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Abstract

Abstract

This thesis investigates the study abroad experience and its effect on the pragmatic

development of second language learners.

The research first describes affective and environmental dimensions of the study abroad
experience as undertaken by a group of Hong Kong learners over a nine-month period of
study at an Australian university. Second, it investigates changes in the way these learners
performed requests in English over the duration of the study abroad experience. This data
provides insights into their pragmatic development in English. Comparisons of request
devices were made with a matched group of learners who continued their studies in Hong
Kong and with a group of Australian native speakers. Finally the research examines the
relationship between affective and environmental dimensions of the study abroad experience
and changes in the performance of requests across the nine month study abroad period by the

learners.

This research takes a quantitative and qualitative approach to data analysis. A quantitative
approach, using inferential statistics (ANOVA) was used to analyse learner self-report data
gathered before and during the study abroad period using the Language Contact Profile. This
data included information on time spent interacting or listening in English, attitudes and
reasons for learning English, perceptions of the target language community, perceptions of
Australia, self-rated proficiency and self-rated confidence scores. Similarly, inferential
statistics (ANOVA and chi-square tests) were used to analyse and compare request
performances obtained through oral Enhanced Discourse Completion Tests (EDCTs) and
role-plays by three groups: the study abroad learners; an equivalent group of students in Hong
Kong; and by a group of Australian native speakers. Finally, Spearman’s rho correlation was
used to analyse the relationship between study abroad learners’ pragmatic performance and
the affective and environmental dimensions of their experience. Qualitative data in the form
of interview data and student entries in introspective diaries was collected to provide in-depth

explanations for responses to the oral EDCTSs and role-plays.



Abstract

Three main findings emerged from this study. The first finding relates to the environmental
and affective dimensions of learners’ study abroad experience. Analyses revealed that,
unsurprisingly, there was an overall increase in the number of hours study abroad learners
listened and interacted face-to-face in English. Nevertheless, this increase plateaued after the
first four months of learners’ sojourn in Australia and their interactions were mostly with
other English learners who were their classmates, flat mates or friends through the Hong
Kong Association at the university. These findings suggest learners established their network
of friends in the first months of their sojourn in Australia, and it was unlikely learners went
beyond this circle of friends during their stay in Australia. Thus, learners’ contact with

fluent/native English speakers was limited.

Additionally, and contrary to the common belief that there is a ‘homestay advantage’,
learners living with a host family did not necessarily have more face-to-face interaction with
fluent/native English speakers than those living in a student dormitory. Interaction between
the host and the learner depended heavily on the individual learner’s attitude towards the host
family. Furthermore, learners’ English input and face-to-face interaction correlated
significantly with the increase in learners’ self-perceived confidence in speaking,

communication and grammar, but not self-perceived proficiency.

The second main finding concerns the pragmatic performance of English requests by at-home
and study abroad learners, focusing specifically on three features of requests: request heads,
softeners and external modifications. Results showed no change in the occurrence of these
three features in requests made by the at-home learners at the beginning of the data collection
period and again four months later. Similarly there was no change in the type of request
heads and softeners used by the study abroad learners by the end of ninth months study in
Australia. However, they had begun to use some of the request external modifiers that were
frequently employed by native speakers of Australian English and used significantly more
request external modifiers. These results lend support to the Complexification Hypothesis
(Trosborg 1995) because learners first used the more routinised features before developing

proficiency in the non-formulaic features of request external modifiers.

More importantly, this study offered further support for the Bulge Theory (Wolfson 1986).
The results in this study indicated that after nine months of being in Australia, the learners

used a less familiar structure ‘conventional indirect request’ in close distance situations, such
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as with friends. However, in maximum social distance interactions between higher and lower
status interlocutors, the learners employed direct requests to reduce cognitive burden to free

more processing capacity for using external modifiers to express politeness.

The third main finding relates to the effect of environmental and affective factors on the
study abroad learners’ performance of English request devices. This study showed the
number of request external modifiers study abroad learners used significantly increased with
time. Furthermore, the results showed that by the end of the nine months, the number of
request external modifiers study abroad learners used correlated significantly with a number
of environmental and affective factors: learners’ overall English input, learners’ face-to-face
interaction with English speakers in the living environment, as well as learners’ self-
perceived proficiency and self-perceived confidence in speaking and communication, but not

with their self-perceived proficiency in grammar.

Overall, the research shows that learners can improve their pragmatic performance through
exposure to English in the target language community in ways that are not seen in the
language development of learners learning in an English as a foreign language setting.
However, the results also show that study abroad learners may have quite limited

opportunities to interact with English speakers during their sojourn abroad.
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Chapter 1 Introduction

1.1 Rationale for the research

With the number of Hong Kong and mainland Chinese students enrolled in schools in
Australia rising from 69,937 in 2002 to 164,155 in December 2011 in the last decade
(Australian Education International 2011). The major reasons international students study in
Australia is because they want to gain experience living and studying in another country
and/or culture and improve English (International Student Survey 2010: 10). It is, therefore,
crucial to gain a better picture of learners’ experiences and examine the factors that can

promote learning in the target language community.

It is believed that one of the biggest benefits for learners in studying abroad is that they have
more opportunities for richer and more authentic input and interaction in a target language
community than learners in an at-home context (Bardovi-Harlig & Griffin 2005; Barron
2003, 2005 in Barron 2007a, 2007a,b; Code & Anderson 2001; Schauer 2006a,b). With this
in mind, researchers in applied linguistics have predominantly investigated the effect of study
abroad on learners’ pragmatic competence (e.g., Barron 2003, 2005 in Barron 2007a, 2007a,
2008; Bouton 1988, 1994, 1996; Felix-Brasdefer 2004; Kinginger & Belz 2005; Kinginger &
Farrell 2004; Matsumura 2003, 2007; Olshtain & Blum-Kulka 1985; Schauer 2006a,b, 2007,
2008; Shardakova 2005; Takahashi 1996).

Typically, study abroad learners’ pragmatic growth has been measured by assessing how well
they can use and realise speech acts like requests. In fact, request devices have been
popularly used by researchers to assess learners’ pragmatic development as they are
considered as face-threatening acts by traditional politeness theorists (1978, 1987). Though
Brown and Levinson’s politeness premises are widely criticised because biases toward
Western culture have led to problems concerning the equivalence of politeness and
directness, politeness and universality, and the notion of face, the concept of speech acts and
politeness has laid the groundwork for both interlanguage pragmatics and study abroad

research.
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It is fascinating to examine when and how learners are able to maintain social harmony by
learning to use and realise appropriate request devices to minimise threat and save face
between interlocutors of, for example, mutual, higher and lower status. In other words, to be
pragmatically competent in using requests, learners have to use the appropriate request heads
to express politeness and then use suitable external and internal modification to minimise the
imposition of the requests. Language learners must be able to identify what devices are
appropriate to use depending on social context and culture. Research on requests in the
interlanguage pragmatics discipline is based heavily on the categorisation of request devices
coded in the Cross Cultural Speech Act Realisation Project (CCSARP 1989, in Blum-Kulka,
House & Kasper 1989a). To date, research has primarily focused on the acquisition of
English by learners of another European language, or typically an Asian language such as
Japanese learners of English. Very little research has been conducted with Chinese learners of
English. And, of these studies, a majority focused on Mandarin Chinese, not Cantonese. The
studies that have examined Cantonese learners of English requests have only examined
learners’ acquisition of request heads, not request modifiers (see, for example, Rose 2000,
2005; Lee 2005, 2011).

Research on request devices in second language acquisition and study abroad has shown that
learners of English generally progress from direct to conventional indirect then
nonconventional indirect request heads (e.g., Barron 2003, 2007a, 2008; Cook & Liddicoat
2002; Hassall 2003). Additionally, researchers have typically found that learners’ use of
external modification increases with increasing competence (Economidou-Kogesidis 2008,
2009, 2010; Otcu & Zeyrek 2006). However, learners usually develop internal modifiers
prior to external modifiers. Schauer (2006a,b) concluded that the acquisition sequence is
linked to the length of stay in the target environment but that individual learners develop the

use of modifiers at different rates.

From a study abroad research perspective, researchers have continued to show great interest
in investigating whether, and how, exposure to the target language community through a
study abroad experience affects L2 pragmatic performance (e.g., DuFon & Churchill 2006;
Freed, Dewey, Segalowitz, Halter 2004; Hassall 2006; Pellegrino 2006; Rose 2005; Schauer
2006a,b, 2007, 2008). Though a majority of researchers have reported on the advantages that
learners’ exposure to the target language environment have on their pragmatic development,

there are inconsistencies in the findings. Some researchers (e.g., Warga & Schélmberger

2
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2007) found no correlation between study abroad learners’ pragmatic development and their
length of stay in the target language community. Others found no difference between the
pragmatic development of study abroad learners and at-home learners (Rodriguez 2001, in
Cohen & Shively 2007), while some researchers found that learners tended to move towards
non-native-like pragmatic development as they spent more time in the target environment
(e.g., Bardovi-Harlig & Hartford 1996; Warga & Schoélmberger 2007). Where research has
shown benefits, learners’ pragmatic gain has generally been attributed to their exposure to a
large amount of authentic input from the target language environment (e.g., Barron 2003,
2005, in Barron 2007a; Kasper & Schmidt 1996). Until now, research has not been able to
fully account for the variations between learners’ pragmatic acquisition, nor provide the
reasons why some pragmatic features are acquired before others (e.g., Schauer 2006a,b).
Some researchers have offered explanations from a cognitive processing perspective using
the noticing hypothesis and Complexification Hypothesis (e.g., Hassall 2001; Trosborg
1995), or in terms of the relationship between interlocutors’ social distance and their speech
behaviour described in the Bulge Theory (Wolfson 1986). None have explicitly looked at the
affective and the environmental dimensions of learners’ pragmatic development together in a
study abroad context. In addition, the existing studies have not investigated whether learners’
pragmatic gain relates to affective dimensions such as self-rated proficiency and self-
perceived confidence in speaking, communication and grammar; as well as environmental
dimensions such as length of stay in the target language community, amount and types of
input and interactions in the target language community, attitude towards learning L2, and

attitudes towards the target language community.

The identification of these gaps in the research prompted this current study into the effect of
study abroad on the performance of English request devices by Hong Kong university students in

Australia.

1.2 Purpose of the research

This study investigates the acquisition of Australian English request devices by native
Chinese (Cantonese) speakers during their nine-month period in a target language
community—Australia, compared to their counterparts in Hong Kong and native Australian
English speakers. It draws on quantitative and qualitative data to further investigate the
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factors that influenced the pragmatic development of the study abroad learners during their

nine-month sojourn abroad in Australia.

To achieve this aim, multiple data collection instruments are used in this study. While
acknowledging the importance of collecting authentic discourse data, it was not possible to
collect naturalistic data in this study due to the limitation in time and difficulty in recruiting
and keeping learners in the study. Nevertheless, multiple methods were used in this study to
collect both quantitative and qualitative data in an attempt to increase the reliability and
generalisability of the data. The methods included the oral Enhanced Discourse Completion
Tasks and open roleplays in an attempt to elicit a range of request devices (request heads and
external modifiers) in maximum social distant interactions (status unequals and strangers)
and the middle distant social interactions (non-intimates, status equals friends co-workers and
acquaintances) as defined by Wolfson’s (1988) Bulge Theory. Wolfson (1988) also described
a minimal distance group (intimates, status equals), but this group is not the focus of this
study. In addition, the Language Contact Profile and face-to-face interviews elicit study
abroad learners’ affective experience (self-rated proficiency and self-perceived confidence)
and environmental experience (amount and types of input and interactions in target language
community, attitude towards learning L2, attitudes towards the target language community,

particularly their living environment).

Data from Australian English native speakers was used for baseline comparisons, and data
from Hong Kong learners of English studying in Hong Kong was used as control measures.
The study abroad learners were tested three times over a nine-month period, with each test at

four-month intervals. The AHLs were tested twice and the NSs were tested only once.

This study addresses five research questions:

RQ1: What effect did study abroad have on the students’ engagement with English outside

formal education settings?

RQ2: What effect did study abroad have on learners’ self-rated proficiency and self-rated

confidence in English?
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RQ3: What effect did study abroad have on learners’ attitudes towards the target language

community?

RQ4: What was the effect of study abroad on the learners’ performance of requests in
English?

RQ5: To what extent did environmental, affective or attitudinal factors in the study abroad

experience correlate with the acquisition of more native-like request devices in English?

1.3 Outline of the study

This thesis comprises eight chapters. This chapter has provided the rationale and purpose of
this research project, and presented the questions. The next two chapters review literature
relevant to research on politeness, cross-cultural and interlanguage pragmatics and study
abroad disciplines. Chapter 2 reviews the development of speech act and politeness theories,
and covers the general definitions and research on interlanguage pragmatics. As this study
aims to investigate the acquisition of Australian English request devices by native Chinese
(Cantonese) speakers, this chapter ends with an overview of research on requests from the
cross-cultural and interlanguage pragmatic disciplines—with emphasis on Chinese and
Australian English. Chapter 3 reviews literature on the affective and environmental
dimensions that potentially influence learners’ pragmatic performance during their sojourn

abroad.

Chapter 4 describes the methodology of the present study. It includes a summary of the
research design, details of participants and the recruitment process, instruments used in the
pilot study and the main study. The final part of this chapter provides details of the procedure
and an account of the data coding and analyses in order to address the five main research

questions in this study.

Chapters 5, 6 and 7 provide quantitative and qualitative analyses and discussion of the
findings pertaining to the five research questions. Chapter 5 investigates the environmental
and affective dimensions of Hong Kong learners’ study abroad experience (research
questions 1-3). It begins with analyses of the environmental dimensions of learners’

experience during their sojourn in Australia. It focuses on the number of hours study abroad
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learners listened and interacted face to face in English, and how much Cantonese was used
during their time in Australia. It examines the results of the effect of study abroad learners’

living arrangement on their input and interaction.

Chapter 6 examines study abroad learners’ pragmatic performance on English request
devices. It presents results relating to the fourth research question—whether a group of Hong
Kong learners studying in Australia developed pragmatic competence to use request devices
over their nine-month sojourn abroad. This chapter presents results concerning the learners’
use of request heads, request softeners and request external modifiers during their first nine
months of stay in Australia. The results from English speakers and at-home learners were
used in cross group comparisons as baseline. Data used for this study are from participants’
oral responses for three oral Enhanced Discourse Completion Tasks where the participants

were of mutual, higher and lower status than the interlocutor in a given scenario.

Chapter 7 describes the relationship between affective and environmental factors in the study
abroad experience and learners’ performance of requests (research question 5). Analyses
compared study abroad learners’ request devices and affective factors (self-perceived
proficiency and self-perceived confidence). The latter part of this chapter addresses the
relationship between learners’ use of request devices and environmental factors.
Environmental factors investigated include length of stay abroad, self-perceived proficiency
and self-perceived confidence in speaking, communication and grammar, input and

interaction in the target language community and the living environment.

The final chapter, Chapter 8, summarises the major findings, discusses this study’s

contributions to academic knowledge and suggests directions in future research.



Chapter 2 Requests

2.1 Introduction

The chapter comprises four main sections. The first two sections provide an overview of
speech act and politeness theories. The third section covers general definitions and research
on interlanguage pragmatics. As this study aims to investigate the acquisition of Australian
English request devices by native Chinese (Cantonese) speakers, the fourth section will focus
on research on requests from the disciplines of cross-cultural and interlanguage pragmatic

disciplines with an emphasis on Chinese and Australian English.

2.2 Politeness theories

This section will provide an overview of the development of politeness theory from Brown
and Levinson’s (1987; hereafter B&L) to post-modern and neo-politeness approaches to

politeness.

2.2.1 Traditional approach to politeness

Early theorists of politeness in pragmatics (Lakoff 1973; Leech 1983; B&L 1987) based
much of their work on the premise from speech act theorists (Austin 1962; Grice 1957, 1975;
Searle 1969, 1975, 1979) that utterances are frequently used in communication to perform

certain kinds of actions (i.e. speech acts).

Based on Grice’s (1957, 1975) assumption that participants in conversations cooperate by
following maxims of quantity, quality, relation and manner to convey and interpret
implicatures, researchers in the traditional politeness approach accounted for flouting of
Cooperative Principles (CP) in terms of speech acts. Lakoff (1973) was amongst the first to
connect Grice’s Cooperative Principles with politeness. Lakoff (1973: 298) proposed three
politeness rules: don’t impose; give options; and make the other person feel good and be
friendly. Leech (1983) defined politeness as speakers’ social goals of establishing and

maintaining harmonious relationships or avoiding conflict in conversations. Leech’s (1983:
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132) framework considered politeness along with the CP, but accounted for deviations from
politeness by proposing maxims of tact, generosity, approbation, modesty, agreement, and

sympathy.

Firstly, from a social and psychological standpoint, B&L (1987) argued that certain speech
acts, like refusals and requests, are ‘Face Threatening Acts’ (FTASs). In short, the
‘seriousness’ or ‘weightiness’ of FTAs is measured by social distance and relative power
between interlocutors, as well as the ranking of imposition of an act in a particular culture.
The more imposing the FTAs are, the more politeness is required and indirectness is
preferred over directness. Accordingly, this determines which of the following politeness
devices are used to minimise the imposition of the FTAs to prevent threatening one’s ‘face’:

bald on-record, positive politeness, negative politeness, off-record and avoidance.

Secondly, B&L (1987, 1992) adopted Goffman’s (1967, 1974) notion of ‘face’ and ‘face
work’, and defined ‘face’ as the public self-image that every individual wants to have. The
two fundamental motivations behind politeness are ‘negative face’ (the desire not to impose)
and ‘positive face’ (the desire to have approval or be appreciated). Accordingly, the speakers’
face is vulnerable and speakers will defend it when threatened. Therefore, the concept of
politeness is based on interlocutors’ mutually monitoring potential threats to each other’s

‘face’ and using appropriate devices to maintain face and avoid conflict.

Though this theory remains one of the most influential theories of politeness to date, it has
been heavily criticised in recent years by advocates of the post-modern politeness approach
(e.g., Eelen 2001; Geyer 2008; Mills 2003; Spencer-Oatey 2000b; Watts 2003) and neo-
politeness approach (e.g., Fletcher 1999; Holmes 2012; Holmes, Marra & Schnurr 2008;
Mullany 2004, 2006, 2007).

The problems with B&L’s (1987) politeness theory stem from analyses of individual speech
acts at the single utterance level with the exclusion of context and culture, and the focus is on
speakers only. Consequently, the categories are considered to be too rigid and static, the
weightiness of the three sociolinguistic variable formulae too simplistic, and its universal

claims on “politeness’ and ‘face’ biased towards Western culture.
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Firstly, B&L’s (1987) categorisation of FTAs has been claimed to be too rigid and static.
Researchers in more recent years who have explained politeness using qualitative (e.g., Mills
2003; Okamoto 1999; Watts 2003) and quantitative (Terkourafi 2004, 2005) analyses of
ongoing authentic discourse point out it is feasible to have face-enhancing effects even in a
potential FTA (O’Driscoll 2007a: 469). Conversely, even the least threatening act can
promote a face-threatening effect (Geyer 2008; O’Driscoll 2007b: 247-248). Geyer (2008),
for example, showed that linguistic acts such as collaborative disagreements, teasing and
troubles can be simultaneously face-threatening, face-enhancing and face-neutral through an

ongoing conversation.

Secondly, the weightiness formula of the three dimensions has been described as too
simplistic as analyses were performed without considering how individuals interact in
different social contexts (Heritage 2004; Kasper 1990; Spencer-Oatey 2003, 2005). For
instance, Brown and Gilman (1989, in Duthler 2006) argued that weightiness depends on the
degree of imposition and power, and that social distance does not affect the enactment of
politeness. Harris (2003) found that more powerful individuals in institutions also make
extensive use of mitigating forms and other politeness devices that were neglected in B&L’s
formula for computing the weightiness of an FTA. Therefore, these researchers argue it is too
simple to consider the relationship between social variables and politeness acts as
unidirectional and to suggest that only those three social variables affect the use of politeness

devices.

Thirdly, researchers (e.g., Spencer-Oatey & Jiang 2003) who examined politeness in speech
acts performed in a second language have reported on cross-cultural differences in the
performance and perception of politeness in various speech acts. For instance, Liang and
Han’s (2005) contrastive study of politeness devices in disagreements between American
English and mainland Chinese Mandarin speakers revealed that Chinese students generally
employed more politeness devices and address forms than the American students when
disagreeing with the superior. Additionally, female students were more sensitive to politeness
and used more politeness devices than male subjects. The American students and Chinese
respondents also showed different trends in disagreement. American students’ contradictory
statements increased and politeness devices decreased as social distance increased. In
contrast, Chinese students’ use of disagreement decreased and politeness devices increased as

social distance increased. This indicates that cultural differences influence how different
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politeness devices are used by speakers of different cultures, and supports Triandis and
Singelis® (1998: 36) claim that ‘East Asians are collectively more eager to maintain
harmonious relationships while Americans are individualists more concerned with clearly

giving opinions’.

Another major point of contention is that cultural aspects are inadequately considered in
B&L’s (1987, 1992) notion of positive and negative face (e.g., Ide 1989; Matsumoto 1988,
1989; Spencer-Oatey 2000a). Researchers investigating politeness in non-Western languages
(Gu 1990; Mao 1994; Zhang 1995a,b for Chinese invitations/requests; Matsumoto 1988;
Nwoye 1992 and Sifianou 1993, 1995 for requests in Japanese) argued that B&L’s (1987)
positive and negative ‘face’ is language- and cultural-specific (Fukushima 2002; O’Driscoll
2007b; Watts 2003), and that ‘face’ is applicable to highly individualistic, Western culture
only (Geyer 2008).

Mao (1994: 471) also defined two types of face orientations—individual and social face. Mao
also proposed that the Chinese ‘face’ has two aspects—’mianzi’ refers to the need of an
individual to conform to social conventions and express one’s desire to be part of the
community, and ‘lian” which defines a need to show one’s moral sense of place and role.
Both roles revolve around one’s desire for social prestige, reputation or sanction (Mao 1994).
Face-balance is central in Chinese facework—giving face simultaneously enhances one’s
own face and, conversely, depriving another’s face damages one’s own face. To be polite
‘you limao’ in Chinese discourse ‘is to know how to attend to each other’s ‘lian’ and ‘mianzi’
and to perform speech acts appropriate to and worthy of such an image’ (Mao 1994: 19). This
implies second language (L2) learners have to learn devices that enable them to maintain
politeness in L2, and become aware of the differences in politeness in first language (L1) and
L2.

2.2.2 Post-modern approach to politeness

The post-modern approach theorists emphasise that politeness is defined by participants in
interactions, and that many contextual factors contribute in complex and richly relevant ways

to interpretation and analysis (Holmes 2012).
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In fact, one of the earlier post-modern approaches (Spencer-Oatey 2000b: 3) to politeness had
already emphasised the importance of the dynamic nature of interactions, and noted
‘politeness depends on individual’s assessment of appropriateness, and culture plays an
important role in how individuals determine appropriateness’ (Spencer-Oatey 2000c: 41).
Spencer-Oatey (2000b: 3) proposed politeness in terms of rapport management across five
inter-related domains of discourse (illocutionary, discourse, participation, stylistic and non-
verbal) to ‘promote, maintain or threaten harmonious social relationships in interaction’
(2000Db: 3). Spencer-Oatey (2000a; 2002; 2007) proposed the notion of ‘sociality rights’
(people’s right to claim their interactions with others following expected social conventions)
and argues that two interrelated faces explain people’s basic desires for approval: ‘quality
face’ (desire to have positive evaluation of one’s own personal qualities) and ‘identity face’
(desire to have one’s social identities or roles acknowledged and upheld). In a sense, quality

face corresponds to B&L’s notion of positive face.

More recently, post-modern researchers such as Eelen (2001), Mills (2003) and Watts (2003)
have argued that politeness is negotiated among interactants in a discourse, and both
speakers’ and listeners’ interpretations are of paramount importance in a dynamic, ongoing

interaction.

Eelen (2001), for example, differentiated between politenessl (everyday notion of politeness)
and politeness2 (more universal notion, scientific notions of politeness). Watts (2003: 23), on
the other hand, claimed the concept of (im)politeness cannot be applied to social interaction
across cultures, subcultures and languages and rejects politeness2. Instead, Watts (2003: 21)
distinguished between ‘politic’ (linguistic and non-linguistic behaviour that participants
construct as appropriate in an ongoing social interaction) and ‘polite’ (behaviour beyond what
is perceived to be appropriate to the ongoing social interaction) behaviour. Watts (2003) also
proposed that politeness theory is a descriptive theory of politenessl and it should be able ‘to
offer a way of assessing how the members themselves may have evaluated that behaviour’
without politeness2 (Watts 2003: 19).

Post-modern theorists also differed in how they place politeness in a group of interactants.
Eelen (2001) and Watts (2003) first proposed this dynamic ongoing process between
interactants as ‘social practice’. The ‘social” component encompasses what goes on between

individuals in the construction of social reality (Eelen 2001: 246), and ‘practice is observable
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in instances of ongoing social interaction amongst individuals, which most often involves
language’ (Watts 2003: 148). While Eelen (2001) and Watts (2003) claimed politeness is
carried out within ‘arbitrary social organisations of space and time’ (Watts 2003: 149), they
did not define social groups. Mills (2003), however, added to Eelen’s (2001) and Watts’
(2003) notion of social practice by proposing that interactants in a discourse are social groups
and suggesting that politeness can be only defined within a ‘Community of Practice’ (CofP,
Lave & Wenger 1991; Wenger 1998). A CofP is defined as ‘a group of people who are
mutually engaged on a particular task and who have a shared repertoire of negotiable

resources accumulated over time’ (Wenger 1998: 76).

According to Mills (2003: 4), participants’ actions and assessments of their interactants
contribute to the constant changes that take place within a CofP (Wenger 2003: 30). Post-
modern theorists (e.g., Eelen 2001; Mills 2003; Watts 2003) generally agree that individuals
assess appropriateness and (im)politeness based on their history and past experiences of
interactions (called habitus, adopted from Bourdieu 1977, 1991). However, at the same time,
the present interaction also constitutes and influences individuals’ own habitus. These
theorists argue that it is essential to evaluate devices such as (im)politeness behaviour in the
context of ongoing authentic verbal communication on a positive-negative continuum (Watts
2003: 23).

2.2.3 Neo-politeness approach to politeness

The post-modern approach argues that only interactants in the discourse can assess politeness
and that viability and individual creativity can only be seen in a discourse. The problem with
this is that it implies it is no longer possible to predict behaviour. More recently, researchers
(e.g., Fletcher 1999; Holmes 2012; Holmes, Marra & Schnurr 2008; Mullany 2004, 2006,
2007) have taken a neo-politeness approach by combining some notions of Goffman’s (1967)
notion of face, and proposed a less rigid approach of B&L’s (1987) FTA category, while
adopting Mills’ CofP based approach.

Firstly, unlike the post-modern politeness theorists who proposed that only interactants in the
CofP can interpret politeness, neo-politeness theorists (Holmes 2005; Holmes, Marra &

Schnurr 2008) argue that sociolinguists can identify linguistic devices individuals use to
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express politeness in discourse and this can enhance our understanding of how language
works (Holmes, Marra, & Schnurr 2008: 195).

Secondly, the neo-politeness approach takes a broader and more flexible approach to B&L’s
notions of politeness instead of following the traditional approach of mitigation or avoidance
of threatening other’s positive/negative face in FTAs. Based on the work of their Language in
the Workplace Project, Holmes and her colleagues (Holmes 2006; Holmes & Marra 2004;
Holmes & Schnurr 2005) proposed the concept of ‘Relational Practice’ to refer to ‘a way of
working that reflects a relational logic of effectiveness and requires a number of relational
skills such as empathy, mutuality, reciprocity, and sensitivity to emotional contexts’ (Fletcher
1999: 84). One of the premises of relational practice is the consideration of B&L’s positive
and negative face needs/wants for others. Relational practice includes friendly, positive, or
supportive verbal behaviour, which considers people’s need to feel valued (positive
politeness), as well as linguistic devices and non-imposing distancing linguistic behaviours

which show respect toward others (negative politeness).

In summary, this section has provided an overview of the development of the traditional
approach to politeness theory in the early to mid-1980s, and the post-modern and neo-
politeness approaches to politeness. The latter two approaches differ distinctively from
B&L’s theory as analyses are based on authentic discourses and politeness is defined by
interactants in the discourse, considering context and cultural differences. The neo-politeness
approach, however, recognises the merits of using a less rigid approach to categorisation of
FTAs, politeness and face. Despite criticisms, B&L’s politeness theory has advanced
politeness research and, more importantly, prompted significant research in the cross-cultural
and second language acquisition fields. The next section will provide an overview of research

in cross-cultural pragmatics and interlanguage pragmatic studies.

2.3 The development of interlanguage pragmatics research: From cross-

cultural pragmatics to interlanguage pragmatics

Based on B&L’s (1987) categorisation of FTAS, and one’s need to use politeness devices to
minimise the imposition/threats to others’ face, researchers began the ‘Cross-Cultural Speech
Act Realisation Patterns’ (CCSARP) project in the early 1980s to compare politeness devices

13



Requests

across different speech acts in different cultures and languages®, particularly focussing on
FTAs like refusals and requests. A request is defined as a speaker’s attempt to get the hearer
to do something. It usually requires the hearer’s time, energy or material resources (CCSARP
1989, in Blum-Kulka, House & Kasper 1989a). This section will review research from cross-

cultural to interlanguage pragmatics on request heads and external modifiers.

2.3.1 Cross-cultural pragmatics

Following Searle’s (1969, 1975, 1979) assumptions that certain forms of indirectness are
conventionally used by people within a speech community, and that people need to use
politeness devices to minimise the threat to one’s face, a team of researchers? in the CCSARP
project investigated a repertoire of linguistic behaviour across various languages to establish
both the similarities and differences between cultures. The researchers’ first set of cross-
cultural pragmatic studies on apology and request devices contributed significantly toward
the understanding of linguistic behaviour across numerous cultures (e.g., Blum-Kulka 1982,
1983, 1987, 1989; Blum-Kulka, Danet & Gerson 1985; Blum-Kulka & House 1989; Blum-
Kulka & Olshtain 1984; House & Kasper 1981). Requests have attracted much attention
because they give insight into the different associations between the forms and functions of a
speech act based on context across cultures (Blum-Kulka, House & Kasper 1989b). For this
reason, this study focuses on the learners’ development of request devices. The rest of this
section will review research on request heads and external modifiers, particularly focussing

on comparisons between Australian English and Chinese.

2.3.1.1 Request heads

Based on the earlier empirical work (Blum-Kulka, Danet & Gerson 1985; House & Kasper
1981), the CCSARP project researchers reported three universal levels of directness in
request devices, and have coded types of request strategy based on the degree of directness:

direct, conventional indirect and nonconventional indirect requests:

Direct Request: The illocutionary force of the request is expressed in the utterance by
grammatical, lexical or semantic items. It is the most direct, explicit form of requesting. The

three types of direct requests are imperatives, performatives and want statements.

! The CCSARP examined the following languages: Australian English, American English, British English, Canadian French,
Danish, German, Hebrew and Russian.

2 The CCSARP research team comprised Shoshana Blum-Kulka, Claus Farch, Julian House, Gabriele Kasper, Elite Olstein,
Jenny Thomas, Eija Ventola, Elda Weizman and Nessa Wolfson.
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Conventional indirect request: The illocutionary force of the request is made via fixed
linguistic conventions established in the speech community. The illocutionary act has two
functions. To be able to interpret a question of ability as an indirect request, the addressee
does not have to go through a long analysis process. This is because addressees can exploit

the grammatical structures of questions as conventionally used to signal indirect requests.

Nonconventional indirect request: This is expressed by addressers making partial reference
to the requested act, object or addressees’ involvement. The interpretation of these devices
requires addressees to compute the illocution from the context. This is because the
addresser’s request that the addressee carry out an act is expressed in such a way that the
recognition of the addressee’s intention is not made explicit in the utterance meaning. This
gives both the addresser and the addressee the opportunity to opt out of performing the
request at any stage. In CCSARP coding, statement hints and pre-request questions are the

most indirect and nonconventional form of requesting.

Although the semantics of a request can be applied across cultures, the conventions of these
request devices have been found to vary across cultures® (Blum-Kulka & House 1989; Blum-
Kulka, 1989, 1991; Weizman, 1989, 1993). There is evidence that the levels of directness,
meanings and the appropriate use of request devices is situation- and culture-specific (see
Blum-Kulka 1982, 1987; Feerch & Kasper 1989; Blum-Kulka, House & Kasper, 1989b;
Fraser, Rintell & Walters 1980).

Blum-Kulka and House (1989) found that cross-cultural variations in request directness
varied across cultures when participants were asked to make a request expressing a desire for
the addressee to perform an act such as ‘clean the kitchen’ or ‘borrow notes’. The Australian
English speakers were the least direct, with a minority of the request devices phrased as direct
requests such as imperatives (about 10%). A majority of requests were phrased as indirect
requests (about 90%). In fact, a great proportion of indirect requests were formed as modal +
verb phrase (VP) as in ‘Could you + VP?’, ‘Would you + VP?’, or “‘Would you mind + VP?’
(total of 80%), and a minority of requests were hinting devices (8%). In contrast, Argentine

3 American English, Australian English, Argentine Spanish, Canadian French, and Hebrew (Blum-Kulka 1989; Blum-Kulka
and House, 1989); German (House, 1989); Japanese (Takahashi, S. & DuFon 1989, in Takahashi, S. 1992; Takahashi, S.
1990, 1992, 1996; Takahashi, S. & Roitblat, 1994) and more recently, Chinese (Zhang 1995, in Kasper & Schmidt 1996).
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Spanish speakers used more direct devices (60%) than indirect requests (40%) (Blum-Kulka
& House 1989: 134).

A series of studies carried out by Takahashi (1990, 1992, 1996) showed that the forms used
to express requests in one language differed in meaning from another language, which could
lead to cross-cultural miscommunication (Thomas 1983; Tannen 1984). For instance, the
utterance ‘Can you + VP?’ functions as an indirect request in English, whereas in Japanese
‘Can you + VP?’ functions only as a question of ability (and, similarly, with Chinese, as
Bouton 1988). Therefore, Japanese speakers could mistakenly interpret the English request
‘Can you + VP?’ as a question of ability (e.g., Takahashi 1992). This phenomenon can be
clearly illustrated by Blum-Kulka’s (1989) study which reported that there is a rich repertoire
of devices in all three directness levels of requests. For instance, native speakers (NSs) of
Australian English prefer and frequently use the forms ‘Can/Could you + VP?’ (66.5%),
‘Will/Would you + VP?’ (17.7%), ‘Would you mind’ (10.5%), instead of using possibility
(1.0%)—’How about’ (1.3%), and ‘Why don’t you’ (1%)—to express indirect requests.
Therefore, the meaning of the illocutionary force of such forms may be lost when translated
into other languages.

Interestingly, other researchers (e.g., Heinemann 2006; Vinkhuyzen & Szymanski 2005, in
Curl & Drew 2008) have suggested speakers orient their use of request devices to the
appropriateness of certain linguistic forms based on situation. For example, in a study
conducted by Vinkhuyzen and Szymanski (2005, in Curl & Drew 2008) that examined
customers’ use of forms such as ‘I need ...” and ‘Can you make ...?°, they found that
customers’ use of ‘I need + VP’ and ‘Can you make + VP?’ were associated with their
knowledge of whether the organization (a copy shop) provided the particular service they
were requesting, which, in turn, may be related to customers’ relative expertise. Curl & Drew
(2008) extended the comparison to two other syntactic forms of conventional requests
English speakers used to make requests ‘Can you’ and ‘I wonder’. They investigated ordinary
telephone calls between family and friends and out-of-hours calls to the doctor. Accordingly,
speakers used ‘Can/Could you + VP?’ and ‘I want + VP’ forms in an everyday or an
institutional setting and where they felt the conditions necessary for their request to be
granted were unproblematic. Speakers tended to use ‘I wonder + VP’ where they were unsure
whether the request conditions could be met (e.g., when schedules, procedures, or practices
were not known), or they perceived themselves as potentially lacking entitlement. This
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suggests different syntactic forms have different levels of impositions in English (Curl &
Drew 2008: 148). For example, the ‘I wonder + VP’ structure does not exist as a request form
in Chinese. Learners are more likely to primarily rely on the ‘modal + VVP’. Thus, researchers
have not reported on Chinese speakers of English using ‘I wonder’ as a request in English.

2.3.1.2 External modifiers

Within B&L’s (1987) framework, requests are viewed as inherently FTAs. According to
Blum-Kulka, House & Kasper (1989b: 255), external and internal modifiers are used as a
source to mitigate the imposition of requests and protect face. This study focuses specifically
on external modifiers. This section will provide frameworks for external modifiers developed
by CCSARP researchers (e.g., Blum-Kulka, House & Kasper 1989a; Blum-Kulka & Olshtain
1984; House & Kasper 1987; Trosborg 1995).

External modifiers are supporting statements that are used by a requester outside the request
head to persuade the hearer to carry out the desired act. Table 1 illustrates these supportive
moves, functions and examples (adapted from the CCSARP Manual 1989, in Blum-Kulka,
House & Kasper 1989a; Economidou-Kogetsidis 2008, 2009; Schauer 2007; Trosborg 1995)
in CCSARP expressions used by the student writers in this study.

Table 2.1: Classifications of external modifiers, functions and examples

Types of external | Function of devices Examples
modifiers
Alerter Used to get interlocutor’s | Excuse me; hi; Professor/Jane

attention; precedes the Head.

Preparator Used to prepare the interlocutor | Can you do me a favour?
for the request; can follow or
substitute the alerter.

Getting a pre- Used to commit the hearer to the | Could you do me a favour?

commitment request prior to the actual | Would you lend me your notes
request. from yesterday’s class?

Acknowledging the | Used to show awareness of the | I understand this is an

imposition of the inconvenience caused to the | imposition.

request hearer and acknowledges the

imposition created by the
requested action.

Complimentingthe | Used to compliment the | My teacher said that you are the
addressee addressee. top student in the class.
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Showing gratitude

Used to thank the hearer for
his/her help.

Thank you for your help.

Pointing out the Used to emphasise the | I must borrow your notes by
importance of the importance of making the | today.
request request.
Apologising Used to apologise for an |l am very sorry you have to pay
inappropriate act or for the | for my lunch.
inconvenience caused to the
addressee.
Offering Used as an offer to compensate | | can pay you interest on the

compensation

the hearer for the inconvenience
caused by the requested act.

money you lend me.

Pointing out the
negative
consequences of
refusal to the
listener

Used to point out the negative
consequences for the speaker if
the request is rejected.

I will hand in my work late and
lose marks if you don’t show me
how to finish it.

Pointing out the
benefits the author
would gain if the

Used to point out the benefits for
the speaker if the request were
approved.

You will get bonus marks if you
present your work today.

request were

approved

Grounder Used as an explanation for the | Please be quiet, | need to sleep.
request.

Disarmer Used to pre-empt the hearer’s | I know you are really busy but
potential objections. could you hand in your

assignment earlier?

Imposition Used to reduce the imposition of | I will return them immediately,

minimizer the request. the next day.

Sweetener Used to flatter the hearer and to | I think you are the perfect
put him/her into a positive | person to do it.
mood.

Promise of Used to offer the hearer a reward | I will cook your dinner if you

Reward for fulfilling the request. clean the toilet.

Small talk Used at the beginning of the | Good to see you.

request as a way to establish a
positive atmosphere.

Appreciator

Used at the end of the request to
positively reinforce the request.

It would be wonderful if you
could hand in your work early.

Considerator

Used at the end of the request to
show consideration towards the
interlocutor’s situation.

Only if you’ve got the time of
course.
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Asking for
forgiveness

Used to ask for forgiveness for
what s/he has done.

Please forgive me.

Giving options to
the hearer

Used to provide options to the
hearer as far as the details of

You could choose the place and
the time for the interview.

carrying out the request and the
possible rejection of the request
are concerned.

Showing sincerity I sincerely hope that you can

help me.

Used to emphasise speaker’s
desire to receive a positive reply.

In addition to the research conducted on the range of external modifiers provided above,
research has also studied the use of ‘please’ in a speech act like request. Researchers have
reported two main functions of ‘please’—addressee-focal politeness marker (e.g. Blum-
Kulka & Levenston 1987; Dalton-Puffer 2005; Economidou-Kogetsidis 2005; Ferch &
Kasper 1989; House & Kasper 1981; Lwanga-Lumu 2002; Stubbs 1983; Trosborg 1995) and
request marker (e.g., House 1989; Lee-Wong 1994a; Pedlow, Wales & Sanso 2001,
Wichmann 2004). Researchers who contended ‘please’ is an addressee-focal politeness
marker proposed ‘please’ is a lexical downgrader, which functions as a softener in an
inherently face-threatening act carried by the specific request and/or by the formal aspects of
(e.g. Blum-Kulka & Levenston 1987; Dalton-Puffer 2005;
Economidou-Kogetsidis 2005; Faerch & Kasper 1989; House & Kasper 1981; Lwanga-Lumu

imperative sentences

2002; Stubbs 1983; Trosborg 1995). In contrast, researchers who argued ‘please’ functions as
a request marker have proposed ‘please’ is a highly ritualised, formulaic expression used as
part of a request (Gleason, Perlmann & Greif 1984; Watts 2003).

While some researchers have primarily focussed on determining whether ‘please’ is used as
an external (e.g., Martinez-Flor 2009) or internal (Achiba 2003; House & Kasper 1981,
Trosborg 1995) request modifier to mitigate its imposition of a request, other researchers
(e.g., Sato 2008; Wichmann 2004) have examined the functions of ‘please’ in a request
relative to its position in a turn constructional unit. Sato (2008), for example, found that New
Zealand and American English speakers frequently used ‘please’ as an external or internal
modifier in requests to express different levels of directive force. The directive force of
‘please’ is strongest when it appears as an external modifier either at the beginning or at the
end of a request. An English request with ‘please’ at the beginning signals demands, pleas, a

sense of urgency, and enthusiasm. For instance, in a directive such as ‘Please come home.
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Something’s wrong.’, a speaker intends to assert compliance and shows little willingness to
negotiate or compromise. In such an utterance in English, the speaker adheres to claiming
his/her face needs rather than observing the face needs of others, and therefore do not intend
to convey politeness to the interlocutor.

A request with ‘please’ in the final position is claimed to be as equally powerful as one in
which it is in the initial position. However, speakers who use ‘please’ at the end of a request
intend to appeal to the hearer’s judgment about how a sensible social individual is expected
to act in a given context (Sata 2008: 1273). For instance, in a request such as ‘Come home
please’, speakers intend to show they are acting appropriately in a social situation while
making a request. Although the level of imposition appears lower than when ‘please’ is used
at the front of a request, compliance is strongly presumed in these cases since the requests are
designed to appeal to the hearer’s desire to maintain his/her public self-image, the loss of

which is thought to be detrimental to the hearer.

On the other hand, ‘please’ inside a request ranges in different levels of forcefulness. The use
of ‘please’ in a command is a more direct way to request people to comply to a request. In a
direct request like ‘you are asked please to assess the evidence in a cool...way’, compliance is
enforced on the basis of the requester asserting authority over the recipient. If the recipient
chooses not to comply, s/he may face a serious social consequences. However, when ‘please’
is used inside a conventional polite request, the requester acknowledges the request is a face-
threatening act and engages in facework based on an egalitarian stance. Compliance can
neither be enforced nor presumed; it can only be secured through the process of negotiation
with the hearer.

From a cross-cultural perspective on the use of external and internal request modifiers, Ferch
and Kasper (1989) also reported that internal and external modification work independently.
While internal modification is important, external modification is optional in languages such
as British English, German and Danish. Chinese is the opposite. Even though Chinese
indirectness is realised as conventional indirect requests and exists in interaction, indirectness
is not used without external modifications preceding the request (e.g., Kasper & Zhang 1995;
Lee 2011; Zhang 1995a,b). The formulation of the utterance itself and its internal
modification do not constitute indirectness. Chinese indirectness seems to be linked with

information sequence. English indirectness depends on whether the speaker’s intended
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proposition precedes any small talk or supportive moves, and how the speaker intends to
convey a communicative intention before explicitly bringing it up. The degree of indirectness
is determined by the length of the supportive moves which do not contain, explicitly, the
intended proposition (e.g., Kasper & Zhang 1995; Lee 2011; Zhang a,b).

This section has provided an overview of the differences as to how speakers use politeness
devices to minimise the imposition of a request. Interestingly, even though both Australian
English and Chinese speakers use conventionally indirect requests, Australian English
speakers frequently employ external modification to express indirectness, which equates to
politeness. However, Chinese politeness does not equate indirectness and speakers do not use

external modification to minimise the imposition of requests.

2.3.2 Interlanguage pragmatics

Interlanguage Pragmatics (ILP) is the interdisciplinary study of pragmatics and second
language acquisition (SLA) research. Learners’ ‘interlanguage’ describes the stage when they
begin to transit from using their first language linguistic features to learning linguistic
features of the second language (Selinker 1972). Learners’ interlanguage systems can be
identified through learners’ errors and are defined by Larsen-Freeman and Long (1991) as
systematic deviations made by learners who have not yet mastered the rules of the second
language. This section will present findings from request devices, with particular focus on

research in English and Chinese.

ILP researchers typically compare the similarities and differences between the way learners
and NSs produce a speech act (Blum-Kulka, House & Kasper 1989b; Hassall 2001; Trosborg
1995), or measure learners’ pragmatic performance/development in comprehension or
production of a speech act such as refusal or request (Cook 1993; Rose 2000; Kogetsidis &
Woodfield 2007; Woodfield 2008a, 2012). Much of the research conducted on speech act
categories and external modifiers (e.g., for requests) is based on the work of the CCSARP
researchers (1989).

In order to communicate effectively in a second language, interlocutors must realise the form
and meaning of direct request devices in that language as well as the illocutionary force of

indirect request devices. That is, learners must be able to interpret when speakers say one
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thing while meaning something else, and how the intended meaning can be expressed in the
L2. In addition, learners have to acquire the ability to appropriately use internal and external
modifiers with a request head to minimise the imposition of a request (Kasper & Blum-Kulka
1993). The following section reviews interlanguage pragmatics research on request heads and

external modifiers.

2.3.2.1 Request heads

ILP researchers who have examined learners’ ability to comprehend and use request heads
tend to measure learners’ pragmatic proficiency, and compare their performance to NS

norms.

Developmental studies in ILP have consistently demonstrated learners are likely to progress
from direct to more conventionally indirect request devices as they become more proficient
(e.g., Barron 2003, 2007a, 2008; Bouton 1994, 1996, 1999; Carrell 1984; Cook & Liddicoat
2002; Garcia 2004; Hassall 2001, 2003, 2006; Holtgraves 2007; Kasper 1984; Takahashi &
Roitblat 1994; Taguchi 2002, 2005, 2008a,b, 2010). Research has generally shown that
learners’ use of request heads and modifications converge on more L2 norms with increasing
competence. Kasper and Rose’s (2002: 157) review of pragmatic developmental studies
indicates that, especially in requests, learners tend to rely on direct forms of request heads in
the early stages of development, with a gradual move to conventionally indirect request
heads. The literature has also consistently indicated that learners’ use of external
modifications increases in frequency and range with increasing competence (e.g., Bardovi-
Harlig 2006, 2008; Barron 2003, 2007a; Schauer 2006a,b 2008).

A growing number of L2 studies have examined the ability to comprehend speakers’
intentions that are not explicitly stated (Bouton & Kacuru 1994; Cook & Liddicoat 2002;
Garcia 2004; Holtgraves 2007; Kasper 1984; Koike 1996; Taguchi 2002, 2005, 2008a,b,
2010; Takahashi & Roitblat 1994). These studies revealed that successful comprehension of
implied meaning depends on the levels of indirectness encoded in the utterances as well as
learners’ general L2 competence. Implicatures conveyed through conventional forms are
easier to comprehend, once the conventions are learned or shared between L1 and L2.
Nonconventional implicatures, on the other hand, are difficult to comprehend because they

require extensive inferential processing.
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Rose (2000) revealed in his cross-sectional study examining English requests produced by L1
Cantonese-speaking primary school children that all children preferred to use conventional
indirect requests in Cantonese. Most learners in the highest grade (Grade 6) preferred
conventional indirect English requests followed by English learners in Grade 4, and with
Grade 2 learners using mostly direct requests. Rose (2000) explained as learners’ proficiency
increased, they were less likely to transfer their Cantonese direct request strategy across to
English. This finding was also supported by other researchers (Lee 2005, 2011; Lee-Wong
1998; Zhang 1995a,b) who found, even though Chinese speakers prefer to use direct requests
in Chinese, they use conventional indirect requests in English, suggesting that learners did

not transfer from L1 to L2 as their language proficiency increased.

The variability found between NSs and non-native speakers (NNSs) has been explained
predominantly in terms of L2 learners’ proficiency levels, assessment of the equivalence
between learner’s L1 and L2 (e.g., Takahashi 1992, 1996; Takahashi & Roitblat 1994), and
transferability features of learners’ L1 to L2 features as an explanation (Takahashi 1990).
Most research on request devices has found that learners’ progress from direct to
conventionally indirect request heads as they become more linguistically competent. The
following section will discuss literature on how proficiency in using external request

modification develops.

2.3.2.2 External modifiers

To date, a majority of ILP research on external supportive devices for requests have reported
grounders as the most frequently used supportive move for requests amongst English NSs
(House & Kasper 1987; Trosborg 1995) and learners (Blum-Kulka & Olshtain 1986; Faerch
& Kasper 1989; Felix-Brasdefer 2005, 2009; Hassall 2001; Schauer 2007; Woodfield 2007,
2012; Woodfield & Economidou-Kogetsidis 2010, 2012). Hassall (2001: 266) found that
grounders are either used as negative politeness strategy (to convey an intention by the

speaker not to impose), or positive politeness strategy (by assuming the hearer’s cooperation).

Hassall’s (2001) study of a group of 20 Australian English NSs learning Indonesian at a
university revealed that these learners over-used grounders and were over-explicit in using
external supportive moves compared to native Indonesian speakers in the oral role-play data.
According to Hassall (2001: 266), learners over-used reasons/explanation, so they can
explain to the hearer that they do not impose on him or her without a good reason, thus
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achieving negative politeness. It may also be that learners excessively use grounders because
they do not have knowledge of the standard routines. This is labelled as the ‘waffle

phenomenon’ (Edmondson & House 1991: 274).

Other researchers (Barron 2005 in Barron 2007a, 20073, 2008; Blum-Kulka & Olshtain 1986;
Economidou-Kogetsidis 2008; Economidou-Kogetsidis & Woodfield 2008; Ferch & Kasper
1989, Hassall 2001, Schauer 2006b, 2007, 2008; Woodfield 2007, 2012) also found that
grounders are the main external modifiers used by both by NSs and NNSs in English and
across languages (Feerch & Kasper 1989; Hassall 2001, 2008). For example, Economidou-
Kogetsidis (2009) studied Greek learners at a university in Great Britain and a group of NSs
of British English for an average of 2.8 years. Using Discourse Completion Tasks (DCTSs)
designed to elicit requests in writing and semi-structured interviews, it was found that
learners generally underused apologies, but overused disarmers, preparators, and most of all
grounders. While English NSs generally employed vague explanations, the learners provided
much greater detail by providing specific reasons and explanations related to poor health and
family emergencies. In terms of achieving B&L’s (1978) positive and negative politeness,
Hassall (2001) pointed out that learners tended to use grounders as they can convey positive
politeness by assuming the hearer’s cooperation. The learners assumed that the hearer will
respond positively to the request once s/he hears the reasons/explanation for it (B&L 1978:
133).

Consistent with Economidou-Kogetsidis and Woodfield’s (2008) findings, Woodfield &
Economidou-Kogetsidis (2010) conducted an investigation on status-unequal requests and
use of modifications made by 89 advanced mixed-L1 English learners and 87 British English
native speakers elicited by a written discourse completion task. Results showed that the
learners used significantly fewer imposition minimisers and apologies than English NSs, but
overused preparators. Though NSs and learners used grounders most frequently, there were
qualitative differences. Learners tended to provide more detailed grounders than NSs. NSs
were more likely to use modifiers interpersonally to signal shared knowledge, indicate
common ground and to focus the topic of the request. The native speakers used grounders
from a more impersonal perspective with a range of internal mitigation devices, and

formulaic constructions.
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Similarly, Woodfield’s (2012) recent investigation of the development of request
modification devices showed that SALs also acquired external modification at different rates.
The responses were collected using status equal and unequal open role-plays from eight
SALs from Taiwan, China, Korea and Japan studying in a British university for eight months.
Woodfield (2012) found the eight SALs had approximated English native speaker levels on
using a range of request external modifications such as grounders, alerters, discourse
orientation moves, preparators and imposition minimisers at the onset of graduate study in the
target language community. However, these SALs took longer to acquire certain modification

devices such as considerators and appreciators.

In general, it appears grounders are acquired by learners quite early in their development.
One possible explanation for learners’ reliance on grounders is that providing reasons is the
usual way that requests are effectively justified in their L1 and L2 (Blum-Kulka 1991,
Hassall 2001). It may be that offering explanations and/or justifications for a request does not
require knowledge of idiomatic use and simply involves the construction of a syntactically
simple clause (Hassall 2001: 274). Hassall (2001: 267) and Woodfield (2012) both explained
the ‘non-native effect’ of providing redundant or over-explicit information and excessive
repetition may be related to learners’ concern for clarity (Kasper 1982) and so they used a
‘playing it safe’ strategy (Feerch & Kasper 1989). It may also be that learners lacked
confidence in communicating meaning (Blum-Kulka & Olshtain 1986).

Furthermore, Warga (2004, in Barron 2007b) and Edmondson and House (1991) suggested
waffling may be more likely to occur amongst learners with intermediate grammatical
proficiency. Blum-Kulka and Olshtain (1986) conducted a study of request realisations by
American English L2 learners of Hebrew living in the target community (Israel) for different
lengths of time. Data from DCTs suggested that waffling increased with increasing
competence. Hassall (1997, in Hassall 2001) found that intermediate learners tended to waffle
more than beginners and advanced learners. Both Blum-Kulka and Olshtain (1986) and
Hassall (1997, in Hassall 2001) claimed it is plausible that beginners could not waffle due to
linguistic constraints, as a result of limited linguistic competence, and advanced learners have
the competence to use various supportive moves to mitigate impositions without lengthy
justifications as they approach the native speaker norm. The intermediate learners,

nevertheless, have enough linguistic knowledge to justify at length their speech acts, but are
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not quite competent enough to use different devices to mitigate speech acts, thus forming a

U-shaped curve of development related to linguistic competence.

It appears that learners tend to use devices formulaic to them from their L1 to soften speech
acts before their repertoire of pragmatic devices can grow with increasing linguistic
competence. Subsequently, learners become more confident in their linguistic and pragmatic
ability. If grounders are commonly used across languages, then it is not surprising that
learners, especially those with low linguistic competence, over rely on this device before they
use other softening devices like preparators and minimisers.

2.3.2.3 Research on requests in Chinese & Australian English

The previous sections provided an overview of research on Cross-Cultural Pragmatics and
Interlanguage Pragmatics. As this study aims to investigate Hong Kong learners’
development of request devices during their nine-month sojourn in Australia, this section will
define the types of direct, conventional indirect and non-conventional indirect requests in
Australian English and Chinese, as well as the little research that has been conducted on

external modifiers.
2.3.2.3.1 Request heads
i. Direct requests:
Australian English

Direct request devices are expressed as imperatives ‘Pass me the salt (+ please)’,
performatives ‘I am asking you to + VP’, and want statements ‘I want you to + VP’. For
example, an Australian English imperative such as ‘Please give me a beer’ can be defined as
a direct request (Blum-Kulka 1989a). Australian English speakers tend to use less direct

forms, as direct requests would seem impolite, and prefer the more indirect form of requests.

Chinese

In Chinese, unlike Australian English, there are three forms of direct request which take

distinct structural forms: imperatives, performatives and want statements.
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Imperatives

Direct requests are the most proper and efficient way of making requests in Chinese as this
language does not have the range of modals that exist in English. Instead, it would be polite
to make a direct request without markers in Chinese (see example below).

Dai ni érzi yiqi lai.

Bring you son together come. (Come with your son.)

Politeness can also be achieved by using ging ‘please’, and tags such as kéyi ma, ke bu kéyi
are used to make a proper request (Lee-Wong 1994a). For example:
Ni ke bu kéyi dai wo zou.

You canornot take me go. (Can you take me with you?)

A more sincere query can also be acquired by other polite markers such as bang ‘help’ and

v

mafan ni ‘bother you’. For example:
mdfan ni, gqing ni bang w0 chd yi cha.
bother you, please you help me check one check.

(Sorry to bother you. Please help me check.)

Performatives

In Chinese, the performative verbs which convey request intent range from the explicit to
more polite utterances. For example, in Chinese one can explicitly mark the utterance as an
order (e.g., mingling ‘order’, rang ‘let’, jiao ‘call’ and yaogqiu ‘ask’):

W6 mingling ni  likai.

I order  you leave. (I order you to leave.)

The more polite marking of an utterance is a sincere plea, even to the extent of begging (e.g.,
‘please ask’, kengiu ‘sincerely ask’, qit ‘beg/ask’, gigiu ‘pleadingly ask’, giugiu ‘beg’). Qiu
is the most common basic form of performative as it does not require extra effort or a
pleading with desperation. For example:

Wo6 gt ni jie dian qian.

|  beg/ask you borrow some money.
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Want Statements

Want statements are more direct. They include statements of speaker’s needs, demands,
wishes and desires. Unlike in English, these are not impolite. Want statements such as the one
illustrated below shows a close relationship between the requester and the requestee and the
level of directness which is appreciated in making a request.

W6 xityao yi bén zidian.

I need one (classifier) dictionary.
ii. Conventional indirect requests:
Australian English

CCSARRP researchers identified suggestory formula (e.g., ‘How about + VP?’) and query
preparatory (‘Would you + VP?’) in Australian English (Blum-Kulka 1989), as ways of

expressing conventional indirect requests.

Chinese

Conventional indirect requests in Chinese use suggestory formulae and query preparatory.
Suggestory formulae imply that the addressee should have done what was obviously the right
thing for the speaker to do. Chinese speakers can also use ‘politeness formulae’ to request
insistently that the addressee do something which benefits, and is appreciated by, the

addressee in the Chinese culture. For example:

Ganma bd  jin 14i?

do what not enter come (Why not come in?)

While English and Chinese have some equivalent forms, not all English query preparatory
forms function as requests in Chinese. For example, when a basic interrogative form, such as,
Will you close the door please?, is translated from English into Chinese, it is considered to be
both the most polite and most common practice to add the word ging ‘please’ in making the

request.

Unlike in English, however, pseudo-questions such as Would you do it?, Won't you do it?,
Do you want to do it? or Would you like to do it? are not preferred in Chinese, since they are

considered superficial. They seem to inquire into the addresser’s desires, but should be
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interpreted as requests. In Chinese it is preferable for requests to be direct. Literal equivalents
of sentences in the frame Why don't you as in Why don't you close the window? would be

interpreted as a combination of a question and a criticism in Chinese.

Ni weishénme bu guan shang chuanghu?
you why not close up window

Why don’t you close the window?

Such an utterance would appear unreasonable and stubborn to the Chinese addressee. It
implies the speaker believes the addressee obviously did not do the right thing, but the same

utterance in English may or may not be interpreted in this way.

Similarly, utterances with the frame Would you mind are seldom used to show politeness in
Chinese. Only those speakers who are strongly influenced by the English language tend to
use it. Instead, one could perform requests, or acts closely related to requests, by asking about
the addressee’s ability to do something, such as Ni néng ... ma? (Could you ... ?). When a
speaker of Chinese gets angry with the hearer but wants to show it in a polite way, he/she will
often avoid the imperative and resort to the device of interrogative forms. The interpretation
of what is socially acceptable and how language functions clearly differs between cultures.

iii. Nonconventional indirect requests:
Australian English

In Australian English an utterance such as ‘The kitchen is a bit untidy’ may function as a hint,
expressed by speakers in such a way as to let the addressees know that they are responsible
for the performance of the act, but the speaker does not make the request explicit (Weizman
1989, 1993). The interpretations of these requests rely on context. In this study, statement

hints are considered to be nonconventional indirect request devices.

Chinese

Hints are often used when speakers have power over the addressees, and when the speakers
intend to question addressees’ commitment, questioning feasibility, or starting potential
grounders before they launch requests. Hints tend to be used when the speakers are in a close

relationship and have good knowledge of the background situation. Such hints are also often
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used as adequate support for the more direct requests (Ye 1995). There are two commonly-
used formulae in Chinese request hints. As in English, the interpretation of hints depends on
the context. Request frames such as zai ma? (is/are ... ?) and ni ... ma? (are you ...?) are
common Chinese hints. For instance, ni ... ma? signals there is a forthcoming request. As the
hearer may be anxious to know what request it is, he or she can sometimes reply directly with

a question instead of an answer: shénme shi ba? (literally: ‘what matter?’)

To date, a majority of studies that have examined Chinese request devices are conducted on
Mandarin Chinese, not Cantonese. However, researchers have shown both Cantonese and
Mandarin speakers are similarly direct when making requests (see for example, Lee-Wong
1994b, 1998, 2000 on Mandarin; Rose (2000) and Lee (2005, 2011) on Cantonese).

Zhang (1995a) found that Chinese NSs prefer query preparatory (54.2%), accounting for
more than half of the possible cases from all three levels of directness. Most prefer
conventional indirect requests (59.2%), followed by direct requests (26.4%) and hints (9.5%).
Zhang (1995a) and Ye (1995) also reported identical conventional indirect request devices in
Mandarin Chinese (ni neng..ma?). A significantly lower proportion of nonconventional
indirect requests are used in Mandarin Chinese (data not exceeding 10%, with over 50%
conventional indirect requests) (Blum-Kulka, House & Kasper 1989b; Gu 1990; House &
Kasper 1987; Kasper 1989; Ye 1995; Zhang 1995a). Researchers (Blum-Kulka & House
1989) also found that because English speakers avoided using imperatives in many situations,
they were also reluctant to use the Chinese imperative/want statement + tag structure. In
contrast, Chinese learners of English tended to transfer the Chinese structure into English by

using imperative/want statements plus ‘ok/all right’.

2.3.2.3.2 External modifiers

Feerch and Kasper (1989) reported internal and external modification work independently
from each other. While internal modification is important, external modification is optional in
languages such as Australian and British English, German and Danish. Chinese is the
opposite. While Chinese indirectness is realised as conventional indirect requests and exists
in interaction, indirectness is not used without external modifications preceding the request.
The formulation of the utterance itself and its internal modification do not constitute

indirectness.
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Chinese indirectness seems to be linked with information sequence. Directness depends on
whether the speaker’s intended proposition precedes any small talk or supportive moves, and
how the speaker intends to convey a communicative intention before explicitly bringing it up.
The degree of indirectness is determined by the length of the supportive moves which do not
contain explicitly the intended proposition. In Chinese, interrogative + negations (0.6%) were
used. Lexical and phrasal downgraders were displayed as follows—qgrounders (36.1%),
apologising (8.3%), cost-minimising (6.4%), sweetener (6.1%), self-criticising (5.7%),
preparatory (3.3%), advice-seeking (2.7%), thanking (2.5%), pre-commitment (0.6%),
promise (0.6%), direct appeal (0.6%), offer of help (0.6%), reprimanding (0.6%), moralising
statement (0.3%), threat (0.3%), promise of reward (0.3%), opt out (2.2%) (Zhang 1995a:
64).

Thus, there are notable differences in the way Australian English and Chinese speakers use
request modifications to mitigate the imposition of requests. Australian English speakers use
internal modification to minimise the imposition of requests, while Chinese speakers employ

a range of external modification to mitigate the imposition of requests.

In summary, this section has highlighted the contribution of cross-cultural pragmatics
research in interlanguage pragmatics, particularly on Australian English and Chinese request
heads and external modifiers. The CCSARP studies have established categories of
conventional devices used to express politeness in a range of speech acts in numerous
languages. Thus, differences between the conventional devices used to express politeness in
language learners’ L1 and L2 can help explain learners’ errors in the acquisition of pragmatic

skills in another language.

2.4 Summary

This chapter has reviewed the development of politeness theories from the work of B&L to
post-modern and neo-politeness approaches. It has highlighted how the premises of speech
act, and politeness theories have laid the fundamental groundwork of cross-cultural and ILP
research. The CCSARP research on different speech acts across different cultures and
languages has led to the classifications of the requests heads and external modifiers. SLA
researchers have used these classifications to advance research in ILP. However, most

research conducted by the CCSARP project is on English; very little is known about Chinese.
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Chapter 3 Environmental and affective dimensions of the

study abroad experience

3.1 Introduction

‘Study Abroad’ studies have come to the conclusion that a study abroad environment is more
beneficial than ‘At-Home’ environment in developing learners’ pragmatic competence.
However, researchers have long rejected the idea that students in a target language
community are guaranteed to gain greater cultural awareness and more linguistic
opportunities than at-home students (e.g., Freed 1995; Rivers 1998; Segalowitz & Freed
2004; Talburt & Stewart 1999; Wilkinson 1998a,b, 2000). This chapter reviews literature on
the factors that influence Study Abroad Learners’ (SALs) pragmatic development. The first
part discusses the process of acquiring L2 pragmatic competence, and the second focuses on

environmental and affective dimensions of learners’ study abroad experience.

3.2 Process of acquiring L2 pragmatic competence

This section describes processes that could affect learners’ pragmatic competence. It begins
with a definition of pragmatic competence and discusses whether learners’ grammatical
proficiency affects their pragmatic development. This is followed by a review of literature on
two explanations of learners’ process of pragmatic development—namely, language transfer
and the Complexification Hypothesis; as well learners’ acquisition of the relationship

between social distance and speech behaviour in the Bulge Theory.
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3.2.1 Definition of pragmatic competence

Pragmatic competence may be defined as:

... the relationships between utterances and the acts of functions that the speakers
intend to perform through these utterances...and the characteristics of the context
of language use that determine the appropriateness of utterances. The notion of
pragmatic competence...thus includes illocutionary competence, or the
knowledge of the pragmatic conventions of performing acceptable language
functions, and sociolinguistic competence, or knowledge of the sociolinguistic
conventions for performing language functions appropriately in a given context.
(Canale 1988: 90, in Hudson, Detmer & Brown 1992: 4)

This is comparable to the notions of sociopragmatic and pragmalinguistic levels defined by
Leech (1983) and Thomas (1983). Sociopragmatics is the level at which researchers focus on
comparing how speech acts are used by NSs and L2 learners in particular contexts.
Pragmalinguistics is the level at which researchers examine a variety of utterances which NSs

and L2 learners use to convey speech acts.

For the purposes of this study, pragmatic competence is defined as the process of:

. acquiring knowledge of linguistic resources available in a given language
necessary for realising particular illocutions, knowledge of sequential aspects of
speech acts, and knowledge of appropriate contextual use of particular languages’
linguistic resources ... the process of establishing sociopragmatic and
pragmalinguistic competence and the increasing ability to understand and
produce sociopragmatic meanings with pragmalinguistic conventions. (Kasper &
Roever 2005: 318)

3.2.2 Grammatical and pragmatic competence

This section will examine the relationship between learners’ grammatical and pragmatic

proficiency.
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Research has established that grammatical and pragmatic competence are related in complex
ways (e.g., Barron 2005 in Barron 2007a, 2007a, 2008; Blum-Kulka & Olshtain 1986;
Economidou-Kogetsidis 2008; Feerch & Kasper 1989; Hassall 2001; House & Kasper 1987,
Otcu & Zeyrek 2008; Schauer 2006b, 2007, 2008; Woodfield & Economidou-Kogetsidis
2010). However, the question as to whether learners need grammatical competence before

acquiring L2 pragmatic functions remains unanswered.

On the one hand, researchers such as Bardovi-Harlig (1999: 686) propose grammatical
competence is not a necessary condition for learners to develop interlanguage pragmatic
competence. For instance, Schmidt (1983) found that his learner, Wes, made very little
progress in his grammatical knowledge but improved his pragmatic and discourse pragmatic
competence considerably over three years. He concluded that limited grammar does not
prevent pragmatic and interactional competence from developing, and that grammar and

pragmatic competence are independent of each other.

Koike (1989: 286) further pointed out that since learners’ grammatical proficiency cannot
develop as quickly as learners’ pragmatic concepts, the pragmatic concepts can only be
expressed at the level of syntax that learners know. Therefore, the pragmatic information may
be added peripherally to the early-acquired basic command form through lexical options
(e.g., imperative + porfavor ‘please’). Likewise, Ahrenholz (2000) found a group of L1
Italian learners of German were still able to perform instructions in pragmatic mode before
they had acquired the correct syntactic form. The learners expressed the instruction with
incorrect syntax by using verbless directives or directives including formulaic, uninflected
verb forms. Even lower competence learners already have pragmatic categories, but they lack
the grammatical repertoire to express them (see Ahrenholz 2000; Geyer 2007; Kasper & Rose
2002; Koike 1989; Salsbury & Bardovi-Harlig 2001).

Likewise, Pearson’s (2006) results also support the claim that learners’ grammatical
proficiency is not related to pragmatic development. The study examined the acquisition of
Spanish directive devices by L1 university English learners in an AH context. Quantitative
and qualitative analyses from questionnaires and role-plays for pre- and post-tests revealed
learners who struggled with Spanish conjugations used formal verb forms to address friends
and peers, and informal forms to address professors, shop clerks, and strangers. Learners’

verbal accuracy increased after instructions were given but some learners continued to use
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earlier acquired forms (e.g., formal commands) as default forms to encode all commands, and
present subjunctive forms were used for both informal and formal interactions. Pearson
concluded that the learners with limited linguistic proficiency were still able to express

pragmatic functions using the grammatical structures they know.

In contrast, other researchers claimed learners must know the linguistic structures before they
are able to use them as pragmatic devices (e.g., Hassall 2008; House & Kasper 1987; Kasper
1997; Kasper & Rose 2002; Liu 2006, in Liu & Jackson 2008; Niezgoda & Rover 2001;
Takahashi 2001; Xu, Case & Wang 2009; Yamanaka 2003). Thus, the more proficient
learners are better able to use a wider, and more complex, range of speech acts such as

requests (Trosborg 1995).

Takahashi (2001), for example, showed learners’ grammatical knowledge precedes pragmatic
knowledge. Takahashi measured the ability of a group of advanced Japanese At-Home
Learners (AHLs) of English in Japan to use request devices using DCTs and written
retrospection. For example, learners rejected bi-clausals such as ‘I was wondering if you
could + VP’ and ‘Would it be possible for you to + VP’ as requests. Instead, they opted for
simpler, mono-clausal structures such as ‘Would/could you (please) + VP’ but they
understood bi-clausal structures such as ‘I was wondering if you could + VP’ as requests.
Takahashi (2001:173) concluded that the Japanese AHLs lacked the L2 pragmalinguistic
knowledge required to mitigate an English request using more complex syntactic structures.
They tended to transfer L1 semantic and syntactic features to make their requests when they

lacked L2 grammatical knowledge.

Consistent with Yamanaka’s (2003) findings, Xu, Case and Wang (2009) found that learners’
overall L2 competence has a stronger impact on learners’ L2 pragmatic development than
other factors such as learners’ length of residence in a target language community. A total of
126 international students at low and advanced English proficiency levels at a US university
judged 20 scenarios on grammatical and pragmatic appropriateness. Results revealed no
statistically significant difference between the severity of grammatical violations between
learners with different lengths of residence abroad and proficiency levels. However,
advanced learners who had been in the US longer were more sensitive towards pragmatic
violations than those who had been in the US a shorter period. The low proficiency learners

who had been in the US for a shorter time showed more sensitivity towards pragmatic
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infelicities than those who had been in the US longer. Xu, Case and Wang (2009) explained
the lower competence learners were not able to map forms to functions, and were therefore
less likely to understand speech acts than advanced learners. The researchers thought it
possible the participants in the study were in an educational setting and received considerable
English instruction each day. Further, participants in the study who were living abroad may
have been more motivated to improve their skills in both English and their academic field of

interest.

One plausible explanation for the effect noted by Xu, Case and Wang (2009) is that the input
learners had received from their target language community and their high motivation to
succeed enabled them to develop in both L2 pragmatics and grammar. This offers support for
Bardovi-Harlig and Dornyei’s (1998) claim that learners’ exposure to their L2 in the target
language community promoted the development of pragmatic rules. The other possibility is
that people can only attend to certain tasks due to their limited cognitive processing capacity
(Krashen 1982; Meisel, Clahsen & Pienemann 1981; Pienemann 1987, 1989). Thus, it is
possible that learners with low linguistic proficiency were only able to attend to linguistic
planning of speech within their capacity (Hassall 2008). On the other hand, learners with high
proficiency were able to perform many low-level processing tasks automatically and free up
more processing capacity to devote to other more cognitively-demanding tasks such as

thinking about politeness and face-threatening speech acts.

As the above research has illustrated, even the low proficiency L2 learners are able to
perform pragmatic devices, but they may rely on the simpler linguistic structures to make a

request.

3.2.3 Pragmatic transfer

Researchers believe that one of the factors that may have an impact on learners’ pragmatic
development is their language transfer from L1 to L2. In this section, | will discuss how
learners’ grammatical proficiency could possibly influence their language transfer from L1 to

L2 and, in turn, their pragmatic development.

Blum-Kulka (1982) found from her Hebrew NSs and English L2 learners of Hebrew that

learners borrowed linguistic means from the L1 to interpret L2 pragmatic features. For
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example, L2 learners had no problems in acquiring the usage of ‘Can you + VP?’ in Hebrew
as it also functions as a conventional indirect request strategy in English (positive transfer).
This group of learners frequently used a willingness to form questions such as ‘Would you +
VP?’ as requests in Hebrew. This form functions as a conventional indirect request in

English, but it functions only as a question in Hebrew, thus resulting in negative transfer.

Other researchers have also found negative correlation between learners’ transferability and
proficiency (e.g., Ellis 1994; Koike 1996; Maeshiba, Yoshinaga, Kasper & Ross 1996). For
instance, Takahashi and DuFon (1989) examined whether Japanese learners of American
English would transfer request devices from their L1 to L2 in various scenarios. The low
proficiency learners proceeded from a less direct to a more direct approach. Not surprisingly,
they were most like the native Japanese speakers’ group. In contrast, the advanced learners
did not transfer and opted for the more direct approach in using request devices, using the
same types of request devices as the American NSs. Takahashi and DuFon (1989) concluded
that the low proficiency learners relied more on transferring L1 conventional means and
forms to L2 without realising the nonequivalence of pragmalinguistic meaning of these
structures. Conversely, the high proficiency learners had sufficient linguistic and pragmatic
knowledge to interpret the intended meaning of indirect request devices in the second

language.

However, Takahashi and Beebe (1987) demonstrated advanced proficiency learners also
transfer when they are unaware of the nonequivalence in meaning between learners’ L1 and
L2, possibly resulting in a skewed bell curve for the level of transfer against increased
proficiency while transfer decreases as learners’ proficiency increases. As Takahashi (2001,
2005) noted, other factors such as learners’ familiarity with the situational context or learning
environment may outweigh linguistic proficiency in determining the relationship between L1

to L2 transfer, language proficiency and pragmatic development.

It is possible that negative transfers of linguistic and pragmatic features from L1 to L2 occur
when learners assess relevant situational factors (e.g., size of imposition, social distance,
rights and obligations) on the basis of their L1 sociopragmatic norms. Learners have different
perceptions of what constitutes appropriate linguistic behaviour (Thomas 1983: 99). To
overcome this, learners have to acquire an understanding of different beliefs and value

systems when learning an L2 (Jaworski 1994).
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3.2.4 Complexification hypothesis and Bulge Theory

Two theoretical models have also been proposed to explain learners’ choice of pragmatic
strategies in the mitigation of impositions of speech acts in terms of cognitive capacity and
social distance.

In the Complexification Hypothesis, Meisel, Clahsen and Pienemann (1981) argued that the
order of acquisition of L2 forms is dependent upon their syntactic structural complexity and
the processing demands involved. That is, more syntactically complex structures are more
cognitively demanding and are usually acquired after the simpler structures which require

less processing capacity.

Trosborg (1995) used the Complexification Hypothesis to explain learners’ acquisition of
pragmatic functions in a developmental sequence. Trosborg found learners first master
request heads, then syntactic structures (downgraders) and lexical/phrasal downgraders in
their pragmatic development. Learners appeared to acquire internal modifiers later, and their
use increases with linguistic proficiency. Trosborg showed that learners’ acquisition of
pragmatic devices also depends on how routinised these devices are. A highly routinised
device is likely to be learned more easily than a device which has to be more creatively
formulated or is less routinised. This explains why syntactic downgraders appear earlier in
learner requests than lexical downgraders. Syntactic downgraders form part of a request
strategy to a much higher degree than lexical/phrasal downgraders. In contrast,
lexical/phrasal downgraders are generally optional to the request structure (e.g., markers of
tentativeness ‘perhaps’ and ‘possibly’ and the consultative device ‘would you mind’). The
‘popular’ conventions seem to be acquired as ritualised formulae first and modifiers like
lexical/phrasal downgraders are acquired later in their pragmatic development. Furthermore,
Trosborg (1995: 430) found learners do not acquire upgraders as easily as downgraders in
complaints. It may be that the use of upgraders increased with increasing proficiency, but
only after a certain degree of linguistic competence had been reached (Trosborg 1995: 358,
427). Barron (2007a) further explained that learners tended to employ different devices in
different interactions, mostly using formulaic interactions with strangers. Learners’ use of
pragmatic routines decreased cognitive burden and, thus, frees capacity for upgrading.
According to Barron (2007a), this suggests a slow rate of development in upgrader

employment by learners in non-formulaic utterances. Therefore, Barron (2007a, 2008)
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suggests learners’ first use and rely predominantly on the easier structures before developing

more complex structures which demand a high level of cognitive complexity.

The different linguistic resources used by learners can also be accounted for by the Bulge
Theory (Wolfson 1988). The Bulge Theory explains speech events in relation to speakers’
social distance in interactions. Accordingly, people display similar speech behaviours at the
extreme ends of the social distance continuum—minimum social distance (intimates, status
equals) and maximum social distance (status unequals and strangers). The term bulge group
comprises non-intimates, status-equal friends, co-workers and acquaintances. Wolfson’s
(1988) research on speech acts (e.g., invitations, compliments, thanking, apologising)
demonstrated the similarities and differences between three groups lie in the certainty of the
relationships, the status and predictability of the response. For example, Wolfson (1988: 75-
76) showed that because middle-class Americans at the two extremes (minimum and
maximum distance) know more clearly where they stand in an interaction, they prefer a more
direct, unambiguous invitation and disfavour negotiation (See Example 3.1). In contrast,
people with more intimate relationship tend to avoid direct invitations in case their invitations
are rejected (See Example 3.2). Speakers tend to negotiate with one another in a mutual back-

and-forth negotiation.

Example 3.1: The unambiguous invitation
A: Do you want to have lunch tomorrow?

B: Okay, as long as I’'m back by 1.30.

Example 3.2: The ambiguous invitation
A: You doing anything exciting this weekend?
B: No, I’'ll be around the pool here.

A: Ok. I'll see you.

Only a few researchers have adopted Wolfson’s (1986) Bulge Theory to explain the effect of
social distance on speakers’ choice of pragmatic strategies (e.g. Barron 2007a; Cheng 2005;

Kreutel 2007). To date, these studies have demonstrated that other factors such as familiarity

40



Environmental and affective dimensions of the study abroad experience

between interlocutors, level of imposition, and the urgency of a situation may also influence

speakers’ pragmatic choice in minimizing the impositions of speech acts.

For instance, Kreutel (2007) found that both social distance and the urgency of a situation
impacted on how the mitigation devices were used in disagreement. Participants in this study
were collected from 27 adult native speakers and 27 adult second language learners of
American English. Data from DCTs dealing with disagreement indicated that the learners
used mitigation devices such as hedges or explanations less frequently than the native
speakers. However, both groups were more blunt and used shorter responses in disagreement
in minimum and maximum social distance situations than in those involving equal social
distance. Kreutel (2007) explained that this may be because the speakers felt they did not
need to soften their message in order to improve their social relationships with people who
are either intimate or strangers to them, and can therefore be more direct. In addition, while
social distance was the main factor that influenced learners’ choice of pragmatic strategies in
disagreement, the urgency of a situation also influenced the degree of mitigation used by
native speakers of English but not by learners. Native speakers of English tended to use more
direct strategies and were less likely to mitigate a disagreement in urgent situations. This
suggests that the less time that is available and/or the more that is at stake in a given situation,

the more direct and blunt the answer is.

In a study abroad context, similar results were found in Cheng’s (2005) cross-sectional
investigation into the number of words and types of strategies native English speakers and
Chinese learners of English used to express gratitude. Eight DCTs were used to collect data
from native English speakers in the United States, ‘at-home’ Chinese learners of English in
Taiwan, and three groups of ‘study abroad’ Chinese learners of English with different lengths
of residence in the United States (one semester, one year and four or more years). All
participants were university students. Results showed that both the at-home and study abroad
Chinese learners of English used significantly fewer strategies and shorter responses to
express gratitude with interlocutors of minimal and maximum social distance than
interlocutors with equal status. The native English speakers used significantly more words in
the low-status situations than in the equal-status situations but a similar number of strategies
regardless of the social distance between the interlocutors. Interestingly, the level of
imposition also impacted on the length and types of strategies the five groups of participants
used. All participants used more strategies and lengthier responses in the high-imposition
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situations than in the low-imposition situations. Cheng (2005) explained that the learners in
situations with greater imposition were likely to feel especially indebted, and therefore used
more devices and longer responses to mitigate an imposition. Familiarity was a third factor
that was found to influence participants’ responses. English native speakers used lengthier

and more strategies when they were more familiar with the interlocutors.

In a third study testing the Bulge Theory (and also, in this case, the Complexification
Hypothesis), Barron (2007a) investigated the use of upgraders in refusals of offers by adult
native German speakers, and adult advanced Irish learners of German who were either in a
study abroad context or an at-home in Ireland studying at a university. Her results showed
that the types of upgrades used were influenced by social distance in ways congruent with the
Bulge Theory. The native speakers of German and the study abroad learners of German
mostly used formulaic utterances in interactions with strangers, and less formulaic and more
complex utterances which may require negotiation in interactions with equal status
interlocutors. Barron (2007a) also suggested that because upgrading appears to be overly
cognitively demanding for learners, they reverted to pragmatic routines in interactions with
strangers as this decreases the cognitive burden.

Overall, these three studies provide support for the Bulge Theory but also reveal other factors
such as familiarity between interlocutors, level of imposition, and the urgency of a situation
that contribute to the types and number of pragmatic strategies speakers use to mitigate the
impositions of speech acts.

There is still much debate on whether, and the extent to which, interlanguage pragmatic
development is constrained by grammatical competence as proposed in the complexification
hypothesis. On the one hand, research shows learners with limited linguistic proficiency are
still able to express a range of pragmatic functions using the grammatical structures they
know (e.g. Ahrenholz 2000; Geyer 2007; Pearson 2005; Salsbury & Bardovi-Harlig 2001).
On the other hand, research has shown that learners’ repertoire and complexity of pragmatic
devices increases with increasing grammatical proficiency. Similarly, less linguistically
proficient learners are not as able to map forms to functions as more proficient learners and
so are less likely to correctly interpret the pragmatic force of speech acts (e.g., Hassall 2008;
Xu, Case & Wang 2009; Yamanaka 2003). It also appears that as learners’ L2 proficiency

increases, they rely less on transfer of sociopragmatic and pragmalinguistic features from L1
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(Takahashi 2001, 2005; Takahashi & Beebe 1987). The next section will review external

factors that could possibly affect L2 pragmatic competence.

3.3 Environmental and affective dimensions of learners’ experience abroad

This section will provide an overview of the literature on the environmental and affective
dimensions of learners’ experience abroad, in particular it draws research on AHLs’ and
SALs’ pragmatic performance on request devices. Firstly, it compares research on the
differences between learners’ pragmatic performance in an at-home versus a study abroad
environment, and reviews literature on the extent to which SALs’ length of residence in the
target language community and opportunities for input and interactions influences learners’
pragmatic performance of request devices. In addition, it examines research on the impact
which affective factors such as SALs’ self-perceived confidence and self-perceived
proficiency, and perceptions of the target language learning environment have on SALS’

pragmatic performance.

3.3.1 At-Home vs study abroad environment

While there is evidence to show pragmatic teaching can be effective, research has
demonstrated learners’ exposure to the target language environment is more beneficial than
AH teaching programmes in promoting pragmatic development. Research has illustrated
SALs are advantaged because they have more opportunities for richer and more authentic
input in a target language community than learners in an AH context (Bardovi-Harlig &
Griffin 2005; Barron 2003, 2005 in Barron 2007a; Code & Anderson 2001; Schauer
20064a,b).

In addition, researchers (e.g., Thomas 1983; Matsuda 1999, in Liu 2010: 467; Takahashi
2005) have questioned the authenticity of pragmatic rules taught in an AH environment.
Thomas (1983), for instance, noted that language teachers’ knowledge is often inadequate.
Matsuda (1999, in Liu 2010) argued that in reality some teachers in AH programmes may be
hesitant to teach pragmatics because it is a difficult and sensitive task which often requires a
high degree of ‘face threat’, and pedagogical resources are often limited. Furthermore,
Takahashi (2005) stated that Japanese AHLs were more likely to focus on discourse markers

and idiomatic expressions than complex request head acts because these students were less
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likely to learn colloquial English. Also, AHLs have fewer opportunities in purely
instructional settings to engage in longer stretches of NS discourse containing a larger

number of discourse markers.

Numerous studies have shown that SALs were able to develop pragmatic awareness through
exposure to the target language environment even without specific instructions (e.g., Soler
2005; Bardovi-Harlig & Griffin 2005; Martinez-Flor & Fukuya 2005). Substantial empirical
findings have illustrated a sojourn abroad has an overall positive effect on learners’ L2
pragmatic development (e.g., Barron 2003, 2005 in Barron 2007a, 2007a, 2008; Bouton
1988, 1994, 1996; Felix-Brasdefer 2004; Kinginger & Belz 2005; Kinginger & Farrell 2004;
Matsumura 2003, 2007; Olshtain & Blum-Kulka 1985; Schauer 2006a,b, 2007, 2008;
Shardakova 2005; Takahashi 1996). SALs’ gains in L2 have been attributed to the increase in
opportunities for richer, more authentic input in the target language community than learners
in AH contexts. As Kasper and Schmidt (1996:159-160) note:

Because pragmatic knowledge, by definition, is highly sensitive to social and
cultural features of context, one would expect input that is richer in qualitative
and quantitative terms to result in better learning outcomes. A second language
environment is more likely to provide learners with the diverse and frequent input
they need for pragmatic development than a foreign language learning context,

especially if the instruction is precommunicative or noncommunicative.

From a pragmatic developmental perspective, studies into the acquisition of request devices
which specifically compared the performance of AHLs and SALs have generally revealed
that SALs are able to reach a higher level of pragmatic competence than AHLSs in general
discourses and in speech acts like request devices (e.g., Lorscher 1986; Lorscher & Schulze
1988). For instance, Bardovi-Harlig and Dornyei (1998: 233-62) compared American English
NSs with two groups of learners for grammar ability and pragmatic awareness in requests,
apologies, suggestions, and refusals. The SALs of English were in the US, and the AHLs in
Hungary. The SALs were at the intermediate to advanced levels studying university intensive
language programmes. The AHLs were studying at a Hungarian high school or university and
had self-assessed their English as low-intermediate to advanced level. In the study, learners
had to identify whether the 20 video scenarios of English conversations were error free or had

pragmatic or grammatical errors. Results revealed that even though these learners had
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English intermediate-advanced proficiency, they had different levels of pragmatic and
linguistic awareness. The US-based SALs identified more general pragmatic errors and rated
them as more serious than grammatical errors, while the Hungarian-based AHLs identified
more grammatical errors and judged them as more serious than pragmatic errors. Bardovi-
Harlig and Dornyei (1998) concluded that SALs were better able to identify pragmatic errors

than AHLs because of their exposure to L2 in the target environment.

More recent research also consistently shows that SALSs are able to improve on the use, types
and varieties of request modifications during their sojourn abroad (Barron 2003, 2005 in
Barron 2007a, 2007a; Schauer 2006a,b, 2007, 2008). This was illustrated by Barron’s (2003,
2005 in Barron 2007a) investigations into the development of request devices and refusals of
offers by advanced Irish English learners of German in an SA setting and their AH
counterparts in Ireland. One of the findings showed that SALs made noticeable
improvements in requests and refusals of offers after 10 months abroad. Though the SALs’
pragmatic responses were not native-like in the role-plays, DCTs and interviews, their
pragmatic knowledge of discourse structure of refusals of offers and requests improved over
time. The SALs’ use of routinised formulae increased with less negative L1 transfer and they
were able to use mitigation in refusals and requests in different contexts with different levels
of impositions. For example, Barron (2003) reported that this group of learners had initially
overused ‘bitte’ (please) to mitigate their impositions of refusals and requests when their
German was less proficient and they could not use other forms of downgraders to mitigate the
impositions in the pre-test at the beginning of the learners’ sojourn. However, the learners’
syntactic downgrading employed at the end of the year abroad in the post-test was more
complex in offer and request devices compared to the beginning of the year. The learners’ use
of ‘bitte’ decreased as their ability to use German downgraders increased.

Schauer’s (2006a,b) comparative studies of German learners of English AH in Germany and
SALs in Great Britain for one academic year revealed similar findings. Data was elicited
from videos of English conversations between speakers of different status and levels of
impositions of requests, questionnaires and interviews in pre- and post-tests. Results showed
these SALs’ pragmatic awareness increased significantly and productive pragmatic
competence improved greatly in the post-test after one year in Great Britain. Schauer also
found that SALs had a broader repertoire of request modifiers at the end of the SA period
than AHLs. However, learners had developed internal modifiers prior to external modifiers.
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Schauer (2006a,b) concluded that the acquisitional sequence was linked to the length of stay
in the target environment but found that individual learners developed the use of modifiers at

different rates.

To date, substantial evidence shows exposure to the target language environment has an
overall positive effect on learners’ L2 pragmatic development. Whilst early SA research
argued SALs’ gains were because the target language environment could provide more
opportunities for richer and more authentic input than AHLSs, more recent research has
suggested other factors are also important.

3.3.2 Learners’ length of residence abroad

Previous studies (e.g., Bouton 1996; Bouton & Kachru; 1994, Felix-Brasdefer 2004, 2005,
2007, 2009; Koike 1996; Olshtain & Blum-Kulka 1985) which measured SALS’ pragmatic
development focussing only on the length of the learners’ stay abroad were able to find a
positive relationship between the length of the stay and pragmatic development. However,
there is debate about the length of time learners require to develop pragmatic competence.
For instance, Olshtain & Blum-Kulka (1985: 321) found that a group of SALs of Hebrew in
Israel for a stay shorter than two years rated the politeness of request devices differently to
NSs, but those who spent more than ten years used similar devices to NSs. The SALSs’
pragmatic changes of non-native response patterns reflect a process of approximation of
target language norms over time. Similarly, Felix-Brasdefer (2004) found pragmatic ability
increased with learners’ length of residence in the target community for six SA American
learners of Mexican Spanish with advanced proficiency. Though this was a very small study,
and results are speculative, data collected from role-plays and retrospective verbal reports
showed that SALs who spent at least nine months in the L2 community were able to
approximate NSs’ interactional skills and degree of politeness in refusals. Learners made
more attempts at negotiation of a refusal and higher degrees of politeness by employing more
indirect devices (e.g., request for additional information, alternative, postponement,

reason/explanation, and indefinite reply) than those who spent less than five months abroad.

Bouton (1994, 1996) also found learners’ L2 proficiency and intensity of their interactions
with NSs affected their pragmatic development. Bouton (1994) administered multiple choice

questionnaires related to conversational implicatures to two groups of SALs at the target
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language community—one group for 17 months and the other for 4% years in the US. The
results showed SALS’ interpretations of conversational implicatures correlated with their
length of stay in the host environment but, more importantly, their developing proficiency led
to learners being increasingly able to correctly interpret request utterances. The 17-month
group significantly improved their understanding of conversational implicatures after 17
months, but were still unable to interpret types of implicatures they had difficulty with at the
beginning of their stay. However, learners who spent 4% years in the host environment were
able to interpret implicatures that the 17-month learners could not, with no significant
differences found between NSs and these SALs. It was concluded that learners gradually
improved their ability to understand conversational implicatures as the length of residence in
the US increased, but learners’ proficiency and interactions with NSs enabled them to

interpret better more complex request utterances (Bouton 1999: 277).

This parallels Barron’s (2003) argument that even when Irish English learners of German
spent one year abroad in Germany, they still did not acquire all the pragmatic features to
which they should have been exposed to. Barron’s (2003) research also demonstrated that
singling out learners’ different lengths of stay as a factor to explain learners’ pragmatic
development could not account for why learners acquire certain speech acts before others. It
also failed to consider why some pragmatic elements did not appear in learners’ knowledge
until very late in their year abroad as well as learners’ individual preferences for choosing
modifiers (e.g., Kinginger & Belz 2005; Matsumura 2003; Schauer 2006a,b, 2007, 2008).

Other researchers (e.g., Warga & Schdélmberger 2007) found no correlation between SALS’
length of stay in the target language community and pragmatic development, while others
found no difference between SA and AHLs’ pragmatic development (Rodriguez 2001, in
Cohen & Shively 2005). For instance, some researchers (Bardovi-Harlig & Hartford, 1996;
Warga & Schélmberger 2007) found learners tended to move towards non-native-like
pragmatic development as they spent more time in the target environment. In another study,
the DCT data from Warga and Schélmberger’s (2007) 10-month study of a group of Austrian
learners of French at the University of Montréal (Canada) revealed that the SALSs’ ability to
use upgrades in apologies followed a non-L2-like development over time in the L2 speech
community. The learners increasingly overgeneralised a non-L2-like intensifier ‘trés’ (‘very’)
and decreased using a L2-like intensifier vraiment (‘really’) in apologies over time in the

target speech community. It was rationalised this may be due to learners’ transferences from
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L1 and that the learners lacked the desire to stay or adapt to the L2 community. Warga and
Schélmberger (2007) further argued that this nonlinear development phenomenon is because,
initially, learners have a tendency to translate frequently occurring features from their L1 into
the foreign language. The decrease in L1 non-native-like features by the fifth and about the
seventh-eight month might be because learners take over chunks from the target language. By
the tenth month, however, learners may begin to replace their adoption of chunks from the
target language by developing a more controlled and creative pragmatic language usage. It is
possible that learners are making errors in this process.

Martinsen (2008) further explained this non-linear relationship between length of residence
and pragmatic gain in terms of interlanguage processes (Gass & Selinker 2001). Accordingly,
learners generate a hypothesis about how the language works during their interlanguage
phrase. This hypothesis may cover some of the variation in the language and allow learners to
produce a certain structure correctly a percentage of the time, but, as learners gain
experience, they will realize the limitations of the hypothesis and give it up. Learners can be
left without an alternate explanation for a period of time, or temporarily adopt another
hypothesis that is less helpful than the first. This may result in a phenomenon called
‘backsliding’, in which students’ skills temporarily decrease for a time because they reject
one hypothesis while searching for another. Students in this process are making progress, but
their visible skills may stagnate. This means that if students are tested while going through a
period of backsliding, they may be unable to demonstrate the progress they have experienced.

Research to date suggests length of residence alone tells us very little about the nature of
learners’ pragmatic developmental patterns. The remainder of this chapter will critically

examine other factors shown to influence L2 pragmatic development.

3.3.3 Input and interactions in target language community

In practice, SALs are believed to have many rich opportunities for native-like input and
interactions in the target language community through activities such as social engagements,
sports and recreation, service encounters and small talk with NSs. However, studies
consistently reveal the SA context does not necessarily guarantee ample rich opportunities for
native-like input and interactions for learners (e.g., Allen 2010a,b; Barron 2003, 2005 in
Barron 2007a; Coleman 1998; Freed 1995; Martinsen 2008; Regan 1995, 2003; Segalowitz &
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Freed 2004; Yager 1998). This section will discuss how input and interaction, as well as
homestay environment, may affect learners’ pragmatic development during their sojourn

abroad.

3.3.3.1 Input in the target language community

Some researchers suggest that an ideal SA environment can offer a wide variety of ways to
increase L2 input through, for example, watching television or films, reading newspapers,
listening to music, and overhearing native-speaker conversations (Coleman 1998; Regan
1995, 2003). However, others have shown that, in reality, students spend a lot of time in front
of the television set and have only limited exposure to native-speaker input, and this can be
detrimental to learners’ pragmatic development because it detracts from time talking with

NSs (Gubbins & Holt 2002; Rivers 1998).

Magnan and Back (2007), for instance, found even intermediate-level learners cannot
participate as sufficiently proficient partners in L2 conversations and that two learners at this
level tend to converse in minimal or fractured L2. They point out that it is essential for SALS
to seek more fluent speakers as guides for language improvement and cultural growth
(Magnan & Back 2007: 56).

3.3.3.2 Interactions in the target language community

Some researchers have reported that relatively few interactions occur between SALs and NSs
during their sojourn abroad (e.g., Long 1983; Maiworm, Steube & Teichler 1993). In reality,
SALs mostly interact with other same-L1 speakers. This is illustrated by Maiworm Steube
and Teichler’s (1993) study of L2 learners in the European Community Action Scheme for
the Mobility of University Students (ERASMUS) programme. Maiworm, Steube and
Teichler (1993) investigated the SA experience of 3,263 learners through questionnaires. The
learners had different L1 (Spanish, Irish English, German, Greek, Italian, British English,
Danish, Portuguese, Dutch and French) learning an L2 (Spanish, English, German, Greek,
Italian, Danish, Portuguese, Dutch and French) for one year in one of the host countries:
Spain, Ireland, Germany, Greece, Italy, Britain, Denmark, Portugal, Netherlands, France and
Belgium. Maiworm, Steube and Teichler (1993: 60-61) found SALs generally had very
limited contact with teachers and NSs outside the classroom and that opportunities to interact
with NSs were scarce. Maiworm, Steube and Teichler (1993: 60-61) reported SALSs’ had too

much contact with other L1 speakers. They argued that learners’ contact with those of the
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same L1 can support learners to adapt to the target culture and reduce culture shock, but too
much L1 talk amongst learners can potentially limit learners’ L2 development. SALs
typically experienced difficulties establishing contact with NSs and had very limited
interactional input, especially at tertiary institutions. Like Barron’s (2003:70-72, 246-7)
finding, Maiworm, Steube and Teichler (1993) found learners ended up mixing with the same

L1 speakers or with other international students in the same class.

Long (1983) compared NS-NS and NS-NNS interactions in a range of tasks such as informal
conversations, vicarious narratives, giving instructions and research discussions. Results
revealed that NS interlocutors often simplified the input for NNS learners. In the NS-NNS
interactions, NSs tended to use less complex utterances and displayed different interactional
styles. For instance, when interacting with NNSs, NSs used more confirmation and
comprehension checks, clarifications of requests, as well as self- and other repetitions. This is
further supported by Kasper and Zhang’s (1995) study on NS-NNS interactions in giving
compliments. Data collected from DCTs showed that Chinese NSs treat foreigners differently
to the way they treat their fellow Chinese. Chinese speakers were found to compliment
foreigners to a much greater extent than they would their fellow Chinese interlocutors.
Therefore, learners’ exposure to Chinese NS norms for complimenting behaviour may be

limited if NSs simply use their speech too much, even if they had exposure to NSs.

Research shows that even when there are interactions between SALs and NSs, this contact
may not necessarily be sufficient for learners’ pragmatic development (Teichler 1991).
Martinsen (2008) explained that there are several possible reasons why interaction with
speakers of the target language was not significantly related to changes in students’ oral
skills. One possibility is that the interactions students have during study abroad can be
repetitive or simple enough that these interactions do not push students to improve. Martinsen
(2008: 516), for example, found students may request basic necessities or make specific
transactions, such as purchasing a bus ticket or engaging in other brief and superficial
exchanges, multiple times during their time abroad. Students are not often asked to perform
linguistic tasks that reach beyond the intermediate level. If this is the case, then simply
having more of these kinds of repetitive interactions will probably not provide the

experiences students need to improve their skills.
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In Barron’s (2003) study of request devices and refusals of offers by advanced Irish English
learners of German in the SA setting, there was evidence for a positive effect of second
language input on the development of learners’ L2 pragmatic competence after ten months
spent in the target language community. The learners used more L2-like pragmatic routines in
discourse, especially in offer-refusal exchanges where they used more frequent and a wider
array of internal mitigation as their time spent in the target language community increased.
Learners had acquired some pragmatic routines in refusal (e.g., ‘Es geht schon’ meaning ‘It’s
all right’) but not others (e.g.,’Ich schaff’das schon’ meaning ‘I’ll manage all right’) over
time. Barron (2003, 2005 in Barron 2007a) argues that these differences were a factor of the
frequency of these forms in the input. In addition, even when learners receive input, it must
be salient enough to be ‘noticed” by learners in order for them to acquire the pragmatic
feature (Barron 2003, 2005 in Barron 2007a; DeKeyser 1996; Schmidt 1983, 1992, 2001). In
other words, the frequency of interaction may be important but the situations to which

learners are exposed must lead them to notice gaps in their interlanguage production.

3.3.4 Self-perceived confidence and self-perceived proficiency

Some researchers have found learners’ self-perceived proficiency and self-confidence are
related (Clément 1986; Clément, Dornyei & Noels 2004; Clément, Smythe & Gardner 1978;
Li 2006; Magnan & Back 2007). While researchers in the past found even SALS’ sojourn
abroad cannot increase their self-perceived proficiency and self-perceived confidence, more
recent SA researchers have found SALs’ self-perceived proficiency and self-perceived
confidence is likely to increase in the target language community (e.g.,Clément 1986;
Clément, Dornyei & Noels 2004; Magnan & Back 2007).

Clément and his colleagues (Clément 1986; Clément, Dornyei & Noels 2004; Clément,
Smythe & Gardner 1978) note self-confidence is gained from the quantity and quality of
contact with members of the target language community. However, after having sufficient
contact with NSs in the target language community, some learners indicated that they still felt
they lacked confidence in their speaking, especially aural understanding because they felt so
overwhelmed by their difficulties. The learners claimed self-perception affects self-
confidence and that even quantity and quality social networks may not be sufficient in

helping learners to increase self-confidence and L2 development.
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Conversely, there is evidence that SALs’ self-perceived proficiency increases during their
sojourn abroad which affects their self-confidence, and that self-perceived confidence affects
learners’ use of request modifiers (Li 2006). Li’s (2006) extensive interview data from L2
Chinese learners of English in the UK revealed that learners’ perceived difficulties with
learning English lowered their self-confidence. However, evidence suggests learners’ self-
perceived confidence increased over time, particularly as English proficiency increased. In
Li’s (2006) study, low proficiency learners commonly reported their difficulties in
understanding spoken English and that speaking English was more problematic at the start of
the learners’ sojourn. They felt inadequate and embarrassed expressing themselves in English
due to a lack of fluency, phonological competence and useful vocabulary. Such difficulties
consequently lowered the learners’ self-confidence and inhibited them from speaking
English, thus affecting their motivation to further practise spoken English in real life and
participate in informal conversations. High proficiency learners were more confident in their
English ability than the low proficiency learners. Even though learners reported difficulties in
English aural understanding, and the hindrance of thinking in Chinese by the end of the
study, at least some learners’ self-confidence increased. They also felt more willing to take

the initiative to talk with increasing confidence.

Researchers have also found a relationship between learners’ self-perceived proficiency and
self-perceived confidence and the types of request modifiers they use. Learners preferred to
use external over internal modifiers (e.g., Feerch & Kasper 1989; Hassall 2001). Hassall
(2001) and Economidou-Kogetsidis (2009) explained this may be because learners with
limited L2 linguistic proficiency feel more confident using external modification. Perhaps it
is because the politeness function is more explicit and learners can derive their politeness
value directly from the illocutionary meaning from context (Blum-Kulka & Olshtain 1986).
House and Kasper (1987) suggest that learners’ over-use of external modifications may be

due to their insecurity about their social status in a foreign country.

Research into the relationship between self-perceived confidence and self-perceived
proficiency and pragmatic development is still scarce. However, research so far indicates

learners’ self-perceived confidence/proficiency is vital to their pragmatic learning.
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3.3.5 Perceptions of the target language learning environment

3.3.5.1 Attitude towards learning L2

Research shows students’” L2 development is highly related to their motivation. This section
will highlight literature on the extent to which SALs’ motivation impacts on their L2
pragmatic development. There is extensive research conducted on learners’ motivation and
their L2 development. There are numerous models of motivation. Some of the most
influential ones are: Graham’s (1984) notion of assimilative motivation; Gardner’s (1985,
2001, 2005) socio-educational model of integrative/instrumental motivation; Brown’s (1990,
2000) extrinsic/intrinsic dichotomy; Peirce’s (1995) construct of investment; and Kouritzin,

Piquemal and Renaud’s (2009) proposal of social capital motivation.

Gardner (1985, 2001, 2005) distinguished between integrative and instrumental motivation in
a socio-educational model. Similar to Graham’s concept of assimilative motivation, Gardner
(1985, 2001, 2005) defined integrative motivation as learner’s orientation to the goal of
learning L2. It means that learner’s positive attitudes towards the target language group and
the desire to integrate into the target language community’. Instrumental motivation, on the
other hand, refers to the need for learners to acquire a functional command of a language in

order to gain some social or economic reward through L2 achievement (e.g., finding a job).

In a somewhat different motivation model, Brown (1990, 2000) distinguished between
extrinsic and intrinsic motivation. Extrinsic motivation refers to the performance of an
activity to gain a desired outcome (e.g., motivations are rewards like money and grades).
Intrinsic (internal) motivation is driven by an interest or enjoyment in the task itself.
According to Brown (1990, 2000) and Carreira (2005), students who are intrinsically
motivated perform out of their own initiative and are more likely to engage in the task

willingly, as well as to work to improve their skills, which will increase their capabilities.

In support of Brown’s notion of intrinsic motivation, Takahashi (2005) found learners’
pragmatic awareness of target features was correlated with intrinsic motivational factors such
as whether learners enjoyed learning English, believed learning English was a challenge they
enjoy, a hobby and if they wished they could learn English in an easier way. English learners
who were intrinsically motivated were greatly interested in English and enjoyed learning

activities for gaining skills for more successful L2 communication. They perceived these
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pragmalinguistic forms as ones that allowed them to achieve their language learning goals
successfully, resulting in greater attention to these features. Li (2000) added learners’ desire
and attitude toward learning L2 are also particularly important in their pragmatic
development because the attainment of L2 proficiency usually entails long-term effort.
Learners’ motivation may also be affected by factors such as personal relevance with respect
to their learning goals, and expectancy of success in L2 learning could also influence how

much attention L2 learners pay to pragmalinguistic features in L2 input.

Researchers (e.g., Gillette 1994; LoCastro 2001; Wesely 2009) found some students have
greater instrumental rather than integrative motivation. Gillette (1994) found in a study even
highly motivated AH L2 learners viewed only language skills as a valuable asset. They did
not necessarily feel having native-like L2 competence was desirable (Gillette 1994).
Furthermore, LoCastro (2001) found that learners’ motivation and performance in English
were related to whether they thought English was important, if they needed to use English in
order to work abroad, or to liv