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ABSTRACT

A steady rise in the Japanese population in Australia has been contributing to an
increase in the number of heritage learners enrolling in Japanese language classrooms.
However, past studies on this group of students, especially in Australia, have typically
focused on examining these learners’ experiences and identities in connection to
particular communities or ethnic groups. In contrast, this case study explores the
language learning experiences of individual Japanese heritage learners, focusing on the
local as well as trans-local factors influencing the construction and negotiation of their
identities.

This study is based on qualitative data derived from semi-structured interviews
conducted with seven secondary and tertiary level heritage learners who were recruited
from a subject for Japanese heritage learners that was offered by an Australian
university. In addition, week-long language use diaries, recordings of classroom
activities and stimulated recall interviews, which were conducted in relation to
translation and interpreting tasks, were also collected. The data was then analysed
utilising a poststructuralist framework that recognises how power relations and

discourses influence the negotiation of identities across various social fields.

This study has revealed significant heterogeneity within this group of Japanese heritage
learners in terms of their educational and family backgrounds as well as in the ways
they present their language and ethnic identities. Indeed, these students were not
inheritors of fixed identities as a Japanese, but rather were constructing complex senses
of belonging through life trajectories and linguistic practices that spanned multiple
nations and communities.

It was also found that the participants of this study were strategically managing their
identities in Japanese language classes in order to claim legitimacy as speakers of
Japanese. However, this was not equated with an investment in a Japanese identity.
Instead, they seemed to be pursuing the acquisition of cultural capital that such
legitimacy facilitated access to (for example, high tertiary entrance scores, friendship
groups and entrance into desired universities), or what the legitimacy allowed them to

Vi



index (for example, the quality of one’s linguistic capital, transnational mobility,
academic competence and the plurality of one’s identity). As such, for this group of
heritage learners, the function of the Japanese language as a marker of ethnicity was
downplayed for a view of the language as capital in itself for obtaining a wide range of
interests and for constructing difference vis-a-vis monolingual peers and less competent
bilinguals.

In addition, a detailed analysis of the students’ engagement in translation and
interpreting tasks revealed that the bilingual nature of these tasks not only provided the
students with an opportunity to reflect and compare their Japanese and English, but also
prompted them to contemplate and attempt to mediate between multiple social,
historical and political discourses.

Given the above-mentioned findings, this study thus argues for the importance of
considering the transnational nature of these students’ identities and calls for a
pedagogical approach that takes into account and fosters the bilingual repertoire of this
group of heritage learners.
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TRANSCRIPTION CONVENTIONS

(())  Author’s remarks or explanations
[ Ellipted words or phrases
Italics Author’s translation

Notes for translations of extracts

The translations provided in this thesis were translated by the researcher and
indicated in italics. As the aim of the interview data was to gain an
understanding of the participants’ lives and experiences, I have attempted to
translate the participants’ utterances in a natural manner that conveyed the
meaning as well as the voice of each participant. In cases where the
participants themselves utilised incorrect lexicon, | have indicated them in the
text.



CHAPTER 1: Introduction

This chapter aims to set the background of the study by providing a brief overview of
Japanese heritage learners in the Australian context and identifying the issues to be
addressed. It will also discuss the various definitions for heritage learners that have been
proposed by scholars, and the choice of the terminology utilised in this study. Lastly, the
research questions and the rationale for undertaking this study will be explained.

1.1 Background of the study

According to the statistics of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Japan (2012), as at
October of 2011, Australia had the third largest population of Japanese nationals after
the United States and China, with 74,679 long-term visitors and permanent residents.
This is more than double the figure for 2000 and represents an increase of 5.40%
compared to the previous year. More specifically, in Melbourne, the site of this research,
the number of Japanese residents reached 17,208 in 2011 and this number too has
steadily increased over the past decade. Similar trends can also be observed in other
major metropolitan areas such as Sydney, Perth, Brisbane and Cairns, where Japanese
nationals have tended to cluster (Mizukami, 1991). While the growth in the number of
long-term residents (i.e. Japanese nationals residing in the country for more than three
months, as defined in the Japanese government’s statistics) in these areas has remained
quite stable between 2005 and 2008, the number of permanent residents has sharply
increased. In fact, all of the Japanese consulates in Australia have seen an increase of
more than 25% in the number of permanent residents during this period (Ministry of
Foreign Affairs of Japan, 2009) and, as a result, the country now has a larger population

of Japanese permanent residents than long-term visitors and sojourners from Japan.

This change in demographics suggests a shift in the way Japanese nationals are settling
in Australia. Previously, the Japanese population in Australia was characterised by
sojourning families who stayed for a few years and then returned to Japan (Yoshimitsu,
1999). Now, more families are settling permanently in Australia, which means more and
more children are growing up in Australia as Australians or as second generation
Japanese. As some of these children grow up exposed to English, Japanese and perhaps



other languages, albeit to different degrees of competence, they may develop complex
linguistic repertoires. This, at times, raises issues of language maintenance and
development and creates language situations that have not been seen very much in
previous generations of sojourning Japanese families. How to develop these children’s
Japanese language in an environment where English is the medium of instruction in the
general education system may thus become a key issue for those families seeking to

maximise their children’s linguistic potential.

Traditionally, full-time Japanese schools, such as the Japanese School of Melbourne,
which was established in 1986, provide Japanese education similar to the one available
in Japan to children of Japanese families. Full-time Japanese schools are also found in at
least several other cities in Australia. In addition, Japanese Saturday Schools or hoshiiko
are also found in some main Australian cities, and they have served the needs of
Japanese families living abroad who wish to maintain and develop their children’s
Japanese ability. In Melbourne, the Melbourne International School of Japanese
(hereafter referred to as “the Japanese Saturday School”) is one such Saturday School
with 406 students enrolled in 2013 (The Melbourne International School of Japanese,
2013). However, the aim of many of these Saturday Schools has been to teach Japanese
as a “national language” so that children will be able to re-enter the Japanese
educational system when they return to Japan (Kataoka, Koshiyama, & Shibata, 2008).
The underlying assumption is that the children who enter Saturday Schools will be from
sojourning families and that these schools are bridges that fill the gap in the children’s
Japanese education. As a result, both the Saturday Schools and the full-time Japanese
Schools typically perceive Japan as the students’ “home” and Australia as a place of
temporary residence. However, this assumption has less relevance to second-generation
children and children of mixed marriages who are permanent residents of Australia, but
who nonetheless want to develop their Japanese proficiency. For these children who
may have never lived in Japan or lived there only for a short time, and furthermore may
never continue their education in Japan, the curriculum designed for Japan may not be
appropriate. The increasing presence of such students raises an important issue of how
Japanese should be taught to students who have a home-background in Japanese but
who may be neither “native speakers” nor foreign language learners due to varying
degrees of home exposure to the language. Indeed, the Melbourne International School



of Japanese (2010) reports that especially in the younger age groups, the majority of the
students are now permanent residents and that their curriculum and other issues related
to the teaching of Japanese are major issues that the school needs to reconsider.

The presence of the students described above is also felt at the tertiary level. As some
students with Japanese home-backgrounds progress past Year 12, they have tended to
enrol in advanced-level Japanese language subjects at the university level to maintain
and consolidate their Japanese language ability (Yoshimitsu, 2008). For example,
Yoshimitsu (2008) reports that in 2007, at the university where her research was
undertaken, 30 percent of an advanced-level Japanese language classroom consisted of
these students. However, she lamented that much of the post-secondary school language
education has targeted foreign language learners and, therefore, could not appropriately

serve the needs of this group of students.

In the Australian context, such language learners described above are often called
“background speakers” and researchers have been investigating them from as early as
the late 1960s, although in more established communities such as Italian, German, and
Chinese (for example, Clyne, 1970, 1991, 1997b; Clyne & Kipp, 1996). Clyne,
Fernandez, Chen and Summo-O’Connel (1997) explain that in the 1960s, background
speakers were considered a “problem” in the Australian language classroom as they
were seen to have unfair advantages over foreign language learners. In the 1970s,
reflecting this belief and the assimilationist policies of the time, sometimes schools were
reluctant to introduce language subjects such as German and Italian, which had sizeable
immigrant populations. While further large-scale immigration in the 1990s led to
policies that recognised Australia’s cultural and linguistic diversity, Clyne et al. (1997)
above state that the problem of background speakers was treated in a vacuum without
specific knowledge. This is no exception for the Japanese, who are a smaller-sized
community and much more recent arrivals and therefore the problem is a more recent
one. Consequently, many of the issues that the other community languages faced in the
last half-century have only begun emerging in the past decade or so for the Japanese as

a result of the changing demographics described above.

The situation itself, however, is not unique to Australia. In the wider global context,



issues concerning background speakers have been investigated under the term “heritage
(language) learner” in various countries. For example, in the United States, which also
has a large immigrant population, researchers have been examining these students from
as early as the 1930s, and studies, especially on Spanish heritage learners became more
widely known in the 1970s and 1980s (Valdés, 1995). There, an increasing number of
heritage learners have been enrolling in language classes at various levels of the
educational system to learn their “heritage” language. Though there is still much debate
as to the definition, according to Draper and Hicks (2000), heritage learners are
language learners who have had exposure to a heritage language (often, but not always,
connected to their ethnic heritage) at home or elsewhere prior to entering the language
classroom. Consequently, these students may understand and have varying degrees of
prior knowledge of the language and may feel some sense of affiliation to the language
and its culture. They, therefore, may possess distinct abilities and characteristics that
differentiate them from foreign language learners and also from “native speakers” who
speak the language as their first language. In Canada, as well, heritage language
education has received considerable attention, but there much of the drive has been
towards English and French (Clyne, et al., 1997).

In an increasingly globalised world with transnational movements becoming more
marked, the situation in Australia described above is part of a global phenomenon.
Accordingly, this so-called heritage language education has gained significant attention
in recent decades as more and more heritage learners are entering university to learn
their heritage language, which has made the insufficiency of current foreign language
curricula more salient. As Valdés (1995) states, it is imperative that applied linguists
develop principles to deal with this emerging group of students who are neither

beginners nor experts. Valdes (1995) describes them as follows:

The so-called background, residual, and quasi-native speakers about whom
these professionals are concerned are not simply imperfect speakers of
Spanish who have fallen short of the monolingual norm. They are, rather,
complex individuals who are fundamentally, different from monolinguals.
(p. 316)



In describing them as such, Valdés distinguishes them as a totally different group of
learners from foreign language learners and highlights the need for more in-depth
examination into their language learning experiences and development.

Responding to this statement, recent years have seen a great increase in the number of
studies that have investigated various aspects of heritage language education:
pedagogical approaches, curriculum development and a rapidly increasing number of
empirical studies on the language ability of heritage learners. Paralleling this surge in
interest in heritage learners, there is also a movement among academics to establish
heritage language education as a distinct sub-discipline of foreign language education.
For example, the Heritage Language Journal, an academic journal devoted to the study
of heritage language education, was established in 2002 in the United States, and the
International Journal of Bilingual Education and Bilingualism published a special issue
on heritage language education in 2005. In addition, at least three edited books that
focus on heritage learners have been published in the past decade (Brinton, Kagan, &
Baucks, 2009; Kondo-Brown & Brown, 2008; Peyton, Ranard, & McGinnis, 2001).
Furthermore, a significant step in heritage language education was the Heritage
Language Research Priorities Conference held in 2000, which was organised by the
University of California, Los Angeles Steering Committee to address the “major
substantive issues and pressing research gaps in heritage language education” (The
UCLA Steering Committee, 2000: 476). This conference identified broad areas of
research and various research questions within these areas: 1) heritage speakers, 2)
family, 3) community, 4) language-specific focus, 5) policy, 6) programs, and 7)
assessment. The conference revealed that there was still a substantial gap in our
understanding of heritage learners, with many areas still requiring in-depth examination.

However, despite the emerging interest in heritage language education, as I will
illustrate in Chapter 2, the number of empirical studies that provide in-depth
investigations into these students and their language learning experiences are still
limited. In particular, Japanese heritage learners or background speakers are a relatively
under-researched group of students, and studies in the Australian context have been
relatively few to date (for example, Koshiba & Kurata, 2012; Oguro & Moloney, 2010,
2012; Oriyama, 2010, 2011; Yoshimitsu, 2008).



1.2 Research questions

In the light of the situation described above, this study aims to contribute to this
emerging field by investigating the identities and language learning experiences of a
particular group of Year 12 and tertiary-level Japanese heritage learners. More
specifically, this study addresses the following research questions:

1. What are the profiles of Japanese heritage learners and how do they
perceive their linguistic and ethnic identities?

2. How do these students negotiate their identities in Japanese
language classes and what interests are being pursued?

3. How do these students utilise their bilingual resources in these
classes and in translation and interpreting activities in particular?

In the first research question, I will explicate the Japanese heritage speakers’ personal
histories and profiles, including their family and educational backgrounds, connections
to Japan as well as their future aspirations. Moreover, | will examine the complexity and
diversity of these students’ linguistic and ethnic identification utilising the notions of
language expertise, language affiliation and language inheritance (Leung, Harris, &
Rampton, 1997; Rampton, 1990), which will be discussed in detail in Chapter 3 below.

The second research question will explore how Japanese heritage learners draw on their
linguistic and cultural resources to construct and negotiate their identities in Japanese
language classes. Firstly, it will examine their identity negotiation vis-a-vis foreign
language learners in Japanese second language classes. Secondly, | will focus on a
special Japanese heritage learners’ subject that was offered by an Australian university
(hereafter referred to as the “Japanese for Background Speakers”, as this was the
official name utilised by the university), to examine the identity negotiation amongst
Japanese heritage learners themselves. Moreover, the interests pursued through these
identity negotiations will also be discussed.

Lastly, the third research question addresses how Japanese heritage learners actually

utilise their bilingual resources in the Japanese for Background Speakers’ subject. In



particular, I will focus on the students’ engagement in translation and interpreting
activities that were conducted as part of the class and examine how these activities may

contribute to the students’ bilingual development.

1.3 Definitions and choice of terminology

In the above section, I have utilised both the terms “heritage learner” in reference to
studies in the United States and elsewhere, and “background speaker” in reference to
studies done in Australia. While there are certainly similarities and overlaps between
these two terms, they have different origins and thus different connotations. As these
terms are central to the thesis, it is important to address the various definitions that have
been proposed to date and the choice of the terminology that will be utilised in this
study.

One central and recurring issue in the field of heritage language education is how to
define the term “heritage learner”. Many researchers have provided definitions for the
term and all of them can be said to be valid for specific communities and specific
purposes (Carreira, 2004). One of the most commonly accepted definitions of heritage

language learner is the one proposed by Valdés (2000), which states as follows:

The term “heritage” speaker is used to refer to a student who is raised in a
home where a non-English language is spoken, who speaks or merely
understands the heritage language, and who is to some degree bilingual in
English and the heritage language. (p.1)

While the above definition assumes a degree of bilingual proficiency, it seems to imply
that the heritage learner is more proficient in English and excludes learners whose first
language is not English. Also, this definition links the heritage language with the
language spoken at home. Other definitions seem to agree with Valdes that the home
language plays an important role in defining who is included and who is not. For
example, Campbell and Peyton (1998) provide a much broader definition of heritage
language learner as individuals “who speak their first language, which is not English, in
the home, or are foreign-born” (p.38). This definition focuses on the ability to speak the



heritage language and includes both “native” and foreign-born individuals with home-
backgrounds. Contrarily, some definitions maintain that the degree of exposure to the
language, not home-background or ethnicity, is the defining factor. For instance, Draper
and Hicks (2000) define heritage learners as follows:

Someone who has had exposure to a non-English language outside the formal
education system. It most often refers to someone with a home background in
the language, but may refer to anyone who has had in-depth exposure to
another language. (p.19)

The above definition on the other hand, accounts for heritage learners who do not
necessarily have home-backgrounds in the heritage language (for example, a child of an
Australian sojourner, who grew up in Japan speaking Japanese). Scalera (2004) takes an
even broader definition by stating that anyone with a personal emotional connection to a
language should be considered a heritage language learner. However, this view may be
criticised for ignoring the link between the heritage language learner and the ancestral
language (Fishman, 1991). Still others, like Kondo-Brown (2005) and Kagan (2005),
argue for a proficiency-based definition to account for the diversity within this group of
learners.

In their comprehensive overview of the definitions of heritage language learners to date,
Hornberger and Wang (2009) argue that these definitions do not focus enough on the
heritage language learner’s cultural and socio-psychological struggles. They also
indicate, more importantly, that these definitions do not include children of
international/interracial marriages or international adoptions who do not know or who
are uncertain which language is their heritage language. Hornberger and Wang (2009)
thus define heritage language learners as “individuals with familial or ancestral ties to a
language other than English who exert their agency in determining if they are heritage
language learners of that language” (p. 6). While this definition excludes those who do
not have any home-background, it effectively focuses on the issue of agency and the
identity of heritage learners.

More recently, some scholars point out that the term heritage language has a specific



political implication in the United States. For instance Garcia (2005) explains that the
words bilingual education is increasingly being replaced by the term heritage language
education. She contends that the use of this new term is a way for opening up space for
bilingual education in a country where there is a strong monolingual bias. She explains
that “it (heritage language education) is a way of continuing to operate even a small
modicum of professional bilingual activity in times of an increasingly bilingual U.S.
reality but strict English monolingual imposition” (p. 604). Thus, she further explains
that the utilisation of the term at the secondary and tertiary levels has indeed made
language classes available to a wider range of learners and has widened the pedagogical
strategies that could be employed to teach such students.

However, as important as the term “heritage” may be in categorising these groups of
learners, the word may have a connotation that the heritage language is out-dated and
has little relevance to today’s society (Baker & Jones, 1998). Thus, as mentioned above,
an alternative term used in Australia is the term “background speaker”, largely due to
the earlier studies by Clyne, which examine speakers of “community languages” (Clyne,
1970, 1991, 19973, 1997b). Clyne et al. (1997) classify background speakers according
to whether they are ethnic or non-ethnic background speakers (for example, those
without “heritage” links to the language). Ethnic background speakers are then divided
depending on which generation they belonged to and then further divided by their
pattern of language use. Non-ethnic background speakers are divided according to their
experience in the language (for example, primary school, exchange program or other).
Clyne’s taxonomy of background speakers permits a closer examination of the
backgrounds of each background speaker and includes both those with home-
background and those with extended exposure to the language.

Taking these multiple definitions into consideration, for the purpose of this study, I will
utilise the term “heritage learner” since it is more widely employed in a number of
countries. However, the terms “background speaker” will be used when referring to
studies that utilise these terms and also when referring to the Japanese for Background
Speakers’ subject, which will be explained more in detail in Chapter 3 below. This is, of
course, not to uncritically accept the validity of these constructs in describing this
particular group of students. It should be noted that as a corollary to the research



questions described above, | will query these constructs throughout this study and also

examine the influences they may have on the students’ own identities.

1.4 Justification and significance of the study

Qualitative case study approach

As discussed above, Japanese heritage learners are a newly emerging group of students
whose needs require urgent attention. With the steady growth of the Japanese population
in Australia, it is likely that this will become a more pressing issue not only for
researchers but also for schools and teachers of all levels who do not have sufficient
information and appropriate approaches to cope with this group of language learners. As
such, heritage language education is gaining significant attention at the national level in
Australia, and there is a project led by the New South Wales Board of Studies to
develop a national curriculum for the teaching of Chinese, Japanese, Indonesian and
Korean as heritage languages. However, there is a substantial lack of qualitative studies
that emphasises the emic perspectives and accounts of each individual background
speaker. Therefore, as | will describe further in Chapter 4, this study will take a
qualitative case study approach in order to examine the personal histories of individual
Japanese speakers in detail and also investigate their identities from a more participant-
oriented perspective.

The Japanese for Background Speakers’ subject

In addition, this research will be different from other studies because it will examine, as
one of the focuses of this study, a special Japanese language subject offered by a
university to Japanese heritage learners. While past studies have examined Japanese
heritage learners in foreign language classrooms (for example, Yoshimitsu, 2008), there
has been relatively few studies conducted at the secondary or tertiary level on the
influence of a Japanese heritage learners’ subject on the students’ identities. An
examination of this particular subject allows me to examine the interaction and the
identity negotiation amongst Japanese heritage learners, which may be difficult to
examine in foreign language classrooms.
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Translation and interpreting activities

Furthermore, this study will examine translation and interpreting tasks that were
conducted as part of the Japanese for Background Speakers’ subject mentioned above.
In past decades, the use of translation tasks as part of a language curriculum is not new,
but it has been largely downplayed in language teaching since the movement for more
communicative approaches. This is because translation, especially those associated with
the earlier grammar-translation method, has often been considered an out-dated method
of language teaching (Cook, 2010; Tudor, 1987).

However, recent studies have begun to further examine the possibility of introducing
translation tasks as effective methods of teaching language and culture (E.-Y. Kim,
2010; OIk, 2003). For example, Kim (2010) asked university level Korean learners to
translate their Korean essays into English and produce comments about what they have
learned or noticed about their Korean writing. The findings suggest that the translation
exercises did, in fact, lead students to notice aspects of their Korean writing such as the

syntax, word choice, content, and accuracy.

In particular, the usefulness of translation tasks in raising students’ awareness towards
language and cultural aspects of texts is highlighted in a study by Takimoto and
Hashimoto (2008), who examined a Japanese subject that utilised translation and
interpreting activities utilising data from subject evaluations of 58 students and
interviews with eight students. They found that many students may have been engaged
in “deep learning” (Biggs & Tang, 2007) through such translation and interpreting tasks.
To further investigate their claim, Takimoto and Hashimoto (2010) interviewed 10
students who took the same subject in a different year, utilising the notion of
“Intercultural Language Teaching” (Liddicoat, Papademetre, Scarino, & Kohler, 2003)
as the theoretical framework. They found that translation and interpreting tasks
encouraged students to actively compare and move between the two languages. In other
words, the use of both languages engaged students in “intercultural exploration”
(Liddicoat, 2002) that led to an increased awareness towards the languages and cultural

aspects of the texts they translated.
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The above-mentioned studies provide insightful starting points for examining the
potential that interpreting and translation activities may have in language education in
general and in heritage language education more specifically. Moreover, as the activities
require the use of both Japanese and English, examining the students’ engagement in the
activities may also provide insight into the students’ bilingual repertoire that may not be
observable in typical monolingual exercises. Furthermore, it may provide suggestions
for possible pedagogical approaches to teaching Japanese to this group of learners.

Globalisation and transnationalism

The presence of Japanese heritage learners in language classrooms is certainly a
contemporary situation, made possible by the transnational flow of people and the
mobility of resources and ideas around the globe thanks to the evolution of Information
and Communication Technologies (ICT). Thus, globalisation has significantly
influenced the context that Japanese heritage learners are placed in and raises theoretical
issues that may need further investigation. Although a considerable amount of research
into background speakers and community languages has been conducted in Australia in
the past, as the word “community” suggests, researchers were primarily concerned with
the language experience of groups and the issues related to language shift and
maintenance (Berardi-Wiltshire, 2009). However, with the influence of globalisation
becoming more prominent, the term community may have very different meanings. As
Hall (1992b) states, the processes of globalisation has connected and integrated
communities in previously unobserved ways. It can thus be said that we are in a
different context compared to the time when previous researchers — even as recent as
the 1980s and the 1990s — examined community languages. For instance, these days,
issues regarding identity may not be describable in terms of a connection to a single
community, ethnicity or nationality. This study also attempts to shed light on the nature
of identity and identification in a time of globalisation, transnational movement and the
ever-developing ICT.

1.5 Structure of the thesis

Having laid out the basic overview for this study, Chapter 2 continues with a survey of
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the literature particularly relevant to this examination of heritage learners and the study
of language and identity. In Chapter 3, | will then present the overall framework and the
key concepts that will be utilised in this study. This will be followed by Chapter 4,
which explains the methodological approach taken and the justification for choosing the
methods employed. Chapter 5 will set the context of the subsequent analytical chapters
by examining the Japanese heritage learners’ individual narratives to illustrate the
diversity of their profiles as well as the complexity of their linguistic and ethnic
identifications. In Chapter 6, building on this discussion and based on the students’
accounts of their participation in Japanese second language classes at the Year 11 level,
I will illustrate the ways in which the students draw on their linguistic and cultural
resources to negotiate their identities in the Japanese second language classroom. In
Chapter 7, I turn my focus to the Japanese for Background Speakers’ subject, which all
of students were enrolled in at the time of study, to investigate the identity negotiation
amongst heritage learners. In Chapter 8, I analyse the students’ engagement in
translation and interpreting activities that were conducted as part of the above-
mentioned Japanese for Background Speakers’ subject to examine how the students
utilise their bilingual resources in those tasks. Finally, Chapter 9 provides a summary of
the major findings, outline some implications and the limitations of this study and gives
suggestions for further research.
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CHAPTER 2: Literature review

This chapter will provide a survey of some of the empirical studies that have been
conducted to date on heritage learners and background speakers in order to clarify what
Is known, and identify which areas still require further examination. Firstly, I will
review the empirical studies on heritage learners’ and background speakers’ language
use and abilities, which has received considerable attention to date. This will be
followed by a review of the literature on the concept of identity, which is one of the key
concepts examined in this thesis. These two aspects taken together will form the basis
for the discussions in the following chapters on the students’ identities and how they are

negotiated in language classrooms.

2.1 Heritage language education

As discussed briefly in Chapter 1, studies on heritage learners have been conducted
since as early as the 1930s, and studies in the United States have focused primarily on
Spanish heritage learners (for example, Aparcio, 1983; Garcia & Diaz, 1992; Valdés,
1995; Valdés, 2000; Valdés, Lozano, & Garcia-Moya, 1981). However, many of these
studies have been confined to non-empirical studies that focus primarily on classroom
strategies, pedagogy, curriculum, materials development and so on. On the other hand,
studies supported by empirical evidence have been relatively few. Only in the past
decade or so has there been a substantial number of empirical studies that examine
heritage learners themselves with regard to their linguistic abilities and the affective
variables influencing their bilingual development. Such studies have often compared
heritage learners to non-heritage learners in an attempt to distinguish them as a different
group of learners from foreign language learners and, therefore, in need of different
pedagogical approaches.

2.1.1 Linguistic abilities of heritage learners

Over the years, researchers and educators have formulated many hypotheses about the
linguistic ability of heritage learners. For example, the National Standards for Foreign
Language Learning (1999, as cited in Xiao, 2006) describes heritage learners’ linguistic
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ability as follows:

These [heritage] students may come to class able to converse in the language
in home and community situations but may lack the abilities to interact
comfortably in more formal settings. Further, they may be quite comfortable
with oral language but possess limited skills in reading and writing. (p. 47)

These characteristics of heritage learners are echoed in Campbell and Rosenthal’s
(2000) “working hypothesis” that describes a typical heritage learner as one whose
pronunciation, stress and intonation conform almost completely with those of native
speakers, and have 80 to 90 percent of the grammar rules. However, their vocabulary is
limited to social-cultural domains with frequent borrowings from the majority language.
They also have the ability to control the register of communication with family and
community members. These and other hypotheses describe heritage learners as a
distinctly different group from foreign language learners. While the details are various,
it seems that many agree that heritage learners’ strengths comes from their home oral
exposure to the language, which fosters their speaking and listening but not their
reading and writing skills. However, as Campbell and Rosenthal admit, these have been
observations without the support of empirical evidence.

In light of the above-mentioned hypotheses and the lack of empirical studies to verify
such claims, many of the studies that began to emerge in the past decade or so have
focused on examining the linguistic profiles of heritage learners from a more data-
oriented perspective. These studies have primarily utilised proficiency tests, either
administered independently or as part of a curriculum, and they examine specific
aspects of heritage learners’ linguistic ability by comparing them to non-heritage
learners. A number of studies have also utilised self-assessment and self-reports,
sometimes in conjunction with proficiency tests, to examine how students’ backgrounds
influence their language ability (for example, Beaudrie & Ducar, 2005; Clyne, et al.,
1997; Jensen, 2007; Lee, 2002; Oh & Au, 2005; Shum, 2001). However, the number of
such empirical studies, especially at the university level, still remains relatively few.
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Japanese heritage learners

There are only a limited number of studies that examine the linguistic ability of
university-level Japanese heritage learners (for example, K. Kanno, Hasegawa, Ikeda,
Ito, & Long, 2009; Kondo-Brown, 2001, 2005, 2006, 2009; Kondo-Brown & Fukuda,
2008; Matsunaga, 2003). There are also a small number of empirical studies that
examine the linguistic ability of younger Japanese heritage learners (Kataoka, et al.,
2008). One of the earlier empirical studies that compares the linguistic ability of
Japanese heritage learners with that of non-heritage learners is Kondo-Brown’s (2001)
relatively large-scale study which was conducted as part of a placement test at the
University of Hawai’i. She examined the relationship between the years of formal high-
school Japanese in the United States and the students’ demonstrated receptive and
productive skills for both heritage and non-heritage incoming university students
wishing to enrol in a Japanese class. The data is based on an essay placement test (n=
156) and a multiple-choice test (n=642) that consisted of listening, grammar and
character recognition. The findings showed that heritage learners scored higher than
non-heritage learners in all aspects, though a correlation was not found between the
number of years of high-school Japanese and test scores among heritage learners. One
interesting interpretation she provides for this non-correlation is that traditional high-
school Japanese classes do very little, if anything, to consolidate heritage learners’
linguistic ability and that these students may be wasting their time in traditional foreign
language classrooms.

On a much smaller scale, similar results are found in a subsequent study by Matsunaga
(2003). Utilising a proficiency test, Matsunaga examined the reading performance (i.e.
comprehension and reading speed) and oral skills (i.e. pronunciation, appropriateness of
vocabulary, grammar, naturalness, and communication) of 14 heritage and 25 non-
heritage learners who were intermediate and advanced learners of Japanese utilising. A
particular focus was given to the effect of Japanese character recognition on students’
reading performance. The results showed that heritage learners outperformed non-
heritage learners in oral skills, and that heritage learners’ reading proficiency was not
low, provided that they were able to understand the characters in the text. Matsunaga
thus suggests that characters are an important variable in the reading development of
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heritage learners.

This line of study, that is, reading and character knowledge, is pursued in depth in two
sets of studies by Kondo-Brown (2006) and Kondo-Brown and Fukuda (2008). Kondo-
Brown’s (2006) study conducted through proficiency tests, revealed that there were
considerable differences in character inference ability among the Japanese heritage
learners. However, when comparing Japanese heritage learners to non-heritage learners
with equal reading comprehension ability, heritage background did not seem to be a
factor influencing character inference ability. Kondo-Brown and Fukuda’s study (2008),
on the other hand, examined the ability of heritage learners and non-heritage learners to
monitor and recover zero-pronouns. Their statistical analysis found that heritage
learners had significantly better ability to identify zero pronouns.

Further examination of heritage learners’ listening, grammar and reading ability is
carried out in a significant and detailed study by Kondo-Brown (2005) of 185 heritage
learners and non-heritage learners of Japanese between the ages of 17 and 22 years and
residing in Hawai’i, with a close look at the relationship between students’ family
background, self-assessment and their linguistic ability — an aspect that was missing in
many previous studies. What differentiates this study from similar previous ones is that
it places an emphasis on background information as a means of subdividing heritage
learners and identifying intra-group differences in their linguistic abilities. The data is
based on a Japanese proficiency test, background questionnaire and a self-assessment
questionnaire. Based on the results from the background questionnaire, she divided
participants into three categories: the Japanese heritage language identity group (JHL
identity, for example, born in the U.S., of Japanese descent but no Japanese-speaking
parent or grandparent); the Japanese heritage language competent group (JHL
competent, for example, born in U.S. or Japan, at least one Japanese-speaking parent);
and the Japanese foreign language group (JFL group, for example, born in U.S., neither
of the above, no Japanese-speaking relative). The results of the tests showed that while
there was a clear advantage of the JHL competent group over the other two groups in
listening, grammar, and reading ability, the JHL identity group and the JFL group
displayed similar characteristics. Perhaps the most significant finding to come out of
this study is the empirical evidence that there is considerable heterogeneity of language
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skills and patterns of use within heritage learners themselves. Kondo-Brown concludes
by stressing the importance of recognising intra-group differences within heritage
learners and points out that the definition of “heritage learner” itself becomes an

important variable for research.

Heritage learners of other languages

A few small-scale studies have been conducted in languages such as Chinese (Xiao,
2006), Korean (E. J. Kim, 2003; H.-S. H. Kim, 2001; J. T. Kim, 2001; O' Grady, Lee, &
Choo, 2001), and Russian (Friedman & Kagan, 2009; Kagan, 2005) or a combination of
them (Jensen, 2007) with mixed results. For example, Xiao’s (2006) study of 18
Chinese heritage learners and 18 non-heritage learners in the United States investigated
the students’ Chinese competence in speaking, listening, grammar, sentence
construction, reading, vocabulary and character writing. Two sets of data were
examined: one collected from tests administered throughout a semester of a Chinese
course and the other collected from the results of a Chinese SAT Il test (n=148). The
findings showed that heritage learners out-performed non-heritage learners in speaking,
listening, grammar and sentence construction. However, no statistically significant
difference between heritage learners and non-heritage learners was found in reading
comprehension, vocabulary and character writing. Xiao concluded that because the
input in the homes was limited to oral language, a home-background did not necessarily
strengthen students' reading and writing skills. Xiao suggests that exposure to linguistic
input at home facilitates the development of listening and speaking development but
that it does not automatically lead to literacy. She further states that for languages with a
difficult orthography, character recognition is a key variable that affects reading
development, often hindering their reading/writing ability. An earlier study by Ke
(1998) complements this study by stating that a home-background has no effect on a
student’s learning of Chinese characters. Some findings from Chinese heritage learners
regarding character recognition are likely to be applicable to Japanese heritage learners
as both languages are character-based.

A slightly different approach is taken by H.-S. H. Kim (2001), who compared how the
writing and speaking skills of Korean heritage learners differ from those of non-heritage
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learners. A qualitative analysis was conducted based on writing and speaking samples
collected from 26 students to examine the types of errors made by both groups. The
findings showed that while non-heritage learners tended to “speak as they write”,
heritage learners “write as it sounds”. Here, too, it is perhaps the influence of a

predominantly oral exposure at home that transfers to (or interferes with) their writing.

In a non-character based language, Kagan (2005) conducted a study with university-
level Russian heritage learners in an attempt to define them according to their academic
backgrounds. She suggested the division of heritage learners into three groups based on
the years of schooling in the country where the language was the medium of instruction.
Group one was the most proficient group that consisted of students who graduated from
high school in Russia or a Russian-speaking country. Group two consisted of students
who attended school in a Russian-speaking country for five to seven years. The third
group was defined as the “incomplete acquirers”, in other words, students who attended
elementary school in a Russian-speaking country, those who emigrated as preschoolers
or who were born in the U.S. to Russian-speaking parents. Citing a previous preliminary
study (n=44) that examined the translation of a series of sentences to test the students’
grammatical knowledge, she found that the students’ grammatical knowledge and
vocabulary correlated with their years of schooling in Russia. In this study, 10 students
(five heritage learners, five non-heritage learners) were asked to translate a cohesive
text of 250 words from Russian into English. The translations were checked for
mistakes in spelling, grammar, vocabulary and discourse. The results showed that the
heritage learners performed considerably better on the verbal aspects and produced
more native-like discourse. Similar to the study by Kondo-Brown (2005) above, Kagan
found that there was indeed a difference between the needs of different types of heritage

learners.

The findings presented above contribute to our understanding of heritage learners’
linguistic abilities, but with a number of exceptions (for example, Kagan, 2005; Kondo-
Brown, 2005), few studies have clearly defined the target group under investigation and
thus the collection of studies provide a general but fragmented idea of the language
abilities of heritage learners. Furthermore, there is a lack of in-depth qualitative case
studies that examine how such learners are different from non-heritage learners and

19



from “native speakers” of the language. Their language profiles, more specifically,
whom they communicate with, which language is used for what purpose, and how they
use their languages still need to be examined.

2.1.2 Motivation, attitude and other socio-psychological factors

Another line of research on heritage learners examines the socio-psychological link
between heritage learners and their heritage language. The basis for the studies that
examine such links is that one of the defining factors that distinguish heritage learners
from foreign language learners is the motivational orientations and ethnolinguistic
affiliations that heritage learners may have towards their heritage languages (Lee &
Kim, 2008). For example, in the Japanese language, Kondo (1998) examined Japanese
heritage learners and the socio-psychological factors influencing their language
maintenance. She conducted interviews with six new second-generation Japanese
university students, in other words, children of first generation Japanese who
immigrated to Hawai’i after the liberalisation of immigration laws in 1965, and
analysed the data utilising Landry and Allard’s (1992) concept of “individual network of
linguistic contact” which examines the influence of ethnographic vitality of the minority
and majority languages on an individual’s learning behaviour and his/her willingness to
use the languages. Kondo found that there were various factors influencing the way new
second-generation Japanese students developed or chose not to develop their Japanese
skills. For instance, some of the participants refused to speak Japanese at times because
they did not want to be associated with Japanese tourists and investors who were
resented by the local Hawaiian community. Another factor that diminished the students’
interest in Japanese was the isolation that many of them felt in Japanese language
classrooms. There, they were often discriminated against by other non-heritage students
for having “unfair” advantages. Her study showed that there was a strong assimilative
pull towards English and that there were very few incentives for new second-generation
Japanese students to study Japanese. However, she also found that interactions with
their mothers served as a critical factor in maintaining these students’ Japanese ability.

In Korean, J. S. Lee (2002) examined the relationship between cultural identity and the
heritage language maintenance of 40 second generation Korean-American university
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students. The students were first asked to self-assess their language proficiency and then
a questionnaire was administered to determine their degree of cultural identification to
the Korean and American cultures. The questionnaire consisted of 24 yes-no cultural
orientation items (for example, “I consider myself basically a Korean person even
though I live in America”), as well as open-ended questions. J. S. Lee found that there
were varying degrees of bicultural identities among second generation Korean-
Americans. For example, males tended to show stronger identification with Korean
culture than females. The data analysis also showed that self-assessed proficiency was
highly related to cultural identity. Those students who had self-assessed their heritage
language proficiency to be high displayed strong identification to both Korean and
American cultures.

A subsequent study of 111 Korean heritage learners by J. S. Lee and H.-Y. Kim (2008)
was conducted using questionnaires and interviews to examine the motivational factors
related to learning Korean as a heritage language. The researchers utilised Gardner’s
(1985) concepts of instrumental and integrative motivation to examine the data and
found that instrumental motivation (for example, applying for jobs, receiving higher
wages) was not a major factor influencing the participants’ decision to learn Korean.
Instead, integrative motivation (for example, passing down the language to children,
integrating into Korean communities) played a more vital role. They also found that
while ethnolinguistic vitality of the Korean language in America was low, many
participants perceived the Korean language as a critical link to their roots and families. J.
S. Lee and H.-Y. Kim state that this study confirmed the results of past studies that
emphasised the importance of integrative orientation in determining the motivation of
heritage learners (for example, Chinen, 2005; Cho, 2000; Cho, Cho, & Tse, 1997).
However, the studies on socio-psychological aspects of heritage language education
discussed above seem to take a rather static view of identity, and utilise questionnaires
and scales as the main method of data collection. Therefore, such studies may not
account for the contradictory and complex nature of identities that are addressed by
more recent studies on socio-psychological aspects of language learning (for example,
Block, 2006; Norton, 2000; Pavlenko & Blackledge, 2004). Thus, there remains a
substantial gap in our understanding of the heritage learners with regard to their cultural
identities, which needs to be supplemented by more studies that account for the
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variation amongst them.

2.2 ldentity and language learning

Sociolinguists and others interested in second language acquisition have long
recognised the relationship between an individual’s language/language use and his/her
identity (for example, Cummins, 1995; Gee, 1996; Heller, 1987; Le Page & Tabouret-
Keller, 1985; Toohey, 2000), since language is the means by which individuals construct
a sense of self at different locations across time (Heller, 1987). However, scholars have
struggled to develop a theory of identity that integrates the language learner and the
language learning context (Norton, 2000).

One of the earliest attempts in sociolinguistics to conceptualise this relationship can be
found in Tajfel’s (1974, 1981) work on social identity theory which suggests the role of
social membership and the value attached to social groups in constructing an
individual’s identity. Similarly, Berry’s (Berry, 1980; Berry, Kim, Power, Young, &
Bujaki, 1989) work on acculturation proposes four models of acculturation (i.e.
integration, assimilation, separation and marginalization) that describe how individuals
transition themselves into a new environment where they are the minority. While these
models have described the importance of social context and membership on one’s
identity formation, they have recently come under criticism for taking an over-
simplified view of culture. For instance, these studies have been queried for assuming a
one-to-one relationship between language and ethnicity, and a linear view of language
acquisition (for a more detailed criticism see Pavlenko & Blackledge, 2004). Indeed, it
has been argued that these models of identity increasingly became inadequate in
addressing the complexities of the post-modern society described by Hall (1992b),
where identity could not be categorised under simple and clearly bound notions such as

ethnicity, race and sex.

Instead, many researchers became interested in social constructivist or poststructural
approaches to conceptualising identity. Researchers in the social constructivist tradition
view identity as being constructed through social interactions and poststructuralism

takes the position that a person’s identity is not a fixed product but rather an ongoing
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process (Hall, 1996). A person thus may also have multiple and contradictory identities
that are embedded within power relationships. This poststructuralist perspective is
adapted by scholars such as Norton Pierce (1995) who suggests that identity is “how a
person understands his or her relationship to the world, how that relationship is
constructed across time and space, and how the person understands possibilities for the
future” (p.5). By viewing identity as a process rather than a product, it became possible
for theorists to account for the multiple and sometimes contradictory subject positions
that a person takes up in their daily lives, such as language learner, Japanese, worker,
middle-class, minority and mother, and how one identity may become salient depending

on the context.

Thus, poststructuralism and the view of identity discussed above allowed for a more
nuanced investigation of language learners as complex and multidimensional
individuals and it greatly influenced the way scholars conceptualise the relationship
between language learners and society. Such an approach contributed to a social shift in
the studies on second language acquisition in the mid-1990s that shifted the emphasis
from language use and linguistic development to the relationship between language and
identity (Block, 2003). Since then, there has been a burgeoning literature that deals with
the relationship between language and identity that pursue poststructural approaches (.
Kanno, 2000, 2003; Mckay & Wong, 1996; Miller, 2003, 2004; Norton, 1997, 2000;
Pavlenko & Blackledge, 2004). In these studies, the concept of identity has been used as
a key analytical tool for understanding how individuals interact with society and how
language is used to construct and negotiate multiple identities. Moreover, recent
development in some studies in Britain points to the destabilisation of ethnic and
linguistic boundaries amongst young bilingual individuals (Harris, 2006; Preece, 2006;
Rampton, 1995; Rampton, Harris, & Leung, 1997) and the emergence of “new

ethnicities” and “hybrid identities”.

While the literature on identity is vast, this study, like Y. Kanno’s (2003) study of
bilingual and bicultural Japanese returnees, is concerned with identity as it relates to
language and culture. Y. Kanno’s central concern is how “bilingual individuals position
themselves between two languages and two (or more) cultures, and how they
incorporate these languages and cultures into their sense of who they are” (p. 3).
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Likewise, my study will continue in this vein to explore the identity of background
speakers as it relates to their languages.

According to Block (2007), empirical studies on language and identity can be
categorised into three major settings: naturalistic, foreign language, and study abroad.
While the distinction between these three settings may at times be arbitrary, for the
purpose of this research, I will follow Block’s (2007) categorisation and review the
empirical studies in the naturalistic and foreign language contexts, as they seem to be of
more relevance to Japanese background speakers. The naturalistic settings refer to “the
learning of language that is the dominant linguistic mediator of communication in the
surrounding environment” (p. 864), and foreign language settings refer to “the learning
of language in a formal classroom setting, which is embedded in surroundings where
the language is not the normal and most common linguistic mediator of day-to-day
activity” (p. 864).

2.2.1 ldentity and language learning in naturalistic contexts

One of the most influential works in the naturalistic context is the research by Norton
(Norton, 1997, 2000; Norton Pierce, 1995). In her significant longitudinal study of the
language learning experience of five immigrant women in Canada, Norton (2000)
utilised data from questionnaires, interviews and diary entries to examine how
immigrant women construct various identities in the process of learning a new language.
By drawing on the works of Bourdieu (1977a), Weedon (1987), and West (1992), she
suggested that identity should be understood as multiple, a site of struggle, and
changing over time (Norton Pierce, 1995). She found that the women in her study had
contradictory desires to be seen as equals in the workplace and recognised for their
differences. They had multiple and sometimes conflicting identities such as “an
immigrant, a mother, a language learner, a worker, a wife” (p. 126). Furthermore, she
observed shifts in their identity over time, for instance, from immigrant to multicultural
citizen. Through these findings, Norton challenged the idea that these women had fixed
motivations to study English. Rather, she introduced the notion of investment as a way
of describing how the women in her study made various investments in English as a
way of attaining a wider range of symbolic resources (for example, language, education
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and friendship) and material resources (for example, capital, real estate and money).
Investment in English was also a way of gaining a wider range of identity options in the
future.

The multiple nature of identities is also the central concern of Y. Kanno’s (2003)
longitudinal study which spans both the naturalistic and foreign language contexts
following Block’s categorisation. The participants were Japanese returnees or
kikokushijo, who are children of sojourning Japanese families who live overseas and
return to Japan after a period of time. While Norton’s study focused on the English
development of immigrants, Y. Kanno’s study focused on both of the languages in the
participants’ repertoire and how they influenced the participants’ bilingual/bicultural
development. This study is different from other studies on the identity of immigrants
because the participants eventually moved back to their home country (i.e. Japan) and
needed to re-adjust to the environment. Y. Kanno followed four Japanese returnee
students between 17 and 19 years of age for approximately three years as they left
Canada and transitioned back into Japan. As a theoretical framework she utilised Lave
and Wenger’s (1991) and Wenger’s (1998) concept of communities of practice which
assumes that individuals learn the language and the identities associated with a
community by participating and gaining membership in it. Indeed, she found that the
participants desire to participate in the Canadian and Japanese cultures led to the
construction of multiple and contradicting identities. In each case, she found that the
majority language was seen as a key to participating in their desired communities of
practice, while the minority language became an “emblem of their uniqueness” (Y.
Kanno, 2000: 2). The longitudinal aspect of her study captured how the participants’
views evolved from a rigid view of culture and identity as associated with a single
community of practice to a more sophisticated view of culture and identity that allowed
them to negotiate their identities in a variety of communities of practice. Y. Kanno’s
study highlighted how a bilingual/bicultural individual can hold two contradicting
worldviews in two contexts and manage hybrid identities. This notion of communities
of practice has since been extended by Norton and Gao (2008), who examined recent
studies on identity in China to explain how learners make investments not only to gain
membership in their present communities but also to gain access to “imagined

communities” and thus “imagined identities” (for example, an identity as an English-
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speaking Chinese elite) that belong in the future.

Hybrid identities are further explored by Tai (1999), who followed the narratives of 12
adult individuals who were zainichi (ethnic Koreans residing in Japan) or of mixed
ethnicity as they transition from Japan to the United States. Like Y. Kanno, Tai utilised
participants’ narratives about themselves, which were collected from interviews as the
main data. She found that the participants’ identities were constructed through
intersecting and contradictory discourses, allowing them or sometimes forcing them to
occupy multiple subject positions. Tai explained that, in Japan, the participants
presented themselves as “not Japanese” but at the same time, they emphasised their
“Japanese-ness”. By doing so, they constructed hybrid identities that successfully
deconstructed the boundaries of what it means to be “Japanese”. This provided them
with a way of resisting the label of “other” that was imposed on them in that country.
Their perception of identity and culture as fixed categories thus changed as they moved
to the United States.

In addition, there is an emerging body of literature in Japan that deals with a similar
cohort of students. For example Kawakami (Kawakami, 2007b) coined the term
“Children Crossing Borders” to refer to “children who are moving beyond national,
regional and linguistic borders” and who ““are learning the language used in their host
society as a second language as well as their first language that they use at home”
(Kawakami, 2007a: 1). While the context of his study is much different as his focus is
primarily on these students’ acquisition of the language used in the host society (i.e.
acquisition of Japanese in Japan), Kawakami’s studies point to the ways in which these
children cross spatial and linguistic borders, and how this results in the construction of
hybrid identities that cannot be categorised under preconceived identity labels. His
studies have raised a number of issues related to language policy and language
education in Japan, as internationalisation increases the number of such bilingual and
bicultural individuals. Indeed, in Japan there is an increased interest in the teaching of
Japanese as a heritage language, with a journal established in 2003 entitled Bogo
keishogo, bairingaru kyoiku kenkyu [Studies in Mother Tongue, Heritage Language and
Bilingual Education]. However, the multiplicity of language learners’ identities is only

recently beginning to be recognised in Japanese language education in Japan (Hatori,
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2009).

The studies discussed above seem to suggest that, at times, individuals may exert
agency in contesting and negotiating undesirable identities that are attributed to them.
This process has been the central issue of some studies that explore identity negotiation
(Doran, 2004; Giampapa, 2004; Kinginger, 2004; Pavlenko, 2004). For instance,
Giampapa (2004), using Giddens’ (1984) concept of “center” and “periphery”,
examined how three Italian-Canadian youths negotiated their identities in relation to the
discourse on italianita or Italianness in various “spaces”. She found that all three
participants positioned themselves differently with regard to the notion of italianita and
that “in different spaces and at different times, they challenge the undesirable imposed
identities” (p. 215), and their ability to move between the “center” and “periphery”
depended on their ability to foreground different aspects of their identities. It is also
worth noting that she found that some identity options were indeed not negotiable and
had to be downplayed at times.

In terms of how language is used as a tool for negotiation, Doran (2004) investigated

the use of Verlan, a street language characterised by alteration of French and borrowings
from Arabic, English and Romani, among ethnic youths living in disadvantaged
neighbourhoods outside Paris. The qualitative data collected from participant interviews,
observations and audio recordings of natural speech revealed that Verlan was used to
negotiate a social universe distinct from the mainstream French society, which allowed
the youth to occupy complex and hybrid identity options that recognised their multi-
ethnic and working-class identities.

Language choice and its relationship to identity is also examined by Nishimura (1992),
who conducted a case study which examined the language choice of Japanese/English
bilingual Canadian second-generation immigrants. Nishimura examined three Canada-
born second-generation Japanese and one naturalised Canadian second-generation
Japanese as well as these individuals’ interaction with herself. Through the analysis of
the recording of two interactions and an interview conducted afterwards, Nishimura
identified three types of bilingual speech used by the Canada-born second-generation
Japanese in the interaction, 1) the basically English variety, 2) the basically Japanese
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variety, and 3) the mixed variety. Which variety of speech they used depended on the
identity or a combination of identities of the interlocutor(s). She found that the Canada-
born second-generation Japanese use the basically Japanese variety with herself as they
viewed her identity as that of a native Japanese speaker. In other words, the base
language was Japanese with English nouns and discourse markers mixed in. On the
other hand, the Canada-born second-generation Japanese spoke to each other in the
basically English variety with sporadic uses of Japanese phrases. Nishimura argues that
this mixture of Japanese phrases into English was an expression of the Canada-born
second-generation speakers’ Japanese identity and they were confirming their common
background through the use of Japanese phrases. When there was a mixture of a
Japanese native speaker, a naturalised Canadian second-generation Japanese and a
Canada-born second-generation Japanese in the context, they spoke in the mixed variety.
Nishimura argued that these findings showed that the Canada-born second-generation
Japanese wanted to be in touch with the identities of both audiences and negotiated
various identities depending on their interlocutors. Nishimura concluded that the
relationship between language and identity is not static but dynamic and changes
depending on the identities of the interlocutors. This study thus effectively highlights
the function of language to index certain identities.

2.2.2 ldentity and language learning in foreign language contexts

Another line of research on language and identity are the studies conducted in foreign
language classrooms, in other words, in institutionalised settings. Thus, the participants
are usually immigrant children and the studies are often concerned with their English
language development. The number of studies in this area has been relatively small
compared to that in naturalistic contexts, and they have tended to focus on the
transformation of individuals as language learners (Block, 2007). As the studies are set
in a classroom environment, many of them place emphasis on the construction and
negotiation of identities between the language learner and the institutional context. For
example, one of the early studies that focuses on identities and agency in foreign
language contexts is McKay and Wong’s (1996) longitudinal study which utilised the
notion of investment to analyse the English learning experience of four Chinese
immigrant students at an American high school. They observed that the students were
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subject to various discourses simultaneously. They identified these discourses as:
colonialist/racialist discourse, model minority discourse, Chinese nationalist discourse,
school discourse and gendered discourse. While some of these discourses placed the
participants in certain favourable subject positions, others marginalised them from
learning the language. Their findings showed that agency-enhancement and identity-
enhancement were the central factors influencing a students’ investment in English. The
participants were engaged in complex negotiations with the discourses they were placed
in to construct multiple, fluid, and often contradictory identities. It is interesting to note
also that, at times, not investing in learning English was a way for some students to
preserve positive identities.

As Mckay and Wong’s (1996) study showed, there are discourses and practices within
the language classroom that influence language learners’ identities in particular ways.
These aspects are explored by Toohey (2000) and Miller (2004), both of which are
longitudinal studies situated within ESL (English as a Second Language) classrooms.
Toohey’s (2000) ethnographic study utilised the notion of communities of practice to
examine six children in an ESL class over a three-year period from kindergarten to Year
Two. Her observations supported the idea that identities are produced through
interaction with the various overlapping communities of practice. While some
researchers emphasise the ability of individuals to exert agency and construct their own
identities, Toohey’s findings showed that, to a large extent, community practices
determine an individual’s identity. She observed that, “the specific practices of their
classrooms produced the focal children as specific kinds of students, with the identity
‘ESL learners’ as a more or less important marker” (p. 125). At times, these labelling
practices of the classrooms blocked students’ access to opportunities for developing

their language.

Similar to Toohey’s (2000) study mentioned above, Miller (2004) used the concept of
“audibility” (Miller, 2000) and “voice” (Giroux, 1992) to examine migrant students in
Australia and the politics of speaking in class. To this end, she followed the transition of
10 high school students of non-English speaking backgrounds from ESL courses to the
mainstream classroom. She conducted a discourse analysis of data collected from semi-
structured interviews, diaries, focus groups, observations, and other informal
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interactions. Her findings suggested that while schools as “sites of representation”
provided ample situations for immigrant children to interact with native speakers, these
opportunities were not equal among students. Indeed, English played a central factor in
determining a student’s ability to participate in a discourse. In other words, English
ability determined the ability to have a voice, and this correlated with audibility. She
noted that the focal students’ use of English was limited to formal interactions with
teachers and with peers during group activities. Furthermore, another factor that
determined audibility was the ability of students to “sound right”. Visible difference or
ethnicity was also a salient factor affecting language learning and the negotiation of
identity, with some students explaining that English native speakers were reluctant to
talk to them because of their black hair. These Asian students had little access to the
opportunities to use English and were, as a result, marginalised in the classroom. These
two studies showed that identities of language learners were inevitably influenced by
specific community practices of the language classroom. In addition, they showed that
language and language proficiency were prominent factors that influenced a student’s

ability to claim a voice and negotiate more favourable identity options.

However, language learners are not only complicit in the practices, ideologies and
discourses of the classroom. Canagarajah’s (1993) critical ethnography of Sri Lankan
English classrooms suggest that, at times, the students may resist the practices imposed
on them by the institution. For example, the Tamil students whom Canagarajah
examined actively resisted collaborative approaches to teaching and insisted on teacher-
centred approaches in which learning was a product rather than a process. Moreover,
these students seemed to oppose the “alien discourses behind the language and
textbook™ (p. 617), which clashed with the representation of their own “Tamil”
identities.

Asslightly different perspective is taken up by Duff and Uchida (1997) who focus on the
social identities of English teachers in Japan. Through a six-month ethnographic case
study at a language school in the Kansai region of Japan, they examined how the
identities of four teachers (two Japanese and two Americans) were negotiated and
transformed over time, and how that influenced their teaching practices. The data was
collected by means of a teacher/student questionnaire, journal entries, audio and visual
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recordings, and interviews. As regards identity, they found that all teachers’ identities
were constructed along a biographical/professional basis (i.e. past learning experiences,
past teaching experiences and cross-cultural experiences) and a more immediate
contextual basis (i.e. teaching material, classroom culture and institutional culture). It is
worth noting, however, that there were instances in which there was a contradiction
between self-proclaimed beliefs and identities and what actually went on in the

classroom.

These studies in the foreign language context highlight the influence of the dominant
ideologies, discourses and the practices of the classrooms on an individual’s identity
positions. At times, students actively show resistance to these structuring influences and
attempt to change the conditions of the classrooms they engage in. Thus, language
classrooms are not insulated from the outside world, but rather a site of cultural politics
whereby “different versions of the world are battled over” (Pennycook, 2001: 128).
Pennycook (2001) further contends that “the cultural struggle in classrooms is not
reducible to one between ideologies of the dominant and dominated but rather to a
whole circulation of different ideas, cultural forms, ways of thinking, being, and
speaking” (p. 128). Identities in language classrooms thus emerge through this
interaction between the individual and the social structure in which they participate, and
through the negotiation between the actors in these fields.

In this chapter, | have examined some of the studies on heritage language education that
have been conducted to date and surveyed key studies on language and identity. It
seems that the large number of these studies on heritage learners have focused primarily
on the students’ language ability. While there have also been some studies that explore
these students’ identities and their relationship to language development, empirical
inquiries into the complexity of their identities have been relatively few. The number is
even fewer when it comes to studies that examine Japanese heritage learners. Moreover,
these studies on heritage learners’ identities could certainly benefit from the valuable
insights provided by the studies on language and identity, above, that pursue
poststructural approaches. Taking this gap in the research on heritage language
learners/background speakers into consideration, this study will examine the Japanese
heritage learners’ identities and how they are negotiated in Japanese language classes
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vis-a-vis their peers as well as the multiple discourses, norms and ideologies found in
these classrooms.
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CHAPTER 3: Theoretical and conceptual frameworks

This chapter outlines the main theoretical framework and the concepts utilised in this
study. More specifically, this study will apply the framework for examining the
negotiation of identities in multilingual contexts proposed by Pavlenko and Blackledge
(2004) as the overarching theoretical approach, while the notions of language expertise,
affiliation and inheritance proposed by Rampton (1990) and later expanded on by
Leung, Harris and Rampton (1997) will be applied when discussing an individual’s
relationship to a language. In addition, Bourdieu’s (Bourdieu, 1977b) notion of habitus,
field and capital will be discussed as a framework for examining how the structural
forces and power relations within the classroom influence the students’ identities. These
approaches and concepts will be utilised as a starting point for investigating how
Japanese heritage learners’ identities are negotiated in their lives as well as in Japanese
language classes, and also for examining the interests that are pursued through such
negotiations.

3.1 Language expertise, language inheritance and language affiliation

Firstly, the notions of language expertise, affiliation, and inheritance (Leung, Harris and
Rampton, 1997; Rampton, 1990), introduced above, are useful for examining how
individuals from diverse backgrounds construct their relationships to the languages in
their repertoire. These concepts arose in the UK from the need in TESOL (Teaching
English as a Second or Other Language) to reconceptualise the notion of “native
speaker” for these bilingual learners in the classrooms. These bilingual learners, like
background speakers and heritage learners, are students “at various stages of learning
English as a second or additional language for studying purposes and who have at least
some knowledge and skills in another language or languages already” (Leung, et al.,
1997: 544). 1t was long believed in TESOL that bilingual learners were “native
speakers” of their ethnic language and that they had strong aftiliations to the language
and culture that they were exposed to at home. That is, a strong one-to-one
correspondence was assumed between one’s ethnicity and language. This led many
researchers to conceptualise bilingual learners as English learners who were social and
linguistic outsiders who all had similar needs and identities. However, Leung et al.
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(1997) explain that classroom realities suggested otherwise. For example, some
bilingual learners were not proficient in the language that was used, or may have been
used at home. Others felt very little affiliation to their home language and culture
regardless of their degree of expertise in it. As such, there was a great deal of diversity
in the ways that individuals with ethnic backgrounds constructed their relationships
with the languages in his/her repertoire. They argued that in a highly complex society,
fixed categories of languages, ethnicities and social identities were no longer applicable
to individuals. Citing Hall (1992a), Leung et al. (1997) explain that:

Members of minority groups are not simple inheritors of fixed identities,
ethnicities, cultures, and languages but are instead engaged in a continual
collective and individual process of making, remaking, and negotiating these

elements, thereby constantly constructing dynamic new ethnicities. (p.547)

Therefore, what Leung et al. (1997) suggest is the replacement of the terms “native
speaker” and “mother tongue” with the notions of language expertise, language
affiliation, and language inheritance, and extending them to all of the languages in an
individual’s repertoire. Firstly, language expertise refers to an individual’s ability or
proficiency in each of the languages. An individual may have varying degrees of
expertise in their home language and in English. Some bilingual students may disclaim
expertise in their home language, while others may possess very high proficiency.
Consequently, this concept does not make a distinction between one’s “native” language

and the second language, and allows researchers to view both languages equally.

Secondly, language affiliation refers to the “attachment or identification that one feels
for a language whether or not they nominally belong to the social group customarily
associated with it” (Leung, et al., 1997: 555). This provides a more flexible way of
viewing an individual’s orientation to a language that does not consider ethnic
background as a marker of affiliation. For instance, a Japanese background speaker born
in Japan to Japanese parents but who is now living in Australia may have very weak
affiliation to Japanese, even though they have a high proficiency in it, and state that
English is his/her preferred language. This aspect is particularly connected to one’s

identity. Miller (2003) explains that the “language we are affiliated to reflects how we

34



wish to speak, but also how we are positioned to speak and how we are heard” (p.43).

Thirdly, language inheritance refers to the way in which individuals are born into a
language tradition that is prominent in the family or community. This is regardless of
whether they claim expertise in, or affiliation to that language. This notion thus
questions the one-to-one correspondence between one’s ethnicity and language. For
example, Japanese background speakers born in Australia may feel a strong affiliation
to Japanese but feel that they do not inherit it automatically. Instead they may feel like
an outsider with regard to it. The difference between inheritance and affiliation is that
while the former occurs within ethnic boundaries, the latter occurs across these

boundaries.

Block (2006) calls the above-described concepts of language expertise, affiliation and
inheritance an individual’s “language identity” and defines it as “the assumed and/or
attributed relationship between one’s sense of self and a means of communication which
might be known as a language (e.g. English) a dialect (Geordie) or a sociolect (e.g.
football-speak)” (p. 36). Block’s definition slightly expands the original definitions by
including both one’s self-ascribed relationship and the attributed relationship by others.
While Rampton (1990) originally did not conceptualise the notions of expertise,
affiliation and inheritance as a framework per se, it nonetheless suggests a useful way of
breaking down an individual’s relationships to the languages in his/her repertoire into
three components, so each can be examined independently. Importantly, it does not
assume any fixed link between an individual’s identity, ethnicity and his/her expertise,
affiliation and inheritance as has often tended to be the case in the past. Thus,
individuals construct their language identities from these three elements and these may
vary greatly from person to person. In this study, | will utilise these notions of expertise,
affiliation and inheritance and apply them to Japanese heritage learners in an attempt to
examine how these components contribute to the construction and negotiation of the

learners’ identities, including language identities.
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3.2 Negotiation of identities in multilingual contexts

Rampton’s concepts and his work on “language crossing” (Rampton, 1995, 1996) seem
to suggest that individuals have varying degrees of agency in contesting fixed identities
and categories that are attributed to them, including “Japanese”, “Australian”, “ESL”
and “native-speaker”. However, this is not to say that individuals always succeed in
contesting these labels. For instance, even if one considers him/herself to be affiliated to
English, others may still perceive him/her as being affiliated to another language. The
same thing may occur with inheritance. In other words, while individuals can exert
agency in determining their own expertise, affiliation and inheritance, the three notions
must be successfully negotiated with others as well. By displacing the term “native
speakers”, what Rampton’s concepts and the study by Leung et al. highlight is that there
is a constant element of negotiation that accompanies the notions of expertise, affiliation
and inheritance. Negotiation may thus occur within oneself and with others, and it is the
process by which expertise, affiliation and inheritance are thereby shaped.

As mentioned above, the framework for the negotiation of identities in multicultural
contexts outlined by Pavlenko and Blackledge (2004) will also be applied here as an
overarching theoretical framework to frame the whole study. This framework will be
utilised in order to examine how the three components of expertise, affiliation and
inheritance may shift and change depending on the context and how they may affect
one’s sense of identification. According to Pavlenko and Blackledge’s (2004)
framework, identities are constructed through negotiation, and this can be analysed by
using the concept of “positioning” (Davies & Harré, 1990; Harré & van Langenhove,
1999). They define this concept as “all discursive practices which may position
individuals in particular ways or allow individuals to position themselves” (p. 20).
There are two aspects to this concept: interactive positioning which is the process where
one individual places another, and reflexive positioning which is the process of
positioning oneself. To give an example in relation to Rampton’s (1990) concepts,
teachers and researchers labelling minority students as “native speakers” is a type of
interactive positioning, while learners’ self-perceived affiliation is a type of reflexive
positioning. By viewing the notions of expertise, affiliation and inheritance as part of a
process of negotiation in which others are involved instead of something that is fixed
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for life, my study can examine the process of change that Japanese heritage learners’
self-representation undergoes, depending on the classroom and individuals they are
interacting with. Pavlenko and Blackledge (2004) note that negotiation may occur
within oneself through texts and that it does not require two physical parties. This
observation is of particular relevance because it may allow interpreting and translation
tasks to prompt individuals to be aware of the identity positions they bring to the text
lead to various kinds of noticing and a raised awareness about their languages.

In addition, Pavlenko and Blackledge (2004) state that identities constructed through
negotiation have five elements that are important in their theoretical framework. These
are: 1) location within particular discourses and ideologies of language; 2)
embeddedness within the relationships of power; 3) multiplicity, fragmentation and
hybridity; 4) the imagined nature of new identities and 5) location within particular
narratives. In their view, individuals construct identities by using the language available
to them at any given time and, on the other hand, identities guide the way an individual
may use language. In addition, the framework also emphasises the fact that identities
must be viewed in their entirety. This gives rise to the necessity to examine Japanese
heritage learners from multiple perspectives, including their histories and their
interactions with others. Furthermore, Pavlenko and Blackledge’s framework
emphasises the importance of narratives as a means of bringing coherence to these
multiple identities and this has methodological implications that will be discussed in the
following chapter. In sum, Pavlenko and Blackledge’s framework for analysing the
negotiation of identities in multilingual contexts “privileges a dynamic view of
identities, with individuals continuously involved in production of selves, positioning of
others, revision of identity narratives, and creation of new ones which valorise new

modes of being and belonging” (p.19).

3.3 Field, habitus and capital

In the overarching framework suggested by Pavlenko and Blackledge (2004) above,
how identity negotiations occur within power relations and discourses may require
further elaboration as it is relevant to the students’ negotiation of identities in the
classroom. Here, the French sociologist, Pierre Bourdieu’s (1977b, 1986) theoretical
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concepts of field, habitus and capital may be particularly useful. Bourdieu
conceptualised these concepts to help explain the structural nature of schools in
(re)producing class inequalities and educational attainment. In comparing the different
educational attainment of students from different social classes, Bourdieu explained that
the reason for the different levels of outcome was not due to an innate ability or deficit
of intelligence that the working-class students possessed but that institutions such as
schools valued and legitimatised certain types of cultural and social capital only
possessed by upper or middle class families who were able to transmit them to their
children.

According to Bourdieu (1977), all interactions take place in fields (or “champ” in
French), which are “semi autonomous, structured social spaces characterised by
discourse and social activity” (Carrington & Luke, 1997: 100). Fields such as the home,
school and communities are not fixed social spaces with fixed boundaries. They may
intersect and influence each other in a process of continuous reconstruction. Within
these fields, individuals and institutions are positioned depending on the amount and
composition of capital they possess and the type of capital that is valued in that
particular field. Bourdieu defines four main types of capital that individuals may possess.

The types of capital are shown in the Table 1 below:

Table 1: Types of capital (Carrington and Luke, 1997: 102)

Symbolic Capital
Institutionally recognised and legitimated authority and entitlement requisite for the
exchange and conversion of Cultural, Economic and Social Capital

Knowledges, skills, dispositions, linguistic

Embodied . :
Capital practices and r_epresentatlonal resources of
the bodily habitus
Cultural Capital Objectified  Cultural goods, texts, material objects and
Capital media physically transmissible to others
Institutional Academic qualifications, awards,
Capital professional certificates and credentials

Material goods and resources directly

Economic Capital convertible into money

Access to cultural and subcultural

Social Capital institutions, social relations and practices
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Firstly, economic capital refers to anything that is “immediately and directly convertible
into money” (Bourdieu, 1986: 243). Secondly cultural capital refers to any type of
capital that may take time to acquire. This can further be broken down into three sub-
types, embodied capital, objectified capital and institutional capital. Embodied capital
may be a set of skills, knowledge of language (i.e. linguistic capital), dispositions or
aspirations that are embodied by individuals. Cultural capital may also take the form of
objectified capital, which is “material objects and media such as writing, paintings,
monuments, instruments” and is “transmissible in its materiality” (Bourdieu, 1986: 19).
Additionally, cultural capital can also be institutional which means that it is provided to
individuals by authorised social institutions. Examples of this would include academic
qualifications, professional certificates and credentials. Thirdly, social capital refers to
an individual’s social networks, both real and virtual, and the potential benefits that one
can accrue from being a part of that particular group. Bourdieu further contends that
these forms of capital are, under certain conditions, convertible. For instance, a degree
from a highly prestigious university (i.e. institutional cultural capital) may lead to a
high-paying job (i.e. cultural and economic capital), which in turn may lead to networks

with colleagues (i.e. social capital) that may further one’s social or economic position.

In order to utilise and convert these forms of capital, Bourdieu (1986) explains that one
needs symbolic capital, which determines the uptake of the above-mentioned forms of
capital. Symbolic capital refers to “the social phenomenon of prestige, status and
reputation which accompanies the accumulation and recognition of other forms of
capital” (Carrington and Luke, 1997: 103). That is, for an individual’s cultural capital to
be deemed of value, an individual must possess the standing or social position to be
recognised by others as legitimate holders of that capital. In this regard, symbolic
capital “acts to facilitate the utilisation and efficiency of other forms of capital”
(Carrington and Luke, 1997: 103).

As individuals accumulate a wide range of capital through their trajectories across
various fields, they form what Bourdieu calls a habitus, in other words:

[A] set of dispositions acquired throughout their lives through psychic and

physical embodiment, and is a “distinctive, class, culture-based and
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engendered way of ‘seeing’, ‘being’ ‘occupying space’ and ‘participating in
history’ (Carrington and Luke, 1997: 101).

Nash (1999) defines habitus as an “embodiment of objective structure” (p. 184). This is
explored in detail by Bourdieu and Wacquant (1992) who explain the nature of a habitus
in the following excerpt:

[T]he strategy-generating principle enabling agents to cope with unforeseen
and ever-changing situations [...] a system of lasting and transposable
dispositions which, integrating past experiences, functions at every moment
as a matrix of perceptions, appreciations and actions and makes possible the
achievement of infinitely diversified tasks. (p. 18)

A more concise definition is given by James (2011) in the following excerpt:

It is really a way of talking about the embodiment of previous social fields,
whereby individuals acquire and carry ways of thinking and being and doing
from one place to another. It is about how past social structures get into

present action and how current actions confirm or reshape current structures.
(p.-2)

As such, possessing the embodiment of capital, or habitus, that fits with the
expectations and the value given to them in a particular field is a prerequisite for the
effective deployment and conversion of capital. However, as the expectations and value
of a certain type of capital is field dependant, the same combination of capital may yield
different social positions depending on the field one participates in.

For Bourdieu, linguistic competence then is not an inherent property of the individual,
but depends on whether one has an embodiment of capital (i.e. habitus) that is valued in
that particular field. That is to say, it is not only about what one says or the grammatical
or lexical accuracy of one’s utterances, but about how one is positioned by others and
by the power structure of the field that determines what is “legitimate” and what is not.

He argues that it is the “power to impose reception” (Bourdieu, 1977: 648) or the
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legitimacy of the speaker that is central to the notion of linguistic competence.

Asides from providing us with a tool-kit to discuss the internal mechanisms of power
that operate within particular social spaces like the classroom, an important insight that
Bourdieu points to is the relational nature of identities and values. Thus in terms of this
study, it may be important to acknowledge that students may be positioned by others
and position themselves differently depending on the fields they participate in, including
their homes, second language classes and the Japanese for Background Speakers’
subject. While one’s embodied capital and his/her way of talking may be seen as
legitimate in one field, this may not always be the case when he or she enters a different
field where the type of Japanese that may be deemed valuable may be different. This
lack of fit between the habitus and field may result in a student being marginalised and
attributed identity positions with less legitimacy in some contexts. | will utilise these
concepts above in an attempt to examine Japanese heritage learners from various
perspectives and account for the diversity that exists within this group of language

learners.
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CHAPTER 4: Methodology

In outlining the research design of this study, | will describe the overall approach taken
and the backgrounds of the participants involved. This will be followed by a detailed
explanation of the actual data collection procedures. In addition, this chapter will
discuss in detail my reasons for utilising these particular data collection procedures, the
theoretical issues involved and the strengths and limitations of the methods employed.

4.1 Overall approach

Since the 1980s, studies on the relationship between language and identity have
increasingly turned to qualitative ethnographic methods in an attempt to shed light on
“real language” used in specific contexts, rather than relying exclusively on quantitative
data that was often de-contextualised (Joseph, 2004). However, as discussed in the
previous chapter, some studies of heritage learners and their identities have tended to be
guantitative ones that rely on scales and questionnaires to measure the degree of ethnic
orientation or attitudes towards the heritage language. In other studies, much of the
focus has been on the experiences of community groups, especially in relation to
language shift and maintenance across generations (for example, Clyne, 1970; Clyne,
1991; Clyne & Kipp, 1996; Fishman, 1991). In contrast, the number of studies that take
a qualitative approach to examining the experiences and identities of individual heritage
learners, especially Japanese heritage learners in Australia, has been relatively small, as
mentioned above. This study aims to take a qualitative case study approach, in order to
fill this gap, and to provide an in-depth account of Japanese background speakers’

identities and some of their language learning experiences.

Considering the research questions outlined in Chapter 1, and in light of the fact that an
important component of identity is what “kind of person” (Gee, 2000) one perceives
himself or herself to be, obtaining first person accounts from the participants was of
utmost importance to the research design. Thus, the decision to conduct a qualitative
case study was made early in the study as it is “an excellent method for obtaining a
thick description of a complex social issue embedded within a cultural context”

(Dornyei, 2007: 155). Moreover, it would allow me to document the “emic perspective”
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(Mackey & Gass, 2005: 163) of the participants, in other words, the meanings and
interpretations they attach to their experiences (Dornyei, 2007; Hammersley, 1992;
Silverman, 2000). By adopting such a participant-oriented perspective, it is possible to
account for the multiple, contradictory and shifting nature of identities and that may not
be easy to identify from the utilisation of quantitative means.

In addition, from the perspective of participant recruitment, the case study approach was
best suited here as it can yield rich data with a limited number of participants (Nunan,
1992). Indeed, while the number of Japanese heritage learners is growing, the
population is relatively small in total and locating them in language classrooms and
recruiting a large number of participants would have been very challenging. In total, as |
will discuss in detail below, seven students from a Japanese for Background Speakers’

subject, which was administered by an Australian university, participated in this study.

The limitations of a having a small number of participants, namely the issues of
representativeness and generalisability, were something that | had to keep in mind
throughout the research. The aim of this research was not to provide a generalised view
of Japanese heritage learners, but to gain an understanding of their individual
experiences, and how the participants in this study constructed their relationships with
English and Japanese. Duff (1990, 2006) claims that case studies have generated
detailed accounts of the processes and/or accounts of language learning for a variety of
subjects, and analysis of four to six focal students can yield significant results, even
when considering the possible attrition of participants to three or four. In fact, with a
multiple or collective case study, multiple accounts can be examined and compared, and
therefore have satisfactory face validity (Dérnyei, 2007). Dornyei further contends that
it is “uniquely capable of documenting and analysing the situated, contextual influences
on language acquisition and use, as well as the subtle variations in learner and teacher
identities that emerge during the language learning/teaching process” (p. 154). Indeed,
ethnographic studies and case-studies with a small number of participants have yielded
significant results in the literature on language, identity and language learning, with
participants ranging from teachers, returnees, students on study-abroad, immigrant
women, and so on (Block, 2006; Duff & Uchida, 1997; Y. Kanno, 2000, 2003;
Kinginger, 2004; Miller, 2003; Norton, 2000; Wong-Fillmore, 1979). This study thus
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adopts this approach in order to conduct a nuanced investigation of individual Japanese
heritage learners.

Within the case study, semi structured interviews were utilised and the data derived
from it comprised a large part of the data set, which is reported here. However, to gain a
more holistic understanding of Japanese heritage learners and to critically examine the
interview data, “triangulation” (Burns, 1990; Hammersley & Atkinson, 1983; Pavlenko
& Blackledge, 2004; Silverman, 2000) was conducted through the recording of
translation and interpreting activities, and the collection of language use diaries and
homework tasks conducted in the aforementioned Japanese for Background Speakers’
subject. In addition, interviews were conducted with the teachers of this subject.

4.2 Participants

As mentioned above, data collection and participant recruitment were conducted
through a special Japanese for Background Speakers’ subject offered at the Australian
university where this research was undertaken. This subject was established in 2010 to
cater for these language learners who have home-backgrounds in Japanese. The
Japanese program within the university established it in an effort to address the
increasing number of heritage learners enrolling in advanced-level Japanese subjects, a
situation described by Yoshimitsu (2008), as noted above. Moreover, it was an attempt
to provide appropriate instruction to students who have been difficult to place in the
existing language classrooms because of their prior exposure to Japanese at home, and
provide an environment in which heritage learners can interact and study with peers
from similar backgrounds and further develop their Japanese competence. The subject
was offered to two groups of students. Firstly, it was available to excelling Year 12
students who have already completed their secondary school Japanese study at the Year
11 level, but who wished to pursue further “Extension study” (a more detailed
explanation of the terminology will be provided in Chapter 6). Upon successful
completion of the subject, additional tertiary entrance scores were awarded to these Year
12 students. Secondly, the subject was available to university students, regardless of
their year. Secondary-level and university students were able to enrol in the class
provided that they met the following criteria:
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1. They have a home background in Japanese or have completed two or more
years of formal education in Japan;

2. They have not completed a substantial amount of their education in Japan
and have not taken, are not currently taking, or are not eligible to take VCE
LOTE (Languages Other Than English) Japanese first language stream units 3
and 4. (A more detailed explanation of the terminology and Victorian
education system is provided in Section 6.1 and Section 7.1)

As the above criteria show, the subject targeted language learners who were neither so-
called “native speakers” nor beginners who were learning the language as a second or
additional language. However, the criteria described above was rather broad, and
potentially included those who may not have home-backgrounds but who have lived for
an extended period of time in Japan, or have the prerequisite high linguistic proficiency.
As a result, the students’ bilingual abilities as well as their backgrounds varied
considerably. Nevertheless, 17 out of the 18 students enrolled in this subject between
2010 and 2011 had a Japanese home-background in relation to one or both parents being
Japanese.

The site of the study was chosen for a number of reasons. Firstly, it allowed me to
recruit participants who were roughly in the same age group and with home-
backgrounds in Japanese. It also allowed me to recruit students who had the previous
experience of studying in Japanese second language classrooms as well as the Japanese
for Background Speakers’ subject they were enrolled in at the time of recruitment. Thus,
I was able to compare their accounts of both classes in order to examine the students’
identity negotiation in both of these environments vis-a-vis different groups of peers.
Furthermore, the rather broad prerequisite allowed for a diversity of student
backgrounds, and ensured that I could recruit various types of background speakers,
albeit a small number overall.

Secondly, the site allowed me to gather data in an environment that provided me with
the opportunity to examine the interactions, the language use and identity negotiations
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between heritage learners that may not be observable in typical foreign language
classrooms. In addition, a focus on the role that this Japanese for Background Speakers’
subject had on the language learning experiences of these students allowed me to
differentiate this study from previous studies that tended to focus on heritage learners in
typical foreign language classrooms.

I initially approached the students in August 2010, but due to the relatively small class
size at the time, | was only successful in recruiting one participant, and undertook a
pilot study utilising the framework outlined in Chapter 3 above. The data from this
participant is not included in this study, as the objective of the pilot study was to gain an
initial understanding of some of the themes related to identity to pursue in this study.
The following year, in 2011, | approached the new class and was successful in
recruiting seven participants who became the focus of this study. Of the seven
participants, six were male and one was a female student. Six out of the seven students
were Year 12 secondary students and one was a third-year university student. Their ages
varied between 17 and 20 years of age. Since some of these students were under 18
years of age, | also obtained the permission of their parents before conducting any data
collection. Table 2 below shows the participants’ family backgrounds. Pseudonyms have
been used for the purpose of anonymity.

Table 2: Participants' family backgrounds

Age Sex Father’s Mother’s Siblings Age of

background background Migration

Yuta 20 M Japanese Japanese OB (23) -

Takeshi 18 M Australian Japanese YB (16) -

John 17 M Australian Japanese YB (14) 3

Chika 17 F Japanese Japanese 3

Anthony 18 M Australian Japanese YS (16) 8

Fumiya 18 M Japanese Japanese 9

Teru 17 M Chinese Chinese YS (16,15) 11
(Taiwan) (Hong Kong)

YB = Younger brother, YS = Younger sister, OB = Older brother, OS = Older sister

With the exception of Teru, all participants had an ethnic Japanese background.
However, according to the aforementioned definition by Draper and Hick’s (2000), Teru,
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too, could be considered a heritage learner as he has had an extended experience of

living and studying in Japan. Takeshi and Anthony were from mixed marriages where

the father was an Australian and the mother was Japanese. There was also diversity with

regard to the age of immigration, as shown in Table 2 above. The educational

backgrounds of the participants are shown in Table 3 below:

Table 3: Participants' educational backgrounds

Primary Secondary  Tertiary Education Japanese
school school education  in Japan Saturday School
Yuta Australia Australia Australia - -
Takeshi  Australia Australia - - 10 years
(age 4-14)
John Australia Australia - - 8 years
(age 6-14)
Chika Australia Australia - - 13 years
(age 3-17)
Anthony  Japan Australia - 3 years 6 years
(years 1-3) (age 9-15)
Australia
(years 2-6)
Fumiya  Japan Australia - 2 years 3 months
(years 1-2) (age 8)
Samoa
(years 2-3)
Australia
(years 3-6)
Teru Chinese Australia - 5 years 5 years
school in (age 12-17)
Japan
(years 1-3)
Japan
(years 4-5)
Australia
(year 6)

As Table 3 shows, Anthony, Fumiya and Teru have received some formal primary

school level education in Japan, whereas the other participants have received all of their

education in Australia. As regards their secondary school education, it should be noted

that, in addition to the above, all participants completed the Victorian Certificate of
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Education (VCE) Japanese Second Language subject at the Year 11 level. Furthermore,
with the exception of Yuta, all participants attended the Japanese Saturday School for

varying lengths of time. Chika, for instance, attended the Japanese Saturday School the
longest and completed it at 17 years of age. On the other hand, Fumiya, only attended it

for 3 months at the age of 8 years.

How representative these seven participants were of the Japanese heritage learner
population was an issue that | needed to consider, as students enrolled in this subject
may be more motivated to study the language than those who decide not to, or those
who decided to enrol in lower level Japanese subjects, if at all. Moreover, because these
students, especially the Year 12 students, also enrolled in the Japanese for Background
Speakers’ subject as an “Extension study” subject for excelling students at the
secondary school level, it can be expected that these students possessed relatively high
academic competence overall. Thus, from the outset, the recruitment may have
excluded Japanese heritage learners who were not proficient enough in Japanese to take
the subject or those who did not self-identify as a heritage learner. It is also possible that
there are other students of Japanese background living in Australia who have very
limited receptive but no productive competence in Japanese at all. Moreover, it is also
likely that the spoken and written competence of the students who were recruited for
this study may vary considerably. That is to say, the recruitment criteria applied in this
study may thus have favoured those with higher motivations and higher spoken
Japanese competence. However, as Table 3 above shows, | was still able to recruit
students with very different backgrounds in terms of education and family background,
even if they fall into a higher group in terms of their Japanese language proficiency. In
fact, | believe that the choice to recruit from this subject was beneficial as these students
were more likely to be conscious of their bilingual backgrounds and were thus able to

articulate various issues during the interviews.

4.3 Data collection

4.3.1 Semi-structured interviews

A large portion of the data used in this study derives from a set of semi-interviews with
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the participants, as noted above. As Pavlenko and Blackledge (2004) suggest, semi-
structured interviews best suits the framework outlined in Chapter 3, as these can elicit
information regarding the interviewees’ attitudes and emotions and reflect the
participants’ voices, opinions and beliefs through a participant-relevant and participant-
oriented perspective. In total, two semi-structured interviews were conducted with each
participant, with the exception of John who was interviewed only once due to time
limitations. The interviews lasted anywhere between 30 to 60 minutes and were held in
open spaces, including classrooms, cafes and library spaces in the university where this
research was undertaken.

The main purpose of the first semi-structured interview was to gain initial background
information about the participants. This included information regarding their family,
educational background, social networks in Australia/Japan, language use, frequency of
visits to Japan, use of computer mediated communication, and so on. Also, prior to the
actual interview, each participant was asked to record his/her English and Japanese use
for a week in a diary template provided by the researcher (see Appendix 1). The
information gathered from the diary was used as a springboard in the first interview to
elicit additional information regarding the participants’ language use in their daily lives,
including who they communicated with, in which language and how frequently they
engaged in various literacy practices in and outside the school setting. Participants were
informed before the interview that they may speak in either English or Japanese
language, and that they could switch between the languages as they preferred.
Interestingly, all participants decided to use Japanese as the base language, though it
needs to be acknowledged that when initiating communication with them, | myself
employed Japanese.

Asides from a simple “interview guide” (Dornyei, 2007: 137) (see Appendix 2) that sets
out the initial questions to be asked and ensured that all topics were covered, the
conversation was allowed to proceed rather freely, and the interview was conducted in a
way that gave the participants more control in terms of the choice of topics and the flow
of the conversation. Each interview usually began with talk about the students’ school
or day, which helped create rapport between the researcher and the student. I tried to
facilitate open discussion and the participants were invited to elaborate on certain points
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they felt were important to them. The interview was audio-recorded using a digital
recorder and later transcribed for analysis.

The second interview was conducted a month after the first interview, when the
preliminary coding was completed and recurring themes were identified. On this
occasion, a more specific interview guide was created to suit each participant. This
second interview was more focused and served two purposes. The first objective was to
gain information about how students perceive their languages and identities, and their
narratives about their participation in the VCE Japanese Second Language subject at
school and the Japanese for Background Speakers’ subject that they were enrolled in at
the time of the interview. The second objective was to collect their narratives or “life
stories” and to gain an understanding of the participants’ language learning experiences,
with a particular focus on the notions of language expertise, affiliation, and inheritance,
as outlined by Leung, Harris and Rampton (1997), described above. These narratives
provided information regarding how each participant constructed and negotiated and
brought coherence to his or her identities, as well as the values they had embodied
throughout their lives. Moreover, the examination of the students’ narratives also
allowed my study to frame identity as a process rather than a fixed product, which is in

line with the poststructuralist tradition.

While recognising the strengths of semi-interviews in eliciting information about how
the participants perceive themselves, their experiences and their languages, as Yin
(1994) suggests, the data should be viewed as verbal reports. That is, participants may
be “prone to bias, poor recall, and poor or inaccurate articulation” (p. 85). Indeed, the
degree to which interview data correspond with real events is a concern raised by
numerous researchers (for an in-depth discussion see Block, 1995, 2000). For example,
Block (2000) points out that accounts from interviewees may not always be
“representational” of real events but “presentational” of how the interviewee constructs
the relationship between him/her and the interviewer. Moreover, Block explains that
interviewees may adopt voices, which to a certain degree is bound by what is
appropriate to say in a given context in a given community. This voice may also change
during the course of the interview depending on how interviewees position themselves
and how they are positioned by certain questions. Furthermore, interview data needs to
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be critically examined as they are co-constructed through the interaction between the
researcher and the participant (Pavlenko & Blackledge, 2004). When viewed in this
light, interview data utilised in the research can be difficult to interpret as participants
may represent themselves in certain ways vis-a-vis the researcher and the questions
asked, and construct themselves differently depending on how they perceive the
interviewer, the relationship with the interviewer, the questions and the purpose of the
interview. In sum, while the accounts given to me by the participants through the semi-
structured interview certainly provide insights into their identities and how they are
negotiated, the data should not be viewed as direct or “true” accounts, but as certain
“acts of representation” (Harris, 2006). Therefore, the researcher thus needs to analyse
what inferences can be made from such accounts (Hammersley and Atkinson, 1983).

4.3.2 Recording of translation and interpreting tasks

To examine the interaction of Japanese heritage learners amongst themselves and with
the teacher, and also to observe how they actually utilise their bilingual resources in the
classroom context, | conducted two audio-recordings of in-class dialogue interpreting
tasks as well as in-class translation tasks, conducted on different days. These translation
and interpreting tasks allowed me to examine the participants’ actual written and oral
performance in both Japanese and English because the tasks required the students to
actively use both languages in order to mediate between two speakers or texts.

In the translation tasks, the students were asked to translate two passages, one from
Japanese into English and the other from English into Japanese. The English text was a
newspaper article of approximately 60 words in length, and the Japanese text was an
excerpt from a Japanese non-fiction book and approximately 100 characters in length
text. After the participants finished the translation tasks, they discussed as a class the
issues they encountered and anything they noticed in the process. This discussion was
video-recorded and the finished translations were also collected for analysis.

In the interpreting tasks, students were asked to act as interpreters for dialogue scenarios
involving a situation in Australia between a Japanese speaker and an English speaker.
More specifically, the students were required to interpret either a scenario involving a
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doctor and a patient or a scenario involving a teacher and a parent. Prior to the activity,
only the topics of the dialogues were given to the students acting as the interpreter and,
therefore, it required them to spontaneously interpret utterances into Japanese or
English. The interpreting performances of each of the participants were video-recorded
and utilised in the next phase of the data collection. A more detailed explanation of the
relevant texts and tasks will be provided in Chapter 8, which discusses how the students

utilise their bilingual resources in translation and interpreting activities.

4.3.3 Stimulated recall interviews

Since a large part of the translating and interpreting processes are invisible, in total, two
stimulated recall interviews, or follow-up interviews, were conducted with each
participant: one after the translation task and one after the interpreting task. The main
aim of these interviews was to elicit information regarding the internal processes and
strategies that the participants utilised during the translation and interpreting tasks (Gass
& Mackey, 2000, 2007; Neustupny, 1990). Firstly, the stimulated recall interviews of
the translation tasks were conducted using the participants’ translation of the above-
mentioned texts. | went through each section of the translation with the participants in
order to trigger comments on how they engaged with the task and any issues they
encountered in the process. Secondly, the stimulated recall interviews of the interpreting
tasks were conducted in a similar way by playing back the video-recordings of the
participants’ actual interpreting performance. I invited the participants to comment on
how they engaged with the task, including what they were thinking, why they utilised a
certain strategy, which language direction they felt more comfortable with, and so on.

While all measures were taken to conduct the stimulated recall interviews as soon as
possible after the actual tasks to minimise the information loss (Dornyei, 2007), due to
time constraints, there were time delays anywhere between one to four days between the
activity and the actual stimulated recall interview, which may have had an influence on
the data. These interviews were also recorded, transcribed and analysed in conjunction
with the data from the semi-structured interviews to examine the students’ perception of
their Japanese and English and how they utilised their bilingual resources to engage in
the task.
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CHAPTER 5: Participants’ histories and their language identities

This chapter presents the participants’ self-reported profiles, histories and language
identities in order to set the context for the analysis found in the subsequent chapters.
The descriptions will focus on all seven students who were enrolled in the Japanese for
Background Speakers’ subject in 2011 and who participated in this study: Anthony,
Takeshi, Chika, Fumiya, Teru, Yuta and John. The aims of this chapter are two-fold.
Firstly, I aim to illustrate the diversity of the participants’ experiences and language
identities. Secondly, | will also draw together the commonalities in the narratives,
focusing particularly on the value placed on the Japanese language in the homes of the
participants.

5.1 Students’ narratives

The narratives of the students below are based on data derived from the set of semi-
structured interviews conducted with the participants. As mentioned in the previous
chapter, with the exception of John who was interviewed only once, all of the other
students were interviewed twice about their personal histories and perception of their
languages. Also, as described above, it is important to acknowledge that the data should
not be seen uncritically as views into the students’ minds and experiences but rather as
acts of representations (Harris, 2006). In particular, my role as an interviewer — a staff
member of the university — and the institutional setting in which the interviews were
conducted may have had an influence on the participants’ accounts. Nevertheless, the
following accounts suffice to show the diversity in the way the students chose to present
their experiences, and the shifting and negotiated nature of their language identities that

may not be visible when the students are simply labelled as “heritage learners”.

5.1.1 Anthony

Profile and educational background

Anthony was 18 years old at the time of this study and was born in Japan to an
Australian father and a Japanese mother. He had a younger sister who was 16 years old.
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Anthony grew up in the outer suburbs of Tokyo and according to him, he was a normal
Japanese boy. The first language he learned to speak was Japanese, which he used to
communicate with his Japanese mother and younger sister. However, Anthony could not
recall how he used to communicate with his father who spoke very little Japanese.

In Japan, Anthony was exposed to English from an early age. He had visited Australia a
number of times and had attended a social group with his mother to learn English while
living in Japan. Anthony recalled that these attempts to teach him English were
unsuccessful, and thus it was not until he moved to Australia at the age of eight years
and entered the second year of a local primary school that he began speaking English.
Although Anthony had opportunities to continue speaking Japanese with his mother and
his grandfather who would come to visit and stay for three months at a time, as he spent
more and more time in an English-speaking environment, English quickly became his
dominant language and the language of communication not only with his father, but
with his sister as well.

As aresult, the maintenance of Anthony’s Japanese became an important agenda for his
mother. She was particularly strict with a Japanese-only rule at home and would not
respond whenever Anthony or his sister talked to her in English. She also enrolled
Anthony in the Japanese Saturday School at the age of nine years. Anthony recalled that
he was not keen on studying Japanese while his friends were out enjoying their
Saturdays, but he complied with his mother’s request and continued to attend until the
age of 15 years. Looking back, however, he felt that it allowed him to make other good
friends with whom he was still maintaining contact. It was during this period that he
was exposed to Japanese popular culture including manga, or Japanese comic books,
which were often circulated around the Japanese Saturday School class during break-
time. However, since most of his friends there were children of sojourning families,
they returned to Japan and Anthony eventually lost interest in manga and other forms of

Japanese popular culture.

Anthony’s friends at his secondary school were mostly English speakers, who perceived
him as an Australian. At the time of the interview, he had three close Japanese friends
from the Japanese Saturday School who had returned to Japan with whom he
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maintained contact with using social networking sites such as Facebook. Anthony
visited them every time he travelled on holiday to Japan. When they met, these friends
would tell him that his Japanese had gotten worse, but Anthony did not seem to mind.
Anthony enjoyed visiting Tokyo once every year and especially loved the food and the
wide variety of products sold in vending machines. Although Anthony held a fondness
for his Japanese hometown and felt some attachment to it, he had no plans to move to
Japan or to study there. He excelled in mathematics and science and hoped to become
an engineer like his father and continue to live in Melbourne in the future.

Language identity and ethnic identification

Anthony identified his stronger language as English, commenting that it was “5&/&%”
(perfect) and that he had a wider range of vocabulary in this language. However, he also
claimed confidence in his Japanese expertise, commenting that he had no problems
reading and could recognise a wide range of kanji — a result of reading the newspaper
everyday with his mother ever since he stopped attending the Japanese Saturday School.
Asides from his reading, Anthony was particularly confident with his Japanese
pronunciation, commenting “¥HE N B VONEWE RS | BEIFIRLKRE & En
FT. BELRWVE, RN, T2V, T B ZNE D (1think its good that
my pronunciation is good, I don t think there s any problems with my pronunciation,
when your pronunciation is good, like, it'’s very, very different how others think of you).
Speaking Japanese fluently and with good pronunciation seemed to be particularly
important for Anthony. He described his father who could not speak Japanese, despite
living there for 10 years, as “##it# & ¥ (pretty uncool).

However, despite his sense of expertise in spoken Japanese, Anthony preferred to speak
and write in English. Even when his bilingual friends in Japan messaged him online in
Japanese, Anthony would always return these messages in English. Anthony explained
that this was because it felt “unnatural” and that it “doesn’t sound like me” when he
spoke or wrote in Japanese. As a matter of fact, he expressed his lack of affiliation to

Japanese, commenting that he did not like Japanese:
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(Extract 5-1)
THEDOF L, HE DI TADFLENAARNGEE, DbLOKKLH
KO RT~ePFERATT I, BRIZITSDED, 5 HLOHEFL
720, BRIZHAEY ARFEPGFE LR T, BRO R I bbHAE
DELE/R S T, 2D T, AYICHARFEZMIBL TR LW T
The kids at the Japanese Saturday School, and the kids in this class ((the
Japanese for Background Speakers’ subject)) like Japan, my sister likes
Japanese TV dramas too, and going to Japan, my sister has even been on an
exchange too, / don t like Japanese that much, I’'m not too interested in
Japanese TV dramas either, so, [my mother] really wants me to study
Japanese

Anthony’s preference for English seemed to coincide with his self-perceived ethnic
identification. Anthony reported that while he was definitely both Australian and
Japanese, he identified more strongly with the former. He enjoyed playing Australian
football, which was one of his great passions. Referring to his preference for wearing T-
shirts and shorts, Anthony explained that he dressed like an Australian too. He
explained that his identification as an Australian was probably because he spent his

formative years in Australia:

(Extract 5-2)
8O T oL, 8D 18E T HEFSE-TNIN, HOET A
FTUT AT A—%, HBORDTDHSTWIDN, ROFDHLEEROT,
ZOLEFT LA —ARNTIUTIFEATELL, E<BT oL HAIZ
FEATIELRARANE ST EEWET L, 25, TE 53T THE
ZANA—=AFZ VT NERNES
From when | was eight years old, from eight all the way to when | was 18, the
period when you learn most, when you find your identity so to speak, | spent
all of that time living in Australia, If I had lived all that time in Japan, | think
I would have been a Japanese, maybe, but I'm always joking around and

that'’s Australian

While Anthony liked to joke around, which for him was a prerequisite for being
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Australian, he did feel that there was a Japanese side to his personality that set him apart
from his local Australian friends at school. He commented that there were more “lazy
people” in Australia and explained that he was quite the opposite, and in that sense a

Japanese:

(Extract 5-3)
b, T4 7=IFx—Taro>T, §I, boAdRd, hET
RDHHOTEL, £, D, 7y bAR—=VHAED I EFLRVATT
N, BT ZTWIFE T, Wobnob, BREETSoTHANTHE
DWIRWDT, EZT, H&, EEREFEOT 77— —< 25T, HD,
B¥VCE TR T, 7T A MDHNZ, WMEDT A M 20 L v o 7
D, ZO5VSDHAENNRNATT L, BEOFR, 520V, 250
IDOAARNZEENET
Also, a lot of, determination. | dont give up and do things to the end, um, well,
I’'m not too good at [Australian] football, but I love to practice, and I'm
always always doing it, there s not many people that go [to practice] every
single week, only me, and, last year in maths, I did “Further Maths”, um, for
the VCE mathematic subjects, and before the test, I'd practice by doing 20
past exams, and there s not many people like that around, in my school, thats

very, I think I'm Japanese in that regard

However, he did not fully identify with the work ethic of Japanese people, commenting
that they were too workaholic. This was an impression he had formed after observing
his uncle who would visit him in Australia and rush back to work in Japan after a few
days. This image of Japanese people seemed to be the reason he did not want to work or
to live in Japan explaining “H(Z 6 [F] & )MEF L T, WLKHZI{-72D ., 90 H D
ML RO T, ZIUER LT EZLE Y OBHWTT R, BAR, fExth,
they work too much” (Work 6 times a week, and coming home at 11 o ‘clock. / don t
want to do that sort of thing, I think thats just over-working and I don t like that, Japan,
definitely, they work too much).

Despite such negative impressions of Japan, Anthony felt that maintaining his Japanese
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was important for his future, describing Japanese asa “E'Y R A L) NT A T A%
/L (business or rather a life skill). This did not mean that he wanted to improve his
Japanese; he was content if he could maintain his current competence. Competing for

points with other students, he said, was not of interest to him:

(Extract 5-4)
EVBET 72T, 8. REBOFWRATHKRZ2N, HO, £
EHRTHEF LT IWT T RBBLATT L, RENRL 25 &
T, Ty bAR—=Ab FE BARREZIZALR, HD, £S5 THHW
STEID, WRIIbrA L, DA, ENIBRNTE, JlZ, HD,
CNONECRISAVAY R T oW gV = b d A QUAVATLD SN AT Sr v e NN ISR E I =
ZTHTWNEBEWET | Do NiTb o & AARIZ, FHE LML, BARIC
IToTHEFE LD, BARORFTHR LI E D, o5 % 572 LR
WET, BRICRED T2 &
I'd like to keep using it ((Japanese)), but I'm not interested in competing for
points, um, but in comparison | have a lot of pride when it comes to maths
and stuff, so | can get better points, same for football, but not that much in
Japanese, um, it’s like I don t care at all, although I do want to keep studying,
yeah, I don t want to forget, but you know, um, I'm, I'm happy if I could speak
as good as | am speaking now, I, 7 think that s okay for me, the other people
[in the Japanese for Background Speakers’ subject] want to go to Japan, for
example Takeshi wants to go to Japan and work, or study at a Japanese
university, | think its the same with the other kids, they want to go back to

Japan

For Anthony, improving his football skills seemed to be much more important than
competing for points in Japanese. Thus, as the above narrative demonstrates, Anthony
showed a complex pattern of linguistic and ethnic identification. While Anthony
preferred to speak in English and identified primarily as an Australian, he also felt a
sense of obligation to maintain his Japanese, perhaps stemming from his sense of

inheritance and also his mother’s attitudes towards his Japanese language development.
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5.1.2 Takeshi

Profile and educational background

Takeshi was born in Australia to a Japanese mother and an Australian father, and was 18
years old at the time of this study and had a younger brother who was 16 years of age.
Takeshi first learned to speak Japanese, but grew up in a limited bilingual environment
because his father spoke very little Japanese. However, unlike Anthony who recalled
very little about this period in his life, Takeshi seemed to remember quite vividly that
growing up bilingually was a confusing experience. Takeshi recalled that in the prep
year at primary school, when he first interacted with monolingual English-speaking
peers, he tried to speak to them in Japanese, not knowing why in the world they did not
understand him. At the time, Takeshi thought that everyone spoke both Japanese and
English.

As he entered primary school and began learning English, he started to mix Japanese
and English to communicate with his father. He reported that it was not until the age of
five or six years that he was able to get a good command of using and alternating
between both languages. Eventually he began to speak only in English to his father and
to his brother whom he considered more Australian than himself. However, he spoke to
his mother only in Japanese.

Takeshi’s mother wanted Takeshi to maintain his Japanese so he could communicate
with relatives in Japan. She enrolled Takeshi in the Japanese Saturday School at the age
of four years. Although Takeshi had difficulty adjusting to the environment at first,
sometimes resisting to go at all, he reluctantly continued attending the school until the
age of 15 years, when he quit to concentrate on his secondary school study. At the
Japanese Saturday School, he began taking an interest in Japanese pop culture and
became an avid fan of Japanese manga, anime (i.e. Japanese animated cartoons), TV
dramas and music. He especially loved manga and this remained unchanged at the time
of the interview. His manga collection numbered more than 500 books. While Takeshi’s
visits to Japan had been sporadic when he was younger, as he grew older, he started
visiting approximately once every two years. Every time he went, Takeshi would visit
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his relatives and former classmates from the Japanese Saturday School who had
returned to Japan. The year before the interview, Takeshi made his first trip to Japan
alone and experienced living with a homestay family for five days. According to him,
this was to test out his Japanese ability, commenting “<°> %X Y H 4y D H AFE 1% H
ARTHLIEWEN ) BNWT—=ANTIT- T, ZORI, AAROBHE TS HIE-
Temb, 29 MENMEN — ATl TX 52> (The reason was that | wanted to
test out my Japanese language ability in Japan and that'’s why I went alone, that time,
1'd already seen my relatives [in a previous visit], so I didn t have to visit them, |
wanted to see if | could make it on my own).

Growing up, Takeshi had some Japanese acquaintances both from his local primary and
secondary school and from the Japanese Saturday School, but most of his friends were
English-speaking peers of multilingual and multiethnic backgrounds, whom Takeshi
referred to as “[EFE A (global individuals). Influenced by these friends, he also had an
interest in Korean and Chinese pop music, and often went to Karaoke with friends to

sing Japanese and Korean pop songs.

In terms of Takeshi’s future aspirations, he was interested in the sciences, especially
physics, and wanted to study engineering at university and eventually work as an
engineer. While he vaguely hoped to work in Japan, he was not decided about where he
wanted to work or what he wanted to do. He said that his father probably wanted him to

stay in Australia, but would not object if Takeshi wanted to live in Japan.

Language identity and ethnic identification

Despite growing up in Australia and having no formal education in Japan, Takeshi
claimed a strong sense of expertise in Japanese and perceived it as his stronger language,
making frequent references to his inheritance of “ H A& A ™ 1. (Japanese blood). Like
Anthony, Takeshi displayed confidence in his ability to converse in Japanese. Recalling
his most recent visit to Japan and his experience with his host family, Takeshi explained

that he had no trouble communicating with them in Japanese:
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(Extract 5-5)
W, O, MHENEEATLE, MSWEND ODOFETE-
TEnD, BEARITIBLRALBELZF > THM T LEFHL T
DB AP DRVERI D ot AAREIZL T Lz
Well, I didn t think too much about it, | grew up with two languages from
when | was little, | could confidently understand the language itself, there
were only a few instances when I couldn 't understand, and everyone spoke 10

me using simple language

This evaluation of his stronger language seemed to be shared by his mother who was
perplexed as to why Takeshi was stronger in Japanese, despite growing up in Australia.
However, Takeshi seemed quite confident that this was normal and was due to his

exposure to the language and his strong sense of affiliation to it. He explained:

(Extract 5-6)
HAFED BN > TV ThH, HANZE LSRN D, ZS5AESD
b, ESDETOLDE, TNNTEDDIEIY U THATIZING & 7
FTOIXSAT = AR TN, T, £, FFEOKREDHEROL,
SEHIAGEDOH T LA LARWING, AAGEE > TLHM 5 3%, |
WY BEETOLHLDOHELDHLZ VNG, HAGENROOIIHIIC
BPLLBRWERI DS, ZobTELBR-TH I ERE
Even though I say that my Japanese is stronger, it’s not as strong as a
Japanese person, but probably the reason | can write, write and read, is
because I've read a lot of manga, the reason I can speak is because I've
watched a lot of anime, and, I don 't read English books, and | only converse
[in English] with friends, so | use Japanese more often, listening, speaking,
reading, writing I do more often in Japanese, so I don t think it’s odd that I'm

better at Japanese, it all depends on what I'm doing here

While recognising that he did not have the same level of expertise as Japanese people,
Takeshi seemed to be saying that, although he had received all of his formal schooling
in an English-speaking environment, his linguistic expertise was not determined by

where he was or which language he was educated in, but rather by his affiliation to the
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language and perhaps more so, his investment in it.

However, his sense of language expertise was sometimes not shared by others. Perhaps
because of his appearance or surname, language expertise was something he needed to
negotiate, particularly vis-a-vis other Japanese speakers. Recalling his most recent visit
to Japan, Takeshi explained that at first his host family spoke to him in simple Japanese
or “foreigner talk”. However, he proved them wrong by speaking Japanese with

confidence. He explained:

(Extract 5-7)
PRI AT A ARAN L R 20WA T, HlIANEANTZ E BTz A
TTITE, BRALHRELFH L TAHARLDL, BROAEEFENTEDLH X
YT > T
My appearance doesn t look Japanese, so they ((the host family)) thought |
was a foreigner, but when | spoke Japanese properly to them, we were able to

talk normally

On the other hand, Takeshi seemed to present his expertise in English as being relatively
lower, and at times displayed some uncertainty about his ability in it. When asked why

this was the case, he answered:

(Extract 5-8)
DN RWTT, 72S A, ER/NSWERNDS HARGENRICE 72 b
ZOHHAT, BRAND, THERARADBEOATEED, A=A T
TANETTEHRW, AR T7 VT ADEITEZNTERNND,
F—=AFZ VT ANEETERWVWNE, TOBEBT, R"EOL LN, £
DR IRNEN, T—< EMTI NI ORI HIRVEERZ N, Ty
TALDEFENTLORS, YU TARILENLIETROND, B
TFITLVARENTERONL, T, botBHHIILA>Ta X bR
W XV kD AT
I don't know, probably because I leaned Japanese first when [ was small, so
that s the reason, Japanese, the Japanese person inside me expanded, I'm not

only Australian because I can 't think like an Australian person, I can't think
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as much as an Australian person, so for that reason, [when | read] English
sentences, theres times that I don t understand the many meanings, the theme
and things like that, when I'm writing essays [in English], I can only write
simple sentences, I can't do complex analysis, and, I get a lot of comments

[from the teacher] to make it more complex

Takeshi seemed to place an emphasis on the language he first learned to speak,
explaining that the Japanese person inside of him had also grown as he became more
competent in the language. Contrastively, he felt that his English was not on a par with
Australians and that he was not able to think like an Australian. Yet, on other occasions
in the interview, Takeshi would present himself as an Australian commenting “H A ®
NAR—=F b LNE, BREA—ZAFZIVTD, BRAANTHEA—A ST U7
ANTHHLHTE, FHIFA—ANTZ U7 A2 EE S (1also have a Japanese
passport, a Japanese one and an Australian one, so I'm both Japanese and Australian
but I think I'm Australian inside). In this regard, Takeshi at times seemed to show

ambivalent affiliation to both Japan and Australia.

This duality and the ability to switch between identifying as a Japanese and as an
Australia (or both) seemed to be an important part of Takeshi’s ethnic identification.
Indeed, he reported that at school his “white” Australian friends saw him as an
Australian and his “Asian” friends saw him as a Japanese, although both groups called
him by his anglicised name. Thus, Takeshi explained that he identified himself as “/~—
= (mixed ethnicity). He held both a Japanese and an Australian passport. Although the
Japanese government does not permit dual citizenship, he explained that he could not
say for certain which one he would choose in the future when he reached 20 years of
age, when Japanese laws would require him to choose one over the other within two
years from that day. For the time being, he explained that he wanted to renew his
Japanese passport and hope that, before it expired, the Japanese legislation will change

to allow dual citizenship.
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5.1.3 Chika

Profile and educational background

Chika was 17 years of age at the time of study and was born in Japan as the only child
of Japanese parents. Thus, the first language she learned to speak was Japanese and she
recalled that she was a very talkative girl who would talk like a “machine-gun” in
Kansai dialect. She immigrated to Australia at the age of three years and entered the
prep year at a local primary school. While her parents considered enrolling Chika in a
school with a large number of Japanese families, they disliked the close-knit Japanese
community at the school and its distinct atmosphere, and chose a school without any
Japanese students. There, Chika naturally learned to speak English. However, unlike
Anthony and Takeshi’s accounts in which Japanese maintenance was an important
agenda for the family, Chika reported that during primary school the emphasis of her
parents was on her acquisition of English. This resulted in a period when she was
reluctant to speak Japanese. Furthermore, she reported that her parents would not allow

her to mix both languages.

Chika attended the Japanese Saturday School from the age of four years and continued
to attend for 13 years until 17 years of age. She seemed to greatly enjoy going there
every Saturday, commenting “ T-HERE, 72< S A, RYIZBNTZS EAHDHAT
FTE HIELICLE > THERITT ZVELNE ZATESTAT, HEmEEL
HZLTNT, D, LEROEEHEATABRNC 2R oTc AT
(Saturday School, a lot, I have a lot of memories from there, Saturday School was for
me a very fun place, | was looking forward to it every week, um, I didnt mind doing the
homework from Saturday School either). Since she was usually the only Japanese
student in her local school environment, the Japanese Saturday School was an important
opportunity to develop her connection with Japanese-speaking peers of the same age.
Thus, during her childhood, Chika explained that she was always surrounded by
Japanese friends. Most of them were children of sojourning families and Chika was
always the one to see them return to Japan, which saddened her. However, she
continued to maintain contact with them through the Internet, often chatting with them
on Instant Messenger or through Facebook in more recent years. Moreover, Chika’s
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mother maintained close contact with relatives in Japan through Skype video-chat and

Chika would usually participate in these weekly conversations.

Chika was passionate about reading. She had always liked reading English books, but at
the time of the interview Chika had also started taking an interest in Japanese novels.
Her bookshelf consisted of English classics such as Jane Austin as well as Japanese
novels set in the Edo period (17th and 18th century). Her preference for music was also
a mixture of both Japanese and English. While she preferred to hum along to English
songs on the radio, her iPod was reserved for Japanese songs, with occasional Korean
and Chinese pop songs mixed in — an influence from her Asian friends at school. Her
favourite Japanese band was called “One Ok Rock”. She particularly liked the fact that
the lead-vocal was bilingual and sang both in Japanese and English. Chika was also up
to date with the latest Japanese dramas that she viewed online. She claimed that in the
Japanese for Background Speakers’ subject, with the exception of Takeshi, she was the
one who was most deeply immersed in Japanese dramas, books, magazines and music.

On the weekends, Chika attended an extra-curricular class in biology and hoped to
study medicine at university, but she was also interested in veterinary science.
Furthermore, she worked part-time at KUMON, a Japanese preparatory school with
branches around the world, where she taught English and mathematics. Her future
aspiration was to become a doctor in Melbourne and she hoped to use Japanese to cater
for recently-arrived Japanese clients.

Language identity and ethnic identification

Chika reported that her stronger language overall was English, commenting /X7 > A |
I —h FREDFH NV RKEZWVWATL X 9 H>42” (balance, umm, | think English would
be bigger). However, she explained that both languages were usually mixed inside her

head:

(Extract 5-9)
FAOFHSTET, HDO, FEFETTZ vy Z2FENVTHRIZ, RENAAR
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FECTRVWSENH TS DATT L, 2hve, —4Em, HhIsGE TR
ATEoT, EESTHERLTWT, THAREOELZZENTWND &L
TROWSENKGETH TS 2ATT L, 73 <mHE SWVIET, Wo
DHLEIRATY, END
My mind is funny, um, when I'm writing an essay in English, for some reason
good words come out in Japanese, so I have to think “what is that in English”
and do my best to translate iz, and when I'm writing essays in Japanese good
words always come out in English, so it takes double the effort for my brain,

it’s always been like that, from a long time ago

On the other hand, Chika’s accounts show that her language expertise in Japanese was

something that she needed to negotiate and establish with others. While Takeshi did not

have language expertise attributed to him by Japanese people, Chika reported that she

was perceived by Japanese speakers as having a high level of expertise in Japanese, and

she always felt the need to meet these expectations:

(Extract 5-10)

TH, CoFVAERRAARANT, Lo THEBICARKANTLZSTZY
TEHLRRNWTTN, E0b, bok, HDO, HFEIC, bo T,
BWHARGBZWRFF SN THEIRBRENTHATT., b, T
Kl o Te bHEFERR RN o< 2 b 8o T

But, my appearance is Japanese, and even when I speak I'm a regular
Japanese person, so more, um, other people, | feel that they expect a far better
Japanese from me, so [I'm studying Japanese] because I don't want to be

unable to do that and end up becoming an adult who can t speak properly

As such, it was her appearance and relatively high competence that seemed to make

others assume that Chika was perhaps more competent than she actually was. Thus,

from the fear of being marginalised as someone who cannot speak Japanese properly,

she was especially reluctant to speak Japanese in situations that required the use of
honorifics, commenting “B5 FIZH 2 TBIEL B2 9 BT RATT T E, AN,
Lo LHEET, bobF LA RAARGFETHIRITNEIRLRVWKFBICZR>H
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% 9 AT (It s just that I personally get nervous, like, I can't help but feel that I need
to speak with more honorifics, that | have to speak much better Japanese).

However, despite the awkwardness she occasionally felt when conversing with Japanese

people, Chika identified herself as a Japanese. She explained:

(Extract 5-11)
Th, B2 HFE, BXHEFESABERANELY LTHEEWETST, HD,
MNP OB ST FHNT X THKRGELZ 7Y, BAANE LTHEOH
EHATHEHLLTDT, iy, BATIZARANDIT BTN & E
+
But, the way | think, the way 1 think is probably leaning towards Japanese
people, um, everything | learned from my parents was in Japanese, and they
taught me normal things as a Japanese person, so, | think the way | think is
closer to a Japanese person

It seemed that for Chika, being “Japanese” was something that was passed down to her
from her parents who also taught her distinctly Japanese “ways of thinking”. Similarly,
Chika felt a strong sense of inheritance towards her Japanese, explaining that it was
thanks to her parents that she was quite competent in the language. Thus she reported

that she felt others perceived her as a “normal Japanese daughter”:

(Extract 5-12)
TV, 725 E T, 2oL, MifED Fv, Wi HAFEIE Y-
T, b, BARANE, BEDPOLLTONLRVWATTITE, O, &
D, BOMYENENPOTTNBIE, HDO, FEIZAAANDORLE LTHR
BTV EEWET, 2R (THES B LT NEN ST TE
Yes, so up until now, um, I could, I could speak quite well in Japanese, so
people would think “oh, shes Japanese”, I'm not sure if the teachers [in the
Japanese for Background Speakers’subject] think that way, um, um, but with
my parents’ friends, um, I think they saw me as a normal Japanese daughter,

they didn t treat me any differently
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At the same time, Chika also felt a sense of ambivalence towards her attachment to
Japan. She felt more at ease living in Australia and although she loved to visit Japan on
holiday, whenever she stayed too long in the country, she would feel overwhelmed by a

sense of loneliness that she claimed made her cry.

Chika held a Japanese passport and permanent residency in Australia. As university
entrance loomed closer, she was considering applying for Australian citizenship, as it
would be more advantageous to enrol at an Australian university as a domestic student.
However, while she understood the practical benefits of obtaining Australian citizenship,
Chika was reluctant to do this because it meant that she would need to forfeit her
Japanese citizenship. She commented that her nationality as a Japanese was an

important part of who she was, explaining “X°> XV | 725 A, FAZEFESIT TH
KEBEDRSTHAT, TENERSTZOARBIZARE DRV Y BHEZ DK LT,
EFE T BARD TN & N E 57 (After all, I think, I'm connected to Japan only
with my nationality, so if I lost that it would feel like my connection with Japan has

really disappeared, so | want my nationality to be Japanese).

5.1.4 Fumiya

Profile and educational background

Fumiya was 18 years old at the time of study and born in Japan to Japanese parents. He
was the only child in the family and the first language he learned to speak was Japanese.
When he was eight years old and after completing Year 2, Fumiya moved to Samoa
with his mother who was an English teacher. He immigrated to Australia at the age of
nine (Year 3), again due to his mother’s work, and entered a local primary school. He
also began attending the Japanese Saturday School, but quit shortly after a semester
because he did not want to go to school on Saturdays. His mother did not object to this
and accepted Fumiya’s decision. Looking back, he later regretted this and said that it
would have been better if his mother had forced him to attend.

After about a year in Australia, as Fumiya began learning English, it became the
language of communication with his parents. However, contrary to the cases examined
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above, the use of English at home was actually promoted because one of the aims of
immigrating to Australia was so that Fumiya could learn English and become bilingual.
Thus, Fumiya’s dominant language became English and he went through a period where

he distanced himself from speaking or learning Japanese:

(Extract 5-13)
Fh, TEBEIENT, T, BREBELRDL R DIE, oS, £
D & FXHARFEHOTIT R L THIT THRA LSRN TT R, HO,
Fh, TERIZHIToTRWVWL, EFATLEATFEICR S TETHHAIED
WK C T, 122726 b I IEFEIET TN, iz
Well, 1 got used to English, and, the reason I didn t speak English was
probably, at the time, it wasn t that | disliked Japanese, but that | was
avoiding it, um, well, I wasn t attending the Japanese Saturday School and |
felt I was getting worse [in Japanese], so | thought in that case | ’'m fine with

English only

It seemed to remain this way until Fumiya entered upper secondary school and became
friends with Teru (see 5.1.5 below) and another Japanese student. After interacting with
them in Japanese, Fumiya recalled that he discovered that it was much more “fun”

speaking in Japanese. He commented:

(Extract 5-14)
HARNDKFEE R, RADPDESNTTHRELLS ST, &b,
ZobLDIEINHE LRSS T, RANPAARGETLRRDDORARY A
LWo>TELTZAT, L X5 &S ATT
With Japanese friends, for some reason we started speaking in Japanese, and
I thought, “oh, it§ much more fun this way ”, like I thought that it was really
fun speaking in Japanese, that s why I decided to study it

Perhaps, Fumiya’s sense of “fun” came from the ability to engage with Japanese

popular culture and the ability to use Japanese as a way of communicating exclusively

with his Japanese friends in an English-speaking environment:
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(Extract 5-15)
BIZIE, Ty, KEEWT, BEORNTLRRD L& &, Kk
TLR oL BBICHIND LW TT ), THOHEAREL-7H
ZDANDPARANDNIZ LD GRWIND
For example, like, when I ’'m with friends, when we ’re speaking in the train, if
we speak in English everyone would hear it, but if it was in Japanese, only my

friends or other Japanese people would understand

Although a large part of Fumiya’s network of friends were still English-speakers,
meeting Teru and befriending more Japanese friends through him became a turning
point in his language use at home. He reported that he began speaking Japanese to his
mother, and even began writing letters and corresponding with his grandmother who
lived in Japan. Fumiya travelled to Japan with his mother once every year and had
always had a keen interest in Japanese popular culture, including the latest Japanese
manga, anime, TV dramas and pop music, which he followed on the Internet.

Influenced by his local friends at secondary school, he also enjoyed Korean pop music.

Fumiya was interested in commerce and accounting. He wanted to go on an exchange
program to Japan when he entered university, but his mother thought this to be awkward
and amusing, as he would be a “Japanese” exchange student experiencing a homestay in
Japan. While he was undecided about where he wanted to live in the future, he was
interested in working for Japanese companies, if such an opportunity arose. This was

one reason he wanted to keep studying Japanese.

Language identity and ethnic identification

At the time of the interview, Fumiya reported that he felt that in all aspects English was
his stronger language, commenting “H AGE7C & 7o FICDE 72 D Ay, FEEN
HTIZRPoT VT HATTITE, HFEDOLZFIENREN->TN I M D
VT4 (In Japanese, there are times when I'm speaking in Japanese that I get stuck
and words don't come out, but in English that doesn t happen, or happens less). On the
other hand, he seemed to feel that his expertise in Japanese was relatively weaker. He
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explained: “HAGE S, BEITETLEFTT L, I FNEENETALL,
T EEIR. £h, HBELEHEoTEFIFE, BARANEL LTHm, F LT
HARANLLT U 2720 0372 - T (In Japanese, kanji isn 't exactly my strength, I don't
really think I'm good, when I speak, well, I think I’'m normal, normal for a Japanese
person, when I write, it’s probably worse than a Japanese person). However, Fumiya
did appear to perceive his Japanese as part of his inheritance as a “Japanese” individual,
which led to a sense of obligation to improve it, stating that “ H A/E 41T, —J&H
RTEFESHNNZAT, BRFELOAL LSS, SAHEEZTEDLLIIR
B E 2 a7a & BT (1 was born in Japan, after all | was there for eight
years, | think | need to be able to speak it properly and become able to read and write).

Despite claiming that English was his dominant language and feeling more comfortable
speaking it, Fumiya showed a strong sense of affiliation to Japanese, commenting that

he liked Japanese a lot. He further went on to explain, “H AFE T L X5 THIE D M,
R LWATT I, EARKES” (Its more fun when I'm speaking in Japanese,
all the time) and that this was because Japanese allowed him to enjoy Japanese TV

comedy shows, which only “Japanese people” could understand.

Furthermore, this sense of inheritance and affiliation to Japanese seemed to be reflected
in his sense of ethnic identification. In the Japanese for Background Speakers’ subject,
when he was asked which nationality he was, he answered that he was “Japanese”
because he held a Japanese passport. Despite his English-centred life, he had no plans of
obtaining Australian citizenship, explaining “H KXAEFNTT L, T—AKFZ7 VT D
NAR=FMRoB T bHFIES O A=A RN T U T ATl >TLE D o Tk
CT%75” (1 was born in Japan, so if | obtained an Australian passport, | feel like
I'’ll become an Australian). When asked why this was the case, he responded that he
preferred to be associated with the positive, diligent image that being “Japanese”

indexed to English speakers.

5.1.5 Teru

Teru was 17 years old at the time of study and was born in Japan to a Chinese mother
from mainland China and a Chinese father from Taiwan. He had two sisters, aged 15
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and 16 years of age. While he did not have a heritage link to Japanese, his grandfather
had been in the Japanese army during the Second World War and thus spoke some
Japanese. Teru recalled, albeit with uncertainty, that the first language he learned was
Japanese. However, because his grandmother from his mother’s side had come to live
with him in Japan when he was in kindergarten, he was also exposed to Chinese and at
that time could understand some Chinese conversations, but could not speak too well

himself.

As he reached primary school level, he enrolled in a Chinese School in Tokyo, which
was taught in both Japanese and Chinese. It was there that he began studying Chinese as
a second language. As a result, he recalled that he became quite fluent in Chinese. His
parents could also understand both Chinese and Japanese and would converse using
both languages, but tended towards Chinese. When he was in his third year at the
Chinese School, his parents began contemplating enrolling Teru in a Japanese secondary
school. To prepare for this, the family moved from Tokyo to Kanagawa Prefecture and

Teru enrolled in a local Japanese-medium school.

For Teru, the Chinese School had been an environment that allowed him to play down
his consciousness of his ethnic and linguistic background. He recalled:

(Extract 5-16)
HHEZRGE - TN D & XL, BRARIBRAD, HARERLRNATTS
EL BERADFHRINNT, FERTCWITHEANARTZ W2 U T HAGE
L LN NFH7e SAWVWCATT L, E2r6E0HTEL D
A=A T VTRV EZ2L TEDoTmATT L, BLTH AN
L SAWTEND, 72T 8, ZHBIHIRICAT- T, £ 2 CEARMEITE
MoTeATTTFE, RAD, FIZIEMA > TR LS, "[ET -
TWD L RAD R A, IRATEA D I —h. 2 —Ah 1T
W, ZOHEAN, BRANSTHIF 2D, 7Z2Aid, L/ TT
When | was attending the Chinese School, all of them, well, not all of them
exactly, but there were a lot of Japanese kids, and there were others like me
who were Chinese but could only speak Japanese, so when | was amongst
them I didn't have to think about it ((his ethnicity)) just like in Australia,
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because there were a lot of people like me, but when I went to a local
[Japanese] school, well there weren t any issues, but, if  was asked what my
ethnicity was, 1 felt awkward, like, yes, um, I don't know, um, um, yeah, it was

difficult making a distinction between Chinese and Japanese

Although Teru did not have any bad experiences due to his Chinese background,
moving to a local Japanese school required some adjustments, particularly because he
could not help but be conscious of the fact that he was different from his peers. Teru

recalled that he wanted to conceal his Chinese background and become “Japanese™:

(Extract 5-17)
AARIMEATOHRITE DT AN, HAURICTFEANZE STV Z
EHBETLITHY ERHATL, A, HIZRAN, BRARE—
FEIZZRD 2N TV I, 29, RATWV I DM, 1T, EOTE
L7200, FEASTZ EIFHA2WE I LTE L, mAIOHIL,
TH., ORI TUTE @I H - THNZRE R o T AT E
When | was living in Japan, | did the best | could to not tell anyone that | was
Chinese, like, instead, | wanted to become like everyone else, so, I'm not sure
how to say it, yeah, so in the beginning, I did my best not to tell anyone that |

was Chinese, but as time went by people knew but there weren t any problems

He continued his study at the Japanese school until the middle of Year 5 when he
immigrated to Australia with his mother. However, Teru’s father stayed behind in Japan
due to work commitments. The main purpose of this transition was to provide Teru with
an education in English. His parents had decided to try out this arrangement for three
years and, if it did not work out, to move back to Japan.

Teru’s move to Australia became a critical turning point in his language development.
His temporary separation from his father, his lack of contact with Chinese speakers and
his acquisition of English led to a rapid attrition of his Chinese. However, his parents
did not seem to mind this and even seemed to welcome Teru’s acquisition of English
instead. Teru gradually began speaking English at home with his sisters and with his
mother, who was fluent in English because she graduated from an English-medium
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university in Japan. Teru reported that within the first six months in Australia he forgot a
large number of kanji and the ability to write in Japanese. It was not until recently that
Teru began to make a conscious effort to communicate in Japanese with his sisters,
commenting that the reason was “IE[H., Hr 23 %M L7c 2 & A RICITENE L TR
LSRN o T I 2, b, PEEETRIBELIENG. 4. AAGE Tl % i
L 72 < 72’ (To be honest, I don 't want my sisters to feel the same regret that I felt,
well, I regretted it with my Chinese, so now I don t want them to have regrets about their

Japanese).

However, as Teru began attending the Japanese Saturday School from Years 6 to 11, his
Japanese started to come back. Moreover, he had maintained steady contact with Japan
where his father lived. He would return once every two or three years and every time he
visited, he would come back to Australia with Japanese workbooks, which he worked
on in his spare time. At the time of the interview, Teru attended the same secondary
school as Fumiya and spent time mainly with him and another Japanese friend. In such
a context, he seemed to switch fluidly between Japanese and English. Teru reported that
when they were talking about Japanese topics, they would speak in Japanese, but if the
conversation shifted to an English topic, their language would also switch to English.

Teru’s use of the Internet and other media was mainly in Japanese. He used Facebook
and Skype to communicate with friends from the Japanese Saturday School who had
returned to Japan and also with other friends elsewhere in the world. He was
knowledgeable about Internet technology and read Yahoo Japan news, tweeted in
Japanese on Twitter and watched Ustream, a Japanese video-streaming website.
Japanese comedy was particularly his favourite, but he would also watch Japanese
dramas and TV shows through the Internet.

At the time of the interview, Teru hoped to study accounting at university and work for
multinational financial institutions that would allow him to travel and work in different
places around the world. Teru felt an attachment to Japan and wanted to work there,
given the opportunity. He felt that he did not want to confine himself to Australia and

was keen to learn new things and expose himself to new environments. He explained:
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(Extract 5-18)
FERIZ, BARTHERTZWATTITE, AN, EEEb- &, ZOHI
EolcX o, R HD>THI D, RAd, 295, BRNPGA—
ARTVTITREL BTN, FTLNZ ERFENDEGHT - TH D b,
AARZETFIZE iy, b2 0, Ay, JeE D L0 TTH
LT, A=A FZUTTH, AN, EIGFHTHER>TNET
T
In the future, I want to live in Japan, but to be honest, as I said last time, it’s
the stimulation, like, um, like when | came to Australia from Japan, [l want to
go to] places where I can learn new things, if it'’s only Japan, like, I definitely
know that, um, I don 't want to be complacent with just one place, even

Australia, like, I want to be able to live in different places

Language identity and ethnic identification

At the time of the interview, Teru only had limited receptive competence in Chinese and
reported that his strongest language was Japanese. He felt that his English was much
weaker in comparison, particularly in writing, because he lacked the vocabulary to
express himself fully. This sense of lack of expertise in English relative to his English-
speaking peers seemed to strengthen the importance to him of Japanese and his
affiliation to that language. In the following extract, Teru explained the significance of

maintaining and developing his Japanese competence:

(Extract 5-19)
EFEETIKEELEEEWET, E5A, KREEE, TZO~ADANE
R H S50, MRHERDDIZ D A TT L, b, BRATE H D,
EoNTREIEN LT, 29 BT TonAiznia, EIERTO, &
LIeDRADELNERS L, £F T, LlZnlfmid Ty
Honestly, I think it’s very important, my guess is, in English, if I compare
myself to ordinary people around me, my English is definitely on the lower
side, so, I'm not sure how to say this, | want to make use of my strengths and
differentiate myself, in another way, I think it’ll be more fun that way, [I’ve
continued studying] up to now, so | want to continue
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For Teru, his knowledge of Japanese was a distinct strength that he perceived would
allow him to make up for his lack of competence in English and gain an edge in the
academic competition at school.

However, despite claiming a sense of expertise and affiliation to Japanese, Teru felt that
he could not claim inheritance of Japanese or claim an ethnic identification as a
Japanese individual. At the same time, neither did he feel that he could legitimately call
himself a Chinese, because he could not speak the language. He commented that “1F &
i, i NI A TT L7 (To be honest, I don 't know what my ethnicity is)
and explained as follows:

(Extract 5-20)
BlZIEX, BROZ EATDIZEINTZ6RD L, FEOZ EADIZEINT
SRED TN, T, A, Eob b7 T4 RS THoTW )M,
PRAIRE BN LWTT L, A, 295, B, FEAEBARA
WA LTeh, b I RADPBEANT S RWNBTZ N W, 72 A,
ARYEHRAH T, RAPFEIT-> T, FEEE LSRR WHEAL
o n, WcEL, PEITo T, T, FEE LAV E R
RNTT M, AIREL 2D D> TIHMILA KRS, B HAGE-> TE X
HATT L, ZLEDL, HIZRAD, ZRUIBLWIATELORITE
D&, MHELRHETRONDOATT L, 1T, RATEIATEA I,
ZAUTRADPFEANE LTHATI R NWAT W, o1k, T, 47—
ATV T U2 T, BARIZATS & AN [7Vv) RATT T
ELAFEN TV Erob doHEANRATT L, 20T, fIZIEMMA
STAPNIZD, HIPEAL LTEZD LMENL, AZAF—Fb
BEENG, b, A=AV TIREZEICL>T, A—A& |
FZUTALRRITHWWL, #EH, BB, FEACLSZRTHW
L. HRALS RS THLWWATEWRELIZRoTmATT R, A—X
FZUTIRT, 120, £9FIBWRTIIRICR T2 o 0, Z
DA —A BT UTEBIRNDG, ZZE T, 1TV, A, HDHE
BREIZZ2 D E LTz, RADEZETEZ RS T WS TN I, B
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For example, 1'd get angry if someone made fun of Japan and I'd also get
angry if someone made fun of China, so, like, I have pride in both, so it'’s
really weird, like, if for example, a Chinese person was fighting with a
Japanese person, I wouldn t want to stick my nose into that, um, like, I know it
really doesn t make sense, if | go to China and people found that | was a
Chinese that couldn t speak Chinese, so when I g0 to China and I can 't speak
Chinese, so they ask me “what language do you speak?” so I answer that |
speak Japanese, and then there, if | say that in front of the elderly men, they
all look at me funny, so, how should I say it, it's like they don t accept me as a
Chinese, and when I go to Australia, | mean Japan, my name is Teru, but my
surname is Lee, and for example if | was asked “whats your ethnicity?”, |
have no choice but to answer Chinese, and my passport is even from Taiwan,
so when | came to Australia, I felt that I didn t have to be Australian,
Taiwanese or Chinese, not even Japanese, | felt that way when | came to
Australia, so in that sense, it made me feel much more at ease, there s not too
much racism here, so it was a load off my back, I didn 't have to think too
much about it, about where I stand

The above extract highlights the complexity of Teru’s language identity and ethnic
identification. For Teru, being attributed language inheritance of Chinese by other
Chinese individuals and also by Japanese individuals was inevitable due to his name. In
the case of the former, he could not meet such expectations because he lacked the
language expertise to do so. In the case of the latter, Teru felt a sense of powerlessness
because he felt that it potentially made him a less legitimate speaker of Japanese. In
both these cases, other-attributed language identities had a strong influence that could
function to marginalise him. Thus for Teru, moving to Australia had a positive influence
on his self-perception because he felt he did not have to choose whether he was

Japanese or Chinese.

Teru held a passport from Taiwan, but also held permanent residency in Australia as
well as a visa from Japan. He did not want an Australian passport because it would
mean that he would need to forfeit his Japanese visa. On the other hand, he felt that
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keeping his passport from Taiwan would be meaningless because he could not speak
Chinese. At the time of the interview, Teru was leaning towards obtaining a Japanese
passport. However, he was hard-pressed to decide because he felt he was Chinese,
Japanese and Australian and at the same time none of them. He felt that the best option

would be if there was a passport “right in between”. He elaborated as follows:

(Extract 5-21)
Zok, EEME, [MIADDPAZWATT L, Z2HEREIZL N
BOWHEATHEHD L, BRATIERWHERALRDOD R, Db,
AAGER LoD EWnI 0, £, A —AFZ7 U7 TH
b OIEMMNMEATLI NG, £, EFEERADHARGENR EEAPIZ
HHAITT L. LULIZ, £EAHZEAF—V—ICbRoTETNDLHD
Wigo THWET, b, D) A, EARNAR—-—KILE-T
WD, IRAD, EoBEATICHT2bEnE D2 TT
Honestly, I don't know what my ethnicity is, I'm a Chinese who can 't speak
Chinese, I'm not a Japanese either, or am I, I don't know, I can speak
Japanese, but then I’ve lived in Australia now for a number of years, um, my
English and Japanese are right in the middle, level-wise, and I think I've
become more “Aussie”, so, I don't know, I don't know which passport to

choose, if there was one right in the middle, I'd choose that

As the extract above suggests, for students like Teru who feel a sense of affiliation to
multiple nations or ethnicities, legislations that require individuals to identify with a
single nation or ethnicity may lead to a sense of confusion.

5.1.6 Yuta

Profile and educational background

Yuta was 20 years old at the time of study and a third-year student at university. He
enrolled in the Japanese for Background Speakers’ subject together with the other
participants in 2011, as it was also available to university students with home-
backgrounds. Yuta was born in Australia to Japanese parents and had a brother who was
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three years older than himself. The first language Yuta learned to speak was Japanese,
which he spoke at home with his parents until he entered the prep year. The sudden
exposure to an English-speaking environment had been a shocking experience for Yuta.

He recalled:

(Extract 5-22)
ESEHIWS b E DN DD, HEE DR OSEAITMNE b TH X
JE L7V TS A, BADNEEERPTENOIEEES ATTITE, 2
. DO, PIZITERENELNLTH, L LRNT, o THZ L
BT o LERITL TG, FAETTERMIA A L2200 THE
BEINT, —IREFEIAT B8R T v r—72->T
What my mother always tells me is that, when [ was in prep year, I wouldn 't
respond even when the teacher was talking to me, it was probably because |
couldn t speak [English], for example, um, even if the teacher said “Yuta”, no
response, 1'd keep doing what I was engaged in, so the teacher warned [my
parents] that there was something wrong with my ears, so we went to the

doctor but everything was fine

In primary school, Yuta enrolled in an ESL class and after one or two years was able to
move into a regular class. Although Yuta gradually began to speak English, he recalled
that his mother had been very strict about speaking only Japanese at home. He
suspected that his mother’s strictness with regard to the Japanese-only rule at home was
to make up for Yuta not going to the Japanese Saturday School. However, it was Yuta’s
parents themselves who did not want to enrol him. They had not wanted to bring him up
in an environment with Japanese sojourning families whom they felt were over-
protective, “helicopter” parents. Thus, Yuta’s first formal exposure to a Japanese
language class was at primary school, which offered Japanese as one of the LOTE
classes. While Yuta contemplated taking French, which was the other option, he opted

to take Japanese. He continued to study it into secondary school.

Asides from his study at school, Yuta was exposed to Japanese at his father’s Japanese
restaurant, which in the late 1990s was patronised by Japanese businessmen. From time
to time, Yuta helped out waiting tables and it was there that he learned to distinguish
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between polite keigo (i.e. Japanese honorifics) and what he called “/%5\ Y E %> (rough
language). However, asides from these opportunities and his use of Japanese at home,
Yuta had very little contact with Japanese speakers. His friends at school consisted
mostly of English-speakers. He also read the news and listened to English songs on his
iPod.

As he entered university, Yuta’s older brother moved back to Japan to work and became
an important connection for him. His brother would send Yuta newly released CDs of
popular Japanese bands. He would also record variety shows, burn them onto DVD and
would send them to Yuta regularly. Yuta watched these almost every night and
maintained contact with his brother using Skype. Yuta also visited Japan once every two
years, which he greatly enjoyed. Although he reported feeling like a tourist and
evaluated Tokyo as being too crowded and polluted, he loved to shop and watch TV
there. On his last visit, he had the opportunity to travel by himself on the bullet train to
Osaka, Kyoto, Hiroshima and Kyushu.

At the time of the interview, Yuta was a third-year university student undertaking
research in chemistry. He was contemplating doing a PhD in the future and wanted to
become a scientist. He felt that his bilingual ability in Japanese and English would be a
distinct advantage as a scientist. He thought that his Japanese may assist him in
obtaining a job in Japanese laboratories, and that his English may allow him to publish
in English academic journals. While he had no immediate plans to live in Japan because
of its high rent and lack of space, he felt that Australia’s job market was limited and was
thus contemplating pursuing his career in the US or in Europe.

Language identity and ethnic identification

Yuta identified English as his more dominant language. However, like Chika and
Takeshi, Yuta seemed to be confident in his bilingual ability and commented that he
rarely utilised both languages mixed together. His ability to switch between the
languages and to deal comfortably with both Japanese and English-speaking situations
seemed to be an important part of his self-identification. When he was asked which
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language he preferred to speak in, he playfully commented that “Z D], Z D[R U'HE
MIAGEIZHE NI ATIT E TR T, o NS, 295, BHoFHiENT
<IN EEE, BARETEZ D> TE > bW % L= (The other day, my friend
asked me the same question, and | said half jokingly that when I don t want other people
to read my mind, I think in Japanese).

Despite his confidence in Japanese, Yuta was concerned that his Japanese would
become worse if he stopped studying. He particularly felt that his lexical knowledge in
the field of science was lacking in Japanese. He commented:

(Extract 5-23)
ZORAARGETRFT Y77 U —, BEENSREHHREEL, £ORIZ, £0D
PR bz Lind o L. O, BARTHZEOMEE L TH2RW
. ZOHGEMHTIRY, HO, 2066 LARTEE L Tm
HELTED, RolXREERRT L EENES, TH, 5050 TIEHNT
HAFEDE IV EUTITETZE L TR
| feel that my Japanese vocabulary or terminology is lacking especially when
1 start speaking about scientific things, um, I haven t studied science in Japan,
so the terminologies don't come out, um, so if [ were to study overseas in
Japan, 1'd have to study quite hard, but, for the time being, I haven 't thought
about that too much

Furthermore, Yuta felt that although he could read quite a lot of kanji, he was not able to
write them. Thus, his main motivation for learning Japanese was to consolidate his kanji
knowledge as well as his ability to conduct research in Japanese in the future. This was
because Yuta envisaged the possibility of working for Japanese laboratories, where the
knowledge of scientific terminology in Japanese would be crucial to his success. Thus
he felt that to work globally, it was important that he himself made an effort to

consolidate his Japanese language skills. He explained:

(Extract 5-24)
AARTRS DAL D FEFENBROE L SRV, ZobIT - TR
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ZIOROTEIAR LT ToThHE L EATEINIZY , &FEDD
WIS TELNLRNDNH DD T, Hunbilm L THA TITNR
RO T, AERETHL, 2=/ LEROAMFELEFLT LD
REZT, bo &AM TUTK AT -T2 6, Bahrbifb L&
2o TR T4
After all, Japan isn't a country that’s strong in English, so if I go there and tell
them “this is how you say it in English”, they’ll just look at me and tell me
that they don t understand English, so I think I need to keep studying
[Japanese], like what we discussed in this week's class (Japanese for
Background Speakers’subject), it'’s the same as how Uniglo and Rakuten
(Japanese multinational companies) are making English the official language
of business, if you want to go out into the world, | feel that you need to take

the initiative to strengthen yourself

As Yuta expressed above, he took a rather pragmatic and an instrumental approach to
his study of Japanese, which he felt was an important resource that he could potentially
utilise in his future career. However, similar to Chika and Fumiya who also had two
Japanese parents, the expectations that other people placed on Yuta’s Japanese expertise
and inheritance seemed to influence his motivation for studying the language. He

explained:

(Extract 5-25)
Rl AARANTHL->TZEZALNAD CRRWTY N, ARTE
RT, 2o EELNALNTEL, HARANT, 29F WV THHDT,
F ORI AATENGHEE VWL EoTLESTE D, AN, RTFEASH
LR O LR RNDONPR-TR2EA I DT, o, 295, AN
THHIETHAERFRERE ST RN E B NET
After all, they look at me as a “Japanese” when they look at my name or my
nationality, it says “Japanese”, and if [ were to tell them that I couldn t speak
Japanese, like, I think I'd be looked down on, you know, I think that if you re,

Japanese you need to be able to speak Japanese

Thus, while Yuta primarily identified himself as an Australian, he seemed to be aware
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that he could not escape the fact that he could be perceived as a Japanese due to his
name, nationality and appearance. He thus felt that he needed to meet the expectations
resulting from the attribution of Japanese expertise and inheritance in order to prevent
marginalisation as an incomplete, less legitimate speaker of Japanese. However, Yuta
also admitted that he himself attributed these expectations to other Japanese speakers in
Australia. Being a competent Japanese speaker himself, he felt that those who could not

speak Japanese properly, despite having “Japanese blood”, were unfortunate:

(Extract 5-26)
Wit 2 L BWET, EEASNLL, 29, bbb, HATZAERAD
MzH>TLHDIZRATHARFEFERWATZ S TEIRFLH Y £7,
29, ZobAEEDH ENT, BN BEREGE I G2 ol T,
ZOWVIH BB THARENTERNWENTLEDL, RATRAUEAS -
TR iILET
It actually happens quite often, | think “why do you have Japanese blood but
can't speak Japanese”, like students here ((Australia)), some of them can t
speak Japanese because their parents didn t allow them to speak it, and if
that's the case, | really have to question why they ((the parents)) let that
happen

However, despite this sense of obligation to learn Japanese for his future, Yuta also
recognised that the instrumentality of Japanese itself in the Australian job market was
limited. So for him, it seemed the Japanese was mainly important in so far as it was part
of his bilingual repertoire. On the other hand, Yuta felt that English expertise held more

importance for him in the future:

(Extract 5-27)
THHAREEFEFBEM G E L TELOIT L EARIZERNES, 29,
HARDWZED, Z 9, R—sX—=L Mo TR XHAFETHRINDD
INZNDT, ZDHARTHE Lt$f%51mmm%t%%okﬁﬁ
hCTROND, T, 7T A, o, WENF., DO, bolt b
Z, ZD, BEELEPHINT D, FEETES OREH, KFFETELS D
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DIEHEZL DT, JFEENTE Lo T 8, mZ 9, BRI L
T INWT TR EBNET

If you could speak both Japanese and English, it would be more advantageous,
for example, Japanese research papers are most of the time published in
Japanese, but if you do research in Japan and can publish in English, it’// be
read by more people around the world, plus, English is the number one
language you see in the sciences, writing in English, writing in English is the
standard, so I think the fact that you know English is, over there, in Japan, a
big advantage

In terms of his ethnic identification and nationality, Yuta presented himself as an
Australian. He explained as follows:

(Extract 5-28)
L. A=A RT VT Ao TE#EPBRNTT R, 295, A—AFF V7
Ay MBI A =2 N T VT NDHFERbAEPFETT L, 7o b
R—/VLSME, HAE RO, o> TSN TZ S, B EoZan-o
TERZDITNE, FE>TIAINTEL, HAFHEZ LRV oTF I,
EobTHARW, THLZ Uy hepff&TyL, A—AF7UT T
—DAXRXNEN, Z—&, AT U T NOAETFIZH Z BT
FTB BHEN 22 AL EIT, N T AT TRy T80 LR,
AARANIERDRNA T, EobZiETRELWVWITRWVWAT, 54
AARNDEFELZ L >LWT, A=A T VT OEBELETLORICRD
ERRWET
Now, [ feel more strongly that I'm an Australian, I like things that typical
Australians like, well I don't watch too much asides from [Australian] football,
but if someone were to ask me whether I don't like [the other sports], 1'd tell
them that no, I don t dislike it, but if they were to ask me whether I like it, I'd
say that I don't care too much about it, it's neither, but I like cricket and
Australia Day events, I admire the Australian lifestyle, but when I'm 22 years
old, because the Japanese-side doesn t allow dual citizenship, I need to throw
away one of them, in that case, I'll probably keep my Japanese citizenship
and throw away the Australian one
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When Yuta was queried as to whether there was a contradiction in identifying as an
Australian and deciding to retain his Japanese passport (which would make his
nationality Japanese), he responded that “# A/ 72 A — A T U 7 NDFE T & % fife
ENXRWT E, DORTAH—A T VT ANENLZNTOWA LRo722WND )78
2 C” (I can t say for certain that I'll be able to prove myself as an Australia, but if |
feel that I'm an Australian in my heart, I think that s all that matters). Furthermore, he
took a pragmatic approach to his choice of nationality, commenting that his decision
above was because the legislation made it was far easier to become Australian than to
become Japanese.

5.1.7 John

As mentioned above, although John participated in this research, he was only
interviewed once about his profile and background due to unforeseen circumstances.
That is to say, during the data collection phase of this study, John broke his leg playing
soccer and was not available to be interviewed. By the time he recovered, John was
busy studying for his university entrance exams for the other subjects at his secondary
school and thus could only find time for one interview. Therefore, due to the limited
amount of data collected, the description below will focus primarily on John’s self-

reported language identity.

John was 17 years old at the time of study and was born in Japan to a Japanese mother
and an Australian father. He had a brother who was 14 years of age. John immigrated to
Australia at the age of three years and entered a local primary school. He also began
attending the Japanese Saturday School from the first year of primary school and
continued to attend until the end of Year eight. John was friends with Anthony (See
5.1.1 above) since childhood, but had limited contact with other Japanese-speaking

peers.

John felt that his English was much stronger than his Japanese, commenting that this
was probably because he had not seriously studied Japanese outside of attending the
Japanese Saturday School. His literacy practices were mainly in English, and thus John
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admitted that he would have no clue what was written in a Japanese newspaper. He
explained that his mother wanted him to be more engaged with his study of Japanese
and watch more Japanese TV shows to help improve his Japanese. John usually did as
he was told and watched such TV programs from time to time, but did not know
whether it was helping him improve or not.

John felt that his brother who was attending the Japanese Saturday School was much
more competent than himself in writing Japanese, although he felt he had the edge when
it came to speaking in the language. While John had frequently read Japanese manga
when he was in primary school, he explained that he was no longer interested in them.
However, regardless of his lack of exposure to Japanese, John felt that he did not want
to stop learning Japanese altogether, explaining “#H 72 & EE 4 BARDO I
i, fax JEHRENS, BRODZ EE S o EE W EBWE T (Id like to
study it, Japanese culture and things like that, also its history, | want to know more
about Japan). He felt that Japanese was an important part of his linguistic and cultural
inheritance commenting, “BH /7 ®, BETHETATITE, 74T T 4T 14—
E ARBEDTAT T 4T 4= A2 THERI NG, bobHADZ
& xR Lz & o TH A T3 (We talk about ourselves in class ((Japanese for
Background Speakers’ subject)), things like our identity, Japan is a part of my identity,
so | want to learn more about it). Indeed, while John felt that he was “Australian”, he

also wanted to be “Japanese”. He explained as follows:

(Extract 5-29)
FEXbo A —A N TUTARATTITE, BAAZHRD 20 EE
WET, EobEbBMLWATY, 2206, ARFELT bl
FEDL LI LT EEWES FEEE XX, TELLE-L
HHAFEDL L2 XoTIELVWATT
I’'m more of an Australian, but | also want to become Japanese, | want both of
them, so | want to become able to speak Japanese properly, if | were to have
children, um, I want them to grow up being able to speak Japanese

Thus, John’s learning of Japanese was partly influenced by his sense of inheriting

Japanese and was closely connected to his desire to “become Japanese”. At the time of
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the interview, John wanted to study business and was contemplating applying to study
in the United States.

5.2 The value of Japanese as a form of capital

The narratives of the participants described briefly above reveal the significant diversity
in the way the students presented their experiences, language identities and ethnic
identifications. Indeed, as Leung et al. (1997) point out, the students in this study were
not simply inheritors of fixed ethnic categories or languages. On the contrary, they
seemed to be constructing “new ethnicities” (Hall, 1992a; Harris, 2006) through the
dynamic negotiation of their expertise, affiliation and inheritance with others. At the
same time, the stories also revealed certain similarities in the value placed on Japanese
in the homes of the participants. Therefore, in this section, | will bring together the
above narratives in order to illustrate the complexity of the students’ language identities

and highlight the value of Japanese as a form of capital.

It can be observed that the students’ Japanese and English learning trajectories were not
always linear. The students’ expertise and interest in the Japanese language appeared to
have waxed and waned throughout their lives, influenced by multiple factors including
their migration to Australia, parental expectations, participation in friendship groups,
exposure to Japanese language media and objectified cultural capital (books, manga,
anime and music) and so on. In addition, the students’ reported sense of expertise in the
language was not equally distributed amongst the different modalities and social
situations, showing the truncated nature of their bilingual repertoire (Blommaert, 2010).
Moreover, one’s sense of expertise in a language did not necessarily equate to an
affiliation to the language. For instance, as Fumiya’s narrative suggests, although he felt
that English was his stronger language in all aspects, he reported that he felt a closer

affiliation to Japanese, claiming that it was much more “fun” speaking in Japanese.

Furthermore, at times, the students’ expertise was not simply about how competent they
felt in the language, but about how they were positioned by others (Blommaert, Collins,
& Slembrouck, 2005), particularly in relation to their linguistic inheritance. For instance,
students like Chika, Fumiya and Yuta, who were identifiable as Japanese due to their
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names and appearances, were sometimes presumed by others to have inherited the
Japanese language and, by extension, expected to be experts in it too. However, these
high expectations, at times, were at odds with the students’ self-perceived lack of
expertise, resulting in their timidity at speaking Japanese for fear of giving themselves
away as less legitimate speakers. On the other hand, students like Takeshi who were not
immediately identifiable as Japanese were sometimes not attributed language
inheritance and were spoken to in foreigner talk. In Takeshi’s case, this did not coincide
with his self-perceived high expertise and confidence in Japanese, which resulted in the
need for him to first negotiate and establish his legitimacy as a Japanese speaker.

In addition, the notion of inheritance is further complicated by the presence of students
like Teru who did not have “Japanese blood” per se and did necessarily inherit the
language in the conventional sense of the word. However, Teru nonetheless felt the
strongest attachment to the Japanese language, suggesting the possibility of the
emergence of a new linguistic inheritance that is not defined by one’s heritage
connections, but through strong affiliations to the language. That is to say, Teru’s story
shows that it is possible for language affiliation and inheritance to cut cross ethnic
boundaries (Rampton, 1990).

From a more trans-local perspective, another theme that appeared to be salient in the
students’ accounts was the issue of citizenship and the tension between territorised and
de-territorised identities (Vertovec, 2001). For example, in Yuta’s case, his ethnic
identification as an Australian was not necessarily connected to his choice of nationality.
Indeed, Yuta claimed that he would rather keep his Japanese citizenship because he saw
very little benefit in being an Australian citizen. He claimed that being Australian was
not defined by citizenship in a nation-state, but by how one chose to identify himself. In
this regard, Yuta may have showed signs of a de-territorised identity. On the other hand,
for some students like Chika and Fumiya, one’s nationality as defined by the nation-
state was an important part of who they were. Both students commented that being a
Japanese as legitimated by their citizenship was something they were emotionally
attached to. In this regard, territorially-defined identities were also an important part of
the students’ self-perception. It seems that these accounts show the students’

predicament of having to choose one nationality over the other, when their daily lives
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were defined by both English and Japanese, and their connections to both Australia and

Japan.

However, despite the differences in the students’ accounts examined above, there were
also similarities in the value attached by the students to the Japanese language in their
homes. Firstly, it appeared that Japanese was valued in the homes of the students for its
convertibility into social capital. As Takeshi commented, the reason that his parents
wanted him to study Japanese was because “ H AR NDFNE L FEE 720> 050
T2 LB ASTenD, BRAE ARIMEA TV DB E NICRFENRTE DL LD
\Z” (they didn t want me to be unable to speak to Japanese relatives, S0 they told me to
learn Japanese so that | can speak with relatives in Japan). Furthermore, for the
students themselves, it was an important tool for maintaining their connections to Japan
and with relatives and friends who lived there. As Anthony commented, “33RF X A &
LD DL, O, ARIZ, HO, KYT—ITIT BFEIToTLH0D,
Zivh & % L (to speak with my Mum, and because | go to Japan on holiday every
year, so that’s part of it).

Secondly, for some of the parents, Japanese appeared to be in itself a form of cultural
capital and a part of the students’ heritage, which needed to be maintained and
developed. At times, it seemed that the very act of studying Japanese was a culturally
meaningful practice. As Anthony explained in Extract 5-1 above, for his mother,
learning Japanese may have been equivalent to other cultural practices related to Japan
like watching Japanese TV dramas or going to Japan. In other words, it seemed that
Anthony’s mother perceived Anthony’s study of Japanese as a means of making up for
the cultural exposure and cultural capital that he would have obtained had he lived in

Japan.

Thirdly, and perhaps most important to the chapters that will follow, the data also
strongly suggested that there was a considerable amount of value placed on being able
to utilise Japanese and English. Thus, the importance of the students’ bilingual
development seemed to be a recurring theme in the students’ narratives. For example,

Fumiya explained that when he immigrated to Australia and began speaking English to
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his mother, she did not seem to mind this change. He claimed that she said “7¢ A7),
INA VT NVDIFH RN T (Well she said it’s better to be bilingual) and allowed
Fumiya to continue speaking English at home.

Similarly, Teru also mentioned that his mother had emphasised his English when he first
immigrated to Australia, but as university entrance and his career pathway began to
emerge as an issue, she began telling him to make an effort with both English and

Japanese:

(Extract 5-30)
ZobITRT, £bh, HEPAUTV 2SIV, THHARELDAILY 22
SWNBRT=WNa, BB AT S TUELWATZWTT, Thilr, #ic3
LV AREOTBAES TUEL WA W, KREORR DT L,
bO, b, HANZ, T9. RADERIZ, BRATWIALEAS | b
Iy, ARDBIMOF-HIZWNZ LoD X912k S0, F
F2EIR I, o TUELWATLWRRRLITENE L
When we came here, well, she said do your best with English, but also study
Japanese hard, I think she wanted me to study both very hard, but recently, it's
changed and she wants me to work on my Japanese more so than my English,
because I'’ve started studying for university and, um, now, seriously, um, 1
have to consider going out into society, and how should I say it, its like, she
wants me to speak and write like the kids in Japan, that sort of feeling has

come out

Thus, it was particularly the perceived value of English and Japanese bilingualism that
seemed to underlie Teru’s mother’s investment in her son’s Japanese. Anthony also
reported that while he was growing up, his father had often mentioned the benefits of

being able to speak Japanese in an English workplace environment:
(Extract 5-31)

FEAY Y FOHRG - ER/ET, Erbzr V=T 8 £70)
D, T, TOIVIDRDE, TIVIMHMERITAD &, BEICAD &
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AARGEIIHEZ DL NN TOIBDOBRIALLENEISFE>TVNLHDOT
But I'm better at Methods ((Short for “Mathematical Methods”, a secondary
school Mathematics subject which is a non-compulsory prerequisite for
tertiary study in Victoria)), so [I want to be] an engineer, or something like
that, and, in those sorts of jobs, when you enter those professions, my Dad

always tells me that Japanese is useful

In Anthony’s view, it was not so much how competent one was as a bilingual, but the
very fact of being able to speak Japanese in addition to English that seemed to hold

importance:

(Extract 5-32)
IHLDOBRE Ay TIWVEBRRWERERL THATYT 2, HOT, o
H. ABC ((HARDKFHEHER4E)) OALFEELT, 2 HDBRIA
PIRGEERVWATTITE, TOHARADRAT—A T U TITRT, b
Lo TOBHLOBRIANRL Lo EETHAT, #NTToZ
W, ERR, HDO, BARADPGELLWRATT R, HFD Lo
RWVINOA—=A T UT NZ ENRHZ 0 DH NN
My Dad s job is totally unrelated [to Japanese], working with cars, and he
always speaks with people from the ABC automobile company ((a major
Japanese automobile company)), and even though my Dad can t speak
[Japanese] at all, those Japanese people come to Australia and no one can
speak Japanese, but my Dad can speak just a little bit, so they really, the
Japanese people love that, especially because Australians usually can 't speak

[Japanese], so 1'd like to be like that too

In this regard, being able to speak Japanese and English provided the speaker with a
favourable reputation and status, or, in other words, symbolic capital (Bourdieu, 1977).
Thus, it is possible to observe that the value of Japanese lay not only in its convertibility
into cultural or social capital, but also in its convertibility into symbolic capital and the

distinction that it accrued vis-a-vis monolinguals.
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5.3 Conclusion

In this chapter, through the presentation of students’ narratives, I have illustrated the
complexity and the negotiated nature of the students’ language identities. The students’
accounts show the complicated network of languages, resources and people connecting
these students to both Australia and Japan and to other parts of the world. A growing
body of literature on transnationalism (see for example, Blommaert, 2008, 2010;
Blommaert & Rampton, 2011; Levitt & Glick Schiller, 2004; Rouse, 1991, 1995;
Vertovec, 1999; Vertovec, 2007) suggest the complex ways in which migrants move
between linguistic, cultural and geographical borders, maintaining ties to multiple
“homes”. In doing so, they acquire, and at times consciously select linguistic and
cultural repertoire that influences the construction of de-territorised or
“transnational(ised) identities” (Vertovec, 2001: 578). Indeed, the students’ lives, which
were defined by a belonging to multiple communities that transgressed national
boundaries, certainly seem to show signs of such identities.

It was also revealed that the value placed on Japanese in the homes of the participants
were cut across by both local as well as trans-local influences. On the local or trans-
local scale, Japanese was important precisely as a cultural capital and as a means of
maintaining social capital with family, relatives and friends both in Japan, Australia and
elsewhere in the world. Moreover, the field of home was not insulated from the
influences of globalisation and other forces operating at the trans-local or transnational
scale level. That is to say, in some cases, Japanese was important because of the
symbolic value that bilingualism held in the students’ careers and futures. In this regard,
as Blommaert (2010) points out, there seems to be competing “polycentric” forces at
work in the students’ accounts: on the one hand, the importance of Japanese as a
“heritage” and on the other, the value of Japanese as a commodity in the global market
(Blackledge & Creese, 2011). This tension and “polycentricity” will be examined
further in the following chapters.
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CHAPTER 6: Claiming legitimacy in second language classrooms

In this chapter, | will focus on the narratives of five students, Anthony, Chika, Fumiya,
Takeshi and Teru, who were in Year 12 at the time of study and examine their
engagement in the Japanese Second Language classes that they completed in Year 11 at
their respective secondary schools. More specifically, I will examine the students’
accounts of their identity negotiation in the Japanese Second Language classes vis-a-vis
foreign language learners as well as with the teachers, and explore how the participants
navigated the power structure of the classroom to pursue multiple interests.

6.1 Japanese linguistic resources as potential capital

In the state of Victoria, where this research was undertaken, eligibility for tertiary
entrance is determined by the students’ performance in what is commonly known as the
VCE (Victorian Certificate of Education) subjects, briefly mentioned in 4.2 above,
which students undertake in Years 11 and 12 at their respective secondary schools. The
scores of these subjects go towards the students’ ATAR (Australian Tertiary Admission
Ranking) score, which then determines the students’ eligibility for entering their desired
universities and faculties. Students were required to undertake compulsory English-
related VCE subjects and also choose from a wide range of other elective VCE subjects
(for example, Accounting, Economics, Chemistry, Biology, as well as LOTE subjects, to
name a few) depending on their interests and pathways. Moreover, each subject is
comprised of four “units”: units 1 and 2 were typically completed at the Year 11 level
and units 3 and 4 at the Year 12 level. However, at some schools, high-achieving
students were permitted to take units 3 and 4 at the Year 11 level, thus allowing them to
complete the VCE requirements early, and these students may have the option of going
on to pursue additional Higher Education “Extension study” when they are in Year 12 if
such subjects are available. This, in turn, provided the students with additional points
towards their ATAR score and credit towards the students’ undergraduate qualification

when they enter university.

For the students in this study, and for students in general, Years 11 and Year 12 were
therefore especially critical periods in their education as the subject choices and the
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scores from these subjects directly influenced their pathway post-Year 12. Indeed, as
Anthony reported, VCE scores and academic performance was a dominant part of the
students’ lives and was often the topic of conversation in and out of school. Indeed, as
reported by The Age, a local Melbourne newspaper, there was a tendency for students
and their parents to choose subjects, not based on the students’ interests, but upon which
subjects would allow them to maximise their tertiary entrances scores (Milburn, 2011).
For heritage learners who already had a background in a language, in some cases, taking
the LOTE subject of their heritage language, allowed them to gain good marks and gain
an edge over their peers.

The opportunity and the pressure to obtain good tertiary entrance scores described

above certainly seemed to be felt by the participants in this study. While the long-term
development of bilingual skills was on the agenda of the students, as observed in the
previous chapter, all of these students reported that in the year previous to this study (i.e.
when the students were in Year 11), they enrolled in the VCE Japanese Second
Language subject, the “easier” of the two levels of Japanese language subjects available
to them at the time, and opted to complete units 3 and 4 when they were in Year 11, as
mentioned above. For instance, in the following extract, Chika commented on the

reason she chose Japanese as one of her VCE subjects when she was in Year 11:

(Extract 6-1)
ZNETVCED Z ERANEZTZENRDPSTZAT, WERD IO
BHZEDAREAS EEWIRD L & AARGELE DFRHES LIV
WoTHEDLNT, Lo THhIINRoTEHSTLATY
Until then, I hadn't even thought about VCE, and all of a sudden when I had
to choose which subjects to take, | was told that it would be advantageous to
take Japanese, So that’s why I decided to take it

Chika claimed that up until tertiary entrance scores became an issue, enrolling in a
Japanese language class was something she had not considered. However, in Year 11,
when considering which subject would allow her to maximise her score, she came to the
decision that enrolling in a Japanese language subject would be most beneficial to her. It
was particularly the Japanese Second Language subject that she decided to enrol in:
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(Extract 6-2)
Chika:

Interviewer:

Chika:

Interviewer:

Chika:

T, EFERAARGEL LD EL

Yes, | took Japanese last year [in Year 11]

TNFED R =Y Ty —ANT =Y
Was that the first language or the second language
subject?

T RTT, I3, HOFRITIF T o722 & M
ANTEHIRTLE

Second, I've never been to school [in Japan] so | took
second

77— A MIFRIATN R E S WIT RN ?

So you had to have gone to school [in Japan] to take
first?

TV, x—&, B, EDHTEHLTEDHATTITLE,
KRBT RT3 8572 AT

Yes, well, oh, you don 't have to, but it’s better point-wise
to take second

As Chika mentioned above, the eligibility criteria for enrolling in the Japanese Second

Language subject was considerably generous, designating only that students were

eligible “if they have had up to seven years of education in a school where Japanese is

the medium of instruction”(Victorian Curriculum and Assessment Authority, 2013c).

Therefore, as Tables 2 and 3 above show, all of the participants in this study fell under

this criteria and could enrol in the Japanese Second Language subject and study together

with other foreign language learners. While these students also had the option of opting

to enrol in the VCE Japanese First Language subject, which targeted students who

“have spent some time as a resident and/or have had significant experience of studying

Japanese in a country in which Japanese is a major language of communication”

(Victorian Curriculum and Assessment Authority, 2013b: 8), there were no point

incentives for enrolling in the more difficult of the two subjects.

Furthermore, in Chika’s retrospective accounts, we can observe her awareness towards

her Japanese linguistic resources as potential “capital” (Bourdieu, 1977) which could be
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utilised to gain a high tertiary entrance score. Likewise, Teru explained “£ &, & A 9
ERST=DITEmWwENREND EB ST b H—2>T3 L7 (well, one of the
reasons for taking the [Japanese Second Language] subject was because | thought |
could get a high score). For Chika and for all of the students in this study, Japanese
linguistic resources were something that was utilised mainly in their homes, where it
functioned to maintain connections with friends or relatives. However, as they entered
the upper level of secondary school, the participants may have begun to re-evaluate the
value of their linguistic resources and may have become aware of the possibility for
utilising it as a potential capital for gaining tangible returns. As it was the first time that
many of the students participated in a formal Japanese language class conducted in the
Australian educational setting, it offered them, perhaps for the first time, a field in
which their Japanese linguistic resources were deployable and convertible into other

valuable forms of capital, including tertiary entrance scores.

6.2 Reflexivity towards “composition” and “volume” of capital

As anticipated by the participants themselves, the Japanese Second Language subject
did not pose much of a challenge in terms of the level of language proficiency required,
as evidenced by all of the participants’ comments that they learned very little and were
able to gain relatively high scores in the subject. However, it is possible to observe in
the participants’ accounts that moving into this new environment may have led to an
increased consciousness towards their own linguistic resources as a potential capital
which can be drawn on to gain other forms of valued capital. According to Reay’s
(2004) explanation, “as individuals find themselves in different fields or in different

parts of the same field, it gives rise to consciousness and reflexivity” (p.437).

Indeed, it is possible to observe subtle signs of such “reflexivity” in the way the
participants viewed their Japanese linguistic resources and how they position
themselves in the social space relative to other students at school. For instance, this can
be observed in the following extract by Anthony who commented on his experiences in

the Japanese Second Language subject:
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(Extract 6-3)

Anthony: THRT U= T DR, ETHLETLE
[Japanese] Second Language, well, it was very easy

Interviewer: fE == 72
So it was easy?

Anthony: RAZH LERATLE, Z2ACHIIMR, Kb
AED LRNATT R, T, VCEEFERL-T, A
IZH LR, TTVWENo72TT, D, 2AITS
RL7RNWT, & THT7vF—FLENVWET L, AR
Fd o> T, VCET
1 didn 't do anything, I didn t study at all for it, I really
don 't study in general, and, I did VCE [Japanese Second
Language] last year, but I didn 't do anything, it was very
nice, um, not doing anything, and I think | was lucky that
Japanese was one of the VCE subjects

Interviewer: EOWV D EKRT
what do you mean?

Anthony: bO, HEB, bO, BVWAHELL-T, fH L
IRNT, BV
um, the score, um, get a good score, not doing anything
and getting a good score

As can be observed from the above extract, Anthony’s main motivation for enrolling in
the Japanese Second Language subject was to obtain a high tertiary entrance score.
However, his acknowledgement that he was “lucky” that Japanese was one of the VCE
subjects is especially meaningful in that it also showed signs of Anthony’s reflexivity
towards his linguistic resources. Firstly, Anthony felt that he was “lucky” because of the
opportunity to use his linguistic resources to obtain a good score without exerting any
effort. If Japanese had not been available, he would have had to choose another subject
in which much more “labor-time” (Calhoun, 1993: 67) would have been required but
which may have yielded a much smaller return. Secondly, Anthony’s comment suggests
that Japanese was one out of a number of VCE subjects that he contemplated choosing,
and it happened to be a subject in which he could make use of his readily available
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resources. His choice was therefore based on his self-assessment of the relative value
and volume of his linguistic resources compared to the value and volume of his other
embodied cultural resources (for example, knowledge of mathematics, history, science
or so on). In this regard, he demonstrated reflexivity with regard to “the composition of
capital that he detains” (Wacquant, 2006). Furthermore, by observing his situation as
“lucky”, Anthony was in effect distancing himself from and objectifying his situation
for self-evaluation, which suggests a degree of reflexivity and consciousness towards
the position he occupied relative to his peers.

Another instance of reflexivity can be observed in the following extract from Teru who
explained how he recently began to perceive the value of his Japanese linguistic
resources:

(Extract 6-4)

[BARGEIT] FETIKEHEHBLELEHEWVET, S5, IGEEE, 22
HANADNE RO TS, MERHEDDIZ O 2ATT L, b,
RATE I D, ESITRBIEN LT, T DTN AIN, #E
IEBRTO, ZLELRADELNERS L, 5F T, Lizhlfld
ANGCR
To tell you the truth it § ((Japanese)) very important, I think, my English is
probably worse compared to ordinary people around me, that 5§ why, how
should I say it, | want to make use of my strength and | want to differentiate
myself, in another way, | think it would be more fun that way, so | just want to
continue [studying Japanese]

Teru’s comment that he wanted to make use of his strength to differentiate himself from
his peers suggests that he felt that he could utilise his Japanese linguistic resources as a
capital to make up for his losses in English and gain an edge in the competition for
academic success. Thus, Teru’s choice to enrol in the Japanese Second Language
subject was not only based on the choice between the Japanese First Language or the
Japanese Second Language subject, but also on his reflexive attempt to position himself

relative to his peers with regard to the “overall volume™ of capital that he possessed.
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These facets of reflexivity examined above, “composition of capital” (c.f. Anthony) and
“overall volume” (c.f. Teru), are the two coordinates by “which individuals, groups, or
institutions chart themselves in social space” (Wacquant, 2006: 7). Thus, it is possible to
see signs of conscious and reflexive attempts by the participants to evaluate the
resources they possessed and position themselves in the Japanese Second Language
subjects, as well as in the field of secondary school education.

6.3 Fitting in as a legitimate “second language learner”

As examined in the previous section, some of the participants actively sought to utilise
their linguistic resources as potential capital that could be converted into cultural capital
in the secondary school education environment. However, the participants’ pursuits
could potentially be perceived negatively by peers and teachers in the Japanese Second
Language classrooms. As reported by de Kretser and Spence-Brown (2010), heritage
learners were susceptible to the criticism that they were “Japanese first language
speakers” with an “unfair” advantage who were enrolled in the subject with the motive
to gain good marks. To counter such attitudes, the participants may have felt the need to
somehow justify to peers and teachers the fact that they were entitled to be in the
Japanese Second Language subject and that they did not have an “unfair” advantage. In
other words, the participants may have needed to first obtain the “prestige, status, and
reputation” (Carrington and Luke, 1997:103), or symbolic capital, which would allow
them to be perceived as legitimate members of the classroom. Only then could their
linguistic resources be recognised and become deployable as capital in the classroom.

Bourdieu (1977b) contends that such symbolic capital can be obtained by projecting a
“habitus objectively fitted to the objective structures” (p. 214), in other words, by
“fitting-in” (or by giving the illusion of “fitting-in") to a particular field. In the case of
Fumiya and Chika, this was achieved by strategically downplaying their language
expertise and inheritance in order to position themselves as “second language learners”.
For example, while discussing the topic of VCE subjects and secondary school classes,
Fumiya explained:

99



(Extract 6-5)

Fumiya: —Jine HD. FED first language 1372 5 AFGETS & B
WET
Well, 1 think my first language is probably English

Interviewer &, firstlanguage IFHRER AT, ENUTRATE D
RoTHELDHD
Oh, your first language is English, why do you feel that
way?

Fumiya: bHd, ESL>TH5H U720\ TT A, English Second
Language > T\ 9, 7THELU EZ >BIZWebZNT
ERVWATT L, ENLEZNTERVWAT, £b,
JEEEDS first language 72 AU 7272 > T
Um, you know there s ESL, which stands for English
Second Language, if you 've been here ((Australia)) for
more than seven years, you can 't take it, and I can t take it,

so | think English is my first language

According to Fumiya, his first language was English because he was not an “ESL”
(English as a Second Language learner) as defined by the criteria set by the Victorian
Curriculum and Assessment Authority. By making this statement, he seemed to be
implicitly stating to the researcher that Japanese was indeed his second language and
that he did not have expertise equivalent to a “first language speaker”. To support this
claim, he further commented, “H AGE7Z L 72 F IO F o720 iy, EHENHT
IR DT HATTIFE, FEEEO L X TZENNE NS TV I, D72 T
97427 (In Japanese I get stuck sometimes, sometimes words don 't come out, but in
English, that doesn 't happen, or happens less). By emphasising his lack of spoken
expertise in Japanese relative to his spoken expertise in English, he thus seemed to be
disclaiming language inheritance of Japanese and disaligning the presumed connection

between his ethnicity and his language.

A similar self-positioning can be observed in Chika’s comments in Extract 6-3 above,
which was also given when discussing the topic of VCE subjects. In this extract, Chika
explained that she enrolled specifically in the Japanese Second Language subject to gain
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high marks for her tertiary entrance score, but was quick to add “&H ® . “FAIZIZIT -
e Z LN A TE A RTCL7Z” (um, [I took the] second [language subject]
because | 've never been to school [in Japan]). Chika made this statement even before
the researcher asked her why she chose to enrol in the Japanese Second Language rather
than the Japanese First Language subject. Like Fumiya, Chika seemed to be justifying
her enrolment in the Japanese Second Language subject by claiming that she was, in
fact, a “‘second language learner” according to the eligibility criteria set by the

Victorian Curriculum and Assessment Authority (i.e. lack of formal education in Japan).

It is certainly possible that both Fumiya and Chika actually perceived Japanese to be
their second or less proficient language. However, both participants seemed to adopt the
position of “second language learner” most noticeably when they discussed their
enrolment in the Japanese Second Language subject. Moreover, their disclaiming of
language expertise and inheritance contradicted their claim for language expertise and
language inheritance, which could be found elsewhere in the interview and as described
in Chapter 5 above. Chika, for example, commented in a later interview that she was a
5@ H AN OB (a normal Japanese girl). She further explained that “<°—> X ¥
HARPAARNT, Lo THEHBEIZARANLESTZDTLHL2RNTT
(after all, my appearance is Japanese, and also when | speak I ’'m a normal Japanese)
and self-assessed her spoken Japanese as “#iité 9 £\, fiitl H AGEITEEE 2D T
(quite good, I could speak Japanese quite well). Similarly, Fumiya also commented
earlier in the interview that “Ff3" & 1%, o, LWL LE->TETIFE, AAK
N & L CEaE” (when | speak, well, | think it s normal, normal for a Japanese), and
reported that the Japanese Second Language subject was too easy, commenting “ % (>4
TRl T L, b, BOOEXZR A T 0 0 Sl 5 7
Wi, FE w7 LHEBRNCEZ TN T, EeEL ET72ATT ([it] was
very easy, like, if you can memorise your essay you get 100 points, they tell you the
topic one week in advance, and you just write that). Therefore, it can be observed that
both participants recognised that their oral and written Japanese expertise surpassed that
of a “second language learner” as defined by the eligibility criteria mentioned above,
but nevertheless they sometimes adopted this position, as seen in Extracts 6-3 and 6-6
above.
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One possible interpretation for this contradiction is that the disclaiming of language
expertise and inheritance in Extracts 6-3 and 6-6 were attempts by the participants to
position themselves as “second language learners” and accommodate themselves, or fit
into the Japanese Second Language classes. In fact, fitting in may have been a necessity
if they wanted to have their linguistic capital recognised as a resource that could be
utilised effectively in these classrooms. This point is further illustrated in the following
extract by Chika, in which she recalled how she was initially perceived as a “Japanese”
(i.e. “first language speaker”) and critically assessed in classroom activities. She
explained:

(Extract 6-6)
AARNTZNEZZ, bolmL<, BAANLEND Z X VCE D HAGE
TONPS TN ERTEL ELHDLND, IEinb, HO, fEX LN
THErEEN0 (L) mED, VoldNnb bo7tATT &
Because [the teacher thought] | was Japanese, [he was] much stricter, [he
said] because | was Japanese there was a lot about the VCE Japanese that |
didn t know about, so in things like essays, I got zeros, | got a lot of zeros

The reason Chika received scores of zero in her assignments was not because she did
not have the appropriate linguistic resources, but because we can detect in her report the
fact that her linguistic resources (presumably her fluency and pronunciation being key
indexes) were perceived by her teacher as that of a “ H A A\ (Japanese person), which
did not conform to “VCE @ H A7E” (VCE Japanese). In other words, Chika was not
perceived as a legitimate member of the classroom and, consequently, her linguistic
resources were not recognised as capital by the teacher for whom Japanese was a
second language. In order to resist being marginalised in this way, the strategy that
Chika took was to disclaim her language expertise and inheritance in order to conform
to being worthy of a legitimate position in the classroom. This can be observed in the

following extract:

(Extract 6-7)
MENZHARGEE L TREA BRILEOHL L o120 LIZATTIT &
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ZIUEXVCE D BARGEZNG, FTEI R LB TEH-TELL
There were times when thing like the sentence structure [taught in the
Japanese Second Language class] was awkward Japanese, but that's VCE

Japanese, | thought it was different and learned it

Chika recognised that the grammar taught in class was at times unnatural, but she did
not point this out and instead learned it without questioning the teacher. What this
conformity (or the illusion of conformity) yielded for Chika was the “prestige,
reputation and status” or symbolic capital as a legitimate “second language learner”,
which allowed her to justify her enrolment in the Japanese Second Language classroom,
to herself, to the teacher and to the researcher whom she knew was a university staff
member and a language teacher at that university. Chika was thus able to gain the
legitimacy, and with it the power to utilise her linguistic resources as capital that could
be deployed in the classroom. As a result, regardless of her initial struggle to gain good
marks in the classroom setting (see Extract 6-6), Chika was able to obtain a score of 50
in the final evaluation of the Japanese Second Language subject, which was the

maximum score possible in any given subject.

The acquisition of legitimacy is a key concept in Bourdieu’s (1977) “Theory of
Practice”. He states that those in a legitimate position as defined by the field are able to
exercise power without being perceived by others as exercising power. That is to say,
fitting in and the symbolic capital (i.e. legitimacy) resulting from it allow one’s
interested action to be “misrecognized” as legitimate (or disinterested) action. Swartz
(1997) explains:

Symbolic practices deflect attention from the interested character of practices
and thereby contribute to their enactment as disinterested pursuits [...]
Activities and resources gain in symbolic power, or legitimacy, to the extent
that they become separated from underlying material interests and hence go
misrecognized as representing disinterested forms of activities and resources.

(p. 90)

This was indeed observable in Chika’s accounts. Her linguistic capital and its use
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gained legitimacy and symbolic power after she managed to fit in to the class as a
“second language learner”. It is interesting to note that regardless of obtaining a score of
50, which was presumably higher than all of her peers, Chika did not seem to be

perceived by her classmates as having an “unfair” advantage. For example:

(Extract 6-8)

Chika: JIAFA PHEBEIELINELE, b, E
FLERENPFTOATTITE, THLEARIZEIRNED
T bz T ehoizl, 7 7AAAL R T IK
HNIRIIAIIES>THNT, O, TS RER LT,
O, WHEFBRENTITZ 7 AAAL DT BFLE
DR EDATT X
My classmates interacted with me normally, they said
“you’re good [at Japanese] ", but I didn t get treated very
differently, my classmates were also studying very hard
too, they had very good scores and they even scored better
than me in the mock exams and other exams

Interviewer: AHIEE
| see
Chika: 72D BIRF DI NI DL, ~A, BBy L7

MmolzL, HD, 7I7AAAL FbbEDEZEVL
TN EEWET

So, I didn't have bad experiences and I don 't think my
classmates had bad experiences either

Based on her account, Chika appeared to have been perceived by her classmates as
being on the same level, if not lower in terms of language expertise. She was perceived
as someone who was merely good, which allowed her to be treated normally. As a result,
her peers did not seem to perceive her as having an “unfair” advantage, as suggested in
her comment in Extract 6-8 above. Chika’s emphasis that her classmates were studying
very hard too seemed to be a statement to the researcher that her performance in class
was not because of her language inheritance but because she too had made an effort and

studied diligently. From Chika’s comments above, it is possible to observe the extent to
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which Chika was able to exercise symbolic power in portraying herself as a real second
language learner and by doing so have her pursuits “misrecognized” as driven by
sincere desires for language development, when in actuality it was guided by underlying
interests, including high marks. From this perspective, Chika was not only submitting
herself to the norms of the classroom, but also actively taking advantage of them.
Playing down her language expertise and inheritance was actually empowering for
Chika as it gave her legitimacy and access to meaningful participation in the classroom.
As contradictory as it may seem, she appeared to adjust herself to fit in to the power
structure in the classroom in order to construct difference with her peers through her

language expertise.

6.4 Standing out as a “Japanese”

In the above section it was possible to observe that Chika and Fumiya strategically
utilised their identities to gain legitimacy in the classroom and acquired the benefits that
resulted from this conformity. However, Takeshi and Anthony strategically utilised their
language identities in a much different way. They, in fact, did not seem to make
conscious efforts to play down their language expertise. Instead, they claimed a strong
sense of language expertise and inheritance in relation to their teachers, peers and to the
researcher. For example, Takeshi actually seemed to claim that Japanese was his
stronger language when discussing his enrolment in the Japanese Second Language
subject stating, “d> . Japanese |£, HARGEIT&IO-> T, m#lL 45, T, scaling T
5012 B - T, 4. HGEE, RITOEGEED —F W F R AT, 2 THRFE TWVWORE
ML T2 Z L3N (Oh, Japanese is, I've finished Japanese, my score was 45, and
after scaling it went up to 50 ((All subject scores are scaled so that the resultant study
scores are comparable across different studies)), now its English, my worst subject is
English, because I've never received a good score in English). Here, Takeshi seemed to
be making the implicit statement that he perceived his Japanese to be his relatively
stronger language. Moreover, Takeshi’s claim above seemed to be a way of self-
justifying his poor performance in English by providing an explanation for why that

may be the case.

Takeshi reported that in the Japanese Second Language class, he used to actively
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demonstrate his language expertise in Japanese by assisting his peers. He stated, “/&
DIZEAEDAARGBEZMIRL TWNDHNE, Flao THIF TV D (most of my
friends are studying Japanese, so I'm helping them). At times, he even seemed to show

off his language ability in class, which resulted in his nickname becoming “f#i{”

(“God”):

(Extract 6-9)
Takeshi:

Interviewer:

Takeshi:

Interviewer:

Takeshi:

AR, BARIZ, BAREFRIL LR, By
O ES, BATETNRHRAREE)SENTED
E. FRTHEARELHAONTDHNDL, B0 H
KNTHDZ &L, AT, LEZTICE > THAT

HHND, AARGEOMMRE MHHICTE 5006, &
ATRING | TREDER - Tl > T T
Personally, 1’'m not the same as everyone, | 'm the only
one that s different, I ’'m the only one that can use another
language, since Japanese is taught at my school, the fact
that 1 ’'m Japanese, everyone, it § an advantage only for me
because | can study Japanese easily, for some reason,
everyone calls me “kamisama” [“God’]

HIFIT. MR D
Ahaha, “God”

HAGETONORWRED — G R o 72 b
Because there wasn t a single question [in Japanese] |
couldn 't answer
k%!
oh
IV, B, ERELSOIFBRICH - TWD LI
RO, RIZA S THERIZ L B o Thv, EET
AR DS TEND DER 2 DT 37V & o T2
Yes, whatever | wrote was naturally the correct answer,
but I don 't think of myself'as “God” because my English

score is low, [ can't be “God”
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While the nickname of “God” was most likely given to Takeshi in a playful fashion, it
also seemed to convey a sense of respect for Takeshi’s language expertise and seemed to
carry the connotation that his language expertise derived from natural or intrinsic
abilities. Indeed, Takeshi explained that he was able to gain recognition in the Japanese
Second Language classroom precisely because of his inheritance of “Japanese blood”
from his Japanese mother:

(Extract 6-10)
AARGEIX, DO, BARADOMAZGNTSH, BRADMZSIWTL006
WIRAAGENTE H LB DN TWT, ZNEHDO, KiEH L X O M7
WEBSTWAAT, JlIICEEEZ L T<ETITE
Japanese is, um, | have Japanese blood, because | have Japanese blood,
people think I'm naturally good at Japanese, and my friends think that can t
be helped, and they actually show understanding towards me

According to the above extract, Takeshi’s display of language expertise as a Japanese
did little to undermine the legitimacy he received from his peers to be in the same class.
They thought it was only natural that Takeshi excelled here, commenting that it cannot
be helped that Takeshi out-performed them. Even the teacher of the class seemed to
recognise Takeshi’s linguistic capital as a resource and evaluated it favourably, as
suggested by Takeshi’s comment: “= X > b & ZF FHlT T S WA s D
NS INST-DT, 725 VCED LUV TIERLRTE T Bo Tl BnE
973 (the comments [from the teacher] were often “please continue as you are doing
now”, so probably, [the teacher] thought that [my Japanese proficiency] was sufficient
for the VCE level). From these extracts, it can be observed that Takeshi did not need to
play down his language expertise and inheritance in order to fit into the Japanese
Second Language classroom, as did Chika. Indeed, it seemed that it went without saying
that Takeshi was a legitimate member of the class. Furthermore, Takeshi seemed to have
the power to utilise his language identity (i.e. expertise and inheritance) to project a
different identity from his peers to stand out amongst classmates who were all foreign

language learners.

Assimilar claiming of language expertise can be observed in the case of Anthony who
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completed his Japanese Second Language subject through distance education due to the

fact that it was not offered at his school and therefore he did not participate in a formal

classroom setting with teachers and peers. Instead, he completed assignments at home

and had weekly one-to-one conversations with the teacher over the phone. According to

Anthony’s account, the teacher’s perception of his enrolment in the class seemed to

have been favourable:

(Extract 6-11)
Anthony:

Interviewer:

Anthony:

Z o, FELWRICONVTEELZY , FRIZONT,
ETH, MoFIEIN—vy 7 2EMT, EARFH
ZLTWETHoTEST, TV AR NEE-72Y
TLHLDOTETN, TOLEETIENTELENDL, W
S IE R T, R LVVERT & 2B T
T&E7DT

Yeah, 1'd talk with the teacher about my studies, school,
the other kids get very basic questions, like “what subject
are you studying”’, and they’d usually give a list of things,
but then I could do that very quickly, so I was asked a lot
of questions, | was asked quite difficult questions
ZOSAEIL N =—FBIIfTANTZ &

So what did the teacher think about your ethnicity?
HMBIRWATT R, HoloZ &iavind, &I,
Zhb, O, FORAETIESL, BE, HO,
100 A< HWEF LT, BASHWDLNAEARANNZRY,
b, ZOLEELWATT, A, £rB o7,
AARNEREED, Wob, HO, B TTED
S0 THIE-m0 2Dl

She didn 't know, she hasn t met me, at the beginning, so,
the teacher, every week, calls about 100 students and

there s only three Japanese students, so she was happy
when she called me, that's my impression, she can speak

to a Japanese, she doesn t have to ask how are you and
things like that
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It appeared that the teacher perceived Anthony’s participation positively, which allowed
Anthony to actively display his language expertise as one of the three Japanese students
whom the teacher enjoyed talking to. Anthony too seemed to be attributing his high
performance to his language inheritance as a Japanese and utilising it as a source of
distinction from non-background speaker peers whom he referred to as “the other kids”.
Interestingly, this extract was one of the few instances throughout the interviews in
which Anthony attributed his language expertise to his sense of inheritance of Japanese
from his Japanese mother. Rather, Anthony more often tended to portray himself as a
second language learner and disclaimed language inheritance and expertise in Japanese.
For instance, he assessed his language expertise in English to be much higher than his
Japanese, stating: “BEARMIZHEFEDO FNfE A TT L, FI<MEHE, BARGEIE,
9 A7 (for me English is really much easier, very easy, but Japanese is, yeah). Moreover,
in terms of ethnic affiliation, he frequently distanced himself from the position of a
“Japanese” and identified more closely with being an “Australian”. Thus, Anthony’s
open claim for ownership of Japanese in the extract above stands in contrast to his self-

perception that could be found elsewhere in the data.

It can thus be observed that, unlike Chika and Fumiya who first needed to “fit in”,
Takeshi and Anthony held the legitimacy and power to openly claim expertise and
inheritance, which allowed them to project a different identity from their peers. Here,
the (non-)attribution of language inheritance seemed to have played a key role. It is
perhaps not a coincidence that Chika and Fumiya were from families in which both
parents were Japanese, while Takeshi and Anthony were from mixed marriages in which
the father was an Australian and the mother was Japanese. Consequently, Chika may
have been automatically attributed language inheritance by the teacher due to her name
and appearance, which made her susceptible to being positioned as a first language
speaker who did not fit in to the Japanese Second Language classroom (see Extract 6-6
above). Chika’s teacher, who was a second language speaker of Japanese, may have felt
it necessary to enforce the primacy of second language speakers in order to maintain his
authority in the classroom. Within this power structure, Chika was placed in a
subordinating position in which the identity position of Japanese was accessible, but
was not desirable if she was to gain high marks. Thus, she needed to disclaim expertise
and inheritance if she wanted to gain legitimacy and participate as a member of the
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classroom. On the other hand, Anthony and Takeshi may not have had language
inheritance attributed to them due to their mixed ethnicity, appearance and surnames.
Their teachers, who were Japanese first language speakers, may have positioned
Anthony and Takeshi as second language learners from the start. This was expressed in

the following extract by Takeshi:

(Extract 6-12)
HARTHE CONTEREICHSTEO B ARGEILEL, 20, HRAD
AAGETIERW, TOX I REZFR>TlPb LN TT, S
o ERAWES, EEEVWET
My Japanese compared to that of a high school student who was raised in
Japan still isn t, well, it'’s not at the same level as the Japanese used by
Japanese people, | think he ((the teacher)) may have thought of it that way, |
think that's probably it, I think

Although the teacher seemed to have perceived Takeshi’s Japanese expertise to be
relatively high, Takeshi felt that the teacher did not attribute language inheritance to him
because he felt that the teacher perceived his Japanese expertise as not up to the level of
a Japanese high school student raised there. Similarly, it seemed that Anthony’s
language expertise was higher than that expected by the teacher, resulting in praise from
the teacher that he was “ 9 £W\\T9 42, 9 £WNTT 4 (you re very good, very
good). While this comment was probably given with good intentions, it appeared to
carry the underlying message that he was “very good” for a second language learner.
This non-attribution of language inheritance may have thus allowed Takeshi and
Anthony to automatically fit in as legitimate members of the Japanese Second Language
classroom, without needing to play down their language expertise and inheritance. They
were thus in a position of power that gave them the liberty to utilise their linguistic
resources as a capital in order to perform well and project a different identity from their
peers. However, from a different perspective, it is possible to say that not having
language inheritance attributed to them meant that Takeshi and Anthony’s backgrounds
as a Japanese were being devalued by the teacher as not fully Japanese. When viewed in
this light, in relation to a different set of norms or a “centre” of authority (Blommaert,
2010: 39) in which the legitimacy was placed on Japanese people, Takeshi and Anthony
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were placed in a subordinating position that lacked legitimacy. Therefore, Takeshi and
Anthony’s repeated claiming of language expertise and inheritance examined thus far
may have had two simultaneous functions: firstly, to project a different identity and gain
distinction from peers in reference to a centre which placed legitimacy on second
language learners, and secondly, to legitimatise their backgrounds as a Japanese and
resist marginalisation in reference to a centre which placed legitimacy on being fully
Japanese. The simultaneity of such investment will be examined in more depth in
Chapter 7 below.

6.5 Caught in-between two “centres”

While in the cases examined so far, all of the participants were able to navigate the
power structures of the classrooms by effectively utilising their language identities, not
all of the participants were successful in this regard. This seemed to be the case with
Teru, who spent the most number of years in Japan (10 years) and came from a family
in which both parents were English-speaking Chinese nationals, as described above.
Teru also enrolled in the Japanese Second Language subject one year previous to this
study (i.e. when he was in Year 11) to gain a high score towards his tertiary entrance
score. However, even though he chose to enrol in the Japanese Second Language
subject, he resisted the position of a second language learner. Unlike Chika and Fumiya
who strategically projected such an identity and seemed to be comfortable being
positioned as such by teachers and peers, Teru reported that he resisted fitting in. For

example:

(Extract 6-13)
TH, LMITIE, £, FHEHOLIT, WO, 2D, 77 —X
NI =V OF LR, R KVIFERWEESATTIFE, LA
MOV RT 7=l NTen, RREEEES AT A,
leshy VCE® A RI U7 =V X0 3R ErZ e Mo TE
But, level-wise, well, I'm at an okay level, no, well, [my Japanese level is]
much lower compared to “first language”, but when compared with real
second language [students], I think it much higher, I think, [my Japanese
level] is way higher than VCE [Japanese] Second Language
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His reference to “real” second language students seemed to suggest that he did not
consider himself a second language learner. He showed a strong resistance to being
categorised as such and distanced himself from his peers whom he called “% Z &~/
D A— —> (ordinary Aussies). Teru expressed his sense of frustration for potentially
being perceived by others as belonging to the same category with “{Z> & 0 L {1
72T, BEEE LT Lo Th = (kids who just memorise and talk and can't
speak Japanese clearly).

It is thus possible to observe that, similar to Takeshi and Anthony, Teru also sought to
project a different identity from second language learners. However, while Takeshi and
Anthony could emphasise their language inheritance as a Japanese to achieve this end,
Teru did not, or could not, do so. He seemed hesitant to compare himself to first
language speakers, commenting: “FiID 5 £ X > TV I M, LIZ<, BARDH
ko TE I, BRDZ EZHM->TDHo TV, RADKELFNTITIT 20
BT & - 720 9% AT L7 (things like the ability to explain things, Japanese
common sense, knowledge about Japan, sometimes there are places which 7 can t
follow). While Teru’s perceived lack of cultural knowledge and language expertise may
have been a factor that prevented him claiming language inheritance of Japanese, it
appears that “ethnicity” as a secondary form of embodied capital was also a key factor.
Bourdieu (1984) accords importance not only to the primary forms of capital (i.e.
economic, cultural, social and symbolic capital), but also secondary factors including
“gender, race or ethnicity, place of residence and age” (Swartz, 1997:154) that further
stratify a certain social class (in a very broad sense of the word). He argues that “the
volume and composition of capital give specific form and value to the determinations
which the other factors (age, sex, place of residence, etc.) impose on practices”
(Bourdieu, 1984 as cited in Swartz, 1997: 155).

While Takeshi and Anthony held embodied ethnic capital as a Japanese due to their
mothers’ ethnicity, Teru did not have access to this capital because both of his parents
were Chinese. As seen in Extract 6-9 above, Takeshi could construct difference with
second language learners precisely by emphasising his language inheritance, which
derived from his ethnic capital (i.e. “Japanese blood”), even though he had not lived or
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studied in Japan. On the other hand, although Teru spent 10 years in Japan and even had
formal experience of schooling there, he could not (or felt he could not) claim
inheritance of Japanese because of his perceived lack of an ethnic inheritance. Therefore,
although Takeshi, Anthony and Teru all sought to construct difference with second
language learners, the ability to do so by claiming language inheritance and thus the
identity position of Japanese was not accessible to all of them.

In this regard, there seemed to be a hierarchy within this group of students, with Takeshi
and Anthony possessing the symbolic capital and power to potentially gain legitimacy
as a Japanese, and Teru who seemingly lacked the symbolic capital and power to do so.
Indeed, Teru expressed his sense of powerlessness in not being able to access this
identity position elsewhere in the interview. For example, as it can be observed in
Extract 5-20 above, for Teru, his perceived lack of ethnicity as a Japanese prevented
him from distinguishing himself in reference to second language learners, and also from
fitting in and gaining legitimacy in reference to Japanese people. His comment above
shows Teru’s frustration at being unable to resist being positioned as a second language
learner due to factors which were outside of his control. Teru’s predicament was perhaps
best summarised in his comment, “% L, HATAEEINTZ2H, 9D LHARDT
AT T 4T 4—Z@BHSTEIN, HLTWVETZNS TN I D, ZAD, 1T
V7 (since | was born in Japan, | want to emphasise my identity from Japan a little bit
more, put it out more, like yeah). It seemed that implicit in Teru’s word choice “ H A D
T AT T 47 «— (literally, identity from Japan) was his consciousness towards
his lack of ethnic capital that prevented him from projectinga “HARAND T A 7 7 «
7 4 —” (identity as a Japanese person).

Therefore, perhaps the only choice left for Teru was to resist the position of second
language learner through his language expertise. However, he was unsuccessful in
obtaining a better score than his classmates, which left him with no choice but to submit
to the position of second language learner. This led to a sense of confusion. He
commented:
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(Extract 6-14)
ZnfEL < T, ouni-jap IZA 272D H —2TT, b I RAN, BEES
& bREHET AML T, T, £D, ERELAETZ T2 HEROEEL b
e SAEE LT, 9 LTEDRER IR >Teh, IEE, #ikl 5
OIFND LB STATT L, 3 _XTHNN—=T7 =7 MNEZERSTZDICT,
E< by EHA, FlET4 1 TEEBR ST, B—R2aT7 284 1T,
TIYELERENDST, bIRAD, MEELTRWIDLNAR
NoT-TT
It was frustrating, and that's one of the reasons for taking uni-Jap ((short for
“university Japanese”, which refers to the Japanese for Background Speakers’
subject at university)), | even had a lot of fights with my mother, and | talked a
lot with my teacher who was also my Japanese Saturday School teacher,
about why I couldn 't get the score I wanted, to tell you the truth, I thought [
could surely get a score of 50 [in the overall subject score for the VCE
Japanese Second Language subject], I thought everything went perfectly, but |
don t know, my score stopped at 41 ((out of a maximum of 50)), there was a

five point difference with Fumiya, so like, I didn't know what to believe.

Teru’s frustration seemed to come not only from his lack of success in gaining a high
score, but also from his lack of success in determining the terms by which he entered
and participated in the field. He was in effect caught in-between these two positions,

and could not gain symbolic capital in reference to either centre.

6.6 Conclusion

In this chapter, | have examined the complex ways in which the participants in this
study negotiated their identities in the Japanese Second Language subject. Although the
students’ initial motivation for enrolling in the subject seemed to be driven by an
instrumental interest in high tertiary entrance scores, this is not to say that the
participants’ identities played only a marginal role in the Japanese Second Language
classroom. While the identity strategies utilised by Chika and Fumiya, Takeshi and
Anthony and Teru seemed to be different, they indeed shared underlying commonalities
when examined within the power structure of the classroom. That is to say, regardless of
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whether the identity strategy taken was the disclaiming or claiming of expertise and
inheritance, it was possible to interpret all of these strategies as bids to claim legitimacy
and acquire symbolic capital. This process of gaining legitimation was closely
connected to gaining and facilitating access to a variety of interests, including high
tertiary entrance scores, distinction from peers, participation in class, identity as a
“Japanese”, and so on. In this regard, language identities were more than dispositions
toward one’s languages but were “interest-oriented” strategies aimed at, perhaps
unconsciously, “maximizing of material and symbolic profits” (Bourdieu, 1990: 16 as
cited in Swartz, 1997: 67) that one is able to accrue in the field. Furthermore, it may be
important to note here that although heritage learners have often been portrayed as
illegitimate learners attempting to make use of “unfair” advantage to gain high marks
(de Kretser and Spence-Brown, 2010), the analysis presented in this chapter has shown
that the interests pursued by the students in the Japanese Second Language classrooms
are indeed multifaceted.

Moreover, it was also possible to observe that the notion of legitimacy itself was a
complex concept, with the participants being subject to not only one legitimate way of
acting or thinking, but a multiplicity of centres which governed the norms and
determined what was deemed legitimate. In the examples | illustrated above, there were
at least two identifiable centres which influenced the identity strategies utilised by the
participants. Firstly, at the local institutional level, there was a centre which placed
legitimacy on second language speakers, and secondly, on a trans-local level, there was
a centre that placed legitimacy on Japanese people. As Blommaert (2010) claims, when
considering such “polycentricity” (Blommaert, 2010: 39) of the field, seemingly
contradictory accounts of identities by the participants may not be “fragmented”
accounts of identities that lack coherence. Instead, they were organised around multiple
centres, both real and perceived, which the participants conformed to or resisted through
the strategic use of their language identities. Identity strategies thus can be said to have
occurred at the intersection of the field and the individual dispositions constructed
through personal histories, and underlined by an element of competitiveness for
legitimation and social distinction.

From a theoretical perspective, both of the above-mentioned centres appeared to be
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underlined by a discourse that posited a “fixed” connection between language and its
function as a marker of ethnicity. For instance, Chika was assumed at first to be a first
language speaker because of her visible features and the linguistic resources she
possessed, including pronunciation and fluency. On the other hand, Takeshi’s linguistic
resources were given considerable legitimacy from his peers because the Japanese
language was something that others felt he inherited by virtue of having “Japanese
blood”. While such a discourse worked to the advantage of Takeshi and Anthony who
appeared to have received considerable legitimacy to utilise their expertise, on the other
hand, Chika and Fumiya were able to access their expertise only after they had
disaligned the connection between their language and ethnicity by disclaiming their
language inheritance. Furthermore, in Teru’s case, language inheritance (and by
extension the identity position of Japanese) was not even accessible to him because of
his perceived lack of an ethnic inheritance. In this regard, while all of the participants
can be considered heritage learners, there was a hierarchical stratification of power
within this group, with those who could determine the terms by which they participated
in the classroom, and those who could not.
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CHAPTER 7 Constructing difference in the Japanese for Background
Speakers’ subject

In this chapter, I examine the students’ accounts of their engagement in the Japanese for
Background Speakers’ subject which was administered by the university, and will
explore the identity negotiations in the class amongst the Japanese heritage learners. I
will illustrate how the subject was a much different environment from the Japanese
Second Language classroom examined in the previous chapter. Below, | will show how
the students draw on their linguistic and cultural resources to position themselves and
others, claim legitimacy and also attempt to construct difference in and outside of the
Japanese for Background Speakers’ subject. What the data appeared to strongly suggest
was the students attempt to disalign any fixed connection between the Japanese
language and ethnicity. Rather, they appeared to conceptualise their Japanese linguistic
resources as a capital for social distinction and the construction of “transnational(ised)

identities” (Vertovec, 2001).

7.1 Setting the context

As mentioned in the previous chapter (see 6.1), high achieving secondary school
students could opt to complete a VCE subject during Year 11 and thus go on to do
Higher Education study as Year 12 students, depending upon the availability of such a
subject. These Higher Education subjects were often called “Extension study” and were
offered by higher education institutions (i.e. universities), and both the content and
assessment of these subjects were equivalent to a first-year university subject. Upon
successful completion of an Extension study subject, students were able to gain
additional points towards their tertiary entrance score and also receive credit towards an
undergraduate qualification at the institution where the Extension study was undertaken

(Victorian Curriculum and Assessment Authority, 2013a).

To enrol in the Japanese for Background Speakers’ subject which was one such
Extension study subject, in addition to meeting the eligibility criteria mentioned in 4.2
above, students were required to undergo a placement test that consisted of a written test
and an oral interview. Of the seven participants in this study, six students (Anthony,
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Takeshi, John, Chika, Teru and Fumiya) enrolled in the course as Year 12 Extension
study students, and one students (Yuta) enrolled as a third-year university student as
noted above. All of these participants enrolled in 2011 and were classmates. The
Japanese for Background Speakers’ subject was taught by two female teachers
(hereafter referred to as T1 and T2) who were staff members of the university and were
ethnically Japanese but with extended experience of living in English-speaking

countries.

For the students in this study, the Japanese for Background Speakers’ subject seemed to
be a considerably different environment from the Japanese Second Language classroom
in two ways. Firstly, a major difference was the presence of peers who had Japanese
backgrounds. Some students had two Japanese parents (for example, Chika, Yuta and
Fumiya), while some had one (for example, Anthony, Takeshi and John), and one
student had parents who had Chinese backgrounds (for example, Teru). Therefore,
contrary to the Japanese Second Language classroom examined in the previous chapter,
for some students, their Japanese backgrounds no longer provided them with the same
legitimacy and distinction that it did in an environment where a majority of the peers
were foreign language learners of Japanese.

Secondly, another equally significant change was that the level of competence expected
from the students and which the subject aimed to further develop in them was much
higher than which characterised the Japanese Second Language classroom. Interviews
with the teachers revealed that they appeared to assume that the students who enrol in
this subject should already have at least the oral competence on the par with “native
speakers”. In the following extract, T1 commented that this was indeed the level of

competence she looked for during the placement interviews:

(Extract 7-1)
ERAERZ T D010 9 2 I WO AT A MT, ZO8@NRXRAT
A4 TWHRITFEE D0 E D0, AT BO AARGEN EFITTE 50, 5.
20 E2nZ2RTHATTITE
The [placement] tests that the high school students take are these easy tests,
and [we test] whether they can speak at the level of a native speaker, we see
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whether they can understand our ((the two teachers of the Japanese for

Background Speakers’ subject)) Japanese well

T1’s emphasis on the students’ ability to understand the Japanese spoken by “us”, by
which she refers to herself and T2 both as teachers and also possibly as Japanese
individuals suggests that the competence of Japanese people may have been a norm and
a point of reference to which the students were compared against.

Furthermore, the curriculum and materials utilised in class also appeared to place the
level of a “native speaker” as an implicit goal in terms of the students’ literacy skills,
which was presumed to be somewhat lower than their spoken competence. For instance,
according to T2, the curriculum emphasised content-based instruction that utilised
authentic materials that are typically read by Japanese people. The kanji the students
were required to learn was based on kyayo kanji, which was comprised of 1006
characters that appeared most often in such Japanese materials. In addition, a focus of
one of the modules of the subject was given to “understand[ing] polite expressions and
using them effectively in Japanese that suit formal contexts” — an ability that may be
needed in complex social or business situations but which the students rarely utilised in
Australia, as evidenced by their language use diaries.

What seemed to underlie the teachers’ expectations was a perception that the Japanese
language was an integral part of the students’ heritage as Japanese individuals and that it
comprised an important part of their bilingual repertoire. For instance, when the
researcher queried T1 about the significance of teaching Japanese to this group of
students, she answered:

(Extract 7-2)
EENFFSTEAF L STVI D, Ty F—ROT, TANENED X
INZTEDLRES TV I, AKREZRADIZTEAR)L, FieAF )L
BLAFALETTHA LA LS T, ZhbEGNEE TS EW
NE, RFEKEDoTHRY, 77 ABRKDs TR bR DY — D
EORbDIZTE D Lo IZ#H A bNNITN W L BNES, Homn<
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D, WREMEOH D NT-H7RDT

It’s ((Japanese)) a skill that they were born with, they are lucky after all, so |
want the class to be a place where they can learn to make use of those skills,
and I don t want to teach Japanese just as a skill, like reading skills, writing
skills, but rather as a skill that they can use even after they finish university,
after they finish the class, in the life that they live, in the long life that they
have, they are, after all, people with a lot of potential

For T1, the consolidation of the students’ competence was important precisely because
Japanese was a skill that they were born with — a matter of inheritance of the students.
Given this comment, perhaps the high expectations towards the students’ Japanese
competence were incorporated into the curriculum so that the students could develop
the competence on the par with a Japanese individual. In addition, the development of
the students’ Japanese competence to the level of Japanese people was important also
because of its potential values as a tool that could be utilised outside of the university
setting and generally as a skill that could be used in their lives.

Indeed, the high expectations of the Japanese for Background Speakers’ subject seemed
to be supported by the students themselves, who reported that it was a welcomed
challenge because the Japanese Second Language subject they completed previously
was much too easy. Furthermore, the value placed on the students’ inheritance of
Japanese and the development of bilingual competence also seemed to reflect the
expectations of the students and their parents (see 5.2 above).

However, a significant consequence of this change in the environment was that the
hurdle for claiming inheritance of Japanese and/or claiming legitimacy as a speaker of
Japanese was much higher than in the Japanese Second Language subject. For example,
this can be observed in how T1 positioned the students in class. She evaluated both
Chika and Takeshi’s Japanese competence highly, stating “°> XV ¥ 7 X A LT
T STRORFTTTEELAR, HRALFEL T Lo 2k CTTR»
(obviously, Takeshi and Chika were a head above the other students, it was like talking
to a Japanese person). T1 further commented, “% 77 > X A, 2 9 R ADEEAD NN
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FoTK LT D, FUODICHZRD, FTASALENWICELS, HIfFTE D
L T4 & %2 (Takeshi, he seems like a smart kid, he seems like a hard worker, Chika
also has good handwriting, [she] seems very promising). It is possible to observe that
Chika and Takeshi’s resources, including pronunciation, fluency and handwriting were
highly valued by the teacher. Moreover, for T1, these resources were not only signs of
Chika and Takeshi’s academic capabilities as promising students, but also indexical of
their ethnic identity and legitimacy as Japanese individuals.

While the above-described discourse seemed to legitimise students like Chika who held
the linguistic and cultural resources that conformed to these Japanese norms, it also
functioned to label some students who did not have the “right” linguistic and cultural
resources as less legitimately Japanese. For instance, in the following extract, T1

commented on her evaluation of Anthony’s Japanese competence:

(Extract 7-3)
F=—&A, AL, BEFITFHA LSRRV EESTZATTIT L,
EHFNHENTT0R, GLIE, A=A TV 7 A EE@HETF72
e, FELGERREN, FLORKEEIT LA
Tony, um, | thought his kanji was weak, well, because his handwriting is bad,
in terms of speaking, he talks like an Australian, the way he talks and his
attitude, doesn t seem like a hardworking student

In fact, Anthony’s Japanese linguistic resources — limited kanji knowledge, untidy
handwriting, pronunciation and his particular ways of talking — were not only an
indication of his lack of competence in Japanese but also indexical of his lack of
legitimacy as a Japanese and thus the ascription of an identity position as an Australian.
It is quite possible that T1’s evaluation was also enforced by the presence of students

like Chika and Takeshi who did meet her expectations.

Therefore, it is possible to observe that the Japanese for Background Speakers’ subject
was a stratified field where access to legitimacy as a speaker of Japanese was not
equally distributed amongst the students. Firstly, as examined above, this may have
been because of the teachers’ perception of the connection between Japanese and its

121



function as a marker of ethnicity. Secondly, as | will demonstrate below, this may have
also been because of the varying levels of cultural capital the students brought to the
classroom. Faced with this new environment, the students may have needed to re-
evaluate their linguistic and cultural resources and re-consider how they positioned
themselves vis-a-vis their peers and the norms of the classroom. Moreover, legitimacy
may have needed to be locally negotiated with their peers in this setting. In the
following sections, I will focus on the students’ accounts of their participation in the
Japanese for Background Speakers’ subject to analyse how they draw on their linguistic
and cultural resources to position themselves and others in the class. Through the
analysis, I will also examine the students’ underlying interest in constructing difference

inside and outside of the classroom.

7.2 Conceptualising Japanese as a “heritage”

As observed in T1’s comments above, Chika seemed to possess the linguistic and
cultural resources (i.e. habitus) to enable her to fit into the Japanese for Background
Speakers’ subject. In addition, relative to her peers, Chika held the most cultural
resources often associated with Japanese individuals, including name, place of birth,
parents’ ethnicity, language of the home and appearance. She had also spent the most
number of years attending the Japanese Saturday School and thus had the most exposure
to a formal Japanese-speaking classroom environment.

Perhaps due to the legitimacy that Chika’s linguistic and cultural resources received
from the teachers, when reporting her experience in the Japanese for Background
Speakers’ subject, she herself appeared to actively position herself as a Japanese and
commented that she surely hoped that the teachers perceived her that way too. As | will
illustrate below, she even seemed to claim inheritance of the Japanese language.
Considering that Chika reported that she disclaimed her language inheritance and
downplayed her expertise in the Japanese Second Language subject, which she
completed a year prior to entering this subject, this was a considerably different position

she adopted in this subsequent class.

Indeed, Chika reported that in the Japanese for Background Speakers’ subject, she
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openly talked about her sociocultural knowledge of Japan, explaining that she was often
engaged in “H AN > XV FE” (Japanese-like topics) and that she was most up-to-date
amongst her peers with Japanese dramas, books, magazines and music. In the interview,
when Chika was commenting on her study in the Japanese for Background Speakers’
subject, she explained to the researcher that she was so Japanese-like because of her
parents’ ethnicity, explaining that “Z N b B OELEN b > T, HI-LOFNRT L
EBIZHAARNIRDOT, FEEZOIRGETBIZARANDBZ F 2L, AARANDH
RN D o TN D BIFIN” (that s my parents’ influence, my parents are really normal
Japanese people, so as a daughter, I have Japanese ways of thinking, and have common
sense that Japanese people have). Chika thus seemed to attribute her “ways of thinking”
to her ethnically Japanese parents.

In addition, when the researcher queried Chika about her performance in the Japanese
for Background Speakers’ subject, she attributed this to her home language and her
parents’ diligent effort to teach her Japanese, explaining, “X L GE L TT, HDHT=L
DM CHAGEEE D> Tiix LTIEATTTE, 2T, WBNAE->TD
X, HIZ LN FE, INFROM, BR S Al H ARDRAZHiA T <
Nz A T7 . B DHHEIC” (1 was talking to my Dad, and we were talking about why |
can speak Japanese, and what my parents said was, when | was in primary school,
during primary school, my Dad would read children’s books to me every night before I
went to sleep). In the above excerpt, the Japanese language thus appeared to be
conceptualised as something that Chika inherited from her parents.

In the excerpts above, Chika appeared to be making a strong connection between her
linguistic resources and her ethnicity and thus conceptualising them as an integral part
of her inheritance as a Japanese individual. Her heritage was evidence of the quality of
her linguistic resources, and conversely the quality of her linguistic resources was

thanks to her inheritance of Japanese. Japanese ways of thinking and common sense, too,
were cultural resources that she felt she acquired from her home environment and from
her parents who were born in Japan and ethnically normal Japanese people.

Chika’s claim to inheritance and the legitimacy of her linguistic resources seemed to

provide Chika with additional respect from her peers (i.e. symbolic capital). As the
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following comments by Teru shows, this was not only because Chika’s linguistic
resources conformed to “native speaker” or Japanese norms. It seemed that the very fact
that Chika was born to Japanese parents (and thus perceived to have inherited Japanese)

provided her with added symbolic capital. As Teru commented:

(Extract 7-4)
FhEMb, FHELIFELLENRNWTT, BEHHRTETY., Hiv,
Lo, HRTE o T I bOIEE, A—X TV TEEN LA
WATTITE, SfETIoBIZE T, HNEITTED > TV IND
IRAIENLWTT, £d, BAWMGTHKRNT, EZr60HE76H
LEHESATTIFE
Chika, I can 't believe Chika, she's too smart, she's really too smart, to be
honest, she s not born in Australia and came here during prep year, but to be
that good is just unbelievable, well, her parents are both Japanese, that s

probably part of the reason

While Teru felt that it was unbelievable that Chika’s Japanese expertise was so high
despite not being educated in Japan, he seemed to accept this explanation that it was
probably because Chika’s parents were Japanese. The fact that Chika inherited Japanese
from her parents seemed to add a sense of unquestionable legitimacy to her linguistic
resources that made it impossible for Teru to contest. For him, inheritance seemed to be
much more important than going to school there, particularly because Teru may have
felt that it was something he could not claim, due to his Chinese parents. For Chika, it
thus seemed that inheritance of Japanese was indeed claimable in the Japanese for
Background Speakers’ subject. It may have been advantageous to make such a claim as
it provided her with the legitimacy and the profit of distinction from her peers, as
already indicated. This was a significant change in the identity position that she adopted
when compared to her accounts of the Japanese Second Language subject. It is probably
reasonable to claim that this change may have been invoked by her participation in a
field where her linguistic and cultural resources were deemed to be valuable assets by

the teachers, peers and the curriculum.

In addition, it appeared that Chika actively seemed to emphasise her inheritance not
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only as a way of claiming legitimacy as a speaker of Japanese but also as a way for her
to differentiate herself from her peers whom she may have felt were less legitimate
inheritors of Japanese. For instance, in the following extract, Chika reported on her
evaluation of John, who had one Japanese parent and whom she may have perceived as

a less competent speaker of Japanese:

(Extract 7-5)
)—h, BIZIE, Ta B LDIARDRRE, HO, MAKAL 2R
NWERRWTT N, b, YarERLL, RERL L2, A
NH o AAGEG L Th, A, HEITFLTIND
EORANT HATTITE, BRFEERDP-TED, br o EERAR
Ao THRNEZF OB LR EBEoTH o & ROWAARGENGEEH
W5 TRWE S
For instance, John, his appearance isn 't purely Japanese, so even if John
speaks mediocre Japanese like me, | think people would forgive him. But if |
couldn 't speak, 1'd get treated like a weird Japanese and that would be sad,
that's why | want to speak better Japanese

In the above extract, Chika seemed to accord less legitimacy to John and his linguistic
resources on the basis of not being a “pure Japanese”, and explaining that it could not be
helped that his Japanese linguistic competence did not conform to Japanese norms. At
the same time, Chika also seemed to be saying that it was precisely because she
inherited Japanese that she was expected to be better than John. While the extract above
may be a reflection of the expectations other Japanese speakers placed on Chika, it
could also be interpreted as Chika’s claim to inheritance and her attempt to construct

difference with her peers.

A similar case can be observed in Yuta’s evaluation of John and Anthony’s competence
in the Japanese for Background Speakers’ subject. In the extract below, Yuta, who had
two Japanese parents, seemed to make a strong connection between one’s competence
in Japanese and one’s ethnicity as a Japanese individual. When the researcher asked him

how he perceived his peers’ Japanese competence, he answered as follows:
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(Extract 7-6)
EFLEEENES, B2, N"—T DT bl R IEXFE TITHE IS
THLTDHEDNBL L TDHOT, TNTHLENRVICAARGED EF
o TRELLET, Th, D, fHVDHHLANBVETIFE, £
IR0l oT VarBEL, F=—FF, D LEEREY T
TIHE, Fh, ZARKUICRDIZE LSRN TT L, tMOSNEADD
RIEo, . FUARBARFELoR->TEHR->THEDNS
1 think it 5 ((the other students’ Japanese)) good, especially, the “mixed-
ethnicity ” kids, they say that they speak English at home, but regardless of
that they can speak Japanese quite well and I'm impressed by that, but, um,
some of them pronounce things differently, but that can 't be helped, John,
Anthony, they have an English-sounding pronunciation, but, well, it s not too
noticeable, compared to other foreigners, I think they speak good Japanese

Yuta felt that while the “~~— =7 (mixed-ethnicity) students like Anthony and John were
indeed competent speakers of Japanese, they spoke with a pronunciation that deviated
from standard Japanese norms. Such a deviation was perceived as indexical of Anthony
and John’s lack of legitimacy as a Japanese and, conversely, their lack of inheritance as
individuals who did not have two Japanese parents and who did not use Japanese at
home were reasons why they did not speak good Japanese. Yuta thus “adequated”
(Bucholtz & Hall, 2005: 599) them to foreigners and implicitly labelled them as less
legitimate inheritors of Japanese. Similar to Chika’s comments in Extract 7-5 above,
Yuta also seemed to be implicitly claiming inheritance and differentiating himself from
his peers who had mixed-ethnic backgrounds.

7.3 Proving one’s legitimacy

As was observed in the previous sections, there seemed to be an underlining discourse
that Japanese was an inheritance or heritage and an inseparable part of one’s ethnicity.
That is to say, there appeared to be a fixed connection between the Japanese language
and its function as a marker of ethnicity. In order to position themselves as Japanese
individuals, students may have needed to demonstrate that their linguistic resources
conformed to Japanese norms and also show that they possessed the cultural resources
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to claim inheritance of Japanese. While Chika and Yuta could align themselves to this
discourse to construct legitimacy and differentiate themselves from their peers, it
seemed to have posed challenges to students like Takeshi and Teru who possessed the
linguistic resources but did not possess the same amount of cultural resources relative to
Chika and Yuta. For example, in Takeshi’s case, while he had attended Japanese
Saturday School and his competence was quite high, as attested by the teachers’
evaluation of his performance in the Japanese for Background Speakers’ subject, he had
an Australian father, had never lived in Japan and did not speak only in Japanese at
home. These factors and the presence of students like Chika and Yuta may have made
Takeshi feel that he was less entitled to claim inheritance of Japanese.

As a result, while Takeshi could comfortably claim inheritance of Japanese and an
identity as a Japanese individual in the Japanese Second Language class by emphasising
his Japanese blood (see Extract 6-10), he appeared not to (or unable to) make such
references to this inheritance when talking about the Japanese for Background Speakers’
subject. Instead, it appeared to become increasingly important for him to make extra
effort to demonstrate the quality of his linguistic capital as a means of showing that he
was entitled to be in the class. For Takeshi, legitimacy was no longer something
inherent and granted to him by virtue of having Japanese blood, but appeared to become

something he had to negotiate and prove to his peers through other means.

Takeshi’s accounts of his participation in the subject certainly appeared to be marked by
a strong consciousness towards demonstrating his linguistic expertise and sociocultural
knowledge of Japan to his peers and teachers. For Takeshi, the weekly kanji quizzes and
the weekly short essays that the students were required to submit to the online
discussion board provided him with visible ways of displaying his competence to the
class. Takeshi was highly conscious of the score he received in these activities and often
asked the teachers in clear hearing of the other students in class about his score, to
which the teacher sometimes obligingly answered. Therefore the other students in the
class knew that Takeshi consistently scored quite high in the tests. Takeshi appeared to
take pride in his Japanese competence and sometimes this seemed to verge on over-
confidence. In some cases, he even seemed to challenge the marks that the teachers
gave him. In the following extract, Takeshi recalled how he queried the teacher about
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why he received a certain mark in the kanji tests and weekly short essays, which was
lower than what he had expected and which he felt was unjustified:

(Extract 7-7)
BT A XO/REIET1 8, 19<HY, 2080, T, MiE-TS
DBRHLoHRNWEZAS T, BAELELNDOIATT, HEiE, 7
AT 4 AT yary, O, FlRITER, EINBAE. AT
REINTDHDN, HroliELEsTATTITE, £, BLTH
HIOWEZ, EDORA U FENPZVINRHRINTLHND, £, Flwo
Té%mhk%%hi©¢4/bowfﬁw# R ERTRNE
5N
My scores for the kanji quizzes are about 18, 19, out of 20 full marks, and the
teacher tells me it’s very small things that I get wrong, and also in the online
discussion boards, last week, I had points taken off and | talked a little with
the teacher about where | was marked down and why | was marked down,
that 5 because when she returned it to me, the more corrections there are, the
more points you get marked down, so | went home and read it again and there
weren t t00 many corrections in it, so | don t think I should have been marked

down so much

These classroom activities and accompanying marks seemed to provide Takeshi with a
measurable and comparable way of displaying his competence to his peers and, by
challenging and consulting the teacher about his marks, he appeared to construct
himself as a very engaged and capable student. Furthermore, Takeshi reported that he

noticed that he read faster than the other students. He commented:

(Extract 7-8)
HOREFTHERT DHEZANZNVATTITE, HITV-L< Y LZD
X, £O, BLONEIX, BEAEEPoTEBsTHATT L[]
WICFATIEAT, £, AL ITD LITRWRERBSTZATE
i&\%ﬁﬁﬁzicm%méikﬁwwz,Dofiﬁ%/ébt
We often read out loud in class, and what surprised me was that, | thought I
read rather slowly /...] because | was reading as | usually do, well I noticed |
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read a little faster than everyone, but I didn t think it was so fast that the
others would take notice

While it is possible that Takeshi genuinely noticed his ability to read faster than his
peers, it also appeared that the reading activities were an opportunity for him to
routinely display his competent reading ability. Considering that Takeshi invested very
little time and effort in the subject at home, as attested by the teachers’ comments,
Takeshi may have been more conscious of the impression that his performance gave to
the other students, perhaps more so than actually developing his Japanese competence.
It is possible to observe Takeshi’s investment in the assessment criteria and the norms of
the classroom in attempts to negotiate legitimacy using his expertise vis-a-vis the
students and teachers and “sediment” (Butler, 1993 as cited in Otsuji, 2008) throughout

the semester his identity as a legitimate Japanese speaker.

Asimilar investment in proving one’s legitimacy through expertise can be observed in
Teru’s accounts. He too may have felt that he could not claim the same level of
inheritance as a Japanese individual in the sense that the other students like Chika and
Yuta could. Even though he had spent the most number of years in Japan (10 years) and
had formal schooling there, he commented somewhat apologetically at the first
interview that “ H A D 1. 7372 Y AT (1 don t have Japanese blood). His parents were
both Chinese nationals and the language of the home was English-dominant. Perhaps
for this reason, Teru may have been reluctant to claim inheritance of Japanese in the
Japanese for Background Speakers’ subject vis-a-vis his peers who all had some
Japanese ethnic background. Thus, similar to Takeshi, Teru appeared to invest a
considerable amount of time and effort demonstrating his expertise to this peers and
teachers, particularly in the written modality. Perhaps this was to make up for his
perceived lack of inheritance as a Japanese individual. His writing skills and the weekly
short essays on the online discussion board were particularly important opportunities
that provided him with a means of claiming legitimacy in the class. When the researcher
asked Teru about the noticeable amount of effort he invested in the online discussion

board essays, he commented that this was a conscious investment:
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(Extract 7-9)

ARIO, BFIZIE, RADE I DBHRATTITE, ZOEV2—/Lo
TWIo i, AELES, HFNTT, FNTLHEE b, A7 500 F
T TIEE D & EiE, #Mixh 1000 SLFLL EELS AR, O VWO E
WLTHhET

This time, for example, | feel bad saying this, in this module, we write a short
essay every week, we re writing it, when I’'m writing it, where everyone stops
at 500 characters, | make sure to write 1000 characters, | make a conscious
effort to do that

The fact that the essays were posted online and visible to everyone was particularly
important. Indeed, Teru made a considerable effort in writing the essay to display that
he could in fact write more and perhaps better than his peers. When the researcher asked
him about why he made such an effort, he responded, “H J7HIE> T, Z 9. £b,
1T, ZRADFEB L2V Td, 4 1 DAFE U 273202 - T (to work hard, and,
like, I wanted to prove that | am not a student that gets a score of 41 [in the final
evaluation of the VCE Japanese Second Language subject]). Teru seemed to be aware
that if he did not demonstrate the quality of his linguistic resources, he could potentially
be seen as a “student that gets a score of 41, in other words, a second language learner
who was out of place in a class with peers with a Japanese heritage background.
Moreover, it may be significant that his comparison appeared to be vis-a-vis Chika,
whom he felt was Japanese, commenting, “7=5 A, —Fil S 72V O3 LT
1A, HERHAT IR I T2 2> (1 think, she s the person I want to prove myself to the
most, it’s like I definitely don t want to be beaten by her). He may have felt that if he
was able to perform better than Chika — a student with Japanese parents — he would be

able to prove his legitimacy as a speaker of Japanese despite not having Japanese blood.

As examined above, for both Takeshi and Teru, the Japanese for Background Speakers’
subject appeared to be a field where they may have needed to actively demonstrate their
language expertise in order to establish their legitimacy as a speaker of Japanese and as
a member of the classroom. To this end, the curriculum as well as the literacies that they
brought to the classroom provided them with means of claiming legitimacy and, in
some instances, gain distinction even where it was not automatically “granted as a gift
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of inheritance” (Blackledge & Creese, 2011:136). Indeed, both Takeshi and Teru can be
said to have succeeded in this regard, as the former was successful in being perceived
by his peers as a highly competent speaker and someone attuned to Japanese popular
culture. Moreover, the other students, including Chika, regarded Teru highly for his
exceptional writing skills. They both thus constructed legitimacy and distinction
utilising their expertise rather than inheritance, and capitalised on the opportunities
offered to them by the more challenging curriculum.

7.4 Aligning to alternative ways of being “Japanese”

7.4.1 Constructing transnational identities

Thus far, based on the students’ accounts of their participation in the Japanese for
Background Speakers’ subject, | have analysed the different ways in which the students
appeared to construct legitimacy and position themselves in the classroom. The identity
positions adopted and the strategies utilised by these students in this class were much
different from those in the Japanese Second Language classroom discussed in the
previous chapter. This may have been a result of the higher expectations from the
teachers of the Japanese for Background Speakers’ subject in terms of the students’
Japanese competence and the presence of peers with Japanese backgrounds, which
changed the relative value of their linguistic and cultural resources.

However, it may be misleading to say that the students’ investment in constructing
legitimacy were driven only by their desire to conform to the expectations of the
classroom or to be seen and positioned as Japanese individuals. In fact, as | will
examine in the following sections, the students’ investment could have a “simultaneity
of contrasting interpretations” (Blommaert, 2013: 3). That is to say, the students also
seemed to be aligning to a more pluristic definition of being “Japanese” that was not
defined by ethnicity and heritage but rather indexical of their “transnational(ised)
identities” (Vertovec, 2001: 578).

For example, although Takeshi and Teru seemed to be demonstrating their competence
where it was most visible to the teachers and peers in order to prove their legitimacy,
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they did not appear to be investing in positioning themselves as a Japanese individual.
When the researcher asked Takeshi if he felt he was Japanese in the class, he

confidently answered “no”, explaining as follows:

(Extract 7-10)
HARAL R WD, A=A T U T TEENTZL, Bo72L, BE
FERDNDLTET TIEARAL SRV, bt HRADZZ S Lird
HVETNDL, < OPLRWNWTTITE, EITZEDE XTI LR,
BELTRWEEI LG, A=A MTUTANIZL
Because I'm not Japanese, [ was born in Australia, grew up here, knowing the
Japanese language doesn t make someone Japanese, there s Japanese ways of
thinking, I don 't know, but I don 't have that way of thinking, havent been

exposed to it, so I'm Australian

Takeshi seemed to be downplaying the significance of the cultural capital sometimes
associated with Japanese individuals, including nationality, ethnicity, place of birth,
place of education and ways of thinking. Given his self-perceived high expertise in the
language, Takeshi may have been suggesting that he in fact possessed the linguistic
expertise on the par with any other Japanese individual, but that he cared little about
identifying as such.

It certainly is possible that Takeshi’s comments in Extract 7-10 above were due to his
sense of lack of entitlement to claim a Japanese identity because of the presence of
students like Chika and Yuta, as discussed in the previous section. However, it seemed
that it was not that he was unable to identify as such, but rather that he was resisting the
identity position of Japanese as defined by membership in a single nation or ethnicity.
The following comments by Teru suggest that this may have indeed been the case. Teru
recalled a class discussion on the topic of the Second World War, and commented that
he felt the teacher (T1) was justifying some of the acts committed by the Japanese
government at the time. He explained that this was probably because T1 had too much
pride in being Japanese:
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(Extract 7-11)
BRAMARIZTINWT 74 REL TS0 H 5 EBWET, 7225
e 7e ol BOWERLSRRWATTITE, HO60nEEbH Y
FT. BRAD, TITVHARASTHIDOBHIZIESH DL & &, FHED
By 7T, HARDOKE LR, RATEHEITIL o TDHE XD, RA
. BLIETIO, FEICRST2Z & e, NTALTOZ L EINT,
HARDBHE > TNDZ ENEZN-TZET, £bH, EXTITDRNED
ElATHiFE, 700 —FTlE, T, EEASA—A T U TIZWDA
ehizgbid e, FEALZNTTNL, PFETHOZEAIZLTS
FHIAPNDE S TZ EEFHILATTTE, ZOEAEITRANRD
BinoTeiir bbb oleo TV IN, £, NI L LR T, L&
E&pim. D EEA TN, RAn, PEA. ARELOD
FEANLRATESHLHES RS TESTHATTITE
Like, I think she had this great sense of pride in Japan, so sometimes, I’'m not
saying this negatively, but there are times when it s difficult interacting with
her, what | mean when | say she s very Japanese is, for example, in class we
were talking about Japan's good points and bad points, what Japan did to
China, what happened in Hawaii, about how some people dislike Japan, well,
officially it was a small number, according to a questionnaire, but I told her
((the teacher)) that people in Australia tell you about these things because
there's a lot of Chinese here and there are kids that are conscious about what
happened in China, and the teacher didn t accept some parts of it, well, I'm
not saying this is bad, but sometimes, I don t know, personally, as a Chinese,

as a Chinese who grew up in Japan, I don 't think either side is wrong

In the above extract, Teru seemed to conceptualise having too much pride in Japan and
being very Japanese as something negative and undesirable for him. In this context,
being Japanese seemed to be perceived as indexical of a narrow perspective lacking in
international outlook. On the other hand, he positioned himself as a “H A& H D H
N (a Chinese who grew up in Japan) living in Australia, and by referring to
authoritative data using the words such as “questionnaire” and “officially”, and
furthermore attempting to maintain a somewhat neutral stance on the matter, Teru
seemed to be constructing himself in contrast as someone with a more fair and objective
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perspective on history. Thus, given this extract, Takeshi and Teru may have been

resisting identifying as a Japanese, not because they could not do so or because they did
not feel any affiliation to this position, but rather to avoid the negative indexicality that
being positioned as a Japanese as defined by a singular connection to a particular nation

or ethnicity could potentially entail vis-a-vis a more transnational norm.

Takeshi thus seemed to suggest an alternative way of being Japanese, which was not
defined by one’s connections to a particular nationality, ethnicity or by one’s inheritance
of cultural capital (i.e. heritage). In the following extract, he aligned himself to a more

pluristic definition of being Japanese:

(Extract 7-12)
A, BRANDOKGEDOHTHRA L, BRNDKZED T NV—T D, I
NIREBARNTENSE, ZOME, Z2O—BTHDHZ LI, BRAATHS
ZEDFEATE L L RVWET, A=A T U TIZEATNT, —A
NZUT NDOENNT, T—ANT VT THE-TED, EHA—X
FZUTANEEENEINRW, W, A=A UTAbHARALD
5 &
Now, with Japanese friends, in a group of Japanese friends, they 're all
Japanese, and the fact thaz I'm a member of that group proves that I'm
Japanese, | live in Australia, | have Australian friends, | grew up in Australia,
but I can't say for certain that I'm Australian, I'm both, Australian and

Japanese

In the extract above, Takeshi seemed to be redefining being Japanese as something that
could be proved through his linguistic expertise and as a sign of his membership in a
group of Japanese friends. As he mentioned in Chapter 5, his social capital of Japanese
friends was not only constructed locally, but also forged trans-locally with those who
now lived in Japan and with whom he continued to maintain contact. As such, under
this alternative norm, being Japanese may not have been indexical of his heritage or of
his connection to a particular nationality or ethnicity, but may have been indexical of his
“metroethnic” (Otsuji, 2008; Otsuji & Pennycook, 2010, 2011) identity and proof of his
ability to forge social capital across national and geographical borders with peers whom
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he described as “4= B [E[EE A\ (all of them are global citizens).

Under this alternative way of being Japanese that Takeshi and Teru seemed to be
suggesting in the above extracts, the identity position of Japanese was indexical of their
pluristic identity and also a position that was claimable through one’s language
expertise. Thus the value of Japanese language was not in its function as an emblem of
ethnicity but precisely in its value as capital for constructing transnational identities and
thus as a tool for differentiation vis-a-vis individuals whom Takeshi and Teru perceived
as monolingual Japanese or monolingual Australians. Here, the connection between
language and ethnicity appear to be significantly disaligned, allowing both students to
positively construe the cultural, linguistic and social capital that they actually possessed
as assets rather than as deficits vis-a-vis monolingual Japanese speakers in Japan (or
vis-a-vis students like Chika and Yuta). In this way, having a mixed-ethnic background
for Takeshi or not having Japanese blood for Teru were not signs of their lack of
legitimacy as Japanese individuals and as less legitimate inheritors of the Japanese
language, but could be construed positively as a capital for social distinction from
monolingual individuals.

7.4.2 Claiming authenticity

From the analysis thus far, it can be observed that Takeshi and Teru’s claiming of
legitimacy in Section 7.3 can thus be interpreted both as an investment in the norms of
the classroom to avoid marginalisation and also as their investment in the construction
of difference vis-a-vis monolinguals. This “layered simultaneity” (Blommaert, 2005:
130) of interpretations indeed suggests that the Japanese for Background Speakers’
subject was a polycentric space in which the students’ investment and the identity
position of Japanese indexed significantly different meanings depending on the centre,

or “orders of indexicality” (Blommaert, 2005: 69) against which they were examined.

Similarly, if we examine Chika and Yuta’s accounts discussed in 7.2 from a more trans-
local perspective, it may also have alternative interpretations. That is to say, while a
heritage connection to Japan and the Japanese language may have been important for
Chika and Yuta, and it was also an expectation placed on them by other Japanese
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speakers, their claiming of inheritance may not only be an investment in their heritage
and identification as ethnically Japanese individuals. Indeed, as can be observed in the
following extract, Chika at times seemed to reject identifying as a Japanese:

(Extract 7-13)
oY, 20, EENILKFEEDL LI b oL L<FHED LT
Sleh, bobHGOEREZHH LD, 552N TELDT, I
S, BRNEIZELSEIBZ T ZLTWLHZN S - LRETILH
NTWDLEIRERNBLET
You know, the better | can speak the language, the better 1’m able to explain
or say my own opinion, I think, someone inside me who is thinking totally
differently from Japanese people is coming out more in the class (the

Japanese for Background Speakers’ subject)

Interestingly, Chika claimed that the more she became competent in the Japanese
language, the less Japanese she became, suggesting a disalignment between investment
in the Japanese language and an investment in an ethnic identity as a Japanese, much
like Takeshi’s positioning examined above. Chika too seemed to resist being
monolithically positioned as a Japanese individual as defined by ways of thinking tied

to a particular nation or ethnicity.

Thus, it is possible that Chika and Yuta’s claiming of inheritance observed above in 7.2
may also be driven by other interests. As | touched on briefly above, the following
extract by Yuta suggests that the claiming of inheritance observed in Extract 7-6 above
may have also been a strategy to differentiate himself from less competent bilinguals.
When the researcher asked Yuta whether he felt other people saw him as a Japanese, he

commented:

(Extract 7-14)
fitEd 5 L HEWET, EEASPLL, 29, HdH, HBATCHARAD
MzH>THDITRATHAGERERVWATL S TEIRFLH D 77,
29, TobAEDTHTENT, BPARGEF ST Rro7z, T, £
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IV HARFENTERNENTLEL, RATRATEAS > THEST
DIZLET [.] 2ok, EIRAIEAD, Brok, fHEnhk, A
HESTWIDEHY ET L, ZHNRRV V- T, BFHRTERN
ANBRATER>TH L2 & EPBEBMTATLEI DDV ETH, b
rodb, T, BYLESLRWTTIFLE, brod, AN, 0WHNDG
T2 ElEERNVET

It actually happens quite often, I think “why do you have Japanese blood but
can t speak Japanese”, like students here ((Australia)), some of them can't
speak Japanese because their parents didn t allow them to speak it, and if
that's the case, | really have to question why they ((the parents)) let that
happen [...] It’s a little bit of regret and pity too, like, “you haven't put
enough effort into it”, I look down on them that they 're the kind of person who
can't put an effort into something, it s not anger really, but a little irritating

In the above extract, Yuta appeared to distance himself from peers whom he perceived
as incomplete or less competent Japanese speakers. The reason he got irritated by
individuals whom he felt were disappointing and did not make much effort may have
been because he, too, could be perceived in the same way, perhaps by other Japanese
individuals. Therefore, considering the above extract, Chika and Yuta’s claiming of
inheritance, may have been driven by an alternative interest to claim “authenticity”
(Bucholtz & Hall, 2005) of their linguistic and cultural resources and construct
difference with less legitimate inheritors of Japanese. For both Chika and Yuta who
envisaged engaging with people from Japan in their future careers, the construction of
difference and the claiming of authenticity may have been important because it meant
that their Japanese linguistic resources could be utilised vis-a-vis Japanese
monolinguals from Japan, and thus proved the potential mobility of their linguistic
capital across social fields. The following comment by Yuta highlighted this aspect of
his investment. When the researcher queried why learning Japanese was important for
him, Yuta explained as follows:

(Extract 7-15)
FERINC T 7 AR DB RO T, LPa A LpTh, HESALAD
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AARFESAL AL TENWZL, 205, AP ELS 2D, FICAE
THEFEFEENIELT IS T ATT L, TobTHARESTEARIZT
T AZF RN TTIFE, 2HEFEFED, £, EHRWVWALAD
BoT, 29, oD Liddhd EMNETAT, b, fitk,
b BTN TT, HARGE

It’s an advantage in the future, on my resume, “English perfect, Japanese
perfect”, if I could write that, I'd be more employable, especially in Japan if
you could speak English its a big plus, on the other hand, here ((Australia)),
Japanese isn t too big of an advantage but if you can speak two languages,

well, I think people look at you and think you re smart

In the above extract, for Yuta, what was important was not so much what he knew, but
what the authenticity of his linguistic resources indexed, for example, one’s academic
capabilities and smartness. In other words, Yuta’s claim for authenticity seemed to be

driven not by a sense of ethnic belonging, but rather by his investment in constructing
difference with monolinguals and less competent bilinguals to obtain the symbolic

capital of distinction.

7.5 Polycentricity and the complexity of investment

I have so far discussed the students’ investment from two different perspectives, that of
Japanese as a marker of ethnicity and inheritance (i.e. heritage) and that of language as
capital for social distinction. It can be observed that the students navigate between these
different norms to simultaneously attempt to claim legitimacy and construct difference
with their peers and imagined others. However, at times, tension between these norms
could also be observed. Therefore, in this section, I will focus on the account by
Anthony, which appeared to highlight this tension, to further explore the complexity and

polycentricity of the students’ investment.

As | touched on in Extracts 7-3 and 7-6 above, Anthony appeared unable to claim
legitimacy vis-a-vis the high expectations of the Japanese for Background Speakers’
subject and was sometimes positioned as a foreigner or an Australian by the other
students and the teacher. Perhaps for this reason, he seemed to distance himself from his

138



peers in the class whom he perceived were Japanese, commenting “f%(%, LD 1% |
AARNZEREBSTET, 2%, BEOKFELITES, 280, E02 ¢
> (I think the other students are Japanese, they 're very different from my friends, what
they do, what they say). Moreover, Anthony seemed to reject the idea that the Japanese
language was important because of its connection to Japan. He reported, “fth > A id %
S EARIZ, BB LT, BRIAToTHEF L, BARORFTHIR L2 &
2, oFHZE S IZEENE T BARIZED 72u & 7> (The other students [want
to go to] Japan more, like Takeshi, he wants to go to Japan to work, wants to go to
university there, | think the other kids are the same, they want to go back to Japan),
claiming that he had no plans of living or working in Japan and was uninterested in the
language or the culture. Considering that Anthony was able to comfortably claim
inheritance and a Japanese identity in reference to the Japanese Second Language
classroom (see Extract 6-11), this seemed to be a significant change in the identity
position he adopted.

Anthony instead took a pragmatic attitude towards his study of Japanese. When he was
asked why he decided to study Japanese in the Japanese for Background Speakers’
subject, he explained that it was to obtain additional points towards his tertiary entrance
score and also because it was “7>-> Z \ V” (cool) attending a university subject as a
Year 12 student. For Anthony, it seemed to be significant that the Japanese for
Background Speakers’ subject was an “Extension study” subject for a limited number of
excelling Year 12 students and that it was administered by a university which was
highly regarded by his peers. He elaborated on this point in the following extract:

(Extract 7-16)

Anthony: FRDO I TAENDAEVITE LT E, a—
NT 4=V RETKT, HbDO, BRAha=T7r—
TA—DI TAILTH>THTW I DX, proud, 4F=
TT L, D, HBAEVITE 2V ENEDRWN
I don 1 really like going to school ((secondary school)),
but coming to XX ((location of the university)) and the
fact that I'm attending a university class [as a Year 12
student], /’m proud of it, I like it, 7 don t feel reluctant to
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go to class
Interviewer: ZDa—A
This subject (Japanese for Background Speakers’ subject)
Anthony: O TY, Enb, A, £5TT
Yes that’s right, so, like, yeah
Interviewer: proud > TV 9 DX
What do you mean by proud?
Anthony: TS, 2=y —y T 40—, ZTZIT1 2FETT
ZIZHKTHDDIE, T
I think, coming here to university as a Year 12 means that
you 're outstanding
Interviewer: KRFIZH
So [coming to] the university
Anthony: Zo., K EBRWTE, £9 T
Yeah, it'’s stupid, but that s right

Anthony’s sense of being proud expressed in the extract above may not come from his
sense of fulfilling expectations related to his heritage, but from the satisfaction he gets
for being able to enrol in the Japanese for Background Speakers’ subject which was an
“Extension study” subject that none of his friends were attending. As his comment “|X
SIEHBAFBEU RN bttt N A X ha—R7p A TARNRN S (I
would never have got into an Extension study subject if it weren t Japanese) showed,
Anthony seemed to recognise that his linguistic resources were in fact capital that could
be utilised as a means of gaining distinction, (i.e. symbolic capital) which may have
been difficult, if not impossible, to obtain by other means.

Indeed, Anthony’s enrolment in the subject allowed him to index his academic
capabilities to his peers. He reported that whenever he told his friends after school that
he was going to university for the Japanese for Background Speakers’ subject, they
would tell him that it was very “Asian”. Anthony, however, did not seem to mind being
positioned as such. He explained:
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(Extract 7-17)
Dl FHIFTELSEoTRVWATT L, £hid, 720nE 5728 An
FT. o, =AY T 4 T2 TEIDIEF, ThIFETH,
Lo TE s L, MxELZE IS ATT I, #xt, Ho, 7T
TRDNFWIETEH- T, EEAAEEBAEND, MxtsaR & B
E35h
Yeah, they 're not saying it in a bad way, I definitely think so, after all going to
university [as a Year 12] means that you can study, I definitely think so too,

Asian people can study, because they 're serious and smart

In the above extract, being perceived as an “Asian” was indexical not so much of
Anthony’s ethnicity, but rather indexical of his seriousness and smartness, which
Anthony felt were attributes that were valued and made him different from his
Australian peers. Here again, the Japanese language functioned not so much as a marker
of ethnicity, but as a deployable capital that allowed Anthony to align himself to a
discourse on “Asian-ness”, construct difference with peers and acquire the symbolic

capital of distinction.

As can be observed, there appeared to be a disalignment between language and ethnicity
and the highlighting of the “symbolic added value” (Heller & Duchene, 2011: 10) of
language, which was also observed in the accounts by Chika, Yuta, Takeshi and Teru.
However, unlike these students who conceptualised their linguistic resources as a trans-
local capital, Anthony seemed to conceptualise his Japanese linguistic resources as a
strictly local capital with immediate exchangeable value in his secondary school
environment. Furthermore, by conceptualising Japanese as something unrelated to his
sense of self or his ethnic identity, Anthony also seemed to be attempting to make sense
of his relatively poor performance in the Japanese for Background Speakers’ subject

and thus self-justify or legitimate his presence in the classroom.

However, Anthony’s pragmatic conceptualisation appeared to clash with the notion that
the Japanese language was an inheritance and an important part of one’s heritage. This
tension could be observed in Extract 7-16 above, in which Anthony evaluated his
motivation for enrolling in the Japanese for Background Speakers’ subject (i.e. to gain
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distinction from peers) as something that he should not be proud of. This may have been

a reflection of his belief, perhaps influenced by parental expectations, that learning a

language should be for a “higher” pursuit, including ethnicity, heritage or a genuine

interest in the language and culture.

Furthermore, the tension between Anthony’s pragmatic approach to his study of

Japanese and the perception that Japanese is important because it is a cultural

inheritance can be observed in the following extract in which he commented on his

performance in class:

(Extract 7-18)
Anthony:

Interviewer:

Anthony:

Interviewer:

Anthony:

VarBFLER—FTFT, T, ZOENPOTITAR

YICHARFEITLFE T EFNEBNET L

John and I are the worst, and the others like Japanese a

lot and they 're good at it

ThH, TNTHH L2V D

But, you don t mind that?

2R FREHAWVWE BN ET, BEVOLED D

ETF=—FITREZITVWT E, ZDELbRA

E TR L 72 &

Not at all, I think it’s amusing, the teacher always tells me

“Tony, its good that you always respond very

energetically, but you need to study kanji properly”

ZDRIE->TlE-> Tk

Yes, yes, she was saying that

HEWEBWET, 2ARD, 2REOHR, H
A TFETH, T2V o0D, BRESAUTb-2ET

TARHSTZEFNRENSTEIALTTN, F<ZEA

RO, BAIRFEDREmLS ThH, 774 FERRNT

T AARFED, AAFERATE I THRWST

| think that s amusing, that doesnt hurt me at all, even

though my Japanese isn 't good, that doesn t hurt me at all,

my Mum says I should have more pride, but, I don't care,
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even though everyone else’s points are higher, I don't have

pride in Japanese at all, 7 don t care about Japanese

In the above extract, Anthony reported that T1 told him to put more effort into his study
of Japanese. While it is possible that T1 made such a comment in her capacity as a
teacher and cautioned Anthony for not doing the work he was supposed to do, given
T1’s comment in Extract 7-2 above, this comment may also carry the connotation that
learning Japanese was the “right thing to do” because it was a part of Anthony’s
inheritance. In addition, Anthony’s mother’s insistence on Japanese as a matter of pride
— that is to say, something deeply connected to one’s sense of self and perhaps a matter
of one’s heritage — sat in an uneasy relationship with Anthony’s perception of Japanese
as just one among many other forms of capital that he possessed, including his

knowledge of mathematics or his athletic ability in Australian football.

In fact, the tension between these different values attributed to the Japanese language
was observed throughout the data in the other students’ accounts as well. There were
multiple instances in which the students used the word “% % A & (properly) to
explain their study of Japanese. One such example was the following excerpt by Fumiya
in which he explained one of the reasons he was studying Japanese in the Japanese for
Background Speakers’ subject. Fumiya commented, “ H A4 F4C, —JSHATS
FECTHNWWEAT, BRFELOALE LoD, iAEETELL IR0
L7287 & 5T (1 was born in Japan, and, after all, I lived there for eight years,
so | think I need to become able to speak Japanese and read and write properly). It can
be observed that the use of “properly” and “need to” both denote a sense of obligation
on the students’ part to study Japanese. For Fumiya, who had Japanese parents, was
born in Japan and lived there for eight years, learning Japanese was indeed connected to
Japan and was an important part of his heritage that he felt obliged to develop, or at the

least to maintain.

However, it is not to say that the competing values attributed to the Japanese language
exerted only negative effects on the students. At times, the meaningfulness and

satisfaction derived from studying Japanese came precisely from the sense of fulfilling
the expectations of both of the above-mentioned values. This could be observed in the
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following extract of Anthony:

(Extract 7-19)
ELS, BARGEIE. o0 FH, FE To0H0XoTY 7 ADREIC
| feel not proud & @, accomplished something {if7>L 72> T, HD, 72
M, TIUINWEBNET
For me, Japanese is, yeah, um, but, after the class I feel not proud, but, like
I've accomplished something, like I've done something, um, so, that’s
something | like

Although why exactly Anthony felt proud was not articulated fully in the above extract,
it may have been a result of his sense of accomplishment for being able to fulfil the high
expectations that his mother placed on his Japanese education as a matter of heritage. At
the same time, it may have also been a result of his sense of fulfilment for being able to
gain distinction by successfully enrolling in an “Extension study” subject, which was

available exclusively to excelling students.

Finally, to put the narratives into perspective, the students’ tendency to conceptualise
their study of the Japanese language as driven by the desire to construct difference and
social distinction may have been foregrounded in the data because of the particular time
frame in which the data was elicited. As previously explained, Chika, Takeshi, Teru, and
Anthony were in Year 12 at the time of the data collection and were preparing for their
tertiary entrance exams and contemplating their pathways to university. Similarly, Yuta
was in his third year at university and was contemplating what career he wanted to
pursue and where he wanted to work. They were thus at a transitionary stage in their
lives in which the competition to enter university or to obtain their desired jobs loomed
as a major concern. Thus, they may have wanted to seize this opportunity to utilise their
resources that were only available to them in order to stand out from the crowd.

In addition, such investment in the symbolic value of language may have also been
influenced by a trans-local ideology concerning the value of bilingualism. As | touched
on briefly in Chapter 5, such an ideology certainly was felt in the homes of the students.
Anthony, for instance, commented that his father always told him that Japanese was
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very useful in the world of business. Anthony thus explained that this was one of the
main reasons he was investing in Japanese. Indeed, as observed in Extract 5-32 above,
Anthony seemed to feel that being a Japanese and English bilingual held considerable
symbolic value and potential economic returns in an Australian workplace with strong
ties to Japan. Being able to speak Japanese would thus allow him to differentiate
himself from his future English-speaking colleagues.

Moreover, for students like Teru and Takeshi who envisaged utilising their bilingual
resources to work transnationally, potential competitors were not only Japanese or

English-speaking monolinguals but also other bilinguals. As Teru explained:

(Extract 7-20)
TV H, EBRICHR P CHEZELATLWICZ D HGEL . HEEL LT,
THEHFBEC L BUVITEL THFEIIMAND DONEY 72T
I, Ty 29, FEREDINTY, £ LD, 2 F THEE
AUXB WO DB TN SEGHID T2 T4, iz iE, AARIE-72& L
T, AEERT L LS, SR EEELE S L, AL T, BTh
HEZIZ, FOEDPOTENENTET ) ENEDN, ENFET I ELR
WEWT RO TV D DA, X, FHY 72T
You know, | want to know how many kids like us there are in the world that
can actually speak English, can speak English, and speak both languages
((English and Japanese)) at about an equal level, I want to know what the
average ability is, if | knew that, I'd know how much effort I need to make, 1
want to know where | stand, for example, if | were to return to Japan and look
for a job, it would probably be a job that uses English, and when that time
comes, to be chosen, I want to know how good the other kids are and how
good I need to be, yes, | want to know that

Thus, for Teru, investing in Japanese was also an investment in consolidating his
identity as a bilingual, and as a means of obtaining the linguistic resources to compete
equally with other bilinguals on a global market where bi/multilingualism, rather than
monolingualism, was increasingly attractive. Within such a global market, as Teru’s
attempt to compare himself with individuals who can speak both languages equally
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showed, what was deemed to have the most symbolic value was a form of bilingualism

which was conceptualised as a “double monolingualism” (Jgrgensen, 2008: 163)

A similar comment was made by Takeshi in the following extract in which he explained

his future career prospects:

(Extract 7-21)

AAREA—A TV T THRIL TNDHEIEL D, HIZIE, FET
=7 ENE I NI EEENEMERZHBDTND LB THATT
EE-TCELLTE [L] 2o, SEEHD DI HAGE & Gk 7
FREDLADBNEL, FD, ARNCRDEES AT, A—ANZ7 V7T
EARLEEROD DI E T2 & BV ES

We learned in class that companies like Uniglo are thinking about expanding
overseas [...] and to expand if there was someone that could speak Japanese
and English, it would be more advantageous, so | want to get a job that has

connections to both Australia and Japan

As Takeshi’s extract above showed, from a more macro-perspective, the students’
conceptualisation of Japanese as a capital for social distinction may reflect the increased
commodification of language in a globalised economy, led by multinational
corporations like Uniglo — a Japanese clothing manufacturer and retailer with shops
around the world — in which the value of language was not as a marker of ethnicity or
heritage, but rather as a commaodity in itself that could be deployed to obtain symbolic
and economic returns (Heller, 2012). Given these students’ reports, it is quite possible
that such a trans-local ideology had a significant influence on the students’ local-level
investment and how they conceptualised their linguistic resources in the Japanese for

Background Speakers’ subject.

7.6 Conclusion

In this chapter, I have examined the students’ accounts of their participation in the
Japanese for Background Speakers’ subject and examined the different ways in which
they drew on their linguistic and cultural resources to position themselves and others in
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the classroom. It was found that the students were indeed balancing two different ways
of conceptualising the Japanese language. Firstly, at the local level, there appeared to be
a fixed connection between the Japanese language and its function as a marker of
ethnicity. This seemed to be reflected in the curriculum and the teachers’ perceptions,
which placed the “native speaker” and Japanese people as a point of reference in terms
of the students’ linguistic development. The relatively high competence required by
these expectations contributed to the construction of a stratified field in which the
identity position of Japanese was not readily available to all of the students. While
students who held the linguistic and cultural resources that fit into those expectations
seemed to be able to index themselves as Japanese individuals, those who did not may
have needed to prove their legitimacy through other means or else be marginalised as
less legitimate inheritors of Japanese. It is important to note that the identity positions
the participants seemed to adopt in the Japanese for Background Speakers’ subject
differed from the positions they adopted in the Japanese Second Language classrooms.
Such changes highlight the shifting nature of the students’ identities and suggest that the
fields they engage in may have a significant effect on the students’ self-perception and
presentation.

Secondly, while the students appeared to attempt to conform to the above-mentioned
expectations, they also seemed to be aligning themselves to a more pluristic, trans-local
definition of being Japanese in which the fixed connection between language and
ethnicity was significantly disaligned. That is to say, the function of Japanese as a
marker of national or ethnic belonging seemed to be rather downplayed in favour of a
pragmatic stance that conceptualised the Japanese language as a capital in itself that
could be utilised as a means of constructing social distinction.

However, the students’ alignment to the dual values attributed to the Japanese language
was not an either/or decision. The Japanese for Background Speakers’ subject was in
fact a polycentric field in which both of these values were present simultaneously in the
students’ accounts. Thus, as we saw in Chika and Yuta’s case, claiming of inheritance
may be interpreted simultaneously as a claiming of an identity as a Japanese as defined
by heritage connections and also as a claim for authenticity and the trans-local mobility

of one’s resources. On the other hand, as we saw in Takeshi and Teru’s cases, the
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disclaiming of inheritance may be interpreted simultaneously as a rejection of a
Japanese identity defined by heritage connections and also as an investment in an
alternative way of being Japanese that could be proved through one’s expertise, and thus

an investment in one’s transnational identity.

Through the identity negotiations described above, the students appeared to be
attempting to re-define what it meant to be “Japanese”. This may be what Heller (2007)
describes as the construction of a “new basis for legitimacy” (p.5). That is to say, being
a legitimate Japanese speaker (or a Japanese) was conceptualised not as something
predetermined by one’s heritage (i.e. nationality, ethnicity, education or other such
cultural capital) but rather as something that one can prove through the quality of one’s
linguistic resources. Under this new definition, the Japanese language was not an
“inalienable dimension of individual identity” or as an “emblem of collective identity”,
but a “valuable form of linguistic capital” and a “mark of an international plurist elite”
(Heller, 2007:19). These findings seem to support Blackledge and Creese’s (2006) claim
that the learning of a language as a cultural practice and a matter of ethnicity, nationality
and heritage may at times be contested by students in favour of a more pragmatic view
of language as a commodity and a form of linguistic capital.

Finally, I have argued that the students’ attempt to provide a more pluristic definition of
Japanese seemed to be underlined by two main interests: the construction of difference
and the legitimation of their own capital. Indeed, by conceptualising being Japanese as a
sign of one’s transnational identity or by conceptualising the Japanese language as a
valuable capital, the students seemed to be attempting to construct difference not only
with Japanese monolinguals (or Japanese) and English monolinguals (or Australian),
but also with other less competent Japanese and English bilinguals.
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CHAPTER 8 Use of bilingual resources in translation and interpreting
activities

In the previous chapters, I have examined the students’ perceptions of their Japanese
language and, to a lesser extent, their perceptions of their bilingual resources. In this
chapter, I will turn my focus to how the students actually utilised such resources in the
Japanese for Background Speakers’ subject, focusing particularly on their engagement
in translation and interpreting activities that were conducted as part of the class. The
data set used below is based on the students’ actual translation task and recordings of
the interpreting task as well as stimulated recall interviews conducted after these
activities. In addition, the data is also based on a recording of naturally occurring talk
during these tasks and the class discussion that followed. The way the students engaged
with the translation text, as well as the interaction and dynamics with peers and teachers
that occurred during the activity provided a fertile ground for exploring how translation
and interpreting activities may contribute to the language learning experiences of these
students by providing them with the opportunity to utilise and develop their
“translingual and transcultural competence” (MLA Ad Hoc Committee on Foreign
Languages, 2007: 3).

8.1 Moving between Japanese and English

Ever since the Japanese for Background Speakers’ subject was established in 2010,
translation and interpreting activities have been a small but constant component in the
curriculum every year. The data is based on is derived from translation and interpreting
activities that were conducted in 2011 when all of the participants in this study were
enrolled in this subject. In the translation activity, the students were given one hour to
translate two texts: one from Japanese into English and one from English into Japanese.
The texts utilised in the activity were chosen from reading texts that the students utilised
as a part of their study on intercultural communication. The English to Japanese text
was an excerpt from an Australian newspaper article entitled “North Korea’s Rooney
more like Beckham” ("North Korea's Rooney", 2010). It was an article written in the
lead up to the 2010 FIFA World Cup, and featured a young professional soccer player
named Jong Tae-Se, a “zainichi” (ethnic Korean living in Japan) born and raised in
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Japan, who played for the North Korean national soccer team. Tae-Se, a powerful
forward and score-getter (thus the allusion to England’s forward, Wayne Rooney),
received considerable attention from the media for his passion for luxurious goods and
his dream of living a celebrity-like lifestyle (thus the allusion to the soccer player and
celebrity David Beckham), which the media perceived as atypical of a North Korean
individual. The Japanese to English text was an excerpt from Tae-Se’s biography that
was written by a Japanese writer (Mori, 2010). The English text that was assigned for
translation was approximately 60 words and the Japanese text was approximately 100
characters, thus equating to roughly the same length when translated. After the students
completed the task, they were asked to present both their English and Japanese
translations to the class by writing their work on a transparency sheet, which was then
projected onto the whiteboard using an overhead projector. This was followed by a short
class discussion involving the students and teachers on issues they encountered while
undertaking the tasks.

In the interpreting activities, which was conducted a week after the translation activity,
students were placed in groups of three and each group was given a short role-play
dialogue of roughly five minutes in length. The dialogues consisted of either a typical
conversation between an English-speaking doctor and a Japanese-speaking patient or
between an English-speaking teacher and a Japanese-speaking parent. Of the group of
three students, one student was assigned the role of the English speaker, another was
assigned the role of the Japanese speaker and the remaining student acted as the
interpreter. The English and the Japanese speakers were asked to converse based on the
dialogue and the student acting as the interpreter was required to interpret after each
utterance. The interpreting task itself was recorded using a video-recorder. After all of
the students had finished acting as the interpreter, the students and the teacher had a
short class discussion about their experiences, the challenges they encountered during
the task and potential solutions for them. The analysis in the following section will
focus primarily on the students’ accounts of the translation activity, supplemented by
their comments on the interpreting task.
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8.1.1 Flexible bilingualism and the use of bilingual resources

Firstly, the students’ interaction during the translation activity provided a view of how

the students perceived their bilingual resources and how they utilised them in the

Japanese for Background Speakers’ subject. The data suggested that for these students,

utilising both Japanese and English appeared to be an “an everyday, unmarked practice”
(Creese and Blackledge, 2010: 1204), and they seemed to flexibly utilise both of these
resources to engage in the translation of the texts. To illustrate this point, | will begin by

examining a short excerpt from the students’ interaction during the translation activity.

In the following extract, Anthony and John were working on translating the Japanese

text into English and trying to determine which passage in the text they were supposed

to translate:

(Extract 8-1)

1 Anthony
2 John
3 Anthony
4 John

5 Teacher (T1)

6 Anthony
7 John
8 Anthony

Did you start with “it is true that™?

You gotta start from “FA A H”

You gotta start from during the game

Nah nah “F&7>MZ”

Nah nah, it is true that

((Addressing T1)) & 2225 TE 0>, FEDIIHH TT M
Where do we start, from “it is true that”?

Akl

Yes, yes, yes

((In a loud voice that could be overhead by the class)) ooh
VarBEREDLr—A, RIIXH>TAD, HHTV 3
YEEolthn—, RBWAGENRNT

Ooh John, that's bad, what are you doing, ooh John, you
should be glad you have a good friend like me

aw man

((Addressing John)) oh you’re so lucky I’m looking

over you
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Although the students were instructed to translate individually, both languages were
utilised throughout the task to interact with each other, ask for clarification and manage
multiple frames of interaction. In the above extract, John and Anthony conversed
between themselves in English to discuss the task and also to joke together, while
switching to Japanese to communicate with the teacher and ask for clarification. It
seemed that both students were making a distinction between Japanese as the official
language for conducting the task in the teacher-student interactions, and English as the
informal language of the student-to-student interactions. Elsewhere in the same
interaction, English was utilised primarily to joke and make comments such as “that’s
Engrish” (intentionally pronouncing “Engrish” with an “r” instead of an “1” to mimic a
common pronunciation error made by Japanese speakers of English), which suggest that
they perceived it as a way of excluding the teacher from the interaction and
communicating messages between themselves that may be considered inappropriate in a
classroom. In this regard, the students seemed to effectively manage these two
alternating frames through their use of both Japanese and English to complete the task

and to build and index solidarity with their peers.

At the same time, as Creese and Blackledge (2011) note, the alternation between the
students’ bilingual resources may not only be a matter of functional code-switching. The
use of Japanese and English was marked by flexibility and transgression that made it
difficult at times to distinguish between which language an utterance primarily belonged
to. For instance, in turn 6 above, Anthony addressed John and perhaps the whole class
in Japanese, which seemed to be a deviation from the functions of the languages
examined above. In Extract 8-1, turn 8, Anthony dropped his volume and repeated the
same comment in English, directed specifically at John. From the sudden rise in the
volume and the parodic, over-exaggerated Japanese that Anthony utilised in turn 6, it is
possible that the switch to Japanese was not simply a matter of cautioning John for his
lack of attention by using the “official” language of the classroom, but may have also
involved a symbolic and performative aspect. That is to say, it may have been an
attempt at “speech stylization” which is “the intensification or exaggeration of a
particular way of speaking for symbolic and rhetorical effect” (Rampton, 2001: 85). The
symbolic and rhetorical effect in this instance may be the stylization of the voice of an
“exemplary Japanese student”, which Anthony admitted that he was not. By parodying
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the voice of such a student, Anthony seemed to distance himself from the other Japanese
students who were engaged seriously with the task, thus mitigating his affiliation to
classroom business while constructing solidarity with John. In doing so, Anthony
appeared to show an understanding of the different functions of the languages in the
classroom and, at the same time, the ability to challenge the norms to engage in “playful
vernacular identity projections” (Rampton, 2001: 90) that transgressed the boundaries

between languages and their functions.

The short extract above, one among a number of similar occurrences in the data,
suggests the students’ ability to draw on their Japanese and English linguistic resources
to fluidly manage the multiple frames of interaction in the class and also engage in
symbolic identity work that was not easily categorised as belonging to a specific
language. In this regard, it appeared that the students’ bilingualism was not marked by
separateness of the languages, but rather characterised by “flexible bilingualism”
(Creese and Blackledge, 2011: 1201) in which both language were mobilised as a means

of meaning-making.

8.1.2 Translingual competence in translation activities

Despite the students’ flexible use of their bilingual resources that can be observed in the
Extract 8-1 above, translation (and interpreting), which also requires the use of both
Japanese and English, appeared to be an altogether different experience for many of the
students. Although in the semi-structured interviews conducted before the translation
activity all of the students reported that they had previous experiences of translation in
second language classrooms and in their personal lives, many of them found that it was
the first time for them to translate a passage longer than a sentence. Takeshi recalled that
the activity was a new experience for him and explained:

(Extract 8-2)
AARDI, FLHORFL, WOBHAARFETELATEDEELIZLT,
FEEDIR U, T, BNZHA CEHP CHFRIZT A Z &l Teinb,
EikIX L7ehote, #FIHT, AT, SREIOEETHDO TR &
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DT, TOLULTIE

I've never done it before, Japanese sentences, when I read an article, I think
in Japanese and leave it as it is, the same with English, and, I don t read it
and change it to English in the middle, I’ve never been conscious of that, this

was my first time doing it in this lesson, at this level [of difficulty]

Similarly, while Chika commented that she enjoyed the activity because it was the first
time to change back and forth instantaneously between her English and Japanese, she
also found the activity different from her everyday language use:

(Extract 8-3)
HEVEEROATETHARGEL HEGE L 2T (Sic) 2 LbEV R T, &
S>HnoTE I &, HEEORHIEGEZ T 25 2T, AAGEOR Z A
IS EBEATNDDT, ZORDETEXLONMLN-TZTT
In my daily life there aren t many situations where I abbreviate (sic.*)
between Japanese and English, more often than not, when it’s in English |
think only in English, when it’s in Japanese, I only think in Japanese, so it was
difficult thinking of the two together
((*In Japanese, “yakusu” (to translate/interpret) and “ryakusu” (to abbreviate)
are phonetically very similar. Here, Chika probably meant to say
translate/interpret))

The difficulty of translation voiced by Chika and others was surprising, considering the
students’ bilingual competence and the fluidity with which they appeared to utilise both
Japanese and English in their classroom interactions. Of course, part of the difficulty
may be because the students were engaging in a translation task of this length and
complexity for the first time and were unaccustomed to the task. Moreover, as
evidenced by the students’ language use diaries and their reports of their language use
during the semi-structured interviews, many of them were not exposed to Japanese
newspaper articles regularly, and more complex content may have added to the

challenge.
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However, another possible reason is that as Chika’s comment of “ - >& b TE X 5
DHNEE L 2o 72 T3 (It was difficult thinking of the two together) showed, the
translation task may have been the first time the students needed to compare their
Japanese and English resources and utilise them side-by-side as compartmentalised
“languages”. It may have been precisely because “bilingualism was an everyday,
unmarked practice” (Creese and Blackledge, 2010: 1204) that it may have been difficult
to make a connection between their Japanese and English resources in this manner. In
the following comment, Chika reported on this phenomenon in reference to the
interpreting activity:

(Extract 8-4)
TH, HFEOEELZHM->TT, HAFEOFELF->TTH, D,
DR TEHEY SORNBY ZFoTRNDT, BRLARIWVW-TEbh
THRNPRINTERNATT
But, even though I know English words and 7 know Japanese words, I don't
make a connection between them in my head, so even if I'm told to interpret,

it’s not easy to do

Similar to Chika’s comment above, Takeshi also reported that “Z DG E72 & oL
DVIGTOEREM IS, MATDZEMGT TERDILENDD EE - T, REHE
#iL9" % (In this case, you have to use both languages, to think in both languages, so it
made it more complicated). Therefore, it appeared that Chika and Takeshi both found
the translation activity difficult because of the necessity to utilise both Japanese and
English at the same time.

Thus, while the students could competently speak Japanese and English and utilise both
languages effectively in classroom interactions, it seemed quite difficult for them to
think about both of their languages separately and to make the connection between them
in these translation and interpreting tasks. Chika further elaborated on this point,

commenting:
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(Extract 8-5)
RATTLE S, RYIZ, oS, BARFETEE L TOHRHIZDFEN
BARICHTET, ZOFEOERENBHML THDIATZTNE D,
KETEDEED, D, FiREZ L T EIV-sTELPNTH, Ao
FonEEA
I’'m not sure why, really, I think, when ['m speaking in Japanese, the words
come out naturally, I know the meaning of the words and | understand them,
but if I was told to translate those words in English, I can't find them

Chika and Takeshi’s comments above suggest that, for them, being bilingual may have
been a normal condition and because they could competently deal with both Japanese-
speaking situations and English-speaking situations in their daily lives using Japanese
or English monolingually, they may not have had a chance to reflect on their languages.
Moreover, as the students’ accounts in the semi-structured interviews and in the
language use diaries show, because there were rarely any situations in which they were
required to use both Japanese and English to complete a single task (aside from the
Japanese for Background Speakers’ subject), they may not have needed to establish a
connection between their Japanese and English linguistic resources. In other words, it
may be possible that the students perceived English and Japanese not as separate
languages, but as “part of a single integrated system” (Canagarajah, 2011: 403). This
may explain why they found it difficult to move between the two languages that made
up their linguistic repertoire.

However, regardless of the difficulty of conceiving Japanese and English as discreet
languages and making a connection between them, the stimulated recall interview that
followed the translation suggested that the students were also able to draw strategically
on their linguistic resources and literacies associated with both “languages” to
accomplish the translation tasks. Indeed, there were some instances in which they were
able to utilise such “translingual competence” to operate between languages (MLA Ad
Hoc Committee on Foreign Languages, 2007). For example, Fumiya attempted to utilise
English writing strategies when translating the English text into Japanese. When he
encountered a particularly long English passage, he reported that he attempted the
following strategy:
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(Extract 8-6)
FEIXRANPBARGE T DBIT =6, AN, yeah A, £, VWO
BT U RENESR, RAD, RS TWEDNIZY T5ATT &,
LN, ED, Tehd £ ZOBEIE R ZoZaT
sy AVAY A
If I combine the two in Japanese, like, yeah, like, when | write sentences, | get
told by the teacher that it'’s long, so, um, well, in this case, I thought it best to

separate it into two

When the researcher further queried Fumiya as to why he split the sentence into two
Japanese sentences, he commented “Z DS FEA TN T NoT20 | T2,
B, i, HEETS L better writing” (Its easier to understand that way, um, oh, um,
in English, it’s better writing). Thus, it is evident that Fumiya was able to apply the
conventions of what was deemed “good” writing in English and apply it to his writing

in Japanese and succeeded in creating a more readable sentence structure. Although it
was the first time Fumiya engaged in a formal translation task, he showed an
understanding that translations do not need to be formally equivalent and thus he
demonstrated his metalinguistic awareness to “attend to and reflect on the structural

feature of the language” (Malakoff & Hakuta, 1991: 148).

Similar to Fumiya’s use of English writing conventions in his Japanese translation,
Takeshi utilised his knowledge of newspaper headlines in English and applied it to his
translation in Japanese. When translating the title “North Korea’s Rooney more like
Beckham”, Takeshi described his use of the following strategy:

(Extract 8-7)
Rooney /X Rooney T D F FE WA TT T E, HDO, BAROHMILE
IMONLIRNATTITE, A=A RNT7 VT OHFEDOFEFOHX A L
X, WHEEIRZA ML bIE, FEELVWSELSRL, bo
CHIPEFH T, BRFELME-T, DO, A FVEFFTHDHAT
T E, ZOGALFARBICLTHALINREEST, ZOXyH
LolENNG, [0 F 0 s ] 1TREEE ic) ZANTAHAX I ks

Rooney is Rooney, I wrote it as it is, um, I'm not sure about Japanese
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newspapers, but the headlines of Australian newspaper articles use
interesting titles, or on purpose, use less formal expressions rather than just
writing as it is, use less formal expressions, um, in the titles, so in this case, |
decided to translate it like that, this “Beckham-like” is conversation language
(sic.), I wanted to put that in there

Takeshi observed that Australian newspapers tended towards the employment of eye-
catching, interesting headlines. He also seemed to believe that a literal translation would
not give the same rhetorical effect, commenting “5555 Clrb 5L Ly, BARTIE D
AEVIR LR ENE, TOANTHEOEARWER I NG, BT
SELEZTHIRNE BUMri Y J7TE 720 (sentences that work in English may
not be effective in Japanese, so it would be boring to put that in there, so I need to
change the word to make it more effective). Therefore, Takeshi translated the headline
colloquially as “JbD/L—=—_ v B LX) b (literally, “North’s Rooney,
Beckham-/ike ”). Takeshi thus demonstrated the ability to compare the two languages
and reflect on the differences in the rhetorical effects of the source and target texts. His
choice to translate the sentence as “~X > 77 A 51X\ ) § > (Beckham-like) conveyed
his intention to provide a more engaging and interesting way of expressing the intended
effect of the English source text. It showed, more importantly, that Takeshi was also
able to supplement his lack of knowledge of Japanese conventions with his linguistic
awareness of both languages and his sociocultural knowledge of English newspaper
conventions.

From the above extracts, it appeared that Fumiya and Takeshi were able to utilise and
transfer their linguistic resources acquired in one language, including their literacy skills
and knowledge of genre conventions, to the other language, thus showing signs of their
ability to “translanguage” or “codemesh” (Canagarajah, 2011: 404). However, from a
critical perspective, the translanguaging was not always successful. Attempts to utilise
English conventions in their Japanese translation especially appeared to be salient when
lack of linguistic or sociocultural knowledge of Japanese conventions forced them to
find alternative means of translating the English source text. In a sense, English
resources were used to make up for their lack of literacy skills in Japanese. In this
regard, while the above extracts may have displayed the students’ translingual
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competence and the flexible use of their bilingual resources, it can also be seen as a case
of interference from their English resources. For instance, although the use of “~X > %
LoV s (Beckham-like) showed Takeshi’s linguistic awareness and creativity, it
could be considered an inappropriate translation in a Japanese newspaper headline.
Indeed, Takeshi’s presentation of his translation was followed by the teacher’s comment
that “BrH TNy DV LSFEONb o TE 20 Rd [ brob, §#IWHY
= TV U (I'm not sure that they would say “Beckham-like” in a [Japanese]
newspaper [...] It’s, well, very casual sounding). Similarly, Fumiya’s strategy to split
the sentence into two could have been a strategy that was utilised because he was not
able to effectively translate the relatively long English source text sentence. In fact,
Fumiya’s translation undoubtedly succeeded in conveying the meaning, but appeared to

lack the structural complexity of the source text.

From this standpoint, it seemed that the students did have a good command of their
bilingual resources, but may still have been in the process of developing translingual
competence. As Canagarajah (2011) states, translanguaging, or the “the ability of
multilingual speakers to shuttle between languages, treating the diverse languages that
form their repertoire as an integrated system” (p. 401) needs to be accompanied by a
developed sense of a “critical awareness of the choices that are rhetorically more
effective” (p. 402), and the ability to distinguish between effective translingual transfer
and interference from their bilingual resources. In this regard, translation activities may
potentially provide the students with an opportunity to critically reflect on the
effectiveness and appropriateness of the strategies they utilise, and thus consolidate
their translingual competence.

8.2 Moving between multiple discourses

8.2.1 Transcultural competence in translation activities

While the examples thus far have highlighted the students’ translanguaging and
language awareness from a linguistic perspective, the data also showed the students’
awareness for the symbolic dimension of both languages and an awareness towards the
multiple discourses involved in the translation tasks. In other words, the students also
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showed signs of “transcultural competence” which is the ability to “reflect on the world
and themselves” (MLA Ad Hoc Committee on Foreign Languages, 2007: 4). For some
students, the translation activity was not only a linguistic exercise of simply reading in
one language and constructing its equivalent in the other language. It may have also
been an activity that involved mediation between the source and target texts (Pratt,
2002). Below, | will draw examples from the translations of Chika, Fumiya and
Anthony to illustrate this point.

A particular phrase in the English source text appeared to catch the attention of some of
the students. In reference to Tae-Se’s love for shopping, snowboarding, high-tech
gadgets and female pop stars, the English source text article concluded that none of
these luxuries “would be possible in the impoverished North, one of the most isolated
countries in the world”. Interestingly, Chika, Fumiya, Takeshi and Teru did not translate
the word “impoverished”, leaving it out of their Japanese translations. In the stimulated
recall interview, when the researcher queried these students about this aspect, there were
mixed responses. Takeshi explained that he did not have a dictionary with him and
could not come up with an equivalent in Japanese. Teru mentioned that he did not
realise that he had omitted it. Chika articulated a fuller explanation given below:

(Extract 8-8)

Chika: Z @ impoverished > TEWEHATLTZ
I didn t use “impoverished”
Interviewer: AU EE D B > T
Was there a reason for that?
Chika: HEICANTEOEZ > THTEZATT L, Mkl

Dl E ST

I put it in the [electronic] dictionary and it came up with
“poor”, and I thought it would never be used [in a
newspaper article]

Interviewer: FuxEH LT
Why is that?
Chika: B2-oCTILKRERTFTLTAS>TWI2 ., LINN
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HARDHRNZAZ OALsfED > TEN T 694K
RERZ LR F9. BREDDPR, Lo EY
Th, A=A FZ U T DI DOFEF Tl impoverished
THEVEOERTIIARNWTT

“Poor” is really looking down, and if this was a Japanese
newspaper and it said that North Korea was “poor”, it
would be a very big deal, the relationship and stuff, so,
but, in this Australian news article, “impoverished”

doesn t have too bad of a meaning

Interviewer: FH78D
Is that the case
Chika: H?D . impoverished > T3 Z V> euphemism > TE 9

2>, euphemism TlX7eW T & IEEIZE->THIF &,
AT T T A=< NIRSEROT, HFE D EN
UM LN E NI I, T OREERIZNRATT
FE, poor 5 T~ 7= b & o EHEENWVERIE EES A
THITE

Um, impoverished is really like a euphemism, not a
euphemism exactly, but it’s being honest, and it'’s a really
formal word, so it doesn t feel too bad, like as if it’s a fact,

but if “poor” was used, I think it would be taken badly

Taking the above extract into consideration, the omission of the term “impoverished”
may have been a deliberate choice based on Chika’s contemplation of how the
dictionary equivalent of the term, “&Z” (poor), could potentially be received by a
Japanese audience in Japan.

Similarly, Fumiya also appeared to have omitted the same word “impoverished” from
his translation into Japanese. During the stimulated recall interview, when the | asked
Fumiya whether he had any comments on his translation of the sentence that contained
this term, he explained:
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(Extract 8-9)

Fumiya:

Interviewer:

Fumiya:

Interviewer:

Fumiya:

Interviewer:

Fumiya:

Interviewer:

Fumiya:

&, impoverished > T, EXENFE L

Um, “impoverished”, | forgot to write that

b, TNHENTHITTELETRA, o0

Oh, so you forgot this as well, just missed it, | see
FEET [BZ72) LTI oz

My dictionary only came up with “poor”

B2

poor

A, BZRES TEX LRl ATY
Like, I didn t want to write a “poor” country

b, AT, THUX

Oh, why was that?

W, RLFENICEFEESE I, AR, AAFEORLE
&

Is it written like that in an article, Japan, in a Japanese
article?

O, wDHIFEE TITYEITENPRNWEE ST
Oh, | see, so you thought it wouldn  be written like that
W, FELOB D BHoTATITIFE, T, 5IVWT,
T, £, EESENT, 1TV, EXENTALELER
WEJ

Well, I wanted to write it, but, I looked it up, and, well, |
forgot to write it, yeah, | think | forgot to write it

As the above extract revealed, Fumiya seemed to stumble on the same word for a

similar reason to Chika. For lack of a good translation of the word “impoverished”,

Fumiya claimed at the time of the interview to have forgotten to write it down. Whether

this was a conscious choice or else an unconscious avoidance at the time of his

translation is difficult to determine from the data. At the very least, Fumiya seemed to

have looked up the word and contemplated its meaning and connotation, explaining that

he felt that the word “& Z” (poor) would not be an appropriate translation in a
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Japanese newspaper because, “B 272> TE 9 LA, A, AHBIKRLHE
RIRMoTD BRAEFELBIZAEXNTRWVW STV, £H, 77U IDOFH
W72 U335 AT (If you say “poor”, it’s like, they can t even buy clothes, can't
even eat properly, well, like kids in Africa). It is possible that Fumiya left the word out
and thought of returning it to later, but ran out of time. Indeed, in the stimulated recall
interview, Fumiya repeatedly mentioned the time constraints that prevented him from
translating in a manner that he felt was most appropriate. At the same time, it could
have equally been an avoidance measure that he made as a result of contemplating the
negative discourse that it possibly invoked.

While there could be multiple reasons for the omission examined above, the reports of
both Chika and Fumiya suggest that they contemplated not only the meaning of both the
term “impoverished” and its dictionary equivalent in Japanese, but also the different
historical, social and political contexts in which the word “impoverished” would be
translated. In other words, they seemed to show sensitivity to the different “discourse
worlds” (Kramsch, 2012) of English/Australia and Japanese/Japan, that would influence
what can or cannot be said in the respective languages (Johnstone, 2008). That is to say,
they seemed to recognise that the symbolic meaning of when an Australian (or an
English speaker) calls North Korea an “impoverished” country is significantly different
from when a Japanese (or a Japanese speaker) calls North Korea a “&Z 72> (poor)
nation, in the light of the historical, social and political relationship between the
countries. In other words, they both show the ability to contemplate the world-views of
both Japanese and English speakers (or “Australians”), and show sensitivity to the
linguistic differences as well as to the symbolic dimensions and relationships that it
conjectures to an imagined audience of their translations. It thus suggests that this may

be a sign of the students “transcultural competence” to recognise different world-views.

8.2.2 Engaging in mediation

In Chika’s case, she goes one step further in her translation and appeared to engage in
mediation of the texts. The avoidance that she showed may not only be an awareness
towards the discourses surrounding the texts, but also her active attempt to mitigate the
effect of the word “impoverished” and to re-frame the discourse altogether. With regard
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to the same sentence in the above extract, she commented that aside from the word

“impoverished”, she was also concerned with the phrase “[North Korea is] one of the

most isolated countries in the world”. She explained:

(Extract 8-10)
Chika:

Interviewer:

Chika:

Interviewer:

Chika:

bl oI, HRATHLoLEBIMNZLTHEE
eh, BmOERZEX TWDL I RENLT, &b
BRDIESTD, b LRRWHRTN R, I,
TILRRVWE-TEIRMNDH L LEE-T, T,
Hok, LoD, FIIFEATRVEDNS 20
CRENTT N, b, s0nilivign e o7,
fEnE L7

Also, I think, if you said that it was the most isolated in
the world, it would give off a bad meaning, if you said
that “you could say that [it was an isolated country]”, it'’s
like it could be that way, and there’s a possibility of saying
that its not true, and, um, you have to have lived there to
actually know, so I didn t think it would be possible to
make it a statement

Zo, Led, DBAFVRTT 4 7REIZEDR
WE D IZIER A DT ATER

| see, so, you tried not to make it sound so negative

b, 1TV, HIELT I, HO, OEE D fEH)
T 5 KO BREEDHNRAT, FHIXTE DTk
L EW

Oh, yes, I'm really, um, I hate articles that criticise other
countries, so | decided to avoid that as much as I can, yes
TIWERXTHAER

So you were thinking a lot

bebo)—on, D, ZhaeEiESEZIT 16O

S THE Z 72 U2 \WTT 7, 2 AFEZER D
FERDT, HRTIEZ I W ZERINLTEDH LS
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DT, ALFEECR L TO, ZRULTE LT EL L
Trespect ZFf> CEX 727D T, £ H W\ HJEIC
EXFLE

And one more thing, this, before we wrote this, we
watched a movie called “GO”((A Japanese movie about a
“zainichi” or ethnic Koreans living in Japan)), and it was
about racial prejudice, and | thought that there was too
much prejudice of that kind in Japan towards North Korea,
and so | wanted to lessen that as much as | can and write
in a way that showed respect, so | wrote it like this

In the above extract, by emphasising that North Korea was “one of the most” rather than
“the most isolated” country, and, furthermore, by omitting the word “impoverished”
from her translation, Chika appeared to be changing the positionality and perspective
expressed in the source text. This decision seemed to be prompted by her understanding
of the prejudice towards North Koreans in Japan and her subjective ideas about equality
and her dislike for racial or ethnic prejudice. Thus, through her translation, she
attempted to re-frame the text from a discourse that took a somewhat critical stance
toward North Korea’s economic and political state (thus possibly invoking a somewhat
racial/ethnic prejudice discourse) to one that showed respect. In doing so, Chika
demonstrated her awareness for different world-views and subjectively seemed to be
engaging in “cultural mediation” (Pratt, 2002) of the text. However, as Chika
acknowledged during the stimulated recall interview, she was unsuccessful in this
attempt due to her lack of competence, stating “% Z ¥ THE3 (sic.) J128H 2T
RWNAT, A& D TN WD DB 72Dy > 727 (I didn 't have the ability to
abbreviate it ((she probably meant “to translate™)) to that extent, because I didn't know
what to use). Thus, Chika was also able to identify the shortcomings of her own
Japanese linguistic competence and showed signs of reflexivity towards her own

linguistic resources.

An interesting contrast can be seen in Anthony’s translation for the same concept
described above. Anthony did not appear to contemplate the aspects mentioned by

Chika and Fumiya. Instead, he translated “impoverished” as its dictionary equivalent
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“BZ” (poor):

(Extract 8-11)

Interviewer: oML oD, 9, THUE, impoverished > T\
9 DI
| see, | see, yes, what about this “impoverished”?
Anthony: az
“poor”
Interviewer: gz, Th, BZIZLZDIZ
“Poor”, what was the reason you made it “poor”?
Anthony: Z ok, T2 desifE CidfEsl ¢4 ¢, It

MHBANTZATET R TBZ] o TWwoDiE, 22
I, %, 72005, impoverished % =il h % - T,
KOWNWTEWE, b, ZThz AT gz %
ZZIEANTEATT

[I first translated it as/ “in North Korea, all of these are
impossible” and I put this “poor” in here afterwards, |
mean, | forgot [to translate] “impoverished”, so after |
wrote this | noticed that, so, | saw this and | put

“poor right in here

Interviewer: bbb, HIEER, [BHZ] »TEERALDIX
Oh, I see, why did you choose the word “poor”
Anthony: W, ok BZ o TV ) DI poverty,

impoverished (X poverty
Well, um, “poor” means “poverty”, “impoverished ” is

“pOVerty”

In the extract above, Anthony did not appear to show an awareness towards the semiotic
and symbolic weight that the word “& 2" (poor) could have in a Japanese context
when referring to North Korea. He simply looked up the word in his electronic
dictionary and used the first term that appeared. Of course, Anthony’s linguistic
competence and lack of familiarity with Japanese newspapers may have been a major
factor. As evidenced by Anthony’s language use diary, he seldom read Japanese
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newspapers and was not exposed to Japanese writing regularly. Therefore, it may also
be possible that Anthony lacked the sociocultural knowledge about the relationship
between Japan and North Korea. At the same time, there could perhaps be another
interpretation. If we consider that “all reading is a contextualised interpretative practice
that may draw on frames of interpretation that are organised inter alia in terms of
assumptions about geographic scale, as well about historic social relationships
organised in terms of major ethnic divisions” (Collins & Slembrouck, 2004: 15) and
influenced by the subjectivities (i.e. self-inhabited identities) that individuals bring to a
text, the difference between Chika and Fumiya, and Anthony may have also been a
matter of how they positioned themselves vis-a-vis the text and the multiple discourses

it invoked.

That is to say, it is also possible to argue that, as Blommaert (2007) points out, certain
words hold different meanings and invoke different reactions from different individuals
depending on the social position they take. This is what Blommaert (2007) calls

“intertextual asymmetry”, explaining as follows:

It is useful to note, however, that terms are never sensitive to everyone,
everywhere and all of the time: they are often sensitive to particular groups
and not to others, and the values of such words are thus often emblematic of
particular social positions. (p. 8)

Considering such intertextual asymmetries amongst the students, Chika and Fumiya
may have been aware that they could potentially be identified as a Japanese, which may
have lead to their critical self-awareness towards what they say with regard to North
Korea. Indeed, both of them had Japanese parents as well as Japanese names and
recognised that other people could potentially position them as a Japanese. Therefore,
the word “impoverished” in this context may have been more charged with meaning.
Anthony, on the other hand, had one Japanese parent, an English name, and was not
immediately identifiable as a Japanese. Moreover, he identified himself on most
occasions as an Australian and had no plans of living in Japan, which may have made it
difficult for him to image the world-view of Japanese speakers in Japan and made him
less critical to what he said with regard to North Korea. That is to say, the
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interpretations that Chika, Fumiya and Anthony drew on and the translation strategy
they utilised may also reflect how they perceive themselves and their own positions
within the multiple discourses. While a direct connection between the students’ self-
inhabited identities and their interpretation of the text would be difficult to establish
from this data, this may be one factor that influenced the difference in the accounts of
these students.

8.3 Other aspects of translation and interpreting activities

8.3.1 Necessity to confront challenges

Thus far | have examined the students’ translingual and transcultural competence and
shown how the translation activities provided the students with the opportunity to not
only utilise translanguaging strategies but also contemplate the discourses of both
languages. This may be a result of the bilingual nature of the translation activities that
allowed the students to make a connection between their Japanese and English
resources. | have suggested that this may not have been possible in other monolingual
Japanese exercises that were conducted as part of the class, including the online
discussion boards, essays, kanji tests and other similar activities.

Moreover, as Hashimoto and Takimoto (2011) observe, the pedagogical benefit of
translation may lay in the presence of the source text (or utterance) that may make it
difficult for students to resort to avoidance strategies and require the students to stretch
the limits of their linguistic competence. They explain as follows:

When they (students) converse or write an essay in Japanese, they tend to
say/write what they can say/write. However, interpreting and translation
require students to render an original message (what someone else
says/writes) in the target language. In other words, students are “denied resort
to avoidance strategies and obliged to confront areas of the L2 system” (Cook,
1998, p. 119). This enables such students to experience new challenges, which

also makes them aware of their weaknesses and strengths objectively. (p.11)
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For some of the students in this study, this comparison and reflection on one’s bilingual
resources prompted by translation and interpreting seemed to be a new experience, as
explained above. | have already indicated in the previous section that because being
bilingual was an everyday, unmarked practice for these students, the translation and
interpreting tasks may have provided them with an opportunity to objectively reflect
and compare their Japanese and English, which, in turn, may have led to a raised

awareness towards their languages.

Indeed, the students’ reports seemed to support Hashimoto and Takimoto’s (2011)
observation stated above. For example, Takeshi commented that the interpreting task
was challenging because “H 3N E > TAHZ EITIR LTV, ANE-THZ &
$B 2 DM D)5 (Its easy to translate what you are saying, but you have to
think when it'’s something that somebody else said). Furthermore, John aptly described

the interpreting activity as a “test”:

(Extract 8-12)
A, PEEEE AARGEEZ LR A EAYRITME ) T A MEEBWE LT,
HOMENLS BUVWMEZNDEDNARYDOT A MZEEWELEZ [L..] Eo
HEBRIKFIZENLS BUVMEZ 50370 &0 ) RIRFNIA B R Do 72T &
LTAHATINS BWHRRD AT L B E LT, [RIRRCAE S K, [FIIRE
IS DIXFE ST HENO T, FHEERVVEERT LT
You know, | think it was like a test where you have to use English and
Japanese really appropriately, a real test to see how well you can use them
[...] L really had no idea how well I could use both of them at the same time,
but after doing this I know the level that I'm at, I really don t use both of them
together, so it was a pretty good experience

Interestingly, it seemed that John did not consider his use of Japanese and English in
class (see Extract 8-1) and in other similar interactions to be a case of using Japanese
and English at the same time. It is possible that because John considered these two
languages to be a part of an integrated system, he was not conscious of comparing them
or reflecting on them in his daily interactions. Moreover, as his language use diary
showed, there were very few occasions aside from the Japanese for Background
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Speakers’ subject where both languages were utilised. However, the interpreting activity
may have allowed John to reflect on his use of linguistic resources, thus leading him to
test the limits of his Japanese and English competence.

Indeed, the stimulated recall interview conducted after the translation and interpreting
activities showed that the students were challenged by the task of having to translate
accurately what “somebody else said”, which allowed the students to re-evaluate their
competence in Japanese. For instance in Chika’s case, she realised that her Japanese
competence was not as good as she had thought prior to the activity:

(Extract 8-13)
To LRFEOF VBB ENTE > TOATT I, Bl BAED S
B RADDONOLRVWEER > TE/DT, o LtBARE I B X
> EARGED EFITRSTCONREERESTEATTIT L, *?30 X0 2y
RN THRWE Lz, BHEAFIZIEN SR WO HAGEIZIE R -
T2 H, AARITF THBIZE WD uTTOf: LEEMNL, A——(C
ToTH, FoTKHLRWNEAFIIEEO L~ILpip b BoTo
T &, %oib_9w97774t74¢5k FEEEDF TN
SHOPOPTIE, H-FimllitWwe L BnE L
I knew all along that I was stronger in English, but recently there's less
Japanese words that I don t understand, so I was thinking that my Japanese
improved a little bit, but | felt that it was yeah not enough, my Japanese is at a
point where I don't have any problems in my daily life, when | go back to
Japan and see relatives, at the supermarket, I don 't have any problems at all,
so | thought that my level was normal, but after doing these activities, |

thought perhaps my English was closer to being my first language

From this extract, it seems that as a result of this translation and interpreting activity,
Chika realised that although her Japanese was competent enough that it allowed her to
conduct daily interactions without any difficulty, especially in the context of Japan, it
was still not enough relative to her English. It is possible to observe that the necessity to
interpret the original message spoken by others seemed to engage Chika in an active
comparison of her Japanese and English within the same interaction, thus prompting her
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to notice the short-comings of her Japanese and confirm the strengths of her English.

At the same time, some of the students also showed reflexivity towards their English
competence and consciously or unconsciously compared it with their Japanese or with
the English spoken by others. For example, Chika commented after the stimulated recall
interview that she was dissatisfied with her English translation and felt reluctant to
present it to the class. When she was asked during this interview to evaluate both her

Japanese and English translation, she commented:

(Extract 8-14)
ZobidbotHHESL LS, 7ue—8Ho T, LFE, bobF L
ARLEIZL KD EHFSTZATTIE, SFEICRD L. BHOHOLR
LMoLV, TSRO TTEEWID, bob Ty 7 ALT
BT, 20 DD, AT L RIKEHDO R TR S 9 HERITE#
REDLATT L, RIS, BRICGREZ2ALHEVMEEZT. £D
FEFRNOWEZLEEDEEFNWATT L, b, 2R =
DOHERLE >, (TH B TEEA
This one ((her Japanese translation)) was more like a newspaper article, it
flowed, the sentences, | worked hard to make the sentences better, but the
English translation, my mind wasn 't focused and I thought it would be a piece
of cake, | was relaxed when I wrote this, because, the second | read it I could
directly translate it into English in my head, easily, and because | could
translate it easily I didn t think about anything, I wrote what came to me, so,

really, the sentence structure and things like that, I didn t think about anything

In the above extract, Chika showed a critical attitude towards the English translation
that she had undertaken, reporting that although it was much easier and automatic, she
felt that it lacked the stylistic, structural and lexical sophistication of her Japanese
translation. At the same time, she seemed to be perplexed as to why her English
translation was not up to her expectations, even though she had though that it was her

stronger language.

There could be multiple reasons why Chika was able to give her full attention to the
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translation into Japanese but was relatively carefree with her translation into English.
For instance, the activity was, after all, conducted as part of a Japanese language class.
Chika may have thus felt obliged to devote more time to writing in Japanese and
perform better in that language. Secondly, it may have been a matter of the difficulty of
the text. Although the texts chosen for the Japanese and English translations were
lexically and grammatically approximately the same level of complexity, the English
into Japanese text may have contained more cultural factors that needed to be mediated.
As a result, Chika may have had to spend more time and attention on the English into
Japanese translation to attend to these cultural differences. Thirdly, it may be that
because English was her stronger language, she may have set a higher standard for
herself in the Japanese into English translation.

In addition, an aspect that may be most relevant to this analysis is that Chika’s
perception of her bilingual competence may have been another important factor. Chika
commented during the stimulated recall interview that her stronger language was
definitely English because of her lexical and grammatical knowledge and the amount of
expressions she knew in the language. It is thus possible that she devoted more time to
her English into Japanese translation because she had a good understanding of the
English source text, which allowed her to contemplate the complexity contained in the
source text, including the nuances, discourses and the multiple meanings of lexical
items. Thus because of this awareness and knowledge of English, Chika may have
devoted much more time and careful attention when translating into Japanese. On the
other hand, because Chika reported that her Japanese was weaker relative to her English,
she may not have had a complete grasp of the complexity of the Japanese source text
when translating into English. Therefore, she may have had fewer issues to consider and
contemplate, resulting in a much quicker translation that may have left out some of the
complexity of the Japanese source text.

In this regard, Chika’s comment in Extract 8-14 above may be a result of the above-
described discrepancy in the comprehension level of Japanese and English, which could
have resulted in the differences in the time and effort devoted to the respective
translations. It is evident from the extract that Chika was engaging in a conscious or

unconscious comparison of these differences in her linguistic resources through the
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activity. While such perceptions were not drawn out in the classroom discussions,
translation activities could have the potential of providing students with the opportunity
to thus reflect on the strengths and weaknesses of their bilingual repertoire. Furthermore,
perhaps the stimulated recall interview itself may have provided a chance for the
students to critically reflect on the usage of their languages.

In a different case, the comparison of English was not with the students’ Japanese but
was Vis-a-vis the English of the other students. This was observed in the retrospective
accounts by Teru. Similar to Chika, Teru was also dissatisfied with his English
translation. Interestingly, Teru actually commented in the semi-structured interview
prior to the translation activity that “4— A k7 U 7 CH & 9 (ERMHMEA T DM
b, £bH, WEELRADBERBREEATIZHDLATT L, LYLIIZ, 25
FAT—=T—IH o TETWDDNR > THRUWE T (I've been living in
Australia for a couple years now, so, English and Japanese are right in the middle,
level-wise, | think I've become somewhat like an Aussie). However, when the researcher
asked him how he felt when he presented his Japanese to English translation to the class,

Teru answered that he was nervous, explaining as follows:

(Extract 8-15)
—DE, BRAMZOEGB EFL WD olanh, 22889 —D
X, RATEAI, ZobOTGTRTHTLETTEELo7coTN D,
TEZSLOENFITDH, TobOHFRFITHEESY, ToHbD
FREELWE B S TT
First of all, because this part didn 't go well, and another point was, what
should 1 say, this one ((the Japanese into English translation)) went way too
smoothly, usually I struggle with this ((writing in English)), I think I struggled
with this one more, | thought that this one would be much more difficult

Similar to Chika, the reason that Teru was dissatisfied was because of the unexpected

speed at which he completed the English translation. However, his reason seemed to be

different. Teru went on to comment as follows:
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(Extract 8-16)
FRUS, A, ZONEEBIFFEL VA=A T U TIEATS L,
<. 0o MONTZHOH BRI KDL EBolcATHIFE, £
L TR DS TR RNATTITE, BKEETEbo ot
BWE L, 200D, RADKR EoN TS SAIALTSHRER
ST, BELELEE, ZobDKZ
Besides, like, these people ((classmates in the Japanese for Background
Speakers’ subject)) have lived in Australia longer than me, so | thought they
would finish before me, I'm not sure which place I finished at, but I thought [
wrote too quickly, so, like, I thought I definitely made a lot of errors
somewhere, | was nervous, with this one ((his English translation))

It seemed that Teru’s timidity and his lack of confidence in his English translation not
only came from finishing his English translation faster than he had expected, but also
from his perception of his English competence relative to his peers in the classroom.

One way in which the translation activity was different from other monolingual
Japanese activities undertaken in class (for example, online discussion boards, essays,
kanji quizzes and so on), was that the students needed to produce English in front of
their peers. While these translation tasks were not assessed by the teachers, it
nonetheless created a space in which the students’ English expertise became open to the
informal evaluation by others. In other words, for Teru, who held considerable
legitimacy as a speaker of Japanese, the translation activity was an activity in which his
legitimacy as an English speaker could potentially be contested. This perhaps may be
the reason for his sense of self-consciousness towards his English expertise. This
activity of translation can thus be said to have led to a raised awareness towards his own
English expertise that was not elicited in the semi-structured interviews.

Teru’s sense of lack of legitimacy as a speaker of English was also apparent in the
interaction during his presentation of his English translation. In the following segment,
Teru presented his translation to the class, often stopping to ask for assistance from his
peers and the teachers. His translation was written on a transparency sheet and was
projected onto the whiteboard using an overhead projector:
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(Extract 8-17)
Teru:

Teacher:

Anthony:

John:

Anthony:

Teacher:

Teru:

John:
Teru:

John:

Teru:

Anthony:

John:
Teru:

bbb, OO TT L, BRENLVWTT L, A
XS 72 Ao DAY T

Aw, mine s no good, it s really wrong, definitely um the
spelling

EDX LD LHRFET

Go ahead go ahead, in English

Don’t worry about it, don’t worry about it

Dude mine doesn’t make sense

Won’t be as bad as yours

A THAT

Go ahead read it

itistruethat Z4L & 59

It is true that how do you

Tae-Se

Tae-Se cannot control his own emotions & > T % 727>
SRAA

Tae-Se cannot control his own emotions /'m not sure if
this is correct

HoTHLX

Its correct

Zh Ts) BN TT XA

This “s” isn t needed, right?

uun “at times”

it’s right, it’s right

without thinking he would roar, but his intention behind
his 72 AN Z 28 LW TT

Without thinking he would roar, but his intention behind

his, something s wrong with this part

It can be observed above that Teru appeared to be significantly self-critical towards his

own English translation. He showed timidity in starting and only began reading with the

repeated urging from the teacher. He did, in fact, start presenting his translation in
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English, but often switched to Japanese to ask for clarification with regard to
pronunciation, grammar and the expressions that he utilised. Teru’s use of Japanese in
this extract seems to be his attempt to maintain the Japanese language activity frame,
where he was most comfortable and where he believed he held more legitimacy as a

speaker.

From this perspective, Chika’s lack of satisfaction, described in Extract 8-14 above,
towards her English translation may not only be a matter of the discrepancy between her
linguistic expertise in Japanese and English, but may also be a matter of how she felt
others perceived her English expertise. Indeed, during the stimulated recall interview
conducted with the students’ recordings of their interpreting activity, Chika felt that her
English did not have a natural pronunciation:

(Extract 8-18)
La—F 4 U7 EPENTD &, FREEPE—SHEOIETROI, o
XOELET 78 MR H-T, BNCHAGET 78 FTIHERWL LA
THTTE, o iFVFFaTd T 72y bTIERST, —&FTF=
TNIRT 72y MIAAKFEL 7> T
Listening to the recordings, English is supposed to be my first language, but
there is an accent ((Chika perhaps meant “pronunciation”)) to it, it doesn t
seem to be a Japanese accent, but it’s not a natural accent, I think my most

natural accent is in Japanese

It was particularly her pronunciation that deviated from English norms that led her to
question her English expertise. She thus concluded “TH - 1EX D H 3 I3E 9 A 7278
L ST, oD self conscious 1272 > B o W F 97427 (1 realised that, just as |
knew, I'm different, I can't help getting self-conscious), suggesting that her
dissatisfaction towards her English translation may indeed come from her sense of lack

of legitimacy as an English speaker.

In this regard, while the class was a Japanese language class, the students were indeed
aware of the other students’ English expertise and were actively comparing their
English not only with their Japanese, but also with the English of the other students, as

176



suggested above. Translation and interpreting, which appeared to make English a
legitimate resource in the classroom, thus seem to have been instrumental in raising the
students’ awareness towards their linguistic expertise in English as well as Japanese.
Moreover, while Teru seemed to comfortably claim language expertise and affiliation to
English during the one-to-one semi-structured interview, even going so far as to say that
he was almost an “Aussie”, he could not do so in the presence of other students whom
he felt held more legitimacy as speakers of English. Thus, the activity also seemed to

lead some students to a re-evaluation of their language identities.

8.3.2 English as a legitimate resource

Contrary to the cases of Chika and Teru’s examined above, the legitimacy of English as
a resource in the classroom activity may have provided Anthony, whom we observed
was labelled as an “Australian”, with an opportunity to claim legitimacy in the
classroom practice. This seemed to motivate him in the activity:

(Extract 8-19)
Anthony: e, ZobOFNRLHZRN T, KEEDIL, K
DIFHMR, ol L HREND
Also, | was more motivated to do this one, the English text,

13

.
[S]

Tl

the English one, because | was able to do it better
Interviewer: ZobOHMR DAz TWH DI
What do you mean by you were more motivated to do this
one?
Anthony: KEEDF DB ND, bl EobDk
MIELTEDLNGF-Tl, T, TobidhlicE )
TH Lol b,
Because the English one was easier, and we were
competing to see which one we can do better, I didn't care
about this one ((the English into Japanese translation))
Interviewer: H., BRI EFoTED, Eobin
Oh, so you were competing, which one
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Anthony: FroTlmoTWIM, HD, i, AN, AR
L0, HRAREFRLLSBNWTEDL EESTHES T
7z
Not competing exactly, um, I, like, I thought I could do
equally well as the others, so | gave it my best

The translation activity, in which English was deemed a legitimate resource in the
classroom, indeed provided Anthony with the access to his bilingual competence, which
he could not mobilise in activities such as the online discussion board where only his
Japanese was being utilised and evaluated. Contrary to this, Anthony was able to
construct a more active engagement with the translation task.

As Anthony expressed in the above extract, translation, and particularly the Japanese
into English translation, was an opportunity to demonstrate his English ability to the
class. For instance, in the English into Japanese translation, which Anthony felt was
much more challenging than the Japanese into English direction, he appeared to agree
with the translation of his peers. When contemplating how to translate the English
phrase, “born and raised”, Anthony resorted to copying Takeshi’s translation:

(Extract 8-20)
Bornand raised 1Z, x> &, [EFNTESL)] o TEIHELIEATT
FE, TEENEL] o ThbHH LT, BT LW -ATT
FE ErL, [EENED]
“Born and raised” is, um, I wanted to write “born and then raised ”, but |
heard theres “born and raised”, | asked the person next to me ((Takeshi)), so

[I translated this as/ “born and raised”

However, in the Japanese into English translation, Anthony showed resistance towards
his peers' translations and asserted his own views. In the following extract, Anthony was
recalling how he queried Takeshi’s Japanese into English translation, claiming that

Takeshi’s translation did not meet the conventions of an Australian newspaper article.
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(Extract 8-21)
Anthony:

Interviewer:

Anthony:

BREHARDTLFIINDENEH ZDOANIES 9%/, 6 9
WIZo> T, FNT, ThErs5-o7tb, DO, 7
EDRRFEDOHLFETHLE I TE L2 TILATTN,
RoFFENTERALL, FAR

[I asked] why do Japanese articles write this person is 59
years old, [this person is] 69 years old, every single time,
and | told Takeshi that, um, and he said that it was like
that too in English newspapers, but even if | think about it
now, it'’s not written like that

FEIlC

In parenthesis

fEILT, FEINTL® < T, HDO, NOFlE D
WHEDLRW, ZZITIE2 6o T, ZOADFREHE
ENHENTHLITE, ZOANDBRIADZ &I
ZZICENThHoT2H, ERNSTND

In parenthesis, but not only that, um, [English
newspapers] dorn t say the person s age every single time,
it says here 26 years old ((referring to Tae-Se)), but thats
because it's his article, if the article had referred to his

father, they wouldn t write it ((the father’s age))

As it can be observed in the above extract, in translating from Japanese to English,

Anthony showed a critical attitude toward his peers’ language choice and resisted

Takeshi’s advice and chose what he felt was the more appropriate translation.

8. 4 Conclusion

In this chapter, | have examined the students’ use of their bilingual resources focusing

on their engagement with the translation tasks and, to a lesser extent, the interpreting

task that they completed as part of the Japanese for Background Speakers’ subject.

Firstly, it was found that the students were able to flexibly utilise their bilingual

resources in Japanese and English to engage in the translation task. More specifically,
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they appeared to be able to draw on linguistic knowledge and literacy skills associated
with English and transfer them when producing a translation in Japanese. This may be a
sign of their ability to translanguage between the two languages. However, it should be
noted that it was difficult to determine whether this was a result of the nature of
translation tasks or whether the students employed such strategies, even in monolingual
activities. Nonetheless, the above finding is significant because it suggests that the
students may have perceived English and Japanese not as discreetly bound languages,
but rather as resources that made up their bilingual repertoires (Blommaert, 2010;
Blommaert & Rampton, 2011).

Secondly, it was found that translation tasks may have also prompted the students to
consider and compare the multiple discourses associated with English as well as with
Japanese. For example, not only did the Chika and Fumiya contemplate the semantic
difference between “impoverished” and its dictionary equivalent, “#& Z” (poor), they
also seemed to consider the historically, socially and politically different contexts in
which both terms would be utilised. It is possible that this awareness of the different
discourses was prompted particularly because of the nature of translation activities,
which required the use and comparison of both Japanese and English within the same
task. Moreover, Chika even attempted to mediate between these differences by re-
framing the discourse in her translation.

At the same time, there were also differences in the students’ level of awareness toward
the multiple discourses involved in the translation of the above-mentioned English text
into Japanese. This may have been due to a number of factors. Certainly linguistic
competence, sociocultural knowledge and the amount of exposure to Japanese language
newspaper conventions may have been important factors. Additionally, it is possible that
the identity positions the students’ brought to the text may have resulted in “intertextual
asymmetries” (Blommaert, 2007: 8) between the participants, which in turn may have
resulted in differences in the way each student perceived the “ideological load”
(Blommaert, 2007:9) of words such as “& 2" (poor). This suggests that translation
tasks may provide an important opportunity for students to reflect on the identity
positions they bring to the text and how they position themselves vis-a-vis the multiple
discourses invoked by the translation process.
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In addition, despite the students’ ability to translanguage or to recognise the multiple
discourses involved in the translation task, it appeared that the students were not always
successful in providing appropriate translations in the target language. For instance,
while Chika and Fumiya could indeed recognise that the word “&Z " (poor), the
dictionary equivalent of the word “impoverished”, was an inappropriate translation,
they could not find a more suitable term or find an alternative means of expressing the
idea, for example, by paraphrasing it. What this may, in turn, suggest is that both of
these students may have perceived Japanese and English lexical items to have a one-to-
one correspondence, thus placing a great trust in their dictionaries to provide them with
an equivalent in the other language. It may also show that these students were
inexperienced in undertaking this kind of formal translation task.

Lastly, I have demonstrated how the bilingual nature of the translation and interpreting
activities, which required the students to utilise Japanese and English at the same time,
provided them with the opportunity to compare their Japanese and English expertise.
Interestingly, although the students seemed to move fluidly between Japanese and
English during classroom interactions (see Extract 8-1), many of them reported that
utilising and comparing the two languages side-by-side was a new experience for them.
In particular, the presence of the source text (or utterance) that made it difficult to resort
to avoidance strategies may have forced the students to confront the strengths and
weaknesses of their Japanese and English. Moreover, because the translation and
interpreting activities required the use of English in the presence of other students, the
students also may have needed to re-evaluate their English competence vis-a-vis their
peers, thus resulting in different accounts of their English expertise when compared to
their accounts given in the semi-structured interviews. Indeed, in the case of Anthony,
the opportunity to utilise English in the class appeared to motivate him because it
provided him with an opportunity to demonstrate his expertise, which was something he

could not do in monolingual Japanese activities.
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CHAPTER 9: Concluding chapter

This study examined the identity negotiation of seven bilingual Japanese heritage
learners based on the students’ narratives about their personal histories and language
learning experiences at home and in their Japanese language classrooms. In this
concluding chapter, I bring together the major findings and discuss their implications
for heritage language education. In addition, | also outline the limitations of this study
and give suggestions for further research.

9.1 Summary of major findings

Due to the intensified transnational movement of people brought about by advances in
transportation and ICT, an increasing number of children are growing up around the
world with varying degrees of exposure to multiple languages. As a result, there has
also been a steady increase in the number of heritage learners who enrol in language
classrooms to study their “heritage” language. Concomitant to such developments, in
the past few decades, the field of heritage language education has seen a growth in the
number of empirical studies that examine different aspects of heritage learners. A
particularly fruitful area of research has been in the examination of the relationship
between these students’ identities and their heritage language. These studies have
typically highlighted how competence in the heritage language is connected to a strong
sense of ethnic identity, or vice versa (Chinen, 2005; Cho, 2000; Cho, Cho and Tse,
1998; Lee, 2002; Lee and Kim, 2008). However, globalisation has significantly
complicated the social fields that individuals engage in, and the theoretical basis for
understanding the ways in which bilinguals (or multilinguals) construct multiple senses
of belonging. Traditional “language-as-identity” paradigms that were often employed in
past studies, and which assumed a one-to-one correlation between language and ethnic
identity, have thus become insufficient in capturing the complexity of the identities of
multilingual individuals (See Pavlenko & Blackledge, 2004; Young, 2008). There is
thus an urgent need to address heritage learners’ identities from this perspective and
examine the local as well as trans-local factors that influence their identity negotiations

and motivations for studying their heritage language.
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Given the gap described above, this present study has attempted to apply recent
developments in the study of language and identity to examine the identities of
secondary and tertiary level Japanese heritage learners in Australia. More specifically, |
attempted to address three main research questions. The first research question,
explored mainly in Chapter 5, addressed the students’ individual profiles and their
narratives about their language and ethnic identities. The second research question,
examined primarily in Chapter 5, 6 and 7, addressed the ways in which the students
negotiated their identities within two different institutional settings: the VCE Japanese
Second Language subject and the Japanese for Background Speakers’ subject. The third
research question, which was investigated in Chapter 8, addressed how the students
utilised their bilingual resources in translation and interpreting tasks which were
conducted as part of the Japanese for Background Speakers’ subject. The analyses
presented in the above chapters have provided rich insight into the ways in which
various identities and resources are mobilised or negotiated in various contexts.

9.1.1 Construction of transnational identities

Firstly, this study has identified significant heterogeneity within students who fall under
the category of heritage learner as defined by Draper and Hicks (2000). Indeed, there
was diversity in terms of the students’ family backgrounds (for example, age of
immigration, parents’ ethnicity, parental policy towards their children’s Japanese
language development), educational backgrounds (for example, years of schooling in
Japan and Japanese Saturday School attendance) and life trajectories, which lead to
diverse senses of belonging.

While the students’ lives were based in Australia at the time of this study, these students
constructed transnational ties to Japan, through both regular visits to the country or
through the use of ICT. Tools such as Skype, Facebook, blogs and streaming websites
allowed the students to maintain connections with friends, family and relatives living in
Japan and also to access the latest news and popular culture (for example, manga, anime,
music TV dramas and books) almost in real-time. The value of the Japanese language as
a means of maintaining such transnational connections was therefore a common theme

in the students’ narratives.

183



However, regardless of the transnational connections that these students maintained
with Japan, this study has shown that this did not necessarily equate to a sense of
belonging to the nation-state or ethnicity that is often assumed to be linked to the
heritage language. Indeed, the students expressed varying senses of ethnic identification,
including Japanese, Australian and mixed-ethnicity (i.e. Japanese and Australian).
Furthermore, these ethnic identifications were contextually dependant and were not
necessarily indicators of the students’ language identities or of their choice of
nationality in the future. For instance, in Yuta’s case, identifying as an Australian existed
simultaneously with a sense of expertise in Japanese, an extensive consumption of
Japanese popular culture and a decision to obtain a Japanese passport in the future. In
Chika’s case, identifying as a Japanese existed simultaneously with a sense of expertise
in English and a decision to obtain Australian citizenship before she entered university
in Australia. Moreover, in Teru’s case, his life trajectories spanned Japan, Australia and
China, which led him to conclude that he wanted a mode of belonging in-between fixed
ethnic categories. In this regard, this study has provided empirical evidence for the
potential disalignment between transnational ways of being (i.e. constructing or
maintaining transnational ties to a nation) and transnational ways of belonging (i.e.
feeling a sense of belonging to a nation or ethnicity to which one maintains
transnational connections) that have been theorised by some scholars (c.f. Levitt &
Glick Schiller, 2004: 1011).

The findings of this study thus convincingly showed the insufficiency of language-
based, ethnicity-based and nationality-based identity categories alone in describing the
complex senses of belonging reported by the students. In addition, the students’ flexible
use of bilingual resources to engage in classroom tasks observed briefly in Chapter 8
also illuminated the everyday transgression of these boundaries and the un-categorisable
identity positions the students occupied in their situated interactions. In this regard, the
students’ narratives clearly showed signs of what may be called transnational identities
(Caglar, 2001; Gupta & Ferguson, 1992; Kearney, 1995; Levitt & Glick Schiller, 2004;
Rouse, 1991, 1995; Vertovec, 2001, 2007).
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9.1.2 Polycentric view of Japanese language classrooms

This study also contributes to the ways in which we conceptualise language classrooms
as sites of identity negotiation. This study started with the examination of Japanese
language classrooms as discreet fields in which a dominant norm — those legitimated by
the teacher and the curriculum — stratified the students based on their volume and
composition of capital. Under this conceptualisation, it was assumed that students
conformed to such norms, resisted them or were marginalised if they could not fit in.
This initial view was useful in highlighting how the students “appeal to — or resist —
particular languages, language varieties or linguistic forms in the struggle to claim the
rights to particular identities and resist others that are imposed on them ” (Pavlenko and
Blackledge, 2004: 3). It also illuminated how the students’ language identities,
including their expertise, changed depending on the classroom and the peers they
engaged with, which supports the idea that competence is about how one is positioned
rather than about open-ended potential (Blommaert, Collins and Slembrouck, 2005).
For example, although Chika was regarded highly for her Japanese competence in the
Japanese for Background Speakers’ subject, her linguistic resources were initially not
recognised as competence in the VCE Japanese Second Language subject because she

did not conform to the expectations of the teacher.

However, this study has led to a much more complex understanding of the identity
negotiations that occur in Japanese language classrooms. The Japanese language
classrooms that were examined in this study were not insulated fields with a single
unified norm, as envisaged at the start of this study. Instead, what has been highlighted
was the relative autonomy of the Japanese language classes examined, in which macro
factors “outside” of the classroom influenced the identity positions the students adopted
inside the class (c.f. Canagarajah, 1993; Pennycook, 2001). More specifically, if
classroom norms constituted one local centre of authority, the students’ identity
positioning also showed alignment to multiple centres operating at different scale levels
(Blommaert, 2008, 2010; Blommaert, Collins and Slembrouck, 2005). These alternative
centres may be trans-local in scope, for example, parental expectations, peer groups,
secondary school curricula, and the tertiary entrance system, to name a few. They may
also be transnational in scope, for example, these may include wider ideologies
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concerning the value of Japanese and English bilingualism or the commodity value of
Japanese in the field of business.

The perspective outlined above significantly complicates the way in which the students’
identity positionings in Japanese language classrooms are interpreted. It was not simply
a matter of conformity or resistance, which is central to Bourdieu’s notion of power
(Swartz, 1997). It is perhaps closer to what Blommaert (2005) suggests as the
polycentricity of fields in which multiple centres of authority are at play simultaneously
at different scale levels. He explains that “adopting a polycentric image of society
shows a more complex and more nuanced picture in which a reaction against something
is also a marker of adherence to something else” (p. 78). In the case of this study,
Takeshi’s resistance to being monoethnically positioned as a “Japanese” in the Japanese
for Background Speakers’ subject may have been a reaction against the classrooms
norms, and, at the same time, an adherence to the trans-local norm of his
“cosmopolitan” friends in which the plurality of one’s ethnicity was valued. Therefore,
the students in this study were found to be strategically utilising and adjusting their
language identities in order to navigate these multiple norms in ways that maximised the
legitimacy and the benefits they can obtain from the Japanese language classes.

9.1.3 Multiplicity of different ways of being “Japanese”

Given the polycentric view of Japanese language classrooms summarised above,
perhaps one of the most important findings to emerge from this study is the
identification of a multiplicity of different ways of being “Japanese” and the various
indexical meanings attached to them. That is to say, whether the students conceptualised
their language as a heritage by linking their language and ethnicity (i.e. claiming
inheritance) or sought to disalign such connections (i.e. disclaiming inheritance), what
the students seemed to share was the rejection of being positioned as a Japanese as
defined by a connection to a particular nation, geographical location or ethnicity, which
could, in turn, index their lack of legitimacy in second language classrooms (Chika),
result in being expected to have a high level of Japanese competence which one may not
be able to fulfil (Anthony) or perceived as a monoethnic individual lacking a
transnational perspective (Teru and Takeshi). On the other hand, the students seemed to
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be investing in a more democratic conceptualisation of being Japanese that was not
defined by one’s birth but by the quality of one’s linguistic resources and indexical of
one’s potential transnational mobility (Chika and Yuta), academic capabilities
(Anthony) or the plurality of one’s identity as transnational individuals (Takeshi and
Teru).

The findings above support Pavlenko and Blackledge’s (2004) approach, which claims
that identities in multilingual settings are shaped by discourses. However, this study
expands on this notion by highlighting the fact that the above-mentioned indexical
meanings may be simultaneous. This may be what Blommaert (2005) suggests as the
“layered simultaneity” (p. 130) of discourses pertaining to the meaning of “Japanese”.
For example, Chika’s self-positioning as a Japanese in the Japanese for Background
Speakers’ subject can be interpreted simultaneously as a bid to position herself as an
ethnically Japanese individual, and also as a bid to claim the authenticity of her
linguistic resources and index her potential transnational mobility as a balanced
bilingual. As such, this conceptualisation provides “a view of multiple, stratified
layering in social conduct, in which multiple ideological and identity positions are at
play simultaneously, not in a chaotic or random way but structured and to some extent
predictable” (Blommaert, 2005: 236). The findings of this study provide supporting
evidence for this claim and contribute empirically to the ways in which we
conceptualise how these transnational individuals construct and negotiate their identities
in Japanese language classrooms, which are complex, layered and polycentric social
fields.

In addition, the polycentric view outlined above may help to explain the seemingly
contradictory accounts given by the participants. For instance, although Chika
positioned herself as a Japanese (Extract 7-5) and also distanced herself from such a
position (Extract 7-13) in the Japanese for Background Speakers’ subject, this may not
be a case of “fragmentation” or “hybridity” as proposed by Pavlenko and Blackledge’s
(2004). In case of the former, Chika may have been aligning to the local norms of the
classroom in which demonstrating linguistic resources that conformed to those of
“native speakers” was highly valued, while in the case of the latter, she may have been
aligning to a trans-local (or transnational) norm in which she was expressing her
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transnational identity that cannot be categorised under a single identity category.
Moreover, the meaning of Japanese utilised in these different contexts can be said to
hold significantly different indexical meanings. Thus, these findings suggest the need
for a more critical discussion and further theoretical and empirical investigation into the
difference between identities emerging from the polycentric nature of fields and
identities that are indeed fragmented or hybrid.

The identification of multiple and simultaneous meanings attached to the identity
position of Japanese is a significant finding, especially in the light of past studies on
Japanese heritage learners. While a direct comparison of this study with past studies on
Japanese heritage learners’ identities (for example, Koshiba & Kurata, 2012; Oguro &
Moloney, 2012; Oriyama, 2010) is difficult because of the different cohorts of students
examined, it can nonetheless be said that the earlier studies are based on an implicit
assumption that the identity positions available to the students are a binary choice
between Japanese and Australian (or a position somewhere in-between). Moreover,
there seems to be an assumption that being Japanese is a monolithic identity category
that holds the same meaning for all students, all of the time. Such assumptions do not
sufficiently capture the different indexical meanings that a single identity category may
have for students, even within the same classroom. In this respect, the findings of this
study are similar to the views expressed in Doerr and Lee (2010) in which the authors
highlight the diverse ways in which “Japanese-ness” is inherited. As such, this study
suggests the importance of examining the layered meanings attached to seemingly
monolithic identity categories that have often been used in studies on heritage learners.

9.1.4 The Japanese language as a “heritage” and as “capital”

In line with Pavlenko and Blackledge’s (2004) claim, it was found that the Japanese
language had dual values for the students: as a marker of national or ethnic belonging
and as a capital for obtaining other forms of value cultural and symbolic capital. Indeed,
it was found that the value of Japanese as a heritage, in other words, as something that
one inherits was an important theme in the students’ narratives about their parents and
their expectations. This was also observed in the students’ expressions of their sense of

obligation to learn or speak Japanese properly, which consolidate the findings of
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previous studies which point to the importance of ethnic ties to the heritage language as
a motivation for studying it (Chinen, 2005; Cho, 2000; Cho, Cho and Tse, 1998; Lee,
2002; Lee and Kim, 2008).

At the same time, what the findings summarised in the above sections suggest is that the
students in this study also perceived their Japanese linguistic resources as a powerful
tool for obtaining other forms of valued capital (for example, high tertiary entrance
scores), indexing their transnational identities and constructing difference with
monolingual English speakers, monolingual Japanese speakers and with other less
competent bilinguals. From this perspective, for these students, the Japanese language
was important as linguistic capital in itself, with its value resting on its convertibility
into other forms of valued cultural as well as symbolic capital. This tendency towards
“commodification” (Heller, 2012) of Japanese may have been foregrounded in this
study because of the particular time frame in which the data was collected. That is to say,
most of these students were in Year 12, which was a transitionary stage in their
education. Thus, time-wise, it may have been an ideal opportunity for them to utilise
their Japanese linguistic resources as a capital to gain an edge in the competition to
enter their desired universities (or in Yuta’s case, entering his desired career). It is
possible that this temporal element may have had an influence on the students’

perception of the value of their Japanese linguistic resources.

Importantly, this study has also identified that the value of Japanese as a heritage and as
capital are not competing binaries. For instance, Yuta’s conceptualisation of his
Japanese language as a heritage in the Japanese for Background Speakers subject may
have been both a sense of his inheritance of the language and also an implicit claim that
he possessed the Japanese competence on the par with a “native speaker” and therefore
that his linguistic resources had high capital value. In this regard, this study has shown
that language as a heritage and language as a capital may sometimes be interconnected.

9.1.5 Use of bilingual resources in translation and interpreting tasks

This present study also contributes to our understanding of how the students actually
utilise their bilingual resources to engage in translation and interpreting tasks, and how
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such tasks may contribute to their language development. Firstly, it was found that the
students appeared to perceive their Japanese and English as a “single integrated system”
(Canagarajah, 2011:403) rather than as discreet languages. Stimulated recall interviews
conducted with the students revealed their ability to utilise linguistic conventions
associated with one language in order to complete tasks in the other language, thus
showing signs of what may be called “translingual competence” (MLA Ad Hoc
Committee on Foreign Languages, 2007: 3). Furthermore, it was also found that the
students showed signs of “transcultural competence” (MLA Ad Hoc Committee on
Foreign Languages, 2007: 3) by demonstrating their awareness towards the multiple
discourses involved in the translation process. Indeed, the students reported that they
considered the political, social and cultural discourses surrounding the text and how it
could be perceived in the target language. For instance, when translating the word
“impoverished” (in reference to North Korea’s economic state) into Japanese, Chika and
Fumiya avoided the use of the dictionary equivalent, “Z 2" (poor), in their translations
in order to avoid the negative consequences that the term may invoke, given the
political and social relationship between Japan and North Korea. In some cases, it was
found that the students even actively engaged in cultural mediation, as when Chika
attempted to shift the discourse of the English source text in her Japanese translation in
order to mitigate the negative effects that the English phrase “[North Korea is] one of

the most impoverished nations in the world” could potentially have in Japanese.

However, it was also found that the ability to mediate between texts varied from student
to student. There may have been two major reasons for this. Firstly, it may have been
due to differences in the students’ language ability and sociocultural knowledge. The
students’ narratives revealed that some students were exposed to Japanese language
media more often than others and thus these students may have held a higher level of
written competence and awareness towards the nuances that the above-mentioned words
or phrases held to a Japanese audience. Secondly, the difference may have been a result
of “intertextual asymmetries” (Blommaert, 2007: 8) between the students, resulting
from the different identity positions the students adopted vis-a-vis the text. For instance,
Chika and Fumiya who were aware that others could position them as a “Japanese” due
to their appearance and names may have been more critically self-aware towards what
they said with regard to North Korea, compared to Anthony who was not immediately
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identifiable as Japanese and who positioned himself on most occasions as an Australian.

In addition, the bilingual nature of the translation and interpreting activities were found
to engage the students in the comparison of their Japanese and English. In particular, it
was found that the presence of the source text (or utterance) may have made it possible
for students to stretch the limits of their competence, allowing them to notice the
strengths as well as the weaknesses of their Japanese and English resources.
Furthermore, because the activities provided a space in which the students needed to
utilise English in the presence of their peers, the activities were also found to engage the
students in the re-evaluation of their English resources. In addition, for English-
dominant students like Anthony, the ability to utilise English as a legitimate resource in
the classroom led to an increase in his motivation, allowing him to demonstrate

considerable initiative in the way in which he engaged with the task.

9.2 Educational implications

The findings summarised thus far have important practical relevance for heritage
language education. Therefore, in this section, | will firstly re-examine the notion of
“heritage learner” in the light of my findings and then outline some of the educational
implications of this study that may be applied to course development and to the teaching
of Japanese to this group of learners. This section will also discuss the pedagogical
potential that translation and interpreting tasks has for this particular group of bilingual

learners.

Re-visiting the term “heritage learner” and “background speaker"

The findings of this study suggest that the term “heritage learner” may not be an
appropriate label for this particular group of learners who have relatively high bilingual
competence in both Japanese and English and who showed signs of transnational
identities. Indeed, this study seems to support the criticism that the term heritage learner
Is rear-viewing and that the term heritage language “connotes something that one holds
onto vaguely as one's remembrances, but certainly not something that is used in the

present or that can be projected into the future” (Garcia, 2005: 601). As I summarised in
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9.1.1 above, the Japanese language was not a “remembrance” but a day-to-day tool that
was important in constructing transnational ties to Japan and in the consumption of
popular culture. Moreover, as summarised in 9.1.3 and 9.1.4 above, the Japanese
language was, for these students, not so much about their ethnic “heritage”, but rather
about its value as capital that allowed them to index their transnational identities and to
shape their future trajectories.

The alternative term of “background speaker”, which has often been used in the
Australian context, circumvents the issues raised above to a certain extent. However, the
Japanese background to which the term presumably refers to was found to be
significantly diverse, as summarised in 9.1.1 above. While Clyne et al. (1997), who
suggested the use of the term, certainly acknowledged this diversity, their sub-
categorisation of background speakers was based primarily on the students’ ethnic
backgrounds and age of immigration. This categorisation may have been applicable in
the past for certain ethnic groups and their relation to particular communities, but may
not be completely applicable for the group of students examined in this study. As we
have seen, ethnic background (i.e. one Japanese parent, two Japanese parents, no
Japanese parents) and age of immigration was not an indicator of the students’ expertise.
Furthermore, the notion that ethnicity is a clearly-bound identity category was queried
by the presence of Teru who crossed those boundaries to construct a strong sense of
affiliation and inheritance to the Japanese language, regardless of not being “Japanese”
in the conventional sense of the word (Leung, Harris and Rampton, 1997). Therefore,
the term “background speaker” and the sub-categorisation suggested may not fully
consider the complexity of the notion of ethnicity and its relationship to the students’

language expertise and inheritance.

A proficiency-based categorisation may in fact be a more practical distinction for the
purpose of classroom development and pedagogy (see for example, Kagan, 2005;
Kondo-Brown, 2005). However, this study has shown that there can be a discrepancy
between one’s sense of expertise in a language and one’s affiliation to it. For instance,
even though Fumiya felt that Japanese was his weaker language, he nevertheless felt a
strong affiliation to it. Designating learner as a heritage language on the basis of the
students’ expertise may result in those with relatively weak Japanese competence and a
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strong sense of affiliation to it being categorised as a second language learner, while
those with relatively high competence in Japanese but with a limited sense of affiliation
to the language being categorised as a heritage learner. This categorisation may thus
ignore the complex relationship between expertise and affiliation and also downplays
the importance of the agency that students exert in determining whether or not they are
heritage learners.

The criticisms towards existing categorisations outlined above do not solve the problem
of how best to label this group of learners, and may even further complicate the issue.
Nonetheless, the findings provide a more nuanced representation of heritage learners,
which may assist educators and policy makers in recognising the diverse cohort of
students that are often subsumed under one label. At the very least, it is possible to
suggest that for this particular group of students, as Garcia (2009) argues, the term
bilingual or emergent bilinguals would be a better alternative. Similarly, the students’
Japanese language may be better conceptualised as a part of their “linguistic repertoire”
(Blommaert and Rampton, 2011), which would then make it easier to recognise the

unequal distribution of their linguistic resources across different modalities and contexts.

Incentives for enrolling in Japanese language classes

On a very practical level, this study also suggests that instrumental motivations and
incentives play a crucial role in motivating heritage learners to enrol in Japanese
language subjects. Raising the potential returns one can gain may be a simple, yet
effective way of endorsing enrolment in such heritage language subjects. This may be
particularly applicable for students at the secondary school level considering university
entrance and for whom class marks directly affect their pathways to university.

However, it should be noted that, as evidenced in Chapter 6, the higher the stakes are,
the more likely that students may opt to conform to the norms of the classroom, even if
this entails the downplaying of one’s expertise and inheritance. For instance, Chika
disclaimed inheritance and downplayed her Japanese expertise in the VCE Japanese
Second Language classroom in order to conform to the expectations of the teacher. Thus,
care needs to be taken in recognising the considerable power that such tertiary entrance
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systems and teachers have in influencing the identity positions that students choose to
adopt in language classrooms.

Considering the diverse background and aspirations of students

The significant heterogeneity within this group of students in terms of their
backgrounds, linguistic resources and future aspirations suggest that a single definition
of competence may not be appropriate. As Chapter 5 revealed, while all of these
students expressed their hope of utilising Japanese in their future careers, the particular
contexts in which they envisaged using it varied considerably. While some students
hoped to work in Japan, others hoped to work in Australia using their Japanese with the
occasional Japanese client. Naturally, the competence required in each of these different
fields will vary. Therefore, while catering for each students’ different needs within a
single classroom may be very difficult, at the very least, teachers may assist these
students to have a clearer understanding of what “competence” they may need to aspire

to and what they need to improve or learn in order to achieve it.

The relevance of identity in heritage language education

The findings also suggest that the relevance of identity in the language development of
this particular group of heritage learners may not be a case of strengthening or
developing their ethnic identity as Japanese individuals. Rather, the importance may be
in fostering these students’ meta-awareness towards the multiple discourses and
ideologies in which they participate. In this regard, this study supports Kramsch’s
(2011) claim that the competence that needs to be fostered in a highly globalised world
is the ability “to reflect critically or analytically on the symbolic systems we use to
make meaning” (p. 365) and how such systems may position one in certain identity
categories. In other words, what may be important for these students who engage with a
multiplicity of different discourses is “the ability to shape the multilingual game in
which one invests — the ability to manipulate the conventional categories and societal
norms of truthfulness, legitimacy, seriousness, originality — and to reframe human
thought and action” (Kramsch & Whiteside, 2008: 667). In concrete terms, it is not only
about the learning and teaching of certain aspects of the Japanese language (for example,
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pronunciation, kanji, honorifics, grammar and so on), but also about raising the
students’ awareness towards how those resources (or lack thereof) index them as a
certain kind of person, how such indexical meanings may differ between fields and
interlocutors and how to take advantage of the various discourses.

However, it is important to acknowledge that for heritage learners who have limited
competence in written and spoken Japanese, which may make up the majority of
heritage learners in Australia, consolidating their understanding of their ethnic
background, developing their ethnic identities and allowing them to positively view
their Japanese “heritage” may be an important part of their Japanese language

development.

Translation and interpreting tasks as a pedagogical approach

One possible approach to consolidating students’ competencies is the use of translation
and interpreting activities. Indeed, this study has shown that the students displayed signs
of their translingual and transcultural competence when undertaking these translation
and interpreting tasks. However, it was also found that the resultant translations (and
interpretations) were not always appropriate in the target language. Thus, teachers may
be able to assist these students by helping them distinguish between successful
translingual strategies and interference from their bilingual resources. In other words, a
critical perspective towards their bilingual resources may need to be fostered
(Canagarajah, 2011). To this end, providing the students with an opportunity to critically
reflect and review their translation and interpretation is equally important as the task
itself. Furthermore, in terms of the choice of translation or interpreting material, the
findings suggests that students’ awareness towards multiple discourses may be best
brought to the foreground if the text the students translate contain political, social or
cultural elements that require the student to mediate between different discourses and
make decisions pertaining to what can or cannot be said in the respective languages
(Johnstone, 2008).
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9.3 Limitations and directions for future research

One significant limitation of this study that requires acknowledgement is a weakness
inherent in the case study approach. That is to say, the students in this study represent a
very small cohort of students who fall under the categories of “heritage learner” or
“background speaker”. More specifically, these students were a handful of “elite”
bilinguals who had the linguistic, cultural and perhaps economic means in the first place
to maintain transnational connections with Japan, to negotiate and manage their
identities and to choose their future pathways. In addition, as evidenced by the students’
narratives in Chapter 5, most of the students’ parents were indeed highly supportive of
the students’ Japanese language development and, importantly, their bilingual
development. It is also possible that the selection criteria to enrol in the university
subject may have favoured academically talented students who were motivated to learn
Japanese to begin with. For the vast majority of heritage learners who may only have
receptive competence in Japanese, or who for some reason cannot construct
transnational ties to Japan, identity options may be far fewer and transnational identities
may be inaccessible. In such cases, it is quite possible that the value of Japanese as a
means of re-connecting with one’s roots and as a symbol of one’s connection to Japan
may be an important aspect of their investment. In this regard, this study may be further
consolidated by future research that examines individuals with Japanese backgrounds
who do not enrol in Japanese language classrooms, or those who have a more limited

competence in Japanese.

Another important limitation that needs to be addressed pertains to the methodology of
this study. Although a variety of data sources were effectively utilised in this study, a
reasonable portion of the data utilised in this study was derived from semi structured
interviews conducted with the participants. Thus, it should be noted that the narratives
and the analysis were based on the students’ recollection of their lives and of their
participation in the two Japanese language classrooms examined. Therefore, while the
participants’ accounts indeed provide a glimpse into their experiences, it is equally
possible that poor recall, the students’ current circumstance and their relationship with

me, the researcher, may have had an influence on the data elicited.
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Furthermore, it is important to note that the participants were aware that | was a
teaching staff at the university where this study was undertaken and where the Japanese
for Background Speakers’ subject was offered. Thus, this may have also influenced

what the students felt was appropriate to say in such an institutional context. Moreover,
it may have also influenced the students’ choice to utilise Japanese during the interviews.
It is possible that if the interviews had been conducted in English, the narratives and the
identity positions the students adopted may have been considerably different. As such,
the narratives and the analysis presented in this study should be viewed as one aspect of

the students’ “acts of representation” (Harris, 2006).

In connection with the above limitations, Rampton (2013) citing Silverstein (1985)
writes that a comprehensive account requires the consideration of the “total linguistic
fact”, which is comprised of the analysis of linguistic forms, situated interactions and
ideologies. Due to the nature of the methodology employed, the focus of this study has
mainly been on the ideologies that became apparent through the interviews, and, to a
lesser extent, the situated interactions. Thus this study may be consolidated by future
studies that focus on the students’ situated interactions and the linguistic forms they
utilise. Indeed, recent studies in interactional sociolinguistics that utilise conversation or
discourse analysis have yielded important and new findings concerning how macro
social structures and ideologies are manifested in micro-level interactions and the
linguistic forms that are employed by speakers (for example, Chun, 2009; Dong &
Blommaert, 2009; Jaspers, 2011). Thus, future studies may benefit from examining the
situated interaction amongst Japanese heritage learners or between Japanese heritage
learners and Japanese or English monolinguals.

Finally, this study has focused primarily on the students’ perceptions of their identities
in relation to their Japanese. While the students’ perception of their English is touched
on briefly in Chapter 5 and less so in Chapter 8, a more comprehensive analysis would
require the examination of the values that the students attach to their English resources
and the multiple indexical meanings attributed to the identity position of Australian, for
example. This may be an important avenue for future research that would provide a
more holistic understanding of the complex ways in which the students’ negotiate their

identities both in Japanese and English.
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9.4 Conclusion

In summary, this study has attempted to provide a nuanced representation of a particular
group of bilingual Japanese heritage learners and how they negotiate their identities in
Japanese language classrooms, which are in fact polycentric social fields. In doing so,
this study has also queried some of the theoretical assumptions that underlie previous
studies on similar groups of students. This study has, most importantly, argued for the
necessity to understand these learners not as “Japanese”, “Australian” or even as
“heritage learners”, but as transnational individuals. For these students whose lives were
defined by multiple languages and connections to multiple nations, the construction of
such transnational identities was important because it allowed them to side-step
essentialist ideologies concerning identity, language, ethnicity and citizenship. As Heller
(2007) writes, these students preferred “to alter the discourse, to move it to something
pluralist which might be a way-station to not caring at all any more about ethnicity, or
race, or any other social category which might be used as a basis for social
stratification” (p. 218). Indeed, transnational identities and the re-framing of “Japanese”
as a sign of one’s pluristic identity was important not only as a means of constructing
distinction vis-a-vis monolinguals, but also as a means of positively construing the
linguistic and cultural resources they possessed as assets, rather than as deficits vis-a-vis
“native speaker”. As Anthony aptly described, the Japanese language for these students
was precisely a “life skill” which they utilised to navigate the multiple social fields they
engage in and which they hoped to utilise in shaping their futures.
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APPENDIX 1 Language use diary

Example
DATE: 01 March 2011+
Time+ English+ Mixed (English & Japanese)+ Japanese
Morning+ Watched the news+ Talked to father« Talked to mother+
Read The AGE newspaper+ Listened to Japanese music on the way to
« school+
L
Afternoon+ Wrote an email to a friend+ Talked to friends A and B at school+ | Wrote an email to a relative in Japan+'
Spoke with customers at pant-time e
jobe
Evening+ Facebook. + Called friend C and talked on the Read a Japanese manga+
Sent a text message to friend D+ phone+ Browsed and read Japanese websites +
Talked to brother/sister+ Studied for Japanese background a
Watched TV # speaker course+!
Chatted with friends using MSN/
Skype+
a
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APPENDIX 2 Interview guide

Background speakers’ course

1.

© 00 ~N O

Why did you enrol in this course?

2. Do you enjoy the course? Why?
3.
4
5

What is it like studying with peers with similar backgrounds?

. How are you doing so far with the assignments? What do you think about it?

. What sort of resources do you use to complete assignments? Is this different from previous

VCE courses you have taken?

. How much do you participate in class activities and online discussions? Why?
. How do you view your peers’ Japanese competence compared to yourself?
. How comfortable are you using Japanese in class? In front of the teachers?

. Do you meet your peers outside of the class? If so, how often? For what purpose?

10. Which language do you speak with your classmates during class? During break? Outside of

class?

11. Has the course increased your interest in learning Japanese?

12. Has the course changed the way you think about your Japanese competence?

Language identity

13. How do you feel about your current competence in Japanese and English (speaking/

listening/ writing/ reading)? Is there anything that you would like to improve?

14. How do you think other people perceive your Japanese ability?

a. Japanese teachers (secondary school, Saturday school Japanese teachers,
background speaker course teachers)

b. Parents(mother/ father)

c. Peers (English speaking peers at school, peers in the background speakers course)

d. Japanese speakers in Japan (e.g. relatives in Japan, people in Japan, etc.)

15. What sort of expectations do you think the following people have regarding your Japanese?

a. Japanese teachers (secondary school, Saturday school Japanese teachers,

background speaker course teachers)
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b. Parents (mother/father)
c. Japanese speakers in Japan (e.g. relatives in Japan, people in Japan, etc.)
d. Peers (English speaking peers at school, peers in the background speaker course)

16. What do you think about your siblings’ Japanese (if any)?

Future

17. How important is your Japanese ability is your current life?
18. How good do you want to become in Japanese?

19. What do you imagine yourself doing using Japanese?

20. How important is learning Japanese for your future goals?
21. For what purposes do you plan to use Japanese in the future?
22. Where do you hope to live in the future?

23. Which passport do you plan to keep? Why?

Appearance

24. Has your appearance influenced the way you perceive your Japanese/English? How?
25. How do you think your appearance influences the way others perceive your Japanese/

English?

Japan

26. Please tell me about your last visit to Japan. Did you notice anything, especially with regard

to your Japanese language?
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