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1. [FLHIC
ft&2EF/FI @ai@mjﬁccwom
HEZNETLEILIREIZTAZER DT,
EAE&#mﬁnm& %, BRxREEER
DO ER & ORE TR T B 1E
¥oERBZTELT, TRl < 58]

R & R B & T DB OME - AT
BEBRTETWARNEWIHHTHS, LVb
T1960F R URERIL LTz Z LITDERCE
bz >#ELEEFEF
sociolinguistics) 1, ATt HR LD SFHEE
T (variable) D HBEE LW EH LD
HAIRRAMR 2 5k 3 5 7217 O FHBE E =AU MAE
BMBBRALENZNH DL LT, REICZ
D LM O REIZS > TWD  (Milroy,
1987; #24-2002),

Kiw#% TIE, 19604FRLIEE, Labov i X2
—EDOHBEH S FEFHFEEL T BITHEEX
7o TEE PG| (Variation Theory) O
R L 2O 7T 7o —F 2#H Lt

(quantitative
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T, YZHROEFORBABMEB L 205,

R~ ERA D, T LDIC, A
TRRIZHY, BRERNED [SEES)
B LT, FrICAERMIUERR & Oxtth a2 2
T*EE%?H‘E) wIZ, BERBEROLERE LS
4‘)?77":7—%0)%*.&&(1 % L%
FOTE - HEAREICEREYS TS, K&,
TR TTT 4 —RHEESLEEFEDOR %
L OEEEIT LB EEEE LI, BICSES
HIEH A KD Y EROEFOELDOER
EETD,

. EERHEHRICBITS BB/

AR CEERBSUEOSHEFIIB VT,
F O RITRFEREE O OWE e R
LN, FINBIRET 2EBEORIETAIZ
DT, ﬁAwgl%amk%ﬁﬁgﬁﬂ
EHOEET CREZENSBAEZEATTER
BER 2 RET HICBER W E LT, Sirst
LRSS SN TE 2 (Chomsky, 1965), L
2L—FHT, ANMOEEEAICETSIZO
[ Competence-Performance | D4y E(GR1%, 5
FERET]) OFF|T X LM (Hymes, 1974),

FFRERES O FFRCEB OBEM & v ) KA
~OKFE (Labov, 1972b), HEREDOANSL
EEBOSEEM L OBZE (Sankoff, 1988;
Wolfson et al., 1989) 72 K &Lz, SFED
BN - 22 LY KB s E - 5
FROMEEBZ D FBFETHIZ L - THH

F—U— N EEAER, taEEY BRFEHLIERME, VARBRUL Va7 A
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DO EIR-oTET,

FEBRIZIZOBREOHBBA Y » R %5
BIELINHET, BEARCSITHIERRE
EOEAEL LTIERASNLLEWEE, TEHE
JHRRHYVOEEOETRAAHZLITLY,
AN DO EFEREII ORI ~ES 5 L\ D FHHY
TFu—Feld, EROSHEERZBEL

cHE, WREBIIGFEE SIS RERON
Bl uﬁﬁ% 2. ERXEFETHIE, 0

I EMOBHRER L B
IZE o TN ERE LT
i & T Z‘)'C&J%Do LaL, BEEERICE
WTIE, BREOSHEMICBRINDIZHEKS
DRI, FREARICKE - MRS DT
(orderly heterogeneity) MWFET 5 Z & % B8
FEEN THFk) & LCTEBL, ZoRFICEl-

SEEBTEICELIETCE [S8EEN) L5
Z % (Weinreich et al., 1968; Labov, 1969, 1972
a), o TERMERIL, BEFEDO [S5EE
7] OBEEZBERLTDLEVIERIZIBNT
W&, ARGEEMLEDLY IRV, LaLR
N, BRERICBOTO [S3EEN LI,
HFZSEHRAONTE DK 6T, SiEHE
A EED & xS ey - BREEROIE 3

WCESW I BEEEE OEEHRN (FRRCERRE)
Hriz kv, ZoHAZHEEIC (Kl iﬁ%é"]
I2) NIRRT LDTE BN RENE
BRI 5,

ZHCH, @Bl F4 I vol 5
FERE)) MM E, ARERITEANIZ L
ZITRDDDIZSH 5 7p, BREHFZOHEL 725
72 Y ¥ =2 — /L@ Langue-Parole ® 43 1%, 4
ROCER R & FfRIC, BRERICBVNTLE
tROVWTWS 52D, ERNERX T55E
ES11 DFEML%E Langue ER 2, FOMRHD
FE BB D T REITS (Parole) B &I

Tid7e<, BFEFEEOWER B 2k

Teo TR EIIRRAYIZ, ’Kﬁﬁﬂi%\ BIsE
FBHEIDOTEMA L LT D Langue 1%, REFEGHE
BETRT 2 EdEREOH#HER (=58EL

a2k FoE (BEFE)

FEE) ThsE L, xRS ERE
Fr oG E # N DParole DRIEA Z DK% %
fEY EiF 5 &% 25 (Weinreich et al., 1968),
Wiz, TSEEN ILARNIHESHEY T
&)U FEREIHESHIR T ZE 2 T /AR R
HEEEEZD, SHIZIE, E—SHLREN
WZBWTH, HIBEDHESHNEH - K&z
i H 94 % Parole ® £ & & X 8l Kk B9 £ [
(subgroup) ZRk L, ZOEFHBFA O Xk
ZEL, BEOEBERICBEINIRRAZ
LR & Lf:%%’ﬁi@‘?\:—'ﬂif)%‘?i*
TBHEWIERER NE
D5 LimEE - ?‘;/:’i
uuuﬁ%ﬂ;‘#ﬁ’@‘é?%é,_ﬁ
BRSO BT AR
7 T E—F %%{i%ﬁi"
AR DREE - %%i’ﬁ?ﬁ 55
ETEDLRTHRLDELLSE
5 LW HEILERICIIHL TY
RMRPICERERIT, EEC
SNDHEBOHEN - REESE
D—H LR Z, SHEABIEEL
HE# L OMEEH ZBFERICE
BESEE S
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31 BRY—ILELTOEERE (Variable
Rule) 73#7
EERBHTIX, RO
P4 | (inherent variability)
% [Variable Rule! (LLF,
A EERBAITED
Ik sEEFEE
FEE Bl (optional rules) @ Zx|
IR FIRE 2 S EEDERIZ
RERDOEBHEZT)
WZ&oT, BkFE®H59
DOFEIMITEII Lz, BID,
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7. SiEEM LoERME, HAKRE LT
SHRRANO—MICHEE LicbF ThDH. VR
I, 20%, SREALLOEEZREICERS
LD [TZESRMEFES (probability index) % F
WT, BERAD=A2&TRTS (1L, &

BEaNOT 5 5EENELRT 2) FEFEH
EF7 )~ b (L L (Cedergren & Sankoff,
1973; Guy, 1975; Rousseau & Sankoff, 1978ab;
Sankoff & Labov, 1979), #&7- U OHEIZE -
TERARMZE > TOER: [ERY—
N ELTHEHBASAAEN TS (Guy,
1987; Pintzuk, 1988; Rousseau, 1989; Rand &
Sankoff, 1990; Young & Bayley, 1996) .
ERBEHAT 70 —F 12BN T, VRO
DREFRENTIREV, ZOE—IL, okt
ZERHDEREZFNICEET 5 ERO LB

ErEICILEHah TEAMER X
DEERTHEENICH S (Guy, 1987; Preston,
1989), »AHEHE (AL, RFEIIBITH5E

ﬁﬁdﬁf)ﬁ,%é%m@E%W%%m
(B2, BT HBERDBENTEN)
HERENEREE (Bl21E, BEOHEEE -
AN, BFERFAN) OFTRTTHAIE
By — %, EROREERZEICTHET
% (Cedergren & Sankoff, 1973),

ST EDZ ) L= FRIOZ YT
EEOEEMEICESWEEINC L - TEMRN
NATFREARTET DLV HEICBWTETERE
HThHD, PlzE, 7TAUDEFEFEDA
Z Vo —REEICBEINDE Xmﬁfmﬁ
A ER 2822 L7z Guy (1991) 1, VR%
M ORRE LN ERERE OB Y —
vz, ﬁ*ﬁﬁﬁ%: B> R BIE A
I > H A EFE H I ONEICE EfEE K<
2B) B, FEEEEE  (Lexical Phonology)
DIEERBI~OEEKEE A % & A 72 E&IRE
ToREADBEMNIL o TERICEH LS Z
EERBRAICSIGEL TS, £72, RFEOZE
HEB %P 72 Guy & Boberg (1997) 1%,

i R

mH

FEOEBFMEOEG A BT 5 &0 ) T8
181 7 Obligatory Contour % B2 FE S 723
Hegzx, BROCERERDS L, H—
FHEE -_EFRH (W) »EEFTIEEES
HEOHDEWIZL ST, M@ﬁ%ﬁ#%%
BICRE S, FOEIT VR oI L-T
RENDEREREE L IZE—KT AL EIF
L7,

DO LICERERAEE LT, S
ZROBBIMZ XETLOIEHORRER
M o M x5t B2 B (relative
effectiveness) # & DV IAA A Z R T T
LIEBBETOND, HOEED [Ph) %
MAT 256, BRMRMNT Ve —F T
FTEO ] BIZIE, TITTFHEOME
BLERIZIBRENER) 2 AT 5REER
A THEOPICONTORMESLT, S5E
EAT 220 L ICEDEBMERIET S (X
128R), —M&iZ, 5 [Ph) 2XEWT5
FRERB—DTHDHZ LIEFHT, SEND
FER (TFEOHE) i, 4EEOEREE(EHE
#h) &, HemER ((FEESEEH) [EEH
- AHM)) RS A NVNER ((RFER S
AN]) e L OSEANERNEFOREM Z
LIC—FICEHREHEOELICERAL, Bz
BE LEo THREMIC M) OEEVIR
ESNDEMHII > TN D,

TO X ITHHITEAE - T BB DO EE
KO EE N %2, FBERI LITRLE
DEETREICT T Z L idmd THETH 2,
fE->T, ZITHLHFEEED h) (Txd
LY RERM ORI REBEL TEHL
7o TERMERTU 2AWT, SFREER M
HREERTEDREDEB N 2RETH0
PETHL, TOHSFHEFMBRZRD T
W EWIHI BT e X% &S5 (Sankoff,
1985, 1986; Young & Bayley, 1996), %7z, 7
Y= FRESEOHIRN R ERRESY 27 b
ITEV, TEHET BRI ATRHIKO
DR VRECTREINESHEEAGRNIIX

uly

%k«fﬁ mﬁ

(constraints)
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=" pr—
D EEAMER | _ ) SEAM 2K 28 L EEAM (X548 BER

B1: BFRERRASIIBHAAGFENII—La vADOERBRHT7 JO0—F

(#7312 X A Hibiya 1988D[XR)

BEFELEDONSA T A, SR BOEERZ
DR OB RS ¥ OB &
YMT&® 5 (Sankoff, 1985), = 5 L7-f9EE~
DRISKE LTS, HEZOLOZRUET
A0 TiEZRL, ZIZES W TERKE
B 2HEET2ZEREHEERLTVS
(Guy, 1981; Sankoff, 1985; Young & Bayley,
1996) ,
BEIITONEEBEROLESERAN
FATBNT, BICHENER B2E, #FF
DY = =) ERBEICLEHEO R,
Z D & D 7[RI 58 A B H0 B[R] oD FH 5t ) 52 228
NEBMBRLIZEROBREIToTRELT, &
FEAIE L A ER O —5t— DS % EEE
ICESWTEBRTDAICEE->TWS, ZE
TOERPL AL LIS, HHHEY
EENEI (i) 2METIERTHS &
fEEROIT DI, AT A M EER o= E
EOHEIIAFRRTHY, Z0XHR—TH
B %KD 2 HiEmIZ B L L BREE DR

BIZIETHRERZ DD EE XD, E5IT1E, #
FIFHFEEEAVWD I L, BHEOE
BEOHTESWEmSITHE, SHERE
BHZIEET SRR WAL T RICEY, LIZL
EH 5L FICET 28R — MRz E X H
7 E B E X5 (Takano, 1998, 2000),

INETHBLEFAERENLEIND
VRO OMENERL LT, B2, &
BT —Z 2B L@ 7T 7o —Fic k-
TERERES Uk Z2MEHALTVWAZ L, &
TS, ko #EHIRBH e BRI R TITHBA L &
NIRWEEEIZ L B MR Ok oA
B A & R BRAICRRAE D
DAEMEFFH L TWAZ L,
SCERMRICE T A& T
R [SREER DIEZHETS
Him e O EICEB L TL
Fohdk i,
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32 WEREAEISILF—

e KEBICINZ, BRAREFBIIEBLIZNE
TOMERRDERENS,
eV EWRT, SEARERBIZII—ED
EZ I NF RN EBWICKLT A LG
7n & 72 o 7= (Bell, 1984; Preston, 1991), [X 2
DRI, WRDIEBEREZRIIBVTY,
SENNER (K1ICB) 5 ERtEHERE)
PERLBWEENZITET L, ZOREND
HFN TaE BER COSERAEA L
SHIZZDORETTAL A NVHERB R HIHW
HEN RO L) BB M EEGENFE
T5, ZOLSREEMERMEIZL Y, v
RDOE/ELERKOERAZR L ZOHBIEIZET
H—ED TR TORD LD LD, &
LT, ZoEAIME SEERMEO KR

EEAE~OEE

LIRZBZ LT, SROMEREOEEMEE
@aféﬁﬁkﬁoﬁéb S B BT
ERBLNEBEIE, ZORBORE 2K

&béﬁ,ﬁ’i’é% HED TN B2 EIC
52 T< N5 (Rickford & McNair-Knox, 1994),
Pz b, SEBENMERORZTH

HIZEKRTHY, SEEE - BhoAD=X
AEHIREICHE - AT H720121F, 2oy

TEIRARTHDZ ENghD, B HEE
BEROF NG, BlziE, HEMERTHD
FEEREM FOaiEr<, SBLEE (Fzx
T, T AT FEOMAE(/EEL)) EOEE
RIFHBE 2 BT 2720 Tk, YZLHENRT

HESHEFNEREBIOZENERET 285
RAOOREREZHET L LWV BENGIZ
EiEV, BEHdaEEES HEEExRL T
HDIZB|ERV) 75 DELIE, 5L

7o 2 EHEBEE O &\ 5 R EERACK

DOHERIHEA BB T D2 L, HRIR

theMER CEERME S OMBEICEER

FTELET BN L ) e —mAEEN LR

ETDH6DTHAY, ¥7c—FH T, EHEH

28T DA (Bl 21X, HEE) O

MmEmE a2 5 MRS, 29 LmERE

M oEEEAMEZ B E 2 E, SEAD

ERORE-THEOEEEABFRAL-EE

MULELE IS THA D (Takano, 1998,

2000) ,

33 EHFXENT IO—FORYM
HEMEDE LTo [SiEEN) 2T
Dol ERERIIHENFEAZERLE
HEFHT T —F%2 L5, MEMNRERD
SREREICT 4 — NV FT—DF—E LTAD,
Fin, MR, B, AEENLRLHES
BHZ Yy REEHNICED S L5 IEEE
mEAMMEO L, F£#@EFN»LBEGE
(vernacular) % 5ATZAICERET D, ZO#H
BREEFITYRSHBLRBOELREEL LT,
REBEARTLEFEERZRMLT I LEEZ D,
LirLienb, Zok)icfix A\oSiEEHN
EOSIICHE - LR THE0 L, ZHOFE
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FILLPEBITAEZO LT LDIZL, FTIC
ﬁ SN DOMIBHI N F — %~ 7 a iR R D
T AEMERNT 7 —F1%, Bx0
ﬁ%@ﬁ%%%m ARG & AR 1
REZ2VWNALAICLTWVA E LT, 55
HMOBHNSITICEE 2B SHEFEN O OHL
ML, T, FULSHEEREZTR D Foes
MH Y, T9LEARX L RIIKT B ERNE
2o, BRI, fke R RO
EHREN, £OFMBT 55 EEHH (3
FASTEE) 2 85F Lo A ZER A # A8
SWHEALZITO LW OREMMAEES N TV
WZ b, BAGEB RO STERFERENR L I
SR VWE F I FEESTE 2 Rl 9 DR A D B
Bokx, Z2EMREHINTE7 (Bickerton,
1971),
bR EZT, 7 AV BEEITET
DEERUATHEDOERZHISE LT Guy (1980)
1%, BHEENT o —F oYL ENMT
LHRRBRAGEILZ SRR LT B, m%@%ﬁ=
RREEWREL LT, VROWICEVES
nt%%ﬁ%®giﬂ&—/k&ﬁﬁﬁlﬁ
ERRITEREAL = L OBEZ BT
Lz, ZORER, REBOEBREICBVTHE
ANDERNE — o LEAOERASRE — B —
FHLTEY, BADLOEREIZBVWTALN
EAREGORRIE, T—2E0RE (BAEY
%, SRR ERIIHTHEEER S »
RO—< 223t LA A b —27 » o@EE7310
UT) b Z EBHBALE, 61T, &
HZV v RO 1<~ AT EE30DSHTH ~—
I EEDZETREREROH HER, b,
BAERCEMEEDELSTIRENE LN
L EfEwmOITTVD
.9 Ltﬁnﬁk% I, BEERN T OKAE
‘L2 [SHERMBE] OFEE AT
265D THY, A—EERE (FETRIRAH
28 BT 2 EFEEE IR — O EH
’%Ow#ﬂwm5%ﬁﬁ%iﬁbfwé
&T%é HEHELTOSHEERCENDIE

T2k /o2 B (B@EF4IE)

AErtHIC, MRAEFEEHZHRELR
Lo Teotfie T 5 ERERNT 70 —F13,
BEFEEEE 4 NDOFF ORI AR 72 SFERE I O

AN EECENDRL TH D I LR

FIUISMEES Nl ThH D, Fh b TR
2, BEE LTOEETA Y — 0 2 R
7 BEEEE U TESME LSO EANED L
2O TiEwmIL, STER B RO EECH
REOEB L WVWo 2 T — AL

(generalization) DE{RMEZEL > HEFRT %
PRI oifizRbabETVWRVEE LS,

4.

T

EERER I EFDOREA

1960 R D E B AR OE/RIZB N
THRICERB T EHIZ, [ESE/EEY
(HEHERCAZ A NVEHER) OHFV 2K

LHIERERBERTH D, mL7-L DIz
7£;0ﬁ5‘§§ HWER| OR-T

CEHEHIZOWTIE, IEEAEOHESR

IVEUVTABELN TS EE-TH
Tidew, LaL, #HEWESHE LTo
R DOFRAUMRIEEZEHT B, Z
DOHEWWTE BT D THEH -Eﬁ%%a@zQ
) BI2E, K1 OEMREMERE) 220
EHICER LERFHHAOBRIL L T2 220
TOFH—MZAMISETHHE LN TE LT,

DH& U{:H

B

o @ DR WS O e
r\

EQ{ mm

ERMEIGD X 57 AESO OIS T
NRVWEELRBREFHETH S, SELENE

723 HEBEER] LML Y, FITiE
COEEINERIIED D FiEfRO AR LT
HAYBFZERCRIZ R 2 — BRI M~ AN
bD TRV L BDhD, FZTARET
%, BEANERE KL EIEREONRRER
EREL2RS, SHETOEDRREEZ U
b5, TOBEIZ, HEEE - BB ELE BT
BEZ D0 d v EEAROFRRAYH
(actuation riddle) (Weinreich et al., 1968:186)
~OfRE R, SHREREROMNYE
SHOFAMEEBET D,



41, HEMERD TEH) BR

EEMBIGOME L 7o 72 AYHFZE  (Labov,
1966; Trudgill, 1974; Wolfram & Fasold, 1974%%)
T, WOT #8) RRECX>THER
B, RO ZIZ D5 HIE
WMAER CTholz, FlZIE, HefEEAIT,
FREFEDOWE - FE - I - FEHEZOK
ERICL>TRES N, HEEFICEALTY,
AW FRIME L BRI HBRE BB E L L
HLoPOERICEED LN, B TZIHL
EREICL2FEERE (BIURIKNLEE
H) REOCH —BFERIBEL#H D
£ 512729 (Delphy, 1981; Llewellyn, 1981;
Cameron, 1985), RFZUXf% L 72 5 S 3B AIE
A OHBMECEEE . AOHSERIZEE
Mt s VB RES HEFINGY) SRk
ZEHTOIOHEOLBEENLB X LN
(Coates & Cameron, 1988; Graddol & Swann,
1989 ; Eckert & McConnell-Ginet, 1992), X 5
1203, FEEBMEOREILIT X - THEBBIIZE
R EHZRET D~ 7 o EwR T,
HEOSHEEMRICBE =D TEMANW] 7
MR BEICEME L TLE > IENY Tl
W DN —RICH HFEDOERE A
F— T DM, i 5BEDRETT
BB T O EARERDER Y — i
B9~ % DA, A 58 EDSERMREL
DD DN E, FBRELR - BLOHER
B EHAT D Z LITEE LV,

DX REBE R AT ERENRIFRIT,
AFH 'RV A—AHICBITS T TR
FEE B A WFFE L 72 Sankoff & Laberge (1978)
THhd, Lo H RPN —FICEA LT
S eBBOMEERN TR CITYFSHE
EROERZHHATHZ L EIRTETHY,
L[ERRE O B HHRFIEECZ 2 bIRAE
TOMN - BAERD, BB EIES K
LE BT TH D E Lz (linguistic
YREROES ST SREE 2
E LWV HMBIAIC X o TR 2K DT

market) ,

R

il £

372 <, B THREE) ITMHBEL TRENE
SHBRAEDOEEA 7T A B X0, FEORHK
EEHTRKOOND Mo THERERE

g

EDD@

(standardness) DEAWE R, UFZEED
BFEHAEnABEREND Z EENGEL

7z (Sankoff, et al., 1989), [RIEEIZ, B E L
HEBEFTERER LD L EENREEEE D v
J LI EEDOA T A X —ICER LI-WF3E
bEN, RS ICR T A EREEE
WL LN EEEA AOEEA T4 X —
2, HEEHBFICR T DAL (particle)
D% B OMH A=k that DEWE &\ o 7= FEEEYE
REAOREZRET D &\ EROLKARF
W37z 729 (Kroch & Small, 1978), &
FHOBREIRET B2 MEUE B #EE L OB
T~ M ODHEE*ERT D
(Coupland, 1983) 72 & O#SHIMRNINZ &
iz, S, HATF - 7 VA —NLED
SrERIAR % B L 7= Rickford (1986) I,
TERDOBOKHIBE B S ZBA L, A - BA
MO AXRERB, 77T —va v EED
HRD FALE 7 & DR R AR L U7 il
HOBHBATAX—2B LT, Y%t
EERETHNEEEZBLTWS,

—7F, MEMEZEOL IICERLOWITHE
FIATe N HRIEIT, HENEEEZKS
SHETOFEROT T, HLEEMRMEN
BoNEnHTHA D, HFEOEE~DSHE
EREMEHNT 7 u—F1%, fxOmEBEEDHL

(explicitness)

SEFICER LERERSHELRGAHEELZ B
LT, EMAE - BlottmmEROHR A

BRT D RIKEFHOFEROBINA~ L
T&hEERD 1978:
Nichols, 1980, 1983, 1984; Bortoni-Ricardo, 1985;
Thomas, 1988) , % @ H T % %F |2 Milroy
(1980) 2 X% T+ BEREHER )
Network Theory) 1%, ZREHERICREZEFM
TiEwmae e LEwT 2 L0 Bikoc a8
VEHE, TORDOERBEROERIILZ KD
HEkE L7,

= (Douglas-Cowie,

(Social



it B & %30

Milroy 13 & # 2 5 8l 2 (& (participant
observation) & X AFEEZITV, FERRE
mAEEwERE LT ANVTF RN T 7
2 ) OBRUMB E L THERELZ DA
EEE AT LA b, HZEREN O Hi
RERE, TR OKHIRICI T D8t Kot
LB, THhICEET ZHBRE DA -
Nk - ST AT T 4T 4 —72Ea—0
JUIR R b IR BRE B 2 B
REHBE, Thbz2EBICEHERE O ARD
(] (density) & [#E&M (multiplexity)
Mmhied [HhaBEREER 280 HL, 3
ZERABRTEEINDIEELEEOHRRICK
THFEE Lo, 25 LaFEentro
R, SEEOMERNCEERRL, BENRELHE
BRI HTTER O BEREE LTV D5
FENLEBHERCHERICANT COREN ) & 72
0, WIZEOHESEREOLTEARALIZN S
AL, LEEEFOHSMNT Ly vy —%
ZFAHZ L, tEREERE O TH
ELTHREEZEATIRE R Tl
WNHIBA LTz, 20k, OEEE & OESEE
fihZ R OMTTH SO PEZHFEEIZL Y T O
FEEEHIIEREKLEE~LERDOLN DN
(Milroy & Milroy, 1985), <~/ 7 7 & M
D DI THEFETHO L EFESAOF R
B ZDOE D AN = A L% T, BMHEE
FIZL - TTIERL, HTICER Y OV
SEMEBICAEX A EHFEEFE I L - TH LED
ENTWEZ BB L, Milroy I2X 5 2
5 LToHAe i RIE, ik oo &y BEURT SR & o
T—bEnN T THESEFHINESY —
v (KEOBERNRIE - EEETEE R,
BHOBENEE @ FEEEFEEMM)
(Fasold, 1990) # BT RBREETL L L T,
ML & 5 RS O FR B MO il &
BRI HRERBREAEZLH L TOL IR L
Rt LEAB.

4 HFE COERBROENLOBRIZEBNT,
THEAMZES) O b EENMR - ERZH

Favk H 25 (BEHT)

HEBNDHFIEL, HETHRLTE LD
BRI ROBE L bE A D HEREHER)
T&H A5 9 (BEckert & McConnell-Ginet, 1992;
Eckert, 2000), Yi%¥iRiL, HUBH SRS
L7cEhE a2 NDEEERBRLZNZ2E L THE
BENHHEESHHAL c TAT T 4T 14—
E, %/Jiﬁiiﬁ‘%?ﬁ AR E D
MBI 7ethSEERE T [H=mEEY
%%z FTRAEVRELD. Bb, HAER
B EREIL, EFHEEIC
iofmbé%mﬁzﬁw HRHESETI
<, HEilotabig® - 545 - MESB
FUOEBEAL LA TOREL LA E R
AE LEBICEE L TV BEEERDETHD
L =25 (community of practice), fH&=EE
M7 7o —F TlE, HEHESIIBIT5%
WREOHSEFEOFBRERIZL-T, —
P

ANDOHWBRENELHSLD [E] (TAT VT4
?4—)%%%t‘ BOEREBICEROHES
SEHENRr %%é%%ﬁbfaﬁ%ﬁ%
ﬁ#ofbé%%?%%ﬁ@iﬁéo%ﬁ%
EFHAICBNT, HEBEOSELEITLS
ME®KZEZO0N, EHEFZEZECOTAT

/7474—®%%:ufﬁﬁ-ﬁﬁéﬂf
W DTH 5D,

Eckert (1988, 1991) (%, #EWEHZZ D
Lo BRI EERIZE SV THhail
Z = —] (social categories) & L THE X H
TILT, EBEDA I =R bREDEL
OHEHEEEZALNII L, IV UIMNT
FoA MIKICHAHER TORHNSEBE
%% T, Northern Cities Chain Shift & FE{E i
WEETH L SN TWEBELE (uh) (F)

ZVE, butl kﬁé:%)ﬁ%ﬁk&?%k
REEREDOTME TOHSHERE DL
to%®ﬁ%,$&£5$@@%¢%ﬁﬁﬁ
THEAFEZEDERAEEH (Jocks) &%
AR D B MEBICITE ZmITHTO R b U —
FXABICAEEESE Y E S 5K AEE M
(Burnouts) & T, B (L~DE 5B



WERDHZ LN L7z, Bumouts 1I7 b1
A FHFLENSEET D ZOEENSEE
fbiz, BERsSRHEHA M) — bxfb e o
EoHSMEE RE L, EFREEEC
TAT T 4T 4 —DEREFE L L THEEN
ICHEE L EH LED T, FRE IR
BT Jocks IZ, Mgk 2 DR SFRYAM E S 18
AT HAT A X =L S4B ~D2 5%
BT 72”6, — 5 Tl Burnouts & @& Bl
ICEEHBBOT A F T 4T 4 —DREE L
woﬁ SRR L LT, BN BTESZER
NICERAL TV AEELHLRE 2o/, &S
EK,:h%®E£-%M®%ﬁ:XAm
FEE OB OSBRI L - T T
BIROPRNT &L RIFFICSGES TV S,
E@ﬁ%ﬁ%ﬂ%,g%ﬁﬁ ZALD A
Fi= X»ﬂ,ﬁ%@ﬂ JEFEELO MR T
&ménéTEHMJﬁ SR & D
m%_iof IO ON RN DO TH Y,
TEREREN L BET DA T A ¥ —
W%-%W@%%%@%-ﬁ%%ﬁﬁgkﬁ
, Bx DFFEDH 2 DEFEOH THRITS
é%i@a%&ﬁ%%%uiofﬁmfﬁﬁ
RUMANEZONDB Z ENSND, HENE
Hak oL D BRI S ERICE SN 2B
& E LTIRABETZ LT, SEERDOX
= RLRFOEOESH B A5
HImIOH AN E R ICHD Y 22ob D

4.2, BEFEAZA4I): BRIEANDER
%%%E'%ﬁﬁh@ﬂiu%“f,gﬁ
THERFEA X AN EOHBIMEEITEL O
SRR THS ORI TE A EE
DOEBHERITH 5, FH— ®mmpJT¢
BT AMBITE ZOBEAIMEZ SEEIO—
LLTEELTRY, SEER ﬁﬁéﬂé
R BEANHIERE, *FOFFELFRICEM D
TWAHBMEROBENLE LT, EFLtor
HoBmAE D EELER & 725 (Labov,
1972a), ZBRBEFHIZEB T, Labov (1966)
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LURE, RZAMITEEERAD B EOFKEEIC
FAEBEDESNE LT@&)T@%%EW;%:%R
BEZBNTED, 4ATHRBE OWE
FlIZL o THREHFIZHEI N TV S,
L2xL—FT, BEBERICBITIEEDRE
FOHRT, FBEEAZALDBAEKRET DAL
UY—2E L TOENS ZERHT D780 1E
Z, FEALANVOBEMKR, 22 LY
2B —DRFILHME, SHRER - £l
D FEEEA A LD B LRI iﬁkéﬁéﬁﬁ
BB FELE LD TS (Biber &
Finegan, 1994; Eckert & Rickford, 2001), i3
OEBMAPERIZENTE, BEAZAVvES
Wi 2 BEN/ESHBESZNEEETAE
IEDOFRMEEZRAEEDZ LIZBEITL
FoTRY, REOFHEGEOFTELE DL
REEA LA NNREE L DD, TO/-ER
BRI 200, £ L TRKMICIE, S8
o BADEEHNTEA LORIZED L D
ICHDIAENDRERODPEOERM~DE X
ZEDZLITEELY, Fo, KMEARERRE
DOFFINEGHRT LI (K2), FEiEA
ZAVITEED Tdpir) IZxF L THERREK
REENEFROSENNERICBE o s L
T, REHOERBROMEIZEBNTEZD
FLORIEENZA LS BESTEZLEEZ 5,
&V DT 1980F R LIBE, Bell (1984) (T X
LI A—F sz R FHA B BER
I, SHEER - - B{LoHHT v s T AICHE
2 BA NVEFBBIZERVIAD 5 LW I FFRERN
BWhibwiz, 2 bOWEHEMIZEIZEE LT
e LDHEFRE2 RBIITbh TR, %
FEAZANDOHERSSBERIIB TR
ANVDOEENZSONWTOEBLERZETND
it,ﬁﬁiﬁﬁﬁﬂ%iu@%ﬁ%%w
S HITIIEEENIT OB E R (self-
identification) <°H AT (performatlwty) TS
PleEx2ELLHEGRVEBEZ2ERIC, OE
BHZES 2 HikimnE(b bERICET 5, 1€
KDAZA NG TIEFEE ChHoTeA v F Ea—
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BEDANLHEBERAGED LINE SN
ErEple LTRWSO TS, EFtR
RN B EEERENOEONTZ BARRKAER
BREEEDTTHEN, AFANDEBR~E
LEFELEZONBRAS220H D,

P& FLWVWIFERFEEDREFIELDA
Vg N EFEOFRRKIIEA A AT 4 TR
FH A HH (Bell, 1984) (ZBWT, RAH
A EE, BERRER, W&o NBK, &
B, EE PREe RS DERERICEDE
T, FEMNEANTEENITITODRH D
A EFERETHD 52D (Giles &
Coupland, 1991), & 5i2i%, B OBNIHFEET
HREE R BEFERAEOFR TR,
IS O EEMECETEAN T A R F—ICK
ST APELTHEEBLRRELTAF AV
FELTHITAHLEEND (Bell, 2001), =
DL HREWKRT, BiEF A IVEHORE L
EOBREICKIET D [RE~OBHL V]
EWIHRERO—TMER LV IT, EEHIO
B A L U TREFERAZANADIRZ LINEED
EEER 5.

ZH LR LENT Tu—FERATS
LT, LOEIREIC R 2 A VOB EREE
ZEBER AN = X LOHBIHESL T
BNobd, 77V HFRT AV B A&M Foxy
® H % 35 % % 81T Rickford & McNair-Knox
(1990 1%, “ANORRBZA LV FEa—T—¢&
DOEFICBESNIHAIMERIZER L7,
—4 13 Foxy & RIEMEZ BT OHFEE TH
v, bH—&IFI—a v SHKT AU AN (H
AN) OAEFEETHoT=, ST OFER, Foxy
DORFEIL, X a—RNTIThiL ki~
REHOTEIIHLTLY b, REEORK
M D—5  R—BICBRICRIGT D HRF %
NELTEY, HiaiEssEMcoRESE
DT HBEICB VT, Foxyldxf§EHE D%
ZHIC kT B I H I (convergent accommoda-
tion) FEFHWIITW, TZ7IHRTAY
HANBFEICHAI R BB MR L AT O L
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Moo T,

ZOX) RSO EENMR A LR
AEB~DERBRNT 7o —F LHET 5,
Takano (1998) Tix, HAZEOHKIE (1L
(23] HENLHEERFOEATHL LT
% Shibamoto (1985, 1990) o i 72l R AT xt
L, £FS 508K (FHEMSEETS RS
&) WV IOIBRENSERIEZMZ TV S,
FORER, YUBEHEOLMEEE L OMB,
FMEELEE, b, MiaERAMIED
ELHENICEELTVWABEICBNTOS
BEICBETEDIERTHY, ZHODERD
PEHAERN AT 5 BEEEEFE R L0
BEBEICBVWTIE, BAERIZLALERE
e holz, ZOFRER% Takano 1, =
OMHSERE B LVWAARLOEZMERE
25) CTEZTBATAE L TV A LENEIG
DENEMIRL, BEEEIIREFEEDHEE
B, EHFEIBEEFEOEEE~DAEE
B BE Y DFERAELT-FMMAZA NV TH
BE LT, 29 LI-HFEREIL, EEFEOS
EEERETIIYZVENIREIY ) 5 Rtk
SEME OBERICRIST DB R Z A VE
By #Ha0EAEEICESWTHAT LR
Fokl, M) EWHEERME LV EE
ISERBNERE L TIHADLZIEOHERERED
WHTRBLIZEEZ D,

— 75, %8355k (speech accommodation)
WZEBABZANERIIBNT, —d— D%
BT BB E FA~DOWEMN LT B Dk
HEBbTTiERY, ZREFPVOLDLCE
ELEFEE (f AT TS ITBITD TRIE
HJTE /1) (ethnolinguistic vitality) % R Z A /v
EROFE & L T - 7= Yaeger-Dror (1988,
1991, 1993) O—EDHFETIE, 777 RNV —
Y EEORy THRER, BEXFOREKEHN—
VL OBE L ECOREBNT AT YT 4T 4 —
~OEFE V) ToDSLEEIRKIC Lo
T, BRI Bk o W % [F R 23R4
A= BaWA 7 A NVERZ EERNICRRF



ILLTWBZ ERHLNE R ST, ZEIRT
HBFTITTRAATZNVAZHERETDH
BB YRS — T, SZERE TR
MEFEZHEAL (1L, AEH~OIKEH
oAk & WER~ZERIG), 7 FFMAD
A A C2—BETRECORENT A7~
T 4T 4 — ORI (& FERFICAERE
~ONIEEIGE) L LTRID () BELZE
EFNICBEAL TV AEHZHEL TS,
b, —AOEENARTDIRZANVERIT,
B4 A4 0~ 7 o BEIE ARG
WBRRICRIG L, £D A7

EFEERNICEETAEROBARAENL VR

ZEIZE VD THLNE RS

ZOA S =X DITLLEE

RFEALANDIZ D LIzB I - BEHE
HEHRTHAZ AT, Coupland (2001) i%
HEEATANPET DB Z RIS
FLTWD, BEAIANVOERIIWBDTH
BRI TH Y, DRSS U CEEE A A
% %7 TE) (persona) Z WA ¥, ZOx
FRICH DBEOHSHIERK - IREZAIY BT
%, A—0&FESEER TOLKFEOMNITE
NWTh, AIANVERIZOSFEANERER
M7 & Vo T RGOSR L R ERIZ/ER
L, HEATAOERE D &4 Rit2iE
A BRETAERTEE L THEBMIZIERS
N3, -T, BEAZANVDOEOHBELZ
OEROBRERMRICE, TBELE] X 4
VaTNE ] EWoRBERR (HDHWIIH
A7) »HEO—FHHEKTHER+2THY,
BEBRTOSFEHEBNEALLLTEDL D
IZHEZ, Wb eiEs EERMBREE T )
ELTNADNENSFEEBEFD MBE 5T
(speaker agency) ZEA UAHEANRAIXK L
Iha,

b OFRPLHALNRE D £
HHT 7o —F DD R T, 71
DAEMEEFET 2 SEANER (EE
] AZANNEE) OB, BEOHS

Iz

ATETEREEE 2 AT O B EROS
FELVWHHSHELCRBITABEEMOLS
DEOEBEZERMY T LT DHMMT 25
T hbiE, SERERKKREDHEEE
BT 2 BARBARNRE L BBAIZER LT
W FEROERIZ, MO THERLMRVITE
ThbH, TOHER, BRBEEFERELT

EEEFENI T ABMOSERIIOMRH L
WO ERRHERARD BEER, FOBRREN
REER Y BEIMRBHNER
factors) D L D IEWAEZ R ITITEMRLE
BRI ELEFRALNTH D,

IOLIBEBETEZT, BFEALANVOM
SITHR T2 TN 2 2 & RN T
FEFAEZIBRD TND, SEEFTHITFIR (Sacks,
1992) ML MNIZ L TE 2 THOEERN
ERIM A% AEIC, Bl 2 1F Yaeger-Dror
(1996, 1997, 2001) 1¥, 7 A U HHEFEIZBT
HEENEENLEN AT HHER
(interactive meanings) 2 £ > TERFEL T H AL
TWAZ &R L7 (Goffman, 1978), & E
ICEZONDHBBRBHOLRICE
WTC, RFEMEFOETEZRETHIEERD
P, BENICBFOETEEU B EERD
Py, 72 E DETEIK, D RE SN B ATA
RUB K% 368 (TRIRF I HIT L, SEETENCE
TAEREMERTHD [HE] (agreement)
~ETHED THAIBICEEZEN T TN D
ZERHALNE o, BEEZROBHAICE
B Z 0 XS e RIERIE RO A ZIMEIL, Mo
SEE R - - EREROITRIZEB VT HREER
BICSLEES N TW D (77 v AFE [Yaeger-
Dror, 2002], HAZE [Takano, 2002], AXA
%8 [Takano & Yaeger-Dror, 2002]) .

PLE, SREAMESE KD EFEOTRMA R
MHEPND A HOBRPEROELL, T
SR - RFEA XA NOTRRERZ E <
lEhiy) [EEH) FEOER - Bk ThA
9, HHMTFRETIIFEELE S TE R
ENLRAL, BEOHESEROP THELIZ

(contextual

7% [not)
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R EarEN] T&hry) Bie L

SEANERERZIBIBEE ) L) AKX
YAE, FERBICITH S E SR L REA S A
NEDERERYEY, MEEH T (S
REEE) 7l VWO B EINESIT S
&9 R HERHVEIZEN o TWL JIEEER H
5 (Eckert & Rickford, 2001),

5. BHYIZ

SRR LI EV IRV TICH L, SEE
EEHRRHVOEEOETRADZT I —F
EBRRT I AT HEEEIL, ELRNIC
%< OBRREFER AL RN LFD [EE)
tHEGLRIERLRY, SEEREERIT,
EBEDOELICHNT, MHTI S LESHE
OARMEZHR LTI RACEFTL, BELR
BELLBETTWLIEEHERTHD, Kk
i, BRANEO—ENER»OIRET D LR
bz FEEEZRA] ZRAEALZHBET <
Bl TR - Pl BEAICESZ S T4
HmOBERERAAZ, MAEDITETIR
[EMRENOMBH] L WHEBLEREROE
M2 — L 2 RERB L= BT, MS%HRmOHER
B A, BRIOERERNT 70 —F 0%
L E BT MY — L OEBERL N E
TOERBERMRBMELFER LIZ, wBO%RE
T, $RlC THBEEZRMN) WO BEMOER
FEEBbid T5EANES GEERMK -
FEEA L AIV) OFNLIRIR % 3K B A O
HSHIREZ PO, BRIED Rk Lt T
WHEREREROLERBE LS BOFM
HEELEL,

EHROLVOEEOHRELEEIELA LD
LT AAENT I —FIiE, FEETBE
FEOKLERD EDORSTRONT, HERI
BERIZENBRNENIEL LABHLDOLHE
EThHB, HRAEOHEEERE 1)
EENL, SHEOEMEABDARNEZLE LT
DEBORMAEIEH/THLOTHA, L

s

Fa2k FE2 B (BEFRE)

MHL—FT, GFENT 7 —F ORE%IL,
SHEAAEEKRE LTRADZEICLEDY,
FOERIIH DHEE - 2 - EOEWERR X
DEEBAICA Z T B Z L TIEARWES I B,
ZOMRMK T LA T R4 HESSBEESTIL,
HEEBEEICBITIHER I, EWVIHH
WNTEEIZITWRRE, LoELEHEES
FEFHmOFRICHT, BEFEROLE - K
FOLHEEBINIEIT T RETHHLE
z b,

LiE]

(1) AiwEBI1L, BEpraibheLEme B) ()
TEAZBEESFSCRONIFHEENEED
ME~SEBELERBHOIE NS ~] (FERKL3

~I5EE BEREE  BRBAE AH—

2) THESEFJFHEERF—V] ITTEE
BEITFEER & LT—EDHESFHE % &5
AONTWDHEBNEE LI EHICR S TH
BELTI2HMRAEZORLRINATWVD
(Chambers & Trudgill, 1980; Labov, 1981), =
7o, BELWHESHETOH 5 53EEREICES
AR ESHEEMPLERLRABKEOER
DLV EEBVTUVWARWEEIE  (change
from below) 72 EIZHOWTIE, HFZm ¥ —
J33E S L 72V (Labov, 1990; Chambers, 1995)
I bz, ARREAERLES LI -
WEOE L B 2 53BEREICE T 5 KGE
HLEME ST D (Keenan, 1974; Labov,
1990; Kulick, 1992).

B) &2 EFFELFEOHESBURHTPRILZ B &I,
BB &2 NS E DM TE S [#a2mmT
ATFUT 4T 4—) BHSHNEHRE L TSE
BER - BEOHSEEAFHLLY LT
RAE, EREROTHHMEICBNTH R
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L d, Labov (1963) 1%, KERHFOME
e LTHEARY VAT 4 o F—FBETY
FETHR Cho7z [LEFEER OBEEL
ZHIEL, WBEROD TARLINLHFLEYE,
EDEEEEPTARIANTZE~DRET
ERD® (BRELLE] 2FXETAHMELTH
UECEEERNICHELEDTNEZLE2R
BEZHA LT LTz,

(4) ¥4, Labov (2001) IZX-THEEENT=

et
>

Nnb,

lCasual-Careful | &\ ) kKD —THIREIZ

MELZEVWIEERZRTRNAS,

B flziE, KAREDOERET, KAADHKE
[T've gained a lot of weight these days.| (Zxf L,
RKAB? [No, you are not fat!| 7 & S fHF%
VEET DRERT D,

6) #lziX, EFIALTANAL FBOSET, Lk
T A ®FFE 1 heard you came late again this
morning. | (Zxf L, £ 5% B A [That's not
true!] R EELHBFORFELESRNOEET

LRFEET D,

[5IEEx AR ]
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[Abstract]

Reconsideration of the Variation Theory: Misconception of
"Correlationism" and the Issue of Explanatory Power

Shoji TAKANO

The present paper aims to re-examine the architecture of the "Variation Theory" (Labov, 1972), the pivotal
theory of modern sociolinguistics. In response to a widespread misconception that variationist linguistics
merely pursues as its goal systematic correlations between variable linguistic behaviors and the speaker's
social attributes (e.g., social class membership, gender, ethnicity, etc.), this paper first shows that the theory
originates in formal attempts to integrate variable and transitional properties of language into grammars (or
the native speaker's linguistic competence) shared in the speech community. Investigation of correlations is
thus part of the discovery procedures rather than the goal. Furthermore, this paper shows how the recent
development of variationist linguistics has succeeded in taking advantage of a highly sophisticated statistical
program (VARBRUL) as a heuristic tool in order to predict systematic variability in speech community
grammars. Finally, this paper demonstrates that recent research outcomes and serious discussions on the
constructive meanings of social variables, contexts of use, and conceptions of styles and registers have all
contributed to "explaining” why certain patterns of linguistic variation are manifested and why linguistic

changes are activated in certain directions.



