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Abstract

According to Hinds’ typology of languages on dissmulevel, Japanese and Korean are both
considered listener-responsible languages, wheteaglish is classified as a speaker-
responsible language (Hinds, 1987). However, inveosation, Yoon (2009) demonstrated that
Korean should be classified as a speaker-respenisibjuage based on her contrastive analysis
of daily conversations between married couplesaipadese and Korean, where address terms
and fillers are used as contextualization cues (Garm 1982) to convey a speaker’s intention
to the interlocutor metacommunicatively. The pugpad the present study is to show that
Japanese is listener-responsible, while Koreansjgeaker-responsible language on the level of
conversational communication. In order to testhlpothesis, surveys and recordings of real
conversations of Japanese and Korean people wadaicted and analyzed.

The informants in the present study consisted of fpoups: Japanese university students who
live in their own country, Japanese university stud who live in the U.S., Korean university
students who live in their own country and Koreaiversity students who live in the U.S. A
Discourse Completion Test (DCT) was completed lpadase and Korean university students
to compare the differences in speaker respongibitit apologies. The results suggest that
Korean should be classified as a speaker-respendishguage for understanding in
conversations, since Korean speakers produce maore mtterances and convey more
information per utterance to the interlocutor thiEapanese speakers. Furthermore, it is found
that the responsibility for the understanding dérences correlate with daily use of American
English, especially in the case of Japanese uiiiyestsidents.
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| zvledek

Po Hindsovi tipologiji jezikov na ravni diskurzajniai bila oba japonski in korejski jezik v
skupini jezikov, pri katerih je sogovorec (oz. k@@l bolj odgovoren pri razumevanju namena
diskurza (listener-responsible). Po drugi stranajglegina uvr&ena v skupino jezikov, pri
katerih je govorec (oz. pisec) bolj odgovoren (&eeaesponsible) (Hinds, 1987). Yoon (2009)
je na osnovi protistavne analize vsakodnevnih koraej med pordenimi moskimi in
Zenskami v japordni in korejini ugotovila, da je korefSna v slednji skupini, tj. da je
govorec/pisec bolj odgovoren za razumevanje nandétarza: v raziskavi so bili upoStevani
nagovori in polnila kot kljgi kontekstualizacije (Gumperz, 1982), ki metakonkativno
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posredujejo gov@ev namen sogovorcem. Cilj pujocega prispevka je to, da se preveri, da je v
japongini sogovorec oz. poslusalec odgovoren, medteneko Korejgini odgovoren govorec
na ravni govorne komunikacije.

Pogovore med Japonci in Korejci smo posneli in iaimali. Testirani so bili v 4 skupinah:
japonski univerzitetni Studenti, ki Zivijo v svojiomovini, japonski univerzitetni Studenti, ki
Zivijo v ZDA, korejski univerzitetni Studenti, kiiijo doma, in korejski univerzitetni Studenti,
ki zivijo v ZDA. Vsi Studenti so izpolnili DCT tegDiscourse Completion Test), po katerem bi
ugotovili razlike v odgovornosti govorca v opréevanju. Rezultati kazejo, da so govorci v
korejini, v primerjavi z govorci v japor#i, bolj odgovorni za razumevanje vsebine
pogovora, ker izgovorijo veliko ¥dzrazov in tako posreduje ¥énformacij sogovorcem. Dalje
smo ugotovili, je odgovornost za razumevanje izgm@roh izrazov v sorazmerju z
vsakodnevno rabo ameriSke angia8, zlasti v primeru japonskih univerzitetnih Suatbv.

Kljuéne besede

odgovornost govorca, odgovornost sogovorca, jafinaskorejgina, opraviila

1. Introduction

According to Hinds’ typology of languages, Japarese Korean are classified as
reader/listener-responsible languages on the disedevel (Hinds, 1987). However,
on the basis of her comparison of address terrdapanese and Korean conversations
between husband and wife, Yoon (2009) criticizesldi@im and proposed that Korean
should be regarded as a speaker-responsible lamguratghe conversational level. In
the present paper, apologies in conversations panése and Korean university
students are compared in order to support for thencthat Japanese is a listener-
responsible language, whereas Korean is a speefgomsible language on the
conversational level, though both are categorizedisiener-responsible languages
according to Hinds (1987). In addition, the pregeagper examines whether the daily
use of English, which is categorized as a speaksponsible language according to
Hinds (1987), can influence the ways that JapaandeKorean speakers converse with
respect to the responsibility for understandingrattices. To examine this, utterances
by Japanese university students and Korean uniyestsidents who live in the United
States of America and use English on a daily basi® analyzed. In the current study
three research questions arise:

(1) Is the total amount of information uttered pem in Japanese and Korean
different? Which language contains a higher amo@iimformation per turn?

(2) What semantic formulas are preferred for appabe communication in
apology discourse in Japanese and Korean, reselg6tiv

(3) Does the daily use of English influence the okpative Japanese and Korean
language with respect to responsibility for theenstanding of utterances?
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2. Literaturereview

Hinds (1987) claimed that languages can be categpbrias reader/listener-
responsible languages or writer/speaker-responsibié pointed out that English is a
writer/speaker-responsible language and JapanesKaean are both reader/listener-
responsible languages because of the similarityriting patterns. He states:

In Japan, perhaps in Korea, and certainly in Artdighina, there is a different way of
looking at the communication process. In Japais, tihe responsibility of the listener
(or reader) to understand what it is that the speak author had intended to say.
(Hinds, 1987: 144)

As he used the wornderhaps, it might be assumed that both Japanese and Korean
are classified as listener-responsible languag#dsoui any analysis of the data on the
conversation level, only based on research of sayesritten in English and Japanese.
He also simply introduced an episode associatett wjteaker-responsibility and
listener-responsibility between an American womawd @ Japanese taxi driver by
citing Naotsuka & Sakamota al. (1981).

Hinds (1987) examined an expository essay from Akahi Shimbun’s daily
column Tensei Jingo (“Vox Populi, Vox Dei”) and its English translaticand found
two main reasons why Japanese should be categ@&zadeader/listener-responsible
language. First, in terms of rhetorical patternadbese essays, including the one
mentioned above, are organized kiysho-ten-ketsu. In ten, new subtopics are
introduced, but are written in a style which asssithe reader is already familiar with
the subtopics. Second, Hinds (1987) noted thaethers an absence or attenuation of
landmarks that help the reader to understand tagamship between sentences.

There are three criticisms of Hinds’ theory regder/listener responsibility vs.
writer/speaker responsbility. First, it is not appropriate to compare an oidjin
Japanese column and its translated English verSiba.writer's expectations of the
reader may be different. The original column wasgtem for Japanese readers who can
understand Japanese and live in Japan, and arkafawith present Japanese society
and culture. In contrast, the English version waisten for people who are Japanese
but find it hard to understand Japanese languaggety, or culture because they live
in other countries, or are not Japanese but whanséeeested in Japanese language,
society, or culture. Also, the fact that the persdro translated the Japanese column
into English may not have been a native Japanesaksp or English speaker should
have been taken into consideration. If he or steavaative Japanese speaker, it is also
possible that his or her Japanese was influencdthigiish or vice versa.

Second, Hinds used the telrstener-responsible andspeaker-responsible without
any experimental consideration on the level of epsation except citing an episode
between an American customer and a Japanese taeti fiom Naotsuka & Sakamoto
et al. (1981). It is possible that language has differégdtures in regards to
responsibility for understanding utterances intertdiscourse and spoken discourse.
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Third, Korean is categorized as a reader/listeagpansible language by inference
that Korean language and Japanese language sharaocosyntactic features and
writing patterns. There are many studies which destrate the differences between
Japanese and Korean discourse, although the laggjweag structurally very similar.
Thus it is too simplistic to put Japanese and Kwiieathe same category without any
experimental consideration.

In regards to conversational level, Takigawa (20@6plyzed a conversation
between a Japanese wife and her American husbahtband that the Japanese wife
stated the point at the end of her story and heerftan husband had difficulty
following her story. His results seem to suppomddi’ delayed introduction of purpose
(Hinds, 1990: 98) on the conversation level in daga. It is important to note that
Takigawa (2006) attempted to demonstrate the thebiginds (1987; 1990) on the
conversation level and found a similar result toxddi (1990). However, Takigawa
(2006) examined the responsibility for understagditterances with a very specific
example: A short Japanese conversation betweenraniéan husband who was living
in Japan and spoke both Japanese and Englishjsddganese wife who had lived in
the U.S. and studied English.

Yoon (2009) analyzed samples of conversations whighe collected from
Japanese married couples and Korean married couplegas found that Korean
married couples not only give more information, bigo speak more directly than
Japanese married couples to convey their intertbothe listener in conversations.
However, it is necessary to examine the result€dnversations outside married
couples.

3. Methodology
3.1 Participants

Survey participants of the current study were dididnto four groups: Japanese
and Korean university students in their countreesj Japanese and Korean university
students in the United States of America. Spedificd01 (male: 55, female: 46)
Japanese (Mean Age = 18.7 years; Range = 18-24 grand 71 (male: 29, female:
42) Korean (Mean Age = 19.5 years; Range = 18-24syeld) university students who
live in the capital spheres of Tokyo and Seoulpeesvely. 34 (male: 18, female: 16)
Japanese (Mean Age = 24.5 years; Range = 19-328 girand 58 (male: 32, female:
26) Korean (Mean Age = 26.3 years; Range = 20-3%syeld) university students who
were studying at universities which are locatedWiashington D.C. and Boston,
Massachusetts in the United States of America attitme that this research was
conducted. The Japanese students’ average lengstapfin the United States of
America is 37.8 months (Range = 6-120 months) &edkorean students’ is 33.9
months (Range = 6-84 months). The following ablatens are used in the present
study:
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JU: Japanese University students

KU: Korean University students

JMU: Japanese Male University students

JFU: Japanese Female University students

KMU: Korean Male University students

KFU: Korean Female University students

JIU: Japanese International University students lvieoin the U.S.
KIU: Korean International University students wiixelin the U.S.

3.2 Methods

A DCT (Discourse Completion Test) was completedlbyand JIU in Japanese,
KU and KIU in Korean to compare differences witlspect to speaker responsibility.
The DCT was conducted in the classroom for JU ahdl While JIU and KIU
completed the DCT individually out of the classrooithe DCT was originally
developed to compare the speech act realizationatiffe and nonnative Hebrew
speakers (Blum-Kulka, 1982, following Levinson, 597The test consists of scripted
dialogues which are preceded by a short descrigifothe situation specifying the
setting and the social distance between the paatits and their status relative to each
other (Blum-Kulka, 1989). The DCT used for the prgsstudy was made by the
researcher in light of Blum-Kulka (1989) to compdihe way Japanese and Korean
speakers use apology expressions. Using the DCEloam not only the total amount
of utterances, but also when speakers convey téairintentions in the conversation.
The DCT used in the present study has been tradsiedm Japanese and Korean into
English and is is shown below. (See appendix tHeroriginal Japanese and Korean
versions of the DCT.)

You arranged to meet a good friend in front of avimdheater to see a movie, but you
are about 20 minutes late.

You: ( )

Friend: “That’'s OK. It couldn’t be helped becausiyclass finished late.”
You: ( )

Friend: “Ticket? | have already bought two tickéts.

You: ( )

Friend: “You don’t have to thank me for just gedtithe movie tickets.”
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3.3 Data Analysis

It is not adequate to only calculate the numbemwofds or sentences used in
conversations to compare information in utteranne¥apanese and Korean, because
there is not a one-to-one correspondence of litiguiems between both languages.
Therefore, the data obtained from the participaats analyzed quantitatively by using
semantic formulas with respect to information itetances in corresponding situations
between Japanese and Korean speakBegebe, Takahashi, & Uliss-Weltz, 1990;
Blum-Kulka, House, & Kasper, 1990; Tao, 2007). Seticaformulas are types of
semantic units in speech acts, all the utteramoasvied in completing the dialogue in
the DCT were identified as semantic formulas foe fhurpose of this paper. For
example:

Hey mate | am really sorry | amlate The lecture was finished late
(Address term) (Adverb) (Fact) (Reason)
( Apology )

The analysis of semantic formulas can clarify nalydhe amount of information
in the utterances but also the construction pattexihrapologies by Japanese and
Korean speakers.

Table 1, 2, and 3 below show which semantic forsware used in utterances of
the first, the second, and the third turn, respelti The ADVERB and the
INTERJECTION occur before or after the APOLOGY d1ANKS expressions in the
first and second turn. It is well known that Japsaneasually use an apology expression
like “sumimasen” (The Hepburn system is used fqrad@se and the Yale system is
used for Korean in the latin alphabet in the prestudy.) or “gomen” as a thankful
expression (Ide, 1998; Jin, 2002; Kim, 1996; Yam&m@003) and sometimes a
Korean apology expression like “mianhay” is alsedugn appreciations. It is difficult
to decide whether “gomen” and “mianhay” are used dpology or appreciation
expressions in the DCT. Even though the situateirias the DCT in the present study
is an apology for being late for an appointmentdamentally, the participants might
say “Thank you” for understanding the reasons fingp late or getting a ticket from
their friends. Thus, the apology expressions “gdim@n“mianhay” are categorized
literally as semantic formula APOLOGY and the thahlexpressions “arigato” or
“komawe” are categorized superficially as semaftaicmula THANKS in the second
and the third turn.

Utterances about buying movie tickets, for exampl&t's go buy tickets” or
“Have you bought the tickets yet?” are regardedeamantic formula TICKET in the
second turn. Utterances about worrying that theienbas already started are regarded
as semantic formula MOVIE in the second turn. (§geendix 2 for the Japanese and
Korean versions of examples of semantic formulas.)
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Table 1: Semantic formulas and examples in the first turn

in university students’ apologies

Semantic for mulas Examples
1 |APOLOGY “l am sorry.”
2 |FACT “l am late.”
3 | REASON “The lecture finished late.”
4 | ADVERB “(1 am) really (sorry).”
5 | ADDRESS TERM “John!”
6 |INTERJECTION “Oh, (sorry).”
7 |OTHERS “When did you get here?”
Table 2: Semantic formulas and examples in the second turn
Semantic formulas Examples
1 | APOLOGY “l am sorry.”
2 | THANKS “Thank you.”
3 | TICKET “Let's go buy tickets.”
4 | MOVIE “Do you think the movie’s started already?”
5 | COMPENSATION “I will buy you some popcorn.”
6 | OTHERS “I don't like the professor.”
Table 3: Semantic formulas and examples in the third turn
Semantic for mulas Examples
1 | APOLOGY “l am sorry.”
2 | THANKS “Thank you.”
3 | SURPRISE “Really?”
4 | COMPLEMENT “You are a good friend.”
5 | COMPENSATION “I will buy you some popcorn!”
6 | INTERJECTION “Oh, (thanks).”
7 | ADVERB “(I) Really (appreciate it).”
8 | OTHERS “You shouldn’t have bought the ticket fog.”
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4. Reaults
4.1 Thefirst turn

411 JU* KU

Table 4 indicates the rates that semantic formwkre used in the first turn for JU
and KU. The ANOVA revealed that the amount of seticaiormulas used in Korean
utterances was significantly higher than Japanéseances with respect to semantic
formulas REASON, ADDRESS TERM, and INTERJECTION. fss the semantic
formula ADVERB, a significant difference was foubdtween KMU and JMU. KMU
used semantic formula ADVERB significantly more nthdMU. Also, there was a
significant difference between female and male dapa students regarding the
semantic formula ADVERB. JFU uttered semantic fdamADVERB significantly
more than JMU.

Table 4: Mention rates of semantic formulas in the firsntof JU and KU in apologies

v’ ANOVA (two way) by arcsin asin
Female Male y?>  Post hoc analysis

1JU 100.0 94.5 Nationality 1.63
KU 95.2 96.6 Gender 2.29
Interaction 4.19
2 Ju 54.3 50.9 Nationality 0.78
KU 45.2 48.3 Gender 0.00
Interaction 0.24

3 JU 435 58.2  Nationality 11.26 KU>JU
KU 78.6 65.5 Gender 0.00
Interaction 491

4 JU 19.6 3.6 Nationality 6.64 KM>JM

KU 28.6 17.2 Gender 9.25 JF>JM
Interaction 0.97

5 JU 0.0 0.0 Nationality 36.92 KU>JU
KU 21.4 10.3 Gender 1.35
Interaction 1.35

6 JU 0.0 1.8 Nationality 55.85 KU>JU
KU 26.2 31.0 Gender 1.99
Interaction 0.38
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v’ ANOVA (two way) by arcsin asin
2

Female Male X Post hoc analysis
7 JU 0.0 1.8 Nationality 5.8 KF>JF
KU 7.1 3.4 Gender 0.14
Interaction 2.71

Note: *p<0.05, Unit: %, 1: Apology, 2: Fact, 3: Rea, 4: Adverb, 5: Address term, 6: Interjectior]
7: Others, JU: Japanese university students, KWe&muniversity students, JM: Japanese male

university students, JF: Japanese female univessitjents, KM: Koran male university students,
KF: Korean femail university students.

412 JU/KU* JIU/KIU

Table 5 shows the rates that semantic formulas weed in the first turn by JU,
KU, JIU, and KIU. Significant differences were falfor semantic formulas FACT,
REASON, and INTERJECTION because of the main efééaising English in daily
conversation. The rates that the semantic formweCT was used by JIU is
significantly higher than JU's. KU uttered the semra formulas REASON and
INTERJECTION significantly more than KIU.

Table 5: Mention rates of semantic formulas in the firsntof JU, KU, JIU,

and KIU in apologies

Japanese Korean

v’ ANOVA (two way) by arcsin asin

¥y  Post-hoc analysis

1 JUKU 97.0 95.8  English 0.03
JIU/KIU 97.1 94.7  Nationality 0.48
Interaction 0.05
2 JUKU 52.5 46.5  English 7.68 JUMJIUJIU>JU
JIU/KIU 76.5 57.9  Nationality 3.83
Interaction 1.13
3 JU/KU 51.5 73.2  English 12.20 KU/KIU:KU>KIU
JIU/KIU 50.0 29.8  Nationality 0.02
Interaction  10.67* JU/KU:KU>JU,JIU/KIU:JIU>KIU
4 JU/KU 10.9 239 English 2.70
JIU/KIU 5.9 14.0  Nationality 5.53* JU/KU:KU>JU
Interaction 0.07
5 JU/KU 0.0 16.9  English 0.01
JIU/KIU 2.9 7.0 Nationality — 15.32* JU/KU:KU>JU

Interaction 6.05* JU/AJIU:JIU>JU,KU/KIU:KU>KIU
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v’ ANOVA (two way) by arcsin asin

Japanese Korean 1 Post-hoc analysis
6 JU/KU 1.0 28.1  English 5.08 KU/KIU:KU>KIU
JIU/KIU 2.9 35 Nationality  12.80* JU/KU:KU>JU
Interaction  11.03*
7 JUKU 1 4.2 English 13.91* JIU/KIU>JU/KU

JIU/KIU 14.7 15.8  Nationality 0.84
Interaction 0.47

Note:*p<0.05, Unit: %, 1: Apology, 2: Fact, 3: Reas4: Adverb, 5: Addressterm, 6 :Interjection, 7:
Others, JU: Japanese university students, KU: Kooedversity students, JIU: Japanese international
university students who live in the U.S., KIU: Kareinternational university students who live ia th
u.s.

4.2 Thesecond turn

421 JU* KU

Table 6 below shows the rates that semantic forsnwkre used by JU and KU in
the second turn.

Table 6: Mention rates of semantic formulas in the secomna ¢di JU and KU in apologies

¥2ANOVA (two way) by arcsin asin
Female Male %2 Post hoc analysis
1 JU 35.6 9.1 Nationality 0.23
KU 26.2 20.7 Gender 8.96* JU: FU>MU
Interaction 4.06* MU: KU>JU
2 Ju 111 12.7  Nationality 10.87 FU: JU>KU
KU 0.0 6.9 Gender 4.78* KU: MU>FU
Interaction 3.29
3 JuU 97.8 87.3  Nationality 7.02 JU>KU
KU 88.1 75.9 Gender 8.0 FU>MU
Interaction 0.17
4 JU 2.2 1.8  Nationality 22,79 KU>JU
KU 26.2 13.8 Gender 1.66
Interaction 1.15
5 JU 0.0 0.0  Nationality 42.39¢ KU>JU
KU 11.9 24.1 Gender 1.47
Interaction 1.47
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12ANOVA (two way) by arcsin asin

Female Male %2 Post hoc analysis
6 JU 2.2 1.8  Nationality 1.08
KU 2.4 6.9 Gender 0.52
Interaction 0.88

Note: *p<0.05, Unit: %, 1: Apology, 2: Thanks, 3cRet, 4: Movie, 5: Compensation, 6:
Others, JU: Japanese university students, KU: Kooegversity students, JM: Japanese malg
university students, JF: Japanese female univessityents, KM: Koran male university
students, KF: Korean female university students.

Regarding nationality, the ANOVA revealed signifitadifferences between
Japanese and Korean for all semantic formulas énsticond turn except OTHERS.
KMU uttered the semantic formula APOLOGY signifidlgnmore than JMU. KFU
uttered the semantic formula THANKS significantlyoma than JFU. JU uttered
semantic formula TICKET significantly more than KWU uttered the semantic
formulas MOVIE and COMPENSATION significantly motigan JU.

There are three significant differences in regamlgiender in the second turn.
First, both JFU and KFU uttered the semantic foemMUICKET significantly more than
JMU and KMU, respectively. Secondly, JFU uttereel $emantic formula APOLOGY
significantly more than JMU. Finally, KMU utteretie semantic formula THANKS
significantly more than KFU.

422 JU/KU* JIU/KIU

Table 7 shows the results of the ANOVA for the sateat semantic formulas were
used in the second turn. The JIU uttered the seofanula APOLOGY significantly
more than JU, while KU uttered APOLOGY significanthore than KIU. JIU uttered
the semantic formula COMPENSATION significantly rmghan JU.

Table 7: Rates that semantic formulas were used in the seton
of JU, KU, JIU, and KIU in apologies

¥2ANOVA (two way) by arcsin asin
Japanese Korean %2 Post-hoc analysis
1 JU/KU 21.0 23.9  English 0.00
JIU/KIU 38.2 10.3  Nationality 5.26° JIU/KIU: JIU>KIU
Interaction 7.93* JUAJIU:JIU>JU, KU/KIU:KU>KIU
2 JU/KU 12.0 2.8 English 0.07
JIU/KIU 8.8 34 Nationality 5.14* JU/KU: JU>KU
Interaction 0.28
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¥2ANOVA (twoway) by arcsin asin
Japanese Korean %2 Post-hoc analysis
3 JU/KU 92.0 83.1  English 3.14
JIU/KIU 824 75.9  Nationality 2.67
Interaction 0.18
4 JU/KU 2.0 211  English 0.16
JIU/KIU 5.9 17.2  Nationality — 15.17% KU/KIU>JU>JIU
Interaction 1.33
5 JU/KU 0.0 16.9  English 5.6F JUAJIU: JIU>JU
JIU/KIU 5.9 22.4  Nationality = 25.51* KU/KIU>JUJJIU
Interaction 1.75
6 JU/KU 2.0 4.2 English 9.38 JIU/KIU>JU/KU
JIU/KIU 11.8 15,5  Nationality 0.79
Interaction 0.01
Note: *p<0.05, Unit: %, 1: Apology, 2: Thanks, 3cRet, 4: Movie, 5: Compensation, 6: Others, Jipadese
university students, KU: Korean university studedild: Japanese international university studehts live in
the U.S., KIU: Koran international university statewho live in the U.S.

4.3 Thethird turn

431 JU*KU

Table 8 shows the rates that semantic formulas weed in the third turn by JU
and KU in apologies.

Table 8: Rates that semantic formulas were used in the thirdby JU and KU in apologies

¥2ANOVA (twoway) by arcsin asin
Female Male %2 Post-hoc analysis

1 Ju 21.7 7.3 Nationality 5.25 * KM>JM

KU 31.0 20.7  Gender 6.13 * JF>JM
Interaction 0.49

2 Ju 97.8 87.3  Nationality 18.02 * JU>KU
KU 71.4 759 Gender 153
Interaction 4.02
3 Ju 435 32.7  Nationality 3.20
KU 54.8 448  Gender 254
Interaction 0.01
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¥2ANOVA (twoway) by arcsin asin
Female Male %2 Post-hoc analysis
4 JU 6.5 20.0 Nationality 1.67
KU 16.7 20.7  Gender 3.74
Interaction 1.35
5 JU 0.0 0.0 Nationality 54.36 * KU>JU
KU 42.9 6.9 Gender 11.38 * KF>KM
Interaction 11.38 *
6 JU 10.9 7.3 Nationality 124.17 * KU>JU
KU 73.8 759  Gender 0.08
Interaction 0.43
7 JU 21.7 9.1 Nationality 2.92
KU 31.0 17.2  Gender 6.58 * JF/KF>JM/KM
Interaction 0.01
8 JU 6.5 9.1 Nationality 21.46 * KU>JU
KU 21.4 414  Gender 4.03 * KM>KF
Interaction 1.62
Note: *p<0.05, Unit: %, 1: Apology, 2: Thanks, 3ifise, 4. Complement, 5: Compensation, 6:
Interjection, 7: Adverb, 8: Others, JU: Japaneseausity students, KU: Korean university students,
JM: Japanese male university students, JF: Japtameale university sutdents, KM: Koran male
university students, KF: Korean femail universiydents.

An ANOVA was conducted in order to determine whettie speakers’ use of
semantic formulas is different depending on theakees nationality or gender. The
ANOVA revealed that KU’s use of semantic formulasignificantly higher than JU’s
for the semantic formulas COMPENSATION and INTERJEON. And it was
revealed that KMU uttered the semantic formula ARQLY significantly more than
JMU. The ANOVA also revealed that JU’'s use of AP@YDis significantly higher
than KU's.

432 JUJIU* KU/KIU

Table 9 shows the use of semantic formulas intihd turn by JU, KU, JIU, and
KIU in apologies.
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Table 9: Rates that semantic formulas were used in the tairdof JU, KU, JIU,
and KIU in apologies

x2 ANOVA (two way) by arcsin asin

Japanese Korean y2  Post-hoc analysis
1 JU/KU 13.9 26.8  English 2.21
JIU/KIU 8.8 17.2  Nationality = 4.77 JU/KU: KU>JU
Interaction  0.07
2 JU/KU 92.1 73.2  English 4.22 KU/KIU: KU>KIU

JIU/KIU 88.2 53.4  Nationality 24.65 JU/JIU>KU/KIU
Interaction 1.13
3 JU/KU 37.6 50.7  English 0.92
JIU/KIU 41.2 34.5 Nationality 0.23
Interaction 2.30

4 JU/KU 13.9 18.3  English 5.02 JU/JIU: Ju>JIU
JIU/KIU 2.9 12.1  Nationality 3.37
Interaction 0.87
5 JU/KU 0.0 28.2  English 13.00 JU/JIU: JIu>JU
JIU/KIU 14.7 36.2  Nationality 37.3Z JIU/KIU>JU/KU
Interaction 5.36*
6 JU/KU 8.9 74.6  English 0.84

JIU/KIU 50.0 39.7 Nationality 22.89 JU/KU: KU>JU
Interaction 40.26 * JU/JIU:JIU>JU,KU/KIU:KU>KIU

7 JU/KU 14.9 254  English 2.17
JIU/KIU 8.8 17.2  Nationality 3.78
Interaction 0.00

8 JU/KU 7.9 29.6  English 0.01

JIU/KIU 14.7 19.0 Nationality  6.85 JU/KU: KU>JU
Interaction 3.07

Note: *p<0.05, Unit: %, 1: Apology, 2: Thanks, 3i@ise, 4. Complement, 5: Compensation, 6:
Interjection, 7: Adverb, 8: Others, JU: Japaneseausity students, KU: Korean university studedts):
Japanese international university students wharivke U.S., KIU: Koran international university
students who live in the U.S.

As Table 9 shows, there are four significant défezes between JU/KU and
JIU/KIU. As for the semantic formulas THANKS andTRRJECTION, KU'’s rates
are significantly higher than KIU’'s. However, JlUisse of the semantic formula
INTERJECTION is higher than JU’s. For the semafditnula COMPLIMENT, JU’s
use is significantly higher than JIU'’s.
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5. Discussion
5.1 Explanationsfor apology preferred by Korean

As shown clearly in the results for the rates & tlee semantic formulas above,
Korean speakers tend to explain their situationtipely, while Japanese speakers
leave the understanding of the situation to theriotutors. As for the semantic
formula REASON in the first turn (KF: 78.6%, KM: &80, JF: 43.5%, JM: 58.2%;
x*= 11.20, p<0.05), Korean students tried to expllanreasons why they were late for
the appointment to the listeners actively. In castr only about 50% of Japanese
students referred the reasons despite having ieydartreason that the lecture finished
late in the DCT.

Surprisingly, little attention has been given te #trategy of apology in the field
of comparison study between Japanese and Koreme, isiis easy to assume that there
are few differences between Japanese and Koreamuoitation because of cultural,
linguistic, and geographic similarities. Most ofetlstudies that are associated with
apology have focused mainly on the expressiongpofogy in Japanese and Korean
(Ogoshi, 1993; Kim, 1996; Jin, 2004; Hong, 2006;).

However, there are some contrastive studies ofesgfies for apology between
Japanese and American speakers. Kondo & Tanig2€ii7) compared the apology
strategies between Japanese and American Englisbdkess and found that the
impressions of giving reasons for their apology difeerent. Japanese listeners take
the reason as a “defense”, while American speakérs, speak English as a speaker-
responsible language according to Hinds (1987)armkd as a “polite explanation” in
apologies. In her comparison of strategies of apolmetween Japanese and Americans,
Ikeda (1993) also described that American speaksgshe explanation strategy more
than Japanese. The results of lkeda (1993) ardasitoi those of the present study.
Ikeda (1993) also pointed out that Japanese spedkead to utter only apology
expressions without any other strategic utteransie American speakers utter not
only explanation but also compensation with apol@gpressions. The ANOVA
revealed that Korean speakers utter compensatgnifisantly more than Japanese
speakers in the present study. In the third tuapadese students utter just expressions
of apology or appreciation, while Korean studentsleal compensation when they
knew that their friends had bought two ticketstf@mselves already (KF: 42.9%, KM:
6.9%, JF: 0.0%, JM: 0.0%°=54.36, p < 0.05), as shown:

Friend: “Tickets? | have bought two tickets alreddy

Japanese: “Arigato.”
(Thank you)

Korean: “Komawe. Nayka phapkhon salkey.”
(Thank you. Let me buy some popcorn.)
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Korean speakers used semantic formula COMPENSATIONhe second turn
(KF: 11.9%, KM: 24.1%, JF: 0.0%, JM: 0.096:=42.39, p < 0.05) to compensate their
friends for being late by offering that they waatlkuy their friends a ticket, while no
Japanese speakers uttered COMPENSATION and thgyasked their friends to go
buy tickets, or asked whether the friends had botgh tickets already or not, as
shown in the conversation below.

Friend: “That’s OK. It couldn’t be helped because tlass finished late.”

Japanese: “Gomen. Tokorode chikettowa mo katta?”
(I am sorry. By the way did you buy your ticketegldy?)

Korean: “Mian. Kutaysin thikheysun nayka salkey.”
(I'am sorry. | will buy a ticket for you then.)

According to Ikeda (1993), the reason for suchedéhces between Japanese and
American speakers is caused by the differencetitu@es toface (Brown & Levinson,
1987) in both countries. In other words, fhee to Japanese speakers is deeply related
to be admitted and accepted by their interlocubexsause of the vertical social-cultural
structure fate shakai) in Japan. It is for that reason that Japanesekspe tend to
avoid using the explanation strategy, especiallgmtney talk to a person who is older
or of higher status than themselves, and they dryput weight on conveying an
apology expression itself and apologize efficiently

Japanese and Korean social structures are fairlitasicompared to that of the
U.S., thus it is hard to explain the phenomenaulythe difference of social structures,
since the tendency of Korean speakers to give sorefor their apology in the results
of the current paper is similar to that of Americgreakers. It is suggested that Korean
is a speaker-responsible language similar to AraariEnglish, since Korean and
American English share some features with respegiving extra explanations to help
listeners’ understanding of utterances, even tholighean was categorized as a
listener-responsible language by Hinds (1987).

There is no significant difference between JapamaeseKorean for the utterance
rate of the semantic formula COMPLIMENT in the thiturn (KF: 16.7%, KM:
20.7%, JF: 6.5%, JM: 20.0%). However, it was fouhdt the ways of uttering
COMPLIMENT were different in Japanese and Koreaorg&an speakers tend to utter
a complete sentence in order to comment about amekg their thankful emotions for
receiving a movie ticket, while Japanese spealerd to use only a typical word for
compliment like “sasuga” (just as one thought) galari” (as expected) as the
example below:

Friend: “Tickets? | have bought two tickets alreddy

Japanese: “Arigato. Sasuga.”
(Thank you. It's just (like you to have bought ekt already)).

Korean: “Komawe. Yeksi netapta.”
(Thank you. It's just like you (to have bought ekt already)).
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5.2 Expressionsof apology and thanks

Even though the situation set by the researchdrepresent study is basically an
apology, many Japanese and Korean participantsdnapelogetic expressions and
thankful expressions in use, especially in the séc@pology; KF: 26.2%, KM:
20.7%, JF: 35.6%, JM: 9.1%, Thanks; KF: 0.0%, KM%, JF: 11.1%, JM: 12.7%)
and the third turn (Apology; KF: 31.0%, KM: 20.7%: 21.7%, JM: 7.3%, Thanks;
KF: 71.4%, KM: 75.9%, JF: 97.8%, JM: 87.3%). Twasens could account for this.
First, the participants who were late reacted difily when their friend arrived on
time and bought them a ticket. Some participaritsstary and some participants felt
appreciation in the same situation. Second, it asdhto distinguish between the
expressions for apology and thanks clearly in Jegamand Korean compared to “I am
sorry” and “Thank you” in English. It is well knowthhat the Japanese expression for
apology “sumimasen” is also used as an expressfoappreciation in Japanese
discourse, as described above (Kim, 1996; Ide, 1988 amoto, 2003). For example,
on someone’s birthday the following kind of conwatiens could happen in both Japan
and Korea, but not in the U.S:

A: “Happy birthday! Here you are. | hope you likest present.”
B: “l am sorry.”

(Japanese: Sumimasen.)
(Korean: Mianhakey...)

In the example of receiving a birthday present abavKorean speaker might not
say as conclusively “I am sorry” as a Japanesekspethat is why little attention has
been paid to the use of Korean apology expressasnthankful expressions in past
research. It is interesting that Korean speakeysdaanhakey” which means “I feel
sorry | made you to do this for me” while they donse “I am sorry” in situations
showing appreciation.

The results of the third turn in the present stadgw that Korean male speakers
uttered apologetic expressions when they foundttieit friend had bought a movie
ticket for them significantly more than Japanesdenspeakers (KM: 20.7%, JM:
7.3%;%*=5.25, p < 0.05). Korean female speakers utteretbgptic expressions more
than Japanese female speakers (KF: 31.0%, JF: 21thdé4gh there was no significant
difference between them (about 9.3 percent). Alsorean male speakers uttered
apologetic expressions significantly more than depa male speakers (KM: 20.7%,
IM: 9.1%;y*=4.06, p < 0.05) in the second turn when theimfilisaid he or she could
understand why they had been late for the appoimtniteis reasonable to suppose that
Korean speakers try to convey the emotion that feey sorry for being late for the
appointment to the interlocutor actively by uttgriapologetic expressions through all
the turns. Also, the results of the present studydifferent from those of Kim (1996)
which claimed that Korean speakers barely use gptitoexpressions in thanks. Thus,
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it will be necessary to examine what kinds of egpiens are used for apology and
thanks in Japanese and Korean in other situations.

Korean speakers also used the semantic formulaseB/(Turn 1; KF: 28.6%,
KM: 17.2%, JF: 19.6%, JM: 3.6%, Turn 3; KF: 31.0B8: 17.2%, JF: 21.7%, JM:
9.1%) and INTERJECTION (Turn 1; KF: 26.2%, KM: 3%0JF: 0.0%, JM: 0.0%,
Turn 3; KF: 73.8%, KM: 75.9%, JF: 10.9%, JM: 7.3%)ich modify the apologetic
and thankful expressions in order to convey thesling actively. It has been pointed
out that both Japanese and Korean speakers usdadvere in apologetic expressions
than thankful ones if the feelings of apology atr®rsyer or the interlocutor is older
than the speakers (Kim, 1996). The results of teeat study clearly show that
Korean speakers use more semantic formulas ADVERBINTERJECTION right
before or after expressions of apology or thanksipared to Japanese speakers in
corresponding situations.

It was found that Korean speakers used the semfamtimula ADDRESS TERM
in the first turn while no Japanese speakers u€BDRESS TERM (KF: 21.4%, KM:
10.3%, JF: 0.0%, JM: 0.0%). The results of thigdgtaonfirm the claim of Yoon
(2008) that Korean speakers use address ternesnéextualization cues (Gumperz,
1982) more frequently in conversations comparedafganese speakers. In the present
study, many Korean speakers uttered “Chinguya” winneans “Hey, friend” in order
to attract the listener’s interest and to make dbed¢ the relationship between the
speaker and the listener (good friends) stays unggthand established before or after
saying “l am sorry.”

5.3 Influence of the daily use of English in theresponsibility for under standing
utterances

In regards to whether the daily use of English,chtis classified as a speaker-
responsible language, can influence the ways Japaared Korean speak their native
languages, the results show that JIU used morergenfarmulas than JU generally.
The ANOVA revealed that JIU uttered the semantionfdas FACT (JU: 52.5%, JIU:
76.5%) and ADDRESS TERM (JU: 0.0%, JIU: 2.9%) ie first turn, APOLOGY
(JU: 21.0%, JIU: 38.2%) and COMPENSATION (JU: 0.Q%J: 5.9%) in the second
turn, and COMPENSATION (JU: 0.0%, JIU: 14.7%) aNd ERJECTION (JU: 8.9%,
JIU: 50.0%) in the third turn significantly moreatih JU. It is interesting that JIU
uttered FACT significantly more than JU in apolegand FACT is the only semantic
formula that JIU and KIU uttered more than JU and, Kespectively, though there is
no significant difference between KU and KIU (KU3.8%, KIU: 57.9%) in the first
turn. Regarding the semantic formulas ADDRESS TERMthe first turn and
COMPENSATION in the second turn, nobody in JU w@teeither semantic formula.
The data suggests that Japanese, which is clasasia listener-responsible language,
could be influenced by English, which is regarde@apeaker-responsible language.
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6. Conclusion

The present study set out to investigate the diffees between Japanese and
Korean speakers’ responsibility for the understagdif utterances in a conversation.
The experiment was carried out to compare how semd@ormulas are used in
utterances as helpful information for the listeniargorresponding situations in both
Japanese and Korean. To answer the first reseaigdtion, the results of the current
study suggest that Korean should be classified sggeaker-responsible language for
the understanding of utterances in conversatidnse «KKorean speakers uttered more
semantic formulas than Japanese speakers. To atissvasecond research question,
Korean speakers uttered semantic formulas REASAMN)RESS TERM, ADVERB,
INTERJECTION, and COMPENSATION in apologies sigedfiitly more than
Japanese speakers. Finally, to answer the thigdrels question, it was found that the
daily use of American English influenced Japane=k Korean speakers’ use of their
native language, especially in the case of Japaspesakers.
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Appendix 1
The DCT written in Japanese

HRTITB LWAREE —REICBEZ 5 bichoTnET, LrLl, b
B LTV ABRERERNIC, 20 I F BN TEXE L,

bl ( )

K ROLR, BENRFIWEDR 650 &

btz ( )

K :Fryb?2 b AnH-THDL L,

bl ( )

K MEOF 7y hSBNWTEILEEDLRL THIW L,
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The DCT written in Korean

712 PBEUT 2y

A7 EA? 4R 28 A el
A

Appendix 2

The semantic formulaswritten in Japanese and K orean

Table 1: Semantic formulas and examples in the first turariiversity students’ apologies

7 |OTHERS

Semantic formulas Examples
1 |APOLOGY ;‘]giﬁm
2 |FACT Eéf;bf:
>
gt N
4 |ADVERB ig?z(ul(éfﬁ;”) ’
5 | ADDRESS TERM “8 8353/1/
6 |INTERJECTION :fi éﬁ;ﬁg,{‘/) ’
“NODFNTZ?”

“?jx‘“ %\_O_‘I ?”
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Table 2: Semantic formulas and examples in the second turn

Semantic formulas Examples
1 | APOLOGY ;fjiﬁﬁ
2 | THANKS “iggfo
3 | TICKET ‘ZZ" /A}If;}gﬁ: 57
4 | MOVIE BRI D D AR E S To D R?”

KR RREE ST

5 | COMPENSATION

“RyTa—rBITbHL7
‘Wt = AA7

6 |OTHERS

“&)Ojﬁlﬁéﬁ%b\”
A A

Table 3: Semantic formulas and examples in the third turn

Semantic for mulas Examples
1 |APOLOGY :;géﬁm
2 |THANKS ?_E}iq R
3 | SURPRISE féii;
EIXNVWAGET”

4 | COMPLEMENT

Yt & AFF

5 | COMPENSATION

“RyTa—rBITbHL7
‘Wt = AA7

6 |INTERJECTION

‘. (BYLo) 7

“ob, (o))"

RAEIZ (BYskd) 7

7 | ADVERB A (mmre)”
“ v RE 7 DI
8 |OTHERS Fory FEDLRLSTH o720l

B g AR 5




