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Abstract

This article considers the Buschfeld-Kautzsch ‘EIF’ (External and Internal Forces) model from the
perspective of the Japan context. The model was developed as an enhancement to Schneider’s
Dynamic Model of Postcolonial Englishes, which is itself an enhancement of the Kachruvian World
Englishes paradigm. The EIF is a flexible model that attempts to incorporate the linguistic, social,
and historico-political development of English(es) in both postcolonial and non-postcolonial
settings: thus addressing the main problem that variety development has heretofore not been
systematically analyzed in Expanding Circle contexts. Hence our aim is to see if the EIF model can
account for this development in Japan. We incorporate material and data from an eclectic range of
historical and current sources. In the process, we consider the historical development of English in
Japan from the Meiji Era to the present day, introduce the EIF model in some detail, and assess the
usefulness of the model to help explain how English is growing and developing in Japan. The major
findings of the article indicate that the EIF model is useful somewhat problematic, and only partly
accounts for variety development of Japanese English. We conclude with some recommendations
for improving the model through further testing, so it may become a more useful construct for
identifying the process of ongoing variety development in non-postcolonial settings.

Keywords: Dynamic Model, non-Postcolonial Englishes, world Englishes, Japanese English,
Expanding Circle

For citation:

D’Angelo, James & Saya lke. 2020. The External-and-Internal-Forces model applied to the
Japan context. Russian Journal of Linguistics 24 (3). 612—632. DOI: 10.22363/2687-0088-
2020-24-3-612-632

! This paper is a revised version of a chapter by the authors in the book: Modelling World
Englishes: A Joint Approach towards Postcolonial and Non-Postcolonial Varieties, (2020 August)
S. Buschfeld & A. Kautzsch (eds.) Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press. The authors would like
to express their gratitude to EUP for allowing this version to be published in the Russian Journal of
Linguistics.

612



James D’ Angelo and Saya Ike. 2020. Russian Journal of Linguistics 24 (3). 612—632

HayudHas craTbsa

Moae/ib BHELLIHUX U BHYTPE€HHHUX CAJI pa3BUTHUA
AHIJIMMCKOTrO SI3bIKa B INIPUMEHECHHHU K KOHTEKCTY AnoHum

Haxeiime JI'AHJIKEJIO!, Cag UKD?

"' Vuusepcurer Troké
Haceosa, Anonus
2 Yuusepcuter Moiinzé
Haceosa, Anonus

AHHOTANHUSA

B cratbe paccMmaTpuBaeTcs MOZETb «BHEIIHMX W BHyTpeHHHX cwi» (BBC), BbiaBuHyTas
C. bymdensn n A. Kaynirem, B IpUMEHEHHH K KOHTEKCTY SImoHUM. DTa MOJENb SBIAETCS Iajb-
HeHme pa3paboTKOW AMHAMHUYECKOW MOJIENN TIOCTKOJIOHHAFHBIX BAPHAHTOB aHTIIMICKOTO SI3BIKa
3. Illnaiinepa, KoTopas M cama SIBISETCA PAa3BUTHEM TEOPUM BapUaHTOB AHTJIMICKOIO S3BIKA
b. Kaupy. OHa 00benuHSET TMHIBUCTHYECKYIO, COLIMANTBHYIO U UCTOPUKO-TIOIMTUYECKYIO COCTaB-
JIAOMUEC Pa3BUTHA BapUaHTOB AHTJIMHCKOTO SI3bIKa KaK B IIOCTKOJIOHHUAJIbBHOM, TaK U HCIIOCTKOJIO-
HUaJIbHOM KOHTEKCTax. B crarbe oOpaiaercss BHUMaHKE Ha TNIABHYIO TPOOJIeMY, 3aKITF0YarONTy0Cs
B TOM, YTO Pa3BUTUE BapUaHTOB B Pacmupsromemcs kpyre emie He JOCTaTOYHO U3Y4YEHO B CUCTEM-
HOM Tiopsiike. Hata riestb cocTouT B TOM, YTOOBI HOCMOTPETH, MOXHO JIM IIPUMEHHUTH Mojientb BBC
JUTSl M3YYEHHS pa3BUTHS BApHAHTA aHTIMHCKOTO si3bIKa B SImoHMK. Marepuanom Hcciie0BaHus Ho-
CITY>KHJIH Pa3TIMYHbIE HICTOPUIECKUE U COBPEMEHHBIE HCTOYHMKH. Harr 0030p 3aTparuBaer ncTopu-
YECKOE Pa3BUTHE aHIVIMKMCKOIO sI3bIKa B SIMOHMM HA4YMHAs OT 3MOXU Mbi3u A0 HACTOSILErO Bpe-
MeHH, ¢ npuMeHeHneM mMojenu BBC; naetcs orenka mneiaecoo0pa3HOCTH 3TOM MOAETH ISt 0OBsIC-
HEHUS TOTO, KaK pa3BUBAETCA U aKTMBU3UPYETCS aHIVIMHCKUN SI3bIK B COBpeMEeHHOU Snonuu. Hc-
ClJIe/IOBaHUE MOKa3bIBaeT, yTo Mozenb BBC HeckoIbpKO poOiieMaTHYHA U JIMIIb YACTHYHO IOJIXO0-
JUT I OOBSICHEHHsI OCOOCHHOCTEH pa3BUTHS SMOHCKOTO BapHaHTa aHTIIMHCKOrO si3bika. CTaThsl
3aBCPUIACTCA PEKOMEHAAIUAMU TOI'0, KaK MOKHO YCOBCPUICHCTBOBATb MOJCIIb ITYTEM €€ ,uaaneﬁ-
LIET0 TECTUPOBAHMSI, TAK YTOOBI OHA cTaia 0ojee MpUeMIIEMbIM KOHCTPYKTOM JJIsl MICHTU(UKALIIH
Ipolecca MOCTOSIHHO MPOJOJIKAIONIET0Cs Pa3BUTUS BApUAHTA aHIVIMHCKOTO SI3bIKAa B HETIOCTKOJO-
HUAJIBHOM KOHTEKCTE.

Ki1roueBble c10oBa: ounamuueckas Mooenb, HenoCMKOJIOHUAIbHbIE BaAPUAHIMbL, 6APUAHTNBL AHSIUL-
CKO20 A3bIKA, ANOHCKUL 8APUAHM GH2TUTICKO20 A3bIKA, Pacuupsiowuiics kpye

Jns uuTupoBaHus:

D’Angelo J., Ike S. The External-and-Internal-Forces model applied to the Japan context.
Russian Journal of Linguistics. 2020. Vol. 24. Ne 3. P. 612—632. DOI: 10.22363/2687-0088-
2020-24-3-612-632

1. Introduction

Since its first incarnation in 1985, the World Englishes paradigm (Kachru
1985) has been of significant use in helping scholars understand the differences in
English varieties viewed from a historico-political lens, and has fostered an
appreciation for the diversity and pluricentricity of English. The paradigm was
further strengthened by the work of Schneider (2007), who helped to account for a
less static, more dynamic and ongoing process of varietal development. Yet these
models have been called into question (D'Angelo 2008, Seargeant & Tagg 2011,

613



James D’ Angelo and Saya Ike. 2020. Russian Journal of Linguistics 24 (3). 612—632

Seidlhofer 2001) for their excessive focus on describing varieties of English, and
their lack of accounting for the greatly increased use of English in the non-post-
colonial settings of the Expanding Circle. The EIF model, as proposed by Buschfeld
and Kautzsch (2017) addresses these concerns, and makes an important
contribution by providing new ways of looking at varieties, while at the same time
accounting for the complex use of English in the ever-shifting speech communities
of the 21st century. This article considers the case of Japan and its historical
involvement with English from the time of earliest contact, and analyses the
subsequent development of Japanese English to the present day. We present a
careful discussion of applying the EIF model to Japan, from the viewpoints of both
Schneider’s original model and the enhanced perspective of the EIF model.

2. Backdrop
2.1. The Dynamic Model

Let us briefly consider the fundamental components of Schneider’s Dynamic
Model (2003, 2007). These will be seen in concrete application in the following
section, since the main components are preserved in the EIF. The Dynamic Model
consists of five phases. The first is the Foundation Phase, in which English is first
introduced into a context through some form of contact with English-speaking
entities, typically coinciding with the start of colonization. At this point, there are
two groups of language users, English settlers (STL) and the local-language
speaking indigenous strands (IDG). The second phase is Exonormative
Stabilization, wherein an externally imposed variety becomes stabilized, with
increased use of English in various domains. This can be a quite long period, usually
during an era of colonization. The strength of the Dynamic Model is that as
compared to the static nature of Kachru’s three circles, it can account for a great
deal of variation in how these phases are realized in each unique context. The third
phase is that of Nativization. This can begin prior to national independence through
adoption of certain local features, but gains much more momentum after
independence. The process then gathers speed, entering a phase of Endonormative
Stabilization, in which norms are more locally determined, as wider portions of
society use English in official domains and local cultures and languages have more
impact on the variety. The final phase is that of Differentiation, wherein the local
form(s) of English used by various groups and regions may increasingly diverge.
This phase is most common in contexts such as America or Australia, but can be
witnessed in Singapore and other post-colonial settings.

The analysis of each phase is framed by four key parameters: 1) extra-
linguistic factors (e.g., the historical and political development of the country);
2) characteristic identity constructions, factors which change the population’s
concept of their own identity; 3) sociolinguistic determinants of the contact
situation (e.g., conditions of language contact, language attitudes, and use); and
4) structural effects (e.g., the development of lexical, phonological and grammatical
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characteristics). In particular, Schneider (2003, 2007) claims that an Event X is
crucial in identity construction development, and this usually coincides with
independence of the country.

2.2. Issues with the Dynamic Model

There have been several attempts to analyse Expanding Circle Englishes from
a Dynamic Model perspective (S. Ike 2012, 2014, Schneider 2014). One problem,
however, is the missing settler strand (STL) and “Event X” described in the
Dynamic Model. Since Japan has never been formally colonized, there are no settler
strands that develop the sense of locally-based identity after Event X. Furthermore,
the history of Japan shows that there were cases of language contact and of political
and sociolinguistic factors for development and domains of English use, but STL
has comprised only temporary residents. In other words, Japan lacks the necessary
STL element for variety development, and thus cannot be analysed adequately with
the Dynamic Model.

To substitute for the missing colonization factor in the Foundation Phase,
Edwards (2016) suggests that world-wide globalization may trigger its start.
Globalization in current Japan is evident in countless aspects, such as the growth in
the number of incoming tourists, steadily increasing numbers of international
businesses, and widespread use of the internet and Social Networking Systems
(SNS). Inevitably, these conditions affect decisions by Japan’s language policy-
makers, which in turn affect English education, the status of English in various
domains, and English-language services for tourists and local non-Japanese
residents. Also, we need to consider that Japan seems to have undergone a
Foundation Phase in the 1800s. The opening of the country was definitely the start
of globalization for Japan.

General attitudes towards English in Japan are at times highly negative (see,
e.g., Chiba, Matsuura & Yamamoto 1995, McKenzie 2008b), and surveys indicate
that Japanese people do not claim ownership of English (S. Ike 2012). However,
the introduction of English in non-post-colonial English (non-PCE) settings is quite
different to that in post-colonial English (PCE) settings, and the spread of English
to the Expanding Circle is the spread of the English language, and not of English
speakers (Mesthrie & Bhatt 2008). English is formally introduced to the country,
but the need to acquire English is not yet recognized in the first phase. Also, studies
(Honna 1995, S. Ike 2012) indicate the distinctiveness of English in Japan, as well
as gradual attitude changes in educational settings. Thus, while the Dynamic Model
has been widely applied, there is a need for a new model to account for the growing
use of English in the Expanding Circle,

Schneider himself acknowledges this (Schneider 2014); he coined the term
“transnational attraction” to account for the global boom of English in such contexts
as East Asia or continental Europe. Buschfeld and Kautzsch (2017) go on to stress
that a more scientific model is needed, and propose the EIF model, as in Figure 1.
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Figure 1. The EIF Model (Buschfeld, Kautzsch & Schneider 2018: 24)

| S

The EIF maintains the five phases of the Dynamic Model, both for PCE and
non-PCE contexts. It does, however, display question marks (see Figure 1)
superimposed over phases four and five (Endonormative Stabilization and
Differentiation) in the non-PCE column. There are also minor changes to
terminology, such as Phase 2 being named “Stabilization” rather than
“Exonormative Stabilization” for the non-PCE strand. The model presents the
phases as moving along a vertical timeline, starting with Foundation. The
sequencing of this timeline will be addressed in our following sections. We should
also note that the EIF model introduces boxes to the right of the Foundation,
Nativization, and Differentiation Phases, which are respectively given the
designations “EFL,” “ESL,” and “ENL”, although ENL is most likely not relevant
for the non-PCE contexts (see the question mark placed on phase 5). Unlike the
timeline, these designations are presented with bi-directional arrows, indicating that
a context could possibly regress in some way to an earlier phase. Finally, one can
also see the Extra- and Intra-territorial Forces entering the model from both sides,
as well as at the bottom of Fig. 1. Although still included, the four parameters are
not explicitly addressed in the EIF model.

In addition to the globalization movement, the EIF model illustrates possible
forces—both extra- and intra-territorial-as illustrated in Figure 2. Regarding the
specifics of the all-important extra- and intra-territorial forces which provide the
main enhancement to the Dynamic Model, they are in two cases given the same title
in both extra- and intra-territorial columns (“Sociodemographic background” and
“Foreign policies”), but are slightly modified in the three other forces (“Attitudes
towards colonizing power” rather than simply “Colonization,” “Language
attitudes” added to “Language policies,” and “Acceptance of globalization” rather
than “Globalization”), as seen below in Figure 2. It can also be seen in Figure 2
where an “x” is found, that Colonization is neither an extra- or intra-territorial force
in Non-PCE contexts.
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Figure 2. The Extra- and Intra-territorial Forces

A consideration of the relevance and usefulness of these forces will be the main
focus of Section 3 of the paper, as we apply the model to the Japan context.

3. Testing the EIF model for Japan

The EIF model is designed to identify factors that contribute to the
development of an English variety in both PCE and non-PCE (Expanding Circle)
settings. Thus, we test the model with Japanese English as a case study, starting
with a brief history of English in Japan.

3.1. History of English in Japan

The first contact with English in Japan was around 1603, and English was
briefly used for trading purposes with Britain before Japan closed the country in
1639 (Takanashi & Ohmura 1975). There is some evidence that a few people
attempted to learn English around that time, but there were no institutions for
systematic English education (Koscielecki 2006), and there is no record of any
emergence of loanwords (Loveday 1996). The need for English arose again in 1808,
when the British battleship HMS Phaeton anchored, and marines came ashore and
stole supplies in Nagasaki Harbor, one of the two main trading ports at the time.
Thus, it can be argued that this incident was an extra-territorial force which
triggered the Shogunate to reconsider its defence plan, and to order state interpreters
to learn English (Loveday 1996, Stanlaw 2004, Takanashi & Ohmura 1975).
However, the need for English and exposure to it continued to be highly limited,
since Japan remained closed and isolated until 1858 (Saito 2001). In 1853 American
Commodore Matthew Calbraith Perry came to Tokyo Bay-his actions serving as
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another influential extra-territorial force—and Japan finally opened its doors to
international trade, which acted as an intra-territorial force. Mckenzie (2008a)
argues that this is the first major contact with English, and the opening of the
country was followed by the beginning of the Meiji Restoration in 1868. Although
Japan did not experience colonial status and thus English was not introduced as the
language of power, the introduction of English is clearly traceable, so it is safe to
say that the Foundation Phase began in the early 19th century.

There were a number of sociolinguistic factors (both extra- and intra-
territorial) that contributed to the spread of English in Japan. Since there were no
English-Japanese interpreters at the time, the Convention of Kanagawa (Kanagawa
Treaty) was first translated from English to Dutch by an American, and then from
Dutch to Japanese, causing some confusion and leaving Japan at a disadvantage in
the trade agreement (Stanlaw 2004). English became an urgent necessity for the
government as part of foreign policy and international relations. Meanwhile,
Yokohama opened as one of the main ports, creating another domain for English
use among traders. Pidgin varieties of Japanese and English developed at the same
time among the foreign traders (Kodama & Kodama 1979, Ohta 1981). Atkinson’s
(1879, reprinted in 2007) work on pidginized varieties of Japanese and English
shows that English speakers assimilated Japanese words to similarly pronounced
English vocabulary, but with Japanese meanings. Perhaps the oldest such
borrowing was geret+borotaN “Great Britain” — now modified to gureeto+buriteN
(cf. Stanlaw 2004). Loveday (1996) also points out that 85% of the pidgin
vocabulary was derived from Japanese. The modified EIF model (Buschfeld,
Kautzsch & Schneider 2018) works particularly well in describing this aspect, via
the nativization process.

In the early Meiji period, almost all higher education, including subjects such
as English literature and history, were taught by English-speaking teachers in
English (Ohta 1981, Takanashi & Ohmura 1975). Ohta (1981) also states that even
Japanese teachers used English as a medium of education in those days. English
was an absolute necessity for those elites who wished to study any subject, hence
learning English meant gaining advanced Western knowledge in order to “catch up
with” the advanced countries, especially Britain. In fact, Takanashi and Ohmura
(1975) state that students had to graduate from Tokyo English School, one of the
English conversation schools at the time, in order to enter a university. Most of the
language institutions that were established had native English speakers as teachers
and used American textbooks (Takanashi & Ohmura 1975). There were seven
national English schools and more than a thousand private English schools in the
Tokyo area alone in 1873 (Saito 2001). Some scholars describe this phenomenon
as semi-colonization (e.g., Imura 2003, Ohta 1981, Takanashi & Ohmura 1975).
This shows that there were strong extra- and intra-territorial forces for the
development of Japanese English, leading it to the second phase, Stabilization.

There were mainly two domains for English use, one on the street for
international business and day-to-day interactions, and the other within educational
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institutions for the purpose of higher-stakes international relations: both working as
intra-territorial forces. Thus, the contact between two languages, as well as the two
groups of people, can also be traced. It can be argued that English possessed
political power then, as Arinori Mori, later a Japanese Minister of Education,
suggested that Japan needed to consider English an official language, claiming the
Japanese language lacked communication ability without the help of Chinese
elements, and predicting that English would inundate Japan as Japan took in
Western culture (Mori & Ohkubo 1972).

English was used not only in street signs, but also in books for the public. In
terms of linguistic development, this is where loanword usage started, and semantic
shift, broadening and narrowing started to occur, as is evident in publications from
this period. In an effort to integrate English into Japanese, English loanwords were
written in Japanese characters, and often they were pronounced quite differently
(Honna 1995, 2008, Stanlaw 2004). Saito (2001) and Ohta (1981) also show code-
mixed examples in Japanese comical poetry (Dodoitsu), in which many English
words were used, but not necessarily with the same meaning as in their source
English. Charenji is one well-known example, whereby the meaning in Japanese is
much more related to facing an almost insurmountable difficulty. By the late Meiji
period (around 1900), more and more ordinary people were becoming familiar with
English. Arakawa’s dictionary was published in 1931, with 5018 entries of
“Japanized English” (Loveday 1996), indicating extensive English nativization in
Japan. This suggests that there was some innovative use of English in the Japanese
context, functioning as an intra-territorial force, but also as extra-territorial force,
leading to the next phase of variety development.

However, when the Meiji period came to an end, English lost its role as a
means of gaining Western knowledge (Imura 2003). Moreover, in part as a reaction
to early Meiji Westernization, Nationalism emerged and gradually gained support
(Saito 2007). A national education system was implemented in 1872, and in the
following five years, educated Japanese people started to become English teachers
at higher-education institutions. Tokyo University changed its medium of education
to Japanese in 1863, and in 1886, the first Minister of Education, Arinori Mori,
declared Japanese to be the medium of education (Imura 2003). The need for
English decreased considerably, and in 1877, five of the seven national English
schools were closed (Ohta 1981, Saito 2001). Even at the remaining two national
English schools, only two out of 28 teachers were native English speakers (Ohta
1981). The number of foreign teachers decreased from 503 in 1872 to 77 in 1896
(Imura 2003), and this also reflects nationalism in Japan at the time. The status of
English changed from a practical communication skill to just a subject of study.
Saito (2001) says that the learning of English was framed as the study of English
literature and language, creating controversy over “practical English” and
“educational English.” A major setback for English variety development in Japan
was this nationalism (i.e., counter intra-territorial force) throughout the ensuing war
period, starting with the First Sino-Japanese War (1894-1895) and the Russo—
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Japanese War (1904-1905). The bi-directional arrows in the EIF model help
account for this type of reversal.

Nationalism led the effort to set up a standard Japanese language from 1902 to
1916, along with the movement for the unification of the written and spoken
language (genbun itchi undo) (Carroll 2000). In 1939, names of foreign countries
were changed into Chinese characters in the press, and the amount of new English
borrowing significantly declined (Loveday 1996). When Japan entered World War
II and England and America became her enemies in 1941, there was yet another
strong nationalistic movement, and almost all English words disappeared both from
written and spoken contexts, and were substituted for by directly-translated
Japanese words (Loveday 1996, Ohta 1981, Saito 2001), although English remained
a subject in school education throughout the war (M. lke 1995, Imura 2003). This
shows that political and sociolinguistic circumstances, acting as counter-forces,
have prevented steady linguistic development, and Japan remained in the early
Stabilization Phase till the end of WWILI.

Political and sociolinguistic factors changed dramatically between 1945 and
1952, while the US General Headquarters (GHQ) occupied Japan. English was no
longer the enemy’s language, but a means of survival. Loveday (1996) notes that
there were as many as 500,000 American troops stationed in Japan at the time, and
people all over Japan, including children and ordinary citizens, used English during
the post-war period to ask for food (Ohta 1981). As the contexts for English use
expanded, pidginized varieties of English, which were different from the earlier
ones, such as Yokohama dialect, appeared once again (Loveday 1996, Stanlaw
2004). This can be viewed as a new period of globalization for Japan, again shifting
its foreign and language policies outwards. Language restrictions were no longer
enforced, and the education system underwent a major reformation.

Nine years of compulsory education began in 1947, and a great number of
people started receiving formal English education at grade 7. However, there were
significantly fewer native English speakers in Japan after the end of the occupation,
providing much less opportunity for interaction, thus contributing to the
disappearance of such pidginized varieties, and English education remained
focused on reading and writing (Saito 2001). In short, the GHQ occupation was a
strong extra-territorial force, and the following educational reformation was a
strong intra-territorial force in reaction to it, but was only influential for a short
period of time. Nonetheless, English loanwords reappeared to a greater extent in
the streets and in publications, especially in the 1960s and 1970s (Hashimoto 2006).
Conversational English textbooks became bestsellers, and English education
programs were broadcast and attracted large audiences (Loveday 1996, Saito 2001,
2007).

In post-war Japan, intra-territorial forces such as education policy and socio-
demographic forces were present, yet remarkably weak compared to some earlier
periods. However, it should be noted that in general, attitudes towards English were
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positive, and with globalization progressing with Japan’s explosive economic
growth from the 1970s, Japanese citizens became increasingly attracted to English.

3.2. Japan in modern days

In modern days, with ever-increasing globalization, the need for English
continues to grow, and the motivation for English learning has transmuted from
survival to economic success and local interaction. Extra attention is paid in this
section to identifying each force.

i. Language policies

A proposal to introduce English as an official language was raised again by
Prime Minister Keizo Obuchi in 2000. Although this proposal was rejected, an
increasing number of companies are giving English official status for intra-business
communication in recent years. Perhaps one of the earliest companies to do so is
major electronics component maker Sumida Corporation, which designated English
its official language in 1999 (Yoshihara, Okabe & Sawaki 2001). In 2010,
a Japanese electronic commerce and Internet company Rakuten, which has more
than 20 million customers worldwide, announced that English would be used for
all communication, triggering country-wide controversy. An international retail
company Fast Retailing (known for its fashion brand UNIQLO), which has over a
thousand branches overseas, introduced English as an official language for all
internal meetings in Japan in 2012. Also, international business firms including car
manufacturer Honda and cosmetics company Shiseido have been preparing to adopt
English as their official language (cf. Kim 2017).

In educational settings, the movement to adopt English is even stronger, thanks
to government support (MEXT? 2014, also see Murata, Konakahara, lino &
Toyoshima 2018), and universities have reintroduced English as a medium of
instruction (EMI). Kojima (2016) notes that the number of universities which
employ EMI increased from seven (8 departments) in 2008 to nineteen
(38 departments) in 2013. If partial EMI courses of study are included, the number
accounts for 36% of all the courses available in Japan in 2013 (Kojima 2016).
English education policy has been changing, too, introducing English as an
ungraded ‘activity’ in primary school education in 2013 (starting in grade 5).
Beginning in 2020, the introduction of English as an ungraded activity will take
place earlier, in grade 3, and English will become a compulsory subject in grade 5
(MEXT 2003). Prior to this, MEXT proposed an Action Plan in 2002 (MEXT
2002), to “acquire communication skills in English as a common international
language,” which includes sending an assistant English-language teacher (ALT)
to every junior high school and high school at least once a week. An early statement
by MEXT included norm-dependent terms such as “a native speaker of English” in
describing the nature of ALTs and presenting the motivation of English learning as
“[t]o have one’s English understood by a native speaker” (MEXT 2003). A more

2 MEXT — Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science and Technology, Japan.
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recent statement by MEXT (2013) has dropped the word “native,” and simply states
“English speakers,” and emphasizes “what they can do” — which is a more CEFR-
like description of the functions students can do with English, rather than their
approximation to native standards. This indicates greater awareness of English as a
Lingua Franca (ELF) in the current world, and evaluating a student’s
communicative ability instead of assessing proficiency against a native norm, as a
small step towards Nativization. However, as Murata et al. (2018) point out, EMI
and English education in Japan is still highly norm-dependent, which suggests that
Japan remains in Exonormative Stabilization today.

The concern, moreover, is that MEXT is pushing more and more schools and
students to focus on English education geared for international standardized tests
such as TOEIC and TOEFL. This can be considered an intra-territorial force,
resulting from institutional pressure on students to perform well on these tests, but
at the same time, an extra-territorial force related to those wishing to study overseas
and corporate needs for English-proficient staff due to the demands of overseas
trading partners. In many cases, the intra- and extra-territorial forces are flip sides
of the same coin.

ii. Linguistic forces

Linguistic forces — reflections of language attitudes — are stronger than ever in
Japan. Loveday (1996) states that more than 7% of the total Japanese lexicon is
English-derived loanwords, while the total proportion of loanwords from all
languages in Japanese is approximately 10%. According to research in 1956
(published in 1962—-1964) initiated by The National Language Research Institute
(NLRI), 9.8% of the words used in 90 different magazines were loanwords, of
which 80.8% were English words. A more recent survey (Hashimoto 2006) shows
that almost 90% of loanwords used in newspapers are English. Here we see a
possibility of further English development in this context. In fact, Honna (2008)
notes that those Japanized words have gone through semantic nativization,
including semantic broadening, narrowing, and shifting, and S. Ike (2014) argues
that these expressions are then used in Japanese English, gaining more recognition
over the years and making their way into English reference works. For example,
words that were once heavily criticized as “incorrect,” such as salaryman (a white-
colour worker) and office lady (a woman working in an office), are now included
in Oxford Living Dictionary as well as the Oxford Learner’s Dictionary.

Linguistic landscapes in Japan also show some evidence of sociodemographic
forces. The annual number of visitors to Japan was approximately 350,000 in 1964,
and reached one million in 1977. The growth rate of visitors was not particularly
high until the 2000s. Since the Japanese government led by then prime minister
Junichiro Koizumi launched the Visit Japan Campaign (VJP) to increase the
number of tourists in 2003 (Japan National Tourism Organization 2003), it
significantly increased from just under five million in 2000 to more than 28 million
in 2017 (Japan National Tourism Organization 2018). Although Buschfeld et al.
(2018) see increasing tourism as an extra-territorial force, it is in fact an intra-
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territorial force in the case of Japan. It should also be noted, however, there were a
number of external factors such as the depreciation of the Japanese yen and the
economic growth of China in the early 2010s (Andonian et al. 2016), and thus
tourism in Japan — and its effect on increased or lessened use of English — needs to
be viewed both as intra- and extra-territorial force.

In reaction to the demand for English by overseas visitors, more and more
tourist spots and shopping areas are providing multilingual signage and language
services (Backhaus 2006). Backhaus (2007) reports that English is often used as the
sole language to pass information to non-Japanese in the Tokyo area, and this use
of increased signage shows relevant contexts in Japan in which English functions
as a communication tool. Backhaus also studies the linguistic landscape
diachronically, and illustrates the increase of official English signage in the last
20 years in Japan, as well as the increase of Chinese and Korean in the last ten years
(Backhaus 2005). Similarly, S. Ike (2017a), based on her survey of signage at two
mayjor train stations in Japan (Kyoto and Nagoya), reports that more than two-thirds
of signage regarding location and direction on Japan Railway (JR) platforms are
provided in English and Japanese. More recently, a major typhoon which swept the
full length of Japan on 30 September 2018 was accompanied by extensive
instructions on the NHK television network targeting foreign residents and advising,
via easy-to-read enlarged English text visuals, on proper precautions to take. Such
actions address not only short-term travellers, but demonstrate the reality of
international mobility, and small-scale immigration.

Meanwhile, there is also a natural growth at the grassroots level of those using
English through electronic media to interact with friends and associates from
around the world. As highlighted by some scholars such as Seargeant and Tagg
(2011), the explosion of internet use, and SNS in particular, opens up many
opportunities for increased use of English. It is not clear as yet to what extent the
ELF-like interaction by Japanese with those from a variety of native-speaker / non-
native-speaker backgrounds may engender further development of Japanese
English, but it is sure to have an impact. Recent data indicates that 47.54 million
Japanese were users of Social Networking Systems (SNS) in 2015, and is expected
to be 63.63 million in 2022 (Statista 2018). Clearly this is both an intra- and extra-
territorial force of globalization, which will have an impact on Japanese English,
and multilingual language use of the Japanese. Japan is also a dynamo with regard
to translation of English fiction and academic/scientific works, with over
50,000 works translated annually (Higuchi 2007). In addition, Japan has produced
products such as the professional translation software Trados (SDL 2018),
a computer-assisted translation tool which allows for a high degree of accuracy by
giving translators a range of options at the phrasal level, allowing for the translator
to make the most accurate choice considering the complex variety of usages
inherent in language. The extent to which such technological breakthroughs may
impact variety development, remains to be seen.
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Partly due to the limited domains of English use, and partly because of English
education still largely focusing on reading/writing (Hino 2018), bilingualism in
Japan is not very common, and general English proficiency remains low. Honna
and Takeshita’s (2000) study shows that most university students, who have had at
least six years of formal English instruction, are unhappy with their English
proficiency, and the average score on the Test of English as a Foreign Language
(TOEFL) was ranked 149th of 162 countries, according to the Educational Testing
Service (ETS) in 1993. As of 2017, the mean TOEIC score in Japan is 516,
compared to that in Korea, 679, Malaysia, 644, and China, 586, although
surprisingly, the mean score in Hong Kong, 515, is below that in Japan (ETS
2018a).

Similarly, Japan’s mean TOEFL score is ranked 27th among 29 Asian
countries (ETS 2018b). Some caution should be observed in using this data, since
Japan, as an affluent country, has a large percentage of high school and university
students take these tests, many of whom may not be so serious about the future role
of English in their lives. Nevertheless, the figures may indicate some lack of an
adequate intra-territorial force to strongly promote depth of English proficiency
across wider swaths of Japanese society.

The statistics reported here suggest that English has not fully spread in all
domains in Japan, and there are a few counter-forces preventing English variety
development. In fact, even in large Japanese corporations, only about 10% of
employees will need English for their work (Honna 2008). The use of English is
generally limited to communication between English-speaking communities in
Japan, and communication between Japan and the outside world (Makarova &
Rodgers 2004). In sum, Japan could be seen to be in a late phase of Exonormative
Stabilization or a very early phase of Nativization, but whether it develops further
despite all the counter-forces remains to be seen.

iii. Language attitudes

Lastly, language attitudes need to be examined. The assumption that English
is used between Japanese and “native” English speakers held by the very top
government policy makers in early 2000s, is accurately reflected in the teachers’
and the students’ attitudes towards English. For example, Honna and Takeshita’s
(2000) survey shows that most students learn English in order to communicate with
native English speakers; very few have non-native speakers in mind. Butler’s
(2007) survey also reveals that more than half of elementary school teachers think
English is best taught by native speakers. Similarly, according to a survey by Nakai
(2003), almost half of the students either in English teaching courses or majoring
in English at a university believe that native speakers are more successful in
teaching English than non-natives. He concludes that native speakers are seen as
ideal English teachers in Japan, given the low confidence of Japanese teachers in
pronunciation, authenticity, and accuracy. Greisamer (2006) notes university
students’ comments such as “real English is better” and “native speakers have better
pronunciation” in support of native instructors. The assumption here is that English
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spoken by native speakers is “real” and “authentic,” but English spoken by Japanese
or other non-native speakers is not, showing that in terms of language attitudes,
Japan is still in an early Exonormative Stabilization Phase.

Similarly, students’ lower tolerance of Outer- and Expanding-Circle varieties
has been reported. McKenzie’s study (2008b) shows that Japanese university
students evaluated two Japanese English speakers lower than the other four native
English speakers (two American and two British) in terms of language competence.
Adachi’s (2007) questionnaire results show the exclusion of non-native English
speakers in students’ minds more clearly. While more than 80% of the students
strongly agreed with the statement that they would like to be able to communicate
with native English speakers, only 36% showed strong agreement to the statement
that they would like to be able to communicate with people whose mother tongue
is not English. Adachi argues that this is due to the lack of awareness of the ELF
and World Englishes perspectives among Japanese learners of English.

More recent surveys, however, show that an increasing number of students in
Japan are familiar with the concept of World Englishes, and although still few in
number, more and more Japanese are in support of Japanese English as a variety,
recognising its function as ELF (Hino 2012, Murata et al. 2018). D’ Angelo (2016,
2018), based on data from 10 years of graduates and their actual English needs,
indicates that students exposed to pluralistic models of English truly see the value
of such approaches, out in the working world. He proposes that WE, EIL and ELF
can work in harmony in Japan, under the term “The World Englishes Enterprise.”
There have been various attempts among educators and scholars to integrate the
notion of World Englishes (WE) into English teaching in recent years, such as the
inclusion of characters with various language/cultural backgrounds in English
textbooks (Yamanaka 2006) and specific WE courses in tertiary education
(Yoshikawa 2005). In the academic domain, WE is actively discussed in a number
of societies, such as The Japan Association of College English Teachers (JACET)
and The Japan Association for Asian Englishes (JAFAE).

The importance of recognition and acceptance of Japanese English as a
legitimate new variety has been argued by a number of scholars (Hino 2008, 2012,
Honna 2008, Honna & Meinhof 1999, S. Ike 2010, 2012, 2014), and the features
and distinctiveness of Japanese English have been discussed (Fujiwara 2012, S. Ike
2012, 2016, 2017b). Studies on acceptability of Japanese English (S. Ike 2012)
suggest that Japanese English is intelligible and acceptable in ELF communication,
and non-Japanese participants had mostly positive attitudes towards the variety; yet
Japanese participants still held fairly negative attitudes (S. Ike 2012). In terms of
identity, the ownership of English is still very much L1-oriented, and little evolution
of that view is observable. However, these recent movements may suggest that
Japan is slowly moving toward a Nativization Phase.

In this section we have considered the history of English in Japan from the time
of earliest contact to the present day. The EIF model has been applied to the various
developments which have occurred in a diachronic study, and the model, with its
flexibility and use of the extra- and intra-territorial forces shows evidence of being
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quite useful in capturing certain aspects of variety development that the Dynamic
Model was unable to do.

4. Discussion and concluding remarks

As mentioned earlier, there is need for a new model which attempts inclusivity
for and concrete analysis of Non-PCEs, since it is common knowledge today that
non-PCE users of English outnumber native and PCE users. The previous section
suggests that the EIF model works well in Expanding Circle cases, yet shows that
the model needs improvement in some areas. In this section, we review the
significance of the model and discuss possible modification.

In looking at Japan, the identification of forces in the EIF model partially
accounts for the Foundation Phase, and these can help scholars look at factors
influencing variety development. The time factor in later phases in the case of Japan
(and probably many other Expanding Circle contexts in this volume) is quite
compressed as compared with a classic PCE such as that in Singapore, but this is
the reality we face today. The incubation period is less important, whereas forces
such as language policy, attitudes, and globalization play a much larger role.
Identified forces in the model are also quite useful in evaluating the status of English
in a given context, and having a set of forces to look for enables scholars to examine
and compare English development across nations/regions.

At the same time, our case study indicates that certain points need to be
considered. First, distinguishing extra-/intra-territorial forces needs to be further
clarified. Often the same forces in the EIF simultaneously act externally and
internally. This may make it hard to decide if a particular force is internal or external,
but if one realizes that the international roles and use of English are more important
for the non-PCE, as well as increasingly for the PCE contexts, such as India's, then
one need not be overly concerned about the interplay of the same force on both
levels. In terms of the model display, however, bi-directional arrows should be used
to show the continuum-like nature of the forces.

Second, while the EIF contains the same five phases as the Dynamic Model,
the clear identification of these developmental phases is yet to be explored. It is
hoped that with time, progress will be made towards that end. In addition, as
outlined in section one, Schneider’s four parameters (especially identity re-settings
and linguistic developments) are not defined in the EIF model, and these are
important considerations in variety development. Hence, the sociolinguistic
parameters and linguistic parameters do not necessarily correspond, especially with
regard to attitudes and features. The EIF may indicate that identity construction and
attitudes towards English are intertwined in one category or force, but identity
construction as an “English speaker” and as a “Japanese person” are still two
different concepts in early phases, and thus need to be taken into account separately.
The model seems to imply that sociolinguistic conditions and structural
consequences are synonymous, but the integration of these two aspects may have
the effect of eliminating the space for discussion of Japanese English features.
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Third, we argue that the term “exonormative” should remain in the EIF model.
In many Expanding Circle cases, in Asian countries in particular, there remains a
clear preference for “native” English as a learning model. This means that English
has not just been stabilized in a given context but it retains its attribution of
ownership to L1 users. Therefore, English is recognized as the language of “others”
instead of “ours,” and this phase needs to be clearly demonstrated in the model. In
some way it remains to be seen whether the extra-/intra- forces can replace the
STL/IDG strands of the Dynamic Model. Whether the forces are sufficient to
replace the important role of these strands needs to be demonstrated through
detailed practical application in further research.

A final point is that other forces not yet identified in the EIF model may need
to be sought out and considered. Technological development such as increasingly
sophisticated translation software (e.g., Google translate, TRADOS) may act as a
counter-force and make variety development in non-PCE contexts a less pressing
matter. Another factor which the model does not directly consider is the possibility
of “world mindedness” (D'Angelo 2016) or general awareness of world Englishes,
potentially acting as an intra-territorial force affecting language attitudes.

Our case study of Japan generally supports the validity of the EIF model, as it
allows us to consider variety developments in Non-PCE and PCE settings. The
model shows some compatibility between the two settings, especially in identifying
the Foundation Phase, although modification such as displaying intra-extra forces
in continuum, and clear description of each phase in terms of four parameters, seem
to be necessary. The model also considers idiolectal use of English (as speech
communities become more dynamic), beyond the consideration of national varieties,
and demonstrates the ongoing importance of revising our models to meet the
changing conditions of global English use (D'Angelo 2018). Clearly, the EIF needs
more testing in specific Non-PCE settings, but we hope the proposed modifications
presented here will strengthen the applicability of the model to a wider range of
contexts.

© James D’Angelo and Saya Ike, 2020
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