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國立政治大學英國語文學系博士班 

博士論文中文題要 

論文名稱：從跨文化角度分析台灣英語學習者回應間接抱怨語之行為 

指導教授：余明忠 教授 

研究生：廖盈淑 

論文題要內容： 

本論文研究以｢間接抱怨的反應｣的語言行為為研究方向；一方面以跨文化語

用學的探討為主，研究母語為中文的台灣人與母語為美語的美國人語言行為之差

異，藉以探討該語言行為的文化普遍性、獨特性；另一方面是以外語語用學的探

討為主，研究台灣大專生學習美語的外語行為是否接近母語為英語的美國人，以

深究研究對象的語用轉移現象。研究的四組受試人分別為 36 位以英語為母語的

美國大學生、36 位以中文為母語且以中文為學習主要媒介的台灣的大學生、36

位英語學習程度較佳的台灣大學生、36 位英語學習程度中等的台灣大學生。蒐

集語言資料的工具是語言言談情境問卷(Discourse Completion Task，簡稱 DCT)，

依照蒐集到的語料進行量化、質化的資料分析。研究結果顯示：四組研究對象皆

傾向以憐憫策略來回應間接抱怨。然而以兩項研究變項(性別與社交關係)來進一

步討論時，研究結果呈現不同的策略使用：以中文為母語和英語學習程度較佳的

台灣大學生這兩個研究對象趨於以沉默或是轉移話題來回應女性陌生人的間接

抱怨，但是英語學習程度較中等的台灣大學生，卻是較常使用建議策略來回覆陌

生人。再者，探究研究對象們的語用標記時，英語學習者常轉化中文的發語詞於

英語表達中，相較於以英語為母語的美國大學生，他們的語用句型也較為簡化。

根據研究結果與探討，英語學習者們的英語學習程度高低並不與其語用表現成正

比，這論述可以呼應語用知識是有別於語言知識的概念。故在英語為外語教學上，

除了英語能力的提升外，學習者應能有機會體驗不同情境下的語用表現，自覺性

的討論出該表現背後的不同文化意涵，進而提升其對母語文化以及目標語文化所

該具有的知識與內涵。 
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Abstract 

This study investigated response strategies to indirect complaints (IC). On the one 

hand, it explored the cross-cultural differences in speech behaviors between native 

Mandarin Chinese speakers and native American English speakers. On the other hand, 

it examined EFL learners’ IC response behaviors in Taiwan. Four participant groups 

were invited in this study: 36 native speakers of American English living in the United 

States, 36 native Mandarin Chinese speakers living in Taiwan, 36 EFL learners with 

high English proficiency level, and 36 EFL learners with intermediate English 

proficiency level. Their language data were collected through designed Discourse 

Completion Test (DCT). Both quantitative and qualitative analyses were conducted to 

deal with the collected data. The research results indicated that the commiseration 

strategy was mostly used by all four participant groups. Yet, taking the two 

independent variables (gender and social-distance relationships) into consideration, 

informative results were found across different groups. The two groups of native 

Chinese speakers and EFL learners with high English proficiency level applied off 

strategy to their female strangers’ indirect complaints. On the contrary, the group of 

EFL learners with intermediate English proficiency level used more advice strategy to 

their strangers’ indirect complaints. Furthermore, negative transfer was found in the 

EFL learners’ linguistic realization to achieve illocutionary forces, including 

pragmatic markers and simplified sentential expressions. The research findings 

implied that there was not any positive relationship between language learners’ 

linguistic abilities and their pragmatic performance. The implicature is correlated with 

the concept that pragmatic knowledge is distinct from linguistic knowledge. Thus, in 

EFL courses, language learners should be provided opportunities to consciously 

explore different cultural meanings behind speech act behaviors.
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

Background 

People use language to deliver information, to share ideas, or even to negotiate 

for better communication results. With the inquiry of language use, since 1970s, the 

field of pragmatics has emerged in second language acquisition. Since then, a 

language learner is expected not only to acquire rule-governed linguistic knowledge 

but also to internalize pragmatic knowledge (Zheng & Huang, 2010). On the one hand, 

a good command of rule-governed linguistic knowledge equips language learners with 

grammatical accuracy to produce correct sentences with correct grammar and 

vocabulary. On the other hand, a great knowledge of pragmalinguistic and 

sociopragmatic components in the target language guarantees language learners with 

appropriate language use/performance.  

Nevertheless, in most foreign language learning settings, such as Taiwan with an 

examination-oriented English learning purpose, a lack of pragmatic knowledge has 

been mentioned by researchers (Lee, 2009; Yuan, 2012; Zheng & Huang, 2010). The 

linguistic knowledge has been more emphasized than the pragmatic knowledge in 

English learning. The knowledge of sociocultural rules has been less regarded in 

lesson plans. Researchers have evidenced that a lack of pragmatic knowledge results 

in communication failure (Yuan, 2012). As a result, although language learners 

employ correct language forms, they might make misunderstanding in intercultural 

communication or problems to interpersonal relationships. Thus, Ren and Han (2016) 

stated that pragmatic knowledge has increasingly become a crucial component of 

language pedagogy.  

In dealing with pragmatic knowledge, researchers have endeavored on the study 
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of speech acts to examine what people do with language in interaction. This line of 

research frequently focuses on how people in different cultures understand and use 

particular speech act in particular speech contexts. Searle (1965) identified speech 

acts as the basic units of linguistic communication. Instead of linguistic expressions, 

the performance of certain acts would be the minimal units in human communication, 

such as giving directions, making requests, making statements, and just name a few. 

Furthermore, perceiving speech acts as functional units of communication, Austin 

(1962) proposed three primary acts in speech act theory, namely locutionary acts, 

illocutionary acts, and perlocutionary acts. These three acts represent the literal 

meaning (locutionary), intentions (illocutionary), and result performance by the 

message receiver (perlocutionary). The illocutionary act has been identified as the 

central concept of speech acts.  

The speech acts that researchers have explored include advice, apology, refusal, 

request, compliment, among others. Researchers would investigate their participants’ 

similar and different strategies in realizing the above-mentioned speech acts across 

participant groups and then elaborate the factors leading to intercultural 

miscommunication through investigating different cultural values of their participant 

groups. With the similar and different speech act strategies explored in studies, the 

researchers would further elaborate the issue of universalities and cultural-specificities 

in the targeted speech act. 

Aside from the investigation on strategies to realize a particular speech act, 

researchers have been also dealing with politeness principles across different cultural 

groups to elaborate speakers’ intention(s) in a particular strategy use. To better reveal 

research participants’ intentions in speech, the line of speech act research has also 

been understood to examine the ‘illocutionary forces’ in speech. Illocutionary forces 

are conceptualized as the speakers’ attitude and intentions in expressions (Holdcroft, 
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1978). To explore illocutionary forces in speaking, Searle and Vanderveken (1985) 

proposed “illocutionary force indicating devices” (IFIDs) as the elements or aspects of 

linguistic devices to indicate illocutionary forces in utterances. Moreover, Wierzbicka 

(1991) stated that “the possible way to represent the illocutionary accurately was to 

decompose them” (p. 342). Linguistic markers have been advocated for investigation 

to emphasize the context-dependent grammatical particles in addition to syntactical 

rules. Examining linguistic realizations in speech act behaviors could shed lights on 

the illocutionary forces for speech behaviors.   

To symbolize illocutionary forces, researchers have demonstrated linguistic 

markers as the strategies (Aijmer & Simon-Vandenbergen, 2011; Fraser, 2006). With 

different research interests and analytical categories, linguistic markers have been 

differently examined leading to multiplicity of terminology: connectives, cue phrase, 

discourse connectives, discourse markers, discourse particles, pragmatic markers, 

among others. Because this study focused on pragmatics, pragmatic markers would be 

the priority in the target. Ostman (1995) mentioned that pragmatic markers functioned 

as social and cultural parameters of politeness, discourse coherence or involvement. 

Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen (2011) indicated that Brown and Levinson’s (1987) 

analysis of pragmatic markers as the markers of IFIDs which could be accommodated 

in speech act theory (p. 229). 

Although an analysis of pragmatic markers in speech act realization has been 

advocated, little systematic discussion has been found in this line of research. Thus, 

after exploring the participants’ IC response strategies, a further attempt would be 

made in this current research to display how the participant groups employ linguistic 

strategies to realize indirect-complaint responses, to examine the influence of cultural 

values/norms, and then to further discuss the possibility of intercultural 

miscommunication and problem in interlanguage pragmatic. 
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Statement of the Problem 

Though the study of linguistic devices to indicate speakers’ illocutionary force 

has been advocated in speech act behaviors, some researchers have overemphasized 

sentential expressions (locutionary force) instead of speakers’ real intention(s) behind 

utterances (illocutionary force). Take the question strategy in Boxer’s (1993) six main 

IC responses for example. In coding, she exclusively focused on the sentence pattern 

of question instead of the speakers’ intentions behind their language use. Moreover, 

Holmes (1995) indicated that a linguistic device was believed to express different 

meanings in different contexts (Holmes, 1995, p. 10). An exclusive concern about 

sentential expressions could not account for speakers’ communicative intentions. For 

a thorough consideration in dealing with the collected data, this current study would 

pay much more attention to the illocutionary forces along with linguistic strategies 

applied by speakers in order to explore their communicative intentions. Simply put, 

starting from understanding about the participants’ IC response strategy use, the 

research would also focus on what and how the participants employ linguistic devices 

to reach each IC response strategy for communicative purpose.   

Statement of the Purpose 

Compared to the other speech acts, Boxer’s study (1993) has identified the 

indirect-complaint interaction as the socially-significant act in daily conversation. 

This speech behavior appears to be one of the most important for better intercultural 

communication. Thus, this study explored how EFL learners perform 

indirect-complaint interaction and then further examine the difficulties in intercultural 

communication. 

Moreover, it’s on the hearer/receiver position to define an utterance a complaint 

or not. Thus, the complainees’ responses deserve detailed investigation to better 
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understand the indirect-complaint interaction. Hence, this current study would target 

indirect complaint response as the research theme. Particular foci for better 

understanding would be on the different cultural values and social norms across 

different participant groups. The different cultural values and social norms were 

treated as the framework to further understand about complainees’ perspectives and 

expectation in IC exchanges.  

Significance of the Research 

With the emphasis on illocutionary force for data analysis and further discussion 

on the participants’ linguistic realization, this study would benefit speech act research 

and provide resourceful information for pedagogical implication. Furthermore, taking 

social variables of gender and social distance into further data analysis and discussion, 

this recent study would provide comprehensive finding results to explicate how 

interlocutors from different cultural backgrounds enact IC response strategies in order 

to sustain interrelationships through judgment on social norms and cultural values. On 

the other hand, over these twenty years since the pioneer study of IC interaction by 

Boxer, this recent replicate research would provide revolutionary findings regarding 

cultural universality and cultural specificity in the speech act of IC response behaviors. 

After all, social changes which are influenced by the development of technology 

would make impact on human interaction. The social roles of gender and the social 

function of interpersonal communication and relationship are considered to be 

divergent from those twenty years ago. The research findings would be anticipated to 

update important issues in interlangauge pragmatics, namely cultural universality and 

specificity, pragmatic transfer, and the like. As well, gender-oriented communication 

would be redefined because males and females have gradually got different social 

expectations and performance.    
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CHAPTER TWO 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

This chapter will review literature on interlanguage pragmatics, speech act theory, 

politeness theory, and indirect complaint (IC) interaction to provide the theoretical 

background for this study. It begins with discussion on interlanguage pragmatics to 

understand how language learners use the target language to realize communication 

intentions with the influence of L1 or target language norms. The speech act theory 

and politeness will be reviewed to understand the focus of previous studies of speech 

act and the criteria of intercultural communication in terms of politeness and face. A 

comparison of western and Chinese concepts of face aims to deal with cross-cultural 

similarities and differences in speech act behaviors. The last part deals with the speech 

act of complaint and the responses, mainly focusing on Boxer’s studies and proposals 

of indirect complaint exchanges, including the complaint themes, response strategies, 

and interactive analysis to exchanges. The review will provide background 

information to further explore the natives’ and the learners’ indirect complaint and its 

response behaviors.  

Interlanguage Pragmatics 

According to Ellis (1994), the goal of Second Language Acquisition (SLA) 

research should not only focus on learners’ linguistic competence but also explore 

their pragmatic competence. Extending from the formal linguistics, the theory of 

social interaction which was advocated in 1990s has emphasized the social and 

pragmatic aspects in second language acquisition. Since then, the area of 

interlanguage pragmatics (ILP) has been an important field in SLA research. It has 

contributed not only to more comprehensive discussion on language development but 

also to the concern about cross-cultural communication.  
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ILP refers to nonnative speakers’ pragmatic knowledge and its appropriate use 

(Kasper, 1998; Rose 1997). According to Kasper and Schmidt (1996), ILP has been 

primarily “a study of language use rather than second language learning” (p. 150). 

Instead of the acquisition patterns in language learning, the focus of ILP research is on 

what and how language learners use strategies to realize communicative purposes by 

means of target language. The exclusive focus on language use instead of language 

learning process seems to underplay the developmental issues in interlanguage 

pragmatics. Yet, Kasper and Schmidt (1996) stated that theory and research on 

pragmatic development would be resourceful to language instruction and assessment.     

They’ve tried to reinforce the connection between interlanguage pragmatics and 

second language acquisition. Nevertheless, referring to Blum-Kulka, House, & Kasper, 

(1989), Kasper and Schmidt (1996) concluded that the ILP research issues which have 

been examined to the present were essentially correlated with those of cross-cultural 

pragmatics. The research issues were especially for particular speech act to identify 

the influence of contextual factors, speakers’ strategies and linguistic means, cultural 

universality or cultural specificity, and the like.  

As ILP research has been observed as the study of second language use for 

interaction rather than second language learning (Kasper & Rose, 2002), Kasper and 

Dahl (1991) identified interlanguage pragmatics as the language learners’ 

performance and acquisition of speech acts. Through examining language learners’ 

strategy uses and linguistic realizations for a particular speech act, ILP research 

focuses on how language learners’ pragmalinguistic and sociolinguistic knowledge 

differ from their native speakers or among other learners with different linguistic and 

cultural backgrounds (Kasper & Schmidt, 1996). The above-mentioned research focus 

has highlighted the specific issue in interlanguage studies, namely pragmatic transfer. 

Furthermore, Kasper & Schmidt (1996) claimed that the enquiry of pragmatic transfer 
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“aligns ILP with mainstream second language acquisition research” (p. 150). In 

addition to the major focus on performance-oriented approach of language use, the 

process-oriented pragmatic transfer carried by language learners was also adopted 

(Franch, 1998). The L1 influence or cross-linguistic influence on language learners’ 

pragmatic performance was perceived as the processes transmitting linguistic features 

from one language to another (Selinker, 1972; Shardwood-Smith & Kellerman, 1986). 

Therefore, ILP research deals with learners’ acquisition and their use of target 

language in social context and how they comprehend and produce appropriate 

language in social interactions (Kasper, 1989; LoCastro, 2011). Most studies have 

focused on non-native speakers’ interlanguage performance with a comparison with 

the target language norms. The line of studies on speech act has been dominantly 

investigated to understand what and how language learners use their target language(s) 

in social interaction. Furthermore, Kasper and Blum-Kulka (1993) identified five 

major areas in the study of interlanguage pragmatics, including pragmatic 

comprehension, production of linguistic action, development of pragmatic 

competence, pragmatic transfer, and communicative effect.  

Pragmatic Competence 

Generally speaking, pragmatic competence refers to “the knowledge of the 

linguistic resources available in a given language for realizing particular illocutions, 

knowledge of the sequential aspects of speech acts, and finally, knowledge of the 

appropriate contextual use of the particular language’s linguistic resources.” (Barron, 

2003). Moreover, Taguchi (2009) also emphasized the innate and learned capacities 

for pragmatic competence which language users develop naturally through 

socialization. The knowledge of linguistic realization and that of appropriateness for 

use are the two elements for language learners to develop pragmatic competence. 
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Hence, Leech’s (1983) and Thomas’s (1983) subdivided pragmatic competence into 

pragmalinguistic and sociopragmatic knowledge. The elements for the two categories 

of knowledge are linguistic accuracy and social appropriateness respectively. To 

acquire pragmatic competence, language learners should equip themselves with the 

target-language linguistic forms and social values/norms to approach their 

target-language pragmatic performance.   

To be resourceful for language learning and teaching, Trosborg (2010) indicated 

the importance to distinguish pragmalinguistic and sociopragmatic knowledge.   

According to Leech (1983) and Thomas (1983), pragmalinguistic knowledge refers to 

the knowledge of forms and strategies to convey particular illocutions, while 

sociopragmatic knowledge refers to the abilities to appropriately use the forms and 

strategies in social contexts. Accordingly, language learners should cultivate 

themselves with both pragmalinguistic and sociopragmatic knowledge in their target 

language. Any failure to a component in a given context would cause pragmatic 

failure or communication breakdown (Liu, 2004). Through detecting language 

learners’ difficulties in pragmalinguistic knowledge or sociopragmatic knowledge 

could instructors better adapt the pragmatic instruction for their students’ 

improvement. Liu (2004) further elaborated that pragmalinguistic failure was related 

to deficient linguistic realization due to “differences in the linguistic encoding of 

pragmatic force” and that sociopragmatic failure is related to lack of sociocultural 

knowledge due to “cross-culturally different perceptions of what constitutes 

appropriate linguistic behavior” (p. 16). To help language learners to tackle with each 

aspect of pragmatic failures, language teachers themselves should be conscious about 

the target-language linguistic means to convey speakers’ meaning and the 

sociocultural knowledge about the choices speakers make in given social contexts 

(Yates, 2010).  
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In the pragmalinguistic failure, language learners would encounter a 

misunderstanding of the intended illocutionary/pragmatic force of utterance (Holmes 

& Brown, 1987). The following conversation is one example of pragmalinguistic 

failure.  

A: When do you think I should go for the plane?  

B: You should leave by three-thirty. You need four hours at least to arrive at the 

airport.  

A: I think I’ll be fine to leave by four-thirty.  

B: You can try if you want to.  

At last, speaker A left for the airport by four-thirty and missed his plane. Speaker B’s 

last comment, ‘You can try if you want to!’, appears as the illocutionary intention of 

irony. Yet, speaker A might not comprehend speaker B’s intended illocutionary force 

of the utterance and then made a big mistake in the end. The example of 

pragmalinguistic failure addresses the importance of form-function mapping in 

learners’ pragmatic acquisition and performance in different social contexts, and their 

cultural meanings’ (p. 10). To raise language learners’ awareness about linguistic 

form-function realization and to provide them with opportunities for practice would 

enhance their pragmalinguistic knowledge for the target language acquisition (Poole, 

2003).  

In the sociopragmatic failure, language learners make false judgments on social 

scales of values to linguistic utterances (Thomas, 1983). Here is one example of 

sociopragmatic failure. In the coffee break, a fresh graduate (G) is talking with a 

colleague (C) at the lounge room.  

G: Hi. I am a newcomer at the human resource department.  

C: I am from the accounting department. 

G: Oh, great! How is your pay?  
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In most cultures, asking about financial matters in conversation is inappropriate. 

Taboo conversation topics would be one reason to have sociopragmatic failure. As 

Zhaojingya (2016) mentioned that speakers violated “the rules of speaking – when 

and how conversation is initiated, what topic is appropriate to particular speech events” 

(p. 4). The conversation indicated the importance of ‘social competence’ to judge 

according to social values and then to apply the judgment into linguistic utterances 

(Thomas, 1983). To cultivate language learners’ abilities to make socially-accepted 

judgments in intercultural communication, language teachers are suggested to inform 

the students about the social and cultural values in the target language 

(Kawate-Mierzejewska, 2003). It is a consensus that explicit instruction is needed to 

raise language learners’ awareness about the rules of speaking in terms of cultural 

values and norms.  

In order to enhance language learners’ pragmalinguistic and sociopragmatic 

knowledge, teachers need to help their learners to acquire target-language pragmatic 

rules and to provide them with opportunities to practice in the target language. The 

two component s of pragmatic knowledge should be both included in EFL curriculum. 

In addition, to better curriculum design regarding the elements for cultivating 

pragmatic and sociopragmatic knowledge, teachers need to know how to give the 

pragmatic instruction in an orderly way. For this, Taguchi (2017) has clearly 

elaborated the three-level conceptualization of pragmatic competence and its 

evolution in second language acquisition, shifting from individualistic communicative 

competence, constructive interactive competence, and then intercultural competence. 

Beginning with the individualistic view, pragmatic knowledge was perceived as 

language learners’ psycholinguistic ability which was independent from context. This 

individualistic view emerged in Hyme’s (1972) insight of communicative competence 

to pinpoint both grammatical knowledge and sociocultural knowledge for the 



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

13 
 

appropriateness of language use. Canale and Swain (1980) have also claimed that 

successful communication lay on “a synthesis of knowledge of basic grammatical 

principles, knowledge of how language is used in social contexts to perform 

communicative functions, and knowledge of how utterances and communicative 

functions can be combined according to the principle of discourse” (p. 20). 

Grammatical knowledge was the prerequisite element to construe communicative 

purposes and intentions.  

To reinforce Hyme’s communicative competence, Bachman and Palmer (1996) 

proposed three categories in communicative competence, namely ‘organizational 

knowledge’, ‘pragmatic knowledge’, and ‘strategic knowledge.’ The organizational 

knowledge refers to the linguistic knowledge with both grammatical and textual 

knowledge. The pragmatic knowledge refers to those of sociolinguistic rules and 

functional knowledge of illocutionary competence. At last, the strategic knowledge 

refers to the executive ability to carry out a given task. Their discussion of the three 

categories in communicative competence has laid a further emphasis on language 

learners’ prerequisite linguistic knowledge and sociopragmatic knowledge about 

cross-cultural appropriateness of language use.  

The individualistic view of pragmatic knowledge was followed by the 

speaker-hearer interactional competence in a socioculturally-bounded interaction. 

Young (2011) identified interactional competence as the knowledge “co-constructed 

by all participants in a discursive practice, and IC varies with the practice and with the 

participants” (p. 428). Co-construction is a fundamental principle in interactional 

competence. According to Jacoby & Ochs (1995), co-construction is “the joint 

creation of a form, interpretation, stance, action, activity, identity, institution, skill, 

ideology, emotion, or other culturally meaningful reality” (p. 171). In order to 

negotiate and construct meaning in interaction, learners are expected to acquire 
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abilities to adapt and reciprocate in changing contexts. To understand interactional 

competence, the use of Conversational Analysis (CA) with the emic approach has 

been employed to explore talk-in-action. It is conducted from the participant’s 

perspective (emic approach) to understand how participants’ co-construct interaction 

then and there (Schegloff, 2007). This new line of research has developed new ways 

in second language acquisition to understand learning as social action instead of 

individual knowledge. In addition to being used as research method, Conversation 

Analysis has been also advocated for application into language learning and language 

teaching (Wong & Waring, 2010). Through interpreting naturally-occurring spoken 

interaction, language learners are anticipated to be more consciously aware about 

talk-in-action in different contexts and then to appropriately perform in interaction. 

The last conceptualization of pragmatic competence - intercultural competence, 

has gone beyond learners’ pragmatic knowledge in the target language to capacities 

about how to be a successful intercultural speaker (Byram, 2008). Taguchi (2017) 

cited Byram (2012) and Wilkinson’s (2012) discussion to further elaborate that, “the 

goal of language learning not to become a native speaker, but to become an 

intercultural speaker who is linguistically and interculturally competent.” (p. 9). 

Language learners should be equipped with communicative awareness and 

intercultural empathy to successfully participate in intercultural interaction.  

Taguchi’s (2017) three-level conceptualization of pragmatic competence in ILP 

has displayed the developmental learning objectives in second language acquisition, 

namely individual traits, co-construction of socially-bounded interaction, and the 

ability to appropriately function in the target culture. Combined with the 

above-discussed two components of pragmalinguistic and sociopragmatic knowledge 

and the three-level conceptualization of pragmatic competence, language teachers 

could design workable pragmatic lessons for their students. They can adjust 
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instruction objectives based on the students’ existing pragmatic performance.   

In order to efficiently better language learners’ target-like pragmatic competence, 

Kasper and Schmidt (1996) indicated several elements, including access to the same 

range of realization strategies as the target-language speakers, proficiency level, 

length of residence in the target community, and gender. Among the elements, the 

general language proficiency has been the most frequently examined indicator in 

previous studies. Positive linguistic proficiency effect was found on language learners’ 

pragmatic competence (Bardovi-Harlig, 2013; Geyer, 2007; Kasper & Rose, 2002; 

Scarcella, 1979; Trosborg, 1995). The language learners with increasing L2 

proficiency have been more likely to approximate target-like performance.   

As for the ILP research to understand language learners’ interlanguage pragmatic 

performance, researchers used heterogeneous methods to collect language data to 

achieve different research pursuits and purposes. Schauer (2009) distinguished two 

dimensions in data collection techniques: the one was applied to examine participants’ 

pragmatic awareness, and the other was employed to investigate the research 

participants’ production of particular language behaviors. The techniques in awareness 

studies include self-study diaries, verbal protocols, rank-ordering tasks, multiple 

choice questionnaires, and multimedia instruments (Schauer, 2009, pp. 60-65). The 

techniques in production studies include observation of naturally occurring data, 

production questionnaires, elicited conversation and role plays, and multimedia 

instruments (Schauer, 2009, pp. 65-69). 

Among them, the study of pragmatic transfer has been a frequently addressed 

topic (Franch, 1998) interlanguage pragmatics. The following section is a brief review 

on the issue of pragmatic transfer. 
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Pragmatic Transfer 

Learners’ native language (L1) was perceived as one major indicator to influence 

their interlanguage behaviors (Selinker, 1972). The influence of the L1 linguistic and 

cultural backgrounds on their target-language performance has been one focus for 

discussion on interlanguage pragmatics. The influence includes two aspects, namely 

the positive transfer and the negative transfer from L1 linguistic and cultural 

backgrounds to the target behaviors. If the native language and target language 

converge According to Bardovi-Harlig and Sprouse’s latest paper, ‘Negative Versus 

Positive Transfer’, the positive transfer occurred when ‘the influence of the native 

language leads to immediate or rapid acquisition or use of the target language,’ which 

was also identified as the facilitation to language acquisition. On the other hand, the 

negative transfer occurred ‘the influence of the native language leads to errors in the 

acquisition or use of a target language’ which was identified as interference to 

language acquisition. With its negative effect on language acquisition, the negative 

transfer causing interference to target-language development has been recognized 

more complicated and needed for exploration (Kasper, 1995).  

A further discussion on the theory and research of speech act is as follows. 

Speech Act 

Dealing with interlanguage pragmatics, language learners’ speech act behaviors 

have been a central concern. The concept of ‘speech act’ was introduced by Austin 

(1962) and further developed by Searle (1969). According to Austin, people produce 

utterances not only to give information but also to carry out actions. Through using 

language, people can perform certain actions. Take the utterance, ‘I quit!’ for example. 

In addition to informing the addressee(s) about leaving the job, by saying ‘I quit!’, the 

speaker also indeed resigns to relinquish his/her responsibilities from the position. 
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Another significant example of speech act is performed by the ministers who 

officially declare a marriage by announcing, “I now pronounce you husband and wife.” 

There are also other categories of speech act, including suggesting (ex. Do whatever 

you can to help!), inviting (ex. Do you have time for a cup of coffee?), apologizing (ex. 

I am sorry for this mistake!), expressing gratitude (ex. I appreciate it very much!), 

complimenting (ex. You’re so kind!), and just name a few. 

In the theory of speech act proposed by Austin (1962), there are three 

components of an utterance, namely locutionary, illocutionary, and perlocutionary acts. 

Locutionary act refers to the surface meaning of an utterance. Illocutionary act refers 

to the speaker’s real intended meaning of his/her utterance. Perlocutionary act refers 

to the effect on the interlocutors by an utterance. For example, when a female speaker 

produced an utterance ‘The ring is beautiful!’ to her boyfriend in front of the display 

window of a jewelry store, she delivers both literal and non-literal meaning behind her 

utterance. According to Austin (1962), there are three levels of meaning/acts in saying, 

‘The ring is beautiful!’For the first and basic level of locutionary act, by saying ‘The 

ring is beautiful!’ the female speaker expresses her admiration for the ring which she 

is looking at. For the second level of illocutionary act, the female speaker might 

implicitly make a request to her boyfriend to buy the beautiful ring to her. As for the 

third perlocutionary act in the utterance –The ring is beautiful!, the hearer – the 

boyfriend buys the ring to the female resulting from the perlocutionary effect. 

Generally speaking, speech acts are interplay of the above-mentioned three acts 

realized through language use in communication. Allan (1986) has further claimed 

that “The notion of illocution is absolutely essential to any discussion of speech acts” 

(p.175). For in-depth discussion about illocutionary acts in speaking, researchers need 

to focus on their participants’ attitude and intention to deliver an utterance. According 

to Huang (2012), an illocutionary act refers to the function a speaker intends to 
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achieve through producing an utterance. Also, illocutionary act is related to social 

conventions. Accordingly, an illocutionary act is related to cultural meaning so that 

researchers need to concern about their participants’ cultural backgrounds for better 

understanding about the underlying rationale behind language use.  

Searle and Vanderveken (1985) indicated that an illocutionary act consists of an 

illocutionary force and a propositional content. Huang (2012) identified illocutionary 

force or illocutionary point of a particular speech act as the speaker’s intended effect 

on his/her addressee by an utterance. Vanderveken (2004) claimed that doing the 

study of illocutionary acts requires both performative sentences and the general theory 

of meaning and communication. On the one hand, take the following two utterances 

for example.  

(1) Go home. 

(2) You will go home.  

The two sentences have the same propositional content – you will go home, but have 

different illocutionary forces. The first sentence carries an illocutionary force of order, 

while the second sentence carries an illocutionary force of prediction. On the other 

hand, the following two utterances demonstrate another example of illocutionary acts.  

 (3) Did you pass the exam?  

 (4) When is the deadline of the final report? 

The two sentences above share the same illocutionary forces of questioning/inquiry, 

but contain different propositional contents.  

To sum up, since speech act behavior is (a speaker’s) intentional behavior, based 

on Searle (1969), one needs to treat it as a form of action and then to understand the 

speaker’s intention. A speaker’s intention is determined by the illocutionary act with 

both illocutionary force and propositional contents. Hence, to explore a particular 

speech act, researchers need to have a comprehensive discussion on the linguistic 
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form and (social/interpersonal) function employed by the speaker to deliver his/her 

intention.  

Forms and Illocutionary Forces 

Ross (1970)’s performative hypothesis is a proposed principle to grammatically 

formalize Austin’s (1962) speech act theory. In performative hypothesis, every piece 

of utterance is associated with an explicit illocutionary act, which can be derived from 

the performative verb in the utterances. On the other hand, Sadock (1969) and 

Davison (1975) have given linguistic evidence for the implicit illocutionary acts 

(indirect speech acts).The linguistic forms and illocutionary association entails three 

categories of speech acts: direct speech act, conventional speech act, and the 

implicated speech acts. Take the following sentences for example.  

(5) Would you like a cup of coffee?  

(6) Have a cup of coffee. 

(7) I will make a cup of coffee for you. 

(8) A cup of coffee will be ready. 

It is clear for the first three sentences (5) - (7) to have illocutionary forces of invitation. 

Moreover, the linguistic form in (5) is conventionally associated with invention. 

Sentences (6) and (7) can be categorized as the direct speech act of invitation. 

Sentence (8) can be also implicated as invitation to the addressee to have a cup of 

coffee later so that it is categorized as an implicated speech act. Thus, sentence (8) can 

be also used to deliver different illocutionary forces besides invitation, such as 

promise.  

 In the section of indirect illocutions, Allan (1986) has summarized the 

association between sentence types and illocutionary forces. First of all, the 

interrogatives typically entail the illocutionary forces of questions or requestives. Take 
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following sentences (9) and (10) as the examples of question and request illocutionary 

forces. 

 (9) When is the store open? [question] 

 (10) Would you hold the door for me? [requestive] 

Secondly, the imperative sentence type entails the illocutionary forces of requirement 

or prohibition. The following sentences (11) and (12) are the examples of requirement 

and prohibition illocutionary forces framed by the imperative sentence type.  

(11) Show me the data. [Requirement] 

(12) No smoking. [Prohibition] 

Finally, the declarative sentence type can entail several kinds of illocutionary forces, 

including directive, authoritative, acknowledgement, commissive, predictive, 

constative, and declaratory. The following sentences display the examples for the 

above-mentioned illocutionary forces respectively.  

(13) I request you to come earlier for the meeting. [directive] 

(14) I command you to start at once. [authoritative] 

(15) I accept your apology. [acknowledgement] 

(16) I will bring food for the party. [commissive] 

(17) The husband will sing in the wedding. [predictive] 

(18) I assert that practice makes perfect. [constative] 

(19) I pronounce you husband and wife. [declaratory] 

The following table 2.1 summarizes Allan’s (1986) discussion on the association 

between sentence types and illocutionary forces.  
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Table 2.1  

Association Between Sentence Types and Illocutionary Forces (Allan, 1986, 205-206) 

Sentence Type Illocutionary Force Speech-act Category 

Interrogatives Questions Directives 

Requestives 

Imperatives Requirements 

Prohibitive 

Declaratives Question 

Requestive 

Requirement  

Prohibition  

Advisory Authoritative 

Permissive  

I’m sorry. Acknowledgment  

Promise Commissives 

Offer 

I predict that … Predictive  

(I assert that) … Constative  

Effective Declaratory  

Verdictive 

Linguistic Realization to Achieve Illocutionary Force 

To identify illocutionary force in speech act through sentence type has driven 

further exploration about how research participants manipulate linguistic devices to 

achieve illocutionary forces. Blum-Kulka, House, and Kasper’s (1989) CCSARP 

framework has been the guideline for researchers working on the linguistic realization 

by the participants to achieve illocutionary points/purposes. In their framework, 

linguistic devices were categorized to function as upgraders or downgraders. 

Blum-Kulka, House, and Kasper’s (1989) CCSARP framework indeed has 

provided researchers with a profound guideline to deal with the linguistic devices for 

speech-act realization. Yet, Levinson (1983) stated that the variability of speaker 

intentions and his/her hearer interpretations might make it impossible to claim a direct 
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correlative relationship between certain linguistic forms with certain illocutionary 

forces. Croft (1994) further elaborated that illocutionary force itself is an emergent, 

context-sensitive effect. To understand one certain illocutionary forces needs further 

understanding about the felicity conditions for an utterance. Thus, different aspects of 

speaker-hearer interactions were suggested for consideration in examining the 

linguistic forms of utterances, particularly modality, pragmatic markers rather than an 

exclusive focus of sentence types.   

Based on the previous discussion, utterances contain both underlying 

propositional meaning and meaningful expressions specifying the speakers’ attitudes 

towards the relations among communicated propositions, contexts, and the 

relationships with their addressees. To interpret an utterance, Anderson (2000) thus 

claimed that pragmatic markers could play a facilitative role for hearers to infer the 

intended meaning and the speakers’ attitudes towards what is said. Furthermore, 

Anderson also identified three basic aspects of pragmatic meaning, naming subjective, 

interactional, and textual. 

Pragmatic markers. Rather than the notion, “discourse markers,” focusing on textual 

functions, the idea of “pragmatic markers” would better serve to fulfill the research 

purposes in speech acts. Aijmer (2004) suggested that learners and native speakers 

used markers for different reasons. Learners were believed to express uncertainty or 

hesitation, while native speakers were observed to display interpersonal function for 

face-saving, politeness, and indirectness purposes. In addition, Anderson (2001, p. 39) 

also proposed that “pragmatic markers are conventional and their felicitous use 

requires native speaker knowledge”. Anderson (2001, p. 40) stated that pragmatic 

markers “may be used to indicate speaker attitudes of endorsement or rejection of a 

proposition and positive or negative evaluation of it, and they may have speech act 
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functions or serve to increase politeness and solidarity between speakers”. Moreover, 

he also argued that “a more precise description of pragmatic markers is that they 

guide the hearer in utterance interpretation and constrain the identification of the 

intended explicit and implicit meaning of an utterance.” Speakers’ utterances typically 

contain both propositional meaning (‘P’) and other meaningful expressions that 

specify how the speaker intends the proposition to be understood, for instances as a 

request for information (P, eh?), or that specify the speaker’s attitude towards the 

proposition (Of course, P). Accordingly, the role of pragmatic markers in utterance 

interpretation is, crucially, to facilitate processes of pragmatic inference, processes 

that are required in order for the hearer to arrive at the intended meaning that a 

speaker wishes to communicate, including his/her attitudes towards what is said.  

Modality markers. House & Kasper (1981) has proposed two kinds of modality 

markers, namely downgraders and upgraders, through which can speakers express 

different forces in the same directness level. Take two utterances, “You are mean.” and 

“You are really mean.” for example. They are both complaints made in the most direct 

level (level 8). Yet, the auxiliary modifier ‘really’ in the second utterance reinforces 

the force of the utterance. Hence, the markers presented in utterances require thorough 

analysis to interpret speakers’ attitudes.  

House and Kasper’s (1981) typology of modality markers to signal 

politeness/impoliteness is chiefly concerned with two speech acts, namely requests 

and complaints. The downgraders refer to the linguistic markers which decreases the 

impacts of utterance. Eleven types of markers were identified as the downgraders, 

including politeness markers, play-downs, consultative devices, hedges, understaters, 

downtoners, (minus) committers, and forewarning. The upergraders refer to the 

modality markers increasing the illoctutionary force of an utterance. This category 
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contains six types of markers: overstater, intensifier, (plus) committer, lexical 

intensifier, aggressive interrogative, and rhetorical appeal. 

The above-discussed linguistic strategies to achieve illocutionary forces are 

perceived as the linguistic strategies to express speakers’ intended function on their 

addressees. Illocutionary forces of utterances are culturally-defined. Misunderstanding 

may result from interlocutors’ heterogeneous sociolinguistic knowledge to differently 

interpret illocutionary forces in speech acts. Thus, researchers conducting speech act 

have endeavored to explore social norms across different cultures to better understand 

possible misunderstanding in cross-cultural communication.  

Social norms are defined as, “Common standards within a social group regarding 

socially acceptable or appropriate behavior in particular social situations” (Chandler 

& Munday, 2011). Speech act behaviors are believed to be governed and affected by 

social norms. With a review on social norms, Chung and Rimal (2016) proposed a 

causal relationship between social norms and behaviors. The social norms are 

believed to directly affect people’s behaviors. Moreover, they raised that behavioral, 

individual, and contextual attributes would moderate how social norms shape 

behavioral intentions and subsequent behaviors.  

Based on Chung and Rimal’s (2016) categorization, the behavioral attributes 

include functionality, cost, modifiability, and addictiveness. The individual attributes 

include group involvement, ego identity, self-efficacy, age, past experience, 

self-monitoring, social comparison, emotional-intelligence, and gender-based 

stereotyping. The contextual attributes include time constraint, injunctive norms, 

social distance, ambiguity, interpersonal discussion, media exposure, and external 

monitoring. Since speech act research is essentially to treat language as social 

interaction, the above-mentioned individual and contextual attributes are dominantly 

concerned. In the previous speech act research, researchers mostly take care of their 
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participants’ age, gender, for social comparison of the individual attributes and the 

social distance of the contextual attributes.    

Researchers have explored the universalities and culture-specificity in strategies 

and linguistic realization applied by native and nonnative speakers to perform 

particular speech act, such as apology, invitation, compliment, refusal, suggestion, 

promising, disagreement, gratitude, and the like. 

Previous research have focused on eight major kinds of speech acts, including 

apologies, compliments, requests, complaints, refusals, disagreements, disapprovals, 

gratitude (Blum-Kulka, House-Edmondson, & Kasper 1989; Cohen, Olshtain, & 

Rosenstein, 1986; Hatch, 1992). Most research has identified the linguistic strategies, 

politeness strategies, or the comparison from cultures to cultures. 

Brown and Levinson’s Politeness Theory 

 To secure social relationships in speech act exchanges, interlocutors concern 

about the imposition degree of their utterances without making any damages to each 

other’s needs/wants. For the interactive exchanges, taking care of each interlocutor’s 

needs/wants has been identified as the facework in interaction (Goffman, 1967). 

Brown and Levinson’s (1987) formulation of politeness has been long recognized as 

the rationale for face-saving relational work. There are three fundamental notions of 

their theory, namely face, face-threatening acts (FTAs), and politeness strategies. The 

concept of face is the theme to their formulation. To achieve social interaction, the 

addressers and addressees would strive to maintain or enhance ‘face’. 

Face has been identified as “the public self-image that every member wants to 

claim for himself” (Brown and Levinson, 1987, p. 61). It was categorized into two 

types of face, namely the negative face and the positive face. The negative face refers 

to the desires of every competent adult member for freedom of action and freedom 
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from imposition. The positive face refers to be relevant to individual needs for 

recognition or approval of self image. Hence, doing certain kinds of speech act, 

speakers might threaten the hearer(s)’ or the speaker’s his/her face wants, and they 

will employ politeness strategies to mitigate the face threatening acts for better 

interaction. 

In addition, according to Goffman (1967), there are two orientations for the 

facework. One is the defensive orientation to save speaker’s his/her own face. The 

other one is the protective orientation to save the addressee’s face. Based on these two 

orientations, Brown and Levinson have proposed two kinds of politeness, including 

positive politeness and negative politeness. The positive politeness is employed to 

establish a positive relationship among interlocutors in which an individual’s needs 

get fulfilled. The direct speech act is into this category. For this kind of interaction, the 

interlocutors have strong relationships to have much more direct and then impolite 

exchanges. As for the negative politeness, indirect speech act is into this category in 

which less infringing exchanges are involved.  

As mentioned earlier, speech acts would be performed to threaten the negative or 

the positive faces of the interlocutors (both addressers and addresses) to some extent. 

On the one hand, when speech acts threatening the addressee’s positive face, the 

speaker neglects the addressee’s feelings or wants. The speech act with this kind of 

face-threatening includes requests, advice, threatening, promising, compliment, or 

expressions of negative emotions. In addition, when acts threaten addressees’ negative 

face, speakers might avoid addresses’ freedom of action. The speech act for this 

category include disapproval, bringing bad news of the addressees’ or good news of 

the speakers, or expressions of violent emotions. On the other hand, the speech acts 

threatening speakers’ positive face include apology, acceptance of a compliment, 

self-humiliation/contradiction, confession of responsibility, or emotion leakage. The 
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speech acts threatening speakers’ negative face include expressing thanks, excuses, or 

unwilling promises and offers.  

 To avoiding face threatening acts (FTAs) in speech act exchanges, Brown and 

Levinson (1987) proposed five possible strategies for speakers to employ. The first 

one is to do FTAs without any redressive action, such as Pass me that salt. The second 

one is positive politeness, such as Please pass the salt? The third is negative 

politeness, such as Could you pass me the salt? The fourth is off record to do FTAs 

which is non-conventionalized. Linguistic strategies of understatements, rhetorical 

questions, or irony were realized for this strategy. The fifth is not to do FTAs. To be 

more polite in interaction, the interlocutors would employ a higher-number strategy.  

 Though Brown and Levinson’s politeness theory has been influentially brought 

into deal with speech acts, it has been criticized as not universally applied. Mao (1994) 

has raised two arguments to challenge Brown and Levinson’s theory. One is against 

their self-oriented conception of face. Brown and Levinson have defined face as “the 

public self-image that every member wants to claim himself” (p. 61). Self-oriented 

perception is aligned with western individualistic cultures but not highly-valued in the 

Chinese collective cultures. Instead of concerns about self-image face, Chinese people 

emphasize the public-image face. The other one argument is that the negative face 

proposed by Brown and Levinson’s politeness theory is not applicable to Chinese 

concept of face. Mao has claimed that the Chinese concept of face, miànzi 面子, was 

different from Brown and Levinson’s notion of face. What Chinese people expect to 

get is respect from the public instead of the individual desire for freedom. Another 

Chinese concept of face is expressed by liǎn 臉 (Hu, 1944; Mao, 1994). Liǎn 臉 is to 

be relevant to the public recognition of an individual socially-acceptable behaviors. 

Since ‘face’ in Chinese could not be characterized into Brown and Levinson’s concept 

of face, Mao’s arguments demonstrated the essence of Chinese’ concepts of face. 
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Instead of focus of individual desired wants, the interactional orientation for group 

harmony is more emphasized in Chinese people’s interaction.  

 Several researchers have also identified Chinese conception of face as the public 

and positive face (Goffman, 1967; Gu, 1990; Ho, 1994; Lim, 1994; Mao, 1994). Most 

of them have criticized Brown and Levinson’s individualistic interpretation of face 

which is not universally applied to all cultures. Some researchers have identified the 

culturally-defined standards for the notion proposed by them, especially the East 

Asian cultures (Gu, 1990; Ide, 1989; Mao, 1994; Matsumoto, 1988). Different 

cultures have different social values and perspectives. An action viewed as a polite 

behavior in western cultures might be viewed offensive in Chinese cultures. Klopf 

(1987) has claimed that western cultures were categorized as horizontal and 

individualistic cultures in which people were more independent. The interpersonal 

communication behaviors for this culture depend on the perception of self. The 

individualistic people attempt to stress self-concept for self awareness, self-esteem, 

self-identity, self-expression, self-image, self-reliance, self-assistance, 

self-actualization, and self-determination. In order to develop interaction with western 

people, it requires the ability to raise self-interest and participation in terms of the 

language of self (Stewart, 1972). On the contrary, most eastern cultures are 

categorized as vertical and collective cultures. For interaction, the people in this 

culture tend to emphasize the congeniality in social interaction which depends on 

group relationships instead of the individual self. Therefore, speakers from different 

cultures have different values and attitudes and then to employ different realizations 

of speech behaviors in interaction. Dealing with speech act across cultures, there 

needs further understanding about the different perspectives of politeness across 

cultures.  



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

29 
 

Indirect Complaint and Response Strategies 

The speech act of complaint has been identified as the speakers’ displeasure 

about their addressees’ misbehaviors (Olshtain & Weinbach, 1993). According 

Brown and Levinson (1987), it was a face-threatening act to threaten the hearers’ 

positive face. Yet, focusing on male-female troubles talk, Tannen (1990) stated that it 

was a type of ‘rapport talk.’ She suggested that when a female complained to her 

partners, telling about her troubles was a basic way to create and maintain friendship. 

Furthermore, Boxer (1993) also proposed that the speech act of indirect complaints 

functioned as conversation openers to build up solidarity between interlocutors. 

Instead of a face-threatening act, indirect complaints have been perceived as a 

face-boosting act (Drew, 1998; Edwards, 2005). Since then, there have been two types 

of complaints in speech act research, namely direct and indirect complaints. 

A distinctive difference between the two types of complaint behaviors lies on the 

manner influencing on the addressees. The difference between direct and indirect 

complaints is on whether the addressees take the responsibility for the complaints or 

not. If the addressee has the responsibility for the complaint, then it is categorized as 

the direct complaint. On the contrary, if the addressee does not have the 

responsibilities for the complaint, then it is called as indirect complaint. In the case of 

indirect complaint, speakers express dissatisfaction to their addressees about speaker 

herself/himself or someone/something that is not present.  

 Based on Brown and Levinson’s conception of face, the speech act of 

complaining can threaten speakers’ and hearers’ face. Murphy and Neu (1996) also 

maintained that nonnative speakers often unintentionally risk to do face threatening 

acts doing the speech act. Previous studies on this speech act (Boxer, 1993; Iwai & 

Rinnert, 2001; Rinnert, Nogami, & Iwai, 2006) have still employed DCT to elicit the 

participants’ complaints. Previous research has focused on the comparison of 
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complaint formulation between English natives and Japanese EFL college students. 

Twofold aims are the focus in Rinnert, Nogami, & Iwai’s (2006) study: to investigate 

the factors influence the participants’ complaint strategies from cultures to cultures, 

and then to identify the social appropriateness for different cultures. In addition, other 

researchers dealing with the speech act also tended to compare the differences 

between native and non-native speakers’ production of complaints (Beebe, et al., 1990; 

Olshtain & Weinbach, 1987).  

By comparing native and nonnative Hebrews’ complaints, Olshtain and 

Weinbach (1987) developed five categories of the speech act, including below the 

level of reproach, disapproval, complaint, accusation, and threat. Both groups of 

participants in the study have been found to employ each category. In addition, 

Murphy and Neu (1996) compared the speech act of complaining between American 

and Korean speakers. They found similar components of complaining in the two 

groups: explaining purposes, complaining, justification, and request.  

On the other hand, to deal with the reaction to complaints, Marina (1995) has 

investigated the linguistic behaviors of three groups of participants, Italian natives, 

English natives, and ESL Italians. The author has discussed on the similarities and 

differences of the participants’ complaint patterns based on the ideas of positive and 

negative face under the variable of social distance and imposition of face threatening 

acts. Though previous researchers of the speech act of complaining and the responses 

have strived to deal with the comparison between native and nonnative speakers to 

point out learners’ pragmatic failure in performing the speech act, little research has 

dealt with Chinese learners’ complaining behavior. This present study thus tends to 

compare the English native speakers and Chinese non-native speakers. 

In dealing with indirect complaint, Boxer (1993) has stressed IC exchanges and 

the responses. She has maintained the importance to apply the baseline information of 
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research on English native speakers’ speech act into educational settings for 

successful teaching of sociolinguistic rules. She thus conducted a research on the 

speech act of IC exchanges used in the middle class speakers of American English. In 

her research, the participants’ age, race, education and social class were control 

variables. Participants’ gender, relative social status, and social distance were the 

independent variables. The IC themes and IC response were treated as the dependent 

variables. She hypothesized that the dependent variables were analyzed as functions 

of the independent variables. Meanwhile, IC responses were also viewed as a function 

of IC theme. 

 For the study, Boxer has proposed three IC themes and six IC responses. The 

three themes include self IC, other IC, and situation IC. Self IC refers to those 

complaints made by speakers negatively evaluate themselves. The focus of this kind 

of theme is on the speakers themselves. Speaker(s)’ behavior, actions, or physical 

appearance is usually the target for this complaint theme, such as:  

(1) I am fat.  

(2) Wǒ de nénglì zhēn de tài chàle, yīzhí tīng bù dǒng. 

我的能力真的太差了，一直聽不懂。 

(My ability is too limited to understand.) 

Other IC refers to those complaints made by speakers negatively evaluate the other 

people, including their personal or physical characteristics, such as:  

(3) What a terrible hair style she has! 

(4) Tā de píqì yě tài chàle ba! Zhēn de shì hěn nàn xiāngchǔ! 

    她的脾氣也太差了吧！真的是很難相處！ 

(Her temper was too bad to get along with.) 

Situation IC refers to those complaints made by speakers negatively comment the 

trouble about a specific situation, such as: 
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(5) The train is always delayed. 

(6) Zhè táng kè xué bù dào dōngxī, Zhēnshi làngfèi shíjiān. 

 這堂課學不到東西，真是浪費時間。 

(Nothing to learn in this class. It wastes time.) 

As for the response to indirect complaint, Boxer (1993) has suggested six 

strategies, including Ø  or topic switch, Question, Contradiction, Joke/teasing, 

Advice/lecture, and Commiseration. In addition, based on an interactive analysis of IC 

exchanges, Boxer (1993) mentioned three categories of exchanges, non-supportive 

exchanges, neutral exchanges, and supportive exchanges. She proposed that the IC 

response strategies also as the function of topics or linguistic realization of the 

complaints. This present study tends to apply Boxer’s proposal of IC response 

strategies and the sociolinguistic criteria as the framework to investigate the 

participants’ IC response performance. 

In her study, Boxer (1990) collected spontaneous conversation in schools and 

families. Her subjects were native Americans. Her findings showed the frequency 

distribution of her participants’ IC response strategies is: 1. Commiseration (43.58%), 

2. Contradiction (14.72%), 3. Advice/lecture (13.58), 4. Question (11.70%), 5. Ø  or 

topic switch (10.19%), and 6. Joke/teasing (6.23%). 

Allami’s (2006) has got different results from Boxers’ (1993) in studying 50 

Iranian university students (25 males and 25 females). Adopting a DCT as the 

research instrument, Allami’s (2006) studied the research participants’ griping 

responses. Griping in his paper functioned as the indirect complaint in which the 

target of complaint is not present in conversation. He found that most Iranian students 

applied the commiseration IC response strategy. This finding is consistent with 

Brown’s (1993) research result. Later, Ang (2012) studied Chinese learners’ IC 

response compared to the baseline information of native English and native Chinese. 
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The commiseration IC response strategy was mostly frequently applied by both native 

speakers, native English (44%) and native Chinese speakers (37%) followed by the 

advice IC response strategy (27 respectively). On the contrary, the EFL interlanguage 

performance is slightly different from the two native speakers. The EFL learners 

tended to applied more advice (36%) than commiseration (34%). 

In addition to the general findings, Boxer (1993) has also explored the functions 

of gender, social distance, and social status on her participants’ IC interaction. The 

following will review Boxer’s (1993) major findings with the three independent 

variables– gender, social distance, and social status, being concerned.  

Gender 

Boxer (1993) has found striking differences in males’ and females’ IC response 

strategies. The same-gender dyads (male-male & female-female) and one of the 

inter-gender dyad (male-female) shared the commiseration as the most-used IC 

response strategy. Yet, the other inter-gender dyad (female-male) had more advice IC 

response strategy. In addition, heterogonous IC response strategies have been also 

found in the function of gender in IC interaction. The following table 2.3 displays 

Boxer’s (1993) with the consideration with speakers’ and hearers’ gender.  

Table 2.3  

IC Response as a Function of Gender of Speaker/Addressee (Boxer. 1993, p. 86) 

Dyad 
Percentage 

Strategy 
 male-male male-female female-male female-female 

Ø  or topic 

switch 

 2.88% 10.96% 7.32% 6.77% 

Question  24.04% 10.96% 3.66% 10.36% 

Contradiction  17.31% 15.07% 25.61% 11.16% 

Joke/teasing  6.73% 9.59% 9.76% 4.38% 

Advice/lecture  16.35% 6.85% 29.27% 10.36% 

Commiseration  32.69% 46.58% 24.39% 56.97% 

Totals  100% 100% 100% 100% 
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Boxer (1993) summarized that although commiseration was ‘a large category of 

responses for both genders, it is only among women ….sharply with advice/lecture, 

which is largely a male strategy” (p. 91). The result evidenced the function of the 

gender of both complainers and complinees influencing their IC response behaviors. 

Her finding was consistent with Tannen’s (1990) study that males were more likely to 

give advice, while female to express sympathy to respond to troubles talk. Michaud 

and Warner (2014) have strived to assess Tannen’s discussion. Being corresponding 

with Tannen’s (1990) research, their female participants were more likely to offer 

sympathy than the males. Yet, they got different result about the males. Their male 

participants were more likely to change the subject or to tell jokes than the females.  

Participants’ gender has been perceived as a significant indicator to influence 

their speech act behaviors.  

Social Distance 

Boxer (1993) also found social distance as important indicator to influence 

participants’ IC response strategies. Three degrees in familiarity between individuals, 

strangers, friends, and intimates, were focused in her study. In her study, the 

commiseration IC response was found as the high-frequency strategy to reply to 

friends (49.36%) and strangers (47.52%). Yet, to reply to their intimates, the 

participants most frequently used the contradict IC response strategy (30.93%) closely 

followed by commiseration IC response strategy (29.9%). The following table 2.4 

details Boxer’s (1993) findings about IC response as a function of social distance. 
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Table 2.4 

IC Response as a Function of Social Distance (Boxer. 1993, p. 96) 

Social Distance 
Percentage 

Strategy 

Friends Strangers Intimates 

Ø  or topic switch 4.81% 9.9% 9.28% 

Question 14.42% 6.93% 10.31% 

Contradiction 12.18% 9.9% 30.93% 

Joke/teasing 5.77% 9.9% 5.15% 

Advice/lecture 13.46% 15.84% 14.43% 

Commiseration 49.36% 47.52% 29.9% 

The first IC response strategy, Ø  or topic switch, was almost equally applied to 

reply to strangers (9.9%) and intimates (9.28%) but it was seldom used to react to 

friends’ indirect complaints. Boxer elaborated for fewer first IC response strategies to 

reply to friends’ indirect complaints because the participants will try to extend the 

conversation, help to solve the problem, or to make their complainers feel better.   

The second and the third IC response strategy, question and contradict, were 

frequently used to reply to those who are acquainted, friends (14.42% and 12.18%) 

and intimates (10.31%, 30.93%) respectively, but few to their strangers’ indirect 

complaints (6.93%, 9.9%).  

The fourth IC response strategy, joke/teasing, was frequently used to reply to 

strangers’ indirect complaints (9.9%). Taking the stranger conversation or service 

encounters for example, Boxer (1993) has suggested a ‘momentary solidarity’ (p. 97). 

Thus, joking/teasing is functioned as a momentary solidarity between strangers.  

As for the fifth IC response strategy, advice/lecture, there was little difference or 

stranger, friend, and intimate IC interaction. This advice/lecture IC response was 

slightly higher applied to strangers (15.84%) than to intimates (14.43%) and friends 

(13.46%).  
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Western and Chinese Concepts of Face and Politeness for IC Response 

The review of concepts of face and politeness indicated that people would apply 

face-redressive strategy deliver politeness in interaction. However, with different 

concepts of face and politeness, it would be resourceful to investigate how speech 

behaviors function in interaction across different cultures. In the individualistic 

western culture, speakers would take care of the addressees’ negative face or positive 

face to perform speech acts. The higher level of face-redressive strategy they applied, 

the more polite they were perceived in interaction. In the collectivistic culture, 

different from the self-oriented face in the individualistic culture, the Chinese people 

would be more concerned about an interaction-oriented face. Based on the review 

above, the following will further review and discuss the IC response behaviors from 

the western and Chinese concepts of face and politeness.  

Yu (2013) categorized the six main IC responses into Brown & Levinson’s (1987) 

framework of five politeness strategies. The first IC response, being silent or 

switching topics, was viewed as the first-level politeness strategy, without doing the 

FTA. The second IC response strategy, questions, was identified as the fourth-level 

politeness, off-record strategy. The third strategy, contradict, was categorized as the 

bold on-record strategy. The fourth joke/tease strategy and the sixth commiseration 

were perceived as the positive politeness strategy. The fifth strategy, advice, was 

considered as the negative politeness strategy.  

As for the Chinese concepts of face and politeness for IC response behaviors, no 

existing framework comprehensively depicts the connection. Yet, Pan (2000) asserted 

that “positive face want can be said to be the basis for politeness practice in Chinese 

culture” (p. 147). Through the social network in interaction, Chinese speakers bind 

with each other, reinforce the bonding, and then to achieve the positive face need to 

be liked in the group. The positive politeness strategy has been applied to serve this 
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kind of face in Chinese circles. Moreover, Pan (2000) also proposed four dimensions 

governing the choices of linguistic politeness by the Chinese people, including 

situations, social distance, power relationship, and source of power. Chinese people 

would define speaking situation, define the social relationships, decide in-group or 

out-group member(s), and then recognize the power relationship and source of power. 

Thus, different from the individual face wants, the Chinese would predominantly 

judge the social relationships in interaction and then employ linguistic strategy to 

perform certain speech behaviors in order to sustain group solidarity.  

Because of the social practice for the in-group solidarity, there seems to lack a 

direct mapping between the six IC response strategies and Chinese face and politeness. 

In addition to Pan’s (2000) claim of positive face strategy for Chinese people, the 

social variables for interaction should be also taken into consideration for a clearer 

mapping between the six IC response behaviors and Chinese concepts face and 

politeness.     

Thesis / Hypothesis 

With resources from the literature review of speech acts, I attempt to verify the 

following research hypotheses regarding EFL learners’ performance of IC responses:  

1. The two native speaker groups of Chinese and English would display 

different IC response strategies because of the impact of different cultural 

values and social norms on their attitudes towards IC exchanges and 

relationships with the complainers. On the other hand, conforming to their 

native Chinese cultural values and social norms, the two EFL college learners 

would be more consistent with the native Chinese group but divergent from 

the target-language English speaker group. When responding to indirect 

complaints: (a) the native English participants, from the individualistic 
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culture, would employ negative politeness strategy, such as advice; (b) The 

native Chinese and the EFL learner participants, form the collectivistic 

culture, would enact positive politeness strategy, such as commiseration.  

2. Negative pragmaliguistic and sociopragmatic transfer would be found in the 

EFL learner groups. Especially, the second EFL learner group with less 

English proficiency would display more negative transfer in their IC response 

performance. Moreover, direct translation would be found in their linguistic 

realization in the IC responses.  

3. Social variables of gender and social distance would influence the 

participants’ IC response behaviors. In terms of the variable of gender, the 

females would use more commiseration because they are more caring and 

compassionate, while the males would adopt more advice because they are 

more assertive. In terms of the variable of social distance, strangers would 

receive more off strategies, classmates more advice strategy, and friends 

commiseration strategies.  
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CHAPTER THREE 

METHODOLOGY 

This chapter describes the research methodology employed in this study, 

including participant description, research design, data collection, data analysis, and 

coding reliability. It begins with an introduction of research questions. Then, a 

description of the participants with the sampling rationale is presented, followed by 

the research contexts and sampling strategy for each group. The issues of 

comparability among different groups and validity for data collection are also 

addressed. Then, the procedure to elicit cross-culturally comparable data and the 

measures to analyze the collected data are elaborated, followed by the coding schemes 

and quantitative as well as qualitative analysis methods. At last, the results of the 

inter-rater reliability of coding are reported. 

Research Questions 

Little interlanguage pragmatic literature of indirect complaint response and that 

of Chinese learners as the research subjects have revealed the need of this study. 

Hence, this current study was conducted to explore how Chinese learners of English 

respond to the speech act of indirect complaints, which was regarded as the 

dissatisfaction expressions about someone/something absent in the conversation 

context. Referring to the two sets of native-language data of English and Chinese, the 

researcher would like to examine English learners’ pragmatic performance of 

indirect-complaint responses in the purpose to find out their interlanguage behaviors 

and then to examine if language transfer would influence their speech act behaviors. 

In order to achieve the research purposes, three major research questions are 

addressed:  

1. How do two groups of Chinese EFL learners’ English indirect-complaint 
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response behaviors compare to that of native American English speakers 

and to that of native Chinese speakers?  

2. How do the indirect-complaint response strategies vary across groups in 

situations with two contextual factors, the complainers’ gender and their 

social-distance relationships being concerned?  

3. What are the participants’ linguistic realizations to deliver their 

illocutionary forces in their indirect-complaint response strategies? 

Whether or how are the EFL learners’ linguistic performances affected 

by their native language and culture?    

To answer the first question, two-level data analysis would be conducted. On the 

one hand, the issues of universality and culture-specificity in terms of facework and 

politeness applied by the two native-language groups would be explored. The 

researcher would examine the similar and different IC response strategies between the 

two native speaker groups. On the other hand, the learners’ indirect-complaint 

response strategies were then compared with those of the two native speaker groups in 

order to know the learners’ interlanguage pragmatic performance, especially about 

whether their IC response behaviors were affected by their native-language norms or 

close to their target-language behaviors.  

Next, to deal with the second question concerning two social variables of gender 

and social distance, the participants’ IC response behaviors would be further 

examined for better understanding about their pragmatic performance in different 

contexts. The two social variables of gender and social distance were manipulated as 

the independent variables for this study. Complainers and complainees’ gender and 

their social relationship (strangers, classmates, or friends) would be operated to 

function with the dependent variable, namely the six indirect complaint response 

strategies.   
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At last, to answer the third question focusing on the possibilities of transfer in 

learners’ interlanguage performance (language or cultural values), the researcher 

would work on the comparison of the learners’ linguistic realization with the two 

native-language groups’. Linguistic realizations for illocutionary forces would be 

systematically further investigated in order to elaborate how the participants employ 

linguistic devices to fulfill a particular speech function. By answering the three 

research questions, this current study has been anticipated to add more resourceful 

information in the speech act literature. On the other hand, the two important issues, 

illocutionary forces and linguistic politeness, could be comprehensively dealt with in 

the line of speech act research.  

Participants and Sampling Strategy 

The participants invited in this study were composed of four groups of college 

undergraduates. Two groups provided the native-language data as the baseline 

information for comparison. The other two groups provided the learner-language data 

to understand EFL learners’ interlanguage pragmatic performance. According to Gay 

and Diehl (1992), acceptable sample size for a study was determined by the type of 

research: descriptive, correlational, or experimental. For a descriptive research, the 

sample size should be 10% of population. For a correlation research, 30 subjects were 

required at least to establish a relationship. For an experiment, a number of 30 

subjects per group was the minimum. Because the researcher aimed to explore the 

relationship between certain social variables and the participants’ response behaviors 

to indirect complaints, this research was categorized as a correlation research. Thus, 

the acceptable sample size should be more than 30.  

In addition, considering about the heterogeneity among populations, the 

technique of cluster sampling has been advocated (Jackson, 2016). Cluster sampling is 

suggested for application when the studied population is spread across a wide area. 
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Area or geographical sampling is specified as the most popular version in cluster 

sampling. Each selected cluster should be a representation of the total population. 

Jackson (2016) took conducting a survey of students at a large university for example. 

The researchers might sample from the required courses for all students at the 

university, and then the sample would represent the population.  

Based on the above-mentioned concerns about research type, heterogeneity 

among the targeted populations, and large populations, the technique of cluster 

sampling with a subject size more than 30 members was the sampling strategy for this 

study. Geographical cluster sampling was then the strategy to recruit participant 

groups for this study. Besides, referring to the two influential determiners on language 

learners’ speech act behaviors – language proficiency and language learning 

opportunities, two EFL learner participant groups would be recruited. In order to have 

representative clusters of the total population, a publicly-known prestigious university 

and a specialized-schooling college in Taipei, Taiwan were targeted. These two 

distinct EFL learner groups were focused for the purpose to better understand 

language learners’ interlanguage pragmatic performance with a presumption about the 

influence of language proficiency on language learners’ speech act performance.  

For the baseline information, thirty-six native speakers of English living in the 

United States (Americans) provided the English data, while thirty-six native speakers 

of Chinese in Taiwan provided the Chinese data. These two participant groups were 

selected from their native countries, i.e. the native English group from the United 

States and the native Chinese group from the Republic of China (R.O.C). Considering 

data reliability, the native speakers having ever lived outside their native countries 

were excluded, since foreign-language culture might influence speakers not to abide 

the home-culture norms in using their native languages (Gumperz, 1982). 

These two native-speaker groups were invited to be the control groups for this 
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study. Their responses as the baseline information would be referred to explore EFL 

learners’ response behaviors to indirect complaints. With the technique of 

geographical cluster sampling, the group of native English speakers was recruited at a 

university in southeast America where the researcher took an academic visit. Two data 

collectors were invited to distribute and to take back the research instrument. They 

collected data around the campus, including classrooms, the library, coffee shop, bus 

stops, and the like. 47 copies from 26 females and 21 males were returned.   

The group of native Chinese speakers was recruited from the two universities 

which were also the schools to collect the EFL learners’ data for comparison. Two 

data collectors were invited to collect data in the places surrounding the campuses. 24 

and 21 copies were returned respectively. In order to get equal resource for a 

comparison with the two EFL learners’ data, 18 copies of 9 males and 9 females were 

selected from each university.  

On the other hand, the other seventy-two EFL learners living in Taiwan 

comprised two sets of learner language data from two schools with different education 

systems. Among them, thirty-six EFL learners were from a four-year university which 

was considered as an elite college in Taiwan, R.O.C., and thirty-six EFL learners were 

from a two-year college which was specialized at professional training (such as nurses, 

police, teachers, to name a few). The learner language data from different education 

systems were collected for an intention to investigate whether distinct education 

systems would act a factor influencing English learners’ speech-act realization. In 

total, the study sample thus consisted of 144 college undergraduates.         

In each group, the numbers of male and female participants were kept equal. 

Thus, there were eighteen male and eighteen female native speakers of American 

English, eighteen male and eighteen female native speakers of Chinese, eighteen male 

and eighteen female EFL learners from a four-year university, and eighteen male and 
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eighteen female EFL learners from a two-year college.  

To increase statistical power, Light, Singer, and Willet (1990) have suggested 

two strategies for data analysis, namely covariate information and sophisticated 

parametric analysis (multivariate repeated measures analysis of variance). In this 

study, the researcher incorporated two social variables and two IC themes as the 

covariate information into data analysis. The two social variables were gender and 

social distance, and IC themes were other IC and situation IC.  

For better research results, three sets of background-information survey were 

also developed for each group, namely the native English speakers, the native Chinese 

speakers, and the EFL learners in Taiwan. Generally speaking, in order to serve the 

research purpose, special attention was given to ask the participants’ living 

environment (rural, urban, or suburban), experiences in foreign countries, length of 

time in learning English, English proficiency, and second/foreign language abilities. 

The following tables 3.1 and 3.2 summarize the participants’ background information 

and their majors.  

Table 3.1 

Summary of Participants’ Background Information 

 English Chinese EFL TPC 

 male female male female male female male female 

Age 18-23 18-19 18-24 18-21 18-22 18-22 18-22 18-19 

English 

proficiency 

  
TOEIC 

475-830 

TOEIC 

585-950 

TOEIC 

800-990 

TOEIC 

810-975 

TOEIC 

575-645 

TOEIC 

500-625 

English-learning 

experience 

  
8-13 

years 

6-15 

years 

9-15 

years 

9-15 

years 

7-12 

years 

8-15 

years 
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Table 3.2 

Summary of Participants’ Majors  

 English Chinese EFL TPC 

Majors male female male female male female male female 

Finance 3 2 0 3 3 2 0 0 

Business 2 1 2 0 0 2 0 0 

Biology 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Engineering 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Linguistics 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Pre-pharmacy 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Food Science 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Exploratory 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Zoology 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Psychology 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Journalism 2 2 2 3 3 3 0 0 

Nursing 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Law 0 0 3 2 3 1 0 0 

History 0 0 2 1 1 1 0 0 

Administration 0 0 9 9 2 1 18 18 

Language and 
Literature 

0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 

European 

Language  
0 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 

Risk 

Management 

and Insurance 

0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 

Radio and 

Television 
0 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 

Sociology 
0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 

Diplomacy 
0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 
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The Native Baseline Groups 

The two native groups were Taiwanese group and American group, composed of 

only native Chinese speakers and native English speakers respectively.  

The EFL Groups 

Two groups of EFL learners in Taiwan were categorized to meet the concerns in 

this study, namely the factors of different educational backgrounds (two-year college 

vs. four-year universality) and different English abilities (intermediate vs. 

high-intermediate to high proficiency level). In addition to the above-mentioned two 

concerns, the participants were ensured to be homogeneous. None of the targeted EFL 

learners had pragmatic training. Besides, they came from a common speech 

community. The following better describes the two EFL learner groups.  

High Internal Validity 

To ensure the high internal validity of this study, all participants were university 

undergraduate students. Participants of the same group were from the same school: (1) 

native Americans were students from a university in Florida, U.S.A., (2) native 

Taiwanese and the four-year university EFL learner participants were students from a 

four-year university respectively in Taipei, Taiwan, and (3) the two-year college EFL 

learners were students from a college in Taipei, Taiwan.   

Instruments 

This study utilized two instruments: a personal-information sheet and a 

24-scenario written Discourse Completion Task (DCT). The personal-information 

sheet was designed for a demographic survey to collect the participants’ gender, age, 

affiliation, and language proficiency. The 24-scenario written DCT was devised to 

elicit the participants’ reactions to indirect complaints.  
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Discourse Completion Task (DCT) Questionnaire 

Data collected for this study mainly came from a DCT questionnaire, one of the 

most frequent and effective methods employed in pragmatic studies (Cohen & 

Olshtain, 1994). This form of questionnaire comprises a number of situational 

descriptions. Every description is followed by a space for the participants to provide 

linguistic form of the targeted speech act, as they were in the real-life interaction.  

To study the speech act of indirect complaint response, the word complaint was 

not used in the situational descriptions in order not to bias the participants’ response 

choice. In addition, an opt-out choice was also designed for each situation for the 

participants to note about why they would say nothing. The purpose of the opt-out 

choice would serve the participants’ desire not to do face-threatening act in any given 

situation. If a participant selects the opt-out choice for a given situation, he/she was 

also invited to express the reason(s) behind his/her reaction. 

Two versions of DCT questionnaires were employed in this study, English and 

Chinese, to explore cross-cultural pragmatic behaviors. The Chinese version was 

designed for the group of native Chinese speakers to elicit the baseline information of 

Chinese. The English version was designed for the group of native English speakers 

to elicit the target-language baseline information of English and two groups of 

English learners in Taiwan to collect English learner language data.  

The designed DCT questionnaire consisted of 24 contextual situations, with a 

systematic variation of two social variables and two themes of indirect complaints. 

The two social variables included gender and social distance relationship (stranger, 

classmate, & friend). The two themes of IC include other IC and situation IC.  

This current study excluded self IC from investigation because of a twofold 

consideration: the definition of indirect complaint and real-life encounters with 

strangers. With the concern of definition, indirect complaint was defined in this 
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current study as the negatively-dissatisfactory expressions in that addressees did not 

hold responsibility for them. Hearing a complainer’s negative evaluation about 

himself/herself, the addressee might be under pressure and have the responsibility to 

comfort the complainer’s negative mood. In addition, according to Boxer (1993), 

indirect complaint is defined as the expression of dissatisfaction to an interlocutor 

about oneself or someone/something that is not present. Complaining about 

himself/herself does not abide by the definition. Thus, the self IC themes were 

eliminated from discussion in this study. On the other hand, based on informal 

interviews with some college students with English as their native language and those 

with Chinese as their native language, most expressed that self IC was rarely delivered 

in their daily conversations with strangers. Due to the two above-mentioned reasons, 

the theme of self IC was excluded from the study focus.  

Accordingly, with the matrix of three variables of gender (×2), social distances 

(×3), and IC themes (×2), this study would target twelve indirect-complaint contexts 

to elicit the participants’ responses. Every scenario was designed through 

systematically interwoven variables of a gender, one social-distance relationship and 

one IC theme. Furthermore, for increasing accountability in discussion through a 

better understanding about the participants’ IC responses, every indirect-complaint 

context would be doubled with different unpleasant situations, resulting twenty-four 

situations devised in this study. In order to make the questionnaire less heavy loading 

for the respondents, the twenty-four situations were reshuffled in a random order for 

the final application for the participants. 

Since the college students were targeted as the study participants, the IC topic for 

every situation was ubiquitous in school life, namely tuition, parking, food, weather, 

transportation, relationship, class, school equipment and environment, daily life issues, 

among the others. The IC topics were collected from the pilot ethnographical 



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

49 
 

observation in school campus, school restaurants, and cafés around campus. Those 

recording data provided the ubiquitous IC topics in university settings. All collected 

IC topics were discussed by the researcher and the 23-year-old female native English 

speaker who wrote the first English DCT. We got twenty-four topics for DCT design 

with the consideration about two social variables of gender and social distance.  

For a concern of cross-cultural equivalence between the two versions of DCTs, 

the strategy of back translation was employed. A preliminarily-designed English DCT 

was written by a native English speaker (who was a 23 year-old female master student 

in southeastern US). Next, the Chinese DCT was developed through back-translation 

derived from the preliminarily-designed English DCT. And then, one Chinese-English 

bilingual translated the preliminary English version into the Chinese, followed by 

another Chinese-English bilingual translated the Chinese version into second English 

version of DCT. The two English versions were further compared to see if there were 

changes needed to achieve cross-cultural equivalence. Table 3.1 in the following page 

shows the themes and topics of the 24 designed scenarios in the DCT.  
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Table 3.1 

The 24 situations in the DCT 

Scenario Variables Topic 

1 male, stranger, other theme  reckless driver 

2 male, stranger, other theme  parking police 

3 male, stranger, situation theme  weather 

4 male, stranger, situation theme  food 

5 female, stranger, other theme  rude people 

6 female, stranger, other theme  impolite teens 

7 female, stranger, situation theme  the value of a gallery 

8 female, stranger, situation theme  delayed bus 

9 male, classmate, other theme  rude barista 

10 male, classmate, other theme  irresponsible roommate 

11 male, classmate, situation theme  expensive textbooks 

12 male, classmate, situation theme  classroom environment 

13 female, classmate, other theme  inconsiderate school staff 

14 female, classmate, other theme  teacher 

15 female, classmate, situation theme  tuition 

16 female, classmate, situation theme  library 

17 male, friend, other theme  rude stranger caller 

18 male, friend, other theme  rude high-school students  

19 male, friend, situation theme  horrible customer service 

20 male, friend, situation theme  being stuck in airport 

21 female, friend, other theme  rude roommate 

22 female, friend, other theme  boyfriend 

23 female, friend, situation theme  movie 

24 female, friend, situation theme  life pressure 

Procedures 

Six main stages were carried out to achieve the study purpose, namely natural 

data recoding and collection, design of personal information survey and discourse 

completion test, pilot test, data collection, coding, and data analysis. To design the 

contextual situations of the DCT questionnaire, couples of native speakers were 
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invited as the field workers for field observation in university students’ daily 

conversation. The field workers were invited to record real-life indirect-complaint 

interaction in classroom, bus stops, restaurants, dormitory, and settings surrounding 

campus. Permission to use the collected data for internal use was granted after 

recording.  

Through discussion with the field workers, the researcher targeted 24 IC topics 

which are ubiquitous in college students’ daily conversation. Based on the 24 IC 

topics, a female native English speaker was invited to design the English-version DCT. 

The female native English speaker was 23 years old, majoring in the Linguistic 

Department in southeast America. Then, the English-version DCT was back-translated 

into a Chinese-version DCT. Two other bilinguals were also invited to translate the 

two versions of DCT into Chinese or English respectively. The second attempt of 

back-translation aimed to make sure every situation with cross-cultural comparability 

and authenticity for both Taiwanese and Americans. 

Secondly, both versions of questionnaire were pilot tested to make sure that the 

questions could be replied for what the researcher wished. Three intact classes from 

three targeted schools for this study were recruited for the pilot study. The English 

DCT for native English group was distributed to a class of design innovation in 

southeast America. Twenty-eight returned DCT were collected. The other two intact 

classes were reached to pilot study the Chinese DCT and the English DCT for the 

Chinese EFL learner groups. Half of each intact class would do the Chinese version of 

DCT, while the other half would do the English version of DCT for Chinese EFL 

learners. The intact class from the 2-year college provided 19 copies of Chinese DCT 

and 19 copies of English DCT. The other intact class from the 4-year university 

returned 20 copies of Chinese DCT and 23 copies of English DCT.  

A follow-up conversation with the students offered insightful ideas to better the 
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DCT design. One important caveat to reconsider about the DCT design was on the 

space needed for the participants’ to provide their responses. The earlier version had 

only one line for participants. In order to leave proper amount of space for participants, 

bigger space without any lines were design for the final version. After getting both 

versions of DCT finalized, four targeted participant groups completed the 

questionnaires. Fourthly, the returned questionnaire were reviewed and screened. The 

valid responses were then encoded. Finally, the collected data were analyzed in terms 

of frequency counts, chi square and linguistic strategies for further interpretation.  

Kim (2007) indicated five issues for consideration to make the DCTs more valid 

to collect data, including 1. the feasibility of speech situations, 2. the number of 

variables embedded in the speech situations, 3. the relationship between the 

respondents’ proficiency and DCT formats, 4. the wording of the direction to the 

DCTs, 5. the number of speech situations in a DCT.   

For the feasibility of speech situations, the cross-cultural comparability and 

authenticity in both Chinese and English versions were concerned to design the 

scenarios. Starting from the natural data collection, two-leveled back-translation, and 

the pilot study with 15 members for each version, frequent indirect-complaint topics 

at campus across the two native-speaker groups were targeted. 

For the number of variables embedded in the speech situations, the designed 

DCT questionnaire had a systematic variation of two social variables and two themes 

of indirect complaints. The two social variables included gender and social distance 

relationship (stranger, classmate, & friend), and the two themes of IC include other IC 

and situation IC. In order to understand the functions of the variables on the 

participants’ IC response strategies, each social variable was equally distributed into 

designed scenarios in the DCT.  

For the relationship between the respondents’ proficiency and DCT formats, the 
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stage of pilot study serves this third concern. The English and Chinese versions of 

DCT were piloted respectively. The purpose for this stage was to see if the students 

found the designed scenarios acceptable and similar to real-life situation, and if they 

found the instructions easy to follow. The students’ feedback in the pilot study was 

informative for revision to better the DCT in the data collection stage.  

For the wording of the direction to the DCTs, the word complaint was not used in 

the situational descriptions since the speech act of indirect complaint was the speech 

act behavior targeted in this current study. The avoidance of the word ‘complaint’ in 

the designed scenarios was not to bias the respondents’ response choice.    

Regarding the number of speech situations in a DCT, Dahl (1991) proposed 20 

speech situations at least to investigate the respondents’ performance in a speech act 

behavior.   

To achieve the validity of the DCT used in this current study, the researcher paid 

attention to the feasibility of the 24 scenarios, the equally-distributed variables in 

scenarios, suitable DCT format for the participants, avoidance of wording ‘complaint’ 

in DCT, and adequate number of situations to elicit the range of speech act 

realizations. Appendix A is the English DCT questionnaire for the native English 

group and two English learner groups. Appendix B is the Chinese-version DCT 

questionnaire for the native Chinese speakers. Appendix C, D, and E are personal 

survey for the native English speakers, native Chinese speakers and the two English 

learner groups.  

Data Analysis and Coding Scheme 

Both quantitative and qualitative analyses were conducted to deal with the 

collected language data with the purposes to examine the universal and 

culturally-specific characteristics of IC response strategies across the four participant 
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groups. For the quantitative analysis, this study adjusted Boxer’s (1993) six main IC 

responses and Ang’s (2012) further sub-categorization on Boxer’s six main response 

categories as the coding scheme. The collected language data would be categorized 

for frequency counts based on a designed analysis framework of six major IC 

response strategies with their sub-strategies. On the other hand, for the qualitative 

analysis, taxonomy of illocution categories with their forms and functions for 

communicative intentions would be employed to further examine the participants’ 

linguistic realization of their illocutionary expressions (here identified as the 

sub-strategies for the six major IC response strategies). Therefore, there would be two 

coding schemes for this current study, one is of the IC response strategy categories for 

quantitative analysis and the other is of the illocution categories for qualitative 

analysis. The following details the data analysis with the coding schemes of the six 

main IC response strategies and their sub-categorization and the taxonomy of 

illocution categories employed in this study. Examples in English and Chinese 

languages are also provided to all IC response strategies.  

Quantitative Analysis 

On the one hand, the quantitative analysis was conducted to explore whether 

there would be a preferred norm of response behavior by each subject group 

respectively to reply indirect complaints. All valid DCTs were encoded according to 

the six main IC response strategies. The six main IC response strategies in this study 

are strategies of (1) off, (2) inquiry, (3) contradiction, (4) tease/joke, (5) advice, and (6) 

commiseration. Every response provided by the participants would be coded into 

specific one of the six main IC response strategies. All responses were mutually 

exclusive in particular one type of IC response strategy. 

The frequency counts of the six main IC response strategies, viewed as the 
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dependent variables in this study, would be obtained to reveal the tendency of 

pragmatic behaviors by each subject group. χ
2
 test of homogeneity was also computed 

to determine whether there was any significant difference in the level of IC response 

performance among the four participant groups. In addition, two independent 

variables, namely addressees’ gender and the contextual factor of social distance 

which were systematically-varied designed in the DCT would be also operated into 

the quantitative analysis.  

Six IC response strategies and their sub-categories. The first coding scheme was 

developed based on Boxer’s (1993) six main IC response strategies and Ang’s (2012) 

sub-categorization for every main response strategy. To address the importance of 

illocutionary forces behind the participants’ response strategies into data analysis, this 

current study readjusted Boxer and Ang’s frameworks into more systematic and 

logical coding schemes. The six IC response strategies re-define in this current study 

are strategies of 1. Off-focus, 2. inquiry, 3. contradiction, 4. joke/teasing, 5. 

advice/lecture, and 6. commiseration).  

In order to better understand the participants’ illocutionary forces behind the 

participants’ IC complaint response behaviors, a framework of the sub-strategies of 

the six above-mentioned IC response strategies were devised for further investigation. 

The sub-strategy framework of IC responses to deal with the collected data was 

adapted from Ang (2012). This current study has adjusted her categorization with a 

further consideration on illocutionary forces and illocutionary points/purposes. 

The first response strategy, off-focus, contains four sub-strategies of agreement, 

disagreement, neutral, not-into, and no ideas/knowledge. The second strategy, inquiry, 

has three sub-strategies of elaboration request, clarification request, and help offer. 

The third strategy, contradiction, includes three sub-strategies of contradiction with a 
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truth, disapproval on the speaker’s wrong doing or attitude, and defense on the target 

of the complaint. The fourth strategy, tease/joke, has three sub-strategies of joke/tease 

on the complainee himself/herself, joke/tease on the complainer, and joke/tease on the 

topic of complaint. The fifth strategy, advice, comprises five sub-strategies of advice, 

lecture, conditional, invitation, and I-case. The sixth strategy, commiseration, includes 

seven sub-strategies of sympathy, pacifier, agreement, experience, further elaboration, 

neutral, and perlocutionary support. The following elaborates the six IC response 

strategies and their sub-strategies targeted in this study with examples in both Chinese 

and English.  

Off-focus. The first main IC response strategy in this study is ‘off-focus’, targeting 

the complainees’ illocutionary intention to discourage their complainers from 

continuing the complaint talk or to terminate the IC exchanges (with a new topic).             

Compared to the exclusive investigation on participants’ explicit silence/zero response 

behavior as the first response strategy, this study stressed on the subjects’ purpose 

with its illocutionary forces intended to reply IC. Thus, the purpose to discourage a 

complainer from continuing talk or to terminate an IC exchange was the first main IC 

response strategy targeted in this study. Being uninterested in/non-acknowledgeable 

about the IC topic or feeling no need to reply would be the reasons behind the 

response purpose. To achieve the response purpose, complainees would be silent, 

backchannel, or change to another topic in reaction to IC. Being silent, in some cases, 

complainees would also reveal certain body languages, such as a nod, a smile, laugh, 

or other facial expressions to show agreement/disagreement. On the other hand, 

complainees have applied backchanneling as a hearing notice to demonstrate being 

polite in conversation, yet without any explicit attitude towards the complaint topic. In 

addition, complainees would directly neglect IC but develop conversation with 
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another brand new topic. 

In terms of the above-mentioned illocutionary forces contributing to the 

purpose of conversation termination, five sub-strategies as the illocutionary forces 

are identified under this first main IC response strategy, including agreement, 

disagreement, neutral, not-into, and no-idea. The following will elaborate every 

sub-strategy with examples for this first main IC response strategy, Off Focus. 

1. Agreement. Hearing a piece of indirect complaint, the respondents might think 

there is no need to give response but deliver their agreement through nodding 

or just keep their agreement in mind. The first following example displays this 

type of sub-strategy. In addition, the complainee, without any response, might 

directly solve the problem for their complainers. This perlocutionary force 

evidences the hearer’s agreement with the speakers’ opinion.  

Example 1. 

A: “This bus is so slow! I can’t believe it’s being delayed.” 

M: Ø  (Smile and nod to agree.) 

Example 2. 

A: “Teens today are so annoying!” 

M: Ø  (I would ignore her and bitch at the teens for cutting in line.) 

2. Disagreement. To maintain their relationships or to stay away any possible 

troubles, complainees would not deliver any responses although they disagree 

with the complaints. Though the hearer disagrees with the speaker’s complaint, 

he/she keeps silent without any response in order to maintain their relationship 

or to stay away any troubles. For politeness, they would give their interlocutors 

smiles. In addition, couples of facial expression are also found to show the 

complainees’ disagreement. The following shows the IC response example for 
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the category of disagreement.  

Example. 

A: Zhè huí de zhǎnlǎn bìng méiyǒu zhǎn chū jīngdiǎn de zuòpǐn; piào 

zhème guì, yìshù pǐn què zhème shǎo. 

這回的展覽並沒有展出經典的作品；票這麼貴，藝術品卻這麼少。 

(There are not any classical works. The ticket is expensive for few arts.) 

B: Ø   

(Bù dà rèntóng duìfāng; dàn jīyú lǐmào, yǐ wéixiào dàiguò.  

不大認同對方；但基於禮貌，以微笑帶過。 

Not to agree with the other but smile for politeness.) 

3. Neutral. (corresponding with politeness gesture) For politeness, complianees 

might act as companions to listen to their interlocutors’ complaints without 

any indication of agreement or disagreement with them. Sometimes, attention 

signal is functioned by some facial expressions. In addition, backchanneling is 

also classified into this category because it would function as one 

attention-signal without showing their agreement, disagreement, or other 

intentions behind the response. Furthermore, the hearers might have no exact 

reactions to the complainers because of different cases. Thus, the participants 

would point out the reason behind being silent, namely “it depends”. The 

following example displays this sub-strategy of off-focus strategy.  

Example 1. 

A: “There is NO parking. The parking police are the worst! They are 

always around campus and give tickets in no time.” 

F: “Oh.” 

Example 2. 
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 A: Yīnwèi jīxiè gùzhàng, hángkōng gōngsī Qǔxiāo bānjī, Wǒ zài zhèlǐ 

Děng chóngxīn huà wèi Dōu kuài liǎng gè xiǎoshíliǎo, Ràng rén huǒ 

dà. 

 因為機械故障，航空公司取消班機，我在這裡等重新劃位都快兩

個小時了，讓人火大。(The airline cancelled the plane because of the 

mechanic problem. I have been waiting here for almost two hours.)  

 F: Ø  

 (Mòmò de língtīng, yǐjí liáo bié de shìqíng, zhuǎnyí tā de zhùyì lì. 

 默默的聆聽，以及聊別的事情，轉移他的注意力。 

 Be silent to listen to him and talk about other topics in order to orient his 

attention to other issues.)   

4. Not-into. With silence replying to IC, complainees have often implicitly 

displayed their indifference or unwillingness to get involved in interaction. In 

addition to being silent to the topic of IC complaint, the hearers might also 

transfer a topic with blessings or inquiry on other topic. This topic transfer 

demonstrates the complainee’s intention to stay away from the IC interaction. 

Reasons for this negative reaction include trivial topics, weird conversation 

contexts, unfamiliarity relationships, inability to solve problem, and the like. 

The following IC response examples are classified into this sub-strategy 

category:  

Example 1. 

A: Xiànzài de xuéfèi Zhēn de hǎoguì, Hěnduō xuéshēng bìyè hòu Dōu 

yào hái bù shǎo de xuédài. 

現在的學費真的好貴，很多學生畢業後都要還不少的學貸。 

(The tuition is expensive. Many students need to return much student 
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loans after graduation.)  

  F: Ø  

  (Duì huàtí méiyǒu xìngqù. 

  對話題沒有興趣。No interests in the topic.) 

Example 2. 

A:“The airline cancelled my flight because of some mechanical 

problem. I am stuck here for almost two hours waiting for a new 

plane. It’s so annoying!” 

M: “Have a good time.” 

5. No ideas. Sometimes, complainees might not have any ideas about what or 

how to reply to IC. Or they might not have any experiences with the target of 

the complaint so they do not know how to react. Thus, they would keep silent. 

Being silent would sometimes reveal that the respondees have no ideas about 

what or how to reply to IC. In addition, they might not have any experience 

in the target of the complaint so that they do not know how to react. Take the 

following interaction for example: A: “The rude barista got my order wrong 

and rudely took the coffee from me to make it over again. Her attitude is 

terrible!” B: “Oh! Really, I came here first time.” It was the complainee’s first 

visit to the coffee shop. He / She might not have profound knowledge about 

the waitress or service in the store. Even if they are willing or interested in 

developing further interaction (distinct from the previous sub-strategy of 

not-into), due to little knowledge about the topic or situation about the 

complaint, complainee do not have any clues how to react. Take the 

following response for example:  

Example 

A: Zhè bānchē zěnme hái méi lái, tài mànle ba! Lǎo shì wùdiǎn, dōu 
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kuài chídàole, Ràng rén hěn huǒ dà. 

 這班車怎麼還沒來，太慢了吧！老是誤點，都快遲到了，讓人

很火大。(The bus is not here. It’s too slow. Being delay is really 

annoying. ) 

  B: Ø   

  (Yīn wéi shì mòshēng rén, bùzhī rúhé huíyīng. 

因為是陌生人，不知如何回應。 

Don’t know how to respond to strangers.) 

Though the participant in the example above pointed out that the stranger 

relationship involved, he stressed his inability to deliver any response. Thus, this 

study treated these two distinct sub-strategies in the first category silent strategy. 

Inquiry. Different from Boxer’s (1993) nomination for the second main IC 

response strategy, Question, this current study has employed the term, inquiry, for the 

second IC response category. The major rationale behind this nomination replacement 

is based on the illocutionary force behind this category, pursuing for further details 

instead of questioning. The other reason was that not all data classified into this 

category were in the form of questions. Though question-sentence patterns are often 

employed to deliver request intention, couples of declarative expressions can be also 

found for this conversation purpose. For example, the response “Tell me about it.” was 

through imperative expression to acquire more information about the topic of 

complaint made. On the other hand, the previous classification “question” also 

represented a contradiction signal to some aspect, such as challenge questions. In 

order to differentiate this strategy category from the next one of contradiction strategy, 

this study oriented the illocutionary force to the new-defined “inquiry” strategy in the 

categorization. This nomination replacement depicted the importance to take the 

response purpose with its illocutionary forces into consideration for data analysis 
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rather than an exclusive focus on sentence patterns.  

IC complainees would raise inquiries to deal with the unclear parts of the 

complaint through making requests for more details (elaboration inquiry) or questions 

about efforts (to be) made to tackle with the problem (clarification inquiry), or 

proposing assistance (help offer). Thus, for this second main IC strategy, inquiry, 

three sub-strategies were categorized: elaboration request, clarification request, and 

help offer. The first sub-strategy of this category is employed to get more information 

about the complaint topic per se. It is applied to inquire about who, when, when, what, 

why behind the complaint. In addition to the wh- questions, the imperative expression, 

“Tell me about it.”, is also employed to get more details. The second sub-strategy, 

clarification inquiry, is practiced to understand about the efforts to solve the problems, 

including the earlier and the future efforts. The third sub-strategy, help offer, is raised 

to provide the complainers with help if they need to solve problems. Conditionals 

would be one language realization to achieve the purpose. 

The following will elaborate the three sub-strategies for this second main IC 

response strategy, Inquiry.   

1. Elaboration inquiry. To elaborate about why or how the complainer has been 

perplexed by the object of complaint, the complainee would ask for more 

details about the complaint for better understanding. The following 

exemplifies interchanges using this sub-strategy both in Chinese and 

English.  

Example. 

  A: I love my boyfriend, but some of his habits annoy me! I know he 

won’t change.  

 B: Aw, what habits?  
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2. Clarification inquiry. This is a solution-oriented inquiry strategy on the 

complainer’s efforts to deal with the complaint. The following exemplifies 

interchanges using this sub-strategy both in Chinese and English. 

 Example. 

A: The staff in that office is really inconsiderate of our needs as 

students! They made us wait a long time throughput the process! 

B: Did you think to make an appointment beforehand?  

3. Help offer. Extending from the problem-solution focus about the object of 

complaint, the complainee would give help or company if needed.  

Example. 

A: The airplane cancelled my flight because of some mechanical 

problem. I am stuck here for almost two hours waiting for a new 

plane. It’s so annoying. 

B: Would you like me to come get you?  

Inquiry for more information about the complaint topic would help the 

complainees to better understand the complainers’ needs and then to extend 

conversation. Previous studies have exclusively operationalized the use of questions 

as the second IC response strategies. Yet, there would some linguistic strategies to 

achieve the purpose besides using questions. In addition, use of question sentences 

could also serve other different pragmatic purposes, such as contradiction (ex. ⅰ), 

advice (ex. ⅱ), or even commiseration (ex. ⅲ).  

ⅰ. contradiction 

A: “The airline cancelled my flight because of some mechanical problem. I am  

stuck here for almost two hours waiting for a new plane. It’s so annoying!” 
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B: “Wouldn’t you rather be safe in an airport waiting than injured or worse in a  

plane crash?” 

ⅱ. advice 

A: “The meat ball is really terrible! It’s cold and salty.” 

B: “Ew, is there anything else you’d want to get?” 

ⅲ. commiseration 

A: “I was buying a pair of sunglasses there yesterday. The customer service was  

absolutely horrible! I will never shop there again.” 

B: “Really? Where was this place? I want to make sure I don’t buy sunglasses  

there.” 

In order to reinforce the reliability of data analysis, illocutionary forces of 

participants’ IC responses would be considerably referred to define the six categories 

of IC response strategies. To this second IC response for getting more information and 

continuing the interaction, the term ‘inquiry’ strategy was determined to substitute 

that of Boxer’s (1993) framework. 

Contradiction. According to Boxer (1993), the third main IC response strategy is 

to reject or disapprove the complaint heard through contradicting the speaker or being 

partial to the object of complaint. In terms of the two above-mentioned illocutionary 

forces, three sub-strategies could be identified to deliver contradiction: disagreement 

with the IC, disapproval with the complainer, and defense on the IC target. In 

Blum-Kulka, House, and Kasper’s (1989) study of requests, the choice of perspectives 

has been evidenced to affect the illocutionary force. Thus, this study took the ‘choice 

of perspectives’ in IC response into consideration. The first illocutionary force 

mentioned above, contradicting the speaker, is divided into two sub-strategies in this 
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current study, namely the contradiction with truth statement and the disapproval 

expression through the complaint-object perspective and the participant’s perspective. 

Added with the second illocutionary force, making defense on the object of complaint, 

there would be three sub-strategies in this third main IC response category, 

Contradiction.  

To show disagreement with the IC made, different truth-statements were often 

delivered by the complainees, in terms of the life reality, or other statements regarding 

the public consensus. Secondly, some complainees would dominantly disapprove the 

complainers’ point-of-view or attitude through disapproval expressions, with 

sentential structure like, “I don’t agree with you!”. Finally, instead of direct challenge 

on the complainers, complainees would make different opinion to defense on the 

complaint object. The following elaborates the three sub-strategies of the third main 

IC response category, Contradiction: truth statement, disagreement expression, and 

defense explanation.  

1. Truth statement. The expressions, “If …”, imperative sentences, are often used 

for this category.  

2. Disapproval expression. The second sub-strategy is applied to deliver 

disagreement, complainees would use personal opinion expressions, such 

as “I think …” or “I don’t think …”. 

3. Defense explanation. Instead of a direct challenge to the complainer’s position, 

the complainee would stand up for the target of complaint though 

defensive expressions.  

Teasing. Boxer’s fourth strategy category has included Joke and Tease. This 

current study has focused on the strategy of tease because data from the pilot study 

manifested that teasing rather than joke was usually applied in this category. There 

are three subjects to which the complainees would tease in their reply, namely the 
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complainee himself/herself, the complainer, and the target of complaint. The 

illocutionary force behind this strategy category is to bring the interlocutors closer 

for a non-serious social interaction by easing the complainer’s negative feelings and 

then to soften the tense situation (tease on the complainee and the complaint target). 

In addition to the above-mentioned illocutionary force, the sub-strategy to tease on 

the complainer derives from the complainee’s intention to devalue the complainer’s 

negative attitude and the complaint itself by making fun on the complainer with 

irony. The following elaborates every sub-strategy with examples in both English 

and Chinese. 

1. On complainee. To reply indirect complaint, the hearer would tease on 

himself/herself with the illocutionary purpose to ease the complainer’s 

negative feelings and then to soften tense situation.  

2. On complainer. In reply, the complainee would tease on the complainer. 

Example 1. 

A: He is absent again. He is really irresponsible! He doesn’t do anything for 

our project! 

B: HaHa, you said like an old man.  

Example 2. 

 A: Xiànzài yǒuxiē xuéshēng shì zěnyàng ā? Yuè lái yuè méiyǒu gōngdé xīn! 

現在有些學生是怎樣阿？越來越沒有公德心! 

(What happened to some students now! They get less and less virtues.) 

B: Nà nǐ kuài qù jiǎn qǐlái, nǎi zuì yǒu gōngdé xīn! 

 那你快去撿起來，妳最有公德心!  

 (Then you go pick up, you are the most virtuous heart!) 

3. On the target of complaint. To avoid possible offense on the complainers or 

humiliation on himself/herself, the complainee would make fun on the 
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target of complaint. In addition to making a non-serious environment for the 

IC exchanges, teasing on the complaint might also imply the complainees’ 

support for their complainers.   

Example 1.  

A: I feel this hamburger is special because I’ve waited so long for it. 

  B: You’ve developed a good appetite! 

 Example 2. 

 A: Tā de liǎn zhēn de hěn chòu yé!  

 她的臉真的很臭耶！ 

 (She has a long face!) 

 B: Nà nǎi yǒu méiyǒu gēn tā shuō, “Nǎi yǒu méiyǒu wén dào” 

那妳有沒有跟她說：「妳有沒有聞到一個味道？ 

(Did you ask her that, “Do you smell something?”)  
Advice. Respondents would provide their indirect complainers with ideas to help 

them get out of their troubles. In this category of strategy realization, previous studies 

have focused on the degree of imposition through differences in modality usage, such 

as can, should, have to, and the like. In addition, since conversation is interactive 

socialization, perspective-orientation in utterances is believed one important aspect to 

understand politeness relationship in IC conversation. Hence, a further focus on 

perspective-oriented expressions in IC interaction would be emphasized for this 

strategy. Furthermore, sentential structures were also perceived as essential feature to 

explore illocutionary forces in advice. With the cross-investigation of modality usage, 

perspective orientation, and sentential structures, five sub-strategies were categorized 

in this fifth IC response strategy, advice. They are ‘suggestion’, ‘lecture’, 

‘conditional’, ‘invitation’, and ‘I-case’.  

1. Suggestion. Complainees give possible solutions to their complainers. The 
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features for this sub-strategy include:  

(a) Imperative sentences  

(b) You-oriented expression   

Example 1. 

Ask for another dish, Maybe. 

Example 2.  

Nǐ pèi duō yīdiǎn báifàn hǎole! 

你配多一點白飯好了! 

(It will be fine to have more rice for the salty meatball.) 

2. Lecture. Respondents provide morality with principles or values of good 

conducts. Linguistic devices of generic subject (people), or impersonal (it) 

would be typically used for this strategy.  

Example 1.  

 People need to be more careful around a college campus.  

Example 2. 

 Lèi yǒu liǎng gè kěnéng yuányīn, Dì yī gè nénglì bùzú, Dì èr gètǐ lì bù hǎo. 

累有兩個可能原因，第一個能力不足，第二個體力不好。 

 There are two possible reasons for being tired. One is insufficient capacity  

and the other is poor physical strength.  

3. Conditional. In order to sound less authority in giving advice, complainees 

would use ‘If-clause, main clause’ to share what they would do in the trouble 

situations.  

Example 1. 

 If you go on higher floors it gets quieter and quieter.  

Example 2.   

 Rúguǒ zài guīquàn bù tīng dehuà, Nǐ yào bùyào qù Sù Fú HuìJiǎnjǔ tā? 
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如果再規勸不聽的話，你要不要去宿服會檢舉他？ 

(If he is still deaf to our suggestions again, would you like to report him to 

the center?) 

4. Invitation. With the central illocutionary force of advising to tackle with the 

trouble, complainees would additionally provide support to solve the problems 

with their complainers by using the sentence structure, ‘Let’s …’. 

Example 1.  

 Guess not. Let’s just take the stairs.  

Example 2.  

 Let’s find somewhere else. 

5. I-case. Hearing indirect complaints, complainees would imagine themselves in 

the same troubles and share their solutions to the problems. 

Example 1.  

 I would try to sleep while waiting! Or go grab something to eat. 

Example 2.  

 Jiǎrú shì wǒ, wǒ jiù bù chīle. 

 假如是我，我就不吃了。  

 (If it is me, I will not eat it.) 

Commiseration. Commiseration strategy is employed to get the complainers feel 

better through sympathy, comfort, among others. The illocutionary forces of this 

category include identification with the complainer’s feelings, agreement with the 

complainer, further elaboration of the complaint, or confirmation of the validity of the 

complaint. The collected IC responses with this emotion-oriented illocutionary 

intention were classified into the following six categories.  

1. Sympathy. Hearing unpleasant remarks, complainees feel sorry for what happened 

to complainers by showing their understanding about the complainers’ feelings 
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and situations. Expressions to achieve this intention could be: 

(a) “You are so unlucky!” 

(b) “I feel bad for you!” 

(c) “I sympathize with you!” 

(d) “It’s hard for you!” 

(e) Nǐ hǎo kělián, nǐ xīnkǔle. 

  你好可憐、你辛苦了。 

(Poor you!) 

2. Pacifier. To ease complainers’ irritation, complainees tend to make them feel 

calmer and less angry. To use this sub-strategy, the complainers would endeavor 

to cheer up the complainers to be positive in life through sincere support, 

negative evaluation on the complaint targets, or suggestion of beneficial results. 

Generally speaking, there would be two aspects in this sub-strategy application, 

namely lessening the problem severity or encouraging to be proactive in life. 

Expressions include:  

(a) Good thing that…,  

(b) I’m going to report this…,  

(c) Good luck!  

(d) It’s all right! 

(e) Don’t push you too much! 

(f) It’s his business. 

(g) I won’t come here again. 

3. Agreement. Showing agreement, complainees identify the complainers’ unpleasant 

situations through affirmative responses to follow the complaners’ thoughts and 

even then to help finish their complaint remarks. In addition to the affirmative 

notation (yes and agree), the respondees would repeat the complainers’ negative 
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opinions or reinforce them with conclusive evaluation. Expressions include:  

(a) I agree. 

(b) Yeah, that was really rude. 

(c) Yea, it’s pretty annoying. 

(d) That sucks. 

4. Experience. To reveal empathy, complainees would share their similar experiences 

or attitudes with the complainers to show themselves aligning with the 

complainers. Expressions include:  

(a) Yea, I’ve gotten a few tickets, too.  

(b) Yeah, I’m looking forward to jumping in the pool after my run. 

(c) Yeah, that’s happened to me. 

5. Further Elaboration. In addition to agreement notification, complainees would 

further indicate the possible reasons or results behind the troublesome situations. 

By giving more negative comments about the complaint, complainees would 

show their support and then comfort their complainers.   

 Example 1.  

  Because he is careless and an idiot.  

 Example 2.  

Rén dōu zìsī. 

  人都自私的。 

(People are selfish.) 

6. Neutral (pessimistic). Complainees would express their understanding about the 

compaliners’ situations, but they would not show agreement or disagreement 

about the complaint. 
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Example 1.  

  That always happen. 

 Example 2.  

  Zhè bùshì cháng yǒu de shì ma? 

這不是常有的事嗎？  

(Isn’t it usual?) 

7. Perlocutionary Support. Beyond agreement, complainees further show willingness 

to be the complainers’ companies or their resolutions to support the complainers 

by boycotting the theme of the complaint.  

 Example 1.  

  Well, now I know not to have the meatballs. 

 Example 2.  

 Nǎ yījiā? Wǒ yǐhòu yě bù qùle. 

哪一家？我以後也不去了。 

(Which store? I won’t go there afterwards. ) 

For a clearer picture of the first coding scheme in quantitative analysis, the 

following table 3.2 summarizes the six main IC response strategies and their 

sub-strategies.  
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Table 3.2 

Six IC response strategies and their sub-strategies 

IC response strategy Sub-strategy 

A. off 

focus 

Silence  

Backchannel 

Topic swift 

(a) agreement 

(b) disagreement 

(c) neutral 

(d) not-into (the topic, the complainer, or the conversation) 

(e) no ideas/knowledge 

B. Inquiry (a) elaboration request (for more information) 

(b) clarification request (efforts dealing with the problem) 

(c) help offer 

C. Contradiction (a) contradiction with a truth 

(b) disapproval on the speaker’s wrong doing or attitude 

(c) defense on the target of the complaint 

D. Joke/Teasing (a) joke/tease on the complainee himself/herself 

(b) joke/tease on the complainer 

(c) joke/tease on the topic of complaint 

E. Advice (a) suggestion 

(b) lecture 

(c) conditional 

(d) invitation 

(e) I-case 

F. Commiseration (a) sympathy 

(b) pacifier 

(c) agreement  

(d) experience 

(e) further elaboration 

(f) neutral(pessimistic) 

(g) perlocutionary support 

Inter-rater Agreement Coefficient 

In order to get better coding results, 50% of the data was randomly selected from 

each group and coded by a second rater to get the inter-rater agreement coefficients up 

to 85% at the least (Cohen, 1960). There were three second-rater to code the 

randomly-selected data, one for the American group, one for the Chinese group, and 

for the two learner groups. For the native American English group, the second rater 

was a 28-year-old female native English speaker who was a master in Linguistics in 
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Florida, USA. For the native Chinese group, the second rater was a 24-year-old 

female native Chinese speaker who was a master in Chinese in Taipei, Taiwan. For the 

two learner groups, the second rater was a 33-year-old female PhD student in TESOL 

in Taipei, Taiwan. The inter-rater agreement coefficients in this current study were 

90%, 89%, 93%, and 94% respectively for the participant groups of American, 

Chinese, 4-year university, and 2-year college. 

Qualitative Analysis 

On the other hand, the qualitative analysis served to further understand whether 

or how English learners’ performance would be different from the native-language 

norms of English and Chinese. Since Chinese and English are evidenced culturally 

and pragmatically-different, each language has some unique strategic properties. Thus, 

the qualitative analysis would focus on a further understanding about how every study 

participant performed each IC response strategy by examining his/her linguistic 

realization to achieve communicative intentions (illocutionary force).  

An investigation on the interplay of form and function of politeness would be 

endeavored for further elaboration on language learners’ interlanguage pragmatic 

behaviors. To achieve this purpose, qualitative analysis was based on Fraser’s (1996) 

four types of pragmatic markers in this study. The four types of pragmatic markers 

include basic markers, commentary markers, parallel markers, and discourse markers. 

Appendix F summarizes the key ideas with examples for the four pragmatic markers.  

Fraser (1996) has identified pragmatic markers as “linguistically encoded clues 

which signal the speaker's potential communicative intentions” (p. 168) which abide 

by the focal inquiry of illocutionary forces behind IC response strategies. The 

participants’ sub-strategies across different groups would be examined to grasp the 

different linguistic strategies for the same illocutionary forces and any possibility of 

language transfer involved in EFL learners’ IC response behaviors. The qualitative 
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analysis was conducted to explore sociolinguistic rules applied by the participants 

across different groups. The analysis results were expected to deal with any possibility 

of pragmatic transfer in IC response.  
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CHAPTER FOUR 

RESULTS 

Chapter four presents the findings and results of data analysis, including the 

quantitative as well as the qualitative. The quantitative analysis was conducted to 

obtain twofold statistical results of the frequency counts and percentage, including 

those of the six main IC response strategies and their sub-strategies across different 

gender, social distance, and group. All quantitative finding results would be utilized to 

answer the first two research questions: How do the indirect-complaint response 

strategies in English by learner groups compare to those by native American English 

speakers and those by the native Chinese speakers in situations with two contextual 

factors, complainers’ gender and social distance?  

Extending from the significant finding results about the participants’ use of 

sub-strategies (perceived as the illocutionary forces behind their IC response 

strategies), the qualitative analysis was applied to explore any possibility of pragmatic 

transfer in EFL learners’ IC response behaviors. Four types of pragmatic markers 

proposed by Fraser (1996) were referred to further discuss the participants’ linguistic 

realization for their illocutionary forces/communication intentions behind IC 

responses. The qualitative discussion would be applied to answer the third research 

question about any possibility of pragmatic transfer in learners’ indirect-complaint 

response performance.  

Quantitative Findings 

Every piece of collected IC responses was classified into one category of the six 

IC response strategies: (1) off, (2) inquiry, (3) contradiction, (4) joke/tease, (5) 

advice/lecture, or (6) commiseration. Table 4.1 displays the frequency percentages 

and frequency counts of the six IC response strategies across all participant groups. 
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The result of frequency distributions is expected to get the preferred IC response 

strategies applied by different participant groups and then to further explore the issues 

of universality and culture-specificity.  

Table 4.1 

Percentages and Frequencies of the Six Main Strategies across All Situations for the 

Four Groups 

Strategies Americans Chinese EFL TPC 
*(F) 

**P (F) P (F) P (F) P 

Off (105) .12 (156) .18 (143) .17 (166) .19 

Inquiry (57) .07 (58) .07 (72) .08 (44) .05 

Contradict (75) .09 (77) .09 (58) .07 (90) .10 

Tease (24) .03 (23) .03 (14) .02 (17) .02 

Advice (183) .21 (213) .25 (188) .22 (223) .26 

Commiseration (420) .49 (337) .39 (389) .45 (324) .38 

Totals (864) 1.00 (864) 1.00 (864) 1.00 864 1.00 
*
 Frequency counts (The numbers in parentheses are the raw frequencies.)  

** 
Percentages were rounded to two decimals with the total for a group might exceed or be 
less than 1.00. 

The frequency percentage in numerical order of indirect-complaint response 

strategies by each participant group is summarized as the following:  

1. Native English group: commiseration (49%), advice (21%), off (12%), 

contradict (9%), inquiry (7%), and teasing (3%) 

2. Native Taiwanese group: commiseration (39%), advice (25%), off (18%), 

contradict (9%), inquiry (7%), and teasing (3%) 

3. EFL group: commiseration (45%), advice (22%), off (17%), inquiry 

(8%), contradict (7%), and teasing (2%) 

4. TPC group: commiseration (38%), advice (26%),  off (19%), 

contradict (10%), inquiry (5%), and teasing (2%) 

Table 4.1 shows that the four participant groups shared similar IC-response 

strategy distribution. For most participant groups, the frequency distribution of the 

strategies ranked from the most to the least was commiseration, advice, silence, 
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contradict, inquiry, and teasing. Commiseration was the most used strategy, while 

teasing was the least used strategy across groups. Yet, the EFL group got different 

frequency distribution of IC response strategy use: the fourth was inquiry followed by 

contradictory as the fifth strategy used; while the fourth was contradictory followed 

by inquiry as the fifth in the other three groups. The EFL group used more inquiries to 

respond indirect complaints compared to the other three groups.  

The frequency results indicated that each IC response strategy was mostly used 

by different participant group: 1. the off strategy was mostly used by the TPC group 

(166, 19%), 2. the inquiry strategy was mostly applied by the EFL group (72, 8%), 3. 

the contradict strategy was mostly employed by the TPC group (90, 10%), 4. the tease 

strategy was mostly used by the native American group (24, 3%), 5. the advice 

strategy was mostly applied by the TPC group (223, 26%), and 6. the commiseration 

strategy was mostly employed by the native American group (420, 49%).   

Statistical Analysis. To better understand the meaning behind the collected data, the 

χ
2
 test of homogeneity was computed to determine whether there was any significant 

difference in the level of IC response performance among the four participant groups. 

The χ
2 

statistic for Table 4.1 is 54.254 (df = 15; P≦.001). Given that the computed χ
2
 

value (54.254) exceeds the critical value (37.697), the null hypothesis was rejected, 

and it would be concluded that the participants in different groups applied different IC 

response strategies. Simply put, they were not homogeneous regarding the 

performance of IC response strategies.  

However, a significant χ
2 

value did not indicate which cells were the major 

contributors to determine which strategies contributed to the making of significant 

difference, because χ
2 

value was computed over all the value cells. Therefore, the 

standardized residuals (R) were calculated for each of the cells to explicate how 
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various participant groups differed in their enactment of the six IC response strategies. 

The calculated standardized-residuals appear in Table 4.2. 

Table 4.2 

Standardized Residuals for IC Response Strategies for the Four Groups 

Strategies Americans Chinese EFL TPC 

Standardized Residuals 

Off -3.1   1.1 .0 2.0 

Inquiry -.1 -.0 1.9 -1.8 

Contradict -.0 .2 -2.0 1.7 

Tease 1.0 .8 -1.2 -.6 

Advice -1.3 .8 -1.0 1.5 

Commiseration 2.7 -1.6 1.1 -2.3 

 A category can be identified as the major contributor to the significant χ
2 

value 

when its standardized residual is greater than 2.00 (in absolute value). From Table 4.2, 

the standardized residuals for cells 11 (R11 = -3.1), 16 (R16 =2.7), 33 (R33 = -2.0), 41 

(R41 = 2.0), and 46 (R46 = -2.3) were greater than 2.0. Therefore, the researcher would 

assume that these were the major contributors to the significant χ
2
value. In comparing 

the observed frequencies with the expected frequencies, these residuals indicated that:  

1. There were more American participants using commiseration strategies (R16 

=2.7) but fewer enacting off strategies (R11 = -3.1). 

2. There were fewer EFL participants adopting contradict strategies (R33 = 

-2.0).  

3. There were more TPC participants applying off strategy (R41 = 2.0) but fewer 

TPC participants using commiseration strategies (R46 = -2.3). 

The strategy of commiseration was found as the most used IC response strategy 

by all participant groups. Furthermore, the result of standardized residuals further 

revealed that the group of native American participants significantly used more 

commiseration to reply indirect complaints than the other three groups. This finding 
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was consistent with Boxer’s (1993). She suggested that the use of commiseration 

functioned to create a solidarity relationship with interlocutors.  

On the contrary, less native American participants applied off IC strategy but the 

second EFL learner group used more off IC strategy. Without doing any redressive 

force by being silent or switching to another topic switch, Chinese EFL learners might 

not want to get troubled in relationships.    

The Variable of Gender Concerned 

To see if the complainees’ gender affected their IC response performance, further 

data analyses were further conducted with the contextual variable of gender. Table 4.3 

displays the frequency distributions of the six IC response strategies across all 

situations held when males and females examined separately.  

 

Table 4.3 

Percentages and Frequencies of six IC Response Strategies across All Situations for 

the Males and Females of the Four Groups 

Strategies Americans Chinese EFL TPC 

M F M F M F M F 
Percentage 

Frequency 

Percentage 

Frequency 

Percentage 

Frequency 

Percentage 

Frequency 

Percentage 

Frequency 

Percentage 

Frequency 

Percentage 

Frequency 

Percentage 

Frequency 

Off *.10 .14 .18 .19 .10 .23 .19 .19 

**(46) (60) (76) (80) (43) (100) (82) (84) 

Inquiry .05 .08 .05 .09 .07 .10 .04 .06 

(22) (35) (20) (38) (30) (42) (18) (26) 

Contradict .07 .10 .08 .10 .07 .06 .10 .10 

(32) (43) (34) (43) (32) (26) (45) (45) 

Tease .04 .02 .04 .01 .03 .01 .03 .01 

(17) (7) (17) (6) (11) (3) (11) (6) 

Advice .20 .22 .25 .24 .24 .19 .29 .23 

(88) (95) (109) (104) (105) (83) (124) (99) 

Commiseration .53 .44 .41 .37 .49 .41 .35 .40 

(228) (192) (176) (161) (211) (178) (152) (172) 

Totals 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

(432) (432) (432) (432) (432) (432) (432) (432) 
* Percentages were rounded to two decimals with the total for a group might exceed or be 
less than 1.00.  
** 

The numbers in parentheses are the raw frequencies.  
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Table 4.3 above shows the frequency distributions of IC response performance 

by the four participant groups when male and female complainees were examined 

separately. Within every group, there appeared a tendency for the female complainees 

to use inquiry strategies more often than the males, while a tendency for the male 

complainees to use tease strategies more often than the females.  

The frequency percentage of indirect-complaint response strategies by each 

subject group with the variable of gender (males and females) examined separately is 

summarized as the following:  

1. Native English group 

a. Males:  commiseration (53%),  advice (20%),  off (10%),  

contradict (7%),  inquiry (5%),  teasing (4%) 

b. Females:  commiseration (44%),  advice (22%),  off (14%),  

contradict (10%),  inquiry (8%),  teasing (2%) 

2. Native Taiwanese group 

a. Males:  commiseration (41%),  advice (25%),  off (18%),  

contradict (8%),  inquiry (5%),  teasing (4%) 

b. Females:  commiseration (37%),  advice (24%),  off (19%),  

contradict (10%),  inquiry (9%),  teasing (1%) 

3. EFL group 

a. Males:  commiseration (49%),  advice (24%),  off (10%),  

contradict (7%),  inquiry (7%),  teasing (3%) 

b. Females:  commiseration (41%),  off (23%),  advice (19%),  

inquiry (10%),  contradict (6%),  teasing (1%) 

4. TPC group 

a. Males:  commiseration (35%),  advice (29%),  off (19%),  

contradict (10%),  inquiry (4%),  teasing (3%) 
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b. Females:  commiseration (40%),  advice (23%),  off (19%),  

contradict (10%),  inquiry (6%),  teasing (1%) 

Based on the results above, both males and females complainees across all 

participant groups applied most commiseration IC responses but least teasing IC 

responses. In addition, the two native groups and the TPC groups also shared the same 

frequency ranking of IC response strategy when male and female complainees were 

examined separately: the strategy of commiseration was mostly used, followed by 

advice, off, contradict, inquiry, and teasing as the least used. Different from the 

above-mentioned findings, the female complainees in the EFL group employed 

different IC responses. The trend of IC response behaviors for the female complainees 

in the EFL groups is as follows: commiseration, off, advice, inquiry, contradict, and 

teasing. The EFL female complainees adopted more off strategy (23%) than advice 

strategy (19%) to reply to their complainers in IC interaction. In addition, the EFL 

female participants also adopted more inquiry strategy (10%) than the contradict one 

(6%) replying to indirect complaints. On the contrary, the male complainees in the 

EFL group and all male/female complainees in the other three groups applied more 

contradict IC strategy than the inquiry IC strategy to react to their complainers.  

Simply put, the study results indicated that the first two IC response strategies 

were females’ strategies, while the other four strategies of contradict, tease, advice, 

and commiseration were males’ strategies. Two pieces of findings were different from 

the earlier studies. Boxer (1993) found that the inquiry was male strategies and the 

commiseration was female strategies. According to Tannen (1990) and Michaud & 

Warner (2014) claimed the empathy was females’ strategies.  

Statistical Analysis. The chi square (χ
2
) for responses of the four groups with the 

participant’s gender concerned was 124.037 (df = 35 and p≦0.001). Given that the 
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computed χ
2
 value (124.037) exceeds the critical value (66.619), the null hypothesis 

was rejected, and it would be concluded that males and females applied different IC 

response strategies across four groups. Simply put, they were not homogeneous 

regarding the performance of these strategies.  

In order to further understand the major contributors to the making of significant 

difference under the consideration of participants’ gender, the standardized residuals 

(R) were calculated to explicate how males and females across the four groups 

differed in their enactment of the six IC response strategies. The calculated 

standardized-residuals appear in Table 4.4.    

Table 4.4 

Standardized Residuals for IC Response Strategies for the Males and Females across 

the Four Groups 

Strategies 

Americans Chinese EFL TPC 

M F M F M F M F 

Standardized Residuals 

Off -3.1 -1.3 .6 1.0 -3.3 3.4 1.3 1.5 

Inquiry -1.3 1.1 -1.7 1.7 .2 2.4 -2.0 -.5 

Contradict -0.9 .9 -.6 .9 -.9 -1.9 1.2 1.2 

Tease 2.3 -.9 2.3 -1.2 .4 -2.2 .4 -1.2 

Advice -1.3 -.6 .8 .3 .4 -1.8 2.3 -.2 

Commiseration 3.3 .6 -.6 -1.7 2.0 -.4 -2.3 -.9 

A major contributor to the significant χ
2
 value is determined when a standardized 

residual for a category is greater than 2.00. From table 4.2.1, the standardized 

residuals which are greater than 2 include cells 11 (R11 = -3.1), 14 (R14 = 2.3), 16 (R16 

= 3.3), 34 (R34 = 2.3), 51 (R51 = -3.3), 56 (R56 = 2.0), 61 (R61 = 3.4), 62 (R62 = 2.4), 64 

(R64 = -2.2), 72 (R72 = -2.0), 75 (R75 = 2.3), 76 (R76 = -2.3). Therefore, these 
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above-mentioned standardized residuals were the major contributors to the significant 

χ
2
 value. These residuals indicated that, in comparing the observed frequencies with 

the expected frequencies:  

1. For the native American speaker group, the male participants made 

contributions to significant difference in the use of IC response strategy. The male 

Americans adopted less off strategy (R11 = -3.1) but used more tease (R14 = 2.3) and 

more commiseration (R16 = 3.3) strategies. On the contrary, the female participants in 

the native English group did not make any contribution to the significance level in any 

use of IC response strategy.  

2. For the native Taiwanese speaker group, the male participants adopted more 

tease strategy (R34 = 2.3). In contrast, the female participants in the native Taiwanese 

group did not make contribution to the significance level in any use of IC response 

strategy. 

3. For the EFL group, the male participants used less off strategy (R51 = -3.3) but 

adopted more commiseration strategy (R56 = 2.0). On the other hand, female 

participants apply more off (R61 = 3.4) and more inquiry (R62 = 2.4) strategies; there 

were fewer female participants using tease 64 (R64 = -2.2) strategy.  

4. For the TPC group, the male participants adopted less inquiry (R72 = -2.0) and 

less commiseration (R76 = -2.3) strategies but more advice (R75 = 2.3) strategy. Yet, 

the female participants in the TPC group did not show any significant difference in the 

use of IC response strategies.  

The results of standardized residuals on table 4.4 shows that all male participants 

across the four groups make contributions to the significant χ
2 
value in adopting some 

IC response strategies, except for the strategy of contradict. Compared to the male 

participants, except for those in the EFL group, the female participants in the three 

groups (the two natives and the TPC) did not make any contributions to the significant 
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χ
2 
value in the use of IC response strategies.  

The Variable of Distance Concerned 

In addition to the variable of participants’ gender, speaker-hearer social distance 

was also the study focus. To meet the focus, situations 1 to 8 in the DCT questionnaire 

were designed for the indirect complaints from strangers, situations 9 to 16 were 

complaints from classmates, and the rest situations 17 to 24 were complaints from 

close friends. The collected data were further analyzed to see how the participant 

groups respond indirect complaints when social distances varied. The following 

shows the frequency distributions of the six IC response strategies across all situations 

held when the three social distances examined separately.  

Strangers. The results of analyzing the first eight designed scenarios were targeted 

for the stranger relationship, and the response strategies were categorized into the six 

main strategies (Table 4.5). 

Table 4.5  

Percentages and Frequencies of the Six Main Strategies for the Stranger Relationship 

across the Four Groups 

Strategies 

Americans Chinese EFL TPC 

*(F) **P (F) P (F) P (F) P 

Off (72) .25 (121) .42 (87) .30 (91) .32 

Inquiry (7) .02 (7) .02 (7) .02 (7) .02 

Contradict (15) .05 (24) .08 (22) .08 (36) .13 

Tease (12) .04 (5) .02 (7) .02 (5) .02 

Advice (25) .09 (33) .11 (29) .10 (46) .16 

Commiseration (157) .55 (98) .34 (136) .47 (103) .36 

Totals (288) 1.00 (288) 1.00 (288) 1.00 (288) 1.00 
*
 Frequency counts (The numbers in parentheses are the raw frequencies.)  

** 
Percentages were rounded to two decimals with the total for a group might exceed or be 

less than 1.00. 

The tendency in indirect-complaint response strategies for the stranger 
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relationship by each subject group is summarized as the following: 

1. Native English group: commiseration (55%), off (25%), advice (9%), 

contradict (5%), teasing (4%), and inquiry (2%). 

2. Native Taiwanese group: off (42%),commiseration (34%), advice (11%), 

contradict (8%), inquiry (2%), and teasing (2%). 

3. EFL group: commiseration (47%), off (30%), advice (10%), contradict 

(8%), teasing (2%), and inquiry (2%). 

4. TPC group: commiseration (36%), off (32%), advice (16%), contradict 

(13%), inquiry (2%), and tease (2%).  

The strategy of commiseration was mostly used by the three participant groups 

on hearing indirect complaints from strangers, namely the groups of native English, 

EFL, and the TPC. For the native Taiwanese group, the strategy of off was mostly 

used on hearing IC complaints from strangers.  

Statistical analysis. The chi square (χ
2
) for responses by the four groups to 

respond their strangers’ indirect complaints was 50.996 (df = 15 and p≦0.001). Given 

that the computed χ
2
 value (50.996) exceeds the critical value (37.697), the null 

hypothesis was rejected, and it would be concluded that different groups responding 

strangers’ indirect complaints by applying different IC response strategies.  

To further determine the major contributors to the making of significant 

difference in stranger IC interaction, the standardized residuals (R) were calculated to 

explicate how participants performed IC response to strangers. The calculated 

standardized-residuals appear in Table 4.6 on the next page.  
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Table 4.6 

Standardized Residuals for IC Response Strategies to Strangers across the Four 

Groups 

Strategies 

Americans Chinese EFL TPC 

Standardized Residuals 

Off -2.2 2.9 -.6 -.2 

Inquiry .0 .0 .0 .0 

Contradict -1.9 -.1 -.5 2.4 

Tease 1.8 -.8 -.1 -.8 

Advice -1.4 .0 -.7 2.2 

Commiseration 3.0 -2.3 1.1 -1.8 

The contributor to the significant χ
2
 value can be determined by a standardized 

residual greater than 2.00. From table 4.3.1, the following can be concluded as the 

contributors to make statistic difference, including cells 11 (R11 = -2.2), 16 (R16 = 3.0), 

21 (R21 = 2.9), 26 (R26 = -2.3), 43 (R43 = 2.4), and 45 (R45 = 2.2). The 

above-mentioned standardized residual results were the major contributors to the 

significant χ
2
 value on responding strangers’ IC responses. In comparing the observed 

with the expected frequencies, these residuals indicated that:  

1. American participants used less off strategy (R11 = -2.2) but more 

commiseration strategy (R16 = 3.0) to reply strangers’ indirect complaints.  

2. Chinese participants used more off strategy (R21 = 2.9) but less commiseration 

strategy (R26 = -2.3) to reply strangers’ indirect complaints.  

3. In the EFL group, there was not any contributor to the significant χ
2
 value. 

4. TPC participants adopted more contradict (R43 = 2.4) and more advice (R45 = 

2.2) strategies in responding to strangers’ indirect complaints.  

The results of standardized residuals on table 4.3.1suggest a significant 

difference in IC response strategies between the two native speaker groups. To reply 
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to strangers’ indirect complaints, the native English speakers would mostly use 

commiseration strategy but the native Chinese speakers would often used off strategy. 

On the other hand, the native English speakers seldom adopted off strategies in 

responding strangers’ indirect complaints, while the native Chinese adopted less 

commiseration strategy. Finally, compared to the other three groups, the TPC groups 

used more contradict and advice strategies in dealing with strangers’ indirect 

complaints.  

 Furthermore, taking the speakers’ gender into consideration, table 4.7 shows how 

males and females participants in every group reply to indirect complaints in the 

stranger relationship.  

Table 4.7 

Percentages and Frequencies of the Six IC Response Strategies to Male/Female 

Strangers across the Four Groups 

 
 

Strategies 

Americans Chinese EFL TPC 

M F M F M F M F 
Percentage 

Frequency 

Percentage 

Frequency 

Percentage 

Frequency 

Percentage 

Frequency 

Percentage 

Frequency 

Percentage 

Frequency 

Percentage 

Frequency 

Percentage 

Frequency 

Off *.22 .29 .38 .46 .17 .43 .29 .35 
** (31) (41) (55) (66) (25) (62) (41) (50) 

Inquiry .02 .03 .02 .03 .03 .02 .02 .03 

(3) (4) (3) (4) (4) (3) (3) (4) 

Contradict .04 .07 .07 .10 .08 .08 .10 .15 

(5) (10) (10) (14) (11) (11) (15) (21) 

Tease .04 .04 .03 .01 .05 0.0 .04 0.0 

(6) (6) (4) (1) (7) (0) (5) (0) 

Advice .06 .11 .10 .13 .13 .08 .20 .12 

(9) (16) (14) (19) (18) (11) (29) (17) 

Commiseration .63 .47 .40 .28 .55 .40 .35 .36 

(90) (67) (58) (40) (79) (57) (51) (52) 

Totals 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

(144) (144) (144) (144) (144) (144) (144) (144) 

* Percentages were rounded to two decimals with the total for a group might exceed or be 
less than 1.00.  
** 

The numbers in parentheses are the raw frequencies. 
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The tendency in indirect-complaint response strategies for the stranger 

relationship with a consideration of different gender by each subject group is 

summarized as the following: 

1. Native English group 

a. males: commiseration (63%), off (22%), advice (6%), teasing (4%), 

contradict (4%), and inquiry (2%)  

b. females: commiseration (47%), off (29%), advice (11%), contradict 

(7%),teasing (4%), and inquiry (3%) 

2. Native Taiwanese group 

a. males: commiseration (40%), off (38%), advice (10%), contradict 

(7%), teasing (3%), and  inquiry (2%). 

b. females: off (46%), commiseration (28%), advice (13%), contradict 

(10%),inquiry (3%), and teasing (1%). 

3. EFL group 

a. males: commiseration (55%), off (17%), advice (13%), contradict 

(8%), teasing (5%), and inquiry (3%) 

b. females: off (43%), commiseration (40%), contradict (8%),advice 

(8%), inquiry (2%), and teasing (0%). 

4. TPC group 

a. males: commiseration (35%), off (29%), advice (20%), contradict 

(10%),teasing (4%), and inquiry (2%). 

b. females: commiseration (36%), off (35%), contradict (15%),advice 

(12%), inquiry (3%), and teasing (0%). 

 Replying to strangers’ indirect complaints, the strategy of commiseration was 

mostly used by male participants across all groups and the female participants in the 
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groups of native American and TPC. Yet, as for the female participants in the native 

Chinese group and the EFL group tended to use the off strategy replying to strangers’ 

indirect complaints. The female participants in the other TPC groups applied 

commiseration strategy the most. Yet, the ratio (36%) is close to that of the off 

strategy (35%). It appeared that the native English speakers and the non-native male 

English participants generally used the strategy of commiseration to reply to strangers’ 

indirect complaints, while the non-native female English speakers mostly used the 

strategy of off to reply to strangers’ indirect complaints.  

Statistical Analysis. The chi square (χ
2
) for responses by the male and female 

participants across four groups on responding strangers’ indirect complaints was 

106.163(df = 35 and p≦0.001). Given that the computed χ
2
 value (106.163) exceeds 

the critical value (66.619), the null hypothesis was rejected, and it would be 

concluded that different gender across the four groups responded strangers’ indirect 

complaints by applying different strategies. 

To further determine the major contributors to the making of significant 

difference under the consideration of participants’ gender to respond strangers’ 

indirect complaints, the standardized residuals (R) were calculated to explicate how 

various participant gender across the four groups differed in their enactment of the six 

IC response strategies. The calculated standardized-residuals appear in Table 4.8 on 

next page.  
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Table 4.8 

Standardized Residuals for IC Response Strategies to Male/Female Strangers across 

the Four Groups 

 

Strategies 

Americans Chinese EFL TPC 

male female male female male female male female 

Standardized Residuals 

Off -2.3 -.8 1.3 2.9 -3.1 2.3 -.8 .5 

Inquiry -.3 .3 -.3 .3 .3 -.3 -.3 .3 

Contradict -2.0 -.6 -.6 .5 -.3 -1.9 .8 2.5 

Tease 1.2 1.2 .2 -1.4 1.8 -1.9 .7 -1.9 

Advice -1.9 -.2 -.6 .6 .3 -1.4 3.0 .1 

Commiseration 3.6 .7 -.5 -2.8 2.2 -.6 -1.4 -1.2 

The contributor to the significant χ
2
 value can be determined by a standardized 

residual greater than 2.00. From table 4.3.4, the following can be concluded as the 

contributors to make statistic difference, including cells 11 (R11 = -2.3), 13 (R13 = 

-2.0), 16 (R16 = 3.6), 41 (R41 = 2.9), 46 (R46 = -2.8), 51 (R51 = -3.1), 56 (R56 = 2.2), 61 

(R61 = 2.3), 75 (R75 = 3.0), and 83 (R83 = 2.5). The above-mentioned standardized 

residual results were the major contributors to the significant χ
2
 value on responding 

strangers’ IC responses. In comparing the observed with the expected frequencies, 

these residuals indicated that:  

1. Less male Americans used off (R11 = -2.3) and contradict (R13 = -2.0) 

strategies to reply to strangers’ indirect complaints; more male Americans adopted 

commiseration strategy (R16 = 3.6) to reply to strangers’ indirect complaints.  

2. More female Chinese participants adopted off strategy (R41 = 2.9) but less 

female Chinese participants used commiseration strategy (R46 = -2.8) to reply to 

strangers’ indirect complaints.  

3. In EFL stranger IC interaction, there were less male participants adopting off 
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strategy (R51 = -3.1) but more male EFL participants applying commiseration strategy 

(R56 = 2.2); more female EFL participants adopting off strategy (R61 = 2.3).  

4. There were more male TPC participants using advice strategy (R75 = 3.0) and 

more female TPC participants adopting contradict strategy (R83 = 2.5) in replying to 

strangers’ indirect complaints.   

With a further consideration of the participants’ gender, no contributors made 

significant meaning in using the strategies of inquiry and tease in replying to strangers’ 

indirect complaints. Yet, to the use of off strategy, there was distinctive difference 

between the two native speaker groups. The native male English speakers seldom 

used off strategy, while more native female Taiwanese participants adopted off 

strategy to reply to strangers’ indirect complaints. In addition, the female EFL 

participants also adopted more off strategy to respond strangers’ indirect complaints. 

To the use of contradict strategy, there were less male American participants applied 

this strategy but more female TPC participants used this strategy to strangers’ indirect 

complaints. As for the advice strategy, there were more male TPC participants using 

this strategy to reply strangers’ indirect complaints. Finally, for the commiseration 

strategy, there were more male American and also EFL male participants adopting 

this last category of IC response strategy to react to strangers. Yet, there were less 

female Chinese participants using commiseration strategy responding to strangers’ 

indirect complaints. 

Classmates 

The eight scenarios from 9 to 16 in the DCT questionnaire were designed for the 

classmate relationship. The research participants’ response strategies to these eight 

scenarios were categorized into the six main strategies. Table 4.9 displayed the 

quantitative result of the six IC response strategies for classmate relationship across 

speaker groups.  
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Table 4.9 

Percentages and Frequencies of the Six Main Strategies for the Classmate 

Relationship across the Four Groups  

 

Strategies 

Americans Chinese EFL TPC 

*(F) **P (F) P (F) P (F) P 

Off (20) .07 (18) .06 (41) .14 (45) .16 

Inquiry (13) .04 (21) .07 (13) .05 (7) .02 

Contradict (39) .14 (31) .11 (24) .08 (34) .12 

Tease (6) .02 (7) .02 (3) .01 (9) .03 

Advice (60) .21 (95) .33 (75) .26 (85) .30 

Commiseration (152) .53 (116) .40 (132) .46 (108) .38 

Totals (288) 1.00 (288) 1.00 (288) 1.00 (288) 1.00 
*
 Frequency counts (The numbers in parentheses are the raw frequencies.)  

** 
Percentages were rounded to two decimals with the total for a group might exceed or be 

less than 1.00. 

The frequency ranking of indirect-complaint response strategies for the classmate 

relationship by each subject group is summarized as the following:  

1. Native English group:commiseration (53%), advice (21%), contradict 

(14%), off (7%), inquiry (4%), and teasing (2%).  

2. Native Taiwanese group: commiseration (40%),  advice (33%), 

contradict (11%), inquiry (7%), off (6%), and teasing (2%). 

3. EFL group:  commiseration (46%),  advice (26%),  off (14%),  

contradict (8%),  inquiry (5%), and teasing (1%). 

4. TPC group:  commiseration (38%),  advice (30%),  off (16%), 

contradict (12%),teasing (3%), and inquiry (2%). 

The strategies of commiseration and advice were the two top IC response 

strategies applied by all participant groups to reply classmates’ indirect complaints. In 

addition, each group has its own frequency distributions for the other four IC response 

strategies in classmate IC interaction. Two mostly-used IC response strategies, namely 
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commiseration and advice strategies, were shared by all participant groups in this 

research. Yet, to the other IC response strategies, each of the four participant group 

had its own frequency ranking.  

Statistical Analysis. The chi square (χ
2
) for responses of the four groups on 

responding classmates’ indirect complaints was 50.996 (df = 15 and p≦0.001). Given 

that the computed χ
2
 value (50.996) exceeds the critical value (37.697), the null 

hypothesis was rejected, and it would be concluded that different groups responding 

classmates’ IC responses by applying different IC response strategies. 

Furthermore, standardized residuals (R) were calculated to explore the major 

contributors to the making of significant difference in classmate IC interaction across 

speaker groups. Table 4.10 shows the statistic results of standardized residuals in the 

participants’ enactment of the six response strategies to classmates’ indirect 

complaints across speaker groups.   

Table 4.10 

Standardized Residuals for IC Response Strategies to Classmates across the Four 

Groups 

 
Strategies 

Americans Chinese EFL TPC 

Standardized Residuals 

Off -2.0 -2.3 1.8 2.5 

Inquiry -.6 2.2 .0 -1.7 

Contradict 1.2 -.2 -1.4 .4 

Tease -.1 .3 -1.3 1.1 

Advice -2.1 1.8 -.4 .7 

Commiseration 2.2 -1.0 .4 -1.7 

Table 4.10 shows the cells as the contributors to the making significant meaning 

on the use of IC response strategies for classmate interaction across speaker groups, 

including cells 11 (R11 = -2.0),15 (R15 = -2.1), 16 (R16 = 2.2),21 (R21 = -2.3), 22 (R21 = 

2.2), and 41 (R41 = 2.5). The above-mentioned six standardized residuals were the 

contributors to the significant χ
2
 value on responding classmates’ IC responses. In 
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comparing the observed with the expected frequencies, these residuals suggested that:  

1. There were less native American participants using off (R11 = -2.0) and advice 

(R15 = -2.1) strategies but more American participants adopting commiseration 

strategy (R16 = 2.2) to their classmates’ indirect complaints.  

2. There were less native Chinese participants using off strategy (R21 = -2.3) but 

more native Chinese participants adopting inquiry strategy (R21 = 2.2) to their 

classmates’ indirect complaints.  

3. There were more TPC participants adopting off strategy (R41 = 2.5) to their 

classmate’s indirect complaints.  

In reply to classmates’ indirect complaints, the two native speaker groups used 

less off strategy but the TPC group adopted more off IC response strategy. In addition, 

each native speaker group had its inclination to reply to classmates’ indirect 

complaints. The native English participants used more commiseration strategy, while 

the native Chinese participants adopted more inquiry strategy to respond classmates’ 

indirect complaints.    

 Furthermore, taking the speakers’ gender into consideration, table 4.11 shows the 

frequency counts and percentages of IC response strategies by males and females 

replying to indirect complaints in the classmate relationship.  
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Table 4.11 

Percentages and Frequencies of the Six Main Strategies in the Classmate Relationship 

for the Males and Females across the Four Groups 

 
 

Strategies 

Americans Chinese EFL TPC 

M F M F M F M F 
Percentage 

Frequency 

Percentage 

Frequency 

Percentage 

Frequency 

Percentage 

Frequency 

Percentage 

Frequency 

Percentage 

Frequency 

Percentage 

Frequency 

Percentage 

Frequency 

Off *.06 .08 .06 .06 .08 .20 .14 .17 
** (8) (12) (9) (9) (12) (29) (20) (25) 

Inquiry .01 .06 .04 .11 .05 .04 .01 .04 

(2) (9) (5) (16) (7) (6) (2) (5) 

Contradict .13 .14 .10 .11 .10 .06 .14 .10 

(19) (20) (15) (16) (15) (9) (20) (14) 

Tease .04 0.0 .04 .01 .01 .01 .03 .04 

(6) (0) (6) (1) (1) (2) (4) (5) 

Advice .19 .23 .33 .33 .30 .22 .35 .24 

(27) (33) (48) (47) (43) (32) (51) (34) 

Commiseration .57 .49 .42 .38 .46 .46 .33 .42 

(82) (70) (61) (55) (66) (66) (47) (61) 

Totals 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

(144) (144) (144) (144) (144) (144) (144) (144) 
* Percentages were rounded to two decimals with the total for a group might exceed or be 
less than 1.00.  
** 

The numbers in parentheses are the raw frequencies. 

The tendency in indirect-complaint response strategies for the classmate 

relationship by male and female participants across groups is summarized as the 

following: 

1. Native English group 

a. males: commiseration (57%), advice (19%), contradict (13%), off (6%), teasing 

(4%), and inquiry (1%) 

b. females: commiseration (49%), advice (23%), contradict (14%), off (8%), 

inquiry (6%), and teasing (0%) 

2. Native Taiwanese group 

a. males: commiseration (42%), advice (33%), contradict(10%), off(6%), teasing 

(4%), and inquiry (4%) 

b. females: commiseration (38%), advice (33%), contradict (11%), inquiry (11%), 

off (6%), and teasing (1%)  
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3. EFL group 

a. males: commiseration (46%), advice (30%), contradict (10%), off (8%), inquiry 

(5%), and teasing (1%) 

b. females: commiseration (46%), advice (22%), off (20%), contradict 

(6%),inquiry (4%), and teasing (1%)  

4. TPC group 

a. males: advice (35%), commiseration (33%), off (14%), contradict (14%), 

teasing (3%), and inquiry (1%) 

b. females: commiseration (42%), advice (24%), off (17%), contradict 

(10%),inquiry (4%), and teasing (4%). 

 Replying to classmates’ indirect complaints, the strategy of commiseration was 

mostly used by the participants, no matter male or female participants. Yet, the male 

TPC participants adopted more advice strategy than commiseration strategy.  

Statistical Analysis. The chi square (χ
2
) for responses by male and female 

participants of the four groups on responding classmates’ indirect complaints was 

96.517 (df = 35 and p≦0.001). Given that the computed χ
2
 value (96.517) exceeds the 

critical value (66.619), the null hypothesis was rejected, and it would be concluded 

that different gender across the four groups responded classmates’ indirect complaints 

by applying different strategies. 

Accordingly, in order to further understand the major contributors to the making 

of significant difference with the a consideration of participants’ gender in classmate 

IC interaction, the standardized residuals (R) were calculated to explicate how various 

participant gender across the four groups differed in their enactment of the six IC 

response strategies. The calculated standardized-residuals appear in Table 4.12. 
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Table 4.12 

Standardized Residuals for IC Response Strategies to Male/Female Classmates across 

the Four Groups 

 

Strategies 

Americans Chinese EFL TPC 

male female male female male female male female 

Standardized Residuals 

Off -1.9 -.9 -1.7 -1.7 -.9 3.4 1.1 2.4 

Inquiry -1.8 1.0 -.6 3.7 .2 -.2 -1.8 -.6 

Contradict .8 1.0 -.3 .0 -.3 -1.8 1.0 -.5 

Tease 1.6 -1.8 1.6 -1.2 -1.2 -.6 .5 1.1 

Advice -2.0 -1.0 1.4 1.2 .6 -1.2 1.9 -.9 

Commiseration 2.3 .8 -.3 -1.1 .3 .3 -2.1 -.3 

To decide the contributors to the significant χ
2
 value, the result of standardized 

residual should be greater than 2.00. Table 4.12 shows the following cells as the 

contributors to make statistic difference, including cells 15 (R15 = -2.0), 16 (R16 = 2.3), 

42 (R42 = 3.7), 61 (R61 = 3.4), 76 (R76 = -2.1), and 81 (R81 = 2.4). These cells were the 

major contributors to the significant χ
2
 value on responding classmates’ IC responses. 

In comparing the observed and expected frequencies, these residuals indicated that:  

1. There were more male American participants adopting commiseration strategy 

(R16 = 2.3) but less male American participants using advice strategy (R15 = -2.0) to 

reply to classmates’ indirect complaints.  

2. There were more female Chinese participants using inquiry strategy (R42 = 3.7) 

to reply their classmate’s indirect complaints.  

3. There were more female EFL participants applying off strategy (R61 = 3.4) to 

react to their classmates’ indirect complaints.  

4. There were less male TPC participants adopting commiseration strategy (R76 = 
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-2.1) in IC interaction with classmates. In addition, there were more female TPC 

participants using off strategy (R81 = 2.4) to their classmates’ indirect complaints.    

Taking the participants’ gender into consideration, female participants in the two 

learner groups adopted more off strategy in classmate IC interaction. In addition, the 

native female Chinese participants used more inquiry IC response strategy. The native 

male participants adopted more commiseration but the male TPC participants used 

less commiseration IC response strategy to reply to their classmates’ indirect 

complaints.     

Friends 

The last eight scenarios from 17 to 24 in the DCT questionnaire were designed 

for the friend IC interaction. The collected IC responses to these last eight scenarios 

were categorized into the six main strategies. The results of the six IC response 

strategies for friend relationship across speaker groups were shown in Table 4.13.   

Table 4.13 

Percentages and Frequencies of the Six Main Strategies for the Friend Relationship 

across the Four Groups  

IC Response 

Strategies 

Americans Chinese EFL TPC 
*(F) 

**P (F) P (F) P (F) P 

Off (13) .05 (17) .06 (15) .05 (30) .10 

Inquiry (39) .14 (30) .10 (52) .18 (30) .10 

Contradict (21) .07 (22) .08 (12) .04 (20) .07 

Tease (6) .02 (11) .04 (4) .01 (3) .01 

Advice (98) .34 (85) .30 (84) .29 (92) .32 

Commiseration (111) .39 (123) .43 (121) .42 (113) .39 

Totals (288) 1.00 (288) 1.00 (288) 1.00 (288) 1.00 
*
 Frequency counts (The numbers in parentheses are the raw frequencies.)  

** 
Percentages were rounded to two decimals with the total for a group might exceed or be 

less than 1.00. 

The frequency ranking of indirect-complaint response strategies for the friend 

relationship by each subject group is summarized as the following:  
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1. Native English group:  commiseration (39%),  advice (34%),  inquiry 

(14%), contradict (7%),  off (5%), and  teasing (2%).  

2. Native Taiwanese group:  commiseration (43%),  advice (30%),  inquiry 

(10%), contradict (8%),  off (6%), and  teasing (4%).  

3. EFL group:  commiseration (42%),  advice (29%),  inquiry (18%), off 

(5%), contradict (4%), and  teasing (1%). 

4. TPC group: commiseration (39%),  advice (32%),  off (10%), inquiry 

(10%), contradict (7%), and teasing (1%). 

The strategies of commiseration and advice were mostly used, while the strategy 

of tease was the least used in the four groups dealing with friends’ indirect complaints.  

Statistical Analysis. The chi square (χ
2
) for responses of the four groups on 

responding friends’ indirect complaints was 30.033 (df = 15 and p≧0.001). Given that 

the computed χ
2
 value (30.033) is less than the critical value (37.697), the null 

hypothesis was accepted, and it would be concluded that there was no significant 

difference in the application of IC response strategies by different groups responding 

friends’ indirect complaints. 

Though the computation result of chi square (χ
2
) did not show any significance in 

the participants’ use of IC response strategies to reply to their friends, standardized 

residuals (R) would be also calculated to determine whether there were any major 

contributors to the making of significant difference for the friend IC interaction across 

speaker groups. Table 4.14 on the next page displays the statistic results of 

standardized residuals in the participants’ use of the six response strategies to their 

friends’ indirect complaints.  
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Table 4.14 

Standardized Residuals for IC Response Strategies to Friends across the Four Groups 

 

Strategies 

Americans Chinese EFL TPC 

Standardized Residuals 

Off -1.3 -.4 -.9 2.6 

Inquiry .2 -1.3 2.3 -1.3 

Contradict .3 .8 -1.6 .3 

Tease .0 2.0 -.8 -1.2 

Advice .9 -.5 -.6 .2 

Commiseration -.6 .6 .4 -.4 

According to the results of standardized residuals (R) on Table 4.5.1, there are 

three cells with standardized residual greater than 2which can be determined as the 

contributors to the making significant meaning on the use of IC response strategies for 

friend IC interaction across speaker group. The three contributors are cells 24 (R24 = 

2.0), 32 (R32 = 2.3), and 41 (R41 = 2.6). In comparing the observed with the expected 

frequencies, these contributors indicated that:  

1. The native Chinese participants adopted more tease strategy (R24 = 2.0) to 

respond their friends’ indirect complaints.  

2. The EFL participants used more inquiry strategy (R32 = 2.3) to reply to their 

friends’ indirect complaints.  

3. The TPC participants applied more off strategy (R41 = 2.6)to react their friends’ 

indirect complaints.  

To reply to friends’ indirect complaints, all three statistical contributors were 

made by the native Chinese and two English leaner groups. The native English 

participants did not make any significant difference in the friends’ IC interaction. In 
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addition, there were not any contributors in using advice or commiseration strategies 

to friends’ indirect complaints by all speaker groups, because all groups mostly used 

them to reply to their friends’ indirect complaints.  

Still more, taking the complainers’ gender into consideration, table 4.15 displays 

the frequency counts and percentages of IC response strategies by males and females 

replying to indirect complaints in the friend relationship.  

Table 4.15 

Percentages and Frequencies of the Six Main Strategies in the Friend Relationship for 

the Males and Females across the Four Groups 

 
 

Strategies 

Americans Chinese EFL TPC 

M F M F M F M F 
Percentage 

Frequency 

Percentage 

Frequency 

Percentage 

Frequency 

Percentage 

Frequency 

Percentage 

Frequency 

Percentage 

Frequency 

Percentage 

Frequency 

Percentage 

Frequency 

Off *.04 .05 .08 .04 .04 .06 .15 .06 
** (6) (7) (12) (5) (6) (9) (21) (9) 

Inquiry .12 .15 .08 .13 .13 .23 .09 .12 

(17) (22) (12) (18) (19) (33) (13) (17) 

Contradict .06 .09 .06 .09 .04 .04 .07 .07 

(8) (13) (9) (13) (6) (6) (10) (10) 

Tease .04 0.1 .05 .03 .02 .01 .01 .01 

(5) (1) (7) (4) (3) (1) (2) (1) 

Advice .36 .32 .33 .26 .31 .28 .31 .33 

(52) (46) (47) (38) (44) (40) (44) (48) 

Commiseration .39 .38 .40 .46 .46 .38 .38 .41 

(56) (55) (57) (66) (66) (55) (54) (59) 

Totals 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

(144) (144) (144) (144) (144) (144) (144) (144) 

* Percentages were rounded to two decimals with the total for a group might exceed or be 
less than 1.00.  
** 

The numbers in parentheses are the raw frequencies. 

The frequency ranking in indirect-complaint response strategiesfor the friend 

relationship by male and female participants across groups is summarized as the 

following: 
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1. Native English group 

a. males: commiseration (39%), advice (36%), inquiry (12%), 

contradict (6%),off (4%), and teasing (4%). 

b. females: commiseration (38%), advice (32%),  inquiry 

(15%),contradict (9%), off (5%), and teasing (1%). 

2. Native Taiwanese group 

a. males: commiseration (40%), advice (33%),  off (8%),inquiry (8%), 

contradict (6%),and teasing (5%). 

b. females: commiseration (46%), advice (26%),  inquiry (13%),  

contradict (9%),  off (4%), and teasing (3%). 

3. EFL group 

a. males: commiseration (46%), advice (31%), inquiry 

(13%),contradict (4%),off (4%), and teasing (2%). 

b. females: commiseration (38%), advice (28%), inquiry (23%),off 

(6%), contradict (4%), and teasing (1%). 

4. TPC group 

a. males:  commiseration (38%), advice (31%),  off (15%),  inquiry 

(9%), contradict (7%), andteasing (1%). 

b. females: commiseration (41%), advice (33%), inquiry 

(12%),contradict (7%), off (6%), and teasing (1%). 

Replying to friends’ indirect complaints, the strategy of commiseration was 

mostly used and the strategy of teasing was the least used by all participant groups, no 

matter male or female participants.  

Statistical Analysis. The chi square (χ
2
) for responses by male and female 

participants of the four groups on responding friends’ indirect complaints was 

58.887(df = 35 and p≦0.001). Given that the computed χ
2
 value (58.887) which is 
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less than the critical value (66.619), the null hypothesis was accepted, and it would be 

concluded that there were not any significance made across different groups when 

they adopted IC response strategies to their friends’ indirect complaints.  

Although there was no significance made in the friend IC interaction, the 

standardized residuals (R) were still calculated to determine the major contributors to 

the making of difference with a consideration of participants’ gender in friend IC 

interaction. The calculated standardized-residuals appear in Table 4.16.  

Table 4.16 

Standardized Residuals for IC Response Strategies to Male/Female Friends across the 

Four Groups 

 

Strategies 

Americans Chinese EFL TPC 

male female male female male female male female 

Standardized Residuals 

Off -1.1 -.8 .9 -1.4 -1.1 -.1 3.8 -.1 

Inquiry -.4 .7 -1.6 -.2 .0 3.3 -1.4 -.4 

Contradict -.4 1.2 -.1 1.2 -1.1 -1.1 .2 .2 

Tease 1.2 -1.2 2.3 .6 .0 -1.2 -.6 -1.2 

Advice 1.1 .2 .3 -1.0 -.1 -.7 -.1 .5 

Commiseration -.3 -.5 -1.2 1.0 1.0 -.5 -.6 .1 

Table 4.16 listed three cells as the contributors to the significant χ
2
 value, whose 

standardized residuals were greater than 2.00. The contributors are cells 34 (R34 = 2.3), 

62 (R62 = 3.3), and 71 (R71 = 3.8). These cells were the major contributors to make 

significant χ
2
 value on responding friends’ IC responses under the consideration of 

participants’ gender. In comparing the observed and expected frequencies, these 

residuals suggested that:  

1. There were more male Chinese participants adopting tease strategy (R34 = 2.3) 



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

106 
 

to their friends’ indirect complaints.  

2. There were more female EFL participants using inquiry strategy (R62 = 3.3) 

to reply to their friends’ indirect complaints.  

3. There were more male TPC participants adopting off strategy (R71 = 3.8) to 

reply to their friends’ indirect complaints.  

To the use of off strategy, with a consideration of the participants’ gender, there 

were more TPC male participants adopting this first IC strategy in friend IC 

interaction. As for the inquiry strategy, there were more female EFL participants using 

this second IC strategy in friend IC interaction. At last, more male Chinese adopted 

tease strategy to reply to their friends’ indirect complaints. For the other three IC 

response strategies of contradiction, advice, and advice, there were no significant 

difference found across the groups.  

To better understand the participants’ illocutionary forces behind their IC 

response strategies, sub-strategies for all IC response strategies would be explored.  

Sub-Strategies 

 The above indicated the general frequency distribution of indirect-complaint 

response strategies across different gender, social distance, and group. Based on the 

general picture, the following will further focus on the sub-strategies of the six main 

indirect-complaint response strategies in order to reveal their underlying illocutionary 

forces. The sub-strategy framework of IC response strategies was adapted from Ang 

(2012).  

Off Strategies 

All off IC responses were further categorized into five sub-strategies, namely 

agreement, disagreement, neutral, not-into, and no-idea. The following table 4.17 

summarizes the distribution percentage and raw counts of every sub-strategy for the 
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first main IC response strategy, off.  

Table 4.17 

Distribution Percentage and Raw Accounts of Sub-Strategies for Off Response 

Sub-Strategies 
of Off 

Response 

Americans Chinese EFL TPC 
*(F) **P (F) P (F) P (F) P 

Agreement (7) .07 (13) .08 (13) .09 (3) .02 

Disagreement (11) .10 (15) .10 (10) .07 (17) .10 

Neutral (12) .11 (20) .13 (21) .15 (8) .05 

Not-Into (53) .50 (100) .64 (86) .60 (109) .66 

No-Idea (22) .21 (8) .05 (13) .09 (29) .17 

Totals (105) 1.00 (156) 1.00 (143) 1.00 (166) 1.00 

*
 Frequency counts (The numbers in parentheses are the raw frequencies.)  

** 
Percentages were rounded to two decimals with the total for a group might exceed or be 

less than 1.00. 

The frequency distributions of sub-strategies of the first main IC response 

strategy, off, by each participant group are summarized as the following:  

American:not-into (50%), no idea (21%), neutral (11%), disagreement 

(10%), and agreement (7%) 

Chinese:not-into (64%), neutral (13%),disagreement (10%),agreement 

(8%),and no idea (5%) 

EFL:not-into (60%), neutral (15%),agreement (9%), no idea (9%), and 

disagreement (7%) 

TPC:not-into (66%), no idea (17%), disagreement (10%), neutral (5%), 

and agreement (2%) 

 The sub-strategy of not-into was frequently applied by all participant groups. The 

higher frequency percent of not-into sub-strategy revealed that the participants would 

not like to get involved in strangers’ IC interaction while applying the first IC 
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response strategy, off.   

The variable of ‘gender’ concerned. To better understand the illocutionary forces 

behind the use of sub-strategies of the first IC response strategy, off, participants’ 

gender was also taken into consideration for further analysis. The following table 4.18 

shows the frequency counts and percentage of every sub-strategy in the use of off IC 

response strategy by different gender across the participant groups.  

Table 4.18 

Frequency Count of Sub-Strategies in Off Response by Males and Females 

Sub-Strategies 

of Off 

Americans Chinese EFL TPC 

M F M F M F M F 
Percentage 

Frequency 

Percentage 

Frequency 

Percentage 

Frequency 

Percentage 

Frequency 

Percentage 

Frequency 

Percentage 

Frequency 

Percentage 

Frequency 

Percentage 

Frequency 

Agreement *.09 .05 .05 .11 .16 .06 .0 .04 
** (4) (3) (4) (9) (7) (6) (0) (3) 

Disagreement .07 .13 .08 .11 .09 .06 .13 .07 

(3) (8) (6) (9) (4) (6) (11) (6) 

Neutral .04 .17 .13 .13 .14 .15 .04 .06 

(2) (10) (10) (10) (6) (15) (3) (5) 

Not-Into .53 .48 .67 .61 .58 .61 .63 .68 

(24) (29) (51) (49) (25) (61) (52) (57) 

No-Idea .27 .17 .07 .04 .02 .12 .20 .15 

(12) (10) (5) (3) (1) (12) (16) (13) 

Totals 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

(45) (60) (76) (80) (43) (100) (82) (84) 

* Percentages were rounded to two decimals with the total for a group might exceed or be 
less than 1.00.  
** 

The numbers in parentheses are the raw frequencies. 

The frequency distributions of sub-strategies of the first main IC response 

strategy, off, by different gender across the participant groups are summarized as the 

following:  

Native English group 

1. Males:  not-into (53%), no-idea (27%), agreement (9%), 
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disagreement (7%), and  neutral (4%)  

2. Females: not-into (48%),  no-idea (17%),  neutral (17%), 

disagreement (13%), and  agreement (5%) 

Native Taiwanese group 

1. Males:  not-into (67%),  neutral (13%),  disagreement (8%), 

no-idea (7%), and  agreement (5%) 

2. Females:  not-into (61%),  neutral (13%),  agreement (11%),  

disagreement (11%), and  no-idea (4%) 

EFL group 

1. Males:  not-into (58%),  agreement (16%),  neutral (14%),  

disagreement (9%), and  no-idea (2%) 

2. Females:  not-into (61%), neutral (15%),  no-idea (12%),  

agreement (6%), and  disagreement (6%) 

TPC group 

1. Males:  not-into (63%), no-idea (20%), disagreement (13%), 

neutral (4%), and agreement (0%)  

2. Females:  not-into (68%), no-idea (15%), disagreement (7%), 

neutral (6%), and agreement (4%) 

The results of frequency counts and percentages suggested no differences by 

different gender in the application of sub-strategies of the first IC response strategy. 

The sub-strategy of not-into was still the mostly used by the participants. No matter 

males or females, not-into was perceived as the significant illocutionary force behind 

their first IC response strategy, off. 

The variable of ‘distance’ concerned. In addition to the variable of gender, the 

second variable of distance would be also taken into consideration to better 
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understand the illocutionary forces behind the use of sub-strategies of the first IC 

response strategy, off. The following table 4.19 shows the frequency counts and 

percentage of every sub-strategy in the use of off IC response strategy in the 

consideration of different social-distance relationships across the participant groups.  

Table 4.19 

Frequency Count of Sub-Strategies in Off Response across Social Distances 

 
 

 

 

 

Sub-Strategies 

in Off 

Americans Chinese EFL TPC 

             

Perc 
Freq 

Perc 
Fre
q 

Perc. 
Freq. 

Perc 
Freq 

Perc 
Freq 

Perc. 
Freq. 

Perc 
Freq 

Perc 
Freq 

Perc 
Freq 

Perc 
Fre
q 

Perc 
Freq 

Perc 
Freq 

Agreement *.08 .10 .0 .10 .06 .0 .11 .05 .07 .02 .02 .03 

** (6) (1) (0) (12) (1) (0) (10) (2) (1) (2) (1) (0) 

Disagreement .11 .0 .23 .09 .11 .12 .06 .12 .0 .10 .13 .06 

(8) (0) (3) (11) (2) (2) (5) (5) (0) (9) (6) (2) 

Neutral .06 .19 .31 .09 .33 .18 .13 .12 .33 .05 .02 .06 

(4) (4) (4) (11) (6) (3) (11) (5) (5) (5) (1) (2) 

Not-Into .53 .52 .31 .69 .39 .59 .66 .54 .47 .67 .62 .65 

(38) (11) (4) (83) (7) (10) (57) (22) (7) (61) (28) (20) 

No-Idea .22 .19 .15 .03 .11 .12 .05 .17 .13 .15 .20 .19 

(16) (4) (2) (4) (2) (2) (4) (7) (2) (14) (9) (6) 

Totals 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

(72) (20) (13) (121) (18) (17) (87) (41) (15) (91) (45) (30) 

* Percentages were rounded to two decimals with the total for a group might exceed or be 
less than 1.00.  
** 

The numbers in parentheses are the raw frequencies. 

The frequency levels of sub-strategies of the first main IC response strategy, off, 

for different social-distance relationships across the participant groups are 
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summarized as the following:  

Native English group 

1. Strangers:  not-into (53%),  no-idea (22%), disagreement (11%), 

 agreement (8%), and  neutral (6%)  

2. Classmates:  not-into (52%), neutral (19%), no-idea (19%), 

agreement (10%), and disagreement (0%)  

3. Friends:  not-into (31%),  neutral (31%),  disagreement (23%),  

no idea (15%), and  agreement (0%) 

Native Taiwanese group 

1. Strangers:  not-into (69%),  agreement (10%),  disagreement 

(9%), neutral (9%), and  no-idea (3%)  

2. Classmates: neutral (39%), not-into (33%), disagree (11%), 

no-idea (11%), and  agreement (6%)  

3. Friends:  not-into (59%),  neutral (18%),  disagreement (12%),  

no idea (12%), and  agreement (0%) 

EFL group 

1. Strangers:  not-into (66%), neutral (13%),  agreement (11%), 

disagreement (6%), and  no-idea (5%)  

2. Classmates:  not-into (54%), no-idea (17%), disagreement (12%), 

neutral (12%), and agreement (5%)  

3. Friends:  not-into (47%),  neutral (33%), no-idea (13%),  

agreement (7%), and disagreement (0%) 

TPC group 

1. Strangers:  not-into (67%),  no-idea (15%),  disagreement (10%), 

neutral (5%), and  agreement (2%)  

2. Classmates:  not-into (62%), no-idea (20%), disagreement (13%), 
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 agreement (2%), and  disagreement (2%)  

3. Friends:  not-into (65%),  no-idea (19%),  disagreement (6%), 

neutral (6%), and  agreement (3%) 

The results of frequency counts and percentage revealed that the sub-strategy of 

not-into was still the mostly used for different social-distance relationships. It could 

suggest that the sub-strategy of not-into be the most significant illocutionary force 

behind the use of the first IC response strategy, off, in different social-distance 

relationships. Yet, one exception was for the native Taiwanese participants’ 

application of the off IC response strategy. The sub-strategy of neutral was the mostly 

adopted when they applied off strategy to reply to their classmates’ indirect 

complaints.    

Inquiry Strategies 

All inquiry responses were further categorized into three sub-strategies, namely 

elaboration request, clarification request, and help offer. The following table 4.20 

summarizes the distribution percentage and raw counts of every sub-strategy for the 

second main IC response strategy, inquiry.  

Table 4.20 

Distribution Percentage and Raw Accounts of Sub-Strategies for Inquiry Strategy 

Sub-Strategies 
of Inquiry 

Americans Chinese EFL TPC 

*(F) **P (F) P (F) P (F) P 

Elaboration (38) .67 (49) .84 (49) .68 (40) .91 

Clarification (18) .32 (7) .12 (17) .24 (3) .07 

Help Offer (1) .02 (2) .03 (6) .08 (1) .02 

Totals (57) 1.00 (58) 1.00 (72) 1.00 (44) 1.00 

* The numbers in parentheses are the raw frequencies.  
** 

Percentages were rounded to two decimals with the total for a group might exceed or be 
less than 1.00. 

The frequency levels of sub-strategies of the second main IC response strategy, 

inquiry, by each participant group are summarized as the following:  
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American:elaboration (67%), clarification (32%), and help offer (2%) 

Chinese: elaboration (89%), clarification (7%), and help offer (4%) 

EFL: elaboration (68%), clarification (24%), and help offer (8%) 

TPC: elaboration (91%), clarification (7%), and help offer (2%) 

The results revealed that the four participant groups shared the same frequency 

levels in using the sub-strategies of the second IC response strategy, inquiry – 

elaboration as the most used, followed by the clarification, and help off as the least 

used. The sub-strategy of elaboration request was evidenced as the most significant 

illocutionary force behind the application of the inquiry IC response strategy. 

Particularly, compared to the other two groups, the groups of native Chinese and TPC 

applied much more elaboration requests (89%) and (91%).  

The Variable of ‘Gender’ Concerned. To better understand the illocutionary forces 

behind the use of sub-strategies of the second IC response strategy, inquiry, 

participants’ gender as the first independent variable were also taken to consideration 

for a better picture. The following table 4.21 on the next page shows the frequency 

counts and percentage of every sub-strategy in the use of inquiry IC response strategy 

by different gender across the participant groups.  

Table 4.21 

Frequency Count of Sub-Strategies in Inquiry Response by Males and Females 

Sub-Strategies 
of Inquiry 

Americans Chinese EFL TPC 

M F M F M F M F 
Percentage 

Frequency 

Percentage 

Frequency 

Percentage 

Frequency 

Percentage 

Frequency 

Percentage 

Frequency 

Percentage 

Frequency 

Percentage 

Frequency 

Percentage 

Frequency 

Elaboration *.50 .77 .90 .82 .67 .69 1.00 .85 
** (11) (27) (18) (31) (20) (29) (18) (22) 

Clarification .50 .20 .10 .13 .23 .24 .0 .12 

(11) (7) (2) (5) (7) (10) (0) (3) 

Help Offer .0 .03 .0 .05 .10 .07 .0 .04 

(0) (1) (0) (2) (3) (3) (0) (1) 

Totals 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

(22) (35) (20) (38) (30) (42) (18) (26) 
* Percentages were rounded to two decimals with the total for a group might exceed or be 
less than 1.00.  
** 

The numbers in parentheses are the raw frequencies. 
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The frequency levels of sub-strategies of the second main IC response strategy, 

inquiry, by different gender across the participant groups are summarized as the 

following:  

Native English group 

1. Males: elaboration (50%),  clarification (50%), help offer (0%)  

2. Females: elaboration (77%),  clarification (20%), help offer(3%)  

Native Taiwanese group 

1. Males: elaboration (90%), clarification (10%), help offer (0%) 

2. Females: elaboration (82%),  clarification (13%),  help offer (5%) 

EFL group 

1. Males: elaboration (67%),  clarification (23%),  help offer (10%) 

2. Females: elaboration (69%),  clarification (24%),  help offer (7%) 

TPC group 

1. Males: elaboration (100%),  clarification (0%),  help offer (0%) 

2. Females: elaboration (85%),  clarification (12%),  help offer (4%) 

The results of frequency counts and percentage suggested no differences by 

different gender in the application of sub-strategies of the second IC response strategy, 

inquiry. The sub-strategy of elaboration request was still the mostly used by the 

participants. No matter males or females, the sub-strategy of elaboration request was 

perceived as the significant illocutionary force behind their second IC response 

strategy, inquiry. 

The Variable of ‘Distance’ Concerned. In addition to the variable of gender, the 

second variable of distance would be also taken into consideration to better 

understand the illocutionary forces behind the use of sub-strategies of the second IC 

response strategy, inquiry. The following table 4.22 shows the frequency counts and 

percentage of every sub-strategy in the use of inquiry IC response strategy in the 

consideration of different social-distance relationships across the participant groups. 
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Table 4.22 

Frequency Count of Sub-Strategies in Inquiry Response across Social Distances 

 
 

 

 

 

Sub-Strategies 

of Inquiry 

Americans Chinese EFL TPC 

             

Perc 
Freq 

Perc 
Freq 

Perc 
Freq 

Perc 
Freq 

Perc 
Freq 

Perc 
Freq 

Perc 
Fre
q 

Perc 
Freq 

Perc 
Freq 

Perc 
Freq 

Perc 
Freq 

Perc 
Freq 

Elaboration 
* 1.00 .82 .56 1.00 .86 .80 .57 .69 .39 .86 .86 .93 
** (7) (9) (22) (7) (18) (24) (4) (9) (36) (6) (6) (28) 

Clarification 
.0 .18 .41 .0 .14 .13 .29 .23 .23 .14 .14 .03 

(0) (2) (16) (0) (3) (4) (2) (3) (12) (1) (1) (1) 

Help Offer 
.0 .0 .03 .0 .0 .07 .14 .08 .08 .0 .0 .03 

(0) (0) (1) (0) (0) (2) (1) (1) (4) (0) (0) (1) 

Totals 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

(7) (11) (39) (7) (21) (30) (7) (13) (52) (7) (7) (30) 

* Percentages were rounded to two decimals with the total for a group might exceed or be 
less than 1.00.  
** 

The numbers in parentheses are the raw frequencies. 

The frequency levels of sub-strategies of the second main IC response strategy, 

inquiry, for different social-distance relationships across the participant groups are 

summarized as the following:  

Native English group 

1. Strangers:  elaboration (100%),  clarification (0%), and help offer 

(0%) 

2. Classmates:  elaboration (82%),  clarification (18%), and help offer 

(0%)  

3. Friends:  elaboration (56%),  clarification (41%), and help offer 

(3%) 

Native Taiwanese group 

1. Strangers: elaboration (100%),  clarification (0%), and help offer 

(0%) 
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2. Classmates:  elaboration (86%),  clarification (14%), and help offer 

(0%)  

3. Friends:  elaboration (80%),  clarification (13%), and help offer 

(7%)  

EFL group 

1. Strangers: elaboration (57%),  clarification (29%), and help offer 

(14%) 

2. Classmates: elaboration (69%),  clarification (23%), and help offer 

(8%) 

3. Friends: elaboration (69%),  clarification (23%), and help offer 

(8%) 

TPC group 

1. Strangers: elaboration (86%),  clarification (14%), and help offer 

(0%) 

2. Classmates: elaboration (86%),  clarification (14%), and help offer 

(0%) 

3. Friends: elaboration (93%),  clarification (3%), and help offer (3%) 

The results of frequency counts and percentage suggested that participants in 

different social-distance relationships shared the same frequency ranks in the 

application of sub-strategies for the second IC response strategy, inquiry. The 

sub-strategy of not-into was still the mostly used by the participants followed by that 

of clarification, and that of help offer was the least used. In other words, no matter 

reacting to strangers, classmates, or friends, the sub-strategy of elaboration request 

was evidenced as the significant illocutionary force behind their inquiry IC response 

strategy. 
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Contradict Strategies 

All contradiction responses were further categorized into three sub-strategies, 

namely contradiction with truth, disapproval, and defense. The following table 4.23 

summarizes the distribution percentage and raw counts of every sub-strategy for the 

third main IC response strategy, contradiction.  

Table 4.23 

Distribution Percentage and Raw Accounts of Sub-Strategies for Contradict Strategy 

Sub-Strategies 
of 

Contradiction 

Americans Chinese EFL TPC 
*(F) **P (F) P (F) P (F) P 

With a Truth (11) .15 (9) .12 (4) .07 (6) .07 

Disapproval (20) .27 (30) .39 (27) .47 (52) .58 

Defense (44) .44 (38) .49 (27) .47 (32) .36 

Totals (75) 1.00 (77) 1.00 (58) 1.00 (90) 1.00 

* The numbers in parentheses are the raw frequencies. 
** 

Percentages were rounded to two decimals with the total for a group might exceed or be 
less than 1.00.  

The frequency levels of sub-strategies of the third main IC response strategy, 

contradiction, by each participant group are summarized as the following:  

American: defense (59%), disapproval (27%), with a truth (15%) 

Chinese: defense (49%), disapproval (39%), with a truth (12%) 

EFL: disapproval (47%), defense (47%), with a truth (7%) 

TPC: disapproval (58%), defense (36%), with a truth (7%) 

The results revealed two-fold frequency ranking of the sub-strategies in the 

participants’ contradiction IC response strategy. The two native speaker groups shared 

the same frequency ranking, namely the sub-strategies of defense, disapproval, and 

followed by contradiction with truth. On the other hand, the two learner groups shared 

the same frequency ranking, namely disapproval, defense, and followed by 

contradiction with truth.  
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The variable of ‘gender’ concerned. To better understand the illocutionary forces 

behind the use of sub-strategies of the third IC response strategy, contradiction, 

participants’ gender as the first independent variable were also taken to consideration 

for a better picture. The following table 4.24 shows the frequency counts and 

percentage of every sub-strategy in the use of contradiction IC response strategy by 

different gender across the participant groups.  

Table 4.24 

Frequency Count of Sub-Strategies in Contradict Response by Males and Females 

Sub-Strategies 
of Contradict 

Americans Chinese EFL         TPC 

M F M F M F M F 
Percentage 

Frequency 

Percentage 

Frequency 

Percentage 

Frequency 

Percentage 

Frequency 

Percentage 

Frequency 

Percentage 

Frequency 

Percentage 

Frequency 

Percentage 

Frequency 

Truth 
*.13 .16 .15 .09 .09 .04 .04 .09 
** (4) (7) (5) (4) (3) (1) (2) (4) 

Disapproval 
.22 .30 .41 .37 .50 .42 .60 .56 

(7) (13) (14) (16) (16) (11) (27) (25) 

Defense 
.66 .53 .44 .53 .41 .54 .36 .36 

(21) (23) (15) (23) (13) (14) (16) (16) 

Totals 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

(32) (43) (34) (43) (32) (26) (45) (45) 
* Percentages were rounded to two decimals with the total for a group might exceed or be 
less than 1.00.  
** 

The numbers in parentheses are the raw frequencies. 

The frequency levels of sub-strategies of the third main IC response strategy, 

contradiction, by different gender across the participant groups are summarized as the 

following:  

Native English group 

1. Males:  defense (66%),  disapproval (22%),  truth (13%)  

2. Females:  defense (53%),  disapproval (30%),  truth (16%)  

Native Taiwanese group 

1. Males:  defense (44%),  disapproval (41%),  truth (15%) 

2. Females:  defense (53%),  disapproval (37%),  truth (9%) 
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EFL group 

1. Males:  disapproval (50%),  defense (41%),  truth (9%) 

2. Females:  defense (54%),  disapproval (42%),  truth (4%) 

TPC group 

1. Males:  disapproval (60%),  defense (36%),  truth (4%) 

2. Females:  disapproval (56%),  defense (36%),  truth (9%) 

Even taking the gender of participants into data analysis, there were not any 

significant differences found in their use of the sub-strategies of contradiction IC 

response strategy. Males and females in the two native speaker groups shared the 

similar frequency ranking of the use of sub-strategy of the contradiction IC response 

strategy. There were no differences found under the consideration of the gender of 

participants in two native speaker groups. The sub-strategy of defense was the mostly 

used by the two native speaker groups, no matter males or females, so that the 

sub-strategy of defense was perceived as the significant illocutionary force behind 

their second IC response strategy, contradiction. 

On the other hand, males and females in the two learner groups also shared the 

same frequency ranking of the use of sub-strategy of the contradiction IC response 

strategy, namely sub-strategies of disapproval, defense, followed by contradiction 

with truth. The sub-strategy of disapproval was evidenced as the significant 

illocutionary force behind the learner participants’ use of contradiction IC response 

strategy. Yet, there was an exception for the female EFL participants who shared the 

same frequency ranking with the native-speaker groups.  

The variable of ‘distance’ concerned. In addition to the variable of gender, the 

second variable of distance would be also taken into consideration to better 

understand the illocutionary forces behind the use of sub-strategies of the third IC 
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response strategy, contradiction. The following table 4.25 shows the frequency counts 

and percentage of every sub-strategy in the use of contradiction IC response strategy 

in the consideration of different social-distance relationships across the participant 

groups. 

Table 4.25 

Frequency Count of Sub-Strategies in Contradict Response across Social Distances 

Sub-Strategies 
of Contradict 

Americans Chinese EFL TPC 

             

Perc 
Freq 

Perc 
Freq 

Perc 
Freq 

Perc 
Freq 

Perc 
Freq 

Perc 
Freq 

Perc 
Freq 

Perc 
Freq 

Perc 
Freq 

Perc 
Freq 

Perc 
Freq 

Perc 
Freq 

Truth 
*.13 .05 .33 .17 .10 .09 .0 .08 .17 .03 .09 .10 
** (2) (2) (7) (4) (3) (2) (0) (2) (2) (1) (3) (2) 

Disapproval 
.40 .13 .43 .13 .48 .55 .36 .46 .67 .56 .56 .65 

(6) (5) (9) (3) (15) (12) (8) (11) (8) (20) (19) (13) 

Defense 
.47 .82 .24 .71 .42 .36 .64 .46 .17 .42 .35 .25 

(7) (32) (5) (17) (13) (8) (14) (11) (2) (15) (12) (5) 

Totals 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

(15) (39) (21) (24) (31) (22) (22) (24) (12) (36) (34) (20) 

* Percentages were rounded to two decimals with the total for a group might exceed or be 
less than 1.00.  
** 

The numbers in parentheses are the raw frequencies. 

The frequency levels of sub-strategies of the third main IC response strategy, 

contradiction, for different social-distance relationships across the participant groups 

are summarized as the following:  

Native English group 

1. Strangers: defense (47%),  disapproval (40%), and truth (13%) 

2. Classmates:  defense (82%),  disapproval (13%), and truth (5%) 

3. Friends:  disapproval (43%),  defense (24%), and truth (33%) 

Native Taiwanese group 
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1. Strangers: defense (71%),  truth (17%), and disapproval (13%) 

2. Classmates: disapproval (48%), defense (42%), and truth (10%)   

3. Friends: disapproval (55%), defense (36%), and truth (9%)  

EFL group 

4. Strangers: defense (64%), disapproval (36%), and truth (0%)  

5. Classmates: disapproval (46%), defense (46%), and truth (8%)  

6. Friends: disapproval (67%), truth (17%), and defense (17%) 

TPC group 

4. Strangers: disapproval (56%),  defense (42%), and truth (3%)  

5. Classmates: disapproval (56%), defense (35%), and truth (9%)  

6. Friends: disapproval (65%),  defense (25%), and truth (10%) 

The results of frequency counts and percentage suggested that participants in 

different social-distance relationships shared the same frequency ranks in the 

application of sub-strategies for the second IC response strategy, inquiry. The 

sub-strategy of not-into was still the mostly used by the participants followed by that 

of clarification, and that of help offer was the least used. In other words, no matter 

reacting to strangers, classmates, or friends, the sub-strategy of elaboration request 

was evidenced as the significant illocutionary force behind their inquiry IC response 

strategy. 

Tease Strategies 

All tease IC responses were further categorized into three sub-strategies, namely 

tease on the complainees (themselves), tease on the complainers, and tease on the 

complaints. The following table 4.26 summarizes the distribution percentage and raw 

counts of every sub-strategy for the fourth main IC response strategy, tease. 
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Table 4.26 

Distribution Percentage and Raw Accounts of Sub-Strategies for Tease Strategy 

Sub-Strategies 
of Tease 

Americans Chinese EFL TPC 

*(F) **P (F) P (F) P (F) P 

On Complainee (8) .33 (1) .04 (2) .14 (2) .12 

On Complainer (3) .13 (12) .52 (3) .21 (1) .06 

On Complaint (13) .54 (10) .43 (9) .64 (14) .82 

Totals (24) 1.00 (23) 1.00 (14) 1.00 (17) 1.00 

* The numbers in parentheses are the raw frequencies. 
** 

Percentages were rounded to two decimals with the total for a group might exceed or be 
less than 1.00.  

The frequency levels of sub-strategies of the fourth main IC response strategy, 

tease, by each participant group are summarized as the following:  

American: on complaint (54%), on complainee (33%), on complainer (13%) 

Chinese: on complainer (52%), on complaint (43%), on complainee (4%) 

EFL: on complaint (64%), on complainer (21%), on complainee (14%) 

TPC: on complaint (82%), on complainee (12%), on complainer (6%) 

The finding indicated that the third sub-strategy of teasing on the target of 

complaining was the significant illocutionary forces when the three participant groups’ 

use of tease IC response strategy. Particularly, the TPC group teased more on the 

targets of the complaints (82%) compared to the other two sub-strategies (12%) and 

(6%). Different from the three groups, the native Chinese participant groups teased 

more on the complainers (52%) followed by teasing on the targets of the complaints. 

The variable of ‘gender’ concerned. To better understand the illocutionary forces 

behind the use of sub-strategies of the fourth IC response strategy, tease, participants’ 

gender as the first independent variable were also taken to consideration for a better 

picture. The following table 4.27 shows the frequency counts and percentage of every 

sub-strategy in the use of tease IC response strategy by different gender across the 
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participant groups.  

Table 4.27 

Frequency Count of Sub-Strategies in Tease Response by Males and Females 

Sub-Strategies 

of Tease 

Americans Chinese EFL TPC 

M F M F M F M F 
Percentage 

Frequency 

Percentage 

Frequency 

Percentage 

Frequency 

Percentage 

Frequency 

Percentage 

Frequency 

Percentage 

Frequency 

Percentage 

Frequency 

Percentage 

Frequency 

on complainee .12 .86 .06 .0 .09 .33 .09 .17 

(2) (6) (1) (0) (1) (1) (1) (1) 

on complainer .18 .0 .47 .67 .18 .33 .09 .0 

(3) (0) (8) (4) (2) (1) (1) (0) 

on complaint .71 .14 .47 .33 .73 .33 .82 .83 

(12) (1) (8) (2) (8) (1) (9) (5) 

Totals 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

(17) (7) (17) (6) (11) (3) (11) (6) 

* Percentages were rounded to two decimals with the total for a group might exceed or be 
less than 1.00.  
** 

The numbers in parentheses are the raw frequencies. 

The frequency levels of sub-strategies of the fourth main IC response strategy, 

tease, by different gender across the participant groups are summarized as the 

following:  

Native English group 

1. Males:  complaint (71%),  complainer (18%), complainee (12%)  

2. Females: complainee (86%), complaint (14%), complainer (0%) 

Native Taiwanese group 

1. Males:  complaint (47%),  complainer (47%), complainee (6%) 

2. Females:  complainer (67%),  complaint (33%), complainee (0%) 

EFL group 

1. Males:  complaint (73%),  complainer (18%), complainee (9%) 

2. Females: complainee (33%),  complainer (33%),  complaint 

(33%) 

TPC group 
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1. Males:  complaint (82%), complainee (9%),  complainer (9%) 

2. Females:  complaint (83%), complainee (17%),  complainer (0%) 

The earlier finding report on table 4.9.1 revealed the third sub-strategy of teasing 

on the complaint targets as the significant illocutionary force behind the participants’ 

application of tease IC response strategy. With a further consideration of the 

participants’ gender into data analysis, there seemed not to have any significant 

differences found in the sub-strategies of their tease IC response strategy by males or 

females. Most males and females across the four participant groups also adopted the 

third sub-strategy, teasing on the complaint target, in their use of tease IC response 

strategy. Yet, there was still exception for the female participants in two native 

participant groups. The native Female English speakers teased more on themselves 

(complainees), while the native female Chinese speakers teased more on the 

complainers in their use of tease IC response strategy.   

The variable of ‘distance’ concerned. In addition to the variable of gender, the 

second independent variable of participants’ social-distance relationships would be 

also taken into consideration to better understand the illocutionary forces behind the 

use of sub-strategies of the fourth IC response strategy, tease. The following table 

4.28 shows the frequency counts and percentage of every sub-strategy in the use of 

tease IC response strategy in the consideration of different social-distance 

relationships across the participant groups. 
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Table 4.28 

Frequency Count of Sub-Strategies in Tease Response across Social Distances 

 
 

 

 

 

Sub-Strategies 

of Tease 

Americans Chinese EFL TPC 

             

Perc 
Freq 

Perc 
Freq 

Perc 
Freq 

Perc 
Freq 

Perc 
Freq 

Perc 
Freq 

Perc 
Freq 

Perc 
Freq 

Perc 
Freq 

Perc 
Freq 

Perc 
Freq 

Perc 
Freq 

on complainee 
*.50 .17 .17 .20 .0 .0 .14 .33 .0 .20 .0 .33 
** (6) (1) (1) (1) (0) (0) (1) (1) (0) (1) (0) (1) 

on complainer 
.0 .17 .33 .20 .29 .82 .14 .33 .25 .0 .11 .0 

(0) (1) (2) (1) (2) (9) (1) (1) (1) (0) (1) (0) 

on complaint 
.50 .67 .50 .60 .71 .18 .71 .33 .75 .80 .89 .67 

(6) (4) (3) (3) (5) (2) (5) (1) (3) (4) (8) (2) 

Totals 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

(12) (6) (6) (5) (7) (11) (7) (3) (4) (5) (9) (3) 

* Percentages were rounded to two decimals with the total for a group might exceed or be 
less than 1.00.  
** 

The numbers in parentheses are the raw frequencies. 

The frequency levels of sub-strategies of the fourth main IC response strategy, 

tease, for different social-distance relationships across the participant groups are 

summarized as the following:  

Native English group 

1. Strangers: complainee (50%), complaint (50%),  complainer 

(0%) 

2. Classmates: complaint (67%), complainee (17%), and complaner 

(17%)  

3. Friends: complaint (50%),  complainer (33%), and complainee 

(17%) 

Native Taiwanese group 

1. Strangers:  complaint (60%), complainee (20%),  complainer 

(20%) 
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2. Classmates:  complaint (71%),  complainer (29%), complainee 

(0%) 

3. Friends:  complainer (82%),  complaint (18%), complainee (0%) 

EFL group 

1. Strangers:  complaint (71%), complainee (14%),  complainer 

(14%) 

2. Classmates: complainee (33%),  complainer (33%),  complainer 

(33%) 

3. Friends:  complaint (75%),  complainer (25%), complainee (0%) 

TPC group 

1. Strangers:  complaint (80%), complainee (20%),  complainer 

(0%) 

2. Classmates:  complaint (89%),  complainer (11%), complainee 

(0%) 

3. Friends:  complaint (67%), complainee (33%),  complainer (0%) 

The results of frequency counts and percentage suggested that the sub-strategy of 

teasing on the targets of complaints was the significant illocutionary force when the 

participants applied the tease IC response strategy under the consideration of their 

social distances. There was an exception for the classmate relationships in the native 

Chinese participant group. Instead of teasing on the complaint target, they preferred to 

tease on the complainers (82%) in the application of the tease IC response strategy 

when they replied to their classmates’ indirect complaints.  

Advice Strategies 

All advice IC responses were further categorized into five sub-strategies, namely 

advice, lecture, conditional, invitation, and I-Case. The following table 4.29 
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summarizes the frequency percentage and raw counts of every sub-strategy for the 

fifth main IC response strategy, advice. 

Table 4.29 

Distribution Percentage and Raw Accounts of Sub-Strategies for Advice Strategy 

Sub-Strategies 
of Advice 

Americans Chinese EFL TPC 

*(F) **P (F) P (F) P (F) P 

Advice (141) .77 (177) .83 (153) .81 (181) .81 

Lecture (8) .04 (15) .07 (6) .03 (13) .06 

Conditional (9) .05 (14) .07 (11) .06 (11) .05 

Invitation (19) .10 (0) .00 (17) .09 (17) .08 

I-case (6) .03 (7) .03 (1) .01 (1) .01 

Totals (183) 1.00 (219) 1.00 (188) 1.00 (223) 1.00 

* The numbers in parentheses are the raw frequencies. 
** 

Percentages were rounded to two decimals with the total for a group might exceed or be 
less than 1.00.  

The frequency levels of sub-strategies of the fifth main IC response strategy, 

advice, by each participant group are summarized as the following:  

American: advice (77%), invitation (10%), conditional (5%), lecture 

(4%), and I-case (3%) 

Chinese: advice (83%), lecture (7%),conditional (7%), I-case (3%), and 

invitation (0%) 

EFL: advice (81%), invitation (9%), conditional (6%), lecture (3%), and 

I-case (1%) 

TPC: advice (81%), invitation (8%), lecture (6%),conditional (5%), and 

I-case (1%) 

The finding results indicated that the first sub-strategy of advising was the 

significant illocutionary force when all four participant groups applied the fifth IC 

response strategy, advice, replying to indirect complaints.  

The variable of ‘gender’ concerned. To better understand the illocutionary forces 

behind the use of sub-strategies of the fifth IC response strategy, advice, participants’ 
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gender as the first independent variable were also taken to consideration for a better 

picture. The following table 4.30 shows the frequency counts and percentage of every 

sub-strategy in the use of advice IC response strategy by different gender across the 

participant groups.  

Table 4.30 

Frequency Count of Sub-Strategies in Advice Response by Males and Females 

 
 

Sub-Strategies 
of Advice 

Americans Chinese EFL TPC 

M F M F M F M F 
Percentage 

Frequency 

Percentage 

Frequency 

Percentage 

Frequency 

Percentage 

Frequency 

Percentage 

Frequency 

Percentage 

Frequency 

Percentage 

Frequency 

Percentage 

Frequency 

Advice 
.77 .77 .83 .83 .81 .82 .86 .75 

(68) (73) (91) (86) (85) (68) (107) (74) 

Lecture 
.05 .04 .10 .04 .02 .05 .05 .07 

(4) (4) (11) (4) (2) (4) (6) (7) 

Conditional  
.05 .05 .03 .11 .07 .05 .02 .08 

(4) (5) (3) (11) (7) (4) (3) (8) 

Invitation 
.09 .12 .0 .0 .10 .07 .06 .09 

(8) (11) (0) (0) (11) (6) (8) (9) 

I-case 
.05 .02 .04 .03 .0 .01 .0 .01 

(4) (2) (4) (3) (0) (1) (0) (1) 

Totals 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

(88) (95) (109) (104) (105) (83) (124) (99) 
* Percentages were rounded to two decimals with the total for a group might exceed or be 
less than 1.00.  
** 

The numbers in parentheses are the raw frequencies. 

The frequency levels of sub-strategies of the fifth main IC response strategy, 

advice, by different gender across the participant groups are summarized as the 

following:  

Native English group 

1. Males:  advice (77%),  invitation (12%),  conditional (5%),  

lecture (4%), and  I-Case (2%)  

2. Females:  advice (77%),  invitation (9%),  lecture (5%),  

conditional (5%), and  I-Case (5%)  

Native Taiwanese group 
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1. Males:  advice (83%), lecture (10%), I-case (4%), conditional 

(3%), and invitation (0%) 

2. Females:  advice (83%), conditional (11%), lecture (4%), 

I-case (3%), and invitation (0%) 

EFL group 

1. Males:  advice (81%),  invitation (10%),  conditional (7%),  

lecture (2%), and  I-Case (0%) 

2. Females:  advice (82%),  invitation (7%), lecture (5%), 

conditional (5%), and  I-Case (1%) 

TPC group 

1. Males:  advice (86%),  invitation (6%),  lecture (5%), 

conditional (2%), and  I-Case (0%) 

2. Females:  advice (75%),  invitation (9%),  conditional (8%),  

lecture (7%), and  I-Case (1%) 

The finding report on table 4.29 revealed the first sub-strategy of advice as the 

significant illocutionary force behind the participants’ application of advice IC 

response strategy. With a further consideration of the participants’ gender into analysis, 

the first sub-strategy of advising was still the significant one when the participants 

applied the advice IC response strategy no matter by males or females.  

The variable of ‘distance’ concerned. In addition to the variable of gender, the 

second independent variable of participants’ social-distance relationships would be 

also taken into consideration to better understand the illocutionary forces behind the 

use of sub-strategies of the fifth IC response strategy, advice. The following table 4.31 

shows the frequency counts and percentage of every sub-strategy in the use of advice 

IC response strategy in the consideration of different social-distance relationships 
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across the participant groups. 

Table 4.31 

Frequency Count of Sub-Strategies in Advice Response across Social Distances 

 

 

 

 

 

Sub-Strategies 

Of Advice 

Americans Chinese EFL TPC 

             

Perc 
Freq 

Perc 
Freq 

Perc 
Freq 

Perc 
Freq 

Perc 
Freq 

Perc 
Freq 

Perc 
Freq 

Perc 
Freq 

Perc 
Freq 

Perc 
Freq 

Perc 
Freq 

Perc 
Freq 

Advice .76 .72 .81 .82 .83 .84 .72 .83 .83 .78 .81 .82 

(19) (43) (79) (27) (79) (71) (21) (62) (70) (36) (69) (76) 

Lecture .04 .08 .02 .12 .05 .07 .03 .01 .02 .04 .07 .06 

(1) (5) (2) (4) (5) (6) (3) (1) (2) (2) (6) (5) 

Conditional .0 .03 .07 .03 .08 .06 .02 .03 .08 .04 .06 .05 

(0) (2) (7) (1) (8) (5) (2) (2) (7) (2) (5) (4) 

Invitation .20 .17 .04 .0 .0 .0 .03 .13 .05 .13 .06 .07 

(5) (10) (4) (0) (0) (0) (3) (10) (4) (6) (5) (6) 

I-case .0 .0 .06 .03 .03 .04 .0 .0 .01 .0 .0 .01 

(0) (0) (6) (1) (3) (3) (0) (0) (1) (0) (0) (1) 

Totals 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

(25) (60) (98) (33) (95) (85) (29) (75) (84) (46) (85) (92) 

* Percentages were rounded to two decimals with the total for a group might exceed or be 
less than 1.00.  
** 

The numbers in parentheses are the raw frequencies. 

The frequency levels of sub-strategies of the fifth main IC response strategy, 

advice, for different social-distance relationships across the participant groups are 

summarized as the following:  

Native English group 

1. Strangers:  advice (76%),  invitation (20%), lecture (4%),  

conditional (0%), and  I-case (0%) 

2. Classmates: advice (72%), invitation (17%),  lecture (8%),  

conditional (3%), and  I-case (0%) 
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3. Friends:  advice (81%),  conditional (7%),  I-case (6%),  

invitation (4%), and  lecture (2%) 

Native Taiwanese group 

1. Strangers:  advice (82%),  lecture (12%), conditional (3%), 

I-case (3%), and  invitation (0%) 

2. Classmates:  advice (83%), conditional (8%), lecture (5%), 

I-case (3%), and I-case (0%) 

3. Friends:  advice (84%), lecture (7%), conditional (6%), I-case 

(4%), and invitation (0%) 

EFL group 

1. Strangers:  advice (72%),  lecture (10%),  invitation (10%),  

conditional (7%), and  I-case (0%) 

2. Classmates:  advice (83%),  invitation (13%),  conditional (3%), 

 lecture (1%), and  lecture (0%) 

3. Friends:  advice (83%),  conditional (8%),  invitation (5%),  

lecture (2%), and  I-case (1%) 

TPC group 

1. Strangers:  advice (78%),  invitation (13%),  lecture (4%),  

conditional (4%), and  I-case (0%) 

2. Classmates:  advice (81%),  lecture (7%),  conditional (6%),  

invitation (6%), and  I-case (0%) 

3. Friends:  advice (82%),  invitation (7%),  lecture (6%),  

conditional (5%), and  I-case (1%) 

The results of frequency counts and percentage evidenced the first sub-strategy 

of advising as the most significant illocutionary force in the participants’ application 
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of the fifth IC response strategy, advice under the consideration of their social 

distances.  

Commiseration Strategies 

All commiseration IC responses were further categorized into seven 

sub-strategies, namely sympathy, pacifier, agreement, experience, and further 

elaboration, neutral, and perlocutionary support. The following table 4.32 

summarizes the frequency percentage and raw counts of every sub-strategy for the 

sixth main IC response strategy, commiseration. 

Table 4.32 

Distribution Percentage and Raw Accounts of Sub-Strategies for Commiseration 

Strategy 

Sub-Strategies 
of 

Commiseration 

Americans Chinese EFL TPC 

*(F) **P (F) P (F) P (F) P 

Sympathy (16) .04 (13) .04 (16) .04 (21) .06 

Pacifier (33) .08 (73) .22 (64) .16 (66) .20 

Agreement (144) .34 (91) .27 (120) .31 (59) .18 

Experience (55) .13 (13) .04 (24) .06 (4) .01 

Further 

Elaboration 
(105) .25 (100) .30 (93) .24 (102) .31 

Neutral 

(pessimistic) 
(40) .10 (24) .07 (32) .08 (42) .13 

Perlocutionary 

Support 
(27) .06 (23) .06 (40) .10 (30) .09 

Totals (420) 1.00 (337) 1.00 (389) 1.00 (324) 1.00 

* The numbers in parentheses are the raw frequencies. 
** 

Percentages were rounded to two decimals with the total for a group might exceed or be 
less than 1.00.  

The frequency levels of sub-strategies of the sixth main IC response strategy, 

commiseration, by each participant group are summarized as the following:  

American: agreement (34%), further elaboration (25%), experience (13%), 

neutral (10%), pacifier (8%), perlocutionary support (6%), and 
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sympathy (4%) 

Chinese: further elaboration (30%), agreement (27%), pacifier (22%), 

neutral (7%),perlocutionary support (7%), sympathy (4%), and 

experience (4%) 

EFL: agreement (31%), further elaboration (24%), pacifier 

(16%),perlocutionary support (10%), neutral (8%), experience (6%), 

and sympathy (4%) 

TPC: further elaboration (31%),pacifier (20%),agreement (18%), 

neutral (13%), perlocutionary support (9%), sympathy (8%), and 

experience (1%),  

In this last IC response strategy, the American group shared the most as well as 

the least used sub-strategy with the EFL group, while the Chinese shared theirs with 

the TPC group. For the American and EFL groups, agreement was mostly found as the 

illocutionary force underlying the participants’ use of commiseration IC response 

strategy, while sympathy was the least found one. Conversely, for the Chinese and 

TPC groups, the sub-strategy of further elaboration was found as the significant 

illocutionary force underlying their use of the commiseration IC response strategy, 

while the sub-strategy of experience as the least one. This finding may suggest that 

the EFL group commanded higher native-like pragmatic knowledge, but the TPC 

group still abided by their native-language rules since they and the native Chinese 

speakers shared the similar illocutionary forces in using commiseration IC response 

strategies.  

The variable of ‘gender’ concerned. To better understand the illocutionary forces 

behind the use of sub-strategies of the sixth IC response strategy, commiseration, the 

participants’ gender as the first independent variable were taken to consideration for a 

better picture. The following table 4.33 shows the frequency counts and percentage of 
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every sub-strategy in the use of commiseration IC response strategy by different 

gender across the participant groups.  

Table 4.33 

Frequency Count of Sub-Strategies in Commiseration Response by Males and 

Females 

Sub-Strategies 
of 

Commiseration 

Americans Chinese EFL TPC 

M F M F M F M F 
Percentage 

Frequency 

Percentage 

Frequency 

Percentage 

Frequency 

Percentage 

Frequency 

Percentage 

Frequency 

Percentage 

Frequency 

Percentage 

Frequency 

Percentage 

Frequency 

sympathy *.05 .03 .03 .04 .04 .04 .07 .06 
** (11) (5) (6) (7) (9) (7) (10) (11) 

pacifier 
.05 .11 .19 .25 .15 .19 .24 .17 

(12) (21) (33) (40) (31) (33) (37) (29) 

agreement 
.36 .33 .26 .29 .26 .37 .20 .17 

(81) (63) (45) (46) (55) (65) (30) (29) 

experience 
.14 .13 .05 .03 .09 .02 .01 .01 

(31) (24) (8) (5) (20) (4) (2) (2) 

further 

elaboration 

.25 .26 .35 .24 .27 .20 .29 .34 

(56) (49) (61) (39) (58) (35) (44) (58) 

neutral 

(pessimistic) 

.09 .10 .06 .08 .06 .11 .11 .15 

(20) (20) (11) (13) (13) (19) (16) (26) 

perlocutionary 
.07 .05 .07 .07 .12 .08 .09 .10 

(17) (10) (12) (11) (25) (15) (13) (17) 

Totals 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

(228) (192) (176) (161) (211) (178) (152) (172) 
* Percentages were rounded to two decimals with the total for a group might exceed or be 
less than 1.00.  
** 

The numbers in parentheses are the raw frequencies. 

The frequency levels of sub-strategies of the sixth main IC response strategy, 

commiseration, by different gender across the participant groups are summarized as 

the following:  

Native English group 

1. Males:  agreement (36%),  further elaboration (25%),  experience 

(14%),  neutral (9%), and perlocutionary support (7%),  

sympathy (5%), and  pacifier (5%)  

2. Females:  agreement (33%),  further elaboration (26%),  

experience (13%),  pacifier (11%), and  neutral (10%), 
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perlocutionary support (5%), and  sympathy (3%) 

Native Taiwanese group 

1. Males:  further elaboration (35%),  agreement (26%),  pacifier 

(19%), perlocutionary support (7%)  neutral (6%), and,  

experience (5%), and  sympathy (3%)    

2. Females:  agreement (29%), pacifier (25%), further elaboration 

(24%),  neutral (8%), and perlocutionary support (7%),  

sympathy (4%), and experience (3%), 

EFL group 

1. Males: further elaboration (27%), agreement (26%),  pacifier 

(15%), perlocutionary support (12%),  experience (19%), neutral 

(6%), and  sympathy (4%) 

2. Females:  agreement (37%),  further elaboration (20%), pacifier 

(19%),  neutral (11%), perlocutionary support (8%),  sympathy 

(4%), experience (14%), and  experience (2%) 

TPC group 

1. Males: further elaboration (29%),  pacifier (24%),  agreement 

(20%), neutral (11%),perlocutionary support (9%),  sympathy 

(7%), and experience (1%)   

2. Females:  further elaboration (34%),  pacifier (17%),  agreement 

(17%),  neutral (15%), perlocutionary support (10%),  sympathy 

(6%), and  experience (1%)   

The earlier finding report on table 4.32 revealed different illocutionary forces 

behind the participants’ use of commiseration IC response strategy. The third 

sub-strategy of agreement were found as the most significant illocutionary force by 
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the two groups of the native English speakers and the EFL learners, while the fifth 

sub-strategy of further elaboration was found the most significant illocutionary force 

by the two groups of the native Chinese speakers and the TPC learners.  With a 

further consideration of the participants’ gender into data analysis, there were two 

cases different from the earlier findings. Different from the 3
rd

 sub-strategy of 

agreement as the most significant illocutionary force in the groups of the native 

English speakers and the EFL learner, the male EFL learner participants used more 

further-elaboration sub-strategy when they applied commiseration IC response 

strategy. On the other hand, different from the 5
th

 sub-strategy of further-elaboration 

as the most significant illocutionary force in the groups of native Chinese speakers 

and the TPC learners, the native female Chinese speakers adopted more agreement 

sub-strategy in their use of commiseration IC response strategy. Though different 

cases were found with a further consideration of participants’ gender into data 

analysis, the researcher could conclude that the sub-strategies of agreement and 

further-elaboration were perceived as the most significant illocutionary forces for the 

participants’ application of the sixth IC response strategy, commiseration.  

The variable of ‘distance’ concerned. In addition to the variable of gender, the 

second independent variable of participants’ social-distance relationships would be 

also taken into consideration to better understand the illocutionary forces behind the 

use of sub-strategies of the sixth IC response strategy, commiseration. The following 

table 4.34 shows the frequency counts and percentage of every sub-strategy in the use 

of commiseration IC response strategy in the consideration of different social-distance 

relationships across the participant groups. 
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Table 4.34 

Frequency Count of Sub-Strategies in Commiseration Response across Social 

Distances 

 
 

 

 

 

Sub-Strategies 

of 

Commiseration 

Americans Chinese EFL TPC 

             

Perc 
Freq 

Perc 
Freq 

Perc 
Freq 

Perc 
Freq 

Perc 
Freq 

Perc 
Freq 

Perc 
Freq 

Perc 
Freq 

Perc 
Freq 

Perc 
Freq 

Perc 
Freq 

Perc 
Freq 

sympathy *.01 .01 .12 .01 .01 .09 .01 .05 .06 .02 .03 .14 
**(1) (2) (13) (1) (1) (11) (2) (7) (7) (2) (3) (16) 

pacifier .03 .09 .13 .06 .19 .37 .04 .16 .31 .10 .16 .35 

(5) (14) (14) (6) (22) (45) (5) (21) (38) (10) (17) (39) 

agreement .48 .30 .21 .43 .21 .20 .40 .35 .17 .27 .20 .08 

(76) (45) (23) (43) (24) (24) (54) (46) (20) (28) (22) (9) 

experience .06 .20 .13 .02 .03 .06 .02 .10 .07 .03 .01 .0 

(10) (31) (14) (2) (4) (7) (3) (13) (8) (3) (1) (0) 

further 

elaboration 

.27 .30 .15 .32 .46 .12 .24 .25 .22 .35 .39 .21 

(42) (46) (17) (32) (53) (15) (33) (33) (27) (36) (42) (24) 

neutral 

(pessimistic) 

.11 .06 .12 .11 .07 .04 .13 .05 .06 .17 .13 .09 

(18) (9) (13) (11) (8) (5) (18) (7) (7) (18) (14) (10) 

perlocutionary 

support 

.03 .03 .15 .03 .03 .13 .15 .04 .12 .06 .08 .13 

(5) (5) (17) (3) (4) (16) (21) (5) (14) (6) (9) (15) 

Totals 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

(157) (152) (111) (98) (116) (123) (136) (132) (121) (103) (108) (113) 

* Percentages were rounded to two decimals with the total for a group might exceed or be 
less than 1.00.  
** 

The numbers in parentheses are the raw frequencies. 

The frequency levels of sub-strategies of the sixth main IC response strategy, 

commiseration, for different social-distance relationships across the participant groups 

are summarized as the following:  

Native English group 

1. Strangers:  agreement (48%),  further elaboration (27%),  neutral 

(11%),  experience (6%), and  pacifier (3%),  perlocutionary 

stran
g
ers 

stran
g
ers 

stran
g
ers 

stran
g
ers 

classm
ates 

classm
ates 

classm
ates 

classm
ates 

frien
d
s 

frien
d
s 

frien
d
s 

frien
d
s 
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support (3%), and  sympathy (1%) 

2. Classmates: further elaboration (30%),  agreement (30%),  

experience (20%),  pacifier (9%), neutral (13%),   

perlocutionary support (3%), and  sympathy (1%)  

3. Friends:  agreement (21%),  further elaboration (15%),  

perlocutionary support (15%),  pacifier (13%),  experience (13%), 

 sympathy (12%), and neutral (12%) 

Native Taiwanese group 

1. Strangers:  agreement (43%),  further elaboration (35%),  neutral 

(11%), pacifier (6%), perlocutionary support (3%), experience 

(2%), and  sympathy (1%) 

2. Classmates: further elaboration (46%), agreement (21%), pacifier 

(19%), neutral (7%),  experience (4%), perlocutionary support 

(4%), and  sympathy (1%) 

3. Friends: pacifier (37%), agreement (20%), perlocutionary 

support (13%), further elaboration (12%),  sympathy (9%), 

experience (6%), and neutral (4%) 

EFL group 

1. Strangers:  agreement (40%),  further elaboration (24%), 

perlocutionary support (15%), neutral (13%),  pacifier (4%),  

experience (2%), and and sympathy (1%) 

2. Classmates:  agreement (35%),  further elaboration (25%), 

pacifier (16%),  experience (10%),  sympathy (5%), neutral 

(5%),  andperlocutionary support (4%)  

3. Friends:  pacifier (31%),  further elaboration (22%),  agreement 

(17%), perlocutionary support (12%),  experience (7%),  
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sympathy (6%), and  neutral (6%) 

TPC group 

1. Strangers: further elaboration (35%), agreement (27%),   neutral 

(17%), pacifier (10%), perlocutionary support (6%), experience 

(3%), and  sympathy (2%) 

2. Classmates:  further elaboration (39%),  agreement (20%),   

pacifier (16%),  neutral (13%), perlocutionary support (8%),  

sympathy (3%), and  experience (1%)  

3. Friends:  pacifier (35%),  further elaboration (21%),  sympathy 

(14%), perlocutionary support (13%), neutral (6%),  agreement 

(8%), and  experience (0%)  

The earlier finding results indicated the 3
rd

 and 5
th

 sub-strategies of agreement 

and further elaboration were the significant illocutionary forces for the participants’ 

application of commiseration IC response strategy. These two sub-strategies were also 

found as the most significant illocutionary forces for the participants’ use of the last 

IC response strategy, commiseration, with a further consideration about the 

participants’ social-distance relationships. Yet, there were exceptions for the Chinese 

speakers’ sub-strategy use of the commiseration IC response strategy to reply to their 

friends’ indirect complaints. For the groups of the native Chinese speakers, the EFL 

learner and the TPC learner, the participants would adopt more pacifier sub-strategy 

when they applied commiseration IC response strategy to respond their friends’ 

indirect complaints.  

Qualitative Findings 

 The quantitative-analysis results have indicated similar IC response strategy 

across the four speaker groups. The similarity across participant groups has provided 
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the evidence of cultural universality in the speech behaviors of IC responses. The 

commiseration strategy was frequently applied by all participant groups. Further 

categorization of the sub-strategies of every IC response strategy was perceived as the 

participants’ illocutionary force/communicative intention to make effects on the 

hearers. This section of qualitative findings aims to examine the linguistic realization 

for the underlying illocutionary forces of the participants’ IC responses. Extending 

from the significant finding results about the participants’ application of IC 

sub-strategies across the target groups, the four types of pragmatic markers proposed 

by Fraser (1996) as the qualitative-analysis framework were referred to further 

understand how different participants use language to deliver their attitude towards 

the complainers or complaints for reinforcing or mitigating the utterance forces and 

then to make effects on the hearers.    

Off-Focus Strategy 

This first IC response strategy are identified as the opt-out or topic-switch to 

reply to indirect complaints. Although no direct verbal responses to their complainers 

were expected, the participants’ written reasons for this first strategy use could also 

provide resourceful insights about their attitude towards the complainers and the topic 

of indirect complaints. Thus, the following focuses on the participants’ written notes 

to better understand their communicative intention in the use of off-focus IC strategy.  

The off-focus IC strategy was frequently applied in the stranger interaction, 

particularly by the female participants. Moreover, compared to the other groups, the 

native female Chinese participants applied the most off-focus strategy to their stranger 

interlocutors, followed by the females in the EFL learner group. The illocutionary 

purpose for the use of off-focus IC response strategy was to terminate an IC exchange. 

There were five types of illocutionary forces to achieve the above-mentioned 

illocutionary purpose, including agreement, disagreement, neutral, not-into, and 



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

141 
 

no-idea. ‘Not-into’ was found as the major illocutionary force behind its strategy 

realization in all participant groups. Yet, the participants’ further explanation specified 

different rationales for why they tended not to get into the conversation. For the native 

English speakers, they did not think that there was any necessity or importance to 

respond. Typical responses for the stranger interaction are quoted as the following:  

e.g. 1. I wouldn’t have anything to say I would shrug my shoulders. It’s not  

important to me. 

e.g. 2. I don’t care.  

The comments on their ‘not-into’ strategy revealed that the strangers’ indirect 

complaints were not their business so that they did not need to get involved in the 

interaction.  

For the group of native Chinese speakers and the other two English learner 

groups, the participants mentioned that they did not know the complainers so they 

would not continue the conversation. The following provides the typical rationale for 

their ‘not-into’ illocutionary force.  

e.g. 3. 不認識他，雖然心裡想的是一樣的。 

e.g. 4. 只會笑笑，因為是陌生人，就不理會他。 

The finding might imply the exclusive concern about the target for the native English 

speakers and the relationship-based concern for the native Chinese speakers and EFL 

learners.  

Inquiry Strategy 

The inquiry IC response strategy was mostly used by female participants in 

friend conversation, particularly in the EFL learner group. In comparison, female 

complainees adopted more elaboration inquiries than the males to reply their 

complainers. Females have been believed to converse for closeness in which they ‘try 

to seek and give confirmation and support, and to reach consensus. (Pan, 2011). In 
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order to preserve closeness in friend relationship, the females show their support by 

trying to understand more about their interlocutors’ problems. Moreover, according to 

Tanaka (2015), questions in friend conversation are strategies to display speakers’ 

‘interest and involvement in the interaction’ (p. 129). Through requests for elaboration 

about the indirect complaints, the complainees (particularly the females in friend 

interaction) attempted to continue conversation by showing their dedication in the 

complaint conversation. When the complainees asked for more information about why 

or how their complainers have been perplexed by the object of complaints, they would 

most-frequently adopt the sub-strategy of elaboration request for better understanding. 

Elaboration request. The illocutionary purpose to apply inquiry IC response is to 

encourage the complainers to continue the IC exchanges. There were three types of 

illocutionary forces to achieve the illocutionary purpose, i.e. ‘elaboration inquiry’, 

‘clarification inquiry’, and ‘help offer’. The first type of ‘elaboration inquiry’ was 

found as the major illocutionary force behind the use of inquiry IC response strategy. 

Although the ‘elaboration request’ was the leading illocutionary force in the 

participants’ use of inquiry IC response strategy, different linguistic realizations to 

achieve their intention were observed across different groups. Generally speaking, the 

imperative expression, “Tell me about it!” was particularly used by the native English 

speakers. In addition, the native English speakers also applied basic markers, 

structural and lexical ones to deliver their intentions. Compared to the direct 

expression by the native English speakers, the native Chinese speakers would usually 

apply conversation openers to show their feelings before making elaboration inquiry. 

The commentary markers as well as the basic markers were more frequently used by 

the native Chinese speakers. As for the EFL learner participants, they tended to follow 

the Chinese basic markers to indicate their basic communicative intention, such as 
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“Really?” or “Oh! How to say?” which functioned as the openers in the elaboration 

inquiry. The following depicts the typical linguistic realizations for the ‘elaboration 

request’ by each participant group.  

The Native English Speakers 

 In order to get further details about the complaints, native English 

participants tended to use “Wh”- questions, imperative sentential structure – “Tell me 

about it”, and couples of lexical basic markers. According to Fraser (1996), the 

imperative and interrogative syntactical structures “signal the speakers’ desires for the 

hearers’ verbal response”. Thus, their linguistic realization of the two syntactical 

expressions implied that they tended to develop rapport relationship with the 

complainers through continuing the indirect-complaint conversation. It could 

conclude that their sentential expressions in elaboration strategy were defined as the 

positive politeness strategy. Their sentential expressions for this illocutionary force 

are excerpted in the following.  

“Wh”- questions 

Why’d you get it then? 

How long did you have to wait?  

How far is the airport? 

What don’t you like about the teacher? 

What time is your flight supposed to leave? 

 Which shop did you go to? 

Imperative sentential structure  

 Tell me about it.  

In addition to the two above-mentioned sentential structures, some lexical 

markers in the category of basic makers were also found in the native English 
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speakers’ illocutionary force of elaboration request, such as wow, really, ever, now. 

The following excerpted some examples. Table 4.35 also summarizes the overall basic 

pragmatic markers by the native English speaker group.  

wow 

 Oh Really? Wow, what makes the professor so horrible?  

really 

 Really? Where was this place?  

ever 

 What ever happened to the library being the noisy place?  

now 

 Now what makes you say that?  

Table 4.35 

Native English Group’s Linguistic Realization of the Elaboration Strategy 

Participant Group Linguistic Realization (Pragmatic Markers) 

Native English Speaker Basic Markers (BM) 

Syntactic Structure 

1. ‘Wh’-questions  

2. Imperative sentential structure – Tell me about it! 

Lexical BM 

3. (Oh/Wow)Really? 

4. Now (what makes you say that)? 

5. What ever happened to the library being so noisy?  

The Native Chinese Speakers 

The syntactic structure of ‘Wh’-question could be viewed as the dominate linguistic 

realization in the Native Chinese speaker group. It was the linguistic strategy to elicit 

more information about why their interlocutors’ were so perplexed by the target of the 

complaint. In addition to the basic markers, the second category of Fraser’s pragmatic 

markers, commentary markers, could be found in the native Chinese speakers. 
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Commentary markers were used to provide a comment on the basic message. Their 

linguistic expressions in this category included 1. Nà 那, 2. Zhème 這麼, 3. Ō? 喔?, 

4. Shì ō 是喔! 5. Zhèyàng zi a! 這樣子阿!, 6. Ēn 恩, 7. Hā! Hěn kuāzhāngei! 哈!很

誇張ㄟ(Ha! It’s too over). Their linguistic expressions for this sub-strategy of 

elaboration are summarized in table 4.36. 

Table 4.36 

Native Chinese Group’s Linguistic Realization of the Elaboration Strategy 

Participant Group Linguistic Realization (Pragmatic Markers) 

Native Chinese Speaker 

TPC Learner 

 

Basic Markers (BM) 

Syntactic Structure 

1. ‘Wh’-questions  

Shì ō, Nǎ yī bù? shímo Jùqíng? Shuízhǔyǎn? 

是喔，哪一部？什麼劇情？誰主演？ 

(Yeah! Which one? What is about? Who is 

starring?)  

2. Imperative sentential structure  

Nǐ jǔlì shuō shuō 你舉例說說(Make an example.) 

3. Zěnme shuō?怎麼說？ (How do you put it?) 

Lexical BM 

4. Shì ō,是喔 (Yeah!) 

Commentary Markers 

1. Ō? 喔？ (Is it?) 

為何你會這樣說呢？從何看起？ 

2. Ō? Zhēn de ma? 喔？真的嗎？(Is it? Really?)  

這樣算少嗎？ 

3. Zhèyàng zi ya!這樣子呀！ 

你有看到服務員名字嗎？ 

4. Zěnme shuō a?怎麼說啊？(How do you put it?) 

5. Bù huì ba!不會吧！(No way!)  

妳去哪個圖書館啊？ 

5. Hā! Hěn kuāzhāngei!哈!很誇張ㄟ! 

(Ha! It’s too over.) 

真的有這麼難看喔，為什麼？ 

7. Nà那(Well)，哪裡是不會被開罰單的停車位？  

8. Zhème yánzhòng! 這麼嚴重! (Serious it is!) 
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EFL learner groups 

From the data provided by the two EFL learner groups, negative transfer with the 

use of the basic markers for conversation openers was observed. In addition, 

compared to the native English speakers, EFL learners tended to deliver long 

sentences, especially in friend conversation. There were two major conversation 

openers for elaboration inquiry which were used by the EFL learners, as the 

following:  

 e.g. 5. Really? What’s the story about?  

e. g. 6. Oh! How to say? Why you think the teacher is horrible?  

The opener expression, “How to say?”, seems to be one significant example of 

negative linguistic transfer from the EFL learners’ native language expression, “怎麼

說？” (tzen mo shuei a: How do you put it?). As Yu (2013) proposed that a further 

analysis on learners’ linguistic realization could better understand about transfer 

phenomenon. Thus, language learners are thus suggested to acquire target-like 

linguistic realization to achieve particular illocutionary forces.   

Contradiction Strategy 

The illocutionary purpose to deliver contradiction IC response was to oppose 

speakers’ statements, perceptions, or attitudes. There were three types of illocutionary 

forces to achieve the purpose, namely contradict with a statement of truth, disapproval 

of the complainers, and defense on the target of complaints. The quantitative-analysis 

results indicated that defense on the complaint was the most significant illocutionary 

force for the two native speaker groups’, while disapproval of the complainers was 

identified as the most significant illocutionary force for the two learner groups’ 

application of contradiction IC response strategy. With a further consideration about 

the participants’ gender and social-distance relationships into analysis, the 
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sub-strategies of disapproval and defense were still preferred for use in the application 

of contradiction IC response strategy. Since English learners’ interlanguage 

performance was the major target in this recent study, the qualitative analysis on the 

EFL learners’ linguistic realizations to the illocutionary force of disapproval would be 

for further discussion. 

Disapproval. The second sub-strategy of contradiction IC response is applied to 

deliver disagreement. The complainees would use personal-opinion expressions, such 

as “I think …” or “I don’t think …”. The declarative sentence with speaker 

perspective was dominant in the participants’ disapproval sub-strategy use. Take the 

following sentential expressions for example:  

The Native English Speakers. 

 I like most of the paintings.  

 I think they look nice.   

 I don’t think she is that bad.  

 Oh, really? I didn’t have to wait as long.  

 Whatever, I still want to watch it.  

The Native Chinese Speakers. 

  Zhēn de ma? Kěnéng shì nǐ hái méi kàn wán ba. 

真的嗎？可能是你還沒看完吧。 

Really? It might be that you haven’t finished it. 

  Bàoqiàn, wǒ bùshì nàme yǒu yánjiū, dànshì wǒ juédé bùlài ā. 

抱歉，我不是那麼有研究，但是我覺得不賴阿。 

Sorry, I didn’t have much knowledge, but I don’t feel it bad. 

  Wǒmen zìjǐ yě yào zìwǒ jiǎntǎo, bìng hé lǎoshī tán tán. 

我們自己也要自我檢討，並和老師談談。 

We should be self-evaluated and discuss with the teacher. 
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The EFL Learners. 

  Don’t complain. 

  Really? I think this one is pretty aggressive. What’s your opinion about 

this one?  

Tease Strategy 

The illocutionary purpose to use tease strategy is to make a non-serious social 

interaction and then to bring the interlocutors closer with each other. There were three 

types of illocutionary forces to achieve the purpose, including tease on complainee, 

complainer, or the complaint. The underlying illocutionary functions were perceived 

being different for the three sub-strategies. Teasing themselves, the complainees 

attempted to save the complainers’ negative face but to threaten their own negative 

face. This was rarely observed in the IC response behaviors. One possible reason is 

that Self IC was not manipulated into the research design. If teasing on complainee 

themselves, the complainees would violate one of Grice’s (1975) maxims, namely 

relevance. Teasing on the complainers, the complainees seemed to threat the 

complainers’ negative face want. This sub-strategy was more applied by the native 

Chinese people, especially in the friend relationship. Teasing on the target of 

complaint could be functioned to save the complainers’ negative face as well. 

Through this sub-strategy, the complainees displayed their support to their 

interlocutors by showing agreement in addition to making a non-serious IC 

conversation.  

The quantitative-analysis results indicated that teasing on complaint was the 

significant illocutionary force for use of tease IC strategy by three participant groups 

of native English speaker, EFL learner, and TPC learner. For the group of native 

Chinese speaker, on the contrary, teasing on complainer was found as the significant 
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illocutionary force in their use of tease IC response strategy. Taking the participants’ 

gender and social-distance relationships into consideration, there were differences 

from the analysis results, particularly to their female complainers by the groups of 

native English speaker, native Chinese speaker, and EFL learner. The female English 

speakers and EFL learners preferred to tease themselves (complainees), while the 

native female Chinese speakers preferred to tease on their complainers when they 

applied tease IC response strategy. Since teasing on the complaints were shared by 

most participants when they applied tease IC response strategy, this 

qualitative-analysis would focus on the participants’ linguistic realization for the 

illocutionary forces of teasing on complaint.  

Teasing on complaint.  

Native English speakers 

A: The meatball is really terrible! It’s cold and salty. 

B: Welcome to cafeteria food. 

Native Chinese speakers 

A: Bàngōngshì lǐ de zhíyuán duì xuéshēng de xūqiú dōu mán lěngmò, Bàn 

gè jiǎndān de chéngxù, dōu ràng wǒmen děng hěnjiǔ. 

辦公室裡的職員對學生的需求都蠻冷漠的，辦個簡單的程序，都讓

我們等很久。(The office staffs are cold to the students’ needs and 

make us wait for a long time for only a small job.) 

B: Hěn léi de zǔyuán běnlái jiù yào xiǎoxīn, Yǒu kěnéng wú běn tóuzī hái 

dào péi. 

很雷的組員本來就要小心，有可能無本投資還倒賠。 

(There may be no investment but loss.) 

EFL learner group 

A: There is NO parking. The parking police are the worst! They are always 
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around campus and give tickets in no time. 

 B: Yeah, that’s a robbery. 

TPC learner group 

A: These walls are paper thin. I can always hear the other classrooms, and 

it’s really distracting! 

 B: It is a jelly-building. If there is an earthquake, we will all be finished.  

Advice Strategy 

The first sub-strategy of advice IC response, suggestion, was identified as the 

most significant illocutionary force. Even with a further consideration about the 

participants’ gender and social-distance relationship into data analysis, suggestion was 

still the most significant illocutionary force behind their use of response strategy. Thus, 

this qualitative analysis would focus on this first sub-strategy to better understand the 

participants’ linguistic realization for the illocutionary forces/communication 

intentions. 

In the use of advice IC response strategy, the first sub-strategy ‘suggestion’ was 

the major illocutionary force delivered by all participant groups. Yet, they provided 

‘suggestion’ differently in terms of modality use, perspective-oriented expressions, or 

sentence structures. Generally speaking, the native English speakers have mostly used 

imperative sentences (ex. Park where I park.). The native Chinese speakers have 

applied particular pragmatic markers to reinforce their suggestion, including: 

1. preposition (前置語)：Nà 那(so) 

2. modifiers：Gāncuì, kě yào, zhǐhǎo, yào bùyào, shìfǒu 

乾脆、可要、只好、要不要、是否 

(simply, maybe, have to, would like to, whether) 

3. sentence-ending particle: Ba, luō, la, ya! (吧、囉、啦、呀! ) 
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Examples. 

 ex1. Nà nǐ gāncuì tíng yuǎn yīdiǎn, duō zǒu yīduàn ba! 

那你乾脆停遠一點，多走一段吧! 

(Then you just stop farther, and walk for a while!) 

 ex2. Nà nǐ kě yào tíng hǎo chē. 

那你可要停好車。 

(Then you have to stop the car decently.) 

 ex3. Zhǐ néng děngle. 

只能等了。 

(Just to wait.) 

 ex4. Zhǐhǎo děng xià yī bān luō. 

只好等下一班囉。 

(Have to wait the next one.) 

 ex5. Nǐ yào bùyào gēn diànjiā tóusù. 

你要不要跟店家投訴。 

(Would you like to complain to the store?)  

 ex6. Wǒmen shìfǒu yào bàogào lǎoshī ne? 

我們是否要報告老師呢？ 

(Shall we report it to the teacher?) 

 ex7. Nà nǐ kěyǐ gēn biérén hé mǎi a! 

那你可以跟別人合買啊! 

 ex8. Zhuānxīn yīdiǎn, jiù bù huì shòu yǐngxiǎng la! 

專心一點，就不會受影響啦! 

(Focus, and then you won’t get influenced!) 

 ex9. Nǐ qù jiào tā bǎ lèsè jiǎn qǐlái ya! 

你去叫他把垃圾撿起來呀! 

(You get him to pick up the trash!) 
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For the two EFL learner groups, collocation with perspective-orientation expression 

(ex. we or you) and modality usage (ex. should, shall, could, can, have to, need to, and 

the like) was the typical linguistic realization to give suggestion to their indirect 

complainers. Thus, the sentential expression with ‘we/you should/can’ has mostly 

been found in these two learner groups. Yet, there were still differences across these 

two EFL learner groups. On the one hand, a combination of the inclusive perspective, 

‘we’, and the modality of ‘should’ - (We should) was frequently expressed by the 

learner group with higher English abilities, especially to their stranger interlocutors. 

On the other hand, a combination of the complainer perspective, ‘you’, and the 

modality of ‘can’ - (You can) was mostly delivered by the learner group with less 

English abilities.  

Commiseration Strategy 

The third sub-strategy of agreement was found as the significant illocutionary 

force for commiseration IC response strategy by native English speakers and EFL 

learner; the fifth sub-strategy of further elaboration was indicated as the significant 

illocutionary force by the native Chinese speakers and the TPC learner. With a further 

consideration of participants’ gender into further analysis, there were no significant 

differences explored. However, with the variable of participants’ social-distance 

relationships being taken into consideration, specific cases were found, especially 

three participant groups’ commiseration IC response strategy to their friends. Instead 

of agreement or further elaboration, the second sub-strategy of pacifier was the 

significant illocutionary force for the participants in the two learner groups and the 

native Chinese speakers to use commiseration IC response strategy in friends’ IC 

interaction, followed by the sub-strategies of further elaboration or agreement. From 

the findings, this section of qualitative analysis would focus on the sub-strategies of 



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

153 
 

agreement, further elaboration and pacifier to better understand the participants’ 

linguistic realization to deliver their illocutionary forces/communicative intentions in 

their commiseration IC response strategy.  

Agreement. Native English speakers and native Chinese speakers would use different 

conversation openers to express their agreement for the illocutionary purpose of 

commiseration. Generally speaking, the token, ‘I know’, was found as the 

most-frequent one marker by the native English speakers. As for the native Chinese 

speakers, they would begin with the marker, Yeah, to show agreement.  

Native English speakers  

I know right. It’s crazy. 

 Native Chinese speakers 

 Duì ya! Zhèyàng hěn wéixiǎn yé!  

 對呀! 這樣很危險耶! (Yes! That’s so dangerous!) 

 EFL group 

 Yeah, it tastes bad. 

 TPC group 

 Yes, not worth. 

Further elaboration. 

Native English speakers  

Those are the type of people that shouldn’t be working with people.  

 Native Chinese speakers 

 Duì ya! Zhèyàng huì yǐngxiǎng zhěng zǔ de jìndù, tǎolùn hé bàogào de 

nèiróng huì biàn chà. 

 對呀!這樣會影響整組的進度，討論和報告的內容會變差。 

 (Yap! That will influence our schedule and worsen the report.) 
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 EFL group 

 You can say that again. I believe there are conspiracies and corruptions 

during it.  

 TPC group 

   Yes. And it’s been 20 minutes! It’s a waste of my time. 

Pacifier. 

Native English speakers  

Ya that’s crazy … but good thing we saw it in time. 

 Native Chinese speakers 

 Bié bù kāixīnle! Bié gēn zhè zhǒng rén jìjiào. 

 別不開心了!別跟這種人計較。 

 (Don’t be sad! Don’t bother concerning about him. ) 

 EFL group 

 Cheer up! Just go through this semester and you’ll never see her any more.  

 TPC group 

  Don’t be nervous. Everything will be fine.  

On the three Research Questions 

Based on the quantitative and qualitative finding results, I will answer the three 

research questions regarding the speech act of IC response strategies in terms of 

cross-cultural similarity and difference, EFL learners’ interlanguage pragmatic 

performance, and the influence of social variables of gender and social distance.   

RQ1. How do two groups of Chinese EFL learners’ English indirect-complaint 

response behaviors compare to that of native American English speakers and to 

that of native Chinese speakers?  

All six IC response strategies could be observed in every participant group. 
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Similar to both native speaker groups, the Chinese EFL learners also most-frequently 

applied commiseration response strategy to indirect complaints. Nevertheless, 

different underlying illocutionary forces for commiseration IC response strategy 

across different cultural groups have demonstrated culture specificity in strategy use. 

On the one hand, ‘agreement’ was found as the major illocutionary force by native 

English speakers’ use of commiseration response, while ‘further elaboration’ was the 

major one by the native Chinese speakers. For the two learner groups, on the other 

hand, different illocutionary forces were delivered for the use of commiseration 

response. The EFL learner group (with high English proficiency) approached the 

target-language behavior by delivering agreement the most. The TPC learner group 

(with intermediate English proficiency) abided by the native-language behavior 

through providing further elaboration the most. The underlying illocutionary force 

was likely to reveal the influence of pragmatic transfer in learners’ IC response 

performance.  

The advice IC response was found as the second frequently used by all 

participant groups and suggestion as the major illocutionary force which was also 

delivered by all groups. Yet, different linguistic realizations to achieve the 

illocutionary force of suggestion were investigated across groups. The native English 

speakers were more likely to use imperative sentences, while the native Chinese 

speakers used more pragmatic markers to mitigate the force of suggestion. As for the 

participants from the two learner groups, no influence of pragmatic transfer has been 

found in their performance. It might be as a result of English instruction in the 

collocation expression of ‘You should,’ ‘You can,’ ‘We could,’ ‘We have to,’ and the 

like, to give suggestion.  

The off-focus IC response strategy was ranked as the third frequently used and 

being ‘not-into’ was found as the major illocutionary force behind this strategy use by 
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all groups. Referring to the participants’ written comments on their off-focus IC 

response, cultural differences for not getting involved in IC conversation were found. 

For the native English speakers, they did not want to continue the conversation topic 

because they did not care about what their interlocutors complain about. They could 

not do anything because the complaints were not their business. Conversely, for the 

native Chinese speakers, they did not want to get involved in complaint conversation 

because of social distance. They often kept silent to complaint conversation because 

their interlocutors were strangers. They hesitated to have complaint exchanges with 

strangers.   

As for the other IC responses, the two native speaker groups shared an identical 

frequency distribution in their use of inquiry and contradict IC responses. The 

participants from the EFL learner group adopted more inquiry strategy but less 

contradict strategy than those from the two native speaker groups. On the contrary, 

the participants from the TPC learner group used less inquiry but more contradict 

strategy than those from the two native speaker groups. Therefore, there was not any 

evidence of pragmatic transfer or even target-like performance in these two IC 

response strategies by the EFL learner groups. The last IC response strategy, tease, 

was the least applied by all groups. The two learner groups preferred to tease on the 

target of the complaint in this use of strategy. This illocutionary force was correlative 

with that of the native English speaker group. Yet, to the native Chinese speaker group, 

they tended to tease on the complainers in this use of strategy. Thus, we can assume 

that the English learners’ tease IC response was approximate to their target language.  

In summary, the English learners’ speech behaviors of indirect complaint 

response reflect the conventional purpose of IC response and the influences of 

pragmatic transfer, language lessons, and language proficiency. Adhering to the major 

illocutionary purpose to make complainers feel better, two English learner groups also 
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applied commiseration response to indirect complaints. Yet, different illocutionary 

forces which they carried to achieve the conventional purpose evidenced the influence 

of pragmatic transfer and language proficiency on the learners’ interlanguage 

pragmatic performance. The English learner group with high language proficiency 

approached the target-language performance with ‘agreement’ as the leading 

illocutionary force, while the group with intermediate language proficiency resembled 

the native language performance with ‘further elaboration’ as the leading illocutionary 

force. In addition, the overuse of expressions, ‘You should,’ ‘You can,’ ‘We could,’ or 

‘We have to’ to give suggestion could be viewed as the effect of English lessons.  

RQ2. How do the indirect-complaint response strategies vary across groups in 

situations with two contextual factors, the complainers’ gender and their 

social-distance relationships being concerned?  

The finding results to answer the first research question indicated the significant 

influence of the two contextual factors on participant’s overall IC response behaviors. 

Generally speaking, the strategies of off-focus, inquiry, and contradict were female 

strategies, while those of tease and commiseration were male strategies. Yet, there was 

different result in the use of advice IC response in terms of gender across different 

cultures. For the English-speaking culture, advice strategy was more applied by the 

females. For the Chinese-speaking culture, advice strategy was more employed by the 

males. The two English learner groups also abided by their native cultures, as males 

applied more advice than the females did.  

As for the variable of social distance, the commiseration IC response was found 

as the leading strategy applied in both relationships of classmates and friends. Yet, the 

research findings demonstrated different response strategies in the stranger IC 

exchanges across groups. For the English-speaking group, the participants applied 

high-ratio (55%) commiseration IC response to their strangers’ indirect complaints. 
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On the contrary, the participants of the Chinese-speaking group applied more 

off-focus (42%) response to strangers.  

RQ3. What are the participants’ linguistic realizations to deliver their illocutionary 

forces in their indirect-complaint response strategies? Whether or how are the 

EFL learners’ linguistic performances affected by their native language and 

culture? 

Generally speaking, different linguistic realizations were recognized across 

groups. The native English speakers were more direct to deliver illocutionary forces 

with concise utterances. The native Chinese speakers were more expressed with more 

pragmatic markers, or supportive moves. The participants of the two learner groups 

transferred their native-language linguistic expressions, particularly pragmatic 

markers, to their target-language expressions. In addition, some learners directly 

translated their Chinese expression into English. Take their linguistic realization for 

the elaboration inquiry for example.  

Chinese. Zěnme shuō? 怎麼說？ 

(How do you put it?) 

EFL learner. How to say? 

To manifest different linguistic realizations across different cultures, the 

following lists the typical linguistic realizations for every IC response strategy by both 

native English speakers and Chinese speakers.  

Inquiry 

English. Tell me about it.  

Chinese. Nà, nǎlǐ shì bù huì bèi kāi dān de tíngchē wèi? 

那，哪裡是不會被開單的停車位？(Well, where will I not be fined?) 

Contradict 

English. You’re better safe than sorry.  
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Chinese. Ānquán bǐjiào zhòngyào, nàixīn diǎn ba! 

安全比較重要，耐心點吧! 

(Safety is the priority. Be patient.) 

Tease 

English. Welcome to cafeteria food. 

Chinese. Xuéxiào cāntīng jiàgé piányí, Rúguǒ néng zuò dé hào chī, nà hái zhēnshi  

xiètiānxièdìle. 

學校餐廳價格便宜，如果能做得好吃，那還真是謝天謝地了。 

(The food is inexpensive in the school cafeteria. It would be thankful being 

delicious.) 

Advice 

English. See if you could talk to the person in charge about that. 

Chinese. Hǎo jīchē ō, nǐ yào bùyào gēn diànjiā tóusù ne? Jiào tāmen jīnglǐ chūlái. 

好機車喔，你要不要跟店家投訴呢？叫他們經理出來。 

(So annoying! Why not report to the store? Call their manager!) 

Commiseration 

English. I’m sure another elevator will come soon. 

Chinese. Ń! Kěshì méiguānxì la! Jiù zài děng xià yī bān, hěn kuài jiù láile! 

嗯!可是沒關係啦!就再等下一班，很快就來了! 

(Mm..! That’s all right. Wait for the next one. It will be here soon.)  
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CHAPTER FIVE 

DISCUSSION 

Introduction 

This recent study has adhered to the principle that speech act behaviors are 

interwoven with cultural norms and beliefs, particularly with regard to social factors 

of gender and social distance. The chapter five begins with result comparison between 

the previous studies and this current study. The cross-cultural investigation on the two 

native groups of Chinese and English brings about the important issue of universality 

and culture-specificity in IC response behaviors. The native and target cultural norms 

served as language learners’ repertoire to form or change their attitudes towards 

interlocutors. Thus, the central idea, face, in speech act theory will be addressed. The 

cultural factors on learners’ interlanguage performance elicit the issue of pragmatic 

transfer in their IC responses performance. Compared with the sociopragmatic 

transfer, the pragmalinguistic transfer was found to deserve more discussion. Then, 

the social factors of gender and social distance are discussed to better understand 

about the results of EFL learners’ interlanguage performance.    

Comparison with the Findings of Previous Studies 

 Generally speaking, three sets of data are collected in interlanguage pragmatic 

studies, namely the samples of language learners, target-language speakers, and 

native-language speakers. Through comparison can only determine language learners’ 

illocutionary acts differ or approximate their target-language or native-language 

performance. For overall understanding about language learners’ IC response 

performance, the following first section deals with the result comparison of every set 

of language data respectively across current studies in IC responses, including native 

English speakers, native Chinese speakers, and Chinese learners of English.  
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Native English speakers 

Table 5.1 shows the percentage comparison of the IC response strategies applied 

by American English speakers in this study and the three previous studies of Boxer’s 

(1993), Ang’s (2012), and Yu’s (2013).  

Table 5.1  

Percentage comparison of the distribution of IC response strategies in Boxer, Ang, Yu, 

and the present studies  

IC responses Boxer (1993) Ang (2012) Yu (2013) This study 

Off 10 16 4 12 

Inquiry 12 3 7 7 

Contradict 15 6 9 9 

Joke/Tease 6 4 8 3 

Advice 14 27 15 21 

Commiseration 44 44 57 49 

From the comparison table, we can observe that the native English speakers in all 

studies shared the highest frequency of commiseration IC response strategy. In 

addition, advice IC response strategy was found as the second preference in Ang’s 

(2012), Yu (2012), and this study (2017). Yet, it appears to be different in the other use 

of off, inquiry, contradict, and joke/tease strategies in terms of frequency distribution. 

Native Chinese speakers                                        

Table 5.2.1 

Percentage comparison of the distribution of IC response strategies in Ang, Yu, and 

the present studies  

IC responses Ang (2012) Yu (2013) This study 

Off 12 6 18 

Inquiry 3 5 7 

Contradict 15 10 9 

Joke/Tease 6 11 3 

Advice 27 38 25 

Commiseration 37 30 39 
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Table 5.2 demonstrates that advice and commiseration are the top two IC 

response strategies performed across the studies. Yet, Yu (2013) found that advice 

strategy was most preferred by his native Chinese participants, while the 

commiseration was more frequently used by the native Chinese speakers in Ang’s 

(2012) and this recent study. The distinct findings might result from different research 

design, including the data-collection methods and the participant variable. 

Tape-recording spontaneous conversation was employed by Yu (2013), while DCT 

elicitation was applied in Ang’s (2012) and this study to collect data. In addition, the 

variable of social distance between interlocutors was differently manipulated. In Yu’s 

(2013) study, the equal-status and mutually acquainted interlocutors were exclusively 

targeted. On the contrary, in Ang’s (2012) and this study, three relationships of 

stranger, classmate, and friend/intimate were targeted. What follows is further 

discussion on the possible factor, participant relationships, to the different finding 

results among the three studies.  

Participant relationships in Chinese culture. Given that the native English 

participants shared commiseration and advice as the top two IC response strategies in 

the three studies of Ang’s, Yu, and this one, different findings of the top IC response 

strategy by the native Chinese participants in these three studies highlight the issue of 

participant manipulation in interlanguage pragmatics studies. The cross-sectional 

difference indicates the important issue of the manipulation of participant 

relationships in pragmatic research, particularly for the native Chinese speakers. 

Interlocutor relationships are thus considered as a more important variable for 

studying the Chinese speakers than the English speakers. The assumption is correlated 

with the crucial concept in Chinese society, guanxi (relationship). Exclusively focused 

on the equal-status and mutually acquainted interlocutors, Yu (2013) found that advice 
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IC response strategy was most frequently used by the native Chinese speaker. It could 

be concluded that giving advice was perceived by the native Chinese speakers as the 

most effective strategy in the acquaintance relationship. It is viewed as a positive way 

as the expression of friendliness and concern (Hinkle, 1994; Lii-Shih, 1988). 

Moreover, the result also shows that the Chinese acquaintances used less off but more 

joke/tease IC response strategies. The overall findings suggested that the positive face 

politeness was significantly applied by native Chinese speakers to enhance 

mutually-acquaintance relationships.  

Yet, for the concern of comparability across the studies, I tend to re-compare the 

finding results of native Chinese speakers’ performance exclusively in the 

acquaintance relationships without those of stranger and intimate, as friend 

relationship in Ang’s (2012) and classmate in this recent study. The following table 

5.2.2 displays the percentage comparison  

Table 5.2.2 

Percentage comparison of the distribution of IC response strategies in Ang, Yu, and 

the present studies (only in acquaintance relationship) 

IC responses Ang (2012) Yu (2013) This study 

Off 7 6 6 

Inquiry 8 5 7 

Contradict 15 10 11 

Joke/Tease 8 11 2 

Advice 35 38 33 

Commiseration 28 30 40 

To achieve comparability across different studies, only the acquaintance 

relationship was taken into consideration for comparison again. Table 5.2.2 shows the 

consistent result between Ang’s (2012) and Yu’s (2013) studies. The consistency 

provides evidence that there is not discrepancy in different data-collection methods 

employed to conduct native Chinese speakers’ IC response performance. Yet, this 



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

165 
 

recent study still has different result of the native Chinese speakers’ IC responses to 

their acquaintances’ complaints. To understand about the difference, other social or 

contextual variables could be taken into consideration for further comparison. One 

overt difference of this recent study from Ang’s (2012) and Yu’s (2013) is on the focus 

of IC themes for context design. Different from the other two studies, the self IC 

theme was excluded from investigation in this study. This might be the crucial 

indicator leading to the different results of native Chinese speakers’ IC response 

performance across studies. Since the researchers in these three studies did not lay 

emphasis on the IC themes for further discussion, it would be conservative to justify 

the role of IC themes on native Chinese speakers’ performance.  

Nevertheless, Boxer (1993) asserted that ‘self ICs were particularly rare 

compared with the other themes’ (p. 79). Moreover, referring to the section, IC theme 

as a function of social distance, self IC was the least uttered in the friend relationship 

(6.37%). What Boxer (1993) targeted was native English speakers. Yet, in agreement 

with Boxer’s (1993) observation, I also got the same refection about rare self IC 

through informal interviews with native Chinese speakers for the purpose to design 

the cross-culturally comparable DCT questionnaire. Then, if self IC was as equally 

manipulated as those themes of other and situation in research, the result might need 

more elaboration for reasonable comparison.   

In addition, Boxer (1993) stated that most IC exchanges occurred in the 

relationship of equal-status acquaintances rather than those of total strangers or 

intimates. Yet, the context Boxer has targeted was in the American-English speaking 

community, western society. For the Chinese speaking community, IC exchanges 

might play different roles in different interlocutor relationships. Therefore, we need to 

further take the variable of social distance into consideration to better understand 

about IC exchanges in Chinese speaking community, eastern culture.    
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Universality and Cultural Specificity 

The comparison of the two native speaker groups from different cultures was 

expected to provide evidence of cultural universality and cultural specificity in the 

speech act of IC responses. Based on the finding results, discussion on three elements 

of IC response behaviors would be the guideline to deal with this issue of cultural 

universality and specificity. The three elements include the use of main response 

strategies, the illocutionary force behind strategy use, and the linguistic realizations to 

deliver the illocutionary force. The proposed guideline of the three elements could be 

correlated with the conventions of meanings and the conventions of forms in Kasper 

and Roever’s (2005) idea of pragmalinguistics. Through the inter-functional 

coordination of strategy uses (conventions of meanings) and linguistic forms 

(conventions of forms), illocutionary forces could be identified for a given speech act. 

Furthermore, by examining the conventions of meanings and forms as the 

illocutionary force indicating device (Searle & Vanderveken, 1985), we could explore 

the cultural universality and specificity in speech act behaviors across different 

cultures. Based on the proposed guideline, I will deal with this important issue of 

universality and specificity in the speech act of IC response behaviors. 

Commiseration IC response. 

Boxer (1993) asserted that indirect complaints were conventionally delivered to 

seek “some commonality with respect to agreement on a shared view” (p. 68). Thus, 

the addresses of indirect complaints have been expected to show support for their 

interlocutors. The most-frequent application of commiseration IC response by both 

native speaker groups appeared to demonstrate cultural universality in this speech act 

performance.  

Nevertheless, exploring the sub-categories of the commiseration IC response 
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strategy, different illocutionary forces to deliver commiseration were found across 

these two cultural groups. Demonstrating agreement was the preceding illocutionary 

force in the native English speakers’ commiseration response, while providing further 

negative comments on the target of complaint was found by the native Chinese 

speakers. Furthermore, an additional attention to the linguistic realizations for the 

illocutionary forces disclosed similar and different conventions of forms between 

these two culture groups. The agreement token, ‘Yes!/Yeah!/Ya!’ / ‘Duì ya! [對呀]’ 

was applied by both native speaker participants. The examples are as the following: 

Example 1. 

Yeah! You are right.  

Example 2. 

 Duì a! Zhēnshi méi lǐmào. 

 對啊!真是沒禮貌。 (Yes! They are so rude.) 

The native Chinese speakers mostly used the agreement token to deliver agreement 

and further negative comments on the targets of complaints. Compared to the native 

Chinese speakers’ exclusive use of the agreement token, ‘Duì ya! [對呀]’, the 

participants in the native English group demonstrated a variety of linguistic 

realizations to deliver the illocutionary force of agreement. The linguistic realizations 

included three categories of linguistic tokens for 1. agreement: ‘I agree!’, ‘I 

guess/think so.’, ‘You’re probably right.’, ‘It totally is.’; 2. understanding: ‘I know’; 3. 

comment: ‘That’s so …!’ and ‘What a ...’. The following are the examples for every 

linguistic realization.  

Linguistic tokens of agreement. 

 I agree. The dining suck. 

 Guess not. People suck.  

 You’re probably right. 
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 It really does.  

Linguistic tokens of understanding. 

 I know. What’s wrong with them?  

 I know right, this “new” generation. 

Linguistic tokens of comment. 

 That’s so annoying! I hate waiting in airports.  

 What a bunch of assholes. 

 How rude of them. 

The proposed guideline of the three elements in speech act indeed manifests the 

cultural universality and cultural specificity in the commiseration IC response. Both 

Chinese and English people attempted to deliver commiseration response to indirect 

complaints for the purpose to make their complainers feel better. To express 

commiseration, yet, the native English speakers were more likely to display their 

agreement, while the native Chinese speakers tended to give further negative 

comment (elaboration) on the target of complaint for support. The conventional 

linguistic realization of the agreement token, “Yes!/Yeah!/Ya!’ / ‘Duì ya! [對呀]”, were 

found universally uttered to deliver the two illocutionary forces of agreement and 

further elaboration. Moreover, the native English speakers perform numerous 

linguistic realizations for showing agreement, understanding, and comment. The three 

categories of linguistic tokens were rarely uttered by the native Chinese speakers.    

Advice IC response 

Yu (2013) identified advice IC response as a negative politeness strategy to 

concern about the complainers’ negative face. Through giving advice, the complainees 

attempted to safeguard the complainers’ freedom from others’ negative influence. The 

first sub-strategy of ‘suggestion’ was the leading illocutionary force for the use of 
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advice IC response strategy in both native Chinese and English speaker groups. Yet, 

different linguistic realizations have been found in these two cultures. The native 

English speakers mostly applied imperative expressions to offer suggestion:  

Never get that again then.  

The native Chinese speakers generally used declarative expressions with pragmatic 

markers to reinforce their suggestion: 

 Méi bànfǎ zhǐ néng děngle, zhǐshì wǒmen yǐhòu bié zhèyàng. 

沒辦法只能等了，只是我們以後別這樣。 

(There is no choice. Just wait! Don’t do that in the future.) 

The finding of different linguistic realizations implied that the native English speakers 

were more direct, while the Chinese speakers were milder by using markers to 

mitigate the force of suggestion. In addition, the inclusive ‘we’ were used for the 

illocutionary force by the native Chinese speakers. In the culture of collectivism, 

interdependence among in-group members and relevant values were highlighted 

(Sorensen, Nicholas, and Oyserman, 2009). Through the use of inclusive ‘we’, the 

native Chinese speakers demonstrated connection and obligation to maintain harmony 

with the interlocutors. 

Although native Chinese speakers and English speakers shared ‘suggestion’ as 

the leading illocutionary force in the application of advice IC response strategy, they 

have also performed different illocutionary forces underlying the negative politeness 

strategy of advice-giving. On the one hand, the native English speakers would raise 

invitation for the purpose of giving advice. For example: 

 Guess not. Let’s just take the stairs.  

For the native Chinese speakers, they never delivered invitation for giving advice, but 

they were more likely to enact lecture and conditional sub-strategies as the 

illocutionary forces for advice IC response. For example: 
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Lecture. 

Dàxué RènzhēnXuéXí, Chōngshí zìjǐ, bié làngfèi shíjiān; Bìyè zhǎo gōngzuò bǐ 

biérén yǒu shílì, Bié tài tiāo, pá de yě bǐ biérén kuài. 

大學認真學習，充實自己，別浪費時間；畢業找工作比別人有實力，別太挑， 

爬的也比別人快。(Study hard in the university to better ourselves. Don’t waste 

time. We will be more qualified for job after graduation. Don’t be too picky and 

then get promoted much easier than others.) 

Conditional. 

Rúguǒ chángchángzhèyàng dehuà, Jiù yǒu bìyào hékèyùngōngsī tíchū zhège 

wèntíle. 

如果常常這樣的話，就有必要和客運公司提出這個問題了。(If it usually 

happens, it is necessary to raise the question to the bus company.) 

The participants of both native speaker groups typically give suggestion for the 

application of advice IC response. Yet, they differed in linguistic realization for the 

leading illocutionary force of suggestion. The native English speakers were more 

direct by using imperative expressions, while the native Chinese speakers were more 

indirect by adopting declarative expressions with pragmatic markers and the inclusive 

‘we’. Moreover, other distinct illocutionary forces were explored in these two native 

speaker groups. Thus, we can conclude with certainty that people from the two 

cultures applied the negative politeness strategy, advice, due to the same illocutionary 

forces, giving suggestion, but they applied different linguistic devices to achieve the 

illocutionary force.  

In addition, the other sub-strategies also presented indicative information about 

culture specificity in the application of the negative politeness strategy. In addition to 

the major illocutionary force of giving suggestion, the native English speakers also 

gave invitation to their complainers to approach solutions (ex. Let’s go skip them.). 
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Giving invitation to solve the problem with the complainers can be viewed as the 

native English speakers’ linguistic strategy to soften the force of giving advice. Yet, 

giving advice has been viewed as a highly face-threatening act in English-speaking 

culture (Brown & Levinson, 1987) to hurt the advice takers’ negative face (Banerjee 

& Carrell, 1988). The advice givers were perceived to display superiority and 

authority over the receivers. In order to mitigate imposition on advisees, the advice 

givers might apply politeness strategies.  

Xie (2013) has discussed the speech act of suggestion across English and 

Chinese cultures in terms of the issues of politeness and linguistic realizations. To 

demonstrate politeness in giving suggestion, English speakers resorted to indirectness 

in utterance level with interrogatives, while Chinese people used politeness markers 

with mood particles. The findings about the politeness strategies and the linguistic 

realizations in this recent study were in accordance with Xie’s (2013) argument to 

some extent. The different linguistic realizations of indirectness across the two 

cultures have instantiated cross-cultural differences in terms of different conventions 

of forms. 

The cultural difference underlying the advice IC response strategy could be also 

explored in the sub-strategies of invitation, lecture, and conditional. Different from 

the English-speaking culture, giving advice was viewed as a face-enhancing act to 

develop ‘solidarity, concern, and sincere interest’ (Hinkel, 1997, p. 16). The difference 

has been identified as the result of different conceptual faces across cultures. This 

issue will be further elaborated later in the section of face, particularly in the 

individualistic and collectivistic cultures.  

Off-focus IC response 

The illocutionary point of the use of off-focus IC response is to terminate an IC 
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exchange (Boxer, 1993). In this recent study, the participants from the two culture 

groups shared the dominant illocutionary force of the sub-strategy, ‘not-into’, to 

achieve the illocutionary point. Yet, the different rationales for the dominant 

illocutionary force revealed cultural difference for the illocutionary force. For the 

native English speakers, they did not think of any necessity to make comments on the 

target of complaints. For the native Chinese speakers, they did not attempt to continue 

the conversation topic due to the concern of relationship with the complainers, 

especially with strangers. Distinct rationales behind the illocutionary force of ‘not-into’ 

IC response manifested cultural specificity in the concepts of interaction across 

Chinese and English cultures. For interaction, native English speakers from the 

individualistic society tended to look primarily after their own interests (Hofstede, 

1984). Instead of relationship commitment, the individualists have valued personal 

independence, personal responsibility, and personal achievement (Neuliep, 2012). 

Thus, the native English complainees tended not to take over the complainers’ 

responsibility to deal with the troubles. They would be ‘not into’ the IC conversation. 

On the contrary, the native Chinese people from the collectivistic culture focused on 

relationship commitment and would apply off-focus strategy to those who do not 

deserve commitment.  

In addition, referring to the percentage comparison of this leading illocutionary 

force to display off-focus strategy, a higher ratio was observed in the native Chinese 

group than the English group (64:50). Moreover, the English speakers displayed a 

higher ratio for the second frequent illocutionary force of ‘no-idea’ than the Chinese 

speakers (21:5). The discrepant ratios of these two illocutionary forces across these 

two cultural groups might also imply the cultural differences in the use of off-focus IC 

strategy. Thus, the similarities and differences in the illocutionary forces displayed the 

cultural universality and specificity in the use of off-focus response to indirect 
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complaints across different cultures.  

Contradict IC response 

Contradict IC response was identified as a bold on-record strategy without doing 

redress to concern about the complainers’ positive and negative face wants (Yu, 2013). 

Native Chinese and English speakers equally applied this strategy to respond indirect 

complaints. They also shared the leading illocutionary force, defense on the complaint, 

to realize the strategy. Furthermore, linguistic generalization could be also found 

across these two native groups. Participants in both cultures would use modals to 

mitigate the force of contradict, such as might, may be, and the like. Cultural 

universality was explored in the use of contradict strategy across Chinese-speaking 

and English-speaking cultures.  

Inquiry IC response 

The illocutionary purpose to deliver inquiry IC response was to elicit more 

information about complainers’ troubles and then to continue the IC exchanges. Based 

on this illocutionary purpose, inquiry IC response could be categorized as a negative 

politeness strategy that the complainers’ freedom from troubles might be satisfied to 

some extent because of the complainees’ further inquiries for support. The two native 

speaker groups displayed equivalent percentage of the use of inquiry IC response. 

Elaboration inquiry was found as the leading illocutionary force in this strategy, 

especially the native Chinese speakers with a higher ratio than the native English 

speakers (84:67). For the second dominate illocutionary force, clarification inquiry, 

the native English speakers got higher ratio than the Chinese speakers (32:12). As for 

the linguistic realizations, the convention of forms to deliver the illocutionary force of 

elaboration inquiry was no doubt the ‘wh-’ sentential expression. Examples are as the 

following:  
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How long did you have to wait?  

Nǐ qù nǎge túshū guǎn a? 

你去哪個圖書館啊？(Which library did you go to?) 

In addition to the ‘wh-’ questions for elaboration inquiry, the linguistic realization of 

imperative expression was also found to depict the cultural universality for the 

illocutionary force of elaboration inquiry. The imperative expression, Tell me about it!, 

was particularly used by the native English speakers, while the expression, Nǐ jǔlì 

shuō shuō. 你舉例說說。(You make an example.), was uttered by the native Chinese 

speakers.  

Nevertheless, different pragmatic markers were applied to show cultural 

specificity for the illocutionary force of elaboration inquiry. The native English 

speakers tended to use basic lexical markers, while the native Chinese speakers tended 

to use commentary markers to elicit more information about the complaints.  

Tease IC response 

Tease IC response was categorized as a positive politeness strategy (Yu, 2013). 

The illocutionary purpose to deliver this strategy was to make a non-serious 

interaction context and to bring interlocutors closer to each other. This was the least 

adopted strategy to indirect complaints by the two native speaker groups. Different 

illocutionary forces underlying the use of tease IC response were found for the culture 

specificity across these two culture groups. For the native English speaker group, 

teasing on the target of complaint was the primary illocutionary force. For the native 

Chinese speaker group, teasing on the complainer was the leading illocutionary force 

for the response of tease. In the Chinese culture, “Affective relationships take place 

when people can joke and tease each other” (Bell, 2008, p. 80). The closer the 

interlocutors are, the more they tease each other. ‘Death’ has been a taboo word in 
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Chinese culture, but I heard the expression by my uncle’s greeting to his friend when I 

was little. Instead of “Good morning” for greeting, people in the old days would 

uttered, ‘Chī bǎo méi? 吃飽沒？(Did you eat?)’ or ‘Hái méi sǐ? 還沒死？’(Not 

dead?) for those in close relationship. In addition, “Gàn幹 (fuck)”was another taboo 

word in Chinese culture, but it has been used to tease close friends in young 

generation.  

Through the discussion of the cultural universality and specificity in terms of the 

three elements of IC response behaviors, we may conclude that the equivalent use of 

the major strategy demonstrated the cultural universality in the IC response behaviors 

between Chinese-speaking and English-speaking cultures. However, the distinct 

illocutionary forces underlying a particular response strategy exhibited cultural 

specificity to some extent. Moreover, that different linguistic realizations to indicate 

leading illocutionary forces for major IC response strategies extraordinarily 

instantiated the cultural specificity between the two native speaker groups.  

Face 

Based on the discussion above and in other studies, some face-threatening speech 

acts in one culture might be face-enhancing acts in other culture(s). Taking 

advice-giving for example, it has been perceived as face-threatening in 

English-speaking culture but face-enhancing in most Asian cultures. Xie (2013) 

attributed the difference to ‘conceptual differences of face in different cultures’ (p. 

168). Based on Brown & Levinson’s (1987) politeness framework, face referred to 

‘the public self-image’ with two different aspects, namely the negative face and the 

positive face. Brown and Levinson’s framework adheres to the self-oriented facework 

in the individualistic culture. Politeness strategies would be applied by maintaining or 

enhancing speakers’ or hearers’ face.  
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However, face was differently defined in the Chinese culture. ‘Miànzi 面子’and 

‘liǎn 臉’ have been the two concepts in Chinese face. Compared to the self-image face 

in the individualistic culture, Chinese face is related to public respect and recognition 

of speakers’ socially-accepted behaviors (Hu, 1994; Mao, 1994). According to Ho 

(1975), an individual can earn the respectable and recognized images through 

interacting with others. Thus, in addition to Brown and Levinson’s (1987) politeness 

framework, Chinese IC response behaviors could be better understood through a 

further consideration on the two concepts of Chinese face, ‘miànzi 面子’and ‘liǎn 臉’.  

Because of conceptual differences of face attributed to different identification of 

speech act behaviors, the six main strategies to reply to indirect complaints would be 

re-investigated in terms of the illocutionary forces for every IC response strategy. 

Based on Yu (2013)’s categorization of politeness strategies for the IC responses and 

different concepts of face across individualistic and collectivistic cultures, the 

sub-strategies as illocutionary forces would be examined for better understanding 

about participants’ IC response behaviors.  

Off-focus 

Off-focus IC response was categorized as the fifth type of Brown & Levinson’s 

framework of politeness strategy (Yu, 2013), don’t do the FTA. Yet, Boxer (1993) 

claimed that IC sequences could carry a social function to establish solidarity among 

interlocutors, being silence or terminating the conversation topic might impede the 

complainers face wants. For better understanding about this first IC response behavior, 

the five underlying illocutionary forces would be investigated in terms of speakers’ 

and hearers’ face and the Chinese face of ‘miànzi 面子’and ‘liǎn 臉’. 

Agreement. Without any verbal utterances, complainees would display body language 

to show their agreement with their complainers, especially smiling and nodding the 

head. Referring to Hurley (1992), Stadler (2006) stated that the nonverbal effect as an 
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acknowledgement strategy might present ‘different degrees of indirectness to signal 

the degree of politeness in realizing speech acts (p. 80). Although complainees did not 

provide any direct verbal response to indirect complaints, they might concern about 

the complainers’ negative faces to be polite in interaction. For the native English 

speaker group, the illocutionary force of agreement was frequently carried by the 

males in classmate interaction. For the native Chinese speaker group, the illocutionary 

force of agreement was mostly carried by the females in stranger interaction. In terms 

of Chinese face of ‘miànzi 面子’and ‘liǎn 臉’, the illocutionary force of agreement for 

the off-focus IC response might adhere to the concept of ‘miànzi 面子’ to give the 

complainers’ public acknowledgement, especially to the strangers.  

Disagreement. The illocutionary force was frequently carried by females in intimate 

relationship in both Chinese and English cultures. This could be identified as one 

face-threatening act to impede the complainers’ negative face. On the other hand, the 

complianers’ ‘miànzi 面子’ has been challenged. Yet, complainees stayed silent or 

terminated the topic for further conversation might be perceived as a negative 

politeness strategy to safeguard the complainers’ negative faces.   

Neutral & No-idea. These two illocutionary forces in the use of off-focus strategy 

could be categorized as Brown and Levinson’s (1987) off-record strategy. Because the 

complainees did not provide any exact intention towards complaints, the complainers 

might need to guess their interlocutors’ intentions from possible conversation 

implicatures. This could be viewed as a strategy to save the complainees’ negative 

face but hurt the complainers’ positive face. Without knowledge about how to respond, 

the complainees kept silent to avoid making any mistakes. Being silent might prevent 

themselves from troubles, as that save their negative face want. Yet, since the 

complainers did not get feedback, their negative face might be damaged. 

In terms of Chinese concept of face, the illocutionary forces of neutral & no-idea 
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for the off-focus IC response strategy might be more related to the concept of ‘liǎn 臉’ 

regarding speakers’ desires to be liked or approved of. To avoid “Diūliǎn 丟臉 (lose 

face), the complainees kept silent to indirect complaints from making any mistakes 

due to ignorance. 

Not-into. The participants’ written explanation provided different rationales behind 

this illocutionary force across Chinese and English cultures. The English speakers did 

not want to get involved in the IC exchanges because they did not think of any 

necessity to do it. This rationale could be identified as face-threatening act to sacrifice 

both complainee’s positive face and complainers’ negative face.  

 On the other hand, the Chinese speakers did not want to get into the IC 

exchanges, because they did not think it would be important for them to develop any 

connection with the complainers (especially in stranger interaction). Taking the 

Chinese face into consideration, being not-into for the off-focus IC response strategy 

would damage ‘liǎn 臉’, because socially-situated development of relationship might 

be sacrificed without interaction. 

Inquiry 

Inquiry IC response was applied to elicit more information about the target of 

complaints and then to continue IC exchanges. To encourage further IC exchangers is 

believed to build solidarity in interaction. Thus, inquiry IC response could be 

identified as a positive politeness strategy to satisfy the positive face of both 

complainers’ and complainees’. Three illocutionary forces were categorized into this 

positive politeness strategy. The conceptual faces across Chinese and English cultures 

would be further investigated for better understanding about this IC response strategy.  

Elaboration inquiry. Asking for more information about the complaints, this 

illocutionary force was identified as the positive politeness strategy to concern about 

the complainers’ positive face wants to be recognized. As for the Chinese face, the 
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complainers’ ‘miànzi 面子’ has been motivated by the complainees’ interests in the IC 

conversation topic.  

Clarification inquiry. This was manipulated as a solution-oriented illocutionary force 

to elicit more information about the complainers’ earlier efforts to deal with their own 

troubles. This illocutionary force could be viewed as an act to threat the complainers’ 

negative face but take care of the complainees’ positive face. Asking the complainers 

if they have tried to deal with the troubles by themselves earlier, the complainers’ 

negative face was damaged because of being questioned about their efforts for 

solutions.  

In terms of the Chinese concept of face, clarification inquiry might be more 

related to ‘miànzi 面子’. The complainers’ ‘miànzi 面子’ was challenged by the 

complianees’ questioning of their efforts to solve problems.  

Help offer. In this illocutionary force, the complainees attempted to provide help with 

the complainers’ troubles. This could be identified as a positive politeness strategy 

because the complainees sacrificed their negative face but save the complainers’ 

positive face through providing support.  

In terms of the Chinese face, this illocutionary force would be more related to 

‘liǎn 臉’. The complainers’ desires to be approved were satisfied through the 

complainee’ support.   

Contradict 

This contradict IC response is definitely a face-threatening act without any 

redress action to concern about the complainers’ positive and negative face wants. 

Thus, in terms of Chinese face, both ‘miànzi 面子’and ‘liǎn 臉’ are both damaged in 

the use of contradict IC response. For better understanding, the three categories of 

illocutionary forces will be further explored through different conceptual faces across 
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Chinese-speaking and English-speaking cultures.   

Contradict with a truth. Delivering contradictory opinions from the complainers’, the 

complainees might employ a positive politeness strategy to consider the positive face 

want of both complainers’ and complianees’. Without confronting remarks to attack 

the complainers’ negative remarks, the complainees tried to distance both 

interlocutors from their response but just cited socially-recognized truth/lesson for 

enlightenment. Through moral-sharing, the complainees attempted to avoid damaging 

the positive face want of both complainers’ the complainees’. In terms of the Chinese 

face, this illocutionary force was related with the concept of ‘liǎn 臉’ to avoid lose 

face in the social interaction.  

Disapproval of the complainer. This illocutionary force was displayed for the direct 

attack on the complainers, so it could be identified as a face-threatening act without 

any redress action but to damage the compainers’ negative face want on the one hand 

and also the complainees’ positive face want to be liked on the other hand. As for the 

Chinese face, this illocutionary force was correlated with the concept of ‘miànzi 面子’. 

The complainers’ ‘miànzi 面子’ was challenged by the complainees’ negative 

feedback on their situations. 

Defense on the target of complaint. Speaking for the targets of complaints could be 

also identified as a face-threatening act to damage the positive face of both 

complainers’ and compainees’ because the social relationship between them might be 

damaged to some extent. Their positive face to be liked in the social interaction would 

be challenged for the sake of the targets of complaints. In terms of Chinese face, 

‘miànzi 面子’ would be more related to this illocutionary force. Weighing more on the 

targets of complaints, both complainers’ and compainees’ ‘miànzi 面子’ were lost.  

Tease 

Tease IC response was categorized as a positive politeness strategy (Yu, 2013) to 
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get interlocutors closer with each other in interaction. Three aspects of illocutionary 

forces were identified for the use of tease IC response. They will be further examined 

in terms of different conceptual faces across different cultures. In the Chinese face, 

this IC response strategy would be more related with ‘miànzi 面子’. 

Tease on complainee. This positive face strategy was applied by sacrificing the 

complainees’ negative face but satisfying the complainers’ positive face. For the 

concern about Chinese face, complainers’ ‘miànzi 面子’ was secured but compainers’ 

‘miànzi 面子’ was damaged.  

Tease on complainer. This illocutionary force could be identified as a face-threatening 

act because the complainers’ negative face was damaged. In terms of Chinese face, 

the complainers’ ‘miànzi 面子’ was challenged.  

Tease on complaint. This illocutionary force was viewed as a positive politeness 

strategy. Through a gesture of support, positive face wants of both complainers and 

compainees were satisfied to get closer relationship. In terms of Chinese face, 

interlocutors’ ‘miànzi 面子’ have been maintained for better group harmony.  

Advice 

Giving advice was categorized as a negative politeness strategy to concern about 

the complainers’ negative face (Yu, 2013). In terms of Chinese face, this IC response 

was related to the concept of ‘miànzi 面子’. The five types of illocutionary forces 

would be further explored in terms of different facework.  

Suggestion, lecture, conditional. These three illocutionary forces could be categorized 

as negative politeness strategy to prevent the complainers from negative effects. Yet, 

as mentioned above, giving suggestion reveals an unequal relationship between the 

giver and receiver of advice. Thus, in some social contexts, giving suggestion, lecture, 

and conditional advice might be a face-threatening act to damage the complainees’ 

positive face and the complainers’ negative face.  
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Invitation. This illocutionary force was to invite the complainers to get rid of the 

troubles. Thus it could be identified as a positive face strategy for the 

relationship-oriented function. Providing to face the trouble together satisfied the 

complainers’ positive face. Yet, that might damage the complainees’ negative face. In 

terms of Chinese face, the illocutionary force of invitation would be more related to 

‘miànzi 面子’. If the invitation was turned down, both complainers’ and complainees’ 

‘miànzi 面子’ would decay (Miànzi guàbuzhù. 面子掛不住。Lose the dignity.).  

I-case. By situating themselves in the same unpleasant context, the complainee shared 

potential solutions with the complainers. Being indirect, this illocutionary force could 

be identified as an off-record strategy. The off-record indirect speeches were 

perceived less polite than negative politeness strategy and even rude (Lee & Pinker, 

2010). In Chinese face, this illocutionary force was related to ‘miànzi 面子’. The 

complainees showed considerations for the complainers’ ‘miànzi 面子’ by being 

empathy.  

Commiseration 

Showing sympathy for the complainers was viewed as a positive politeness 

strategy. The complainers’ negative remarks on the unpleasant experiences or 

encountering were recognized through the complainees’ support. This IC response 

strategy was more correlated to ‘miànzi 面子’ of the Chinese face. 

Sympathy, pacifier, agreement, experience, elaboration, perlocutionary support. All 

six illocutionary forces were for the positive face of both interlocutors. Although 

complainees would deliver support in different degree in these illocutionary forces, 

sympathy and support were crucial to get the interlocutors closer in the relationship. 

They were also for Chinese concept of ‘miànzi 面子’ of both interlocutors were both 

concerned.  

Neutral. This was off-record indirect force. Without presenting any gesture of 
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agreement or disagreement, the complainers would just deliver acknowledgment with 

gratitude towards the information. Thus, the complainees’ intentions were ambiguous. 

To the Chinese face, the ‘miànzi 面子’ of both interlocutors were both concerned.  

In summary, in addition to the categorization of the main IC response strategies 

into the facework of both individualism and collectivism, the sub-strategies as the 

illocutionary forces were also examined in terms of facework. Through this 

re-examination of the illocutionary forces could we better understand the underlying 

rationales for the response strategies. The IC response strategies were driven by the 

illocutionary forces, so that the underlying forces should be more explored for better 

understanding about the use of the IC response strategies.  

For the individualistic culture, face is self-oriented image. Facework in IC 

exchanges will be functioned of the positive/negative face of the complainers and the 

complainees. Negative or positive politeness would be straightforward. On the 

contrary, for the collectivistic culture, face is social-oriented image. Facework in the 

collectivistic culture needs more consideration about social variables of gender, social 

distance, or even social status. Since there exists varieties of social expectations 

towards different social relationships, illocutionary forces and the response strategies 

would be differently interpreted across different context. The preliminary discussion 

about the Chinese facework for every IC response was a general category. The 

Chinese concept of ‘miànzi 面子’ was mostly explored in IC exchange, because the 

so-called social-oriented image was defined in the conversation. Generally speaking, 

it would be the interactive-defined facework. Since social-oriented image was the 

central concept in Chinese face, the social variables of gender, social distance, and 

social status could be taken into further investigation.  
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EFL/ESL learners.  

Table 5.3  

Percentage comparison of the distribution of IC response strategies in Boxer, Ang, Yu, 

and the present studies  

IC responses Boxer (1993) Ang (2012) Yu (2013) 
This study 
(EFL/TPC) 

Off 53 16 7 17/19 

Inquiry 19 4 5 8/5 

Contradict 6 8 12 7/10 

Joke/Tease 0 3 14 2/2 

Advice 2 36 27 22/26 

Commiseration 20 34 35 45/38 

In order to explore NS/NNS IC conversation, Boxer (1993) invited 10 Japanese 

female students to tape-record conversation with the other 10 female native English 

speakers. Through the 39-hour collected data of ten sets of female IC interaction, she 

found that the ESL learners applied the strategy of Ø  or topic switch (52.9%) to 

indirect complaints the most, followed by that of commiseration (20.29%) and 

question (18.84%). Moreover, in the realization of Ø  or topic switch, backchannels 

which were coded as insufficient responses have been emphasized in Boxer’s (1993) 

discussion. In her further elaboration, cultural differences in interactional style rather 

than the ESL learners’ linguistic difficulties explicated her ESL learner participants’ 

unwillingness to continue their part in conversation. Different from most positive 

view of backchanneling as encouragement for speakers to continue conversation, 

Boxer maintained that overused backchanneling led to abandonment of a conversation. 

With the claim of cultural differences in interactional style, Boxer implied that her 

Japanese female participants lacked of “awareness that they were expected to speak 
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up when interacting with Americans” (p.159). Without the awareness, the ESL 

learners missed opportunity for better communication and relationship.   

Different from the target of ESL learners as the participants in Boxer’s (1993) 

study, Ang (2012) targeted EFL learners in Taiwan as her participants. She addressed 

the comparatively different findings from Boxer’s (1993) Japanese female ESL 

learners’ IC response performance. The different results between the two studies are 

unquestionable because different participants were focused. Giving advice was found 

as the major IC response strategy by the learner group in Ang’s (2012) study, followed 

by commiseration and zero response strategies. Ang (2012) claimed that the leading 

response strategy of advice was perceived as a face satisfying act (FSA) by Chinese 

‘because of their eagerness to be of help to the speakers and to build solidarity’ (p. 74). 

According to the researcher, the Chinese EFL learners applied a positive politeness 

strategy to satisfy their complainers’ desire to be treated as in-group members.   

In this current research, the commiseration IC response was evidenced as the 

leading strategy adopted by the two English learner groups. On hearing indirect 

complaints, people usually express sympathy for their interlocutors who have 

undergone unpleasant experiences, without any exception across participant groups. 

According to Boxer (1993), the illocutionary force in commiserations was “an attempt 

to make the speaker feel better” (p. 45). In order to make the complainers feel better, 

the complainees would take care about their interlocutors’ face wants through the use 

of commiseration strategy. Therefore, the result of dominant use of commiseration IC 

response strategy across all participant groups can be explained by assuming the 

universality of commiseration responses in indirect complaint interaction.   

Moreover, extending Brown and Levinson’s (1987) politeness theory, Yu (2013) 

maintained that commiseration IC response was the positive politeness strategy to 

meet the complainers’ positive face. Thus, that positive politeness as the preceding 
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strategy by the Chinese EFL learners in this study is consistent with Ang’s (2012) 

conclusion. However, the positive politeness strategy was realized through different 

IC response strategies, as advice in Ang’s study (2012), while commiseration in this 

current study. Different uses of IC responses to display positive politeness strategy 

across these two similar studies require further elaboration for better understanding 

about Chinese EFL learners’ interlanguage performance.  

In order to better understand about why different IC responses were realized in 

terms of the positive politeness strategy in the two studies, comparability through a 

further examination on research designs would be specifically discussed. One obvious 

difference lies on distinct IC themes which were operationalized in the 24 situations 

of DCT questionnaires. Four IC themes were targeted in Ang’s (2012) study, namely 

themes of self, other, situation A, and situation B. Two IC themes were focused in this 

current study, including other and situation themes. In Ang’s (2012) study with 

supplementary foci on self and personal situation IC, the advice IC response strategy 

was more applied by the EFL learner participants in the friend and intimate 

relationships but not in the stranger’s. The self IC and the type-A situation IC are both 

complainer-initiated troubles. Approaching their acquaintances’ or intimates’ negative 

evaluation about themselves, the complainees might need pay much more attention to 

how to characterize their relationships through responses, especially to sustain and 

even to develop closer relationships.   

Chinese society has been identified as a collectivistic culture (Cheung & Leung, 

2007; Ho & Chiu, 1994; Hofstede, 1980; Michailova & Hutchings, 2006; Wang & 

Chen, 2010). In the collectivistic Chinese culture, a person sees himself/herself as one 

part of the social group which is identified as the in-group collectivism (Allred, Chia, 

Wuensch, Ren, & Miao, 2007). With the claim of collectivism as concern, Hui and 

Triandis (1986) maintained that the members in collectivistic culture would concern 
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about the implications of their own behavior for others, sharing resources, conforming 

to preserve interpersonal relationships for highly-valued harmony, striving to gain 

approval, sharing outcomes, and feeling involved in other people’s life. In order to 

preserve relationships, the collectivists value interdependence and share the successes 

and failures of the others. According to Hui and Traindis (1986), “Concern for others 

means that we are walking on the same path, sharing the same fate, and affecting one 

another (whether intentionally or unwittingly). Thus, hearing about their friends or 

intimates’ indirect complaints, collectivists might commit themselves to be helpful. 

They would tend to get involved in their friends’ personal troubles. Through giving 

advice, they share resources to bear the outcomes. Yet, to the strangers as the 

out-group members, they might just give sympathetic comments.   

In this current study with indirect complaints subject to external forces (such as 

other people or the surroundings), the complainers delivered negative remarks about 

troubles which they could not control or get rid of. They would be passive to take up 

the troubles involuntarily. Approaching to these types of indirect complaints, the 

complainees would tend to show sympathy rather than to give advice for their 

complainers’ condition. After all, no matter how they endeavor to share resources, 

they would not be able to solve their complainers’ troubles because they might not be 

helpful with them. Instead, showing their sincerity to get involved in their 

complainers’ troubles, they would deliver sympathy for them. The elaboration above 

is to show how complainees characterize their in-group relationships through different 

response strategies to (im)personal-focus indirect-complaint. I would like to reiterate 

here about the different results in Ang’s (2012) study and in this current study due to 

the (im)personal IC themes and in-group/out-group relationships. On the one hand, for 

personal IC themes in in-group interaction, giving advice was indicated as the major 

IC response strategy in Ang’s (2012). On the other hand, for the indirect complaint 
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from external force, thus commiseration IC response strategy was more applied than 

the advice in this current study.   

In addition, the result in this current study also appears different from that of the 

pioneer IC research by Boxer (1993). Yet, reconsidering about the comparability 

across the studies, a closer examination would be under the concern about the 

participant characteristics and data-collection methods. In Boxer’s (1993) study of 

NS/NNS IC conversation, she exclusively targeted on the female interaction. In 

addition, the collected conversation data in her study were recorded in eight half-hour 

meetings over a semester. Boxer proposed that the targeted female Japanese students 

were ‘virtual strangers during the first recording, gradually building a relationship at 

subsequent meetings’ (p. 149). Here, the social distance between the interlocutors 

might not be clear for valid comparison. Ruan (2017) mentioned three indicators to 

distinguish human relationships and measure their social distance, namely the 

indicators of affective, normative, and interactive. Closeness might be defined as a 

combination of the above-mentioned three indicators. Yet, Boxer (1993) did not 

precisely operationalize the social distance of her participants. In the very short period 

of observation time in school settings, participants’ relationship might be strangers 

and develop as classmates/friends but hardly intimates. With the exclusive female 

targets and stranger/classmate relationships being designed in the study, the category 

of Ø  or topic switch was determined as the Japanese ESL learners’ dominant response 

strategy to reply to indirect complaints. For a more valid comparison, the following 

attempts to further compare Boxer’s (1993) and this current study in terms of the 

female stranger and female classmate IC conversation. 

By rectifying the comparison with a particular focus on female EFL learners’ IC 

response behaviors, the results of this current study are in substantial agreement with 

those of Boxer’s (1993). The female EFL learner participants indeed significantly 
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applied off IC response strategy (R = 3.4), especially in the stranger (R = 2.3) and 

classmate (R = 3.4) interactions but not friend (R = -.1) conversation. Most notably, 

the native Chinese participants’ use of off strategy (R = 2.9) was corresponding with 

the EFL learners’ performance in the female stranger interaction. The highest adoption 

of off IC response strategy in the female stranger interaction across these two groups 

provides evidence that female English learners negatively transfer their 

native-language norms in stranger conversation. Females are more likely to keep 

silent in stranger conversation. The sub-strategy of ‘not-into’ stranger interaction was 

identified as the major illocutionary force behind their use of off IC response strategy. 

In Asian society with collectivism as the culture value, the sense of self, the 

concept of face, and the issue of guanxi should be taken into consideration for better 

understanding about communication. Particularly, the Guanxi culture has been 

recognized as one crucial concept in Chinese society (Dunning & Kim, 2007; Gong & 

Suzuki, 2013). Guanxi is widely utilized by Chinese to cultivate relationship. 

According to Luo’s (1997) definition, guanxi is the concept of ‘drawing on 

established connections in order to secure favors in personal relationships’ (p. 44). 

Lifelong experiences are crucial in building relationships (Dunning & Kim, 2007). 

Hence, interacting with strangers might not be the concern for Chinese people to build 

relationships. Pan (2000) stated that, with immense social distance, it would be 

extremely difficult to cross group boundaries, because it was a life-time obligation to 

maintain relationships. For Chinese people, accordingly, it might be not necessary to 

cultivate trust and even to build up relationships with strangers or unfamiliar people.  

In addition, Yu (2013) elicited IC responses from both Chinese male and female 

learners of English as a second language. In terms of the advice/lecture IC response 

strategy, the researcher expounded that the ESL learners’ pragmatic performance was 

different from their native Chinese participants’ behaviors but they still did not 
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approach the target-language behaviors. As for the commiseration strategy, the ESL 

learners’ performance was found to approximate their native Chinese behaviors. 

Compared with the advice/lecture strategy, the researcher stated that the ESL learners 

needed more improvement in the use of the commiseration strategy which was found 

as the dominant IC response strategy by the native English participants. To sum up, 

Yu (2013) contended that the ESL learners’ IC response behaviors bore a resemblance 

to their native Chinese behaviors, even they were immersed in the target-language 

environment. The statement above highlights two important issues in language 

learners’ pragmatic development. One is negative transfer, and the other is the role of 

naturalistic environment on acquiring target language norms. 

Negative transfer/L1 influence. The influence of language learners’ linguistic and 

cultural backgrounds on their target-language performance has been one focus for 

discussion on interlanguage pragmatics. The divergences between the native and 

target languages bring about negative transfer in language learners’ speech act 

behaviors. Negative transfer has been identified as the indicator of intercultural 

miscommunication or pragmatic failure. In the research of IC interaction, Yu (2013) 

found L1 influence on ESL learners’ target-language IC response behaviors not only 

in their strategy uses but also their linguistic realization. The transfer of strategy uses 

and linguistic realization are respectively corresponding with Leech’s (1983) 

distinction between sociopragmatic and pragmalinguistic knowledge. On the one hand, 

the transfer of strategy use pertains to the sociopragmatic knowledge which refers to 

the culturally-based norms underlying speakers’ performance and interpretation of 

linguistic behaviors. On the other hand, the transfer of linguistic realization bears on 

the pragmalinguistic knowledge which refers to the linguistic resources to deliver 

particular illocutions. Specifically, Yu (2013) maintained that the participants’ 

linguistic realization can better verify (L1) language transfer to their target-language 
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IC responses. For example, “I’m sorry” was exclusively remarked preceding the 

contradiction IC response strategy by the participants of native Chinese speakers and 

ESL learners. Similar to Yu’s (2013) finding, the influence of the EFL learners’ native 

language was also found on their linguistic realization in this current study.  

Negative pragmalinguistic transfer. Moreover, the L1 influence on specific linguistic 

realizations for different IC response strategy was also observed in this study. For 

example, in the use of inquiry IC response strategy, opener markers ‘Really?’ and 

‘How to say?’ for elaboration request were found as the negative pragmalinguistic 

transfer. For the use of advice IC response, compared to the typical imperative 

expressions by the target English language behaviors, EFL learners tended to deliver 

sentential expressions with perspective-orientation (ex. we or you) and modality usage 

(ex. should, shall, could, can, have to, need to, and the like) to give suggestion to their 

indirect complainers. Kasper (1992) emphasized that, “ ‘pragmalinguistic transfer’ 

shall designate the processes whereby the illocutionary force or politeness value 

assigned to particular linguistic material in L1 influences learners’ perception and 

production of form-function mappings in L2” (p. 7). The form-function mappings 

have been identified as one slow and difficult process in target-language acquisition of 

pragmalinguistic knowledge (Taguchi & Roever, 2017; Zufferey & Gygaz, 2017). The 

difficulties in form-function mappings account for negative pragmalinguistic transfer 

for the IC response strategies applied by the EFL learners in this current study.  

The finding about the EFL learners’ negative pragmalinguistic transfer in this 

current study is correlated with Bardovi-Harig and Hartford’s (1993) finding that 

students’ sociopragmatic abilities seemed to get developed faster than their 

pragmalinguistic abilities. That is why the EFL learners shared similar IC response 

strategies with their target-language speaker participants, but they could not 

approximate the native English speakers’ linguistic realization to particular speech act 
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behaviors (illocutionary forces). Based on Bialystok’s (1993) two-dimensional model 

of analysis of knowledge and control of processing, Taguchi and Roever (2017) 

claimed that the L2 adult learners need to learn a new set of representations while 

controlling their existing rich representations of pragmatic knowledge. Conflicting 

with their pre-existing pragmatic representations, beneficial intervention is urgently 

demanded for the EFL learners to acquire the target-language pragmalinguitic 

functions in their speech act behaviors.  

Explicit instruction for pragmatic development. Generally speaking, in order to 

better language learners’ pragmatic development, naturalistic-environment immersion 

and instructional intervention are two significant mainstreams (Kasper, 1997). In one 

aspect, immersion in the target-language environment is no doubt to enhance 

language learners’ pragmatic development (Cummins, 1998; Ochs & Schieffelin, 

1984). Through interaction with the native speakers (perceived as the experts), 

language learners are socialized to actually use the target language for better 

pragmatic knowledge and awareness. Yet, several researchers and experts have 

evidenced limited effects of target-language environment on language learners’ 

pragmatic development (Bardovi-Harlig, 2001; Taguchi, 2010). Thus, explicit 

pragmatic instruction is believed to be the indispensable intervention to improve 

language learners’ pragmatic performance (Bardovi-Harlig, 1996, 2001; Kasper, 1997; 

Rueda, 2006; Taguchi, Naganuma, & Budding, 2015).  

According to Schmidt (1993), exposure to the target language would not provide 

language learners with sufficient knowledge about pragmatic functions to be noticed. 

With existing native-language knowledge, adult language learners might need a more 

prescriptive intervention to help their target-language pragmatic development. Since 

pragmalinguistic development has been proved more difficult than the sociopragmatic 

development, further intervention for language learners’ pragmatic development could 
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particularly focus on the pragmalinguistic knowledge. Schmidt (1995) laid emphasis 

on the paragmalinguistic knowledge through the well-known noticing hypothesis. 

Language learners are recommended to notice and then to get aware of the 

form-function-context mappings in the target-language pragmatic performance 

(Taguchi & Roever, 2017). Extending from the noticing hypothesis, Taguchi and 

Roever (2017) proposed the noticing-intake-learning link which aims to make 

pragmatic features to become intake to achieve learning. Thus, rather than simple 

immersion in naturalistic environment, to make language learners notice the 

form-function mappings in the target language is urgently demanded.  

In addition, with the two concerns about the lack of specific input and the lack of 

interpretation of language use, Bardovi-Harlig and Mahan-Taylor (2010) contended 

that “language classrooms are especially well suited to provide both input and 

interpretation” (p. 3). In addition, Rueda (2006) proposed instruction to deal with 

language learners’ difficulties through “input exposure to pragmatic realization, 

discussions for the metapragmatic knowledge underlying communicative action, and 

engagement in communicative activities” so that the learners can apply the acquired 

linguistic knowledge into practice. Corresponding with Schmidt’s (1995) noticing 

hypothesis, the explicit instruction is more advocated than the implicit instruction 

(Soler & Martinez-Flor, 2008). Taguchi, Naganuma, & Budding (2015) mentioned 

that “explicit instruction provides direct metapragmatic explanation and focused 

practice on the target pragmalinguistic forms” (p. 3). For language learners with 

difficulties in pragmalinguistic development, explicit pragmatic instruction appears as 

the most beneficial intervention (Taguchi, 2010). Through explicit instruction, 

language learners are anticipated to get exposure to sufficient target-language input, to 

notice and then to get aware about the form-function-context mappings, to reflect 

about the pragmatic phenomenon, to practice and then to automatically realize what 
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have learned into real communication.  

Different from children’s development of pragmatic knowledge, adult L2 

learners need to process both their pre-existing pragmatic knowledge and new sets of 

pragmatic representations of their target language. For them, explicit instruction is 

believed to be most beneficial to language learners’ pragmatic development. Yet, 

according to Hassall (2014), L2 language pragmatic acquisition is also related with 

“L2 identity formation” (p. 35). Pragmatic performance relates to cultural beliefs and 

personal identity. It might be difficult to convert speakers’ ingrained social beliefs and 

behaviors. Immersion in the target-language environment and learning through 

explicit instruction context might not significantly guarantee language learners’ 

target-like pragmatic performance. In addition, the concern about how language 

learners position themselves in the target culture would be equally important with 

naturalistic environment and explicit instruction. It appears that awareness about the 

values of the target language and willingness to convert their native social behaviors 

to the target’s social behaviors would be two important elements to approach 

target-like pragmatic performance.   

Social Variables 

Speech act behaviors are interplayed by social and contextual variables. 

(Al-Khawaldeh & Žegarac, 2013). In a given speech situation, a model of social 

influences on different speech act realizations illuminates the important indicators of 

different speech communities’ “commitment to the act and expressed intention” 

(Connor-Linton, 1991, p. 111). Given that cultural universality and specificity were 

explored in IC response behaviors by different participant groups, we could further 

explore the influences of social variables on strategy uses and linguistic features for 

each group. Understanding about the relationships between the social variables and 

the participants’ speech act performance might unveil the preferred repertoires of a 
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given participant group’s view of the speech context, the interlocutors, the function of 

speech act, and the meaning of interaction. According to Boxer (1993), gender and 

social distance are “the two most important interlocutor variables affecting the 

outcomes of IC exchanges” (p. 169). Thus, thus current study further targeted these 

two social variables, gender and social distance to better understand a given 

participant group’s IC response behaviors. In the following, I will address how these 

two social variables influence different IC response behaviors performed by each 

participant group.  

Gender. Male/female differences in language learning and use have been an 

important aspect for further investigation and discussion in pragmatic studies. 

Through understanding about different language performance between males and 

females can we better identify the specific cultural features inherited to each gender 

respectively. The specific cultural features would provide the researchers with a more 

fundamental framework to further understand about similar and different language 

uses by their participants from different cultural backgrounds.  

Due to different sociocultural backgrounds, males and females demonstrate 

distinct interactive styles. According to Tannen (1990), females speak a language of 

connection and intimacy in terms of ‘rapport talk’, while males speak a language of 

status and independence in terms of ‘report talk’. For females, language in interaction 

is to develop and maintain rapport, more relationship-oriented. For males, language in 

interaction is to preserve independence and exhibit knowledge/skill, more 

task-oriented. Therefore, females would value the interaction process but males would 

focus on sharing information (White, 2003). 

Based on the discussion above, we could assume that females in IC interaction 

might be likely to adopt positive politeness strategy, while males used the negative 

politeness strategy. Yet, in order to avoid cross-cultural miscommunication, no matter 
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females or males need to employ positive politeness strategy to their female 

complainers but negative politeness strategy to their male complainers. This 

assumption is consistent with Boxer’s (1993) discussion based on the collected 

perception interview. She stated that men and women behaved very differently in both 

speech behaviors of IC making and IC responses. Her eight informants delivered a 

total agreement that ‘women commiserate much more than men and thus tend to be 

more supportive of speakers’ complaints’ (p. 131). The females tend to be there for 

their complainers, expressing their understanding about their troubles. As for the 

males, they tend to ‘tell the complainer how to go about solving the problem’ (p. 132). 

Thus, according to Boxer (1993), females would apply more commiseration IC 

response strategy, while males would use more advice IC response strategy.  

In order to examine the above-mentioned assumption and better understand the 

role of gender variable in IC response behaviors over these twenty years, the 

following illustrates the comparison of IC response performance between males and 

females in Boxer’s (1993) study and the present study. Because she only focused on 

the native English speakers for exploration, the following first section will focus on 

the native English speaker group in this study for comparison. Table 5.4 shows the 

percentage comparison of the native American male and female’s IC response 

behaviors to each gender of the addressees in Boxer’s (1993) study and this present 

study to explore native American gender-oriented communication styles over these 

twenty years.  
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Table 5.4  

Percentage comparison of native English speakers’ IC responses by gender of the 

complainer and the complainee in Boxer’s (1993) study and the recent study 

The result table above offers a very divergent result from the above-mentioned 

assumption and Boxers’ (1993) discussion. Boxer (1993) concluded that 

commiseration was females’ strategies, while advice was males’ strategies. However, 

from the overall result, commiseration was still the dominant IC response strategy 

adopted in most dyad interaction, except for the response behaviors of male 

complainees to their female complainers. Different from her conclusion about the 

male-male dyad interaction, the male complainees applied more commiseration than 

advice IC responses to their male complainers. Thus, it might be better to propose that 

female complainers would be more likely to receive advice IC responses.  

In this recent study, on the contrary, females used more advice IC responses, 

while males adopted more commiseration IC responses. In addition, considering about 

the gender of addresses, the female complainers were likely to receive more advice, 

while the males to receive commiseration responses. In a word, the commiseration IC 

response strategy was most used in the male-male interaction, while advice IC 

response strategy was most applied in the female-female interaction.  

The contradictory results between this current study and the pre-existing 

 Boxer (1993) This study 

M/F complainee 

m/f complainer 

M 

to 

m 

M 

to  

f 

F 

to  

m 

F 

to 

f 

M 

to 

m 

M 

to  

f 

F 

to  

m 

F 

to 

f 

Off 3 7 11 7 8 13 12 16 

Inquiry 24 4 11 10 4 6 7 10 

Contradict 17 26 15 11 6 8 7 12 

Joke/Tease 7 10 10 4 6 2 2 1 

Advice 16 29 7 10 17 25 19 26 

Commiseration 33 24 47 57 60 45 53 35 
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perception about the gender-oriented IC response strategies require a detailed review 

about gender-oriented communication styles over these twenty years. As it mentioned 

above, males and females have different ways of speaking, so that the interaction 

between different gender could be defined as cross-cultural communication (Sucia, 

2012). The existing finding results provide evidence about the universality and 

cultural specificity in this type of cross-cultural communication for IC response 

behaviors. On the one hand, the cultural-universality for gender-oriented IC response    

could be recognized by the illocutionary purpose as making the complainers feel 

better. On the other hand, thanks to the different finding results of the top two 

strategies of commiseration and advice across different studies, the two strategies can 

be further discussed for the cultural-specificity phenomenon across males’ and 

females’ IC response behaviors. Based on the existing results, it might be not 

appropriate to exclusively conclude that commiseration was the females’ strategies, 

while the advice was the males’ strategies. Instead of the gender of complainees being 

exclusively concerned to determine whose strategy, the prior attention should be also 

paid to the gender of the complainers, the IC response receivers. The male 

complainers are more likely to receive commiseration, while the female complainers 

are more likely to receive advice. Because communication is interactive interaction, 

gender of complainers and complainees should be both taken into consideration. 

In addition, according to Sherzer (1987), the study of language and speech 

should be related to their social and cultural contexts. Moreover, gender, according to 

West and Zimmerman (1987), is “an emergent feature of social situations: both as an 

outcome of and a rationale for various social arrangements, and as a means of 

legitimating one of the most fundamental divisions of society.” (p. 126).  Krieger 

(2003) also stated that gender is a social construct ‘regarding cultural bound 

conventions, roles, behaviors for, as well as relations between and among, women and 
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men boys and girls’ (p. 653). Thus, examining the social and cultural changes in these 

twenty years might help to better clarify the gender-oriented interactions and then to 

better understand about the discrepant results to some extent. The impact of social 

changes transforms human relationships and cultural practices. Three aspects 

regarding social changes are proposed to influence males’ and females’ speaking 

styles over these twenty years. The three aspects include the structures of social roles, 

populations, and economy. The following will respectively focus on every aspect to 

elaborate the changes of gender-oriented communication styles, especially for IC 

response performance.  

An old Chinese proverb “Innocence is a virtue for women.” [女子無才便是德

(nǚzǐ wú cái biàn shì dé)], has marginalized the females in the ancient feudal society 

(Zeng, 2013). Moreover, the author identified the traditional concept as an irony to the 

fuddy-duddy’s threat of talented women. Instead of the misconception about being 

untalented, females were believed to be as knowledgeable as the males. However, 

they were required to be humble about their talents and capacities. They were required 

to be home to support their families, as the saying “Men are breadwinners; women are 

homemakers.” [Men work outside, while women work within the house.男主外 女主

內(Nán zhǔ wài nǚ zhǔ nèi)]. Because of gender discrimination against females, they 

were deprived of the rights for formal education, public life, and identity in and out of 

their families (Shen, 2015).  

Thorne and Yalom (1992) claimed that divisions of labors are socially 

constructed. In the previous societies, males held high-paid position so that they were 

perceived to be more dominant and assertive. On the other hand, females took care of 

her domestic jobs so that they were considered to be more compassionate and caring. 

The society’s divisions of labors might explain Boxer’s (1993) findings about 
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gender-oriented IC response performance, as males used more advice but females 

used more commiseration to their complainers.  

However, due to environmental or social conditions, social roles of males and 

females have changed and developed throughout time. Females would also perform in 

workforce, politics, or warfare, while males would also perform domestic chores and 

childcare. Verick (2014) mentioned that women’s participation in the labor force 

reflects changes in economic activity, educational attainment, fertility rates, social 

norms, and other factors. Aging population and high divorce rate might be the reasons 

for females to take part in the workplace to support family. The female employment 

participant increases females’ social and economic roles. They get socialized with 

people from different societies and cultures. Since 1949, gender equality for females 

is guaranteed. Since then, there are getting successful females in most aspects of fields, 

such as politics, science, news broadcast, and just name a few. The change of female’s 

role could support the findings of gender-oriented IC response performance in this 

study. Compared to Boxer’s (1993) finding, females used more advice, while males 

used more commiseration IC responses in terms of percentage comparison. The 

existing revolutionary finding results demonstrated the function of social variables on 

speech act behaviors.  

The three aspects of social change are assumed to influence males’ and females’ 

values, attitudes, cultural practices, and speech behaviors. As a result, different 

gender-oriented cultures would be constructed. In order to verify the culture change 

for gender communication, the following elaborates the native Chinese speakers’ and 

EFL learners’ IC responses. Since the previous studies have not focused on gender 

variable for further discussion, the following will just discuss on the finding results in 

this recent study, which targeted the EFL learners with high English abilities (EFL 

group) and those with intermediate levels (TPC group). Table 5.5 shows the 
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percentage distribution of male and female IC response behaviors among the natives’ 

and the EFL learners. 

Table 5.5  

Percentage distributions of male and female IC response behaviors to each gender of 

the addressees. 

The result of the native Chinese speaker group is in substantial agreement with 

the assumption of the influence of social change. The percentage comparison shows 

that commiseration and advice IC responses were approximately-equally distributed 

in all dyad interactions. Cultural homogenization has been observed to reduce the 

diversity of culture between two or more cultural groups. A global culture has been 

identified by O’Connor (2006) as ‘the standardized of peoples’ attitudes, beliefs, 

behaviors, social norms and institutions around the world’ (p. 176). The pre-perceived 

two diverse cultures of males and females might be also transformed into a global 

culture to some extent due to the influence of the above-mentioned social changes. Yet, 

this might be limited to the gender-oriented IC response behaviors which were 

exclusively targeted in this recent study. Hence, gender-oriented cultural beliefs, 

social behaviors, and communication performance need further exploration under 

social and cultural changes.  

 Social distance. Regarding this important variable in IC exchanges, Boxer (1993a, 

 Chinese EFL TPC 

M/F complainee 

m/f complainer 

M 

to 

m 

M 

to  

f 

F 

to 

m 
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to 

f 

M 

to 

m 

M 

to  

f 

F 

to 

m 

F 

to 

f 

M 

to 

m 

M 

to  

f 

F 

to 

m 

F 

to 

f 

Off 18  17  17  20  11  9  19  28  14  25  16  23  

Inquiry 3  6  7  11  6  10  8  13  2  6  6  6  

Contradict 7  7  10  10  5  10  3  9  7  13  9  12  

Joke/Tease 6  2  2  0  2  3  1  0  3  2  1  1  

Advice 24  27  24  25  22  24  17  19  29  29  19  26  

Commiseration 42  40  40  35  54  44  52  31  45  24  48  32  
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1993b) claimed that “IC responses are strongly a function of social distance 

relationships” (p. 119). Studying 100 male and 195 female Americans’ IC exchanges, 

Boxer (1993a) found commiseration IC response as the dominant strategy in both 

relationships of strangers and friends (almost half overriding all other responses) but 

contradiction in that of intimidates. The finding provides evidence about the 

influential role of social distance in IC response behaviors.  

Since this recent study is to explore EFL learners’ IC response performance, the 

following will be based on the finding results in Ang’s (2012) study and this study to 

better understand how they converse in different relationships (S = Stranger, F = 

Friend, I = Intimate). Table 5.6 displays the percentage comparison of the EFL 

learners’ IC response performance for different relationships in Ang’s study (2012) 

and this recent study. 

Table 5.6  

Percentage comparison of EFL learners’ IC response performance for different 

relationships  

 Ang (2012) This study (EFL) This study (TPC) 

S F I S F I S F I 

Off 28 12 8 30 14 5 32 16 10 

Inquiry 1 8 3 2 5 18 2 2 10 

Contradict 6 11 7 8 8 4 13 12 7 

Joke/Tease 2 3 3 2 1 1 2 3 1 

Advice 18 40 50 10 26 29 16 30 32 

Commiseration 46 27 29 47 46 42 36 38 39 

Table 5.6 clearly shows different results in the relationships of friend and intimate 

between these two studies. Abiding by the major illocutionary force to make 

complainers feel better, the commiseration IC response was found as the dominant 

strategy in all relationships. On the contrary, the advice IC response was found as the 

leading strategy for the friend and intimate relationship in Ang’s (2012) study. As 
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mentioned above, the inclusive or exclusive of the self IC theme in DCT design is the 

key factor leading to different results in these two studies. Approaching more 

self-initiated complaints, EFL learners tended to give advice to help their 

acquaintances and intimates to get rid of troubles. Yet, hearing indirect complaints 

about unpleasant experiences which were caused by external forces, the learner 

groups in this study showed their sympathy for their complaine 
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CHAPTER SIX 

CONCLUSION 

This research attempted to explore Chinese EFL learners’ response strategies to 

indirect complaints. It was anticipated that the Chinese EFL learner group with higher 

language proficiency would approach target-like pragmatic performance with less 

negative transfer from their native Chinese language influence. In addition, the other 

Chinese EFL learner group with lower language proficiency was assumed to be more 

influenced by their native Chinese language. However, the research findings did not 

support the assumption about the relationship between language proficiency and 

interlanguage pragmatic performance. Nevertheless, cultural universality and 

specificity has also been found in the speech act of IC response behavior, especially    

Major Research Findings 

Generally speaking, the results of frequency counts and percentage indicated that 

the commiseration IC response strategy was mostly applied by all participant groups. 

Yet, the statistical analysis of standardized residuals showed that the native English 

speaker group significantly applied more commiseration IC response strategy (R = 2.7) 

to reply to indirect complaints. This result echoed Yu’s (2013) research result of the 

commiseration strategy as the positive politeness strategy applied by the Native 

English speakers. Yet, for the native Chinese group, there was a different research 

result from Yu’s (2013) research result that advice IC response strategy as the negative 

politeness strategy was mostly applied by the Chinese speakers.   

Taking the first independent variable of gender into consideration, there was also 

a significant finding in the groups of native Chinese speakers and the EFL learners. 

Different from the participants in other groups, they preferred to adopt off IC response 

strategy to reply to their female strangers’ indirect complaints, particularly the female 
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EFL participants (R = 3.4). On the contrary, the male participants applied less off IC 

response strategy (R = -3.3). The sub-strategy of not-into was also found as the 

frequently used by the participants. It could conclude that the participants tended not 

to do face-threatening act to approach their female strangers’ indirect complaints.  

In addition, the mostly-used commiseration IC response strategy was also found 

as the males’ strategies (except for the Chinese EFL learner group with lower 

language proficiency). The strategies of off and inquiry were found as the female 

strategies, while the other strategies of contradict, tease, and advice were the males’ 

strategies. There were two findings with this gender as the independent variable to 

examine the participants’ performance. In previous studies, inquiry IC response 

strategy was perceived as males’ strategy. Different from the previous studies, inquiry 

was frequently applied by the female participants. Furthermore, the sub-strategy of 

elaboration request (for more information) was disclosed as the prior illocutionary 

force for the participants’ use of inquiry IC response strategy. This finding might 

suggest that the females tended to encourage their complainers to continue the topic 

and then to get more involved in the interaction.         

To the second independent variable of the participants’ social-distance 

relationships, there were several significant finding results found in different 

relationships, stranger, classmate, and friends (interplay with the gender variable was 

also taken into a detailed discussion). For the stranger relationship, the commiseration 

IC response strategy was frequently adopted by the native English speaker and the 

two learner groups. This was in line with Boxer’s (1993) finding. She suggested that 

commiseration IC response strategy functioned as conversation opener to create a 

temporary bond or a relationship with strangers. Instead of the commiseration IC 

response strategy, yet, the native Chinese groups applied more off IC response 

strategy to their strangers’ indirect complaints (R = 2.9). Taking the gender into 
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consideration, the participants would apply more off IC response strategy to their 

female strangers’ indirect complaints, while they would use less commiseration IC 

response strategy to their strangers’ indirect complaints. Being consistent with the 

native Chinese speakers’ IC response strategy, the EFL learner group also used more 

off IC strategy to their female strangers’ indirect complaints. It is possible that the 

learners with higher language proficiency tended to avoid making any face 

threatening acts, and they would not attempt to build a solidarity-relationship with 

strangers. So they tended not to do any reactions to their female strangers’ complaints. 

The finding seemed to signal a cultural transfer in Chinese EFL leaner’s pragmatic 

performance.  

To the second learner group of TPC, however, there was a contradictory finding. 

The TPC learner attempted to use more advice IC response strategy to their strangers’ 

indirect complaints, particularly to their male stranger partners. This finding 

corresponds with Yu’s (2013) negative politeness strategy employed by the Chinese 

speakers. Yet, the TPC participants did not embrace any pragmatic transfer from their 

native language based on the study results in this current study.  

 For the classmate relationship, the commiseration IC response strategy was still 

frequently used by the four participant groups. But the results of standardized 

residuals showed that the two native speaker groups would use less off IC response 

strategy to their classmates (R = -2.0; R = -2.3). This was a significant finding for the 

native Chinese speakers, compared to their IC response strategy to their female 

strangers. Taking the participants’ gender into consideration, the native American 

speakers would use more commiseration strategy to their male classmates (R = 2.3) 

but less advice (R = -2.0) to their male classmates. The native Chinese groups would 

use more inquiry IC strategy to their female classmates. The EFL and TPC learners 

would use more off IC strategy to their female classmates. Yet, the TPC learner would 
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rarely apply commiseration IC strategy to their male classmates.  

For the friend relationships, commiseration IC response strategy was still found 

as the mostly applied across the four participant groups based on the frequency counts 

and percentage. Yet, the statistical analysis result of the standardized residuals showed 

different story: The Chinese group would use more tease strategy, EFL learner would 

use more inquiry strategy, and the TPC learner would use more off strategy to their 

friends. Taking the participants’ gender into consideration, the commiseration IC 

response strategy was still mostly used by different gender across the four participant 

groups. Yet, the results of standardized residuals showed that the native Chinese 

participants would use more tease IC response strategy to their male friends (R = 2.3), 

the EFL learners would use more inquiry to their female friends (R = 3.3), and the 

TPC learners would apply more off IC response strategy to their male friends (R = 

3.8) . 

The above-discussed significant results indicated that all participant groups 

shared the commiseration IC response strategy to reply to indirect complaints. Yet, 

taking the participants’ gender and social-distance relationship into consideration, 

there would be significant differences when they replied to different interlocutors of 

different gender and in different relationships. Several cases of pragmatic transfer 

were also found in this current study. With this preliminary discussion on two 

different EFL learner groups focused on this study, there emerged much more 

complicated finding results. Therefore, the future study is suggested to have a bird 

view on EFL learners’ pragmatic behaviors in terms of a specific variable, such as 

having an exclusive focus on male (or female) participants for better understanding.  

Limitation 

Although the current study has yield different but resourceful findings, 

particularly the functions of two variables (gender and social distance) on the 
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participants’ indirect-complaint response behaviors, there were still some limitations 

of data collection and statistical analysis. In the earlier stage, natural data were 

collected to identify the frequent indirect-complaint interaction in daily life. 

Concerning about the efficiency of data collection and getting required data with two 

controlled variables, a DCT was designed to be the dominate research instrument in 

this current study. Although the DCT was based on natural data, it might not exactly 

represent the participants’ (even the whole population) IC response behaviors.  

In addition, all collected data was coded and further analyzed by the researcher 

and some coders. Though there were constructed analysis frameworks for them to 

follow, it lacked of the participants’ emic perspectives as the constructive foundation 

to deal with the collected data.    

Suggestion for Further Research 

Concerning about the two limitations in this current study, the researcher 

expected future study should employ ethnographic method to collect data. On the 

other hand, a follow-up interview with the participants’ about their intentions for their 

pragmatic performance should be also conducted in data collected. The interview 

results will be beneficial to better data analysis and interpretation.  

Pedagogical Implication 

Explicit instruction to raise language learners’ awareness about the cultural 

universality and cultural-specificity was typical pedagogical implication in most 

speech act research. Yet, the language classrooms still lack of adequate explicit 

pragmatic teaching over the years. Instead of instruction-oriented implication, the 

researcher recommends learner-centered learning experience to enhance language 

learners’ pragmatic knowledge and capacity. Language learners are encouraged to 

have real-life interaction with the natives of the target language, to bring back the 
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experience into the classroom, to share the difficulties and solutions in conversation, 

and then to internalize the similarities and differences across the native and the target 

cultures. The self-initiative awareness procedure would get the students more 

involved in pragmatic development.  
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APPENDIX 

Appendix A. DCT for Native English Speakers & English Learner Groups 

Dear fellow students, 

There are 24 situations described in the following. Please read the description of 

each situation and write down your response in the given space (option A) as in the 

real-life context. If you would not say anything in a given situation, feel free to 

indicate this by checking the option B and provide the reason(s). Also, please fill out 

the background information survey that follows. Your cooperation is highly 

appreciated. 

 

National Chengchi University, Taiwan, R.O.C 

Advisor: Ming-Chung, Yu 

Ph.D. candidate: Ying-Shu, Liao 

e-mail: yingsuliao@gmail.com 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Discourse Completion Task 

Situation 1 

You and a female classmate who you only meet in class are in a classroom. She says 

to you, “The tuition is so ridiculously unaffordable! Can you imagine most students 

graduate with tons of debt?” 

A. You would respond:  

 

 

 

or B. You would not say anything, because: 

 

 

 

Situation 2 

You and a male fellow student you do not know are crossing a road. A car is speeding 

through the red light in front of you. This unknown male student says to you, “It’s 

ridiculous! How can that driver run through the red light?” 

A. You would respond:  

 

 

 

or B. You would not say anything, because: 

mailto:yingsuliao@gmail.com
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Situation 3 

In the afternoon, you are jogging for daily exercise. A male fellow student you do not 

know is running past you. This unknown male student says to you, “The summer is 

insanely hot here!” 

A. You would respond:  

 

 

 

or B. You would not say anything, because: 

 

 

 

Situation 4 

In front of a coffee shop, you meet a male classmate you only meet in class. The male 

classmate looks upset and says to you, “The rude barista got my order wrong and 

rudely took the coffee from me to make it over again. Her attitude is terrible!” 

A. You would respond:  

 

 

 

or B. You would not say anything, because: 

 

 

 

Situation 5 

You and a male friend you know pretty well are at his place. You are talking about a 

rude caller with the wrong number. This close male friend says to you, “That rude guy 

called, waking me up from my nap. He asked for some person I don’t even know. 

Before I could answer, he hung up without saying sorry. No telephone etiquette at 

all!” 

A. You would respond:  

 

 

 

or B. You would not say anything, because: 

 

 

 

 



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

230 
 

Situation 6 

In a campus bookstore, you meet a male classmate who you only meet in class. The 

male classmate says to you, “We spend hundreds of dollars on textbooks and only use 

them for a few months! It seems like such a rip off.” 

A. You would respond:  

 

 

 

or B. You would not say anything, because: 

 

 

 

Situation 7 

You and a male friend you know pretty well are at a gym. This close male friend says 

to you, “I was buying a pair of sunglasses there yesterday. The customer service was 

absolutely horrible! I will never shop there again.” 

A. You would respond:  

 

 

 

or B. You would not say anything, because: 

 

 

 

Situation 8 

On campus, you meet a female classmate who you only meet in class. She came from 

the administration office. The female classmate says to you, “The staff in that office is 

really inconsiderate of our needs as students! They made us wait a long time 

throughout the process.” 

A. You would respond:  

 

 

 

or B. You would not say anything, because: 
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Situation 9 

A male friend you know pretty well is calling you from the airport. This close male 

friend says to you, “The airline cancelled my flight because of some mechanical 

problem. I am stuck here for almost two hours waiting for a new plane. It’s so 

annoying!” 

A. You would respond:  

 

 

 

or B. You would not say anything, because: 

 

 

 

Situation 10 

You’re looking at some paintings at an art gallery. A female fellow student you do not 

know is standing beside you. This unknown female student says to you, “This gallery 

doesn’t have many strong pieces. We paid so much but it gives back so little!” 

A. You would respond:  

 

 

 

or B. You would not say anything, because: 

 

 

 

Situation 11 

You just parked your car near campus. A male fellow student you do not know is 

walking by you. This unknown male student says to you, “There is NO parking. 

Theparking police are the worst! They are always around campus and give tickets in 

no time.” 

A. You would respond:  

 

 

 

or B. You would not say anything, because: 
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Situation 12 

You and a female friend you know pretty well are having dinner at a café. This close 

female friend says to you, “I’m fed up with my roommates. They are really noisy and 

they don’t clean up the kitchen after cooking! I’ve had enough.” 

A. You would respond:  

 

 

 

or B. You would not say anything, because: 

 

 

 

Situation 13 

After class, you and a male classmate you only meet in class are walking out of the 

classroom. The male classmate says to you, “These walls are paper thin. I can always 

hear the other classrooms, and it’s really distracting!” 

A. You would respond:  

 

 

 

or B. You would not say anything, because: 

 

 

 

Situation 14 

You are having lunch in the school cafeteria. A male fellow student you do not know 

sits beside you. This unknown male student says to you, “The meat ball is really 

terrible! It’s cold and salty.” 

A. You would respond:  

 

 

 

or B. You would not say anything, because: 
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Situation 15 

You and a male friend you know pretty well are window-shopping and see some 

uniformed high-school students throwing trash on the street. This close male friend 

says to you, “What happened to these students? They have no manners anymore!” 

A. You would respond:  

 

 

 

or B. You would not say anything, because: 

 

 

 

Situation 16 

You and a female friend you know pretty well are in a coffee shop. This close female 

friend says to you, “I love my boyfriend, but some of his habits really annoy me! I 

know he won't change.” 

A. You would respond:  

 

 

 

or B. You would not say anything, because: 

 

 

 

Situation 17 

You are running to catch an elevator as it is closing, but no one inside holds the door 

for you. A female fellow student you do not know is also running for it. This unknown 

female student says to you, “What? Nobody inside can kindly hold the door for a few 

seconds?!” 

A. You would respond:  

 

 

 

or B. You would not say anything, because: 
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Situation 18 

You and a male classmate you only meet in class are discussing a mid-term project in 

which you have to collaborate with him and another fellow student. The male 

classmate says to you, “He is absent again. He is really irresponsible! He doesn’t do 

anything for our project!” 

A. You would respond:  

 

 

 

or B. You would not say anything, because: 

 

 

 

Situation 19 

Outside the library, you meet a female classmate who you only meet in class. The 

female classmate says to you, “The library is not a good place for studying anymore! 

People just chat, talk on the phone, and even eat.” 

A. You would respond:  

 

 

 

or B. You would not say anything, because: 

 

 

 

Situation 20 

You and a female friend you know pretty well are in a video rental shop. You are 

talking about a newly released movie. This close female friend says to you, “This 

movie sucked big time! I saw it in theaters. I am disappointed about it! It’s a waste of 

time.” 

A. You would respond:  

 

 

 

or B. You would not say anything, because: 
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Situation 21 

A female classmate who you only meet in class is calling you. The female classmate 

says to you, “I am exhausted. The problem is not the materials or the class itself. The 

problem is the teacher. She is horrible!” 

A. You would respond:  

 

 

 

or B. You would not say anything, because: 

 

 

 

Situation 22 

You and a female fellow student you do not know have been waiting for the bus for 

20 minutes. This unknown female student says to you, “This bus is so slow! I can’t 

believe it’s being delayed.” 

A. You would respond:  

 

 

 

or B. You would not say anything, because: 

 

 

 

Situation 23 

You and a female friend you know pretty well are having lunch. This close female 

friend is leaving to go to work at her part-time job and says to you, “I am so tired to 

study and work all the time. My work is so demanding! The pay is awful! I really want 

to quit and just focus on school. But the pressure of tuition is a big problem.” 

A. You would respond:  

 

 

 

or B. You would not say anything, because: 
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Situation 24 

You are waiting in a line to buy movie tickets. Some teenagers come and cut in at the 

front of the line. A female fellow student right in front of you whom you do not know 

turns around and says to you, “Teens today are so annoying!” 

A. You would respond:  

 

 

 

or B. You would not say anything, because: 

 

 

 

 

====== This is the end of the Discourse Completion Task. ====== 
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Appendix B. DCT for Chinese Speakers 

同學您好： 

以下數頁中描述了二十四種不同的情形，請您仔細閱讀每項情形的敘述，

如果您會作出回應，請在 A 選擇欄的空白處寫下最自然、最真實的回應；如果

您對某一情形不會有任何回應，請在 B 選擇欄的空白處寫下您不做任何回應的

原因。此外，請您填寫此問卷後的個人背景資料調查表。 

此問卷採取匿名方式，絕對不會對外公開，敬請安心填答。最後，感謝您

百忙之中協助完成此研究。 

敬頌 

時祺 

政治大學英國語文學系博士班英語教學組 

指導教授：余明忠 

研究生：廖盈淑 

e-mail：yingsuliao@gmail.com 

第一部分：情境的回應 

情形一 

您和一名普通交情的女同學在教室裡，她對您說：「現在的學費真的好貴，很多
學生畢業後都要還不少的學貸。」 

A. 您會回答： 

 

 

 

 

或 B. 您不做任何的回應，因為： 

 

 

 

 

情形二 

您跟一名不認識的男同學正在等紅綠燈，此時綠燈亮了，您們正要準備過馬路，

但是有輛車突然闖紅燈，急駛而過；男同學對您說：「他(她)闖什麼紅燈阿，這
麼不遵守交通規則！」 

A. 您會回答： 

 

 

 

 

或 B. 您不做任何的回應，因為： 

 

 

 

mailto:yingsuliao@gmail.com
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情形三 

傍晚時，您正在慢跑運動，一名陌生的男同學迎面而來，他對您說：「夏天越來
越熱了，熱到讓人受不了!」 

A. 您會回答： 

 

 

 

 

或 B. 您不做任何的回應，因為： 

 

 

 

 

情形四 

您在咖啡廳遇到一名普通交情的男同學。他看起來不開心，他對您說：「服務員
點錯我的餐，又很粗魯地拿走咖啡。他(她)的態度很糟糕。」 

A. 您會回答： 

 

 

 

 

或 B. 您不做任何的回應，因為： 

 

 

 

 

情形五 

您在一個很熟的的男性朋友家裡，他對您說：「有個沒禮貌的人在我午睡的時候
打電話來，他(她)要找的我又不認識，不等我回答，他/她就掛電話了，一點電話
禮儀也沒有。」 

A. 您會回答： 

 

 

 

 

或 B. 您不做任何的回應，因為： 
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情形六 

您和一名普通交情的男同學正在學校的書店裡，他對您說：「每學期我們都要花
幾千塊在教科書上，也都只用幾個月，很不划算。」 

A. 您會回答： 

 

 

 

 

或 B. 您不做任何的回應，因為： 

 

 

 

 

情形七 

您和一名很熟的男性朋友在健身房，他對您說：「我昨天去買一副太陽眼鏡，眼
鏡行的客戶服務有夠差，我不會再到那裡買東西了。」 

A. 您會回答： 

 

 

 

 

或 B. 您不做任何的回應，因為： 

 

 

 

 

情形八 

您在校園裡遇到一個普通交情的女同學。她正要離開行政大樓，看起來很沮喪，

她對您說：「辦公室裡的職員對學生的需求都蠻冷漠的，辦個簡單的程序，都讓
我們等很久。」 

A. 您會回答： 

 

 

 

 

或 B. 您不做任何的回應，因為： 
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情形九 

一個很熟的男性朋友正從機場打電話給您，他說：「因為機械故障，航空公司取
消班機，我在這裡等重新劃位都快兩個小時了，讓人火大。」 

A. 您會回答： 

 

 

 

 

或 B. 您不做任何的回應，因為： 

 

 

 

 

情形十 

在美術館內，您旁邊站了一名不認識的女同學，她對您說：「這回的展覽並沒有
展出經典的作品；票這麼貴，藝術品卻這麼少。」 

A. 您會回答： 

 

 

 

 

或 B. 您不做任何的回應，因為： 

 

 

 

 

情形十一 

您在學校附近停好車，一名不認識的男同學迎面走來，他對您說：「這裡幾乎沒
有停車位，更糟糕的是警察常常取締，很常巡邏，又很愛開罰單。」 

A. 您會回答： 

 

 

 

 

或 B. 您不做任何的回應，因為： 

 

 

 

 

 

 



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

241 
 

情形十二 

您跟一名很熟的女性朋友在咖啡廳裡用餐，她對您說：「我真的是受夠我的室友
了，電視、音樂常常開得很大聲，一直製造垃圾卻不整理，好心勸她，也沒在改，
真的超級白目的。」 

A. 您會回答： 

 

 

 

 

或 B. 您不做任何的回應，因為： 

 

 

 

 

情形十三 

下課時間，您和一名普通交情的男同學正走出教室，他對您說：「您會不會覺得
教室隔音有點差？上課會聽到外面學生嬉鬧的聲音、或是隔壁老師上課的聲音，
影響我們上課的注意力。」 

A. 您會回答： 

 

 

 

 

或 B. 您不做任何的回應，因為： 

 

 

 

 

情形十四 

您正在學校的餐廳吃午餐。一名不認識的男同學坐在您旁邊，他對您說：「這個
肉冷了又太鹹，怎麼吃阿!？」 

A. 您會回答： 

 

 

 

 

或 B. 您不做任何的回應，因為： 

 

 

 

 



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

242 
 

情形十五 

您和一名很熟的男性朋友正在逛街，看見穿著校服的中學生亂丟垃圾，朋友對您

說：「現在有些學生是怎樣阿？越來越沒有公德心!」 

A. 您會回答： 

 

 

 

 

或 B. 您不做任何的回應，因為： 

 

 

 

情形十六 

您和一名很熟的女性朋友正在咖啡廳，她對您說：「我很愛我的男朋友，但是他
的一些習慣真的讓我很生氣，我知道他是永遠不會改的。」 

A. 您會回答： 

 

 

 

 

或 B. 您不做任何的回應，因為： 

 

 

 

情形十七 

您跑去趕搭正要關門的電梯，但是電梯裡面的人沒有幫您按住開門鍵，所以電梯

就關門上樓了。一名您不認識的女同學也跑來，並對您說：「為什麼都沒有人幫
忙按一下開門鍵呢？沒有差那幾秒鐘吧!」 

A. 您會回答： 

 

 

 

 

或 B. 您不做任何的回應，因為： 
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情形十八 

您跟一名普通交情的男同學正要討論期中報告，這次另一名組員又缺席討論，男

同學對您說：「他(她)又不來參加討論了，真的很混耶，對報告完全沒貢獻，一
點責任心也沒有。」 

A. 您會回答： 

 

 

 

 

或 B. 您不做任何的回應，因為： 

 

 

 

 

情形十九 

在圖書館門口，您遇見一名普通交情的女同學，她對您說：「圖書館越來越不適
合念書，在裡面大聲講話、講手機、吃東西的人很多，很難專心念書。」 

A. 您會回答： 

 

 

 

 

或 B. 您不做任何的回應，因為： 

 

 

 

 

情形二十 

您跟一名很熟的女性朋友正在一間影片出租店裡，她對您說：「我昨天在電影院
看了最新的那部電影，很難看，真的是浪費我的時間。」 

A. 您會回答： 

 

 

 

 

或 B. 您不做任何的回應，因為： 

 

 

 

 

 



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

244 
 

情形二十一 

一名普通交情的女同學打電話給您，她對您說：「老師真的很糟糕，我覺得問題
不是出在課堂制度上，而是他(她)本身的問題。」 

A. 您會回答： 

 

 

 

 

或 B. 您不做任何的回應，因為： 

 

 

 

 

情形二十二 

您正在公車站等公車，等了二十多分鐘，公車卻遲遲不來。身旁一名不認識的女

同學對您說：「這班車怎麼還沒來，太慢了吧！老是誤點，都快遲到了，讓人很
火大。」 

A. 您會回答： 

 

 

 

 

或 B. 您不做任何的回應，因為： 

 

 

 

 

情形二十三 

您和一名很熟的女性朋友正吃完午餐，她準備前往打工，離開前她對您說：「邊
念書、邊工作真得好累，老闆要求很多、工作量非常大，薪水卻少的可憐，真想
辭職專心在課業上，可是又有付學費的壓力！」 

A. 您會回答： 

 

 

 

 

或 B. 您不做任何的回應，因為： 
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情形二十四 

您正在電影院排隊買票，一些年輕人趁亂插隊。此時一名排在您前方不認識的女

學生對您說：「這些人怎麼這麼愛插隊阿，真沒禮貌。」 

A. 您會回答： 

 

 

 

 

或 B. 您不做任何的回應，因為： 

 

 

 

 

============================================================ 
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Appendix C. Background Information Survey for the Native English Speakers 

1. Gender: male     female  

2. Age:  

3. School:  

Major:  

Grade:  

4. Were you born in the U.S.A.? Yes    No  

(If ‘No’, jump to Question 5) 

(1) If “Yes”, which state?  

(2) Did you grow up in that state? Yes    No  

(3) If “No”, which state(s) did you grow up?  

(4) How do you describe the place you grew up?  

Rural    urban    suburban  

(If you were born in the U.S.A., please jump to Question 6) 

5. If you were not born in the U.S.A.,  

(1) how old were you when you moved to the U.S.A.? 

(2) which state(s) did you grow up?  

(3) How do you describe the place you grew up?  

Rural    urban    suburban  

6. Is the U.S.A. the only country you have ever lived in so far?  

Yes   No  

If “No”, which other country(ies) have you ever lived in, and how old were you 

and for how long?  

 

7. Is your mother tongue a language other than American English?  

Yes    No  

If ‘yes’, which one(s)? 
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8. Have you learned other languages besides English? Yes No 

If “Yes”, which language(s), and how old were you and for how long?  

 

 

 

====== This is the end of the survey. ====== 

Thank you very much for your information and time. I greatly appreciate your 

help! 

If you are interested in further interview, please leave your contact information. 

THANK YOU! 

Name:  

Phone Number:  

E-mail:  
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Appendix D. Background Information Survey for the Native Chinese Speakers 

第二部份：個人背景資料 

一、性別：男女 

二、學校：科系：年級： 

或已畢業_____年 

三、請問您現在實歲幾歲？ 

四、父親的教育背景 國小 國中 高中/職 五專/二專 

     學院/大學 研究所以上  其它 

五、母親的教育背景 國小 國中 高中/職 五專/二專 

     學院/大學 研究所以上  其它 

六、居住地： 

七、您是否在台灣出生的？是否 (若“否”，請跳至問題八) 

若“是”的話，請問您出生在哪個縣(市)？ 

您是否在那個縣(市)長大？是否 

若“否”的話，請問您在哪(些)縣(市)長大？ 

您認為下列哪個社區型態最能代表您長大的縣(市)？ 

鄉村都市市郊 (在台灣出生者，請跳至問題九) 

八、如果您不是在台灣出生，請問您幾歲搬到台灣的？ 

請問您是在哪個縣(市)長大的？ 

您認為下列哪個社區型態最能代表您長大的縣(市)？ 

鄉村都市市郊 

九、台灣是否是您目前為止唯一住過的國家？是否 

若“否”的話，請問您還曾住過哪些國家？在幾歲時？住了多久？ 

 

十、請問您的母語是： 

十一、 請問您是否認為自己的國語、母語都很流利？是否 

十二、 請問您學英文學了幾年？ 
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十三、 請問您是否參加過任何的英語檢定考試？是否 

若“是”的話，請問您最近一次的考試為何？考試日期？成績是多少分？ 

 

十四、 您平時接觸或使用英語的方式為何？(請選擇最符合您的情況的選項) 

我不常接觸或使用英語 

除了學校英語課程外，不常接觸或使用英語 

我會透過一些管道或方式來多接觸或使用英語 

 例如：；頻率： 

十五、 請問您是否學過英語以外的外國語？是否 

若“是”的話，請問您還學過哪些外語？在您幾歲時？學了多久？ 

 

十六、 請將您會說的語言，以熟稔程度的順序標明 1、2、3…(1 為最熟稔，以

此類推。) 

母語國語英語其它（如：） 

 

~~ 問卷到此結束，誠摯感謝您撥空填寫此份問卷 ~~ 

============================================================ 
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Appendix E. Background Information Survey for the English Learner Groups 

1. Gender: male    female 

2. Age:  

3. School:  

Major:  

Grade:  or graduated for _____ years 

4. Were you born in Taiwan? Yes   No 

(If ‘No’, jump to Question 5) 

(5) If “Yes”, which city/county?  

(6) Did you grow up in that city/county? Yes   No 

(7) If “No”, which city(ies)/ county(ies) did you grow up?  

(8) How do you describe the place you grew up?  

rural   urban   suburban 

(If you were born in Taiwan, please jump to Question 6) 

5. If you were not born in Taiwan,  

(4) how old were you when you moved to Taiwan? 

(5) which city(ies)/county(ies) did you grow up?  

(6) How do you describe the place you grew up?  

rural   urban   suburban 

6. Is Taiwan the only country you have ever lived in so far?   

Yes   No 

If “No”, which other country(ies) have you ever lived in, and how old were you 

and for how long?  

 

 

7. What is your mother tongue? 
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8. Do you consider yourself a Taiwanese/ bilingual? 

9. How long have you learned English? 

10. Do you enjoy learning English? Yes   No 

11. When you have a chance to get cultural experience of U.S. social norms or be 

exposed to U.S. speakers, will you show active involvement? Yes   No 

12. Please share your best way to learn/practice English?  

 

 

13. Have you ever taken any English proficiency test, such as TOEFL, TOEIC, GRE, 

and the like? Yes   No 

If “yes”, which test(s) did you take and what is your most recent score?  

 

14. Have you learned other languages besides English? Yes No 

If “Yes”, which language(s), and how old were you and for how long?  

 

15. Please rate the languages you can speak in terms of your language proficiency.  

(1 is for the highest proficiency.) 

Taiwanese   Hakka      English   Others  

 

====== This is the end of the survey. ====== 

Thank you very much for your information and time. I greatly appreciate your 

help! 

 

If you are interested in further interview, please leave your contact information. 

THANK YOU! 

Name:  

Phone Number:  

E-mail:  
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Appendix F. Fraser’s Four Types of Pragmatic Markers 

1
  

Basic Markers (BM) 

signal more or less 

specifically the force of the 

basic message, including 

sentence mood and lexical 

expressions 

(3 sentence moods: 

indicative; imperative; 

subjunctive) 

 signal information about 

the speaker’s basic 

communicative intentions 

A. Structural BM: syntactic structure of the 
utterance (sentence mood)  

a. declarative structure: signals the speaker’s 

belief of the propositional content 

b. imperative structure: signals the speaker’s 

desire of the hearer to bring about the state 

describe in the propositional content 

c. interrogative structure: signals the speaker’s 

desire for the hearer’s verbal response 

(YES/NO-Qs & WH-Qs) 

B. Lexical BM: lexical device signaling the 

message force 

a. performative expressions: denotes a 

propositional attitude specifying the speaker’s 

view towards the following proposition 

  (a) performative verbs 

  (b) hedged performative (with a modal 

auxiliary) 

b. pragmatic idioms:  

  (a) force idioms: signal the intended basic 

message force (pp. 

174-175) 

please (kindly), perhaps (maybe) 

signals a speaker suggestion (How 

about, What do you say that, By all 

means, Let us/Let’s, You’d better) 

signals the speaker’s intention to 

express a wish (If only, Long live, 

Would that) 

  (b) message idioms: signal the entire basic 

message (pp. 175-177) 

simple expressions 

proverbs 

rhetorical questions 

     ---------------------------- 

interjections  

emotive words or phrases 

C. Hybrid BM  

a. declarative-based hybrids:  

(a)Tag Qs 

(b)positive Tag Qs 

b. interrogative-based hybrids:  

(a)YES/NO-Qs,  

(b)polite request,  

(c)reduced why-Qs (force of suggestion): why 

(not)/I suggest that … 

c. imperative-based hybrids:  

  (a)negative force: initial speaker directive, or 
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the consequence without complying the 
directive (i.e. Talk, or I will soot.) 

  (b)force of a strong claim 

(i.e. Wash, and I will dry.) 

examples 

I regret that he is still here. {lexical expression} 

Admittedly, I was taken in. {lexical expression} 

 The cat is very sick. {declarative mood} 

2 Commentary Markers 
 providing a comment on 
the basic message 
 lexical expressions have 
the meanings: 
representational: 
specifying the entire 
message 
procedural: signaling the 
message to function as a 
comment on some aspect of 
the basic message 

A. Assessment 

signaling the speaker’s evaluation of the state 

of the world represented in the proposition 

 primarily adverbs& their variations (i.e. it 

was remarkable that, what is more remarkable 

that, That S was remarkable … ) 

B. Manner-of- speaking  

Signaling the manner the basic message is 

being conveyed 

Frankly, you need to stop now.  

Bluntly, how are you going to get him off the 

hook. 

 in speaker’s view  

adverbials, such as bluntly, briefly, candidly, 

confidentially, crudely, fairly, frankly, generally, 

honestly, ironically, metaphorically, objectively, 

personally, precisely, roughly, seriously, simply, 

strictly, truthfully 

& their variations, such as to speak candidly, 

roughly speaking, to be honest, and in all 

seriousness. 

elaborations and idiomatic phrases, such as 

rephrased, worded plainly, stated quite simply, 

off the 

record, quite frankly, speaking frankly though 

not as frankly, as I'd like to, in the strictest 

confidence, to be quite blunt about it, and 

Y'know 

 one figurative use of language: metaphor 

Metaphorically (speaking), he is a camel. 

C. Evidential (assuredly, certainly, clearly, 

conceivably, decidedly, definitely, doubtless, 

evidently, 

incontestably, incontrovertibly, indeed, 

indisputably, indubitably, (most/quite/ 

very)likely, obviously, patently, perhaps, 

possibly, presumably, seemingly, supposedly, 

surely,(un)arguably, undeniably, undoubtedly, 

unquestionably; It is certain that, It is perhaps 

the case that, and Without question.) 

 reflecting a strong degree of confidence, 
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positive or negative(such as certainly, indeed, 

undoubtedly, undeniably, no way, and clearly) 

less strong degree of confidence (such as 
possibly, conceivably, evidently, and 

supposedly) 

evidential adverbs signaling the degree of 

confidence, positive or negative, weakly or 

strongly held by the speaker about the truth 

of the basic message 
Certainly, Harry will go. 

Conceivably, Tim is right. 

Indeed, I promise to be on time. 

Undeniably I blame you for all my troubles. 

D. Consequent effect:  

 signal the speaker's confidence in the truth 

the basic message content 

These markers serve to explicitly announce 

what sort of effect the speaker intends to have 

on the addressee  

a. at the risk of repeating, finally, first, in 

general, in short, lastly, moving right along, 

next, once again, overall, so far, thus far, to 

add, to begin, to clarify, to close to comment, to 

conclude, to continue, to explain, to illustrate, to 

interrupt, to note, to open, to repeat, to start 

with, to stop, to sum up, to summarize up, to this 

point 

b. By way of clarification, If I may clarify, 

Clarifying  

c. locutionary performatives: add, begin, close, 

comment, continue, enumerate, reformulate, 

remark, repeat, say, utter 

E. Hearsay 

comments about the type of source of the 

speaker's information 

Reportedly, the game was postponed because 

of rain. 

It is claimed that Susan did not kill the two 

boys. 

One hears that the jury for the O.J. trial had 

many internal problems. 

 Allegedly, the justice system in the U.S. has 

improved over the years 

allegedly, I have heard, it appears, it has been 

claimed, it is claimed, it is reported, it is 

rumored, it is said, one hears, purportedly, 

reportedly, they allege, they say, they tell me 

F. Mitigation  

 signaling the speaker’s desire to reduce the 
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face-loss associated with the basic message 
(mitigating comment on the message) 

a. pseudo-conditionals 

If I may interrupt, when is the next train'l 

If it's not too much trouble, could you help 

me? 

If you don't mind, bring it to me about 7 this 

evening. 

Unless I misunderstood you/Unless I'm 

hearing it incorrectly, he has gone. 

b. expressions ending with but 

I don't mean to pressure you but, I see your 

point but, I 'm no expert but, I'm sorry to have to 

ask you this but, That may be true but, You have 

a point but, You're entitled to your opinion but, 

That may be true, but you still have to clean 

up your room before you go out. 

I'm no expert, but it doesn't look like you 

bought the right gas tank. 

You are, of course, entitled to your own 

opinion, but are you sure that's a safe thing to 

do? 

 

G. Emphasis 

 Emphasizing the force of the basic message 

(by no means, by no stretch of the imagination, 

definitely, DO VP, I cannot too often point out 

that, I emphasize (strongly) that, I insist that, if I 

ever heard one , indeed, 

mark my words, on earth, really, that's a X, to 

say the least, without exaggeration,) 

 I insist that you stop it this instant. 

 I cannot too often point out that dressing well 

is the key to success. 

 Mark my words: Sam will end up in jail. 

 DO stop! 

 Where on earth are my slippers'? 

examples 

Stupidly, Sara didn't fax the correct form in on time.  

Frankly, we should be there by now. 

3 Parallel Markers 

signaling an entire message 

separate from the basic and 

any commentary messages 

A. Vocative  

Standard Titles: John, Mr. President, 

Colonel, Mom, Your Honor, Father Brown 

Occupation Name: Waiter, doctor, nurse, 

driver, judge 

General Nouns: Brother, boys, guys, ladies 

and gentlemen, man, young lady 

Pronominal Forms: You, somebody, 
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everyone, anyone. 
----------------------------------------------------------

---- 

Mr. President, what position are you taking 

today? 

Waiter, please bring me another fork. 

 Good evening ladies and gentlemen, 

welcome to the home of the Black Bears. 

B. Speaker displeasure 

 signaling the speaker’s displeasure (damned, 

damn well, for the love of God/Mike, for the last 

time, how many times have told you, in blue 

blazes, in God's name, in heaven's name, on me, 

right now, the hell, the devil, the heck.) 

C. Solidarity 

 signaling solidarity with the addressee 

 My friend, we simply have to get our act 

together and face this problem. 

 As one guy to another, we're in deep trouble. 

 Look, birdbrain, this has been sitting in the 

"in box" for over a week. What's the story? 

 As your superior, I am authorized to tell you 

that you have been selected to go. 

 signaling lack solidarity with the addressee 

examples 

John, you are very noisy.  

In God's name, what are you doing now? 

4 Discourse Marker 

signaling a message 

specifying how the basic 

message related to the 

foregoing discourse 

(procedural meaning); 

providing instructions to the 

addressee on how the 

utterance to which the 

discourse marker is attached 

is to be interpreted 

A. Topic Change (Back to my original point, 

before I forget, by the way, incidentally, just to 

update you, on 

a different note, parenthetically, put another 

way, returning to my point, speaking of X, that 

reminds me.) 

 I don't think we can go tomorrow. It's David's 

birthday. Incidentally, when is your birthday'/ 

Speaking of Marsha, where is she these 

days'? 

B. Contrastive 

signaling that the utterance following is either 

a denial or a contrast of some proposition 

associated with the preceding discourse (all the 

same, anyway, but, contrariwise, conversely, 

despite (this/that), even so, however, in any 

case/rate/event, in spite of (this/ that), in 

comparison (with this/that), in contrast to 

this/that), instead (of doing this/that), 

nevertheless, nonetheless,( this/that point) 

notwithstanding, on the other hand, on the 

contrary, rather (than do this/that), 

regardless(of this/ that ),still , that said, though, 
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yet .) 
a) A: We can go now, children. B. But we 

haven't finished our game yet. 

b) John won't go to Poughkpeepsie. Instead, he 

will stay in New York. 

c) Jane is here. However, she isn't going to stay. 

C. Elaborative  

signaling that the utterance following 

constitutes a refinement of some sort on the 

preceding discourse (above all, also, 

alternatively, analogously, and, besides, better, 

by the same token, correspondingly, equally, for 

example/instance, further(more), in addition, in 

any case/event, in fact, in other words, in 

particular, indeed, likewise, more accurately, 

more importantly, more precisely, more 

specifically, more to the point, moreover, on that 

basis, on top of it all, or, otherwise) 

 Take your raincoat with you. But above all, 

take gloves. 

 I think you should cool off a little. In other 

words, sit down and wait a 

little bit. 

 He did it. What is more, he enjoyed doing it. 

D. Inferential 

signaling that the force of the utterance is a 

conclusion which follows from the preceding 

discourse (accordingly, after all, all thing 

considered, as a consequence, as a logical 

conclusion, as a result, because of this/that, 

consequently, for this/that reason, hence, in 

this/that case, it can be concluded that, it stands 

to reason that, of course, on this/that condition, 

so, then, therefore, thus; as a consequence and 

in accordance with) 

 Mary went home. After all, she was sick. 

 A: Marsha is away for the weekend. B: So, 

she won't be available Saturday. 

examples 

A: Mary has gone home. 

B:a) She was sick. 

b) After all, she was sick. 

c) Thus, she was sick. 

d) Moreover, she was sick. 

e) However, she was sick. 

Jacob was very tired. So, he left early.  

Martha's party is tomorrow. Incidentally, when is your party? 
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