Satgm Q=% A21Y ppl43~171, 2002,

Joletsate] 8 8Po] tehti
87 Hol(2)°

A b

Jm o} 8}

L oy

A7 Blum-Kulka(1991)¢] $7910] 31-8-E(interlanguage pragmatics) ]
viete 2 A3 AR £ ZAE T3t 42 &% 27 (leamning
context)S & OP*— 9] JolgtgAEe 235s T Yehte
AL8l8l-83 A o)(sociopragmatic transfer) 32 EA49} 1 FHE W
3 3a} ek o]E $)ete] Ko(199%)olA el 8d3}s)e] A13]s)-8-2
=9 (sociopragmatic aspects)?] FTZAFE HIEoZ FuUdA FolE
Hﬂ £ 35l A(elF EFL Faelgt A mlsiolA JoAE =
= EV\ZP (o] 5 ESL FAdelgt Ao dof 23stal 7@ WA
B Ao gk 914 Hrb e v %:_'*’51% B3l maoj(o]F
Llolgt Hahe} BEdol(o]lF 128 AF) #Fo] Fojghaate AAA
Aol o FgE vXa YeA] A it ]Q} e AFE Kasper(1990)
7} AAbslE vhel Zo] mAS(19R) A wEd 5 S EElske F
Aekzkel 243518y T3l veld 8821014 o] (pragmalinguistic transfer)
pe] Wolo] W& WAA F0L wEle Tad 4A7t 2 & Aok

K272 3-8 o)A (pragmalinguistic) A7 27L& £3 - 4
ol7t 3y T AolZ HIPFHoZ r|&d=d FHEIY A9 Wolfson
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(1989)2] Al3]odod AFiA (sociolinguistic relativity)e] ¢
b 7198 gk 2y, 2oz =3y gz EHZ??:
F24 A7t vebdis Fdoi(elF ILoler A3 & d
= dAE WEsta ot wetA g5t EE"*QEQI 1 |
Qo] AFHee] FA7 2 & A A" HAE dig 4
2 Y7 psychological assessment)e] AAE grEUle A2 L9
£ A9sted F8 ol 2 ¢ glvHcf. Blum-Kulka/House 1989). &
=ol At e 2zt Aale] AojFEAlo] WAl ArElEatd A
ool HHs SAR Fol AFA sgHFEe YA HoHcf
Blum-Kulka/House 1989; Ko 1995). g9, &7t #AdA 1A Fo
2 dadae] dig A8ld Hoke L1 A A" ALg) - 287 U
A At Mzol ggdtA Hx L2 TEA] A - £33 7L A A
2 7]gro] fArk webAd srEgAte S e A4 shadd AR o
2t Z}7] & FHE L2 F5A9 ZHAAAE F5A7HA 399 382
2E L2 FFAYANA A3 H o2 A8 (socially appropriate) 33 T
ol ZAHE 4 AA Bk ole g BN B9 st Agry Ay
Qo sk A2l It Alelo] AHAd ARE £5 YA 54
£o] 7bsslth &, 239AY 549 e
°] g Alole] A#Ao] wle v EA

Aolt, FEHAR 24F JF o= A A(stable)q! A

AE Z3A 4 Zi"]‘:} £ a9 #Hsty gg#7e] 2 A% EFL
B8] B4 ggel FE2 nAEF ) &£ e fl7] wiiEe] 4=
(input)2] A7 tlEo] feedbackd] Aoz Adle L1 FEA ] 3
olg 7}““301 Av, vhde] ESL 879 ggAe 12 8

740l Ze gl 3 AR ol feedback® 7188 B} FHIA
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ztA go=2 L2 AM3l9) 2 %A (appropriateness) TRl BT 24T
= JE Y THY ojFE 24 E Aotk

Wolfson(1989, 140)0] At Q& vhe} 7ol shF=be] dojag =
AdFE 129 HAesd(communicative competence)d] 5533 oA
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Jolggatel 23sdgo] vrhte 384 Aol(2) 3

e £ gE A2 F(miscommunication)ol A &5t 2oyl A1 A
o3 k& 83 A " 7 F Helo] oj=AE JFE nAeA
g 9% F JA FH, olg Tkl A ACLfol I #E
g - dEFT F YE FoG A E AT £ 5 Yk

Blum-Kulka F(1989b)2 ol 54 3ad& S35}y
HE ALE AASa, dojrlgat o] A S
Suiel Sofl x3E ALSAE, 337 AQEFe] ASHAC AL 7€
o]a2 UrHcf. Blum-Kulka et al. 1985; Blum-Kulka/House 1989).
Blum-Kulka/House(1989)9] w2 Hebrew, German, Argentinian
Spanish®] o] 352 57 8343 WAE 67] o7 S
gk A7ke] o] g} FFA A3 - £33 EAS Jehga Q)
ot =3 23389 718 A (indirectness) &7 2343 WAE A

& A

©
o
®
>
oo

3% o7 A<d(social parameters)E Abeld] WHI A#AAI} UL
Holx glom, 11 ¥ 77| digd AoFEH 9 AL - 313 EAL

Hredskar T
Holtgraves/Yang(1990) 2 Lim/Bowers(1991) 52 <o} =] &

1) Blum-Kulka/House(1989, 140)2 CCSARP®] 5714 Q3 Alsto] WAlE AL3] % ¥
1€ = obligation, right, difficulty, familiarity, compliance, dominance 5 44
3le] Hebrew, German, Argentinian Spanish E=o]8lA152] Adld HriARE
o g ASEEA e Xolg dydm glth

3 BFe oA 67] HUEF 239 i o]& ¥ (obligation)E 9.3 5}
o AHANE 2% FTEFH Qe #HulH3 gl 1 uFe 4y I
E4E wrdsia vk 23] g ‘St JHeAd (compliance) 912 Hebrew =
Sol3kal FaelA, 239 A (right) M2 German 2ol 3al F e At 2
HA A G938 v A9, Al83 ¥(dominance) ¥ Hebrewst German ol
Agk &S vl 3 )

2

~—
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4 a2

Aslalel 7+ ALs]A Avl(social distance), AF8]A (social power)
HAES] ARAAE ¥3lx l2n, Holtgraves/Yang(1992)2 3 (power)
3} A(distance) 2] F WIS G 23] T7(size), F F-Eimposition)
Aol met et ¢ 8-S Holil Qi) o]Ed wEW, 93] Ryl
AXA =HH, AH oz F(power)T Ael(distance) B F3I-2 3
Aoz Z4a%g Hola k. 33, Ko(199%)= 4 dde] 57 8F
ake] WA" ASIE HAE] tis Hrte] o] gh=ojet mmgel =
Fogkal etk Alelol] A7t A Boln Yri¥). I+ Fe(imposition)
Hels wr} PAFew FEE Blum-Kulka/House(1989)2] A WL
Blgo 2 nFgely ALe FFHoE HATF 8P &F oF
(obligation)®] A&7l 8388 784 A Hded] AFE vAH, &

Zole] A$E= HAe] o] F(obligation), AL AR A L34 g B
& 87 & v A (rght), A7 LA PAE shedl oA ¢ of
H&(difficulty)e] A= T WelEe] 7HHA Agol] Jgg nvAs ¥
JEYES YWala Yot o8y s Ao F I Abol9 & | o3t
o1aloll glo] A}3) - B3A xlolE Wdde Aoz B 4 glon, olE
ALE) A WIS g Frte] A 2l %)
Axe} BAFHCR ou] Q& FABJAMN ASS Y .
Aolzt BgH AAle] Xfolx= SL F59 F23 g ZErh F
SL #&AtE L28 259 384 97| } 2
234 ¥t Kasper/Blum-Kulka(1993)o] w29 d&xl7t Lid 129
349 AV g2ue g ZEAY B 41 e A58 €X8E
ZojaA oz 19 383 AAS L20] FEgozn grsx] e 2
gy gabdg ESAEHE 2T £ IS AAF3A ok wEkA, SL

]
=
ng

o

3) #EE <12 FGriAe hE t AE A= 933 2o} Kitchen: distance(-2.32,
p<.05), right(-657, p<.01); Notes: obligation(4.09, p<.0l), right(-2.79, p<.0l),
compliance(2.47, p<05); Ride: dominance(-4.30, p<.01), right(-2.86, p<.0l);
Policernan: dominance(-3.72, p<.01), obligation(-3.84, p<.01), difficulty(5.57,
p<.01); Lecturer: difficulty(5.15, p<.05)
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QoleraAe) agsae vl 584 1ol 5

g5AE9 IL AAE T2HAAA L, L2 F dofFFAd EAlste
ggd013 A9 A1F 883 AA dig 2] Xolg ojH FE=
E oatgdsta oy B 5 Utk mhebA ARS8 AA gk 143
7ts} el e Aee] Aol SFREL] L2 3H8) 73 AHHem g
TS vE Aer FEEH L1 3EAY ALZE e mE A3
o tigk A2Frt= L2 FFAH Y AE A el FA3E Ao s Hrhd
7VFsAs =Stz o

129] 21331 HES i3t gEAte] Qe Wole L2 g5t
5343 YHS BAE 2 H |, Takahashi/Beebe(1987) = ¥
¢ EFL, ESL85AFE2] o] A& (refusal) 38 A7E 3l F 3
AHE Aol $A9 I MR A 23oiql dEZEE HojdEAdS Hol
2lom, §3] EFL I ESL Ad Bt} Aujdoz groje] o
= AL Bolx o mUF(1998) = dHaA S 2yse F
2+ Aol 24 stad] Yeld 7HH 4 9] A E(degree of indirectness),
23 (strategy types), A (perspectives), uWlA 4 2] o] F(internal
modifiers), ¢34 7 (external modifications)9] W&3 = ®HxZ
2 FA 5, EAoF S Aol(transfer) FT D2 Fo)
welx e, a3 AEe Aea o & 7HHA A =(degree of
indirectness), 82 7Fg A (conventional indirectness) A &Folxie] 7
A (perspectives) ] M58 FolA EFLY 2 ESLA e H3te g
HoZ 1191 gh=ole] J&go] T2 Holi ). Blum-Kulka/
House(1989), Blum-Kulka(1991)5°] AlAtete vhel 2] d=<l EFL

f
f

a0
flo r

of —
ok
) A Y

A

i

4) o] dt 3-8-¢o]d Holeate] Apoli= Takahashi/Beebe(1987)2] 7Hd F L2 A
Sy FAAY oJFA 2 PUg FE F AN d8FHez 12 9
(proficiency)°] & 71d2 @3t do]Ad & <H(linguisitc proficiency)?] A =2uk
ot} L.2¢] NAE 54 3813 A Hpragmalinguistic constraints)ell T =
318903 £D(pragmalinguistic proficiency)® 1.2 5|9 A3 £33 74
A" 234 (appropriateness)oll #3 AL AEE Yshle Ag3e4 49
(sociopragmatic proficiency) 5o &3 &2 A4ld #5499 ARE Jepde
0] &3] A Al(theoretical construct) 2 Hojol & Ho|tHcef Blum-Kulka 1991).
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=

Ade] oA 249 Ul - 97 F24H o glojxe] Heojo] 43A
W o|(situational variability)s A3 E] thdt QJ4H7te] 9lo] 1.2 F%F
A FALEF ZolE oW, o]f st AZ T F3o A9 L2 FEA
yAlE T A el WhER Bekar S-S A AL vk
Kasper/Blum-Kulka(1993, 8)5°] A &8t glxeo] sadefe A
o Q)M SL FHAe L2 EFolgzlel wlste] Hale] AE3FH Qo
(contextual factors)oll diste] ddjdeoz d W17 7HsAo] Btk 48
ol ¥ goistEAte] A9 oimTo] st 28 Y(powen)H A
3] Azl(social distance)5-2] A3 oo UId FAs Ldgle] I
23ATFS AdshE A3S Hola YK Tananka 1988, Fukushima 1990).
ZAHgratitude) F@ol UoIA FAEFoASAE AF] diA" AR
(indebtedness) 2] Aol wie} 343)e] dol(length)E HSA7IEH WHste,
Tk B3] HlAS 71 SL SEAFEY sl 19l Aolg HolA §al
K Eisenstein/Bodmen 1986; Bodman/Eisenstein 1988).
ojZ gt Axte] Y¢S FE8 HY EFLIYTL i 24874 22 &
9 AAAQ W] ool F/RE ol FA HEE AMEAoH,
L3883 Ao FAES FPHeR F5Y + JdE HAH F
B3 71315 2] oy & 7%t B 5 v, o] ESLY ¢S

O

¢ 1

F

5) ILY AAE g8 wet ok o Pz "a‘%i% F e, xRy
Aol(o]F FLolgt AY) gFFH oA IL«l %é 57 delA HE L2 AR
9] A= (input)e] Ao ole] wtE JFS TAHTE 29 E*}D‘ﬁ}(teacher
talk) 2 IEAL P BA /\P%"“(reglster)vJ 0101?43?:'-71' 72} AYA
HArHTrosborg, 1995). o|&& FxHo 2 7tA48lE ¥4 A Ha‘ﬂq] tﬂ st A
Aoz gale] Zdojrt é%‘il, HEHEe & 3%%‘}11 F= A3 FHAY
4 502 o] AT, nadsel e Ak} 5’4“74*4 AP 19 o
Z(one-to-many) -3 AEAgoz FARL ol A2 Aef(e]F SL
olg} HAEHEAM9 BRL 429 AdLIHAHEoE i —‘?-4 AEAge 149
l(one-to~one) H3B2 @del S FAsY, AsHEe QFEL st 45
o] BRgAe 95 Foho] At a8, ABAA Y mwAale} sgat Alole
Aarge olgd Faal ke EAdAES 48 ARoE diRE FA4AA
A% I AAe] 22 Azke EojstAl "ol o) AS 12¢] ot 3HEF
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Jolheatel 23Rl et 384 Aol 7

Bxo} FEAY A8 FHol ALY =FPORA, TR
UAE AEEA, A HFY FHEL olsn A g Bo

2 o8 &5 294 7198 BT Be) 271 B Aol ol FE
& 9EEY S0l UAR ARAAE DE AVD A4AAe Folg

FAE) B51, o7 AstolA o] EFEHe] z2He ©38HE ZHcommunication

effect)ol] B3 FPH 2AHE ’P‘ﬂ ?:3%—% T A& Ao, o7&
% AX+= Kasper(1992)9] #1913 722 #ehoj 4| Takahashi/Beebe(1987),
Beebe 5(1990) ¢ A 017}3—/‘3(transferab1hty)«] A olEH EA 52
Hroh gAZ o R posted I4Fd AXE AR

3. 449
31 A48
311 ALEA
gE7E 2Fde F AU FolseA DL v JoE
W= 4079 @5 D AE-o1F ESL Jold I -3t S

(pragmatic norm)& mWAFIoj9} WAl &3] FA FAB & 1A v, ole] whe}
AzAga AAE Gadde] yWEsta e AMEdF, AMEEHEE HlEY
T O AHGANME F3) Xﬂ?}ﬁ.%l Fate gick dvkstd, FL 8494 =}
A7 Galddn 28 g 4RES 28H02 R 4] && AoY) o
Bojr} ojgist g Aold “J'E} AdAGs) Ao e 1L T2 P
(syntactic forms)B e 384 SHAA T8 o) HY rHeAo] Bt =%
ole]3t 434 By wE ol A dole 28 (outputidl UM %EZ‘.,
AAS Aoz AZE 5 Jrh Seliger(1983)7F A A8 glFo], AAQ &wle] gl
oJA FL BA4M 52 F = &2 ZFo]THE 9] Hol(transfer)ol 7]¢ o}
B 2759 NEst =0 Aojtt old Hlste SL #Ae 9] g&A) Qo F2
Ll-'—]- L2A1Al9) z}ele] 7|18 7ol 2 F(interlanguage errors)E F2 X
A "rH(arels= 2000).
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8 2A%

A FolE wl-= 549 UM E-°]F EFL ol AF-2 7
AEH, L1} L2 Bd2 242 Silold golg AFehx ¥ 9739 &
U HSHDAE-°1F KNS fAetolzt Ag-3 nj=d] AFse= 339
o "= DB E-°lF ENS Jtolet AE-2 TAHATS), oj&
o 4% AL OF <E DI 2on, 4d 7L <E 2>9 2
g9, ESL Aeke] A5 v dx "AuAA 7IzkE 3364deln, v|zkd
T4 18 w19, 1~2d 109, 2~34 69, 3~43 111, 43 o}4+ 12
B ToE PR Ut B ol Ry tigde AFAA qAE
2 Gol7AsE e 5uA AEE VIFoE AT 34 BAl AFHAT

<Z > a%d 74

ENS KNS ESL EFL
B/ B/ 77 B/ B/ 7z

20.5/18~24 2147/19~27 30.0/23~36 28.0/21~37

<E 2> AETA

ENS KNS ESL EFL
2/ /4 /4 2/
10/23 56/41 30/10 21/33

312 Ade 2 "x}

Ao g RE FAHIEL Ko(199%)9] AA"E DCT(Discourse

6) °1EF ool 2 o] BZo] HAATES Ko(1995)9 7ol M9t Tl KNS
AL I 571 XY 2A 9 57 AEHDAEZ FAHU e, ENSAGLS m=
9] Indiana University at Bloomington®] A3E3 tisHAE= 74 I
EFLAS-S 3l 57 XF 24 971 dishel] Al vidoid g s E 74
H9low, ESLATE v=2] Indiana University at BloomingtonZ 3238 Indiana®
27 370 B8t = University of Texas at Austino] ¥8-%¢ =9 s hHAE=
FA=F A
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golstEate] 2xstagd el 883 Hol(2) 9

Completion Test)?E ZAAdtgth KNS J&2 $Zolz A9 3l
¥A &, ENS, EFL, ESL 5 "uA] A I gol=2 & FLETAE
FPEZ 318, DCTx Blun-Kulka $(198%)2 CCSARPIIA AL

7) 8RR £39 & e g DCTE 1 AFPdd=E E78ka(cf. Rintell/Mitchell
1989; Wolfson, Mamor/Jones 1989; Beebe 1985) <1715] 3}z HHE HYPAT
oA A{F o237 Znid NG Ad {8 TN ARFHR L it
H| S Adwsst e 29 244 (authenticity)] 2415 7MsidatE DCTE
Hill 5(1986, 353)0] A& &3 & upel o] MU HA L3hsro] Yehpe W
o]HFES 24 ‘prototypes e Hold F & F8% EToich olE g DCTH 9
23 §44 M)A Blum-Kulka S(198%h, 13)& w733 @49} vlashg
2¢ 95N E 299 AFH 9] o gasitn Fgstx 3ok ol @
Bt} xAE E2L Ko(199%5, 92-90)F 223517 v,

8) DCTY W% 93 o2y Zov i &g MFAES Ko(1995, 225-230)

& F3st7] =i

1. You are asked to rate each parameter on a scale of 5, where 1 represents the
lowest point and 5 the highest, in the given situations.

A. Kitchen situation:
You ask your roommate to clean up the kitchen that s/he had left in a mess
the night before.

(1) your relative status to the hearer;
very low very high

1 2 3 4 5
(2) your relative familiarity/distance to the hearer;
very low very high

1 2 3 4 5
(3) the hearer’s degree of obligation in carrying out the request;
very low very high

1 2 3 4 b
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10 T4

g o7kxl 2 AREE FAEHY, 472 WEA A3 - 9F U
(context-internal/external variables)&& WXE
2L vd7 2
S1 (Kitchen situation) You ask your roommate to clean up the
kitchen that s/he had left in a mess the night
before.
S5 (Notes situation) You ask your not-so—close classmate to lend
you some notes.
S7 (Ride situation) You ask your familiar neighbour (in his 50s) to
give you a ride to the airport so that you can
catch an earlier flight.

(4) the speaker’'s degree of right in issuing the request;
very low very high

1 2 3 4 5
(5) the estimated degree of difficulty you had in making the request;
very low very high

1 2 3 4 5
(6) the estimated likelihood of compliance on the part of the hearer, ie. the
possible degree of your compliance~gaining;
very low very high

1 2 3 4 5
9) Zr gl WAlE AR Aazke] ¥l 7L ohgy 2o

Situation Type Social Distance Dominance
Kitchen - *X=y
Notes + X=y
Ride - x<y
Policeman + X>y
Lecturer - x>y

* X, 7y £ 4% BEe FIEE Jerd
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QoigtaAe) pAsde] Yeihe 384 Hol(2) 11

S11 (Policeman situation) You are in an unfamiliar part of town and
unintentionally park your car in a ‘No parking’
area. As you get out of your car a policeman
comes up to you and asks you to move your
car.

S15 (Lecturer situation) Your professor asks you to present your
paper a week earlier than scheduled.

313 DCT A5 &4

4718 DCT A8& CCSARPS] 45| meh 67h 43 el
%o W Awd 94 P T s1299 olg Uyoz
Spearman Rank Order Correlation Coefficients, t 2%, Chi-square
A 59 FAA AHHAE AF 4 JDY AAHI Az HE FAH

g FE3c

M

32 A%

5 834% AR 671 AHEA WS oOig Jad AAE e
AdeE e <ZF 3> 2k
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12 2%

<E 3> 83/2%] Wl Wi yed d4B7t

. dominabce distance obligation right difficulty compliance
Sit. Sub.

mean sd  mean sd  mean sd. mean sd. mean sd. mean sd

S1 ENS 339 117 224 130 412 093 461 05 257 109 38 09

ESL 310 101 225 119 375 108 425 084 25 130 415 08

EFL 311 09% 242 127 383 119 381 09 267 118 376 087

KNS 309 071 168 08 379 104 372 092 254 119 405 092

S5 ENS 261 083 394 09 206 100 270 101 364 093 309 034
ESL 272 08 327 111 267 097 227 099 357 106 317 101
EFL 265 078 329 109 252 082 209 08 38 101 307 034
KNS 262 077 359 101 302 121 219 08 338 100 352 08

S7 ENS 236 060 273 08 25 097 28 08 339 093 342 07
ESL 222 070 210 087 327 111 272 106 315 105 350 093
EFL 194 066 252 108 298 09% 2239 05 346 104 333 097
KNS 17 074 268 106 291 111 235 092 37 107 328 105

SI1IENS 439 066 461 070 497 017 494 024 124 043 467 074
ESL 420 08 435 110 49 030 475 078 125 054 487 033
EFL 407 072 437 096 476 064 48 033 135 055 481 039
KNS 38 079 440 081 464 079 45 097 197 104 47 068

SISENS 406 079 348 075 433 082 333 119 194 090 403 107
ESL 405 078 257 093 39 108 302 114 267 109 37 112
EFL 418 075 324 091 403 087 33 101 28 109 418 078
KNS 431 074 338 093 426 087 342 110 300 106 415 098

4 B 2 EE

AR 47o] zF 3o AE WLl tig Fole o A= 24
EE ZA Q283 JeR|d gigted AHEIRE ) olF HFIT] 9
3l <E 4> o] I AN HIAE SAUER wiEstd]
Spearman Rank Order Correlation Coefficients® ¢o}x. gt}
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gojstaate] aAgstgd Yehe -84 dol(2) 13

<E 4> Hld i dukd AakEr) ¢«

dominance  distance  obligation right difficulty compliance
ENS ESL EFL KNS ENS ESL EFL KNS ENS ESL EFL KNS ENS ESL EFL KNS ENS ESL EFL KNS ENS ESL EFL KNS

§7 S7 §7 S7 S1 S7 S1 81 S5 S5 S5 S5 S5 S5 S5 S5 S11S11 811811 85 S5 S5 87
S5 S5 S5 S5 S7 S1 87 §7 87 S7 S7 S7 57 57 §7 §7 S15S1 81 Sl ST §7 §7 S5
S1 S1 S1 SI  S15 515 S15 815 S15 S15 S15 $15 S15 S15 S15 15 S1 815 815 S15 81 S15 81 81
S15815811 811 S5 S5 S5 S5 S1 S1 S1 S S1 81 St 81 S7 S7 87 S5 S1551 515815
S11 S11 S15 S15 S11 S11 S11 811 Sii S11 811 S11 S11 811 811 811 S5 85 S5 S7  S11 S11 S1i Sl

* S1. Kitchen S5 Note S7: Ride S1l1: Policeman S15: Lecturer

Ko(1995, 172)9] @=w ENS, KNS F 3@ a2 difficulty ¥
Ae U x] 57 HAE] 14 FIle glo] 90~1.00 (p<.05) <]
ABRBAE 2 A W it ol F #3571 57HA AEl
o 242t Ax9 zole YA FEF HIHEE JHAA S
Ak o)A F BFSA HEE FAHL
F$37t 99 4SAAE AHE Y, dominance ¥
7] ENS-ESL, KNS-EFLA 2 77} 1.0(p<.09)8 A5 Y3
< Zt3 v} distance W] A+ ENS-EFL-KNS ¢ A
1.0(p<.05)9] A4BAEE Uehlle] J5 598 &2 14 HriE
obligation, right ®<2lel )3k <14 -"‘7]'°ﬂ’\‘]1’ ‘-ﬂ A ’“EJ‘)ﬂ

\:I

fis
%
)
co, 3
2
c
25
o
o,
o
> >
| F—& o
3=
fo o 2 ox -y S flo

n:& 03: o
U

ze,
I

\l

f“:M ESL—EFL %}% 25710 10(p< 05)9] *‘447417} al%
A5k o]5 g&A IE ENS/KNS FAdde o2 €98 1y
t}. compliance H<¢lol thdt Hrte] glejA+= ENS-EFL &t
1.0(p<.05) 2] *hwrﬁl% Holi AT, ofe FEte] Aaw

@A k=3 9ok ol E¢E By ESL EFL 854 A
L 2% Z}2F ENS, KNS a3 22 A5 g 7/IAHAE ZH7
< Yxsa o] S 5t °d°1 AA 7= E
ZheAd el dEe el 82 & 5 gdth

olojA] thg <X 5>7 Zo] 57X 8% kel #Hukz A HdE Q12

o} 7}

r\l

-

1 F|°

o ft 4 I
fr o & B ¥

fHog M 0 &

r&
oxl
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A
14 Al

o Aozt dEAE S B

<& 5> 57bA] 833 Aol 23 WAE Y4B}

variable/ Subject ENS ESL EFL KNS F Ratio
dominance mean 336 3.26 3.19 3.12
4,425
sd 0.35 0.41 035 0.32
distance mean 3.40 2.91 3.17 3.14
7.22%%
sd 0.42 0.49 0.42 0.45
obligation  mean 360 37 363 372 079
sd 0.36 0.40 0.43 0.48 ’
right mean 3.69 340 3.28 3.24 831w
sd 0.40 0.45 043 048
difficulty  mean 255 264 283 292 6484+
sd 0.40 0.46 053 0.49
compliance mean 331 3.39 333 34 083
sd 0.51 0.48 045 0.49 ’
*+xp< 01

¢

ot SAH R fond xpol7t 1S

obligation, compliance ¥1%1-& A &}g U==] ¥
=3
gt A4 Hyd zol FFE AAS A5 9

2y oy

P
o
He
+
n e
v

(2) KNS-ESL 5 F <2 dominance(t:-2.11, p<.05), distance(t-2.69,
p<.01), difficulty (t:3.16, p<.01) 5 Al ®le] <12le) Qo FAA
o= v Q&= XolE Bola glow, oel ¥l Q1o glojA
= Xol7t giith

(3) KNS-ENS ¥ A& Ko(1955)9] w2 dominance(t:-3.64, p<.01),
distance(t:--2.81, p<01), rght(t:—4.71, p<O0l), difficulty (t:3.16,
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p<0l) 5 d] A A9 o] FAAHOE ov] & Ao|E B
o]il girh
(4) EFL-ESL ¥ I &< distance(t:2.76, p<.01) W 2lg] Ao gt &

AHez on & olE Rolx Utk
(5) EFL-ENS % # & dominance(t:-2.19, p<.05), distance(t:-2.47,
p<.05), right (t: -4.36, p<.0l), difficulty (+:2.57, p<.05) & 4] W<l
9] <14 Hrld o} EARCRE ou] gl Xo]E Hola ¢l
(6) ESL-ENS ¥ F& distance(t:--4.50, p<.01), right (t:-2.83, p<.0l)
T F HAY A4 Bk g} BAHeE v gl AolE Bl

ST

O
o

olsh 2& t WFe] AT wH EFL P& BNS Awe] Wal A4 A
Aske Y, WHe] KNS e $98 92914 AAE 5 4]
o3 dehEth 9%, ESL e KNS Aok 28 #ass, ENS A
v JEoz FARE Q497 AAE XD 98 @ .

e RS <E 3>9 HolHE FHo 7 4FE2 VAT o
& Aed A9 Hol7t YEAE AAngeh

BHrlol o] 4-@e FAF R 9] Q= AolE Holx JUTh

(2) S5: distance(F: 3.54, p<.05), obligation(F: 752, p<.0l), right(F:
3.32, p<.05), difficulty(F: 2.79, p<.05), compliance(F: 3.99, p<.01)
S 571 Wel 14 HrlA BAHCE o 9l AolE Ho|
I YA

(3) S7: dominance(F: 857, p<.01), distance(F: 363, p<.05) obligation(F:
2.93, p<.05), right(F: 4.17, p<.01), difficulty(F: 3.66, p<.05) 5 571
Hole] Q14 HrtolA BEAAHOR on Q& Ao]E Holx JYrh

(4) S11: dominance(F: 547, p<.0l), obligation(F: 3.08, p<.0b), right(F:
3.22, p<.05), difficulty(F: 1353, p<.01) 5 47} <l 214 7}
A BAFORE oun] gl Aol Hola Ut
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(5) S15: distance(F: 8.82, p<.01), difficulty(F: 851, p<.01) ¥ 7§ ¥
o] AAH7 ) o} 43T FAKH SR on Y& Aol Holi
A

Zy 43d AdEd giE FAH orle Ko(199%5)9] KNS ¢ ENS
Hazke] Aol 7IRIske Q2lo] EFE vk o FHdd
< Fd Z}Aﬂc}ﬂl dolHy] 3t <E 3>9] HoJElE FHoE F
HE o]E t AFE AABIE HA F gaA Hdke] dEE MUAE
g 12 7kl 7ol ENS A o PA TEHERAE AHET] HAsh
ENS-ESL, ENS-EFL F&d SAHSE 3, oo F == 3
AbolollE M o x}el7k % E 4917 f)sted ESL-EFL gl
& B4 HE5E stk © =09 EAY F A A U497t

£ dolir] #3ted KNS-ESL, KNS-EFL

=

r.\l Jlm
2 B ox

l

= rSL

_:

A KNS gl o o=1
A t 43¢ 8] e 2L ANE AU

(1) ENS - ESL

<X 6> ENS-ESL 9] £443d o/ a4 F7HA] o

t-dE5 A
Sit.  dominance distance obligation right difficulty compliance
S1 -1.15 0.03 1.08 -2.17% -0.09 1.23
S5 0.60 2.0 T*x 2.66%* -1.80 -0.26 0.38
S7 -0.90 -3.77** 2.96%* -0.66 -1.04 0.38
Sii -1.07 ~1.20 ~1.23 -1.46 0.06 150
S15 -0.06 e -1.63 -1.13 3.09%x ~-0.99

wp<l05  xp<l0l

WA Kitchen 484 242 A (right) A Bt AXAA T
Aee AR §o% Aolg molT Yk ol ESL Aol 3ol
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A" 29 A o digh Ao glo] ENS Hurth Aoz A
tx gdstn JeS BoFEo)

Note Ao doAdE A" 239 oy dig AEZH Az
(distance)9} £3589l o] F(obligation) ¥ elol] 3t A4 Yo T4
Aoz Fost Folrl Y& Bojm vk ESL Ak st #3g
2 YY) A3 AEE AT (distance)= ENS F gl Hldte] Hrja o
2 ¢ 7HgA Q43 glow, Aduide] g3 88 2] F(obligation)®
ENS d&t no}p Aoidez of acky Bych o2k d4L ENS Jd
o] AohE FHNA KNS-EFL Fdte] 2 A A AF3E B
i UEE ¢ F Atk

&3, Ride Aol 242 Note 433 nlarix 2 24 9]
1313 A 2)(distance)9} 8343 <] o] F(obligation) ¥l o
Ao BARASE {FoF Xol7t Y& Holn glon, + Jd
ztol= Note 433 FAME A8 Jehl 3 9lck

Policeman A&& F A Alo]o] BAH 22 {2 Ao/t gle R
o2 Yelgtl Lecturer A3oAs 249 diidd digh Ap33 A
(distance)ot 231 3hxte] A3 o] & (difficulty) ¥ #HEE ®l9]
Ao glo] EAFZ {3 2olrt YIS Hojx &, ESL I
9] A 239 tidol dig AkE 3 Agl(distance)= ENS FAdhe] H]s}
o Aoz we 717A d4sta glom, 239 ojEge] AR A
oJA & ENS Fae 4 ddidez o ofele Aoz nu gk

rO
A )
n 2 =
o rot
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(2) ENS - EFL

<& 7> ENS-EFL 9 2343 dAud A4 F7pxe] g

-3%2%
Sit.  dominance distance  obligation right difficulty compliance
St -1.22 065 -1.18 =476+ -0.36 -0.59
S5 024 ~2.84%* 2.33* —2.94pk% 1.08 -0.09
S7 ~2.98+* -0.96 2.04% -2.93%= 031 -0.46
S11 -2.07* -1.22 227 -1.02 097 1.07
S15 0.73 ~-1.29 -1.28 -0.08 3.95%* 0.72

*p<‘05 * *p<.01

A Kitchen A&l A= 232 B (right) W<l )3l
2 FAAZ §93 Zoj& Hojx ¢t} ol= EFL A o)
AlE 8o Aol digk 14 glo] ENS Fert Adidez Ho
3 HEEa S BT

Note A&el ol 23] di/dol digh ArslA A (distance)$}
2348 9] o]F(obligation), £33 AT MAS th§ 1A Qo] &
AM oz Sols o7} 98-8 Boli ok EFL Awe A3 pag
23t Bk ALE) A A8 (distance):™ ENS FA ol H)3led iz o
2 o 7IA A3t Jom, duidte] 234 §F o F-(obligation) &
ENS Fd9 2th Bidez o] advda Byrh 83 Ael(rght)d ol
sted= ENS Fhol] vlate] Hojg o=z Ao d4sx ich ENS F
w3te] AtE #H) A KNS, ESL, EFL Al Ad2 A2 fAHS 3 3ke
Holx Y& & & Urh

8, Ride AFolME= o3 tdol A 2133 3(power), LY
o] o] % (obligation), 2.2} A (right) H o] g A2 Qo BAH
o2 o5 Zol7t A& Boli vk 83FA Al 2 A Ao o
A A A1EF el #AC dig 142 ENS Hdkol] st v A

lo ot
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2 Yehda geon, a3l oFg 2343 Hal Add g F
a7k AthE XolE Note B33 A3 AS veM 2 T

Policeman 43 2133 J(power)# 2.3 9] o] F (obligation) ¥ 219
e o] F A Aleld] BAASRE FT AoV} JYv A= 1}
ety &, EFL AW ZZ o] tiste] ENS JdrRts Aoz
e ALE)A FE zte Ao® 14stm vk a3 & & o F ®e
tisled= EFL Jdho] mAskxq ENS Jurch Juizg oz @i ¢4
sk Qo

Lecturer &olx= 23] tidel did s3xe] A4 o
(difficulty) =t ¥ E A1 A4 o F Fd2 FAHLE fofF
Zol7k &€ Bolxn e, EFL A1) 29 2T JLE AF
714 ¥ 20 Jelxoz ENS Jgut dudoz o oy AL

B
o]l& F%s] ww EFL 9] 14H 7= ENS etz vl wsle] 574
A Ax ook A Wl tidk ele] Qlo] F=A ol B
o]la 9tk

(3) ESL - EFL

<3¥ 8> ESL-EFL o] 2348 7l 44 HrtAel gt

t-A5A 5
Sit.  dominance distance  obligation right difficulty compliance
St 0.06 068 035 =2.24x 0.45 ~2.13*
S5 -0.46 0.09 -0.85 -0.95 1.37 -0.53
57 ~2.00% 2.02% -1.37 -2.11* 1.44 -0.84
S11 -0.77 0.10 -1.41 0.90 0.89 -0.78
S15 0.85 3.47%* 0.71 1.46 0.69 1.99

#p<05 #=p<lO0l
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P
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WA Kitchen A&l Xe 239 A2 (right)?} 840 A& 5 7%
) (compliance) W1e] gt A2 A F FJA& FAHCR {8 3}
o]Z Bolim ¢t} ol FFL Jgh& Adte] WAd 239 A g
Ao 9loy ESL Arth AUy eg Aoa AW Jom, 239
s 7beAol distds EFL de] ESL Ad B Auldez v
Aasla ok,

Note “33tol] WA WS sl F Ade] Q4L s
o3k ol7t gl Aoz vehda ot 3, Ride A3 olAe 234
Foll tidt ALslA F(power), AFEH A (distance), 23 9] #Z)(right)
Hlel) gt QAo 9lo] BAFR o2 Fojg Aolrt Q&S Kol Yt
837 A9 a3 del AE AlA ArEA e FA sk EFL
FAdo] ESL Aol v3ly Ajzeq e Aoz QA5 glon, 4
tkate] AAFAA Qo) EFL A& ESL At Hdte] Frjzoz
W BAZ Qs ot e A A Wl digede EFL Fwol
ESL ¢ Hlge Adadez e Aoz 4stm Yok

Policeman “33] ¢ Note 333 w3712 WARIESY 24
ol F A Abold] BARCE F9g Holrt fle Re® YETh

Lecturer A&l E 239 gz A4LdA #A] <6 flof
F RG4S BAHLE FoT 2ozt e Hola e, EFL A
7% ESL Aol nlste] Aoz o 7 @Az Q4stn ok
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(4) KNS - ESL

<E 9> KNS-ESL el 23433 7wl A4 #Hrpxjo] s

A5
Sit.  dominance distance obligation right difficulty compliance
Si -0.04 —2.To*+ 022 -3.13%= ~0.06 -0.58
S5 -0.71 1.60 1.60 -0.53 ~1.01 2.01%
S7 ~3.47%* -3.07** -1.76 -2.06% 3.074= -1.16
S11 247+ 0.27 —2.18%x -L12 5.27*xx ~2.00%
S15 ~-1.83 ~4.62%* -1.75 -1.90 1.62+%* -1.97

xp<05 *p<Ol
Kitchen 3ol F Ak A8l A(distance)ot 239 €

(right) ¥%1<] Q146 o] TAHLE {F3t 2o]& Bojx itk ESL
ATL A2#AA o glo] KNS Feho] vjste AhA oz thi 298 @
AR JAeta Qo old mE 9¥e HWHE ¢ BE AoZ QA3
I th

Note &M= 2360 tig doige] 59 7154 (compliance) ¥ <]
e glo] ¥ JAde EAZFoZ F9% Aol Holm Y], ESL
FHho] KNS Hh H] st AdlF oz $HrleAds vA UdAsta gk

Ride 332} 749 A3l WAl" A3 (power), AF2)E A2|(distance),
239 A(rght), T8 23] ofFHJ(difficulty) HAEN 3k A4
Rl F AL BAHLE Fod AelE YE I Utk

Policeman 73] 7% AlE4 &(power), 2342 A (right), 23]
g (difficulty), 2831 839 g s 7154 (compliance) HIE
gt Q1A o] F I FAHoZ Fodt AolE Yeha gk

Lecturer g#AE A18A Al(distance)et 23 2] & (difficulty)
Al ik Q14d glo] F Jge FAZHCRZ Fold AolE YEehin

¢}
PA

o)
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= AWe 57 el AR goinsiel A8 A 24 o
AEo] d 40 glo] FEA AolE molT 3k,
(5) KNS-EFL

<3 10> KNS-EFL e} 2343d vi7idd A4 FrpAjdl dig

-AFAn
Sit.  dominance distance  obligation right difficulty compliance
S1 ~-0.12 -3.87#% -0.21 -0.58 -067 - 191
S5 -0.23 1.65 3.02% 063 -2.86%+ 3,07
s7 -1.59 0.90 -0.41 0.35 1.67 -0.32
S11 -1.91 0.22 -0.9% 281 4745 -1.30
S15 0.98 0.90 1.12 0.39 0.91 -0.20

*p<05 #*p<0l

Kitchen &34 F JA&L A2 Al (distance) ¥ A2jel 9}
o] EAZ o2 #o% AolE Kol gtk EFL Aw 1274
KNS ol vlste Addoz thdh 4249% FAZE QA U
Note &AM ool 2443 ofF(rght), 839 of
(difficulty), 2213 2.3 digt Aol 54 7154 (compliance
Ao Qlof F HAL FAHSR {98 AolE Holx gy

R

¢

Ride 43¢ A% 23 A" HAE Uigh 2o o] + A
& BARLE {93 o7t gle AeF Hu Qioh

Policeman &9 2% 23 2] Ad(right)2t 239 of 8] -S(difficulty)
WA S tidt ¢lalo] 9o F Jde FAACE {3 Aolg el
I Atk Lecturer FFoAE F Jab-& HUAES A2 glo FAAL
= e
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otz £ ¢ Yok

(6) KNS - ENS

<3 11> KNS-ENS Fgte] 23438 vl 4 H7pAe] g

t-A5EH
Sit.  dominance distance  obligation right difficulty compliance
S1 -1.39 -2.32% -1.60 —-6.57*x -0.18 0.92+
S5 0.08 ~-1.78 4.09%% —2.79+% -1.28 247+
S7 —4.30%* -0.23 1.67 ~2.86%* 1.77 -0.87
Si1 =372 -1.29 ~3.84+% -3.58%* 5,57#* 0.25
S15 1.64 -0.58 -0.44 0.46 5.15%* 0.61

*p<05  *+p<0l

Ko(1995, 175)d] w2%, Kitchen 394 ENS Hw2 KNS Hg3
vl sl @39l AE(right)7} o =tk 45 9low, A

=
b}
yo, 24
o
fol

KNS Hg2 e $4938 98 754 (compliance) & JHZ o2 ¢

Fohil Hgkch
Ride 3¢ 7% ENS Ja& 232 {95 F71gel o] KNS
AdHch Ao E B Hriste B g3 Aoz 25y gl
o, 239 I (right) £3 ENS Jdo] Fidoz o & A2z Ho}
ulgs] @A 5= e HoZ AWt YU} Policeman 3ol -9
\ ZEB X9 o A Hristn ow, 839 Az
(right)¢} 8.3 &8 o F(obligation) =3 © Atz F71sGe}h 18
2 239 o7& (difficulty)] el AgFHow o &
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K
:
Rl

Aoz AAs5th

Lecturer 3] 790 & KNS I 23 9] o #-(difficulty)°) %
dHez o & Aoz J43EH.

ol Z¥HET, F AT 29A WAY 28 B (right)ol
i Aol glef -‘1:“:31%1 ZpolE Holx o, ol wt 23 &
& o] F(obligation)$} 27| ol (difficulty) Aol tiF AHol=
tol€ Holx it

A4+(1998)¢] IL 3122 A7E T3l9 534 & 2 d3d
gojalsAt Adke] e33e FHog 38Ael3 Ao (pragmalinguistic
transfer)®] ¢33 1 AAE 51, o]E 53t EFL Ide) 2%
3180 ESL Ak vlsle] Avigez 119l §=ole] g o & A
o2 Atk E£3 L ATFE 53t g5ae] 124 B s8AF
A Ao] L2 B} At} ojBA thEX, sgAtel L19] 387 ggo]
olw A3 DA YelteAE AHE & Jth EFL 1] 318
Aol o] S ESLY G A3E WolE vz g0, o)&
Zh 3ol A" A3 - 9 BASd e 214y xM o 71AstE

2 T8 §3h £ A Yl HaA013 Aol P4l
#rol7t Aol WAR AABe] ThF ABAY Holo] 7Qske R

10) LI5(1998; 2000/ ek 57 2o} 2 shal W) 7194 (indirectness)
¥ o] & g Ze] elfim glet] olF 840k 77432 Blum-Kulka/House(1989),
Kasper(1990)7F XA 8la gl ube} o] Auspwlel sk A4sdr} =t
DA ABA L A2 Yot B A7 A9EL e TEd vERd L 3R
o] 9 4AFE T A wo] AL HAS A9d £ e FoF YA
ZAE AFsa Yvin Badch
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Jolstgate] 2shgel vehte 384 20l 2%

< U 5 YAtk 53] EFL JA G2 A3l a7t gle] KNS
AT FAREFS e I3, ESL FJohe] A3l 4grte
EFL Jg3e= Jdizez KNS Jdst 785301, 82 ENS Jd
o] AAH7 e} Aoz gAY L2 FFAY T 2AE &t
o|& X3ty $gl= A3 383 A ol(sociopragmatic transfer)] 44+
AAE A+ A}TH

Wolfson(1989)¢] A A3t xo] IL &89 ZF¥A A7 2dHELS
FHEFY FALEANA SL A E S W&o i T2 7|3 & AlF
sto] ggate] L17 L29] 54 W& a8, wA /fd Fo 8%

ARE AT & F Uk £ SFAEAA AGA, 9 JAAEF EF

AFEZE GolUEA]ol gt ARE AFetd], o]Eul AL T HA0A
o] & 235 AT F JEE FHErh

Blum-Kulka(1991), Kasper(1990), Ko(199%)%-°] A|A}sl= ule} #o]
ol 3ol A ZHL F<E(politeness)] AlEAd S,
A gled S 2 PSS B k. ol g WA E AF
T Aol7bsA(transferability)d] #3 732 AFE(cf. Takahashi

<EE 4> 489 74

o

FE9 43 wo] =X(2e4 2000, 413)

NwWw e N 0 ©

Note Ride Kitchen Policeman Lecturer
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1992; Cebrian 2000)% tlEo] Lo Vel 3183 Hold #3 no} 2
Aol HAAYI HTE A wHoRZ FaF AANEE e

IL 3889 AAE #9437] HsirE= Kasper/Blum-Kulka(1993)7F
AAstaL e vk Zo] gEatel oo tig L2 mo] 3}ale]
# ¥ /d (appropriateness) 87+t 22 A7/ Hz=ojol il IL
o] Zt= AAAE I communicative effect)el] that ¢]&o] 75 A
ojty, o]& Tl E3Tt JAAT AL AlFA0)F raAER
ool A¥E EAEES olsista HAE 4 A 2 Aolrk

= I
ZARTAS |

0,

1 (1998). FolshxAte] a3 g veElh 383 FHol(1). 9o} 239 3
%, 399-430.

a2 A(2000). BA0IEHE-E. A E W, T gol S olaet A, AL
tistarE By 391-431.
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{Abstract)

Pragmatic Transfer in EFL/ESL Requests(2)

Ko, Insoo

This study aims to investigate the aspects of sociopragmatic
transfer in Korean ESL/EFL requests through the empirical data
collection procedures. The assumption is that the pragmalinguistic
transfer in the learners’ interlanguage can be motivated from the
sociopragmatic transfer in the evaluation of the related contextual
factors. The hypothesis is that EFL learners show more similarity of
perceptual patterns to those of L1 group, comparing with the ESL
learners. The main findings are: (1) The difference in learning context
has some impact on the perceptual assessment of the sociopragmatic
patterns of learners’ requesting behaviors; (2) While sociopragmatic
transfer in assessment of contextual variables was found in both
learner groups, i.e. EFL group and ESL group, influence from Korean
was considerably more pronounced in the EFL learners’ perceptual
assessment for the related variables. The result suggests that learning
context can be assumed to have considerable role in shaping learners’
perceptual pattemns of the target language norms at the pragmalinguistic
and sociopragmatic level, and hence have an impact on the learners’
communicative behavior.
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