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% [Variable Rule] (LAF, VR &Wgd) &I
T 5 Z RPN TR 5 (Labov, 1969)
ZAVIRAE SR o kg AL &
ftZ L E] (optional rules) @ 12 X - TIXFE
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1989), HHEW (P2 I1X, FEiEIZBT HiEE
KUdWHE) 2, &DFFEOSHENIIEG
(Bl 21X, #%iEd 5 El7ﬁ¢75)!r:|73 TEDP) R
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OIEE B ~OEELBTE H 25 A 72 RR R IRE
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fEamoT AICiE, BE T 2 i ERER O FEk
FEORBIIARFRTHY, ZDL S 7m—rh
B % R 6 5 7 ki 12 2 8 1) 7 75 A 3 o fig

HIZIZARMRER b O L E 25, I DI, #
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) B R0 & D BETE Y 22 FH L BAR D3 EAE
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OSSR - LRI 210 b, ZHOFE

(vernacular)



EN
i}

it £ % (30

=IE

==

#HIizks 1TAHEOEFELDITL, £
BREN DRI N Y — v B~ 7 a i S
LM AR RN T T u—FiF, fHxo
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RAOBEGHTICEE 2 &< SEFE N OO
HNZ W, £, RIUSHEREW O I
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A TR, RS A RE LR
WAL o To 3T %3 DA BBEERIN T 7' 1 — T,
TEEERR A H 2 N OFFD [ L/ 72 SRERE S Ofif
B~ & EREMICER DR TH D 2 & DR
MICNEEE N T TH D, Fh & IExtim
(2, HEE L TOZFETR /NS — 0 & KHEHE
7 B & U CEESME LA B A FE D I
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EOEBE Vo T A
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THRICTE R 9~ &S BB, SIS
(L2 ER L2 2 A VIIER) OFv 2K
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SHARICBI S [SRENMNER] OR-4
s - WP ONWTIE, 1T L AL DEE

MTarerAREon TS EE-TH
WETEARY, LML, HamEpE LTo
FERE ) O BLAIR ATV 2 i T D BRI, %
DFLERWTCHE LT D T+ - IRIGAYZE
Bl (B xE, X1 OfHEERE) 2 8o
EOICER LEGHUPOBME T 52O
TOM—HR RIS A THHELNTE LT,
ZERIGHO & 5 DB DT I ITRET Tl
NARWEBERBEFEH TH D, SindRrR
23 THHBER) SHEEESh 2B G, I
Z O EREINERACHED D T IEGR O R L A
I TER AN 6T D —HRIREm 2> & A2 £ 1
bOTERVWNEBbND, I CAET
%, BRI KD R A O MR RR
A LARNS, 4 HETOELORE A
Do TOBRZ, HDHEHR - BN EHZ HAT
R Z D O &y D 28 F L 0 78 1Y 5k
(actuation riddle) (Weinreich et al., 1968:186)
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4.1, HESHMERD T8 BR

IREMEGOME L 7o 72 A %E  (Labov,
1966; Trudgill, 1974; Wolfram & Fasold, 1974%%)
TiE, fed T ME) R REIC L - TREE R
P (PIAE, tERBEEmR) 2t x 5 ik
R ER ThoTo, BlZIE, HaBEEEEIT,
FRE DM - FIE - I - FETBREE D
LI K> TRE S, HEFIICELTY,
W RONE A AR R 1T A BRI B L
LOHMWOEMIZE LD L, RN TIHL
TR L D0 Bk (B X OREIKRI g
M) JoEom—rhEmAR L <HHSh D
£ 912729  (Delphy, 1981; Llewellyn, 1981;
Cameron, 1985), WFexi4: & 72 5 5B FIA
A O HUBPERCFE 8« N D+t ETERICH %=
M5 B RES TREINI) 2R
ZEMAT HMHEOLEMENE X DL
(Coates & Cameron, 1988; Graddol & Swann,
1989 ; Eckert & McConnell-Ginet, 1992), 5
(i3, G BRI L o THAAIZ R
WA Z2 R ET D~ 7 v F R T,
BEoSFHEMICEE SIS THEHANR) AT
ZEME I ML L CLE 51X T <,
NS do 5 FE R M —RRIZ & D Fe s DA BN
S e DD, A D RFE DG 7T
TR DS EHBRDER N7 — & i
92 D, ATillds 2 5 Ot 23 24k
D DD E, SEEER - B{bottaiy
AT o 2 L v,

D& D el & AR A TSR BRA R BT SELS,
NFH RV A—ANHICEBTDHT T A
FEAS B A B4R L 7= Sankoff & Laberge (1978)
Th b, Lilod AN —HIZERM LT
Tt e OGS E R TR T Y% E T
ZEEROEKNZHATDHZ EIETTARETHY,
HFAERCE O R ERREITEIRZ 2 bIRAE
T LA - AR, tLaBEE A TR D &
LAHE B TH B L L (linguistic
market) , HF%A RO IT SR E R
EL WO BRI Lo TR S< 0T

1E7 <, Bk TZE) IR L CRE DN
SHIRFF A OSFEA T A X =0, FrEORk
EIFHTROON D SFHEM Lo TEEHEM: )
(standardness) DEGWAEPD, YFHEALERO
By & DR MR S LD 2 L & SEREL
7= (Sankoff, et al., 1989), [RIEEIZ, #EARE L
T-REEPTRER LV b Bk iEEh &V v
I LIZSE0A T A X —MICE R LI
HLHENZ, Ml s T A e RF e A
LT OGRS A NOSFEA T4 ¥ —
2N, JEREREEIEIC I 5 R L (particle)
D% (B S ik that DERE &\ o 7= FEFE UE
R ORE A RE T 5 L o ZA RO R
W37z 41729 (Kroch & Small, 1978), &
F OMEEATRET 5 WIS 23356 E oo B
R ME (explicitness) DO FEE & AT 5
(Coupland, 1983) 72 & O RESIMRIRSN 2 5
Nic, 6x, A7 F « 7 VA —AFED
SREEFMA AT JE L 72 Rickford (1986) 1,
TERDOWCKR B RS A BLAI L, REA - A
MO DL IEE, 7T T =Y a VI RE D
HRLD TALfE e & OWRZE A B & U 7o iy
HOBERA TAX—%2B LT, Ykt
EERET DLEEEEZ TS,

—J7, PEEME ED L OITER LA
FRATe R 2 ML, HamEEE KD
ASHETOHROT T, b AEERRERD
BoONTZHETHS I, EFEOHAE~DFGE
BRMERNT 7 0 —F 1%, Hx Ok o
SATEIZEAS LT e S e R R A 2 8
LT, SR - ZleothamiR o %
BT 2 RIBEE LI T IERRm ORI~ & L L
T X7 &5 %25 (Douglas-Cowie, 1978;
Nichols, 1980, 1983, 1984; Bortoni-Ricardo, 1985;
Thomas, 1988) , & @ H1 T & §F |2 Milroy
(1980) 2 k& Tt PIRME R 1 (Social
Network Theory) I3, %255 PHEHIC RIS 7Y
Jrikimamia LB LT 2 &) Bkt & bl
DEHE, ZOBROERMROESRITIL KR D
kA L7z,
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Milroy X & #1 2 5 8l 42 & (participant
observation) |2 X AFHAE ATV, ARG &
BRHEWERE kT ANT R RV Ty
A b)) OREIKE & L THlBRE & £< 04
G A 3L L s &, Mk LR o Hiik
ROREE, TN O IR BRI IR e tE
SBE), ZHICBIET D #BRE O AT -
IR - AT AT T 4T 4=l la—7
IV TR LR B FERMACHEBR S (B3 5 B A A
REi=, T & ERICEYWERE O ANRD
M) (density) & [HEAME] (multiplexity)
o d ThaMAMEELR) 250 HL, Y
AR TR SN D SEER OB
THFEERE -7, 29 LIEBBARSTO
FER, BEEOMERNCBIRZ L, BENRLE
G 7 TR M O AL S BIRME A F 0 TV B ER
F D LA REMERFORE R IZ AN COBEEY ) & e
v, W EOHEBIREODE R HIALIZ W D
AL, LERMEROHENT Ly vy —%
T 5T L, fHLRRATE L DA TR
ELTCHmEBEAT L RE 2R b
BHA LT, 2otk WEREE & O EINEE
fili 2 RO M SO EERIEER IC LY 20
AT ERERE~NLED LD M
(Milroy & Milroy, 1985), ~L~7 7 A hHWN
D & % Hill T Y RetEf TR O T35 & R O F5E
ZALIZZ DX D AT = R L ERRT, FIERE
FIZX o TTIEARL, HTIcBR Y ok
DRI A X D L EREE IS Lo THEL D
LAITWEZ & BB L7z, Milroy (285 Z
9 LIZAFZER A, Bk o iiarzeic k-
T b SN T &7z SR F —
v (kPO BRAERIBAE - e A I,
FBME O WEAT (AT - FE AT 2SR G ) )
(Fasold, 1990) # %3 #RBRIYFEFEL L T,
M) &5 fhas W28 5o it B 1M S0 M 1 &
BT K& AW 2 L H LT < il &
Bt L ERD.

4 HE TOERIGOMELOMBRITIB N T
(S Ofeb iR - E3% % 5t

a2k H2 o (BBHAT)

HWNDYE, ThETHEL T2 Hx 0
HPOHROBIE L 525 I ERE MR
To A9 (Eckert & McConnell-Ginet, 1992;
Eckert, 2000), MiZ#imi, MBHESICRE
L7csha (H 2 NOATERBRZ 2 m LT
HENDIBMNL - TA T T 4T 4 — 7R
L, kkx I BAEEBERBEEICHESE D
MY Zeft Ml s LT THhamZE4y
BRAET AL AR LD, Wb, (A%
RSB 2SR &%, thaPiEEIC
o TEDDED R A IR WMRIEA R TIT
72 <, BlotEuiEs) - 545 - Mia#s
FOEHEEREZIHE T DA 6D A
AE LIFICAS L TS AL EHOLETH D
L5 %% (community of practice), fha Il
BT 7 —F T, it IicsiT 5%
PR O ATEOFEIR BRI LT, —
NOWRER SO TH) (TAT T 4
T =) BHEEX LSRRG RRICEROS
LHICE L, SiEEN-E L THCOESR
1Zno TV D EENFEL IR D, Kibs
LHINICBWT, H2REOSHAE IS
HE®EEZ O, EHELIZBECOT AT
CT AT A —DREL LTHER - mbkEh T
W< DTHD,

Eckert (1988, 1991) (%, tE&MIEH%E =D
£ 9 e BERRr S RIS IEE S W THEagh
7 =Y —] (social categories) & L THe Z [H
FTZET, SWHELMDA D =X LREOEAL
OEMEEZH SN Lz, RV INT
b A MIXKIZH D @K TO RS 58152
% #%C, Northern Cities Chain Shift & FFIE 4
YRR T & SN TV RS ATE (uh)  (f1
X, but 2B HRE) o%Fl & TR
RS ELEDWAM & DENEREZ N L
Too ZORER, PG H0 OMRST B E B
THER AT % Te B A (Jocks) &5
B3R DAMEBU VI Z i e D A R U —
b STk T A TE AR A E < R AR AR
(Burnouts) & TlE, M4t ~D% HETE



MNEI2 D Z LA L7, Burnouts (37 k&
A NHHLE»OEET D ZOFEFENSIEE
bz, JEIEE PR A U — Rk & ot
REoftamMEEs R L, £HEREBC
74?V%4%4ﬁ®£%$&&bfﬁmﬁ
U b EHE LD TV, T & IR
BT Jocks 1%, HUIE AR O LR ST RO AL I 3
AT HATARX =LY E~DB %
WEF 722285 b, — 5 Tld Burnouts & Dkl
fCEERIMA DT AT T 47 4 —DHE L
WO SRR E LT, B L RERE & R
FICERA L TV D HELHO N L o7, &
LIZ, TNHDOER - BLD A =X AT,
A DM OSBRI L - TIET
WAROM7RNT & B RIRFICSIAES LTV D,
RO NS, SEEER - B R

T = RN, EEF OSRG-S N  C
BRI ESND MEER) #SERE O
MBI X > T OO0 THY,
TRFEANEENCZ N L BT 5 5561 74 ¥ —,
R - R OWELT-OMRE - FLATGETE B & [F
I, fEHx OFFF R A 2 OAETFEO R TEITT
5L EEE IR T X - THIO THIFE
REMHANGEZOND Z ENgD, FERNE
b G O RN R N S e Rl S Al 1)
BB E LTIRRAE T 2 & T, SiEHRD A
) = R WR0Z DA OB & 33 25
HER MG 2 N B BRI o 0 2o b D,

4.2, BERAAIL:
SEAR - B REORBRICBNT, 53
SIE L FEEEA X AV EOBAFBEIEZ < ©
FEEFARTEHELS MO ER SN TE AR
DOEBINEAITH 5, [Al—OFaEEFRIEIC
&Y DB Z oERINEE

ELTHEALTEY, SEERICEEIND
AL AV, O FFELERITR AT
TWOBHEIEMOENL L LT, S boi
KLy & 5 EHE &k L 725 (Labov,
1972a) , ZEFFHICIHB VT, Labov (1966)

B~ DEER
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Lh

5] Flléjj @#AB
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P

=
H
Hefm]

SR B

PIBE, A XA VALEEE RN H O OFEEEIT
T HEBEOEAWE LT TR 72 iR
BEZBRTHED, 4HThRBE O
Bk o CHREHICHEEES L TWD
L L—5T, BRI DLFEDRE
BT, JEFER X A VA RAT B I RAN
Uy —RAL L TOENS ZIEMT D08
2, BEEALANVOBIRR, 224110y
AL —DFRPIRHE, SmELR - Aok
DIFEEHEA X A LD H LRI E 7‘;&%3&«67!:%
W pim N HFEEZXHD TV D  (Biber &
Finegan, 1994; Eckert & Rickford, 2001), &3k
OHBAFERIZB T, HEFAY A V&S
W 2 BRSHESHIBGE O & Y 548
{EDOTFIMEERDIEE D Z IR ESINLTL
FoTHY, HEOSHEEEFEOHFTELED
FEEEAL A NP LD DH, F O
BRI 7200, = L TREMNIZIE, S84
B BAEOEFER R T XA LOPIZED LD
ICHDIAE N D RE 72 DNED G ~DE Z
BRLZEFEE LV, £, SRR AR
DFFINBEBEART LS (M2), kA
2 AATEHD [piu) 1% L TR AR
TR R RO SRS ERICm X e L
T, REHOERMGRNDIITIZE N TEZD
DR EENZA LS E-TE L EFE R D,
&V DIF19804E R LARE, Bell (1984) (T X
5 =T 4R« FTVA MR =50
12, SEEERE - ZMLoMP T v F T NI
AL ANV EFEBEIGICE D IAL 9 &V D AFZERN
Bnihdi-, 2o oERIMEITELE LT
e DB 2 RICIT b TR Y, I
FEALA N DFERLFBLERIZBITH A
A NDEENZHSONWT O ERA TN D
F7o, WS HGHEMOMLES LB %%ﬁ
S BITIEFEE T O e B A B CiEsR (self-
identification) X°H 1T (performativity) 72
ICEXZEHRNVEREZ Y RIS, OE
BHZ BT 5 FiEmmtE b i H I3 5, 1
KDRLA NG CTITFIETCH ST A v H B
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72 8O NS FEE w2 b INE S 7z ik
EEEE LTHWADOTIE/RL, SigdtlFE
RN D B AETES 2 H 5 BT BRI RN
RERE T D 2 L, AL A NLDFEB~A
LEREB LA ->oH 5,

TEE T L WD TFENGEE OFREEC G2 54
YR N ZOHFRIIRA DA —T A R -
FA B (Bell, 1984) 2B WT, A X
AN, TR, TETFE0NEER, Bl
B, A PR e S DB BN IC A b
T, FEHDMEAN TEEENIZIT S U ® 510
IR TS CH D EF 2D (Giles &
Coupland, 1991), & 5IZi, HORNCIEET
HMEE BN BRI ORI R TIEAe <,
Mttt O SREHESCEHEA T A r ¥ —I0K
ST DB TEEHFH LML L TRAZ AL
AT T A EEND (Bell, 2001), =
DEDIRBEWRT, FEEX A7 LFHEOBE L
EOREIZIET 5 [RFE~DOEHk L~V
EWVHRERD—TMEFR LV IX, HEMDD
B A L L TREBERZ A AL HILED
e EZXD,

2O LIt 0BT e —F 28T 5
ZET, LVIMRIZA X A N OBN IS &
A STERA D = X LOBIN LTI TR
Wb, T7YUNRT A Y A A Foxy
D H 78 & %I 5212 Rickford & McNair-Knox
(199) 1X, “ANDOREDZA L HEa—T—L
DERFEICBEINIHAMERIZER LTz,
—4 13 Foxy & Rt % LG T 25568 CTh
D, £H—AFI—v v XRKZTATAIAN (A
N) OXFEHETH Tz, HHTORE, Foxy
O HFEREL, A X Ea—NTITbhbillfix
RREE ORI LTED G, EhE O RE
P& D —F « RN —FIBUBIZSOST DB F &
WAL TERY, FFICRFESHEM ToORBGME
MN—FHT DBREICIB VT, Foxyldxf i O3
FEICXF I D UL AL (convergent accommoda-
tion) & MEEFKAIATV, T 7V BRT AV
T3 NIeEE MR 7 SO R A 2 35 2 &

a2k &2 (@EH43T)

Mooz,

IO LS At LEERYV M A 2 IS L2 H
ARFE~OERHGHNT 70 —F L FEET D,
Takano (1998) Ti%, HARGEOMKBIGE 1]
(23] HERLUFERAOEHTHDL T
% Shibamoto (1985, 1990) @ HJf 2 bk 5 12 5t
L, 26250V (RIVER 256 <k S0
M&EE) LWV BED L FRREEZ N2 TV D,
FORER, MPEEHMOLMEFEE L OMBE,
FIVERIZER, 1D, PEARSERIAMSI D
ROLHEMICHFEL TV AHHEICB W TOL
BEICBIRTEHERTHY, “HoOREeD
PEAL BRI 3 22863 2 B M S5E 78 & D56
ZHEBREICEWTE, BRATFL A CBE
Siinotz, ZORER % Takano I, —
OVEMASENIR B LW AR Lo BPEMS
G CHEEFRAICAE U CW B BRI RS
DB EMR L, BHEFER 1T EREE DEE
s, THEEE ITBIGEE OWER~DHEE
HIBRBTFY DFRERAE TN A X A NV TH
HE L, 29 LIEMRARIE, FAEEOS
RS EERETIES VRN 2D 9 2 B
DA & O SUST D REENAY A & A VEE
A, #EDEREIIC RS W TR 5 72
FT<, T En ) FEHERMEZ L0 R
IGERBNESE L TIA D Z L ORI
WHTRBELIZES 2D,

— 7, F&EEIs Ak  (speech accommodation)
Wk B AEANBERIZBNT, —k—OxE5
2B T DREE FADPORAISE7Z T 232 D
KLt TERY, ZREFOLOLSF
seleFlR (A 2T uit) 1B D TRE
MI{E 771 (ethnolinguistic vitality) % A % A )L
R OER & LT - 7= Yaeger-Dror (1988,
1991, 1993) O—#HOMIETIX, 77 7 R —
Y aFFOR y THED, WEFORBKERL—
v EDBEEEACORBT AT T 4T 4 —
OB E VD T oD LEAEIEIC K -
T, IR 53 I B Al oD T T % [F IR LS4
i 2 T AR Z A NV MR BT
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&P 5

fELTWDZERHLMNE 5Tz, ZHIRT
DT TTHRA AT TN NERERE T DK
LR AT, YRR T IO 72
OREFEZEHAL (L, SMEM~DOUED
AL & NAE A~ s L), T VA /MO
A A E2—HTITECORENT A 7
T AT 4 —~OUWHANME (&[RRI S
~DLIEHG L) & LTl () B4
BERBOICERHAL T R ZzHE LT\ 5D,
s, —~ ANOFEENAE D AX A VERT,
P 3 2 ittt & o~ 7 v lBLE SRR DL
BRI L, ZD A=A NI SES5E
LFEMENICHTE T DD BRBEER L VA
H—F T HZ EICE VD THLNE RS
b Ths,

HEEALANDZ 9 LI- BNtk - 3EEE
EHEGTHAH AT, Coupland (2001) I
HEHA X A NVIE T D ReBIR R 2 SR 4y
FrLTunWb, HEEA X A N OERITMRD TH
W CTH Y, SEENRAE SIS U CREE 4 AT
2% 7 T (persona) ZMAfL X+, ZDO%
FEIZ & D REE DAL - VR EAIY BT
%, [A—D&FESHEFHER TORFEOWNIZE
WTh, AZANVERITZORHENERLY
ik 7n & &0 o RGBSR & A A ER
U, fMHEATA ORI Z &Ik~ Istb 2 E
WA T AR FE L L CREMAINICHEH S
o, €->T, HiEAZANVOED IR Z
DOEBOERKFBRICIE, MBELE) 2 [p
TaT NI Lo RERRIL (AW
A7) DHO—FHHEKTIER+5THY,
BN EORAEEARNEARE L TED LD
WX, WD RS SERBEREEZ D
ELTNDDMNEWSFEEEA D Tl E 2T
(speaker agency) % B A U DIRMMNAA K L
b,

ARSI D OiFam L B X 91,
Himn 7 7o —F o#bD 7T, Sik
DA A IR 5 SN Rk
o A2 A NVER) OFBWAN, HEOIS

%
a0
Ae

& B

TG TEEEAE 2 AT 9 BRI RO
REE WO RIE RZB T 2B 5E Ot
DO E % ERH00 P &3 5 FmfHT %45
el 27m0I1E, SFEEERRE O H AT
2B 5 B RIS AL EE & B9 ICTE ] L C
W T IERRBIRBIE, e THMRRA D AT E
Ths5, TOHAEI, BEBREFERLLT
DEFFEEMEN 2T NHOFEERE 1 DR &
VO SRR AR O HEEIE, D HRIEER
MEE A2 Y & < IR A E R (contextual
factors) O J2 0 ZRVMFILZE & 7 & (TITERL L1F
W EHELHLNTH D,

DX REYEEZ, FEEA XA VO
RITHR I 2 AH T I 2 2 28 BB R MR 23 30T
FHFAEZIED TN D, ZEHESHTFIR (Sacks,
1992) A3 &7 LT & 7 2 E61 T8 00 B 3k 1)
R 2 % A JE 2, B 21X Yaeger-Dror
(1996, 1997, 2001) 1%, 7 A U DEFEIZBT
2 BRAR 28 B 1 72 A BLAT 2 1 TR
(interactive meanings) (2 2 > CTEFILTH AL
TWbZ &R L7 (Goffman, 1978), &/
75 Inot] 1252 BN DA OE IR
W, RFEMAFOmHFERET OEERD
7, EHRCHFOET & B0 5EEROD
P, T ¥ DBTENRNE D D RE SN B I EAT S
HYE R 2 68 (IBRmr T L, e 1TECE
T oEBEMFERITH S [HE] (agreement)
AT S THAIFIZEREZFE NS IT TV D
ZEBWBNE ol BEREROBYICE
% 2o 85 2IREEROA DT, o
5w & W o To B BILERIIIFITIZ BV T b RRER
HICSLRES LTV D (7T A5E [Yaeger-
Dror, 2002], HAKFE [Takano, 2002], A~XA
&% [Takano & Yaeger-Dror, 2002]),

PLE, SEBAMIERRZ K DI O MR AR
BB D5 %O EMROEKRIE, T
RHVEEEL - FEREA X A VO HREN 2 B <
(B TR R0 ER - HinltTh A
I IR TIXEE & ST TH) R
ENBRAIL, B OSEEROFR TR LI
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it £ % (30

MEIND HEAEWERN) T8 £%E L
STMAEE AR ARAEE ) L) RAH
VAN, FERAICITHE RS L R A X A
NEDOEERERY KV, mHEH L e
MR H) 7 &L Al —# BIChLE ST 5
X5 BRI LIS A 5 T ATREEDY &
% (Eckert & Rickford, 2001)

5. 8hHVYIC

=EE

S ST VS B TFIicR L, S
ZHRRHYOEEORTRZDT VY u—F
B PT D o4 1k FIL, EXRmIC
%< OBERINTF 2 ZABR TN L Z D TFEH
EMEGbhiEe by, SEARERIT,

SEFORBRIZBNT, ¥ TIH LIS

Zh
CIs]

N =R IR
REET

DAPEE BIRILT B RACHTL, BIELA
BIEL LI T2 SHIRTH S, K

%, HERAAE O —mRRR) BIRET 2 &
bivd MEEERM 7oAz IR T <<,
Frio TR - P BEAICHE R 2 Y T Y%
HEOBEERERRT, WL O T,
[SRERENIOfEIR) &) SEAREGR O
i T — iR Lz BT, HiXPlin OB
ML A, $ X OB BRI T 7' n—F 0%
WPk & HAHT BT — L OFRMER 2 E
TOBEERMIRFEZ TR LTz, s 0%t
T, FRC THBEERM) LW oo I
K& Bbihsd IS0 EH GEiE B -
FEEEA S A N) OFNRCfiRIR & K B T4 ot
AR 2 e, BUE S Ao b LEET T
W5 SRE A RGO 2KRGE L OS %O
MaeBLE L,
SEOHYOEFOEFELLFEITHEL L9
LT HAFBNT e —FIZiX, FTREET5HE
FORD LD & DORSTRO0T, #iRiT
BAIZHENRNE NI E L LARADH LD E 4

-
(-

EThHD, THRIEDHRFTIEE] LWV )
WEL, SHOBEMZE M L RBAKE LT

DHEFHDOARKAZIEMT 2O THAS S, L

42

%

Jore

820 (@&H4375)

ML—FT, @GN 7 v —F ORI,
AR THEE LTRADZEITED,
ZOEFITH HFEH « iz - UEOFER K
DEEIC R 2 TS 5 Z & TERWES S,
T O 2 AT 5 H 4 R FEEFRE T,
R FREFITIT D MEm & Th, LS
WNF EEICATV RN D, R ERRS
A E R O RIS, BEAF LR O L - iR
S OLERBIICRIT TV RETHD &E
A B,

=ZH

= g

L]
(1) AF@EL, FHEApFsER L&A (B) (1)
TARGE#E T FICROND PR EHENERO

Mo~ ERERONIEG NP ~] (PR3
~I5MEE  WFFEIRESE  BIREBRY KE—
BR) DBhERIC X B WFIE R &t B
SHBAKRET —2 v a v [ RBGHITH
BIEFM M 2 ~ S aBZ BB OB 7= 72 e BH ]
(20044F 3 A28 H R AU LEKY) 12815
R RIZIES TN B,

A SHFNME Y — ) T ClIEds
WELILEER E LT E0tEmi e 5
ZHITWD IR E L AT R - T#%
MELETDOIHEMRBZO®RREINTND
(Chambers & Trudgill, 1980; Labov, 1981), %
72, BELOVHEESMES O H 5 5B REICE
(DRSNS TS b= A ARl 5 0> B ik
DLV E RO TV WAETE (change
from below) 72 ElZOWTIE, Mg 4 —
X IG L7V (Labov, 1990; Chambers, 1995)
I, WEREAR RIS L3 - ks
HEEOFE L < Big 55 rELRIIRIZI T 5 BGiE
b E ST D (Keenan, 1974; Labov,
1990; Kulick, 1992),

B B S REILFEIR O EIRRR L &
RCEAR 2 N8 % Ot TH 5 THRi T
ATUVT 4T 14— BALENERE L CSHE
R Bt B ERAL LS T2
AT, AR O FTMATIRICE N TH A
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s /= AR
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B#%. Labov (1963) 1%, KIEHUHS O bER
& L TELAR~Y—F AT 4 7P —FETY
FEATHR Ch ol [HAEREEM ) OREEL
WL, BEEERDTRELLI LAY,
EDETE 2B INT RN ~DOBEND,
BRA THROLE) 2EET L LTY
AL A MERGRIICHE LD T D T L AR
BREICH B 2MT Lz,

(4) L4, Labov (2001) 12X TR\ ST
[ A A NVREAR] (style decision tree) 7>5H %2
T2, ZOMRIZAATLZRIEERE R
BEEDOFIIMA BN TRV, BRNTSE D
T2 HE TBIZEF DML (observer's paradox)
R A FBE LT Ok A 7256 &
[Casual-Careful | &9 fE3R D —ufy RIS
e Ll W HIEHEATR TN D,

(5 Hlzix, KAREOEFET, KA A DI
[T've gained a lot of weight these days.| (2%} L,
K ABM [No, you are not fat!] 7¢ & EHF%
WEET 2L T D,

6) iz, E&EAETLAALFBOEFET, bk
H A OJ&GEG (1 heard you came late again this
morning. | 2% L, £53 B 2% [That's not
truel| 72 & EHFORITELE SN DL EET
LIFEET D,
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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.



