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In thislssue

Thisissue of the ORTESOL Journal containsarticlesthat reflect the diverse
interests of TESOL professionals. Contributionsrepresent the range of
settingswhere TESOL education occurs, including K-12, university, adult
education and EFL programs.

In hisarticle, Bickford Grant discussestheissuesinvolved in whether
or not to use thetarget language in alanguage classroom. He measures
learners attitudestoward an English-only classroom language policy in
six language schoolsin Japan. He concludesthat learners negative
attitudestoward an English-only classroom language policy may impact
its pedagogical usefulness.

In her article, Yoko Iwasaki presentsresultsfrom a study of language
learners acquisition of English vowels. Shelooks at the differences
between the learners native Japanese vowels and the English vowels
that are new versusthosethat are similar to Japanese vowels. She
concludesthat new vowels are more difficult than similar vowels, which
makesit difficult for even very proficient English usersto completely
acquire English vowels.

In her article, Keiko | keda comparesthe way in which Japanese
language speaker s encode social meaning compared to the way English
usersdo. She concludesthat the differences make it difficult for
speakers of onelanguage to learn to encode social meaning in the other.
She presents some teaching suggestions that might help students
develop socio-pragrnatic competence.

In her research report, Char Heitman examines the acquisition of back

channeling devices by learners of English. Shefindsthat the number
and variety of back channeling devices used change as students acquire
English. She concludes with proposing possible reasons for this
change.

Sheila Cannell Cullen reviews ESL/EFL Teaching: Principlesfor
Success, anew edition of this popular book. She describesits useful
background information, thorough description of ESL settings and
practical lesson planning advice for K-12 practitioners. She also
describesthe authors over-reliance on whole language and disdain for
other approachesthat might supplement a whole language curriculum.

In her review of A Courageto Teach, Pat Bryan describesa book that
iswritten for all teacherswho want to connect their personal identity



and integrity with their professional personas. She describes how the
author s provide approaches to accomplish this connection.

* In her review of Context and Culturein Language Teaching Laurene
Christensen describes the author's per spective on a language educator's
rolein teaching and interpreting culture. She describes how the author
is sensitive to the challenge of teaching culture as an important aspect
of helping students develop intercultural competence.
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Student Attitudes Toward English-
Only Classroom Policies

Rickford Grant
Toyama Kokusai University of International Studies

Every teacher stepping into a language classroom implements a
classroom language policy whether aware of doing so or not Many
teachers in the EFL setting set upon English-Only as such a policy without
really knowing wiry. This article examines the background of English-Only
pedagogy and the reactions that students have to it and other alternative
policies. Although English-Only is seen as giving students maximum
exposure to and practice in English, it can also act as an affective barrier
and, thus, potentially nullify any benefits. And yet, despite the general
trend away from such policies, it is not clear what policies best act as a
replacement, for implementation of alternative policies can prove to be just
as complex and contradictory.

Rickford Grant received hisMA TESOL from Portland State
University and has been teaching in thefield for almost 20 years. Heis
currently alecturer at Toyama University of International Studiesin
Japan. Hisinterestsinclude cross-cultural perceptions and
representations, critical pedagogic ideologies, and linguistic and literary
analyses of absurdist literature.
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I ntroduction

Classroom realitiesdictate that every English language teacher at some
early point in hisor her career comesto a decision, whether consciously or
not, asto therolethat the students native languageisto play in the
classroom. In the ESL setting, it ismost often the case that studentswithin
a given class come from avariety of linguistic backgrounds. Such linguistic
diversity necessitates the use of English by studentsand teachersasa
classroom lingua franca, thereby making such decisions of classroom policy
per se essentially lesscrucial or, at least, obvious. There are also those
numerous ESL settingsin which the classis from a homogeneous linguistic
background and has a teacher capablein that language and feeling its use as
ateaching tool beneficial. In either of these cases, thereisthe general
assumption that the world outside the classroom will provide morethan
sufficient authentic input and extensive linguistic practice deemed necessary
for the students.

Thefactorswhich lay such questions of classroom language policy
largely moot in the ESL arena, however, do not generally exist to any
compar able extent in the EFL setting. Dueto the dearth, or even total
absence, of opportunity for English interaction, the classroom often comes
to be seen asa substitute for an English-speaking outside world. The goal
of creating such an ersatz environment setsin many teacher& mindsthe need
for some sort of policy or rule set which requiresthat the students function
primarily or, asisvery often the case, solely in the target language. Although
such English-Only policies have come under some criticism in the ESL arena
of late, they are still accepted by many in the EFL arena as such common
sense pedagogy asto require nojustification.

And yet beyond the question of therelative effectiveness of English-
Only policies, or the pedagogic or cultural philosophy behind them, liesthe
way that such policiesare perceived by the students. Perception, being, as
it is, relative to individual, collective, and temporal experiences, can serve
to delineate the extent to which any policy or exercise can be viewed as
successful or beneficial. Thisisparticularly apparent in our current state of
pedagogy by which differencesin learning styles, whether culturally or
individually based (or bothl), are taken more fully into account in terms of
syllabus design and classroom implementation. Thus, an examination of
English-Only as a classroom language policy through a lear ner-based
approach allowstheteacher to see to what extent the students view English-
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Only, or any of its alternatives, asfulfilling the teacher's per ception of its
effectiveness.

The purpose of this study isto explore these reactions and per ceptions
by studentsthrough a study of five Japanese gaigo semmon gakko (two-year
foreign language specialty schools). In the process of examining general
reactionsto English-Only language policies, the study seeksto examinethe
following questions.

1. What attitudes do Japanese students have toward English-Only
language policies?

2. How useful do Japanese studentsthink English-Only language policies
are?

3. How do Japanese student attitudes toward English-Only language
policies differ at those schoolswhere the policy isimplemented on a
teacher-by-teacher basisand at those whereit isimplemented school-
wide?

4. How do Japanese student attitudestoward English-Only language
policiesand their perceptionsasto their usefulness differ between
language proficiency groups?

5. What classroom language policy do Japanese students most prefer?

6. What classroom language policy would Japanese studentsleast like
to seeimplemented?

Background

One of thereasonsthat many teachersoften turn to an English-Only
classroom policy isthat it seemsto make so much sense. A teacher
confronted with a classin which students spend consider able time speaking
to oneanother in their Li may well feel that classtimeisbeingill spent.
After all, traditional logic dictatesthat in a foreign environment where
English isnot one of the ambient languages of the street, there are few, if
any, opportunitiesfor studentsto usetheir target language. It isthislack of
tar get-language input that necessitates, in the eyes of many, the provision of
a substitute environment for that missing English-speaking outside world
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(Chambers, 1991; Lee, 1991). The EFL classroom environment, in which
English isthe sole language of function and communication, thus comesto
be seen as " the next best thing to going to Britain or an English speaking
country and learning English there" (Willis, 1981, p. xv).

English-through-English teaching has also been advanced asa
facilitating, if not necessary, devicein communicative language learning.
The contextualized input through explanations and class management in the
target language allow the student to receive what Ellis (ascited in Duff &
Palio, 1990) describes as " valuable input” which the students can then
decipher for themselves. The development of such deciphering skillsis seen
asparamount in allowing learnersto benefit from such an acquisition-rich
environment and, thereby, further their communicative competency.
Littlewood (1981) also suggeststhat using the students' LI for matters of
classroom management " devaluesthe foreign language as a vehicle for
communication” (p. 45). In thisway a sense of dichotomy iscreated in the
students minds wher eby the students' L1 is seen as authentic, the language
of substance, whilethe L2 target isrelegated to an abstract exerciserole.

Some proponents, such as Polio (1994), even contend that the use of
the native language by teachersin this EFL settingis" actually holding
students back and per petuating existing power relationships' (p. 155).
English-through-English teaching thus comesto beinterpreted as, or at least
seen as, necessitating English-Only policies or rules, which extend the
communicative benefits of thisfonn of teaching to the arena of inter-student
discourse aswell.

A Rolefor LI

Therearc those, however, who find fault with the English-Only
interpretation of English-through-English instruction. Atkinson (1993), for
example, criticizeswhat herefersto asthe " fashionable notions and
terminology” in voguein language teaching today which perpetuate these
classroom policies. He states that despite the common acceptance of
English-Only language teaching, " thereisno solid theoretical evidenceto
support any case for a methodology involving 100% target language” (p. 2).
Auerbach (1993), in fact, contends that the background of English-Only
rulesismore political than pedagogic. Tracing the genesis of such policies
totheera of British neocolonialism, Auerbach claimsthat English was used
asatool by which to exert and maintain control over colonial populations.
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The agents of thispolicy were, rather conveniently, thereadily available
resour ce of native English-speaking teachers. The notion that English is best
taught monolingually by native speakers sprang from this early situational
demographic reality (Phillipson ascited in Auerbach, 1993).

Thesetenetslater guided, and wer e ultimately reinforced by, the
politically charged pedagogy that later developed in the United Statesasa
result of itsinvolvement in the First World War. During that period, the very
large number of schoolsin which instruction was conducted partially or
exclusively in aforeign language, primarily German, was drastically reduced
and supplanted by what might best be described asa reactionary period of
" Americanization," which wasmost decidedly antagonistic toward outward
manifestations of foreign influence. English use came to be equated with
national loyalty, and English instruction, free of " foreign influence," was
conducted solely in English (Auerbach, 1993).

Such opponents not only object to English-Only rules because of what
they see asa lack of theoretical justification, but also because such rules
ignorethe potentially positive rolewhich they see the native language as
playing in the classroom. Atkinson (1987), for example, states:

Although the mother tongueisnot a suitable basisfor
methodology, it has, at all levels, a variety of rolesto play which
areat present consistently undervalued, for reasonswhich are for
the most part suspect. | feel that toignore the mother tonguein
amonolingual classroom isalmost certainly to teach with less
than maximum efficiency. (p. 247)

In addition to providing the teacher with a morerepleteteaching repertoire,
Atkinson seesthe use of the native language as reducing affective influences
and, thus, creating an environment in which the target language can be more
easily or quickly learned.

While Auerbach (1993), Atkinson (1987, 1993), and othersare
actually focusing on English-Only asit appliesto theinherently different
dynamicsof the ESL setting, their arguments have relevance to teachersin
the EFL setting aswell. Theimplications of the historical background of the
policy challenge the common sense notion that many teachersin the EFL
setting hold and can thus serve asa basis of a more thorough consideration
of what policy to implement.
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Classroom Language-Use Policies:
A Case Study

The debate asto the theoretical prosand cons of English-Only asa
classroom policy begsthe question asto how it isreflected in the reality of
the classroom and, in particular, how it isreceived and perceived by the
studentsthemselves. This study seeksto examine, at least initially, these
particular realitiesand the possible problemsthat might arise within them.
Thefocus hereison the classroom policies of non-Japanese teachers. The
focusis so narrowed in that English-Only policies, for reasons mentioned in
thereview of theliterature are most often imposed in those teachers' classes
and asa different set of student perceptionsand, thus, expectations have
been shown to exist vis-a-visthe nationality of the teacher (Grant, 1997).

The setting of thisparticular caseisthat of six tertiary-level foreign
language specialty schoolsin Japan (gaigo seininon gakko). While, in
general, such a setting may not necessarily be representative of all or even
afraction of EFL classroom situations, even in Japan, therelatively large
per centage of class hourstaught by " native speakers' makesthisan
appropriate setting for the reasons stated above. In addition, as students
attending such schools are, in theory, more focused on English itself rather
than a degreeperse, the motivation can be viewed as somewhat higher than
that which might befound in various other settings where English may be
merely arequirement for graduation.

ThePrograms

All of the schoolsin this study were chosen for their general program
similarities. Theseincluded from 15-25 hour s of specific English instruction
per week, of which 6-12 hoursweretaught by " native-speaker” teachers, as
they are commonly referred to. Of these schools, four, hereafter referred to
asgroup A, had no school-wide official language-use policy other than a
general expectation that the students be given a gener ous exposure to, asone
director put it, "living" English and numerous chancesto useit. The choice
of an English-Only approach and the strictness of its application was, thus,
solely the choice of theindividual teacher.

Thefifth and sixth schools, hereafter referred to asgroup B, were
chosen because they had school-wide English-Only palicies. In general, the
format and makeup of these schools was the same asthosein group A with
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the exception that all instruction, by Japanese or " native-speaker" teachers,
all student on-campus communication, and all dealings between students and
administration were, asa matter of school policy, conducted in English.

The Sample

In order to examine student reaction to these classroom poalicies, a total
of 180 student volunteers, ranging in age from 18-26, were chosen for this
study. These consisted of currently enrolled studentswho wereinvited to
participate on the basis of their having met the single criterion of having
studied in an English-Only classroom. An effort was also made to have as
evenly distributed arange of proficiency levels possible based on the
students' class placement within their respective schoals. In order to deal
with the differing number of levelsat the six schools (three levels at two
schools; five levels at one school; six levels at three schools), these levels
wer e compressed for the purposes of thisstudy. These groupingswere
based on each school's estimated TOEFL score equivalence for each of the
classes. Thisresulted in three distinctive groupings. lower proficiency
(TOEFL 300-370%), intermediate proficiency (TOEFL 370-450+), and
higher proficiency (TOEFL 450 -500+). In total, 10 studentsfrom each of
these level groups at each school were administered the survey.

It should be noted that although these estimations wer e given asrough
TOEFL equivalencies, they were, in fact, teacher estimations based on
regular writing assignmentsand overall oral assessments, not on the TOEFL
itself.

The Survey

Data wereelicited in the form of a questionnaire, which was based on
theresults of an initial pilot study conducted over the Internet two years
earlier. Thiswasthen pilot-tested again, more-or-lessin its present hard-
copy form, on 25 studentsfrom a similar ingtitution a year later. The
questionnaire was trandated into Japanese and back-trandated into English
before being distributed in Japanese directly in classto those students who
had expressed an interest in the project. The questionnaires were coded by
level and school and consisted of a series of check boxes and related open-
ended questions (see Appendix). These questions sought to directly discover
the students reactionsto their experiencesin the English-Only environment
and their feelings asto itsusefulness. In addition, as a negative feeling
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toward English-Only would suggest a preference for an alternative language-
use policy, students wer e also asked to indicate a most and least desired
preference from alist of alternative classroom policies. Thislist was based
on those alter natives generated by subjectsin the two pilot studies.

Results

Combined Attitudes Toward English-Only

Student attitudestoward an English-Only classroom policy were
predominantly negative; ascan be seen in Figure 1, 52% of the students
disliked therestriction against LI use. The question of the policy's
usefulness, however, turned up the opposite findings, asthe majority of
students (68%) considered it a beneficial tool in bettering their oravVaural
English abilities.

Figure 1. Student reactionsto English-only and perceptionsasto
itsusefulness.

Negative reactions seemed to center around theraising of affective
barriersdueto thefrustration caused and pressureimposed by having to
function solely in English, sometimes under pain of punishment or other
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penalty. These sentimentsare represented in the following student
comments:

| feel sotensein classthat | can't really pay attention. It's stressful
to speak English when I'm not allowed to speak Japanese. | think
most of us speak less English in (the English-Only teacher's) class
than in our other classes.

| liketo speak English, but if | get scolded or punished because
| forget and speak a little Japanese, | don't want to speak English
any more.

Another area of dissatisfaction was what was per ceived of asan
inconsistent application of rulesand irritability on the part of teacherstrying
to enforcetheir English-Only policies, a tendency which Gorsuch (1991)
warnsagaingt in her article on imposing English-Only rules effectively. This
point isclearly stated in the following student comment:

Sometimes (the teacher) isvery strict about not using Japanese
and then he doesn't seem to mind. So, we begin to think it is OK
to usealittle Japanese in class sometimes, but then another day
heisangry about that, too,

Positivereaction to English-Only focused on pragmatic dimensions,
with comments centering on the role which English-Only playsin providing
studentswith the chanceto use English in a context where little opportunity
exists outside of the classroom to do so. Thisisclearly reflected by one
student, who stated: " We can't speak English anywhere (outside) easily, so
in classisour only chance. If we don't have English-Only in class, people
will speak too much Japanese, so coming to classis a waste."

Perhaps more noteworthy, however, wastherole that English-Only
playsfor somein reducing affective barriers by making studentsfeel less
reluctant to speak English in class. Asone student noted: " It'shard to speak
English if the other students keep speaking Japanese. If | do, the other
studentsthink 1'm showing off', so | haveto stop.”
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Differences Eletween Groups A And B

Differencesin reaction to English-Only appear related to the degreeto
which the policy isapplied within a given institution. As can be seen in
Figure 2, whilereaction is overwhelmingly negative at those schools where
the palicy isemployed on a teacher-by-teacher basis, it is predominantly
positive at those schoolswhereit isa school-wide policy.

T = schoolwide

30% —- m case-by-case

Positive M bred Negative

Figure 2. Student attitudes toward English-Only: School-wide vs.
case-by-case application.

Therather extreme differencesin attitudes between the two groups
seem to give credence to Gorsuch's (1991) previoudy stated requirement for
successin an English-Only implementation, i.e., consistency of application.
However, it can also be argued that studentsenrolled in those schoolsin
group B were aware upon enroliment that they were entering an English-
Only environment. Their more positive reaction could beindicative of an
acceptance of such an environment, asthat isindeed the choice they
consciously made.

Despite these differencesin attitude toward English-Only, the
differences between the two groups were negligible in terms of their
per ceptions of the policy's usefulness. I n this case a majority in both groups,
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63% of group A and 73% of group B, considered English-Only useful in
improving their English.

Learner Proficiency asa Variable

When learner proficiency isconsidered asavariable, it becomes clear
that negative reaction is strongest among those with the lowest proficiency,
with 72% of all pre-intermediatesindicating a negative reaction to English-
Only (Table 1). This negativerating is even stronger among pre-
intermediate studentsin Group A, wherethefigurerisesto 88%. These
resultsarereflected in the comments of many pre-intermediates which focus
on thefrustration felt at not having the English language ability to ask
guestionsand/or understand explanationsin class.

Tablel

Student Attitudes Toward English-Only by
Student Proficiency Level

I Fostive Mixed | Nealive
N- | % N- | % [ %
GrauiA Caseb -Case I I R
Higher Proficiency | 16 40 10 25 14 35
Intermediate 8 20 5 13 27 67
Mid-u __r Beinnin 2 5 3 ] .8 35 88
N-Total | 26 18 76 W
| Grou B Schoolwidc SN S I N K I
Higher Proficiency 8 40 2 10 10 50
Prelntermediate | 11 55 8 40 1 5
Mid-u__r Beinnin 9 45 3 15 8 40
N.Total | 29 13 3 18 “
Combined L IMIMI.
Higher Proficiency | 24 N=11 12 N=6 24 N=10
Pre-Intermediate 19 N=8 13 N=8 28 N=I |
Mid-u __r Beinnin 11 ]-N=16 6 | =N=7 43 |_N=6
N-Total | 55 31 N\ EA =i

Whilethe large per centages ar e noteworthy, what is equally, if not
more, surprising istherelatively high negative rating among higher
proficiency studentsin Group B, where 50% reacted negatively to English-

1
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Only. Accor ding to comments from these students, also echoed among
higher proficiency studentsin Group A, the negative attitude can be
attributed to thefeeling that English-Only isless necessary for their

proficiency group and can actually act asabarrier totheir developing a
deeper understanding of the language.

Alternative Policies

The most common responsesin regard to language policy preferences
areindicated in Table 2. Interestingly, the policies most highly and lowly
rated seem, rather paradoxically, opposed, as most highly preferred among
the alternative choices (36%) was a being able to speak to the teacher, who
uses only English, in Japanese when necessary, while lowest in the survey
(17%) was having the teacher use Japanese to teach.

Table2

Student Classroom Language Policy Preferences as
Grouped by Reaction to English-Only

Positive Mixed Negative Total
Classroom Policy_ High | hid | L.e, | Hish | Mie | t.. | IVO | Nli4 | Low | N. | T
Teacher 1sscs only English;
Students use only English 2lw]2 2 4 0 2 4 ! | a
Teacher uses only English: 5 3 i ) 3 2 8 0] 12| a2

Studentetoestudem LI permitted

Student-to-teacher LI use permitted. 7 4
Student-to-student LI use permitted
Teacher uses LI when teaching.

Student to leather LI use permitted 0 2 2 2 3 2 4 4 12131 17
Student-to-student LI use permitted

4 6 3 2 10 | 10 | II | 64 | 36

Asfor the strong preference for being allowed and ableto use LI with
the teacher, student comments seemed to focus on a reduction in
psychological distance between themselves and the teachers by being able
to expresstheir true minds and feelings. Another reason given wasa
lessening of affective barriersasisillustrated in the following: " Even if |
don't speak to the teacher in Japanese, | feel more comfortableif! know that
| canif | need or want to."

12
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Conversely, negative comments provided a similar, albeit opposite,
argument for English-Only, i.e., a raising of affective barriersfrom L1 use
One comment elicited in the pilot studies most eloquently summarizes
student feelingsin thisregard: " Before | was ableto speak to him (the
teacher) in English, but after | started speaking to him in Japanese, | became
so shy. Sincel didn't really haveto speak to himin English, | never did
anymore," Thispoint issupported in another study by Grant (1997) which
found that 21% of those studentsin favor of the teacher's exclusive use of
English in the classroom were so inclined because they lost courage to speak
English if the teacher could speak Japanese.

The classroom policy that studentswould least liketo seeimplemented,
however, was onein which the teacher used Japanese when teaching (43%)
(Table 3). English-Only, despite its 52% negative rating, wasrated asleast
desirable by only 30% of the respondents.

Table3

Classroom Language Policy StudentsWould Like Least as
Grouped by Reaction to English-Only

Wi
eacner uses only Englis wlw E!l
prudents use only English|

witm2111 T
Juo[l - ALl I:I

ou}
a || :
STTETRsudent L permitted]

udentetosicacher LI use permrtted; I SN I ,

Ddentetoestuaett LT use pereeed I M ' L 1111

‘eacher uses LT Yothen teachingy

udent to teacher LT use pennitted. Jl MEISH BRTUM /I 21 111 7891111

udentetoestudeni LI use , nuitted

Thereasons given for thelargely negativerating, ranged from the
teachers poor Japanese ability to the lack of need for them to use Japanese
dueto the students L2 abilitiesand thetotal curricular realitieswithin the
school. As one student put it, " Our Japanese teachersuse almost all
Japanese, so we don't need Japanese from the foreign teachers, t0o."

Themost frequently stated reason against L1 use by teachers, however,
was overuse, a point mentioned by 37% of those opposed to LI use by the

13
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teachersand illustrated in the following student comment: " Sometimes he
(theteacher) seemsto speak no English at all. It'sreally annoying, especially

because he always explainsin Japanese thingsthat we could understand in
English? This propensity of teachersto useincreasingly large amounts of the
students' LI isalso mentioned by Duff and Polio (1990), who found in their
study of foreign language teaching assistants at UCLA that theamount of L |,
in this case English, used by them in classreached, in some cases, as high as
90%. Franklin (1990) found similar resultsin his study of French teachers
in Scotland, which showed that target language usein matters of classroom
management and explanation waslimited to only 40% of the classes.

This negative reaction to foreign teachersusing Japanese as part of
their teachingisin marked contrast to the desirability ratings of those classes
in which the teachersused only English but allowed studentsto addressthem
in Japanese. This policy wasrated asleast desirable by only 11% of the
students— the lowest least desirablerating.

Commentsin regard to this policy were essentially the same as those
stated in regard to policy preferences. In particular, students expressed the
feeling that, because they felt their English proficiency lacking, it was easier
for them to carry their meaning more clearly and completely in L 1, especially
asL 2 wasnot an absolute necessity for communication with the teacher.
Concernin thisgeneral areaisalso voiced in thisregard by Tajino, Leyland,
and Walker (1997) in their study of AETs (foreign assistant English
teachers) at a Japanese high school. They statethat in situations such asthis,
in which teachersare ableto speak Japanese and studentsare freeto use
Japanese to speak to them, the need to communicate in English ceasesto
exist, thusresultingin a" deterioration” of thereal language exchange
between teacher and student.

Conclusion

Limitations and Suggestionsfor Further Research

The most obvious limitation of this study isthat itslimited scope,
Japanese foreign language specialty colleges, ishardly representative of the
field asawhole. Thisisnot to say, however, that the results are without
valug, for indeed they do bring light to problemsand attitudes which surface
in relation to English-Only paliciesregardless of whether thefindingsare
universally applicable. Nevertheless, it would beinteresting, and possibly

14
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beneficial, to examine LI classroom usein other settings, within and outside
of Japan, and to thisend, theresultsand format of thisstudy can act asa
dtarting point.

Another limitation of the study surfacesin regard to the questionnaire
itself (see Appendix). Question | asks: What is your feeling toward your
English-Only classes? Theinclusion of theword 'your" in this question could
have had the effect of directing student response from one of general
impression or opinions of English-Only classroom paliciesto one of their
individual experienceswith such policies. It should be kept in mind that the
results of the survey may have been affected by thiswording.

In termsof further study, a most natural point of departurewould beto
replicate the study in the university environment in Japan, comparing
students who study English aspart of their major and those who study it
merely as a breadth requirement. Finally, as negative attitudes toward
English-Only would indicate a preference for an alter native language use
policy, a mor e thorough examination of what these alter natives are and how
studentsreact to them would be another point of departure.

Finally, as classroom policies areimplemented by teachers, it would be
worthwhile to examine thereasonsindividual teachersingtitute the policies
they do. A natural complement to thiswould be to examine teacher
per ceptions and attitudesin regard to alternativesto their chosen palicies.

Implications

While English-Only as a classroom language policy does not realise
universal application in the ESUEFL arena, it iscommonly enough
employed to warrant consideration, either asa choiceto be weighed for
actual use or to be considered in relation toitslogical alternatives. Although
the socio-political background of the policy would suggest a lack of meritin
an educational context, it isnot truly correct to say that it isvoid of
pedagogic validity. In fact, the socio-political environment of a given
location very often givesriseto directional shiftsin pedagogy which in turn
bring about changesin the environment itself.

A good example of thisisthe Jigsaw activity that is often used in

second language classrooms. The origins of this now commonplace
activities wer e also predominately socio-palitical rather than purely
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pedagogic. As Coelho (1992) points out, the activity was designed to
facilitateinterracial and intercultural trust and thereby promote academic
achievement by minority students. In thisway the socio-political context of
the time shaped a pedagogy which had asitsgoal an altering of the
prevailing societal paradigm.

[t can be argued, therefore, that pedagogy and its socio-political context
are, in fact, intrinsically interrelated. As Auerbach (1993) states,
" ...commonly accepted everyday classroom practices, far from being neutral
and natural, haveideological originsand consequences,, . " (p. 29), Thus, the
nature of the language classroom as a mixing of educational, psychological
and personal and collective cultural concerns meansthat a wider range of
factorsthan purely pedagogic matters must be considered. In thisvein,
English-Only provesto have merit to the extent that it iswell received by
certain segments of the English language student population and per ceived
as beneficial by an even broader recipient population.

However, the study also indicates that student attitudes toward English-
Only can be quite polarized. While some see English-Only acting to reduce
affective barriers, others seeit asraising them. Thisfact alone suggeststhat
auniversal application of such policiesin a given classislikely to bring
about unequal results. Thefact that those students predisposed or initially
receptive to such policies rated them more positively suggeststhat lear ner
preferences are of particular concern in regard to classroom language policy.
Thus, in situationswhere it were practicable, if studentswere ableto know
beforehand what policy a given class was implementing, they could choose
according to their own preferences.

Barring this possibility, however, the facts from the literature and this
study combined suggest the need for a thorough examination beyond the
abstracts of the selective acceptance or discarding of the findings of field-
specific literature. In thisregard, for the EFL teacher, it isprudent to divorce
English-Only as a classroom language policy from the implications of its
history and from those of its current political context, i.e., the English-Only
movement. Instead it should be examined in terms of such factorsasthe
target students motivation, general disposition, individual circumstances,
and the universality of the policy's application within a given educational
setting.
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APPENDIX
STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

1. What isyour feeling toward your English-Only Classes?

Generally Generally Neither
Negative Positive Positive nor
Negative
]
Why?

2. Doyou fed English-Only helpsyou to improve your English?
YES NO

3. Which of thefollowing classroom language policies would you most
prefer in your foreign teachers classes?

Teacher usesonly English in class/Students may use
only English in class 0

Teacher usesonly English in class/Students may use
Japanesein class when necessary a

Teacher usesonly English but students can ask a
questions or speak to him/her in Japanese/Students
may use Japanese in class when necessary

Teacher sometimes uses Japanesein classStudents
may use Japanesein class when necessary 0
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Why?

4. Which of the following classroom language policies would you least
liketo havein your foreign teachers classes?

Teacher uses only English in class/Students may use E
only Englishin class |

Teacher usesonly English in clasy/Students may use
Japanesein class when necessary a

Teacher usesonly English but students can ask
questionsor speak to him/her in Japanese/Students O
may use Japanese in class when necessary

Teacher sometimes uses Japanesein class/Students O
may use Japanesein class when necessary

Why?
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Japanese Speakersand American English
Vowels: Spectrographic Analysis of
Learnersat ThreeDifferent
Stages of Acquisition

Yoko E. lwasaki
Portland State University

The purpose of the present study is to examine the pronunciation of
American English vowels by native speakers of Japanese. This study
compares the vowels produced by native English speakers and native
Japanese speakers at three stages of acquiring English. The vowelsare
analyzed by using a computational spectrographic analysis system for
comparing formant frequency of vowels. All 15 subjects were currently
studying within the American university system or had already received
American degrees. This study investigates whether and how adults learn
to produce L2 vowels in the same way as native speakers of the target L2.

Thisresearch discovered that the " new" L2vowels (i.e, li,le, A A are
more difficult to produce than " similar" sounds (i.e., /i,ecau,o/). The
results also indicated that backness may be the reason for the L2 accent
instead of vowel height. It was concluded that even Japanese learners of
English who have lived in the U.S. for along time may not completely
acquireall L2 vowels.

Yoko Iwasaki received aMA in TESOL from Portland State
University, and used to be a teaching assistant of Japanesein theregular
year, then asan instructor in the summer program. Sheiscurrently
teaching Japanese to high school students at the Catlin Gabel School.
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Introduction

TheU.S. Census Bureau estimated in 1994 that 8.7% of the American
population (22,568,000 people) was foreign-born. Millions of residentsin
the U.S. are not native speakers of English and use a language other than
English in their homes and personal lives (Lippi-Green, 1997). Thus, a
large number of Americans, at the least, may have a foreign accent. A
"foreign accent can be characterized as speaking the L2 [second language]
with L1 [first language] phonological settings® (Pennington, 1994, p. 95).
Oneaspect of those L1 phonological settingsisthe substitution of L | sounds
for unknown L2 sounds. This substitution can be so pervasive that it sounds
asif non-native English speakers are speaking their native language when
they are actually speaking English. Naturally these substitutionswould affect
intelligibility.

In thelast three decades, a consider able amount of research hasbeen
conducted on thelearning of English by native Japanese speakers. In the
area of second language phonology, a number of research studies have
investigated the N-/r/ confusion by Japanese speakers (Brown, 1996; Flege,
1995; Henly & Sheldon, 1986). Vowels, however, have been neglected.
Thisstudy will addressthat neglect by evaluating the production of
American English vowels by Japanese speakers at different stagesin the
acquisition of English.

Review of Literature

A Theory of Second L anguage Phonological Acguisition

Resear ch has pointed out three major approachesto characterizing the
learning of L2 phonology: transfer, developmental processes, and variations
on or combinations of these two. In the past and continuing to the present,
many resear cher s have discussed the dominant role of Li transfer in L2
productions by non-native speakers. Beginning in the 1970s, a second
approach hasemphasized the role of developmental factorsin the acquisition
of an L2 phonology. Recent investigations have taken more complex stands,
looking at combinations and interactions between the two.
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Recent Theories: Transfer and/or Developmental Factors

Wode (1981, 1992) saysthat in naturalistic L 2 acquisition of phonology,
learnersstart from their own L1 " phonological capacity.” This capacity is
the state of development of their L1 phonological system with transfer and
contrastive analysis (CA) still playing arole. From their LI capacity, they
dtart toward the L2 targets by substituting L 1 elementsfor those L2 elements
that are sufficiently similar to the available L 2 targets. Thus, universal
developmental processesareimportant in L2 acquisition but only for those
L2 soundsthat are perceived as sufficiently different from L1 counterparts.

Flege (1987, 1988, 1992) has expanded on this notion of equivalence
in his Speech Learning Model (SLM), The SLM isexplained by Munro
(1993) asfollows:

... specified predictions can be made about which phones should
posedifficulty in the tar get language on the basis of how difficult it
might be for learnersto establish new phonetic categoriesfor them.
In general, phoneswhich are" similar” to existing categoriesare
predicted to be difficult to learn, while phoneswhich are " new" will
eventually be mastered. (p. 39)

The SLM statesthat learnerswill undergo an " equivalence
classification” of the sounds of their L2 and will compare them to the native
sounds of their LI. Flege (1987, 1988, 1990, 1992) goes further and
distinguishes between three types of phonological elementson the basis of
perceptual similarity: identical, similar, and new sounds. In Flege'sanalysis,
if L2 soundsare perceived by the L2 learnersasbeing thesameasL|
sounds, the equivalent soundsin the L1 easily transfer to the developing L2
phonology. Because most L2 speech errorsinvolve" similar” and " new"
sounds, "identical" sounds havereceived little attention (Flege, 1990; James,
1984).

If"similar" phonesare perceived as different, but not dissimilar enough
to be substituted for the LI equivalent, the L2 learnerstransfer their native
sound to the developing 1.2 phonological set. In other words, since" similar”
sounds more closely resemble a sound in the LI inventory, similar soundsin
theLl and L2 aretreated asbelonging to the same L| phonetic category
(Flege, 1992). If "new" soundsare perceived as different from anythingin
thelearner'sLI repertoire, the L2 learners develop a new category for the
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sound. Flege's 1987 study provides evidence that certain " new" vowelsin
an L2 can be mastered by adult learners, whereas other L2 vowelsthat are
“similar" but not physically identical to vowelsin theL| cannot be mastered.

Major (1987, 1994) maintainsthat thereisa different way to explain the
interaction between transfer and developmental factors. His Ontogeny
Model (1987) isan integrated view of how L2 phonology changes over time,
In order totest hismodel, heinvestigated the relationship between transfer
and developmental factorsin L2 phonology in different stages of acquisition.
In thismodel, there are some patterns due to transfer and othersdueto
developmental substitutions. Thismeansthat transfer processes decrease
over time [see Figure 1 (a)), wher eas developmental processesare
infrequent in the early stages, then increase, and finally decrease [see Figure
1 (b)]. In support of themodel, Major (1994) conducted a longitudinal
investigation of the acquisition of consonant clusters by Brazilian lear ners of
English.

Frequency Frequency
of Errors of Errors

Time Time
Transfer Substitutions Developmental
Substitutions
a b.

Figure 1. Major's (1987) Ontogeny Model.

Theresults supported his model regarding chronology, and exhibited a
hierarchical organization of L2 acquisition processessimilar tothosein Li's,
asproposed in Natural Phonology (Stampe, 1969).
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Moreover, Major (1986) said his Ontogeny Model

... doesnot imply that learnerswill eventually achieve native
pronunciation, for it iswidely known that most L2 learners past the
age of puberty fossilize short of native pronunciation. Depending
on the proficiency of thelearners, it follows that ether interference
or developmental processes predominate for these fossilized
speakers. (p. 454)

Major'sexplanation thus maintainsthat adult L2 learnersare not capable of
completely acquiring an L2 phonology, onceL 1 hasbeen acquired, and that
thefinal product may have different sources.

These studiesindicate that the variations or combinations of both
transfer and/or developmental processes appear to operatein complex ways
in L2 phonology, and asthe author acknowledges, much moreresearch is
needed. An attempt will be made to evaluate the results of thisstudy's
findings against these theories.

Vowels: American English Vowelsvs. Japanese Vowels

Eatmanliamency. Ladefoged (1996) explains" formant frequency" as
follows. Theair in thevocal tract vibratesin different wayswhen the vocal
organsarein different positions. The periodic sound has a frequency
measured asthe number of cycles of vibration per second, which is
expressed in Hz. For example, if the vocal cords make 500 complete
opening and closing movementsin a second, the frequency of the sound is
500 Hz. Figure 2 shows the position of the vocal organs and the spectra of
the vowel sounds. Thefirst lowest peak in the spectraisthe frequency of the
first formant (i.e., F1), the second peak isF2, and the third peak isF3. The
horizontal lineindicatesthe frequenciesin Hz, and the vertical scale
indicates the amplitudes.
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hid

n/ 160 VIO 3040

Figure 2. The position of the vocal organs and the spectra of the
vowel kl. Source: L adefoged (1996).

American English vowels. Linguists usually classify English vowels by
tongue position and the tense-lax distinction (Edwards, 1997; L adefoged,
1993; Mayer, 1996; Tsujimura, 1996). Thereare at least 14 vowelsin
American English: 5 front vowels, 4 central vowels, and 5 back vowels
(Edwards, 1997; Mayer, 1996). Thefront vowelsare/i,z,ec,re, the central
vowelsare/A,G,3 ,+1 and the back vowelsare/u,u,0,0,a/. The English vowel
system isillustrated in Figure 3, less4/ and let. These vowelsdo not fit on
the chart because they cannot be described simply in terms of the features
such ashigh-low or front-back (Ladefoged, 1993). In Figure 3, the solid
circlerepresentstherough articulation position of American English vowels.
Morerecently, Ladefoged (1993, 1996) statesthat there arethree features
that can be used to characterize vowels (see Figure 4): (1) vowel height,
which isinversely proportional to the frequency of thefirst formant (F1); (2)
backness, which is proportional to the difference between the frequencies of
the second and first formants (F2-F1); and (3) the degree of lip rounding, an
articulatory featurethat has complex acoustic correlates.

Asused in Figure 4, Lindau (1978) and L adefoged (1993) replaced the
F2 dimension with the difference between F2 and Fl (i.e., F2-F1) because
thisdifferenceismore directly related to the auditory concept of 'frontness
or 'backness than F2 alone.
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high

front bark

low

Figure 3. The vowels of American English. Source: Ladefoged
(1993, p. 81).

F2- Fl
200015001000 500

. W -3

*0  -500 F

Figure 4. An acoustic representation of American vowels. Sour ce:
L adefoged and M addieson (1996, p. 286).

Japanese vowels. | n Japanese, there are five vowel phonemes: high
front, high back, mid front, mid back, and low central (e.g., Tsujimura,
1996). In a broad International Phonetic Alphabet (IPA) transcription, these
fivevowelsare/a,ei,oul. In anarrower | PA transcription, the high back
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vowel could betranscribed as[w] which isused to indicate an unrounded
high back vowel (L adefoged, 1993; Okada, 1991; Tsujimura 1996).

Both Homma (1973) and L adefoged (1993), utilize the inventory of
Japanese vowel phonemes found in Figure 5. As shown, only the vowels
fa,eji,ou/ arefound in both English and Japanese. The following additional
English vowelsarenot present in thisfigure; 111,1e1,1e1,1n1,91, lu/, and /L¢/.
Ladefoged (1975) reportsthat the Japanese low central /a/ and high back /u/
areboth moreforward than their counterpart in English. The English high
back vowel /u/ is produced by rounding the lipsfor such wordsas'poal,’
‘soup,’ and 'shoe.’ On the other hand, in pronouncing Japanese /w/, the lips
should be kept unspread and unrounded (Hornma 1973).

Figure 5. The vowels of Japanese. Source: Okada (1991).

refining the new vs. similar digtinction. Asexplained in the section on
thetheory of second language phonological acquisition, the testing of two

models [Flege's (1987, 1988, 1992) Speech Learning Model (SLM) and
Major's (1987, 1994) Ontogeny Modell providesthe most appropriate
framework for investigating my research questions.

In order to determinethe " new" and " similar” vowels of Flege's (1987,
1988, 1992) SL M, different criteria have been used for making this
distinction. Best (1990) claimsthat the distinction between thesetwo is
based on differencesin the perceived phonetic distance between soundsin
theL2and thosein theLIl. Munro, Flege, and Mackay (1996) also state that
" differencesin success with individual phones are hypothesized to depend
on whether or not new perceptual categories can be established .. ." (p.
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315). Thus, it seemsreasonable to conclude that theterms ™ new" and
"dmilar" should be assessed at the perceptual level. From this assumption,
| will categorizethese™ new" and " similar" vowels based on native Japanese
speakers vowel perception for thisresearch.

However, empirical evidenceisnot available for the English vowel
per ception of Japanese speakers. Dale and Poms (1994) explain in their
book " English Pronunciation for Japanese Speakers' why some English
vowels create problemsfor Japanese and the type of pronunciation
difficultiesthey arelikely to experience. Based on their pedagogical
experiences, Dale and Poms say that American English vowels hm,u,n/ may
be difficult for Japaneseto hear and produce. They suggest thisis because
these vowels do not exist in Japanese and irregular English spelling patterns
arelikely to cause confusion. English /c/ is not mentioned asa problem in
thisbook. Probably, English 1d formant values(i.e., Fl = 610, F2-F1 =
1720) are closer to Japanesevowel lel (i.e, F 1 =483, F2-F1=1834)
compared to any other pairs, such asEnglish li,u,n1 and Japanesefi,u,al.
Thisexplanation of possible pronunciation and per ception problemsfor
Japanese will be used to support the categorizing of the L2 vowels used in
my study:

m "New" L2 vowelsareh,w,A,u/, and
» "gmilar" onesareli,ec,a,u,ol.

In addition, in order toinvestigate Major's (1987) Ontogeny Model, the
stages of the development of English vowels by children whose LI isEnglish
hasto be stated. The data of Wellman, Case, Mengert, and Bradbury, in
1931 indicated that the development of English vowels followed these
stages:

» Stagel: [i,u,0,a,A)
m Stagell: [E,3]
» Stagelll: Neu,ar)
Specific Hypotheses
If both transfer and developmental processes affect adult L2 production

asin Major's(1987) Ontogeny Model, and if adult L2 learnersfollow Flege's
(1987, 1988, 1992) SLM, | would expect to observe the following
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differences among the three subject groups as differentiated by their
exposureto English. Three subject groupsare:

Group A: short timein U.S,, beginning L2 learner group;
Group B: medium timein U.S., an intermediate L 2 lear ner group;
Group C: longtimein U.S,, advanced L2 |earner group:

HI: Intheearly stages of English, L2 learners (Group A) may fail
toproduce " new" L2 vowels(i.e, /1reA,u0 accurately, but Group
B and/or Group C may do so asa result of establishing new
phonetic categories.

H2: Even Group C, which hasa lengthy exposureto the L2, will
not reach thetarget in similar vowels (i e,, /i,e,c,a,u,of).

H3: Thebeginning L2 group (Group A) in this study will
demonstrate a greater transfer of process (i.e., sound substitution)
than the intermediate (Group B) and/or advanced L2 learner group
(Group C).

H4: Theintermediate L2 group (Group B) may follow similar
univer sal developmental stages such as children whose L1 is
English.

H5: Even though native Japanese speaking L 2 learners may not be
capable of completely acquiring all L2 vowels, the amount of Li
experience may account for how well they produce Li vowels.

Method
Subjects
All subjectsin the study were adult, female, native Japanese speakers
who teamed English astheir sole second language. The subjectswere
divided into the following three groups, each consisting of five people.
Some details of their English proficiency levels are given below:

* Group A: studentswho had been enrolled in English as Second
Language (ESL) courses at Portland State University for two months,
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« Group B: studentswho had been enrolled in undergraduate or
graduate university coursesat Portland State Univer sity and who had
lived in the U.S. from oneto four and one half years;

m Group C: studentswho were currently or previously enrolled in
graduate university coursesat Portland State University. The subjects
weremarried to native speakers of English and/or had been workingin
an English-speaking environment for morethan six years. Thus, all
subjectsin group C spoke more English than Japanesein their daily
activities.

Stimuli

The English carrier phrasesfor thisstudy consisted of 10 single-syllable
wordswith a syllable structure of consonant-vowel- consonant [C VC] (see
Appendix). They were all [hVVd] words, with the target vowels
lil,nliellcl fief Al N Jul, /u/ and /ot This phrase has been the standard for
measuring vowels (L adefoged, 1993, 1996) since Peter son and Bamey's
original research in 1952. In order to avoid subjects misunderstanding, a
" sounds-like" example was provided for each carrier phrase. For theword
"heed,” for example, subjectswere provided the sounds-like words " seed,”
"“seat," and "feet." All subjectswereasked to say each test [hVd] word three
timesin thecarrier sentence: " Shesaid yesterday." The subjects
wererequired to produce an identifying number before each utteranceto
avoid later confusion. For example, they said " Number two [pause] She said
" hit' yesterday [pause] Shesaid ' hit' yesterday [pause] She said 'hit’
yesterday.”

instrumentation

Recor dings were made on a Sony PCM 2300 digital audio recorder with
an Audio-technica ATM 31a microphone. Each subject was seated in a
soundpr oof room with a mouth-to-microphone distance of 20 cm. The data
wererecorded on aFuji 120 digital audio tape (DAT) low-passfiltered at 20
kHz using a Wavetek Brickwall Filter model 752A.

The data were analyzed using the Computerized Speech Research
Environment Program Version 42 (CSRE 42) (Jamieson, 1993). In
analyzing the data, only the screen showing the waveform result of the
second and third productions of each carrier sentence were considered.
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Next, the vowel from the [hVd] word was extracted using two cursors. one
cursor at the beginning point of the vowel and ancther at the endpoint. The
CSRE showed time measurementsfor the beginning and ending, which
allowed for theformant (F1 and F2) valuesto be assessed following the
common procedure of measuring values at the midpoint of the vowel
production (Baken, 1996, Peterson & Barney, 1952). Therefore, this study
used the midpoint values along the continuing vowel which wer e deter mined
by time.

The next stagein the processwasto get readings for thefirst and second
forrnants of each vowel (see Figure 6). These could be easily read from the
displays of the CSRE's formant analysis. The cursor was placed at the
midpoint of the vowel, and the CSRE produced readings for the Fl and F2
values at a samplerate of 40 kHz.

131

F3 cp

NI
F2

c™M
F1 rin

o’ a
sa

Figure 6. Sample output from CSRE software. Analysis of " had."

Data Analysis

Each subject produced three tokens of each of the 10 vowels, and the
mean of the last two tokens was used. The formant values produced by
native Japanese subjectsin this study were compared with those reported in
Peterson and Barney (1952), and in Hagiwara (1994). Table 1 summarizes
formant frequency data for the native American English speakersfrom two
resear ch studies:
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Tablel

American English Vowel Formants of
Native English Speakers

Fl F1-F2 Source
310 2480 0
430 2050 :
454 2272 5
610 1720 8
[l = 860 1190 0
850 270 9
760 640 9
370 580 §
470 690 B
561 836 3

Sources: (a) Peterson & Barney (1952); (b) Hagiwara (1994).

Peter son and Barney (1952) evaluated eight vowels, excluding two
vowels /ef and /of; which had been included earlier study by Potter and
Steinberg (1950) (sour ce a).

Hagiwara (1994) studied 10 vowelsincluding /o/ and lel (sourceb),
thus providing the sour ce for the valuesfor those two vowels, as given

in Table 1. Based on these values, the differ ences between the subjects

production of the vowels and American English were calculated as
"Error Distances" (EDs). ED iscalculated asthe (in Hz) linear distance
between thetarget and actual vowel in a two-dimensional display, as
calculated below (Figure 7), following the approach Bailey's study took
in 1994.

Actual ED in this study is computed using these measurements:

* Fl,,, aisthefirst formant of the elicited datain this study,

*F2., Flaisthedifference between thefirst and second formants,
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*F1 isthevalueof thefirst formant for the American English
vowels produced by native speakers of English, and

* 2|mo -F1mit isthe di fference between the first and second formants.

b
ED F2-Ft

a
ED Ft

Figure 7. Vowel distance (c).

Theformulafor the ED isthus;

Error Distances (ED)’ = (F1.,,,,i F1,...)% + (F2, ,.F |,y ) - (F2..., -
F1,....))2

ED =4 (FL, - F1,....)° +((F2s -F L,yu) - (F2p0py - F 1))
Results and Discussion

Statistical Tests|

In thisfirst section, theresultsof EDs (error distances) are calculated
based on measurements of FI and F2-FI. | will discussthe following three
different statistical analyses.

Effect of group (factor A): GroupsA, B,and C

Effect of vowel types (factor B): similar L2 vowels (i.e., i,e,c,a,u,of) vs.
new vowels (i.e., hm,A,u/)

3. Interaction effect (factor A x 13)

1
2.

Thefindings of the analyses of effects are summarized in Table 2. There
were statistically significant differences based on the group (F=6.525, df =
2, p = .002), yet thedifferencesin vowel typesand interactions were not

34



Japanese Speakersand American
English Vowels, pp. 21-50

statistically significant (vowel types: F = 3.427, df =1, p= .066;
interactions: F =2.447, df = 2, p = .090). However, the result of factor B
(vowel types) wasp = .066, which isvery closeto being significant.

Table2

Test of Between Subjects Effects

Source Sum of df | Mean FRatio | p
Squares Square
Groups 4510727 | 0 | 2255363 | 653 .002*
Vowel Types | 1184544 | i | 1184544 | 3.43 .066
Interaction 1691419 | @ 845709 | 2.45 .090
p <0.05
Group Effect

Todiscover the effect of the independent variable of group on the
dependent variable (error distances), the Post Hoc Tests (Multiple-range
comparisons) wer e performed. These tests show the mean error distance
relationships among the three groups (i.e., Group A vs. B, Group A vs. C,
and Group B vs. CI Table 3 showstheresult of multiple comparisons
among thethree groups differentiated by their length of time. The mean
differences between Group A and B, and between A and C were statistically
significant based on the mean difference at 0.05 level. On the other hand,
the mean difference between Group B and C was not statistically significant.
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Table3
Test of Group Effects

(1) ) Mean Dill Sid Sig 93% Confidence
Group Group (1}(.1) Error Interval

Lower Upper

Bound Bound
Q B 110.79* 37.18 .010 20.72 200.86
> [ 99.62* 37.18 .025 9.55 189.69
c B 11.17 37.18 1.00 -78.90 101.24

*The mean differenceissignificant at the .05 level,
Each Groupa=>5

Jnteractions Among Factors: Groups and Vowel Types

Figure 8 showsaline plot of the means of ED for the three groups using
the SPSS program (SPSS,1997). The horizontal axis showsthethree
groups. Group A (short timein the U.S.), 13 (medium timein the U.S.) and
C (longtimein the U.S.). Each of thelinesrepresent vowel types. the
dotted linefor new vowels (i.e., h,te,A,u0 and the solid line for similar L2
vowels (i.e, fi,e,c,a,u,0f). It isclear that the two types of vowels seem to
changein different ways, albeit with convergence near thefinal point of
Group C. Theresults show that the similar vowels had a much shorter ED
than new vowels from the beginning (Group A), and the ED dipped down in
the middle point (Group B) and then went up at the final point (Group C).
It seemsasthough the ED returned to almost the same point as at the
beginning group's ED, people who werein this only two months, even
though the subjects had been living here for an average of nine yearsand
seven months.

The new vowels, on the other hand, had alarge ED in the beginning
(Group A), but these had decreased dragtically by the midpoint (Group B).
The ED continued to decrease, and theline crossed the similar vowels line
near theend (Group C). Therefore, the production of the new vowels moved
dramatically closer to the American standards, but the similar vowels did
not.

36



Japanese Speakersand American
English Vowels, pp. 21-50

TYPE

A SIrnitar Vowels

200 » © New Vowels
Group A Group B Group C

Figure 8. Meansof error distances.

If the sets of vowels are considered separately, theresult of the new
vowels confirmed that the mean differences between GroupsA and B and
Groups A and C were statistically significant based on the mean difference
at the 0.05 level. However, the mean difference between GroupsB and C
was not statistically significant, On the other hand, the mean differences
between all groups (i.e., Groups A and B, Groups A and C, and Groups 13
and C) werenot significant with regard to similar vowels.

Thteractions Among Factors: Groupsand EDs

Theresultsdescribed in Figure 8 also show the relationships between
EDsand three groups. Some of the results might beinterpreted as
supporting Major's (1987) Ontogeny Model, First, transfer errorsaremore
evident in the earlier stages of acquisition (i.e., Group A) and that
developmental errorsmight not be common until L2 learners have made
considerable progress (Group B). However, when the mean of the ED in
Group B iscompared to all vowels, theresultsdo not follow thisorder [i.e,
Stage!: (i,u,a,0); Stagell: (c,0,al,31,au); Stage 111: (i,eu,lei (Wellman et
al., 1931). Sincetheresults did not support hismodel unequivocally, it is
very hard to say that developmental factorsareinvolved.

Theresultsfor Group C, however, do support the fossilization piece of
Major's (1987) Ontogeny Model because Group C has EDs even though the

37



The ORTESOL Journal

subjects have lived in the U.S. for morethan nineyears. In other words,
even Japanese who am learning English and havelived in the U.S. for along
time may not be capable of completely acquiring L2 vowels.

Statistical Tests |1

In order to know how English vowels produced by native speakers of
Japanese differ from corresponding native English productions, FI ED and
F2-F1 ED arecalculated separately. As previousy mentioned, the vowel
height isinversely proportional to the frequency of thefirst formant (F1) and
backnessis proportional to the difference between the frequencies of the
second and first formants (F2-F1). So, F 1 EDsand F2-F1 EDsare
investigated separately. The analyses of effects are summarized in Table 4.
Based on thefirst dependent variable, which isFl (i.e., vowel height) ED,
the differencesamong all three effects (i.e., groups, vowel types, and
interaction) were not significant (groups. F =.816, df =2,p .444; vowel
types. F =1.818,df=1,p= .180; interactions. F =.205, df = 2,p
In contrast, based on the second dependent variable, F2-F | or backnessED,
there were statistically significant differences based on thegroup (F = 4.469,
df 2,p=.013), and vowel types (F=4.853, df = 1, p=.029). Interactions
werenot statistically significant (interactions: F=.449, df= 2,p = .639).

Table 4
Test of Between-Subjects Effects
(F1and F2-F1)

Source Sum of Square | df | Mean Square FRatio |)1
Groups

FI 10590.15 F 5295.08 82 444

F2-F1 330702.95 z 165351.48 4.47 013+
Vowel Types

Fl 11801.20 1 11801.20 1.82 .180

F2-F1 179549.94 i 179549.94 4.85 .029'
Interaction

F1 2661.88 3 1330.94 21 815

F2-F1 33190.69 e 16595.35 45 639

p <0.05
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Group Effect

Table 5 shows the results of multiple comparisons among the three
groups differentiated by their length of time on two dependent variables. At
the same time, the mean difference between Group B and C was not
statistically significant. Dueto this, the backness seemed to be the key
featurein determining the differences between Group A and Group B and
between Group A and Group C.

Table5

Test of Group Effects (F1and F2-F1)

Dependent | (1) ) Mean DU | Sid. Sig.
Variable Group Group (-(J) Error

Fl 3.37 16.45 .838
A | £ 19.64 16.45 234

16.27 16.45 .324
F2-F1 S 108.59 39.26 .006*
A e 92.90 39.26 .019*

£ 15.60 39.26 690

Themean differenceis significant at the .05 level.
Each Group N =5

Vowel Types

Table 6 showsthe results of comparisons between the two vowel types
based on Flege's Speech Learning Modé (i.e., similar L2 vowels/i,e,c,a,u,o/
vs. new vowelskie,A,u/). Based on thefirst dependent variable, which is
F | ED, the mean differences between the vowel type were not significant.
On the other hand, based on the F2-F1 ED, the mean differences between the
vowel type were statistically significant. Again, backness seemed to bethe
key featurein determining the differences between new and similar vowels.
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Table6

Test of Vowel Type Effects (F1 and F2-F 1)

Dependent | (1) )] Mean Diff | Std. Sig.
Variable Type | Type (D-(J) Error

Fl New | Similar | 1811 1343 .180
F2-F1 New | Similar | 70.62 32.06 .029*

Themean differenceis significant at the .05 level.
Each Group N =5

Figure 9 shows a line plot of the means of both Fl and F2-F1 of ED for
thethree groupsusing the SPSS (1997) program. Each of thelines
represents vowel types: thelight line for new vowels and the dark line for
similar L2 vowels. Thedotted linesareF | ED and the solid linesare F2-F1
ED. Aspreviousy mentioned, statistical differencesfor FI ED turned out
to be not significant; this plot confirmsthere were not many changesin Fl
ED values. Both new vowels (i.e., light dotted line) and similar L2 vowels
(i e, bold dotted line) are almost straight for all groups, indicating that little
change occurred. Also, the two dotted lines do not cross each other. Parallel
linesindicate that no interaction occurred and that theinteraction effect was
not statistically significant. In contrast, F2-F1 ED did change, and what
accountsfor themost change are similar vowels (i.e., solid line), The
biggest changesin F2-F1 ED were between Groups A and 13 and between
GroupsA and C. Theseresults, depicted on line graphs, show visually that
the mean differences wer e significant between Groups A and B, between
Groups A and C, and between the vowel types. In other words, backness
(i.e., F2-F1) seemed to be the key featurein determining the differences
between Groups A and B and between GroupsA and C. In addition, both
Fl and F2-F1 EDsin similar vowelsare closer to American English vowels
than new vowels. The fmdings of this statistical test again cast doubt on
Flees Speech Learning Model (SLM), asdid thefirst set of statistical tests.
Thereisnoindication that adult L2 learnerswill establish phonetic
categoriesfor "new" L2 sounds, although " similar" soundswill remain
foreign-accented even after lengthy L2 exposure. On the contrary, the" new"
vowels wer e indeed mor e distant from the tar get, which contradicted the
SLM predictions.
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Figure9. Meansof Fl and F2-F1 EDs.

Some of the data from these statistical tests might also support Major's
(1987) Ontogeny Model, similar to theresultsof thefirst set of statistical
tests. First, negative transfer might have occurred in the earlier stages of
acquisition (i.e., Group A). Second, even advanced L2 learners (Group C)
might not be able to acquire completely L2 vowels as produced by native
American English speakers. Statistical Tests|1, then, did not support his
developmental model, which predictsthat developmental factors might be
involved in theintermediate L 2 group (Group B).

Conclusions

Hypothesis| (H1): In the early stages of English, L2 learners
(Group A) may fail to produce" new" L2 vowels(i.e, tr,te,A,u0
accurately, but Group B and/or Group C may do so asaresult of
establishing new phonetic categories.

Therewere no significant differences between vowel types based on the
two dependent variables (i.e,, both F 1 and F2-F 1 EDsand F 1 EDs).
However, based on the F2-F1 EDs, there wer e significant differences
between vowel types. From theresults of the Statistical Test |1, FI ED and
F2-F1 ED were calculated separately, and the" similar" vowelshad a much
smaller ED than the" new" vowels. Thus, both Fl and F2-F1 EDsin
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"similar" vowelsare closer to American English vowelsthan " new" vowels.
My research did not support Hypothesis 1, which indicated that the " new" L2
vowelsare more difficult to producethan " similar" sounds, Furthermore, the
result indicated that backness may be the reason for the L2 accent instead of
vowel height.

Hypothesis 2 (112): Even Group C, which has a lengthy exposure
tothe L2, will not reach thetarget in similar vowels (i.e.,
fi,e,c,a,u,o/).

The mean differences between all groups (i.e., Groups A and B, Groups
A and C, and Groups 13 and C) were not significant based on the similar
vowels. The production of the new vowels moved dramatically closer tothe
American standards between Groups A and B, and Groups A and C, but the
similar vowelsdid not. Theseresults of Statistical Test | show that the
similar vowels had a much shorter ED than new vowels from the beginning
(Group A). On the other hand, at thefinal point (Group C), new vowels had
ashorter ED than similar vowels. In other words, as part of Hypothesis 2,
the findings of my study concluded that even though Japanese English
learners havelived in the U.S. for along time, they may not be capable of
completely acquiring all L2 vowels.

Hypothesis 3 (113): The beginning L2 group (Group A) in this
study will demonstrate a greater transfer of process (i.e., sound

substitution) than the intermediate (Group B) and/or advanced L2

learner group (Group C).

Therewere statistically significant differences based on the group.
Thesefindings only seem to support that the beginning L2 group (Group A)
in thisstudy demonstrated larger EDsthan the intermediate or the advanced
L2 learner group.

Thebiggest changesin F2-F1 ED were between GroupsA and B and
between Groups A and C. However, Fl differences between EDsfor groups
wer e not significant. Negative transfer might have occurred in the earlier
stages of acquisition (i.e,, Group A), with theintermediate (Group B) not
experiencing much negativetransfer. Finally, Group C hasgreater EDsthan
Group B, but not asmuch asGroup A. It might indicate that the advanced
learnersare undergoing the onset of fossilization, and will not completely
acquirethe L2 vowels of native American English speakers. Therefore, my
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study supports Hypothesis 3, which isthe beginning L2 group (Group A) in
thisstudy demonstrated moretransfer of processes (i.e., sound substitution)

than the intermediate (Group B) and/or advanced L2 learner group (Group
C).

Hypothesis 4 (H4): Theintermediate L2 group (Group B) may
follow similar universal developmental stages such aschildren
whose LI isEnglish.

Therewere statistically significant differences based on the group.
However, my resear ch did not have the results which could support the part
of Major's (1987) Ontogeny Model and Hypothesis 4 that states
developmental factors might beinvolved in theintermediate L2 group
(Group B). Also, theresultsdid not follow the universal developmental
order. Thus, it isvery hard to support the claim that developmental factors
might beinvolved, at least for these vowels.

Hypothesis 5 (H5): Even though native Japanese speaking L2
learnersmay not be capable of completely acquiring all L2 vowels,
the amount of L2 experience may account for how well they
produce L2 vowels.

My findings cast doubt on Hypothesis 5. As| explained previously,
Group C hasmore ED than Group B, but not asmuch as Group A.
Therefore, the length of time L2 learnerslived in the U.S. may not account
for how well they produced L2 vowels.

Limitations of the Study

Thisresearch has several limitations. First, although a small number of
subjectsiscommon in thisfield of research, it isdifficult to generalize the
resultsfor alarger population. Also, all subjects were native Japanese
speakerswho werelearning English, and thislimited the applicability of the
results. The availability of the subjectsisamajor factor in the choice of
subjects, and the range of choices was limited.

Second, individual differencesin speech production limitsthe results of
this study. Johnson, L adefoged, and Lindau (1993) point out that most
studies of speech production find some differences between speakers.
Hagiwara (1994) also says" . . . women showed greater formant frequencies
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within category variance, aswell asdifferent distribution of categorieswithin
their vowel space” (p. 90). In addition, the use of icited data may show a
different result than using naturalitic data.

Next, the advanced L 2 learner group (Group C) may want to stop
putting effort into learning pronunciation whilethey arelivingin the U.S. for
along time. Because they can communicate with other people easily at
homeand in thework place, Group C people might not see the necessity to
be native-like speakers. On the other hand, theintermediate L 2 group
members (Group 13) are still having a hard time communicating with other
people. In order to speak English effectively, they pay close attention to
lear ning how to pronounce each word. These attitudes might affect this
study'sresult.

Finally, thecriteria used for evaluating the categories of " similar" and
"new" sounds may not have been appropriate. Thereare no standard
methods for determining if an L2 sound will betreated as" new" or " similar"
(Bohn & Flege, 1992; Rochet, 1995). Best (1990) claimsthat the distinction
of these two isbased on differencesin the perceived phonetic distance
between soundsin theL 2 and thosein theLI. Munro, Flege, & Mackay
(1996) also state that " differencesin success with individual phonesare
hypothesized to depend on whether or not new per ceptual categories can be
established . .." (p. 315). Therefore, some perceptual factor not directly
represented in the FI and F2 measurements might be the relevant criterion
for evaluation.

Implicationsfor Teaching

Teaching L2 pronunciation is directly related to effective teaching
techniques and methodologies. If a better under standing of the production
of L2 soundsisachieved, and the factorsthat contributeto deviationsin L2
sounds areidentified, more effective techniques can be developed for ESL
students. Traditionally, ESL teachers map American vowels onto the vowel
chart using a key word asa mnemonic aid to the study of the vowel system
and asa device later for self-monitoring (Morley, 1979). Even though ESL
students under stand which area of the mouth they should usein order to
produce each vowel, they do not see how far or how closethey areto the
target soundsfrom their productions. Using per sonalized inter active speech
training software for English learning may improve pronunciation for ESL
students. If the softwar e provides automated visual feedback on the user's
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articulations, such asthat displayed by CSRE, it may help L2 learnersto
visually under stand the differ ences between native sounds and their sounds.

Therefore, my study might help ESL teachers under stand how to focus
their teaching of pronunciation. For instance, teachers can emphasize
teaching the differences between L 1 and L2 vowelsin the front-back
dimension instead of height, especially to Japanese beginning lear ners of
English.

Finally, ESL teachers should encourage all students, whether they are
beginnersor advanced English learners, to pay close attention to learning
and pronouncing each word. The new L2 vowels, particularly, need to be
focused on and practiced, soit isvery important for ESL teachersto
understand each student'sfirst language.

Directionsfor Future Research

Thereare several related issueswhich need further investigation: What
istherelationship between perception and production? How do native
Japanese speakers perceive and produce American English vowels? How
can the categories " identical,” "similar," and " new" be determined? What is
"mastery" ? What relationship exists between language transfer and
developmental processesin the acquisition of the L2 phonology over time?
Toincrease understanding of L2 phonological acquisition, these issues need
much further research.
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APPENDI X

WORD LISTSUSED FOR ELICITATION

I. Shesaid "heed" yesterday. (the vowel sounds like feet, seat, seed)

2.

3.

0.

Shesaid "hid" yesterday. (the vowel soundslikefit, sit, did)

Shesaid " hayed" yesterday, (the vowel soundslike cake, paper,
great)

Shesaid "head" yesterday. (the vowel soundslike bed, leg, met)
Shesaid "had" yesterday. (the vowel soundslike cat, bad, fat)

Shesaid "hod" yesterday. (the vowel soundslike car, father,
hospital)

Shesaid "bud" yesterday. (the vowel soundslike sun, cut, cover)

Shesaid "who'd" yesterday. (the vowel sounds like noon, boot,
shoes)

Shesaid " hood" yesterday. (the vowel soundslikelook, book, cook)

ID. Shesaid "hoed" yesterday. (the vowel soundslike note, boat, soap)
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Teaching How to Communicate Social M eaning:
Socio-Pragmatic Instruction in
Second/Foreign Language
Education

Keko Ikeda
Portland State University

This paper focuses on grammatical encoding of social meaning in
Japanese and English. Social meaning refersto social relationship among
the interlocutors of a conversation. The way Japanese language encodes
social meaning is very different from English; while Japanese showsit in
its morphology, English utilizes a variety of repertoire in vocabulary, and
the use of grammatical elements such as modals. Native speakers of the
language can manipulate these codes and apply them to appropriate
conversational context, depending on whom they are speaking to, where
they are, and what they are talking about. Such an ability is part of one's
communicative competence, more specifically, their socio-pragmatic
competence. The difference between the two languages makes the work of
alearner of the language (either English or Japanese) difficult; developing
one's L2 socio-pragmatic competence comes in slow, and explicit teaching
of socio-pragmatic components of the target language is not an easy task
This paper presents some pedagogical suggestions to encourage
development of social-pragmatic competencein a language classroom.

Keiko Ikedaisamaster'sstudent in TESOL at Portland State
University. Sheiscurrently a graduate assistant at the Ingtitute for Asian
Studiesat PSU. Her interestsinclude sociolinguisticsand pragmatics,
with a focus on Japanese language, second language acquisition, and
pedagogical implications of these disciplines.
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Introduction

Recent studies recognize theimportance of pragmatic knowledgein
second/foreign language education. From a learner's per spective, pragmatic
competenceisa part of communicative competence. In Baclunan's (1990)
model, pragmatic competence constitutes one of two components of
language competence. Pragmatic competenceis subdivided into
"illocutionary competence" and " sociolinguistic competence." By the former,
Bachman refersto general pragmatic meanings, that isto say, what the
speaker actually means other than the semantic, or literal, meaning of the
sentence. Thelatter refersto avariety of abilities, all of which comprise
different aspects of using language appropriately according to social context.
Some of such performance will be the sensitivity to differencesin dialect,
language variety, or register, and observing linguistic and cultural
conventionsthat cannot be under stood from thelinguistic structures. Canale
and Swain's (1980) model includes the ability to utilize pragmatic elements
along with sociolinguistic elements of the target languagein one's
communicative competency. For language teacher s whose pedagogical
objectiveisto develop such competency in learners, it is essential to know
how these socio-pragmatic elements are performed in the languages they
teach, and ideally how these elements compare and contrast to thosein the
learners native language.

Thispaper attemptsto provide a learning opportunity for teachers by
contrasting two different languages, Japanese and English, in terms of their
ways of encoding or grammaticalizing social meanings. In Japanese, such
grammaticalization isrecognized as social deixis (Wetzel, 1995). English
usesa variety of different ways of grammaticalization for the same functions
as Japanese social deixis. From a contrastive analysis of the two, one will
realize that these two languages encode social meanings using very different
linguistic devices. Unfortunately, thisisnot an overt notion that L2 learners
of English or Japanese naturally realize. Learnerstend to usetheir L1 socio-
pragmatic knowledge in the target language, and in many cases such an
attempt endsup in communication failure. Thistellsuswhy it isimportant
for language teacherstowork on explicit socio-pragmaticinstruction in the
classroom.
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Why Do We Want to Code Social Relationships?

A basic assumption underlining the study of sociolinguistsisthat there
isno neutral language. Whenever we communicate, we cannot avoid
expressing some social identity. One of the most important aspects of social
identity isthe relationship with conversation participants. L anguages have
ways to code social relationships between speaker and hearer, and referent
(i.e.,, the person spoken about). Why would we want to remind our selves of
such social meanings every timewetalk? Encoding social relationshipsis
adevice of politeness.’ Goffman (1967) describes politeness as a gener al
theory of action or behavior by which an individual shows deferenceto
another. Brown and L evinson (1987) say that the concept of politenessis
universal. That isto say, any type of human society will require languages
to encode the social identity of participants. In their conceptualization,
politenessis seen astradein a commodity called face (Brown & Levinson,
1987, p. 62). " Face" isdefined as how onewantsto be seen. " Face" consists
of thefreedom to act unimpeded by others (autonomously), labeled negative
face, and the satisfaction of having one's values approved of, labeled
positive face (Brown & Levinson, 1987, p. 62).

We maintain both sides of " face" by applying what are called
" politeness strategies." Thereare negative politeness strategies to keep up
negative face, and positive politeness strategies to protect positive face.
Negative politeness strategies are used to show speaker effacement,
formality and restraint. The positive politeness strategies are used to indicate
solidarity and in-group member ship with the addressee(s). Given the fact
that maintaining " face" isimportant, it isnaturally risky to engagein
interaction where one might lose face. For example, expressing gratitude
may threaten one'sfacein the sense that one needsto admit the debt to the
addressee. Such an act iscalled a " face-threatening act" (FTA) in Brown and
Levinson's (1987) theory. They suggest that whenever we must perform a
face-threatening act in the cour se of accomplishing goals, we" pay face,”
which meansthat we apply positive or negative politeness strategies. When
speakers contemplate an act which they believe may threaten the addressee's
or thereferent'sface, the speakershaveto " calculate” how much they are

Throughout the paper, theterm " politeness' isnot used asa layperson's
meaning such as" being respectful” or "being nice." | strictly follow the
definition provided by Brown and L evinson (1987).
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risking in performing the face-threatening act. Factorsthat gointo this
calculation arethe speakers estimates of how close a relationship speakers
and addressees have, the social power of the speakersrelativeto the
addr essees, and the extent to which the addressees will consider the act
performed to be an imposition on them (Brown & Levinson, 1987). The
speaker & calculation of the social relationship is expressed in the way that
their communication followsthe politenessrulesin the particular
language/culture.

Japanese Social Deixis. Polite Forms

Deixis dealswith the linguistic expressions that encode or
grammaticalize features of the context of utterance or speech event
(Levinson, 1983, p. 62). Among the categories of deixis, thereisareatively
uncommon category called social deixis. Thereforethe references of deixis
cannot beinterpreted without the context where an utterance occurs. Social
deixisisrecognized in pragmatics asthe grammaticalized elements that
encode the social identity of participantsor the relationship between them.
In many languages we can find social dcixisin the device for person
marking, such as TN pronounsin European languages (e.g., "tu" pronoun
and "vous' in French). In many East Asian languages such as Japanese, one
type of social deictic encodingsisfound in their morphology, typically in
verb endings.

The Japanese polite forms are subdivided into three major categories.
Oneisthe addressee polite form, teineigo, which isused in referencetothe
hearer. Thetypical morphemesfor hearer politeforms aremas-Ides-. The
presence of these mor phemes attached to a verb in an utterance shows that
speakersrecognize social distance between theselves and the hearers.

1. Kore-okakimasu."l will writethis" (formal/distal style)
This-Ace. Writetmas- (the addressee polite form)

2. Kore-okaku. "I will writethis" (informal/direct style)
This-Ace. Write+zera addressee polite form

In (1), the social distance between the speaker and the hearer will be greater
than in (2). Aswe seein sentence (2), the absence of the addressee polite
formsin an utterance signalsthat the speaker perceivesinformality in the
relationship. With these characteristics, Jorden and Noda (1987, p. 40) call
mas-/des- present speech style" distal," and the absent style " direct."
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The other two kinds of politeformsare both referent politeforms,
meaning that they show the speaker's per ceived social/personal relationship
with the person spoken about, or the referent (Coulmas, 1992). One of them
iscalled honorilica, sonkeigo, in which the expressions about the referent
in an utteranceare" decorated" with certain morphemes (typically asverb
inflections) to indicate that thereferent is perceived to be socially " higher
ranked" or to belong to an out-group relative to the speaker.

3. Sensee-ga Kore-o okaki-ni naru. "Theteacher will writethis."
Teacher-Nom. This-Ace. Wtitetreferent honorific form

Compare (3) to (4) below:

4. Taro-gaKore-okaku. " Tarowill writethis."
Taro-Nom. This-Ace. Writetzero reference honorific form

In sentence (3), the pattern [o+Verb stem +ni naru] isused to expressan
action which isdone by thereferent (theteacher). Asa similar concept to
the addr essee polite forms, the absence of the honorific forms also indicates
some social meaning intended by the speaker. If the speaker had said (4)
instead of (3), it would usually have denoted that the speaker considersthe
referent (Taro) to belong to his’her in-group (Coulmas, 1992; Makino,
1996).

Theother referent polite form is called humble form, kenzyoogo in
which speaker s themselves use special morphemesto denote a humble
meaning. By " lowering" therank of their own actions done toward the
referent, speakersacknowledge that thereferent’s social standing becomes
"higher" (Levinson, 1983). Thus, the pragmatic-social meaning of humble
forms has the same purpose as the honorific polite forms, which creates
deference between the speaker and thereferent.

5. Sensee-ni Kore-o okaki-suru. "1 will writethisto theteacher."
Teacher-Ace. This-Ace. Writet+thumbk form

6. Taro-ni Kore-okaku."| will writethisto Taro."
Taro-Ace. This-Acc. Writetzero humble form

The pattern o+Verb stem +suru isused asthe humbleform in sentence (5).

In thissentence, social deferenceto the teacher isexpressed by humbling the
speaker'saction (writing) which isdone toward the teacher. Asin the case
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with the honorific forms, the absence of a humble form--i.e., saying (6)
instead of (5)-- also denotesthe in-group consciousness of the speaker
toward thereferent. For example, Taroin (6) ispossibly the speaker's
friend, afamily member, or someonein the in-group.

English Social Grammaticalization: Some Feptures

In English, it isdifficult to classify the formsthat can be counted as
social deixis. However, English performsthe same kinds of functions as
social deixisthrough many other grammaticalizations. Although thislist is
rather preliminary with respect to all the possibilitiesin oneslinguistic
repertoire, this paper attemptsto name several such features.

Regigter

Oneway toindicate social relationships among theinterlocutorsin
English is choice of words, namely, register. In English, a speaker may use
aparticular word over another whose semantic meaning is synonymous, but
wherethe special pragmatic meaning isdenoted asa result.

7.  Welook forward very much to dining with you.
8. Welook forward very much to eating with you. (Brown & Levinson,
1978, p. 179)

The choice of theword dining givesamoreformal impression of the
pragmatic meaning, and we can assume that the speaker -addr essee social

distancein sentences (7) and (8) isdifferent. Thereare other exampleslisted

by Brown and L evinson, such as man/gentleman, give/bestow, bit/piece, and

book/volume. The second members of these pairs encode greater respect to

the person, activity or thing (Brown & Levinson, 1987).

Speech Styles

Asapositive politeness strategy, in-group linguistic variety is often
used in English. Onemight use a vernacular variety of English. Hereisan
example dialogue spoken by two males (British English speakers) who
"hang around" together alot.

9. Knocker Comin' down theclub Jim?
Jim: Not friggin' likely. It'srubbish, that club.
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Knocker: Itain't that bad. Music'scool. | seen a couple of sharp
judied theretoo. If we playsour cardsright... Anyways you was keen
enough las week.

Jim: Themusic'slast Knocker. I'm off down the Pier 'cad if thereain't
nothin' better than that on offer.

Knocker: Bleedin' rozzerscrawlin' round down there. Come down
oursinstead. (Holmes, 1992, p. 174)

Explicit use of a vernacular variety of English here denotesthe solidarity
between the speaker and the hearer. Many different kinds of linguistic codes
areused in a particular speech style. In example (9) above, we find
particular pronunciation of words (e.g., "eaci), use of jargon or dang (e.g.,
sharpjudied), vernacular use of be-verbs(e.g., ain't, you was) or verb
agreement (e.g., we plays). These codes can be considered social deixisto
indicate the social relationship between the two speakers.

Address Forms

Although there arc not as many asin some other languages, some
addressformsare used in English. Professional titlessuch as Dr., Prof, and
many military titles are used as negative politeness, and other formssuch as
buddy, pal, honey, and luv are used to show in-group membership (i.e.,
positive politeness). In hislectureon social deixis, Fillmore (1997) talks
about the difficultiesin switching from one pattern of addressto another in
American culture (p. 116). If A hasalwayscalled B " Dr. Smedlap” and B
hascalled A "Herschel," initiating a change by saying " Dr. Smedlap, would
you mind if | called you Sam from now on?" or " Instead of calling me
Herschel, I'd prefer it if you called me Dr. Bramble from now on" would be
presumptuous. Fillmore's point hereisthat patterns of addressand how we
identify each other are partsof social deixis, and we can tell from the fact
that they are constrained by the relationships between the speaker and the
referentsor hearers.

Syntactic Features

Lakoff (1972) and a number of other linguistsidentify certain
syntactic/semantic featuresthat play arolein politenessin English. Some of
them are: (a) use of tags, (b) negation, (c) mood, (d) modals, and (e) tense
of modals. L akoff also suggeststhat the three different sentence forms,
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imper ative, declarative, and interrogative denote social distancein the order
described. Here are some of the examples:.

10. Could you give me a glass of milk? | nterrogative past tense modal
11. I'll haveaglassof milk. Declarative-present tense modal
12. Givemeaglassof milk. Imperative

Sentence (10) ismore polite than sentence (11) because of the tense of the
modal and becauseit isan interrogative. Examples (10)-(12) are also
indirect speech acts, which are also claimed to denote social meanings by
Davison (1975).

Aswe seg, the linguistic forms chosen as social deixis are very different
in Japanese and English. When language learners deal with very different
languages like these two, they cannot make any predictions asto which
linguistic forms arc used as social deixis.

Language Use and Social Grammaticalization

So far, the discussion has focused on the linguistic forms used to denote
social meaningsin Japanese and English. Now we will look at how the
native speaker s of these languages actually use them, and the social/per sonal
factorsthat make them determine which style (out of the possibilitiesin one's
linguistic repertoire) to use.

What directsthe choice of a polite form in Japaneseisan interesting
question Werecognizethat thereis no smple one-to-one mapping between
linguistic forms and contextual features. Rather, the choice of oneform of
social deixisin Japanese can be based upon very complicated sociocultural
or individual reasons. Nelson (1988) created a list of the social and per sonal
variablesfor Japanese politeness behavior, which can be also directly
applied to the social deixis determiner. Nelson divided the variablesinto
two large groups, namely " vertical” and " horizontal” motivations. Figure 1
illustrates her divisions.
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PERSON A !

Vertical Factors horizontal
EfithaL |

® Sex o Solidarity

e Age o Intimacy

® Social Status e Inegroupness

L]

L]

Ranking
Outegroupneaa ' PERSON A | He—e—100 I PERSON II
PERSON B

Figure 1. Two-way social factors. Adapted from Nelson (1988).

The vertical motivator representsrelative social position in someform
of hierarchy. Some of the vertical factorsare sex, age, social status, and
vertical role (e.g., ranking in a company) of the speaker and the other
participantsin the conversation, and these factors condition the speaker's
speech style. In many cases vertical rules are socially conventionalized, and
the Japanese speech community expects one to follow such conver sational
rules. Horizontal motivation hasto do with closeness of human
relationships. The acknowledgement of in-group/out-group member ship as
well astheindication of the degree of solidarity and intimacy are some of the
factorsthat construct horizontal motivation. It isat more of a personal level
than vertical motivation because factorslike solidarity or group member ship
are open to one's perception of social distance.

A survey by Hills, Ide, Ikuta, Kawasaki, and Ogino (1986) shows that
the Japanese tend to want to satisfy socially conventionalized rules(i.e.,
vertical relationship) morethan horizontal motivation, while Americans opt
to satisfy their horizontal, volitional decision of the speech styles. Mizutani
(1989) also mentionsthat American culture valuestreating everyone equally;
consequently, it israther " polite" (in a sense of positive politeness) to choose
social deixiswhich satisfies one'shorizontal motivation. For example, we
encounter many cases where a professor and a student call each other by
their first. name, and that behavior isthought to establish a good relationship
in the Western culture. Thisisnot to say that their politeness strategiesare
atotally different set of rules. Both vertical and horizontal motivationsare
recognized in both cultures, but the manner in which they are weighted for
the implementation of certain politeness strategiesis language-specific.
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Speech Level Mixing: Sociolinguistk Analysis

Brown and Levinson (1987) show that both types of politeness
strategiesinteract in complicated ways, accor ding to the nature of the act and
the status of the speaker and the hearer. There are many occasions where we
find the mixture of elementsderiving from positive and negative politeness
strategiesin a given utterance, and such a mix reflectstheresult of the
speaker's calculation. In other words, speakers balance out how much
negative face or positive face they want to satisfy, depending on the social
context, speech event domain and so forth. When welook at the actual
usage of social deixisin real discourse, wefind such crafting with two kinds
of politeness strategiesin speakers of both Japanese and English.

Japanese usage of polite forms has been described in arather
oversimplified manner. The actual data, however, show usthat native
speakers manipulate the presence and absence of these formsto reach the
appropriate social distance among themselves, and also use such a skill as
acommunication strategy (Ide, Tanabe, Abe, Okamoto, & Sato, 1987; Ikuta,
1983). The following ar e some pieces of conver sations | encountered with
native speakers of Japanese. Speaker B isa mother of the two young
Japanese children to whom I teach English. Speaker B and | are both
female, and wearenot very far apart in age. Although the two of uswant to
haverather casual, informal conversation, thereisateacher-parent
relationship which needsto be denoted by the speakersfrom timeto time.
In thetranscription, the focused predicates are underlined. The absence of
thewanted form isindicated with a -,- mark, and the form which should have
been used followsthe arrow in the parentheses.
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Dialogue (7)

| A: Hmm, demo suugaku to tigatte imakara demo oitukeru n to
tigaimull (:addressee polite form) ka nee.
A:  Hmm, but can't she catch up with the class [for Social
Studies] even starting now, unlike Math?
2B: Dato iidesu (;addressee polite form) kedo nee. Sensee wa doo
8aremsdita (:honorific form)?
B: | hopethatisthe case. How did you dorstudyfor Social
Studies]?
3A: Watas wa..yappari anki desu (:addressee politeform) ka nee.
Nihon ni latent hattara(:honorific form), eekai wa gakkoo ka
dokoka ni wa 115u (-O-ikareru; honorific) n drall (:addressee

polite form)ka?

A: Lasyou see, | memorized the facts. When you all go back
to Japan, is she going to an English conversation school of
some kind?

4B: lya..sensee ga JUR 60-irassyatta: honorifici minai na zyuku ni

ikaseyoo ka to. Sensee ni wairoiro yoku oleic itadai(thonorific).
to nee. Tasukari masita.

B: Well, no.. | wasthinking maybe | will sendherto a
cramming school just like the one you went to. You have
given us so much information. It has been a great help.

Both speaker A and B show one token wherethey did not usean
honorific polite form where they could have used one (in line 3 and line 4,
respectively), However, over use of the honorific may emphasize a vertical
social relationship, such as social role (teacher-parent), which will result in
an unwanted social distance. The speakersin dialogue (7) balance out their
use of paliteformsto reflect both vertical and horizontal factorswithin a
speech event to craft an appropriate social distance.

Another example of use of social deixis asa communication strategy
isfound in a case where a Japanese interviewer manipulatesthe presence
and absence of the polite formsto elicit morelively conver sation from the
interviewee. Theintervieweeisaguest on a TV show; therefore, heis
automatically an out-group person (i.e., the speaker needsto usereferent
honorific polite formsto address him).
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Dialogue (8)

11: Waseda ni,
I to Waseda university.
2R: Hai. Dakara, onaji daigaku ni ni-kai halite masu yo.
R:  Yes. So, I have been to the same university twice.
3L Ja, Waseda ni haitte-] pagara 60-ir assyninagara:honorifict
moo, haitchattan dakaratte,
1: Then while you entered Waseda and thought "well | got in
SO..
4 Kootsuulcoosha ni jrasshatte, de shoosetu jcaitd-o-okaki ni
patte:honorifla
1 You went to Kootsuukoosha, and wrote novels?
5R: Tugitugi yatta n desu ga, doko itte mo dame na n desu yo.
R: | tried many things one after another, but it that wherever
I went it didn't work out.

" Tet_suko no Heys' transcrigtion gggeared in Karamatsu £1995!:

Aswe see, theinterviewer did not use a honorific form even when she
wastalking about the guest'saction (in line 3 and 4); however, thisstrategy
successfully led the guest to speak more freely about hislife story. The guest
takes up the interviewer'stempo (fast and rhythmical) and takes histurn
immediately.

Pedagogical Implication: How do we Promote
Sacio-Pragmatic Competence?

When we switch our perspective to second/foreign lear ners, many
teachersknow from their everyday experience that such competence does not
just "emerge.” With theintroduction of theidea of communicative
competence to thefield of linguistics, it has been realized that grammatical
knowledge alone does not make a student of foreign language a " fluent”
speaker. Studies show that even advanced lear ners show deficiency in
understanding or performing appropriate pragmatic language usein a
particular context (Kasper, 1997, Takahashi & Roitblat, 1994). Although
development of socio-pragmatic competencein a second/foreign language
isnot easy, it isan essential part of the communicative competence that we
should not neglect. The learner'sfailureto distinguish the devicesto indicate
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theintended illocutionary force or social meaning may create communication
breakdown (Gumperz, 1982) between a native speaker and a non-native
speaker.

In the case of learners of Japanese, many students, particularly the
Westerners, tend to over gener alize the usage of polite forms. Specifically,
lear nersmay use too many polite forms, reflecting solely the vertical
relationshipsin all encountered situations, and fail to show any reflection of
horizontal relationships by mixing informal or semi-formal speech stylesin
their language. In such cases, with an insistence on using the formal form,
native interlocutors may sense an unintended sign of social distance or
coldness from the non-native speaker (Nelson, 1988). Ancther case may be
wherealearner suddenly switchesto usedirect style (i.e., absence of polite
forms) with a particular addressee to emphasize the horizontal, per sonal
closeness, but failsto show the vertical social relationship which doesnot
disappear by becoming friendswith the addr essee, Japanese native
interlocutors may find such sudden change unprofessional and may be
insulted by the speaker'signorance of wakimae, which means" discernment”
(Hillset al., 1986), or social norms of appropriate behavior (Maynard,
1989). Thefollowing dialogue, which | encountered in a conver sation with
an American learner of Japanese, illustratestheissue here.

Dialogue (9)

IC: Sensee ga, amerika ni kite(-Hrassystte:honorificli, nihongo ga
okasiku pattesimawar erdlonorific form) noto onaji desu ne.
C. It'sjust like you cameto the United States and your

Japanese was influenced by English, isn't it?

2A: Han, soo desyoo ka nee,
A: Oh, | assume so.

3C: Kareni idite (-0- Mite kudasal: addressee polite formi.
Doitugo no akusento arimasen karte.
C: Would you ask him that? Say " Do you have a German
accent?"

4A: ... Hai.
A: ... Okay.

The non-native speaker'srequest for the teacher to do afavor (line 3)
isa sudden change. The context (teacher/student role and a formal situation
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in a conference room) did not allow a blunt expression like 3 asa natural
style switch. Theteacher could have understood such a style switch asthe
student's disrespect of her if shedid not take the knowledge of pragmatic
knowledge interferencein consideration when interpreting line 3.

Thereisan anecdote of the rever se case, a Japanese learner of English
who made an " overgeneralized" casual request of his professor. Student T,
who just cameinto his professor's office and said only, ‘Professor M, | need
aletter of recommendation.” Asking for aletter of recommendation is
considered a request made by the one who has less power than the one with
more power. It isa strong face-threatening act which requires negative
politeness, and which enablesthe speaker to preserve deference whileheis
making a request. Unfortunately, this utterance was not attached with any
politeness devicesin English such as" | waswondering if —," duetothe
student's unawar eness of politeness devicesin English which are not as
grammatically overt asthose in Japanese social deixis. These examplesarc
classified as pragmatic failure. Pragmatic failure occurs when non-native
speakerseither directly apply what they doin L 1, or hypothesizethe L2
strategy in arather oversimplified way.

Speech shift or speech mix isused more frequently when the speaker
and the hearer hold an " ambiguous" social relationship. If weimagine a
continuum of social distance, such ambiguousrelationshipsfall in the
middle. Wolfson (1988, 1989) recognizes that the two extremes, those who
areintimatesor strangers, have arelatively stable social distance, which
enablesthe conver santsto predict which speech style should be used. On
the other hand, those who are somewherein the middle of the continuum
require more verbal negotiation for the relationship to be made clearer.
Specifically these middlerelationships could be acquaintances, co-workers,
or those who share morethan onekind of social role (e.g., two people who
have a teacher -student relationship in the classroom but areteammateson a
basketball team at the club). In these situations, non-native speakers may
apply incorrectly hypothesized pragmatic rules and end up creating
unwanted social distance with theinterlocutor.

Socio-pragmatic elements of language are the most difficult to acquire.
Studies of speech actsin second language acquisition tell usthat one'sLI
socio-pragmatic competenceis, unconsciously, often transferred negatively
to one's second language performance. At the same time, socio-pragmatic
instruction isalso problematic. The elements of socio-pragmatic use of
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language are hard to pinpoint asa simplerecipe (K asper, 1997). Social
deixisin both English and Japanese requirethelearners deep understanding
of the social and cultural elements of the language, which is definitely more
complex than teaching vocabulary or smple grammar at a basic level.

Despite thedifficulty, it isclearly to the learner& advantage to understand as
many native varieties and communicative styles asthey can be expected to

have contact with and, moreover, to develop efficient strategiesfor their own

usein thetarget language, which enableslearnersto achieve their goals
promptly and efficiently (Jorden & Walton, 1987).

Implications

Teaching Guidelines

Then what should we do about this? What should teacher s expect from
the learners? What would plausible objectivesbe? In hisbook Language
Variability and Language Teaching, Valdman (1987) suggests four sets of
principlesto show teachers how to go about teaching socio-pragmatic
elements of language. These principles and some of the pedagogical
implicationsto fit the principles are presented.

Thefirst of Valdman's (1987) principles suggests that what and how
we teach should reflect the actual behavior of the target language speakers
in authentic communicative situations.  Language authenticity isnot
possible when language istaught outside of a specific context. Particularly
for social deixisor English social grammaticalization, itsformsshould be
introduced with a very specific context--that isto say, who the speaker is, to
whom the utteranceis uttered, and the relationship among the participants
of the conversation. The speaker'sintention in uttering the sentence and so
forth isprovided to thelearners. In authentic language we will find linguistic
variety and style shifting by the participants. At least for advanced learners
who have already established a certain degree of linguistic knowledgein the
target language, teachers should expose them to raw material that will show
them how thetarget languageisreally used by the native speakers.

The second principle saysthat thelearners language use should
conform to native speakers' idealized views of their linguistic behavior.
What Jorden (1986) calls" gaijin-go," the unnatural foreigner'slanguage,
should not be allowed in the language classroom. From a socio-pragmatic
per spective, what teachers should facilitate, aswell asother communication
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strategies, isappropriate and accurate communication in thetarget language
(Iwasaki, 1992), not fluent word-by-word trandlation from the L1
expression. Valdman's (1987) wording linative speakers' idealized views on
language behavior" isthe key. Learnersneed to learn to follow cultural
conventionsin the use of language. Application of thisprinciple also leads
usto authenticity of the language material.

Thethird principle suggeststhat what teachers teach in the classroom
match target language speakers' views about what linguistic behavior is
appropriate for educated foreigners aswell asthe perceptions of learners
themselves.  Thisprinciple touchestheissue of teacher expectation of
success in socio-pragmatic instruction. Kasper (1997) mentionsthat native
speaker pragmatic competenceisa particularly unrealistic goal sincethe
lear nerslack the quality and quantity of contact with the L2 that would
provide them with the necessary input and occasions for using the L2
productively. Teachersshould takeinto account the learners' personal goals
in language learning at this point. For example, if alearner hasthe
motivation to become a member of the target community, theteaching
expectation should beraised, but if alearner wantsto remain arecognizable
outsider, a different objectivefor thisparticular learner hasto be established.
Teachersneed to reflect the students' needsin setting such objectives. In any
case, however, learnersneed to be aware of sociolinguistic variation in the
target language. Whether and to what extent learnerswish to conform to
native speaker expectationsmust betheir choice (Thomas, 1983).

Thefourth principle saysthat teachersshould take into account
processing and learning factors such aslearners' interlanguage features.
At the start of the learners' process to socio-pragmatic competence
acquisition, there needsto be development of thelearners socio-pragmatic
comprehension ability in the target language. Pragmatic comprehension is
defined by van Dijk (1977) asthe series of processes during which language
usersassign particular conventional acts, such asillocutionary forces, to each
other's utterances. In addition to the ability to recognize theillocutionary
force, the learnersmust learn to categorize a speech event in termsof a
variety of social and personal factors. Social status, familiarity, sex, age, and
other characterigtics of both speaker and addressee, need to be known long
before the execution of speech itself (Jorden & Walton, 1987).

Socio-pragmatic comprehension requires one to have sensitivity to
recognize what interactants are doing with language. Socio-pragmatic
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competencein thefirst languageisalmost always subconscious. The native
speakersof a particular culture arenot aware of the fact that they are
applying endless numbers of communication strategies when they speak.

Therealization of the concept that different languages have different socio-

pragmatic strategies needs to be promoted in the language classroom so that

the L 2 lear ners become conscious about how language denotes many other

things besidesthe overt semantic meaning. Thisis a meta-linguistic
awarenessthat isrecognized asan important ability in good language
learners. It refersto the skill to consider language not just asa means of

expressing ideas or communicating with others, but as an object of inquiry
(Gass & Sdlinker, 1993;p. 220). Promotion of metalinguistic awar eness
will contributeto the learner's acquisition of socio-pragmatic competencein

the target language.

Ancther reason the promotion of awarenessiswhat teachers should
emphasizeliesin the unpredictable variability of socio-pragmatic skillsin
alanguage. For example, aswe have seen from the discour se of the native
Japanese speakersearlier, it isimpossible to predict when the speaker will
decidetouseor not to usea certain politeform in his’her utterance. Such a
decision istotally context dependent; moreover, it differsaccording to the
participants of the conversation every time. Thus, it isdifficult for teachers
to providealimited number of general, systematic rulesthat can account for
all situationsthat learnersare going to encounter in the target community.
The pragmatic instruction should be practiced with attention to variability in
different contexts. Although classroom instructions should never avoid
teaching socio-pragmatic elements of the tar get language, teachers should
not beforced to givetoo simplisticinformation to the learners, either. What
teacherscan do, instead, isto raisethelearners consciousness by providing
opportunitiesfor them to observe and to discuss how language is used and
the effect of linguistic choices.

Teaching Ideas

There are some specific teaching techniques to practice these
objectives. Oneisto adopt authentic spoken conversation by the native
speakers asteaching material, and to carry out a discour se analysis with the
students (Riggenbach, 1990; Rings, 1992). Teachers can record or
audiotape a conver sation of themselves with other native speakersof the
target language and bring it into the classroom. First, the learnersand the
teacher can listen and analyze the context of the conversation and the core
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message communicated. Then the teacher can go through line by line with
the students, focusing on the word choice, linguistic forms, and other
possible social deistic codes. Theteacher can provide questions such aswhy
the speaker said " dine" instead of " eat" and " could you" instead of " can you,"
and have learnersdiscuss with their peerswhat they seein thediscoursein
terms of social meanings. Furthermore, Riggenbach (1990) suggests that
students can be placed into the role of language r esear cher sby having them
do"field work" to gather authentic discourse. In thisway, the learners can
be active participantsin learning, and they become conscious of the
processes that operate to produce the language that they hear. Studying the
variety in such authentic spoken discour se data as part of the lesson would
be very useful in teaching different speech stylesand their use.

In thetextbook Japanese: The Spoken Language by Jorden and Noda
(1990), we find many consciousness-raising dialogues and much cultural
explanation with the dialogues. One particular dialoguefound in Part 3 very
nicely illustrates the objectivesin socio-pragmatic teaching | discussin this
article:

N: Ee. Sekkaku tomodati to site tukiaeru yoo ni natta to omottara
desu nee.
N: Yes. [Just] when | thought | had at last become able to
associate [with him] asa friend, you know,
Kyuuni mata kyori ga dekita-mitai de..
suddenly it's asif distance [between us] has devel oped
again.
J: Aa, mosi ka sum to, koohai to site wa hanasikara ga sitasi-sugita
n zyanai desu ka.
J: Oh, isn't it perhaps the case that your way of talking has
been too familiar for ajunior colleague?
N: Watasi ga desu ka.
N: I['ve donethis]?
J: Ee. Donna ni sitasiku natte mo, koohai wa koohai-rasiku desu
nee. Hanasikata nanka mo,
J: Yes. No matter how familiar you become, juniors[should
act] likejuniors, you know.
tyotto Id o tukeru yoo ni site mitara doo desyoo.
Why don't you try to be a bit careful even about thingslike
your way of talking, and see [how that worksout].  (Jorden
& Noda, 1990, p. 40)
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After the dialogue, Jorden and Noda (1990) provide an explanation on
integrating style switches used by the native speaker role:

Professor Ohno [J]'s style of speech ismore casual, reflecting his
superior position. He beginswith an utterancein distal-style,
... he shiftsto aminor sentence and a major sentencein direct-
style, both of which occur at a point where heisanxiousto share
concern and sincereinterest in Mr. Cater [N]'sproblems. (p. 44)

Also Jorden and Noda (1990) mention a social/cultural note for social debris
in avery explicit way:

Distinguishing among senpai [senior], dooryoo [colleagues|, and
koohai [junior] iscrucial in Japanese society. Thisrelationship
affectsinteraction at every turn within many spheres. .. what is
often surprising to the foreignersisthe persistence awar eness of
these relationships among the Japanese. (p. 44)

Aswe seein thissample, awarenessraising is possible by choosing a
dialogue which integrates a topic on language use or by providing the
language style, mixing and analyzing the art of it with thelearners. In
ESL/EFL education, use of discour se analysis on authentic recordings or
other conver sations accessed through media can function in the same way.

Conclusion

Inthisarticle, | introduced some grammaticalized devicesfor social
meaning in Japanese and English and how these features are used in the
actual native speaker speech communication. | noted that thereisvariability
in the use of social deixisin native speaker discourse, and such flexible use
of social deixisispart of one'scommunicative strategy to signal social
meanings at both macro and micro levels. In order to make language
learners more socially and culturally proficient speakersin the target
language, teachersmust promote socio-pragmatic competence of thelearners
in the classroom. For teaching implications, | suggested integrating lessons
which attempt to trigger learners metalinguistic awareness of such socio-
pragmatic componentsin the classroom. Consciousness of pragmatic
differencesin thetarget language on the part of the lear nerswill lead them
to abetter comprehension of what is communicated besidesthe overt words,
and possibly make them more proficient speakers.
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Introduction

In recent years, pragmatics hasreceived increasing attention in second
language acquisition models and has been recognized as an important
component of overall language competence. Pragmaticsrefersto the
speaker's knowledge of rules of appropriate and polite behavior which
influences the way speaker s use language to communicate (K oike, 1989).
Duetoitsimportant rolein facilitating com munication, it deserves attention
in language classes, particularly those focused on oral production, in which
improved communication skill isthe ultimate goal. Although some ESL
textbooks and materials are beginning to incor porate pragmatic information,
classes still deal primarily with the grammatical, structural features of the
language.

Part of thereason for the absence of pragmatic information in ESL
materialsisdueto alack of research in thearea of pragmatics and especially
interlanguage pragmatic (IP) development. Unlike other areas of language
competence such asreading and grammar which have been studied
extensively and the results of which have influenced the methodology of
language teaching, compar atively littleis known about pragmatic
competence development. Thefollowingisaresearch report of a
preliminary study on teaching one aspect of pragmatic competence: back
channeling.

Back channeling isdefined as " contributionswhich do not constitute a
turn but which provide the speaker with useful information ashisturn
progresses’ (Duncan cited in Coulthard, 1985). It includes utterances such
asyeah, uh-huh, ohh, oh real6.1and so on. Although back channeling occurs
in most, if not all, languagesin the worlds, the words and phrases used differ.
Also different are the uses of silence and the frequency of back channeling
utterances. In some languages frequent back channeling is expected and
welcome, whilein othersit isconsidered rude, Thus, ESL studentswho
employ back channeling behavior appropriatein their language may
unknowingly violate back channeling rules of English. This negative
pragmatic transfer can lead to communication difficulties and even
breakdown. Asaresult, interactions with native speakers may end
prematurely or not be as successful astheinteractions of those who employ
more native-like back channeling. The purpose of the following study was
to describe the back channeling behavior of intermediate ESL students
beforeinstruction (T1) and after instruction (T2) and to see how the back
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channeling behavior of a non-native speaker (NNS) comparesto that of a
native speaker (NS) in the same situation.

M ethods

In thisstudy, 10 NSINNS dyads of intermediate-level ESL students and
university-age NS students wer e videotaped having conversationsin a
setting that simulated two students meeting for thefirst timein a university
classroom on thefirst day of class. Therewasatotal of 10 ESL students
who wereenrolled in an Intensive English Program (IEP) oral skills course
and 7 American studentsenrolled in regular university classes. The make-up
of the NNS group consisted of five Japanese speakers, three Taiwanese
speakers, one French and one Arabic speaker. The situation was selected
because most of the non-native speaker subjects plan to pursue studiesat a
university after intensive English study, so it seemed the most realisticin
termsof thetype of situation the subjects may likely encounter in thefuture.
Onereason for pairing them with NSswasto determine the kind and
frequency of back channeling utterances used by NSs. Another wasto put
the NNSsin a situation in which they would be most compelled to employ
native-like strategies as opposed to pairing them with other non-native
speakersin which they may have felt uncomfortable doing so. Therationale
for pairing them with peerswasto minimize any differences dueto age and
social status. They wereinstructed to have a conver sation until the
"professor” (in this case the resear cher) cameinto the room. Studentswere
videotaped at the beginning of a 10-week term and then again after six
weeks. In the second taping, the NNSs were paired with different NSssince
thetask wasto simulate a first meeting, and pairing them with the same
speaker would have put both partiesin a position of having to feign a first
meeting. Due to scheduling conflicts, the make-up of the NS group differed
from time one (T1) to timetwo (T2); however, the NNS group remained the
same. After thetapings, theresear cher analyzed five minutes of each
conversation, identifying the range of structures (types) used and tallying the
number of occurrences of those structures (tokens) by both native and non-
native subjects.

The Results
What one notices when analyzing the data from theinitial taping (see

Appendix A) isa difference both in the types and tokens used by the two
groups. Not only did the NSs use awider range of back channeling

77



The ORTESOL Journal

utterances (19), they also used them more frequently (305 timesin 50
minutes of conversation). In contrast, the NNSs used back channeling
utterances only 145 times, lessthan half the number of back channels uttered
by NSs. One also notices a difference in the distribution of the utterances.
Looking at the top five back channeling utterancesused by NS, the total
number of occurrencesisnearly twicethat of the non-native speakers
(179:85), while the bottom nine utterances are used exclusively by NNSs a
total of 39 times, nearly a third of thetotal utterances by NNSs(145) in 50
minutes of conversation. Tables 1 summarizesthe information about the
distribution of back channeling utterancesat T1.

Tablel

Distribution of Back Channeling Utterances
Before Instruction

Total #of different structuresused by NS—T | 19
Total # of different structuresused by NNS-T1 18
Total # of structures used by both NSand NNS-T1 9
Total #of structuresused by NSsonly — T | 10
Total # of structuresused by NNSsonly — T1 9

At firgt glance, there seemsto be no difference in the range of different
structuresused (NSs: 19, NNS: 18, Table 1). However, upon closer
examination one seesthat half of the back channeling utterances used by
NNSs are uniqueto them. In other words, NNSswere using nine utterances
that NSsdid not use. Thisevidence could indicate that pragmatic transfer-
-using utterances and strategies from their native language--is occurring.
Furthermore, 10 of the 19 structures used by NS subjects are never used by
the NNSs. Whether these phenomena are dueto the fact that NNSs fedl
mor e comfortable using the words and phrases from their own language or
dueto alack of knowledge of corresponding appropriate back channeling
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utterancesin thetarget languageisnot clear. It isclear, however, that
according to thislimited data, the NNS subjects interlanguage does not seem
to contain aswide arange of structuresasthat of the target language and
contains utterancesthat do not occur in the target language.

After thefirst videotaping, the NNS studentsreceived instruction in the
concept of back channeling and wer e given numer ous opportunitiesto
practice using back channeling utterancesin conver sation. At the end of the
instruction, students wer e given multiple choice quizzesto measure their
passive knowledge of appropriate back channeling behavior and open-ended
production quizzesto measure their ability to apply the knowledge to new
dtuations.

From the data of the second taping six weekslater and after instruction
(see Appendix B), we notice an increasein thetypesand tokens of structures
employed by NNSs. For example, the utterance” Oh really?," which
occurred only 3timesduring Ti, occurred 13 timesduring T2 (Appendices
A and B). Thisismorethan afour-fold increase. We also notice the
disappearance of certain back channeling gambits, such as" Nnnnn," which
appeared frequently (12 times) at T1 (Appendix A). Thereare also
noteworthy differencesin the typesand tokens of particular utterancesin the
NSdataat T1 and T2 which could be accounted for by the differencesin the
make-up of the two groups and theidiolectic differences of the individuals
in each group. One NS subject, for example, who accounted for nearly all
the occurrences of the utterance” Uh huh" at T1 did not participatein the
tapingsat T2, which likely accountsfor the dramatic drop in the frequency
of thisutterancein thedata at T2 (from 45 to 14 occur rences, Appendices
A and B). Thedifferencesin group make-up could also partially explain the
differencein total frequency of utterancesat T1and T2 (305:241) aswell as
theincreasein thetotal number of different structuresuttered by NSs(19to
24, Tables 1 and 2).

Differencesin group make-up cannot explain the changesseenat T |
and T2 for the NNSs, however, since the group wasthe same. Whilethe
frequency of total utterancesincreased only dlightly from thefirst to second
taping (145:173, Appendices A and B), the ratio of the frequency of
utterances not used by NS subjects compared to the total number of back
channeling devices shows a dramatic declinefrom T1to T2 (37/145
compared to 5/173, Appendices A and B). Comparing the distribution of the
utterances, we seethat overlap in structures used by both NSsand NNSs at
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T2isgreater than that of TI. Whilethetwo groups only used 9 of the same
structuresat T1, they used 12 identical structuresat T2. Additionally, the
number of structures used exclusively by NNSsdropped from 10in thefirst
taping (Table 1) to 4 in the second taping (Table 2). In other words, NNSs
areusing more of the structures used by NSs and fewer of the structures
uniqueto NNSs. Table 2 summarizesthe information from T2.

Table2

Distribution of Back Channeling Utterances
After Instruction

Total # of different structuresused by NSsT2 24
Total #of different structuresused by NNS- T2 16
Total # of structuresused by both NSand NNSs T2 12
Total # of structuresused by NSsonly T2 10
Total # of structuresused by NNSsonly — T2 4

Herewe can seethat, though the NNSs used fewer total structures (18
compared to 16, Tables 1 and 2), three fourths of the structures were ones
also used by NSs, as compared to only half at Ti. In addition, only 4 of the
gructures, rather than theinitial 9, were used exclusively by NNSs. In other
wor ds, the pragmatic transfer seemsto have diminished, and they are
drawing from alarger body of structuresalso used by NSs. Their
interlanguage seemsto more closely resemble the tar get language.

Conclusion
Theresultsof this study seem to indicate that students back channeling
behavior changesin terms of both frequency and range over time, although
it cannot tell uswhether the changes observed wer e due to simple exposure
in a native-speaking environment, actual instruction or a combination of the
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two. Answering such a question would require a study with a control and
experimental group, which theresearcher is, in fact, carrying out at thistime.

I'n addition to doing a controlled study and looking at the data
longitudinally, the data from this and future studies could look at any
differences which might be explained by gender, native language and length
of exposurein thetarget language prior to the data collection. Also
necessary are studies which examine the correspondence between back
channeling behavior and itsrolein the success of interactionswith native
speakers. Another interesting study would be one which compar es the back
channeling behavior of NS/NS dyads and those same native speakersin a
NNS dyad to seeif thereisany differencein behavior when the NSis
interacting with a NSversusa NNS.

Certainly, more studies on the pragmatic development of second
language learnerswill help us discover what types of pragmatic information
are acquired over time and how instruction can impact a NNS's
interlanguage pragmatic behavior. The results of such studies can be used
toinform decisions asto what kinds of pragmatic information are worthwhile
incor porating into the language curriculum and how much timeto devoteto
pragmatic development in a language classroom. In the meantime, questions
about reasonabletarget competencies also need to be considered. Given that
the goal of language instruction isto maximize a student's communicative
competence, and given the undeniably important role pragmatics playsin
communicative success, thisisan area of study from which students and
teachersalike can greatly benefit.
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APPENDEK A
Back channeling Total # of Total # of
structures used occurrences occurrences

NSs NNSs
Uh huh 45 15
Ohhh 47 35
(repeat previousword 32 17
or phrase)
(Oh) really? 29 3
Mhmm 26 15
Yeah? 20 3
Cooal 15 0
Huh 14 0
Wow 13 0
Hmmm 12 2
Yeah (gothca) u 10
Really 10 0
Yeah (agreement) 9 8
Okay 8 0
Right 4 0
(Tag question) 4 0
Interesting 3 0
That's good 2 0
Awesome ! 0
That'strue 0 |
Ahh 0 6
Yes? 0 2
| see 0 2
Yes 0 !
Oh? 0 !
Nnnn 0 12
Mmmm 0 9
Yeah (Go on) 0 3

Total 305 145
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APPENDIX B
Back channeling Total # of Total # of
structuresused occurrences occurrences

NSs NNSs
Uh huh 14 33
Ohhh 33 32
(repeat previousword 1.2 15
or phrase)
(Oh) really? 14 13
Minim 62 39
Yeah? 9 2
Cool 2 0
Huh 0 0
Wow 13 0
Hmmm 19 2
Yeah (gotcha) 12 7
Really 8 !
Yeah (agreement) 10 16
Okay 3 0
Right 3 0
(Tag question) 8 0
Interesting 6 0
That's good ! 0
Awesome 2 0
That'strue | 0
Ahh 0 0
Yes? 0 2
| see 1 2
Yes 0 !
Oh? 0 !
Nnnn 0 0
Mnunm 0 0
Yeah (Goon) 5 6
| understand 0 |
That'sgreat 1 0
Oh nice ! 0
Gosh 1 0
Total 241 173
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Yvonne S. Freeman and David E. Freeman, well-known proponents of
whole language methods and bilingual education, have published arevision
of their Whole Language for Second Language Learners.  Professorsat
Fresno Pacific University wherethey work in teacher preparation, the
Freeman have also worked with English teachersoutside the U.S,, so they
writefrom a base of broad experiencein thefield. ESVEFL Teaching is
dedicated to " all the teachers of English language learners' and isan
extended discussion of methods and lessons designed to be useful for those
preparing to teach in either English asa Second Language or English asa
Foreign Language settings.

In thisrevised version, the Freemans, perhaps bowing to the unfavorable
political winds blowing around the whole language approach these days,
have changed thetitle and emphasis of the book to " Principlesfor Success';
but it isclear that their orientation remainsthe same. The new book isan
explanation and a defense of the validity of the whole language approach to
teaching.

The organization of the book isclear and helpful. Thefirst chapter,
"Contextsand Orientations," summarizesthe history of approachesto
language teaching. The second chapter, " Teaching L anguage through
Content," isentirely new to thisedition and presentsthisfairly recent
development in considerable detail. Theremainder of the book—eight more
chapters—isorganized around the Freemans seven " Principlesfor Success,"
listed in theintroduction asfollows:

L earning proceeds from wholeto part.

Lessons should belearner centered.

L essons should have meaning and purpose for students now.
L essons should engage studentsin social interaction.

L essons should develop both oral and written language.

L essons should support students' first languages and cultures.
[Thisprincipleisconsidered so complex that it is given two
chapters. The extra coverageis effective sinceit isin these
two chaptersthat the Freemans discuss the complicated
question of hilingual education.]

7. Lessonsshould show faith in the learner to expand students
potential. (pp. xvii-xviii)

ODUTRAWN R
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The Freeman practice what they espouse: each chapter beginswith an
example from a classroom. These are well-chosen and varied, ranging from
elementary to adult classes and including both ESL and EFL settings. After
the authors present a classroom situation, they go on to demonstrate how it
exemplifiesthe principle being discussed in that chapter. Further examples
from other classroomsareincluded in most chapters.

Theend of the book isan " Epilogue” devoted to the description of
"Elaine. .. an outstanding teacher" and to showing how her teaching putsall
seven principlesinto practice. Thetext of the book is followed by an
extensive bibliography of " Professional References," a very useful sour ce of
bibliographical information on major worksin thefield of ESL pedagogy.

A 20-year veteran of ESL classroomsin public schools, my evaluation
of thisbook isfrom the standpoint of its usefulness for futureteachersor for
teachersbrushing up on current trendsin their field. | think that the book has
three especially strong features. Thefirst isthe beginning chapter, " Contexts
and Orientations," which givesa history of methods and orientationsin the
field of language instruction. For abrief summary, | think it is excellent: it
describesimportant trendsin thefield over the yearsand introduces major
figuresfrom Noam Chomsky to Steven Krashen to Virginia Collier. The
summary issuccinct and clear and makes a useful outline of thefield for new
teachersand areminder/summary for experienced teachers. The
chronological organization helps give a sense of the development and flow
of professional trendsthrough the years.

A second strength of the book is Chapter 2 on " Teaching L anguage
through Content," arelatively new practice where guidance and
encouragement for teachersareneeded. ESL teachersare oRen called upon
to give advice and support to "regular” classroom teachers, so the Freemans
explanations of sheltered English, and of the newer termsof ELD (English
Language Development) and SDAI E (Specially Designed Academic
Instruction in English) are of great practical assistanceto ESL teachers.
Examplesin the chapter include lessons based on the theme of the migrant
experience and another set of lessonson diversity in nutritional practices.
Asistruein all the chapters, very practical information about appropriate
children'sbooks and lesson design isliberally provided.

At the end of this" Teaching Language through Content" chapter isa
section on adapting theidea for usein EFL settings. The Freemans practical
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experiencein other countriesisvaluable here asthey admit the challenges
(for example, lack of appropriate, up-to-date reading material) presented by
the EFL environment and offer some practical ideas, contributed by teachers
in thefield, for meeting these challenges. One suggestion for meeting the
challenge of reading material shortcomings, for example, wasto " have
students put together class sets of big and little books around themesthe
whole classis studying” (p. 58).

Thethird real strength of the textbook isthe offering of very specific
classroom activities, chosen from a wide variety of classroomsand subject
areas, to put into action the Freemans more abstract principles. These
activities, even if they cannot be transferred directly to all situations, can
serveasinspiration for creative, engaging lessonsfor studentsin various
programs. Chapter Six, " Learning Takes Placein Social Interaction,” isa
good example of the kinds of ideas offered. The chapter beginswith the
teacher of an adult ESL classwho setsup a pen pal program with a local
college. Another scenario describes Yvonne Freeman'steacher education
studentswriting lettersto elementary students. A third exampletellsof a
high school teacher who has studentsin her different schools exchange
letters. Besides letter exchanges, the chapter describesa sharing of books
written by elementary students, a program of cross-age tutoring between first
and fourth graders, afourth-grade classroom that utilizes collaborative
groupstowork on an oceanography unit, and a detailed presentation on how
touse " Problem Posing" for social studiesresearch projects. Thefact that
ESL/EFL Teaching containsthismuch helpful detail illustrates my point
about the usefulness of the book; it hasa depth and practicality that many
books on teaching methods do not have.

Theweakness of ESL/EFL Teaching in my view istheinsistenceon
only whole language techniques and principlesfor effective language
tutelage. The authorsare disdainful of any skill-building techniques (such
asgrammar lessons, speaking drills, or vocabulary practice), dismissing
them as" part to whol€" teaching. They refuseto accept these since such
techniquesviolatetheir first principlethat " Learning Goes from Wholeto
Part." Most intelligent, experienced language teacherswould not return to
therigorousdrillsand memorization of the audio-lingual method, but many
of usstill use substitution drillsor thelike for afew minutes aswarm-up
activitiesat the beginning of a classor perhapsas quick review at theend of
alesson. If musicians practice scales and golfers practice putting, it doesn't
seem reasonable to say that part-to-whole learning never works. It is
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effectivein certain situationswhere a level of automatic responseis
needed—and some languageislikethat.

In addition, | believethat studentswant and sensethat they need some
direct instruction in grammar mattersand vocabulary acquisition. | am not
arguing that these should constitute the framework or the motive power of
an ESL curriculum. | agree with the Freemansthat those should derive from
communicative needs, social interaction, and students' interests. But
grammar and vocabulary are aspects of language acquisition which deserve
attention in the curriculum.

Despite the Freemans overemphasis on the whole language approach,
thisbook will be of real assistanceto teachers. It will help them construct
solid lessons which will integr ate effective teaching methods and weave
together both students' current interestsand their future needs, both skills
ingructionsand " Big Questions," both language partsand whole language.
For thework of constructing those balanced and effective lessons, ESUEFL
Teaching: Principlesfor Successis avaluableresource.
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Twelve yearsago, aspart of my academic preparation toteach ESL, |
was directed to a book called Teacher by Sylvia Ashton-Warner. |
understood it to bea classic, but so different wasit from thearticleson SLA
resear ch which comprised most of my reading at that timethat it took mea
long while to realize why my mentor had recommended it so highly.
Teacher, published in 1963, chroniclesthe experiences of a white woman
teaching young Maori children in New Zealand. L earning, says Ashton-
Warner, isan organic process which must originate from the child's own
resourcesand experience. A technique which does not takeinto account the
humanity of the learnersiswor se than useless, she believes, becauseit robs
them of their connection to their own lives. Without this connection, the
classroom becomes an alienating environment in which learning cannot take
place. To an aspiring teacher, Ashton-Warner's book was an exclamation
point, an imperative about listening to one's students and getting to know as
much about their cultures, interestsand reasonsfor learning aspossible.

Asteachersof ESL, we understand well the value of knowing our
studentsasindividuals and of engaging them as deeply as possiblein
learning language. But what of that gibes participant in the learning process,
theteacher? In The Courage to Teach: Exploring the Inner Landscape of
aTeacher'sLife, Parker Palmer arguesthat, in order to createthe optimal
conditionsfor classroom learning, teachers must invest time and ener gy
examining the resour ces and experiences which we our selvesbring to the
classroom. Palmer isateacher himself; a senior associate of the American
Association for Higher Education and senior advisor to the Fetzer Ingtitute,
for whom he designed the Teacher Formation Program for K-12 teachers.
Hisbook's premiseisthat " good teaching cannot be reduced to technique;
good teaching comes from the identity and integrity of the teacher.” Palmer
seestechnique as necessary but not sufficient to engender learning, and he
criticizesthe academic profession for ignoring " the per sonhood from which
good teaching comes."

Because teaching isdone at theinter section of personal and privatelife,
teachers stand in a vulnerable position, subject to student indifference,
judgment and even ridicule. Most of usrespond to this vulnerability by
fashioning a" teacher” rolethat we can step into when interacting with
students. During my first few years of teaching, | created a classroom
persona based on my mentor. Thisstrategy allowed me to weather that
insecure period with some grace, but it also kept meat a distance from those
| taught. In fact, I vividly recall the sensation of watching myself teach those
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classes. | agreewith Palmer that thisrole-playing disconnects us from our
students, our subjects, and even ourselves. Good teachers, Palmer says,
differ from one another in almost every imaginable respect, but they share
one characteristic: they all bring a strong sense of personal identity to their
work which enables them to connect with both subject and students, and to
connect studentsto subject in a community of learning. Bad teachers, on the
other hand, use technique asa mask to hide behind. Asone of Paimer's
students expressed it, " Their wordsfloat somewherein front of their faces,
like the balloon speech in cartoons." Rather than blaming teachersfor this
failureto connect, Palmer findsfault with the" culture of professionalism”
which focuses exclusively on technique and ignoresthe teacher'sinner life.
He askswhether the teacher's selfhood can become a legitimate topic in
education and in our public dialogues on education reform.

In order to move beyond the classroom persona of my early teaching
years, | had to learn to expressmy fearsand my liabilitiesaswell asmy gills
and strengths. | had to find colleagueswhom | trusted not to judge me by my
weaknesses. Palmer asksteachersto talk to each other about our inner lives
because he believesthat only by creating a teaching community in which we
can share our failuresaswell asour triumphs can we become surefooted in
our teaching.

In particular, Palmer urgesusto examine our identity and integrity.
Each of usisthe coming-together of a number of different elements. genetic
makeup, gender, class, race, sexual orientation, birth order, religious
heritage, and culturein all its profound complexities, to name the most
universal. Interacting with each and all of these are one'slife experiences,
theinfluence of parents, relatives, teachersand other individualswho have
had an impact on one'slife, and theindividual'sresponsesto those
influences. All of this comprisesidentity. These elements of identity,
however, are never in perfect harmony in any one of us. Incongr uities,
contradictions, conflictsand internal battlesresult. Palmer assertsthat, to the
extent that we can acknowledge these ar eas of dissonance and create a
wholenessthat makes senseto us, we have integrity. I ntegrity means being
connected to the varied elementswithin, which then enables usto connect to
the world without.

Most of uscarry out our teaching in environmentsthat are indifferent or

hostile to theseinner realities. Asaresult, we feel the necessity to
disconnect from our selves to some extent when we go to work. Fear can
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keep us disconnected: fear of losing our jobs, fear of tarnishing our images,
fear of the unknown and the uncontrollable. Paimer asksusto reclaim our
connectedness by talking with other teachersabout our failuresaswell asour
successes in the classroom. He believesthat our liabilitiesare often the
reverseside of our gifts, so we cannot rid our selves of them without losing
something vital. To put it another way, every gift carrieswith it aliability
that we must become familiar with if we areto optimize our relationship with
students. For me, the ability to acknowledge, even within mysdlf, my failures
in the classroom and my limitations as a teacher have allowed meto think
more clearly about troubling situations. Those occasions on which |'ve had
the courage to share these with a colleague have been doubly liberating.

Another approach to opening dialogue with each other isthrough group
discussion of " critical moments" in teaching. Palmer definesa critical
moment asa moment " in which a learning opportunity for sudentswill open
up, or shut down — depending, in part, on how the teacher handlesit." For
ESL teachers, thiscould bethefirst time a student makesalinguistic
mistake, thefirst time another student laughsat a mistake, or thefirst time
theteacher asksa question that no one wantsto answer. Again, the point of
discussing these together isnot to fix things for each other, but to find out
how much we have in common and to share how each of us, for better or
wor e, has responded to the moment. Out of this, according to Palmer, can
and do come insights on what kinds of responses connect with our own
identity and integrity and what kinds do not. | must say that | haven't
attempted thistype of group discussion at my workplace, but I think it would
be difficult to accomplish without a skilled facilitator. Our temptation to
solvethingsfor each other isgreat.

In thefirst four chaptersof The Courageto Teach, Palmer offers
teachersthe possibility of bringing greater insight and a more wholehearted
presenceto their work. These chaptersareentitled " The Heart of a Teacher:
[dentity and Integrity in Teaching," " A Culture of Fear: Education and the
Disconnected Life," " The Hidden Wholeness: Paradox on Teaching and
Learning" and " Knowingin Community: Joined by the Grace of Great
Things." In the second half of the 183-page book, the author discusses ways
toincrease our connection to the community of the classroorri, the
community of colleagues, and the community of educational ingtitutions, with
chapterstitled " Teachingin Community: A Subject-Centered Education,”
" Learningin Community: The Conversation of Colleagues' and " Divided No
More: Teaching from aHeart of Hope."
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Palmer'sdescription of the classroom asa " community of truth”
resembleswhat many ESL teachershave been trying to create: a spacein
which the subject occupiesthe center of acircle of "knowers." Don't we
striveto convince our studentsto bring their considerable knowledge-
-linguistic and otherwise—to bear on the subject at hand? Don't we
recognize that engagement with the subject isthe key to students' success?
If the focus of the classroom is neither the teacher nor the studentsbut the
subject--what Palmer calls" thethird thing," a community of truth can be
built around it. Palmer says. " The subject-centered classroom is
characterized by thefact that the third thing has a presence so vivid, so real,
so vocal, that it can hold teacher and students alike accountable for what they
say and do." Theteacher'srolein the subject-centered classroom isto give
the subject an independent voice, allow it to speak for itself in termsthat
students can under stand.

Building a community of colleaguesis essential to our health as
teachers. Our classrooms have been our castles, and we have guar ded them
anxioudly againgt intrusion. But thisindependence hasresulted in our
isolation and alienation. Palmer prompts usto observe each other's classes
and to talk with each other about our teaching. In doing so, he advises that
weremember that " the human soul does not want to befixed, it wantssimply
to be seen and heard,”

Finally, Palmer offershopefor ingtitutional change. When it comesto
" changing theworld," it'seasy for teachersto feel discouraged; wetend to
view our educational ingtitutions as static, imperviousto change. Palmer, in
contrast, conceives of all social institutions as dynamic entitieswhich can
and will change when movements evolve to the point that they can exert
pressure on them. He outlinesfour stagesin which institutional changeis
effected, beginning with a decision on the part of isolated individualsto do
things differently.

The Courageto Teach isawonderful book in part becauseit isdirected
to every teacher of every subject at every level. For those of usengaged in
teaching ESL, it offersa perspective that cuts acrosstraditional professional
divisionsto connect all of us, from kindergarten teacher to university
professor, in the endeavor to teach more effectively, more creatively and
morejoyfully. | found that it deepened my appreciation for the difficulty and
wonder of what | do, at the sametime asit challenged meto look more
deeply intowho | am and how | teach.
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In Context and Culturein Language Teaching (1993), Claire Kramsch
assertsthat language teachersareteachers of culture aswell. In this densely-
packed theoretical volume, Kramsch suggeststhat learning to speak another
language goes beyond merely using another set of codes for the same or
similar meanings,; rather, language learning includes assimilating elements
of another worldview. When a student encounter sthis experience, the
reaction isa complex one: " Therealization of difference, not only between
onesdlf and others, but between one's personal and one's social self, indeed
between different perceptions of oneself can be at once an elating and a
deeply troubling experience” (p. 234). For Kramsch, then, teachershavean
ethical responsibility to confront cultural context within the confines of the
classroom. Kramsch provides framewor ks applicable to all areas of
language teaching in order to give teachersa pedagogical “way in" to
structure cultural learning contexts within the classroom. While Kramsch's
primary audienceis most likely academic, the variety of classroom examples,
including arange of ages, target languages, and settings, given throughout
suggest that thisvolumeisapplicable to any language teaching setting.

Kramsch divides her volumeinto six chapters. Thefirst two chapters
addressthe challenge of context in the classroom. These two chaptersalso
establish a framework for the following discussions of teaching spoken
language (Chapter 3), teaching stories and discour se (Chapter 4), working
with literary texts (Chapter 5), and finally, using other authentic textsin the
classroom (Chapter 6). Kramsch concludes, in her final two chapters, by
illustrating her own model of culturelearning and advocating that the
classroom isa " third cultural space,"

Before confronting issues relating to culture within the elements of
language teaching—speaking, listening, reading, and writing—Kramsch
establishesthat context isat the fundamental center of all language teaching.
Kramsch portrays context asa slippery concept with multilevel meanings
and applications. She pointsto obvious examples of context, such as
choosing the correct lexical item to convey meaning in a trandation. She
explainsthat languages also have situational contexts, in which meaning is
found on many linguistic levels, including who is speaking, who islistening,
what body languageis used, etc. However, Kramsch contends, and rightly
0, that cultureisan even moretenuous form of context. She defines cultural
contrast asa sociological construction between two speakers of alanguage.
Whilethis construction is generally thought of asthe culture from thetarget
language, Kramsch allows for the overlap of cultural spheresaswell asthe
interchange between the two cultures. Furthermore, she takesissue with
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language teaching that discourages the use of cultural behaviorsfrom the
learner's native language and culture. Rather, she advocates explaining the
cultural reaction in thetarget cultureto the student'saction, then allowing the
student to decide what her subsequent action will be. For example, Kramsch

describesa situation in which Japanese student insisted upon being called by
Mr. and hislast name. Theteacher told the student that his choice was not

appropriate-that he should use hisfirst nameinstead. Kramsch suggests
explaining thetarget culture'sresponseto the student's action, then allowing
the student to be responsiblefor changing or continuing with his choice of
using hislast name. By giving the student freedom to make such cultural

decisions, the teacher isproviding additional culture learning opportunities
aswell asencouraging cultural exchange.

While Kramsch addresses cultural context issuesin relation to all areas
of language teaching, her discussion of literature asa cultural tool is most
dynamic. Kramsch ar guesthat while there are many reasonsto usealiterary
text in the classroom, the main oneis" literature's ability to represent the
particular voice of awriter among the many voices of hisor her community
and thusto appeal to the particular in thereader” (p. 131). Communicative
language teaching presents both potential aswell aslimitation in terms of
teaching literaturein the language classroom, yet Kramsch inspires
pedagogical "reorientations.” One significant limitation isthat language
teachers may fedl inadequately trained to approach a literary text from a
communicative methodology. To addressthisissue, Kramsch advocates that
teacher s must conceive of themselves asreaders, and then teach their
studentsto be readerstoo. To facilitate this process, Kramsch offers many
practical and clever teaching techniqueswhich address various elements of
literaturelearning. In working with genre, she suggeststhat students might
rewrite a poem asa newspaper articleor short story. Or, students may
compare structures of poetry from two different cultures, such as Japanese
haiku and America's Robert Frost. These are some examples from
Kramsch's chapter on literature; she providessimilar ideasfor other teaching
contexts throughout the book.

Finally, Kramsch conceives of the classroom asa kind of third
culture—the overlapping space between the two cultures. In this space,
Kramsch acknowledges that students can feel uneasy about their recognition
of the difference—both the differencesin the two culturesaswell asthe
ongoing differencein themselves asthey progressin their language learning.
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While Kramsch opposes minimizing the effects of thisfor the student, she
also recognizesthat alanguage teacher hasa responsibility to the parentsand
to school administrators. Ultimately, Kramsch advocates balance. A
language teacher, according to Kramsch, should facilitate the student's
process of creating hisor her own individual culture.

While Context and Culture in Language Teaching may provetobea
challenging read initially due to Kramsch's academic prose and immediate
discussion of tough theoretical concepts, her consistent follow-up with
authentic examples from the classroom makes this volume accessibleto a
wide audience. Kramsch's sensitivity to the challenges of teaching culture
within the classroom works simultaneously with her insistence that teachers
must recognize that they are conveyors of culture. Perhapsthe most
important message Kramsch offersisthat teachers must be continually aware
that teaching language isteaching culture; teachersmust guide students
toward not just language competence, but intercultural competence aswell.
ClairelCramsch's Context and Culture in Language Teaching isan excellent
combination of cultural context theory aswell as application—a must read
for all language teachers!
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INFORMATION FOR CONTRIBUTORS
Editorial Palicy

The ORTESOL Journal, aprofessional, refereed publication,
encourages submission of previously unpublished articles on topics of
significanceto individuals concer ned with the teaching of English asa
second or foreign language, especially in elementary and secondary schools,
and in higher education, adult education, and bilingual education. Asa
publication which representsavariety of cross-disciplinary interests, both
theoretical and practical, the Journal invites manuscripts on a wide range of
topics, especially in the following areas:

1. psychology and sociology of language learning and teaching; issuesin
resear ch and resear ch methodology;

2. curriculum design and development; instructional methods, materials,
and techniques,

3. testing and evaluation;
4. professional preparation.

TheJournal particularly welcomes submissionswhich draw on relevant
resear ch in such areas as applied and theor etical linguistics,
communications, education, English education (including reading and
writing theory), anthropology, psycholinguistics, psychology, first and
second language acquisition, sociolinguistics, and sociology, and which then
addressimplications and applications of that research toissuesin our
profession. It also especially welcomes articles which focus mainly on direct
application in the classroom (methods, materials, techniques, and activities,
at all levelsof instruction).
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The ORTESOL Journal invites submissionsin five categories:

1. Full-length Articles. Manuscripts should usually be nolonger than
20 double-spaced pages. Submit three copiestothe Editorsof The
ORTESOL Journal, do Department of Applied Linguistics, Portland State
University, PO Box 751, Portland, OR 97207. Include three copies of an
infor mative abstract (not more than 200 wor ds) together with the
manuscript.

2. ReviewArticles. TheJournal invites articleswhich arecritical
reviews of recently published scholarly textsrelated to the profession. In
addition to summarizing the contents of the book, reviewers should include
evaluative commentsregarding the strengths aswell as any perceived
limitationsin the book. The review article manuscripts should not exceed
20 double-spaced pages, but may be considerably shorter (no minimum
length). Submit three copiesto the Editors, The ORTESOL Journal, do
Department of Applied Linguistics, Portland State University, PO Box 751,
Portland, OR 97207.

3. Notesand Comments.  TheJournal welcomes commentsor rebuttals
of published articles (either those which have appeared in The ORTESOL
Journal or elsewhere). Manuscripts should usually be no longer than five
pages. Submit three copies (no abstracts) to the Editors, The ORTESOL
Journal, do Department of Applied Linguistics, Portland State University,
PO Box 751, Portland, OR 97207.

4. Research Notes: The Journal alsoinvites short descriptions of
completed studiesor projectsin progress. Manuscripts should usually be no
longer than five double-spaced pages. Submit three copies (no abstracts)
tothe Editors, The ORTESOL Journal, do Department of Applied
Linguistics, Portland State University, PO Box 751, Portland, OR 97207.

5. Teaching Notes: The Journal encourages the submission of brief
descriptions of successful teaching projects, practices, activities, or
techniquesthat may be adapted and applied by other teachersin avariety of
classroom settings. Manuscripts should usually be no longer than five
double-spaced pages. Submit three copies (no abstracts) to the Editors, The
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ORTESOL Journal, do Department of Applied Linguistics, Portland State
University, PO Box 751, Portland, OR 97207.

All manuscriptsreceive a blind review, so pleaseinclude atitle page
with your submission on which you list your name, ingtitutional affiliation,
and a brief bio-statement (maximum 30 words). At the top of thefirst page
of the manuscript include only thetitle of the piece,

All submissions should conform to the guidelines of the Publication
Manual of the American Psychological Association (current edition).
Footnotes should be reserved for substantive information and kept to a
minimum, immediately following the last page of text. All tablesand figures
should beformatted to fit within a4" x 6-1/2" area.

All submissionsto The Journal should be accompanied by a cover |etter
which includes a full mailing address, both daytime and evening telephone
numbers, and, if possible, the author's e-mail address.

If the manuscript has been prepared using a personal computer, please
include a diskette--identifying the program and version used--along with
three hard copies. The preferred program isWord Perfect, IBM compatible,
although some other programs may be converted.

Manuscripts cannot bereturned to authors; therefore, authors should
retain one copy for themselves.

It isunderstood that all submissions have not been previoudly published
and arenot under consideration for publication elsewhere.

The Editorsreservetheright to make editorial changesin any

manuscript accepted for publication to enhance clarity or style. The author
will be consulted only in cases wher e substantial editing has occurred.
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