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A Study on the Pragmatic Backward Transfer

in the Compliment Responses of Chinese Learners

He Xiang  Jiang Ziwei

Foreign Language School, Jiangsu University of Science & Technology, Zhenjiang

Abstract: Under the framework of Leech’s Politeness Principle, this paper aims to
investigate Chinese college English learners’ response to Chinese compliments with the
implementation of the discourse completion test (DCT). By comparing the response
strategies between the male and female participants with different English proficiency,
it is found that there exists a positive correlation between the compliment acceptance
and the participants’ English proficiency, namely the participants’ with higher English
proficiency tend to accept compliments. The gender differences in the response
strategies of compliments are also identified. The final results prove the existence of
backward transferring effects of second language on mother tongue from a pragmatic
perspective. The findings of this study provide some pedagogical implications for
college English classroom teaching instruction as well.
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Table 1 The overall use of compliment response strategies between the three—

group subjects

ok 725 SR
PNEEIREY ) LG Hh T4
K—IAEdE22 A 225 (42.6% ) 137 (25.9%) 166 (31.5% )
KEBEEL 224 279 (52.8% ) 107 (20.3% ) 142 (26.9% )
KISEL A 330 (62.5% ) 75 (14.2%) 123 (23.3%)

PR T =BT T R AR AR 2 SR BB AR I DL AR =R
Mg, NEDTRGH” RS2 ARG A RO SO E e, S T
REH], HooE “fhgs” Hmg, HeR/arye “SaZ” K. K=, kil
P Ll AR WEATE T A T PR R R LU BT A 1 50% . i GETH4 Rk
. it T v R SR i o ) B AR O A AT o 2 T R AR,
PR 2 AT RE 2 S B TR I GRS A A AR SR 3
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Figure 1 The overall trend on the acceptance of appearance compliment between

the three—group subjects
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Figure 2 The overall trend on the acceptance of possession compliment between
the three—group subjects
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Figure 3 The overall trend on the acceptance of ability compliment between the
three—group subjects
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> DR AS HE T N 2 AR BAT 850, B SEE K dm, h ERA e A:
XDUEISAEE S AR E T
4.1.2  AEHR/NE N S 15 L SR BEXT L
N T = HPOA IS AR A B B E TR, BRI R TR
XHARTES AT G ISR E EAT T it A
50 BARE A EBAEXT LAY p {4 0.000 (p < 0.05) , FH=HPHR7E
IR NE A FRARAATE B2 e . O TR = B e R
TR P S GETE D B R AR 22 5, ASHEFEN = L aTE & Fh s 35 T AR 4E
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Table 2 The overall Chi square test results of compliment response strategies

between the three—group subjects

fH df plE

Pearson K77 {H 44 380" 4 0.000

ISR L 44.847 4 0.000
FREBP N 1584
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Table 3 Chi square test results of compliment response strategies between the

three—group subjects within different communicative context

i R i[r&23 FHL kRS G4 RE HUNBIRE MIEkEiRE
p 1 0.025" 0.067 0.045" 0.010" 0.113 0.185 0.954 0.045

E: fp < 0.05,
w3 EERERY], Sl R CIRET CTHLT AR YER
WAE I EEZE SR (p < 0.05) , WA S AW B2 Adt— 4R
PR TE R B INYE N SR FRY 225, AT = ZH B A AR 4 1 B
JETT TR LG, 1RBILUREER (W 4)
F 4 ZHAWKREERITREAAILER

Table 4 The intra—group comparison of compliment response strategies

KHLOAES KR FHL SRR SR RE RANEIARE MERERE
R—2tE vs R4 0.04° 0377 0532 0.656  0.522 0.230 0.868 0.229
KR vs RPU%EE 0192 0276 0.122 0.022 0249 0.649 0.937 0.198
KR—2 vs RPUZEAE 0277 0.014° 0.008° 0.002°  0.023" 0.078 0.743 0.020°

E: fp < 0.05,

A4 FTLAR Y, SR SEE 7K 1 P 20 0t 22 ] P A A T 257 5 e
ZRARE, R—IEJiE Ll 22 5 R I L lk 27 A 0 & BUAS 43 1 1 x5
MAFTER E 225 (p =0.04 < 0.05) ; Jafill K48 5 RINFEX &6 1)
ASHETE B RIS HR AT W 255w R—AEiB Ll AR 5 RSl Ll 2 AR BR
CRBLT O CGUIEARET M CHURNECRE” =ANSEBRG A Z AN, X HAR A A
IRHEN B AR 25 5%

4.1.3 NEMEFIBORISEIE N BN

TE = A RIBEE KPR A b, AR 83 A, &A: 115 N, MR
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Figure 4 Gender differences of compliment responses between male and female
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