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The ethnography of speaking: L1 and L2 responses to indirect complaints in naturally

occurring contexts
- ~# % ## (Introduction)

iTE ko F 3 A s 4 (communicative competence) 5% 3 “f Rk =
(linguistic and grammatical) > & =&z 4ci% 5 (phonological) ~ 3 & (semantic) ~ &
i (syntactic) ~ 3% v (discourse) % *t > f % g £ARLF * (pragmatic) = & i 4 o 3
FE R G R T AR S S R
(communicative goal) (4= Kasper, 1989) - )’j%tt;% AT R S R A 4 TR R D
& Ed FHRIRT 2% ioRARE S b7 5 B 14 F7 7 (cross-cultural studies) £ %
Z 37 % 1% (second language acquisition)F= 3 #TE AR > TR A T B L F &
(cross-cultural pragmatics)£ #t 3% 3% * & (interlanguage pragmatics)#= 7 s 4= o pt
ﬁpiiﬁﬂﬁﬂﬁéﬁﬁ$%%ﬁ&ﬂ&%’ﬁgﬁ%%ﬁg%iﬁ
(pragmatic failure)p » # € 3 448 H A 5lde e E g8 4 > Bola 3 0 -
BEFE R FHEL ML LA R R E R gV AW gt p e ol

FiTe AL F o Rl R FF (theaddressee) I 17 4 “hiFic 4 & e g » Ji

a

PR € g i it 2 3f% (cross-cultural misunderstandings ) # ¢ (8 % s 4
7 p & (Rintell & Mitchell, 1989) -

AT OB LETEFET AR MR E T ARGLNLE A S
BrEFAyNHEEY Jﬂz gREH AILFLE L EAREEY Jﬂz p £ # % (native
language)f-# #7# ¢t 2% (target language) f =i % o AT T S HK ME S 75
(speechacts) = A 3 ¥ % > * 3147 TR 2 F &, (responses to indirect
complaints) {7 2 » Fla v & - B ¥ 2 A e > wfr@* FAR LA RO D (7

Lo P H],%]?Q/I?Jcﬂ /EH rﬁs;fq_;}g );}@J FLdn ,1&«}; 1,];@/53{;32@;%;



A5 3

Moo TRRIECSF B, F2832 3" ~fribgrt@emZEZ I 235 L 44
B> 233N E R S R M2 vk (Strategies) ¥ i 3 * @i # (linguistic options)
(Boxer, 1996a, 1993b)c A+ H-u B pt 7 5 3 M2 R B3 FER TR
g1 FE3Eié * p A% (natural observation) shF ATk B N R By AL o
A34enp eh5 = o - H_u cross-cultural pragmatics & oA # 3F L E3F A
1 (= native Chinese speakers) £ # 2% % % 3% + L (¥ native American English
speakers) 3% 3 {7 2 (speechacts) z. Z 8 ; = ¥_1Z interlanguage pragmatics = i -
Py o8 eF g 84 (7 ESLlearners) & ¥ %% en¢h3F £ {7 5 (interlanguage
behavior) #_% © #:iT (approach or approximate ) native American English speakers >
*F /3 % 5 Chinese ESL learners @ 2t EFL learners € %] 5 7 7 ¢ ip both
active involvement with and positive affect toward the target language and culture
may be the root cause of adult acquisition or non-acquisition (e.g., Brown, 2001) » 7]
$t A3l 47 1 Chinese ESL learners 2% & € et L2 @ 22 L1 §7 5 o ~344)
iz 7P 2 TR HEF 22F & (responses to indirect complaints) 7 2 & 4=
T % #FF R AP RFEB T > native Chinese speakers {v native American English
speakers chF e B F BiIFE AT F AR T HERIBFLEGTELEIFFRP L
F kT 5 £_F B 3 native speakers of American English z_ 3% * 7 2 > % & F] &t
NEBLETHE2EFF P anFEp ke F L Aok Flie A0 &
RFENE (@) MEd TR T S XTIRY H p & F FenFF Uz
(b) L1z * 7 5 ¢ & i+ (universality ) ¥ = it 4 2|+ (culture-specificity ) 2.
AL
T4 0 P EH v (L 3F % § (cross-cultural pragmatics) £ +F 3EE * H
(interlanguage pragmatics )srF= 5 @ (S RAEF S A P E T 2 LA B2 hE R Y
H oL ¥ S 75 (speechacts) AR g5 ST 75 ©
F 42 /gJe“ 54 o e T (requests) ~ i #¢ , (apologies) ~ T #3#F

(compliments)~" 4% | (refusals) % > Ap¢tm 5 > F -2 F 3 75 A SH7 7 -



M¥ %2, (complaints)i7 5 &~ &) » @ 7 B B 44 S5 & (responses to indirect
complaints) 75 = 3 { 2. B * w4 o p et > £ ¢ 72 K _ef o interlanguage
pragmatics 47 # % 5 £ 1R F B EE L HERY K B L EH 0 I F otk
p é“f*@)’%t‘ WAEMETAILE F%Jﬁamp%ﬁ“k;fa Sk T A (L2 2
interlanguage 7 5 ) (2 7 4ew #7if > B2 225 7 5 fspeech acts 7 7 & %
i*u}i GO AFLEF L R RPLSF BRI FLIEF LR
REFESFRBRFG -TLLZFE 3B 53 ey »edd () &
B R By -tk 8 G RLT)A P § B R ol (speaker and
addressee ) ¥ Rf i% (rapport) == #* > & + {7 5 (face-threatening act, Brown
& Levinson, 1978,1987) » 7 3 © Bim & MR P anE T 73 HAFEY K
¢ { 4 F1¥g (4 Boxer, 1993b; Yu, 2004) ; (b) B # 37 QL;U THAFLY 2
Jﬁwv‘vg Fa(re 2 L1FA)dmy e B H A T2 MFTLE2F 5343
F2 WEFT FA(TEL LLF )G A A LB (4 YU, 2004, 2005) 3 (¢) F
TeHTAF FRgFo Ry Fpiatgior PG ARy ¥ ¢ R FT
2% 7 5 4 3 (4r Blum-Kulka, House, & Kasper, 1989 ) » F]pt » # 3% 5 & Iiﬂ“\
PR LIg e L2REFESF RS AN EFFAFEL D FLtw SR
FEET ERFA AL R A S PR T RAHET R F A S HT
o P ARy PEFFRF T AL EAFE Y ORI 2
LIS 5 (xhd R oo 970 R 0 4 DA g g 5 ke (e 2 )
2o AMFE T eniE S 7 5 (7 responses to indirect complaints ) % 3 > AR E ¢
REY MY FEEE Farmy (e SR el B RS g
F 7 ac P (generalize) T ¥ oav F ke EHE Y ﬁ » e s L1+ P
7 5 4 e 2 i 4 24 (universality versus culture-specificity ) 2. %42 (4r
Blum-Kulka, House, & Kasper, 1989; Yu, 1999, 2003, 2005 ) #& #&ATew@ 4z K453t o
BT AP EFE R LR wEg MET REANEFY By A

S RSB LS 7 s A K AR L0 B A E AR
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BT s AR RS EFEF o
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N f&:};:‘gq‘ (Literature Review)

M3Es 75 dw g

~=te

=z
EC

(8
(%

oo E BTy < 4RzE T 75 (speechacts) o de g
(requests ) ~ T i #c ; (apologies ) ~ ryfﬁ;?gn (compliments) ~ " #£.% | (refusals) %
EV SR I ﬁ*&-’?v CFrEam o AR PR R FOFTELING A PL R
(¥ % B Blum-Kulka, House, & Kasper, 1988 2_ classic work ): * proposal < )I%%ﬁ?
FWR-FENNFF Y FAB ] 0 F] 5 cross-cultural pragmatics 7 3 ¥ &2
interlanguage pragmatics & & o ij.%ﬂ FETEAh MEFATCETRANEY
¥ %
| H o E hE 22 33 4 L (native speakers of the target language ) #7 ¢ & * K

e
N
v
rt,
s
S
g
«ilt‘.{
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T
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3

R N U O 2L PIS
R FTERE S AR T

vt (strategies) £ * @ (forms) > e H i@ * & 4 vk &2 % PP B 2 native
speakers of the target language € 5 P &g 2 £ £ (4 Blum-Kulka, 1983; Blum-Kulka,
House, & Kasper, 1989; Kasper, 1989; Rintell & Mitchell, 1989) - +* = i » r‘jhg\w;s a
FRELHTERY FanpRE S A A LB RER Y VRE FHE R
B R (045 o &4 & 0 4 L Fukushima, 1990; Koike, 1989; Tanaka, 1988
F)ofegra gL AERBRARE A kT NAFEY Fr A LBk
VR i eE (Ao B 2 s T 3 0 2 L Blum-Kulka, 1982, 1991 % ) o fih’#
AT oL T FEY F ARG Ao T A A LERL
CH S (4o ot BB o kiR 3 0@ % modal verbs “could” % & & “can” 1
7T 48 % > 4 2 Eisenstein & Bodman, 1993; House & Kasper, 1987; Schmidt, 1983
F)oprs TR HEEY dﬂz el iR ;sgdﬂz L (et 7B FE A

circumlocution 7= ;% » % A Feerch & Kasper, 1989 %) o pt ¢k » 72 7 &g o7 B2 R ¢



FEYFAER LG EY 0P g4 F A LU BRIV g REET 7L N%
B few R B R ¥ 3 % 12 (40 Fukushima, 1990; Kasper, 1989)
W R 3P TRTAESE ;%Jﬁ (native American English speakers) 3% ! 3
Ri7 A pEE A E T RS (familiarity) 2 242 42 ¢ 28 F ¥ % (social
status) @ R R ¥ LA FL P FFOEFEV F LG RELIT L
Flb % g len so g H k2 vk & (Tanaka, 1988) -

EO |
LR - AGES &9 (intralingual) eELER > Gldett EE Y K L HTH

B2

%ﬁgﬂg_&rp gﬂi’%}’mwpf‘é\’%‘f'fﬂzggﬁ‘@zﬁ\ﬁj‘ﬁié’%’%

WoebEE o P 4 %% (overgeneralization) {3 i (simplification) (4o
Blum-Kulka & Levenston, 1987; Kasper, 1982, 1984 ) ; ¥ — = & R| 2= &
(interlingual ) enpRLEE > blde?t SF & ¥ F L3 #-p L2 F33 ¥ RRIH & (transfer)
% ¢t 7 5 (4 Coulmas, 1981) - ijﬁwﬁrFa FER3 gz BY - o rliEaEs
7 % ¥ 18 (speech act acquisition) eHfF42» % ¥ i § SR HF 5 A8 (F
intralingual ) #7% X FIEAF YV IFE S ApED 5 > d F 82 b2 B 2
AR FFNFEYERY IR GEERAFE FR F 0 6 O RFAY
A8 eh 22 % LR (pragmatic or sociolinguistic rules) @ ¥ i = B it A
3% f% (cross-cultural miscommunication) » F]pt > i L 8- HEGE D F
(interlingual ) z_ ¥~ i & (cross-cultural ) gk k $F3 4t Z & % ﬁ T2 gL
¢ dofo e FBH 7 g b2 3 7 5 ( interlingual transfer) » #-¢ & - 2L
TEYEEFAY ORI B ANFFY F ALK ERDRTFL - o
WA :T‘/L'T WiF 3 & (interlingual ) gLgkew= 3y @ 3 > HEEY —-,54;;&;1 ia iz
RN I NAFELOBEETT AL A - AFHFT 0 0 B
(pragmalinguistic transfer ) » ¢* 45 *t ;& ¥ —*Ff ¥p EAZP gt IR PRT P
WP REY TH M ELY V- €3 2 5 i (sociopragmatic
transfer ) - g hE R Lw* AR Y hIEZALEET R 0 @ ikgpp PR T

BR RIFRAREFFT TR FITRTTRE ST BRI TIpM T8 F 4



(contextual factors) (4 Kasper & Blum-Kulka, 1993; Thomas, 1983) - fi.%*? A
7@ % 0 s i interlingual 45 8 e e AF SR 7 ¢ R (4o Garcia, 1989;

House, 1988; Kasper, 1982, 1989; Olshtain, 1983 ) » +“ = 3L » 3 % 3 2 & 6 i i
Bag Y ®m3Eahp &4 (Japanese ESL learners) 2 b 3F 3R i7 5 F BLET] > &

A GREE € L E “I'msorry” ik ehd 2 E-H 2 Z sumimasen”

18

EEFe g LEFer FlEEF 57 (Fukushima, 1990; Kasper & Blum-Kulka,
1993) @ X ¥ HRTEF LA Fen A LA 3 §4r AL EHF Y 2 6 PP ET
1B Y FiFenE A (Chinese ESL learners) 3 ] » # 19 te A § 3 b i€ et
;;Eiﬂz (addressee ) #& 1 & F s RpF » ¥ §4ofe p S % H AT @ % LR T 2
Wk (4o * 371 8 & 4 38 e ee —“(Please) Pass the salt. ” ) ( Lee-Wong, 1994 ) »
R AP FERT R g R R R R g (4R 9 —"Could you pass
the salt?” ) ( Blum-Kulka, House, & Kasper, 1989 ) -

Kasper 22 Dahl (1991) % &5k ¥ 2 ¢h 353 * 5 a%7 7 %k 3+ (canonical
design ) “f I ZEY J’f (% L2 learners) ¥23% ¢k 32 F;_T. ( T native speakers
of the target language ) ch ik ?t >« F o 2 FHEY F 5 LA FHhF R (Ta
s L1 control data )> #] 5 §2/2 5 L1 controls 3 4 er= 3 v¢ #ide k> & 35 L1 controls
ST R B BT FHEEY F T AT A Ao X T
interlingual - £ intralingual 1% &R 5 o Bt o & - IE FF A B> H- g 4o o
FEV ORI FARFE R LA FH ORI R U OB
E7EAnEFTHF LA R W EAFHLASEAREA S ARAT
RS R NIE 2 TR '

o frik o B v;gkiﬁ M¥ 722 | (complaints) = % “%= 3 % % > Boxer (19933,
1993b)z_ 7= 3 ¥ 4Rk 5 i3 ¥ > indirect complaints #7 3 < /I?c? classic work-" 4z 72 |

¥ A A B 4&4 2 (direct complaints)¥ & 442 %2 (indirect complaints) = ~ #4] o

While direct complaints are addressed to complainees who are held responsible for

the offensive action (e.g., Could you be a little quieter? 1I’m trying to sleep), indirect



complaints are issued to an addressee who is not responsible for the perceived offense
(She never cleans up after her. Isn’t that horrible?)(Boxer, 1993a).# 3 © %71 & 42
E¥AETHELE ¢ &ii&;fup‘é'g ag %ig;g (speaker and addressee ) 2. [ cifezs b 1%
i SR ¥ Wi MBS et M he- 487 54 (open a conversation and
establish solidarity or rapport between the speakers )o &+ 3 17 {s —‘,5‘ RN
FRET %% is ESL/EFL learners &2 23 5 # F A LA KPR dom it BB

BU B TR R aE R o

Lk G L Ml
ot at o AT R T b S E p SR % (natural observation— =

ethnographic approach) » k&= - F9 + > FZ T 5T R F & * chF ek
N HEiEE v = pls% (discourse completion test—DCT ) ( Kasper & Dahl,
1991) - fi%mgﬁ 5@ o p AR 002 3¢ (qualitative approach) A
2 ¢ ethnographic research with naturally occurring data» A & 2. % £35 6 p AREL%
% 0w Y AR EF PR OERT Stk T (Labov, 1972) 0 gt 2 2
T AR ER Jﬁ (T LYLi75% ) eh3E3 7 5 % 3 (L1 speech act studies, 4-
Holmes, 1988 ; Wolfson, 1989 ) ; 3% <~ = = | P &2 £ = ;¢ (quantitative
approach ) i i & experimental research with elicitation data » ¢+ = ;% ¥_A fr#t & F
8 (context) % T2 8 o3 Nk AFzEr 75 %% a9 (FlL275)
#* 7 5 gw* 3 (interlanguage pragmatics research, 4~ Blum-Kulka, House, &
Kasper, 1989 ; Kasper & Dahl, 1993) -
et 2 g AAFERALNT (Llorl2) 3% 2 g 77 iR ESgd o
ethnographic approach kjc & » 4ot dric B Fleig il 4 B 2+ F R A1E 3 ¢
* f %R, (Labov, 1972) > 7 £ ¢b 353 * 7 5 (linterlanguage pragmatics) 2

% ¥ & ¢ * elicitation techniques 4z # 7 422 experimental research> ¥] % st 547

TASHEPFTOREE T T 524 €3F " %38 (sociolinguistic variables) &



T AP ER R AP AT RAN KT A RN BE 5 e L dew i hEE
*F G ¥ Zjcs Llcontrols 2 Tl Ft > FE R E S LLFH
interlanguage % 2 i3t bR B et o rﬂﬁﬁtﬁ} B LRSI
T_E 2 8 (context) & &3t p ARELR Y 7 5 gL @ | (Kasper & Dahl, 1991)

RAGEEERE I A B A2 R BT Mt e it FltiE F B

ul
—%

1 €39 @ HAFOF A N wF M % (elicitation techniques) 4o T3
>~z ARk & T &d iw ) (roleplay) e 3 Takid | % 2bp ARG N
o2 2EiFe o VLl 3 Hakbghr Ao 382 discourse completion test F] A

RE R FE SRR L U HL (context) W B meiasE o LT 2L

elaborate discourse %ﬁtéi’f Fat AT R L FF o dox ;éﬁ THEFE TN

e

FERETE A EBRRFIAREAPFESN T E 0 T AR LD G0 dogiit
SRR T RS FT RS R F R AE S R D F ) (42 Beebe
& Cummings, 1985; Wolfson, Marmor, & Jones, 1989 % ) » ]t 3 %‘f—‘*f Bk * role
play 1= ;% » fe gt 3 Vg & § & X #F £ ¥ discourse completion test 2 BB
oral response » F] 7% A B 5% T § B e0zF kL - 2L elaborate discourse > @ R &4+
HES TR - -8 o anEE(et 2 VA4S closed role play )» #6 & open role
play shF iy & = 5% (AT S 4cit ) A 4 I 440 closed role play 2 4% g o
ol B 3l TR F AR & elaborate discourse - F] ¢t &_elicitation techniques © #4335
FEATE DB RITE FER DD N FHAIRM VARG - BREL
I p RBLRZ BF 2 % 2 P15 B BEean T R & 2 5% (4e Troshorg, 1994 ) - e

% ¢ 4% * = 48 elicitation techniques Jz f 3 » 78 AL M 3 2bp

A

Blum-Kulka et al. (1989) % 44t £ #rjc & Bl TR & NP > 3igf T 2bp K 7
Ffc ens 0 p chR A4S 11353 @ % 477 2 stereotypical pattern » $TELEIR
§ 77 F R R T A A 2GR o

M2 F5FRT BT RBRBOTREIE NG E 3 5 LRI dogh

PAFE 3 Bl Wl FRE T A Ef ARBED S R B v



g Kez g~ v bl g (cross-cultural comparison) & & 5 3 HE e ¢
(elicitation techniques) — " T3> = 2 pl% o T & & 5% ) Bl Ad £ pr o)
FTEF R AR (42 eg., Bardovi-Harlig, 1999; Beebe & Cummings,
1996; Beebe & Takahashi, 1989; Fraser, Rintell, & Walters, 1980; Golato, 2003;
Hartford & Bardovi-Harlig, 1992; Hudson, Detmer, & Brown, 1992; Johnston,
Kasper, & Ross, 1998; Larsen-Freeman & Long, 1990; Olshtain & Cohen, 1983,
Ross, 1994; Sasaki, 1998; Yuan, 2001 % 3 B research methods 2 debate ) - 5 &
(Bodman & Eisenstein, 1988; Ebsworth, Bodman, & Carpenter, 1996; Eisenstein &
Bodman, 1993) ¢t i 3% %X interlanguage pragmatics %7 7 % & 3 L1 egEfd
i baseline control data > #= 3 ﬁ LFEp ARABEERS VR ERAITEY i (L2
learners) 2. % Z i * ;‘Ff fotheg 2 # F ik Jﬂz ('speakers of the native and target
languages) eE * 7 5 (pt THBFE Y L1 E® (75 % * 2 ethnographic
approach ) » Xt £ 7L 23| cnT L 1F L @ * elicitation technique #7 7 3% 3+ 1+
B (situational context) ehizdg (4t T * 273 L23F * 7 5 ¥ * < experimental
approach ). e pt — 4 $x ethnographic approach £ experimental approach 47 % =
;w4 2 5. PR elicitation techniques *riz & F|3F 2 F i3 E F 4
(autheticity ) ##+:#(Golato, 2003) - A+ % FH3tEs> M F* Z 1 it (T L1
7 % ) #41 ¥ ethnographic approach == ;% % 4z & naturally occurring data; »
B FEF Yy e (L2 7 5 )R- ML RT 3k 0 - J( 3 ethnographic
approach ¥ experimental approach #f 4! 47 % = 3% %k Jc & naturally occurring 3%
Ads % % & % interlanguage pragmatics =7 3 AT AT E 2 B H B - F A duE
j& o
= ~ % 7 iz (Methodology)
Rl

AT AR A ] R AT



- AT L F ;%Jﬂz (native speakers of American English) 2 # F 5 ¢ < % (native
Chinese speakers) z. " B 43 25 & &  (responses to indirect complaints) 7 %
AF323272%7 AR P R?

AT LY 2 X FRECSFRGTLAT ;;i&f#gﬁ%gzg. wHELP R A

Iy

M2 i 2 g 4 (universality versus culture-specificity ) 2. %42 ?

S B AETEASEZREESFE B 5 (interlanguage indirect complaint

It

behavior) £ 3% 5 %% (native speakers of American English) % # 3% &

v (natlve Chinese speakers) 2. FFdefe 25 F B3 835 A8 2% 73 >

TNFEAREGFAOMNARTTEEY ﬁ FE 75 A (transfer) 3 B (T
interlingual factor ) # £ &2 & F 5 ¥ 42 p R € S5 M (7

intralingual factor) ?

2R

AL E - LA ENS AR PR ARTRAARE G ERY (B
B #E ) F_uw it 2 33 p eh- cross-cultural pragmatics 7 A0 v 23 B L1 groups
2 ZB(FFAT - &) $¥(% = & )T w2 3140 o interlanguage
pragmatics % i - {7 —¢F:EE (7 5 2 L2 acquisition 5Ty (AT Y B AEZ &
m e FeA A T o B RS B LLAT g Bl 4 23 % (natural observation )
S TR TR T AR A T o TR SE R PR R
* 2_ elicitation techniques jc & FAl - @ HR-FHLLF* 75 ¥ L2 p AR%
G e A H A g F R p AR Nk F2 B e i £ K uaes]
BRBEEFFRAIRF BEFFRDEL M & L5 RT P RRRE TR TR
Tl AT 2P RBEINRFLNFESARE  RE - g

experimental research # 4 2. p 7 £]F72. 7 3\ o A- F 3 miF 782 & 2 il 4o T o



For research Questions 1 and 2
AP ETHPFERT B ORBERE S N R TR p RBERE DT ARM-¢

d

4
*f—\\t
EH‘“
(g
o~
a
e
- \v

T 18 B R A S rE R LA RTR 0 At it
BFoRenp ez - b d v i Wl I 222 F i (Chinese and Americans’
performances of responses to indirect complaints in their mother tongue ) » #Jpt » ¢
voEe AR d L p R L AR A FRIEDFFRY FHE (the Chinese
and American English data will be from native speakers of each group living in their
respective native area ) @ 7 iz & Jﬁ FArc 3% 7 2. # 3% 4 L (the data collectors

will be native speakers of the relevant language they are observing ) e

AP H LD TR E LR A AR K % e BERE L
Jo & Tkl enik 4 (an ethnographic approach that uses field observations to gather

data) - ¢* > 3% &_Wolfson and Manes’ (1980) %% 3 #% {7 = (compliments) p*

BIFTEEY GF T T ALY o TR B¢ 4 20 = field workers % #% {7
(P vwAlexel04 )& - 2T F Al VAR YQRITRFOFRF
BT DA 2 Tk 6 (W) SRR B R ST P EE MM T

#L (the exact indirect complaint exchange and relevant contextual information ) » %
T TR EE VA AR ST RRP L PRELF B LR
R E AP L RN RO R R REPEF AR B B

7S 4 pEangp B 2 s 4 4o small talk & supportive moves -

TR TR FER T e R B £ M

E-
)

FER AT RAET LGB AEFT N el T KE 5 E AN L FEhE B
MEFFZRF DT T H o ?1[%% pdidet e B R T Ry AFEE
& 4] (data gathered via field observations may be “limited in both quality and
quantity”, Labov, 1984, p. 30) » %] 5 T4z ﬁ ¥ g i e PaelRd 2ERHE

73 (memory and observational skills) %z G & L% 4 > F € Flut g £ - & &



& oo~ 3 A e 4 (important, decisive information ) » ¢ 4o hedges >

modifiers > f= intensifiers ( Golato, 2003; Kasper, 2000; Lehrer, 1989 ) - F]pt » % i
AT R E S T A enss By A3 E 5 B < § #ic ethnographic studies 7 e
2_Jw — 4k e ethnographic studies i % ¥ & @ * T Pdkg NEFRRH o R AEFE
fRT BT RA 5P BE R I TR R wi»rz%;g 3B Tk
B2 me Lo Fl TR e b Am Y R Brg Lhrg o0 SR ek Ea o ks
BT RE RS f A PR DR P PRI PR e

o=k

=

*73

ERC

>S\'

S TR -

E-D

%?ﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁ%’?ﬁ&%ﬂ? WA R R F T pRTRE

PR r BrRi e e aMAl * BT EFRE 56T 5B
P ¥ %35 ¢ choff-task interactions - off-task interactions 45 ih & % 5+ k5 ¥
pFergE 4 en¥tis (the verbal behaviors students engage in when doing things
unrelated to the pedagogic work of the day ) » +* 4riife jRA 24 PP % B 35 R P =
(having a chat or spending time with family members or friends, which mostly
occurs in mundane, everyday conversation ) - On-task interactions » ‘* 4oLk ¥ +
3 # (interactions taking place in the classroom) #-¢ A4t % P F AT ST
AR E Ao R ahinstitutional settings #7323 827 off-task interactions

% functional §= sequential * & #£% = 7 I (Golato, 2003; Levinson, 1992 ) - % 7
WLeHEPT L 2R TRUREFFLTERSLI TR AFHERTF
TAP ¥ €Y T BRI PR ZF Benim i 7 7 off-task behavior - f§ %
2o RPE GRS D A AR EETACE T e kBT KRR T

REREFEET F o

P T A BREIER AGERYEFRAE D F - TR AT
B3 e 9 9GE kR - 47 2 coding scheme (3 4= % 2. coding scheme #-¢

b3tF A B0 A literature review A A 4 0 R 1S € MEF CTIT R TR kb E



A F o refined) Xt F B LEF BEF Lo F L9 T »]igzdzvligzmﬁd 2 L

¥ i - & (standardization) > & ¥ 4ot > FAljc B ATl Bk B R e G

FEAART R FIAAL F S R R A 18 B TR B TS
¥ e e s - RE (7 TLE 45 anycoding drift i 2 ) 33

2o ST R R TOR X B R TR T R #E o 7 Fahg XR (the varying

attentiveness by the different coders to the interactions) @ B 58«0+ iy 4 & ;2 “$ J
m@—--— ?{i?]‘ @?‘far‘]ﬁ@—qr}’?ﬁmﬁ"lp ouE AR E‘Zﬁi‘*’?f—
AT p RAFEP IR ZEMN B2 > BARGEERETREF D AREK

(extraneous variables) # =+ ¥ gt #5240 W Ao R Fi"ﬁ E R s AR
## % (e.g., interactors’ status, distance, gender, age, etc) > e F 45 7 3% 0
d oo 3 6 ehpF P 22 53] (the hours of interaction and the types of spoken
interactions ) ¥ ]t el - &k o iih{rﬂa P mE e T R R ARR GV A
BELAIY - RO B e SR MO AP R TR AR RS

M5 »xien™ i B AL (e.g., Nunan, 1992; Watson-Gegeo, 1988; Yuan, 2001 ) -

FE AT FE O E R B L ot B % % Pk hv £ A& (the credibility
of cross-group comparisons and the generalizations beyond the current findings ) i 3
T F A 0 Fl G RF R A ethnographically /™ #fc TR 3 7 < F
fo A Pt e AT Rdr 4] = - & (to have the data collected
ethnographically under the exact, same circumstances for each group, that is, with all
possible variables held constant ) » v 43 > fo $#ic P R BLE K foBL%5E 3 (equal
numbers of observed participants and speech situations ) - LeCompte £2 Goetz (1982)
B B K A sk fAF 14 ¥t ethnographic data 2 vt gt fepeis i 4 (to
guard against the threat of comparability and generality ) i%;2 57 3 JF’f VOFE T
FE B hehconstruct 7 WRHE T ARG R - HEHa £ FEMATE  (not

only is not unique to a particular group, but also is shared across different groups ) » i%



AR s A ekt At - R E S T g AR A2 4§ general guidelines of
ethnographic research % # 3 = ;¢ E‘} R L T Tk S A
Bl % iE Rt I Bl hlE 8 (to employ the current findings as a basis for the

extension of the conclusions obtained to the broader context) (Yu, 2005) -

A3t F s £i8 (7 2 B L1groups 2 cross-cultural comparison % #L 4 &
S Escp £ %8 2005 # & Language and Speech (SSCI)# 1 #74 % % 3

Poark gz 2 5% ethnographic study i@ # F Prgd 0 A3t H AR B A

\i::

Language and Speech s 7 2. \§% 3 TR R > Z 2 & £ 4o dﬂz
ASARTE B Y ARBE S AR EE LT AN BIEA > &
T 2005 #7432 A7 7 S PR FIEEen g S A2 K § 45 4 applied linguistics & 7
oM R G £ WenE B A (5 native speaker of American English) 1+ » # iz &
Az pm g IR (g A S LY R B AT G AT B T T B
oSk BEARIE) T2 § § 4% 10 = native speakers of American English
¥ = fieldworkers k£ ik 2 L1 hF R - AF PRt n § 5B F B
TED AR AT LR E TR R A e S R TR R A B
i HEAWALE 10 pAA teARF R field workers #fic f 3| Fop o & e

72 22y workshop » P 8 22 10 i field workers 4 & /7 » 333 F 4L 4 B A2 2

EWS

SRR vl 3 AT AR - = field worker #ric B2 FALF ¢
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t)
-3:;,
Y
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N
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b *«

R by - EFHREPF I L2 ELALZH10p Fev 2
# 7 workshop > = & workshop = F] &>t 4t i > ethnographic study A
o 0 3 itstill seems “difficult to ensure that there will not be any coding drift” (Yu,
2005, p. 96) during the 18 months of fieldwork” =48 g > F]t & Bh 1% A3 AR 97

EDFA € & K field workers F12:iE 2 #rc & P2 FAL4k 1148 4 >+t workshop
ot o % 5 > 13 FE field workers TR T b BATEE PR B T AR R R =

Tk B



Fypworkshop ¥ § - £ & F ehis o AP FEATE AR I NI F

T 75 ¥Rk e IV R AL (4 universality versus culture-specificity 2 3248 ) > 4

‘@‘/‘gﬂ%%ﬁ‘ r/%%‘%\'"ﬁ_?gfﬁ‘&ip&]ﬁ‘? Eo AP aEEE AL
B i AP AR P LRI R E LR R LR it

B x4 2 ~ 17 (emic-etic analysis) ic 3 { & /22 iF » 343 > i workshop ¥ -

22 e4 38 o field workers & £33 > 1 4e 5g 3 A 35 5 17 5 F {2 2 emic-etic analysis

7 I,

“~ ppB

“J‘§ Tk & 2 foTﬁ-:—’fg_lﬁ%:—%‘j it 2005.&’"}2\rﬂ£5 2z 13‘\14*%]'15 o

o
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For Research Questions 3 and 4

A~ F % = & #-i8 {7 interlanguage behavior 2. & 3 > W e 2 %*u L2 7= %
SRR I ;;&3 =~ % g ¢ * elicitation techniques e 74 & F AL = | 5241
% BB 7 2 experimental study 0 e ¥ 7 3 fric fk FokLae & & naturally
occurring data =R® £2; 5 2. > % % %12 ethnographic approach 4z & experimental
study |+ F 2. F %K 38T 3 > B3 practicality % R 3L (L g 202 ) ﬁ*
APFFaA EAY £ e —L1 v A 5 0 P2 i (cross-cultural ) 2 vt Bz
TR F - 2 4 (4ot i 2 the hours of interaction and the types of spoken
interactions )> & % ¥ 3 ¥ 7 % #ic® % $7 4 (e.q., interactors’ status, distance, gender,

age, etc.)» ¥ A F] 3 & K AT v 20t o 2h1 experimental study 12572 F %

e

X35 ek @ 1 ethnographic study s & & ke A 45 F AL 0 FRL v R

Y

7 »cfh 3t qualitative study 2. vt i (3% 2L Watson-Gegeo, 1988 3 B ethnography **
cross-cultural comparison =24 5 ) tp¥tm = i} A ES - BERET G (T
interlanguage study ) = 3 » £ 4 % ¥ ik 954 ~ % #cinterlanguage pragmatics < }gk
1B RSR F I HRF P R 80 iR 7 OB 2 experimental study 5 cross-linguistic

L AP EAEE PRI NS BE R E T R B AR B R B



elicitation techniques > idg eig k- JEAIRTS N 0 30 VAL FARL B

experimental research # 4 2. p 2R %> 38 > A S 4o T o

;qu TRE=Ee > A3HF K2 * experimental paradigm k& T4 0 31
% ;édﬂz % JF g L0 ( Fr responses to indirect complaints ) ie F LT & pF
LHEE#HT FhRAvg s P E N g I AT T AR kAR (Turnbull,
1992; Turnbull & Saxton, 1997 ) 3 = 2. >+ F #1iz B F|eh P ¥ 2 F B (7 & fF
B¢ A Jﬁ #7141 i & (the contexts that are controlled from the investigator’s
perspective ) » 2 ¥t ;édﬁ @ 5 #rE_E § p #X ¢ (spontaneous and natural from the
observed participants’ perspective ) > ¥ Fl4eyt > S E P AT AT ARG ko d
¥ A S p R4 97 5 (The data gathered, therefore, are representative of the
types of responses to indirect complaints that naturally take place in everyday
occurrence ) » L F < /I?c ? cross-cultural interlanguage %= 3 & A 14t 82 sV f

FoRE > L F F Ao o TAL G T U AR AT 2 2 LT G e T

authentic language use ¥ it if & '“ R g ¥ 14 0E ﬂzt?‘[’;&— Z o

PARTRA- 2= A d e A i B B ETHR TRk

F e M AR AT L

FAo g 6 st FAg B CNTRIEEH
4 ghp AR B (6 naturally observed situations in which indirect complaints

could take place socio-culturally appropriately in both Chinese and American
societies )> d *t T ¢ Ko 8 & FHeh R Y 24 ER T G-t g S Rl
Boimend ooq AR GG A SR 27 R (‘equal-status interlocutors who are
already acquaintances, rather than intimates or total strangers ) ( Boxer, 1993a) > % 7
BERRTAHEY Ea 2 m»pé““”?ﬁm* ¢ % i H s aFs (7 the identified
situations %_best reflect socioculturally appropriate scenarios for both Chinese and

American society ) » #r& B ¢ R B it 2 B 4354 equal-status,



mutually acquainted interlocutors (i.e., exclusive of intimates or close friends) - I »*
K es R EA K E AL B X RARBITEI AT AL R4 -
B CEMEFRFLETAEF L DEER > REXFNOBAFETRF R D
B8 @tkak it N E ¢+ f:p Bodman and Eisenstein (1988) » Eisenstein and
Bodman (1993) > {= Ebsworth, Bodman, and Carpenter (1996) % & 4 e 2k o gt #F >
RV SN N RS Sl e ﬁrz = % > " Self (Oh, I’m so stupid.),
Other (John is the worst manager.) §= Situation (I feel, in a way, boxed in, you know?
Why did they have to raise tuition?) (Boxer, 1993a) > iz = g #-¢ K3+ 11 4p e B P
e85t equal numbers of situations will be set for each category (= 2 situations for

each) o

N L G k=l A § MAkam - EXz2 ps gl_};’.m FL % 'T‘%#ﬂ
- BREEFSELCERRADP AN B L RIFR Y F Ol
BECSFFREAp LA FE2 Y HgFAFRY Feod R oa £87 P
7 & »~ ¥ (cross-linguistic comparison of L2 responses to indirect complaints with
those of speakers of learners’ native and target language, rather than of complaints
themselves) - # 5% ¥ > 2 7 3F 5 “rafc 3l hinput ¢ 2 28 3] 2% i e response » F]p* »

& F_input ;2 324 G e03E > responses st i E A < ¥ feho

Tig PR M FRER S P AN RBBFTERE L Ry A3
F v R PR v end o R TR DB 2 2 25 AL as culturally plausible and
as parallel as possible for both Chinese and American participants » +* 4 %5 & #73 3

PRSI 6 20 BREL Y S AR F et 2 dg

AFWPEpny VD ¥ 2R g § 18§ AT AT PI9rRt B e
Fi o

FREAFRELRFEEFTH R » 4ot i » A353 %1 97 Kasper and



Dahl (1991) #72& 3% < interlanguage studies 3% 7 < canonical methodology » %] " #-
ERIRPERY HORRFEELF RER LA GFE R AFAFRY

LR ATIIR ARG SRR R 3 e EE aag  F
Il - Ko GeA AR Y F Ak Bt F LY e RS

%ﬁm?%’ﬁii@ﬁﬂﬁéﬁéﬁgﬁ%#vﬂfﬁﬂwﬁ’?¢4§§”

)
=
=k

FRAKR) R AFREFLIMI P ZEFRAF 50 v 28414 iPeh
E~ R 37 3 % (intermediate-to-advanced Ievel)oi%??p?a‘:iv]i&—g » A2 LY
voEIREMd A5 v He oA e L mF gt ked A L
B AU IRl L L O N A e A S U el

BRI bl Pt PRI IR P KA EY T RSENG R e R S

1R TR R L g MEAF R R PRI EF YR iR T
l!ﬁ‘?%l%ﬂiﬁ@ﬁ ‘ir?‘)?}i_g HMEFRBERSFRBRFL FleiBr =TS B

1° &
TR B A AT e % % £ socioculturally appropriate > 78 £ (7 5 4% 2%
¥ F.¢0 (Blum-Kulka, et al., 1989 ) -
HWE-LFeah §RFI0 =Ty (9 22)
FREPR AR AT -"léi’f'ﬁ(%*ﬁ?'f%ﬁt‘é TR S g
TR RFEL 6 BREHE - BHS TRREFFES 6ot ak

M AR (T4 &%) & AT REE Phoinw B R 20 R

—_—
e
E i
-

1360 FFdde S F 7 5 o

—

BEFT R A2 ¢ ~ 244 € % socioculturally

B3k R ko B g
Bilm = o ok nHa
appropriate e Ee g B2 - L THE P E 2R > L AT A ERBE LN
BT E LA RSE g e 217 5 0 £ 3 4. feel, in a way, boxed in, you know? Why
do they have to raise tuition every year?”; ¥ <= | & “A 5 B4 A FlEL 7 > FF 5
A IR R[5 & P2 gt o B pF cross-linguistic §sid2 i o7 12414 18
cross-cultural studies % * 2. back translation, (Brislin, Lonner & Thorndike, 1973) %

FERR] o T TAC R F f AfrR E A AP AR LN T L g H



= 4e i@ respond to this indirect complainte gt b » G R F AT £ % = £ 2 data

collectors #-7 >t & # crafield workers » ] & B v - X iz i

.
ek

c" (

PES X hmd B RBREDA FLFAL P (4ot if ’#ﬁtﬁf‘%;ﬁi g
M4 ae) ¥ % = # 2 datacollectors £ 72 p 283 # @ H responses to indirect
complaints » ¥ v § s AR Z j—i G asRn XTI E TR R
BT 2o PEDOT R EAAMFTL F LR T BRRET T F TR
RE T & HEE A ke (elicited) o IE_“\x;é'g Sk RD T 0V EE R KRen
(spontaneous and natural ) » * fEAIATHF AT B S A A F L 2 an
ethnographic approach that uses field observations % & 5 » ﬁ} S R
# X 7 data collectors working ethnographically > & #p gt = 38 e - = F L & #
¥ 4 = — field worker in an ethnographic approach » @ i ¢ & ¥ ¢ 3 ;54T “TR
RIOBRFLF BEZZTIAMTRA DR 85T kT §F LR
22l N
B2 et AAIFTAT AT > 38 @ * an ethnographic approach * 4
BFA - el g~ 7 experimental study sodF A o ik R B G E 2 R D
BBZATREDTFRT ERNEEE T R A D H T
experimental study = 3¢ #-pT T g eE S @ LR AT SR b B Rt B
(4 interactants’ status, distance, gender, and age %) > 4ot - k > = 3§ ﬁ 2
cross-linguistic comparison vt i pF § i A €07 1R % % 0 axld (validity ) (e.g.,

Nunan, 1992; Watson-Gegeo, 1988; Yuan, 2001).

rAEFZERFN2 BT F W E 74 participant groups (¥ native

speaker of American English &2 Chinese ESL learners) » #f iz & & 34 jc f pF 7

BRI A KRG A S AR p RS2 S Rt EE LI L2
PR R R L EEA o e £ K0 ) ik 2005 # AT 2 SR ARG 0

@

i EH A EREE NN 5 1L = SR e F L A A -0 o oo 13



20 i+ native speakers of American English 4 i field workers % & e jc & % 3% L1 4¢
L2 hF 4 (L14e L2 2 10 ) F Bt n g 582 G 2T 5> Vg
ﬂﬁ@ﬁ%P2&4ﬁ?#%%¢ﬁ%m$’%@?ﬁﬁ%#$¢%ﬁiﬁéﬁ
4% %10 p 2 p 4R field workers #74z & 3 » I 22 4 32 82 {5 workshop >
p eng 2 20 1 field workers § o 313 Fuins — = field worker 3 jz £ i A2 &2 41

EETHRY B L AP RTE Ko

FHAEERNFTER

AFFIFPFREZE T AL ARBRES 70 B LR Fm B2
HEFEREIRBIFREPEIFILES P EwifdoT
F-oFFE Y- &2 - 320

A RB R R R Y e PR AR LR T FEE LM

B 342 225 s 7 5 2 ethnographic approach 324 14+ 2 § @ a1 chfa M T4 > I
PR peat B 4147 2 coding scheme o r4gp X K BT et sl i f AR BLR PR
FFACREIIF AT L TR R MILE Ao 2 e LB L
UAHDR o B GV S ERICETIV R 2 E e AN E T g REHRZ
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BT T R TR E RS AR el LTy s (T
transcribe) = Z & > F A58 g 3t p {s FAA YT o 3 50 % FE LT B B ehE
ERL

o 5
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A EEFEALEG10 T By ke b TR (8
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FoMR - &2 40 3L

$ Fabﬁii:i%&“ﬁ%??ﬁfﬂﬁ £ LA L F RS AT R d
PR e RS EFERA AR AFRTREAITFEY e B F
THEFRMPST I AL R AT RREF R Y £
B dde S F 17 5 2 K (strategies) f=* 2@ (linguistic forms) % @ ? Lyt 5 &
ARNAR W AP T HE AL FIE S HNPERERLCSF B2 %5 LT 5
£ B > P75 48 _Brown and Levinson (1987) politeness theory ¥ #1#% ) 2.
universality @2k % 47 24 speech act behavior # 3 # universality versus
culture-specificity 2 3k 3% > #3842 A 47 % F 2 A 47 (qualitative analysis) =

AV EA LR

*ELE F%J‘ (native speakers of American English) 2 #:F 5 ¢ < J’f ( native
Chinese speakers) z. " B 442 22 & & , (responses to indirect complaints) 7 %
T3 28 °02%7 AR PA?

ARV CHLERPOFBAS AT A REERFAFTY LY RY F b

272 iv 2 2 14 (universality versus culture-specificity ) z_ & 42 ?

[V o S R SR R
ApERidp PP S S48 6 B P ~ £ 42 € socioculturally appropriate

ZFH > FATERBERLI? B2 2RRFLYF O CLEFRETRELEY F



Bl S EAETRP R RBRRIZEBRE T TR 5 R UREER LN
BirREfF Sy FREil s vRBIBN? cEi g2 b9 38 ¢ 08 hfa)
MEEFEAE BRETRGAIRLFALA LA § AT RE
CFREG optth S bt PR AFFERE- H i 20082 3
g~ F2 5k PEmdEr AR LVAFNTRECF RGO RERF
BRCSHPFATELEHEAPIE P LFT 2 G §HA DDA P

NE BEFFFA LIV HRREEATZI BRI AR NPT RS

Fkfpo NFEFEaE S AP EAT PR R BB B Ak T

4 M %35 L1 T4 fc ESL learners FAd e B » do A PF R AT A FFE
L’]/fsgl’?ﬁﬁzﬁ?“ (coding ) "f:l%-i)’é_ ];X]m}lag;}?ﬁ,;pl,w % g (7 o

3 1R ON

Ji

FIRECE

Ji

MEFE R w PR ECTE B = & 20 8 K & naturally occurring data - e pF &
PEfom ¢ F L ORI Ar g B | en TRl 4 w] £o-00 e B B e R i 45( T transcribe )

FE B2 F AN YR F AL AT o

P

e AR o dofe i - & PR xH—P‘[ Yo AR (%= &
Chinese ESL learners % participants ) » F &% 3 it ¥ 97]c & |3 £ emic-etic
analysis i 7 { & AEZIF > i fra 47 0 LH P ALE YA X BT

TR B & AT Ap R AR e

¥Ry E24 2L

AP NE B A A T PRI s BT OER o A 7 ehE Bh2 - R R
B Eede 722 F R v: (strategies) & - %Pﬁﬁiﬁp’?éﬁ ( 7 coding ) » I‘iﬁy’fiﬁﬂ* & 0
REE TR ATz v Rtk (reliability) B AL BAEHRE SR A2 = ST Y

% g > Cohen’skappa (1960) #3k % 32 “ FEIF AL AT o RS HE*
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