E L EE SRR RS EE T
BUAPE THEE VLY
(93-2411-H-004-048-; 94-2411-H-004-008-)

HEHEFE: 93# 8% 1px 9E T2 3P

- ~#3 %% (Introduction)

& ko F 3 A& s 4 (communicative competence) 57 3 aéft T BIANE
(linguistic and grammatical) = & = 340 5 (phonological) ~ 3 %, (semantic) ~
/% (syntactic) ~ 3% # (discourse) % ¢} » A % £ LARF * (pragmatic) > & i 4 o R
HEEY S G R R R R T AT R F MR G
RS EE Y il T A A S H R0 R (communicative
goal) (4r Kasper, 1989) - ﬁ} B AR AL A TR E R &7 AN
2% p AR L % - b 19 (second language acquisition)F = 1 fT £ AR
R 7 fhiE 3+ & (interlanguage pragmatics)F e 4 o T R By 2
A1 R 5143%%’41@% BAB I FI A 0§ H Z hIE R Jﬁ;g * 4 2% (pragmatic
failure)F » % € 7 RAlAe B E R E A o Tt - E RS FE

P RARF TR FRY AV AN RPN FEI ARG OEMRE

ru

Jﬂz (the addressee ) & 7 H ¢t 3Fac 4 & Feed » BrE Rl ¢ d 2~ 1L A 2 3542
(cross-cultural misunderstandings ) # £ & 3% = 4 @m 2 p = (Rintell & Mitchell,
1989) -

— AT FRFEFLIREY HORE ARG LN AREEY F P
¥ A 2T (native language)f-H 7§ ¢} 3Z (target language) & b % o ig 8T 7 S5 W 11
¥ % (7 % (speechacts) » 77 3 1 % > A3 3% 7 T4 %2, (complaints) 7 % > ¥

v v

RO BH S AT o RATR Y PAESAFRART S R L PR MG YRR S



PETEAELHES RG] T (RS T AEER Y ok
g itBemEZ o 23 g L LM > IR WIS R K eE (strategies) &2 3F

= 2235 # (linguistic options) (4 Olshtain & Weinbach, 1993) o & 3+ 4] #-12 22 gt {7

=4

P M2 KR EF s ER ARG P EY AR AT T FAFY
(speech actresearch) © % @& * chFHljc b > N ke BT TR 1 Tp RRER

(natural observation )4 & ¢ 3> ;w(role play ) (3% Blum-Kulka, House, & Kasper,

1989; Kasper & Dahl, 1991 ) -

- S AP p RN S 4 B Y FF a0 F AR 5 (interlanguage
behavior) = *:+3|#-12 3% 7 5 (speechacts) # 2z 3 %2 (complaints) 7 &
AFEIHEHY O FRAFIERT > S F 2 2355 (pragmatic) 7 5 A
T R332 3 4 L (native speakers of American English) z % = 5 » #
LRSS S L 235 T T kA R H S FEL R F
i AAFENFH (a) HFF T ARLT AP e LTIFY F A
FenF gz (b) F* 75 ¢ F it (universality) £ 2 it g2
(culture-specificity ) 2. X4 -
ig4 o P EH e FE F (interlanguage pragmatics ) 7 3 & 5Lt fiGE

FEARFT TR hFEY o g ¥ 5T 75 (speechacts) &

23 & ez (requests) ~ i ¢ (apologies) ~ & #f (thanks) - fL#F

(compliments) ~ 3£ (refusals) > & £ 7 7 X end_»> qp¥tm 3 > ptApd L

TENAF R EFF LRIV F R ARH oI PR Y AR S
RT3 EFF 2 EF# 817 5 (L2 2 interlanguage 7 3) (H § 4 47

% o speech acts 47 § ii]}uf;i PSP A F L EFH L 2 ST L e

FeEFFLuREL—TLL2GFE —5d 05 haEiEy) L
)Tl ) - F g Y i irP A g BURGSEF fofE (speaker and

addressee ) FF{rirf 4 ch= ¥ > w + «0i7 5 (face-threatening act, Brown &

Levinson, 1987)» 3% 5 7§ @ Bim W s a3 G HAFEY F 4L 2 7



g5 (b) P3RS Q;I%é FHAFLY 2 H LY 2 FT A (T 2 LIRS
BN AFARGERAFLEFFLEFE T FA(TEYLLE L) 2
Kl (P MAFTFARFTRY FhLen*Ffes LRGBS A
A ¥ BB F L £ R (4 Blum-Kulka, House, & Kasper, 1989 )> F]3* >
ARLEFHLEFPLOFLALS EEFAMFEL 0 Flo 0 AR L2

ifiﬂ&f’f’f“r%”ié':"f?"ﬁ?.‘lé*%"“ﬁn‘v?fé*f%?*é%??ﬁﬁ'é‘j(?f‘;v'l?]ﬁﬁ"‘ti

3 %

gm

BRFFPREIEP L2 FH LR P INEA FEEFEF AL

%ﬁzﬂo%u’%¥ﬁﬁsﬁ%¢¢p;ﬁ%€éﬁ(%ﬂ@)i%%%ﬂi

FhiEE S 75 (Tcomplaints) £ 3R AFRIF Z R AFFYEIFY (b
SR ot B i S 4 ST R 5 Wbz B Y )

TR RFEFET? A5 wEE 2 it (universality versus
culture-specificity ) 2. kAL B ATezE R KF 3 o
d Pt v i AP EFE A LR b EE gpi P ¢S AEaE e

B
LETELA AN R AP LA B AN FF Y AF LS

RAAREEFE] RIS R ET L GE SR E AR I E RS
SrlhE LA EEEE

= ‘~'?f%:b’?$f} (Literature Review)
FTMFTFRIEY

hoab eri o ¢hiE e+ § (interlanguage pragmatics) 8 3+ R ILGE T (7 A
(speech acts) » 434 (requests) ~ i ¢ (apologies ) ~ ##F (compliments) *
RAEEE R Y HTRRIEEY A IRE R P AFANENF LR

LEFERE S AL BT T AR P H A A A L (native

Hig# &4 v &2 % 0pF s b F 22 native speakers of the target language ¢ 7 7 &g



z_ % 2 (4 Blum-Kulka, 1983; Kasper, 1989; Rintell & Mitchell, 1989; Blum-Kulka,
House, & Kasper, 1989) - 1 = 3L » )’j-*ua\u;s AT PR TEEY S dE

ARAEALERERY L RE BORG R BEFR (AR AR AL P R0

\\\?{r

Tanaka, 1988; Koike, 1989; Fukushima, 1990 % ) fe ¢r- 5 # 3 e % 4545 4p &
BEA N AEEY A FALBRE R R RN (R RS ST
3% > 4 2 Blum-Kulka, 1982, 1991 % )- )’jf‘u’* EIG RN L - Jﬁ 7
BEFT AL FREFAZALREHCE S (4o % “could” kit F
“can” 1 T 48 - 4~ &L Schmidt, 1983; House & Kasper, 1987; Eisenstein & Bodman,

1993 % > lefre AL EET HFF Y F 0¥ GRS B R (0¥ 0 LR

Y
N
-

circumlocution 17 ;% > % B Faerch & Kasper, 1989 %) o pt ¢t » 57 7 B 1 827K ¢
FEY A AER LG EY 0P g4 F A LU BRI g REET 7L %
B few F R EDRRR ¥ 7 2 18 (4o Kasper, 1989; Fukushima, 1990) -

W R 3T AESE ;%—‘Jﬁ (native American English speakers) 3% '3
Fof7 5P AT e (familiarity) 2 242 40 € 3 =2 F % (social
status) @ 4 Rp o RAF L PFEFAEFFRESAG L FFSL T

fem g H F-de Wk & % 39 (Tanaka, 1988) -

50 R E AL ot ?33—&#}};mePfﬂﬁ\’%‘f%égﬁ@j&ﬁ%ﬁw&%—?j
LR RE L - FK3E 3 A £ (intralingual ) HipRLEE 0 BldottE B Y ﬁ S S L
WoehEE PB4 7% (overgeneralization ) 2 i@ i (simplification ) (4 Kasper,
1982, 1984; Blum-Kulka & Levenston, 1987 ); ¥ — = & B £_j€3% 7 B (interlingual )
LB Gl R Y f ALTE R EA R RANH # (transfer) T H3E 7 5 (e
Coulmas, 1981 ) - )'j-.%&rlla ER e BY - 4 AEE T 75 Y @ (speech
actacquisition) ehEAZ? %G Vi § SR wE S AL (T intralingual ) #rA &
FIENFYRE a3 d WFT B L2 Bl GLA%y ¥ F hEE
VPHRY TR GERRFE D 6 O RFLG TR Y I E N R

(sociolinguistic rules) @ i = &~ it 2. B &73%-f% (cross-cultural communication ) »



Fpt 0w L iB- HEE S B (interlingual ) z g~ it ¢ (cross-cultural ) gLk %
FHANFEY P FE el PERAFAFLF 75 (7
interlingual transfer ) » #-¢ ¥ - B4 £ & ¥ BEF 7 k¥ > ©» £ EFH
FHHXINLRDRF2 - o
i ,T"'é‘ 3% 3 B (interlingual ) gLgkew= 3y @ 3 > HEE Y —-,54#&;1 £
AREFFRPFIAFELOBETV AL LA AR - EFFEFTHE S G0
# & (pragmalinguistic transfer) » p* 45 7H 8§ K #-p L2339 % 3 P RF
BEFEREY THEAFELY V- AAEEY 26 B
('sociopragmatic transfer ) » gt hhEEY Jﬂz BT Y 2 A €3FH BP0 A
Bypp EAFORR KRR ZFT T APV ERTARE S RIDHY
M8 F1% (contextual factors) (4- Thomas, 1983; Kasper & Blum-Kulka, 1993 ) -
)’jfu%’ BAE A SR EE T BRAE A A F gy ¢ E7F (4o Kasper, 1982,
1989; Olshtain, 1983; House, 1988; Garcia, 1989 ) » +“ % 3 » 3 * 33 = o a5
Bag Y ®3Eahp &4 (Japanese ESL learners) 2 h3F 3R i7 5 F BLEF] > &
Bk R PEE € LA msorry” s Sk chA 2 B 2 T sumimasen” B &
FFe g L 1leEF 7 57 (Fukushima, 1990; Kasper & Blum-Kulka,
1993) A ® F IR T EF A A FNA LT Aot T ALEEY 2 G i A
§ &g Y ®FaE A (Chinese ESL learners) £ F BLEF| > is i1 Afdak § 3o (b
P14 ¥ ;éiﬁ (addressee ) #& J1 & F s R » & g 4ok p S % H R Spar g ¥
B FHPLE (dodT & & 4 N ehr e —“(Please) Pass the salt. ”) » 2 2 B 4 &
PR T E g R R AR K (AR e —"Could you pass the salt?”)
(Lee-Wong, 1994 ) -
Kasper £z Dahl (1991) # 1§k 1% & iz ¢t 3335 * o7 3 “fﬁ’& EER
Y+ (L2 learners ) &2 3% ¢k 35 # W ( 7 native speakers of the target language )
SR L F e RN FEY Fp P FF A ( Llcontrol data) - F] & §2

23 Llcontrols Faders= 3 1t fide &k » 2 45 L1 controls e#7 3 vt fiiy & Ly ¢



ki

) Jﬂz X g By Jﬂz {7 5 A F & H Ao % 3] interlingual # 2 intralingual %]

S LU EES SR R SR T LR A 2 e

Hp 'é/—ag%':'?ﬂzﬁjf”éj ARV R PR R L:/?J‘ 42w ~vw\=ﬁ RS AT ENAE

REZAAARETEY 2 F Y RRBEL N B FF T

BE o

doa ATl o A FIF R T E BB BF S 7 5 74 (speech act research) =

A L2 > 38— p REL% (natural observation— <~ ethnographic approach) » % ¢

# % (role play ) (Blum-Kulka, House, & Kasper, 1989; Kasper & Dahl, 1991) — %

E o FFL LA BN DT AR N A B EE Y AR

(discourse completion test ) - peie = 1 N A% pARERE IR

(qualitative approach ) & A &1 ethnographic research with naturally occurring data -

B ERRTSE A RRBDS N a7 LARBBE L PHRT kel T

(Labov, 1972)» gt = i3 ¥ * &* F g * Jﬁ (FL1FHZ)aEs 75087 (L1

speech act studies, 4= Holmes, 1988 ; Wolfson, 1989 ) ; & ¢ /g {viF = = = Bl

P E_ 2§ e 34 (quantitative approach ) & 2 &0 experimental research with

elicitation data » # ¥ & W5t 2§ s T ¥ B A T W &

EHEL W
APEREE =T

s Tr T8 3 MR AEFHEFL LB NF

foeb (W L2)3E * 7 5 %= 3 (interlanguage pragmatics research, 4 Blum-Kulka,

House, & Kasper, 1989 ; Kasper & Dahl, 1993 ) -

"Rt 3 EEAFERANE (Llorl2) 3% 2 s A3 hF RS d o

ethnographic approach % Jc & » 4opt #ric & 3 a3E L 1 &t &

FrFRNEZR
e f R v A ERE 7 5 (interlanguage pragmatics) 2B ¥ &

experimental research > F]1 5 8 7 W HBF TR BEZT T 5267 ¥R

(sociolinguistic variables) %773 » % B~ § sx2 gt dex & 4 Bk g

2;&_!;553 s 4 b e ud’ sy ¢b %F%’H—EHW ”%ii'{_g; LlCOﬂtI’O|SL?7}—'—’ '}4]11—‘* a%"g FEE];



Jo Bt L1 F4 0 ¥ i 7 interlanguage 354 st bR B s o FEe b

PR SRR LR AL ) RREY FIREAID A LRERE

2 BB IR A e B A g 138 Rt g s
(elicitation technique) 4r M3~ S plsk | o T & & iF o FA4L Tk | g2
R ARG Nk e > V@ Le 3 Ha 8s Ao i3 discourse
completion test F] 5 =1 & R% 2 S TR w ¥ mweiniF o BT
elaborate discourse @ 4 & # Tt A F L FF WX FHIRFEFATFTETE
AERBEDNED AFL G WEBOER T R FT D
R pdiE % hE F 2, (42 Beebe & Cummings, 1985; Wolfson, Marmor,
& Jones, 1989 % ) > F]yt 3 %3‘ Gk * roleplay e 3% 5 e gt 3 N R FR R
;éiﬂz &+ ¥t discourse completion test 2 -3 i oral response > F]pt 7R AR B4t 7T B
3| eig sl 7x 2t elaborate discourse @ ¥ A AR B TR P ah— v A o amgEE
= V4R 4 5 closed role play ) » % % openrole play snF #jc & * 5% (LT &4

i) A2 T 440 closed role play 2o 4% 2“7z f ¥ 2. FL¥ 48 5 elaborate

ERCBEFYRBFF R LAY - TG RPN AR A
WM BEE - AT s 40 A # TR EaAE ) (familiarity ) (Gaabat 2 za38 )~
Mid ¢ ¥ = (social status) (& ~ %% ~ ) ¥ Tdu] | (gender) (§ &%) = fE%#k

%47 7 if £ (apologies) 5 » o= ¥#cg m g X2 12 (2x3x2) fAHH > & &k -

BEERBIE PG ] B2 BT AL 12 SR AR S X 2 £ 120
&’%’K’ﬁ Lblzféf‘j—i"“"7 4w ,‘)J—é—d tlﬁgﬂm"fbii/’:\’}fr’571%1204%”:\?1{%75’_

i

BRA R em Sk p P AMAT R A B EE VRGBS E) REB N L

E IR+



discourse » F]* #_elicitation techniques * #7i # 3 »xB~(F 442 p RFH > 27
FEFLRNMATARL - BRELATRA REFZ LT 2RI B
RT3 % (4e Troshorg, 1994) - ie 2 ¢ * i@ f4 elicitation techniques < & ¥

Lo AR FE AR 7 2R p RFAL > et Blum-Kulka et al. (1989) % - 47 #74x & 3
PF R NP WA T R TR R NP R A A NF T R
3} 2 stereotypical pattern » ¥F*7TELZR % 77 FIP TR A M2 303 o B3 2 0 3F
ST BT RBRFOTACE NG H S R B ol P RPE 7
FHAF TR FEFET 5725 0 RBFED SR EENITG k22 i b
et fie (cross-cultural comparison) % % ; # #4402 ;¢ (elicitation technique )
— W PF2 2l ol & F MG ARFBRAFTERRY FA DR
( % % Fraser, Rintell, & Walters, 1980; Olshtain & Cohen, 1983; Beebe & Takahashi,
1989; Larsen-Freeman & Long, 1990; Hartford & Bardovi-Harlig, 1992 % ) - 3 & ?‘f
Flpt 4 5k %2R interlanguage pragmatics <% 3 % & 3 L1 5% L &L baseline data »
FrHvTAE@Ep RS Nk Ry Y # (L2 learners) z.# % i * F otk
HE 2 A TR Y (speakers of the native and target languages ) =7 * 7 5 (
FHEBF 3 LLF* 7 5 % * 2 ethnographic approach ) » #X {5 £ #-pL % 3] chf st
i¥ % K 3+ interlanguage studies 13t cnik g (M T * =3 L2F* 75 % * an
experimental approach ) ( Bodman & Eisenstein, 1988; Eisenstein & Bodman, 1993;
Ebsworth, Bodman, & Carpenter, 1996 ) - }* — §{ $# ethnographic approach £

experimental approach =7 &% > ;8 ¥ 5 KT F 2 7 0 o

= ~ % 3 ¥ (Methodology)
iR
A RIE R g M AT
- ~# 3 3 %3 F (native speakers of American English) = # 3% 3 ¢ < & (native

Chinesespeakers) 2. T# & |, 72 233 £ 8 ?2%F A3 P &?



Z ~ oA EFL ~ &4 (Chinese English-as-a-foreign-language learners) 1% 3% 32
72 7 % (interlanguage complaint behavior ) ¥2 # 2% % % BN (native speakers of

American English) 2 # 3 57 < % (native Chinese speakers) z_ 42 237 5 &

5

2.\

i ?

R

31 LRG>

2

= ‘?igﬁh‘ﬁ_

-

AR ETREFEY 75 HE (transfer) #rig 2 ?
A ELY K AT AREEREAET 750 R e

iv # % 1+ (universality versus culture-specificity ) 2. :%4g ?

W

?ﬁ—?{
dem it > §F Jﬂf AR ¢tz * B (Interlanguage Pragmatics) &7
AR 16 E R Y F (L2 learners) #23% #h 3 #* 3% 4 (7 native speakers of the
target language ) skl vk 2 F E AR EHE Y Jﬂf i ;gdﬁ e L (¥ L1 control

data) » F]pt » RFF|FEd 2 AL > Hw 404 0 §F oA

L
40 = o< B4 B R T L sif;%ﬁ ¢ 2 §2 2217 5 03 42(9 Chinese L1
data) ; = ~40 =2 RA L F A BREAFLEFH IR L LCE S AFR(T
English L1 data) ; = ~ 22# 352 % < 4 2 {7 5 7 42 (nonnative data) | £_d 40 i
oE B AR o 3t g > KRR d 120k B4 Arie A o A L2 e
€$ﬁ(i.e., BrEFDLSFAEI)ZBEN A BV A - BTRTZP I E R
-k & (intermediate-to-advanced level ) o #3M AR 2 3205 ¢ 3Z a0 4 chZ B > A3 E)
PR A BB RFIBRE AR DI FH > R - HE Y P 3 -
BARGFRERFLH - MF (BSL) s frB H P o 2= -T2 A
ACTFL ( American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages ) Proficiency
Guideline (Omaggio Hadley, 1993 ) — %kif B Féi ~3+F 0 ACTFL ¥ 3 3
SRR AFEYHILRBHE NN P RFREEEFE-T AN ENE ARG E
REH 0 B R XFEH 2 F R & a3 homogeneous (v 4ozk similar in age,

parents’ education, urban residence, and representation of men and women) » 4cpt &_



Yo fril o A ehp EE T —FEF Y 7 5 (interlanguage pragmatics )
2_fg % it gt g (cross-cultural comparison) 2 3 0 F E_F R T E 7 fe Kk g
hEFE T F @ * 2 elicitation technique— B 2<% & ¢ 377 (open role play > 3
RT3 28F2258) — Rz TR 2REELLFY 754 L2 RR
# (‘natural observation) > 3% o & % .éﬁ 3 Nk F) 2 od A dew frik § K f e

R pRBERFRA N F BERFERDE L e 22 (complaints) {7

It

ETIES

Wi

#3775 (speechacts) ey @ 25 rﬂtbvgkc’ BETnFAA 5 o1
P H - ER P RRRE AR TR LFE Ao LLF T AR
S E Y s ER LI F s B h R R R A e 2 L2
fFREOFR FRIEH IR B2 L3 T B TR RE T
AP o dode DL BE > LR F AR R s T L 2 B
FEOFTRPILEAG DR ATEREIGNE L ARY o

FoEREERE - Ep RERTCRE D AR kAT AT Bl - K
g 1 I’*P”‘?}gU REFEREINFLIORIEL L > ww TR R ERER
(familiarity )~" # 3 4p #3424+ € 3+ = (social status )~" ¥ {chpc € 42 & | (degree
of imposition) £2 T4 u] | (gender) (4 Brown & Levinson, 1978, 1987; Holmes,
1988) FEHPEN - I BEPHEFFLEF LB L LR DR KRR
A= kAT F LRI S s B2 £ 4 5% (openrole play)
2OF R T B N o p A U ariE s b ik A 3 s 120 4 2 experimental
study -

Bcld b d i) S L ARELOFR B TS X3 F 2 - s Tl
Tefdf ) (PELRBFHFRIE FESUT TR TR F) B REE R

7

i
I

PR AP RERAF R A AER AR BRI R DA ]



F Rl o v dmifl Bk AT p RRBRTHEER T #Eaa ) (familiarity) T it

S Apgt2 Ak ¢ # i+ (social status) #2 Tiw] | (gender) .= B¢ s E2 e m

WREES FEFE L LR SRR o ¥ - &2 experimental study e § iz 2 %

PARRPERENEL S D AP S RA ey PRI FEY R K
BT R G ¢ EZ BRAT S 2 - PblF GREH G © ik

o83 a4 gt s inits )

ELARIPFI - B L ARERSIEREREE T — 2P end > T
e

REFEHRFRESRAFRY ATV G

%N%ﬁﬁﬁ’%ﬁﬁi$$ﬁ%’i%&%ﬁ%i—4%J%%ﬁﬁar@y
T FHE L 5% FRE IO R R R AP Y BB R L
PR L (e P 0 2376 Pied MEEFZOFEL > LA 2 FEarcsk
;i % crc B > Beebe & Takahashi, 1989) > 5§15 & 4 TR B 4 @

it T HE R R FPRL L B RIF Y (T y

w5
(\x
"
o

wokenF A ) A el TR EA RS P b B
BF (TLEHRY 230 FF Rl 4 )0 AR R I OEAT L3

TR TERS TR R IR LA A LR 0 L R

® % 42217 A3 (T Chinese Lldata) 2 % gieen Mines Tl jc b | 21
o b Y L ERAL o PR SRFRNECFIHE L PN T

B AR F ) e sri 2 A L

17 B AL 4

AL AR L B Ot RS AR FRE S R LG M



2 17 5 £ ethnographic approach 234 1% % 7 i@ 247 3 chdp b T8 > P £ a0 &

BOARBR G B TIF 0ET Y L T 1S HEE 2 o1 3 %v‘z;wg

PRI A R S ke

o

2 (SR8 7 hpER R AR BRIk TR T ok F R
PE AR R E RS A dem At e TR T F i M e E o 4o
FRIWH S Ak F 2w~ Ry FenB (s g2 2 B BE R VAR

FHRLF PR TRBIGE L ARY S R E Rk SRS E S

N

S
5

4 po 4= ¥ L &R 2
:IF‘?T?uf”r» v Pt 3R

PG L F 7 S E R RGRE ARR JFIP aE T A

AT

M7 EF e T 2 - ot AR R R R T R TR R
FBEPFFLERFR I E A DT ¢ B2 BT %2 58 ko
REMLIANES G GRS FE

N e R AL RIFSE TS TAE LY L2F K LT
FApga T 0 (F5 0@ 5 EFL 28V 8 ) »r £ 83 b ad i
Llz 75 FRATERBFEFFRFHNY ~ FR NP OFL2 W
(strategies) v #* 3@ (linguisticforms) = @ ? @yt 5 F AR N AL B P & 7 453

AFROCHNPFRLLF LR LT LR > 30 2 AT R T 41

(qualitative analysis) % 2 - # ¥ ¥ %%‘ﬁb v EFT R

+F 53 ;%Jﬁ (native speakers of American English) 2 # F 5 ¢ < Jﬁ (native

Chinesespeakers) 2. Mz %2 | (75 8323 28 2%7F » 2B A ?

FHNRRELEAL T REE T AH ﬁ*ﬁr}b < L;Jc ¥ #% % ethnographic =
g% e A, B3k ik 7 experimental study (&]4e Brown & Gonzo,
1995) -

=3 iiiﬁ Ry PR SR AT E R & 4 0% (open role



play) 2 Ha > MEERL AP E 2 e R BT EE RN 2 F S s
SAONRERRPLIFBENII R TRMEERNY CEAE Y B2 Fug

WP LR R F BB LR AN RS LA LB A 63

EhFmEEs ot 53 Pt pik s AP ME- B L 2008
FRAERD HE PERTEAHRPLVEFNRLELOFRLTEN L

GE R PR ST Y R G RIS e gt D LS H A 3E 4 L ek
FHARLFFRD AR NP L R R LS AP R

7

INTHRT R EF IR ERDFS RY DY RN

Il;o
FathBE R 12 BR 0 RSB EHE L& ¢ 2 (open role play )
k;’g‘_f‘? iv](% 1_L|;7¢j<3— ‘J‘AFéﬂxg\.f”rJ’?}\’L J%‘Fj\\mé—“_“b ‘skléhpé‘ﬂ—ﬁ—@

v 3F3R 2 (verbal reports) 17 3¢V RFFHFZ S @ * e A B AAR 0 4o
FRFom o g RigM2 - SR pRE g 8B g a5 A RFL D
RiE- % 22 AF7 % "/? 1R A ¥ g 7 (product-oriented research )
o IR F R TN AR E 8T 3 (process-oriented research ) 0 & ¥ A B E
Bk e - A% i (qualitative research) » #7347 # FH o 3 &
VEF TR FEARL T RDLB v L P OT A AL E R R
pedrEEAEN Y R FAY e A LN RAY F 2 R
edLRE TR P EEREEE T LA L A Sg

Z_ 4 @324 (subjective theories) » ,’fgﬁ“ ¥ ¥ A7 7 &% v sk (Borsch, 1986;

IS

Faerch & Kasper, 1987 ) - 3% 3 2_ > 1?5 B N Ep AN TRLIEL p 2

BRI R

“‘“—%

Ao B R RPBE T EALE Lw R
FESES R R A9 PR R R R SR LB RN T K 0
TR LR P AEERFE R L A RETHAFI L AR

('speech act performance ) =p fftﬁiitl?uﬁ’@'}f%“ S AP FEwEN B

A T AR S VAR R LR



—

TP AP BT § F IR B DR OR R T SRR & i T
Jo & Flen TR 4 (7 transcribe) FE B2 F AN N FRLAL 4 o
FTAjcE R A8 RERZTER DS L RIFEFT AT 1A o fe 2
s (strategies) &7 § 7 b R 0M 5 ehig * {354 F L 4 (7 coding)
BEFHR S LR TSR T L (reliability) BT BAEHRETE A 2

A L

IR A ANE

|
I
=)
St
f=
h\q
3
®
>~
=
#
O
o
=
@D
3
(I)
~
Q
O
K=}
QD
~
H
(o]
D
o
—
%
‘»*

—N

- o~ % EFL ~ # 4 (Chinese English-as-a-foreign-language learners ) 1% %42 72
7 % (interlanguage complaint behavior) & # 3z % % ;%Jﬂz ( native speakers of

American English) 2 #Z 5 ¥ < (natlve Chinese speakers) 2 #7257 5 4_F

$EBOFF AR R LD

“éf BB AT TR R R e iR (linguistic options ) & {7 |+ 4
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1993b, 1996; http://www.carla.umn.edu/speechacts/complaints/american.html ) :

1. Explanation of Purpose / Warning for the Forthcoming Complaint

- | just came by to see if | could talk about my paper.
- Uh, | got my paper back here and after looking throughiit . . .
- Listen, John, there’s something | want to talk to you about. You remember

our agreement, don’t you?
- Well, look, I might as well start right out.
- Look, | don’t want to be horrible about it.

2. Complaint

- | think maybe the grade was a little too low.
- | was kind of upset with my grade. | know that a lot of the problems are mine

but there are certain areas that | wasn’t totally in agreement with what you

said.
- | put a lot of time and effort in this. . .

3. Request for Solution/Repair

- | would appreciate it if you would reconsider my grade.
- .. so, I’d like to maybe set up a time when we can get together and

discuss . . .
- Would you mind doing your share of the duties?

- | presume your insurance will cover the damage.

4. Request for non-recurrence (The speaker requests that the complainee never
perform the offence again or improve the behavior.)

- Well, I’d really like to find out about this because 1I’m hoping it won’t happen

again.
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