intemes. All of them were undergraduates at

a Japanese university, and their disciplines ramgddly (see Appendix 4.4: p.227). Also,

as mentioned in previous chapters, my two resegueltions are:

1. How do Japanese university students orientgardsse people’s English including their
own?

2. What factors are associated with the studemishtations, and how do these factors work

to form their orientations?
6.4.1 Positive attitudes

Overall, my interviewees’ accounts were overwhefhirskewed to the negative side. Only

six interviewees (out of eighteen) mentioned somegtpositive. Corresponding to the
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subcategorgood reading and writing skill§.133), four of these six interviewees cursorily
referred to Japanese people’s perceived good Engleling skills, and one of the four,
simultaneously to Japanese people’s perceived Bagtish writing skills. As another two

of the four explicitly noted about themselves,gpaars that such positive views applied to all
the four interviewees’ own English as well. On thker hand, corresponding to the
subcategoryirst-hand ELF experienceg®.133), the other two of the aforementioned six
interviewees each alluded to a positive aspecitio¢iehis own or Japanese people’s English
— specifically, his own ownership of English ondfient intelligibility of Japanese-
influenced English pronunciation — in relation bheit oral communication experiences in an

international setting. Each of the two cases amed below.

With regard to the first case, while frequentlyereing to “natives”, in most cases
interchangeably with American NESs, Intervieweestdme aware during the interview that
he could feel English to be his own language, pregily only when he stopped prioritising
‘correct’ grammar. To be specific, in an earliartpof the interview, he developed the topic
of his Japanese peers’ English in an English dgonslass at university by telling me that
he checked their grammatical and pronunciationuesxy’ “subconsciously” as well as his
own (Interview 1: 1.707: p.280). Sometime aftemtthe developed the topic of the
ownership of English in the direction of his pewesl non-ownership, and appended the view
that English was more of “a school subject, likehr@ Japanese history” (ibid.: 1.1034—
1035: p.283) than his own language. Now our dsiomsmoved to his experience of talking
with South Korean students in English during higlgtin the US. It should be reminded that
as seen in Appendix 6.1 (p.273), “P” and “T” inthié extracts stand for an interviewee’s and

my IDs respectively.

Extract 1 (Interview 1:1.1474-1488: p.286)

1 T: well what about the South Korean students’ Ehglam | correct in saying that their
2 English was intelligible enough to you. [and

3 P1: [<while eating>ah. yes</while eating>

4 T: their English might've sounded similar to Jageamora-timing® it might've had

5 such a flow or might not. what did you think abtheir English. when hearing [the

6 South Korean students

7 P1: [oh ]

8 didn’t think their English sounded cool at allit lat that time | used English just as a
9 tool [indeed

10 T: [hmm

5 Prior to this extract, Interviewee 1 once usedtgnmmora-timingto describe Japanese prosody.
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11 P1: | simply used [English

12 T: [hmm

13 P1: without caring about grammar

14 T: | see

15 P1: It's because | was able to communicate witpooblems and there was nothing
16 more than that. at that time | felt the moat tnglish was my language. or rather
17 only at that time did | feel like English waseasf my languages

When [ initiated the topic of the sound flow of tBeuth Korean students (1.4-6), Interviewee
1 (i.e., P1) questioned its relevance to what ltetbaay (1.8-9). He then expanded the topic
by making two points. First, what mattered for himthe English interaction with the South
Koreans was not ‘correct’ grammar (I.11, 13) bunhowunication itself (1.15-16). This
perception makes a striking contrast to his conaeout ‘correct’ grammar, along with
pronunciation, during the English classroom disimumsat university. Second, the interaction
with the South Koreans was the only opportunity ttaremembered feeling English to be
his own language (1.16—-17). This temporary pelioeplso forms a sharp contrast to his
general view of English not as his own languagealsuta school subject” (Interview 1:
[.1034-1035: p.283). Later in the interview, hert&d talking extensively about the very
same kind of another experience with a Swedishkgvez English during the same stay in
the US. Thus, although he used the words “ontiatttime” in the extract (1.17), he had a
couple of opportunities to feel the ownership ofjish temporarily, and both were
interactions with those from different socio-linguétural backgrounds from his own.
Apparently, his temporary feeling of English as ¢wen language was linked to non-
prioritisation of ‘correct’ grammar for communiocati purposes in an international setting.
Indeed, towards the end of the interview, and dfterinterview as well, he told me that he

himself had not recognised this link before.

With regard to the second case, while often refgrto “natives”, frequently interchangeably
with North American NESs, and invariably seeing tRagkmerican NESs as ideal English
speakers, Interviewee 6 observed that Japanesemettd English pronunciation was not
necessarily hard to understand. To be specifianiearlier part of the interview, he initiated
the topic of higuku school (a cram school; 2.5.2.3), where the Englishiculum had started
with intensive learning of General American (GAppunciation. He explained that NESs
from North America had served as models in bothuks and secondary schools. Sometime
after that, he initiated the topic of his univeysitregular social gatherings, where he and his

peers talked in English with exchange students faohaiwanese university. Later, having
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been asked about the possible impact of his experiat these social gatherings, he told me
with a smile that the exchange students’ “non-mealiut” intelligible accent (Interview 6:
[.520-521: p.353) had led him to doubt the effemtizss of “such strict rules of English
pronunciation as we learned at the lower seconlgag}” (ibid.: 1.522-523: p.353). Now our

discussion moved to Japanese-influenced Englishupi@ation.

Extract 2 (Interview 6: 1.800-809: p.355)

T: indeed. | guess some students at your uniyeksgp such Japanese-influenced
pronunciation at the international social gatigs

P6: yes

T: and. have you got any particular feelings wjan see those students
communicating in English

P6: hmm. well. ah. this is my personal view. &&ifor Japanese people’s English
pronunciation. ah. | guess other people willersthnd a Japanese way of speaking
English quite a bit. ah. | don't quite say wed&®depend on our conversation
partners. but somehow | sometimes feel likeg¢hlzgpanese who've been brought up
in Japan make their pronunciation harder teetstdnd by excessively trying to
sound like natives
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With reference to his own observation at the sagagherings, Interviewee 6 (i.e., P6) made
three arguments in his long turn (1.6-11). Finst,observed that Japanese-influenced English
pronunciation was relatively intelligible. Giverslearlier remark about the intelligibility of
the Taiwanese exchange students’ English pronuocjdioth nationalities probably
understood each other without much difficulty. &t; despite his hedge “I don’t quite say”
(1.8), it seemed to me that he observed the igibllity of Japanese-influenced English
pronunciation to be dependent more on both intardstthan on a Japanese English speaker
alone. In fact, relatively soon after the extraet,readily provided a supporting reply to this
interpretation of mine (Interview 6: 1.828: p.355)nd last, he observed that extra concern
about ENL pronunciation, most probably GA pronutioi® might actually hinder

intelligibility. By saying that, he appeared notdonsider ‘native-like’ English pronunciation
to be necessary for international communicatidrshbuld be noted that he made these three
arguments as his “personal view” (1.6). He migavé presumed, then, that people around
him would disagree with him and consider internadiantelligibility to be obtained simply

by copying GA pronunciation.

Remarkably, despite those three empirically-basgdmaents, it seems that he did not see
Japanese people’s ‘non-native’ English in its oightt For example, he categorised English

teachers at his juku and secondary schools intoveia‘'non-native’ and “near-native”
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English teachers (Interview 6: 1.206—207: p.35B9r another example, towards the end of
the interview, having been asked about his owniEhghe directed positive comments to his
own English pronunciation, not because he hadHiasid successful English communication
experiences, but because he perceived his owndbrngionunciation to be close to that of
GA. He made a hedge there: “although | guess ngfi§npronunciation is influenced by
Japanese” (ibid.: 1.1150-1151: p.358). This hatkgdf must have reflected his assumption

that no Japanese influence on English pronunciateideal.

6.4.2 Negative attitudes

All the eighteen interviewees had much to disclsiinegative aspects of Japanese
people’s English including their own, mostly inagbn to oral communication. It is no
wonder, then, that as seen in the previous subsedkill-related positive comments were
directed only to English reading and, to a leszeerd, writing. Coincidentally with the
guestionnaire data, two sets of negative evaluatimeepts (i.e., attitudes) manifested
themselves. Corresponding to the subcategbsgssion with ‘correctnes§).133), the first
set of negative attitudes was a perceived obsesstbricorrectness’ in ENL, mainly in
terms of grammar, at the expense of effective amdl to a lesser extent, written
communication. Also, corresponding to the subaatedapanese-influenced English use
(p-133), the second set of negative attitudes wiefiait view of Japanese-influenced
English use, particularly pronunciation, frequentiyhout problematising intelligibility. It
should be noted that given what was seen in thaqure subsection, these two sets of
negative attitudes could be alleviated through-fiend ELF experiences. ELF-related
findings are detailed later in 6.4.6. What all ihierviewees had to say involved either of the

two sets of negative attitudes or both. Each eftivo is explained below.

Regarding the first set of negative attitudes, wutigl discussion took place in eight
interviews around a perceived obsession with, had éxcessively high evaluation of,
‘correctness’ in ENL, mainly in terms of gramman. the eight interviewees’ views, this
obsession would hinder communication, mostly oomhmunication. At the same time, there
was no indication that any of my interviewees dedlihe equation of ‘correct’ ENL with
‘good’ English at any linguistic levels (e.g., plebogy, lexis, grammar). Whether talking

more about Japanese people’s English in geneeddanrt their own English, the eight
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interviewees’ concerns seemed mostly directed th bapanese people’s and their own
English.

As just one example, at the very beginning stagbefnterview, Interviewee 18 talked
about the negative effect of Japanese people’pet obsession with ‘correctness’ in ENL
on their ability to speak English.

Extract 3 (Interview 18: 1.16—-26: p.474)

T: what'’s the first thing that comes to mind. whesay Japanese people’s English
P18: <quiet>hmm</quiet>what | think about Japanese people’s English is. hthay
try to speak <?>English</?> perfectly. | think
T: what about written English. do you think Japarnesople try to write perfect English
P18:  well how can | say. Japanese people vigtstdirt studying English at the secondary
level. focusing on English reading and writing the purpose of entrance exams. so
writing skills for university entrance examspesially writing skills in terms of
using somewhat fixed template sentences to artestequestions do improve | think.
but as you know speaking classes are not enanghthey always feel like being
tested somehow. so they try to speak perfedidgindut they actually can’t because
they are not trained to speak English. anéhktbuch probably leads to their poor
ability to speak English

© 0O ~NO O~ WDN P

=
()

=
N

At this very beginning stage of the interview, hviewee 18 (i.e., P18) looked a little
nervous, which probably explains her seeminglyioaststart (1.2) and why she said
“English” with rising intonation (I.3). After thashe took a long turn (1.5-12), in which she
ascribed Japanese people’s perceived poor alulgpéak English not merely to lack of
training. On the one hand, she referred to tera@anhtences for an English writing test,
presumably consisting of ‘error-free’ ENL. On thher hand, she argued that Japanese
people felt as if they were tested whenever spegakirglish. Taking both into account, she
could have assumed that Japanese people triedwoairt the prescribed sentences
conforming to ENL from their memory so that theyulbbe able to speak ‘perfect’ English.
Arguably, such excessive concern about ‘correctme$sNL is likely to hinder
communication, at least in oral interaction. lotfavell after the extract, during her
expansion on the topic of English grammar, shellestéhat her own “obsession with correct
grammar” had been “a hindrance as well as helgptaking English (Interview 18: 1.928,
929-930: p.481).

Likewise, at the very beginning stage of anoth&rinew, Interviewee 13 claimed that both
Japanese people’s and her own tendency to usea‘gesties of fixed template sentences”
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actually made oral communication ineffective arsbakndered written communication
“lacking in flexibility” (Interview 13: 1.12, 31: p}28). It is true that she did not use the word
obsessiomuring the interview. However, if Japanese peaptkuding her try to use
prescribed sentences to avoid non-conformity with. llespite recognising that such will

not facilitate communication, they may be saiddaedhan obsession with ‘correctness’ in
ENL.

Regarding the second set of negative attitudestantial discussion took place in fifteen
interviews around Japanese-influenced Englishpeicularly pronunciation. Whether the
fifteen interviewees talked more about their owmlish, specific or general Japanese
people’s English, the fifteen interviewees’ conseabout the Japanese influence seemed
mostly directed broadly to Japanese people’s Bmglicluding their own. Four of the fifteen
interviews also had relevance to the intervieweesi perceived lack of usable English
vocabulary and idiomatic expressions, almost exadlysin oral interaction. For example,
Interviewee 1 named American phrasal verbs, arehli@wee 17, American colloquial
expressions. Those four interviewees, then, wieleeiving their own lack of usable
English linguistic resources, simultaneously viewmssl exploitation of Japanese-influenced

linguistic resources negatively.

To be specific about Japanese-influenced Englistottser than pronunciation, such as words,
idiomatic expressions, grammar and sentence stejatnly four interviews pertained to it,
including three interviews whose interviewees peexttheir own lack of usable English
linguistic resources. While none of my interviewegpeared to have a positive look at the
Japanese-influenced usage, all the four interviswtarly regarded it as negative, mostly in
relation to oral communication. Example phrases‘araking mistakes” in lexicogrammar
and pronunciation (Interview 1: 1.597-598: p.278iling to see the wisdom of doing so”
(Interview 13: 1.199: p.429), “just trying to makie” (Interview 14: |.282—-283: p.439), and
“strange” English possibly involving occasional fygvery awkward” code-switching to
Japanese (Interview 17: 1.16: p.465, 1.549-5506@).4 Only one of the four interviewees
touched on the issue of intelligibility. More sgaally, in the course of the discussion
related to her university English modules, sheasthtalking about Japanese-influenced
English vocabulary, and argued that her Japanasbd€s English often showed “a little
influx of the characteristics of Japanese” to uame dwful lot of very ambiguous” words and

idiomatic expressions (Interview 13: 1.191-192,4923: p.429). Seeing that this was the
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only instance of my interviewees’ problematising thtelligibility of Japanese-influenced
English use other than pronunciation, it seemsittieliigibility was not a central issue in

their negative, or to say the least, not positaxgluation.

To be specific about Japanese-influenced Englishyprciation, fourteen interviews
pertained to it, including one interview whose mtewee perceived her own lack of usable
English linguistic resources. All the fourteeremiewees regarded the Japanese-influenced
pronunciation as negative or at least not ideahoAg the fourteen, Interviewee 6 in Extract
2 (p.138) appeared to be the least negative towardsgyain, he observed it to be
understandable, or made understandable, in inten@icommunication. In contrast,
Interviewee 5 criticised the sound itself of Japanmfluenced English as “having no style”,
“country-like” and “earth-smelling” (Interview 5:1008, 1010; 1014; 1021: p.346). Given
its Japanese usage, the last expression probafptam being boorish and unsophisticated,
bringing up the image of someone right off the fadm reaction to my concern about
intelligibility, she remarked that “when it comaswhether understandable or not, Japanese
people’s English pronunciation is probably underdéble” (ibid.: 1.1036: p.346). This
remark most probably questioned the relevanceteligibility for her negative evaluation of
Japanese-influenced English pronunciation. In f&aatn through a long series of exchanges
on the Japanese-influenced pronunciation, anothurifiterviewees never referred to the
issue of intelligibility. Also, yet another thr@gerviewees seemed not quite sure, but saw
the Japanese-influenced pronunciation as “maylmérfliew 4: 1.1331: p.336; Interview 15:
[.710: p.449) or “vaguely” (Interview 17: 1.26: 38) not sufficiently intelligible. Meanwhile,
the other five interviewees briefly touched on ecpered lack of intelligibility, mainly in

terms of /I/ and /r/, the phonemes used as allophanJapanese.

As an example of those five interviewees who todabre the issue of pronunciation
intelligibility, while frequently referring to “nates”, often interchangeably with American
NESSs, Interviewee 2 expressed her dislike of arkleg®English accent, in reality, without
regard to intelligibility. Just before the stafttlee following extract, she told me that she
used to have the strong desire to employ Engligtermfuture career as a student of the
English course at her upper secondary school.

Extract 4 (Interview 2: 1.725-746: p.300-301)

1 T: at that time uh did you have any particularcawns about how you'd like to speak

142



2 English

3 P2: intelligible <@>English</@>

4 T: intelligible English. | see

5 pP2: well how can | say. the English <@>not sougdike Japanese people</@>

6 T: not sounding [like Japanese people

7 P2: [I don't want to sound. hmm | want to [speak it

8 T: [do you have the impression that
9 such English assures intelligibility

10 P2: hmm. well speaking of Japanese people’sigtilis might be very prejudiced

11 Japa[nese-like English pronunciation

12 T: [l want to listen to that. well yes

13 P2: sounds

14 T hmm

15 P2: unattractive <@>l do feel</@>

16 T: Japanese. unattractive. if Japanese peopla etpanese pronunciation as far as it's
17 understandable. and as for unintelligible aspaaech as “I" and “r” [as you said

18 P2: [hmmmm

19 T properly

20 P2: hmm. [sure

21 T [they alter their English pronunciation then ddesound good

22 P2: hmm but still. it's unpleasant [I've felt

23 T [unpleasant

24 P2: even a little sign of a Japanese Englishndsoeinds. unpleasant <fast and quiet>I
25 do have felt</fast and quiet>

To my surprise, although Interviewee 2 (i.e., P@uight up the issue of intelligibility (1.3),
what she said in the rest of the extract had ngttordo with intelligibility. Indeed, she made
it clear that she felt Japanese-sounding Englidfettunpleasant” even if intelligible (1.22),
and continued amplifying this view (1.24-25). Dhgithe extract, she started laughing three
times (1.3, 5, 15). What | sensed from the whaternview was that she might tend to laugh
when she found out something about herself. Adtlesdne told me after the interview that she
had learned a lot about herself through the ingsvvilt is possible, then, that she gradually
saw her dislike of Japanese-influenced Englishymmoration having been directed to the
sound itself rather than intelligibility, after ettng the word “intelligible” (1.3).

It should be noted that six interviewees includimigrviewee 2 in Extract 4 (p.142-143)
clearly coupled American ENL, or more broadly, Nioftmerican ENL with international
intelligibility. For example, Interviewee 7 resmted to my doubt about the internationally
universal intelligibility of North American ENL bgaying with laughter that “it had never
come to mind till you said so” (Interview 7: 1.825366). This remark implies that she just
took for granted the unmarkedness and universailityorth American ENL. Likewise,

Interviewee 11 told me with a serious face at erlatage of the interview that he had long
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assumed American ENL to be “free of any inconvetggin an international setting
(Interview 11: 1.769: p.415).

Given the discussed two sets of negative attit(ides a perceived obsession with
‘correctness’ in ENL at the expense of effectivenacaunication, and a deficit view of
Japanese-influenced English use, particularly proration), it seems little wonder,
corresponding to the subcategalgpanese traits{p.133), that eight interviewees
occasionally referred to shyness about, lack ofidence in, and/or even reluctance about
speaking English, whether talking about Japanespl@én general, themselves or both, or
their peers and themselves. The eight interviewaggested that Japanese people might not
be free to speak English, having been “frighterfethaking mistakes” (Interview 3: 1.1694:
p.325) or even “scared of being made a fool oftdimiew 2: 1.1058: p.303).

6.4.3 English-related experiences in Japanese Ergflieducation

My interviewees had a lot to say about Japanesédireducation. Corresponding to the
two subcategorieschool English and English tests in JagardEnglish use at university in
Japan(p.133), it seems that both school English andiEmgests served as main factors in
forming my interviewees’ language attitudes, whigre almost always negative as seen in
the previous subsections. Meanwhile, it is likislgtt English use at university had only a
marginal influence on these language attitudess Jibsection examines what emerged

under each of the two subcategories in turn.

6.4.3.1 School English and English tests in Japan

Substantial discussion took place in all the eighteterviews around school English and
English tests. What all the interviewees had yosgems to be more or less the same, and
may well be described as follows. School Engl@tused on reading and writing, but
marginalised oral interaction, and thereby empledsise importance of ‘correct’ or
‘standard’ North American ENL not influenced by dapse in terms of grammar as well as
vocabulary and idiomatic expressidtisAlso, this school English was in accordance with
entrance exams in particular, as well as schotd.téghus, school English was similar to how
English would be treated piku or yobikoschools (cram or test-coaching schools; 2.5.2.3)

which some Japanese students attended. It shew@dded that while the mentioning of

87 Technically, Standard English does not have ‘corpronunciation (2.3.1). However, it seems thatrfstard
English and ‘correct’ ENL were essentially the sdorany interviewees, including pronunciation.
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entrance exams and school tests was noticeabistargiewee mentioned TOEFL, and only
three interviewees cursorily referred to TOEIC &rshg and Reading tests in relation to a
juku school teacher who had taken them regulanbnigersity module for them, or a few
first-hand experiences of taking one for curio¢ity TOEIC and TOEFL, see 2.5.3: p.33—
34). In short, in my interviewees’ views, schoolgish emphasised ‘correct’ or ‘standard’
North American ENL in accordance with entrance examd school tests, without regard to

actual use in oral communication.

Only two interviewees referred to English oral coomication (OC) classes during the
interviews, both at the upper secondary level. argigg the first case, Interviewee 5

initiated the topic of her English OC class insteacby a Japanese teacher. She recalled that
it had actually been “a grammar class in the nah@G5 (Interview 5: 1.512: p.342). After
laughing, she added that the students had had partopities to “utter a single English word”
(ibid.: 1.513: p.342). Her remarks indicate thagksh classroom practices can completely
disregard oral communication even in an OC cldissould be that as with her upper
secondary school, such extreme focus on gramméaticalledge in English education is
common among those Japanese upper secondary selimcsare oriented towards
preparation for university entrance exams. Afterbased on my own experience as a
teacher at Japanese institutions for universityg@oe exam preparation, English oral
communication ability is generally never testedapanese university entrance exams.
Regarding the second case, having been asked lsis@axperience of using English before
university, Interviewee 8 remembered his English&@&Ss instructed by a British NES. He
told me that he and his peers had “kind of feltaiytlace” (Interview 8: 1.662: p.378) to use
English among Japanese, and thus had not actuegged in English discussion. It may be
argued that their out-of-place feelings were irsi¢. This is because it is highly unlikely
for Japanese to use English among themselvesliwvogll communication, the issue to be
revisited in 6.4.3.2.

It is clear that all the eighteen interviewees ggised school English to be ‘correct’ or
‘standard’ American ENL, or rather, North AmeridaNL, given that twelve of them
regarded Canadian ENL in the same light. Whileynaterviewees referred to other
English varieties in school English in relatiortheir non-North American ALTs (Assistant
Language Teachers; 2.5.2.2), all these varieti@s ®bIL, or specifically, British, and to a

lesser extent, Australian and New Zealand Engllso, the difference from North
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American ENL was discussed only in terms of acoextept by one interviewee to be
mentioned below who briefly touched on British $ipgk as well.

Interviewee 10 initiated the topic of an “occasidxitish ENL accent (Interview 10: 1.410:
p.399) in lower secondary school textbook CDs, aahaed that one or more lower secondary
school textbooks included “rough” information (ibiti420: p.399) on British spellings.

While her words “occasional” and “rough” impliedatiNorth American ENL had been
default in her English classrooms, she never quasti, during the interview, either this
unbalanced treatment of North American and Brig®L or the probable absence of the
other types of English in the classrooms. Instekd,frequently praised the English spoken
by a returnee school teacher from Canada. It sHeshshe just assumed ‘correct’ or
‘standard’ North American ENL to be the only nonmJiapanese English education as clearly
seen in the extract below. Prior to the extrastitiated the topic of variable ‘non-standard’
English used by international English users, ameaged some examples, such as “discuss

about”.

Extract 5 (Interview 10: 1.1068-1084: p.404)

1 P10: ah well now you say it. what | believe tomglish is surely. well indeed. uhh.

2 <?>American</?>. or the [same kind of English

3 T: [hmm

4 P10: | guess if | write something in English. utihmost probably sound American-like.
5 or rather | should [say

6 T: [um

7 P10:  we see that kind of Englishths English. you know at secondary school. well at
8 university as well. when we write English. if wee “discuss about”. that’s just

9 where a teacher will put a mark in red ink. [¢imel teacher

10 T: [hmm

11 P10: will blame us for not checking it in a @aary properly or [something like that

12 T: op@

13 P10: this is the case [definitely

14 T: [hmm

15 P10: but it's. definitely normal for Japanesepde. or rather. if we use such English. you
16 see. we'll be told off for not studying gramnpaoperly or the like. at secondary
17 school and so on

Given Interviewee 10’s (i.e., P10’s) recurrent niamng of the returnee teacher from

Canada, her rising intonation of “American” (l.2ppably indicates that she saw Canadian
English inclusively, which is likely to be what shreeant by “the same kind of English” (1.2).
Meanwhile, her later expansion (I.7-9, 11, 13, IB-€learly connotes a strongly normative

approach to English in her English classes, pdatityuduring her secondary school days.
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Thus, when she said that “we see that kind of Bhgiithe English” (1.7), she probably
viewed only ‘correct’ or ‘standard’ North Americ&NL asthe English. At the same time,
her word “definitely” (.13, 15) suggests that gfexceived other Japanese sharing the same

kind of experience.

Remarkably, towards the end of the interview, imratedy after making a supporting reply
to my concern that Japanese school English educatight not place a premium on
developing communication skills, the same intengewi.e., Interviewee 10) started to

compare school English with school mathematics disa following extract.

Extract 6 (Interview 10: 1.1282—-1294: p.406)

1 P10: it's like. there is a fixed. notion of Engjlior [example

2 T: [hmm

3 P10: like. mathematical theorems or somethirkeg fihat

4 T: [hmm

5 P10: already. like there’'s been something fixed itis like school classes just show it to
6 us right

7 T: hmm

8 P10: so mathematics is. uh. it's said there'y onke correct [answer

9 T: [hmm

10 P10: ah. well. I'm not very familiar with mathatits [though

11 T: [hmm

12 P10: like secondary school mathematics. or dunggesimilar to it. we are told something
13 like this is correct English. therefore you dddae able to learn it

To summarise this extract, Interviewee 10 (i.eQ)Rditiated the topic of the fixed norms of
English, presumably North American ENL, in Japarsg®ol English classes, and continued
expanding it while likening these norms to secopdahool mathematics. She most
probably cited mathematics mainly because it haglsicorrect answers (1.8). It is likely,
then, that she presumed the existence of monokthglish norms to be acquired in the

English classes.

It seems clear from my interviewees that the pradante of ‘correct’ or ‘standard’ North
American ENL in Japanese school English educatias supported by textbooks, study
guides and CDs. For example, Interviewee 5 brotgytitscussion an upper secondary
school English textbook “whose first pages showed twidely English was used on a world
map” (Interview 5: 1.639, 643: p.343). She respahtb my probing about the coverage of

global Englishes by saying that in her perceptiba,textbook had concentrated on ‘correct’
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or ‘standard’ North American ENL from the next pagng with its CDs. As similar
examples, during our discussion of lower secondampol English textbooks and textbook
CDs, Interviewees 15 and 16 said with laughtepeesvely, that Chinese and Kenyan
characters had spoken North American ENL, anditfthin and Chinese characters “spoke
English in no different way” (Interview 16: 1.418:457) from American characters.
However, it may be argued that such textbooks extthdbok CDs as mentioned by these
three interviewees (i.e., Interviewees 5, 15 anddigiort how English is used in real-world
communication, and thereby risk misleading studarttsthinking that people in the world
mimic, or ought to mimic how North American NES® uEnglish. 1t is likely that North
American NESs acted other nationalities in those,Gdwever distortive of global reality
this might be. For yet another example, Interviedwigesponded to my probing about
English in the CDs attached to Japanese univezsityance exam study guides by saying
with laughter that to his knowledge, “it was aitndard’] American English” (Interview 1:
[.1278: p.285). Similarly, Interviewee 7 claiméwt English in listening practice CDs at
school and irfEIKEN listening tasks (English proficiency tests in Jg@@KEN 2015) had
been “all North American English” (Interview 7: 08: p.364). Arguably, all the above
examples suggest that English is treated synonyimuaiith ‘correct’ or ‘standard’ North
American ENL in Japanese English textbooks, studgles and CDs, particularly in relation
to Japanese school education. As a foreseealdegoance, Japanese students may be led to
assume this particular English to be unmarked aietsal. My interviewees were no

exception, as seen in 6.4.5.

It should be added that my interviewees showeadh@ariable tendency to rate high the
English used by ALTs (Assistant Language TeacliEs2.2) and their former returnee peers,
particularly the returnees from North America.cbntrast, they showed an invariable
tendency to rate low the English used by Japards®bsEnglish teachers without much
experience abroad and their former Japanese peseslinside Japan, for Japanese-
influenced English pronunciation as typically s@ekatakanaloanwords (loanwords
assimilated into Japanese phonograatakana2.5.1), and sometimes also for other
Japanese-influenced English use, particularly amgnar. As one example, Interviewee 7
blamed her Japanese school English teacher’s pecatiom by saying with a smile that
“English should never sound like that” (Interview.437: p.363). As another example,
Interviewee 10 expanded the topic of the Englistkep by her non-returnee Japanese school

English teachers by saying that “I felt like whag thell their English was” (Interview 10:
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[.463-464, 466: p.400). It may be construed thnahg to the probable predominance of
‘correct’ or ‘standard’ North American ENL in Jaygse school English education, my
interviewees valued Japanese people’s Englishrimstef how close it sounded to this

particular type of ENL.

6.4.3.2 English use at university in Japan

Substantial discussion took place in eleven ingsvsgi (out of eighteen) around English use at
university in Japan, including Interviewee 6 iniaxt 2 (p.138). None of my interviewees
doubted that ENL, mostly North American ENL, predoated in English modules at their
universities. In this connection, the Englishiastors whom those eleven interviewees
mentioned were all NESs from the US, Canada, theKustralia, if not Japanese. Also,
two interviewees initiated the topic of the Englisiktbooks featuring news stories on the
US-based broadcaster the American Broadcasting @oynABC) or the Cable News
Network (CNN). One of the two interviewees alsantiened the textbooks based on the
British Broadcasting Corporation (BBC) news. Thihgre might have existed the same kind
of predominance in terms of my interviewees’ Erglitassroom materials. Three
interviewees, including the one who mentioned CMiidentally remarked that they had not
known other ENL varieties, such as British and Aals&in English, before university. This
remark itself suggests that North American ENL hadonopolistic role in their school

English.

Seven interviewees discussed university Englishutesdn which all the students were
presumably L1 Japanese speakers. One of the seeeriewees expanded the topic of a
memorable university module by recalling just hawpsising it was that a Japanese teacher
had been able to teach English “entirely in Engl{&hterview 12: 1.160: p.418). This clearly
suggests that before this English module, he neasgra Japanese teacher using English as a
medium of instruction. Another two of the seveteimiewees criticised themselves for
feeling an impulse to speak in Japanese or actmadyng Japanese words in an English
discussion class. More specifically, one of the tmterviewees started talking about the
English discussion, and considered her impulseéalsin Japanese among her Japanese
peers to be “indeed problematic” (Interview 17040: p.473). Meanwhile, in the course of
a long expansion on university English, the othérviewee recalled her own code-mixing
of Japanese words to facilitate the discussiorvesy/“bad” (Interview 13: 1.389: p.431).

However, employing or exploiting the linguistic oesces understood by everyone present is

149



reasonable and sensible as a natural linguistingghenon. After all, it seems artificial or to
put it another way, far from real-world communioatio make L1 Japanese users speak

Englishamongthemselves.

As yet another of the aforementioned seven intermés, Interviewee 9 clearly regarded
English use among Japanese as peculiar. At anstage of the interview, she initiated the
topic of her several previous opportunities to makell talk in English at home with her
father’s foreign guests. Throughout the intervieawvever, she did not mention any
instances to use English among her Japanese famaitybers. Prior to the short extract
below, she expanded the topic of her Japanese jageyksh in the English presentation
module consisting of a Japanese teacher and Japstuelents, by depicting how
uncomfortable the peers had looked when speakigdjdbn She added that she had been no

exception and felt embarrassed to speak Englifiom of the Japanese audience.

Extract 7 (Interview 9: 1.811-817: p.393)

1 T: have you ever felt similarly embarrassed wiadkirig in English with non-Japanese
2 people

3 P9: oh never

4 T: I think it's normal. | say this because usingyish among Japanese is

5 P9: sort of weird=

6 T: =quite an artificial [situation

7 P9: [@C@@@. @. <@>| agree</@>. something weird. yegeddd

In contrast with the English presentation modulégiviewee 9's (i.e., P9’s) disagreeing
reply (1.3) indicated that she had never felt ermrdsged to talk with non-Japanese people in
English. | appended and tried to expand my inttgtion (1.4). However, she developed my
uncompleted sentence with the word “weird” (1.5jdse | completed my sentence on my
own (I.6). Having agreed with me, she used thistvagain (1.7). It is evident by her
interruption and repetition of the word “weird” thehe regarded it as peculiar to speak

English to fellow Japanese.

The other three of the aforementioned seven irdemes told me, in their variously

occurring expansion, about their inevitable tengdancassess how much their Japanese peers’
English sounded like ‘correct’ or ‘standard’ NoAmerican ENL. Two of the three were
applied linguistics students (Interviewees 1 and8j)h of whom frequently referred to

“natives”, in most cases interchangeably with Areni NESs. The latter interviewee (i.e.,
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Interviewee 8) also referred to and rated highghglish used by his returnee peers,
particularly those from North America. And the etlnterviewee was the English literature
student (Interviewee 4), who continued referringnatives” throughout the interview, often
interchangeably with North American NESs. It isaweorthy that all the three belonged to
English-related departments, some graduates ofhwionild become English teachers. It
could possibly be that those Japanese who specalisave specialised in English-related
studies at university tend to attach more imporanccorrect’ or ‘standard’ North American
ENL as the model to follow. Indeed, the other aaplinguistics student (Interviewee 11)

similarly assessed his Japanese peers’ Englishravarsity club, as mentioned later.

At the beginning stage of the interview, Interviendeexpanded the topic of his first contact
with English by talking about hjsku school (a cram school; 2.5.2.3), whose curricuhad
started with GA phonics and then “hammered grantabtules into our heads” (Interview 8:
1.141: p.374). Sometime afterwards, he expandedadpic of lower secondary school
English by recalling how different a school teath&nglish pronunciation had been from
the juku teacher’s “pretty appropriate” pronunaat{ibid.: 1.194: p.374). He might have
assumed that the closer English pronunciation w#isat of GA, the more appropriate it was.
At the same time, considering his word “pretty&(j.to a moderately or fairly high degree),
he might have meant that the juku teacher’s Englishunciation was still a little different
from that of GA, and thus not entirely satisfactoieanwhile, he referred to GA
pronunciation as the most widely recognised “modtethe world several times during the
interview without any discussion of its intelligliby. 1t is possible, then, that he just took its
international intelligibility for granted.

Sometime before the start of the following extraaterviewee 8 began talking about his
“shadowing the sounds of natives” in his self-sttidye (Interview 8: 1.1055: p.381) as
suggested in the university phonetics and phonotoggiule dealing mainly with GA
pronunciation. Now our discussion moved to hivarsity English discussion class, whose

constituents were all Japanese.

Extract 8 (Interview 8: 1.1311-1326: p.383)

1 T: when you hear other Japanese using Engligkleme whether you've got any
2 thoughts or impressions

3 P8: my impressions. my impressioniet me see hmmmm impressions.

4 <sibilant sound>. what should | say. | don’tyweruch
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5 T: hmm

6 P8: well somehow. as a habit. how can |, shgon’t very much like to say this. but
7 subconsciously. well. | make a comparison. watives

8 T: hmm=

9 P8: =native

10 T: hmm=

11 P8: =speakers. natives or the model. what limags listening [to

12 T: nim

13 P8: well. the sounds

14 T: hmm

15 P8: and so on. like ah English shouldn’t hawenlike that | do quite often make a
16 compari[son

17 T: [hmm

After some registering moves (1.3-4), Interviewe@g &, P8) somewhat grudgingly began to
provide an explanation (I.6). He might have fefftaivhe was going to say to be somewhat
embarrassing. He most probably meant that he émgucompared his Japanese peers’
English with GA-based American ENL “subconscioudly7), however much he did not like
this “habit” (1.6). Here again, he was silent abimtelligibility. 1t may be that he could not
help judging his Japanese peers’ English with plaaticular ENL as a yardstick, even if he
had no plausible reason for this judgment and cemed it not to be very appropriate.

Outside university modules, no interviewee appetwdthve regular opportunities to interact
with foreign students or staff in English at unsigy, except one who had found a language
exchange partner from the UK before the intervi&ven so, three interviewees mentioned
their experiences of talking in English at theivemsity clubs. All the three interviewees
broached their impressions of how different othedents’ English was from ‘correct’ or
‘standard’ North American ENL. More specificallp, resonance with the other applied
linguistics students mentioned above (i.e., Intamges 1 and 8), Interviewee 11 started
talking about the English spoken by his Japanesesg the university English debate club,
and regarded the peers’ English as “highly fludnit sounding “a little improper” (Interview
11: 1.54, 55: p.409), and thus disapproved of thMaughter as “a little troublesome” (ibid.:
[.59-60: p.409). He was silent about in what wayas troublesome. Immediately
afterwards, he initiated the topic of the ‘good’glish pronunciation of his two upper
secondary school English teachers who had eithdy™tearned GA pronunciation (ibid.:
[.66: p.409) or studied in the US. Thus, it seémas he tended to compare his Japanese peers’

English pronunciation with that of GA during thedlish debate, whether subconsciously or
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not, and that he assumed GA pronunciation to bepgn' but Japanese-influenced English

pronunciation to be ‘improper’.

The other two interviewees (Interviewees 2 andaghenitiated the topic of their sporadic
experiences of talking with international studentgnglish at their university clubs. In their
subsequent turns, the former interviewee desciabEdai student’s English as “messed up in
both grammar and pronunciation” and “completelytaken in English vocabulary”
(Interview 2:1.938, 947: p.302), and the lattdemiewee told me with a smile that Chinese
students’ English grammar was “mistaken in theinavay” (Interview 4: 1.1202: p.335).
Seeing that both frequently referred to “nativedten synonymously with American or
North American NESs, it seems that they consid#rednternational students’ English to be
‘deficient’ against ‘correct’ or ‘standard’ Northrderican ENL as a yardstick. In this
connection, the latter interviewee (i.e., Interve@w) also referred to and rated high the
English used by her returnee peers at the clubcpkarly those from North America. Even
so, their intention appeared to achieve their comoation purposes in English, given their
occasional mentioning of the importance of mutualarstanding during the interviews.
Indeed, in response to my probing about intellidipiboth recalled having no
communication problems at their clubs. All thirmgssidered, it may well be construed that
however successful communication was, both of thelhtended to judge international

students’ English against the norms of North AreeriENL.

6.4.4 English-related experiences outside JapandsSeglish education

Corresponding to the two subcategodapanese daily lifandexperiences abroafp.133),

my interviewees talked about their experiencesideitdapanese English education. However,
it seems that their daily lives did not add anyrteuinfluence to their experiences in the
education, the experiences discussed in 6.4.30, Klseems that even experiences abroad
did not exert a significant influence on their laage attitudes, which were almost always
negative as seen in 6.4.1 and 6.4.2. This sulbseetiamines what emerged under each of

the two subcategories in turn.
6.4.4.1 Japanese daily life

Some discussion took place in all the eighteemvige/s around Japanese daily life. What

thirteen interviewees had to say was that it wes, i@nd for a couple of them, mostly or
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entirely unnecessary as well, to use English indaean. In this connection, ten interviewees,
including six of those thirteen, mentioned theipesiences of using English in Japan as
special and unusual occasions. More specificatlg, of the ten interviewees — Interviewee 9
in Extract 7 (p.150) — only occasionally had foreguests at home. Another two
interviewees interacted with either their Germaorerican peer only for a day. And the
other seven interviewees encountered and interagtechon-Japanese people in English on
the street, on a train, at a railway station, labtl, and/or at a place where they worked part-
time. Given that these ten interviewees’ Englisd in Japan was such a rarity, they must
have perceived Japan to be fundamentally a mongairgpciety. Indeed, this perception
appeared to be shared by the other interviewees.

In comparison with the home countries of many efstudents whom he had met at a
Canadian international secondary school, Intervéee@/argued in the extract below that
monolingualism in Japan underlay Japanese pegméetzived lack of affection for English
and other non-Japanese languages. Just befastathef the extract, | initiated the topic of
some questionnaire respondents’ possible obsesdilorcorrectness’ in ENL, to which he

made a supporting reply.

Extract 9 (Interview 3: 1.1736-1755: p.325)

1 P3: after all Japanese people rarely contactlasithuages used in foreign countries

2 [indeed

3 T: [hmm that’s an important point

4 P3: China for example does have lots of languafjes all. Mandarin and Cantonese for
5 example are [totally different

6 T: [hmm, also there’s an English TV [channel

7 P3: [ah, and the pronunciations are

8 totally different. but many Chinese studentsenadsle to speak more than one

9 Chinese language

10 T: hm[m

11 P3: [such was the case and. at the erfteafay. China is after all. well. multilingual
12 T hmm

13 P3: it has many different ethnic groups

14 T: Taiwan as well really. [multilingual

15 P3: [yes indeed

16 T: hmm=

17 P3: =therefore some countries around Japandiogilar but they are quite different.

18 [indeed

19 T: [hmm

20 P3: therefore people in those countries probadbiyt fear to learn a language used in a
21 foreign country as much as Japanese peogiai t

22 T [hmm
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Initiating the topic of monolingual Japan (I.1-Rjterviewee 3 (i.e., P3) named China and
included some of Japan’s other neighbouring coesitis examples of a multilingual,
multiethnic society in this extract. He argued theople in such a society would be more
willing to learn additional languages than the Jegse& (1.20-21). Presumably, he said this
because exposure to different languages was ptrosé people’s daily lives. Remarkably,
he considered English and other non-Japanese lgeguarelation to foreign countries, as
seen in his expressions “languages used in fomgntries” (I.1) and “a language used in a
foreign country” (1.20-21). Thus, he might havegumed that Japanese people did not feel
close to non-Japanese languages including Englighas he did himself, associated them
with foreign countries. His word “fear” (1.20) sae to show how far he estimated Japanese

people would feel from non-Japanese languagesdmguEnglish.

While my interviewees appeared to have few oppdrasito use English in their daily lives,
they might still have been exposed to an inneteiociented, particularly an American-, or
more broadly, North American-oriented environmehew it came to English. Three
interviewees mentioned their experiences of attepdneikaiwaschool (an English
conversation school; 2.5.1) as elementary or Iegeondary school students. They told me
that their eikaiwa teachers had been from North Acaeor to a lesser extent, from the UK

or Australia, if not Japanese. They appeareddartethis partial teacher recruitment as a
matter of course, presumably because it exactlynaged with how English was treated in
Japanese English education (6.4.3). Meanwhilenggxviewees, including one of those
three interviewees who had attended eikaiwa, dsszlitheir experiences of listening to radio
programmes for Japanese English learners, broaolg&ippon Hoso Kyokai or NHK

(Japan Broadcasting CorporatiéAnostly just for a year or two. They told me tta
presenters had been from the US or possibly framJ, if not Japanese, and this must have
been exactly the case, according to the most neléVK website (NHK Gogaku 2015).
Again, the six interviewees appeared to regardpaitial presenter recruitment as a matter of
course, although one of the six simultaneously isas problematic for Americans to act
other nationalities in such programmes, as seémeiextract below. It should be noted that

no interviewee had much to expand on the topigtbéeeikaiwa or the radio programmes,

5 NHK (Japan Broadcasting Corporation) “is Japamly public broadcaster”, and claims that it “deliva
wide range of impartial, high-quality programs,tbat home and abroad” (NHK Online English 2015).
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possibly because they had devoted most of thairtefto learn English to the school subject
of English for the purpose of entrance exams ahdadests (6.4.3.1).

In the next extract, Interviewee 11 noticed andlted the predominance of American ENL
in particular radio programmes, immediately aftalked about the possible North American
ENL used by non-North American characters in soapadese English textbooks and
textbook CDs.

Extract 10 (Interview 11: 1.296-308: p.411)

1 T: a couple of interviewees [told me about

2 P11: [yes

3 T: lower secondary school English textbooks

4 P11: yes

5 T: where Chinese. and Indian characters appeaneda Brit was there according to one
6 of them. but words and spellings were North Aozar. and everyone in the textbook
7 CDs sounded. believe it or not North American

8 P11: @@@. ah similarly. well. I'm not quite sure if | can nampeific textbooks

9 T: oh [yep please

10 P11: [or not. well | listened to NHK radicogrammes. called Basic English. and in
11 one series. the topic was a sightseeing trigteral different countries. featuring

12 local sights. something or other about for eplanah. the Merlion in Singapore. and
13 through the conversation. it seemed like tteriers were expected to learn English
14 as well as local cultures in the world. butladl characters spoke American English.
15 @@@@

Interviewee 11 (i.e., P11) explained one partictdalio programme series as a similar topic
to mine (1.10-15). Clearly, his main concern wes &ll the characters including local
people, such as a Singaporean, had spoken AmétNhan While the same radio presenters
may have to act many different roles in such pnognas, if Americans purport to be other
nationalities, the listeners risk receiving the iegsion that people in the world use, or are
supposed to use, English in more or less the saayeassdo Americans.

Likewise, my interviewees might have been exposeaghtinner-circle oriented, mainly a US-
oriented English-related environment in terms oéign pop culture. Five interviewees
referred to either Western films with Japaneseigebbor Western pop music. More
specifically, one interviewee initiated the topfcdhow influential American films and dramas
were in the world. Another two interviewees brougghdiscussion Western films in general.
Each of the two named the US as the origin of ilh&sfin response to my clarifying question.

Yet another interviewee was a fan of the first Ma&totter film starring the British actor who
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she perceived spoke “very beautiful English” (Ietew 5: 1.453: p.342). And the other
interviewee occasionally spoke of Western pop musicather, American pop music,
particularly to cite “the Carpenters’ beautiful Eis” (Interview 14: 1.729, 730: p.442).

Again, while my interviewees appeared to have fewaotunities to use English in their daily
lives, they might also have had no opportunitiesge a normative approach to English
challenged. It may even be that the normative @ggr was taken for granted in their daily
lives. As one example, Interviewee 10 initiateel tbpic of the Japanese TV programmes
featuring the variability and change of the Japanasguage, and continued to argue that
“the variability and change of foreign languages aever featured” (Interview 10: 1.1112:
p.405) in a Japanese TV programme. She immediatielgd the view that as far as foreign
languages were concerned, Japanese people regardetad already been codified in
dictionaries as ‘fixed’ and ‘correct’. As anotletample, Interviewee 6 initiated the topic of
TV commercials about eikaiwa schools, based owlbs&rvation that the commercials made
it a rule to feature “such a beautiful Caucasialy Ispeaking English” (Interview 6: 1.716:
p.354). When | probed this topic by saying thathscommercials were likely to tell us to
learn ‘correct’ English, he made a latched suppgrteply, thereby demonstrating his ready

agreement with me.

As yet another example related to a normative aggbroo English, Interviewee 16
incidentally mentioned the book entitl@dpanese people’s somewhat strange Engiish
translation) as claiminglow are you?o be ‘wrong’ in contemporary Engli$h. While the
veracity of this book is highly questionable, ityr#e argued that a correct-incorrect
approach to English in this type of publicationa imarketing strategy to make them popular
among Japanese English learners who are likelg farniliar with the normative approach,
particularly through school English and Englishig€6.4.3.1). Interviewee 16 himself
appeared to be no exception. Elsewhere in theviete, he developed the topic of the role
of English for Japanese people by arguing that deysanese people probably thought of
English as an international communication tool t'ike a computer language” (Interview
16: 1.1124: p.462), in which, it should be pointad as a fact, a ‘linguistic’ error would halt

computation.

59 The book in question is most probably Thayne (20dB)ch includes the sectida “How are you?” obsolete?
(my translation).
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One thing should be added to the above discussidmpanese daily life. Three interviewees
recalled hearing in the media the English spokeddpanese politicians including Prime
Minister Shinzo Abe and by Japanese athletes, asieghprofessional golfer, Ryo Ishikawa.
They described it as “not so good” (Interview 11K42: p.284), “awful” (Interview 2: 1.1075:
p.303) or “really poor” (Interview 7: 1.514-515:364), with American or North American
ENL being a benchmark. Among the three, Intervieden Extract 1 (p.136—137) made it a
proviso that he still admired the English spokertnse Japanese who worked in the
international arena, “even though it will somehame out that oh they are probably not
native speakers” (Interview 1: 1.370-371: p.278his remark implies his assumption that
apart from practical English communication abilitywas best for those who spoke English
in an international setting to sound like NESsiather, American NESs by ‘hiding’ all the
‘non-native’ influence on their English. In othgords, he did not appreciate international
diversity in English, but valued one particularioaél English variety, even when people
with diverse socio-linguacultural identities inteted together through English.

6.4.4.2 Experiences abroad

Some discussion took place in seventeen interv{eutsof eighteen) around the interviewees’
experiences abroad. What follows first describesé¢ seventeen interviewees’ experiences
abroad, and then discusses two emergent commesaditross their experiential accounts.

Eleven interviewees brought to discussion theirouer study-abroad experiences, and they
can be described as three different groups. Fivstjnterviewees used English regularly
abroad for a short period of time, and they allsshmner-circle countries. More specifically,
four interviewees each spoke of one or two Englisidy-abroad experiences within a month
sometime during secondary education in either ¢l bbthe US and the UK, Australia or
New Zealand. Two of these four interviewees h&adraestay as well (i.e., a stay with NESS).
Also, after starting university, the other intewae took an English course and had a
homestay in the US for less than a month. Sedbnek interviewees used English regularly
abroad for a relatively long period of time, anataf them chose North America. More
specifically, Interviewee 3 in Extract 9 (p.154asionally referred to his two-year stay at a
Canadian international secondary school just bafareersity. Also, Interviewee 1 in

Extract 1 (p.136-137) and Interviewee 13 took agliEh-medium academic course,
respectively, at a US university for two semestars at a French university for one semester.

And last, the other three interviewees, includinggiviewees 15 and 7 to be mentioned
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below, studied non-English languages at a forergneusity for two semesters, and
occasionally used English outside university moslule

Meanwhile, two interviewees touched on their siaySanada or Brazil for more than a year
before elementary school. Another two, including of the aforementioned eleven
interviewees, referred to their trips to the UShar Marshall Islands as elementary school
students. Yet another six interviewees, includimge of the aforementioned eleven
interviewees, spoke of their trips to Australian@da, Hong Kong, Southeast Asia and/or

Western Europe after starting university.

Two commonalities emerged across what all the abueeviewees (seventeen in total) had
to say. One commonality was that all the seveni@enviewees appeared to have
significantly less to say about their experienda®ad than about their experiences in
Japanese life and education. This may be simpguse they had considerably more years
spent inside Japan than abroad, and also becaysectnembered little influence from their
experiences abroad on their attitudes towards &mglAs a concise, explicit example, having
been asked about any possible change in how tokrelish through her experiences in
France and Vietnam, Interviewee 15 stated flatly tthere’s nothing in particular”

(Interview 15: 1.649: p.448).

The other commonality was that no interviewee hadhang clearly negative to say about
ENL, whereas evidently no interviewee saw L2 Ergiisits own right. As an example for

L2 English, Interviewee 1 in Extract 1 (p.136—18¥9de a confronting response to the topic
of Chinese-influenced unique English rhythm, andettgped this topic by laughingly saying
that the English spoken by Chinese students at arld&@rsity had “simply sounded

improper” (Interview 1: 1.1432: p.286). For anatexample, having never doubted about the
international intelligibility of North American ENbefore the interview (6.4.2), Interviewee

7 started talking about the English spoken by tlegndamese students whom she had met at a
South Korean university. She recalled that theglEh had been “totally unintelligible and
absolutely disagreeable” (Interview 7: 1.1429-1438@371). Both examples demonstrate how
much these interviewees devalued either Chineséietnamese-influenced English,

presumably mainly in terms of pronunciation.
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For yet another example, Interviewee 3 in Extrai.254) expanded the topic of the
possible impact of his two-year stay in Canadagling me that he had come to give the
highest priority to communicative needs, in spitgarious English accents different from

that of North American ENL. He took the examplébath Indian students whose English
had “had a terribly strong accent” (Interview 3:060: p.320) and Nigerian students whose
English had been “really not to be able to follaisid.: 1.1066: p.320). He further appended
his point by saying: “Although it may be true tlyalu sound appealing if you can speak
beautiful English, it's actually unnecessary taabée to speak it” (ibid.: 1.1055-1056: p.320).
By the words “beautiful English”, he clearly meanorth American ENL accent in an
interactional context. It appears, then, thatedmeléd to assume this particular English accent
to be more appealing and beautiful than other BEhgiccents, while having two-year
experience of using English abroad. It may be ph@sumably like the other sixteen
interviewees discussing their experiences abrdadahguage attitudes formed inside Japan
set limitations on how to view other internatiostildents’ English. It may also be that
where he had stayed (i.e., Canada) played a keyrrdlis retaining these attitudes, as being a

North American country.

6.4.5 Non-Japanese people’s English

Corresponding to the three subcategalesth American EN]British ENLandEnglish used
by those who are not North American, British or diagse(p.133), my interviewees mostly
admired North American ENL and, to a lesser extBritish ENL, but they tended to see
other people’s English as ‘deficient’. Seeing timgtinterviewees’ negative attitudes as seen
in 6.4.2 formed a striking contrast to their pagtattitudes towards North American ENL,
this particular ENL was most likely to be their gatick for judging Japanese people’s
English including their own. Also, their positiaétitudes towards North American ENL
coincided with the overwhelming predominance ofreot’ or ‘standard’ North American
ENL in school English and the continuous predomaeaof North American ENL in
university English, as seen in 6.4.3. This sulise@xamines what emerged under each of

the above three subcategories in turn.
Sixteen interviewees (out of eighteen) had somgthositive to say about American ENL, or

rather, North American ENL, given that twelve oéth mentioned Canadian ENL in the

same light. Example phrases are “the global stafiae “the English that ought to be called
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English” (Interview 2: 1.1483: p.306, 1.1908: p.31commonly supposed to be generally
accepted” (Interview 7: 1.254: p.362); “authenticdglish” or “real English” (Interview 10:
[.1511, 1519, 1520, 1522: p.408); and “the benchkrf@rme” (Interview 14: 1.234: p.438).
As seen in these examples, the sixteen interviemess probably perceived North American
ENL to be universal, unmarked, and thus exempl&gmarkably, six of the sixteen
interviewees, including Interviewee 10 in Extradqp5L46), referred to North American ENL
asthe English at least once during the interviews. kxpéxamples are: “I do feel like
American English ishe English language” (Interview 12: 1.1078-1079: p}and “as
everyone’s shared perspective, ... perhaps theraasien that the English spoken and
pronounced by North American peoplehs English” (Interview 15: 1.143-145: p.444).
These examples strongly indicated the perceivedadkenness of North American ENL. At
the same time, three of the six interviewees amdh&n one surmised that the vast majority
of English learners in the world studied North Aioan ENL. As one example, Interviewee
11 started arguing North American ENL and GA prariation to be the goal for Japanese
English learners, and added that “to my mind, Efgléarners in various countries never fail
to use North American English textbooks or somethuhthe sort” (Interview 11: 1.161-162:
p.410). It may be little wonder if my intervieweesd this surmise, given the universality,
unmarkedness and exemplariness of North American\ENch those sixteen interviewees
most probably perceived.

Including Interviewee 3, who suggested his tendea@dmire a North American ENL
accent (see 6.4.4.2: p.160), ten of the aforemeaticixteen interviewees described North
American ENL as appealing, pleasing to the earijli@nand/or ‘correct’. Respective
examples are: “somehow it's cool” (Interview 448 p.333); “generally said to be beautiful”
(Interview 12: 1.773—-774: p.423); “probably Nortm&rican English has become the most
familiar and comfortable to the ear” (Interview 1G03-704: p.401); and “after all | feel like
it's correct, and probably we should try our bestdnform to it” (Interview 9: 1.891-892:
p.393). Meanwhile, thirteen of the sixteen intewees discussed the intelligibility of North
American ENL briefly. Twelve interviewees regardeds easy at least for them to
understand, including six interviewees who cleadypled North American ENL with
international intelligibility (see 6.4.2: p.143-1044n contrast, the other interviewee —
Interviewee 1 in Extract 1 (p.136—-137) — told mewthihe difficulty he had had in
understanding American students at the initialestafthis study in the US. Again, it may be

little wonder if my interviewees described North Arnican ENL as appealing, pleasing to the
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ear, familiar, ‘correct’ and intelligible, givendtuniversality, unmarkedness and
exemplariness of North American ENL which thosdesx interviewees most probably

perceived.

Twelve of the aforementioned sixteen interviewdss had something to say about British
ENL. As pointed out in 6.4.3.1, the differencenfrddorth American ENL was discussed
almost exclusively in terms of accent. While thoé¢he twelve interviewees admitted that
they were not very familiar with British ENL, ahé twelve interviewees named it as
exemplary and ‘correct’, alongside North AmericadLE As just one example, Interviewee

7 considered both North American and British ENIb&“legitimate” (Interview 7: 1.776:
p.366), and stated that “the general mood thattiNanierican and British English was
correct pretty much pervaded my secondary educatiio.: 1.1479-1480: p.371). Also, as
mentioned in 6.4.4.1, one of the twelve interviesvperceived a British accent to be pleasing
to the ear, in relation to the protagonist in tingt Harry Potter film. Meanwhile, only four of
the twelve interviewees discussed the intelligipitf British ENL briefly. Whereas two
interviewees assumed ENL in the US and the UK tedsy to understand as “the most
influential” English (Interview 14: 1.503: p.440) tEnglish as the world’s common language”
(Interview 16: 1.1192, quoted in Extract 11 belotie other two interviewees regarded
British ENL as hard for them to understand on tteugds of their rare exposure to it. All
things considered, it seems that my intervieweedsiieation and recognition of British ENL

were limited, compared with those of North AmeridzaL.

To my surprise, Interviewee 16 claimed that Ing@ople should learn English in the US or
the UK. Just before the start of the followingraxt, concerning the predominance of
teachers of particular nationalitiesdikaiwaschools (English conversation schools; 2.5.1),
he stated that “American and British English is dinéversal global standaxdithout doubt
(Interview 16: 1.1176-1177: p.463, emphasis add&y) saying that, he probably assumed
this perceived unmarkedness of the two ENL vasdtiebe a widely shared perspective in

the world.

Extract 11 (Interview 16:1.1181-1198: p.463)

1 T: But people such as Indians do not speak EnlifistAmerican or British people [do
2 P16: [no
3 they don't

4 T: and also. some countries employ English as ficiadflanguage
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5 P16: [hmm

6 T: eh. eh standard. nope. some say people iregiom speak [like this

7 P16: [<fast>right.

8 right. right</fast>

9 T: we meet such people in international commuitnaton’t [we

10 P16: [l see

11 T: what do you think is important on that [ocoasi

12 P16: [hmmmm. <sibilant sound>. how can | say.
13 well. as | might've mentioned [a bit before

14 T: [hmm

15 P16:  er-r-rin any case I'd like both sidesr-erto learn English as the world’'s common
16 language. for example Indian people. I've haedler thought they speak English so
17 differently [though

18 T: [hmm

19 P16: er if their English is so different. ah. Meh sorry to say this but I'd rather they
20 studied. the world’s common language. thatrissB or American English. well. |
21 guess it's important for us to communicatehim English we both understand

On the one hand, Interviewee 16 (i.e., P16) ackedged the existence of locally adapted
English, such as Indian English, by offering a sarppg reply twice (1.2-3, 7-8). On the
other hand, towards the end of the extract, heediethie legitimacy of the English other than
American and British ENL, which was what he terrfign@ world’s common language”
(1.15-16, 20). It may be argued that he soundieceatradictory by both acknowledging
diversity in English and regarding only two partaruEnglish varieties as legitimate in the
world. Also, given his above words “the world’sh@mon language”, he might possibly have
seen Indian English not only as peculiar but atsmare like another language. In this
connection, another interviewee, after startintatk about English for Japanese English
education, actually added calmly that “the Englistian people speak in India, for example,
is rather like a different language” (Interview 13:86-187: p.445).

Nine interviewees (out of eighteen), including lmtewee 15 just mentioned above, had
something to discuss about English used by thosewene not North American, British or
Japanese. Three of the nine interviewees prosdattwhat positive accounts. More
specifically, Interviewees 2 and 15 both argued Wiale Europeans in general were
relatively good at speaking English, some otheaAgieople were willing to speak English
even if their English sounded ‘non-native’ and idefnt’. Interviewee 2 named a Thai
exchange student at university, and Interviewegelterally referred to Chinese and South
Korean people. Conversely, these two intervieviepéied that Japanese people might be
unconfident in speaking English, while feeling thenglish to be not native-like and thus not

‘good’ enough. Meanwhile, the other interviewekaterviewee 1 in Extract 1 (p.136-137) —
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mentioned South Korean students’ English in geresdahe most intelligible for him. This

could be because of phonological similarities betw&apanese and Korean.

At the same time, all the aforementioned nine inésvees provided negative accounts of the
English used by one or more other Asian natiomalitt specifically, Chinese (see 6.4.3.2:
p.153, 6.4.4.2: p.159), South Korean, Vietnamese s4.4.2: p.159), Cambodian, Thai (see
6.4.3.2: p.153), Singaporean and/or Indian (sed 4p.160) people — and for three of the
nine, also by French, Nigerian (see 6.4.4.2: p.,1@&0broadly, Eastern European people. The
nine interviewees most often cited their first-haxgeriences of talking in English with
either international students or local people dyartrip. They problematised pronunciation
in particular, grammar and/or vocabulary. As jugt examples, Interviewees 8 and 14
expressed their impressions of the English acadragher Cambodian and Thai people or
Chinese people, by saying that “I felt really awkaVgInterview 8: 1.1202: p.382), or that
“hearing them made me feel sick” (Interview 148l6p.442). As seen in these examples,
the nine interviewees’ accounts were directed to teficient’ those other people’s English
was, but generally silent about actual communiogpimblems. It seems, then, that the nine
interviewees, as evidently indicated by two of thisee 6.4.3.2: p.153), tended to judge those
other people’s English against North American aoskbly also British ENL norms,
irrespective of the fulfilment of communication poses. It should be added that
Interviewee 2 laughingly described an AustralianTALEnglish accent (an Assistant
Language Teacher; 2.5.2.2) as “a bit hard to utaleds (Interview 2: 1.1545: p.307) in
developing the topic of NESs’ possible lack of ligéility. Here again, she appeared to
judge this Australian’s English accent against ¢hasAmerican and possibly also British
ENL.

6.4.6 ELF perspectives

Substantial discussion took place in all the eight@iterviews around ELF perspectives,
which were detailed in 2.4. Corresponding to tiree subcategoriestire approval of ELF
perspectivegoartial approval of ELF perspectivesidnon-understanding of ELF
perspectivegp.133), there emerged three types of reactidimat is to say, thirteen
interviewees showed their entire approval of ELFspectives quite readily, and another
three, their partial approval. Meanwhile, the ottneo interviewees either identified ‘English’

exclusively with ENL or misunderstood Jenkins's@@presearch and disapproved of it. The
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relationship between ELF perspectives and my inder@es’ language attitudes discussed in
6.4.1 and 6.4.2 is examined later in the next @rapthis subsection explains each of the

above three types in turn.

With regard to those thirteen interviewees who aped of ELF perspectives entirely and
quite readily, it may be interpreted that thereaw®ro commonalities across what they had to
say. One commonality was that they had scarcelgngserious consideration to ELF
perspectives. For example, after some discussideLé perspectives, immediately after
recalling that she “did feel the desire to soukd North American or British people”
(Interview 7: 1.777-778: p.366), Interviewee 7 lunso laughter and clapped her hands
together loudly. The combination of the past tamsed in this quotation, her explosive
laughter and hand clapping appears to suggesstieato longer regarded her previous desire
as reasonable, but readily approved of ELF pergmsct At the same time, she argued that
having lived in Japan, “I guess such a native-eghtiew has probably be@nprintedon

my mind since an early age” (Interview 7: 1.346-3d.862, emphasis added). During our
chat after the interview, she also used the wargptinted” a couple of times. Given this
strong word, however much she liked ELF perspestishe had never had an opportunity to

consider them in her life.

For another example, Interviewee 8 initiated tajkaioout the possible importance of
American and British ENL in an international busisecene. In response to my view of
accommodation as crucial for mutual understandihgmEnglish was used as a business
lingua franca, he said that “now | feel like olsitonvincing” (Interview 8: 1.1576-1577:
p.385). He soon added that “If | give my thougbts;h an approach to English seems like
even a matter of course” (ibid.: 1.1582-1583: p)383e then became at a loss for words. It
may be that while searching for words, he was waondevhy he had never thought of ELF

perspectives, which he now felt to be quite natural

For yet another example, while reviewing the inmwtowards its end, Interviewee 4 said
with profound emotion and occasional laughter: dswvondering why I'd thought this for
long. But I had some kind of feeling that Englis¥longed to native English speakers or
something like that” (Interview 4: 1.1289-1290, 229%.336). As a similar example, having
been asked for any final comments or questionsriigwee 14 told me after some laughter

that “I thought English centred around the US dedWK, and surely didn’t realise such was
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merely an impression till today” (Interview 14:6&-667: p.442). Soon after the interview,
she told me with laughter that she felt it “weittving had this impression before the
interview. Both examples suggest that the intevees now regarded an NES-centred
approach to English in an international settingrtgnable and possibly laughable, but had

never considered any alternative approaches before.

To give one more example, Interviewee 2 in Extdagt.142—-143) criticised her previous
view of English from ELF perspectives as seen edktract below. In an earlier part of the
extract, | looked back on our previous conversatidhen, | initiated the topic of an
obsession with ‘correct’ American or British ENLtae expense of communication. In fact,
it was she who first introduced this topic well duef the start of the extract, in relation to her

one-week experience of talking in English with migional exchange students at university.

Extract 12 (Interview 2: 1.1836—-1868: p.309-310)

1 T: you say “deviant” or “mistaken” a lot [today

2 P2: [hmm

3 T: | was wondering what made you say [so

4 pP2: [<quiet>hmm</quiet>

5 T: presumably deviant from the so-called standasdje of grammar and vocabulary in
6 the US or the UK. [deviant pronunciation

7 P2: [<quiet>hmmmmmahhhh</quiet>

8 T: well it is deviant and thus [not good

9 pP2: {sgt>deviant. not good</quiet>

10 T: and

11 P2: <quiet>and</quiet>=

12 T: =shameful in the international [arena

13 P2: [hmm. hmm=

14 T: =er. hmm

15 P2: I've been thinking so haven't |

16 T: but. actually we can't communicate if obsess#d [that

17 P2: [hmmmm, pro[bably having
18 such an obsession itself is

19 T: [is that
20 P2: shameful isn'tit. @@@@

21 T: | see

22 P2: phew

23 T: having such an obsession may in [fact be shame

24 P2: [indeed somehow it's shameful

25 T: is that [now

26 P2: [that is all prejudice

27 T: wh. when did you get to think so

28 P2: well quite recently

29 T: @@@

30 P2: [yeah. just now. @ @[@
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31 T: [now

32 P2: <louder and high-pitched>| didn't realisetgtilouder and high-pitched>
33 T: | [see

34 P2: [probably, such. before having this opportunity

After several registering moves (1.2, 4, 7, 9, 13), Interviewee 2 (i.e., P2) made a
supporting reply (1.15) to my summary of our praxsaconversation. However, after
producing another registering move (1.17) to thetreduced topic (i.e., an obsession with
‘correct’” American or British ENL at the expensecoinmunication; 1.16), she started seeing
this obsession itself as “shameful” (1.20). THisacly indicates that she now very much
approved of ELF perspectives, from which situati@mmnmunicative needs, rather than ENL
norms, took priority for the sake of interactar#glj. Remarkably, after the checking and
resolving sequence (1.23-24), she left my probir&b) unresolved, and appended a fairly
strong word in her next turn: “prejudice” (1.26)high was the word | had never used prior to
the extract. This word appears to show that sheeda dislike an NES-centred, normative
approach to English. Towards the end of the ektsle acknowledged that she had
probably never looked at English from ELF perspedi(l.28, 30, 32, 34). Her louder, high-
pitched voice (1.32) might have reflected how ndwkF perspectives were to her. It should
be added that sometime after the extract, whemidered whether she would revert, in the
future, to her previous NES-centred, normative whgonsidering English even in its role as
a global lingua franca, she made a disagreeing m@rlappingly, by saying: “No, I'll no
longer think that way” (Interview 2: 1.1968: p.310)his overlapping remark implies that

ELF perspectives were not only novel but also higigreeable and influential to her.

The other commonality across the aforementionetetn interviewees was that they
perceived ELF perspectives to be important andaéuin their different ways while

tending to show their positive feelings overtlyorlexample, having been asked for any final
comments or questions, Interviewee 8 requestednmédrm him of ELF research findings,
particularly in relation to accommodation. Sooteafards, he stated that as a future English
teacher, “I guess we won't probably be able to ghise in English without considering ELF”
(Interview 8: 1.1636—-1637, 1639: p.386). After theerview, we actually had a long, lively
discussion on ELF, during which he asked me nunsegoestions. It seemed obvious to me
that he enjoyed this discussion after the interviéW of these show how worthwhile and

beneficial it was for him to know about ELF.
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For another example, by way of developing the topian ELF theoretical viewpoint,
Interviewee 16 told me that “I think it'll allow us approach our interactants’ real selves and
... also to step towards the interactants psychaddigic(Interview 16: 1.1386—-1388, 1390:
p.465). Interestingly, he did not wait for my tubut went on to say “I see” (ibid.: 1.1390—
1391: p.465) in a louder voice. It may be congtrimat he deeply appreciated ELF
perspectives as pleasantly convincing to him. yiebranother example, throughout the
interview, Interviewee 18 in Extract 3 (p.140) salF perspectives as helpful in facilitating
meaning negotiation among those from differentsdiaguacultural backgrounds. She
developed the topic of variable ‘non-standard’ Esfglsed in an international setting by
stating: “After all, language inevitably goes wdbr emotions, and reflects our personalities
and ways of thinking either in an essay or in aveosation. Therefore, I've come to think
it's unnecessary to keep what we say conventiomdiséereotyped” (Interview 18: 1.776—
778: p.480). By saying that, she probably wanteargue that ELF perspectives would not
only facilitate meaning negotiation, but also allmternational English users to become free
from the restraint of traditional ENL norms andritgy express themselves as they were in
both oral and written communication. The abovéestent might even have connoted her
perception that without ELF perspectives, inteoral English users could not fully
communicate their feelings and thoughts.

For a couple of interviewees, ELF perspectives werbeneficial that they wanted to share
what they had come to know about ELF through theritiews with other Japanese people.
To be specific, immediately after the interview amén enthusiastic tone of voice,
Interviewee 4 asked me to lecture on ELF for atld@dleagues at the university international
social club, and suggested that | should write@klmn ELF “in Japanese”. Similarly, as her
final comments, Interviewee 13 told me in a serimne of voice that “I do feel there should
be more opportunities for a person who’s obsenaus English communication, like you,
to offer advice to the Japanese who're going tmlé&anglish, or rather, the Japanese who've
learned quite some English” in order to “do brealvd especially Japanese people’s awfully
contradictory understanding of English” (Intervié®: 1.960-962, 958—959: p.435). Seeing
that both interviewees clearly problematised Japapeople’s ability to engage in English
oral communication, they might well have thoughEbF awareness as alleviating this
problem. While the latter interviewee (i.e., IMewee 13) did not specify what she
perceived to be “awfully contradictory” in Japanes®ple’s understanding of English, such

is to be discussed in the next chapter.
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To give one more example, having been informedLdf gerspectives, Interviewee 11
associated them with human development as seée iimflowing extract. It should be
mentioned that he had heard of the t&lof at university, but not learned about it properly

before the interview.

Extract 13 (Interview 11: 1.703-715: p.414)

1 P11: uh. making what you say easier for youraatants to understand is perhaps not
2 limited to English

3 T: hmm

4 P11: isn't it. it connotes consideration for yinteractants. It's like. people with different
5 positions in society. or rather. well peoplehadifferent upbringings

6 T: hmm=

7 P11: =people with different backgrounds. peogpté different first languages talk with
8 each other. whether we can give our sympatliydee differences. in

9 communication really has something to do with our development as humeargb
10 [I think

11 T: [ah. I really agree. | almost feel like that’by we have English edu[cation

12 P11: [hmm

13 T: but now it seems like our education is takdrgjfferent course of action=

14 P11:  =oh dear. interesting. ah. oh dear realrésting

What Interviewee 11 (i.e., P11) stressed in thisaek was the importance of having
“sympathy” (1.8) for those interactants having difint socio-linguacultural identities, not
simply in terms of successful communication bub atsterms of human development. Thus,
by the words “perhaps not limited to English” (I2;-he might have meant that as with ELF
theories discussed in 2.4, successful internatiom@munication was not a purely linguistic
issue, but a question of socio-linguacultural dessi. When | briefly discussed Japanese
English education to the effect that it might cartcate heavily on linguistic norms in one or
a couple of particular countries (1.13), he made set of supporting replies in a rather
excited tone (1.14). It appears that these repééiscted his keen interest in the relationship
between ELF perspectives and human developmeheinlassroom, especially because he
would become an English teacher in the future.ntitght have wanted to ponder this
relationship even after the interview. In fact,emrasked for any final comments, he told me
with pleasant laughter that “I'll probably can’esp tonight” (Interview 11: 1.1004: p.416).
Immediately after that, he thanked me politely aadi that “I really appreciate having this
opportunity” (ibid.: 1.1008: p.416), thereby inditay the positive impact he had received

from our discussion on ELF.
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Those three interviewees who partially approveBIdf perspectives had no detectable
difference in terms of their amount of first-hanildFeexperience, compared with the
aforementioned thirteen interviewees who approvdel & perspectives entirely. The three
interviewees include Interviewee 6 in Extract 2.§8). As discussed in 6.4.1, he observed
Japanese-influenced English pronunciation suffié@rgnternational communication.
However, even with such first-hand experience ofF e saw North American NESs as
ideal English speakers, presumably reflecting thegilNAmerican ENL-dominant English
education he had received. Meanwhile, however ntluiey liked ELF perspectives, the other
two interviewees claimed that how to use Englishnrnnternational setting was not relevant
to school and university English. They might heagarded school and university English
only in terms of formal linguistic features, presabity reflecting the ENL-oriented,

normative approach to English they had experiemtdaeir English education, particularly
school English and English tests (6.4.3.1). M@ecsically, during our discussion of speech
accommodation in ELF communication (e.g., JenkDR02, one of the two interviewees
acknowledged its importance, but stated that sigchifid of straying from the academic
subject of English” (Interview 5: 1.876—877: p.345)

The other of the aforementioned two intervieweesimently told me that an ELF theoretical
viewpoint was not a suitable subject to be dedt wi the English classroom at school or
university, including the extract below. Just biefthe start of the extract, | recapitulated the
dynamic, situational nature of ELF communicatidinshould be noted that she often used the
word “English” synonymously with classroom Englesthschool and university, and that the
“someone” (1.6) in my second turn below referredt@ pilot-questionnaire respondent then

studying at a UK university.

Extract 14 (Interview 15:1.1269-1277: p.453)

1 P15: hmmmm but that's somehow no longer English (= classroomligh at school and
2 university) isn't it. it's not what's called Eligh (= classroom English at school and
3 university) isn't it

4 T: oh the term English

5 P15: hmm

6 T: oh it reminds me maybe someone said there’s no British English in the

7 questionnaire

8 P15: Q@@

9 T: it should be called simply English. @[@ @

10 P15: [@@@@ after all what's called English (=
11 classroom English at school and universityfiésEnglish anyway. therefore when
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12 language is used that way that's no longeriEmgt classroom English at school
13 and university) isn’t it

Considering that Interviewee 15 (i.e., P15) regdfderth American ENL athe English (see
6.4.5: p.161), and that she did not say anythirajreg the pilot-questionnaire respondent’s
equation of ‘English’ with British ENL (1.6-10), veth she saw as school and university
English must have been limited to North Americad passibly also British ENL.
Accordingly, while she referred to ELF perspectiass'quite right” (Interview 15: 1.1282:
p.453) soon after the extract, she did not considariable way of using English in an
international setting to be relevant to what Japarsehool or university students were
supposed to learn in their English education.

Only two interviewees did not approve of ELF perdpes. While not showing any
approval of ELF perspectives throughout the in@mvione interviewee initiated the topic of
the English spoken by people not from the innariejrand stated in the course of her
subsequent expansion: “I don't see it as English.something like peculiar personal
English” (Interview 10: 1.1373: p.407). Simply pshe narrowly defined ‘English’ by
identifying it with inner-circle English (i.e., ENL While our discussion was mostly around
her experience in Japan, particularly school Ehgisd English tests, she did not mention
any substantial first-hand experience of intermatidcnglish communication either inside or
outside Japan, except her one-off trip to Frantax ahtering university. In fact, it seems that
she had the least real-world English communicagixerience among my interviewees.
Thus, the above narrow definition of ‘English’ msbbably reflected both her extensive
exposure to ENL alone in Japanese English educatidrher limited exposure to

international English communication.

The other interviewee suddenly told me towardsvéry end of the interview that “I've

really disliked Jennifer Jenkins’s so-called Lindgtranca Core” (Interview 1: 1.2362, 2364:
p.293). He misunderstood Jenkins (2000), withoat-hand experience of reading it, as
arguing for “the importance of what'’s called redoist that is, compromise” (ibid.: 1.2368—
2369: p.293). It dawned on me that universitydees did not always understand ELF, along
with such publications as mentioned in 2.4, andetwye risked misinforming their students.
However, after the interview, having asked me nwmeiquestions, he understood that his

dislike was directed against something else imtrae of ELF (see Ishikawa 2015: 39). In
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fact, well after the interview, in the hope to leanore about ELF, he even made a long
journey to attend one of Professor Jenkins’s pubttures.

6.4.7 Summary

My interviewees’ accounts were almost always negatnostly directed to Japanese
people’s and their own perceived poor ability irgish oral communication. Their
occasional positive comments were mostly limiteddpanese people’s and their own
perceived good English reading and, to a lessengxivriting skills. Such being the case,
some interviewees indicated that Japanese peaplaling themselves might be shy about,
unconfident in, and/or even reluctant about spepkinglish. Importantly, what manifested
themselves and underlay my interviewees’ negatieeants were two sets of negative
evaluative concepts (i.e., attitudes). The fiedtaf negative attitudes was a perceived
obsession with ‘correctness’ in ENL, particulartgendard’ North American ENL, mainly in
terms of grammar, at the expense of effective amdl, to a lesser extent, written
communication. In this connection, some interviesyavhether they liked it or not, tended to
assess other Japanese people’s and/or internasioi@ints’ English with ‘correct’ or
‘standard’ North American ENL being a benchmarlon@ersely, as apparently happened to
one interviewee in oral communication in an intéioreal setting, stopping prioritising
‘correct’ grammar for communication purposes mightkey to perceived ownership of
English. The second set of negative attitudesandeficit perspective on Japanese-
influenced English use, particularly pronunciatirtequently without problematising
intelligibility. In this second set of negativdiatdes, Japanese-influenced English
pronunciation seemed to be associated with Japamesogram&atakana(for katakana,
see 2.5.1: p.25).

With regard to non-Japanese people’s English, neyviewees mostly admired North
American ENL, including their assumption of its higptelligibility, and perceived its
universality, unmarkedness, and thus exemplarin€ssnpared with this high acceptance,
their recognition and admiration of British ENL s&=d to be limited. Meanwhile, they
tended to describe the ‘deficiency’ of English ubgdhose who were not North American,
British or Japanese, particularly other Asian rraliies, in terms of pronunciation in
particular, grammar and/or vocabulary, seeminghsipective of the fulfilment of

communication purposes.
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It appears evident that along with textbooks, stgaigles and CDs, school English and
English tests collaboratively presented to my wieawvees geographically-bounded ‘correct’
or ‘standard’ ENL in North America as if it weremarked and universal, without valuing

the dynamic exploitation of plurilingual resourceko this effect, the interviewees indicated
that in accordance with English entrance examssahdol tests, school English had
marginalised oral communication, and focused orktimvledge of grammar, vocabulary

and idiomatic expressions, in conjunction with iagdand writing skills. Thus, in their view,
school English was similar to how English wouldtkeated ajuku or yobikoschools (cram

or test-coaching schools; 2.5.2.3). It is trud thany interviewees also referred to non-North
American ENL or specifically, British, and to a $es extent, Australian and New Zealand
English. However, they associated it just withrtihen-North American ALTs (Assistant
Language Teachers; 2.5.2.2), and discussed ierekif€e from North American ENL, almost
exclusively in terms of accent. Such a predomirasfccorrect’ or ‘standard’ North

American ENL might well have underlain my interviess’ invariable tendency to rate high
the English used by ALTs and their former returpeers, particularly the returnees from
North America, and to rate low the English usedaganese school English teachers without
much experience abroad and their former Japaness pgsed inside Japan. In other words,
my interviewees appeared to value Japanese ped@pigish in terms of how close it
sounded to that particular type of ENL.

It is likely that English use at university had ypal marginal influence on my interviewees’
language attitudes. It was clear from what myringsvees told me that ENL, mostly North
American ENL, predominated in English modules airthniversities, possibly along with
classroom materials. Also, they indicated thatliEhgnstructors were NESs from North
America, the UK or Australia, if not Japanese. Btuver, they either suggested or explicitly
pointed out that a Japanese university Englistsadasn was likely to make L1 Japanese
users speak Englisimongthemselves. However, such is very unlikely tog®apin real-
world communication. At the same time, almostmerviewee appeared to have regular
opportunities to interact with non-Japanese pewplnglish even at university, outside
university modules. The previously-mentioned prash@ance of ‘correct’ or ‘standard’

North American ENL in school English and the contins predominance of North American
ENL in university English seem to have underlaimsadnterviewees’ tendency to assess

their Japanese peers’ and/or international studentgish against ‘correct’ or ‘standard’
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North American ENL as a yardstick. This seemsaweehbeen the case, even if my
interviewees were able to achieve mutual understgnalith international students. A
couple of interviewees also referred to and raigd the English used by their returnee peers,

particularly those from North America.

It is unlikely that my interviewees received anyoter influence on their language attitudes
from their daily lives, seeing that they appearetave few opportunities to use English in
the monolingual society, and no opportunities talid@n inner-circle oriented, particularly a
North American-oriented, normative approach to Ehmgtvenoutside education. In addition,
it is unlikely that they received any significanfluence from their experiences abroad,
seeing that evidently none of them saw the L2 Bhglney had encountered abroad in its

own right.

My eighteen interviewees had scarcely given semaunsideration to ELF perspectives
before the interviews. However, after hearing alsowuELF theoretical viewpoint, thirteen of
them approved of it entirely and quite readilyrapaortant and valuable while tending to
show positive feelings overtly. As was explicilsgued by one of the thirteen interviewees,
ELF-informed English education would contributehtoman development by fostering socio-
linguacultural sensitivity. On the other hand,fouerviewees had different opinions. More
specifically, however much they liked ELF perspessi two interviewees regarded how to
use English in an international setting as notvaléto school and university English. Also,
having observed Japanese-influenced English praatime sufficing for international
communication, another interviewee still saw Naktherican NESs as ideal English
speakers. Moreover, yet another interviewee weffdrsas to identify ‘English’ exclusively
with ENL, while having almost no substantial fitethd experience of international English
communication. It may be argued that all these fioterviewees’ perceptions had much to
do with a North American ENL-dominant, normativepegach to English in Japanese
English education, particularly school English &mjlish tests, which did not pay due
regard to real-world communication. Meanwhile, titleer interviewee simply
misunderstood ELF. After all, university lecturarsd publications do not always understand
ELF, and thereby risk misinforming those who leabout ELF.
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6.5 Ending remarks

This chapter has concentrated on my analysis ahteeview data. To this effect, the
chapter has introduced my analytical framework =timg of qualitative content analysis and
Eggins and Slade’s (1997/2004) speech functionlysisdramework, along with its
relationship with the theoretical framework estsiiéid in 3.4, and explained my analysis
practices. The detailed description of the findih@s followed under the six emergent
central themes: 1) positive attitudes, 2) negaitiéudes, 3) English-related experiences in
Japanese education, 4) English-related experiends&le Japanese education, 5) non-

Japanese people’s English, and 6) ELF perspectives.

The next chapter provides a discussion of the dMardings presented in this and previous

chapters, while occasionally referring back tolitezature reviewed in Chapters 2 and 3.
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CHAPTER 7
DISCUSSION

7.1 Introductory remarks

In the previous two chapters, my participants’ riegaattitudes towards Japanese people’s
and their own English became evident. This chag#eks to understand the nature of these
negative attitudes, its relation to English in Jegse society, and the possibility of ELF
perspectives. More specifically, based on theifigslin Chapters 5 and 6, and with
occasional reference to the previous literatur@hapters 2 and 3, Section 7.2 examines the
common features of the negative attitudes in goestnd Section 7.3 delineates issues in
how English is treated in Japanese society, mambugh English education. Taking these
two sections into account, Section 7.4 considergtissible positive role of ELF experience

and awareness, which was suggested by my interegwe

7.2 Common features of my participants’ negative dtudes

According to language-attitude theories in my teéioal framework established in 3.4,
language attitudes are identified with evaluative ,(some degree of positive or negative)
concepts directed to a linguistic phenomenon whrehinferable from observable responses,
such as verbal accounts. As seen in the prewanishapters, my participants’ two sets of
negative evaluative concepts (i.e., attitudes) dageheir negative accounts, mostly directed
to Japanese people’s and their own perceived gmlityan English oral communication
(5.4.1.1,5.4.1.3; 6.4.2). The first set of negafttitudes was the perceived prioritisation of,
or a perceived obsession with, ‘correctness’ iaridard’ North American and possibly other
ENL, mainly in terms of grammar, at the expenseftdctive oral and perhaps also written
communication. The second set of negative attdwaes a deficit perspective on Japanese-
influenced English use, particularly pronunciatiganerally without due regard to
intelligibility. While my participants mostly asswed the high intelligibility of North
American ENL (5.4.3.1; 6.4.5), my interview datgparticular shows that the intelligibility

of Japanese-influenced English use was not theapyineason for this second set of negative
attitudes (6.4.2). My questionnaire respondentsasional positive comments on Japanese
people’s and often their own English were found thyamnly in terms of either a perceived
good knowledge of English grammar, and to a lessemt, vocabulary and idiomatic
expressions, or perceived good English reading taralJesser extent, writing skills (5.4.1.1,
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5.4.1.2). Likewise, my interviewees’ occasionasipse comments were mostly limited to
Japanese people’s and their own perceived gooddbnglading and, to a lesser extent,
writing skills (6.4.1).

What seems to have pervaded the aforementioneddtsmf negative attitudes, and probably
also the above-mentioned limited scope of positm@ments, are the following two
overarching features: 1) the focus on the knowleafdeNL norms and 2) the contrast of
Japanese-, or more broadly, ‘non-native’-influenEedlish with North American ENL.

Each of these two features is discussed below.

7.2.1 The focus on the knowledge of ENL norms

My participants probably considered English maetlyhe knowledge level, with reference to
ENL norms, but not in terms of how to make useheirtlinguistic resources for
communication purposes. First of all, the abovetimeaed positive comments (p.177-178)
are concerned mainly with English knowledge withagard to English oral communication
skills. In addition, the aforementioned first séhegative attitudes (p.177) concentrates on
the notion of ‘correct’ or ‘standard’ ENL, rathéran communicative needs. Furthermore, the
aforementioned second set of negative attitudd3 {p.does not so much problematise the
intelligibility of Japanese-influenced English iommmunication, but the Japanese influence

itself, particularly in pronunciation, as not desile.

In relation to previous research, Tokumoto and &iailj2011) find that the majority of
Japanese and South Korean undergraduate questmnespondents attached more
importance to native-like English pronunciationrtfmnveying the message (3.3.1). My
research shows that this tendency for Japanesersitivstudents to play down
communicative needs for the purpose of followingLEMdrms may be a general tendency not
limited to phonology. At the same time, my resbarsonates not only with Tokumoto and
Shibata (2011) but also with Jenkins (2007), McKeI2008a, 2008b, 2010), McKenzie and
Gilmore (2016), Sasayama (2013) and possibly alem&and Imai (2011) in that phonology
plays a significant role in Japanese attitudes tdsv&nglish (3.3). While most of Tokumoto
and Shibata’s (2011) Malaysian undergraduate refsgran prioritised conveying the
message, the Malaysians were different from thardege and South Koreans in that it was

not unusual for the Malaysians to use English astaa-national lingua franca (3.3.1).
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Meanwhile, Wang (2013: 262) indicates that nonkesfChinese undergraduate,
postgraduate and professional interviewees wasegnpositive towards Chinese people’s
non-conformity to ENL norms, even though they hadifficient English proficiency and
linguistic experience”, and many of them saw Chéniedluenced English use as conducive
to efficient communication as well as to the prapat of their Chinese cultural identity
(3.3.1). Thus, her research implies that an ENerted, normative approach to English may
linger on in NNESS’ negative attitudes towardsttigiglish, however much they have
practical intercultural English communication alyiland experience. In this sense, my

research is compatible with hers.

It may be argued that there are multiple contramhstaround my participants’ focus on the
knowledge of ENL norms, whether they were awarihe$e contradictions or not. First and
foremost, whereas they directed negative accouassiynto the poor English oral
communication ability of Japanese people includiregnselves, communication
effectiveness in English did not seem to fall wittie main scope of their language attitudes.
Instead, they evaluated Japanese people’s andthriEnglish oral communication ability
against prescribed ENL norms, without questioniag Inelevant the norms were in an actual
communication instance. Such being the casegihsdhat even those questionnaire
respondents who were relatively confident about fhractical ability of English oral
communication, whether they had first-hand ELF camitation experiences or not, found it
hard to see their own spoken English very posifiygl4.1.1, 5.4.1.2, 5.4.1.4).

Second, while my participants most probably recegghithat the sheer focus on ‘correctness’
in ENL would not lead to effective oral and perhafs written communication and might,
for example, risk sounding over-formal, aloof outiaus, it seems that they actually still
prioritised or became obsessed with the ‘correstrn(®&s4.1.1, 5.4.1.3; 6.4.2). A few
participants even claimed that by being obsess#d'@eorrectness’ in ENL, mainly in terms

of grammar, Japanese people would not utter Engligtout making mental rehearsal or
writing a draft on paper, or tended to use “jusedes of fixed template sentences”
(Interview 13: 1.12: p.428) in both oral and writteommunication (5.4.1.1; 6.4.2).

And last, even if they aimed to achieve mutual usi@dading through English (6.4.3.2), my
participants might still have judged their inteets against prescribed ENL norms. At least
some interviewees tended to assess how ‘deviagit’ ithteractants’ English was in terms of
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grammar, pronunciation and/or vocabulary, regasdtdommunicative success (6.4.1,
6.4.3.2, 6.4.4.2, 6.4.5). lllustratively, speakofgnternational students, a couple of them
broached how ‘deviant’ their English was, desp#gihg ho communication problems
(6.4.3.2).

7.2.2 North American ENL vs. Japanese-influenced Ejtish

According to folk linguistic perspectives, languagttudes may entail “the overt categories
and definitions [people] have of linguistic matteiRreston 1989: 328, 1996: 299;
Niedzielski and Preston 1999/2003: 44; 3.2.1). eGithat the aforementioned two sets of
negative attitudes (p.177) ascribe positivity toLEERhostly North American ENL, and
negativity to Japanese-influenced English, itkslif that my participants had two contrastive
categories. One category was North American asdiply other ENL, and the other
category was Japanese-, or more broadly, ‘non-eiatiluenced English. Consequently, it
may be construed that they defined the legitimddh® English used by Japanese NNESs
including themselves in terms of how close it sadtb North American ENL (e.g., 5.4.1,
6.4.3). Such might have led to the limited scopheir positive comments (p.177-178). In
relation to the two contrastive categories, thasestjonnaire respondents who mentioned
encountering English-speaking foreigners in Jagamadly tended to categorise the
foreigners into either NESs or NNESs (5.4.2). & same time, my participants in general
admired North American ENL, including their assuioptof its high intelligibility, and
seemed to value British ENL to a limited extent, diways cast some degree of negative
light on the English used by NNESs (5.4.3; 6.4/4epanwhile, in relation to defining the
legitimacy of Japanese NNESs’ English, some queséive respondents saw their own
English oral communication ability more positivéhan other Japanese people’s, seemingly
against the benchmark of native-like competenceicodarly that close to (North) American
NESs (5.4.1.2). Somewhat similarly, some intergesvactually admitted their tendency to
assess their Japanese peers’ English by how msohrided like North American ENL,
whether they liked it or not (6.4.3.2).

In relation to previous research, it is true thattstida (2003a) mentions (North) American
and British ENL in the same breath in terms of daga upper secondary school students’
attitudes towards English (3.3.2). However, tardarJenkins’s (2007: 183) Japanese

English teacher questionnaire respondent’s wordtiN@merican ENL was clearly the only
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“mainstream” for my Japanese university studentigpants, in resonance with McKenzie
(2008a, 2008b, 2010), McKenzie and Gilmore (20E&gns and Imai (2011) and Tokumoto
and Shibata (2011) (3.3; 5.4.3; 6.4.5). Also, MeKie and Gilmore (2016) suggest, and
McKenzie (2008a, 2008b, 2010), Sasayama (2013)Takdmoto and Shibata (2011) give
the inkling, that the aforementioned two contrastategories (i.e., North American and
possibly other ENL vs. Japanese- or ‘non-nativélienced English) may exist in Japanese
university students’ attitudes towards English, rat North American ENL can be a
benchmark for the students to define the legitimafayhe English used by Japanese NNESs
including themselves (3.3). In particular, manyfokumoto and Shibata’s (2011) Japanese
undergraduate questionnaire respondents actuattgad®merican ENL as a criterion to
discriminate between NES and NNES pronunciatiod.{3. My research shows that not
limited to phonology, the North American ENL-oriedtcategorisation of English and
definition of its legitimacy may well actually exis and pervade Japanese university
students’ negative attitudes towards Japanesegisdphglish including their own.

Jenkins (2007, 2014) reports ambivalent attitudesss NNES English teacher interviewees
(Jenkins 2007) and across NNES postgraduate stuggdrch conversation partners
(Jenkins 2014), both staying at a UK university araduding Japanese; that is, their
acceptance of various ‘non-native’ English and peas preference for ENL (3.3.2).

However, Matsuda (2003a) finds that only some ofJapanese upper secondary school
student participants showed ambivalence by exprgs®ith their wish for a Japanese

English accent to be accepted by other Englishkgweand their preference not to retain a
‘non-native’-influenced English accent personaBy3(2). Similarly, the same kind of
ambivalence as found in Matsuda (2003a) might lagpdied to some of Sasayama’s (2013)
Japanese undergraduate questionnaire respondehy.(In my research, only five
participants directed positive accounts not onliltsth American ENL, but also to
Japanese-, or more broadly, ‘non-native’-influenEedlish, as seen later. In short,
ambivalent attitudes were prevalent in Jenkinsd{2 2014) participants, whereas they were
detectable but not prevalent in my participantsvels as Matsuda’s (2003a) and perhaps also
Sasayama’s (2013). A possible explanation isithabntrast to Matsuda’s (2003a),
Sasayama’s (2013) and my participants, Jenkin§8722014) interviewees or conversation
partners used English at the professional and/stigpaduate academic level, and stayed at a
UK university, where many nationalities got togeth&ccordingly, they probably had a

considerable amount of international and intercaltaommunication experience in English
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to fulfil their communication purposes, such ungg their appreciation of diversity in
English. On the other hand, lack of ambivalencéhenpart of many of my participants, as
well as Matsuda’s (2003a) and perhaps also Sasay$d.3), was probably because they

did not see any problems with an NES benchmark.

One thing should be noted in the ambivalence cfeHive participants of mine.

Theoretically speaking, whether positive or neggtthe evaluative strength of language
attitudes is a matter of degree (3.2.1, 3.4). &ksab those five participants were concerned,
the positivity towards ‘non-native’-influenced Ergii, at least Japanese-influenced English,
seemed to be limited in any case, compared with plositive attitudes towards North
American ENL. To be specific, one of my questiadrmaespondents described Japanese
people’s English pronunciation as “unique” (Respmdi6, question 4, English in the
original) and argued that it was not always incaghensible (5.4.1.1). Another respondent
considered it not to be necessary to speak likedNBS& yet another respondent mentioned
the solidarity she felt towards other NNESs (53).3However, the first respondent
simultaneously described Japanese people’s arami€English pronunciation as
“monotonous” (Respondent 46, question 4, Englisthéoriginal), while valuing (North)
American, British and New Zealand ENL (5.4.1.1)Is@ the second and third ones saw
Japanese people’s and their own English negatigemingly in relation to both (North)
American and British or just to (North) Americaropée’s English (5.4.3.3). Meanwhile,

one interviewee observed that Japanese-influenogtish pronunciation was not necessarily
hard to understand (6.4.1). And another interveevegarded it as unnecessary to be able to
speak English with a North American accent (6.4.4F2owever, the former interviewee
simultaneously assumed North American NESs to éal iinglish speakers, but no Japanese
influence on English pronunciation to be ideal (B)dand the latter tended to assume a North

American ENL accent to be more appealing and biehtitan other English accents (6.4.4.2).

To summarise the above discussion of ambivaleesenating particularly with Matsuda
(2003a), who targets Japanese upper secondaryl sthdents, my research shows that many
Japanese university students inside Japan mighitaddtambivalent attitudes between ENL,
particularly North American ENL, and Japaneseinore broadly, ‘non-native’-influenced
English. In other words, they probably do notaeg problems with an NES benchmark. In
addition, although Matsuda (2003a) and SasayaniBj2iscuss ambivalence briefly and

only in relation to a Japanese English accentZB.By research shows that even when
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Japanese university students in Japan hold ambivatitudes, whether only in terms of
accent or not, they might still have more posiat#udes towards North American ENL than

towards Japanese people’s English including their.o

However unambivalent my participants’ attitudesnkelves might have been, it may be
argued that there is a remarkable contradictionraddheir categorisation and definition of
North American and possibly other ENL as ‘legitigiaind Japanese- or ‘non-native’-
influenced English as ‘deviant’, regardless of atual communication setting. The
supremacy of locally established North American Eddih be questioned, for example, in an
English interaction between Russian and Japanederdt at a UK university. However, my
participants frequently saw (North) American ENLussversal, unmarked, and thus
exemplary in the world (5.4.3.1; 6.4.5), and somierviewees actually used the word

Englishsynonymously with North American ENL during theeraction (6.4.3.1, 6.4.5).

It may also be argued that there was a remarkaddec$fect of my participants’ above-
mentioned categorisation and definition. Thabisdy, they would not see the English used
by NNESs as legitimate, and perhaps also not mppreaiate the English used by non-
North American NESs (5.4.3.2, 5.4.3.3; 6.4.5), etverugh North American NESs
constituted just a small minority among Englishrase the world (2.2). In fact, even
through experience abroad, no participant saw LgliEmin its own right (5.4.2; 6.4.4.2). In
addition, some participants actually tended toss#eeir NNES peers’ English by how much
it sounded like North American ENL, even when No&therica was irrelevant
demographically and/or geographically (5.4.2; 621.8.4.4.2, 6.4.5).

7.3 The positioning of English in Japan

Coinciding with the two common features of my papants’ negative attitudes discussed in
the previous section, English in Japanese educagiems to be narrowly defined, first by
concentrating on ENL norms without due regard tmminication purposes, and second by
adherence to North American ENL. At the same titinese two issues appear to be in
harmony with how English is positioned in Japarsssety. Each of the two issues is

discussed below.
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7.3.1 Concentration on ENL norms

It seems that Japanese English education concemtvatENL norms, and marginalises
communication purposes. This issue seems moreargléo school English and English tests
than English use at university. In the first plate major language policy documents for
Japanese elementary and secondary schools (€eMENXT's Courses of Study) promote
‘standard’ ENL (2.5.2.1), whereby they connote élestence of the norms to be learned.
The policy documents also treat English as a lagpgused by foreign people in foreign
countries, rather than a lingua franca used inaandss all three Kachruvian circles (ibid.).
In addition, Japanese school students commonly $uadlish for entrance exams and school
tests, and the washback effect is likely to impmse or a couple of ‘standard’ ENL varieties
asthe English without regard to actual communicative, ypeticularly through grammar in
relation to reading (2.5.2.3). In this connectiSakui (2004) finds that while Japanese
secondary school English teachers are likely toestiee dichotomous perception of
grammar-oriented and communication-oriented appresche former is predominant in
their classrooms (2.5.2.3). Targeting Japaneserwiggrondary schools, Nishino (2011,
2012) reveals that the washback effect caterset&tiglish teachers’ self-confidence in their
English grammar knowledge and reading ability 3. In fact, along with textbooks,
study guides and CDs, school English and Englists tellaboratively seemed to present to
my participants ‘correct’ or ‘standard’ ENL #s English without valuing the dynamic
exploitation of plurilingual resources (5.4.2; 84). To this effect, the participants
indicated that in accordance with English entragaams and school tests, school English
had focused on the knowledge of grammar, and éssel extent, vocabulary and idiomatic
expressions, in conjunction with reading and, tme@xtent, writing skills, but marginalised
communication use, at least in oral interactiod.g5.6.4.3.1). Such being the case, in my
interviewees’ views, school English was similahttw English would be treated jaku or
yobikoschools (cram or test-coaching schools; 2.5.2183kvsome Japanese students
attended (6.4.3.1).

Even at the tertiary level, Japanese English eticatay continue marginalising actual
communication purposes, with possible focus on BNLms. In the first place, TOEIC
Listening and Reading tests are somewhat popwptieng ENL as a benchmark and
neglecting actual communicative use by focusinghentwo skills (2.5.3). While only a few

of my participants touched on TOEIC Listening arehfing tests (5.4.2; 6.4.3.1), this may
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be because these tests were not worthy of speeiation for the other participants, given a
probable washback effect comparable to that of iEhgntrance exams in Japanese
education (2.5.3). Meanwhile, the national Gldd@Project (from 2009 to 2014) basically
treated English-speaking international studentarsdply from Japanese university students
in academic cours€8and it is questionable how far other national getg called Go Global
Japan and the Re-Inventing Japan Project (both @dd2rds) have caused both sides to
mingle on Japanese campuses (ibid.). In fact, stimone of my participants appeared to
have regular opportunities to interact with nonalase people in English even at university,
outside university modules (5.4.2; 6.4.3.2). Ad #ame time, the participants suggested or
pointed out that a Japanese university Englistsadasn was likely to make L1 Japanese
users speak Englisimongthemselves (5.4.2; 6.4.3.2). However, it is hyginhusual for

them alone to choose and use English, insteadoahése, in real-world communication. For
this reason, it may be difficult for students irtls@a classroom to concentrate on fulfilling
communication purposes, possibly reinforcing tlkemcerns on prescribed ENL norms
instead. Indeed, the interviewee who could peechig temporary ownership of English in
an international setting did not seem to be abktdp caring about grammatical and

pronunciation ‘accuracy’ in such an artificial comnnication situation (6.4.1).

There seems to be a conceptual enigma in JapangéistEeducation. In the real world,
English is an international language, not becauseetis one specific set of international
English norms shared and used by all the peogleeinvorld, but because English is simply
used as a communication medium throughout the wpdtkntially including any Japanese
(2.2). However, Japanese English education appeamncentrate on disseminating the
knowledge of ENL norms themselves, and set asidetbaneet communicative needs
outside the classroom, where Japanese studentd waldably need to talk in English with
many more NNESs than NESs demographically. Thi@ido say that a normative approach
to English is never useful and should be compledgtyided. However, without preparation
for how to make use of linguistic knowledge forlr@@arld communication, Japanese
students might try their best to adopt and follbe horms they have learned for the sake of
the norms per se, rather than to adapt and makadakeof what they have learned for the
sake of interactants when communicating in EngliBroblematically, such a strongly

normative approach to English would hinder theilitgtto communicate with (and for) non-

® The Global 30 Project was over after my fieldwarkd has been superseded by the Super Global Uitjvers
Project (2.5.3).
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Japanese people in English on their own accordcanld possibly even discourage them
from participating in English communication freatythe first place.

It seems that Japanese society is unlikely to ehg# the concentration on ENL norms in
Japanese English education. On the contrary, ster@iewees suggested that media
discourse and publications in Japan took a normatpproach to English for granted
(6.4.4.1). It also seems that Japanese socisty stanolingual, thus not requiring English
for communication purposes. In this connection,émblematic use of English in Japan to
convey an image rather than an exact meaning neéllytaromote the alienness of English
as a communication tool (2.5.1). Also, while itnge that many English-origin loanwords
are used in Japanese communication, they are nemgel¥ferent from ENL counterparts to
the extent that Japanese people are likely to detp@m as no longer English (ibid.),
seemingly including my participants (5.4.1.1, 5;42.3.1). In fact, the participants
appeared to have few opportunities to use Engtighair daily lives, and some participants
explicitly noted that in Japan, English was notessary as a communication tool, possibly
just functioning as a source of knowledge or a sylmbeffort (5.4.1.3, 5.4.2; 6.4.4.1). ltis
certainly true that Japanese people can live anffiele Japan without communicating in
English. However, they may still engage in Engissmmunication with non-Japanese
people across geographical boundaries.

The process whereby Standard English ideology easirbulated in a social sphere, as
discussed in 2.3.1, seems applicable here, athtirte so because while Standard English
ideology does not entail the marginalisation of ommication purposes, it connotes the
existence of international English norfsThat is to say, what seems evident in Japanese
life and education is “thdoxic experience of the social world” (Bourdieu 1977eB\phasis
in original; 2.3.1). In other words, if concentogt on ENL norms themselves is naturalised
in Japanese society as a whole, then Japanesatstbéeome unaware of an alternative
approach to considering English, thereby sustaitiiegoresent situation. It may be this
doxic experience that leaves unquestioned the abh@rdgioned conceptual enigma in
Japanese English education (i.e., concentratidBNinnorms at the possible sacrifice of
English communication ability). In contrast, Ra(®810) infers that both her student and

t These imagined norms correspond to what Hall, éieak, Liu, Quin and Xu (2016: 5) have developed from
Hall (2013) and call the notional domain of langei&g society; that is, “language as an ideal calided
system”.
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L1-Finnish English teacher questionnaire resporglenEinnish upper secondary schools
guestioned an NES-centred, normative approach gtigbninside the classroom, presumably
reflecting the fact that they tended to have thgoofunities to use English for lingua franca
communication outside the classroom (3.3.1). H®wregenerally speaking, Japanese
students rarely use English outside the schoohveusity English classroom in Japan. Thus,
they are unlikely to have an opportunity to questiee normative approach, unlike Ranta’s
(2010) Finnish respondents.

7.3.2 Adherence to North American ENL

It seems that Japanese English education adhek&stio American ENL for the most part.
Again, this issue seems more relevant to schoolifngnd English tests than English use at
university, although the predominance of ENL prdpabmains the case until university.

First of all, what may be common patrticularly a gchool level is “an overexposure to
[North] American English as the prominent modelhia Japanese education system”
(Galloway and Rose 2014: 390; 2.5.2.3). In fdonag with textbooks, study guides and CDs,
school English and English tests collaborativelnsed to show my participants North
American and only possibly British ENL as if it vvennmarked and universal (5.4.2; 6.4.3.1).
It is notable that while Takahashi (2014) findsevgng number of NNES characters in

lower secondary school English textbooks (2.5.23gw interviewees suggested that all the
characters, whether North American or not, usediNamerican ENL, along with textbook
CDs (6.4.3.1). Such may be deluding studentstimtking that people in the world mimic,

or ought to mimic, North American ENL. Meanwhiehile recruiting school ALTs

(Assistant Language Teachers) of English in thenpitae governmental JET Programme
accredits the authenticity of English almost ehtite that of NESs, particularly American,

or more broadly, North American NESs (2.5.2.2)is lirue that the minority of ALTs are still
not from North America, and many interviewees nared British, and to a lesser extent,
Australian and New Zealand ENL in school Englishelation to their non-North American
ALTs (6.4.3.1). However, this actually seems tggast that North American ENL was

predominant in school English, apart from non-Ndktherican ALTS.
Likewise, at the tertiary level, none of my inteswiees doubted the predominance of ENL,

mostly North American ENL, in English modules agittuniversities, possibly along with

classroom materials (6.4.3.2). Also, both my goesiaire respondents and interviewees
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indicated that English instructors were normallyN&ESs from North America, the UK or
Australia, if not Japanese (5.4.2; 6.4.3.2). s ttonnection, presumably reflecting the fact
that some NES English instructors were not fromthémerica, a few interviewees
incidentally told me that they had not known otB&i_ varieties, such as British and
Australian English, before university (6.4.3.2)gain, this suggests that North American
ENL was predominant, or rather, monopolistic, ieitlschool English.

Here again, there seems to be a conceptual enmgdapanese English education. While not
an intra-national communication medium in JapamgliSh may still be relevant to Japanese
people in an international setting. Even so, Japafnglish education seems to take a
nationalisticapproach to thigiternationallanguage by emphasising English predominantly
in America, or more broadly, North America (cf. Kers 2011). It may be argued that this
emphasis on North American ENL goes to excess thalnon-North American characters in
English textbooks and textbook CDs speak North AcaerENL, as was suggested by a few
interviewees (6.4.3.1). Providing such a distoftedlity’ would make it difficult to prepare

students for real-world international and interardt English communication.

In resonance with Japanese English educationemsé¢hat Japanese society provides an
inner-circle oriented, particularly a North Amemeariented English-related environment. In
particular,eikaiwa(English conversation) schools attribute the antibity of English mostly

to that of white NESs (2.5.1). In fact, the eikaiteachers whom my participants mentioned
were from North America, or to a lesser extentyfrihe UK or Australia, if not Japanese
(5.4.2;6.4.4.1). Similarly, as pointed out by soimierviewees, the presenters of Japanese
radio programmes for Japanese English learnersfn@rethe US or possibly from the UK,

if not Japanese (6.4.4.1). Certainly, the samsgmters in such radio programmes may need
to act many different roles across programmes. évew as one of those interviewees
implied, if American presenters purport to be namekican nationalities in some topics, such
as travelling in several countries, the listenesis receiving the impression that people in the
world use, or are supposed to use, English in moless the same way as do Americans
(ibid.). In addition, some interviewees suggeshad Western, mainly American, films and

pop music might be popular among Japanese pedyde) (i

Here again, the process whereby Standard Engksiiddy can be circulated in a social

sphere, as discussed in 2.3.1, seems applicabilee ahore so because Standard English
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ideology projects a national ‘standard’ ENL variatyinternationally valid. That is to say,
what seems evident in Japanese life and educati@gain, “theloxic experience of the

social world” (Bourdieu 1977: 3, emphasis in orair2.3.1). In other words, if adherence to
ENL, particularly North American ENL, is naturaltseén Japanese society as a whole, then
Japanese students become unaware of an altermatyvef considering English, thereby
sustaining the present situation, and leaving ustipueed the above-mentioned conceptual
enigma in Japanese English education (i.e., takimagfionalisticapproach to the
internationallanguage). Again, Ranta’s (2010) student and inhish English teacher
guestionnaire respondents in Finnish upper secygrsddiools saw different types of English
in the Finnish media while using English outside ttassroom, presumably with those from
diverse backgrounds (3.3.1). However, generaliakmg, Japanese students at school and
university have few opportunities to notice differéypes of English in their daily lives, and
thus are unlikely to question a North American Etldminant approach to English inside the

classroom.

7.4 ELF perspectives
After revisiting the previously-discussed contraidics in my participants’ negative attitudes
in the light of ELF theories, this section consgitite effect of ELF experience and

awareness, based on the interview data.

7.4.1 Contradictions in my participants’ negative #itudes

The wordcontradictorywas broached by one interviewee (6.4.6). As rmeetl in the

previous chapter, having been asked for any fioalraents, she argued for the importance of
redressing “Japanese people’s awfully contradicimigerstanding of English” (Interview 13:
1.958-959: p.435; 6.4.6). While she did not paiat any particular contradictions, her

serious tone of voice told of dissatisfaction vitie present situation (6.4.6).

As discussed in 7.2, my participants’ negativdwats towards Japanese people’s and their
own English seem to entail the following four cawlictions. First of all, while they directed
negative accounts mostly to English oral commurooability, communication
effectiveness in English did not seem to be withe&nmain scope of their language attitudes.
Second, irrespective of their recognition thatgheer focus on ‘correctness’ in ENL would
hinder effective English communication, they stidemed to prioritise or become obsessed
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with the ‘correctness’ when using English. Theden if they aimed to achieve mutual
understanding, they might have judged their intewrats against prescribed ENL norms. And
last, they frequently regarded only one type ofggaphically-bounded English as legitimate

across geographical boundaries.

ELF theories discussed in 2.4 can provide insigtat ihe aforementioned four contradictions.
Regarding the first contradiction, what matter&it is how we actually use English with
people from different socio-linguacultural backgnds to achieve any given communicative
needs. Regarding the second and third contradgstioorrectness’ in ELF arguably resides
in accommodation to listeners/readers, but notiifase linguistic features, seeing that there
can be no such thing as an international ‘neutraiiety of English. And regarding the last
contradiction, ELF cannot link legitimacy to geagging, because by definition, it transcends

geographical boundaries.

7.4.2 ELF experience

It seems unlikely for Japanese university studenbecome aware of ELF perspectives, as
long as they have no opportunity to consider ELé @mly sporadic first-hand ELF
experience. This is because my interview datamtiqular indicated that there had been
scarcely any opportunities to give serious consititem to ELF perspectives before the
interviews (6.4.6). Itis also because while hgvanvaryingly limited amount of first-hand
ELF experience, virtually all my interviewees wereaware of ELF perspectives before the
interviews (ibid.). In the first place, as mengopreviously, no participant saw the L2
English they had encountered abroad in its ownt (igid.2; 6.4.4.2). More illustratively,
none of those few questionnaire respondents wherebd many international English users
prioritising communicative needs rather than ENknm® seemed entirely positive about this
phenomenon (5.4.3.3). At the same time, even thoug interviewee perceived his
ownership of English in an international settingggumably by stopping prioritising ‘correct’
grammar for communication purposes, this percepfdrs was rather ephemeral (6.4.1).
Also, while another interviewee observed that Japasinfluenced English pronunciation
was not necessarily unintelligible in an internasibsetting, he did not see it as legitimate as
North American ENL (6.4.1, 6.4.6). It should balad that a relatively prolonged experience
in the inner circle may not raise ELF awarenessidver many different nationalities get

together there. This is because one of my paaintghad two-year experience at a Canadian
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international secondary school, but held similaglaage attitudes to those of the other
participants (6.4.4.2, 6.4.5).

It is little wonder if sporadic ELF experience atdorannot have a significant impact on
Japanese university students’ language attitudediscussed in 7.3, the coupling of
concentration on ENL norms and adherence to Nomier#can ENL may be the only way to
experience English in Japanese society, mainlyutird&nglish education. Not having been
able to gain access to any alternative ways, Japamaversity students may inevitably take

this social ‘reality’ as a matter of course.

Notably, as seen in the next subsection, if explhiexplicitly, ELF perspectives may be
quite easy for Japanese university students taeajgte. | should immediately add the
proviso that they might need at least a modicuffirstthand ELF experience in advance.
This is because the only interviewee showing no@g of ELF perspectives, apart from
another who simply misunderstood ELF, actually segtto have the least real-world English
communication experience among all my interview@e$.6). To be specific, she identified
‘English’ exclusively with ENL, while not remembag any substantial opportunities to use
English for international communication, except biee-off trip to France (ibid.).
Conceivably, more first-hand ELF communication apaities might have made a
difference in her reaction to an ELF theoreticawpoint during the interview. At the same
time, it cannot be said that more first-hand ELpeaxience always correlates with a more
significant difference in ELF awareness. Thisesduse in my research, many interviewees
who entirely approved of ELF perspectives had rieatable difference in terms of their
amount of first-hand ELF experience, compared waithther few interviewees whose

approval of ELF perspectives was limited (ibid.).

7.4.3 ELF awareness

There seem to be scarcely any opportunities faardege students to give serious
consideration to how English is currently used gfoaal lingua franca. This is the point
which my interview data indicated (6.4.6) and mgsfionnaire data would also support.
Even though two interviewees had heard of ELF lgefoe interviews, one did not quite

understand it, and the other clearly misundersibas reduced, compromised English,
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presumably due to his misinterpretation of Jenkif2000) research through the influence of
one or more university lecturers and possibly algolications (6.4.6).

At the same time, with at least a modicum of firatidd ELF experience (7.4.2) and an
opportunity to raise ELF awareness explicitly, Jegs® university students may well
appreciate the current linguistic phenomenon of BiitRout difficulty. In my research,

many interviewees showed entire approval of ELISpectives quite readily, and some
interviewees even wondered why they had not notttlde perspectives before (6.4.6). Such
ready approval probably stemmed from the natuielL®f theories. That is to say, ELF
theories seek to understand a natural linguistempmenon between international
interactants in situ, while not contriving to death English at the knowledge level or
legitimatise only its minority users, unlike my peipants’ likely experience in Japanese
society (2.4; 7.3). Indeed, many of my interviesiperceived ELF perspectives to be
important and valuable in their different ways (6)4 More specifically, they considered
ELF perspectives to be key to understanding, makifegtive, facilitating, self-expressing in,
and engaging in English communication in an intkomal setting (ibid.). Also, as was
explicitly argued by one interviewee, ELF-informgdglish education would benefit human
development by placing importance on having seisitio interactants with different socio-
linguacultural identities (ibid.).

It is striking that many interviewees approved aFEperspectives entirely and quite readily,
even though they had held negative attitudes tosvdaganese people’s English including
their own, before hearing about ELF. This appdyaiastic change in their understanding
of English may be explained as follows. My papanits in general had presumably
internalised the negative attitudes through thaadexperience of how English was treated in
Japan, particularly through English education (718)other words, their negative attitudes
were not grounded on their own critical thinkingpabEnglish, but more likely to be the
mere reflections of how Japanese people’s Engleshwiewed in Japanese society, even if
these attitudes had been relatively stable. ltoeaextrapolated that people’s attitudes held
without their own critical thinking are malleableywever stable and negative these attitudes
have been. In the case of the many interviewbesanterviews, in fact, served as their first
opportunities to reflect on Japanese people’s Englis-a-vis the global spread of English

(6.4.6). As one interviewee made explicit (ibidE),F perspectives might have been so
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agreeable and influential to them that they wowddan revert to an NES-centred, normative
way of considering English in its role as a gldbajua franca.

Once Japanese students appreciate ELF perspettiggsre likely to have more positive
attitudes towards Japanese people’s and their owghdh. In my research, through ELF
awareness, many interviewees tended to show tbsitiye feelings overtly (6.4.6). Such
suggested that the contradictions in their negatitraudes as discussed in 7.4.1 had been
more or less resolved, and that thereby their denably negative attitudes had been

redressed towards the positive side.

However, regardless of their first-hand ELF expeees and approval of ELF perspectives
for international communication, some Japaneseestgdnay dismiss ELF communication
as not a suitable subject of language learningladd and university. In fact, a couple of my
interviewees thought of ELF communication as neatipent to school and university English,
however much they liked ELF perspectives (6.4l6appears that their experience of the
concentration on ENL norms in Japanese societyseasrong as to ‘blind’ them to actual
communication purposes through English (7.3.1).aiehile, despite their approval of ELF
perspectives, other Japanese students may stilhoe ELF as much as North American
ENL. In fact, one of my interviewees continuedséz North American NESs as ideal
English speakers, despite his observation thanéseainfluenced English pronunciation
sufficed for international communication (6.4.14.6). Certainly, there is nothing wrong
with his affection for North American ENL. Howevétrappears that Japanese society
adhered to and thereby provided North American BNIif to be the only ‘option’ for him to
favour (7.3.2).

7.5 Ending Remarks

As seen by now, Sections 7.2 to 7.4 are intertwirdg participants’ negative attitudes
towards Japanese people’s and their own Engligh seentail multiple contradictions.
These contradictions, in turn, reflect the narrmsiponing of English in Japanese society,
mainly through English education. While explicltFEawareness can resolve the
contradictions held by an unknown number of Japasasients, this narrow positioning of

English might hinder some of them from fully appagticg ELF perspectives.
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The next chapter provides a summary and conclusioluding the answers to my research

guestions and some implications.
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CHAPTER 8
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

8.1 Introductory remarks

Synthesising all the previous chapters, this chhaptenly provides answers to my research
guestions and some implications. More specific&8lgction 8.2 makes a brief summary of
my theoretical framework, research methods andqggaaihts, and analytical frameworks,
drawing on Chapters 2 to 6. Section 8.3, in taddresses research limitations. Section 8.4
reintroduces my two research questions posed ipt€hd, and answers each of them,
drawing on Chapters 5to 7. Section 8.5 offersesonplications, mainly in terms of ELF
awareness in Japanese English education. Figahtjon 8.6 suggests contributions and

some possible future studies.

8.2 Theoretical framework, research methods and paicipants, and

analytical frameworks

This section offers a synopsis of my theoreticahfework, research methods and

participants, and analytical frameworks.

8.2.1 Theoretical framework

In order to theorise people’s orientations to lagg) my research borrows the commonly
used academic terlanguage attitudesAlso, ELF provides an important further anglete
attitudes in question while having theoretical valece to Japanese people’s English.
Accordingly, my theoretical framework consists otliolanguage attitudes and ELF (3.4).
Integrating diverse theoretical arguments (3.2) research identifies language attitudes with
a reservoir of evaluative (i.e., some degree oitipesor negative) concepts directed to a
linguistic phenomenon (e.g., Niedzielski and Prest899/2003; Preston 2010). These
evaluative concepts may entail how to categorisedafine linguistic matters. Even though
language attitudes are expressed as and inferaintedbservable responses, such as verbal
accounts, these responses are not language aitjpedse, but are constructed in a situational
context based on the underlying evaluative condgpgs, Eagly and Chaiken 2007). While
‘cognitive’ language-attitude responses can berosghas beliefs about language (e.g., Ryan,
Giles and Sebastian 1982; Crano and Prislin 2QBéy, may well be inevitably imbued with

affect, thus not necessarily a distinguishable tans(e.g., Cunningham and Zelazo 2007).
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My research also draws on ELF theories discuss@ddin As a result of the current global
expansion of English, people from different sodmmiacultural backgrounds use English for
lingua franca communication in and across all ti¢aehruvian circles (e.g., Jenkins, Cogo
and Dewey 2011). The ‘correctness’ in geograplyidadunded English varieties is not
pertinent to ELF communication, but instead, aegicommunicative needs take priority
(e.g., Cogo and Dewey 2012). At the same timeyraccodation to listeners/readers is key
not only for the purpose of intelligibility but aldor the sake of interactants’ socio-
linguacultural identities (e.g., Jenkins 2000, 2014 so doing, ELF interactants may
employ their linguistic resources as bilingualsrardtilinguals dynamically and situationally
(e.g., Jenkins 2015a), although ELF communicatiay mclude monolingual NESs who are
able to accommodate their English as necessary Jemkins et al. 2011). While the same
L1 users in the expanding circle probably sharalfn_1 influence, the concept of variety
in the traditional sense does not apply to theglish, because there is no English speech

community for them (e.g., Mauranen 2012).

The above theories of language attitudes and ENE lzd a foundation for answering my
research questions. More precisely, my researslinferred Japanese university students’
language attitudes and explored associative facototts reference to ELF theories, by way of

their accounts.

8.2.2 Research methods and participants

Jenkins (2014) provides a precedent, demonstrdiatgan open-ended email questionnaire
may serve as a research tool for profound exptoratis long as respondents have the
capability to express themselves in written wonad feel the theme very relevant to them
(4.2.3). Seeing that my participants were all yightelligent, and that my research enquiry
wastheir English, | followed her questionnaire method st thy enquiry would be open to

“the range of possible answers” (e.g., Dornyei @aguchi 2010: 36; 4.2.3).

As seen in 4.3.2, the questionnaire (Appendix @.219-221) and attached document
Participant Information and Conse(ppendix 4.2: p.223-224) were emailed between
January and June 2014, through my 25 intermedjdadésl6 Japanese university students,

including seven postgraduates who became involyembimcidence. Both the questionnaire
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and attached document were written bilinguallyapahese and English. Out of that number
(i.e., 516), 94 undergraduates and one first-yeastbts student sent back their completed
guestionnaires. The questionnaire from this Mastardent was included as valid data,

given that my respondents included year 5 undeugtag.

In addition to the questionnaire, | conducted \altpunstructured, face-to-face
conversational interviews, similar to Jenkins’si2pPresearch conversations (4.2.3, 4.3.3.2).
More specifically, it is true that | developed dahle interview prompts, in March 2014,

from the 58 questionnaires collected by then, stheee was no guarantee that unstructured
interaction would always work well (4.3.1). Howeyvedispensed with any of these prompts
in any interviews (4.3.3.2). In other words, ak tinterviews went well without any pre-

prepared prompts.

As seen in 4.3.2, all the interviews were conduatethpanese, in Tokyo, Japan, between
late March and June 2014, involving eighteen Jagmnadergraduates. Each of these
eighteen students was interviewed once only, aaditination ranged from 50 to 91 minutes,
amounting to twenty hours and eleven minutes ial.toAlthough | interviewed seven
guestionnaire respondents, the questionnaire daexviews were conducted and analysed
separately as two different methods.

Again, as mentioned in 4.3.2, my questionnaireardpnts and interviewees were students
at one of the following sixteen universities, whadhhave a high academic reputation in
Japan: the national institutions of Kyoto, Osakakyo, the Tokyo University of Foreign
Studies, and Tsukuba, and the private institutadri3oshisha, the Jikei University School of
Medicine, Kansai, Keio, Kwansei Gakuin, Meiji, Rikk Ritsumeikan, Sophia, the Tokyo
University of Science, and Waseda. Either theardpnts’ or the interviewees’ disciplines
ranged widely across arts and humanities, sodehees, natural sciences and medicine.

8.2.3 Analytical frameworks

As seen in 5.2, as the sole constituent of my dicalyframework for the questionnaire data,
| employed qualitative content analysis (e.g., BlilHuberman and Saldafia 2014; Schreier
2012, 2014), by which I mean coding the writteragattegrating the assigned codes into a
smaller number of hierarchically organised categmrand interpreting the relationships
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between the developed categories as well as betthearodes under the same or different
categories. In effect, through what Maxwell andl®di(2008) call categorising and
connecting strategies, qualitative content anglgsish as mine, works towards capturing
“the deep structurameaning conveyed by the message” (Berg and Lub2: B55, emphasis

in original).

As seen in 6.2, as my analytical framework forititerview data, | combined qualitative
content analysis with Eggins and Slade’s (1997/28p4éech functions analysis framework.
Unlike the questionnaire data analysis, | focusethe interrelationships of the categories,
not those of the codes, because initially codett$ap the interview data were most often
intertwined and inseparable in an interactionakexin Meanwhile, Eggins and Slade’s
(1997/2004) framework was incorporated for the pagoof examining how the interview
content was co-constructed in a dynamic interaatioontext, and thereby capturing an

interviewee’s stance and concerns rather than mine.

As argued in 5.2 and 6.2, the qualitative contealyssis applied to both the questionnaire
and interview data suits language-attitude theaniesy theoretical framework. As the
theories identify language attitudes as a concéptsarvoir on which a participant’s
accounts about language are based, it is the abemwtioned deep structural level that my
analysis needed to reach. Also, the qualitativeest analysis of both types of data was
conducive to exploring not only what factors exisbeit also how they worked to form
certain language attitudes by affording interpeetiepth and breadth through the trilogy of
coding, categorising and interpreting. Regardimggihterview data analysis discussed in 6.2,
Eggins and Slade’s (1997/2004) speech functionlysisdramework lent assistance to a
detailed understanding of what an interviewee baghy in relation to either his/her language

attitudes or associative factors, from its embegldwteractional context.

8.3 Research limitations

As seen in the methodology chapter, an open-entied guestionnaire has some limitations
(see 4.3.3.1: p.75). In addition, my field noteband the emails exchanged with my
participants do not show in any appendices, givetiidentiality (4.3.6). Apart from these

particular concerns, my research has four majatdions below.
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First of all, although my research attaches impaato transferability to other contexts
(4.3.6), its findings are not generalisable. Asnsi| 4.3.2, my study involved only a fraction
of the students at each of the sixteen leadingnéggauniversities, and there are other such
institutions. It has to be pointed out that mahyng questionnaire respondents and all my
interviewees belonged to universities in or nedtybo After all, there are 779 universities
altogether across Japan (e-Stat 2015a). In adddigen the low response rate of my
guestionnaire (i.e., less than 20 per cent; FoetB0t p.75) with all respondents self-
selecting themselves, they might have tended te hayh interest and willingness to
participate in my research, and could even havestradger attitudes which drove
themselves into contributing to the research. Tdmslency might possibly have been true of
my interviewees as well. In short, my researclolived a tiny proportion of those Japanese
students who belonged to some leading Japanesersities and had at least a fair amount of
interest and willingness to participate. Havinglghat, it is still noteworthy that the findings
from both the questionnaire and interviews corrab®mpne another to a large extent.

Second, the characteristics of the researcher netljhave influenced the data collected.
With regard to the questionnaire, the identitylaf tesearcher as a male doctoral student at a
UK university might have created a certain imagéaajhost interviewer” (Oppenheim
1992/2000: 103), thereby somehow affecting the,@ateng with other unknown types and
significance of situational influences. Meanwhdeying any interview, | was “the main
instrument for obtaining knowledge” (Brinkmann dfehle 2015: 97), or rather, for co-
constructing knowledge (e.g., Talmy and Richardsl2®olstein and Gubrium 2011). My
characteristics, including subjectivity, were irtably being a source of situational influences
on an interviewee, through my spontaneous prorppifes, suggestions, and so forth. Also,
| was the only person to write down some notesyrfield notebook after each interview.
Other researchers would have written down diffeeanbunts of different things had they
been there.

Third, related to the second limitation, | was timdy person to analyse the data, even though
| had some colleagues at the University’s Centré&flobal Englishes, with whom to discuss
my data analysis. If other researchers had beaivied in analysing the data, they might
have added other perspectives to mine. Aftermafllsubjectivity as a human researcher may
well be unavoidable throughout my whole reseatdbwever, at least | make my

subjectivity as explicit as possible through myiatrdil (i.e., the transparent explanation of
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the research process and the documentation impphendices; 4.3.6). At the same time, |
have to admit that the appended questionnaireasatanterview transcripts read only in

Japanese.

Fourth, | did not have first-hand knowledge of whrgt participants mentioned, such as their
school textbooks and textbook CDs, English discusamong Japanese peers in a university
module, anaeikaiwaschools (English conversation schools; 2.5.1)weéier, my research
does not aim to explore how ‘accurately’ the pgvdats could describe their circumstances,
but how they saw their own experiences. Evenhspbservations of some of my
participants’ English use on campuses, for exangoeld have added some insight to my
research findings, albeit that it is impossiblgtoback in time and observe, for example,

their past school lives.

8.4 Research findings

This section answers my two research questionghi$@nd, each of the next two
subsections first reintroduces each research guestnd then provides the answers to it.
These answers are the integration of the previmetchapters (i.e., Chapters 5 to 7).

8.4.1 Research question 1: Language attitudes

The first research question Idow do Japanese university students orient to Japan
people’s English including their own®ly participants’ accounts were overall clearly
negative and sometimes pejorative, mostly diretielhpanese people’s and their own
perceived poor ability in English oral communicatiol heir occasional positive comments
were mostly limited to Japanese people’s and fretyéheir own perceived good English
reading and, to a lesser extent, writing skillswa#l as perceived good knowledge of English
grammar, and to a lesser extent, vocabulary andigic expressions. Such being the case,
some participants indicated that Japanese peagleling themselves might possibly be shy

about, unconfident in, and/or even reluctant alspetking English.

What manifested themselves and underlay my paatitg) negative accounts were two sets
of negative evaluative concepts (i.e., attituddd)e first set of negative attitudes was the
perceived prioritisation of, or a perceived obsassvith, ‘correctness’ in ‘standard’ North
American and possibly other ENL, mainly in termgoimmar, at the expense of effective
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oral and perhaps also written communication. Mgsfiwnnaire respondents’ example was
the resulting English which sounded over-formadpélbr cautious. A few participants even
claimed that by being obsessed with the ‘correstndapanese people would not utter
English without making mental rehearsal or writangraft on paper, or tended to use a
combination of template sentences in both oralvariien communication. Meanwhile,
some interviewees, whether they liked it or natded to assess other Japanese people’s
and/or international students’ English with ‘cotfexr ‘standard’ North American ENL being
a benchmark. Conversely, as apparently happenaaetinterviewee in oral communication
in an international setting, stopping prioritisiegrrect’ grammar for communication
purposes might be key to perceived ownership ofisimgIn addition, the second set of
negative attitudes was a deficit perspective oadege-influenced English use, particularly
pronunciation, generally without due regard tolligibility. My questionnaire respondents’
examples of ‘deficient’ English were ‘Japanese styaightforward’ expressions, the
pronunciation derived from Japanese phonogtaatekanaand a Japanese-like flat,
monotonous pitch. My interviewees also seemedso@ate Japanese-influenced English
pronunciation with Japanese phonograasmkana While it is true that some questionnaire
respondents saw their own practical ability in Estgbral communication more positively
than other Japanese people’s, they were geneatllyemy positive, seemingly against the
benchmark of native-like competence, particuldnBticlose to (North) American NESs.

While holding negative attitudes towards Japanesgle’s English including their own, my
participants mostly admired North American ENL,lutkng their assumption of its high
intelligibility, and frequently perceived its unrgality, unmarkedness, and thus
exemplariness. Indeed, some interviewees actreflyred to North American ENL dise
English during the interaction. Also, even theimtewee who observed Japanese-influenced
English pronunciation sufficing for internationalmmunication continued to see North
American NESs as ideal English speakers, but nangse influence on English
pronunciation as ideal. Correspondingly, my pgréints’ recognition and acceptance of
British ENL were generally not as high as thos&lofth American ENL. Meanwhile, they
tended to give negative descriptions of Englistdusethose who were not North American,
British or Japanese, noticeably including otheraAgpeople, in terms of ‘accented’
pronunciation in particular, grammar and/or vocabyl Indeed, my participants always cast
some degree of negative light on the English ugegdNMESS, and even through experience

abroad, none of them saw L2 English in its owntrigh this connection, while it is true that
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a few questionnaire respondents observed manyattenal English users prioritising
communicative needs rather than conformity to Elkeems clear that none of them was
entirely positive about this phenomenon. Similaitgeems that my interviewees’ tendency
to view English used by those who were not Northefiocan, British or Japanese negatively

was independent of the fulfilment of communicatmuposes.

Again, my participants’ two sets of negative attés were the perceived prioritisation of, or

a perceived obsession with, ‘correctness’ in ‘staiddNorth American and possibly other
ENL at the expense of effective communication, amigficit perspective on Japanese-
influenced English use, particularly pronunciatiganerally without due regard to
intelligibility. Their occasional positive commeanivere mostly limited to Japanese people’s
and frequently their own perceived good Englistdireg and, to a lesser extent, writing skills,
as well as perceived good knowledge of English gnamand to a lesser extent, vocabulary
and idiomatic expressions. What seems to haveaged/those two sets of negative attitudes,
and probably also this limited scope of positivenatents, are the following two overarching
features: 1) the focus on the knowledge of ENL reoamd 2) the contrast of Japanese-, or

more broadly, ‘non-native’-influenced English wklorth American ENL.

With regard to the former, it may be argued thateéhare multiple contradictions around my
participants’ focus on the knowledge of ENL normvbgther they were aware of these
contradictions or not. First and foremost, whemggarticipants directed negative accounts
mostly to the poor English oral communication apitf Japanese people including
themselves, communication effectiveness in Englidmot seem to fall within the main
scope of their language attitudes. Instead, thajuated Japanese people’s and their own
English oral communication ability against preseddENL norms, without questioning how
relevant the norms were in an actual communicatistance. Second, while my participants
most probably recognised that the sheer focus amectness’ in ENL would not lead to
effective oral and perhaps also written communicgtit seems that they actually still
prioritised or became obsessed with the ‘correstnesnd last, even if they aimed to achieve
mutual understanding through English, my participamight still have judged their
interactants against prescribed ENL norms. Thidcchappen even when they had no

communication difficulty.
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With regard to the latter, it may be argued thatehs a remarkable contradiction around my
participants’ categorisation and definition of NDAmerican and possibly other ENL as
‘legitimate’, and Japanese- or ‘non-native’-inflged English as ‘deviant’, regardless of an
actual communication setting. The supremacy dllgestablished North American ENL is
guestionable in an interactional setting whichrelévant to North America both
geographically and demographically. It may alsafgied that there was a remarkable side
effect of my participants’ above-mentioned categation and definition. That is to say, they
would not see the English used by NNESs as lediéinand perhaps also not much
appreciate the English used by non-North Americ&s$ even though North American

NESs constituted just a small minority among Eitglisers in the world.

It should be added that while the questionnairelied relatively many respondents, no
significant difference emerged between disciplioesther categories, albeit that such could
possibly have become noticeable, had there beey mare respondents. Also, the number
of my interviewees was too small (i.e., eighteenjetect any differences between disciplines
or other categories. Even so, given what thossvidwees who belonged to English-related
departments had to say, it could possibly be tiadd Japanese who specialise or have
specialised in English-related studies at univetsihd to attach more importance to ‘correct’
or ‘standard’ North American ENL as the model tidw.

8.4.2 Research question 2: Associative factors

The second research questiorVithat factors are associated with the students’rdagons,
and how do these factors work to form their ori¢iotas? It seems that along with textbooks,
study guides and CDs, school English and Englists teollaboratively presented to my
participants geographically-bounded ‘correct’ dafedard’ ENL in North America and
possibly the UK as if it were unmarked and univensghout valuing the dynamic
exploitation of plurilingual resources. To thidesft, the participants indicated that in
accordance with English entrance exams and schsid, tschool English had marginalised
communication use, at least in oral interactioml facused on the knowledge of grammar,
and to a lesser extent, vocabulary and idiomatizessions, in conjunction with reading and,
to some extent, writing skills. Thus, as pointed lmy my interviewees in particular, school
English was similar to how English would be treaa¢jiku or yobikoschools (cram or test-

coaching schools; 2.5.2.3). In this connectioispde the noticeable mentioning of entrance
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exams among my participants, only a few of thenched on TOEIC Listening and Reading
tests, however popular TOEIC might be among Jagameisersity students. This may be
because these tests were not worthy of specialiomeialr the other participants, given a
probable washback effect comparable to that of iEhgntrance exams in Japanese

education.

It is true that many interviewees also referreddan-North American ENL in school English
or specifically, British, and to a lesser extentis&alian and New Zealand English. However,
they associated it just with their non-North AmancALTs (Assistant Language Teachers;
2.5.2.2), and discussed its difference from Nonthefican ENL, almost exclusively in terms
of accent. This actually seems to suggest howgpnathnt North American ENL was in
school English. The predominance of ‘correct’siahdard’ North American ENL might

well have underlain my interviewees’ invariabledency, which is simultaneously not
incompatible with the questionnaire data, to rag the English used by ALTs and their
former returnee peers, particularly the returneas fNorth America, and to rate low the
English used by Japanese school English teachdrewimuch experience abroad and their
former Japanese peers raised inside Japan. Inwetinds, my participants appeared to value
Japanese people’s English in terms of how closeuhded to that particular type of ENL.

It seems that English use at university did noehay significant, contradictory influence on
my participants’ language attitudes. First of idNyas clear from what my interviewees told
me that ENL, mostly North American ENL, predomirthbe English modules at their
universities, possibly along with classroom matsridn addition, according to both my
guestionnaire respondents and interviewees, Enigisstuctors were normally North
American, British or Australian NESs, if not Japsee In this connection, presumably owing
to non-North American NES English instructors, & faterviewees incidentally told me that
they had not known other ENL varieties, such ag®riand Australian English, before
university. This suggests that North American BiNld a monopolistic role in their school
English. Furthermore, my participants suggestgubanted out that a Japanese university
English classroom was likely to make L1 Japanesesuspeak Englisamongthemselves.
However, such is very unlikely to happen in reaHd@ommunication. At the same time,
almost no participant appeared to have regular ippities to interact with non-Japanese
people in English even at university, outside ursitg modules. The previously-mentioned

predominance of ‘correct’ or ‘standard’ North Angam ENL in school English and the
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continuous predominance of North American ENL invarsity English seem to have
underlain some interviewees’ tendency, which isusiameously not incompatible with the
guestionnaire data, to assess their Japanese padrsr international students’ English
against ‘correct’ or ‘standard’ North American EME a yardstick. My participants might
have made this assessment, even if they were@blghteve mutual understanding with
international students. Some participants alserredl to and rated high the English used by

their returnee peers, most often those from NortteAca.

It is probable that my participants did not receany counter influence on their language
attitudes from their daily lives. In the first plg they appeared to have few opportunities to
use English in the monolingual society, and somégyaants explicitly noted that in Japan,
English was not necessary as a communicationposkibly just functioning as a source of
knowledge or a symbol of effort. While it is trtheat many English-origin loanwords are
used in Japanese communication, they are madedifeggent from ENL counterparts and
thus ‘japanised’. It actually seems that my pgvéaots were likely to regard them as no
longer English. At the same time, the participg@shaps had no opportunities to doubt an
inner-circle oriented, particularly a North Amenieariented, normative approach to English
evenoutside education. First of all, the teachermsikdiwaschools (English conversation
schools; 2.5.1) whom they mentioned were from N@wtherica, or to a lesser extent, from
the UK or Australia, if not Japanese. In additias pointed out by some interviewees, the
presenters of Japanese radio programmes for Japgnglish learners were from the US or
possibly from the UK, if not Japanese. Furthermesoee interviewees suggested that
Western, mainly American, films and pop music migétpopular among Japanese people,
and that media discourse and publications in Jag@ina normative approach to English for
granted. It is also probable that my participatiisnot receive any significant influence from
their experiences abroad, seeing that none of #aamthe L2 English they had encountered
abroad in its own right.

As seen by now, it seems that English in Japardiseation is narrowly defined, first by
concentrating on ENL norms without due regard tmcminication purposes, and second by
adherence to North American ENL. It also appdaasthese two issues are in harmony with

how English is positioned in Japanese society.
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With regard to the concentration on ENL norms, éh@¥ems to be a conceptual enigma in
Japanese English education. In the real world|i#ng an international language, not
because there is one specific set of internatiBnglish norms shared and used by all the
people in the world, but because English is sinyglgd as a communication medium
throughout the world, involving many more NNESsiiNESs demographically. This is not
to say that a normative approach to English is naseful and should be completely avoided.
Without preparation for how to make use of linggignhowledge for real-world
communication, however, a strongly normative apgihda English would hinder Japanese
students’ ability to communicate with non-Japanssaple in English on their own accord,
and could possibly even discourage them from ppaiing in English communication freely
in the first place. In addition, what seems eviderdapanese life and education is “tlexic
experience of the social world” (Bourdieu 1977eB\phasis in original; 2.3.1). That is to
say, since concentration on ENL norms themselveatigralised in the whole Japanese
society, Japanese students become unaware okeamadive approach to considering English

and sustain the present situation.

With regard to the adherence to North American E&lain, there seems to be a conceptual
enigma in Japanese English education. While Emghay be relevant to Japanese people in
an international setting, Japanese English edutagems to takeraationalisticapproach to
thisinternationallanguage by emphasising English predominantlyonttNAmerica. In
particular, those English textbooks and textbools @Dwhich all the non-North American
characters speak North American ENL would makéficdlIt to prepare students for real-
world international and intercultural English commation by providing such a distorted
‘reality’. In addition, again, what seems evidanfapanese life and education is “tiexic
experience of the social world” (Bourdieu 1977e@\phasis in original; 2.3.1). That is to
say, since adherence to ENL, particularly North Anan ENL, is naturalised in the whole
Japanese society, Japanese students become uihaaralternative way of considering

English and sustain the present situation.
It should be added that as with the previous sulmseao significant difference emerged

between disciplines or other categories. Admisteldbwever, such could possibly have

become noticeable, had there been many more |paarics.
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8.5 Implications

This section first considers the possibility forEEperspectives to redress such negative
attitudes as expressed by my participants towaelpositive side. The section then
discusses some implications in terms of ELF awa®imeJapanese life and English
education, with more focus on the latter, corresjpognto the fact that the participants tended

to problematise Japanese English education (55423).

8.5.1 Possibility of ELF perspectives

Based on my data, particularly the interview détd.@), there seem to be scarcely any
opportunities for Japanese students to give sedousideration to how English is currently
used as a global lingua franca. However, afterihg@about an ELF theoretical viewpoint,
many of my interviewees approved of it entirely guite readily as important and valuable
while tending to show their positive feelings olxeftbid.). As was explicitly argued by one
of them, ELF-informed English education would cdnite to human development by
fostering socio-linguacultural sensitivity (ibid.Jheir ready approval probably stemmed
from the nature of ELF theories. That is to say- Eheories seek to understand a natural
linguistic phenomenon between international intenais in situ (2.4), while not contriving to
deal with English at the knowledge level or legdiise only its minority users, unlike my

participants’ likely experience in Japanese socistyseen in 8.4.2.

The above-mentioned overt positive feelings propatémmed from the resolution of one or
more of the following four contradictions (8.4.f)rough the appreciation of ELF theories
(2.4). First of all, while my participants diredteegative accounts mostly to English oral
communication ability, communication effectivene@s&nglish did not seem to be within the
main scope of their language attitudes. Concerthiggfirst contradiction, however, what
matters in ELF is how we actually use English vpigople from different socio-
linguacultural backgrounds to achieve any givenmomicative needs. Second, irrespective
of their recognition that the sheer focus on ‘ccmess’ in ENL would hinder effective
English communication, my participants still seertegrioritise or become obsessed with
the ‘correctness’ when using English. Third, eifehey aimed to achieve mutual
understanding, they might have judged their intwrats against prescribed ENL norms.
Concerning these second and third contradictioowelier, ‘correctness’ in ELF arguably
resides in accommodation to listeners/readersydiun surface linguistic features, seeing
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that there can be no such thing as an internatioeatral’ variety of English. And last, my
participants frequently regarded only one typeedgyaphically-bounded English as

legitimate across geographical boundaries. Comugthis fourth contradiction, however,
ELF cannot link legitimacy to geography, because&fnition, it transcends geographical

boundaries.

It should be added that at least a modicum of-Fiestd ELF experience might be a
prerequisite for understanding ELF, and that sgorgatlF experience alone might well not
have a significant impact on Japanese univerdityestts’ language attitudes (7.4.2). As seen
in 8.4.2, the coupling of concentration on ENL neramd adherence to North American ENL
may be the only way to experience English in Japaseciety, mainly through English
education. Not having been able to gain acceasya@lternative ways, Japanese university
students may inevitably take this social ‘realag a matter of course. It should also be
added that apparently owing to the strong influenaen the concentration on ENL norms
and adherence to North American ENL in Japanesetgpsome Japanese students may
dismiss ELF communication as not a suitable sulgiel@nguage learning at school and
university or may not value ELF as much as Northefican ENL, however much they like
ELF perspectives (7.4.3).

Even so, it is striking that many of my interviewespproved of ELF perspectives entirely
and quite readily, although they had held negaititudes towards Japanese people’s
English including their own, before hearing abouFE Presumably, even if my participants’
generally negative attitudes had been relativelplst these attitudes were not grounded on
their own critical thinking about English, but mdileely to be the mere reflections of how
Japanese people’s English was viewed in Japaneysgarticularly through English
education. In the case of the many interviewdw®sijrterviews, in fact, served as their first
opportunities to reflect on Japanese people’s Ehglis-a-vis the global spread of English
(6.4.6). As one interviewee made explicit (ibidE),F perspectives might have been so
agreeable and influential to them that they wowdder revert to an NES-centred, normative

way of considering English in its role as a gldbajua franca.
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8.5.2 ELF awareness in Japanese life

Under the existing circumstances, media discoundepablications in Japan tend to take a
normative approach to English for granted (6.4.4Hpesumably, the media discourse and
publications simultaneously adhere to ENL, paradyl North American ENL. Also,
eikaiwa(English conversation) schools attribute the aniibey of English mostly to that of
white NESs (2.5.1), and the eikaiwa teachers whgnpanticipants mentioned were from
North America, or to a lesser extent, from the UKAastralia, if not Japanese (5.4.2; 6.4.4.1).
Similarly, the presenters of Japanese radio progresrfor Japanese English learners are
highly likely to be from the US or possibly frometluK, if not Japanese (6.4.4.1). However,
it would be worthwhile for those who engage in Esigirelated industries in Japan to
reconsider how relevant a North American ENL-domtnaormative approach to English is
to Japanese students, what purposes this appreaasdor them, and what consequences it
is likely to bring to them. This is especially bese what seems to have pervaded my
participants’ negative attitudes, and probably #iear limited scope of positive comments,
are both the focus on the knowledge of ENL norntsthe contrast of Japanese-, or more

broadly, ‘non-native’-influenced English with NorB&merican ENL, as seen in 8.4.1.

8.5.3 ELF awareness in Japanese English education

As discussed in 8.5.1, ELF awareness has a higinfialtto alleviate my participants’ and
probably other Japanese university students’ cersinly negative attitudes towards
Japanese people’s English including their own,iathat they might need at least a modicum
of first-hand ELF experience in advance. To tliiea, an explicit effort to raise ELF
awareness seems necessary, all the more so bechlosth American ENL-dominant,
normative approach to English may be the only veamytliem to experience English in
Japanese society, and because sporadic ELF expeaéone might well not have a
significant impact on their language attitudesis lrue that some Japanese students may
regard ELF communication as not a suitable suljeitte school or university classroom,
regardless of their approval of ELF perspectivdewever, ELF communication is exactly
the type of English communication in which Japareseple may need to engage across

geographical boundaries.

Accordingly, as long as the Japanese English dassreither at school or university,
considers English to be amernationallanguage rather thamationallanguage of a
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particular country (cf. Jenkins 2011), it wouldwerthwhile not only to introduce the global
diversity of English but also to provide opportigstto use English for lingua franca
communication, particularly in an oral mode, polssiia online communication. While a
Japanese university English classroom tends to mmakepanese users speak Engiisiong
themselves (5.4.2; 6.4.3.2), such should be redaaden artificial communication situation
because it is highly unusual for them alone to skaand use English for real-world
communication purposes. In addition to exposimpdase students to diversity in English
and first-hand ELF experience, it would be worthe/ho discuss, for example, the following
guestions in the classroom with a view to enhandayganese students’ ELF awareness
explicitly.

When English is used in an international setting,

» what do you think constitutes correctness in Ehglismmunication?

» what do you think is the rationale for trying tooa all the Japanese-influenced

English use without much consideration of the issuatelligibility?

These two questions correspond to my participanms’sets of negative attitudes mentioned
in 8.4.1 (i.e., the perceived prioritisation of,aoperceived obsession with, ‘correctness’ in
‘standard’ North American and possibly other ENlire expense of effective
communication, and a deficit perspective on Japaidiienced English use, particularly
pronunciation, generally without due regard tollig#bility). Such discussion might lead
Japanese students to have more positive attitodesds their English, and might facilitate
their communicating with non-Japanese people ifimgand in the first place, their
participating in English communication. It mighs@assist them in preparing themselves, as
international English users, not simply to “repleeavhat is taught, but use it as a means for
developing effective communicative strategies egldb their own [socio-lingua]cultural
reality” (Wen 2012: 373).

More broadly, it would be worthwhile to considee ttollowing five issues, again, as long as
Japanese English education regards English agexnationallanguage rather than a
nationallanguage of a particular country (cf. Jenkins 301I0he first issue is whether the
major language policy for Japanese schools (he.MEXT's Courses of Study) should
continue promoting ‘standard’ ENL and treating Esiglas a language used by foreign
people in foreign countries (2.5.2.1), or shouldpart such a possible ELF-oriented English
classroom as proposed above. The second issueethay English entrance exams and
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school tests should continue disregarding actualhconicative use while imposing the
norms of one or a couple of ENL varieties (2.5.8.3;2; 6.4.3.1), or should heed real-world
international and intercultural English communioatiwvhile valuing the dynamic exploitation
of plurilingual resources (e.g., Hall 2014; May 291 The third issue is whether English
textbooks and textbook CDs at lower secondary ddtomuld represent all the nationalities
using North American ENL (6.4.3.1), or should avprdviding such a distorted ‘reality’.
The fourth issue is whether the recruitment of stid.Ts (Assistant Language Teachers) of
English and non-Japanese university English ingiracshould be limited to NESs,
particularly North American NESs in the case of JHdgramme ALTS (2.5.2.2; 5.4.2;
6.4.3), or should be equally open to those witledie socio-linguacultural identities. And
the fifth issue is whether national projects shalldw participant universities to treat
English-speaking international students and Jagaestesients separately (2.5.3; 5.4.2;
6.4.3.2), or should actively cause both sides togieion Japanese campuses.

8.6 Contributions and future studies

This section makes brief suggestions of both tmgrdmtions my research might make and
some possible future studies that could derive fitom

8.6.1 Contributions

There might be three major contributions made byresgarch. The firstis in relation to
theories; the second, to methodology; and the thirthe research field of ELF. First,
through conceptualising what language attitudesaaré analysing pertinent issues in
conceptualisation, my research (re)defines langa#tgades as being 1) identified with a
reservoir of evaluative concepts, 2) directed liaguistic phenomenon, and 3) underlying
observable responses which are constructed sitadiiyq3.2, 3.4). The conceptualisation
and (re)definition of language attitudes in my egsh integrate and incorporate diverse
theoretical arguments, and simultaneously senregiy concise accounts of language
attitudes. Even if there is no theorisation oirdgbdn suitable for all language-attitude
research, some future studies might possibly drawyp theoretical framework for language
attitudes in 3.4, including the above-mentioneddgénition. Second, although Dérnyei and
Taguchi (2010) and Robson (2002, 2011) are higtdyptcal about the efficacy of an open-
ended questionnaire, my research corroboratesnke(®014) in that an entirely open-ended
guestionnaire may serve as a research tool, asangspondents have the capability to
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express themselves in written words and feel taméhvery relevant to them. And last, my
research shows that ELF awareness has a cleatipbterbring to Japanese university
students more positive attitudes towards Japaresgggis English including their own, albeit
that they might need at least a modicum of firstehBLF experience in advance. ELF
awareness would facilitate their participating anchmunicating in real-world international

and intercultural interaction through English.

8.6.2 Future studies

As derivatives from my research, five differentdsrof future studies might deserve
considering. First, seeing that my research irewlonly a tiny proportion of the students at
some leading Japanese universities, it would behwdiile to replicate it with similar
participants who are not as self-selective (8Ajernatively, a replicate study could target
those at a different type of Japanese universitie®ither case, consideration should be
given to any significant inconsistencies betweenrtew research findings and those of mine.
Second, this research could be applied to Jap&regesh teachers at either school or
university or both. It is unknown how far and ihat way their language attitudes and
associative factors are (un)resonant with thoseydapanese university student participants.
Third, given some previous studies employing th@ad@ttractiveness construct (3.3.2), a
future study could explore the nature and signifteaof the possible social attractiveness
Japanese university students feel towards oth@nése and/or non-Japanese NNESSs in
relation to the negative attitudes revealed in esearch. Fourth, it would be preferable to
carry out action research, at either school orensity or both, into such possible ELF-
oriented English classrooms as proposed in 8.88§209—-210). The action research could
explore and assess their feasibilities and chadlemga situated context, both from teachers’
and students’ perspectives. And last, it wouldvbeth a try to approach policy makers and
administrators at university or at national andidoal governments, in the hope of delving
into what they have to say about my research fg&linThey might problematise such
considerably negative attitudes as expressed bgarticipants, and see the necessity of

raising ELF awareness in Japanese English education
8.7 Concluding remarks

My participants’ considerably negative attitudesdaods Japanese people’s and their own
English became apparent in this research. Haweg lsaptive of prescribed ENL norms,
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they seemed to sacrifice communication effectivendsile perhaps judging their
interactants in terms of ‘accuracy’. Also, not imgvdoubted the supremacy of locally
established North American ENL in any communicasettings, they would not see the
English used by Japanese and other NNESs in itgigivt) and perhaps also not much
appreciate non-North American ENL. However, tmeigative attitudes were not grounded
on their own critical thinking about English, buepumably reflected how English was
positioned in Japanese society, particularly thiholagglish education. My research shows
that ELF awareness has a high potential to allexaath evidently negative attitudes as
expressed by the participants. Indeed, many oiinteyviewees approved of ELF
perspectives entirely and quite readily while tegdio show their positive feelings overtly.
Not having been able to gain access to ELF pernsjesdbefore the interviews, they appeared

to take negative social attitudes towards Japapesgle’s English as a matter of course.

Five years ago, having read Jenkins (2000) andiédijhted at the positive feelings of
freedom and independence as an international Enggisr, | decided to pursue doctoral
research in ELF, although | was then still in tinstfyear of a part-time Masters programme.
Now, while writing this final section of the doctbthesis, several interviewees’ happy faces
appear before me, and | cannot help superimpobgig positive feelings through the
interviews on my own positive feelings through riegdlenkins (2000). By way of
conclusion, | sincerely hope that this and my fetwork will play a part in expediting ELF
research in the Japanese context, and allowinghdapastudents to benefit from ELF

research findings.
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Appendix 2.1: Participant universities in nationalprojects

The universities in bold are involved in my studg,seen in 4.3.2.

Global 30 Project (from 2009 to 2014) — 13 univigsi

*  Doshisha Uni (Priv)

* Keio Uni (Priv)

* Kyoto Uni (N)

e Meiji Uni (Priv)

e Osaka Uni (N)

e Ritsumeikan Uni (Priv)
e Sophia Uni (Priv)

Uni of Tokyo (N)
Uni of Tsukuba (N)
Waseda Uni (Priv)
Kyushu Uni (N)
Nagoya Uni (N)
Tohoku Uni (N)

Super Global University Project (2014 onwards) -u8ikersities

Type A: Top Type — 13 universities
e Keio Uni (Priv)

» Kyoto Uni (N)

e Osaka Uni (N)

* Uniof Tokyo (N)

*  Uni of Tsukuba (N)

*  Waseda Uni (Priv)

* Hiroshima Uni (N)

Type B: Global Traction Type — 24 universities
e Kwansei Gakuin Uni (Priv)

e Meiji Uni (Priv)

* Rikkyo Uni (Priv)

» Ritsumeikan Uni (Priv)

*  Sophia Uni (Priv)

*  Tokyo Uni of Foreign Studies (N)
e Uni of Aizu (Pref/M)

» Akita International Uni (Pref/M)

* Chiba Uni (N)

* Hosei Uni (Priv)

» International Christian Uni (Priv)
e International Uni of Japan (Priv)

e Kanazawa Uni (N)

Hokkaido Uni (N)

Kyushu Uni (N)

Nagoya Uni (N)

Tohoku Uni (N)

Tokyo Institute of Technology (N)
Tokyo Medical and Dental Uni (N)

Kumamoto Uni (N)

Kyoto Institute of Technology (N)
Nagaoka Uni of Technology (N)

Nara Institute of Science and Technology
(N)

Okayama Uni (N)

Ritsumeikan Asia Pacific Uni (Priv)
Shibaura Institute of Technology (Priv)
Soka Uni (Priv)

Tokyo Uni of the Arts (N)

Toyo Uni (Priv)

Toyohashi Uni of Technology (N)
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Go Global Japan (2012 onwards) — 42 universities
Type A (University-wide Type) — 11 universities

Type B (Faculty/School-specific Type) — 31 univeesiti

Doshisha Uni (Priv)

Kwansei Gakuin Uni (Priv)
Waseda Uni (Priv)

Akita International Uni (Pref/M)
Chiba Uni (N)

Chuo Uni (Priv)

Meiji Uni (Priv)

Ritsumeikan Uni (Priv)
Sophia Uni (Priv)

Uni of Tsukuba (N)

Aichi Uni (Priv)

Aichi Prefectural Uni (Pref/M)
Asia Uni (Priv)

Uni of Fukui (N)

Hitotsubashi Uni (N)

Hosei Uni (Priv)

Kanda Uni of International Studies (Priv)
Uni of Kitakyushu (Pref/M)
Kobe Uni (N)

Kyorin Uni (Priv)

Kyoto Sangyo Uni (Priv)
Kyushu Uni (N)

Hokkaido Uni (N)

International Christian Uni (Priv)
Ochanomizu Uni (N)

Ritsumeikan Asia Pacific Uni (Priv)
Tohoku Uni (N)

Maebashi Kyoai Gakuen College (Priv)
Musashino Art Uni (Priv)

Nagasaki Uni (N)

Niigata Uni (N)

Saitama Uni (N)

Shibaura Institute of Technology (Priv)
Showa Women'’s Uni (Priv)

Soka Uni (Priv)

Tokyo Institute of Technology (N)
Tokyo Uni of Marine Science and
Technology (N)

Tokyo Medical and Dental Uni (N)
Tottori Uni (N)

Toyo Uni (Priv)

Yamaguchi Uni (N)

Yamaguchi Prefectural Uni (Pref/M)

Re-Inventing Japan Project (2012 onwards) — 36earsities

ASEAN (2012 or 2013 onwards) — 23 universities

Keio Uni (Priv; 12)

Kyoto Uni (N; 12)

Meiji Uni (Priv; 12)

Osaka Uni (N; 12)
Ritsumeikan Uni (Priv; 13)
Sophia Uni (Priv; 13)

Uni of Tokyo (N; 12, 13)
Uni of Tsukuba (N; 13)

Waseda Uni (Priv; 12, 13)
Chiba Uni (N; 12)

Ehime Uni (N; 12)
Hiroshima Uni (N; 13)
Hokkaido Uni (N; 12, 13)
Ibaraki Uni (N; 13)
Kagawa Uni (N; 12)

Kobe Uni (N; 12)
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* Kochi Uni (N; 12)

*  Kyushu Uni (N; 12)

* Nagoya Uni (N; 12)

e Rakuno Gakuen Uni (Priv; 13)

Russia (2014 onwards) — 5 universities
* Uniof Tokyo (N)

*  Uni of Tsukuba (N)

» Hokkaido Uni (N)

India (2014 onwards) — 4 universities
* Ritsumeikan Uni (Priv)
e Uni of Tokyo (N)

Tokyo Uni of Agriculture and Technology
(N; 13)

Tokyo Medical and Dental Uni (N; 12)
Tokyo Metropolitan Uni (Pref/M; 13)

Niigata Uni (N)
Tohoku Uni (N)

Japan Advanced Institute of Science and
Technology (N)
Nagaoka Uni of Technology (N)

Latin America and the Caribbean (2015 onwards) driiZersities

e Sophia Uni (Priv)

e Uni of Tokyo (N)

e Tokyo Uni of Foreign Studies (N)

*  Uni of Tsukuba (N)

¢ Chiba Uni (N)

e Uni of Electro-Communications (N)

* Nagaoka Uni of Technology (N)

Turkey (2015 onwards) — 5 universities
e Uni of Tokyo (N)

*  Fukushima Uni (N)

* Niigata Uni (N)

Nanzan Uni (Priv)

Tokyo Uni of Agriculture (Priv)

Tokyo Uni of Agriculture and Technology
(N)

Yamagata Uni (N)

Yamagata Prefectural Yonezawa Uni of
Nutrition Sciences (Pref/M)

Tokyo Uni of the Arts (N)
Tokyo Institute of Technology (N)

Legend

Uni: University

(N): a national institution (Pref/M): a prefectuoa municipal institution
(Priv): a private institution

(12): selected in 2012 (13): selected in 2013
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Appendix 4.1: Questionnaire

AARARNBEOEELZ DL IIZIRZ D0
HOW JAPANESE PEOPLE ORIENT TO THEIR OWN ENGLISH

YOARNCT N REE A KRN
Tomokazu Ishikawa, the University of Southampton

Fa. BN RFE, BE - 9 IAND T ORFOBIRBICEELTEY T, BEHRIC,

UTOERBICCEEVNEEEEVERVNEY . BEROBMIE. SN, BRAABHOR
FBELEDESITHRATLL DL SO0 ZEHSETY, MDOBLIREOREELGHRE
BICSETWVEEELEVERVETS, COT7 07— MITAFTEHY FEADT., E
ROFERIHYEEA, RBECEBVEBEIHY FEA, AT, EHREAD
CRBZEEWNEL. COMRRILEUT H5=0I2F, EFENMNDERLG CEENTART
Yo EINTHAEZEMOINELET, BHE. COT77— FORBK, BHEEREL
TREBNELET, WHEBHIRRETTYH, BAZRETESHREALFASINDSGZ LD
YDEREA. Ff-. BOMICEFA—ILT FLRZIRAWEEW=AIZIE, FAAELER
BERTIIR. AREROEBNEZEESE TV ELEEETS,

I am Tomokazu Ishikawa, a doctoral student at the University of Southampton,
UK. I would like to ask you to help me by answering the following questions
concerning how you orient to Japanese people’s own English. Your answers will
be used as valuable research data for my doctoral studies. As this is not a test,

there are no ‘right’ or ‘wrong’ answers. You do not even have to write your name.

I am interested in your personal views. Please give your answers sincerely as
only this will guarantee the success of the investigation. The contents of this
questionnaire are absolutely confidential. No information that can identify the
respondent will be disclosed under any circumstances. When | complete my
doctoral studies, a summary of my research findings will be sent to those
participants who submit their email addresses in question 9.

ENETNDEMDRIC, BEHROCEEZEZANLTLEEL, (COWEICELTEE
BI0OEDHTEESNTNEY, ) FHERCHEHREHY FEA. CEHER,

BAETLRETIIRBLEEA,

The questionnaire consists of 10 questions, only important ones for this

research. Please enter your answers after each question with no word limit

nor time limit. You may answer in Japanese or English.

1) HT-DRMETIE, HARANDOTEIZIZ, EOLHREF - EEdh s & EnES

2o (T LHRAT - HFOmM 2 BEAWEESLBEIIZISVEY A, )
In your view, what is positive and/or negative abdapanese people’s English?

2) TEfr) « TEPT EBEZWEEWEDIE, EOX ) RBEBRNLTL X 90,

What experiences make you say “positive” and/og&te”?

219



EML - 21TBL T, HREAFDFEFEIZONTULE S BWET I,
What about your own English in relation to quessidrand 27?

4) Hplix, AARNDIGEEZ, EOXIRFETEVRLET, (Bl TE£LW])
What word(s) would you use to describe JapanesglggedEnglish? (for example,
“beautiful”)

B)beloid, HBRTEAHOEEZ, POLIRBETEVRLET, (B IE£L
VN )
What word(s) would you use to describe your ownlishg (for example, “beautiful”)

6) 7 AU D ANDFFEIZHONT, EHBNETh,
What do you think about American people’s English?

7) HEANDEFEIZOWT, &9 BnEd 0,
What do you think about British people’s English?

8) LFELIAAD AN A4 WL HREEICEA L T, HHIZZ A R LT ZEN,
Please comment freely on English used by peopleneotioned above.

) bLlL, ZTHLELHLLERLTHLI LoD RITIUE, LN, HRIZOETFA—
7 RV AZEZFRAWEETETTL X 92,

If you are happy for me to contact you, could yteape put your email address below?
w1 A —/L ({EE) | Email(Optional) :

1) 207 v —FOEFE(HANBFOFFEEZ EDO LI ZD50), b LUET v
r—hrZDOHDIZEALT, iz Ay MIZTEWET D,

Would you like to make any other comments on tkeenth (How Japanese people orient to
their own English) or the questionnaire itself?

HE-OIEEEZSESE TN EECLET. UTOEBICEEAZCFEELY,
To classify your answers, please answer the following questions.

K [ University :

SEER - R ELHE] [ Faculty and department

%
A4 [ University year:
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RHEFE / Mother tongue
51 | Gender:
s (EE) | Age (Optional) :

K4 (f=E) / Name(Optional) :

DT =B AWELEEELT, XEHYMNESZSWELEZ, 2OT VT —
M. B RFIZTRIECIEZS L, BB, AEFHEROENEFEINLBTVAIX. DT
U= RETRIEWVEECEIZ, £582L»>TLESWL, 3L, COMREICEHLT
faIMZTNELES, 2. Bl RMETITEK SIS,

TEF *—JL : tomokazu.ishikawa@outlook.com

AEITHYMNES TTVWFELT,

Thank you very much for your cooperation. Please send this back to Tomokazu
Ishikawa. If you do not wish to have a summary of the research findings, please
say so when you return this questionnaire. You are very welcome to contact
Tomokazu Ishikawa if you would like to discuss any issues concerning this
research.

Email: tomokazu.ishikawa@outlook.com

Thank you very much again.
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Appendix 4.2: Questionnaire Participant Information and Consent

UNIVERSITY OF

Southampton

7 /77— b / Questionnaire

AFFEONE., KUOBM~DRIEIZDOWT
Participant Information and Consent

A b HREARFAEDHARNOIGEIT 5 [SFEREEE )
Study Title: Japanese university students’ attitudes towards Japanese people’s English

mrgeE: A1 AN fEREEZ S 8026
Researcher: Tomokazu Ishikawa Ethics number: 8026

ABFFEIZ TSI 1Z L BTZ, BAEONEZE LS BHEALEZIV, b LIBMWEET 554,
FRA=NVEAIXOT o — M MIZEED E, Bl KR TICTIRELTIEE N,
(tomokazu.ishikawa@outlook.com)

Please read this information carefully before deciding to take part in this research. If you are
happy to participate, then please answer the email questionnaire and send it back to
Tomokazu Ishikawa (tomokazu.ishikawa@outlook.com).

1. FEOME - BB

Fhy AN KFE, HE - U AN T N RO ERRRICTERE L TR0 £9, A%, oA
N R RZEORED S &, FOWFRELE LT Ed, FIE. A*DHOYBHFOEEEL ED
EOICRTWZONCEHERSH Y 9, HRDRWICOWTHET D720, HFEEN, AARANDOIGEE
CTHHFEADHEELEZD T, FOLITHAZTWNHS L2 DONEMY-nWEB-TEY £, £7-.
EDXIBRBNOZDEIITHA TS S L2000 bHD - EB-oTEY £,

What is the research about?

| am Tomokazu Ishikawa, a doctoral student at the University of Southampton, UK. This
research is undertaken as my doctoral project and sponsored by the University of
Southampton. | am interested in how people view their own English. In order to explore
this in the Japanese context, | would like to know how you orient to Japanese people’s
English including your own English. | would also like to know what experiences have made
you orient that way.

2. BIEBIROY &

AARANDZERA L LT, BERIT, AARICET 2. KA AR, KOAFRORRZ L)L
TZEBEWNZIZTET, o0 AMRFOFAEL LT, HERITAVIFE TOERMIC S ZRIZEW 72T %
R

Why have you been chosen?

As a Japanese undergraduate, you can draw on school, university preparation and university
experiences in Japan. Also, as a student at a leading university, you are able to answer the
difficult questions this research poses.

3. MBI IEL 2k

BFA—NVERLDOT 77— BT, TNENOEMOKRIZ, ARENRGETIREZA L TL
ZEWV, 1053505 30 50005 & RIAENE T, KEIIRIZSH D £ A, JTRIZEDPFHARE, L
SLTIZ, EDOEFA—NZ2 TRESTES D,
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What will happen to you if you take part?

You will be asked to enter your answers (either in Japanese or English) after each question in
the email questionnaire. It will take between 10 and 30 minutes, but there is no time limit.
You will then be asked to send it back to me as soon as possible.

4. BFZe8 DTS

AWTENL, T AN T RN REENED D MELEEICE - TR £7, BN D TREWVWZELE
A—WE, THEET oMY 7 b= TIB Lk, EEGIKHE W LET, 20D, 7
U= RMIBFA—NT RLRAZ ZRANWETEWEFE2BEWTIE, AAnbERKEILHITAZ LT
TFEHA, T—HXIE, RXRTU—RNIWREINZa Y a—F— L TEHEIN., BMEEE LT
bnFET, /2, T TOZIEEZITIELTNERD FT,

Will your participation be confidential?

This research complies with the University’s ethical policy. Once your response is entered in
a data analysis software, your email will be deleted. Therefore, if you do not submit your
email address, | will not be able to reach you. The data will remain absolutely confidential,
stored on a password protected computer. Anonymity is also assured.

5. A%k, FOMOF|ZE

HREON GO ZRIEIL, HAROEFEHBFIHEDD FAIE > THFICERRT —X L0 T4, Fi-,
T U= MIBEFA—NT R RAZTRRANWTETZEW 2120, AAPNEEIREZE T T 588, AF9eht
RoOBEHEEEFEIE W EEEET,

Are there any benefits in your taking part?

Your answers will provide very valuable data for those who engage in Japanese English
education. When | complete my doctoral studies, a summary of my research findings will be
sent to those participants who submit their email addresses in the questionnaire.

6. Z 2 b 5 faktt
AWPZE TR, —UIOfERIT TR IR A,

Are there any risks involved?
There will be no risks involved in this research.

7. BINE DEHE

ERROIERMERN B 2 525 2 L, WOTHIHHET D Z LN TEET,

I

What happens if you change your mind?
You may withdraw at any time without your legal rights being affected.

8. NHIRE DX

T—. TR ERIRMRZENTENVWE LD, T UARANAVT MUK FINTREES #HE.
JUAR T T U=—HRET, (DX EFET)THEE L 2SNV, (c.janaway@soton.ac.uk,
+44(0)23 8059 3424)

What happens if something goes wrong?

In the unlikely case of concern or complaint, you can contact (preferably in English) the
Chair of the Faculty Ethics Committee at the University of Southampton, Professor Chris
Janaway (c.janaway@soton.ac.uk, +44(0)23 8059 3424).

9. BEW& ¥
HL, MPBEYDOZENRTZNWE LS, BIE, A KFoE TTHEE L 230,
(tomokazu.ishikawa@outlook.com)

Where can you get more information?
If you need any further information, you are very welcome to contact Tomokazu Ishikawa
(tomokazu.ishikawa@outlook.com).
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Appendix 4.3: Questionnaire respondents

University Discipline Year Gender Age Name Email
1 Tokyo Uni of Science N 1 F 19 - -
2 Tokyo Uni of Science N 1 F 19 + -
3 Uni of Tokyo S 4 F 23 + +
4 Uni of Tokyo HS 3 F 22 - -
5 Uni of Tokyo S 4 M 23 + +
6 Rikkyo Uni HS 4 F 22 + +
7 Rikkyo Uni HS 4 F 22 + +
8 Rikkyo Uni S 4 F 22 + +
9 Rikkyo Uni S 3 F 20 + +
10 Rikkyo Uni S 3 M 21 + +
11 Rikkyo Uni H 1 F 18 + +
12 Rikkyo Uni H 4 F 22 + +
13 Rikkyo Uni H 4 F 22 + +
14 Rikkyo Uni HS 4 F - - -
15 Keio Uni N 2 M - - -
16 Keio Uni S 2 F 21 - +
17 Keio Uni N 2 M 19 - -
18 Rikkyo Uni H 4 M 23 - +
19 Rikkyo Uni H 3 F 21 + +
20 Keio Uni S 2 M 21 - -
21 Rikkyo Uni HS 4 F 23 + +
22 Rikkyo Uni H 2 F 20 - -
23 Keio Uni N 3 F - - -
24 Rikkyo Uni S 3 F 21 + -
25 Rikkyo Uni S 4 F 22 + +
26 Keio Uni N 2 M 19 - -
27 Waseda Uni H 5 M 22 + +
28 Rikkyo Uni H 4 F 22 - -
29 Keio Uni N 2 M 20 - +
30 Waseda Uni H 4 M 22 + +
31 Jikei Uni M 1 M 19 + +
32 Jikei Uni M 1 F 19 + +
33 Jikei Uni M 1 M 19 - +
34 Waseda Uni H Masters 1 F 23 + +
35 Waseda Uni H 4 F 22 + -
36 Rikkyo Uni H 4 F 23 + +
37 Uni of Tsukuba H 1 F 19 - +
38 Rikkyo Uni H 4 - - - -
39 Rikkyo Uni H 4 F - - -
40 Tokyo Uni of Science N 4 M 22 + +
41 Doshisha Uni HS 2 F 20 - +
42 Tokyo Uni of Science N 4 M 22 + +
43 Tokyo Uni of Science N 4 M 22 - +
44 Sophia Uni S 1 F 19 - -
45 Sophia Uni S 1 F 19 + -
46 Doshisha Uni HS 2 M 21 + +
47 Sophia Uni S 1 F 19 - -
48 Keio Uni N 2 M 19 - -
49 Sophia Uni S 1 - 20 + +
50 Rikkyo Uni H 3 F 21 + +
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University Discipline Year Gender Age Name Email

51 Jikei Uni M 1 M 19 + +
52 Sophia Uni N 1 M 18 + +
53 Osaka Uni N 3 F 21 + +
54 Kyoto Uni S 2 M 20 + +
55 Waseda Uni H 4 M 23 + +
56 Ritsumeikan Uni S 3 F 21 + +
57 Ritsumeikan Uni S 3 F 21 + +
58 Ritsumeikan Uni H 3 F 21 + +
59 Osaka Uni N 4 F 23 - -
60 Osaka Uni N 4 F 22 - -
61 Osaka Uni N 4 F - - -
62 Rikkyo Uni H 3 F - - +
63 Kyoto Uni N 3 M 21 + +
64 Rikkyo Uni S 3 F 20 + +
65 Waseda Uni HS 5 F 22 - -
66 Kansai Uni H 2 F 19 + +
67 Doshisha Uni HS 3 F 21 - +
68 Uni of Tokyo N 3 F 22 - -
69 Uni of Tokyo N 3 F 20 - -
70 Uni of Tokyo N 3 F 20 - -
71 Tokyo Uni of Science N 4 M - - +
72 Kwansei Gakuin Uni HS 2 F 19 - +
73 Kwansei Gakuin Uni S 2 F 19 + +
74 Rikkyo Uni S 3 F 21 + +
75 Meiji Uni HS 2 M 20 + +
76 Keio Uni S 3 F 20 + +
77 Uni of Tokyo HS 1 F - - +
78 Tokyo Uni of Science N 4 F 21 + +
79 Uni of Tsukuba H 3 F 20 + +
80 Rikkyo Uni S 2 M - - -
81 Doshisha Uni HS 3 F 21 + +
82 Keio Uni N 3 F 20 + +
83 Doshisha Uni HS 3 F 20 - -
84 Tokyo Uni of Science N 4 F 22 + +
85 Uni of Tokyo HS 1 F 19 - -
86 Osaka Uni S 2 F 19 + +
87 Doshisha Uni S 2 M 19 - -
88 Doshisha Uni HS 3 F 21 + +
89 Kyoto Uni H 1 F 19 - +
90 Uni of Tsukuba HS 3 F 20 + +
91 Uni of Tokyo HS 1 F 19 + +
92 Kwansei Gakuin Uni H 4 F 21 + +
93 Kwansei Gakuin Uni H 4 F 21 + +
94 Sophia Uni H 1 M 19 + +
95 Sophia Uni S 1 M 18 + +

Legend

University Uni: University

Discipline H: arts and humanities S: socialiscés N: natural sciences M: medicine

Gender M: male F:female

Name / Email +:submitted - : not submitted
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Appendix 4.4: Interviewees

University Discipline Year Gender Age Duration
1 Waseda Uni H 5 M 23 89m123
2 Rikkyo Uni H 4 F 22 70m04s
3 Sophia Uni N 1 M 19 73m09s
4 Rikkyo Uni H 2 F 19 76m12s
5 Rikkyo Uni H 5 F 22 66mlls
6 Jikei Uni M 2 M 19 53m57s
Tokyo Uni of Foreign
7 X H 4 F 22 67m10s
Studies

8 Waseda Uni H 4 M 21 91m103
9 Rikkyo Uni N 3 F 20 51m10s
10 Uni of Tokyo N 3 F 21 77m31s
11 Waseda Uni H 4 M 21 50m04s|
12 Waseda Uni S 3 M 21 64m099
13 Meiji Uni HS 2 F 20 70m04s
14 Keio Uni N 3 F 20 46m06s
15 Keio Uni HS 5 F 22 68m13s
16 Jikei Uni M 3 M 20 50m14s
17 Uni of Tokyo HS 1 F 19 77m42s
18 Sophia Uni S 1 F 20 68m40s

Legend

University Uni: University

Discipline H: arts and humanities S: socialscés N: natural sciences M: medicine

Gender M: male F:female

Duration m: minutes  s: seconds
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Appendix 4.5: Interview Participant Information Sheet

UNIVERSITY OF

Southampton

A % ¥ 22— [ Interviewing

AIFFEDNEFIZDOUNT
Participant Information Sheet

ZA MV BRARFEAED ARANDIGET 2 [SFEBE)
Study Title: Japanese university students’ attitudes towards Japanese people’s English

mrgeE: A1 AN fEREEZ S 8026
Researcher: Tomokazu Ishikawa Ethics number: 8026

ABFFEIZ TSI 12 L BTZ, BARONEZE LS BHRALEEIV, b LIBMWEET 5854, [
BEIIEL4EZBEVVWELET,

Please read this information carefully before deciding to take part in this research. If you are
happy to participate, then you will be asked to sigh a consent form.

1. FEOME - BB

Fh AN KFE, HE - O AN T N RO ERRRICTERE L TR0 £9, A%, oA
N R RZEORED L & FOWFELE LTiTbhEd, BT, A*DHOYBHFOEEEL ED
EOICRTWZONCEHERSH Y 9, HRDRWICOWTHET D720, HEEN, AARANDOIGEE
CTHHFEADFEELEZD T, FOLITHAZTWNHS L2 DONEMY 0B -TEY £, £7-.
EDXIBRRBNOZD LI A TS S L2000 bHD - EB-TEY £,

What is the research about?

| am Tomokazu Ishikawa, a doctoral student at the University of Southampton, UK. This
research is undertaken as my doctoral project and sponsored by the University of
Southampton. | am interested in how people view their own English. In order to explore
this in the Japanese context, | would like to know how you orient to Japanese people’s
English including your own English. | would also like to know what experiences have made
you orient that way.

2. BINEBIROH &

AANDOZEA L LT, HRIT, AARICBT D, REAZAL, AZEH, KOAZRORRZ5IEH
WIZHTZ N TEET, £, AMREOFEAEL LT, ERIIANIE TOERIZ & ZRIZEWIZZT
E3

Why have you been chosen?

As a Japanese undergraduate, you can draw on school, university preparation and university
experiences in Japan. Also, as a student at a leading university, you are able to answer the
difficult questions this research poses.

3. MBI HINWTE 2k

EERTAHYN, FOLICHRANDFFEEZR TODLo L2200, £ LT, EOX D ZRBRHAREE L
TWDDNIIHONT, BigWilEExEd, SBEI—ERDY DA X E2—TFT DT, 457505 90 5%
DR ZWETELS L2 D TELSTESY, T TICRADT 7 — MBI S AWl nw= 5Tty 2
MW= F 9,
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What will happen to you if you take part?

You will be asked to discuss with me your own view of Japanese people’s English and your
relevant experiences. This is a once-only interview, and will take between 45 and 90
minutes. Even if you have already participated in my questionnaire, you can also be an
interviewee.

4. BFZeE DFWES

AWFGEIE, VT ANT N REDED DWBEEEICE > TBY £3, 7—XI1F, NAU—RIZLD
RSNl ar Pa—4%— ECEB I, BHEHEE L bhET, £/, 373TO ZRIZILES
Wty F9,

Will your participation be confidential?
This research complies with the University’s ethical policy. The data will remain absolutely
confidential, stored on a password protected computer. Anonymity is also assured.

5. A%, FDMOF|ZE
HERENOO ZEEIL, HAROEFEHEF IEDDL HAIZE>THEFICEERT—F L0 FET, £/,
RPN EFREZ K T 58, RO~ — 2R EI TV EEET,

Are there any benefits in your taking part?

Your answers will provide very valuable data for those who engage in Japanese English
education. When | complete my doctoral studies, a summary of my research findings will be
sent to you.

6. Z 2 b 5 fEktE
AWPZETIE, —UIOfERIT TR I EEA,

Are there any risks involved?
There will be no risks involved in this research.

7. BINE DEHE
ERROIERMERNC R B2 525 2 L2, WOTHIHHET D2 LN TEET,

What happens if you change your mind?
You may withdraw at any time without your legal rights being affected.

8. NI DX

T—. TR ERIRMRZENTENVE LD, T UARANAVT MUK HINTREES #HE.
JUAR VT 02— ET, (DX EFET)THEHE L 2SNV, (c.janaway@soton.ac.uk,
+44(0)23 8059 3424)

What happens if something goes wrong?

In the unlikely case of concern or complaint, you can contact (preferably in English) the
Chair of the Faculty Ethics Committee at the University of Southampton, Professor Chris
Janaway (c.janaway@soton.ac.uk, +44(0)23 8059 3424).

9. BEW& ¥
HL, MPBEYOZENRTZNWE LS, BIE, Al KFE TTHEE L ZE 0,
(tomokazu.ishikawa@outlook.com)

Where can you get more information?
If you need any further information, you are very welcome to contact Tomokazu Ishikawa
(tomokazu.ishikawa@outlook.com).
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Appendix 4.6: Interview Consent Form

A % ¥ 2— [ Interviewing

ZINREE
Consent Form

ZA PV BEANRZED HARNDOFGEIIT 5 [ SERREE )
Study title: Japanese university students’ attitudes towards Japanese people’s English

BFgEE: Al KFn

Researcher: Tomokazu Ishikawa

BB /| F#8E S 25750623 REEEE S 8026
Staff/Student number: 25750623 Ethics number: 8026

LUFORZICIFE L TOLZEEN S5, PHADFICA =2/ TESL LTSS,
Please initial the boxes if you agree with the statements:

1. fAE, TARIFZEORNFIZOWT ) ZatA TR L £ Lz, Z OF&ENIE
WAL TR ® 56, BTN TEE L,

| have read and understood the Participant Information Sheet and
have had the opportunity to ask questions about the study.

2. FME, 2oy MIsL, FRORMET 57 —2 03, Z O
BHROBNOLOICHWOND Z EICRELET,

| agree to take part in this research project and agree for my data to
be used for the purpose of this study.

3. FAlE. BINMEED LD TH Y | EHMEFNICEEZ 52202 L7 W
DTCHFHRTELZ L Z2HFE L TV ET,

| understand my participation is voluntary and | may withdraw at any
time without my legal rights being affected.

T DR

T, = OB TIEMET S IFEP, NR T — NIZL D IR#ES L2 B — 5 — L TEPE
XA, ZDHBEGFIED HEILINZITIH D HARINE N 5 E ZFHEL TOET, Fo, BOMINFHR
(BT ST XTDZ 74 04T, [EELE L THRPIET,

Data Protection

! understand that information collected about me during my participation in this study will
be stored on a password protected computer and that this information will only be used for
the purpose of this study. All files containing any personal data will be made anonymous.

ZINEL (FEE) / Name of participant (Print NAME).........ie it et eaeen

SINBEES | SIgnature of PartiCiPaNT........ouiiie e e e e

S A D T | (=N
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Appendix 4.7: Summary of the findings

iy

HARANRZENE D OIFEITH L TR EFRBEICET 505

BEY 7 A7k k% Centre for Global Englishesf 1| ZFn

7

WFIERRRE
PLF o 2 5B L C, English as a Lingua Franca (EIB R HAFZE L £ L7,
1. BAAKRZAIZ, BOHHOEFELEDZERADEEEL O L ITRITVHON
2.(LIZBLT ) ES Vo RERBPED LS IT/ERALTWVB D)
MEFERE : »5SHIRITHT 2 HEN - HEMNROIOES K
XELF : R~ 2afhsy « 555 - UL REFF O AL R L2, EEEERICREW T, FrEHIROKEFEICE
F2ELIICESLDPNDZ LR, ZOLOHEFCLAMICEDETCaIa=r—vared

BB O

W - ST FE. ROBmE

Trvr—b: BFA—NMIELELRKNT o — M EFERLUE Lie, IAE 254 %8B LT, #hax R - SO
5164 DRFAEGBEE THEFLWIRBEIN, TD O H BLA(EL LEAEED 142 EDNIRBEWZIEEE L
Too FHAEERRE LTOE LN, FEEFEDFT 2 b bo Lo oo Z EILEAT, FREL 140D
DOIEE S, BREZEL LTHROETCWZEE E Lz, ok, TEMNEGITE] EEEND HIETT —2 %45
HrLE Lz,

AVEEa—: RFFEEROAS A Ca—2EELE Lz, Tor—MNaEE 714550, e Bl - 550

184 DAL TR EE Lz, LERY OA X Ea—T, TNEN 50005 9143, A 71T 208
WNHOT—2 Lm0 E L, 22, TEMNEDITE] I8, T XL A LA NI D2 ITEE MG D

T —F &0 LE LI,

KHBRFE . BINE (42 1064:) D)5 2 OFFBRFIT. LHEFIEIC, Kk - B - BEVEFRE - 50 - BERR - &

e U - O - RORAMERE - AR EESER - BOUER - FSA - BIE - S SLARE - BRHOW TR
KFETLT,

FER - BE
1. HEAAKZENE, B ESDEZFSE0OEHAANDEZE EDL 5ICHE L THE D0
PFEEICBT 2R TOIIa=r—va VENETLIC, KL LTHEENERNEN >, HENERIZ,
FARIFIGE O FBRAE )OI « FBEOAGRIZIRONTWE Lz, HFRICHDLELE LT, LLTO 2O ERN 72
FEREENBERELE L,
Lasa=b—va UHREBHEICLTET, UEEXPLIZ, LT AV IO TR4T 4 7] FEEIZBT D
MEL &S] #EELEN
2. HARGED B A Z T I FEEE A (R BT TR TR TH Y . L T DI W T TH D

i
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SHTORER, Zhb 2MOBENARSIHEEEICL TS, LROREMNLREENERICLTSL, R4 T7 47 3%
FEOHGICHET 2B AREMR L TV EWHIILEAR S D Z L, £o, BARFBOREE I EGEE, L7 AV
ND TRAT 47| FEEEERBHLBBE LW EERH D Z NG £ Lz, fiF oL@ GREIZEE T
DEHFEOBERNEL T, 7—HICESNWTIDOFERHDHEFZAE I TT, H—OFEL, BMEDSH %D
BEER ORI, KEETHEAN L SFET DBROBBNTONT Thole—FH, EEDaIa=r—va%3)
RiL, WOOFEREDOERJARNLIIIN TN WS 2L TT, 20ROV, HOOFTEEEOGSIL, Bl
TR TVDENE I DEPVIZET L TWE L, HOXEL. BIMEOT <13, HFELMENTLE,
MELX) 2222 enala=br—ra b2 EET2I2DTTIIRVER SN TWEIZH b LT, £
THIEDLYVRETHST2L W) 2L TT, BZOFEIEL, BMEOH 21E, HFELHEMLLO ELOoOb, F
TMOXFE LR I 2= —a VR TETCNDHEETIZY, HEOEELENTET TIELWY) D2 k)
PRRTRATLEIZ R DhoTc S Z T, BEFEOHBREALT AV IO (AT 147 ) H5EE OXIRE)IC
BIL T, ZOXMBENERICHGEZEMT 250 & WAROLOTH LMY, 4 2HOFFEEZIEHATHET,
FBUOFIEX, BMEOH 1%, Pl - B OE 2 HAbT A U AN EBEMR TH A5G TH, b7 A U W3R
DENMEEEE D Z ENleholeb ) ZETY, £z, 7—FIZHESWTEZRDLZLELT, ZOHMUOFIET
T AV IO [RAT 4 7] GRS, R _SiEL LTORGEL, EO LThm<HMicERneE NS T8
ER ZIZ6ATHE LR,

A VB E 22— TRV 22N 52 ORES L. ELF OB 2>, s EREZRLE LR, £
<OHE. BAANEEGDIROMK 4 RIGEENE OFGETH LT, [ChNTHENRBE LR LE LI, HIH
BHREROF BB Tz K 912, ELF OB % 5e5h WKW AND Z &iE, BT 2B 2% 5 Z &N T
EHRCAMBEICHFETEHhb LNETA, 272 TH ELFERIZ, LROFEIC—EDPEZEE 52T
nNET, E—OFFEIELTEAE, ELFEGT, $bP2a3Ia=r—vary LOREIGELT, a5

C A EDOE N EBZ T, WRICHEEZANDIONE V) T LICERESTTVEYT, B - F-0FF
WWBLTE A, ELFERICHRIT S TIEL &) 13, REMRSFELORFMIZEY b, BEF - SEAFICHT 20
JIRRESICH 0 £3, BMUOFEICE L CE 21X, ELFEGROXRMN, HBEWERZHZ 7223 2a=/r—a T
HHZEND, THLELELNMEAFFCHIE FEMTIT TERXDLZLITITEE A, LOLERL, A FEa—
LIBMNT2N T2 DT —EiE, B a=sr—3a VERGEHE TR ZEIERAERThHD, HDH W
IE. WARLBE TS, ELFTIERSAT AV IO (X474 7| FEEZZPHBIREFETHD LWV O G %
RLZELT,

2AKBELT VES o ZBEHREDL S5IZEFL T E3DH

SINEDF % OHIRTIE, #HRE - 25E - CD & L Hil, FROFGECARE D &3 5RO KGEIX
T AV ICBT D [RAT 1 7] Pz i, POBHRENRIEGEL L THR-> T zL 9 T, 72, Ko
PEECTHMASINOE, a3a=r—var, P THLRIETEIEEEEHAT 200 TIERL, KDY
BeAE) & OBTE TR DI D L - FEEOAH TH 72X 5 T, KFETOREDL, FROYGE LRI
K -HNEAA A NT 7 X —OHEHOMEIZIENT, kT AV BEFLE L T[R4 T 4 7)) HEEPIEHT
BHDHEOTYT, Eo. BRARILTEEAMEHRT S Z LITIFRVETEREZ K L 2 BIEF D 2 BN\ e—FH T, Ff
WCRFIZBNT, SMEARDE D b WRWIR T TERBELZHEHNT R ELH DL L O TT, 2B, ZMEDOH41F
ERBICE 5T, KETHEESN CEMINHEAN L HEFELER T 2TV E 5 T,

LT, ZMEDH2IZE->T, BARTOHFEAETRELEHTH2HBXTEL VLD T, Fi,
FREAE BT 2T AV W ahibd L (XA 7 47 355, ROZOHEEERT 27 7 n—F 0 RIELEE
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IERHL R BRNE D TT, FlZIX, ZMEDOF 2 IZLHIE, BEFEFKR, KO AROEREFEHE 2RI Lz
TFUFFMTONENA AT 7 Z—DHEHIT, RFETOHNEAAS AT 7 2 —DHFHLEFETH -7
V. TAVBREORERLRE 2 7 —F2IE, BRTHRENRDH 720, HEADYARXT 4 7 TOmMLHAN
M OFEEFEICET 2EFEIL. Hfn 7 7o —F 22 e LTV 589 T, I6IT, BARESNTHE
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Appendix 5.1: Questionnaire data
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Negative: | have a feeling that Japanese peoptetexpress
their feelings and opinions directly. | think tlgsnot very
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IR IIER R o T,

002#F} X P1F19
U A DY e U s s N

003 MUK S4F23

SENHTL 2OICRKEB#HNVIBE S - SEONY =
— g PN RNDTaI a=r—3 g UABICEE A
vy

004 35K HS3F22
FOEEHTILE D,

005 # I Kk S4M23

DTEPE TN . E~OFEREORY 2K U E

'ﬂ%h%ﬁ Ti@wmffmoxﬁﬁkiéﬁ 12X
TT, BOOBIARELE S THEE IS HTEICHE

waﬁw LDORREZE L ET,

006 7K HS4F22
L, EEEDR A MR\ T,

007 NL# K HS4F22

H 43 CTIEHEEEITR L CEFEMA R . o
—a—

##$W CfERHNEOR [HREH | 72T E<
fENET,

0083ZHK S4F22
ASETELFATETCHDHOICHEE R, GETH#s
W) BESFETRVTT,

00932k S3F20
EEEEFELES,

01037 K S3M21

D% GTHDITTHLIN, FoLE, RAFLEDT,
RELOTRIBRL R EZ I R D DM E V-T2 BE - BHRE
75§&T%)%b‘o U Z A TWL T Y ik
T D, ENTDO R L —=2 TR ENRTETCWRNIE
BRERFNTHD EBEZDBND, ZIUITEEELLRTORM
BMTHLHD ... ES
2OHDEECTHRAT 4 7T F v 7 IRYGEEBERD IOKR
mEVHIDE, FOY—I L TORBRNLBSE LD
LThsb, B VA=V TISHEET S, RBE. WA
WD T ERAEDOKREZ I Tolz L&, HEVICMES
STWDLDONSNHRL T, B a vy 7 ez,
SHEERDRVOBRERNTHA S B,

095 1% X S1M18

it MEONEEZHEL AR REOMm X EFIH T
52 EHZND

T, BENEL, HIEOMEZ SR E =27
xﬁbm%fﬁ%mﬁztw’&%ﬁ%f%&w:&ﬁ
H%,

FRO XD REFEFTIIVSHE TS, ZHIm
EEWVOD, BLORFNIMI T LV E DAL &5EE
Y — e LTRANZRDTEnEBsTng,

01157#0Kk H1F18
HORDICERLTIINVWDN, T4 AB v a v ORE
TR ETIERIXD T 7Y FEEFATE TV, BARA
L7 DIRDEN, AT AT LRET D EBbHNE
Y

012372 K HAF22
FEIT, R —TF X MMFHRL . DEEICTVIERES L
BunET,

01332#K HAF22

T e ELL LW oL DI 2= — g DI
&)\ﬁi[‘%ﬁ b, LinL, B - vwo=BD

”*’LE’J&C IZOWTIHEL TRV EEZ TS, Lz

MNoT, DEEOBIZIL, HEOZS > TWHZ Eixbnd

MNIEETERNE WO RPUZ LIT LIRS,

014 7K HS4Fx

A= VT TIE, LEEMANL T TOLES ZENRT
TFETH, [EHCRD EFENRHTIRIRY, &
FLLoTLEVET,

FLH X, FEAHMET D2 L3 TEE TR, ST
IXCEERA,

0152 E K P2Mx
BRYTITED LA

0162 K S2F21
HOBHIZOWTHLRU &S @ mEdh s &

0172 fE X P2M19

H Oy X BEFEORRMEE L& < 7oV, FERIIZSE A & 56
THEEELZ L THTRIEZE->TVD

018 K HAM23

RTFA4—=F =D THi» TS, £ SICHER R EET
LS
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01937 K H3F21
HESFEL~LELERES, THEEORFEEHT & &
BRSNS RN oTe T H iR, K< H D,

020 EX S2M21
| used to be.

021K HS4F23
BE@ELThLgESREZELOD, 2 EFICHEN
BFTEHA,

022372k H2F20

B DORFEICEHL L, FLEEERY RWEDBRE L,
BBV RENCRITTND EBNES, TOEICT
EREEND Z LN TEE LR, ZNTHREEITITA
BrRHy EHA,

0232 X P3Fx

FEREIISUESCHMICE L CIXSERIT O 228, &kl
FERIEY BENR, 2, FGREIFEXROTH- &
HELLIICRVIEVWERS,

024 7K S3F21
RERBE LTIV, B2 EORMBENGF Wz
ZENEZATRWICRDZENRH D

025373k S4F22

WREOBENHARFEOR T LIIRES BRI EEXDHOD
T, BEOREETHZLAKICIR TN LIEZKE,
BT FIHD LD IRIFEDOHEE LT LEVET,

026 B2/ X P2M19
THARNZIAFEE Lo TV D THT Z L DFBMFET
b5,

027 54 H H5M22

CBFORBNEE T, MULHEELIZEARLONT
ARY Lo TELOT, ENZEFEF L TVER
A, OIZBL TS THL AR U £4, FrEEO KR
AL ETAEE LIZO TN, BAEWEEDBE)N
REINA L— X TT,

02837k HAF22

AOORETHD EHLB-TNET,

Al BETRRCHOWIOEIIRICE T, HEBEIED Y
TVEIBONICRET I EE2EHRLTET,

029B2 e X P2M20

RIS, XEFETZ EITER TR,

FEZ 9 & LTH, FUTEWENATERN,

FENSE LIS, REVHELTRERATZHDIEND,

030-#f% H H4M22

b, VAZ UV IRAE—F VN EFTHD L7,
AETRSTEZENRD -T2 LD B kY LT
DH#TeZ ETHO LT OhEDITFONE LD, &0 bif3
FICE L TREFR¥2%S5)bichzvmbETcE L,

03145 E M1IM19
R L ETES 2RV bo0, HFELOEBEBEIZA
ARETH D,

032455 = M1F19

FLLRFZRE CHIZREELL T O TERFENRTE
FHEATLE, SIEREICES> TWETRELEEES
ENTEFEHA,

033745 = M1M19

INENWZANLR S TWNEDTRTITH DFEE LN &
B,

LEFEHALTOT, [RIBRRFERE > SITHTRES
B FERRICRGTE,

03455 H HM1F23
FREBFBAFELIZZADOKRFFREOBETHRIETHET & &,
HIEZ b THSTEERATLE, BAUIE-> THET
IR L EmA LD ELETA, bEVEDbLTIC
WBZEREZABHVETH, AYVOABRYAR—FLTL
FE0, BV hEeRPHFEES S TLIEE 570 L
O, PATEACGZ D Z S R o TEEL
Tro EFTZL SAMESTOWD EITBWETR, i
EPBUBIEAD LIRS BEXAZERL RV E LT,

03577 H H4F22

FLES., FEALF1 OFEMIEEEFATE E LR,
PO BB ICIEE SN Z LIRIRIER Do 2720,
FIAT AT DINET D ERJITE NIRRT NEL %
HHEENET,

03637k HAF23
M X 2 NREGET, FEERICEET & FITIXHEE T
ATV D K D 7 BEEE,

037#ij K H1IF19
REHENG TR TE T RN EBNET,

038XXXXX
Gy I BB TV D EERE OB R & BN E T,

039372k H4FX
MERFLDOLEZ TN L E2RAE > T N7=DT, FLH
FIIFEE T oz B9,

040EF} K P4AM22
FETZLIETET, Ao TCWAHEBA-TFES>E T Th
BIRTE,

041[FlE#: HS2F20

| try to mix the positive part of Japanese (careuateach other)
and English (express my own opinion) so that | can
communicate with many people smoothly.

042FEFRL K P4AM22
HOoHFOEELZDL ) THD EBNET.

043FERL K PAM22
FEARMIZITREFE L7 BSC LIS o 2 L 2563 & &3
D OFFRR AL S,

044 F% K S1F19
RLWIZHF D LN SITLHE>TW5D, 9EL 7Y 7y b
TE2R,

045 R K S1F19
SoTCHIEIINMDEN., BExbhewn,

0467l&EH: HS2M21

| assume that my English has been getting betteugfhout the
life in New Zealand, but as | mentioned, | havé gbit a lot to
do in terms of speaking English. Otherwise | fembd)

047 -4 KX S1F19
WARBRR D DD THREIIRAT 4 TDLIITTE DN,
PR SN2 NLE DL, HRAOKEEEES,

04852 £ X P2M19
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KZFDOFIET, Speakings W\ ) ZEERIE L=, SW0E
LB ARBUCE L TRV E BTz,

049 4K S1x20
SURITE TN, Kb 2BETELH LR,

0503720k H3F21

TNT7Xy e THEIZESZLIITEL0, RIFVR
FIZEER 20,

T, HEEZHE VIO T, BTV &2 ENIRE
THZENTERY,

05145 = M1M19

AR D EE0 O/ - FEHIC LW T, FEEICfib
B RERIEMIRANT A 70 | 72D D GERE A O L
MEFELT-D . BHOOBRZFRRIEBECTERBTED L)
L7350 L, 9 LTHEHARIEESIT T
KIGEE D 2820,

HETIE, BONDBIGEEERAT 2 X 2L Tn
LM, BL Tk, BRETTE 220,

052 E8 K P1M18

PLED X 5 2 BATEH Y 235 50 BT 4 5 BBU@ D L
WEZALBHDHERS, L LREREERZNIZE -
THATDHZLEHRVOTRICRIZLTWRY, (EnE
WO 72 E D > TW D)

053 kB ok P3F21
AAGEIZIZ W & rOENW R EICKE2 T TRET D &
INTLBITTND T, —EOS A2 X DITELB I
RTVIFED L ITBOETA, KL LTHET L-ULIT
R E B ET

054 1L# K S2M20
Ay, BYNERIIZRORETHDLEES, BED
EOLSBARFELOEES T2, BTV ezl
RoRANT 5,

055 5-fig H H4M23
FEEICELTIT IS, 72710 b, BEORENEHH
ETH D,

SUEICBI LT, aE, bl % 5 72 30 % productd 2 D
ICHEN D D, I LTI A AER iR (BEFED X
EHEEZOHD) DRV ELWEERH D,

056 3 finfif S3F21
FLE S, SEEIIASE T, EBIHIRATICAT - 72 B8
b BREBELRVWEK LD Z L iEh0 T,

057 2 fiF S3F21
SEMIERFEE L CLRE, JGEEF S LB Rholed
T, FFEET RN E R ET,

058 7 fnfiff H3F21
YEbaIa=r—rvarbbEVEETIIZVN, A
LEET NG EROT, ala=r—vark bl
LEDOLDIZND Z Lidn,

059 KK K P4F23
BEAEICBI L CIEALA LA EE WD AR S DM, kT
FEEALBLRNLRLTHD,

060 KB K P4F22

TZERECEIE EAIELSRA T L IICE Y 28, K
A ZERIE X D HIEEOMIE e < 72 o 72 & TOEIC
Al =B o),

061K K P4FX

12 TCERT L9 7, KEGRET) &V BT 0I5 @ JE
AR TVD ERD,

062372k H3Fx
HNEANE I 2=/ —2 g UPNENDFETITITEL T
R, EREFEERAZERBNET,

0631 #f K P3M21
ZDEZARGEITAN BSOS BEE N D o X D L
o TLE-TT0, BRIBLEICHES N2 o TWD
LHEH,

064 7%k S3F20
FEYOIGECOVWTIZ, Q@ THITF= L ) 245HIcY
TIEEDL ERBWET, BEHEGETNAEOED B3
ERTHATET, HICOWTELLTE Y DT,
FEEICFET & RNUE, T E AR 2 LR
KW ERWET, AAEOH A2 LT HTHEELIZVE N
LI H DD TTR, Rhed ) KT L AHK
ROBENRDY £,

065 5-fis H HS5F22

FADGE /NS N AN B IFEOBITIE > TV 7o DFET
ZEIEBUI R VR ARF Y 7T U =3 7 < TARYIZH
DOBZTZNZ ENBZ LNV ENLIEH D,

066R47 K H2F19

Horb, HOREECHEELZR A TWAH LB NN,
FEA AL S 72 TUF R B ARVIRILIC 72 o T2 BRICHEE I S 38
NHT, 2FTWVWTCLEHI>IZ END D,

067[AEE HS3F21

BIAAT E T E THMRIGEN TE 2WEH T
EARV & Bo TV, BZEITAT> THBITHE Y DGR
HORMSIZHD TR ENT,

068 # UK P3F22
BRI,

069 H LK P3F20
ERRMER 5 L9 2 LV DR,

070 # 7K P3F20
TFWTWORARANEFRITTH D,

0713 K P4MX
BEAEZ 2 FTHRELZMENR RO T, AEIZITE S5
SFLRHY F7,

072R9%% K HS2F19
ERRAEDEHOIFEFE L, —HTITE 2 e 0s, REA
HROTDDOIFEFE CThHoT= Lo IBnET,

BEH L AARBIRTZO X TS I BEREEE T 2T
TETCWRVWEEIOT, BARDZNMLOMETH D
LEWET, IS DORFLOIGFEFEIC L THERER
CTWEd,

073R4%% K S2F19

BEN IR E T £ CHGERRTZ L CWA DT, AWALLEIC
RESLHMIITECWDEES, Lo UREFLD 2
COFFEEZBW-HER IS,

0743730k S3F21
TR Z L

075375 K HS2M20
FRRICEEEINZ LR L D
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07652 & X S3F20
btbﬁ%%%ﬁ%@m:%ﬁ’:&@%bwowa
HEEDO=aT7 VAR, TOHGRICOUFINTVIERZ
BT 55T L T0E7) 282 ZICZOHERA
HDMN] ENWD Z I ans,  (BlxiX be going tax 7
Ftozflid>Dn, 7d)

077 H AKX HS1FX

(SFEICB L ORENRIEMR D ZIZIHERICD - D &L

TWBDEEFOIRKET 9, £z, s Rk

25,

FIUETHEFELTWAALFY ZAARZAE LT TSN D

5ﬁ WOHFFEETLEW, B LIRARWENEZ LT
b, BREHZEHE0,

078HEF} X P4F21

MM% ENTHFTT,
HREAHEVRATOERAN, EBRIHEAD T« &
BiliLTbsZ EiFBLWVWERSTHNET,

0791 K H3F20
%W+E BIFA2HRANDAT VA A TZEDEET,
j“3<_ i’@%’%hf»&;éﬁ)uﬁ“ LIERBFETHS,
E}E%: HoTWZZAITIE, BERPREO L &S
0@?R%z%&>%ﬂékﬁﬂb<f£ofnﬁf}§7)j&b\? ﬁk
N\, FHXTOL IR X ITITHELY L35
TEORVPFICAGENRH DD T, BRE LD RBWIRREIC
STV ZEMWTET,

OSOE%U( S2Mx
CHOMNE -T2 T, boORRE EaiteZ &
kui?“?}\ g it'dj*i)ct/vo

081[A&E 4k HS3F21

FUIFAO B 9 HIRY 70 HAR N S IX B3, SLEO IEfENE
BN EB Y 5, INFRARFEN B HFEZ EH W 6D
7-7c, BHECHBEEZBN T ZA08H ., ks
RTHZENETHLER CTHoTENHTY, £z, ¥
BEBMNZD, TAVADOKRT~<E2RIZ0925Z R4t
XD TEFNICLSTY A=V T HIFBZ LN TS &
BunET,

T2 AE =X U I L TR BE N D72 Zeinde
NI TICB ATV HEELREICTERNWIERD D,

0822 & X P3F20

TERLOMRAE L TE 7220, 2) Thik~zk i

AoD#& z2 % 5 F L EFEICHEKZRV, &5 LTHAEICH
BEEZEXTCLES, AMEALFET L, LI &DIC

LEIRBEZLTVWDZERHY, Bhrshd, -,

BEEDALPERN ST, E T HEEIC -
TL¥E9,

083[r]# %k HS3F20
FREELET T 2 T NREFIITEWVD, R BAAN
XD EREIZ DN

084PHFL K P4F22
HEEEL-IUIGEL TN EE U ET,

Question 4

001¥EF} X P1F19
QP

002¥EF} K P1F19

085H 7K HS1F19
LEEE L % I SUESCRRNS DI THEL D,
FETHRITHEES IC o T LE D,

086 KPR K S2F19
ALFELZENNVRD, aIa=—TarBNeEhnizn
ZLITE LATVD,

087[FE - S2M19

A LE0, WHEHDTHET RO ARAOFICHE
DT V=T AT EBBRETEETHN, AL—Fy
IHEETT,

088JrlE#: HS3F21
Sometimes speak diplomatic but at the same tireeptess my
thoughts clearly.

089 5U# KX H1F19
V=T 4 U7 HREFHELHEY TEXRVERBWET,

09041 K HS3F20
HRAOE, A THEABERICNAT AT E e R
fﬁf‘?i’;‘bhto e %;‘OTb\éb&%ﬁif‘%f:L\ 7
FRNEZNCHDPENoT2DITE > SIZEZ DN
ﬁxoto Utotott k:l:j(%i o THilEZ o7z,
WHRRR DB Z CTHIZE ZA, B TIELW | 35E
%ﬁzbfx TR B2V ER L TWT, &Y H 2T HGE
R LTHDEVWIFBEN2hoTol ) Z LIRS0
oo Flo, BETHEZLTETCVARNEWVI ZEIZHA
Dz, WEE—NH I AT EERHY, £2T
ASFETIVITEEIHENTE 0T, BEFURT LD ¥
LiZZo Tz LU TV 5,

091 H UK HS1F19

E \@%unﬁo /“]\7 v 7 FH”L’C%?’:XC’%%%UUD
(Al IN EFEL<$E EMZTHLIEHPILZY, iR
BB RO > TR EZLEZ -V T3 2 &N
TERW, 77k MNM‘ WRED L< W,

09295k H4F21
HEIEND T, a3a=r—TarMiEz L0 EES
Fo, BBMEICRIT TS EES,

093B4% K H4F21

SENZATL TSI 3o & BEO P CTHFEE HARGE
ICEB L2 CTHHEMCE 5 o1cRhy £ L, B,
. EL, Ble, ORI TR, BT ZENEF T, ¥o
<WiZhoTLED,

094 F K HIM19

— HBEHHEIICEBROETZRL TS, Zanb
OFRE......, Frlo, HUhnwetznzliE 2 Emicre
LRVOTEMA, B NEEFHICHITZNEES
W5,

095 %K S1M18
LTHLYTIIED LAY,

B

5=

003HLF K S4F23
bl

249



004 5K HS3F22
XxkzLw,

0053 HL K S4M23
FRHER], BR[| D) < &

006 7 K HS4F22
AARANOHGET, FMEERY LTV

007 7% K HS4F22
EXFDFE !

008 .k S4F22

HRlER & TE O FREITEFIC BRUE o T, EEo
LETHARVWENTHDT (-] A A=Y LE
R

0093Z#k S3F20
b

01037 K S3M21
HAANSIEW
fR25TIERLE D

0113720k H1F18
e

012572 K HAF22
[ )

013373k HAF22
DU 5 U i

014373k HS4Fx
B L

0152 E K P2Mx
THERER D D

016B5/E K S2F21
impractical

0172 E X P2M19
RIS F ATV D BN T2 720

018 K HAM23
eV RE A

01937k H3F21
LS50

02035 fE K S2M21
awkward

02137 K HS4F23
A

02237 0K H2F20
LT, THAR) Lo, REoZE LM
SRBVHRBH Y ET,

(How are you? - I'm fine, thank yo K 5 72 « « +)

0232 X P3Fx
VERBR), > v A

0243720k S3F21

TE

025373k S4F22
9

026 5 fE X P2M19
ERIE> T B,

027 Ff#% H H5M22
- L

02837#Kk HAF22

T

0293 [ K P2M20
awkward X Z 572\

0304 H4M22
[

031455 & M1M19

T

0327455 E M1F19
AR Y

033%4 /= M1IM19
BN b

034 2ffH Hm1F23
Pl

035 7-ff H H4F22
(7o) T2 [3OEICZEbd) [hah
FREHD |

03637k HAF23
W, BEEHTHD, EoHYLTNAD,

03741 K HIF19
DIIRN

038XXXXX
TR LT,

03937 K HAFxX
U0

040FEFL K PAM22
FEERLSTHBIZILAWA, FEELE52T 5,

041[A#&+E: HS2F20
modest, caring, indirect, beautiful

042 LR} K P4AM22
By |

043 K P4AM22
AFRAEBICEO NI EEEMICELWSE TSR
VT HEZaT VAR EDL-TETLE Y LEIMND)

044 -4 X S1F19

TE

045 -4 X S1F19
i)

046 A&t HS2M21
Unique, monotonous

047 4K S1F19
JAY R TADbED
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0482 fE X P2M19
FRE

049 4K S1x20
X bR

05037k H3F21
el L,

051455 & M1IM19

(G Ao 7zBRIfi 22 X 5 HEHIZ L Th D83,
Ao bERRELTELLIREANRaI 2= —
TarFERLE LTHICETTWD NTELEEEZD 0L
IS,

052 E8 K P1IM18
MHWL, SEZN

053 KPRk P3F21
EiiflA

054 5# Kk S2M20
simple but sometimes awkward

055 7 H H4AM23
R<ExE., BERHL) . BLEAEZ
‘unsophisticated’,

0563l S3F21
HARANHREZFHF L TWDIOEBLC &L o2y
IELv) EEWET,

057 3ZfnfE S3F21
SHZEE >0 B

0587 fnflE H3F21
EIHLRVWAEZ LTV (BB HEHARANZRD
To 6 0 )

059 KBk P4F23
EFONFIELN] LRI, TERAT TR TWS
npnl] TEicfEhznl LE5,

060 KBk P4F22
N E DB Tz El=E Ly

061K K P4Fx
EROANEEROR, FRENIDZ A FHGEC/R-T
W5,

06237k H3Fx
R

0635k P3M21

064 7% K S3F20
HARADHEFEZIL -0 L L, D LOEARVLDTHD
ERWET, OTHHEITIL T, BARADIEEDHIE
RHEKIIAENZTNTH D ERVET, TIKHERA
BEWEBRVETR, HEVHETEROALBEL VD
LEYID, THORTENRHRD EBVET,

065 -7 FH HS5F22
TRV, X I FIEE

066B474 Kk H2F19

B

067 A&+ HS3F21
FEEMAY

068 # UK P3F22
MOANEZAETESBLY LTND,

0693 HL K P3F20
SLEZIE LW,

0703 K P3F20
EfTHD, LI PERSIZIED> TS,

0713 K P4MX
WWERTHEWEKRTH, TEIZEW W L 2Ex
HA A =TT,

07295 KX HS2F19
L7 RN

073R4%% K S2F19
L~ UL ME

074 7K S3F21
1 B T F YR,

0758115 K HS2M20
ENEES

07652 £ X S3F20
RO T=TH D H 72D Tidlewn

077 H A K HS1Fx
15 TF,
TECUERE, HAEZZoB D L5FD),

078¥EFL K P4F21
EF

079#ij K H3F20
NhlE->TND

080 7K S2Mx
FLWLAFELWY

081[AE+E HS3F21
copybook

08252 & X P3F20

BWEBTHEWEKRTY EosTngd) , CUEICH
LCOMGEITH 20, RERB EE2MLRWVANE
W, )

083l &t HS3F20
I B, hln

084 LR} X P4F22
HikH

085H 7L K HS1F19
[

086 KBk S2F19
FEFEME - IR HAY

087[A&E 4k S2M19
FEENT T, FREEZEMICEEZ 9 & Ly

0885tk HS3F21
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Beautiful, caring, soft

089 5U# KX H1F19
CHRA AN AN

090%LI X HS3F20
JURf

091H 7K HS1F19
FoFT<THD, FRTHEHD

092B%: K H4F21

Question 5
001 2R K P1F19

002FEF K P1F19
i

003H I K S4F23
bl

004 H 7T K HS3F22
EREVAYANAN

0053 Rk S4M23
e S AUANEI N o <

006 7 K HS4F22
HHRL b

007 7K HS4F22
BRI

008 7.# K S4F22
HrOFFEIZBEN 2D T,

00937k S3F20
i

01037k S3M21
fiisg, EW. B,

01157#(Kk H1F18
Do

0123720k HAF22
(R

01337 K HAF22
EiilA

014 7% K HS4Fx
B

01582 E K P2Mx
JEHE

01685/ X S2F21
unskilled

0172 E X P2M19
Ik bR

018 . K HAM23

M2 L) T7,

BIZiEE->TW 5

093B87 K H4AF21
too formal

094 F3 K HIM19
— H\%b\éj

095 %K S1M18
THTFI v

HMEbiX

0193720k H3F21
AR

02028 K S2M21
same.

021K HS4F23
(v

022373k H2F20
4 LRLTY,

0232 X P3Fx
YA, BEMRA L 2D LB LW

0243720k S3F21
FFaTLETHE %

025 373K S4F22

026 fER P2M19
BBk,

027 54 H H5M22
cEo& VLTS

02837k HAF22
HE

02952 £ K P2M20
awkward X = 572\

030 FLfii FH HAM22
/TR

03145 E M1IM19

032455 = M1F19
AR Y

0335 E M1M19
By 2B BD

034 5.5 H HM1F23
D ASHRUY

035 7 H H4F22
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[SEERICRICLTLE D | TRdbENTIER N

0363740k HAF23
EEREE L,

037#ij K H1IF19
BIRIMEH o TV Db h 720

038XxXXXX
TAYB AT ) vvafFFy,

03937 K H4Fx
FE LA

040} K P4AM22
ELL W

041[FAlEH: HS2F20
honest, thoughtful

042FEFRL K P4AM22

S
043FERL K P4AM22
GRS

044 4K S1F19
MBE

045 -4 X S1F19
F5 LA

046 A&+ HS2M21
boring

047 -4 KX S1F19
EEFT
0482 X P2M19
il

049 F4 K S1x20
AIEHE

05037k H3F21
e E LW, M

051455 & M1IM19
B : AOOEFRMAZILTA-0OFEL LT
I EESETWVE U,

052 F% K P1M18
A7 s

053 KK P3F21
EEEE LN

054 L# K S2M20

sounds like native but unfortunately essentialiyniot and could

be bettter

055 5-fig H H4M23
RETIL]

05637 finfiff S3F21
PEEEFELTWDE oL TYH THARGE okl x
7,

057 Al S3F21
—

058 7 fnfiff H3F21
)

059 K[ Kk P4F23
JET 720,

060 K[k P4F22
[0 Sl Pe

061K K P4FX
ERE LW, FEEHRE

06237 %K H3Fx

0635k P3M21
v

064 73K S3F20

FAEHDOWEEIZOWNTIE, LomhEEzRLTNDEL
OFELEWET, REHFREL VD OIFEOTTL -0
NEEZTETLOTHDLEEUET, DLETRZ L
LHDLOTEN, XEEMALTTOLRLTND LA
WET,

065 -7 FH HS5F22
HE

0663475 H2F19
e

067[Fl &+ HS3F21
PRI iR

0683 nt K P3F22

069 HL T K P3F20
FLEAST LV,

070 # 7K P3F20

728

0713 K P4MX

T2FIEERE 9 & LRI ER SN2 0O WM LA A
— T,

072B9%% K HS2F19
F R FE TR B

073R4%: K S2F19
B TIEF

0743730k S3F21
TL—ANT B —

0758115 K HS2M20
EiEE I NEES

0763 X S3F20
FIEEREENME

077 H K HS1Fx
Hi, IERSE,

078} X P4F21
el Ln

07951 K H3F20
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HEA

080 7K S2Mx
FFE<Z

081[A&+k HS3F21
On a learning curve

082 fER P3F20
WD LD HDIFE, SAOHFR TIE@EA L2z,

0837l & HS3F20
TR E 2

084PHFL K P4F22
DI,

085H 7L K HS1F19
FERELW

086 Kk K S2F19
3

087[H&E+: S2M19
4LELTY

Question 6
001¥EFL K P1F19

002FF} K P1F19

WHIZE>TREVNRHL LTV Z, FGFEE LTS
NOREFERIGEL D DLE LU,

ELohbtndE, BARNIT AU DEFFEIZITWVEE S,

003H LK S4F23
WM EfEb D

004 H 7T K HS3F22
B,

005 H#5k S4AM23
T %, EEEN

006 7K HS4F22
DNHY T

007 NL# K HS4F22
BNARHDERS, RELEEEND -HLTNDHIER
%<, BRLTU,

008 7# K S4F22
R ARG B

00932k S3F20
ETCHTT T A A=,

01037k S3M21
HARN EIXRAOE D RGN 2L,

01157#0Kk H1F18
FAOHIGEE LT, 7 AU BHEGEIL, FRZT 7Y MAIX
SED LTHCTHERY LTV,

012373k HAF22
HES R NN

0885tk HS3F21
caring

089 1L#l Kk H1IF19
%

090%LI K HS3F20
Y

091 H A HS1F19
e LY, RS

092B4%-K H4F21
THHRAY

093P~ K HAF21
INFAE D YEE

094 E3 K HIM19

— LK (BE<BECL) &

095 F%&K S1M18
THFI v 7 (BNOIGET—ROBAANCE THERD
LEZ I 0)

013322k HAF22
HFEHEODRNYNEL, ELL RWIGE

014 72K HS4Fx
flfbShTnp EBnET, £, 7L R =72k
BUET,

0158 K P2Mx
FRLI-RAA LD

01652 K S2F21
RN — R R EFRIL b b ARKN LET,

017 ER P2M19
WL, B FEIEAEE D TN THOTWTRERZ

nt s,
BB N BN LD K HICRY) T L BRI T
%

LarL, BBOEES LIE LIS R0 5.

01837 K H4AM23
BUWRH

0193720k H3F21

M = AR E IR T WHERE D HAVERIE E D iz v
HiELHDH, THAX I ANOHGELV IZHEIY 7
W,

shit=° fuck 72 E{E VWS HEEZ > TN DA A—I M & 72 <
» 5,

020 EX S2M21
difficult to follow.

02137 K HS4F23
cool

022373k H2F20
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T AV ANOFEE, (EES->7C) F:TT, A7
IZHDONTWIT WL, BELASICE > UM EIY
12 WD,

023BE/fE X P3Fx
HbEVEMLIZZ LiERn

0243730k S3F21
KR T, A==z A& ffio THRETIHA A

0253720k S4F22
BIpRZ L BV ET, A F U REEE L DI ERY O4 0
LEWET,

02652 £ X P2M19
T TR R 5 %,

027 #.f% H H5M22

DIATNE &0 &2 TREF W EBoTE LA, ELFX
EIL DB A TOHDITAAREENHD 5> HO—HET
LR WATEEEB-STWET, LL, EHOFBTEL
WIEEE, FRANZFFELLTELZTVWHIDLEET
T T AU BEFEIITMND LD A A=V £7,

02837k HAF22
707 CHERD T,

029X P2M20
BN D, SEIEIHE Z Db 7T\,

0304 H H4AM22

FTILK IV XIBNTHRNEE L THNET,

FNIY ¥ XeR00 98, Vv XD T N—E =R IL
TAYBIFEC L > TEAHENTVWEDESH LIRT
TWET,

0315 E M1IM19
- REVET, BR,

032455 = M1F19
L—FTBNENA A=V TT

033455 E M1M19
By Iz v, BEID I
FTolEVE->TLEI, HOFELZ,

034 5.ff H Hm1F23
AATIEHFEEOBEBENST AV HEEELH->TEY,
BB HA XY RBEEEICHASNTHEEATHET, 720
TVWOBHANIBE RN TWENEZZE, TAUIAD
FTIGEIIAAITE D ThI, FEL WD Z & AR
DERILE LS TR TS L EWET, world englishes
EEDLNTWETN, ELEELET AV I ANOFETIHFEL
NS> TS EEWET,

LML, FAIT AV DADEFETH-> ThbhbrA Py
EEDIRNZ EIZIZFEOT AV I ANOFGEE B TE /R
WERE LU TWET, 7 AU I ANDOFETIEEEI ) 224
NEFOLOTH->TH, [HFE] 2 THTF50T
372K, FOANDFETHNATHIUW TEITLEE-T
WET,

0357 M H4F22
HARADHES TZhEHGE] LW oRE, BXORFER
LEWET,

03637#k HAF23

(EBHCHEVFE LI 2BV Z B0 D TA A—
DI TCLEIDTTN)T VA A=, BRI B
WEZEN TN, L) KO REL,

03751 X H1F19
BAREOSHE (W) NMAINTWDIER LB
£, ATUTBENA A=V B T,

038XXXXX
WD L HITHED,

03937k H4Fx

SN EEIFSEVEoTND, HAGED L O IZH
PORBEPENL IR DD TEALNR AR L—
RRENZNERS,

040FERL K PAM22
FHLTCWDAERDEFHRFLLEZD,

041[7lE#: HS2F20

| think they speak very directly and at first, ltfeffended, but |
realize their way of communication. Therefore,ihkhtheir
English is straight-forward and | like it.

042FEFL K P4AM22

AEREECISHIRBEAZES &, ARAADSWVEIL &
DREHFEELWIRUNLET. £/, BARTREALEHRE
FAXT AV DIGFETTR, A XY ARGEITH_ATEE e
TN ESbhd LT ) TIERNTT.

0438EFL K PAM22
SWEWZ LR —E T BERRN LT, PRI
TEEHIEa—AD%L)

044 4K S1F19
fEh 2

045 4K S1F19
ELW

0467l HS2M21

| am pretty used to American English as | have thedcquite a
lot of American movies. Also it feels like Englishave listened
to in the school is very much an American acc&u, | find it
easy to hear compared to other accents.

047 -4 KX S1F19
ZobOEGEEE S OT, B

O48BFIE N P2M19
SEOERTWB AR VSRR D WD R D
Ay BB EWE XSO LS U,

049 E% K S1x20
77

05037k H3F21
REET, OOFEIRREN, AL EHE Y M)
Rz LI Eb B,

05145 = M1M19

ANEICE > THERA RIEOFFELZRRBLTND, 7%
VINIRYGE, (T AV BT 12Z &332 T, H
SETAT 4T « W72 E0BOHIRTY, )

052 E8 K P1IM18
B, B2 S0 E DOV (EHE)

053 Kk P3F21
BT OBRFNEBWES.
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054 1L# K S2M20

HIRIZ L > TREIVRXFXY T T ONRESY, BolcONn
B O CTRENIIIHBREDO b ONRELE L B3, F
ST DIEE DMMOHIED & DD L5 RENT D,

055 5. H HAM23
TN LRBE, TAY I, AF Y ZAEFEOENEZRUT
EDLZRITIT LA LR RAL BEDRN,

(IS EBLNRT A Y A, 4’#“) AN VA = PN 27N
r@%ﬂu& j:}bé) 5’{‘;}:{‘ if’{‘uu )\ ;t’)f 9;:-‘1\
FRREN D HBRELRFET D \/«\/1/(&;5
Second floor (American Englisk) First floor (British English)
MR UEWZR S & Mo Tz & Tz B & O input 23072
WnE R LT,

0563 finfiff S3F21
INEELTAA—VIEHY FHEAD, Do WVWNERE
WET,

0577 fnfE S3F21
— it

05871 fiE H3F21
PEE PRI AT E IR 290
HE L &L 7782 MV,

059 KK K P4F23
I XZDHESTRAFETE DR, L XSBOVET,

060 KKK P4F22

EOO L DEEEFE 3TN DIE EEEITES TIEk
Wb b7,
A A=V E LTI RBRICWES A A= R H B,
061K K P4FX
OO SFE(LFE.
LW

BeBER )L HANTH LW

062372k H3Fx
0% I EE 7 ENEE T B OB CHAT->720 LTV D &
)T, OB ODITRNA A=Y F9,

0631 #l K P3M21
MNTNDA A=, HIFIZE > THAFED X 5127
S2MONRH o THERY SLWVEHIERH 5,

064 7%k S3F20
T AU ANDFEEIZDONWTIE, BARAN &3S SERN
HFEV LoD ELTWRNELDEEBEWEYS, 2oz
LAZOWTIE, LRI OASRC, PR O AN 5
WD THED L< bRV TTR, 20 &N
SENCH D £ LT,

065 5-fi5 H HS5F22
B 9 0n

066375k H2F19
T = 2 %,

067 A&+t HS3F21

BT AU B T2 TWEDTE THBERY LTV,

FAAROEBEHEE CHASNDDIXT A Y HHEFENK
N7 Te DRI B D

068U K P3F22
SHERFI LY TH D,

0693 nTk P3F20

U X DREH RN,

070H 7 K P3F20
EHEOLHHANEERTHRSZWVNE NI A A—T R
REFF->T D,

071¥FL K P4MX
FRZT AV I ANEB#HR L CRBLZH W2 E13H0 8
o

07295 KX HS2F19
AARNCIZBEE ) TV ork L BnET,

073B47 K S2F19
A OYFEIZ L S DKL D, B THRLEH T, D
WHEA-TLE D,

0743720k S3F21
Bl

075375 KX HS2M20
HRIE T,

0763 K S3F20
& ST W LIMEREBLE LAVOTT - LT
7=

077 #HH{K HS1FX

PSS s AN
FEFLLMLR2OBETHEENRZNESS, Ll
T XV A ICBENDH D,

078¥EFL K P4F21
EH

07950 X H3F20
PEEFEHE TH > T ALK IGETE - 72 O THI 1%
B 5,

08037 K S2Mx
RERETI BRELWY

081[AE+E HS3F21
WD &9 AR LT CRUCIZBE IR v, 277
MNELBRTHONRHELNE X HH D005 2,

08252 & X P3F20
FHEMNEHRETEDIZE > TID DT,
083 (A& L HS3F20

WENTEETHY R b, 2k,

084 F} KX P4F22
DPBIRNTT,

085H 7K HS1F19
Ko7 L

086 Kk S2F19
LV, BEERY LT

087/[A&E 1k S2M19
W, HEESFETIZ TS S LW, B> T
[AYASA

088[AE L HS3F21

Speaks directly but at the same time, | thinkfitsndly and
warm as well.
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0891T#BK H1F19
B2 2 E MWD TN 8/ A,

090%Li K HS3F20

TAUBANEDEL L VIZLTOWDDNTERZ 2, 3
AT 47 TROICHZIZDEZAEHDIRP-L VEEL
TLNNEBERY LTV ERS,

091 UK HS1F19
< BEL-RD T, HEER SR> TiGicMz 2
b, T EBITo&EY LTS,

092R%: K H4F21

TAVDIGEEZRFAL, A XV ARFEEHEVHFATH
RNA A=,

FELLIRNA A—,

Question 7

001¥EF} X P1F19
TAVAPEEELA XY APEFEOE NI IS o T E
A,

0022HFL K P1F19
HGIZE - TRFVRDD LTV X, HEFEE L U D
PORFEREDIGEIL D HRF LU,

003K S4F23
EL, HEIY L0

004 35K HS3F22
EREWVEILIZRZME S A A=V 03 D,

005 H LK S4M23
B JERR, B

006 7 # K HS4F22
B CLL< bbby

007 7 # K HS4F22
(BEYVENZZENHY EHA.)

0083ZHK S4F22
HEMY T WTTR, RODA A=Y RHY 5,

00937k S3F20
TAVBXVIET T 7 Tldlengd A=,

010 7%k S3M21
H$At IRMOME S RS,
(ZBI L CHIBNT & 212 E OO S 0 A

01137 K H1F18

T AV DFFEITHART, 2050 TRY W NE DG
W, Flo, ALEIEILTNTC, MES>TWHDEMN
< bbb WnEERH D, L, TAUIEELID D
ERTHEHERDY Z 5 RENERH D,

012373k HAF22
KEADOHEEWVWIED EFRF-oTND LI A A—,

0133220k HAF22
SRR & B D o0 BEEE

014N # K HSAFxX
i, B EBnET,

093P~ K HAF21
X ED 0V, RENIE-E 0 LTV 5D, BRx 7ol
DEEDOUENIRE S > TWnD 7=, FEFETRVLALE
FAN SR T Y,

094 F3 K HIM19

— VdlZAmericanEnglishiZBFERE
LE o TV, SIS %IJffEqu\f;u\ (LARIT i%@
KT AU MR LT E B o TR, 13RI
UAZZ Do TWRWY) o T AU ADKEGFED Fy%‘ﬂ
DO—oODE|] EE-TWD,

095 LA S1M18
H & LT T2 7 SHEIRBHRAR TH 5.,

01552/ K P2Mx
A= — b IR SCEEAE L

01635 fE X S2F21
REVBRHDHAA=TUNHY £T,

017B2E X P2M19
KEANOFEFEEZHEVHEESN RO TORLRNA,
TAUIANEVIEEBELNEND &, TRV ARSERN
ETOMENBRAA—TURD D,

01837 K H4AM23
t DFEF DR

01957 #0K H3F21
6 TEZT-EITAXY ZAANDEFEZ, 77y ML
ThEEEIN A,

020 JfE X S2M21
beautiful,l want to model myself on it,

02137 K HS4F23
cool
GEVWRHEV LY A, | )

022372k H2F20
FEOFFEITBARNILT AV AFEFEL VB EEY 3
WOT, FIREMIE S 2 & NZNTT,

0232 E X P3Fx
TVTFT 4 yvafr 7Y yraide T EMicEz %
FELTHATWERL 5,

0243730k S3F21
KSHoTWVEHA A=Y

0253720k S4F22
[C] ORENMIET DR, H<IECET,

026 fER P2M19
&> TR b DEIR T, Bkt a2 EM L2 2
L TEHERD,

027 5-f H H5M22

BRECHEESTLEFELWIANA—URBVET, 72
HIFEIFD 2 XS NVEUB LETN, A XY AEE
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I ESRRERS ZELET, BRICET IR TWD
DT L BWETR,

02837k HAF22
T AV ANEEAE, 2 b o TS LI
3 I

02935 fE X P2M20
BEHERA A=, BEPERWRECNT D,

0304 H H4AM22
TIVARBDE I BREST-ELWHEEDA A—URHY
F9, BHVEIRTT,

0314 E M1M19
CRELAD T, RRREE TS,

0327455 E M1F19
HEVGNHRNTT, BEIPDWVNREFEWET
M.

0337 = M1M19
lr)] ORENIED, TAVHIAILY bHEEVICL
WV, TR BT AV IANDEEM STV D 2D,

034 5.5 H HM1F23
6)LRILEHITR>TLENET, HEEAOHES
RCHENEFHE>TVWALDEERWET, £ DANER
HRLEFAT 4 T e BFEEFHOHEL LT
WHERBWET, ZOX I RBENPLRTSH, ZEAD
WERIZ AT RESFE/EL L SN TVET,

FEHFIFIEEAOTGEZIME 2 THanZ tbh o T,

ETHAY DN D LWL TWET, MY OH L%
LCEBERIZSGA. TA VI NOREITH BHEY
RN, D N & DSEETEREEIIA Y AR EERRR L TV E
7o

035 7 M H4F22
LontiERETEARNLDOD, £ OAAAND UiiE
LD, BEHRDIC WEGERZ L BnET,

0363LF K HAF23
TAVHANDRGRITIA~D L, E-oBY LTND,

0375 X H1F19
IR, EWVWIAA=UBHY £, Flick-T
FENRNA A=,

038XXXXX
BT AT LTNWD,

03937 K H4Fx
HENT AV INEETE) (ZHOLBARKOHEE 2?2
NT A Y DEEEZBEENR WS EEMRER 2T .

040FEFL K PAM22
MONRHDLEEPLNTVDER, <DL,

041[A&+E HS2F20

I’'m not very sure about British English becausalyavent
there for about 2 weeks, but | have an image ttat English is
elegant.

042FERL K PAM22

IAT 4 TNbTDE, hoZBLRADE D TTN,
X<y EEA. UL, EAMICIET AV DHEE
DIEE TN TT. AL RSEBOEHIZAH Y 3.

043 K P4AM22

FELIZ LT

044 -4 KX S1F19
f#Eh o

045 F%& K S1F19
BEFED Hhfk

046[H &+ HS2M21

When | first came across a British accent, | waprised by the
difference of accent from an American one. Butrididh accent
is more similar to kiwi accent which | have beestdning to
over the last nine months, so to be honest | pificish

English to American English.

047 B K S1F19
EENHEATT &, RAPRERSEICHZ 25,

0482 X P2M19
6 LEDLIRN,

049 4K S1x20
i e

05037k H3F21
T AU WFREEB S BEDITZ I NENoT-T20, MEE
DDIZEHEL WA A=

051455 & M1IM19

BAXO®H 5 Bl iGE, SUELT AU W FFEICLEL -
MY LTWB, (TRAUDIAT-7=2Z LIT20VDT, B
SETAT 4T « BRI ENSOHILRTT, )

052 LK P1M18
HE, ARTFTLTAELNTS

053 Kk K P3F21

23 &5 Ly 9 BRI TR~ B R WIRTER 72 b
OTER, TAYDAOFFELY b A~ — 2L B0
R

054 5THF R S2M20
FENIEER & ZHHIZO L BMEREREIR,

055 7 H H4AM23
AN LRNE, TAVI, A XY RAFEFEOENERU
WEDDRMITITEAE R, AL BEDR,

(IS EBENRT AV D, A XU A0, (IEAN AR
EOMEILH D) | HEEIFHEET, AMICX-oTEI TV
FRHENDHTRELRET DLV TH D,

Second floor (American Englisk) First floor (British English)
WA TR D & 1o 7o & ST B & @ input 2347
WnEFERK LT,

056 N7 finfiff S3F21
PEEADIFEIHNTZZ ERR2ND TN £ A,

0577 fnfE S3F21

ST AUVINEA XY ZANDEDNRYDEIRND T, D
FWbLRAELEVERA,

058 71 fiE H3F21

Ty RREON

A DFEE DGR

059 KF K P4F23
6 LML,

060 KBk P4F22
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Wh L% 2 ORPE LR L,
TEANEICIE, BCES A A— DR 5,

061 KK P4FX

R 72

HT-HDHFEICE Y 8-> TWE H (T A U W IGFEITR
DRV E NS T)

06237 K H3Fx
HARNIIE HEBIEAED RN S ICBVET,

0631 #l K P3M21
o & ) LIS S A=Y, T AV I ADFFELY
HHEERDCT VL HITES,

0643720k S3F20

FEANOEFEIZOWTIE, BARANGETZ EnHKS

‘ﬁuﬂ\%@ﬁ)&;ékmb\ia“ HARANDFA TSI
ElIA XU RAEFETHDL BN EBBY ET, 20

\_&7) E)\ %.Aw%;nﬂi‘az&}\@uﬁﬁ_f’%;n é:{/{fl/\7

HONRH D EBNE LT,

065 5-fii H HS5F22
bo LRFBIILEREUNT D

0663 75k H2F19
T AU I NDORGEI A~ TESE LEENE DD H D,

067[A&E 4 HS3F21
A XY AEFEOFEHITE THHERMIN TS L HICHZ
Z Do

068 H L K P3F22

PFEANOTFEIRBZE LW Z &R0V bnb 7
W, EBLEMNEWVNIET AV IDIEFOINT T T A
A =TT\ 5D,

069 55K P3F20
BRI LN, T A Y LISRIRRANE D,

07035k P3F20
EHELHHANELARNTHSZWVNNE NS A A—D &
REFFoTW5D,

0713 K P4MX
FRZA XYV AANEEHR L CRGE2EW=Z Li3b o 4
oo

072B4% K HS2F19

TAY TN EFEANDFFED KRN %LT HEYML
B2 TT, TNETND LEZITEVRH D Z LI,
HEAWZ &2 EnETS,

073B477 K S2F19
HEOVT A Y DHEZEL DFEWVITR U2V, D LESN
HFESIIL L, T AV BFFEDIT O B iFTe,

0743730k S3F21
ELW

075375 K HS2M20
BT, A LW

076 fER S3F20
TE NN R DT 7

077HHK HS1FX
T AV I NIGEL EICH & TR, EEEEDR
BT XTI o T,

078¥EFL K P4F21
o e

07941 K H3F20

BN DO ABE Y SOV, RO L <

[ XU ANDHFETBEHSHE T2 L IR L THRIZ
S L] LWVl ESSoTWEDT, FORELH
STRRRHNT 4 TIREENRH 5,

08037 K S2Mx
FLo

081[A&E4E HS3F21
HEVAXY RANEEDLDIEEN 2 -7223,  solid 7
LT 5,

082 fE R P3F20
THPIHY T, i,

083[AE L HS3F20
FEPMEF, AL R EERBEUNRT D,

084P1E} K P4F22
OB IRNTT,

085 H Uk HS1F19
o2 L

086 KBk K S2F19
drEl, classic 322D Wz W

087[Al:5 4t S2M19
TVERA, HEVFPY EEA

088/l HS3F21
Sounds intelligent but also sounds cold.

0891T#BK H1F19
B2 2 E MV D TN FH/ A,

ogo’iﬁiﬁ)\‘ HS3F20
WCRIC, HEV T IEBRR2ODTIEE DB,

091 ALK HS1F19
HEENIEMET, JEEE TEICHIB ) L LTV ERT
b5, TAUVHIANLY KIFE TRV,

0925k HAF21
FEELATRNA A —2,

093R9%2 K H4F21

FELEHE T, HELHBOEAENRDLMDIZI W, fihtd
X HIZEET, MEEV IV, HEEEICHE U HREoTWD
DO, HEV PSS VEFHELTI N, ARANDIGE
POV (cute & F o TV,

094 F%& K HIM19

— 6 DORNAE LRIHT S, British English 13 HA®D
FRTHEATWDIGELILED . L) Z & TLIESH
FVEARLTWeo7, American EnglishD 773 A ¥
—C British English OF R~ A F—71EL ExBoTni
PH LRV, THLEIEEARORERZR NS TELE, &
Hob, ZLOEN.EDIh, KERZRSHETHHEED,

095 F% K S1M18

FRENHR P CTIEA LT, FEEOF Y VT ThDHEE
LTHEVZRHS>TWTEHAL LEEFEEZFET A A —,
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Question 8

001PEAL K P1F19
o2 L

002FEF K P1F19

003 # 7Tk S4F23
BRI LN T ABICEET AT T IR BnET,

004 5UK HS3F22
KA T AT TIROZ LY 72 & RIS T B OB,
L0 EHASHB KIS,

005 LK S4M23

FEREAEE AN LR O W 2 S3EE ClI T E N3850 8L
HULLTWT, REVREFHEPH D L BNETS,
ex.Singapore, Vietnam

00637k HS4F22

007 7% K HS4F22

FAUIZ B Z HIENE T RO TELS by AN, H
TLILE o TRFIZETHEADVEETVIZ< W &
LbHDHERENSEEEL,

008 .k S4F22
F—=ABNT VTRV HR—=NVOHEER E1TH > T\,
FICHEFEICLTHHEER I W ERH Y £,

00937k S3F20
A=A TV TREFTHYBHY Z D,

01037#Kk S3M21
AAZED LR850 2 T H HUIRIC X - TR &
LOTHHREDERNRS S B,

01137#0Kk H1F18
F—A NV T TN EFET, DL EFETFLLIT
HOA A=Y,

012373k HAF22

BHTT AN, R LTWTEI TR, hEC#E
EREENOT T OEDAXIT. ZPREZTWHTD
BNTRAE I ETIHEMEHD LKL ET, Rk D
RAARNIREY 72 VDIZED, MW EIFRIC L2
BNl b EVLES,

0133720k HAF22

LU DO AN BANDEGETX, /A AT 4 7I2ED
BLONENA A=V N5, FANERICEST-Z 80D
5. PEASCHEANREDT T RO AL DIFEIL, 1%
HOHEOEOHY BR HTWA X IS, HEEXR
AT 4 TOREFLHARFEMNY OFEF L HES DT, HEH
ICHEmD I, ala=r—rvar iz,

014 72K HS4Fx

EFOH R BHRTH, BTV EWVITEFL BRI
N, SEBR VLTS EBNET,

0158 K P2Mx
—ODXBNEL R FTETHRN

01652 K S2F21

F—=A T U TFFECONWTHREDNHDHA A =TT
R

0172 E X P2M19
Rl L

018 . K HAM23
BRI — NP g VORI T2 S

01937k H3F21
AV FADFETIGEL, R0t 8-> Ty Ry —
FBEELTADONLEEST,

020B# Kk s2m21
| like Singapore' English.

021 7% K HS4F23

0223720k H2F20
HED IO ERA,

023 X P3Fx

AARANZILTHEZD2, NI EEFEOMY ITHTL
FODT, TAUVDARLA XY ZANOFFEL Y LRI R
DI NI ENE,

0243720k S3F21
TRy FNRRENMIET L TIESIELTH D

0253720k S4F22
VUAR—VADOFGEX, TERELRIEL TS L EN
HY ., FEERODPPEFERODEEL DML R T,

0262 X P2M19
HFAIEKE, EEOLHLLORBEM LS, @lEOFH
CHEFELE LRSS, AN —FF X,

027 &.f% H H5M22

TAYDEE N —FRLLE VI EEHE =T TEZDOT,
ZTOMOFFEIEL L WO RFEDLLHV E LN, 4
TIHELH7-DORELFTIEOEEEEE XD LD
ICLTWET, 7272, EH5LTHY 7Y vrvazifiE
HELERRNL, T AU DEGE, A XV AFGEN—F
EWVWIOBZINBEOEZNIHIAN LET, IIa=h
— ¥ a VERE I XA RO IGEICENA A —
DB FEAN, BENICEZD EDPLRNTT,

02837k HAF22

029 £ X P2M20

BANRREL 6D, HEEEELS O NOTFEL, HillkZ &
IR H->TREH LA,

0304 H H4AM22

HFFNOFETHEFFILIAARANCE o THEIO 0T &
WIOHIRZZ IR0 7,

0314 E M1M19

032455 = M1F19
YN IRNTT,

033455 E M1IM19
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WAHAREIZENE, MR BH D EE D,

034 5.5 H HM1F23
AARGEEZRGEETOALED, G0 OFFENTL SAF
ETHERVET, ETHHEWMVIZKVOLH Y T
B, TOXIRENERT-BITFRD D Z & BFEEITITL
B L TCWVET,

VB R—INTRITIAT o T2, v 7Y w2 O
EWMVIZ SWCETHARY £ L7, Lo LR, FLEE
AARADET Vv R=—=X A7) vy a b Az i
LoTEETHMOH D LD LB DN TWNDLONEHD
THLE LT, BObHLEHEEZRDLIZAFFHL L FIEICD
WTCEED ETREIZZEBWET,

035 Ff# H H4F22

KAy, 7770 QGEEREREE L2WA) ©
WEEHSHERH D FTH, RIIVE_SHEE LTE
ALTWA200, NELEELHE ThMY 0T,
FEB I A BT as & ETIIVDN RN ITRE AAANCH
EWMVRT VLD EHEL D,

03637k HAF23
FZOETLHD LD HBAAARANTETZEICDH
BB L), TOEMEEOMY B> THEHY I W,

0374 K H1IF19
T4V ENCB AT TERNES 5L 7Y voa b
IEELHD LB End Yy, HRES BnELE

038XXXXX
T 7Y ANSMED FEEIT HARANDTGEIEITN D & BN
F L7z,

03937 K HAFX

ERRLSNEE A Z U T N EPEADEGE LB Z &
BV, EHLLHARANLVFEENEZRF>TEY BA
DHFEHE IR E R o7,

040 K P4AM22

041[A#&+E: HS2F20

There are many countries that speak English asftrsgi
language, but | think their English are all diffiere think their
English have their own characteristics and thatenakeir
identity unique.

042 8RR K PAM22
ME-S>THIEXDHENIERBRHLENRL N EBNET.

043HEF} K P4AM22
FELIZ LT

044 -4 KX S1F19
AT T OMFEEEES LTV,

045 F%&K S1F19
T AU NOFGFEFNTTARYIZEN D,

0467l &k HS2M21
I am fond of the New Zealand accent.

047 R4 X S1F19

04852 £ X P2M19

FEENGEGE L o Te S RA T 4 T DX DITEE S 2 <
TSR0 EE Y BB TN | xR EONDOFRE
ZREWTES7=,

049 4K S1x20

T YT NDME D PRI DR E N H > TASOETL
MELRNE D RA A= DD,

05037k H3F21
BEADORKENEETHR-TWH LA RL L, AY
ICHMERE L LT L7z &I B 2 220IE E i,

051455 & M1IM19
HETHNERRATIZOOFEL LT, B, SUEC
BEIZZZDLT, FEICEREZEBAD I EICEREY
TCHEFEEZFHALTWDALELRZNWEIICES, B
PR CSEBERRERFONZBIZELT)

052 LK P1M18

AV RA—=92230, BEOLNTHLITKEL D
T7YNN—EERL LB, EIDOEEELEEEL
THEKLD

053 KB K P3F21
ZRFED P HERVICS W EBWET.

054 50} K S2M20

A2 RN 5 EODTREE

BEEA BRI 2EIZ) FVR FFERATAARAL
~)v

FEAN: BRALD IKHRL THNAELDTE 203%F
BOEN

TIVN, AXva, T hVa, PTILEL R
S=HERE LT D ESHFEL I vy AL TS
TWVWAIEER, AT K- TARS VEEEEN NTNAFE)YDT 7
T MRBDANE LRV ADZHR

2y HRERERWOTIE

U7 IA4F AL VLD FONAEEKGEE L ~L T
vy

~NLF— 0 EFND

JeEAff © &< TE A VERE

B HEE L VLS LRIV EFER

TR NCESTEBELEREFL2VALDLD
E3)

AV RRYT AV RIZETERVNR Y L, LAV
KLy~
VTRV D FEVNA v RIERTHEN LS &

RLZ A=ZRZ Y 0 5 EDRETORE

NFH(7 T AFEE) : D ELIFERAT 4T

055 -4 H4AM23
L7 LDy, AV RROANDIGEITELS L THE L THR
OEREUT=,

056 3 finfif S3F21

057 fnfi S3F21

STUITEE A DOKADEANE TR, EESENIGE
TEZ2VOIZHLEDL LT, 6 ORFENIFFEFITEH L
BunET,

05871 fiE H3F21

SEFEE LTRETHA . ThENOREEISEST2/EY
N5,

Fo, FERIIZ VOB RBGRITII NS, EfEXIC
IERT 5,

059 KBk P4F23
B IRN,

060 KPR K P4F22
RADHSTHE LW, BTSN,
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061 KK P4FX
HARANDZITEN, #OBRE->TLE I,

062372k H3Fx

FEEFETIEHRVDOICARANL Y @EMNICHENZ R L TNT,

BIVRIDO L IZEELTVD I ERTINERNET,

0635L#B K P3M21

37‘:/%@:.-nn%?’9‘_}\i ﬂ%un%ﬁq': uuﬁ?(‘:b\gﬁﬂ
GNDH D, LIERPA LR ENEFELETHIH NS
LN6.L EBoTNDITNEEED L ZAITLL 0D
720N,

064 72K S3F20

MDED N % BFANDIFEICOW T, hoEO A4 1%
FEEE _SHEELTHEI Z e HDH EEVET,
EZ‘S:}\ ic‘:/u}:@)\?j’ﬁztxgn bﬂ)uﬁ“@:’?‘_\ ﬂ"}& ki
Ko THREEEFET ZENHKDE LB OTTR, fhoE
DANZITFFED Y-V RICEET Z E K DED A% 2
£ WD EBVET,

065 5-fig H HS5F22

VTRV ANDFETRFEITAARANIC E o THIE Y <
TNE I RENT D

BEE AL, HAALRIC L) re A CHEE IR L
TWATEDBEEZREEAFRLCTHY . L THHE LT

066B475 Kk H2F19
TAVBANRLA XY ZANDE D
DIznEE S,

FEEEMHEZ D LD

067 [l ffi HS3F21

B L F o TH, EEICH 7 E X Singaporian Engliske
Australia, New ZealandEnglish \» > 7= & 5 72 4572 5 i3
HOTETHHBREND,

068 # UK P3F22
HEY L DB,

069 7Tk P3F20
070H# 7k P3F20
O71HEF} KX PAMX

07295 KX HS2F19

BEFENIGE TR VWENEEZHEHT 501k, ToERN

LIP‘=J7: TR TV T, ENCKFET 5 Lo
s TOFELELTOEETHDH LM,

073B47%K S2F19
REE A DSFETHEEN LR oz,

0743730k S3F21
TNENOSUEDEBR L TS O THALY,

075375 K HS2M20

FEFEFRIZES TV A %bﬁlﬁ®k®%@%
ﬁwtwaﬁ\m@ik’ﬁ%ﬁUTwéij L
F L, BIZIEPHEROTGE &@ﬁ%#ﬁmwt
LY FELTW=D &/fi&?ﬂ) F L7

07652 & X S3F20

W T VT EON A OFFEIAL I E Y S50 LT
EEoTWEDNDLINLRNI ENLENITHE, Zhk
Mo THVRDIEEDRT 4 —F =T L TL
HDOT, BARICL > CIFEELARELTIALY LA
ELTHWAREULRH D,

077 #HH{K HS1Fx

078¥EFI K P4F21
L EFAL, THARIN!

079513 X H3F20
%O%ODB%W%ﬁf;ﬁir’oF%%B‘yofﬁot 5L LThH,
BEEEIZ L AKGEIC L ARl & Bl TEE &2 B4
5HEZ éif:ﬁb\fﬂ»iﬁb\ D LTeBURZE DA B D
L. BOOO RN RGET) THRGERIIT > THRFEN T
e THATRAEIE CRE BT 5D TIE W0 & R

25,

0803.#K S2Mx

081[AE+E HS3F21

TIGONANDBEFEIZT 7B R HIHD S Bk e T
L EEY 2L o Tz,

WEADEELT 7y MR H 5N E T BB TR
WEBoT, BEANFSFEACBWTAEY =% 7 - 1
A= T TAT 4 U TRIEICARNT EEN N E
Bolz, FEEHIOEEFI BT, fEERVLAEFES L
XL WERBMLWE -,

0822 e X P3F20

INZENROETHERH Y, @AV, LL, thoE>
KFERERS \kﬂbﬁﬂ CWH AT D E, B
X0 FERENEEE D AN EEANC ), EHEA & R LT
B3I F D L BT LT,

083[Fl &+ HS3F20
[E-P il = &SRR R B RED D D,

084¥EF K P4F22

085 H UKk HS1F19

E Lok oTY RAGES LHESH,

L=V THEDANLFEE L2 Z E083H 508, MEFOBE
NLEIR) ZLRH-T-ZNT 5,

086 KK K S2F19
BEFRARS, BEEE LRWVWALLOWEEZEES &,
MRV BLEEENTZWTLEY, EIEEILVEL,

087[rl&EH: S2M19
KL< £EA

0885tk HS3F21

089 5U#i KX H1F19
o EHAL

09071 K HS3F20

PEENREFE TR BB 22T TE R AOTGEITHEMR L
LT VR T D, L LHBRANCHEARTHRGEL A L
I DTVDHIEET S,

091 7K HS1F19
F—=ANZ VT ANOFEEIL, O BROEVWESTbhdd
BELNTHOTH TR LW,

092R8% K H4F21
HARANDME D 58I, BER SICBWGERKA KL 5
ZERZ,

093Pk H4F21

BEEFEDHRGETRWARI L THES &, BEFNRETH
DANEEDTRUVADEET LD bbb T WEES,
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REEREDBEWZ L - T, FEEEORE DL, BEDOEF
R NESTL Dy BEDIAT 4T TR TH,
EBELTRTANLND, WERETEORMREED
TOIZbE &, ZOHIED ADRFETREORENHNS
v LT3, (disneyd7 5 OFEHEESREDZ
LT, )

094 F K HIM19
— HRIZIFNANWAREERH S, ENUBNIELLTE

NPRELL RV EWVWSETERNEB->TnD, SEH,

BEOBRHAST, A=A b TV T, MRS

Question 10

001¥EFL K P1F19
Kz 72 L

002¥EF K P1F19

e L COEBETIIRL, T ala=r—vav
HLDIEODOEFEL L TOREGEE Lo LSRR
D6

003K S4F23

004 H 7T K HS3F22
B ORFITFFICAHAL L 20
TR > T E &,

005 UK S4M23

L ORI T —< L BOET, HARADKTHIES
EHDH T L5 RO BB LS b OTH
BESICENE L,

B LCH THIROBRICLTE L b#NTT,

006 7K HS4F22

007 7% K HS4F22
RLZEIZENTETHLRD Y £ A,
WFRR LS TLFEE W,

008 .k S4F22
ETHEMYRTVERNWET,

0093Z#k S3F20

PEE &l O RN PR ORFELSINTIEE A ERD > T2H,

2D LD ITHERIGERME D & A TRFEN T b
FEOFEFIILTRBE W ERE-T,

01037k S3M21
IFEFWICHBRENT —~TY, ZOT—FNBED X 2k
BRI BB LATT,
FATIFREDOZIBN TR < | B2 BB OBZICH I T
HZEEENE-TEY £,

0113720k H1F18

012373k HAF22
HARANEWIFEO N ETHIRWERBWE Lz, FLD XD
IR 2R EE LS RV AN S WIUE, RIS
FHEDZABLNT, BAADOHTHLLDOERH D KD
RENLTEHLSELUE L,

0133220k HAF22

014 7K HS4FX

FETAA BT T EHP LR EITR TN D, EOVH K
BEMERL L, TOTOALX LB TV T,
INPBIFRETHDLEVIFER DT, RDHIFIERE
Bot, a3a=/r—a OpHEE LTHFEOA v
—VUEZITIWS 7012, M INIARYICEEL LB -T
W5,

095 F% K S1M18
Bz EiFDET VT DAL (AARZRS)DFFETIR S #HE
ERTWCIRETh 5,

hEEl @i REE 10U L RFEEZFEATVDICH D
NOLT, FEENFERTZ LKL EH Y A,
WSR2 Laid i, R0 EEN I IR e

BoTLENET,
HARNIZ, HFEZHEM CTETH, St ANIP7nEE
WET,

ZOT v r— hOBEIENRDL L THEIINEDZ EEFEST
WET,

0158 K P2Mx
FRliZ7e L

01652 K S2F21
TFEEiE » T 72X,

017 1EX P2M19
ZOWEND AADFEEOE 2 @D T - TIELLY,
JEIES> T ZE W0 ! !

01837k H4AM23
INERET ORGER B AR TN, ek L FERICH
FE O IR SR IITAKRIRE 2 LK TV D

01937 K H3F21

DRIV A— R CHARADOEFFEICEAL THEN 2 Ehbo
7D CHBRIEN -T2, EARFERIZR D DNNREELAT
R

020 E X S2M21
None

021N #K HS4F23

022372k H2F20

HOHE, BATHEEZZSCIIEI LELLVWDES
VEZBEZ LB E LIZ, KRFORERRICHBEN
HDHEIRRLTHL, BOICHEERH DO Ll
WEBEWE L, £V o2 & TR, REAEZRN
LAITHGE L HEL, ZEEOMIEAE L TWET, ok
WEEEAFEICND L) R A TE WL 2 d, &
B TWET,

BRI T HFEWNTT,

023BE/iE R P3Fx

0243730k S3F21
o2 L

0253720k S4F22
BRlZH D FHA,
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026 3K P2M19
Frizh v A,

027 54 H H5M22
028 73K HAF22

029K P2M20

M7 BHREORWER N < T WFEICERERIC AW
LNDHRERTITRVENRTDH(Z D TRVONE LLER
AB)y E2WVHHIOT Vr—rpnENnbErd ik
Mol

F 5 THSHERIIF T RO TRED 058 T, T
RO FE MY 720 TF,

0304 H H4AM22
0314 E M1M19

032455 = M1F19
BRI,

033% /= M1IM19
| am glad to help your research. | hope you puldistice
outcome of your research.

034 5.5 Hm1F23

[HARANDFFE] IZOWVWTEDOL I BRENLHR LTI
DY L3I0z o 2T, HlzIE, ity o7
oM E Y 7 &, world Englishes (Z2W\WC7xE, &
DX RBEDDBEZXDRERONE 50 LEKWICE
WTCWEEWRIZ I BRREWON e E B nE L,
FFZEERE > T 728V, FAbBEEREIT> TONET,
FEEEELRWVENLENDT, L LTERT IO
METHERETT N, FAORLDHPRENMAvI L THiS
IZEBCE R W2 E WS KRB TITo TN ET,
FLOEZENRETHONVIZ WD TTHETA, DL
THANBROBIED IS THUEFE N T,
BNERORFIED LT 5 Z & &> TVET,

035 7 M H4F22

036322k HAF23

Bz D& WEH A,
HLTHAMNESADBEIZNETSH LELWTT,
FALSBEWKLET,

03751 X H1F19
BlzdhH oy FHA

038xxxXX

0393720k H4FX

HATINER @ FEN L ER (@IS £ THGE
BEBTHN, THRRAMBRY OLESLERLIRZTH
RNA, RETIHMOBZIZ N, AE Y ORBLE
TR, BRAETHWS L) kiR 28
REPEFLEES,

040FERL K PAM22
041[AE+E HS2F20

042FERL K PAM22
HARANE IV D DITEE LW TS, FAO Mt I3k

D H DEF R R T, TR T TR EICWNTIE

T AV BANTIZL SANDEDTTNR, ZH0IH LA
RAEFETHAD T2 NITEKOMIRIZIB W TR ZEHE MK
WARE M2 T2DT, REMIMEN NIE EFGEIELT

WHEWHIREET L., HREIMS 2L TYH, muVwzE
BEEAANLD, DEERHLLTNT, REMEIEVA
T ETHARAL LWEIRRIMEZFF>oCWnWE Lz, 3=
FEEEDLIICFATERENRZOD, £ ) ORFEFED
AXNOWEEITE 2 DEER R ERITBNET.

043 K P4AM22

BANTEEZGETEEINT & A L7220, I TREEWN
ERNDMEANR DD, FODRERNCEFEERNE RS,
AMEHEDO NS R A B TIHEMICIE L L o0 &R
HEFENFEE R VAARNZNL N DE EES,

044 4K S1F19

045 -4 X S1F19
HYEHA,

0467l EH: HS2M21

It will be great if | can have the result of yoesearch paper
once it's all done.

Also, | would like to get your opinion on the fahat some
Japanese companies like Rakuten or uniglo haveleltd
make English a workplace language in their commanid you
are not too busy!

047 -4 X S1F19

04852 £ X P2M19
7L,

049 E% K S1x20

050372k H3F21
2L,

05145 = M1M19

FELND LV IE, EEICEBRA 2B H TR LR
BRodb b RNCT v — b EEDITI N, L DHEN
BERAMBRHDZOTIZZRWn D EBnE L,

052 F% K P1M18

BURIRDN > o O TR EZ B A CHITAH L S LW
<7,

053 KB K P3F21

054 1L# K S2M20
WAV LS

055 5-fig @ H4M23
Kz L

056 3 finfif S3F21

057 ~ZfnfiE S3F21

058 71 fiE H3F21

FUTHE T 7 0 AT T, HFEEE O S 1T 0EERE
BEEICHATO RN T,

059 KBk P4F23
FRZIEL,

060 KB K P4F22

061Kl K P4Fx
FRZ7e L

06237#K H3Fx
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063 5U# Kk P3M21

0643720k S3F20

Trr— R EBELT, BAANDORGEOWR X, FAEHOD
PEEOWA ST WO TEZXDLZENTEELE, HED
IDXEIRIEEEZTZZENRD-T-0T, BUVES
R0 ELE, bONEH> T8 0ELE,

065 7% H HS5F22

066 B 74 K H2F19
BOLSDNBED L HIZBEZTNDDONRUTR ST,

067[AE L HS3F21
RNTT,

068 7U Kk P3F22

069 1Tk P3F20

070 7K P3F20

O71HEF} KX PAMX

07295 K HS2F19

073R4%: K S2F19

0743730k S3F21

BRZ72 L,

BELRoTLEVHLIRGY T8 A,
EHYELALIBBENLET,

0758115 K HS2M20

07652 X S3F20

6)& T)DHERMDEHAE Y S5 h o727 HlEIKICE LT,
[~LE_T) ° TAEAANE LT~E W o8I -

T & ) EWIORMERD D EEIFE LT R LU

AR

077HHUK HS1FX

078¥EFL K P4F21

HARANTHEENZAEZE > TV A HFIZENMN D D)

BAbRICARDET, EHLTHAANTIHEEN LT

LWIAA=TNRHY T,

079%Li K H3F20
FRlZ7e L

08037 #CK S2Mx

081 (A& HS3F21

0822 /E X P3F20

083kt HS3F20
BHOTEDTHRADEEIZONWTEZSDIFE L& B
>77,

084¥EF K P4F22

085 H 7Tk HS1F19

086 KBk S2F19
EEEBZ RN EEEPNLTWVDIEND, brod&R

WL o2 TY, HRE LI2EME o7z X 5 ITBnET,

087[FE+: S2M19

AARNMNIIGEZ G 2 LI L TE#PS RV E BnET,

088JrlEH: HS3F21

I learned linguistics in America and | did somewsiatilar
research like you're doing now. | hope your reseavil go
well. Good luck!

089 5U#i KX H1F19
HFEHA,

090%LIE KX HS3F20
6,7,8DEMM D LIBAT &2 L o7e,

091H 71K HS1F19

BEEEILT A U I ARA XU AADBRHERE & T AHEZETS
WIS T-DT, BAANBHORGE, L0 HHE
F, KEEENODOEICBT OIS HEZX LD TR
<. BEAGLES, V=L DO—o2LEZTNHDE LK
C. A< bHH, "y bIEbhELE,

092R%: K H4F21

093B4~% K HAF21
RNTY

094 E3 K HIM19

- PBAANDTFELE->THIREEZWL COEDLYITF
ADODLTINTH D & RIFFICHGE~OERO B WER D

A& &0 BRI G AT 70T, IR Lo T2,

FFZEsER, ELATT ! VSEBLTRY £9°!

095 F% K S1M18
B L THATROWNTER, BN ORGEITHR Y O
AT Ly I AERNTNWD LK LT,
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Appendix 5.2: Categories and codes in each questimaire question

Categories (i.e., main and subcategories or moa@itthical categories) in each

guestionnaire question are shown in uppercasedetiubcategories (in uppercase) are

indented. Codes are listed as bullet points uademperordinate category.

eg.,1
POSITIVE ATTITUDES
COMPETENCE
e Good English-teaching skills

e Good knowledge of grammar

eg., 2
COMPETENCE
e Awkward or inadequate

e Beautiful

Question 1
POSITIVE ATTITUDES
COMPETENCE
e Good English-teaching skills

» Good knowledge of grammar

» Good knowledge of vocabulary and

idiomatic expressions

* Good listening skills

» Good reading skills

» Good writing skills

e Universally taught
INTELLIGIBILITY

» Easy to understand

*  Good handwriting
‘JAPANESE TRAITS’

 Polite

< a main category
< a subcategory
« a code under the subcategory

« another code under the same subcategory

< a mono-hierarchical category
« a code under the mono-hierarchical category

< another code under the same category

* Sincere
e Unique accent
NEGATIVE ATTITUDES

COMPETENCE

» Japanese-influenced English use
(except pronunciation)

* Japanese-influenced pronunciation

» Poor knowledge of vocabulary and
idiomatic expressions

e Poor listening, speaking and
communication skills

» Poor writing skills

» Prioritisation of ‘correctness’

* Unbalanced skills

INTELLIGIBILITY
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* Hard to understand
‘JAPANESE TRAITS’

* Reluctant to speak

e Shy or unconfident in communication

OTHERS

* Low motivation

* No good

* Slow to learn
FACTORS AND INFLUENCES

EXPERIENCES IN JAPANESE LIFE

» Few opportunities to use English

Question 2
POSITIVE ATTITUDES

COMPETENCE

* Good knowledge of grammar
» Good reading skills

* Good writing skills
INTELLIGIBILITY

e Easy to understand
‘JAPANESE TRAITS’

* Sincere

NEGATIVE ATTITUDES

COMPETENCE

» Japanese-influenced English use
(except pronunciation)

e Japanese-influenced pronunciation

» Poor knowledge of vocabulary and
idiomatic expressions

» Poor listening, speaking and
communication skills

*  Prioritisation of ‘correctness’

INTELLIGIBILITY

* Hard to understand

‘JAPANESE TRAITS’

e Shy or unconfident in communication
FACTORS AND INFLUENCES

EXPERIENCES ABROAD

e  Status symbol

* Unnecessary

JAPANESE EDUCATION

* Exams and tests

e School subject
JAPANESE VS. ENGLISH

» Differences from Japanese
* Importance of Japanese

» Katakana loanwords

* Native English (speakers)

e Unestablished

e Homestays abroad

* International students abroad

* Studies abroad

e Trips and stays abroad
EXPERIENCES IN JAPANESE LIFE
+ Eikaiwa

» Few opportunities to use English
» Foreigners in Japan

» International phone calls

» Japanese clerks

» Japanese people in the media
* Letters and emails

* Online chats

e Online video clips

JAPANESE EDUCATION

* Academic literature

* Exams and tests

» International students in Japan
* Juku and yobiko schools

* Peers around

* Returnee students

e School subject

* School teachers and ALTs

e Self-study
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University clubs

University modules

JAPANESE VS. ENGLISH

Differences from Japanese

Question 3
POSITIVE ATTITUDES
COMPETENCE

Fair or good knowledge of grammar
Fair or good knowledge of vocabulary
and idiomatic expressions

Fair or good listening, speaking and
communication skills

Fair or good reading skills

Fair or good writing skills

Less Japanese influence in
pronunciation

Less prioritisation of ‘correctness’

INTELLIGIBILITY

Good handwriting

‘JAPANESE TRAITS’

Not too polite
Polite

Sincere
Unique accent

Unreluctant to speak

NEGATIVE ATTITUDES
COMPETENCE

Japanese-influenced English use
(except pronunciation)
Japanese-influenced pronunciation
Poor knowledge of grammar

Poor knowledge of vocabulary and
idiomatic expressions

Poor listening, speaking and
communication skills

Poor reading skills

Poor writing skills

* Importance of Japanese
» Katakana loanwords

* Native English (speakers)

» Prioritisation of ‘correctness’
* Unbalanced skills
‘JAPANESE TRAITS’
* Reluctant to speak
e Shy or unconfident in communication
OTHERS
* No good
FACTORS AND INFLUENCES
EXPERIENCES ABROAD
* Studies abroad
e Trips and stays abroad
EXPERIENCES IN JAPANESE LIFE
+ Eikaiwa
e Family members
» Few opportunities to use English
» Foreigners in Japan
* Letters and emails
*  Online chats
* Western pop culture
JAPANESE EDUCATION
* Academic literature
+ Exams and tests
* International students in Japan
* Juku and yobiko schools
* Peers around
* Returnee students
e School subject
e Self-study
» University modules
JAPANESE VS. ENGLISH
» Differences from Japanese

* Native English (speakers)
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Question 4
COMPETENCE

Awkward or inadequate

Beautiful

Diverse levels

Japanese-influenced English use (except
pronunciation)

Japanese-influenced pronunciation

Poor communication skills

Prioritisation of ‘correctness’

Skilful

EFFORTS AND KNOWLEDGE

Knowledge

Question 5
COMPETENCE

Awkward or inadequate

‘Incorrect’ Japanese-influenced English
use (except pronunciation)
Japanese-influenced pronunciation

Less Japanese influence in pronunciation
Poor communication skills

Poor knowledge of vocabulary and
idiomatic expressions

Prioritisation of ‘correctness’

Unclear

EFFORTS AND KNOWLEDGE

Question 6
ACCEPTANCE

HIGH ACCEPTANCE
e Appealing
 Correct

 Exemplary

* Learning efforts
EXPERIENCES IN JAPANESE LIFE

e Unnecessary
INTELLIGIBILITY

» Easy to understand
‘JAPANESE TRAITS’

* Modest
* Polite

e Shy

* Sincere
* Unique

* Knowledge

* Learning efforts
INTELLIGIBILITY

e Easy to understand
‘JAPANESE TRAITS’

* Polite

»  Shy or unconfident

OTHERS
*  Cheerful
* Freedom
* Honest
o Familiar
*  Fluent

e Pleasing to the ear
* Richly expressive
LOW ACCEPTANCE
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e Unfamiliar

* Unpleasing to the ear

CONVENTIONALITY
 Concise
e Informal

* Untraditional
INTELLIGIBILITY

* Easy to understand

* Fast

e Hard to understand

PERSONALITY
 Arrogant
+ Casual
Question 7
ACCEPTANCE
HIGH ACCEPTANCE
* Appealing
» Correct
e Elegant

 Exemplary

*  Familiar

* Pleasing to the ear
* Richly expressive
LOW ACCEPTANCE

* Accented

* Unfamiliar

* Unfluent

* Unpleasing to the ear
CONVENTIONALITY
* Formal

e Traditional
INTELLIGIBILITY

Question 8
ACCEPTANCE

Exaggeration
Frank
Friendly
Humorous
Lively

Patriotic

OTHERS

Geographical differences
One English variety
Other languages
Various backgrounds

Various loanwords

Easy to understand
Fast

Hard to understand

PERSONALITY

Arrogant

Careful
Gentlemanly
Intelligent

Less exaggeration
Less frank
Patriotic

Proud

Unfriendly

OTHERS

Geographical differences
One English variety

Social classes

HIGH ACCEPTANCE
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» Better than Japanese people’s English
» Favourite English varieties
* Pleasing to the ear
e Solidarity
e Symbol of globalisation
» Unique types of English
LOW ACCEPTANCE
* Accented
» Deficient
» Symbol of dependence
*  Unfamiliar
e Unpleasing to the ear
COMMUNICATION PHENOMENA
* Body language

Question 10
ANSWERING DIFFICULTY
» Complaints about the questionnaire design
+ Embarrassed about their own answers
e Tricky theme
CONCERNS
*  English for communication
* Hard to learn English in Japan

* Importance of Japanese

* Codemixing

»  Prioritisation of communicative needs
INTELLIGIBILITY

e Easy to understand

 Fast

* Hard to understand
SIMILARITIES AND DIFFERENCES

*  Cultural differences

» Geographical differences

* L1 differences

e Similarities across regions
OTHERS

» Learning efforts

e Slang words

» Inferiority complex
ENCOURAGEMENT

* Good wishes

» Interesting

» Praise for the questionnaire design
OTHERS

» Few opportunities to use English

* Nothing to add
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Appendix 6.1 Interview transcription conventions

P1:, P2:, etc.

<sibilant sound> etc.

xxx{@}

xxx{?}

xxx{louder} etc.

{after a while} etc.

*k%k

***{university hall} etc.

an interviewee’s (participant’s)diven at the beginning of

each turn

the researcher’s (Tomokazu Ishikawa’s) ID gieethe
beginning of each turn

phonemic or phonetic transcription

overlapping or interrupted speech

latched utterance

spacing at the end of a perceivable blotutterance
significant pause

laughter and a laughter-like sound, approximatiegsyllable
number (e.g., hahaha=@@@)

non-linguistic features ottamn laughter and a laughter-like

sound
spoken laughingly (The underline shows exagthere the
laughter (shown as {@}) applies.)
spoken with rising intonation (The underlisbows exactly
where the rising intonation (shown as {?}) applies.
spoken with features other thaudhter and rising intonation
(The underline shows exactly where a given featut@aces
applies.)

gloss to help understand toatext
anonymisation

gloss on what kind of imrmation is anonymised
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Appendix 6.2 Interview transcripts

Interview 1

TN THEI bHYRLH[TENET

PL [p—— 3 BV LET 0@[@EERRRAAQ@

T [BEVLET @@@@

P13

T b b

PLidwn

T bR~ —rRbei b b T A7 )T MC

Pl: [~

T @@[e@@

PL:[H2 AT A

T H2[LD

PL: b5 AT @)

T ZhTh— ZDOANDVNATER—o

PlL:d—=

T.=Tw 5 D)

PL&H———[——

T [f5b 2 W& R Bk 2 I OR S RBRTE T2 LD 5 {@}

PL: d—[————

T [@@@@%H > Z D[ANWARAT =2 T H

PL: [ oF Zu 7R

T [

PLMR HE—W I E—THRDIL Hh—o o T b f A F A A F
EMHTREY[LTET LR

T [@@. AEDENCIT v h~—27 %5 [@

PL [lo—% 5 22 ATT

T: BN S SIS - T D AVE A

P1: v

T RIEPRESTEIDF THORVA[TTITE S

PL: 3w

T: Jeik L oHaw

PLEEE & OHEW

Tl % 2 HIRY K[ T

P1: v

T L5 BN H Do TOEHZ TS WEETFD L
PLIFV 255 L DA W [T
T [GREE OV b EENT I ICHGE
PLW 2 — [£7 @@

T [@eE@@
PLZWBORENRT I REVS T HO —JERBBLE > BB A F 2Tl
£

T 8%

PL: TR

T [WoD WO HNO[RETT )

PL: [KEFD 3 KFMFEAY R TR

T 751FL

PLIZAT»>T THEITHE>THIELT

T: @@

PL [CAARIZR>TRTH[THH

T [RBIEY

PLEZ o7z A[T

T: [Z—{high-pitched}

P1: T£45y DO Y B> TDEH W[T

T: [ZVDRRFOIHE

PLZNDZ ) TTR KFOMFEEAT>To L ThAe THBIZED =7 2T
DA v BILNIREORERE XL O RFEONOREDR 2N ala=T 4 —H L
YV LRBNTTIFEZEIP I & I T- T

T 222 2D R¥EEHFE ARORFA[ZHEFELTHD

RELTRz &

58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76
77
78
79
80
81
82
83
84
85
86
87
88
89
90
91
92
93
94
95
96
97
98
99

100

101

102

103

104

105

106

107

108

109

110

111

112

113

114

PLFZEELZHEICZ I TR

T SRR ORI IR AE L&D &

P1:% 5 T h

T £ 2 TR - [H@)

P1: 22 > THI@EIC 54 L T{@)}

T 72513L

PLTRBDZITH k- LERR TN TAHIZY Ly

T 4T

PLZ 5 THRdbo ZOMREDLT AU B/ T AV HTLTT Thto TRTEEE
L ToTw

T R5MEE

PL: [)» 72072 AT ERND O L DD Z D T34 THRTZAGE L Z 0O OFE B
WERL y AV BRIz L T4 T & & FEBL ST L=

T =72 5128

PLTZZT—

T ZHbiE F

PLEHRA THZO— HAMY E— K LTHIFIZ 20— v F—Lokh Ty 4
—A LT 2= AL A Lo T TIAT ED— T H A TR EHFN
D LeRW[TT A

T: [A~—{quiet}

PLLL->Z[NTH L EFEDL I N—oTW D

T [7251EE

Pl:x=

T = [WoD

P1: [0

T: A% < BV ORF[TF

PL: b ® 5 =il b o & SR L /INEEDREDE 5o TRVA THHERE
DEFTT R

T IV ZENBAFEDONT

PLidwn

T:Th I H - SENIEEEOANT

P1: <sibilant sound>

T: &5 < {overlapping S1’s sibilant sound}

PLZ 5 THRZL I

T [BREALDKE

PLIFZWZ 5 TTh

T CBRIABBLELZOADRESTHALRRND

PLZ9 > T-T— XTI b Role

T i O R 7

PL%Z 5 Tdh

T: CRITHGEID

PLKIZZD— RbRoSIEY 2—& HFERAS TR T—T VT 4 —5TWH
DR 21EY

T: 2o INFRED BN EDBEED

PL/NZFRED B\ N2

T: [720y

PLEREDE D) DT> T Wi o 72 ATT Ho BN b oL 2 9%
EEHETHAD > TWPHIZLZE[LTT

T: [bo—

PLTCHELZZIZBMLT LE 9=

T: =fHl A THEEA[BHNT

P1: AT Z 5B

T AL ENTH[7R

PL [HoZ 9@ I Db L TALIEA T THE LT

T [251EE
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115
116
117
118
119
120
121
122
123
124
125
126
127
128
129
130
131
132
133
134
135
136
137
138
139
140
141
142
143
144
145
146
147
148
149
150
151
152
153
154
155
156
157
158
159

161
162
163
164
165
166
167
168
169
170
171
172
173
174
175
176
177

PL—FIEHMENLZE DI &I eDTH@}

T —RmIFEM

P1:Z 5 5 D{@)=

T =ATHIER» o

Pl @@@@@Q@C /MM

T: [E IR R @@@@

PL: [&INIC £ 5 TThbr ok

T o

PL: ZEE[W 22N T b LAY

T: b b B{@}

P1: <sibilant sound>h F. <" BV B 2R —R o T2 AT E
TR WD Ty AT

P1:% 5 T¥=

T: S ENDFH & —HEIT

PL#»->% 5 TT

T 7251FL

PL:%5TY, T—

T HRCE ZTh 2 JFETLARGE LA

PL: o %5 WRBREEIZHAETTHE 74 =y 7 Z5TL
T —

PL®» 5 LW [TT N

T [RDIEECTDOLTE 16> Td 5=

PL:=z5uW9=

T =D TNT 73y NERF

P1: [<sibilant sound> <sibilant sound&? TF LFE F L[> T H
T [7251EE, 72513 L{quiet}

PL1:iZ—\\{quiet}

T 22N ZORED{@) KEDZ L b A THFATED Q[@EQ@@
P1: P’k T 2@} @@ <sibilant sound o—FY, F— WWFTE oA
VAT E RAEL DD FERTRNTT X

T h—~~vii @E@@@

PL [v~ I ZOBRENL R[22 @) 22ARVIH@ fast} A eI &
{@}

T [@@EERE@

Pl: @@ftHk

T 13—

PLA7Z 72T

T 7z o7

PLHH < E 227 ATRIEY £ 0 fIRT 2 DAV NHANAST

T Z22%0D BRISAOYGELHIE o[z Lz

PL: [P BRESADOEIGED Y ThR< T THIERE DRI TLA Lo
BRoTHBoTETHE

T (725138 20D 2o ZOERFEBRES B> THiTD

PLidwn

T: Y6tk CIEA T Y [@@

P1: [<sibilant sound>

T bZNH[Z DOHRS

P1: PEA T FEA TRWTT A 243

T 251FL

Pl Z AlFD{@} @[@@

T [@eE@

PLTH oL ZOFIZIE THH- TIATELHIEL b fl2ITHRD 205 Ho
LY A A do— pur purple purple> T H AL > ThoTTH A"A ALy b2
L AL ALy FER2 T T TERDWWLIND purple TR 2 72 S Wiz i £
PR

T RBlEY

PLNERZETIHSEVENEoV[Em

T:[2212E Tivbb 5 SHEORF ORI 2 T PINVERIZ A BRI

PL o ZNDER BDABRNTT KLt 5 ) DOTHM AL ALy b T
FR&IZI8 > Tz 35 Lol Ty HAETSH

T A—=

PL=%£5©W5DT, =

T =CTbHZ L EREEFICELThE[AT

178
179
180
181
182
183
184
185
186
187
188
189
190
191
192
193
194
195
196
197
198
199
200
201
202
203
204

206
207
208
209
210
211
212
213
214
215
216
217
218
219
220
221
222
223
224
225
226
227
228
229
230
231
232
233
234
235
236
237
238
239
240

Pl: [—

T BRT 2 AREFHATEY

PL:Zhb L THRWNTTR

T Zhb[L TN

PL: PNEAEDKZHD L TRV TY

T 72513L

PLiIwn

T A ALy M- Tk

PL: b~ TE LK

T @

PL:& D — #5471 — R — R — L3 b o[l2AT

T: [

PLZZTHIZIERA LYY T 4 Ao THE N Th L HIZEI~vFY 5T
I DPEFETY VT 4 A2 T T i

T 751FL

P12 O )7 (R4 B TR > T2 b OB > T2 A[TT

T [72—21FY ARATENTS

PL:Z 5 4T

T [

PLBIZIES 5 H—DVoENENT[Ho T

T [fe— %13 L TEIb A 538 L #ik L[z

PL DD L Thnolc ATTITE w2 T 4 AT I Dhoiedbb 5 iZA
LiCENDEBEL DELIRATTTE

T:[A—

PLBIZIEANAS ALy R BWEoTebRAD, 3ol ZDKED

T 22138 ZNEBRESANLIFEELE > THRI o Thbh— FENIZNT
R sTs

PL[b->% 9, %5 TY[4

T: [ZvbSERR AT

PLIFWEIDHIDD ZH 8y & 29 bbby LT

T 7251FL

P1: /3 —{quiet}

T 2213 L F R4 2558 T A O ARV E LThA A HHE>Tn-T

PL=25THENbHVETH E—CbHV ETR E—FATHE>T hH—b—
OO A Z 5P D HFET RN SIS Tl E o T H [0
T [RBIEY

PL:iffifiEd v 34

TRBIEE, ZLTEDH LITHhFEN

PLZDdH & h2ETdh =

T: =EROEE O THYGRD RN

PL: L x /NE T

To/heEfe=

PL: =b7p\Cd=

T: =70 6] U7

Pl:&[———

T [ H-TE250-> [ H{@) @QA@

PL: [2RVRVRA@) VR THARANDD

T Zh

Pl:d v & Lz k> Ai—RIniAn EiEH gipidenT g ERAd{fast £ 5
P S [ LT

T [—722212E MERo>THNW - T[W S REDTT

PL (o TRDT

A IME

PL: [f= £ 2K TE LI=2 0 SMEA[O#EAS

T [bo72 5138

PL Thrx— LT 4 —Fh

T: [Z O

P1:iZ—\ {quiet}

T EL VB L=

Pl =@@

T: THEZ

PLAT-> T, b £—REFEIL, T [{Q) @@eeQ@
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241
242
243
244
245
246
247
248
249

251
252
253
254
255
256
257
258
259
260
261
262
263
264
265
266
267

269
270
271
272
273
274
275
276
277
278
279
280
281
282
283
284
285

287
288
289
290
291
292
293
294
295
296
297
298
299
300
301
302
303

T [@eE@Q@

P1: ¥ (2 % ) Cffast}=
To=h—[E 90D ONREBERD)
P1: [<sibilant sound>

T b7 ie—

PL: [@H—
T FHZT T RIS P ORFOREFEOHIRTAEATDH Z &> TRATT 0 i
HOFERETD

PLH—RX-E) 7=y 7 2ASEHRE L

T: 4% Chigh-pitched}

PLIHD— 7+ =y 7 Ao b o ThoTHRNATT I ERIZIE v —F 1 —Dh
CAsays./ I/l apple& 7> B says /bl Ibl /o] biké: 7% 5 Z L b[FHx bRE L
T (2@ 5v—T 4 —=BbbATE=

PL =% 55 v —TF 4 =W b T TRHHEBL RS ETE 7o LIS AT 2532
565 DA

T [A—

PLdh— 9 LORBNRL-THI L L HEER> TP HIDDIELE L
T[RBIEE

P1: Z[#L{quiet}

T: [Ao—{quiet}, #EYiR-> 7R DIF[E

PL: [

T2 Z0XNT, b—E5[%

PL: i [ 2T H DA T2 @)

T[RRI

PLENTHLLATT @}

TR ED

PLIIV @@

T £ — 0 TEHD[H k- LM77

Pl [@@@@I\ @}

T 50—, THhEh—THRIZTNDILoTYIDb

PlL:A—&

T ZVEHIC > B D d LR

PL 2 THHER T o &SRO Ob KEEFRHEMIRT 2 D4F & o T AT 13NN
FLhERT

T: thEo

PlL:z~o&

T EbebLBR{SA

PLE— ZNbbofzATTFEZ BKEIMT-oTH

T RBMEY

P1: o iE W il —F RO DEFEN—F T, TEOHERT -7z DMBRo EHEDRE
LN RO EILT—T VT —DIMNEADREENR KA T 4 7T DHRAENKT

T: A—{quiet}

PLZZTh ko &I H8HEE ML) LTLe>T T

T: FEONE 25 & AR F &

P1: [ 5 C¥aa #E & AV R C TR & (RS

T [7251EE

PLI o725 LS THIEZ 5 Lo~o>Tl

T: A—{quiet} = D[%A4

PL: [£D

T

PLdb% 9 4%

T [AfF&EiEo7z

PLZhf& LOKAETLEZ @

T oo

PLT Y FD

T. 7 u v Fo{@}

PLZSZ5 @Z{@} £9D5Dbbolc b ATTIFE £ ZTALN HAR
CoRWIENDSiEEE S TSN LA B BNLEL SHNRDIFA LIC
) FHAWRSTYIDEK LT

T EDHED L ZOHEORET L {slow)

PL: [V Lo

Tx—=A7 4—L LT

PLIZWE—T LT 4 —FFE A=A NT YT, TTREHy A—AKMNTIT

304
305
306
307
308
309
310
311
312
313
314
315
316
317
318
319
320
321
322
323
324
325
326
327
328
329
330
331
332
333
334
335
336
337
338
339
340
341
342
343
344
345
346
347
348
349
350
351
352
353
354
355
356
357
358
359
360
361
362
363
364
365
366

T [R51EE T LDZARICE ZOHE N> T ) Eilkb[HAE D

PL oA £ il L TRWTT 7272

T eI HAGE ChRWEFEZ L

PL £ 5 TTREEZDANT I EHEDIIHTo> TP I BT HTI< b e
S ZWNWNes TS BN Thbh-72AT

T EFEEFEE DO T 2

PL:7xo W

T: 2 oD Z OB DRFE LR[S

PlLilp—ob— ZDT—T VT 4 —DFAERTRET E—H Lo VY 27
2 LR TTH

T: A—{quiet}

P1: <sibilant soundst A 727> 2N E DD RS T TR [IE D

T [@@E[@

PL: [AAAND A

T: Z—{sigh and high-pitched}

PL HARANDRAENSH L Lo o THDERTH> 200 - T ) 55 IThlb
R[MoTz T

T: [£OED B

PL: T =

T:=U x ¥ Z DA S &ikfhigh-pitched}

PLZMT L@} LZAREDV - THHERLEEVET T L{@ @

T: [ 51FL{@}

PLIZV{@} [@

T:[@@

P1:%4y

T A—

PLiZ—W

TS AR AARANDORENIGEEZGE L TTh> 200> Tl 72 2 &b
PLENZEST-DDRoIEY, KFEENTETHL[TT R

T [K%

PLARFZOEZTHZIL E—broHEH by FH bL—= T LpaLoTHA
ENBRONE P> TP I HB - T, TIWRLTWY I Db L4y H AR L T
TED

T [A—

PLZ IR TLRMNDH LI D LML SEFALTHN>TENLEST
W Ro TR THDONE LAARNTT I E=

To=lp——, ZOFEEDL L BEKICT I R—[>TWH

PL: [l > Z DI FEEE 2 > T H Z AT Tnia—-oT

T: VRS EEE D

PLZ 5 Tdh

T D> T ) 2D, BEXTILES70 T 5[ &742<

PL [h—F 2 »TWH Z &[TT R

T: [fE2 72 < FE[HE D

PL: fEA7e < Gt D 2 LA Ty

T o 20D

PL A b#EWETIT &

T 4biE>=

P1: =5 biE\ £ 3 h{@}

T: 4 b5 {@}

PLADAEIDH WRELS ThH, BIZEZHEDT v r— FThoi 5 A
T E 20kt h=

T=k-o

PLEHF[SA LM

T [z2—
PLZHIWPHEZATLR RS THADFICED—> T FELTRNTI[ISE
T [A—

PLZR AN —FE—FEZ 9 A LO THEEDLRATVD L2 [L
T:[fH S ADTHIERDREN DALY VEITED

PL 9oL V2T E F—=

T:=295 kEHL5 Z bR

PL [ERW\WTT A

T.—EDY ALDOHT

PLZ 5=
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367
368
369
370
371
372
373
374
375
376
377
378
379
380
381
382
383
384
385
386
387
388
389
390
301
392
393
394
395
396
397
398
399
400
401
402
403
404
405
406
407
408
409
410
11
412
213
214
415
416
217
418
419
420
421
422
423
424
425
426
427
428
429

T =B LR D

PL:Z 5 [T 4

T[EELTS

PLTHE—HSE-> THITEH—ZNRA T 4 7 LRV Ro T I DbRA L
< o b dfslow} & H ATTIF L, <sibilant sound>Z 5 [T 4a{quiet}

T [ 5IEE 5o 5% 5 {loudert »[TW H

PLobr)>ThH

T

PLit— A L2l E AR

T RE[ S D

P1:[H

T ARATA7ICHIZL S LHIELTHON:

Pl:o THEb7an

T A—

PLAOTABSTHATTIIE 25325 Lo RVALR>TY I Db

T HLLLThE D TR XA 7 4 ZICHEDRIZS S [ L
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PLpobodbYEThL[MLrbEnbdY £7

T[b b b0 EoL Lebb o EHHEOKR2 528 Lv e

Pl lo——bH2hb L/ Tih

T b b ERL S D R[OBAIHEN B - I-{quiet}

PL: [2 BEFICHBBEN b > TEREOKRED S 5 KFEAS TRHEH L TEES )
STHSTHLSHBNTT

R

PLZ9 TADL b THHAEVZZETILOLTANR—L

T 7251FE

PL: BB 5 AT &

T: Z 5 2{quiet} Z 5 77 512 E THFEOE[Z D

PL: [ 5 T [

T [HEHVORFE-ER DS E0NH B[O ELRATLES T

Pl [@@@@@ <sibilant sound&i] > #5

T [72 512 TRFDRFEALEDRRC

P1:% 5 T [R¥EA

T [H&n

PLILHA MG T h Billb HARTREEH TR T ZO®YNST A Y BIZ{T-T
T %% e BIEE L/ L 13 e A TOLBLEARY— B HIKERIZT T AU A
PLAKFHT A U I ZDd & DA

T H7221FE

PL:% 95 T¥h THE-4ETT

T R51EL
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T A8 ASHARR A CRRIER A eI T - T
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285



1375
1376
1377
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1426
1427
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1435
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T 7 A Y HORET [ZD

PL: [

THIELEAETAYHATLE

PLNRRSIEY A 4 —F v a T AOFELPEALWD LEEAL WS L
T:[A—

PLTEL D2 AEODPEAMEAN 7 AV AANSE—NTZATTE

T: AV H VR ZhbT ZVm VR &) BVWE Lz
P1: &% —{sigh}

T: Z OkF

PLZDE ZORH@} 3 ZWRMHFEALFE LD 2999 5
<ARWVAR->TE@EVELEZR{@) @@@

T [b——{@} @@@@@FFIZ L 5 ¥ 5 1A

PLi7g A R Y VAT Lk 2[AZ D

T: RV

PLAHE 7T 4 —Linh b 9 teach{strongly aspirated /th: A i» 2.
taught{strongly aspirated /t/} teach{strongly aspéd /t/}& 7>t 3 =<

T 7251FE

PLEBRAS H[DOMITA L TR

T [@@@7% 513 Y

PLE—EFE b2 5 72

T: [RHERE OS2 [/ 2138

PL b o5 LS AT & /NG AN NG NET & Ay
TR LD B[4S

PL[E £ Z57ATT &

T L CHL Nlouder} & 232272 {quiet}

PL [A—CHmbinAT Loy =

T: =% b v

PLAIRII D 7R 2=

T:=A—

PLdh TEORDVEIMZ 2B D

T A—

PLDTRADIGS RN E I RADPEZ 2 B2 A find & )7

T 72 HIEE

PL & UM e=

T =X 0 E DG S 2T EZDFELIZNZ EMEARRL T E ZNIEZT Lo FO
PLb—%H 9 [ZNT I bV £T

T: [ b

PLZNDT I H D

T I bhD R[HIEE

P1: fe{quiet} TibeoiE v =

T: =il > TF 2 Wb STz D OEkR

PLb—bHY ETh

T 251FL

PL:Z D—EHHid — LR EEOMICHE Lo T 5 Db OISR SICT I
S5 X OF# ST H {We talked about music and spoken language befere

SIZb Lo~y

interview.}

T z2—=

PLi=b bl T IKHL D EZADD LB ATTIE ZOFEDTNATZN 20D
Bhro Z0NR— L Boft AT 20, HAELDEI >TYH =T Lok
WAES TS

T 7251FL

PLARLVAZA LTS LoD TH DR IINNR->TH D &2 A0
E 2 Ralol seeY Y VAVE AR N p/iv el

T: [72 %13 & TPEADZ OWHOW L WO DI /RE V) X L7

PlL:E—=

T = v 7#HbbH D[ D

P1: & o {sigh}

T b molt

PL: (b Ao 72 Tk il L[ L Bib o 72 3{@}

T.[@ee@@

P11 LERZ2 WA T £{@}

T [~2—[CHTAVIALD

P1: [<sibilant sound>
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1447
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1455
1456
1457
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1464
1465
1466
1467
1468
1469
1470
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1472
1473
1474
1475
1476
1477
1478
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1480
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1484
1485
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1487
1488
1489
1490
1491
1492
1493
1494
1495
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T FEA#EANE S DT

PlL:d—{throaty} £% 5 TT Lh— ZHX0oTabhThd L&

T AT RERD

PLZNRSIET VT DL [@

T (A C2AZ 5 EE#->TObE L

PL:dio o o 1E 0 W —{throaty} [/ U £ U < 720 THh 5550 L~L & 3%
BEO RFEGEH & LT

T: 7251 E{quiet} H—[FR L & 5 HEETHMHE DR TOW[EREOH S

PL: [V 5 TF

T RTHL RBEL

PLENDETRENSTZEBNES
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Pl -

T 207 — FORTOEEANDRFEITDNR ) KT T 1 71T

PL#»->% 5 TTREEAOO LD T I EHDLY VLT WTT L HEADY-
Y —F5H 0T INTT L EIC HREEIIC b R VIEB LD L ZADI A
bHDOT

T PEGELS 20T {@}

PLE L [THH#EDIZ D A

T [RE O 5 3T

P19~ 2V TR <sibilant sound>

T 2D

PLAEAH LI L

T A—

PLIAZ ) bRIZIZAARZE ST B & h T Fo T2y L

T bh—72%I13L

PLATWY I Py =— AT N—TTh £ 5 LR L ZATHH>TH I L[

2T L

T: [78 513 & KRR ILE DM slow}

PL [RRXILTTR HZNLTT L, RALDTEL) £5@H LI THLOLHR
Fro[f2TT &

T: [T HEADRGEL BB Zhic=

PL: 3=

T =AARANOFEEZHREDEL L ZA[bH D

Pl: [lo» Zdd=

T =T AT S nh=

PLAIVWdH W3 L 5 T FEF{fasthiIv Zhbd 5 & BWET b

T [CEZNCTHEADKIED &S TibTOMEANDRFER TORND LD
frbo 222 fRrboThkbiFThLa Lnd

P1: [& 1E\v {while eating}

T fNDE—ZITEVNS LRLRWT L Z5 93 ihaid 2 & Thucx LTh
SRS 20 ZHI[LTHEAD

PL oo Znntb b r b £Y B Doz T 2728 5 bokibY
—/LE LT LaMES Thmo TR

T: [A~—{quiet}

P1: &[5

T:[A—

PLIUEIE Lo T 5 L b

T: 72 %1% E{quiet}

PLl:H oA L EEBUESHK T2 HRIC T ORN—FH S DORFE-> TP I ORH
Elgo THATERDZ OBV L4

HOOEDD B ESTOUOEDDER
WTFHp»

T: € ORFPEEAOSEGREZ N TS L[F I

PL: 3w

T BARDADEIRTZWVNCZZOEL k2T AV ANE[ES & o TDD
R

Pl [bo Zhbiay TRDOENEN HATEL Lo NR0AE Lo TTnh,
TOHHADNER

T ZHEAWV 2L THETHRAVE BOEEA

PLiiduv=

T =bOTIVHE AV, THT THLEOMDIFEDH O FEE @EA A hEA
DO EFELTTED
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1501
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1507
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1518
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1522
1523
1524
1525
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1528
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1544
1545
1546
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1556
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T B OS2

P1: [lp— IV {fast}

T [Z DR ZHbRiEZ TWAH[E o T Eillib7e<

Pl: [lo—

THFEOLIIEE LZWbIF TRWNTF E[TH

P1: I

T V—nL kLT

P1: v

T HALLTHESOY—L SFELLT

PL: [Z5 T¥i

T -T2

PLH 9 Z I EERVIRICENThHAEY [EZ RN

T: [#2 %13 L{louder}

PL:Z 5[ CY#

T[T b AOMENRHARANSTDD Z 59 BERNVDIZO[oTDH L
PL: FE 130 [Ii T

T[Z5® 5D L[ZAIC

PL %\ CTF I Z N TT b

T 251FL

P1: <sibilant sound>

T: TZ & b{overlapping S1's sibilant sound}

PL:%Z 5 Tdh

T THIE AWV FERARA VX Ea—FHHICbEZTHNARDP>TZOT
P1:i3—

T: CENTHFORIZT AV BN bEE[EhE Lz LR

PL [b—#E L TETR

T &9 ARENE(@ W o[lE VDb

P1: lo—Ixu

T ZNTEARS DI

P1:\o—{sigh}, b 9 IR D DAV T R BRGPARN L—=

T: = ofsigh} HRLICERIPABRVEERE ) BbhE Lz [Zhbrod
P1: [ 72 T35 {@} <sibilant sound>\ >—

T ALK D RN A ¥ Y A TLHRFEL L[TH

PL: 3wy

T AARDFALGEA[LTET

PL: [ D VW[ L {fast)

T [TIWHEAWI E BB TATHD hflik b, 5720 LFE[LTET
PL: [TV EW L {fasty

T Bt &

PL: 3w

T 2RI [A XY ANTE TR TWH L h

Pl [b— H— &H— b— [d—{fast}

T[Z5w50 &5 EbhE L

Pl A————— o Eo BHIDIEI ol AT EIEALEAGND L IITRDIES
HoTRIRFHFLTHOWIZATTHE, oY) 25 —fIATEILIZY Lipo T
S DB NDPRIA TP ) SISz [LE L

T [Z->ZENTZNTHEAEEAN L WD Z[EBE0oT7

P1: [<sibilant sound>: 41 T2 ZAET D3 inA RN TTIF E £ D E D& LT
bHEADO[OESL L TDH

T: [A~—{quiet}

Plidofeint LARWTT

T CHHDTHRRLE JGELEDS D LT DM RAPEH->THVELIE 255 A
L&V RAESSZED FiEbE—AARIIWELENE ) K[#EE o> T
Pl: [lo——

T Th=

PL: 33w

TREPDH T DD XA TDANERK#ETILAH D > T L THAENEALH
KT MEANEHRDIET [T AV AN

PLl:[lo~% 95 Db[—E)enTih

T [ 2@ 5 Dba

PLb I EALANE

T: A—{quiet}

PL72 Y fonipfpo T D
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1567
1568
1569
1570
1571
1572
1573
1574
1575
1576
1577
1578
1579
1580
1581
1582
1583
1584
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1590
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1592
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1594
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1599
1600
1601
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1606
1607
1608
1609
1610
1611
1612
1613
1614
1615
1616
1617
1618
1619
1620
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1622
1623
1624
1625
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T AEDEDA XY ATELIZ

PL: WV L fast)

T lenifeb Bttt b

PLidu

T SFEE MO TN D RV HOFLSWIT 2V AT S T[E 2 To @}
PL [l————

T CTHIZ IMBA U Z—F 2 a FURIEELFEL TROA Le R[> THEDSE
Sl ATTIFE

PL: [lp————

T W[R—Z A5 ICh

P1: [<sibilant sound>

T HEARV[TT L eee@

PL [h————F—b ko & ARIF> THKTES7200, MHEN HTHENR
2T OB ATTR

T.[@@eE@

PLZDESEARBFIAT 47 @LENH{@) ZHABNWA ELWEGELEL Zh

BRI D DBHINTEN AT 5T H DR E HlZ 5 U e 21T
B D Lo ENLTL RS ATE

T: [A~—{quiet}

PL7Z ZORE SN LWEZADHHATT LI HAN

Tdhob9

PLIHHZ L2 o THoTIEDLOEY Zo bbb HFICRONTOAK RS> T

T 72513 L=

PL S o2l o i E HTHLINLWAR—EDEIATITE
T: [72 513 & S I £ D BEDEDO—A F ) A4 ZHAEA[TT
P1: [E—\

T —HHDINLWa>THEL S ICH-> T

PLF—[——

T: [THHIZIE B 2T DR TIZIT - C

P1: i3V i3y {fast and quiet}

T #UTE SUTEDO ABRTE O Ko HO—EERBEEBA LIz
P1: /X —{quiet}

T R @EE A LTz

PL:iduv=

T =C/RAR— FEH LTI SN[ &

PL: [ {fast)

T NAR— F ¥ LR ERA

PL: V[ {fast}

T[99 Z &b TEO/NAR— RR@E LRV D

P1: ~[ 2 —{quiet}

T: [Wo— H—{throaty} i L2 > T H 7 2D ZOFITEOAD L 5 T2 h
THTE LoD

P1: [ Iv gy {fast}

T /8y AR 28y AR

P1: v

T8y AR [

P1: I

T A ZoRATT FEOAND[SE 9

PL: [T

T L IARNY AR BREIFEL L B[AE— FEEDARNL
P1: [———

T RIS EZ RN T M 0 RS

Pl: [lo——

T AbELNRWIETRONRo TR K5 12i-T
PlLdp————

T 22D g i[m

PLFD 25

T. 0=

PL 2R Lo _o[THATLIES T

T [ZOHITREOA F Y X[—D

P1: [T

T RS P HS DLAD

P1: [b——
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1649
1650
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1652
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1656
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1658
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1660
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1665
1666
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1668
1669
1670
1671
1672
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1678
1679
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1683
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T A Z—Fva b A REBICEGDE S DD 2OV %550 NDHTF HEE
BRIk E o monb[ Ly

PL: [V EW L {fasty

T EEHSORGEE EIEZOMTIUED YT R0 & A — %
Pl: [lp———

T EIVEZTH 2 by RT S AR TRERUAE— RTH UG O
fsc

PL: [i—

T VIR L TS o T )

PLZNA XV AANDWNEMNT

T[4 ¥V 2N [%5 % 5% 9 {fast and quiet}

T:=259 5L ZOANDES ED O P ROAT HREIFEL THRIZES BL
BloEDb FEbo> TRV R—=

P1: = —{quiet}=

To=o THWARS ZOITEOADEDLYT FSiTalaslr—var L
B[ A Lo Rnip/e—o T2 LT

Pl [p——————— vV VY {fast)

T RAME 5 ) PR o[ T{@) 72\ T

PLIWV %5 HVETh

TEZDZHZH RAEARZOMFIZZO EFHESTODE IS LD
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PLl:—[——
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P1: [lp————, Z#Li> <sibilant sound>" Z\ V& U E 74

T3 R DB Bl SR T E oA LA 2D L el L{@}
PL: [lh——

T 7 AV IO E>POMB[MRDIEZNOEIEFR CIE> TP 5 bIF THLRVDIZ
P1: [lb—— &——{quiet}

T 2R A E O M TR EAGE L 3T L9 1T

P1: A ————{quiet}=

T =% 55 D& R

P1:f—[——

T [A—

Pl:A———

T@

PLE o P07 2D RATT N T IET—va L RNTTH[E 20
{We talked about what he had learned in his senttzss before the interview.}
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PLARFIZEDE 2o T I EN%E £ L TRODIGIARVTT Effast} @ £72
DR o T H=

T=HH L LTHhES TTh THY TUBELFET DL I D IM[FERT

PL [b—Fh T > IWEZ ET

TTIVWEZD

PLTZWEZET

T 2bT IV ET IVEBICEETEEA b 0T I<H D T[H

P1: [T\ {quiet}

T ENRERFEZTZOD D VWO BELT-ELEDY L B Lbo £
DHEFD

PLEA DS R I > TIo L D ATT Y

T: [~—{quiet}

PLARAL G Z Lo RORELWVITFRVBE LR XY Holc ATT L o
VED Z =

T: =82 fhic=

P1: =% 5 THRAMEABAIUL R ESFEAE DRV LB Lo /2T

T [b—bbAA

PL:C% 9w 5 BHTH 21T HARNIC Lo~ S D H AGERGE > 1E ho b o
TEYVLLTEbLhRWnTTh

T R51EE THENAPHFICL > TH

PL—F[HNV TV ->F bR

T[0TV, A— 2 DI1EE ENDEFRTD 259D ALY I NED T
ZADED ST IEEbHE Y FoThn

PLE—ZHZH L2 TIERNE AR T2AT
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1712
1713
1714
1715
1716
1717
1718
1719
1720
1721
1722
1723
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1725
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1729
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1732
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1738
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1740
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1742
1743
1744
1745
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1747
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1749
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T [RBIEE 2BIEY

P1:% 5 T h

T: FEBREE L TH TS G b 2 REIE 23 B A T{slow}

PLED RATZL TNakio TRTHMD Elk kHERoboWETIT L
T: @Q@ee@

PLEFEZCTaEF—v a3y TEHEE[RAT

T [KFETHEAT

PLidh—x od 0

T 2hE[E

PLENKERATERS>TPI Db oL b5 LHEAT

T: 72 %1% E{quiet}

PLZ 53 & Bz iEZD CHEAE-T25

T: A—{quiet}

PLBIZIE 22 V125 Rl £ 0D BT 2 E M [ LIZ < Wi

T: [A~—{quiet}

PL:22 A 3R i T RDREEN DR E Lo T 5 D% K< wobo 5 Dbilb
B OR[ELIZ-2TYobe S

T [@@RERERE@LH[1EE

Pl BRI o B %

T 72513 L=

PL = THWeATHT E 2722 5@ S HEAHIUL &-> 2 TbK->TEWiz
NIZFED ZTORFENEE L CTGINZRDAE[> T 5 Z & & HfiE L T

T [ 51FL

PLE EHVWTAHAELTHT €T A KDL

T A—

PLEETHRHC B Z D EDIN ) o leRHCHR L CREZ I ol b hotiEb

5P MEA D DD I IhARERNIL NPT AR E o TS Dk
T: 72 A1 E{quiet}

PLEASWETHZ b [DD

T [(ENT VRN L BWETIT LR

P1:&[——

T [ZhT 20w hub 2t 2 Zhubd ZWREN[E
Pl [l——

T: <sibilant sound¥2 5 [1E &

P1: [<sibilant sound>-#1io[ L & 5 &

T: [T{quiet}

PLLTZE T4

T CED ZHASWRffast) & BVREE[ICAS>TLE ST

P1: [&— K T {fast} 11>

T:Th I 72 B —W+Ia < BV [hR

P1: 2\ KK TH{fast)

T CTRRTIESVA

PLiZwn

T 23 L, ZNOTLESHFCAEDED > TEEAHW T THIOFRIE>TEX D &
ZOBIDOPTHAIRHRANDO N THGELAE > TDHRFT

P1: A —{while eating}

T EMFICEDED LTI BRARFEN N MR D

Pl:A—

TOTaIa=r—varilb, Avt—Vlh E#MMT<Lvb EZhEnd
SHEIZHEA - T L E 9 02 bihigh-pitched} L A 22\ T

P1: & —[IZ\ i\ {fast while eating}

T [ZbZbERE LTHEGEE D 2 B 5 > T S RHICHIRDO RV Z & 2%

P1: [T—W

T EHOR VST ) B[ LT E

PL[E—%5T¥h

T ala=y—varOilide LThEEDNLRWSEO h THFELES[TD

nT

PL: [EV D {fast)

T 20T E0EE PICER
P1:Z 5 TR

T EMRLTRET AV WEFELEOENEEZ THHTLIZY L[ L T &
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1781
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T: AHEA LEET 2> Th D

PL &kt D 6 x o LHITEERA AF ¥ v hoTh->TED

T: RREHREO=

PL: =HUi K0

T: K#0D

PL&H—[D

T[FurTh=

PL=Fv vy F AT LNRH->T

T: A—{quiet}

PL:Zhbb SR> TATT T E E—lIiz—F LA
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PL: 20 ASY & s

T TH 9 WEOTHE K=

PLSAIZ b %9 #E GERFE-oD- T E—FobonE[LizT L

T: [WRZERDHNC

PL&b>[% 5 THh

T:[E— HARIEVRK T

Pl:[lo—% 5 T[T @

T [BHARKED[O LD

PL[ESRATT L MIZ D 45 bHFERLTT I b

T: ZORHIDIZ 5 D AT AL Lzt nbEbRynTdn

P1: & —{throaty}Jb 72T @@@ fRATIEA 5 A2V i3 & -{@}
T [251FL 221FE

Pl @

T 251FL

PLZNDIEINZNERNTTTE £—

T VR—THENDE D LR RNTT R RN SOFETHRET DL oY 72
S THRFFEED R E VTR0

Pl:b—[Z 5 T3h
T [T bA[R
PL: [b—%5 T¥h
T ZIH S 2 OREDYGE
o[ CiEikb

PL: [EV L ffast)
TEIDKLRA A ETAF vy bEHARDE ETFF v v FOREOIZ ) DR

HROERE->TP S 557 5 X0 FGEbHEND
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[T H Z & 72D{quiet}

PLf 95 Z & THREsy

T: % 5 @ H{fast} £43% A 72K L % <sibilant sound>

P1: H 4y D{overlapping T's sibilant soundf T% A 7212 &k L T2V T3

T [7251EE

PL:Z AR

T R51FE
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HHLFHE, FAT 4T 2EL 2T EERAT A T2 TE2THRTTIE X
717 21F<

T: [~—{quiet}
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PLXoE, 2V 0o I TALRRENESLR IALLRVNRSTDD
b EIh=

T =ZDHRAT 4 T 21EL 2 TODLREE LM

PLEFLNEL LD

T 2 HEERBI[ L)

PLIVZ5@IDED-720 L FIZIE E—HHRT A Y BT How are
you How are you- 7> U % 72 < il 2 {£ What's up& [

T: [A— 722[ %13 E{quiet}

P1: [Hey mank 7> T dudel 272 A2 9 Wwolz b L & EHFETH AN S
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T [EoTENRD BLEIELDHE LD ZRDSETONEORBETRZ ZIC
HEREnTD

Pt —[——

T[22 972 %5 E—MENIAETD A—Z{quiet} OB B > TH
ORI D> TR TOY—T 4 — OB T L=

P1: 33w

T: K% AR ARO[

P1: v

T F v v b ORER

PL:iEw

TRETDLHNCEI DI EI R[S

P1: [3—

T R H ST TERTI ) B TOEARRERO=

PL: 33—

T —RAFETL200REREN TV [->ToTWH

PL 3\, TEIAFYRATobELEDLINE LR
T A—=

P1:=C¥ Lh

T AEA XY ARERS/2 S 20T

PL:725[h % Lz @}

T: [HANED L7217 T} (@@

PL b LvZen{@}

T: B2 b SR DR C b L L

P1: [h————

T A—EAWEFEEbolchb E EleA vV Ea— LV [<H N
Pl [@@@@=

T = ¥V R ZDELKDoTeh E[IZoTH D

2320
2321
2322
2323
2324
2325
2326
2327
2328
2329
2330
2331
2332
2333
2334
2335
2336
2337
2338
2339
2340
2341
2342
2343
2344
2345
2346
2347
2348
2349
2350
2351
2352
2353
2354
2355
2356
2357
2358
2359
2360
2361
2362
2363
2364
2365
2366
2367
2368
2369
2370
2371
2372
2373
2374
2375
2376
2377
2378
2379
2380
2381
2382

PL: fE—VMED
THEAV, Wo—bEb, £ LZ0 B¥EEZRNT Frv v FEBRWTORES
5 88k b — 1 I RV TOZGFEELE ) B> TOb b 5 R0 T b LRy
ToTARELERFELTRnhT

PL:idwn

T RGEEfE> T&E oo T D

Pl:&————{throaty} &H—— H & >

T A—

PLZHDOEHIC/AL T TheL TH[WNTT R

TR C®2<TH

PLR - HEOB AR ZVATT X

T Z[ZiC

P1: [

T Ewn

PLF kI iEo 72 & R0 [ HAGE Lo R0 A3 T

T [2—@@

PLZ 5 ) N LFETIF > T H Db F Y #GFTT R

T: EONEDIGET I T I 2 THREFORHE
PL7ZNENR o X EBREERICA D AT

T RBNEERDITE

P1: [EBE#EE > THRFETRMZHEL THOT TIAAED

T [A—

PLAIOT 07T A TR ToTUKLTT &

T TZHWH ZORBRDEFEORIC L o[Hhro Tquiet

PL [hb—2 D & THR I

T ZORFEBELVEFEEZTAND LI [le>TET

PLFED 29 £ TTR THoEMATZI TR

T LRI ZIFVELIZZ L L 2o &

PL[EWELZZ &

T:E &7y

PLERE [

T[ZHDTIWE AN T

PL: [b—% 5 3@}

TiEALICIEALIEZBLLAN LS

Pl @@Q@@

T EZ2 b LW

Plid—d Y 23 L 5[ Z v EF{fast and quiet}

T [Z2DOT A ) HEFEETHEFE LT ZOBRARFFECEDEDRES

PLit—=

T =35> ThH Db

Plidh—— Eb[Hr o

T [Exb LN

PLA D D Z AZBNZ A TR Z AR B Ho TROWATHHEIT 20 b 72 A7
MNEATTHFE ZDOV 2=T 7=V U XUV AEA[D

T [A—

PLI AT FUHaT T ORTIMIZ>72ATT I BHO[HT{@)
T [@@72FE{@}

PLEZDRATHR>TYI & o0& P17 A Y HADYGR> TP 5 OMREMT

T 22—

PLTZIWZV Y HTZFZoAaT R THRARNWT Z2ZIZY T a—A>Tho
T2 ZOHRED TP T ENKRFRE-T ZD=

T =h—

PL A 72 AT I DR VAT T o aT b bHi e s ) ISR L
FATT R Z b

T: [A—{quiet and high-pitched ¥z AV IR 23 [3# 5 772 —{high-pitched} @@@

PL: [l—i& 5 ATTh 2

T zhb

PL:iEw

T: iifhigh-pitched} ¥ I DA AEDAER [/ @@@@@

PL[l~>% 5 THh, RANBLEIEL LIS

T.[A—Zib

PLR N ET(R) OV E ZRME N TIRbEThrss VoA TILD
AT HTOHLEIPILD TED X LD
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2383
2384
2385
2386
2387
2388
2389
2390
2391
2392
2393
2394
2395
2396
2397
2398
2399
2400
2401
2402
2403
2404
2405
2406
2407
2408
2409
2410
2411
2412
2413
2414
2415
2416
2417
2418
2419
2420
2421
2422
2423
2424
2425
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2427
2428
2429
2430
2431
2432
2433
2434
2435
2436
2437
2438
2439
2440
2441
2442
2443
2444
2445

TZIVyH—F—,NA—ZIPIBIF LCHDAN Ty A=Y —,nIT Ty
NEMER

PLvYy*—~vyF— <y h—F—bo%sy

T A—=

P1: =i —{sigh} A—[IZN7E5 5

TR A ED AL H— L0

PL: [TV i3 {fast}

TZED %) AZUE—RELSVGF LY Lo ig[in & %

PL: [TV EW L {fasty

T ZhvbA— Zivb=

P1: =T

T V2= 7=V X AREDEZ[ThaL 2N

PL: [L 272N TH A

T TH THHEOMIRTE Z &M TR L

PL @@T Z94Exbo ) &oiEY

T A—

PLARATYT N N—=7 =7 bERDILVWEBIZR-oH I A Leanno Tl
ATT X BohTs=

T =72 512 &

PL:t LZRMEREST2IE ) B[ E L6
T[R—T =2 M RHEHESTYPI &

PLZNA ZD EDP S [[HRLATT LA

T [RBIEL

P1: T

T TH/A=T7 =27 FLRRNTTIRIELARNI EBE [@@@

PL e D b E—

T @

PL7272% ZIZE LIV #T 2 2 LR R Z DR TH o & A RIGED ERH
KDEICRDALRRNDNIR>TD DD SoEFHIZMERIRNLH->TpH 2
[LThDERS

T[C2 &b diFE, REERERELROAN

PL:du

T: Bl 2 T2 6 JFE A bR D T

PL:idu

T 7 AV ANEMEDRRN LU 2o TObRLELVWZ L[THD
PL: [V W {fast)

T ZZETHRD NDEDED Z L HHKDHTESD o[ T H

PL IV £ 59 1Tl [-T

T[TZHT5Z L TEBRIZT A Y A RFEEFGLE L THEATE

PL: i L fast)

T THEZ L TUEIDR S RN LIRS0

PL: [V W {fast)

T 7 EFAF v hTHHICASE

PL: [TV EW L {fasty

ToTZERETRAETI HIEMHKD L)

PL [V, Z5THR[EnbE iy ETh

T [Fhbm Ay

PL: b

T TEAMIC 2=V U H T T HaT>TOREH bED 2 — A—{throaty} =D
bl L& IS TRV IC S D b o

PLidu=

T.=Ths

PL:o T H 5912 & 5 Bipb iR LT 5

T (29555 TR 5 &

PLF[2% &
T [B BN LIRS - T v HR—/V NDOFEFE &
PL: [

T: o 2 WhHEANSGEZ TR EEHE L T AV I ABREEN S HFHELE - T
LD THORYINLFFNRD 5> T I [REDHT

PL[ZWHRET 29 TAY A ANDHKE
EBEA Y v HBR—/HAN L A3 > Tpointing to his right-hand side}
T R[BIEE

33 - T{pointing to his left-hand sidefi| x.

Pl oAz ) VI 7 T v H 2T HiE - T{pointing somewhere between his

2446
2447
2448
2449
2450
2451
2452
2453
2454
2455
2456
2457
2458
2459
2460
2461
2462
2463
2464
2465
2466
2467
2468
2469
2470
2471
2472
2473
2474
2475
2476
2477
2478
2479
2480
2481
2482
2483
2484
2485
2486
2487
2488
2489
2490
2491
2492
2493
2494
2495
2496
2497
2498
2499
2500
2501
2502
2503
2504
2505
2506
2507
2508

left- and right-hand sides}

T RBMEE
PL[CHZITWVWNo Tl b ZRbEHUAD[RIZHDTEH RN

T [A—

PL o> TE-7=ATT R

T2 513L

PLZTE Z 272

T: Zhbim

P1: 72 [ T{@ moving his finger from around the midpoint tetleft-hand side}

T [a—{@}

PLZ 2 Zhvbid ) /g b Bo[fo AT

T [251FL

PLEERR [ B2 E L TH

T: [ 51E E{quiet}, ThbEfAf v Ea—Kbolebh il LoEk[bro L
LELxD

Pl [boZ o3 R iV iFvn{@}

T 72 B1FE HFW

PL: T by &L

T ABMUEE

PL [ A VA NDHEGEAE AR AT RE R A L2 2000 7R{@) » TH[H -7
T: [A~—{quiet}

PL=oTObLHD

T: 72 %1% E{quiet}=

P1: 33w

T & & RITHIENZ[Z D

P1: b &3

T EWELEZ L EnbuERA TS ZiubiZA LICHEH[ AN

Pl [@@Q@Q@

TEALE I

PL [T ZDE 5> &bl ZOYGER 2RI D LI L FU>W b - T - T b
BOrTTITE

T [2—

P15y 2D 2fil&2 E2 HIC L CHERELHARERH > CRICKFEEEXTD
L RENRTHATT L 72

T bt bOET [

Pl EEIRHCCTHELFHITHRT[TT A

T [HAREZ B2 CENE[BIRT S

PL[ES TR, E0E 0o CHMNRERLEEDD

T RBMEE

PL [D2b Lven L 32 RDEEARD Opb LS bR vy &
T: [%2< L7z TEay{quiet}

PLZRS LI2Z I RS LR DA LR R0 D> TR ATTIT L THR-
Y A BrolmlaEMATEY LTEZDRoTHDHLeRNTT N Ehbb b
AIAKRGETEZTHL

T A—72513 L

PLZZ#MAD WHbHEAD bbb I KRN S[THEITH-THL

T: [~—{quiet}

PL TR HAGED Y EDOWDYGELE &5 o TEZTHRMTS ) EEKHR
Dte o> TH{@} > THWHATT

T RBIEE

PLEZTCAA U HMZHIHAND->TIEbOYET b 22427 M
KD HNPONT= B BN BT E T = RN [ L h

T: [72 D13 & 353ED 6 HAGE[IC

PLESTY [

T [Z—& b |2 BT TH - T2 B4 HARGEE T [ — #5521 THo T )
PL: [ IRV VY Vfast)

T U[7 b

PLFEYWDH V7 |k

T 72513L

PL7R AT 53in A TTEN

PL [TV RERE, WOREREDRERETHWE ZAbbh 20 Lievni) &
Tl aEZL L
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2509
2510
2511
2512
2513
2514
2515

T: A% 2516 T [Vl S T WELRE

PLXo Y Z 20V 7 hidHKD T 513 5 A3 <sibilant sound* D737 — o 2517 PLIFW[ZH 5 ZZ{@}

T, BERETTEZTRVETR 2518 TV LS TEWE Li{sight
T: 72 %1% E{quiet} 2519 PL @

P1: A—{quiet}, T\ 2520 T bIFALICHIANSTZ

T AL D SEV[E LIASIC 2521 PLbizv{@}

P10 28 & H Z &V E Liz{sigh} (10 1 [1E0{@}

Interviews 2 to 18 (p.295-482) are available oruesq
Email: tomokazu.ishikawa@outlook.com
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