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- ~#% ## (Introduction)

IwE R 0 F 3 Ed w4 (communicative competence ) % ¥ "f i %3332 (linguistic and
grammatical ) * & “ariEideiE 5 (phonological )~ 3% R (semantic )~ #7272 (syntactic )~ 3% # (discourse )
S ﬁ iﬁ:a‘_aﬁu;%’# (pragmatic) = & g # o ’Fh;é—*ﬁg’** oG HATEEIIEE SR R D G har

FARAT AT FTRYAFTRFE FRIEI T OB EERT R A I AR IS
HH PP & (communicative goal ) (4 Kasper, 1989 ) - ﬁ} BdE RN S AW AT R e
EEEJ FART 2R AR, By PG (cross-cultural studies )£7 % = % = % ¥ (second
language acquisition) # 3 #TE£ 4R - 3t F 2 T g it F % & (cross-cultural pragmatics ) £ ‘h3EE
* § (interlanguage pragmatics ) #7 7 e o JL{FTF 2 AT 514 F H R § BARDR F] 5T
TEZ G —“‘Ff;g’# % 3% (pragmatic failure) P > ¥ ¢ 7 &€ £ 3% (miscommunication) # 2 51425
~ v B £ i2f# (cross-cultural misunderstandings) 5 a58 4 0 Boa 3 0 - 2EE B £
SRR BT Y omanrh R —g'a eh R p e hFELARAG O ERNE AT AR
NRREEPEREZES  REMR I PR R FEEAAERE L4 2 oo (Rintell &
Mitchell, 1989 ) -

A B MEYEFE AR MR ETARGLIDLE A EE ER Ay 0t

ZEY iz EF AT LE L EAREEY iz p ¥ #3F (native language) {fr# #75 “t 3% (target
language ) R enhf % o iEdgAT 3 5 ¥ 113F 5 (75 (speechacts) /3 % - 257y THEFE
% F J&  (responses to indirect complaints) 75 » F15v 8- B % 5 A PP ¥ 2757 g3597% 5
grig * PAR S AFREARE T (T4 o B a'*"%r?“?‘é FTHFT Ao P TREREF B, 5
Y pRARE A T A Ry 2By TRERESF R, 7S LY RAS LRGSR
PEAZTETHETL2ZZ2F vk g e P E e RS 0 L LM IR S R
2_3% 3 % Wk (strategies) 2233 * :@:E # (linguistic options) (4~ Boxer, 1993b; 1996a) - 4 #=

TMEPrEL MR R ag e v ER LK A8 T p % | (natural observation )



E TR D AR R T

MEF < 3w hp hF - o- &2 cross-cultural pragmatics i A BT s #2 A F LR P 2 A
1 (% native Chinese speakers) £ & % W2 #* 3% 5 # 3% 4~ L (7 native American English speakers )
2. 3% % 7% (speechacts) £ £ ;= & interlanguage pragmatics = 32 » 3 S #2754 (¥
ESL learners )5 ¥ % 3% «17h 3% & 3 {7 % (interlanguage behavior) £_% = 4%iT(approach or approximate )
AL EF AL P LAY 0% % 5 ESL learners @ 22 EFL learners £ %] 5 A7 3 @ 4p 8 > & 4 )
FYEFHETORAFZERY L LT HTEY MFa R R PBE 2 Hr Y HF LT

& w47 (positive affect) 3 B (e.g., Brown, 2001; Ellis, 1994 ) > — 4@ 7 > ESL learners F]#7 5 ¥

HOORBAAE Y TEPF AR ERY DAL F TR ORI R EREY F
£ (e.g., Brown, 2001) > @ *F 5 B 1 ¢ F%%‘f”*"zﬁ G A2 YRR ATEAEARG S
Tgwie L2a L1 75 &XFH N B FNTELIFTHE -

AFEF 1S 75 (speechacts) ¥ 2 TR 342 225 Ji | (responses to indirect complaints) = &
ARG FERAEDRFR T ASH LA F LA LRI NI AT LA G LT B

KF R, Fri3 3 A8 XHEROBLETELEFTTRRFEF R FRATENAEIRZA

FREFALAEY EL AR TSN SR AETE L FFET PRI T Ea Rt H gty
Flipenh Fle > A HEJ L XFI HHELFH 75987 > 4o T3 (requests) 75 (Y,

1999)~" #F% ,(compliments) {7 % ('Yu, 2005)~" #F % ~ & ,(compliment responses) {7 = ('Yu, 2004 ) ~
"3z %2 (complaints) 75 (Yu,2006) ¥ - @ F L3RR EF Y RELAE Aoy X P Y K
poagir B (transfer) SR F - F ZI5d SFRIEARF Y 75 hfFH > T HF LY
- B R % £ 3% k4L (hotly-debated issue) — 235 * {7 % ¢ & b+ (universality) 222 it 4 2%
(culture-specificity ) z_34#% (Yu,2003) —¥ 1« u%ﬁ&ﬁ;ﬁ%— = o

T4 0 P FH e i3 % F (cross-cultural pragmatics) £ ¢+t 3E 3 * & (interlanguage

pragmatics) e#T 3 ¢ S F S AR F S M F B EEY X > M E T A NET A

[«

f
(speechacts) 2 3 iz 5 F 57 7 5 ’ﬁé’*?é/g%? % o 4e T3k (requests) ~ T s

Ky

#: , (apologies) ~ " #-#f ; (compliments) ~" 463 | (refusals) % > 4p¥tm 3 » § - L£3F 3 75 4 5
Ay o T4 22 ) (complaints) 7 5 8~ & > @ 3 B 442 22 & & (responses to indirect complaints )
Feaary LA mE o ptet s 29 72 X end o interlanguage pragmatics Ag 38 S FE 7 A F S

EFLAFEYF AR RIS R R W RBP P T L E R RS



SF i 5 (L2 2 interlanguage 7 5 ) (# F 4ot it o B4R 28 17 5 & speech acts 6% §
* ij*uﬁ CoRTBNAFLEFEF L CRRPEFREASIAFLIEIFHLECRRRELS
FE-—TLL2ZFE —3Hd 0 Ak ) mfd () TRRFLF R E—F 1€
A3 A P AT § B A foBF (speaker and addressee) B % (rapport) ha 3 & F chi7 3
(face-threatening act, Brown & Levinson, 1978, 1987 ) > #= 7 ¢ &7 & wPHEaRES 75
FEY F 6 Lo M3p (4o Boxer, 1993b; YU, 2004) 5 (b) B # G 2 ped fMAF LY 2 H2 ¢ 2

BT EA(TI R LLFL) P MAR A FARF LS A F A E LW EET AR (TES
L1 {7 5)F 224 < chZ & (40 Yu,2004,2005) ;5 (¢) A1 BmeFs TR BsFs # % Fp en® g
Fer t B RS R a ¥ € R FEF L & R (4 Blum-Kulka, House, & Kasper, 1989 ) » F]p* »
4%%5’5%’%‘1“ P LI EEFL2FEFSF BRASAN BT FCFEL T FE 0 d CHRFT
SFT AR FR AL KRR PR TR HE TR F A SRR AR TR
B FaRp PAFaY ORI RS2 LLE GG R LR o T JEFR P W
WU AE S R (TP 2 ) 2% AT e S 7 5 (T responses to indirect complaints )
LMo AP F R R CET R EAFEY By (e b i bt BEF L R R A 4
F ¥ oaw 13 (generalize) )& 7 i ;ﬂcm’P’Iﬁﬂ—‘k TG s LYY A khpE i
# =1+ (universality versus culture-specificity ) z_ #%4g (4 Blum-Kulka, House, & Kasper, 1989; Yu,
1999, 2003, 2005 ) # AT IR K4E 3T o

B PEFTA AL A R LD Y P FEAZE Y ALY 2 REAE T

s s~ 2= ¥ s N 3
2T AR R AN ET A

F.

TAME B AFFFAIABL AT ALE LT R AL 5
Fan b E AR 2R EREA LR T RSN FRE T AP BT HF

T =

=~ é}f&:}’;zr} (Literature Review)

PHFET ARG

e kR o FF BTy < fRuE S 75 (speechacts) v 4o T (requests) ~ g Fr
(apologies) ~ " ##F , (compliments) ~" 4% | (refusals) % 27 3 % - fjf‘u&%w Lz Bao
ZR R o) dﬁ 9555 7R 7 L LR (7 4R Blum-Kulka, House, & Kasper, 1988 2_ classic

work) > ET Y 2 v RS F £ E Y FAR R Y > B4 cross-cultural pragmatics £ 3 F £



interlanguage pragmatics & & - e NEFTEAGH S FFL TR FEY FAwmdp LA
FRMBENEL R ARFEPAE T (FL P 8 T % Pl 1B E2 2 35 4 L (native
speakers of the target language ) 7 ¢ & * = v& (strategies) £ * 3@ (forms)» fe H & * & 4 Lok &2
* SR pELVE ) 2 native speakers of the target language ¢ 7 F* 22 £ & (4= Blum-Kulka, 1983;
Blum-Kulka, House, & Kasper, 1989; Kasper, 1989; Rintell & Mitchell, 1989) - +* = L > i%uw»; Mg
FPALTETAFEV O AL AF AL BRER YV RERORG R BEF R (oAt o &

£ v > % 2 Fukushima, 1990; Koike, 1989; Tanaka, 1988 % ) > e frs 3 #F7 7 cnig &k {5ib4pF o @

c)
)

@ﬁﬂﬂ%%?ﬁwﬂgkiﬁ%%@%wm@ﬁmﬁq(%ﬁﬁ@ﬁ%ﬁ%,giBmew&
1982, 1991 % ) - 1* #aE oy EEY X AARET T 3R F A LR
BHCHS (407 ot P o kAT RE 2 &0 * modal verbs “could” % & F“can” 2 A L 0 £ A
Eisenstein & Bodman, 1993; House & Kasper, 1987; Schmidt, 1983 % ) > i fre 5 #7 7 A7 HEH ¥

—‘ﬁ Rl R R ;%—‘ﬁ TR (Ao o %;’f;p”g\ circumlocution == ;% » % % Faerch & Kasper, 1989 %) -

i

P TR RRFEY F e ERE R IR gt FAL BT RIIV R gRFEF T A
% e o fe A dﬂz SRR R aREr i S T (&r Fukushima, 1990; Kasper, 1989)  +* = 3. » 5 47
1 Bor* 3% 5 %3 % (native American English speakers) fdk &5 17 & pF ¢ 424 27 suit it
(familiarity ) 2 &2 44 4 € 3+ = 8 F 4% (social status) # 3 Rz @ * 30> A F 5 p #FH
BFEV AL RELI A L g P T em s e R R W &% 3@ (Tanaka, 1988) -
DR P FRY G T R B RRAS f g e kg B RAE - B
# % &4 (intralingual ) sk > Blde bR 8 Y F LF HATR Y S RS A
(overgeneralization) # f§ i* (simplification) (4= Blum-Kulka & Levenston, 1987; Kasper, 1982,
1984); ¥ - * & P E_83F 3 & (interlingual ) sk » Gl4ot 25 8 % "!21}\?. #ep EA T r HUp)
# & (transfer) I *t3% = 5 (4 Coulmas, 1981) - i*%zr}la ER e ad T8y - A EE T
5 ¥ @ (speech act acquisition) =hfF4z 7 %3 ¥ it € S+ F 2 ~ & (T intralingual ) 773 % 7
WAET B A T NFo B P ARG a R AN FEY AR IR G
EEZ B E S o s R F L8 Y ehi3 2 33 % L] (pragmatic or sociolinguistic rules )
M OF i N E Y (YR ez fg (cross-cultural miscommunication) o Fpt 0 E A { B - B EEE T R
(interlingual ) 2z_ g = it &7 (cross-cultural ) gLEE KK 4t 8 ¥ —‘F% R e g dein e B

B hE2 3 (75 (7 interlingual transfer) > ¢ ¥ - B2LF £ & ¥ EEF ] ank4L 0 or A E



P gk B E AR PR Tl - -
E%J’%?fﬁéﬁ(mwwmm)ﬁ%ﬁpiﬁﬁ’”%3?%%éﬁ4%%¥%W¥

FE S OBEEAT AL

fﬂ

WA -

A=
%

%% 37 9 a4 (pragmalinguistic transfer ) » 2t 4y

4+
m'lb

NEFV R LAY O TRAPRT A PFERET I ETENFELY Y - A
% % # (sociopragmatic transfer ) » ¢t 4p *h3F & ¥ —‘*z EVEATE Y hE2 AL EE Y LR A Y p ©
AEGRP] D RFEEAREFT AR ¥ HRT RS BI85 1% (contextual
factors ) (4- Kasper & Blum-Kulka, 1993; Thomas, 1983 ) - ﬁ}“ # Ay 3 0 iea 4 interlingual 45 &
A5 A ST ¢ # R (4o Garcia, 1989; House, 1988; Kasper, 1982, 1989; Olshtain, 1983) » *
CEOFTFET e OBEY A Y EEap &4 (Japanese ESL learners) 2 ¢ F i A b LR
Floow i adk R € LA “Imsorry” s igfRind 2 EUK-H 2 ZUsumimasen” E 4T
B L D EE 5 ¢ (Fukushima, 1990; Kasper & Blum-Kulka, 1993) > & & ¥ /R & 3%
EAFOALTT Ao INAEEY 2 g Y N E Y B aE 4 (Chinese ESL learners) &
Bl o B P AETAE € B b RS mﬁ;—;ﬁ (addressee ) #& i & F P » F § 4ol p £ ig * H = g i
B OLEE R (4o * AT & & 4 Ve v —“(Please) Pass the salt. ”) (Lee-Wong, 1994 ) -
EREA ASLEIRTEF R RFEI R K% (4R 9 —"Could you pass the salt?”)

( Blum-Kulka, House, & Kasper, 1989 ) -

Kasper &2 Dahl (1991) % & &8 Bd2 ¢h 3538 * & w7 7 K 3+ (canonical design ) % &35
= N —‘k (% L2 learners) g3z vk 2 'Iﬁ ( ¥ native speakers of the target language ) 3 #2 ¢+ »
A RERHNFEVHP PAFH0F 4 (s 2 Llcontrol data) > F]15 #2923 L1 controls R e
7 v gdz ko @ 35 Llcontrols (k7 3 b dii BB @57 K il | T 5 Y & {7 5 AT A e X
3| interlingual #r & intralingual F] & c§2 58 - F|pt » A5 3 lﬁ BEMN o o EY —*‘Ff HiF L 8
GHFAFEEp A AFE AL IO NFH R AETE A NEF YT FLAR R
MAFLEFFLELAAZELARILTEY cF P RRBHEASNE LT F M -

Yo Arif o Boan 2 g&ﬁ "¥ 22 | (complaints) {7 5 %= 3 # % > Boxer (1993a, 1993b)2_#= 1 ¥ 4R
% I3 # -5 indirect complaints # 3 < 15%1 classicwork - " 42 73 | ¥ & % ® #:4¢ 72 (direct complaints)
21 ¥ 42 25 (indirect complaints) = =+ #g %] - 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). #= 7 ¢ gr e e ¥ & ¥ g R
;—;—‘ﬁ g %g;‘ﬁ (speaker and addressee ) 2_ B sinfrzi B % B SR s WEHE D Bt hen
- #8> ;% (open a conversation and establish solidarity or rapport between the speakers ) - = 3 12 {2
HRFTHEEAZF T % ik ESL/EFL learners f82 %35 5 # 33 A L L R > dofm it A
PR e iR o
RN kAl

4o b it o APy F R T 5 p A% (natural observation— = ethnographic approach ) >
kX o FF L oF T AEALTET R TRk N 258 2 = 2 p1% (discourse completion
test—DCT ) (Kasper & Dahl, 1991) - 7}““‘25 AN a o pAREERE 2 3¢ (qualitative
approach) % i = ethnographic research with naturally occurring data » 4f & 2 & 856 p AR g
PR N a;,_ﬁr}tﬁ'_,?’—ﬁ% BT kyc T4 (Labov, 1972) 5 gt 2 2 F % AR F R * —‘F% (%
L1 75 ) a3 7 5 e%* 3 (L1 speech act studies, 4= Holmes, 1988 ; Wolfson, 1989 ) ; 3 ~ = = |
=% B E_r 8 = 38 (quantitative approach) % i & experimental research with elicitation data » s = 3t
TARBEFHS (context) ™% T8 a3V k2375 > ¥ a3 (FL2F5) #
* {7 5 a7 3 (interlanguage pragmatics research, 4= Blum-Kulka, House, & Kasper, 1989 ; Kasper &
Dahl, 1993 ) -

met 2 g AAFREE (Llorl2) 5% = 6 A2 7 hF k54 ¢t ethnographic approach
Roje o ot o B R IR A BB R e F BE T % g a5 (Laboy, 1972) 0 ¥ & 03
3% * {7 5 (interlanguage pragmatics) 2 77 7 % & i¢ * elicitation techniques 4z # 7 # 2 experimental

research » F| & S8 7 ¥ HEF R EE S 75 2 AL €33 * %3 (sociolinguistic variables) &

FFo By oonZ B AR A ¥ F < e E S8 A bdemiE o MEFFEF AL R
L1controls z- F#d » F]pt > F & I prdc ot L1 34 5 % 20 & interlanguage 3% 4% r bt b E LY

L 'ﬂiﬁﬁ% RT3 T RIE 2 T8 (context) At p RELR Y R ERE
7| (Kasper & Dahl, 1991) » ’T} FEEFS A F DL B UL st s !
F S %‘?—*‘Ff 1 €i8A B RAFenF R N W E a2 54 (elicitation techniques) 4e T3E 2 % =
Bl & T & iw (roleplay) e 384 T4k | &% 2bp SRR Nk 2 28 » 57 @

g 3 BB &0 4 discourse completion test ¥ 5 B & R Pi‘i‘ ekt BT R

(context) w ¥ f§ ®iiEsE o 1+ & elaborate discourse @ zeﬁté—‘k B AWELFF > dox Fé—‘k



TRFEAT AL RIFELE  AEBARFIARESH RPN F T AR LS G o we
1985; Wolfson, Marmor, & Jones, 1989 % ) » F]ut 5 & 4 f:k * role play =77 3¢ > e gt = 304 7 £ &
Fez ;é—‘ﬁ &%+ discourse completion test 2 -3 i oral response » F]pt 75 AR B R T B Bl gL n 2t
elaborate discourse » @ ¥ E_AM$HER AT R W |-~ B o aREiE (85 A4S closed role play ) -
s % open role play s #Ljc & = ¢ 4 T & &4 closed role play 2. #* 8k » 74 $l2 FAHLF 4R

% elaborate discourse » ]yt &_elicitation techniques » #ALa™ ¥ Je & Pl ER4RITE F F AL eh 38 o7

TG EHAES G NTARL - BRELITRD RRBZEF Y R AR
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A
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(4 Troshorg, 1994 ) - e 2 ¢ # * i# 4 elicitation techniques Jz f 3L » #7118 FAL M 7 250 2R
¢ Blum-Kulka et al. (1989) % #F 4t #g #rjc & FlenF e MNP > Wiz T28p & ) TR g o
P R a4 3F 5 @ * i) 2 stereotypical pattern o ¥t ELEIR % v E Flpt B DK A2 Rk o
M7 2 F5FT T p RBREZDTIcE Y5 B2 5 SURPEABE Ao gh PR~ 3 54y
FIFT R FLFT T35 REREED U EE TS k2 B v gt g (cross-cultural
comparison) % % ; 3 #1038 (elicitation techniques) — T T2~ 2%k | fv T & ¢ &iF
RlF A Fp 3 29 @ % 2095 %( 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 % % B research methods 2. debate ) -
5 —“Ff (Bodman & Eisenstein, 1988; Ebsworth, Bodman, & Carpenter, 1996; Eisenstein & Bodman, 1993 )
Flet 2 5k F 2R interlanguage pragmatics s7#7 3 % & 3 L1 9:F K &4 baseline control data > 7 5 ﬁ G
B p RBER Nk ERFEY jz(L2 learners )z = 3Z ¢ * —“‘Fﬁr%%m‘%a—’* T i(speakers
of the native and target languages ) 2% * {7 5 (B3 L1 * 7 5 % * 2 ethnographic
approach )» #X 1 £ #-#7EL % 3| cnF 4L 1F 5 # * elicitation technique #7 % 3% 3 F- 5t (situational context )
sk (P T Py L2 * 7 5 F * chexperimental approach )- ie p — § $% ethnographic approach
#2 experimental approach 7 = ;% 1% 4 ;2 5. PR elicitation techniques #rjc & F|F 4l &2 F L E
F 14 (autheticity ) e3+3:=(Golato, 2003) - 252 3 i3t P F* m g ifs (T LLIF 5 ) 4%
# ethnographic approach == ;% % j= & naturally occurring data; @ B>+t 3535 * 72 3 et s (L2

)

75 ) RPIE_* "2 41378 3% 41 - 4% ethnographic approach ¥ experimental approach #f 4¢ e 7 = 3¢



v

% 4 $ naturally occurring 542 » % ¥ i % interlanguage pragmatics <7 7 & F Fl4c k2 & - F -

i EH o

Py A

AEFTFEF T R AL T (KR kproposal ¢ Fow BAT R R BRFE- 2 ok

RREZ 2w Lo $48 A7 14E) !

- ~A2F L3 F%;'z (native speakers of American English) 2 # 3 5 ¢ < (native Chinese speakers )
2. DA ¥e42 22 F & (responses to indirect complaints) i 52 £33 £ 8 2% 73 > L B e & 2483
PREPFEFIRFFHE ARG H L RRP O BAI AT A RERERRFAF RS0 R
* e 2 it 2 (universality versus culture-specificity ) 2. 3% 4% ?

SN oBAETE 4 M EFEF RS F R 5 (interlanguage indirect complaint behavior ) #2# % 4
E3 ;%—*Ff (native speakers of American English) 2 # 3 5 ¢ = ;FE' (native Chinese speakers) z_ /&
BFCFBELAFIEAR?F T AR PR?F LRI F e L AR TETY F2EE"
7 5 # 4 (transfer) 7 B# ( ¥ interlingual factor) = & & &3 8 ¥ B4R R § SR 47 B

( 7 intralingual factor) ¢

= ~ &% * % (Methodology)

AL H-RFZENS EPFT  ARTELARER - FET Y (Fa &) Itz 77
p - cross-cultural pragmatics % 2 > vt f&@ B Llgroups 2. £ &8 (A= 3 FP4E- &2 ) 68 (%
= &) itz 3 poehs interlanguage pragmatics 3 i o i 7 —¢hiEE ¥ (7 5 2 L2 acquisition
gy (TR REZSe ). ﬁ}”" A0 LB ARG B LA 60 g R (natural
observation) 7 3¢ ke ff AT L F A T o FHDE LI EETFF LAY RT 2
elicitation techniques ke 4L » @ A F PEELIFY 73 F L2 p RBEFS 50 o LH A
ek pARES NPR T2 L ke BT F AT p ARBFEEA LF RLF FRE
BP0 LR P RBERE Je TR AT R 2 RBRE>ARPFLHAFFS AR
P & - fape ~ experimental research A4 2. p {7 £1A72. 2 3% o AP i AR B F A AeT o

For Research Question 1

LR

(e
ke
1%

2y

o+

AEEBBIEEGT pORRRE O SRR FA o p KRR DT

18 B " e B S A frE M L ~ B2 L Ey Rich o dopt e TR ap a2 - Fb P 2 &



B2 ¥ F R 22 B (Chinese and Americans’ performances of responses to indirect complaints in
their mother tongue ) » ]yt » P > B m 2 aEpl §d LA AL AH A FTHRBE R F R Jﬁi&ff—ﬁ (the
Chinese and American English data will be from native speakers of each group living in their respective
native area ) @ 3 4 ?p * Ak 3F % 2. # 3 4 L (the data collectors will be native speakers of the

relevant language they are observing ) -

j\,{;ﬂi‘*l}bfﬁg};?ﬁi{(% e N B F A ,fém pm PR Rt e TELRE S »]J:g; L ik
#% (an ethnographic approach that uses field observations to gather data ) > #* * ;% £_Wolfson and Manes’
(1980) s 3 # £ 7 5 (compliments ) g1 A74 18 * 23F 5 (75 7 g ¢ o T e prd 20 i field
workers k47 (¥ ~&a o2& 210 4 ) & - =FH v]zﬁaﬂ“ AP FARPERINFERCSFEZ &
Foag kTR 2 WsT B () MTRERD O RS KR oo* 2 4 M 58 T8 (the exact indirect
complaint exchange and relevant contextual information) » 3% 2. > #73 FH# < & J‘Ff VoA HRE Y R e
STREFC CFEFPCSF B JHARE? DL E s fmEad s L gt Fepld s Biede 4

deE 2 H o R SF 4 Fadp i3 3 4 4o small talk & supportive moves e

w2
BF e

B
&l

ol
i
It

Plch FF T P AL BV 90 At AF gl A TRAT
KGR ERFE P T R R SR LSRR S IS
7 :}F, Vet e B R AT A G AT E £ 2w 04| (data gathered via field observations may be
“limited in both quality and quantity”, Labov, 1984, p. 30) » %] & Fi#l4c & —*‘F]’ ¥ prig e et &
BL%H 77 (memory and observational skills) %3z @ & gL awgfl » § ¢ Flp 464 - £ £ & - 3

g e & (important, decisive information ) » +* 4o hedges > modifiers » e intensifiers ( Golato,

2003; Kasper, 2000; Lehrer, 1989 ) o F]pt » Z ifiaf » AF AT E > AV e s g A1 3 B L

#c ethnographic studies # F 2 &L » — #& & ethnographic studies i@ # & & @& * i P k3 N3 &
fAFTE G R EERE BRI AT TRAE RN TR E A S T AE S

e

From® dme &% g L85 07 e F T B8 BRI E F § FAREE F RAE

ETERALP AU ERS R Ak REEIR L L TR

™

=
>
&
“
=
)
(“
>\_
jt
o+

ERY BN EREETREF L e T RPFREGZ T AR EET R

?jf‘uﬁﬁiﬁﬁm‘@ﬁm B TR E R G Ak P R E T p AR PR R O F

B H U AP G o E i@ﬁﬁiqi%;ﬁgﬁiﬁ&‘f 5% Fap ¥ $3% ¢ off-task interactions -



off-task interactions 1 R 2L A B 1 Y pRerE 4 an¥tiE(the verbal behaviors students engage in
when doing things unrelated to the pedagogic work of the day ) » '* 4o fe 7 A 24 PF % B 38 RF Pr=x
(having a chat or spending time with family members or friends, which mostly occurs in mundane,
everyday conversation ) - On-task interactions » ‘* 4r3izk¥ + &3 # (interactions taking place in the
classroom ) F_fs ¢ Kf g FIAA T C SR T AT o f KA Ginstitutional settings #aF 4 enitE
4_22 off-task interactions % functional {= sequential * & 2% # % I+ (Golato, 2003; Levinson, 1992 )-
WA CHEMT LA RATRENRAT AL RLITRA AR EFE AP ¥ €357 it

BRI F R 2 F BT 5 0 7° % off-task behavior -

BT A BREIER AL R R - TR ATACE T G B DB
i% P — 4~ 2 coding scheme ( #* 4= # 2_ coding scheme %47 7 &+ & & ? i% 3§ literature review & &
4 REMEFE KA R Il R A EE R refined) R B RREPLLEFBEFE 0 UF LT
?#'1{&‘51{&"%;‘}:‘? 17 i - &k (standardization) > i g 4ept o *}ﬁiﬁ’z&—*ﬁfﬂ&:&ﬂ%ﬁiﬁv?
Ry FAAATR O FIAEL F I R 18 B TR R R TR R § TR
oA R - RIE (R EE €3 anycoding drift chE 4 e dE T 2 AT B FITAHE XTI A R

Ak - —‘5 ¥EF 47 g X B (the varying attentiveness by the different coders to the interactions )

M 2 fg_fsm? it ']“i;i /Z“E%l'*”% y fe 4-;‘{—?] m?;}i? DAL W 1@;?;& , rﬂ ']&.’F‘rm?#—'? IV ,ﬁ;;‘iy,'u\‘. P
TAfr e p RAEY TEZFN . B2 o R T E ¢ REY %S gt A%k (extraneous

variables) 7 = ¥ qo d=4 0 Ao R ;i—‘g i iz = s ®RER S #8 % (e.qg., interactors’ status,
distance, gender, age, etc) » 2 % 45 7 ;N 0 F o R HAo T R 28] (the hours of
interaction and the types of spoken interactions) ¥ F]pt f2 4] = — 3R » /T% L E FlE P ~Em TR R
BRERGT R m TS - R G S TR A RS R BT LRl MR

»elden¥ a B 4L (e.g., Nunan, 1992; Watson-Gegeo, 1988; Yuan, 2001 ) -

G AL PR B L R B gk s T & (the credibility of cross-group
comparisons and the generalizations beyond the current findings) 73 # it 4 B4 > Fl 5 RF fFiR 4
ethnographically H/= ™ #ric & Tl e 82 S 7 7 et e w905 Finded] = - & (to have
the data collected ethnographically under the exact, same circumstances for each group, that is, with all
possible variables held constant) » +* 4oz » & — 1o f e W] e R fic P ﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁiirﬁ’*%ﬁ (equal

numbers of observed participants and speech situations ) - LeCompte ¥2 Goetz (1982) i+ % J‘Ff 75k -



fa¥ 12 '% 114 ethnographic data 2 +¢ & feiik 1 = 4 (to guard against the threat of comparability
and generality ) ri®;x 57 % ﬁ FRLRSTAT T B A ehconstruct 7 IR T AR B - HA o A &L
W7 e ER AT % (not only is not unique to a particular group, but also is shared across different
groups) > {xP Bgd > AFFF e construct— R e S F BT — R A - B TP o BARAFY
& _r+ general guidelines of ethnographic research = # 3 = ;¢ ﬁ ppeniEp] £ X A g TTEEE LA
A S R HFIF I R o8 (to employ the current findings as a basis for the extension of

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

AFE g s # 38 (7 2 i L1 groups 2 cross-cultural comparison skl jc > SN H F e p &
f % *+ 2005 # % Language and Speech (SSCI)#p = #73¢ 4 e2 & ¢ #7% e L4z f = ;4 ethnographic
study i ¥ F PF#F > AT 7 4roiE 3 % £ % Language and Speech eF7 3 2. Gk F foiT R E PR E (A
i oaFre s gat 5 0BIRI - B4 Y p R 7 St 255 LL a3
SRR 0 e X ¥ 2005 FTEF A 2 AT Y IR FlEE NS % £ K ¢ 45 44 applied linguistics # § & 4 &
At F Wi WA (5 native speaker of American English) 4+ > ##i@ A A 22 78458 (pt 4 L &
HRWERL A AFRFALERLFORE TR R LRBANE) X d f FRF 10
i native speakers of American English 4 iz field workers & £ ez B %35 L1 (o3 o & F R B 40c

B EBEE AT R NI L R T B A R0 TR B B o

\g

J‘?ﬁ}i%‘;—ﬁ ERPA L 10 p Ap KA E R field workers #7ic & | F L > 1 22 84 38 £ v+ workshop >

@y

oo

fee
s

p g 27 10 i field workers § & /7 » 333 TR YT B AR b T HL 3 Z_E PR AL

FEnF - = field worker #Tic b2 FAL Y B & AT T HPTE c RS ¥ - EFT B Y T L
E L AL E 10 p 22432 2 5 workshop » 2+ % = & workshop 1/ #] &3t 4+ i > ethnographic study
FepEgcy > 5 it still seems “difficult to ensure that there will not be any coding drift” (Yu, 2005, p. 96)
during the 18 months of fieldwork” kg g » 1ot & BEiv &3 Al “ric & 3 T4 > ¢ & & field workers
BIRE 3 i B D)2 T4 3R 2 0 3t workshop fL et A % 55 0 3k FE field workers Tz & i

AT ARRGD AR S E TR RS
For Research Question 2

A3 % = # 48 {7 interlanguage behavior 2 7 3 o w2 it 2 ﬁk L2 7= 5 @ o i&#?‘[ﬁki@?

~ % 4t elicitation techniques e 3%z & T4l = i d7 4 % #eik (7 Pi¥2. experimental study > e



B33 ek Fa4ta B F & naturally occurring data 942 & B 38 ; F 2 0 F #4500 ethnographic
approach # {7 experimental study 2 5 2 § %Kk 3% 7 - Bl 5 practicality % chf* 48 (L #F 3
30k )o ﬁ} AFTwAEFEY EES »—L1 A F 0 s it (cross-cultural ) 2ot fRER G R F

- & g (4o 3 2 the hours of interaction and the types of spoken interactions ) » e % 3 3 3 %

B

% ¥cm 2 4 (e.qg., interactors’ status, distance, gender, age, etc.) » ¥ £ _F] 5 3 ¥ HLr:pL&%iv [LESRLE 3
b2 experimental study {2 52 5 Sk 3 % d1g Lo @ Ev ethnographic study & & ki B A 45
AL Tt v W G s>t qualitative study 2o vt e (32 Watson-Gegeo, 1988 3 B ethnography **
cross-cultural comparison =74 %2 )ejp¥tm 3 ,f]fuﬂﬂ 3 % - B £ g7 2w (7 interlanguage study )
Mo é‘;—‘g#;‘tﬁ i 958 ~ % ¥k interlanguage pragmatics < }F*J%'}ﬁ B o FEERAF S PR E TR
2_ experimental study 5 cross-linguistic +“ #> e A& 3 AE 2 P FALF R F BEFF S @ * A

7 # * i@ 3z elicitation techniques » ¥ ¥ fir - FRIFTS 34 0 327 3V 2 - FsR2 g~ experimental

research A4 2_ p 2RBLR > ;4 5 £/ L0 T !

fIMH?g RAE- > ~F 73 A8 * experimental paradigm %z & FL > 51 % Fé«"z AP AREIRT
A g ATEL R e (7 responses to indirect complaints ) o e Bkl qc f pE 0 2 ;é—*ﬁ IR A
P E e I B AT T A& kR (Turnbull, 1992; Turnbull & Saxton, 1997 ) » 4% % 2 » 82 2%
FLE A e e de S8 17 5 ahiE s AR L frizd] ien (the contexts that are controlled from
the investigator’s perspective ) » e %% gﬁ% @ 3 ArE_E F p #X ¢ (spontaneous and natural from the
observed participants’ perspective) >  Flhopt 5 At B D F R T ARG F RO P F A E TR D AR
# 4 {7 5 (The data gathered, therefore, are representative of the types of responses to indirect
complaints that naturally take place in everyday occurrence) » 3 7% < /F*J% ¥ cross-cultural interlanguage
AR LA S TS L HF Ao T E TR T R L2 2 2 2 AL
% it Jc & ] authentic language use ¥ &t if § C R g T 1L 0E 445(7;?;’%— Z e

PR AL RS AR RA LR A LS Rk T TR i A

FACLHARFDNOB AR PALE FRFCFVARIE T 2 5 REEFH (6
naturally observed situations in which indirect complaints could take place socio-culturally appropriately

in both Chinese and American societies) > d >t 3 ¢ B7 9 < J Hcanf e 80 884 A ot



B AL S ek s @ 2L n”?ii?r- FR R >FR ;"a\*‘ﬁ (equal-status interlocutors who are already
acquaintances, rather than intimates or total strangers ) (Boxer, 1993a) > % 7 & st K149 ~ £5 3
XL FH T AL g i ey ehirs (7 the identified situations £_best reflect socioculturally
appropriate scenarios for both Chinese and American society )> #r3k :- 8 » R g B 2 M %5
A equal-status, mutually acquainted interlocutors (i.e., exclusive of intimates or close friends) - & >+ 3% 3+
e R EEFh 2o 2L ARBEHOTHL RO H N - LY R PR SY
FEFAPEBO RERFNOBATLFTREF Y B SR A FF + E:cp Bodman
and Eisenstein (1988) - Eisenstein and Bodman (1993) > 4= Ebsworth, Bodman, and Carpenter (1996) %
FHomEk o gorh o d g e BT 4 S Bn P Jede SV BF 5 = < % > 7 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 H K- 40 F # P B (7 2 situations for each) -

Pt F - BRIOFBY P E AT - ELX2 f RRBROTHG Eypdpti- BREBFCF
RGP A Y RS hE g A ﬁi“é%f%q*ﬁﬁﬂ“a‘%#?fﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ%—%i’ﬂéﬁf—‘*?‘;%% AT
Woebzz 222 @ % dﬁ Z Bom £ 87 442 57 5 & £ (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% ¥ » 2P & * 3F 5 P74z 3] chinput ¢ §2 583 2% i e response » F] gt o

& F_input ;2 ¥4 G eEE > responses st i E A < ¥ fee

TR e 2 RS S F AR RRBTIR R SRl AP (R ey
Y5 1 FE 973K 2R eni 8 2 32 7S &_as culturally plausible and as parallel as possible for both Chinese and
American participants » ot #% 47§ R ON R LR LG LD 0 =AF LY 2 F e F L F
~ —‘ﬁmﬁﬂ”“ dORFEIRAT Rl PR P VAP K AEY R E G G AT DT el

Bfos 12 -

FHRRFRLUERFLeFTRed » 4ot i - A8 F %4 Kasper and Dahl (1991)#4& 3 &7
interlanguage studies 3% 7 < canonical methodology » F]* ¢ +- g vk 2F g # ﬂ PR LETEF RS
HpERFR ey AFLAFRY F PR TR ] 3Rk g o i 3 ek R ik

gaz,EAww?gﬂ$—ﬁ,$ﬁgﬂg@%ga%,@ﬂﬁﬁ#%;é@ﬁﬁﬁ#é@ﬂ%

3
R
|<
ai
iy

BE R 5 RIS FROTR IR R e PR



EERAFTTI P 2R F v 2283 s BiPhEER G B%R

(intermediate-to-advanced level ) « I & 34 J‘Ff ALY 2 KR F d A2

e F

4,

#
TEREEAFLEF IR LI A FLEFF S FRE S ETRREEE 3N
,d

BRI EEERFOFREEEL A PO FAEP AT AEEDG R R G

PaEA g mEFRREFESF R FIEBY AT B ARG LT R gy
socioculturally appropriate » 78 #1{8 % % §_7 ¥ ¢ ( Blum-Kulka, etal., 1989 ) -

HE-f@eam LFEFI0ETEhy (7 2+ 22 GEFTHREFFTEEPLF
2BV AR OB E T GRATR PR R TR R A SN T A p R 2 050 BREE
- BHER O THEREEFRD OB ERp TN A A RS (T4 22) A0 RIFTRSR
e v R RS Fl 3 B EY R F el P 360 BRSBTS -

Bilm 3 4okt - 8L REEFTHRAT 2P ~ 242 € % socioculturally appropriate 73
R Siie - LTEFFE0% > AN ZHRESHAFRTTLLTRF PR LS
% 3% 4"l feel, in a way, boxed in, you know? Why do they have to raise tuition every year?”;# < | &_
CAREFGARTILT o FF 5 AR E AR 5 P2 st B F cross-linguistic s i
M §_i% i cross-cultural studies # * 2. back translation, (Brislin, Lonner & Thorndike, 1973) % rzx33] »

3 Lu,#ﬁiq’{gﬁﬁ g hfrkEaPp s HPFikp R0 E ﬁ % —ﬁ > 4o @ respond to this indirect

complaint - p* ¢t » ZER R FHLF £+ > % = & 2 datacollectors # F *t# & & ¢ field workers » %] 2
P
Frlb- AREE G TAATREER A AR B REBRI A @Ry P (det o A

BLEH T4t ) £ % = &2 datacollectors £ £22. f X5 & L% 2 responses to indirect

complaints » ¥ it § s AR K B2 Gk ie A @ AT BT LR L P A -
B2 PEOTHRFERAFLFOER T OBRRETVRT S TRFCF B AR

4 % e (elicited ) » e j8% 3R ¥ F' gk B A5 0 ¥ 5 &g e (spontaneous and natural ) ot f# £ F7 e
e B 2 FC A F 1 & an ethnographic approach that uses field observations & & 3 » ,i*%lr'}‘?'k'ﬂ Yy
# PF— & X 1 data collectors working ethnographically » {5 8 ¢+ = 3% e — = F 4 1<§= - i
% — field worker in an ethnographic approach » # i ¢ & ¥ it 3 fo4rT “TRR I OB R L F BT 5
EACGARM TR DR BT Ok TR EFRIBHIRR

Kl s N 2

M2 e d e AAIRTHT R > 34 AR * an ethnographic approach % o & 34 - & fo P e



~ 7 experimental study 4 o S RAIP SRR RARIRP ARBERATE T ERT A E R
EICR =l e VRN B ey —‘5 r2 2 experimental study £ 38T 7 Kf Fokr AR by B
A gt i (4einteractants’ status, distance, gender, and age %) » 4ot - k> Fy H i

cross-linguistic comparison vt s pFw 0 { 4o g € A7 E 4 5 eng sedd (validity ) (e.g., Nunan, 1992;

Watson-Gegeo, 1988; Yuan, 2001) -

AET R ERFN2BE F R R 74 participant groups ( ¢ native speaker of American
English £2 Chinese ESL learners) » g i m & & F iz f pr ot m fenfin > 4 «‘ﬁ EAA s irg
FRRBERSS SRR EF LI e L2 0T R 3F ) L3R 0 L X5 A0 1 2005 £ 47 f
ii?ﬁifﬂiﬁﬁ??f_%’%ﬁ‘ﬁﬁ ERAESAEUEETLE S gl 3= A SR L R O N Y
20 = native speakers of American English # iz field workers & & 4z & % 3% L1 {v L2 chF 42 (L1 §r
L2 8 10 ) EFHRIc T §BEF ML E S M EBBA RGBS T RIS TR £
B m & > RS TR Bk A Hp erg i—"z:}i&ﬂ};%\i ¥ 10 p A p # 4R field workers #74c & 3] F L » &
£ 4 38 22 {5 workshop B <& ¢ 20 i field workers 4 & 3t /xze® — = field worker ¥ 44z & 6 42
BETEETR Y B E AT RTF Ko

Data Analysis

N LI b’%»]’z%i?ﬁiﬁﬂ/}ﬁﬁ_%{gﬁgwﬁ’ Ly ]Tf“p IV NEEC R RESE BT S W
(strategies) f=* 3@ (linguisticforms) 2@ ? @yt 3 F LR A LB P A2 LB ¢ AR FE
inferential statistics ¥ =B = & T (Xx2) %k w 475 4L > I FF 7 #-j¢_Brown and Levinson (1987)
politeness theory # #73 d12_ universality g2k % 45 24 speech act behavior #2 3 # universality versus

culture-specificity 2 ;%A% » #3842 & 7% F {24 47 (qualitative analysis) % i o # ¥ %‘”ﬁ“t“ i

BE g AT

R EFA ( native speakers of American English) % # 3 2 ¢ < + (native Chinese speakers )
2. TR 442 22 F J& (responses to indirect complaints) 7 5 .7 7 £ £ 2% 3 £ R0 &7 gt 7>
AR IRRPLFBFLATARERRFAFY LY R fpa s TR

(universality versus culture-specificity ) 2_ & %8 ?

22

FPHz 22 FTRIEFBF ST () kv A7 =



cHBLIETELNEFFRIE LS F R 5 (interlanguage indirect complaint behavior) £ # % 2
#% % (native speakers of American English) * # 3% 5 # ~  (native Chinese speakers) 2 i #42

EERFLETIAROET AR LD

Vo mATend BAUE O St T e i s iy i g (linguistic options) G it 7R

# 45 (qualitative analysis) 1 { i&—h chk v 47 B 35 =

FARPEL G L LARETERY 5+ 3% 75 #8 (transfer) 7 B (¥ interlingual factor)
NE B EEE Y AP R E ST M (7 intralingual factor) ?
Interrater Reliability

TREE F AL 47PE 2 coding F 3t (reliability) FPAE 0 AFT T G EISER-F A2 - Lo

¥ 3 4 coding » Cohen’skappa (1960) ¥ 1 >3 &2 A2 ~+1 o

z ~ 2% 2343 (Results and Discussion)

L ERT R p ARBRATE m‘*%ipé—g‘ﬁp: AP 2 B ENEE RS SR RaA o
AR R e T 5 AR P B 1?3 wEAEAT R 2254 & (Boxer, 19933, 1993b ) » B 42
EE A S ZBAG > T S KA R

Three themes of indirect complaints:

a. Self Indirect Complaints, which refer to those complaints by speakers who generally evaluate
themselves negatively. The focus of this kind of them is typically on the speakers themselves. In
other words, the usual target for this complaint theme is speakers’ behavior, actions, or physical
appearance. For example,

Chinese: s enft4 7 FAL > ¥ 7 L7 18
English: I am plain-looking.

b. Other Indirect Complaints, which refer to those complaints by speakers who appear to evaluate

other people negatively, including not only their general ability but also their personal or physical

characteristics. For example,



Chinese: # § f 3 #935% » & =0 b = F 97yl 2 i+ B o
English: I can’t stand her no more. You know, she always seizes every chance to show off.
c. Situation Indirect Complaints, which refer to those complaints by speakers who make negative
comments on the trouble of a given situation. For example,

Chinese: 9 47 B2 /"7 B2 Rl L& A:*Kia‘*f‘}a‘* i o

English: This class does not interest me a bit.

BN AT R R SF B AR RREFLSEL O TN RL T 2L oY B
PERBRFLASOLE A DARHE R UL REEP TR Oz B g S oniin o R
‘ﬁ? {4Po BREELSFRFITRF LRGP o

S P2 PRl oE7 iR AAFTPRBEDPE?P P UFRG 0T 2 AF BR
w2 (strategies ) (based on Boxer, 1993a, pp. 39, 44,46 ) :

a. Silence or Topic Switch, which refers to the addressee’s responses meant to minimize or terminate a

talk exchange by saying nothing or changing the topic. For example,
Chinese
T R E IR L AR F o
B: A EARSE Y Fey
English:
A: | can’t believe he stood me up again.

B: Guess what? I’ll go to Disneyland this summer.

b. Questions, which refer to the addressee’s responses in the form of questions, such as simple
clarification requests or some kind of challenge questions meant to question the validity of a given
complaint. For example,

Chinese:
Al FF R it BB e R

B: ZemB 2k AR £gBEg s AE?



English:
A: He’s always late!

B: Really? Did you say anything about it?

c. Contradiction, which refers to the addressee’s responses meant to let the complainer know that his
or her complaint is not accepted or approved. Fir example,
Chinese:
Al AT EA BT A RGRTO -
B: v)’KJF ? - *7?5"5—% KEA Gwr Q
English:

A: This movie is such a drag!

B: Not at all. | think it’s one of the best I’ve ever seen.

d. Joke or Teasing, which refers to the addressee’s responses with some kind of humor involved to
bring both the speaker and the hearer close to one another. For example,
Chinese:
Al dpaeigeg 7 pE R B RBEFLLEAER -
B: 4pv regdis ;ms;&lﬂv‘ B3 I'éi]%‘ug TR e
English:
A: The movie really sucks!

B: Maybe it would win an Oscar this year.

e. Advice or Lecture, which refers to the addressee’s responses meant to give the complainer some
advice to solve problems. For example,
Chinese:
A W E X gt ‘Frzw; R AR 4T o

B: -ﬁfyﬁ‘}b‘?—ﬁj.ﬂ * -ﬁ?—% o0 3 Tﬁkﬁk‘ gﬁﬂ% -&}-&};{;{V)ﬁ !



English:
A: She’s got a quick temper.

B: Try to bear with her for now. Maybe things will get better soon.

f. Commiseration, which refers to the addressee’s responses meant to signify his or her agreement or
reassurance in order to make the complainer feel better. For example,
Chinese:
A TP ERSEET AT AR TL T 0
B: 24 F > - AedFhF e jder |
English:
A: 1 don’t like her. She’s such a fake.

B: I understand why you would feel this way.

A RKE T} L de 2K ehv: (strategies) @ 3 BT (02) SRS ELEF
=% ('native speakers of American English) +# % 5 ¢ < —“Ff (native Chinese speakers) & i ¢ *
Question~Joke or Teasing ~Commiseration> m #+ 3% 5 ¢ < —‘5 - ;%—‘5 £ % & * Silence or Topic

Switch ~ Advice or Lecture - j&_Brown & Levinson (1987)2. politeness theory s & & k5 > #* 3% 5 %3

wdn LT

f |# < it 2 & §_u negative politeness =4 & % i > |t ¢ %3 Question ~ Joke or
Teasing ~ Commiseration =1~ ;% &k ¥ 442 22 F J& > ¢ addressee £ negative face wants ¥ 12 44 7%
o Fptpedv it it o S p¥a 5 o A5 ¢ v Hd 0 3 H v b 1 & % positive
politeness 4 & % 2 > F]pt % ¢ 151 Silence or Topic Switch ~ Advice or Lecture 7= ;% &k R $F 7F 4%

£ 5 & J& > & addressee 1 positive face wants ¥ g s Ko Flpt m A H 2 v ¢ g it i oo

=

ﬁ*F’“#rr#s"f"F R en* 3 (linguistic options) & % w’*’%;%;%—*ﬁa’*;mt—%’? v v‘—*ﬁ
BRI R LA E S P fl%ﬁ“'é%"‘ﬁ%@'!“‘?%%i%‘ﬁ?%* e R FEL Y ?“ﬁﬂé?‘:ﬁ’ﬂ'ﬂbﬁ?

F@r H P &k i universality vs. culture-specificity s& & @ 2 > d b2 & Ko

R
x
(o
|
F_‘~

*E A i%—‘ﬁfr“* Fav —‘ﬁ £ bR E ] F]R T S 3 B ethnic groups s speakers ki 0 1%
K% eorealization £_universal e ¥ B B S K vE A7 RE SRR 0 VARG B I 2

PP

culture-specific er¥t g > ;8 ot 3 W F 5 # T 5 Iﬁf’é%ﬁ g% 39 4o‘There’snoway . . .7, ‘I’m sick and



tired...”, ‘I can’t take it.’, ‘How dare .. .”, “The problem is .. .’, “It’s not fair . . .”, ‘It’s a shame . . .’,

‘This is not my day!’, ‘I’'m up to here . . .”, ‘It drives me crazy!’, ‘I can’t stand . . .”, “Unfortunately . . .’
(Boxer, 1993a, pp. 30-31) » 3 £ & 7 5 & F i * —"‘Ffﬂj g A ke fafes FIAFLP R —*‘Ff
kel AP v R A bR AR e R "FELRL ) R v R
BFEFORFF S FL 33 0RERFCFBEL Y ABEEI Moo 2 o HEY 7
AP R F A R R BEFR AT B R TR A S e kg ot demE K
GO T UERARE TR A S - HARE TP PAET R A BN A s
FRERE S HENUE 1 TER S N S VIR S R OF ol b SRR R Rab X O
Bt A Z T T2 2R P ELE -

FWEATRIE S > P REES AR D TR S RIpE IR E O E S B2 R
I = Ex éi (native Chinese speakers, native speakers of American English, Chinese
English-as-a-second-language learners ) » & ¥ #-#ric 3| T4l * B2 2 (2) kA 7= 2% ;ééﬁ
FREFSF BFZATF AR A EAN I H2 2 FRERFCSF BRG 259 55T
FHRLFRFCSF BELHFLE #2 Ep REF D% - st ¥ RS & L control
groups P75 kg 0 A B2 SR Rk - R { £ & a8 AR T 4 3R Chinese
English-as-a-second-language learners &2 §_ESL learners » e i % (7 5 1B H b o i 18 79 2 3% 4

W7 A

=

. 7}“ Silence or Topic Switch £2 Advice or Lecture iz# v m 35 » #F 5 ¢ < dﬂz ( native Chinese
speakers) 2. Fiede 22K K17 5 {5 %~ § 4 (Chinese English-as-a-second-language learners )
MEZREBEFEEFRAFLIVRELE F%—‘k (native speakers of American English) z_ {7 2 & % ¥

FBLET|R % Ap g o gt o ASE L P v HinfF L2k D F 4 4 hESL learners 017 5 i@

-~

ER Y %SISR ST

32 i B Wegd % o ESLlearners ehf7 S pefke iglr g cpig % F g Lo et £ R

7 P EE 3] K_11 approach £« approximate #* 3% 5 # :E X f TR MUREB PEATLE F%i T A PR

»

Az kPR A R ho ipi % suggest § ' © 53F F 99 target language speakers hf7 5 Y 4o

FAESEY 4 s %97 434F 0 4 € 3 i {r target language speakers 17 5 vt Az kv 2R RgF M

i BT OUREWE -

g 7&, Question ~ Joke or Teasing ~ Commiseration {1 m % » #* 3F 5 £3E ¥ f 2 R ER R

v
=4 ®



PEARIBAGZLY v R EE L RYEED R R

Lz AR A T o B ik BOeE v ide koo ¥ P B 3 R Chinese ESL learners 147 & i

- v

RiFiE AR * {7 5 > ki e Chinese L1 group F= ¥ §2 native speakers of American

English cnFizde S F BT s vidc ki £ %0 » {*num 7 Tt it S B ek o ESL learners = B

\

Wk i v { B Fles e

Bfen 7  tHEBEVERF A FIAFL > FORREEF BE LG
< PRt R ket AP - ﬁ%/n\ﬁ%gﬁ—*ﬁa%?gﬁ a7 3 * 3@ (linguistic
options ) » % % % 3. Chinese ESL learners 35 5 “b3F ¢ * chap 4 i K2 2Z @ % cny ff B8 B Fe
FERBET AR T2 0T HETRYBESNE APTFRI LA KGN T o5
FTRYBEOME N LB A AL RBFIRET T WER LT GEP S By fR TR T

HREZ % B I % o — i@ = > ESL learners F1#rE ¥ B B ARAE < TE P F A SR a7
R eni BF T o Fl G B oY Fa# (e, Brown, 2001) it ARy o ke & T

Phrl A BEAGS LR AFEY XA G P28 Y R R H AT ARE L H G Flet
#p B+ v e target language speakers ({7 5 0 A RET R AW i w2 - ¥ OUEEFIE T L2 learners
B ERFBT LTS

,—

AP RFR TR T LRRPELEF R AR LS S P ff g "K)r’l‘"g%?ﬂ'ﬁif
% @ # (interlanguage behavior) > # 7 5 % X 2|41 § ¥ ¢h 8 * i Td|fep £ 2 L R Fq
2 2 hintralingual {e interlingual 2 317 5 > Flptg < 2 8 p 43 * F{orrH § 0hig L 2 3R
FERL R ﬂ,\ﬁ%n FAERY Hah WG RY LB Y AL P35 fov i ah
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