RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

IN CROSS-CULTURAL PRAGMATICS:
AN INQUIRY INTO DATA
COLLECTION PROCEDURES

Bt E A
ER AR

wE &

hERESHRALEH
FOREIGN LANGUAGE TEACHING AND RESEARCH PRESS



HTEEFA B F AR ALR

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
N CROSS-CULTURAL PRAGMATICS:

AN INQUIRY INTO DATA
COLLECTION PROCEDURES

ﬂ%fﬁtlﬁﬁﬁ-‘f-
4 R

BhEHFESTHAL R
FOREIGN LANGUAGE TEACHING AND RESEARCH PRESS
dt3 BEDING



B BIEMS B (CIP) ¥ 18

B OB B B R L BF R = Research Methodology in Cross-cultural
Pragmatics: An Inquiry into Data Collection Procedures / 3t & .— Jb 5T .

ShiE o S AR, 2005.9
ISBN 7 - 5600 — 5162 — 6

T.%- 0.3 M. BEXHEA¥—ENKkE D. H-3
FERAE S CIP BEEHF (2005) 5 112690 5

H R A FPX

WIERE: 04

HEigH: 2 W

HAR & 1T SMEHFE GBI H R

it JeE T =FA0EE 19 8 (100089)

Ht: http: //www. fltrp. com !

Bl bR ERIAE R A A

& 850x1168 1/32

%: 6.25

20054 11 A 1LAR 20054 11 A% 1 KEPFI
B : ISBN 7-5600 — 5162 - 6
#:9.90 T

*

*HETFIHDEA R

A BRI T B ) R A AR 1A TR R e
TSR3 R A 3
IRBLBR AP 2 2SR LR : (010)88817519



((=-yEPl

PR, #i%, L. PHLIRTER
FIEEEBPL K, #HLIHTE
KESEEFTFEESNAES
IS SN e
SHFEE, (ONEHR) WE
KFR. WLABFHEPE
AT MRFFHE (EF¥) KR, #HLEM3C
FRBEK, WLEKEINERFERAZENS
£, & GOMEEFESHRE). OMEIE). GRS
B FT ERRRI 20K, 5. % (B
GIERFEME). (Hramb ARIEIES 28R,
CNEER B RIDOARD) FEE . 1AM, Bt
10255, B ATHFI 4@ E A B CILE AEMiE
FriE M.




FERSSUILIE I, AR
HE—HRAT AHAERBNEE.
fEhRA B B LB ¥Ry
RO BT R, SEFRAE
e, FAXTAWBEIERAE AR
FURBTRAI LA, AL
RAR, BARRFHISEHNE.



T

BASE-HEEN, tHERMBERIRETERREN
BIRGR, BXERRREN. L HERNINEXRERE
G RBEH—ENRMLRER. BALFUL—HESHNE
FO KBRS E R SRR ST E R R —HE S
EUg. Wi, NMEENEREE, LA FEELRT
KRB AMERHN. EATRBERIE, BSARBLY
RAE KRR HE T 5 R AB ST ST R
B, AR AR BT RIS

AT EAEE I BIE R B AN ER Y BT
BRERZ—, HETURERNRYEERIZ RIS —
Ao HREERIA HEN R EE S FHEE A\ +ERKES M
MBS i, TEW SR TR SLBFSIieg, SRS
BB R RO, R E+ AR B E S
EEGERBIhE R o, FORE, L+ERRE,
e EB KB BINL, FAFHLELNEEEHEXM
G. Leech M1 J. Thomas, ERMPBHFEE, mMAB/K, FXMEEK
BRE TRRNSE, Hib0EER TR ASERE TIREH
R, SRR B SO R BT 9L BRI O H R T %,
HERHEB—2.



FLENERBXANNANEREHRETE LY, LRR
WE . NESLEREMBRTERT T M RAH NI RE R
BEN, EEIMERFTSFAAER, EEANTUSERE—A.
KR REMIEF SRS LA EN— A RE. MEBHM—
BIAGEAIRMM e, Eh4, URIMBMHRE, HENE
RERXMELELER—MLES. CUELNBRENEE LR
BEARRMENER, EHEMRE, BRE. ERE. EHA.

RAKRERMRATE—TEIA, MER—BERHEL
EHI-ZETENERSARELFNEE. RELERMHE
—EZREERBENNEFEAN. BERMDSABFEANTEREERE
i, BNRESRXEAREMENEE, SARR, THETH.
RUUBH K EIRAERRI S A BEELHEER.

GELY
2005 48 A



Preface

Cross-cultural pragmatics is a relatively new academic discipline;
it does not have a developed methodology of its own. Most methods
exploited in cross-cultural pragmatics research are borrowed with a
little adaptation from other disciplines in social sciences, without fully
taking the characteristics of cross-cultural pragmatics into
consideration. Controversies have often been found on the research
results in the literature of cross-cultural pragmatics research in the past
three decades due to the different research methods, different ways of
interpreting data, and different conceptions of jargons and other terms
employed in the field. This book attempts to provide a data collection
methodology that can solve most of the problems found in
cross-cultural pragmatics research so far.

It first clears the ground of cross-cultural pragmatics by
elucidating the distinction between ‘cross-cultural’ and ‘ntercultural’,
outlines its development and delimits its scope of research. Then it
characterizes different types of data-collection methods, discusses
their merits and demerits, warns against some pitfalls in using the
methods and outlines their scope of application based on a critical

review of the data-collection' methods employed in some of the most
influential cross-cultural pragmatics empirical research in the past
three decades. It claims that no single tool is good for everything since



the best screwdriver makes a lousy hammer, and a worse saw. After
that, it advances the issue of equivalence in cross-cultural pragniétics
empirical research since inconsistencies and even coﬁtmdictdry results
have arisen due to the negligence of the issue. It contends that at least
five types of equivalence should be addressed to obtain valid and
reliable data: research target, situational variable, concept, research
instrument and sample. It also suggests ways to achieve these kinds of
equivalence in cross-cultural pragmatics research. Based on the above
discussion, the thesis proposes an ‘observational-eliciting-metapragmatic
(OEM) approach’ to data-collection, which is expected to solve most
of the problems inherent in the data collection procedures employed in
the research undertaken so far. However, the data gathered by means
of OEM approach alone do not syffice to interpret adequately the
research results. Thus, it finally suggests that ethnographic
perspectives, which take larger social-cultural contexts into account
and examine the linguistic behaviour in a holistic manner, be
integrated into data collection and interpretation in cross-cultural
pragmatics research.

The issue of equivalence, the OEM approach to data collection
together with the integration of ethnographic perspectives will
hopefully produce more valid and reliable data and more sétisfactory
interpretation of the results in cross-cultural pragmatics research.

Finally, it points out that the methods suggested in this book are
not a panacea since cross-cultural pragmatics research is still in its
early stages. The development of pragmatics requires new methods to
satisfy its needs. Methodologies suitable for studying different
research objects and questions need to be further explored, just as



Kasper (2000: 340) says, ‘Given the decisive impact of data collection
on substantive findings and theory construction, research into
adequate data gathering methodology remains a lasting concern in
pragmatics research’.

This book would not have been possible without the insight and
support of numerous teachers, colleagues, and friends. First and
foremost, I own my deepest debt of gratitude to my PhD thesis
supervisor, Professor He Zhaoxiong who meticulously read and reread
the entire manuscript and made detailed comments. His remarkable
insights and valuable suggestions have contributed greatly to the
completion of this book. I would like to extend my hearty thanks to
Professor Xu Yulong, who generously provided the consultation and
articles I needed, Dr He Wenzhong, who solved various irritating
computer problems for me in the process of my research. I would like
to especially thank Dr He Chunyan, who read my drafts, made critical
comments and valuable suggestions, and also took pains to proofread
the drafts for me.

I wish to express my gratitude to the SBFSS which sponsored my
research in Lancaster University, Britain in the year of 1995-1996,
during which I began to undertake research on cross-cultural
pragmatics methodology and did some of the literature review. At the
same time, I would like to thank Professor Geoffrey Leech, who
encouraged me to do research in this area, and Jenny Thomas, who
supported me to use the interlibrary loan, discussed with me the
research work I did in this area at Lancaster University and made
critical comments and professional suggestions. I am also grateful to
the approval and grant given by the Planning Office of Philosophy and



Vi

Social Science of Zhejiang Province to the project for research.
Finally I should like to register a special debt to my father, my
mother, my wife and my daughter for their less tangible but no less
vital support.
All the people referred deserve much of the credit for the virtues
of this study and none of the blame for its vices.
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Chapter 1 Introduction

Chapter 1 Introduction

Since Austin proposed his speech act theory in the 1950s (and
published in 1962) in his William James Lectures at Harvard
University and Searle (1969) popularised the notion of speech acts
some thirty years ago, it has triggered an unprecedented explosion of
interest in the study of language use. In the last two decades, Brown
and Levinson’s (1978) face-saving theory and Leech’s (1983)
politeness theory have also generated a wealth of conceptual and
empirical research. Groups of scholars large and small in different
countries have been undertaking empirical research in more or less
systematic ways to verify the universality of the principles and
theories governing various kinds of linguistic acts ranging in scope
from whole discourses to monosyllabic interjections, at finer and
grosser degrees of granularity. Some 500 academic articles have been
published in this field in recent years and each year sees a number of
M.A. and Ph.D. theses produced in this area. Thus, cross-cultural
pragmatics has become a booming academic area.

Since cross-cultural pragmatics is a relatively new academic
discipline, it has not developed systematic research methodology of its
own. Thus the bulk of cross-cultural pragmatics research has been
undertaken in the theoretical and methodological traditions of a
number of social sciences, such as linguistics, applied linguistics,
psycholinguistics, sociolinguistics, cultural anthropology, ethnography,
and communication. Take data-collection method for example.
Intuition is obviously a canonical method adopted in traditional
linguistics study and observation is a typical instrument employed in
cultural anthropology. Role-play that Fraser et al. (1980) introduced



Chapter 1 Introduction

into the study of language use is a compromise between the method of
intuition and observation. DCT (Discourse Completion Task), a
method that has been most extensively used in cross-cultural
pragmatics research, especially in interlanguage pragmatics research,
was first developed by Levenston & Blum (1975) to test oral
proficiency of adult immigrants of Canada. Not surprisingly, problems
of various kinds appear in cross-cuitural pragmatic empirical research.
In the literature of the past three decades, inconsistencies and even
contradictions have arisen on the research results of the same or
similar topic due to the different research methods, different ways of
interpreting data, and different conceptions of pragmatic terms used in
cross-cultural pragmatics research. The past two decades, especially
the 1980s frequently saw invalid and unreliable research results
because researchers resorted to the same research technique (for
example, discourse completion tasks) for convenience though they
had different purposes. These problems have drawn researchers’
attention to the issue of research methodologies, especially
data-collection methods in recent years. Many linguists, especially
applied linguists, began to examine closely and revise the techniques
they employed.

Among dozens of published articles on research methods, the
overwhelming majority have been devoted to data-collection methods
and only a few deal with other aspects of research methodology. It is
hardly surprising because data-collection occupies the paramount
position in empirical research. The most extensively discussed
data-collection technique in cross-cultural empirical pragmatics
research is DCT. Since DCT was first adapted by an international
group of researchers undertaking a project entitled Cross-Cultural
Speech Act Realisation Patterns (CCSARP) to investigate
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cross-culturally the realisation patterns of two speech acts, namely,
requests and apologies, it has been widely used to collect different
cross-cultural speech act data. Up to now many researchers such as
Wolfson et al. (1989) have examined the validity of DCT and some
others like Rose (1992) question the validity of DCT in non-western
countries. Rose (1992) compared different forms of DCT (DCT with
and without hearer’s response); while Beebe & Cummings (1985),
Rintell & Mitchell (1989), Hartford & Bardovi-Harlig (1992),
Bardovi-Harlig & Hartford (1993) and Hinkel (1997) compared the
data collected by means of DCT with written questionnaire, role-play,
muitiple-choice and observational data. They do find some differences
between data obtained through different forms of DCT and between
data collected using DCT and those gathered by means of other
data-collection methods. Still some others have undertaken research
comparing other data-collection methods such as = production
questionnaire and role-play (Sasaki, 1998), written DCT, oral DCT,
field notes and natural conversations (Yuan, 2001). What they have
done aims at the same thing — trying to ameliorate the method they
use and make it an effective one that can be employed to collect
reliable data for cross-cultural pragmatics research. The techniques
and methods and their various forms that researchers have developed
and examined to collect data in order to answer the myriad of
questions that they are stirred to ask are so diverse that many
researchers are unfamiliar with more than a few. Green (1995: 1-17)
notices that there is a concern that the growing focus on techniques
threatens to fractionate the field of pragmatics research into warring
camps of paranoid cults, each believing they have found the One True
Way to investigate questions of language use. It turns out (hardly
surprisingly) that believing in One True Way entails circumscribing
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the set of questions that define the field to just those that can be
answered by that One True Way, and naturally enough, different ideas
about the One True Way determine sets of questions that are not
congruent with each other.

Besides the above-mentioned articles dealing with different
data-collection methods, we can also find in the linguistics literature a
few articles discussing different data-collection methods
systematically, for instance, Kasper & Dahl (1991), Hong Gang (1996)
and Kasper (2000). Kasper & Dahl (1991) provides a descriptive
overview of methods of data collection employed in 39 studies of
interlanguage pragmatics with a main focus on the validity of different
types of data, in particular, their adequacy to approximate authentic
performance of linguistic action. Hong Gang (1996) gives a critical
review of the data-collection methods used in some of the most
influential research in cross-cultural politeness phenomena. And
Kasper (2000) discusses the types of data-collection most commonly
used in pragmatics research (not cross-cultural pragmatics research),
focusing on the design features of individual data-collection
procedures and their applications in pragmatics research. All of the
above articles focus exclusively on data-collection methods. The
articles on other aspects of cross-cultural pragmatics research we can
find so far are Davis & Henze’s (1998) and Hudson et al.’s (1992).
The former suggests ways to approach issues in cross-cultural
pragmatics from an ethnographic perspective and the latter is a
technical report of ‘a project designed to provide a framework for
developing valid tests of cross-cultural pragmatic ability’ (1992: 2).
Unfortunately, they either discuss a specific aspect or approach it from
one particular angle. None of them has attempted to develop a more
systematic approach suitable for different purposes in cross-cultural



