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   The goal of the English conversation class is for the students to use both their

passive vocabulary and their previously learned grammatical patterns, and"generalize

into previously un-uttered patterns."(Berwick,1975, p.283) But, in addition, it is not

only necessary that they know how to say something, but also what and when to say

it. Paulston suggests a model for language teaching that takes into account the

above mentioned goals.

Linguistic Performance           Communicative Performance

          ・↓  2  3
Lingui・ti・C・mp・tence     C・mmunicative C・mpet・nce

                                             (Paulston,1974, p.350)

Prior to discussing the strategies labeled 1,2, and 3, Paulston defines the terms:

     Linguistic Competence: (using Chomsky,s definition 1968)The native speaker's

     knowledge of his own language, the set or system of internalized rules about

     the language which enables him to create new grammatical sentences and to

     understand sentences spoken to him, to reject*"the ate goldfish John"as

     un-English and to recogniZe that"flying planes can be dangerous"is ambiguous.

     Linguistic Performance:The actual utterance, what the speaker actually

     says, which often imperfectly reflects the underlying competence.

                                                            (Chomsky,1968)

     Communicative Competence:The social rules of language use,(Hymes,1972

     a,-b),the systematic sets of social interactional rules(Grimshaw,1973, p.109).

     Communicative Performance:Communication which carries no distinctive

     social significance. In the real world this is not possible, but in the artificial

     world of language classrooms, these are communicative activities which lack

     specific deep structures of social meaning...the students simply function with

     their native rules of speaking.

                                                       (Paulston,1974, p.350)

   Paulston goes on to make the following remarks about the strategies identified

in her mode1. Strategy One is merely practice in the rules and utterances of a

language. It is not likely to produce fluent speakers, a fact to which both the
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products of grammar－trans1ation and c1assic ALM attest．Strategy Two combines

skiu－getting exercises（dri11s，dia1ogues，ruIes，etc．）with skiu－using activit亘es、．．It wi11

under propitious circumstances（9ood programs，trained teachers，motivated students）

resu1t in1inguistic competence．For Pau1ston，Strategy Three is the most efficient

1anguage teaching．（Pau1ston，1974，pp．352－3） It is Strategy Three that aims toward

the attainment of the goa1s of the conversation c1ass－that the students know not

on1y尻。〃to say something，but a1so m肋才and mゐm to say it．The strategy empha－

sized in Japan unti1recent1y was the first．The students I teach at Chubu Institute

of Techno1ogy for examp1e，are“products”of the grammar－trans1ation method and

subsequent1y，are not f1uent speakers．It is Pau1ston’s be1ief that Strategy Two is

sufficient for an EFL（Eng1ish as a Foreign Language）situ－ation，whereas Strategy

Three“app1ies primari1y to situations where the1eamers1ive in the country of the

target1anguage，”i．e．an ESL（Eng1ish as a Second－Language）situation． （1974，p．354）

It is my contention that Strategy Three is necessary for students in Japan，where，

if not an ESL situation，it is not an EFL situation either．Strategy Three is

necessary to teach E㎎1ish as a1a㎎uage of wider communication（LWC）．

   That Eng1ish meets many of the requirements of a true intemationa11ingua

franca，i．e．a1anguage of wider communication，is discussed by Fishman et a1．in

T加∫〃eα6o∫五mg〃∫乃．Thus，Eng1ish is important to the Japanese because“Japan

remains the on1y wor1d power without a wor1d1anguage．．．it is the on1y major

comtry whose1anguage is spoken on1y within its own bord－ers．”（Jansen，1974，p．8）

In1ight of the ro1e of Eng1ish as a LWC and“Japan’s increasing wish to understand

and become an a㏄eptab1e part of the wor1d community，”the∫apanese now consider

Eng1ish“to be more important to them than it has ever been in the past and the

demand for the abi1ity in spoken Eng1ish is great and1growing．” （British CounciI，

1977，pp．5－6） For this reason，Strategy Three seems the appropriate choice for

Eng1ish1anguage instruction in Japan．

   Emp1oying Strategy Three in the conversation c1assroom invo1ves instmction in

the socia1ru1es of1anguage use．Among the notions which such a theory （of

com血unicative competence）must dea1with are those of the“speech community，

speech situation，speech event，speech act，f1uent speaker，components of speech

events，functions of speech，etc．”（Hymes，1972b，p．53）As Stratton points out，

“Communicative competence is as yet i11－defined as is made c1ear by Hymesリist of

its constituents．．．which ends with ‘etc．’” （1977，p．135）；therefore，teachers must

frequent1y re1y on their intuitions． Pau1ston，too，comments on this aspect of

communicative competence：

     The difficu1ty with so many ru1es of communicative competence is that we

     don’t conscious1y know many of our own，much1ess those of another㎝1ture．
     ↑his is where the teacher becomes an anthropo1ogist，by1istening to students，

     observing behavior and most of a11by being aware and a1ert to possib1e

     conf1icts．

                                                              （1974，p．356）
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Re1ated to this is Pau1ston’s ear1ier remark that：

     It is easier to keep one’s1inguistic codes separate than one’s socia1 codes as

     one often is not aware of the socia1codes on a conscious1eve1unti1they are

     vio1ated． It is much easier to be bi1ingua1than bicu1tura1．

                                                              （1974，p．352）

   That many of the ru1es of speaking are unconscious habits is a1so noted by

ApP1egate．He points out that there is a natura1tend－ency to“regard－our own ru1es

of speaking not as cu1ture－specific but as part of human nature．”（1975，P－272）

   There may be，in fact，some ru1es of speaking that are part of so－ca11ed human

nature．Grimshaw postu1ates the existence of a univera1grammar of socia1interaction．

Data for this grammar wou1d come from anthropo1ogy（reminiscent of Pau1ston’s

“teacher as anthropo1ogist”quoted above），s㏄io1ogy，and ethnography．The grammar

wou1d account for“interactiona1ru1es for individua1societies”and these ru1es wou1d

be ana1ogous to the1inguistic ru1es for1anguages、（ユ973，P．99） Grimshaw be1ieves

that his postu1ate has important imp1ications for TESOL （Teaching Eng1ish to

Speakers of Other Languages）teachers，who shou1d at1east acknow1edge：

     the existence of a comp1ex set of ru1es in a grammar of socia1interaction－

     and the further rea1ity that whi1e there may be a grammar of s㏄ia1
     interaction，there are a1so grammars（P1ura1）of socia1interaction for different

     groups・

                                                              （1973，p．104）

It is ApP1egate’s advice that the1anguage teacher“become aware of these cu1tura1

differences in1anguage use，to recognize which points are1ike1y to prove difficu1t

for a particu1ar student，and to guide the student according1y．” （1975，P．271）

   There are significant cu1tura1differences in1anguage use when one compares

Japanese speakers with Eng1ish speakers．The fo11owing Paragraphs wi11present

these differences by means of a contrastive ana1ysis．The examp1es are hopefu11y

representative but by no mean exhaustive．In addition，one must“recognize the

re1ativity of these ru1es of speaking”and that one can“too easi1y form stereotypes．”

（ApP1egate，1975，P．20）The aim here is to make usefu1genera1izations and to avoid

at a11costs omγgenera1izing． For the Japanese student studying Eng1ish，expectations

and interpretations are1ike1y to differ regarding the fo11owing ru1es of speaking：

ro1es of si1ence，how information is organized and shared，and－norms of interaction

such as criticizing and interrupting．

   τ加児。Ze oア∫〃m6e：A㏄ording to Nishiyama（1973），“verbaI agressiveness is not

a Japanese virtue as chi1dren are trained from ear1y chi1dhood not to ta1k too much．

They1earn not to speak during mea1s，to strangers，and in pub1ic un1ess it is

abso1ute1y necessary to do so．”（In Ishii et a1．，1978，P．1） Ogasawara c1aims that“in

traditionaI Japan，ta1king is perhaps not thought of as an important ski11．”（1970，

P．61） Ogasawara goes on to say that“those who ta1k a1ot are thought to1ack

character，un1ess they are ta1king to c1ose friends or fami1y．”（1970，p，61）This view

is supported with research by Ishikawa（1970）who writes that：

     76％of the Japanese business peop1e surveyed be1ieve a“si1ent”man rather

                                    （3）
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     than an“e1oquent”man wi11succeed in business in Japan．Over65％of the

     women questioned in the same survey chose“si1ent”men over“e1oquent”
     men as candi曲tes for marriage．．．many Japanese who regard themse1ves as

     “e1oquent”wou1d prefer to be“si1ent．”

                                                     （Ishii et a1．，1978，p．2）

In contrast，Kar1Reisman notes that：

     Many Americans（and many Eng1ish peop1e）have a m1e that in socia1
     conversations si1ences must be fi11ed．A si1ence maintained too1ong is a sign

     of some kind of fai1ure of rapport（un1ess it is defined as somehow seeking

     the so1ution to a prob1em，etc．）

                                                 （In App1egate，1975，p．272）

On the other hand，Nishida （1977）Points out that“the Japanese can sit together

quite comfortab1y without saying a word to each other．”（Ishii et a1．，1978，p．2）

   Ishii et・a1．have1abe1ed the different sty1es of communicating for the Japanese

and American as aesthetic versus cognitive，respective1y．

     To the Japanese，the communicator’s fee1ings or attitudes are crucia1（the

     aesthetic sty1e）．Tol the Americans，the exchange of ideas or messages is

     foremost（the cognitive sty1e）．For the Japanese，it’s a maximum of nonverba1；

     for the Americans，it’s a minimum of nonverba1messages and a maximum of

     verba1．The Japanese“read”fee1ings；the Americans1isten to words．
                                                                （ユ978，P．9）

Condon and Kurata exp1ain this in terms of the‘hara’，where“man’s spirit1ies

hidden，we11protected”：

     From the’hara’there radiate thoughts，communication so intimate that there

     is no need for words．This is‘haragei’，“hara－to－hara communication．”To

     fu11y understand another，one must“read the hara”（hara o yomu）．
                                                               （1974，p．66）

Condon and Kurata conc1ude that“the Japanese have1ong be1ieved that not speaking

is preferab1e to speech，and thus reading the’hara’or communicating without speech

is a mode1of communication．（1974，p．69）

   ∬om〃ア。γmακom兆0γgm加e♂αma∫肋ma： There is a1so a contrast between

Japanese and American manner of speaking in regards to direct versus non－direct

ta1k：“The Japanese are apt to be indirect in their communication，using interme－

diary symbo1s or persons to get their fee1ings or ideas across，whi1e the Americans

are up－front and direct．”（Ishii et a1．，1978，P．10）Ogasawara a1so comments upon the

Japanese tendency to avoid speaking direct1y：

     Japanese peop1e are interested in creating a p1easant atmosphere before

     discussing important points．This means that introductory，often tota11y
     mre1ated topics come first，and important points come toward the end．
                                                               （1970，p．62）

ApP1egate compares the Japanese re1uctance to come to the point to the opPosite

tendency of Americans who are

     concemed－even obsessed－with getting exact information about such matters

     as times，p1aces，routes，directions，prices，c㎝ditions，reasons，and so on，We
     often come to the point immediate1y in asking and being asked about such

                                    （4）           Memoirs of Chubu
                                                         Institute of Techno1ogy
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     detaiIs．

                                                               （1975，p．278）

App1egate finds evidence in the vocabu1ary of Americans that they are1ess to1erant

of indirection than many other peop1es：“Get to the point，”“0ut with it，”“Don’t

beat around the bush，”or“Let’s get down to brass tacks．”（ユ975，p．280）

    Condon and Kurata exp1ain the different sty1es：direct versus indirect by compa－

ring it to games representative of the cu1ture：chess versus“go”．

     In Eng1ish，one is annoyed by ta1k that“beats around the bush”far better

     to express some“straight thinking”so that others can“fo11ow the1ine of

     reasoning”and quick1y“come to the point．”Westem“1ines of argument”

     usua11y move as on a chessboard，straightforward unti1b1ocked，advancing
     toward a goa1that is c1ear from the beginning．．．But not in Japan．Japanese

     express irritation at such a1inear，anguIar manner．In Japan to be mature in

     speech is to have those sharp comers smoothed and rounded（kado ga toreru）．

     Far better in a discussion to go around and around unti1a11points of view

     are presented．Then there is no need to come to the point，for it is as if

     everybody has a1ready determined that by surrounding it，much1ike iso1ating
     territory to win the game of“9o”．

                                                               （1974，p．78）

   Not on1y do Japanese and Americans prefer their own indirect／direct sty1e，they

view the non－native sty1e in a negative way，as evidenced by the fo1Iowing quotes：

“The person who begins with the main topic of his visit is often ca11ed‘a business－

1ike person’． In traditiona1Japan，being business－1ike is thought to be unrefined．”

（Ogasawara，1970，P．59）In contrast：“Foreigners1istening to a Japanese often com－

p1ain that they are irritated by not getting to the point for some time．”（Ogasawara，

1970，p．62）

   There are some instances，of course，where the socio－1inguistic ru1es for speaking

in American society dictate an indirect rather than a direct approach．As Tay1or

and Wo1fson note，a direct comp1iment“usuauy causes the addressee to fee1discom－

fort or embarrassment”and that indirect comp1iments are more a㏄eptab1e．（1978，

P．37）As another examp1e，Americans may use an indirect apProach when making a

request because indirect requests are more po1ite．（App1egate，1975，p．280；Tay1or and

Wo1fson，1978，P．37）Tay1or and Wo1fson go on to say that the use of imperatives

for requests is1imited to casua1conversation with peers．In addition，“wou1d，couId，

and shou1d”are considered to be“more poIite and more deferentia1”than・★i11，can，

and sha11・”（1978，p・37）Last1y，Tay1or and Wo1fson note that“directness is usua11y

more fami1iar and1ess po1ite than indirectness”；they use questions as an examp1e：

dir㏄t questions regarding money are rude and those regarding po1itica1or re1igious

affi1iation are not appropriate．（1978，p．37）

   Moγm∫oア〃emc肋mjω舳z切身αmゴ〃eγm肋mg：When1ooking at criticism and

interruption in a Japanese conversation（or rather the1ack of it），one must keep in

mind that the “Japanese are concemed with‘saving fa㏄’．．．and wi11do a1most

everything possib1e to avoid pub1ic embarrassment．”（Nishiyama（1973）in Ishii et

a1．，ユ978，p．1） “The Asians concept of‘face’app1ies not on1y to their own sense of

                                    （5）
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honour and dignity，but extends to the‘face’of others．”（L．A．Schoo1s，1974，p．60）

This concep亡re1ates to the contrast between the Japanese group orientation and the

American individua1istic orientation．

     The Japanese va1ue harmony and wi11avoid opposing anyone direct1y．They
     are other－directed，in other words．Since the Japanese ordinari1y encounter

     different peop1e in different communication situations，to be other－directed

     and harmonious in each new situation，they may have to a1ter their ideas
     from situation to situation to conform to the ideas of the different peop1e

     they meet，Ta1k then tends to be situationa1．

        Americans，on the other hand，are individua1istica11y－oriented．They va1ue

     openness，frankness，and－a hea1thy confrontation of id－eas regard1ess of the
     situation or the peop1e they meet even though they may create disharmony

     and1ose the support of others． Their individua1ness and independ－ence is

     diametrica11y opPosed to the Japanese’s group－centeredness and need for

     harmony．

                                                     （Ishii et a1．，1978，p．9）

This group versus individua1istic orientation is recognized by Condon and Kurata as

we11，who say that for the Japanese：“Identity resides in and－arises from，the group．

’Individ－ua1ism’，1ike equa1ity，is an a1ien concept，comoting se1fishness，egotism，the

awkwardness of a mis－fit．”（1974，p．87）

   The above mentioned orientation，which a1so ties in with the concept of‘face’，

resu1ts in the Japanese tendency to avoid direct opinions or criticism in a discussion

situation for fear of breaking the harmony of the group or causing the speaker t0

1ose‘face’．Ogasawara gives the fo11owing examp1e：

     At an academic meeting or a demonstration c1ass of a teaching workshop，
     few Japanese wi11give direct opinions or criticisms because they know from

     experience that三t may mean the1oss of any friend1y re1ationship between

     the speaker and the critic．Besides，other peop1e present may be made to

     fee1uncomfortab1e by the rudeness of the critic，because they rea1ize that

     the person who is being criticized fee1s‘shame’．

                                                               （1970，p．59）

Simi1ar1y，the harmony of the group wou1d be broken by interrupting the speaker．

Though interruption in an American－speaking situat1on is far from being po1ite，the

practice is considered1ess rude in America than in Japan．

     Once a conversation is underway，an American does not1ike to be interrupted

     during his turn speaking． Chi1dren are taught this very exp1icit1y． But，of

     course，Americans ao interrupt one another．We are more to1erant of
     interruptions by peers than by juniors or subordinates，and－an interruption
     is1ess irksome as we trai1off or grope for words than when we are just

     warming up to a subject．In Japan．．．interruptions are consid－ered ruder and

     they are corresponding1y1ess frequent．
                                                    （App1egate，1975，p．277）

    The concept of‘face’and the “tradition of respectfu1si1ence before e1ders”

inf1uences the Japanese・student－teacher re1ationship．ApP1egate comments that an

American teacher might be disconcerted by the si1ence of an Orienta1student；

however：

                                    （6）           Memoirs of Chubu
                                                          Institute of Techno1ogy
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     By this strategy of si1ence，the student does not show his ignorance by asking

     questions；he does not1ose face by vo1unteering possib1y wrong information，

     and he does not imp1y that the teacher’s origina1exp1anations are unc1ear by

     asking for restatements．
                                                               （1975，p．273）

Ogasawara，too，notes that a student may be embarrassed to ask questions because

s／he is afraid the question is foo1ish or that it may troub1e the teacher．（1970，P．62）

Berwick makes the fo11owing observations about teacher－student re1ationships：

     Japanese stu－dents have 1earned through their entire experience as students
     and inferiors to remain si1ent and receive know1edge and direction from their

     teacher．The status gap between student and teacher seems enormous in the

     c1assroom．It a11ows a c1ear distinction to be made between the ro1e of

     teachers and the ro1e of students： teachers speak and dispense perfect

     know1edge；students1isten and absorb it．
                                                               （1975，p．284）

It goes without saying that a Japanese student，hesitant at asking questions，wou1d

definite1y avoid arguing with the teacher or interrupting him／her．

   The imp1ications of the above contrasts in s㏄io1inguistic ru1es of speaking for

the American teaching Eng1ish conversation in Japan are rather obvious．It is my

contention that when1earning Eng1ish a student shou1d a1so 1earn the ru－1es of

speaking and practice them in the c1assroom．When a Japanese speaker is speaki㎎

Japanese，s／he can preserve the ∫apanese ru1es of speaking，but when speaking

Eng1ish，especia11y when speaking Eng1ish in America，it wou1d be to the students

advantage not on1y to be aware of the different m1es of speaking bじt to use them too．

I am not advocating“Westemizing”the Japanese students，but rather recognizing

the need to use a different sty1e of communication for different1angαages．Thus，in

the Eng1ish conversation c1assroom，techniques shou1d be used to stimu1ate conver－

sation，encourage a more direct approach（if the situation ca11s for it），and－provide

opportunities for criticism and questioning，i．e．the practice of1anguage fmctions．

A11this entai1s creating a friend1y environment where students can be creative and

make mistakes and where the teacher steps down from the pedesta1to encourage

interaction．In this way，whether the Japanese student d㏄ides to use American

ru1es of speaking when speaking Eng1ish or to just recognize but not use them，

when tb－e stαdent does do business with Americans（scientific or otherwise）or

studies in America，at1east the student wi11anticipate a more ora11y aggressive

interchange，and rea1ize that more wi11be exp㏄ted of him／her ora11y in the c1ass－

room．（Ishii et a1．，1978，p．10） If the student shou1d hear argumentation and d－ebate

in the c1assroom，s／he wi11know that it does not necessari1y mean that the harmony

of the group has been destroyed．And from the opposite perspective，“Americans

interacting with the Japanese shou1d expect血。re si1ence and1ess ora1aggressiveness

in their dea1ings．”（Ishii et a1．，1978，P．10） This awareness wi11hopefu11y a11eviate

many of the doubts and fmstrations of the Eng1ish speaker teaching conversation in

Japan．

                                    （7）
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