Title:

Interlanguage refusals: A cross-sectional study of Thai EFL learners’
refusals in English

Author:
Chirasir1 Kasemsin

Submitted 1n accordance with the requirements for the degree of Doctor of
Philosophy

The University of Leeds
School of Education

February 2006

The candidate confirms that the work submitted 1s her own work and that

appropriate credit has been given where reference has been made to the
work of others.

This copy has been supplied on the understanding that it is copyright

material and that no quotation from this thesis may be published without
proper acknowledgement.



Acknowledgements

[ would like to thank Department of Foreign Languages, Faculty of Science, Mahidol

University and the Royal Government of Thailand for the scholarships which made this thesis
possible.

I am 1indebted to Professor Martin Bygate and Dr. Alice Deignan for their guidance, advice,
invaluable comments, and encouragement throughout my study. I have learned so much under
their supervision.

I would like to thank Dr. Kasia Jaszczolt, my first tutor in pragmatics, for her advice.

Many thanks go to the student participants, who made the data collection an enjoyable task. I
am grateful to the native speaker judges who have provided an invaluable source of data. This
study would never have been possible without your contributions.

I acknowledge with thanks the statf at the Department of Foreign Languages, Mahidol
University, for their assistance. Special thanks go to Mr. Maurice Broughton and Dr. Chantarat
Hongboontri.

[ would like to thank Hendon, Yumi and Su Yon for their support and company. Our time
together in Leeds will always be chenshed.

Thanks go to Thai students at Leeds Sugalya, Pittaya, Suntharee, Pomme, Tunk, Menn and Job
for persuading me to take some time oft and making 1t enjoyable.

I am grateful to Margaret Taylor, Liz Lister and family for their kind support, friendship,
prayers and encouragement. Thank you so much for being there for me.

A million thanks to Saengduen Sangbua-ngarmlom and Tammy Traitongyoo for their
encouragement, company, sense of humor, patience, IT support and for the friendship we have
fostered over the years; to Sarita Vichiennet, Jiranthara Sriouthai, Anant Thanadumrongsak for
the friendship that has never succumbed to distance; to Siwapon Ittiwattanakorn for being my
best friend. Thank you for the laughter and tears that we have shared.

Very special thanks go to Tony Chantornvong for his love, company, encouragement and
patience. So much has happened during my course of study but his love remains unchanged.

I am grateful to my late father who fostered interest in language, languages and the ways people
do things with words. He is missed enormously during my PhD.

Finally, I would like to thank my mother for her prayer, unconditional love and support which
have and always will sustain my life. She 1s the first person who introduced me to pragmatics
and linguistic politeness, and has always been my inspiration. I gratefully acknowledge the

sacrifice she made during my PhD journey.

This thesis is dedicated to, with love and gratitude, my mother Radeekon M. Kasemsin.



Abstract

Using the speech act of refusals and formulaic language as focuses of analysis, this
thesis aims to explore whether or not grammatical proficiency and development is
distinct from pragmatic proficiency. The data were collected from 36 Thai EFL learners
at three proficiency levels: low-intermediate, intermediate and advanced, using four
open role-plays. The role-plays were designed to incorporate different combinations ot
sociolinguistic variables of power and distance, as expounded 1n Brown and Levinson’s
politeness theory. The data were analyzed from two perspectives: pragmatic and lexico-
grammatical. In the pragmatic analysis, the data were segmented into refusal moves and
interactional function categories. Drawing on politeness theories of face-saving, the
analysis focused on a comparison of the learners’ use of refusal moves, the pragmatic
orientation of their refusal moves in refusal episodes and face-saving manoeuvres. The
lexico-grammatical features of the data were analyzed in terms of their formulaicity.
Sixteen native speakers of English were asked to identify formulaic sequences in the
role-play transcription. The formulaic sequences identified were tallied, analyzed in
terms of proportion, frequency and variety, and compared across the three proficiency
levels. The analyses show that 1) the pragmatic orientation of refusal moves of the
learners at the three proficiency levels was similar but 2) that the use of refusal moves
to mitigate the force of refusals was slightly different across the levels; 3) the overall
language produced by the advanced learners had the highest proportion of formulaic
language, but 4) in the lexicalizations of refusals the low-intermediate learners used
more formulaic language than the other two groups. The results indicate that the
pragmatic aspects of the learners’ refusals seem to be independent of their proficiency
level while the way they used formulaic language in the role-plays and in the

lexicalizations of refusals are related to proficiency level.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

1.1 Situating the Study

This study i1s situated in the field of interlanguage pragmatics, which concerns the use anc
development of language learners’ speech act ability. Like the majority of interlanguage
pragmatic research, this study 1s an empirical one. It addresses specifically the
relationship between pragmatics and the lexico-grammatical quality of refusals tc
requests in an EFL context. Although this study is centred on the aspect of use, the
investigation can also shed light on the developmental aspect of interlanguage
pragmatics.

To address the issue, data are gathered from request-refusal role-plays performed
by Thai EFL learners at three proficiency levels: low-intermediate; intermediate and
advanced. Brown and Levinson’s face-saving politeness theory (1987) 1s used as @
framework for designing a representative range of situations in which refusals to requests
can occur, although this study does not intend to explore and establish politeness norms
of refusals to requests.

The analyses focus on a comparison of sociopragmatic and pragmalinguistic
aspects of the learners’ language use. The sociopragmatic analysis involves comparing
the learners’ choice of refusal moves and face-saving manoeuvres across the proficiency
levels. The pragmalinguistic analysis involves comparing the formulaic sequences
language the learners at the three levels use in their role-plays and lexicalizations of
refusal moves.

Although I do not intend to investigate absolute norms of correctness against
which the data from the learners will be judged, data from a spoken English language
corpus (the Bank of English) are used in places to compare pragmalinguistic anc
sociopragmatic aspects of the learners’ use of formulaic language with native speakers’
use. This does not mean that the native speaker corpus is used as a model of absolute

correctness. Rather, the corpus 1s used for the purposes of comparison and illustration.



1.2 The Context of the Study

Like other EFL contexts, Thailand has been using notional/functional and communicative
syllabi (for example Wilkins 1976; Widdowson, 1978) which have been influenced by
speech act theory since the 80’s. However, my experience as a teacher suggests that in
practice, the teaching of English from primary level to tertiary level has been
grammatically oriented and has oftered limited opportunity for communicative activities
In the classroom. More recently, attempts have been made to encourage communicatively
ortented classroom and a task-based approach has been implemented in schools and
universities.

Thai students might be expected to have some knowledge of the linguistic forms
of refusals and the contexts in which the forms can be used. This i1s because refusals are
among the acts listed in the functional and communicative EFL syllabi used in Thailand.
Within the syllabi used 1n schools across the country, refusals of different initiating acts
such as requests, offers and suggestions are a subject of teaching and presented in the

23 14

forms of conventional expressions. For instance, “no way”, “I’m sorry but...” or “I'm
afraid I can’t”, are presented as expressions for refusals in EFL textbooks widely used 1n
the country such as Blueprints (Abbs and Freebairn, 1991), Headway (Soars and Soars,
1996) and Interchange (Richards et al., 1997). Learners at higher levels, especially
university students, are introduced to the skills of participating in arguments and debates
which, to some extent, are conceptually related to refusals. University students can also
choose English for business as electives and, 1n these courses, refusals are also a feature
such as in business talks and in reciprocal letters. However, activities to interact in the
classroom for most Thai EFL learners are limited.

The participants in this study are 36 EFL undergraduate and postgraduate students
at two public universities in Bangkok, the capital of Thailand. To be admitted to a public
university requires the students to pass the national entrance exam, and English 1s a
compulsory subject for the exam. With regard to their learning history, halt of the
participants claim to have studied in a communicatively oriented class at some point 1n
their education background. All of the participants report that they have more than one
means of accessing English such as English radio programmes, cable TV which shows

English-speaking films or computer games, and they use these regularly.



In sum, 1t could be said that the participants have had exposure to English and
how to perform refusals in English. This study, then, investigates the aspects of language

use that the learners are assumed to know within their expressive capacity.

1.3 Rationale

This study was conducted for three main reasons. The first is that there is a need for more
empirical evidence to contribute to our understanding of a relation between interlanguage
grammar and pragmatics. To date, there have not been many studies that attempted to
make a link between learners’ interlanguage grammar and pragmatic ability. Our
understanding of the issue seems to be based on additional or by-product observations in
research into learners’ speech act performance. For instance, it has been pointed out,
among other things, that learners’ use of non-target like pragmalinguistic features in
speech act strategies 1s likely to be due to their developing grammatical competence and
lexicon (e.g., Takahashi and Beebe, 1987; Cohen and Olshtain, 1993; Bardovi-Harlig and
Harttord, 1996; Maeshiba et al., 1996; Bardovi-Harlig, 1999).

Because most of the studies have looked at learners’ production of speech acts in
comparison with that of native speakers, we do not know much about the extent to which
interlanguage grammar and pragmatics interact in speech act production in the
development of the target language pragmatic competence. In her proposal of research
agendas in interlanguage pragmatics, Bardovi-Harlig (1999) suggests that a cross-
sectional study that compares language use of learners at different proficiency levels can
shed light on how learners at each level use their interlanguage system to index pragmatic
meanings. This can in turn inform us of the interaction between interlanguage grammar
and pragmatics in the course of pragmatic development. Based on Bardovi-Harlig’s
suggested research area, this study aims to investigate refusals to requests pertormed by
low-intermediate, intermediate and advanced EFL learners so as to contribute to our
understanding of the 1ssue.

The second reason for the study 1s concerned with the nature of refusals. The
speech act is a focus of investigation because refusals and concomitant face-saving
manoeuvres are complex. Refusal studies and interlanguage refusal studies in English,
Thai and other languages (Atkinson and Drew, 1979; Beebe and Cummings, 1996;
Panphotong, 1999; Turnbull and Saxton, 1997; Gass and Houck, 1999; Sairhun, 1999;



Tumnbull, 2001; Nelson et al., 2002a, 2002b) have shown that refusals can be expressed
explicitly or implicitly, through a long pause or silence, and consist of different face-
saving strategies. Also, in studies that look at refusals in stretches of turns, it has been
shown that refusals can trigger another attempt from the interlocutor, leading to
elaborations of refusals and shifts in the way the speaker expresses his refusal intention.
That is, there are grounds for considering 1t worthwhile to investigate the management of
refusals beyond the analysis of individual refusal utterance.

The third reason is that there seems to be a gap in interlanguage pragmatic
research in incorporating attention to the use of formulaic language. There have been few
studies that looked at formulaic aspects of learners’ language in speech act production,
while a consensus has been reached that formulaic language plays an important role in
adults’ pragmatic competence (Coulmas, 1981; Nattinger and DeCarrico, 1992; Kasper
and Schmidt, 1996). More generally 1t 1s believed that the language use of native speakers
of any language consists of a large proportion of words that are stored together and
produced as chunks rather than individually constructed by linguistic rules every time. In
other words, language is seen as a formulaic-creative continuum (Pawley and Syder,
1983; Nattinger and DeCarrico, 1992; Weinert, 1995; Wray, 2000, 2002). In line with
this view, studies in refusals (Takahashi and Beebe, 1987; Beebe et al., 1990; Turnbull

and Saxton, 1997) and conversational routines (Aijmer, 1996) have shown that the
lexicalizations of refusals feature a range of formulaic expressions or routines that are
associated with refusals. Therefore, it is interesting to explore learners’ use of English
formulaic language in request-refusal role-plays including what may be their own
varieties of formulaic language which can possibly illuminate their developing grammar

and lexicon as well as their ability to use formulaic language to fulfil pragmatic

functions.

Overall, my motivation for the thesis is the extent to which interlangauge
erammar and interlanguage pragmatics interact in the performance of refusals. This 1s a

contribution to research into whether or not grammatical proficiency and development

are distinct from pragmatic proficiency.

1 4 Research Aims and Research Questions

Following the rationale explained 1n 1.3, this study has two main aims:



I. To investigate the pragmatic quality of refusals of requests performed by low-

intermediate, intermediate and advanced learners.

2. To explore a possible relationship between interlanguage grammar and

Interlanguage pragmatics at three proficiency levels in terms of use of formulaic

sequences.
To this end, the study will be guided by the following research questions:
1. To what extent do retusals to requests performed by Thai EFL learners at
three proficiency levels differ in terms of sociopragmatic aspects?
2. What 1s the relationship between English language proficiency and pragmatic
ability across three groups of learners, as seen in the use of refusals?
3. To what extent do the overall language and lexicalizations of refusals

produced by the learners at three proficiency levels differ in terms of

formulaic aspects?

Focusing on the sociopragmatics of refusals, the first question seeks to compare
the learners’ use of refusal moves including the ways they combine and adjust refusal
moves in response to requests. The first question also covers the pragmatic orientation of
refusal moves in each situation, that 1s whether the learners’ refusals are more oriented
towards the refusal goal or towards face-saving and relation preserving-concerns.

The second question deals with a possibility that there could be a disparity of
proficiency level and pragmatic ability across the three levels. For instance, some learners
might be pragmatically successful in their request-refusal interaction despite being less
linguistically proficient, while some may use grammatically accurate forms but the forms
may not be pragmatically effective in a given situation. It 1s hoped that my attempt to
explore combinations of the proficiency levels imn Thai EFL learners will provide
evidence for possible scenarios in the development of grammatical and pragmatic
proficiencies in an EFL context (Kasper and Rose, 2002).

In the third question, formulaic aspects of lexico-grammatical features are studied.
This question seeks to compare the formulaic language that the learners at three levels
use in the role-plays and in refusals, 1n terms of proportion, frequency and variety. It also

seeks to explore whether the learners’ proficiency level has an effect on their use of

formulaic language.



Overall, it is hoped that the attempt to answer these research questions will help
1lluminate the relationship between interlanguage grammar and interlanguage pragmatics
in an EFL context. It is also hoped that answers to these questions can constitute further
answers to more general questions asked 1n the teaching and learning of pragmatics: do
learners need to learn the pragmatics of the target language independently of the
grammar? Alternately, 1s the pragmatic proficiency waiting for the grammatical

proficiency to reach a level where it can emerge?

1.5 Overview of Research Methodology

To group EFL leamers into the three proficiency levels—Ilow-intermediate, intermediate
and advanced), a C-Test was administered. The low-intermediate and intermediate
learners are undergraduates and the advanced are postgraduates. This is because the

postgraduates have passed standardized tests such as TOEFL and IELTS which help

confirm their high proficiency level.

Four open role-plays which elicited requests and refusals were used as data
gathering tools. The sociolinguistic constraints, 1.e., power and social distance between
the requesters and refusers, which were used in the design of the role-plays, were based
on Brown and Levinson’s framework (1987). The role-plays were piloted with ESL

learners at different levels to make sure they were accessible to the less proficient

learners.

Data were transcribed using conversation analysis conventions (Nofsinger, 1991).
They were then assigned refusal move categories which were developed from earlier
refusal studies (Beebe et al., 1990; Turnbull, 2001; Barron, 2003). There were two coders
working with the data: myself and another Thai PhD candidate in linguistics who has
EFL teaching experience, and interrater reliability was sought.

To investigate the learners’ use of formulaic language, 16 experienced native
speaker teachers of English were asked to identify formulaic language in the
transcriptions. A concordancing study of the Bank of English (Spoken British English
subcorpus) was used as a supplementary method to illustrate ways in which learners’

forms and use of formulaic sequences may be different from those of the native speakers

of British English.



1.6 Overview of the Thesis

The thesis 1s divided into eight chapters. The present chapter provides an orientation of
the thesis, including the researcher’s motivations, research aims and research questions
and overview of the methodology. In Chapter Two, relevant notions from speech act
theory, politeness theory, and conversational analysis are discussed to develop the
theoretical framework of the research. The 1ssue of a relationship between interlanguage
grammar and pragmatics are discussed in Chapter Two along with relevant studies in
language acquisition and interlanguage pragmatics that look at formulaic language of
learners. Details of participants, the use of open role-plays as a data collection method
and the pilot studies are explained in Chapter Three. Chapter Four focuses on the process
of analyzing role-play data and formulaic language data. The methodology for analyzing
and categorizing refusals and other acts that were found 1n the role-plays are described.
Chapter Five presents an analysis of the pragmatics of refusal moves in the four role-
plays across the three groups of learners. This includes the analysis of role-play structures
and the combinations and adjustments of refusal moves in response to persistent requests.
These analyses address the first research question which seeks to compare the
sociopragmatic texture of the data across three proficiency levels, and constitutes an
answer to the second question which is about possible combinations of English language
proficiency level and pragmatic ability in the learners. Chapter Six addresses the third
question which seeks to compare formulaic aspects of the data. The analyses ot the
formulaic language used in the role-plays and in the lexicalisations of refusals are
presented in the chapter. Results from the pragmatic and lexico-grammatical analyses are
then summarized and discussed in Chapter Seven. Finally, in Chapter Eight, the

conclusion, considers the strengths and the limitations of the present study as well as

implications and suggestions for further research.



Chapter 2

Pragmatics, Interlanguage Pragmatics and
Interlanguage Refusals

2.0 Introduction

To 1nvestigate the pragmatic and lexico-grammatical qualities of Thai EFL leamers’
refusals in extended conversation, 1t 1s necessary to consider theoretical and empirical
work 1n a number of relevant areas, as follows: pragmatics as theory of language use,
speech act theory, politeness theory, conversation analysis, empirical studies i1n
interlanguage pragmatics that suggest a relationship between interlanguage grammar

and pragmatics, studies of refusals in the field of interlanguage pragmatics and lastly

formulaic language.

2.1 Pragmatics

In this section, “pragmatics” is discussed in order to provide a theoretical background

of interlanguage pragmatics and to define some of the concepts and terms that will be

used throughout the thesis.

2.1.1 Definition

Defining “pragmatics” is itself a contentious issue in the field of pragmatics, giving rise

to various views. Traditionally, pragmatics is taken as the study of language usage, as

opposed to semantics or the study of meaning. However, this definition does not seem
to account for all the topics that have been researched in the field of pragmatics.

In his discussion of the definition issue of pragmatics, Levinson (1983) points
out different definitions of pragmatics the key elements of which include ‘context’,
‘appropriateness or felicity’ and ‘grammatically encoded aspects of context’.

Nevertheless, Levinson suggests that none of these is sufficient on its own in defining

pragmatics. He then proposes:



The most promising are the definitions that equate pragmatics with ‘meaning minus
semantics’, or with a theory of language understanding that takes context into account,
1n order to complement the contribution that semantics makes to meaning (p.32)

That 1s, Levinson seems to suggest that context is a central element in pragmatics and
that pragmatics accounts for non-literal meanings. He also argues further that
pragmatics 1s a component that interacts (emphasis added) with syntax and semantics
(p.34).

Mey (1993: 315) defines pragmatics as perspective: “the societally necessary
and consciously interactive dimension of the study of language”. This definition gives
a broad view of pragmatics, emphasizing its role in social interaction.

Another attempt to define pragmatics is Crystal’s definition which 1s more

specific and suggests the areas of investigation within the field.

[Pragmatics is] the study of language from the point of view of users, especially the
choices they make, the constraints they encounter 1n using language 1n social
interaction and the effects their use of language has on other participants in the act of

communication (1997:301)

As Kasper and Rose (2002) explain, pragmatic meanings arise from the speaker or
writer’s choice of linguistic forms to convey a force or certain effect, e.g., politeness,
on the hearer or the reader. The choices are governed by sociocultural rules or social
conventions which can be partly universal and partly genre or activity-specific.
Likewise, Thomas (1995) defines pragmatics as “meaning in Interaction”,
highlighting the effects of what is said and what is written on the recipients. Crystal’s
definition bears some similarity to those proposed by Levinson, Mey and Thomas in
that they all emphasize the interactiveness and context dependence of pragmatics.
However, Crystal’s definition offers a more user-centered view of pragmatics and
reflects areas of research in interlanguage pragmatics, as we shall see 1n section 2.5.

Therefore, for the purposes of this study, Crystal’s definition is used as a starting point

from which I shall develop the scope of the literature review.

2.1.2 Pragmatics and Grammar

Because the present study aims to investigate the extent to which grammar and

pragmatics are related in interlanguage refusals, it is useful to consider how the two



components are related from the perspective of pragmaticists. Two terms —

b

“pragmalinguistics” and ‘“sociopragmatics”— which suggest a relationship between

pragmatics and grammar, and pragmatics and sociology are then discussed in this

section.

2.1.2.1 Pragmalinguistics and Sociopragmatics

Leech proposes a distinction between “pragmalinguistics” and “sociopragmatics”
(1983) which indicates two dimensions of pragmatics. Pragmalinguistics refers to the
domain of pragmatics that is related to grammar or linguistic features. According to
Leech, pragmalinguistics “can be applied to the more linguistic end of pragmatics—
where we consider the particular resources which a given language provides for
conveying particular illocutions” (ibid.: 11). Sociopragmatics 1s the domain of
pragmatics that is related to sociology or culture-specific conditions on language use.

This 1s 1llustrated in figure 2.1.
General pragmatics

Pragmalinguistics Sociopragmatics

| [gociology]

' relatedto !

[Gramynar]

' related to

Figure 2. 1 Model of general pragmatics and its components

Reproduced from Leech (1983:11)

The application of the two terms is seen in Thomas’ study of cross-cultural
pragmatic failures (1983). Thomas argues that the terms provide a more fine-grained
analysis of language learners’ pragmatic failures. “Pragmalinguistic” errors result from
learners or non-native speakers’ choosing the right speech acts but using incorrect
linguistic forms. For example, in the data set of the present study, an EFL learner’s

expression of apology which prefaces his excuse is “I very regret to tell you that my

boss is busy’. The underlined expression contains a pragmalinguistic error: the
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learner’s expression is grammatically incorrect but it is pragmatically effective in the
sense that it conveys the learner’s speech act and mitigation intentions.

“Sociopragmatic” errors are associated with using inappropriate speech acts as a
result of a mismatch between native language sociocultural rules and those of the target
language. For instance, Bardovi-Harlig and Hartford (1993b,1996) report that in
academic advising sessions, their ESL students used information eliciting questions as
an indirect rejection strategy where more direct rejections and explanations for the
rejections to the advisors’ suggestions would have been more effective and more
appropriate.

Studies 1n interlanguage pragmatics also adopt Leech and Thomas’ distinction
between pragmalinguistics and sociopragmatics in investigations of language learners
and non-native speakers’ use and acquisition of pragmatic competence in the target
language. That 1s, the two terms mark a boundary where pragmatic aspects of learners’

developing language interact with interlanguage grammar or with their socio-cultural

conventions in both L1 and the target language.

In this study, the two terms will be referred to in the analysis of pragmatics of

refusal moves 1in Chapter Five and lexicalizations of refusal moves in Chapter Six.

2.2 Speech Act Theory

In this section, I attempt a briet review of speech act theory as a theory of language use,
in order to provide part of the theoretical background for this study and to contextualize

refusals as a speech act. The historical and philosophical 1ssues of speech act theory are

not discussed here.

2.2.1 Austin’s Framework

The observation that people do things with words and what is said or written has eftects
on the recipient was a seminal point 1n the history of pragmatics and is central to this
study. The development of this fundamental 1dea has led to speech act theory (Austin,
1962). For example, “it’s raining” may be taken as a refusal to “let’s go out and have

some drinks”, as a request for an umbrella or as a statement that describes the current

state of aftfairs.
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Austin used the term “performatives” to account for linguistic features which
Indicate that an act is being performed through an utterance. For instance, the
“performative” verb “refuse” in the utterance “I hereby refuse to grant permission to
the company to use my personal data”. The effect of the utterance is that it forbids the
company to use the speaker or writer’s personal data.

The study of naturally occurring data suggests that what we say or write does

not usually contain performatives, yet the utterances may still have effects on the

audience or the reader (Levinson, 1983). Austin proposed three levels of sense which

explain how utterances are taken:

Locution—unambiguous, explicit meaning of an utterance

Illocution—performing an act through an utterance

Perlocution—the effect the utterance may have on the recipient of the utterance

Central to speech act theory 1s “illocution™. This 1s because it suggests that there is no
one-to-one correlation between what 1s said or written and the speaker/writer and
hearer/reader have to work out the social meaning of utterances in communication. “It’s
hot in here” can be used as an example to illustrate Austin’s categories. The utterance

may have the literal meaning (locution or proposition of the utterance) or a request to

open the window, which is the illocutionary act.

Among the three senses, 1llocution 1s most discussed in the literature of

pragmatics (Levinson, 1983; Brown and Levinson, 1987; Thomas, 1995; Yule, 1996;
Grundy, 2002) and interlanguage pragmatics, or the study of learners or non-native

speakers’ performance of speech acts 1n the target language (e.g., Blum-Kulka et al,,
1989:; Beebe et al., 1990; Cohen and Olshtain, 1993; Rose, 2000) The present study 1s

interested in how EFL leamners perform refusals as a communicative action in the target

language.

2 2 2 Searle’s Framework

Searle’s framework of speech act theory (1969, 1975) 1s built on Austin’s work. Searle

elaborates and systematizes Austin’s concepts of performatives and categories of

12



speech acts. He also proposes the notion of “indirect speech acts” which addresses the
1ssue of illocutionary force initiated by Austin.

Searle’s first contribution is the explanation of a link between an “illocutionary
force indicating device” (IFID) and illocutionary force. That is, the illocutionary force
of an act can be indicated by linguistic features that are conventionally linked to the
force. For instance, “I’ll pick up the children after school” is taken as a promise because
the promised action (picking up the children) is going to take place in the future and
this 1s marked by the modal “will”.

Searle  (1969:66-67) also expands Austin’s felicity conditions into
“propositional content”, “preparatory conditions”, “sincerity conditions” and “essential
conditions”. To make this relevant to the present study, let us look at the conditions that
must be 1n place for a request and a refusal to requests. Searle does not discuss the
conditions extensively with reference to refusals when compared to requests; however,
for the purposes of this study, the conditions for a refusal to requests are developed,

based on Searle’s conditions for a request to be performed appropriately. This is shown

in table 2.1.

Table 2. 1 List of conditions in the performance of request and refusal to requests

Conditions
Request Refusal to requests
Propositional content Future act (A) of the hearer (H)  Future act (A) on (H/requester)
Preparatory Speaker (S) believes that H can S (refuser) thinks a refusal is not
do the act (A) what H(requester) wants
Sincerity S wants H to do A S wants H to know that S will
not do A
Essential Counts as an attempt to get Hto  Counts as an attempt to stop A
do A (what 1s asked of S)

The information in table 2.1 suggests that a refusal to requests 1s essentially a

“directive” because the refuser 1s conveying his/her intention to get the requester to

withdraw the request.
Searle also posits that 1llocutionary force 1s usually conveyed indirectly; hence,

the concept of indirect speech acts. According to Searle, the illocutionary force of an

utterance may not be associated with the form typically associated with the force or
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function. For example, “would you mind waiting outside for a moment?” is a request in
an interrogative form. The speaker 1s being indirect with his request instead of saying
“wait outside” or “I request you to wait outside”.

To some extent, the forms used in indirect speech acts are conventional or
1diomatic, which make utterances recognizable as indirect speech acts. “Would you
mind +VP” 1s an example of conventional expressions associated with indirect speech
acts. Upon hearing the expression, the English-speaking hearer normally takes the
utterance as request.

Other utterances that do not carry conventional, formulaic or idiomatic forms
may pose some problems, such as miscommunication or misunderstanding, for the
hearer/reader in working out the illocutionary forces. Contextual clues and felicity
conditions are sometimes vital to the hearer/reader in figuring out the illocution of what
1s said or written, and these may be culture-specific. This might be a problem for
language learners or non-native speakers because they have to work out the pragmatic
meanings that are conveyed indirectly or go beyond the literal meanings of utterances
and that for them are not conventionally attached to a specific linguistic form.

Although speech act theory in both Austin and Searle’s frameworks provides an
important observation on language use, especially the illocutionary force and the
mapping between linguistic forms and pragmatic meanings of utterances, there are
some drawbacks. That is, the theory does not account for speech acts in stretches of

discourse or naturally occurring speech acts which appear more complex than speech

acts expressed in single utterances. In this study, it is hoped that the use of refusal

elicited from open role-plays may contribute to the theory and may be applied to

English language learning and teaching.

2 3 Politeness as Facework

The section gives a review of Brown and Levinson’s face-saving politeness theory
(1987) which is another central topic of investigation in pragmatics and interlanguage

pragmatics. This section also outlines how the theory 1s used 1n this study.
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Brown and Levinson’s theory is developed from studies in anthropology and
from speech act theory. The theory is, in essence, centered on the concepts of “face”
and “face-threatening acts”. “Face” is the public self-image that everyone wants to
claim for themselves. Face consists of “positive face” which refers to the wants to be
approved of by others and “negative face” which refers to the wants to be free from any
1mposition (ibid.:61-62).

In interaction, some acts or illocutionary forces of utterances are considered
intrinsically face-threatening (FTA). For instance, a request offends the hearer’s
negative face because the act puts pressure on the hearer to do something. Another

example 1s a refusal which threatens the positive face-want because it suggests that the
refuser does not care about or give what the interlocutor wants.

Brown and Levinson posit that interactants are willing to maintain the face
wants of each other and choose linguistic means to satisfy face-wanting ends.
Theretore, 1f an interactant wants to perform a face-threatening act, s/he will want to
minimize the face-threat with redressive action or face-saving strategies (1987: 69).
However, 1f there 1s a need to do the face-threatening act on record or with maximum
efficiency, the interactant can do so without any redressive action.

Redressive actions or face-saving strategies are divided into two types
according to the aspects of face being attended to—positive or negative face (ibid.:70).
Positive politeness 1s concerned with solidarity and common ground between the
speaker and the hearer. Examples of positive politeness strategies include attending to
the interlocutor’s wants, seeking agreement with the interlocutor and giving the
interlocutor sympathy or understanding. Negative politeness 1s avoidance-based.
Negative politeness strategies 1ndicate the speaker’s acknowledgement of the
interlocutor’s negative face wants. Examples of negative politeness strategies include
apologizing, stating the FTA as a rule and being (conventionally) indirect.

Circumstances determining choice of strategies and strategies for doing FTAs are

shown in figure 2.2 overleat.
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Figure 2. 2 Circumstances determining choice of face-saving strategies and possible
strategies for doing face-threatening acts

(Reproduced from Brown and Levinson, 1987: 60)

Numbers 1-5 in figure 2.2 reter to the ranking of strategies to perform an FTA in
relation to the estimated degree of tace loss. If there i1s a high degree of face loss, the
speaker may choose not to do an FTA at all. If the speaker goes off record by using
devices such as hints, he avoids committing himself to the FTA. If the speaker goes on
record, his intention to the FTA i1s clear to the hearer. The speaker can choose to give
face to the hearer by using redressive action, attending to the hearer’s positive or
negative face wants. The strategy number 1 (“without redressive action”) refers to the
speaker’s performing the FTA directly or unambiguously.

According to Brown and Levinson, there are three sociological variables
involved in an interactant’s assessment of seriousness of an FTA —power, social
distance and ranking of imposition. Brown and Levinson claim that these variables

exist in every culture although there 1s a degree of variation in the perception of ranking

of imposition across cultures.
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Politeness theory has been applied in interlanguage pragmatic and
second/foreign language use research. Studies have been carried out to investigate the
impact of the variables on language learners’ performance of face-threatening acts and
compare learners’ politeness strategies with those produced by native speakers of both
L1 and target languages (e.g., Wolfson, 1983; Blum-Kulka and Olshtain, 1984: Nelson
et al., 2002a, 2002 b).

While proponents of the theory believe that the concepts of face and facework
are among pragmatic universals in all human interaction, there are criticisms made by
researchers working with linguistic politeness in different languages. These concern
particularly Brown and Levinson’s claims of universal validity of their
conceptualizations for positive and negative faces and concomitant face-saving
strategies. For instance, Matsumoto (1988) and Gu (1990) argue that Brown and
Levinson’s model 1s unable to account for Japanese deference-based register or
honorific system and Chinese politeness which encode the social register and social

places of the interlocutors.

This study did not set out to test the validity of Brown and Levinson’s claims 1n
the Thai context, or to address the umversal status of sociological variables or the
validity of the face varieties. Rather, the concepts of face and facework are taken as
pragmatic universals that adult interactants are assumed to have, and on this assumption
this study is based. Brown and Levinson’s theory 1s used as a framework for a selection

of contextual factors in the design of data gathering tools and this will be elaborated

further in Chapter Three (p.65).

Face-saving strategies explained in Brown and Levinson’s theory are also used
in the categorization of refusals in this study. In particular, the theory provides a usetul
list of face-saving strategies and implies a relationship between linguistic forms and
meanings in facework such as syntactic structures of conventionally indirect speech
acts, particularly in British and American English data. For these reasons, the theory
provides a point of departure for this investigation of the interlanguage grammatical

features that Thai EFL learners use in facework in request-refusal role-plays.
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2.4 Conversation Analysis

Generally speaking, while speech act theory is concerned with conceptualizing levels of
utterance meanings and the conditions in which speech acts are to be performed
successtully, the concern of conversation analysis (CA) is how acts are identified,
understood, and paired in naturally occurring conversation. Although CA originates in
sociology, the aim of the approach 1s not to analyze social order per se but rather to
account for the methods by which members of society make sense of social interactions
and social order (Schiffrin, 1994:232). This section reviews some concepts and studies
in CA framework that are relevant to refusals. The concepts from CA that are important

here are adjacency pairs and dispreferred second pair parts.

2.4.1 Adjacency pairs

The notion of “adjacency pairs” 1s based on the hypothesis that some conversational
actions tend to occur in pairs, consisting of a first pair part and a second pair part (e.g.,
greeting-greeting, question-answer or request-refusal), which are produced by different
speakers (Schegloff and Sacks, 1974). This 1s illustrated in example 2.1 below. The
conversational actions that form the first and second pair parts are in the left margin.

The letter “F” stands for a female speaker and “M” for a male speaker.

Example 2.1 (my own field notes from an episode in Sex and the City)

Invitation 1 MI: Carrie (.) would you like to go to the Brown Sugar?
Refusal 2 F1: oh:: hhh I’d love to but I can’t leave my triends (.)
Suggestion 3 MI1: how about all of us going there together

Question 4 F1: are you sure? =

Answer S M1 = yeah

Acceptance 6 Fl: that’d be great

There are three adjacency pairs in the scripted conversation above. The first one

is “invitation-refusal” in lines 1 and 2. Because of the refusal, the male speaker who

initiated the conversation modified his invitation by giving a suggestion in line 3 which
forms the first pair part of “suggestion-acceptance”. However, as illustrated, the pair

does not occur adjacent to each other. There are “insertion sequences” in between the
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suggestion (line 3) and the acceptance of suggestion (line 6) which form another
adjacency pair “question-answer’ .

Second patr parts or response turns, as seen in lines 2, 4 and 6 in example 2.1,
can be further explained 1n terms of “preferred” and ““dispreferred responses” which are
characterized by their structural organization. It is the dispreferred second pair part in
conversation that 1s relevant to refusals.

Dispreferred seconds tend to be marked by certain features that make them
more structurally complex than preferred seconds: they are usually prefaced (e.g., by
apologies, agreement/appreciation tokens before the actual response) and delayed (e.g.,
by pause or hesitation, markers like “oh™, “uh”™ or “well”, or by insertion sequences—
questions for clarification or request for more information). These features usually
accompany and mitigate the head act, e.g. rejection, refusal, or disagreement (Levinson,
1983: 333-335; Atkinson and Heritage, 1984; Pomerantz, 1984). As illustrated in
example 2.1, the female speaker’s retusal in line 2 features the marker “oh™ and an

expression of appreciation “I’d love to” which prefaces her reason—the central refusal

component 1n this case.

To summarize, example 2.1 illustrates how some acts in conversation are

understood and structured together. It also illustrates some of the characteristics of

dispreferred seconds which are relevant to refusals.

2.4.2 Refusals in Conversation Analytic Framework

This section reviews account of refusals offered by CA studies. I also attempt to show
the structural, pragmatic and linguistic complexities of refusals in extended

conversation. This is to show the relevance for this study of refusals as a dispreferred

second pair part.

2 4 2.1 Structural and Pragmatic Complexities

As mentioned in the previous section, refusals are classified as dispreferred second pair
parts and are usually marked with dispreferred features which surround the central
refusal component within the turn. Moreover, refusals can come with or without an

“account” or explanation for why the speaker is refusing. This is illustrated in example

7 7 Refusal components are in brackets.
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Example 2.2 Levinson (1983: 333-334; original data in Atkinson and Drew, 1979)

A: Uh 1f you’d care to come and visit a little while this morning I’'ll give you
a cup of coffee
B: hehh well that’s awfully sweet of you,

((DELAY))((MARKER))((APPRECIATION))
I don’t think I can make 1t this moming

((REFUSAL or DECLINATION))

.hh uhm I’m running an ad in the paper and-and uh I have to stay near the phone
((ACCOUNT))

The example shows that refusals are a complex linguistic action, consisting of
many components which help mitigate the illocutionary force of the refusal. The refusal
itself 1s internally mitigated by the use of the parenthetical modal “I don’t think™.

In extended conversation, refusals can be both structurally and pragmatically
complex. Delayed response, accounts, and implicit refusals, e.g. silence, repetition of
what is said, or request for alternatives, may trigger the interlocutor’s attempt to seek
clarification and negotiate for a logical outcome. To 1llustrate the complexity of refusals

in extended conversation, let us look at possible scenarios of a request-refusal

conversation in figure 2.3 overleat.
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Requester Would you be able to help me with my maths assignment tonight?

T~

Respondent Compliance Refusal
(yeah Sure) /N
FO Direct Postponement Alternative
(No, I’'m busy sorry) (I’'m not sure I’ll have to (would Bill be
ﬂ check my schedule) a better help?)
Requester Accept  Persist Accept  Persist Accept Persist
(oh1t’s ok) (That’s too bad (ok let me (well I need to (ok I’ll ask  (no. He can’t
you’re good at the  know then)  know now because him) make it
tonight
topic and I need [ have to hand it in and 1t’s due
your help) tomorrow) tomorrow)
(In that case, can we (Oh, I’ll be coming (oh I’m sorry I
meet at the library around after dinner [ have to work
at 5? I havetogoto a then) tonight)
hocker practice at 7)
FO FO FO FO FO FO
[accept refusal] [Alternative] laccept refusal] [compliance] [accept refusal] [refusal ]

FO = Final Outcome

Figure 2. 3 Possible scenarios of request-refusal conversation

Modified from Gass and Houck (1999:8)

The diagram shows that refusals can be expressed in different ways—directly (“no™) or
indirectly through proposal of alternative or postponement. Perhaps the most important
implication of the diagram is that there is recursiveness, as refusals can lead to a further
attempt. That is, refusals, both direct and indirect, can trigger another request attempt
leading to negotiation which can bring about different outcomes. The diagram also
suggests that the inferring process can occur: “would Bill be a better help?” is taken as

an indirect refusal as seen 1n the following acceptance of refusal or a persistent request.
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The recursiveness of requests and refusals in the diagram is in contrast with the

examples discussed in speech act theory and politeness theory which are usually single

utterances. It will be shown that recursiveness is an important feature of my data.

2.4.2.2 Lexico-grammatical Complexity

A number of CA studies related to refusals (e.g., Nofsinger, 1991; Drew and Herntage,
1992; Turnbull and Saxton, 1997) have found that refusals can display a high degree of
lexico-grammatical complexity. The refusals in these studies contained modal
expressions and modifiers which have mitigating functions, e.g., “I don’t know, I’m not
really mto that”, “I don’t think I’d be able to do that.”, and “that’s awfully sweet of you
but I don’t think I can make it”.

The structural and linguistic complexities of refusals described in CA studies
can be accounted for by face-saving politeness. That is, as a face-threatening act, a
refusal can be performed with or without linguistic redressives such as on record
refusals “no”, or “no way”. In the case of redressives, the refuser may attend to the
interlocutor’s face wants by using negative or positive politeness strategies. The
dispreferred features are considered as the speaker’s attempt to do facework when
performing a refusal. The dispreferred marker “well”, “oh™ or elongated fillers can be
explained in Brown and Levinson’s framework: the features communicate the speaker’s
attempt to convey reluctance to perform the tace-threatening act. Likewise, apologies,
which are typically used as a preface to the central refusal component, convey the
speaker’s attendance to the interlocutor’s negative face, communicating his intention
not to impinge on the interlocutor. Appreciative tokens, e.g., “I’d love to, but...”, can
be explained in Brown and Levinson’s positive politeness strategy of “avoid
disagreement”. Because of these linguistic politeness strategies and insertion sequences
between the initiating act and refusal as illustrated in figure 2.3, refusals in extended
conversation tend to be structurally and pragmatically complex. If the CA and face-

saving politeness perspectives on refusals are taken together, we may say that to

perform a refusal can be a pragmatic challenge for a language user.
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To summarize, descriptions of sequences of conversational actions and
adjacency pairs in CA studies show that refusals are a complex act which can be
expressed in different ways and consist of

e delaying devices
e prefaces

e palliatives or pseudo-agreement tokens
e central refusal component
® accounts

e an extended series of turns

These teatures have pragmatic or face-saving functions; however, it appears that not all
features need to be present 1n every refusal. They can occur in different combinations,
within one turn, or across turns. These descriptions of refusals in CA frameworks are
used as a way to 1dentify refusals in the data set of this study as we shall see in Chapter
Four.

Now that the theoretical frameworks central to pragmatics and to my study have
been reviewed, I would like to move on to interlanguage pragmatics and interlanguage

refusals, the research themes of which are influenced by the frameworks 1n pragmatics.

2.5 Interlanguage Pragmatics
This section is concerned with the definition of interlanguage pragmatics as a field ot
study, its scope of inquiry and the position of the present study in interlanguage

pragmatic research.

2.5.1 Definition
Interlanguage pragmatics, like pragmatics itself, is a field of diversity. It 1is

interdisciplinary in nature and has been approached from many theoretical

backgrounds, such as language socialization, speech act theory and socio-cultural

theory (Kasper and Rose, 2002)
For the purposes of this study, the narrow definition of interlanguage pragmatics

proposed by Kasper and Dahl (1991) 1s used. Interlanguage pragmatics refers to “the
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Investigation of non-native speakers’ comprehension and production of speech acts and
the acquisition of L2 related speech act knowledge” (ibid.:215). “Speech act
knowledge” in the definition of interlanguage pragmatics refers to the knowledge of
linguistic forms to perform speech acts in the target language, contextual constraints
governing the choice of forms and the interpretation of illocutionary force of utterances.

Interlanguage pragmatics shares common interest with other types of research
into second/foreign language use and second language acquisition (SLA). Indeed, the
1ssues explored in the field of interlanguage pragmatics are to a large extent similar to
those investigated in second language use: speech act production and comprehension in
a second/foreign language, and in SLA: universal grammar, universal pragmatic

competence, and language transter.

2.5.2 Interlanguage Pragmatic Research Areas and Position of the Present
Study

A large body of interlanguage pragmatic research has been concerned with learners and
non-native speakers’ production and comprehension of speech acts (House and Kasper,
1981; Blum-Kulka and Olshtain, 1984; Eisenstein and Bodman.,1986; Blum-Kulka et
al., 1989; Koike, 1989; Cohen and Olshtain, 1993), perception of sociological vanables
and politeness value of speech acts in the target language (Bardovi-Harlig and Dornyet,

1998) and with cross-cultural pragmatic failures (Thomas, 1983; Edmonson and House,
1991).

There are fewer studies that directly address the acquisition or development of
speech act ability (e.g., Ellis, 1992; Bardovi-Harlig and Hartford, 1993b and 1996;
Rose, 2000; Barron, 2003). Recently, attempts have been made to look at the
developmental aspect of interlanguage pragmatics and link it with SLA theory. Kasper
and Schmidt (1996:154-165) provide a list of questions addressing the developmental

issues of interlanguage pragmatics.

1 Are there universals of language underlying cross-linguistic variation and, if so,
do they play a role in interlanguage pragmatics?

2 How can approximation to target language norms be measured?

Does the L1 influence the learning of a second language?

LI
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4. Is pragmatic development in a second language similar to first language
learning?

5. Do children enjoy an advantage over adults in learning a second language?

6. Is there a natural route of development, as evidenced by difficulty, accuracy or
acquisition orders or discrete stages of development?

/. Does type of input make a difference?
8. Does instruction make a difference?

9. Do motivation and attitudes make a difference in level of acquisition?
10. Does personality play a role?

11. Does learners’ gender play a role?

I2. Does (must) perception or comprehension precede production in acquisition?
13. Does chunk learning (formulaic speech) play a role in acquisition?
14. What mechanisms drive development from stage to stage?

Of relevance to the present study are questions 1 and 13. With regard to
question 1, although this study does not address the question directly, nor is it a cross-
linguistic 1nvestigation of refusals, it is based on an assumption that the concept of

politeness as facework operates in interaction and that the concept is a part of pragmatic

universals adult interactants have (Brown and Levinson, 1987). “Universals” here do
not strictly follow Chomskyan view of innateness or innate knowledge of linguistic
universals which learners use 1n their study of L2. Rather, “universals” as in pragmatic
universals are conceptualized as a body of implicit knowledge that is acquired through
human experience and 1s subject to cultural variation and elaboration. Taking the notion
of “universals” as a point of departure, this study aims to explore the extent to which
the notion of face and face-saving manoeuvres as pragmatic universals play a role in
interlanguage refusals performed by adult learners at three proficiency levels. This will
suggest implications for the development of pragmatic competence with regard to the
ability to perform refusals.

With regard to question 13, although this study does not address the question
directly or investigate the issue of how chunks or formulaic sequences are acquired n
an EFL context, refusals elicited from the three groups of learners are looked at in
terms of formulaic aspects. It 1s through an analysis of formulaic language in learners’
refusals that I hope to contribute to our understanding of the role of formulaic language
in interlanguage refusals. The analysis will aim to provide an empirical basis for our

understanding of learners’ use of formulaic language in performing refusals as well as
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of other speech acts that tend to occur in request-refusal interaction, and suggest
implications for the role of formulaic language in interlanguage pragmatic
development.

In addition to Kasper and Schmidt’s opening of interlanguage pragmatic
development research agendas, Bardovi-Harlig (1999) argues that to understand
learners’ development of pragmatic competence in the target language, the learners’
Interlanguage system needs to be investigated in relation to their use of certain
pragmalinguistic features in speech act patterns. Bardovi-Harlig then proposes some
research agendas to broaden the scope of inquiry of developmental interlanguage

pragmatics which can be summarized as follows (1bid.: 706-707):

1. Expanding learner populations to include beginners and modifying elicitation
procedures appropriately

2. Implementing cross-sectional studies in which development can be studied

across levels of proficiency
3. Instituting longitudinal studies when possible

4. Integrating the investigation of the development of interlanguage grammar with

investigations of emergent pragmatic competence

The present study takes Bardovi-Harlig’s argument, particularly points 2 and 4
as the point of departure. As an interlanguage pragmatic study, the project focuses on
the domain of use, but with the aim of connecting the domains of use and development.
In so doing, the relationship between interlanguage grammar and interlanguage
pragmatics in EFL learners’ performance of refusals is also investigated. The study uses
a cross-sectional design to compare pragmatic and lexico-grammatical qualities of
refusals elicited from learners at three proficiency levels—low-intermediate,
‘ntermediate and advanced. It is hoped that a cross-sectional design involving three

oroups of learners will shed some new light on the development of interlanguage

pragmatics and interlanguage grammar in an EFL context.
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2.6 Interlanguage Grammar and Pragmatics

Because my study sets out to investigate the issue of a relationship between
interlanguage grammar and pragmatics through refusals to requests, it is necessary to
look at investigations of the interaction between the two components in the
Interlanguage pragmatic literature.

Observations from interlanguage pragmatic studies that investigate speech act
strategies of learners at different proficiency levels suggest that there seems to be a
relationship between grammar and pragmatics. Findings from the studies that look at
advanced learners in comparison with native speakers of the target language reveal that
the learners have the grammar to perform a wide range of linguistic actions but their
realizations, i.e. grammatical structures and word choice, and choice of strategies are
not always appropriate or grammatically correct (Eisenstein and Bodman, 1986; Beebe
et al., 1990; Edmonson and House, 1991; Bardovi-Harlig and Hartford, 1993b; Barron,
2003).

In their study of L2 pragmatic awareness, Bardovi-Harlig and Griftin (2005)
found that their high-intermediate and low-advanced ESL students were able to 1dentify
sources of pragmatic infelicities, such as the lack of explanation in refusals, the lack of
an alerter or downgrader in requests, and an overuse of polite forms, in video-taped
scenarios once the teachers identified the problematic utterances for the students.
Without any explicit instruction, the students were able to repair the pragmatic
infelicities through role-plays which were based on the scenarios although their

corrected versions still sounded non-native like in form and in content. This seems to

suggest that the students are already aware of the pragmatic concept of politeness and

express it using their interlanguage grammar, which may result in forms that differ

from native use of the target language.

Studies that compare speech act realizations of less proficient learners with
those of higher proficiency learners and native speakers of the target language have
shown that less proficient learners have the same range of speech act strategies as the
other two groups but the learners tend to use more direct (Takahashi and Beebe, 1987)

and simpler expressions of speech acts (Maeshiba et al., 1996) in terms of average

frequency count of strategy type. For example, in their study of pragmatic transter of
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refusal patterns, Takahashi and Beebe (1987) found that their lower proficiency
Japanese ESL learners used “I can’t” and “no”, which were classified as direct refusals.
more frequently than the higher proficiency ESL learners who used more refusal
adjuncts and statements of positive opinion such as “I would like to help you ...”, and
expresstons of gratitude, “I really appreciate your offer”.

Few studies have looked at speech act ability in beginners. Schmidt (1983) and
Koike (1989) reported evidence of readily available pragmatic ability in their adult
participants who were pragmatically effective in speech act production (Schmidt, 1983)
and comprehension (Koike, 1989).

To summarize, there seem to be two contrasting scenarios emerging from the
findings. On the one hand, the studies that investigate highly proficient learners show
that learners’ proficiency seems to enable indirect speech act strategies which are
usually syntactically complex but, as Bardovi-Harlig (1999, p. 686) comments, a high
level of grammatical proficiency does not always guarantee pragmatic success. On the
other hand, findings from less proficient adult learners suggest that pragmatic

effectiveness, in terms of use and comprehension, does not seem to be totally dependent

on grammar (e.g., Schmidt, 1983; Koike, 1989; Bardovi-Harlig and Griffin, 2005).
Taking a developmental perspective, Kasper and Rose (2002) discuss further the
relationship between interlanguage grammar and pragmatics in two scenarios:
1. Pragmatics precedes grammar

2. Grammar precedes pragmatics

According to Kasper and Rose, the seemingly contrasting scenarios in the relationship
between the two components are likely to have arisen because researchers have looked
at learners at different proficiency levels. That is, studies that concentrate on adult
learners at lower proficiency level provide evidence for the development of pragmatics,
or sociopragmatics—the knowledge of what to say in interaction— in particular, which
precedes L2 grammatical development. Studies that focus on more protficient learners
reveal that the learners still have problems producing target-like lexicalizations of
speech acts and choosing target-like speech act strategies. Further empirical research
investigating this issue is therefore needed. In the following subsections, the two

scenarios are reviewed with particular reference to adult learners so as to contextualize
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this study, which looks at adult EFL learners at three lexico-grammatical proficiency

levels.

2.6.1 Pragmatics-precedes-grammar Scenario

The first scenario 1s suggested by evidence of the primacy of pragmatics in adult
learners. Interlanguage pragmatic studies (Schmidt, 1983; Eisenstein and Bodman,
1986; Koike, 1989) suggest that adult learners have acquired pragmatic universals
through their native language and culture, thus putting their pragmatic knowledge
ahead of grammatical knowledge in the target langué.ge. Kasper and Rose propose a
Universal Pragmatic Principle which consists of a list of proposed universal aspects of
sociolinguistic, discourse and pragmatic competencies which adult interactants ot all
language and cultural backgrounds are assumed to have (2002:163-165). Proposed

pragmatic universals that are relevant to the present study include the implicit

knowledge of and ability to use:

- speech acts (“doing things with words”) or the illocutionary acts including the
felicity conditions (Austin,1962; Searle, 1969 and 1975)
- turn-taking mechanisms (Sacks et al., 1978)

- politeness as mutual face-saving strategies (Brown and Levinson, 1987)

- routines or formulaic linguistic units in recurrent situations (Coulmas, 1981;

Nattinger and DeCarrico, 1992; Aijmer, 1996; Wray, 2002).

One of the studies that report evidence for the primacy of pragmatics m adult

learners with reference to these features is Schmidt’s longitudinal study (1983) of a

Japanese male speaker’s acculturation in an untutored environment. The researcher

found that the participant displayed “interactional competence” in his conversation with
native speakers of English using ungrammatical utterances to perform a wide range of

speech acts, such as “sitting?” when offering a seat, so that he could take part n

interaction.
Eisenstein and Bodman’s studies (1986 and 1993) also corroborate the

hypothesis that pragmatic universals are already established in adult speakers. In both
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studies, Eisenstein and Bodman looked at the expressions of gratitude of advanced non-
native speakers and native speakers of American English. The researchers found that
their non-native speakers had grasped the concept of intensifying their expressions of
gratitude or politeness strategies although the expressions contained grammatical
mistakes such as wrong word order, wrong word choice and “misused/mangled” idiom
(1986:175). For instance, “I very appreciate”, “I’ll pay back you” contained
grammatical mistakes at the level of word order, and “this is thing what I’ve wanted
thank you” was not an 1diomatic expression. Although these pragmalinguistic features
did not sound target-like, they conveyed effectively the appropriate, or to be more
specific, the politeness value of the expressions.

With regard to speech act comprehension, Koike (1989) found that her
beginning learners of Spanish were able to recognize the illocutionary force of requests
and apologies through pragmatic markers and routines such as “por favor” or “please”
despite their limited proficiency. Koike’s findings suggest that the pragmatic concept of
illocution may have been readily available in adult learners, making it possible for the
learners to map routines onto their speech act tunctions.

Because the present study includes EFL learners at three proficiency levels and
investigates their face-saving maneuvres and use of formulaic sequences 1n request-
refusal conversation which fit in the list of pragmatic universals stated above, 1t 1s

interesting to see whether the analyses would reveal any results consistent with the

studies that fall into the pragmatics-precedes-grammar scenario.

2.6.2 Grammar-precedes-pragmatics Scenario

Observations from studies that concentrate on advanced learners provide evidence for
the grammar-precedes-pragmatics scenario in interlanguage pragmatics. In this
scenario, learners have a high level of grammatical proficiency that enables them to
produce language in a pragmalinguistically or sociopragmatically non-target-like way.
Relevant to refusals are Takahashi and Beebe (1987) and Beebe et al’s studies
(1990), which looked at the issue of pragmatic transfer in EFL and ESL Japanese
learners of high and low proficiency levels. The researchers found that the more

proficient learners, the EFL and ESL groups, showed knowledge of lexico-grammatical
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structure but their lexicalisations of refusals seemed pragmalinguistically non-target-
like such as “I never yield to temptation” and “I am deeply honored by your invitation,
but...”. The authors’ findings imply that the learners have acquired a certain level of
proficiency which enables them to use complex language but they had not yet mastered
target-like pragmalinguistic features.

Another example of studies that report this scenario is Bardovi-Harlig and
Hartford’s longitudinal study of academic advising sessions of advanced ESL students
and native speakers of American English (1990, 1993b). The researchers found that
over an academic year the ESL learners approximated the native speakers in terms of
speech act choice to structure the sessions. The learners increased their use of self-
Initiating suggestions, and their rejections became fewer compared to the first session.
Nevertheless, the pragmalinguistic qualities of their suggestions were still different
from those of the native speakers. While the native speakers used a range of modals
(e.g. “would” or “could”), progressive expressions (e.g., “I was thinking...”) and
hedges to soften their suggestions, the learners did not. Although the learners’
suggestions were grammatically well-formed, the pragmatic quality of the suggestion
was different from that of the native speakers. The grammatical features they used

appeared to have an aggravating function, rendering their suggestions more forceful, as

example 2.3 shows.

Example 2.3 Advisor and an ESL student (Bardovi-Harlig and Hartford, 1996, p.186)

Advisor: what were the other courses you were thinking of taking?
Student: I just decided on taking the language structure...field method in linguistics™

According to the researchers, the student’s response in the example was pragmatically
different from that of the native speakers because of the modifier “just” and past tense
“decided” made his/her response sound too assertive, while the native speakers used

past progressives such as “I was thinking of taking...” in their responses to the same

question.
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The researchers then suggest that the advanced learners seem to have acquired

the core meanings but the pragmatic aspects of grammatical features like modality
remain to be learned (1993b and 1996).

From the same studies, there was evidence of interlanguage grammar that
enabled non-target-like sociopragmatic use. Although the learners used fewer rejections
of the advisors’ suggestions over the semesters, they still used information questions as
an 1indirect rejection/refusal when a more direct strategy would have been more
sociopragmatically appropriate or effective.

To summarize this section, the two scenarios reviewed in 2.6.1 and 2.6.2
indicate that the relationship between learners’ interlanguage grammar and pragmatics

1s complex and seems to interact with proficiency levels. Kasper and Rose (2002) give

an overview of the relationship:

Putting the evidence on early and later acquisitional stages together, it appears
that...early [adult] learners have acquired the L2 grammatical means to express already
existing pragmatic categories, whereas later learners have to tease out the pragmatic

meanings to which their now available L2 grammatical knowledge can be put. (p.190)

It could be said that Kasper and Rose’s comment paves the way for further empirical
studies of the relationship between interlanguage grammar and pragmatics in different

proficiency levels. This is the direction of the present study.

2.7 Studies of Refusals in Interlanguage Pragmatics

This section provides a review of how refusals have been studied in interlanguage
pragmatics. The studies can be classitied into four themes: 1) cross-linguistic
comparison of refusal strategies; 2) pragmalinguistic and sociopragmatic transter; 3)
learners’ development in their ability to perform retfusals in the target language; and 4)
research methods in the study of interlanguage refusals. I will discuss some of the
results of the studies in order to contextualize the present study in the field of
interlanguage refusals. A suggestion to be made in this review section 1s that a cross-

sectional investigation into learners’ use of formulaic language in refusals could be
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considered as another approach to understanding a relationship between Interlanguage

grammar and pragmatics from the production and development perspectives.

2.7.1 Refusals in Interlanguage Pragmatics

Betore I move onto the four research themes, it might be helpful to begin with an

overview of refusals as compared to other speech acts studied in interlanguage
pragmatics.

Compared to requests and apologies, there have been fewer studies of learners’
or non-native speakers’ performance of refusals; however, refusals have received
sustained attention in interlanguage pragmatics because of its linguistic and pragmatic
complexities. As described 1n section 2.4.1 above, while refusals are usually associated
with saying ‘no’, it can be argued that the speaker’s refusal intent can be realized in
different ways and in an extended conversation, refusal intent can be expressed and
elaborated in stretches of turns or can even be inferred from responses that implicitly
convey the speaker’s refusal intent. Taking the conversation analytic, discourse and
linguistic views together, 1t could be said that to perform refusals successfully,
particularly in a foreign language, requires a fairly high level of linguistic and
pragmatic ability. Thus, refusals are among the speech acts that have been studied in

various themes and in various L1s. Table 2.2 below gives a summary of studies that

have investigated refusals.

Table 2. 2 Interlanguage pragmatic studies with a focus on refusals

Study Theme & L1 L2 Proficiency Data collection method
Initiating acts
Takahashi | Pragmatic Japanese | American | Low and High | Written discourse completion

& Beebe | transter ' English test
(1987) (ESL & EFL); |
Requests,

' invitations,
offers and
suggestions

Beebe et al. | Pragmatic Japanese | American | Low and High | Written discourse completion

(1990) | transfer English test
(ESL & EFL);
| Requests,
invitations,
offers and
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 suggesions [ [ T T

Bardovi-

Harlig and
Hartford
(1993Db)

Morrow
(1995)

Beebe and
Cummings
(1996)

 Houck and
Gass
(1996)

[.1a0 and
Bresnahan

(1996)

Sasaki
(1998)

Gass and
Houck
(1999)

Sairhun
(1999)

Development | Various
of pragmatic
competence;

Suggestions

Effect of
Instruction on

Various

interaction

pragmatic

| development;
Requests,

| Invitations and

offers

Comparison of | American
telephone English
conversation
and written
completion
test 1n native
speakers;

' Requests

L

|'

Comparison of | Japanese
elicitation
methods

Cross- Mandarin

linguistic
comparison of

refusal
strategies to

requests

Comparison of | Japanese

discourse
completion

\ test and role-
plays in EFL
| context,
Requests,
invitations,
offers and

I suggestions

Cross-cultural | Japanese

strategies

Pragmatic Thar

transfter; |
Requests,

invitations,
offers and

American
English

American
English

N/A

American
English

' English
|

English

American
English

| English

Advanced

| Intermediate

N/A

N/A

American | N/A

N/A

Intermediate
and upper
intermediate

N/A

| Written discourse completion

' recordings

Observation of natural data in
institutional settings
(advising sessions) |

Pre and Post tests (role-plays) |

Telephone conversation and
written discourse completion
test

Open role-plays; video
recordings and written
discourse completion test

Written discourse completion
test and rating scales for the |
degree of directness

test and role-plays |

Open role-plays and video

Written discourse completion
test
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M i
Tumbull Comparison of | American | N/A
(2001) | elicitation English

| methods:

Requests
Nelson et Cross- Egyptian | American
al. | linguistic Arabic | English
(2002a&b) | refusal !

strategies
Robinson Processing Japanese | American
(1992) 1SSUes English

involved In
| production of

refusals
Barron Development | Irish German
(2003) | of L2 English

pragmatic

| competence;

Offters

Native

l speakers

Native
speakers of

| both languages

N/A

N/A
(undergraduate
Irish learners
of German)

Telephone conversation;
written discourse completion
test; close role-plays

Oral discourse completion
test

Written discourse completion
test, verbal protocol while
the participants were
completing the test, and
Introspective interviews

Written discourse completion
test, pre and post

| questionnaires and

retrospective interviews

The table shows that of the 14 studies of interlanguage refusals, almost half attempted

to address the 1ssues of transfer and development of pragmatic competence while the

others address production or use aspect of interlanguage refusals. In the subsections to

follow, these studies are reviewed according to their themes and methods used.

2.7.2 Cross linguistic/Cross-cultural Use of Refusals

Like other cross-linguistic speech act studies, research in cross-linguistic refusals aims

at determining the extent to which the use of refusal strategies i1s similar or different in

two languages and investigating factors that affect such similarities or differences. The

studies in this theme deal with competent or native speakers’ use of refusals. The

research objective fits into a more general framework of intercultural communication

studies (Gumperz,

1982; Scollon and Scollon, 2001), which speculate that

communicative norms, interaction behaviours, and perceptions of self and context vary

from one language community to another and that these variations are likely to cause

miscommunication in intercultural contexts.

These similarities and differences are detected through a comparison of types of

refusal strategies and refusal adjuncts, degrees of directness, and frequency of strategies

used in relation to context that 1s, power, social distance between the interlocutors, and
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weightiness of the initiating act. English is usually the target language and has been
studied 1n relation to Japanese (Takahashi and Beebe, 1987; Beebe et al.. 1990),
Egyptian Arabic (Nelson et al.,, 2002a, 2002b) and Mandarin Chinese (Liao and
Bresnahan, 1996).

Two 1mportant findings emerge from these studies. First, language users’
perception of interlocutor status, which is closely associated with sociocultural
background, plays a significant role in the refuser’s choice of strategies, especially
degree of directness (Liao and Bresnahan, 1996; Beebe et al., 1990). For example, the
American respondents in Beebe et al.’s study used indirect strategies in most situations,
while the Japanese tended to employ direct strategies when refusing a lower status
interlocutor and indirect strategies when refusing a higher status interlocutor. The
researchers suggested that the perception of status could differ in the two cultures; that
1s, the Japanese tend to be more sensitive to high and low status than the Americans.

The second finding as aspect of the nature of refusals: the speech act is found to
be involved with multiple strategies across the languages under investigation. That is,
refusals can be composed of an apology or an expression of regret like “I’m sorry,
followed by an excuse such as “I have other plans™, or a combination of other indirect
strategies such as statement of agreement, an offer of alternative, or postponement. In
section 2.7.5, I will discuss this finding again from a methodological perspective and
show that length and complexity of the speech act vary as a result of methodology.

Status sensitivity and complexity of refusals shown 1n this research theme seem
to suggest that appropriate use of the speech act in any language requires a high level of
pragmatic competence. In the following subsection, we will see how researchers have

studied learners’ refusals and how refusal conventions in the native language intluenced

learners’ production of refusals in the target language.

2.7.3 Pragmalinguistic and Sociopragmatic Transfer from L1 to L2

It is perhaps necessary to briefly discuss what “transfer” means before discussing
studies in this research topic. Odlin (1989:27) defines transfer as “the influence
resulting from the similarities and differences between the target language and any

other language that has been previously (and perhaps imperfectly) acquired”. Transfer
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then can result in omission, addition, changes in order, or alternative ways of
expressing a given meaning.

In 1nterlanguage pragmatics, it is often assumed that learners may transfer their
L1 communicative norms and sociocultural knowledge in their use of L2 speech acts,
often giving rise to intercultural miscommunication or pragmatic failures (Richards and
Sukwiwat, 1983; Thomas, 1983; Marriot, 1995). Put differently, interlanguage

pragmaticists are particularly interested in negative transfer, which is exclusively

associated with linguistic and/or cultural differences between learners’ L1 and L2.

2.7.3.1 Pragmalinguistic Transfer of Refusals

In their 1990 study, Beebe and her colleagues tested the hypothesis that Japanese ESL
learners transfer their L1 refusal strategies into English, by comparing three data sets
elicited from 3 groups of participants, 20 Japanese native speakers, 20 Japanese ESL
learners, and 20 American English native speakers. The participants were asked to
complete a discourse completion test that had been designed to elicit refusals to 3
requests, 3 invitations, 3 suggestions and 3 offers. The data were coded in terms of
semantic formula — a word, a phrase or sentence which meets a particular semantic
criterion or strategy (Olshtain and Cohen, 1983:20), and analysed in order, frequency
and content of semantic formulas that constitute refusals.

The researchers’ hypothesis was confirmed: the learners were found to transfer
their Japanese refusal strategies in terms of order, frequency and content when refusing
someone of higher status. With regard to order of semantic formulas, the learners’
refusals to requests, invitations and offer were strikingly similar to those of the
Japanese respondents. In terms of refusals to suggestion, the baseline data, 1.e., L1 and
L2, were very similar in terms of order and, therefore negative transfer was not evident.
It was possible that the two languages might be similar m this pragmatic aspect, so
there might be positive transter or transter which did not result in errors.

Through a frequency count of each semantic formula, transfer was evident in

learners’ highly frequent use of the apology formula 1n their refusals to higher-status

requesters, which appeared to resemble the pattern of Japanese native speakers and
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contrast sharply with that of the Americans: Japanese native speakers 90%, learners
85%, and American native speakers 40%.

According to the researchers, although learners did not literally translate the
Japanese apology, their frequently used “I’m sorry” seemed to suggest that pragmatic
transfer 1n terms of the need to fill the apology slot might have taken place (1990:61).
Moreover, when refusing 1nvitations, offers, and suggestions made by higher and lower
status interlocutors, the learners were found to resemble the Japanese NSs in that both
groups offered alternatives much more frequently than the American NSs. The

researchers then suggested that the learners could probably transfer the sensitivity to
hierarchy of status, high vs. low, in Japanese culture into their use of English refusal
strategies.

According to Beebe and her colleagues, their content analysis of semantic
formulae seemed to provide clear evidence of pragmatic transfer because 1t could reveal
differences within the same formula. For instance, the semantic formula of excuse was
used throughout the three groups; however, the content of excuses found in the
Japanese native speakers and learners’ refusals to invitations were similar in that it
seemed vague or less specific in details, which sharply contrasted with the American
responses. Also, the researchers found that the learners’ content of excuses such as “I
never yield to temptation” sounded more formal than those found in the American data.
It should be noted that the Japanese ESL participants were fairly proficient in English.
Two questions, which are central to my research, arise as to 1)whether it was their
proficiency that enables them to use non-target like refusals and 2) to what extent the
proficiency is related to pragmatic quality, that is characteristics of language use that
indicate a balance between performing a face-threatening speech act and attending to

interpersonal relationship and face wants of both interactants of learners’ refusals.

2.7.3.2 Sociopragmatic Transfer of Refusals
Although no study has been conducted to investigate directly sociopragmatic transter of

refusals, there has been one report about how native culture influences the production

of refusals. In her study of introspective methodology in interlanguage pragmatics,
Robinson (1992) had 12 Japanese females think aloud as they were completing a
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discourse questionnaire featuring refusals to requests and invitations (see 2.7.5.1, p.42).

Immediately after the think-aloud task, the researcher interviewed each respondent

regarding the content of their refusals and utterances from their verbal report.

Soclopragmatic transfer was detected, among other things, in the participants’
reporting of thought processes. According to the researcher, one of the respondents
reported that she had difficulty refusing due to her family training, which required a
woman to comply with requests so as to maintain social harmony (ibid.:56).
Furthermore, the interviews revealed that other participants experienced difficulty in
their decision-making as they found it necessary to preserve social ties (1b1d.:52-53).

Studies of transfer of refusals have shown that learners’/non-native speakers’
refusals are to some extent influenced by their native pragmatic and sociocultural
knowledge, rendering learners’ speech act patterns different from those of native
speakers of L2. It is not surprising, then, for some interlanguage pragmatic scholars to
speculate about the role of pragmatic transfer in learners’ approximation to L2
communicative norms, which can be considered as an indicator of learners’ pragmatic

development. I now turn to this research theme.

2.7.4 Refusals in Interlanguage Pragmatic Development

2.7.4.1 Correlation between Pragmatic Transfer and Proficiency Level

In their 1987 study, Takahashi and Beebe attempted to test the hypothesis that there
will be more pragmatic transfer among higher proficiency learners than among students
at lower levels. The hypothesis was based on their observation that less proficient
learners are not equipped with sufficient linguistic resources to transfer the
complexities of their L1 rules of talk into their L2 performance. The researchers argued
that pragmatic transfer is different from morpho-syntactic transfer, in that the former
will occur at a later stage or when learners became more proficient, and that amount of
pragmatic transfer will decrease in very advanced learners because they will probably
achieve near-native pragmatic ability (1987:137). “Development of pragmatic
competence” in Takahashi and Beebe’s study seems to be judged in terms of
approximation to the target language retusal pattern, as can be seen in the comparison

between learners’ refusals and those of the native speakers. Thus, it can be inferred
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from their study that the amount of pragmatic transfer in learners’ responses could
indicate the extent to which they are moving towards native-like refusal, the seemingly

desirable stage of development in the researchers’ view.

Takahashi and Beebe (1987) employed a discourse completion test as their sole
research method (see 2.7.5.1, p.42). Refusals were elicited from 20 Japanese native
speakers, 20 Japanese ESL, 20 Japanese EFL and 20 Americans. Within the learner
groups, a cross-sectional investigation was conducted to investigate any correlation
between amount of transfer and proficiency level: refusals of 10 undergraduates and 10
graduates, who represented approximate proficiency levels, were compared. The
hypothesis was confirmed in the ESL data, but rejected in the EFL group. That is, more
transfer was evident in the content and tone of refusals produced by the more proficient
ESL, and this seemed to be attributable to the learners’ word choice, which was made
possible by their linguistic proficiency. For instance, one of the high level respondents
used “I have to apologize tor not being able to come to your party” (p.152, their italics),
which looked like a transliteration from the Japanese strategy and sounded unidiomatic

1n the target language.

Takahashi and Beebe’s study raises two questions concerning the significance
of selecting prospective participants and about their study design. First, the researchers
chose the participants by the approximate-proficiency level criterion, placing the
undergraduate students in the lower proficiency and postgraduates in the higher
proficiency groups. The criterion may be valid 1n the EFL context, but the reliability of
the study would have been improved 1f the researchers had administered a placement

test to ascertain difference in proficiency levels, regardless of whether it 1s a foreign or

second language learning environment.

Second, even though refusals of the two levels were compared in terms of
amount of transfer, the researchers discussed only the number of the situations in which
transfer took place. Qualitative analysis, that is, the content analysis in terms of tone,
level of formality, and lexical items that constitute semantic content did not seem to
have been conducted within the two levels. Rather, refusals of both groups were
grouped together and compared qualitatively with the American data set. Thus, we have

some reason to suspect that the data analysis was not in agreement with the design, or
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that the design was not a true cross-sectional design. As a result, it is possible that there
may have been other qualitative differences in pragmatic transfer between two groups

of learners, which might have shed new light on the learners’ interlanguage refusals.

2.7.4.2 Longitudinal Development
Like Takahashi and Beebe, Bardovi-Harlig and Hartford (1993b, 1996) viewed

learners’ pragmatic development as approximation to native-like use of speech acts.
However, transfer was not the focus of Bardovi-Harlig and Hartford’s study. Rather,
the authors focussed on advanced ESL learners’ changes in the use of rejections and
refusals to advisors’ suggestions over an academic year. Their longitudinal study
revealed that learners acquired the ability to manage the advising session speech event
by using more self-initiated suggestions and fewer rejections, yet their rejections
continued to differ from those of native speakers in terms of content. For example, in
terms of content, they provided inappropriate reasons to justify their rejections such as
a lack of interest in a suggested course. In terms of politeness value, the leamners’

rejections were more direct and less hedged when compared to those of the native

speakers. As a result, the learners’ refusals tended not to be accepted or to provoke a
strong reaction from the advisor and, in the researchers’ view, the learners became less
successful in negotiation with their advisors compared to the American students. The
authors suggested that the learners attained pragmatic development at the macrolevel
which referred to the ability to perform appropriate speech acts in an institutional
setting, but their microlevel pragmatic competence, which covered pragmalinguistic

features or linguistic features that index the speakers’ illocutionary force, might

develop at a later stage.

Bardovi-Harlig and Hartford’s finding appears to be consistent with Takahashi
and Beebe’s work (1987) in that the content of refusals produced by fairly advanced
learners still appeared to be non-target like, and that the grammatical and lexical
features displayed in their refusals seemed to be partly responsible for such deviation.
Following this scenario, one may suspect that learners do not achieve pragmatic
proficiency at the same rate as grammatical proficiency. That is, as evidenced 1n the

two studies, the learners’ refusals were lexico-grammatically well formed, but the
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resultant pragmatic force did not seem to be appropriate. Referring to Bardovi-Harlig
and Hartford’s 1993b longitudinal study, Bardovi-Harlig (1999, p.686) suggested that
the learners might not have acquired the pragmatic aspects of the lexical and
grammatical features used to constitute their speech act strategies, resulting in an

imbalance between grammatical and pragmatic proficiency. Therefore, it is possible

?

that learners’ development of pragmatic competence may be affected by their
developing grammatical competence.

Barron (2003) traced the development of German EFL learners’ ability to
perform refusals of offers during a year abroad. Her findings indicated that the learners
increased the use of pragmatic routines associated with mitigating the force of refusals
of offers such as expressions of gratitude, combinations of downtoners and hedges,

over the period of observation although their refusals were not target-like in some
cases.

Taking the studies in this theme as the point of departure, this study addresses
the 1ssue of a possible relationship between grammar and pragmatics in interlanguage
pragmatic development by looking at refusals performed by learners at different

proficiency levels and comparing them in terms of pragmatic moves and formulaic

aspects.

2.7.5 Data Collection Methods in Interlanguage Refusals

This section provides a review of studies that specifically looked into effects of data
gathering tools on refusal. Studies mentioned in earlier sections are also to be reviewed
again in terms of the methods the researchers used to elicit refusals. The methods to be
discussed are discourse completion tests, role-plays, natural data and think-aloud
protocol. It should be noted, however, that methodological issues in interlanguage

refusals and how refusals were collected in the present study will be discussed 1n detail

in Chapter Three.

2 7 5.1 Discourse Completion Test

Discourse Completion Test or DCT is perhaps the most extensively used in

interlanguage refusals as well as interlangauge pragmatics research. A written DCT
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item usually features a brief description of situation information such as status of
interlocutors) and a dialogue, which is usually the initiating act such as requests or
invitations. The following turn is left blank and the dialogue is closed by a reply to the
blank turn. The respondents are asked to fill in what they would say if they were in the
given scenario. Normally, the word “refuse” is not stated in the questionnaire items. In
oral DCTs, each scenario is read to the respondents and their reply is recorded. The
adaptability of DCTs can be seen in Nelson et al.’s works (2002a, 2002b), in which
they developed an oral version of DCT to accommodate the diglossic nature of Arabic.

The use of DCT, 1n both written and oral formats, in refusal research has proved
to be useful in three ways. First, variables can be systematically manipulated across
DCT items enabling the researchers to identify possible effects of the variables on the
elicited refusal patterns. This consistency between variables and test items also
facilitates a comparison of refusal strategy types used by different groups of
participants. For example, the equal distribution of the status variables such as high vs.
low status, and eliciting acts such as requests, suggestions, invitations and offers
throughout the questionnaire in Beebe et al’s study (1990) allowed the researchers to
determine the extent to which interlocutor status affected the refusal strategies across
the three groups. Second, the ‘sandwiched’ structure of DCTs, which consists of a
stimulus speech act, a refusal, and a response of refusal, ensures that the speech act
under investigation will be elicited. Third, since a DCT is a type of questionnaire, 1t can
be administered with a large number of participants and reproduced in different
languages making it possible to elicit refusals from L1 and L2 and learners and analyse
them in terms of inferential statistics. DCTs therefore have been frequently used in
cross-linguistic refusals and pragmatic transfer research.

However, there are some problems in using DCTs as a data elicitation method.
DCTs can be criticized for three reasons. To begin with, it seems likely that DCTs are
unable to capture the complexity of refusals found in authentic conversation. For
example, Beebe and Cummings (1996) compared refusals gathered from a written DCT
and telephone conversations and found that DCT data featured less varied semantic

formulas and were far less complex. According to the researchers, the authentic refusals

led to negotiation between the requester and the refuser: the caller, in response to
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refusal, repeatedly requested or adjusted her requests hoping that the person would
agree to help in a conference which was used as the request scenario. The refusers also
repeated and justified their refusals throughout the course of conversation. Moreover,
Houck and Gass (1995) and Gass and Houck (1999) found that some of their J apanese
ESL participants opted for silence or repeated the previous turn such as the request,
invitation, or offer made by the interlocutor. According to the researchers, silence and
repetitions of what was said is considered as a type of indirect refusal or avoidance
strategy. The constrained nature of DCTs did not allow the respondents to use other
strategies that could have been considered as indirect refusals. In other words, the
method enabled the researchers to address the question of similarity and difference in

the use of refusal strategy at the single turn level, but whether or not the organization
and modification of refusal strategies, which appear in stretches of discourse, differ in
two languages could not be answered by using DCTs.

Second, DCTs neglected the interlocutor’s reaction. It is true that a rejoinder
features 1n each DCT item, but its primary purpose is to create a context in which a
refusal should be uttered. The response turn does not indicate how the interlocutor
would interpret and react to the refusal strategy. This is seen in Takahashi and Beebe
(1987) and Beebe et al’s studies (1990). While DCTs could help the researchers answer
the questions of amount of transter and variables that affect learners’ transfer, the DCT
data were unable to show anything about possible effects of the deviated refusal
patterns on the interlocutors’ comprehension e.g., whether they cause misinterpretations
of the refusers’ intentions, or trigger the interlocutors’ attempt to seek clarification.

Third, DCT refusals may be affected by planning time the participants or
learners’ approach to the questionnaire. In the cross-linguistic refusal studies mentioned
above (except Nelson et al., 2002a and 2002b), the respondents were allowed plenty of
time to complete the questionnaires. It 1s then possible that the evident transter of
complicated native norms of refusals such as “I am deeply honoured by your invitation,
but...” (Beebe et al. 1990) could be partially enhanced by planning time, which could
be related to the “waffle phenomenon” found in learners’ speech patterns elicited from
written DCTs (Edmonson and House, 1991). Furthermore, in their study of variation of

DCT formats based on the scenarios in authentic discourse, Bardovi-Harlig and
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Hartford (1993a) compared two types of DCTs designed to elicit students’ rejections to
advisors’ suggestions. The first format featured only situational description, while the
second one contained a description of the situation and a prompt in each item. The
native speaker respondents showed little difference across the two questionnaire types
whereas the students showed greater difference. The influence of the format was
evident in the change of semantic formulae and naturalness of talk such as the use of
hedges and discourse markers that resembled the native speakers’ rejections. Therefore,
it 1s clear that different designs of DCTs elicit different responses from non-native
speakers, and this could be detrimental to the reliability of a given study if the method
1s not carefully developed.

2.7.5.2 Role-plays

The lack of interactiveness of DCTs 1s not a problem for role-plays. This is because
open role-plays allow the participants to modity their refusal strategies in response to
initiating acts and carry out the conversation to its logical end.

Houck and Gass (1996) and Gass and Houck (1999) found that refusals in role-
plays performed by native speaker hosts and ESL learners displayed more strategies

than those found on DCTs such as avoidance strategies like silence or repeated
questions, and revealed interactive features such as negotiation for an alternative when
one party did not wish to comply with the request and recycling of requests and
refusals. In both studies, refusals came in multiple turns spreading throughout the role-
play interaction, allowing the researchers to see how the learners adjusted their refusal
strategies in response to the native speaker interlocutor’s reaction. It should be noted
also that straightforward transfer of Japanese refusal strategies was not evident in the
role-play data. Rather, the learners seemed to have relied on certain semantic formulae
such as regret, excuse or direct “no”, and, in subsequent turns, tried out different
strategies to make themselves understood and to maintain new social ties. These were
abilities that would not have surfaced 1t a DCT had been used.

Another advantage of using open-ended role-plays as a research method 1s that
the researchers can still manipulate contextual variables while gathering interactive and

more complex refusals co-constructed by both interlocutors. However, the systematic
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control of variables can be limited because it is not possible for the participants to
perform as numerous role-play scenarios as in DCTs.

Regarding the disadvantages of the method, the most evident is the likelihood
that role-plays could generate redundant conversation. Sasaki (1998) and Turnbull
(2001) addressed the methodological issues in refusals by comparing data gathered
from DCTs and role-plays and found that role-play refusals were unnaturally lengthy in
some situations: there was evidence of strategy recycling but it did not bring about
further negotiation between the two parties. The other drawback of open-ended role-
plays 1s the possible task effect on learners. Like DCTs, role-plays involve hypothetical
situations, which may pose some imaginative challenge to learners and result in
pertormance limitations. Houck and Gass (1996) and Gass and Houck (1999) were
seemingly aware of this disadvantage as they constructed their scenarios on the
learners’ authentic experience as international students in American host families.
However, in my view, some of the situations, or content of initiating acts, were rather
extreme such as asking learners to go bungee jumping with the host, or offering to do a
punk hairstyle. While the scenarios elicited, as intended, refusals, the learners’

psychological load could have hindered their speech act performance. This will be

elaborated further in Chapter Three.

2.7.5.3 Naturally Occurring Data

As mentioned in the DCT section, naturally occurring refusals are generally more
complex and interactive than refusals elicited from questionnaires. To date, there have
been two refusal studies that used authentic discourse: Beebe and Cummings (1996,
telephone conversation) and Bardovi-Harlig and Hartford (1993b) which analyzed data
from observation of advising sessions.

The strength of natural data is that participants’ production of refusals 1s less
constrained compared to DCTs or role-plays. For example, in Bardovi-Harlig and
Hartford’s study (1993b), both American and ESL students used rejections to control
their schedules. Nevertheless, differences between the two groups of participants at the
level of strategy type and content were played out in stretches of turns. The differences

were very likely to be attributable to their own linguistic and pragmatic abilities rather
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than their different approaches to the task. For instance, despite their use of direct
strategies, the American students used more credible contents that justified their

rejections to the advisors’ suggestions to take a course such as schedule clashes or lack
of availability, rendering the rejections acceptable in the advisors’ view. On the other
hand, the ESL students used indirect rejection strategies by repeating the suggestions,

asking for more information about the course, for instance, “Is it difficult?” The use of

questioning strategy 1s a soctopragmatic aspect of refusals and rejections that is not
usually found i DCTs. Moreover, the use of authentic discourse allowed the
researchers to see the effect on the interlocutor, which could function as a context for
interpreting the force of a rejection as successful or unsuccessful. Acceptance of the
students’ rejections could be seen in the advisor’s subsequent turn displaying agreement
message, for example, “oh, okay”, while unsuccessful rejections usually triggered
longer responses and a series of explanations from the advisors. Accordingly, the
analysis of naturally occurring refusals in Bardovi-Harlig and Hartford’s study was
conducted in terms of a “rejection episode”, which began when a student started
rejecting, both implicit and explicit rejections, and ended when his advisor explicitly
accepted the rejection or abandoned the suggestion by giving a new piece of advice
(1993a, p. 288). Quite evidently, refusals gathered in an authentic discourse are far
more complex than DCT refusals and give us a better insight into the actual use of the
speech act strategies.

Using authentic discourse may have some disadvantages because the occurrence
of refusals may not be always predictable as it would be in DCTs or role-plays and it
may be very difficult to gather data from L1 to trace evidence of transfer. The first
drawback can be alleviated by narrowing down the context of talk or investigating
institutional talk as can be seen in Bardovi-Harlig and Hartford’s study (1993b). Beebe
and Cummings (1996) have demonstrated the possibility of gathering authentic refusals
through telephone conversation. The researchers called and asked their participants to
help in a conference at short notice, expecting the participants to refuse. The
researchers were able to elicit refusals which were more complex than those elicited

from written DCTs, involving hedges, modifications of refusal strategies and

negotiation between the requesters and the refusers.
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2.7.5.4 Think-aloud Method

The think-aloud method differs from the above methods in that it is process-oriented
while the others are product-oriented. Of particular relevance to refusals is Robinson’s
study (1992) in which the method was used to probe into the participants’, 12 female
Japanese speakers of English, thought process while they were completing DCT items
designed to elicit refusals. The method has proved to be effective in revealing the
complexity in planning and formulating refusal strategies, which was partly due to a
clash between L1 cultural upbringing and the necessity to refuse in each DCT item.

It also seems likely that the think-aloud method could reflect the constraint a
DCT placed on the participants: the questionnaire did not allow them to employ other
speech act strategies than refusals or even opt out of conversation. Furthermore,
process-oriented methods like verbal protocol as well as a retrospective interview can
assist the researchers in exploring learners’ awareness of their performance, which in

turn could illuminate how their use of L2 refusal strategies 1s related to their

interlanguage system.

2.7.6 Summary

To summarize section 2.7, I have reviewed interlanguage refusal studies of four
main types: cross-linguistic comparison of refusal strategies; pragmatic transfer,
developmental pragmatics; and comparison of data elicitation techniques. The
relationship between learners’ developing grammar and pragmatics is evident in the
transfer and development themes which provide a useful background of the present
study. Based on the review, an observation can be made regarding the linguistic
features of refusals investigated in the earlier studies. The features tended to be studied
as a single word, for instance, the performative verb “to apologize™ and a range of
modals and intensifiers. The native speakers of the target languages and the learners’
use of these features were compared and information about development or transter
was inferred from the comparison (an exception is Barron, 2003). The present study
takes a step further, investigating formulaic aspects of learners’ refusals. Through a
comparison of formulaic aspects of refusals performed by three groups of EFL learners,

it is hoped that the study will contribute to our understanding of linguistic quality of
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interlanguage refusals, particularly the role of formulaic language. This is the focus of

the next section.

2.8 Formulaic Language

Formulaic language 1s a vast field and i1t has been approached from different
perspectives such as corpus work (for example Sinclair, 1991; Moon, 1998; Biber et al.,
2004), language proficiency (Howarth, 1998) and language acquisition (Hakuta, 1974;
Weinert, 1995; Wray, 2000). Formulaic language has become a topic of great interest
because corpus work has shown that a large part of language consists of sequences of
words that are formulaic, or words that are apparently glued together, stored in fixed or
partially fixed chunks and used as wholes. For example, there are idioms and fully fixed
expressions such as “by and large” and “long time no see”. Phrasal verbs such as “get
along with” “make an appointment”, and *“‘take a seat” are sometimes also considered to
be formulaic language, as well as partially fixed sentence stems, e.g., “to be sorry
about/for something”, “I wonder 1f ...”, and conversation routines, e.g., “could you do
me a favour?”, “how are you?” “‘sorry to interrupt™ .

It has been generally accepted the use of formulaic language 1s one of many
linguistic abilities a native speaker has (Coulmas, 1981; Pawley and Syder, 1933;
Willis, 1990; Nattinger and DeCarrico, 1992; Foster, 2001). From a pragmatic
perspective, native speakers use formulaic sequences to fulfill pragmatic functions:
context or situation — specific expressions (House and Kasper, 1981); speech act and
conversational routines (Aijmer, 1996); gambits and politeness routines (Edmonson,
1983). Formulaic language is therefore considered to be an important part of native
speaker’s pragmatic competence as well as their linguistic repertoire (Kasper and
Schmidt, 1996).

In the following subsections, I will look into the issue of determining which
combinations of words are formulaic and the role of formulaic language 1n
interlanguage pragmatics. This will help contextualize the use of formulaic language as

a focus of investigation in the present study.
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2.8.1 Determining Formulaicity

As mentioned in the previous section, 1t 1s widely believed that the lexicon of a native
speaker of any language i1s made up of fixed and partially fixed sequences of words that
are used as single choices and shared by every one in his or her speech community as
well as novel combinations of words that are constructed according to grammatical
rules (Sinclair, 1991). However, when 1t comes to the issue of definition, there seems to
be a divergence of opinion among scholars, resulting in an abundance of terminologies
and ways of determining formulaicity. Weinert (1995:182) observes, “while labels
vary, it seems that researchers have very much the same phenomenon in mind”.

For Sinclair (1991), Weinert (1995), Wray (2000, 2002) and others currently
working in this field, ‘formulaic’ has a far wider meaning than the well-known

categories of idioms, fixed expressions and collocations. For these researchers, a

‘formulaic’ sequence or string of words 1s generally characterized by its

- manners of storage and production
- frequency

- institutionalized or conventional use

According to the proponents of a wider understanding of formulaicity, these

characteristics distinguish formulaic language from novel, freely-formed expressions.
With regard to the first characteristic, manners of storage and use, formulaic sequences

appear to be stored and used together as whole chunks, which may or may not always

be fully fixed together, and chunks which are not fully fixed including patterns with

open slots or partially fixed sentence stems.

In corpus work, the second characteristic, how frequently a word string 1s found

and how frequently it co-occurs with other words can indicate the formulaicity of the

word string, whether at a narrower level such as idioms, fixed expressions and
collocations or at a wider level such as patterns with open slots. There are, however,

many word strings that are recognized as formulaic although they are not frequently

used, e.g. “Long live the King/Queen” (Wray, 2002:30). This can be explained by the

third characteristic—conventional use. That is, for a sequence of words to be
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considered formulaic, it usually has an institutionalized or conventional use which

makes it recognizable by the members of a speech community.

With regard to the purpose of my study, narrow understandings of formulaicity
such as 1dioms and fixed expressions do not seem to suffice. This is because this study
aims to explore the formulaic aspects of request-refusal role-plays in which
conventional expressions related to the two speech acts are bound to occur. For
example, 1t 1s to some extent predictable that the expressions “I wonder if I could ....”,
“I'm sorry”, and “Could you please + VP” will occur in the role-plays. These
expressions are not fully fixed like idioms or limited to collocations, yet they seem to
fit into the observation of formulaic language as a part of a native speaker’s lexicon.
Moreover, because this study investigates learners’ language, it is possible that
sequences of words that appear to be the learners’ varieties of fixed or partially fixed
sequences of words may be found 1n the data. These sequences may not be idiomatic or
collocationally well-formed in English but they are important to this study because they
suggest the lexico-grammatical parts of learner’s language, and some of these
sequences might be relevant to the learners’ lexicalizations of refusals. Therefore, a
broader understanding of formulaicity 1s needed 1in this study.

Wray’s working definition (2000, 2002) captures the importance of tormulaic

sequences for reception, production, and for learner language, and my understanding 1s

based on this. She defines formulaic sequences as

a sequence, continuous or discontinuous, of words or other elements, which s, or
appears to be, prefabricated: that is, stored and retrieved whole from memory at the

time of use, rather than being subject to generation or analysis by the language
grammar (2000: 9)

However, in practicality, it is not always possible to access directly the storage and the
retrieval processes. Rather, these are inferred from the linguistic features of the
sequences. For instance, the linguistic forms of “thank you for + NP”, “why don’t you
+ VP” and “the more....the more...” or “the less...the less” render the strings
recognizable as formulaic sequence; the linguistic forms of the sequences are shared by

native speakers of English and English-speaking people and the sequences appear to be

stored together and used as wholes rather than being made up word by word at the time

of use.
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Wray’s definition gives a broad and inclusive framework for determining which
sequences are formulaic. It covers fixed, collocationally fixed sequences, sentence
stems, and sequences of words that might be learners’ varieties of formulaic language,
which are relevant to my study. However, as explained above, it is not possible to apply
the “storage” and “retrieval” elements in the definition to the identification of formulaic
sequences 1n this study. This may cause some difficulties or confusion to the native
speaker judges. Therefore, her detinition 1s modified for the purposes of this study: the
processes of storage and retrieval are omitted. The modified definition of formulaic

sequences used 1n this study 1s

a sequence, continuous or discontinuous, of words or other elements, which is, or
appears to be used as wholes rather than being subject to generation or analysis by the
language grammar.

The modified definition still retains the inclusiveness of Wray’s definition and suggests
a broad understanding of formulaicity.

The term ‘“formulaic sequences” and formulaic language will be used
throughout this study, covering other terms such as “prefabricated chunks”, “lexical
bundles” or “chunks” that refer to similar phenomenon although, as Wray (2000)
suggests, each term has its own theoretical implications. This study takes formulaic

sequences as an analytical unit rather than addressing the theoretical 1ssues of formulaic

language and these different implications are not explored here.

2.8.2 Formulaic Language in Interlanguage Pragmatics

In interlanguage pragmatics, there have not so far been many studies that investigate
the role of formulaic sequences in the aspects of use and development, while 1t 1s
generally accepted that that formulaic sequences play an important role in speech act

realizations both native speakers and language learners (for example Nattinger and

DeCarrico, 1992; Kasper and Schmidt, 1996; Terkourafi, 2002) as well as in the

development of pragmatic competence in the target language (for example Barron,

2003).
Findings and observations from the few studies that have been carried out

suggest that
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adult learners use formulaic expressions to fulfill pragmatic functions
effectively but not in a lexico-grammatical native-like way (Schmidt, 1983:
Blum-Kulka and Olshtain, 1984; Eisenstein and Bodman, 1986). For example,
"I very appreciate” in the lexicalization of the speech act of thanking was
reported in Eisenstein and Bodman’s study (1986).

learners use a greater variety of conversational routines after explicit teaching
(House, 1996) or after exposure to the target community (Barron, 2003).
beginners seem to rely on formulaic language in their speech act realizations
although the pragmatic functions are not always native-like (Scarcella, 1979
cited 1in Kasper and Rose, 2002 and Barron, 2003). For instance, in Scarcella’s
1979 study, the beginners used “can you please” in every request situation while
the native speakers would have used different formulaic expressions which
indicated appropriate level of politeness in different situations.

advanced learners do not always use grammatically correct or target-like
formulaic expressions (Eisenstein and Bodman, 1986, 1993).

even when learners have mastered a high level of grammatical proficiency,
lexico-grammatically complex formulaic expressions, for instance, a bi-clausal

p

request “I wonder if you could possibly...”, are still not used in their written or
spoken speech act data. Syntactically simpler formulaic expressions, such as
“could I/could you +VP, parentheticals “I think and “I know”, tend to be used

throughout period of observation (Bardovi-Harlig and Hartford, 1996;
Takahashi, 2001).

Two inferences can be made from the findings and observations in the above

list. The first is that formulaic sequences seem to be an important resource for learners

at all levels as they enable them to perform speech acts, and express politeness and

modality.

The second inference is to do with proficiency level and the use of formulaic

language. That is, the variety of formulaic sequences learners use In speech act

realizations increases according to proficiency level. However, a high proficiency level

does not imply that learners use a similar range of formulaic sequences to native
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speakers in terms of linguistic forms and pragmatic functions. Sociopragmatically or
pragmalinguistically non-native-like versions of formulaic sequences are reported in
these studies. This seems to suggest that an expansion of formulaic language storage
and the ability to map forms of formulaic sequences onto their pragmatic functions are
important to the development of pragmatic competence in the target language, and

cannot be taken for granted.

While the atorementioned studies look at the quality of language in learners’
pragmatic performance longitudinally (for example Barron, 2003) or compare learners’
language with those produced by the native speakers (for example Bardovi-Harlig and
Hartford, 1996), not many studies compare quality of language, particularly in the

formulaic aspects, produced by learners at different levels (exceptions are Trosborg,

1995 and Takahashi, 1996).
It should be noted also that most of the studies cited in the list above look at

formulaic sequences 1n requests and apologies. The exceptions are Bardovi-Harlig and
Hartford (1996) and Barron (2003) who studied rejections to suggestions and refusals
to offers respectively. The present study, therefore, takes a step further by investigating

formulaic language in refusals produced by EFL learners at three levels so as to

contribute to the research of formulaic language 1n interlanguage pragmatics.

2.9 Chapter Summary

In this chapter, speech act theory, politeness theory and the conversation analytic
framework have been reviewed so as to provide a background for the present study
which applies these theoretical frameworks to the context of interlanguage pragmatics.
The status of refusals in these frameworks has also been reviewed and their
complexities, which may be a challenge for language learners, have been highlighted.
These justify the present investigation of interlanguage refusals and provide a useful

framework for data collection and analysis. In the latter part of the chapter, arguments
have been made for taking formulaic language as a focus of analysis because the
findings and observations in earlier studies indicate that refusals often contain

formulaic expressions, suggesting a potential area of investigation. Issues in the field of
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formulaic language have also been considered in this chapter, particularly the issue of
determining formulaicity because it is important to know what to look for in the data set
betore stretches of language can be identified as formulaic sequences. For the purposes
of this study, an inclusive definition of formulaic sequences was chosen to be the
framework and modified for practical reasons. The modified definition is applied to the
identification of formulaic sequences in the data base, which will be discussed 1in
Chapter Four.

The central messages that arose from the discussion of these theoretical
frameworks and empirical studies are that the relationship between grammar and
pragmatics was noticed quite early on but a few studies have addressed this issue
directly and that there seems to be a gap in interlanguage pragmatic research with
regard to learners’ use of formulaic language to fulfill pragmatic functions and the role
of formulaic language in the development of pragmatic proficiency. These 1ssues help

contextualize my study, and in the next chapter I will explain the methodology I used to

explore them.
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Chapter 3
Methodology I: Data Collection

3.0 Introduction

This chapter provides an account of the study design and data collection method that
were used to address the following research questions: 1) to what extent do refusals to
requests performed by three levels of learners differ in terms of sociopragmatic
aspects?; 2) to what extent do the language and lexicalizations of refusals differ in
terms of formulaic aspects? To compare the pragmatic and formulaic aspects of
refusals across the three levels, a cross-sectional design was used, and this 1s first
explained in section 3.1. Then, 1n 3.2.1, data collection methods used in interlanguage
pragmatic research, are discussed with reference to their strengths and weaknesses.
Next, a justification for open-role-plays, which were used as the main data collection
method, and their effect on data are presented in 3.2.2. The pilot study, the

recruitment of participants, the procedures for data collection, and transcription of

data will be explained in sections 3.2.3, 3.3, 3.4 and 3.5 respectively.

3.1 Cross-sectional Study Design

In this section, a justification for a cross-sectional design is given. How the design

helped structure the present study is also explained.

This study used a cross-sectional design because of a correspondence between
the attributes of the design and the research questions. A cross-sectional design,
sometimes referred to as a pseudolongitudinal design (Kasper and Schmudt,
1996:150), allows the researchers to collect and compare data from participants at
different developmental stages or proficiency levels (Cook, 1993:34). Because the
research questions seek to find differences in terms of pragmatic and formulaic
aspects of refusals produced by EFL learners at three proficiency 