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HAANDOERBRBICB T 2 ERKPOMEREES ) 7 4 —!
—— LYRY—BIRORES S —

I. BFC&IC

BAH2AHRA T VW ENG [FESELEE] L L TERANEIENEL, BEVE
THEOWHEL L ERBERTHEIhDEIBA A —UNEI ohTWwE, S, BAOWED
RELp b EBFOHH - FIRAEET 2 L VWO EREAKEICHRAIN S 20, TABGRCH
FICBWT, [H#A) © [#N 2REESEZR T LA 54 7HARAESEY EFohT
ENLEE-THOBRETREV, HESEFOBEKRELTRSA b 2 2BH (Brown&
Levinson, 1987)%, HAM 2% [VHBMET ] ( “negative politeness” ) ZE[aISC/b o HE#EH

“prototypical” ) LLTHEFTVAEIEMLSEHLATHE L . AT azhr— g
YIZBFBAMPEVEZAES . [TETHIMNG | HRAOSEMGH . RIS X<
HoNTWBEETATH B,

L LBAS, BAADEEERICEET 2 29 LA —MBRICE D, FEREATIREAIR
THhNTW5 O] DK (Brenneis, 1988) it W T, HABHLAEEZIZ L ELE
EBRFRERLB>TVWEZEREDRE G, HEOHANEFEBER TYUROZ LA EET 2
SOMIPLEVEVE, L FVAICEIPL, [FH - B8] oBaE~ET., &0k iRk
REBLTLVBDEAS9D, ITNETIKARASKGFE BT 3 [BREE] 2B - HEE,
DO LD NTE Y (Niyekawa, 1984 ; Yamada, 1992 ; Mori, 1999 :
Jones, 1995, in press). £ DA H =X LIS VWTOHEFEA L —BED 2 20113, O
Z LT B5FEEAE (variable), AEBEHIEDL Y2 4 — (FEEE) W5 - FEdLKE
SDFEEEM: L OB, LHIEHCIBIGR &V - KRS EMERE EAZBIc AN, £
BN T 7o —FPRENBENRETHEIEREITTHH L,

DEDESHERESEA, AR TRERASKGE LB I 3R LEREHOFHE X IOV T,
FiL, PUMICEw T 2SI ER LB 5 BRAMA 20,

EIHE I, AFROBERIERAE S L TOSELREMHR (Variation Theory ) ( Labov,
1972) Ltz ohEmERAT A LT, HAH2 TRIBRAY SELRAEE LRI I
LTt SREARMERICE W TEELEERE. [HAMEENET 528 (systematic vari-
ability ) | ZHT 560D LTHBREN S, EESMFE (Takano, 2000b) TEIEL LI iz,

W

EFREXBEHFHARERMI S « SRR AL1T102885 CEMII~12EE X)) 0—8& L TiTbh - EEHE oS
HD, HEFERFESE 6 LB AS 200059 A, PHAY) KBF37 -7 va o7 [HE « XLHERmME %
SO BHRA] TONR YR I EEETEELTV S,

R



dt 2 & £C0 385

(MEER] & b2 2 B4HE0 THEN ] SELEKER. 1) WER D2 EEZLHIFR D
2D, SHERORBINER ORI AKX [EARRENGE ] KB DTS,
REBEE O LBHIIER [WE] 20O ERMOFE L Tx-c . 92) SatREENICE
F %/NRE (subgroup) & OMABRICRBAMIT T, EHEETE BB, dhifipskic
BT 2R E (B, ILoFHIXD) FEDLH % AAEREIZZD TR ) & | CHlEmE
LTSl end, Hikm boMgE» SIRE L EYch 2 L= %o B AEERICAID,
EmitEEOticE x5, BaAntaWEs b SBRES, 50 BARERRE L MR &+
AL LT, B OHAINL SELRROEENEL T L -TL 240 tEbhz,

AW E 1 BB OFRS L, i (Prosody) WFE & SEWED 4 o =7 2= 2TH
%o RRREFFLPERASTERI BV IhE TEAIITONT X L RISEETTE A, t8E%
TOFHI YT 72 oD BEL, WEICAX S KEFELT 7o —~F % & 2—4, Couper-
Kuhlen & Selting (1996) 3575 S EMLLE (1997, 1999) icftEExN 2 L5 o, BEROW
Be% [BHARUGE] Ooh iz a8ay, FEFEL2EH TV, 22 THHO»IZ - TE T
L3 BEOHONSLZOFEHI VS22V EDF A4 F 3 o THEIER. Blb, EE(E
3 Y772 OHREBIICLICESBABPICE > T, ZRTHDEHS. b THIAIHY
BEREZBEITRT L VOIEETH B,

BARAD [BRE&Z ] BT 3 575 (Jones, 1995, in press ; Yamada, 1992 : Takano,
1912 L) TR, KEAWHT 70— FHBEREL - TV B—F, AR TR, DR e+
B EiAIR (Variable) & LT, MESOBBNEFL 27+ (positive-face threatening)
GERE FTHEHLD [—un)) LB 2 MEOLEMICEHT 3, SITHE T, EEE
RICHE L7ZHAADSRAT 2 TH 5 S ETHBICD T TO [HEWR + 5 5 =1 (FlRE
ER ORI, BOESL & 72 3L, LHIIERE - EEERoT"; &) DR A ITE S 6
SNTETVE, TOLIBR 57 YV—TA, AFETRE. HZFOHETREDOREE HE
CERABBETHAINES SN A EELRY, BEEZE0EL Y 5 4 — (REABITHT 225 L
FOLKIREE) (4, 1999; {~[H1999) DRHELTHEN T, 20@Ha Y722 e
EEOHEEEZHO I LS, [HENZ F 55 v— | DEJEEHEEEED 121,

FEZOERBE LT, SELRRANOR X 2 EEEE» 5 HEL #- BAFRENZREEE % b
SIS BERK D SIEEFIC OB L YRS — (SEEEE) 20FHD s LEEHo, B EE
FROLERIBHPERS 2, COXIB LYz s —HER DRI, EROEE
EEFAC BV TREEHERAL SN THEYD (Biber & Finegan, 1994), &I HAE B4 2
BT S IS L b,

HADZLUAS, G TTESYS VATFO L 13 HEAN, EESEERIC b -
THIZ TERBE] 25 7-HL. ThZEBT I TEEG, LB, [H -4 x - E]
LWV o e HASUURE Ot ABMRAEIR O & o, TF24 % 4 138 & = NAWMUTEBERERDH 0K
BRE->TVBLEXS (Ishida, 1984, FlAIE, 7L EHBHLOL > HBE TR, e
() BIR L e VBRI, [ 8 (=AROEN) Tohhd 3 A 5 C
LRHESMCEYTH 5 —FH T, MEFOEER I v — v v LR TIRES S M TV WISTH
(= T4 Bffo TE] 88) cid. [a]— G 2 03 {17 D KA BE R TR 75 B0 T B A
NEEVS—RFELLTHREIVATVIETREY, 72, 2HEHFED L 5 £ 1IN
2O, [ BEfREFHSHEE (=2toll) » (£ 8 (=thett L nLs) wiu



HEADEE LRI B 2 T EREHOEEE S ) 7 1+ —

T BHOHH~DBEAN S IERZ R T 2 2 &L AT S NV, WS, Tk
DN TORAENGE (= [N BFRO TE ] 85) 284 E, HFAERICH L RS
REeAXBFLLTESLCLIARERL I LTIV,

LlEo &S, e nEESE (Svyry—) o0 BRBENREERADTT 2 2 &
T, BROMIICEA L BRADSEGH I VT, THEME] © [SULH F 2| e
Vo RS HM T E NV, SELEEOEESEESHO I b0 Ebh
Do FUTHRTRENGE DL YR —~DBER-> TR, ZORIEERE S Lo, EEE
RIBHICBT 2 HAANDSEERE—MBILT 31 3EEHNS 3,

FHOEFERFAE LT, HRAOWIERER Ic B 2 EOERK IC> W T, SELEEN
Dt 2#NER (subgroup) 1A S THATERS 2, Fhd £ 5 i, Mk [fEtEET
&) RO BRBELESSEFIE. ToMo Mg MEMA chE THIERSRE LT
motee BRSO ER D S SEEENENES M I LTE 6013, —SEREERNIC

BREEEZBLTHEEDOTAF Y747 1 28 L EET 38415 subgroup DPEAL, SiEdt
EIREROZREEE ST IV o LHANEADRIEL L4 2T Th 5,

AR TE, BARERIC B 2HEEOZ (ictk o, FEBZ S>> % 2 [LUEEHE | 755
subgroup OEFEMHICEH T 2, BAHAICB VLTI, LM E S h 2 TE chigh
M2l @FFEVWEESERAE VWO HLBEAMNEBLTVE (BT, 1969, #->T. thEso
REELAIGOMEEE SO S FILEKWT 2 L1, LHOEHN TbDE WV | & HEHT 3 b
DTHY, HEEEOHTZDEMEEZ THS 2T IR 5B OITHIIC W 2 SR O 40k -
SICL-TR, EBFEHLED [V ve] & ->TW03a (Reynolds, 1990), it & HRE 0 B

SCTOERSKGEEMTERICED 2 LItk Dy, RBOHECERERD S 218H T WY
TSN T ANEDLI YL YR HIRCFS LTV ADO0 4T 2, 25324+, HA
VD) FERREO BRSNS [FE | BWEERLICB260EEPN S,

0. BEERBROBEEELHEEMERM (interactive) ER

GEZRIN S SN2 BEEROHAMAHMT 2 Lo, Zo0BFREES AT O
HEERD» SHOSHI2 > TW B, —2i3 [Cognitive Prominence Principle] (LI F. CPP&
i&4) (Yaeger—Dror, 1997 EMs N 2EAMNFEETH S, ORI LN, SEERE
HEFICE > COFHIBHARLT 220, 2oFBERIC B, 7+—A 470 3 2
Y2 &L ToEENE, BB, £y Fiigh (pitch prominence). HOELE (duration).
A7 —OBEIE (high intensity) 235 & &N 3 (eg., Prince, 1981 Brown, 1983 ;
O'Shaughnessy & Allen, 1983 ; Nooteboom & Kruyt, 1987 ; Hirchberg, 1990), L & L 75
W, INSOEREFFIIFATIE. BRRBENZKEEDTHRE L TORLORE T, 8B
BORIT [HELERI] (interactive) HAEE DMBITEEAIEA & 5 & W\ S BISLKE L
TW5,

b5 —7® [Social Agreement Principle] (LI'F, SAPEIST) LFR&S 415 EHME (Yaeger-
Dror, 1997) &, A OEEFEICE T2 (L] LV ITAR, BARMICHELE L 0ERD
HEETZBLIMBL, ABEPHE—RRICHET 20 ORANELATH S E VI AL
% (Schegloff, et al., 1971, COFREIcL B L, BEEXERAHAV L C L B3BENICEEFD




It B @ £00 £ R 5

HTEZBPITATHY., EHERETTIRE0RLT, ZOBREBIIHFEEDEE Y BE
5, COETFHEDIZDDSAPIZ, J“EEUJ?}J%DB’J@BH (AlE, FHER»PEH») CEILH
BIBEd L, 2o#R, BAKFICBIAEEEHO 7+ — v 70 3 2 v 298, C
CPOFHRlT 2L EIcZHTH B T &b, Yaeger-Dror (1985 1996 1997) 72 & DAKFEAWER
L LIRS EBFENIRRICL VP hIcENTY 5,

L7ei-T, [l v 77 2 MICBRE LcHEFRNSEERERORIMEE, DUTok5%i
#HhactzEvoni,

1)v9x7—@ﬁﬁﬁﬁ%%ﬁ(&Mrl%&

A RBHEEFOBR T LI [H#Y)] LS 3 5E/RMEIULERL TH Y., Finegan
(1994) Itk B L yRy -3, Figo MEHzESREME | ( “Informative” ) & [HHEAE
FEEE] ( “Interactive” ) OEFAEEZMLTVEbDE LTIRA S EATRETH 3
(F571) t

75 71"
Interactive-Informative Registers
(adapted from Finegan 1994: 389)

40
Di ion 1
364 D imension
20 —
P
3 10
4 Informative
PN
0 p e I:l
Interactive :
(10)
20) T T T T T T T T T T T
§ !} P X & 5 3 3 P 3§ 3
1 % é g ] S F ) = 3 i
5 = & 4 = 5 3 g @ g
“ -r Qo
g A £ " 3 ‘
b Register 2
LI oARICERT AL, K informative L YR ¥ — ,\%H’J . PlERCREE

Eo /:‘faﬁfxka_@xﬁ’—f—‘f&fﬁﬁ/\ﬁ?fﬁﬁi DOEET AL YRS —IcBWLTIE. CPPAH
NEFRBEL, [BF] BRI 7+ - V7032V 2E2BURTVWIENTFRITE S, 2
Hirg interactive TSAPHR L D mWEE 2> L Y24 — 2. ?ﬂﬁ@’f‘@ REER R
ANELOHERFEE VoL Y R 5 —Tld, BREBIEL © bEEROLRLEEEHRIY
ER-F N aﬁ%?’)%ﬁf!,@@?ﬁék@lmfﬁ)%ﬁ Sic, TRE] BRI 7+ - VT IRV
BEASNIZS VW ENTFRIENZDTH B,

‘Dimension 1 & REBINWFHEIET. SERHRICBIL THEEERICHIAT 2 51F, L Yz & —HHA “interactive” GHEfE
HHEES) Thhidd 213E, MEEEDEH DL TS § 4 — YODRWEEREGTE (don'tdidn't?s &) OEREEAEZ . “infor
mative” (FFBUREEENR) WL YRy —3E, GEFREFKICEZ 57201 IEEAT (do notdid not) 2V SN S,




HAADSHERBIC BT A EREMOBEEES ) 7 1 —

2) BERBOMAEERYIER S A 7

HAMKGEOH TRAET 24 OBEXRHOMEIFANERIE, 20FHI VT2 2 b5 0L
DDA TS B ENTE, BEEROHAM AR WA T LT, B TEELTEE
B4 (Yaeger-Dror, 1997:6-8), FHbD & L Ty

a) [ELfRH R

HMFEORENE2E AL OEET S ET, HFOBEFEEE

HHZB LT 514 7,

EEA L BUP LA DS T 9 IKHT O FiF i, Zhba, ©-1F0, 2520
B Uo7, Thy KEGEERTL &,

FEEB WPH, HIEERKNSZIHE, 0, 2, &0, #BiE TR, &
D, fA+HERE DS £ S TARARKDEARAL » B EEOFE S,

INBFLEMasncBHEIGR A, BREITOHGY» S DikkTh 248, EEBH
FOFEEAOKFENBRE AL STHEL TV S (FHE),

HFCEZEEOVOBVWHNEEEET 52 & T, HFEOEFBHIC

BEBSBOBE A7,

(A BT 25 R0 rT)

HEA L ENDS, TAUYATETTRA, 3D, /=X 53557208, ADE
LHRVESIE, EVSERSNEHEL, BELASAOVREOE S KH
BoTda, Elicb, AIERNS YA TETF T4,

b) IR

F Calsnr o nflTd 20, Zo0BETA R, WELEOEFioxt L Tz
BHRAEBETE5DTH 3,

o) XEhE X EM

HFORFENEEZE-MPLBELLE LT, ZOBETAH
EOHFOIHETET 5 RENER T 547

EEA L BEANTEIAERELTAS-TVITE b, LR, 5T -TL
DCLEL AT, FLEZSVHHEERTETLRVDLIFEL S,

EEB  AA. ®BITTR,

REA L R, 2o, TOBRENE O, LA5 LEAEEND LA,

HLWHOBTBEOF T, — AT GEEB) O#MIET 2HPIH. ARR 4~
EREETDIRALLTOVRLDOTRIT VWA EVSERM, BHo FR» s,
REETETH 2 AHEER GEEA) 7. ThRFEET2ZCEFrH5L 05 &
Db, HEFTE OEEORINE VS BB ERICIIENS 2 L LT, EEBOVE

XREE OREENE R ERCEE L 0h 5, HEOMISETIET 2 BETACHHAIL, RGN CERETE S -5, F
A, UPOL531500 L pEZ b,
1) &A1 Bh, BEOAS, FEB I EB(HL-T,



t B @ 8200 H8BF

ZEL TV S,

o TEEAL FHSNEER -0 L LT, BENEHE(Q T3, SAPOERD S
BO7 3 —hNTF 0 x vy ZABER/NRICHIA SN B —, MEEEZEE)TIE, £ OEMRIE
A, 2 mERoEELMmH 3 FTENTH 5 Lf#and 3, mThiubcid, CP
PEMRICEI Y HBEHEVWESET T + — AL T a I 2 Y ABEESND 2 L0 FHIPKD IO
HIFTH 5,

. BFEHTALEERM

ko k 5ic. BARSIB L TREZEOWIC X - T, HTBHITAO L2 ERCFHE
BERTH D, o, TE - il & W5 /e bn s SEERRE 0BT Ak 5N 2 LI
LT, UHSETARELNCSHELLD S>3 (FE. 1979, EEM S (Takano,
1997)TFF » - LS ER OB 51 5 [HHRE] OWRTE, Friz, MY EFOMS
SR e L THENTE WIRE. o %) RFOHENSE L TV 3 EEZEBBEIcE VT, A
BEVOEFEES - OB T%E2 57 V-] BIAR. FULTERREOTR, &5
EXOT ML E 72 3L, 2 —T 7O, 251 VvOEREE) L. HRANMEERE
WEXERMEL b, AAENOMNBLEBOLDICERALTVAE I EBHLNICE 7, £0
HES Lok 3 ATETR, BEEE -7V OBEELZEASERBOI VYT 7 X M5k
Hd 2 BELEDES Y 74— & LTHRA. 2OHENMNE,. b, BERA NS FY-1 %
MR O SEEER I L CREET B,

V. SHEH - SHE

AWETIR, SHEEORLZARRENL Y2y -2 ERE LT 5
1) =L vz % — (Debate)
FLETHRESNEBATREHEZ EF AR L b0 T, 2 EOBRBIER VB
SlagaA T, ——TH LEfIcb 0 ETwmE L TV 5,
2) ERBL YRS —
Ao DRE ABETOARRENEERE 24 —F 447 -7 ILHBE L, T2 5
DO E. WhWAEEER (&14) 2hLE LT Lovh DT, Z20K0)
oA EREEREDLE LibDTH B, BiEL V25 — 12 OIREIIFRED O\
XL 3BHEOL YRS —ICHMNEILTEET %,
2(a) —ESTOaE (Meeting)
2(b) —# 7 4 2TOHFELDOEEE (Office)
2(c) —A4 7 + ATOHE L ZEKRO L VWHEEREE (Chats)
3) HEALIEL YR — (Casual Conversation)
# L D REAFRTORBEATE A4 — 7 1 4 7 — Tl o, 0 AD—Xt
—TH 1 o 25E 2 T-> TV 5,
EREOHEANH 5. HEREBORENRE (272 2 ) OEESIEENSLATHS
. TEXBEUIHEEEENLEREOBELLRE L -7, TUNHETIVIEEITE, &




HERADSHERBICE I AT EREROBET Y ) 7 4 —

B L, BER IR LBECERESESNE (Fio, SBEOSHE) b 5T 2T
HEE s,

CCTHEHINER, AFREROBHEE LT, 1) —2a)— 2b)— 20— 3) OllEic, 15
iz (Informative) ] ~ FHEMFAER (Interactive) | OEEEMAERKT 2L V2 & —
BHLLTHEAONEZETHE (K1),

B 1
AHEORTRAFL P2 5 —

INFORMATIVE INTERACTIVE
1) Debate 2 (@) Meeting 2 (b) Office 2 (¢) Chats 3) Casual Conversation

R1E BEEMTCEDLITEHEL (150 OfEE. LYRI—TEicgeni-bOT
H %o AHTITIF Pitchworks & WO FHEMFTY 7 b AFH L, [0 | Iofthid 3 &, F i
% (pitch prominence) &FA/¥7 — DI (high intensity) © " HHEA 5. HEET O
BREEEHE L 6, By FRBLEH T —BOMEIHRINBEOETE,. £k
S LOBEI NG > BEDH L T, MEBOREDE b /MTICRYT T2 &1z L
Tes

#1
BEOITICEDITEH L T- L[5y ofi#%

| 1) §%# (Debate) 70

2@ T4k (Meeting) 204 \
| 20) HEEDSE (Office) B 282 |
| 2(c) BT DMELSE (Chats) 101 ] ‘
‘ 3) H¥£:E (Casual Conv.) 96

st 758

(RS2 i3, BREMETA [#] SHES4TBlL [—mw (sample pitch.ptk)
DEEL TH] LW S nrefl (sample pitch 2 .ptk) 2Z N ENEFTH 3, BiZlcoWnWT
3\ (72 - 7c A4 (NAKATTA n desu) | HroryF (Ho) BIEETHT, STH vy —
(CBH) oo & | BB - £ EARIE, 55 VEBEERLTVEL, —F, %
FICOWVWTIR, Thhdiun (WAKARANADJ DOy FHRRROBEE KL (o, [
SBVIESY) ERETVS, BANST —12o0Th, MFH LD bEIZIEE ESc 51 T
U ->TVBDR0M5

VERERET M, FOMRIE (duration) ISk - THHBISNBH, ORI AETEERBIC AN - %,



it B @ RO % B S

V. S9ERELUEER

IR L L YRy —
F21TiR, 52D LYy —| TEIT  TBHEL T—KB0] 254 SN BENET 0|
Gk, [FHEEHNEW Y A4 7] BITRLTH B’

#2
HENSETICBT 5L YRy — SAHEFHIEKR S 4 7 OHEBEERE

[ BEOHE(EAERS 7 N
[Lozs -] EENEHY (FTA) | BP0 Neutra) | WEEZER (Supportive) ‘
itim (Debate) 69% (27/39) 59% (13/22) | 50% (1/2) 65% (41/63)
23 (Meeting) 52% (31/60) 45% (56/125) 67% (10/15) 49% (97/200)
= L2k (Office) 43% (37/87) 43% (73/169) 59% (13/22) 44% (123/278)
H5 T OMEREE L (Chats) 29% (6/21) 46% (26/57) 75% (6/8) 44% (38/86)
H&£5 (Casual Conv.) 27% (6 /22) 40% (24/60) 100% (4/4) 40% (34/86)
it 47% (107/229) 44% (192/433) 67% (34/51) 47% (333/713)

EBE [V ] CHEEUMNEZ N E &R, 2FE LT4T% (333/713) THEH, LY
25 —HDER (66%~40%) HEATEEFTHEL, Fhllbic, HEFHUERY 4 7 &
OB IcBVWT, BOTEHEL Y > ) —v a3 v (100%8~27%) »hERTE 3,

VYRS —RIERIIOWVTIE, %:%btvyxy—@§omﬁﬁﬁm%ﬁ&@%1»ﬁm
T3 (K1B8R), b, $2HEDOL V25 —ERHICBVL T, BEVNBROVBHEES
BALBDR, 50, WEH AT 2HFREFOCEEICREZMLZ OMICEL > Ty BETH

ICNET 5 > DEE (CPP. SAP) MEERHET OB LICHEELARIF L TV 5, EFHx

FEONEUESHTF 2w 2 LcEREEALS [Fhm] 0B (65%=1) 8L Tk, MEFic

LoTREFHTHZ [GE] BRODENEZICL T, BEEPCPPICA]- &S 2R LT
WBEFTA D, TN EITERBHNIC, EHREEOHEKE LD &, XEE L OFAMKEGREEA L

HESFE Q0%EI) 2BV TIid, FEEISAPIcERICRIG L, BEEBLT [&BE] 1T
% BUOEFRECERARET 2 HKEHBE LTI EER 5, %W@%&Lfiﬁgw@@

TRV, BHENICB T 2 3EHEOL Y2y —HERII>\WThH, BIEEKOHANS TIE
iQ@TiQU@tmbﬂaomﬁ@@LW$@§fﬁﬁL@w#ﬁ@@ SR A EAL S
(23] DX BGmTIE, BENET S HENEETH 200 (49% =10, ik - FfrE
BOBESHENICETERVWEFALADOEIE L V2 ¥ —cBL Tk, BEFTidd 25SAPE
DOERARLTVWEEEZ S (HFE O  44%., EERGEL @ 44%557),

T, INSDL YRy - CAHOIFERNERY 1 7L OMHBEREEZFE L ATV E0,
FATHER L 12 & Do, HEETOMNSEHEGICBVT, 100%h 527T% £ TE WD KIEHZERAH
WBETZ5, COLRERRICLEDIIBHAMSNELTVEZDN, 757 252RBUNOER

PICTEHL TV STEEOHEMERER S 4 TICBS B WEHOEGE [— 72V 20BN, AHEOSMTICiZEY
Tz, Zhoicid, HOBEENSTE (self-protection), BEH FHEIE (self-denigration). HIEIEMIEE (self-
correction) HEAEFTNTE D, BREFEERICE T 284 OMERBHIERII OV TRESEROMIGEEL T 5,




AAANDERERMBICE T BT EREMOBEE S ) 5 4 —

35T &9 B,

7572
RSB 2 L Y2 ¥ — LHELERANEY ¥ 1 7 OBEER

Face Types x Register in Prominent -nai

120% o

100%

80%

“% —4—FTA
—#— Neutral
—a— Supportive

60%

percent prominence

40%

20%

0%

Debate Meeting Office Chats Casual Conv.

Register

75 7 OMEAH TR, SR EENE TERMT., AMHEE XEN O ERE~DE
IMG0EIEEZRL TV, WTHIEEE (W) BL TR, HAEHISESERE 2 5 5
DL Y2y —HT, EfTHEOEGTRELREIEDONL G, L L, MEBSOE T2 EE
WICRET 2EETA (@) 1BL Tk, SAPHTFEIT 2 & 51T, interactive’s il (kfzE
EOHTHRE) PEERINS L YRS —1CBITT 31250 (Debate — Meeting — Office
—> Chats — Casual Conversation). £S5 DEENEFEEIE L L TV 3,

FRkIc, WEEXBEMNOGEHRREOLRE (A) L2V Th, #Hic MBS ©o8E
(Chats) & TRARE®H# A5 (Casual Conversation) ICHBWT, HESEICE T2
SAP OEZEMSHMRETE 5, HENETEWMEOLER S - L @35 & 5 EWfiTd 207k
BT, interactive 5L Y X ¥ =12 313 &, SBEMNETAMEEROKIFEGROHEE S 25
DEFETELTEHISA TV E2DOMNRTENS,

HEAR LGRS LTotE

ThLIRER, 85 L v 24 — (2(a). Meeting; 2 (b). Office; 2(c). Chats) 124347 DHL
ZLIE->T, BERBEERIINET2EZEBME L TOMELKRITT 2, /57 3 Tlr, &1
MIBE & 2R &Y b D BARENKGE LA ERABICHT L, 2Tl LETEED
BYEREBLINORLTH 5,
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Gender x Face Types in Executives' Prominent /nai/

80%

70%

60%

@
=
R

o

2 |~ Women
£ 0% o

g —#— Men

£ :

8 30%

g

o
=3
R

10%

FTA Neutral Supportive

Face Types

TR L, BEERH LD (YL v=] 2L TV E SN2 TEEER I, EENRHL
HE (FTA) KBV T b AMEEREERE I (F121, BETEds82znLEIR), B
FIEAFHVWTWA I EAHEINS, £, 20EEGIIBVT, HFHIHEE Neutral)
DENEHREEAEENB VDR, WAL B BEVIS TRBEZEXITTAEE L
T, BFOHETHFEE~OSAPHIEE L D b, EEHEHREONFEMICE =% E  CPPHIEHE
AL, WA TIT-TLWA I ENHETE B,

—, KHEEREEOLERL L TEFONZDE, HFEL0ERPHALSDELIHELL
T\ WMEEHXBEREE (Supportive) 1ZH T 2 BAMETAEBIICERLTVWAI ETH
Bo i, wENHEEE BB T (positive-face) ICRA LMW S [HES] » [E0D ]
REALBLTFEMEAT S E VI IZ, Tannen (1990) L ETHIEHah TV B, T,
I EHER ORI, O, BEEZD SIRET 2 AMBROELZBNED NS, & FO%HHA
WP EREEAGIEHTLIOREEEHEIT-TLA I EEHOLICHE > TS (Troemel-
Ploetz, 1994; Takano, 1997),

EEBEEEALR S ORI L T, S 0B AREEMATL - ER. 7774
THOHE LI I, LESMEB OB, 5 2 [HEER] PEEERERICNET 2 KHEM
ZHATE ETRHICEETHL I E b ol
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Status x Face Types in Workplace Prominent /nai/

70%

60%

50%

e
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®

- [ ~%-High -> Low
g —@— Low -> High
-

percent prominence
w
=3
£

o
>
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S
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. |
0% - —

FTA Neutral Supportive

Face Types

EEFEHESE (FTA) KB 2HBEBETOHEICEV T, BEY [ LoEEL
> FOFEEN] DG (@High — Low) & [FozFE&ED S FOEE~] 0FiE (BLow —
High) &TR, BEERBERLHZ LD 5E, BEHEEH» ST ~0ETE & k. B 9T
Z (Neutral) DEI&LALUERLTEY . LD & 5 CPPEMOBRSBEYITH L5, %
neFPic, BEHSEERAORFICE T ZEVE SO EITHHIZ, BENSSAPYIE T
EFEEOMR IR TX 5,

—h\ XEEE EIEE (Supportive) 128 2 EHB OB ST EH (FE) 13
EENBEREROBEVRIC DU NEMABRAF VEECEb-TVA LI IcBbN B,
Pearson (1988, 1989) O#&HIHIMI ORI 2 EERTORTIAIT L2 L. HNDEVEH S
TONLEEE R, HEERERO S L, BCBRENLSEEER T30 TR, LB
CULTRETHRWVE VN TES—HT, HOOBEZH#E L0, MTEBECELE,
EFERMNREEFBERETAIFEVRTEZLDOTEEFETHBENDS, /57 4TRANT
03, BEENEFEWGE EXEEEXBAGEOm & 1 7IcB 1 A EEANE T OEH
O LI EREREOSHEERORME L THRAZIENTEXEDTRIEVES S hy

ULGD%*%?% 5, HEXLHICHEHBI TR S A BIS VW ERD SN A eiEEE A, B
DREITIB - FEEHAE L TVE ET 30 3ERKII»D [HEN ] BIRTH . ﬁ%@@ﬁ
—‘ttﬁﬁmun@ﬁﬁ& BLTR, o LailicBboal, Hx ADEEEEOFTH-TW A &
DUEBHENEEPTA FVF 474 — J‘E’(ELf:ﬁﬁ@?ﬁ”ﬁﬁbﬂfk\éﬁzbiﬁﬂ SHPITIE -
7 (Eckert & McConnell-Ginet, 1992), & 51T, RO LMEWME IR, BALME (%
LTy BERASK) o [TESmT i[ﬁ@Tﬁé (negative politeness) ICEeRMEHR L T
W ESH BN, T (F LT, HRALR) OBETE (3, SEETFLK) s
5 BNl FHOHABGRINERSL, SHROMETREARINTUIRETHSS
Takano, 2000a),
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THEERIC L 2BEZ NS F V-

AIEI TR, FRICR L, KEEERP EEEBN S ERROETAEL DIl TWabit
TRETLHRBV, EVIFEENHS MK -1 (57 38R, TR, & ULIIc iR
SN2 [TETHHMPIG] UEvw s, BENIE»ORDONE [HERH 5, /5| SHEE
HEDHEIT (YL v~] 2ELTVWE SN B3HEERS, 20V L v=iifl, —FED
LOBFRKEHELTVEDTH A0, KEITIH, TORRA + 57 V—%E8EES Y 7 1 —
ko, BEIEL TV T & ET 3,

LIFTiR, HlicE S0 EBH 7 — 4 TRESBEAF - s 2RI LTV, Tl B
Bryzsy—%, EHBRIHTHTEROAVWEVHAEEIL TV 35 (Face-threatening
Phase, LI N, FT PhaselB8d) &, £ TR WVWBHE Non-face-threatening Phase, P
Iy Non-FT Phase&B897) icKBIL, Z/RHEHICE T 3 EEEEO [HAANLZE] 28T 3
&Lt HAEHMOPIHRBESETNTVS T &, o, HEBHHESTZ2TH LT,
HHEEOEBMOITEHL (-] BHVSATLE I LB EDEE, O, 6 ZOBEHERO
th 57 2 %4 (Spk A, Spk B) &5 2% (Spk C, Spk D) 24t e LTl L.
SEERE L TEDHRL VR 5 — Itk 2 BHEER 24 (Spk E, Spk F) d44micini
T

DT, thBERNDO 7+ —H V703 XY ZOAREM A RT 72O DEEEH T 2 15,

[HOME 13 Z-& BLLAL LY 1o, ...

TR BERS (BdLA BV IWHRENSE D LI, 54 2 o FEEGE
RILT 4+ —ANTOIx Y RELTOEBNEINEZ 5NE T EIZARETH 3,

A OGRS PITE - 70 2 &3, FICEREENELILT 2 FT Phase T O LM EHER
DEETAICBVTIE, FITBHEL -5V | OBFESTEET 7 £ v MENICE T 2 HEEA
D7 4=ANT0 2 Z2OEEANSY — v, BHFEEOZNEEELTEVERLELIETS
Big ®

BB, FTEBELH -] & (A7 2y VR iR, Zhid ToBI (Tones
and Break Indices) &#R9 2 HAFBHEAEOGLB YR 74 (F+ v~k 1997) IH] - 72H4
T, AR TEF A BEREMPIEEELESNEE v FL YYD [Ny b BEIBET
(Break Index 3) %[@—7 7 v FAJEAE LTHWT L7z, 152 OFTHE4 2 12 513,
sample pitch.pkTlE [F, /S — =V E LWL ALl ELDL-ATTFE] TTAH,
sample pitch 2 .ptk T, [FHA TP LBV >TWI D, FEHEHIA LBV EIEES A
TY ] £TE—T7 7Y bAIEIEZ TV B,

#% 313, FT Phase & Non-FT Phase KB 3 EE (-] &E—7 7+ v AN THE
RINTMBERANDT7 + —ANT O IR VRADEEEFETLILEEDRGDTHD, Y
F75RENEXTRLICSDTH B,

MhOFER L LT, FT Phaselc %\ 2 IEHAEILE 1) ZORRICEIANS £~ XL OEER, 2) EL~b (Ey FHEE
EHENT —BOMANEOSNE00, EE5h—HLoRAVSNEVDR) OIS 55 SHTIcED S I EDTELITHY
L= oA s cidud Ean, AnB TIERLEA, MRREREEL L TSROMERIcERS T Lt L
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FE—7 274y bAHEBT AMBEZAD 7 + — AL TO IRV
FT Phase Xf Non-FT Phase

Non-FT Phase FT Phase | W ERIK
Spk A 46% (26/56) 62% (16/26) 82
Spk B 56% (58/103) 81% (17/21) 124
Spk C 23% (23/140) 29% (4 /14) 154
Spk D 20% (1/5) 43% (3/17) 12
Spk E 33% (2/6) 64% (14/22) 28
Spk F 43% (9 /21) 43% (3/17) 28
7578

E—=77+%> PAARBY BMEZ~D 7+ —ANVTB IRV R
FT Phase %} Non-FT Phase

Intra-speaker Variation in Use of Other Focal Stress: Non-FT vs. FT Phase

90%

80%

70% b

g SpK A ()

—#—— Spk B(f)
—a&—— Spk C(m)

g - Sk D(m)
---g-- Sok E(dm)
~-@--Spk F(dm)

Non-FT Phase FT Phase

ERGROFXSFHE (FT Phase) 0BV T, LHEER I —2itic, thEZ~D7 + -7
V7B IR Y 2AEBBINSER L TWA C &0 5 (Spk A [female] : 46% — 62%; Spk B
[female] : 56% — 81%). Hi:EHE 4 %D > b 4% (EHEEMSPk C [male] : 23%—29 %;
FTEMEE Spk F [debate, male] : 43% — 43%) MBS IcRX (LW, BEH o
—% (BYEBE Spk D [male] : 20% — 43% ; &2 /0#% Spk E [debate, male] : 33% —
64%) BLHEHBRO Ny — v LEKOZEREZRE TV S,

TlE. TODFT Phase KB AMEBER~D 7 + — V7o 32y ADERE AL O,
INoOHAREREZREE A2 LT, SSREIAE,OEEEMACTAHIZV, 757 6 Tl
FFIZ FT Phase iCEHZ LT, BE 4V OENEET 7 v FARICE T 5 HEZE~
D74 —=HNTaIxvyAD [HH] O¥%E, FESEERL TS,

"BEOFUIEE LI L 2FT Phase TOEIS O, SHTIcED - BHEO/D S b SRt L2 8 Th 5 SiEE L
TLBED, TORICDVTEES SICHABARS L ETHSMTEITI 250 Th 3,
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FT Phaselc B 287 (-5 ] EMEZE~D7 + — A7 03 % Y ROHH  HANZER

Intra-speaker Correlation: Other Focal Stress and Prominent -nai

120% _———

100%

e - Spk A(f)
| —®—Spk B(f)

—-@-—Spk F(dm)

. 3

: .

% | —a—spkCm) l
] : % v i Spk D{m)
E @ - SPk E(d,m)
: %

8

g

0% b .

No Stress Other Stress

E%(No&m%)Ed\@77%7h@ﬁ@@%§ﬂ7z—ﬁwfﬂi*ylﬁﬁﬁfﬁﬁ
M%ﬁm$Uééﬁf—an®ﬁ%%$ﬁ®%é%\6%(mMr&m%)m@ﬁ%%«
@7j—ﬁwfmiiyxﬂ%%éﬂtﬁﬁf@éﬁﬁﬁéj®ﬁé\9&@%&52@@@
Sy o [ oFenRTEns, KEEFIA—2 (Spk F[d, m]) &3 b0DD, &EHIS
%ENy—V&LT%%T%5®@\%%@%Q%ﬂﬂgﬁﬂﬁbfﬁﬁ%@ﬁ(%RAU]
kam>u\éﬁF—me@%@éj&ﬁﬁﬁ«@%ﬁiﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁﬁ%KﬁmLfm
Z-lThD. —F. AROKRTENSSE (FHEE 320k BfEVSFELETICHAT
275 (Spk D[m], Spk E[d, mD. IR D ERT & RE L THV 2 ERICH (Spk C[m)
EWAHTETH B,

CHLOEENL, WFEOBEEMLICHEA L 2 KEEEBROTAE [V Yy 7] "ROA
bi%?—ﬁﬁ&ﬂhéo%E\F%%%K%é@<fwméﬁmj&mﬁﬁ%iw%%@ﬁ
@%Em%\éﬁﬁ%(ﬂéﬁtr—uwDE%®%¢%Wﬂ#%:&f\éﬁﬁ%%®é
@@F*V%WQW%&mﬁ%@%@%%%ﬁﬁ@@ﬁéﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ\%®@%%&LT\E
L7 sty FANOMERE~OSETARE LA S, REREOWEN [FEK] 2ROELL
meEg 2 b 57T YA L TVWEHITTH S,

V. &bYIC

ﬁﬁ%@ﬂ%ﬁ%ﬂ@w<Omméiﬁﬁééﬁiwﬂﬁﬂﬁéné:t&%ﬁo%~m\
$ﬁ%fm\E%%E%%ﬁm%em&éi%ﬁ(ﬂ%ﬁtF‘awD@ﬁ%%%a%@b\
sHELREOAETH S [HRAMENGT 5Lk (systematic heterogeneity) % SEEH]
m%éﬂuié:&ﬁf%to%%@em%ifméﬁsékavﬁ:%;—F@ﬁjﬁﬁ
K%tﬁ%ﬁ%ﬁ%?%%m\ﬁﬁ%um\%ﬁ&@%jyfﬁxh&®ﬁ4fiy7mmﬁ
@%mb5o%B\éﬁﬁ%éb@ﬁﬁ@%%%%m%ﬁ%%%ﬁ%@%ﬁik@ﬂ%?%éo
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T, BERAICE, BEBETEOLV YRy - DB b, Tx OHEEFICYDENICHE
T BRABL YR Y - &L, FERZOHEEEREEICEE LA SEREET-TVA
EWS | SEkEAKBOZ N ORI B2 EBEEPIHO LI -0, 0 ITR, FHEBMH
RS W&/ NER] (subgroup) FFHOERER AL MICT LI LItk HFEE
HEWED [RAEEESH | BENRFEHDICH -6 EES, ThOOWEREIE., LD
[HNE] ERAOHSEEFHIMEN N E THEEL CEHARSD FEANSELER] &
THE-NDOBET ZEMNGHIN AR TE 2LV HTERFEV,

B, AR CTRALEENEE I v 77 2 VEROKENEDA v 4 —7 2 —212HBL
T, B EEERORRNE LT, BAMNERAE LI 3 HBEIEHAN « AN EROBAIEAHS
M-l 3, HHI YT 7 2 M0 oOBREAERL AN S EEGOBEIGV AR
WIEERETHHDTH S, Fh, HETHEFNY L v < ICHEI L BRI X 2588
TS F 4 —DHENERBIHSHICE -2 & T, ESTFHEZED TV AHAED A4+ 3 v
7 BB ARKEORTIRZA 3LV T o —FOFYMEN, WO THREINLEEZ S,

RRIC, AROKR IR, SELARERBAOH LICOEMTE2LEX 5, fEk. v 7V
I—va VERHR TEE25ERER] Ab ko dEENABRRTAEA S - 72, AU
SRAREROBMAOTICH NS, 3T 2 VEROEEAREY « EEEMEROEE
WAEABHMERE LI LIk, AEEEHBRELDONHEHA v 4 Ea -0 05 HAR (natural-
istic) #HKEEEBE RIS ER & L TCELERDT 7o - FOREERET 2UEEELD 5 5
(Bell, 1984; Rickford & McNair-Knox, 1994), it » T, AIFEREFSELETHO L
—EOMBICEN LV ETEREVEDTHEEEA LD,

(]
KB OPEICHD, EFEL 7+ — NNy 220k WILEEFASSEVFRS D&, FEEREIC
BAEEBLTTFS - . WIINFRKRICCOBEAh D THELERL EFicvwEBnE 4,
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sample pitch.ptk
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[Abstract]

Exploring Prosodic Modality in Japanese Disagreement
from a Perspective of Register

Shoji TAKANO

This paper accounts for rule-governed systematicity underlying prosodic variation
In Japanese disagreement. Analysing the apparently chaotic state of variable prosodic
prominence attached to the Japanese negative -nai in naturally occurring interactions,
this variationist research finds systematic correlations with such sociolinguistic factors
as the degree and types of face-threateningness of individual acts of disagreeing, the
interactional dimensions of register, and gender-linked subgroups. Prosodic variation in
expressing negation is interpreted as the consequences of the speaker's strategic ma-
nipulation to overcome potential threats to the interlocutor's 'face want' in the immedi-
ate context of use. The theoretical significance of the outcome includes: 1) empirically
revealing the speech community's "systematic heterogeneity' as its essence, which has
been masked due to heavy orientation to relatively homogeneous native introspection
and the standard Tokyo dialect as the exclusive target of analysis in prior studies in
Japanese sociolinguistics; and 2) contributing to further advance of research on the in-
terface between prosody and discourse where intimate but dynamic relationships can be

identified between prosodic variation and interactional contexts.





