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HAANDOSERKHICB I AN VEREHOISEFEE S 7 4 —
— LYRY—HEOEAN S —

I. LT

HaddthHETbHvEhe IFHSBEREE] L LTERhan 2 I &ME<, HEPE
HHEBOMBEL S IESTHEIADEINA A VMBI T VE, 7. EADIIESR
RELY) bEHOLHS - FIREEET S L WHERESEELEBAS NS 120, XAMFRCH
BiohBwT, THHE] « I8 2RBEIEI 27454 THBERABRMED LF o RT
ERNEE->THHRETRE Y, UESEEFOFRELTEI A + 2 AHEE (Brown&
Levinson, 1987)4%, HEHEE [TEBKET] ( “negative politeness™ ) )0 fb g
{ “prototypical” ) & LTHBFTVWEIEMSEFLHATHEII I, AT I a=y—a
YILBIARCROERAES, [TETHEMN ) BRAOSHERE. RN LS
MohTWEETATE 2,

L L%his, HEAOSEERICETEI S LAEB—MERICL Y, S TREAI
ThhTwa [0 ] OWHE (Brenneis, 1988) W T, BREHLEEFLEEF L A%
EERRREE - TVB I LEATGEML Y, HEOBANAFZETUYROIELNGEETLE
RoMuvgunz, BriduwpicXW L, [ED - B#] oFBa~mit. Lok > uiR
REBLTVWEDEL I, CHETRAFARE BT 2 ERFHE] 2f- cWRE,
(o kBHtborBEoNTE D (Niyekawa, 1984 ; Yamada, 1992 ; Mori, 1999;
Jones, 1995, in press). FDA A =X LDV TOERE LD —BEHL-Dizid, 20
BLEYEZEEET (variable), EFEBE IO L P2 ¥ — ((EFRE) M5 - i 2REE
EDEERME OB, LSO TR E W HRERSENER N S EEBICANSL, £
BT 7o —FHAENERETHEILFIEIETHH Y,

PlEDE5uBRELFL, FMETROFASE LT IHTERRHOFRE LSV T,
B, BTERT ISR BERLEMOEELNA L L,

FEE—ic, AFROMBIEAEE L TOEELRER ( Variation Theory ) (Labov,
1972) Lz obtmsRAT A LT, BAHSe TEEESN] SEHEGGBELEFEEFE VI
Lz, EBRERERCHSVWCEEKEEAR, THAMEEXAET 5 Z 8 (systematic vari-
ability )| BT 5 bD & LTERIN L, EEFNMIE (Takano, 2000b) TEaEL 7L Sz,

"EHR G GRS R B RS - REZ A 117102888 CEPRRII~12EEEFE) o—RE L TiToh A BEHEoRR
BETHY, HEEBHNELEITEPIRAS COWNEIR, DREAY) RETL7 -7 3 » 7 Tibe - LA 3%
EATOHZUBRR] ToONR YA MRREELELLTH S,



i B @& 800 FR/E

THZEf] & & 522 HAR20 MYEY] SEEEEEE. 1) ERodSEYNRED

£, SEEROBINNEROER IR T HARER ﬁjhmbﬁ©®fdm<\
St R ES TRE] 29FoEaflomes LTk &, 2) SEKEEKNE

17 A/ANVER (subgroup) <& OMAIFERICIE ZENIF 0, EEEEES. Hb, ¢ﬁ%&h
BT 2HEEFE (Fic, LOFHRD) FHOA+ HABRERED (M) & L THERR
LTafc i, FmlboEEShoRELIENTHE LA D, SEERERICAD.
SELFEO Qe X5, ML UHEERE L OBNED SO BARENREL MR E T
52 &7, BHHSOHANLERERROEBEFELU LN TS0 LEbN 5,

IR BT AE Déﬂﬁl‘—”i A (Prosody) WIZLEREMIROA v ¥ -7 2 — A HD
5, FREMFLSEHTERICBVTCINE THRAICITOO T 2 LZENERETN N, #HgsE
FOMHETyFZ A fJ‘btU*O%ﬁL\ WEILRELEFLLT e —F% & 35—4., Couper-
Kuhlen & Selting (1996) P& HEERELE (1997, 1999) fFEI NI L0, BEOHE
G [EHRME o TiEz 28EY, AFFEHEEDTVE, FITHLMILH~TERLTD
Lid, EROEbhELZOFERI v F 2 R ED A F 1 P IHEER, BB, FEMAE
Hav 7o 2 r QRSB ESBA S PINL T, FHETHO LI, BHTHR
BEARTEPMNRT LW HTEETH 5,

AAEAD [EEEHZE | (Bt 5258THE (Jones, 1995, in press ; Yamada, 1992 ; Takano,
1997745 &) T, 2EMMTNT 7o - FAERE - T34, FFRTR, SR E T
L EFEETE (Variable) & LT, WEFEOREHE %27 (positive-face threatening)
HERE FToiELle I—dv)) kB 3RFoERECEE T2, ATHETE., BERH
EiER L BAASRAT 2 THAETHECLETO [FEENA L7 7Y —1 (AW,
OBk, BEOES{bE 2 3BEAL, ORI - EEEROPFE L L) MR IFo i
ENTETVE, FOLHNA LI F Y- ICMA, BFRTR, BZTFOHTHRBOEENE
WEARTGETACMS s N sEREREY, BEEnEo €y 7 — (BENRTICHT B350
FoLREEE) (i, 1999; {1999 oFds LTHEMT, EO0ERz 772+ ED
FEHEERHO A IC LSS, TN LS 59— | OFMFEHAED v,

WZoBERAE LT, SEREENOR A THIFGEY SRR L L ORREVKERERE b
EIT, WRLDGEERIch- AL YRy — (SEBRE) 22 LMo, BFESE
HBEOLWERNRHAEHES L, COLIL TLYAY—MER] ~0#SR, EROEE
FRFFICHOTERHENEA L SN TEYD (Biber & Finegan, 1994). Frc HAEICHET 5
HARBIIEFECEL Y,

WHD T &AL, WHNTTELYEWERITFL L& IARAN, EFEFESKChE -
TEI TEEEHE] 24 7L, #hiEET 20U TEEY, GLA WA --%kH]
Lo HAEEE O ABGRMAR Iz, ENT 3B sh 3 BEREHOH DA
BRE-TWEEE4A 5 (Ishida, 1984), FIZ . FLEFRBESOLHINERTR, BVLiC
(4] B L s i VRERLEA, [#£] 8BS (=AROME) ThhodRtHEs 5
EBHEMICEYTH 52 —H T, RZAOEEN I v — ¥+ LBTHEN EN TV WIEE
(=T#) BiRn [E] 85 T3, A—HREsthEORTERCRHRLEBCEZBVRES
FTEVWHI—BFELATREECY ARVIETREL, £, SHREHO £ 5 S5,
SF 0, A BREEBEE (=2doRf) M (Rl B (et iofd) Kiv
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BRAOEEZSH T 3T EREROERE Y 1 7 4 —

T, BHEOBH~oOEANNHTERARIAT A L@t ang s, 0E, Tk
DR TORAE~EE (= (4] BREo [H] 8E) £F4 L, BT ERNOH L TREE
BARTELTEACLERARL I ETIREY,

Plrokik, BASAEER (v 229 —) o0 BRBENSREEREMRT Z &
T, BEROWMNEERLAZBAAOSEFRHIz-WT, [EEMH] © Ikt 2] £
Lo i ARSI TRV S hay, EERAECEESHEESHS AL b0 EEbn
5, RITHRTRENGBE—DL YA —0OALK-TED, $ORIMREL L LI, BRFE
FREIcB I 2 HEAOZTHER 5 —RLT 2 I BERS 3,

BHOBRRAE LT, BARAOMIBRERCH T 2EFEOERAEC >V T, SHEHEEN
Dt NER (subgroup) HXEHTHMTERA L, LDk Sic, Biga NEEETE
E] EROEARBLESES R, Tofho [FEEEY | JEHE IR THRAMEELLTIL
Mot FARHESCHEL SERERWRMHO A LT EL b0, —SERRERNK
REBLBLTEEDOTAF Y F 17 4 2R LIRS 28478 subgroup BWEEL. SELHL
FEBEOEZEE T SICE IV - LN ELDIRER LT 2R TH 5,

AR TR, AR BT agRsoEictiv., BFE¥Ii -6 3 TeHEER 452
subgroup ODEEFAEET 3, BARSC LTI}, ENEBEL S A2 TETHH
Fpre L EFEVEFECERE VI HSBENBELTVE (BT, 1969, - T, &L
RorBoREssho s FIcEHT 8 3, LHEOEHRN [boE 0] &3Edd5 4
DTHD., HSEFEOPTEOEREZRA THEO AT RSBV ITHIcw 3 EEBO LM
Bick - Tid, SEERLEO [Yrvv] &5 -TWv3 (Reynolds, 1990), ZCHEE RO B
STOORKELATERICED 2 itk REOEESLBREE0H 28T, WE
EFNFAHEDEICIV VIR FELTVEOMERITET S, £9752 LT, AKX
Lv S EBREREoRBEENZ TEHR] YESBricus b0l Bbi s,

0. EERBROBEBERLEEERN (interactive) EHR

BEFHCHS s 8RERoHAAHEET 2 LT, ZTo0FHEREEN I TOHR
WRERE» SIS I > T3, —2id [Cognitive Prominence Principle] (LIF, CPP&
B4 (Yaeger-Dror, 1997) &#Hrxh 23MNEH TH 5, CoRBICLhE, GERKRE
MEFicd - TOMBEHREARLT 200, 2ORBHERCE—HBINC, 7+2-H17o 13
vk L ToOEEMgEsr, b, ©y Fi# (pitch prominence). FORRE (duration).
v 7 —OBE (high intensity) »Mb 2L &N 5 (e.g., Prince, 1981 ; Brown, 1983;
O'Shaughnessy & Allen, 1983 ; Nooteboom & Kruyt, 1987; Hirchberg, 19903, LA L%
Mo, ChOSOERTHEFMNHE T, BAREMRTEMITERE L TVWEVORET, 8
BoRst THABIEARM] (nteractive) HAELOMBETERLEAL S LW EEARIL
TW3,

b 5> —H @ [Social Agreement Principle] (£l T\ SAP&BET) LFrE i BRE (Yaeger-
Dror, 1997) &, 2 0FEEFZic B 3 T2 v 3i7HE, BRMICHFEE L 08RO
FEATEHETIREL. AECE—RBCIET 220 0BANEATH L L VIIBEE
% (Schegloff, et al., 1977). COFMEIc X2+, HEXBEEZHV A I LIBEMICHETO



B O ORECO F RS

BFEE»TITATHD, BHRIETT 3208, T, TORBECETFRFOREETRE
5, ZOMFFEREOLHOSAPIR, LHOEANED 5, FEE#HIGH) KESCH
BicBRLdsLan, FOBER, BRKBCBIIEEHEREDO 7+ — AL T O I 5 20 C
CPOFiET 5L HIcZHTH S I &4, Yaeger-Dror (1985 1996 1997) # & DRFEBEEHHE
ELHASEFVPFICLDEOAITEN TV B,
LichioT, Bz v 72 2 MICRE LAHEfEANSEEFAROHAIR, LTokHn
HaTELnoha,
1) Lo 29 - OHBERANHEE (Biber, 1988)
FAFZEAFEFOBE & [HY] & 3h 5 5BHREILEIRL TH Y. Finegan
(1994) ick 3 &L vyRy—id, Lo MEMEEEEM] ( “Informative” ) & THHE{E
BERME] ( “Interactive” ) OEEAEZHE L TCHWA DL L TIRA S LMAHETH S
(F571) ¢
7571
Interactive-Informative Registers

{adapted from Finegan 1994: 389)

40
Di ion 1
30 [0 Dimension
20 -
P
3 10 4
4 Informative
a 0
) | N
Interactive :
(10) -1
(20} T T T T T T T T T T T
$0F o} o3 0§} o304 F i
: 3 i & X 3 T o= 3§ 3
3 ~ - ] ' | s v F
5 k| i 3 ~ 2 a
e N 0 .
ol Register =

HmLIEFoHCEHT S &, HEH informative 2 L ¥ 2 v — BEkpncid, HiRvEiE
EV S EREEO RS AT THEF LD b EBET A L VR~ 2B VLTI, CPPYYY
NEREL, [EF BER 7+ - AL 702 v 25250 TOILEMNTHTE D, THIC
ke~ interactive TSAPM L v WEEB HA oL U2 9 —, fA R, PHETOSELE
AFTORERFEL V- L V27— T, TGS L v b EBo Rt ElrgE
Hah, BEMEBHOEFRLSNEETH AL, (HE] 8K 7+ -A 4070 20X
FEAchiz{ Wl EBTFHIZEhLIOTH S,

Dimension 1 X I EBMSEEET, BESHICML CABLRICBT 245 612, L U2 5~ “interactive”  (REME
AtEESE) ThhId sy, HEFOMT DL TS 4 — VO UEERNT (don'tPdidn't?s &) OHEEAEA, “infor
URHEEHED) LML VR y — 3L, GEMEEMEECEL 5 on s BT (do notvdid not) ARV GNE,

mative”
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AFRADEELRB I BT AN ERRRAOBREE ¥ ) 71 —

2) GEERHOMEBERNER® 1 7

BABEO R TRET 2l OFTERROMEAFANEE I, To@HI v 7R e 50K
2PDIATIHEHT S ENMTE, BELROKAMEAGZMH T LT, BH TEELERE
879 (Yaeger-Dror, 1997:6-8), FH b & LT,

a) EENEBE — HFORTEATEHEH-QM S HEET LI E T, HFORFLERE
Bic&hrd 547,
SEEAL L EUPTALOEG T IKER O L, Fha, Py, B
Bl Cch, KFEHATL &,
EEB: WRH, HEEEFESZTE, do, #hdi, do, HiETTA, &
Dy FAHERE VI LI, FAULRRGOERA L o KO EHNE T,

ChidFreERRSh - BHEERA. BETONSE» 0K TH 25, FEBH
SEOEBEADRIEHELEE-AISTEL TV (FEHL.

b) HFHIE—HEFCEENOY OCVNEEEEYT 2 LT, HFORTFERIC
RISV EA T,
(AHEHECETIHROELT)
EEA .. FTheSs, TAXULTOTTR, 0, /—ZRF25Z72074, ADE
LSHLEIN, FLIEBORBIES, HEAFTAOLKOL S 20H
BoOTIdd, FJicb, ATEUNT YA TETEFT I,

Bl Lifams o Of|TH 540, Z2OFHETA I, WEBOm o LThiriis
EHESET 2 LOTH B,

o) MIEFEREN-—FORFNELE-AHSEELLE LTS, 20EETHE
EAHFEONR BT LR e’ S s 47

BEEA L BENITERALELTAZ -TWH I L b, P, ST ¢-TL
ST ELeMST, EREIVIBEBETETORVLDIFEMG,

EEB AAL £OTEI,

FEHA fofi, T, TOBEENLOEHE, a3 LBAFLhs L,

HHEEZORMESBOR T, —AOET GEEB) OHET 25N, ERBELT X
EEHATDERELELTORLOTEELAE LS TR, ERC EE» sHE R,
BRERITETHIUUTER (FHA) M. FREHEFETLEcBEE»423: 02 &
Db, fERFIE OEE QKIS WO HEREE SRS 5 L LT, EEB OIS

R EORENEAEENIBE LM S, HFOIBAXET I TEITAOHM L., FMFEHEETHRR TG, 22245 A
A, UFoksudn i oha,
1) FEEA Bh, BEBEVRL, FEB I EB{EV-T,



it B &#» #0000 ®wBE

EEEL TV, ]

il EEALFRIENEER Y- & LT, BENERHETE. SAPOERD SH
BOT7+—HAT0 IR ASRNBIZIASHZ—F, MHESEXRICTE. © ORI
B, SESNEMOEEEES LS L cENTH R LEHINI 2, BFPILELTE, CP
PEMEIC LD HBREVEIS T+ —ANTo i 3 ¥y ADEREIN I 5LV TFRIME D I
biFTH D,

. EFEHTALIEERK

Lok Hic] ARSI BV TREFOWI & » T, BFEMITAOH RN ER CFl
MERTH B, Hic, T« mfhs © 5 A& SBERRE BT LR o b atic
EoTi, BEEETARFRNCHHEL LD 55 FE 1979, EHHRE (Takano,
1997) TiT - 1o M EEMORBIBIcE T 5 [HHHE] oMKt Fio. BT LM
BEUCH L CRIAN T WRR, 2% 0 ABOHESE LTV A2 EEREREICB VT, £
REVOMFEE>OORFRLE FERA 77 Y- (FIAE, FUELETEHAOT R, af
EHOESEE o 3ERE. 2~ 7 OEH, 274 voLBR L) AL, HANEEE
WEEXELMO L, AEMOABNEEOAHINIERLTWAZ LN s, £D
R b d 2AWE TR, GEER -nw] 0BBRERESEREOI VT 7 A M6k
4 A2EEEEDEY Y F 4 — & UTIRA, FOHENAME, ML, @R 79—-1 %
B EE RO SEEHICEB L TRIEY 3,

V. 3FEH - HRAGE

AWFETR, ZEHORSIEHARENL Y2y 2B E LTHINT 5,

1) B4V Y2 4 — (Debate)

FLETHES W ABGRFTREHEA cF AR L b0 T, 2 B0 BHBIGEH R
EleBE AT, — 3 TH I ERlchbEREL TV 5,

2) EHEL Iy —
ADOORIABMBTORRRBRENEERREA —F 447 —FICHBE LI, T025
D2, VbW AR LHEHE (F18) 2hls LT eoPn &N T, ROD
ToMBHEERLhLE LD THLS, BBV Y5 — 131 ORBREES S,
SLIIHECL VA —KESELTEET 3,

2{a) —BBTOLZE (Meeting)
2(b) —#7 1 ATOHE Lo2E (Office)
2(c) —* 7 ¢ ATOHEE L FEE DT VEEE (Chats)

3) HBELEL Y24 — (Casual Conversation)
HLWKRARLOFMBASE —ME4 - F 1+ 47— 7IClb i, 200800 A b —3
—TH 1 BRIOLEE{T-> T3,

KREDHEEHD» &, HAZHORSHRE (2772 0) OEBREESLEATHS

B, TEEALOTWESHSVSEBEORETEE & o, ThATETLIVES ., &



HAAOSEXS LB 2T ERRROBRE ) 7 4 —

HEABAAL ., BERTER. LELERL2LESNE (. RBBOTER) » ST 2F
ff%&: 21,

SITEHBATNER, AFEEHOBEE LT, 1) —2a)—2b)— 20— 3) OlFic, ¥
HizEER (Informative) | ~ MHEEEAER (Interactive) ] OEEEMATR T 2L 22 5 —
BELCIRAGhACLTHE (K1),

& 1
EREQHIMRE L VA S —

el
INFORMATIVE INTERACTIVE

1) Debate 2(a) Meeting 2(h) Office 2 (¢} Chats 3) Casual Conversation

1R BASICEHHATEEL (-] ot Ly 25 -TLicgdnnboT
% B, SHTICId Pitchworks & WA TEEMrY 7 F2ERL, [—HKW] T2y T35
# (pitch prominence) & EA N7 —OHEIE (high intensity) ©_EKi#h 5, HEETO
FEZHEL B, Ey FTEBLEE "7 - BO@HAKES NABEORETIE, £
S—ALrREING L - 5508V LT, HEMOREOZSMICEIITSI &Il
1o

=1
REMTICESHIAITEEL [-R0] ofFK
1) 3% (Debate) 70 ]
2 (IS T D 45% (Meeting) 204
2(b) FELoLEE (Office) 282
2{c) BT DMMELEE (Chats) 101
3) BE£:E (Casual Conv.) 96

753

[fT8%] cid, BEMETY | LI nITBEL T 74Yv] (sample pitch.ptk)
D&, TH]1 &¥Mr&s-#] (sample pitch 2 ptk) 2 FhEFNBFTH L, AIHII>VLT
i3 (- ATE (NAKATTA n desw) | 20y F (Hz) GEEFHT, /X7 —
(CERE) st~ HFRBEL-HESPE, 65V HBSERLTVL AL, —4, &
FlizowTl, [bhsiw (WAKARANAD ] B9 0 E . F MO IRF 0L (o, -
SHW] B FREETVE, TRV LoV Th, EESLD B EELEVTE
o TWBOMSMPE,

ERAR T, FoRRE (duration) LR - THEBIENA A, CORBRERR TREBIIANL D > 12,




it B &% £ F8BS

V. 9ERBLUER
HMEdgL L YAy —HE

T2, o0 LYy —] JTEic, FTBEL —w] K52 oh RN sETr o)
&%, [WHEIEHSTEW s 4 71 BlicRLTH BT

#z2
BRENETICBE 2L Y25 — LIREERHNEKRY 1 7 OHBIER
LEOCHOERNE®RY 1 7 t

[V ¥R -] BN SR (FTA) | @FLT® (Noutral) | WEEXER (Supportive)
a1 (Debate) 69% (27/39) 59% (13722 0% (1/2) BE% (41/63)
£ (Meeting) 52% (31/60} 45% (b8/128) 87% (10/15) 49% (87/200)
HBE DL (Office) 43% {37/87) 43% (73/169) 59% (13/82) 44% (1237278}
BE T O L (Chats) 29% (6 /21) 46% (26/57) % (6/8) 44% (38/86)
O&#28E (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)

BE B0 CHRBSVHEESEL SN AESE. 246 E L T4T% (333/713) THEH, v
2y —OER (65%~40%) HELET BT THL, ThLLEE, ME(EBIEWRS 1 7 &
DEBzBEWT, WO THEEL Y > ) 2 — ¥ a v (100%~27%) HHEETE 5,

LUR S —ERCDVTIE, KRBV Y28 -0 b0 EERNSY & O Taig
TEE (M1EWB), Hb, $28BE0L Y24 -EEEV T, SEEMESONBEN R
HALZOM, 630 WEECHT 3 TREFOEFCTRERELObICL » T, BETH
NTET 2 2o 0FEHE (CPP. SAP) #HEBRNMETOEELICESLREIL T3, BHi:
FEOMREIAFLRET I LTEREL LS [l o %R kW Tid. HEFr
EoTHHHTED [GE] BHODEMFEICL I, BEMSCPPICH-» @B EERALT
WA LERX L, FALIIHEN I, HFRIzFOYHEME L D b, WEEE & ORIABEEEEAL
ZEESE A0%HE) v Tid, EECSAPRERICRE L, B2 BEL T (§E] 7
ALBCHFEECER 0BT I EZEBLITVWELEA S, HEOEELTRAEVWLD
TR VA, BEACBHZ IEHEo L P2 ~BIERIz>0 T H, BIFEHROMESESE TR
F30TRULALELN S, FHRMOER L0 ¢ BHIEFEONEMCBIRVERETAL S
(&% OLHIUBATE, BENSETHNEREE cH 40 (A9%EE57), WM « HKe
FOBELEMERTENVIAUACEE L YA s—BE0 TR, EFTEd 3 HSAPSE
DOEBLZRLTWEEEZ S (B LEOSEE 44%., HEGEL - 4% 530,

Wie, ThomL Y27 - L AEFRNERS 1 7L DHBERAFE L RTVE 0,
IR LZE S 1o, BRETONSHSICELT, 10087 52T%E TL VI RIBHERS
WiETEE, COERBFc 0L I RRIMANEL TV IR, #3272 212RUNLEE

PCCTHEL TV JEEOHLI RSNy 4 KBS EBROTE T4 S0EREEs v, FHROMTICEEY
Ty, Thdizid,. HOHENTTE (selif-protection). R THIEE (self-denigration)., HCBLEMTGE (self-
correction) HEMETHhTEH G, ERFREM- B 384 OHEBNERIC >V TRSEOMIERELL T3,



BFACEERSICHT AW UBAKADRRE Y Y 7 1 —

T35I&i7 3,

T57 2
HAENSTIEET 2L P2y — LBHEAMNESR Y 4 7oigiE R

Faca Typas x Register in Prominant -nai

120% g

100%

o [—+—FTa
—a— Neutral
.13) | ——Supportive

0%

%

Debats Mesting Difica Chats Casual Conv.
Registar

77 70 OMESE T DT, eESHENE FEHI. AVNEEXENOTERE~O8
IMSOEIGERLTV S, BFEIHEE (W) <BIL T, HEERMENET S5 -
DL YRF BT, EF50EEICRELEREDSREY, Ll MESOETLHEE
FICIRE T 2 EMENSS (@) ZBL T, SAPHFRIT 5 X 51, interactive’s 0 (X43%
EFOHEFREY pEERSINS VYR Y KBTI 520 (Debate —+ Meeting — Office
— Chats — Casual Conversation), HEi7{T50E|&SHHFEICED L TWE,

EHic, WEEXEMOGEERZOER (A) L2V Th, Fic BT OEEE ]
(Chats) & [KARTDEHEL5%] (Casual Conversation) iKW T, HEZEIET 3
SAP OEEWSHERATE 5, HENATEHEOER vy — v Lidb & 5 F#iTT 20k
HT. interactive £ L ¥R ¥ —ITAL 313 &, EEOYHE LA O KITRIFE L HE = 28
BHAEFETELTERENTVWIONRETENE,

AR L EERN S L TotE

ChLE, BB L o2y — (2(a). Meeting; 2(bh. Office; 2(c). Chats) WirirofES
ZLIE-T, SEPEERIINAT2EEBU L LTOBEESRIET 2, 757 3T, BE
HIRSE & 2/ 580 o O HARRENEEELAEI L AR L, £ TR oA/ GEMED
HUZREZETRRLTH S,




it B W RO 8=

7573
EEBC LI ATEHBRORNER | B s

Gander x Face Typasin Exacut.ves’ Prominent /nei/

—e— Women
— i — Mar

FTA Neutra} Bupportive

Face Types

FRIIKL, SEEELD YV v< | 2L TV L SN2 EERE., EEOBRGE
EHE (FTA) EBLTHEHEEREEREIC (03, MBTrasssnznll o), B
PETEHOTVWACEAEEs RS, £, 20ESCEVT, HTHIBTEE (Neutral)
DEHELE~NBEALENT OO, EHICBEb OB, EHEATIETHBEARITIAELL
Ty FOHETHHEF~OSAPHEE L 0 b, EEWREOVRHICE =24 E { CPPHIES
ESY, MATIT- TV ENHERTE S,

—7. EHEEEBSETOER L LTETFhA0H, T LodESLHALELIAFEL L
T\ MEEXELSTE (Supportive) CH 1 ZHEM A ARMBINCEALTVAIETH
B, fRic, i E OB T (positive-face) KERA MM S [HES ] © (84D |
ZEALASEBELAT 3 VA HAIE. Tannen (1990 B ETHEHasTHWE, 1.
I EMEOREME b o, BEE, SRET 3 ABEROBELBIED K G, BTOHE
HrHRELZFIEHTEIAEEERZIT-TA I LWL > TV S (Troemel-
Ploetz, 1994; Takano, 1997),

anE Bt s AR L OFANEBEICEL T, SoUARIEMA TV ER, 77714
THS ML LD o, SESMEBOME» 5 < 3 [71HFR] P SEREFEERCATET 38T
T A LTRICHETHS L b o1,



HEAAOSEXSC S s MY ERERORBE I 7 4 —

7574
BsL v A5 -indk g b ATHEOSTTER | 2FSINE MO B

Status x Face Types in Workplace Prominent /nai/

W%

0% - g . wﬂ‘.

0% F - = -

: memijﬁﬁgw
P
Elﬂ% s - b -
—4— High -> Low
—&— Low -> High
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T, EENERHESE (FTA) B 2EERT QS v T, B T LoiEsh
& FoEEE~| O3iE (@High — Low) & [FOEEH, S LoFEE~) OFEIE (Mlow —
High) & ¢, BEEUERME 5 I L8505, TEEr o F~0ETEEE, @FTAL
£l (Neutral) OESLEMEZRLTEY ., Lok > HCPPEROERMBETITHA 5, £
hedde, ZTTFroEHB~ORF BT 2EVESOEIHA I, HAUNMSAPHET
HEHEOHE IR TXE,

—F . MEEFIELSE (Supportive) Wit 2 EIOFEH 5 7B (@E) @,
EHYBREEB BB U3 ENABBRRF L EE( BT AL 2 Ebh 3,
Pearson (1988, 1989) O SfMifr RS 2EER TOEENTL 5 &, HITOEVE» S
Whh 2 EER., RFERLREHAEL, BolERLSSEEHA3 20 TEE (., B
L THREATHREWVHE WA TEE—4T, HCOERERE L, HTFEETELLE ©
AR EEERR A CEAT A LD TEEEETEZ LV, 7574 TRANT
WA, EEMETEWEEE L HEETENEEOR 2 4 7ic B 2EERNEToERE, O
S LAERESREOSEERORME LTIEA I EMTERZOTIRAVIES DM,

D EoiEREhs s, a2 bicmpifI TE S AL E VAR S h 2 iEssE ., Eitlc
QWD - - SEEHE L TWE L4 20EHKRNMD [HEN FRTH, HEOAR
FHEMSEERH BV TR, LA byw{, X AdPEEFORTH- TS L
DERLSHREIC T A Fv 7 0 7 0 — RS L HBERAESTTOA TV 2SR LIS -
7 (Eckert & McConnell-Ginet, 1992), & 5icid, #RoXHEFRTE, KM (2
LT, BEASE o [HEMNET] TROTEE  (negative politeness) Wi EPL T
WichEBe LM, T (2 LT, BERASK) O&ETE (E2E, EREELKR) by
3 [T ) AHOMABERNERS, SEOFRETREHNEI A TH(XETHAD
(Takano, 2000a),
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AIET T, PRER L. RHEERAOTERB S EERO S 2 EL DA TV b
TRHBTLEE O, EVWSEERHOAICE - (777 18RB), T, a3 b sk
aha (TEoEthfg ] ME0 s, BENTEH RPN THEES S, 18] E5F
AEDOMT [YLrye] #BLTVWAEINAEEERMN, To YL ry=iHLl, —HFHED
LIANKREAHUTVWEDTHS S, AHITIR, TORMA L7 V—FBEFES ) 71 —
IR, BIFLTWL T & LT3,

LUTFTR, EirEsunEly - st A7 - 7 28R LTy, £/, B
Brozas—%, EHELHTHTERoGWEWSAEELL TW5EM (Face-threatening
Phase, B\ F. FT Phase&B5d) &, %5 Tl WEE (Non-face-threatening Phase, Li
F. Non-FT Phase& B83) wABIL, ZRHic s 3EERED [HANER] 2BET5
CricLi, #EERoPIIEREASEATVWA I &, 2. HENRESRETS> LT,
HARBEOEKOITEEL 30 AHVLATWAE I L LEDEE, S, § FOFHREO
thir o4tk 2 2 (Spk A, Spk B) & B#E 28 (Spk C, Spk D) AR & LT L.
BEENE L THROFRL VR~ it 3 BMIRER 2% (Spk E, Spk F) batricini
o

LT, hEFE~07+—H 70 i 3 v AOUREMERT O DRIER TS 245,

THOBE & Z2-& BHLALEY] 25, ...]

TCTE, WERS (LA AV RIS 2T, 5 4 » O NEEEE
MICT A~ M AT IFRE LTOBRVETHEELSNE I LBERETH B,

ORI 2 T it B EEEENELILT S FT Phase TOLKEETRR
OEETACBVTHE, ITHEL [—4v] ORELTEFRT 7 2> FERICB T B hEFE~
D7 x—ANTOIxyA0M s -, BEEEOTHEHETREVERLAIETS
B,

BB, LTeEELFH -GV & [R7 7 € baR] L~/ 2113 ToBl (Tones
and Break Indices) &FRd 2 HABREOLDR YR 746 (F v v~ 1997 H - S
T, AR CRFLLERBANBETIEZEZNAE s FL Y20 [Ny b] HEIBET
(Break Index 3) ZRI—7 7t ¥ tajtat Lot i, (18] OFTHRIAT S 55,
sample pitch.pkTid [F, ¥ I =—re—viRhWwW Ll tEhakATTHE | T,
sample pitch 2 ptkTiE, (BATHDPSLE VTR ID, BEELA LBV ALRIES A
TY] £ CAHa—T o v PAEIRA TV S,

# 33, FT Phase&Non-FT Phase icHB it 2 FE -] EFA—7 7 & » FAJATHE
BINAhBERA~D 72— AN 70 I 2y A0EGEFEI LT LHDRLLDTHD, 7
F7HRENERRLIZBDTH S,

HoFREL LT, FT Phaselc i 3 WEBRHSET L 1) 2offEcEsmhd -2 0EEe, 2) Birv < (., Fiags
FTEAT -BOEAEAVENAEDE, ¥Eoh—ALPHV LNV OD) SOEBNEEH, MTICEHEIEOTELITEY
L M=t of#MaBATL cbudE5in, FRETIEELNL, BHRNEES L TS5RolTicEha it i
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BTt NI EFEMBER DI+ —ALT T IR R
FT Phase %t Non-FT Phase

Non-FT Phase FT Phase ST SR
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/ 1) 12
Spk E 33% (2/6) 64% (14/22) 28
Spk F 43% (9 /21) 43% (3/7) 28
757 h
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10%  fo
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EREECENNEE (FT Phase) BT, TEEERR A, HBRE~07 1+ —#
NFa R RAEHEENRERLTWA I &Mah 5 (Spk A [female] : 46% — 62%; Spk B
[female] : 56% — 81%), BH#IZEE 41 Z0 5 b 2% (BHEEESpk C [malel : 23%—29%;
& nZ Spk F [debate, male] : 43% — 43%) dEHI&GcRKE TR WA, B D
Z# (BiEER Spk D [male] : 20% — 43% ; w204 Spk E [debate, male] : 33% —
64%) FETHEBEO S - EEROTREZRETVE,T

Tid, Z@OFT Phase B AMEE~D 7+ —A 470132 Z0OEHEEMEDOR,
CHhODBEARAERER A LT, SCEBRIAEMOEELMA TAL, 777 6 Tid.
i FT Phase WIHEBE LT, [E M—%v] DEILE7T 72 v FAR BT A BEFHR~
D7 x—HNFaixr2o [#H] oE, BECLKHFLTARL,

T EOBHIEE 210 & AFT Phase TOSIGOEME, ST 0BRSS50 GTRE L REBHLERTS 3 LHEEL
TWBH, OO TEERS SICERASEERC L ETEMET > 260 TH 3,
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Intra-speakar Correlation: Other Facal Stress and Prominant -nai
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D74+ —AAT0 LY AR EAEBETOSTHERATOEHS, 20206 2 @D
BHYo [HH] DBIEHETENS, KAfA—> (Spk F[d, m}) 2 bon, &M
TRy — & LTHERETE 0. EREEOFELGHImICE W TEERM (Spk A{f),
Spk B[] . BHE [0 ORBEETEMER~OERLTEMHAHANEALTL
BlETHy. K, FEORITEWEEE (BER) 3oL iu@Euadeddiciimd
%4 (Spk D[m], Spk E[d, m))., #EFZOATRELTHV RERICH S (Spk C[m)
EWHTETHB,

INSCOFERMG, FEOBAMLICED L 2 XEEEEOTLAL [V <] RROR
bS5y Y —mEARN G, BB, TEHACEs L TRV &V e bR
DEE, S, HEME GTHHL T-40) ORoBRRENRHT LT, GETAZTDD
DO - EMSH S &0 EHBNHETHRERORERIT > —HT. TOEERLLT.E
U7y bOIROMER~OBEINEFE LK O, FELEORTY B #EbEnn
HENA 77 V%2R TVEDITITH B,

V. 8hUlc

FHROFREES S WL 2 0ERELHSSEFMARHES NI LB, T,
FHATIE, BARENPGECRONAEERE GTHHL [—4v])) OBRBEECEH L,
SinikAFoFrBTH 2 THIKEEMNET 5 S8 (systematic heterogeneity) % EIHLA
WHES o+ 2 2 &MTEL, 0% 510%E TR ERIEAN - =F 2 - FOBEVER
CBCHAINE IR 28, BRMICE. BRIERo v T 2R LD YA+ Ly 2 EE
fEFicd 5, HIB, BETHZ 4 OHEMERENERICHT 2EEAROBM O TH 5,
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T, BEEENIE, EEEHCLO L YRS - L0MBERH B, A DAFEEFECLDFICE
TETaEAN VIR - T &L, BEEZTOHEFAMNBECES LA-EEBEET-T0a
LW ZELAREEEOEHEASERL AEEEENHO MIT ~ o, 5103, FEBY
CED WA ar NER (subgroup) FEOEREFREHGHICT LI &ick D, HHEHE
HiFMED TEESSHN] BESEARI K- b0 EES, ChoOFE/REIR. ko
(M EEOELEBEFIHRS N OMEL T AEEEo TFENSELRER] &
AE[r O EETAELINRIEIRRTE L LV I ATERE Y,

Wi, AR THACRBRFE LI Y F 7 A P EROBBNEDAS v F -7 = - RITBL
T, UBEELEOERSE LT, BENERE FRIZEEERY - 2 EROEBAPEAE S
PR -FIEE, BRIy 77 2 Mo OFRERE L QRENSEEROERIIAOAL
WIEETETE26DTHE, /2, HEEEFN Y L v < ICHEA L 22 EEERIC & 5 HE
EYNF 4 —OFENERAMAL I -l T, BESTEHAEDTUAHED S L+ 1 4
7 HBEABEOHMTIELAZE VS T - FOENML, B CHESNIZESEA B,

Rigic, AAROREI, SEERBERHEAOG LR LEHTELEEL D, Wk, I 1
- va yEBE (2ESSEMBR| Ao ot EREIEET @A MNE - 7o R
EELXREROBEAOTICH D AN O, T¥F A EHOEEREY  EERERCEE
HEEEEE L licky, BHEELHERE LOWHA v 5 ¥ a2 - o08UAR (natural-
istic) BEABE—RHUIHEHL L CELREROT 7o —FOREAELBETHGELTDH 3
(Bell, 1984; Rickiord & McNair-Knox, 1994), # - T, HRHHARISEERERO LD
—EOHBLEYNEL W HETEERECLDOTHEILEAL LI,
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[Abstract]

Exploring Prosodic Modality in Japanese Disagreement
from a Perspective of Register

Shon 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.



