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Translanguaging and Pedagogical Issues

DANTE, Laurence*

*Shujitsu University
ldante@shujitsu.ac.jp

Abstract

In recent years, translanguaging has gained much global recognition and has challenged several
established concepts regarding linguistic theory and language pedagogy. It represents a potential paradigm
shift in thinking concerning the use of language in classes and other academic settings. Translanguaging
pedagogy challenges the conceptual framework that advocates the separation of languages in bilingual or
multilingual educational environments. Moreover, translanguaging theory promotes the idea that
educators should create environments in which learners can freely, flexibly, and dynamically use all of
their linguistic repertoire to form meaning. This stance has the potential to augment and enhance deeper
understanding of subject matter and also facilitate home-school cooperation, by supporting home
language use and community involvement in education. Another important aspect of translanguaging
theory is to challenge, and hopefully rectify, unfair and imbalanced power dynamics, the de-evaluation of
languages and language practices, and discriminatory behavior toward minoritized individuals and groups.
The purpose of this research is to explain and critically analyze the fundamental tenets of translanguaging
in order to reveal some potential pedagogical issues that should be addressed for effective implementation

of translanguaging pedagogical practices.

Keywords: translanguaging, language education, linguistic theory

1. Introduction

Translanguaging represents a potential paradigm shift
in language learning theory and practice, particularly
regarding bilingual and multilingual education. In modern
times, translanguaging was first codified by Williams (1994),
a Welsh researcher and educator who was attempting to
revitalize the Welsh language and ensure that his students got
a well-rounded education while using their Welsh and English
language skills. He emphasized the use of both English and
Welsh, all of his students’ linguistic repertoire, not only for
the acquisition of linguistic factors and features but also for
the negotiation of meaning leading to deeper understanding.

Garcia and Wei (2014) further developed
translanguaging theory and practice, particularly in the North
American context, re-emphasizing flexible use of students’
full linguistic repertoire and the need to challenge power
dynamics that often alienate minority groups. The authors
also explain that minority groups and individuals are often
regarded to be “defective” monolinguals rather than valuable
academic resources worthy of attention and respect.

Although a thorough discussion of the theoretical basis
of translanguaging is beyond the scope of this essay, an
explanation of the basic tenets and underpinnings of
translanguaging is given below. It must, however, be noted
that although translanguaging practices have begun to spread
around the world, and some research has shown their
beneficial effects, many questions remain regarding their
effectiveness and appropriate methods of assessment.

2. Translanguaging
Translanguaging theory advances the idea that

educators should create environments in which learners can
freely, flexibly, and dynamically use all of their linguistic
(semiotic) repertoire to form meaning. Another basic tenet of
translanguaging is that people do not learn languages but do
languages, which includes the idea that social interaction and
context are key elements in the development of linguistic
features and cultural knowledge. This dynamic process,
which includes various forms of interaction, emphasizes the
flexible use of people’s complex linguistic resources to make
meaning in and of their lives (Garcia, 2014).

Otheguy, Garcia and Reid (2015) have defined
translanguaging as “the deployment of a speaker’s full
linguistic repertoire without regard for watchful adherence to
the socially and politically defined boundaries of named (and
usually national and state) languages” (p. 283). As briefly
mentioned above, national or “official” (named) languages
often involve power dynamics that isolate and devalue other
languages or dialects. Translanguaging involves the idea that
theories about “language” must begin at the individual level
and that interaction is a primary basis for the formation of
meaning. Thus, translanguaging theory is based on
heteroglossia and emphasizes idiolects over nationally
supported or  sanctioned languages.  Furthermore,
bilingualism or multilingualism should privilege speakers’
own dynamic linguistic and semiotic practices above those of
named languages.

Translanguaging also calls for more social justice in
schools and respect for and recognition of all cultures and
linguistic practices. This is a way to transform society so that
the home languages and cultures of historically marginalized
groups are not only respected but also recognized as resources



for higher levels of self-efficacy and academic success for all.
Translanguaging theory further posits that bilingual and
multilingual speakers are not the amalgamation of two or
more monolingual individuals, but “their language practices
are seen as the deployment of different features from a unitary
language repertoire for diverse social interactions with many
social actors” (Kleyn & Garcia, 2019, p. 72). More traditional
bilingual or multilingual theory sees learners as an
amalgamation of two or more monolinguals (L1 + L2 = B),
with perhaps some overlapping aspects of language. However,
the two named languages maintain their distinct linguistic
features and are separate sources of vocabulary, concepts, etc.
According to translanguaging theory, students have one
unified linguistic repertoire which is similar to the image of a
tapestry, with many linguistic and cultural features and
experiences interwoven together. This repertoire serves as a
resource or wellspring for the formation of meaning in life,
and for the development of higher-level linguistic elements.

3. Translanguaging and Pedagogy

Regarding translanguaging and education, Garcia,
Johnson and Seltzer (2017) have elucidated three main
components of translanguaging educational practices: stance,
design, and shifts. A teacher’s stance encompasses their
beliefs and ideologies in regard to emergent bilingual or
multilingual individuals. In order for translanguaging to be
fully effective, teachers should regard each student, and that
individual’s linguistic and cultural background, as a resource
for further learning; including academic achievement. This
stance can help to transform and disrupt socially and
culturally embedded structures of power and privilege.

Design refers to the idea that a teacher’s planning and
methods should adhere to translanguaging theoretical
guidelines. This includes creating time for pair and group
work not only among speakers of similar home languages but
also among a diverse combination of individuals. This also
includes the creation of tasks that provide students with
opportunities to use their full linguistic repertoire. In
educational settings, resources should be bilingual or
multilingual and multimodal, so that students have many
opportunities to create meaning out of and internalize new
features of language and culture. This includes interaction and
engagement with bilingual or multilingual resources and
individuals, including local community members and other
individuals throughout the world via technology.

“Shifts” refer to a teacher’s flexible response to the
pedagogical or learning flow among students in each
classroom. Translanguaging should be a dynamic, interactive
process that places students at the center of pedagogy and
learning. Teachers must plan and design appropriate class
content and tasks, but must also make unplanned changes to
facilitate student learning and the construction of meaning.
Teachers should monitor students and carefully listen to their
interactions and queries, and then allow for, or facilitate,
natural, purposeful interaction that leads to deeper
understanding.

Several potential benefits of translanguaging pedagogy
have been revealed through research. When students use

elements from their whole linguistic repertoire in various
practices and activities, benefits include obtaining a deeper
understanding of academic content, access to more
information, the development of metalinguistic awareness,
and higher levels of bilingual or multilingual proficiency
(Cenoz & Gorter, 2022). Cummins (2021) has explained that
well-planned translanguaging educational activities can
scaffold learning and help students form connections between
the school curriculum and their lives and community.
Translanguaging practices can also help students form
positive self-identities. Furthermore, these practices can help
to develop and reinforce knowledge of how language works
as a systematic form of communication.

In regard to benefits for English language learning in
Taiwan, Ke and Lin (2017) have stated that translanguaging
techniques can help students deepen their understanding of
instructional content and help them develop a positive attitude
toward English as an effective means of communication that
is viable and useful in many contexts. Translanguaging
practices also help learners develop a “positive identity” as a
successful user of English.

Some examples of translanguaging pedagogical
techniques and activities may help to clarify the somewhat
abstract theory explained above. As a basic example, the
current author used a translanguaging technique in an English
language class for second-year English majors at a small,
private university in Japan. The goal of the class was for
students to carry out a 10-minute group discussion in English
about eating meat and a healthy diet using research results and
other evidence to support relevant points.

Despite the introduction of appropriate vocabulary, a
review of reading assignments and other preparatory
activities, the author noticed that students were still struggling
to carry out an effective discussion. The author also noticed
that some groups were negotiating meaning and asking for
opinions in Japanese. Subsequently, the author gave students
time to gather their thoughts and then had the students make
groups and carry out the discussion in Japanese. Then, after
another review of key vocabulary, phrases and concepts in
English, with time for students to prepare some more notes,
students were reformed into new groups and they carried out
a much more effective, in-depth discussion of the topic in
English. This is a simple example of allowing students to use
their entire linguistic repertoire to understand and reconfirm
concepts, so that they are able to effectively express
themselves in at least a bimodal manner.

Cenoz and Santos (2020) provide another example of
translanguaging pedagogy. They explain about a secondary
school class in the Basque Country in which students used
Basque, Spanish, and English to negotiate meaning. Students
analyzed the structure of news articles about the same topic
in all three languages. They then listened to the same content
and discussed the content and structure of the news items. The
students also composed a news item in the minority language,
Basque. These activities helped students to develop more
metalinguistic awareness of differences between oral and
written language and differences in the structure of language
and vocabulary among the three languages. Students also



developed their oral and written competencies, and at the
same time, they gained a deeper understanding of content.

One final example involves an English language class
in China. Students were asked to form a request in both
Chinese and English from female employees to their
supervisor regarding taking an afternoon off for personal
reasons. Students were further informed that the employees
were located respectively in China and Australia. The
students were then asked to discuss their requests, paying
particular attention to levels of directness, the use of
politeness strategies, and other relevant cultural factors. This
helped students to more clearly understand not only
differences in linguistic elements but also sociolinguistic and
cultural  disparities. = More  effective  intercultural
communication skills could also be a benefit of such activities
(Cenoz & Gorter, 2022).

Translanguaging activities such as those described
above could be beneficial for students, however, they must be
theoretically sound and thoroughly planned and executed or
some negative effects may arise.

4. Translanguaging, Pedagogy and Cautionary Remarks

As mentioned above, translanguaging planning and
methods, a teacher’s stance, should be firmly based on
translanguaging theories and guidelines. However, if teachers
do not fully grasp and adhere to the spirit and content of
translanguaging theory, some negative effects may arise. As
an example of misunderstanding on the part of teachers,
Aleksi¢ and Garcia (2022) describe research that they
conducted in Luxembourgian preschools. The three teachers
who participated in the research were white Luxembourgian
females with more than 10 years of work experience. The
teachers participated in more than 17 hours of professional
development, which was carried out over six months in seven
approximately two-and-a-half-hour sessions. It should be
noted that this program was supported by the Luxembourg
Ministry of Education.

The three teachers then planned a class based on their
understanding of translanguaging principles. The class
involved four children of Portuguese and Serbian heritage.
The students were asked to pick a flag representing the
language that they use at home. Three out of the four children
wanted to choose the Luxembourg flag, explaining proudly
that they speak Luxembourgish at home. However, due to
preconceived notions about immigrants, the teachers urged
and even coerced the students to choose the flag
corresponding to their heritage language. During and after the
lesson, the students seemed confused, disheartened, and
demotivated. Although the teachers wanted to celebrate
diversity, due to their prejudices about immigrants and
linguistic practices, they ended up shaming the students and
disempowering them as speakers of Luxembourgish.

As mentioned above, according to translanguaging
theory, all students are worthy of respect. They are seen as
unique individuals who should be allowed to use all of their
linguistic and cultural capital to form meaning of the world
around them, to enrich their lives and the lives of others. The
teachers were trying to acknowledge or even promote

diversity, but they did not accept the children as full-fledged
members of Luxembourg society and culture, and did not
listen to what students were saying. Instead of making a “shift”
they reflected majority cultural views in the classroom,
“othering” the students, which had a negative effect on their
sense of self-efficacy and motivation.

The following research provides an example of how
well-meaning teachers could help to produce unsatisfactory
results if translanguaging theory and practices are not
accepted and promoted in educational settings as a whole, and
in surrounding communities. Hamman (2018) conducted
research concerning translanguaging practices at Rockland
Elementary School, a kindergarten to second grade institution
in a small Midwestern city in the United States. The research
was conducted regarding a Spanish-English dual language
program that consisted of 14 students divided evenly between
their respective primary home languages. The Spanish
students were mostly from low-income families, while the
English speakers came from predominantly middle-class
families. The program followed the 90/10 model; thus,
kindergarten students were supposed to receive 90% of
instruction in Spanish and 10% in the majority language,
English. According to this model, the percentage of class
content conducted in English increases until the fourth grade,
when both languages are commonly used in even distribution.

In the second-grade class that Hamman (2018) studied,
the language of instruction was supposed to be 70% Spanish
and 30% English. However, due to resource limitations,
pressure to prepare students for mandated tests in third grade,
and various socioeconomic inequalities, the proper amount of
language input was not maintained in the classroom. To
further clarify, the two languages were separated in the
classroom by subject. Reading, writing and mathematics were
taught in Spanish, and science or social studies, depending on
the day, were taught in English. However, since other classes,
music, physical education and art, were taught in English, the
actual ratio was 60/40. Furthermore, students could choose
which language to use during lunch, recess, and in their free
time activities. English remained the dominant language in
school as well as in the community surrounding the school.

In the second-grade class, the bilingual teacher had
tried to strictly separate the two languages, according to more
traditional bilingual theory, but had become familiar with
translanguaging practices. She, therefore, started to allow
children to choose either English or Spanish for various tasks.
Unfortunately, the English speakers began to show their
dominance, and the amount of Spanish used in class markedly
diminished.

Regarding the class explained above, although one
main goal of the curriculum was the development of high-
functioning bilingual and biliterate individuals, unfortunately,
because of the dominance of English in the school and in the
surrounding community, translanguaging opportunities
actually increased the dominance of English. Free and
flexible use of a student’s full linguistic repertoire is a main
tenet of translanguaging theory; however, classes and
activities must be meticulously planned in order for the
benefits of translanguaging to manifest themselves.



In summary, translanguaging for educational purposes
“means that we start from a place that leverages all the
features of the children’s repertoire, while also showing them
when, with whom, where, and why to use some features of
their repertoire and not others, enabling them to also perform
according to the social norms of named languages as used in
schools” (Garcia & Kleyn, 2016, p. 15). This seems to
acknowledge the idea that not only is the acquisition of
linguistic and cultural knowledge important but that educators
and students should also be aware of sociopolitical factors and
realities that influence education. These factors and realities
should be carefully considered when planning curricula and
activities based on translanguaging theory.

5. Conclusion

For translanguaging, and other bilingual or multilingual
strategies and pedagogical practices, to be effective, students
should be welcomed into the classroom as full members of a
given educational environment. For linguistic and academic
development, students’ cultural, ethnic, and linguistic
backgrounds, as well as those of their family members, should
be respected and leveraged as vital educational resources.
Furthermore, educators and staff members of educational
institutions must be educated about translanguaging theory
and methodology. Research-based, proven theory and
practice should be embraced and serve as the basis for school-
wide programs, teaching, and learning. Moreover, for benefits
to manifest themselves, translanguaging activities must be
thoroughly planned and executed, but at the same time,
teachers must maintain a flexible stance in educational
settings and facilitate spontaneous and free usage of
multimodal means of communication and interaction.

Although translanguaging can be an effective method
for enhancing multimodal communication and deeper
understanding of academic concepts, more research must be
conducted to answer many still unanswered questions. With
that in mind, the following questions need to be answered in
the future to unequivocally, or at least reasonably, prove that
translanguaging theory and practice are viable and effective.
What are effective ways to educate teachers, school staff, and
local community members about translanguaging theory and
pedagogical methods? Is the separation of languages needed
for effective education? What is the proper ratio of language
use in instruction? Is there a suggested mix of students from
different backgrounds? Is simply creating a free and flexible
environment enough to promote the acquisition of linguistic
features, academic knowledge and analytical skills, etc.? How
can the acquisition of high-level academic knowledge and
achievement be promoted? What are some concrete
guidelines for assignments, tasks and assessment? What are
some clear guidelines for teachers who do not speak or
understand their students’ languages and ethnic or cultural
backgrounds? Is there any influence or what are some
pedagogical concerns when students translanguage between
languages that are relatively “distant” from each other, such
as Japanese and English?

Teachers  should educate themselves about
translanguaging theory and should experiment with, and

conduct research about, translanguaging practices in their
classes; while hopefully avoiding some of the pitfalls
explained above. However, at the same time, for
translanguaging to really generate a paradigm shift in
bilingual or multilingual theory and education, advocates of
translanguaging must answer the questions above, and
provide concrete models of effective translanguaging
curricula and practices.

References

Aleksié, G., & Garcia O. (2022). Language beyond flags: Teachers
misunderstanding of translanguaging in  preschools.
International Journal of Bilingual Education and Bilingualism,
25(10), 3835-3848.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13670050.2022.2085029

Cenoz, J., & Gorter, D. (2022). Pedagogical Translanguaging and Its
Application to Language Classes. RELC Journal, 53(2), 342—
354. https ://doi.org/10.1177/00336882221082751

Cenoz, J., & Santos, A. (2020). Implementing pedagogical

translanguaging in trilingual schools. System, 92, 102273.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2020.102273

Cummins, J. (2021). Rethinking the education of multilingual
learners. Multilingual Matters.

Garcia, O. (2014). TESOL translanguaged in NYS: Alternative
perspectives. NYS TESOL Journal, 1(1), 2—-10.

Garcia, O., Johnson S., & Seltzer, K. (2017). The translanguaging
classroom: Leveraging student bilingualism for learning.
Brookes Publishing.

Garcia, O., & Kleyn, T. (Eds.). (2016). Translanguaging with
multilingual students. Routledge.

Garcia, O., & Wei, L. (2014). Translanguaging: Language,
bilingualism, and education. Palgrave MacMillan.

Hamman, L. (2018). Translanguaging and positioning in dual
language immersion: A case for criticality. Language and
Education, 32(1), 21-42.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09500782.2017.1384006

Ke, I. C., & Lin, S. (2017). A translanguaging approach to TESOL
in Taiwan. English Teaching & Learning, 41(1), 33-61.

https://doi.org/10.6330/ETL.2017.41.1.02

Kleyn, T., & Garcia O. (2019). Translanguaging as an act of
transformation: Restructuring teaching and learning for
emergent bilingual students. The Handbook of TESOL in K-12,
69-82. https://doi.org/10.1002/9781119421702.ch6

Otheguy, R., Garcia, O, & Reid, W. (2015).
Clarifyingtranslanguaging and  deconstructing  named
languages: A perspective from linguistics. Applied Linguistics
Review, 6(3), 281-307. https://doi.org/10.1515/applirev-2015-
0014

Vogel, S., & Garcia, O. (2017). Translanguaging. In G. Noblit & L.
Moll (Eds.), Oxford research encyclopedia of education (pp.
1-21). Oxford University Press.

Williams, C. (1994). Arfarniad o dduliau dysgu ac addysgu yng
nghyd-destun addysg uwchradd ddwyieithog (Unpublished
doctoral dissertation). University of Wales, Bangor.



https://doi.org/10.1080/13670050.2022.2085029
https://doi.org/10.1177/00336882221082751
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2020.102273
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09500782.2017.1384006
https://doi.org/10.6330/ETL.2017.41.1.02
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781119421702.ch6
https://doi.org/10.1515/applirev-2015-0014
https://doi.org/10.1515/applirev-2015-0014

Reconsidering Vocabulary Acquisition:
With a Focus on Polysemous Words

IIJIMA, Hisanori* and FUIIWARA, Takafumi**

*Graduate School, Keio University
hisanori@keio.jp
**Matsumoto University
takafumi.fujiwara@t.matsu.ac.jp

Abstract

This research offers a novel perspective in the domain of vocabulary acquisition, with a particular
emphasis on polysemy and its repercussions for learners of English. In cognitive linguistics, polysemy is
characterized as the phenomenon whereby a single word form exhibits a spectrum of interrelated
meanings. Although this aspect of vocabulary acquisition represents a burgeoning field of study, there is
a notable dearth of comprehensive literature reviews. An experiment of literature search (Experiment 1)
utilizing databases such as MLA International Bibliography and Linguistics and Language Behavior
Abstracts (LLBA) collected approximately 1300 research articles. Subsequent analysis through the KJ
method (Kawakita,1967) facilitated the organization of these articles into three developmental categories:
semantic classification, classification convergence, and the emergence of new theoretical frameworks. It
was observed that most research during the new theory stage predominantly addressed polysemy from
the vantage point of native language speakers, thereby overlooking its complexity in the context of
English as a second or foreign language. A further examination of 249 selected articles, employing the KJ
method, revealed a tendency to interpret language acquisition in terms of contextual factors, particularly
pragmatics, over semantics. Considering these findings, we offer a vocabulary acquisition model based

on usage-based perspective by Langacker (1990).

Keywords: polysemy, vocabulary acquisition, usage-based model

1. Introduction

In this section, firstly, we have shown what polysemy
is, along with specific examples. Secondly, we also explain
the importance of knowledge on polysemous words in the
context of learning vocabulary. Finally, that necessity and
significance of this research in the context of English
language education were mentioned.

1.1 What is Polysemy? - The Definition of Polysemy -

Polysemy refers to the phenomenon whereby a single
word, such as “run,” can have a variety of interrelated
meanings (Ravin & Leacock, 2000). For example, “run” can
refer to the physical act of running, as someone might do in a
marathon, such as “run in a marathon”. Alternatively, it can
mean to oversee or manage something, such as “run a
business.” Despite these different applications, the meanings
are considered related and part of the same word, rather than
being separate words.

Linguists, or researchers, believe that these meanings
are not random but semantically related as its definition is
utilized as the premise to the linguistic research. That is, there
is a perceived relationship between all the different uses of a
polysemous word, and they are grouped together under the
same “umbrella” term in our mental lexicon. The passage also
cites several scholars who have contributed to the
understanding of polysemy, indicating that this is a well-

researched and supported idea in linguistic studies.

The fact that many references are cited (Gries, 2006;
Taylor, 2003; Goddard, 2000) suggests a strong academic
interest and a substantial number of papers on the subject.
Finally, the paper notes that historically the concept of
polysemy has been considered more of a theoretical idea
within academic discussions.

This emphasizes the fact that while the theories are well
established to some degree, there are not as many applications
to the teaching of English vocabulary, or how scholars have
approached the theoretical diversity of interconnected
meanings within a single word form.

1.2 Importance of Polysemous Words’ Knowledge

Vocabulary knowledge is widely recognized as a
crucial component in the acquisition of a foreign language
due to its fundamental role in the development of listening,
reading, speaking, and writing skills and its significant
influence on English usage (Read, 2000; Saville-Troike,
1984). In addition, vocabulary serves as a key tool for
effective communication in English (Newton&Nation,2020;
Schmitt, 2010).

Discussions about the aspects of vocabulary that
language learners need to cultivate have recently focused on
the breadth of vocabulary (vocabulary breadth), the depth of
word knowledge (vocabulary depth), and the speed of word



recognition (cognitive speed) (Daller, Milton, & Treffers-
Daller, 2007; Henriksen, 1999).

Vocabulary breadth involves the recognition of many
words, including those that are less commonly used, whereas
vocabulary depth involves the understanding of detailed
aspects of words, such as their different meanings, uses, and
associations with other words. Also, cognitive speed refers to
the speed with which a person can recognize and understand
aword. It means the quick retrieval and use of word meanings,
and those who are proficient in this can use words quickly,
indicating a robust vocabulary. Thus, the challenge in
vocabulary instruction is to increase the number of words
known (breadth), the depth of understanding of those words
(depth), and the ability to recognize (or recall) them quickly
(cognitive speed).

This study underscores the importance of learning
high-frequency words, especially those with multiple
meanings, because they are often polysemous. Nation (1990)
suggested that learning about 3,000 high-frequency words
would enable learners to comprehend 95% of typical texts.
Since many basic polysemous words occur frequently,
focusing on them is essential in English vocabulary
instruction.

In terms of vocabulary depth, it is crucial to fully utilize
the knowledge of polysemy. It's not enough to know just one
meaning of a common word, the understanding of its multiple
meanings. Vocabulary enhancement involves not only
increasing the number of known words, but also deepening
the understanding of the multiple meanings of each word
(Nation, 2001; Tanaka, 2012).

1.3 Necessity of This Study in English Language Education

There exists a growing need within contemporary
English language education for learners to obtain a broad
vocabulary to capably respond to the diverse contexts and
situations encountered in authentic communication.
Specifically, comprehending polysemous words, which may
adopt distinct meanings based on contextual factors,
constitutes a vital component underlying the communicative
competence. The ability of English language learners to aptly
understand and apply the multiple senses of these terms is so
critical for successful language acquisition.

However, the theoretical framework for the study of
polysemy in English language teaching has not been well
discussed. Therefore, the purpose of this study is to re-
examine the theoretical framework of polysemy and to obtain
suggestions for the teaching of polysemy.

2. Literature Review
2.1. The Reason for the Choice of Gries (2006)

In this section, firstly, we explained the overview of
Gries (2006)’s research to elucidate the history of polysemy
research within cognitive linguistics. But first, let us explain
why the authors chose Gries (2006) as our target paper.

While the seminal work of Gries (2006) provided
crucial insights into the development of polysemy research,
an updated analysis was not found to characterize progress in
the field since its publication. There appears to be a

dependence within the academic community on Gries’
historical conceptualization of the developmental phases of
cognitive linguistics, without systematic evaluation of
subsequent theoretical and empirical progress. This
dependence signals deficiencies in review surveys that
capture contemporary trajectories in polysemy research in

linguistics.
Consequently, few studies have endeavored to build
upon Gries’ (2006) foundational tripartite schema

encompassing the “extreme splitting”, “discussion and
revision”, and “newer developments” epochs. There persists
an opportunity to scrutinize innovations in both
methodological approaches and theoretical perspectives that
postdate these designated eras.

As we distance further temporally from the time of
Gries’ (2006) writing, an updated retrospective synthesis
becomes imperative to accurately depict the state of
advancement within this rapidly evolving field. The
integration of modern computational tools such as BERT and
Word2Vec and so on also warrants an analytical reevaluation
of theoretical framework of the polysemy research.

Therefore, the current academic landscape lacks
holistic overviews contextualizing contemporary
advancements and reimagining historic developmental
frameworks to recent theoretical progression and its
application. An urgent scholarly need exists to address this

gap.

2.2. Gries (2006)’s Three Phases of Polysemy Research

Gries (2006) describes the three phases of polysemy
research that have been done so far as follows. They are
described in detail below.

2.2.1 The Period of “Extreme Splitting”

Initially, cognitive linguistics centered inherent in
linguistic expressions, diverging from the primary focus on
“meaning as language” that prevailed during its initial stage.
A quintessential example of this is Lakoff's (1987) extensive
analysis of the preposition “over”, where he assigns
differentiated significations to its usage, reflecting even the
minutest semantic variations. Such as when 'over' is employed
to depict a person vaulting a fence or clouds enveloping a
mountain. During this era, Lakoff's (1987) approach led to
what he described as a quasi-infinite proliferation of
meanings, each distinguished by its unique nuances—a
groundbreaking notion at the time.

2.2.2 The Period of “Discussion and Revision”

This era witnessed a paradigm shift towards the
consolidation of meanings. Theoreticians like Lakoftf (1987)
acknowledged the potential for generating a limitless
spectrum of meanings; however, this approach neglected
considerations of lexicon and pedagogy. Consequently, there
emerged an impetus to amalgamate terms sharing semantic
affinities. With respect to ‘over,” despite the fragmentation of
its meaning by nuanced delineations, efforts were made to
coalesce those with akin nuances.



2.2.3 The Period of “Newer Developments”

This phase signifies an endeavor to formulate a novel
theoretical framework for polysemy. The prior two phases,
namely, the “Extreme Splitting” and “Discussion and
Revision,” were predominantly concerned with the
identification and examination of specific polysemous words.
Subsequently, research shifted towards a more holistic
perspective, as exemplified by Taylor (2003), focusing on the
overarching patterns and theories concerning polysemy.

2.3. Summary of Gries (2006)

These phases demarcate the tripartite schema of
polysemy's historical development in cognitive linguistics as
posited by Gries (2006), delineating a gradual progression
from semantic granularity to theoretical consolidation. The
passage discusses how there’s not a lot of comprehensive
overviews on the topic of polysemy, which is when a single
word has several related meanings. He made an important
contribution to this topic by bringing together a lot of research
on it. However, his work is part of a bigger book or article and
reflects his own take on the research.

Gries (2006) believes that the study of polysemy will
start to rely more on data and technology, like large
collections of text (corpora) and computer-based language
analysis, instead of just looking at specific examples in a more
subjective, less data-driven way.

3. Objective and Research Questions

Gries (2006) prognosticated an impending shift
towards more quantitative and data-driven methodologies
within polysemy research in cognitive linguistics. However,
in the 17 years since its publication, there remains a paucity
of empirical evidence that substantiates this prediction.

Therefore, the main purpose of this study is to conduct
a systematic review of the literature, providing a synoptic
appraisal of scholarly activity and theoretical progress in this
domain. Through meticulous analysis, we endeavor to
elucidate contemporary trends while identifying any lacunae
within existing frameworks. To fulfill this objective, our
inquiry shall be guided by two key research questions (RQs)
written below.

RQ1) What is the trajectory of quantitative research in the
domain of polysemy postdating the seminal work of Gries
(2006)?

There is an implied assumption within the academic
community that as we approach the present day, research
within cognitive linguistics has progressively adopted a more
quantitative methodology. This study seeks to evaluate the
veracity of this assumption. Is the shift towards quantitative
analysis substantiated by empirical evidence, or is it merely a
perception colored by scholarly subjectivity?

RQ2) Has there been a paradigm shift in the theoretical
framework of polysemy since 2006?

While there has been an acknowledgment of efforts to

formulate a comprehensive theory of polysemy, the question
remains whether these endeavors have crystallized into a
novel theoretical edifice post-2006. Have we witnessed the
emergence of groundbreaking theories that redefine our
understanding of polysemy?

The research will meticulously address these questions,
aiming to illuminate the recent scholarly discourse and
theoretical advancements in the study of polysemy.

4. Method
The experiment was divided into two parts: one for
Research Question 1 (RQ1) and one for Research Question 2

(RQ2).

4.1 Experiment 1

To assemble a comprehensive dataset for our
investigation into polysemy, we employed a systematic search
strategy across two primary databases: Linguistics and
Language Behavior Abstracts (LLBA) and Modern Language
Association International Bibliography (MLA).

Our search methodology was meticulously designed to
capture the breadth of research on polysemy. For LLBA, we
initiated our inquiry with the term “Polysemy” to encapsulate
the entirety of the field's research, setting our temporal
parameters from the year 1990 up to 2023. The choice of the
initial year corresponds with the founding of the International
Cognitive Linguistics Association (ICLA) and the official
publication of a dedicated cognitive linguistics journal,
marking the formal establishment of the field. The meta-
review search strategy employed in the LLBA and MLA
databases was meticulously crafted with specific parameters
to filter scholarly discourse on polysemy.

Scholarly journals were the exclusive source type
considered, ensuring a focus on academic rigor. The temporal
scope of the search was set from January 1, 1990, through
August 31, 2023, providing a comprehensive overview of
over three decades of research. The search query was
carefully constructed to exclude documents such as review
articles, case studies, reports, undefined documents, and
articles pertaining to evidence-based medicine (EBM),
thereby narrowing the focus specifically to original research
articles on polysemy. The search was targeted to retrieve
documents written in English, with 'polysemy' as the central
theme, and limited to journal articles, streamlining the results
towards high-quality academic contributions to the topic.

Similarly, for MLA, the same keyword “Polysemy”
was utilized with an identical time frame. Post-exclusion of
non-linguistic materials and uncategorized texts, we
identified 482 references. Again, we narrowed our focus to
those studies conducted in English. In the final phase of our
data selection, we excluded any scholarly works not authored
in English, such as those in Italian or Spanish, to align with
the linguistic capabilities of the researchers involved in this
study. Consequently, the language of the research corpus was
standardized to English, culminating in a collection of 759
references from LLBA and 429 from MLA. This
methodology ensures a robust and focused compilation of



literature for our meta-review; that means we collected more
than 1300 papers as the first experiment.

Figure 1
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4.1.1 Analysis - The Use of KJ Method
4.1.1.1. The reason for the Choice of KJ Method.

The KJ Method, also known as the Affinity Diagram,
was developed by Jiro Kawakita in 1960s (Kawakita,1967).

It is a tool used in the field of knowledge management
and is particularly useful for organizing large amounts of data
into meaningful groups, often in the context of brainstorming
or problem-solving sessions. The KJ Method is particularly
effective for synthesizing qualitative data, revealing hidden
patterns, and fostering a shared understanding among
participants.

In detail, the KJ method is an effective qualitative data
analysis technique, particularly for categorizing large
volumes of data. In this study, over 1300 articles were
subjected to analysis. Consequently, the KJ method was

deemed optimal for processing this substantial amount of data.

Moreover, the KJ method is frequently utilized in the
brainstorming and problem-solving processes of researchers.
Therefore, it was judged to be a suitable technique for
examining article trends, as required by this study.
Furthermore, as the KJ method involves collaborative
classification based on manipulating visual maps, it is adept
at organizing intricate information into logical,

comprehensible categories. Compared to other qualitative
approaches such as thematic analysis, the KJ method excels
at discerning patterns across substantial datasets. Additionally,
it represents a data-driven approach, thereby reducing authors’
subjectivity.

For these reasons, the KJ method was determined to be
the most appropriate for this study and we wrote down based
on the following four criteria in a card.

1) Perspective on Meaning

Since the study of polysemy is the study of “words,” it
is necessary to clarify one's stance on “words.” Therefore, we
considered it necessary to clarify our stance on “words” in this
experiment. According to Tanaka (1983), there are two
predominant perspectives: pragmatic and semantic. Based on
what Tanaka (1983) claims, we identified each study’s
theoretical stance towards the stances of word meanings. The
pragmatic perspective argues that the meaning of a word is a
context dependent, whereas the semantic perspective suggests
that word meaning is context independent. Our classification
noted which of these perspectives was embraced in the studies
of polysemous words.

2) Experimental Methodologies

We delineated the various experimental approaches
employed across the studies, categorizing them as corpus-
based analyses, psychological experiments, computational
natural language processing techniques, or the compilation of
illustrative examples. This classification enabled us to capture
the methodological diversity within the research on polysemy.

3) Developmental Phases

Taking cue from the tripartite division posited by Gries
(2006), we synthesized the categorization of each paper
according to these phases. In other words, we investigated
where the experimental articles fall into the three levels of
categorization in his polysemous language research. This
historical contextualization allowed us to trace the evolution
of the field and understand the progression of theoretical and
empirical approaches.

4) Lexical Focus

Early research (From 1990s to mid-2000s) in polysemy
often centered on the analysis of specific words to ascertain
their polysemous words. We collated a list of such words from
the studies to identify patterns in lexical selection and to
observe the range of polysemy across different lexemes. By
organizing the data on these cardstock sheets, we facilitated a
visual and thematic analysis of the accumulated research,
allowing for a coherent synthesis of the field’s current state,
methodological trends, and theoretical developments in the
study of polysemy.

4.1.2. Results

Findings was described based on the four categories as
aforementioned. Perspective on Meaning, Experimental
Methodologies, Developmental Phases, and Lexical Focus
were explained. Each section shows the overall trend.



1) Perspective on Meaning

The analysis indicated a paradigmatic transition from a
semantic to a pragmatic orientation in the study of meaning
within polysemy research. A significant corpus of
contemporary studies, exemplified by Evans (2015),
delineates ‘semantic concepts’ from ‘meaning,” concurrently
advocating for the interpretation of meaning as contextually
contingent. This shift underscored a growing consensus that
word meanings were not fixed entities but were dynamically

shaped by the situational context in which they were deployed.

2) Experimental Methodologies

A historical review of methodological approaches
revealed a clear evolution. Initially, during the nascent and
mid-phase 2 periods as identified by Gries (2006), research
predominantly relied on author-generated examples. The
advent of the 21st century heralded a methodological shift
concomitant with the development of linguistic corpora and
computational tools, steering research away from the reliance
on constructed examples towards empirical, data-driven
analysis termed as “quantitative turn” by Janda (2013).

3) Developmental Phases

The developmental period of cognitive linguistics,
from its inception in the 1990s through the 2000s, was
primarily characterized by studies falling within what Gries
(2006) denotes as “Phase 2.” This period was marked by a
concerted effort to consolidate meanings and was reflective
of the field's maturation. The detail is shown in the following
graph.

Figure 3
Phase, Percentile, the Number of Papers
Phase 1 21.80% 284
Phase 2 59.10% 770
Phase 3 19.10% 249
Total 100.0% 1303

4) Lexical Focus
Lexical focus was divided into the following five
categories.

1. Prepositions and adverbs with high semantic frequency that
have been studied since the early days, such as Lakoff (1987)
2 Basic verbs (From initial stage)

3.Modal auxiliary (e.g., Sweetser,1990)

4.Before cognitive semantics, the relationship between
homonymy and polysemy was discussed. The most frequently
discussed topics were “bank” and “ear.”

5 (Especially, In English language learning) there is a
practical problem of the polysemy of higher-level words, such
as those in academic vocabulary.

6 Examples of cross-synonymity: book

4.1.3 Discussion

The initial experimental findings exhibit considerable
alignment with the theoretical prognostications of Gries
(2006). Nevertheless, it is noteworthy to acknowledge the
substantial advancements in computational linguistics tools
that have exceeded his predictions.

In particular, the recent emergence of corpus tools such
as the BNC (British National Corpus) and COCA (Corpus of
Contemporary American English), as well as natural language
processing tools such as BERT and Word2Vec, were not
mentioned in Gries (2006), so his research in linguistics
through these studies has been what he expected in the paper.
These tools, with their profound capabilities for
understanding the nuances of human language, have provided
unprecedented avenues for the empirical exploration of
polysemy. Their algorithmic intricacies enable a more
nuanced detection and interpretation of semantic variations
than was previously anticipated.

The predictive nature of Gries’ (2006) work did not
fully encapsulate the rapid evolution and the profound impact
of these technologies on the field. Thus, while the
foundational aspects of his hypotheses remain pertinent, the
advent and integration of advanced NLP systems have
enriched the methodological repertoire available to
researchers, thereby expanding the horizons of polysemy
research beyond the initial predictions. This technological
progression underscores the necessity for continuous
adaptation of theoretical frameworks to incorporate the
capabilities and insights afforded by cutting-edge
computational tools.

4.2. Two Problems

The first experiment analyzed how the study of
polysemy has evolved according to the four criteria. The
results are identical to those that Gries (2006) has written
semi-subjectively. Under the circumstances, we decided to
conduct the second experiment for the following reasons.

Experiment 1 sought to validate the seminal hypotheses
posed by Gries (2006) regarding developmental trajectories
within polysemy research. Through meticulous analysis,
categorized across four categorical dimensions, the
corroboration of his theoretical model was established.

However, given the temporal distance since the original
publication, the need to formulate an updated framework was
deemed imperative. Thus, Experiment 2 sought to address this
need by exclusively examining the subset of articles
characterized by Gries (2006) as manifesting “Newer
Developments,” constituting his designated Phase 3. By re-
implementing the KJ methodology, an attempt was made to
identify emergent patterns and elucidate novel theoretical
models being put forth in contemporary research.
Consequently, the linkage between the experiments focused
on validating the foundational tripartite model proposed by
Gries (2006) in Experiment 1, followed by an evaluation of
modern advances within the pivotal Phase 3 epoch in
Experiment 2. This dual approach facilitated the incremental
formulation of an updated perspective.



4.3 Experiment 2

The ‘Newer Developments’ within polysemy research,
as delineated by Gries (2006), represents a pivotal era of
linguistic exploration and theoretical advancement. Prior
investigations, such as our initial experiment, have touched
upon the emergent concepts and methodologies
characterizing this period. However, a comprehensive
understanding of the depth and breadth of the theoretical
frameworks developed post-Gries (2006), and the
methodological underpinnings that facilitated such
advancements, has yet to be fully elucidated. For these
reasons, “Experiment 2”” was conducted.

4.3.1 Analysis tool - KJ Method -

To address this scholarly need, we proposed to
implement the KJ method, as in Experiment 1, a robust
qualitative analysis technique, to dissect and interpret a great
much research conducted during this “Newer Developments”.

This analysis was to fulfill a dual purpose: firstly, to
critically evaluate the introduction and integration of new
theoretical models in polysemy studies postdating Gries’
(2006) influential publication, and secondly, to methodically
appraise the research methods that have been pivotal in
propelling theoretical progress in this field.

4.3.2 Analysis

As mentioned above, 249 papers were classified as
phase 3. Therefore, they were included in the analysis.

Through the application of the KJ method as in
Experiment 1, we anticipated the assembly of a synthesized
dataset that will unveil discernible patterns, emerging trends,
and notable lacunae in the contemporary polysemy research
landscape.

4.3.3 Result
The findings of this study suggested three principal
insights.

1) Transition from Corpus to Natural Language Processing

The investigators initially hypothesized that, despite
the prevalence of quantitative analyses, most of the research
would predominantly employ corpus-based methods.
Contrary to these assumptions, it emerged that studies
leveraging natural language processing (NLP) tools surpassed
those reliant on corpus analyses in number.

2) Advancements through Natural Language Processing

Building upon the previous point, it has been proposed
that the clarification and understanding of linguistic
phenomena via NLP are advancing. However, these
advancements are not confined to the realm of cognitive
linguistics; rather, as the field of NLP research intensifies, the
exploration of linguistic phenomena is transcending
disciplinary boundaries, indicating a broader interdisciplinary
engagement.

3) The Scarcity of Educational Applications
Notwithstanding the emphasis on the elucidation of
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linguistic phenomena, it has been observed that investigations
aimed at applying these insights within the context of English
language education remain exceedingly scarce. This
highlights a significant gap in the research, emphasizing the
need for a focused exploration of how linguistic phenomena,
elucidated through NLP, can be effectively integrated into
educational practices.

4.3.4. Discussion

In this second experiment, a comprehensive
examination of the contemporary landscape of polysemous
words’ research within the domain of cognitive linguistics
was conducted by utilizing the KJ method. The outcomes
revealed a notable progression from analyses based on
corpora to the adoption of Natural Language Processing
(NLP) methodologies. This observation indicates that NLP
has the potential to offer novel perspectives and
methodologies for data analysis in cognitive linguistics
research.

Nevertheless, the present underutilization of linguistic
insights in the NLP domain highlights a communication gap
between the two disciplines, underscoring the necessity for
enhanced interdisciplinary collaboration in subsequent
studies.

Additionally, it was ascertained that the integration of
NLP research findings into educational practices necessitates
several preparatory steps. This underscores the imperative to
devise actionable guidelines and frameworks to facilitate the
effective implementation of NLP techniques in actual
educational contexts.

5. Conclusion and Next Step
5.1 Conclusion

The objective of this investigation was to re-evaluate
the strategies for vocabulary acquisition, with a specific
emphasis on polysemy, by offering a comprehensive review
of the scholarly inquiries into polysemy after Gries (2006).

Through the synthesis of extant research, it has become
apparent that the post-Gries (2006) era has witnessed a
pronounced shift towards “quantitative research” over
“qualitative research.” Notably, the research conducted
during the phase 3 period, as delineated by Gries (2006), was
identified as critically significant and possessed the capacity
to radically alter the conceptual framework of polysemy,
thereby leading to the formulation of a novel theoretical
construct. This development has been corroborated through
the application of the KJ method. Subsequently, the
conclusions drawn from this study will be articulated in
alignment with the two research questions.

RQ1) What is the trajectory of quantitative research in the
domain of polysemy postdating the seminal work of Gries
(2006)?

As our Experiment 1 suggested that this query could be
succinctly addressed by affirming that "quantitative research”
has gained ascendancy. However, a more nuanced
explanation is warranted. Two principal factors have



catalyzed the predominance of quantitative research: firstly,
the advent of corpora has precipitated a shift towards more
quantitative methodologies in research, and secondly, the
ensuing application of natural language processing (NLP)
tools is effectuating a profound transformation in the
paradigm of cognitive linguistics.

RQ2) Has there been a paradigm shift in the theoretical
framework of polysemy since 2006?

There has been no definitive evidence to suggest a
complete transformation in the theoretical understanding of
polysemy. Historically, polysemy has predominantly been
examined within the realm of semantics; however, there is a
growing trend towards analyzing it through the perspective of
pragmatics.

5.2 Next Step

Subsequent research ought to meticulously scrutinize
the array of methodologies employed throughout the “Newer
Developments,” alongside the outcomes they yielded.
Furthermore, despite the experimental corroboration that
Gries (2006) suggested, the pursuit of more sophisticated
investigative approaches, including meta-analytical studies, is
imperative for the continued progression and refinement of
the field.

Structured around Gries (2006) as an overview of
previous research on polysemy in language, this study draws
several conclusions regarding beneficial practices for English
language teaching. Given the pragmatic nature of polysemy,
a method to learn polysemous meanings in context appears
feasible. This aligns with Langacker’s (1990) usage-based
model which posits that "one's ability to use language is
shaped by the way words are used." In pedagogy, it would be
advisable to develop teaching methods that promote the
contextual disambiguation of polysemous words and
instruction accordingly. For instance, language activities that
simulate real-life situations could boost learning motivation
concerning specific polysemous words and their application
to authentic contexts. Such measures are expected to enrich
teaching materials and bolster the overall development of
students’ language abilities.

In other words, in the conclusion of this paper, we
would like to propose vocabulary learning through context,
utilizing the usage-based model (Langacker, 1990).
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Abstract

This study reports on how 94 Japanese-speaking English learners (first- and second-year students in three
different departments at a public university) experienced the activity of writing a paragraph in English.
After writing an English paragraph and rewriting it with teacher feedback, the study participants answered
open-ended questionnaires about how they viewed the topic of the paragraph they were asked to write
and how they felt about the writing experience itself. The responses were sectioned, continuously
compared, and grouped into categories for qualitative analysis. It was found that study participants had
different reactions to the given paragraph topic, and their preferred topics were also quite different. As for
the experience of writing an English paragraph, some participants found it useful or enjoyable while about
twice as many other participants found it difficult for various reasons. The final section examines what
the experience of writing English may mean to the participants in this study. Pedagogical implications are

also discussed on the basis of these findings.

Keywords: qualitative analysis, open-ended questionnaires, writing topics, EFL writing experience,

Japanese university students

1. Introduction

This study is a qualitative exploration of how the
activity of writing a paragraph in English was perceived by
students in English classes of a medium-sized public
university. As Casanave (2018) puts it, the goal of qualitative
research on English as a second language writing is “to
uncover and understand the local and -contextualized
particulars of what it means for a person to learn to write in a
second language and simultaneously to continue second
language development” (p. 2466). With this in mind, this
study aims not to generalize the results of the analysis to
learners of English as a foreign language (EFL) or to Japanese
university students in general, but to gain insight into the
experiences of the learners who participated in this study from
their perspective. Furthermore, it is hoped that understanding
of their experiences may lead to ways for teachers to make the
activity of writing in English more meaningful for learners.

The first research question of this study is related to
the choice of topics in writing. There has been a body of
research on the effects of writing topics in EFL writing
learning. Both Winfield and Barnes-Felfeli (1982) and Tedick
(1990) found that when the writing topic was related to
learners (because of their culture or field of study), the
learners gained better evaluation on their writing, not only in
content knowledge but also in the quality of the writing
product, such as fewer grammatical errors. He and Shi (2012)
further investigated the impact of topic familiarity on learners'
writing, asking international students studying at a Canadian
university to write about topics connected to university life
(familiar to the students) and topics related to Canadian
politics (unfamiliar to them). Regardless of the learners' level
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of English proficiency, writings on the familiar topic were
rated higher in terms of both content and organization. Other
studies measured the complexity, accuracy, and fluency of
learners’ writing when they write about different topics; Yang
and Kim (2020) found that a less familiar topic had
substantially negative effect on lexical complexity of the
study participants’ writing, and Abdi Tabari and Wang (2022)
found a considerably positive effect in syntactic complexity
with a familiar topic. From a different perspective, Li and Yu
(2023) focused on how topic familiarity affects the
participant’s writing behavior rather than the written products.
By recording the keystrokes of learners working on writing
assignments, they found that when writing about less familiar
topics, they wrote slower, wrote less, and spent more time
planning, while spending less time revising and rewriting.
While such a body of research exists, not many studies have
addressed the question of how writing topics are perceived by
the learners themselves. Lo and Hyland (2007) is one of the
few examples, reporting on an action research study of a new
program in a fifth-grade ESL writing class in Hong Kong. The
writing topics in the new program were more relevant to the
learners' real-life experiences and were thought to better
motivate them to write. They assessed learners' writing as
they implemented the old and new programs, while
interviewing learners on an ongoing basis. The learners
enthusiastically welcomed the new tasks, but their ratings of
writing accuracy declined somewhat. Also, the learners did
not necessarily have a negative reception of topics from the
old program, which seemed far removed from their
experience. Thus, the impact of writing topics on learners and
their writing is multidimensional and yet warrants further



study. In particular, it seems necessary to explore how and
why learners in various context respond to the topics, based
on a qualitative analysis.

This study further aims to investigate what it means
for the learners in this study to write in English, and to explore
ways in which the findings can be used to help them learn
English writing better. Learners who participated in the
current study were asked to complete an open-ended
questionnaire, reflecting on their experience after completing
the task of writing a paragraph in English. The resulting
learners' own words were used as data, and continuous
comparisons were used to analyze them. The intercepted data
were repeatedly read, compared, categorized, and reread to
organize the most plausible categories. This ensured that a
wide variety of responses could be understood and described,
and that it is possible to return to the original data if necessary.
Note that this study was conducted in the context of regular
educational practice, and as such, no experimental or control
group was established. However, as a result of inviting
students from four classes belonging to three different
departments to participate in the study, it was possible not
only to analyze the responses of the participants as a whole,
but also to do natural group comparisons between the
different departments.

Research questions of this study were as follows.
RQI1: How did three groups of Japanese-speaking English
learners (first- and second-year students of different
departments in a public university) reflect on the topics of
paragraph they were assigned to write?

RQ2: How did the same three groups of Japanese-speaking
English learners reflect on the experience of writing a
paragraph in English?

RQ3: Based on the above findings, what are the possible
meanings of learning English writing for the learners who
participated in this study?

2. Method
2.1 Study Participants

The researcher of this study was a native Japanese
speaker with approximately 25 years of university English
teaching experience. During that time, she had taught writing-
intensive classes for several years and had incorporated
writing instruction into other classes when possible.

The participants in this study were students in the
classes taught by the researcher, all of whom were first- or
second-year university students who were able to use
Japanese as their native language. At the time the data were
collected, weekly 90-minute face-to-face classes had been
held for about two and a half months, so a certain degree of
friendly rapport had been established between the researcher
and the participants. In addition, each class was composed of
students from the same department, who were often taking
other courses together and sharing similar interests in
specialized subjects. As a result, it was observed that the
relationship between the students was rather good, especially
in the second-year classes. All classes were English courses
that were required by the common education program. Class
participation was good, and with the exception of a few
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students, assignments were submitted punctually.

The departments and breakdown of the study
participants are shown in Table 1. Group A was one class of
sophomores in Biological Resources Management, who were
to major in the fields of agriculture, fisheries, livestock, and
their relationship to the environment. Group B was one class
of sophomores in Human Relations Studies, which offers
majors in psychology, sociology, and education. Group C was
two classes of freshmen in Intercultural Communications.
English language proficiency was higher in Group C, Group
B, and Group A, in that order.” Many of the students in Group
C planned to study abroad while in college, so their
motivation or urgency to learn English was presumably
higher than that of the other groups. The difference between
the number of participants in the study and the number of
participants who actually provided data was due to the
exclusion of participants from whom all data could not be
collected because of absence or other reasons.

Table 1
Study Participants
Group A Group B Group C
Biological Human
. Intercultural
Department Resources Relations .
. Communications
Management Studies
Year 2nd 2nd Ist
TOEIS) 430 (no data) 570
score
Class 52 (in two
enrollment 32 31 cle(lsses)
Study 30 25 51
participants
Participants
whose data 25 18 51
were used

Recruitment of research participants was done
carefully, given that the researcher was teaching these classes.
First, the research plan was submitted to the university's
ethics committee for approval before the research began. Next,
aresearch cooperation request form, which was also approved
by the university, was distributed to each student in the class.
Participants were recruited after the researcher emphasizing
that the evaluation of the learners would not change at all
depending on whether they participated in the research or not.
The research cooperation request form included a contact
person within the university in case students believed they
had suffered human rights violations in participating or not
participating in the study. The research participation consent
form included a form for students to withdraw their consent
after giving it as well.

2.2 Data Collection

This study was conducted in the first semester of 2023
(April-July, 2023). Group A and Group B classes used the
same textbook (Pavlik, 2015), while the two Group C classes
used the same series as Group A&B, but with a slightly
higher-level textbook (Pavlik, 2014). Both textbooks



consisted mainly of two reading materials for each unit, with
exercises for content comprehension, idiomatic expressions,
vocabulary building and so on. Each unit also has a section
called “Idea Exchange” in which the students were to express
their thoughts in English about a topic related to the unit.
Students prepared their responses to the “Idea Exchange” in
English and worked in pairs to talk about their opinions. Each
student also made an English presentation on a topic of their
choice, once during the semester.

Paragraph writing was introduced in Week 10 for
Group A and B, and in Week 12 for Group C. The researcher
explained the structure of an English paragraph and asked the
students to write a paragraph for homework. Group A and B
were to write on any topic related to “Work” and Group C on
any topic related to “Marriage.” The learners were allowed to
choose their own topics freely. The theme of Group A and B,
“Work,” was the theme of Unit 4 of their textbook, and the
students had already studied it in the fourth and fifth weeks of
class. Therefore, they had already answered questions such as
“What is your dream job in the future? Why?” in the Idea
Exchange section of Unit 4. Similarly, Group C had studied
the “Marriage” unit of their textbook and thought about the
questions in the Idea Exchange, such as “Do you think people
will stop marrying in the future?” and “When you look for a
partner, what does and does not matter?” The learners were
allowed to get some hints from these questions when thinking
about their topics.

After the paragraphs were submitted, the researcher
used an annotation tool called TIARA (Putra et al., 2021) to
prepare a graphical representation of the paragraph structure
and the problems with the connections between sentences for
each student. This feedback was returned to learners in Week
14 for all classes, and homework for that week was to rewrite
and submit their paragraphs based on the feedback. Then, the
learners were asked to respond to a questionnaire about their
paragraph writing (see Figure 1).

Figure 1
Questionnaire

Please answer the five questions below. Feel free to write what
you think in Japanese.

Q1: What did you think of the structure of your paragraph as
presented in TIARA?

Q2: How did you feel when you rewrote your paragraphs based
on TIARA's analysis?

Q3: What did you think of the theme of the paragraph? Was it
easy to write? Was it difficult to write? What would you like to
write about?

Q4: How do you feel about writing paragraphs in English?

Q5: If you have any questions about how to write paragraphs, use
TIARA, etc., please write them down.

Note. Only the responses to Q3 and Q4 were used in this study.

2.3 Data Analysis

As mentioned earlier, basic qualitative analysis
(continuous comparison) was used to analyze the data. It is
defined by Merriam and Tisdell (2015) as follows:

The analysis of the data involves identifying recurring

patterns that characterize the data. Findings are these
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recurring patterns or themes supported by the data
from which they were derived. The overall
interpretation will be the researcher’s understanding of
the participants’ understanding of the phenomenon of
interest. (p. 25)
In order to identify the “recurring patterns,” this study used
“Ueno’s qualitative analysis” (Ueno, 2018), based on the KJ
method (Kawakita, 1970). First, the answers to Q3 and Q4 of
the above questionnaire were transcribed one by one into a
single Excel square. After attaching the respondent's code
(group name A, B, or C and a randomly assigned number 1,
2, 3... for each participant), the sheet was printed and cut into
small cards, one per square. By reading and comparing the
cards with each other, the researcher gradually created groups
by distinguishing between similar and different content.
Cards that were gathered as a group were re-read and
commonalities were written down as “nameplates.” Cards
with the same “nameplate” were collected together and placed
on a piece of large paper, according to the relationship
between the “nameplates.” The cards under one nameplate
were spread out around the nameplate to check the contents
again. In this way, each card was checked repeatedly about its
connection with the nameplate, and some cards were moved
to the group of another nameplate, if necessary. Finally, when
it was determined that this was an appropriate grouping, the
nameplates and all cards were fixed on top of the paper so that
they could be viewed at a glance. In the Findings below, the
nameplates generated as described above are listed and the
study participants’ words (translated into English by the
researcher) are given as examples.

3. Findings and Discussion
3.1 Learners’ views on the designated theme of the paragraph
This section and the following section 3.2 intend to
answer Research Question 1. The responses to the first half of
Q3, “What did you think of the theme of the paragraph? Was
it easy to write? Was it difficult to write?” were first classified
into “It was easy” and “It was difficult” groups. About 70%
of the total respondents answered that it was easy, and the
percentage was higher in Group C, Group B, and Group A, in
that order. On the other hand, 27% of all respondents said it
was difficult, and the percentage was higher in Group A at
40% (see Table 2).

Table 2
Learners’ Views on the Theme
GroupA  Group B Group C  Total
It was easy to write 15 13 38 66
about. (60%) (72%) (75%) _ (70%)
It was difficult to 10 4 11 25
write about (40%) (22%) (22%)  (27%)
No answer 0 ! 2 3
(0%) (6%) (4%)  (3%)
Total 25 18 51 94
The responses that gave reasons were further

categorized using Ueno’s (2018) qualitative analysis
described above. As a result, four categories of reasons were



created as to why it was easy, and two categories of reasons
why it was difficult.

The reasons why some participants thought the topic
easy to write about were as follows:

(1) TItallowed me to choose freely from a broadly set theme.
(2) It was a familiar topic that was relevant to me.

(3) It was connected to the content I had studied.

(4) Tt was an important topic.

Others thought the topic was difficult to write about
because of the following reasons:

(5) Idid not know much about the topic.
(6) It was too broad a theme to choose from.
(7) Other (responses that did not fit into above categories):

“I found the theme difficult because there are so many
different opinions on how marriage should be and
should be perceived” (C22); “It was rather embarrassing
to write my innermost feelings” (A27); and “I am poor
at writing in English, so I didn't think anything special
about the theme” (B23).

The distribution of these reasons by group is graphed
in Figure 2.

Figure 2
Reasons for Easiness and Difficulty of the Theme
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Note. Please refer to the classification above about the reasons (1)
through (7). Multiple responses were possible.

As this graph shows, the reasons for the ease and
difficulty of the topics varied from group to group. For Group
A students the topics were easy primarily because they were
relevant to them. On the other hand, many students of Group
B thought that the ease of writing was due to the fact that they
could freely choose their own topics, and conversely, only in
Group B did respondents say that the difficulty was that the
topics were too broad and so they could not decide on topics
easily. In other words, for many of the Group B students, there
seems to be a high level of interest in “choosing the topic,”
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i.e., what they write about. In Group C, the most common
reason given for the ease of the topics was that the given
theme was related to what the learners had studied in other
classes. For both Group A and Group C, the reason given for
difficulty was that the topic was unfamiliar to them. These
points will be discussed in more detail in the Discussion
section.

3.2 Topics that learners want to write about

The content of the responses to the second half of Q3,
“What would you like to write about?” were categorized in
the same way. The topics were divided into the following
seven categories. Below are the categories with examples of
learner’s voice.

(1) Reflections on myself:
“I would like to write about myself, not about social
issues, etc., as I would like to do some self-analysis”
(C15).

(2) Topics of my interest:
“I think I can write endlessly about my hobby” (A10).

(3) Cultural issues:
“I would like to write if it were something like giving
my opinion on a movie or painting” (C24).

(4) Topics familiar to us (not about a specific topic of their
choice):
“I would like to write about a familiar topic that I can
give my opinion on” (C43).

(5) Social issues:
“I would like to write about poverty and other topics that
interest me” (C37).

(6) Anything but social issues:
“I have written a lot about environmental and social
issues, etc. in the past in preparation for entrance exams,
so it would be interesting if the topic is something other
than those” (B4).

(7) For-or-against type theme:

“It is easy for me to write something that is either for
or against” (C50).

Table 3 summarizes the number of occurrences of these
reasons, and Figure 3 shows the differences between the
groups in pie charts.

Table 3
Topics that Learners Wanted to Write about

GroupA  GroupB  GroupC  Total

Reflections on myself 0 0 5 5
Topics of my interest 5 0 1 8
Cultural issues 1 3 3 6
Topics familiar to us 3 3 7 13
Social issues 2 2 13 17
Anythmg but social 0 | 0 |
issues

For-or-against  type 2 0 4 6
theme

Note. Multiple responses were possible.



Figure 3
Comparison of Preferred Topics among Groups

GROUP A

For-or-against
type theme
15%

Topics of my
interest
39%

Social issues
15%

Cultural issues
8%

GROUP B
Anything but
social issues
11%

Cultural issues
34%

Social issues
22%

GROUP C

Reflections on
myself
15%

For-or-against
type theme
12%

Topics of my
interest
3%

Cultural issues
9%

Social issues
40%

In Group A, a much larger number of respondents
wanted to write about “Topics of my interest” than in the other
groups. In Group B, on the other hand, there were no
responses that fell into the “Topics of my interest” category,
and the majority of the responses wanted to write about
“Cultural issues” or “Topics familiar to us.” It is also
interesting to note that one respondent clearly stated they
wanted to write about “anything but social issues,” while their
major was social science. In Group C, conversely, the largest
number of respondents wanted to write about social issues.
By their departmental requirement, Group C students were
required to take courses that discuss such themes as “issues in
Japan as a multicultural society,” “the discrepancy between
cultural relativism and globalization,” and “the ideals and
realities of the SDGs” in their first semester. Group C students’
interest in social issues may have been caused by the content
of these classes, as this is the first time that many of them have
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undertaken such a study in earnest after entering university.
The answer to RQ1: Although each group had its own
characteristics, as a whole, many learners found the assigned
theme easy to write about. The reasons for this were that they
were able to choose topics freely to some extent and were able
to make connections to their own experiences, values, and
studies. On the other hand, there were also learners who said
that the theme was difficult to write about, because they were
unfamiliar with the theme or the theme was too broad.

3.3 Reflection on the experience of writing a paragraph

This section tries to answer Research Question 2. The
content of the responses to Q4 of the questionnaire, “How do
you feel about writing paragraphs in English?” were
categorized by Ueno’s (2018) qualitative analysis. The intent
of this question was to find out how learners felt about
learning English writing: in other words, their affective
experience. Three major categories that emerged were
“pleasant,” “beneficial,” and “difficult,” but another
unexpected category was also obtained. It was the “learners’
understanding” of what English paragraphing writing is,
which was not directly related to the learners’ feelings. The
results are summarized by group in Figure 4.

Figure 4
Four Categories of Reflection on the Experience of Writing a
Paragraph
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The first category of responses, “pleasant,” was
accompanied by a variety of reasons. They include: “It is fun”
(A20); “It is quite enjoyable. When I organize my opinions, I
feel like my mind is getting organized, too” (C30); “It’s fun.
It is interesting to make persuasive sentences when I write”
(C36); “It stimulates parts of my brain that are not normally
used much” (C29); “It is difficult for me to think of sentences
and construct them from scratch, but I feel a sense of
accomplishment when I finish writing them!” (C20). Group
C was by far the largest group of learners in this category, with
15 out of 51 (29%) in Group C reporting that English
paragraph writing was a “pleasant” experience.

On the other hand, the second category, “beneficial,”
was the most common in Group B, with seven out of 18
learners (39%) answered the merits of the activity of writing
English paragraphs. Learners found English writing
beneficial to them for a variety of reasons: “I think writing




paragraphs is necessary for me to remember how to make
basic English sentences” (B6); “It is important. It helps me
speak in English, too” (C37); “Itis a good learning experience
because I use dictionaries for all kinds of expressions when
writing” (B25); “I also believe that the more I write, the more
I can read” (B4); “I feel that it is beneficial for both thinking
about the theme and developing English skills” (B18).

The third category, “difficult,” had the most responses
across all groups. Further analysis of the reasons for perceived
difficulty generated the following six subcategories.

1)
2)

It is difficult (with no specific reasons mentioned).

It is difficult to find the right words and expressions: “I
often give up writing all I want to say because it is
difficult to translate what I want to say into English”
(A3).

It is difficult to make a proper structure: “I feel a bit
depressed when I think that [ have to write a paragraph
with a proper structure” (C22).

It is difficult to think about the content: “It is difficult to
write reasons and detailed explanations” (C12).

It is difficult to avoid one-pattern expressions: “My
writing style is always the same, and I want to write in
other ways, but I don't know how” (C50).

Other: “T am not good at it. This is because when I write
in English, I feel that I have to write sentences that can
be understood by a larger number of people (including
people from overseas) than those written in Japanese”
(B11); “It is very difficult to make it simple. I tend to
use difficult words when I think of sentences in Japanese,
so it's hard to think of something simple that I can write”
(C24); 1 feel it is not so difficult if I write sentences in
Japanese first. If it is in English from the beginning, it is
very difficult (C25).

3)

4)

5)

6)

Figure 5
Various Difficulties Learners Felt in Writing an English Paragraph
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Note. (1) No specific reason mentioned. (2) It is difficult to find the
right words and expressions. (3) It is difficult to make a proper
paragraph structure. (4) It is difficult to think about the content. (5)
It is difficult to avoid one-pattern expressions. (6) Other.

The distribution of these subcategories for each group
is as follows. The most common responses for Group A were
in “for no specific reason” and “to make a proper paragraph
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structure.” On the other hand, “to find the right words and
expressions” was the most common response in Group B,
while “to make a proper paragraph structure” was the most
common response in Group C. Also, the subcategory, “to
avoid one-patterned expressions,” was found only in Group
C.

These results could reflect the differences in the
English proficiency level of each group. There seems to be a
progression from a level where they simply feel it is difficult
to write in English, through a stage where they can write in
English but sometimes cannot find the right words they want
to express, to a stage where they realize that they can speak
but need to think about how to structure their writing. Another
category observed only in Group C was “To avoid one-
patterned expressions,” which may mean that the students in
Group C understand and are able to write a paragraph with
“proper” structures and expressions according to the textbook,
but as they continue to do so, they begin to be bothered by the
fact that they can only write in the same pattern all the time.
It is probably natural that, as the level of vocabulary, structure,
and style increases, the students will find their next challenge.

Finally, some responses expressed the learners'
understanding of English paragraph writing. These were
again analyzed and grouped into the following four
subcategories.

1)  English paragraphs should be written logically and
following a pattern: “I consider it to be written in the
sentence pattern of presenting a claim, stating reasons,
and concluding with a conclusion” (C7).

) It is important to write sentences that are easy to
understand: I think about how to express myself in a
way that is easy to understand and easy to write” (C15).

3)  Writing an English paragraph is comparatively simple:

“I feel that writing is easier than writing in Japanese

once I get used to the format, because I don't have to go

into such depth on a single topic” (C39).

Other: “I think the only thing different from Japanese

writing is the vocabulary I have” (A8); “In this day and

age, learning writing is unnecessary because there are
many advanced translation applications available”

(A27); “I am a bit intimidated by the idea of writing a

paragraph in English all by myself, but I feel that if I can

use DeepL and other resources, I can enjoy writing”

(B22).

4)

As some of the responses in this category provided interesting
insights into students' views of English paragraphs, they are
discussed in more detail in the next section.



Figure 6
Learners’ Understanding of an English Paragraph
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The answer to RQ2: In all groups, the most common
response to English paragraph writing was that it was
“difficult.” The learners felt frustrated because they could not
write English sentences the way they wanted to, and they
were not yet confident in using the paragraph structure they
had learned just before the questionnaire. On the other hand,
some learners described English paragraph writing as
“pleasant” or “beneficial.” There were differences in the
distribution of reasons between the groups.

3.4 Possible meaning of learning English writing for the
learners

As response to Research Question 3, this section as a
whole discusses the meanings of writing in English for the
participants in this study that can be gleaned from the above
survey results. The diverse experiences they disclosed can be
summarized from several perspectives. The possible
pedagogical implications of each meaning/experience will
also be discussed.

1) Writing English as an enjoyable and satisfying activity
for the learner

Some learners seem to be able to find meaning in
writing in a foreign language because they feel the activity
gives them learning, the feeling of accomplishment, or sheer
fun of writing. To be able to obtain such pleasure, one may
need to reach a certain level of English proficiency, but having
such role models among peers would be very encouraging for
English  learners. It would be desirable for
teachers/researchers to learn more closely what these learners
are getting out of writing English, so that the knowledge could
be utilized in teaching and learning of writing.

2) Writing English as a chance to think and express
something meaningful for the learner

Other learners may find meaning in writing if they are
allowed to write about the topic they want to think about and
share with others. Giving students more freedom to choose
what they really want to write about might be one of the
options for teachers to consider more. As Van Lier (2010)
states, learning occurs in the eco-system of the classroom; in
order for each learner’s agency to be emerged and exercised,
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teachers should provide an environment that “allows and
instigates a diversity of manifestations of agency at different
levels” (p. 5). It goes without saying that learners need to feel
safe in the classroom in order to reveal what they really want
to write, so establishing a good atmosphere in class would be
quite important.

3) Writing English as a difficult and overwhelming
experience

There are certainly not a few learners who do not have
confidence in their ability to write in English. For some of
them, the experience of English writing may have only
negative meaning, as one of the study participants wrote: “I
have always been bad at writing in English, so the first feeling
I get is that it's hard” (B23). It seems quite important for
teachers to realize that some learners may be affected by such
self-negative feelings when they are assigned to write in
English. To help them experience success in expressing
themselves in English, it may be possible to carefully
introduce the guided use of machine translation along with the
reinforcement of learning vocabulary, grammar, etc.

4) Writing English as a simplistic task with simplified
vocabulary

As we saw in the learners' understanding of English
writing (at the end of section 3.3 above), quite a few learners
seemed to think that the important thing about writing in
English was to follow the pattern taught, demonstrate their
knowledge of the rules, and use “easy” vocabulary and
structure to avoid making mistakes. They describe it as
follows: “It is important to make sure that the grammar is
correct and that the sentences say what you want to say in a
way that is easy to understand. It is clearly different from a
report in Japanese” (B4); “I don't find it difficult to write a
paragraph because I can use my own vocabulary and syntax,
and I don't have to try to understand difficult things like when
I am reading a given text (B3); and “I feel that once you get
used to the format, it is easier to write than when writing in
Japanese, because you don't have to go into such depth on a
single topic” (C39).

For some students, however, it appears that confusion
has arisen because of the (mis)conception that “simple
expression” is what they must pursue above all else. One
learner wondered, “Is the important thing in English writing
to write simple sentences?” (C13). Another learner saw the
difficulty of writing in English as follows: “It is very difficult
to make the expressions simple. When I think of sentences in
Japanese, I tend to use difficult words. It is hard for me to
think of something simple and easy to write” (C24).

These statements and sentiments may not be surprising
if we understand why such feelings are shared among college
students. The following comment explains it well:

When I was in junior high school and high school, I was
concerned about how to meet the word count required
by the question without making grammatical mistakes.
But after entering university, I became more concerned
about the structure of the entire paragraph and so on. In
addition, since I can use a dictionary at the university, |



have become a little more concerned about choosing

more appropriate words (B16).
Her words suggest that the learners have been writing English
only for tests where they were not allowed to use a dictionary;
in order to get good marks on these tests, it was crucial to use
“simple” expressions and vocabulary where they would never
make mistakes and have points deducted. As a result, they
may be dumbing themselves down by rephrasing complex
thoughts and feelings that they could express in their native
language into simple ones, rather than looking for the
equivalent in a dictionary. Teachers may need to be more
aware of the impact that learning English writing for exams
has on learners.

4. Summary

This study analyzed the comments of 94 EFL learners
at a Japanese university to explore how they perceived the
activity of learning English paragraph writing through their
responses to an open-ended questionnaire. The results suggest
that the learners had widely different perceptions of the
preferred writing topic and the writing activity itself, even
though they were of a similar age group, belonging to the
same university. Another intriguing finding of this study was
some learners might share the (probably misguided) notion
that what is required in English writing is only to follow the

proper format and not make grammatical or vocabulary errors.

They believe it is important to use simple syntax and
vocabulary for fear of making mistakes. Both the diversity of
the learners' reflections and the surprising notions that some
of them held underscore the importance of Dbetter
understanding individual learners through a qualitative
approach.

Implications of the results for writing instruction
include a renewed awareness of the importance of considering
writing topics from various viewpoints. In addition, it may be
necessary to rethink the teaching of writing at the university
level in order to help students free themselves from writing
for tests and, if possible, to awaken the joy of writing.

A limitation of this study is that it is only a
questionnaire survey without follow-up interviews. Although
participants freely expressed their thoughts in their responses
to the questionnaire, some of the interpretations are merely
speculation by the researcher. It is necessary to confirm the
correctness of the interpretation by interviewing several
participants. For future research, the researcher plans to
interview some of the participants in the study to confirm or
modify the interpretation and to further analyze the learners’
reflections.

Notes

! Although there is no objective indicator such as standardized test
scores for the English proficiency of the students in the three groups,
the class teacher (the researcher) felt that there were clear differences
based on their responses (percentage of correct answers, time
required to answer, number of words written within a time limit, etc.)
when using the same material. As for Group C, all students took the
TOEIC test just after they entered the university, and their average
score is shown in Table 1. About half of the students in Group A took
the TOEIC test offered by the university in the winter of their first

19

year, and their average score is also shown in the table. Group B had
no students who took the TOEIC test, partly due to departmental
policy.

2 See above note.
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Abstract

Noam Chomsky proposed a language acquisition theory in the 1960s and hypothesized an innate ‘human
organ’, the language faculty (Chomsky, 1976, p. 36). He hypothesized that the particular language organ
enables all children to acquire effortlessly the syntax of a language without breaching the system. The
Principles and Parameter theory or phrase structures have been used to analyze the linguistic elements
based on the innatism theory (Chomsky, 1981). The innatism theory has transformed the language
teaching methodology into a naturalistic approach from the rule-based teaching proposed by Bloomfield’s
descriptive grammar (1933/2001). Cook and Newson (2007) proposed three ways to build basic syntax
structures from Chomsky’s perspectives: 1) exposure to primary linguistic evidence to activate available
Language Acquisition Device (LAD), 2) employing a learning strategy of direct teaching, and 3) engaging
in social exchange attached to interactional routines between a novice and caregivers. This paper presents
language instructions, approximating the conditions of the three instructional strategies. Though not
definite, the results imply the classroom instructions likely have contributed to transferring external

language into internal language in mind..

Keywords: structural linguistics, generative grammar, the language acquisition device, interactions,

dictogloss

1. Introduction

Scientific research on SLA and the methodology of
TESOL, the fields of applied linguistics, do not have a very
long history; they began only around seventy years ago. In the
early time of history, foreign language teaching aimed to
develop oral conversational proficiency, which started from a
practical need to train foreigners serving in the army at times.
The need for conversational proficiency, for the first time, led
to the application of a scientific methodology grounded upon
the Structurist perspectives, incorporating a behaviorist
approach, so-called the audio-lingual method. In the 1960s,
Noam Chomsky, the Father of Modern Linguistics, proposed
a language acquisition theory in his book, Language and Mind
(1972). He rejected descriptive grammar teaching and
hypothesized that language acquisition is concerned with the
human brain independent of general learning faculty. The
proposition sparked a discussion regarding the dichotomy
between theoretical concepts of whether a language is learned
or acquired.

Chomsky’s language acquisition theory was sharply
contrasted with the structuralist approach. He pointed out that
children acquire a language effortlessly without breaching its
system, the syntax of a language, in the absence of explicit
instruction. The central claim of Chomsky’s hypothesis
(1976) was that all humans are born with an innate capacity,
called a ‘human organ’ (p. 36), the Language Acquisition
Device (LAD) that enables humans to acquire language. He
questioned the descriptive grammarian approach, for example,
explicit teaching of particular structural patterns by
presenting them sentence by sentence. In a nutshell,
descriptive grammar teaching based on the Structurist
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perspective hypothesized descriptive grammar could be
acquired by explicit habit formation, instructing learners to
use them accurately. By contrast, Chomsky argued there must
be a particular organ that enables children to produce a
language without conscious effort. After Chomsky’s
proposition, the major approach in TESOL shifted away from
exclusive teaching of grammar and error correction, and
towards enhancing the exposure to target language, for
example, adopting the Natural Approach through
comprehensible input (Terrell & Krashen, 1998).

Chomsky’s “[l]inguistic theory is concerned with an
ideal speaker-listener in a completely homogeneous speech
community” (1965, p. 4); however, he also acknowledges the
rise of multilingual speakers. Native speakers’ learning the
linguistic syntax, or Universal Grammar (UG) is different
from that of learning an additional language. “[A] second
language (L2) is effectively an extra tacked on to the first
language (L1), like an extension to the back of the house. ...
But such an impure state cannot form the core subject-matter
of linguistics” (Cook & Newson, 2007, p. 222).

Cook (2002) posits a slightly different perspective
from Chomsky’s proposition. He argues that almost all people
have multiple grammars in their minds; they use L1 and/or L2
depending on the context, and L2 learners possess the
knowledge of more than one language in the same mind, in
that they are multi-competence users (Cook, 2002). The
theory views second language users as a whole person having
multiple grammars, not as one learning an abstraction of the
monolingual ideal grammar.

In EFL settings, there is not much research that
connects classroom instruction based on Chomsky’s



hypothesis of the LAD or UG. This paper examines how
Chomskyan perspectives can be applied to EFL contexts.

Cook and Newson (2007) proposed three types of
language teaching strategies, which are likely associated with
the activation of the learners’ LAD, which include: 1)
presenting primary linguistic data as available evidence for
utilizing the learner's LAD; 2) giving ample opportunities to
connect sound with meaning, for example, imitation and
direct teaching, and 3) setting up well-designed social
exchange attached to interactional routines. In this paper, I
will present why these models likely activate the learner’s UG
and how these can be applied to language teaching. The
following research questions are formed:

1) What is the core theoretical ground of LAD and UG?
2) How can the language teaching strategies be applied
to classroom teaching?

In the following sections, I will first review Chomsky’s
language acquisition theory, contrasting it with Structural
Linguistics. Next, standing on the multi-competence theory
(Cook, 2002), I will elaborate on possible language
instructions.

2. From Structural Linguistics to Universal Grammar
2.1 The Structuralist Approach

The founding father of modern linguistics, Saussure
(1916/1983) posited that linguists set “the study of linguistic
structure as his [the linguist] primary concern” (p. 25). He
denotes that linguists should connect sound patterns with

linguistic signs and the concepts people speak in a community.

He stated, “[T]he linguistic signal, being auditory, has a
temporal aspect and hence certain temporal characteristics”
(p.- 103, quoted from Zhou, 2020). Following Saussure’s
position, Leonard Bloomfield (1933/2001) established the
field of descriptive structural linguistics with a behaviorism
approach. The teaching approach describes recurrent
structural units while connecting the structures with speech
utterances (sounds) and practical speech events.

The structural linguistics view of teaching considers the
environment as a critical factor in eliciting plausible
behaviors. An American psychologist, Skinner (1976), for
example, investigated the external conditions, viewing them
as possible antecedent causes of subsequent behaviors, that is,
when learners were provided with a stimulus from the
environment, e.g., receiving rewards and praise, it was
considered to accelerate learning. Scientists accumulated
empirical data and induced general principles that may lead
to the relationship between causes and subsequent
consequences, as seen in operant conditioning. Bloomfield
invented the famous stimulus-response models for teaching
descriptive grammar, (Delprato & Midgley, 1992). Figure 1
describes the behaviorist’s method situated in speech events.

The method considers adult intervention as critical for
eliciting positive reactions. For example, the parent or
caretaker should give praise to the child when they produce
plausible reactions because this likely serves as a positive
stimulus to reinforce the intended reactions. Conversely,
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negative reactions serve to minimize implausible inaccurate
utterances. Bloomfield’s language teaching is completed with
the sequence of stimulus, response, and reinforcement. The
approach was partly redressed with the present-practice-
produce cycle. Chomsky, however, severely criticized the
overreliance of language learning on the external
environment.

Figure 1
The Behaviorist’s Method of Language Teaching

(S= practical stimulus, r= linguistic substitute reaction, s=
linguistic substitute stimulus, R= practical reaction)
(Bloomfield, 1933/2001, p. 25, quoted from Duan, 2017, p.
344)

2.2 Innatism

In Syntactic Structures (1957), Chomsky demonstrated
that even though a rewritten sentence from the kernel
sentence could be grammatical, it could represent different
meanings, in other words, “syntax is independent of
semantics” (Cook & Newson, 2007, p. 2). On the surface level,
the structure is grammatical, but at a deeper level, the
structure represents different meanings, as shown in the
example sentences below:

1) John is eager to please.
2) John is easy to please.

According to Chomsky, humans build abstract
knowledge of language (syntax), in the individual mind by
creating meaning through sounds or texts in the external
physical world. The distinction between externalized and
internalized languages is important to understand innatism.
Chomsky (1986) presented the terms: The externalized
language, which is termed E-language, is those in the
environment such as sounds, sentences, copulas, and the
descriptions of such data. Many studies on sociolinguistics
and discourse analysis fall into this category. By contrast, the
internalized language, I-language, is an internal property of
the human mind, “a system represented in the mind/brain of a
particular individual” (Chomsky, 1988, p. 36, quoted from
Cook & Newson, 2007, p. 13). I-language is whatever is in
the individual mind, namely “a computational procedure and
a lexicon” (Chomsky, 2000, p. 119). Chomsky attempted to
explore the mind rather than the environment; “[1]inguistics is
the study of I-language and the basis for attaining this
knowledge” (Cook & Newson, 2007, p. 13).

According to Chomsky, competency refers to “the
speaker/hearer’s knowledge of his language”, and
performance “the actual use of language in concrete situations”
(Chomsky, 1965, p. 4). Grammatical competence is “the
cognitive state that encompasses all aspects of form and
meaning and their relations” (Chomsky, 1980, p. 59, quoted
from Cook & Newson, 2007, p. 15). According to Chomsky,
the competence of grammar which humans are capable of



producing sentences is independent of the situation and the
intentions of the participants. The core part of syntax is intact
even though the external environment influences the mode
and attitudes of the speaker. The ideal speaker-hearer’s
language is “unaffected by such grammatically irrelevant
conditions as memory limitations, distractions, shifts of
attention and interest, and errors applying his knowledge of
the language in actual performance” (Chomsky, 1965, p. 3,
quoted from Cook & Newson, 2007, p. 19). Therefore, even
though humans use language for communicating, which was
asserted by Hymes (1972), innatism theory concerns the core
part of generating language, that is, syntax.

On the other hand, performance refers to the actual use
of language, utilizing competence. Errors may occur in actual
performance, for example, occasional erroneous utterances of
irregular verbs of the past tense, like go-went and ecat-ate;
however, this is not indicative of not holding knowledge of
the language. It is only a performance error (Cook & Newson,
2007).

Chomsky (1993) believes the human mind is capable of
transforming externalized physical representations and
sounds into mental representations of meaning through the
computational system. The quintessence of the computational
system, according to Cook and Newson (2007), is a rich
network of semantic lexicons the learners have accumulated
in their linguistic experience. To put the concept into context,
I describe the sentence, “The moon shone brightly in the sky.”
In the sentence, the word, moon, is stored in the mind as “the
moon”, and a matching verb, “shone.” Figure 1 illustrates the
converting process from E-language and I-language through
the interface of the computational system. The figure is
adapted from Cook and Newson (2007).

Figure 2
The Interface Between E-Language and I-Language
“E-language” — “Sounds”
Physical world phonetic forms
“Syntax”
The computational
« ” system -
I-language “Meaning
Mental world < logical form

Figure 2 shows the interface between E-language in the
physical world, i.e., texts and sounds, and I-language, logical
meanings in the mind. The computational system is the core
to convert E-language to meaning in the mental world.
“[E]Jach language can be regarded as a particular relationship
between sounds and meaning” (Chomsky, 1972, p. 17).

Bloomfield’s descriptive grammar approach was
concerned with collecting patterns of structures and
describing their regularities. In other words, “a grammar is a
collection of descriptive statements concerning the E-
language” (Chomsky, 1986, p. 20, quoted from Cook &
Newson, p. 13). Chomsky (1993) argued two points: 1)
children do not learn language by describing the regularities
of the sentence through external stimuli; 2) children have the
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innate capacity to connect sounds and texts with meaning and
generate new meanings by deploying sounds and texts. He
termed this capacity as the human language faculty, the
Language Acquisition Device.

2.3 Universal Grammar

Innatism  theorists, for example, I-language
researchers, posit that language is not governed by descriptive
rules or regularities of the structure, but by principles and
parameters (P&P model) that every language possesses and
every ideal speaker never breaches. Particular principles and
parameters are present in every language, such as Korean,
Japanese, or French and those are checkable. “The basic
assumption of the P&P model claims that human languages
consist of principles without construction of specific rules
(Cook & Newson, 2007). The occurrences of universals that
the speakers of that language never violate are seen in many
languages, and they are termed Universal Grammar (UG).

2.4 Is UG learned or acquired?

UG researchers are concerned with principles and
parameters that exist in every language, and among which the
movement principles that particular languages abide by have
been studied in the past. They are principles of how particular
linguistic elements move within the sentence. They are called
the Locality Principle. I will illustrate them from examples
described in Cook and Newson (2007). For example, to form
a question, subject-auxiliary inversion occurs, like the
question below:

3) Why is he making a mistake?

Past research found that some movement is restricted
by the locality principle. If there are two or more auxiliaries
within the sentence, the movement is determined by the
distance of the moving linguistic elements. For example,
sentence 4) has two auxiliaries. To make a question, the
shorter distance of the movement can only move, but the
longer distance cannot, as seen in question 5).

4) The manager could have fired Beth.
5) a. Could the manager have fired Beth?
b. *Has the manager could fire Beth?

At the performative level, the question is whether this
principle could be learned by explanation and practice or not,
for example, by explaining the rules like sentence 6).
Chomskyan perspectives deny the possibility of learning
through abstract generalization (Cook & Newson, 2007). It is
because most children across the world grow to speak without
making a conscious effort to apply rules every time they speak
a language.

6) Move a wh-element to the front to make a question.
Another question of acquiring language knowledge is

concerned with its use. To Chomsky (1979), “language serves
essentially for the expression of thought” (p. 88, quoted from



Cook & Newson, 2007, p. 16). Though researchers may
counter that the primary purpose of language is
communication, Chomsky considers the property of language
lies in expressing inner thought. For example, we may
observe everyday humans create new sentences to express
unique meanings, like the sentences below 7) and 8). A core
characteristic of human language then is to be able to produce
an infinite number of sentences through language-specific
UG (Cook & Newson, 2007).

7) There is grey in your hair.
8) Her facial expression was neutral.

Some justifiable evidence, though difficult to validate,
is reported about activating LAD. Cromer (1987) reported his
study of providing short modular instruction, in which
children were given ten example sentence constructions seen
in the book, The Wolf Is Easy to Bite, for three-month intervals
over one year. In the cross-sectional study with students who
received no modular instructions, Cromer (1987) found those
who received the sentence constructions learned to use a
structure faster than those who were not given this slim
exposure. In the study, children were given no feedback on
the interpretation of the structure, but the modular exposure
to the constructions might have helped build rudimental
principles.

In this section, I described the dawn of the SLA and
TESOL that incorporated a scientific approach. The
descriptive grammar method applied a behavioral approach
that relied on describing recurrent structural units to make
habits of producing accurate language. On the other hand,
Chomsky posits that humans have the innate capacity to
acquire UG without receiving descriptive instructions on rule-
based structures and patterns.

3. Application to English Language Teaching
3.1 The Innatism Approach

Cook and Newson (2007) proposed three strategic
approaches. From the innatism theory, learning is about
constructing UG of the language, that is the principles and
parameters, the movement principles, binding theories, as
well as pro-drop parameters. Although precise descriptions of
these are beyond the scope of this paper, researchers suggest
providing exposure to the linguistic elements is critical, as
“the principles and parameters are built in to the human mind”
(Cook, 2008, p. 215). Chomsky (1972) points out “[i]t must
be recognized that one does not learn the grammatical
structure of a second language through ‘explanation and
instruction’ beyond the most elementary rudiments, for the
simple reason that no one has enough explicit knowledge
about this structure to provide explanation and instruction”
(pp. 174-175, quotation marks in original, quoted from Cook
& Newson, 2007, p. 197)

The essential condition for constructing the
knowledge of the language is exposure to positive “syntactic
evidence”. (Cook & Newson, 2007, p. 193). Children must
hear a language such as the SVO sequence, question forms,
or movement principles to construct the basic principles and
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parameters (Cromer, 1987; Cook & Newson, 2007). For
example, parents and caregivers asking orally, “What have
you done today?”, or “We’ll have dinner soon”, may serve as
positive evidence in the case of L1. On the other hand,
negative evidence refers to explanations or corrections on
ungrammatical constructions. Overall, one of the most
effective ways to enhance exposure to basic principles is what
and how the teachers talk, as Cook and Newson state,
“evidence other than positive evidence, by and large, cannot
play a critical role; the child must learn primarily from
positive examples of what people do actually say rather than
negative examples of what they don ¥ say (2007, p. 190, Italics
in original).

The second strategy is direct teaching, that is, giving
on-set feedback on grammatical points. In a natural setting, a
mother corrects when they hear their child’s erroneous
utterances. Such a condition is realized only when the child
produces their ungrammatical utterances first and then a
mother or the teacher corrects their sentences. The on-set
feedback can also serve as positive evidence for the child
(Cook & Newson, 2007). The instructions likely take place
when a teacher pushes students’ output and then points out the
appropriate syntax or principles that are unnoticed by the
students.

The third application is social interactions. Social
interactions between the child and the parents are considered
to be beneficial for language learning. Even correction and
imitation can shape different forms of exchange, and such
interactions when attached to social routines can provide
recurrent structural patterns (Bruner, 1983, pp. 120-121,
quoted from Cook & Newson, 2007), an exemplar of which
was adapted from peek-a-boo games, which is described
below.

Father: Are you a mucky pup?
Child: No.

Father: Yes, you are.

Child: No.

Father: Yes, you are.

The child is exposed to the essential structure of
question forms through the routinized exchange. Bruner
(1983) terms it as “a standardized initially microcosmic
interaction pattern between an adult and an infant that
contains demarcated roles that eventually become reversible”
(pp. 120-121).

These approaches can be applied in foreign language
teaching settings, the topic of which I will turn to in the next
section.

4. This Study

I adapted the aforementioned approaches and
implemented them in general English courses in tertiary
education through 2022 and 2023.

4.1 The Participating Students
The participating students were second-year students,
majoring in natural science courses with English levels



around A2 and B1 on The Common European Framework of
Reference for Languages (CEFR). The students had a
relatively good knowledge of grammar but were not very
good at listening and speaking. The number of students was
20 students in 2022 and 29 in 2023. The goals of the courses
included developing general English knowledge focused on
reading and writing abilities. World English 3 (Lee et al.,
2020) was used as the textbook.

4.2 Procedures

I will introduce two different forms of classroom
instruction used: One is engaging in literate talk while reading
the texts together with the students. This section illustrates the
instructions given in the English course in 2023. The other is
the dictogloss activity, having students reconstruct sentences
after listening to short texts. This activity was done in 2022.
The former aimed to increase exposure to positive evidence
through talking and reading together. The latter was
implemented for applying the strategy of direct teaching.

4.2.1 Literate Talk

Literate or literature talk refers to any literacy event in
which the teacher talks about the interpretation and
comprehension of the written texts, sharing personal
experiences and ideas, and bringing participating students'
voices to the front (Galda et al., 1995; Blackburn, 2019).
Shanahan (2005) reported evidence-based practical reading
instruction. In the report, beyond vocabulary teaching and
reading fluency, literate talk was the strategy essential to
connecting oral language with literacy development. It is
talking about the text together with the students during
reading.

I will describe a unit that used a TED Talk video in the
textbook, titled “Can You Really Tell If a Kid is Lying?”. In
the video a researcher, Mr. Kang, presented his invention,
transdermal video images that can monitor people’s blood
flow, thereby detecting the mood and stress level of the
individual. His research investigated how difficult to detect
children’s lies. However, he found a subtle blood change
occurs when they are telling a lie. He described that mind-
reading abilities and self-control are important for good lying.

During the talk, I shared the video subtitles putting on the
slides. By doing so they could receive both aural, oral, and
written language simultaneously. This helps them refer to the
slides whenever confused. The literate talk also aimed for the
students to reflect on what they have learned and describe it
in their reflection sheet, summarizing what they heard during
the talk. Below I show the part of the transcript the key
concept I focused on during reading and the excerpts of the
teacher talk. Figure 3 shows the image.

And good lying requires two key ingredients. The first
key ingredient is theory of mind, or the mind-reading
ability. The second key ingredient for good lying is
self-control. As it turns out, these two abilities are also
essential for all of us to function well in our society. In
fact, deficits in mind-reading and self-control abilities
are associated with serious developmental problems,
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such as ADHD and autism (quoted from the transcript

in the TED Talk).

Excerpt 1

1 T: Reading the mind, what is it?

2 S: (Silence)

3 T: Mind reading ability is to understand how other
person feels, and interpret their feelings okay? ...
She feels not good if I ask her to speak English in the
class?

4 T: Soifyou talk with other persons and if he is in a bad
mood, you might be careful about what to say. ...,
right? Do you understand?

5 S: (shook their head)

6 T: Okay, also children may know if their mother is easy
to trick or not. She will believe me if I say
(unheard)...

7 T: Or my teacher will believe me if I say the train has
been delayed because of an accident? The teacher
will believe me. ...So, to understand if I say
something, he or she thinks accordingly, okay?

8 T: Imagine if you cannot read minds if you cannot read

other people's minds, it is very serious. It is.
associated with #E#HJFE , or something like that.

*T: Teacher, S: Students

In the above instances, the teacher tries to pin down the
phrase, “mind reading ability,” by giving concrete examples
of children telling a lie or a student telling a lie to make the
concept easier to discern. The subject, “you” is repeatedly
used in the discourse with if-clauses. The discourse is directed
towards the students to enhance their engagement.

Excerpt 2

9 T: Whatis self-control? Why is it important? It means
that you regulate your emotions, you don’t show
your emotions.

... I don't like her, I don't want to talk with her, but
you hide, [&%7", your emotions. So she will not feel
bad. LD N DL E LWL 912, you hide
your emotions. Right.

So, I'm very tired, but I hide my emotions. Good
adults can do that. So these are important, So why
are these, self-control and mind-reading abilities,
important?

What is the association? Why is self-control
important? So, If you tell lies, you try not to be
detected by others. You may be worried if she may
notice my lie or not. You are worried, but you
should control your worries and emotions. So you
pretend as if you are telling the truth, and
confidently say .... Right? Okay?

10

11

12

In the above excerpt, some Japanese words are inserted;
it is because the teacher checks students’ comprehension



during the flow of the talk, and she sometimes tries to make
the concept explicit by using Japanese. In line 12, the teacher
gives concrete examples and uses minimal sentence
constructions, like SVO and SVC sequences with if-clauses
to make the talk comprehensible.

Figure 3
The Image of the Classroom Interactions

4.2.2 Dictogloss

Dictogloss is an activity in which students need to
interpret the meaning of what they hear and construct the texts
while focusing on form. Quite different from dictation
activities, which require students to write minimal words in
the blank, such as nouns and verbs, dictogloss requires
students to delve into their existing language knowledge and
lexicons and test their hypotheses. They check whether they
express the meaning accurately, coherently, and appropriately
while working together with their peers (Swain, 2001). It was
reported that during the collaborative talk in the text
construction phase, the students shifted their attention to
forms and vocabulary, and it was evidenced in the language-
related episodes (LRE) (Swain & Lapkin, 2001).

I will describe two kinds of topics done for the
dictogloss from the textbook: One is describing the concept
of “cognitive bias” presented in a dialogic style. In the talk,
the expert explains the bias is based on our previous
assumptions. The second topic was about extreme weather
events, in which a professor described four different types of
extreme events, informing a list of facts and information
about the location, and durations of the events. Both are
expository talks; however, the former describes human
assumptions; by contrast, the latter describes facts on
environmental issues. Part of the transcripts are listed below.

... That’s right. For example, the halo effect is one
cognitive bias. When we think a person or thing
is attractive, our minds believe that he, she, or it
has other skills or benefits. This feeling can have
an effect on what we do. For example, think
about advertisements on TV. The actors are
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usually attractive people, right?... We find the
actors attractive, so our minds tell us that the
products they’re advertising are probably good
quality or useful. (quoted from audio transcripts
in Unit 2, World English 3).

When the weather is much worse than usual, we
call it an extreme weather event or EWE. Often,
these events cause a lot of damage. There are
several ways the weather could be worse than
usual. For example, the weather event may be out
of season. Snow in Canada in January would
probably not be an EWE, but a lot of snow in July
probably would be. Or the weather event could
be something that usually doesn’t happen in a
place. (quoted from audio transcripts in Unit 3,
World English 3

Dictogloss was done with a group of four students.
After they listened to the texts, they clarified the meaning in
Japanese and constructed the appropriate sentences. The first
listening is for concept building, and the second is for
collaborative sentence construction, and the third is for
checking the accuracy of their texts. Finally, the groups wrote
their sentences on the whiteboard and got feedback from the
teacher. The feedback was given on the forms and this was
done as a whole class activity.

4.3 Data Collection

The students submitted their reflection papers after
finishing the unit above in 4.2.1. One focused question is
shown below.

What is the mind-reading ability and self-control?

To answer, the students must summarize what they
heard during the teacher talk because the original transcript
does not explain the question directly. The deadline for the
submission was set from 1 week to 10 days after the unit.

Out of 29 students who registered in 2023, 27 students
submitted the paper. Fifteen answers contained some part of
the talk during the class and twelve answers copied the part
of the original transcripts listed in 4.2.1. Because the students
were given a week or so to formulate their answers, it seemed
that they included some information from online sites and
enhanced their text quality. Table 1 shows the collected
linguistic data from the reflection sheets.

The results show that many students simply copied
part of the original transcripts without paraphrasing or
summarizing. However, more than half of the students either
summarized or created the meaning from what they heard
during the teacher-student literate talk. Though some
contained erroneous sentences, the text well summarized the
meaning during the classroom interactions. This illustrates
that those students succeeded in constructing the meaning in
the mind. It was also found that some students researched
online sites and enhanced their text qualitatively. I researched
online however exact words students used were not found,



which implies that they seemingly included some information
to enhance their writing.

Table 1
The Students’ Linguistic Data

Features Cases  Excerpts of the Text

The transcript 12 “The first key ingredient is theory of

is copied. mind, or the mind-reading ability. The

second key ingredient for good lying
is self-control. As it turns out, these
two abilities are also essential ...”

The meaning 10 “... the ability to understand other

is discerned. people's feelings and thoughts. Self-

control controls behavior according to
the other person's expectations and
helps hide appropriate information
when deceiving....

The text is 5 “mind-reading ability refers to the
enhanced by capacity to understand and predict
online others' thoughts, intentions, beliefs,
research and desires. It's like being able to read

what's going on in someone's mind.
This ability is crucial ...

As for dictogloss, out of 20 students, with some absent
students, three groups constructed the sentences. The results,
shown in Table 2, reveal, though both texts have the same
difficulty level of English, that the text told in a dialogical
style was easier to discern the meaning. On the other hand,
fact-loaded texts made it difficult for the students to create
mental images of the meaning. This indicates particular styles
were difficult for students to create meaning, which is the
main force to trigger language production.

Table 2
The Results of the Dictogloss

Topics Average word Example sentences
counts per group
Cognitive 15 " The way we assume and
biases understand things just by our
own knowledge.”
Extreme none none
weather
events

5. Discussion

Chomsky’s UG theory substantially changed EFL
pedagogy. The core characteristic of UG is that language is
not learned by conscious practice of the patterns and sentence
structures, but humans can discern logical meaning from
linguistic data and sounds from the environment. The
meaning in the mind is arranged in accordance with the
principles and parameters specific to a particular language.
Children require little effort to connect linguistic data to
logical meaning. The meaning is then stored in their mind.
Therefore, Chomsky hypothesized humans have a biological
organ, called LAD. These are the core features of LAD.
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Next, when it is assumed that humans are equipped
with innate biological organs, the primary condition to learn
language is to increase exposure to positive linguistic
experience. Imitation and direct teaching are other strategies,
and having routinized social exchanges, which entails
dialogic interactions is equally important.

The study found that 15 out of 27 students could
apprehend the major part that they heard and observed in the
literate section, and they could construct linguistic data to
express the meaning. Chomsky states that humans can
transform from E-language to I-language through their
computational system. The meaning is kept in the mind.

In the study; the teacher used dialogic reading, that is,
talking, asking, and reading together, to ensure a social place
in which the teacher provided increased exposure
qualitatively to positive linguistic evidence. The basic
structures were repetitively used. The teacher modified the
language to be comprehensible, and the use of gestural, and
visual (facial expressions) seemingly helped comprehend the
meaning.

The study implies that possibly, dialogic talk made it
easier for the students to construct the mental image. In the
dictogloss, the students could reconstruct the meaning for the
topic of cognitive biases only. As seen in the transcript, the
text has directives, such as “you” and inclusive subject, “we.”
In a similar vein, during the literate talk, the teacher used the
same strategy of directly addressing the students, with a
pronoun subject, “you.” These engagement markers are
commonly used in personal talk. Hyland (2012) identified
these discourse markers show the writer’s attitudinal
dimension in academic discourse. They show the ways
writers present themselves and convey their judgments,
opinions, and commitments. In addition, the teacher's
questioning during the talk may also had an impact on
increasing engagement and the students temporally focused
on the topic asked.

By contrast, the texts about extreme weather events are
loaded with unrelated information, such as the names of the
places, Canada and Australia, and the figures describing the
durations of the events. The speaker does not demonstrate a
personal stance, and she just reports the facts and
terminologies. Possibly the kind of discourse can be one-way
talk loaded with bits of facts, and this made it difficult for
students to construct the mental image of the talk.

The study indicates that the association between E-
language and I-language and their transformation can have a
significant influence on second language learning contexts.
To conclude, the teacher's talk, providing ample linguistic
evidence, appears critical to ensure such conditions, including
the way we talk to our students. Chomsky (1981) considers
three types of evidence are important; “positive evidence
(SVO order, fixing a parameter of core grammar, irregular
verbs, adding a marked periphery)” (pp. 8-9). Cook and
Newson (2007) state while hearing, “the occurrence of
particular sentences in the speech children hear tells them
which sort of language they are encountering and so how to
set the parameters” (p. 190). It seems that one such place to
provide powerful positive evidence can be the whole class



interactive sessions initiated by the teacher. During the
session, the teacher affords essential parameters and SVO
constructions. This might be more powerful than engaging in
common classroom activities such as paired communication
tasks between students, who need linguistic support, and
solitary reading and writing tasks in search of answers to the
comprehension questions. In the dictogloss activities, the
student groups shared their sentences with the whole class and
received feedback from the teacher. The students paid close
attention to their sentence constructions, such as SVO
sequences. Giving the on-set feedback is a strategy of direct
teaching, and this also provides the students with additional
positive evidence.

6. Conclusion

The paper described the core theoretical ground of
Chomsky’s language acquisition theory, the transformational
process from E-language to I-language through LAD, by
contrasting the theory with descriptive grammar. Cook and
Newson (2007) suggested three ways of applying UG
perspectives to second language teaching, a) providing ample
positive evidence; b) applying direct teaching; and c) setting
up well-designed interactions attached to social routines.

The study incorporated the literate talk for the whole
class interactions and collaborative dictogloss activities. The
study found that the teacher talk during the literate talk
possibly helped students internalize the concepts and likely
promoted the activation of the transformational process from
E-language to I-language.
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Abstract

Small samples are frequent in language teaching research due to participant recruitment and attrition
problems. Additionally, some types of quantitative methods require sample sizes beyond the size of a
usual intact class, making frequentist analysis of work with single classes problematic due to
underpowered analyses. However, if little or no research exists that answers a particular research question,
is it logical to prolong the existence of such as gap in the literature, or should research be carried out with
small samples? This presentation provides a deeper rationale for the analysis techniques used in an already
existing study (Jones & Blume, 2022) which had a very small number of participants, but which
necessitated a quantitative analysis due to the logic of the research questions. The rationale for a use of
Bayesian methods is discussed, along with limitations of Bayesian analysis, such as researcher and
reviewer unfamiliarity. Furthermore, use of different linear regressions such as ANOVA, GLM and
GLMM are discussed with regard to controlling for individual differences and environmental factors in

studies.

Keywords: Bayesian analysis, GLMM, null hypothesis statistical testing

1. Introduction

Applied linguistics has many studies with small
samples, perhaps because researchers are less well funded
than those in the hard sciences and therefore cannot always
afford to compensate participants at the level of, for example,
clinical trials. However, small samples can lead to

underpowered research, particularly with frequentist statistics.

There are several choices facing researchers regarding he
analysis of data in quantitative studies (and the quantitative
data in mixed methods studies). In this article, the choices
made in regard to the analyses in Jones and Blume (2022) are
examined.

2. Small samples

One of the main problems in research in applied
linguistics may be participant recruitment, especially when
one considers that commonly recommended sample sizes for
t-tests are N>32 and for chi-squared tests are N>50. These are
not the types of sample that correspond to typical practical
language classes, and therefore recruiting from one's own
students can still result in coming up short. Several issues
related to participant recruitment and attrition are noted in
McKinley and Rose (2017). There are several contributing
factors surrounding recruitment difficulty. If recruitment of
volunteer participants from outside one's own classes is
necessary, the fact is that rapport has not been established and
therefore there is no trust-based relationship. This means that
informed consent is not straightforward for potential
participants because they do not know whether the researcher
is likely to keep the promises made in the information sheet
accompanying any consent forms, particularly in the case
when ethics board approval is not required by the institution.
In addition, students are frequently busy with other classes
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when researchers have the time to conduct their studies, and
lunch times are also far from ideal. There is also the fact that
if researchers ask students to give up their time, they are
potentially giving up the potential to earn money in part-time
work. In sum, there is usually no inherent benefit to students
in participating in research unless there is some kind of
outcome that they desire, such as, for example, test practice
for an upcoming standardised test.

The problems of recruitment listed above are
compounded by those of participant attrition. In-person
attendance problems can also contribute to participant
attrition, because illness can be as difficult to predict as it is
to prevent. Inconvenience for participants is also a
contributing factor. Participants may agree to research,
providing ‘'informed consent' without actually paying
sufficient attention to what is required of them. Furthermore
other unforeseen problems may lead to attrition.

However, consideration needs to be paid to whether
research should be carried out at all with small samples if no
research exists on the topic. Questions researchers may need
to ask themselves are whether there is a possibility that a
reasonable conclusion can be reached. If not, can comparison
be made between groups or samples? Can data be estimated
or simulated the data? If none of these questions can be
answered with affirmatively, is recruitment of further
participants reasonable in the time available? Is a suitable
analysis for the data possible?

Plonsky and Oswald (2014) assert that "quantitative L2
research produces substantially larger effects than those in
many other fields" (p. 890) but this could be due to L2
research's small samples, large effects required with them,
and publication "bias toward studies with statistically
significant findings" (Plonsky & Oswald, 2014, p. 891). One



way of avoiding overly small samples in applied linguistics
research is by using power analysis tools such as G Power
(Faul et al., 2009). This software ensures that a sample size
for sufficient detection of given minimum effect size is known
prior to commencing data collection and therefore, as
mentioned above, whether further recruitment is required
after the first round of data collection.

Below, the reasons for existing problems with small
samples due to frequentist statistics are explained and
alternatives in the form of Bayesian analyses provided.

3. Misuse of frequentist statistical analysis

Null hypothesis statistical testing (NHST) is the
process of analysing data to test whether the researchers'
hypothesis (often referred to, somewhat confusingly for those
new to quantitative research, the alternative hypothesis) or the
null hypothesis (the hypothesis that the intervention has no
effect) is supported. One danger here is that hypothesis
'support' is different to a hypothesis being 'correct'. When
researchers’ alternative hypotheses are supported by their
analyses, bold claims are sometimes made on the basis of a
value that is arbitrarily selected, as explained in this section.
NHST is the norm in applied linguistics research yet there are
issues with them relating to both power and also the way that
interpretation of statistical values are interpreted.

The way that p values tend to be used is as a measure
of significance, in that they should be lower than a chosen
alpha. Alpha can be simplified here as the acceptable
probability of a false positive result, but it actually means the
acceptable probability that a more extreme test statistic in the
direction of the alternative hypothesis may be observed if the
null hypothesis is true. A p value of <= 0.05 being a typically
accepted value for significance in language teaching research.
NHST is problematic because p values decrease as the sample
size increases. Thus, it is viable for research projects with
sufficient resources to recruit volunteers to participate in a
study until an acceptable p value for significance is achieved,
which is known as p-hacking. Trafimow et al., (2018) argue
that despite using ever smaller p values in the psychological
sciences, that this does not solve the problem of the use of an
alpha for NHST, and that decisions about evidence supporting
the theoretical accuracy of a hypothesis should be made over
a number of studies carried out by different independent
groups of researchers instead of on the basis of a single study.

Alternatively, applied linguistics researchers can
diverge from the status quo and forgo NHST. The dangers of
NHST are outlined in Trafimow (2024) in that alpha values
are entirely arbitrary (although it is possible to make
meaningful decisions regarding alpha levels regarding sample
size). If one is conducting analyses using frequentist statistics,
knowing what the p value represents is important. It is not
simply ‘significance’ but the probability that the result found
is due to chance. Therefore, 0.05 is perhaps too high for
medical research NHST, but is conversely too low for an
exploratory analysis of a small sample. That is, that a is drug
found to be safe having a 5 per cent probability of being
unsafe is obviously far too high, but restricting research on a
teaching intervention’s efficacy to a 5% chance of a false
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positive test seems overly cautious. Although calculating the
sample required to detect a desired effect size at the p-level of
one’s choice is possible in GPower (Faul et al., 2009),
researchers need to actually reflect upon these values, and in
particular, if they use frequentist statistics, to consider the use
of p values and apply common sense to the size of their
chosen alpha.

Furthermore, due to the binary nature of NHST, studies
are either 'successful' in confirming or negating hypotheses.
Such an approach is misguided when studies are novel or are
investigating cutting-edge research questions. The position
put forward in this article is that NHST has no place unless
exploratory studies have already been conducted. Given that
p values are used to provide a benchmark value for
confirming null hypotheses, it can be stated that instead of
using p values as a decision trigger parameter, a nuanced view
should be taken, particularly when considering effect and
sample sizes. However, Bayes Factor Analysis (BFA) may be
even more effective in exploratory analysis, because a
probability index of how well data fits one of two models can
be obtained.

4. Bayesian analysis

Bayesian data analysis is philosophically different to
the frequentist statistical analysis used to conduct NHST.
Frequentist statistical analysis assumes that the probability of
an occurrence is based upon frequency. Conversely, Bayesian
statistics is not based upon simple frequency but upon prior
evidence collected to support one model in comparison to
another. Previous data collection (even in other studies) can
inform Bayesian priors, a coefficient that informs the model
comparison (Zondervan-Zwijnenburg et al., 2017). Mackey
and Ross (2015) advocate use of Bayesian techniques, which
they state are "optional when researchers are testing
hypotheses predicated on grounded theoretical arguments,
and in the present illustration, for testing framework-driven
operationalizations of proficiency" (p. 329). However, they
do not mention the strengths of Bayesian analysis for
exploratory work in the early stages of theory development,
which, arguably constitutes a large amount of SLA and speech
learning work.

5. Case study: Jones and Blume (2022)

In this section the data analysis decisions taken in Jones
and Blume (2022) are described from an emic point of view.
The article in question describes the quantitative part of a
study exploring whether there is a reason to maintain the
status quo in English language teaching of using the prestige
varieties of English in listening for perceptual phonology
acquisition. By the term 'prestige varieties' we are describing
the prestige that has been traditionally accorded to them,
essentially the varieties prevalent in the colonial mercantile
cities of predominantly Anglophone societies (Rubdy, 2015).
In contrast, the set of inputs we used as an alternative were by
speakers of Global Englishes, the varieties of English used
outside the countries in Kachru's (1984) inner circle, and
frequently by non-white people.

The rationale behind the study was that while there is



rhetoric behind use of prestige varieties as the 'default'
listening input, there is a shortage of empirical work.
Additionally, prior work on L2+ much of the vowel
acquisition with Japanese learners of English has been
laboratory based (Nishi & Kewley-Port, 2007, 2008), rather
than using students in intact classes, thus potentially lacking
ecological validity.

The study was undertaken with a grouped pretest-
posttest design, which allowed for gains (or in fact, losses) in
perceptual ability to be measured easily. Learners of English
with L1/dominant language Japanese (N=16) undertook a
pretest of the vowels the vowels /&/, /a/, /5:/ and /3:/, after
which they were paired by score and each pair was split,
placing them into opposing groups. Both groups took 5 online
lessons using TED talks, training the vowels /&/, /a/, /3:/ and
/3:/ in consonant-vowel-consonant word contexts, the words
in utterance contexts, then the utterances in the context of a
video edited for length. One group, (n=8) received input from
prestige varieties, and the other (n=8) received input from
Global Englishes speakers. Due to the exploratory nature of
the study, not only was the effect overall investigated but also
the effect at the individual vowel level.

5.1 Data analysis decisions

The study in Jones and Blume (2022) was designed to
investigate whether there was an effect in use of either
prestige variety (i.e. so-called 'native speaker' varieties of
English) on comparison to Global Englishes varieties
(Galloway, 2013) for perceptual vowel acquisition. The study
was designed in such a way that gains in perceptual ability
could be measured and analysed in a straightforward way. The
intuitive decision was to use paired t-tests, because this is
frequently the orthodox way to compare the performances or
developments of two matched groups in different conditions.
The unorthodox decision to use t-tests rather than the
Wilcoxon Signed Rank test or Mann-Whitney U-test was due
to the difference in statistical power affordances. While the
latter two tests assume non-normal distribution, and a t-test
assumes normal distribution, violation of these assumptions
is possible when the means behave as normal, and because the
t-tests were conducted with Bayesian analysis using MCMC
sampling, the simulated sampling can be assumed to be
sufficiently robust. Additionally, where a Pearson p-value
tends to be taken with t-tests, Wilcoxon and Mann-Whitney
tests, Bayes factor analysis allows for a view of how well the
data fit the model.

The models in the t-tests were actually that prestige
varieties resulted in higher gains than Global Englishes (PV >
GE) and that prestige varieties did not result in higher gains
than Global Englishes (PV < GE), and these tests were
undertaken for all four vowels tested overall, and for the four
individual vowels tested. Attentive readers may notice that
this is similar to NHST, however, the difference is the purpose
and use of benchmarking values. The Bayes factor is not used
in the same way that p values are used in NHST, but are
indicators of the probability that the model fits the data.

As stated above, the study had a total sample of N=16,
with two groups, each of n=8, therefore, while it was possible
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to test this as a hypothesis, because the central limit theorem
does not hold in Bayesian theory, it would be unwise due to
this being exploratory work to investigate the use of PV and
GE in an ecologically valid setting, i.e. outside of a laboratory
setting. Additionally, warnings on Bayesian hypothesis
testing are given in Schad et al. (2023). The question
regarding data analysis was to what extent the evidence
supports either model. The analysis showed no support for PV
> GE, therefore we concluded that no serious support could
be given for the theory that prestige varieties are better models
for perceptual vowel acquisition from audiovisual media.

Beyond whether data analysis of the pretest and posttest,
understanding the factors contributing to gains (or losses) in
perceptual acquisition were required. The most commonly
applied linear regressions to analyse such factors are analysis
of variance (ANOVA) and analysis of covariance (ANCOVA).
However, more detail of interactions can be taken using a
Generalised Linear Mixed Model (GLMM), which use
Monte-Carlo Markov Chain (MCMC) sampling of data.

GLMM affords scrutiny of the data and the interactions
of the variables. In using MCMC to sample the data and using
the variables in these samples to create models and compare
these models' interactions, contributing factors to the
behaviour of variables in the data set can be observed.
Calculating BF, allows researchers to understand the
probability of the model fitting to the data. As the p value is
merely an expression of the probability of gaining a more
extreme statistical score under a null hypothesis, the BF
provides researchers greater confidence in the factor's
relationship to the data as a whole rather than as a probability
of comparison of two means reaching an arbitrary benchmark.
This is not to say that Bayesian GLMM are a panacea for
research; there is a learning curve in the use of Bayesian
analyses in general, and GLMM generally require the ability
to use programming languages such as R, Python or Julia for
complex calculations. In spite of the difficulties, the depth of
analysis with meaningful results is of greater benefit to
researchers than the ease of using preset analyses without
considering their suitability. Above all, the best analysis for
the data at hand is required, and in order to make the decision
about what is best, alternative analyses also need to be
considered.

The main reason for choosing to proceed on the work
for Jones and Blume (2022) was that there was a lack of
empirical work on the use of GEs for L2+ acquisition and also
a lack of work in a classroom setting on vowel learning. Pilot
studies had also been conducted at the tail end of the COVID
pandemic conditions, resulting in sample attrition and
extremely noisy data, although the opportunity for fine-tuning
processes was possible. However, because the participants
were my own students, as part of an intact class, I understood
from the outset that steps were needed to mitigate any
problems that were likely to occur. This being the case,
proceeding with a methodology for small samples was the
plan from the outset, and qualitative data was also collected
to allow for triangulation. Despite the advanced planning, the
study still had room for failure, such as students becoming
tired or ill and becoming unwilling or unable to complete the



work required to allow for useful findings. However, if
frequentist statistics had been the only resource at my disposal,
I believe that the likely outcome of the study would have been
failure due to lack of statistical power and the lack of
confidence in making inferences from descriptive statistics
alone.

5.2 Alternative analyses

The reasons for using t-tests with paired samples is one
of orthodoxy, however, I violated one of the rules in that t-
tests assume data is normally distributed. Our data was very
much not normal. However, given the uniform lack of
normality across all of the groups in the different t-tests, it
was assumed that this would not be a significant problem.
Additionally, because the t-tests were being used for
exploratory purposes rather than for NHST, and the use of
Bayes factors to gauge how strong the evidence was for
different models meant that a nuanced interpretation of the
data analysis was possible, i.e. there was no binary true/false
hypothesis testing, but instead a consideration of whether an
existing supposition not yet tested empirically held up to
scrutiny.

However, alternative non-parametric tests are available,
such as the Wilcoxon ranked sign test Wilcoxon (1945),
which is also available for Bayes factor analysis (Barch &
Chechile, 2023) and the Mann-Whitney U test (Mann &
Whitney, 1947). The downside of these non-parametric tests
is that they have lower statistical power, and therefore with
small sample sizes there is a greater chance that evidential
strength goes undetected.

As mentioned above, ANOVA and ANCOVA are
popular ways of analysing factors contributing to learning
gains. Other alternatives include the ordinary Generalised
Linear Model (GLM). The GLM does not provide quite as
much detail as GLMM, because the GLM is an analysis of
interactions between factors without random effects.
Additionally, a common linear regression is also possible, but
again lacks the granular detail of the GLMM.

For a frequentist alternative to MCMC, bootstrapping
(Larson-Hall & Herrington, 2010) helps create robust
statistical power in a similar way to Markov-chains, which
resamples smaller samples to increase power. As an additional
option, complex analyses could be foregone in favour of using
descriptive statistics such as mean differences, standard
deviation differences, and confidence intervals (Plonsky,
2015).

6. Conclusion

Jones and Blume (2022) used Bayesian analyses
because as a methodology, Bayesian analysis lends itself to
exploratory work more than frequentist work does, which
more often than not is aimed at NHST. While it is entirely
possible to interpret p values in a nuanced way, the tendency
is to use them as an arbitrary value to give binary yes/no
answers. Bayes factors provide an alternative to this, although
Norouzian et al. (2019) caution that their guidelines for Bayes
Factors should not be interpreted in similar ways to the use of
p values. In conclusion, the use of any tool for overly
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simplified decision making needs to be avoided and peer
reviewers need to be vigilant and advise researchers on good
research practices in data analysis, as they would do for other
aspects of research methodology.

Notes

The original data and analysis script for R is available at OSF
https://osflio/xb9ce/. This means that the script may be built upon
and further, multifaceted analyses of the data are possible.
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Q10 0.00 Q20 0.00 Q30 0.00

AR AW « FikdeiEFEE OM CIEZERBROF S
WZENR OGN o T2f8E (R 3 TRFICR> TV
WRIEE) 1%, Q1+ 14~16-19 24 TH Y . ERNZ R T
WS & Ik - R LAV T DA D TEfRE RS 8 H
PLEFE S 7-RIEMN QL+ 1524 12745 L, EH b LA
I DA IR RN 8 FIRG 72 - 728 Q14 - 16 -
19 125720, Q14 ® HAGEIRFEORHN I T
BY, Q6+ 19X EHEFELEHWRHETHD,

—J7. BARAYI « PR EEE R E OB TIEEE O
FIEIZZENE Uz 24 B (3R 3 TRFITR > TV A TE)
DOFT, Q2~10-13+18+20+22+23+25+27+29+30
D18 L, FFELE FEN—H L TWVWARVWHAELTH
V. () OEFEAKBEESN TS, K- T, BaEN L
MWol-Z &T, FEEFEOKBEZDITHZ ENTE
HEIITTeD EHEEIND,

F72, Q12 - 17 IFZEHFEFEIL, Q21 « 26 (FabgEA
fEENTXEHNTND R, Ffh L~V DIEZERD T
DAEBIZEWNZ EDNRIN TS, QI2 IZB LTI,
Pk L~V DAEDIER RN § Bl LD, HEE
D ENDZ ETIRENEOTEREE DS, 2L,
Q172126 1%, FHEL~LDFAETH - ThIEZERN
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8 ERIETHY . BT QU IX 3 EBETHDI D, IR
BETERTE DT TIIRWEET S,

Q28 IZ oW Tk, FELEEFBL—H L TWDH XTI
B2 BRI IEGEFEEH O EZERPFISIAR
<L EZL QU IR L~V DA D EZ R D HR L~
ILDOFEALD LAEBEICEH W &AL, Tkl
~OLDOEAEDIEEZERS 8§ B EOTD, 266 b AR
TIRpEISMNE TS,

4.2 B[EF ST OREF

F#a-F£S5-F61T, TiE - FE - BFEOFREOE
P EEZ R LTS, £ 4 TiX, FEORE £
) e T2 F5E) - T ZHE35E) OB L Y EMEE -
BEHERAZE LD TR K51, 8D TE5E) &—
HLTWAMBEEFFE L —H LTV [FEERE] O
REDEL &Y EMREE - IR A Z R LT D, K 6 1%
WEEN [FoR ) SNTWAREE WAk ShvTnd
RIE DR IEfRE S AR AEE E LD TND, 2,
KO EfRE A2 B e U, 155 - 318 - ihiED
RS L L ERIR T O RER 4D LB
VIR,

4
G D JF A D B 7
MRS | M | v R A
FoR 11 76.45 10.32
72 L3k 15 7053 17.84
CHE R 4 62.50 9.00
£S5
FAREDFF A D IG5 7142
M | M | R A
FiE 9 71.22 16.45
JEERE| 21 71.81 14.50
£6
FHEDFFAE D ZLFG 742
M | P | R A
FoR 27 75.22 10.17
A 3 39.33 10.07
£7
[ DR
R | EiERE tfE pfE
(Intercept) 40.68 5.83 6.98 0.00
e -16.34 5.36 -3.05 0.01
?Eﬁ FoR -1.93 3.82 -0.50 0.62
" 72 135 0
B IR -2.02 3.70 -0.55 0.59
& R 0
SN FoR 39.17 5.91 6.63 0.00
B KA 0

BEEFOATOFER, KD 3 RSN oT7z, £



1A B, BARGEOTFE L RGEO N —H LR h -7
ELTH, BARANFHREZETEEZ O LFERITB W TR
BRNZEAEE Lotz b iS5, 2 S BIC, E
FEN LR TERINTND LRLEEED L TIE, Tk
LV DZADERYMNTEAER N -2, &
FFEX A IELWIGECRIT 2 L0 Liz &
IRENTZ, 3B E LT, BAFEIEOSC LRI, BFE
MFERINTWEEGE LA ENTSE T, EfE
FEICRERENELTWD Z ERNEN, RFENK
b ENT X EFRFETCRIT L2 L%, FhL~LD
FARIZESTHLREETH S S LT,

43 fEROFE L O

HMEF ORIV T 4 vy —DEMMKRE L E
BRI OFEREZ B E 2 T, BARANPFHRIGELEH O
SCHEHA~O B ARGED FEEBARIEED (1) ~ (v) 12X
HEBIZOWT, 8D L IITE LD, UK. F4AED
BB 2 2 72 3 6, sk L~ L DA 0 SCRE I B
LT, BEEED TN,

#=8
TIE TG DFFI & H AN RG22 7~ D HE

R H AR N PR BEEE 5 & ~ D8
(i) FEFELSL D "
o SO BFE VBTN
(i) ZeFGE 12 & A ERE TN
(iv) —EHI:E POEEFE5ZD
(v) BFEDORA EEICHWNVEEEEZD

F9°. (i) OFF#IL. Hashio and Yamauchi (2021) &
g5 & B LSV DEAE L B b BB AE LR
<o TV Z AR Bl 21, (10a) IZ2W T,
W L~ DFAE (10b) O X 9 IZHFRT S 6 M 235
7> 7~ (Hashio & Yamauchi, 2021) 23, A9k L ~ULIZ 72
L&, (10c) DEDITEFEFETERIATE DFENL,

(10) a. TOT/S— M TIEHMERBEZH S Z &N T
ERAN
b. *The department store can buy fresh fish at the
department store.
c. We can buy fresh fish at the department store.

Kuribara (2004) 1. SCEMHIETT A h&Z@ LT, H
AANTHREFEFEHETH-> T, FEEFELF R
LCLESHMAHLELEERLTED, AFTITo 2
PAEIZBNT S, —EORE TRROEMR) 8 HIR
WMWESTeb Db LN, Dl bRkl ~reid, &
AL FFREORXBNRDONTL DX IR oTL HEMET
boHEHETE D,

Wiz, (iv) OFBICZBE LT, “EEEXORROM
BERoTWVWDEDIE, QI12:16-17-19D 4 TH Y,
Q12 DHIEMERIN 8 EILL E L 72> TWBN, fh 3 oD
BRI 6~THI Lo Th Y | EHEYRSHTORRZ
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HTH, fARMICKRETRLILWLTHHEEZDL
ND o Bl Z T AR kg 5 D L DFAED S I,
(11a) % (11b) T72< ., (1lc) DL HITELTLFE I,

(11) a. FEEIFTH LD,
b. Anew dictionary is good.
c. *Dictionaries are new good.

il 74 vy —DEMREOMEEZEE XD
ELQI2-17 1, FIEL L DFAEL D & FRL L
DFEAEDTT N IEHEIZRFECRBET L2208 TED Mk
FHICH BT > THEY | (v) OFRHEIC L 2881L,
kL~ b e, PLTORRTEDL L HITRD
AREMES R ST, B (2022) IBWTC, E LR
DOHESLDZ A TS LT, FEHEBOFRO LT EIN
Lok ERBIENTWSD, HRANTRIEEREE
WZEoT, EOX ) RN EFETERIT L ENA
HTHLNIZONTIL, 5% I DITHRET L TV B
NhHoHEEDID,

Bz, (v) ORICE LT RENMUAL SN H
AFEXLDOFFROMEL 72> TWA DI, Ql4+21+26 D
3MTHY  Fifh LV OFEDIEZFRIL, Q14 2 4 F
FREE, Q21 28 3 EIFRE, Q6 NS EEETH T, 7 4
v % — D IEMERRE DOFE R RT L 512, Q2126 1,
Hiflk L~V DA D N IEMEICRGE TR TE % LR
HTIEWD DD, EEUFSHTOREND I HNIC
Tpofe XN, FIk LIV OFETT T < kL
NVDFELRFETERTHZ ENEFICEH LN &N
IRENT, (122) 1% Q21 THEINZXTHDL N, K
FOFELERDO LBV . (12b) DL HITHEBETEL Z &
MTEXDLHENIERETHY, (12¢) DX H -7z
BEEEA PEM T HFENIERITZ N E VI LTz,

(12) a. ZOfFFETEIEKREH TT,
b. We take the class every Tuesday.
c. *The class is every Tuesday.

L7eo> T, EEVFOHTOFRREN R LIZL S, &
FEELL FICRER A OAE U XOFEFIIRHETH 0 |
SCHICEREN T2 WIRGEEisE L, H5E RIS
LMD TRETHD EEbhs,

DIEX Y BHREN END L BB E EFEORRNA
U< 7D, L~ >Th, diERHDO -
THIEEXAEEETERATLI LN LS, BICREE
NARELRTEIEN TRV IDOEE. Tha
JRLUTCEECTEHRTIZEIFTEH LW ERETZ, 24108
VT, Takahashi (2000) 23E# L7= & 52, kL1
(2720 | BEEEOMRNEE 2 CE 2 LT, MR RE T
HoTHLRENOAEFICES A ODNDT2D, Rl —
AT EAER LR > THH I W, Lo T, BayE
NHF L)Lz LThH, TALB 7] XD“Ais
B ST~ Ol — AL 3 212 < W E SRR OIT B,



5. Bbhic

HAGED T BRSO, T 5 SORMN H
D03, BARNVIRLFGE - E F 1T, BARGED 3127848 +
EE DL L HFED T EFE+INGE | A O & ERIZF
—tRT MBS D = EBNAT RN D RSN TE T,
PR DOERETIX, BIESETH DEFBEOHFRNAE L
TWDH7D, HARGEOHFOMBHNE S BBERAET
TWNEBEZ LN, HEGEOEWNZOWTD [[3% ) &
BTCWRVIREEBICH D LB s,

PRk DBRBEIZ /D L TEEEOFRBI 2 T A7),
HIEFEDOEWEBRCTE oo D IRIEIZAR Y, BAGE
DEHEERFEOEFELERNTEDL LI ->TL 5,
777U, ERBY | FEEOMRNHE 2 CE/7=Z & T,
REECTHDHAEBNPOIFE~DOBEBINTED LD
W7o 7223, TAIXZB7E] XD “Ais B.” XA~DiEFE—
WAL I 242 < < FRICHRFERA N A U 5 X HGRH
Fireh CTHE LN Z &2V L 7=,

72712 L, AfR Tk, “EFEEL - diEMUAEE
BT AMEEN AT T T EEDRDTH o7,
ZOZ LiE, HRAVIMBEZEFEHE L o x17 5 H
FYC. Hashio and Yamauchi (2021) & [EAEOFHEE %
W27 T B 53, Hashio and Yamauchi (2021) 1%, 3+
FEE—HLApWTEEAE ~— 7 T A (13 8IS
LTWAHEREIC B AR LT, “HIFE - 55
DA b SN CORME R Z 2 B4 2 & T
XMoo Tr, TOHRIZHOWTIL, A% OMEE Lz,

M T, AROFIAE TIE, FISCHEFRT A MZEIZE LT
HHW, ZORZESHT—2 L L, FEESTEOSHT
%{T > T & 7-73, Hashio and Yamauchi (2021) 72 & TiZ.
EDXHIREET o v ATELEZEH LZONISON
T, B4 D H AR AW GEFEE ORFAEICHEZIRY
EZAT> TE TN, ARITAARANPRETETEHEIC
RKLTH, /17—~ FREFEXEY A O I B
1TV, LEHICEBIT 27 EEF O BZ % X 0 Kl
R L CW&EZWEEZ D,

BEIC, AfmcTELNZamREHEZ T, BARAY
W o PR SRR DS HAREE O R A S S O
B ERIRT 272D HFEIZOVWTH L D, BITDOXL
RGO [FEEEEE] 28Tk, THARGE L %EE
DFEWVIZEET D] EWVWIBBOXENEY ZFENnT
WHN, FEETZLORFETH D AARFEICONTO IR
SE| BRETIENESBOEBHEFICEL > TEHE LR
>TL %, R (2021) TiE, FEE2 L HOAAE LA K
FRETCRIBLT DA AT O BRI, HHEF (2008) OBA%E L
CEWIEZ HWT, HRFEOEWIZOW THEMICK
DEEGZ DL RS - FEE U720 AR THLY )
ST AEL H BERMICHE TS 23T 5 2 EnkY)
ThoETET D,

F7-. BUE, BRAE IO »DLP, L E R
== a VIR E R ANTZEERHTORENG
FoTBY, FH, aIa=br—raJE@3z@mL T,
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SVEREN A BT D7 4+ —H A - A4+ 7+ —2 (Focus
on Form) OigEENRHEREINTEBY, &5 (2011) T
X, BAGEOSHE#EEEOEEEZ w2 FELE LA
NThHDHETRELTND, R (2023) TiX, 74+—7
AR eF e T x—NIETHDHETELEN, LT
VT a rRT A N— "R EDA =X v SIRENT,
I SNDOT —<ZREL T, ZTIUTOWVW TR DHIEH)
ThHY, FEEBRRT, ZHUCBET 28 LWERZ Iz
TWK HAFBORATEX BT Mo NH DL EE XD
v, FEE SO HARGELOFEFROFNGE L OBFPED &
WEHIEND, Lo T, FLELT—2 g 07 4R
— helEEL T, HREOREORREZXY S>>, 2
Ra=r—TariIOEKRTHIELAZEELT
WE 720,

e

! Luk and Shirai (2009) (2L % &, EDEBKIT, HiriEEomn
BOEESEPML WA LIV AT, FEEELH#L
IR BEENH B, KRRICBT 2EBIL, AOEBEO A%
L ET B,

2Masuoka (2017) \2X& 2 &, @G T lo~v—27 &hi-
TEZEETE, I Iiv—7 ST ARWEEEFETE
LEDT,

SHPH (1994) 22T 5 & ZEEFELOHRITIE, AR -
BIFI R DN ERO IR EE, (2b) e ERFOHNIEY T
DN, ZOXATOXIE, () ~ (i) ORI KM XL TW
HXTHDHIZH, AfaTld, “EHEEXE L TRV &
15,

4Hashio and Yamauchi (2021) <Tif, METE L G TEE *
WENIRE L~ DFEZFEREIE DT A MAE bR ELT
W, NE) O~ — 27 I3 BARARRFE R E ~DOEBICER L
ROWERwRE ST TV D I, AREOFATIE, AR IE
~OEMEEEZE L, 30 T TO B ARFECDIAZ FE-E O
XE L,

B3

%5 6 [ JAAL in JACET IR MFRICTHLR A AL M
EESoATBLOHMBEIH L TEERaI AL &L
EoBELOEFREONKATTIZ, LDIVHEEZERT S,
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fgk A. AR CER LEZREE

WD 1~30 D T | AOHARFELZIEFEICFRL T 72 &0,
B, FEHREXLZGZTHIERERITIANTLLINWTT, K
HI T ENDIERICRE L CTH LI LTLEEEN, £
To, BEELEEEZAWTIC, X TORWIx L TRE L
FRATDHI LT T EE N,
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10.
11.
12.
13.
14.

15.

16.

17.
18.

19.
20.
21.
22.
23.

24,

25.
26.

27.

28.
29.

30.

TRRDBILH S AITEH 9 HEZETHW b AARGE
3L 0 %I 72 o 7= *grandmother [HIXHH 2 A )

[ @ 2 % — b Takahiro 23 F# L7, | *concert [ =
% — ] *host [FHET 2]

NEARSFIXEES < OBDLE 115, ) *Kiyomizu-dera
temple [H7/KSF] *tourist [BEEK

(20717 T KIL OFAENSI LT, | *program

(7w 75 k) *attend [ZINF 5 )

MEDHERI AT SADBESANKD,
*general store [4#EEE I A *customer (BRI A/

(S0 2 AIZITRAOMI D AEMET 5, ) *get married [
1§95 | *February 2 A |

Mk B R T XBEORTIZH » £97, | *movie theater WL
fiff| *neighboring town [BEDHT

[ZDARMEII T bR RFEA RS HZ LN TE
%, *public hall [Z\EAfH

[ZDHIX TILZ OEIEFN R T /T ED DT e ho
72o) *map HU[X]| *driver [1E#5F] *hotel [FT /L]
*getto [72 &0 DL

MR 3 ADFEADFIZ B DRFACAF LT, |
*Chinese [HE A ] *enter [ AF9 % |

TRADFHIED AR TT VAL FZ2 LTV, |
*public hall [/ARAE| *work part-time [7 /L34 ~9°5 |

[ DORERANTERIRA TR, | *roof [RIR)

[ Ayumi (213 9 FFERITRF TR o 72, ] *university [ K]

[Ayumi DHFIZ DN T] MEZIFRATRELE 72,
*travel agency [HfRATIRIR)E )

Mg TR ORE, MTH TR LT A7z, ] *on my
business trip [HIRDOKE] *everything il C% | *book

(%9 %

[9 EAIEZDIENREMR LYY, | *udonnoodle [ £ A/
*shop [ |

2D EAFTA—=TNREKERLV | *soup [A—T]

[BIEDOHPIZLD L] TZDJEITIFHETIT ZLENT
ERZYAN

[FEEIH LV o2 KW, | *dictionary [HEE

MFEEIIFFEORETHUEE T, | *class [FZE]

(0)BHE L C) 23T wHE KA T, |
*Tuesday [KAEH |

(BfEFEELZELETEXLTEY ) DRBEIZIZEANTF
WAL FETY, )

(ZOF = FCTIIFHRAZE Y 2N TEET,
*department store [77 /73— [ | *fresh [Hrfif7e ]

[(ZDT R — N CIXEFYERZFVTW S, ] *food
fair T4PERE) *hold TPH<

[ EFILE O RERIITE £ LT,

(FEIZDWT) THRIZKBRCRIZS7S, | *reunion

MA A2

(D7, FiT 4 RHTHZR T TR B 720N | *leave

M2

[Z DI SADOHENH 5, | *grocery [HEE |

[ — R TEBEMEES 2N TEETA,
*merchandise P44 *credit card [ — K]

[ZOBIZZEDORETH 72, *plate L]
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HE

JEh & AR A RIC L TR Y . ZORMEBEMOBENIESSHRFDO L B 2T (F
REHLIR) OV, BAREZ RFh & 97 D GRS E A DGR 2 4 D BRI R & 2B A KT

AAFFRITHRFED & B2 FOEWREH L TWDILEHEB O 1 D Th LAY L, 8%
EHFOMBNIEDWISOEREITIN A, S5iFE 2 Lo B%H 5 5 aB 961 & o Rk,

Z L CHAGENDRGESOHIRFED & 6 2 O 2R TR AED 218 LT, A AR REE
LT DRGEFEFEOREMLT 2MAN ED LI IZELT 20 0T T2, FHEDTAT
A TRRED G ORER, HEEOHRFD & 6 2 T2 m T2 R 9 2 2 LT, #HED
r DR 2N L, BAGEN GIFEOHDRED L b A TFITBATT D REM DS & 5 Z L DVRIR
STz, ABETIE, TNETHEVEA SN TORWIEFEOHREDO L LA HZ2E/FIED

B DOLEN T RS D,
F—U— N BIEEE, EAAMEET L, B FRBITEE HDkFEo L b2 %), Zaird

1. IZL®HIC
LRFGEEEOUTICE > T, EEOaI 2= —
Ta EEOGETIERT A LEBELTERED
Wik a8 X U CGHET 5 Z ek 5N TN D (3T
EELEA, 2018), ZAUE TOIE LW IUEmMGR A L—L
ELTHITF S ERHB\ENL, SiEfEA O % i@
LTCH#EZEEL, FLTaa=Fr— g VIEENC
BWT, XEM#EEZELLFERT DI ENTEIHE
~NEBE LTS, EFEOaI 2= — 3 VIFENC
ENDOEFET, ELTERRINDG O TR, K
ERTARDOPINESITENTHNDEHEDTHDH, &5H
WCHAGEZ [HGEICIRT ) O ThHeW, ZOREE X
HE, ZOXIREIIT S BRRENTE EEBEZ DN
b, Flo, REARDBREL LTS, KEARE
VA= BRI, SUEMERIC 7 4 — B A LT 22l S
R R EN B CHE ST\, &0 2 4
KFANRE & —RERO/NERE (F5E) 5 2 ik, 22
WA Fe & B ERIEIC 47 SO SRS TWD (R
At #—,2020), —F, SF0 3 FEDO KR AFIGE
T AT, T XTOFRMPEICET L LD L2
ZEAE T FECE R O X O 73 SUEAGE 2 B ¢ R
IREDOHBEMN R e > TV D (KFEARE & —,
2021), DX ITEHFTITRE RisfarRd 5T
W5,
EREOSFEF A OGS EO Mk A E T 5 &
W) DT, ARDFEOFETHY, HHBERTEE T
SEAEHIATF A M TEHTHAS D, L,
HAD X 9 IZHFEOMH A TR LN DEREE F Tl
IRMIRIR G 72 2 & Tl v, &6, AAEE & 3EEEIT
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PRARERI A RIZ L TR HkE0 L b 2 (FRER)
DEWS STEM R R ORgT- 0 24 LT 5, H
AGE & BEERILRAER L O EA~OFRE LWV ) B
MNHRDLE, HDLEW MMBNRESETHIELERD
(FFFF, 2004, 2009, 2019), FxIIREEZ 5T 5
W BREOHRFEDO L B2 HEEE L TV D, & (2021,
2023) 13, FEHEONGETH DL AAFFEOHKEO L H X
TN FEEORFFITE W THRSCHORRH N %
SHELTWAZ EEZHLMZILTWS, & (2021) T
I%, R SEEE I S m W EE OREE T L, TR
IZEERTE T L TWDDONRZET72ONMIEFEB L, £
SET CTh D ERMEN D HKFEZDBIERH TRELL T
BY, —FHFRETLTWD LRI 5 HkE %2 LR
HITRETHZEEZHLNILTNS, F7-E (2023)
Tl JEFLL 22— "2 &8 L, BUEE T, I E%E T %
HHmEORDVITHEA L TV HEHANSE N L 2
HBLTWD, 2 CTANFFRIL, FRA S B O H
D EHE Y EREOHREO L L X FoEILE L
TEHx, BAREZRGEE T2 EENEFEOHKE
DELZFEHIATHEDIITEDL Y T T a—
FRRENZTR D DI HOWTim L5,

2. HamHER
2.1 RBHIERET & FREE
1980 FAREAREIC RIS K OMER L3R S35 Tl
Sab TR AR T H D Fex AR OFRENRE S 73 Uik =
NTWn EEZ, e LToOANMOHFRER IR
TORNMIHEBELE S, SELERRNIITHRL TWD
(e.g., Langacker, 1987,2008) , Langacker (2008)i%, “...



linguistic structure is seen as drawing on other, more basic
systems and abilities (e.g., perception, memory,
categorization) from which it cannot be segregated.” (p. 8) &
SEA, FRERAA OREN 2 UERT . AR R ORI GE
R Y AT MMIHASWTHHAZIT > TS, £72, 11
AL (2020) 1% IEREREIZ, é%@i%kbf@k%@
%Wﬁ%ﬁ%?é A 72 FRANRE )T X o CEE ST
b, ZORHBEN O DOFEID— ’ﬁE & LTHLED
Fohnd] (p13) ELTWD, ZOEZICHES L,
%% S a2 U1 Y B S 7o B 22 R
IC &> TERSNDIXDRER TR FaEHEMA
(FERERGH) & RBAP B RN BRI EfR L TR S
b EBRIND, TTo, B EEAITEEREOSFEME
% B9 %, Langacker (1987)i%, ZiL % i AT
TIERED, RO K D IR afio L BT 5,

Usage-based approach Substantial importance is given
to the actual use of the linguistic system and a speaker’s
knowledge of this use; the grammar is held responsible for
a speaker’s knowledge of the full range of linguistic
conventions, regardless of whether these conventions can
be subsumed under more general statements. A
nonreductive approach to linguistic structure that employs
fully articulated schematic networks and emphasizes the
importance of low-level schemas. (p. 494)

Langacker (1999) I%, 3CiEIT e~ 5B & 2 SREIEHE)
THWEDHAREY LESEREOERKTHY, B
K72 SFERB N ORI SN 7B 2 — 3R b A
Ty TN ER D ETH, OF Y AT R
SEHEAICNEL TSI LD EEZ D,
EHICHANEEEHNCTHORIOH Kk FH A2 RIS
LB, HERFICEEN DI TRTOLDOESHELLT S
TRV, BlZIE, RNREF T —DEEES N
L7z & W) HRFEZHET DB, A ITBRITE NN
D, RRITE D E o000, FiEHBPICE D L 5 gk
MBS TWDLONEIL, GELTLHE FICHEERS
5(%@@%5%$T%5)tﬁb%ﬁ%i@w@@i
FhEhAw, 2F 0, FFLFEE. m%%% Bl T
ﬂ%;ﬁk¢éﬂ& IBWT, AZICED Y OBV
DEERY FFEELTDHIENI 2 EEITHo TV D,
Forx NHICT 2 EERBAIT. HkFELSHEEANEE
ANZFE O W2 b DO TlriZe <, L FOEELRRE &V
ITANE =B L CHREMETHY ., FH—-SEEE
i;ﬁ@@%@bf Hsk®EZ2 P Xk oS b+
HEEE LEE L TS (e.g., Tomasello, 2003), & L
\;®$ EHURIX S Z S IR A b D, FRICTE
FEL HAGETIX, Mk (1981, 1991, 2006a, 2006b) ™
fﬁ‘éj E%%%k Fiﬁ%ijiié EPH(2004 2009, 2019)
@ D-mode EiE ¢ I-mode 38, TEH (2016) DOFHEis
PSSR L BHNERSE ﬁ%éhéiou\m%
FOLLXIMVREL I ERDIENHLMNER ST
W5,
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A (2016) 1XFZFED
FLOHTWED,

DHPRFED L B2 TTE2RD LI

PRERE S I REEE S OB TR S HkEE £
HERHIEE S 5 Z EMEEE L TV, ZDTHIT
T%ﬁ@%ﬁ‘%ﬁémﬁj Tﬁﬂ%%%mu quZ L. %@
HkFEOH T —FHL - TR S - / IS8 %

EWT TAIEIB7 (AisB)] ®5WX TANB &~

95 (AdoB)) &FBT 5, (p.32)

—F., BAGEIIRD X H7eHikED L b2 FE2 LTV
%)0

Elztiunuﬁ% i%ﬂﬁ&muﬁi))ﬁﬂ/\bﬁ_u %ﬂ@ﬁﬁ(ﬂj
KFEERETH 2 ENFEEGOERETEEN LT
Wb, ZOTOGEmOPIZHEB W TCHEEA ¥
T arTHI L THEREEZLELZDEFE T, H
KEOFOMMPE R Z7IZLT, FOHKELZE
ORI DIEICTZE D X 9 IZE5ELT 5, (pp. 26—
27)

EH (2016) HLIRRTWD K 92, Fex ITREEDOE S
BT, INHOHKRFEOL L2 HTESiEL L LI
BLTWS, 207, [F CHkRE %2 B AGE & 9555
FEL L7ZBRIE O NAE L D, k- 5FE (2009) Tl
HkFEDOL B2 HOEFEICLDENE LT, LLFDOA
EHIF TIN5

%)
H
TE

(EHICE KL T)
P ITHgCIATS,
He was killed in the war.

4]

(ECER « Bk GT R

GEIZK > T D & &)
ZZIEEZTEA
Where am [? (&R : N Ra=A(~<2xh,)
(h | - 572, 2009, p. 18)

b SFRIZZNL ORBUIZNZENOHEIZB N T
Elzlggu!:nnnﬁ%‘ B luuuﬁ%‘i)‘ﬂi% BXE/J 'fﬁﬂqﬁ‘
BEITHD LT WDB, Bl T2z :t& <7
! klz‘i HAGE% “Whereishere?” & J3BICE D FE F
RUEGE., £O0GE ‘i#FjiﬁEEﬁith&fb\tJ%D‘f7f

fcil/\ L/Z))L/ luun%% i’fﬁﬂ% L/fcﬁl/\o ZNETIE
DX H 7 NEEITF DR LWV DIk LT,
RN TE TV o 7203,
el 3
SN

%ﬁ
RINE O - TR
2. EEEBAOHEED L B 2T LW BLEMN
ZHNHDEFEWIZOWTHIBARIEE S 2o TV B,

22 HOSEEEGLHEMNERET Y
RHEREEN T DR E T LTI, SR
S z@E L, fix OFFHEEM NS A F—~zhhit



L. ZNMEECESNEET DH I & TEBMEIHELE
S5 9% (Langacker, 1987, 2008; Tomasello, 2003) ,
EHIT, FEENETLIA Ty FREETHDH L
HLIEH STV % (Tomasello, 2003; Tyler, 2008), L 7>
L., BEICHEEZBEG L2 EE BT 2 5815
X, BSEEE LR 2 ERRG BN OL
ThA A9,

Ellis and Cadierno (2009) 135 —SiEH & L1385
HE LT, P EMNBSEOREFRE N R EOR A
R LS5 LT 2 —EHOFIIIEBIT 2 Bk & R oxt
ISR B SRR B I T R T AN B D
ZEEHITFTND, TexIIHFEOBHBEEIZBWT, B
FEOHKRED L L 2T EENICKET 2 ERER D%}
ISR EBE L TWS, B OSEAEETLEVWS 2
LT, BEICE o TUIHRGEE L IT e B s HkFo L
b2 EEEEAOMICEFREEEGETHIMNERSH D Z
EEBRLTWS, 20X REHEEET VO
B DF S EEEEMEORFER L B D DS Nick C. Ellis
L ET B —HEOMIETH B, Ellis and Ferreira-Junior
(2009) 1%, EYEEOEMEEICE B LEEEE OB R E)
F L UGERGEREE & OXFET — X o L=, O
B, FREREIE ORERIBWT h—7 VHEENE L
moTa hF A THEL OB, BRI EE ORGE
THREEICZSHE L, 22X 0HEESST 0 b4
A THEPMENSDIZBITTHZ L EZH LN LTV,
F 7z, Ellisetal. (2014) 1X KA Y5k, AL V3G, T =
SFEAEREE L T A EGEN DBV XS EEE O
TS ICB T 2 D EREBR 21T > T\ D, ZORER, 4HE
RMEFEME, o M A THERNKEEE o — T — & L
RIEED Y U Emd 2 EEHLNZL TS, TE
THEEORE T, ML TA—VE2H 2 5500
EROoTELEN HOO—HOMIENS L, B —SiEH
Bk, SEHERHICESWFENEES LS X5,
LM LHEARD X I ITRENTOA 7y ERGRD T
29570 MERESE (EFL) BREE FClX, FD X HI1Tktg:
EHROEWH LM HEFEFIIGZ DL ENTEDLD
M FE A ATy N EDO XD IR T Dk
W) LT B D, BFL BB EE IRV T, FEEED B
REFEMHEAIC N SEHFEETED 1 oL LT,
LT ENHIT NG, ST ENTEEICEDL D
TR R H 2 TV D MNIHOW TR & 72 e 7 ST
WA, ZFOHRTIGEINH EL-EoHELH D (KK
fth, 2020 ; FE{ERML, 2006 ; KA - EHE, 2012), Lol
INHOWETIZ, BT A FORERREZ v T3
HEERR OFEZHIE L TEBY ., EEOHKED L 52
FFOEGE NS BUR TORGEIZ 71272 TV 720,
DF Y FEENEEFELEH DR, IRFT0 H¥kE 2 505E
DOEEHREELHNTEL X, FLTEiELbTESL9
12725 TWANDIDOUWTIIH BT VY,
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2.3 HARGE & FEEDREH DE

#h b (1981, 1991, 2006a, 2006b) . F14} (2004, 2009
2019), MW (2016) Nb~_2B Lo, HEkFOL B 2
FOE L, UEHEBA L LTERTWD, #ilziZd4r
(2004) 1%, FFED I NFRE ST EFEESE O FFEIL. D-
mode S CHAITFEOHFKED L X FITERTH L
DIZELTW5D, £7-, #EH (2016) 23FFlk L TV 514
FOBY FOEWE, HARGE L FFEORH OE W E L
THERNTVD, LUTOFR 1 (XHFEORE & FH O RIR
ERLEZLOTHD,

#z1

GG DIFH & FADBIF

P S (k)

Hifd e BAE (k)

AT LT BT (RAHETT)

ST WEET BESET (RKFET)
£ (2023), p.108 % 1

SERETCIEL, TR & TR &0 D 2 DOZERDVINL L

TIFET 5, RIS 2 BLD 12 O KB 722 R dih 23
FEL, 2O kFEr R v a =7 LEGE
fELTCWb, —J, AAGETIL, #FED X 5 7elsr L
BAfRIZ 720, 32 2 1Z B AGEORE EMHORRE R LT
HDOTHD,

=2
HARZHEDIE R & 11D BIEF

k- 5ET  BUE AR
el e 2 I FA NI %I
FiiEIRGE 2 I %I %I

B (2012), p.57 # 17

L NS 2 B B ARGE IR R BN 72 RE A #l 23 (7-7E L 72
W LLTFOBISI S350 K 51, mEDHKENLT
[ZF)] TRINDDIT TR,

B SIXKEAT & ZITHEIE LTz’ Jio T
Tl L ZITHEHE L T,
(f# 11, 2001, p. 68)

Bl T (2001) OBISCTIE, RREATL ), THEET 51,
TCKEMNG) Ji-oTL %), [BEET5) L9450
HORERHBE SN TS, WTFRbiBEOHKRETH
%, LvL, BASGE IR EOHSRFICH LVE LA
SIND, AL TE X ICERT 2HRFICHE 2D LT,
CREATL ) 3VER, TCREND) Jf>TL %) 1
ZITHI L TWD, R, 7<) BNFEEND
DIE, BAGETIE 7<) EWITARIANLIEE D
EWVIOIRBEER S TWATOEETELTWD, fliD
1L THAGEORHNL, 2 b % bREERFCEHiIRE & Vo 7
BrE OFEMERF 2 FF > O Tl < FHHE & OAERTRY 2T



BN ZEE>TL< 5] (p.57) EFEELTWD, £,
kSR (2009) (X, 20X SR AARGEBEOHEED L

525 LRI DBRIZ OV TIRD & S ITFB L T 5%,

b FixENERIERE, L EERTIEA L
Shihvsd Z &ﬂ;<%@i¢o_ni%ﬁm w8l
m&%m%%mﬁ L7eE 2 5T, HARGEOSGA,
ﬁ%moﬂ&w EHLLIXLIERONET, Z1
iﬁ$h IFFEEBOHBROFIZZ | WEH) - KB
7 R R iy Z?;T X TELZBEVS D, LA
$ EOHSRAERGEE DA~ « aaOFEHE DD
IZBW T Z A2 H 572 TT, (p. 101)

SHIZKEE (2012) X, THAGEORREIZNGEL FO <A
-7>Lﬁ&wj@aw)@mﬁbf\ﬁﬁﬁiﬁﬁﬁ(<
A ~>) ZEAICRBRZESFHICE > TRENLD ] (p.
229) ik HARGE L JGE L CHikE A & 5 2 HRFH
OWEENTIR D Z & BTN D,

HAGERGEE S ILGECH D HARGEZ BST 51
BB R 2 W HkREO & b 2 7 & J 2
T CWD, —J7, BEERITEBIA e RER L 2 VL CHOR SR
HLOLZDLEETHDLID, FEEEZEAET LR, ik
HOLbxEH ﬁ?ékmo_k#z%TTKT%
Do

DEDOEZBEEZAE, ZNFETO IL—)LE LTO
REHE inﬁﬂ~b%hﬁ#otﬁ%$@&g
ZFDE N, EOLHICFEBRFICEESEDLINEE
RDHDMEND D, Z 2 TR T, FEEDORFHNZ R
2T, R & HARREO FREHE OE T EED < R

DB LZFHICLAA Ty "R FEEFEOHED &
LRFTOBFFIZED L D 7@ BE 5 2 TWH AT HOW
THEEEITI,

3. FiE

3.1 %m%%;wgﬁiﬁﬁ%

AMFFEN T HARGE A [GE & T 2 9G5SR E 45 40135
mbtoﬁgmﬁﬁi%af%b FEED L~ )LiX
CEFR T A2 7°6 Bl Thd, ZIMEEIT, FFEO Y A
=T V=T 4 T A =X T OREITIN A THE
FEDOSUEICEAT pELZHE L T\ D, HEITRAS
%iwﬂﬁ %OVT%I&%%Wﬁé%@T R
I H IR, BEfRE, BE, B L. %8Nz B)E)
B, AR - B4, AR ZAATE%ﬁSET JELFH ., some/any
BEELTWA, \_@*x¥ iﬂ% B2 O ETII RN
O, BASEFOEMAEIT AT, V—F v —
b%%%ﬁbf%ﬁ%ﬁofwéo

SINE I, REOMEL L TEHFEET> T
bo ZAUIEEZEWRD D ROFP CTHELTH 5
IT=DTH D, ﬂ‘/74’ v EDZEFFEE AT LR
MELTHREL, FEHBMWBRECT LA AA L M T AR
ITo 1214, %a@v«w_uot%@%bhfwé
Az 1 fEete Z LSRR NEMGR T A R H S,
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60%LL LD AT HHD EARDFEEPERIND &
Oﬁﬁ#&ﬁofwéaOi@Wﬁ#ﬁ%T%ﬁ#o
T2 EE, BRI T ENR VR LAIZ A 5 T
5, %”%i&¥%%bf%&®m%$®k%zﬁﬂ
SHEHBIZED X HIZEH L TW D NI HOWTHRE
BAETTIERL . BODOEBHIIE UL H5FE %
LT 2 O SED EER O 2 K & 7230k Tk
NTW5,

AWZETIL, REFFOFHEMEAEFOA 7> K
NH 2 D8BE AL, BREFIZLHZ B EMIC
{Tol=N—7 8 4L BAENLREmEtTbliRinoTl-
N—"7" 8 LML Toth&2iT5, M7 A—712 6 A
\ZHEE )T A N (VELC T A ) 2B L TWAHR, 2
TN —T RSB BERZZI R ooz (¢
=.39,n.5.), 5Hl \ﬁﬁ%&ﬁé%”%MZ®oB
9 AL 11 H0>74’74 /&u%%_ﬁ%ﬁzbfm:of_
HE 3 HEBRWTET20, IR 5B 1T %
EE%Kﬁotﬁw~77%\Ezm_ﬁb@#ot
TN—T6%L7IxoT,

3.2 %ﬂ %ﬁéh%

7 HIZ IZVE > CHEFEDREH| & AIZEE T 558 %
ﬁoto%”%@lﬁf%éﬁK L EALETH
512 D BB e R SFAE Le WS, R3S m ok
LR ZEID T2, BE 72 RN FET 5, %ﬁm%
f;’)(i iﬁ‘ HZIKED&H%DDOD{ﬁJ%TL 5’% ig
B EhN B B 3, BARGEIZSE T - $m7®ﬁmf
M%ﬁ%&%szé LR L, REEEE A2 VT, g

FEOBEHI S HREFED & B2 FHEH RO 588 21T
t@%n%ﬂ®ﬁ%&m#\m%$%&®io TR ] i
WCNLESITTWD ), FEELTERED X S ICH kS
RO TS E WD S Z G LTz, FRICEFEORRS] -
ML, RSN DDA Z 77— LTE b2 BN5,
(FEH, 2016; JIIMH, 1999 ; HEF, 2023) EDizh, %
REIR I BT 2R D R # Rk ~~ v B 7 &
BTEHEVWIBETHREDLE X FEH 2=, iz, 8l
ESE TIXBEOHEFIZOWTHIE L TV 5 28, Bl
WTBRETH D, ZOHKED LS 2 7% ZZHERIC~
BT THERD KL IICHHAFETH D, HxixE
WO EIC THIE] BY . % B 2B T &

AL XT—ERD5E. APV IEDMNL X
U —F TOHEI A HHE 7\O’C< b, ORI ENE
e~y o 7 LT b ONRBRIEE T Th b, [HIE)
EWVHBLSITNL » T, REMICEEN 7= B o HkE %
BkDTWB 720, iENLIEE TORREL Eo Sk
FRRFICAND, FEELZBIIINE TITEWEY O
I AEZRD L EVIREBRE LI nH D,
ZD=®, IR G REEDBIETE T ORI HRE
DELXHEEM LT,

33 IAT 4 TRE
BRAHFTOIABLY, 202 A%D 11 AicT



AT 4> V%M LT, JEFLL 22— /XA DGR SC
D RE 72750, 9 HOBETIE THEKESDZ D
#OFE] . 11 HOBE T TEROSUEE (RFEDH:
FHER) | IZOWTENTH Bo7z (B, 2007), 7235,
an I XY ERITENHIR SR THD 2 &
ZEBL, 11 AOMETIX, BKEIT TR REDE
ERG Ny 712G LI Lz, £72, 9 A 0O
DORRITIL, B KBS OYREOE E 2 R, NEZ R L
RIS, X EENTHEL I LI Lz, ZMEITE %
LT Ny ZIZOWT, EEL DT 747 17
AT O, PLREOHZEN G NS IR VWAL, o —~FT
KFLTHZ L 2T Lz, HIRKEMIX 20 93 & L, iR
REfFIRE T2 2B L 72,

Fl2 9 HE 1N HDOTA T ¢ > VHEIZBWT, £
7R B EAMR A L=, 9 A3 1IR30 H O B
MDASTEHREMER Lz, —H, 11 X, K2 1ITR7
kAR L7,

X 1
9 H DB

Title:

Bfd:
K&

X 2
11 A DA

Title:

Bf:
= 2N

B 2 13, SUEOREICH O TR 2 F8+ 5 BRIci
TEINE e L Refildh 2 9 A O H#IZEBM L
ELOTHD, 23 TR LHIC, HAERGEEFREIX
GHNEA AR D%, HRFELZ &5 2 DERICEBIR
Refih 2 LB & L7V, — 07, JEaB ISR 2 D
Fy, HokF e & 6 2 DB, BERIZRIFHEEh2SFLE L,
ZZICHREEME ST CEMEE1T 5, RiEIZRIT
2 BB 7R Eh O EEMEIZ OV T, SUEEE OB
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\CHRER L7220y, HokFE ARSI 2 BRI 8 H KRB
FEfEL 2 B O 272010, AR AR RRRE gl 2 o
L7,

B, MEICHERT RN RELRSTET T 11 AOR
EEREIZ B 72 > TREFNCEI T 2 5805 KT —81T7 -
TUNRUY,

3.4 ST iE
FEEOTAT 4 v THEIZB W T, Kl &2 RE O B
T _RTIZHOWNWT, BFHINE L X TWAE 2 EWN )
BENOEEIT- T2, FFRILIAAOERNIELL 72<
Th, Bl OAOEFRCTHIE LT\ 5, Bz, LLTFO
X OEE . BE look DBICITETEFANMLIETH A 0 )
FORFFNIE L W=D, TIE] EHFE LT, FREERA %
Gl o l-®ETH D (LT, AR ORI LD F
EJN

He looked his house and his parents after he became uncle.

F o, Wil & O BRI TR T a2 5%, EHi7ZT T
R AEBEI ORI b X R L L, IERROHI 21T > 72,

Urashimataro who has came to his hometown opened the
Tamatebox.

HE L7- 9 _RCoBEOEBEEZHE L7-%. 9 HD S
AT 4 THEE 11 ADITAT 4 v ZERBEIZBWT,
BRBEBOVNRLLZNE I NICHONT, A _FBELY
(VAN TPy

4. FER LB
4.1 FEFOSZ iR LR O HBUEE

FEFEOL TR AEF 3T, EIKARETE TOLH
X, BEOBRBELE U TRERMMCERLZLOTH
b BERBF OS5I HONTIE. ZEROIERDOL L%
BENARMNAToTND LD TH D, 9 HUBEDO L5
I, BERARTE RIS EORELE L TIToT0d b
DTH D,

&3
FEHEDZGAD LI
nxga O mhawm o~nn w
S
HY 46,763.1 24,450.6 49,289.0  120,502.7
(1) 671 2406 B0 12050
=L 3,9449.3 1,312.3 37,675.2 78,436.8
(c4) O3 133 T2 A

9 AR AlAT 271294 7T 4 ViREDHJRE
w4 1T, BENRSZHEZI TS TN T b—
X, 9 HOMETIEIH F D itk T\ o 7203,
11 A OB CIIRGES A KE <MLL TV 5,
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TA T D D I

EEE S 9 H 11 A
HY 121.7 155.4
L 66.2 125.0

Wiz, B OHBBEE L E THOHMBBEE 2% 5 1R
T, ARIOT AT 4 7T, SETHOEA D
<L (2023) CHEIESNT- X O iR LS T RE
RIEFEHH LT,

E- 3
B D BSESE

AEEH — o T
o I
T D———

WAz, FEflOFERIZOWT, ERROBMEE K 6 12, ZD

AR E X 3 IS RT,
£6
HERE D IE R D4
HFE %t E 3
HY 89 42
O/ = 35 33
HY 120 19
WA =T 67 28
X3
FEFIE I D IEZED 7317
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[BEMeLi L]

09

= [EH

= 28] « FHH =55

94 11 A

9 ANG 11 HIZTF TWTho 7 —7 4 R 7R H
D> TWD Z EnbNnd, £ T, A FfRiEx A
WTREEIT-oTo &2 A, BREBER -T2 (£203)
=29.43, p<.01, Cramers V= 26),

B EM 72 258 OF BB O o 1E
el ’ﬁ”i.“%& WELEENE I e 572, 9)%0)&
BIZOWT 2 Z—T %l LA, AET
5HDDMERIT/NEoT2 (22(1) =449, p<%,
Cramers V=15), F£7-. HIEOHHIMREIZ L Dk
FHOL L2 R TR Z PR LY — R 3
BERIELENE I, H I N—TIZHON T, 9 HDT
AT 4V THEE 1N ADT AT 4 > ViR i
L7z, BEMREHZITORN ST —T 13, AER
FERLE 2o b OOMPEIIREL D o7 (22(1)=
6.15, p<.05, CramersV=.19), BEMNEHEIToT
TN—TTHOAEBRBERLEZ2Y, BENRSHEITD
RN T T N—T LR ENE -T2 (2(1)=
13.05, p<.01, Cramer’sV=.22),
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Wiz, FEHEHE OB 2B OO CRERIIZ AT
<o WD 2 BNIBFEMRELHEATORINSTZ I N—T
D9 HOBENSDEDTH D,

A man called Urashima opened Tamatebako. Then his hair
turn white. He become very old.

BADOSTZB W TEEE LB ENH 2 H L TV D 08,
2 SCH LABRIZBIER ] & 7o o T D, HFIC, 2 XHIZE
‘Ecﬁmm&waﬁﬁwlﬁméﬁT@ﬁﬁ%wgn
TWABIZH b b3, BIERH 24 H L T\ b, H%
DB ERFH] 2 & BUERF R ~DBITIL, fhoFEE I
BN,

He noticed that he became old person. He is very angry to
Otohime and Kame.

OFEEIT 1 SCH T, IEU%TTEEEH%EL<L£
H#%'J%ﬁﬁb\é ERERTWBIZHLEb LT 2 XET
ITBAERFRICBITL CLE - TV D,



Z O, WERH S BAERER ~DOBITIZ, B EMRE
AT I N—TICB T HBIE SN,

He decided to write book about this life and sell it. His book
become so famous around village. He become rich man.

F - FEHTITIE LWEERI2MER ST 2128 200
59, WEEEICB W THIHIAE > TW A B LIRS
776

He thought this is so fantastic experience.

WHOITN—FICHBLTEZDZ LT, Bl o &6k
DRIML TS DI TIZRWE W) HThb, Eo
BEDOTA T 4 7 b ER 2 AV 7= 88 H
LTCWe, BIHNCIZELL AWSZ ENTETWND
LD Z Eik, BEEOHRFE T ER TRELT 5 |
EWVOEMR S D VWO ZETH D, THICHD
b LT, BUERFHI~OBITH LD VD Z LI,
WERH OB ZAETIERIH D EEZX LN, £
W HFETH D AARFEOLHNRENEEL TS
LoOrEZLND, 23 TRIEZXIIZ, HAREOLE,
FEE (2001), # k- 5FE (2009), W2E (2012) AAEE
T5HEIIC, HEFELELZHHANBINT I E 0D
B & F5o, FEEOMERH O X S B otkE L
=%t =% L CW A SUGEIH EH DMFE L2V, Z ORESR,
BN EOHKETH D L8k Ui Bl 2 AT
WHN, EBEAED D D BT, FEETH D HARTEOLEN
BSICBIT L2 e EZ 6D,

11 HOT AT 4 7 TIE, RRERA O
REEBRSE D0, Feffdh 2 3R AR IR Lz,
WEERANBIZEINS — T, BHOHBBHEEITED
DT IN—TIZEBNTHIED LTz, LTOfIE, B
TR L5 5T > TN T L—TDHELDTH D,

We had to practice very hard. Because, we want to won.

F7-o MEBRIORRRH O S 9 A O &[RRI, Bl
T,

I thought I want to strive and succeed it.

ZTO—J, FHlZELEHTE TV DR HEZTY
éo

Last week, I joined Gakusai for the first time. There were a
lot of people came for Gakusai.

Befotan T ldn 2B Ei oo, BRALFOT TS
RS EL <A TED L 9IZR>TWVD,

The corona virus was range around the world when 1 was
enter the high school.
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But my friends who was same high school went to Wataame
shop to see me.

— i BEMRZHEAT o727 N —7 b SRR E
WAL, BLTFOBING S D25 K IZiEED RS
ZEERHZ AN TERRET L LR TE TN D,

I went to this festival at last day. Because 3 and 4 had a game
of my club in Yamaguchi.

£l HEREOTTHIEL X DBMREATND,

We had a mistake that we returned to high school on different
time.

Because of corona virus, school festival wasn’t held when I
was a first-year and second-year student.

RERIORRFH N LT D L) Z Lk, FEENY
HEAME R Z W THER ORI B T & TV 5 ATREME 2R
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HECE DRI RREDR BN D 72 | FEE x5
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172025 9 D,
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SUEFFROFEE &+ 72 SRR E A FHIC i D Z LT
Mz, HkFEO LS 25 OlREZ (L3 R 2 f2r 3
HZECEORNRENS D ARENENH D Z LN yho
776

5. £¢®

HANGE & SGE TR AEA 2 I L TR Y, ZOEN
DILEL VI TENL TS, BEEIZZEORFER G
DTh D, LmIMLRZ D IGE L G mNR A &2 LD
HAGETIZ, HRFDOL L2 TNRER-TEBY, TR
R, BAREZNGE & T 578 E ORI ORISR n
STWND, HEEFED L 52 FITHONWT, BASEFZOR
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TliX, Z OIS ZFFEORFR OIFE 21TV, S
T TCERFEEHICL - TERD L EEFEHAFEHOA 7
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1. I ®iC

HARANDFFEDFE L FIZE LT, KALW, #Ex D72
EWVWIOIEREZLIZULITEICT B, EBICERADEY
FRANRN— U DOYGEE A L2 FNM (2008) 13X, THE
MY ZRANE NI A B SN D ARAND A Z YT 1|
RO, MRRIES S ) AREE LTI LTV D, &
7= Iwata (2010) I, FREHEIHT OBLR DD EWM:%%

FEREGGH DM DO RFERTF %‘f"*ﬁ LT, HAANIZAS
Z L EEET H OB IEEREERRE & il LT?F%
INE < N %@%%\ %géic‘?ﬁ’%gn nuné% J—RF&EhT
LESTWB ERFLTWS,

Fo, BRADORAL ZE, HICEETER D720 E N
I RVETZ T Tl e <, FIT L O AR BHRCEHEBIR &
72 D FERIT B D73 datz\n, fil % 1E, Otani (2007)
T, BRANEGELZT AU AP, FERIYIZEE S 720
HARNZOWT, THARADFE LFIFRALEE, bIFHEL
7o <iFR) EIRRDFEFNRZFF LN TND, DFED |
HARANDKAL SIE, Karny7e AR 272 )i
RWHETHH 5,

ZOJFRKE LTIE, HRANDOZER, FihDOSERET)
DARE, FEIEORMEZR Efkx e 2 & B3EMETHE A
a oTb\Z) EPHERITE D, ARG TIL, EOHF THEF

ARANEFELHFLOMICOD A X2 T 7 a
@ﬁ@k%@ §% DAL B OBENCER LY TTHE
LBHEIT,

Celce-Murcia (2007) 1%, 2 I ==/ —3 3 VREJIZ
&, SUEFEOSRERRIZEI T 5 Linguistic competence,
PeFE b ey 7 E oM DN H3E % Formulaic competence,
FOEENEHINDI LD ZEfET % Socio-

Wi, A AT T A
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%:fcﬁ & %)*E!ﬁ?"j I/f;o

HRIFEE

cultural competence %5, W< D0 D FARENNH D Z &
ZZEFTTND, TOPT, [FEORY &V Z@ENIAT R
% Interactional competence O HEM: & 54 L T 5,

A H T 7 a R FEIEEA SRRV, £ D05 T
OB b D TH Y | RFEESINERTTBARFT Y 72
MOENSED LD TH D, o T, ~ATAE=FR
TR T = a 27O DR LT DR
ERELT D, £OD, F—ny RFEEES
(CEFR) IZBWTH, A ¥ T 7 ¥ a Vg/lEAE—
FUTRRNEFT ST TCEOREREENEH SN TN D

Flo AV ET 73 OFET FOFFE-EEDX
b, MBS, Hldt & B DDV TN D, ZD7,
PFFEDA BT 7 v a VRENEHIZOT DITIE, €D
HESUEHIBEN 2 BIZOIT D Z L b RAIRTH D,

AWFFETIE, BARNKGE L EE D FFORFEICET S

ﬁ ’?‘—) u&%nﬂﬁb %h%ﬁ”f&%@ﬂ%;ﬁ'%aﬁ@{/
250 a Nl EDLIREEEGZTWDDNES
45,

2. A a=k—Ta A

A 2=l —3a rOITWTIE. £ OFEE DR
# (cultural norm) D% K& < %f %, Ting-Toomy
and Chung (2005) |% cultural norm % “the collective
expectations of what constitute proper or improper behavior
in a given interaction scene” & EFKT 5, F7-. Spencer-
Oatey and Kadar (2021) &, SYLHFLLZ 2 H4ET D
B < E NTESFHli SN 525, —F5 T, Z OB
RUFHIIC K-> TRR D, LT 2. 2%V, %
BEEOA X T ayORFEEEM L., TR



STHT 2 &k, MiEeffzED D ETRAIRTH
D E0 00 HELEOMER ANMBEFEE ETHE
FeDTHDH, LL, BRDOIGFEHE TIX, #5501
VAT a DOBREICE TIHIEE A EBARIAD T
VDR BLRTH B,
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*Z T, ’@io&ﬁﬁkﬁ%h4/&77/a/
OBURZ YR L, 2 DEOR N E R D 12D, AifF5E
TIELA T D 3 SO EZH LI LTZW,

1) n% THTOFEEZ AWT, EZIKA@S%EE%\DE%/\
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%%®7¢m%7yf4y&61%®ﬂﬁ%L

. EOREROERIZH D, %S DRFEITHE
j‘énhﬂﬁk%%ﬁ%ﬁ%ﬁ% YA —a—éo
COMBEEETFTRT D7D ED XD rfgE )
ERRRENE BT B,

2)

3)

4. PAEFIE

AARNSFAEE T T 06024 (PEA, wEEAN)
DORITITohTZ 5§ ROERFFERGEE, D07 v —
ToTA v E Ca—T—4 L LTHW:., SFHET
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WX SOBERH 5,

— D%, BEGE nﬁ%&éh!un nﬁ%& @jj%’g1'f‘i<“fﬁi3|3%—§«
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L7,

H o —DlE, %nnﬁﬂ%ﬁ AL OB THEFEEL LT
FEHINTWDIBEEZ XD L, HRANDIGEZ 5555

FEGEGGE & i U Cotrd 5 D Tix72 < | ELF (English
asaLinguaFranca) BRETOHY LH L LTRDLZ LI

WEBEWRR DD EE 2T, £, ZOREN ELF BREi s
E?abf_y%anﬁEJ@ébDﬁ%%zé Bz n1gs L
EZT-MHTH D,
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A2-Bl LUV Th oz, 7272 L, BBRICESTHEEZBERT D
ELB2-Cl L~ v b aEL, DT Tidd s 0E
IoTHEY, E2ENELFAEDOLYLEEE 2R VIR
WChoTo, LoL, BLEDOIFEORFES R TlL, &5
%m%ﬁ£<ﬁb%ﬁ@vAwaﬁé LirFEzIc<
wt@:ﬂﬁi DETRBTHZ L L, BAAD
A, BEEE BICKRFPONERRE OB E &
LCFW, EBROAETHEHRTIESITIZE A SEN
FHThHol,

W BARANFE T AEBRFPE2 AD 3 A—#o
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X 3043 C, SATRE 230 00T —X%Th b,
DEEDZIT, BARNEHFAE L ICR L ThlxIZ7
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RIS ZHAICEEL T bo7-, MEHAETIE
B T7Au—T v T A FEa—%RIR LD
A HFE2—DIEH N, MEAMREZ T TITESZEN
TRWVERE TR ERSAREN I DN ZD LB 2 T2
5ThD,
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BYPELBARNEEDL EHIC, 255 R LT
EIRARTNe, L LFELLTETRD &, W< D008l
R A AR TE T, BFPEOMADZ, BAAN
FAEIZOWNTTRA LW [FEEN DI R LT,
FPEAEFAED C3 X, TEONELTE 1Y)
EXAELTEY, THENES WD B0 B
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EREE A FAE KL X, [S5E88UN5 2 ERHHD
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F7o. FNLSMTEH, Cl & C2 1%, HRAZEDES
LEZFELT, ITRETOHVIGELFZIND &, FA
WCBLRN RN A U lanin/e b B9, KiEICRe D 72<
WA ERS, 2N EFEE LT RN ERE S,
ASENEEFTEDOT VAL R ENS — AR LE Lz
Nyl EBLBRTNZ, 2F0, HRANZEDOSH F
R FG S 72 W HEEE 2% L CARZE ARG 2 VT
ZENbinoT,

WIZ, FEBRIZHARNFAEN, EIFERFEICSIMLT
W=D E/HT Uiz, KFD 7T 71X, K7 N—T D%
FEOBINFHE Z L OREEEO G TH D, DEaOHITIL,
REL T TERRWZIT 535G (BHRONAE 2 iR
T HHRAERE) & HRHEAT O FEE FHFICE#RE
ROV L2V T D858 b D, BE2FENL, S
INE DR BB L C OB RIEIE 21T - TV T 3EEE
ZHIH L, TOHBEREZBZZHEERK 1 THD ', K
B, B L COFMBMEEZIT I a1, LT X
INCEFRE LTz, 1) BOICBET HEHR (Lai, ek,
RELF, IKBR7R E) ZIRMLT 2 %EE 2) BRI HE
M (HoORS, FE, Ha, FEe L) (2B 5 15®
AT 2 REE. 3) AO0ER., B2, BMER AR
NRDHFEFE2, O LD, ACEZBR L TREWE
PR LA D 720128 D DI EERREELENDL TH 5,

ZOFRER, 5 ODITN—T DB 45D T N—TF (F
N—71, 2, 4, 5) T, BRADIHGED 3 AONTH
b leinolz, FOFEEEX, —F LW L—T 5 Th
KD 10%., HELFELTWZINL—T4TH 21%T
bote, Z7V—7"3 TlX, BARANRFEANZKRNT 2 F
HICEELTXWD DD, ZDOEIEIX, &KD 16% T,
RLTELNL o T W T 7 —T v T A U H
Ea—TCTHZEAENBATWEZ, BRANTHEVFGEEST
REREN DI BFEAEDNRERZ D 5~ HIE> ThE
L7z, E W) BERIT, EEORFORETHLEMNT LN,

Fo, ARNFEDA A 2= D, FEEE RO
J70ESEE- Y HERETICE T L2 VI BRI
7mo JUIE T—3F/ES L= DIIEE-E, SHETT 7, 1. 13
WL TR Ay, A RS T2IZ O DO WAL A9 7 b o
T2ATTTE, Z2Anb 9 ZNETIZ, B DIENAARY
N LEITIRob oo T, TLLERIZR - T, 22—,
o AN LSRRV E, TR ST ATT T L,
(FFIg) ZNICHOVWTHZTLED, boboRFbND
XT OB 720 b b EBo7-ATT T L,
HOZENMRHEVHTI /A< TY, IS5 Mafhgh& /e
2o TV BoZATTIFE IMBEEES 2 &
FIDTHNE D, 2D, Wo Tl ARTENRUINT-HDBE
RREFESTTEAD L, TWHIDEEZ T, 72
iy, EO L0 ONE o hohAinlizoalz
D ED ] EBRRTW, BARNFALGEEEZRL CGE
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Lo LI LTV 570, 2 5 £ HBRFITHE
55 LCWNTZRRFD3D R 2 Do

X1
BN — T DEBYIE DR (FEE)

Group 1

Group 2

mj2

c1

uC2 uC2

921,
60%

Group 3 Group 4

w4

234, 375,
10%  16%

1757,
74%

G
uC2

Group 5

522, ,264,
10%

19%
1908,
71%

3]
mK1

T FEROZFEZ LD L S THATDIZA5 57, LU
TOREIZRTHED 3,

256 1 (Group 2)

01 J2: When did you come here?

02 When did you:--

03 I came here September, last month, last---

04 September?

05 Last---

06 Last, last year.

07 Wow! One year.

08 Almost 1 year, about.

09 Mm-Hmm, yeah. I came here

10 two years ago...

11 Two years?

12 About - eh - almost three years.

13 Three years, very long. Yeah.
(6-second silence)

Cl:
J2:

C2:
Cl:
J2:

Cl:
C2:

J2:
C2:
J2:



14 Cl1: And what’s your favorite fruit?

01-02 17 H T, 12 N4k B OB & 7= 9T
Do TIUTKI LT, Cl & C2 1%, 03-1217TH T3k H KA
%Kz_m\é LasL 12 1%, 5 SIND ZOEMAE LT

IZH 0BT ZAUTHK LT, “Wow! One year.” (07
TTH) “Three years, very long. Yeah.” (1317H) kHi/J‘
FRO i 2 779 T2 T, FLh i Z OFE-E % I
FH0, BIOEMELEDT5HZ &ib&#oto
ZORER, 131TA D% 6 BOWLEMNELTLE D,
ZLTOPEZIZCI BN LWEEEZF LN Z LT, &

IR EDORBRIIMEE S b,

DX HIZ, BARNFZEITHFORGEICEESIT T
LIV EBERILEDVTAZ LB EAERN ST, &
OFER, FEEDE O T BB E L TLE Y HHIN S
<HEBNTE, ZLTEDORBEK L DIXITE A ENH
FAETHS T,

52 BRlZ7-05 9 BARN

FRLOSEERF 1 TIE, BARNFAX, 01-02 1TH THF
FAIZEMZ LTS DD, £D%IX, GEEEZIY T
FHEIEMOEMET 52 & b7, FEEITEE
L&wiif&oto_@;ﬁ HA N FAENF T
FEMAICERM Z Ly sicid, a4 5 2 &ioxt
LI\E&%&Mﬁ%ﬁoTwéiof%5 Lo 2
FERICHFITIZE A EERMEZ LR -7 13 1%, 741
—T T AU HEa—T, FEMNLREL - LEM A
LighosleDOhbtedFhoinT, WO L IIZEZ TN
%o B TRAIZFDOFER KD T, BiloTWoI DL HA
F0 RN, AW, ZAREMR LB 720E S N
W BTN, BRilETHZ LI LThHED BN
iz ff-oThBod, B2 T252 272055 TWH
T2 ERIMBRD,

Shigemitsu (2021) X, AAFEORFEO G, H
AFETIIMFICER T 2L IIHbEVHFENR VLR
W45, L TCZORAE LT, Bi& L, HFRICEZ
52 L AR D A[REME, AT OMEIR 2 B ORI A HE
P, FBTF & XIST A T TRENE, FH T ORG-S TREME,
MFEOREDDRSEZH LT HAREERS D572

Bl e

2EEH 1 2R X DI, R ITERITIE S HER %A
L7zbon, ZNUEOLVFELVEREZ =T DE
X Ueirodz, 13 [ERIC, 12 ERMZ LieiF o 2 &
ZHELWI & TIEZ20 &l LTVl REMES K &
AN

oL, ZOLIHERANDA U H T 7 v a ik
W, R L7218y, ClL & C2vBid, 3 LTI L%
TRETRWNRALZRBERE LRI STz,

53 EREZRRDIRVEARAN
S 1121 6 OB BE LT TV En, FL LD
ICRWIEER A U=256E. AT —XI12iin< o A

52

Siiz, M2 # R THRL I, ZORFETIE Mﬁ
HaD~Xy hORDOZLEEZFFEL TS (01-07 ﬁ)
LT\%mgowfc1&czﬁﬁ&%%m&¢ézf
Y hE, @WABMLIIRRTWS (08-16 17H), D
%, 6 POIEBRNAE LTS, T2 SN, C1 &
C2 DAy M LT HAMINES ) XX, 3
BECl & Q2 b FNEF-> TWAETFTH -7, L,
41X, BOORBBE—=NIERET D EFNVEDS H 2
EEBNRL 2D V) B0 (01-07 17) 1220
T. “I'msosad” (191TH) &EWEMO = A2 &k
RBHPETT, FRLUEFTEEHT 6 OLBRNAED
TLEY, L TR, ORI ->7-DI1E Cl TH-
776 JA WX =0 RSB TWDDID, MRz a il
biﬁkib@@otﬂ$7 2 TiE, 2D XD 7l

FIRWIERIT, 23T R THAEPEICL - THD B
TWie,
A 2
01 J4: Like and I called Coo, Coo. She —
02 he is very brat, but I call — I couldn’t
03 call, she's little angry,
04 Coo, Coo, Coo. @@ And she —he play
05 ball. He likes play — playing ball.
06 So, I throw away the ball and he will
07 — he likes this. @@
08 C2: Sport games.
09 Cl1: Youknow, catjustcan’t @@
10 just can’t have ball games. But you play
11 with the dogs.
12 C2: Maybe, cats brain is too small to have this
13 difficult mission to complete. They
14 only knows, yes, I eat, [ sleep. I... @@
15 Cl1: And play with human and not what you
16 like and when I’m angry I bite them.
17 J4: Hmm.
18 All: @@
19 J4: I’'mso sad.
20 All: @@
(6-second silence)
21 Cl: So -um- ifyou start to live alone, do you
22 want to keep pets?

T4 —T v A A E2—T, ZOX)RILEKIC
DNWTEIEIMMEETRIEEZA, HDEHEERANFELE

SITRD KL S BN H o1, R TRo1E0, HbE
ST, IXETT L, b, BXDHRH L, £
T EEEZDILIL EH. HDHONR, BEWI,
BT, 220E ZARICRIZIE B2 7=
T9, ) AARAZAICIE, HEBHEWIEER Y JZERIC
B hoT2k o THhH D,

KA (2022) 1X, HFEL AAFEOSFE A LB L, TRER
DES EEOEWVESHT LTS, REEOHOTEER
DR S CHEEIT., AAREO TN EEU BICERICE
ENWZEEHLMNILTWS, ZOHEBE LT, HA



FEOILENL, FEE O A ZMEMAENHR LE D 12
WOEERMEEEZ L TWDINLTE EERHT D, SED
I CIE, MBI ISR 2V R4 2 & TH
AR O F[S Z MR LAV £ ORICEHEIR T
bivd EBRRTND, HRNFZAEDLERZ T I @@
XL Lanoix, 2ok o7 BARGEOIREROIKRE
DAL D DHFERFHIZ B IR STV 5 ATH @#%6
gji\ j(ﬁ (2022) W—J:é k\ %?’E—f nuné% i/j:%(%f
HERNII O 2, ILBNAEL D L7 b X< AEIZHD
RS TIEBRLRNEKETWS LIERHT S, 20k
W2, BRI T 2 BEI I SUbZEZNn H Y | AT — X O
EL%) (j:% iEIZIK}\ ik i %Bﬁf?if£< N 'rnuf'(
HH LD TR RED o7,

5.4 REMLFEEZ e HARN

AT —H ORFHIPIRERFE T, RS 30 5 &R S
NTWed, HEVIRWVETEZGE LA > S i 7
Molz, L, ZNEEBFELTH, BEARANEALL
FEEEILFER ICR MmN TERWVEEEIZ D Th - 72 sk
BT 2, 253 2/ Th XD, 122801 47H CTHr
LWESEEZBE AL, MPECHERTNEENE ) N ETz
FTRTNWD, FRICHLTCL & C2i%, 02-08 TH T
BHDHRZIZ TS, L, 121L09-10{7H T
& ORFIHfREZ R LI b D00, bl b, D5
POEELZ LT LAV, FLTI4TH CROEE
(BHENWNOER LTZO0) B> TLE-TWND,
ZOT-OFEFROFEEIL, HPENEFREZRE LD
DEDEMRTHETORFEICLEEEFSTLESTY
Do

=l 3

01 J2: Ohhh, do you like sushi? Sushi?
02 Cl1: TIdo.

03 J2: Mm-hmm.

04 C2: Raw fishis little bit hard - difficult to
05 — T also — ah — eat — I always eat
06 — Mm...

07 CI1: Cooked food?

08 C2: Cooked, cooked food.

09 J2: Cooked food. Cooked, food

10 hmmm.

11 When did you come here?

12 When did you...

D& D7 FEFICFKREITHEE 72V EEE \Ku
Bl 3 kol HKA#%ALKﬁEtTTi@<\
EAPNEAN LT FEEICEZ D B ARANDEZEICH R %h
Too bl 4 1%, SMEREFEIZOWTEEL TV A5 T
b5, 01-021TH T, C2 28 J1 128 “AEEEOFE Iz
WT7=ThTn5d, mo4ﬁETJ1177/x %%
HLTWDZEEBEZTWD, Ll S/NROEHEE
f T 5120 T, ENLL EOFEIEEE S 2, EDT
05-06 TTH CREZAEIZI N N L YD LG Z & 2R L
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THES TS, CLIX “how+ « 77234 T I A
MOFRZSIZHZFS E LT, £72, C21X061TH T,
“French” & J1 OIEFEESZITIED RN S, T 6 Ofi &
DFFEZF> TN D, TN Z25IT T, 07-08 47 H T I I
BINFEHR (FEEME 77 U AFEREHE LW L) %TET
LTW5, LorL, RE 0 FFEFITD NG Lt T
%ﬂ\f;u\f_zsf) Cl & C2 k& IZEMEENRD Z L
T (09, 13, 16-17, 19, 20-21, 22, 241TH) HEZE
HEHELTWS, LaL, J1 OIREIL,  “Yeah, yes,
yes.”X° “I — I’'m not sure, but maybe related — maybe.” 72 £
}:H%/J\BEODB@K ELoTND, FEFEEZHELZLTND
1 I2&->TiE, EFAED R %Du‘h%fﬁ?&%%ofb\%
9@&%(3@5 LSYRV/E 2‘)’5*’“\ ZOFEEERERD L O
ET DRI, — T, B, 29 ATHUE T,
77/% ELOGEA LY Ata—a v D5
FED RAVEEL 7T U AEOLIEREA LY
5 T® YouTube #5E DIRBRFAZZE L0 . BB M-
TWAT7 T AGEEWER LY LEEEE LTV IED

20T LR AZRRLTND,

a4

01 C2: Do you guys have any second — second

02 language to study in college?

03 JI: Ahhh, I started to — ah — I started to

04 study French.

05 Cl: Ah-hah. How...

06 C2: French.

07 J1: One year, about 1 years ago. @@

08 But it’s difficult.

09 C2: Is that hard?

10 JI: Yes.

11 C2: Difficult.

12 J1: It’s difficult.

13 Cl: French and English, which is difficult?

14 J1: French. @@

15 C2: I think it’s French. @@

16 Cl: I heard that English came from French,

17 is that true?

18 J1: Yeah, yes, yes.

19 Ct: That’s true?

20 C2: It’s not from — came from — ah —

21 German — Germany?

22 Cl: Is that from German or French?

23 JI: Hahhhhhhh?

24 C2: It’s — it’s or it’s not?

25 Cl: I don’t know. I-1 heard that was from....
26 J1: I — I’m not sure, but maybe related — maybe.
27 Cl: Maybe...

28 J1: French, German, English. 1 don’t know.
29 Cl: Well, European language, they’re also the same.
30 C2: European.

31 JI: @@ Yeah, yeah.

32 Cl: They’re also the same. @@

33 Germany, it’s difficult. I think it’s more
34 difficult than French. Isit? I-1don’t know.



35 It’s just — you — sometimes you — you watch
36 those people talking YouTube, like French
37 people and —and German — and German, like
38 you can still understand some of the words
39 in French.

40 J1: Mmm.

41 Cl: But nothing in German.

42 C2: Seems like — seems like English, but En...

43 CIl: Butdifferent.

44 C2:  Ah-different.

45 Cl1: Butdifferent, anyway. All I know is

46 Bonjour, Bon Appetit. That’s all, that’s all.
47 C2: But the European languages grammar are all
48 — is also same — the same way it is wrote —
49 it is true or not? European language,

50 European languages grammar. ..

LAY, BFEAICITE D OERSCIRER 2 L
%< OFEEH W CEEMICGEL HHA LIZLIERS
iz, KRZIE, B OEOBERS, HARD S b~D A%y
720 DR EICHONTH, CEREDARVITZ
DD, FLEoTBEmETL, ZNUIKTTDHLDE 2R
BEREWET D HGEMIEDS RN,

—J5, BARDNEA U-GEMEIL, SR 3 [FAERIC, &
RN, a— b —LHEITEL LX), a—
b= I T R e AN D D, REFDOLED
LT EDEDFTEEN L -T2, Lh ., FHEND DR
BraE &, FRITE L, 2L EEEEEZ RS 487
WEHBIN L N oTz, D, KiFBEIXEE LT, 613
DX ITIEFITHELS . FORER, Wx LFH LWEEEZ
L CEATAMENRAEL T,

ZHIZOWT, BARANFEZ 70 —T v A ¥
Ea—TrdhaTHhZONRUTOReD L) THD, &
BN, ARNFAEIC, BFEREENPS T2 E I & =T
NTWDLHMTH D,

EH TR BRAIDITZ) S, a— =B e,
WREAILDDNE DY - - -]

2 NIV, HANS7ZTT, £2 b,

EFH (A FINGFEnEN, v T=DBLENED,
HHNHEEES TV DIFHE AW ? |

2 T EWTT, 7RAD, IR IXBIET HAT
TITE, b, flHELN LR NWTTITFE, fiIT

SOATTD, BELRT UV, 7= L, A
WpeinoT, DO, FARITEHE LN L Lo
EEROYDT, BOFERI L, 7RAT,

T ENG, FEEEERD D Y L, REMIREEY
AARNFAENT LAEAWVWEEK L TWD Z ERnbhd,
ZLTC, PIREORFETIE, 20X 7L< 72< | 3§
Lo WIS 2235 & & 2 TIEA TWZEEF 28 9 o
Z B
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6. %2

TDXHIT, BENFEDAL VE T T a DT\
(I BRA NS0 ABBfR AR LIZL <
THHEPL RO, TOMEORANEZITHHD
WEBET D,

6.1 AARANDA L EZ T 7 g AT Dk, He
DB
DLEDOERGEEA VHZ E2—D0HG, HARNFEA
I ERFE CUL T O X ) il 2 Ff - CEEL T\ i
ZENRDIND,

HFFRIEBZT501IHE D B 20,
o P MEEEZAEERANM I F LU,
< TEBRIT S F 0 BIEN 2,

R & 2 THFCHFOFREICE B2 IA B
O LIFTET B E AW TR &2 R 6 K
CHEHE GRS ART D 2 & T KR & e B A
B 2D OREEEED TWDERFR D B 2T, Fiz,
KEBIN D HDNLEY . H O # A R IR i
THZELBER, RAROFREMICE ED LD &
LTWeZ &Ebbohd,

LWL, ZOXIRA BT v a r FEDRDIZ,
FERHZROTZ VR L7 T2 2 L I3# L <D &
BIXHE D BEET, ONNHITRo Tz, O
R, TSICEKDOF LWEEEE BT 2 MERAE L TW
T LML AHPRICHEA 2 EPITH LWEEEEZ AT 5
ZEFEELL, A U H B a—THARAFEDBRRTHD
e oiT, FEERST NN E VNI BN E LT
EHoThs,

T DX D e RFRORMHRE L 22 DB, FTE L DR
OEY T OREIX, 5 ORFETH D BAFED )
SOEBORENRRENEEZEZ LN D, HHf (2015)
I, AARGE S REEDORFE LR LN S A FiEDA
BT arDRFEERLNILTND, KT —ZD
AARNFEDA V5T 7 v a v HIEE, 2 THL,
(272> TS, FHFLEHZMRE 5 LT 2 AARFEDOA
YHT v arFiELIEE-EL TV,

AARNFAL, BRETEDOR I RA VBT v ay
PHIFF STV D D9 &V 9 HFERFE O RITZ RSO
HEPFTE TR L D ThD, AREDA
BTy arFiEOEERGFEELFB LI LT, EREO
FORMENRELCTLZEZbND, FFETIX,. bo LA
HDERPE A b~ HFICHELE R L TERE
KO AHEIZFHEMRIERHAZITO Z & TUHFLOL
MR 2D 2 Z E IR SN TV D TH D,

D& DRI Lo THRAR 2 25O~
PR 2 8E 1%, 4eilk L7z Celce-Murcia (2007) @
Communicative competence > Socio-cultural competence (Z
UTIXEDEAD, £lo, TOHEITIR S TeA 2T
va U EEETE SHHEJIM Interactional competence 72 &



W2 B72A 9, AEIOBARNFAIZE, 25 DRESIH

B EE N TW Ao T aTREME A K E W,

6.2 FEEIFIEOMME

—J, THu—T v A L EE2a—THRNFE I3
Z. T b 25585012, (BRIOSEETIE) 2 &I
BTz ﬁb»atjkib\fuﬁg HASFAIZ SR S 5
?ﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁ(?é%%f thxi ﬂ%gn unnﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁ)*aé
T HIGEREOREEZZZH LTS, 2o o
b B, OV o REOTOR ﬁ%hbfwto
3 ﬂ:iék\ %@ﬁ%%§ﬁ§§i\ ﬁgn nnuﬁ%o)ﬂﬁﬁ)
LR AT O OO, FEEOME IR UREE=
FHTLARADOFAERLETRTRINL—FTITH &
IHLDOTHHoTZ, D2F V| [MUAAREORGEEZLET D
FRLT, HESFHOMEELIToTCWnWHENH Z LT
H5,

TDZEMHbhNA T EIL, 7;&Z%uuo)xuﬁfﬁgz
VC%)\ TEZFO iﬁﬁgn@fagﬁ@iif%gn uﬁbfl/\f\_
FREMENENWE WY ZETH D, TDT-8, FhEIZK -~
720, GEEEMKB L0 T OBRICRIENELD Z &G
M RS LEUTWE=0THAH, £,
nn@t&naquﬁll uﬂo<%%/ﬁ\%)lik/uk/—£< N %OD;IJEI;J

BHHR TV EZOND, K? 2D HAK
A%E X, BARALISAORT & 30 3l lz - THEE
Txﬁ%ﬁowiﬂﬁﬂmwfmﬁﬁfbotoﬁ“

TR D RFEHE A FFOMETLEFEL T, ITLH TR
£#9i<w#ﬁw:k IRBNWT=DTH D,

SF V| [ UHEE FF O R - CRIBESFEOME %
LTH, REEORGEREICK OSBRI RN En
b, £ LT, s s b oMT & SHE 21T
IZENMVNIEETHLINLHLMNE o7z,

L L, BRI A AROHEENOFET, AARANLSL

DGR AT O R A IR T D5 T LI LW
ANFEAETHA D, FORKIT., FEEORFEHEICE
LT@%%%@%%ﬁ%%%T%%ﬁoK?~5@H
ANFAES, FEEREEEE A ORGEICil HH=1T
Zinotc, L L, ZNIET Tk, SEE0M#ICE T
KO ZEFHE LT L D TH D, £ T, TR
%%Tiﬁ%k@ﬁ%%%béﬁbﬁﬁ%ﬁéﬂfm
B LHEMHL, TOEDIINE R HT T ay
51k % S *ﬁékib\t%? Bz IXFD—RLE LT,

DEET — X THARNFZEN ) < HE TR T2
AVET I ayHBESEIZLT, LTFOLS A
EfEE, AE T2 LA THA D, ZHOFIHR
ko T, AREFET—XICAONT X O 2BEEZ WS
T ENHEDLDOTITR VN EEZBND,

<HFEDFE LT O IE >

T EOHBANEDLFELINRO O TWD, TD
WCHFICHL - EELERL, BODZ Eaxb ok

IR 5 Z R E TS

<EDEODOERHA 2T T a L E>
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c BT HOWTELHE
:iflﬂ ZRETHEE)
TR AT A (AT "L 0EME LT,
FFCFEICE LN S D 2 & AR )
M ~OEZOHE FHFHLOERIZR LT,
IR L CH O &2 i i3 2 )
cIRERARET HAE EERNECE S D, HHEA~DE
RIRCH S OFEEE RS 5 2 & TrhB 2, &5
ik S EHHE),

(Borofiasm, B, Zx%%

AEA

INHOFHEEITH 2 & T, ﬁ%iﬁi@ EERITAE
LT DAY, TORE, TFEENV, 35T
:&ﬁﬁo@%ﬁwJEwOMﬁ%WﬁDEﬁféé
DTIERDNEEZBND,

7. £&®

LFEORD VLT u—T v T A L HE 2 —FE
AT 52 & T, BRAPRFESGETRA LY, G
SRV ESONDLMBEORKD, JE5EOSHERRBLOD
BRAODOREIEFT TR, A 277 a Do
REDEb TWARBEENRE W L2/ LT, £
LC. BARADZE L FHIZ, HIZRET HIEREN D720
EWVWO BT TR, ENDEE LW EEbRn
RN, RN WEBESTE DL 2R WEREZE A
T,

TOLORAUET I a ryHFEOERKRE LT, H
ARNFZENRL OSRGOS N K E B L2 5 2
TWBEEZOND, FLTINSDORFIL, AAFED
BEENS DI L D & ZANKE W, o T, ER

TOBELWIT LT, 20 L9 BRaZE0 R0
W2 LT, BRI gl nEE L E 2 Hbivbd, TDE
BRI EEE O—RIL, ERo LB THLIN, T
DAz, EEALNCHETH RN Z T 7 V=
VIREIEANE S TWE Y, AL, 20X 9 RikEED
INTEEL T, TNHEZHLMNIL T LERH A
Do

PEEIZEEGETH D, TOLEMEEZRD D L0 ) Bl
BINbEZDE, BRANDOFEEDOGE L FEBIET 55
ERHLO)N, BARNIHERAAND LWRFEDFE LT D
FETREVNOTIHRWMLE NI ZEMbH A9, Lnl
ZEETHDIMND ZZ, %@ﬁbﬁ%ﬂﬁ#%®%ﬁﬁ
Dﬁ’%gﬁ_éjo (%nnwc@:l\:’-%b— varviEml
T, Sk Nx &K NEIBMRZ LT 5 ) Z &0
FEPZEHOBEDO—STHD7 b, Vil & LikfR%s
B2 ARBREES TV T8 RE6 L)
VTRET, FHTORE L ISR TDLENH DA,
(LBAA, ZHIIHFOREZFAIZLEZ2H2 L TH
Do) Mo T, WEBELBARFEDA LV H T I a v EDE
w%f?&ﬂﬁréﬁé CIIMD CEHEEL EEZ D, %@L

T, FEHENGHSCHT I LICGE L2 LY
Tﬂbf_wm%éio LTk Z &ﬁ)ﬂ?gtéoo

AL, 5 MOT—X BxtGe L Ui/ NEBRA C,



EEBINE OV IR B, 2EEOHHRE
IR OLFETZT Th o T, D72, ZORERZ —fik
£ Z LIFEE LV, 2D 4%, #8RE OV,
BEED LY BIHRE R &2 PER L, X0 IR R
BETORERDHDLBEZ TN D, Ele A 2T
a v O RERIREETERHREREEL TN 2 e b
HELHETH D,

&

L EFEOTTO, SV EL, FVE LR EDRETHL

MBAENTZ,

2. BRRXOBMEZBRAZHEFEOF T, HEPEORKGEOMIZE~
% “great” “good”’7% ¥ OBWHEMIEEEIT, FEREMH VD
H & R UTRARDOREEED B IR LTz,

3. EFEOXFALDORL IOV TIZLLFO@Y
@ KW () FE&E

B

ANFF213 ISPS BHFE: 20K00849 DBk A% T - D TH 5,

BE W
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Ea=

EATMZE (LA MMR) Tk, SRIZ5ME & B RE ARSI 2 TREMFFE D24 - 1B
M. FEEGRRIER S R H 3L, Creswell and Plano Clark (2018) 1%, MMR T A > O Ffi =
D, FREOHGOE FORMA DI AAEND Z L OBEENEEE XD, RIFSEIL. 74147
AT ERE =K T DNRT F—~ 2 Al 2 FH O FEFENTE & I, MMR 7Y A &
Assessment Use Argument (Bachman & Palmer, 2010) %4 PEARFE D PEFL A T LRI N R DR
EWVIHPLE T Lo, &1 - B ROREREZHA - IRT 270D a A v T 4 A L—
TORA TGN D, FEHIAE BEADPHER CTERWIHE CORM COEROERHAEESE, MMR
D, H—0OFETIIED Z E0NE UV OMBICERN L, F2ET o1 o R ROMIROE D
PR DT80, 2ARZAFET 2 2 Y MERRRE DO Pk A D FH DA ZhHE RS R K iz,

X—U— N BRAMBIEE, HIEGRAVEATE, TERIRHE, Assessment Use Argument, A # #E&fi

1. IZC®IZ 2. EREER - TATHIR
VAR, SRRACENEE TR, BEAV D NTERINIE 2.1 RAEENIEE (MMR) OB 2T

T —FTOT—FZDOIE, 5T, FEROFEEITD
IRAEBFFEIZES OB LAFE SN D, APA 5 7 IRIC
L B IIRASIAGE (BUF MMR) 7 %A o O#EE R
RN Y | BRI Y M 2 TRA IS
DZME - TEXS M HIERIRE A D R 41D, Creswell
and Plano Clark (2018) 1%, MMR T %A1 > O Ffe X 23,
FEEOHGRH F OO HPITHIAAEN D Z LD
BEIEMAE 2 5, RAFFEIL . MMR 7 1 > % Assessment
Use Argument (Bachman & Palmer, 2010) %4 PEHFED
Mol CHNE L7z 2 SOFFIRFSEZEN, ik
KORETE WIHEE T L 5,

WAL, BHEN TR EDOHE FiEE W28 %
WD TH D, FH 1 IFTRHAE—F2 7 (n
=69), FHI21X. NTTTFTTITAT 17 U ABEn=
23, #EHEE n =22) T, L, AR ST A
VIO I AEE S EERRINET A ) AW, &
BIHTICIZ S L E— R b rTetEBlim, 27 v v =t
TNTOYEIMMREFEFAOZYL M E, $7-, 7 T AX
— AT CRER bR, 2 BRNE SR8 B0 AT CTIr A
hR AW - 7=, BRIHTIE, BRI O B BFtdicxt LT
T T AT, F 2 TR, REEIER 2 Z T Y —
JAZ X0 FHEDIELZRBIRKE LT b Db bkt g &
L7z, ABFZE T TlE, MMRICEIT DT VA o &4
ROMIROE OO T2, 2IKZ 0T 5 55N
HUMHREEO A B T2 2 &0 MEEZim L 5,
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RERBFEIEIT, FEED TN DB & EF 57,
BB L OHERRICB W THEILSBEAESNA TV S
M7 7a—FThv ., BERFEICL Y BHEDOLEKE
a2 4E U, ERORFZEIC X 0 H 2 A D ZEE Rk &
R CTE 5, BLEOME TOT Fa—F|2k . #F5E
T COBIRNE Z H8HE, HEORESHARMED S
UVRILSORR 2 72 BRI O BR Z fERE T &, KBy /1 /T
LDFHE & FTREICT 2 Tk & ST 5 (Gibbs, 2007,
WIMhER, 2017, p. 13), ZOME&IE, 1+1=3 (&K
oy DTN D)  (Fetters & Freshwater, 2015; ¥ = o
Ve 72X —X2016) DEHEIIEBEINS, BE
REXHE LT, MMR [JERDER) - HHT — X 00 b
MR OPEAH (combination) Tix7Ze< ., BRI HES

(integration) Z# F & L, W& DZAELORA > I [
FHEORRE) & T(ZOoDWRET 7an—F0) #Hif
2L DT U—ORIERE R EBOF ) Th 5 (Fat,
2016, p. 3). MMR D& —SDRIZ, Ya A v bTF«
AT L— W FERDIERFIEN S H, ZHUE, BRI
ZE - BIOMFZEORE R A A L, TOMREZ RT 72012 1
DODBRF I WG R ABE L2 b D (Creswell, 2015) T,
ZDT 4 AT L—DOERIZE D A X HegmaiTH (B,
2019 i),

2.2 MMR TOWFFEHRE R OE O FEAMm

FEFEIFE COFE R OE ORERIC LS & LT,
BAFZEICRBIT 2240 (validity) . BERIBFZEICE T 5
fE M (trustworthiness) 23 5, T4 ERIWFSE DR



BIFLHHLAES S L CHRFEM (fidelity) & A MM
(utlhty) B %D HIEFRHIEEATE 2 (methodological
integrity) TlX. #w3CIZI1T D Hikim 7 v 2 OEm
DEFHOEEMEN R EIL D (Levitt et al., 2018, p. 32),
IR BAMFEIECE W T, E4ME
(legitimization) DFELALE L I3, Onwuegbuzie and
Johnson (2006, pp. 56-60) IXIE4MEIZRET5 9 DD L
L/f\/b%ﬁn\é:l/7f211<%E%$tf7fb\€u,(1)1fl/jf/v%ﬁé§
% (Sample integration legitimation) ; (2) ¥ -
*B FoOHRKICET 5 % Y% (Inside-outside
legitimation) ; (3) T i /ME D 2% 4P (Weakness
minimization legitimation) ; (4) IE/F D2 4% (Sequential
legitimation) ; (5) 22 ?ﬁ@;&é % (Conversion legitimation) ;
(6) /3T H A LHY - Y24 (Paradigmatic m1x1ng
legitimation) ; (7) Hf9 W] RE M~ D #23F D % 2 %
(Commensurability legitimation) ; (8) #&& D %4
(Multiple validities legitimation) ; (9) #hZXELRRYZ 2
(Political legitimation) , 7235, MFED HAGERIL, ¥ =
YYve T2 2= (2016) P ORFFUAL D, ERIO
IREBUBFEIZ 31T 2 24 EDRREEIC DWW T, ERRIZ E
DI EROHEA ZBEHA T RENTHONT, Var
Ve 72 F =X (2016) [FTRDO X DA TND,

WFFEZ 75 [ Tid, Ll 2807 7 1 25 D g

HH D DB P> TS S, L LLE, #HH
DIFH &0 TIES DM &R T = EPEETDH
Y, FDESDIZHFE DI BIED R #5725 H
FES T LRI o T D, (p.11)

2T, HENTORMKIGHIIZE T H2FET A D
FHIFTRZH O AR CTERA LIV, @), (6), BX
W (8) THH, EBOFEFEIZENT, BHHME
(transparency) & & > C MFSEOFH IC HARRY R EHET
RN ED X HTHEATE DD 035 | (Flick, 2007,
R, 2017,p.189) FEZFEmDDH T LiX, MO FHE I
FORRD VE ) 2505 ETCEETHLIDIZIEH>»E T
%&wﬁ\iﬁéiﬁ%ﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁébﬁéMMRf
X, AFZET A BT A FARICINZ T, R - 5
DD IFIERIT 7 0 —F 2B\ T AR A T
DR T ENRMTH D (Kluge, 2001), #E-> T, kit
D (4) BFOZLEMEZRT Z EIFRFICHLETHA D,
(6) DIRTHA LK - T4 MEE, BT 7 e —
FLEWNT I —FOREICH D, FIEE DT XA
LN, EORRE S FLAAEDLINTND D, HDHWIE

FIRAFREZR Ry r—2 L LTRE SN TV D E BiEE
THHLDOT, AR TOFIET AN EWVIFFEDIRT
DT, FEFRIZEBWT ED X 5 2Rt THFZE 241 2
HZ0ERTZEEFMOTEETHDLEEZD, IHIT,
AIEICHET 2y aA v bT 4 A7 L—IL, (8) DIHAD
MR A L O T, B - BFER RO A T
WX TEXHEND A X HEGHDBLZ 2 > TV D )
EIYDMREHMDORA > N &7 B,
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$%Tiui3lﬁﬁﬂﬁé$ﬁ£®ﬁﬁ# AV

S, WREITIE, Bl (6) ITBAL T, ﬁ%UDfF/EJZE’J?WEﬂi
f%MMR@77D~?T§%?ZF%ﬁﬁ¢é&w5
75 C. Bachman and Palmer (2010) @ Assessment Use
Argument (AUA) Z 3145 & & & 12, [FAFH A 2 MMR
THWLERELT,

2.3 AUA OH5H7

Assessment Use Argument (AUA) |%, Bachman and
Palmer (2010) 2MZ"E L 72 SaEFHIOIERL - BFE R LY
EANCEAT 2 fa8t M A T IRD LD ITERE S LD,

AUA 134, FEIZ B0 28080 (N7 44—~ 2 X,
G672 6.0 B 728 E 71T ERIG0 Th 5 7o

GOER), AT L7V BEIZB TS TR T &SN
& [(BH) HE), BLOTFMHOMREHTE FI7ERE
D IgiE ) DEIDBESHG 0270050 & 4FET S — sﬁ@
FTHETHE S S, (p.30, 7 XHFEIF L OVHAGES
AREHEIZLD)

1 1%, AUA Ok (Consequences) 7> 6 3/ X7
#—< A (Assessment Performance) ~DHEFRDEMN Y
ZHAAL L7 b DT, BUFT 2B O (Assessment
Use) &aHOERK « Bi%E (Assessment Development) T
(B AW NS A I R A

1
/ﬂ?ﬁj’g 7 X /‘ngﬁ/\@#ﬁy)%fﬁ\@”ﬁrﬂ

Consequences
V]

l Decisions
f SRRE
Interpretations

about students’ language
ability

_m

Assessment records
(score, description)

f%%

s | Students’ performance

ASSESSMENT USE

ASSESSMENT DEVELOPMENT

/% Bachman and Palmer (2010,p.91) 725514, HARGEFRIE
AREE T X VB,

F 1L, —EOHFROATIR (Claims) DNED LI
T, e HAEYICHE 5 FRZMEET 5 2 & T, YDt
i A PDORENEHRT DI ENTED, EHIT



AUA & HW=3EERFE Clt. 2 @ Claim 278 - 720758
MENREIND,

# 1
AUA (25115 4 DD T (Claim)
FiE Claim#  FREEPNEE
Sl Claim1 Z®O7 A MIFHETHD (7)) beneficial
. . ZDOT7 A NORBBREITVE (DY), ME
B Rk
SBRIE  Claim 2 B B9 5 (D) value sensitive, equitable
ZOT A NOFERIZEWNH D (D),
fRIR Claim3 ] T& % (2*) meaningful, impartial,
generalizable, relevant, sufficient
DT A NDF — B,
. Claim 4 DT A D5 (test records) 1L — H M

{EHEIED S D (DY) consistent

/% Bachman and Palmer (2010, p. 103) % J&I2ZE38 D3MERK,

24 AUA LIRABRFFET 7'm—F

AFETHH L72VWoiL, Bachman and Palmer (2010)
7 AUA O [FHi0FEsk) & LT, B Th s 15
TR T VERRER | ZFRE L TWAH R TH D,

... an assessment record, which is the score or qualitative
description we obtain from the assessment... (p. 30)

ZZTo VERFEAR | &) DIE, —#%RAYIZIT Excellent,
Good, Poor &\ 72 E DOFEE O RN E SN D,
L)L, FRATHRATELRBIT A NERRY T4 7
ST RAY =X U TRES B D T A MBI SR
&, WE L FHMmREIZ I T D FLiR - (descriptor) TORE
B L TIREEND =D, BHELENGEETH
STHEDERICIE > THENF 5 IND, 2F0 | E
BIFLR DI A SN TWDH Z &ITR D5, b D
PEHEES DT A F Tl TE) & '8 ORMlL i = T,
HH DOEDRHE L R DFHETHY . AUA TIEZEH W
STMEENHATL SN ATH D Z b, BET
WFoeiE L OFFPEIEE W EE 2D,

% T, AUA EIRGRIFSEE (MMR) O#FIMEIZ S
WTCZEIT B RE ST, ORI T 2w CTh D,
7oA —X (2021) %, BRATMIEIEEZFEHIT 5 10 O
HEO—> L LT NREMRIET VA v O YM%2E
NI ER GREORMN) ) oFmEzZ T b, —5T
AUA 1%, Z OB %2 b v — /L I ViwaEET L
(Toulmin, 2003) (Z(E < 23, [AET/VORHHO—D L L
T, KERREEFIC THEL (Rebuttal) @ FIENALIL L 2720
LA TOIRRT DI BHD ENETF LN, BEH
WFEIEIT N T XA Naad © Lok, ®22 O iERm )
WCESBHIND T WD 2o 22T, YR
REDOFLR & LT, JLHMHAZNET L2 ENRkD 5
NTEED, ZOHICZBWT My —/LI VEREEET L
ZEARICE S AUA SEZ I35 B2 65,
MMR %2 F 2 2% L LTIV SLND DN
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T T =T 4 ALT, ZhuE Viikoa AtEE2 BT 5
728, TNEEFFR— =352 L TEW - B
RERET DI LICHFEEECLIERNENI BN
HRcH D) (uih, 2015;2021,p.72), —J5. AUA B3R
4> &4 5 Bachman and Palmer (2010) D3 Language
Assessment in Practice 1%, A MR OINDHHY
—H LT IEH) DERICE ML, B2, R 11I8HD
AUA DOJFkk (Consequences) ®EfE (Claim) 1%, R
EROWTERERS T INREIR, FIERBZREICE ST
H 1872 H O (beneficial) Td 5 | (Bachman & Palmer, 2010,
p. 103) £ 9 H DT, MMR DL Z OffifE % A
T5LOTHDHEEZD,

WHITIE, AUA OFEATIT>72 MMR 7 7 a0 —F
TORT =~ AFHIED 2 FHZFR I D,

3. Bl RTBAE—F% T X b

3.1 U dic EEEarge 1)

R7FIZ ' —% 75 A b (Pairedoraltest) 1%, B4
& RIS D YEEE ) T 2 S5 H F R L RE 21T
ITAMERT, EHEEL 1 X1 TITH> AE—F 7
TAREFERY HTFLOLYBRREFEEEL, B
HWNZWH ) U CER X GEMERF O ) % D=0
BoHiDd LW )RR FER S5 (Galaczi, 2014) , AHF
Felx, XTRIAE—F L T T A N HEBTDOT VT 4
BT 4 —D—BRT, FEHBIUORZHWN T +— KXy
DONFZ WD IERAFHE & L CER L, BHENTOT
A N OFLTAIREME, R E O FERNE, & DI EBE
BIOFE R DR 72 SN L DT A MIxd 538
HlizonWTTF e 774 Y /T 52 8T, EEFEL
BICBIT A HBEN IR ERMET L E2ENE L
(BAFF + 57)2, 2019a)

3.2 HEIWZE 1 O FE

a. HHHWFIE 1 OFT VA

ARWFFE T, AR ST A > (Creswell, 2015) %
BHALE (K228, ZoT7% A1k, AE—F
YITDABE (RVERY ., NR, EES, G, &
5 BRI COS A (BT —%) T, dHliREOEHE
P (BEAOONT 1) 72 S ONSFATARENME (BRSO 2) @
2 FF DI & 2 24 ERGEDM T AL, XM, B
PEDSHERR STz, WRIZ, BT — X BRI T A X —45
M (BMIHT 3) T bz 4 DOBAER 7 v—7
DOIERIORE E T, 7 A FEfitkOA X E =
—, RVRDaXA L b —MNIXDHEEEDT A M
T BZIFIEDIZHONTOaAL NEETF—X (HH
F—H) BTk a—-F L, B - &
BT DIFIR 25+ % 2 & T, X 0 AFER D ZEM
w77y A VTR AREE o T,



X 2
NER IR G > DS 72 F A

& [auan]
T BURE
H [QuaL]
; 3 T AR
¥ ] v
B[QuaN] E[QuaN] H[auaLl
?“f?m ?«fﬁﬁ 7 B

[ & (QUAN) +E (QUAL)]
BRI oA

b.  FHHIBFZE 1 ORFZEXS

ERNOFNL KT H HAGEZ FEE &5 5 B sy
Fit 69 4 TITHIGE DO 1 2T, D ORLEIRE
B & AEREEER T, 2018 4F 4 H D 7 AICAKRRREE e
WF L LCHY T 55 4 B0 BEKE BIZ L&
ERA 3 7 7 2AD%#4 QEA~4EE) ThHhD, &
BN RGEE M &, HEEE B IX CEFR O A2 X
NS T, Bl LAULRETL WD, BIMEERSR 3
FALLER 24 THD (K 1AFERIZEINT 1 4F5EF
BPE 14 RKENFRNCEEICEE 3 FHTEE 14),

c. HHIMFGE 1 O Ffi
AWFFETROFNEIC L v D Sh-, £ (1) TiE
AORFZE & LC, AR R OMER, FE Y 73RS, 7
A b FEHETERR, Rl (72 D NS RIMFEHR)
L —=2 7 Thivlz, (2) 7 A NEMIZYT=-> T,
M 73 RETEE LENBICHIL 2 o0& E S,
FANIZBREICEM I N, RBREANTIE, TNET
(27 A b ERIER DR B O8] )k & 72~
7T, Q) WICAREE THLHENR 7 7V
F=RERORTRAE =% 7T X M NER ST,
NRTVET A LATHRO LN, TA MY EEESNEZ, (4)
T A NNRIISINE OKFE ST, % BAFHED 7= D%
Banke [E7—2IUE]L (5) 7 A MNEE, 7
r—k e A B B a—l{EER GF) BT — 2L
£], (6) FHEENFMMEICESEEMEL, T r—
koA B a—mEEH,. () BRIOELNDFE
DFFEAE—F 2 TRES Z 080T - fRIR (n=69) [&EM5y
Bri-2], (8) HERHRHICT v — REIEWNESHT « [FI%
T~ (n=34) ['EH5HT]. (9) FE~D feedback
NRIRE «» VERE - A, (10) BAlIcESx 7 r—7 1k
(n=138) [EMHHT 3], E&izic (1) YaA v T~
AT L—DVERRIZ L Y B - BT OMAE EIT- 72,

d. HHIBFTE | OWFFEERER X OVt 5k
WFERRERS OV HiEIdER 2 O &BY TH D, W
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FERREIY AUA ORI H > TER &, K2 125D
NER I BT A~ THEfE S iz,

£2
AUA DB T O TERE IS S D F 8 D 20 b7 25
RQs AUA WNE ML
RQ Claim AWFFETIER L7=RFMREI3E  MFRM [&]
1 4 UNZHRE L TV 5D mG-theory [ ]
T O FEAT AR O BLR D
RQ Claim b, +oEEMELM#ERLZL mGtheory [ ]
2 3,4 CREAEH L XA 7 O%IE yiE
W DM
RQ Claim #HENLFEEZNDOTNV— T RAH—4
3 2 T TE D) #r (]
RT A =X I T ANDYT  T—~50 [H]
RQ Claim MV—7Z&¢0%ZFEDIIES YaAfsrbTga
4 1 M. HT A NOERIFERFE AT L—ltk?

HITH D ot [E - ]

JE KT - SR (2019b) ONEERIZE L DB O,
MFRM = ZH5 v 2EF /L mG-theory = %75 & —f%{L 7l
HEMERR

3.3 HHINFZE 1 ORER

AUA [ZHI Y 38 U 7= S FEE OfE RITIRD & B 0
Thd, [WFERE 1 TR EO(E#M:] Many-facet
Rasch Measurement (MFRM) OET VA E L 89.9%
(58/69) TT X —7 4 vk (SAT 4w N) P 44%
(3/69) Th o=, AL—FU T T A NEDNT —
VAT ARNTIIHBHI AT 4y hOERKELHS
EEn®H 5 (NR,2016) ZEE2EFELTH, MRt
JNEHA LTS Z E BRI, £z, B~y
WX DZBEOSABNRIER O Z2 R~ L, ZEREGE
NS Yy RS 1.63 THHZ &b, FAICE
S>TEYVMAG < S ENEY TH 722 &L BHRT
X7, 4BLSHEES R SHMEE ORI L S, 72BN 2 2D
My ZIZEGEIZOWTHWNT I E e oy AR
0.0 CRIEN 72 ) > 72, F7- multivariate Generalizability
theory (mG-theory) DHETE/IELAL > DIIMTAERNG | 4
BEROBRE O EEBER DT T 64% & oL EE
HEVERbEWNI LD, T ORI RE CTZERE ORE
NEWETEDL 2R LI, ULEND, fHFHMER
FEDIZHEVEIIHERR STz,

(WFFEREE 2« AR EERE D F2 I M:] mG-theory O
D-study (Decision study: IR EM4E) T7 A M T WA o (¥
A &G ORI E D) OHMFERENS ., 48]
JTCOEHEERS (O) 208 LA EE 2R DA DRES)
ETHHTEZ DA EDLEOT THMEZ 2 £ TICR
ELI-E 2R LA, THMiE 1 -2 A7 3 §F
W& 2—H A7 2, BHDOWIEIHlIE 2— X A7 3 L)
FERDBE LI, WTHOSHE bBEEEMOFEMEL =
— AT AT RIRT A NOWENS, ZHUHOMAED
BN Y TERAMEND D Z ENHRTE -,



[AFZERRRE 3« SAE DRI X B0 HE] /524 (o
=38) & T AZ =T CHET HTDDOEEIL, 48]
RCOESERB X OEFSAZ AW, RO TrERK S
NieT v Ra g A BRI OfESE, &E AR Group
1 LN G1) m=7) ; Group2 (LLF G2) (n=17) ; Group
3 (LT G3) (n=8) ; IREBERE Group4 (BLF G4) (n
=6) |[ZHFETET,

[WF2ERE 4 B RORFSEHE B L OVE - 8O A R R ]

BHT — 2 DT —< W ORER, 7R —%
TTARDa AL ML, <FEHE>E<HE>S>D 2 DIz
KAICTE, 3 A2 MNEIBEEIZZENZEI 65, 110 ThH-
77 <BHE>IZHoWTIE, TEFLSTER) REDAED
HEMNE (h=14), HEYNISZ DNRhoT2) 7l
OERER (KEW) (n=30), [FEEHEZHL LIV 7
EA%OFE - 8 (n=21) Thol-, <ZhHE>I1L.
(REOKSBON-T- IR EOFiE - FESFEICHET
HH0D (n=65), TRHITE L 7eo72) R EDOAME
FEICEAT 2D =41  BHLWHE AR AL TE T
REOEOMIZHESND L ODKET —~< R T
oo BRERENOREIZOWTH Gl 205 G4 OF5 %%
R U725 5 30 FEEHREHLIZHD LI IICELE
WHZENTE, Gl Tk, [ Z OB Z 55555 IR
KN O T BN D] EWo - SFEE TO B ARRF
BHHEHTORENDHY G2 T, [T A FEWH X0 %Es
DS LTI Z, VI oML X 24250
HV. G3TIX TEHEN RS BEELEN -T2, HGE
TRVEY T2 E~0fii e Z2r~L, G4 Tl
[BEENAREZRIEL, BEICHLEF Lboo, Hx
WO N CTEMFORS LM T2 LI REE %
R ENbhoT,

DL EDEBRERERI OB HTER EX 3 D 4 DO
HCOERT I 72 LTYaAry b TF 4 A L —
IZE D AZHERN SN D Z L. R TCOBLETRE

L7-Be 1277 Gl 2RI 5 2 AEIE N &S D G2,

HE AEESBHTENCESS2EDALND G3, F
A E RO B D TR | BLRLSMITGERE 2RI
K72 G4 &, &S - IR ClIIRE < FREZRIZT
HFAEDNRET DRETOFAICBNT, X7

—X T AMIOWTHBIE L TWVWDHZ EE LT,

[ OFE DR, MFORFH OB, T, ©
LT oS IR 2 AR A DN BUE Ly 778
R VIRY %475 2 L OEBENEA~ORI b5 Z &
IHERTX T,

3.4 FHHIHFGE 1 OEBL, R ESBOELE

PAEE L SN A S ER R i 2 A 7 L
IEMTTIEH DM, HZETD Pairedoral 7 A FH, —
TEREEHEMEOMRINTT A ME LT, EfTREME
NRBEINT-, BRASE L TIE, P v 7 ZHANCE
T 570 L, RIEYEICEIT 28803007 L B llliu T
WS ABUROFHIE 7 4 — Ry 7 L LTEITET
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TH DN, ZOHTORFITEL < 8& TORHMAFE
fiE L > TUIABEPH LR TH D, 41%IT 4 Bl
To IRV HLY | OFHliELiE FOREZE O, L0 Bkl
L LTZRHIERE CORIME LR D BB D 5,

X 3
Y » ATV OFE DR (P a1 7y X7 —)
(Yo epomu~omn aFormems wAEIR- B EURGT S TELOZN )
AEOBoTe -~ e || EENAREREL,
SZZNEERDRSRE | rum cLTia, a7 || ERon POTCE | wmeuc. mEcE
gRExgrEcannc | SOBWVTIOBAOTR | | ga cmmrpc, || B e
HURISNS, b, PaireddB#UN. || gz EROBHEZO, B
I : ORI
IT—TBABRBRI ST V
] A 5 \
VARV VAN AN
4 AN / ‘,{'\X_X/(\

3

0
19 28
FER

KT - SPER (2019a) FBHE OO XA AR FIC — ek ZE,

3.5 FHIMFLE 1 OfEqR

Ltk ORREREIT & 5 23, B - BT OFE OfG
ROMRE LT, FAICE ST, BRAE L ~LIZEE S
S2Th, FOMDODRELT A NNPLAEY—F 0 7 O%t
EOBRBEMEZBHTEH LD, SBOTEE R
LOoTAHIWTHD LHEETE -, £EE (HA) I
Lo TR FEOEHRAEROSAILFERLA Y —F 7 4
BEOERES VO - BfEOR ENTEX 52 &
O, SHROBEIZE S THIETHD L c& /-,

4. BHIFR 2 . BI/NT T T 7 FAT AT T A
41 1ZU DT CHEERFE2)

HARDOJEGEFEE X, KRFPOIGEFNOTA T 1>
THREIIBWC . NT T T TIAT 4 T OFEL, X
FF3C, FERESCD AR 70 im B oo JE B 0 FoffE 2 R R
FET D, FEED LUWEmBRROME R Tk, 3258 & kiE e
W7, SrEEMOTERT DIAFF-ORERK, Bt OEIRS
SLDORMNY KL, FLFIX—EMOHDL LEE
CHELEIDRH D, TNITA, 947 4 7B 54
AL, A& 7R R AmELS 2 B AR D 726D, Z DORHE K
OGRS SR 2 R AT R T2 Z L O L I 23 FEH S
LT % (Knoch, 2007 filt) , #2 T OB AAIFHMIZBE 9
DGR CTH HHEFIFIE 2 Tk, MRk 0EETH D [—
Bk &2 o SCOMIRICEES < BEEO B RIFEE (van
Dijk, 1977) & L7z b C, SCEHY) 72 AR CHUE S 4,
OB R BN, XOMTIERRSRAETATT
DIRENDZEEERL, FADIFETAT 4~
THREIZB T HIRIIRHE & L CORR b S V7= Rk
74— RNy 7 3RO TAESCRE N B L OMESUE TEAT
L~ BYEOBL R ~OBMRIZ KT THEL, AL
SEREREZ 3% CHE%E L7~ (Matsumura, 2023)



42 FHIFGE 2 DIE

a. FHIRFIE2 OFT VA v

AW T, BRRKITOHE 7 4 — KN 27 (FB) O
MNHFREND Z LI EREZE X 22085, B - BAHF
TIEOREZEN L TONMERERAT D720, v
N%& LD AR 72 IR G AF 521 (Creswell, 2015; 1
H:,2015) 28 L7z, KAFFED MMR ¥ A 7 77 A,
BE DT — 2R & T DR G SV THEMET A,
RE UL, Study 1 (EHISHTITAZLE D EROFSE) . 2
(BAIRFZE) . BLO 3 (EROAFSE) D 3 595k |
ENERENIHET 2O TH S, Af Trkmo
A L BRI T YA 2K 4 18T,

X 4
IIA B 1E 5 A HINRBE R BTN T > DEHEIR 1 T
F A

E[Quan]((§)
FABEIER
ZEHRMEARET
'

E[QUAN|(1ER)
BH[Quallsyric

&% FBAATDH
T RUVE + 57T

EQUAL]
(BREL. 72— 1)
7= R + St

E[QUAN]
(PRI )
7 SRR+ Sy

{2 (QUAN) +& (QUAL)]
FEROWE

/% Matsumura (2023) $B# DX A T 7T b % AR IS,

b.  FHHIBFZE 2 DRFZExS

AWFIEIE, HIRORN KFTHEF 2 HLT 5K
2 2 7 T ARG 50 4 (O BTG 45 4) EhF
Zext & Uiz, AR ER D=0, —FHanM AR (n
=23) ., M BRE (n=22) & L7, W7 T ADHEE
BESNZEIFREE (CEFRBI~B2 L~L) FHE 507 5%
bR BN HAGER RS C R I R WM RS 1X
FETH-oTz, ELOLORENAREE T 00T, BIES
TRDTIz, FHliE & LT, RETHRETA T 14 TH
BB OH D 6 4D HARNFFERENTHAEIZSIM LT,

c. FHIMFE 2 O~ T U TV

AWFFEOFHEE L, KET d OFFFERER L O
EBICREM A FLE T 225, A CIIFRIcER S e~
TV T NEREERFI LI, (1) T4 T 1 > VI,
WSROI D Sk 2 Ak GRE A) & mTE 1k GR
B B BXOMEEIME C) 2B BB CEE L
7o hEy 7 (RFEEPHD N/ S TZERICE 2 HNE)
FEEATS, (2) FMENNEEIL Jacobs et al. (1981) @ ESL
Composition Profile #li REIMEEZ N2 72 & D AR
L. 3) HERZ 7y — g, BefErE, $ERErEDBLS

MO, ST ERIRHZNT 75 7 DO XOFEIN Y Z 46t
RIX T ABEAYIZFR AR TE % Tool for Interactive Argument
Annotation (TIARA) (Putraetal.,2020) Z£¢H L7-.

d. SFEHWETE 2 OBFFERRER K OV ik

BAOMFZE T, Study 1-1 (Claim4) THHHT v ¥ =2
T E G, ARBFED 7= OIZBETE O R EITIEIE & it L
TeRHB R EEIZ DWW T, Gl OB R o fE MR L O
FEDORRIOH AT HES OB T O R oY)
&AL, R EEDS 5 F <HERE L TV D D& RGE
L7z, Study 1-2 (Claim3) Ti&, AR RO D
SIHTE X OMER O 72 O FRib it aHT 35 < SPATIEAE 7 1
v N CHOHF LTz, Study 1-3 (Claim 1) Ti, KRb~7 ¢
— Ry 7 ONREOIHT DT, I ABEE RTREE (2 K
) TOMBER 4 BLR (N, W, SEE[H. 5550
(ZB T D AR R 2 . PIRRELE, B2 X7
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T DFE TERRINT M MEE L7z, tfr D LU
B B - ERATSE TR R A HEE L CRRIED
W¥EEA1T o7~ (Matsumura, 2023),
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X 5
3 s ZE N ) A ) .
4 ZA TDORRE TR DR OFPAFE vs. XTHEHE) 27757
FaA T AT —
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= | TN iy | - |
g e ol o E 5 [I n 0y E = w'"'- ’J = L
. )
a] [ B3 @ B EE ‘
. L 2 = 2=|E]
= =
- - 0 e
o]
Structural type Control group Intervention group
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Balanced 11 (50.0%) 50% 16 (70.0%) 70%
Horizontally wide A 3 (13.6%) 2 (8.7%)
Unbalanced A 5(22.7%) A50% 4 (17.4%) A30%
Vertically long A 3 (13.6%) 1 (4.3%)

/E  Matsumura (2023) 8# 0 X% AR IZHREE,
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63

P MMR TOmH N, JElr L 3 DOMED
ZMPEZ R LoD, MR, F5ROOHT - RIS
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W72,

SRS A v id, OFSE~D T e —F, @F — Z [N

W @7 — & S HTHEIE D 3 D& A G R TZ b D TH 5 (Levitt
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AR ENTEBY, RFCI>TEOHIEbEELX TH
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2. "Crafting Colorful Sparklers: Unleashing the Magic of Homemade
Fireworks"

3. "lluminating Artistry: Crafting Colorful Sparklers from Scrateh®
SIS EEECHALLET.

1. "DIY Colorful Fireworks: Crafting Vibrant Sparklers"
2. "Creating Colorful Sparklers: A Homemade Fireworks Project”
"Crafting Colorful Fireworks: Making Your Own Sparklers”

m fUIFOBSEVATERULET.

1 *Explosions o Golr:Unleashing the Magic of IY Sparkies'
2. "Dazzling Spectacle: Crafting Brilliant Fireworks with Colorful
Sparklers”

“Igniting Creativity: Crafting Vibrant Fireworks with Homemade

Sparklers”
B ross B oM G RETERULET.
"Rainbow Blasts: Creating Your Own Colorful Fireworks"

2. "Spectacular Sparklers: Crafting a Kaleidosc:

3. "DIY Fireworks Frenzy: Unleashing the Power of Colorful Sparklers'
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TEALD LIS TV, i /b DIER 1LY AR, m&mﬁ
HEL 2o TV HRWNE S, EFIR)
LB I EECHER RN E b,
o |ChatGPTIE T R 3a 2 L ipiyflc #ox
LR E 50 o7
Week 10 (1 {FR) @54 RS |o T it ot <nzm R ;‘J;:x:n,)rw
WRIEL TR, LBRY WL LB F ORI (| < A5b Y - .
LI AR 5 £l AR DS Lk B L i Ty TR
(B {ERR) (ki 7o A—F AT ARMTEZLLRVAZ | )
b [O]r v dﬂu RN
USRI S U DI Food VS, Alchol & U5 (7345 < T ERRDTHYTELSD = ERbRL
. ZTHT, ROORHITE (284 FUZLTD L ZARRNRE Py o TLEVE ER D72 o - o
B rsmiinsEsTi 57, >TA oY KB TG T A ERIEASTE, SHAILCbuLe, Bupolcs| 7RO TORA B
7 foo B At ot DR E B B,
B 3
f )Cha(GPTMﬂ ﬁéT%fﬁ‘o BEFR, FHEENEHY, BiEo TV
P 5. BRE BELC GoogledBard (F14: 1231 ) “J(H#
?Jnsrl)weeklam |2 P MERRIC A TTHAR . 3 ERIZE, AHOH FEDThbeo TG 3
F L G L BT S TR DT ED (T, THRE B LAE 5 LA T T @ £Y B ANEZATON,
e air 6)0)(iqﬁ o s |Eo Weok 10X RS Zofe 85, [T, 565 KB, ELLEES B TR & 2 BB B
g i UGN i AU il g
T AT ST A 1;(1%,1 R BRBET D T ERVEB|TTETE THIER, M,

[FZ&#FE & FIZOWTIE, RUIZNA—TDRETH D,
I NHOREREER Ch-T27cd

4, BE

ChatGPT =° MT % 8% HH |
%Ry Bl & LT,

IHAY L ETRESH
EENOET) L TEEFEHO

KT R ERZET B, FANE TOBBRIE Mg

FEETLEIDOTIEZRWMAEAERINL TS,
DT T T 4 ET 4

]

BELT, #AEEFASOEMET

ChatGPT D[EIZEZEIR LR WEFINLL Bohiz, A
VA B —DREBEEWRTDE, LTFTOX > RERN
HSoniz,

.

(ChatGPT %) BHL T EHDIFEL 2V, H<
FTCHLEZDET, MIMBLLDOTATTZ2H 59
EWIHRERTHE S 7 b BUY,

ChatGPT X7 R/NA AZEEMREICH Z TS NDN,

HEJZ &> TIEE 2 THIE L2 iuEunid 72,
FBIZ Lo TRHEWSITRnweE, FOoFEFEfE-TL
FOLHEHENHEL I &, AT TL
FomVTH52LLHDHDOT, IS L THEN
AV RAAAT A A RALAR

HeEtsk, HEENTFHY, MiE-S TS, B2
FLHEVEELRRY, I ET, OO
SECEIHET, TMEMLLEDLEDLRELT
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iz

, 2 ANBRZbA v F a2 —EFER LT,

8O B8, LW EEY BERHNITEX R
HEEITLERNERS,

U bEoRIEND L0 hbEEBY, AT HEHEN)
ChatGPT ZEHE L TITWMF 2wy 2 &

j:+/\

BELTBY, 74T 4T 2B5-d0Y—LE LT

FMRALEZ L2gibn D,

AEOFEICBNTE, £<

@?Eﬁﬁﬁfﬁﬁbt?4%W%ﬁﬁbtﬁ

ChatGPT |
T — b @Eé%‘igj),

IR L TR ERRERITNY TiE o T,
B3 o R 72 —

ELTERY AL THERZWERIZ L, FMBIZx LAi
&R bR ST,

(ChatGPT D[RIZEA) NEELELTE-H0H-T
WHDTHIUE, &I FIITE LT Z &1T7e0,
(ChatGPT D [EIZIZ DWW T) AARKITA- Tz,
(ChatGPT %) EF|7eDTHSTEZ D L
Bl 72o T LEVNEIEDN, SIREZHNDL MM
LTHWW e, BNLDOIZRD AT >z b8
XD 52BN,

Google @ Bard (F}%(CHY) EfABDOETXK
<AESTWVWD, EERITARKHRERS LAELET



EoTWND, 1 KR TN ZAN 5 45<
HNTTE TE THER, 2R,

ABIOFEICBNTIE, EFHE2BEB L TCHES BN
By BEiFC&=7ny=7 hoX A LT, ALD
MELZZTOETEBRATHOTIE/ARL, BOEHLTHE
LT, Z27REH 2 T ChatGPT O J1 %10 31z
MEA SRR S LNV —TNEL AT, M
ChatGPT TIER L7-3E5ED 573, WiEE L CITHERKH
LWbDIZ72 50 LW, Bo=bnEml L7
7uaYxs MIXT2E0ANR, B, 50 1nbL,
BHITAER ALMED L 72BIZC iU < WETANS B
DHEEZDDTIIRNTES S D,

5. Bbhic

Aim L TIE, RFEOEFIGER¥E T ChatGPT OF|H
B LIZ A OFEDKISIZOWTHIER L, KF
£ MT X° ChatGPT OFIHIZ- DUV TITAR # 7w 3 72
ENTEY, WY RFAICOWTHRET S Z L3 HLER
OHETHDHENVZD, SRORELZBLT, EL L
THENEDHALEELTWIDOTHIE, 41T
LOEBTEINL, 2 CTEEMNLY—NMIEITHZ L
TN ENS 1T DOFERE L TORTZENTE, 2
ETHDOTHNE, ZDXH 7Ry —LOESRTREIC
R b33, L LAFHRpEoY —nre LT
IERT25 2 ERMIFFCE %, FAIXLSIZ ChatGPT X°
MT (235 2 &1d7e <, BIIEOIGERE 0BT & LT
FIAL T ZENTELDTIHRWES I D, Al
DB TIIA LV X Ea2a—DAERBR LN T8,
ASHBOMEE LT, K0 IRERHEPE CHRHA L I L7z
W, MMZT, RO T 7747 2B LT, Al
WAV TV T A DMBELEIND DO TIERL, 1§
OB G AT-OOREMNDOT /T 4 BT L1200
T, BAENRED L HIT ChatGPT D&z Z BTN L T
WL DDy, el - DT T 20BN S D, IBIEVEFERE
WBITOEAZRHETDHZLICL-T, L AENRE
WHERER L TDE 20,
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G

AWFFED B, KFTO TOEIC 24 5 1 FIRAE D JE5EFH 23T, TOEIC Part 2 162 R
BAE L CUREOERGRNEREED D & Th D, TOEIC O Part 2 WS REIZHL Y #HT B,

HOEIEFEO—HMTHL LR THD, £ C, FANEEIT, MIAKIZ, EX%21E
E LT CRIESRZ A 7 A b EBATI/R L TR SE7, £ L UNHES T, RUERES
WZxF LT, Bk 2R - Mg S, ZOREINEE B2 ST, BMADORE 7 T ALK
Ty =7 L7t . GPT-3.5 O 70  FGETOH D 155 FIE/INE L ZNENO NRERFIT Lz,

ZORER, FFEICORBRIEORRICE > T, BWENBREZHEICHVELILFHE LCGR#ET S
ONEHF N TVDEETFH RO, FAENRSCOIRY 2B L TERLATW AR A LN,

ESC e

> GHEHMAISER~DE#RP S E /L EE XD,

F—U— R : @M. k. TOEIC, ChatGPT
1. XTI

EHmERUONABICE S HWSE LD Crystal

(2003, p.364) DEFETIL, B & 13 HE OHEN
DOERBEDOMIETH Y . FFIT “the choices they make, the
constraints they encounter in using language in social
interaction and the effects their use of language has on the
other participants in the act of communication” &, Fi&ED
EHE ORI S HIK) A F~DOR R TR S
TWo,

—. FRBESIC DUV TIE, Taguchi (2019) 12X 5
& . “L2 learners need a range of linguistic resources, as well
as the ability to evaluate contextual information, select
appropriate resources, and use them efficiently in a real-time
interaction. (p.2) "& ik~ L2 FEENGERGE ) 25
(AT D 2O, IR S iR 2 £7 5 . SOk Z 7 A
LTHYREHERIRL, Tz ) 7 Z A DR
IS TE DRERDHD L LTS,

=H.
CI=]

2. EATHTR L E &

BB M 2T O B 70 43 BF & L T Roever (2022, p. 8)
I%. Speech acts, Implicature, Routine formulae, Politeness,
Interaction Z# LTS, 2 BTVt XF@E»
DODHNEZEERL TWRWIEFITONTOARDFIRP
BRe, IREOMENFLTHDEF R D, LFHEY D
BIRTIEARWE WS Z Lid, L1 G THEMERAEE LW
BELHY, L2 FHITE > T ESICREER D 5 =
SNFBIZEES 7y, FE7oL BERICIT LI BB ORE D
HT< %, Roever (2022) (&, L2 kMmO faE k%
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AP 7B — R e LTARITH D LGRS TE 72, Lo T AiGEhkkEC &

BRI L, SERGfEE O EEMESUEN T
WD DIZHE N b TR RIZRFEE R T Hhi T g
CEEBERMLTVD (p.170), S5, KRIEGE SRR
THO LT RTIUSERGICET 2HMEM > Z &0
ARETCHDH EEEREL TS (p.176), K (2011) 1,
FEHFRBEGRICOWT, BRERND 1 8] 5 SREOfRE
THIERBPAOGNTZEHEL TS,

—7J5. TOEIC @ Part2 |%, JE&RE &I TEY .,
1 NEOER/EEZBNT, BRI aitE L, 51 &
FWTHZ 2% 2 NEBDORIZ/ISED 3 DOBREEOH
Mo, bLEUYIC, HHVIZARICZ I 22— a v
DY Lo O &I T R 5 72y, TOEIC Part 2
OWAI 22tk E LTI ENTHhD DR, 1 AH
OERIOSCEAD SWIH I[ZIEETHZ L7259, EBIC
X, TN X > TEEMICEE SRS Z LT, £
AITHRWNWZ L8 H D, 512, 1don’t know. D L 9 7piE
WRARRENERETHIZENZNESbNDLIZ LD
. ERMICEMTETZEbH D, ZIDIFT N TER
WhHVELIaIa=r—2a ORNLEEST. &
BT L hERT D 2 DX —ETIYH L
LOTHDHEERD, BFOaIa=r— 3 38
fiZe b DI TiEZe < BEESTITBEST MEA
SNV HRENTRE LD E VWS Z b2 5, iEo
T, 2 NBOKESIZ, | AHORSITRT2XTEY O
IGETHD LIRS T, FEHGREZ RN & 2 W I3
RUCEE L T e iuE, EFEZROT D2 8L
W2 EHEL RTINS, 2D L6, TOEIC Part 2
DISEMENBEET H D WITERT 5 2 DOF—



ThHZ L HBEVHEE S Z L REHRIEMRIC RN
D, OWTIL, iEHmERZR LsE2 2 Lizo23 5
DTN EEZ -, FFETCRBEL I NL T, B
WDV EVORWRIHR &L B o TnD D0, fRE
. BHAROEBREFUE 25 Tt & ZRETHxt
JETERVWEINER S NS, thoRESZ 25 Z LI
FoT, TEEOHR L AGOMTIZORBNVRH L Z
EEBHT ALY, SBITEENELLTER
HZ Iz X - T, TOEIC DIEZAHRM LB HimIRe
M EOWEFRHEETE 20Tl neE 2T,

3. FED B L 3BE

P> T, ARAFZED HEYIL, TOEIC % 9 HEEFFH I
BT, TOEIC Part2 #ff » 7= i Eh 28 UC., §&
mE#REm st L, £ LLEEEICH
DG DIGER & EDOINRE . A O L1 GEEORD VI
ChatGPT 6 iED 2 L & Lz, AR TOMFEIRE I
TRLOBEY TH D,

1) A Z A Mt TR H CCR) 2424525 &
NEZHEBG LIV, BOFELTEXTVTD
N

KEEIZEZ VG MORMEHRETTT D Z LI X
D, NEEZHEB LY, BoFELLTEXLLT
AEHTI B2

ChatGPT M H&57- A L1 558 O & L TF|
422 ERATRED?

2)

3)

4. BEFIE
4.1 WFIExt5:

KT, BN TUAERI R 1 AERMME DJEEE (TOEIC)
DEBER 7 7 2D 5 5 #WD TOEIC #HE X =27 3
YIH3 504.9 5L (FEHE(R 22 8.2) D2 Z A (Group 1:34 4)
& [A) 387.4 ml (EEYE(R 22 5.7) D2 Z A (Group 2:34 44) |
FLTay ha— AT A—FL LTIE 473.9 & (FE#RE
7#84) DI TA 354) DFF3 VT ATHD, 2B,
BT, v he—A T A—T R B0 T —T L E
BROTEE 21T > 7=,

42 HREH. Y —

HREM X, LREAM (2017a) © [ L& HIET
TOEIC listening and reading test: Level 2 -Intermediate-J
T, F1OEY ., AL Unit 1-6, %H1E Unit 7-12 %
W o 72, 4 Unit TiX, Part2 Q%2 4 T OHE S
TWo, ZITEENLELROE, TOEIC TH O 7 —
YRR AT TH D | BT O NFIT E 2R
AIREZRHIH & B D b DD, %13 Advertisement T
RS EAR%1T 5, Office Work, Business Ofll, Traffic
D HIEREHL, Finance and Banking O JEM-CHi &2 &, 5
EDFRRRRRE HEVRHLEDE TV RVNAENS
Ko T0HZETHD,
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#1
FER IS T

Unit BT —~ Unit %BHlT—~
1 Eating Out 7 Advertisement
2 Travel 8 Daily Life
3 Amusement 9 Office Work
4 Meetings 10 Business
5 Personnel 11 Traffic
6 Shopping 12 Finance and Banking

JE AL (2017a) O ER LV £ Unit O X A RV EEFENRE
WL7ZbDTh D,

MHERREE 1 DA T A NI, A FARNF T a— R
—b &2 [47AFAC] (ACU—7 %,2023) ZFIFHL
72 WP FERRRE 3 12 FH L 72 ChatGPT 1%, GPT-3.5 (OpenAl,
2022, LAFHIZ [GPT-3.5)) T, 7mr U7 M, LLTFD
WY ThHD,

Give me ten possible diverse answers to the question,
“[copied from the textbook]” and their corresponding
contexts in the form of a table.
Give me ten possible diverse responses to the statement,
“[copied from the textbook]” and their corresponding
contexts in the form of a table.

2o07 vy MIERNE I T L o THEWS T,
F72, Unit3 WO REXNERET D72 L, Fllhs %0
DO ZIT> TV D, FEHFEOMIRIZIL, respon (L
AR, 2018) DT > r— NEREZFIA LT,

4.3 FEETIA L hRtesB 51k

HIEAOHIDIZ Part 2 ORIEIZELY FATeEE D EL Y FA A~
FTFZOWNWTHOT o r— b % FEH LT,

W ORETTEERRE L, BENC, I V—T7T,
HARZRPW HLY L 2 EA X Eu & DRI O
TT A4 AB vy varySgikic, EETORY DI
BT 28K =7 LM - EiTo, A LT XA
k@ Part2 OFERINCIE, 55 HimAFsE CHRIRIZ T b 5
RN B BDIRI T2 RO T N— T I DN
NHOLT FAENESEL LT, BHORBREES LE
bRV, BEORZOFBIIND 2B LIZDT 5
ZEHEERLE,

AW ClE, FHREE & LT, 45 Unit ® T HAIIC,
PR T, EELAZE LI AR EHRE A4 7 A
kEFBATTHOR L, B ST, @ ORENEDE
WIS HTEEIE LT, [A UER/ZESITR LT, BRx 22k
W GHERGESE, ToREINEEEZ ST, Y
PIE, FEEETEZSETZ0 . GPT-3.5 0 LRI E B
LA LT EE0 8 Ledd, RN 7-9, H
AFETRT HHWNNITN—FT1HB0 BT 4 2 H v



vardt, MANORE T TARRTY =T LI,
GPT-3.5 O EEHEBTOHVELEIZINE L ENE
O SAREFEIT T 2 FIECHE B HF N,

Xb§%0>5§wu = HUﬁﬂOD%U&bé:%k#DPJ X b ﬁ%%kg)
Unit 12 OFRNEEN 21T o772 11 AX~12 A 1 HIZ Part2
DOME~DOTY A FIZHONWTOT v — N % FEE L
7=

5. FERLEBE
51%%%@:4?%%&%%Kiéim@ﬁf

F9. 11 HR~12 A 1 BT = FAEENC BT D
TARIER ORI HONWT DT 7 — MEREZK 1 TR
T NEILE S TA T A MDHR LRI H o 7208, K
1 ZRA5E, MR HHFHo ThhRodiroatz] &
BEZTW5D, LrL, PHIRE XS AL L, TE-7L
BT EENCET L) 2 4-10% 0722 &b
Do ZAVTMRE R & TS W RRABE 5 2 &
ERGTEREELZOND, £, 2 br—A T —
7" (Group 1.5) 2MlLd 7 )v—=7" (Group 1. Group2) &
BT IRHEOBBAZ TN v M o7 BEND
. 2O NV —7TIHRWICRER D 722 & D% o
TR CORFERNEB 2T EBRNREVEEZD
nos,

X1

FIRAER ZFE7 L 7= - T Part 2 ICHG D FEA Th HIOFE LI,

FEREDBNITIZ 2 0 FLE? (11 HAE~12 H 1 H)

G1 Control Group (G1.5)

0,
10% w - 8%0% W 0%4% 0%

4‘7/n

B HHG Thh et ok BoTHROTHEDBRY
BT RARNEFRE Y RIGo WF ok (ERRTERIICERL
FHEGERBESZ I e v Mook B 20

JE A, Gl:21 4. G1.5:25 4. G2:23 4,

LN S, EEROEEERE R CHDL L, KR WT
DY T ATO®EKIIEEA T, & 2 OL 2 IZri, 1
W L ICIEE R T D L :ybn~w7w
— 7 EFRITAIH L E D, TRTTEHAE L ~LVE L
WORER L poTe, 1> T, XRIEHR TN 07 < 7
ST EDFENRE N> DD, EEFES EFHETIC
EELR -T2 Ll d, ZOBHBIE, %k 553
® Part 2 ORJE~DELY FLITT THH SN2 - Tk R
#% BRI IRULEBER L, & O Tl 5 Al

BEMED & HREESCEKBLZ I E L TR TWA L
i:i“@i%bfb\ii#of:f:&)k%i%héo

— )5, Bl > 7= Unit1-6 T, 2> ha—/L 7 )L—
T DIEERNEISL - TR T8 b - 72 (2 3 B ).,
PUF, 2B O DWW T, BAREL %%Ltm%ﬁ
jo ;ﬂrDO)uXF”ﬁi Tuﬂ@ D/Cd‘l?)}:)o _ﬂ%
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XA MOEF KOFEEHERO Script (L2, 2017d)

DB >TNDHEDTH D,

K2

EREDIEE S (Unitl—12 F5))
Group Group 1 Control Group 2

HIH Group (G1.5)

it 53.89% 49.56% 43.25%
il 50.75% 48.06% 43.95%
%1 57.03% 51.06% 42.55%

74 JEHIE Unit 1-12,
WRIEZ#EY), Control Group (Group 1.5)
GOIN—TLFETLATA D

BIHAIE Unit 1-6, %81 Unit 7-12 ©
X, oL, *t
- BIfETE S 0 T EN,

#3

I p 2= DI — T D IEEFE N o T o 72 A
Unit 77—~ Group 1  Control Group Group 2
No. 'ZRatgss IE& =R IEZ =R IEZ =R
Unit 2 Travel 36.67% 15.15% 31.25%
No.6 £ LIA LT
Unit 5 Personnel 54.17% 34.38% 48.39%
No.4  [mHER]
Unit 6 Shopping 73.08% 37.93% 41.38%

No.4 IV VKRH
JE 4% Unit IZBWC, Part 2 OF%RIZ No. 3-6 D4 TH D,

FFHIALFR (K7 w2 071:07-20/p. 172)
6. How much carry-on baggage do you have?

(A) Only this one.

(B) 50 dollars.

(C) I can carry it by myself.

Rl (7 > 27 190:30-45,p. 178)
4. Has the candidate showed up yet?
(A) T have to show them the plan.
(B) They finally worked out a solution.
(C) Yes. He's waiting for you.

BEVKIE (N7 v 27 230:30-45,p. 180)

4. Can you pick up some groceries on your way home?
(A) They sell fresh vegetables.
(B) What exactly do you want?
(C) Sure. Would you like some more coffee?

HANEE TIT, AT7A4 F (WREOBFK B, 52 TRT
JEHNEEN D 2 F A N 2-4 ZH) Z4gn L, SURICE
LR EBEDGA LT ThbEREZHE LT,
B0, respon (L AR, 2018) TAS w7z,

FFHLIABFMRY TIL, BIFMINCA T A FOIBIRRL
ey (K228, MZERERR L2 Re5ER06
B2 D & D MRITZ S T 7ot TEEN DY 0T Do



T2 EBZ LD, mEERT & BHEVKIETIX., HAGEIZ X
LHEHR CRTER E A 7 2 D &a#oR Lz (K34 207),
HEERNZIE, 2 AD D B> TWADHEMEIZ TYoul &
I FoRE Lz, EIEIZOWTIEZEBRT /8o B gss,
BHEVEIETIZAFEAEFOR T, AN N E TRR
LEEAEEEOREWLEDOTHY . UIREHRIC L > T2hE
HICEfRZBNT A L L lroTo B BILD,

5.2 JLHNES) : oARIL - Grim O RRES & B OFEIT
1L S ATEBI O 72912 GPT-3.5 2> B A7 1 #.
Zzxt L CRWEOERHR L LTINS, ISHIEE)
THEHLIEAT A ReRd, FAHEEROR T A FIZ
ESURIGHR E A T A P OB EARR LTV S HEE
T, b EAS L TRICEHEE, 1l ABOHES L
2 NHDIEZ L 72> T 218N, GPT-3.5 O 1E7-dH
DL B ZEM LT,

2 DR LIABLFMYTIE, (A) DEBEOEZETH
V. % ZIT GPT-3.5 1 HAF7Z 10 MEHOEIZEDO T 1D,
BER L7z S FH 2 26 L LCARDLbE TR L, GPT-
35 ML OEHRTIE, FMPOREEBPNTNLET T
HHIZHEDD LT FMNITHI L TV DB R
LTz, BITHEWEbE%E{T->7, Is it common
to explain their reasons for the amount of baggage when
checking in? & O DNFIZIE, “It’s not necessary (%)
but it's not uncommon (W) » & EIENH > 7=, “Idon’t
have any carry-on baggage.” % & ¢RI 2DV T, E72
=AW EbEi- L Z A, “actually quite common

(RiTRNE) » & DB ZFFT, L L, GPT-3.5 726 DfF
W2 Tl AR ALFIARFOEE S LCHEE 225
N =g COFREEZFERICHRTE RV, HH

(20232, 2 F A F31) (&, [HEMEEERE S, 1 RIEH
ZH1= D EROGEEMZREFT 5 ENEE] £ LT
W5, fiEo T, ENTIE, b D GPT3.5 b7
fHi &G, ZONEPARYICHTED L1 5HH I
W TIEEDLNE D MEIMETIT RNV L 27 LT,

- >
— —

X 2
Unit 2 No.6 5 HiABRFiftERN A 74 N

6 How much carry-on baggage do you have? (x)oniy this one.

(D) | have a small suitcase and & backpack as
my carry-on baggage. | am traveling for a week
and need to pack some essentials

(E) I have one small bag and a laptop case as
my carry-on baggage. | am traveling for a
business trip and need to bring my work
essentials.

(F) I have a small backpack and a camera bag
as my carry-on baggage. | am a photographer
and need my equipment with me.

(G) | have a small suitcase and a shopping bag
as my carry-on baggage. | did some last-minute
shopping before my flight.

(H) I don't have any carry-on baggage. |
checked in my luggage at the counter.

»

A T A M, ACworks (n.d.),

X 3 OEERTTEH,. GPT-3.5 2687 10 EOH 6

72

5 AR Lz, BB Lok, BEICEIEL TV D,
FEE TV, BTV, fERT A7 SR, iz
WX BND ., RO W EEHE R H -T2, R ERH -T2,
ZOWE, 5D T ADRENTISL S F2A e
LCknZe\W ] EE 2T, IEFIZENLNOHVIED
—AThY ., FAEPEL IR EZBGB LIGD T2 &0
WCEDHREThHoTEERD,

X 3
Unit 5 No.4 [EHEBIHER R Z 4 N

FLid, HAREOKETY, LEAPEEETYT, v
Has the candidate showed up yet? o) by
Yes. He's waiting for you. iy

"Yes, the candidate arrived five minutes ago."
"No, the candidate hasn't arrived yet."

"I'm not sure, let me check the reception.”
"I'm afraid | haven't seen the candidate."

"I'll go and check if the candidate is here."

EATAME LS (nd),

4 OBHKIEL, 3R TR D S KT
0%, GPT-3.5 THREIGHRIZENZ S RO61oT2729,
E£7T 2 NOBROMZED &L 9 ZK L (Could you add a
column which shows the respective relationships between the
speaker and the addressee?) . S HIZART A F R A L~
B ~FE 2 % & 9 ZR L7z (Could you rearrange the
order based on politeness level?) ,

X 4
Unit 6 No.4 B1EERHIER X Z 4

HECBEN I >TEE LT

S
i
Friend/Neighbor

Friend/Relative

Can you pick up some groceries on your way home?
What exactly do you want?

1."I'm happy to help. Can you provide me with the grocery list?"

2. "I'd love to assist you. Can you tell me where your preferred grocery
store is?"

3. "Sure, do you have a specific grocery list or any preferences?"

4. "Of course, is there anything specific you need?"

5. "Sure, do you have a budget in mind for the groceries?"

6. "l can definitely pick up groceries for you. Any specific brands or
quantities?"

7."I'm sorry, | won't be able to stop by the store today."

8. "Unfortunately, | won't be passing by any grocery stores on my way
home."

9. "I'm sorry, I'm not available to pick up groceries today.”

10. "I'm sorry, I'm not familiar with the grocery stores in that area."

Family member
Friend/Acquaintan
Friend/Relative

Colleague/Friend
Colleague/Friend
Colleague/Friend

Colleague/Friend
Friend/Neighbor

EATAME, DT (nd),

L2rL, K4 12bHHZDEENMEGTEDLHLDOT
X7 notzlzd, BRI A PR AL~ULDOIEREDFLI %
ER L7z, FNOHOT a7 EEZKEORBT TR D
By TH B,

Could you give me the specific criteria including what
politeness is?
Politeness refers to the act of displaying respectful and



considerate behavior (H'#%) It’s important to note that
politeness is subjective and can vary depending on
cultural norms, individual preferences, and the specific
context of the interaction. These criteria provide a general
guideline for understanding politeness, but the perception
of politeness may differ among individuals. (KF-, T#p
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