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2 Pragmatic Development: An
Exploratory Study of Requests
by Learners of Chinese

Xiaohong Wen

ts have been one of the most frequently examined spee;h acts in inter-
f:iqgteasge pragmatics (ILP) research (Schauer, 2009). Early gtudles on the ILl:. oi
requests tended to focus on first language transfer, comparison between nat}v
speakers (NSs) and nonnative speakers (NNSs), and cross-cultural cor;(trii; 1vgel
analysis (Blum-Kulka, 1982; Blum-Kulka & Levenston, 1987; Blum- u1937

Olshtain, 1984; Faerch & Kasper, 1989; House, 1989; House & Kasper, f ).
This tradition has continued to the present day (e.g,. Puetz & Nef bvan
Aertselaer, 2008) and, as a result, only marginal attention has. thus fard leen
given to pragmatic development of the speech act of request in sec;:on. an:

guage (L2) learners. Kasper and Schmidt (1996) underscored the need to inves
tigate the pragmatic development of L2 learners and to strengthen co;lmectlons
between ILP and L2 acquisition research. Although recent years avez.:,)%a(r)l
more research on the acquisition of speech acts (e.g. Barron, 2003; Rqse, f ,
2009; Schauer, 2004), pragmatic development, as oppoged to pragmatic pe; odr-
mance and contrastive analysis, has in general remained under—rese;rlc1 ed,
especially with Chinese as the target language (Hong, 1997; Sunf'ﬁ . ang,
2008). The study reported in this chapter represents an attempt to 1h the ga%
We begin by briefly reviewing politeness theory in relation to tde sp;gch

act of request and ILP development studies. We then present thg study w 1;
aims at exploring developmental features aqd contextual variations in the
written requests produced by English—speaklmg learne.rs of Chmesel.at two
proficiency levels, and the learners’ use of sociopragmatic and pragmalinguis-

tic strategies.

Background

i 1987), requests are
According to Searle (1975) and House and Kasper ( ,
defined as dirgectives: Speaker (S) wants Hearer (H) to do x at the expense of
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H. Therefore, S attempts to persuade H to do x. Several variables may poten-
tially make this speech act easy, with a low degree of imposition, or difficult,
with a high degree of imposition. If S and H share equal social status, the
request is considered socially small, and S is able to decide which linguistic
forms to use in the context. This type of request is likely to be successful.
However, if any of these conditions are not met, the request is likely to be a
frustrating endeavor. According to Brown and Levinson (1987), requests are
face-threatening by definition because hearers can interpret requests as
intrusive impingements on freedom of action, or even as an exercise of power.

Drawing on Brown and Levinson's (1987) politeness theory, the present
study examined Chinese-as-a-foreign-language (CFL) learners’ requests in
various sociopragmatic situations. Politeness is a basic notion of pragmatic
function and a fundamental principle that people abide by in social commu-
nication. Although this notion is shared across cultures, each culture may
adopt its own politeness principles. Diverse politeness strategies in making
requests can be observed in various languages. For example, imperatives and
Want Statements are perceived to be direct and often impolite in English
(Blum-Kulka, 1987). In Chinese, however, imperatives with a polite word
such as iif Qing ‘please’ and Want Statement + a soft tag question such as
A4 Xidng ‘thinking of’, T8 Xingma? ‘OK’ convey politeness and soft tones.
Brown and Levinson (1987) categorize communication strategies based on
their politeness theory, among which avoidance of face-threatening acts
(FTAs) is one of the most frequently used. Social distance and power rela-
tions between interlocutors as well as the degree of imposition that the
request represents may strongly affect the requester’s choice of strategies and
pragmalinguistic expressions. Sociopragmatics is, therefore, the basis for
expressing politeness.

Research on ILP development of requests

Studies of pragmatic development include longitudinal studies (Achiba,
2003; Ellis, 1992; Schmidt, 1983) and cross-sectional studies (e.g. Hendriks,
2008; Hill, 1997; Rose, 2000, 2009; Scarcella, 1979; Trosborg, 1995).

The longitudinal studies of Ellis (1992) and Achiba (2003) focused on
the acquisition of ILP by younger learners. Participants in the Ellis (1992)
study were two immigrant boys in England, aged 10 and 11. The study
found a clear progression from direct to conventionally indirect request
strategies over time. At the early stage, the learners used verbless requests,
which were followed by imperatives with verbs. The two young learners
were then observed to use formulaic permission such as ‘Can I have ...?’,
the ability question ‘Can you ...?’, and the permission strategy with other
verbs, such as ‘Can I take ...?" Both learners showed infrequent use of inter-

nal or external modifiers,! although they frequently employed the politeness
marker please.
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Achiba (2003) observed a seven-year-old girl who was visiting Australia
from another country with her family. Achiba’s findings were consistent
with those of Ellis (1992): the learner started with direct strategies, such as
imperatives, moved to the suggestory formula ‘Let’s .., and continued with
conventionally indirect permission and ability questions. At a later stage, the
learner further expanded her repertoire to include other strategies such as
willingness: ‘Will you ...?’ and past tense modals as in ‘Could you ...?" or
‘Would you ...?’

Rose (2000, 2009) conducted cross-sectional studies with Chinese-
speaking learners of English in Hong Kong. In his first study, Rose found a
number of developmental patterns in the choice of request strategy, with
conventional indirectness the most frequent strategy overall. Participants
in the study were classified into three proficiency levels. The two higher
proficiency groups showed the most frequent use of conventional indirect-
ness (96.8% and 85.7% with the P-6 and P-4 groups, respectively). The
lowest proficiency group also used conventional indirectness, although less
frequently (35.4% with the P-2 group). The findings of Rose’s (2009) study
are consistent with the previous and later studies (Achiba, 2003; Ellis,
1992; Hendriks, 2008; Hill, 1997; Rose, 2009; Trosborg, 1995). It should be
noted, however, that the low proficiency group in Hill’s (1997) study relied
heavily on direct strategies. Hill speculated that these learners were still
struggling with the complexities of producing grammatically correct sen-
tences. The use of direct strategies decreased as the learners’ proficiency
level increased (see also Achiba, 2003; Ellis, 1992; Hendriks, 2008; Rose,
2009; Trosborg, 1995).

Rose (2000, 2009) elicited data respectively through a cartoon oral pro-
duction task (COPT) and a discourse completion test (DCT). In addition to
yielding results consistent with those of his (2000) study, Rose (2009)
revealed: (1) that the mean frequency of alerters? increased with proficiency
level; (2) that the occurrence of please decreased slightly with the increasing
level of proficiency; and (3) that the frequency of external modifications
more than doubled at each advancing level. In terms of sociopragmatics,
learners exhibited some variation in their requests to reflect changes in domi-
nance relations. For example, all learners evidenced some awareness of
dominance relations in their use of alerters, with learners at the highest level
of proficiency supplying more supportive moves in hearer-dominant
situations.

In summary, previous studies of ILP development of requests share
some findings. First, the request strategies of NNSs gradually approximate
those of the NSs. Second, as the requesters’ proficiency level advances, the
frequency of their use of direct strategies decreases, while that of conven-
tional indirectness increases (Achiba, 2003; Ellis, 1992; Hill, 1997; Rose,
2000, 2009; Schauer, 2004; Trosborg, 1995). Third, the frequency of using
external modifications positively correlates with the proficiency level
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(Hendriks, 2008; Hill, 1997; Rose, 2000, 2009; Trosborg, 1995). Fourth
the. developmental patterns of internal modification se’em to 'be moré
varied than those of supportive moves. Fifth, the occurrence of politeness
marker§ (e.g. please) decreases as the requesters’ proficiency level increases
(Hendriks, 2008; Hill, 1997, Rose, 2009). Last but not least, individual

variations exist in the use of internal dificati i .
2009; Trosbary 1035 al modification (Hill, 1997; Schauer,

Request strategies and modifications

Drawing on the work of Brown and Levinson (1987) an
Bluxp-Kqua et al. (1989a) categorized request stratigies zn tt:irrlld;eglflcggfei)s,
PE d.lrectness from mood derivable (imperative) to mild hint (non-conventigonal
mdutectness.). They concluded that requests in English usually adopt con-
veptlonally indirect strategies such as suggestory formulae and query prepara-
tories, both of which are in question form. Blum-Kulka et al, (1989b),7also
devgloped schemes for requests in the Cross-cultural Speech Act Realization
Project (CCSARP) that contain internal and external modifications
.Interne.ﬂ modification refers to a set of linguistic devices that modif the
1llocyt10nary force of the head act, the request itself. Internal mod)i,fiers
consist of upgraders and downgraders that increase or decrease the illocu-
tionary .force of requests. These modifiers are realized through syntactic
and lexical/phrasal means. External modification (or supportive move)
appears before or after the head act and helps minimize the face-threaten-
;ILgteilffe;t. Whgther or not to include alerters and supportive moves depends
interlz ¢ :ts;zd imposition, and the social/psychological relationships of the
The classification scheme used in the present study w.
Kulka er al’s (1989b) CCSARP Coding M}:mual and 0)1,1 Z;SaE;SEfQBE)Ble\I/E;
usgd the same manual. Zhang’s data comprised requests producéd b
Ct.nnese. NSs. Her classification was adapted for use in the present data anal}j
ysis. This study additionally drew on Thomas’ (1983) two types of judgment
of a prag:rpatlcally successful utterance to determine the accessibilitg and
acceptability of participants’ requests. Type 1, the pragmalinguistic a}s,sess—
ment, means that the illocutionary intent should be clear and the sentence
should be grammatical; type 2, the sociopragmatic judgment, refers to lan-
guage use that should be acceptable in the context. The stU(’iy focused on

CFL learners’ pragmatic development in relati ;
following questions: pment in relation to requests, guided by the

(1) Is there evidence of pra inguisti i
gmalinguistic development in lower |
advanced learners? . e

(2) Is there evidence of socio i i
pragmatic development in lower
advanced learners? P b
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Method

Participants

ighty-nine CFL students enrolled in Chinese classes at a university in
the %% pe}a]rticipated in the study. However, 41 of .thern, who were Chm;se
heritage learners, were excluded from data analygls on the assumption that
their language background would influence the1.r pragmatic performanceCi
The remaining 48 participants, who were non-heritage language learners an
whose data were analyzed and reported below, came from four classes at two
levels, lower and advanced. Among them, 24 students (15 females, 9 males,
average age 21.5) were at the lower level and 24 (13 female.s, 11 males, avelrag?i
age 23) at the advanced level. At the time of data collection, the lower e\ée1
group had studied Chinese for 19 months, and the advanced group
months. Nine of the advanced students had been to China apd sta}lgd for
varying lengths of time, from one month to 12 months. The'lr prof1c1'ency
levels were based on their performance on an oral and a written Chxnetsle
proficiency test conducted by course instructors at the beginning of t ﬁ
semester. Twenty-four Chinese NSs (13 females,' 11 maleg, average age 31), e;l
from the People’s Republic of China, were recruited. Their data served as the
baseline for the comparison of learners’ Chinese language use. .Mos-t of thekrln
were undergraduate and graduate students from the same university as the
CFL learners.

Instrument

A two-part questionnaire was used. The first.part focused on biographic
details such as age, gender, ethnic background, first language and exposure
to the L2 in the home environment. The second part was a DCT. A§ Rose
(2009: 2347) posits, the DCT provides researchers with information on
respondents’ knowledge and attitudes, and ‘as such can be qsed as a measure
of changes in knowledge and attitudes across groups that might be 1nd1§at11ve
of development’. Considering the likelihood, relevance and context variables
of the participants’ requests (Bardovi-Harlig, 1999; Rose, 2009), the prelit.ant
study selected five scenarios: (1) borrowing a pen from a classmate, (2) asking
to postpone an essay submission, (3) asking a professor for.an appomtme?t,
(4) asking a roommate to return a library book and (5) asking a stranger for
directions — four of them adapted from previous SFUC!ICS (Hong., 1.997; Shauer,
2009). Each scenario came with a detailed description, explal.nmg the.rela-
tionship between the interlocutors. The interlocutors were a§51§nfd ChlrlltalseA
names such as W Zhang ming, 2K Li xidoyou, 2/ N Li xidofing, EI'?.,é'Jlll
Wiing laosht, 2= Li lzosht, so that participants wogld use cont.extual 1nf01£—
mation to avoid imagining their own contexts while completing the task.
The questionnaire was written in English.
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The five scenarios were subsequently presented to 10 CFL learners, who
were not participants in the study, for their metapragmatic assessment focus-
ing on estimating: (1) how often the requests would occur (very frequently,
relatively frequently, not frequently); (2) how sociopragmatically difficult
the request would be (easy, moderately difficult, difficult); and (3) justifying
the ratings. The results showed that the raters agreed on all scenarios in
terms of the degree of imposition, with scenarios 2 and 3 considered ‘diffi-
cult’ and ‘moderately difficult’, respectively, and scenarios 1,4 and 5 ‘easy’.
All scenarios were deemed ‘very frequent’ or ‘relatively frequent’ except for
scenario 5 (asking a stranger for directions), which was rated as ‘not frequent’
by five student raters, ‘relatively frequent’ by four raters, and ‘very frequent’
by one rater. Due to the lack of consistency, scenario 5 was dropped.

The DCT questionnaire was then piloted on five CEL learners and five
NSs who were not otherwise involved in the study. Based on their responses,
the wording of the questionnaire was adjusted. Table 2.1 shows the catego-
rization of the four request scenarios according to two variables: social status
and request imposition. The final questionnaire is presented in the Appendix.

Procedure

The data were collected in two consecutive spring semesters. In spring
2010 students from two lower-level and one advanced Chinese classes par-
ticipated in the data collection. However, after sorting students by heritage
background, only a limited number of questionnaires were usable for the
study. In spring 2011 data were again collected from participants in one
lower-level and one advanced Chinese class. In both instances of data collec-
tion, copies of the questionnaire were handed out to the instructors, who
asked their students to complete it in class. The instructors told students
that this survey was a study on language use and that they could write their
responses in characters or Pinyin. Copies of the questionnaire for NSs were
sent via email to the Chinese Students Association at the same university
where the CFL data were collected. Due to the limited number of responses
from NSs, 10 additional copies were sent out to NSs originally from Mainland
China who were similar in age to the NS participants.

Table 2.1 Four scenarios with two levels of social status and request imposition

Equal status (student to student)

Higher status (student to professor)
Low imposition

Relatively high imposition

Scenario 1: Borrowing a pen from a classmate  Scenario 2: Asking a professor to

postpone an essay submission
Scenario 4: Asking a roommate to return a Scenario 3: Asking a professor for an
book since he/she is going to the library appointment because you have lots
of questions
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along with the sociopragmatic situation, and that the use of zero pronouns

in the subject position increased with advanci ici igni
more with the usage of the NSs. " proficiency level, aligning

: Coding

First, six questionnaires, three from each level, were independently coded

by the researcher and a colleague, with the interrater agreement 0.81. Then
another six questionnaires, three from each level, were coded independently,
with the interrater agreement 0.92. Any disagreements were resolved item by
item through consensus coding. The remaining portions of the data were
coded by the researcher alone.

The requests were coded for the level of directness (direct, conventionally
indirect and non-conventionally indirect) for the head act (e.g. the request of
fiefts G2 Néng jié yizhibi ma ‘Can (I) borrow a pen?’ was coded as con-
ventionally indirect), for internal modification at the syntactic and lexical/
phrasal levels (e.g. M RAREEIE, MEHLRMA L 1IT. Yaoshi ni qil
tishdgudn, shimbidn bi wideshi yé hudnle ba. ‘1 you go to the library, (what
about) returning my book while you are there?’), for use of alerters (e.g. />
3 Li xidojing ‘a person’s name’) and supportive moves (e.g. AR AR
NZ T, NSHESCRAA 1 1. Zhege xingqide zudye taidudle, zhongwén zuowen wo
jido bilidole ‘1 have too much homework this week. I am not able to submit
the Chinese composition’).

Analysis and Results

Request perspectives

A request can be hearer or speaker dominant, or can assume an implicit
perspective, as when the subject of the sentence is omitted in the context
(Zhang, 1995). Examples 1-3 illustrate the hearer, speaker and implicit per-
spective, respectively. Table 2.2 shows that the request perspectives changed

Table 2.2 Frequency of request perspectives by group (number and percentage)

Scenarios 1 and 4 Scenarios 2 and 3
§-S: low imposition S—P: high imposition
Perspectives Hearer Speaker Implicit Hearer Speaker Implicit
- Domin Domin Domin Domin
Lower level 31 12 5 17 26 5
- 64.6 25 17.9 35.4 54.2 17.9
Adv 27 6 15 24 17 7
] 56.3 12.5 31.3 50.0 35.4 14.6
NSs 10 6 32 15 16 17
20.8 12.5 66.7 31.3 33.3 35.4

Notes: S, Student; P, Professor; Domin, Dominant; Adv, Advanced.

Example 1
K, IRATUAME 43— H B8R (Adv #36, S1)
Xidoyou, ni kéyi jiegéi wo yizhi bi ma?
‘Xiaoyou, you may lend to me a pen QM3?’
/

Example 2
SR PHEE, IFI0? (Adv #35, S3)
Xinggisi wo zai géinin, hdoba?
‘Thursday I again give you, OK?’
Example 3
ANAC TR TFARRIZEIG? (NS #4, S1)
Xidoyou, kéyi jiéyixia nide bi ma?
‘Xiaoyou, may borrow a little bit your pen QM?’

Request strategies

Thg requests produced by the participants were classified into two major
categories: the direct and the conventionally indirect. The direct cate o]r
included ‘imperative/plain statements’, ‘hedged performatives’ and ‘v%an)t/
statemgnts’. The most direct forms in the data were imperatives (Example 4)
and plain statements (Example 5). The plain statement, as shown in Example
9, presented no requestive intent but called the interlocutor’s attention,pin

which i .
professocjse it appeared that the speaker did not have to persuade the

Example 4
/J‘%L‘, il ((ﬁ:) 4 3/ bi/%E. (Lower level #74, 78, Adv #45, S1)
%(u'zoyou, qging (fie) gé wd yizhi/gé bi. ,
Xiaoyou, please (lend) give me a pen.’

Example 5
E_ﬁﬂ-—fk/ﬁ ”J: ﬁ%’)ﬁ’ﬁ)ﬁ, IR KRR, (Lower level #68 S2)
?flt_ngz]:;r on bitkeénéng jidozuowén, yinwei biédeké douysu dadade gonghé ’
uesday I not possible submit co iti '
sy 1 not poss mposition, because other classes all have

. Th.e data showed frequent occurrences of hedged performatives; that is, ‘the
illocutionary verb denoting the requestive intent is modified e.,g by n;odal
yerbs or ve.rbs expressing intention’ (Blum-Kulka et al., 1989{): 27'9) This is
1llustratgd in Example 6, where the illocutionary intent is explicitlly stated
and the illocutionary force softened by hedging expressions. Examples 7-9
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show that the illocutionary force is modified by downgraders. In Example 9,
the learner used a promise statement.

Example 6 ) X
%S-BJ\I‘?:, HRAT AU HUFR B B 1. (Adv #36, 49, S4)
Li xidojing, ni kéyi (yé) bi wideshii hudngéi tishigudn. ,
‘Li Xiaojing, you may (also) BA my book return to library.

Exarﬂrll]%ﬁz‘ FEE I, VR ARSI AT, #115? (Adv #38, 54)
]frzli;; i yio daotishigudin qis hdishi, qingni yénd wojiedeshii hudngéi t[vneg, haomag
‘Since you will go library return book, please you also take I borrowe
book return to them, OK?’

Example 8
AN, ¥ Bjie — zhibilll. (Adv #35, S1)
Xidoyou, géi wd jié yizhibi ba. ’
‘Xiaoyou, give me lend a pen SM4.

E le 9 ‘ o
xa?ﬁm g ARV B, B AN MR BT R, (Lower level
#56, 52 s aba = '
Ldoshi, 3’/5 you ling yi zuoye zai bicke, wo nénghiinéng xtngqisi wo yiding dei
/‘l'tflz.ﬁil}::;, I have other homework in other course. I can not can Thursday

I definitely must submit to you.

Yet another category at the level of directness is the want statement, yvhlch
was mainly found in the NSs’ data for scenario 3 1nvolv1pg requ'estcllnti ?Jr;
appointment with a professor. Although such a statement is perce1yt<=il e
direct and impolite in English, it is quite downtoned in Chmese‘ wi at o
intonation, as illustrated in Example 10. Qn the other hand, a}l'_wa\ntls a e,
ment’ in Chinese can be impolite if a partlcglar yerb, such as L Yaohwant
instead of A Xidng ‘want/intend’, is used with little modification. The twc;
want statements produced by the lower level group both used a statemen

form, as seen in Example 11.

le 10 X s
PNl BT B R AT A 457 RANFRE B LA M. (NS

#12 Ss) v hY v by hY z

Li Izi,osht', wé xidng kankan ni shénme shilou yOukong? Wi xidng wenwennin

shitbénlide jigé wenti. . . '

“Teacher Li, | intend find out a bit you what time have free time? I intend
M ?

ask a bit you (honorary you) book a few questions.
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Example 11
I, FA USRS AR LRIRE 7. (Lower level #62, S3)
Laosh, wd you kéwénde wenti sudyi wd ydo hé ni ding shijidn.
‘Teacher, I have lessons question therefore I want with you make
appointment.’

A number of utterances contained grammatical errors that interfered
with communication (cf. Thomas, 1983), and were therefore pragmalinguis-
tically inaccessible. As discussed previously, a basic condition for an utter-
ance to be communicatively effective is that it is semantically clear and
grammatically correct. Utterances such as Example 12 were not amenable to
categorization. They were treated as uninterruptable in this study. They fre-
quently had an interrogatory form. Table 2.3 shows the distribution of the
request strategies in all four scenarios.

Example 12
WA, VETE], YRF—zhi biBkfHIG? (Lower level #55)
Xidoyou, gingwen, ni you yizhibi wd jié ma?
‘Xiaoyou, please ask, you have a pen I borrow QM?’

Conventionally indirect requests in the data were classified into two cat-
egories: (1) query preparatory with modal auxiliaries such as fi Néng indicat-
ing ability/possibility, or n[EA K& indicating possibility/permission; and (2)
time availability, as used in scenario 3: #& FEATANMRA W R? Nin xidxinggi
shénme shihou youshijian? ‘When will you have time next week?”. To the extent
that a reason (i.e. lack of time) was given here for rejecting the request, this
strategy shows consideration towards the hearer (Schauer, 2009).

Although the conventionally indirect strategy is a polite means of real-
izing a request in English, it may not necessarily be so in Chinese unless
downgraders are used. Conventional indirectness in Chinese does not have
as many syntactic modifications as in English (e.g. a variety of tenses and
modalities). In the present study, conventional indirectness was predomi-
nantly used by both groups of NSs and CFL learners (Table 2.3) although
the degree of politeness varied to a large extent due to the different use of
internal and external modifications. Examples 1315 illustrate utterances

containing few internal and external downgraders, thereby sounding direct
and impolite.

Example 13
RAEBA 20, BAT T AU BV ATLAAIRIRAIESOS? (Adv #32, S2)
Xianzdi w6 namemdng, méiydu shijian zuozuoye. Xingqisi kéyi géini wide
zuowén ma?
‘Now I that busy, not have time do homework. Thursday may give you
my composition QM?’




40 Studies in Second Language Acquisition of Chinese

Table 2.3 Frequency of request strategy by group (number and percentage)

Strategies Direct Convent. Uninterruptable
Strategies Indirect
pRTENEReRY W S
Examples Imper/Plain S. Hedged perform. Query
Want S. Want S. preparatory
L 16
Lower level 12 18 50
12.5 18.8 52.1 16.7
Adv 6 19 69 2
6.3 19.8 71.9 2.1
NSs 2 23 71 0
2.1 24.0 74.0

Notes: Convent., Conventionally; Imper., Imperative; S., Statement; perform., Performative; Adv,
Advanced.

Example 14 ‘ N
Xa?ﬁ% -] A A TR DD B BB ST 302 (If}d\{# 512, S?,)’ ]
Wo you yixie wenti. NI youméiydu shijian bangzhit wo genwd Xuext shuo
hangwén? . .
fftiagve some questions. You have not have time help me with me learn
speak Chinese?’

Example 15 -
/é’.‘};l'li, AL A R (L D? (Lower .level #73, 70, S3)
Léioshi, ni shénme shihou you shijian (jiz‘mt’nmn)?
“Teacher, you when have time (meet)?

The distribution of the strategies as shown in Table -2:3 indicates that c[inlrsl—
ventional indirectness was most preferred among participants, both thf' d.s
and the CEL learners. The advanced and native groups used conventional in l1-
rectness with approximately the same frequency. The second most frgquesnt K
used strategy across the proficiency levels was the hedged performanve.. 1 ch
requests employed hedging expressions such as\the sentence-final partic Ee or
suggestion Il b, adverbial downgrader - %E Yt{l’tﬂg, and/ora té}g_q}l‘elsilc))? orm
which mitigated the illocutionary force by asking for permission 4T 5 mgnia,
possibility nJ LN Kéyi ma, and opinion #71% Hdoma. An 1ndepeq4ent—s;1r1’fxp es
1-test was used to determine if the lower level group dlffergd 51gmf1can§ y rﬁm
the advanced group in terms of the conventionally indirect strategies they
produced. The results revealed that t (45) =-2.28,p = 0.014 (lower level grolup,
M =2.08, SD = 1.65; advanced group, M =2.88, SD =1.25). Therefore, ac ear
pattern of development was observed, with use of Fbe request strategies
approximating the NSs’ norms as learners’ level of proficiency increases.
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It should be noted that the lower level group produced two want state-
ments, whereas the advanced group produced none. A close examination
revealed that the NSs’ group exclusively used the verb 4 Xidng ‘want/intend’,
whereas the lower level group used %! Yo ‘want’ in one instance that made
the request impolite, and 4H Xidng in another. It is possible that the produc-
tion data used in this study may not adequately reflect what the learners at
a given level were capable of, and that the advanced group may have used the
avoidance strategy, since the advanced group did use # Xidng and 4 Yao in
their supportive moves. It may be that the advanced learners were aware that
the want statement in Chinese could be polite if a correct verb was used. For
them, choosing the correct form was not easy due to the fact that both verbs,
# Xiding and %! Yao, often share similar meanings, but function differently
depending on the sociopragmatic context.

Internal modification

Internal modification is classified at the syntactic and lexical/phrasal
levels. The syntactic modifiers produced by the participants included (1)
adverbial clauses for condition, time and reason, (2) tag questions and (3)
modal auxiliaries. An adverbial clause provides an opt-out option for the
hearer, thus allowing him or her to keep a distance from the speaker. In this
way, both interlocutors can comfortably avoid FTAs, as in Example 16.

Example 16
i BB AR Il AS nf LB S 34336252 (Adv #50, S4)
Ni qi tishigudnde shilou kébikéyi yé nd wodeshii hudn qi?
“You go library time may not may also take my book return?’

When a question-tag is added to a declarative sentence, the tone of the
utterance is softened and encodes politeness. As Zhang (1995) pointed out,
if request intention is specified in the main clause, maximum clarity and a
degree of politeness are achieved all at once in a tag-question. The choice of
appealer, however, can mitigate or aggravate the illocutionary force. For
example, ... IFAEF Hdoba hdo? ... OK?’ would be appropriate if used by an
interlocutor of a higher social status addressing someone of a lower social
status, but would otherwise be impolite if it were the reverse (Examples
17-18). None of the NSs used it in their utterances (Table 2.4). The data
revealed that three CFL learners at the advanced level and five at the lower
level used the tag-question appealer #¥AN#F Hiobu hio? ‘OK?’, although five
of them also used alternative forms such as nJENG Kéyima? ‘OK?’ or {5
Hdoma? ‘OK?’. The data therefore suggested that the participants may have
treated appealers as interchangeable across different contexts, without real-
izing that the question-tag appealers in Chinese may perform different
functions, and thus are sociopragmatically sensitive. For example, in the
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Table 2.4 Frequency of syntactic modification by group (number and percentage)

Levels Adverbial clause Tag question ok? Modal auxiliary
— U . - S X p.
Examples  E&E.. If.;. . TaEATA L JEAE? A BLfiE =

. TR, 477 ..., lF/ArLL Suggestion  May Can  Would

when ...,... ng 2 Possibility
Lower 3 9 5 39 3 2
level
3.1 9.4 5.2 40.6 3.1 2.1
Adv. 8 7 6 46 7
8.3 7.3 6.3 47.9 7.3
NSs 9 10 0 28 25 0
9.4 10.5 29.2 26.0

Notes: Synt., Syntactic; Modif., Modification; Adv, Advanced.

situation where a request was proposed from a stude'nt to a t:ea/ckler
(Examples 17 and 18), the tag-question appealer that entails apprqval 7%
Xing ma? ‘OK?’ or possibility ATBAG Kéyi ma? ‘OK?’ is more appropriate than
WFANGF Hdobahdo? ‘OK?'.

Example 17 L .
T—.p%'UIIi, AR BTN BY 7. RABRIOTIUWEANZ AW, SFAUF? (Adv
#40’ SZ) v 7 ¥ - . » - N
Wiing ldoshi, zhége xingqi wd mdng jile. W5 géi nin wide gonglé zhége xingqisi,
hdobuhdo? '
“Wang teacher, this week I busy extremely. I give you (honorary you) my
homework this Thursday, OK?’

Example 18 y ‘ s -
T-i%‘ﬂili, AERA TR S DI, BT ARSI, AERIANEL, 1A
12 (Adv #44, 52) P vor . 7
Wiing ldoshi, xianzai wo you feichdangdudde gongke, sudyi wo banéng jido wode

owén. Zai xingqisi jido, hdobihdio? .
7\LI{Vang teacher,g rfxlow I have a lot of homework. Therefore I cannot submit
my composition. On Thursday submit, OK?’

It is interesting to note that both the lower 1eyel and advé:f\:xcec,i gr‘oup,s
mostly used the modal auxiliary AlLL Kéyi ‘may’ 1nst,ead of fig Néng ‘can’,
although both were acceptable in the context. The NSs’ group used approxi-
mately 50% of each in their conventionally indirect requests (see Table 2..4).
A close examination of the data revealed that 87.5% of the CFL learners relied

almost exclusively on F/LL Kéi. Only six learners used fit. Néng, one of whom
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at the advanced level consistently used fig Néng in the formula BRIURREANSE
V Mdfanni néng binéng V... ‘bother you if you can V ...". This student
reported having studied in China for a year, which may explain his formulaic
usage. In a study abroad context (see Chapters 4 and 5, this volume), learners
tend to receive large amounts of target language input, including formulaic
expressions, and have opportunities to use their L2 in a variety of contexts
involving different interlocutors. This can have an impact on their commu-
nicative and cross-cultural competence (Barron, 2003; Schauer, 2009;
Taguchier al., 2013). /

In addition to syntactic modifiers, lexical/phrasal expressions can also
modify the head act. Participants produced three types of lexical/phrasal
modifiers: (1) politeness markers that included downgraders such as Wi E;
Mafan bangws ‘bother you to help me’ or upgraders such as £33 /43, Géiwd/
weiwd ‘for me’; (2) downtoners, i.e. sentential adverbials used to mitigate the
request; and (3) understaters, i.e. adverbial modifiers used to decrease the
imposition by under-representing the proposition of the request.

Moreover, participants’ use of the honorific form of the second person
pronoun # Nin increased with proficiency. In contrast, their use of the
politeness marker i# Qing ‘please’ decreased with proficiency. In general, i
Qing ‘please’ is not a preferred marker of politeness in Chinese. If a request
is pragmalinguistically or sociopragmatically inappropriate, #§ Qing helps
little, as illustrated in Examples 19 and 20.

Example 19
PR B EG? IR E L. (Lower level #57, S4)
Ni qu tdshigudn ma? Qing bd wode shii nd ga.
‘You go library QM? Please BA my book take to (there).’

Example 20
R IAVYASIESC.  (Lower level #60, S2)
Qing ni rang wo xingqisi jido zudwén.
‘Please you let me Thursday turn in composition.’

The formulaic expression with a politeness marker and a downtoner J#k
W/ FEBNE VO Mfan/bangws shanbian VO ‘bother you/help me VO’ was
absent in the learners’ data, but most of the NSs (87.5%) used it in scenario
4 when asking a roommate to return a book. The learners mostly used £33
Géiws ‘for me’ or A3 Weiws ‘for me’ to realize the request (see Examples
21-22), when #{3& Bangwd ‘help me’ should have been the pragmatically
appropriate expression. Although semantically it was true that the hearer
was the sole agent who would return the book, pragmatically £33k Géiwd ‘for
me’ or I Weiws ‘for me’ sounded aggressive and impolite (Example 21).
The previously mentioned advanced learner consistently used the polite for-
mulaic expression BRHURAEATE. .. Mdfan ni néngbunéng. .. ‘to bother you if
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you can...’ (Example 22), although the sentence still sounded slightly impo- -
lite because of the use of & Weiws ‘for me’. > ‘E al o
Example 21 S
FRATAS AT L huaniX 2545 Fma? (Lower level #59, S4) 3 B
NI kébikéyi hudn zhébénshii géiwd ma? 5 |pf8 |o |-8lad
“You can not can return this book for me QM?’
Example 22 e 2
/NET, mafanfREEAHE I BRAX Z-HIE 45 EHETE? (Adv 1T #48, 54) 2 R )
Xidojing, mdfdn ni néngbinéng wéiwd bd zhébénshii hudngéi tishi gudn? ﬂf‘) § ;31 IR IR g
‘Xiaojing, bother you can not can for me BA this book return to library?’
Table 2.5 shows a small discrepancy in the production of the upgraders = £ 3
Tk Geiws, JaFk Weiwd ‘for me’. The lower level group produced one fewer § (REE
upgrader than the advanced group, while the NSs group produced none. Yet, £ nigpd
the advanced group’s overuse of the upgrader may not necessarily be inter- § g g & 3o pand
preted as their acquisition of polite expressions being behind that of the ) Tl s
lower level group, because it is possible that the advanced group may have ke
attempted to elaborate on their meaning more than the lower level group, g L &
and that the lower level group may have resorted to avoidance upon finding g 3 Rg
the expressions difficult. Notice also that none of the learners used the T 9 % g ar U4
downtoner JB{# Shinbian ‘simultaneously’. A number of them instead used ; B ®E |~ di|mdilo
the adverb th Y¢ ‘also’ (Example 23). 1 Y¢ has a similar meaning to JBif# E 4
Shimbian ‘simultaneously’, but the latter makes the utterance more polite and 2 (A j=
face-saving for both interlocutors (Example 24). = e o AT ;
5 Fogle |vdlga &
Example 23 z E
FRn] B4 3 - /XA 5182 (Lower level #64, Adv #41, S4) 5 _ 5
Ni kéyi yé hudn wideshiy/zhégeshi ma? B £ <
“You can also return my book/this book QM?’ = 5 3 - 3
8 #® 2 (<) N m|m : c
Example 24 E 8
PR A B AKX AASIE A7 (NS #2, 54) a © &
NI kéyi shunbian bangws b zhébénshii hudnle me? £ 5 &« g m = e E
“You can simultaneously help me BA this book return QM?’ % - el 0 BN S T
= E g
The downtoners used by learners were limited. In comparison, the NSs used = § 2 o
a large variety of them, as shown in Table 2.5. > = 5 . 2
The advanced group produced a total of three utterances containing the s & |lg28evladss &
understaters Bl Yongyiyong ‘use a bit’ and it Shudyishus ‘speak a bit’, & 2
while the lower level group used none. In comparison, the NSs’ group pre- = - g
dominantly used the phrase VT such as i~ Yongyixia ‘use a bit’, i& T o o 2 g
Hudnyixia ‘return (the book) a bit’, or 5% Qingjido yixia ‘consult a bit’ 2 gnlB S 3
(Example 3). R § | § ll% 3 g
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These downgraders used by the NSs’ group share at least one distinctive
feature. The relationships between the downgraders’ form and function are
opaque, and their meaning is frequently lost in translation. Additional down-
graders include the particle Il 4a as a suggestion marker, the VP 3% bangwo
‘help me’ meaning ‘for me’, and the adverb Wi shinbian ‘simultaneously’.
Semantically, these expressions are not transparent, and pragmatically they
are highly functional, making utterances less coercive and consequently
more polite. The only modifier used by both learner groups is the downtoner
th y¢ ‘also’, whose meaning is concrete and whose form and meaning map-
ping is straightforward.

Tables 2.4 and 2.5 display internal modifications at the syntactic and lexi-
cal/phrasal levels, respectively. The data provided evidence of the CFL learn-
ers’ pragmalinguistic development. First, as the proficiency level increased,
they produced more syntactic modifiers, such as adverbial clauses and the
modal auxiliary i Néng ‘can’, and lexical/phrasal modifiers, such as politeness
markers and the downtoner 11 yé ‘also’. Second, as the proficiency level increased,
the use of i Qing ‘please’ decreased. Nonetheless, there was a persistent
underuse of a number of highly functional phrases. This may have to do with
the fact that the meaning of these phrases is not literal. For instance, the
formulaic expression Wi FHIKV shanbian bangwd V ‘help me simultaneously
V’ is merely a polite way of saying ‘do it for me’. Thus, the complexity of
meaning and function may pose mapping difficulties for CFL learners.

Tables 2.6 and 2.7 compare internal modifications across two different
sociopragmatic scenarios. Both lower level and advanced groups used more
lexical downgraders such as the politeness marker #& Nin in scenarios 2 and
3, suggesting that they were aware that politeness markers could be strategi-
cally used to help make a successful request.

Table 2.6 Internal modifications by group in scenarios 1 and 4 (number and percentage)

Internal modifier Syntactic  Syntactic Lexical/phrasal Phrasal
DG UPG DG uPG
Examples Adv C Tag PM PM g
Tag Q HAKF? 0k? DT i Please i3 For me
- us
Lower level 7 4 3 7 1
14.6 8.3 6.3 14.6 2.1
Adv 8 3 16 1 3
16.7 6.3 33.3 2.1 6.3
NSs 11 0 65 1 0
22.9 135.4 2.1

Notes: DG, Downgrader; UPG, Upgrader; Adv C, Adverbial clause; Tag Q, Tag-question; PM, Politeness
marker; DT, Downtoner; US, Understater; Adv, Advanced.
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Table 2.7 Internal modifications by group in scenarios 2 and 3 (number and percentage)

Inter.n.al Syntactic Syntactic Lexical/phrasal Phrasal
modifier DG UPG DG UPG
Examples Adv C Tag PM PM 90k
Tag Q BFAEF ok? oT 1l Please J33% For me
us
Lower level 5 1 7 1 1 o
10.4 21" 1 2.1 2.1
Adv 7 3 26 1 0 v
s 14.6 6.3 54.2 2.1
NSs 8 0 50 0 0
16.7 104.2

Notes: DG, Downgrader; UPG, Upgrader; Adv C, Adverbial i
; ) ; h clause; Tag Q, Tag-question; PM, Polite-
ness marker; DT, Downtoner; US, Understater: Adv, Advanced. e i

Alerter

Alerters precede the ficad act to attract the interlocutor’s attention
Alerters produced by the participants were categorized into two types. The:
1flrgt t}jpe add‘resses the interlocutor by name, or generally as A AC Péngyou
frvlend or Jt.if} Xidngdi ‘brother’. The second type involves the use of i
Qtngwén ‘may I ask/excuse me’. The frequency of the first type steadily
mcreas..ed with proficiency. In addition, there was greater use of alerters in
scenarios 2 and 3 than in 1 and 4, suggesting that learners at both the lower
level and advanced level of proficiency were aware of the sociopragmatic dif-
ferences between the situations (Table 2.8). A paired samples r-test was con-
‘ductec.l to analyze if there were significant differences between low
Imposition (in scenarios 1 and 4) and relatively high imposition (in scenarios

Table 2.8 Comparison of frequency of alerters across scenarios (number and percentage)

Scenarios Scenarios 1, 4 Scenarios 2, 3

Examples 2T/ K Y5 i1 LRt + L i
Name/friend/brother May I ask Teacher Last N+ T May I ask

Lower level 8 3 19 0
16.7 6.3 39.6

Adv 19 1 35 2

- 39.6 2.1 72.9 4.2

NSs 40 0 & 7
83.3 97.9 14.6

Notes: Adv, Advanced; N, Name; T, teacher.
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2 and 3) across proficiency levels. The lower level group did not show a sig-
nificant difference between the two sociopragmatic situations, ¢ (23) =-1.86,
p =0.076. In contrast, the advanced group revealed a significant difference
between the two sociopragmatic situations, ! (23) =-3.24, p = 0.00 (Scenarios
1 and 4, M =0.79, SD = 0.833; Scenarios 2 and 3, M =1.46, SD =0.833).
Therefore, sociopragmatic development in terms of interlocutor addresses
was observed with increasing proficiency level.

Although the function of the phrase i1 Qingwen ‘may 1 ask/excuse me’
is to convey politeness, learners’ usage did not seem to be sociopragmatically
appropriate in four out of six occurrences produced by both groups. For
example, they used the phrase in a context between friends, making their
requests over-polite and thus inappropriate (Example 25). Although the
utterance shown in Example 26 happened between a student and a profes-
sor, it still sounded unnatural due to a lack of supportive moves in the dis-
course. Example 27 illustrates the use by an advanced learner and several
NSs of il Qingwén ‘may I ask’ in the middle of the discourse after giving
reasons or explanations for the request and before the head act to politely
highlight the request. Such strategies make the illocutionary intent clear
and the utterances sufficiently polite. As Examples 25-27 show, language
forms such as ‘may I ask/excuse me’ function differently according to their

discourse context.

Example 25
i, R A% S A Nbizi? (Lower level #63, S1)
Qingwen, ni kéyi géiwd yige bizi?
‘Please ask, you may give me a pen?’

Example 26
0, TS LA ARERATE SCR AR (Adv #53, 52)
Qingwen, kéyi bikéyi géini wode zuowén xingqisi?
‘Please ask, may not may give you my composition Thursday?’

Example 27
T2, XAEMBRERBHIIR, Hil. TR AR AL R BRI SC
g? (Adv #41, S2)
Wiing lioshi, zhége xingqi wd you héndudde gonghe, kioshi. Qingwen wo kéyi
xingqisi géini wide zuowén ma?
“Wang teacher, this week I have lots of homework, tests. Please ask I may
Thursday give you my composition?’

Supportive moves

Supportive moves are used by a speaker to persuade a hearer to perform
a desired act. The supportive moves produced by the participants included
grounders, which provide explanations or justifications for the request,
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Table 2.9 Frequency of supportive moves by group (number and percentage)

Supportive moves

Category Grounder  Preparatory  Apology  Promise Thanking  Effort

Lower level 36 4 1 0 0 0
37.5 4.2 1.0

Adv 62 8 3 1 1 0
64.6 8.3 ., 3.1 1.0 1.0

NSs 71 17 8 3 6 1
74.0 17.7 8.3 3.1 6.3 1.0

Notes: Adv, Advanced.

preparatories, which prepare the hearer for a request, apologizin ]
{/mnking. Table 2.9 shows the frequency of suC:)portiv/; mgovesgi),;rggf;.a;g
1ndepgndent—samples 1-test was used to detect if the lower level group dif-
fered significantly from the advanced group in terms of the supportive moves
they produced. The results revealed that 1 (46) = 3.381, p = 0.001 (lower level
group, f/VI = laéz,f SD = 1.31; advanced group, M =3.17, SD = 1.74). Therefore
a significant difference was observed wi i
e with the advanced group more approxi-
Among the six identified supportive moves, the grounder was the most
used strategy by all participants, suggesting that in human communication
reasons and justifications for a request are cognitively primary. The prepara:
tory stupp.ortive move is the second most frequently used strategy. A close
examination of the data revealed that 66.7% of the learners used both
grounder and preparatory strategies, and 33.3% used the preparatory move only.
Spme supportive moves are sociopragmatically specific, closely tied to
certain scenarios. Two sets of data are presented in Tables 2.10 and 2.11 to

Table 2.10 Frequency of supportive moves in scenarios 2 and 3 (number and percentage)

Supportive Grounder Preparatory Apology Promise Thanks Effort
moves

Lower level 29 1 1 0 0 0
i 60.4 2.1 2.1
Adv 49 2 e 0 0 0
102.1 4.2 6.3
NSs 59 7 8 3 2
122.9 14.6 16.7 6.3 4.2 2.1

Notes: Adv, Advanced.
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Table 2.11 Frequency of supportive moves in scenarios 1 and 4 (number and percentage)

Levels Grounder Preparatory Promise Thanking
Lower level 7 3 0 0
14.6 6.3
Adv 13 6 1 1
27.1 12.5 2.1 2.1
NSs 12 10 0 4
25.0 20.8 8.3

Notes: Adv, Advanced.

illustrate differences between two types of sociopragmatic scenarios. As
shown, both learner groups produced more and varied supportive moves in
the situations where the degree of imposition was high than when the situ-
ation was otherwise. Moreover, their production of supportive moves and
alerters showed that, as their proficiency increased, they were more aware gf
various sociopragmatic situations, and were generally able to alter their
means of external modification accordingly, such as providing more reasons
and apologies for requests of high imposition.

Discussion

With regard to the first research question, ‘Is there evidence of pragma-
linguistic development in lower level versus advanced .learners?’, the present
study consistently found evidence of pragmalinguistic development in t.he
CFL learners (see Tables 2.2-2.7 and the independent-samples t-tests). Like
the NSs, the learners at both proficiency levels predominaqtly relied on the
query preparatory form. Their use of the conventionally indl.rect anq hedged
performative strategies increased, and their use of the bare imperative with
little modification decreased with increasing proficiency. It is important to
point out, however, that the use of a query preparatory form such as ‘Can
you/I ...?" in Chinese does not guarantee that the request w1.ll come across
as polite. Internal downgraders and supportive moves are still essential to
softening the illocutionary force. Although limited, legrners’ use of down-
graders increased; these included adverbial clauses, politeness markers such
as ¥ Nin ‘honorific you’ and 48 Xidng ‘want/intend’, and the downtoner.ﬂi
Y# ‘also’. The overuse of the politeness marker i Qing ‘please’ decreased with
the advanced group. This result is consistent with previous findings (Barron,
2003; Hendriks, 2008; Hill, 1997; Rose, 2009). .

With regard to the second research question, ‘Is there evidence, of socio-
pragmatic development in lower level versus advanced learners?’, we also
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found consistent evidence of sociopragmatic development throughout the
data (see Tables 2.2, 2.6-2.8, 2.10-2.11, and the paired-samples r-tests). First,
the use of request perspectives increasingly varied with the sociopragmatic situ-
ation. The learners’ use of an implicit perspective generally progressed
toward that of the NSs. Second, the advanced group outperformed the lower
level group, using more lexical/phrasal downgraders in scenarios 2 and 3 than
in 1 and 4. Third, the advanced group employed more alerters and supportive
moves than the lower level group in scenarios 2 and 3 than in 1 and 4, exhib-
iting increasing variation corresponding to differing sociopragmatic
situations.

In summary, the data revealed that the CFL learners seemed to be not
only increasingly aware of the sociopragmatic differences embodied in vari-
ous request situations, but also able to use a progressively greater variety of
strategies appropriate to the context. The ample evidence of learners’ prag-
malinguistic development included increasing use of conventionally indirect
strategies, internal modifications at syntactic and lexical/phrasal levels, alert-
ers, supportive moves, and zero pronouns in the subject position. The find-
ings also provided evidence of learners’ sociopragmatic development across
different proficiency levels. This development was seen in particular in their
use of a variety of downgraders, alerters and supportive moves to accom-
modate the degree of imposition and the social status between the interlocu-
tors. The overextension of i Qing ‘please’ and upgraders decreased in
different contexts as the proficiency level increased. The findings suggest
that the increase in proficiency from lower level to advanced correlates with
more accurate use of NS-like strategies.

This study, however, revealed a large discrepancy between the CFL
learners and the NSs, particularly in the use of pragmatically functional
particles and phrases such as: Il b4, a sentential particle for suggestion; 1T
G Xingma, a tag-question appealer for permission; a downtoner, J§i{li
Shanbian; a politeness marker, W4 Mdfan; a polite expression for acknowl-
edging help, ##/1"V Bang wd/mdng V; an understater for softening an
imposition, V—F/V Vyixia/V; and a polite expression for requestive inten-
tion, # Xidng (Tables 2.4-2.7). It is unlikely that these modifiers were
lacking in the learners’ instructional input, since all the expressions
appeared in their lower level course materials and had been practiced both
in class and in their home assignments. Interestingly (but not surprisingly),
the learners’ underuse of the expressions seems to have been selectively
confined to those that do not provide clear form-meaning/function con-
nections. The meanings of some of the expressions are opaque. For exam-
ple, I& ba is devoid of referential meaning, but pragmatically has a
suggestive function. Similarly, V-—TF yixia/VV is a mild pragmatic under-
stater, and Wifii Shanbian has no concrete meaning, but can function as a
pragmatic downtoner. Furthermore, the meanings of some expressions are
non-literal. For example, {8/ Bang wd/mdng literally translates as ‘help
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me’ but figuratively means ‘for me’. Similarly, the literal translation of
K4 Mafan is ‘to bother’, but the expression serves as a politeness marker.
Still other expressions, such as 1718 Xingma? ‘OK?’ and # Xidng ‘want/
intend’, are not always interchangeable with $FANEF Hdobi hdo? ‘OK?’ and
% Yao ‘want’, respectively, each conveying a different level of politeness.
The use of these expressions is context-sensitive, depending on socio-
pragmatic factors. They may be optional or necessary in a particular situation.
For example, —F yixid ‘a bit’ in V-—F V yixia can be optional. The verb
itself has inherent semantic value, but the complement - - F yixia is seman-
tically redundant, though pragmatically preferred sometimes (cf. VanPatten,
2002). The learners may not have realized that these opaque and non-literal
expressions were not just ‘regular words’ needed for correct grammar usage,
but could be essential and functional devices for producing polite requests.
DeKeyser (2005) posits that the redundancy and optionality of a form-
meaning relation may result in its lack of transparency and pose learning
difficulties. Findings from the present study lend support to this claim.
Among other things, the learners appear to have acquired the expressions
that convey concrete meanings and are transparent in their form-meaning
mapping, e.g. 1 Y¢ ‘also’, while the more abstract expressions such as -~
F Yongyiyong ‘use a bit’, P Shudyishud ‘speak a bit’, kit Mdfan ‘bother’,
and i3 Bangwd ‘help me’ or B3, Tiwd (polite form of) ‘for me’ remained
a persistent challenge.

Further Inquiry

The results of this study should be regarded as tentative due to the small
number of scenarios and participants employed. These limitations may affect
conclusions to a certain extent. In addition, since the focus of the study was
on the pragmatic development of CFL learners, it would have been desirable
that a longitudinal perspective be incorporated in its design, which would
have led to a more complete picture of CFL ILP. In spite of these limitations,
the study did yield several important findings as reported and discussed in
the previous sections.

The few extant studies of requests in CFL learners (Hong, 1997; Sun &
Zhang, 2008) have focused almost exclusively on analyzing request strate-
gies and supportive moves, with little attention paid to the internal modi-
fication and pragmatic function of particles, such as syntactic and lexical/
phrasal downgraders. However, it is in this latter area that the present
study revealed large discrepancies across the learner groups and between
the CFL learners and the NSs. Further research is warranted on these dis-
crepancies, particularly in relation to those linguistic elements that are
inherently low in semantic value (see VanPatten, 2002) but high in socio-
pragmatic value.
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Appendix: Discourse Completion Test

.Thapk you for participating in this ‘test’! The questionnaire is designed
to 1fient1fy your Chinese language ability to communicate properly in pre-
c?esxgpegi contexts. Proper communication means that you are able to use
hng.mst.lcally and pragmatically appropriate language and devices in various
soc1a1. situations. Please respond to the four items in the second part of the
questionnaire in the manner of natural conversation.

Your name:

(1) Your gender: M; F
(2) Your age:

(3) Check your ethnic background:

= Caucasian; African-American; _ Hispanic;
inese; Asian (please specify your nationality):
Other (Specify) i onaliy)

(4) What is your first language?
(9) Areyou somewhat bilingual with Chinese as one of the languages?

Yes; No

©6) WhaF is/are the languages that you speak or hear from your parents or
rel.:jxtlves? (You may check more than one) __ English;
Chinese; Asian language; Spanish; Others
specify ]

(7) Your birth place:
(8) At what age did you move to the US if you were not born in the US?

(9) The Chinese language course you are currently enrolled on:

First year; Second year; Thirdyear;  Fourth
year .

(10) Number of years of Chinese language study in high school: 0;
1 2. 3, 3+ )
(11) Numl;er of years of Chinese language study in Chinese School: 0;
; 2; 3. 3+ ,

(12) Have you studied in Chinese-speaking countries after high school?
Yes; No. If ‘yes’, how long ¢ —

L. Complete the dialogue in Chinese characters or Pinyin

(1) (Between two classmates, 7B and ZF/INK.) T was about to write a
Chinese dictation and realized that he forgot to bring pens. #M] wants
to borrow a pen from #/NA, his classmate sitting next to him.

iR
AN T, AL, PRSI,
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(2) (Between 7k and his Chinese literature professor, T-&Jii.) 7K was
supposed to turn in his composition on Tuesday. But he cannot do so
because of massive assignments from other classes. KA expla.m's the
situation and makes a request to T-&Jili to see if he can turn it in on
Thursday.

R
To2i: 1, B AR AT

(3) (Between 7K and his Chinese language teacher, %f;é'ylli.) ki wants
to make an appointment with =il to consult with her about a few
questions in the textbook. He also wants to speak Chinese with Z=-Zili.
He wonders when 2=:&ili has time for the appointment.

ks
2= yili: TR -REHATIR.

(4) (Between 7P and his roommate, 25 /NET) /PR is going to the school
library to return a book. 7K@ also has a book that needs to be returned.
A wants to ask Z5/NE to return the book for him, too.

7kH:
AN i, AL

Notes

(1) Internal modifiers consist of linguistic devices within the request itself that modify
the illocutionary force, whereas external modifiers are external to the request, occur-
ring either before or after it. ‘

(2) Alerters are used to get the interlocutor’s attention.

(8) QM, question marker.

(4) SM, suggestion marker.

(5) VO, verb and object.
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3 Peer/Group Interaction
in a Mandarin Chinese Study
Abroad Context

Li Jin

It has been assumed that study abroad provides an ideal environment for
foreign language learners to receive various types of language input, which
leads to effortless and osmotic linguistic and cultural development. Many
educators and researchers believe students should be completely immersed in
the target language context, interacting with native speakers in the target
language as much as possible from the moment they set foot in the host
country, regardless of their prior language learning experience (Lafford, 1995;
Lapkin et al., 1995). However, there are serious inconsistencies among
research studies as to what results in students’ successful linguistic and cul-
tural development in study abroad. One line of research that has gained
much attention in recent years focuses on the formal and informal social
interaction students have within local communities (e.g. Isabelli-Garcia,
2006; Levin, 2001; Magnan & Back, 2007; Wilkinson, 1998). Some second
language (L2) researchers (e.g. Kinginger, 2008, 2009; Ochs, 2002) propose
viewing L2 development in study abroad as a language socialization process,
similar to how children engage in their first language (L1) environment. In
other words, students in study abroad contexts are assumed to strive to be
socialized into the target culture by learning the socially acceptable language
behaviors through interactions with local residents. Questions such as
whether these students are ready to be socialized into the target culture and
whether native speakers of the target language are willing to provide appro-
priate linguistic and cultural assistance to help socialize the learners remain
open to debate.

In recent years, a growing number of American students have been
studying abroad in China. Many of them go with the assumption that their
language proficiency will inevitably improve once they live in China and are
surrounded by Chinese-speaking people. On the other hand, it is still unclear
whether the historically monocultural Chinese people, particularly those
with whom American study abroad students interact on a daily basis, are
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