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Pragmatic sensitivity & CTAZEM AT ~D R

rexY¥ R BIE

1 HROBH

AWEIT. FTED Cross-cultural Pragmatics (CCPYDWIFR AR L U REBHMBERICHT IR
WHRMETH B.,3 3 2= — a VEEHR EFOEAMNAERIZED 5 organizational competence
&L ERBAIEAXZ 5 pragmatic competence 2 SR I N, WHIZHEEL TS0, HEICH
3L U7cgES1 £ ¥ T A (Bachman 1990), F7z. BHFRSEFH LOHESHNL—VIZEEb-T
B, BYL3 I 2=/ — g VIZEWT refusal, apology 75 XD face threatening acts {ZB& LT
THINEOHTHEYICHNTIEANE LT [XULT 1 V5 —] OBREAZEZRITHDOTH S5,
CCP k. RETADEFRICBUTHEEOAXILE LUMBIXLOEEERATI24HTHD. =
hETOMAD SFEFEORETHA LIERFEEA L O pragmatic rules OIFRENKEITH ST
hoo%H 5B, X5I1Z. Enochs and Yoshitake-Strain (1999). Sasaki (1997)% iz U & LT HAA
REFHHEEIE LU T pragmatic competence DIFEEX BN E LIRS, TNETRFEELELT
EBAONTEIBRT- S 2 BRI 2BREREL TS,

CHhoEHNAT AL LT BEE TOREEMICHSHOBREANEIRI AhoshTED.
SORHEBHERBEFARBOTHSH. SHOBXITODVTEBMICERS ZEWREATHS,
L LA S, HEEMIBELEROBMEKEIT T, SEIFLHESHRETCOHTEREX
AT AR BIRIRERE N AR R T B 7D DT FBET IV EBIEZRBELTHETH A5

ZZTAMATIE. H55FE2FEAT S LTORESXILHIN -V EZThEhOXLOEEE S
AN EIULIN—IVEHHEMIIRT., DE2VRTOGEZEFLLIEIA0%ZBUTID0D
culture sensitizer &bemﬁﬁmiﬁﬁiiﬁﬁ L. B%ERA—F V2322 —YaVAD
HHFPIREOL I UHAULUN —VEEZBTIEREBEIBAZINTH I %44 L. 4
BNOEMHARNTREEZ 2 LEHNET 5,

2. Cross-cultural Pragmatics (CCP) Ef;n.@%i HEAOGH

WMREXLT I 2= —Y a VEEHOHRER

Bachman (1990) {31 S8E8EH 2 \MEES] (organizational competence) &HEREAYUEES) (pragmatic
competence) &IZZHLTW5, BIEREFOERLOKMBEITHOENTH . TORELIE
NELEDIT—A5XRBITIEICNS, JhiTH L. BHIISHEEN LRIV —IVIZ
b 26ENTHD. TDLRHKIT pragmatic failure L75-> THN., BRELLEL BT TUEED
HIS EORAEEZITM SIS T &b o5 (Leech 1983; Thomas 1983), FICAXLI I 2 =f— ¥
a YEEIZEWTIE. £&3ENEiPEEBOHBICERRT BB EE LI ENRH D, 29
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UfcEfemi Uiz b MERREN 2 ehicit. XERFLOEET VI —0ATHEL. BE
KIS U THEXLET ZICH T 5 F = v 7BEL LTOXL 7 1 V5 — 2B L TRLERE
IS T 2 BB AMBERRABRENETRT I EMNBDBELLLITHAI, AEFELT
DFEFEHELOIORETED LS UENEEHTI DR, SYITEFVE+20HERES
HELTZ, FFEDO CCP MADRIEMIMAERRIZ. EHHREANDILHEVWHIHANSBEAD
KEFBICKRX(HFETIE®EF>TW S,

QY oEEM

SEREMECEE - BREELTEL. #HEXMEH Iy FFRA MIGMb - TS, FFiT. X
FHmICEWTHm,. SHEBE. REONE. BEICL->TANMFRICEZAIEE, AENRL
ZCEAEBIY. B LEESE TEYIICHIEEEE L. SRPHELHRTIDOHEE
BIRTZEEHOEBREEAELHEICER IS 2 ST RTH 5 (Harlow 1990; Trosborg 1994),

X oI, SEEM TR EZE THRE] SO BEEERTIDOXENI DAY IR LEH
T& % pragmalinguistic LRIVD AT, BR3LBATORESHMBEHOENLEDLHIZTE
FEAILENZOD. L EAE S5 XULIZHEOTEKERBICTOVLT. TETHS LOHATH
L EEMMINBEREN S sociopragmatic VARV TOEIZODWTHEBRLLIBILENRHEZDT
BEWESI D, MFHEUTORALEICEEE ST, BbLa I 2= —Y a VEERIZW:
% sociocultural awareness raising | ZHOBRSBUOFERE LT, HHBEEIUDETI2H
MO BRI ZXDH TR,

BG)X UV NIVDBREZ AT S 3k 3E L NIV DORBE T

B, —RIKITODATOIBESMITIIXVRIVTOBEMTTH S, BLDEE. —XiTHiEk
BRICE D HIBEDOSERELHEININ, EZAH, 24 KA WS BEERFIC
BIFThH. TKH) KR—BNICZhICRARBELRESTO MN5%E] 25 9. #1Hid THE)
Uz LTHBFIC THEE] KL 0BBEL.TRE 7520501833, 25 LicEERY
O X2 aENIIZE &7z Gass and Houck (1990)i%, "Would you like to come to my house for dinner
on Saturday?" &5 [ BEAH OXIHLTTFHINIKIGE, ROLIHIRKEELHTNS
(K1) ZO&SiC pragmatic LRIVTOST TR, XEBAIC. THOBREFEO LRIV TDS
WRBELELIE 5,

Initiator Initiating Act

(Would you like to come to my house for dinner on Saturday?)

N

Respondent Accept Nonaccept
(Sure, I'd love to.) /l\
Refusal Postponement Alternative
(No, I'm sorry.  I’m busy.) (I'm not sure, Il have (What about next week?)
to ask my husband tonight.)

B 1 Possible refusal trajectories Involving negotiation (£843)

Gass and Houck (1999)

— 230 —



3. BEERF—FN 22 1=45—2 3 2 A(OCA) DHKHEEST

B gE(Fukazawa 1997)i2FH 0TI THTA Z & (refusal)iZfRAE LT OC-A DFEDFTEITO
C ORFEATRDEZICE U T DR A N (semantic formula) DFFE % BT 2RI MBURRF. SHE.
NAED S Hr o3 ITE T»7ce TOEE. D) MEH « ] IKHLTEZ 0BE(0%EE). &
EMMESEDZHLTHS, MaZENHRLLZ S ITHROLMERENES L, 2) [#a ] B,

2 XYL EDFB, (excuse + explanation, et)PMEH SN T D, 3) FE LHSFENRERH. FHHL
OAHBFRTHEIEHEH, 4) BRFTHIBRICHAINS [#FE) Z2HREEHEAXICIZ
iz, TEBbh T, £IT. AMRTHMEOHREEILAL. TEEIH OSFHEHEE
IKDWTHTETO. FR VNNV OREEM ORHBEREMIRFE T &IT Ui,

» BM

ENTRLE S BRIREINTHS3EE 0CA OXHEMTER LT, WEBEmIcEN/-FEHOR
B DLE B % pragmatic functions FIICHAK L. ARAARKRELREETEICRUIN I FEBHREE
L T D pragmatic functions DAFE A SNIZT B,

QREEH )

L 11 EERAOEKKE OCA HHEAE 17 D5 bR EAL 10 MERENRELT, £
OMFETFR MAENEEZRDEY ¥ a VEUTUT PDR O34FDY VA2 LT. F—FR—
XY T MILD 2REBML LT, AENFEELT OC-A ZBRLUICODIR, £3°. fthd 2FFHFDA
=SNS5 —a 0HEHE B, C LY IRIREVL . IVE(ERLTHEEED
ol E. ESRXSHOMBANTERNRAZHLED V%LU LEE LD ED 6. RIKED
HEPEENL LB BUIETIETFNE L TEEORZIVWEREBELEZELON D TH S,
@FH*

AT HIc-> T RO IO LI SEEBEXOMFTE=FH LI,

(@ XEOBMSISH : )ERETR (BRETE) BLUHEERITHBWEE. )ARBIRHAR
¥ A £k S st E5 (apology, refusal, request 72 &) @ 2 FHHD AL

(b) xtEEicFEN 7o pragmatic function 5 L UEEF B DISEFIH (accept/refuse)

() MR EEHOH LA (Power), &R (Distance), £ XTHFEADE
#BpH X (Ranking of imposition) D434

SO EIZDTIE Brown and Levinson (1987) @ 325048, 2% h WE P OEEROM
SHEIHBAL S BAGR(P). HAMIFERE - MEED). RITFOF>MFICEZ 244 - BER). 28H
L. EoICELFE - HEFORE (KENENE - LHEIERFIHEE). il RFoFmbUFE
TERTOMHEE Lz,

@) BREER
(a) MFEO BHBIAFIZONT

TP, ZHFOZFV v X% BRER (RENLLY) B IUHEEHRR X (non-pragmatic)
& AHB{RFAREREET £ D 23517 A (apology, refusal, request 78 &) %G wtEh(pragmatic)d 2
BRICAB Uic. TDE. 45t 184 35 83 FIAt 1 DU LORFTHEALHETH » 7.
Zh#% Pragmatic/Non-pragmatic 124} THHBREBERT LR 20 LS55, HRBJIIAT
HEOEFHHBOERE L~ IHILTH S (2l 1 RINFFRRERNRE S 5 DA
POBRA LTz 85t 9 TR L1 5 7)o o EXHELVE 1 A2 OC-A ZkHE Cld Pragmatic
function 2 - 7c U w X (37.5%) 123t U L FEHREZ #a4.0 (Non-pragmatic) D L v X 2/ (62.5%)
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DHBTHEIN TS EARIN TS, Shicknid. L% 4 M cogRBIciz.
pragmatic function % &LHIEDHBHUECHANS SN B, #IT. MIHROKRE R, R
RBHIEOLHBBICR bSO ES T pragmatic function B A IR THE Z b3,

5 = Non-pragmatic
4 O Pragmatic

K2 2355 OC-A [c&k /- Pragmatic/ Non-pragmatic functions O¥EERLE

(b) x$EEIcFEhc pragmatic function X U EHEH DIGE TS B (accept/refuse)

Wiz, MEERICFHENT pragmatic function OFEH. & LUFEHER OB FETT - T8RN
£1THB, ThIZLUL. BOBUEOFOFFEMRIER request, invitation, suggestion 3D (59
) T, ThTL&&E (71 §) © BUELEDTHEIENDED, VT EHHOEHEMFICH
U THA##(aceep)d" 2 BAWE { | suggestion (I3 3 IRE D AN EE R E (non-accept) 8% 75 -
T3, Zhid. BV BELE EICEWTHFOREPRBRICH UTHAOFAEERTH L
KEBBENEL. ZLOBA. RDYVOBRRIZK>TRBTHILES>T S, JHIZHLT,
AMBBIZH N TEDUENE WIC { Wt (complaint), #F O 35 D 3T IE(correction) s & 13§l &
UTHBE LGV, BRABERREVSEMOBEN ST 5 L4%K. BAOTRERNH 2.

£1 KFEOCA, HHBIIRNI-REHREOITER

Initial speech acts Respondent P D R
accept non-accept + - ? + - ? + - ?

Request(33) 32 6 2 31 0 19 14 0 2 30 1
Invitation(21) 18 7 1 20 0 0 20 1 0 20 1
Suggestion(17) 9 13 0 17 0 2 15 0 0 17 0
Disagreement(4) 4 4 0 4 0 0 4 0 0 4 0
Apology(3) 0 1 2 0 0 3 0 1 2 0
Offer(2) 2 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 2 0
Permission(1) 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0
Compliment(1) 1 0 1 0 o0 0 1 0 0 1 0
Advice(1) 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0
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© ML DOEHEM D Power(P), Distance(D), Ranking(R)D 4} 51

Eoiz. ZLIZRT XS ITHEE MO ABBGREL LA (Power), $#&HEEEE (Distance),
BLUHEAOEZBOEX (Ranking of imposition) ® 3 DOBEEIcHE T FELFLEXF L
DOEIENHEEEZL SN HAR (F) (Fe&Zid, £EMELE, H2VE VIS v TO%E
LIERE DB CHICH U THEOHICIELAZENR LSO VEGS (LEXE KA -
MADRHIE) 12k, ) OHFEH Ui, Tl BBEAMOZTN A-B OXHIzBHLN T3S
7-HHEOHFERETELVGEIR (7)) 2. FPOEHAET->HER. RO AS U
iz, BEHBICBET I ANBRLEOEURTH -1, BIFEORTFTAEATHE LR LM
Fid status-equal DRERICH D FLRAPRBKE. F—LRXT A ROKKE. X LM E
DEX, DEOHBELTHERTE S, £, JOLHITAMBEEDI SEKF-PHFICEOLTHE
DERTOE D THBIMPRSARE LT I2H0T L OENAEERU AAEHRDII 10
BORWOENAHEAZEIBEL LT, BREIGEhTEAEICHIER. BLUOMEBRLENZEHE
BERRHMEZ0HTH oo EELRFRIEDI B, LA request ZHAF (BEF) 1
SHOLENARENMIZEDOTHEN. [7y—XPT—F VA IS U TOREXSHE] BE
DERMTHIELERLOMICEHLABERIZIH I ELTH. HFICOENAREMMIZI &
IFZZ izl BE. 74T -7c OCA OHEBHETRAENIEB T I HTEF LI LTSI
DL AL, HEMEE. HENOEBOEIIHODWTILEHU LOSHELAZRDZ L3RS
S TRV, SEOBEHIZIZR Shiid - 7 complaint, correction 7T &t L D HATHREML
I 22—V a YEREIKBOTEATROREFEBETHD . A LM TORFBITAHAEIH LD
e, HESII OO TERMLERZESRD S DBADNETH S EER 5,

FBERPIGEHFHL LOSBMHNREMIIEMIBLIRFERLANICE TR, ZLOSER
BEBATEIENAEETH S, SEMHORR. HEEOI I VEDOEELAEL T Y
R%EEDIIDS, RIEFITHEBRITHI-> T M ORT - - AMBEK. RAasonmt&Lo
I3l —¥ g sif Y, pagmatic sensitivity ZH7c B 2FENDD &5 X 5. RLEHR
T2 LB NS ORBHEMERICEE NS,

4 i

SEOEMAMERLT, B0 3EFHOMALEREIL, A—F N1/ —Ya 0¥
HEIRE oNIoHFZ R UHMBAROERICL LT NEZ NI Ebh -7, £, L DIEEE
BT EZEB LTI -7l LB UTD3ETH %,

#1IC. 50D ARBIR:DE R (face threatening acts) PPILNI EXFHE L THIF o 5,
B UI#iE4E ST, disagreement {3 { DDA S 7cdt, ZHiZH LT complaint %2 correction
BERHONIEh T, DED BREZHES ARBFRIZIENTHD, TORDDIZIZILDI SR
FRAFELES can do' society 2R T 5 L) UBPHTAMBFERTHFT NEL Ao 5,
ChBEHETOAMBROENRICERTS LI ANZVLLEEDNS, LA E. [HFLE
1 EVWIBRIEIEEINCEETOTATH I, HELMIEFREELSTICZOITEE D
IZERT BT pragmatic competence QEBELFFTH D, S SICThEHSHEROH 5 AH
PHEIEEHICEWTITS 54 RT I &ick D, pragmatic awareness QHFIZDALARE Z L0
Faxhd, FEFEHRZHEPOO information gap FREEHIZHNAZ T. opinion gap, reasoning gap 7i &\
EEMHOBEIZAEDLE T, AMHMF LOFHEEMBIDRL T BERHETHA ),

%5 2 {C initial act & U TOHFE, BREFIZH LT, L OIEEIRTE « THETH D | non-accept
ELUTHohOM D AEZRALTHAE DI, # 30%LUTTH-72, ChiIIMEHRETMELTL



Z b+ UTOESERE L. B 0P BVBENEMIATHNE I LIZL330TH59,
HPLOAMBREER LU THUARSHEHENEEEART LS ETH5BEKFOERAMCD
pragmatic transfer ZFH L7 0. AR T 57O HFBEFETE L L5 TBA[EN I S
HHENBTHA A

B3I AL, RAREEEMICHAIOZE D ABROHEN - LEABEIDIIOEED
BRENEMNoTze SO L3 EHHRBICEOTOENEESMOBALHE L LTHIERHD
—DEEIONS, BT I A=Y a VIZBOLTXLEERLZOEII a2 —Vay
LOBEOBERMTH 3, BULIBDOORA. BAHL LOBBEAEOENCRERATZBBE~OHL
BEOEAELGEZHANIDON—LVDRLBTRILIE D, EOEDORBOAOEEZ I &M
pragmatic sensitivity & RT 5 Z &2 B, TOEFL 75 & TH 6N A RENDORENHIESEX
- ALDOHRTOEFBERERIZEICIRAT UL pragmatic LEEHDRZIZ DU S HNEF 5 Bardovi-
Harlig and Domyei (1998)DWiZi4A b &9 5 & KBICH I ANEFE L LTOEFHEICE VT
. KV EHEREMPREFRTRUTHKBERD L EFEZ 2D TIRENIEA T

B 2= -2 a VEEAOBELTOERRVRIVTOEBMAERZ/-HIE. FEEE
EFNELT, HEAVRFEBROIDOHFHE LT, SHOEFLHHERICIEAREBIEZLDD
DOHRRDOSNBETHAH, Rose (199NN DIFHET 2R D CCP MEICH T A kR EOFE
ZRMUOD BT 25— 2 a VTHROWCEBRAUZEZENICRE L REN S, 55
DHERADHDRFBHEMBERNKEETRENE SN E EHFEIN S,

ATFRISER 11 ¢ 12 FEXEEHFMARERPROREERS 11680271 (FIFRMAEE !
WRIEE) OMREZITITOILDTH 5,
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