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Abstract

The present research project examines whether Greek speakers of English (GRL1) as an L2
transfer their L1 Greek requestive pragmatic patterns in the target language. The
underpinning notion of the study is politeness, with regard to (in)directness. The focal
objective of the project is to determine if pragmatic competence in L2 is achieved, and if
not, why. Length of residence in the target country is accounted for as an affecting factor of
pragmatic competence. The informants of the study were 150, divided equally in three
groups; the native English speakers (ENL1), the Greek speakers of English (GRL1-GR),
who have never visited or lived in England, and the Greek speakers of English (GRL1-EN),
who resided in England. The data collection process involved a Discourse Completion Test
(DCT) and two judgements tests in the format of Likert scales. The DCT aimed to extract
the requestive patterns of ENL1 and GRL1, in order to compare them. The Likert scale tests
were designed to extract results on how ENL1 and GRL1 perceive politeness in requestive
scenarios. The elicitation of the data was conducted with Cross-Cultural Speech Act
Realisation Patterns project for the DCT and with statistical analysis for the Likert scale
tests. The overall results demonstrate a preference of GRL1 for conventionally indirect
request patterns in L2 English, a finding that can either be interpreted as positive transfer or
adjustability. GRL1-GR favour directness in scenarios with high power of the speaker over
the hearer. GRL1-EN mirror ENL1’s politeness considerations more than GRL1-GR, who

seem to perceive politeness differently.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Language learning arguably constitutes the optimal medium of intercultural communication,
especially in the age of extensive global mobility. The language learning process itself
becomes successful when one achieves high levels of competence in all aspects of language
acquisition, for instance the lexical (i.e. pronunciation), the grammatical (i.e. sentence
structure), but also the pragmatic aspect (i.e. social context around language production)
(Thomas, 1983; Spencer-Oatey, 1993; Ellis, 1994; Bardovi-Harlig, 2013). Traditional
second language (L2) learning and teaching approaches focus on the aspects of grammatical
competence, yet research highlights the benefits from a swift towards pragmatic competence
as well, hence including all parameters of language communication (Canale & Swain, 1980;
Purpura, 2008; Kasper & Ross, 2013).

The principle aim of the present study is to argue in favour of such an approach by
looking into how the first language (L1) context can affect the L2 context, and in particular
how politeness as a communicative process is achieved in the L2 setting through the speech
act of request. In other words, the focal point of the research is transfer (Ellis, 1994) or cross-
linguistic influence (CLI) (Jarvis & Pavlenko, 2008) on a pragmatic level.

This approach constitutes a token of the significance of the socio-pragmatic value of
politeness, where socio-pragmatic stands for the effects that culture, social circumstances,
hierarchical variation, and so on, may have upon communication. Socio-pragmatics is
introduced by Leech (1983), who distinguishes it from pragma-linguistics, that is, the
specific use of language that speakers make in order to communicate a message, and general
pragmatics, which incorporates both. The theoretical framework, within which these
approaches are analysed, is the conceptual categorisation of speech acts introduced by Searle
(1976). Speech acts are considered to be linguistically expressed actions. Politeness, as an

act of social significance, is marked in them. The majority of the relevant research consists
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of comparative and contrastive projects, including English as the target language due to its
internationalisation. The up-to-date research on L2 pragmatic awareness and excellence,
specifically on politeness as a linguistic communication dynamic (Blum-Kulka, 1992; Blum-
Kulka et al., 1989; Ellis, 1994; Jarvis & Pavlenko, 2008; Lee, 2011; Gonzalez-Cruz, 2014;
Khalib & Tayeh, 2014, among others), suggests that the field requires further investigation
in various languages.

Given that English is the international language of communication, cross-cultural
interaction, education, financial traffic, and so on, the objective is to compare it with an
understudied language-pair, namely Greek, and determine whether Greek L1 speakers of
English L2 (GRL1) are pragmatically competent in the target language when they perform
requests. In particular, the purpose is to explore whether GRL1 tend to transfer their native
pragmatic patterns to the target language or rather if they possess the necessary linguistic
skills, in order to successfully communicate in the L2 setting, when performing the speech
act of request. The underlying element, which determines whether this communication is
effective, is politeness. Sifianou (1992), who has examined how politeness is materialised in
Greek and in English and discussed requests in depth, offers a comprehensive basis for a
comparison between the two languages.

The theoretical framework, which underpins Sifianou’s (1992) approach, is Brown
& Levinson’s (1987) model of positive and negative politeness, with regard to directness
and indirectness of speech acts. Their suggestion is that the more indirect a speech act is, the
lower the level of imposition of a potential face threatening act (FTA) becomes, and
consequently more politeness is at play?. Sifianou (1992) maintains that L1 British English
and L1 Greek speakers show some significant differences in the realisation of this particular

speech act. For instance, contrary to English speakers, Greeks tend to use imperatives to

1 Tt should be noted that Brown & Levinson’s politeness framework mainly concerns Western languages and
cultures. For a critique of their approach, see Section 2.1.3.2.
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make a request, i.e. Adoe pov ta kAe1did Tov avToKIVATOL GOV Aiyo IOV BéAWm Va TAw KEVTIPO,
literally translating to ‘Give me your car keys a bit that [ want to go to the [city] centre’. The
aforementioned level of directness and indirectness in the performance of L2 requests has
been analytically presented by Blum-Kulka et al. (1989). They compare the requestive
patterns of eight different languages and introduce their categorisation of the speech act of
request (and apology), based on the relevant level of (in)directness. Their categorisation of
requests in the L2 setting is considered as the appropriate analysis toolkit for the current
research, given that their framework has been widely used, and therefore provides
comparable data for the present study. Moreover, Blum-Kulka et al. (1989, p. 278) claim
that (in)directness “is related to, but by no means coextensive, with politeness”, allowing
space to negate the long-lasting prejudice that Greek people are impolite, in particular in the
L2 setting.

The exploratory nature of the present study is demonstrated in its objectives, namely
to a) examine pragmatic transfer in requests from GRL1 speakers of English in the target
language, b) weigh if GRL1’s judgements of politeness are affected by their L1 setting, C)
investigate whether the length of residence, that is, the amount of time L2 speakers “reside”
in the target country (Jarvis & Pavlenko, 2008, p. 200), has an impact on the production of
requests by GRL1 speakers of English, and d) measure how length of residence in the target
country affects GRL1’s perception of politeness. The study comprises the following research

questions (RQ).

1. Do GRL1 transfer their L1 Greek pragmatic patterns to L2 English when performing
requests?

2. Does L1 Greek affect GRL1’s evaluations of politeness in L2 English requests?

3. Is GRLI’s length of residence in the target country a determinant variable in the

performance of requests in L2 English?
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4. Are GRL1’s judgements of politeness in L2 English requests affected by their length

of residence in the target country?

In an attempt to answer these questions, the present research project aspires to contribute
to current research on three levels; a) L2 pragmatics, with the investigation of the realisation
of the speech act of request and the evaluations of politeness considerations, b) CLI, with
the detection of transfer from L1 Greek to L2 English in the context of length of residence
in the target country, and c) teaching English as foreign/second language (TEFL/TESL),
with the review of pragmatic competence in the L2 setting. Foreign language learning and
cultural familiarisation are important assets in interlanguage communication. Sifianou
(1992, p. 204) makes the valuable point that “research into such [sociolinguistic] areas will
enable foreign language teachers to predict whether learners’ errors are the result of their
transfer of native strategies or of inadequate learning of the strategies of the target language”.

The speech act of request has been examined as a fruitful component of L2 pragmatic
acquisition in a variety of languages (Pinto, 2005; Halenko & Jones, 2011; Khalib & Tayeh,
2014, among others). Regarding the Greek language, the differences in performing this
particular speech act in English and Greek (Sifianou, 1992), as well as the speakers’
disagreement on the definition of the notion of politeness within their cultural backgrounds,
become the major incentives to conduct this research within the field of L2 pragmatics. The
aim is to examine how GRL1 speakers of English perceive and adjust to the socially accepted
formulae of requesting in the target language, since pragmatic competence and awareness of
the social norms of the respective cultures is pivotal, in order to achieve successful
communication in L2. Nonetheless, native Greek speakers as a case study is not a random
choice for L2 pragmatics, nor is for CLI, for other reasons, too.

Two major migration waves of Greek people to English speaking countries, one in the

decade 1950-1960 (Glytsos & Katseli, 2005) and one during 2010-present (Labrianidis,
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2014), emphasise the value of such an investigation. Moreover, the interaction between
Greeks and English is extensive due to touristic exchange and educational purposes. Given
that there are not many studies focusing on CLI with regard to politeness elements (Marti,
2006; Taguchi, 2006; Tabatabaei & Samiee, 2013), L2 research could significantly benefit
from more studies in this particular direction, weighing in more language pairs.

The importance of the present project for TEFL/TESL is equally influential. Language
learning is probably the ultimate component of multiculturalism and English is the binding
net that brings together representatives from all over the world. The objective, on the one
hand, is for English teachers to be aware of this diversity when they teach non-native English
learners, and in this case native Greek speakers. On the other hand, the aim is not to unify
different linguistic, hence cultural, norms, but to adequately familiarise L2 learners of

English with the target language and culture. In Sifianou’s words (1992, p. 208),

The aspiration is not for the students to abandon their cultural identity and conform to other cultural
norms. Foreign language educators should aim only at assisting students in becoming aware of the

different ways of behaving both verbally and non-verbally.

In order to answer the research questions, a twofold methodological approach is
applied. On the one hand, a Discourse Completion Test (DCT) (Blum-Kulka et al., 1989) is
used to extract the data to answer RQ1 and RQ3. The objective is to replicate real-life social
situations, by creating scenarios of small dialogues with missing parts, which the participants
of the study are invited to complete. The GRL1’s responses are compared to the native
English’ (ENL1), so as to determine whether CLI from L1 Greek to L2 English occurs. The
analysis of the collected data is conducted quantitatively. On the other hand, a judgement
test in the form of a Likert scale is designed to collect the data for RQ2 and RQ4. The

informants are asked to evaluate the politeness level of 24 different versions of two requests
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in English on a scale from one to five, where one is highly impolite and five highly polite.
The evaluative scale is determined with regards to the appropriateness or the
inappropriateness of the request versions in the specific social situations. The responses are
analysed and discussed according to their statistical significance. The analysis of the data is
quantitative.

In order to avoid loose ends in the results, the educational and demographic
background of the participants is accordingly processed. They are undergraduate and
postgraduate university students of all levels in Greece and England, a choice based on the
necessity of presenting a homogeneous sample. This homogeneity is also considered in terms
of the informants’ personal characteristics (age, gender, origin). Their number is 150 in total
and they are divided in three groups. Group A, the control group, consists of 50 ENL1
speakers, born in England. Groups B and C, the target groups, overall consist of 100
informants; group B includes 50 GRL1 participants, who have never lived or visited England
(GRL1-GR), whereas group C includes also 50 GRL1 participants, who reside in the target
country (GRL1-EN). This division of the participants is essential to cover all the dimensions
of the research questions.

The thesis is structured as follows. Chapter one (Introduction) introduces the research
elements of the study, the significance of the research and outlines the structure of the thesis.
Chapter two (Literature Review) covers the theoretical background of the research, including
pragmatics, speech acts, approaches to politeness, the L2 setting, CLI or transfer, as well as
relevant research towards all these directions. It is also argued why this research endeavour
is significant for L2 pragmatics and TESL/TEFL and how the preferred framework of
analysis meets the objectives of the study. In Chapter three (Methodology), the
methodological rationale is presented, namely the instruments that were used for the data
collection, as well as their construction method, the participants’ details, the pilot study and

the analysis processes. Chapter four (Results Part I: The realisation of request) includes the
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presentation of the results for the DCT collected data and their categorisation according to
Blum-Kulka et al’s (1989) framework of analysis. In Chapter five (Results Part II:
Judgements of politeness), the results for the collected data from the Likert scale tests are
presented, diving the analysis process in terms of descriptive statistical processes and
inferential statistical processes. In Chapter six (Discussion), the results presented in Chapters
four and five are discussed with reference to past and recent relevant research. The last
chapter of the thesis, Chapter seven (Conclusion, limitations, future recommendations),
provides an overview of the concluding remarks of the analysis, alongside with

recommendations for future research. The limitations of the research are also discussed.
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2. LITERATURE REVIEW

The present chapter of the current study covers the theoretical framework that has been
followed to account for second language socio-pragmatic competence of Greek speakers of
English (GRL1) in the performance of the speech act of request. The underpinning notions,
which justify the reasons behind the research motivation, are politeness and cross-linguistic
influence. The former notion is part of the wider field of pragmatics, in particular socio-
pragmatics. An overview of past and current theories on the subject is provided, with stress
on the ones that are influential for the present project. The background of achieving second
language (L2) pragmatic competence from a theoretical viewpoint is presented and cross-
linguistic influence (CLI) (or transfer) from first language (L1) to L2 on a pragmatic level is
outlined as the core aspect of approaching this project. The chapter concludes with a
presentation of the research elements that have highlighted the theoretical parts of the thesis,
alongside with a dedicated subsection to the realisation of requests in L1 English and Greek.
It is also argued why Blum-Kulka et al.’s (1989) framework of analysis is the most suitable

theoretical framework for this study.

2.1 Theoretical Background

This section of the chapter presents the theoretical elements, which sketch the rationale
behind the conceptualisation of the research project. The linguistic area of pragmatics is
defined, and speech act theory is presented, with particular focus on requests. Moreover, an
overview of politeness approaches is provided, as well as the setting of L2 pragmatic

competence and CLI from L1 to L2.
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2.1.1 Pragmatics
Pragmatics is the branch of linguistics, which focalises on how language and context are
inter-related. It was first introduced in the late sixties and early seventies (Austin, 1962;
Grice, 1975; Searle, 1976) as an alternative approach towards earlier theories of linguistic
analysis, such as syntax or semantics. It particularly challenged the Chomskyan syntax-only
oriented approach and his Generative Grammar. Chomsky (1965) and his followers argued
in favour of the structural dynamics of language in the strict sense of rules to be applied and
followed in the conceptualisation, acquisition, and production of language. Pragmatics, on
the other hand, identifies the complex relationship between language as a system of
communication and language users of this system, and focuses on what Chomsky (1965) has
referred to as performance; that is, the way the individual deals and blends with language.
In that sense, the ‘user’s point of view’ holds central position in pragmatic research.

The aforementioned notion of context in pragmatics refers to the situational sphere
in which linguistic production takes place, or simpler to the circumstances under which

language is used and interpreted. Lakoff (1977, p. 80), from her point of view, explains:

If two sentences are apparently synonymous, and if an addressee reacts one way to one and another
way to the other, he is discriminating between them on linguistic grounds. If, conversely, | find that
I may utter a particular sentence in one sort of social environment, but cannot appropriately utter
the same words in another, although | have the same message to convey, | must suspect that this is
part of my cultural heritage, or whatever | bring to my interpretation of the sentence from my real-

world experience.

In that sense, pragmatics accounts for extra-linguistic factors, which may advance or inhibit
human communication and are not self-explanatory within the delimited structural syntactic
or semantic system. In the same line, Leech (1983) specifies context as the background

knowledge, which helps a speaker (S) and a hearer (H) to clearly understand each other and
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avoid any misinterpretations. The schema below in Figure 1.1 encompasses Lakoft’s point

quite relevantly (Leech, 1983, p. 12).

Phonology
Syntax Grammar

Semantics

I

Pragmatics

Figure 2.1 Interaction of Grammar with Pragmatics via Semantics

Leech (1983, p. 6) provides a definition of pragmatics “as the study of meaning in
relation to speech situations”. However, according to Levinson (1983), even though
pragmatics indeed encompasses both language and context, it examines only their
grammaticalised relations, or those that are directly related to the structure of a language.

In more recent literature, Mey (2001, p. 6) suggests that “pragmatics studies the use
of language in human communication as determined by the conditions of society”. Grundy
(2008) defines context as the parameter that clarifies the vagueness of an utterance, without
which it may be completely misleading or misinterpreted. Bardovi-Harlig (2013, p. 68)
maintains that “pragmatics is the study of how-to-say-what-to-whom-when”. All these
definitions, no matter the differences they may have, bear common ground on how important
the language user and the social setting are in the communication process. Based on this
condition, some of the most influential topics of study in pragmatics are implicature (the
communication of hidden meaning (Grice, 1975)), presupposition (the common background
knowledge of the interlocutors (Levinson, 1983)), speech acts (actions performed with
utterances (Austin, 1962; Searle, 1976)), and politeness (the consideration for the

interlocutors’ feelings in a discussion (Lakoff, 1973; Leech, 1983; Brown & Levinson, 1987;
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Blum-Kulka et al., 1989; Janney & Arndt, 1992; Mey, 2001; Spencer-Oatey, 2002; Watts,
2003; Grundy, 2008; Kadar & Haugh, 2015, among others)). This research project focuses
on politeness and speech acts, and in particular the speech act of request. In both areas, the

interlocutors and the social components are of paramount importance.

2.1.2 Speech Acts

The notion of speech acts was first synthesised by Austin (1962). In his seminal work How
to do things with words, Austin (1962, p. 94) maintains that “to say something is to do
something, or in saying something we do something, and even by saying something we do
something” (italics in the original). He describes language use as performative acts, because
they effectively cause action on behalf of the S and/or the H. The first level of their tripartite
categorisation includes the so-called ‘locutionary’ acts, which stand for the actual utterance
of a sentence or a proposition. The second level comprises of the ‘illocutionary’ acts, which
correspond for the actual meaning of the utterance. In the third and last level, the
‘perlocutionary’ acts describe the results of uttering the sentence or proposition on the
interlocutors. An example of all three levels of a speech act is provided below in Figure 2.2,

adapted from Austin (1962, p. 102).

(E. 2)
Act (A) or Locution —»  Hesaid to me, “You can’t do that’.
Act (B) or Illocution — > He protested against my doing it.

Act (C. a) or Perlocution ——»  He pulled me up, checked me.

Act (C. b) He stopped me, he brought me to my senses.
:, OR

He annoyed me.

Figure 2.2 Austin’s (1962) Example of the Categorisation of Speech Acts

Page | 11



In addition to the above categorisation, Austin (1962) accounts for a complementary
categorisation of the illocutionary acts in particular, what Leech (1983, p. 176) later calls

Illocutionary-Verb Fallacy:

[Austin’s] classification (into ‘Verdictives’ [,] ‘Exercitives’, ‘Commissives’, ‘Behabitives’, and
‘Expositives’) is a prime example of what [ have ... called the ‘Illocutionary-Verb Fallacy’: Austin
appeared to assume throughout that verbs in the English language correspond one-to-one with

categories of speech act.

Arguing against Austin’s categorisation, Searle (1976, pp. 10-13) classifies
illocutionary acts as follows: a) Representatives (e.g. Mary will marry John), b) Directives
(e.g. I request that you pay your rent), c) Commissives (e.g. | promise I will take you to the
z00), d) Expressives (e.g. | thank you for covering me at work), e) Declarations (e.g. | now
pronounce you husband and wife). In the first class, representatives, the purpose is to commit
the interlocutors to the truth conditions of an utterance; that is, to say whether the utterance
is true or false in terms of the reality the interlocutors share. In the second class, directives,
the speaker attempts to engage the hearer to do something, as in the example above, pay the
rent.

Commissives, on the other hand, are illocutionary acts that engage the speaker in action
somewhere in the future. Expressives, the fourth class, refer to the illocutionary acts that
describe the psychological condition of the speaker in relation to the uttered sentence or
proposition. Lastly, declarations are those illocutionary acts that actually bring together real-
world truth conditions and language; in simpler words, if the speaker of the example above
succeeds in pronouncing the two attendants of the ceremony husband and wife, then they
truly are; and by successfully, it is meant within the conditions that this person has the

authority or meets the prerequisites to do so.
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Under the category of directives falls the core of the present research project, that is,
the speech act of request. When requesting, one normally inquires or asks for something,
which is either material or non-material. The process typically requires for the interaction of
at least two parties, namely the S, who makes the request, and the H, who is the receiver of
the request. The social proximity of the interlocutors, the relevant power of the one over the
other, the level of imposition of the request (i.e. Brown & Levinson, 1987; Blum-Kulka et
al., 1989; Jarvis & Pavlenko, 2008), as well as other factors, such as age, gender, or even
customary repetition (i.e. Terkourafi, 2005), may affect its realisation.

Structurally, requests consist of the Head Act, namely the core of the speech act, and
the Supportive Moves, which are external to the actual request and their presence may have
an impact on its force, such as explanations (Blum-Kulka et al., 1989). Alerters can also be
part of a request and operate as openers, for instance titles, nicknames, or pronouns. In terms
of how one performs a request — or any speech act — with considerations of politeness? in
mind, Brown & Levinson (1987) maintain that they can be realised both on record and off
record®; that is, without vagueness on the one hand, and with (degrees of) vagueness on the

other. To clarify this, consider the following examples.

(1) Catch me if I fall, John!!

(2) Can you catch me if I fall, John?

(3) Be a friend and catch me if I fall, John!

(4) You wouldn’t like me to get injured, would you, John?

(5) John, do you see how high | am? I¢’s terrifying!

2 The notion of politeness and its significance for the present project is presented in Section 2.2.3.
3 For a detailed presentation of Brown & Levinson’s (1987) framework of politeness, see Section 2.2.3.
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Examples (1)—(3) are on record requests, whereas (4)—(5) are off record. Brown & Levinson
(1987) maintain that a speaker can even request for something without uttering any words,
simply by using their body language, or by resorting to some kind of action. In this case, the
speech act is not performed at all, nonetheless the intention of the S is apparent from his/her
use of extra-linguistic means of communication.

The above categorisation of Brown & Levinson (1987) in on record and off record
requests — and speech acts in general — also contemplates the idea of directness and
indirectness, but not in an analogous way; that is, on record is not by definition correlated to
directness and off record to indirectness. In fact, indirectness is attributed to on record
strategies as well, as in Examples (2) and (3) above. For a fuller understanding of how this
binary polarity works, Blum-Kulka et al. (1989) further categorise the level of directness of
a request* as follows: direct, conventionally indirect, and non-conventionally indirect. Direct
requests are normally those realised with performative verbs or the mood of imperative, as
in Catch me if I fall, John!, where the act of requesting is clearly stated. Conventionally
indirect requests are performed with the help of contextual information, such as the ability
or the willingness on part of the hearer to cooperate with the speaker. These linguistic
procedures are typically conventionalised in languages, such as Can you catch me if I fall,
John?. Non-conventionally indirect requests are the hints, with which the S makes an opaque
reference to the relevant object or element of the conversation, inviting the H to infer more,
but by being given less. For example, even though John, do you see how high I am? It’s
terrifying! is not a clear request, the utterance alarms the H to be prepared in case something
goes wrong with his friend’s choice to climb so high and, therefore, take action if needed:;

action that was not requested, but is expected.

4 Blum-Kulka et al. (1989) also explored the speech act of apology, which, however, is not relevant to the
present study.
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Asides the three aforementioned super-categories, Blum-Kulka et al. (1989) add up
to the notion of (in)directness by sub-categorising other elements that can affect how one
performs a request. For instance, mitigating devices, such as a promise of reward, a
politeness marker like please, a hedge like kind of, a downtoner like possibly, or even a

threat®. Examples (6)—(10) below reflect this.

(6) Catch me if I fall, John, and I'll give you a big hug! (promise of reward)
(7) Please, John, catch me if | fall! (politeness marker)
(8) 1'd kind of like you to catch me if I fall, John. (hedge)
(9) Could you possibly catch me if I fall, John? (downtoner)
(10) Catch me if I fall, John, or I'll kill you! (threat)

Both Brown & Levinson’s (1987) and Blum-Kulka et al.’s (1989) categorisation of
the speech act of request seek to determine the pragmatic phenomenon of politeness through

linguistic use within specific context.

2.1.3 Politeness: An Overview of Approaches

Before dwelling on the prevailing topic of politeness in this section, an important issue to
raise is its placement within the field of pragmatics. Leech (1983) clarifies that pragmatics,
which he names general pragmatics, is a distinct field of study from those of socio-
pragmatics and pragma-linguistics. In particular, he maintains that (general) pragmatics
analyses the “general conditions of the communicative use of language”, socio-pragmatics
the ‘local conditions’, and pragma-linguistics the ‘particular resources’ via which each

language conveys illocutions (Leech, 1983, pp. 10-11). By ‘local conditions’, Leech

> For the complete list of Blum-Kulka et al.’s (1989) request categories and sub-categories, see Section 3.7.1.
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indicates the variety of cultures and language communities, the variability of social
circumstances, the hierarchy of social classes, and so on; all are factors that affect how the
communication process is performed. By ‘particular resources’ he means specific linguistic
elements, to which speakers of a certain language resort when they want to pass on a
message. Drawn from this distinction, he acknowledges the close relationship of socio-
pragmatics with sociology, as well as of pragma-linguistics with grammar. Politeness, then,
as a linguistic form of expression and communicative feature, lies within the research field
of both socio-pragmatics and pragma-linguistics. The current project, which investigates
factors that may affect transferability from a given first/native language (L1) to a
second/target language (L2), aligns with the former. However, since the investigation of
grammatical structures is considered co-occurrent with context and, therefore, influential for
the study, it also draws from pragma-linguistics.

Having introduced politeness and its role in linguistics research and in particular in
the current study, the remaining part of the section will provide information about former
and up-to-date approaches to politeness. This overview will account for the underlying
elements of each approach, starting with those directly influenced by the Goffmanian notion
of face (1967) and Grice’s (1975) Cooperative Principle (CP) and moving towards the more
discursive-oriented ones. The aim is to make an elaborative approach to politeness and,
therefore, provide solid argumentation about the approach preferred as most appropriate for

the current study.

2.1.3.1 From Goffman’s ‘Face’ to Brown & Levinson’s Politeness Framework

Politeness Research in its early stages was significantly influenced by E. Goffman, a
sociologist, who discussed the notion of ‘face’, that is, the perception of oneself towards
society, or in his own words “the positive social value a person effectively claims for himself

by the line others assume he has taken during a particular contact” (Goffman, 1976, p. 5).
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Face can be either lost or saved in an interaction, namely cost the S his/her dignity, pride or
honour, all valuable elements to preserve one’s image within their community, or meet
his’/her community members’ communicative expectations in that same interaction
(Goffman, 1976). The aim, though, is to not cause face loss nor face threat, a process that
requires both the S and H’s involvement.

Grice (1975) identifies the complex relationship between saying and meaning,
inasmuch as interlocutors do not always say what they mean. He initially synthesises his CP

consisting of four Maxims, as presented in Figure 2.3 below.

Quantity a) Make your contribution as informative as is required
b) Do not make your contribution more informative than is required
Quality a) Do not say what you believe to be false
b) Do not say that for which you lack adequate evidence
Relation Be relevant
Manner a) Avoid obscurity of expression
b) Avoid ambiguity
c) Be brief (avoid unnecessary prolixity)

d) Be orderly

Figure 2.3 Grice’s (1975) Cooperative Principle Maxims

In his words (Grice, 1975, p. 45), the suggestion is to “make your contribution [in
discourse] such as required, at the stage at which it occurs, by the accepted purpose or
direction of the talk exchange in which you are engaged”. The aim is that the S successfully
delivers, and the H successfully receives the communicated message. However, interlocutors
more often than not show a tendency to either violate, opt out, clash, or flout the Maxims, as

shown in the indicative examples in Table 2.1 below.
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Examples of Grice’s CP Violations

Example of violation Speaker A: Are you ready?

(Maxim of Relation) Speaker B: | am making my hair

Example of opting out Speaker A: How is life after the divorce?
(Maxim of Manner) Speaker B: It’s been only 2 months you know...

Example of clash (Maxim Speaker A: Where were the Beatles formed as a band?

of Quantity) Speaker B: Somewhere in England.
Example of flouting Speaker A: Did Jack call Carol in the end?
(Maxim of Quality) Speaker B: Yeah right, just as much as | called Brad Pitt!

Table 2.1 Examples of Grice’s (1975) CP Violations

In the example of violation, speaker B avoids giving a Yes/No answer to speaker A,
which would have been the most relevant answer to the question of whether s/he is ready.
Instead, the response describes the situation in which speaker B is, allowing speaker A to
deduct the relevant answer, that is, No, I am not ready. In the example of opting out, speaker
B does not share his/her view about his/her life after a divorcee, providing the short period
of two months as an excuse, allowing speaker A to deduct that discussing about the matter
could have led to a heated discussion. In the example of clash, speaker B, who does not know
where exactly the Beatles were formed as a band and is on the verge of violating the Maxim
of Quality by sharing false information, opts to violate the Maxim of Quantity and gives less
information than asked by speaker A. In the example of flouting, speaker B deliberately
flouts the Maxim of Quality and expects speaker A to sense the sarcasm and deduct the
answer No, he did not.

All the above deviations from the originally defined Maxims of Grice’s (1975) CP
lead to the development of implied meanings, that is, meanings that are not clearly, directly

or relevantly stated, but are deductible from the context anyway. In pragmatics, this
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exchange of unrelated, yet perceivable sequences of speech create the so-called implicatures.
Politeness theorists, then, build their arguments by first stepping upon the realisation that
politeness is a form of such a deviation. For instance, in the example of opting out, one might
conclude that speaker B is being polite by refusing to discuss the situation of his/her divorce;
or that even s/he is implying that speaker A is being impolite by asking the very question in
the first place.

Lakoff (1973) is one of the first scholars, who realises that the speakers’ tendency
towards obscurity suggests that they might want to avoid ‘giving offence’. She introduces
the Maxim of Being Polite, which is subdivided into three rules, namely do not impose (rule
1), give options (rule 2), and make A [=Alter] feel good, be friendly (rule 3). She
acknowledges that politeness is defined culturally and, therefore, the definition of it varies
from society to society. In that respect, some cultures favour rule 1, others rule 2, and others
rule 3. As a result of such a preference, different strategies are followed by the speakers of
each culture; so, speakers in favour of rule 1 adhere to the strategy of Distance, those in
favour of rule 2 follow the strategy of Deference, and the strategy of Camaraderie is adopted
by those in favour of rule 3 (Lakoff, 1990). Lakoff’s (1990) Distance, Deference, and
Camaraderie are defined as the strategies of impersonality (preferred by European cultures),
hesitancy (preferred by Asian cultures), and informality (preferred by modern American
culture), respectively.

In the same line, Leech (1983) tries to re-evaluate and amend Grice’s (1975) CP by
proposing an additional model. He claims that the CP does not sufficiently cover all aspects
of communication and he makes an explicit reference to the notion of Tact, which he denotes
as a form of politeness. He, subsequently, introduces his Politeness Principle (PP), which

comprises of six Maxims, as presented in Figure 2.4 below.
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Tact Maxim

(in impossitives and commissives)

Generosity Maxim

(in impossitives and commissives)

Approbation Maxim

(in epxressives and assertives)

Modesty Maxim

(in epxressives and assertives)

Agreement Maxim

(in assertives)

Sympathy maxim

(in assertives)

a) Minimize cost to other
b) Maximize benefit to other

a) Minimize benefit to self
b)Maximize cost to self

a) Minimize dispraise of other

b) Maximize praise of other

a) Minimize praise of self
b) Maximize dispraise of self

a) Minimize disagreement between self and other
b) Maximize agreement between self and other

a) Minimize antipathy between self and other
b) Maximize sympathy between self and other

Figure 2.4 Leech’s (1983) Politeness Principle Maxims

Both Lakoff (1973) and Leech (1983) suggest with their models that Grice’s (1975)
CP needs amendment and further expansion. They also indicate politeness as a reparative
element of CP, proposing with their Maxims of ‘Being polite’ (Lakoff) and ‘Tact’ (Leech)
that it needs to be addressed. It is Brown & Levinson (1987) who finally provide a complete
approach to the notion of politeness. Their framework, ever since its earlier version (1978),
has been vastly followed by scholars and applied in a wide range of research endeavours
(Al-Marrani & Sazalie, 2010; Halenko & Jones, 2011; Gonzélez-Cruz, 2014; Khalib &
Tayeh, 2014; Schneider et al., 2015, just to mention a few of the most recent). Kerbrat-
Orecchioni (1997) acknowledges it would even be ‘impossible’ to discuss politeness without

reference to Brown & Levinson’s (1987) seminal work.
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Brown & Levinson’s so called ‘politeness theory’ is only partly based on the Gricean
framework, according to which speakers show a frequent tendency towards implicit meaning
in their speech. They directly correlate this choice of linguistic use to politeness, which they
define as a strategy to avoid conflict. However, their explanation of the phenomenon builds
on two entirely different notions, namely that of ‘rationality’ and that of ‘face’. Rationality
stands for logic or reasoning in the Aristotelian sense (Paley, 1872), whereas face is
described as an emotional human attribute, which can be affected in positive or negative
ways within interaction (Brown & Levinson, 1987). They base their definition of the latter
on Goffman (1967) who maintains that face is the image of oneself based on others’
evaluation of their contact. With face being an unstable and interchangeable parameter, it is
variably materialised within the communication process in every different society. But even
though Brown & Levinson (1987) rely on Goffman’s (1967) definition, they seem to
differentiate their approach by ignoring its inherent value and attributing to it a less flexible
nature, which varies according to speakers and hearers’ stance towards the discourse
elements. In that line, face is divided in two extremes, the so called ‘face wants’: the negative
face, that is “the want of every ‘competent adult member’ that his actions be unimpeded by
others”, versus the positive face, which is “the want of every member that his wants be
desirable to at least some others” (Brown & Levinson, 1987, p. 62). These ‘wants’ are related
and affected to a certain extent by ones’ own interlocutors and the cultural setting of the
discourse.

In an attempt to outline the aforementioned cultural setting, Brown & Levinson
(1987) discuss three sociological variables, namely power (P), distance (D), and level of
imposition (R) of a speech act. Power correlates to the different levels of stratification in all
social settings (i.e. in society, at work place, at home), distance to the level of social
proximity between S and H, and level of imposition of a speech act to the degree of unwanted

burden shifted on the H by the S in a conversation.
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Drawing from the aforementioned face wants in mind, Brown & Levinson (1987)
maintain that speech acts can become threatening to the H’s positive or negative face on the
one hand, or the S’s positive or negative face on the other. They also argue that there are
speech acts, for instance requests, which are by definition face threatening, because the
imposing nature of a request may vary from very low to very high. In order to explain what
communicative choices speakers make when they find themselves in a relevant situation,
they assemble a list of five possible strategies for doing a face threatening act (FTA); a) do
the FTA on record and baldly, b) do the FTA on record and with positive politeness features,
c) do the FTA on record and with negative politeness features, d) do the FTA off record, €)
do not do the FTA at all. In Table 2.2 below, examples for each strategy are provided,

respectively, so as to clarify this distinction.

Examples of FTAs Strategies

FTA strategies Examples
On record — baldly Give me you pen.
On record — positive politeness Your pen is so much better than mine!
On record — negative politeness Could I borrow your pen?
Off record My pen is out of ink...

Non-verbal action, like playing with your pen
No FTA praying yourp
nervously

Table 2.2 Examples of FTAs Strategies

The notion of face wants — and the control over a potential FTA — is Brown &
Levinson’s (1987) lead argument towards the universal character of their politeness
framework. They synthesize their approach accounting for the level of directness or

indirectness of the speech act that is performed; the higher the level of indirectness of a
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speech act, the lower the possibility that it will lead to an FTA. The distinction between the
two extremes is revealed through the extensive sub-categorisation of their politeness

strategies (for a detailed presentation with indicative examples, see Appendix I).

2.1.3.2 Criticism of Brown & Levinson’s Politeness Framework

Brown & Levinson’s (1987) politeness framework has gained wide acceptance and
recognition in a number of research fields, as it has proved effective in various cultural
settings, although not in all cultural settings, undermining its universal claim. Tracey (1990,
p. 213) offers a list of categories, which map the different areas of criticism of their
framework, presented below.

1. The conception of politeness at the root of the theory may be culturally biased.

2. Brown and Levinson rank the politeness value of the various strategies, so some
question if such a ranking can be universally valid.

3. Basing their theory on speech acts, as Brown and Levinson do, is problematic.

4. There are almost certainly more factors that may affect the perceived face-threat
of an act other than power, distance, and rank.

5. Positive and negative politeness may be different in kind, rather than higher and
lower amounts of global politeness.

Elaborating on these five categories, Brown & Levinson’s framework is mainly
criticised with regard to the concept of ‘face’ and its universality. According to Brown &
Levinson (1987, p. 62), “the mutual knowledge of members’ public self-image or face, and
the social necessity to orient oneself to it in interaction, are universal”. Even though most, if
not all, cultures put forward face considerations while interacting, their approach may differ
fundamentally. For instance, Hofstede & Hofstede (2005), who divide cultures in
individualistic and collectivistic, maintain that the former focalises on the individual,

whereas the latter builds its strength upon a more important element, namely the group.
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Following this line of thinking, a variety of Asian cultures favour ‘group face’ rather than
‘individual face’.

Gu (1990) is one of the first scholars investigating Asian languages that directly
challenges the universal character of Brown & Levinson’s politeness framework and the
notion of face. He maintains that this particular aspect of their approach mainly applies to
Western cultures and not Eastern. His own approach of politeness, based on the Chinese
paradigm, relates politeness with the moral norms of a society. FTAs are not associated with
interlocutors’ wants, but with society’s wants. This means that a speaker fails to be polite
when s/he fails to please society’s expectations of him/her. Moreover, there are speech acts
in the Chinese cultural setting (invitations, offerings, promises), which are not justified as
FTAs, yet Brown & Levinson (1987) mark them as such. The Chinese paradigm is also
supported by research in Japanese politeness, where face is not an individual attribute, but a
societal one (Matsumoto, 1988; Wierzbicka, 1990, 1991). One is considered to lose face
when other members of the group, in which s/he belongs, notice that the individual fails to
apprehend, acknowledge, and abide with the composition and hierarchy of the group. Mao
(1994), who examines politeness in both the Chinese and Japanese cultural settings, explains
that face is linked with the community’s wants and not with the individual’s wants. Likewise,
even though Blum-Kulka et al. (1989) acknowledge the existence of face wants, they refute
their universal nature and highlight the pivotal role culture and appropriate social behaviour

play in their formulation. Blum-Kulka (1992, p. 270) explains that:

[...] systems of politeness manifest a culturally filtered interpretation of the interaction between
four essential parameters: social motivations, expressive models, social differentials and social
meanings. Cultural notions interfere in determining the distinctive features of each of the four
parameters and as a result, significantly affect the social understanding of ‘politeness’ across

societies in the world.
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Brown & Levinson’s (1987) politeness framework has also been challenged on account
of the ranking of their politeness strategies and its universal character. Coupland et al. (1988)
argue that the proposed ranking is relative, allowing for different interpretations in different
social and cultural contexts. Even though there is no clear and definite solution offered as a
counterargument to this particular ranking, its use is still problematic unless one takes into
consideration that politeness is culture specific.
The level of analysis of Brown & Levinson’s (1987) politeness framework, namely
the speech act level, is also considered problematic. In response to that, Ide et al. (1992)
suggest a more communicative approach to politeness. They stress the importance of
‘volition’, that is, the speakers’ free choice, in contrast to ‘discernment’ — wakimae in
Japanese — the second most important feature of polite behaviour in Japanese language
community. They worry less than Brown & Levinson (1987) about the structural elements
of polite linguistic performance and show that the underlying notion of politeness is, in fact,
smooth communication. Held (1992, p. 145) claims that politeness is all about avoiding the
fear of ‘being bitten’ during discourse, following Zimmermann’s (1985, p. 145) linkage of
the notion with a psychological model that relates politeness to real ‘fear of disharmony in
relationships’. O’Driscoll (2007) maintains that Brown & Levinson’s (1987) politeness
framework, to which he refers as facework, has value only on the individual level, that is,
from the Speaker’s perspective. Utterances and sentences are acclaimed as confined speech
elements to identify whether politeness considerations are at play and a more elaborate
approach is suggested, even by Brown & Levinson (1987, p. 235) themselves; “FTAs ... can
generate well-structured sequences of turns”, allowing us to assume that an analysis on the
discourse or conversational level is plausible. In that line and more radically, Haugh (2013)
and Tracy (2017) suggest that face and politeness should be untied from each other and be

studied separately, as two meaningful research areas in their own right.
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The three sociological variables of P, D and R have also invited criticism, as research
shows that a larger number of factors affect interactions and the performance of FTAs,
particularly considering that there is an interplay between linguistics and social psychology
(Kasper, 1990; Spencer-Oatey, 1996). On the one hand, Holtgraves (1986), for instance,
divides D in closeness and attraction, where the latter refers to the condition of liking or
disliking one another. Similarly, Slugoski & Turnbull (1988) and Brown & Gilman (1989)
argue that D should be weighed separately from affect, their term to differentiate between
liking and disliking someone. On the other hand, P may be less controversial due to its one-
dimensional nature, yet its variable interpretation in different cultural settings allows for
various aspects of power relations to be aired in interactions. For Brown & Levinson (1987),
for example, P describes the degree to which the H can impose his/her plans on the S, but
for Blum-Kulka et al. (1989) P translates to social dominance in a given role relationship.
Alternatively, a number of scholars (i.e. Holtgraves, 1986; Wood & Kroger, 1991) correlate
P with social status, hence one can be superordinate, subordinate or equal with another in
any social setting.

The distinction of politeness in positive and negative has also been criticised with
regard to its scalar evaluation from low to high universally. According to Scollon & Scollon
(1981, cited in Brown & Levinson, 1987, p. 18), “positive politeness is naturally escalated
in interaction... and hence unstable, [whereas] negative politeness, lacking the escalating
feedback loop, tends to be stable”. Ultimately, there is no comparison between the two types
of politeness expression with one being more polite than the other, rather every culture resort
to the strategies, which either address the positive face or avoid the threat of the negative
face in an interaction (Watts, 2003); what happens in between is open to investigation, with
the potentiality of exploring a wide range of politeness types globally, ranging from the one

end of the spectrum to the other.
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Positive and negative politeness, as an approach to analysing speech acts, has gained
popularity after Brown & Levinson’s (1987) politeness framework was introduced, in
particular with regard to the level of (in)directness of the speech act. The next subsection

presents the key research towards this direction.

2.1.3.3 Politeness and (In)directness

On discussing politeness as a cardinal element of pragmatics, Leech (1983) agrees with
Brown & Levinson’s (1978) challenge of Grice’s (1975) CP. He maintains that the “CP does
not sufficiently explain the relation between sense and force, nor does it explain why people
are so indirect in conveying what they mean” (ibid. 80). Leech (1983) attributes the
importance of politeness to this gap and maintains that the PP is a necessary counterbalance
to achieve successful communication. He argues that indirectness, which is negatively
associated with relevance, comes with a preparatory and an ulterior illocutionary aim (ibid.
99); first, to test the H’s readiness to a proposition, and then, to extract his/her actual reaction
to the proposition. For example, when asking Can you give me your pen?, the preparatory
goal is to check the H’s ability to pass on their pen, whereas the ulterior goal is to make the
H pass their pen on to the S. The actual request is not semantically transparent, for the H
could respond by only confirming his/her ability to pass their pen on to the S and not by
ultimately doing so. With regard to speech acts and impositives in particular, Leech (1983)
emphasises the value of Tact, which he discusses as one kind of politeness in the English-
speaking society. He stresses that there is a scale of Tact in impositives, namely the cost-
benefit scale, the optionality scale, and the indirectness scale. The first scale refers to the
interlocutors’ positive and negative output of an imposing speech act, the second to the
interlocutors’ choice to either make or react to an imposing speech act, and the third to the
degree of obliquity in performing or interpreting an imposing speech act. Ultimately, for

Leech (1983) the H’s freedom to refuse an imposition by the S makes an impositive polite.
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Taking the discussion of (in)directness further, Blum-Kulka et al. (1989) are opposed
to Brown & Levinson’s (1987) claim that increasing indirectness generates more polite
requests. They reconsider this approach and propose a distinction between conventional and
non-conventional indirectness. In her definition of conventional and non-conventional
indirect requests, Blum-Kulka (1987, p. 141) explains that the former presuppose a
“systematic reference to some precondition needed for [their] realisation [and
understanding]”, whereas the latter are open-ended and flexible with regard to their
formulation and reception. To make this clear, a conventionally indirect request would be,
for example, Would you please turn the radio off?, whereas a non-conventionally indirect
request would be We don’t want the neighbours to complain, do we?. In the first example,
contextual preconditions help the hearer to understand the utterance, while in the second
example, the hearer’s understanding depends mostly on his/her interpretation of the request.
For Blum-Kulka et al. (1989, p. 132) politeness is “associated” with conventional
indirectness.

Aligning with Blum-Kulka et al.’s (1989) cross-cultural examination of
(in)directness, a number of scholars discuss politeness within this frame. Sifianou (1992)
and Ogiermann (2009a), for example, compare requestive patterns in English and Greek,
and English and German, Polish, Russian, respectively. In their case, directness is not
disassociated from politeness, rather it is perceived as the conventional way of requesting in
these particular language and cultural settings. Likewise, Kasanga (2006) argues that
speakers of Sepedi consider directness more polite than conventional indirectness. Hamza
(cited in Mills & Grainger, 2016) argues that Arabs favour directness even when they speak
in English, and in particular in situations that the native English speakers would resort to
indirectness. Therefore, one can assume that (in)directness, irrespective of whether it is
evaluated positively or negatively, is conventionalised in one form or the other in cultures

around the world.
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Terkourafi (2002, 2003, 2015a, 2015b), aiming to lay the ground for a truly universal
approach to politeness research, reframes (in)directness by redefining conventionality —
conventionalisation in her words. Terkourafi’s (2015a, p. 15) definition of the term is as

follows:

I consider an expression to be conventionalized for some use relative to a context for a speaker if it
is used frequently enough in that context to achieve a particular illocutionary goal to that speaker’s
experience. This makes conventionalization a three-way relationship between an expression, a

context, and a speaker.

For Terkourafi (2002, 2015a), the frequency of use of particular linguistic structures in
familiar contexts by speakers regularly exposed to these contexts allows for proper readings
of the situations, irrespective of their positive or negative pragmatic considerations. For
instance, imperatives as requests, which are considered imposing and less polite in a number
of Western languages and cultures, are the expected way of requesting in Cypriot Greek, to
the point that not only they are interpreted as such, but they also cause no discomfort to the
hearer. Terkourafi’s (2002, 2015a, 2015b) approach to politeness depends on a habitual use
of the language, contrary to traditional approaches relying on rationality. The meta-
knowledge of not what is meant by an utterance but how often it is meant in a given context
(Terkourafi, 2015a, original emphasis) is the kernel of conventionalisation; a suggestion
towards politeness research with focus on politeness 2 (for politeness 1 and politeness 2, see
2.1.3.4 below).

Politeness research was repositioned from structure-oriented to discourse-oriented
since the early nineties. The next subsection of this chapter reviews the discursive
approaches to politeness research, leading to the most current discussions of a potential in-

depth re-evaluation of politeness research.
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2.1.3.4 Towards Discourse-oriented Politeness Theories

Moving away from the structure-based approaches, research in politeness since the early
1990s took a discourse-oriented turn. What is meant by discourse-oriented is that
conversational elements are considered to be of greater importance than grammatical ones.

Fraser’s (1990) approach, for example, synopsises the essence of politeness in rules about
turn-taking, intonation, and the like. Janney & Arndt (1992) suggest a more ‘emotive
communication’ approach, with considerations about attitudes, feelings and other states that
affect the interlocutors’ behaviour. They account for para- and non-linguistic elements, such
as tone of voice, facial expressions, other vocal and kinesic characteristics. Eelen (2001),
who scrutinises some of the most influential politeness models thereto, maintains that
politeness should be divided in politeness 1 and politeness 2, where politeness 1 refers to
ordinary speakers and politeness 2 to researchers. He argues that “politeness research should
focus on the processes of constructing social reality and evaluations of politeness as
particular representations of reality” (Eelen, 2001, pp. 247-248).

Spencer-Oatey (2002) suggests politeness should be examined within the
sociological and psychological context that surrounds it, alongside with all the elements of
discourse that reveal the interlocutors’ efforts to manage rapport, that is, harmony, in
communication. She re-opens the discussion of face and add on what they call sociality
rights. The former refers to one’s personal value, their own “sense of worth, credibility,
dignity, honour, reputation, competence and so on” (Spencer-Oatey, 2002, p. 540), whereas
the latter to one’s “concerns over fairness, consideration, social inclusion/exclusion and so
on” (Spencer-Oatey, 2002, p. 540). She furthermore divides face in quality face (one’s
personal self-esteem) and social identity face (one’s sense of public worth), as well as
sociality rights to equity rights (cost-benefit and autonomy-imposition relations) and

association rights (interactional association/dissociation and affective
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association/dissociation relations). She maintains that all the above play pivotal role in
rapport management, ergo politeness, within the interaction.

Watts (2003) endeavours a redefinition of politeness in culture-specific and
discourse-oriented terms. He argues in favour of a model, which does not define politeness
within the boundaries of specific linguistic use; instead, it allows lay people to evaluate
verbal interaction as polite or impolite. Watts specifically makes a distinction between
politeness: and politenessy, mirroring Eelen’s (2001) approach; the former refers to the
perception of politeness by lay people, those who are asked to evaluate politeness in his
model, and the latter to the perception and analysis of politeness by scholars. He associates
politeness with politic behaviour, which he defines as the appropriate language use within
specific social constraints. He, then, uses his definition to support his claims that the
underpinning notion of being polite lies in this very behaviour. In other words, he suggests
that politeness is a ‘relational work’, on which individuals invest in an ongoing negotiation
with others.

Following Watts’ (2003) paradigm, Mills (2003) explores the complex relationship
between politeness and gender. Her work on behavioural stereotypes provides evidence,
which reveals, contrary to what is widely believed, that women are not necessarily more
polite than men, but can be just as impolite in certain circumstances. Redefining
impoliteness, Culpeper (2011, 2012), who initially discusses impoliteness drawing from
politeness theories with regard to face considerations, reinforces the argument that specific
social constraints play a pivotal role in (im)polite behaviour. In his words (Culpeper, 2011,
p. 23), “Impoliteness is a negative attitude towards specific behaviours occurring in specific
contexts”.

Terkourafi (2002, 2005a, 2005b, 2011, 2012, 2015b) claims that politeness can be
analysed and discussed with regard to frames — a term borrowed from artificial intelligence,

which refers to stereotyped situations — and formulaicity. She argues that frequency of use
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of specific linguistic structures, such as requests with modal verbs (Can | borrow your pen?),
in certain social contexts overrides any in situ evaluations by the interlocutors. Speakers
become accustomed to using conventionalised structures and, therefore, exhibit identifiable
politeness by both parties while interacting. In the same line, Kadar & Haugh (2013) argue
in favour of politeness as a social practice, which requires the evaluations of everyone
participating in the process, even of those who practically do not participate in real time, that
is, there and then. To make this clearer, their definition of politeness is an amalgam of how
participants, meta-participants®, observers, bystanders, and literally everyone directly or
indirectly involved in the process, actually perceive the process itself. The notions of space
and time, then, are arguably influential, allowing for evaluations of politeness not only
synchronically, but also diachronically. It is within these parameters that they frame their
perception of how conventional linguistic use may be part of a wider scheme of approaching
politeness the same way Terkourafi (2015) proclaims.

Terkourafi (2008, pp. 64-65) also maintains that politeness is divided in ‘marked’
and ‘unmarked’, with the former referring to the S’s doubts about the perlocutionary effect
of'the interaction on the H’s reaction. The latter, instead, allows speakers to detect in advance
the perlocutionary effect of an utterance and predict hearers’ reactions. In other words, non-
conventionalised instances of communication bear the risk of making an FTA. It is within
unmarked situations that interlocutors worry less about politeness considerations. In marked
social interactions, the question asked is whether there are any means whatsoever that the S

can utilise to avoid threatening the H’s face.

® Metaparticipants are considered those, who participate and evaluate the politeness level of an interaction at a
later stage than the one of the actual interaction.
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2.1.4 Pragmatic Competence in L2

Learning a second language is a process, which requires attention not only to linguistic
elements of that language, but to extra-linguistic as well. Excellence is achieved when one
uses an L2 successfully at all occasions, that is, in different communication contexts.
Schmidt (1995) argues in favour of both noticing and understanding (emphasis added),
where the first is typically related to grammar excellence and the second to context
awareness. In that line, the Common European Framework of Reference for Languages:
Learning, Teaching, Assessment (CEFR) requires much more than grammatical proficiency
to evaluate L2 learning of a European language as adequate and complete. Learners should
be also equipped with general and communicative language competences’. General
competences, on the one hand, consist of knowledge, skills, the know-how, existential
competence and the ability of the individual to learn. Communicative language competences,
on the other hand, consist of linguistic, sociolinguistic and pragmatic competence. The
interest of the present study focuses on the latter.

Introducing the notion of competence, Hymes (1972) identifies that communicative
competence depends on (tacit) knowledge and the ability to use this knowledge. One of the
core elements that define this concept is what he names ‘appropriateness’ related to context,
a dimension of communication mostly related to pragmatics. Scholars, such as Savignon
(1991), further support this observation by maintaining that communicative competence
consists of grammatical and pragmatic competence. Ellis (1994) argues that the latter refers
to the successful interaction with one’s interlocutors, including the effective use of speech
acts, such as the speech act of request, which the current project investigates. Relevantly,

Schmidt (1995, p. 30), while discussing L2 learning, argues that:

7 The full text of CEFR is available online at https://www.coe.int/en/web/common-european-framework-
reference-languages. For details on general and communicative language competences, see pp. 101-130
(https://rm.coe.int/1680459f97).
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In pragmatics, awareness that on a particular occasion someone says to their interlocutor something
like, “I’m terribly sorry to bother you, but if you have time could you look at this problem?” is a
matter of noticing. Relating the various forms used to their strategic deployment in the service of
politeness and recognizing their co-occurrence with elements of context such as social distance,

power, level of imposition and so on, are all matters of understanding.

Following Hyme’s (1972) theory of communicative competence, three proposals
illustrate and embody pragmatic elements in language learning (Kasper & Ross, 2013):
Canale & Swain’s (1980) framework of communicative competence for L2 teaching and
testing, Bachman & Palmer’s (1996) model of communicative language ability, and
Purpura’s (2008) theoretical model of language ability. Canale & Swain (1980), whose
framework revolutionised L2 learning, challenge the Chomskyan (1965) notion of
competence for lacking reference to the appropriateness of utterances in the sociolinguistic
context. Instead, they propose a broader approach of learning by highlighting not only the
significance of grammar, but also of social context and discourse. Their framework
segregates competence in grammatical competence, sociolinguistic competence, and
strategic competence. First, grammatical competence refers to the “knowledge of lexical
items and of rules of morphology, syntax, sentence-grammar semantics, and phonology”
(Canale & Swain, 1980, p. 29). Then, sociolinguistic competence accounts for the learner’s
knowledge of specific “sociocultural rules of use and rules of discourse” (Canale & Swain,
1980, p. 30), in order to manage communication successfully even in oblique interactions.
Lastly, strategic competence refers to “verbal and non-verbal strategies”, which can be
employed to counterbalance any potential communication breakdown (Canale & Swain,
1980, p. 30).

Bachman & Palmer (1996) build their own model of communicative language ability
on Canale & Swain’s (1980) theoretical approach. Its principle contribution is identified in

the assessment of both linguistic and non-linguistic elements of communication in L2
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learning, namely the learner’s language knowledge in collaboration with the context of use
of this knowledge. They divide language knowledge to organisational and pragmatic.
Organisational knowledge refers to L2 speakers’ ability to successfully and correctly use
grammar while producing spoken or written language. Pragmatic knowledge accounts for
learners’ competence to convey meaningful and contextually appropriate sentences,
utterances, propositions and texts. They further divide organisational knowledge to
grammatical and textual, therein vocabulary and syntax vis a vis cohesion in discourse, and
pragmatic knowledge to functional and sociolinguistic, namely the know-how of conveying
language functions vis a vis relating language to context. Even though Purpura (2008)
acknowledges Bachman & Palmer’s (1996) model as highly influential in L2 teaching and
learning, he suggests a more refined theoretical version, which clarifies ‘meaning’ and
explains how grammar armours speakers with the means to communicate both literal and
pragmatic (i.e. sociocultural) meanings to their interlocutors.

All three aforementioned models highlight the significance of the two components,
which comprise language proficiency, namely ‘pragmatic knowledge’ and ‘processing’
(Bialystok, 1993) this knowledge. They refer to the learner’s ability to recognise and produce
propositional intentions and, at the same time, use them successfully in discourse. In other
words, pragmatic competence, as part of the broader communicative competence, plays a
pivotal role in the L2 setting, as an integral element of successful language learning.

The CEFR, as aforementioned, aims to equip learners with the ability to communicate
successfully on all levels of proficiency. The different levels of L2 learners’ proficiency are
determined with regard to their competences (general and communicative). Pragmatic
competence, which is part of communicative competence and the core element of the present
study, consists of discourse and functional competence. Discourse competence consists of
flexibility to circumstances, such as the social setting or the interlocutors, appropriate turn

taking in interaction, thematic development upon discussion, and coherence and cohesion in
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speech. Functional competence relates with spoken fluency, that is, the ability to effortlessly
hold a conversation about any topic, and with propositional precision, which refers to the
clarity of one’s thoughts and transmitted meanings. It is worth mentioning that
communicative competence also incorporates linguistic and sociolinguistic competence.
Linguistic competence refers to grammar, phonology, morphology, and orthography,
whereas sociolinguistic competence refers to linguistic markers and social relations,

politeness conventions, expressions of folk wisdom, register, and dialects and accents.

2.1.5 Cross-linguistic Influence in L2

Cross-linguistic influence, or transfer, typically refers to the study of bidirectional influence
of two or more languages. The term originates in the late 19" Century and early 20™" Century
in German philological texts as hinlibertragen and (bertragen, which translates to ‘carry
on’, and is then borrowed by behavioural psychologists as transfer (Odlin, 2016). Transfer
is introduced in L2 research in the 1950’s by scholars such as Weinreich (1953) and Lado
(1957) and expands widely in the 1980’s (Yu & Odlin, 2015). Since Odlin’s (1989) work on
transfer, which he maintains is a factor of high importance in second language acquisition,
research has made pivotal steps towards this direction of analysing the problematic nature
of L2 acquisition (Takahashi, 1996; Triantafillidou & Hedgcock, 2007; Schwieter, 2011;
Bou-Franch, 2012; Young-Scholten, 2013; Bella, 2014, just to mention a few). According
to his definition of the term, “transfer is the influence resulting from the similarities and
differences between the target language and any other language that has been previously
(and perhaps imperfectly) acquired” (Odlin, 1989, p. 27). The present study focalises on the
influence that L1 may have on the acquisition and production of L2, with regard to the speech

act of request and politeness.
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Odlin (1989) discusses transfer in four areas of linguistic performance, one of which
is discourse® and incorporates, among other areas, politeness and requests. He distinguishes
between positive transfer, namely the productive combination of similarities of the L1 and
L2, and negative transfer, which justifies how errors in L2 are related to L1. He also lists a
number of extra-linguistic factors, which affect transfer, such as personality of the speaker,
aptitude for phonetic mimicry, proficiency in L2, literacy, age, foreign accents,
multilingualism on behalf of the speaker, learners’ perception of the target .2, social context,
and even demographic influence. He highlights the necessity for intensive research on this
area of linguistic performance, stressing that transfer affects the communicative nature of
language use. His concern stems from observable misunderstandings related to politeness,
which he characterises as ‘dangerous’ (Odlin, 1989, p. 69).

Kellerman (1995), in his work on transfer, also discusses the interrelation of L1 and
L2. He maintains that differences between L1 and L2 may enhance transfer more than
similarities, accepting Andersen’s (1983) hypothesis about transfer to somewhere. However,
he suggests that transfer may occur at a more abstract level, that is, where language and
cognition meet. He names his hypothesis transfer to nowhere, complementing Andersen
(1983), and highlights that it refers more to differences “in the way languages predispose
their speakers to conceptualise experience” (Kellerman, 1995, p. 137) and less to
grammatical elements.

Recently, Jarvis & Pavlenko (2008) have referred to transfer with the term cross-
linguistic influence (CLI), which is used interchangeably with transfer throughout the
analysis of the current research. Contrary to Odlin (1989), they distinguish discursive from
pragmatic transfer. The former refers to the organisation and production of spoken and

written conversation, whereas the latter, which applies to the present study, investigates

8 Odlin (1989) does not distinguish between pragmatics and discourse, so he uses the second to describe both.
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illocutions and speech acts cross-linguistically. In alignment with Odlin’s (1989) suggestion

of the factors that affect transferability, they have proposed a more analytical distinction.

Their fivefold categorisation consists of a) linguistic and psycholinguistic factors, b)

cognitive, attentional, and developmental factors, ¢) language experience and knowledge

factors, d) learning environment factors, and e) factors related to language use, as presented

in Table 2.3 below, alongside with the distinct micro-levelled features of each category.

Jarvis & Pavlenko’s (2008) Factors that Affect Transferability

Factors

Linguistic and

psycholinguistic

factors

Cognitive,
attentional, and
developmental

factors

Language
experience and
knowledge

factors

Learning
environment

factors

Factors related

to language use

Cross-

linguistic

similarity

Level of
cognitive

maturity

Age

Type of
language

exposure

Idiolect

Features of each category

Frequency,  Markedness o
Area of Linguistic
recency, and and
language use _ ~_ context
salience prototypicality

Developmental Cognitive _
] Attention to
and universal  language
and awareness

acquisition learning
o of language

processes abilities
Length, Length of Number
frequency, and  residence in and order
_ _ _ General level
intensity of a particular o of

o of proficiency )
language linguistic acquired
exposure environment languages
Degree of

attention to
formal
language
properties
Level of

) Interlocutor  Task type
formality
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Table 2.3 Jarvis & Pavlenko’s (2008) Factors that Affect Transferability

The research questions detailed in this study meet the criteria of three categories, namely
those of linguistic and psycholinguistic, language experience and knowledge, and factors
related to language use. In particular, the first category includes factors such as cross-
linguistic similarity and linguistic context, the second includes details such as length of
residence® in the target country, whereas the third category highlights levels of correlation
with formality of the discourse or the interlocutors.

As research moves forward and CLI gains popularity in the multi-linguistic setting,
Jarvis & Pavlenko (2008) summarise the key points of the subject in the existing literature.
They categorise the relevant research areas and analyse their main parts. The identified
dimensions, which reveal the typology of CLI, are ten: 1) area of language knowledge/use,
which is subdivided in nine categories, namely phonological, orthographic, lexical,
semantic, morphological, syntactic, discursive, pragmatic, and sociolinguistic; 2)
directionality, which consists of four directions: forward, reverse, lateral, and bi- or multi-
directional; 3) cognitive level, at which CLI is linguistic or conceptual; 4) type of knowledge,
which describes CLI that occurs implicitly or explicitly; 5) intentionality, under which two
types of CLI are listed, that is, intentional and unintentional; 6) mode, which refers to
productive or receptive CLI; 7) channel, which encompasses aural and visual CLI; 8) form,
which describes CLI as either verbal or nonverbal ; 9) manifestation, which detects over or
covert CLI; and 10) outcome, which accounts for the outcome of the process that can result
in positive or negative CLI (Jarvis & Pavlenko, 2008, pp. 20-26).

In order to make clear how the aforementioned framework underpins linguistic

research, an example is provided below, which applies to all ten dimensions of CLI.

® For the purpose of the present study, length of residence in the target country is used interchangeably with
the term length of stay or contact. It is, also, measurable with regard to the total stay of the participants in
England in months and years. For details, see Section 3.6.
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(11) Give me your pen.

The area of language use is within pragmatics (dimension 1), since the interest relies
on the speech act of request. The directionality of CLI is forward (dimension 2), that is, from
L1 Greek to L2 English. Cognitively, CLI is linguistic (dimension 3) and the type of
knowledge suggested is explicit (dimension 4). There is no intentionality for CLI (dimension
5), mode-related is productive (dimension 6) and the channel is aural (dimension 7). Its form
is verbal (dimension 8), manifested overtly (dimension 9) and its outcome is negative
(dimension 10), because such an utterance strikes as too direct and impolite to a native
speaker of English (ENL1); nonetheless, it would not necessarily strike as such to a GRLL.
Sifianou (1992), as has already been noted, provides evidence on that preference of GRL1
towards directness®® and of ENL1 towards indirectness. So, even though GRL1 of English
are taught how to perform a proper request in the target language from their very early stages
of L2 acquisition, it is likely that they transfer their own linguistic patterns, when they feel
at ease and in their comfort zone. The current study draws from ‘pragmatic errors’ as the
above and examines to what extent it is possible that such a practice is preferred by GRL1
speakers of English as an L2. The rationale is to determine if this practice serves as CLI
between GRL1 native language and English and if so, whether CLI is affected by contextual
learning factors.

Research on transfer has traditionally focused on speakers’ ‘errors’ while performing
in the target language. Such errors comprise what is considered as negative transfer.
However, it is possible to attest other manifestations of CLI as well. Ellis (1994, pp. 302-

306) summarises the common areas of linguistic use, during which speakers of an L2 are

10 Both Greek and English context may favour directness under certain circumstances, i.e. a cry for help, though
the Greek language setting allows for a more instantiated preference.
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communicatively ineffective, as follows: a) errors (negative transfer), b) facilitation (positive
transfer), c) avoidance, and d) over-use. Errors refer to mistakes that speakers do when they
try to combine details of their native language with details of the target language. Facilitation
is the successful combination of linguistic elements of the two languages, native and non-
native. Avoidance represents the choices that L2 speakers do in order to save themselves
from unfortunate mistakes and over-use relies in the repetition of certain linguistic patterns,
S0 as to exhibit familiarity with L2 or accomplish communicative competence in L2.

Considering Example (11), Give me your pen, it is clear that this utterance falls in
the category of errors and negative transfer. Imperatives in English are mainly used for
commands and instructions (Sifianou, 1992). ENL1 speakers would most likely perform the
speech act of request as Can you give me your pen please?, or Can | borrow your pen
please?, or even Do you mind if | borrow your pen?. The indirectness element, the addition
of the politeness marker please, and even the vastly preferred first person as subjectivizer
and mitigating device (Can I..., Do you mind if I...), indicate a more polite way of
requesting. However, the direct, clear-cut Give me your pen suggests impoliteness on behalf
of the speaker, unless there is high proximity between the speakers. And even though for a
GRL1 speaker of English the result of each separate way of requesting would be the same,
that is, obtain the pen, for an ENL1 a direct request like the one in Example (11) could result
in discomfort, unease, and potentially refusal to give their pen. In such a case, the discussion
would be surrounding communication break-down, which is one of the reasons the project
investigates these areas of linguistic communication; that is, to identify communication
fouls, what causes them, and provide L2 learners the means to successfully communicate in
the L2 setting.

Nonetheless, native Greek and English speakers share common requestive patterns
that can resort to positive transfer as well. For example, Can you give me your pen? translates

to ‘Mmopeig va pov dmacelg T0 otvhd cov;’ /boris na mu dosis to stilo sou;/ (singular) or
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‘Mnopeite va pov dmoete to 6TVAO cag;’ /borite na mu dosete to stilo sas;/ (plural). Although
can is conventionalised in English and considered as an informal way of requesting in a
setting of familiarity between interlocutors, ‘umop®’ /boro/ denotes formality in Greek
(Sifianou, 1992). Notwithstanding the difference in use, the structure exists in both
languages and exemplifies what can potentially signify positive transfer with facilitation or
over-use. The aim of the current study is to explore all possible transfer manifestations and

not focus only on negative transfer.

2.2 Research Background
The following section of the chapter provides a presentation of the research elements that
highlight the theoretical parts of the thesis, namely the speech act of request in L2 on the one

hand, CLI from L1 to L2 on the other hand, and the notion of politeness with regard to both.

2.2.1 Acquiring Pragmatic Competence in L2

It has been formerly highlighted that learning an L2 is not only a matter of acquiring the
grammatical system of the target language or enriching the vocabulary lexicon. Reading
situations and knowing how to properly give an apology or make a statement or a request
will secure successful communication with members of the target society. Linguistic
appropriateness and politeness, for instance, add to pragmatic competence in L2 and the
interplay with L1 proves valuable for research, in particular the current one.

Adopting the pragmatic, socio-pragmatic and pragma-linguistic norms of a society
provides non-native speakers with the pledge to successfully interact with native speakers.
Nonetheless, teaching a language as an L2 is a complex procedure from a pragmatic
perspective. Thomas (1983) discusses pragmatic failure both on a socio-pragmatic and a
pragma-linguistic level and maintains that, even though the latter is easily amendable, the

former is not. She insists that L2 pragmatic competence is learnable and invites scholars to
Page | 42



focus more on “what is meant” and less on “what is said” (Thomas, 1983, p. 109). Kasper
(1997), however, disputes whether pragmatic competence is actually teachable, whereas
Bardovi-Harlig & Dornyei (1998) and Bella (2012b), who detect insufficient pragmatic
awareness by L2 learners, highlight the significance of balancing teaching between grammar
and pragmatics, so as to achieve competence in both. Kasper & Rose (2002a) intensively
emphasize the role of instruction in acquiring L2 pragmatics and, in the same line, Bardovi-
Harlig (2009) identifies conventional expressions as a successful point of departure towards
L2 pragmatic competence. Ifantidou (2013), who maintains that L2 pragmatic competence
can actually be taught, supports her argument by presenting the results of a longitudinal study
on explicit instruction, according to which her informants showed a ‘marked improvement’
in the specific pragmatic task of inference.

While shifting the focus to politeness as proof of pragmatic competence, in particular
to techniques of requesting in L2, a number of factors arise, which may either impede the
natural process of learning, or enhance it. The role of L1 is one of these factors, verifying
how difficult it can be to comply with or diverge from the differences, and even the
similarities of the target language. Contrary to Blum-Kulka et al.’s (1989) approach of
(in)directness in requests, Lee (2011) favours an approach to politeness cognitively, that is
outside the spectrum of theories which limit its kernel to socio-cultural and/or grammatical
appropriateness only. He compares how Chinese L2 learners of English (intermediate and
high intermediate) and native English speakers perceive the notion of politeness; and even
though his focus remains on politeness as a concept, he differentiates it from appropriateness.
On that basis, he attempts to explain why Chinese L2 speakers of English are considered as
‘impolite” by native English speakers. The results assert that, although the two cultures share
common mechanisms of identifying social status and hierarchy, native English speakers tend
to evaluate Chinese L2 learners’ request patterns as impolite, or at least less polite than their

own. In other words, Chinese L2 learners’ pragmatic competence is insufficient to the extent
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that communication with native English speakers becomes problematic. The author
maintains that such a turnout of his research bears important information about how different
societies, and even each member of these societies, conceptualizes and produces successful
requests in terms of politeness.

In the same line, Halenko & Jones (2011) account for the significance of teaching in
competently acquiring English for Academic Purposes (EAP) by Chinese students. The
study lies in the field of interlanguage pragmatics (ILP), investigating how effectively
students identify and produce the speech act of request in the academic setting. Comparison
of the results attests that, even though the learners have benefited from the process of
additional teaching, they show incapacity to retain those benefits. Likewise, Kuhi & Jadidi
(2012) maintain that the knowledge of politeness strategies by Iranian L2 learners when
requesting in English, places them at an advance level and provides them with a significant
repository of appropriate usages of the English language. They use indirect politeness
strategies more frequently, with a slight variation in terms of gender specification; male
participants exhibit higher rates of understanding politeness. However, when participants are
asked to evaluate the levels of politeness of requests, they manifest a significant lack of
communicative and pragmatic competence and, consequently, fail to rate them
appropriately. And even though for Allami & Boustani (2017) Iranian EFL learners
underperform when producing requests, apologies, and refusals, it is the evaluation of polite
speech act strategies that becomes problematic for Kuhi & Jadidi (2012).

Pragmatic competence in the target language, as presented in Chapter One, is the one
element of discussion in this project, whereas length of stay in the target country is the other.
The aim is to investigate how the latter affects the former with regard to not only language
production, but also comprehension. The importance of contact with the L2 language
community is highlighted by Bella (2011), who focuses on invitation refusals by L2 learners

of Greek. Her findings indicate that length of residence does not suffice to achieve pragmatic
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competence, but intensity of contact with the target community does. Relevantly, Bardovi-
Harlig & Bastos (2011) investigate the influence of length of stay in the production of
English conventional expressions by L2 learners. Both Bella (2011) and Bardovi-Harlig &
Bastos (2011) agree that length of residence is not a standalone factor regarding pragmatic
competence in the L2 setting. However, Lundell & Erman (2012) confirm that length of
residence in the target language community — English and French in that case — affects socio-
pragmatic awareness of the speakers when making requests, but not pragma-linguistic
awareness (for the difference between socio-pragmatics and pragma-linguistics, see 2.1.3).
Li (2014) explains that two different levels of proficiency, for instance intermediate and
advanced, are not directly related with the development of pragmatic awareness while
studying abroad.

Bardovi-Harlig (2013) maintains that there is still a substantial number of issues,
which have not sufficiently been addressed in L2 pragmatics research. She emphasises the
pivotal interrelation between teaching an L2 and pragmatic competence and highlights the
areas which she considers influential for research. The effect of environment is one of them

and the present study falls under this category, aiming to reinforce the field of pragmatics.

2.2.2 The Speech Act of Request in L2

The notion of politeness has been extensively examined in the L2 learning setting in a variety
of language combinations. Speech acts have provided suitable ground for investigation,
which covers a wide range of interpretations and adds important value to research. Blum-
Kulka & Olshtain’s (1984, p. 197) suggestion that speech acts are diversely realised in
context, according to ““(a) intracultural, situational variability; (b) cross-cultural variability;
(c) individual variability”, proves to be valid, considering the results of the CCSARP (1989)
coding scheme and its extensive use in interlanguage and cross-cultural pragmatics. They

armoured L2 research of requests with a valuable tool, namely the categorisation of request
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types according to the level of directness/indirectness involved in the communicative act.
Blum-Kulka et al.’s (1989) framework has received large acceptance by scholars, who
investigate politeness in requests (Van Mulken, 1996; Suh, 1999; Pinto, 2005; Pinto &
Raschio, 2007; Lin, 2009; Al-Marrani & Sazalie, 2010; Halenko & Jones, 2011; Lundell &
Erman, 2012; Economidou-Kogetsidis, 2013; Syahri, 2013; Khalib & Tayeh, 2014; Shareef,
Qyrio, & Ali, 2018, among many others) — or apologies, although not examined in the
current project.

Drawing on (in)directness, Pinto & Raschio (2007) explore the requestive patterns
of Spanish heritage speakers, native Mexican Spanish speakers, and native English speakers
in both Spanish and English. The results of their study confirm that heritage speakers’s
requestive competence bears noteworthy similarities with L2 English learners’ requestive
patters. They share similar levels of indirectness when performing requests, contrary to
Mexican Spanish native speakers, who favour directness. Al-Marrani & Sazalie (2010)
suggest that Yemeni EFL (English as a Foreign Language) learners produce more polite, that
is, indirect, requests in the target language when they have less P or D from the hearer. Their
research also confirms that conventionality in the requesters’ linguistic patterns is directly
related to higher P and D from the requestee. Indirectness and conventionality are not
primarily materialised in their native language. However, Economidou-Kogetsidis (2011)
analyses the email trails of Greek Cypriot non-native speakers of English to the British
members of their faculty. She confirms that the students manifest highly direct strategies of
requesting, with a significantly low use of downgraders, greetings, and appropriate to the
British context closings, all properties of language use that can potentially lead to
communication breakdowns with British native speakers. Nonetheless, Khalib & Tayeh’s
(2014) investigation of the strategies that Malay university students employ when
performing requests in English within the academic environment reveals different results.

The degree of directness or indirectness the informants employ in situations marked with P
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and D is determined through social conduct and positive transfer from L1 to L2. Therefore,
conventionally indirect requests are the most favoured in both Malay and English.

Gonzélez-Cruz (2014) is one of the scholars that adopts an analysis following
CCSARP framework, in combination with Brown & Levinson’s (1987) politeness
framework. Her aim is to examine what strategies Canarian Spanish students prefer when
they make requests in their native language on the one hand, and in a non-native language
(English) on the other. The results reveal that directness in the target language appears in
situations with high level of familiarity or social power from the speaker’s end, whereas
conventionally hearer-oriented indirectness is related to social distance.

The academic setting seems to provide solid grounds to examine requests,
directness/indirectness, politeness, and pragmatic competence in L2 performance. After all,
internationalisation in education is a noticeable tendency in present times. Tabatabaei &
Samiee (2013) investigate the relationship between Iranian EFL (English as a Foreign
Language) learners and native English speakers. Their target is to identify whether the
former transfer their pragmatic patterns, when they make requests in L2 (English), and if
there is any correlation between these patterns and those of the native speakers. Their results
invalidate their hypothesis that pragmatic transfer from Iranian L1 in English L2 occurs and
confirm that request patterns of Iranian EFL learners and native English do not correlate.
Drawing on this paradigm, it is interesting to evaluate the possible CLI from L1 to L2 in
other language pairs as well, which might produce different results.

The speech act of request in the L2 setting is also examined with the assistance of
other research tools, such as role plays (i.e. Taguchi, 2006; Lundell & Erman, 2012) and
corpora analysis (i.e. Lin, 2009; Terkourafi, 2011). The results of those studies are
interpreted variously, but most of them, which focus on politeness, make reference to Brown
& Levinson’s politeness framework (1987), or Blum-Kulka et al’s (1989)

directness/indirectness categorisation of requests (i.e. Le Pair, 1996; Schlund, 2014).
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Although Brown & Levinson (1987) have received severe criticism for their suggestion that
face wants are universal — from Blum-Kulka (1987) as well — there are still numerous
studies, which find their categorisation of negative and positive politeness valuable. And
even if most of the studies focusing on Chinese or Japanese cultures discard their theory,
there are others, which prove its value even in an Eastern culture setting (i.e. Chen, He, &

Hu, 2013).

2.2.3 Why Requests?
Sifianou’s (1992) work on how politeness is attested in England and Greece facilitates the
endeavour of the present study with its outcomes. There are structural and cultural
similarities and differences between the two languages and cultures, yet the differences are
most notably referred to with regard to the different levels of (in)directness of the speakers,
when performing the speech act of request; English native speakers prefer indirectness,
whereas Greek native speakers prefer directness. Sifianou (1992) relies on her findings to
highlight the cultural filters of Greek and English requestive patterns, maintaining that the
Greeks bear in-group-oriented cultural characteristics and, therefore, prefer positive
politeness, whereas the English show an out-group-oriented stance in interactions and resort
to negative politeness strategies of requesting. To supplement Sifianou’s (1992) original
findings, a corpus-based!! presentation of cases is deemed as appropriate to enhance the
examples presented below (Figures 2.5-2.26).

The most significant difference demonstrated by the two languages is the use of
imperatives. In English, imperatives are predominantly used to express command or
instruction, whereas in Greek, the mode is preferred widely in request interactions with

family, friends, or colleagues. Examples (12)—(14) show these interactions.

11 The corpus tool used to extract instances of L1 Greek requests is Sketch Engine (personal paid subscription).
The text corpus is OPUS2 and the subcorpus is OpenSubtitles2011 (transcripts of spoken language).
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(12)

Mom.SG.voC

Moy,

0Epe LoV

fetch.2sG.IMP  |.GEN

‘Mom, fetch me a pencil.’

(13)

Xenia.SG.voC

r

Zévio,

Bale T0

wear.2SG.IMP  the.SG.ACC.N

‘Xenia, wear your jacket.’

(14)

Send.2SG.IMP

Yteile

IMévvn.

John.SG.AcCC

TG avapOpPEG

the.PL.ACC.F

‘Send the reports to John.’

reports.PL.ACC.F

éva LOADPL.

a.SG.ACC.N  pencil.SG.ACC.N

UTOVPAV coV.

jacket.SG.ACC.N  your.SG.F

oTO

to.the.SG.ACC.M

EEETPEE Bade 1o pmougpdv cou ¥ Q) | = 0PUS2 Greek
Home : . -
Search I Query Béhe, to, proupdv, cou 15 (0.05 per million) €Y
Word list OpenSubtit... . Ta 8ahdoowoa, pulapdko. Ivyyvaun. EAa dw. Bdis to pmoupdy cou . & @rawg zoU, evtatzy Eyvw sipa o nAifog. - b2
Word sketch OpenSubtit... . Ta Baddoowoa, piapdko. Zuyyvepn. EAa 8w. BdAe to pmoupdy cou . Ae prag eol, evtaley Eyo sipal o nAibiog. - A
OpenSubtit... oto mdapt g adzprig tou. Qpaiol! MmA, Bdle to pmoupdy gou Tave TOU ... ... WOTE av MEPAGEL KOVEIQ va unv o
Thesaurus OpenSubtit... pz, Todphu. Bthw ki eyd va Tpayouddw xwpig Adyo. Bdlde to pnoupdy cou . Qedyoupz. Aev BEhw va mdw. Ixaivopa va
Sketch diff OpenSubtit... yia va ™ Bahw otov wolpvo pikpokupdTwy. - Bale to pmoupdy cou . - Kadd. Ba Baiw to nAiBo pmoupdy pou, Ba maps
Corpus info OpenSubtit... pz, Todphu. Bthw ki eyd va Tpayouddw xwpig Adyo. Bdlde to pnoupdy cou . Qedyoupz. Aev BEhw va mdw. Ixaivopa va
My jobs OpenSubtit... yia va ™ Baiw otov wolpvo pikpokupdrwy. - BaAs o pmoupdy cou . - Kald. Ba Baiew to nAiBw pmoupay pou, 8a maps
OpenSubtit... ps, Todphu. Bthw Kt eye va tpayouddw xwpig Adyo. Bdle to pnoupdy cou . Qedyoups. Aev 82w va mdw. Ixaivopm va
User guide (£ OpenSubtit... yia va ™ Baiw otov wolpvo pikpokupdrwy. - BaAs o pmoupdy cou . - Kald. Ba Baiew to nAiBw pmoupay pou, 8a maps
OpenSubtit... . - EBaviep! Ty xaumdpua; - Movpied, gedyoupz. Bale to pmouvgday cou . Xaipopar mou oag BAZnw, madid, ahld gedyaue.
Save OpenSubtit... . - EBénvrzp! T xaumdpua; - Modpizd, pedyoups. Bdale 1o pmoupdv cou . Xaipopal mou gag BAénw, maidid, aldd pedyaue.
Make subcorpus OpenSubtit... . - EBavtep! Ty xaumdpia; - Mwoupizh, @edyoups. Bdde to pmovpdy cou . Xaipopal mou oag BAZnw, maidid, alld peiyape.
View options OpenSubtit... . - EBénvrzp! T xaumdpua; - Modpizd, pedyoups. Bdale 1o pmoupdv cou . Xaipopal mou gag BAénw, maidid, aldd pedyaue.
KWIC OpenSubtit... ! - Ty gupBaivey; - Kheios ta napdBupa, puodel! Bdle to pmovpdy cou . Kpdra to khzwotd! Kahuwe to aipa Ti; ZzBaopdg
Sentence OpenSubtit... ey autdv. Aextd. - Kdve pou ma xdpn. - On Beq. Bdde to pmoupdy cou . Xaipopal va efumnpeta, yhoka, TéAaa, TéAaa
Sort
Left

Figure 2.5. Examples of Imperative as a Request in Greek
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There are cases, where the action that needs to be taken is obvious, therefore there is no need
for any structure whatsoever, as in Example (15), when a customer requests for a packet of

cigarettes.
(15) Eva TOKETO Kauel. (ellipsis)

a.SG.ACC.N  packet.SG.ACC.N Camel

‘A packet of Camel.’

SKETCH 3 : v v
&ENGiNE £va makéTo Totydpa Q, £ 0PUS? Greek

:::::h I Query éva, makéto, towyapa 180 (0.59 per million) €9
Word list First | Previous Page 2 of 9| Go | MNext | Last
Word sketch SETIMES2 =Kkel kovtd, " Byrka amé ta tagi yia va ayopdow £va makito towydpa Kal pa spnpepida. O mepumrepdg koitas o
T SETIMES2 Times oto Behypddy - 17/ 02/ 04 To 1992, éva makéto towydpa mwhovvrav 1. 000, 000. 000 dnvapia. [Avtpiyvia
Sketch diff SETIMES2 Toupkia dev slval tdoo edkohn doo To va Bydhsig éva makéto Toydpa and v Toémn sou . H Toupsia Eskivnos
i SETIMES2 modAncE TNV KOpN TNG Yia &va pmoukdaM Bétka kay £va makito towydpa ; Eva mpécBero sumddio sival To apBpe 44 tou
Corpus info SETIMES2 zkel kovtd. " Byrka amé ta tafi yia va ayopdow éva nakéto towydpa Kal pa zpnuepida. O mepumepdg koltalz o
My jobs SETIMES2 Times oto Bzhypdad - 17/ 02/ 04 To 1992, éva makito towydpa mwhovvtav 1. 000. 000. 000 dnvapia. [Avtpiyia
User guide [ SETIMES2 Toupkia dev slvan Téoo e0kodn dco To va Bydhsig éva makéto Towydpa and v Toimn sou . H Teupsia Sekivnos
SETIMES2 molAnos Y Kopn TAS Yia éva umoukdaM Bétka kal éva makéito towdpa ; Eva mpéobero sumddio zival To apBpo 44 tou
SETIMES2 kel kovtd. " Byrjka and ta tafi yia va ayopdow éva nokito toydpa kal pa epnpepida. O mepurtepd koitafe o
s SETIMES2 Times oto Bzhypddy - 17/ 02/ 04 To 1992, £va makito towydpa mwhovvtav 1. 000, 000. 000 dnvapia. [Avtpiyvia
M:ake sub.corpus SETIMES2 Toupkia dev elvan téo0 eikorn 6o To va Bydlag éva makéto Towydpa and v Toémn cou . H Toupsia Sexivnoe
View options SETIMES?  mouAnoz v képn Tne yia va pmoukdh Bétka kat éva makéto towydpa ; Fva npdcBero eyumédio sival to apBpo 44 Tou
A SETIMES2 =Kkei kovtd. " Byrjka amé ta tagi yia va ayopdow £va makito towydpa kal pua senpepida. O mepumtepdg koitafs o
SETEETTE SETIMES2 Times oto Beluypdady - 17/ 02/ 04 To 1992, éva makéto towydpa mwhovvray 1. 000, 000. 000 dnvapia. [Avtpiyvia
Sort SETIMES2 Toupkia dev elval oo evkohn doo 1o va Bydhag éva nokéto Towydpa and v woenn gou . H Toupsia Eexivioe
L_Eﬂ SETIMES2 TolAnGE TNV KOPN TNG Yia £va pmoukdah Bétka kot £va makito towydpa ; Eva mpécBero sumddio sival To dpBpo 44 tou
i SETIMES2 eKkel kovtd, " Byrka amé ta tagi yia va ayopdow éva makito towydpa Kal pua spnpepida, O mepumtepdg koitae o
LTiE SETIMES2 Times oto Behypdad - 17/ 02/ 04 To 1992, éva mokéto towydpa mwhovvray 1. 000, 000. 000 dnvapua. [Avtpiyia
References OpenSubtit... ' vilzhzg. KAYIIMA Na oag BonBriow, wipe; Hay, éva makito towydpa . Mnv kdveig wacapia, dev Ba ndBzig kaxd. Ldos
s Shulﬂ'le OpenSubtit... ' vilsAeg. KAYZIMA Na oag BonBriow, kipe; Hay, éva makéto towydpa . Mnv kavelg gacapia, dev Ba ndBeig kakd. Lioe
ample
Filt:r First | Previous Page 2 of 9| Go | Mext | Last
Sub-hits
1st hit in doc
o

Figure 2.6. Examples of Ellipsis as a Request in Greek

Considering that in Example (15) the speakers are potentially strangers; the structure would
have potentially been considered impolite in English. Nonetheless, it would have been
acceptable in an emergency situation, for instance calling for an ambulance.

Declaratives, although used in both languages, also bear differences in their usage.
For instance, I'd (would) like is a conventionalised way of requesting in English, expressing

will or desire (Sifianou, 1992). However, the equivalent requestive pattern in Greek is
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structured with the verb 6élw, which translates to ‘want’, and the future particle a, as in

Example (16).

(16)

FUT

Oa

nBelo.

want.1SG.IPRF

‘I’d like a ticket.’

éva,

a.5G.ACC.N

ELOLTHPIO.

ticket.SG.ACC.N

Eﬁg{ﬁg Ba fieda éva sicmipr ¥ Q g OPUSZ Greek
Home
Search I Query Ba, ABzha, Eva, ewotipe 13 (0.04 per million) 0
Word st OpenSubtit... mévew. Moala pz aipa. Opiotz; Oplotz; Opiots;
Word sketch Dpansuht!t... Toug kai Ba 'B'E’Ellm >'<ﬂl1IJCITE[ upvnr'zpu‘ Fsmfm:lq
OpenSubtit... Jou, 8e Bives Sexdpa mhiov, sviatey Aumdpar.
Thesaurus OpenSubtit... Bpadu =86 pixpl KATOWOE, Va KAVEL KATL Yia AUTS,
Sketch diff OpenSubtit... Bpddu =8c péxpl kAMOLOE, va KAVEL KATL yid autd,
Corpus info OpenSubtit... Bpddu edc, péxpl KAMOIOZ VA KAVEL KATL 1O AUTH,
My jobs OpenSubtit...  Bpadu =86 péxpt KATOWOE, Va KAVEL KATL YO AUTS,
OpenSubtit... To tpévo Mo 45 grdvel ot ypappr 2 oz névie Aemtd.
User guide (7 OpenSubtit... Bpddu =8c péxpl kAMOLOE, va KAVEL KATL yid autd,
OpenSubtit... , UEXpL KAMOWO va Kavel kaT yi' autd. Maa.
&= OpenSubtit... . Metdey; Mo ypryopa i ané tov qxo. Ynipoxa.
Make subcorpus OpenSubtit... . Netdey; Mo ypriyopa kL amé Tov fxo. Ymipoxa.
View options OpenSubtit... 2dikd y1a v kupia; Mdhota. ez oag,
KWIC
Sentence

Qa ffzha éva ziotriplo yia tn Nkdppa. Mkappa; Haw. Mkdpua Ma otryprd
Ba fBeda éva eiiTiplo yia 1o PaceABA Tou Apkavoac. ANTO MAZAXAZI

Ba iBeda éva sioipio yia Aovdivo napakahd. Mad, npéne va ndpw Ty

Ba 8sha éva ziotiple yia Kavada,
Qa ffsha éva ziotripo yia Kavada,
Ba fBeda éva eimipo yia Kavada,
Oa [8eAa £va siowipio ya Kavada,
Ba 8sha éva ziotiple yia Kavada,
Qa ffsha éva ziotripo yia Kavada,
Ba fBeda éva ewgitipo yia Kavada.

pE kapmiva f xwpic dzv nzipalz, bev
pz kapmiva fj xwpic zv nzipalal. bev
uE kapmiva R xwpig dev meypaler. Aev
uE kapmiva f xwpic dzv napalz, Aev
Ahunépra A Bavkoobep. Onidnmote

pz kapmiva fj xwpic zv nzipalal. bev
Alpnépra f BavkoOBep, dnolo pedyel

Ba [{BeAa £va sioitipio yia to NMapioy, xwpic emotpogpr. Eviatet. - Maps
Ba 8sha éva slotipe yia o Napioy, xwpig emotpopn. Evratz. - Maps
Ba fiBzAa dva ewonplo yia to Kopk, mapaxah. AxupdBnkz o Spopoldyio

Figure 2.7. Examples of Declarative Ga 7010 as a Request in Greek

Even though I'd like is considered direct in both English and Greek, it is perceived as more

formal in Greek than in English. The equivalent, less formal, format of the verb 6éiw ‘want’

in Greek is presented in Example (17).

(17)

want.1SG.PRS to

Oélw

Vo

I

Pow

eat.1SG.PRF

pE Mopia!

FM

‘I want to eat, [re: familiarity particle] Maria!’

Maria.voc
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SKETCH

82w va @dw

v Q= 0PUS2 Greek

ENGINE
Home : . .
Search Query Bhw, va, waw 311 (1 per million) 0
Word list Page |1 of 16| Go | Mext | Last
Word sketch OpenSubtit... KEPL ae o yia aydpl. Epxetar n acBavig. BEAw va @dw ddo =idn maywrol. Eipa oz avappwon. Av oz
Trzssris OpenSubtit... akdpa ed@ o mandg; Na kdvoupe SimAd yapo. dev Bedw va @dw xAwtowd Eava. AN olte va kdvw Buaotkd yapo.
Sketch diff OpenSubtit... pou kdavel kard. - Natpé. - Ox tapa, Pade’ ' BEhw va @dw kdr. - Exag emotpéws fdn 8o yzdpata. - N’
) OpenSubtit... maw! Qpa yua pdoa! Maoa! Qpa ya pdoa, K tivog! Az 2o va gdw . @2k va maw kel mépa kal va Toug phhow. A
Corpus info . TAIZE ME! To drouca oty mpaypanikétntal Gfh va waw | Exoups éva opdy @ito. Mewvdw! Ox. Mawvécs
My jobs . - Koita, 8z oz £xw dnAnmnpidoz! péxpl Topa. Ae BEdw va @dw tinota. Ba £xw pwpd. Mai, To pavrdstnka. - Eisat
User guide (' OpenSubtit... to AdBog. Mo sivan autr n omacTikh owovopog; BElw va pdo kam. Eivan apyd. Kowdrar. MoAd kahd autd. Na
OpenSubtit. .. srolpacto. hev Exoups moAdd va kavoups. MNpota, B2Ao va pdw kdn. Kan va pe kpatiozl oto dpopo. Mepika
OpenSubtit... mewacpévo 8. ‘Etol pou pidel cuvéxzia. - Aev BEdw va @dw . - Koita. Mapidzg tnyawitég, auyd Bpaotd ... -
SE OpenSubtit. .. mewvacpivo £80. Etol pou plasl cuvixeia. - Aev B2Aw va gdw . - Koita. Mapideg tnyavitée, avyd Bpaota ... -
M.ake sub.cx)rpus OpenSubtit... . To £evodoxeio edw, oepbipal kahég pnpldheg; Gehw va @dw Kan mpry @oyoups. Av sical oo tpedhig va
Ve EEATE OpenSubtit... . To Ezvodoxzio =8w, czpbipel kahég pnpldheg; BElw va wdw kam mpww guUyoups. Av sical Tdoo Tpehhog va
Kwic OpenSubtit... . To £zvodoxeio ebw, oephipa kahéc pnmdheg G2hw va @dw kAT Tow @Uyoups. Av sical oo Tpedhdc va
SElELes OpenSubtit... , @hAd évag Toug d=v fTav kakdg pdysipag. Az BEAw va @dw autd mou paysipewav, adkda Ba fBsha Aiyo vepd,
Sort OpenSubtit... » @AAd évag Toug dzv frav kaxdg pdyapac. Az B2Aw va pdw autd mow payeipeway, alAd Ba fBeda Aiyo vepd,
L’_E& ta idwa 6An tn pépa ... Mwbw koupaopévog ... Ae BEAw va @dw ... Mou kdmnke n 6peln ... Kupiwg étav nnyaive
R . Dzv svwwowm va Inmavedag. Mmopo va maw av 8w va gdw . Mnv avnouxzig, dzv mave. Eival kakd va pEvag
tris OpenSubtit... ;3 T givay autd mou Aéz n Suaicbnor cou mwg BAw va @dw amdwe; MnpiléAa kaw matdreg oto polupvo. AAAG
T OpenSubtit... 3 Tu givan autd mou Afzl n Swaiclnon cou mwg BEAw va pdw anows; Mnpi{dAa kal matdreg oto polpvo. AAAG
s Shulfﬂe OpenSubtit... EAa. ®dz to Bpadivé cou mpiv kpuwoel. lowg va pnv 82w va @dw . Evrdfean. Eixva to. AmAd Eéxva to. Meive
ample
Filtepr Page |1 of 16| Go | Mext | Last

Sub-hits

Figure 2.8. Examples of Declarative 0éiw va as a Request in Greek

A structure like the one in Example (17) is acceptable in Greek, but it is avoided in English

for being less polite (Sifianou, 1992).

Interrogatives, which are incorporated in both languages, also show qualitative

differences in usage. For instance, subjunctive in interrogative mode, which is the most

prominent difference between the two languages, is largely preferred in the Greek language,

as indicated in Example (18), but is non-functional in the English.

(18)

No. mapw 70 POpPEUC,
to take.1SG.PRF the.SG.ACC.N dress.SG.ACC.N your.SG.F?

‘Can I take [borrow] your dress?’ (modality-request)

oov, (subjunctive-request)
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SKETCH

H va mapw v OPUS2 Greek
ENGINE P Qs
Home
uery va, mdapw 21,193 (69.39 per million
p— I Query pw 21,193 (69.39 pe ) ©
Word list First | Previous Page |15 of 1,060 Go | Mext | Last
‘Word sketch OpenSubtit... . - Av Fev sipar mohd avaddlog ... ... eAmifw va mapw mTuxio oty yEwmovia. Mruxio; Mzwmovia; Eivan
Tz OpenSubtit. .. tpopzpd. Mol sival to mo kovowd mAZgwyo; Na ndpw tov matépa. To Gk pou sival, dsv undpxel Jovn.
Sketch diff OpenSubtit... ) Kaveliws; Tod eimape! MNpooéxeté v, Mdw va ndpw tov matépa tne. - Aev eideg kavévay pe Tik; -
OpenSubtit. .. Jacques. Ba n8zAa va o= mavtpeutw. Eipal ftolpn va mdpw To pioko. Eisal tpedn! Moy phdg yi autd. Mn
Corpus info OpenSubtit... . Mitzp - Hau pntépa; - Niyawe otov godpvapn. - Na mdpw v xqva; - Haw. Ty xival Moté dzv umfpie tétola
My jobs OpenSubtit...  BAdkag. " Eépeig, Ba pnopoloa va anaviriow xwpig va mdpw Ta xépla pou an ' 1a dikd cou. ' Exw 21 va to kdvouv
User guide (£ OpenSubtit... wal pa saddra. Evras, suxapiotm. Iixaca va ndpw pouotdpda. Autd frav to téhog. Opaia evtimwon
OpenSubtit... Mmpaouv. Amo dw mapakahs. - I euxapotw. Miops va mdpa To Kamido cag Kupls; - Mz cuyxwpsits; - Na mapw 1o
= OpenSubtit. .. va mdpw to kangho oag KOpE; - Me ouyxwpeits; - Na ndpw 1o kaného oag; Ox, kahitepa ... Towg Ba ... Me
ave OpenSubtit... , NtéiBwvr. 9€Aw va napadcow v Acondpdaln kaw va mépw To TPETO TPEVO MiGW yia Ty MOAN ... KAt va Sexdow
Make subcorpus . . . . N N .
) 3 OpenSubtit. .. . To padpo pzs toug Azukolg TpoxoUs. - Mdw va mdpw Tnv Todvia pou. - MoAd kakd, dzomoivig. Ko,
View options OpenSubtit. .. . ‘Orav auth ... Mec To orov dikaoth, untépa. - Na ndpw v ecdpma ocag; - Nai, mapaxaa. - H anédzign. -
KWIC . . - : . . - A . .
OpenSubtit... . - Itnv puhakn; T éyve; - bev Eépw. Mou zimay va mdpw tov Siknydpo. bev Tov evpioxa. dev Bupdpouy To
Sentence = g 9 o 2 5 = = 5 P
OpenSubtit... va acknBuw neploodTEpo. - To eAmilw. Ba Abzda va ndpw umotpogpia yia To wdzio Twv kabnynrav. Motelw
T OpenSubtit. .. . Euxapiotwg ayannm pou. Lp. Moudroov, pmope va mape £0ag kal Tov ko Xévpt pali; Oxi, suxapiote mohd,
:':f:.t OpenSubtit. .. wpa kanoag tpaywdiag. Nay, xa dev mpdkera vo mdpw kapia kahn avaupvnen padi pou oto Aovdivo, adplo
£l OpenSubtit... yia dMdov éva; - BéBana, k. Mkéityouvt. Enpene va mdpw pa todvra ... Av uTdpxel kam mou Sev ' apécel
OpenSubtit... KaAnvixta, k. Mmapthet. Mdotepg, Ba £pbw adplo va mdpw Tnv emrayn. Eipal ciyoupog mwg dzv mepipeveg
penSubtit. .. , BAdka. Eipaw pali touw. Eha, ‘Evn. Mdw va népm to maktd pou. Exag &iko, Ndvapa. bz Ba
Shuffle = - = = 2 o C— 2 o c
5 - OpenSubtit... Towag sfamiag g Tpaywdiag cag. Azv pmopw va Tapw Miow 6oa utopipats ... aAd oag ekMmapa, ag
ampl
Filter First | Previous Page [15 of 1,060 | Go | Mext | Last
Sub-hits
1st hit in doc

Figure 9. Examples of Requestive Subjunctive as a Request in Greek

Present indicative in interrogative mode is closely related with the former structure, in the

sense that Greek speakers resort to it more often than any other structure in order to make a

request (Sifianou, 1992), as shown in Examples (19) and (20), whereas English speakers do

not at all, as the structure does not constitute a request in English.

(19) Mov maveg ™mv epnuepioa; (interrogative-request)

I.GEN catch.2SG.PRS the.SG.ACC.F  newspaper.SG.ACC.F?

‘Do you catch [give] me the newspaper?’ (interrogative-not a request)

(20) Moo diverg Alyn ookoldra; (interrogative-request)

|.GEN give.2SG.PRS a.little.SG.ACC.F  chocolate.SG.ACC.F?

‘Do you give me a little chocolate?’ (interrogative-not a request)
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SKETCH pou divaig v epnuzp ¥ Q £ 0PUS2 Greek

ENGINE
Home
Search Query pou, divaig, v, epnuepida 2 (0.01 per million) €)
Word list OpenSubtit... , o Greatful Dead, on Who. Axdpa ki o Htihav; Mou Sivewg tnv epnuepida ; ' Oha avtdea, ' Ehot; * Mg, Ba pz cuvdécaig pe
Word sketch OpenSubtit... , o. Greatful Dead, on Who. Axdpa ki o Htihav; Mov Sivewg tnv epnuepida ; ' Oda evtdte, ' Ehot; * Mg, 8a pz cuvdéczig pe
Thesaurus
Sketch diff
Corpus info

Figure 2.10. Examples of Present Indicative in Interrogative as a Request in Greek

Modal verbs are preferred by both English and Greek speakers in interrogative. The two
languages share the modal verb can ‘pumop®’, but modal verb may is not developed in Greek;
instead, umwopa ‘can’ covers the meaning of may. Examples (21) and (22) show the similarity

and the difference in the two languages.

(21) Mnopa Vo, 0OVELTTHD 70 Pifrio; (formal)
can.1SG.PRS to borrow.1SG.PRF the.SG.ACC.N book.SG.ACC.N?
‘Can I borrow the book?” (informal)

(22) Mmnopa va {ntiiow évo, oaveto,; (formal)
can.1SG.PRS to ask.1SG.PRF a.SG.ACC.N  loan.SG.ACC.N?

‘May I ask for a loan?’ (formal)
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SKETCH

H Top Va v OPUS? Greek
ENGINE  MTP QE
Home
Search I Query pmopa, va 201,120 (658.54 per million) €)
Word list First | Previous Page 552 of 10,056 | Go | Mext | Last
Word sketch OpenSubtit... xoupaywo 28w péoa. AN umdpxouy moAAd, mou Sev pTMopw va motEwe 1 va katahdbw. O Xpotéc sivar pioa cou,
Tress s OpenSubtit. ... Lwéc nadiov. Av sicte amogacicugyvn, dev PTopa va 0ag oTAPATOcW -.. akhd Ba mpénel va agpriceTe mow
Sketch diff OpenSubtit... autd; Azv Ba to éAzya. Eival ta Sziypara pou. Mmopw va to dw autd, cepipn; EEmpenka Azio. - Hrav o
. OpenSubtit... . - Nay, Zyy. O Tébig Ba o= analabz onig 4: 00. Mmopw va 1o yepiow autd; Nai. Mpoxopa. Maps to vepd cou
Corpus info OpenSubtit. ... a1t Ba cupbei autd ... apyd [ yprivopa. dev pmopa va o kivAow. Fha, Bivi. Azg av pmopeig va
My jobs OpenSubtit... . Mmopotpz va Eavapxicoups; - Mg dnkadn; - Mmopw va okeptw apketols .. - ' oz va Azine ... Etou ki
User guide (&' OpenSubtit... pmopsl va otsika oxenikd apfpo. - Movo autd pmopo va kdvw, - Meyahwvealg yia va yivelg ki o0 oav Tov
OpenSubtit. ... . - Amé * Bos. Impexre! Oma .. B sipaote. Aev pmopam va dw kaBapd otdv mayo. Eival apxketd ya va va
OpenSubtit... - MikpéBia aviknra watpikas. - Euxapiota. - Aev pmopad va cuppovicw, Ap. Toedmpav. - Dotz ki ey, Kal kdn
Save o E o o z o 2 . F=yo—- % o = -
OpenSubtit... Oxt 007z Y1 ' aotzio ... - Kamtaw .. - Nai Aoxia; - Mmopw va oag "8 pd otypn kopie; - Quowkd. Ti cupbaivel
Make subcorpus 0 . .. . - . . . . A . e
penSubtit. .. . Té dyxocg graizl. - Koitage exei mépa kamraw! Muopm via ' xw va Jzuydpy Kalitepa va mdpe spzsic ddxtwp.
View options 0 . L . . . . . . R
penSubtit... . - Mowdg zivar o nzkTpoAdyog cag; - Eyw, pmopa va BonBriow. - Mnopzig va enépbeig otriv
OpenSubtit... 3 - Ma mapoups pia guokzun and kab: dwpdno. - Mmopw va BonBriow. - Mak Ba sipacte otdév aclpparo. - Trav
Sentence 0 o = E— = g s c c 2 g g 5
penSubtit. .. I - ®épe Tig poppsg nTrionc. - Kankav. Ba dw ti pnopm va owow. - Kpépacs o tév petacxnpanctr. - Yopo
Sort 0 . . . . . P . . P . . . .
P penSubtit... o acUpuaros. - Ok. Yndpxa Adyog tapa nod Szv pnopw va oteidw ¢ dpbpo pou; - Ba ndpel kava mevtdiznto.
) OpenSubtit... . - Mzwa xapa! - Mewa. Exag mow va peivelg; Mmopwm va oou mpoteiv kan fouxo. - H ypappatéag pou
RiEhE OpenSubtit. ... va Toug mElg om sixeg pavtefiod; F2paig 6T dev pmopad v Toug Tw yia oéva. Eipacte oz Suokohn Béon. Nay,
Node 0 o : c o c o o - o
penSubtit... kAaig oz mapakahw. George, zival anaico. Azv pnopw va oro mw. - T gupBaivel; - @obdpa Téoo moAd.
OpenSubtit... noAhd mapTu kKol xopol Kal 6Ad autd Ta wpaia. Mmopw va putiow Towog gival auteg; Av dzv frav kopn pou,
Shuffle o - 2 : o 2 o o . C q o o
: . OpenSubtit. ... zival umépoxo. - Eival umépoxo érav zicm £8m. Mmopm va oz 8w, va 6 ' ayyifw. Na oz kpatiow mhdl pou. Tu
ample
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Figure 2.11. Examples of the Modal verb umopc in Greek Requests

Example (21) indicates a conventional way of requesting in English in an informal setting,
however the equivalent structure in Greek is used in more formal situations, like in Example
(22) with may. In Examples (23a) and (23b) below, formality in English is also achieved
with the past-tense modal could, though the equivalent structure in Greek is non-functional

in interrogative, but only in declarative.

(23a) *Mmropovoeg v’'avoileig 70 ropdBvpo; (interrogative)

*can.2SG.IPRF to open.2SG.PRF  the.SG.ACC.N  window.SG.ACC.N?

‘Could you open the window?” (interrogative)

(23b) Oa v’ avoileig 70 rapdBopo, (declarative)

UTOPODGES
FUT  can.2SG.IPRF to open.2SG.PRF the.SG.ACC.N window.SG.ACC.N?

**You could open the window?’ (declarative)
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SKETCH Ba umopoioa v OPUSZ Greek
ENGINE Ko QE
Home
uery Ba, pmopodca 20,233 (66.25 per million
pe— Query Ba, pmop ( P ) O
Word list First | Previous Page 500 of 1,012| Go | Mext | Last
‘Word sketch OpenSubtit... 6T £xw auth Tnv ewtoypapia; Zxéwou to. Nwe Ba propoldca va ffzpa ektdg kal av pou o Eheye =kebwn? H
e s OpenSubtit. .. 3 To £kaveg; O, ox, Bzv Ba to fxava. Aev Ba pmopovca . EAmifw mwg dzv to éwava. Eipat Eimnog; 8w va
Sketch diff OpenSubtit... uAasr ... Nati o1 kol pou véudav om dev Ba pmopodoa va TAVIPEUTE PE TO KOUTGO pou modL. AMAG Tov
: OpenSubtit... E xw wwworei Y autiv Mropa va cou daveicw autry. Ba pmopolca va gou T daveicw ... av v ffshsg vwpitepa.
Corpus info OpenSubtit... woviotel P autriv. Mmopa va cou daveicw autr. Ba ymopoldoa va cou T daveise ... av v fBsheg vepitepa.
My jobs OpenSubtit... . Av fueuv éEumvn, Ba to £éBAsma oav sukaipia. - Ga pmopolca , Epsig. - Ti Ba pmopoussg; - Ha oz Bonbrow. - Eal
User guide (4 OpenSubtit... XpioTouysvwidTika xwpic Azptd, Dennis. Ba pmopoloa va cipo omitt va nepdcw Ta Xpiotodysvwa Pe Ta
OpenSubtit...  Av fuouv éumrvn, autd Ba to éBAema cav eukapia. Ba pmopoica , Eépaig ... Ma o Benbricw ... Av ixeg autr ™
OpenSubtit...  Av quouv éEumvn, autd 8a to éBAzma cav evkapia. Ga pmopoloa , Epaig ... Ma oz Bendrow ... Av gixeg aut tn
i OpenSubtit...  Av fuouv éumrvn, autd Ba to éBAema cav eukapia. Ba pmopoica , Eépaig ... Ma o Benbricw ... Av ixeg autr ™
.M:ake sub.oorpus OpenSubtit... &mpsne va Apaots padi; {0, B pou! Lzv vopilw éon Ba propolca va 1o kKavw padl oou. Lev mewpalesl (O, Oz pou! dev
View options OpenSubtit... ; BéAzic akdpa acmipivn; Ao ' pou To xépt gou. Ba pmopolcd va of okoTwow av TAncialzg moAd. MAmwe BEaig
OpenSubtit... . Zou zina va to agriosic. Eépw 1 pou simeg aldd Ba pmopoloa va sixa okotwbzi. Narti 8z voualsoa yi ' autd; -
Sentence OpenSubtit... ; Mdpoad, mpochapBdvouv oro vopko tpApa. Ba pmopodoa va gov Bpw kama dovAad. Mmndpvy, o Mapoah dev
T OpenSubtit... }. Adavonto! Kahd, ta Aépz. Aomdy, dev Ba pmopodoa va peive edw; Ba to " Bzha, arhd slpa oTevaxwpa,
Left 0 o o o : 0 P - o o o
) penSubtit... oou, Tevt. - Mewvag kabohou; - Now to vonpa; Ba pmopodoa va pdow Aiyo gaynto. AnAd Ba pe aphoe K1 autd.
Sl OpenSubtit. .. - Empéhaia A. B 5. U. team - www. apsubs. com Ba pmopoloa va éxom Aiyo vepd; - Tt va toug meite; - Bz pou!
T OpenSubtit... Apyevtwvr. - Eou dev Béhaig va Jriozig ekel. - Ba pmopovoa va {iow otnv Apyavtv. Oxi, dev Ba pmopoloeg.
OpenSubtit. .. omoudnmote ... ... kan sAmidw va to kavel. Ki eyey Ba pmopolca va sipal omoudninote wg apxitékTovag. Ymdpxouy
Shuffle . . . . . . . . . -
s - OpenSubtit... v eikdva ohdkAnpng e moAng. Eyw Ba propolca va oxedidow KATL GavracTiks. AvtiBitwe,
amp!
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Figure 2.12. Examples of Declarative o umopovoo as a Request in Greek

Will, which manifests informality in English, and would, which manifests formality, translate

to the future particle ‘0a’ in Greek (Sifianou, 1992), which is restricted only with future tense

in its use and indicates an informal way of requesting. Examples (24) and (25) capture the

differences.

(24)

@:

ovoileic 70

o péva; (informal)

FUT o0pen.2SG.PRF the.SG.ACC.N window.SG.ACC.N for |.SG.ACC?

‘Will you open the window for me?” (informal)

Page | 56



SKETCH Ba avoiteig v Q= 0PUS2 Greek

ENGINE
Home
Search I Query Ba, avoifeig 246 (0.81 per million) €
Word list Page |1 of 13| Go | Mext | Last
‘Word sketch OpenSubtit... om Ba pou avoifzig dtav emotpéww; Opictz. Ba avoifzig pdvog cou. Eioa évag dyyzhog. dez pelyw, dev
Thesaurus OpenSubtit... amd to nédi cou ... Ba umoxwpricag, katdhabeg; Ba avoifzig To doxnuo otépa cou kat Ba pepbeig cav avlpwmvo
Sketch diff OpenSubtit. .. ' apéoouwv: Opiote. Mdva pou! NMikAzg! Ty kavelg; Ba avoifeig payali; "Ox. Eival avapvnotd. Todpma.
i OpenSubtit... . - Apkouddk cival. Exzl xdoe to cxipa tou. Az Ba avoifeic to Sikd pou; Autd sivan to Swpo pou. - Opaio
Corpus info OpenSubtit...  pe To omele avripeTwmilw Tov KGGPO, pwpd pou. Ba avoilzlc TIC KoupTiveg, of Tapakalw; Yndpxel kATl ekel
My jobs OpenSubtit... Tig mopteg, pe Ta owhkd pou. Mdvo pa mopra Ba avoifzig : Tnv mopta tov autokwritou pou. Ba pe Eunvdg o
User guide (4 OpenSubtit... m kAedapétpuna. - Ecl eioar; - Hal. - Ba avoifelg ; - Nay, éva Aentd. dev Eépeaig 611 eivar ayévewa
OpenSubtit. .. m kA=dapétpuna. - Ecl eicar; - Hal. - Ba avoifzig ; - Nay, £va Azntd. dev Epeaig 611 sivar ayéveaa
OpenSubtit... - Ba phfczwg otov prapmd; - Eivar andd, Tpéior. Ba avoifzic tnv mopta kal Ba maig: ™ ' kou, pnapmd, B2ho va
s OpenSubtit... ; Opaia, mpotog eou. EEpaig T Aéal 2dm; Ba avoifelc spyooTdoio pe Koupmd. Ba tpehabeic ko Ba pag
M.ake sub.oorpus OpenSubtit... » Twpa pe pia Tughn. Av cuvexiozlg £tol, Ba avoifslg voookopzio. EoU eioal o TupAdg! Eivar ftowa; -
e EETs OpenSubtit... ya kovoipbeg. AmAd BeBawoou én1 dev Ba avoifzig pua kovoipba pz okoulikia. To éxoups ridn kKdvel
SEE OpenSubtit... . Az B&hw v' akovow timota! Ag, dvoufs v néptal Ba avoifzig tnv mépta; INkwcé ! O Ag sivar popnat! MNapte
ST OpenSubtit... . Az BEhw v' akovow timota! Ag, dvoufs tnv mépta! Ba avoifzig tnv mopta; Ikwcé ! O Ag sivar popmnat! Mapts
So::teﬂ OpenSubtit... . &z BEAw v akovow timota! Ag, dvouts Tnv méptal Ba avoifzic tnv mopta; Ifkwoé ! O Ag sivar popnat! MNapte
i OpenSubtit... . As B2hw v' akovow Timota! Ag, dvoufs v mopta! Qa avoifzic tnv mopta; Ikwcé ! O Ag sivan popnot! Mapte
RLENE OpenSubtit... . Az B2hw v' akovow timota! Ag, dvoufs v népral Ba avoifzig tnv mopta; Inkweoé ! O Ag sivar popnat! MNapte
. OpenSubtit... =£fynon ya ha autd. Az B2Aw v akodow timota! Ba avoifelg tnv mopta; Ag, avorls v mépral ZAkwoé ! O Ag
S OpenSubtit. .. oou. MNapkep, Adpmzpt ... * voilz v mopta. Ba avoifelg tnv mépta; ' @noé pz va nepdow. Ti oto kKakd KAvELg
= Bl 1 OpenSubtit... zEfynon ya éha autd. Az B2Aw v akolow timota! Ba avoifzic tnv mopta; Ag, averfs v mopral FAkwoé ! O Ag
ample
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Figure 2.13. Examples of particle da+future(will) as a Request in Greek
r r r .
(25 ©oa  pov  odaverleg UEPLKD, Jegtd,; (informal)
3 >
Would you lend me some money?’ (formal)
SKETCH Ba pou Sdvele v OPUS2 Greek
ENGIiNE b G QS
Home
Search I Query Ba, pou, daveifeg 4 (0.01 per million) 0
Word list OpenSubtit... "xw fzxdozl! - "Exw efaynotel! - AMnAotal - Ga pou ddvalzg To autokivntd cou; - Na va perapépeig ta E0Aa;
Word sketch OpenSubtit... yehoio. Narti dzv pou Iitnoeg va cou Saveiow; - Ga pou ddvalzg Aeptd - Puoikd ... 2av dzv ixa ndpzl pTAVIO OTO
OpenSubtit... yehoio. Narti dzv pou Intnoeg va cou Saveiow; - Ga pou ddvalzg heptd - Puoikad ... 2@v dzv eixa ndpzl pndvio oo
Thesaurus OpenSubtit... xwpic mpoaidonoinon, Ba pe ywwpilel. Kahwe. Ga pov ddvalzg To autokivntd cou; To Todptlep zival Alyo
Sketch diff
Corpus info

Figure 2.14. Examples of particle fa+future(would) as a Request in Greek

Negation, which is a highly indirect way of requesting in English, usually followed
by question tags, is barely attested in Greek request patterns (Sifianou, 1992). Greek
speakers use negatives to express ‘“‘corrective intention”, “stop the performance of an action”,
or show sympathy (Sifianou, 1992, p. 146), whereas English speakers resort to negation to
exhibit high levels of politeness and redress. Examples (26)—(29) show the differences.
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(26) Myv rmaileig e 70 onipto!
NEG play.2SG.PRS with  the.PL.ACC.N matches.PL.ACC.N
‘Don’t play with the matches!
(27) Myv oavoileig 70 owpa.
NEG 0pen.2SG.PRF the.SG.ACC.N presents.PL.ACC.N
‘Don’t open the presents.’
(28) Mnv  Klag pE Kopitol UHov...
NEG Cry.2SGPRS FM  girl.sSG.vOC  mine.sG
‘Don’t cry [re: familiarity particle] my girl...’
(29) 4e Oo. uov  oaveileg Aegta, &, (not a request)
NEG FUT L.GEN lend.2SG.IPRF money.NSG.ACC.N eh?

You wouldn’t lend me money, would you? (request)

SKETCH
1 nv KAau v OPUSZ Greek
ENGINE " < Qe
Home
Search I Query pnv, kA 1,218 (4 per million) €
Word list Page |1 of 61| Go | Mext | Last
Word sketch OpenSubtit...  EcU pdvo 1o dnhntripwo flckeg. Azv fptarysg =oU. Mnv khaig , Xave. Eda kovtd pou, aydmn pou. Mnv khaig. Myv
Tresrris OpenSubtit... =o0. Mnv khawg, Xavg. EAa kovtd pou, aydnn pou. Mnv khaig . Mnv khawg, Xavg. EAa, ctapdra. I ayam. Téhog
Sketch diff OpenSubtit... » Xavg. Eha kovrd pou, aydmn pou. Mnwv khawg. My khag , Xavg. EAa, orapdra. ' ayand. Téhog Greek
OpenSubtit... ! Mnyawre kaw geps v actuvopld. Ze napakahw, pnv khaig twpd. Evrata svan. Iz mapakaiw pn. Ikace! EAa
Corpus info OpenSubtit... . Euyyvapn, ExeTe kATl OTo cakdKi oacg. - Ayamn, pnv khaig oz mapakaie. - Tépp! Eivan @oBepd, to Sépw,
My jobs OpenSubtit... . Zuyyvepn, £XETe KATL OTO GaxdKl oag. - Ayamn, pnv khaic o mapakaio. - Topm! Eivar goBepd, to Eépu,
User guide (& OpenSubtit...  tpopzpd. Ti Ba kavoups; Ow twpa, ayamnti pou. Moy khaig . Mz ouyxwpzic. Ag npepnooups. Ag pzivoups
OpenSubtit... gov. - Nay, kupia. - Ty; Oxi, kupia. ‘EAa pawpd pou, pnv khaig . Maipn, pnv toug aprigaig. Lz napakalo, pny
OpenSubtit... . lowg pou ' onays ka to mod. Mikpd pou wapdky, pny Khaig , pnv KAQg Mikpo pou wapdky, pny kAhaig, pny
e OpenSubtit... ' omaye ko to mod, Mikpd pou wapdky, pny khaig, pny khaig MKpd pou wapdky, pnv kAaig, pnv khawg Kamots o
.Mzake sub.mrpus OpenSubtit...  wapdki, pnv Khaig, unv kKhawg Mikpd pou wapdkl, pnv kKhalg , unv khag Kamote o Ntox éynes pmokdta Ko ta
eejcotion OpenSubtit... khaig, pnv kKhaig Mikpd pou wapdky, pnv khaig, pnv khaig Kamote o Nrok éwnoe pmoxdra Kol ta métage Ka
KWIC N . . - - A . P -
= OpenSubtit... £va wdpt tn Bapka dzv mAnsiacs Mikpd pou wapdel, unv KAGLC , pnv KA@g Mikpd pou wapdkl, pnv khaig, pny
= entence OpenSubtit... Bapka dev mAnciacs Mikpd pou wapdkl, pnv khaig, unv khaic Mkpd pou wapdkl, pny kA, pnv khag To Adxavo
ort OpenSubtit... wapdkl, unv kAaig, pnv khaig Mikpd pou wapdkl, pny kAaig , pny kAmg To Adxavo eims oto wapt pe peydio vadl
. OpenSubtit. .. KAQIg, unv khawg Mikpd pou wapdkl, pny Khaig, unv kAo To Aaxavo iz oto wapt pe peyaio vad Eyo sipm
2 OpenSubtit. .. Ki soéva oz tpweal To papall Mikpd pou wapdkt, pnv khaig , unv khmg Mikpd pou wapdky, pnv khaig, pnv
OpenSubtit... &z pweal o papadl Mkpd pou wapdky, pnv khaig, pnv khaig Muspd pou wapdki, pnv khaig, pnv khag - Mowog
OpenSubtit. .. wapdky, pnv khawg, pnv khag Mikpd pou wapdiy, pnv khaig , pnv khaig - Mowg givar kzy - By, To eayntd
Shuffle o 3 o . = B o 0
5 : OpenSubtit... kAalg, unv khaig Mikpéd pou wapdky, pnv khawg, pnv khaig - Mowg siva ke - Eycd. To @ayntd frav anaico.
ample
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Figure 2.15. Examples of Negation in Greek (Not as a Request)
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With regard to request modification, both Greek and English speakers resort to

techniques in order to mitigate or enhance their requests. Openers, which modify a request

internally, are much more conventionalised in requests in English than in Greek (Sifianou,

1992), so a request materialised as in Example (30) would be frequently used in English, but

not in Greek.

(30)

Yropyer TEpinTon vo.  Uov KOVEIS
exist.3SG.PRS chance.SG.NOM.F  to I.GEN make.2SG.PRF
éva oaVTOVITS,

a.SG.ACC.N  sandwich.SG.ACC.N?

‘Is there any chance you could make me a sandwich?’

SKETCH UTIApXEL TEPIMTWO v
H n ve OPUS2 Greek
ENGINE - Qs
Home
uery umdpxel, nepintwon, va 2,324 (7.61 per million
— I Query undp: P n (7.61 pe ) @
Word list First | Previous Page 20 of 117 | Go | Mext | Last
Word sketch OpenSubtit... pe, o katdhabBa. Ox, autd ival kan mou dev umdpxel mepintweon va EEpaig. Eival popmor. Popmét; Mimwg frav o Tevt
Tre—i OpenSubtit... , ouvousia, ouBpéha - T eivan autd; Aev undpxel mepintweon va pe Bupdoa va Aéw autég Tig AéEaig. " vTe
Sketch diff OpenSubtit... to Zxaveg autd; Autr elval Savewkr d0vapn. bev UTEPXEL MEPIMT@ON va ' val ApKeTd wxupr yia va ... Eipal 28w yia va oz
OpenSubtit... Ba pnopolcs; - Ba mpine va cuvavinBolpe. Yndpxer nepintwon va BAénouy pa Sagpopenkn nheupd mg. OK. Ito
Corpus info OpenSubtit... Az 827w va oz pobicw kal otz Ba ox Mécw, aAd dzv UTIGPXEl TEPITTWGN va T NApaTAGH VATl owe 3z BydAz mouBavd. v
My jobs OpenSubtit... VO UTIAIpXEL KATL TIou pmopeite va kavete, AMNAG dev umdpxel mepintwen va ndpete ... Ha mapete autd. AAMG pmopo va
User guide (7 OpenSubtit... , ouvouoia, ouBpéha - T elvan autd; fev undpxer nepintwon va pe Bupdoa va Aéw autig g Aéfaig. " vie
OpenSubtit... nhpa. - Autd sival; - Kahd Ba kdave va eival. dzv undpxel mepintwon va favapma kel péoa. Autd to mpaypa {éxver. - Qike
s OpenSubtit... pépn omou pmopeig va Bpelg TGN papwoudva. ey UTIPXEL MEPITTWEN va sival cupmTwon. MNeg pag mou civan Ta Trwparta. de
ave OpenSubtit... and 8w, - Oxi! Mmopsl va pag avayvwpioe! fAev undpxer mepintwen va peivel Jwvtavr. Eina mwg frav duvarty otnv
Make subcorpus . A - . B .
OpenSubtit... EkmAngn. Asv pmopw va gou Tw, Iwotd, pwpd. by undpxel mepintwen va gou dwow pa d2a. Ntpomn coul Movik, pnv ta Azg
View options - - - - - - - - - = -
e OpenSubtit...  ZkmAnEn. Jev pmopd va cou mw. Zwotd, pwpd. bev undpxel Tepintwen va gou daow wa dea. Nrpomd cou! Movik, unv ta Aeg
OpenSubtit... mBavdTnTEg va yivw nBomowde otn N, Yopxn. Ekel undpxer mepintweon va naifw os xpiotiavikh canowvémzpa.
Sentence o o : 2 2 2 2 a . . P o
OpenSubtit... MNarti; &z ¢ apioouy o cahdreg mou kavouy skel; Yndpxe: nepintwon va pnv slpm 28w to kahokaipt. ' Lowg xpeaote] va
S OpenSubtit... mBaveTrTEC v yives nBomaide ot . Yopxr. Ekzi umdpxel TEpimT@on va Taifo OF XpIOTIOVIKY GaTOUVATERa.
Left OpenSubtit... 8. - Bz¢ va vilveom £tol; - Efpaig TL evvow. Yndpxel nepintwon va punv emduwkel to oeg; 'Ox1, enadn eival mépvn. -
Right N . . . . . B ' . . . B
OpenSubtit... kar v MeveABavia, Bprike tov Adpu Moup. - Yndpxer nepintwoen va ' xeL akdpa to 6mio; - Mg, olyoupa Ba Bpioketa
= OpenSubtit... 16 AuyoloTou, éva xpdvo mepimou amd oApEpd ... UTIAPXEL MEPITTWGN va Exoups oUYKpouoT. Toug oxTe TeAeutaious pAveg
OpenSubtit... .7 Z ' euxapwotey, HB Movitpay *. MaAAov dev undpxer mepintwen va pouw dwoslg To TNAégpuwvo cou, £tol; Autd Ba mpénel
Shuffle o 5 o z E 2 2 = St -
s . OpenSubtit... . Mmopzic. - Tawa. - Fawa, xapnxa mou népaceg. Yndpxel nepintwon va £pbaig pali pov; Dxi, qutd elvar To owin pou
ample
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Figure 2.16. Examples of Yrdapyer nepinrwon va as an Opener in Greek Requests

Is there any chance, which is literally translated in Greek to ‘vmdpyet mepintmwon’, is not

conventionalised and is preferred only in high imposing situations in Greek. Preparing a

sandwich for a family member or a friend is a minimal task in the Greek culture, which does
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not require such an elaborate and indirect way of requesting; it is almost rude to assume that
one is not happy to prepare any meal for their peers (Sifianou, 1992). However, if the
imposition of the request is high, as in Example (29), then vzdpyet nepintwon ‘is there any
chance?’ can be used as an opener.

Hedging is also employed in both languages, but in different frequency and format.
“Greek is morphologically a very rich language, both inflectionally and derivationally”
(Sifianou, 1992, p. 165), allowing for highly creative ways to modify a request. Diminutives
constitute the most frequent request-softening device for the Greek speakers, whereas
English speakers rarely resort to this technique. Instead, they prefer tag questions, which

Greek speakers do not favour in their L1. Examples (31) and (32) describe these tendencies.

(31) Oa paleg VIouoTovia 010 advrovrrg; (diminutive)
FUT  put.2SG.PRF tomato.DIM in.the.SG.ACC.N sandwich

‘Will you put [a] small tomato in the sandwich?’

Eﬁg{ﬁg Béhw aykaditoa v QS 0PUS2 Greek
Home
Search I Query B2Aw, aykahitoa 18 (0.06 per million) O
Word list OpenSubtit...  Ba ta favanolye. Autd n oklda To' xel mapakdvel. Bélw ayxaditoa . Ixeddv tehawcape. - I' anaoxohei kdn; - Oxy,
Word sketch OpenSubtit... unv éxaig! ' Exw! ' Eva yia kdBz nepintwon: Otav 8iAw aykahitoo , dyplo ozk, km évav otav BEAw va dw kanolov
OpenSubtit... marte; Az vibe ta SaxTuAd pou. fesv £xw dxtuda! BEdw ayxkaditoa ! Elvar moMi wpaio! Napa modd wpaio! - Tu slvay; -
Thesaurus OpenSubtit... mdrte; dz viwbw ta Shoudd pou. dev £xw doxtuia! @A aykaditoa ! Eival mohd wpaio! Mapa mod wpaio! - Tuelvay; -
Sketch diff OpenSubtit... marte; Az viBe ta SaxTuAd pou. Aesv £xw ddxtuda! Bélw ayxaditoa ! Elvar mohd wpaie! Napa modd wpaio! - Tu givay; -
Corpus info OpenSubtit... warg; Az vobw a daxtuAd pou. Aev Exw ddxtudal Gélw aykoditoa ! Eivan moMi wpaio! MNapa modv wpaio! - T sivay; -
My jobs OpenSubtit... mare; Az wwle ta ddxTudd pou. Asv £xw ddaxtuda! B£Aw aykoaditoa ! Eivar mohd wpaiol NMdpa modd wpaio! - Tu zivay; -
OpenSubtit... pmfke éva xadikt oto pdmn. Movda to pan pou. ke aykaditoa . Edh, £ha -- Mia omiypovda Ba pidfcoups. "Hrav
Lemrgriz (= OpenSubtit... - B#kag aykairitoa; - Na nolov pe népaceg; Moy, Bihw ayxahitoa . - Bvtagel, suxapioto. - Evtagel. EAdrs twopa,
OpenSubtit... 1+ Napahia .. TAukid pou, #Aa edw, kaver kplo ko BéAw aykahitoa . Kahitepa, g ), Bef pou, koita. - Mokl dpoppo.
Save OpenSubtit... M. Toak! Eha =80, lie. Bzc aykahitoa; Ox, dz Béhw ayxahitoa . O£\ ta matwpard pou. Eival teppiteg, M.
Make subcorpus OpenSubtit... - Mpoomalc: va xadapwow. Mnv kdveg Tov Suokodo. Bélw aykaditoa . - Evtale, eyw sipa! - Eioa kadd; Ma xapd
View options OpenSubtit... umopzi va didheye kdmowov aiho. - Moveov; - Nay @8lw ayxaditoa ! Evtagead Kol topa ndpe va pou Badag yahdstwpa
KWIC OpenSubtit. .. umopsi va Sudkeys kdnmowov dhho. - Movedy; - Nayy BiAw aykahitoa | Evtatal Ka topa ndps va pou Bakzig yahdxtwpa
Sentence OpenSubtit... umopzi va Sudkeys kdnowoy dhho. - Movidy; - Nay; @édw ayxaditoa ! Eviaia! Kau tipa ndpe va pou Balaig yahdxktwpa
Sort OpenSubtit.... pmopsi va didheye kdmoov ahde. - Movrdy; - Hayy 9£Aw ayxaditoa . Evtagel. Kai topa ndpe va pou Badzig palaktikd
Left OpenSubtit... » Topmdnac; Tu yiveran eday; - Aev Eépw. - BéAhw aykahitoa . - B2he aykalitoa! - Piyz and ' dw, Tpehdpal
Right OpenSubtit.... 3 Tu yiveral 28m; - dev Eépw. - BEAw aykalitoa. - BEdw ayxaditoa | - Qoye and ' dw, tpehdpal Keita! EJ! - * oF kdtw to
Node
References
cL.en_

Figure 2.17. Examples of Diminutives as Hedges in Greek Requests

(32) Aoe ™mv wopto.  ovoryt i péva, evracel,
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leave.2SG.IMP the.SG.ACC.F door

open.sG.F for

(evtager: ‘OK’, token tag of agreement)

me ok?

‘Leave the door open for me, will you?’ (question tag)

SKETCH eviafel v OPUS2 Greek
ENGINE ¢ Q| S 0pus2 Greek
Home
uery evrafer 7,252 (23.75 per million
—— Query evtager 7,252 ( pe ) O
Word list First | Previous Page |3 of 363 | Go | Mext | Last
Word sketch OpenSubtit... pe tov ZzpmA, Mowog eywe Swnyopog tou; Evtafsr . Ga yvw ko o " autov. Hpepnoz. Ta GiBla Ba
Thesaurus OpenSubtit... T BzAewg K Ba cou To wepw. Mua alin gopa, Kopm. Eviatel . Eou ewoal To apevnike. Otav apxioel va Bpalzt
Sketch diff OpenSubtit... . Mmopw va cag BonBnow; Oxi, suxapotw. Evtabel apal. Edw aivar to omm pou. Beiete ... Ox,
OpenSubtit... Edw svar to omm pou. BgAete ... Oxi, aAnBeia. Evtatel spar. Ty maBate; Madhov nepmatnoa mapa molu.
Corpus info OpenSubtit... nésha va cou mAncow. Ag mepmatnooups povo. Evtagel . Mapn, Ba yuplow oto xwpio. AlnBaia; Mots; I
My jobs OpenSubtit... 1100. Epmpog. Mar. Hai. Ta epya ywa 1o vepo svar evtafel . Az pou apeosl to oxzdwo tou dpopou. Eha kata Tig
User guide [ OpenSubtit... dpopou. Eha kata g dexa Koy pepe Toug xapteg. Evrafel . H mapayysha yia ta apotpa. H tipn evval kahn.
OpenSubtit... 1 Azgn kat Ba tov orapatnooup:. Ymoypaws! Evtafel . Texivaps. Ta xapnia erval etowpa; Etowpa.
OpenSubtit... wal 2. 000 5w, Auto 8z onpawvel ot Sev menvave, Evrafer . Tevpa yua 2. 000. Meg kan. Epmpog. Meg Tou.
Save o
OpenSubtit... Tov evayovta. Mape. Xavoups tnv wpa pag. Evrafel , ahha mape ta xgpua cou. EAare. Kavte mow. Mow
r:iake sub-mrpus OpenSubtit... katolkol tng mohng neBav va Tov douv. Mahota. Evralal . Xapete. Zuyvapn. Eou siom mah. Zag
[0 EEEETS OpenSubtit... zioal kopoido. Zupguvarte ki ot duo; Amodutwg. Evragel . Kuplz Hovig ... Amo Tig extevelg kataBeozlg,
KWIC . .
OpenSubtit... ! NMpemzt va epacte acwalzig Twpd. Ewotz ohot eviaer ; Napa tpxa. dzv exw favaBpzfal os 121000
SETIETIE OpenSubtit... ! Koubzpreg! Badto auto mow couw. OAor evragzl ; Mar. AmoBupnos; Etol parveral. Mupilsg tov
i OpenSubtit... Tpla uotepka artepa pade pag. Tueywve; Oda evrager . O mhotog dzv Ba pag Eavasvexinozi. Ewa
Left OpenSubtit... ... Me petpronaBeia, puowa. Apa, oda svtafel ; Katanhnkuka! Mohg eida kan yia to onow Ba
Right .
¥ OpenSubtit... 1o moto. Nepmatouca ki exw dupacs Myo. BEyar evrafel . Aniwg dzv mawvaw modu. Eva motng kpam {ntnoa
OpenSubtit... karaiabel. Mahota, kupiz Mpeg. Sa katatabzal, svraizl . Av Ba ™ng apeos kiohag erval aln LoTopid.
References .
e OpenSubtit... otTl yupioe oty matpida. TeAzwwos To eou, eviadzl ; Zem, kabapios Tov kaBpagTn Kal sTopacs 1o
5 : OpenSubtit... awva moAu apya. Itn Bzon oag, Ba emapva akoyo. Evtagel . Amowe Ba pavere oto Xahowv, TZevkive,
ample
Filter First | Previous Page |3 of 363 | Go | Mext | Last
Sub-hits
AL gl

Figure 2.18. Examples of Tag Question evzdacer as Hedges in Greek Requests

Intensifiers, which also hedge the request, are not common in English, but they are

quite common in Greek. Sifianou (1992) maintains that showing emotion is culturally

acceptable in Greek, whereas it is avoided in English. For instance, emitédovg ‘finally’ or xou

‘and’ intensify the request in Examples (33) and (34) below.

(33)

Kave

make.2SG.IMP the.PL.ACC.F homework.PL.ACC.F your.SG

g

‘Do your homework finally!

O0OKNOELS

oov emtédovg!

finally
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SKETCH
ENGiNE

emTEhoug

v Q| = 0PUS2 Greek

Home

Search

Word list
Word sketch
Thesaurus
Sketch diff
Corpus info
My jobs

User guide (&

Save
Make subcorpus
View options

Node
References
Shuffle
Sample
Filter
Sub-hits
1st hit in doc

Framwsnrg

(34)

Query emtshoug 288 (0.94 per million) o

First | Previgus Pageof 15| Go | Mext | Last

OpenSubtit... , Ba mapoupe pepika ahoya kot Ba kaBnooups katw smrehovg . Twpa mou Ba Bpeag ahoya oF ... Eva POVAXIKO
OpenSubtit... Baowuko mahat ... Zuppuva pe tn cupgwvia pag. Emrehoug nplav o netoeteg. Tig Balete oto tpamedl;
OpenSubtit... BonBouos va otepbz evag Bacswuag. © " Kal otav emrtedouc metalape Ta yupva kokkaha g paiavag o
OpenSubtit... . Autn swvan n peyaln pepa mouw mepipsvaps. Emrehoug , emreAoug. Evan n mpotn Toug mTnon xwplg
OpenSubtit... Zlval n UEyain PpEpa mou mEplpevape. Emrshoug, emrteAouc . Ewval n mpwTn TOUG TTNGN Xwplg speva. Exouv
OpenSubtit... . - MaMota, kupie. MNepaote. - Taypatapxn ... - Emreioug kaha vea. O Tlo tnAzpwvnos mpiv Kai 1ME OT1
OpenSubtit...  1ng okavrahng kai oxL oTnv pmouka Tou kKavoviou smtehoug . Kametane! - Kanetawe, vay - o otoxog exeu
OpenSubtit... . Evan adiko. To pwpo swval Siko pou. Twpa, emrteioue , 21da v kpion tou ZoAopwvid .... Ko n copa
OpenSubtit... Ba dexteite; Ito umooxopal. Xaipopa Togo Tou smrehoug pe emokzplneeg. Ervan peyain Tipn ya to Aao
OpenSubtit... . ko avnouxsi ya cag. Ba cag ndw oz v, Seetha, emredovg ... dev empene va exete xel £pbzl edow. dev
OpenSubtit... Ewa n M, Na n Adeta gou, Naw Evan n Mum; Haw, Emtedoug 8a exw pepika tovyapa, H Mam swan edos. bev pmopw
OpenSubtit... Bdopadeg. Ba ' oo ek Na ekewov tedswoaps emteAovg . Ba tou mepacet. Exw {noz modha ko Ezpw. Ol
OpenSubtit... Tou Elpar av pz xpaactelg. Ke Mnafrep! AvorEte emrehoug . (. - Ka Awmeppay. - Nowog nBehag va avay T
OpenSubtit... Toony wpa; - Exsig pdzvada, eto; - Oa puyete emredoug ; Ei, 7L mepipevers; O avofets; MiAvipevt! -
OpenSubtit... appabuwwveg; Eha, meg pag. Avte, Mathu, Ba Bysig emredoue ; Ox akopn! Gawts auta ta mahoguikia, dev svan
OpenSubtit... zpxovrar mavie; MNaw va toug eepw. Apdua. Naw. " Emredoug npbz n wpa va pdnooups yia oha ... "~ Boukokepia
OpenSubtit... ohoug. Nar, omwg BAsnete, n exkAnowa pag exa emreAoug eva opyavo. Eva efmowo opyavo, dwpza g
OpenSubtit... spxovia mave; MNaw va toug pepo. Apdua. Naw. " Emredoug npbz n wpa va piAnooups yua oha ... "~ Boukoxkepra
OpenSubtit... ohoug. Narl, omwg BAzmete, n EkkAnola pag exal emTedoue sva opyavo. Eva sfaimo opyavo, dwpza g
OpenSubtit... to mawdia. Ba os mepacw syw. Evag kuplog emredoug . Napaote. Haxzig tnv uyela cou kaw va' oau

First | Previgus Pageof 15| Go | Mext | Last

Figure 2.19. Examples of Intensifier emtélovg in Greek Requests

Koi vo  mog o710

and to

g0.2SG.PRF  t0.the.SG.ACC.N

‘And go to the office later.’

office.SG.ACC.N

UETA.

after
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SKETCH kat va v Q| 0PUSI Greek

ENGINE
Home
very kat, va 221,148 (724.11 per million
p— I Query /148 ( pe ) @
Word list First | Previous Page |6000 of 11,058 | Go | Next | Last
Word sketch OpenSubtit... eoac. fe Bk va unv pmopm va kowpnBwm ka va @obdpal ... ... pATwc dnuoupyhiown Kanooy
Thesaurus OpenSubtit... va to avtpstwnicw, £rol; To @ébo kal Tnv evoxr. Kol va me T ' évopd tou. Mnev Mouilg. - Mmev Mouihg. -
Sketch diff OpenSubtit... to otépa. Ta ddxtuda. Mropeig anAd va orékecal Kal va KoTag epéva. Exow pa déa. Narti dev mdue dAou
. OpenSubtit... , adhd ... deou. Av dzv ta katapépw, niyvawve eoU. Kol va mepdoeig kahd. P, mpoondbnoe, o mapakaio.
Corpus info OpenSubtit... , ag peivoups zda. Eddzwa 1 00 dohdpia yia payid. Kol va pou to Bydhag, sy Ba to Gadkw. Autd dev To zimeg
My jobs OpenSubtit... pobepd ndpn otn otepud. Aéw va mapoupe tn Bdpka kaw va mape yia kapdki. [péneal va déow ™ Bapka.
User guide (£ OpenSubtit... . To pévo mou yiveral eivan va déooups Ta mavTa Ko va mepiuévoups. KL av ta mpdypara yivouy dexnud,
OpenSubtit... mapalia ya ... yia ™ Zdavov. Eheya va kaBicw 6w kal va mpooexw 1o Zoyiep. Ba katow syw padi touv. Ba '
OpenSubtit... va to avtpetwnicw, £tol; To @éBo kal v evoxr. Kol va me ' évopd tou. Mrev Mouilg. - Mmev Mouilg. -
S OpenSubtit. .. to otépa. Ta Sdxtuda. Mropeic anAd va orékeoal kal va kotag spéva. Fxw pa déa. Nari dev mdyue 6Aot
Make subcorpus N N . . . . . P . .
) ) OpenSubtit... , adAd ... deou. Av dzv Ta katagépw, nriyawve egu. Kol va mepdoelg kahd. P2y, mpoondBnoe, o mapakai.
Vs CrETs OpenSubtit... , ag peivoupz 8. Eddzwa 1 00 doddma yia payid. Ko va pou to Bydlag, syw Ba to Bakw. Autd Sev 1o zimeg
[ETE OpenSubtit... gofizpd ndpn otn otepud. AMw va mapoups T Bdpka ko va mape yia kapdki. Mpéne va déow ™ Bapka.
Sentence = - o = g p 5 = o o
OpenSubtit... . To pévo mou yiveral sival va Gécoups Ta mavTa Kal va mepipévoups. Ki av Ta mpdypara yivouv doxnpd,
Sort . . . . . Ve . \ . \ .
OpenSubtit... va to avtpstwnicw, £Tol; To @éBo kal v evoxr. Kal va me ' évopd tou. Mmrav Mouilg. - Mmev Mouilg, -
Left o 2 = A . = 5 = —- 2 - Ea—y
OpenSubtit. .. to otépa. Ta Sdxtuda. Mropeic anAd va orékeoal kal va kotag spéva. Bxw pa déa. Nari dav mdyue 6Aot
Right N N N . . B P N -
OpenSubtit... , adAd ... deou. Av dzv Ta katagépw, nryawve eol. Kol va mepdoelg kahd. Péy, mpoondnoe, oz mapakaic.
lris OpenSubtit... , ag peivoupe =8c. T6dzwa 100 doddma yia payrd. Ko va pou to Bydheag, eyw Ba to Bakw. Autd Sev 1o zimeg
References . P PR . . . . : . .
et OpenSubtit... pobzpd mapn otn otepid. Mw va mapoups T Bdpka kol va mape yia kapdki. Mpénzl va déow ) Bapka.
s : < OpenSubtit... . To povo mou yiveral ival va dZcoups Ta mavta Kal va mepipévoups. Kiav ta npdypara yivouv doxnpa,
ample
Filter First | Previous Page |6000 of 11,058 | Go | Mext | Last
Sub-hits

Figure 2.20. Examples of Intensifier xoz va in Greek Requests

Fillers, which is the last category of internal modification of requests, are attested in
both languages, yet in variable usage. For instance, hesitators (i.e. perhaps) and cajolers (i.e.
you know) are more frequently used in English, but appealers (i.e. right?) and attention
getters (i.e. excuse me) in Greek. Generally, Greek speakers appear to be more eloquent than
English speakers (Sifianou, 1992).

With regard to external modification, precommitment (i.e. can I ask you something?)
is preferred by both Greek and English speakers, albeit the latter favour it regardless of the
level of R of the request contrary to the former, whose preference is affected by D and R;
the higher D and R are, the more likely Greek speakers appear to resort to commitment-

seeking devices. Here are two examples.

(35) OGa wov kdverg uio xepn, Mropeic
FUT L.GEN make.2SG.PRF a.SG.ACC.F  favour.SG.ACC.F? can.2SG.PRS

Vo, 1OV doveioelg £2; (pleading)
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to

|.GEN lend.2SG.PRF £2?

‘Will you do me a favour? Can you lend me £27°

SKETCH Ba pou kavelg pua xap ¥ OPUS? Greek
ENGiNE ¥ chaxdp v Q| S ORISR Greek
Home
Search I Query Ba, pou, kdve, pa, xdpn 366 (1.20 per million) €
Word list Page 1 of 19 &‘ Next | Last
‘Word sketch OpenSubtit... . Nopewvg, to ofuzpa pag avijka! Xovtpodin, Ba pou kdvelg pua xdpn ; Evnuépwoe tov MNipo 61 Tov nepipgve andye, Ay
T OpenSubtit... umddziEn. lowg yivouv kadmoa pépa tpayoldi. - Ba pou kévelg pia xdpn ; - BzBaiwg. Mpénz va piyw, ahda Ba yupiow. Ba
Sketch diff OpenSubtit... " EUXAPIOTE VIO Ta XpAuartd. - fev eivan Timota. - Ba pow KAVELS pia Xdpn akopa; - Quoika. Iteihe va @uvatouv tov 1epéa.
) OpenSubtit... . KAAMI XENTEPION Eivan e€rjvta cevig. Qa pow Kavelg pia xdpn ; Myawe autd oto khaun kai ndpe 12 doAdpia.
Corpus info OpenSubtit... kipte NténBig. ‘Exaveg 6, T pmopolozg. - Ga pou kdavelg pua xdpn , Kdptep; - EEaptdran. Ba orzihw ) T{olg otov
My jobs OpenSubtit... , kopie NténBig. ‘Exaveg 6, 11 pmopodozg. - Ba pou kdvelg ua xdapn , Kdaprep; - EEaprdrar. Ba orzilw ) Tdoug otov
User guide (' OpenSubti elvar S1xd cou to Adfog; - Ha, vnobétw mwe var - Ba pou kdvelg pa xdpn , Homer; - Nay, Fred. T Bzg; dev eipan o
OpenSubtit... , Mapti. To Eépw o1 8c xperdleom ta Acptd. AAAG Bo pou kavel o xapn . O Nkpéwt sival mariog pou ikog. Eipa
OpenSubtit...  av zivaw n mapoynddng kapdid and xpusd. - MNzg, Ba pouv kdvelg pua xdpn , oy dev eivay; - Naw kiple; @2hw va otzidw 2
ATE OpenSubtit... . " 0 TEwptl OQuacyktov KOIMHEHKE EAQ " Te, 6a pou kdvelg pua xdpn ; Otav yupicsig oto MNzpd, miyawe oto dwpdto
M.ake sub.mrpus OpenSubtit... MaxAdouvt kat {w Sutikd, omyv 85n odd. ®A, Ba pou kavelg pua xdpn ; Ndape m yuvalka pou kat meg g ot B apyriow
“mﬁ:pnom OpenSubtit... ! Eigan Bzdtpehoc! Autd Aéve, mavrwg. O, Ba pou kdavelg pa xdpn ; EAeyEz va Sz av undpxouy aAvapopEg
OpenSubtit...  Bpdoog va éxa adedeic Mol Bappadiol yoveig! Ba pou kévelg ma xdpn 3 ESAynoe pou £va kakd Adyo yiati Ba mpémeal va
Sentence . 5 . 5 Py . . R A 5 = g ey = g
OpenSubtit... Bpdcog va £xa1 adehgic; Mokl Bappadiol yoveig! Ba pouw kdvelg pia xdpn ; EEfynos pou éva kad Adyo yiati Ba mpémel va
Bt OpenSubtit...  eniong, kdve pou tn xdpn va pny avakatebzoal. - Ga pow kévelg pa xdpn ; - Zav Ty - Qupdoal to dvopd pou; - Mt Iinapvt. K
) OpenSubtit... yua 6Aa ... Av dnwba 6n avijkw kanou ... T{p, Bo pou kavelg pua xdpn ; Av apxifeig mdh va Bpaleg, Ba épbeag va pe
:Ight OpenSubtit... Av &viwba 0T avikw kKamou ... Tote 8a ... TOw, Ba pou kavelg pa xdpn ; Av apxideig maM va Bpalzig, Ba épbaig va ps
OpenSubtit... e ... €xel KoAArjoel €8, Euxaplote. Teiviow, Ba pou Kavel o xdpn 3 Oa pou KAvELS TNy Tin va pe cuvodeloelg anéye
OpenSubtit... , veaps, o mopakaiw. Opiots, ke pou Kupia, Ba pou kdvelg pa xdpn ; Nedmen va padaig va pnv SlakOMTEL, KAToIOY ©
Shuffle n z q - 5 . . . 5 2 :
5 : .. va 1o gépw. - Popmept. Orav grdceag om Bepdvta, Ba pou kavelg pua xdpn ; - Guowd. - Mida. - Ma o kaveg; - AxohouvBo g
ample
Filter of 19| Go | Mext | Last
Sub-hits
1st hit in doc

Figure 2.21. Examples of Precommitment (6 pov kaveig pia ydpn) in Greek Requests

(36)

Mropad

€an.1SG.PRS

Vo

to

‘Can I ask you something? Is it easy to lend me £2,000?

vo. o€ POTHOW,

to  YOUu.ACC
oaveioeic

Hov

|.GEN lend.2SG.PRF £2,000?

Eivou

gbK0L0

£2,000; (very pleading)

ask.1SG.PRF? be.3SG.PRS easy.SG.NOM.N

Page | 64



SKETCH

ENGINE pTopE va o0 pwTAow ¥ Q QM
Home E : s
Search I Query ymopa, va, og, pwinow 606 (2 per million) ﬂ
Word list Page |1 of 31| Go | Next | Last
‘Word sketch OpenSubtit... . Ita aAnBza p ' avawdg; Oxi, adnBeaa ... Mmopa va of putiow mowa sioa; ' AAn pa and autéc TIg yuvaikeg mou
Thesaurus OpenSubtit... akdn; Y mdpxel dAAn. Nowa eivay; Narti ev pmopo va o pwinow ; Ma mpénel va pdbw. EPOTIKH IZTOPIA XQPIZ TITAD
Sketch diff OpenSubtit... ahdn; Ymapxer aAkn. Mo eivar; Nard ev piopd va oe pwtjow ; Ma npénsl va pdBw. EPOTIKH IZTOPIA XOPIZ TITAD
. OpenSubtit...  mdpw aAi@za ta xama; - Nav, yia Tov méve. Pake; Mmope va oz pothoe kam; Kat BiBma, pota pe. - Aomdy ... Av zixec
Corpus info OpenSubtit... Bpéxel. Touihu; Emotpépe. Ei, AywBasihy. Mropa va ot pwihcm kam; BeBaiwg, Kopitodst. Be va KATeEIg Kal
My jobs OpenSubtit... Ta £0Aa. - AéEn Bev miotewa amé autd mou eine. - Mmopa va o pwifow kam; - Nay - Mog méBave o natépag cou; - Myviynke
User guide (4 OpenSubtit... Ta f0Aa. - AdEn Bev miotewa and autd mou zine, - Mnopa va o pwifow kaw; - Nay - Mog mébave o natépag cou; - Mviynke
OpenSubtit... tov Adpxwv. Ba pou Swosg nAnpogopisg. Mnopwm va o pwtfow e0koha kot S0okoha. Atogdoioz. Etol anaviw ey
e UpenSubtit... (‘?Aar, g ?\\uou@ivag oug H. M. A. El‘\’Cll G]\I’.]aElE[. .P.‘mupr.t) v OE PLTHOG x%m, Tprjtﬂlq: T Ul Evox]\aE nzp\wc(‘?tapu U‘ au\:r:]
Make subcorps OpenSuht!t... 9&; Tic }\Juuu{}viq omc H. 1. A, Eivn ohifeu. Hmopa va oz potrion wém, Todfic; Tio avou\a} nepioobrepo o auri
) ) OpenSubtit... oheg Tig dpoudiveg onig H. M. A, Eivaw aAfRBezia, Mnope va o pwiiow kdn, Tpabig Ti o' evoxAel meplosdtepo o autn
View options OpenSubtit... oheg Tig Awoudiveg orig H. M. A, Eivar aAfBeia. Mnopa va o pwtiow kdn, Tpabig; Ti o evoxAei nepiocdtepo ¢ auth
KWIC OpenSubtit... oheg Tig dpoudiveg onig H. M. A, Eivan ahfi8zia, Mnopo va o pwtiow kdn, Tpabig Ti o' evoxdel meplosdtepo o auth
SETUETER OpenSubtit... oheg Tig Mpoudiveg onig H. M. A. Eivar ahnBea. Mnopa va oz putiowm kdn, Tpabg; T o' evoxdel neposdtzpo o ' autr]
i OpenSubtit... ahzg Tig aipoudiveg onig H. M. A, Eivar aAfBzia. Mnopd va oz pwtiow kdn, Tpabig; T o' evoxdei mzplogdtzpo o " autr
Lf““ OpenSubtit... Shec Tic Mpoudives onic H. M. A. Eivan ahi@eaia. Mmopa va o pwtAom ki, Tpdfig; Tt o ' evoxhel neplooétepo o * autr
i OpenSubtit... Tov avBploud cag; Ae P apécouy autd. - Mmopa va ot pwihow Kan; - Naw T 0a yivel 6tav aphcete TIg
Node OpenSubtit... 10 Bzpodivo; - To cuvtoudtepo Suvatdv. Opaia. Mmopa va o pwtfow ... Eival acpaiawa. dev pag £pxeats moAl cuxvd. -
References OpenSubtit... Ba npinel va o= agrow va fekoupacteic. HaBay, pmopw va o pwinow kdn; Liyoupa. T ékave o yiatpog tou Kebw oo
S Shulfﬂe OpenSubtit... va éxoups ki @\An. * @not pe va @iyw! Iz mopakae! Mmope va o putroe kKo akopa; - Meg pou yia my kKAsdwpivn népta. -
ample
Filt:' Page |1 of 31| Go | Mext | Last
Sub-hits
1st hit in doc
=

Figure 2.22. Examples of Precommitment (uzropa va oc pawtiow) in Greek Requests

Grounders (i.e. Can I... because I'm in trouble?), which are considered reinforcing

devices by Sifianou (1992), are common in both languages, however Greek speakers show

a tendency to justify their requests more often than English speakers (Sifianou, 1992).

Disarmers (i.e. I know you re busy but could you...) seem to be favoured equally in the two

languages, same as expanders. Examples (37)—(39) illustrate these tendencies.

(37)

Mropeig
€Can.2SG.PRS

uévo, Ilpémer va

I.A

Vo TPoTEels

to watch.2SG.PRF

I

o oTo

CC must to  Qo0.2SG.PRF  to.the

0V Mrmev  yio

the.sc.Acc.M Ben for

YPOYELO.

.SG.ACC.N office. SG.ACC.N

‘Can you watch Ben for me? I need/must to go to the office.” (grounder)
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Figure 2.24. Examples of Disarmers in Greek Requests

Mmropw Vo, 00VELTTM T ool

oov?

can.1SG.PRS to borrow.1SG.PRF the.SG.ACC.N car.SG.ACC.N Yyour.SG?
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‘Can I borrow your car? Can 17??” (repetition)
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Figure 2.25. Examples of Repetition in Greek Requests

Potentially the most significant politeness marker in English, please, which translates

to ‘mapaxor®’ in Greek, modifies requests even outside the structural sphere, on a pragmatic

level. For instance, please in Example (40) indicates whether the utterance is a request or a

question about the hearer’s ability.

(40)

Mropeic va.  [ov 0WOEIC éva oTUAO,
can.2sG.PRS to |.GEN give.2SG.PRF a.5G.ACC.N pen. SG.ACC.N
oe TOPOKOLD, (non-conventionalised, very formal)
you.ACC plead.1SG.PRS?

‘Can you give me a pen, please?’ (conventionalised, informal)
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Figure 2.26. Examples of Politeness Marker woparxaldd in Greek Requests

The Greek version of the utterance in Example (40) strikes as unnecessarily formal within

an in-group interaction, though it is acceptable when the scenario of interaction is marked

with social distance between the interlocutors. ITapoxoiam ‘please’ is a verb with various

meanings in Greek (i.e. plead, request, supplicate, entreat implore, insist, allow), therefore it

displays flexibility in its usage (Sifianou, 1992; Economidou-Kogetsidis, 2005), as in

Examples (41)—(42).

(41)

(42)

THopoxoldovue unv - KomvifeTe.

plead.1PL.PRS NEG  smoke.2PL.PRS

‘Please do not smoke.’

[Aéyete] ropoxoia; (when answering the phone)
say.2PL.IMP  plead.1SG.PRS

‘[Speak] please?’
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Social distance in Greece is less marked in interactions than in England, as Greek culture is
defined by closeness, openness and familiarity, which is why zapoxaio ‘please’ is rarely
used as a politeness marker, albeit familiarity in English culture still allows space for the use
of the marker, as shown in Example (40).

Greek and English indeed share similarities in their L1 requestive patterns. Sifianou
(1997) herself acknowledges that indirectness, and in particular hints, can be interpreted as
polite in both languages. She does not fail to mention, though, that in specific situational and
sociocultural contexts, hints can also be considered as impolite. Terkourafi (2002), as
mentioned earlier, suggests that (in)directness in requests in Cypriot Greek is intertwined
with conventionalisation and the formulaic use of language. It is, then, interpreted as either
polite or impolite according to the context, in which it is traditionally and consistently used.
Stressing the significance of context even more, Sifianou (2005, 2013) maintains that
politeness interpretation and face threat, as carried in specific speech acts, are repositioned
in interaction due to global influence and local adjustment. Her explanation, at least for
Greek, lies on the phenomenon of diglossia'?, dividing Greeks between more polite and less
polite structures that are enhanced by globalisation.

Irrespective of the similarities between L1 English and Greek, it is the differences of
their requestive patterns that reveal the intercultural significance and variation in the L2
setting. Adding to the latter, Bella (2012a) investigates L2 Greek requests as produced by
L1 foreign speakers. She compares language production in various levels of proficiency and
identifies differences in the performance of the speech act between native and non-native
speakers; the former generally favour indirectness in specific scenarios, whereas the latter

indicate an increasing preference for indirectness on parallel with their increasing level of

12 Diglossia in Greek refers to the phenomenon of the perseverance of certain linguistic elements of the
KoaBapevovoa ‘Katharevousa’ (the purified version of the language) within Anpotiki ‘Demotic’ (the people’s
version of the language). Diglossia was officially ended in 1976, with Demotic prevailing as the official Greek
language, namely the current Modern Greek.
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proficiency. In other words, L2 Greek speakers with low level of proficiency favour
directness contrary to their counterparts with high level of proficiency, who favour
indirectness, mapping the native speakers’ performance. Regarding pragmatic awareness in
the L2 setting, in particular, Bella (2012b) maintains that L2 Greek speakers resort to
external modification when performing requests, such as asking for a favour prior to the
actual request, even when this strategy is considered as inappropriate, i.e. in a formal setting.
Woodfield & Economidou-Kogetsidis (2010) discuss the internal modification of requests
by Greek speakers of English as an L2 and highlight the lack of the politeness marker
‘please’ in their speech act production compared to the native speakers. Economidou-
Kogetsidis (2010) also investigates how (in)directness is materialised by Greek speakers of
English as an L2 with regard to specific social contexts and the sociological variables of P,
D and R. She contradicts former research with her finding of Greeks being highly indirect
in particular scenarios, even more indirect than the native speakers. Contrary to her latter
finding, though, Economidou-Kogetsidis (2011) detects high levels of directness in email
exchange between university students and faculty members of staff in Cyprus. The non-

native ESL students exhibit high directness while requesting in L2 English.

2.2.4 Why Cross-Cultural Speech Act Realisation Project?

The present study, in terms of researching politeness, draws from Brown & Levinson’s
(1987) politeness framework, as well as from Blum-Kulka et al.’s (1989) CCSARP coding
scheme of requests. The first framework offers an approach to the three sociological
variables of P, D and R, which play an important role in the research design of the study.
Even though these variables — in particular P and D — have received criticism for their
ambiguity and multi-interpretation (see 2.1.3.2 above), their approach through Brown &
Levinson’s (1987) framework remains strongly relevant with politeness considerations in

Greece. Sifianou’s (1992) findings, which compare the English and the Greek patterns of
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making a request, with particular stress on positive and negative politeness strategies,
strengthens this premise. Her research supports evidence that, as far as structural indirectness
(cf. Sifianou, 1992, p. 116) is concerned, Greeks feel comfortable with more direct ways of
requesting, whilst English show the exact opposite tendency, all the while P, D and R at play.
The current research project has been motivated by this general difference, by the still-
remaining social prejudice that Greeks are less polite than English, and by the understudied
requestive patterns of GRL1 in L2 English.

The choice of Blum-Kulka et al.’s (1989) CCSARP coding scheme is based on its
elaborative nature of (in)direct requestive patterns, which comply with Sifianou’s (1992)
suggestion that indirectness is a noteworthy element in approaching linguistic politeness in
Greek and English. The framework has been mainly criticised for the newly introduced data
collection tool of the Discourse Completion Test (see 3.2.1 below), as well as for addressing
politeness issues only structurally (Kasper & Dahl, 1991; Yuan 2001). Nonetheless, as the
CCSARP coding scheme gathers data from eight different languages, it succeeds in giving
a comprehensive cross-cultural dimension to the analysis of politeness. There is, however, a
subtle difference between CLI in L2 and cross-cultural aspects of L2 learning, which can be
— and are — correlated. On the one hand, CLI is set to attest any relationship between and
L1 and an L2 with regard to how the one language affects the other in terms of structure (i.e.
grammar, syntax, semantics). On the other hand, the cross-cultural aspects of L2 learning
map any divergence or convergence in cultural practices that derive and are transmitted from
the one culture or the other. The present project aspires to investigate how GRL1 perform
the speech act of request in an L2 (here, English) setting, so, subsequently, CCSARP
theoretical framework fulfils that purpose, combining both cross-cultural and structural

elements of L2 learning.

Page | 71



2.4 Chapter Summary

The chapter covered the nature of pragmatics, the presentation of speech acts as part of it,
and politeness as a crucial element of research in the field of socio-pragmatics. An overview
of politeness theories up to date was presented, with stress on the criticism of Brown &
Levinson’s (1987) politeness framework, while the notion of politeness was considered in
relation to L2 pragmatic competence in the L2 setting. Transfer — or CLI — in L2 was
identified and explained as the key aspect addressed by the project’s research questions.
Previous research in the field of CLI, pragmatics, politeness, and speech acts —specifically
requests — was also presented. The chapter concluded with the presentation of L1 English
and Greek requests, as well as with the justification of Blum-Kulka et al.’s (1989) framework
as appropriate for the present study, alongside with the use of Brown & Levinson’s
sociological variables of P, D and R. The following chapter presents the methodological

rationale of the study.
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3. METHODOLOGY

This chapter of the thesis provides a descriptive analysis of the methodological framework
that was applied to this research project. The research questions (RQs) are reminded, and it
is argued why the Discourse Completion Test (DCT) and Likert scale evaluation tests
constitute the appropriate data collection tools for the study. Acknowledgement of both their
benefits and limitations is highlighted. An explanation is provided on how the data collection
instruments were designed and what procedures were followed to gather the data. A thorough
description of the informants’ characteristics is also presented, to support their suitability to
participate in the project. The chapter concludes with the data analyses processes, their

elements of importance and their value for the study.

3.1 Research Questions

The purpose of this project is to explore whether and to what extent Greek speakers of
English (GRL1) adopt the necessary linguistic skills in order to be adequately competent
from a pragmatic perspective when performing the speech act of request in the target
language. The underlying element, which signifies this communication as effective, is
politeness. The study aspires to answer the following questions (where L1 and L2, equals

first language and second language, respectively).

1. Do GRL1 transfer their L1 Greek pragmatic patterns to L2 English when performing
requests?

2. Does L1 Greek affect GRL1’s evaluations of politeness in L2 English requests?

3. Is GRLY1’s length of residence in the target country a determinant variable in the
performance of requests in L2 English?

4. Are GRL1’s judgements of politeness in L2 English requests affected by their length

of residence in the target country?
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3.2 Methodological Rationale

The data collection process, as well as the methodological elements used to answer the
research questions of the project, were carefully considered and designed. The decision was
made upon the consideration that multiple data collection tools would help to answer the
research questions rigorously and promote a well-rounded research approach. Considering
the nature of the research project and its four questions, the combination of two methods was
reasoned to be the most appropriate approach to the data collection process: a Discourse
Completion Test (DCT) and two evaluative judgement tests (Likert scale). The joint
combination aims to demonstrate intellectual rigour, for the purpose is to maximise
regularity in the analysis, meet the objectives and answer the research questions thoroughly.
The DCT extracts results suitable for RQ1 and RQ3, while the evaluative judgement tests
are employed to answer RQ2 and RQ4. The analysis is conducted quantitatively, though the

study shows qualitative value as well upon discussion.

3.2.1 Discourse Completion Test (DCT)

The DCT was first introduced by Blum-Kulka et al. (1989) and has contributed significantly
to the investigation of speech acts ever since. In fact, it is the only tool to have been used so
consistently by several linguists (Rose, 1992; Sifianou, 1992; Yuan, 2001; Pinto, 2005; Lin,
2009; Yu, 2011; Shahrokhi, 2012; Khalib & Tayeh, 2014, Daskalovska et al., 2016; Sell at
al., 2019; Ogiermann & Bella, 2020, Takimoto, 2020, among many others), who specialise
in pragmatics, interlanguage pragmatics (the study of pragmatics in L2), and second
language acquisition, in particular. It enables researchers to collect a large amount of data in
a relatively short time and elicit results from participants of various cultural and linguistic

backgrounds.
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A DCT consists of short unfinished dialogues, which informants are asked to
complete. The dialogues are contextualised into prefabricated real-life situations, aiming to
invite the participants to visualise the scenarios and, ergo, produce naturalistic responses.
Here is an example, taken from the questionnaire developed for the present study (for a full

presentation of the DCT, see Appendix IV, part I).

Scenario 3: Train station
You’re at the train station and you’ve just missed your train. You don’t have the money for
another ticket. You go to the counter and ask the male assistant if it’s possible to have one

for free.

Male assistant: Can | help you?

DCTs can be designed using different patterns. One way of formatting the
questionnaire is to provide only the description of the scenarios without the dialogues. These
are the open-ended DCTs (Yuan, 2001; Bardovi-Harlig, 2013). The description of the
scenario can either be vague, short and general or specific, long and detailed. Longer
descriptions of the scenarios may invoke longer answers by the participants, but the speech
act in examination is produced intact (Billmyer and Varghese 2000). The original CCSARP
DCT is close-ended (Blum-Kulka et al., 1989), that is, it provides both the description of the
scenario and a dialogue, in which the participants are asked to incorporate their response.
This dialogue can include either an opening or a closing line by the hypothetical hearer, or
both (Yuan, 2001; Bardovi-Harlig, 2013). In researching particular speech acts, the turn
taking length can be even longer, in an effort to capture the cultural perspective of the

language in investigation. Beebe et al. (1990), for instance, investigate offer refusals and
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create a DCT with a four turn-taking dialogue. However, Barron (2003) moves away from
this constrained format of the DCT and offers an alternative approach, the Free Discourse
Completion Task (FDCT); that is, a DCT with no dialogue whatsoever, which the
participants are asked to create from both the S and the H’s perspective. Close to this format,
Schneider (2008, 2011) introduces the Dialogue Production Task (DPT), which invites the
informants to act both as the S and the H in a role play. DCTs also have oral or written
variations (Yuan, 2001; Bardovi-Harlig, 2013). The supporters of the former aim at eliciting
more naturalistic data (Yuan, 2001), whereas researchers, who use the latter, insist that there
are not significant differences in extracting data either way (Economidou-Kogetsidis, 2013).
In all cases, the purpose remains to help the informants hypothesise what their linguistic
choice would be, given the situations.

To promote a more conclusive character of the DCT, a number of scholars combine
the test with other methodological approaches. The combination of DCTs with multiple
choice questionnaires (Rose, 1994) is one direction. Oral role plays and DCTs (Rintell &
Mitchell, 1989; Sasaki, 1998, Yuan 2001) is another direction. Combining a DCT with the
analysis of the dialogues of theatrical plays and of interviews (Sifianou, 1992) is an effort to
triangulate the results. However, comparing DCTs with conversation analysis of naturally
occurring data (i.e. recordings, observation), predominantly collected for different
disciplines, reveals that they lack the dynamics to address areas such as prosody or kinesis
(Ogiermann, 2018).

Unavoidably, a number of issues related with the validity and applicability of the
DCT have been detected and highlighted by several scholars. Billmyer & Varghese (2000),
Woodfield (2008), and Nurani (2009) criticise the authenticity of the responses on a
communicative level, as well as disputing the hypothetical nature of the scenarios. From a
theoretical point of view, Golato (2003) claims that DCTs hold metapragmatic values,

because the participants produce situational linguistic material. He also highlights that ...
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it has been pointed out in the literature that data collected via this method [DCT] do not
always correspond to natural data...” (Golato, 2003, p. 92). However, Economidou-
Kogetsidis (2013), advocating the validity of written DCTs compared to natural occurring
requests via telephone conversations, suggests that the results of both data sets resemble. In
the same line, Gonzélez-Cruz (2014) opts for written DCTSs, aiming to obtain prototypical
data, that is, responses that the informants have in mind and would use in actual conversation.
Hill et al. (1986, p. 353) maintain quite convincingly that “using self-reported data enables
us to obtain more stereotypic responses: that is, for each category, the prototype of the
variants occurring in the individual’s actual speech”. Although Yuan (2001) reveals that oral
DCTs generate more naturalistic data than written ones, he maintains that field notes and
natural conversations lack accuracy and consistency. Pinto & Raschio (2007) discuss further
the interplay between oral and written data collection processes, promoting DCTs as similar
to oral role-plays; both tools invite the speakers to perform a speech act in a specific
situation.

Even though controversy over the issue of ‘absoluteness’ of proper data collection
raises noteworthy doubts, the DCT still remains probably the most reliable methodological
instrument in interlanguage pragmatics. As a data collection and analysis tool, it facilitates
the process by “generating sufficiently large corpora of comparable, systematically varied
speech act data” (Ogiermann, 2018, p. 239). DCTs may have been widely used to compare
the speech act of request and apology, but they have also proved to be valuable in analysing
other speech acts, such as refusals (Kwon, 2004) or compliments (Mulo Farenkia, 2012).
Moreover, there are a number of under-studied languages that make their contribution into
the field of pragmatics owed to this particular framework of analysis, like Hungarian
(Suszczynska 1994, 1999), Korean (Byon 2006), Sudanese (Nureddeen 2008), or Russian
(Ogiermann 2008, 2009a). This diversity in language comparisons strengthens the argument

that pragmatic universality is observable just as much as culture specificity. With regard to
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the debate on whether DCTs elicit data close to natural speech, the responses’ value lies in
the fact that the speakers produce language they regard as appropriate in specific social and
cultural settings, irrespective of whether they would produce the exact same words when in
the real-life situation.

Since oral DCTs are not sufficiently accurate and consistent (Yuan, 2001), the
present study adopts the written, close-ended variation, which excludes!® the hearer’s
response variation. The reasoning behind this choice is based on theoretical and practical
issues. From a theoretical point of view, written DCTs give participants the chance to
generate introspective responses, echoing their original speech in the actual real-life
situation. The risk of feeling uncomfortable with the researcher or their co-participants is
absent. Moreover, excluding the hearer’s response allows the informants to answer more
flexibly, without feeling constrained by the limits of specific conversational boundaries,
leading to “maximally authentic responses” (Ogiermann, 2009a, p. 240). From the practical
perspective, data analysis does not require transcription, nor do the informants need to be
physically present in the study, if there is an online version of the questionnaire available.
The present study required field work in both Greece and England, a fact that also favoured
the online approach, since in many cases the data were not feasible to collect otherwise.
Finally, the close-ended version of the DCT, which includes a dialogical opening inviting
the informants to take turn in the sequence, is preferred against the open-ended version,
which comes with no opening. More targeted responses are extracted, that is, the actual
requests. The risk of gathering results with over-descriptive answers is delimited and,

therefore, the data analysis becomes less fragmented.

13 An exception of two scenarios (situations 2 and 9) is made, where the hearer’s response is included in the
situation only to follow the original source of the dialogues and avoid misunderstandings of the context by the
participants.
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3.2.2 Likert Scale Tests

The Likert scale, first introduced by psychologist R. Likert in 1932 (Frey et al., 2000), is a
widely used survey tool, which allows researchers to measure their informants’ responses to
opinion-targeted questions. It gives a solid, quantitative dimension to research, which seeks
results based on judgement criteria. Typically, informants are asked to rate on a specific
scale the subject in question, or agree or disagree with certain dimensions of it. In that sense,
politeness, as much as other notions with controversial and socially, culturally, historically,
ethnographically, or even individually, defined nature, allows for such an approach. If not,
then all responses would have to undergo purifications or restrictions and would therefore
lead to ambivalent results. Here is an example of how a Likert scale evaluation test looks
like, taken from the questionnaire that was designed for the present study (for a full

presentation of the Likert scale tests, see Appendix IV, part I1).

Asking your new neighbour to turn the
music down Impolite Polite

A. Could you turn the music down? 1 2 3 4 5

Related to its range, Shiffer (1993: 735) supports McKelvie (1978) “that scales with
fewer than five categories tend to have decreased reliability, and scales with more than
eleven categories show no improvement in reliability”. A scale with the minimum of five
categories was preferred for the present study to allow for the informants’ unrestricted
responses, but to also bear reliability in the data.

A long-lasting debate about the content and construction validity of the Likert scale
(Cohen, 1968; Knapp, 1990; Vickers, 1999; Carifio & Perla, 2007 & 2008; Norman, 2010,
among others) has created a dichotomous research community; scholars who perceive the

data as ordinal, that is, in a linear structure such as 1, 2, 3, and scholars who perceive them
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as interval, that is, in groups such as male/female, age specific, ethnically different, and so
on. The actual issue arises with the analysis of the data, namely whether parametric or non-
parametric statistics is appropriate’*. The ordinalists favour non-parametric statistics,
whereas the intervalists favour parametric statistics, which are considered to be more
powerful (Bishop & Herron, 2015). However, Norman (2010) counterargues this division
and discusses statistical robustness regardless of the data set — ordinal or interval. He
clarifies that misconceptions such as problematic sample size — too small or too big — or
issues with data distribution — normally distributed or not — should not inhibit researchers
from analysing their data optimally, that is, using invariably parametric and non-parametric
tests with ordinal or interval data.

The current project aims to answer four research questions. For that purpose, Likert
scale rating tests were combined with a DCT, as presented in the previous subsection. The
same rationale is adopted by a number of scholars. Economidou-Kogetsidis (2010), for
example, combines a DCT with a 3-point Likert scale test to investigate the requesting
behaviour of English native and non-native speakers in certain social situations. Halenko &
Jones (2011) favour the 5-point Likert scale test to evaluate the responses of non-native
speakers of English in terms of their pragmatic awareness when performing a request in the
target language. Tan & Farashaiyan (2012) opt for a six-point Likert scale test to discuss
whether politeness in requests is teachable to non-native speakers of English through
formulaic language and practice. There are also scholars who combine Likert scale
judgement tests with other data collection tools, such as interviews, or resort to their use
alone. Komondouros & McEntee-Atalianis (2007), for example, discuss bilingualism and
language attitudes having collected their data via interviews and Likert scale judgement tests.

Koike (1996) aims to evaluate the pragmatic development of second language learners of

4 For a discussion of parametric and non-parametric statistics, see 3.6.2.
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Spanish and gathers the data by using a Likert scale test alone. Likewise, Economidou-
Kogetsidis (2011) designs a judgement Likert scale test to collect responses of native English

speakers on the requesting performance of non-native speakers of English via email.

3.3 The Construction of Data Collection Instruments

This section provides a detailed presentation of how the data collection tools were designed.
The aforementioned methodologies of DCTs and Likert scale judgement tests are justified
as the suitable instruments for the present study and their adaptation to the aims of the present
project is described thoroughly. The rationale behind the construction mechanisms is also
explained, in order to adequately clarify the foundations of the data collection instruments

design.

3.3.1 Discourse Completion Test Design
The preparation of the DCT depended on diverse material. The aim was to collect as
naturally occurring speaking data as possible, so as to simulate the actual scenarios with the
hypothetical ones. It is highly important, though, to be reminded that there is an ongoing
debate over what constitutes natural occurring language (Stubbs, 1983; Golato, 2003;
Fairclough, 2013), leading to contradictory theses and leaving little space for secure
arguments in favour or against. Therefore, the process of designing the questionnaire is
scrutinised under these parameters.

Primarily, the structural elements of the DCT were based on dialogues, taken from
the listening comprehension tasks of textbooks for teaching English as a foreign language

(TEFL)™. The selection from the plethora of the available course books followed a temporal

15 The textbooks were collected from the library of NILE (Norwich Institute for Learning English). The
researcher is much thankful and grateful to the team of NILE and especially Alan Pulverness, member of the
Senior Teaching Team, for having been granted access to the Library of the Institute, unconditionally and in
the most cooperative spirit.
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line, with focus on published material within the decade of 2005-2015. Twenty-one
textbooks came with appropriate dialogical examples, however only fivel® were finally used
as a basis for the creation of the questionnaire. The reasoning behind this decision conforms
with the focus on the factors that affect the performance of requests with regard to politeness.
According to Brown & Levinson’s (1987, p. 15) politeness framework, there are three
sociological factors that determine the level of politeness of a Face Threatening Act (FTA),
like the speech act of request: Power (P), the relative power of the Hearer to the Speaker,
Distance (D), the social distance between them, and Imposition (R), the level of imposition
involved when making the FTA. These five textbooks, covering all levels of proficiency in
English (elementary, intermediate, and advanced) present the most suitable real-life
situations of making a request for the variables of Distance (D), Power (P), and Imposition
(R). They also reflect Blum-Kulka et al.’s (1989) Cross-Cultural Speech Act Realisation
Project (CCSARP) request code!’, according to which speakers make requests using specific
linguistic means, for instance hedged performative mood (I must ask you to turn the music
down), want statements (7'd like you to turn the music down), or suggestory formulae (How
about turning the music down?)*é,

The choice of TEFL material is justifiable, yet for some debatable. Wallace (1992,
1999), for example, who disputes the authenticity of texts in L2 teaching, maintains that
authentic texts are intertwined with real-life situations and are not purposed for pedagogic
use and causes. In the same line, Richards (2001) and Tamo (2009) argue that authenticity
in teaching materials is granted when these materials are not prepared for pedagogical
purposes per se. Clavel-Arroitia & Fuster-Marquez (2014) evaluate the authenticity of real

texts in ESL teaching and detect a number of issues, such as refinement of the texts,

16 For a detailed presentation of the course books, see Appendix Il of the chapter.

17 For an analytical presentation of CCSARP request categorisation with examples, see Appendix II1. For the
complete list of Blum-Kulka et al.’s (1989) request categories and sub-categories, see Blum-Kulka et al. (1989),
pp. 133 and 278-289, respectively.

18 All examples onwards are extracted from the data of the present study.

Page | 82



adherence to one variety (British English), or even linguistic substitution of the original
wording. The present study, however, selects the listening comprehension tasks of TEFL
textbooks as the reference material for the DCT design. Listening comprehension tasks aim
to depict as successfully as possible what typically constitutes naturally occurring language,
I.e. conversations, discussions, arguments, and so forth. Since research on speech acts is in
principle interested in such linguistic production, it is preferable that the collected data
present naturalistic characteristics. One might argue that the spontaneity of the speech
production is being compromised and the authenticity of the dialogues is questionable
because the material consists of prefabricated situations, ergo hypothetical scenarios. These
scenarios are, nonetheless, preferably taken from everyday life interaction, as it potentially
occurs among interlocutors. The reasoning is to help second language learners adopt the
linguistic patterns of the target language on all levels; from phonetic level to pragmatic level.
On these grounds, the dialogical nature of the listening tasks appeared to constitute the ideal
basis to build the DCT and, therefore, produce results close to real life language use.

The chosen scenarios for the DCT needed adjustment to account for Brown &
Levinson’s (1987) sociological variables as successfully as possible, because the R variable
was not consistently present in its two extremes. Despite controversy, D and P are definable
within the bounds of social realm, but R is much more complicated to identify as high or low
(Shahrokhi, 2012). In that case, the formulation of the scenarios required adjustments, so as
to include all possible variations of the variables and, thus, cover request scenarios in their
entirety. Even though “... what the degree of imposition is for any act is culturally
determined” (Sifianou, 1992, p. 312), there are far too many other factors that may affect its
definition as high or low; that is, educational factors, demographical, gender oriented, and
so forth. Subsequently, given these restrictions, the level of imposition in the scenarios
needed to be defined in the scenarios, in order to be comparable with D and P, within their

combinations. Considering that the latter two sociological variables are measured as either
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high or low — or also equal for P — the measurement of R follows the same pattern. Even
though the level of imposition can potentially be measured on a scale, there still exist two
extremes on that scale, namely a positive and a negative, or a high and a low. Imposition can
differ in type while present in a requestive scenario, that is, being high or low, in the sense
of causing a potential FTA or not. In order to try and define a requestive scenario as face
threatening, then, the 12 DCT scenarios are adjusted to Coulmas’ (1981) dual dimension of
the speech act of thanking for material and immaterial goods. While Coulmas (1981, p. 75)
maintains that this taxonomy is not definite, he still manages to distinguish this criterion of
material vs. immaterial as particularly important in verbalising one’s gratitude towards
another. Drawing on the duality of the taxonomy, material counted for low imposing requests
and immaterial for high imposing ones, as this was the general line the reviewed TEFL
textbooks followed. Nonetheless, it should be noted that exceptions apply to the assignment
of high or low R to the scenarios. To clarify the above categorisation and explain how these
exceptions apply, four examples are presented below; a low imposing material request, a
high imposing material request, a low imposing immaterial request, and a high imposing
immaterial request, respectively. All examples are taken from the final version'® of the

questionnaire designed for the current project (see Appendix IV, part I).

(43) [Scenario 7] You can'’t find your stapler and there’s no one at the office except
your boss, Peter Brown. You knock on his door and ask for his.
(44) [Scenario 6] You 're in a very difficult financial situation and you need to borrow

some money urgently. You ask one of your best friends, Mary, for £2,000. (violation)

19 For further information on the different questionnaire versions, see Section 3.5.
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(45) [Scenario 4] You 're the owner of a coffee shop and you want to talk to Mark,
one of your employees. He walks into your office and you ask him to close the door,
S0 you can have some privacy. (violation)

(46) [Scenario 12] You 're a manager in a company and you need Helen’s help, who
is your employee, during the weeks she is due to be on holiday. You ask her to

rearrange her plans.

Examples (44) and (45) appear to violate the categorisation followed by the project; in
Example (44), the level of R is expected to be low, as requests for material are weighed as
low imposing, yet asking for £2,000 is not. In the same note, Example (45) describes an
immaterial request scenario and, therefore, is expected to be marked with high R, yet asking
someone to close the door behind them is far from imposing. Even though a definite
distinction in low-imposing material scenarios and high-imposing immaterial scenarios is
difficult to achieve, this dichotomy still stands for the vast majority of the DCT scenarios.
Combining all three variables, D, P, and R, the number of situations turned to twelve.
However, two distractors®® were added (Scenarios 5 and 10), in order to avoid potential
repetitive answering patterns from the informants, making the situations 14 in total.
Regarding the distribution of the variables in particular, D and R divide in —D / +D and —-R
/ +R, where minus stands for no social distance (for instance, asking your friend for £2) and
low imposition (for instance, asking your boss for their stapler), and plus for social distance
(for instance, asking a new neighbour to take care of your dog) and high imposition (for
instance, asking your employee to rearrange their holiday plans). P variable consists of —P,
+P, and =P, where the first stands for no power over the hearer (as in the situation of asking

your boss their stapler), the second for existent power over the hearer (as in the situation of

20 For a detailed explanation of adding the distractors, see Section 3.5.
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asking your employee to close the door of your office), and the third for equal power with
the hearer (as in the situation of asking your best friend for money). The aim was to
encompass all possible dimensions of Brown & Levinson’s (1987) sociological factors that
may affect the realisation of a request (+ D, + =P, + R). For a better understanding, the

distribution of all three variables across all scenarios is presented in Table 3.1 below.

D, P and R’s Distribution in the Questionnaire’s Scenarios

+D +R -D +R +D -R -D -R
+P Scenario 3 Scenario 12 Scenario 8 Scenario 4
-P Scenario 9 Scenario 14 Scenario 2 Scenario 7
=p Scenario 11 Scenario 6 Scenario 1 Scenario 13

Table 3.1 D, P and R’s Distribution in the Questionnaire’s Scenarios

At this point, it should be noted that this study does not intend to weigh the sociological
factors of P, D, and R, as this would be outside the scope of the project. However, the data
analyses indicated that in some scenarios the level of R had a significant effect on the

performance of the informants (see Chapter four and five).

3.3.2 Likert Scale Tests Design

The Likert scale judgement tests, which were designed to capture both high and low level of
imposition (£R) of the request, aimed to compare native English (ENL1) and GRL1 speakers
of English as an L2 (ESL) perception of politeness range. Specifically, it was sought under
which circumstances both group of informants are polite, when making a request; how they
identify the situational appropriateness and express themselves accordingly. In other words,
the purpose was to qualify how pragmatically aware ENL1 and GRL1 are, when dealing

with a variety of linguistic choices. Scenarios 1 and 11 (see Appendix IV, part I) of the DCT
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(asking your neighbour to turn the music down at 1.00a.m. and asking your neighbour to
look after your dog for the weekend, respectively), which were chosen to build upon the two
evaluation tests, are marked with high social distance (+D) between the speaker and the
hearer, equal power (=P), and low level of imposition of the request (—R) in scenario 1 versus
high level of imposition (+R) in scenario 11. Twelve different requests variations were
introduced for each scenario, according to Blum-Kulka et al.’s (1989) Cross Cultural Speech
Act Realisation Project (CCSARP) coding scheme for request strategies.

The rationale behind this choice of theoretical framework was twofold. First,
CCSAREP is a solid, widely adopted methodological approach towards the analysis of the
speech act of request. It presents the results of an extensive comparative work that Blum-
Kulka et al. conducted in eight different languages. It, therefore, allows researchers in
interlanguage pragmatics to utilise its outcomes and adjust their studies accordingly. Second,
the CCSARP coding manual provides a categorisation of the request strategies according to
the level of directness or indirectness. The notion of indirectness was first highlighted by
Brown & Levinson ([1978], 1987) in relation to politeness and their own framework??.
Sifianou (1987, 1992, [1999, 2002]), then, identified in her work about politeness in both
English and Greek culture that “The English appear to prefer indirect constructions — for
most of them indirectness equals politeness — whereas the Greeks tend to prefer more direct
constructions” (Sifianou, 1987, p. 200). For example, the typical way of requesting someone
to turn down the music in English is Could you please turn down the music?, whereas the
typical equivalent in Greek is Xouniaveig tny povoixiy;, which literally translates to “Are you
turning down the music?’; the politeness marker is redundant in this situation. Indisputably,
there are contextual variations, which could contradict the proposition that English people

favour indirectness when making a request. For instance, when giving driving lessons, the

21 For a detailed representation of Brown & Levinson’s (1987) politeness framework, see Chapter two.
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driving teacher could be expected to use a more direct language to ask for some action from
the learner. However, this project does not consider such variations, only focuses on
examples of everyday interaction as presented in TESL textbooks. Accounting for Sifianou’s
(1987, 1992, [1999, 2002]) findings, the CCSARP paradigm was identified as a well-
rounded approach to synthesising the structure of Likert scale test.

Following the aforementioned reasoning behind the choice of the CCSARP coding
scheme, the 12 request variations for each scenario of the two tests were designed reflecting
different levels of (in)directness. Four request variations bear more or less a low level of
directness (LLD) (for instance, Our apartments share some pretty thin walls, don’t they?),
four show more or less a high level of directness (HLD) (for instance, Turn the music down
or I'll call the police), and four appear with more or less a moderate level of directness
(MLD) (for instance, Might be better if you turned the music down)?2. The purpose was to
measure how GRL1 informants evaluate direct or indirect requests in English, in comparison
to the ENLI speakers’ tendency, but to also examine whether the length of residence in the
target country affects L2 speakers towards favouring indirectness in their judgements.
Analysing their preference, not only can it highlight their tendency towards indirectness, but
it can also suggest whether they actually transfer their patterns of directness in the target
language or not. The importance of this examination is supported by Sifianou’s (1987, 1992,
[1999, 2002]) observations that ENL1 predominantly use negative politeness strategies,

whereas native GRL1 prefer positive politeness strategies.

3.4 Participants
The task of selecting the appropriate informants for the present research project had to meet

a number of requirements; common cultural background of the participants of each group,

22 For a full presentation of the twelve versions of the requests of each test, see Appendix 1V, Part II.
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homogeneity in terms of gender, age, demographic details, education, proven track of their
competence in English (for Greek informants). In that line, the informants were specifically
asked to state their age, gender, place of birth, nationality, education background, and their
first language. They were also asked to provide information about other languages they
speak, namely their level of proficiency? in that other or those other languages. The
meaningfulness of collecting the above information lies in the dynamics of providing the
researcher with controllable features of the participants. The total number of informants is a
150, as shown in Table 3.2 (ENL1 equals for native English speakers, GRL1-GR equals for
Greek speakers of English in Greece, and GRL1-EN represents Greek speakers of English

in England).

Informants’ Details

Length of residence

Participants Number _
in England
ENL1 50 Native
GRL1-GR 50 Null
Total
GRL1-EN 50
(Months / Years)
Total 150

Table 3.2 Informants' Details

3.4.1 Greek Informants
For the purpose of gathering data from Greek participants, who speak English as an L2, the

researcher contacted university students. The age of admission in higher education in Greece

2 The level of proficiency was determined according to the Common European Framework of References for
Languages (CEFR), in particular language assessments from Cambridge and Oxford universities. This choice
was based on the heavy tendency in Greece that learners of English sit the aforementioned examinations. The
levels extend from A1-A2, which equals elementary knowledge of English, B1-B2, which equals intermediate
knowledge, and C1-C2, which is equal to advanced knowledge and proficient competence.
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is 18, however it is not unusual to encounter students of any age at postgraduate and
postgraduate research level; hence, the participants’ age varied between eighteen and fifty-
four. The institutions were based both in Greece and England. With this choice, the sample
satisfied the aim of RQ3 and RQ4, which is set to examine if length of stay in the target
country affects GRL1 speakers’ performance in English. It should be noted that the
informants were students at schools of Science, namely Business Schools, Social Sciences,
Medicine, and so forth. Humanities, and specifically Philology and Linguistics, were
carefully avoided, as the interrelation between disciplines could be a possible intervening
factor, bearing the latent risk of generating biased responses by the informants. This risk
sufficed to not employ such an approach towards the examining sample.

The total number of Greek informants was 100. They were divided into groups
(GRL1-GR and GRL1-EN) according to their contact with the target culture, that is, the
native English. The research focused on either null length of residence in England, or total
residence, measurable in months or years.

The first group, GRL1-GR, consists of 50 informants, whose level of proficiency in
English is B2. They ranged from the age group of 18-24 (64%) to the age group of 45-54
(4%). Twenty-eight percent fell under the age group of 25-34 and only 4% of them was
between 35-44 years of age. The majority were undergraduate students (64%), 34% of the
them were postgraduates and only 2% were at postgraduate research level. All of them were
born in Greece, hold Greek nationality, and their mother tongue is Greek. None of the GRL1-
GR group informants lived in England for any period of time. Gender wise, 68% was female.

The second group of informants’, GRL1-EN, equally consists of 50 informants. Their
level of proficiency in English is C2%4. In terms of their age, the majority (44%) fell under

the age group of 25-34, 40% was between 18-24, 14% of them belonged to the age group

24 The different level of proficiency of the two groups of Greek participants is discussed in Chapter 7.2.
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of 3544, and only 2% ticked the box of 45-54. Education wise, 42% of the informants were
postgraduate students, 34% were undergraduates, and 24% were at postgraduate research
level. Ninety percent of them were born in Greece, 4% in Georgia, and 2% in the UK,
Germany and Romania®, respectively. They all have Greek nationality and their mother
tongue is Greek. Twenty percent of the informants lived in the UK for a period of one to six
months and 18% for seven to twelve months. In terms of years, 16% lived for one to two
years, 12% for two to three years, 8% for three to four years, 6% for four to five years, and
20% for more than five years. It is worth mentioning that all the informants were amidst
their stay in England when the research took place. Gender wise, 74% was female.

The data from the Greek informants were gathered both in Greece and England. As
aforementioned, the preferred data collection instruments, namely the DCT and the two
Likert scale tests, were in a written form. Paper copies were distributed to 50 students in
class in Greece, with the permission of Professor Alexandrakis?® at the Technological
Educational Institute of Central Macedonia in Serres. However, the Greek students in
England were scattered in different institutes throughout the country, making the distribution
of the questionnaire challenging. The resolution of the issue was accomplished by
distributing the questionnaires in an Office Word file via email or Skype, and then by sharing
screens with the informant, monitoring and recording the Skype session. These one-to-one
sessions proved valuable, as the participants were interested in a discussion after the

completion of the questionnaire, which generated interesting comments.

2 All bilingual participants (from all groups) were removed from the final analysis sample, as such a variable
could potentially intervene in the results and affect the outcome of the study. Regardless, bilingualism is outside
the scope of this research endeavour.

26 The researcher owes the outmost gratitude to Professor Alexandros Alexandrakis (Department of Accounting
and Finance) for offering twenty minutes of his teaching time for the purpose of collecting their data.
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3.4.2 English Informants
The total number of ENL1 speakers participating in the research is 50. The aim was that this
group of participants served as the control group within the project that is, the prototype with
which the responses of the rest of the groups are compared. For that reason, their
demographical details were carefully considered to ensure their background homogeneity
with their Greek counterparts. As the Greek informants, they were also asked to provide
details regarding their age, gender, place of birth, nationality, education background, and
language competence in other languages than their first language. They were born in
England. They all have British nationality and their mother tongue is English. Their age
ranged from 18-24 (76%) to 35-44 (4%), with no student older than this. Twenty percent
was between 25-34 years of age. They were undergraduate and postgraduate students at
Science Schools at University of East Anglia in Norwich, so their areas of expertise were
the same as their Greek counterparts. Most of them were undergraduate students (64%), 26%
were postgraduates and 10% were postgraduate researchers. In terms of gender, they were
almost equally divided; 54% were female and 46% were male.

The data collection process involved the distribution of paper copies of the
questionnaire on campus in a designated area offered by the Unio staff, so as to accommodate

for an appropriate environment without distractions.

3.4.3 General Research Ethics Committee Approval

For the purpose of the study, the 150 participants provided their personal details (i.e. age,
gender, nationality, residency) as part of their demographic background, in order to ensure
the homogeneity of the data as much as possible. Considering that the Data Protection Act

1998 protects individuals’ anonymity on all accounts, an application for ethical approval?®’

27 For a template of the ethics form and the approval by the General Research Ethics Committee, see Appendix
V.
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by the General Research Ethics Committee was made on 22 June 2015. The application was
approved on 17 July 2015. The data was stored in a Microsoft Excel file on the University
of East Anglia computing storage system, as well as online on OneDrive, courtesy of
University of East Anglia. The Data was kept securely with a password and participants were
informed that they could leave the project at any time and that their data would be removed

from the study.

3.5 Pilot Study
A pilot study was conducted to identify areas that could be improved before the data
collection process, with regard to the design of the questionnaire. For the purpose of
checking the questionnaire’s efficiency before the piloting, two teachers of English and one
teacher of Greek were involved in the procedure as consultants. The one teacher of English
was a native speaker of the language, whereas the other two teachers (of English and Greek,
respectively) were both Greek. Their insightful comments on the language, the
contextualisation of the scenarios, as well as the adaption of the real-life situations in written
form, resulted in some changes. The suggestion was to simplify the explanatory notes of
both the DCT and the Likert scale tests, alter two farfetched situations into more realistic
ones, and add or remove the hearer’s response in three scenarios. The total time needed to
complete the questionnaire, including the demographics, was fifteen minutes.

For the actual piloting of the questionnaire?®, eight Greek students (five female and
three male), of whom seven live in Greece and one lives in England, were asked to
participate. They all attend courses in Science Schools (Mathematics, Molecular Biology,

Computing). They completed the test in a written form and the total time needed was fifteen

28 It should be noted that a former version of the questionnaire was used for the pilot study. It has been altered
to its final form after the completion of the process.
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to twenty minutes. During their participation, they asked no questions, nor did they suggest
any alternations at the end of the procedure.

The results and a post-questionnaire mini discussion with the participants revealed
that additions could be made to the questionnaire’s context. Scenarios 1 and 11, which
include verbal interaction with a neighbour, troubled them, with regard to the sociological
factor distance (D). All of the participants asked for the level of familiarity and the age of
their potential interlocutor to be specified. They justified their request by pointing out that
they were unable to identify whether they should be using plural or singular number when
addressing to their co-speaker. The differentiation between singular and plural is directly
related to the T/V pronominal system (eod ‘you’ (informal) vs. eoeic ‘you’ (formal)), on
which Greek language and its speakers usually depend to express politeness (Sifianou,
1992). Such a distinction does not exist in the English grammatical system, however it is
possible to indicate one’s distance with their elder or less familiar by using alternative
address forms, like Sir / Mr or Madam / Mrs.

Close to the informants’ aforementioned concern regarding their proximity with their
neighbours, the gender of their interlocutor seemed to play a major role. All of the informants
revealed that they would use different language to perform their request towards a male
versus a female interlocutor, irrespective of their own gender. More specifically, they
claimed that female addressees would invite more polite requests than male. Such a remark
could not be ignored, so the final version of the questionnaire consisted of 14 scenarios, in
which male and female gender was equally allocated. It is a variable, whose control was
beyond the scope of this study, yet the results may lead to hypotheses for future research.

What was also noticed during the pilot study is that the vast majority of the
informants repeatedly used two request patterns in English throughout Part I, which are listed
as syntactic downgraders by Blum-Kulka et al. (1989), namely the interrogatives Can I...

and Could I.... These syntactic downgraders are considered a subcategory of (Query)
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Preparatory and fall under the category of conventionally indirect requests, which is the
typical way of requesting in English (Sifianou, 1992). In order to avoid any intentional
repetition of certain structures by the informants, such as the above, two distractors were
added in the questionnaire’s final version, adapted from Sasaki (1998). The speech act they
represented was refusal. The rationale behind embodying distractors in the DCT was to
ensure that the informants would not complete the questionnaire automatically and without
thinking. If so, then the responses in the refusal scenarios would have been requests instead.

Another technique to avoid undesirably repetitive answers was to distribute the
questionnaire in various versions. What is virtually meant by ‘versions’ is that the actual
content does not change in principle, but only in order. All versions consist of the same
scenarios, but in a different order of appearance. The pilot test confirmed this technique
would make the questionnaire more robust by avoiding task saturation effect on the same
items for the participants — it is reminded that the target groups are L2 speakers of English.
Therefore, the scenarios in Part | of the questionnaire appeared in three different orders, so
that the results of all the participants show diversity. The aim was to collect representative
data for all twelve scenarios of Part 1.

The task of clarifying the variables of D, P, and especially R, within the frame of the
scenarios, was an intricate process. The completion of the pilot study also raised concerns
with regard to time constrains and the potential repetitive nature of the participants’

responses. Therefore, piloting the questionnaire was a valuable addition to the process.

3.6 Data Analysis Processes
The following section provides a thorough description of the data analysis processes that
were followed in order to extract and interpret the results from both the DCT and the Likert

scale tests. It is explained why those processes are relevant to the study and how they provide
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the means to answer the research questions and meet the objectives of the project. The nature
of the analyses is quantitative for all the data, with qualitative value in the discussion.

It should be noted at this point that the length of residence factor, which is employed
to compare the two groups of Greek informants, is defined only with regard to the residence
of the students in the target culture and not their purpose of residence. It is determined as
null for GRL1-GR and total for GRL1-EN; and by total is meant that the length of residence
in England is accounted for as accumulated and not dispersed in months or years. The reason
behind this decision lies on the nature of the informants’ data; since GRL1-GR exhibit null
contact with the target culture, GRL1-EN’s length of stay is already comparable with GRL1-

GR’s in its own right, considering that RQ3 and RQ4 explore its impact on L2 speakers.

3.6.1 Discourse Completion Test Analysis Process

The collected data of the DCT, both the paper copies and the Microsoft Word files, were
copied by hand and stored in a Microsoft Excel file on the University of East Anglia
computing storage system, as well as online (on cloud). The analysis of the data relied on
Blum-Kulka et al.’s (1989) Cross-Cultural Speech Act Realisation Project (CCSARP). The
aim of the DCT analysis was to generate enough information to answer RQ1 and RQ3. The
informants’ responses, on the one hand, highlighted whether they transfer their pragmatic
patterns from L1 to L2 when they make a request, aiming to answer RQ1. The controlled
demographics of the participants and their categorisation in groups, on the other hand,
measured if contact with the target culture has an effect on the production of requests by L2
speakers, aiming to answer RQ3. The process is presented below separately for each element
of the analysis, namely request categories, request strategies, internal modification of the

request, external modification of the request, alerters, and request perspective.
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3.6.1.1 Request Categories

Blum-Kulka et al. (1989) categorise their data in direct requests (DR), conventionally
indirect requests (CIR), and non-conventionally indirect requests (NCIR)?, in a decreasing
order of directness; that is, DRs are marked with the highest level of directness and NCIRs
with the lowest. For the purpose of the present study, the latter category is referred to as hints
(HN) (see 3.6.1.2). Their framework weighs the level of (in)directness of a request in relation
to the illocutionary intent of the speaker (S); the more apparent his/her intent is from the
locution, the more direct the request is considered. In that sense, the locution of the speech
act presupposes the illocutionary intent of the speaker. Here are some examples from the

data of the present study.

[Scenario 7] You can’t find your stapler and there’s no one at the office except your boss,
Peter Brown. You knock on his door and ask for his.

(47) 1 want your stapler because I lost mine. (DR)

(48) Peter, do you mind if I borrow the stapler? (CIR)

(49) Sorry to bother you but where are all the staplers in the office? (HN)

This part of the analysis showed the extent to which GRL1-GR and GRL1-EN perform
requests in English adequately from a pragmatic perspective. Their responses were
compared with the responses of ENL1.

In order to showcase the dynamic of the results and strengthen the argument in favour
or against the use of (in)directness of GRL1 in L2, hence the realisation of transfer or not,
some relevant statistical analyses were deemed appropriate for this particular part of the data.

By assigning the values 1 — 3, where 1 stands for highly direct requests, 2 for less direct, and

29 All three categories incorporate request strategies, which are presented in Section 3.6.1.2.
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3 for the least direct®, to DR, CIR and HN, respectively, a scale was created. This scale
allowed for the comparison of the means of the informants’ responses on IBM SPSS
Statistics 23 (Statistical Package for the Social Sciences) software package, courtesy of
University of East Anglia. The data was also statistically evaluated by running an ordered
probit regression (oprobit) test on Stata/MP 16.0 software, courtesy of University of East
Anglia. The choice of this latter test allowed for the detection of the statistical significance
of the results in terms of the likelihood with which the groups lean towards directness or
indirectness (Long & Freese, 2006). For the interpretation of the results, the focus lies on the
Likelihood-Ratio (LR) statistic, which denotes the overall significance of the three groups
towards directness or indirectness. P (or else sig. for significance) and z statistic are also
taken into account for the interpretation of the results and the comparison between groups.
The (*) symbol denotes the degrees of significance. According to theory, if p < 0.01, then
the significance is ***; if 0.01 < p < 0.05, then the significance is **; and if 0.05 < p < 0.10,
then the significance is * (Long & Freese, 2006). Also, if z statistics is < 1.645, there is no
significance, if it is > 1.645, then *, if it is > 1.96, then **, and if it is > 2.578, the *** (Long

& Freese, 2006).

3.6.1.2 Request Strategies

According to Blum-Kulka et al. (1989: 278), a request strategy is “the obligatory choice of
the level of directness by which a request is realized”. Directness, as aforementioned,
affiliates with the degree to which the H is able to understand the illocutionary intent of the
S only by the locution. This means that the S communicates successfully their request only
when the H manages to perceive their intentions solely via the wording of the speech act.

Blum-Kulka et al.’s (1989) request strategies are categorized in a decreasing order of

30 The assignment of the values to the request categories follows Blum-Kulka et al.’s (1989) (in)directness
scale.
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directness to mood derivable, explicit performative, hedged performative, locution

derivable, want statement, suggestory formula, preparatory (query preparatory), strong hints,

and mild hints. However, the data of the study revealed two new categories of strategies,

namely other DR structures and conventionally structured HN, which are presented at the

end of this subsection. Table 3.3 below presents all the strategies revealed from the data.

Request Strategies

Directness (DR)

Mood Derivable

Explicit Performative
(explicit requests)

Hedged Performative

Locution Derivable
(obligation, order, necessity)

Want Statement (will, desire)

Other Direct Structures

Examples

Yes, close the door.

So, I am here to ask for a pay rise.

Saying that, | would like to take the opportunity and
request a pay rise.

I need your help, you must rearrange your plans.

Yes, | would like you to turn the music down.

By turning down the music.

Conventional Indirectness (CIR)

Suggestory Formula
(suggestion)
Preparatory (Query
Preparatory)

Strong Hints

Mild Hints

How about a discount?

May | ask if you can look after my dog for the weekend?

Hints (HN)
I’ll offer you headphones to peacefully resolve this.

Carol, you know how long | have been working with you
and this company and how much | enjoy working with
everyone. With the trainings and the knowledge | have
gained the past year, | believe | can handle more
responsibilities in my department.
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Conventionally Structured Hi | have just missed my train home, | don't have any
Hints (CSHN) money, would it be possible to get on the next train?
Table 3.3 Request Strategies in the Data

The mood derivable request strategy allows the S to make their intention clear only
by using the appropriate grammatical mood in their locution, that is, imperatives or other
functional equivalents. An example from the DCT scenarios is Turn the music down. The
mood “conventionally determines [the] illocutionary force as a Request” (Blum-Kulka et al.,
1989: 278). In explicit performative requests, the speaker’s illocutionary intent is apparent
from the illocutionary verb they use, i.e. I am asking you to turn the music down. In hedged
performative, however, this illocutionary verb is preceded by modal verbs or other verbs of
intention, i.e. | have to ask you to change your holidays. The locution derivable allows the
H to identify the illocutionary force of the locution as a request directly from its semantics,
i.e. Sorry Helen, but you must change your holidays. The want statement is the request
strategy, which allows the S to express their will that the event described in the locution will
be realized, i.e. | would like you to look after my dog.

The five aforementioned request strategies fall under the DR request category,
considering that the H needs not to put effort to understand the speaker’s intentions by their
propositions. The following two strategies, the suggestory formula and the preparatory, form
the CIR category subcategorization. In this case, the speaker’s intention is not directly
derivable from their utterance, but the phrasing of the speech act follows a conventional
pattern mutually recognisable by both interlocutors. For suggestory formula, the
illocutionary intent of the S is conveyed to the H as a conventionally formulated suggestion,
i.e. Maybe my dog can stay with you? For preparatory, however, the conventionalized
linguistic choices of the S check whether the H is able, willing, or there is the possibility to

act on the request, i.e. Could you turn the music down?
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The last two request strategies of Blum-Kulka et al.’s (1989) framework are strong
and mild hints, which are categorised as NCIRs, or HNs for the current study. Neither bears
any direct relation between locution and illocution, nor is either conventionalised. In that
sense, the task of successfully communicating falls upon the H, who is required to activate
additional contextual understanding of the proposition to be able to read the illocutionary
force of the request. Strong hints, however, contain relevant linguistic elements, which refer
to the request itself, contrary to mild hints, which contain no relevant elements whatsoever.
An example of a strong hint is | understand that, however | feel the value of the table is not
high enough to spend that much when | could get a cheaper one, whereas an example of a
mild hint would be Don 't give me that shit John. If it’s one of a kind, why where there two
in the store? In both examples, the speaker asks for a discount on a kitchen table.

The data revealed two additional categories of request strategies, namely other direct
structures, i.e. By turning the music down (by+gerund), and what is named conventionally
structured hints (CSHN). Even though HNs, both mild and strong, are presented by Blum-
Kulka et al. (1989) as non-conventionalised request strategies, the data introduced a high
number of responses which can neither be categorised as NCIRs nor as CIRs. The
illocutionary intent of a CSHN is apparent from the locution as a CIR, but this intent is
merely related to the request scenario of the DCT. In essence, there is a mismatch and a
conflict of grammar with semantics and pragmatics; the grammatical structure of CSHNs is
identical to the grammatical structure of CIRs, but their meaning is open to interpretation
with regard to the request scenario. This means that the illocutionary force of a CSHN could
be interpreted by the H otherwise than the original force, bringing the request closer to the
opaque NCIR category than the CIR and, thus, demanding more effort from the H to
understand the actual intent of the S. Even though CSHNSs are still hints and, evidently, open
to interpretation, their conventionalised structure reduces the uncertainty of what their

illocutionary force is; yet this seemingly clear illocutionary force does not necessarily mirror
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the S’s actual intent in relation to the relevant request scenarios of the DCT. In other words,
the participants (English and Greek) wanted to make a request to pass on their intent to the
H, hence the conventionalised structure, but without making the request that was indicated
in the description of the scenarios, hence the hinting of the illocutionary force (italics for
emphasis)

To explain the above with an example, in scenario 3, where the informants are asked
to request a free ticket at the train station counter, one of the responses was | had previously
bought a valid ticket, however | missed it due to (give reasons) and now I cannot afford
another ticket. Please may | go on this train instead of the one | missed? In a scenario like
this, a CIR could be May | have a free ticket please?, clearly asking for a free ticket in a
conventionalised manner that the H would be able to identify as a request. A NCIR (HN)
could be 7’m broke and I need to travel, a statement that only implies that a free ticket would
be a solution to the problem of the S. The H may as well not recognise the HN as a request
at all due to its obscurity. However, the example above does not fit in either category. The
speaker resorted to the conventionally indirect structure of a request (Please may I go on this
train instead?), meaning his/her intention was to ask for something, but the content of the
request did not relate with asking for a free ticket as indicated in the description of the
scenario. This does not mean, though, that the actual intent of the S was not to request a free
ticket.

With regard to directness, three new request strategies were employed by the
participants of the study: by+gerund, future affirmative, and present affirmative. The
propositional utterance (by turning down the music) comes as a direct response to the H’s
introductory line Yes? How can | help you? inthe DCT. It is a highly direct way of requesting
that is not justified either as an ellipsis or as any of the other direct request strategies of
Blum-Kulka et al.’s (1989) framework. Likewise, affirmative grammatical structures,

present and future, are direct in conveying the illocutionary force of the locution, that is,
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getting a pay raise for example, but they do not align with any of the proposed request
strategies of the framework.

Table 3.4 below presents all other request strategies with an example.

Other Request Strategies Examples

Other Direct Request Strategies

By+gerund By turning down the music.

Future Affirmative I will take your stapler.

Present Affirmative | deserve a pay raise.
Other Hints

Oh... sorry to disturb, I can come later, I was
Conventionally Structured Hints just wondering where I can find a stapler.

Table 3.4 Other Request Strategies in the Data

The findings of this part of the analysis allowed for an interpretation of the level of
(in)directness in more detail, highlighting the significance of conventionality in L2. It was
shown whether GRL1 speakers transfer their pragmatic patterns in English when they
perform the speech act of request, that is, how direct or indirect they are, and whether contact

with the target culture affects the L2 production.

3.6.1.3 Internal Modification of the Request

Modification, as presented in CCSARP, equips the S with a variety of linguistic choices or
techniques, which alleviate the imposition of a request towards the H. Those linguistic
choices are called internal mitigators when they modify the head act internally. They are
divided in syntactic downgraders, lexical and phrasal downgraders, and upgraders (Blum-

Kulka et al., 1989).
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Syntactic downgraders, which are language specific, that is, they differ from
language to language, are linguistic devices with an optional function in an utterance. This
means that a request can be successfully realised without the use of them and still convey its
illocutionary force. The syntactic downgraders that appeared in the data are conditional
clause and negation of preparatory conditions, whereas the rest are interrogative,
subjunctive, conditional, aspect, tense, combination of the above (c.f. Blum-Kulka et al.
1989: 281-283). A conditional clause illustrates the request as a hypothetical situation, i.e. |
want to ask you if I can have a ticket for free, whereas negation of preparatory conditions
negates the two given conditions of the H being able and willing to take the request forward,
i.e. I don’t suppose it’s possible to replace my ticket for free?

Lexical and phrasal downgraders are specific words or phrases, which aim to
minimize the imposing nature of a request by internally modifying the head act. Blum-Kulka
et al.’s (1989) CCSARP identifies those as politeness markers, understaters, hedges,
subjectivizers, downtoners, cajolers, appealers, and combination of the above. Politeness
markers operate as “bid(s) for cooperative behaviour” (Blum-Kulka et al., 1989: 283), i.e.
Please turn the music down. Understaters are adverbs, aimed to lighten the gravitas of the
event described by the request, i.e. | just wanted to check it would be alright to use the same
ticket for the next bus. Hedges are also adverbs, which are used by the S in order to produce
a vaguer version of their request, i.e. Hey, uhm look so | have...but I kind of need your help...
Subjectivizers are linguistic choices of the S, with which s/he adds her/his personal opinion
upon the requestive force of the proposition, i.e. | believe | deserve a pay rise. Downtoners
are “sentential or propositional modifiers” (Blum-Kulka et al., 1989: 284), whose purpose is
to soften the minimizing nature of the request, i.e. Could you be an absolute hero and
possibly give me one ticket for free? Cajolers, although not in a strict syntactic order and
with loose semantic coordination with the request, are aimed at preserving the

communicative balance between the S and the H, i.e. Boss you know, | work for you many
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years and [ believe it’s time to raise my salary. Appealers, however, have a strict syntactic
final position and are employed by the S when s/he seeks for agreement with the S, i.e. Well,
I can always find the table online at a lower price, right? All the above downgraders can
also be used in combinations, i.e. Hey Tom, sorry to be a pain, but it is quite late and | have
work in the morning. Do you think (politeness marker) you could turn the music down a little
(understater) please (politeness marker)? Lexical and phrasal downgraders are summarised

in Table 3.5 below.

Lexical and Phrasal

Examples
Downgraders

Politeness marker Can | borrow your stapler please?
Understater | was just wondering if I could use your stapler?
Hedge Hey, uhm look so I have...but I kind of need your help...
Subjectiviser | believe | deserve a pay raise

Could you be an absolute hero and possibly give me one ticket
Downtoner

for free?
Caiol Boss you know, I work for you many years and I believe it’s

ajoler . .
J time to raise my salary

Applealer Well, I can always find the table online at a lower price, right?

Hey Tom, sorry to be a pain, but it is quite late and | have work
in the morning. Do you think you could turn the music down a
little please?

Combination of the
above

Table 3.5 Lexical and Phrasal Downgraders in the Data

Upgraders is the last category of internal mitigators. Intensifiers, time intensifiers,
orthographic/suprasegmental emphasis, and repetition of request appeared in the DCT data.

Commitment indicator, expletive, lexical uptoner, determination marker, emphatic addition,
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pejorative determiner, and combination of the above are the rest of the upgraders (c.f. Blum-
Kulka et al. 1989: 285-286). Their function is to enhance the request, leaving no room for
the H to misinterpret its illocutionary force. Intensifiers, on the one hand, are adverbs, which
are used to stress specific parts of the request, i.e. I really need your help financially... Time
intensifiers, on the other hand, specifically stress the temporal necessity of the request come
about, i.e. Is there any discount you could offer me to buy that table right now? Orthographic
or suprasegmental emphasis are techniques such as underlying, exclamation marks, bold
font, high-pitched tone in spoken language, and the like, with which the S seeks to get her/his
message through emphatically, i.e. I need to borrow £2,000 otherwise I'm gonna be
SHATTERING MY STUMPS IN A CARD BURN BOX. Repetition of request, whether literal
or paraphrased, is the addresser’s effort to increase the impact of the request upon the H, i.e.
Sorry Thomas but it’s one o’ clock in the morning and you are playing the music too loud.
Could you please turn it down? Or maybe keep it low? Table 3.6 summarises the upgraders

in the data of the DCT.

Upgraders Examples

Sorry Thomas but it’s one o’ clock in the morning and you are
Repetition of request playing the music too loud. Could you please turn it down?
Or maybe keep it low?

I need to borrow £2,000 otherwise I'm gonna be

Orthographic emphasis
SHATTERING MY STUMPS IN A CARD BURN BOX

Intensifier I really need your help financially...

Is there any discount you could offer me to buy that table right
now?

Table 3.6 Upgraders in the Data

Time intensifier
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3.6.1.4 External Modification of the Request

External modification of the request, in line with internal modification, aims to support the
speaker’s request by illuminating the illocutionary force of the speech act towards the H. By
definition, external modification occurs outside the head act either preceding or following it.
It is divided in mitigating supportive moves, whose purpose is to soften the R of the request,
and aggravating supportive moves, with which the S expresses his/her irritation while
performing the request.

The first category of external modification, that is, mitigating supportive moves, is
categorised in seven subcategories; preparator, getting a precommitment, grounder,
disarmer, promise of reward, imposition minimizer, and combination of the above.
Preparator is an introductory request, with which the S informs the H that s/he is about to
perform an actual request, without revealing the context. S/he is also able to explore the
hearer’s willingness to act upon the request. An example arising from the DCT data is Hi
Carol, thanks for seeing me. I'd like to discuss my position and the extra responsibilities I 've
been taking on. Could we discuss the possibility of a rise? Getting a precommitment is a
technique, with which the S attempts to secure the hearer’s involvement in the request, in
the sense that s/he will act upon it. At a large extent, precommitment relies on the hearer’s
intentions of actually responding. An example from the data is Hey Kate, if you can do me a
solid? Could you look after my dog? Grounders are explanations, reasons, or justifications
given by the H in an attempt to soften his/her request, i.e. Hey Kate. I'm going away this
weekend. Do you mind looking after my dog, Pauline? Disarmers are linguistic choices the
S makes in order to keep the H from rejecting the requestive force of his/her utterance, i.e. |
know you have time off coming up soon, but this is going to be a really busy time. Would it
be possible for you to move the time you're taking off? A promise of reward is targeted to
ensure the hearer’s agreement to act upon the speaker’s request, i.e. Do you have the cash?

| will buy the coffee to pay you back. An imposition minimizer aims to soften the discomfort
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that the request may cause to the H, i.e. Sorry to disturb but can I borrow your stapler please?
A combination of the above modification linguistic devices is also possible, i.e. Hi, I'm sorry
to bother you (imposition minimizer). I'm devastated — I just missed my train and I can’t
afford another ticket (grounder). Could I possibly use the ticket I've got now on the next
service or have another ticket for free? I'm sorry to ask (imposition minimizer), | have no
other options (grounder).

A number of participants in all groups decide to minimise the imposing nature of
their requestive force to their interlocutor by using humour. Although Bluk-Kulka et al.’s
(1989) CCSARP does not account for humour as a request, Brown & Levinson’s (1987)
framework does. It is considered as a positive politeness strategy of performing a face
threatening act, one that a request can be. An example from the data is Mr Brown, Good
morning, how are you? Sorry for interrupting you, but it seems that my stapler has been
hiding somewhere and no one is in the office. May | use yours? Table 3.7 below summarises

the mitigating supportive moves in the data of the DCT.

Mitigating Supportive
Examples
Moves
Hi! How are you? Can I ask for a favour? I'm going away

Preparator
P for a bitand I was wondering if you could look after my dog?

. . Hey Kate, if you can do me a solid? Could you look after my
Getting a precommitment

dog?
Can you keep my pet for this weekend, because | will have a
Grounder : .
very important job
i 1 know it’s too much to ask but would you be able to give me
Disarmer

some money? Around 2,000?
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Can you please take care of him for this weekend and I will

Promise of reward ) . .
bring you the best gift from my trip!

Imposition minimizer Sorry to disturb but can | borrow your stapler please?

Mrs Kate | would like to ask a favour from you, | am about
to travel for the weekend and | don't want to leave my dog

Combination of the above  with anyone | don't trust. Can you please take care of him
for this weekend and I will bring you the best gift from my
trip

Mr Brown, apologies for interrupting but it seems that my

Humour
stapler abandoned me! May | use yours?

Table 3.7 Mitigating Supportive Moves in the Data

The second category of external modification is aggravating supportive moves,
namely threat and insult, as arising from the data analysis. Moralizing and combination of
the above are the other two aggravating supportive moves (c.f. Blum-Kulka et al. 1989: 288-
289). An example of threat from the DCT data is Please, turn down the music or I will call
the police. An example of insult is Your music is too loud, please can you turn it down, it’s

quite inconsiderate.

3.6.1.5 Alerters

Alerters (c.f. Blum-Kulka et al. 1989, pp. 275-277), which appear before the request, are
elements with the purpose to get the hearer’s attention before the actual request is realized.
They are categorised in title/role, surname, first name, nickname, endearment term, offensive
term, pronoun, attention getter, and combination of the above. Offensive terms and pronouns
did not appear in the data, whereas nickname and endearment term appeared only in
combination with attention getter. In examples from the DCT, Boss, can you give me the

trapler? is title/role, Mr Brown, I can’t find my stapler is surname, Peter, do you mind if |
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borrow your stapler? is first name, (Hey) Pete! Can | borrow your stapler please? is
nickname, (Hey) love. Sorry to...turn the music down is endearment term, Hey, would you
please direct me to Ann Frank’s house? is attention getter, and Hello Mark, could you please
close the door behind you? is a combination of attention getter and first name, for instance.

Table 3.8 below summarises the categories and examples.

Alerters Examples
Title/Role Boss, can you give me your stapler?
Surname Mpr Brown, I can’t find my stapler
First name Peter, do you mind if | borrow your stapler?
Attention getter Hey, would you please direct me to Ann Frank’s house?

Combination (including

Hey) Pete! Can | borrow your stapler please?
nickname) (Hey) y PIErp

Combination (including = (Hey) love. Sorry to be a pain but could you turn the music
endearment term) down?
Table 3.8 Alerters in the Data

Having presented the internal and external modification of the request according to
Blum-Kulka et al. (1989) in 3.6.1.3 and 3.6.1.4., it should be noted that there are a number
of informants, who performed their request without the use of any modification tool

whatsoever (see Chapter four below).

3.6.1.6 Request Perspective
According to Blum-Kulka et al. (1989), requests are performed by speakers towards hearers
with the aim of making their illocutionary intent apparent from their locution, and possibly

invoke a perlocutionary act on behalf of the hearers. The linguistic exchange demands from
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both interlocutors to be involved in the communication process in order to be successful. In
that line, requests are focused on either the S or the H, both, or none. Speaker-oriented
requests reveal a responsibility upon the illocutionary force on behalf of the S, i.e. Can |
borrow your stapler? Hearer-oriented requests are manipulated in ways of laying
responsibility of action upon the H, i.e. Can you lend me your stapler? Speaker and hearer-
oriented requests invite both speakers’ viewpoint on the request, i.c. Can we change your
holiday plans? There are cases where the agent is impersonal or not apparent from the
context, i.e. How can you get to Ann Frank’s house? (you, referring to people in general).
Looking into the request perspective added value to answering, again, all three RQs of the
current study.

The next subsection of this chapter presents the analysis technique that was employed
to analyse the second part of the questionnaire, which measured the level of politeness of
(in)direct requests in two of the scenarios of the DCT. The judgements of GRL1, that is, the
target group of informants, were compared to the judgements of ENL1, that is, the control
group. The aim was to identify whether (in)directness is a determinant factor in the
evaluation of a request as polite or impolite by GRL1. The division of GRL1 in GRL1-GR
and GRL1-EN according to their length of stay in the target culture, aims to answer RQ2

and RQ4.

3.6.2 Likert Scale Tests Analysis Process

The data collected from the questionnaire’s two Likert scale tests were stored in a Microsoft
Excel file, both on University of East Anglia’s computing storage system, as well as online.
IBM SPSS Statistics 23 (Statistical Package for the Social Sciences) software package,
courtesy of University of East Anglia, was used for the quantitative analysis of the data. The
techniques used to analyse the data were divided in descriptive statistics and inferential

statistics (see 3.6.2.1 and 3.6.2.2 below); the former refer to the informants’ demographics
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ratio, the mean (x) with standard error (s.e.), and cross-tabulation, whereas the latter to
correlation (r), the analysis of variance (ANOVA), and one-sample and independent t-test!.
The aim of the tests was to ascertain whether the length of residence in the target culture

affects the performance of requests by GRL1 speakers of English with regard to politeness.

3.6.2.1 Descriptive Statistics

This subsection of the chapter presents the statistical analyses, whose purpose is to describe
variables in numbers. By variable (V) is meant any item — number, quality, quantity — that
can be attributed values, that is, be measured (Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2016). In terms
of the relationship between them, variables are divided in dependent and independent; the
latter “causes changes” (Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2016, p. 367) to the former. In the
Likert scale tests of the current research project, the length of residence in England is an
independent variable, for any response in the questionnaire by the GRL1-GR and GRL1-EN
is affected by it. The evaluations themselves are the dependent variables, or else numerical
variables (Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2016), for they can be attributed values, namely
1.00, 2.00, 3.00, 4.00, and 5.00, where 1.00 is impolite and 5.00 polite. For the presentation
of the data in this study, the dependent variables are labelled Items (1).

Regarding the informants’ characteristics, the analysis focused on frequencies, that
is, percentages, in order to provide the sample’s composition. The ¢ measured the central
tendency of the evaluations of the 24 requests of each Likert scale test, as well as their results
when grouped in HLD, MLD, and LLD requests. Standard error indicated how different
these central tendencies were with regard to the larger population either towards 1.00 or 5.00.
Cross-tabulation examined the potential interdependence of individual items’ values, that is,

the evaluations of the twelve requests of the one Likert scale test, individually, in comparison

31 The numerical presentation of the results will be presented in Chapter five.
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to the evaluations of the corresponding requests of the other. The purpose was to ensure that
there are not bimodal distributions in the responses. If half of participants select 1 and half
select 5, then the result mean is 3 and that does not quite capture the participants’ true ratings.
By presenting the descriptive statistics, the relationship between the participants and the
items is emphasised, for instance whether GRL1-GR, GRL1-EN, and ENL1 provide similar
or different judgements of the twenty-four request patterns of the two Likert scale tests.

At this point, it should be noted that the trichotomy of the 12 requests of each Likert
scale test in HLD, MLD and LLD in the second part of the analysis (see Section 3.3.2) maps,
more or less, their categorisation in DR, CIR and NCIR according to Blum-Kulka et al.’s
(198). There are a few differences, though, into which request strategies are included in
which request categories in Part 1l of the analysis. In more detail, DR (or HLD) in the Likert
scale tests include the strategies of mood derivable (with modification) and locution
derivable. CIR (or MLD) include the strategies of suggestory formula (with and without
modification), preparatory, and want statement. NCIR (or LLD) include the strategies of hint
(with and without modification) and preparatory (with modification). The labelling of the

categories is used interchangeably for presentational purposes.

3.6.2.2 Inferential Statistics

Inferential statistics is the second of the two pillars of a controlled statistical process, next to
descriptive statistics. They allow findings to be generalised at a wider level, that of the whole
population, but without the impossible task of inviting judgements from all; which is why
sampling is a major component of the procedure. For example, 150 students’ evaluations
lead to results, which can be representative of all Greek speakers of English or native
speakers of English. Assumptions about the whole population are allowed by the so-called

parametric statistical tests, which are tests designed for measurable data. They are opposed
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to non-parametric tests, whose results cannot be used to assume probabilities of the same
results with different samples of population.

Correlation analysis focuses on the relationship of the items in pairs, namely the
twenty-four requests of the Likert scale tests. The aim is to assess the strength of this
relationship in terms of their linear nature, that is, their numerical representation in the 5-
point ranking scale. The core of the analysis is the correlation coefficient (r), which can
receive any value from —1.00 to +1.00 and quantify any change that occurs in one item and
co-occurs in another, without though clarifying which item is affected (Saunders, Lewis, &
Thornhill, 2016). Positive r (+1.00) emerges when the values of one item increase and so do
the values of the other. Negative r (-1.00) highlights the increasing values of an item in
relation to the decreasing values of another. In both cases, items are “precisely related’®2
(Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2016, pp. 459). In an example from the 5-point scale of this
analysis, if I1 (Could you turn the music down?) presents a value of 3.00 and 113 (Could you
look after my dog during the weekend?) a value of 2.00 in one group, then the two items will
be positively correlated if 11 presents the increased value of 4.00 and 113 the also increased
value of 3.00 in another group.

The strength of the relationship between items is furthermore assessed by calculating
if r occurs by chance alone. The probability of this random occurrence justifies whether the
same survey will produce the same results with different samples of population. P-value, or
else sig. for significance, reveals if that probability is high or low. The values extend between
0.01 and 0.05. If p is lower than 0.05 (p < 0.05), then r is considered statistically significant
and not random; if it is greater than 0.05 (p > 0.05), then r is not statistically significant and
occurs by chance. In the same example as above, if the pair of 11 and 113 present a r = .369

and p <.01, then there is a statistically significant positive correlation between the two items.

32 The r of 0 leads to the conclusion that two items are not correlated at all and, ergo, independent, that is, they
do not take on any change nor does the one affects the other in any way.

Page | 114



But if they present a r =.100 and p > .05, then there is no statistically significant relationship
between them.

The two Likert scale tests of the analysis, as already mentioned, consist of twelve
requests each. Those requests come in pairs — request A from Likert scale test | pairs with
request A from Likert scale test Il. They are created according to their level of directness
and this is the element that dictates the format of the pairing of the items when grouped to
HLD, MLD, and LLD request pairs. The scenarios, within which the requests are
materialised, are marked with +D and =P, but with different R (-R versus +R). This
difference suggests that any statistical significance between the pairing items, which are
otherwise identical, is meaningful at the level of R only.

Analysis of variance (ANOVA) is a statistical process, which allows for assumptions
for three or more groups to be different by chance alone in terms of numerical variables.
Variance is defined as the “spread of data values, within and between groups of data by
comparing means” (Saunders, M., Lewis, P., & Thornhill, A., 2016: 458). To give an
example, the three groups of the present research project evaluate numerical variables — the
twenty-four requests — on a 5-point scale. If the three groups differ in their evaluations of
each item, ANOVA determines whether those differences occur by chance alone or not. A
large F ratio — the representation of any difference — with a p-value less than 0.05 suggests
a low probability of the differences being random, ergo is statistically significant. In the
study, two statistical models of ANOVA were employed; three-way mixed ANOVA and
one-way ANOVA. The former captured all aspects of the research design, that is, the
grouping variable (between-subject variable), the different levels of imposition in the two
scenarios (within-subject variable), and the different levels of directness of the 24 requests,
grouped in the three categories of HLD, MLD, and LLD (within subject variable). The
results of this test allowed for a broader reading and interpretation of the data. The latter

statistical model assessed the elements of the research design that specifically correspond to
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the grouping and politeness variables solely, where the latter accounts for the 24 Likert-type
requests as separate items.

The last two parts of the inferential statistics analyses present the t-test, which
supplements ANOVA. On the one hand, the one-sample t-test followed the three-way mixed
ANOVA into determining if the sample mean is different to the larger population mean. On
the other hand, the independent t-test, which refers to groups that perform under the same
conditions, followed the one-way ANOVA into specifying which pairs of groups differ in
their evaluations of the same variables (Saunders, M., Lewis, P., & Thornhill, A., 2016). A
large t with a sig. less than 0.05 signifies a low probability that any difference between the
two of the three groups occurs randomly. Hence, a t-test not only allows to detect if
differences exist in the evaluations of the three groups, but it also specifies which groups are

the ones that differ.

3.7 Chapter Summary

In this chapter, a description of the methodological approach towards the present study was
provided. The research questions were introduced and the rationale behind the research
approach was analysed from a theoretical viewpoint. The design of the two methodological
instruments, namely the DCT and the Likert scale judgment test, was analytically described.
The criteria on which the participants were chosen, sampling limitations, the process of
creating the questionnaire and piloting before the actual research, and the data analysis
processes of both parts of the questionnaire. The next chapter presents the results of the first

part of the questionnaire, the DCT.

Page | 116



4. RESULTS PART I: THE REALISATION OF REQUEST

The next two chapters present the results of the study; Chapter four covers Part | of the data
analysis and Chapter five Part I1, that is, the Discourse Completion Test (DCT) and the Likert
scale tests, respectively. The scenarios of the DCT presented in this chapter are 12 instead
of the total 14, which included the two distractors addressing the speech act of refusal —
Scenario 5 and Scenario 10. The 12 scenarios consider all three sociological variables, which
affect politeness realisations according to Brown & Levinson (1987); Distance (D), Power
(P), and Imposition (R). Politeness as a notion, on the one hand, is introduced in the study,
following Blum-Kulka et al.’s (1989) suggestion that directness and politeness are related,
but not consequential. Directness, on the other hand, is presented by Sifianou (1992) as one
of the differences between Greeks and English when requesting. Both parts of this research
project, however, provide evidence that indirectness is considered as part of the polite way
of requesting, at least in the English language setting, by native and second language
speakers of English (ESL).

The data is analysed following Blum-Kulka et al.’s Cross-Cultural Speech Act
Realisation Project (CCSARP) (1989), adjusting the framework where required. The results
are presented separately for each category and per group, except for subsection 4.6 below,

where a cross-presentation of all groups has been done.

4.1 Request Categories

This section presents the numerical result of the request categories, which all the participants
(150 in number) of the study used in the DCT. Introducing the results of the preference for
request categories by the informants, a reminder of the scenarios and the sociological

variables that mark them is presented in Table 4.1 below.
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Variables

+D-R=P

+D-R-P

+D+R+P

—D-R+P

-D+R=P

D-R-P

+D-R+P

+D+R-P

+D+R=P

~D+R+P

~D-R=P

~D+R-P

1. Neighbour’s

house-music

2. On the street

3. Train station-

free ticket

4. Coffee shop-

door

6. At home

7. At work-

stapler

8. Bus station-

same ticket

9. On the phone-
discount

11. Neighbour’s

house-dog

12. Office-
holidays

13.Car park
machine

14. At work-pay

rise

Scenarios

It is one o’clock in the morning and you’re trying to sleep, but Thomas,
your 18-year-old neighbour, whom you don’t know very well, is
playing music too loud. You knock on his door and ask him to turn it
down.

You are lost in Amsterdam, trying to find Anne Frank’s house. You
see a policewoman and ask her for directions.

You’re at the train station and you’ve just missed your train. You don’t
have the money for another ticket. You go to the counter and ask the
male assistant if it’s possible to have one for free.

You’re the owner of a coffee shop and you want to talk to Mark, one
of your employees. He walks into your office and you ask him to close
the door, so you can have some privacy.

You’re in a very difficult financial situation and you need to borrow
some money urgently. You ask one of your best friends, Mary, for
£2,000.

You can’t find your stapler and there’s no one at the office except your
boss, Peter Brown. You knock on his door and ask for his.

You’re at the bus station and you arrive too late to catch the bus. You
go to the counter and ask the female assistant if you are allowed to use
the same ticket for the next service.

You want to buy a kitchen table from a very expensive store. You call
John Woods, the manager of the store, and ask him for a discount.
You’re planning on going away for the weekend, but you can’t take
your dog with you. You knock on your neighbour’s door, Kate White,
who is new at the building and in her middle 60’s, to ask her to look
after it.

You’re a manager in a company and you need Helen’s help, who is
your employee, during the weeks she is due to be on holiday. You ask
her to rearrange her plans.

You’re at the car park machine with your friend Jack and you realise
you don’t have the coins for the car park fee. You ask him for £2.
You’ve worked for 2 years in the same company and you think it’s time
you deserve a pay rise. You have a meeting with your boss, Carol

Smith, and ask her for it.

Table 4.1 The DCT Scenarios - Brown & Levinson’s (1987) Sociological Variables
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4.1.1 Native English Speakers (ENL1)

Chart 4.1 below presents the responses of the control group, the native English speakers
(ENL1), to the 12 request scenarios of the DCT, which fall under all three request categories.
The scenarios, in which three informants opted to not make a request at all, are also included.
The division does not follow the ordinal format of the DCT, rather than accounts first for

scenarios with +P, then with —P, and last with =P.

Request Categories by ENL1
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Train station-free ticket (+P+D+R)
Coffee shop-door (+P-D-R)

Bus station-same ticket (+P+D-R)
Office-holidays (+P-D+R)

On the street (-P+D-R)

At work-stapler (-P-D-R)

On the phone-discount (—P+D+R)
At work-pay rise (-P-D+R)
Neighbour’s house-music (=P+D-R)
At home (=P-D+R)

Neighbour’s house-dog (=P+D+R)
Car park machine (=P—-D-R)

®DR (HLD) ®=CIR(MLD) ®HN (LLD) = No Request

Chart 4.1 Request Categories by ENL1

The first four scenarios are all marked with high power of the S over the H. Regarding
Scenario 3, ‘train station-free ticket’, where the interlocutors are strangers and the imposition
of the request is high, ENL1 favoured HNs the most with 60% and DRs the least, with none
of the informants preferring directness. Two percent of the informants did not perform the
request at all, instead they wrote on the DCT “I wouldn’t ask for a free ticket, I’d rather not

reach my destination”. The second most preferred strategy was CIR with 38%. In Scenario
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4, ‘coffee shop-door’, where the social distance between S and H and the level of imposition
of the request are low, 28% of the informants favoured directness and 72% CIRs. The same
request strategy outnumbered in preferences all four scenarios in Scenario 8, ‘bus station-
same ticket’, with 88%, whereas 2% of the informants preferred HNs. The second most
favoured strategy was DR with 10%. The level of D in this scenario is high, but the level of
R is low. Contrarily, the last scenario with +P, Scenario 12, ‘office-holidays’, is marked with
—D and +R, yet still invited the preference for CIRs by 58% of the informants and DRs by
20%. The rest of the informants, 28%, chose HNs.

The second group of scenarios marked with no power of the S over the H showed an
overall preference for CIR as the most appropriate request category. In Scenario 2, ‘on the
street’, where the social distance of the interlocutors is high, but the level of imposition is
low, 82% of the informants chose CIRs and two HNs, leaving a percentage of 14% on DR
preference. The scenario marked with —D and —R, Scenario 7, ‘at work-stapler’, showed the
highest number of informants in CIR, that is, 92%. Two percent of the informant resorted to
DRs and 6% to HNs. The next two scenarios marked with —P are also marked with +R, but
different D; Scenario 9, ‘on the phone-discount’, comes with +D, whereas Scenario 14, ‘at
work-pay rise’, comes with —D. In the former, 52% of the informants resorted to CIRs,
whereas in the latter, the informants were split between CIRs and DRs with 36% in each
category. In Scenario 9, the second most preferred strategy was HN with 46%, but in
Scenario 14, HN was chosen by 28% of the informants.

In the last group of scenarios, the power between the S and the H is equal. The
majority of the informants opted in favour of CIRs in all four scenarios; 92% in Scenario 1,
‘neighbour’s house-music’, 58% in ‘at home’, 86% in Scenario 11, ‘neighbour’s house-dog’,
and 94% in Scenario 13, ‘car park machine. In terms of D and R, the first scenario displays
+D and R, the second —D and +R, the third +D and +R, and the last —D and —R, respectively.

Regarding directness, Scenario 6, ‘at home’, outnumbered the other three scenarios by 26%

Page | 120



versus 4%, 2%, and 6% for Scenario 1, ‘neighbour’s house-music’, Scenario 11,
‘neighbour’s house-dog, and Scenario 13, ‘car park machine’, respectively. HNs were not
used at all in Scenario 13, ‘car park machine’, but they were chosen by 16% of the informants
in Scenario 6, ‘at home’ scenario. The same category came with 2% of preference for
Scenario 1, ‘neighbour’s house-music’, and 10% in Scenario 11, ‘neighbour’s house-dog’.
The last two scenarios were also a platform for 4% of the informants to resort to action or
not perform the request at all. In the first one, the participant wrote in the DCT “I would
resolve this with action like posting it on social media”. In the second, the participant wrote

“I wouldn’t ask her to watch my dog, it’s not polite to ask elderly something like that”.

4.1.2 Greek Speakers of English in England (GRL1-EN)
Chart 4.2 below presents the preferences for request categories of the first of the two target
groups, Greek speakers of English in England (GRL1-EN). The division of the scenarios of

the DCT also accounts first for scenarios with +P, then with —P, and last with =P.

Request Categories by GRL1-EN
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Train station-free ticket (+P+D+R)
Coffee shop-door (+P-D-R)

Bus station-same ticket (+P+D-R)
Office-holidays (+P-D+R)

On the street (—-P+D-R)

At work-stapler (-P-D-R)

On the phone-discount (-P+D+R)
At work-pay rise (-P-D+R)
Neighbour’s house-music (=P+D-R)
At home (=P-D+R)

Neighbour’s house-dog (=P+D+R)
Car park machine (=P-D-R)

®DR (HLD) ®CIR(MLD) ®HN (LLD) = No Request

Chart 4.2 Request Categories by GRL1-EN
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The power relation of the S and the H in the first four scenarios weighs in favour of
the former against the latter. The request category, which showed the highest rate of
preference, is CIR. Scenario 3, ‘train station-free ticket’ and Scenario 4, ‘coffee shop-door’,
marked with +D and +R versus —D and —R, produced a marginally different result of 64%
and 72% of preference by the informants, respectively. However, in terms of directness, the
former scenario was preferred by only 2% of the participants, whereas the latter by 28%.
Reversely, the latter scenario showed null HNs, whereas the former 32%. Adding up to the
total 100% of the informants, Scenario 3, ‘train station-free ticket’ was the only one, where
2% of the informants decided not to perform the request, but rather wrote on the DCT “In
this case, I would prefer to call a good friend of mine to come and help”. Scenario 8, ‘bus
station-same ticket’, marked with +D and —R, invited 98% of the informants to favour CIRs
and 2% HNSs. Scenario 12, ‘office-holidays’, which shows no social distance between the
interlocutors, but exhibits highly imposing nature, invited 12% of preference for HNSs. It is
also the only scenario, which came with a high number of informants (40%) opting for

directness in their responses.

The second group of scenarios is marked with —P, that is, the H is the one that has
power over the S. The first two scenarios, Scenario 2, ‘on the street’, and Scenario 7, ‘at
work-stapler’, show high D and low R and low D and high R, respectively. They produced
almost identical results; in the former scenario, 98% of the informants preferred the CIR
category and 2% the DR category, and in the latter 96% opted for the CIR category and 4%
for the DR category. The next two scenarios of the grouping had more diverse data. In
Scenario 9, ‘on the phone-discount’, where both D and R are high, CIR was also the most
preferred request category by 74% of the informants, though in Scenario 14, ‘at work-pay

rise’, 34% opted for it. However, directness was preferred more in the latter scenario than in
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the former, namely 58% versus 6%. In the same line, hints were used by 20% of the

informants in the first scenario and by 18% in the second.

The last grouping of four scenarios is labelled with equal power between the H and
the S. The most preferred request category was CIR. In three scenarios, the results were
either identical or showed marginal difference; Scenario 1, ‘neighbour’s house-music’, came
with 90% of CIRs, same did Scenario 13, ‘car park machine’, and Scenario 11, ‘neighbour’s
house-dog’, was designated with 94% of CIRs. Adding up to the total of 100% of the
informants, DR category was favoured by 6% in the first scenario, 10% in the second, and
2% in the third. Likewise, HN category was preferred by 4% in the first and the last scenario,
but no informant chose it in the second. In the last scenario of the four in the grouping,
Scenario 6, ‘at home’, the highest number of informants (72%) chose CIR category, the
second highest (16%) preferred DR category, and the lowest number (12%) opted for HN

category.

4.1.3 Greek Speakers of English in Greece (GRL1-GR)

Chart 4.3 presents the results for the second target group and the last of the three groups of
informants, Greek speakers of English in Greece (GRL1-GR), on their preference for request
categories. As a reminder, the informants’ length or residence in England is null. The
division of the scenarios of the DCT accounts first for scenarios with +P, then with —P, and

last with =P.
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Request Categories by GRL1-GR
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
Train station-free ticket (+P+D+R)
Coffee shop-door (+P-D-R)
Bus station-same ticket (+P+D-R)
Office-holidays (+P—D+R)
On the street (-P+D-R)
At work-stapler (-P-D-R)
On the phone-discount (—P+D+R)
At work-pay rise (—-P-D+R)
Neighbour’s house-music (=P+D-R)
At home (=P-D+R)
Neighbour’s house-dog (=P+D+R)
Car park machine (=P-D-R)

=DR (HLD) =CIR(MLD) =HN (LLD) = No Request

Chart 4.3 Request Categories by GRL1-GR

The first grouping of scenarios consists of situations, in which the S has high P over
the H. Conventional indirectness was favoured in Scenario 3, ‘train station-free ticket’, and
Scenario 8, ‘bus station-same ticket’, by 76% and 94% of the informants, respectively. The
D between H and S in both scenarios is high, albeit R is high in the former and low in the
latter. Directness was preferred only by 4% and 6%, respectively, yet in the former scenario,
20% of the participants resorted to HN category to request for a free ticket. Contrarily, in
Scenario 4, ‘coffee shop-door’, and Scenario 12, ‘office-holidays’, directness was the option
for the majority of the participants, namely for 76% and 46% of the informants, respectively.
In this case, D between H and S in both scenarios is low and R is also low for the former and
high for the latter. Conventional indirectness was opted for by a marginal lower number of
participants than directness in Scenario 12, ‘office-holidays’, namely by 42%. The gap

between DRs and CIRs preferences in Scenario 4, ‘coffee shop-door’, was smaller, as 24%
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of the informants opted for conventional indirectness. Hints were preferred by 12% in
Scenario 4, ‘office-holidays’.

For the grouping of the four scenarios marked with —P, that is, with high power of
the H over the S, CIR category was preferred by most of the informants in all situations. In
Scenario 2, ‘on the street’, and Scenario 7, ‘at work-stapler’, the number of preferences was
the same — 82% of the participants — with similar results of DR and HN categories; 14%
vis a vis 12% for the former scenario and category and 4% vis a vis 6% for the latter. The
level of R is low in both situations, but the level of D between H and S is high for the former
scenario and low for the latter. In Scenario 9, ‘on the phone-discount’, the results were also
similar for CIRs, namely 74% of the participants opted for it. However, in Scenario 14, ‘at
work-pay rise’, only 18% of the informants preferred CIRs. The choice of directness differed
between the two situations; 10% opted for DRs in the former scenario and 80% in the latter.
Likewise, 16% opted for HN category in the first scenario, but only 2% in the second. The
level of R is high in both scenarios, though the D between H and S is high in Scenario 9, ‘on
the phone-discount’, and low in Scenario 14, ‘at work-pay rise’.

The last grouping of the situations, in which the S and the H have equal P,
conventional indirectness was also the most preferred way of requesting. CIRs were used
most frequently, that is, by 88% of the informants, for Scenario 11, ‘neighbour’s house-dog’,
where R and D are both high. The second highest percentage of informants, who opted for
CIRs, is 78% for Scenario 13, ‘car park machine’, but in this situation R and D are instead
low. Directness was favoured by 20% and HNs by 2% for this latter situation, whereas 12%
opted for DRs and no informant opted for HNs for Scenario 11, ‘neighbour’s house-dog’.
The last two situations, Scenario 1, ‘neighbour’s house-music’, and Scenario 6, ‘at home’,
are marked with equal P, low D between the S and the H, and low R for the former and high

for the latter. The results they produced are similar, as 72% of the speakers opted for CIRs
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and 28% for DRs in the first scenario, and 64% and 32%, respectively, in the second. In

Scenario 6, ‘at home’, 4% of the speakers also chose HN.

4.1.4 Statistical Evaluation of Request Categories
This subsection of the thesis presents the complementary statistical evaluation of the
informants’ responses for the request categories of the data. Chart 4.4 below presents the

mean and the standard error of the responses of all three groups.

(Im)directness in DCT

R GROUPS
MENLI

B GRLI-EN

W GRLI-GR

(In)directness

1=Most Direct, 2=Less
Direct, 3=Least Direct

6. At home

2. On the street

4. Coffee shop-door
7. At work-stapler
12. Office-holidays

3. Train station-free ticket
8. Bus station-same ticket
9. On the phone-discount
13.Car park machine

14. At work-pay rise

1. Neighbour’s house-music
11. Neighbour's house-dog

Scenarios

Chart 4.4 y and s.e. of HLD, MLD and LLD for all Groups of Informants

In the first grouping of the scenarios (Scenario 3, Scenario 4, Scenario 8, Scenario
12), where the S has high power over the H, the results showed that the informants resorted
to different levels of directness to perform the relevant request. Scenario 8, ‘bus station-same
ticket’, was the exception of this grouping, as the x of all groups of informants was very
similar; 1.86 for ENL1, 1.92 for GRL1-GR, and 2.02 for GRL1-EN. The s.e. was 0.039 for

GRL1-GR, 0.020 for GRL1-EN, and 0.057 for ENL1, showing a relevantly similar deviation
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of the sample population x from the general population 4. In Scenario 12, ‘at work-pay rise’,
the « of ENL1 differed significantly from the x of GRL1; 2.18 versus 1.70 (GRL1-EN) and
1.58 (GRL1-GR). The s.e. for all groups was similar though; 0.087 for GRL1-EN, 0.089 for
ENL1, and 0.095 for GRL1-GR. For Scenario 3, ‘train station-free ticket’, the u for the two
groups of GRL1 was very similar: 2.00 for GRL1-GR and 2.14 for GRL1-EN. Likewise,
their s.e. was also alike: 0.049 for GRL1-GR and 0.058 for GRL1-EN. ENL1, though,
presented higher x than GRL1 at 2.41 with s.e. of 0.071. Contrarily, in Scenario 4, ‘coffee
shop-door’, it was GRL1-EN and ENLL1 that presented not only similar, but identical results;
their © was 1.72 and their s.e. was 0.064. GRL1-GR showed a clearer preference for
directness with a ¢ of 1.24 and s.e. at 0.061.

In the second grouping of the DCT scenarios (Scenario 2, Scenario 7, Scenario 9,
Scenario 14), the S’s power is low compared to the H’s. Scenarios 2 and 7 presented very
similar results. In Scenario 2, ‘on the street’, the x for ENL1 was 1.90, that is, closer to CIR
(or MLD-marked requests) than DR (or HLD-marked requests), and the s.e. was 0.059.
GRL1-GR were even closer to CIR (or MLD-marked requests) with a x of 1.94 and s.e. at
0.053. GRL1-EN, though, was the group of informants that favoured requests close to
conventional indirectness (or MLD-marked requests) more than the other two groups with a
1 0f1.98 and s.e. at 0.020, very slightly deviating from the general population 4. In Scenario
7, ‘at work-stapler’, ENL1 was the group of informants that was closer to CIR (or MLD-
marked requests) with a « 0f 2.00 and s.e. at 0.049. Both GRL1-EN and GRL1-GR presented
the same x of 1.90, closer to CIR (or MLD-marked requests) than HN (or LLD-marked
requests), but their s.e. was 0.43 and 0.65, respectively. This means that the deviation of the
sample population x« from the general population x for GRL1-GR was higher than the
deviation for GRL1-EN. For Scenario 9, ‘on the phone-discount’, ENL1 was the group that
showed a preference towards HN (or LLD-marked requests) with a x of 2.38 and s.e. at

0.085. GRL1-EN and GRL1-GR, however, showed a preference closer to CIR (or MLD-
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marked requests). Both groups showed a x of 1.94 with s.e. at 0.078 (GRL1-EN) and 0.083
(GRL1-GR). In Scenario 14, ‘at work-pay rise’, ENLI1 resorted to CIR (or MLD-marked
requests) with a ¢ of 1.92, but with s.e. at 0.114, indicating a high deviation of the sample
population x from the general population . GRL1-EN were in between DR (or HLD-marked
requests) and CIR (or MLD-marked requests) with a  of 1.60 and s.e. at 0.111, also showing
a high deviation of the sample population x from the general population x. For GRL1-GR,
this scenario allowed for DR (or HLD-marked requestive patterns) with a ¢ of 1.22 and s.e.
at 0.066, indicating a low deviation of the sample population x from the general population
U

The last grouping of the scenarios (Scenario 1, Scenario 6, Scenario 11, Scenario 13),
in which the P between the S and the H is equal, the informants’ preferences for requestive
patterns were not very different. There was a general preference towards DR (or HLD-
marked requests) by GRL-GR and towards CIR (or MLD-marked requests) by GRL1-EN
and ENLL1. In Scenario 1, ‘neighbour’s house-music’, GRL1-GR showed a x of 1.72 with
s.e. at 0.064, whereas GRL1-EN and ENL1 presented a . of 1.98 and 1.94, with s.e. at 0.045
and 0.053, respectively. Similarly, in Scenario 6, ‘at home’, both GRL1-EN and ENL1
showed a u of 1.90 with s.e. at 0.082 and 0.091, respectively, while GRL1-GR presented a
w of 1.70 with s.e. at 0.077. In Scenario 11, ‘neighbour’s house-dog’, GRL1-EN and ENL1
favoured requests towards moderate directness with a x of 2.02 and 2.04, respectively, and
s.e. at 0.035 for the former group and 0.050 for the latter. GRL1-GR, however, showed a
preference for moderate directness, but with direction to low directness with a x of 1.88 and
s.e. at 0.046. In Scenario 13, ‘car park machine’, all three groups were divided between CIR
(or MLD-marked requests) and HN (or LLD-marked requests), with GRL1-EN being closer
to the latter than the rest. Their « was 1.52 with s.e. at 0.071, whereas GRL1-GR and ENL1

had the same x of 1.64 with marginally different s.e. at 0.074 and 0.069, respectively.
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Table 4.2 below presents the statistically significant differences of each group

towards directness or indirectness in each variable, as well as the overall significance of the

three groups.

DCT Ordered Probit Regression
Variable name LR Elgllj\llESN Elgllj\gR \E/zs?(_a}?ll_zl\I
1. Neighbour’s house-music | 13.17*** | -0.56 2.12%** 3.19%**
2. On the street 1.20 -1.09 -0.56 0.55
3. Train station-free ticket 22.27*** | 2.86*** 4,35%** 1.86*
4. Coffee shop-door 32.08*** | -0.00 4.76%** 4.76%**
6. At home 3.87 0.00 1.71* 1.70*
7. At work-stapler 2.43 1.39 1.30 -0.13
8. Bus station-same ticket 7.92** -2.48** -0.77 1.85*
9. On the phone-discount 18.31*** | 3.68*** 3.68*** -0.00
11. Neighbour’s house-dog | 8.16** 0.32 2.50** 2.20%*
12. Office-holidays 22.58*** | 3.55*** 4.44%*>* 0.98
13.Car park machine 1.96 1.17 -0.07 -1.25
14. At work-pay rise 23.67*** | 2.07** 4.73*** 2.84%**

Table 4.2 DCT Ordered Probit Regression

Focusing on the Likelihood-Ratio (LR) statistic for the overall significance of the
three groups, Scenario 4, ‘coffee shop-door, which is marked with +P of the S over the H,
exhibited the highest difference in (in)directness preferences among the three groups with a
LR of 32.08***, In particular, GRL1-GR, who favoured high directness, were in contrast
with GRL1-EN and ENL1, who presented the exact same results in opting for moderate
directness. The z statistic was 4.76*** when comparing GRL1-GR with GRL1-EN and
ENLZ1, but -0.00 when comparing the latter two groups together. The rest of the scenarios
(Scenario 3, Scenario 8, Scenario 12), in which the S has high P over the H, the results were

also statistically significant. In Scenario 3, ‘train station-free ticket’, the LR was 22.27***,
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When comparing ENL1 with GRL1-GR, the z statistic was 4.35***, and when comparing
them with GRL1-EN, the z statistic was 2.86***. This means that ENL1 were more likely
to be highly indirect compared to GRL1-GR, but less likely compared to GRL1-EN. In the
same token, GRL1-EN were more likely to be highly indirect when compared to GRL1-GR,
who were more likely to be moderately direct (z statistic 1.86*). For Scenario 12, ‘office-
holidays’, high directness was more likely to be preferred by GRL1-GR when compared
with ENLL1 (z statistic 4.44***), but there was no statistical significance when compared to
GRL1-EN (z statistic 0.98). The latter group, though, was also more likely to favour
directness when compared to ENL1 (z statistic 3.55***). The LR for this scenario was
22.58*** In Scenario 8, ‘bus station-same ticket’, the LR dropped at 7.92**. Any
divergence in the likelihood of (in)directness preferences between ENL1 and GRL1-GR was
not significant (z statistic -0.77), the likelihood became more significant between ENL1 and
GRL1-EN (z statistic -2.48**), and then dropped again to low significance between GRL1-
EN and GRL1-GR (z statistic 1.85%).

In the grouping of the scenarios marked with —P of the S over the H (Scenario 2,
Scenario 7, Scenario 9, Scenario 14), the results presented statistically significant likelihood
in differences of (in)directness preferences only for scenarios 9 and 14. In Scenario 14, ‘at
work-pay rise’, the results differentiated the likelihood of (in)directness preferences of the
three groups of the informants at a LR of 23.67***. GRL1-GR, who were likely to favour
high directness, presented a z statistic of 4.73*** when compared with ENL1 and 2.84***
when compared with GRL1-EN. The latter two groups also showed differences in this
scenario with a z statistic of 2.07**; ENL1 were likely to prefer moderate directness, while
GRL1-EN were divided between moderate and high directness. In Scenario 9, ‘on the phone-
discount’, the LR was 18.31***, ENL1 presented the exact same likelihood ratio to prefer

high indirectness when compared with GRL1-EN and GRL1-GR (z statistic 3.68*** for
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both), whereas the latter two groups showed no statistically significant differences in their
likelihood to prefer moderate directness (z statistic -0.00).

In the last grouping of scenarios (Scenario 1, Scenario 6, Scenario 11, Scenario 13),
which are marked with =P of the S and the H, only scenarios 1 and 11 presented statistically
significant likelihood in differentiating (in)directness preferences among the three groups of
informants. In Scenario 1, ‘neighbour’s house-music’, the LR was 13.17***, GRL1-GR’s
likelihood to resort to high directness when performing a request was statistically significant
when compared with GRL1-EN (z statistic 3.19***) and ENL1 (z statistic 2.72***). The
latter two groups of informants presented no differences in the likelihood to resort to
moderate directness when performing a request (z statistic -0.56). Scenario 11, ‘neighbour’s
house-dog’, presented a LR 0f 8.16**. GRL1-GR were again more likely to prefer requestive
patterns closer to DR (or HLD-marked requests) when compared with GRL1-EN (z statistic
2.20*%*) and ENL1 (z statistic 2.50**). The latter two groups showed, again, no differences

in how likely the informants are to prefer moderate directness (z statistic 0.32).

4.2 Request Strategies
The following subsection presents the participants’ preference for request strategies in

numbers. The results are presented by groups.

4.2.1 Native English Speakers (ENL1)

The presentation of the results begins with the numerical data of the responses of the control
group, ENL1. The data from the participants, who opted not to perform the request, are not
included, ergo the total number of responses differs according to request strategy and group.
The 12 scenarios are divided and commented in groups marked with +P, —P, and =P. Chart

4.4 below presents the first grouping, scenarios with +P.
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Request Strategies in Scenarios with +P (+D+R) by ENL1
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m Sc.3 (+D+R) Train station-free ticket = Sc.4 (-D-R) Coffee shop-door
Sc.8 (+D-R) Bus station-same ticket = Sc.12 (-D+R) Office-holidays

Chart 4.5 Request Strategies in Scenarios with +P (£DxR) by ENL1

Scenario 3, ‘train station-free ticket’, was the only one of this grouping, in which the
participants favoured CSHNs, with preparatory as the second most favoured strategy. The
distance between the interlocutors, as well as the level of R of the request, are high.
Additionally, one of the informants did not perform the request at all. In Scenario 12, ‘office-
holidays’, where R is also high, but D is low, 60% of the native speakers preferred
preparatory, whereas 20% of them resorted to CSHNs to perform the request. Directness was
also favoured by a number of speakers — 4% with hedged performative and 7% with
locution derivable. Other direct structures were opted for by 10% of the participants in
Scenario 8, ‘bus station-same ticket’, where D is high and R low. The strategy with the
highest number of speakers (88%) was preparatory. Likewise, Scenario 4, ‘coffee shop-
door’, where D and R come in high levels, reveals that 72% participants preferred
preparatory to perform the request.

Chart 4.5 below presents the scenarios, which are marked with —P.

Page | 132



Request Strategies in Scenarios with —P (+D+R) by ENL1
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Sc.9 (+D+R) On the phone-discount = Sc.14 (-D+R) At work-pay rise

Chart 4.6 Request Strategies in Scenarios with —P (+D£R) by ENL1

In all four situations, preparatory request strategy was the most preferred one.
Scenario 2, ‘on the street’, and Scenario 7, ‘at work-stapler’, produced a result of 84% and
92% of the participants, respectively. Both scenarios are marked with low R, whereas D is
high in the former and low in the latter. Directness was favoured by 14% in ‘on the street’
situation and only by 2% in ‘at work-stapler’. Strong hints were preferred by 4% speakers
in both scenarios, whereas only 2% resorted in CSHNs in Scenario 7. For Scenario 9, ‘on
the phone-discount’, and Scenario 14, ‘at work-pay rise’, numbers were lower — 52% and
18% of the participants, respectively. Imposition is high in both situations, albeit D is high
in the former and low in the latter. The second highest ratio was attributed to hinting, with
22% and 24% of the speakers resorting to CSHNs in Scenario 9 and Scenario 14,

respectively. Strong hints were also preferred by 20%, contrary to 2% in the same scenarios.
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Mild hints were less, 4% and 2%, respectively. However, 28% of ENL1 favoured other direct
strategies, 18% other conventionally indirect strategies, and only 2% suggestory formula. In
the same scenario, participants also favoured directness with 2% of preference for hedged
performative, 4% of want statements, and 4% of other direct structures.

In Chart 4.6, scenarios with =P and £D and +R are presented.

Request Strategies in Scenarios with =P (=D+R) by ENL1
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m Sc.1 (+D-R) Neighbour's house-music = Sc.6 (-D+R) At home
Sc.11 (+D+R) Neighbour's house-dog = Sc.13 (-D-R) Car park machine

Chart 4.7 Request Strategies in Scenarios with =P (xD£R) by ENL1

For the grouping of scenarios with =P, the results weighed in favour of preparatory
in all four situations, yet Scenario 6, ‘at home’, produced the lowest ratio compared to the
other three situations; 58% of the informants. Directness was also considered as an
appropriate form of requesting, with 20% of the participants favouring locution derivable,
4% hedged performative, and 2% mood derivable. Moreover, 14% of the speakers preferred
CSHNs and 2% strong hint. The sociological variables of D and R are low and high,

respectively. The three remaining scenarios showed marginally different results regarding
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preparatory. In Scenario 1, ‘neighbour’s house-music’, and in Scenario 13, ‘car park
machine’, the strategy was preferred by 92% and 94% of the informants, respectively,
whereas in Scenario 11, ‘neighbour’s house-dog’, by 86%. Scenario 11, ‘neighbour’s house-
dog’, which is marked with +D and +R, contrasted Scenario 13, ‘car park machine’, which
is marked with —D and —R; and Scenario 1, neighbour’s house-music’, is marked with —R,
but +D. Regarding directness, 6% of the informants favoured mood derivable in Scenario
11, ‘neighbour’s house-dog’, and 4% in Scenario 1, ‘neighbour’s house-music’, and 2%
preferred explicit performative in Scenario 11. Hinting was also opted by the informants;
strong hints by 2% in Scenario 1 and 6% in Scenario 11, and CSHNs by 4% in the same

scenario.

4.2.2 Greek Speakers of English in England (GRL1-EN)

The section below presents the responses of the first target group, Greek speakers of English
in England (GRL1-EN), to the scenarios of the DCT. The total number of informants differs
in Scenario 3, ‘train station-free ticket’, as one of the participants opted to not respond with
a request. Their length of residence in England ranges from 1-6 months to 5* years, as
aforementioned. The presentation of the 12 scenarios follows a division according to +P, —
P, and =P. The first grouping of the scenarios, which are marked with +P, £D, and %R, is

presented in Chart 4.7 below.
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Request Strategies in Scenarios with +P (=D+R) by GRL1-
EN
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Sc.8 (+D-R) Bus station-same ticket = Sc.12 (-D+R) Office-holidays

Chart 4.8 Request Strategies in Scenarios with +P (£DxR) by GRL1-EN

Scenario 12, ‘office-holidays’, showed the most dispersed results within the different
request strategies. The most favoured strategy was preparatory — as was for the rest of the
scenarios — with 42% of the informants, yet directness also attracted a significant number
of preferences; 20% opted for locution derivable, 18% for hedged performative, and 2% for
want statement. Indirectness was also preferred as strong hints (4%), suggestory formula
(2%), other structures (4%), and CSHNs (8%). D is low and R high for this situation.
Contrary to the disperse results of the latter scenario, Scenario 8, ‘bus station-same ticket’,
which is marked with the opposite sociological variables of +D and —R, showed a 98%
unanimous preference for preparatory. Only 2% opted for CSHNs. In the same line of little
dispersion, in Scenario 4, ‘coffee shop-door’, preparatory was favoured by 72% of the
informants and mood derivable by 28%. The level of D and R is low. In Scenario 3, ‘train

station-free ticket’, D and R are both high.
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The results of the last two scenarios were similar, only towards different directions; the
former towards directness and the latter towards indirectness, that is, CSHNs with 32% of
the informants. Their ratio of preference for preparatory, however, was similar — 64% for
Scenario 3.

The following grouping of scenarios, presented in Chart 4.8, is marked with —P.

Request Strategies in Scenarios with —P (=D+R) by GRL1-
EN

m Sc.2 (+D-R) On the street Sc.7 (-D-R) At work-stapler
Sc.9 (+D+R) On the phone-discount = Sc.14 (—-D+R) At work-pay rise

Chart 4.9 Request Strategies in Scenarios with —P (xD£R) by GRL1-EN

Preparatory was the dominant way of requesting in these scenarios for GRL1-EN,
yet in Scenario 14, ‘at work-pay rise’, the results reflected at least a trichotomy of preference;
34% of the informants opted for preparatory, 22% for other direct structures, and 18% for
hedged performative. There was also diversity in preferences between directness and
indirectness with other strategies as well, like explicit performative and want statement vis
a vis hinting strategies. The level of D is low in the scenario and the level of R is high.
Scenario 9, ‘on the phone-discount’, which has both +D and +R, showed a more unified

tendency towards preparatory with 74% of the participants, whereas strong hints and CSHNs
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— 4% and 16%, respectively — were more preferred than direct strategies. In Scenario 7,
‘at work-stapler’, where social distance and imposition of the request are low, the
participants resorted to indirectness and preparatory with 96%, whereas only 4% opted for
the direct request strategy of locution derivable. In Scenario 2, ‘on the street’, the ratio of
participants opting for preparatory was even higher, 98%, with only 2% using directness to
perform the request. The level of R of the request is low, but the level of D is high.

The last grouping of scenarios is marked with =P and is presented in Chart 4.9 below.

Request Strategies in Scenarios with =P (+D+R) by GRL1-
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Chart 4.10 Request Strategies in Scenarios with =P (+D+R) by GRL1-EN

Preparatory was the dominant strategy in this grouping, too, with over 88%, except
for Scenario 6, ‘at home’, where the ratio was 74%. The level of D is low in the scenario and
the level of R is high, inviting eight informants to opt for locution derivable. In Scenario 1,
‘neighbour’s house-music’, the sociological variables of D and R are reverse, that is, D is

high and R low, leading 88% of the informants to opt for preparatory. Scenarios 11 and 13,
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‘neighbour’s house-dog” and ‘car park machine’, marked with directly opposite D and R,
namely +D and +R versus —D and —R, respectively, preparatory was preferred by 90% of the

informants in both scenarios. The latter also produced four results in mood derivable.

4.2.3 Greek Speakers of English in Greece (GRL1-GR)

The request strategies preferred by Greek speakers of English in Greece (GRL1-GR) are
presented in the following section. As a reminder, the participants have never lived in
England. The scenarios are presented in groupings according to the level of P, namely +P, —

P, and =P. Chart 4.10 below presents the grouping with +P.

Request Strategies in Scenarios with +P (+D+R) by
GRL1-GR
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Chart 4.11 Request Strategies in Scenarios with +P (+D+R) by GRL1-GR

Scenario 4, ‘coffee shop-door’, was the only one throughout the analysis that
presented the highest number of informants in favour of the most direct request strategy,
mood derivable. For GRL1-GR in particular, that percentage of informants reached 72%, the

highest of all groups of participants. Four percent of the informants opted for want statement,
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also a direct strategy. The remaining 24% of the informants preferred preparatory as the
appropriate strategy to perform the DCT request. Whereas Scenario 4 is marked with —D and
—R and participants resorted to directness, in Scenario 3, ‘train station-free ticket’, which is
marked with +D and +R, the informants favoured indirectness, namely preparatory with
74%, CSHNs with 20%, and suggestory formula with 2%. They opted for directness at a
total of 4%, that is, 2% for mood derivable and 2% for locution derivable, one informant per
category. The results of Scenario 8, ‘bus station-same ticket’, which is marked with +D and
—R, also favoured indirectness, as 94% opted for preparatory. In the last scenario of the
grouping with +P, Scenario 12 or ‘office-holidays’, which has —D and +R, the results showed
diversity in strategies, with preparatory showing the highest ratio of 38% and locution
derivable the second highest with 26%. The rest of the informants were divided between
direct and indirect strategies.

In Chart 4.11 below, the results for the scenarios marked with —P are presented.

Request Strategies in Scenarios with —P (=D+R) by GRL1-
GR
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Chart 4.12 Request Strategies in Scenarios with —P (+D+R) by GRL1-GR
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In the three of the four situations, the predominant request strategy was preparatory;
82% of the informants preferred it in Scenario 2, ‘on the street’ (+D and —R), 80% in
Scenario 7, ‘at work-stapler’ (D and —R), and 70% in Scenario 9, ‘on the phone-discount’
(+D and +R). The rest of the informants were divided between DR strategies and hinting. A
total of 10% preferred directness for Scenario 2 and Scenario 9, and a total of 12% for
Scenario 7. Directness was particularly favoured in Scenario 14, ‘at work-pay rise’ (—D and
+R), with a 74% of other direct strategies, 4% want statement, and 2% locution derivable.
Hints were also favoured, in particular in Scenario 9, with a total of 16%.

The last grouping of scenarios, those marked with =P, are presented in Chart 4.12

below.

Request Strategies in Scenarios with =P (+D+R) by GRL1-
GR

m Sc.1 (+D-R) Neighbour's house-music = Sc.6 (—-D+R) At home
Sc.11 (+D+R) Neighbour's house-dog Sc.13 (-D-R) Car park machine

Chart 4.13 Request Strategies in Scenarios with =P (+DR) by GRL1-GR

In Scenario 11, ‘neighbour’s house-dog’, which is marked with high levels of D and
R, 86% of the informants favoured preparatory strategy. The same strategy was preferred by
the majority of the informants in the rest of the scenarios, in a decreasing order; 80% of the

informants in Scenario 13, ‘car park machine’ (-D and —R), 72% in Scenario 1, ‘neighbour’s
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house-music’ (+D and —R), and 64% in Scenario 6, ‘at home’ (-D and +R). The latter
scenario revealed dispersed data within the DR strategies at a total of 32%, with the highest
being 10% on hedged performative. Scenario 1 also presented a significant number of
informants favouring directness, with 16% on mood derivable, 2% on hedged performative,
and 10% on want statement. Likewise, mood derivable was preferred by 14% of the speakers
in Scenario 13, whereas locution derivable and want statement were preferred by 2% and
4% of the informants, respectively. Hinting was favoured by only 4% in Scenario 6, ‘at

home’.

4.3 Internal Modification of the Request

This subsection of the chapter focuses on the results of modification of the request, that is,
the process of using specific linguistic devices or techniques, aiming to affect the imposing
nature of a request. Modification can either be external or internal to the head act of the
request. The three following subsections present the results of the DCT analysis of internal

mitigation by group, starting with the control group of ENL1.

4.3.1 Native English Speakers (ENL1)
The internal modification employed by the native English speakers is presented in Charts

4.13, 4.14, and 4.15. Chart 4.14 below shows the preference for syntactic downgraders.
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Syntactic Downgraders by ENL1
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On the phone-discount (-P+D+R)
At work-stapler (-P-D-R)

On the street (-P+D-R)
Office-holidays (+P-D+R)

Bus station-same ticket (+P+D-R)
Coffee shop-door (+P-D-R)

Train station-free ticket (+P+D+R)
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Chart 4.14 Syntactic Downgraders by ENL1

Scenario 11, ‘neighbour’s house-dog’, which is marked with =P and +D between the
H and the S, as well as with high level of R of the request, gathered the highest number of
conditional clauses, namely 38% of preference. Twenty-eight percent was the second highest
percentage of conditional clauses, appearing in Scenario 14, ‘at work-pay rise’ and Scenario
6, ‘at home’. They shared a low level of D between H and S and a high level of R of the
request, yet the P of the H was higher in the former and equal between H and S in the latter.
Scenario 8, ‘bus station-same ticket’, and Scenario 9, ‘On the phone-discount’, which are
marked with the sociological variables of +P, +D, and —R versus —P, -D, and +R,
respectively, showed 24% of preference for conditional clauses. 22% and 20% appeared in
Scenario 14, ‘office-holidays’, and Scenario 7, ‘at work-stapler’, respectively, in which -D
is common, whereas P and R differ; +P and +R for the former and —P and —R for the latter.
All the above scenarios, in which conditional clauses were preferred by a significant number

of informants, presented marginally different results.
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Negation of preparatory conditions appeared in all the scenarios, except for Scenario
4, ‘coffee shop-door’, and Scenario 14, ‘at work-pay rise’. The results were similar, yet
Scenario 13, ‘car park machine’, accumulated the highest percentage of preferences — 8%.

Chart 4.14 below presents the data for lexical and phrasal downgraders.

Lexical and Phrasal Downgraders by ENL1

Car park machine (=P-D-R)
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At home (=P-D+R)

Neighbour’s house-music (=P+D-R)
At work-pay rise (—P-D+R)

On the phone-discount (-P+D+R)
At work-stapler (-P-D-R)

On the street (-P+D-R)
Office-holidays (+P-D+R)

Bus station-same ticket (+P+D-R)
Coffee shop-door (+P-D-R)

Train station-free ticket (+P+D+R)
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Chart 4.15 Lexical and Phrasal Downgraders by ENL1

The lexical downgrader with the highest number of preferences was the politeness
marker, namely 62% of the participants in Scenario 4, ‘coffee shop-door’ (+P-D—R). Thirty-
four percent of the informants resorted to politeness markers in Scenario 2, ‘on the street’(—
P+D-R), whereas 28% prefered them in Scenario 7, ‘at work-stapler’ (-P-D-R) and
Scenario 1, ‘neighbour’s house-music’ (=P+D-R). All four scenarios shared a low level of
R of the request. The last two situations, however, were also the ones that gather the highest
number of preferences for understaters; 32% for the former and 20% for the latter.

Subjectivizer was another downgrader that attracted significant preference by the
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informants, namely 18% in Scenario 14, ‘at work-pat rise’ (-P—D+R), whereas downtoners
were favoured by 12% of the participants in Scenario 6, ‘at home’ (=P-D+R). Power is the
variable that differs in the two scenarios — lower of the H in the former and equal of the H
and the S in the latter. The highest preferred combination was politeness marker and
downtoner in Scenario 1, ‘neighbour’s house-music’ — 8% of the participants.

Chart 4.15 below presents the results for upgraders in the scenarios that appear.

Upgraders by ENL1

Car park machine (=P-D-R)

At home (=P-D+R)

Neighbour’s house-music (=P+D-R)

At work-pay rise (—P-D+R)

Office-holidays (+P-D+R)

Train station-free ticket (+P+D+R)
0% 1% 2% 3% 4% 5% 6% 7% 8% 9% 10%

m Repetition of request Orthographic emphasis Intensifier Time intensifier

Chart 4.16 Upgraders by ENL1

Upgraders, in particular orthographic emphasis and intensifiers, were preferred by a
total percentage of 16% of the informants in all scenarios. Emphasis appears in Scenario 3,
‘train station-free ticket’ (+P+D+R), Scenario 1, ‘neighbour’s house-music’ (=P+D-R),
Scenario 6, ‘at home’ (=P-D+R), and Scenario 13, ‘car park machine’ (=P-D-R), with 2%
for the first two situations and 4% for the last two situations. Intensifiers arose in Scenariol12,
‘office-holidays’ (+P—D+R), Scenario 14, ‘at work-pay rise’, and Scenario 6, ‘at home’, with

2% in the first two situations and 4% in the last situation.
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4.3.2 Greek Speakers of English in England (GRL1-EN)
This subsection presents the data for the internal modification as used by GRL1-EN. Chart

4.16 below presents the syntactic downgraders in the scenarios that appeared in the data.

Syntactic Downgraders by GRL1-EN
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At home (=P-D+R)

Neighbour’s house-music (=P+D-R)
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On the phone-discount (-P+D+R)
At work-stapler (-P-D-R)

On the street (-P+D-R)
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Bus station-same ticket (+P+D-R)

Train station-free ticket (+P+D+R)
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Chart 4.17 Syntactic Downgraders by GRL1-EN

Negation of preparatory conditions was the downgrader that received the lowest
preference in both informants and scenarios; 2% of the informants and four scenarios. The
data also showed that it is the same informant in all four scenarios. However, conditional
clauses were preferred by significant numbers of informants and in all scenarios. Sixty
percent of the participants favoured downgraders in Scenario 11, ‘neighbour’s house-dog’
(=P+D+R), 36% in Scenario 8, ‘bus station-same ticket’ (+P+D-R), whereas 28% in
Scenario 12, ‘office-holidays’ (+P-D+R), Scenario 7, ‘at work-stapler; (-P-D-R), and

Scenario 6, ‘at home’ (=P-D+R). Scenario 9, ‘on the phone-discount’ (-P+D+R) also
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gathered 22% of preference, while Scenario 14, ‘at work-pay rise’ (-P—D+R) and Scenario
3, ‘train station-free ticket’ (+P+D+R) followed with 16% and 14%, respectively.

In Chart 4.17 below, lexical and phrasal downgraders for GRL1-EN are presented.

Lexical and Phrasal Downgraders by GRL1-EN
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At work-pay rise (-P-D+R) I I
On the phone-discount (—-P+D+R) NN N
At work-stapler (—P—D-R) I —
On the street (-P+D-R)
Office-holidays (+P-D+R) .
Bus station-same ticket (+P+D-R) N
Coffee shop-door (+P-D-R) I—
Train station-free ticket (+P+D+R) I
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Chart 4.18 Lexical and Phrasal Downgraders by GRL1-EN

The politeness marker was the downgrader with the highest number of preferences
both within scenarios and among them. Seventy percent of the informants resorted to
linguistic elements that denote politeness in Scenario 4, ‘coffee shop-door’ (+P—-D-R), 66%
in Scenario 2, ‘on the street’ (-P+D-R), 50% in Scenario 1, ‘neighbour’s house-music’
(=P+D-R), 22% in Scenario 3, ‘train station-free ticket’ (+P+D+R), and 20% in Scenario 6,
‘at home’ (=P-D+R) and Scenario 11, ‘neighbour’s house-dog’ (=P+D+R). Understater was
also highly preferred in Scenario 7, ‘at work-stapler’ (—P—-D-R) by 28% of the addressers,
whereas the same scenario invited for a combined use of understaters and politeness markers
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by 26% of the speakers. Fourteen percent of the informants opted for the same combination
in Scenario 1, ‘neighbour’s house-music’. Subjectivizer was the downtoner most preferred
in Scenario 14, ‘at work-pay rise’ (-P-D+R) by 24% of the participants, whereas this was
the group that showed the use of a single hedge throughout the analysis in Scenario 6, ‘at
home’.

Upgraders’ use by GRL1-EN is presented in Chart 4.18 below.

Upgraders by GRL1-EN
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Neighbour’s house-music (=P+D-R)
At work-pay rise (-P-D+R)

On the phone-discount (-P+D+R)
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Bus station-same ticket (+P+D-R)

Train station-free ticket (+P+D+R)
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Chart 4.19 Upgraders by GRL1-EN

Repetition of request was the most preferred upgrader by this group of informants,
with Scenario 3, ‘train station-free ticket’ (+P+D+R) gathering the highest percentage of
preference — 10%. The same scenario showed a tendency towards the use of orthographic

emphasis — the second most preferred upgrader — with a percentage of 8%.
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4.3.3 Greek Speakers of English in Greece (GRL1-GR)
The final subsection of internal modification introduces the results of the second target

group, GRL1-GR. The use of syntactic downgraders is presented in Chart 4.19 below.

Syntactic Downgraders by GRL1-GR
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Chart 4.20 Syntactic Downgraders by GRL1-GR

Conditional clauses were favoured by a large percentage of informants in total, yet
in Scenario 6, ‘at home’ (=P—D+R) this percentage was the highest, namely 36%. Scenario
3, ‘bus station-same ticket’ (+P+D-R) presented a marginally lower preference with 34%,
so did Scenario 11, ‘neighbour’s house-dog’ (=P+D+R) with 30%. All scenarios are marked
with different P, D and R, except for the latter two, which share the same +D. Twenty-four
percent of the speakers resorted to conditional clauses in Scenario 9, ‘on the phone-discount’
(-P+D+R), 20% in Scenario 12, ‘office-holidays’ (+P-D+R), 18% in Scenario 14, ‘at work-
pay rise’ (-P-D+R), and 16% in Scenario 3, ‘train station-free ticket’ (+P+D+R). All four
scenarios share a high level of R of the request. Interestingly, none of the informants opted

for negation of preparatory conditions.

Page | 149



Chart 4.20 below shows the results for lexical and phrasal downgraders for the group.

Lexical and Phrasal Downgraders by GRL1-GR
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Chart 4.21 Lexical and Phrasal Downgraders by GRL1-GR

The politeness marker was the predominant downgrader among GRL1-GR, same as
the rest of the groups. The scenario that exhibited the highest ratio is Scenario 1, ‘neighbour’s
house-music’ (=P+D-R) with 64% of the informants using politeness markers as mitigators.
Scenario 4, ‘coffee shop-door’ (+P—D-R), which shares the same low level of R with the
former scenario, followed with 54% informants. The third highest number of informants
(30%) opted for politeness markers in Scenario 2, ‘on the street’ (-P+D-R), whereas the
next four scenarios appeared with marginally small differences in their numbers; Scenario
6, ‘at home’ (=P-D+R) and Scenario 13, ‘car park machine’ (=P-D-R), which differ only
in the level of R, both with 22%, and Scenario 7, ‘at work-stapler’ (-P-D—-R) and Scenario
11, ‘neighbour’s house-dog’ (=P+D+R), which differ in all sociological variables, both with

20%. Eighteen percent of the speakers opted for politeness markers in Scenario 3, ‘train
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station-free ticket’ (+P+D+R) and Scenario 9, ‘on the phone-discount’ (-P+D+R), whereas
Scenario 14, ‘at work-pay rise’ (—P—D+R) was the only situation in which the speakers used
no politeness markers at all. However, this was the scenario that showed a significant number
of informants (30%) in favour of subjectivizers. The rest of the lexical and phrasal
downgraders were used by the participants at a relevantly low ratio.

The last internal modification category, upgraders, is presented in Chart 4.21 below.

The scenarios that are not modified by upgraders are not included.

Upgraders by GRL1-GR
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Chart 4.22 Upgraders by GRL1-GR

Repetition of request was the predominant upgrader for GRL1-GR in half of the DCT
scenarios, with 8% of the informants favouring it in Scenario 3, ‘train station-free ticket’
(+P+D+R) and Scenario 1, ‘neighbour’s house-music’ (=P+D-R), whereas with 6% opting
for it in Scenario 6, ‘at home’ (=P—D+R). Scenario 8, ‘bus station-same ticket’, gathered 4%,

whereas Scenario 2, ‘on the streets’, and Scenario 14, ‘at work-pay rise’, gathered 2% of
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preference by the informants. Orthographic emphasis appeared in six scenarios in total,

intensifier in one, though time intensifier appeared in no scenario at all.

4.4 External Modification of the Request

In the following subsections, the data of the DCT analysis regarding external modification
are presented by group. It is worth mentioning that three scenarios of the DCT invoked
humour as a request imposition minimiser; Scenario 7, ‘at work-stapler’ (-P—D-R), Scenario
11, ‘neighbour’s house-dog’ (=P+D-R), and Scenario 13, ‘car park machine’ (=P-D-R).
Looking into the sociological variables of the scenarios, R is low for all the situations, D
between S and H is high in the second one, and the P of the speaker is lower than that of the
H in the first one. Scenario 7 invited humorous approach of the request by informants from

all three groups, Scenario 11 by the target groups, and Scenario 13 by GRL1-GR solely.

4.4.1 Native English Speakers (ENL1)
The results of the control group of ENL1 with regard to mitigating supportive moves are
presented in Chart 4.22 below. The order of presentation accounts for scenarios with +P, —

P, and =P.
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Mitigating Supportive Moves by ENL1
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Chart 4.23 Mitigating Supportive Moves by ENL1

Regarding situations marked with high P of the S over the H, Scenario 8, ‘bus station-
same ticket” (+D—R) showed the highest number of participants (62%) resorting to grounders
in order to mitigate their request. Fourteen percent of the informants also opted for a
combination of grounder and imposition minimizer. Scenario 3, ‘train station-free ticket’
(+D+R) followed with 50% of the informants favouring grounder as a mitigating supportive
move, Yet a significant percentage of 42% speakers resorted to a combination of grounder
and R minimizer. Scenario 4, ‘coffee shop-door’ (-D-R) showed the use of grounders by
26% of the participants, whereas in the fourth situation of the grouping, Scenario 14, ‘office-
holidays’ (-D+R), 10% of the speakers favoured the supportive move. However, the highest
number of combined supportive moves among all situations appeared in the latter situation

with 84% of the participants resorting to combinations of disarmer and grounder (26%),
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imposition minimizer and grounder (22%), disarmer, grounder and promise of reward
(16%), and R minimizer, grounder and promise of reward (20%).

For scenarios marked with —P of the S towards the H, Scenario 14, ‘at work-pay rise’
(-D+R) and Scenario 9, ‘on the phone-discount’ (+D+R) exhibited high numbers of
preference among the informants; 70% for the former, which also showed a preference for
grounder in combination with preparator with 18%, and 62% for the latter. Scenario 7, ‘at
work-stapler (-D-R), and Scenario 2, ‘on the street’ (+D-R), gathered 16% and 6% of
preference for grounder, respectively, yet the former showed 22% of preference for R
minimizer and 16% of its combination with grounder; for the latter, R minimizer gathered
12% of preference by the informants and its combination with grounder 6%.

The situations that are marked with =P between the S and the H showed a preference
for grounders by 44% of the informants in Scenario 1, ‘neighbour’s house-music’ (+D-R),
by 26% in Scenario 6, ‘at home’ (—D+R), by 16% in Scenario 11, ‘neighbour’s house-dog’
(+D+R), and by 4% in Scenario 13, ‘car park machine’ (-D-R). The latter scenario also
showed the highest percentage of informants opting for the mitigating supportive move of
promise of reward with 54%. Combinations of supportive moves were favoured by a
significant number of informants in the other three scenarios, namely 58% in Scenario 6,
48% in Scenario 11, and 26% in Scenario 1; imposition minimizer and grounder (28%) and
precommitment and grounder (30%) for the first situation, precommitment and gounder
(24%) and R minimizer and grounder (24%) for the second, and R minimizer and grounder
for the third situation in line.

The aggravating supportive moves were significantly less preferred, as only one
informant resorted to an insult in Scenario 4, ‘coffee shop-door’ (+P-D-R), one made a
threat in Scenario 14, ‘at work-pay rise (-P-D+R), while Scenario 1, ‘neighbour’s house-
music’ (=P+D-R) invited for both one threat and one insult.

The following subsection presents the results for the first target group of GRL1-EN.
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4.4.2 Greek Speakers of English in England (GRL1-EN)
Mitigating supportive moves preferred by the first target group, GLR1-EN, are provided in
a graphic presentation in Chart 4.23 below. The scenarios are grouped according to the levels

of P between the H and the S to +P, —P, and =P.

Mitigating Supportive Moves by GRL1-EN
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Chart 4.24 Mitigating Supportive Moves by GRL1-EN

The grounder was the supporting move that gathered the largest data in the majority
of the scenarios. In the grouping of +P scenarios, 80% of the informants opted for grounder
in Scenario 8, ‘bus station-same ticket’ (+D-R), 62% in Scenario 3, ‘train station-free ticket’
(+D+R), 40% in Scenario 4, ‘coffee shop-door’ (-D-R, and 22% in Scenario 12, ‘office-
holidays’ (-D+R). The latter scenario gathered the largest percentage in combinations as

well (76%); disarmer and grounder (30%), grounder and promise of reward (30%), and R
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minimizer and grounder (16%). Scenario 3 also gathered a significant percentage of
preferences, namely 36%; imposition minimizer and grounder (18%) and disarmer and
grounder (18%).

The grouping of situations with —P of the S towards the H showed a tendency towards
grounder with 78% of the informants in Scenariol4, ‘at work-pay rise’ (-D+R), 36 in
Scenario 9, ‘on the phone-discount” (+D+R), 42% in Scenario 2, ‘on the street’ (+D—R), and
28% in Scenario 7, ‘at work-stapler (-D—R). The latter scenario also gathered 38% of
preference for combined grounders and R minimizers. Scenario 14 showed the combination
of grounder with preparator by 16% of the informants, whereas 6% combined grounder with
precommitment in Scenario 2 and 2% in Scenario 9.

For scenarios with =R between the S and the H, the informants resorted to grounders
in Scenario 1, ‘neighbour’s house-music’ (+D-R) and Scenario 11, ‘neighbour’s house-dog’
(+D+R) at a percentage of 56% and 54%, respectively. Fifty-four percent was also the
percentage of informants that resorted to promises of reward in Scenario 13, ‘car park
machine’ (-D-R). Scenario 6, ‘at home’ (-D+R) invited for a variety of supporting moves
by the participants, namely 10% with grounder, 2% with preparator, 4% with promise of
reward, 14% with R minimizer, and 84% in combinations of all; grounder and promise of
reward (30%), grounder, R minimizer and promise of reward (18%), grounder and R
minimizer (16%), and grounder and precommitment (12%). Combinations were favoured in
the rest of the scenarios as well. In Scenario 11, ‘neighbour’s house-dog, 40% of the
informants opted for combinations in total; 18% for precommitment and grounder, 10% for
R minimizer and grounder, 6% disarmer and grounder, and 6% for preparator and grounder.
In Scenario 1, ‘neighbour’s house-music’, 34% of the informants chose the combination of
R minimizer and grounder, whereas in Scenario 13, ‘car park machine’, 18% favoured the

combination of grounder and promise of reward.
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Aggravating supportive moves appeared in one scenario of the DCT, that is, Scenario
1, ‘neighbour’s house-music’, with one informant making a threat and two of them resorting

to insults.

4.4.3 Greek Speakers of English in Greece (GRL1-GR)
The results of external modification for the second target group, GRL1-GR, are presented in
Chart 4.24 below. The scenarios follow a grouped presentation of +P, —P, and =P between

interlocutors.

Mitigating Supportive Moves by GRL1-GR

Car park machine (=P-D-R)
Neighbour’s house-dog (=P+D+R)
At home (=P-D+R)

Neighbour’s house-music (=P+D-R)
At work-pay rise (-P-D+R)

On the phone-discount (—P+D+R)
At work-stapler (-P-D-R)

On the street (-P+D-R)
Office-holidays (+P-D+R)

Bus station-same ticket (+P+D-R)
Coffee shop-door (+P-D-R)

Train station-free ticket (+P+D+R)

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

m Grounder ® Preparator Disarmer
Promise of Reward m Getting Precommitment ® R mininiser
® Humour m Combination

Chart 4.25 Mitigating Supportive Moves by GRL1-GR

The grouping of scenarios with +P between the S and the H showed a preference for
grounder as the predominant supportive move of their request. Scenario 4, ‘coffee shop-
door’ (-D-R) gathered the lowest number of preferences (30%), whereas Scenario 12,

‘office-holidays’ (—D+R) preceded with 50% of the informants, yet also with 30% in
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combinations; grounder and R minimizer (10%), grounder and disarmer (8%), grounder and
promise of reward (8%), and grounder and precommitment (4%). Scenario 8, ‘bus station-
same ticket’ (+D-R) showed 56% of the informants’ preference for grounder and 10% in
combinations; 4% of grounder and R minimizer and 6% of preparator and grounder. Scenario
3, ‘train station-free ticket’ (+D+R) gathered the highest number of supportive moves,
namely 66% of grounders and 26% in combinations; 14% of R minimizer and grounder, 6%
of promises of reward and grounder, 4% of preparator and grounder, and 2% of
precomittment and grounder.

The scenarios marked with —P drew the highest numbers of informants in favour of
external modification. Grounders in Scenario 14, ‘at work-pay rise’ (-D+R) were used by
82% of the informants, in Scenario 9, ‘on the phone-discount’ (+D+R) by 60%, in Scenario
2, ‘on the street’ (+D-R) by 42%, and in Scenario 7, ‘at work-stapler’ (-D-R) by 34%. The
latter scenario, however, showed a combination of grounder and R minimizer being
preferred by 28% of the participants. Imposition minimizers alone were also opted for by
14% of the informants in two situations in total, namely 8% in Scenario 2, ‘on the street’
(+D-R), and 6% in Scenario 7, ‘at work-stapler’. The former scenario gathered 6% of
preference for preparatory in addition to the above.

The last grouping of scenarios, the ones marked with =P, produced similar results.
Grounders were favoured by the majority of the informants in all four scenarios, namely by
76% in Scenario 1, ‘neighbour’s house-music’, 60% in Scenario 11, ‘neighbour’s house-
dog’, 52% in Scenario 6, ‘at home’, and 22% in Scenario 13, ‘car park machine’. The latter
scenario exhibited a significant preference for promise of reward — 28% of the informants
— and its combination with grounder — 14% of the informants. The same combination was
also preferred by 22% of the informants in Scenario 6 situation, whereas the same percentage

of participants favoured the combination of grounder and precommitment in Scenario 11.
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Regarding aggravating supportive moves of the request, one threat appeared in one

scenario, namely ‘neighbour’s house-music’.

4.5 Alerters
The presentation of the results follows the same line of participants’ grouping in ENLI,

GRL1-EN, and GRL1-GR.

4.5.1 Native English Speakers (ENL1)
The first group of participants to present results is the control group, ENL1. Chart 4.25 below

shows their preferences for alerters and the DCT scenarios are grouped as +P, —P, and =P.

Alerters by ENL1

Car park machine (=P-D-R)
Neighbour’s house-dog (=P+D+R)
At home (=P-D+R)

Neighbour’s house-music (=P+D-R)
At work-pay rise (-P-D+R)

On the phone-discount (—P+D+R)
At work-stapler (—-P-D-R)

On the street (-P+D-R)
Office-holidays (+P-D+R)

Bus station-same ticket (+P+D-R)
Coffee shop-door (+P-D-R)

Train station-free ticket (+P+D+R)

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

m Title/Role = Surname = First name = Nickname m Attention Getter ® Combination

Chart 4.26 Alerters by ENL1

Attention getter was the most favoured alerter by the informants in the first grouping

of +P situations. Sixty-two percent of the informants used it in Scenario 8, ‘bus station-same
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ticket” (+D—R), 50% in Scenario 3, ‘train station-free ticket’ (+D+R), 38% in Scenario 4,
‘coffee shop-door’ (-D—R), yet 4% in Scenario 14, ‘office-holidays’ (—D+R); the nature of
the scenario allowed 40% of the informants to resort to combinations of alerters, namely
38% to attention getter and first name and 2% to attention getter and endearment term.
Fourteen percent of the informants also used first name to capture the hearer’s attention.

In the scenarios with —P, attention getter was opted for by 92% of the informants in
Scenario 2, ‘on the street’ (+D-R), by 16% in Scenario 7, ‘at work-stapler’ (-D-R) and
Scenario 14, ‘at work-pay rise’ (-D+R), but by none of the participants in Scenario 9, ‘on
the phone-discount’ (+D-+R). Instead, 2% opted for first name and 10% for its combination
with attention getter. Other combinations were used by the participants in the rest of the
scenarios. Fifty-four percent of the informants resorted to combinations of attention getter
and first name (36%), attention getter and nickname (8%), attention getter and surname (6%),
and attention getter and title (4%) in Scenario 7. In Scenario 14, though, 28% used attention
getter and first name.

The last grouping of scenarios, which are marked with =P, showed a similar
preference towards attention getter and its combinations. Thirty-six percent of the informants
resorted to attention getter in Scenario 1, ‘neighbour’s house-music (+D-R), while 30%
combined it with first name. Likewise, 22% used attention getter in Scenario 11,
‘neighbour’s house-dog’ (+D+R), whereas 44% combined it with first name and 12% with
surname. Scenario 6, ‘at home’ (—D+R) invited for 4% of preference for attention getters,
yet for 26% in combinations with first name, which was preferred alone by 14% of the
participants. First name was also preferred by 8% of the participants in Scenario 13, ‘car

park machine’ (—D-R), where attention getter was used by 4% of the informants.
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4.5.2 Greek Speakers of English in England (GRL1-EN)
Chart 4.26 below presents the results for the use of alerters by GRL1-EN in grouped

scenarios of +P, —P, and =P.

Alerters by GRL1-EN

Car park machine (=P-D-R)
Neighbour’s house-dog (=P+D+R)
At home (=P-D+R)

Neighbour’s house-music (=P+D-R)
At work-pay rise (-P-D+R)

On the phone-discount (-P+D+R)
At work-stapler (—-P-D-R)

On the street (-P+D-R)
Office-holidays (+P-D+R)

Bus station-same ticket (+P+D-R)
Coffee shop-door (+P-D-R)

Train station-free ticket (+P+D+R)

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

m Title/Role = Surname = First name = Nickname m Attention Getter = Combination

Chart 4.27 Alerters by GRL1-EN

The scenarios that are marked with +P of the S over the H showed a preference by
the informants towards attention getter alone in two situations, namely Scenario 8, ‘bus
station-same ticket’ (+D—R) with 64% of the informants and Scenario 3, ‘train station-free
ticket’ (+D+R) with 58% of the informants. However, attention getter was combined with
title/role in the same scenarios by 4% of the informants in the former and 12% in the latter.
Attention getters were not particularly favoured in Scenario 12, ‘office-holidays’ (-D+R)
and Scenario 4, ‘coffee shop-door’ (-D-R) — 6% versus 2%, respectively — however their

combination with first name was preferred by 24% of the informants in the former scenario.
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Likewise, a significant number of 36% of the participants favoured first name alone in the
same scenario.

In the situations, where the P of the H is greater than that of the S, the choice of
alerters by the participants showed diversity. Attention getter was preferred by 68% of the
informants in Scenario 2, ‘on the street’ (+D—R) scenario and it was combined with role/title
by 26%. However, attention getter was opted for by 10% in Scenario 7, ‘at work-stapler’ (—
D-R) situation, yet by 62% in combinations; 28% combined it with first name, 26% with
surname, and 8% with title/role. Likewise, Scenario 14, ‘at work-pay rise’ (—-D+R) scenario
showed 4% of preference for attention getter, but 28% in combinations; 14% with role/title
and name, 10% with surname, and 4% with first name. In the same scenario, surname was
opted for by 22% of the informants and first name by 10%. Scenario 9, ‘on the phone-
discount’ (+D+R) situation presented 2% in combinations of attention getter and first name
and 4% in combinations of attention getter and surname.

The last grouping of scenarios, which are marked with =P between the S and the H,
were defined by a controlled diversity, in the sense that the informants divided their choices

among three categories of alerters.

4.5.3 Greek Speakers of English in Greece (GRL1-GR)
Alerters as used in the DCT by GRL1-GR are presented in Chart 4.27 below. The situations

of the DCT are grouped according to their level of P between the interlocutors.
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Alerters by GRL1-GR

Car park machine (=P-D-R)
Neighbour’s house-dog (=P+D+R)
At home (=P-D+R)

Neighbour’s house-music (=P+D-R)
At work-pay rise (—P-D+R)

On the phone-discount (—-P+D+R)
At work-stapler (-P-D-R)

On the street (-P+D-R)
Office-holidays (+P-D+R)

Bus station-same ticket (+P+D-R)
Coffee shop-door (+P-D-R)

Train station-free ticket (+P+D+R)

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80%

m Title/Role = Surname = First name = Nickname m Attention Getter = Combination

Chart 4.28 Alerters by GRL1-GR

The alerter, which was mostly preferred by the GRL1-GR participants in scenarios
marked with +P, was the attention getter. Twenty-four percent of the informants opted for it
in Scenario 8, ‘bus station-same ticket’ (+D-R), 20% in Scenario 3, ‘train station-free ticket’
(+D+R), and 6% in Scenario 4, ‘coffee shop-door’ (-D-R). Scenario 12, ‘office-holidays’
(-D+R) showed a preference of 22% for first name use, which appeared in combination with
attention getter in five cases. The combination of attention getter with title/role was also
present in scenarios Scenario 8 and Scenario 3 with 12% and 6% of the informants,
respectively.

In the scenarios marked with —P, alerters appeared dispersed in their categorization.
Scenario 2, ‘on the street’ (+D-R) showed 56% of preference for attention getter, 4% of
preference for title/role, and 12% in combinations of the alerters above. Scenario 7, ‘at work-
stapler’ (—D—R) delivered 8% of preference for title/role, 8% in surname, 2% in first name,

10% in attention getter, and 42% of preference for combinations of attention getter and
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title/role (14%) and attention getter and surname (28%). Scenario 9, ‘on the phone-discount’
(+D+R) showed a 6% of preference for alerters in total, namely 2% in surname and 4% in
combinations of attention getter and surname. Scenario 14, ‘at work-pay rise’ (-D+R)
gathered the highest number of preferences (28%) for the use of surname, 10% of the
participants used title/role, 2% used attention getter, and 14% prefered combinations of
attention getter and title/role (6%), attention getter and surname (6%), and attention getter
and first name (2%).

The results that scenarios with =P produce fell under four categories of alerters,
namely surname, first name, attention getter, and combinations of alerters. ‘Neighbour’s
house-music’ (+D-R) situation showed 6% of preference for first name, 22% in attention
getter, and 14% in their combination. ‘At home’ (—D+R) scenario gathered 46% of
preference for first name, 8% in attention getter, and 4% in their combination. In
‘neighbour’s house-dog’ (+D+R), 16% of the informants opted for attention getters, 6% for
first name, and 44% for combinations; attention getter and surname (24%), attention getter,
title/role and first name (14%), attention getter and first name (8%), attention getter and
endearment term (2%). ‘Car park machine’ (—-D—-R) scenario narrowed alerters to 14% of

preference for first name and 2% in attention getter.

4.6 Lack of Modification

Arising from the results presented in the previous sections of the chapter, modification of
the request, either internal or external, was opted for by the majority of the participants;
downgraders, upgraders, supportive moves — mitigating or aggravating — and alerters are
linguistic elements or techniques, which were present in the participants’ responses at a large
scale. However, the data presented a number of informants’ responses, which were not
modified and were only performed as requests without any supportive moves. Chart 4.28

below presents the relevant results for all three groups together.
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Lack of Modification by All Groups
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Chart 4.29 Lack of Modification by All Groups

The results of GRL1-EN presented lack of modification of the request in four
scenarios in total, a number significantly lower than the 11 scenarios of the GRL1-GR and
the eight scenarios of the ENL1. In scenarios marked with +P in particular, Scenario 4,
‘coffee shop-door’ (—D-R) lacked modification at the largest scale by all groups; 14% of
ENL1, 12% of GRL1-EN, and 26% GRL1-GR. In Scenario 8, ‘bus station-same ticket’ (+D—
R), requests were not modified by 18% of GRL1-GR and 10% of ENL1. For scenarios
marked with —P, Scenario 9, ‘on the phone-discount’ (+D+R) presented the greatest lack of
modification; no supportive move was preferred by 20% of the informants for ENL1 group,
18% for GRL1-GR, and 10% for GRL1-EN. The rest of the scenarios of this grouping lacked
modification in requests performed mainly by GRL1-GR. Likewise, the latter group of
participants omitted modification in all the scenarios of the last situation grouping, which is

marked with =P between the S and the H. Scenario 13, ‘car park machine’ (D-R) gathered
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the highest number of informants, who did not modify their requests, namely 26% of ENL1,

26% of GRL1-GR, and 10% of GRL1-EN.

4.7 Request Perspective

The present section of the data presentation identifies the request perspective of the
responses, that is, the agent upon which the focus lies during the performance of the speech
act. The results of the DCT responses on request perspective are presented in the subsections

below, following the informants’ grouping division to ENL1, GRL1-EN, and GRL1-GR.

4.7.1 Native English Speakers (ENL1)
The request perspective of the written requests by ENL1 in the DCT are presented in Chart
4.29 below. The scenarios of the DCT are divided in a threefold division of those marked

with +P, those with —P, and those with =P.
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Request Perspective by ENL1
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Chart 4.30 Request Perspective by ENL1

In the first grouping of scenarios with high P of the S over the H, Scenario 4, ‘coffee
shop-door’ and Scenario 8, ‘bus station-same ticket’, both marked with low R, though the
former with —D and the latter with +D between the S and the H, were the only scenarios
where request perspective is 100% unanimous; all informants opted for hearer dominance in
the first scenario and for speaker dominance in the second. Speaker dominance was also
favoured in Scenario 3, ‘train station-same ticket’ (+D+R) by 66% of the informants, yet
32% opted for hearer dominance. In the same line, Scenario 12, ‘office-holidays’ (-D+R)
generated a 90% of hearer-oriented requests.

The second grouping of scenarios, which are marked with —P, delivered results with
diversity of agents. Scenario 7, ‘at work-stapler’ (—-D—-R) showed a preference for speaker
dominance by 94% of the informants, whereas in Scenario 2, ‘on the street’ (+D-R) the

majority of informants (78%) opted for hearer dominance; nonetheless, 20% of the
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participants resorted to speaker-oriented requests. Likewise, speaker dominance was
favoured by 62% of the informants in Scenario 14, ‘at work-pay rise’ (-D+R), where neutral
agent and hearer and speaker-oriented requests were preferred by 16%, respectively. Neutral
agent was also chosen by 22% of the participants in ‘on the phone-discount’ (+D+R)
situation, where hearer dominance leaded with 46% of the informants and speaker
dominance followed with 28%.

The last grouping of =P scenarios showed a preference for either hearer or speaker
dominance. In Scenario 1, ‘neighbour’s house-music’ (+D-R), the total of 98% of the
informants performws hearer-oriented requests, when in Scenario 11, ‘neighbour’s house-
dog’ (+D+R), 90% optws for the same request perspective. Scenario 13, ‘car park machine’
(-D-R) divided informants in almost equal preference for the two, namely speaker-oriented
requests by 44% and hearer-oriented by 56%. Scenario 6, ‘at home’ (-D+R), however,
produced a difference in numbers between the two request perspectives, as 62% of the

informants opted for speaker-oriented requests and 38% for hearer-oriented.

4.7.2 Greek Speakers of English in England (GRL1-EN)
The results for the request perspective preference by the first target group, GRL1-EN, are

presented in Chart 4.30, following the P-related scenario division of +P, —P, and =P.
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Request Perspective by GRL1-EN
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Chart 4.31 Request Perspective by GRL1-EN

Scenario 4, ‘coffee shop-door’ and Scenario 8, ‘bus station-same ticket’, both marked
with +P and —R, but +D and D, respectively, produced opposing results; hearer dominance
was favoured in the former, but speaker dominance was favoured in the latter. In both
scenarios, 100% of the informants chose the same request perspective. Scenario 3, ‘train
station-free ticket’ (+D+R) invited for speaker dominance by 60% of the informants and
hearer dominance by 38%. In Scenario 12, ‘office-holidays’ (-D+R), however, hearer
dominance was preferred by the majority of the participants (62%), whereas the second most

favoured choice of perspective was speaker and hearer-oriented by 10% of the informants.

Regarding the scenarios marked with —P, Scenario 2, ‘on the street’ (+D-R), and
Scenario 7, ‘at work-stapler’ (-D—R), produced the largest number of informants (86%) yet
opposing results; hearer dominance in the former and speaker dominance in the latter.
Likewise, in Scenario 14, ‘at work-pay rise’ (-D+R), 74% of the informants favoured
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speaker-oriented requests, whereas 18% opted for hearer-oriented, 8% for speaker and
hearer-oriented, and 6% for impersonal. The latter perspective of impersonal requests was
also favoured by 14% of the informants in Scenario 9, ‘on the phone-discount’ (+D+R),
where the predominant request perspective was hearer-oriented with 56%, followed by

speaker-oriented with 22% and speaker and hearer-oriented with 8%.

In the grouping of equal P-marked scenarios, the predominant request perspective in
all scenarios was hear dominance. Scenario 6, ‘at home’ (—D+R) showed a 76% preference
of the informants for hearer dominance and 24% in speaker dominance. The rest of the

scenarios produced the same result of 96% preference for hearer-oriented requests.

4.7.3 Greek Speakers of English in Greece (GRL1-GR)
Chart 4.31 below presents the results of the second target group, GRL1-GR, in request

perspective preference. The scenarios are presented in groups according to their level of P.
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Request Perspective by GRL1-GR
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Chart 4.32 Request Perspective by GRL1-GR

The first grouping of scenarios, which are marked with +P, showed a general
preference for either speaker or hearer-oriented request perspective. Scenario 4, ‘coffee
shop-door’ (-D-R), and Scenario 8, ‘bus station-same ticket’ (+D-R), showed a result of
100% unanimity by the informants towards hearer dominance in the former situation and
speaker dominance in the latter. Scenario 12, ‘office-holidays” (-D+R) led to the
predominance of hearer dominance with 74% of the informants, whereas speaker dominance
followed with 22%. However, Scenario 3, ‘train station-free ticket’ (+D+R) presented an
almost equal spread of results, namely 58% of the informants preferred speaker-oriented
requests and 40% hearer-oriented.

In the scenarios where the H has power over the S, the results showed higher
differences between preferences. In Scenario 2, ‘on the street’ (+D-R), 84% of the

informants opted for hearer-oriented requests and 16% for speaker oriented. Likewise, in
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Scenario 14, ‘at work-pay rise’ (—D+R), 84% of the informants preferred speaker-oriented
request perspective contrary to 10%, who preferred hearer-oriented, and 6%, who decided
on a neutral agent. Scenario 7, ‘at work-stapler’ (—D—R) situation generated 78% of speaker-
oriented requests and 22% of hearer-oriented, yet Scenario 9, ‘on the phone-discount’
(+D+R) led to 70% of hearer-oriented requests, 24% of speaker-oriented, 4% of speaker and
hearer-oriented, and 2% of impersonal.

The scenarios in which the P between the H and the S is equal, results were similar
among all four situations. Scenario 1, ‘neighbour’s house-music’ (+D-R) showed that
hearer-oriented requests were preferred by a 100% of the informants, whereas Scenarioll,
‘neighbour’s house-dog’ (+D+R) by 98%. Scenario 13, ‘car park machine’ (-D—R) followed

with 94% and Scenario 6, ‘at home’ (—D+R) with 90%.

4.8 Chapter Summary

This chapter introduced the results of Part | of the questionnaire, namely the DCT. The
framework followed for the analysis of the DCT is Blum-Kulka et al.’s (1989) CCSARP,
upon which the structure of the chapter was based. The presentation of the results followed
the division of the informants into groups, namely ENL1, GRL1-EN, and GRL1- GR. First,
the results for the use of the request categories were introduced, namely DR (or HLD), CIR
(or MLD), HN (CRI or LLD). Their statistical significance was also presented. The main
results suggest that CIR were favoured by all participants in general, but high directness was
preferred by GRL1-GR in particular scenarios. Second, the various request strategies were
presented, alongside the newly introduced CSHNSs. Query preparatory was the strategy
mostly used by all informants. Third, internal modification of requests was presented in their
categorization and was followed by the presentation of external modification. The main
results here showed that politeness markers were the most preferred internal modification

tool by all informants — even more by GRL1 — and grounders the most preferred external
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modification tool. Alerters were presented next, with attention getter being the most popular
among the three groups of informants, while lack of modification and, finally, request

perspective concluded the chapter. The results will be discussed in Chapter six.
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5. RESULTS PART I1: JUDGEMENTS OF POLITENESS

Chapter five presents the results of the statistical analysis carried out for the second part of
the questionnaire, that is, the two Likert scale tests. The Likert scale tests consisted of 12
cases each — a total of 24 requests — and were linked to scenarios 1 and 1132 of the DCT
of the first part in the questionnaire. The requests were created according to Blum-Kulka et
al.’s CCSARP (1989) in reference to their levels of (in)directness. The rationale was that
politeness and (in)directness can be related; the higher the indirectness, the higher the level
of politeness (Brown & Levinson, 1987). Nonetheless, politeness and (in)directness can
indeed be related, but not necessarily be coextended (Blum-Kulka, 1987; Blum-Kulka et al.,
1989). In that line, four of the requests were marked with more-or-less high-level directness
(HLD), four with more-or-less moderate-level directness (MLD), and four with more-or-less
low-level directness (LLD)3*. The scenarios were also marked with evident social distance
(+D) and equal power (=P) between the hearer and the speaker, but with low level of
imposition (-R) for scenario 1 and high level of imposition (+R) for scenario 11. The
informants were asked to evaluate the level of politeness of the 24 requests on a 5-point
rating scale, with one being impolite and five being polite.

The chapter contains a number of fairly complex analyses, some of which look at
participant “group” (i.e. Greek speakers of English in Greece (GRL1-GR), Greek speakers
of English in England (GRL1-EN), and native English speakers (ENL1)), some look at the
level of directness (HLD, MLD, and LLD ), and the remainder focuses on the individual
requests. The inferential results begin with a three-way mixed ANOVA, and because the
results of this analysis were significant, one-way ANOVAs were run to look at directness.

The simple effects use independent samples t-tests and one-sample t-tests looking at whether

33 For the scenarios, see Appendix 1V, Part II.
3 The division stands for both Likert scales (see Appendix V).
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means were significantly above or below three (i.e. polite, impolite, or neutral). A reminder

of the variables as items and their level of directness is presented in Table 5.1 below.

Request Variables as Items and Their Level of Directness

Likert scale Test |

Likert scale Test 11

HLD
Look after my dog
Mood Derivable with 3 Turn the music down or 15 during the weekend or
Threat I’ll call the police. I’ll make your life
difficult.
I'm afraid you’ll have
) ) I’'m afraid you’ll have to
Locution Derivable 16 ) 118 to look after my dog
turn the music down. )
during the weekend.
) ) ) Please look after my
Mood Derivable with Please turn the music ]
] 19 121 dog during the
Politeness Marker down.
weekend.
Mood Derivable with ] Look after my dog
] Turn the music down, )
Orthographic 110 122 during the weekend,
] mate!
Emphasis woman!
MLD
] Could you look after
11 | Could you turn the music _
Preparatory 113 my dog during the
down?
weekend?
Suggestory Formula Might be better for me
with Conditional i Might be better if you 14 if you looked after my
Clause and Past turned the music down. dog during the
Tense weekend.
1'd like you to look
1'd like you to turn the ]
Want Statement 14 116 | after my dog during

music down.

the weekend.
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. How about looking
How about turning the _
Suggestory Formula | 15 ) 117 after my dog during
music down?
the weekend?

LLD
] o | was wondering if you
Preparatory with Past | was wondering if you
. could look after my
Tense and 17 could turn the music 119 _
o dog during the
Conditional Clause down.
weekend.
) Would you please look
Preparatory with Would you please turn )
) 18 ) 120 | after my dog during
Politeness Marker the music down?

the weekend?

Our apartments share
) ) You love dogs, don’t
Strong Hint 111 some pretty thin walls, 123
you?
don’t they?

Do we have to beg you
S Do we have to put up
Mild Hint with Insult | 112 _ ] 124 | to look after our dog
with your loud music? )
during the weekend?

Table 5.1 Request Variables As Items and Their Level of Directness (Likert scale tests)

5.1 Descriptive Statistics

This part of the chapter presents the numerical statistical representation of the variables, in
particular how the independent variables affect the dependent. The subsections below
present the informants’ demographic and characteristic statistics, the mean value, the

standard error, as well as the cross-tabulation between groups.

5.1.1 Mean and Standard Error (Omnibus Analysis)

In this part of the analysis, the 24 requests are grouped in the three aforementioned categories
of directness, namely HLD, MLD, and LLD. The grouping of the requests allows for a
broader reading and interpretation of the results of the data. The examination accounts for

the mean (u) of the three request groups and the standard error (s.e.). The u is the measure
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used to illustrate the central tendency in all the values, where values are the evaluations
(Saunders, M., Lewis, P., & Thornhill, A., 2016). It is the average of the 5-point evaluation
scale on each of the three groups of the 24 requests, where 1 accounts for impolite and 5 for
polite. Standard error is the scale, on which the x of the sample population (N) deviates from
the u of the general population (Barde & Barde, 2012). The deviation ranges between 1.00
and 5.00 in this particular study, as these are the end values of the test.

The results for the x and s.e. of the grouped values for all three groups of informants

are presented in Charts 5.1 and 5.2 below for Likert scale test I and Il, respectively.

Low Imposition (Music Scenario)

GROUPS

5.00 M ENL1
B GRL1-EN

M GRL1-GR
450

4.00

350

3.00

Politeness Rating

High Moderate Low
Directness Level

Chart 5.1 x and s.e. for HLD, MLD and LLD (Likert scale test I)
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High Imposition (Dog Scenario)
GROUPS

5.00 W ENL1

M GLR1-EN
M GRL1-GR
4.50

4.00
3.50

3.00

Politeness Rating

2.50

2.00

150

1.00
High Moderate Low

Directness Level

Chart 5.2 u and s.e. for HLD, MLD and LLD (Likert scale test I1)

The three groups of requests showed a few differences in evaluations among the three
groups of informants in Likert scale test I. The « of the requests marked with HLD stretched
from 2.175 (GRL1-EN) to 2.465 (ENL1) with an almost identical s.e. for the three groups
of informants: 0.077 for GRL1-EN and GRL1-GR against 0.074 for ENL1. The requests
marked with LLD presented similar results, with x4 varying from 3.235 (ENL1) to 3.495
(GRL1-GR) and s.e. ranging from 0.062 (GRL1-EN) to 0.084 (GRL1-GR). However, the
requests marked with MLD showed some variation in evaluations between the three groups
of informants. The x for ENL1 was 3.3 with s.e. at 0.104, whereas GRL1-GR presented a u
of 2.89 with s.e. at 0.088. GRL1-EN were positioned in between with a x of 3.125 and s.e.
at 0.08.

The HLD-marked and the LLD-marked requests in Likert scale test 1l exhibited less
variation in evaluations amongst the three groups of informants than the MLD-marked ones;
LLD-marked requests much less than any other group, considering the x for the all groups

ranged from 3.225 (ENL1) to 3.45 (GRL1-GR) with similar s.e. ranging from 0.061 (GRL1-
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EN) to 0.087 (ENL1). Regarding requests marked with HLD, the x for all groups was also
relatively close, spreading from 1.74 (GRL1-EN) to 2.115 (GRL1-GR), yet s.e. was higher
for GRL1-GR at 0.086 and lower for GRL1-EN and ENLL1 at 0.045 and 0.047, respectively.
The MLD-marked requests showed the widest spread in x than the other request groups with
ENL1 at 2.53, GRL1-EN at 2.955 and GRL1-GR at 3.355. Their s.e., however, was similar,

varying from 0.075 (ENL1) to 0.087 (GRL1-EN).

5.1.2 Mean and Standard Error (Item Analysis)

The following part of the analysis examines the mean (u) of the responses in the 24 requests
of the two Likert scale tests and its standard error (s.e.). The mean, as aforementioned,
measures the central tendency in all the values, which are 24 in total. The latter are defined
as numerical variables (V) and labelled as items (1), ergo they can be attributed values.
Standard error is the scale, on which the x of the sample population deviates from the x of

the general population, either upwards or downwards, in this case towards 1.00 or 5.00.

5.1.2.1 Native English Speakers in England (ENL1)

The x and s.e. of the values of ENL1 group are presented in Charts 5.3 and 5.4 below.
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HLD Requests

MLD Requests

ENL1 p and s.e. 11-112 (Likert scale test I)

LLD Requests
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Chart 5.3 ENL1 x and s.e. 11-112 (Likert scale test I)

HLD Requests

MLD Requests
LLD Requests

ENL1 p and s.e. 113-124 (Likert scale test IT)
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Chart 5.4 ENL1 x and s.e. 113-124 (Likert scale test 1)

For the HLD-marked items the results led towards readings of impoliteness by the

informants, excluding 19 and 121. The u for these items was 3.74 and 3.58 and their s.e. was

.130 and .143, respectively. On the exact opposite end, 13 and 115 came with a x of 1.24 and
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1.04, and a s.e. at .073 and .028, allowing for interpretations of evaluations towards high
impoliteness. However, the pairs of 16 versus 118 and 110 versus 122 gave results, which
clearly differentiate evaluations between the two Likert scale tests. The first pair had a « of
2.70 and 1.76, and the second pair had a ¢« of 2.18 and 1.02. The requests in the second Likert
scale test were evaluated as more impolite than the ones in the first Likert scale test.
Moreover, their s.e. was similar — .135 (16), .116 (118), .136 (110) — except for 122, which
presented a very low deviation from the central tendency at .020.

11 and 113%, which represent requests marked with MLD, showed a tendency
towards neutral evaluations. The x was 3.16 versus 3.36 and the s.e. was .132 versus .145.
The rest of the items of this grouping came to contrast with this neutrality®® as closer to
evaluations of impoliteness. In particular, 14 and 15, which pair with 116 and 117, produced
a u of 2.88 and 2.80 in comparison with a x of 2.58 and 2.56. Even though the former pair
of items was close to neutral 3.00, all four items’ central tendency placed the informants’
judgements in favour of impoliteness. Likewise, their s.e. was similar, ranging between .111
(117) and .143 (15). Lastly, 12 and 114 exhibited a noteworthy preference for low evaluations
by the informants. The x and s.e. for 12 was 2.72 and .125 and that of 114 was 1.62 and .094.

The requests of the Likert scale tests, which are marked with LLD, gathered divided
evaluations by ENL1 between impoliteness and politeness. 17 and 119 showed a u of 4.42
and 4.18 and a s.e. of .086 and .113, respectively, meaning the informants judged them as
requests closer to politeness. Likewise, 18 and 120 exhibited high preference for polite
evaluations with a x of 4.48 and 4.44 and s.e. of .096 and .128. For 111 and 123, however,
judgements weighed towards impoliteness; a x4 of 2.62 and 2.78 implies a preference for
evaluation closer to 2.00 than neutral 3.00. Their s.e. was above 0.1, with 111 surpassing it

(.164) and implying a higher divergence in judgements by the sample population in

%11 and 113 represent requests A from Likert scale I and Il. By the same token, 12 and 114 represent requests
B, 13 and 115 represent requests C, and so forth.
% The evaluation of 3.00 is considered to be neutral, ergo neither polite nor impolite.
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comparison to the general population than in 123 (.129). In the same line, 12 and 114 drew
attention due to their measures, but also their contradiction. The x of the former was 2.72,
whereas the u of the latter was 1.62. However, their s.e. was .125 and .094, respectively,
indicating little divergence from the central tendency in evaluations by the sample

population in comparison to the general population.

5.1.2.2 Greek Speakers of English in England (GRL1-EN)
The outcome of the statistical analysis of the values, their central tendency, and the deviation

of the sample population x from the broader population x is presented below in Charts 5.5

and 5.6, respectively.

GRL1-EN p and s.e. I1-112 (Likert scale test I) HLD Requests
MLD Requests
LLD Requests
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Chart 5.5 GRL1-EN g and s.e. 11-112 (Likert scale test I)
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HLD Requests
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Chart 5.6 GRL1-EN y and s.e. 113-124 (Likert scale test I1)

The items that reflect requests with HLD presented an outcome with particularly low
variability. The only exception was 19 and 121, with a x at 3.26 and 3.38 and a s.e. of .142
and .127, respectively. The reading of this finding allows for the assumption that the
informants evaluated these two requests as at least neutral. However, there was little
controversy upon the rest of the items, with a disagreement on the « and the s.e. of 110 and
122; 1.78 and 1.04, and .129 and .028, respectively. Both of the items weighed towards
impolite, with 122 being evaluated clearly impolite. Yet, 110 presented a much higher
divergence from the x, due to variation in opinions. Regarding 13 and 115, the results showed
a straightforward evaluation by the informants; a x at 1.14 and 1.00 and a s.e. at .050 and

.000. There was almost perfect unanimity in the evaluation of these particular requests by
GRL1-EN. Contrarily, the last pair of items, 16 and 118, came with a mismatch in their y;

2.52 versus 1.54. There s.e. was .138 and .104, showing a relevantly similar deviation of the

sample population x from the general population u.
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I1 and 113, mirroring requests marked with MLD, presented a u close to 3.50,
suggesting an evaluation towards polite. Their s.e. was also similar — .132 and .138. The
rest of the items of the MLD-requests grouping spread the analysis towards the opposite end.
The x of 12 and 114 was 3.28 and 2.66, allowing the first to weigh towards neutrality and the
second towards impoliteness. Their s.e. was also relevantly high, closing at .157 and .178,
respectively, numbers which indicate a deviation of the sample population x either towards
4.00 or 2.00 for 12 and towards 3.00 and 1.00 for 114, compared to the general population.
I5and 117, with £ 2.70 and 2.58 and s.e. at .125 and .140, respectively, allowed little dispute
over the judgement towards impolite. In the same line, although closer to neutral, 14 and 116
came with a ¢ 0f 3.06 and 2.90. Their s.e., however, was at .147 and .112, respectively. This
means that informants’ judgement of 14 by the sample population varied at a higher scale
than of 116 in comparison to the general population.

The grouping of items marked with LLD exhibited a dual direction in their data with
regard to (in)directness; high level of indirectness was not necessarily judged as a sign of
politeness. 17 and 119 showed a u of 4.54 and 4.65 and a s.e. of .115 and .085, respectively,
indicating a low divergence from the central tendency of around 4.50. On the same note, 18
and 120 displayed a x equally high, namely 4.52 and 4.70 and a s.e. was at .115 and .087.
The rest of the items received values closer to what is considered to be either neutral or
impolite, with a tendency towards the second. On the other hand, the tendency was closer to
impoliteness for both 111 and 123, with a x at 2.86 and 2.74. Moreover, their s.e. was .159
and .164, implying a relevantly high divergence of the sample population x from the general
population x, which was, though, much lower in 112 and 124 —.098 and .076, respectively.
Adding to the tendency towards judgements of impoliteness, the u of the latter two items

was 1.26 and 1.20, highlighting a substantially low record for requests with LLD.
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5.1.2.3 Greek Speakers of English in Greece (GRL1-GR)

Charts 5.8 and 5.9 below present the data analysis for group GRL1-GR for the two Likert

scale tests.

HLD Requests
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Chart 5.8 GRL1-GR x and s.e. 113-124 (Likert scale test I1)
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For the grouping of items, which reflects requests with HLD, the results of the x and
the s.e. were not consistent, but they reveal relevantly consistent evaluations. The x of I3 and
115 was the same — 1.44 — and their s.e. is similar — .115 and .131, respectively. This data
leads to a reading very close to what is the outmost impolite requests. Likewise, 110 and 122
were judged by the informants as impolite requests. Their x was 1.68 and 1.40 and their s.e.
129 and .114, respectively, for both analyses. However, 16 and 118 came with a x of 2.74
and 2.14, providing an interpretation of the requests as merely impolite; and their s.e. was at
.148 and .137. Even more, 19 and 121 resulted in a x« of 3.28 and 3.48, requests that account
for either neutral or even polite. The s.e. was very similar — .140 and .144 — resulting in
the deviation of the sample population x« being relevantly far to the x4 of the general
population.

The u for 11 and 113 was 3.36 and 3.80, respectively. Even though both items account
for requests with MLD, the former was closer to 3.00, whereas the latter was closer to 4.00,
indicating that 113 calls for an evaluation closer to polite than neutral. The s.e. for 11 was
.156 and for 113 .131, implying a variance in the x of the sample population in comparison
with the u of the general population. Contrarily, the rest of the items of both Likert scale
tests, which are marked with MLD, came in unanimity; 12, 14 and 15 pairing with 114, 116
and 117, respectively, showed consistency in their x, as well as their s.e. Their « was close
to 3.00, which translates to neutral, with the exception of 12 and 114; they produce a u of
3.76 and 3.46, respectively, mirroring requests closer to polite. Their s.e., however, was high
at.161 for 12 and .170 for 114, showing high divergence of the sample population x compared
to the general population 4. In terms of politeness, this data is interpreted as closer to polite.

While all the aforementioned items suggest a preference towards a u of around 3.00,
items marked with LLD were divided. 17 and 119 presented a x 0f 4.32 and 4.26, respectively,

as well as similar s.e.; .131 and .117, respectively. In terms of politeness, this data is
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interpreted as polite. 18 and 120 presented results even closer to politeness; their x was 4.50
and their s.e. was .119 and .096, respectively. However, 112 and 124, which fall under the
same categorisation of requests with LLD, produced a x of 2.16 and 2.46. This is relatively
low, considering 17 and 119, also in the same categorisation, came with a x 0of 4.32 and 4.26,
respectively. Moreover, the s.e. of the latter two items was significantly lower than that of
the former two, suggesting a lower divergence of the sample population x from the general
population 4. 111 and 123 confirm the variability of the data, as the one showed a x of 3.00

and the other a i of 2.58. Their s.e. was .169 and .134, respectively.

5.1.3 Cross-tabulation

The final subsection of descriptive statistics presents the comparison of individual items’
values. It also examines the possible interdependence of those items. The presentation of the
data is done in a table, which is named either contingency table, cross-tabulation, or cross-
tab (Saunders, M., Lewis, P., & Thornhill, A., 2016). The results of the informants’
evaluations are presented in pairs within the threefold grouping of the items according to

their level of (in)directness, namely HLD, MLD, and LLD.

5.1.3.1 Requests with High Level of Directness (HLD)

The last subsection of cross-tabulation accounts for the evaluations of politeness for requests
marked with HLD. The results for the first pairing items 13 and 115 are presented in Chart
5.9 below. As a reminder, values 1 to 5 represent the evaluation scale, where 1 refers to

highly impolite and 5 to highly polite.
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Cross-tabs for V3 and V15
50

LLell

3. Turn the music 3. Turn the music 3. Turn the music 15. Look after my15. Look after my15. Look after my
down or I’ll call down or I’ll call down or I’ll call dog duringthe = dog duringthe = dog during the

o O O

the police. the police. the police. weekend or Il weekend or I'll  weekend or T’ll
make your life =~ make your life = make your life
difficult. difficult. difficult.
ENL1 GRL1-EN GRL1-GR ENL1 GRL1-EN GRL1-GR

H]l m2 m3 74 m5

Chart 5.9 Cross-tabs for 13 and 115

All three groups opted for the outmost negative value of 1.00, which translates to
highly impolite requests. In particular, 115 was the only one from the whole cross-tabulation
analysis that accumulated a clear 100% of agreement in judgements by GRL1-EN. Value
2.00 gathered a small number of evaluations from all groups for 13, but not for 115, where
opinions were clearer towards value 1.00.

Contrary to the above, 16 and 118 invited more dispersed judgements. Chart 5.10

below presents the data.
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Cross-tabs for V6 and V18

50
40
30

20
10 I I
o B -
6. I’'m afraid 6. I’'m afraid 6. I’'m afraid 18. I’'m afraid 18. I’'m afraid 18. I’'m afraid

you’ll haveto =~ you’ll haveto  you’ll haveto  you’ll haveto  you’ll haveto = you’ll have to
turn the music ~ turnthe music ~ turn the music look after my dog look after my doglook after my dog

down. down. down. during the during the during the
weekend. weekend. weekend.
ENL1 GRL1-EN GRL1-GR ENL1 GRL1-EN GRL1-GR

m] m2 m3 =4 m5

Chart 5.10 Cross-tabs for 16 and 118

For 16, GRL1-GR and ENL1 opted for value 2.00, though the second group exhibited
a marginal preference against value 3.00 and even value 4.00. The first group also divided
between the same values, whereas GRL1-EN favoured neutral 3.00 against the second most
preferred value 2.00.

Pairing 118 also produced divisive results. GRL1-GR favoured value 2.00, same as
ENL1, but GRL1-EN favoured value 1.00 by twice the amount of judgements compared to
GRL1-GR. Moreover, the same value came as the second choice for ENL1 only by one
evaluation less and for GRL1-GR by two. Interestingly, the latter group diverged from value
3.00 at the exact number of judgements, allowing for interpretations of the results close to
either impolite or neutral.

The next pairing items, 19 and 121, exhibited equally divisive results, but towards

neutrality and politeness instead of impoliteness. Chart 5.11 presents the results.
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Cross-tabs for V9 and V21
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ENL1 GRL1-EN GRL1-GR ENL1 GRL1-EN GRL1-GR

m] m2 m3 =4 m5

Chart 5.11 Cross-tabs for 19 and 121

The most preferred value for 19 was 3.00 for GRL1-GR and 4.00 for GRL1-EN and
ENL1. The former group also opted for value 4.00 as their second choice, as well the latter
two groups gathered the second highest number in evaluations on value 3.00. Even though
the level of directness of the item is high, judgements varied between neutrality and
politeness.

For pairing item 21, the results were similar, but with no variation in opinions
between groups; most informants of all groups favoured value 4.00 and opted for value 3.00
as their second choice. Again, the level of directness of the request did not affect the
judgement of politeness.

The last pair of items includes 110 and 122. Chart 5.12 presents the results of their

cross-tabulations.
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Cross-tabs for V10 and V22
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Chart 5.12 Cross-tabs for 110 and 122

Both items allow for readings towards impoliteness, however 110 presented almost
equivalent results among values 1.00, 2.00 and 3.00 for ENL1. The second value was
preferred by the majority of the group, and also came as the second most voted value by
GRL1-GR and GRL1-EN, who instead favoured value 1.00.

Pairing 122, although it represents the same request formula as 110, was evaluated as
outmost impolite by all groups. ENL1 showed no division in their opinions on this item, and
also no inclination towards neutrality. The level of directness of the requests is high in both

cases, so the differences in results were attributed to other factors.

5.1.3.2 Requests with Moderate Level of Directness (MLD)

Chart 5.13 below presents the values for the pairing items 11 and 113.
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Cross-tabs for V1 and V13
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Chart 5.13 Cross-tabs for 11 and 113

The most preferred values by the three groups for 11 were 3.00 and 4.00. Although
the item accounts for requests with MLD, it is noticeable that GRL1-GR and GRL1-EN
showed a higher preference towards polite 4.00, whereas ENL1 showed a tendency towards
neutral 3.00. There was also a noteworthy number of participants of all groups, who
identified 11 as close to impolite 2.00.

113 invited similar judgements to its pairing 11. All groups favoured value 4.00, but
ENL1 showed only a marginal preference for polite readings in the request compared to
neutral 3.00. GRL1-GR and GRL1-EN evaluated 113 as even highly polite — 11 and 10
informants, respectively — though neutrality was their second favoured evaluation.

The next pairing items marked with MLD, 12 and 114, are presented in Chart 5.14

below.
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Cross-tabs for V2 and V14
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Chart 5.14 Cross-tabs for 12 and 114

The outcome of the analysis for 12 showed a high divergence in judgements between
the groups. GRL1-GR chose values 4.00 and 5.00 by majority, whereas ENL1 rejected 5.00
completely and opted for value 2.00 instead. GRL1-EN considered neutral 3.00 as the proper
evaluation of the request, separating their judgements from the other two groups as well.

Pairing 114 invited contradicting evaluations as well, with even higher deviation
between values. Most GRL1-GR decided that value 4.00 was suitable for this request, but
most ENL1 favoured value 1.00, which was almost the exact opposite value. The second
choice of preference for ENL1 came in agreement with the first choice of preference for
GRL1-EN, who opted for value 2.00; they also provided insight for negative readings of this
request formula.

14 and 116, also marked with MLD, are presented in Chart 5.15 below.
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Cross-tabs for V4 and V16
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Chart 5.15 Cross-tabs for 14 and 116

The results for 14 showed that this MLD-marked request can take all possible
readings. GRL1-GR favoured neutral 3.00, but GRL1-EN and ENLL1 preferred impolite 2.00.
On the one hand, the differences in evaluations between and within groups among values
2.00 and 3.00 were marginal, but on the other hand, so were evaluations of polite 4.00.

116 came with equally small differences between groups’ favoured values, namely
3.00 for GRL1-EN and ENL1, and 3.00 and 4.00 for GRL1-GR. Judgements close to
impolite 2.00 were also significant, but value 4.00 presented the highest divergence in
opinions between groups.

The last pairing of MLD-marked items, 15 and 117, is presented in Chart 5.16 below.
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Cross-tabs for V5 and V17
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Chart 5.16 Cross-tabs for 15 and 117

I5 displayed a noticeable disunity in evaluations between groups. GRL1-GR
favoured polite 4.00, whereas impolite 2.00 was favoured by ENL1 and GRL1-EN, with the
latter almost equally resorting to neutral 3.00. This request seems to have invited
disagreement on its level of politeness and, therefore, its level of (in)directness. However,
even though GRL1-EN and ENLI1’s evaluations were in agreement at value 2.00, they
showed a significant disagreement in the evaluation of value 4.00.

Pairing 117 also showed divergence in opinions between groups, but at a lower level.
In this case, GRL1-GR and ENL1 came in agreement on neutral readings of the request,
whereas GRL1-EN preferred impolite 2.00. The same value was also favoured by ENL1 as

their second highest preference.

5.1.3.3 Requests with Low Level of Directness (LLD)

This subsection presents the cross-tabs of the requests marked with LLD. Judgements of the
first pairing items, 17 and 119, exhibit high unanimity. Chart 5.17 presents the results of their
cross-tabs.
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Cross-tabs for V7 and V19
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Chart 5.17 Cross-tabs for 17 and 119

All three groups opted for value 5.00 for 17, with ENL1 marginally favouring it over
value 4.00; their judgement, though, was still towards polite evaluations of the request.
However, the pairing 119 collected more preferences of value 4.00 for the group, contrary to
GRL1-GR and GRL1-EN, who again chose value 5.00. Both items presented almost
unanimous results towards polite readings of the requests.

In the same line of unanimity, albeit less decisively, and towards more polite

readings, the results for pairing 18 and 120 are presented in Chart 5.18 below.
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Cross-tabs for V8 and V20
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Chart 5.18 Cross-tabs for 18 and 120

This pair of items showed a clear consistency of evaluations. Value 5.00, which
marks the requests as highly polite, was favoured by all three groups with very little
divergence in opinions. The second most selected value — 4.00 — was still closer to
politeness than neutrality, which implies that the informants attribute a positive reading to
these two requests.

Contrary to the unanimity of the previous items, the results for pairing 111 and 123

are presented in Chart 5.19 below.
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Cross-tabs for V11 and V23

50
40
30
20

10
o B N n = [ N

11. Our 11. Our 11. Our 23.You love 23.You love 23.You love
apartments share apartmentsshare apartmentsshare dogs, don’t you? dogs, don’t you? dogs, don’t you?
some pretty thin  some pretty thin  some pretty thin
walls, don’t they? walls, don’t they? walls, don’t they?

ENL1 GRL1-EN GRL1-GR ENL1 GRL1-EN GRL1-GR
m] m2 m3 =4 m5

Chart 5.19 Cross-tabs for 111 and 123

For 111, a request marked with LLD, the preferred value for the Greek speakers of
English was neutral 3.00, but for English native speakers impolite 2.00. The latter value was
the second most popular choice of GRL1-GR and GRL1-EN, as was value 3.00 for ENLL1.

For pairing 123 neutrality accumulated the majority of the evaluations of all three
groups, with GRL1-GR also favouring value 2.00. This was also the second most favoured
value by the other two groups, implying that both 111 and 123 divided the informants between
neutral and impolite readings of the request pair.

The last two items of the grouping of LLD-marked requests are 112 and 124. Their

cross-tabs are presented in Chart 5.20 below.
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Cross-tabs for V12 and V24
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Chart 5.20 Cross-tabs for 112 and 124

The results of both items indicate the all three groups evaluated the two request
formulae as impolite. Their preferred value was 1.00, with GRL1-GR and ENL1 deviating

towards 2.00, still an impolite reading.

5.2 Inferential Statistics

Descriptive statistics, as already mentioned, highlight the relationship between the variables
and the informants, for example how the three groups of this research judge the 24 requests
in numbers. Inferential statistics, as discussed in Chapter three, is the other end of a strategic
survey, which allows for generalisations based on samples; for instance, the readings of the
150 informants’ request evaluations at the larger scale of the whole population. Both
statistical processes presented below — correlation coefficient, the analysis of variance

(ANOVA), and t-test — are examples of parametric statistical tests.
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5.2.1 Correlations
The following three subsections present the correlation coefficient in pairs of variables,

trichotomized in requests of HLD, MLD, and LLD.

5.2.1.1 Requests with High Level of Directness (HLD)
In this grouping of items, the pairs to be presented are 13115, 16-118, 19-121, and 110-122°",

Table 5.2 presents the results.

) 115. Look after my dog during the

I3. Turn the music down r= p=
vs. | weekend or I'll make your life

or I'll call the police. . A470** | .000

difficult.

16. I'm afraid you’ll have 118. I'm afraid you’ll have to look r= p=
VS.

to turn the music down. after my dog during the weekend. 404** | .000

19. Please turn the music 121. Please look after my dog during r= =
VS.

down. the weekend. .564** | .000

110. Turn the music 122. Look after my dog during the r= =
VS.

down, mate! weekend, woman! 217*%* | .008

Table 5.2 Correlations for Items with HLD

All the p-values showed a statistically significant correlation between the pairing
items. Three pairs presented a p =.000, except for 110-122, which presented a p = .008. The
r of this pair was the weakest at .217, which means that the correlation between the items is
positive, but not strong. Contrarily, 19 and 121 presented a strong positive correlation with a

r = .564, much closer to +1. 13 and 115 followed with a r = .470 and 16-118 with a r = .404.

37 See Appendix VI for the full table representation of the results.
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5.2.1.2 Requests with Moderate Level of Directness (MLD)
The next grouping of items consists of the pairs 11-113, 12-114, 14-16, and 15-17. Table 5.3

presents the data.

11. Could you turn the 113. Could you look after my dog r= p=
VS.

music down? during the weekend? .369** | .000

) ) 114. Might be better for me if you
12. Might be better if you ) r= p=
) vs. | looked after my dog during the
turned the music down. .397** | .000
weekend.

14. I'd like you to turn 116. I'd like you to look after my dog r= p=
VS.

the music down. during the weekend. .352** | .000

I5. How about turning 117. How about looking after my dog r= p=
VS.

the music down? during the weekend? .335*%* | .000

Table 5.3 Correlations for Items with MLD

There was a statistically significant positive relationship between all pairing items,
with a unanimous p of .000 < 0.01. In terms of r, the strongest positive correlation was
marked by 12 and 114 with a r = .397, very close to +1. 11 and 113 produced a r = .369, 14
and 116 a slightly weaker r = .352, and 15 and 117 the lowest, still positive, r of .335. The
data reveal that if an item of one of the Likert scale tests increases, the equivalent pairing
item of the other Likert scale test will increase as well. In other words, if the values of a
request with —-R move towards one direction, the values of the pairing request with +R will

move towards the same direction.

5.2.1.3 Requests with Low Level of Directness (LLD)
The last grouping of items includes the pairs 17-119, 18-120, 111-123, and 112-124. The

results are presented in Table 5.4 below.
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119. I was wondering if you

I7. 1 was wondering if you ) r= p=
) vs. | could look after my dog during
could turn the music down. A491** | .000
the weekend.
18. Would you please turn the 120. Would you please look after r= p=
VS.
music down? my dog during the weekend? 510** | .000
111. Our apartments share
r= p=
some pretty thin walls, don’t | vs. | 123. You love dogs, don’t you?
prety & 4 493** | 000
they?
124. Do we have to beg you to
112. Do we have to put up ] r= p=
) ) vs. | look after our dog during the
with your loud music? A479*%* | .000
weekend?

Table 5.4 Correlations for Items with LLD

Again, all items showed that the probability of being correlated is not by chance
alone. All p-values were .000 < 0.01 and all r were close to +1, identifying a positive
correlation between the items. The strongest positive correlation was marked by 18 and 120
with a r = .510, very close to +1, whereas the rest of the pairs came with either a r = .479
(112-124), r = .491 (17-119), and r = .493 (111-123). The data of these groupings also reveal
that if one item of a certain pair increases, the pairing item of the equivalent pair will increase
as well, regardless of the direction of the influence towards value 1 or 5.

All three groups of pairing items presented a statistically significant strong positive
correlation. This means that whichever change occurs in the item of one pair, the same

change will occur to the other item of the same pair.

5.2.2 Analysis of Variance (ANOVA)

Analysis of Variance allows for readings into the differences of the groups of the current
study, in relation to their responses, as known as their evaluations of politeness. The
subsection presents the two different models of ANOVA, namely three-way mixed ANOVA

and one-way ANOVA.
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5.2.2.1 Three-way mixed ANOVA

In this analysis, the 24 requests were grouped into the three categories of directness, namely
HLD, MLD, and LLD. The grouping of the requests allowed for a broader interpretation of
the results. The mean for each of the three request categories was calculated (see Charts 5.1
and 5.2) and a three-way mixed ANOVA was run. The design was a 3 x 3 x 2 (group X
directness x imposition). Group was the between-subjects variable, and directness and

imposition were within-subject variables. The results are presented in Table 5.5 below.

Three-way mixed ANOVA

Within-Subjects Variables F Sig.
Imposition 33.164 0.000
Directness 467.567 0.000
Imposition-Directness-Groups 3.664 0.006

Between-Subjects Variable

Groups 10.162 0.000
Table 5.5 Three-way mixed ANOVA (omnibus analysis)

The three-way interaction was significant F(4.00) = 3.66, p = .006. The main effects
were also all significant (imposition: F(1.00) = 33.16, p <.001; directness: F(2.00) = 467.57,
p <.001; group: F(2.00) = 10.16, p < .001). The main effect of imposition showed that the
requests in the low imposing scenario resulted in higher politeness ratings. The main effect
of directness showed that requests marked with high directness had low politeness ratings
and requests marked with low directness had high politeness ratings. Both of these findings
were consistent with predictions. The main effect of group showed the MLD-marked
requests exhibited variations in evaluations among the three groups of informants, in

particular in the highly imposing scenario. GRL1-EN showed a clear categorical preference
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based on the level of directness. They rated high directness as impolite, low directness as
polite, and moderate directness as neither polite nor impolite (i.e. neutral ratings). In contrast,
GRL1-GR seemed to rate the MLD-marked requests as polite (i.e. no different from the
LLD-marked requests). ENL1 rated the MLD-marked requests as impolite (i.e. no different
from the HLD-marked requests). Thus, the interaction between groups was primarily driven
by differential ratings to the “middle” items, as all three groups gave different ratings to
these requests. The HLD and LLD-marked requests were more or less viewed similarly by

all three groups.

5.2.2.2 One-way ANOVA

One-way ANOV A3 allowed for readings into the differences of the groups of the current
study, in relation to their responses, as known as their evaluations of politeness. The analysis
accounted for the independent grouping variable and the 24 realisations of the dependent

variable (politeness) separately®®. The results are presented in Table 5.6 below.

One-way ANOVA

Likert Scale Test | Likert Scale Test Il
HLD
Variables as items F Sig. Variables as items F Sig.
115. Look after my dog
I3. Turn the music during the weekend or
down or I’ll call the I’1l make your life
police. 3.333 0.038 | difficult. 9.835 | 0.000
[6. ’m afraid you’ll [18. I’'m afraid you’ll
have to turn the have to look after my
music down. 0.698 0.499 | dog during the weekend. 6.415 | 0.002

38 To ensure the robustness of this particular parametric test, the equivalent non-parametric test of Kruskal-
Wallis was run on Stata/MP 16 software, courtesy of University of East Anglia, as well as an Ordinal Probit
Regression test. The results of both parametric and non-parametric tests are almost identical, ergo the analysis
is robust. For the presentation of these results, see Appendix VII.

39 To ensure the similarity of the items in each category of requests (HLD, MLD, LLD), a one-way repeated
measures ANOVA across groups was run, where the request types acted as the independent variable. For the
presentation of the results, see Appendix VIII.
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19. Please turn the 121. Please look after my

music down. 3.890 0.023 | dog during the weekend. 0.523 | 0.594
122. Look after my dog

110. Turn the music during the weekend,

down, mate! 4.056 0.019 | woman! 9.632 | 0.000

MLD
Variables as items F Sig. Variables as items F Sig.

113. Could you look after

I1. Could you turn my dog during the

the music down? 1.186 0.308 | weekend? 2.708 | 0.070
114. Might be better for

12. Might be better if me if you looked after

you turned the music my dog during the

down. 12.347 0.000 | weekend. 36.928 | 0.000
I16. I"d like you to look

14. I"d like you to after my dog during the

turn the music down. | 0.540 0.584 | weekend. 6.246 | 0.002

I5. How about 117. How about looking

turning the music after my dog during the

down? 1.267 0.285 | weekend? 3.186 | 0.044

LLD
Variables as items F Sig. Variables as items F Sig.

I7. 1 was wondering 119. I was wondering if

if you could turn the you could look after my

music down. 0.954 0.388 | dog during the weekend. 5.380 | 0.006

18. Would you 120. Would you please

please turn the music look after my dog during

down? 0.033 0.968 | the weekend? 1.675| 0.191

I11. Our apartments

share some pretty

thin walls, don’t 123. You love dogs,

they? 1.372 0.257 | don’t you? 0.547 | 0.580

112. Do we have to 124. Do we have to beg

put up with your you to look after our dog

loud music? 14.796 0.000 | during the weekend? 20.821 | 0.000

Table 5.6 One-way ANOVA (item analysis)

In Likert scale test analysis I, the two items that revealed the strongest statistically
significant difference between GRL1-GR, GLR1-EN, and ENL1, were 12 and 112. They both
presented a very large F(2.00) = 12.347, p < 0.01, and F(2.00) = 14.796, p < 0.01. This
means that the difference the three groups present in the u of these evaluations is not random.

110 came with the second strongest statistically significant difference between the groups
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with a F(2.00)= 4.056, p < 0.05. Again, the difference between groups does not occur by
chance alone. 19 and 13 also presented statistically significant differences between groups.
The former showed a F(2.00)= 3.890, p < 0.05, and the latter a F(2.00)=".038, p > 0.05. Both
items’ u differed, but not by chance alone.

Likert scale test analysis Il displayed more differences between groups than Likert
scale test analysis I. Four items showed the strongest statistically significant difference
between the three groups; 114, 115, 122, and 124. For 114, F(2.00) = 36.928, p < 0.01, for 115,
F(2.00) = 9.835, p < 0.01, for 122, F(2.00) = 9.632, p < 0.01, and for 124, F(2.00) = 20.821,
p < 0.01. The data is indicative of the significance in different x between the three groups of
informants. Moving onwards, 116, 118 and 119 produced similar results. For 116, F(2.00) =
6.246, p < 0.01, for 118, F(2.00) = 6.415, p < 0.01, and for 119, F(2.00) = 5.380, p < 0.01.
Statistically significant differences in u between the three groups also appeared in 117
(F(2.00) = 3.186, , p < 0.05.)). The analysis ensures that the differences between groups on

those evaluations did not occur by chance alone.

5.2.3 One-sample t-tests

This section of the chapter presents the results of one-sample t-tests (with a test value of 3),
which were conducted to show whether request types were rated impolite, polite, or neutral.
In total, 18 one-sample t-tests were run, six for each group of participants (see Charts 5.1

and 5.2). The results of the tests are presented in Table 5.7 below.

ENL1 GRL1-EN GRL1-GR
t Sig. t Sig. t Sig.
MusicHLD -7.275 0.000| -10.712 0.000 -9.254 | 0.000
MusicMLD -1.244 0.219 1.545 0.129 2.878 | 0.006
MusicLLD 3.499 0.001 4.747 0.000 5.847 | 0.000
DogHLD -24.000 0.000 | -27.563 0.000 -10.247 |  0.000
DogMLD -6.200 0.000 -0.515 0.609 4535 | 0.000
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DogLLD 2.561 0.014 5.206 0.000 6.332 0.000
Table 5.7 One-sample t-tests (omnibus analysis)

The results revealed that most conditions were significantly different from 3 (neutral
mid-point) with three exceptions: (1) MLD-marked requests in Likert scale test Il (dog
scenario) for GRL1-EN (t(49) =-0.515, p = 0.609), (2) MLD-marked requests in Likert scale
test | (music scenario) for ENL1 (t(49) = -1.244, p = 0.219), and (3) MLD-marked requests
also in Likert scale test I (music scenario) for GRL1-EN (t(49) = -1.545, p = 0.129). The rest
of the requests were significant. The HLD-marked requests were significantly below mid-
point (i.e. rated impolite) for all groups, with both levels of imposition (all p’s < .05).
Likewise, the LLD-marked requests were all significantly above mid-point (rated polite) for

all groups and with both levels of imposition (all p’s < .05).

5.2.4 Independent t-tests

This last subsection of the statistical analysis of the two Likert scale tests presents the results
of the independent t-tests. Independent t-tests are complementary to one-way ANOVA, the
latter shows whether there are statistically significant differences (large t with p < 0.05)
between groups and the former indicates which are these groups. For example, if 12 comes
with a statistically significant difference between groups according to one-way ANOVA, the
relevant t-test shows if that difference occurs between ENL1 and GRL1-EN, ENL1 and
GRL1-GR, or GRL1-EN and GRL1-GR. All three groups of the current project present

statistically significant differences, as presented below in Tables 5.8, 5.9, and 5.10.

5.2.4.1 ENL1 vs. GRL1-EN t-test
Table 5.8 below presents the statistically significant differences between ENL1 and GRL1-

EN in their evaluations of politeness.
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ENL1 vs. GRL1-EN

Likert Scale Test | Likert Scale Test Il
HLD
Variables as items t Sig. Variables as items Sig.
115. Look after my
I3. Turn the music dog during the
down or I’'ll call the weekend or I’ll make
police. 1.131 0.261 | your life difficult. 1.429 | 0.156
[18. I’'m afraid you’ll
16. I’m afraid you’ll have to look after my
have to turn the music dog during the
down. 0.934 0.353 | weekend. 1.411| 0.161
121. Please look after
19. Please turn the my dog during the
music down. 2.487 0.015 | weekend. 1.044 | 0.299
122. Look after my
110. Turn the music dog during the
down, mate! 2.135 0.035 | weekend, woman! -0.581 | 0.562
MLD
Variables as items t Sig. Variables as items Sig.
113. Could you look
I1. Could you turn the after my dog during
music down? -1.609 | 0.111 | the weekend? -1.597 | 0.114
114. Might be better
12. Might be better if for me if you looked
you turned the music after my dog during
down. -2.798 | 0.006 | the weekend. -5.174 | 0.000
I16. I"d like you to
I14. I"d like you to turn look after my dog
the music down. -0.900 | 0.371 | during the weekend. -2.001 | 0.048
117. How about
I5. How about turning looking after my dog
the music down? 0.526 0.600 | during the weekend? -0.112 | 0.911
LLD
Variables as items t Sig. Variables as items Sig.
119. I was wondering
I7. 1 was wondering if if you could look after
you could turn the my dog during the
music down. -0.835 | 0.406 | weekend. -3.256 | 0.002
120. Would you please
18. Would you please look after my dog
turn the music down? -0.267 | 0.790 | during the weekend? -1.678 | 0.097
111. Our apartments
share some pretty thin 123. You love dogs,
walls, don’t they? -1.051 | 0.296 | don’t you? 0.192 | 0.848
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124. Do we have to
112. Do we have to put beg you to look after
up with your loud our dog during the
music? 1.288 | 0.201 | weekend? 2.090 | 0.039

Table 5.8 ENL1 vs. GRL-EN Independent t-test (item analysis)

19 and 110, both requests marked with HLD, showed t(98) = 2.487, p = .015, and
t(98) = 2.135, p = .035, respectively. Both p’s < 0.05, allowing for similar readings in the
results.

The MLD-marked items, which presented statistical significance in terms of
differences in the evaluations of the two groups, were 12, 114, and 116. 114 showed the
highest t(98) = -5.174, p = .000 < 0.05. The finding allows to assume that ENL1 and GRL1-
EN displayed a statistically significant difference in their judgement of this particular
request, and also that this difference did not occur by chance alone. Likewise, 12, which pairs
with 114, showed a t(98) = -2.798, p = .006 < 0.05, indicating that the difference between
the two groups’ evaluation of this particular request did not occur by chance alone. On the
same note, 116 showed a t(98) =-2.001, p =.048 < 0.05, showing that any difference in the
two groups’ evaluations did not occur randomly.

The only items with LLD, which presented statistical significance in terms of
differences in the evaluations of the two groups, were 119 and 124. The latter showed a
weaker statistical significance with a t(98) = 2.090, p-value of .039 < 0.05, whereas the
former exhibited a higher a t(98) = -3.256, p = .002 < 0.05. Nonetheless, both items allow
us to assume that the difference between the two groups did not happen by chance alone.

The rest of the items (11, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 111, 112, 113, 115, 117, 118, 120, 121,
122, and 123), which did not present statistically significant differences, may display
differences that appear randomly. This means that, if the independent variables change, the
dependent variables will also change. For example, if the nature of the three groups of

informants changes, their evaluations will also change.
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5.2.4.2 ENL1 vs. GRL1-GR t-test
The statistically significant differences between ENL1 and GRL1-GR in terms of the

evaluative nature of their responses in the Likert scale tests are presented in Table 5.9 below.

ENL1 vs. GRL1-GR

Likert Scale Test | Likert Scale Test Il
HLD
Variables as items t Sig. Variables as items Sig.
115. Look after my dog
13. Turn the music during the weekend or
down or I’ll call the I’1l make your life
police. -1.469 | 0.145 | difficult. -2.977 | 0.004
[18. I'm afraid you’ll
16. I’'m afraid you’ll have to look after my
have to turn the music dog during the
down. -0.200 | 0.842 | weekend. -2.114 | 0.037
121. Please look after
19. Please turn the my dog during the
music down. 2.404 0.018 | weekend. 0.493 | 0.623
122. Look after my dog
110. Turn the music during the weekend,
down, mate! 2.665 0.009 | woman! -3.275| 0.001
MLD
Variables as items t Sig. Variables as items Sig.
113. Could you look
I1. Could you turn the after my dog during the
music down? -0.979 ] 0.330 | weekend? -2.252 | 0.027
114. Might be better for
12. Might be better if me if you looked after
you turned the music my dog during the
down. -5.117 | 0.000 | weekend. -9.485 | 0.000
I16. I"d like you to look
I14. I’d like you to turn after my dog during the
the music down. -0.918 | 0.361 | weekend. -3.417 | 0.001
117. How about looking
I5. How about turning after my dog during the
the music down? -1.007 | 0.317 | weekend? -2.306 | 0.023
LLD
Variables as items t Sig. Variables as items Sig.
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119. | was wondering if

I7. 1 was wondering if you could look after my

you could turn the dog during the

music down. 0.633 0.528 | weekend. -0.491 | 0.624
120. Would you please

18. Would you please look after my dog

turn the music down? -0.131 | 0.896 | during the weekend? -0.375 | 0.709

I11. Our apartments

share some pretty thin 123. You love dogs,

walls, don’t they? -1.614 | 0.110 | don’t you? 1.075] 0.285
124. Do we have to beg

112. Do we have to put you to look after our

up with your loud dog during the

music? -3.842 | 0.000 | weekend? -4.032 | 0.000

Table 5.9 ENL1 vs. GRL-GR Independent t-test (item analysis)

The HLD-marked requests, which showed statistically significant differences
between ENL1 and GRL1-GR, were 19, 110, 115, 118, and 122. 110 and 122, which are paired
in the Likert scale test, presented large t(98) = 2.665, p =.009 < 0.05, and t(98) = -3.275, p
=. 001 < 0.05, respectively. Likewise, 115 showed t(98) = -2.977, p = .004 < 0.05. 19 and
118 also showed high t(98) = 2.404, p = .018 < 0.05, and t(98) = -2.114, p = .037 < 0.05,
respectively.

The items, which mirror the requests of the Likert scale tests marked with MLD,
were 12, 113, 114, 116, and 117. 114 and 12 showed the highest t and the lowest p-value: t(98)
=-9.485, p =.000 < 0.05, and t(98) =-3.417, p =.000 < 0.05, respectively. 116 also presented
high t(98) = -3.417, p =.001 < 0.05, whereas 117 and 113 presented almost equal numerical
results: t(98) = -2.306, p = .023 < 0.05, vis a vis t(98) = -2.252, p =.027 < 0.05. All results
indicate that ENL1 and GRL1-GR showed differences in their judgements of politeness and
that these differences did not occur randomly.

112 and 124 belong to the request category with LLD. They are a pair of requests of
the two Likert scale tests defined with +D=P-R and +D=P+R, respectively. The two items

presented a similar t-statistics and the same p-value: t(98) = -3.842, p =.000 < 0.05, for 112
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and t(98) =-4.032, , p =.000 < 0.05, for 124. The finding allows us to assume that the requests
evaluation by the two groups did not differ by chance alone.
The items that did not show statistically significant differences in these tests were 11,

13,14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 111, 119, 120, 121, and 123.

5.2.4.3 GRL1-EN vs. GRL1-GR t-test
The last part of this subsection presents the numerical representation of the differences
between GRL1-EN and GRL1-GR with regard to their evaluation of the Likert scale tests

requests. The results are presented in Table 5.10 below.

GRL1-EN vs. GRL1-GR
Likert Scale Test | Likert Scale Test Il
HLD

Variables as items t Sig. Variables as items Sig.
115. Look after my dog

I3. Turn the music during the weekend or

down or I’ll call the I’1l make your life

police. -2.398 | 0.018 | difficult. -3.348 | 0.001
I18. I’'m afraid you’ll

6. I’'m afraid you’ll have to look after my

have to turn the music dog during the

down. -1.088 | 0.279 | weekend. -3.489 | 0.001
121. Please look after

19. Please turn the my dog during the

music down. -0.100 | 0.920 | weekend. -0.521 | 0.604
122. Look after my dog

110. Turn the music during the weekend,

down, mate! 0.548 0.585 | woman! -3.060 | 0.003

MLD

Variables as items t Sig. Variables as items Sig.
113. Could you look

I1. Could you turn the after my dog during the

music down? 0.490 0.625 | weekend? -0.630 | 0.530
114. Might be better for

12. Might be better if me if you looked after

you turned the music my dog during the

down. -2.141 ] 0.035 | weekend. -3.259 | 0.002
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I16. I"d like you to look

14. I"d like you to turn after my dog during the

the music down. 0.000 1.000 | weekend. -1.612 | 0.110
117. How about looking

15. How about turning after my dog during the

the music down? -1.542 | 0.126 | weekend? -1.988 | 0.050

LLD

Variables as items t Sig. Variables as items t Sig.
119. | was wondering if

I7. 1 was wondering if you could look after my

you could turn the dog during the

music down. 1.255 0.213 | weekend. 2.630 | 0.010
120. Would you please

18. Would you please look after my dog

turn the music down? 0.121 0.904 | during the weekend? 1.546 | 0.125

[11. Our apartments

share some pretty thin 123. You love dogs,

walls, don’t they? -0.603 | 0.548 | don’t you? 0.756 | 0.452
124. Do we have to beg

112. Do we have to put you to look after our

up with your loud dog during the

music? -4.447 | 0.000 | weekend? -5.780 | 0.000

Table 5.10 GRL1-EN vs. GRL-GR Independent t-test (item analysis)

13, 115, 118, and 122 are the HLD-marked requests, which presented statistically
significant differences between the two groups of informants. 115 and 118 showed a t(98) =
-3.348, p =.001 < 0.05, and t(98) = -3.489, p =.001 < 0.05, respectively. 122 followed with
a t(98) = -3.060, p =.003 < 0.05, whereas 13 presented a t(98) =-2.398, p =.018 < 0.05. No
difference in the evaluations of the two groups occurred randomly.

The pairing items 12 and 114 were the only MLD requests with statistically significant
differences between GRL1-EN and GRL1-GR. 114 presented a t(98) = -3.259, p = .002 <
0.05. Its pairing 12, displayed a t(98) = -2.141, p =.035 < 0.05.

The items, which fall under the LLD request category, are 112, 119, and 124. 124 and
112, which pair in the two Likert scale tests, showed a t(98) = -5.870, p = .000 < 0.05, and
t(98) = -4.447, p = .000 < 0.05, respectively. 119 showed a t(98) = 2.630, p = .010 < 0.05.

All numerical representations of the request evaluations indicate that GRL1-EN and GRL1-
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GR showed statistically significant differences in their judgements, which did not occur by
chance alone.
The items that did not show statistically significant differences are 11, 14, 15, 16, 17,

18, 19, 110, 111, 113, 116, 117, 120, 121, and 123.

5.3 Chapter Summary

This chapter presented the results of the statistical analysis carried out for the two Likert
scale tests of the present study. The general division of the analysis was between descriptive
and inferential statistics. Descriptive statistics covered for the informants’ demographic
details, mean, standard error and standard deviation, as well as cross-tabulation. The main
results suggest that MLD-marked requests in both Likert scale tests present significant
variation in the informants’ evaluations, whereas HLD and LLD-marked requests in also
both Likert scale tests show less variability. Inferential statistics presented the results arising
from correlations, three-way mixed and one-way ANOVA, one-sample and independent t-
tests. The main results of these analyses suggest that a) there is a strong correlation between
the grouped items of the two Likert scale tests, b) the three-way interaction of imposition,
directness and grouping variable is statistically significant, and ¢) HLD-marked requests in
both Likert scale tests exhibit the strongest statistical significance in all evaluations by all
groups of informants. The presentation of the results followed a grouping format of either
the informants or the variables, that is, the requests of the Likert scale tests. The following
chapter discusses the results presented in Chapters four and five, relating the findings to

previous research.
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6. DISCUSSION

This chapter of the thesis aims to discuss the results presented in Chapters four and five. The
discussion draws from the data presented in the aforementioned chapters and from relevant
research. The outline of the chapter follows the line of the results presentation in Chapters
four and five, with minimal adaptations. A summary of the main findings from both parts of
the analysis, namely the DCT and the Likert scale tests, serves as an introduction to the
details of the results (6.1). In the first section of the chapter (6.2), the attested request
categories and the relevant request strategies are discussed with regard to their level of
(in)directness, together with the internal and external modification of the requests. Lack of
modification is also debated, as well as alerters, and the section finishes with the request
perspective. The second section of the chapter (6.3) discusses the statistical significance of
the Likert scale Test results with regard to if and how politeness and (in)directness are
correlated. Their statistical non-significance is also argued. The third section of the chapter
(6.4) offers a comparison of the two parts of the analysis with regard to the participants’
perception and evaluation of politeness and (in)directness. The chapter concludes with a

summary of the highlights of the discussion (6.5).

6.1 The DCT and The Likert Scale Tests: Main Findings

Before discussing the findings of the research in detail, here are the main highlights from
both parts of the analysis. With regard to the DCT, the most striking finding is that MLD
was preferred by the majority of the informants, both native and non-native, throughout the
scenarios of the DCT. GRL1 showed a tendency towards conventional indirectness,
mirroring ENL1’s default preference and exhibiting a noticeable adjustment to the target
language. However, GRL1-GR consistently transferred their HLD-marked requestive
patterns in their L2 more often than GRL1-EN, in particular in scenarios where the P of the

S is higher than that of the H, but not exhaustively. There are scenarios where the power
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relation is reverse, namely the S has less P than the H and, yet, GRL1-GR still resulted to
HLD to perform their request. In cases like this, other factors than Brown & Levinson’s
(1987) sociological variables may have affected the informants’ performance. LLD-marked
requests were largely preferred by ENL1, as expected, but GRL1-EN showed a significant
tendency to reflect the same patterns in highly imposing scenarios. In order to either mitigate
or enhance their requests, native speakers mainly modified their speech acts internally,
meaning within the structure of the Head Act, with lexical and phrasal dowgraders or
understaters, for example. GRL1, however, preferred external modification, that is,
components outside their requestive structures, such as mitigating supportive moves (i.e.
grounders), albeit the latter were also used by native speakers at a relevantly high rate.
Naturally, GRL1 produced much more elaborative requestive structures than the native
speakers and often resorted to over-politeness in an effort to imitate the dictates of the target
culture. They also produced more H-oriented than S-oriented requests, as suggested by
former research, yet not much different than the native speakers, an outcome that contradicts
expectations for S orientation in their case.

The Likert scale test results revealed that the interaction of the three within-subjects
variables (directness, imposition, and group of informants), as well as the between-subject
variable (groups of informants), was statistically significant. According to the omnibus
analysis, the participants’ evaluations of politeness varied mostly with regard to MLD; the
native speakers showed a marginal tendency to evaluate them as impolite, contrary to
expectations, GRL1-EN as neutral, as expected, and GRL1-GR as polite, contrary to
expectations. The former group of Greek participants seemed to adjust to the pragmatic
norms of the target culture, whereas the latter showed signs of pragma-linguistic and socio-
pragmatic transfer from L1 Greek to L2 English. For HLD and LLD, the evaluations of the
three groups did not seem to differ significantly in the omnibus analysis, but the item analysis

illustrated some subtle deviations. On the one hand, a close observation of the HLD-marked
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requests revealed that modification with a subjectiviser, or even more powerfully with a
politeness marker, affected all informants’ judgements towards politeness considerations.
On the other hand, participants from all groups were sceptical and dubious about the
politeness nuances of the non-conventionalised, LLD hints, in particular modified with
aggravating supportive moves. Comparing the high imposing with the low imposing
scenario and their pairing requests, the former seemed to attract more evaluations closer to

the impoliteness extreme than the latter.

6.2 The Realisation of Request (DCT)

In this section, the results of the DCT analysis presented in Chapter four are discussed with
references to relevant studies, in an attempt to explain the data and answer RQ1 and RQ3 of
the present study. The discussion follows the outline of Chapter four. Reminders of the RQs,
the variables that frame the RQs, and the DCT scenarios, can be found in 1.1, Table 3.2, and

Table 4.1, respectively.

6.2.1 Request Categories

Looking at the request categories identified in the study and presented in section 4.1, it is
immediately noticeable that CIR (or MLD) outnumbered all other categories in the vast
majority of the scenarios. Although both ENL1 and GRL1 resorted to MLD in most of the
scenarios (see Section 6.1.1.2 below), they did not show unanimity in their preference for

DRs (or HLD) and HNs (or LLD) (see Sections 6.1.2.1 and 6.1.2.3, respectively).

6.2.1.1 High Level of Directness (HLD)
According to the results of the analysis (see Section 4.1.4), ENL1 generally tended to avoid
directness when performing requests, GRL1-EN followed the same pattern — yet less

consistently — and GRL1-GR exhibited the highest levels of directness among the
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participants in the scenarios. The first noticeable difference among the three groups appears
in Scenario 4, ‘coffee shop-door’. The results showed that the difference of GRL1-GR’s LR
in preferring HLD was statistically significant compared with GRL1-EN (4.76***) and
ENL1 (4.76***). The latter two groups presented no difference in their preference for MLD.
Judging from the sociological variables of the scenario (+P—D-R), it seems that high P of
the S over the H was the determinant variable in this case, considering D and R are low.
Mirzaei & Esmaeili (2012, p. 94) suggest that “the greater the right of the speaker to ask
(+power) and the greater the obligation of the hearer to comply with the request (-power),
the less is the motivation for the use of indirectness”. Workplace in Greece is marked with
stratified power relations between employers and employees, therefore, when the employer
of the scenario asks the employee to close the door, there is little room left for indirectness.
It is possible that Greek speakers of English, who reside in Greece, transferred their L1
pragmatic patterns in the L2 setting. Economidou-Kogetsidis (2010, 2012) detects the same
correlation between low proficiency and L1 transferability when she discusses the requestive
patterns of L2 learners of Greek. However, she admits that there is no consistency regarding
this finding, as in some cases it is high levels of proficiency, and not low, that lead to L1
transferability (Economidou-Kogetsidis, 2012, p. 193).

To discuss Economidou-Kogetsidis’ (2010, 2012) debate about transferability and
level of L2 proficiency further, the focus remains on the workplace setting. The data of the
present study showed that the preference for HLD by the Greek informants was also evident
in Scenario 12, ‘office-holidays’. Noticeably, the P of the S over the H is high in this
situation, albeit the imposing nature of the request is also high. The results of the analysis
showed that the difference of GRL1-GR and GRL1-EN’s LR in resorting to HLD was
statistically significant compared with ENL1 (4.44*** and 3.55***, respectively).
Interestingly, GRL1-EN seemed to transfer their pragmatic patterns from L1 to L2, just like

GRL1-GR, contrary to Scenario 4, ‘coffee shop-door’, where they mirror ENL1’s
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preferences for indirectness instead. Those two situations of the DCT echo the
aforementioned lack of consistency in Economidou-Kogetsidis’ (2010) data with regard to
transferability from L1 to L2. Nonetheless, Li (2014), who investigates how different levels
of proficiency affect the production of requests by American learners of Chinese during
study abroad, overrules the ambiguity. He suggests that the learners’ preference for one
request strategy over the other “likely reflect[s] their L1 influence” (Li, 2014, p. 112).

The power relation of Ss and Hs in the workplace seemed to generate directness by
the GRLI even in situations where the H is more powerful than the S. In Scenario 14, ‘at
work-pay rise’, the difference of GRL1-GR’s LR in opting for HLD was statistically
significant compared with ENL1(4.73***), but also with GRL1-EN (2.84***); and even
though GRL1-EN were divided between HLD and MLD, the difference of their LR in
preferring HLD is statistically significant compared with ENL1 (2.07**). Asking for a pay
rise is a complex task in most cultures. There is the possibility that the requestee rejects the
request if the amount exceeds their capacity to offer as much as they are asked (Trosborg,
1994). Nonetheless, GRL1 seemed to overcome this obstacle and perform the request
directly, potentially transferring their L1 pragmatic pattern when asking for what they
consider to be fair (see request strategies in Section 6.1.2.1).

In the scenarios that P is marked as equal between the S and the H, the statistically
significant LR in producing HLD-marked request separated GRL1-GR from GRL1-EN and
ENLI. In Scenario 1, ‘neighbour’s house-music’, GRL1-GR were more likely to resort to
HLD than ENL1 with a statistical significance of 2.72***, but even more likely than GRL1-
EN with a statistical significance of 3.19***. Although there is little proximity and
familiarity between the S and the H, GRL1-GR still conveyed the message directly, whereas
GRL1-EN and ENL1 opted for MLD. High D is correlated with outgroup interaction
(Triandis & Vassiliou, 1972; Sifianou, 1992) and indirectness (Brown & Levinson, 1987),

yet for GRL1-GR directness seems appropriate in this specific situation, irrespective of the
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D between the S and the H. A possible explanation corresponds with the young age of the H
in conjunction with the low R of the request (Bella, 2009), or potentially the anger of the S
towards the H (Benton, 2010), both plausible reasons to be direct towards one’s interlocutor.

However, in Scenario 13, ‘car park machine’, which is marked with low levels of D
and R, the familiarity between the interlocutors and the low-imposing requestive force urged
the informants of all groups to ask for a car park machine fare directly. Relevantly, Triandis
& Vassiliou (1972) emphasize the differences between Mediterranean cultures and the
British culture. The former favour ingroup social engagement, which normally consists of
inclusiveness and directness, whereas the latter opt for outgroup social engagement, which
shows a tendency towards exclusiveness and indirectness. Interestingly, the same pattern
appeared in Scenario 6, ‘at home’, where there is also familiarity between the S and the H,
but the level of R of the request is high instead. Regardless, GRL1-GR were more likely to
ask their friend for a large amount of money directly (Kouletaki, 2005) compared with

GRL1-EN and ENL1 with a statistical significance of 1.70* and 1.71%*, respectively.

6.2.1.2 Moderate Level of Directness (MLD)

GRL1 generally seemed to map ENL1’s pragmatic patterns and choose conventionality and
indirectness to perform requests, irrespective of the levels of P, D and R of the requestive
scenario. Moderate directness was preferred by the majority of the Greek informants, yet
GRL1-EN exhibited a higher tendency towards MLD than GRL1-GR and, in some cases,
even more than ENL1. For instance, in scenario 8, ‘bus station-same ticket’, the difference
of GRL1-EN’s LR in performing the relevant request with MLD-marked structures was
statistically significant compared with GRL1-GR (1.85*), but even more significant
compared with ENL1 (-2.48**). ENL1 were expected to be the most indirect group of
informants, considering that D between the S and the H is high (Leech, 1983; Brown &

Levinson, 1987), but both GRL1-EN and GRL1-GR outperformed the native speakers in
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terms of indirectness. Scenario 2, ‘on the street’, and scenario 7, ‘at work-stapler’, showed
similar results, albeit without any statistically significant difference among the groups.
Nonetheless, Greek speakers, residing either in Greece or England, seemed to rely heavily
on MLD.

The findings above are in line with Gonzalez-Cruz’s (2014) conclusion that Canarian
Spanish L2 learners of English resort to conventionally indirect request patterns when
performing the speech act in the target language, despite the fact that they favour directness
in their L1. Greek speakers also favour directness in their native language (Sifianou, 1992;
Bella, 2009; Economidou-Kogetsidis, 2011), yet the results of the present study showed that
they resort to conventional indirectness in the L2 setting. A possible explanation is that
GRL1 are familiar with the MLD requestive patters ENL1 use in their everyday interactions,
especially with considerations of politeness, due to extensive exposure during L2 learning
(Gonzalez-Cruz, 2014). Conventional indirectness incorporates requestive structures that are
both polite and common in Greek and English (i.e. requests with the modal verb can).
Elaborating on the matter, Terkourafi (2002, 2005b, 2015a) argues that conventionalisation,
that is, the process of assigning certain meanings to particular structures in specific contexts,
plays a pivotal role in the successful L2 language production. For Terkourafi, what matters
is not the meaning of a conventional structure, but how often that meaning co-occurs with
this particular structure. In that line, Greek learners of English as an L2 may resort to MLD

precisely because they are familiar with what MLD entails in the target language.

6.2.1.3 Low Level of Directness (LLD)

As discussed in Section 6.2.1.1 above, GRL1-GR, on the one hand, showed the highest
tendency towards directness, transfering their L1 requestive patterns to their L2; GRL1-EN
showed some tendency, but not as intense as their Greek counterparts who reside in Greece,

demonstrating a more consistent adaptation to the politeness norms — at least the ones
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related with (in)directness — of the target culture. ENL1, on the other hand, showed the
lowest level of directness compared to Greek speakers, as expected (Leech, 1983; Brown &
Levinson, 1987; Sifianou, 1992). It is interesting to account more for HNs (or LLD), which
represent the lowest level of directness when performing a request.

In Scenario 3, ‘train station-free ticket’, all informants resorted to either MLD or
LLD in order to pass on their message to the H. However, ENL1 were much more likely to
produce LLD-marked requests compared with GRL1-EN and GRL1-GR. Their difference
in likelihood with the target groups of informants was statistically significant — 2.86*** for
GRL1-EN and 4.35*** for GRL1-GR. It is noticeable, though, that, in this particular
scenario, the latter two groups exhibited the highest level of indirectness in performing the
request than in any other scenario of the questionnaire. There was a statistically significant
difference of preference between them (1.86*), given that GRL1-EN favoured LLD-marked
requestive patterns, whereas GRL1-GR favoured MLD-marked ones, but the fact remains
that both groups exhibited their highest possible level of indirectness in performing the
relevant request. This tendency may be correlated with the +D, +R, and +P of the H that
mark the scenario. Yeung (1997) claims that the level of R in polite requests in English
written documents is influential. It seems that in scenarios with high D and R, regardless of
the level of P between Ss and Hs, Greek informants activated their indirectness, too. To what
extent hinting is transferred from L1 or not is open to debate. For Blum-Kulka (1987, p. 141)
“non-conventional indirectness in requests is not different from other types of indirectness
in discourse, namely, utterances that convey something more or different from their literal
meaning”. However, Takahashi (1996) argues that Japanese learners of English as an L2
resort to their L1 highest levels of politeness, namely extreme indirectness, when involved
in a highly imposing request situation. It is possible that GRL1 tried to mirror their L1
pragmatic pattern of being overly polite towards a stranger, from whom they are supposed

to ask for a free ticket.
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The results in Scenario 9, ‘on the phone-discount’, were similar: ENL1 preferred
LLD-marked requests to ask for a discount, whereas GRL1 preferred MLD-marked ones.
Interestingly, in this scenario, both GRL1-EN and GRL1-GR differed from ENL1 with the
same statistical significance of 3.68***, whereas they showed no differences between them.
Greeks were positioned at the highest threads of MLD and, even though they did not map
ENL1’s indirectness levels, they were still inclined to be more indirect than direct.
Considering that R is low in this scenario — contrary to Scenario 3 above — it is possible
that GRL1 were not as much imposed by the nature of the request as are ENL1 (Hartford &
Bardovi-Harlig, 1996; Mirzaei & Esmaeili, 2012).

The scenario with the most striking difference between ENL1 and GRL1’s LLD
preference is Scenario 12, ‘office-holidays’, in which, as discussed in Section 6.2.1.1, GRL1
showed a preference towards HLD. However, in Scenario 11, ‘neighbour’s house-dog’,
which also presented differences among the groups, GRL1-EN were closer to ENL1’s LLD
rather than GRL1-GR’s MLD. Greeks, who reside in Greece, were likely to produce requests
closer to HLD with a statistically significant difference from Greeks, who reside in England
(2.20**), yet with an even greater statistically significant difference from native English
speakers (2.50**). Even though all groups of informants were being indirect in performing
the relevant request in this scenario, ENL1 and GRL1-EN showed a stronger tendency than
GRL1-GR. Considering that P is equal between interlocutors, it seems that +D and +R
affected the way the participants responded. It is possible that the old age of the H prevented
ENL1 and GRL1-EN from making the request more directly (Bella, 2009), or that the latter
adjusted more to the conventional ways of performing an imposing request than GRL1-GR

(Terkourafi, 2002, 2005b, 2015a).
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6.2.2 Request Strategies

Deriving from the results presented in Section 4.2, the most frequent request strategy used
by all informants in most scenarios was (query) preparatory (MLD). GRL1-GR exhibited
the highest preference of all groups for mood derivable (HLD) in a number of scenarios,

whereas ENL1 resorted more often than GRL1 in HNs (LLD) in highly imposing scenarios.

6.2.2.1 High Level of Directness (HLD)
Results for DR category (or HLD) demonstrated high diversity in strategy preference. Both
GRL1 groups of informants opted for directness when performing requests in English as an
L2, but only in certain social situations. GRL1-GR, who have never lived or visited England,
displayed higher levels of directness and more variability in their responses than GRL1-EN.
In Scenario 4, ‘coffee shop-door’, for instance, mood derivable (i.e. Close the door because
| want to talk to you) was almost exclusively preferred by GRL1-GR (72%), whereas only
28% of GRL1-EN and 28% of ENLL1 resorted to this strategy. Directness and, in particular,
imperatives are not correlated with impoliteness for GRL1-GR; on the contrary, Sifianou
(1992) explains that Greeks do not define politeness in terms of words, like the English
usually do, but in terms of actions. Perhaps the context of workplace in Greece, as discussed
earlier, with P having a sequential role in the interaction between the S and the H,
accommodated for GRL1-GR’s positive transfer from L1 to L2. Interestingly, GRL1-EN
seemed to adjust to the requestive patterns of ENL1, considering they showed no difference
in their preference for low HLD.

In Scenario 7, ‘at work-stapler’, where the power relation is opposite, that is, the S
has less P than the H, an example from the data (GRL1-GR) is indicative of potential

negative transfer.

(50) I will take the stapler. Thank you
Page | 224



‘Oo Tap® TO CLPPATTIKO, EVYOPIOTM.’

This utterance is considered direct in English (Leech, 1983), therefore potentially face
threatening, considering the S is an employee that asks to borrow his/her employer’s stapler.
In fact, it is merely a request and more a statement in declarative, which requires more effort
by the H to understand its illocutionary force. Declaratives are a much more common way
of requesting in Greek — in in-group interactions — than in English (Sifianou, 1992). The
fact that the speaker decided to perform the request in this form may indicate either that the
professional relationship with his/her boss is extended, or that s/he hoped to mitigate the
request with the addition of the politeness marker thank you. How successful this mitigation
was against a potential communication breakdown with the S’s manager is open to debate.
On the one hand, will is barely used in declarative to materialise requests in English, if at all,
and it is considered less polite than interrogatives (Leech, 1983). It is, then, possible that the
requestive force may elude the employer’s attention. On the other hand, workplace in
England also displays power relations between superiors and subordinates, even though
potentially softer than in Greece. Adding the politeness marker thank you at the end of the
utterance may indeed compensate for the face threat, but the utterance still remains highly
direct and without a clear requestive force in the target language. Nonetheless, it is likely
that the low imposing nature of the request allowed for HLD, considering it would not affect
the H’s willingness to act on it, that is, lend their stapler to their employee.

Similar to Scenario 7, in Scenario 14, ‘at work-pay rise’, the P of S is lower than that
of the H, but also the level of R in this scenario is high. Taking the sociological variables
into account, one might have expected indirectness by the informants. Nevertheless, HLD
and, in particular, declaratives as requests were largely preferred by GRL1-GR (74%), with

GRL1-EN and ENL1 having shown also some preference for this request strategy (22% and
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28%, respectively). The vast majority of these requests were structured as shown in

Examples (51) — (54) below.

(51) Mrs Carol, | worked to your company 2 years and | believe that | deserve a
pay raise. (GRL1-GR)

(52) Yes, I would like to talk to you because I think that it is time for a raise. Do
you agree? (GRL1-GR)

(53) So, as you know, my annual evaluation has come through and as with last
year, | have reached all my goals. My initial understanding was that this
would translate into a rise in spine points in my pay scale. So, | have come to
discuss the possibility of a pay rise with you. I am sure you see my point of
view. (GRL1-EN)

(54) HiCarol, yeah so I've been here a while and I think the work I've done merits

a raise. (ENL1)

Transfer from L1 to L2 is one possible explanation of this phenomenon for GRL1-GR and,
potentially, for GRL1-EN, as discussed above. But the fact that ENL1 also resorted to HLD
with declaratives that portray their requests in relation to fairness (i.e. deserve, merits),
allows for the assumption that both native and L2 speakers of English defied, more or less,
the power relations in the workplace to receive what they believed is rightfully theirs — in
this case, a pay rise. GRL1-GR still outnumbered GRL1-EN and ENLL1 in this particular
HLD strategy with an astounding ratio, a fact that might has its roots in the current socio-
economic situation in Greece, with employers very often depriving employees from what
they deserve. The possibility that this level and this kind of directness in this particular
scenario was a projection of GRL1-GR’s suppression with precarity in the workplace in

terms of acknowledgement or earnings cannot be ignored (Kretsos, 2014; Anagnostopoulos
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& Siebert, 2015). As the market struggles to keep afloat, the workforce endures the
consequences, such as uncertainty, low income, increasing demand in skills that are not
appreciated, and so on.

Locution derivable, hedged performative, and want statement are HLD strategies
with a significant frequency of use, yet at a much lower rate. The sociological variables of
D, P, and R appear in various combinations in the scenarios that exhibit high ratios of
preference for these strategies, implying that their effect on CLI is open to interpretation. In
more detail, locution derivable was preferred mostly by GRL1-GR and GRL1-EN, albeit the
latter group generally echoed ENLI1’s preference towards indirectness. In Scenario 12,
‘office-holidays, for instance, 26% of GRL1-GR and 20% of GRL1-EN opted for this
particular strategy (i.e. Hi Helen. I'm really sorry to ask you this, but lots of work has come
up and I need you to rearrange your vacation plans), whereas only 8% of ENL1 used it.
Taken that Greek language affords its speakers with structures such as ypeidglouor (Sifianou,
1992), which translates to ‘need’, it seems possible that Greek speakers of L2 English
positively transferred their requestive patterns in the target language (Economidou-
Kogetsidis, 2011). The high level of R did not prevent the S from addressing the H directly,
probably relying on his/her +P over the H. Economidou-Kogetsidis (2010) maintains that
power is an intricate variable and presents the contradicting results of her study in the
performance of requests by Greek speakers of English as an L2 and native English speakers
in certain contexts. In scenarios where the P of the S is higher than that of the H, Greek
participants activated indirectness to perform the request, mapping the English’ requestive
patterns, but in other scenarios, where the P of the S is also higher than that of the H, they
opted for directness, potentially transferring from L1 to L2.

Locution derivable, hedged performative, and want statement are HLD strategies,
though potentially less imposing than mood derivable or statements as requests. In Scenario

14, ‘at work-pay rise’, for example, 18 % of GRL1-EN resorted to hedged performative (i.e.
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Carol, | would like to request a pay raise. | have been in the company for two years now
and...give reasons) to ask for a pay rise, whereas 18% of GRL1-GR favoured want statement
(i.e. Mrs Smith, I want to discuss with you because | want a pay raise. | work in your company
two years and | believe I deserve it). To what extent GRL1 transferred their L1 requestive
patterns to their L2 in this case is debatable. On the one hand, L1 Greek indeed provides a
useful repertoire of requestive techniques attested also in English, such as structures with the
verb Gélw, which translates to ‘want’ (i.e. want statements). Positive transfer, then, is
possible in this case. GRL1, though, also avoided imperative, which is the a priori option to
express directness in Greek. Perhaps they comprehend that imperatives are usually deemed
as impolite in English (Brown & Levinson, 1987). On the other hand, structures with Ga
nBeia, which translates to ‘will want’ in English, but is equivalent with ‘would like’ (i.e.
hedged performatives), are direct, too, but more formal than ‘want’ in the Greek setting. So,
even though directness was present with these strategies, GRL1 potentially felt the need to
make their request more formal, presumably showing some adjustment to the English
politeness system, rather than transfer from L1 to L2. Considering that the P of the S over
the H in this specific scenario is low, but the level of R is high, the message still needed to
be communicated somehow.

ENL1, contrary to GRL1, resorted to some level of HLD requests in very few
situations, with the most remarkable in Scenario 4 (mood derivable) and Scenario 14
(statements), as aforementioned. Looking closer, though, at the DR strategies preferred by
ENL1 and GRL1-EN in particular, it is noticeable that, in Scenario 2, ‘on the street’,
Scenario 6, ‘at home’, and Scenario 8, ‘bus station-same ticket’, GRL1-EN were less direct
even than the native speakers. This finding contradicts Economidou-Kogetsidis® (2011)
claim that Greek speakers are direct in L2 English, but confirms her claim that the P of the
S is a complex variable with regard to (in)directness, as it takes all possible forms in these

three scenarios; high, equal, and low. Perhaps GRL1-EN’s lower preference for directness
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than ENL1 implies that the L2 speakers tried to adjust to the indirect requestive patterns of
the culture they live in by being over-polite (Eelen, 2001; Watts, 2003; Haugh, 2007; Izadi,

2016).

6.2.2.2 Moderate Level of Directness (MLD)

In situations, where CIR category (or MLD) was favoured by all participants, preparatory
was the most frequently used strategy (Lin, 2009; Kuhi & Jadidi, 2012; Economidou-
Kogetsidis, 2013). In particular, in Scenario 11, ‘neighbour’s house-dog’, both GRL1-GR
(86%) and GRL1-EN (88%) showed the highest proximity to ENL1’s (82%) preference for
preparatory. In Scenario 2, ‘on the street’, the results were alike; GRL1-GR (82%) and
GRL1-EN (98%) mirrored ENL1’s (82%) requestive pattern. GRL1’s tendency to use these
structures may indicate a dual correlation; either the L2 speakers invested in specific
structures because they felt comfortable and confident to perform requests with them, or they
related those structures with equivalent existing ones in their L1. Sifianou (1992) compares
English and Greek requestive patterns and concludes that there are some pragmalinguistic
similarities. For example, can translates to ‘umop®’ and could is equivalent to ‘Oa
umopovoa’. Both the English modal verbs (can, could) translate to the same modal verb in
Greek (‘umop®’). Considering GRL1 favoured can and could in most situations, regardless
of the different levels of D, P, and R, it can be argued that this pattern indicates positive CLI
from L1 to L2. It is possible, though, that GRL1 opted for preparatory because they are
familiar with the structures that comprise it. Second language learning — in particular
English — from a very young age is largely widespread in Greece. Teaching how to perform

requests in English is particularly structure-focused in the Greek language learning setting.
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The majority of TEFL textbooks®, used by teachers in private institutions (frontistirion)*:,
introduce requestive grammatical structures that classify conventional ways of requesting on
an indicative scale of politeness throughout all the levels of the learning process (Al — C2).
L2 learners are repeatedly and profusely exposed to these structures, i.e. requests with can
and could, since the early stages of language acquisition. There is a possibility that the
overuse of this specific strategy has its roots precisely in the learning process of repetition.
Blum-Kulka (1987) discusses conventionality and indirectness in linguistic
structures and claims that they can reflect politeness considerations for Hebrew and English
speakers. Her cross-linguistic study projects the aforementioned preference for certain CIR
strategies by GRL1, such as preparatory with can and could, maintaining that
conventionality is correlated with politeness. Syahri (2013), who argues that Indonesian
learners of English opt for indirectness because they want to show higher levels of politeness,
confirms the findings. However, Terkourafi (2015) argues in favour of conventionalisation,
that is, the continuous exposure to specific language use in specific social circumstances

with predefined communicative targets (Terkourafi, 2015, p. 15):

I consider an expression to be conventionalized for some use relative to a context for a speaker if it
is used frequently enough in that context to achieve a particular illocutionary goal to that speaker’s
experience. This makes conventionalization a three-way relationship between an expression, a

context, and a speaker.

Accounting for Terkourafi’s (2015) definition of conventionalisation, it is plausible that the

frequent use of preparatory and structures with can and could by GRL1 learners of English

40 Indicative textbooks of teaching English as an L2 in Greece are Towards Mastering Use of English
(Burlington, 2010), On Screen (Express Publishing, 2014), Pioneer (MM Publications, 2017), English
Download (Hamilton House Publisher, 2015), Spark (Express Publishing, 2010).

41 Tutoring in frontistiria is the prevailing way of learning English in Greece.
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as an L2, within most contexts, echoes that threefold dimension of interaction, considering
she also ties conventionalisation with considerations of politeness.

The sociological variables of D, P, and R do not seem to play a significant role in the
realisation of preparatory strategy; only in Scenario 4, ‘coffee shop-door, Scenario 12,
‘office-holidays, and Scenario 13, ‘car park machine’, preparatory was merely opted.
Nonetheless, the participants’ contact with the target society may show some potential
correlation. Both GRL1-GR and GRL1-EN favoured preparatory in nine of the 12 scenarios
of the DCT, as already discussed. Interestingly, GRL1-EN largely opted for structures with
can (i.e. Can you turn down your music because it's really late?), could (i.e. Could you
please turn down the music), would (i.e. Would you please help me to sleep by eliminating
the noise?) or | was wondering if (i.e. Well, I was wondering if you could lent me £2.000 and
| promise I'll return them to you as soon as possible), whereas for GRL1-GR can (i.e.
Thomas can you turn down the music is one o'clock and I try to sleep) and could (i.e. Could
you lower the volume please?) prevailed; would was not opted by any participant of the latter
group. Considering that all the aforementioned modal verbs and structures are taught at B1
level, GRL1-GR’s lack of use in would may be attributed to lack of familiarity with the
structure. Bardovi-Harlig & Bastos (2011) maintain that proficiency in the target language
is a determinant variable in pragmatic knowledge during study abroad, yet Li (2014) claims
the opposite. Nonetheless, the fact that GRL1-EN reside in England might be an affecting
factor that shaped their self-perception of how to perform a proper request. Even though
Bardovi-Harlig & Bastos (2011) reject length of stay as influential, they consider intensity

of contact with the target society pivotal in L2 pragmatic competence, same as Bella (2012a).

6.2.2.3 Low Level of Directness (LLD)
Hints (or LLD) are the most indirect strategy of performing a request according to Blum-

Kulka et al. (1989). Brown & Levinson (1987) maintain that indirectness and politeness are
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positively correlated; the highest level of politeness presupposes the highest levels of
indirectness. The scenarios that presented the absolute indirectness by the participants of the
present study were Scenario 3, ‘train station-free ticket’, Scenario 9, ‘on the phone-discount’,
and Scenario 14, ‘at work-pay rise’. Even though ENL1 were those, who generated the
highest percentage of HNs (60%, 44% and 28% for Scenarios 3, 9, and 14, respectively),
GRL1-EN and GRL1-GR also showed some preference for the strategy in Scenarios 3 and
9; 32% and 20% in Scenario 3, and 20% and 16% in Scenario 9, respectively. Interestingly,
the vast majority of HNs were CSHNSs, that is, conventionally structured, meaning their
grammatical structure resembles CIR, but their illocutionary force is non-conventionally
conveyed (see Section 3.6.1.2 for details). Here are six examples of CSHNs from Scenarios

3 and 9, one for each of the three groups.

(55a) I have missed my train but cannot afford another ticket so would it be possible
to get on a different train? (ENL1, ‘train station-free ticket)

(55b) Would it be possible to catch another one on my previous ticket or buy a ticket
on credit? (GRL1-EN, ‘train station-free ticket)

(55¢) I was wondering if I can use the same ticket for a latter service. (GRL1-GR,
‘train station-free ticket)

(56a) Would there be any flexibility on the price? (ENL1, ‘on the phone-discount’)
(56b) So, would you be able to do something better for me...? (GRL1-EN, ‘on the
phone-discount’)

(56¢) Yeah, | know that, and I think it will be perfect in my kitchen, but it costs a lot,

can we do something about that? (GRL1-GR, ‘on the phone-discount’)

Both the scenarios are marked with high R and D, yet the P of the S over the H is either low

or high, which did not seem to play a role in these situations. The increased R and D, though,
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potentially urged the participants to opt for LLD-marked requests. In a more detailed
comparison of the groups, ENL1, who exhibited the highest percentage of preference for this
structure, seemed to resort to an elaborate description of their request’s target, rather than
perform the actual request indicated in the description of the scenario. It is worth mentioning
that CSHNSs were the most extensive responses of the native speakers in terms of word count,
alongside with the preparatory strategy. It is possible that the lack of familiarity with the H
and the highly imposing nature of the scenario affected their request production towards high
indirectness. Likewise, GRL1-EN and GRL1-GR may have also been affected by the
sociological variables towards producing LLD-marked requests, potentially in an effort to
be more polite. Another possible explanation is that GRL1’s familiarity with specific
structures of requesting in English was an influential factor that they resorted to CSHNs.
Blum-Kulka et al. (1987) claim that conventionally structured request strategies are the most
common ways of performing a request. With regard to politeness considerations, it is

possible that GRL1 seeked to avoid a rejection of their request, therefore they hinted.

6.2.3 Internal Modification of the Request
According to Brown & Levinson (1987), requests are inherently FTA. In that respect, they
are predisposed to impose their illocutionary force on the requestee. The level of this de facto
imposition is determined by societal, individual, circumstantial, and other factors, one of
which is the division of the requestive force in material and non-material, as in the present
study. In order to alleviate the potential imposing nature of a request, Blum-Kulka et al.
(1989) list a number of linguistic choices that the S can resort to and modify the request,
internally or externally. The internal modification consists of syntactic downgraders, lexical
and phrasal downgraders, and upgraders.

Lexical and phrasal downgraders were the most frequently used internal modification

linguistic devices throughout the DCT test. In particular, politeness marker please appeared
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in the majority of the scenarios, and the percentage of its usage by GRL1 was higher than
ENL1, regardless of the level of P, D, and R. Scenario 1, ‘neighbour’s house-music’, for
instance, was the social situation, in which GRL1 predominantly activated please as a
mitigator — 50% of GRL1-EN and 64% of GRL1-GR — vis a vis ENL1 (26%). Trosborg
(1994, p. 258) clarifies the dual function of this politeness marker; it either mitigates the
imposing nature of the speech act and triggers politeness considerations, or “emphasises its
requestive force”. Based on this argument, the lack of please in the requests performed by
the ENL1 seems unusual. Syahri (2013), who compares indirectness in politeness between
native English and Indonesian EFL learners, maintains that native English speakers do not
accompany their requests with please, unless they are marked with directness. Taken that
ENL1 favoured indirectness in this particular scenario, it is plausible that they displayed
politeness through their unmodified request and spared the use of politeness markers for
more direct structures. Native Greek speakers, on the other hand, did not rely heavily on
politeness markers, irrespective of the level of directness of the request. They considered
them redundant in most situations — excluding social circumstances marked with high
power difference between interlocutors (Sifianou, 1992; Antonopoulou, 2001; Economidou-
Kogetsidis, 2005, 2010). It is possible, therefore, that, even though GRL1’s preference for
please did not arise from CLI, they tried to soften their requests to sound more polite. As
aforementioned, a plethora of EFL teaching textbooks expose Greek learners of L2 English
to British politeness and its conventional linguistic realisations very early into the language
acquisition process

Confirming Syahri’s (2013) suggestion that ENL1 resort to the use of please when
being direct, the results in Scenario 9, ‘on the phone-discount’, showed null use of the marker
by ENLL1, albeit the level of R is high. It is possible that the native speakers expressed redress
by resorting to high indirectness in this scenario, namely CIRs and CSHNs. However, the

results in Scenario 14, ‘at work-pay rise’, contradict Syahri’s (2013) argument, as almost
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one-third of ENL1 favoured directness and, yet, please was not used at all in their requests.
Interestingly, GRL1-GR exhibited the same tendency, opting out of using the politeness
marker in the same scenario. The urgency of the situation and the feeling of asking for what
one deserves potentially urged the participants to be more direct in in this particular scenario,
but not necessarily less polite. Regarding GRL1-EN, please was overused in all scenarios,
possibly in an effort to express higher levels of politeness (1zadi, 2016).

Another interesting politeness marker in the data was sorry. It was used by ENL1
twice more often than GRL1-EN and GRL1-GR in total — 73 instances for GRL1-GR, 84
instances for GRL1-EN, and 146 instances for ENL1. In particular, Scenario 3, ‘train station-
free ticket’, seemed to extract a relevantly high ratio of preference (16%) for this marker by
the native speakers. The level of P, D and R in this specific scenario is high, potentially
urging the participants to mitigate their requestive force by apologising in advance for its
imposing nature. In the majority of the responses, sorry appeared at the beginning of the
request, i.e. Ever so sorry mate, I've just missed my train is it alright if I use this ticket for
the next service or shall I get another ticket?. It is possible, therefore, that sorry behaved as
an attention getter instead of excuse me (Blum-Kulka et al., 1989). Both sorry and excuse
me translate to ‘cuvyyvoun’ in Greek, which is used as an apologetic device and attention
getter in formal situations (Sifianou, 1992). It was, then, expected that GRL1 would have
used either the one or the other in a highly imposing scenario, like Scenario 3; the fact that
they did not, implies that either they are not familiar with this usage of sorry, or that they are
more exposed to other downgrading structures.

The second most frequently used lexical downgrader was understater, with a
significant rate of usage in Scenario 6, ‘at home’. None of the GRL1-GR informants opted
for it, yet 28% of GRL1-EN (i.e. | would really appreciate if you could continue playing
your music but slightly lower) and 32% of ENL1 (i.e. Would it be possible for you to turn

your music down a bit) did. Lundell & Erman (2012), in their study of requestive patterns of
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French speakers of English and native English speakers, claim that length of residence in the
target country does not affect the production of lexical downgraders by the non-native
speakers, meaning that the native English speakers outnumber the French L2 speakers in the
selection of this mitigation device. The results of the present study confirm the same
tendency overall. Nonetheless, GRL1-EN seemed to choose specifically understaters in most
of the scenarios, bearing a significant resemblance with ENL1’ usage patterns. This finding
potentially reflects the impact of GRL1-EN’s contact with the target society and its
pragmatic norms on their pragmatic performance (Takahashi, 1996). Considering that L1
Greek speakers commonly mitigate their requests by largely using diminutives (Sifianou,
1992; Tannen & Kakava, 1992; Terkourafi, 2005¢), GRL1-EN seemed to adapt to the use of
this linguistic device, in particular.

Another noteworthy finding of lexical downgraders arose from the responses in
Scenario 14, ‘at work-pay rise’, with the use of subjectivizer. This modification device was
used by all participants, yet GRL1-GR (30%) and GRL1-EN (24%) seemed to outnumber
ENL1 (18%). The relevant result is in line with Suh’s (1999) suggestion that native English
speakers generate, all in all, more downgraders, but less subjectivizers than Korean speakers
of L2 English, when performing a request. Deriving from the data of the present study, the
most common subjectivizer employed by GRL1-GR and GRL1-EN was | think/believe that,
found with requests in the declarative form (i.e. I think | deserve a pay rise). Sifianou (1992)
explains that the verbs think and believe are predominantly used in English in requests in the
interrogative form, such as Do you think/believe you could lend me your car?. In such
linguistic environments, think and believe are conventionalised and, therefore, requestive in
essence, but they also indicate that the S seeks for the agreement of the H on the illocutionary
force of the utterance in a mitigating way. In Greek, the same utterance would be ‘ITictevelg
611 B pTopovGES Vo LoV daVEIGELG TO aVTOKivTO Gov;’, a proposition that is a question of

opinion and has no requestive force whatsoever. The Greek equivalent structure of
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agreement that Sifianou (1992) detects in her data is constructed with another verb, namely
Aéw, which translates to ‘say’. It is used idiomatically in structures such as 7t 6a’ Aeyes va
uoyepéyw noxopovia;, Which is loosely translated and equivalent to ‘What would you say
if I cooked pasta?’. Drawing from the above, it seems that when GRL1-GR and GRL1-EN
used | think/l believe that to perform requests in the declarative form in L2 English, they
tried to mitigate their request by sharing their genuine opinions about something, but also
without seeking for their interlocutor’s agreement. The illocutionary force of their requests
is found in the directness of their address, rather than in the conventionalised use of a verb.
Example (57) below portrays eloquently how GRL1 conveyed and mitigated the requestive
force of their utterance with the use of the verb believe/think in declarative, distinguishing it

from its conventional use when seeking for agreement.

(57) Mrs Carol | worked to your company 2 years and | believe that | deserve a pay

raise. What do you think? (GRL1-GR)

The actual request displays the use of believe in declarative as a genuine opinion with a
mitigating dimension (I believe that | deserve a pay raise), deriving from the fact that the
employee has worked in the company for two years, ergo deserves a pay rise. However, the
use of think in the following utterance (What do you think?) has the function that Sifianou
(1992) detects, namely, to seek for agreement and, potentially, also mitigate the Head Act.
Given that the P of the S is lower than that of the H in this highly imposing scenario, it is
possible that Greeks, even though they favoured directness, tried to mitigate the imposing
nature of their request.

Syntactic downgraders, namely conditional clauses and negation, are also
categorised as internal modification mechanisms. They were second in preference by the

participants of the study, after lexical and phrasal downgraders. Conditional clauses, which
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were used by all groups almost evenly in the vast majority of the scenarios, severely
outnumbered negation, which was merely used by the native speakers and almost not at all
by the target groups. Regarding conditional clauses (i.e. Hello, my name is X and I live in
the same building with you. | need to leave for the weekend and | have a dog. | was
wondering if it would be easy for you to keep an eye on it), on the one hand, the wide usage
of this particular mitigation mechanism shows that Greek speakers of L2 English adopt and
use it successfully in the target language, potentially in an effort to be more indirect, hence
more polite. However, the results of Scenario 11, ‘neighbour’s house-dog’, which were the
most significant in all the scenarios, present an interesting fact. GRL1-EN (60%) exhibited
a much higher preference for conditional clauses in this situation than GRL1-GR (30%) and
ENL1 (38%). The sociological variables of D and R of the scenario, being both high, may
have been an affecting factor that GRL1-EN generated structures with such intense
modification (Takahashi, 1996; Marti, 2006). The old age of the H may also justify such a
tendency (Bella, 2009).

With regard to negation of preparatory conditions, on the other hand, this mitigating
method was largely underused by both groups of GRL1. There were no instances of usage
by GRL1-GR in any of the scenarios of the DCT, whereas only one informant of the GRL1-
EN group used it in four scenarios, i.e. in Scenario 7, ‘at work-stapler’ (So sorry to bother
you Peter, you couldn’t let me use your stapler by any chance, could you?). The poor
numerical representation of negation in the data underlies implicitly a major caveat in L2
language teaching and exposes the pitfalls of pragmatic competence in the L2 setting.
Considering that negation was present at the highest rate of 8% throughout the scenarios by
the native speakers, it means that, in essence, the structure is existent as a mitigating
mechanism. It seems unusual to encounter null instances of negation in the GRL1-GR data
and only one instance in the GRL1-EN, but there is a plausible dual explanation behind this

phenomenon. On the one hand, there is not an equivalent structure in Greek to mirror
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negation (Sifianou, 1992), therefore it would be unwarranted to expect GRL1 to show
transferability from L1 to L2. On the other hand, Greek learners of English should be familiar
with the structure and its mitigating pragmatic nuances within communication at B1-B2
level, but they are not. Negation may be taught as a requesting structure at an intermediate
level (B1), but learners are systematically exposed to it at an advanced level (C1). This delay
in exposure to the structure potentially deprives learners from liaising with the grammatical
elements of negation, let alone with its pragmatic power in the communicative process.
Milon (1974), after comparing the learning curves of the grammatical structures of negation
by a native English speaker and a seven-year-old Japanese learner of English as an L2,
proves that there are impressive similarities in the acquisition process. He attributes this
tendency to the early age of exposure of the L2 learner to the target language. Interestingly,
the one GRL1-EN informant that used negation of preparatory conditions in four scenarios
has lived in England since her early childhood and for more than five years, a situation that
quite resembles Milon’s (1974) finding. The usage of the structure by this participant
suggests that, except for young age, length of stay can potentially have a positive impact on
L2 speakers, should they be exposed to the target culture regularly.

Upgraders were the least preferred internal modification device employed by the
informants, with repetition of request and orthographic emphasis being the most frequent in
use. Regarding repetition, on the one hand, none of the native speakers favoured it in any of
the scenarios, whereas GRL1-GR resorted to this strategy of request modification in more
scenarios than GRL1-EN. Scenario 1, ‘neighbour’s house-music’ (i.e. Hello. Could you
please reduce the volume of the music? The time is a bit strange for the current one. Don't
turn it off, just a change in the volume), Scenario 3, ‘train station-free ticket’ (i.e. Yes, | want
to ask you if it is possible to have one ticket for free. I just missed the train and | don't have
money for another ticket. Can you give me one please?), and Scenario 7, ‘bus stations-same

ticket’ (i.e. I missed my bus and | want to ask you if it is possible to use the same ticket for
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the next one. Is it?), exhibited the highest ratio of preference for repetition (a maximum of
10%). The sociological variables of P, D and R do not show consistency in these three
scenarios, so it is unlikely that they affected GRL1’s choice of this upgrader. Considering,
though, that L1 Greek speakers are more eloquent than L1 English speakers (Sifianou, 1992),
it is possible that repetition, which acts as an extension of their original request, allows to
argue in favour of potential positive transfer. Van Mulken’s (1996, p. 696) suggests that “the
second (or even third) head act utterance [counts] as a 'confirmation' strategy””.

For orthographic emphasis, on the other hand, the results were very similar, in the
sense that this modification technique appeared mainly in the same scenarios as repetition.
The difference was that both native and non-native speakers favoured it, yet the latter showed
a higher preference than the former, for example, GRL1-GR (8%) in Scenario 3, ‘train
station-free ticket’ (Please, please, please, let me have a free ticket, cause I have just missed
my train, and | have no money to buy another one! Please, I'm desperate!). Greeks are
characterised by cultural elements of inclusivity (Triandis & Vassiliou, 1972; Hofstede &
Hofstede, 2005) and being emotional is part of it, making emphasis in their linguistic

expression probable in both oral and written form.

6.2.4 External Modification of the Request
To regulate the illocutionary force of a request, a speaker can modify it either internally or
externally (Blum-Kulka et al., 1989). The external modification techniques are mitigating
supportive moves and aggravating supporting moves. Regarding the second category, the
data of the study revealed minimal usage of aggravation (i.e. Scenario 1, Please, turn down
the music or | will call the police). On the contrary, mitigating supportive moves were in
abundance in the results.

Grounders, namely reasons, explanations, or excuses of why one performs a request

(i.e. Hello Miss, I would like kindly to ask you if I could use the same ticket that | booked for
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the train of 7 but unluckily I missed it because the tube had severe delays and that was the
reason that | was late), is the supportive move that all groups of participants opted for in
order to soften the imposing nature of their requests. GRL1 resorted to grounders twice, or
even three times, more frequently and intensively than ENL1. For example, in Scenario 2,
‘on the street’, both GRL1-GR and GRL1-EN showed a preference for grounders at a rate
of 42%, whereas ENL1 at only 6%. Likewise, in Scenario 11, ‘neighbour’s house-dog’,
GRL1-GR (60%) and GRL1-EN (54%) severely outnumbered ENL1 (16%) at the use of the
supporting move. Interestingly, the level of R in the two scenarios is different, that is, low
in the first one and high in the second, making it difficult to assume that imposition of the
request is an affecting factor in the choice of the supportive move. However, Marmaridou
(1987) maintains that, in written request contexts, Greek speakers rely heavily on grounders
in order to achieve politeness, whereas English speakers avoid justifications in an attempt to
not impose. Regarding the two target groups in particular, GRL1-GR exhibited a slightly
higher preference for this mitigation technique than GRL1-EN in the vast majority of the
scenarios. The former, being unfamiliar with the target language culture and having a B1 —
B2 level of proficiency, may have resorted to grounders more in an effort to be more polite.
Nonetheless, it is supported with research that grounder is the most frequently documented
external modification tool, regardless of the L2 speakers’ level of proficiency in the target
language (Van Mulken, 1996; Economidou-Kogetsidis, 2009; Li, 2014). Ellis (1992) also
discusses how the environment, namely being home or abroad, may affect the normal
acquisition of the modifier and he claims that it does not. It is, therefore, expected that both
GRL1-GR and GRL1-EN resort to grounder to minimise the imposition of their requests, in
spite of their differences in rate.

Imposition minimisers (i.e. Yeah, thanks - actually if you don't mind could you close
the door there, just so it's easier for us to hear each other properly, thanks) are another

mitigating supportive move, which is, though, mainly used by the native participants (Otcu

Page | 241



& Zeyrek, 2008). GRL1 showed a tendency towards this modifier as well, but almost
exclusively combined with grounders. The two target groups combined these two modifiers
just as much as they combine other supportive moves, although it should be stressed that
GRL1-EN exhibited more refined combination strategies, i.e. more than two modifiers
together. It was precisely this tendency to combine that differentiated GRL1 from ENL1
(Economidou-Kogetsidis, 2008, 2009, 2012), who barely used multiple combinations in only
three scenarios and at very low rates. GRL1’s contact — or lack of contact — with the target
culture did not necessarily affect the production of requests with combinations of mitigating
supportive moves; their verbosity can be attributed to the fact that Greeks are, in fact, more
talkative and analytic*? in their communication than the British (Sifianou, 1992). It is
possible, therefore, that GRL1 activated “the phenomenon of ‘too many words’ (where
excess of words is determined by listener’s criteria)” (Blum-Kulka & Olshtain, 1986, p. 171),
leading to potential pragmatic failure, simply by transferring their pragmatic repertoire from
L1 to L2. Here are some examples of GRL1 and ENL1 requests from the data that capture
the phenomenon of ‘too many words’, arising in Scenario 11, ‘neighbour’s house-dog’

(Example 57).

(57a) Hey Kate if you can do me a solid could you look after my dog I'll get you the
food and everything. It would be a massive help. (ENL1)

(57b) Hello, Kate, I'm Nina from next door, we bumped into each other in the
elevator the other day...I hope you are settling in well? I don’t mean to bother you,
but I was wondering whether I might ask a huge favour of you? Do you think you
might be able to kind of look after Sooty, my dog over the weekend if you don’t have

plans, that is? It would only involve feeding him twice a day and opening the door to

42 ENL1 provide the shortest responses in the DCT compared to all three groups (11335 words in total), whereas
GRL1-GR the second longest (13785 words in total) and GRL1-EN by far the longest (21304 words in total).
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the terrace for him so he can have a stretch and go to the loo so to speak —no walking
or anything like that, that would be imposing too much. He’s very friendly and gets
along just fine with everybody, so you would not need to worry about that. | know
it’s a lot to ask and I would be so very grateful and willing to make it up to you in
any way | can... (GRL1-EN)

(57c) Hey Mrs White. I'm George, | live next door. How are you? Listen, | know we
just met but I will be out of town for a couple of days this Saturday and | was

wondering if you could look after my dog for me. (GRL1-GR)

6.2.5 Alerters

Alerters are considered the openers of a request, perhaps the most common way to attract
the H’s attention. All participants of the current study introduced their requests with alerters,
which they precede the actual speech act by default. Attention getter (i.e. Hey. | have
managed to miss my bus. Am | able to use this same ticket for the next service?) was by far
the most frequently encountered alerter in the data by all three groups of informants. ENL1
displayed the highest percentage of usage in the majority of the scenarios, as, for instance,
in Scenario 2, ‘on the street’, with 90% compared with GRL1-EN (68%) and GRL1-GR
(56%). Scenario 9, ‘on the phone-discount’, was the only one, in which speakers did not
need to attract the H’s attention, because they were already in the middle of a conversation
on the phone.

However, a more elaborative reading of the representation of attention getters in the
data revealed that their combination with other alerters — in particular with first name,
surname and title — was the second most favoured alerter in the data. There were certain
factors that affected the choice of one combination by the speakers of one group and another
combination by the speakers of another group. In Scenario 7, ‘at work-stapler’, for example,

ENL1 (36%) opted for the combination of attention getter and first name (i.e. Hi Peter, |
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can’t find my stapler anywhere, could I please borrow yours?), GRL1-EN (28%) also chose
this combination (i.e. Hey, Peter! Any chance you 've got my stapler? No? Well, can | borrow
yours for a bit then?), but GRL1-GR did not favour it at all. Instead, they selected the
combination of attention getter, title and surname (i.e. Good morning Mr Brown. | need my
stapler, but | cannot find it. Can | please borrow yours for a minute?), which was also
favoured by GRL1-EN at an even percentage with attention getter and first name (28%). The
scenario describes an interaction in the workplace, and as discussed above, workplace power
relations in Greece are complex. Employees address their managers by their titles or their
surnames, accompanied by verbs in the plural number — Greeks rely heavily on the
tous/vous system of their language; it is a matter of respect, and respect is correlated with
politeness in the Greek culture (Sifianou, 1992). Therefore, it is possible that GRL1
transferred their pragmatic patterns of addressing a superior in their L2. Richards &
Sukwiwat (1983) discuss the transferability of Asian honorifics and claim that L2 learners
resort to the overuse of this particular aspect of linguistic politeness of their culture, in order
to be polite in the target language. Nonetheless, GRL1-EN, who reside in England, showed
also a tendency towards the use of attention getter and first name. Perhaps their exposure to
the British culture affected their use of address terms and they managed to adapt to the
cultural norms of the target society.

In the same line with the former scenario, in Scenario 11, ‘neighbour’s house-dog’,
ENL1 (44%) opted for the combination of attention getter and first name, whereas GRL1-
EN and GRL1-GR resorted to the combination of attention getter, title and surname (46%
and 24%, respectively). In this specific situation, the factor that urged GRLL1 to transfer their
pragmatic patterns from the Greek cultural setting was perhaps the age of their neighbour.
When addressing the elderly in the Greek culture, either the surname or a title of the
addressee is preferable. In fact, imperatives, which are so widely used in Greek, are

considered inappropriate in a social situation when a younger person interacts with an older
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one (Sifianou, 1992). Respect is again in interplay with politeness. It is worth mentioning
that this Greek cultural characteristic of paying respects to the elderly by addressing them

on a title and surname basis extends to both genders.

6.2.6 Lack of Modification
The results in the data, which did not show any modification of the speech act, reveal that
GRL1-GR were the participants with the strongest tendency to not modify their requests at
a much higher rate than ENL1 and an even higher than GRL1-EN. Their forwardness, which
was attested irrespective of the level of imposition of the speech act, the power relations and
the distance between Ss and Hs, complements the discussion about the frequent directness
that GRL1-GR exhibited when performing requests in L2 English. For example, a request
like Close the door in Scenario 4, ‘coffee shop-door’, can be interpreted by the H as impolite
due to its directness and, therefore, its lack of face-saving considerations (Blum-Kulka,
1987).

However, the request also lacks internal or external modification, another probable
reason that the H might find HLD-marked requestive patterns — or even MLD and LLD-
marked ones for that matter — face threatening. Research in cross-cultural and interlanguage
pragmatics, and in particular speech acts and requests, suggests that high language
proficiency in L2 entails native-like use of modification, contrary to other levels of language
learning that indicate relative underuse of modification (Trosborg, 1994; Barron, 2003; Otcu
& Zeyrek, 2008; Economidou-Kogetsidis, 2008, 2009, 2012). Considering that GRL1-GR
are speakers of L2 English at an intermediate level, it is possible that their lower level of
proficiency was responsible for less modification than GRL1-EN. This limited modification
and its subsequent forwardness sketches how GRL1-GR shaped their speech act in terms of
what can be interpreted as pragmatic directness. To strengthen the argument, GRL1-EN is

the group that instantiated the least unmodified requests, even less than ENL1. It can be
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assumed that their contact with the target culture inhibited their forwardness and directness
and activated their acquired indirectness, in an effort to reach native-like levels of politeness.
Leech (1983), however, maintains that being too polite can mean being impolite, i.e. be
perceived as ironic. Second language learners are expected to differentiate between being

polite and being over-polite (Eelen, 2001; Watts, 2003; Haugh, 2007; Izadi, 2016).

6.2.7 Request Perspective
The orientation of the requestive force is of paramount importance for the performance of
the speech act. Supposing that requests are FTAs by default, the involvement of the addresser
or the addressee in the communicative act and, therefore, the reaction of the requestee to the
illocutionary force, may affect the perlocutionary power of the speech act of request.
Research has shown that H-oriented requests in L2 English outnumber S-oriented
(Blum-Kulka et al., 1989; Ellis, 1992; Lin, 2009; Economidou-Kogetsidis, 2012; Ogiermann
& Bella, 2020) and the results of the present study confirm this suggestion. Nonetheless, the
speaker orientation was not insignificant at all in the data. In Scenario 8, ‘bus station-same
ticket’, for example, all Greek participants, both GRL1-EN (100%) and GRL1-GR (100%),
resorted to S-oriented requests, mirroring ENL1’s patterns (100%). Speaker orientation in
counter interactions like this one is in line with Trosborg’s (1994) finding that such situations
can indeed generate S-oriented requests by L2 English speakers, but only in combination
with directness, suggesting at the same time that the context of the conversation deems them
as inappropriate and impolite. She also maintains that conventional indirectness is mainly
H-oriented, a claim highlighted also by Ellis (1992). The results of the present study,
however, contradict Trosborg’s (1994) findings, as Scenario 8 displayed conventional
indirectness instead of directness and speaker orientation instead of hearer. In fact, Scenario
8 exhibited the highest ratio of preferences for CIRs in the data and a totally unanimous

speaker orientation. Similar results were produced in Scenario 3, ‘train station-free ticket’,
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also a counter interaction. Even though the speaker orientation was not absolute, GRL1-EN
(60%) and GRL1-GR (58%) still favoured it instead of hearer orientation, just like ENL1
(66%), and combined it with conventional indirectness instead of directness. The only factor
that differentiates Scenario 3 and Scenario 8 is the level of R, which did not seem to affect
the results significantly. Sifianou & Antonopoulou (2005) do not consider service encounters
to be FTAs, so potentially the informants of the present study exhaust their politeness
considerations in only resorting to indirectness. Nonetheless, it is possible that they directed
their request towards the S, as in taking the responsibility of a potential rejection by the H.
In Scenario 13, ‘car park machine’, GRL1 did not mirror ENL1’s relevantly large
preference (44%) for S-oriented requests. Both groups of Greek participants resorted to H-
oriented strategies, namely GRL1-EN at 96% and GRL1-GR at 94%. Distance between the
interlocutors is low in this situation. Perhaps this familiarity enabled GRL1’s pragmatic
nuances of inclusiveness (Sifianou, 1992), therefore they worried less about a potential
rejection of their request. Likewise, in Scenario 6, ‘at home’, in which distance between the
S and the H is also low, the results verify the same tendency; ENL1 (62%) favoured S-
oriented requests, whereas GRL1-EN (76%) and GRL1-GR (90%) favoured H-oriented.
Considering that the level of R of the request is different in the two scenarios, ergo, non-
sequential, and the P between the S and the H is equal, it is possible that D was the
determinant variable of this correlation between the two scenarios. Lin (2009), who argues
that native speakers of English prefer S-oriented requests contrary to non-native speakers,
ties this tendency of the former to a deviation from the original function of requests and a
process of conventionalisation. More specifically, it is argued that, since requests are H-
oriented by definition, in the sense of wanting to get the H to do what is requested by the S
(Searle, 1976), opting for S-oriented structures is a divergence from the standardised force
ofthe speech act. This divergence “has undergone a process of conventionalisation as a form

of mitigation in the English language” (Ogiermann & Bella, 2020, p. 21), same as the process
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of conventionalisation of indirect speech acts. Bringing the two together, namely speaker
orientation and conventional indirectness, portrays rigorously how politeness is
conceptualised in the English language and culture, that is, in terms of mitigation and
avoidance of FTAs (Ogiermann & Bella, 2020). GRL1, therefore, either negatively
transferred*® their L1 pragmatic pattern of hearer orientation to L2 English or failed to adjust
and demonstrate successfully the subtle pragmatic nuances of speaker orientation. Example
(58) below highlights the difference in perspective between ENL1 and GRL1, as discussed

so far (Scenario 6).

(58a) Well Mary. I was wondering if I could borrow a bit of money for a very
important project I'm working on? (ENL1)

(58b) I would like to ask you a favour, can you lend me 2.000 pounds please?
(GRL1-EN)

(58c) Mary, | am in a very difficult financial situation. I need money urgently. Can

you lend me £2,000? (GRL1-GR)

Economidou-Kogetsidis (2013), who compares naturally occurring data (recorded
telephone interactions) and data arising from a written DCT, claims that request perspective
is attached and affected by the inquiring nature of the request; that is, whether the S asks the
H for information or for action. She argues that “the hearer perspective of the naturally
occurring requests was tied to callers’ requests for information... whereas the speaker
perspective of the WDCT [written discourse completion test] requests was tied to requests
for action” (Economidou-Kogetsidis, 2013, p. 33). Scenario 2, ‘on the street’, of the present

study, which is the only one in the present study that describes a situation of asking for

43 Kasper (1997) suggests that positive transfer presupposes that L2 speakers are familiar with the similarities
of their L1 with their L2, with request perspective often eluding their attention and reflection.
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information, seems to validate Economidou-Kogetsidis’s (2013) argument. Moreover, the
results of the written form of the DCT of the current project confirm her findings of a
correlation between H-oriented responses and WDCTs. However, there are a number of
scenarios in the data that negate her claim, such as Scenario 3 or Scenario 7. It is possible,
then, that either WDCTs do not differ from recorded telephone interactions with regard to
the informants’ spontaneity in their responses, or that request perspective needs more
attention and analysis in more situations.

Ellis (1992) maintains that native speakers of English demonstrate the capacity to
interchange perspective orientation in order to mitigate a potentially FTA. This is clear in
the data, as ENL1 divided largely their responses in either H-oriented or S-oriented, with the
latter being attested largely in highly imposing scenarios. Nonetheless, native speakers also
resorted to requests with inclusive orientation or without an agent at all, in an attempt to be
even more indirect, and, therefore, more polite. On the one hand, in Scenario 14, ‘at work-
pay rise’, for example, ENL1 (16%) showed a relatively noticeable preference for inclusive
orientation (i.e. Hi Carol. I've been working here for 2 years and wondering if we could
discuss a potential pay rise?). GRL1-EN (8%) also used this requesting technique, though
less favourably (i.e. Hello Carol. You know I’ve been with you for two years now and I’ve
been taking on more and more responsibilities within my role. Do you think we could discuss
the possibility of me getting a pay rise? 1’ve been working very hard lately and I think it is
something that you would need to consider), whereas GRL1-GR did not prefer it at all. The
use of we as the agent of the request potentially has mitigating nuances in these request
examples. On the other hand, in Scenario 9, ‘on the phone-discount’, for example, ENLI1
(22%) showed a meaningful preference for impersonal structures (i.e. The problem is I really
want this table but cannot justify how much it is. Is there any possibility of a reduction in
price?). GRL1-EN (14%) merely followed this pattern (i.e. | really like this table, but it is

out of my budget, is there any room for a better price?), but GRL1-GR did not. It is possible
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that impersonal structures mitigate the force of the request (Ogiermann & Bella, 2020) and

that was the purpose of their use.

6.3 Judgements of Politeness (Likert Scale Tests)

The second part of the analysis of the present study reveals how the participants evaluate
politeness with regard to (in)directness. The aim is to compare the two groups of GRL1 with
the group of ENL1 and between them, in order to conclude whether GRL1’s length of contact
with the target culture affects their perception of politeness. The discussion surrounds the
statistical analysis of the group evaluations of individual variables (12 different levels of
(in)directness, mirroring the request strategies of CCSARP with and without modification),
accompanied with the group evaluations of grouped variables (three levels of (in)directness,
mirroring the request categories of CCSARP). The aim is to identify if the informants
perceive indirectness as politeness, and vice versa (for a reminder of the variables and their

level of directness, see Table 5.1 in Chapter 5).

6.3.1 (In)directness and Politeness: Their Statistical Significance

Inferential statistics allow for the results of the data to be generalised by illustrating whether
the tests that were run to evaluate the rigorousness of the research design are robust. For the
present study, inferential statistics accounted for the evaluation of the Likert scale tests data
in two forms, namely individually and grouped, in order to consider for the variables in

examination both collectively and separately.

6.3.1.1 High Level of Directness
The results of the three-way mixed ANOVA give an overview of how the three primary
variables of the research design — (in)directness, imposition, and groups of informants —

interacted and extracted the relevant evaluations by the participants of the study. It is
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reminded that, for the purpose of enabling a broader reading of the data, the 12 different
levels of directness of each Likert scale test were grouped in the three concise categories of
HLD, MLD, and LLD. The outcome, which was statistically significant for all three ways of
interaction, suggests that HLD-marked requests were generally evaluated as impolite by all
three groups of informants in both +R and —R scenario, with the latter, though, extracting
more polite ratings than the former, potentially due to its softer requestive force. However,
a closer reading of the separate levels of requestive (in)directness reveals more refined
results.

Regarding separate items, 16 (I 'm afraid you'll have to turn the music down) and 118
(I’m afraid you’ll have to look after my dog during the weekend) do not show similar results.
Item 6 does not present statistically significant differences between groups, but a close look
at 118 reveals a noteworthy difference in judgements. GRL1-EN’s evaluations of the request
are almost equally divided between the two values of impoliteness, matching ENLI’s
evaluations, but GRL1-GR trisect their evaluations towards the two values of impoliteness,
as well as neutrality. Interestingly, the statistical significance of the evaluative activity of the
groups of informants marks the differences between ENL1 and GRL1-EN as non-significant
(p = 0.161), therefore random. On the contrary, the differences between the native speakers
and GRL1-GR (p = 0.037), as well as the differences between the two groups of Greek
informants (p = 0.001), do not occur by chance alone. This means that the same experiment
would produce the same results with different N. The structure have to (locution derivable
or obligation statement) is categorised as a DR by Blum-Kulka et al. (1989), albeit 'm afraid
mitigates the imposing nature of the utterance. The equivalent Greek structure of 'm afraid
is ‘poPapar’, which can also be used to mitigate a locution derivable. However, gpofduou as
a verb exhibits scales of intensity in its usage, meaning it can also be translated to ‘I’'m
scared’ or even ‘I’m terrified/petrified’. Additionally, pofduai raises a condescending tone

in a similar requestive structure in Greek, in the sense that the context does not allow space
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to refute the request, an inflexibility in option that does not stem from the S. Therefore, it is
possible that GRL1-GR perceive this specific request as an unavoidable task that the H is
obliged by the circumstances to deliver. In fact, looking into the scenario, it seems that this
explanation is plausible, considering that the request also exhibits a high level of R, which
is a potential affecting factor.

19 (Please turn the music down), which pairs with 121 (Please look after my dog
during the weekend), is marked with low level of R and exhibits different results in
evaluations than 118; all three groups of informants favour neutral close to polite values, yet
ENL1 exhibit the highest rate of evaluations in polite and highly polite judgements than the
rest of the groups. The divergence between the native speakers and the two groups of Greek
L2 speakers is statistically significant (p = 0.015 for GRL1-EN and p = 0.018 for GRL1-
GR), yet GRL1-EN and GRL1-GR (p = 0.920) do not show statistically significant
differences. Imperatives are highly direct requests, yet the structure does not seem to affect
the evaluations of the L2 speakers more than those of the native speakers; they negate the
assumption that directness reflects impoliteness (Blum-Kulka, 1987; Kasanga (2006;
Ogiermann, 2009b). Nonetheless, GRL1 are familiar with imperatives as requests in their
L1 setting, as they are with the importance of the politeness marker please in the L2 English
setting. Perhaps the politeness marker please and its conventionalised way of usage
(Sifianou, 1992; Economidou-Kogetsidis, 2005, 2011) softens the imposing nature of the
request, even though such a conviction is refuted by Culpeper & Haugh (2014). Item 21 does
not present statistically significant differences between groups.

Contrary to 19 and 121, 110 (Turn the music down, mate!) and 122 (Look after my
dog during the weekend, woman!) lack a politeness marker. In 110, the evaluations of the
Greek informant propose a preference for impoliteness, whereas interestingly, ENL1
evaluate the utterance as less impolite than GRL1, contradicting the assumption that

directness is correlated with impoliteness (Blum-Kulka, 1987; Kasanga (2006; Ogiermann,
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2009b). ENL1’s evaluations span from highly impolite to neutral, whereas GRL1’s span
from highly impolite to impolite. Any divergence in the u between the native speakers and
the two groups of L2 speakers does not occur by chance alone (p = 0.035 for GRL1-EN and
p = 0.009 for GRL1-GR). It is possible that the endearment term mate softens the imposing
nature of the request for ENL1, but not for GRL1. Colloquial terms such as mate or bloke
were only recently introduced and incorporated in TEFL textbooks, so their pragmatic force
could potentially elude GRL1. Moreover, the omission of the politeness marker please, as
well as the orthographic emphasis with the exclamation mark are also possible reasons that
GRL1 lean towards impoliteness. Last but not least, they could also be preoccupied by the
convention that imperatives are generally perceived as impolite in the British cultural setting
(Borwn & Levinson, 1987; Sifianou, 1992). 122, on the other hand, generates statistically
significant differences between ENL1 and GRL1-GR (p = 0.001), as well as between the
two groups of Greek speakers (p = 0.003). ENL1 and GRL1-EN align in their judgements
towards high impoliteness, but GRL1-GR diverge from them towards four different
directions: high impoliteness, impoliteness, and even neutrality and politeness. This
divergence does not occur by chance alone. On the one hand, perhaps ENL1 and GRL1-EN
share the common understanding that this request is highly impolite due to the structure
(imperative), the vocative of the term woman with an exclamation mark (woman!), and the
level of imposition of the request (+R). GRL1-GR, on the other hand, perceive the request
as highly impolite as well, probably for the same reason, yet a significant number of the
participants are more lenient. Considering that the request is marked with HLD and
perceived as impolite in general, evaluations of neutrality and politeness by GRL1-GR could
be considered as random effects.

A close look at 13 (Turn the music down or 1/l call the police) and 115 (Look after
my dog during the weekend or I'll make your life difficult) may clarify the dispersion of

GRL1-GR evaluations for 122 above. ENL1 and GRL1-EN consider 115 highly impolite (p
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= 0.156). For GRL1-GR, though, the request is highly impolite in general, yet their
evaluations range between highly impolite and polite (p = 0.004 for GRL1-GR vs. ENL1
and p = 0.001 for GRL1-GR vs. GRL1-EN). Likewise, 13 accumulates highly impolite and
impolite evaluations by ENL1 and GRL1-EN (p = 0.261), when GRL1-GR opt for highly
impolite values, with a dispersion of evaluations up to polite values (p = 0.145 for GRL1-
GR vs. ENL1 and p = 0.018 for GRL1-GR vs. GRL1-EN). These differences — excluding
the difference between GRL1-EN for I3 — do not occur by chance alone. Considering that
the requests are generally evaluated as impolite, potentially due to their level of directness
(imperative), the aggravating supportive moves (threat), or both, it can be assumed that
GRL1-GR’s evaluations of neutrality or politeness possibly arise as random effects from the
data (see Section 6.3.2). After all, politeness and threats are inherently contradictory (Leech,

1983). The same explanation of random effects could be advocated for 122.

6.3.1.2 Moderate Level of Directness
The statistically significant outcome of the three-way interaction of directness, imposition,
and groups of informants suggests that MLD-marked requests revealed a noteworthy
variability in the informants’ evaluations, in particular in the highly imposing scenario of the
Likert scale test Il. More specifically, even though GRL1-EN connected HLD with
impoliteness, LLD with politeness, and MLD with neutrality, as expected, GRL1-GR’s and
ENLZ1’s evaluations equalised MLD with politeness and impoliteness, respectively. A closer
look at the separate levels of (in)directness confirms the finding.

Regarding separate items, 12 (Might be better if you turned the music down) and 114
(Might be better for me if you looked after my dog during the weekend) exhibit the most
significant divergence between groups in a comparison of the judgements of ENL1 with
GRL1. ENL1, on the one hand, evaluate 12 as marginally impolite, whereas GRL1-EN

evaluate the request as neutral and closer to polite. GRL1-GR, on the other hand, are
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positioned even closer to polite than GRL1-EN. These differences in the evaluative direction
of the three groups are statistically significant (p = 0.006 for ENL1 vs. GRL1-EN, p =0.000
for ENL1 vs. GRL1-GR, and p = 0.035 for GRL1-EN vs. GRL1-GR), which means that the
judgements of this particular request will produce the same results with a different N sample.
The diversion of the N’s central tendency in evaluations from the general population is very
high for both groups of non-native speakers. They range between impolite and highly polite
evaluations, potentially because the H-oriented request seems imposing, in the sense that it
deprives the H of his/her flexibility to either succumb to the requestive force or not. For
Leech (1983), the H’s freedom to refuse an imposition by the S makes an impositive polite.
GRL1-GR are more consistent towards politeness readings of the request. In this case, a
possible explanation, asides the fact that H-oriented requests is the default choice for Greek
speakers, is that they understand the structure as polite due to the existence of might be better
if. Might is translated to ‘icwg’ or ‘ufmmg’ in Greek, meaning maybe. Both iow¢ and g
are downtowners in Greek (Sifianou, 1992; Bella, 2014) and they mitigate the imposing
nature of a request. Perhaps GRL1-GR, who have no experience of contact with the target
culture, rely more on translating the structure than interpreting it, transferring their pragma-
linguistic perception of might from L1 to L2. After all, socio-pragmatics and pragma-
linguistics are intertwined (Leech, 1983; Barron, 2003; Chang, 2011; Mirzaei & Esmaeili,
2012).

In the same line, 114 exhibits an even higher divergence in the results of the three
groups. ENLL1 evaluate it as highly impolite close to impolite, GRL1-EN as impolite close
to neutral, and GRL1-GR as polite close to highly polite. The divergence from the central
tendency of the general population again high, allowing for many possible readings of the
request, and the differences of the groups are statistically significant, therefore not random
(p = 0.000 for ENL1 vs. GRL1-EN, p = 0.000 for ENL1 vs. GRL1-GR, and p = 0.002 for

GRL1-EN vs. GRL1-GR). The significance of the results is accumulated in the evaluations
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of polite and highly polite, which none of the native speakers opts for. Perhaps the highly
imposing nature of the scenario makes the request structure even less polite than in 12 for
ENLZ1. However, GRL1-GR favour politeness and high politeness more than any other value,
whereas GRL1-EN seem to align more with ENL1. It seems that the structure might be better
if is perceived as coercive, even though it is followed by a conditional clause in the past
tense, which is supposed to have a mitigating function in certain contexts (Blum-Kulka et
al., 1989). Taken that the level of R of the request is higher than its pairing item (12), the
expectation would be for GRL1-GR to perceive the request as impolite, mirroring the native
speakers. Even though GRL1-EN’s perception of (in)directness may be affected by R
(Mirzaei & Esmaeili, 2012) and their capacity to adjust to the target cultural norms may be
enhanced by exposure, GRL1-GR seem to transfer their pragmatic understanding of the
utterance as polite from their L1, due to the structure of might be better if and its force in the
Greek setting. Takahashi (1996) suggests that highly imposing request scenarios in L2 urge
non-native speakers of English to project their L1 politeness considerations.

113 (Could you look after my dog during the weekend?), which pairs with 11 (Could
you tune the music down?) and which presents statistically non-significant results, also adds
value to the argument in favour of L1 transferability to L2. Most of GRL1-EN and GRL1-
GR evaluate the request as neutral, polite or highly polite, whereas ENL1 focus on neutrality
and politeness. The differences between the latter group and GRL1-EN are non-significant
(p =0.114), nor are between the two groups of Greek informants (p = 0.530). However, how
native speakers and Greek speakers with no contact with the target culture evaluate the
request presents statistical significance (p = 0.027). Could-structure is a relevantly polite
way of requesting in English, yet the equivalent Greek structure ‘Oa umopovoeg’ (singular)
or fa umopovoaze’ (plural) is overly polite, especially in the vous treatment. Taken that the
H is an elderly, therefore a person of respect in the Greek culture, it is possible that GRL1

consider this request as appropriate for the setting. Moreover, the request perspective (H-
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oriented) potentially hinders ENL1’s preference for high politeness, but not GRL1’s (Blum-
Kulka et al., 1989; Ellis, 1992; Lin, 2009; Economidou-Kogetsidis, 2012; Ogiermann &
Bella, 2020).

Extending the discussion on MLD-requests, 116 (/'d like you to look after my dog
during the weekend) also shows interesting results. ENL1 assign impolite close to neutral
evaluations to the request, GRL1-EN follow the same pattern showing adjustment to the
target politeness considerations, but GRL1-GR prefer mostly neutral to polite evaluations.
The differences in judgements between ENL1 and the two groups of GRL1 are statistically
significant (p = 0.048 for GRL1-EN and p = 0.001 for GRL1-GR), yet the differences
between GRL1-EN and GRL1-GR are not (p = 0.110). This means that the native speakers’
judgements of politeness differ from those of the Greek speakers of L2 English
nonrandomly, whereas the distinct politeness evaluations of GRL1-EN and GRL1-GR occur
by chance alone. The same happens with 14 (I°d like you to turn the music down), which is
the highly imposing pairing item of 116, and which presents statistically non-significant
results for all informants of all groups. Considering that /°d like opens a want statement in
English and want statements are categorised as DRs (Blum-Kulka et al., 1989), yet with less
clear illocutionary force than, for instance, mood derivable (order) or locution derivable
(obligation), it seems plausible that the native speakers and GRL1-EN render this particular
request as inappropriate in a highly imposing scenario, contrary to the GRL1-GR. Greek
learners of English as an L2 are exposed to the conventional ways of polite requesting in the
target language from the very early stages of their L2 acquisition, therefore one could argue
that the lack of contact with the target culture generates transferability from L1 to L2 for
GRL1-GR. In addition, I’d like is translated to ‘fa 7jfcia’ in Greek, which is a formal and
indirect structure, particularly used in situations where R and D are high. It is, then, possible
that GRL1-GR translate the utterance in Greek and evaluate it by relying more on

considerations of politeness in the Greek cultural setting, rather than the English.
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117 (How about looking after my dog during the weekend?) is the last MLD-request
that exhibits statistically significant results, contrary to its pairing 15 (How about turning
down the music?). ENL1’s and GRL1-EN’s evaluations align, hence they present no
statistically significant differences (p = 0.911). However, ENL1’s and GRL1-GR’s
evaluations, as well as the judgements of the two groups of Greek participants, differ with
statistical significance (p = 0.023 for ENL1 vs. GRL1-GR and p = 0.050 for GRL1-GR vs.
GRL1-EN). The native speakers and GRL1-EN, on the one hand, favour more neutral and
impolite values, perhaps being affected by the perspective orientation of the request. There
is no clear agent, but it is subtly suggested that the H comply with the force of the request.
GRL1-GR, on the other hand, favour neutral and polite values. The utterance is a
conventionally structured suggestion, which is marked with relevantly low directness (Blum-
Kulka et. al, 1989), even lower than want statement. How about translates to ‘ti Aeg/ti 6o’
Aeyeg (va)’ in Greek, which is equal to ‘what do you say/what would you say if’. The opening
to suggestions/requests of this kind reflects indirectness in Greek and it is used generally to
make a request gently and with considerations about the H’s willingness or availability to
comform with the requestive force of the utterance. Considering the scenario is highly
imposing, the suggestion that R is an affecting factor with regard to politeness considerations
in the L2 setting seems valid. Al-Marrani & Sazalie (2010), discussing politeness and request
strategies employed by Yemeni learners of English as a foreign language, explain that R
affects the speakers’ choice of request strategy. Nonetheless, Hartford & Bardovi-Harlig
(1996), having analysed email requests in the academic setting, which produced
contradictory results, do not firmly concur with the suggestion that R is a determinant

variable affecting politeness evaluations.
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6.3.1.3 Low Level of Directness

The three-way mixed ANOVA analysis revealed that LLD-marked requests were evaluated
similarly by the three groups of informants in both +R and —R scenarios. The majority of the
evaluations was correlated with politeness considerations, but a more elaborate observation
of the 12 different levels of (in)directness in the LLD category reveals some deviations.

To begin with politeness considerations and set the standards of comparison, the pair
of 17 (I was wondering if you could turn the music down) and 119 (I was wondering if you
could look after my dog during the weekend) and the pair of 18 (Would you please turn the
music down?) and 120 (Would you please look after my dog during the weekend?) are
evaluated as polite by all groups of informants. The three of the four items presented non-
statistically significant differences, whereas only 119 showed significance in the results (p =
0.002 for ENL1 vs. GRL1-EN and p =0.010 for GRL1-EN vs. GRL1-GR; ENL1 and GRL1-
GR showed no statistically significant differences with p = 0.624). GRL1-EN exhibited a
preference for high politeness, whereas GRL1-GR and ENL1 showed a similar tendency
towards politeness. The past tense of the request opening (I was wondering), accompanied
by a conditional clause and past-tensed modality (if you could), reflect high indirectness and
it seems that the participants aligned with the sentiment. According to Leech (1983), past-
tense modals, which refer to hypothetical situations, allow for the H to refuse commitment
in the real world, hence abide by the illocutionary force of the request. It is this freedom that
the H has to decline an imposition that makes the imposition obsolete and the request polite.
On another note, | was wondering if is such a conventionalised structure, in the sense of
having a clear requestive force despite its actual semantic meaning (Terkourafi, 2005b,
2015a), and is being consistently and persistently taught as the ultimately polite requestive
pattern in TEFL textbooks, that justifiably GRL1 judged it as polite in a highly imposing
scenario. The fact GRL1-GR generated less polite evaluations than GRL1-EN may suggest

that their lack of contact with the target society hindered their familiarity with this particular

Page | 259



structure and led them to rely on the translatable — from L1 Greek to L2 English —
can/could structures, as discussed in Section 6.2.2.2 (Blum-Kulka et al., 1989; Sifianou,
1992).

Items 111 (Our apartments share some pretty thin walls, don’t they?) and 112 (Do we
have to put up with your loud music?), and their paring 123 (You love dogs, don’t you?) and
124 (Do we have to beg you to look after our dog during the weekend?), exhibited the most
significant results; they were generally evaluated as impolite, even though they are typically
categorised as hints and are, therefore, highly indirect (Blum-Kulka et al., 1989). The first
pair, 111 and 123, did not present statistically significant differences among the three groups
of informants, but the second pair, 112 and 124, did; for 112, p = 0.201 for ENL1 vs. GRL1-
EN (the only non-significant difference between groups), p = 0.000 for ENL1 vs. GRL1-
GR, and p = 0.000 for GRL1-EN vs. GRL1-GR. Likewise, for 124, p = 0.039 for ENL1 vs.
GRL1-EN, p = 0.000 for ENL1 vs. GRL1-GR, and p = 0.000 for GRL1-EN vs. GRL1-GR.
On the one hand, ENL1 clearly positioned the items between highly impolite and impolite.
GRL1-EN shared their stance, yet they leaned towards high impoliteness. On the other hand,
GRL1-GR’s evaluations, spanned throughout all values. Indeed, impoliteness collected the
highest percentage in evaluations, yet there is a significant number of informants, who were
divided between neutral and polite. Blum-Kulka (1987) claims that hints can be face
threatening due to lack of pragmatic clarity. They are supposed to have an opaque and elusive
illocutionary force; the aim is to communicate the message without uttering the words that
would unravel the hidden meaning. Moreover, background knowledge is often enlightening
in a non-transparent interaction, let alone when that interaction is materialised with hints in
the form of questions (Trosborg, 1994). Considering that the English are structurally
(in)direct (Brown & Levinson, 1987; Sifianou, 1992), it seems plausible that the non-
conventional structure of the requests allowed for their variable interpretations. ENLI1’s

evaluations were based more on grammatic syntactical structures than pragmatics. GRL1-
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EN, who have contact with the target culture, possibly adjust and consider non-conventional
indirectness obscure and impolite, too. Perhaps GRL1-GR, though, who do not have contact
with the target culture, indeed transfer their L1 Greek pragmatic considerations in these
contexts.

In addition to the above, the plural personal pronoun we implies inclusiveness in the
Greek cultural setting, ergo familiarity and positive politeness (Sifianou, 1992). This
consideration potentially also adds humorous dynamics in the utterance (Antonopoulou &
Sifianou, 2003). Both the joint speaker orientation and the possibility of attributed humour
to the utterance are valid reasons for GRL1-GR to lean towards neutrality. Furthermore, 112
and 124 consist of interesting semantic elements, too. On the one hand, the verb beg is
pleading, yet, in combination with the plural subject pronoun we, it may imply impatience.
On the other hand, the phrasal verb put up with has a negative meaning, implying that the S
is annoyed by something the H does — in this case, the loud music late at night. Both
semantic structures have a modifying effect and it seems that pragmatics and semantics are
intermixed in these examples in such a way, that ENL1 and GRL1-EN perceive the hints as

FTA, therefore evaluate them as impolite, whereas GRL1-GR do not.

6.3.2 (In)directness and Politeness: Their Statistical Non-Significance

Ten of the 24 items produced statistically non-significant results among the three groups of
informants. This does not mean that any dispersion in evaluations, or any u for that matter,
is unimportant for the study. Statistical significance allows for firm readings in the data, but
statistical non-significance allows for flexibility towards a potential re-design of the
experiment. As discussed in 6.3.1, there are values that exhibit statistically significant
differences among groups, yet they arise in the data as random effects. In the same line, there
are values in the data that do not present statistically significant differences among groups,

yet they may not arise as random effects. Random effects are variables, which produce values
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(numerical representations) as an unexpected result of a random phenomenon. They allow
for individual effects on the data, contrary to the fixed effects, which are variables that
produce non-random quantities and incorporate random effects as part of the whole analysis
process. The significance of random effects emerges from their potentiality to produce
values that may map the values of a future or a past experiment (Blitzstein & Hwang, 2014).
Both statistically non-significant results and random effects (in statistically significant
results or not) strengthen the present experiment, in the sense that any result is meaningful
for the study, regardless of their numerical representation. In that line, this subsection briefly
discusses 11, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 111, 120, 121, and 123.

16 (I’m afraid you’ll have to turn the music down) and 121 (Please look after my dog
during the weekend), which are marked with HLD, presented unanimity in the evaluations
by the three groups. Both the native and non-native speakers perceived 16 as impolite, neutral
or polite, and 121 as neutral or polite. There was a relevant dispersion in the values, but the
majority of the participants were positively affected by the subjectivizer I'm afraid and the
politeness marker please towards politeness considerations (see Section 6.3.1.1)

11 (Could you turn the music down?), 14 (I’d like you to turn the music down) and 15
(How about turning the music down?), which are marked with MLD, produced unanimity in
their x, but higher dispersion in the results. 14 was considered marginally less polite by ENL1
than GRL1, potentially due to the directness level of the request and the S orientation (see
Section 6.3.1.2), with which ENL1 may be familiar, but not comfortable with (Rintell &
Mitchell, 1989). Likewise, 15 found ENL1 and GRLI1-EN in agreement towards
impoliteness, whereas GRL1-GR towards neutrality (see Section 6.3.1.2). I1 is the only one
that accumulates most responses of all groups in two values; neutrality and politeness, as
expected.

18 (Would you please turn the music down?) and 120 (Would you please look after

my dog during the weekend?), as well as 17 (I was wondering if you could turn the music
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down), marked with LLD, demonstrate the highest unanimity in evaluations by all three
groups of participants. Any divergence from the central tendency is minimal, which allows
to assume that there is an agreement in evaluations by both native and non-native speakers.
In terms of structure, it seems that the modal verb would increases the perception of
politeness of the request. Blum-Kulka et al. (1989) and Trosborg (1994) suggest that would
increases the perception of indirectness of a request, therefore, it potentially fluctuates its
correlation with politeness, too. Sifianou (1992) discusses the use of modal verbs will ‘6a +
interrogative’ and would ‘Oa + past subjunctive’ and concludes that the former is considered
as informal, whereas the latter as formal, thus more polite. Therefore, GRL1 either positively
transfer their pragmatic considerations to L2 English or adjust to the conventional way of
requesting in the target language.

111 (Our apartments share some pretty thin walls, don’t they?) and 123 (Do we have
to beg you to look after our dog during the weekend?), also marked with LLD, divide all
participants of all groups between impolite and neutral. It is likely that the question tags,
which can potentially mitigate the impact of an utterance on the H, affect the evaluations
towards neutrality. Nonetheless, Blum-Kulka (1987) maintains that hints are evaluated as
polite by English native speakers, which contradicts this finding (see Section 6.3.1.3). She
also argues that CIR is the most popular request category they employ in order to express
politeness (see Sections 6.2.2.2 and 6.3.2.2). Economidou-Kogetisidis (2011) maintains that,
with regard to transferability from L1 Greek to L2 English, Greek speakers tend to resort to

directness and hints more often than CIRs.

6.4 The DCT and The Likert Scale Tests: Bridging The Gap?
Bringing the two parts of the analysis together illustrates how the informants’ production
and evaluation of requests differ or collide with regard to politeness and (in)directness.

ENLZ1, who are the control group, favoured conventional indirectness in both the DCT and

Page | 263



the Likert scale tests, but not non-conventional indirectness. They generated quite a large
number of hints in the DCT, but they evaluated them as neutral in the Likert scale tests,
contrary to expectations. Similarly, even though they did not produce direct structures in the
DCT, they evaluated as polite a mood derivable (imperative) modified with the politeness
marker please in the Likert scale tests.

GRL1-EN, the first target group, followed the same patterns with the native speakers
in both parts of the analysis, but with a few exceptions. In the DCT, they favoured
conventional indirectness, as they did in the Likert scale tests. However, they evaluated it as
more polite than ENL1 did, as, for example, in a suggestory formula mitigated with the
structure might be better + past conditional. Additionally, conventional structures with the
modal verb would and with the preparatory | was wondering + past conditional were merely
used in the DCT, but they were evaluated as highly polite in the Likert scale tests. GRL1-
EN also produced a relevantly high number of hints in the DCT, but they evaluated them as
neutral instead of polite in the Likert scale tests, same as ENL1. Regarding directness, they
produced direct structures in two scenarios of the 12 of the DCT, where familiarity between
the S and the H is probably the principle reason that they transferred their L1 Greek
pragmatic patterns of requesting. Inthe Likert scale tests, they kept a similar attitude towards
directness, by evaluating the modified imperative with the politeness marker please as polite,
just like the native speakers, but also by considering the want statement initialised with 7°d
like to be neutral.

GRL1-GR, the second target group, also favoured conventional indirectness in both
parts of the analysis. They largely produced it in the DCT and evaluated it as more polite
than ENL1 and GRL1-EN in the Likert scale tests. Interestingly, they assigned polite
considerations to structures with would, might be better if and | was wondering if, which
they barely, if at all, used in the DCT. The same tendency occurred with non-conventional

indirectness; hints were not part of the GRL1-GR’s requestive production in the DCT, but
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they evaluated them as neutral or close to neutral in the Likert scale tests. Regarding
directness, imperatives were produced and perceived similarly by GRL1-GR in the two parts
of the analysis, but with a noticeable difference. Even though they extensively produced
unmodified imperatives in the DCT, the equivalent unmodified mood derivable in the Likert
scale tests were perceived as impolite. Notwithstanding, the imperative with the politeness
marker please was evaluated as polite. This difference potentially stems from the variability
of the sociological factors of D in the scenarios of the DCT and the scenarios of the Likert
scale tests; the familiarity of the S with the H allowed for more directness in the former,
whereas unfamiliarity hindered directness in the latter.

Upon observation of the request production and evaluation of the three groups of
informants, three conclusions are immediately noticeable. First, GRL1 are familiar with
specific conventionally indirect structures and their politeness dynamic, but they do not use
them in their speech (i.e. would or I was wondering). Laufer (1998) argues that L2 passive
knowledge is significantly more evolved and progressed than L2 free active knowledge*,
offering a plausible explanation as to why GRL1 do not resort to specific requestive
structures, even though they recognise them. Second, non-conventionally indirect structures,
namely hints, are not perceived as polite by any of the participants, but they are considered
as an appropriate requestive technique should they become conventionalised (CSHN). The
obscure illocutionary force of hints can affect the communication process by inviting a
number of possible interpretations of an utterance. ENL1 and GRL1 potentially opt for
conventionality due to their familiarity with it and its facilitating communicative power
(Terkourafi, 2015a, 2015b). Third, directness may be produced more by GRL1-GR, but all

three groups evaluate is as polite when modified with a politeness marker. The power of

4 passive knowledge is considered the basic receptive understanding of, for instance, a word’s meaning,
whereas free active knowledge is the use of that word with its meaning freely and without any prompts, as
opposed to active knowledge, which refers to the use of the same word and its meaning with a prompt (Laufer,
1998).
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modification is present in all the results, with this particular one being the most prominent
and only recently more consistently researched (Economidou-Kogetsidis, 2012). The
overuse of this particular politeness marker by GRLL1 in the DCT and the softening force it
has in the Likert scale tests, contrary to the lack of politeness markers in L1 Greek requests,
is a testament of how regular and consistent exposure to specific elements of language use

assist language learning (Segalowitz, 2000, 2007).

6.5 Chapter Summary

In the above chapter, the results of the analysis of the DCT and the two Likert scale tests
were discussed with reference to past and existing literature on politeness, requests, transfer,
second language pragmatic competence, and research in (in)directness. The discussion of
the DCT followed the format of the presentation of the results in Chapter four, whereas the
results of the statistical analysis were discussed with reference to their statistical significance
and non-significance. The following chapter provides an overview of the concluding
remarks of the project, discusses the limitations of the study, and suggests potential

directions for future research.
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7. CONCLUSIONS

The present chapter presents an overview of the key findings of the study, discussing
potential future research directions arising from them. The limitations of the study are also

acknowledged in terms of population sampling, the DCT, and the Likert scale tests.

7.1 General Findings

Before connecting the general findings of the study with the research questions, here are two
major conclusions from the two different parts of the analysis. Regarding the DCT, GRL1-
GR produced more direct requests than ENL1 and GRL1-EN and transferred their L1 Greek
pragmatic considerations to the target language. This tendency seems to have been affected
more by the low level of D between the interlocutors, than any level of P or R, and the
familiarity of the S with the H served well in favour of CLI. With regard to the Likert scale
tests, the high level of R clearly added intensity towards more impolite evaluations by all
groups of informants, yet GRL1-GR seem to have been affected less than ENL1 and GRL1-
EN. It is possible that the impact of +R was remedied by the availability of familiar
conventionally indirect structures (i.e. could), softened directness (imperative with please),

or recognisable mitigating linguistic devices from L1 Greek (i.e. might ‘icw¢’ or ‘upmwg’).

7.1.1 Research Question 1: Do GRL1 transfer their L1 Greek pragmatic patterns to L2
English when performing requests?

One of the RQs of the present study aimed to examine whether Greek speakers of L2 English
are affected by CLI and transfer their requestive patterns from L1 to L2 or are pragmatically
competent when they perform the speech act of request in the target language. A DCT was
designed with 12 request scenarios, in which the informants were asked to complete the

missing part of a dialogue. On the one hand, as shown, Greek speakers of English, who
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generally favour directness in their L1, demonstrated a disposition towards conventional
indirectness in their L2 English. It seems that their pragmatic competence on that level is
achieved, at least at acquired intermediate and proficient levels of the L2. However,
considering that their preferences were situated with specific requestive structures, which
are also available in their L1 Greek (i.e. can I/you or could I/you), it is possible that they
exhibited positive transfer; either they were facilitated by the commonalities in the two
languages, or they overused L2 familiar patterns.

On the other hand, GRL1-GR, who have never visited England or had any contact
with the target culture, displayed directness in their requestive performance in scenarios,
where either the P of the S over the H was high or factors other than P, D and R were at play
(i.e. fairness). Perhaps the context of the situations triggered their L1 Greek pragmatic
considerations of directness and exhibited negative transfer by dismissing conventional
indirectness. Moreover, both GRL1-GR and GRL1-EN, who have lived in England for at
least six months, demonstrated an overuse of request modification, either with grounders or
the politeness marker please. The former implies negative transfer, as Greeks tend to offer
more excuses or reasons than the English, whereas the latter shows adjustment, and with
noticeable intensity. In the same token, hearer orientation was also overused, potentially
signalling negative transfer from L1 Greek, albeit the native English speakers showed a
similar, contradictive to former research, tendency in the present study. These finding add
value to the existing literature of research in CLI (Takahashi, 1992; Hartford & Bardovi-
Harlig, 1996; Suh, 1999; Economidou-Kogetsidis, 2008, 2009; Zegarac & Pennington,
2008; Bardovi-Harlig & Bastos, 2011; Tabatabaei & Samiee, 2013, Ogiermann & Bella,
2020, among others) and L2 acquisition (Kasper & Rose, 2002b; Taguchi, 2011, among

others).
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7.1.2 Research Question 2: Does L1 Greek affect GRL1’s evaluations of politeness in L2
English requests?

With regard to politeness considerations, one of the four RQs of the study was set to examine
if L1 Greek affects GRL1’s evaluations of L2 English (im)polite requests. Two Likert scale
evaluation tests of 12 request structures were designed, inquiring that the participants
evaluate the level of politeness of the requests — in correlation with their level of
(in)directness — on a scale from one (highly impolite) to five (highly polite). The statistical
analysis detected that there are generally more differences in the evaluations between the
native speakers and GRL1-GR, than the native speakers and GRL1-EN, or GRL1-GR and
GRL1-EN. However, the evaluations of both GRL1-GR and GRL1-EN seemed to be
affected by the use of their L1 Greek mitigation techniques (i.e. the adverb iowclunrwe
‘might (be better if)”) in MLD-marked scenarios; ENL1 judged them as impolite, whereas
GRL1 as neutral, when R was high, or polite, when R was low. In the same line, suggestions
were generally evaluated as neutral or impolite (in the +R scenario) by ENL1, but GRL1,
and in particular GRL1-GR, generated evaluative scores closer to neutral or polite,
potentially affected by traditional openings, such as how about ‘ti Aec/ti 6’ Aeyeg (va)’, that
bear softening elements in L1 Greek. Directness, on the one hand, ascribed as a behavioural
quality to GRL1, did not seem to affect GRL1-GR’s judgement of politeness considerations,
in the sense that they attributed impolite references to it, irrespective of their L1 Greek native
patterns. Indirectness, on the other hand, and specifically conventionalised, was perceived
as highly polite by both groups of Greek participants, indicating noticeable pragmatics
adjustments to the target culture. It is possible that native speakers and GRL1 perceive
politeness similarly, but the latter show an enhanced preference and seem overpolite in an
effort to perform the speech act properly. Research in (im)politeness and L2 pragmatic

competence, in particular with reference to CLI, can benefit from the findings of this part of
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the present study (Taguchi, 2006; Economidou-Kogetsidis, 2010, 2011; Yu, 2011,

Shahrokhi, 2012; Taguchi, 2017, among others).

7.1.3 Research Question 3: Is GRL1’s length of residence in the target country a determinant
variable in the performance of requests in L2 English?

Another RQ of the research project aimed to measure if length of residence in the target
country has an effect on the requestive performance of GRL1 in their L2 English. Resuming
on transferability, GRL1-GR, who are Greek speakers of English without any residence time
in the target country, seemed to resort to their L1 requestive patterns of directness more often
than GRL1-EN, who reside in the target country. In particular, GRL1-GR preferred
directness when the S’s power was higher than the H’s, i.e. in the workplace scenarios.
GRL1-EN also resorted to directness in these scenarios, but irrespective of the interlocutors’
power relations. It seems that GRL1-EN adjust more to the conventional ways of requesting
in English. Moreover, GRL1-EN favour conventionally structured hints more often than
GRL1-GR, allowing us to assume that their perception of conventionality is more developed
than GRL1-GR’s due to their contact with the target culture.

Adding on length of residence in the target country, it seems that GRL1’s requestive
performance was also affected with regard to modification, as aforementioned. The
extensive use of politeness markers and, in particular, of please indicates that both GRL1-
EN and GRL1-GR were exposed to the norms of appropriate requesting conduct in English.
However, GRL1-EN exhibited a marginally lower preference for please, resembling ENL1’s
attitude towards the marker (Syahri, 2013). On the same note, understaters were preferred
by ENL1 and GRL1-EN on a similar level but were not preferred by GRL1-GR at all
(Economidou-Kogetsidis, 2011), confirming that GRL1-EN’s contact with the target culture

has an effect on their adjustment to the norms of their L2 setting.
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The effects of length of residence in the L2 country are furthermore supported by
the results of the present study with reference to grounders. Indeed, both GRL1-GR and
GRL1-EN used explanations, excuses and reasons to mitigate their requests more often than
ENL1, yet GRL1-EN showed a softer tendency in comparison with GRL1-GR. Presumably,
their contact with the target society helped them to adapt to the customs of their L2 setting
more successfully than GRL1-GR, who were exposed to L2 English via teaching, albeit no
experiential stimuli. In the same line, the wide use of the H’s first name as an alerter by
GRL1-EN, contrary to GRL1-GR, allows us to assume that length of residence played a
pivotal role in this finding, too. Considering how important the tu/vous treatment is in Greek,
GRL1-EN seemed to overcome their native customary pattern and adopt the L2 English
approach to opening a request.

All the aforementioned findings add value to research in CLI and L2 acquisition, and
in particular the speech act performance (requests) in the L2 setting (Le Pair, 1996; Pinto,
2005; Lin, 2009; Economidou-Kogetsidis, 2011; Gonzélez-Cruz, 2014, among others).
Moreover, the CSHN request category in particular, which arises from the data, contributes
to Blum-Kulka et al.’s (1989) framework of request categorisation with further insights on
conventionality and (in)directness, potentially allowing for a broader interpretation of

(in)directness in terms of politeness and FTAs.

7.1.4 Research Question 4: Are GRL1’s judgements of politeness in L2 English requests
affected by their length of residence in the target country?

The last question of the study aimed to investigate if length of stay in the target country
affect GRL1’s evaluations of polite requests. On the one hand, it seems that ENL1 and Greek
speakers of English, who live in Greece, disagreed in their evaluation of high indirectness as
polite. Their differences were equally divided between high and low-imposing requests.

ENL1 did not show signs of unravelling the polite requestive force of the hints, whereas
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GRL1-GR showed some signs, taken that they evaluated them closer to neutral. On the other
hand, the comparison of ENL1 and Greek speakers of English, who reside in England,
showed that the two groups differ less in the judgement of hinting as a requestive pattern,
irrespective of the level of R of the two scenarios. GRL1-EN favoured conventional
indirectness (i.e. could/would you/l was wondering if) more than any other group of
participants, potentially showing a meaningful adjustment to the elements of pragmatic
competence in their L2, notwithstanding the similar preference by GRL1-GR. However,
regarding suggestions as requests, exposure to the target society did not seem to affect
GRL1-EN positively, considering they mirrored more GRL1-GR’s evaluations than
ENL1’s, exhibiting signs of transfer from L1 Greek, in particular in the highly imposing
scenario of the Likert scale tests.

There were also differences between the two groups of Greek participants. They
seemed to disagree on the evaluation of direct and highly indirect requests, with high-
imposing requests extracting twice the amount of data than low-imposing, confirming that
R is an influential factor in politeness evaluations for GRL1-GR. HLD-marked requests that
are modified with softeners, such as I’'m afraid ‘pofauar’, were perceived by GRL1-GR as
less impolite than by GRL1-EN. Similarly, but with the opposite results, LLD-marked
requests, which are modified with aggravation, were judged as less impolite by GRL1-GR
than by GRL1-EN. A possible explanation was that these judgements were activated as
random effects in the study. Research in (im)politeness and (in)directness, L2 pragmatic
acquisition, and transfer, can build upon the findings of the politeness judgements of the
present research project (Economidou-Kogetsidis, 2010, 2011; Yu, 2011; Bella, 2011,
2012a, 2012b; Gonzéalez-Cruz, 2014; Taguchi, 2017; Ogiermann & Bella, 2020, among

others).

Page | 272



7.2 Limitations

For the purpose of identifying underlying differences in the politeness patterns of L2
speakers when performing requests in the target language, the level of proficiency is
advocated as one of the indicative parameters. It is argued that elementary level speakers,
namely beginners, potentially perform requests in English less successfully than advanced
level speakers, namely proficient (Lin, 2009; Bardovi-Harlig, 2009; Taguchi, 2011; Khalib
& Tayeh, 2014). Even though the present study, which gathered information from higher
education students in Greece and England, did not account for this particular factor, it aimed
to compare the two groups of Greek speakers irrespective of their different level of
proficiency in English for a number of reasons. Primarily, competence comprises of more
elements than a proven level of proficiency. Obtaining a CEFR certificate does not
necessarily secure the successful use of a second language, even if part of the test includes
language in use activities, unless one has regularly practised it, or has been exposed to the
target language society. For example, a B2-level Greek university student in England can
possibly perform the speech act of request more successfully than a C2-level Greek
university student in Greece. Likewise, cross-linguistic influence from L1 to L2 may be more
apparent in the performance of proficient speakers, who have never lived in an English-
speaking country, than in intermediate speakers who live, or have lived for some time, in the
target culture. In that line, it was still feasible to compare the results of GRL1-GR, B1-B2-
level, university students with their GRL1-EN, C1-C2-level, counterparts.

In addition, universities and technological educational institutes in Greece provide
students of all disciplines with the option to study English as a second language, during their
four, five, or six-year undergraduate studies. The level of proficiency is set to B2 for
technological educational institutes and to C1 for university students, which immediately

means that all students who attend English modules must show competence at these levels
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in order to complete their course of study*®. However, recruiting students with C1-C2 level
of proficiency in English at the Technological Education Institute of Central Makedonia in
Serres, Greece, was intricate. On the same note, the university language policy for
international students in England specifically indicates that non-native prospective students,
who wish to enrol, should at least present a B1-B2 level of proficiency proof of language.
This means that Greek university students in the UK should fall at least under this category.
However, none of the Greek participants in England showed a proficiency level in English
lower than C1-C2.

With regard to the population sample, the researcher acknowledges that university
students are a targeted audience and, therefore, the findings of the present study might not
be generalised to other social groups. However, this choice of participants for the study made
the process of gathering and comparing the data of the three different groups feasible due to
their demographic homogeneity.

The speech act of request in the L2 setting and transfer from L1 to L2 was examined
with the help of the DCT. The written DCT indeed extracts more refined responses than
natural occurring speech, yet the plethora of studies, which have used and still use this
particular research tool, make data from different studies — and therefore the present research
project — comparable. Moreover, the purpose of providing scenarios was precisely to help
the participants reflect on the social situation and give the response they would opt for if
they were in them. Nevertheless, research can benefit from triangulation, namely the
combination of at least three research tools, such as oral or written DCTs, Likert scale tests,
observation and field notes, role plays, prior and post-questionnaire interviews, and

recordings.

% Itis not unlikely to encounter students of lower level of proficiency in English than B2. They generally prefer
attending other language courses, such as French, Italian, German, or Spanish, in which the proficiency level
is not set.
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For the investigation of factors that might affect transferability from L1 to L2, the
sociological variables of P, D and R are the target of a long-lasting and ongoing debate due
to their intricate nature. There are different perceptions and definitions (Holtgraves, 1986;
Slugoski & Turnbull, 1988; Kasper, 1990; Wood & Kroger, 1991; Spencer-Oatey, 1996,
among others) of what constitutes each one of the three, eroding their dynamics.
Nonetheless, they are still powerful and present in discourse and clarity in how they are
defined in each research endeavour suffices to account for them.

The correlation of (in)directness and politeness, which was measured with the help
of the Likert scale tests, could also be examined qualitatively in a variety of contexts
(Terkourafi, 2012), or on a propositional level (Kecskes, 2015), in an attempt to factor in
extra-linguistic and para-linguistics elements as well. However, the exploratory nature of the
project aimed to extract quantifiable results, in order to highlight numerically the significant
socio-pragmatic and pragma-linguistic differences of GRL1’s perception of politeness in and
outside their L1 and L2 setting.

The grouping of the 12 different levels of (in)direct requests of the Likert scale tests
in HLD, MLD, and LLD for presentational reasons generated some complexities. Even
though the employed request strategies followed a somewhat modified categorisation from
the original request categories of the CCSARP framework (DR, CIR, NCIR), the results of
the omnibus analyses would have been more robust if the 12 different levels of (in)directness
had been treated separately. Therefore, the three-way mixed ANOVA design would have
accounted for the variables as they were originally conceived: 3 x 12 x 2 (group X directness
x imposition). Had it been done so, the need to run the one-sample t-tests would have also

been un necessary.
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7.3 Future Recommendations

The challenges of L2 learning with regard to L2 competence are addressed widely by
research in pragmatics, from applied linguistics to cognitive linguistics and
psycholinguistics. The level of proficiency holds a prominent position in pragmatic research
as a crucial point of departure to evaluate and validate one’s L2 competence. It would be
beneficial for L2 pragmatic research to extend the present research towards this direction
and investigate how this particular factor affects GRL1 speakers of English L2. The
comparison of the results with studies that discuss the significance of proficiency in other
language pairs (Takahashi, 1996; Bardovi-Harlig, 2009; Bardovi-Harlig & Bastos, 2011,
Bou Franch, 2012; Li, 2014) would add more value to the field. English as Lingua Franca
constitutes a suitable and useful language counterpart for comparisons in L2 pragmatics, yet
there are other language pairs, potentially less broadly used but equally influential, that
would contribute to the field with additional insights about competence.

Pragmatic competence is also a significant factor of analysis in bilingualism and
multilingualism. Findings on the interplay of languages in the speakers’ mind could prove
advantageous for L2 research, considering L2 speakers activate more or less both L1 and L2
when interacting in the L2 setting. Even though the present study focuses on the pragmatic
value of the speech act of request, there are other speech acts, such as refusals (Félix-
Brasdefer, 2008; Bella, 2012a), apologies (Koutsantoni, 2007; Saldago, 2011), or thanking
(Bardovi-Harlig, Rose & Nickels, 2008; Riegg, 2014). Their investigation would add
valuable input in L2 pragmatic research.

Considering that specific mitigation strategies, such as negation, are not attested in
the data of the present study by the GRL1, or that S-oriented requests in certain scenarios
are preferred by GRL1 contrary to ENL1’s choice (Ogiermann & Bella, 2020), a closer
investigation on L2 language teaching in terms of intensity would be useful for future

reference. Evaluative research in teaching skills would prove valuable for L2 learners’
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competence. Moreover, learners are speakers on all social settings, so population samples
from various interactional environments, such as the workplace, the formal academic setting
of scholars, medical environment, and so on, will add value to research in CLI, speech acts
and (im)politeness. In addition, individual differences in these environments, such as age or
gender, can also add value to the L2 research on pragmatic competence (Kasper & Rose,
2002b; L1, 2014).

Reversing the process of the present study and looking into how ENLL1 learners of
Greek perform the speech act of request in their L2 Greek would provide further insights on
the same language pair (Bella, 2012; Economidou-Kogetsidis, 2012). The results of the two
studies can be compared, to detect how the learning process is achieved on a pragmatic level
for the learners of L2 Greek and the learners of L2 English. With regard to the L2 learning,
acquisition, and teaching setting, textbooks should teach pragmatics and metapragmatics
(Kasper & Rose, 2002a), i.e. politeness patterns in context.

On another note, reverse transfer (transfer from L2 to L1) would provide very
interesting insights on CLI into L2 research (Jarvis & Pavlenko, 2008; Moattarian, 2013),
and in particular on pragmatic competence. As already discussed, pragmatic awareness and
competence are hard to achieve in an L2, yet research shows that exposure to the target L2
culture eventually affects the L1 production (Jarvis & Pavlenko, 2008).

Politeness research is a vibrant research field within pragmatics, interlanguage
pragmatics, and cross-cultural pragmatics. Speech acts are still, and will be, in the centre of
the attention, as an integral part of the communication process, both linguistically and
culturally. Since the two-thousands, more discourse-oriented approaches are arising,
extending the research interest beyond utterances, sentences and propositions. Other
frameworks of analysis can be employed to extract answers of how politeness considerations
are formulated and used in the L2 setting (Spencer-Oatey, 2002; Watts, 2003; Mills, 2003;

Terkourafi, 2005b; Culpeper, 2011; Kadar & Haugh, 2013, among others). However,
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acquiring the pragmatics and meta-pragmatics of the notion is a process that brings together
various fields of expertise, such as linguistics, psychology, sociology, or anthropology. They
are all influential in adding valuable input in current research issues, potentially enlightening
aspects of (im)polite communication that have scarcely weighted in.

Unquestionably, the scope of the present study can only extend to the areas that has
explored, yet the suggestions, which have emerged from it, could unravel insightful features
for research on CLI and pragmatic competence, in particular with considerations of
(im)politeness. The contribution of the project to the existing literature with the comparison
of English as an L2 and Greek as an L1 illuminates the intricate area of interlanguage
pragmatics, offering another pair of comparable languages in cross-cultural communication
and extending recent research (Bella, 2012; Economidou-Kogetsidis, 2012). The speech act
of request, although widely examined, still invokes questions regarding performance, in
particular with reference to the sociological variables of P, D and R, yet the present project
highlights the significance of research towards this particular direction. Moreover, even
though length of residence is an understudied affecting factor of pragmatic competence, it
certainly holds a prominent position in the current research endeavour, being the defining
element of comparison of the two groups of the Greek participants. Given all the above,
politeness as a linguistic act and a cultural norm is, once more, in the centre of the
investigation, confirming that language learning and cultural awareness are, and should be,

intertwined.
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Appendices

Appendix |

Brown & Levinson’s Politeness Strategies with examples

Brown & Levinson’s Positive Politeness strategies

Claim "common ground™ Convey that S and Hare  Fulfil H's want (for some
co-operators X)
1. Notice, attend to H (his 9. Assert or presuppose  15. Give gifts to H (goods,
interests, wants needs, goods)  S's knowledge of and sympathy, understanding,

concern for H's wants cooperation)

2. Exaggerate (interest, 10. Offer, promise

approval, sympathy with H)

3. Intensify interest to H 11. Be optimistic

4. Use in-group identity 12. Include both S and

markers H in the activity

5. Seek agreement 13. Give (or ask for)
reasons

6. Avoid disagreement 14. Assume or assert
reciprocity

7. Presuppose/raise/assert
common ground
8. Joke

Examples of Brown & Levinson’s Positive Politeness strategies
Claim "common ground" Convey that Sand Hare  Fulfil H's want (for
co-operators some X)

1. Look at you, Jane! Great haircut! 9. ‘7 know you hate this, 15. T’'ll buy you a

By the way, can you spare me a but can I borrow a pen, coffee if you lend me
pen?’ Jane?’ a pen.’
2. ‘Oh my God, Jane!! You look 10. ‘I promise I won’t ask

super-duper amazing! Any pen for again, but a pen for

me by the way?’ me...7’
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3. ‘So, I open my pencil case, and
what do 1 see? No pen ... Do you
have any?’

4. ‘Jane, lovey, do you have a pen to
borrow?’

5. ‘Hey Jane, lovely weather today,
don’t you think? Listen, can I
borrow a pen from you?’

6. ‘No, I'm okay with pencils. I only
need a pen.’

1. ‘Did you know that Mike got
promoted? Do you have a pen to
write his new contact details down?
8. Jane, do you happen 10 have an
extra pen? It’s not like you don’t

know me, is it?’

11. ‘You’ll lend me a pen,
1 hope.’

12. ‘Do us a favour and
lend me a pen, Jane!’
13. ‘Why not lend me a

pen?’

14. ‘You'll lend me a pen,

won'’t you?’

Brown & Levinson’s Negative Politeness strategies

Be direct Don't Don't coerce H Communicate S's  Redress other wants
presume/  (where X want to not of H's, derivative
assume involves H doing  impinge on H from negative face

A) (both 1. and 2.
are included here,
too)
1. Be 2. 3. Be pessimistic 6. Apologise 10. Go on record as

conventionall = Question,

y indirect hedge

incurring a debt, or

as not indebting H

4. Minimize the 7. Impersonalize

imposition

S and H: Avoid
llIlI

the pronouns

and "you"

5. Give deference 8. State the FTA

as a general rule
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Be direct

1. ‘Could
you
please
lend me a
pen,

Jane?

Appendix Il

9. Nominalize

Examples of Brown & Levinson’s Negative Politeness strategies

Don't
presume/assu

me

2. ‘I'd kind of
like to borrow
a pen from

you, Jane’

Don't coerce H
(where X involves
H doing A) (both 1.
and 2. are included
here, t00)

3. ‘You wouldn’t
lend me a pen,

Jane, would you?’

4. ‘A pen is not
much to ask, is it,
Jane?’

5. ‘I’m so stupid |
forgot my pen
again, Jane. Can |

borrow yours?’

Textbooks of Teaching English as an L2

Communicate
S's want to not
impinge on H

6. I’'m sorry to
ask, but can |
borrow a pen

from you, Jane?’

7. ‘Any pens

around here?’

8. ‘It’s not right
to ask, but can |
borrow your
pen, Jane?’

9. ‘Is borrowing
a pen from you

ok, Jane?’

Redress other
wants of H's,
derivative from

negative face

10. ‘You don'’t
have to lend me a
pen if you don’t

want to, Jane.’

Cunningham, S.; Moor, P.; (with Comyns — Carr, J.). (2005). Cutting Edge Pre-Intermediate.

Longman.

Grant, D.; McLarty, R. (2006). Business Basics International Edition. Oxford University

Press
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Clandfield, L. et al. (2010). Global Elementary. Macmillan Education.
Clandfield, L. et al. (2010). Global Pre-Intermediate. Macmillan Education.
Hughes, J.; Stephenson, H.; Dummett, P. (2014). Life elementary. National Geographic

Learning.

Appendix 11
Blum-Kulka et al.’s Request Categorisation

All examples are taken from the results of the present study:

Descriptive category Examples

1. Mood Derivable Yes, come in and close the door please.

2. Performative I’m asking you to borrow your stapler.

3. Hedged Performative ... L know that you like dogs and I would
like to ask you if you could look after my
dog.

4. Obligation Statement Unfortunately, we must rearrange your

holidays because we need you here!
5. Want Statement It’s about your holidays. I want to
rearrange your plans because I need you

here, in the company.

6. Suggestory Formulae How about a discount?

7. Query Preparatory | hate to be asking you this, but is there
any possibility you could lend me £2000?

8. Strong Hints (A) I kind of need your help next week. Can
you?

9. Mild Hints (B) Can we do something about the sound
volume?

Appendix IV

The Questionnaire
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Part |

The DCT

Situations of Part | of the questionnaire:

1) Neighbour’s house: It is one o’clock in the morning and you’re trying to sleep, but
Thomas, your 18-year-old neighbour, whom you don’t know very well, is playing music too
loud. You knock on his door and ask him to turn it down.

Thomas: Yes? How can | help you?

You:

2) On the street: You are lost in Amsterdam, trying to find Anne Frank’s house. You see a
policewoman and ask her for directions.

You:

Policewoman: Ok, you turn left over there and you go straight down Prinsengracht. The

house is on number 263-267.

3) Train station: You’re at the train station and you’ve just missed your train. You don’t
have the money for another ticket. You go to the counter and ask the male assistant if it’s
possible to have one for free.

Male assistant: Can | help you?

You:

4) Coffee shop: You’re the owner of a coffee shop and you want to talk to Mark, one of
your employees. He walks into your office and you ask him to close the door, so you can
have some privacy.

Mark: You wanted to see me?

You:
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5) University campus: You are taking a break in the student lounge. A friend comes by and
gets himself/herself a cup of coffee from the free machine coffee. He/She asks if you’d like
one, but you refuse the offer.

Friend: Hey, you want some coffee?

You:

6) At home: You’re in a very difficult financial situation and you need to borrow some
money urgently. You ask one of your best friends, Mary, for £2,000.
Mary: So, what did you want to talk to me about?

You:

7) At work: You can’t find your stapler and there’s no one at the office except your boss,
Peter Brown. You knock on his door and ask for his.
Peter Brown: Come in!

You:

8) Bus station: You’re at the bus station and you arrive too late to catch the bus. You go to
the counter and ask the female assistant if you are allowed to use the same ticket for the next
service.

Female assistant: Can | help you?

You:

9) On the phone: You want to buy a kitchen table from a very expensive store. You call
John Woods, the manager of the store, and ask him for a discount.
John Woods: Yes, it is indeed an expensive table. You see, its quality is one of a kind.

You:
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John Woods: Err, I suppose I could give you 15%. Would that be ok?

10) University campus: You are walking on campus. A friend invites you to come to a party
at his/her house the following Sunday, but you cannot go, so you refuse his/her invitation.
Friend: Hi. We are having a little party this Sunday? Do you want to come?

You:

11) Neighbour’s house: You’re planning on going away for the weekend, but you can’t take
your dog with you. You knock on your neighbour’s door, Kate White, who is new at the
building and in her middle 60’s, to ask her to look after it.

Kate White: Yes? What can | do for you?

You:

12) Office: You’re a manager in a company and you need Helen’s help, who is your
employee, during the weeks she is due to be on holiday. You ask her to rearrange her plans.
Helen: You wanted to see me. Is there anything I can do for you?

You:

13) Car park machine: You’re at the car park machine with your friend Jack and you realise
you don’t have the coins for the car park fee. You ask him for £2.

You: Oh no! It’s £2 for the car park and I only have a credit card.

Jack: So what’s the problem? Oh, the machine takes coins.

You:

14) At work: You’ve worked for 2 years in the same company and you think it’s time you

deserve a pay raise. You have a meeting with your boss, Carol Smith, and ask her for it.
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Carol Smith: So, what is it that you wanted to discuss with me?

You:

Part 1l

The Likert scale tests

Evaluation of politeness, Part Il of the questionnaire:

Impolite Polite
1 2 3 5
Asking your new neighbour, Thomas,
Impolite Polite

to turn the music down
A. Could you turn the music down? 1 5
B. Might be better if you turned the

1 5
music down.
C. Turn the music down or I’ll call the

1 5
police.
D. I’d like you to turn the music down. 1 5
E. How about turning the music down? 1 5
F. I’m afraid you’ll have to turn the

1 5
music down.
G. I was wondering if you could turn the

1 5
music down.
H. Would you please turn the music

1 5
down?
I. Please turn the music down. 1 5
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J. Turn the music down, mate! 1 5
K. Our apartments share some pretty
thin walls, don’t they? ' ’
L. Do we have to put up with your loud

1 5
music?
Asking your new neighbour, Kate
White, to look after your dog during Impolite Polite
the weekend
A. Could you look after my dog during
the weekend? ' °
B. Might be better for me if you looked
after my dog during the weekend. ' °
C. Look after my dog during the weekend
or I’ll make your life difficult. ' ’
D. I"d like you to look after my dog
during the weekend. ' ¥
E. How about looking after my dog
during the weekend? ' ’
F. I’'m afraid you’ll have to look after my
dog during the weekend. ' °
G. 1 was wondering if you could look
after my dog during the weekend. ' °
H. Would you please look after my dog

1 5

during the weekend?
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I. Please look after my dog during the

1 2 3 4 5
weekend.
J. Look after my dog during the weekend,

1 2 3 4 5
woman!
K. You love dogs, don’t you? 1 2 3 4 5
L. Do we have to beg you to look after

1 2 3 4 5

our dog during the weekend?

Appendix V

Ethical Approval Consent Form

CONSENT FORM

Researcher: Maria Tsimpiri
Institute: University of East Anglia, United Kingdom

The purpose of this study is to get an indication on how people perform linguistically when
in certain circumstances. In the study, you will be asked to complete a discourse completion
test and two rating scale tasks. Your participation in this study will take about 20 minutes.
If you have any questions about the study, they will be answered for you.

Your participation in this study is purely voluntary, and you may withdraw your participation
or your data at any time without any penalty to you.

Your data will be kept completely confidential by the researcher. Your personal information
will not be stored with the data.

If you have any questions, you can contact: M.Tsimpiri@uea.ac.uk

I have read the description of this study, my questions have been answered, and | give
my consent to participate.

Signature:

Name:
Date:
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Letter of Ethics Approval

Name
Politics, Philosophy, 1

E\

University of East Anglia

Research and Enterprise Services

and C ication Studies East Office (Arts Building)

UEA

17 July 2015

Dear Maria,

University of East Anglia
Norwich Research Park
Norwich NR4 7TJ
United Kingdom

Tel: +44 (0) 1603 591574
Email: researchandenterprise@uea.ac.uk
www.uea.ac.ulklresearchandenterprise

I am writing to you on behalf of Professor Peter Kitson, Chair of the General
Research Ethics Committee, in response to your submission of an application for
ethical approval for your study 'Politeness and Cross-linguistic Influence:
Requests in English and in Greek'.

Having considered the information that you have provided in your correspondence
Professor Kitson has asked me to tell you that your study has been approved on
behalf of the Committee.

You should let us know if there are any significant changes to the proposal which
raise any further ethical issues.

Please let us have a brief final report to confirm the research has been completed.

Yours sincerely

Christina Jones

Administrative Assistant

Research and Enterprise Services East Office
University of East Anglia

Norwich Research Park

Norwich NR4 7T]

Email: GREC@uea.ac.uk
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Appendix VI

Correlations table

11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 110 111 112 113 114 115 116 117 118 119 120 121 122 123 124 | GROUPS
11 Pearson
. 1(.292"| .187"| .061| .091| -027| .136| .161"| .185"| .006| .014| .014].369™| .091|.211™| .066| -.075| -030| .152| .038| -017| .033| -.049| -.002 -.082
Correlation
Sig. (2-
tailed) .000| .022| .458| .269| .739| .096| .049| .024| .939| .860| .868| .000| .269| .009| .424| .359| .719| .063| .643| .832| .692| .552| .984 .316
aile
N 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150
12 Pearson
. .292™ 1| .115|.287"|.221™|.212™| .103| .077| .011| -110| .116]| .178"| .203"|.397™| .143| .104| .057| .055| .018| -014| -001| .025| -051| .159 -379™
Correlation
Sig. (2-
tailed) .000 .160| .000| .007| .009| .209| .349| .896| .181| .158| .029| .013| .000| .080| .205| .486| .503| .827| .863| .986| .759| .536| .051 .000
aile
N 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150
13 Pearson
. 1877 115 1| .134| .158| .206"| -105| -108| .118(.223™| .049].405™| .123| .045|.470™| .084| -058| .186"| -.127 | -.156 | .095| .493™| -.008 | .258™ -.136
Correlation
Sig. (2-
tailed) 0221 .160 01| .054| .012| .201| .188]| .149| .006| .551| .000| .135| .588| .000| .304| .478| .022| .122| .057| .246| .000| .925| .001 .096
aile
N 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150
14 Pearson
061 .287"| .134 11.327].218™| .160"| .165"| .190"| .099| .023| .182*| .150]| .180"| .081|.352" | .205°| .100| .175"|.216™|.235™| .039| .120| .082 -074
Correlation
Sig. (2-
tailed) 4581 .000] .101 .000| .007| .050| .044| .020| .226| .778| .026| .067| .027| .323| .000| .012| .225| .033| .008| .004| .633| .143| .318 .368
aile
N 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150
15 Pearson
Correlati 091 .221 | .158] .327™ 1| .169"|.223™| .168"| .087| .063|.274™|.215™| .071| .034| .167"| .143|.335™| .152| .141| .071| .077| .085] .238™| .183" -.087
orrelation
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Sig. (2-
_?((j) 269 .007| .054| .000 .039| .006| .040| .290| .446| .001| .008| .390| .675| .042| .081| .000| .063| .086| .389| .349| .304| .003| .025 .287
taile
N 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150
16 Pearson
. -027 | .212™| .206"| .218™| .169" 1| .053| -052| .076| .120| -018| .126| .013| .162"| .027| .147| .077].404™| -029| .040| .083| .039| .036| .186" -017
Correlation
Sig. (2-
tailed) 739 .009| .012| .007| .039 522 .523| .352| .144| .831| .124| .875| .048| .742| .072| .352| .000| .726| .625| .311| .634| .659| .023 841
aile
N 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150
17 Pearson
. 136 .103| -.105| .160"|.223™| .053 1|.391™ | .226™| .059|.211™| -125| .100| -.046| -076| .117| .078| -039].491™| .180"| -.032| -.046| .077|-.184" .051
Correlation
Sig. (2-
tailed) 096 .209| .201| .050| .006| .522 .000| .005| .471| .010| .128| .223| .577| .355| .153| .345| .637| .000| .027| .696| .576| .350| .024 532
aile
N 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150
18 Pearson
. 161*| .077| -108| .165"| .168" | -.052 | .391" 1| .410™| .110| .000|(-.189"|.237™| .030| -134| .202"| .082| -.030].326™|.510™ | .240™ | -.177"| .064| -.091 -011
Correlation
Sig. (2-
tailec) 049 .349| .188| .044| .040| .523| .000 .000| .182] 1.000| .020| .004| .717| .101| .013| .319| .719| .000| .000| .003| .031]| .434| .270 .898
aile
N 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150
19 Pearson
1857 .011| .118| .190"| .087| .076].226™ | .410™ 11.290™| -034| .125|.217"| -135| .090| .133| .041| .131| .201"|.326™|.564™ | -024| .095| .005 190"
Correlation
Sig. (2-
tailed) 0241 .896| .149| .020| .290| .352| .005| .000 .000| .676| .128| .008| .099| .271| .105| .618| .111| .013| .000| .000| .772| .246| .947 .020
aile
N 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150
110 Pearson
006 -110|.223™| .099| .063| .120| .059| .110].290™ 1| .030| .103| .029| -133| .084| .137| -.039| .021| .023| .008| .201"|.217™| .124| -.068 .216™
Correlation
Sig. (2-
tailed) 939 .181| .006| .226| .446| .144| .471| .182| .000 718 | .208| .725| .105| .307| .095| .633| .796| .782| .923| .014| .008| .132| .408 .008
aile
N 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150
111 Pearson
Correlati 014 .116| .049| .023|.274™| -018|.211™| .000| -.034| .030 1| .168"| .052| -.031| .061| .013|.245™| .014]| .197"| .071| -074| .090] .493™| .029 -134
orrelation

Page | 306



Sig. (2-
'?c(j) .860| .158| .51| .778| .001| .831| .010| 1.000]| .676| .718 .040| .526| .710| .456| .870| .003| .864| .016| .387| .367| .276| .000| .727 102
taile
N 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150
112 Pearson
.014| .178"| .405™| .182"|.215™| .126| -125]-189"| .125( .103| .168" 1| .025].223™| .473™ | .242™ | .264™ | .280™ | -.065 | -.134 | .128| .446™ | .163"| .479™ -.315™
Correlation
Sig. (2-
tailed) .868| .029| .000| .026| .008| .124| .128| .020| .128| .208| .040 .759| .006| .000| .003| .001| .001| .433| .103| .119| .000| .046| .000 .000
aile
N 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150
113 Pearson
. .369™| .203*| .123| .150| .071| .013| .100| .237|.217™| .029]| .052| .025 1|.216™| .109| .119| .014| .086|.290™|.370™| .173"| .078| .038| .093 -.182"
Correlation
Sig. (2-
tailed) .000( .013| .135] .067| .390| .875| .223| .004| .008| .725| .526| .759 .008| .186| .146| .863| .293| .000| .000| .034| .344| .647| .256 .026
aile
N 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150
114 Pearson
. .0911.397™| .045| .180"| .034| .162*| -046| .030| -135| -133| -.031].223"| .216™ 1(.213"|.309™| .181"| .323™| -.035| .092| -004| .136| .067|.288™ -577
Correlation
Sig. (2-
tailec) 269 .000| .588| .027| .675| .048| .77 .717| .099| .105| .710| .006| .008 .009| .000| .027]| .000| .667| .261| .961| .096| .417| .000 .000
aile
N 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150
115 Pearson
2117 143 .470™| .081| .167"| .027| -076| -134| .090| .084| .061|.473™| .109| .213™ 1|.312™| .086].230"| -.070 | -157| .018].569™| -.009 | .310™ -.282™
Correlation
Sig. (2-
tailed) .009| .080| .000| .323| .042| .742| .355| .101| .271| .307| .456| .000| .186| .009 .000| .298| .005| .397| .056| .831| .000| .911| .000 .000
aile
N 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150
116 Pearson
066 | .104| .084].352™| .143| .147|( .117| .202"| .133| .137| .013|.242™| .119].309™|.312™ 1|.385™ | .294™ | .249™ | 177" | .213"| .335™| .136| .181" -.280™
Correlation
Sig. (2-
tailed) 4241 205| .304| .000| .081] .072| .153| .013] .105( .095| .870| .003| .146| .000| .000 .000| .000| .002] .030( .009| .000| .098| .026 .001
aile
N 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150
117 Pearson
Correlati -075| .057| -.058| .205"|.335| .077| .078| .082| .041| -.039|.245™|.264™| .014| .181"| .086 | .385™ 1].2317|.227™| .104| .109| .051].320™| .201" -.181"
orrelation
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Sig. (2-
_?((j) 359 | .486| .478| .012| .000| .352| .345| .319| .618| .633| .003| .001| .863| .027| .298| .000 .004| .005| .204| .183| .533| .000| .014 .027
taile
N 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150
118 Pearson
. -030| .055| .186"| .100| .152|.404™| -039]| -030| .131| .021| .014].280™| .086| .323"|.230™ | .294™ | .231™ 1| -079| .126| .160"| .287™| .111].294™ =177
Correlation
Sig. (2-
tailed) 719 503| .022| .225| .063| .000| .637| .719| .111| .796| .864| .001| .293| .000| .005| .000| .004 339 .125] .050( .000| .177| .000 .030
aile
N 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150
119 Pearson
. 152 .018| -.127| .175°| .141] -.029| .491™ | .326™| .201*| .023| .197"| -.065| .290™ | -.035| -.070 | .249™ | .227™| -.079 1|.460™| .036| -.089| .131| -.090 -.043
Correlation
Sig. (2-
tailed) .063| .827| .122| .033| .086| .726| .000| .000| .013| .782| .016| .433| .000| .667| .397| .002| .005| .339 .000| .658| .277| .109| .273 .606
aile
N 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150
120 Pearson
. .038| -.014| -.156|.216™| .071| .040| .180"| .510™| .326™| .008| .071| -134| .370™| .092| -157| .177°| .104| .126]| .460™ 1].393™| -150| .157| .054 -.033
Correlation
Sig. (2-
tailec) 6431 .863| .057| .008| .389| .625| .027| .000| .000( .923| .387| .103| .000| .261| .056| .030| .204| .125| .000 .000| .068]| .055] .508 .689
aile
N 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150
121 Pearson
-017 -001| .095|.235™| .077| .083| -.032].240™| .564™ | .201"| -.074| .128| .173"| -004| .018|.213™| .109| .160"| .036 | .393™ 1| .066| .154] .139 .042
Correlation
Sig. (2-
tailed) 832 .986| .246| .004| .349| .311| .696| .003| .000( .014| .367| .119| .034| .961| .831| .009| .183| .050| .658| .000 4201 .059] .090 .609
aile
N 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150
122 Pearson
.033| .025|.493™| .039| .085| .039| -.046|-177"| -.024|.217™| .090| .446™| .078| .136].569™|.335™| .051|.287"| -.089| -150| .066 1| .012].369™ -.302™
Correlation
Sig. (2-
tailed) 692 .759| .000| .633| .304| .634| .576| .031| .772| .008| .276| .000| .344| .096| .000| .000| .533| .000| .277| .068| .420 .888| .000 .000
aile
N 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150
123 Pearson
Correlati -049| -.051| -.008| .120|.238™| .036| .077| .064| .095| .124|.493"| .163"| .038| .067( -.009| .136|.320™| .111| .131| .157| .154| .012 1| .043 .081
orrelation
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Sig. (2-
'?c(j) 552| 536| .925| .143| .003| .659| .350| .434| .246| .132| .000| .046| .647| .417| .911| .098| .000| .177| .109| .055| .059| .888 .602 323
taile
N 150| 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150
124 Pearson
-002| .159]|.258™| .082] .183"| .186"|-.184"| -.091| .005| -068| .029|.479™| .093].288™|.310™ | .181"| .201"| .294™| -090| .054| .139|.369™| .043 1 -.343™
Correlation
Sig. (2-
ilec) 984 .051| .001| .318| .025| .023| .024| .270| .947| .408| .727| .000| .256| .000| .000| .026| .014| .000| .273| .508(| .090| .000| .602 .000
taile
N 150| 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150
GROUPS Pearson - - - - - - -
-.082 -136| -074| -087| -017| .051| -.011| .190"|.216™ | -.134 -.182" -181% | -.177"| -.043 | -.033| .042 .081 1
Correlation 379" .315™ 5771 .282 | .280™ .302™ .343™
Sig. (2-
lec) 316 .000| .096| .368| .287| .841| .532| .898| .020| .008| .102| .000| .026| .000| .000| .001| .027| .030| .606| .689| .609| .000| .323| .000
taile
N 150| 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150
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Appendix VI

Robustness Checks for one-way ANOVA

Kruskal-Wallis Results for 11-124

Chi- P-
Item Name
squared | value
I1. Could you turn the music down? 2.478 | 0.2896
12. Might be better if you turned the music down. 21.136 | 0.0001
I3. Turn the music down or I’ll call the police. 3.777 | 0.1513
14. 1"d like you to turn the music down. 1.005 | 0.6049
I5. How about turning the music down? 2.810 | 0.2454
16. I’m afraid you’ll have to turn the music down. 1.192 | 0.5509
17. 1 was wondering if you could turn the music down. 2.838 | 0.2420
18. Would you please turn the music down? 0.633 | 0.7286
19. Please turn the music down. 7.771 | 0.0205
110. Turn the music down, mate! 9.179 | 0.0102
111. Our apartments share some pretty thin walls, don’t they? 2.556 | 0.2785
112. Do we have to put up with your loud music? 21.514 | 0.0001
113. Could you look after my dog during the weekend? 5279 |0.0714
114. Might be better for me if you looked after my dog during the 50.097 | 0.0001
weekend.
115. Look after my dog during the weekend or I’ll make your life 17.619 | 0.0001
difficult.
116. I’d like you to look after my dog during the weekend. 10.515 | 0.0052
117. How about looking after my dog during the weekend? 6.906 | 0.0317
118. I’'m afraid you’ll have to look after my dog during the weekend. | 11.662 | 0.0029
119. I was wondering if you could look after my dog during the 11.232 | 0.0036
weekend.
120. Would you please look after my dog during the weekend? 3.580 |0.1670
121. Please look after my dog during the weekend. 1.222 | 0.5428
122. Look after my dog during the weekend, woman! 20.942 | 0.0001
123. You love dogs, don’t you? 1.234 0.5395
124. Do we have to beg you to look after our dog during the 31.131 | 0.0001
weekend?
Ordinal Probit Regression for 12 Pairs of Items
GRL GRL

ENL | ENL | 1-EN ENL | ENL | 1-EN

lvs. | 1lvs. | vs. 1vs. | 1vs. |vs.
Item GRL | GRL | GRL | Item GRL | GRL | GRL
name LR 1-EN | 1-GR | 1-GR | name LR 1-EN | 1-GR | 1-GR | Rho

2.22* 0.40526*

11 249 | -154 |-1.06 | 0.49 | 113 5.28* | -1.62 | * -0.61 | **
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22.46 | 2.61* | 4.70* | 2.23* 57.37 | 4.73* | 7.36* | 3.25* | 0.238690
I 2 **k* ** ** * I 14 **k* ** ** ** 5***
2.21* 20.15 2.76* 0.662680
13 514* 1092 |-134 | * 115 ikl 0.02 | ** -0.03 | 4***
1243 | - 3.50* | - 0.389229
14 111 |-0.94 |-0.88 |-0.07 |116 ookl 1.89* | ** 1.68* | ***
6.19* 2.19* | 2.12* | 0.351345
15 206 |0.37 |-1.02 |-1.39 | 117 * -0.08 | * * 6***
12.57 2.11* | 3.49* | 0.457807
16 147 (090 |-0.25 |-1.15 | 118 el 146 |* kel 1x**
11.74 | 3.22* 2.66* | 0.644373
17 246 | -1.27 | 0.19 | 144 119 falolel il -0.58 | ** 3Jr**
- 0.664193
18 0.29 |-0.49 |-0.42 |0.07 |120 3.79 | 1.74* | -0.11 | 1.65* | 8***
7.67* | 2.47* | 2.33* 0.620388
19 * * * -0.14 | 121 1.20 |1.09 |051 |-0.58 |8***
8.03* | 2.13* | 2.65* 21.00 3.31* | 3.20* | 0.498922
110 * * ** 1054 | 122 RRE | LQ57 | RR k| TRk
- 0.558827
111 292 |-1.07 | 1.69* | -0.63 | 123 1.09 026 |1.01 |0.74 |3***
24.16 3.14* | 4.69* 35.14 | 1.98* | 3.93* | 5.51* | 0.438408
I 12 **k*k 180* *%* *%* |24 *kx * **x **x 3***
Appendix VIII
One-way repeated measures ANOVA for similarity of items
F Sig.
HLDmusic-Groups 2.388 0.028
MLDmusic-Groups 3.309 0.003
LLDmusic-Groups 4.412 0.000
HLDdog-Groups 2.054 0.057
MLDdog-Groups 7.645 0.000
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LLDdog-Groups

11.382

0.000
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