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ABSTRACT

This study explored how Japanese as Foreign Language (JFL) utilize politeness
strategies compared to native speakers of Japanese (J1) in invitation discourses within the
framework of Interlanguage Pragmatics (ILP). Invitation is one of the speech acts that
requires careful consideration when conveying speakers’ intentions through speech. It is
assumed that JFL will struggle with appropriately inviting friends in different culture
while utilizing the politeness strategies in their invitation discourse in Japanese.
Szatrowski (1993) revealed that there are thoughtful utterances to each other,
the discernment utterance by the inviter and considerate utterance by the invitee, in the
Japanese invitation discourse. Native Japanese speakers create the invitation discourse
mutually unlike English turn-taking discourse.

In order to analyze JFL and J1’s discourse, data were collected from a roleplay
conversation with four different scenarios. The participants invited the researcher to act
as their friends, both close and distant, for two types of events, a group event and a one-
on-one event. In all variations, the invitee showed slight hesitation and said she had an
exam the next day. The discourse was analyzed in terms of the invitation discourse and
the follow-up discourse after the invitee’s hesitation.

The data showed that (1) intermediate level of JFL used the polite speech
styles with the close friend and the distant friend carefully for the invitation, although J1
utilized a casual style and a mixed style tactfully to their friends, (2) JFL differentiated
the invitation structures between the negative and affirmative forms depending on the
level of intimacy, while J1 used mainly a negative style and various indirect ways in

their invitation, (3) the negative politeness strategy used the most by JFL gave deference



in the invitation utterance, while J1 minimized the imposition of the invitee the most, (4)
JFL used less than half the amount of the politeness strategies of J1 for the follow-up
utterances, (5) for the one-on-one invitation, more than half of JFL gave up their
invitation after the invitee’s hesitation in the follow-up utterance, and (6) J1 used more
politeness strategies with the close friend than the distant friend in the follow-up
utterances both for the group event and the one-on-one event. From the results of these
findings, I suggest four steps that instructors can use to teach Japanese invitation

discourse.
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CHAPTER 1:
INTRODUCTION
The goal of this study was to examine how Japanese as Foreign Language (JFL)
learners utilize politeness strategies compared to native speakers of Japanese (J1) for the
occasions of invitations in the framework of Interlanguage Pragmatics (ILP). The study
of invitation in Japanese in the field of ILP conducted on limited research and it will
contribute to the field by demonstrating the tendencies of JFL’s usage of politeness

strategies and implication for practical pedagogy.



CHAPTER 2:
LITERATURE REVIEW

2. 1. Interlanguage Pragmatics

Interlanguage Pragmatics (ILP) is an empirical study of the speech act and
designed to explain the process of second language acquisition focused on cross-cultural
language use (Blum-Kulka, House, Kasper, 1989). It was developed from the notion of
Interlanguage that Selinker introduced as the linguistic system demonstrating how
learners are acquiring a foreign language based on their native language (Selinker, 1972).
In order to focus on cross-cultural language pragmatics, the concept of politeness has
been emphasized to conduct appropriate and smooth discourse. Politeness in the field of
ILP helps identify the pragmatic features in Japanese that guide language learners and

teachers.

2. 2. Speech Act

Speech Act is a notion that philosopher Austin proposed (1962) that acts can be
performed or shown by what people say. The Oxford Dictionary explains that speech act
is “something that subject says, considered as an action,” that is, the action is carried out
through speech. Austin claimed three types of speech acts: locutionary, illocutionary, and
perlocutionary (Austin, 1962). The locutionary speech act means that the speaker makes a
meaningful utterance with words. In other words, to utter sentences to express what
people want to tell. The illocutionary speech act describes the force of speakers’ words or
sentences, such as a request, decline and apology. In other words, the speaker expresses

the function of the action by uttering the sentences. Perlocutionary act "refers to an act



performed by making an utterance which intrinsically involves an effect on the
behaviour, beliefs, feelings, etc., of a listener." (Crystal, 2008) Examples are persuading
and insulting.

The act of invitation is one example of the illocutionary speech acts which I explored,

looking at how JFL’s usage and tendencies compared to the native Japanese speakers.

2. 3. Politeness

According to Brown and Levinson, politeness is utilized to construct and retain
the relationship among the interactants (Brown & Levinson, 1987). Politeness strategies
are based on the notion of face that consists of two kinds of desires: One of the desires is
to be understood or approved of by others, and the other is to be unimpeded. Brown and
Levinson’s (1987) notion of politeness is based on Goffman’s (1959) facework, that is,
the ritual element in social interaction in order to avoid threatening one’s face or maintain
face as well as correct the misleading face among the participants (Goffman, 1959). He
explained that wherever society exists, the self-regulating participants are socialized
through rituals. Brown and Levinson (1987) introduced strategies that a speaker takes to
maintain face and mitigate a face threatening act (FTA). They introduced two types of
politeness: positive politeness and negative politeness. Positive politeness can be utilized
in the discourse as a redressive action to enhance the interlocutor’s positive face based on
his or her desire, whereas negative politeness strategies are implemented when people
attempt to minimize the imposition to the interlocutor for his or her negative face. Brown

and Levinson introduced 15 positive politeness and 10 negative politeness strategies.



2. 4. Previous Studies on Invitation in Japanese
In this section, I review previous studies on invitation by Szatrowski (1993),
Nakai (2017), Suzuki (2003) and Huang (2016). Then, I examine Manabe’s (2013)

research on politeness on speech act.

2. 4. 1. Szatrowski

Szatrowski (1993) examined various invitation discourses on the phone in
Japanese. She clarified that the purpose of the invitation discourse is not only to invite
people, but also to receive interlocutors’ responses whether they accept or decline as an
invitee. Szatrowski also mentioned that both as an inviter and an invitee, the acts of
inviting people as well as declining inviters’ invitations are the acts that could threaten
interlocutors’ face as Brown and Levinson (1987) explained. Therefore, in order to
maintain a good relationship among those discourse participants, they are required to
utilize tactic utterances in the invitation discourse. Szatrowski analyzed strategies she
called kikubari hatsuwa (discernment utterance) and omoiyari hatsuwa (considerate
utterance) in her discourse data.

The “discernment utterance” (Kikubari hatsuwa KJC Y FE55) is the inviter’s

2

thoughtful approach to mitigate the imposition for the invitee, the “considerate utterance’
(Omoiyari hatsuwa <2V 3E5%) is provided by the invitee to respond politely to the
inviter. Szatrowski demonstrates that those thoughtful utterances are the strategies to
further the discourse of the inviter and the invitee by considering each other.

Szatrowski defined the strategy as follows;



<<SBL Y FEFE>ITEFE O TH L, WL BB TEEE) ([T R

T, HENRIHMEZ S0RETHD, BIFE L. EFE S T8 1

KT DHERENREELRL, GHICHEV RS TIRWVWKIZZ OMEORGEL
AWT, HEFFEE I AB Y . EiFHEE M L9 <35, (1993.p.76)

Discernment utterance (Kikubari hatsuwa) is an inviter’s utterance, and it
includes explaining the reasons for declining the invitation or information that
works against the invitation and negative evaluation of the invitation. The inviter
utilizes these kinds of utterances to show consideration and make it easier for the
invitee to decline the invitation when they show a negative attitude and do not

show their interests very much. (1993. p.76)

<< FEEE>> IS E DFEEETH D03, Wiro 5 ATREMED mWIZ b
b, VRIS ST 5 BERNRBE 2R L7z h | KEET 5 ATREME
HEELICD T LEFFHE ONIGARE T ORETH L, [HFF T 55
TER) 7Rl 2 3 Te e aE - BUR A R4 3, Hrifma Zok4 555, B
# FTHDH, (1993.p.76)

Considerate utterance (Omoiyari hatsuwa) is an invitee’s utterance. The
utterances are utilized to discern the inviter’s situation thoughtfully, show the
affirmative attitude toward the invitation and leave the possibility to accept the
invitation, although there is a high possibility that the invitee declines the
invitation. It includes explanation of positive evaluation of the invitation, the
utterances expressing interests, the utterances to request further information, and

apologies despite that they are likely to decline. (1993. p.76)

In Szatrowski’s analysis, she utilized the notion of discourse (danwa #X5%) that is

introduced by Minami. Discourse constructs and shapes the conversation as a whole

between the opening and closing parts (Minami, 1981).



Minami defined danwa with the following six criteria (Minami, 1981 cited in
Szatrowski p.60)

e There is a clear pause prior or after the danwa part.
e There is continuity in danwa.

e The participants of danwa are consistent.

e The function of the conversation is consistent.

e The speech style of danwa is consistent.

e The topic of danwa is fixed.

Each discourse consists of several consecutive utterances that Szatrowski

introduced as wadan (3% E¢), which is a corresponding utterance pair between two or

more participants’ utterances in discourse. Szatrowski explained the strategies in wadan
are different between the invitation and the responses. I utilized Szatrowski’s notion of
wadan units to analyze discourse on invitation and focused on the inviter’s utterances.

In order to understand the corresponding utterance pair of the invitation discourse
process, Szatrowski introduced Drew’s notion of invitation report (Drew,1984). In
English discourse, Drew demonstrated that the inviter provides the contents or
background information in the process of invitation in a report format. For example,
simply stating that there will be a social event instead of inviting the interlocutor
explicitly and directly in a question (Drew, 1984). Szatrowski explained that delivering
background information about the invitation enables the inviter to avoid the impoliteness
of inviting directly in the form of a question that requires a reaction from the invitee.

Additionally, Drew explained that using the reporting style in the invitation
discourse can avoid making the invitee feel obligated to answer the direct questions.

Figure A shows the invitee’s reactions after the inviter’s reporting utterance in the



invitation discourse (Drew, 1984 cited in Szatrowski). According to Drew, the inviter’s
report can be understood as an implicit invitation and can elicit a self-invitation from the
invitee. The inviter’s report can also be treated and understood literally as delivered
news. The invitee has choices on how to interpret the inviter’s intention. The reporting
style of the invitation utterance can be considered one kind of politeness strategy. [I =

inviter, R = Invitee]

Figure A (p.43) Invitee’s Reaction after Inviter’s Incomplete Invitation

i ﬁEP&Tt;éntiE%f*ﬁJnﬁ
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[
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ﬁﬂ%% gS QL'C FELS 2w
(news receipt+ withhold assessment,
delivery which acknowledgement; not
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Furthermore, Szatrowski presents Figure B below indicating the invitee’s four different
responses following the invitation by the inviter. It also shows the further reactions of the

inviter following the invitee’s responses.



Figure B (p.47) Invitee’s Reaction and Report after Inviter’s Proposal, Invitation and Inquiry
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Szatrowski indicated that the invitee’s reactions are elicited by the report
utterance in the invitation discourse. Invitation discourse with the report utterance has
room to explore further as politeness strategies.

By comparing invitation strategies between Japanese and English, Szatrowski also
found that the English discourse consists of turn constructional units in which each of the
participants take turns to create the discourse. However, the participants in the Japanese
discourse do not take turns, rather co-creating the sets of wadan by exchanging
utterances. Danwa (Japanese discourse) consists of those sets of various wadan as a
whole. (Szatrowski, 1993)

Szatrowski commented that her study can be applied to Japanese language
education, especially to teach conversation. She emphasized that it is important to be
aware of the fact that there are different discourse strategies based on cultural

background. She mentioned that inviting people in Japanese by using English discourse



strategies could give some impression of directness and pushiness, causing the invitee to
lose their motivation to accept the invitation. In my research, I analyzed the data to find

those noticeable features by JFL.

2. 4. 2. Nakai

Nakai (2017) analyzed the discourse on how Japanese native speakers develop
conversation tactfully when it comes to an invitation. She collected discourse data from
two native speakers performing one roleplay situation to observe verbal and non-verbal
tactics. In this situation, a younger male inviting a senior female who was told to decline
the invitation.

Nakai’s roleplay contained a general scenario where a younger male would enter
the room and invite the senior female to Disneyland who was sitting on a chair. They
were asked to improvise and talk as naturally as possible.

Nakai’s analytical approach was based on Kabaya’s definition of invitation that
both the inviter and invitee take actions mutually, and they are aware that it is beneficial
for both of them (Kabaya, 2007 cited in Nakai).

Furthermore, in order to analyze the organization of invitation discourse, Nakai
applied Szatowski’s (1993) three phases, Opening section, Main section and Closing
section. For the main section, Nakai subdivided it into six different parts: Invitation
(Kan 'yuu-bu #7%5%8), Explanation (Jijousetsumei-bu =51 7t B #1), Confirmation of

situation (Jijousetsumei-bu FIEMEFRED), Schedule-check (Tsugoukakunin-bu 5 fERE

#1), Acceptance (Shoudaku-bu 7K 5 / Excuse (Kotowaribenmei-bu Wr O F7H35),



and Consultation (Soudan-bu FH7#5). Those six parts are defined by Wimonsarawong

and Nakai (2017) as follows:

Invitation includes the phases during which the inviter asks the invitee
using invitation expressions or invitation structures.

Explanation part / Confirmation of situation include the phases during
which the inviter explains the background of the invitation and/or the
phrase that the invitee uses to confirm the invitation.

Schedule-check includes the phases during which the inviter or invitee
makes an appointment or confirms the schedule as well as the location
for the invitation.

Acceptance includes the phases during which the invitee accepts the
invitation.

Decline / Excuse includes the phases during which the invitee declines
the invitation and states the reasons.

Consultation includes the phases during which the inviter and/or the
invitee discuss and decide on the meeting location and time for the

event.

In her analysis of the discourse data, Nakai (2017) found that the discernment

utterance (Kikubari BC Y ) was utilized by the inviter, and the invitee also employed

the discernment utterance to express affirmative posture including apologizing and

suggesting alternative ideas towards the invitation as the tactics of the invitation

discourse. Nakai pointed out that both participants tend to develop the discourse by

reading each other, reading between the lines (Maai [\ ), in the discourse while both

of them pay attention to how they provide each utterance and react to each other.

10



In addition, Nakai paid attention to the negotiation tactics (Kakehiki BXiF 5] &)

in the discourse, which is negotiating where the speaker acts for his/her own benefit
depending on the interlocutor’s attitude and situation. Nakai explained that there are
verbal and non-verbal tactics for kakehiki. Verbal tactics are discernment utterances and
considerate utterances that Szatrowski introduced. Examples include the inviter’s
negative comments about the invitation, the invitee’s positive reaction toward the
invitation in spite of their intention to decline, request for additional information, and
mentioning the next opportunity. Non-verbal tactics are the attitudes that are expressed
through movement, eye contact, nodding, posture changes and laughter. Furthermore, she
emphasized that to implement these tactics, ascertaining Maai and understanding the
circumstance both by the speaker and the interlocutor are crucial. I consider these
kakehiki as a part of politeness strategies.

Nakai analyzed her data on how discernment utterances and considerate
utterances are employed in the invitation flow. Some utterances may have occurred
because of the hierarchical relation between the participants who are a young male and an
older female. Nakai’s research may show that the hierarchical relationship affects how

the participants utilize the tactics in the Japanese invitation discourse.

2. 4. 3. Suzuki
Suzuki (2003) studied invitation utterances and structure, and suggested
considering different stages of teaching. She explained that there are three different levels
to examine the act of invitation for Japanese language education. They are utterance

level, discourse level and verbal behavior level.

11



Suzuki emphasized that learning invitations in Japanese should not only focus on
the phrases for invitation and responses of express acceptance or decline, but also include
the process of consultation and negotiation to make the invitation an actual appointment
to carry out. Suzuki suggested following three levels (2003. p.115):

FEEED L~UL

FEHD LIV OENRE LIE, TR E D REIA S IR IS D 51T R 21T O K

IIBENTDHI L) THD, Sl LTUE, T~FF 2 [~F&

air) T=FLx 91 &, #FOUNEDND A, FIERE O

ffio TEZ T 2T D LIFIRL RV, 2l HitLid, Ko T

B AADE Z > THOROFEERZNNEZ D FTIIRELNZZ L iT%

fELTHW S,

Utterance level:

Invitation at the utterance level is that the inviter encourages the invitee to take a

certain action mutually. For the invitation structures, “-masu?”’, “-masenka?”, “-

mashou” etc. are used, however, they may not necessarily be included for the

invitation. Additionally, the utterance is a portion that continues until the

interlocutor takes their turn in the conversation.

HFED LUL

REED LV OEIEE L1, TEVFRE DRSS IS I e 21T A E1T O X
HNZEE T, BFICBET 5 2 EN DI OVWTABEKELT 9 HAERED
W] THDH, BIFFOREECIT.  (BFE & WD) 2o bod

b, B THEMRLDETHRA Y | RIUT K - TR L KGHEHEIEL &

Do

Discourse level:

Invitation at the discourse level is "a process of mutual bargaining in which the

inviter encourages the invitee to perform an action together and to reach an

12



agreement on matters related to the invitation.” invitation discourse can be as
simple as (invitation and acceptance / refusal) and long and complex with

different discourse structures depending on the situation.

D, SRETEIO L-VULOENE LIX,  TEIRE SHCATEIN AT RTREZRIRREIC
EHT L] THD,

Verbal Behavior level:

The purpose of the verbal behavior of invitation is to act together with the person
invited, and invitation at this level of verbal behavior is "to reach a state where the

invited action can be realized”.

According to Suzuki, discourse is the process of negotiation to make an
agreement in a conversation at the discourse level (Tsutsui, 2002 cited in Suzuki). Tsutsui
defined invitation as a continuous process of actions asking for participation and
negotiation to achieve the goal of joint action. Suzuki also explained that the verbal
behavioral level indicates the invitation as a whole with several sequential discourse.

Additionally, Suzuki stressed that teaching how to make an invitation discourse in
Japanese language education needs consideration to set a fully developed context and
situation of the invitation scenario from the utterance level. This is because the context
controls the discourse structure and vocabulary. Therefore, various types of structures
and approaches can be applied to well-differentiated contexts in the utterance level.
Although Suzuki divided the invitation discourse system into the three levels above, the

verbal behavioral level can be combined with the discourse level and considered as two

levels.
13



These multiple levels of the act of invitation for the Japanese language education
can enable students to learn more systematically and scaffold the learning process.
Suzuki’s research can be explored further with an empirical examination of how JFL
utilizes the invitation utterance and conducts discourse under various contexts with

Japanese cultural elements such as intimacy and hierarchical relationships.

2. 4. 4. Huang

Huang’s (2016) study compared the features of verbal behavior between native
speakers of Chinese and Japanese through role-play in the invitation setting. Her scenario
was to invite a close friend to a cherry picking. She focused on the follow-up phrase after
the invitees’ hesitation reacting to the initial invitation to find out what kind of verbal
behaviors the inviter would take by utilizing semantic formula.

Semantic formula is a unit that has a pragmatic meaning or function of the
utterance (Crystal, 2008). It is often used to analyze the discourse by categorizing the
parts of the utterance into the coded formula in the interlanguage pragmatic research.
Huang divided her codes into twenty-five codes for her research on invitation.

Huang (2016) found that the Chinese native speakers actively pushed the invitee
to achieve their invitation successfully while utilizing various discourse tactics, such as
leading the discourse, asking their preference, and blaming the interlocutor. The inviters
had a tendency to prioritize achievement in their invitations rather than considering their
relationships with the invitees. In contrast, Japanese native speakers prioritized taking the
relationships into careful consideration in invitations and tried to avoid conflict. They

implemented the discourse tactic, such as acknowledging the invitees’ reactions and

14



showing understanding. Huang’s research showed that Japanese native speakers did not
push the invitees actively as Chinese native speakers did.

Huang concluded that cross-cultural miscommunications or conflicts can arise
from the different cultural customs and communicative styles, and she recommended
providing the information of the cultural differences to the students in the foreign
language pedagogy. Huang’s research can be explored further with the language learners

and their verbal behaviors can be compared and analyzed.

2. 4. 5. Manabe

Manabe (2013) examined the function of request and decline spoken by JFL
learners in the various situations which include different degrees of face threatening act
(FTA), by analyzing their discourse from the point of view of politeness. She evaluated
the JFL’s language production based on the criteria of accuracy, complexity, fluency, and
appropriateness.

Manabe divided four participants into two groups based on their Japanese
language proficiency levels and gave each participant a total of eight situations, four tasks
for the request and another four for the decline. The situations consist of two different
degrees of FTA: the low weightiness of FTA (PDR-L) and high weightiness of FTA
(PDR-H). Manabe applied the FTA weightiness to her research using the universal
politeness theory of Brown and Levinson (1987). They defined the weightiness (W) of
FTA as ‘Wx=D(S, H) + P(H, S) +Rx’ that “D (social distance) is the value that measures
the social distance of speaker (S) and hearer (H), power (P) that H has over S, and

ranking of imposition (Rx) that measures the degree to which the FTAx is rated an
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imposition in that culture” (p.76). Therefore, the weightiness of FTA depends on those
three factors.

The results showed that both students’ language proficiency and the situation
types affected their language production. Manabe explained that the students were able to
utilize direct expressions and produce utterances with ease for the PDR-L situations. On
the other hand, they had difficulties in utilizing indirect expressions and politeness
strategies for PDR-H situations, especially for declining. From a politeness point of view,
she mentioned that the way of addressing interlocutors may play an important role for the
PDR-H task. Moreover, thorough consideration was necessary on the choice of the
appropriate vocabulary, their utilization, and the implementation of the in-/outgroup
relationship for the PDR-H situation task to decline. Manabe also found that the
intermediate level of students tend to misuse politeness strategies or utilized strategies
inappropriately in the PDR-H task.

Manabe analyzed her data based on the semantic formula that was used in
research by Blum-Kulka et al. (1989). She found that the weightiness of FTA and the
proficiency level affect JFL on production in their request and refusal discourse. The
tasks that included high FTA required the indirect expressions and use of politeness
strategies, and JFL had difficulties producing the utterances. She pointed out that the
intermediate level of learners may not have reached the stage of acquiring the new forms

and indirect expressions.

2. 5. Summary of the Research on Invitation
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In this chapter, I explored the prior research related to invitation discourse and
politeness strategies.

The research on invitation discourse in Japanese has found that Japanese native
speakers use discernment utterances (Kikubari hatsuwa) to mitigate the invitee's
imposition while the invitees implement considerate utterances (Omoiyari hatsuwa) to
discern the inviter’s situation thoughtfully in their discourse. Therefore, the participants
create the invitation discourse mutually by implementing thoughtful utterances, unlike
English turn-taking discourse (Szatrowski, 1993). Additionally, Japanese native speakers
tend to pay attention and take careful consideration to maintain the relationship with the
invitee in the follow-up discourse while utilizing verbal and non-verbal tactics (Huang,
2016).

Due to these characteristics of the invitation discourse in Japanese, performing an
invitation in Japanese is expected to be challenging for JFL. According to Manabe, the
proficiency level affected JFL’s production of politeness strategies in the higher
weightiness of FTA situations in request and decline discourse (2013). This indicates that
invitation utterances may also require various types and degrees of politeness strategies
depending on the weightiness of FTA and relational distance.

The previous studies helped inform the current study’s role-play settings and
identify which semantic formula to use to analyze the invitation discourse data in my
research. Furthermore, informed by the previous research on Japanese invitation, speech
act in the theoretical frameworks of interlanguage pragmatics, and the politeness theory

by Brown and Levinson (1987), I formulated the following research questions:
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1.

2.

Comparing the utterance of the intermediate JFL learners to the native
speakers of Japanese (J1), what kind of politeness strategies do the JFL
learners as an inviter implement in the invitation discourse?

How differently do the intermediate JFL learners use politeness strategies
according to the degree of intimacy (close vs. distant) and the types of the

invitation (group vs. one-on-one)?
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CHAPTER 3:
RESEARCH METHODS
3. 1. Research Design

In order to explore the Japanese as a Foreign Language (JFL) speakers’ use of
politeness in invitation in interlanguage pragmatics, I analyzed invitation discourse data
collected from the intermediate level of JFL and J1 speakers by utilizing semantic
formula and politeness strategy. This focuses on the influence of the degree of intimacy
and the invitation type compared with native speakers of Japanese. This study also aimed
at identifying politeness strategies for invitations and to propose pedagogical implications
and possible future studies for invitation and politeness.

For this study, discourse data of how to invite people were collected via an oral
conversation with the participants. The participants were asked to perform invitations in
Japanese according to four role play scenarios. (Appendix B) I played the role of invitee.
Considering the weightiness of face threatening act (FTA) was a necessary instrument for
my politeness research to identify the use of politeness strategies between JFL and J1. I
prepared two different scenarios that differentiated the ranking of imposition and I also
explored two different types of invitees that could differentiate social distance. Based on
the provided role play scenarios (Appendix B), which explains the situation and the roles,
they invited the researcher to two different events, a group flower-viewing picnic and a
concert. As the invitee, I reacted to the participants' invitation and showed slight
hesitation. I used the hesitation along with the reporting style, mentioning that I have an
exam on the following day to elicit the inviter’s further utterances based on Drew’s study

(Drew, 1984 cited in Szatrowski). They tried to convince me to fulfill their desire in the
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request or reacted accordingly. After the role play, I asked about the participants’

background information regarding learning Japanese and demographic questions

(Appendix D). This procedure was audio recorded.

3. 2. Research Questions

My research questions are:

1.

2.

Comparing the utterance of the intermediate JFL learners to native
speakers of Japanese (J1), what kind of politeness strategies do the JFL
learners as an inviter implement in the invitation discourse?

How differently do the intermediate JFL learners use politeness strategies
according to the degree of intimacy (close vs. distant) and the types of the

invitation (group vs. one-on-one)?

My hypotheses were:

1.

Both the intermediate JFL learners and the J1 speakers will utilize the
negative politeness strategies more frequently in distant relationships as
opposed to closer ones. For the one-on-one event, the invitation will be
made more specific and the politeness strategies will appear more
frequently than the group event invitation both for JFL and J1 speakers.

In the framework of Interlanguage Pragmatics, the JFL learners will utilize
positive politeness strategies to try to fulfill the speakers' desire in

invitation. On the other hand, the J1 speakers will use negative politeness
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strategies to try to avoid imposing on the interlocutors in an invitation,

especially to the interlocutor who has a distant relationship.

3. 3. Participants

The participants in this study consisted of a total of 18 people, 7 Japanese as
Foreign Language learners (JFL) and 11 native speakers of Japanese (J1). The JFL
participants are those who completed the JPN302 course at Portland State University in
the Winter terms in 2018 or 2019. Those who took the JPN302 had already been
introduced to linguistic structures of the discourse regarding how to invite people during
the course. The J1 participants were those who studied as exchange students from Japan
who had at least graduated from a Japanese high school and had arrived in Portland
within three months. This helped to collect authentic Japanese discourse data which could

also avoid influence from being immersed in the different language and culture.

3. 4. Data Collection Procedure

For this study, the participants' utterances for invitations were collected and
analyzed. The participants were asked to interact with me in a role play scenario under
two specific types of discourse with two distinct types of intimacy. The instructions
including the content settings and the role relationships were explained after the consent
form (Appendix A) was signed by the participants. Approximately an average 5-10
utterances from each participant were obtained, and in total about 160 utterances were

analyzed. In addition to the discourse, they were asked follow-up questions.
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3. 4. 1. Role Play and Follow-up Interview

For the speech act of the invitation, I set up a basic scenario in which the inviter
invites the researcher to fulfill the inviter’s desire.

In order to answer the second research question regarding the type of activity and
the relational distance, a total of four role play situations were prepared (Appendix B).
Two of them represent two different types of events: The first type is hanami, a group
event in which the invitee can join multiple participants, and the second type is a concert,
which I label a one-on-one event, to which the inviter expects to go with the invitee from
the same workplace as a pair. For each event, the participants invited me who was acting
as two different types of people who have different degrees of intimacy with the
participants. One is a close friend and the other is a distant friend, a co-worker at the
inviter's part-time job, however they have never talked to each other. The two people are
both the same year at the same university. For the sake of the authenticity of the scenario,
I set up the situation where it was the last day of the concert and the inviter did not want
to miss the opportunity. Therefore, the inviter asked the distant friend who is also a part-
time worker at the workplace and can use the ticket. Inviting different distant friends
differentiated the imposition of the event. For both events, the inviter invited the friends
for the own benefit.

After the roleplay, the participants were asked to answer follow-up questions
(Appendix C) orally, specifically what they took into consideration when inviting people

with different degrees of intimacy and about inviting people to different kinds of events.

3. 5. Procedure of Analysis
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The collected discourses were transcribed and divided into invitation utterances,

wadan that Szatrowski (1993) used for her analysis. One wadan was a set of the inviter’s

invitation utterance and the invitee’s response (a slight hesitation and reporting

utterance), and another one was the invitee’s response and the inviter’s follow-up

utterance. In the previous study, Nakai revealed that there are verbal and non-verbal

tactics to negotiate in the invitation discourse (Nakai, 2017), and I focused on the

inviter’s verbal tactics, including the speech styles and structural patterns. The inviter’s

utterances were categorized based on a semantic formula adapted from Huang’s (2016)

25 semantic formulas. I modified them and used 14 codes for the invitation utterance and

20 for the follow-up as follows.

Semantic formula for the invitation utterance:

Apologies

Asking availability (indirect invitation)

Asking interests / awareness

Asking about the invitee’s opinions (indirect invitation)
Explaining event details/information

Explaining the reason for the invitation

Expressing the inviter's want based on their reason/thoughts
Expressing the inviter's thoughts

Invitation (Affirmative)

10) Invitation (Negative)

11) Polite opening

12) Reducing imposition for the invitee's participation

13) Taking a moment to think about what to say next / pause
14) Confirming/asking the invitee’s information/situation

Semantic formula for follow-up utterance:

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)

Additional invitation — Negative invitation

Additional invitation — Positive invitation

Apologies

Asking about the invitee’s thoughts = additional invitation
Confirming/asking the invitee’s information/situation
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6) Explaining event details/information to attract the invitee

7) Explaining the reason for the invitation

8) Expressing the inviter’s want based on their reason/thoughts
9) Expressing the inviter’s thoughts

10) Expressing the inviter’s optimistic thoughts for the invitee’s negative want
11) Expressing that the inviter gave up the inviting the invitee
12) Giving acknowledgement

13) Giving an option for the participation

14) Indicating next chance

15) Leading the invitee to participate ignoring the invitee's want
16) Reducing imposition for the participation

17) Showing understanding the invitee's situation

18) Taking a moment to think about what to say next

19) Neutral utterance to connect to the next utterance

20) Suggesting a return for the invitee

Additionally, I identified and counted positive and negative politeness strategies
(Appendix C) introduced by Brown and Levinson (1987).

The data were analyzed by comparing J1 and JFL, and two additional components
for the invitation were examined, which are the intimacy of the invitee and the type of the
invitation. The inviter invited the two types of friends, close and distant. The invitation
situations were set as a group event that the invitee can join as well as the one-on-one
event that the inviter needs to go with the invitee together. This showed the differences in

speech styles, invitation structures, and politeness strategies between J1 and JFL in their

discourses.
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CHAPTER 4:
ANALYSIS
In this chapter, the data of inviters’ invitation utterances are examined. For the
invitation utterance, the linguistic structures and pragmatic meanings were analyzed in
the first section. Additionally, inviter’s politeness strategies in their utterances are
categorized based on Brown and Levinson’s politeness strategies (1987). The data are

compared between J1 and JFL.

4. 1. Invitation Utterances
4. 1. 1. Linguistic Structure for Invitation

Table 1 indicates the types of invitation structure that J1 and JFL utilized. They
were divided into six types, negative questions, affirmative questions, indirect utterances
asking availability, indirect utterances expressing opinions using the structure “  to
omotte (I think)”, indirect utterances asking for opinions using the structure “dou (how /
what), and other utterances asking interests. Some of the participants used multiple
structures in their utterances.

According to Table 1, JFL was able to conduct the invitation with the functional
structures in their discourse although the variety of invitation expressions used by JFL
was less than J1. However, the use of negative and affirmative questions as an invitation
is different between J1 and JFL. While J1 used more negative questions than affirmative
questions both to the close and distant friends, JFL differentiated their structures

depending on the relationship for both group and one-on-one event invitations. JFL
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utilized more negative questions for the distant friend and more affirmative questions to

the close friend.

invitations. The indirect invitations include asking opinions, expressing the inviter’s
opinions and asking availability. Some of J1 asked the invitee about her availability

instead of asking to join the events explicitly. On the other hand, JFL rarely utilized the

The other noticeable difference between J1 and JFL was the use of indirect

indirect invitation structures. None of JFL used the way of asking “dou desuka? (“how is

it?” or “what do you think about...?””) whereas J1 used them tactfully both with casual

and polite style questions along with the way of asking the invitee’s opinion.

The types of discourse represent in the table as follows:

Table 1 Comparison of Invitation Structures in Invitation Utterances

J1_1a:J1 invites a close friend for the group event

J1_1b: J1 invites a distant friend for the group event

J1_2a: J1 invites a close friend for the one-on-one event

J1_2b: J1 invites a distant friend for the one-on-one event

JFL 1la: JFL invites a close friend for the group event

JFL 1b: JFL invites a distant friend for the group event

JFL 2a: JFL invites a close friend for the one-on-one event

JFL 2b: JFL invites a distant friend for the one-on-one event

% |71 1a|J1 1b|J1 2a|J1 2b JFI;—I JFE—I JFI;—Z JF{;—Z
1| 364 | 364 | 727 | 545 | 429 | 857 | 286 | 57.1
21182273 0 | 91 | 429 | 143 | 714 | 143
31364 ] 0 [364]273 143 143] 0 | o0

a1 0 o1 o1t 273 o | o | o |143
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5 | 182 | 273 0 9.1 0 0 0 0
6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 14.3
Error| 0 0 0 0 143 | 143 | 28.6 | 14.3

Negative questions

Affirmative questions

Asking availability (indirect invitation)

Expressing opinions “__ to omotte (I think _ )” (indirect invitation)
Asking for opinions “dou (how/ what)”

Other (asking interests)

SANAIE o

Table 2 shows the use of different speech styles by relational distance of JFL and
J1. Invitation utterance for the close friend (a) and distant friend (b) were categorized into
four different formalities of speech styles — casual, polite, honorific or humble polite
expressions, and combination of casual and polite styles. The total numbers of each
speech style usage for the invitation utterance were divided by the number of participants.
90.9% of J1 used a casual speech style for inviting the close friend whereas 57.1% of JFL
used a casual style to invite the close friend. For inviting the distant friend, none of JFL
used the casual style or mixed style. Contrastingly, some of J1 used a casual style or
mixed style for the distant friend. Although some of JFL utilized a polite or mixed style
for the close friend, J1 did not use the polite style with the close friend.

Table 2 Comparison of Speech Styles in Invitation Utterances

Fon:/lallty Jl_a | J1 b [JFL a|JFL b
(1]

Casual | 909 | 13.6 | 57.1 0
Polite 0 50.0 | 214 86

Polite + 0 9.1 7.1 14.3

c+P | 91 | 273 | 143 0
(Error) | 0 0 | (13.6) | (13.6)
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The common structures that both JFL and J1 used were negative questions using
Ikanai / Ikimasenka (Won’t you go?) and its modification of the potential form, ikeru
(can you go?) and koreru (can you come?). Moreover, some of JFL and J1 used other
request patterns by using the combination of a gerund and a beneficial verb, for example,
-tte kureru, -tte kuremasenka (will you do me a favor of), -te moraemasenka (can I have
you) and -te kudasaimasenka (would you please) depending on the relationship.

Additionally, J1’s invitation showed more morphologically complex utterances
than JFL. J1 differentiated the degree of negative politeness with adding morphemes,
such as adding “-tari suru (do things like)”, “~-sou dattari suru (looks like)” and “issho ni
iketarana to omotte... (thought it’d be good if we can go together)”. The J1’s variety even

includes the irregular honorific form “irasshaimasenka” and the passive polite form

“ikaremasuka” and “koraremasu.”

Invitation structures used by J1 and JFL
Ikanai (TT7272\)
Potential form: koreru (41 %), ikeru (171} %)
Verb with beneficial verbs: itte kureru (17> T < #15), Itte kuremasenka (17>
T L LEH D), kite moraemasenka (GE T H 5 2 FH A0, kite
kudasaimasenka (K C< 72 W EHAD)

Invitation structures used only by J1
la. Aitetarisuru (ZEVNC72 0 3 5), dou (& 9)
1b. Koresoudattari shimasuka CRAVE 9 725720 L £ 9°7), irasshaimasenka
(WD o LWERAD, dou desuka (£ 9 T 2»), koraremasuka (3K H 11 F
9°7»), kitemoraeru to tasukaru CECTH 5 2.5 LB D)
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2a. Aitetari suru (ZEWNT72 0 %)

2b. TIkaremasu (177241 % 9°), Doukana to omotte (&£ 9 7372 & - C), Ikimasen
deshouka (fT& £ A TL X 9 ), Issho ni iketara na to omotte (—#& 21T 1T
Teb7pEEo0)

The analysis of invitation structures indicates that JFL are aware of the functional
structures of invitation and differentiated the polite style depending on the relationship.
Although they utilized more negative questions for a distant friend and affirmative
questions to the close friend, J1 used the questions differently. The negative questions
were used more to the close friend and affirmative questions to the distant friend by
implementing the variety and style of structures tactfully. JFL was not able to utilize the

wide variety of indirect questions for the invitation as J1 did.

4.1.2. Semantic Formula

I categorized the inviter’s invitation utterances into 14 types of semantic formula
that were modified based on the ones used in Huang’s research (2016).

Comparing the used formula between J1 and JFL for the invitation in Table 3, J1
asked the invitee’s availability (#2) and reduced the imposition of the invitee (#12) by
approaching with a conditional opening, such as “Moshi yokattara (“if you would like”)”
and “Ojikan ga attara (“if you have time”’) whereas JFL did not use them much.
Nonetheless, it was clear that JFL tried to be polite and not to impede the invitee by
implementing a polite opening (#11) for the invitation discourse. JFL also showed their
consideration of what to say appropriately within what they could describe by taking a

moment (#13).
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Table 3 Comparison of Semantic Formulas in Invitation Utterances

# J1 AVRG | JFL | AVRG
1 3 0.3 0 0.0
2 12 1.1 2 0.3
3 2 0.2 4 0.6
4 11 1.0 0 0.0
5 36 3.3 17 24
6 20 1.8 10 1.4
7 2 0.2 5 0.7
8 7 0.6 2 0.3
9 6 0.5 10 1.4
10 25 23 15 2.1
11 2 0.2 9 1.3
12 17 1.5 2 0.3
13 0 0.0 6 0.9
14 1 0.1 1 0.1
SUM | 143 | 13.0 &3 11.9

1) Apologies

2) Asking availability (indirect invitation)

3) Asking interests / awareness

4) Asking about the invitee’s opinions (indirect invitation)
5) Explaining the event details/information

6) Explaining the reason for the invitation

7) Expressing the inviter's want based on their reason/thoughts
8) Expressing the inviter's thoughts

9) Invitation (Affirmative)

10) Invitation (Negative)

11) Polite opening

12) Reducing imposition for the invitee's participation

13) Taking a moment to think what to say next / pause

14) Confirming/asking the invitee’s information/situation

4.1.3. Politeness Strategies
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Table 4 shows token counts of positive politeness (PP) and negative politeness
(NP) strategies that were used by J1 and JFL participants in the invitation utterance. The
number following PP or NP refers to the strategies (Appendix C) introduced by Brown
and Levinson (1978). The amount of politeness strategies used by JFL was half of what
J1 used. As for the negative politeness strategy, J1 utilized it approximately twice as
much as the JFL (5.1 and 2.3 respectively), and specifically strategy #2 (Question, hedge)
and #4 (Minimize the imposition, Rx) were noticeable tactics that JFL were not able to
manage in their utterances. Additionally, positive politeness strategy #12 (Include both S
and H in the activity) was also seen in J1’s utterances to express inviters’ intention for
inclusion saying “issho ni (together)”. The negative politeness strategy used by JFL most
is polite expressions NP5 (Give deference) which counted 7 tokens.

Table 4 Comparison of Politeness Strategies in Invitation Utterances

J1 ta|J1 1b|J1 2a| J1 26 S{leM JFI;—I JF{;—I JFI;—Z JFIg—z SNt
PP2 | 0 0 0 1 1 0 0| o 0 0
PP3 | 0 1 3 3 7 1 0 1 0 2
PPI2| 2 5 4 8 19 | 2 1 2 3 8
PP14| 0 0 1 0 1 0 0| o 0 0
sont | 2 6 8 12 | 28 | 3 1 2 3 10
AVRG| 02 | 05 | 07 | 1.1 | 25 | 04 [ 01 | 04 | 04 | 14
NP2 | 6 4 5 8 | 23 | o 0o | 3 3 6
NP4 | 4 7 3 10 | 24 | 0 1 0 1 2
NP5 | 0 4 0 2 6 1 3 0 3 7
NP6 | 0 0 1 2 3 1 0| o 0 1
Nl 15 ] 9 | 22 | 56 | 2 4 | 3 7 16
SUM
AVRG| 09 | 14 | 08 | 20 | 51 | 03 | 06 | 04 | 1.0 | 23
ORI5| 1 1 1 3 6 0 0| o 1 1
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TOLTA 13 | 22 | 18| 37 | 90 5 5 6 1 26
AVRG| 12 | 20 | 16 | 34 | 82| 07 | 07 ] 09 | 16 | 39

4.2. Follow-up Utterances after the Invitee’s Hesitation

In this section, the data of inviters’ responses after the invitee’s hesitation are

analyzed.

4.2.1. Semantic Formula

In order to analyze the utterances after the invitee’s hesitation, I categorized them

into 20 types of semantic formula based on the modification of Huang’s that she used in

her research (Huang, 2016).

Among the 20 semantic formula, acknowledgement (#12) was the most frequently

used one for both J1 and JFL. However, there were significant differences between the J1

group and JFL group as shown in Table 5. In the follow-up utterance, more than half of

JFL expressed that they gave up inviting the invitee indirectly for situation 2 while J1 did

not express to give up inviting the invitee (#11). The J1 inviters followed up with

invitation details, background information of the invitation as well as the inviter's

thoughts. In contrast, many of JFL did not give as much information as J1 did.

Table 5 Comparison of Semantic Formulas in Follow-up Utterances

# |71 12|71 16|71 2a71 26 11 |aveg|?ERe [ SFLoIELWFL ey VRe
Jla 1o J1_2a)J1_ la | 1b | 2a | 2b

it o] o213 ]o3lololol] o] o]oo0

> Lol ool 1t [ 1ot 1 ]ololo] 1 [or

3 Lo ol 2]2]4fosl o1 ]2]0]3] o4

s | 3] 2ol o|s5]os][ololol] o] o]oo0
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5 7 11 7 8 33 | 3.0 4 3 1 6 14 | 2.0
6 4 4 5 3 16 | 1.5 2 1 3 2 8 1.1
7 2 1 8 3 14 | 13 0 0 2 1 3 0.4
8 1 0 0 2 3 0.3 0 0 0 0 0 0.0
9 3 3 4 5 15 | 14 1 1 1 0 3 0.4
10 3 0 4 0 7 0.6 1 1 1 1 4 0.6
11 0 1 0 0 1 0.1 1 0 4 4 9 1.3
12 10 13 9 15 | 47 | 43 5 7 6 5 23 | 33
13 0 0 0 1 1 0.1 0 0 0 0 0 0.0
14 0 2 0 0 2 0.2 0 0 0 0 0 0.0
15 2 0 0 0 2 0.2 1 1 0 0 2 0.3
16 4 2 1 1 8 0.7 1 1 0 0 2 0.3
17 5 4 3 5 17 | 1.5 2 3 1 3 9 1.3
18 0 1 0 1 2 0.2 2 4 2 2 10 | 14
19 1 1 0 0 2 0.2 1 0 0 0 1 0.1
20 1 0 0 1 2 0.2 0 0 0 0 0 0.0
SUM | 47 45 45 | 49 | 186 | 169 | 22 | 23 | 23 | 24 | 92 |13.1
AVRG | 4.3 4.1 4.1 | 45 31 | 33 | 33 | 34

1) Additional invitation — Negative invitation

2) Additional invitation — Positive invitation

3) Apologies

4) Asking about the invitee’s thoughts = additional invitation
5) Confirming/asking the invitee’s information/situation

6) Explaining event details/information to attract the invitee

7) Explaining the reason for the invitation

8) Expressing the inviter’s want based on their reason/thoughts
9) Expressing the inviter’s thoughts

10) Expressing the inviter’s optimistic thoughts for the invitee’s negative want
11) Expressing that the inviter gave up the inviting the invitee
12) Giving acknowledgement

13) Giving an option for the participation

14) Indicating next chance

15) Leading the invitee to participate ignoring the invitee's want
16) Reducing imposition for the participation

17) Showing understanding the invitee's situation

18) Taking a moment to think about what to say next
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19) Neutral utterance to connect to the next utterance

20) Suggesting a return for the invitee
4.2.2. Politeness Strategies

Table 6 presents the comparison between J1 and JFL in terms of politeness

strategies used in the follow-up utterance. The most remarkable difference is that J1 used
a total of more than double the amount of politeness strategies compared to JFL to
follow-up after the invitee’s hesitation. Looking at the total token counts of politeness
strategies, both positive and negative combined, J1 group counted 162 while JFL 47.
When the total tokens are divided by a number of participants, the average number of
politeness strategies per person for the J1 group is 14.7 and the JFL group is 6.7.
Although positive strategies are seen in J1 and JFL discourses, a greater number of
negative strategies were implemented for both groups. JFL did not utilize PP7
(Presuppose / raise / assert common ground) and PP12 (Include both S and H in the
activity) in their discourse. Moreover, NP4 (Minimize the imposition, Rx) and OR15 (Be
incomplete, use ellipsis) strategies were not used as much by JFL as by J1.

Table 6 Comparison of Politeness Strategies in Follow-up Utterances

M_ta | 31_tb | J1_2a| n2b | JI PR IR 2 gy g | JEE
2| 0 | o | 2| 2 | 4] o o] o 1 |1
P3| 2 | 1 [1w0] 6 |19 1o ]3] 2 s
7| 1 |1t [ 1 1 | alo o] o] o | o
PP | 0 | 0 | 0| o | oo | 1] o o |1
o | o | 1 | o o | 1t o] o] o] oo
0] 0 | 2 | o] o | 2] 111 ] o0 o | 2
2| 1| 1t 2] 3 [ 7o lo o] o [o
i3] 1 1o o o | 110 ol ol o | o
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PPI4] 1 | o0 | 1 1 3 [ o] o] o 0 0
s%ga 6 | 6 | 16| 13 | 4| 2| 2|3 3 | 10
AVRG| 05 | 05 | 1.5 | 12 | 43 | 03 | 03 | 04 | 04 | 14
NPI| 0 | 0 | o I R 3 7
NP2 | 18 | 16 | 14| 15 | 63| 6 | 5 | 0 6 | 17
3| 3 | 2 2] 2190 o] o 0 0
NP4 | 8 | 4 | 3 6 | 21| 2 | 1 | 1 I 5
Nes| o | 31 o | o | 3o | 1] o 0 1
N6l 0 | 0o | 2] 2 | 4o | 1] 2 0 3
Neio] o | o] o o | o o o o 1 1
sﬁq 29 | 25 | 21| 26 101 9 | 9 | 5 | 11 | 34
AVRG| 2.6 | 23 | 1.9 | 24 | 92 | 13 | 13 | 07 | 16 | 49
oris| 7 | 5 | 6| 2 |20 2] 0o | 1 0 3
Sum | 42 | 36 | 43 | 41 | 162 | 13 | 11 | 9 | 14 | 47
AVRG| 38 | 33 | 39 | 37 |147] 19 | 16 | 13 | 20 | 67

4. 3. Other Comparisons
In this section, I present other results based on the differences of intimacy and

situations.

4. 3. 1. Comparisons on Relationship

While the role of the invitee is the inviter’s friend who is in the same grade at the
same university, I differentiated the intimacy level so the participants acted out the
roleplay situations with (a) a friend who is closer to the inviter, labeled ‘close,” and a (b)
friend who has never talked with the inviter even though they know each other from their

part-time job, labeled ‘distant.’
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Significant differences between the close friend and distant friend are the speech
style and the structure for the invitation discourse. Even though the inviter and invitee are
of equal status in the same grade at the university, more than half of JFL were careful and
used polite speech style to a close friend, while more than 90% of J1 used a casual style

to a close friend according to Table 2. It was clear that JFL avoided using the casual style

to a distant friend.

Table 2 Comparison of Speech Styles in Invitation Utterances

F"“;)amy M a |71 b|IFL a| JFL b
Casual | 909 | 136] 57.1 | 0
Polite | 0 |500]| 214 | 86
Polite+ | 0 | 91 | 7.1 | 143
C+P | 91 [273] 143 ] o
Emor) | 0 | o |(13.6)] (3.6

Table 1 Comparison of Invitation Structures in Invitation Utterances

% (11 1a |71 1b |71 2a |71 2p | FL-t [ JFLLTIFL 21 JFL 2
a b a b
1| 364 | 364 | 727 | 545 | 429 | 857 | 286 | 57.1
2| 182273 | 0 | 91 | 429 | 143 | 714 | 143
30364 0 [364 273|143 [143] 0 | 0
40 0 |91 |91 [273] 0 | 0 | 0 | 143
501820273 0 | 91| 0 [ 0 | 0 | 0
6| 0 | o | o | of o o] 0 143
R0 | o | 0o | 0 | 143|143 | 286 | 143

Additionally, Table 1 indicated that JFL had a tendency to use an affirmative

invitation structural pattern for close friends and negative structural pattern for distant
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friends while J1 used mainly negative structures to all and indirect invitations to the

distant friend.

Another difference is that J1 used politeness strategies more with the distant

friend than with the close friend, as shown in Table 4. This indicates that J1 took a more

considerate approach to the distant friend for the invitation utterance. However, the data

did not show the consistent tendency for JFL that J1 had. For the one-on-one event, JFL

implemented the same number of positive politeness strategies for close and distant

friends. Also, for the group event they used the same number of politeness strategies for

both close and distant friends. This shows that the intimacy level did not play a consistent

role in inviting their friends in JFL’s invitation utterances.

Table 4 Comparison of Politeness Strategies in Invitation Utterances

J1 ta|J1 1b|J1 2a| J1 26 S{leM JFI;—I JF{;—I JFI;—Z JFIg—z SNt
PP2 | 0 0 0 1 1 0 0| o 0 0
PP3 | 0 1 3 3 7 1 0 1 0 2
PPI2| 2 5 4 8 19 | 2 1 2 3 8
PP14| 0 0 1 0 1 0 0| o 0 0
sont | 2 6 8 12 | 28 | 3 1 2 3 10
AVRG| 02 | 05 | 07 | 1.1 | 25 | 04 | 01| 04 | 04 | 14
NP2 | 6 4 5 8 | 23 | o 0o | 3 3 6
NP4 | 4 7 3 10 | 24 | 0 1 0 1 2
NP5 | 0 4 0 2 6 1 3 0 3 7
NP6 | 0 0 1 2 3 1 0| o 0 1
NP0 |15 |9 2 | s6 | 2 4 | 3 7 16
SUM
AVRG| 09 | 14 | 08 | 20 | 51 | 03 | 06 | 04 | 1.0 | 23
ORI5| 1 1 1 3 6 0 0| o 1 1
TOMAL 13 | 2| 18| 37 | 90 | 5 5 6 11 26
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AVRG | 1.2 2.0 1.6 3.4 8.2 0.7 0.7 | 09 1.6 3.9

As for the inviter’s follow-up utterance after the invitee’s hesitation, there were
no significant differences in semantic formula between close and distant friends.
However, Table 7, which is divided into the close friend (a) and the distant friend (b)
presents the different use of the politeness strategies between the relational distance. J1
used a greater number of strategies with the close friend than with the distant friend
unlike JFL’s implementation. JFL utilized the same amount of positive strategies between
different relationships. Furthermore, they used more negative politeness for the distant
friend than the close friend. These results indicate that for the follow-up utterance, JFL
inviter took careful consideration to the distant friend and implemented more politeness
strategies while J1 was more careful to the close friend.

Table 7 Comparison of Politeness Strategies in Follow-up Utterances by Intimacy

Mal Jib S[JJIM JFL_a| JFL b | o °

pP2 | 2 > [ 4] o] 1 i
pp3 | 12 | 7 | 19] 4| 2 | 6
PP7 | 2 > 4l o] o | o
PP8 | 0 o | o | o | 1 i
PPO | 0 1 1l o] o | o
PPIO | 0 > 211 1 |2
PPI2 | 3 s | 710 oo
PPI3 | 1 o | 1 1o ] o | o
PPI4 | 2 13 o o [ o
ppsuM| 22 | 19 | 41 | 5 | 5 | 10
AVRG | 20 | 17 | 37| 07| 07 | 14
NP1 |0 i R
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NP2 32 31 63 6 11 17
NP3 5 4 9 0 0 0
NP4 11 10 21 3 2 5
NP5 0 3 0 1 1
NP6 2 2 4 2 1 3
NP10 0 0 0 1 1

NP SUM| 50 51 101 14 20 34
AVRG | 45 4.6 92 | 2.0 2.9 4.9
ORI5 7 5 12 3 0 3
SUM 79 75 154 | 22 25 47
AVRG | 7.2 6.8 14.0 | 3.1 3.6 6.7

Both J1 and JFL differentiated their politeness depending on intimacy. JFL was
very careful about not being impolite to the distant friend both for the invitation and
follow-up utterances and used the polite speech style and implemented more politeness
strategies than to the close friend. However, J1 was careful and used more politeness
strategies to the distant friend for the invitation utterance, they implemented more
politeness strategies to the close friend for the follow-up utterance. In other words, J1 had
a different determination of politeness for the close friend between the invitation

utterance and the follow-up utterance.

4. 3. 2. Comparisons on Event Type
The roleplay scenario was given two different contexts. Situation 1 is to invite a
friend to a group event that the invitee can join and situation 2 is to invite a friend to an

event to which the inviter needs to go with someone.
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According to Table 8, J1 utilized more negative and indirect ways of questions for
the one-on-one event than the group event. On the contrary, JFL increased the usage of
the affirmative questions and the error rate for the one-on-one event.

Table 8 Comparison of Invitation Structures by Event Type
% |JPN 1| JPN 2 |JFL_1|JFL 2
1 36.4 63.6 643 | 429
2 22.7 4.5 28.6 | 429
3 18.2 31.8 14.3 0.0
4

5

4.5 18.2 0.0 7.1
22.7 4.5 0.0 0
6 0 0 0.0 7.1

Error 0 0 14.3 21.4
1. Negative questions
2. Affirmative questions
3. Asking availability (indirect invitation)
4. Expressing opinions “  to omotte (I think ) (indirect invitation)
5
6

. Asking opinions “dou (how/ what)”
. Other (asking interests)

Comparing the type of the events in terms of the number of semantic formula in
invitation utterance as shown in Table 9, J1 implemented more semantic formula on an
average for the one-on-one event than the group event (7.8 and 5.2 respectively) although
both J1 and JFL utilized more of the formulas for the one-on-one event than the group
event. The average numbers of semantic formulas used by JFL were 5.7 for the group
event and 6.1 for the one-on-one event showing little differentiation.

Table 9 Comparison of Semantic Formulas in Invitation Utterances by Event Type
# |J1.1|J1L 2| JU |JFL 1 |JFL 2| JFL

SUM | 57 86 | 143 40 43 83
AVRG| 52 | 7.8 | 132 | 5.7 6.1 | 11.9
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Another noticeable difference between the group event and the one-on-one event
for the invitation utterance was the use of positive politeness strategies. J1 used an
average of 0.7 tokens of politeness strategies for the group event and 1.8 for the one-on-
one event shown in Table 10. The number increased more than twice as much as the
group event. That difference was not seen by JFL.

Table 10 Comparison of Positive Politeness Strategies in Invitation Utterances by Event
Type

ntnal ! LUFL_1|JFL 2 -
P2 o | 1 | 1 | o | o | o
P3| 1 | 6 | 7 | 1 | 1 | 2
ppi2| 7 | 12 | 19 | 3 | 5 | 8
PPI4| 0 | 1 | 1 | 0 | 0 | 0
S%II)\/I 8 | 20| 28 | 4 | 6 | 10
AVRG| 07 | 18 | 25 | 06 | 09 | 14

Similarly, J1 used more than double tokens of positive politeness strategies for the
one-on-one event than for the group event for the inviter’s follow up utterance, while JFL
did not have much difference as shown in Table 11. Both J1 and JFL used slightly more

semantic formulas for the one-on-one event than for the group event in total in Table 12.

Table 11 Comparison of Total Number of Politeness Strategies in Follow-up Utterances
by Event Type

J1.11J1 2 1l JFL _1{JFL 2 JFL
- — | sum - — | sum

PP
SUM 12 29 41 4 6 10

AVRG 1.1 | 26 | 3.7 | 06 | 09 | 14
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NP SUM | 54 47 101 18 16 34
AVRG | 49 | 43 | 92 | 26 | 23 | 49
SUM 78 84 162 | 24 23 47
AVRG | 7.1 | 76 | 147 | 3.4 | 33 | 6.7

Table 12 Comparison of Total Number of Semantic Formulas in Follow-up Utterances by
Event Type

| ns | o [

SUM | 92 94 | 186 | 45 | 47 | 92
AVRG| 84 | 85 | 169 ] 64 | 6.7 | 13.1

JFL

Both J1 and JFL changed their politeness level depending on the event types.
Although the differences between the group event and the one-on-one event are smaller
in JFL’s utterance than J1°’s, it was clear that JFL attempted to differentiate the utterances

by the type of the event.
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CHAPTER 5:
DISCUSSION
In this chapter, I will discuss significant differences between J1 and JFL which

were found in the data shown in Chapter 4.

5. 1. Invitation Utterances

The data showed that JFL attempted to be polite for the invitation utterance, and

they differentiated their speech styles depending on the intimacy of the relationship and

the event types. They also changed the linguistic structures although they knew that their

friends were both in the same year at the same college. This indicated that the learners
took the intimacy into consideration for the invitation discourse. However, how JFL
differentiated the speech style according to the intimacy was different from the way J1
did. Additionally, J1 asked the invitee tactfully by using indirect questions in their

invitation utterance that JFL did not implement well.

5. 1. 1. Use of Indirect Questions
Comparing the linguistic structures in the invitation utterance, JFL used more
affirmative questions than negative questions to the close friend to make the

conversations sound more casual for the invitation. It is clear that they understood that

using negative questions can be more polite than using affirmative questions. However,

J1 utilized more indirect ways of invitation to the distant friend than to the close friend

that JFL did not implement.
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J1 used a tactic of asking about the invitee’s availability instead of asking directly to
come to the event. To the distant friend, many of J1 used additional indirect ways that
were either asking invitees’ opinions with the structure of dou (how or how about) or

expressing the inviter’s opinions about the invitee joining in the event.

For instance, J1 used dou as follows:
1. Ohanami ni iku-n-da kedo, issho ni dou? FAERIATS ATZNT &, —HE
I2&E9H 2?2 (J2-1a)
I’m going for a flower-viewing picnic, how about going together?
2. Kore tara zettai tanoshii to omou-n-da kedo, dou kanaa? i17= & ffaxh

LWEES AT E, E907 e 2 (J10-1a)

If you could come, it would be absolutely fun, but how about coming?

3. Kyou ga saigo no sono konsaatoibento ga aru-n-dakedo, kyou dou, issho
ni ikanai? 4 B RBEDED TP — A XU "R HDH AT L,
AHHED, —HEIATH7RN 2 (J9-2a)

There is the concert event that is the final day today, how about going

today, would you like to go together?

4. Kono baito shiteiru gakusei to ikanakya ikenai-n-desu kedo, dou kana to
omotte. ZD/3A F L TWDFEAELITNRE R WITRNATT
E. Eo e b o TJ5-2b)
I need to go with the students who do this part-time job, I was wondering
if you would like to go together.

5. Issho ni ikaremasu? Yokattara dou desuka? —#&IZ/TMLE T 2?2 Bio
76 L5 TTh,  (J6-2b)

Would you like to go together? How about going if you would like?
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There are two different interpretations of dou that J1 used above. The words dou
in#1, 2 and 4 are implying to join by not mentioning the previous part. Dou was replaced
with the previous action words, which are “to go” in #1 and 4, and “to come” in #2. For
#3 and 5, the inviter used both the invitation structure and dou. They can be interpreted as
an additional push. The technique using dou avoids repeating the previous action words
explicitly or pushing softly once more after the invitation.

There are two possible reasons why JFL did not use indirect ways of invitation
including the use of dou. Firstly, JFL might not have known the concept of indirectness
in the invitation discourse in Japanese. The JFL participants I interviewed used the text
book Japanese: The Spoken Language (JSL) (Jorden & Noda, 1987) and there are four
different invitation discourses utilized in the textbook. Here are the invitation utterances
they used:

1. Lesson 11 Section A Core Conversation 2
Attakaku natta kara, otaku to uchi no kazoku de, issho ni nani ka shimasen ka?
Since it’s gotten warm, wouldn’t you like to do something together, your
family and ours?
2. Lesson 16 Section B Core Conversation 1 Part 1
Uchi e shokuji ni irasshaimasen ka?
Won'’t you come to my home for dining?
3. Lesson 28 Section B Core Conversation 2
Ni san nichi uchi no hou e irasshaimasen ka?
Won’t you come to my place for two or three days?
4. Lesson 28 Section B Core Conversation 3
Choudo doyoubi no kippu ga aru-n-desu ga, ikaga desu ka?
The fact is I just happen to have tickets for Saturday. How about it?

45



The utterance #4 with “ikaga (how about),” the polite form of dou, has been
introduced as the polite invitation discourse. This is the closest usage that J1 applied to
their invitation discourse. However, none of the JFL could successfully utilize either
ikaga or dou even though the structure was covered in their class. This shows that JFL
may not have internalized it to utilize it successfully in the conversation, unlike the other
negative question patterns #1, 2 and 3. Additionally, the variety of indirect invitation
utterances were not abundant for the invitation discourse. There are only two different
patterns introduced in the textbook: negative questions and use of ikaga. Therefore, JFL
may not have known other ways to express their wants without using the invitation
structures tactfully, and they were not familiar with what kind of utterances could be
indirect and appropriate for the invitation.

According to J1’s data of semantic formula, their tactics for asking indirectly
were after indicating there is an event, asking about the invitee’s availability, asking the
invitee’s opinions with the structure of “what do you think” and “how about”, and
expressing the inviter’s own thoughts about the invitee joining in the event by using the
structure “I think you / the event...” with the ambiguous ending. These tactics were used
along with providing the event information in the invitation discourse, so that the invitee
can fill the gap that the inviter intended.

Secondly, JFL might not have known how to connect the structures by
implementing dou with an invitation discourse. The structure of dou is usually introduced
in the introductory level of Japanese courses. The various usages were shown in the
dialogues in different settings in the JSL textbook. The word dou is applied to the

dialogues as follows:
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1. Lesson 4 Section A Core Conversation 5
A: Ee... chotto ookiku nai desu ka?
B: Jaa, kono aoi no wa ikaga desu ka?
A: Yes... Isn’t it a little big?
B: Then how about this blue one?
2. Lesson 4 Section B Core Conversation 2
A: Konna boorupen, arimasu ka?
B: Shoushou omachi kudasai... Choudo onaji ja nai desu kedo, ikaga desu ka?
A: Do you have this kind of ballpoint pen?
B: Just a moment, please... It’s not exactly the same, but how about this?
3. Lesson 6 Section B Core Conversation 3
A: Are wa ryokan deshou ka nee.
B: Saa, dou deshou ka nee... Yappari ryokan desu ne!
A: I wonder if that’s an inn.
B: Hmm, I wonder... It is an inn.
4. Lesson 11 Section A Core Conversation 3
A: Oyasumi wa dou sun no?
B: Hokkaido e ikitai to omotte iru-n-desu kedo...
A: What are you going to do about your vacation?
B: I’ve been thinking that I’d like to go to Hokkaido, but...
5. Lesson 20 Section B Core Conversation 4
A: Dou deshita — gakkai wa?
B: Dou mo nee. Maa, iroirobenkyou-suru tsumori de itta-n-da kedo nee.
A: How was it — the academic conference?
B: Somehow — you know... It’s that I went with the expectation of learning all
kinds of things but...
6. Lesson 24 Section B Core Conversation 1
A: Hirosa wa kanari aru ne?
B: Un, Wan-ruumu da kara hirosoo ni mieru kedo, dou darou nee.

A: It’s pretty big, isn’t it?
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B: Yeah, It’s one room, so it looks big, but I wonder.
7. Lesson 26 Section B Core Conversation 1
A: Guamu wa, ikaga deshita?
B: Iyaa, shigoto shi ni itta no ni, asonde bakari deshita.
A: How was Guam?
B: Oh, even though I went to do work, I did nothing but have good time.
8. Lesson 28 Section B Core Conversation 3
A: Choudo doyoubi no kippu ga aru-n-desu ga, ikaga desu ka?
B: Sekkaku desu ga, doyoubi wa zanen nagara senyaku ga arimasu no de...
A: The fact is I just happen to have tickets for Saturday. How about it?
B: Oh, thank you, but Saturday, unfortunately, I have a prior engagement.

For #1 and 2, both dou are introduced as a polite offer “ikaga (how about).” The
shop clerk was softly offering the alternative item at the store by asking for the
customer’s opinions. This is similar to the “soft push” that is used in the invitation
discourse. #3 “dou deshou” and #6 “dou darou” are translated as “I wonder” and they are
to express speakers’ uncertainty or wonder. They are often used as a set phrase. In #4, 5
and 7, all of the speaker As are asking about the content of what the interlocutor did or is
going to do with dou. Lastly, #8 is the invitation dialogue where speaker A is implicitly
asking to go together with dou by mentioning that speaker A has tickets.

To use dou structure in the conversation in Japanese, the speaker is required to
give a context so that the invitee can understand what the speaker implies with dou
question. This might be challenging for JFL to understand the intention from the context
and the interlocutor’s previous utterance. The ambiguity of dou might prevent JFL from

using this structure in the discourse. For the smooth use of dou, JFL needs to understand
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the usage well and be trained to think about the speaker’s intentions and implement them

appropriately in the various contexts.

5. 1. 2. Use of Complex Structures

In the invitation discourse, some structures were used by both J1 and JFL. The
structures were both the negative and affirmative questions including the use of beneficial
verbs. JFL used the -te form verb conjugation to add beneficial verbs. This indicates that
JFL managed to utilize the appropriate structures for the invitation utterance.

The common structures are as follows:

1. Ikanai? (ika + nai)
Ikimasenka? (iki + mase + n + ka)
Won’t you go?

2. Ikeru? (i + -keru) / Koreru? (ko + -reru)
Koraremasuka? (ko + rare + masu + ka)
Can you go? / Can you come?

3. [Itte kureru? (i + -tte + kureru)
Will you go for me?

4. TItte kuremasenka? (i + -tte + kure + mase + n + ka)
Would you go for me?

5. Kite kudasaimasenka? (ki + -te + kudasai + mase + n + ka)
Would you come for me please?

6. Kite moraecmasenka? (ki + -te + morae + mase + n + ka)
Would you come for me?

Ikeru and Koreru in #2 are the potential form questions and the plain style was
used for the close friend and polite style was used for the distant friend to invite them in a

straightforward manner.
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While the negative question #1 is used to invite or ask people to do an action with

the speaker (inviter), the structures with the beneficial verbs #3 - #6 became a request to

do a favor for the inviter. The request style of the invitation can be more indirect than the

structure #1 because the beneficial verb created the layer of asking permission to go or

come. The inviter took this step to consider carefully not to impede the negative face of

the invitee.

There were some structures that only J1 used and JFL did not. Many of the

structures were morphologically more complex than that of JFL’s invitation utterance,

and some were combinations of the various structures. Additionally, different verb forms

were also used for the invitation utterance as follows:

1.

Aite tari suru? (ai + te + tari + suru) (1a, 2a)

Would you happen to be available?

Koresou dattari shimasuka? (ko + re + sou + da + ttari + shi + masu + ka)
(1b)

Would you happen to be able to come?

Irasshaimasenka? (irasshai + mase + n + ka) (1b)

Wouldn’t you please come?

Kite moraeru to tasukaru (ki + te + mora + eru + to + tasukaru) (1b)

It would be helpful if you could come for me.

Ikaremasu? (ika + re + masu) (2b)

Would you like to go?

Dou kana to omotte (dou + ka + na + to + omo + tte) (2b)

I wonder what you think.

Ikimasen deshouka? (iki + mase + n + desho + u + ka) (2b)

Wouldn’t you like to go?

Issho ni iketarana to omotte. (isshoni + ike + tara + na + to + omo + tte)
(2b)
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I was hoping I could go with you.

The use of -tari structure #1 and 2 indicated that the inviter avoided being direct
in their questions. The structure expresses an inexhaustive listing of actions. A dictionary
of Basic Grammar explains “‘inexhausitive’ means that in a given situation there may be
additional, unstated actions or states.” (Makino, 1989, p.460) In #1, the “additional
unstated action” would be the state that the invitee is not available. The unstated
possibility for #2 would be the action that it would be unlikely that the invitee would be
able to come. In the JSL textbook that JFL used, the -tari structure is introduced in
Lesson 26 section B as “the representative” where “two representative forms X and Y
(which occur in sequence with or without preceding modifiers) are immediately followed
by a form suru” (Jordan & Noda, 1987, p.71). However, their explanations are associated
with grammatical usages, and they are not associated with a politeness strategy to be
indirect in an invitation context, and it may be why JFL did not use it or know the usage.

In the utterances #4, 6 and 8§, the inviters expressed their thoughts as their
invitations and did not use the structure for asking questions. They mentioned if the
invitee could come or wanted to join. By expressing the inviters’ opinions without using
a question format, the inviters did not force the invitee to respond. This shows that the
inviter took the invitee’s negative face into consideration. Additionally, the end of the
utterances #6 and #8 were ambiguously faded. In the omitted parts, it can be assumed that
the inviter would like to ask the invitee to go together. This omission and having the
invitee read between the lines from the utterance were the invitation tactics that J1 used

to reduce the invitee’s imposition.
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These morphologically complex structures that J1 used were mainly addressed to
the distant friend and resulted in the invitation being more indirect and polite. To be extra
polite for the distant friend, some of the J1 implemented the honorific polite styles in the
invitation #3 and #5. As J1 demonstrated, there are various possibilities to invite

indirectly and to be polite. However, JFL did not utilize them.

5. 1. 3. Respecting Invitee’s Negative Face

In addition to the tactics of the invitation structures, J1 implemented various
considerate strategies, that is, discernment utterance that Szatrowski introduced (1993), to
avoid impeding the invitee in the invitation. The discernment utterance includes asking
about their availability, asking about their opinions regarding the event, and asking about
the invitee’s participation without questioning them directly to join the event in semantic
formula. The discernment utterances were also analyzed by the politeness strategies by
Brown and Levinson (1987).

Based on the politeness strategies, there were noticeable differences in the use of
negative politeness strategies (NP) between J1 and JFL. J1 utilized double the number of
NP2 (Use hedge or question) and NP4 (Reduce H's imposition) to reduce the imposition
of the invitee than JFL did for the invitation. According to Brown and Levinson, “a
‘hedge’ is a particle, word, or phrase that modifies the degree of membership of a
predicate or noun phrase in a set.” (p145) The frequently implemented word as a hedge
both by J1 and JFL was “a little... (chotto),” however, J1 used far more frequently than
JFL. Additionally, Brown and Levinson mentioned Quality of the Cooperative Principle

from Grice’s Maxims (1975). Quality Maxim provides the truth of the utterance.
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Therefore, the degree of the quality of the utterance can be determined by hedge. By

utilizing NP2, J1 made the utterance more indirect in the following examples:

1. Nanka issho ni kite mo ii mitai na kanji
R —FEIR T HOWATE WK T (J1a-10)
It seems like it is okay to come together
2. Minna de ohanami ikanai kanaa to omotteru-n-desu kedo

AR TBICRATN WD LS THATTITE (Jla-11)

I am thinking if we wouldn’t go for a flower-viewing picnic all together

3. Soko kara ato tte iu kanji ni naru to omou
TNl oTWIHIEKLICR D L E S (J1b-10)
I think it might be after that

4. Aite tari suru 22\ T2 W 925 (J2a-3)

Would you happen to be available?

5. lketara iina to omotte 171} 72 H W\ & 5 T (J2a-7)
I am thinking it would be good if you could go

6. Dou kana to omotte & 9 2372 & > T (J2b-5,9)

I am thinking what you would think

Implementing hedges, #1 and 3 “kanji (seem like)”, #2, 5 and 6 “...to omotte (I
think that)” and #4 “tari suru (do things like)” weaken the quality of the utterance. #1
avoided asserting the statement. By adding “...to omotte (I think that)” also change the
utterance to be indirect in #2, 5 and 6. #4 used the structure to imply the possibilities of
being not available. The indirectness in these expressions seem to have the effect of not

impeding on the invitee’s negative face using hedge (NP2).
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For the strategy NP4 (Minimize the imposition, Rx), J1 frequently used the
conditional construction, that is, “do if...” indicating the outcome of going to the event if

a certain condition is met. The examples that J1 implemented were as follows:

1. Jikan attara... i3 >72 6 (J1a-4)
If you had time

2. Moshi yokattara & L E7»->72 5 (Jla-6, 11, J2b)
If you would like

3. Hima dattara 72 ->7-5 (J1b-8)
If you had a spare time

4. Yotei aitetara de ii TEZEV N2 H TV (J2a-10)

If you were available

The conditional structure was used with verbs, attara in #1 and aitara in #4,
adjective, yokattara in #2, and -na noun/adjective in #3. The phrase #2 “Moshi yokattara
(if you would like)” was most common in the data to reduce the invitee’s imposition and
was used as a set phrase. By using the -tara structure, the inviter presupposed that the
invitee may not be available or may not have time, and that resulted in the invitee not
needing to provide the negative response to the inviter.

On the contrary, JFL used strategies both NP2 and 4 significantly less frequently
than J1 for the negative politeness strategies. Alternatively, some of JFL implemented the
strategy NP5 (Give deference) by using honorific polite styles to reduce the imposition of

the invitee, and attempted to be polite in the discourse.

1. Kite kudasai masen ka KT 72 WEHAD (Ela-3)
54



2. *Yoroshii no shou ka *Grammatically incorrect 5 L\ D L X 9 7>
(E1b-2)
3. Gozonji desu ka Z1/FH1TH A (E2b-2)

These utterances with the honorific polite style indicate that JFL had a notion that
giving deference (NP5) expresses politeness. However, they may not have fully
understood that indirect utterances can express politeness or they did not know the
variety of the indirectness. In JFL’s data, the use of negative structures as well as the
honorific polite style were observed in the question format, however, the indirect ways of
invitation were rarely found.

This showed evidently that JFL were not aware of how to use the negative
politeness strategies to be indirect to respect the invitee’s negative face as J1
implemented. JFL may not know the degree of how much imposition the inviter can
reduce with implementing the strategies or they may not know the variety of the
expressions for the appropriate contexts. Although the structures were covered in the
Japanese language class, they might not be associated with politeness strategies for the
invitation discourse because the appropriate contexts and the usage for the invitations are

not introduced in the textbook.

5. 1. 4. Other Politeness Strategies

Other noticeable strategies were seen in positive politeness strategies (PP). J1
implemented the PP12 (Include both S and H in the activity) more often than JFL did.
For this strategy, the inviter frequently used the word “issho ni (together)” for the

invitation. According to Brown and Levinson (1987), by including the speaker (inviter)
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oneself collectively in the action, the cooperative assumption can redress the Face

Threatening Act (FTA).

In my research, two different contexts were given: 1) Inviting a friend to a group

event and 2) inviting a friend to an event that requires one-on-one pair participation

(dubbed as one-on-one event).

J1’s usage of the word “issho ni (together)” were as follows:

1) Inviting a friend to a group event

1.

Gaikoku sentaa de gaikokujin to hanami mi ni iku-n-da kedo, issho ni

ikanai?
SEER 2 —THEN EERRIITS AT E. — #7720 2
(J1a-9)

I’m going to a flower-viewing picnic with foreigners at the foreign center,
but won’t you go together with me?

Ashita no ohanami no, ettoo, kikaku o shiteiru-n-desu kedo yokattara issho
ni ikaga desukaa?

HABHERD, 2 5& BREZLTVWHLIATTITE LN b—ifE
W2V T 0vH 2 (J1b-10)

I am organizing a flower-viewing picnic for tomorrow, but if you would

like, how about going together?

2) inviting a friend to a one-on-one event

3.

Kyou no yoru, muryou no konsaato no chiketto o moratta-n-da kedo, issho
ni ikanai?

SR, RO Y= DFry b abbolc AT E, —FE
IZATDR VN 2 (J2a-1)

I received a free concert ticket for tonight, but won’t you go together?
...dare ka tsurete ikanai to ikenai-n-desu kedo yokattara issho ni itte

moraemasen ka?
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CREDIL TR N EWTFRVA T E Lo e b T -
ThbxFEHAD (J2b-2)
... I need to take someone, but if you would like, wouldn't you go

together?

In utterance #1 and #2, the word “issho ni (together)” was used to express that
the invitee is included as a part of the group. The inviter in #1 explained explicitly that
there are also participants other than the invitee. Although other participants were not
mentioned in utterance #2, the inviter expressed that he organized the event and that
implied that it was a group event. By mentioning “ohanami” as an event, most Japanese
people can imagine that it is a group event. Therefore, when the inviter invited the friends
to join the event, the inviter took careful consideration and implied that the invitee will
not feel alone with other participants at the event.

On the other hand, the word “issho ni (together)” may have had an important
indication in #3 and 4 because the inviters needed someone to accomplish their desires to
go to the concert in situation 2). Because the Japanese language does not use “you” to
address the invitee explicitly when the inviter invites people, the word “issho ni
(together)” can be a clue that the invitee is addressed explicitly as two of us, which is you
and me.

The following sentences #5 and #6 are the examples of the comparison with the

word “issho ni (together)” and without it.

5. Kafe ni ikimasen ka.

N7 = |ATE EEAD
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Would you like to go to a cafe?
6. Issho ni kafe ni ikimasen ka.

— RN T 2 IATEEEAD

Would you like to go to a cafe together?

Comparing the question #5 and 6, #5 appears to be a regular straightforward
invitation, while adding the word “issho ni (together)” including explicitly that among the
inviter and the interlocutor alone are going, the invitation seems to be convincing.
Therefore, the importance of the interlocutor’s participation was expressed including the
word “issho ni” and this explains why J1 used PP12 (Include both S and H in the activity)
more often in situation 2 (one-on-one event) than in situation 1 (group event). Although
J1 utilized a greater number than JFL, JFL also differentiated the implementation of the
word “issho ni” depending on the types of the event.

In the JSL textbook, the word “issho ni” is introduced in the dialogue in Lesson
11 as follows:

7. Lesson 11 Section A Core Conversation 2
A Attakaku natta kara, otaku to uchi no kazoku de, issho ni nani ka shimasen
ka?
B: Aa, ii aidea desu nee.
A: Since it’s gotten warm, wouldn’t you like to do something together, your
family and ours?

B: Oh, that’s a good idea!

In this utterance #7, by adding the word “issho ni,” it emphasizes the limited
participants between ‘otaku to uchi no Kazoku (your family and ours)’ which can be

categorized into a one-on-one event. JSL explains that “The invitation to do something
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together is extended in terms of its ‘being your and our family” who will constitute the
participants” (Jordan & Noda, 1987, p.295). However, no distinction about the invitation
between the group and the one-on-one setting has been pointed out with the term “issho
ni (together)” in the textbook.

By including the invitee using the word “issho ni (together)”, it can include the
invitees as a collective group and promote their participation by directing their positive
face. However, the degree of emphasis for the invitation appears different from the

situations of what type of event the inviter invited the invitee to.

5. 1. 5. Summary of Invitation Utterances

The close analysis of the invitation utterances revealed that there are noticeable
differences between J1 and JFL in the use of linguistic elements and implementation of
politeness strategies.

J1 used various indirectness and negative politeness strategies in the invitation
utterances. J1 utilized dou questions and hedges tactfully for the invitation. That resulted
in making the utterances vague and morphologically complex which created more
indirect utterances. There were also conditional constructions in the invitation utterance
that mitigated the impositions. These indirect utterances and conditional structures could
reduce the impositions of invitees, however, JFL could not manage to use them.

In order to respect the invitee’s negative face in the Japanese invitation setting,
the inviter is required to implement indirectness tactfully. JFL might not have understood
the concept of indirectness as a part of politeness well, or they may not be familiar with a

variety of indirect invitation structures, especially without using the question format. It is
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clear that adjusting the degree of the indirectness and ambiguity with the grammatical

structures were challenging for JFL from what they had learned.

5. 2. Follow-up Utterances after Invitee’s Hesitation

In the analysis of follow-up utterances, there were some noticeable differences
between J1 and JFL. Categorizing the utterances based on the semantic formula, it was
clear that J1 made efforts to follow up with the invitee about their hesitation while JFL
expressed their intention to give up inviting the invitee explicitly (#11: Expressing that
the inviter gave up inviting the invitee) more frequently than J1.

In order to follow up with the invitee, the J1 inviter asked or confirmed the
invitee’s situation (#5:Confirming/asking invitee’s information/situation), explained the
background why the inviter invited the person (#7: Explaining the reason for the
invitation) and revealed inviter’s thoughts for the invitation or event (#9: Expressing
inviter's thoughts) in their utterances. J1 may have been considered that following-up is a

polite gesture not immediately comprehending the hesitation as invitee’s decline.

5.2.1. Interpretation of Hesitation

With regard to J1’s semantic formula used after the invitee’s hesitation, many of
J1 explained the reasons for the invitation or expressed the inviter's thoughts as their
follow-up discourse. As for the use of the politeness strategies, while J1 implemented
PP3 (Intensify interest to H), JFL did not use them well to motivate the participation
further and explain the advantages to attend or reasons why the invitee should attend. The

data showed that JFL did not make an effort to follow up and rather expressed verbally
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that the inviter gave up inviting. More than half of JFL gave up their invitations to the
one-on-one event both for the close and distant friends.

This indicates that JFL may believe that hesitation means a polite refusal to the
inviter, and they might have thought that it would be polite to understand the invitee's
intention and not impede them any longer. Then, JFL might have made a decision to give
up inviting quickly to end the discourse. Therefore, it is clear that JFL used much shorter
follow-up utterances than J1. Alternatively, they may not know how to follow up politely
without impeding the invitee’s negative face. Following up on the hesitation may require
some tactics in terms of politeness. Because refusal is one of the speech acts that contains
FTA (Brown and Levinson, 1987), J1 inviter may have taken careful consideration on

how to respond to the invitee.

5.2.2. Politeness Strategies for Follow-up

For the follow-up discourse, both J1 and JFL used politeness strategies.
However, the following politeness strategies were not observed in the JFL’s utterances as
much as J1’s: Off Record (OR) #15 (Be incomplete, use ellipsis), PP3 (Intensify interest
H), PP12 (Include both S and H in the activity), PP13 (Give or ask reasons), NP2 (Use
hedge or question) and NP4 (Reduce H's imposition). As J1 implemented tactfully, it was
clear that there were certain strategies to make the sentence more polite and culturally

appropriate for the follow-up utterance in Japanese.

5.2.2.1. Off Record (OR)
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Off Record is one of the communicative acts that is not mentioned verbally and
whose interpretations are left up to the interlocutor. Therefore, the interlocutor needs to
“read the speaker’s mind” or intentions that were not explicitly expressed (Brown and

Levinson, 1987). Brown and Levinson categorized the off record strategies into fifteen

types.

J1 frequently used the strategy OR15 (Be incomplete) that cut the ending of the
utterances and made the inviter’s intention ambiguous as follows:

1. Yokattara E7->72 5 (J1a-6)
If you would like.

2. Sokka, chottonee... -7, H oLtz (Jla-10)
Is that so. That would be a bit...

3. To omottari shite... & ->720 LT (Jla-11)

That is what I thought and...

4. Minna de tanoshinde moraereba naa tte iu kanji nan-desu kedo...
HAIRTHELATHELZNT R > TV ELERATTITE (J1b-
5)

It would be great if you could have fun with others and...
5. Jaamatajikai. U< & £ 72¥K([E] (J1b-6)
Well then, next time again.
6. Ma, ryuugakusei no arubaito tte koto de...
. BB —DOT NN A F o T ET (J1b9)
Well, it is the part-time job at the center for the exchange students, so...

7. Kono baito shiteru hito janai to ikenaku te...

ZDORA FLTHALRRNEFTIT < T (J22-1)
People cannot go unless they do this part-time job, so...

8. Yokattara to omotta-n-dakedo...

Brolz AT E B o7 AT E (12a-3)
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I thought if you could go, so...

9. Osoku made nai to omou-n-da kedo...
EETRWERS AT E (J2a-8)
I think it would not last until late, so...

10. De shika mo, issho ni ittara muryou de ikeru karaa...
TL2b, —HITIT -T2 EETITIT 2005 % (J22-9)
And then, it will be free if we go together, so...

11. Yokereba issho ni ikitai naa to omotte...
BiFAUE—fIc T 2\ s & o T (J2b-5)

I thought I would like to go if it is good for you and...

For J1’s use of OR15, three types of the omission were seen in their utterances.

They may be categorized into implying additional invitation or extra push, showing
understanding, and creating ambiguous endings. In the utterances #1, 4, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, the
similar omissions were seen which include an additional push or invitation that was
implied in the missing parts. The phrases were cut after the conjunctive part, such as
“therefore (-kara)”, “however (-kedo)”, “and (-te, -de, -shi)”. Although the inviter
indicated that there would be some additional intentions coming after the conjunctive
words, the inviters did not explicitly mention. For #2, the inviter expressed his sympathy
and understanding that they were not available by responding with the word “sokka (I
see)” and ending with the final particle “nee” for the shared understanding. With #3, 5
and 11, the end of the sentence were modified to make them ambiguous to avoid a clear
ending to be polite.

On the other hand, in JFL’s data, four incomplete utterances were seen. Three of

them were used for the additional push by expressing the reasons to invite or providing
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the details of the invitations. The other case was that the JFL inviter could not find words
to say and could not finish the sentence. Additionally, JFL only used the OR15 for the
close friend, while J1 used the strategies for both the close and distant friend. JFL might
have thought that this strategy can be used for a close friend or they were not aware of

how it can be used to the distant friend.

For example, JFL participant #12 responded more directly and explicitly as
follows:

12. Aa, ashita wa tesuto nan-desu ka! A sou, ittara komarimasu ne. Jaa,

watashi, betsu no hito ni sagashite mimasu ne. &»—., BJHIZ7 X K72
ATTNVHZEI, TR £91, CobFh, BIOANIZERL
THET 1 (E2b-2)

Oh, your test is tomorrow! I see, it would be a problem. So, I will look for

someone else.
JFL Participant #12 did not continue the invitation and declared that he would look for

another person. Compare the previous utterance with the following by J1 Participant #2.

2. Sokka, chotto nee... = -7, H o Ltz (Jla-10)

Is that so. That would be a bit...

Both of them expressed sympathy and understanding that the invitee was not
available. They used the word “sokka (I see)” and ended with the final particle “ne” for

the shared understanding. However, JFL explicitly mentioned quickly that he would give
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up and ask another person. This shows that JFL might not have known how to implement
ORIS5 tactfully to the invitee.

According to the J1’s utterances performing the strategy OR15, J1 seemed like
they discerned and acknowledged the invitee’s intentions while conveying the inviters’
intentions implicitly. Among J1’s omissions, many of them were used to avoid
expressing the inviters’ intentions of an additional push. Since the invitee showed her
hesitation toward the invitation, the inviter might have approached carefully and used the
technique to carry out their additional invitation off record. This may be one of the
important strategies for the follow-up utterance as a part of the invitation discourse in

terms of politeness.

5. 2. 2. 2. Positive Politeness (PP)

Brown and Levinson explained that positive politeness is used for the redressive
action to direct the interlocutor’s positive face to promote his or her desire.

J1 implemented certain positive politeness strategies such as PP3 (Intensify
interest H) and PP12 (Include both S and H in the activity) for the follow-up utterance.
PP3 was used often to motivate the invitee to join the event. By using this strategy, the
inviter was hoping that the invitee would feel enticed and willing to join the event. Many
of J1 used the positive politeness strategies to attempt to motivate the invitee although the

invitee had shown her hesitation to the invitation.

Here are some examples:
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. Aa, demo kore mo ma, ryuugaku sentaa no arubaito tte koto de, anou

okane mo demasu shi...
b—Tbhd, £, BEE L HX—DT NN, FoTZ LT, HDO
YyBebLHET L J1b-9)

Ah, but this will also be compensated as a part of the part-time job and...

. Aa, souna-n-daa, demosaa, kore, dareka tsurete ikanai to ikenakutte,

Kabuki tte nakanaka muryou de mirenai jan
b—ZIRNEH, THEH, Zi, HEPEILTITNRNEWT R
< 5T, WEL - TRPENERCTRALN TS A (J2a-2)

Ah, I see, but as for this event, I need to take someone with me and we can

rarely see Kabuki for free, right?

. Sokka, demo kono konsaato saa, ano kyou ga saishuubi de...

Zonn, THOIOALrY—FEhH, HO, 5 HNEEHT (J2a-
6)

Is that so, but this concert, well, it is the last day today and...

. Tanoshiiyo # L\ XL (J2a-11)

It will be fun.

. Sokkaa, sore jaa, chotto muri ni onegai suru no wa moushiwakenai-n-desu
kedo, kyou ga chotto saishuubi dee

ZTohb, TNLRH, b x> LEHEICEHF T LDEFH LERZ2W
ATTTE, AADBH Lo LM H T2 (J2b-4)

I see, well then, I’m sorry to ask you a bit forcibly, however today is the

last day...

. A, soussu ka, ano, moshi, moshi yokattarana-n-desu kedo, muryou na-n-de

shikamo Wanoku na-n-de...
H, 25T HDO, bL, bLENSTLRATITE, EEZ
AT, LT A7 72 A07T (J2b-5)

Ah, is that so, well, if, if you would like, it will be free and moreover the

artist will be Wan-oku*, so...
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*Wan-oku is a short version of a Japanese band “One OK Rock”

This strategy was utilized especially for the one-on-one event where the inviter
needed to find someone to go to the event with. More than ninety percent of J1 used PP3
(Intensity interest) to invite their close friend. When J1 used this strategy, many of them
implemented two additional components along with the strategy; the acknowledgement
and the conjunctive word to express opposite opinions. The expressions for their
acknowledgement in the examples are “aa (ah)”, “aa, souna-n-daa (ah, I see)”, “sokka (is
that s0)” and “a, soussu ka (ah, is that so)”. The inviter acknowledged the invitee's
hesitation to show understanding before using the strategy. Then, the conjunctive word
such as “but” or “however (demo / kedo)” was used to change the direction of the
utterance from the sympathy to the additional push in the utterances #1, 2, 3, 5 and 6
above. These words might make the transition smoothly to provide additional information
that could promote the invitee’s interests despite the invitee’s hesitation. Some of JFL
used the same method to implement acknowledgement and the conjunctive word before
promoting the event for the invitee’s participation.

For PP3 (Intensify interest H), a variety of reasons were used to attract the invitee
such as, compensation (#1), rare opportunity (#2), very last opportunity (#3 and 5), gratis
(#1 and 6) and the famous artist (#6). Moreover, the utterances #1, 2, 4 and 6 expressed
the benefits for the invitee oneself. These elements may have been considered by the
inviter what would be in the invitee’s interests to draw the attention of. Furthermore, for
the distant friend in the one-on-one event, #5 and 6 had additional strategies to mitigate

imposition to the invitee while commenting “moshi yokattara (if you would like)” from
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NP4 and apologizing NP6 “moushiwakenai (I’'m sorry)” while using positive politeness

strategies.

The inviter tactfully utilized the politeness strategy PP3 (Intensity interest) when
they were persuading and promoting their invitation. Most of the J1 inviters used it along
with the acknowledgement toward the invitee’s hesitation and showed that they were
listening to the invitee first. Furthermore, the inviter showed extra care for the distant
friend and implemented additional negative politeness strategies. JFL may not have
known the careful process to add acknowledgement to show understanding for the
invitee's hesitation before intensifying interest, and the different ways of following-up to

the close and distant friend when they used that strategy.

5. 2. 2. 3. Negative Politeness (NP)

Negative Politeness is used when people attempt to minimize the imposition on
the interlocutor preserving his or her negative face want. NP2 (hedge) and NP4
(minimize the imposition) were the noticeable strategies that J1 implemented frequently
in the follow-up discourse to invite additionally and explain the background of the
invitation.

Both JFL and J1 used NP2 (hedges) to change the degree of the utterances such as
the structures of “-kamoshirenai (may be)”, “-sou (seem like)” and “-to omou (I think) in

addition to the word “chotto (a little)”. J1 utilized NP2 in the follow-up utterance more

than twice as many times as in the invitation utterance. This indicates that the follow-up
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utterance was more carefully produced than the invitation utterance by the inviter. Below

are the follow-up utterance using NP2.

1.

3.

Minna to tanoshinde moraereba naa tte iu kanji nan-desu kedo
FAIEELATHED AT o T K L7 A TTIT E (J1b-
5)

It is like if you could enjoy it with others

Ryuugakusei to issho ni nani ka hanami o yarou ka na to omotte te
e L —HIER 205 ) e & - TT(J1a-7)

I was thinking about doing some flower viewing picnic together with the

foreign students

Nihon no kankaku wakaru hito ite kureta hou ga tasukaru ka na to
omottari shite

HARDEFR YD NNTL N F RSt Boiz LT
(J1a-11)

I was thinking that it would be helpful if there is someone who can

understand the Japanese sensibility.

The expressions shown in utterance #1 “-tte iu kanji”, #2 “-kana to omottari shite”

and #3 “-kana to omotte te” are the subtle nuances to change the degree of the predicate,

and they are difficult to translate into English. JFL might not have learned the nuance of

“-tte iu kanji” and “-kana to omottari shite” in their level of language class.

Furthermore, J1 mainly used NP4 (Minimize imposition) to conduct additional

invitations. The structure that J1 employed was similar to the ones that were used for the

invitation utterance in 5. 1. 3; “do if...” and “I wish if you could...”. The examples are as

follows:
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. Ikesou dattara 1TIJ% 9 7Z->725 (Jla-11)

If it seems like you can go

. Minna to tanoshinde moraereba naa tte iu kanji nan-desu kedo
HAIREFELAUTHE LA > TV ELERATTITE (J1b-
5)

It’s like I am wishing if I can have you enjoy it with others

. Yokattara E/»-72 5 (J2a-6)

If it is okay (you would like).

. Jikan chotto demo attara FFffiH 1> & ThH-72 B (J2b-4)

If you have even a little bit of time

. Yokereba issho ni ikitainaa to omotte

BiFhUuE—fIc T 2\ s & o T (J2b-5)
I thought I would like to go with you if it is okay with you
. Yoyuu ga arisou dattara SN H Y Z S 72 -7 5 (J2b-9)

If it looks like you have time to spare

The common structure used by J1 for NP4 was the conditional structures, such

as “-tara” and “-reba”. By using them, the inviters expressed their wish to have the

invitee join while presupposing that the invitee was not available. The inviter gave an

option to the invitee to choose as she liked. The combination with the word “if you would

like” and presupposition structures, such as #3 and #5, are the common set phrases to

reduce interlocutor’s imposition when the speaker offers something or some actions in

NP4 was used also by some of JFL and the use of conditional structures were as
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. Tabetaku dake nara, anou 7ji made detemo ii-n-da to omou.* & ® 5
TR, OO THEETHTHLWWAL LS * (Ela-2)

If you just want to eat, well, I think it would be okay to participate until 7

o’clock.

. Moshi himana tomodachi toka o shitte imasu nara zehi chiketto o agete mo

daijoubu desu.* & LIRZRAEEDE > TWETRL, BIFEF v
N & TH KRR T ™ (E2a-1)

If you know someone who has time, it is absolutely okay to give them the

ticket.

. Asou, ittara komarimasune. HE 5, T2 LWV £79°4, (E2b-2)

I see, it would be a problem for you if you go.

. Ikemasen nara, ano, hoka no kurasumeito o kikimasu.* 177 £ A2

b, DO, DT T AAA N EHE ET* (E2b-7)

If you cannot go, I will ask other classmates.

*Grammatically incorrect

In JFL’s utterance, there was a variety of usage of -fara and -nara. The utterance

#1 gave an option to the invitee to participate for a limited time. In utterance #2, 3 and 4,

the inviter avoided pushing the invitee further to join the event and reduced the

imposition for the participation. Moreover, the inviter showed understanding and

sympathy in utterance #3 by mentioning the inconvenience of going to the event for the

invitee. In both #2 and 4, the alternative plans were mentioned and that could make the

invitee feel easy to decline.

While J1 used -tara and -reba for presupposing to participate, there was no

provisional “-reba” structure found in JFL’s follow-up utterance. Most of them did not

use the conditional structures as J1 did to have the invitee make the decision to join under
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a condition the inviter mentioned. However, JFL also used thoughtful utterances with
sympathy, so that the invitee would have felt it easier to decline the invitation.
Compared to the JFL follow-up utterances, J1 implemented a greater amount of
negative politeness strategies in their utterances, such as NP2 (hedges) and NP4
(Minimize imposition). They also included complex and certain linguistic structures that
JFL could not use well. These strategies were used to be indirect to reduce the invitee’s

imposition and to maintain the relationship with the invitee.

5. 2. 2. 4. Summary of Politeness Strategies in Follow-up Utterances

Reviewing the follow-up utterance produced by J1 and JFL, J1 demonstrated
tactics and multiple politeness strategies, such as omitting the end of the utterances
(OR15), utilizing phrases that reduced the imposition on the invitee (NP4) and utilizing
multiple grammatical structures to change the degree of the utterance to be indirect
(NP2). In contrast, JFL showed a tendency of giving up on invitations. This indicates that
these techniques that J1 used might not be introduced to JFL in their classes.
Alternatively, they may not have been aware of what the polite follow-up strategies were,
what the appropriate degree of politeness is, and what is expected in Japanese culture.
Furthermore, JFL participants may not have known to what extent the structures can be
indirect, how to create them, and for whom they could use them for.

Neglecting to provide decent follow-up utterances can be perceived as impolite in
the Japanese culture. Inserting politeness strategies in the follow-up discourse can protect

the invitee's negative face and they can maintain the relationship through the discourse.
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5. 3. Pedagogical Implication for Invitation Discourse

This study has shown that invitation discourse requires multiple politeness

strategies and tactics. In order to reduce the imposition of the invitee, the J1 inviter

implemented various degrees of indirect utterances through a variety of linguistic

elements. Additionally, the omission and ambiguity were also used that the JFL

participants in this study did not utilize. Based on the previous discussions, I would like

to propose four steps for teaching Japanese invitation discourse for the intermediate JFL

learners:

Instructors should teach the facts about the differences in invitation
discourse between Japanese and English, including the various degrees of
imposition, social distance and power balance that are affected between
the inviter and the invitee

Increase exposure to the authentic usage of native speakers’ invitation
dialogues by listening to audio files and watching videos

Teach the variety of structures, words and phrases to achieve politeness
strategies and tactics used for invitation

Present and practice various forms of making invitations in various
contexts incorporating different degrees of imposition, social distance, and

difference in power

As for the first step, the learners need to realize how they normally invite others

in their own culture. For this step, I support Huang’s statement that the cultural

differences need to be mentioned explicitly in pedagogy. She emphasized that the
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differences of the communication styles of both native and target languages should be
shared first as fact information. With that being said, the students need to receive
information about how different the invitation is in the Japanese language and culture.
For example, the inviter needs to be considerate with politeness strategies while
approaching the invitee. Ambiguity and indirectness are part of politeness strategies and
are crucial even though the invitee is their close friend. The learners need to be aware of
the important elements of the utterances that determine the degrees, such as the relational
distance and the power balance among the participants. Furthermore, the imposition of
the task also affects the use of politeness strategies, that is to what type of event, activity,
etc. the inviter invites. The follow-up utterance after the invitee’s reaction also needs to
be considered separately. For the hesitation of the invitee, the inviter needs to provide the
acknowledgement and show understanding before their second push for the additional
invitation in the follow-up utterance and protect the invitee's negative face. However, the
follow-up utterance requires different politeness strategies and tactics depending on how
the invitee responds to the invitation, such as acceptance or refusal. The relational
distance is also one of the important elements that needs to be considered. The close
relationship requires more careful follow-up with politeness strategies to maintain the
relationship. This step should be taught to the learners in their native language and have
them understand the cultural differences separately from the language sessions, so that
the learners can focus on language acquisition knowing the cultural background.

After receiving the background information, the students need to experience the
authentic invitation dialogues through audio or video materials. In this second step, they

need to encounter the various types of invitations, so that they can differentiate the use of
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politeness strategies and tactics depending on the contexts with various discourse
participants and types of event or activity. Watching the actual contexts will provide the
precise understanding, such as how the invitee reacts to the hesitation and how the inviter
receives it in the real dialogue. Additionally, the instructors need to encourage their
students to use the audio materials to listen to each utterance carefully, so that they
become familiar with the authentic utterance and its usage. Step #2 will help students
understand the authenticity and enhance their fluency to produce their utterances.

Then, in step #3, the students will learn the components of the polite utterances,
such as structures, words, speech styles, and phrases. Based on the authentic dialogues
they have listened to or viewed, the utterances with politeness strategies and tactics can
be analyzed by the learners. Because the learners know the basic structure for the
invitation from the novice level, they need to realize that there are a variety of
modifications that can change the degrees of politeness, such as using multiple hedges,
and using set phrases. For example, for the invitation utterance with the dou structure,
after students watch the video or listen to the audio of the dialogue, the instructors
explain the structure of how the dou was utilized. In order to have students understand the
structure and the context, having students analyze the context of the dialogue would help,
such as the implication of dou in the context, relationship of the interactants and
imposition of the invitation. Additionally, the instructor also needs to check other usage
of the structure dou to differentiate various functions, such as asking what the interlocutor
did, what the situation is, and what the plan is from their knowledge. After students
understand the usage of dou, the instructor can introduce other possible structures for the

indirect invitation utterances, such as a structure using a hedge. It is important to provide
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information about what is meant by “indirect” for the invitation utterance when the
instructor introduces other structures. For example, one of the useful structure is to add
“__ to omotte (I thought).” This expresses the speaker’s opinion less straightforwardly
and it is easy to create the indirect structure for the students. Additionally, the -tari
structure can be explained as given an unstated option and resulting in an indirect way of
questioning for the interlocutor. The students can try to change the speech style and
differentiate the relationship of the interactants, for example, “Aite tari shimasu ka?
(Would you happen to be available?)” to “Aite tari suru? (Would you happen to be
available?)”

The set phrases to reduce the imposition (Negative Politeness #4) also need to be
introduced and the functions need to be explained by the instructors, so that the learners
can utilize them effectively to implement in their utterances. For example, “Moshi
yokattara (if you would like),” “Ohima dattara (if you had spare time),” and “Ojikan ga
attara (If you had time).” Moreover, the learners need to learn how to omit their
utterances appropriately and explore how they can express their intention without
explicitly uttering it in their discourse. In order to differentiate the utterances depending
on the intimacy or imposition, the implementation of the appropriate numbers of
politeness strategies need to be mentioned explicitly by the instructors. For example, the
word “issho ni (together)” can differentiate the emphasis on the group or one-on-one
event invitation. Additionally, the inviter needs to take into consideration the distant
relationship for the invitation, while the inviter needs to follow-up more carefully and

politely with the close relationship than the distant one. This step may need to be taught

76



in the learners’ native language because they need to understand grammatical
explanations well.

In the final step, the learners need to utilize what they have understood. The
importance of this is that the instructors give them varied contexts for which they can use
politeness strategies and tactics. The contexts of the dialogue need to be carefully
considered, including who is participating in the conversation and what type of activity
the inviter is inviting to. Furthermore, the follow-up discourse is also necessary to cover
as a part of the invitation discourse because the inviters have a room to conduct an
additional push to convince the invitee after the invitees show hesitation and cannot be
decisive. The students can learn that showing acknowledgement and using the negative
politeness strategies including the set phrases can mitigate the imposition of being
pushed. In addition to the students’ learning, the instructors’ feedback plays an important
role in having students reflect on their tactics if they use them appropriately. Practicing
ambiguous endings and omissions especially requires feedback because this relies on
how the hearer receives the speaker's implication. The instructors should inform students
if the speaker’s intention does not match the hearer’s interpretation.

The invitation requires the invitee’s reactions and responses. Responses to an
invitation require politeness strategies and tactics whether the invitee accepts or refuses.
Therefore, the instructors should plan the context carefully and work on each speech act

of invitation, acceptance and refusal separately.
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CHAPTER 6:
CONCLUSION
This study aimed at addressing the following research questions.

1. Comparing the utterance of the JFL learners to J1, what kind of politeness
strategies do the JFL learners as an inviter implement in the invitation
discourse?

2. How differently do JFL use politeness strategies according to the degree

of intimacy and the types of the invitation?

The analysis of the discourse data revealed that JFL were aware of the necessity
of polite responses and implemented politeness strategies although the amount of the
implementation and their utilization were different from J1’s. JFL paid careful attention
to make the polite utterances and intended to use a polite speech style for the distant
friend and occasionally for the close friend whereas J1 used a casual speech style to the
close friend and a mixed style to the distant friend. The result shows that the negative
politeness strategy used by JFL the most was utilizing polite expressions that give
deference in the invitation utterance. Despite their casual speech style to the close friend,
J1 utilized other politeness strategies tactfully in their invitation utterance to avoid
impoliteness.

For the invitation utterance, JFL used only about half the numbers of the negative
politeness strategies than J1 did. J1 used the strategy of minimizing the imposition of the
invitee the most, whereas JFL implemented polite expressions with honorific or humble

expressions. The result shows that JFL could not manage utilizing various negative polite
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strategies to reduce the invitee’s imposition in their utterances well although they could
make the utterances polite. This is because JFL may not have known what could be the
negative politeness strategies or how to reduce the invitee's imposition for different types
of events.

For the follow-up utterances after the invitee’s hesitation, JFL used a total of less
than half the amount of politeness strategies compared to J1. Many of JFL did not give as
much information about the invitation or event as J1 did for the follow-up. Some of JFL
rather gave up the invitation quickly. Moreover, positive politeness strategies were not
utilized much in the JFL’s utterance. This shows that JFL may not know if and how they
were expected to follow up the hesitation using the politeness strategies appropriately.
Alternatively, they may not have been aware of the importance of the follow-up utterance
to maintain the relationship of the discourse participants in Japanese culture.

Furthermore, the research shows that the type of event did not have an impact on
JFL’s use of politeness strategies whereas the intimacy played an important role for them
to determine the politeness level of invitation structures. When we look at J1’s politeness
strategies, both the type of event and intimacy were the crucial components to determine
the use of politeness strategies. For the close friend, even though the speech style was
casual, J1’s follow-up utterance was carefully given with politeness strategies. This
shows that the inviter tried to maintain the relationship by not impeding the invitee's
negative face that the inviter perceived through the invitee’s hesitation. Moreover,
comparing the event types, J1 was more careful and implemented more politeness

strategies to invite the invitee for a one-on-one event than to a group event. Therefore,
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both relational distance and event types were the important factors for J1 to determine the
politeness strategies in the invitation and follow-up utterances.

The act of invitation requires various ways of approaching the invitee depending
on the invitation types and the relational distance. Adjusting the degrees of appropriate
politeness and utilizing the politeness strategies to maintain their relationship with the

invitee were the challenges for JFL.

This study has some limitations. JFL participants are all from one academic
institution and they used the same textbooks. There may be a tendency on how they react
to the invitation discourse. Additionally, one of the scenarios included a Japanese cultural
event called ohanami (flower viewing picnic) that is usually held with a group of people.
It is possible that some of JFL participants did not know the type of event they were
inviting friends to, and its ranking of imposition. It may have not been clear enough to
differentiate the responses between the group event and the one-on-one event. Another
limitation was that the act of invitations focused only on the verbal politeness strategies
although Nakai claimed (2017) that there are both verbal and non-verbal politeness
strategies for the invitations. Despite these limitations, the findings such as
implementation of a variety of structures to reduce the invitee’s imposition, the different
use of dou, and various strategies of maintaining the distant and close friend relationships
for the follow-up utterances have implications for Japanese language instruction.

In Japanese communication, the concepts of politeness and its varied degrees are
important. Although the learners may have been aware that politeness could make

discourse more culturally appropriate, the various levels of politeness and the actual
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linguistic forms to achieve it may not be explicit. Producing the appropriate utterances
requires a good understanding of what the hidden intentions in the action are and how
they can be implied. Moreover, the variety of politeness strategies and tactics for the
different ranking of imposition needs to be taught to the learners separately. Without
demonstrating different types of contexts, they cannot grasp the subtle nuances and
necessity of politeness strategies in different cultures. Contexts need to be considered
carefully to differentiate the level of imposition in various activities as well as the
relationships, so that the learners are made aware of the various factors that help them use
appropriate politeness strategies and tactics.

As Brown and Levinson (1987) introduced, the weightiness of FTA is
determined based on the factor of social distance and power balance of the speaker and
hearer, and the ranking of the imposition. Although my research on invitation was
focused on the relational distance among the friends and the events with different
rankings of imposition, the politeness utilized by J1 varied clearly. This indicates that
further research that incorporates the power balance between participants can be
conducted to examine types of politeness strategies. Furthermore, the analysis of non-
verbal politeness strategies, the use of sentence final particles, and the use of extended
predicates can be explored in the further research into the invitation discourse. Lastly,
gender may also be an important factor to consider in future research regarding the

politeness strategies in Japanese invitation discourse.
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APPENDIX A: INFORMED CONSENT FORM

Language Use between Learners of Japanese Language and Native Speakers of
Japanese

You are invited to participate in a research study conducted by Natsuko Llewellyn from
Portland State University, the department of World Languages and Literature.

The goal of this study is to discover how Japanese as Foreign Language learners utilize
Japanese language compared to native speakers of Japanese.

This study is being conducted in partial fulfillment of the requirements for a Master’s
degree program, under the supervision of Dr. Suwako Watanabe of the Department of
World Languages and Literatures at Portland State University.

You were selected as a potential participant in this study because you are either a learner
of Japanese who is enrolled in 300/400 level Japanese class or a native speaker of
Japanese.

If you participate in this research, you will interact with the researcher verbally using a
role play scenario in two different situations exclusively in Japanese. After each situation,
you will be asked what kinds of things you took into consideration based on your
interaction with the researcher. As you finish the two different types of discourse, you
will be asked general background questions. No preparation is required and the interview
will be voice-recorded. Recording starts from the moment that the researcher starts
reading a description until you leave the room, using an audio recorder [SONY IC
Recorder ICD PX-370]. The estimated length of time for the role play and the interview
is 20 minutes. The recorded data will be deleted once Llewellyn finishes her
transcriptions. After completing the whole project, you will be able to read Llewellyn’s
thesis if you wish.

The minimal risks of the participation in this study might include general discomfort with
being recorded, acting in a role play scenario, and the potential concerns of making
mistakes while using Japanese. Please remember that there is no right or wrong answer
and you can respond normally and as appropriate for the given situations.

Any information that is obtained in connection with this study that can be linked to you
or identify you will be kept private. The information you give me will be kept
confidential to the extent permitted by law. Copies of the recordings, the transcriptions,
and the consent forms will be kept in a secure locker in one of the private office at PSU
or in a secure folder on the researcher’s personal computer.

When the researcher reports the findings of the study, she will use pseudonyms for any
personal names. Your participation is voluntary. You do not have to take part in this
study, and it will not affect your academic grade or your relationship with Portland State
University or the researcher. You may also withdraw from this study at any time without
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affecting your academic grade or relationship with Portland State University. Nor would
there be any penalty or negative consequences as a result.

If you have questions or concerns about your participation in this study, contact Natsuko
Llewellyn, e-mail Lnatsuko@pdx.edu. If you have concerns about your rights as a
research subject, please contact The PSU Office of Research Integrity, 1600 SW 4th
Ave., Market Center Building, Ste. 620, Portland, OR 97201; phone (503) 725-2227 or 1
(877) 480-4400; email hsrrc@pdx.edu.

Your signature indicates that you have read and understand the above information and
agree to take part in this study. The researcher will provide you with a copy of this form
for your own records.

Printed Name

Signature
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APPENDIX B: ROLEPLAY SENARIOS

Situation 1a

This is a situation to invite people to a cherry blossom viewing picnic (3376 ).
Imagine, you are studying at Heisei University in Japan. You work as a part time student
worker at the Exchange Program Center(#4 %4 > % —). You are organizing a cherry
blossom viewing picnic (331 i) for students in the center after school tomorrow. You
would like to invite other part time student colleagues to the event as well. The classes at
the university finish at 5:30pm.

You can make up your own reasons to invite people as well as the details of the picnic.

About your friend

Maki Yamaguchi (I 7 & &), a Japanese student majors in Foreign Languages at Heisei
University, is the same age as you and have the same part time job. Maki Yamaguchi is
one of your close friends and you call her ‘Maki-chan.’

Situation 1b

This is a situation to invite people to a cherry blossom viewing picnic (3376 ).

Imagine that you are studying at Heisei University in Japan. You work as a part time
student worker at the Exchange Program Center(#4 %4 > % —). You are organizing a
cherry blossom viewing picnic (331 i) for students in the center after school tomorrow.
You would like to invite other part time student colleagues to the event as well. The
classes at the university finish at 5:30pm.

You can make up your own reasons to invite people as well as the details of the picnic.

About your friend

Keiko Tanaka (FH 7\ Z), a Japanese student majors in Economics at Heisei
University, is the same age as you and have the same part time job. You know her name,
but you have never had an opportunity to speak to her because you take different classes
and have different work schedules. Everyone calls her ‘Tanaka-san.’
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Situation 2a

This is a situation to invite people to an event.

Imagine that you are studying at Heisei University in Japan. You work as a part time
student worker at the Exchange Program Center(#4 %4 > % —). You received a pair
of free admission tickets for [name of the event (concert, theater etc.)] for the part time
workers at the center. It’s the last day of the event today. To use these tickets, you need
another part time worker from the center to go with. You finish your work at 5pm.

You can make up your own reasons to invite people as well as the details of the event.

About your friend

Maki Yamaguchi (I 7 & &), a Japanese student majors in Foreign Languages at Heisei
University, is the same age as you and have the same part time job. Maki Yamaguchi is
one of your close friends and you call her ‘Maki-chan’

Situation 2b

This is a situation to invite people to an event.

Imagine that you are studying at Heisei University in Japan. You work as a part time
student worker at the Exchange Program Center( /£t > % —). You received a pair
of free admission tickets for [name of the event (concert, theater etc.)] for the part time
workers at the center. It’s the last day of the event today. To use these tickets, you need
another part time worker from the center to go with. You finish your work at 5pm.

You can make up your own reasons to invite people as well as the details of the event.

About your friend

Akiko Hayashi (#£# & Z), a Japanese student majors in Economics at Heisei
University, is the same age as you and have the same part time job. You know her name,
but you have never had an opportunity to speak to her because you take different classes
and have different work schedules. Everyone calls her ‘Hayashi-san.” When you finish
your work, you see Akiko Hayashi at the center.
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5%.ED%DB®%$T?‘_O YA AN 1&7%%%%5@

[2oP—k, TFA4T, REDA K]

DIERIT T b (B H—DT NN FOFAR) 25 50ELTE, ZOA

ARy ML, AR 2 —TT RS, b LTWBRAE LT TEWIT F

i, TINA MISIFZKDY £,

7 O BROHHLA N MIOWTORRITHBICAEL THELTH b TNV E
RENVS

FFIZONT

F%%%:JiI%k%®&ﬁ?B®%$f [F%ETT, HFErZ2—TT L
NA R LTWT, fFETH>THWETRN, LY 7 FHEIDTE -2 GE
L7z &iddhn A,

AT THRE A ERFATOWET, SHFZT NS bR, B rH
FHEYH =TT NE LT,
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APPENDIX C: POLITENESS STRATEGIES

Brown and Levinson’ Politeness Strategies (1987)

Positive Politeness Strategies (p.102)

—

O© 00 3 N N B~ W DN

. Notice, attend to H (his interests, wants, needs, goods)
. Exaggerate (interest approval sympathy with H)

. Intensity interest to H

. Use in-group identity markers

. Seek agreement

. Avoid disagreement

. Presuppose/raise/assert common ground

. Joke

. Assert or presuppose S’s knowledge of and concern for H’s want

10. Offer, promise

11. Be optimistic

12. Include both S and H in the activity

13. Give (or ask for) reasons

14. Assume or assert reciprocity

15. Give gifts to H (goods, sympathy, understanding, cooperation)

Negative Politeness Strategies (p.131)

—

O 00 3 O N W DN

. Be conventionally indirect

. Question, hedge

. Be pessimistic

. Minimize the imposition, Rx

. Give deference

. Apologize

. Impersonalize S and H: Avoid the pronouns ‘I’ and you
. State that FTA as a general rule

. Nominalize
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10. Go on record as incurring a debt, or as not indebting H

Off Record (p.214)

1.

Give hints

2. Give association clues
3. Presuppose

4. Understate

5.
6
7
9

Overstate

. Use tautologies
. Use contradictions 8. Be ironic

. Use metaphors

10. Use rhetorical questions

11. Be ambiguous

12. Be vague

13. Over-generalize

14. Displace H

15. Be incomplete use...
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APPENDIX D: POST INTERVIEW QUESTIONS

For the JFL learners

Question 1: As you invited people, were there any specific things you took into a
consideration? What did you care about? (For each situation and each relationship)
Question 2: What is your mother tongue?

Question 3: When did you take JPN301/302?

Question 4: What kind of Japanese course are you taking this term?

Question 5: Have you been to Japan? If yes, when and for how long?

Question 6: How long have you been studying Japanese?

Question 7: Where did/do you study Japanese?

Question 8: Which textbooks have you used or have you been using?

Question 9: Did you notice politeness when you invite or you were invited in Japan?

For Native speakers of Japanese

Question 1: 5% 9 FRIZ/)VGKIB WV E L2y, EAUIM T L7Zh,
Question 2: 7 A U IR TED L BT,

Question 3: BV DT,

Question 4: HARTO ZREEIIAT T2
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APPENDIX E: TRANSCRIPTIONS OF THE INTERVIEWS
Japanese as Foreign Language learners (JFL) E1-E7

E1l
Situation 1-a

S: TAHIEHA, £XbrA, O, HARHEFELV ¥ —DA X N TEIERE
LETH, XL —HIATEEEAN

Lo, BEA? 2228 A, . . 29—A, HBEIFRZAZZTE, HEH
TARNNHDH AT X

S: 5 TTh, REZSTT LR

L: 9—A

S: £9 T3 L, HIH, HUZAIXICLZE S T .72

L:9—A, {TETVWATETER

S: HLALT, BIRHIFIBTLES, Bl CHLEREFRTHL T, AvyE—UE,
ESOTHRELRTT L, bLIBETLED

L: b= nE5 T8 NET, LebbrobBZEXTAHAET

S: IV, TH, T RWEAIE, B, EETHLED ET1D

L: ., HOnL >

Situation 1-b
S: HFE—A, HBEIZIRFEOREN KDL, BIEARZL LY LT E
TN, HO, HFAEE X —DA X NTTHR, HPSIABITEEEAAN
L: b—, AT e, 9—A, PTEDBRVRELBRWVWATTITE, LA
A MR ATT X
S: &, WEHT A FTHR, 1TV, Ho, £HTTEIR
L: /LW
S: (pause) 9 —A
LJ%L%5T¢%Em

TV, BERIZ, 9—A, brobtBBRH-7b, HrobliFfEE-5T
%ﬁtii’%fﬁ“io T o TR L T EIERLKTT
L: &, £HOTI0, BV NEHITZINWET, ULedbbrotEXFET
N

Situation 2-a

S: THEHA, FEBRA, HD, (pause) HAITIV A 5Da P — R

bHoT, —MIATEEEAD

L: 22, lH?H s, TERNRWARLTE, IRBET X e Al i (SHE
n/\ﬁ%h)

S bL, ZOFTy MIZATODRELWITRWF 7y FTTA, b LR

REELPEMO>TWET L, BTy FaeblF THRILKRTT
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L: &, T, HH?2HBOF 7> K2
S: »H. HE?HH. 5HTT A

L: 580 %, BrotBXTHD

S: Ew

L: HURED

Situation 2-b
S: MKEA L, 1TV, SAHIF~V AL 5D — I RB3BHVETRH, DS, 4H
IIEFENRED KD T2 6 AT FEAD,
L: &, SHTITD, | .
N YA
L: &b, WWTTR, F7ry EBEHDHLATTIN?2 7Y —DF 7y N TTN?
S: 1TV, BANDAR DB EBWNE LT
L: x—%95 T3, HbO—3I, FAIHT A NRATT XL
S: &9 TY o, WHITHMHERERT X N TTh
L: 9—A. #95TThz. brotKERLTANTTIFE— H—A.
S: RLFk
L: Th, 2y —FrbW\WTThx
S: XV, THLEEMEFMLHD TT06. b ULITE W, (TEho72b, b
D, HDA—)LTHRLFTT
1TV, O FE LI FEEED S L #E D &)
.Mw\fx%%#%ﬁ$fﬁﬁ
L: HOREY T8 0ET

E2

Situation 1-a

S: F—&boA ! HDS, b—, 2T, HOOSWHBER, AL Z=v 7
NDLIZNWTT, O, TO—34E BEAEORRIMT, 7 =9 713d
22 LTENT, DO, £, FXLRA[ToTHDL, {ToTHENNDMN?
L: \IH 2B BIX, TEBRZWVDIT LR 2WATRTE, A—ZAREBRIH LD
S: B, £H72D !

L: 59—~

S: MHRELEAS), F—, Th—, bO—, FLHTHVWALE L, b
R, HO—, H—HHDOREISKY-FETRDOT, HO—, Vv r7=v7iTHD
—6RFENLTEL, HO—, RAh—, HBO—BXNLETReb, bO—TKZE
THTHEWWATE LB,

L: Lodh, BbrotBEXTHDL, HOVNED

S: BIEW A,

L: VLo
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Situation 1-b
S: HO—HFP A

L: 13

S: HDO—, HLroltBRELEWZIERNDD ETN

L: 13

S: D5, HEIXZ, b, BIERREZ=v 70, HDOH5, LTETH, HOD
I b, MOEFEES X —DALXIZTEZNLTEWATTR, dO5H, LB
IRRHYET, Hob. BERHLL, HDOOH, KTLALVLDOL X HH

L: . HWAETT e, 9—A, HS., TEDILZVDIT U2 WATT T
E. DY, TAMNRIHDHATT &L

S: Hdh. FTIRATT NG, WODT A MRATT N

L: 505, BT A NRHHATT

S: FIZHATL X2, £5Toh—, HEZRALRLEY TRz, &H., TH,
D, b—bHbroLBWNA XU NRATTNGL, 6RENLROT, Z0OH)
OFEFIZRTHLEIALNTT X

L: . Z9TIm ! b FELE, LebbrotEXTAHAET

S: BFEAWLET

L: HOREY> T 0ET

Situation 2-a

S: B—, FEHLoA!

L: [Z—W

S: HDIH, bhH., Bz, bOH, TIAF =V - TursIh-vrE—C
BNTWD AR

L: A9 A

S: LT, £2ZIfNTTH, HDH, 2D, b—, 2KFry EhRbH b o
T-ATE X

ARV AL

S: ZoOUAIuay T tnw)arh—hMIF Ay MK

I A

S: THX, D H, B, Lo E W nZhol=zbunnintia, 2nbE
EHRATLTHNND, 1?2

L: 9—A, WOOaLHP—hK?

S: H—., TOAR, AHIIKREOHRATLEL, b, Erb—bo0—45H I3,
HO—EDOHFILISHEETRDOT, HO—F LT, arP—MISHENLNL,
HDO—. KTHWLUI)N

L: 9—AZLoN5HDO 8K, HDH, AT A MMrATE Lz

S: (H7ZY) HHATAR2O— ! 256, Wolclen ., H—ITW ., BIOHENC
BLTHALD

L: b, To0b

S: T At

.“

&
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L: {TE-WATETE, HoneE o
N EYA

Situation 2-b

S: TWEHA, MSA?

L: 13

S: HDIH, B, brotBEELEVWIERHDLYETN, bD, b—, 5
HoOU A r7may 7 W) ar— MNMIIFEMTT N

L: 13, F->TET

S: HD O, b—FITR, HO—ALFENLIZZD, H—ZDO_KF7rv +vBRLH D
WE LT E, BRI AL, i, ZhbfoT g R vk
— AT T Z &I LIZATT &

L: &». (W

S: 8EENB AR RRDT, SHIEH—. HDOITHoTHLWVWNTL L 9 M
L: Zobps, SATTNe., FEHOHBIZIT A MRHHATT L

S: ®H. HHIZT AN RATTIN! BFIH. {To72bl £94, b,
BlONERL TR ET A

L: Th, {T&7=WATTIF EFhax

S: KLFTT &

L: HOREY> T 0ET

S: HUVNEHITINELE

E3
Situation 1-a
S: FExbo—A, TWVWEHA, 2—o b, ERFHFPELL X —IT31 LT
YN N
L: 99 A
S: BHRIZ
L: 9A
S: ok, BIERDIZDIZA X M (pause) TH AR, TOHFELZD Lo b
BENTh—ToATe
L: 99 A
S: DA MI, 2o EEHBICHDHATTITE
L: 99 A
S: Z—»o &, pause HD— pause H—, oL —, TDOAXL NIz L—F
% B RF-DR% T TERLATE, Bil,
L: 99 A
S: B &, FEOLRAIEKRTIEINEREALN
L: &b, BIERWWE 2
S: 9Nl
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L: HHE» s, 29—A, BO—BHZAT A MRHLD
S: H—A, I, LILEWWE FESAMIERO H N
L: T, WHAWER—, BIEA

S: D, TS, BIER S Zoét—F7FH., >—A. £. THENLL L5
EELS 72N EEDD

L: D, £2o0H

S: THEZ

L: Lo, HrobtEXTHD

S: 9 A

L: HURED

3:28

Situation 1-b

S: ., TWEHA, AFIA

L: 13

S: HD, b rolEWETN

L: 13

S: 2ok, DS, HHEIZ,

L: 13

S: 2ok, BIERDTEDIZA RV ERHDET z2oé—, HOHIYHFIALDL

%T<tévi@h#

L: (3w

S: FDOA Ry MIESA, 6L LL~AUITE R

L: &, €9 T hb,. BIERWNTTHAz, TLOHORAZLAT A NRHHLAT
T &K

S: HHToMmZEoM, WINEIWWE SO FRVNE BnET R
12

L: WHTHHHEZE Y Tz

S: 99—, ZokB., HDO, (BB) TOA, 2ok, A, HDH, KT
HWLD, IFAFIC KU L~NAT

L: HOREY T8 0ET

N YA

L: BExThB&%d

N YA

Situation 2-a

5:32

S: FExbr—A, TWEE—A
L: D9 A, 7?2

S: B x o LEMEWTHL?
L: {2
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S: ok, D, ERHO, BERFEDOF v b, O, O, BT 7 v
Fa, HO, bbb, boboltAlZiTE

L: 9A9 Ak

S: 2ok, MO AL FLTHDOAD

L: 9A9 Ak

S: D, —HEIZ, HDO, [T ER, EhbE, Zo&, FEHELALDLOD,
kT<ng?

L: 22—

S: —FEICHDEEREED Y — M

L: 22—, Wi, \»Wo?

S: 2o & 1 (pause) L\ DD ... L D7) (checking the description sheet) . . . &,
By, 40 (8

L: x—., £o0b, FEiL, A, BATANRHLATET E—

HESMH. 1

oy

ZoMh, Rz, 2ok, H—, HDON, 9

TH

EI9L LI ->TW )

I—h, TH, BERFEEOa P —FZkiaz

I, FIEELESIRL TR VWAL

VY=, Tokb, TbRb, TANRHL L H, 29—~

R, ESAMDONRAL NERDOITHATLE, 2ok, HDO, fhRia, fhoRITRY)
T

L: YA, ZoE5, BEREHEOa Y —FEHAh

S: 2ok, FOark— MISA, o0&, BNRNSAL DB TIT< DL
L,

L: 99N,

S: XU FE., HEDRTIET (pause) =SA, B, TLSA, 2ok, THERHEIHW
WZHEE DT E

L: 99N,

S: 56N LZDORFE THIML T, £ TS, 28— NOBEYOHNIIED
%

ol LebbrobBEx <

A

HONED

HiEL T EE—1n

HHET D

HONES T NET

uKowuouoeon

Situation 2-b
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S: RS A, TWEEA
L: 13
S: B X o EfEWVETN,
L: 13
S: 2ok (pause) o &, HD, bD, ¥—, —HEAIC, BEHFEEOa Y
— b DF Ty FebbWETATTA,
L: 13
S: 2ok, BAFIATHSTUILWET E, TH, oA FDOALBHDO—FEIC
1T E 2, D, Zrb 3, 228, KEA, DO, S EHDO—FEIZ, &
D, I TEZWVATTN
e, TOTTH, WOTT N
Wik, zo&. 540 (%)
4 H T
ARO A= K TR 8RR
H. 5 TITn
TT@
Eix, O, HAT A MRHDHATT L
% ZHAMRNTTN, 2o 5 BIZHD, HOEN AL FIFH 5HRFIZ
@iﬁ” 2ok, WEAIE?
L: 5 HIZRD 5RFZAA RO DHATTIT &
S: . €9
L: 13
S: A—., 28, HDO, THEENLLHD, b ok (58) WBORFORINICE X T
Bl 9?2
L: ., £5TCT9ha, Ab—, [TXTWVWETE. . . TANRHLIND
S: 9—A
L: 59—~
S: Zo4, £hH, ThH, AHIZE, HO, Kl THWLW, WWATT R, I
NE
L: &, 00 ELE, HBORESITINET
S: TWERA
L: Zx CHET
S: HONREHI T NET
L: £9%
S: RALLET

E4
Situation 1-a
S: D H | BHEKD-TID,
L: 9A9 Ak
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S5KpZA, b, BIERIITEEHAN, EH2A
Z. WDy ?

TS, HD O, 5RRDET,

AR 2

AHTY, H, FIHTT,

BHH 2

A T4, BEkKboThb,
HH»., DO, FEiX

4R

A%ZHET A NP DHATE LAz

TH, BIEATIE (B) fHmcExsrTLL?
9 °?

R

MR H

HPEE - TiTo T

HEoOMb. rolz, LoebrotEXTHD
v, BEWLE—T

c VN ED

Situation 1-b

O, TAHAEEA, HFSA

A

HDH, Dol Y FHATE, UL [E4] EHLET
v, ZATHBIE

HD o, Eix, BIEAATITFE, bOH, 72 FHEAN
b, BILR, WOTT )2

b, WHDOSI-TT EKDSTOD

BH T8

A

i, URBERBRROHHATT X

H—F NI RETTN

A

TH, BAEATIE, mTEs0b LitEEA

b, £H Tz, T&ETx
FlroThHIFET L (K)

D TTIN?

Job

~

DI FELE LedbbrotBZEXTAHAET
TV BREEWLE T

CHUNRLE S TINET

54
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Situation 2-a

ol R ol Mol ol N el ol N ol ol Z I

FEHRA,

I

HO, TV — MNIKEDOHTTMND

ELA

HD, A5 BAATHRND ?

AR

A H 5D &

SHMPH. ETohen, Fixh, WREA, Ry bLATE LR
TH, REOHLEL, F7 vy FbEWE L

b, TORNIE, Tonb, 2. EILEI D7 s

HH. BHH ORI TR T 9

Thia, B2 8KEed, BHH D&

b—, RETTHhxz

) — I

ThbaryP—hIe—FrLr X (%) Tk (%)

=, TIORDOE ! Fohe, FHUXW\WWRs, Thbhbrok
%

Eonh, BATHD

BREAWL £9

HONE D

Situation 2-b

THEREA

A

b, (B ozl EHATE
A

B, FAX [E4] LHLET

E9h

o, FEiEL,

A

H—. AHIE, arY—rORBEOATTITE
A

Fhry bEENELETE

A

BLEENH D 9002

bH—. A% 5 Tz

ZH T

A

HD, SEEDOH L TESAMTEETITE
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b, SHTTI, A—, O, ZEIFHHEABRLHHATT X
H—FIUIRETTR

A

TH, ary¥—rx (B) ©— VX TT X

Z—, TORATTR! W TTHhxz
EHoa Y —KTT

i, TOTThed, THLERBRLRKELZL, . . A—
EZT (B) AT NFEEAN?

DTNV ELE, BXTHET

W (R) BEEWLET

HONLES T NET

EALSBBENLET

E5

Situation 1-a

S: B A, NE—

L: . ZAZHiF—

S: b, K, BAITKTx

L: &, BERL2 VD2

S: BIH %

L: 9/,

S: pause

L: I ? WH S

S: HLEDH !

L ®ELZITER2, S, Tohb, FiThL ARBR, TAMRHDLIAREK
Rz

b —, bro LREMTTITE
D

: —BRET

b, Lok, BLEOITER
: pause

ho— AATEEN DS 2
WR—, 5 H, TT
oMb, Toh, Thrp, TAMDL LR
o S I ARTS

c VN ED

w2

CwuC s w

Situation 1-b
S: HAE A,
L: 3w
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THEEA

v, (F84HI) XA

b, BILKTTN?

EVANES TGN

WDWNBRE TR

o9 TR Fn

Zob, HAORZIZOWE (pause) 72% 9 TF
A

D, A, BIERIZ, KT (pause) BIEREFLEBIERICKTHLLXF
ﬁhﬁo

L: H—, BIEATTNHHEZ TThaz, BLEHI>ITINRz, 2oL, BHH
TT Db, WO, HOET, FIERHATAMDRHLATT X
S: &, £HTT s !

A

(pause) ¥, KALLE LT,

HDO, THLHELEI TTRx

TS, O PIZBIERISRTH b X EE A2

H, 1TV, OB ST 5 EBNET
TARNDETBHERIZRTHELXEEALN?

b, 1T, THBIMELITIHAE TTRx
ZIOTT b, TE oA,

EoN

5. B

TV, Uedh, tMoBHERORFITE T

HONREHI T NFET

HONREHS T NFET

e

Situation 2-a

S: FEHLOA

L: H—

S: 2ok, YA, I3t ar¥—rEdH, (pause) Z1VD £, H. (pause)
FNDHTT)N?

L: 22—, a3 vskoarP—h, il

S: 1T, xx &, B, EEOUMFRH DT L,

L: 9A

S: . © 99— (pause &) A (pause) 725, 92— (H-T) . REBHHDO=
P—hzEd, ©°?

L: i, 2 —MNMIWHA?

S: T

L: o0
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S: ftHFEHE T

L: £o—, Ei3, HZRATA M Xh—

S: 9—Ah, 2BIEEB, ITE

L: 9/,

S: gtk or !

L: d—, £33k, 7&7Whs, THLR—BR, 77X -60007%5
S: 2. EDOa Y —FTT

L: b—., ZTo0h. b—., LebbroEtBXTHD
S: (M=)

L: Lo

S: 9N

Situation 2-b

RS A

b, 1T, H, B8 S A

BliikrZ3nwET

BlikoI3nET

BILKATTN?

XV, ERTT, HUVNREHI TINET

HNH O £

A

HO, FIHZEI 2O a s h—MIERTHE LA EFHFAN?
H, eI TIN?2 VLW TThRz, HOD

Y E9 02

HMoTET, MoTET, bOEIFTHR, O, IEBET A NRHHATT X
b—% 5T

A

b, va D — MI— ANTIr7e TUIWITEHA
b—., £ TTh b

Enb, o NE (pause) 17X T, . . ITWITEHA
b—FITThH, A—TH7ALb, TAMBIL L L LWATT L
b—% > TT»n

A

KALLFET

CbbrotBXTHET

H, KY2TTNn?

A

HONREHI T NFET

L, KILLET
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Eé6
Situation 1-a

S: &, FEHLRA
L: &. (E6’s name) !

S: ZAZHIT—

L: ZAlCHiE—

S: B, HDO, HH, BIEROITN—TE2EAH LEIIFE, —RHICRL. .
o0

L: o2&k, BIEAELEZITZR ! WDO?

S: A—., BIH., HEDET

L: b—%o>0% bO—FRKI WHKRHE, DO—T XA MRbHATE LA

S: Bt HE. BTt on

L: 59—~k

S: 9—Ah, EIL LI s

L: THHELEHTER

S: 9—A., MLOAN%E (pause) ., SEZENDLSST2H. H—. (pause) H—,
(pause) A —., A H&,

L: 9)AOIAI A

S: o N&, PEEEZLH>E, H—, HZHIM?

L: &, Zohbn. ahol, LHARBAT V2 —LEZXTHD

S: I, ol

L: H02 k9

S: DA, BVNBED

Situation 1-b
s:%@\E¢éh\£%%kw:&ﬁﬁéhfﬁﬁ\
=LA
S H—., WK, BIEREZLELI EBSTWETR, HDO—H—(pause), 9 —
NSRRI N—THEA D LEASTDT, H—, —HEICARFETAN?
Ih%~\%ofﬁﬁ~\%%Tﬁmz\kfﬁ!z~ok\%Oﬁﬁﬁ?
S: THEHD6FFIZE D TTn?
L: H—% 5 TIH, LEATT2, . . FEiEL Hbo—, HEBIGAER 5
A TT &
S: H—FH5TThd 9~
L: (VW THHEHHA%EH TTh—
S: Y. B—. Folzb, H—Ah, BREBEORITE ) TTr2pI 21X, H—A.
KHEH D 6 1Td
L: 5 ZH5TIN! LebbroeBXTHET !
s & A
TV, HOREH T NET
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Situation 2-a
S: H—F bk,

L: [Z—W

S: B, HO, D, EiX A—. ZOD0F Ty bBRHLATT N

L: 9/,

S: . HDHATED.

L: 9/,

S: H—. ZOF 7y MIKFEDOA R b= T, WD D 2

L: DA, HAZS7EHA

St D, TDAXRY MNMIAHDOEERSHDATEN, WWTET, 59—, 1T1T5H?
L: oD%, 5B e, 2ot z, TERFRVWARZTE, HAFERRATL X
iz

S: % AN el

S: A—. IEoleb, A— MOKEZ, A—. b LIEENH ST 6 FEDD,

S:
L: Zo0%

S: KiZEZFIEHN L2 BLHDT

L: ZomZEoh, Oholzdh bbb rotEZXTHD
S: 2 HOVDBED

L: HURED

Situation 2-b

S: &, RS A,

L: /LW

S: B, HbrolHEWI ENDHDHATT N,

L: /W

S: H—4H., H—KHEDOA XY "3 HDHATT A,

L: /LW

S: H—, L, H——D2OD0F Ty "RBDOIATETT T E, G, FEDEN

T, H—, EATIIWTEREADT, H—. —BIITEZFEAN?

L: — EE%OTT@K

S: OA/

L: 2o bk u, EETTN20VOTTN?

S: AHD, TOTT, THTT

L: —, SHTT s, boO, T, HERBRIHHATT L—
S: &, THITIThH ?

L: JIw
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s:5~h\5~A\D¢%\5~A\m@\m@\ﬂ4kéhkﬁ\%~\%
WRH-oT-NE H— 0 ETH? H, o TWHETN?

L: H—. Brodtmhb2WnWTTiFEs, 9—A, LobRAbEWTAETR
Oh\ﬁﬁiT

=W, G E L

HYVMWEHI T NET

A

E7
Situation 1-a

S: ., A, FxHrA, HAMKR?

b, \H. 2. MIrdHo0?

) A, BAERIATE WA

b, BIEAELZH>7Zhx

TLxX?

oy

DI TAA—RL, HDO, b, K-WETE,
I N

HD, ZOVTARA—=FNEHILEVINLRNNG, HD, FIao>TidD?
H. DA, WL B, WNO—?

HoO, HHD, HDH  S5HEEIHN

b, AHEH»»., FiX, URBETA MR DOATE L%
H—UodH, HO—FT A MOHBTRLKR?

b, T ABNDRKRITRLKE X

CLod, HEBETARDEKT, D, BIERIITI O !
Yl ol BUBE D!

A

Situation 1-b

O, THETA, HF I A,

A

HHEBIRTT 2

BHH&»., 2o&, (AIDHLATTN?

D, bLroBERIATEZVWATIN, b, HRFIALRTINER
/1/7j> Q

L: o0&, IETT s, 5 THhx, WRIT, 2-o&, TEVNRVWATT
FE, ABRBEERBRRHHATT L

S: H—F 9 7ATT b

L: 13

e
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S: HD, Ledh, Ho, tho, H—MMmoBET, HDH, () MoH T, KL
FKTT
L: Hb—., 5 TCTTh, &O, TANDD EIFKRLLTT
S: . 1TV, Uxd, S5RPITE D T
Iziok REf S b BRIk T
T, D ELE, O, todh, Mo T AAL e, HD,
b\M®77Xf4%%%T%wa¢W
| A=A
S: B, HBUNEHITINWET
L: Uodh, 42 MIAHB T,
S
L
S

ELU
DY
7

§

cHO, AR EXADOT A FDOEZ TN TT )N
. HOREHITINETS
A

Situation 2-a

S: HDa, FEHLoA

L: 9k

S: EiIh

L: 9/,

S: HDO, WEED, H, A XV IRBHHATITE, 4H
L: 9/,

S: HD, 7o T NbH? Fh&

L: . WHF>72R, 2o &, (iF?

S: HD, AN ME HDO, 6K HNTT

L: HZ o0, HDOH, HWHEZ D T-HA

S: %57?:J:

L: FEixna, R, TAMRHLD

S: H—., THORAE L, Ledh, HO, DI F7A2AXAA e, HO, HEE
9, or H<, T, 1T

L: &. %OﬁW)

S: 9 A

L: ZTAida, VLD

S: 9 A

Situation 2-b

DO, THREFA, RS A,

A

O DPRBED & TT N2

T, B, L mEE S TR

LI ANEEAEV AN a‘b@\ TZV—=T 4y "B ET
Z—. €5 TThr
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S: XV, HDH, SHOREGEA R FOT 4y FTT, b, TALITH
X, DO, BT L EfTHo TS NEFAN?

L: b, mMAZ5> Tz, &—, Tb, LT, o, HEHBRLATT LA
S: b—. £HTT., HDOH, BlI., ZOFry MISBFTROTTRN, H
D, KEALD, D, 17, {TTEEALRL, HDO, D7 T AAAL MEEE
T, BV ET

L: 5—%95TTh, HOVBEITINET

S: RALKRTT, 1TV, HunLH> T NET

Native Speakers of Japanese (J1) J1-J11
J1
Situation 1-a

S: ¥xboi, HHDEROBRAE T Y, BIERICBIERITNRN?

L: BIER2?2HBE S, 9—A. HETENZWDIT C2WEITF E, HKRAET
AR HATE L%

S: b Fon, TIILIED E W= TR

L: 9—A. 9072, THOHEIERBLZS LA

S: Ak B, BENSKPRIIKDDLIND, b ULITE L o b B TR L T<
g

L: DA, BURES, LedbExLL

N YA

L: V8 E—

Situation 1-b

S: HR & A, IH, RFPOEEDH, BIERIITZ 9 EESTWHARET L,
—fEIzEH ?

L: . HE (time) 95, TENBRWVDITLRRWALITE, IZHET A b
A TT LR

S: MmN FELZ, ULeb, SEEMrboTzbF N ET A

L: s, HBONEHITZIVET, TUVEHA

Situation 2-a

S: FELRA, SHOK, BEIOa LY — b DF vy habbolz AT E,
—HENAT IR R

L: 2% = 025 H20RH, TENRODIT LR VWATITE, AT A
Y P

S: Todk, ZOF v b, ZONRAL FLTHALRRWEITIF72L T,

L: HdhTom, o0k, Whz, EH5LEHINks, 9—A, SHE LR
Z. 9—N

S: b, TAIHERDELS D
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L: o brobtEBEXTHDL, HONBREH!
N YA

Situation 2-b

S: MEA, SRDOKBRATETE, (MINHED D2

L: 5H?2 9=/, RWDITURRWARZITE, O, BET A M AT X
S: 95, b, s, SHOK, BElOoa L — b OF vy b BT, £D
Fry R, FIUAAL FDOAN, FIUAAAL FDOANE LITIT RS, TEH—
HIATE W EE ST,

L: 2z, AHTTM), 9—A, E5LEI2D s, THL—TAMLHD

L/\ Y N

S: Foh, D FELE, Ued, EHE> THERL THET

L: THREALEBEXLEEET, HUBREHI TS 0ET

S: ITw

J2
Situation 1-a

S: Ak, FEHrA, HHA, BEALIATSARZTE, —fHlcEH 2

L: &, BIEA»H., D—A, TERRVODITURR2WATTE, Ho, HA,
HEZEBT A NDHDHATE LR

S: HHTIRNMEH. Tonb, ILLW-M e (pause) TH., SHPREIZRKFED
BENKDS T, TORITS TERAZITE, 1-2FH< WL Lo T T
HEH?

L: ZoMd, LebbrotBEXTHD, HUHBED!

S: [F—W

Situation 1-b

b, AR S A

=4

FXLOHFELT, (FLDFELTTWHWVDMNR?)
H, IZFLDOFELT

Plz< L, HO—[RUCRFEDOI)EF HATTITE,
H. 1TV

HDOIHF UL &2 LTWVT,

A

T, BH 5 ERlcREN KD 2RI,

A

BIERERSDTERATTIT L,

A
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S: —fkgIlcE > TI M,

L: . BIEARTT e, BLEOITTRx, HOH, HHTERZWATTIS
E.HBATAMHDATT LA

S: &, £H7RATT M), BILLWATT A

L: 9—A., THULEEADGELE S TTR

S: FHRATT L, BFER LV X —D7=DIZIH AR TRE L=/ ATY
K. WAALRFEABLRLIOTTIVELWEES ALTT L, L LB -7
HREEF-TLLEE N

L: Y MNEHI» T NWET, BEXxTBEET

S: BFAWL ET

Situation 2-a

S: A, FExbHA,

L: 9/,

S: S HDBPREHAOBBEOTATTFrv heb bolzAZlT L,

L: 9OAOAI A

S: —AURITIHRL 5T, #ENEILTITNR S B RWTRWATLT &

L: 99N,

S: A HOD5KELIBEOE 2

L: 22, BapeAlZdE, HAT X M2 X

S: HHEHIRATELH, THSH, T, fEPENLTIT RN EWNT R 5
<.

L: 99N,

S: MBS > T NERTRNR W E 2 A

L: bpFr72kaz. To0h

S: b S h, AT TN %

L: HbpZo0d, MAZITEHRzZ, 9—A, EOLEID R, brobkEx

THD I HVRED
S: IFV, ULdHffoTEHT !

Situation 2-b

B, RS A

=LA

H, ZTAITHIT

ZAITHIT

B U D 12 & HLET

H, IFLOLFELT

TUDHE LT, HBOFEIL, S HIPHEED
I N
BEELZOXT Ty hbboltATTITE
=LA

cwuoeounon
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— AL W< T,

A

FEEIL T2 EWNWT R WATT I E

b, 1T

o6 —HiiToTChb b xFHEAN

. AHTT DS, HHHEATIRATTITE, HbO—HRBRNHHAT
Tk

S: . TORATT NG, LeobbroEAHDOSENLITS ATTIE,
L: 13

S: #EL T

L: 25 TThRz 9—A, 9—A, BHRAZIRATTITE, E5L o0
A

S: H., ULxb L., BDOICHERKDL->T, ITITF I o0l E b2 1
N2

L: . /)0 E£L7=, Tv

S: TV, LbBRLLTEHT

L: HOREY T8 0ET

J3

Situation 1-a

S: FEboA, WH, R ENTIZVT5?2

L: . TERRWVDIT U WARITE, HEHBET A R eAZ Xl
S: Hh. TIRIMNEH, BIEAOEEES LI ELTNT—, HZo0, T
A Ko TR HWVING 2

L: 7 & MZia, #@lb

S: FImE g

L: 9A

S:pause & (HDH, THEDL BLNWETHO—EHMFTIUXNNATT D)

L: (59, 5 0 )

S: (HH?)

L: (HDA)

S: (Foh, ) TARSTAFELWEL ?

L: 9—A., E907%s H—TH, BIEALEIZE >z

S: ¥, ., WIDOKEL —HEIATITHDWSTENE, I\ TH L,
WSS — oA T E g

L: 99N,

S: ¥, TAMLREENDL, TENE, NZEIH o7 bF @K LT

L: YA, ®VNRESH, Ex &L

Situation 1-b
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s CTHEBIER, BLEH>TIRx

S: HP S A

L: (3w

S: HD, AREETOTIVWHIDTEEE S ATTITE

L: (3w

S: HOFEIE, HIH, D H, BIERZHAZLRTLL Y EEEHZ L TWDHATRLT
E. %h%ototbbifﬂo

L: 2z &, TENZWVDITFLRZZWATTIFE, D5, HEHT A M2AT
Tz

S: b, TORATTRL

L: (3w

S: RIFFE - T X LW TT

L: =95 794z

S: £ TIT0dh

L

S:

S:

HDO, L L, HOIKNFITE-o726, HOHEHKLTUILLT HDOHH
LE‘<7T)>0717974 UEBLTHE L FEFAN?
L: 1TV, 300 F L,

T, bLENZFHITZ-o7=6H, £/ LINE LTL7EEVY,

AT

L:

S:

L 2HbbZZ, HUBEHT3nEHT BExLEEHT

b, HHVNELEHTINET
Lo, ZhWnbbEIALSBHEWLE ST

Situation 2-a

2ok, FELRASH, SRENTIEVTH?
e

A

HD D, N, ENTRWVbIT Ue2WARETE
I A

BHHT A F AT Kdaz

HH., ToNd

oy

SR, ary—roOE, EESTF 7y FBRH-T
I A

T, FNRHEATH 500 s > TE-TT
I N

ZTD, Bt ¥ —DFDOFEIANLEbSTZND,
A D A

FZORMSTBATIH L EB oA ITE

bt onh, WAL I AL

WOTH 7TV A
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S: 9 A

L: -

S: (%)

L: Zo/ 9—Ah, E5L LI

S: oA, bL, HLEIE ST, MOFHE LN LZ6HoH R 2 b2
E

L: 99 A

S: b LR KREST=D, FlFmNTT

L: b, Honé> LxbBzxe<

Situation 2-b
S: &, FIHELT

L: &, #IHFE LT

S: A, VOB TIVES TTRNEDFENT NV s & - TT

L: &». (T

S: MEATT LR?

L: [Zv, &5 TT

S: HD I, RANESHE, HOEoxarY—bOFOEEOF v b 5o
T, —HIATT oW s LB THEATTITE, b LA T=bfTx A
N2

L: ., 2o&, WOTTMN?

S: ., 5K TTHx

L: 5 TT e DI, PENRWDITURRWATTITE, oo, A
T A Mg TT LAz

S: HHHHT A MNpA Tz ZFIUIRETTRL

L: 9/,

S: A, b LRSI ADIY BEVDF TRAMTITZE I R DBNT=b, HxT
BmLWTT

L: &, 7Y EL=

N YA

J4
Situation 1-a

St FEboA, 2oL, HADIKIRE.

L: 9/,

b, BIEANHDATET L.

I I

Y—hb . BEKDS THBLIEH 72 1T 720D 5
HHED»

9 A
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HDEIX

9 A

A% A

9 A

RERNHDHATE Lz

b, AKHIC

9 A

HDra, S5HEENSIEE - T, BV TR TEH KRR C 22 A
BN

YD Dl

DO, EIOD s ?

Lok

R

AT E, B MSEREH R AT Lz

CFonh K 9=, LXHFEOEEST, YA, FEBIEREND ST
% 9 43

L: b, &Y nEH, Thbbhbrob&EZEL

S: DA, IF—V WOTHRTRELRENS

L: VLo

V’T‘F’PT‘V’F‘F‘*F’?F‘F’?F‘F’?F‘F’?T

Situation 1-b

cxok, HFESA, ®L, & LI HDORGRE

A

BIERDBDHHLTET E

A

b LBRMNH 726, BIEREDPNL S L WEEADS ?

b, 2-o&, HETT s

A

O, FiT, A RFELHBRLHLHALTT LR

H, TORATTNH ?

A

2ok, BIFYEMNLIRE ST, 2ok, MICH o LEHIELTLKEZDET
THWVWWATTITE,

L: (3w

S: HLLEBFRMH-T=2H., D, HLro LT THLE I TIhH ?

L: ., 9T b 25—A £9H5TThzx mHEHZI TILRxX
S:oh\%bﬁ%h%ot6f%b@w@f\ﬁw
L
S:
L:

yemuouourn & n

SNV ELIZ, BrobUlohbEZXTAHET
T—, XALKBEWLEHT
HYVNEHI T NET
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Situation 2-a

S: F&bHoA, b, ZWniEih,

L: 9k

S: aryY—hrOFry bbb boThaA

L: 99 A

S: ZANTITIFDF 7y R ATET &

L: 99 A

S: FHXTU Ty 7Dary— N MUTTLIARTE, b LBRH., b7
BITIRNMNTR 2

L: ., Wopar¥—hK?

S: x—&thzx H—Alhz H, SHE, TOARIWV SRRBRAETE,
L: 5H?

St brotRATIDANR

L: &, 2,

S:

THRAPR, TN AT XX DB Lo T, #ENEITHRL -5
HWTR<»Tx

D, EORAUE H

H LTI G, ERSTEARITE

Fohh, ULedh, bp Thia, IR, KELHABRIEH LA Lz
H, To0H

9 A

&l e, Cob, 2, LoDz THALA,

DI, THRAD, o EnbITETEW s

AREL2Lob, BbrotLHHEHLTADL 2HBAL R0 IF>THWN

Oh\Biok%ZTﬁé

Y BE) 0 E, bhoTl-n
HONLE D

I, Loedh, FLHEHEL Thx
T—u, BV E S

Situation 2-b

S: &, S A

L: /W

S: HD, HLroLAMRATTITE

| S EAN

S: 5H, av—FrOFHry FEH L5 TT,
L: /W

S: A HNEKBRATTITE

L: /LW
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S: §ENE —HEIATIT DT OF 7> F T, b LB 726 5 R —FEI1Z
ITEEEAN?

L:

S: ZEIRTITDOAR IV (%K)

L: W2z, HDOH, W, TERRVDIT L2 0WATTITE

N YA

L: b0, WA, KELHABRIAHLATT X

S: . TIRATT G ?

L: 13

S: Lok, TNLH, HroBHEIZEBHENTHOEEH LRARWVWA TS
E.AARD ko LA T—%

.@m

S: HroEAHLMTIT WG, L LB ThhoTobr bt BoTz
ATTIER

L: %95 TThb

=N

HIEE B

I iz ?

I—A, B, H9—A, THERTTLANRZ
ZoATTIRx, HO, Y —NI, VIV rDaHh— RT,
A
HAIEVRDIRINZIONITFI Y FoTHLZXRODRH EEIALT (%)
HHENIZ 72DI1FE R

oy

TLEBRbLH D L

C FH9TT Lz TOHARSVAIZZARERBHZE N LT, HLRA
\TTO

XWX brosEXTAHET

H, HONEHI TN ET

TV, Bk o

HLEM L EHEKZL T ZEWN

XV, HORE S T VET

EALSBBENLET

AreCeCcenenenenene

J5
Situation 1-a

S: S &, bO—BHRTHALTE
L: 99 A
S: FEHRAKRND ?
L: s Zx-ottazx, HERT A MDBHLATE LIz
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S: %A, £, 1A, WAKT,

L: 9A

S: Hxo LB L THMTNEIIESAATIT L LI NG, RTUILWALITE
L: &, Tohbp, Bhroleh, LHBERXTHD, VKL D

NHESA

Situation 1-b

S: 2ok, BEMLANHHLATTITE S

L: 13

S: 2o b, MOBLAREFNTZNWEESTWEDOT, HDH, AP EAICEHE
THBRLWATTIT &,

L: 13w

FKTHHZETI,

H., WO TTN?

ok, FKBRATTTE,

b, TIHITTH, KEONWHSIHW?2H, (HESTHRM)

(b, THAZRIV, DU, ) 2o &, B HOHERE T,

=4

X—o &, RPEOEBESKPITKDL EES AT,

=4

Zoé FOIEMBSOWNLLIED L) EHoTWAHEATTITE
HHTITTNd Z—oép. HATT»H.. 2o FIL, HEBT A b
SbHATT Lz

H, TOMRATTNRZ

=4

ZzobkB. I—A, TANMIFIRNTTN?

ZTIHOMRATT B

H, TOMRATTNRZ

=4

Hrodkb dRNRWEKLETTN?

I —Ah, Rt

CTCENTE S, A3 O BNTHRETHEL ST, AAREERLATYH
%Z;J“Lifota%;’)fb\?

L: &, 7251x&

SR ATTIT L

L: DD ELE, Cob, brotBXTHAET,

S: &, PV ELE,

L: XV, H0nEH T8 WET,

S: SVEHT

Situation 2-a
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%

SRE, DA IDTA4THDENETE,

I N

HD D, —FEDT NNA FOANLDWITF7L T,

INIID A

F. A PO DD EEH AT L

I A

FEHRAATOIRN?

. THMH FEiIh, HETANRODLATE Xz

i, E.T AR, TAM, FE, ESAWVTEEESIL (B b,
MR H

ZDTATIFASH LMWL (5R)

oy

TANMIFEFEHLL (K)

FoMndp, THT A Mg LW LN WATE Xz
ZORNE B

I—~h THLUYU AT Xkx

YA, HDONRAL FDOANLY, FEBOAE —HEATET-WVWEE -T2, ME

(_

FonZEony I

. b, EonipliEloT
I, BELEEZTHD
A3y T

HVINED

A

Situation 2-b

RS A, TS, ML S TR ENTETN?
A HTTN?

A

TV, IR TPEIXR VAT E

O, AREIL, VrFIDITATHoT
A

Ty ERHHATTITE

A

—FEITAT S AW < T,

AT

T, ZONA RLTWDEAELITNRERLWITRWVWATTIT &
A

b, ErymipltEoT
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L: b, 2HIFE 00, PERRWVWATTITE, B, HARBRNHLAT
e

by EHIRATT R

LA

HO, EALS BV, HOHIMMSILTET N

HH, BroLEoInly Lroblaghb2nTd, £72
b, oo HO, bL, bLENSTELRATITE,
LA

Zok, O, BERAT, LbLU AT IRAT

LA

Briux, #licir&znwins o T

b, MV ELE broltEXTHET

H., mZmYEL-

HYVNEHI T NET

TV, HURE S TN ET

w2

Jé
Situation 1-a

S: FxbHo A,

L: 9A

HH S &, BHHDOKGRZICBIEROEE L TT, L LENSTELHKD ?
BAERD &

A

BHHE. 29—A. EiIR

5 A

BHHT A N ATz Ldaz

b, KH2

=N

CFodh, Thd, 25, ZRHS BV 2 TR =R S H W TEN G
oNy
IR B
HLLEMNST=6H, 9 A

I, DInoTzh, HVRED
A

HrobltEBEZTHD

A

z

&

Situation 1-b
S: HAE A
L: 3w

122



: I H OBGRZ ISV 30 2RTT 0 ?

Zo&, HETTN?

mw

W, HD O, TEITRWATT T

mw

AN

b, EOTT b, BErolan, HHOHBGRZICKIERZ R L T

Mm

C RolebkbnE TN

b, O TN

=LA

ORI, ABRETANRBLDLATT LA

> N k) foi/vfﬂ”@z

=LA

CFITT e U (BB, TUVWEHAL) ZH5TThs U, brodE
V4l

L: &

BIEALENA R N ESHOEBLTHDT,

A

FORFEEZBEMNTSETHELSTHWNNTTN?

TV, HORE S TXnET RELEFSHTTA

A

ZOTT FW, Cedb, 1TV, HREH> TS 0ET
A

(\ywhmhwhwhﬂwhwhwrvg

Situation 2-a

FEbrA, SHDLHF

oy

b, SHOKOE ?

Zoth—, T, ROTELTBBARAETE, 2o
AW SHDOK, DS, TIVTFT - T30 TD7A4TNH->T, THT»r
k. BT Ay N E

I A

RXT D, ROEHLLSTHALETE

b, TR H

I HEITRIRN?

B E oD,

A

EAES AN
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oy

BHHOEIT X "R3B HATE Lz

AR 2 [AIE G 2

ot 9FFn

9 I

oy

Zonp, THLZOarP—r Sy b, SHNKKHET
INIID A

Lnt, By, BOEFER L H—DT AL ROFEL RN EHOM 2
RNATE K

L: HZ>0 %

NG EMNoT2 G

EORNTE B

I KIRN?

I—/l, Thh, TAMLHD Lia—

I, EoDH

)—h, Thiaz

) — M

THiax

) — M

arP—FHBRLEILE L H

AT E 72 o T D AWNS R 5

Y=l EITEAD B rolmhARWE s
FTonk, H, LedHITOAZ

IV, BDONEIDLIDE LebbroEEXTHD
oy

HONE D

Situation 2-b

b, MSAZAITHIX

H., TAITHIE

THEREA

=g

HDH, Fh, BFEELL X —TT AN, FLTWAATTITE B
=

bHbroks, 05 TIVTF - TI730570D

=g

ayY—r D, TATDFry b, OELOXRT T v haF->TT
=
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S:

L:

%

T, BFEB 2 —DOT VAL FOFEA LN FEIZWNT 720D T, HD, K
SAEEL LZENTWE LS —IZiThrnE+ 2

H &

Binolzb ) TTNn?

SR TT b

=LA

HOEL, HARBRNH DA TT L

b, TOTT0, THEHA

H, VW Z

LeobbrolifL TRz, 5K
I—Ah, THLELES TT A

ZHTT, HO, SEPEREHBDTATH LT,

H., THORATT L
CARMIZVWMESTE LB DT, b LENSTED,

@T

L:
S:

L:
S:
L:
S:

J7

HHE I TT N

EA

H, LodbbrotEXTHET
T, BREWLET
HYVNEHI T NET

TV, TAHAEEA

Situation 1-a

S:

FE, WARFKRDSTEHOERAL?

L: A, WH, Ro TEXITRARATLZIT L.

P Al
% = AN

Job

S
L
S: &

L: A% AT A Al Xz

S: F—RELK-L &

L: 9 A, i F—h—., RADLHLHD?
S: W, WFAL IR ANMEREZSA I N EE-TT
L:
S
L
S
L
S
L

9 A

cFL Ko T2
.Y

i\ %LU\L\

SOOI A
CFL FEREFDVNE o
SOOI N

—ittl

-
—

L IERlOF Ay N2
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FHolFE, TARMIEH RLK-L &
Y, TFrbFEHHLLoEBXTHDH
=LA

L: Y2 EH

“wuroey

Situation 1-b

z. HFSA

A

HPSATT LA

LV, 9 TT

HOB oL HS. HHOHKERE., HHOHBGRE 2
=4

12, HBrotBIEREZEE L CHATTITE
EAAYELA

(A7 VT NERRNBHER) 5. S FLTH? FAOLEDITTT X
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