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Lee, Yumi. (2019). A study on the use of expressive sentence patterns
according to Korean learners’ proficiency. 7he Linguistic Association of
Korea Journal, 273), 23-51. The purpose of this study was to explore the
relationship between Korean learners’ use of expressive sentence patterns
and their proficiency. A total of 75 learners of Korean as a second language
(KSL) participated in the study. The participants were divided into three
groups: beginner (N=25), intermediate (N=25), and advanced (N=25). The
participants were asked to respond to a Discourse Completion Test (DCT),
and to take a C-test on proficiency. The DCT included two questions for
each discourse: suggestion, order, request, apology, refusal, and wish
scenarios. In order to examine learners’ use of expressive sentence patterns,
this study considered both types and tokens. The analysis of Spearman’s Rho
revealed a low positive relationship between learners’ use of expressive
sentence patterns and their proficiency. Moreover, Fisher's exact test results
showed that there were significant differences among the three groups in the
use of expressive sentence patterns for order and refusal. The study showed
that learners increased their use of polite expressions in the advanced group,
and indicated that proficiency is associated with pragmatic knowledge of
expressive sentence patterns.

FAol(Key Words): EF F3(expressive sentence patterns), JFsHH EH (formulaic

expressions), %2 (proficiency)
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1) APskd FAL ‘3] Flexical phrases) (Nattinger & DeCarrico, 1992), ‘913 F&{u](lexical
bundles)’ (Biber et al, 1999; Hyland, 2008), ‘03] @], Jolg](lexical chunks, chunks) (Lewis, 1993;
Schmitt, 2000), 7A@t i, AFStE Aof(formulaic sequences, formulaic language)’ (Henriksen, 2013;
Wray, 2000; Wood, 2002) 502 HZ27|% it}
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B7), 20173 88 B53as) 2007a; 7em, 2005; EFA], 2015 HeE 2007, HFE 9, 2010) 5ol
Hale] ot Idol A A7kt B8 £ JtE7lE foldt 43 5ol SLEA Kot AdolshA

AAEo] At



2. o124 W@ 2 HPYAT
2.1, 2 B39 d

2 gto] oA ANISHE £ FRoRA R HES AN YA 7

gt Wt %?4}411 ST o1& Ak efekie] Gk ollalu0s e 24 d5e
54 Ml 97 48 B 9 v B 19 e URE

S wg gmon sy DT FeH B4

10 Nl

H 1. B8 50| 44(0[0lsl], 2005, p. 45-49)

54 7Fs 24 715
EEER Fela gl
HH 714 HY 717
T 1 - « -
TF(a) FFEE TR () L
AL | TR AL | LR
B3} Sl
:rLA - 1=R=] _Ty_x(—)] 3 1=R=] 11(—)]
N T L= Sr1y -
T O(YE%) Z‘ji‘ﬂ 3’_761 nnts| O(YEﬁﬁ) Z‘ji‘ﬂ 1](_)1

R ZAsK2007b)o A A3 B8 239 W= olmlsl2005)eh Abol7t Al 2t
(2007b)& °[ms]2009)914 ER F=oz A2t A 14 FHE BE 0] ofd
TELE Rk, FE 4 FHUR EF 99 WFel ZeZLS 121 ovg]
(200994 Aefet gL 4ol tispid= B4 ofnl-7lss 7 7Aeol 28 23o= A

=]

6) E¥ 232 7Ille ole tdshtt. FEET EEZ, 2007), THE (F4Y, 2013), EIFE(ER
T= gola|d) (o]aly, 2003), ‘EF (AFA 9, 2011, 2017), ‘E@ B3 (F@s} 2007a, b; 751], 2005;
AR, 2004, A, 2015), ‘EF F=(0]nF], 2002, 2005) 5ol Qlct =] dAFoA HIZES Jpd R
14 FHE 717)E £o)= Celee-Murcia(2007)2] ‘01314 Elexical frames)’, Lewis(1997)9] “HE 114
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H2E sk a2 Adst AR]deled FEls mkt W ofn]9 dof sEE 7t
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11) g0} 1 @FolA ofFoldl 2 239 o3t Ak
(i) 78 e, Tof ek 7A2H2007b)
(i) 2 o3d =g 7411(2005), F4%(2013), ©]v1&(2005)
(ifi) 2014 ol 23 FR2(2007), FHA(2015)

12) BE=oAREe oA, ‘CrFE = AL -sH, -HEA s ofm|E FAlE] Jirh

13) Hymes(1972)o4= dofatd 58, Alglddotetd] 52, Canale & Swain(1980)od= #94 58, 24
58, Agdotetd 53, Canae(l983)°ﬂ*‘: A 58, A2 58, Aol 5, g8k 59,
Celce-Murcia et al.(1995)9l|4l= dostd 52, 24 52, &34 “Eﬂ A 54, /\M 2ok s
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Celce-Murcia et al.(19959)4 Aokt B 445 Celee-Murcia(2007)2] A AE
8 molth  Celee-MurciaQ007)NE 712 Bde] AFsh 78 S2(formulaic
competence)& SHE FH02 Frlslo] BIE Foot

rh

(5) Celce-Murcia(2007)9] i tAE 58 2
Qofer] i, ek e, dobd 5o, ATAeH 51 AslEshd e, 49

‘— -1 O =1, O
ool =

i

A T HYo] qlofott exo] WM G AUE EHE +=ofEo] & As
ZroketbA Celce-Murcia(2007)2 S35 oogﬁ}ﬂ EFL oln] WA 7A|E QAL Aoz
= 7 Qlth AAIR 19909 24t ofo] W gtoll Thof oo ol Thejo] gt =
O} FESA7] AAFSIaL 10 oS Aste E3O ws 9 o5 o] A =9E9
CHRBiber et al., 2004; Henriksen, 2013; Hyland, 2008; Wood, 2002).

Oleft o} ol WHAA AA) ool K] RS HA) AT SO
TAE A A4S0l APk Rafieyan(2018)0ll4= EFL 49 d&Ql sksAts it
92 Bardovi-Harlig et al.(2015)0f]4] THE &3} &4 HIAES Tste] AFste T A}
83} &ne] PAE Bask HYsE Eeo] AMg H4eh EE(TOEEL, Test of English
as a Foreign Language) A4E EURE JTHEAS £33t dajold Amjolgt FoVdHAS:
(spearman rank—order correlation coefficient)7} rs=.729(p < .00DZ Uef} F ¥4 o] =
2 1473 A};ﬂ-}v}yjﬂé oﬂr,].

Boers et al.(2000)041+= EFL 279] W7o S35 Ag Ht 4| ddos 176}
of A9 Aot Fgeke 232 AT & =R U 7“_];”5}9& LY AR T
Sb7] W7F Axfell A At TEO| AR WLt B8R A Aol 52 (fluency), EH9
T (range of expression) HollA SAI AHED £2 HeE L, A Aiiie
frefet A AHTAIE ERlskt. Bardovi-Harlig et al.(2008)0ll4= ESL 749] t=14 4
ol SFAE tVdor A 273, Altelr] 259, Adsh] 273 Jat ¢ HAEES
AN, S oksA AT Iy okt HdelA A8 1A ARgol H FIskE A

F

i

AF FEY RIeR HelT

14) 35284 58 Celce-Murcia et al.(1995)014 AHAGE P9JA 52 (actional competence)el] thet 52
(conversational competence)& F7Foto] =43t Zlott,

15) Celce-Murcia2007, p. 48)olxE= Aabe T 59| 519 g=og T FF

Elexical frames)& T, o34 Bol 2 AfolA] =Cok= 28 23l th&ath

16) Lewis(1993, 1997)0lA= 1313 M (lexical approach)olzl= 7HdE Sdl o134 @& %*u‘oi o=

o] WHo] olFolzof & g FATHAN, HIKRE A7)l o]FolX AEolA o]et Hlgt =0
ScHNattinger & DeCarrico, 1992; Pawley & Syder, 1983; Willis, 1990).
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ToflA =2 PFE W2 AS ZRIokod AR el et 5A9 Ak
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SHIE AT 7] olEYt} thA] o T B AL FF o], EF EJo] 7K Aolt
ol 7157e] B ZHRRE A she] HiFE =0Elo] 2 Zojr}. TejriEY Ssate] ¢lof

AHgs TEY golk At BriAte] Aol ojEste] AYstE #dS Wk A9t
A= Boers et al. 2006; A17FA, 2012), ol APt BHO Jfdat ©E As] A
SfA] b AR £ 4 Qv ES Agste 39| A 59kl WAE FAA Aol
ojEste] AAl AR Pl Telde AR == olofAA] FE|E shelthRafieyan,
2018). 12t OW 011_}@‘50] 4 Dﬁﬂo] 7H 3484 7153’1194 e 54 E"’L] A

3.9+ 99 9 Y&

3.1 A9 Foz

= A2 20199 44 230~299° FA AL Aol GEAlO] AFohs o=
of sk T5(dA:: 43%, oAb 32%)o] Rofstalt. AR Hoirs2 tiste] e s

rO(

17) & Adol 9A =of st 17%8e ez B 84| 3 AH As] 1083ee 7449 =9t
&g HAEE ob] 2AHpilot study)= AASIAT oH] A} $of o]0l el Fojaete] QlEfelA
HoF 4 HIAES] Fqol WAIAoA] 2 FEol AHEAL, AR el ot WSt ofkrt Est
Al EefuA] o2 E¥o] SRS Bt Ad AuelM JE eifsp|et HHE ALt 2d 23 AR
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Jlg A W getgon TAEgon] Ag Ao HEWY|(Viemames) St 387,
F=5°](Chinese) 312} 19, F-2H]=20|(Uzbek) 2k 97, 718t 97gol¢Irt19) Aed o5
g0l 58 52 ko] WS V)¢ @A 9 EX(TOPIK, Test of Proficiency in Korean)
sue 7leos 2u(1-29) 259, SH6-43) 259, 15(6-61) 25%0lqithY)

32. A9 =
3.2.1. &9% g©r}

Lee-Ellis(2009)°M= &9 B7F =24 BYLE HAYSHHA Ag4os &8s 4
UE To] C-tests 7o, 5 A2 A7 WollA 2| et C-testoll thsf 24
(Rasch) 282 =3t el A= A= A"tk= Aotk Lee-Fllis(2009)9] C—test= )=o)
HA4 7t o] FoJF|(ILR, Interagency Language Roundtable)] £=o] 58 H7} 7|&g Edj

2 opla IZh} oA AN 4749] gk BE oE dolkg AEe] k. 4719 dE
10071¢] ofdz Hd=lo] glom F 188749 Higte] AX =gt 2 d= H7t 24 &
St AFH Lee-Ellis(2009, p. 270-273)9] C-test& AMgot] 9: 29 EldAdS 4
Zotglom B ato] 9bA Lee-Fllis(2009)9] C-testE TU7H 0] 25H2015)0014 7fgAte] %
ol whet ARt WAS Agoto] Ctest H4E TE0I3Th

(6) C—test ofIA|(Lee—Ellis, 2009, p. 270)

A et ek of 9ol S A% i A% %
2@ 5L @ Th__ okl syt olie A% AReIN e
Ao e gmolg ol wsel £ oid e 1049] A __
Gl A__ Wblhol____ G

3.2.2. @st &4 H2E

st BAS ARS TS| el APdtol] ARERE ke Cotest, WIZE €4
2E(cloze test)2t 22 FAE (controlled) HHFE G W3F 9 ARG A 22 A
(open—ended) 2] TA7FA] thefstA Uersith. Schmitt et al.(2004)0014 ARHESE C-test] 7

ofh o,

Ho

18) 7|gF 999 Hol: Y ”)’01(Nepa ) 1%, oifto](Taiwanese) 19, F=°](Mongolian) 2%, HR&E}o]
(Bislama) 19, A&eto](Sinhala) 19, $2F|(Urdu) 19, YEoi(Japanese) 1%, THZo](Khmer) 18
Zaksit

19) =0l 15 7|8 94 9 EF 559 17%@ o] 9k E7], Yobrl, 971, 2719] 71 (skills) 2}

Tt SAtAE ARollAl Y] glato] AR 58S Eilohe AWAQ XA FEC Frolth



4B ol BAKA She Pl thet Ssnte] A4S Askepl BT 4 ke &
AL 4 glovt Jo o BAE MRS a7 KAl ek uiH
A4

Q01234 29] I A4S AER 245 05t 9 A AL 59

U A9l 4 Aoie] A 0 Aga T Sk AT 2 ge
A dhdel B wol WEEA Ye 7Fs RN ohdzt B7F AFEE StHshr]ofw ol
=0 Slrk. & GtolAl= FAE A} AT A TS HekshrA] o °}— 2o 313 79
S AT & e B2 g9 ¢4 "HAEDCT, Discourse Completion Test)E o}
fo: |

%S

Hol e HAEE 1980dH Hlwwe) 2keE Aol deto=m e 28t 7t @
T2 AE(CCSARP, Cross—Cultural Speech Acts Realization Project oA theFet o
3 Mk sk Rt k= ARREZ] AlRfsto] @A7ER] ESHAl ARRE T
o} Aol iRt A2 i A9 52 28 HRtE AXote] AF ofrte] &
H@3F S HIAEE ofy AYPATE Fol &8 =ofE H oU—’_(Beebe Cummings,
1996; Houck & Gass, 1996; Kwon, 2004), ¥ ¢17te] 24 tjarel E¢d Ego] 714 ohe4]
7IEe] TS 1 o A Moo B 29 ARS TSPl At =t
S 4= ol

2 A= A il EoHelA AiER YAl A= WA Zo] J3t ¢ HAE
(WDCT, Written Discourse Completion Test)S 41 }‘ﬁ‘:]' H3t o HAES LA E
& e A ﬂ(2017)°ﬂ/ﬂ ArE 5l 71 S5 st 558 715 550 A
g Z 5209 7lss 5 155H 90| 7hett Akt WHsh), 84517], Altstr], A4
57, Bl B¥s|E 2—50“” WA s|= Fotelrt. AA| et 9 HAEo M= R 2
AMAE UG 71Ee] FEHoR e PEs Ao =(randomly) HiX|SIY, HEF A%
AgolA Fd Z] AR Ao
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4 B
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rel, HUAS
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B2 o 29 HAE 2%
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i £ CERE]
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AT o ARl & el chel Akt

AR S B AR F22 22 Rl dsl Ael]
4 A79] ERS Wejdehs a4 Adsh)|
A5
7Hs}7] 10 230 B o oA 745
N 1 AgolA A Avte] e uiet B@sh]
= #4 12 SaolA 47 el diet vl E@p]

2 A7 Al A A FoirEelAl a9l S Aol dis) et o WA
QIF-5AI9H 2AHdemographic survey)E 4385t 12|l ofH] ZAfllA A A ARE
A

0@ 245 s080] Ak B e 94 HAES WYL ool ST WS Siet
C-tests 30% SoF AdPstact
gsh e BAEL Y s 5 ool BY B9 A8S fdske

3 ]
FA 79 RS tAS EikIsh] SRt HE 9 3(ype)dt 5 AHE ok &
3 29 Ef(oken) 02 FEoI] 1] HLE Fofsigirt20) 3 29
2 Tt AL Aol Adol e F U &
ot 3 £33 ARESIGieTE dri gol ARSSIGETEE FHEet] B 9 ARl o
gt ARE AR B 299 B 72 & Aold Aokt Y £39 HFE E
= gh=ro] WA 2w Z9- sttt

M AAEE Tl AT Ame FAA A4S flelf SPSS 21.0 ZERE ARSI
HA AR HojzkselA £33 2hate] W 7|9 v 9 EX 53 AHo| ihE S9k(i4,
S5, 18)9 2ol B7IE ASo] ol C-test Mg 283 4
analysis of variance) ¥ AFSAA (Scheffe)S HAISIAT: 181 B8 79 AR} 9% 7H
o BAS Lolrr] sl A (correlation analysis)S 4-¥5I9Y, WHEAEO 2 Fisher?]
Jet A (exact test)oll TAsto] Lol wE B8 23 AR P 2ol AT

rO](

20) T Aol Holrel AN FU BF £30] 45] WE Aol 2 £ 79 Arele 14 2Y &%
EZ Aol 470 Fof=|olrt.
21) A =els, TMRT f=oly, TQAl RhEoly, olgh fh=els, TelSiRlE AR dEel 242,
e il ¥

2 AeH; & 58 27 Wl Z-8sisit
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41 %9% 97k 4 B o4 H2E 23
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X,
olt

b ghto] SkgAte] gl WS V1E oA 9 EY 5 JRE 5o
HE5F] 9ol Ctest H4-5 S8oto] YPRAHRAS Ao
AA] Ctest Bt 9 H|Afo[L), F 4'of vyehd viet 2
Tl BAA R femfRt o7t UETHE(Q2, 72)=65.022, p
BRIsk7] $l8l AAIR Scheffeo] A A Aibe Al Ao 5
AUt A T Ctest ol AAHCE Fofult Aozt 1t
7] b2 $95E i A0 Wt AlEsiA BAS Asstgltt

&
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E
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_O|L
R

v

O
;
>
Y
uy)

[e]

= 5
d
U

B 3. Ctest 4 o L HEEWAY

S =g A=y AA
Bt 43.120 65.840 129.800 79.590
FZU3 11.609 14.171 44,660 46,050
H 4 29T ZZS 95 YYULAEM(ANOVA) 2ot
A5 A B A F
k-7t 101004.187 2 50502.093 65.022"
Ay 55922.000 7 776.694
B 156926.187 74

*p .05, **p €.001

B 5 SEE AES fIt A=HE(Scheffé) 1t

5 Al E2oA ’
Ig-59 63.960 7.883 .000
Ig-Zg 86.680 7.883 .000
sa-Zg 227120 7.883 .020

E 62 9o 94 HAES Fo) 720 5Y Y 493 BY BY E2L 42Ed

o AN Zolck, Wt oy BAEG B el Sdte] BE B9 A8 9 &



2ol B dg oAt Ado] 7 A UERL ololM B, 2a okeAt APl el
LERTh TEu R 6o AXE UigTeRE Skl me ofd §39 B3 w30l w2
Rz Yepder], 211 2o mE B2d £F AR P2 oA FAd ez efst
7] ofFt. £ e sk mE 2d 23 AR Pl dit #AHY =g el A
w4 % Fisher?] 4% 44< 2=l= 435ttt

B 6 5 4 HASOIN 228 BY 2% 9% U £2

2E 29 59(@ype) T 29 EZ(token)
Z5({n=25) 20 109
Z5(0n=25) 22 142
IH(n=25) 30 206

001). & ¥ 2 A9 Wkt A (strength) S UER 5
B 79 BT 59L(s=470)7F ¥ AY ] 9SS HolF

P 29 F%(type) #Y 79 EZ(token)
Spearman®] Rho SET () 468" 476"
"5 (05, **p ¢ 001

C-test 5 283 vofe A ZyoMe 2 29 3% s2&(=430, p <

(e}
my,

22) Hinkle et al.(1998)ell4 gefgt Axjolgt FoVdaAS(s)9] ol o3t
375014 AR1E).
(1) oFF W2 Ao] Qlct. (€.30)
(i) ¥ Aol glrt. (30 to < .50)
(iii) Aol et (50 to < .70)
(iv) =2 Ao] gltt. (70 to < .90)
(v) oFF &2 Aol 9t (90 and above)

FohRovai et al., 2013, p.

o
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9 B2 SYE(=429, p (00D B A4 A Yeielt T9 15}

Y 2% F s PAS AZH0R wel] gl Wae ghe WoR sl AEE

(scatter plovolch, ‘I8 1', ‘I8 2 B xFol Qi Wael HE B9 AMgo] 27Kkl we
Jo HolT 9Ae o] ol 2L B wf £ WA} L

A S 0|21 Qkn wole ofdnt AmES B9 59 29 437 49

E23 Sgwe] Yol ol Aae] Awrt f41HS o 4 9k

¢
g
o
¥
A
r
olN
N
ol
ﬂ‘[‘l
oM,
ool
)

o

150 - Y

s2E

st
=EE 100 100
(C-test)

(C-test)

WA 7 BAQ SPEe] M2 BE 2Y A e AolE B4 S19) Fishero]
A5k B 2SI ol 49uel uet BY 0] £9 Hde] Aolr} GLAE Helst
7| 91 BHoltt. Fisherd] 3% A4S BA 23o] 7K 54 Ao BAYE Teislol
B 9 HAESIA AN 640 75 el Ao gt E 82 Adteh]
Q
[}

Folet.24

Z80=25 F80=25 I80h=25)

1Y 29 e Bd e -
% N B N % N
okl 100 (® 100 (19 100 @27
GSE B Yol
S o A AL 500 @ 421 ©® 296 ©

23) A% 2] FHs0] A ED B9 498 =S B2 AL,
24) B ANE BY £Y AFE A7 ol S8 2 70 Aolol, <2 gt 2 oA B
20| IS gk AP0l
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Fe] stadtel SuEe] B2 BW BY A8 Y A

st Ha 27t 3 ot 250 @ 158 () 370 (10

-©@a g 125 O 53 @O 37 D

J)eRs) 125 1 368 ) 26 ©

G A4 Pl 5

[0 |‘-IEI

Fishero] At HA 2t Aiklep| Aolrles ko] w2t 23

o7} = Ao Uehdthp = 465). ‘E 9= ‘HHshy) o et 2

of W2 Mol Bd 79 AR oFolth Fisherd] A% A4 23t 9hshy] AME &9
Tof wh B 2 AR Pl BAFCR fongt 2lolrt 9lg-S ERISItHp = .016).

H 9. ‘HHSIIOAMS HS 2F A2 L4+
B9 29 A4a v ma 230=25) $80=25 IF0O=25)
TE e TE e % N % N % N
A 100 (1D 100 @0 100 (26
Aok o “ol/ofok aftt,
_ 455 5 50.0 10 7.7 2
Azok oljolof =tk ® 10 @

Al 4

Azs) =8 —ol/o] ot 182 @ 150 (3 385 (10

AZSAP] s @ 0 O 500 O 154 @

Hashn E7018 —(9)9 F2,

AEsom =A0 oygom 2 O] @ o O 77 O
EOE 4 9o

AE 2 9% -(@=F9t 91 @© 100 @ 38 O

7]ER26) 182 @ 20 @ 29 O

sl ATSY), 83s1e B AN Fldirective)el] FRE Stk 3R]
WA 2 A Bl e 070 Ao vt WIS AR, 2007, A,
Ssplst wwstel WasPIE Seh A A BAC 9 T SBslT A A

25) 7let BE BGOR olfo] HHF, ‘~k 7 olf(R), ‘~(©)a} SheF, ob/el Frk, ‘()@ FAF, -
7] whge] 50| #&920,
26) 7]k £@ 2YOR ~(Q)= Wk ofleF, ()W o sk, A SkeF, “(©)L Fef, “-offo] rF, -

EE AR, A "y, -of/ojof Hif o] FEEI.
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o] &t wetd Fae] oldE 8ol thet FEo Arrt &7] wiwell AH9 7540l
wobd fatol| it HEs719] ofet 542 Yt AR WAE RAlskA she Bt
st Akl kS WA Hek

gEspIek 2ol A A(face)o] &3 7Hsde 7R BAE AW A” FACET
Face Threatening Acts)2t ek, AW AP F¢= A= stolg bl digt BAM 0“-.4
(redressive action)& 8oR=tl|(Brown & Levinson, 1987, p. 69-70),27) Z43gt HAFH Y9
7} olFof2)7] SfiE et 74l ¢lofa] om|iEgt o} tist HofzEo] BAINTE
Ao} 35 Al(speech community) ] AR22] o7iA] @A deflofof et whebAl A 19
Pofell HtEE B B9 SR slota w2 2R84 AAe 86| HAL gkl ok
AL dish ozl st A Sl thgh wiehs Qlilsky Tof whE ALt 33 AMS
StsafioF Rttt Fisher®] A AAoA B w3 ARgo] S9&o] met 2lolE Hel 22 o]
OF 22 wigollA sjE o427t Sl oleh #WIsto] Grundy( 2008 p. 193914 Aol o
SF E/d—x% Yo7} v|AAAQ A OJ:IL(formulas) 2 UJep = Agko| 9ok Argst v Qick

(N2 BFap|elA & 2d £92 Blum-Kulka(1987, p. 133)4 HeF B=o] LA}

o] AAGE Aole}, Blum-Kulka(1987)ollA= @4sl7] Agke 97fo] Wz Basiy ofd &
o]l thaf gate] 34 Qe TARste] ks 34 SAE AAIGE v Qirk2)

7) BT et Bd 29w

a. —ol/o]oF slr}, —of/ojof Et}: OF Z&(obligation statements)

b. —ol/o] Fr}: okale 43 (hedged performatives)29)

c. ~71(E) vk, —(9)W 40k -/ H 4ok A% F&(want statements)
d. ()2 & gltk oA 27 (query preparatory)

Blum-Kulka(1987, p. 137)e] W=2H 2= oHd 221 ) oRlE 8% ) A As )
OF Z&o] ¢AR BRte] WRlE FEoA Ak, ol SAS] ‘& 99 AAE B
A gztel| et BAF Y2 A o] kRt (llocutionary force)e SFMA7l= HE F
G| ARgol 2Et S 5At AYHT 1w oEA HuelA o A5Hos WAL Sl

uf

27) Brown & Levinson(1987, p. 61)oxe= HHE B2 Ao (public self-image) 02 Aol o]E Erj
2 gl YeR= 3= H2H(politeness strategy)= =453t}

28) Blum-Kulka(1987)oA =2J3t @ 43}17](requests)= SIAZF AR dlold o]Hgt PE o W= A
52 AgE 15 Bk ol ol Seard1976)9) ANshIdirctves)l il 1]
2 9egsl, AR, ¥ 52 Eeeic

29) Wesr]ollA] —of/o] Frt = 33—4 et s Uas Ads ofn A1) gl KEAE HolA st
oz Hof| ot T&(mood derivable) 2tH= ks g%g S Ao AAsi) o= Wsl|r}
o A4 sgSsh dmstel 3740] Berwel JAgo] o e A Flelgicl

Ha2=
o
A

°f
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o] Ao 49w BE B B g P 97

E 102 98570 eht 490 i Hekd 8 BY A48 ol Fisherd] 4
o 44 25} 5] Ao ST e E B9 A4 el FAHOZ SOl
Aol vt glotek(p = 273),

z2430=25) $30=25 I30=2)
% N % N % O
A 100 (35 100 45 100 (62

-(@)= £ 9d 343 (12 333 (15 403 (29

Ao 125 53] erob0) At 200 ) 200 © 129 @

SAIE sfof skt —o}/ojo} st}
weofe =Ha —o/ojo} |t}

-1l Atk 257 9 133 © 48 O

114 @ 89 @ 145 O

A oolE T @ 61 @ 13 O

7|ERD 29 O 18 ©® 161 (10

B T2 APl e <2k e g 2d £ AR Pdoltt. Fisherd] 4
g A4 2 Absly] AdRelde %%* of w2t 28 =9 AR Pl FAMCR fofnist

Aol7 HeRA] ke (p = .761).

\l

B 11CAMRSIIAMY BY B ALE LY

230=25 3$20=25 I7n0=25

Y 23 A8 T3 29
A3 0 }\]'o AL % (N) % (N) % (N)
A 100 (3 100 (© 100 10
Zo] Sl gl )
HAZE 727] WL e -+ Hige] 333 O 333 @ 0 )

30) A Yt @ AAE c} EY 237 99 249 s P Hee Zo)] 9 Fu] B
(preparator) 2.2 AMSE|QICH= ZHAA Aoz} keI, 2015, p. 314-317).
31) 7Ieh HR BROR ~(0)z Sk It ob/olw HrF, ¥ sf, —& A 2, -ol/of wey, -

ALY W o—

()% oF SIcF, “~(2)= Zelct ol FZwle)
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—opel gk 0 () 167 (D 200 ©

A7} a1 okrola -7 vt 333 O 167 O 200 @

7|2 333 O 333 @ 600 ©

12 ARSIl vehd 49e] B At Bd £ Ag POl Fishero] 4
o 29 29 o) AN 4ol Ho} B 29 A8 el BAAOZ folele
Aoz} vefetth(p = .000).

B 12 HESIIAM B 2Y AME LY

230=25 F80=25) I70=25)
% N % N % N
A 100 (31) 100 (28 100 (44

==

q A8

==

el
r{n
ofl
rel
Ho
ofl

HHZz A o
deis + ol ~(©)a 29k 452 (14 500 (14 91 @

EORE 4 o8
=AIE sfoF s —ol/olo} s,
Jlok = olo] 9JolA _oH/olof s|ct 194 @© 286 @ 213 (12

A [e]
Wiz 4 g A 2t
p

-©@=Agd 65 2 36 (1 182 ©

-3 Atk 129 @) 0 o 182 ®

7]ER3) 61 © 179 6 213 12
AdsPle AR HkgoeA AE Aol 845 86k e delolth wetA
Sl A= BAe] AlHs 313133 @ﬂﬁi Hefo] Aldlo] ad. AZsPloM FE 29
32 Becbe et al.(1990, p. 72-73)0llA AARE AdsEr] K]l Aol (8)x} 2ol w-Fot

9t Beebe et al.(1990)¢] ]/\1 = 74 Asly] A2 AA(direct) A2, 7F(indirect) A £t
HH(adjuncts) 02 FHole] Tof tigh AR HEFES AAGIG Y, 119 EF= tiEA A4

Fd 9oz -1 9tf, —(9)= 4 9, ~(9)z F I, ~(9)= Hotf, -1 A}, ‘ol
, L B | FZ= 90k

B FYO= -3 Qrf, A gf, 7] g, ()= Aok, —(0)z 4 ¥, -(9)H <t
Sof, - sief, & Al ogi(@), A Fsjt¥, ‘-of/o] By, -l ST, ‘-o}/o] K} Fo] &
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Y
1

o] AuAe] YRS BE Bd BY g P4
5l7] HMeko] S0z gl YrhEslami, 2010; Lin, 2014; o]}, 2014).

®) Adsplol vehd 39 29 EF
a. —(©9)a & gltk: F47 53 (negative willingness/ability)
b. —of/ojof s}, —o/ojof Hrt: BIY, o], AW (excuse, reason, explanation)
c. ~(9)z 7 £t} 35 (avoidance)/2EH] #]7](hedging)
d. -2 Ay ArH(wish)

ZEt 5 oA gAY vlge] T & -(Qe 4 i SR Hike HE
= 0] &= Wole 7;‘l_§ Beebe et al.(1990)e4= oF A MFor FHot
ACk34) HiHof| “-of/ofof SIT¥, ‘-of/ojof Hr}, ~()m A Pf ) -A HE BEF
Beebe et al.(1990)014 744 Hefom FRe st F52 He WHeh|e vRiA=
et o oFEAh Ado] vl Hiset AR Fde Hole A g A okgA e
T AT OE AR P Hlde AHold ot Y 7\} = Ad dete] A

Ao} F<& Afor AP 5 Q30 gt a5 Shaat Adold: 1Hd Agfo] AREE]
o 23 S eale) Aot el 2l 4 9ot 1 sk AR A1E
B 3 2e HH 1 Aol oE RS S-S FIg 4 qltk Qa)= dieh AlAl
(statement of alternative), (9b)= b2 42} <F&(promise future acceptance), (9c)= (8b)2t
22 W, o, A Aol 2= 7 Kot

ofl

O) I a7k ] Uehd 7 28 =9 AR

—= 7 oM(®)(N=3), "t =M AFEHE AREshe Al oY

—(2) g HHN=3), "7} d& 9 Fof = g sy
I AHN=1), "UE go] WA Ay gloja”

a.
b.
C

34) Beebe et al.(1990, p. 72-73)AE= HF HZFS P5AHperformative) (‘T refuse”)?} B FAF
(non-performative)l] oJ5t Hgkog &5} M\:} 2|1 sy EAM] o5t ARG “No"¢} BAA g
(negative willingness/ability) (‘T can’t”, “T won't”, “I don’t think so0.”)2& AEFITE.

22TQU0ITHE Ada7lo] UeRt ~(2)2 R et Sete] oAt 2ol Sl AR LA
741 sfo] A0 ARe Bedthy Agsidnh oot o] AP ~(©)= A Btk wkEe

Ut 9%0] okl downtoner) 9] Heke Sk A0 8 HOITHoAH, 2015, p. 323).
36) H}RH TR8E 30 ol A&AR1 =9 dido] HGl=d|, thEACR Leech(1983)0lA4 <4
% (scale of politeness)E &l S/t 2H5d/do] vl BAN] U2& FH5HAh

37) Beebe et al.(1990, p. 73X thet AlAe] o2 “Why don't you ask someone else?”, Tl 48 2F:9]
A2 Tl do it next time.”, T promise 'l ...”, ¥, ©]§, A9 o2 “T have a headache.” 5-& It
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132 g SOl ehd 4o whE AT 5E 29 A8 opolch. Fisher
o et A A3t i EReP) Aol 4ol weh BE B9 A el FAKO
2 ROt Aol7} hehA] lttkp = 307)

H 13 HiE BISIOIMS BEY = AR ¥

=T =1 (= ST
9 29 Ae e 27 Zg30=25) $20=25 IF0h=2)

%2 N % N % N

| 100 () 100 @4 100 @7
SAstH 27014 -owW ZAT}
wsi $2lo] A 667 (14) 875 (@1 730 @)
% ged Fele -yl AT

-(&)= Zoltk 9.5 @ 0 o 108 @

Z oS vieor]

oz urT —71(5) Hi=tdt 48 (D 42 ® 27 O

7]Ep8) 190 @ 83 @ 135 ()

st A, 845k, AP, v EdsPleMe 2k
A Pl SAECR FOmRt Aok HehtA] 9k, FFsIer Adsh]
of et 2 =9 AR ol SAELE fFrofulet Aok Hebth A =9
Bl SpAket ko] Al B, AAQ AR Sl A= slodw w2 f
ot Ader]9] 5 Aol Zdie] sk F=A FAe] AW PN 7Fsdol &
. gFsieh 71EsriE Ashe e Al At BAE RASh] Ssh el Ald
& 2t A3t die} 2ol Easit o AEet dieh ke 2 299 o 2
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==
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oflh
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<4
S i

1z
jul
ju)
f

ot
Sl
iz

o] £ AL Feiehl, APl A8E EE BFL oo ek SuolH Bl
7, %3 9 37 oA A9 1F 474 Al ekt 58 29 A 9l Ao} B
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Bl Shartel 4EEd WE BE 29 A8 34 47

= = =
3 S 4T 9] 8 29 A Pe] AGIE sl & AR BA4 2 o
o] e Fof #EE N 29 29e 5950 ot Zﬂ/\]o} %@Eﬁ] e ¥ 79
Apge) ol TEAT AT that 7izke] Zniol] felgith el Slot ol

1.

B el U] S o Het 8 HAES o 250 5Y 298
B 23 950] WA Ajek: 29 FFelsirk, Teiel= Bokn 5 9 Aol %
39 33 S50 et 22 A AT 7 BE 29 AG Pl Mol ek 2 o
g @5l the 364 Q49 Aolof JjIg Ao HAlh Y Y By 9Road &
W4 A4S LS dol A7) gk AR AT ARl AgHE e e 2

oW TEE % e FAAR HRIo] RAISolo} Sk Sal Wetelrlel el 1A el
of thgt AW AFEI} =2 AT Aol SEAEe] 38A AlE ZdlskA] o] Sl
A= Brtet Aate] pAer 22 Afst wigto] Sa5H thRold Bart Stk FolET Shafet
A2 k] Al HE, A T Zol ARl Z8Hd Aot e 4+ Gl 84ES AAIA
o W A4S 59 2Ee Bt o
oje} 2 AT Avp Bty B 79 AR s9Lo] BAC Telolo] thaat 7
2 $5977F Hasht. A, dete] AA RN gEe] dsakee] B8 £ oE 7
o2 Ao AWE Fart Sy 2 A9 2ot 9 HAEE o eirte] Wk o
7} AdEE Folhead ac)E FAHORE AuHEgit ojHoR Yeipr)E iAg welent
2 Z24ol= HZSF(adjunct to head act) 58 FHET Tole] Bd Ego| Wg} 1x
o ojue BAS 4T Qov] o] 4eEo] wat ojujd Aoz YehtAlg vide
2 =9 "avt ook =4, i JAAE e B 9 AR e BAE s
ATE Za7} ok 2 oA ARkl GaAE “EU AH2A SYEE HeE ofof
9 AR P BAoIARE 2 Aol AmER] 29 RE Vs 3 29 AR
7ol BAE mefsto] qhate] eR5ake] HE 7Y &5 ol 2HL HAFeR EAd dg
7F Sk

o=
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AR Q0072). o] WAY] FEed BA-RY SRR Sl oo @8 18D,
1-21.

ARs (Q07h). FHo] EEEE Webisutel AP B4 a7-ANd g FHoR-
oJFelofal 34 1-26,

), o[@A, WAlE, A, TR, A4S Q016 Tl By Aar AL
4,

SOl (005). S70le $13F Tl £ 2 A% AR B

Ol
rOlI

]
o
A 9. 2011). 7A 58 =olus BFE B A 204, FSold
454 9. 2017). 2A] 58 o] EF w8 A A ZRofdl
HEAL (2004). Thato] BEWSIVY 7| WRE o] g 1K1), 50-51.
AZdistal gHrolae. (2007). A7 oF=70] 54, 5B A&t EAEL ok
Azydisty ol g, (2008). 4738 9750 1A, 1B 24, 2B 3A, 3B A& TANEW of

At ol (2015). 473 e/ 44, 4B A&t TAET of-

Aetieti dolws. (2012). A2 FF70] 54, 5B AL FWEA,

AeTisty AojwSd. (2013). A/24] §-579] 1A, 1B 24, 2B A& FRZE,

‘Aedigti AW, (015). 4S8 7570 34, 3B 44, 4B 64, 6B A& FRZ,
A3, (2005). FHgoluSolA Q] P uS0] HiRke] thet . oarolirsy; 14(1), 89-120.
AZAA. Q012). B0l s57te] Ao et Agstel olo] Ahgo] AR 7} Aste] mA]

L g ofgrad2 481), T7-96.

At sHolshg (2013). @] ol -1 1-2 2-1 22 3-1 3-2 4-1 4-2
5-1 5-1, 6-1, 6-2 A= IAHet tiskEEet.

Yo7, (2013). SHEEEA gHo] S5t doz APstd BE A A7) W& vt o
T oA FE 35 157-181.

P&, "Eq. (2017). sk dhEo] wAjel AXE BIERY 1 wSEeHL 235),
439-467.

49, (2013). = ugS Qe EHEE AT-EHEE A SE%tE SHoR- o
st A=,

w20, (2004). $=R1AE ghao] Sgate] Aol Uehd Fidel Hlud-AHESE
93t ol HAE FHORE-, 950l 24)9] h=rolirg;, 29 117-14

w
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