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転入学試験

外国人留学生入学試験

APU特別受入入学試験

一般入学試験（自己推薦）

学内進学入学試験

社会人入学試験

入試方式 実施月

小論文専門科目

一般入学試験

立命館大学大学院
2024年度実施　入学試験

一貫制博士課程

先端総合学術研究科
先端総合学術専攻

【表紙の見方】
　　×・・・入学試験の実施がなかった等の理由で入学試験問題の作成がなかったもの、または、問題を公開しないもの
　　斜線・・・学科試験（筆記試験）を実施しないもの
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公開用 P.3



Select either the Japanese or English examination, read the sentences and answer the questions. (If you choose the English
examination, you don’t need to answer the Japanese one.
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公開用 P.4



Tompkins, J. E., & Guajardo (née Brown), A. M. (2024). Gatekeeping the Gatekeepers: An Exploratory Study of Transformative 
Games Fandom & TikTok Algorithms. Games and Culture, 0(0). https://doi.org/10.1177/15554120241244416  

Questions: 

1) What is gatekeeping, how is it defined in the text?

2) Why is gatekeeping relevant to digital games culture, according to the authors?

3) Why do some fans have a hostile reaction towards transformative fan creations of “Ghost”? Can you describe a similar situation
from a different context?
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著作権上の許諾が得られていないため非公開
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公開用 P.7



公開用 P.8



Select either the Japanese or English examination, read the sentences and answer the questions. (If you choose the English 
examination, you don’t need to answer the Japanese one.  
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著作権上の許諾が得られていないため非公開

公開用 P.9



Discussion Exam (English) 
The felt sense that we inhabit a convenience economy and culture is by now widespread. Nested in this understanding are ideas 
about ease and comfort, perpetually new technologies, and empowered consumers, on the one hand, and growing inequalities and 
frictions between the speed and exhaustion that convenience engenders, on the other. Popular critics of Big Tech such as Tim Wu 
name this the ‘tyranny of convenience’, where the adoption of modern conveniences like the washing machine or the smartphone 
has the ‘ability to make other options unthinkable’. Academic and journalistic assessments of the rise of platforms like Amazon, 
Netflix, and Uber, but also Meituan, Grab, Jio, LINE, WeChat, Gozem, and Flipkart, among many others, paint a similar portrait. 
Amazon’s conflation of speed with convenience, Sara Jones argues, ‘is destroying us’. She adds, ‘Someone has to pay for speed, 
and it will either be the customer or the worker. Amazon, like most companies, decided to shift the cost to workers’. Another 
study finds that convenience outstrips commodities themselves, noting that viewers subscribe to platforms like Netflix for the 
‘convenience of on-demand streaming programming’ and not because of the rather narrow content offerings. Arjun Appadurai 
and Neta Alexander similarly note the ‘prominent promise of convenience, with its emphasis on immediacy and instant 
gratification’ at the heart of the appeal of both Silicon Valley and Wall Street. This provision of total convenience, comedian 
Ronny Chieng jokes in his Netflix special, is key to the lure and excess of the American dream and its global cognates: ‘How 
much more convenience can we get?’ Convenience is so pervasive that it has become the object of parody. 
A striking aspect of such assessments is their focus on speed, the reduction of trouble or work, and ease of access or personal 
comfort. But they also suggest a surfeit of convenience. A willingness and meritocratic pretense to encourage or require some 
among us to do the heavy lifting in order to create time for privileged others. This includes gig economy services like: on-demand 
delivery, shopping, laundry, driving, and much else. This familiar division of labor and social relations is exacerbated by 
networked devices and organization, which are understood to disrupt prior inconveniences by making them smarter. Yet, while 
we agree that conveniences involve the social production of inequality, in what follows we argue that ease, time, and 
technologized efficiency are not sufficient to grasp and critique this shared sense of a divided world. Convenience instead 
resonates with Frederic Jameson’s account of postmodernism as the cultural logic of an epoch—a constellation of ‘aesthetics, 
knowledge, and political economy’. Paraphrasing Jameson, we might say: ‘if [convenience] is a historical phenomenon, then the 
attempt to conceptualize it in terms of moral or moralizing judgements must finally be identified as a category mistake’. 
Convenience is a condition we inhabit within contemporary capitalism, and must be submitted to rigorous analysis, historical and 
conceptual.  

(Neves and Steinberg 2024, 11-12) 

Neves, Joshua, and Marc Steinberg. 2024. ‘In Convenience’. In In/Convenience: Inhabiting the Logistical Surround, edited by 
Joshua Neves and Marc Steinberg, 11–33. Theory on Demand 54. Amsterdam: Institute of Network Cultures. 

Questions:

1. Explain what the authors mean by “convenience culture” and provide one or two specific examples. (Approx. 250 words)

2. How is convenience achieved, according to the authors? (Approx. 150 words)

3. Why should we analyze convenience rigorously rather than judging it morally according to the authors, and what is the
difference between the two approaches in your opinion? (Approx. 200 words)
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