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CHAPTER 6 

CONCLUSION 

 

 This chapter summarizes and concludes the whole study. There are four 

sections in this chapter. The first section summarizes the major findings of the 

present study. The second section proposes the pedagogical implications based on 

the findings. The third section presents the limitations of the present study. 

Considering the limitations, the last section offers the suggestions for future studies.  

 

Summary of the Major Findings 

The purpose of this study was to compare and contrast American and Chinese 

participants’ suggestion behaviors to see whether there was any cultural difference 

between the two groups. The present study further investigated the Taiwanese EFL 

learners’ suggestion behaviors from the cross-cultural perspective and then 

explained how learners’ interlanguage suggestion was shaped. To accomplish these 

goals, three research questions were proposed and the experiment design and the 

data analysis were carried out to find answers to the questions. The following 

presents the summarized answers to each of the research questions.  

The first research question focused on whether the difference between the 

cultural value systems in American and Chinese society resulted in the cultural 

specificity in suggestion realizations. It was found that cultural differences did affect 

participants’ use of linguistic options for suggestion realization strategies. These 

influences resulted from the discrepancy between individualism and collectivism
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cultural tendencies.  

Such discrepancy resulted in two opposing perceptions of the speech act of 

suggestion. In the American society, the speech act of suggestion is regarded as an 

FTA which threatens the addressee’s negative face by imposing the addressee’s 

freedom of action, while in Chinese society, suggestion is considered an FSA which is 

beneficial to the addressee and can fulfill the addressee’s positive face. Due to the 

different perceptions, the American participants were less direct than the Chinese 

participants in suggestion-making, and most of the participants in the American group 

chose to simply inform the addressee of the problem without further specifying the 

suggested action, while most of the participants in the Chinese group preferred to 

offer the suggested action in their utterances. Besides, the American group employed 

much more mitigating supportive moves than the Chinese group did. 

 The above differences also implied the discrepancy between the two groups’ 

politeness orientations, their definitions of face, their observance of the Quantity 

principle, and the priority of PP maxim. The participants in the Chinese group were 

more positive-politeness oriented. The speakers fulfilled the hearer’s want for being 

treated as an ingroup by offering the suggested action. In this way, the hearer was 

given face by the speaker. Chinese participants adhered to the Quantity principle to a 

higher degree than the American participants did. Also, they upheld the Tact Maxim in 

the first place for the purpose of maximizing the benefit to the hearer. On the other 

hand, the participants in the American group inclined to the negative-politeness 

orientation. They concerned a lot about the addressee’s negative face because face in 

American culture is the property of each individual and any possible threat to face 

should be avoided. They employed as many indirect and redressive strategies as 

possible to mitigate the imposition. Most of them flouted the Quantity principle for 

being indirect. Besides, they upheld the Modesty Maxim to avoid being considered to 
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be experienced or superior.  

 In sum, the cross-cultural differences between the two cultural groups resulted in 

the opposing perceptions of suggestion, which caused discrepancies in participants’ 

politeness orientations and also in the realization strategies, including the uses of head 

act strategy and supportive moves.  

 The second research question aimed at investigating whether the social factors of 

social status and familiarity affected the participants’ suggestion behaviors. The study 

found that participants in all the three groups tended to opt out when the hearer’s 

status changed from an equal status to a higher status. This indicated that the social 

status of the hearer affected the speaker’s willingness to make suggestions. The 

consideration of not appearing to be the one who has superior knowledge or 

experience not only exists in American culture but also in Chinese culture.  

 The factor of familiarity, however, affected only the Chinese participants’ 

willingness to make suggestions. Most of the Chinese participants chose the opting 

out strategy when the hearer was a stranger to them. This showed that Chinese people 

differentiate between ingroups and outgroups. When the addressee is someone the 

speaker is acquainted with, the speaker make suggestions to show his or her solidarity, 

but when the addressee is a stranger, namely, an outgroup, the speaker says nothing. 

For the American group, there were no significant differences between the suggestion 

behaviors for the totally strangers and for the well-acquaintances.  

 The third research question investigated Taiwanese EFL learners’ interlanguage 

suggestion. Overall, the performance of the speech act of suggestion by the EFL 

learner group and the performance by the American group were similar to each other 

in term of the quantitative frequency counts. However, the qualitative analysis showed 

that there were differences between the two groups. The suggestion pattern and many 

of the expressions, hedging devices and supportive moves used by the learner 
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participants were not preferred or not employed by the American participants. Some 

of them can even be impolite in American English context. Thomas (1983) contended 

that the inappropriate language use that caused cross-cultural communication 

breakdowns is termed pragmatic failure. The pragmatic failures found in learner’s 

interlanguage suggestion in this study consisted of three aspects, pragmatic transfer, 

teaching-induced errors and waffle phenomenon.  

The EFL learner participants transferred both the pragmalinguistic and 

sociopragmatic convention from their native language. For the pragmalinguistic 

transfer, EFL learners transferred the use of performative verbs and question forms, 

both of which have directive implications in American English and thus may be 

considered impolite. For the sociopragmatic transfer, most of the participants in the 

learner group transferred the convention of specifying the desired action in the 

suggestion utterances from their native culture. Unfortunately, this seemed to be 

inappropriate in American culture because the Americans preferred to be indirect. 

In addition to pragmatic transfer, the teaching-induced errors resulted in the 

learner participants’ inappropriate use of modal verbs. As mentioned in the previous 

chapters, many of the modal verbs employed by the learner participants deviated from 

those commonly used modals by the American participants. This implied that, due to 

the teaching-induced errors, the EFL learner in Taiwan did not acquire the appropriate 

use of modal verbs for the appropriate speech act or functions. 

The third aspect of the pragmatic failure is the waffle phenomenon in learners’ 

uses of alerter strategy and supportive moves. The EFL learners flouted the Quantity 

principle that was strictly observed by the Chinese group. Learners’ flouting the 

Quantity principle may be caused by their insecurity in using a foreign language. 

They employed excessive linguistic expressions to make sure that their messages 

were completely and successfully conveyed.  
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In sum, the Taiwanese EFL learners’ interlanguage suggestion was discrepant 

from the norm of Ameircan English under the influences of their native cultural and 

linguistic conventions, the instruction they have received and the psycholinguistic 

insecurity they had when using the target language.  

 

Pedagogical Implications 

 According to the above findings, though the learner participants concerned in 

this study were advanced English learners, their suggestion utterances were not 

without pragmatic failures. As noted by some researchers, even advanced language 

learners have difficulty in acquiring the pragmatic rules of the target language and 

thus they have difficulty in appropriately communicating with the native speakers of 

the target language (Beebe, Takahashi, & Uliss-Weltz, 1990; Eisenstein & Bodman, 

1993). To improve language learners’ pragmatic competence, researchers contended 

that the pedagogical intervention is a facilitating means (Bardovi-Harlig, 2001; 

Billmyer, 1990; LoCastro, 1997; Rose, 2005), especially for foreign language learners, 

who have little access to direct exposure to the target language context. In view of the 

pragmatic failures revealed in the learner participants’ data, two pedagogical 

implications are proposed below. 

 First, language teachers need to incorporate cross-cultural differences into the 

instruction syllabus for the teaching of the speech act of suggestion. As shown above, 

the EFL learners inappropriately transferred the sociopragmatic convention from their 

native culture into their use of the target language. The suggestion realizations by the 

learner participants thus deviated from the American norm. Such deviation may 

possibly result in misunderstandings in interactions with the American native speakers. 

Therefore, it is needed for the teachers to make the learners aware of the discrepancy 

between the perceptions of suggestion in their native culture and the target culture 
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before teaching the suggestion formulae or expressions. As noted by Chen (2006), the 

first principle in teaching pragmatics knowledge is that “sociopragmatics should be 

taught prior to pragmalinguistics” (p. 228) because the sociopragmatic knowledge is 

the basis for the appropriate language use. Yu (2004) also contended that in addition 

to grammatical language forms, learners need to pay attention to appropriate language 

use so as to achieve successful interactions with the native speakers of the target 

language in the target culture.  

 Second, language teachers and language material designers should present the 

suggestion formulae or the linguistic forms with as much contextual information as 

possible. According to Jiang (2006), most language textbooks and materials simply 

provided a list of linguistic forms or structures for a specific linguistic function 

without the information about contextual appropriateness. Unfortunately, such 

materials may result in the misleading inputs for language learners and consequently 

become the cause of pragmatic failure in learner’s interlanguage. As shown in the 

result, there was a gap between the use of modal verbs by the American participants 

and the learner participants. The learner tended to use ‘can/could’, but, unfortunately, 

these two modals were scarcely used by American participants because they sound 

authoritative when they are used in suggestions, especially the pattern of ‘Maybe you 

can/could….’ This suggested that a list of linguistic structures without the contextual 

information can be misleading and can result in learners’ inappropriate use of target 

language. Jiang suggested that such flaw in textbooks or materials should be modified 

and the teachers should try to provide as much context-dependent information and as 

many real life conversations as possible before the modification has been made. For 

example, in addition to providing a list of probability modals, teachers should further 

specify that the suggestion utterances with can/could are more directive and thus may 

not be polite enough especially when the suggestions are not requested by the hearers. 
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In the context where making suggestions is simply offering ideas for the hearers to 

consider but not to accept, the modals ‘may/might’ are the more appropriate modals to 

Americans.  

 In sum, both the pragmalinguistic and sociopragmatic failures should be attended 

to in the teaching of pragmatics. The socio-cultural conventions in the target culture 

and the appropriate pragmalinguistics form for its corresponding social function are 

two important issues in pragmatic instruction.  

 

Limitation of the Present Study 

 There are three limitations of this study. The first limitation is subject to the data 

collection instrument, the DCT questionnaire. Though the written DCT is 

advantageous for comparable data and is efficient in data collection, data collected by 

the written DCT are doubted for their authenticity (Hartford & Bardovi-Harlig, 1992; 

Wolfson, 1989). Furthermore, as noted by Edmondson and House (1991), waffling by 

non-native speakers might be the feature specific to elicited data, especially the 

written DCT. In that case, the waffle phenomenon found in the EFL learner 

participants’ data in this study may be instrument-driven.  

 Second, according to some researchers, the variable of familiarity is an 

influential social factor in American people’s interactions (Boatman, 1987; Lii-Shih, 

1994). However, the result of this study showed that the influence of familiarity was 

not significant in American participants’ suggestion head act strategy use. This 

implied that the two levels of interrelationship familiarity (strangers and 

well-acquaintances) included in the research design for the present study may not be 

able to reflect the influence of interrelationship familiarity in American society.  

 Third, for the convenience of data analysis, the present study examined the 

influences of the social variables on participants’ overall head act strategy use only. 
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The issue of how participants employed the hedging devices and supportive moves 

under different combinations of social variables was not addressed in the present 

study. Besides, the interactions among variables were not investigated. Therefore, the 

influence of social variables on the uses of hedging devices and supportive moves and 

the interaction among variables need more inquiry.  

 

Suggestions for Future Studies 

In view of the limitations of the present study presented above, the suggestions 

for future studies are proposed below.  

First, since the data collected by the written DCT may not reflect the authentic 

language use in real life, and since the waffle phenomenon found in the learner 

participants’ data might be specific to written DCT only, it is suggested that the future 

studies combine instruments that elicit face-to-face interactions or ethnography 

observations with written DCT to get more insight into cross-cultural suggestion 

realizations and learners’ interlanguage suggestion.  

 Second, it was found that the effect of the variable of familiarity on suggestion 

behaviors needs more inquiries. The future studies can add one more relationship (e.g., 

intimates) to examine whether there is any difference among the suggestion behavior 

to strangers, well-acquaintances and intimates respectively. Besides, as noted by 

Brown and Levinson(1987), the factor of imposition ranking of the speech act is also 

influential. Banerjee and Carrell (1988) also contended that the degree of 

embarrassment of the suggestion situation affected participants’ suggestion behaviors. 

Therefore, the future studies are suggested to include the variable of imposition or 

degree of embarrassment into the experiment design.  

 Third, in DeCapua and Huber’s (1995) study, it was found that solicited 

suggestion behaviors and unsolicited suggestion behaviors were different to a certain 
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extent in American English context. The distinction between solicited suggestion and 

unsolicited suggestion is worth inquiry in cross-cultural pragmatics and interlanguage 

pragmatics (ILP). Therefore, it is suggested that more studies can be carried out to 

probe how cross-cultural suggestions and how interlanguage suggestions are realized 

between solicited suggestion situations and unsolicited suggestion situations.  

 Finally, for the purpose of protecting internal validity, the present study focused 

only on college students and thus the findings may simply be able to explain the 

suggestion behaviors of college students. Therefore, in the future studies, it is 

suggested to expand the scope of participants and include participants in different age 

groups so as to get more comprehensible insights into people’s suggestion behaviors.


