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Introduction |

Consider the followingmdia}ogue - associated questions,

taken from a textbook designed for fourth grade children:

Mrs. Peters: What a’lovely dress you are wearing!...
. Do you mind if I ask where you bought J.t’>
Mrs. Johnson: I found it at half price at a department
. store.

‘
1

Why did Mrs. Petor* ask Mrs.,Johnson where she bought the dress/

(1) She wanted to buy one Just like it
(2)  She was showing that she liked the dress
(3) She wanted to kxnow where to find nice dresses

(Around the Corner, p. 46)

. .
- c
e

The nine year old who was assigned'thistask chose, (2) as th
correct answer. Why did he prefer(z)to the other alternatlves’>

- A
Obviously, he could not have found the 'correct' answer in the

text. "By choosing (2), he showed that he knows how to rnterpret
the.communicatiﬁe.functions of utterances iiﬁcontext, even when
this function is mereiy one of 'making conversation.' The child
must have known that communicative functions do not always match .
11ngu1st1c content and that sometimes certa1n fornulalc expres-
sions like 'do,you mind' do not have to be interpreted literally.
Wworld knowledge; linguistic knowledae and awareness of conver-'
sational rules all play a part in the process of the 1nterpre-
tation here. The textbook ., wr1ter~assumed correctly that

fonrth graders, in their native ianguage, have reached the level
of comnunicative competence necessary for 1nferr1ng unstated

communigatlve functlons ‘Wouid ch1s text present d1ff1cult1es

to a non-native speaker of Engllsh’> What does a ‘non-native

'speaker have to learn about English to accept\2)as a pos51ble

w
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interpretation2"What part is played by world'knowledgé_acquired

with the first language? Tﬁe study reporfed here addréssed it-

self to thése questions by ekamining one aspect in the develop-'

ment ofiddmmunicative éompetenée in a second language, the inter-:
- EEEtatRNlanéperforming of speech acts.

The emphasis in Seéond langﬁage teaching and lear%ing
theories has shifted in recent years ffdm a 'grammétical' or
'structural’ approach to a 'communicative' one. kWiddowsonf.;?78,

- Canale and Swain 1980) . The same shift is also apparent in//

-~

studies of first’ language acquisition. (Halliday 1975, Ervin Tripy

and Mitchell Kernan 1977) . - This shift reflects the ge;érélif

'ghafed assumption by all 'chmuﬁicative approach' studies tth
grammatical knowledge is'not enough to account for all the |
knowledge required to use a language,T

-~

The notion of "communicative.competence",was first

introduced by Hymes (1967), who used the term ¢ to de-
scribe theiunderlying knowledge required .to use language effect-
ively and appropriately in context.

The acquisition of competence for 'use, indeed,
can be stated in the same terms as acquisition
of competence for grammar. Within the develop-
- mental matrix in which:knowledge of the sentences
- of a language is acquired, children also acquire :
knowledge of a set of‘wayk in which sentences are '
, . used. From & finite expérience of speech acts and —

e

b their interdependence.with ‘socio- ultural-features
they develop a genéral theory of the speaking
-appropriate to their community, which they employ, -

like other forms of tacit cultural knowledge o
(competence) in conducting and interpreting sodial
life. , o ' ' ! '

i o In sum, the goal of a broad theory of competence
\ o can be said to'show the ways in which the system-
g ' : atically possible, the §9a§ib1e, and the appro-
\'T : priate are linked to produce and interpret. .
\ - » actuhlly occurring-culthralyﬁehaviqgi (Hymes 1972:286%
. _ . YA . _

. S
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In this paséage Hymes is referringvi; it development of com-
municatiye competence in the native languasy.:. From a second
language acquisition perspectlve, the questlon is how the 'expe-
r1ence with speech acts,"' ;nterdependent'as it is with socio- |
.cultural features, will affec&hthejacquisitlon of communicative | :

competence in another language. : o \

-The study: of speech acts (Austin 1962 Searle 1969 1975
© 1979) views language as a mode of action. A speech act is

defined by Searle (1965) as the minimal linguistic unit of com— .
\N\*k !
‘munication. The study, of speecﬁ’acts is. concerned\\ specifying

! N

the. condltlons that must bta1n for any utterance to 'count as'

a partlcular communlcatlve act. The rules that govern the pragj

i
co

matic performance of speech acts can range from 11ngu1st1c

context.’ bound rules to context free rules or to any combln-
ation of both. Thus an utterance like 'I'm hungry' can have manyf
'functlons, dependlng on context (such as a request to delay golng

:'to bed uttered by a ch11d at bedtlme) while an utterance like

s'I hereby request you to' will normally count as a request ln b‘ ‘ ¢;/
order to 1nterpret the 1ntended funcklon of'any utterance in con-

- text, and to achlevefh;s communlcatlve ends,‘the speaker must f

%.be aware of the interplay-between pragmatic and linguistic rules.

»
[

] The cross-cultural and social aspects of speech act perform-

) l
' ance have been explored by studies within the framework of the
ethnography of communlcatlon. - This approach, developed ma1n1y

.by Gumperz and Hymes, has emphaslzed the d1fferences between

societies in B verbal tnteractlon ( Gmperz 1964) and pomted to




these differences as one poss1ble source of misunderstanding

[y

. between speakers from different ethnic and cultural backgrounds

\(Gumperz and Tannen, 1979). L

. H

In "this paper I will focus on the contribution -of speech-'
act theory to our understand1ng of second lanJuage acqu1s1tion
andpresent emplrlcal evidence -to show the difficulties 1nvolved

1# acqu1r1ng the commun1cat1ve competence needed to realize

Speech~ acts in a second language.

”

Cross~cultural differences

RIS

The difficulties second language learners face‘infachieving

communicative competence in the target language might stem from
[

dlfferences between languages and cultures in various aspects “.

1)

of speech-~act reallzation. : For example:

a) Social appropriate;ess

! As Hymes (1972) has observed one of the th1ngs a child has

to learn, as part of developing communicative competence, are the

' social rules that determine when to speak and when to be s1lent

Cultures m1ght differ cons1derably in the ways. these rules operate

-across speech- events and for dlfferent members of the soc1ety.

I
Thus for example, some cultures value silence in children, whlle

others eficourage chlldren to engage in child-adult conversatlon.

S

' Luo children in Kenya (Blount 1970) are not allowed to participate in

adult social gatherings, except ritually; children are generally
‘encouraged to stay near adults, and not éb speak in front of strangers.
In middle class American Jewish families, on

’




theFother hand, children are often encouraged to display their
verbal abillties'before admiring adult friends and relatives,
| . Among the Araucanians in -thle,'thevlaeal man is a gooq
orator who is,expected to exercise his skills at every oppOr-,
» tunity, while the 1deal woman is expected to -be silent on. all
;soc1al occas1ons (Coulthara 1977). Transference of rujes and
 expectations from one'culture to another can create confugion,
embarrassment and misunderstanding.
The r1tual nature of speech on social occas1ons ‘might be
another aspect of speech—act reallzatlon that is not shared
across cultures. The rituals of American leave—taking ( Thank

you for coming,' 'It was nice of you to come' - 'I.t was nice having

you' for example) -sound strange to Israelis living in the States,

s1nce there are no equlvalents to these formulas in Hebrew,

v

Cultures may also dlffer in the degree of dlrectness toler—
: ' ated in the reallzatlon of speech-acts. Speech—act patterns

(/ that are perfectly acceptable in one culture m1§ht be often

| cons1dered offensive in another, and vice versa. In_Israel, for
example, complaints about the cost of living at middle class'
soc1al gatherlngs are often illustrated by spec1f1c references
to personal 1ncome, followed by 1nqu1r1es about the salaries ' »
of others present. Agsuchllnqulrles would-not probably
be too well recelved in a similar American social ggtherlng

- Although two languages mlght possess a s1mllar range of llng*

uistic patterns for any given speech—act, the conventions of
dlrectness for the use of the pattern might differ from culture to

culture, Thus, both: Hebrew and English have direct and lndlrect

ways'of making requests, but in any given context Hebrew




s

rules of pollteness can allow for a degree of directness that -

mlght be cons1dered rude 1f transferred to Amerlcan English.

i ] .
Y Co _ . N
b) Linguistic realization o : i _ f

L

ot As has been polnted out by Searle (1975) two- languages m1ght

possess equivalent, idiomatic standard “forms for the performance

of 1nd1rect speech-acts, but the use of the form in eachIAnguageE

may be governed by different conventions of use.
A speaker of Hebrew, for example, who wants to have the salt

passed at dinner, has available an express1on wh1ch is formally

and functlonally equivalent to 'Could you...! in English (i. e.,

fycarrles the same potential 1llocutlonary foéce. However, the_
~

most frequent strategy used at d1nner tables in Israel.is per—
formed by ask1ng about the possibility of gett1ng the salt..

('Efsar leqgabel:et hamelax" 'Is it possible to get thersa}t?').
Thus, even in cases when the second language learners is aware

,of the range of possible effective'and socially appropriate ways

for performing any speech-act, he still has to ‘learn which form

'1s the most acceptable En which situatién. - - \

BN

i R (-

The potent1a1 range of procedures avallable for the perform-
ance of speech acts in one language mlght include forms that have
no equlvalent in the other. For example, Hebrew has ngbdlrect
equlvalent to English requests 1ntroduced by }wllllngness' or

»vpredlctlon' questlons ('Will you do 1t°'}/3) On the other hand,
/

N —
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suggesting the possibility of a future action is a standaid pPro-.
cedure for introduc1ng requests in Hebrew. ('Maybe you ll do
“it?')._ Both in Hebrew and English one can make an 1nd1rect re-
quest by guestioning the hearer's ability to do the act. In

Hebrew, but not in English the request can be 1ntroduced by forms

meaning 'Are You ready?’' or 'Are you interested?' 1In Hungarian,

the verb frequently used in indirect requests is a verb of 'know-

ledge' not ability ( Tudna segiteni' - 'po You know to help"

meaning 'Can you help°')3
c) | marking

Each language has specific means whereby speakers can s1gnal

to their hearers the intended 1llocutionary force of ‘their utterances.

Some of these linguistic dev1ces may have no translation

equivalent in another language and even 1f they do, they often

T~ don't carry the same illocutionary force. For example, the %ord

"hare" in Hebrew, which has né formal translation equivalent in -
Engli sh, can be used to 1nd1cate to the hearer that the speaker
is reasserting a shared assumption. ('Hu hare lo ‘mevin -

'He does not understand, as you and I well know. '),
- |

d) Mitigating and aggravating

Mitigation is defined by Fraser (1978) as "the 1ntentional

softening or easing of the force of the message -~ a modulation of

__the. bas1c-message"1ntended by the speaker." The linguistic means

,available for mitigating an act or for aggravating it (modulating

it in the oppos1te way) might be also language spec1f1c. For

example, Hebrew has n" syntactic equivalent to English 'tag quest-

t

“ions' which are' often used to mitigate requests ('You'll do it,




. ' o : " v R
won't you?'). On the other hand, one can aggravate a request
-in Hebrew by puttlng the stress on an initial 'perhaps' ('Perhaps
you'll stop"). Needless to say, 1ntonatlon has a central role
in modulat1ng the 1llocutlonary force of utterances in every lang-
5 ~ uage and dlscrepancles in the use of prosody and parallngulstlc .cues
K

can lead to the disruption of conversational flow.

\

\ o

2.0 " Stating the problem: what are. the universal pro erties of

o : speech-act performance'> ) . =
R - Do e

The difference between Engllsh and Hebrew with regard to

thehuse‘of speech-act strategles is highlighted by the analysis
of one particula group of strategies. The group considered

~ here is that of request-forms. | |
' For any speech-act form to carry the force of a directive

it has to satisfy a set of pragmatic preconditions. For impera-

{ 't1ves, for example, Labov and EmmheBKl9T778) Rule of Request
fllsts the follow1ng precondltlons- the hearers' belief that the
.speaker believes that there is a need for the action and the

\ L request, that the hearer has the'abilitz and obligation to carry

\ﬁt/outy and that the . Speaker has the right to tell the hearer”

to do so. By applylng th1s rule in context we should be able to
|
1= .
d1st1ngu1sh between imperatives that are valid requests and be-

,tween those that are not.. Labov*ahd'Fanshel's Rule of Request
:{15 defined in purely pPx gmatlc terms- hence, the rule should

f apply to any language that has 1mperat1ve forms.

t

It follows that a second language learners who has acquired
' the use of 1mperat1ve forms 1n the target language should have no |
d1ff1culty in d1st1ngu1sh1ng between requests that are valld and
those that are not, or in performing directives by the use-of

nmxnzuuves. As we look at other forms|for performing nanﬁstsiiﬁs,lxnevercﬂear'




division between 'pragmatic' and 'linguistic' factors becomes

- much more complex.

e '
e ¢

- For a contrastive analysis of speech act patterns across
languages, I suggest that the followiné dimensions be taken‘into
aocount: 1) pragmatlc precondltlons, 2) the speech-act proced~'
ures, 3) the 11ngu1st1c realization and modulatlng devices, 4)

potent1a1 pragmatlc force across speech events, 5) social
approprlateness rules. For a form of request in the first -lang=~

uage 'to be coﬂ;ldered equlvalent to a form in the second language,

it has to be shown that the two forms share propert1es on all five

d1mens1ons. A close analys1s of some request fozms in Hebrew

and English reveals that th1s is not always the case. Cons1der

\
the follow1ng examples.

Hebrew - | ' English

JI \
(1) Ata yYaxol lehalvot 11.... .!can you lend me....? E
(Can you 1end me..) D fCould you lend me...?:

. . _ ,
(2) Ata muxan lehalvot li,..? + . 'Would you lend me..

(Are you prepared to 1lend me) 1I

(3), Ef‘s’ar leqabelpm‘i\mxa halva" a? ;Would it be possible‘toget a loan?
(Isvit possible to get a loa;# .Can I ask_you'for_a loan?.
from you) | | |

"0ﬁi§”the strategy used in (1) sharesAboth procedure and linguis-

tic'realization in'Hebrem'and English, 1In both languages, the

request is made by questlonlng the hearer's ab111ty to do the

act, and in both the utterance can be interpreted as a request

'for 1nformatlon i.e., genuﬁhely referrlng to somebody s ablllty

to do the act.) The lexical 1tem used in Hebrew, 'vaxol' is

-

an exact translation equlvalent of Engllsh 'can.' 1In (2), on the
| ' \ [P

N .- .. ._,\ - - . R - PR v..,-..,., Cee = L - - - ..
~ * # signals non-equivalent -¥ sign 2 1s equivalenc
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other hand, although in both Hebrew and English some reference

is made to the hearer S willingness to do the act (a poss1bly

shared procedure), the linguistic realizations are very dif-
ferent. In (3) the resemblances between the strategies is even
more remote. Ifis a conventional standard procedure 1n Hebrew
to request an action by asking (in an 1mpersonal form) about the
! possibility of'getting something done, while in English the
equivalent, 'Would 1t be poss1b1e to' though poss1bly‘function1ng
X”‘\\ as a request, is not a. standard request form. 1In moit contegts,\ )
\ \the functionally equivalent form to an eﬁsar' quest#on in r\i

ﬁébrew\would be a 'Can I question in English. {.
In addition, each of these three strategies has‘different
modul ting dev1ces in the two languages For example, in Hebrew
(1) can\be mitigated by prefixing the worgd 'Ulay’ ( Perhaps you _
can lend m ') while in English one can add a tag question. ("You
can do'it, can't you?") However, the most 1mportant point is
that even wher we have » s1milar strategq + it does not neces-
sarily carry the same potential force in the same s1tuations
across the two lan uages, In some situations where in English
it is both appropria and effective to use a 'can you' guestion
to make a request thz\ can yoh' question in Hebrew might be
'i erpreted as a genuine‘request for information. The last point: /
is linked ‘to considerations of .social appropriateness: if one '/
Culture allows for more directness in certain s1t1ations than the
other, as seems to be the case 1f we compare the Israeli and
o American cultures, then a 51milar 1nd1rect strategy might loocse
its effectiveness when transferred from one c¢culture to the other
s1mply because it is not direct enough for the occasion.

- o . P
L .
e

-
e
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" in both languages the requests are made by Andirect means, that '

all the forms are potentially ambiguous whether they are’ meant
as requests for action  or as requests for 1nformat10n, and to be

1nterpreted as requests they all nave to fulflll a set of pos-

51b1Y shared pragmatic preconditions. From a second: language acquisition-

'perspective,,the problem is where to draw the line between the
'universal' (or at least cross-culturally shared) properties

of speeeh act performanceJand .~ the language and culture

‘specific ones. A%"universalistic' approach would tend to minimize

" the dlfflcu;\Ies involved in 1earn1ng to perform speech acts! in

a second'language. This view is expressed by Fraser who claims
on the basis of a survey of requesting strategies in 14 langu-

ages that:

The strategies for performlng 1llocutlonary acts,

and for conveying effects .such as intention of
pollteness, conveying relative deference, and

for mitigating the force of the utterance are

essentlally the same across languages. (Fraser 1978_)33)

On the basis of this 'sameness' Fraser suggests'that 'much

‘of the knowledge for conveying a learner's intention need not

be taught" (Fraser 1978 ,34). In this view, learning to form-

ulate speech acts in a second language is mainly a matter of acqutr-

iné the sociolinguistic rules. that specify when and how a stra-
A -

tegy can be used apprdbriateiyi
As I tried to show by theJanalysis of the three request

~— <

forms in English and Hebrew, the simiiarity\hetween strategies

across languages h?lds only as long as the strategie e




&'\

.“-
compa;ea‘on the most general 1evel4) Once the analys1s takes

3
1nto account ,more than the general mechanlsms1nvolved in realﬁz-

ing the act the similarities tend to disappear. -'~_"*::-_

1 ~av

b e e L WP Y

The arguments for and agalnst Fraser's first cla1m might

" depend on the level of generallzatlon adopted for the analysis, -

-

Thus, it is easier to detect 'samenes'  on the more general/
level of'procedures than on the level of linguistic realizations,
anF hence analysts who'argﬁe for 'uniﬁersality' tend to empha-
s;ze'the former. (See for example, Searle . 1975). On the
,other hand, arguments!for and against Fraser's second claim
can be substantiated or .refuted . by evidence from L2 learners\
use of the'tarcet 1anguage.- The.speech act performance of.
native speakers in Hebrew and in English as compated to the
performance of second language learners of Hebrew, to be pre-
sented’here suggests that Fraser's second claim is unsubstantl-

ated. This evidence also»raises serious doubts about the

validity of claims for speech act 'universality.'
\

M
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The basic claim argued in the paper-is: ‘Comparable speech
act strategles across -languages might differ on .one or more di-
mens1ons, such as procedure, linguistic reallzatlon potentlal
pragmatlc force .and soc1al appropr1ateness rules. As a result,

‘ econd language learners miﬁht fail to realize their acts in the

~

target language both in terms of social approprlateness and

‘pragmatic effectiveness..

The ev1dence to support thls claim. comes from an emp1r1-

\ .

cal study des1gned to elicit speech act forms in Hebrew from

native speakers and learners. The research questlons for the

. . ’(,/
study were: ' . ) B L
Y AN RV Y .
1) Dd\ IIJnguage learners make use of cross- culturally S
& :
shared pragmatic.rules in 1nterpreting and performing speech
acts in the'target'language° In other words, can we f1nd
evidence in learners usage for the psycholinguistic reality
{
of some k1nd of universal pragmatic cc apetence? \
2) Do second language learners viblage norms of social appro- .
priateness in ‘ _\\




. N \"\ ) “’\ B P
the target language?. And if'they\do, are these violations
! . s o

explalnable by transfer of sOC1al norms?
3) ‘Do second language learners deviate from native speakers -in
thelr use of cross culturally shared and non-shared con-
2nd if they do, what is

Ventional'speech-act'procedures’

‘the nature of these deviations?

3.1 Erperimental design

,¢XSubjects ) o : .
: - l) 44 adult learners of Hebrew, all

native speakers of English, students in 1ntermed1ate and advanced’

Hebrew classes at the Un1vers1ty of Michigan, Ann Arbor.s)

g 1 2) 32 adult native speakers of Hebrew, e
all students at the Hebrew University in Jerusalem. / ‘
3) an add1t10nal group of 10 adult
native speakers of English, all graduate students at the Modern
Language Center at: The Ontario Institute for Education in
Toronto. ' | " v
b) Instruments _
The instrument )was a discourse - comﬁletion test that
\
included 17 items; -Items on this test requlred the 1nsert10n
: #or exanple-
~

of one utterance in a blank in a d1alogue.
a (

Husband and wife ,

There's a PTA meeting tonight/
f

Diane:
Robert: Are you'gbing?
I'm exhausted. i L -

Diane:

Robert: When does it start?

I can't be there before eight.



c)

Q)

Procedures

P . . B A - IR ARy
. e A Raders

-~
~

Design | . . e
; : . e L .
The items on the discourse completion test were| constructed

to elii\t-

1) Four dlrectlve types. The strategles expected to appear e

ﬁere 1, 2, 3 and 8 on table 1. . Each strategy was eXpected to -

appear in two of the test 1tems.; _ ' : “

.y

2) Two Hebrew speech-act markers +('davka' and ;bemikre ).

'.‘ ,.a-"/\

,These markers were expected to be 1nserted in the completlons

13 T . ¢

for two items on the test.

3) * One item (number lp) was constructed to test subﬁects' inter-
pretation of.a speech-actrrealization governed by a cross-cul-

tural pragmatic, conversational Tule.

4) The test 1nc1uded six addltlonal items that requlred com-

N
pletlon by any speech-act other than a 1rect1ve. The full"
14 *

(Engllsh) version of the test is pPresent] a“in Rppendlx A, i
INSERT TABLF I FFRE - - T

The bériginal Hebrew version of the discourse-completion

test was administered to the group of native speakers(in Israey,

and to the group of learpers of Hebrewi An English version of

the test -was admlnlstered to the group of native speakers of

—Engla's/h o o @ 0 \ : }
‘To rule out the possibility of reading problems inter- '.5

fering.witﬁhéEQSrehension apd te-ensurevthat_students cqnsidered

both preceding and foilewing’cqptext before respbnding, the .

» 7
dialogues were read aloud. Subjects listened and read each
dialogue befor: campleting it. The instructions for learners of Hebrew as a’

sa:rﬂkhngumxawemagumm in English. Nmuyee#ed«ms:xnphﬁedthevumﬂxm

’

ver81on w1thout the dlalogues being read to them.

boa
~I
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2.2 - Results o - \

/ | ;;;;3: _ _ , : ) :
o .' The s ch events depicted by the dialogues in the test can

be divided into: 1) standard, institutionalized situations that
proved to have féirly cbmmon'scripts of linguistic behavisur.7)
2),non-stanaard situations that did not prove to have such
-scfipts. A further division of the dialogues is between:
| | 1) dialogues that required completiod“by thé use of a direct or
\\\ 1nd1rect dlrectlve type, 2) dialogues that required completlon o

by any otheé/\;eech act. /

N\ _ T
\ " The follow1ng dialogues -1, 2, 3 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, ll

. 12, 14, 17 were shown by the results to depict. standard situ-
ations. Nine of these required a directive.. The analysis of
directive types used in completing these itehﬁéidentified.nine
dlfferent strategles The dlstrlbutlon of these strategles

. across 1tems 11 and 12 are presented 1n tables 3 and 4. The

. resglts for items 4, 5,.and 14 are.presented in table 2.§)

The results presented in the above -tables show that:

-

t

TABLES 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6 here..- ,




- . ! . ~
.a) : Interrespondent agreement

For any given dlalogue én table 1, ‘one strategy was pre- :
% N domlnant for native speakers. In each dialogue,gipre than half. .
‘A ~* of the native speakers selected a single directive ‘type. This |
' »result\indlcates that for each situation one speech—act form
seems to have a higher probab111ty of occurrence for native
speakersrthan any other. In the same s1tuations, on the averac ‘ .
less thaL half of the learners used the. predomlnant form sele ed
by the natlve Speakers, Interrespondent agreement among learners
-an choice. of form is always lower than that of nat ve speakers..

For items rncluded in table 1, mean of native speakers agreement

is 68%, ~compared to a mean.of 42, S% for learners.
Furthermore, learners responses are d1str1buted

over more.speech act forms than those of native speakers. These
results 1nd1cate that for any gfven s1tuatlon most native speak-
ers cons1der one form to be more acceptable than others, while
learners do not conform to this pattern._

Interrespondent agreement among natives and learners alike
_was h1gh for two 1tems only: D12 and D14 Both items depicted
standard s1tuatlons with only a 11m1ted range of potent1a1
acceptable completlons. The poss1b1e reasons for the agreement
' between native speakers and learneri on these 1tems are d1scussed

in sectlons 4.1 and 4.2. N

b) Distribution patterns

The differences between native speakers and learnersnrespo-

nses are further evidenced by the dlstrlbutlon 'of directive
’\--Tv"

types chosen by the two groups for each item  (presented in

;

~table 1. ‘An anaiysis of responses for each item showed that

the_distribution of directive types "ong native speakers is

significantly different (at p .0l level) from'the distribution

! 159 ) | 4.5
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of the same directives types among learners. This result was .-

interpreted as indicating a differéht range of factors affect- .

[y

ing choice of speech-act form for each group. (See discussion e
in sections4.z-and 4.3).

c) o Discrepancies in choice of strategies S

In four out of the eight 1tems, D1, D8, D9 and D17, the
strategles most frequently chosen by the learners: were not the
ones most frequently chosen b¥ the native speakers. " This refult

- is taken as further evidence for ‘the difference in the rangeaof

factors affecting choice in the two groups.

a) o Directive types used

The d1rect1ve ¢ypes used by native speakers and learners
on thetﬁstwere d1v1ded into the folloW1ng groups.

.1) Strategies that are similar in English and Hebrew both
. len procedure and 11ngu1st1c reallzatlon e.g., 1mperat1ves
o o ' and 'Gan you' questlons. ‘ .
T" : 2) . Strategles that share a s1m11ar1ty in Engllsh and

'Hebrew but have a different 11ngu1st1c reallzatlon in each,

) .\'v.' {7\

suﬂlas w1111ngness questlons..‘ (In Hebrew, 'sre you ready/ ARG

-

prepared - muxan - to do it?' In English, ¥ould you/are you ' .
willing to do it?') |
3) Strategies that are Hebrew larguage specific,such‘as.
'possibility’questions. (ﬁebreu- ‘ﬁs'it possible_- efgar.;‘
- S to receive.. or 'Is it possible to ask you to do ¥?).
\ An analys1s of responses for each of the subjects who completed ’/

all the request items with request forms-(25 nat;ve speakers and
21 learners) showed that strategies from groups 2 and 3 were.

used less by learners than by‘native speakers. .(See table 6)-. .

<

Though the data are not sufflclent ‘to show that the dlfferences

20 | S
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between pétive speakers "and I%Frners in the use of these svraﬁegies ,\\%
are statiéficaily significant, it should be noted that the \

differences are smaller whéh the #trateZles involved are f;om\
group 1 (imperativés and 'can you questioné) and greéfg;~wnep

they involve certain strategies from groups 2 and‘3. (question

S

direcsives and permission directives).’

h]
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speaker is 5.09 (c.4 91) and for each learner 5.45 (..Id 93).

- v Marking indirect speech-acts

X FHur

\\ :

.. This result 1nd1cates that transfer (in a very spec1f1c

sense of the term) is one of the factors that affects speech--~

act realization in 1nter1anguage. A qualitative analysis of the

responses of natlve speakers and learners for eacn 1tem separately

- revealed that transfer is only one of the factors ,that deter-

mines 1earners choice of speech act fcrms. An'analysis of the

factars wh1ch were 1dent1f1ed is presented in Section 4. %//?9»4.3.
“on

Varlatlon and range

i
\t“'
Variation '
-\ .

\

As can be seen on tables . 1, 2 and 3 both groups are sens1-'

tive to the dlfferences between the dialogues and modify their

responses accordingly. This is shown by the change in the most
frequently chosen speech act strategy across dialogues.
Range | . L. i

The range of d1rect1ve-types used by each subject -'ih both
t\we,.

.grouﬁs - eXceeded straoegles The mean number for each natlve

The issue of speech act marklng was tested through two items

<x1the test \D4 and D9 Since the vtterances used on these items

are not comparable to utterances used on.other items in the

test, the results for these items are,presented here in full. |
Items D4 and D5 were designed to elicit from native speak-. |

] ‘ i}
ers of Hebrew language-specific speech act marking devices and

22




to check whether learners used these devices,. . .. . In both
\Qiscburses the contextually appropriate utterance can be inter-

preted as carrying an indirect®illocutionary force on the basis
: S

of context alone. Thus,  in D4 the rg ponse'incorporated in the

diaiogue S T signals that
"any general questlon about direction of dr1v1ng is interpreted
as a request for a lift. Cons1der the exchange-

"A.. Are you going our way?

,B. Yés, but I'm afraid the car is full. .

It was obser;ed that 1n Hebrew speakers often mark hints of
these k1nd by adding 'bemikre* (* by any chance') as in the follow-
ing conversatlon, translated from Hebrew,)that took place be-
tween husband and wife: ' 3 | _ |

Wife. : Are you going to:town E;aaf, by any cnance?

Husband: What weuldlyou like me to get?

Wife: Drinks for the_party.tonight,_

Obviously, the question could have been interpreted as a
'request on the basis of shared assumptions alone. The addltlon
of ‘by any chance' serves to underline the speaker s intention
in a way that does not leave room for mlsunderstandlng (or
evas1on, depenglng on 1ntent) The results for D4 failed to
brlng ev1dence for the frequency of thlS device ‘in natlve speech,
but did show that learners are not aware of its potential
function ar all: though only 16% of native speakers marked the
question nith"by any chance,' none of the learners did.

In D5 a husband is challenging his wife's announcement that

she invited to a party a couple he can't stand. The wife's-

g
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response (! because Diana: heard about it...') delimlted the choice

of the subjects in realizing the challenge to some kind of 'why
questlon.

More than half of the native speakers in this case (57%)
/
did mark their intention

with phrases like
of all people?" '

'Why them
(using 'davka' an untranslatable Hebrew speech~
act marker) or 'Why did you invite them at all?' or the less

cohesive, but still coherent 'How could you do it?' Among the
learners only one used 'How could you?'

» while all the others
l79%V 8imply completed with the mild

'Why did you invite them"
The completlons for these two items indlcate that learners do

not share native speakers\

judgements as to when and how to mark
their speech acts. '

- %
. ( \\.
4.1 Discussion :

Ny’ The discussion on the three research questlons, name

e
1) Do second language learners make use of cross-culturallY shared
pragmatlc rules in 1nterpret1ng and performlng speech-
. . the target language?

-—p

acts 15\
In. other words, can we find evidence in

learners usage for the pscholinguistic reality of some kind of \
pragmatlc competence? (sectlon 4.1).

. \\.
"2) Do second language learners v1olate norms of social ap@mcprlatenesb \\\

/ \
in the target language° And if they do, are these violations ‘ \\\
explainable by transfer of social norms?  (section 4.2) : . '

| 3) Do second language learners deviate from native speakers in their

use of cross-culturally shared and non-shared Sspeech act stra-

tegies? And if they do, what is the narnre of these deviations?
(section 4.3)




4.1. Evidence for the use ‘of cross-culturally shared prangtic

\
rules.’ - . ' : Y/

The analys1s of the 1earners performance in the study sug-
\

gests that to some extent speech-act realization in interlanguage

benefits from the activation of a\hon-language specific prag-

. matic competence 9) The follow1ng res 1ts are interpreted as v

suPPorting this point: j \t: \ | B
Yoo e N e o _ -
a) Variation . . P \\

.The factwthat'learners choice of strategy varied from
dialogue to dialogue in the realization of one speechbact'
(directives) is interpreted’as showing the learners sensi-
tivity to contextuai constraints. Learners, as well as native
speakers, proved to be sensitive to the. setting and inter-

personal re1ationships suggested by each dialogue, angd modified

o

“"their responses accordingly. This senSit1v1ty is probably non-

language specific. The learners seem to transfer to the target
language a general pragmatic competence. On the bas1s of this
competence, the iearner looks for linguistic ‘ways to adapt his

speech act‘realization to contextual constraints.

: h) Range

The range of speech act forms used by learners (mean -_' -

5. 09 for directives only) includes both explicit, direct forms such

as imperatives) and conventional indirect forms (¢.g9., 'Could
you' gquestions). This result can again be interpreted as in-

dicating a successful transfer of pragmatic competence from
the native language. As part of his general pragmatic competence, -

acquired with the first language, the speaker knows that certain




l
fpeech acts can be reallzed either directly or indirectly iQ)

ThlS 1ﬂformatlon is applied to thevtarget language and
facilitates the acquisition and use of indirect forms, especially
those that are similazx to the mother tongue. It should be noted,
though, that the pragmatic competence applied to a second ian-
guage might facilitate the learning of.indirect forms, but

does not ensure success in their actual use 1n context.»

c) Contextual approprldteness

-Most 1earners completed the ﬁissing'speech-acts in the Y
dialogue in contextually (though not necessarily pragmatlcally)
appropriate ways Native speakers and learners agreed to a
lgreate»¢ent on:- the communicative functlon of the utterance re-—
qulred in each g1ven ‘context. (The mean of contextually appro-
priate answers for native speakers mas 811, for learners taY,).

- This result bes1des indicating the learners level of readlng
}comprehenslon, is important in show;ng that the 1nterpretatlons g1ven i
by learners tothe dialogues do not differ substantlally from ‘ ,.%i
those of native speakers. The 1earners“1evp1 of proficiency in )
Hebrew and‘thelr general pragmatlc competence enabled them to
agree with native’ speakers on the kind of'linguistic behaviour

expected ®n each of the situations presented in the test.

d) Cross-culturally shared conversational rules

In one casé, 1earners agreed W1th native speakers not only

on the communlcatlve intent required by the context E/t also
theactual realization of the act. This case (D16 see anpendlx T
a) tested the cross-cultural va11d1ty of a conversatlonal rule

~that is based on the violation of Grlce S" maxim of Ielatlon.

(Grice 1975 347)

[ .
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The second speaker in D16 begins his answer to a question *Is

he not nice?! by another question - “Not nice? I think he

. ‘is..:' This question is inappropriate as an ansﬁer unless

ifiimplies some kind of disaéreement.‘.Accorglhély;.most respond-

én;§ (90% of nétive speakers‘and 85% of learners) interpreted the

/;uestibn as implying disagreement with the pfoposition implied by
the first questioh and completed the utterance with an emphatic
statement like fNot nice? I think hé's'greatﬂ The agreement
between native speakers énd learners in this case shows that the

ability to draw converéational implications is part of the prag-

. matic competence transferred to the target language.

4.2 Violation of social appropriateness norms in the target language

As discussed in section 1.2, for any speech act form to be
considered equivalent in two languages, ‘it has to be shown that

the two realizations of the form share properties on  at least

the five dimensions identified. One of the five dimensions
consists of the social appropriatehess rules that govern the
choice of form in context. The issue of social éppropriateness
in realiziqg speech acts in a second language involves problems
like cross-cultural differences as-&:mmen to realize the act,

. problems of sequéncing and appropriacy, the‘aegree of directness
allowed in each culture, and the conventioms of use that govern
the choice of specific forms in context. The nature of the test
used in this study q;lows'for an analysis of the degree of adapt-~
ability of second langquage leamers ﬁotarget lariguage and culture
social appropriaﬁeness rules from two aspects only: 1) con-

- formity or deviation®from conventions of use, 2) degree of

oo
~Z




directness in realizing the act, Since social appropriateness
rules relate linguietic behaviour to properties inherent in the
speech—event (such as setting, participants, interpersonal rela-
tionships, etc.) the resvlts discussed in this section are based
on a cross-cult al analyéis of the speech events represented
by the diaigg;;Zfin the test, and the nature of subjects responses
to the dialogues in the light of this analysis.

. J :

1) The conformity or deviation of second language learners from

target language conventions of use.
As can be seen in table l, the distribution of learners

responses for each item differed significantly from that of

. native speakers. We interpreted this result to mean that in any

given context learners might deviate from the usage of native
speakers at least by realizing their speech-act by a form which
is not the one most frequently used by native speakers (see
section 4.0) or by a form which is not the one judged to be the
most acceptable by native speakers (see footnote 2). |

| I1f we compare the responses of learners’ to both the responses
of native speakers of English and to the responses of native
speakers of Hebrew; we should be able to judge which set of
acceptability norms dominatee.interlanguage use - native langu-
age norms or target language norms. The results indicate that |
as a rule neither can be expected. This pOint is be!t illustrateé
by the distribution of responses for an item which initially was
not coneidered to represent an institutionalized eituation. “In
the situation represented in D6, a mother is telling her son to
get a haircut. As can be seen by example (4),Ithe iearners'
choice of speech act form deviates in this;case from both native

and target language usage:



(4) Higia hazman getistaper " h : |
. _ | »
. (Its time (that) you got a haircut)(HLl"; 75%) »
(5) Ata carix lehistaper ° |

(You have to get a halircuﬂ(HLZ 52%)

(6) Why don't you get a haircut? (EL1 7. )

The level of agreement on choice of form among native
. speakers of Hebrew in this case is surprisingly high. The 'time
referant' hint (4) was used by 75%, while the-most‘frequently
used strategy among learners was an 'obligation; statement like
\JKS+1_ Native speakers of Engllsh on the Engllsh version of the
test used (6) as the most frequent strategy. Slnce the stra- -
tegies reallzed in (4)-and (6) were used by learners on other
items in the test, the preference of the learners for (4) cannot
be explained by lack of linguistic means. The eiamples illustrate
that in any given situation, learners'might realize alspeeCh act
“"in the target 1anguage by a strategy that differs from both the
one they would use in their native language and the one preferred

by native speakers of the target language.

2) Degree of dircctness

On the basis of the generally acknowledged differences be-
» it was assumed that
tween the 'speech ethos' of Hebrew and that of English,Vwhen

asked to reallze a dlrectlve in Hebrew, will tend to choose a

less direct form from the one agreed on by native speakers of
Hebrew. .

A tendency on the part of learners to be less direct would
be interpreted as evidence for transfer of social norms.

The results show that:the'interlanguage of speech act realiz-

*HL1 Hebrew as a first language. HL2 Hebrew as a second languaie

EL1 = English as a first langﬁage.
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ation is clearlylinfluenced by tfansfer of social norms from
“the first language and culture, but that this factor interacts
with second language learning acquisition processes in deter-
mining the speech act realization of the learners.

This point is illustrated by the distribution of reaponses
to items that represent speech events governed cross-culturally
either by shared or non-shared rules of directness, The police-
man incident depicted in D2 was believed to be governed by
specific culture bound social norms. 1Israeli policemen:are
F.;known to be notoriously direct and impolite while the1r North
American counteubarts, at least in Canada, were belleved to be
much less direct. The dlstrlbutlon of responses (see table 1)
shows that most natixe speakers expect an-israeli‘policehan to
make an explicit, direct demand whiIeélearhers are divideq
between those that cohform'to this eipeétation and those that |

!

expect an implicit obligation statement or a hint.ll)

) Taziz et hamxonit

\

(Move thie"car) (HL1 78%)

8) Carix lehaziz et hamxonit
» (The car should be moved) (HL2 25%)
9) . Its a no stopping zone (EL1 7)

Furthermore, native speakers who used obligation statements

(16%) like example 6, preferred the personal more direct 'ata'

construction ('You should move the car.') TLearners' hesitation in
| : .

an Israeli policeman issue a direct command is taken as evidence

1




for transfer of social norms.

3

‘Transfer of social norms in degree of directness is also
apparent in the responses to D14. | It was observed that in asking
,d1rect10ns from a stranger on the street, the standard procedure
for Engllsh is an 'attention getter' ('Excuse me...') and the
form 'Can you..' 'Could you tell me ..?' AThe indirect request
form in this case is highly formalized and can be considered a
speech act marker of‘politeness The alternative more d1rect
option avallable to the speaker 1ﬂthls case is to follow the
'attention getter' with the question: ('How do I get to X?'). The
Aforuv'Can you tell me' has a formal translation.-equivalent in
Hebrew,-but is only rarely used in asking for directions. . The
completions of native speakers confirmed this observation about
vHebrew. Except one, all Israelis’ completed th1s 1tem by a
direct request for 1nformat10n (' Where is the railway stat10n°')

All native Speakers of Engllsh (on the English vers1on) used
as expected the phrase - 'Could you tell me please how to(...?'
The responses of learners were divided. Most learners (82%)
‘conformed to target language norms and used the direct request
for information used by native speakers, but some d;d transfer
the politeness’formulas from English? _

(10) Ata ya#ol lehagid 1li bvakasa ex lehagia

letaxanat harakevet? (HL2 18%)
A speaker who utters the over-elaborated (10) 1ﬁ\1§5233 would

most probably be recognized immediately as a non-native speaker

of Hebrew. The fact that most learne ers av01ded (10) might be
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due to a. communication strategy of simplification:In the absence

of sophistjcated linguistic means or hesitation about the

‘appropriacy of.available means, the learner opts for the most

direct, fﬁransparent strategy available. This explanation is
consistent'with_the results for- another item on the test. ‘in
asking for a menu in the restaurant {Dl) most native speakers
of Hebrew usea_an'indirect strategy ("is it possible to

receive the menu" 76%)'while the mnst frequent strategy used by

learners was a direct imperative ("Bring us the menu" 42%).

' The completions of D14 and D1 show how transfer'cf social’

. ‘ . » R 12
norms can interact with a second fanguage acquisition progess. )

(simplification) in influencing the choice of strate

learners. Nevertheless, a trend towards'less-directness' seems

to be dominant in 1earners' realizations. The last example of
this trend is the completions of learners ana native speakers.to
an item (D8) which depicted a speech event believed to be
governed by shared norms of directness in both American and
Israeli cultures In completlng the dlalogue in D8 (girl trying

to get rid of stranger on the street) neither natlve speakers of

- English (1n English) nor those of Hebrew (1n Hebrew) hes1tate

to express bluntness:

(11) Ulay t@'azov oti bimnu’xa'> . .
(Perhaps you 11 leave me alone% (HLl 19%)
(12) Ta azov ot1 b1mnuxa°
(leave me alone)(HL1:47%)

(13) Get lost! {E11 7%)
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: The strategy used in (11) is a Hebrew aggravated version
0 . - . 'l . ..
of an imperatiw 3)

QM

This form was not used by any of the learners,

who probably'were'not aware of the aggravating function of Hebrew

‘ﬁlay' (perhaps). Bt learners did not even use imperatives like

(12) or (13), though they were certainly familiar with thet.

Most learners preferred general, indirect hihts-of the kind:

(14) Ani lo roca ledaber itxa

(I don't want to talk to you) (Hf? 79%)




~.
The preference of learners for.'less~dire-tness' in this
" case might be partly due to lack of linguistic means. (When
asked students 1n the pilot study admitted that: they did not
know how to say get lost' in Hebrew). But, since all learners
could have used an 1mperat1ve, as some did, 'telex mimeni' -('Go
. away from me') the trend for less-directness cannot be fully

explained this way. ' The only explanatlon that seems pausible is

that there is probably more hesitation involved w1th expre051ng

emotions like anger directly in a 1anguage other-than your 6wn, "
-
and learners responses reflected this hesitation. —

The discussion: in this section can be summarized as follows:-

a) ‘Learners violate 'social norms in the target language by

deviating from the preferences of native speakers in cholce of

speech act strategles for any given context.

b) Learners' choices do not systematically conform to either
f1rst or second language acceptability patterns

c) Learners' choices of strategles reveal a tendency to.be

less direct than native speakers. This is pProbably partly due to
14)

transfer of social norms, but in some cases it may be due to

!

rchvttance on part of the speaker to express emotlon dlrectly in

a language over which he does not have full control

4.3 ‘The,interlanguage of'speech-act performance

l

As has been shown (sectlons 4.0 and 4.1) L2 learners dev1ate

. mat

systematlcally from native speakers in their ch01ce of speech . //
act strategies. (See also research questlon(3), pJo ). An _ {
analy51s of the nature of these deviations reveals that prag- |
matic competence and the level of linguistic competence inter-

. “

act with 2nd language acquisition processes in determining

v

speech-act realization in the.interlanguage.‘ One such case of
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_interaction _ ' was the interaction between trans-

fer of social norms and simpllflcatlon as dlscussed in the last
section. The discussion in sectiond4.2 was based on an analysis
of theadistribution of responses for specific items; the analy-
is presented in this section is based on a comparative analy81s
of strategies across items. It was felt that for this analysrs
all responses should be cons1dered s1nce any dev1ant use by a

learner might be an 1nd1cator of a more ‘general trend. Neverthe-

1essq-at~was—dec1ded“to“narfow the discussion to cases where a
specific strategy (or a speclfic realization of that strategy)
was.used by at least 10% of the subjects (native speakers or _
learners) in completlnc a spec1f1c item. This analysrs ylelded‘

the followrng cases of 1nteractlon between pragmatic and ling=-__

uistic competence and L2 acqursrtlon processes:

a). Successful transfer of shared strategies . .

If a conventlonal procedure and its reallzatlon is s1m11ar
1nthe f1rst‘End the second language, learners Wlll acquire 1t
eally and will use it in some contexts in approprlate ways. The

shared request strategies 1dent1f1ed inthe data were:

1) .Imperatives

Since 1mperat1ves are the most direct and transparent
request strategy avallable, they ars acqulred eas1ly by L2

learners. Imperatlves were used appropriately and effectlvely

by learners in twq cases: = in formulating the policeman's

request for the car to/be moved (D2, HL2, 57%, table 1) and in form

ulating the girl's wash to be left alone (D8 HL2," 21%) The use of imperatives
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by learners in D2 conforms to both Ll and L2 native usage, while '
A ~—
its use in D2 conforms only to L2 native usage,

2). Ability guestions

Abilitquuestions ('éan you do ;k?) are similar across
Hebrew and English in both procedure and linguistic realization.
It is therefore not surprising to find that learners have no
difficulty in-acquiring the use of/"6anmyoquas~En’ihdirect form

: /
of request in Hebrew. Whether the use of this form by learners

‘in Hebrew is taken as eVidence of transfer, or as_evidence for . — ——

T
S

ease-of-learning due to s1milarrty to mother tongue form is open
to speculation. 1In any case, the appearance of this <and
other ' indirect forms of requests in the interlanguage of
Hebrew L2 learners indicates éhat some kind of pragmatic compe-

_.tence is being transferred t? the target language.- Ability

questions were usedextensively by both Hebrew L1 speakers and
learners in D3. (see table 1l). .
23_ (15) Ulay ata yaxol lehalvot 1li et hakesef? (th)
' (Perhaps you can lend me the money) '
(16), Ata yaxal lehalvot 1i et hakesef?
(Can you lend me the money?) (HL2)
(17) Could you lend it to me? (ELl) o

,-As will be shown, the use of this strategy by learners was

not always pragmatically appropriate. However, it is important

-

to note that the form seems to be well established in the inter~

language of Hebrew L2 speakers. -In two of the oral interView tasks
taped in the. pilot study, for example, 'Can you' questions con-

sisted 60% of all request forms used by learners.l3)

!




3) | Why not questlons

.There are at least two varlatlons of 'why not' questiene
in EngllsH .
él?a) Why not do it?
- (17b) Why don't you do it? . _
Both(17a and L7b) are llngulstlcally acceptable in Hebrew but
: only(l7u has-conventlonally - the pragmatlc force of a requeet

'Hebrew has another" collogu1a1 variation- to ’why not' questions.

e ~— !

ﬂ7c) Lama seLo na ase//La ase~zot..i“
) [
(Why (that) don't we /you do.it?). y
The addition of the 'that’ form actually'ma;ks this form as a
‘Tequest. Learners used appropriately only(17b), which. is the
shared variation. :

D10 18) Lama gelo tixtov mixtav 1esavta°

(Why (that) you don't write a letter to Grandma?\
(HLl)

19) Lama ata lo kotev lesavta?
(Why don't you write to Gfandma?X(HLZ)
30) Why don't you write to your Grandmdtherf . (EL1)
Since {20) was the most.frequent strategy used by English L1
speakers in this context,‘(7) it seems that its use by learners

indicates transfer.

4) Do you mind if...?
In only ‘one cejse on-‘the test did learners and native speakers
agree (see table 2 ) oe the choice of a request strategy:
D12 ( 21) Yafria'lexa_im a'asen?
(Will it bother you if I smoke?).HLlf
(22) Ze mafria lexa 1m ani m'asen? |
“" - (Will 1t bother you if I smoke)(HLZ)

/ : v
) ‘ ' #




23) Do you mind if I smoke?~(§Ll) | kS
't
.The situation depicted in D10 is governed in both Hebrew%and
/ " .
English by ahared norms of social appropriateness, and allows\\'

'\ \
for a 51m11ar range of acceptable directive types. As a regult,

transfer of form is an effectlve communication strategy in thlS \\‘»'

case. ‘
e \

b) Overgenerallzatlon of shared strategies

A conventlonal speech act procedure that is similar in pro-
cedure and linguistic realization in both the first and the
.-second 1anguege might still differ across languages in (a) its
potentiel illocutionary force and the conventions that govern
its userin different circumstances. Learners might tend to oéer-

generallze the use of shared procedures in both aspects.

& ~ 2

bl) Overgenerallzatlon of potentlal illocutionary force

As mentioned above, 'could you' questions were sometimes
.. used approprlately by learners and sometimes 1nappropr1ately. ‘A
pragmatlcally 1nappropr1ate use of 'can you' for requests indi-
cates that the learners had overgeneralized the potenfial illo~-

cutionary force of this request strategy.

D17 (24)‘ tlay telex.ata?
(Maybe yoq'll go?) HL1)
(25) Ata yaxol lalexet?
(Can you go$'0u2)

(26) Could you go instead? (EL1)




No native speakers of Hebrew formulated the request in this

case by using 'can you.' (Most used 'Ulay telex ata? - Maybe

you'll go?) 1In the given context, 'can you' does not carry the

pragmatic force of a’ request. Native speakers of Hebrew agreed
with me that a wife asking her husband 'Could You go to the meet-
ing' (in Hebrew) is likely to be interpreted as genuinely seeking
in ormation whether he is able to go, only'possibly hinting at
—— ﬁer\§:sh that he'll go. i

b2) Vergeneralization of appropriacy'rules

DI\ 27) Effar legabel et hatafrits

(Is it possible to get the menu5XﬁLl)

28) Tav1 . et hatafritvwbvanaga

(Bring the menu please) (HLZ)
Could we have the menu, please? (ELl)
. The use bf a shared strategy-imperatives ~bY learners in
this context violates conventions of usage in Hebrew (see

section 4.2). B ing unfamiliar with the standard conventional
form (27) or at east‘with the appropriaéy rules that diétade
its choice.iﬁ various ciréumstances, the learner reverts to a

transparent, shared-strategy.

c) Transfer affecting the linguistic realization of shared and

.

non-shared strategies.

1) In cases where a conventional speech-act procedure is
realized by different linguistic means in first and 2nd language,
learners might tend to attempt performing a speech acg?by

'borrow1ng the linguistic means from the first language.‘

\\\\\i;> : Thelparners use of 'w1llirgness-'question> shows this pOintf ~




D9  30) Ata muxan lehodia lamorim? - C oy
(Are you ready (willing) to notify the teachers?
| - HL1)

31) Ata roce lehodia lamorim?

\\ - (Do you want to notify the teachers? HL2)
\

32) Would you do that? { EL1) !,
The standard, idiomatic request ﬁmmlthat.nxnests.uﬁknnatlonaﬂxnm

the hearers wllllngness to do the act is lexlc%llzed in Hebrew by

=

'muxan'. (31) s an example.of learners attempk to reallze the

'wllllngness' pProcedure by b&% use of 'roce' ( ould). The

attempt results. Ln—a»l1ngurst1caity“abcepfable\but pragmatlcally

1nappropr1ate utterance since 'roce' in Hebrew is not used con-"
ventlonally in 1nd1rect request forms. The tendency to rely on - -7,
native language speech—act strategies 1n procedure and realiza-
tion is also apparent in the way some: learners treat Hebrew
language spec1f1c forms- _
(33) Efgar li leqgabel et hatafrit: : ¢
(Is it possibie for me to get: the menu? HL2) |
In modern Hebrew 'efSar’ questions do not take personal
pronouns. Learners attempt to formulate this strategy by
adding 'Li' (to me) results in a phrase that ecl.oes English
permission directiveSJ; 2~ used by English L1 speakers in °
this context53('Can ve have the menu please.?%

d) Simpiifieation 4L the transfer of training effect.

The choice of specch act realization in interlanguage—aisﬁ“
manifests a trapsfer of training effect- _Strategles learned

first mlght tend to be used more than others, and in some cases
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might be taken as evidence for a general tendency to simplify

the system of speech act reallzatlon in the target language.

The .use - of 'existential questions' by lezrners in askxng for a
loan (D3) clearly indicates the transfer of training effect:
34) ve¥ lexa et hakesef lehalvot 1i?
(Do you have the money to lend me?) (HL2)
\ Due to its language specific syntactic pecularities, the
form yes lexa' (do you have) is exten51vely drilled in beg1n~
B ners classes of Hebrew. <As a result, learners revert to its
-use as awrequest strategy in contexts where native speakers
prefer a differc "trategy (see 15 and table 1).

The use of .., eratives in D1 (table 1) can also be inter-
preted as a result of the transfer of trainlng effect._ Impera-~
tives are the first request forms taught, and hence, learners
will revert to them in cases where they are not awareJ or not
sure,)of the conventional standard form used by native speakers

in the given context.

5,0~ Summary and eonclusions
/' N

The basic theoretical claim argued in the paper was stated’
in section 4.0 bs \sWovag,

Comparable speech-act strategies across languages might
differ on one er'more dimensions, such as speech actpprocedure,
linguistic realization, potential pragmatic force and social
appropriateness rules. As a result,-second language learners

: : AN
might fail to realize their communicative acts in the target

-

langﬁage both in terms of social appropriateness and pragmatic

effectiveness.

&
1




The evidence to support this claim came from a study de-

signed to elicit speech act forms from native speakers of Hebrew,

L2 ‘learners of Hebrew and native speakers of English, The re-

Y sults show that L2 1earners_seem to exploit a general pragmatic:
competence in realizing their speech acts ih the target languageli
but nevertheless deviate from‘native usage ﬂoth in terms of X
social appropriateness and effectiveness, The best way to

summarize these results and to show how they support the basic .

claim is to consider the effects that the speech act realization.
of second language learners might have on communication with
native speakers. The speech-act realization of L2 learners might

deviate from native usage on three levels of acceptability:

a) Social acceptability

In speech act realization as 1n all commtnlcatlonfln a

second language, the usage of learners often violates social

acceptablllty norms in the target language. The findings in this

study on this point are consistent with previous dlscuss1ons of

the issue in the 2nd language acquisition literature. . (Levenston

1971b). Since the flndlngs relevant to this point have been

Owl €y
discussed in detail (section 4.2), it will suffice to recallNhere:
the use of imperatives by learners in the restaurant situation.

Though pragmatically effective, a direct command in thlS situvation

‘might eas11y be considered impolite. L2 learners are often
recognized as such in all ‘speech communities by their deviations
from social acceptability norms in the target language.

b) Linguistic acceptability

Deviations from linguistic acceptability in speech act
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realization result in utterances that are perfectly grammatical,

but fail to conform to the target language in terms of what_is con--

sidered an idiomatic; speech act realization. Two examples from
the data illustrate this point:
; (35) Efsar lehodia lamohim?

(Is it possible to notify the teachers?)

In this case the learner ‘omitted the performance verb
conventionally used with 'efgar' huestions. (Ef8ar levake&
mﬂx&a la'asot 1i tova? 1Is it possible to ask you to do me a
favour?') The omission results in a”nnon-idiomatic' request.
form and in a weakening of the force of the utterance as a request.
.j.A similar effect is achieved by the replacement of the conventional
‘muxan' ('ready') by 'roce"('want') in learners utterances.

(See example 31).

é) Pragmatic acceptability,- shifts in illocutionary force

- The most serious consequence of deviations from native usage
in speech act realization is an unintended shift in the prag-
matic force of the utterance. It should be noted that this kind
of shift occurred in the data through the use of both linguist-
ically acceptable ‘and linguistically unacceptable utterances.

_an cases where the learner uses 'non idiomatic' speech
act patterns he might be recognized as a non-native speaker of

- the language and get a second chance to clarify his meaning put \w
cases where the pattern used is idiomatic, the learner might:
inadvertently fail to convey hlS 1ntention. Examples «19).(31)

fall 1nto the first category of 'non idiomatic' speech act
L EEVe '
realization, which results in_a weakening of the pragmatic force of
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the utterance. Another example from the same\category is:

!

36) bvakasa ta'azov oti blmnuxa

(Please leave me” alone»/(D8\ | |
By placlng please\ at the beglnnlng/ as in Engllsh instead of
at the end of the utterance, the learner produces a probably
unintended whlnlng effect wh1ch is 1nappropr1ate for the cir-

cumstances (see D8 Appendlx a)

The best example for the second category 1s the use of 'can
you' questlohs in D17. (Example 25). In the glven context, the
'can you questlon in Hé%rew fails to carry the force ‘of an
1nd1rect request Since 'can you' questlons are qulte frequents
in the 1nterlanguage of L2 speakers whose native tongue is Engllsh
it seems reasonable to assume that many m1sunderstand1ngs between
native and non-natlve speakers can be traced to the non- nat1vessp&ﬂma
misuse of th1s strategy.-

lt should be noticed that violations of social appropriate-
ness rules in the direction of 'less directness' can also cause
sh1fts of pragmatic forcé ) Thus, for example, the female learn-
ers who completed D8 (boy/girl encounter) by hints of the k1nd
"I am not 1nterested" might in a real 1life s1tuatlon be faced
w1th an ‘unexpected non-compliance due to being 'too mlld' for
the occasion. Other examples of such possible non-comollance
due to violations‘of social norms are phrases such as lthe car
should be moved' ('earix lehaziz et hamxonlt')tmed by learners
in D2, or 'Why not cut your hair' (Lama lo leh1staper) used by
learners in D6. |

Failure to mark the speech-act can be-another source of

Pragmatic inappropriacy. As discussed in sc. 4.0 learners showed no




indication to mark general hints as did natiVe speakers, Again, \t

~ w»is not hard to imagine a real life s1tuatlon where lack of

marklng by a non-native speaker m1ght result in m1sunderstand1ng
between him andhis native 1nterlocutor
If we try to fit the results of this study into a more
gen ral theory of the development of commun1cat1ve competence
in & second language, we shall have to be able to speclfy the
'universal' or at least cross-cultural components -of commqﬁaNQ
cative competence as manlfested by speech act realization,; as
against the language and culture specific ones. The analysis
: of'some speech-act»forms in ﬁebrew and English presented here
suggests that the illocutionary force'of.speech act forms is tied
to both pragmat1c cons1deratlons, linguistic mean1ng and social
rules of usagé\ The exact 1nterrelatlonsh1p between these‘
aspects is far from being resolved; nevertheless, 1t is quite
clear that the' way\}n wh1ch 1nterdependence between pragmatic
linguistic ‘and soclal factors 1s manifested in language varies
cons1derably from one language and culture to another. It
:follows that we need to know much more about. the different
manifestations in various languages béfore we can fully predict

/

or teach the acquisition of communicative competence in a
second language.

The findings in this study suggest that certain aspects
of communlcative competence are, in fact, transferred to the
task. of learning a second language but that this trapsfer is
not sufficient to ensure successful communication. The
native speaker knows, in his first language, the linguistic

alternatives available for achieving communicative ends and the
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systematic relationship between those’ alternatives and features

of the social- context. Faced with the tast of learning a ‘seécond

language he expects to find equivalent direct and indirect means - for '

conveying his intentions, governed by a familiar system of
/- ‘ social norms. Once he acquires a certain level of linguistic
competence, the learner will presumably try to activate some
'\kind of functional competence in achieVing his communicative
. ends. The pragmatic, non—linguistic component of this compe-
ftence will enable him to relate linguistic information to
Situational-context and to accept the existence of direct and .
indirect'means in the target'language. Nevertheless, the com—

plex nature of the interdependence between pragmatic linguistic

and social factors in the target language will often prevent

him from getting his meaning across.

The theoretical issue of»'universal"versus‘fnon—universal'
components of communicative competence are far from heing
resolved by the findings reported here. Nevertheless, it is éuite
clear:that as long~as we do not know more aboutlthe ways in which
bcommunicative functions are being achieved in different languages,
L2 learners will often fail to achieve their communicative ends
in the target language and neither they nor their teachers will

really understand why.
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Footnotés:“*‘é””
i; For a broader discussion of the issues involved‘in,speech.
acts and second languége learnin§ see Schmidt and Richards
(1980, * ). The aspects discussed in this section are those
.found‘reievénf to the~analysis.of the data. (S<e sections 4.1,
4.2, 4.3)

2. Degree of accebtability in this context is defined as -
'equivaient to frequency of'use ~ the most frequenly chosen forms
in‘any gi#en coﬁtext can be conéidered_as thoée judged to be
‘the most acceptable for that context. (see section 4.2 for !
further discussion on ;hié point)

3. | 'Will' in English can refer to either 'volition, or

i

futu#e' (Labov and Fanshel, 1977, 85). Hebrew has no equivalent
;mddal which carrie@ both functions. 'Volition' is expfes;eé

lexically by‘the verb (roce-want) and 'future' morphologically

by fhé verb-férm. | |

4.  See Schmidt aﬁd Richards (1980) for a similar view.

5. A pilot-study was conducted with 19 adult learners of

Hebrew #t the University of York, Toronto. o The feSUItS_

of the pilot study are discussed in Blum-Kulka ( \a %0 ).

6. . The pilot-study also included an oral role-playing tésk’,

designed ;6 elicit :equest forms from both learners and native

speakers. The results revealed differences between nativé ]

speakers and learners on a variety of discourse features to an

3N
~I
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extent that invalidated comparlson betueen the two groups on

thls task | R ' |

7. For the concept of 1nst1tutlonallzed 31tuatlons'“see _____

Greaves (forthcomlng in Applied LlngUlStlcS) - See Tannen 1979a

- for dlSCUSSlon of the notlon of scrlpts. v

8. . The varlatlon in the responses for the two addltlonal 1té\s\'
(13 and 15) ‘did not lend 1tse1f to the same type of categorlzatlon\
as responses to the other items. The range for D15 is presented | ‘Q*
in table 5 for illustration. |

9. My\notion of 'pragﬁatic competence' refers todsome of the
rules of use, rules of disccurse and communication strategies
listed under 'sociolinguistic' and 'stratecic' competence by.

Canale and Swain (1980, 31).- The term pragmatic competence ds
needed to refer to those rules'Of use and communicaticn'strategies

which are non¥language specific, or are conceived‘as such by

second language.learners. | |

10. As has been shown by frrst ianguage acqu1s1t10n students,

children have from a very early age a rich system of alter- v . i

nations in request forms (both @ rect and1nd1rect) that is
systematically'related to soc- 1 features.: (Erv1n-Tr1pp_1977,
188) | | |

11. The cultural setting for the dlalogues was changed from the

Hebrew to the English version from an Israe11 to an Amerlcan L
setting. )

12. For further dlSCUSSJOD on processes of 81mp11f1catlon, see

Levenston and Blum 1977, Blum and Levenson 1978

13. Patr;ck Allen pointed out to me (personal_communicaticn)' o ,\\

"that in'English 'perhaps' can aggraVate'requests{ 'Perhaps




\\ you could’ leaVe me alone?'. (Wlth stress on perhaps'); The
:dlfference between English and Hebrew is that while in English
‘the Bentence is 1ron1c (by be1ng pseudo-pollte) in Hebrew it
is not.

‘14. Simiiar cross-cultural dlfferences 1n regard to directness

have been found by Tannen (1979b) Tannen found that 1n expres-l

_31ng the1r w1shes, Greeks tend to be much less d1rect than

Americans.

\\\15, ThlS flndlng is con31stent with Martha Papos (1980). flndlngs.
lé:Eo studied the role of pollteness in theproductlon of requests
by Hebrew Lljand‘LZ speakers. She found an' overvhelming use of
-  tcan! _by Hebrew L2 speakers.‘ N lb, |
16. The following story further 111ustrates thlS polnt- An -
‘Israell boy (aged 14) was told by his mother - in Hebrew - to
. comply with the shopkeeper s request and stop touching ‘each \
| precious. object 1nthe anthue shop 1n Toronto they were V151t1ng.
The boy retorted by saying 'She did not te11 me to stop. She

just suggested please don't touch A

-’ Apparently the boy 1nadvertent1y (or maybe by cholce) inter-

preted the Engllsh phrase accordlng to Hebrew rules of request

X
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kblel Distribut:mofdirectivetypesin91tems

N o -
Item -y D8 D9 D17 DLO
- o N°L N L N L NL
Dmsctiw Tyee 29 e tas3l wedlemg3 -32-42-31 »=34 0=320543 e=320m4] m=2em3 asR2eed2
1. Inperatives ) 42 0 w0 0 21
”._11 ('(h it') . ' . . -
2. Willingness questims._;... 00 6310 10 17 01
2. ('Are youreadytodoit?') A LT L
3. Ahility questions - 000 0 0 6 43 0 0 17 3 0 0 1 10 o 4. 0 9

3. ('Can you do 1t2')
4'.-Ebcistent1a1t1ms"'0000132_800.100-_0000‘00

4, (‘Doyouhavem?) | . _ ‘
S, Question Directives ) 0 0 00 0 160 7 0 190 .16 49 79 30 7514
&.:(tﬂllyou/azeyougoingtodoit?) - N , |
_G.Wnymtqtmtm .0 00 00 0 000 0 090 g g 7.0 0 3%
6. ('Why not do it?') R | I | .
‘7. Obligation statements \ 0 0 16 25 0 0 75520 0 b6 0 0 0 0 o 07
7. (You have to do it) o » - _ . ”
' 8. Permission Directives % 6.0 06 16 00 5 3300 00 0 0 oo
~ . ('Is it possible,..?') . R 1 o _ o : L : __
9. Hints - | 0 0 6 20 0 0 14 10 27 4719 0 0.0 0 o0 0
f»_lo.omer“\_f.‘ . 10 20 123 X 3 170 1,00 6 12 3.11 30




Notes to Table l

l; A ch1-square analysis was performed on the data for each
item seperately, the distributions were all statistically sig-
nificant. Only responses that conformed to the expected speech-
act (1n 1ntended function, not form) were considered 'approp~
riate' and were- 1ncluded in this analys1s, hence, kﬂ represents
the number of appropriate answers for each item.

2. Notice that the items included range from those in which
the directive form has the function of a coﬁmand (D2) to those
in_which the same form functions as a suggeSticn (D11).

3. Except 8, .all categories mentioned’ have been previously
discussed in speech-act 11terature (Searle 1975 Erv1n Tripp
1977, Labov & Fanshel 1977, Fraser l9f§), All forms listed

fulfill Searle's essential condition:  given the appropriate

'pragmatic conditions, they can count as d1rect1ves. The tax-

onomy presented here is based on the analysis of the Hebrew

. forms that appeared inthe native speakers data. For a more

detailed comparative analysis (Hebrew—English) see Blum-=Kulka

(\\QQ. The examples (in hrackets) are literal,translations

from Hebrew.

4. Since Hebrew .has no equivalent to the English model 'will!

_the translation here can not be accurate. Question d1rect1ves

'1n Hebrew are conventionally realized with an initial perhaps'

5. In D6, most native speakers used the phrase "its time you

-

got a haircut" (Higia hazman se..). It was decided to categor-

ize this phrase as an obligation statement because of its. fun—‘

ction in the context though it could have been categorized as

52
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a ‘time referent' hint. (See Labov & Fanshel 1977, 83).
6. This_row includes: a) forms included in.the table thgt
-were used by less than 5% of the subjects in each group, b)

other-low-frequency forms used b§ less than 5% of subjects.
. . . . .
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. v -Table 2: Distribt_.xtion"of marked and urmarked
. ‘ ' ‘ responses for 3 items. :
p14} - |
Israelis  learners Israelis Learners  Natives ° Learners
=32 =39 =32 =35 =31 =44 o
 Marked - 3 18 43 14 63 - <14 ’
" Urmarked 97 82 53 86 37 86 o
Other 0 0 4 0 0 0 .
: Notes: ) R
B B A chi-square analysm perfomedontlusdataslmvedalldlstrihxtmnsas -t
g  statistically s:.gmfl ‘
3 2) "Marked' in the context of D14 means  “a politeness marker." (Could you
_ »tell me please...) ‘ _
3 \"'mrked' in D4 includes: a) marlung the question (are you going by any
chance...) b) :nefemng directly to. zequest content ('could we cone with
you') . e ,
4) ~ 'Marked" in D§ includes a) responses which marked a 'mxy']qtaesfion as'a o
challenge, b) direct challenges. : - :
P
‘\I\ Sa
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Table 3: Distribution of responses for D¢: (1)
Making a suggestion to a friend.
Natives Learners
=3 32
k: . SR
‘mpératives ‘
- 'Go-and speak to him' 13 : 34
~-'You should speak to him' -~ = 72 ' 2 56
Recamendations (2) °
 'Kday lexa - its worthwhile for . _ _
you to speak to hJ.m ; 10 0
‘Other 5 10

(1)  ‘The distribution. is statistically significant |

(2) | Note that learners did not usethe Hebrew specific 'kday lexa' form.

~
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Distribution of responses for D12;

Table .4:
Asking permissicn to smoke

Natives

n=26

ticalgmwumirﬁifo.c
or will it bother you f€! o
| . 19

36

n=25

9?2

LA

HEY 5 S
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Table 5: Distribution of responses forDl :

v&fesuggestmgtoherhusbandtovisnasmk friend (1) ;
I

: D15
Natives Learners
=29 n=39
Imperatives
'Go and see him' o . 8
Cbligétim stafanents
.Yw S}buld m. ) ‘ 10 ) 52 i
It is worthwhile ... (Kday) 20 . 0
Q l ) ) i. l .ws - . . ’ - ,.
"~ 'Maybe you'll go out... 17 ' 0 a
He keeps asking. about you - 24 32
- 'Its not very nice that' _ 14 0
. .
' "Vhy not - . .
Why don't you go amd see him.. +. 10 . 6
) \ .
Other - s | 3

1) 'merangeoffomxsusedbynatlve speakexs md:.catesthatthlsismtconsz.dered
an 'institutionalized' situat:.on

eI " Ehdt ifithis case mitive speaxeré uslé a Lirge'f varrety o’f':toxms than
learmners. -
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TABLB, 6

Distribution of request strategies in 9 items
(only appropriate answers) '

Native Speakers | . Learners
Mt 39S o vEQ
& Y
. 1 - 79
Imperatives Y2 19 32 17
. Permission directives 34 15 ' 18 10
Ability questions 25 . 11 | 26 14
Question Directives 56. 25 25 13
Existential.questi&ns 16 1 : 25 13
'Willingness questions 23 W0 : BRY: 8
Why not questions 2 LI _ | 4
S S
Desire statements 0 Q 5. 3
Obligation statements 21 9 23 12
Hints , 6 3

31 16




Notes to Table 6°

1. ﬁote that the.stfatégy most freguently used by native
speakers was question dérectives (é ianguage épecific indirect
strategy) aqd the one most f:eqdehtly used, by iearners is
imperafives (a non-language speCific direct strategy).

2. The reliatively hzgh frequehcy of hints in the learners use

is prdbably due to the trend of less-directness. (see section

4.2).
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