EREIoARATII 2= r— a3 o eE
—HAERD S DFIE—

wooR % ik

ZE B

7a—rbAsEG ., HARIZBW TS 7 e — NIV AMEBRIZEHEE -
TWh, TREHI20124EIR L7 [7 00—V AM BRI ER#FRT &
O TlE, 70— 2SNV AMICLELEHE LRI Iz =Fr—2 3
VHENBELC b o TBY ., L) DIFTE YR RO CIERT S 70—\
MMEZ2TE, EVORAETI 2= —a O #W5ed 5 EE
CIOAATI 2= —2a v roOMRBEBVEESZAETESL ), T2
INHDOWZED, RPEINFETITbNTEZILEER D L, 41T
TIOTHE, ZFLTHARDPS, MEE2RET LI EHFATRTH D, K
XTI, EY YA RTIa=r— v a YIIROIERW 7 7 —F &bk
BL7zdE, UFICEKINTO) RFTTOMFRE, FLHEPLFEL T
BRI 2 E5ET 5,

F—TJ—KRIEKBEEIYAATI =%~ 3 (intercultural business
communication) . FiEDO ML (language commodification)
I8 — & L Co¥EE (English as a source of power) ., JEfEGE
ZE# M (non-nativeness) . BELF (Business English as a Lin-
gua Franca)

I U®IC

FHG, AFETTEBSNDAERESBEL G, FREYARAT I
r—arvEg (JBCA) TI—HfL., WIS L THEBTHRLVWASEE B
FHOMEREL, HIH#EZTTE,
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IBCAIZHAERGESES L L TEWVIEHZ2FH0%A72H%, 20024E 124
LA L, EE, IVIREVwII 2=r—2 3 YICET AR E 247> C
W5,

FEEDVPIOFRIIARLIDIF, LS ZOEMEEIIThNZRP T,
Jm%é#@%ﬁ&bf\%%ﬁﬁ DWT T T T & DI &AL T2 DR
HE&STWEIERELTVS,

R AN ERE B oA 0B S L LT, EREY A R332 -V 3
CHIZEDRE LSS S HIBIC BT A7 7TH—F OBV ERIL L, Ricg—0 v
INTOROWNFERE L L L, RKEICHRD S OWEOFRAE O FEM: % 12
%35,

0 EFESRXXOAI 225 —Ya HEOo770—F

EREY AR Ia=r—2a YIROT 70 —F 2 /MET L1, fiEt &
Kl & OELED R TH L LS 2 L O, fitlh & 13, B X A0 H#AL
ThY), WM lx, ML 527 70 —FD#ETH S,

Piller (2009) (2X 4 &, EVAABEMTORIA LM I I 2 =r— 3 VT,
DTFO=ERE2#FTHERELTE

95 LRI, 19704RAC - 1980 CI258E L7z, BRI OB LI TS
%, Hofstede (1991) 12 & % IBM Study % & A5G 26T, BB E v,
FE &) SUEENE VA AGHIC RITTRELTIIER L&, 20T
O—FF, ECL230fbe ) O LBDL LTHFET S LEZ TV
72T, AEEFE (Essentialism) #X— A& L7277 FU—F7Eo72bE2
b,

552 BRI, A D3 Rk ICHZIMT 2R TH D, 1990FEHL D |
&M 3238 (Social constructionism) D# 2 120 &, AWM AENER %
HHEL, BEvyfliceSbhd, By A 2a3ia=r—va >

B E G2 DAL BEREBEANZ ) LT 57 Tu—F 08N, BY
\CTZA 7T 74y 7 aFEEHW, 3327 -3y EOBRRZEE
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HRFF R LA O T B 7 E AR WFTE L 72,

20004 LAREDSE 3 B FETld, AICERZH T2, wWhbWwba— )t ¥ —
DIFFER ENFEHEND L) o7z 728 21E, A=ty —DAY v
TOYEE FRICH ) 22 &) 25, EQLHITEI AR - XT g —< v ATHHE
52BN EDHETH B,

Piller (X, TFEINSDEFRBBE L 2, 22 Eo7 Fu—F%20H
L72ifged £ b b Lk _Twnb,

—HOMETD > L bIFEHTREE, dLREFMOT T o —F D72
BABESH,

ZHFHEVRRATI A — g YA, HEBRWIEE SE L, kT
DETAA - FTAT 42T aRPE LAY 726 - 72 D 1319404
fLesEbNTwb (Andrews 2009),

kT, Mo I 2= —2 3 YIZER L MU v ZIFZEAS U L DA
T, Lk IBM Study IZH SN2 &9 2, (EHD) STALH etz 4T
O TOMEDIFE L7z —FH, F—0v/XTE, SHEEPLOT TH—F
DERT, FRE2EBTAOND LI %, BL4OEEPCEMADIT I 2 =r —
TavEGHT L, RGP TA ) 7774 v 7 hFHETOMIEIKA L
72 - 7z (Jian, Schumisseur & Fairhurst 2008) .

NS DFZRIZ, Gee (1996) 12 & % discourse (Fik& L TOMEE) &
Discourse (#t&LALMER D EALFTH) OXPNIL TIEZD, LRIV
“2® D Discourse Bf%e. BN AN D d discourse AFZE L IFIEN A Z & &
HbH, INOLDFEVEDPNRTCELDLDON, LTDELITHS,

EFIE, ShOMFELZ@MEL, LV@ELT 7 —F2HEZ) L))
EbH D (Aritz & Walker 2012), FFET—F IO W02 L5 b,
Z ORI AU L ERZEAL TV AH5Ed 5% (e.g., Fujio & Tanaka
2012) ,
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F1 ALKERMOT TO—FDOLEE (FEEK)

ko7 7o—5 WM o7 7a—F
FFe D fE 51 A=V A Y ML SarH
RN T 1+ A3 — A YRR T A AT—A
TF 7 A Wik Ia=br—2av I H SRR
L)y 205 HRFiET
FAAT—ADIR T D-Discourse d-discourse
G G ~ 7 a5t NA=Fiin

M EREESRXRII2Z25—2 a3 IlET2RMOMERE

R INEAE 1 B OEE TOMWIMEI RO S 2 B0 L, ERWNIZE &
THF, W, ALK, 77V A TOFERIZOIRECHE Lz, COEHTI,
ZORTHRICHIRIEC, 4RI TEITMRIEL EEZ 5N D 4 DD
Bz d\F, FEIAEEMA LS, ARAKRD S ED L) 2if5ED%E
DUEER DT EET 5o

1 W& LTodgGE

Fa— NI, 332 =Yg YRR E L TOREEFEORENL,
TETEHEZHUOT TS, 2OHPTH, [FEFEOEmMIL] LV Y BTk
(LB < HFIC Cameron (2012) DFSCIIRIEICEA TV 5,

Cameron (2012) (x. The commodification of language (FFEDWE ML) &
WO RO T, [HEFEEOTHMME] (market value of English) & [3£EED
i k] (language commodification) (2 DWW TIRRTW 5,

HBIZDOWTIE, EEDZT— N L= 3 v L L QICEFEZD L DN
i 2 mH T\ b 2k 2k, EFHENHFEEESICKIETHE (Grin
2001) X0, PEREAHFEDOER R MEICA DD gatekeeper (%) L LTD
BHZH) X912 > T BEIR (Bolton 2006) #%#E%2 L 72/ 7 &% B
D EFTwa, $72—HOBRDPHEGEE SHEEE LTV L EHE0F) S 120
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WTHMBR, HRDOHIS T TS

BFEIEZ, VDYWL O— NV RERH AT —F— AR EDEETY = 2
TUERBFNCHEL, EEPHHTLHEEL 1 >0a—KL—F - TT ¥
FELTWAER, MU 7= NV REPFERTL2F Yy v T 7L —X % &
D, A OERR LR EAM L TT B (B~ 2 KV B “T'm lov-
ing it.” OF)) %L xBIFTND

HATI \$wﬁ%®k%’%%% SRR EIRE S N, REG &N
W-A7Z, F723E4F, TOEIC 2 a7 & Hee & S ITIEMER ORI T %
WHEPIER TV D, BREMRD & NSRRI OB & (35 (I BBREGE
L Ay BEPORELR A —VEFE LTV ZEDTELWIZEMET
H5bo

2 WFRENT—
Anderson and Rasmussen (2004) (&, I I 2=/ —2 3 VIZBITLHFED
ZEHE 3 ODOHELOEm LTV A,

1) 2322 —arIilBIFLEREL L COS:E (language as a barrier)
2) 32 —TarEEETLb0L LTHOSE (language as a facilita-
tor)

3) N — L L THEEE (language as a source of power)

CTITIE, FRIZ3) NU—LLTOFEE L) T,
3) ICELTIE., ZEECELE EOSEER (language choice: D FEE
ANHEL LTHHT 2074 L) & SE%M (language management: AT
FHENLEHEEZ DL IEHL TV ) 27—~ LT, Hica—ay
NTEF ST RFATIRED D %o

72 & 213 Feely and Harzing (2003) Tld, REICBITL2SHEEHAY %2 5
B2, LT D3 DDRILEZEE T 2LENHDH L LT,
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UFH

DM (language diversity) : il S5 SiED
Diz#EM (language penetration) | Z D FiEA @ﬂq KN DEEOH

B
a1 1
EE}\{\ p={11}

ny

3) SEOUEME (language sophistication) | EE & SN L EFEAF VO

EREELR DD, PR L FREOBRE DD % EORMIE D
SRS SHEEHICEEL 25 L, SEEHOTELL I, VA
777 (L LTO%ERE) 2T 2B, LM, i) vV —
AGHINEIZ L o TH ) Fik, SHICHN ML —= 2 72 /UK LIEEB DS
LAV A L&D HiERERET TS
%E%ﬁ%%ﬁ%%ﬁ%@i%éﬂ(mmﬁ%) IOWVTOIFEEIT> T
W 5 GefTHFZE Tl (e.g., Haugen 1966, Louhala-Salminen, Charles & Kankaa-
ranta 2005, Ehrenreich 2010, Logemann & Piekkari 2015) . AF 085 CII3LzE
. HFARDII 2= =2 a VICEZOEOFELE ) SES LV LN

wEINh T3
BT %)l'\i%{ﬂ:b‘@?b\ EROSHERIVHANONERICEEE G2 5
\/ll)ﬁﬂ:fbyc\\é)ao

Hi#% ® Feely and Harzing (2003) Tix. Language nodes (SiEDHiN) &
MHEIN S, BWERERENZRIET 2 B OWERPEL 2D, a3a=F—
YarOF T NVPEEY, a3 2= a e —FIIGER T DAL
L9, LELLT (ATAHBOHMNR N ERD L7:0) HHREIZAA, (&
FEERESEL L, HHAZELHETLIERICR D Z bR RTWE, £
Millar and Jensen (2009) Tlx, 7 ¥~ — 27 OMEDOSTEEIR L STEEHIC
DVCHOA VI Ca—T—F ZaffllcaiL, I3a=Fr—2arziNiL

SR D 2 BT TE R B LI OWTIRIEL T, L) biFshBL
DAI 2= =23 IZBVT, 728237 T Y AFE LS WEER A
NA VR LT R VEEICE T AGE% L. BEORTEERIEAT S
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MEEEEBEN, SHRTNEPLTHEETE VL) B E, BVt
EENFFICANL ZENTEL I LR, HHENESHEORMTL R D
D, BEEEOHDPBEELZSHEL LTSI TWLZ L, 2072, £5
BEREVVEYES L, EBIZ 1DOD0FHE (R ORI FHEI L%
L Twa,

Fako X912, EERARTIE, NSRRI L A T 2 R IRE
WABEILLEICEINALENEZ TETW5E, 5%, £EOSHEHER,
WEBOFFERDIHNONBRICED L) 2B a5 2 T {2 b BB
WHIFEREE T H b 6

3 BEEhAEGE & IREEEERG O MR

Kachru (1992) #% [¥iE® 3 D | (The Three ‘Circles’ of English) %
ZFE L., EiEE BEERHE & L CEE Y Inner Circle (WHEIO#) O ALY &,
YeRE % 85 2 FMEFE & L CEE Y Outer Circle (MUl H;) A MEREE L CRET
Expanding Circle (JMEOW) OANLODFHE L HiHEE 2 2OIZE T
HATNEHI LB T p 2 2B L7c, SV ud, KEEHEEE
(Native Speaker: LLF NS) X0 &, JEFRGERG#E (Non-Native Speaker: LLF
NNS) L CHFEIMEH S NDHMAPIEENICEL ., FoZ20RE0TRIE L
TWEDTHb, T L7, 3G O IR0 EFEEE ORI IS 2
bOTIE AL, ke LTOREREMLZRRIND L)k oTEL, Y
A ADHTld, ¥ BELF (Business English as a Lingua Franca) & L THF
I NTWw5b (eg., Kankarranta & Planken 2010, Sweeney & Hua 2010,
Kameda 2012, 2013, Fujio 2014, &% 2013),

Louhala-Salminen, Charles and Kankaaranta (2005) ®%EFlZ & 5 &, BELF
. Ry THEWwWICHEEN2aIa=r—2ary - a—F]|, 34b
[ZH— N - EVARAL V) FREaIa =74 — TS5k @Eﬁ
Th), 20a3Ia=714—JET 2 ANE, @®EHBELF ©» (FHHTIE
) MHE] HDOTHD, SR, WDbW L BFEFEDTED VW
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TIa=F—varOREBEZERZLONTVD

Kankarranta and Planken (2010) Tl%. BELF . i N5 Xk LDk
# (contextual features) & EZE L OHE (discoursive features) #i L TH
D, ZNZEEPDLRYRT L FLD0N, LT0ER2TH S,

%2 BELF OXfrLE. SELOEH (EHER)

SR b o> d5 EEARALT
H & HAAL S - 05E
Ta Tz vy aFIVREETO YU A DEE DS H
fEH

WEEE (OS—= b =) LOREM | e OFEE» S O R 2SR
RIBETR & BN

F2h5 b b5 &9 I2, BELF ILEHE OKFHIZHA, (f’ &I WE
FLrunlo) HEOHMNPH Y, FHMUARECHEREILEL VS
O, HHER, TIaT =T a YPPLLR TV, 7, REIOMREE
CTENLL HFIER TR L) HThala=r—2a vy LT,

ST, EEHEEHML SN AEAICH ) . BT A AMEOFERAS H
END LV DD Do FREOHALE V) TR, WhWE T+ =1 F— -
F— 7% (eg., Ferguson 1975) & @i %24 L T\ 555, BELF O3
BlERFBA VST 3y ORTEROZER LS, HifLL Tw

DD B o

L2 L., SitLOFHOBRBICIEENTWDS L) 12, FiEDORFEDRE
PRHAEN, TNOEPRED EoFHHE R L HTIE, WbY 5 [HLD
Sl Lv) L), TERZEOHRTHADI I 2=y —varJLilkl
DO KFE] EERITIN, EFRIBLTwE EBbN s,

T2, WhWw L REEREEIE (native speaker problem) 7 &b i &N T
Wb,

PRRERE AR &3, TREEERE S (NS) A9IEREEERSE (NNS) (ZEE BRI,
VB LM FE TSR T4 2 & ] (Victor 2013) LTSN T
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BY.NSHENSFALDIIa=r—2arnoBlL T, 204k (H2
WIEIRPL) 2B L72b o LRI I I 2= — 2 3 Y AT AL BN
PRI TS

29 L7zNS & NNSHIHi7=bba3Ia=r—2a 0L 3IZonT
., KE(3DODHEIZFEDOLNEIESL D,

TP 1MHIE, STEETNNS NS ICEBI SN bR ETHbH, IS
BRI BIT AL STV T, R ) IEENOFEVEEE (NNS) 205
bEFHEE L DHEL SOHIEEINTEY (eg., Fujio 2008, #)E 2016), £ b
ZOEENZAFAEEZRTIPE2HAN I I 2 =r—va e MEoT
(e.g., Du-Bacock & Tanaka 2013, Fujio & Tanaka 2012) . 4% O ED .
ZLCHIFICHE LORESLHEIZLEF R 5,

2REE, IDLHENRMETHL, NS EDOEFE LD NNS {0 )d
FLLTIIaZr—2 3y TEXAZELWESNTEY (eg., Fujio 2008,
Kankarranta & Planken 2010), T Db & 5742 2 7EhHIf SN b, SHER
AT < HAR AN Z BB 12 L 72 Fujio (2008) 7 ¥ 7 — A TIiX, NS

DEFENAT O DDORED & B L& Z T HBRE 1347.6% 72 DI L, NNS
ETIE322%, & HITMBO HARAND W 23510 THFEZ 55T AL1340.0% & 7% o
THY ., NSITHT AL LK, FENOARZL (peer pressure) b iRl
SNTBY, SHROBIREVIIETE LSR5,

%3 HHIZ, NS & NNS OBREDORETH 5, Kasper (1997) (&, FEFE
i uﬁ%lé (non-nativeness: JERFERIE CTH LI L LD L)X B D)

1) MEE L CoIEREERE#TYE (non-nativeness as problem), 2) ) ¥ —
A& L COIERFERLEYE (non-nativeness as resource), 3) ifik & ﬂ&‘b‘#
uuuﬁ%lﬁ (non-nativeness as unattendedness) 247 T\ 5, & < IZE
ZIZBVWTI, EVAALOBEMUEANNS THSH L) BEEL ) EET
HBH72, NS NNSIZRIRAELKA =T T4 T b ENHETH L,
FiL2) ®3) OHEPLOFEFMEEEARER, 5HOUEITENLL T
LTENTELEAD,
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4 WiFEH LTl 8 O Bk

HATH L IR EA TR WREFE LT, B7EE L WE5EH 1% OBtk
ZTDOODEFEETHLEVIHMERENH L, EREEIAATI =) -3
SHIRIZB TR, RERFOBA2LL, EBEOT 5127 7 AT 500
HELWEWVIENH ), 2050 SERIENITESET L TR 5,

Alessi and Jacobs #ii  (2015) @ Ins and Outs of Business Discourse Research
T, 220MHE2S COMBRELTHRE LmIArTLOONT WS,
FP1mHO M OFMEE, WAL T—5IC7 7 AL, WgERIIE L
MHEMI L TP EnHIRHETH L, MIFEE L LTAHTAHEZ ) MED
F2DD, T= DT 7w A BE e RITTIEI@mELNT VS,
7z& 213, Lensmann (2015) &, WM IEE DA > 5 T 7 v a vzl
LT WL OPDRILIZBWT, AR L &R OTIBERPHEE S D
ERIERL, e o~ rakb o, BNTORY Y a v, 4 v
%57 aryOhToRE (interviewer & interviewee 7z &) 2SR A 5.
5T LEFmLTVA,

b9 1o Out ML, T—% 2 Bod L OWIEHR GHG UGS
HOT KNAZA%E) &y WHHIZIZT7 14— 8Ny 7 LT L O5H
Thb,
WEFROFIIZBWTH, II2=F—3 3 Y OBEZDOH OISR
L), ZORDHEIZIET -7 AFICRM L2560, KigL 2820 b
DDFERF RN 7% B BERIE WL TH 5, F#12 Out DIFZEIX. BF%E
WHNEIZESTHTIAERD T 7U—FThY), FEHEROWIEH )& %
RFTEVHIBEDPL L, SHRHRTHMESMEINLHHTH 5,

IV BAEADSDHEDRE

BETIE, BICEHNTEHZBETWS B2 25H5) iiges HA» S
OFBEOTREMEZ T L0205, 22T, BICHADE Y AR - 2V FF A
Fodhs, dbk - BN FLORFETIE RS N WO etz $ Lo T
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W
—_

BEw,

FTIHFERELWEREE, BB ARTII2=r—2 3 ilBIFA, 8
ROREOEEMEREL TCTLHTH S (eg, HITE 2006) 0

Harzing and Feeley (2008) 13, EIFSFEE 2B WT, Lo MEILHER S
NTH, STHEOMEITEESINHIT TS EEHL TW5, RO Z &A%,
Marschan-Pikkari, Welsh and Welsh (1997) Ti& [ & 5N 7-F K (the for-
gotten force) | & LT, Verrept (2000) Ti& [#EDILE] (the management
orphan) & L CTEBEIN T3S,

BUE, K EORFETHNAHEEESEL DG, EFETDaI 27—
Ta Y OMGESCHEN, RO S, RIS 2 HATOER
DEREE, HRIZEREL TV AEIZIEINIZVES > THHRETIE
BNIED D, HEEETFEL T AETIEIRL TER SN VL) 2IfsERE L
WREMEDSINZ E D 5

o, KI1TEEDZ, 370 (HADaIa=Fr—va o) &<
70 (JfEcBIIAaIa=r—v 3y FORE) omGOMEE, [FEIC
HMAAATVN ZEDTEL WAL DL, ¥ 7T EV) HTIE, kD k)
RAEOSIEEER, BFICL B 70—V AMOHEIZOVWT, Ir0k
W) ETIE, A AP IFEICL DV AARATII =~ a3 Y OE
L HGEOHTRA A A=K AENGHL b, Ty - DL ) hE
s b, IRLTEILSE TV ZEDTRETH 5,

&1, HIEORE 4 THRAHFERE L, DF7EE O (Ethics) 128
BbHo T HMETH Y, AROBELMETH TH 5,

V &8

REmid, B ARI I =T — 2 a v RICBIT AT 7a—F

&L BUERRICHOMN CHER 2B TV A ITERE, 4 HAD» L RETE 50

FRRHIZOWTER Lz, BE, Z7u0— N E¥—Y a3 VICEH L THADER
THITITRMER, RETHL LAFICKRELTRET H D, INF
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TALk - BRI FLICAT DN T E 2SN S OIS E 12, JFEEIEREE LT
BERTLHRANEY A AN=Y UPFED L) REICER L, EDX )12
DHZ TWEDOPERIEL TV I LR, bbbl > THERLRZTT
72 L WL FEFE (Euro-Centralism) T& 722N F TORFZES I IZH L v
MEHAREL, EBEY AR I —Y 3 VISR NER O Eoh
FE%57259,

IHET, ZOFHFOMEIH L, HICERALRLHL Lo TIHNHIE
A, WOTRHLWEEZERL, 4BROUMELTIESHATVE N,
=

(BEF IR R AR E AR

SENH (L)

Alessi, G.M & Jacobs, G. (2015). The Ins and Outs of Business and Professional Discourse
Research. Basingstoke, UK : Palgrave MacMillan.

Anderson, H. & Rasmussen, E. S. (2004). The role of language skills in corporate communica-
tion. Corporate Communications, 9(3), 231-242.

Andrews, D. C. (2009). North America: The state of the field. In F. Bargiela-Chiappini (Ed.),
The Handbook of Business Discourse (pp. 43-52). Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press.
Aritz, ]. & Walker, R. C. (2012). Discourse Perspectives on Organizational Communication.

Maryland: Fairleigh Dickinson University Press.

Bolton, K. (2006). Chinese Englishes: A Sociolinguistic History. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Cameron, D. (2012). The commodification of language. In T. Nevalainen, & E. C. Traugott,
(Eds.), The Oxford Handbook of the History of English (pp.352-361). Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

Du-Babcock, B. & Tanaka, H. (2013). A comparison of the communication behaviors of Hong
Kong Chinese and Japanese business professionals in intracultural and intercultural decision-
making meetings. Journal of Business and Technical Communication, 27, 263-287.

Ehrenreich, S. (2010). English as a business lingua franca in a German multinational corpora-
tion. Journal of Business Communication, 47(4), 408-431.

Feely, A. ]. & Harzing, A. (2003). Language management in multinational companies. Cross-
Cultural Management, 10 (2): 37-52.

Ferguson, C. A. (1975). Toward a characterization of English foreigner talk. Anthropological
Linguistics, 17, 1-14.

Fujio, M. (2008). Positive and negative effects of English communication in foreign-affiliated



EREI A ATI s —2 3 fRORE 53

companies operating in Japan—Suggestions for future corporate training. The Journal of
International Business Communication, 67, 61-72.

Fujio, M. (2014). New opportunities BELF can create for Japanese business people in
intercultural business scenes: How can we become successful “native-speakers” of BELF?
Doshisha Shougaku, 65(5) 95-111.

Fujio, M. & Tanaka, H. (2012). ‘Harmonious disagreement’ in Japanese Business Discourse.
In Aritz, ]. & Waler, R. (Eds.), Discourse Perspectives on Organizational Communication (pp.
81-99). Maryland: Fairleigh Dickinson University Press.

Gee, J.P. (1996). Discourses and literacies. In J.P. Gee (Ed.), Social Linguistics and
Literacies : Ideology in Discourses (pp. 122-160). London: Falmer Press.

Grin, F. (2001). English as economic value: Facts and fallacies. World Englishes, 20, 65-78.

Haugen, E. (1966). Language Conflict and Language Planning: The Case of Modern Norwegian.
Cambridge, MA : Harvard University Press.

Harzing, A. & Feeley A.J. (2008). The language barrier and its implications for HQ-subsidiary
relationships. Cross-Cultural Management, 15(1), 49-61.

Hofstede, G. (1991). Cultures and Organizations: Software of the Mind. London: Collins
Business.

Jian, G. Schumisseur, A. M. & Fairhurst, G. T. (2008). Organizational discourse and communi-
cation: The progeny of proteus. Discourse and Communication, 2, 299-320.

Kachru, B. B. (1992). The Other Tongue (274 Edition). Illinois: University of Illinois Press.

Kameda (2012). Business English across nations and cultures: To be Easternized or not to be:
That is the question. The Doshisha Business Review, 63 (6), 985-998.

Kameda, N. (2013). Future prospects of BELF: Diversion or conversion. The Doshisha
Business Review, 64 (6), 1213-1227.

Kankaanranta, A. & Planken, B. (2010). BELF competence as business knowledge of interna-
tionally operating business professionals. Journal of Business Communication, 47 (4) 381-
407.

Kasper, G. (1997). Beyond reference. In G. Kasper, & E. Kellerman (Eds.), Communication
Strategies : Psycholinguistic and Sociolinguistic Perspectives (pp. 345-360). London : Longman.

Logemann, M. K. & Piekkari, R. (2015). The power of language and translation in the multina-
tional corporation. Critical Perspectives on International Business, 11(1), 30-50.

Louhiala-Salminen, L., Charles, M. & Kankaanranta, A. (2005). English as a lingua franca in
Nordic corporate mergers: Two case companies. English for Specific Purposes, 24, 401-421.

Lgnsmann, D. (2015). Negotiating positionality in ethnographic investigations of workplace
settings: Student, consultant or confidante? In G. M. Alessi & G. Jacobs, (Eds.), The Ins and
Outs of Business and Professional Discourse Research (pp. 13-36). Basingstoke, UK : Palgrave
MacMillan.

Marschan-Piekkari, R., Welch, L. & Welch, D. (1997). Language: The forgotten factor in multi-



54 OB OE E

national management. European Management Journal, October, 591-598.

Millar, S. & Jensen, A. (2009). Language choice and management in Danish multinational com-
panies: The role of common sense. Sociolinguistica, 23, 87-103.

Piller, I. (2009). Intercultural communication. In F. Bargiela-Chiappini (Ed.), The Handbook of
Business Discourse (pp. 317-329). Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press.

Sweeney, E. & Hua Z. (2010). Accommodating toward your audience: Do native speakers of
English know how to accommodate their communication strategies toward nonnative speak-
ers of English? Journal of Business Communication, 47 (4), 477-504.

Verrept, S. (2000). Keynote Speech. European Association of Business Communication:
Antwerp.

Victor, D. (2013). Officially mandated BELF and the native speaker problem. The Journal of
International Business Communication, 72, 57-62.

(AR

EAEAER (2013) [EBE Y ARAIIa=r—YaryOfifinrbRaesza—¥¥yiam
A% (2) THECSULIIZE] $519%, 35-43H,

HisEkEs (2006) [HEFEALE LTOSEN ~MBA, 23, B0 3>0%k50~] [EEY
VAADI 2=y — T a YEANIZEER) 5657, 23-33H,

BERZEM (2016) [HEE2 S R7-HARANZ T — N0 A O ;R L 3E © H RO SEI
32) [EBREC Y AAT I 2 =r— Y 3 VEARER] 6755, 3-128

=o



