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ABSTRACT

The present study was conducted to find out to what extent Turkish student
teachers choose lo use appropriate request forms in English and in Turkish by
considering situational factors. In addition, it was aimed to investigate whether Turkish
student teachers transfer Turkish request forms into English,

The data were gathered from 190 university students studying at Uludag
University in Bursa. They were all student teachers attending to English Language
Teaching Department. 90 of them were first year and 100 of them were third year
students.

The instruments used in collecting the data were discourse completion tests in
both English and Turkish and interviews designed by taking into consideration the
situational factors, namgly power, social distance and size of imposition involved in the
request.

The analysis revealed that the student teachers differ in their preferences for
direct, conventionally indirect and non-conventionally indirect request strategies with
respect to social factors. The findings showed evidence for both appropriate and
inappropriate performance of requests in English and in Turkish. The data revealed that
informants transferred some verb prelerences, length of utterances, ete. from Turkish

into English which may lead them to communicative failures.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

It is known that learning a language can sometimes be problematic. Even though all
the forms and functions ol the target language are gained by them, language learners
experience the common problem of communication failure (Blum-Kulka 1991;
Dogancay-Aktuna and Kamgh 1997; Harlow 1990; Thomas 1983). Similarly, in some
situations, learners use their knowledge about language in interaction but may
sometimes sound rude. This failure results from the lack of knowledge to evaluate
several situational factors, such as the social norms of the target language, its culture,
and the appropriateness of the conversational norms in thé given situation all at once.
Cohen (1996a) draws attention to this fact, “What adds to the complexity of selecting
appropriate strategies is that (...) speech acts are conditioned by a host of social,
cultural, situational, and personal factors.” (p.255). Performing speech acts without
taking into consideration the situational factors leads to misunderstandings and
communication breakdowns which indicates the speakers’ inability 1o produce

appropriate speech.

In order to convey the intended meaning in speech act use successfully, learners
need to develop ‘communicative competence’ in the target language. That is, language
learners need to get the knowledge about the sociocultural expectations of the target
language. Olshtain and Cohen (1989) reinforce this argument by saying that in order to
acquire communicative competence in a second language, learners need to learn the
rules of appropyialeness, that is learning to ‘use’ the language in an acceptable manner.
(p. 53). Wilhoui such awarcness, there is always the possibility of being misunderstood

or even causing offence to the interlocutors.

This possibility shows itself better in the production of speech acts in the English
language. While performing the speech acts, even very advanced second language
learners face with several difficulties which stem from their lack of knowledge in

applying the appropriate linguistic forms to the appropriate contexts. Blum-Kulka



(1991) further explains several important factors to be considered such as the ‘degree of
imposition involved’, the ‘power relations’ and the ‘soci;al distance’ between the
speaker and the hearer in the production of polite forms in L2 (Thomas 1994 cf. Brown
and Levinson 1987). Each of these components plays a crucial role in conveying the

intended meaning to the addressee.

In addition, the différences between the L1 culture and the target language culture
may create problems in the performance of speech acts. Since the sociopragmatic norms
and expectations differ from each other considerably in different cultures and the
learners would probably not acquire this knowledge on their own, the teaching of these
norms and expectations are said to be crucial by several writers such as Cohen (1996b),
Cohen and Olshtain (1993), Blum-Kulka (1991), Koike (1989), etc. Cohen (1996b)
gives an example where a student is invited to dinner by his/her professor and cannot
accept it. He says that declining the invitation may be socioculturally appropriate;
however, such a reply as “No way!” (p. 388) would be inappropriate. This example puts
light on the importance of being aware of the expectations of the target language
culture. For this reason, learners need to be aware of the differences between the social
expectations and norms of the new learned language. As Ellis (1994) indicates this
awareness may prevent them both from the transfer of social norms from their mother

tongue and transliterate linguistic forms to express.

In this study, the terms ‘sociolinguistic, sociocultural and pragmatic competences’

which play important roles in the conveyance of speech acts are defined and explained.

The present study puts cmphasis on the production of one particular speech act
which is requests by Turkish EFL student teachers. The aim of the study is to find out
whether Turkish learners of English successfully make requests considering the three
factors mentioned above: the power relations, the social distance and the degree of
imposition involved. Moreover, the effect of transfer, either positive or negative, from
Turkish into English is aimed to be investigated. The results gairied out of the study is
thought to help student teachers, who were the informants of the present study, to be
aware of the inixportance of these factors in the acquisition of English language, which

will lead to better coping with the problems they encounter in their future teaching life.



The study provides useful information to the course book writers and material
designers. In addition, it puts emphasis on the need of making a revision in English

language teaching departments.

The study consists of six chapters. The first chapter briefly introduces the study to

the reader.

In the second chapter, the relevant literature review is: presented. First of all, the
communicative, sociolinguistic, sociocultural and pragmatic competences are
mentioned about in order t0> form a background information about their role in
foreign/second language acquisition. In addition, such topics such as the Politeness
Theory (Brown and Levinson 1987), the Speech Act Theory (Austin 1962; Searle 1975)
and also components of speech acts and appropriateness of learners’ forms in the
performance of speech acts are presented. They are followed by detailed explanations of
requests which are the main focus of the study. Since three social variables that are
power, social distance and size of imposition play a crucial role for the analysis of the
collected data; an overview of them is presented in the same chapter. The role of
transfer from one languagé into the newly learned one is briefly presented. This chapter

is concluded with the research questions of the present study.

The third chapter involves the methodology of the study which includes information

about subjects, materials, piloting, procedures for data collection and their analysis.

The following chapter includes the results of the collected data. The percentages for
request strategies and main verb preferences are counted to find answers to the research

questions.

Chapter five is consisted of the discussions of information gathered from the
collected data. Fach research question is discussed individually to find out answers

according to the findings of the study.

The last chapter includes a brief summary and conclusions of the study which are
followed by suggestions for further research and implications of results for foreign

language teaching.



CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter consists of two sections. The first section is related to communicative
competence. In the sub-sections, its components are explained such as the
sociolinguistic, sociocultural and pragmatic competence. The second section is related
to speech acts and the learner language. This section consists of six sub-sections. In the
first sub-section, politeness theory and the face concept are explained. The second one
is about the speech act theory. In the third sub-section, the components of speech acts
are explained briefly. The fourth one is about the appropriateness of requests in learner
language. The pragmatic [ailure, its possible causes and also its effects on the target
language prodyction are explained. The following sub-section deals with the specific
speech act, requests. Finally, the transfer from the learner’s first language (I.1) to the
foreign language (I'L) is explained briefly.

2.1. Communicative Competence

Even though the learners may know well all the grammatical rules of the target
language, they may not be successfully performing the speech acts and thus not
communicating effectively. In the literature, several writers (Blum-Kulka 1991; Blum-
Kulka et al. 1989; Cohen 1996b; Ellis 1992; Koike 1989) put emphasis on this point.
Blum-Kulka (1991) remarks that even advanced learners may produce speech acts that
cannot convey the appropriate politeness degree and intended illocutionary force. This
is a crucial problem for ESI. (English as a second language) or EFL (English as a
foreign language) learners. It may be resulting from the lack of information about the
sociopagmatic or sociocultural values of the new learned language which causes the

occurrence of communicative failure.

In some situations, the speakers employ conversational norms which are perfectly
acceplable in their first language; however, this may not bring the same effective results
as in the target langnage. Communicative competence is an umbrella term which covers

many subcategories of competences in learning a language. Linguistic competence,



strategic competence, sociolinguistic competence, sociocultural competence, pragmatic
competence, etc. are all explained under this term. Communicative competence refers

to the learner’s full ability to use a language.

Olshtain and Cohen explain how to acquire communicative competence as follows:

“Onc of the most important tasks in acquiring communicative competence in a second
fanguage is learning the rules of appropriatencss or, in other words, learning to ‘use’ the
language in an acceptable manner.” (Olshtain and Cohen 1989: 53).

The writers indicate that research on speech acts may provide insights to the types
of second language rules which learners need to learn together with the grammatical
competence so that they can ensure that they convey the meaning they intend to express.
The writers also indicate that cross-cultural comparative studies have proved that rules
for appropriateness can vary from one culture to another. There is not a single rule
which is valid for all languages. For that reason, in order to be successful
communicators in the second or foreign language, learners should develop
communicative competence. Olshtain and Cohen (1989) explain communicative
competence as the necessary knowledge and experience about how to use sociocultural
rules of the target language. In addition, Harlow (1990) indicates that communicative
competence implies that a speaker must possess several types of knowledge in order to

interpret the intended meaning and communicate effectively in the target language.

2.1.1. Sociolinguistic competence

Sociolinguistic competence is an important component of communicative
competence. Koester (2002) points out that sociolinguistic knowledge is needed in order
to determine whether an act is appropriate in a particular situation. It requires some
strategies while nonnative speakers (NNSs) of English perform speech acts. Cohen
(1996a) and Trosborg (1987) indicate that lack of sociolinguistic competence may cause
problems for learners of a foreign language. Cohen (1996a) explains sociolinguistic
forms which are about the language forms used to perform the speech act. He says:

“The speaker’s sociolinguistic ability would consist of their control over the selection
of these forms, which includes their control over the register of these forms, from most
intimate to most formal. The language forms are the actual words or phrases selected in

order to realize the speech act in the given sociocultural situation (...)” (Cohen 1996a:
255).



Even though their utterances are appropriate in terms of grammar knowledge and
vocabulary choice, the learners can still sound rude. Their awareness of rules that are
suitable for social interactions is needed together with the linguistic knowledge of the
language so that they can convey their implied meanings correctly. Cohen (1996b) and
Trosborg (1987) emphasize the importance of sociolinguistic ability which plays a
crucial role in performing speech acts. They add that learners should have control over
some points like the degree of formality of their utterance, the use of language forms to

perform speech acts, etc.

In addition, Koike (1989) says that sociolinguistic competence is being aware of the
use of appropriate rules in accordance with politeness in order to understand and
perform speech acts. Koike (1989) explains sociolinguistic competence as follows:

“Sociolinguistic competence concerns the relationship between language functions,
such as those embodied in speech acts, and the appropriateness of the grammatical

forms for the particular context. The ‘pragmatic competence’ (...) is part of the
sociolinguistic competence.” (p.280).

Again, Harlow (1990) indicates that sociolinguistic competence is something
which shows that the learner of the language knows where and when to use various
speech act strategies in the communication. Since the linguistic forms and the social
contexts of a language are interdependent, this knowledge is crucial for learning and
teaching a foreign language.

‘ i
2.1.2. Sociocultural competence

Sociocultural competence is another component of communicative competence
which again plays an important role in performing speech acts successfully. Learners
need to consider this knowledge in order to be able to determine which act is
appropriale in a given circumstance. Koester (2002) mentions that speech acts are
taught in formulas in language classrooms. This situation causes problems since every
tormula may not be appropriate to various different situations. Furthermore, the writer
points out that there are sociocultural differences between the cultures of the native and

the target language which may lead to inappropriateness in communication.

Koike (1989) indicates that language learners are between the grammars of L1

(native language) and L2 (foreign/second language) from the early stages to the



advanced levels and they must pass through this ‘between the languages process’ to
maintain fluency in the target language. In the process of interlanguage development,
learners may make both linguistic and pragmatic errors resulting from the social,
cultural, situational and personal factors. Koike (1989) cited from Selinker (1971) says
that language learners generally use their 1.1 language systems to produce utterances
that are close to the L2, This interlanguage development is called ‘a developmental
continuum’. In addition, learners are also involved in a rather complex production of
speech acts. Cohen and Olshtain (1993) mention about the complexity of selecting
appropriate strategies when conveying a message through speech acts. Similarly, they
explain this complexity in relation to the social, cultural, situational and personal
factors. They note that learners should be made aware of the sociocultural expectations

of the target language.

Harlow (1990: 328) reinforces this idea: “Linguistic, social, and pragmatic
knowledge must all be activated and work together in harmony for a speech act to be
successful.” She indicates that the social rules of the mother tongue are acquired very
early in childhood together with the linguistic knowledge. However, the second
language learner is faced with a more complex and difficult task than the first language
learner in learning the social norms of the new learned language. This situation results
from the differences across cultures and the fact that learning a language requires

learning the sociolinguistic forms of the target language appropriately.

Blum-Kulka (1991) emphasizes this competence in terms of conveying requests.
She notes that “(...) (social meaning) relates to the degree to which a given request is
deemed socially appropriate by members of a given culture in a specific situation.”
(1991: 260). She adds that “(...) appraisals of appropriateness can be motivated by
cultural belicf systems in regard to valued face needs in interpersonal relations.” (ibid.).
Cohen (1996a) explains that findings of his study suggest that language learners may
perform ‘multilingual mental translations’ in order to produce speech acts. That is, if a
learner’s native language is Italian and if he uses Spanish for his daily communication,
while performing a spéech act in English he first thinks the utterance in his native

language (Italian) in order to make adjustments to the context (the degree of politeness



considering the social status and age of the interlocutor, the expectations of the culture,
etc.). Afterwards, he says that the learner translates the utterance into Spanish and
finally, produces what he feels appropriate for English. During this process, transfer of

norms and language forms is unavoidable,

Simpson, who shares similar ideas about intercultural differences as Blum-Kulka et
al. (1989) do, argues about the role of culture as follows:
#(...) different cultures attach different weights or degrees of importance to factors such
as power differentials and distance versus familiarity. The resulting directness may

ultimately influence a whole communicative style so that it reflects the cultural attitudes
of a speech community.” (p. 233).

Cohen (1996a) also points out the fact that foreign language learners may be good
at vocabulary and grammar of the target language; however, this does not mean that
they will have a control over the pragmatic use such as seen in the production of speech
acts. He indicates that just learning various forms of language use is not sufficient, but
deciding on when to use and choose the appropriate form is equally crucial. He puts
light on this by giving an example:

“For example, the learner has just finished a large meal at the home of Japanese hosts in
Tokyo. What does the guest say in Japanese upon getting up from the table? Does the

event call for a hearty thank you, an apology, or some combination of the two?”(Cohen
1996a: 253-254).

In a similar situation in the Turkish language, the guest is expected to use formulaic

expressions in order to thank to the hosts such as ‘Ellerinize saghk. Ziyade olsun.’

In addition, Cohen (1996a) presents three types of language learners based on their
styles in specech production. One of them that is ‘avoiders’ explained as the “lcarners
who systematically avoid materia<l because they do not know how to pronounce it,
because they fear possible sociocultural repercussions, or for other reasons between
those two extremes.” (p.261). This explanation also draws attention to the crucial role of

social aspect of L2.

Under the light of all the explanations given above, it is now clear that sociocultural

competence is one of the main sources to achieve a full ability of acquiring
, } ;



communicative competence. Another crucial source which is pragmatic competence

will be illustrated below.
2.1.3 Pragmatic competence

In the literature, many writers put emphasis on the importance of pragmatic ability
in learning a new language (Bardovi-Harlig and Dérnyer 1998; Blum-Kulka 1991;
Butler and Channel 1989; Dogangay-Aktuna and Kamigh 1997; Ellis 1992; Harlow
1990; Kasper and Blum-Kulka 1993a; Koike 1989; Rose 2001; Simpson 1997; Thomas
1983).

Koike (1989) defines pragmatic competence as “(...) is the speaker’s knowledge
and use of rules of appropriateness and politeness which dictate the way the speaker will
understand and formulate speech acts” (p. 279). She adds that:

“The pragmatics of speech acts in the second language context involves issues of usage

such as the appropriateness of the fearner’s utterance for the situation and the degree of
politeness as perceived according to the target culture.” (p. 279).

Blum-Kulka (1991) cxplains that learner’s ‘gencral pragmatic knowledge’ involves
the ability to understand the intended meaning from indirect utterances and ‘realising
speech acts in non-explicit ways.” (p. 255). In addition, pragmalinguistic proficiency is
said to have a crucial role in producing and interpreting speech acts in the target

language. She indicates that “non-native like forms” may result in pragmatic failure.

Thomas (1983), on the other hand, defines pragmatic competence as “(...) the
ability to use language effectively in order to achieve a specific purpose and to
understand language in context.” (p. 92). According to the writcr, pragmatic failure
results from the inability of the hearer to recognize the speaker’s intended meaning
when a speaker considers that the hearer should recognize it. The writer states that
grammatical errors may be annoying; however, the hearer becomes aware of them. On
the other hand, she says that pragmatic failure is difficult to realize. Since the speaker
may be grammatically competent, the hearer thinks that the speaker is impolite or rude
when there occurs pragmatic failure. She says that “While grammatical error may reveal
a speaker to be a less than proficient language-user, pragmatic failure reflects badly on

him/her as a person.” (1983: 97). Thomas also mentions about two types of pragmatic
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failure in her article. The first one is pragmalinguistic failure which is explained to
occur:
“(...) when the pragmatic force mapped by S onto a given utterance is systematically

different from the force most frequently assigned to it by native speakers of the target
language or when speech act strategies are inappropriately transferred from L1 to L2.”

(p. 99).

The second one is called sociopragmatic failure which is used by the writer “to
refer to the social conditions placed on language in use.” (ibid.). On the other hand, Ellis
(1994) makes a brief explanation and says sociopragmatic failure refers to
‘appropriateness of meaning’ and pragmalinguistic failure refers to ‘appropriateness of

torm’ (p.165).

Harlow (1990) explains that if a lcarncr has the sociopragmatic competence, he/she
knows how to vary the speech act strategies according to the given situation and the
social expectations of L2 culture. The writer adds that there is interdependence between

the linguistic forms and the sociocultural context.

Butler and Channel (1989) categorize the pragmatic errors as rising from three
causes in accordance with the results they gained out of their study on the conveyance
of requests. “1. interference from L1 (either linguistic or cultural), 2. faulty application
of L2 rules (=intralingual error), 3.other causes, eg. faulty teaching or exposure to other

erroneous input.” (Butler and Channell 1989:12).

Dogangay-Aktuna and Kammgli (1997) examine whether pragmatic transfer occurs
in the interlanguage of advanced Turkish EFL lcarners. According to the results, they
indicate that pragmatic awareness cannot develop on its own. They suggest that it
should be raised in the classroom. They add that pragmatic component should be

included in the curricula. They state that:

“Such cyrricula should aim at helping learners to understand pragmatics relatively.
Aided by consciousness-raising about differences in the norms of speaking across L1
and the TL and strategy training stemming from empirical research, learners can be
given the opportunity to learn subtle nuances of the TL and thus become more effective
communicators.” (Dogancay-Aktuna and Kamigh 1997: 170).

Karatepe (1998) states that, according to the findings of her study, student teachers

of English those attending to education faculty could not acquire the pragmatic
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competence in these institutes. She suggests that pragmatic competence and awareness
raisings should be included in the curricula of foreign language teaching departments.
The writer further indicates that even in these institutes it may not be easy to find
qualified teaching stuff in the field.

Ellis (1994) mentions about some important factors in the acquisition of pragmatic
competence. The first one is related to the ‘level of learners’ linguistic competence’
(p.187). Learners need to have the necessary linguistic competence to produce native-
like discourse. The second one is about the transfer of rules from L1 to the target
language. He indicates that learners sometimes do cultural transfer. However, the writer
says before transferring complex L1 strategies, learners need to develop the necessary
linguistic competence of the newly learned language. In the third place, he puts the
status of the learner. He says that learner is generally in a lower status than the
addressee since he/she is the ‘learner’. He suggests learners to make use of opportunities

with more equal status interlocutors such as other learners.

2.2. Interlanguage and Communicative Competence

|
In this section, six sub-sections will be explained in order to put some light to the
use of speech acts by EFL/ESL learners and also mention about the nature of learner

language briefly.

Learners are between the native and the new learned language during their learning
process. Neither using L1 nor L2 norms and structures effectively is called as
‘interlanguage process’. Koike (1989:280) defines interlanguage as follows:

“Interlanguage is the term given to an interim series of stages of language learning

between the first (1.1) and the second language (1.2) grammars through which all .2
learners must pass on their way to attaining fluency in the target language.”

It is also indicated by the writer that interlanguage is a kind of developmental
continuum which covers all components of communicative competence. As learners’
communicative competence develops, interlanguage will move onto a new stage on the
continuum. However, the traditional EFL teaching methodologies do not seem to aim to

develop all components of communicative competence. For instance, sociolinguistic,
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sociocultural and pragmatic competences appear to be ignored both in the curriculum of

mainstream education and in the teacher education programs (cf. Karatepe 1998).

Basically, developing communicative competence is understood as developing
knowledge of grammar and vocabulary and developing reading skill. However, as
Turkey is getting ready for the membership of the European Union, we should be
preparing our young generations to communicate at international markets. Therefore,
Turkish foreign language education programs should be revised to include
sociolinguistic, sociocultural and pragmatic competences. Teachers and student teachers
need to be trained to help their learners to develop such competences in addition to the

other competences.

The European Council has already described a framework based, on which how all
components of language should taught during compulsory education and afterwards in
the member states. In this Common European Framework (CEF) for Languages, issues
related to sociolinguistic, sociocultural and pragmatic competences are highlighted, and
member states are recommended to train teachers in accordance with the CEF. This
aims to foster interculfural relationship amongst the citizens of growing Eurbpean
Union. Developing intercultural communication between nation states has the prime
importance in order to establish a strong economy based on continuing peace and

intercultural understanding (Council of Europe 2000).

The process of revision and restructuring of the foreign languagé education
programs should be informed by the theories of sociology and sociolinguistics, such as
The Politeness Theory (Brown and Levinson 1987), The Speech Act Theory (Austin
1962), and supported by the intercultural studies which have been carried out on
language and communication (e.g. Blum-Kulka et al. 1989; Thomas ]9§5).

2.2.1. Politeness theory

Politeness Theory was proposed by Brown and Levinson (1987). They base this
theory on Goffman’s ‘face concept’. Thomas (1995) mentions about this concept. She
indicates that it refers to reputation or good name. The most commonly used terms are

said to be ‘losing face” and ‘saving face’.
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Goffman (1967:5) defines face as:

“(...) the positive social vaiue a person effectively claims for himself by the line others
assume he has taken during a particular contact. Face is an image of seif delineated in
terms of approved social attributes — albeit an image that others may share, as when a
person makes a good showing for his profession or religion by making a good showing
for himself.” (cited in Thomas, 1995:168).

Thomas makes an explanation on the role of face during interaction, “Within
politeness theory “face’ is best understood as every individual’s feeling of self-worth or
self-image; this image can be damaged, maintained or enhanced through interaction

with others.” (Thomas, 1995:169).

‘Positive face’ is defined by Thomas as one’s desire to be respected and liked by
others. On thq other hand, ‘negative face’ is said to refer to one’s desire ‘not to be
impeded or put upon, to have the freedom to act as one chooses’. (p. 169). Based on the
notion of negative face, negative politeness is defined as a face saving act which will
show deference, involve an apology for the imposition and interruption and thus will
indicate the importance of the addressee’s time and concerns (Yule 1996). Similarly,
positive politeness emphasizes participants have agreed on issues included in interaction
and thus have a common goal. Garcia (1993) reinforces this explanation and says that
speakers have the need to be accepted, so they will attempt to maintain a positive face
during their interaction; since speakers have the need to be respected by others they will

try to maintain a negative face.

While maintaining their face, one participant can threaten the other’s face (Brown
and Levinson 1987). These arc called face-threatening acts (FTAS). Yule (1996)
explains a FTA as follows; “If a speaker says something that represents a threat to
another individual’s expectations regarding self-image, it is described as a face
threatening act.” (p. 61). A FT'A usually calls for Face Saving Act (FFSA) as;
“Alternatively, given the possibility that some action might be interpreted as a threat to
another’s face, the speaker can say something to lessen the possible threat. This is called

a face saving act.” (Yule 1996: 61),
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Thomas (1995) points out that the speaker may select some strategies in order to
save one’s face. She draws attention to the fact that the choice of strategy can be made
according to the speaker’s assessment about the size of the FTA. This assessment is said
to be calculated considering the size of the FTA in accordance with the power, distance

and rating of imposition.

In addition, Brown and Levinson (1987) explain that there are some situational
factors affecting the conveyance of requests. These factors are explained as the power of
the speaker over the hearer, the social distance between the interlocutors, and the size of
imposition involved in the act. They will be explained in details in the following parts

of'the present chapter since they play an important role in this study.

The explanations given above put light on the great role that politeness plays in the
production of appropriate utterances in a foreign language. Because of its importance, it

should be paid attention during the teaching and the conveyance of meanings in L2.

2.2.2. Speech act theory

The Speech Act Theory was proposed by Austin (1962) and researched by many
others (Clark and Lucy 1975; Cohen 1996b; Cohen and Olshtain 1993; Ellis 1994; Jae-
Suk 1999; Koester 2002; Thomas 1995; Yule 1996).

Thomas (1995) indicates that Austin (1962) made a three type of categorization as

follows:

Locution the actual words uttered
tocution  the toree or intention behind the words -

Perlocution the effect of the itlocution on the hearer (p. 49)

According to the theory, there are three types of speech acts. The first one is the
locutionary act which js “the conveyance of propositional meaning” (Ellis 1994:160).
The second one is the illocutionary act which refers to “the perfgrmancc of a particular
language function” (p. 160). The last type is the perlocutionary act defined as “the
achieving of some kind of effect on the addressee” (p.160). The direct and indirect
speech acts are explained by Ellis. When performing an indirect speech act “the

illocutionary force of the act is not derivable from the surface structure, as when an
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interrogative form serves as a request (for example, ‘Can you pass me the salt?).” (p.

160).

Thomas explains this by giving the following example:

Example 1
“It’s hot in here!” (Thomas 1995: 49)

In the locution meaning, the speaker indicates the temperature of the room. She

says that this senicnce may also mean:
“I want some fresh air!”

This is the illocution effect of the sentence. The speaker is making an indirect
request and implying if someone can open the window. The writer adds that if
somebody opens the window, this will be the perlocutionary effect of the utterance

since it 1s the effect of the sentence on the hearer.

Under the heading of speech acts, Yule (1996) mentions about direct and indirect
speech acts. Yule says that a ‘direct speech act’ is produced when there is ‘a direct
relationship’ between the structure and the function of an utterance. If this relationship
is indirect instead of being direct, then it is an ‘indirect speech act’. He indicates that the
form of interrogative is one of the most common type of indirect speech act. However,

that they are not used to ask a question.

In addition, Thomas (1995) explains Searle’s (1975) theory of indirect speech acts
and points that an indirect speech act is defined as ‘one performed by means of another’
(p- 93). However, indirectness can be ‘costly and risky’. “It is ‘costly’ in the sense that
an indirect utterance takes longer for the speaker to produce and longer for the hearer to
process (...) It 1s ‘risky’ in the sense that the hearer may not understand what the
speaker is getting at.” (p. 120). The example below explains a situation where the

speaker avoids making a direct complaint and instead prefers an indirect suggestion:
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Example 2

B (a non-native speaker of English) has been studying with A for several
weeks. He has a passion for West Side Story and has just played the
Sfilm’s sound track right through for the second time in one evening:

A: “Would you like to listen to something else now?”
B: “No.” (Thomas 1995:120)

Performing speech acts may be rather problematic for learners in that according to
Cohen (1996b) it involves the sociocultural knowledge about when to perform a speech
act and which one of them is appropriate in the given circumstance (see also Blum-
Kulka et al. 1989). In addition, the learner needs to decide which linguistic forms to be
used in accordance with the sociolinguistic knowledge of L2. Language learners may
convey or respond a speech act as the same way they would in their culture and native
language. In this way, they would produce utterances inappropriate for the target

language and its cultural context.

Richards (1983) says that age, sex, familiarity, role of the addresser and the
addressee are the factors to be considered in order to choose an appropriate strategy to
perform a speech act. However, learners may not have an awareness about the effects of
contextual factors on the choice of linguistic forms. Even if they have the awareness to
some extent, they may not have the linguistic resources to do an appropriate form
choice.

“Foreign I'anguage learners typically have less choice avaliable to them for performing
speech acts appropriately. They may use what they think of as a polite or formal style,
for all situations, in which case they may be judged as being overformal, or they may

create novel ways of coding particular speech acts, such as the use of please+imperative
as a way of performing requests, regardless of who the speaker is talking to.” (p. 248).

Clark and Lucy (1975) state that when uttering a sentence, people generally mean
something different than what they say. There are two different meanings of a sentence,
‘literal” and ‘implied’ meaning. They also add that the intelligent listener is the one who
can understand the request uttered by the speaker whether it is implied or conveyed

request. They say that a wife who says to her husband the fo'llowing sentence does not
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ask a question to be answered either by yes or no. She utters the sentence as a request to

open the window.

Example 3

“Would you mind opening the window, dear?” (Clark and Lucy 1975:
56)
The writers indicate that during the interlanguage process, learners construct the
literal meaning of an utterance, check its ‘plausibility’ and if they decide it is

‘implausible’ then, they apply another rule to derive the conveyed meaning.

Cohen (1996b) says that no matter what approach is used in the classroom, it is
necessary to specify the situation when teaching speech acts. The social factors such as
age, sex, social class, status of the participants, etc. should be drawn attention and
situations should be matched to the social factors to produce appropriate speech acts. In
other words, the delicate relationship between contextual factors and socially and

culturally appropriate linguistic choice should be taken into consideration.

2.2.3. Components of speech acts

There are different types of speech acts widely used in interactions. Requests,
refusals, apologies, compliments, complaints, etc. are only some of them. For all of the
components, the appropriate conveyance of speech acts can be complex and problematic
for language learners. Cohen and Olshtain (1993) mention about the complexity of
selecting appropriate. strategies when conveying a message through speech acts. They
explain that the complexity which is in close relation with the social, cultural,

situational and personal factors should be considered when cénveying the message.

Blum-Kulka (1991) points out that this can be a problem for learners and remarks
that even advanced learners may produce speech acts that cannot convey the appropriate
politeness degree and intended illocutionary force. This has been empirically shown in

the literature (Blum-Kulka et al 1989; Cohen 1996; Karatepe 2001; Trosborg 1987).

Problems do nol"only occur at production level but also at the level of processing
the intended illocutionary force. When it is not understood properly by the learners,

he/she may not be able to respond to it in an expected form of linguistic and non-
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linguistic behaviour. Consequently, there may be communication problems resulting
from the pragmatic failure such as communication breakdowns and communication

conflicts.

2.2.4. Appropriateness and learncr language

Making the socially and culturally appropriate linguistic choices can be a handicap
for language learners. This can be partly blamed on the fact that interlocutors do not

share a common linguistic or cultural background.

Karatepe (2003) points out Turkish EFL learners’ inappropriate use of speech acts,
particularly requests. She states that, in general, speech acts and modal verbs are taught
without a context which prevents learners from considering the context of situation
while performing them. Karatepe explains that both the knowledge about how to
perform a request and the ability to use it appropriately in the context are needed to
perform an appropriate request. She indicates that the effect of context on performing an
act is crucial for learners. The writer adds:

“Learners may know explicit categories of pragmalinguistic features such as politeness
markers; however, they may fail to use them appropriately as they have not yet

developed an understanding of the relation between these forms and the context of
situation” (2003: 148).

The writer points out that the kind of teaching where the learner is left alone to
notice the relation between form and the context of situation will lead students to
failure. Since learners invent their forms or transfer from their native language, they
may have problems in communicating successfully. Karatepe (2003) indicates that, as

? 6

Selinker explains, learners’ “odd forms” may become fossilised.

When looked at the problem from a different perspective, it is seen that there are
differences between EFIL. and ESI. learners in the perception of seriousness of
grammatical and pragmatic errors. Under the light of results gained out of their study,
Bardovi-Harlig and Dornyei (1998) argue that there is an imbalance between the
grammatical and pragmatic competencies of learners both EFL and ESL. The following

explanation supports their argument:



19

“The results show that whereas EFL learners and their teachers consistently identified
and ranked grammatical errors as more serious than pragmatic errors, ESL learners and
their teachers showed the opposite pattern, ranking pragmatic errors as more serious

than grammatical errors.” (Bardovi-Harlig and Dornyei 1998:233).

EFL learners may have difficulties in performing appropriate speech acts because of
the importance given to the teaching of grammar at the cost of sociocultural awareness
in the classroom. Karatepe (2003) draws attention to the point that “Students can be
helped to become aware of the issues related to the appropriate uses of indirect requests
by focusing on the circumstances that require this kind of use in Turkish” (p.153). This
will help them to better consider the distance between the participants, weight of

imposition and power in the target language.

Raising awarcness in especially EFL classrooms may be useful for learners.
Another factor which is functional may be the explicit teaching of pragmatic aspects
and expectations of L2. |

“Whereas before instruction the nonnative speakers’ apologies differed noticeably from
those of the native speakers, after this explicit, empirically based instruction advanced

learners were somewhat more likely to select apology strategies similar to those that
native speakers used in the given situation.” (Cohen 1996a: 262).

Furthermore, Cohen (1996b) indicates in order to produce contextually appropriate
speech in the target language, the sociocultural context of the language should be
considered. Tle mentions about the importance of making students aware of the
“insights™ that a foreign language learner would need to successfully perform speech

acts. He adds that the learners would probably not acquire this knowledge on their own.

The writer suggests the following steps to teach speech acts. First of all, the teacher
should make an assessment to find out the student’s level of awarene‘ss about speech
acts. Second, he says students’ considerations about interlocutors in the dialogues
should be discussed. The third step is the evaluation of a situation which is useful to
reinforce learners’ awareness. The fourth step is about role.—pla‘y activities. They are
found suitable to practise speech acts. Lastly, giving feedback and discussing are
explained to be useful activities. Students talk about their awareness of similarities and

differences, their expectations and perceptions.
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Since the present study is particularly interested in requests in learner language,

requests among other speech acts will be highlighted in the rest of the literature review.

2.2.5. Requests

Speech acts have been investigated in terms of its linguistic structure and levels of
directness and indirectness they can express. Requests are among the one of the most
frequently researched particular speech acts in both the learner language and across

different languages.

In this section, the linguistic structure of requests, levels of directness and factors
affecting indirectness (power, social distance and size of imposition) will be explained
in details. The focus of the present study is above mentioned factors that affect
indirectness in informants’ preferences of performing requests. In addition, the role that
each factor plays on the appropriate conveyance and strategy selection in making

requests is also researched.

. . .
Blum-Kulka (1991) indicates that requests are pre-event acts which are intended to
aftect the hearer’s behaviour. Ellis defines requests as “attempts on the part of a speaker

to get the hearer to perform or to stop performing some kind of action.” (1994: 167).

Blum-Kulka et al. (1989) mention about the interesting side of requests since they
constitute FTAs and affect the participants’ face wants in different ways. Requests are
really crucial because of their wide use in interaction between people. Now, the

structure of requests will be defined briefly.
2.2.5.1. The linguistic structure of requests
Blum-Kulka et al. (1989) define the structure of requests in their Cross-Cultural
Speech Act Realization Project (CCSARP). They give the following eXample and then

explain the structure of requests:
Example 4
“Judith, I missed class yesterday, do you think I could borrow your

notes? | promise to return them by tomorrow.” (Blum-Kulka et al. 1989 :
17) '
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Alerters: They function as ‘attention-getters’ in requests. All verbal means
used for this purpose serve as alerters. ‘Title+surname / Surname only’ and
semantic variations such as “darling, you fool” function as alerters. The
alerter in the example above is the address term “Judith”.

Supportive moves: When making a request, people may want to provide a
reason for the disturbance. Requests are preceded by supportive moves which
may be ‘checks on availability’ such as ‘Are you busy?’ and ‘attempts to get
a precommitment’ as ‘Will you do me a favour?’. Requests may also be
preceded or followed by ‘grounders’ that provide the reason for the request.
In the example above “I missed the class yesterday...” serve as supportive
move. In addition, promises and threats may function as supportive moves.
Head acts: The head act of a request is the part of it which serve to realize it
independent from other elements involved. They vary in two categories:

strategy types and perspective.

This study does not aim to investigate all strategy types in details. The main

categories will be dealt with. The three main levels of directness is said to be valid

across several languages by Blum-Kulka et al. (1989). They will be explained

following this sub-section.

d)

As for perspective, there are different ways of performing requests. They can be

e speaker oriented as in “Can I have it?” (1989: 19)

e hearer oriented as in “Can you do it?” (ibid.)

. inclusiv‘c as in “Can we start cleaning now?” (ibid.)

o impei’sonal as in “It needs to be cleaned.” (ibid.)
Internal modifications: They are the elements existing in the request
utterance which are not necessary for the request to be understood. They can
be omitted from the utterance and the hearer can still understand what is

meant. The words in brackets are internal modifications in the given

example:
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Example 5

“{Darling}, {if you arc going in town tomorrow}, would you mind
{awfully} cashing this cheque for me, {please}?” (Blum-Kulka 1989: 19)

2.2.5.2. Level of directness

The level of directness of a request can vary according to the contextual factors and
components of politehess such as power, social distance and size of imposition.
Directness has been described by Blum-Kulka et al. (1989). As it can be understood
from the examples, a request may be more or less direct.

a) Direct: In dircet strategics, the speaker expresscs the requests directly. They

may be mood-derivable, performative, and hedged performative. The

examples are:

Example 6
“You shut ub.”
“I am telling you to shut up.” (Ellis 1994: 168)

b) Conventionally indirect: They are commonly used in interactions. They
involve suggestory formulac and query preparatory where modals are used.
In the first example sentence, the child suggests the other to play a game. In

the second one, he/she invites the hearer to an interaction or perhaps a game.

Fxample 7
“Let’s play a game.”
“Can you draw a horse for me?” (ibid.)

c) Non-conventionally indirect: This strategy involves the implicature of the
action that the speaker wants the hearer to realize. They are strong and mild
hint. Besides several writers like Blum—Kulka et al. (1989), Ellis (1994) and
Kasper and Blum-Kulka (1993b), Weizman (19893 also mentions about
requestive hints. She explains them as performing requests where the
speaker not only intends to get the hearer to realize the requested act but also

in a way that his/her intention does not be clear in the utterance meaning of
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the hint. The writer indicates that the most indirect strategy is the strategy of

hinting. The following examples throw light on the explanations:

Example 8
“This game is bor1ing.”
“We’ve been playing this game for over an hour now.” (Ellis 1994: 168)
Both of them suggest the hearer to stop playing the game.
2.2.5.3. Factors affccting indirectness

It is stated in the early parts of the chapter that there are some factors closely
affecting the choice of strategy type of requests. These factors are power, social
distance, and size of imposition. They will be explained according to the categorization

of Thomas (1995).
2.2.5.3.1. Power

There is a general assumption which is true for many situations that people try to
use greater degree of indirectness with those interlocutors who have power or authority
over them. On the contrary, they do not do so for interlocutors who do not have power
over them (cf. Brown and Levinson 1987). This is clearly obvious in child-adult

interaction.

Blum-Kulka et al. (1989) found that “Requests from children to adults and those
addressed to people in positions of greater power were found to be less direct than

requests made in the reverse situation.”(p. 4).

In Turkish, the same effect is observed in the study of Ag¢ikalin (1991). The writer
says that young people use different speaking styles inside and outside fheir family. She
explains that they produce more polite utterances for older members of the family and
more direct ones for the younger members. She gives examples and adds they may say
‘Liitfen yapma(yln)!’ (p. 76) (Please, don’t do!) to their parents; however, they tend to
produce sentences like ‘yapmasana kiz!” or ‘yapmasana ulan!” (ibid.) (Girl/Boy, don’t
do it!) for their younger siblings. Males generally use ‘lan’ which is the shorten form of

‘ulan’ and a frequently used slang word in Turkish. Hayasi (1998) who examines
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gender differences in Turkish language says that some interjections like ‘lan/ulan’ and
‘hayda’ are also preferred by males. The use of slang is an indication of decreased social
distance and size of imposition.

2.2.5.3.2. Social distance

Thomas refers social distance between the interlocutors as:

“(...) a composite of psychologically rcal factors (status, age, scx, degree of intimacy,
cic.) which “together determine the overall degree of respectfulness’ within a given
specch situation. In other words, if you feel close to somecone, because that person is
related to you, or you know him or her well or are similar in terms of age, social class,
occupation, sex, cthnicity, ctc., you feel less need to employ indirectness in, say,
making a request than you would if you were making the same request of a complete
stranger.” (1995: 128)

As understood from the explanation, it is clear that one need to be indirect when
there is social distance with the addressee and direct when the social distance is

minimal. Thomas gives the following example:
|
Example 9

The speaker wanted some change for the coffee machine. She first
approached a colleague whom she knew very well, but, when he could
not help, was forced to approach a complete stranger [a man
considerably older than she was/:

“Got change of filty pence, DB?”

“Excuse me, could you change fifty pence for me? | need tens or fives for
the coffee machine.” (Thomas 1995: 128-129)

The choice of request differs in accordance with the social distance involved in the
act. When social distance is considerably wide, the speakers tend to use conventionally
indirect and elaborated forms.

2.2.5.3.3. Size of imposition

Thomas says that size of imposition refers to “how great is the request you are
making?’ (1995: 130). She states that one would probably l;se greater degree of
indirectness when asking someone to borrow £10 than one would when requesting to
borrow ten pence. The following example is from a real event between the writer and

her mother. The difference reinforces the explanation:
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Example 10

The speaker was my mother. She made the two following requests to me
within the space of a few minutes:

“Shut the window, Jen.”

“Do you think you could find time to take those invitations to the
printers?” (Thomas 1995: 130)

This (actor again plays part in performing requests. The examples show that when
the size of imposition is small, the speaker can tend to use direct forms; however, when
it is big, the speaker performs indirect request forms.

2.2.6. Transfer from Turkish into English

One of the aims of this study is to {ind out the extent to which Turkish EFL learners
transfer L1 request forms into English. For that reason, the term transfer will be briefly

explained now.

Corder (1992) mentions about the role of the mother tongue in learning a second
language. He states that the existence of errors in learning a language is considered to be
a serious matter. The writer indicates that according to the general thought, the mother

tongue is the main source of errors more frequently.

Since acquiring a language is a process, Corder says, learners interact, change and
develop while discovering the nature and the correct use of target language. During this
process, they develop their interlanguage competence. Language learning is stated as ‘a
movement along a continuum’ and “the ideal end point of the movement being is the
knowledge of the target language™ (1992: 22). In this continuum, lcarners continually
make changes, add new rules, restructure them and so on. The writer uses the term
‘borrowing” instead of the word transfer. He adds that borrowing is a communicative
strategy and when the communicative pressure gets higher, the learner uses borrowing
strategy stronger. Corder adds that when the knowledge of the target language increases,

‘the need for borrowings and the rate of error production decreases.

In language learning, the relation between the mother tongue and the target

language plays an important role. If the language distance is great, Corder cxplains,
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then, learners realize that they cannot borrow many things from their mother tongue. In
addition, when there is 4 low rate of borrowings, there occurs low rate of errors. On the
contrary, there are not many errors when the two languages are closely related. In this

case, borrowing leads to successful productions.

IFor the definition of the term, Olshtain and Cohen indicate that “The term ‘transfer’
in second language acquisition refers to the learner’s Slrategy of incorporating native
language-based elements in target language production and behaviour.” (1989:60). They
add the common assumption that language learners will transfer their mother tongue
forms when they realize that they have not mastered some 1.2 forms.

“The L2 speaker is in a precarious situation since he or she makes choices concerning
an intended speech act in the target fanguage on the basis of previous knowledge and

experience, mostly in L1 and only in a Himited way in L2. Speech acts of L2 learners
might therefore result in failure or deviation.” (Olshtain and Cohen 1989: 61).

Thomas (1983) states the reasons leading to pragmalinguistic failure which are
- explained as ‘pragmalinguistic transfer’ and ‘teaching-induced errors’. She says:
“Pragmalinguistic failure may arise from (...) and ‘pragmalinguistic transfer’- the
inappropriate transfer of speech act strategies from one language to another, or the
transferring from the mother tongue to the target language of utterances which are

semantically/syntactically equivalent, but which, because of different ‘interpretive bias’,
tend to convey a different pragmatic force in the target language.” (Thomas 1983: 101).

In addition, Kasper and Blum-Kulka (1993a) mention about positive and negative
transfer. They draw attention to the literature in that the focus has becn on negative
transfer rather than positive transfer. They think that it is because the communicative
success that positive transfer results in. On the other hand, negative transfer has a risk
on the communicative success. The writers (1993a: 10) define the term ‘negative
transfer” as: “the influence of L1 pragmatic competence on IL pragmatic knowledge that
differs from the 1.2 target” and ‘positive transfer’ as “... pragmatic behaviours or other

knowledge displays consistent across L1, IL, and 1.2 (ibid.).

Dogangay-Aktuna and Kamgli (1997) found similar resulis in their study on
pragmatic (ransfcr in the interlanguage of advanced Turkish EFL learners. They

conclude that:
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“(...) lack of the pragmatic awareness of the TL norms is a cause for miscommunication
for second/foreign users who tend to transfer some of their L1 norms into their new
language, in a manner quite similar to the transfer of phonemes, morphenies, lexicon,
even at ‘advanced’ levels of language development.” (Dogangay-Aktuna and Kamigh
1997:172).

¥

There 15 little research about the acquisition of requests in English by Turkish EFL
learners. Most of the studies are cross-cultural in nature and in general they are made

with ESL subjects rather than EFL learners.

The literature suggests that learners face with pragmatic failures quite often and the
social factors mentioned earlier that are power, social distance, and size of imposition
are not paid much attention in language classrooms. Since it is possible that Turkish
EFL learners may face similar problems and fail to produce appropriate utterances in
English, this study is designed to investigate the extent to which Turkish learners of
English successfully make requests considering the three social factors mentioned
above. In addition, the effect of transfer, either positive or negative, from the Turkish

language is aimed to beinvestigated.

2.2.7. Research questions

The research questions that will be examined are:

1) To what extent do Turkish student teachers choose to use appropriate request
forms by considering the factor of power relations between the speaker and the hearer in
English?

2) To what extent do Turkish student teachers choose to use appropriate request
forms by considering the factor of power relations between the speaker and the hearer in
Turkish?

3) To what extent do Turkish student teachers choose to use appropriate request
forms by considering the factor of social distance between the speaker and the hearer in
English?

4) ‘To what extent do Turkish student teachers choose to use appropriate request
forms by considering the factor of social distance between the speaker and the hearer in
Turkish?

5) To what extent do Turkish student teachers choose to use appropriate request

forms by considering the degree of imposition burdened on the hearer in English?
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6) To what extent do Turkish student teachers choose to use appropriate request
forms by considering the degree of imposition burdened on the hearer in Turkish?
7) To what extent do Turkish student teachers transfer L1 request forms into L2

situations?
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CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY

3.1. Informants

The data were collected from 190 university students studying at Uludag University
in Bursa. They were all student teachers attending to the English Language Teaching
Department. They were all native speakers of Turkish and EFL learners. 90 of them
were first year students who performed both the English and the Turkish version of the
discourse completion test (DCT) and 100 students were third year learners who were
asked to perform only the Turkish version of the DCT. In the literature, there were not
studies for the Turkish language in relation to the appropriateness of request forms in
Turkish which could be the baseline data for the present study. For that reason, the 3™
year subjects were not given the English version of the test since their data were
planned to be the baseline data in the Turkish language. The informants’ ages ranged
between 17 and 24. In this study age and gender were not taken into consideration as

variables for practical reasons.
3.2. Materials
3.2.1. Discourse completion test (English version)

The instrument used in this study to elicit data was a DCT. It consisted of nine
situations designed to elicit requests in accordance with the given situations. The set of
situations simulated natural contexts that learners probably face with. The reader can

find both versions of the test in Appendix A and B.

The contexts of all situations in the DCT used in the present study were based on
the DCT Billmyer and Varghese (2000) used who compared two versions of DCTs in
their study. They compared the brief version, which involved short and clear
explanations about the situation, and the enhanced version, wf]ich consisted of very
detailed explanations and was too long, of DCTs. The former one is adaptéd to elicit

responses for the present study. One example (rom their study is given below:
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Example 1: Version 1 — Music Situation

You are trying to study in your room and you hear loud music coming from another
student’s room. You don’t know the student, but you decide to ask them to turn the

music down. What would you say? (Billmyer and Varghese 2000: 522).

One of the reasons for adapting the brief version was that the detailed situations
would be overwhelming for informants. In order to encourage full responses, the

response spaces were lengthened.

Billmyer and Varghese (2000) cited from Bardovi-Harlig and Hartford (1993) who
indicate that “(...) non-native speakers responded most like native speakers when hearer
response was included i‘n the DCT for speech acts requiring a reaction such as
rejections.” (p. 519). However, Bardovi-Harlig and Hartford (1993) investigate
‘rejections’ which are “reactive speech acts, which never stand alone”(p.159). In
addition, they state that requests are “initiating speech acts and thus may stand alone”
(p-159). For that reason, in order not to influence subjects’ responses, turns after

response space were not given in the DCT.

The contexts of situations in DCT required ditfering levels of directness; direct (D),
conventionally indirect (CI) and non-conventionally indirect (NCI). The situations
consisted of differing social factors which are the speaker’s power (P) over the hearer,
the social distance (SD) between the interlocutors and the size of imposition (SI) loaded

on the hearer. The hearer hereafter will be expressed as (H) and the speaker will be (S).

When P factor mentioned, +P means that the S has powei over the H. This will be
represented as S>II On the other hand, -P means that the 11 has power over the S
(S<H). In addition, =P means that the S and the H are equal in terms of power over each
other (S=H). For the explanation of SD, +SD refers to the existence of SD between the
interlocutors. Conversely, -SD indicates that the interlocutors are not socially distant.
Finally, +SI refers to a considerable size of imposition; however, ?SI refers to the small
size of imposition. Table 3.1 below shows the involvement df each factor in the

situations of DCT.
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Table 3.1. DCT situations in relation to social factors

| SOCIAL SIZE OF
SITUATIONS POWER DISTANCE IMPOSITION
Situation 1 0 (S=H) - SD + SI
Situation 2 0 (S=H) + SD + SI
Situyation 3 + (S>H) | + SD + Sl
Situation 4 + (S>11) - SD - SI
Situation 5 0 (S=H) ¥ SD Sl
Situation 6 + (S<H) + SD - SI
Situation 7 0 (S=H) _SD - SI
Situation 8 0 (S=H) - SD + SI i
Situation9 |+ (S<iI) + SD S

3.2.2. Discourse completion test (Turkish version)

The English version of DCT was translated into Turkish in order to make a
comparison between the responses given in L1 and FL by participants. Since the
contexts of situations did not change, the responses were considered to be helpful for
realizing the similarities and differences between informants’ performance in both
languages. This version was answered by both the first year and the third year student
teachers. The third year participants’ answers were collected as baseline data for

requests in Turkish.
3.2.3. The interview protocol

The interview protocol is presented in Appendix C and D. It was carried out in
Turkish. 15 questions were asked to understand learners’ berceptions of requests in
Lnglish together with their point of view about the ways to improve their knowledge in
English in general. SOA]C specific questions in relation to the situations in DCT are
included in the interview protocol in order to understand whether participants have done

the tests by taking the P, SD and the SI variables into consideration.

The subjects were ten first year students who had done the English version of DCT
previously. The interview was done apart from the class hours. It was done in Turkish

so that participants could express themselves better in their native language.
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3.3. Piloting the data collection tools
3.3.1. Piloting the discourse completion test (English version)

Betfore gathering the actual data, a pilot study was conducted. The English version
was piloted with 15 first year students. After the piloting, there were not any serious
problems. A short interview with volunteer participants was made to find out whether
the test involved any unknown words or unclear situations, whether the response space
was long enough and also whether it was difficult to respond to or not. The DCT was
completed within about 20-25 minutes by all subjects in the piloting group.

3.3.2. Piloting the discourse completion test (Turkish version)

The Turkish version of DCT was piloted with the students who answered the

English version of DCT.

For the Turkish version of the DCT, the only problem was the space lefi for
responses. Although any problem about space was‘ not confronted with in the English
version, the participants found it overwhelming in the Turkish test. After minimizing
the spaces of response sections, the final version of the DCT was constructed.

3.3.3. Piloting the interview

The piloting of interview was made with 3 who were volunteer first year student
teachers. After piloting, they were asked whether there were any questions unclear or
any problems they faced with. There was not found any problems related to both the
clarity ot questions and the recording of answers.

3.4. Procedures
Data collection

The DCTs were completed in 20-25 minutes in the class hour. The first year subject
group were administered the Turkish version afier they had answered the English
version of the test. The subjects were not handed out the English and the Turkish DCTs
in the same day for fear that their responses might be affected negatively from each test.
In addition, there was the possibility of boring the participants. In order to prevent these
negative consequences, they were required to answer the Turkish version of the DCT in

the following week. The third year subjects were asked to do the tests later.
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Both versions of tests were administered to the participants during their regular
class hours with the permission of instructors. The subjects were not informed about the
aim of the study. Personal information such as name, class, number was collected via
the test sheets. They were asked to write their names so that the English and the Turkish
DCTs could be comparcd when necded. The subjects felt comfortable while answering
since they were informed that they were only contributing to the research and the test
results would not in any way affect their marks of any course.

3.5. Data analysis

The participants’ responses were categorized after calculating their frequency of
occurrence in percentages. The categorization was based on the level of directness
whether subjects were direct, conventionally indirect or non-conventionally indirect in
their choices of request types. Some informants avoided from making requests in some
situations. They were grouped under the avoidance (A) heading.

In order to make the categorization clearer, some examples will be given now.

“I know you are very tired because of your term paper but I'm really in a bad
position. Please help me so 1 will help you for your work later.”

Such requests were evaluated as direct request forms since, as indicated in Blum-
Kulka et al. (1989), the head act involves mood derivable utterance (Please help me).
This shows that the desired act is requested directly.

The following requests were analysed under the conventionally indirect forms since
there arc modal verb questions ‘Can/Could’ in the head act of the requests.

“Can you turn off the music, please? I cannot concentrate on my project.”

“Since I missed the class several times before, 1 haven’t got all the notes. Could you
lend me your notes, please?”

According to the calegorization of B]um-Kulké et al. (1989), CI strategy type
involves the suggestory formulae and query preparatory consisting of modal verbs. The
example below shows the suggestory formulae since it involves suggestion (let’s).

“Friend, let’s complete my paper. I will help you in the future.”

As for non-conventionally indirect strategies, the utterances hint the desired act as

follows:
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“Bana bu dédevi bitirmemde yardim edecek yardimsever birini biliyor musun?
Ciinkii yardima ¢ok ihtiyacim var.”

In the above sentence, the speaker indirectly asks for help from the requestee.
According to Blum-Kulka et al. (1989), hinting is categorized as a NCI strategy. In
addition, Weizman (1989) says that in requestive hints the speaker intends to get the
hearer to realize the requested act and also he/she does it in a way that his/her intention
does not be clear in the utterance meaning of the hint. In the given example, the speaker
asks for help indirectly and his/her intention is not that much clear in the uttered
sentence. It is lell to the hearer to realize the speaker’s intention and offer help.

The English data were categoriscd according to Ellis (1994) and Blum-Kulka ct
al.’s (1989) categorization of level of directness. However, the strategy types were
analysed according to their level of D, CI or NCI and their choice for A. For the
parallelism between the Turkish and the English data analysis, the percentages were
calculated by regarding the contextual factors mentioned earlier. The power factor
grouped as +P, -P and =P; the social distance was analysed in accordance with the bases
of +SD and —SD and finally, the size of imposition was grouped as +SI and —SI.

However, the categorization was changed so that three situations out of nine would
represenit one social factor only. Thus, each factor Was analysed taking into
consideration the three of the situations of DCT. Since each situation was designed in a
way to involve the three factors (P, SD, SI), the grouping was done randomly. It would
be a very complex anallysis if each of the 9 situations was analysed for P, SD and SIL
For that reason, this kind of grouping was done by selecting the most representative
situations in terms of the social factors for the analysis of each variable. The distribution
is as follows. Situations 1, 4, and 6 revealed P; situations 2, 7, and 9 referred to SD and
finally, situations 3, 5, and 8 were analysed according to SI. Table 3.2 below shows the

distribution of situations according to social factors.



Table 3.2. The distribution of situations according to social factors.

. : v SOCIAL SIZE OF
SITUATIONS | POWER | (g a\NCE | IMPOSITION
Situation 1 0 (S=H) - -
Situation 2 - + SD -
Situation 3 - - + SI
Situation 4 + (8>H) - -
Situation 5 - ~ - Sl
Situation 6 + (S<H) - -
Situation 7 - - SD -
| Situation8 | - - - + SI
___Situation 9 - + SD o

(o
N

The choices of forms were each counted taking into consideration the +P, -P, =P,
+SD, -SD, +8I, -SI. Their percentages were calculated and thus the most preferred
forms were defined. The same calculations were done for both Turkish and English
situations. According to the results, the English and the Turkish responses were
compared. The high proportions for inappropriate choices from Turkish into English
that occur for the same vsituation revealed the negative transfer where learners transfer
inappropriate forms into the target language stemming from causes such as the lack of
knowledge in the target language and its culture, overgeneralization, etc. On the
contrary, the high proportions for appropriate choices from Turkish into English that
occur for the same situation revealed the positive transfer. Here, the linguistic forms or
sociocultural knowledge has positive effects on the transfer from .1 into 1.2 since both
languages sharessome similar values or social norms. In addition, when there was no
similar rate of proportions for same situations in English and in Turkish, that occurrence
was considered revecaling that there were not cffects of transfer for these specific

situations.

For the interview, the encouraging and parallel answers were looked for in
accordance with the appropriate and in appropriate choices of request forms. That is,
whether informants were aware of the limitations resulting from their proficiency level

in the English language or their abilities/inabilities that reinforced/weakened their
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performance of performing requests according to the social variables; power, social

distance and size of imposition.
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CHAPTER 4
RESULTS

Results of the analysis of DCT data will be presented in this chapter. As stated in
the earlier section, these situations were randomly grouped into three social factors
which were power, social distance and size of imposition. Situations 1,4,6 were
analysed for the investigation of P factor; 2,7,9 were for SD and finally, 3,5,8 were for
SI. As explained in the previous chapter, the performances were counted and converted
into percentages.between the three groups of participants. Hereafter, the subjects will be
mentioned as follows; 1 year group E, 1% year group T and 3™ year group T. In the
preceding sentence, E refers to the English language and T refers to the Turkish

language. The findings are provided in Table 4.1 below.

The results obtained from the data analyses of DCT (English), DCT (Turkish, 1*
year student teachers) and DCT (Turkish, 3" year student teachers) are presented below
based on the three social variables, P, SD, SI. The results gained from the interview
with 1* year learners are mentioned briefly.

4.1. Power

Power was evaluated according to the relationship between the interlocutors. +P
represents the S’s authority over H. On the contrary, -P refers to the H’s authority over

S, and =P reveals that the S and the H are equal in terms of power.
4.1.1. Speaker power over hearer (+P)

In the fourth situation the addresser has power over the addressce. The S was
required to request to keep quiet from children in the given situation. To remind the

reader, the situation is given below.

SITUATION 4: Imagine that you had a final exam today. You are back home now
and very tired because of the heavy load of exams. You plan to re.;t for a while and then
prepare for the exam you will take tomorrow. You are determined to sleep for two
hours. However, you cannot since you hear the terrible noise of your neighbour’s

children. How would you ask them to be quiet?
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Table 4.1. The percentages for +P (Situation 4)

L%E:;EEL D %) | C1(%) 1(‘1/C)1 A | TOTAL
G::u‘l(f(“l::) 40 53.4 0 6.6 100
(:]::»:: m| 70| | Y 2
_Egr: :pez%) 24 50 6 20 100

D (Direct), CI (Conventionally Indirect), NC1 (Non-conventionally Indirect),
A (Avoidance)

When we consider the percentages of +P where the speaker has authority over the
hearer, it is clear that the most preferred level type is CI. It is followed by D type and
the least preferred one is NCI level. It is important to note that some informants used
avoidance strategy in all groups. The findings suggest that there is a considerable
difference between the preferences for performing requests in the Turkish language in
general. This difference again occurs between Turkish and English performances of the

informants.

There is 6.1% of difference in 1" year subject T answers when compared with the
3 year group which is the bascline data for requests in Turkish. In addition, it is seen
that there are meaningtul differences between their answers in E and in T in terms of
being direct in performing requests.  ‘They conveyed their direet requests as in the

following example:

“Cocuklar, ya sessiz oynayin ya da disarida oynayin ¢iinkii yarin énemli bir stnavim

var. Sessiz olursaniz biraz dinlenmeyi diisiiniiyorum oncelikle.”

Or in another example for the same situation, the informant utters the following

sentence:

|
“Yarm sinavim var uyumaya ¢alistyorum, biraz sessiz olun!!!”
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These sentences involve direct requests since there are imperative main verbs such
as ‘sessiz oynaymn, sessiz olun’ in the head acts of performed requests. As for the

requests in English the following sentence can be examined.

“Why are you making so much noise? I'm trying to study for my exam! Please be

more quiet.”

Here, the verb of the head act is a mood derivable one which shows that the request
is a direct one. It is also important to note that the percentage of direct requests is quite

high (40%) in the English data.

On the other hand, as noted earlier, it is observed that the most preferred request
form is CI. However, the baseline group of 3 year T selected CI level forms more than
the 1* year T group with 6.1% of difference. One example from the latter group is as

follows:

“Merhaba, ben sizin komsunuzum, bugiin smava girdigimden dolayr iizerimde
birkag giintin yorgunlugu var. Ancak, biraz giiriiltii oldugundan uyuyamiyorum. Sessiz

olabilir misiniz liitfen? ”
»

* In this example, after making some explanations, the speaker uses a modal verb
which is the equivalent of the English modal verb ‘Can’ in ‘Sessiz olabilir misiniz...’
Thus, such examples arc categorized as Cl request forms. 53.4% of the 1% year group E
selected this type of requests where the same group preferred it in T with 73.3% which
is quite high.

To compare the groups in terms of the use ot NCI strategy, it can be realized that
the 1% year group made parallel preferences in E and in T with 1.1% difference. This
level is the least preferred one, it is not chosen in E at all. The 3™ year group differs
from the others slightly. The difference is approximately 5-6% where the preferences of
the 1% year group deviates from the bascline group. This shows that 3 year group
tended to be more indirect than the 1* year group in the choices of Turkish requests

when the speaker has P over the hearer.

Surprisingly, the difference between 1% year T and 3™ year T is considerable with

12.3% in terms of the selections for avoidance strategy. The baseline data group
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preferred A with 20% which is meaningful. For this situation where participants needed
to ask for silence from lower power interlocutors, the 3™ year group preferred asking for
children’s parents to talk to or did not write anything at all. However, there is a slight

]Sl

difference between the 1% year E and T groups. Similar tendency for A in year

groups was obscrved for NCI request strategy which is not preferred that much.

When the main verbs used in the performance of requests are analysed, the

following results are found out as seen in Table 4.2 below.

Table 4.2. Numbers of Main Verbs (Situation 4)

24 § o | »
MAIN gg E|€15|%3
VERBS | 23| 3 | £ |3 | =
e
1* Year
Group (T) 846 7.7 | - 7.7 100
3" Year
Group (T) 58 | 20 | 6 | 16 | 100
b @ _
MAIN g g [
VERBS P 8 =
1™ Year R
Group (E) 87.7112.3 1100

When the tables are examined, it is seen that the most frequently selected verb in
the Turkish data was ‘sessiz olmak’. However, the 3" year baseline group showed less
tendency for the use of the same verb when compared to the 1% year T data. In addition,
consistent results are observed in the English data with 87.7% of preference for the verb
‘be quiet’. In Karatepe’s (1998) study the same verb was observed as the most preferred

one in similar situations.
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Various address forms are frequently used in this situation in Turkish requests.
Some examples are ‘canim, tathim, giizelim, bizdik, fistik, delikanh, evlat, lan and

¢ocuklar’. ‘The following example reveals speaker’s anger.
“Ne lan diigiintiniiz mti var? "

Agikalin (1991) says that young people use different speaking styles. She adds that
young people may say ‘Fﬁtfen yapma(ym)!” (p. 76) to their parents; however, they tend
to produce sentences like ‘yapmasana kiz!” or ‘yapmasana ulan!” (ibid.) for their
younger siblings as seen in the Turkish data of the present study. The informants
preferred various forms in English such as ‘stupid boy, my dear, sweetheart, honey, kids

and boy’.
4.1.2. Speaker power equal to hearer (=P)

The findings of the first situation where the addresser and the addressee are equal in
terms of authority will be explained now. The S who does not have notes for the exam

wants to borrow one of classmate’s notes in Situation 1.

SITUATION 1: Imagine that you have a final exam next week and four days to
prepare for it. Since you missed the class several times before, you do not have notes on
all topics. So, you decide to borrow notes from one of your class mates whom you are
good friends with. You know that he/she has already begun preparing for the same

exam. How would you ask him/her to lend you his/her notes?

Table 4.3 shows the percentages of choices for each level by the three groups.

Table 4.3. The percentages for =P (Situation 1)

Lvpe | PO | CI(W) ?.,f;)' | A | TOTAL
ci:u‘ff?é) 6.6 | 934 | 0 0 100
GI:):: ?%) 33 1 967 0 0 | 100
é:.;e?;) 13 84 3 0 100
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According to the results of the study, the most preferred level of directness was CI
with a considerable difference from D and NCI which are the least preferred levels. The
subjects did not prefer A at all and this showed that they conveyed requests to their
friends who were classmates and equals in terms of authority. For Situation 1, there is a
parallelism between the 1™ year groups; however, the 3" year participants differ from

others considerably.

The 3™ year group preferred to use D strategies with 13% in Turkish requests that is
they tended to be more direct from the other two groups. The findings suggest that 1*
year groups were more indirect to power equal interlocutors. When the groups are
compared, they all show difference for using direct request forms. The difference

between 1¥ year group E and T is 3.3% which is not great.

As for the CI level, the 3 year group showed less tendency, when compared with
the 1¥ year T group, for preferring CI forms with the percentage of 84%. On the other
hand, 1" year group T preferred to be indirect with power equals with 96.7% of

selection. An example is as follows:

“Giilyen, ¢ok zor durumdayim canim, yardimma ihtiyacim var. Sinava ¢ok az kald
ve benim notlarim tam degil. Sana uyarsa notlarin bir giinliigiine bana verebilir misin?

Soz hemen geri getiricem.”

The head act involves an equivalent of a modal verb such as ‘Can’ in ‘verebilir
misin?’ As it is clear from the results, most of the informants preferred CI request forms
in Turkish. 1* year groups again show a slight difference of 3.3% which suggests that
they were indirect even with their classmates. Seemingly, the 1* year group E preferred
Cl level (93.4%). However, there is a great difference among all groups with regard to
four social variables, and this difference shows parallelism across all groups in the

study.

The baseline data showed a slight difference of 3% sele’ction from the other group
performed in Turkish for NCI request forms. When it comes to the 1% year groups, there
is an exact parallelism between them with respect to NCI strategy. None of them used
NCI forms.
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The following tables (Table 4.4) show the preferences of main verbs in the head

acts of requests.

Table 4.4. Numbers of Main Verbs (Situation 1)

-
| % e 5L €| | 2
MAIN S| 2 |EEE|gE|E| 2| 8z
vires | £ | S |BESISE| 5| E| £ |3
1* Year |,
Group (Ty | 379|355 155 | - | - | - |1L1]100
3 Year
Growp(m) | 27 | 0] - 16 | 11| 3 | 13 | 100
= & 2 @ i
van | 2l gl 2| |3
= | E| 2
vires | 3| 8| 2| 5| €&
1* Year —
Group () | 379 | 322 | 166 | 13.3 | 100

The 3" and the 1% year groups of informants tend to use ‘almak/vermek’ most
frequently in their Turkish requests. There does not seem to be misunderstandings in
their utterances like owning the requested notes resulting from the verb choice since
these verbs are commonly used in Turkish. In addition, they use sofieners such as ‘kisa
bir siire igin, bir giinliigiine, fotokopi ¢ektirmek igin, ctc.” which imply that they request
for notes in order to borrow/lend them. Whereas, the 1* year group has a considerable
tendency in using the verb ‘give’ in their English request forlhs which may involve the

meaning of possessing the notes apart from the meaning of lending them.

There is less tendency of using address terms in English when compared with
Turkish terms. For Situation 1, native speakers of Turkish preferred ten different types
(arkadagim, camim, Xcigim, kanka, oglum/olum, baba, kardes, abi etc.). However, in

English, they used only two types; friend and the name of the interlocutor.



44

Finally, it is observed that the 70% of the 3™ year, 67.7% of 1¥ year T and 63.3% of
1* year E groups preferred to use long utterances with detailed explanations when

requesting something from children.
4.1.3. Hearer power over the speaker (-P)

In Situation 6, the Sidoes not have power over the 11, on the contrary, the H has
authority over the S. The addresser is a student who has been staying at the dormitory
for a few months. The S is disturbed by another student who has been there for four
years and the S is required to ask for silence.

SITUATION 6: Imagine that you are staying at the dormitory and you have been
there for a few months. You dre preparing for your final exams of the first term. You are
studying in your room since you could not find a free table in the library. A student, who
has been living in the dormitory for four years, is listening to the music very loudly. You
find this terribly disturbing. His/Her room is next to yours. How would you ask him/her

to be quiet?

Table 4.5 below reveals the percentages of findings according to the categorization

of social variables.

Table 4.5. The percentages for -P (Situation 6)

LTI‘E‘X)EEL D (%) | CI(%) Igg | A |TOTAL
G::uze?g) 10 | 845 | 55 0 100
Glr;::z;) 66 | 934 | 0 0 100
(?;:l?;ez(i;) 5 32 12 1 100

The findings suggest that the most preferred strategy was CI followed by D level.

One of the least' selected types was A which was preceded by NCI level selections.

Tor the comparison of groups with respect to D level, 1% year group E was the one

that made a choice of 10% and preferred to be the most direct among the all groups.



45

That group was followed by 1* year group T participants who made 6.6% of preference.
The 3™ year T group as the baseline group used D forms at a rate of 5% which means
that the 1" year and 3" year T groups show a slight difference in terms of being direct.

However, 1% year E group shows a considerable difference from the other groups.

As for the most preferred CI level, it is seen that the 1% year T group’s preference
was the most frequent one for 93.4% and this showed their tendency of being indirect to
power unequals,? namely the interlocutors with higher power. The following is an

example where an equivalent of modal verb (Could/Would) is used in the head act

(Kisabilir misiniz?).

“Merhaba. Simaviara ¢alistyorum ama miizik ¢ok rahatsiz ediyor. Sakincast yoksa
sesini kisabilir misiniz?”

On the other hand, the baseline group of Turkish showed a difference of 11.4%
from the 1% year group and thus preferred to be less indirect in terms of using CI request
types. According to the results, there is approximately a parallelism between the 1% year

E and the 3™ year T groups. When their choices are compared, a slight difference of
2.5% is observed (84.5% vs. 82%).

Although the baselinle data showed a 12% of high tendency for being more indirect
(NCI) in Turkish, the 1* year T group did not use NCI forms at all. There is a
considerable difference between the groups that preferred these forms. The 1% year

group E made a choice of 5.5% and the 3™ year group T of 12%.

Avoidance strategy was observed in the baseline data with only 2% while it was not

observed in other groups.

Table 4.6 below shows that informants preferred the verb ‘kismak” most frequently
in their Turkish requests. The English equivalent of the same word is the most

frequently used verb ‘turn down’ in the English data.

The preference of address terms in the Turkish language is again various such as
‘canim, abi, agabeycim, abla, arkadagim, giizelim and hoca’. The fact that they used

only two variations of address in English appears to be meaningful.
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Table 4.6. Numbers of Main Verbs (Situation 6)

MAIN s 8% gl g2 B 5| ®
vires | 5 |65 2| 2|2 £ &
o - m o -E o= Q
N °l 5 | & z =
1% Year
Group (T) 588 18 [17.7] - - 5.5 1100
3" Year .
Group (T) 61 15 7 12 1 4 100
[ s = | .
MAIN oS S 5 ) i =
52859 2| 2| 8
8
1% Year
Group (E) 53.5] 255 10 17.713.3]1100

4.2. Social Distance

A

In the evaluation of SD, there are two criteria. The first one is +SD which represents
the social distance between the S and the I1. The second one —SD meaning that the
interlocutors are intimate. As stated earlier, the three situations are evaluated for one
variable as seen above for P factor. Similarly, the findings of another three situations
will be presented here.

4.2.1. Distant interlocutors (+SD)

According to the selection of situations, two of them (2 and 9) involved SD between
the requester and the requestee. Tn Situation 2, the requesters made requests to borrow
notes [rom a student whom they do not know well from another class. In the other one,
namely Situation 9, participants ask for an extension from one of their instructors where
again exists social distance. |

SITUATION 2: Imagine that you have a final exam next week and four days to
prepare for it. Since you missed the class several times before, you do not have notes on

all topics. So, you decide to borrow notes from a student whose notes are known to be
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quite tidy and clear. You do not know him/her well since you are not sharing the same
class. How would you ask him/her to lend you his/her notes?

SITUATION 9: Imagine that you are a fourth year student. You will be graduated
in a few months. You have a term paper due the next day that requires much time to
complete. You really did your best. However, you failed to start your work when you
should have done so. You will not be able to complete your paper before the deadline.
You need one more week and you are sure that you will present a very good paper if
you are given longer time. You know your instructor has a heavy program for this week
and will not be able (o grade these papers for at least one week. You go to your

instructor’s office. How would you ask for a one-week extension?

The findings arc represented in Tables 4.7 and 4.8 below:

Tablc 4.7. The percentages for +SD (Situation 2)

ﬁt{%’g D (%) | CI (%) T/C..; A | TOTAL
Growp 0y | ¢ 100 0 0 100
Gl::;:;fg) 2.3 97.7 0 0 100
(?l‘::l;?;) 1 87 6 6 100

Table 4.8. The percentages for +SD (Situation 9)

LEVEL . NCT

e | POR [CIen | o A | TOTAL

1 Year B
Group (E) 6 94 0 0 100

1" Year

,) E

Crgup (T) 13.4 82.2 2.2 2.2 100

3" Vear 1 86 2 | 100

| Group (T)
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It is obvious from the findings that the most preferred directness level is CI. It is
followed by D forms; however, there is a significant difference in the preferences in

Situation 2 and 9. The NCI forms and A were used less often.

To start with the 3™ year group T, it can be said that they showed a considerable
difference with 10% between the D strategies of Situation 2 and 9 which is meaningful.
Similarly, the 1% year group I followed, with consistent preferences, the baseline group
by performing D forms in Turkish with a difference of 11.1% (Situation 2, 2.3% and
Situation 9, 13.4%). Both groups differed in their choices between the given situations.
On the other hand, the 1* year group I subjects avoided being direct to a socially distant
friend; however, they selected D forms with 6% to another socially distant addressee

who was an instructor.

When CI forms were compared across three participant groups, it was seen that they
all selected Cl requests most. The results indicate that the 3" year group T shows
parallelism in itself between both situations with a slight (1%) difference. In addition,
the 1% year group T reveals a meaningful difference of 15.5% between Situations 2
(97.7%) and 9 (82.2%) for their CI strategy preferences. When the data for Situation 2 is
examined, it is seen that the use of ‘Verebilir misiniz?’, which is the modalized form of

the verb ‘ver’, occurs frequently. It is categorized as CI strategy in the analysis.

“Derse birkac defa girmedigim icin notflarim tam degil. Sizin ¢ok diizenli ve

anlasilir not tuttugunuzu diisiinityorum. Bana notlarimizt verebilir misiniz? "

In addition, the suffix —iz refers to the polite ‘you’ in Turkish which shows that the
speaker considers the social distance. TFinally, the 1% year group E showed a slight
difference of 6% between the situations. These findings show consistence.

“As we do not know each other closely, it would be inconvenient for me fo do this,

yet, if that would be OK for you, could I borrow your notes for tonight on condition to

bring them back tomorrow?”

This example shows the use of CI request forms by examining the head act

involving the modal verb of ‘Could’.
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The 1* year group T and the 3 year group T used NCI forms at a low rate again.
This finding reveals that the subjects did not prefer to perform requests in NCI forms
when interacting with socially distant people. Informants did not use NCI requests in
English. Except for the 1% year group E, avoiding making requests is seen less

frequently in the preferences of the other groups.

The results of main verb selections are represented in the following tables (‘lable

4.9)

For Situation 2, the most frequently selected verbs in Turkish are again ‘almak’ and
‘vermek’. As explained before, Turkish native speakers do not attribute to the verb a
meaning of possessing the notes. They make explanations or promise to give back the
notes in a short time. Frequent incorrect use of the verb ‘give’ is seen in the English
data. In this case, 25.5% of participants used ‘give’ to indicate ‘lend’ in English. A

similar finding was also observed in Karatepe (2001).

As for the use of address terms, it is seen that the native speakers of Turkish used

them in a few requests. In addition, there was not an address form in the English data.

Table 4.9. Numbers of Main Verbs (Situation 2)

MAIN |S| 2 |E=2|SE|E|5| 8| %
verss |£| 5 |ZE5| 28| 5|8 £ &
R N o = o S
St L3
PiYear oo b ho ) 1ss | - | - | - [133]100
Group (T)
3T Year : =
Group (T) 36 | 14 3 18 | 12] 6| 11 100
1 - N
wan 2l g | Blg Bl
&} - h H
VERBS ) () 5 M8 =
1% Year R
Group (E) 44412550 18 | 7.7 4.4 1100
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Table 4.10 below presents main verb selections for Situation 9.

Table 4\.10. Numbers of Main Verbs (Situation 9)

=
] 9]
= 2 =< < @ —
VERBS |3 3| & &5 3 = [
57| - z|°
7]
1" Year
9 - 2
Group (T) 455|322 23 | 20 | 100
39 vear
Group (T) 50 | 17 | 18 - 15 | 100
MAIN | 2| 5 | E
VERBS | O | 5 | &
1" Year
Group (E) 63.3 | 36.7 | 100

The most frequently used verb in Turkish for Situation 9 is ‘siire/zaman vermek’.
There is consistency between the Turkish groups in their choices. For the English data
group, it can be said that they used the verb ‘give’ with 63.3% which was followed by
‘more time, exlension, one more week, efc.” there seems 1o be consistency among the

groups in main verb choice.

There was a consistent behaviour in all groups’ choices of address forms such as
‘hocam, efendim, 6gretmenim’ and ‘Mr/Mrs X, teacher, sir, ma’am’.
4.2.2. Intimate interlocutors (-SD)
The ﬁnding§ of situation 7 will be explained in the case of intimate interlocutors,
that is the S and the I are socially close. Iere, the S asks for assistance from one of the
close friends.

SITUATION 7: Imagine that you are a fourth year student. You will be graduated

in a few months. You have a term paper due the next day, but you have not done
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anything yet. You think you can ask for some help from one of your close friends.
He/She is a second year student in your department. You go to his/her room to ask for
help. How would you do this?

It can be noted that the most preferred directness level is CI according to Table 4.11

below.

Regarding the level of directness 14.5% of the 1% year group T chose D strategy
when interacting with intimate addressees and 10% of the baseline Turkish group
preferred D strategy. On the other hand, the 1% year E subjects showed parallelism with

baseline group at 11.3%. There seems not to be a great difference among groups.

Table 4.1 ].T The percentages for -SD (Situation 7)

e | P (%) | C1(%) 1(\{,2)1 A | TOTAL
Gl:u??é) 113 | 854 | 33 0 100
(lr;?x(:‘zrn 145 | 822 | 33 0 100
(gr:):;)u(";‘) 10 82 8 0 100

To compare the groups in terms of the most preferred form, CI, two groups revealed
similar results. There is an exact parallelism between the 3" year T and 1% year T
groups following the same percentages, 82% and 82.2%. When we take the 1* year E
group’s findings into consideration, it can be seen that there is only a slight difference

of 3.2% (85.4%), which does not seem meaningful.

Considering the findings of the use of NCI strategy, it can be noted that the 3™ year
group shows difference of 4.7% from both the 1% year T and E groups. It is also seen
that there is exactly the same percentage between the 1% year groups. All groups seemed
to make requests taking their intimate relationship into account, therefore there was not

any choice for A strategy.
»
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, Table 4.12. Numbers of Main Verbs (Situation 7)

1
g o0 g .| _
MAIN .é-é £ % g g 3
= =5 =
YVERBS Sﬁ 2 5 ; % 2 S
1*" Year
Group (1) | 91| < | - | 123100
3" vear
Growp(ry| 2 | 8| 10| 9 100
MAIN | & | 5| &
X S | = =
VERBS | @ | £ | &
1* Year
Group () | 755 | 245 | 100

For Situation 7, the most commonly used verb was ‘yardim etmek’ as seen in Table
4.12 in the Turkish data. The English data is in the same line with the Turkish data in
the use of an equivalent verb ‘help’. However, the Turkish verbs involved the suffix of
‘-sene, -sana’ with 10% of the 3" year baseline Turkish group preferences. In addition,

there was nol equivalent verb choice in the English data.

In the use of address terms, the Turkish data revealed a various use as follows;
‘canum, gitzelim, bitanem, kanka, dostum, kogum, abi, oglum, hoca, Xcigim and ulan’.

An example is:
“Naber lan? Abi su édeve bi el ativer be, yap su garibana bi iyilik Cok sikisik

durumdayim, hadi agabeycim kirma beni.”

As mentioned before, Agikalin (1991) says that the use of colloquial terms (oglum
and ulan) is frequently seen in young people’s speech. There is also a variety of such

forms in the English data but not as rich as in the Turkish data.
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4.3. Size of Imposition

The size of imposition involved in the requests are represented as +SI for big size

and -SI for small size of imposition.

4.3.1. Big size of imposition (+SI)

In the DCT, two situations (3 and 8) are selected for investigating the big size of
imposition. In situation 3, the S is required to borrow notes from the H and only four
days Icfl for thc cxam. In addition, the S asks for help for a project paper from a
classmate who has just finished his/her own and has been looking forward to having a
rest.

SITUATION 3: Imagine that you have the final exam of the course that you failed
last year. You are a fourth year student and you have been repeating that course with a
third year class. You have four days to prepare for the exam. Since you missed the class
several times before, you do not have notes on all topics. So, you decide to borrow notes
Jrom a student in that class who is known to be quite hardworking. How would you ask
him/her to lend you his/her notes?

SITUATION 8: Imagine that you are a fourth year student. You will be graduated
in a few months. You have a term paper due the next day. You need some help from one
of your class mates who is about to complete his/her paper. You know he/she is very
tired and has been looking forward to having a good rest right after finishing up with
the work. But, you are in a difficult position. How would you ask him/her to help you so

that you can complete your project?

The below Tables 4.13 and 4.14 present the findings and the percentages. It is seen
that the most preferred form is CI as seen in the other situations so far. It is followed by

D, NCI and A.

To start with D forms, the findings show that there are noticeable differences
regarding the use of directness levels between Situation 3 and 8. As for the 3" year
group T, another meaningful result with 26% of difference for conveying Turkish direct

requests is worth noting. The 1* year group T preferred ) request forms in Situation 3
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less than they did in situation 8 since 2.2% of them sclected D forms in Situation 3
where 18.8% of them preferred this form in the other one. The difference is 16.6%
which is a meaningful one. In addition, the 1% year group T, for Situation 8, showed
difference of 8.2% from the baseline group of the 3™ year T. This difference makes
1™

sensc. [owever, the 17 year E group’s choices rated for 2.2% for Situation 3 and 6.6%

for the eighth one. There is a low difference.

Table 4.13. The percentages for +SI (Situation 3)

Lfgp% D (%) | CI (%) I(V(,/(j)l A | TOTAL
G::u?;l;) 2.2 97.8 0 | 0 100
G‘:;:ﬁfn 20 | 978 0 0 100
(fr::f?;) 1 9% 3 0 100

Table 4.14. The percentages for +SI (Situation 8)

LTE‘X)%L D (%) | CI (%) 1(\12)1 A | TOTAL
G::u‘[{ffl;) 66 | 93.4 0 0 100
(;1:;::?;) 188 | 757 | 323 22 100
(;r;:;"‘(‘,;) 27 65 6 2 100

Regarding the results for CI form selections, the 3 year group T selected the CI
type at such rates 96% and 65% leading to results which can be taken as considerable.
The great difference occurs with 31% when big size of imposition on the H’s shoulders
is laid on. Similarly, for the 1* year group in the Turkish language, there is considerable
difference of 22.1% between 3 and 8 which refers to meaningtul discussions. When it

comes to the 1* year E group, they made preferences with 97.8% for the third and .
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93.4% for the eighth situations. The difference seems to make no sense. This example

was written for Situation 3 which consisted of mostly the CI request forms:
“May I take your notes please?”

The general tendency of non-native speakers to be indirect is the use of modals in
their utterances as seen in the example. In addition, they sometimes make the
inappropriate main verb selections such as ‘take’ instead of ‘borrow’ which may result

in misunderstandings.

As for the NCI forms, there are slight differences among groups according to the
situations. The differences are 3.3% and 3% between Situations 3 and 8. For A strategy,
it can be said that the 1™ year T and 3" year T avoided from conveying requests in

accordance with differing contexts.

When it comes to the analysis of main verbs, the following tables (Table 4.15 and

Table 4.16) show their percentages in both languages.

When the main verbs used in requests are examined, it is understood that the native
spcaker groups usc ‘almak/vermek’ most frequently. However, it is clear from the
sentences that the speaker intends to borrow or wishes the hearer to lend the notes. This

example puts light on the explanation.

“Sey diyecektim, notlarinda eksik yoksa alabilir miyim? Hemen fotokopisini ¢ektirip
geri getiririm.”

For the English data, informants mostly preferred the verb ‘lend” which is
appropriate. On the other hand, the use of ‘give’ is considerable with 24.6% and the

mentioned verb (together with ‘take’) may lead to communicative failure.

Table 4.16 shows that the same consistency in the selection of main verbs between
the Turkish and the English data is observable in Situation 8. The most preferred verb
was ‘yardim etmek’. The English 1% year group selected the equivalent verb most

commonly which is ‘help’ in their requests.

The address terms are various in Turkish (arkadasim, camim, dostum, giizelim, abi,

kogum, etc.); however, the English terms are limited as ‘(my/dear) friend” and “darling’.
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Table 4.16. Numbers of Main Verbs (Situation 8)
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4.3.2. Small size of imposition (-SI)
Situation 5 in the DCT involved the size of imposition which was small.
SITUATION 5: Imagine that you are staying at the dormitory and you have been
there for three months. You have a project paper due tomorrow. You are very tired after
school and you still try to finish the project. However, you cannot concentrate on it
since you hear loud music coming from another student’s room for half an hour. You
met that student before but you did not talked to him/her much. He/She has been living

there for three months just like you do. How would you ask him/her to be quiet?

Table 4.17. The percentages for -SI (Situation 5)

Lg/l,'% D (%) | CI (%) 1(\1,/(3 A | TOTAL
G::uie?lg) 166 | 834 | 0 0 100
G‘;:&% 122 | 878 0 0 100
(frzlﬁf*(‘;) 11 84 3 2 100

Table 4.17 above shows the percentages for the fifth situation. Again, the most
preferred type is CI, followed by D, NCI and A strategies.

When starting with the comparison of D forms, the close percentages for the
selection of forms between the 1% year group T and the 3" year group T with a slight
(1.2%) difference is realized and this showed their consistency. However, the other 1%
year group shows 16.6% of percentage for direct form selection. The rise in the

percentages of D request types for small size of imposition is meaningful.

To continue with CI forms, it can be stated that the 1% year T group made CI form
selections of 87.8% whereas the baseline group made 84% for the same request type

with approximately 3.8% of difference from the 3 year group.

As for NCI forms and A, it is seen that the only group which preferred them with

low percentage ratings was the 3" year T group.
p g g y group
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For this situation, the main verb preferences are represented in Table 4.18 below.

Table 4.18. Numbers of Main Verbs (Situation 5)

-]
o2 o0 S @
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It is observed in the Turkish data that the most frequently preferred verbs were
‘kismak’ and ‘sessiz olmak’ for Situation 5. The consistency between the baseline data
group and the 1* year group is clear. What is more, the non-native speakers of English
preferred the verb ‘turn down’ most frequently in their request forms. The consistence

in the verb choice is evident between the Turkish and the English data.

For the address terms, the Turkish groups preferred nine different Lypes such as
‘giizelim, arkadasim, dostum, birader, hocam, baba, kardes, camum, the name of the
addressee’. For the same situation, five various terms were used which were ‘dear

{riends, my friend, (ellow, brother and girls’.

4.4. Interview |

The interview questions were designed to find out the participants’ perceptions of
learning English and whether they were happy with their level of English. The questions

also investigated what student teachers did in order to improve their knowledge in



English. Another point was related to the opportunities to interact with native speakers
particularly for conveying requests. There were some questions in relation to the DCT
situations which investigated the easiest and the most difficult ones to answer and their
possible reasons. Finally, participants were asked whether they considered the

differences in terms of P, SD and SI when conveying the requests in given situations.

As for the results, it was clear that most student teachers did some activities to
improve their proﬁcienq{ level such as reading books and magazines, listening to music
in English and sending e-mails to native speakers of English. None of them had the
chance of going abroad which would help them to improve their sociocultural

competence.

Eight out of ten informants said that they did not prefer to speak in English with
their friends inside and outside the classroom. In addition, they stated that it did not

make sense to speak in English with classmates.

They mdicated that all the situations given in the discourse completion test were
easy to respond to except for Situation 4 and 9. They added that it was difficult for them
to perform requests when their interlocutors were children and an instructor. In addition,
all informants said that they paid attention the differences between the given situations

when performing requests.

One of them indicated that she once requested something from an instructor who
was a native speaker of English. She added that she planned what to say before

conveying her request which helped her to better express herself.
Most of them indicated that they would differ in their requests il they were to speak
face to face. ITowever, they [elt more comfortable when writing down requests since

they had enough time to think and make corrections.
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CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION

In this chapter, the results of the study will be discussed regarding the three social
factors that are power, social distance and size of imposition in relation with the

appropriateness of requests conveyed.

There were seven research questions mentioned in the present study earlier. Two of
them are related to power effect on the choice of request types, two of them are related
to the social distance, two of them aim to investigate the size of imposition and the last
question is related to the transfer of request forms from Turkish into English.

5.1. Power

The present study involved two research questions concerning the power relations
as S power over H (+P), S power equal to H power (=P) and H power over the S (-P).
The first research question aims to investigate the participants’ request form choices and
their appropriateness in English language regarding the P factor. The second question
related to the same factor but this time in Turkish. These questions will be evaluated

now.

Research Question 1: To what extent do Turkish student teachers choose to use
appropriate request forms by considering the factor of power relations between the

speaker and the hearer in English?

This question investigates the appropriateness of request forms in English (E) in
accordance with the power relations as stated above. The findings of E data will be

explained here according to +P, =P and —P variables.

The 1* year E group preferred CI forms more frequently than D forms when the $
has P over the H (+P). In addition, some subjects avoided making requests at all (6.6%).
The percentage for D forms was 40%; however, 53.4% of them preferred CI forms. The
high frequency of occurrence of D forms was an expected result since the interlocutor
had relatively less power. For this reason, the finding of 40% showed that learners

appear to have had an awareness about directness in English.
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On the contrary, 53.4% of them preferred CI forms, most of which consisted of
requests with modals. This appear to indicate that more than half of the subjects did not
intend to be direct even in +P situations. This may be due to various reasons. First of all,
the participants may ‘overgeneralize’ CI forms which involve modals. Thomas (1983)
indicates that what learners do quite often is to sclect one way of requesting and use it in
all contexts, that is they overgeneralize the structure which may result in failure in
interaction. When analysing the data, it was seen that most of the CI request forms
consisted of modals such as ‘can, could, would’. For that reason, it is possible for
Turkish EFL learners lo overgeneralize modal verb question use in requests regardless
of the situational factors, namely power relations here. The results of Otcu and Tankut’s
(2003) study with Turkish EFL learners, where 90% of requests involved modal verb
questions, support this finding. Another reason may be the materials, namely the
textbooks used in EFL classrooms and teachers’ perception of teaching requests.
Textbooks show a tendency to represent requests by using modal verb questions and
teachers, in general, do not pay much attention to the differing choices according to
variables such as the interlocutor’s age, gender, social status and so on. Lastly, the high
preference for CI request forms may be due to the data collection instrument (DCT).
Learners have a tendency of being more formal when writing requests in DCT. Rintell
and Mitchell (1989) explain that subjects may produce more formal language because

they may perceive writing activity more formal than speaking.

As for NCI forms, the results show that this form of requests was not chosen at all.

Since the S has P over the I1, this finding is not surprising.

6.6% of the 1% year E subjects avoided from conveying requests. This may be
resulting from their inability to perform requests in English. Rose (2000) reinforces this
by cxplaining the reasons of opting out as follows: “(...) intentional nonpertual factors,
and inability to perform the act owing to limited proficiency in a language or limited
familiarity with a particular scenario.” (p. 39). Another reason may be, as Rose
indicates, the unfamiliarity with the situation given in the foreign language. The

informants may never have performed these requests in English in real life.
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When the 1% year E group’s requests in =P situations (speaker power equal to hearer
power) are analysed, it was found that the most preferred form was CI forms with
93.4% of preference followed by D forms of 6.6% choice. The findings revealed that
subjects did not appear to be aware of the influence of situational variations on
linguistic choice since their interlocutors were power equal persons. They were
expected to produce direct utterances instead of indirect requests. However, this may be
stemming from the effect of another variable which is the ‘size of imposition® laid on
the interlocutor. This situation involved a pressure on the S since he/she had to ask for
notes from a classmate just four days before the exam. Thus, learners may have been
affected by this pressure and tended to convey indirect requests for the sake of

minimizing the pressure.

As for the NCI request forms and A, it was seen that the participants did not

preferred both at all. These findings are expected for power equal addressees.

Finally, the findings of —P situations where the H had P over the S showed that the
most preferred form was CI ones. Subjects’ choices were followed by 10% of D and 5.5
% of NCI forms. The selection of D forms was an unexpected one since the S does not
have authority over the H. The 1¥ year I subjects made inappropriate choices in terms
of politeness. This may be resulting from the ‘instruction effect’ in EFL classrooms. It
was seen that in their direct requests, subjects frequently used the politeness marker
‘please’. The teaching of ‘please’ in EFL classrooms in Turkey is generally tend to be in
such a way that learners assume that they produce polite utterances by adding ‘please’ at
the end of the sentence regardless of the appropriateness of the context of situation.
White (1993) indicates that learners simply add ‘please’ to their requests in order to be
more polite without considering the social distance between themselves and their
interlocutors. Similarly, Faerch and Kasper (1989) point out that lcarners have
difficulties in distinguishing the formal and informal forms in the target language. They
say that learners overuse the politeness marker ‘please’ in their requests. These
explanations reinforce the inappropriate use of ‘please’ by Turkish EFL student

teachers.
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When it comes to the 84.5% of preference for CI forms, it can be said that they
produced appropriate réquests by considering the power. In addition, 5.5% of subjects
conveyed NCI requests and there is not any problem at this point too. Finally, none of
the participants avoided making requests to addressees who have power over them,

which reveals that they show the ability to convey requests.

When the main verb choices are analysed, it is seen that for +P, =P and P factor
situations, informants preferred these verbs: ‘be quiet’ (for Situation 4), ‘lend’ and
‘give’ (for Situation 1) and ‘turn down’ (for Situation 6). Their preferences for ‘be
quiet’ and ‘turn down’ are appropriate for the given situations. However, for Situation
I, a considerable number of informants chose the verb ‘give’ together with ‘lend” for
their requests. The latter verb choice was the appropriate one. Whereas, the verb ‘give’
was inappropriate in English since it may result in misunderstandings. That verb
involved a kind of ‘owning’ meaning where the verb ‘lend” would be appropriate for the
given situation. Thus, requests with the verb ‘give’ were inappropriate. The misuse of
‘give’ and ‘take’ instead of ‘lend’ and ‘borrow’ are said to be a common problem of

Turkish EFL learners (see also Karatepe 2001; Otcu and Tankut 2003).

Research Question 2: To what extent do Turkish student teachers choose to use
!
appropriate request forms by considering the factor of power relations between the

speaker and the hearer in Turkish?

When it comes to the 1% year group T in their preference for +P situations where
they have authority over their interlocutors, it is seen that 17.9% of requests are in D
‘forms. They preferred CI forms of requests with 73.3% which is meaningful. On the
other hand, the 3" year group T showed 6.1% difference from the 1% year group with
24% in terms of being direct. 'The difterence between the groups was a slight one. This
means that the subjects were less direct in their native language than in the foreign
language. This finding shows that there is a tendency to raise the level of politeness
even with interlocutors who have less power over the S in Turkish. This may be
stemming from the tendency of being formal when giving answers not orally but in

writing.
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As for the choices of CI forms, there was a meaningful difference of 23.3% between
the results of the 1% year T and the 3™ year T groups. The 1" year group was more
indirect in their preference of request forms than the 3" year group. This finding
suggests that they reveal the possible tendency of formal writing effect on DCT than the

3" year group.

The NCI forms were not preferred that much in T requests too. The 3" year group
used this kind of requests with 6% only. These findings indicate that NCI forms of

requests are not used by subjects in both E and T.

However, some learners avoided making requests from power unequals when they
had power over the interlocutors. The most obvious use of avoidance strategy was
observed in the 3" year T group with 20%. 7.7% of the 1* year T subjects avoided
performing requests in the Turkish language. The 1% year group’s choices in T and in E
showed parallelism, but the 3" year group showed a considerable difference. They
preferred to call children’s parents instead of asking for silence from younger
addressees. This may be resulting from their thought that talking to parents would be

more effective to reach their goal.

As for the findings of =P situations, the requests conveyed in T between the 1¥ and
the 3" year subjects showed difference. The most preferred one is again the CI forms
with 96.7% and 84% respectively. It was followed by D forms where the 3" year
subjects preferred these in a higher frequency than the 1* year subjects (13% vs. 3.3%).
Only the 3" year group chosce the NCI forms at a low rate of 3%. In addition, nonc of

the groups avoided conveying requests.

It was an expected result for subjects to use D forms considering the power
relations. For this reason, they preferred appropriate forms and there was not any
problem, As for the CIl forms, it can be said that subjects did not appear to consider
power factor at this point. The 1% year group showed a higher tendency than the other
group in their preference of request forms. As explained for the 1 year E group before,
T language groups may be affected from another variable which is the size of
imposition burdened on the addressee. The subjects did not avoid requesting in T

language which is quite normal.
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The most preferred level of directness was the CI one when —P situations were
analysed. Here, the H has P over the S and the 1% and the 3" year subjects showed
difference in their prefeirences for D and NCI forms. The use of avoidance strategy was

only observed in the second group with a low percentage (1%).

For D forms, the 1¥ year group conveyed 6.6% of their requests and the 3 year
group 5% of them which indicated that the latter group did not prefer to be more direct
for their interlocutors had authority over themselves. This finding suggests that the latter
group made a more consistent choice considering the power relations in Turkish;

however, the former one did not do so. This finding does not suggest that the 1° year
group made inappropriate preferences when compared with the baseline data of the 3"

year students because of the slight difference of 1.6%.

When the CI forms are compared, it was seen that the third year group used them
less than the 1% year group did. The 11.4% of difference is meaningful when related
with the findings of NCI forms. The 3" year group preferred to be more indirect and the
rate of NCI forms was 12% when the other group did not made NCI requests at all.
According to the results, the 3™ year group considered power relations of —P. These
findings suggest that the 1% year group did not produce appropriate utterances in terms
of NCI forms which were considered to be the most indirect type among others by
Weizman (1989). The writer says that the most indirect and non-conventional request

strategy is the strategy of requestive hints.

When the main verb choices in the Turkish data were analysed, it was seen that
learners preferred the following verbs according to the power variable. For +P, the 3™
year group selected ‘sessiz olmak’ with 58% of preference and the 1% year group chose
the same verb with 84.6%. The difference between the percentages results from the
baseline group'gs preference of 20% for avoidance. There is consistency between the
Turkish group since both of them preferred ‘sessiz olmak’ as the most frequently verb.

However, the baseline group used this verb less frequently than the 1% year group did.

For the power equal situation, namely Situation 1, the groups differed in their verb
choices. The 3" year baseline group preferred “vermek’ (to give) with 30% followed by

‘almak’ (to take) with 37.9% and ‘vermek’ with 35.5%. The difference shows that the
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baseline group performed requests in ‘hearer oriented’ (Blum-Kulka et al. 1989)
utterances like “Bana X dersinin notlarim fotokopi igin verir misin?” Whereas, the
results show that the 1* year group’s request forms were in ‘speaker oriented’ (ibid.)
sentences with the mostly preferred verb ‘almak’. As in the following example:
“Carmm, notlarin bir giinliigiine alabilir miyim? . Here the effect of the verb ‘take’ in
Turkish is diminished by putting time limit and softened by the use of a term of

endearment ‘camm’,

Finally, for Situation 6, it is seen that the most frequently preferred verb was
‘kismak’ (to turn down) for both groups. They showed a consistent behaviour in their

performance of requests in Turkish.
5.2. Social Distance

There were two research questions in relation with the social distance between
interlocutors. Interlocutors’ relationship was described as +SD when they were distant
and —SD when they were intimate. The third research question was designed to
investigate the appropriateness of requests conveyed in the English language and the

fourth in the Turkish language taking into consideration the effects of SD.

Research Question 3: To what extent do Turkish student teachers choose to use
appropriate request forms by considering the factor of social distance between the

speaker and the hearer in English?

Regarding the results gained out of the data for +SD, it was seen that the
preferences according to the level of directness for the 1™ year E group was as follows;
for situations 2 and 9, the most preferred one was the CI and the D request forms. The

NCT forms and avoidance were not preferred at all.

Subjects’ majority of CI preferences were appropriate since there was a social
distance between the requester and the requestee in the given situations. There appears
to be a slight but still meaningful difference of 6% between the two situations in terms
of indirect form choices. %100 of subjects used indirect forms when requesting notes
from a student whom they did not know much. On the other hand, they used 94% of CI

forms in another situation where they were required to ask for an extension from an
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instructor. What is surprising is their 6% of D form preference where their interlocutor
was a socially distant person, their instructor. This finding may result from their
assumption in that using ‘please’ makes it indirect and polite enough when performing
requests. Learners tended to overuse this politeness marker. As mentioned before, White
(1993) states that learners add ‘please’ to their requests and they assume that their

utterance is stisfactorily polite.

As [or the preferences between the intimate interlocutors (—SD), it can be said that
the most frequently selected forms were Cl request types followed by D and NCI ones
(85.4%, 11.3% and 3.3%). Since there was not SD between interlocutors, the
preferences for D types would be appropriate. However, the student teachers most
frequently selected indirect requests (CI and NCI). These findings may result from the
tendency of being formal when writing answers in DCT as mentioned earlier. In
addition, subjects may use the ‘overlearned’ request types since generally in
monolingual lahguage classrooms in Turkey, requests are taught without considering
the context of situations but in isolated ways as formal and informal. The emphasis is
put on the modal verb question forms and the effects of such teaching are observed in
most of the findings of the present study (the high preferences of CI forms). Karatepe
(2003) draws attention to the point that “Students can be helped to become aware of the
issues related to the appropriate uses of indirect requests by focusing on the
circumstances that require this kind of use in Turkish” (p.153). She adds that this will
help them to better consider the distance between the participants, weight of imposition

and power in the target language.

‘The analysis of main verbs showed that the informants preferred the following
verbs for Situation 2, 9 and 7; ‘lend’ with 44.4% and ‘give’ with 25.5%, ‘give’ with
63.3%, ‘help’ with 75.§%. Their verb choices were appropriate except for the 25.5% of
‘give’ for Situation 2 in requesting notes from a student. The subjects were expected to
use ‘lend’ instead of ‘give’ since the latter verb can easily lead to communicative
failure. The verb ‘give’ involves the meaning of owning the requested notes not

borrowing them. However, Turkish EFL learners show a considerable tendency to
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misuse the verbs ‘give/take’ and ‘lend/borrow’. Otcu and Tankut (2003) emphasize that

the teaching of ‘lend’ and ‘borrow’ should be focused on in EFL classrooms in Turkey.

Research Question 4: To what extent do Turkish student teachers choose to use
appropriate request forms by considering the factor of social distance between the

speaker and the hearer in Turkish?

It was seen that there were differences between the two situations (2 and 9) for +SD
when Turkish data were analysed. For the choices of D request forms, both the 1* and
the 3" year groups showed a considerable difference between the situations. The former
group used 2.3% of D requests in Situation 2 (borrowing notes from a student);
however, they used 13.4% D forms in Situation 9 (asking for an extension of a deadline
from an instructor). In addition, the 3" year group selected D forms for Situation 2 and
9 as follows, 1% and 11%. These findings are quite surprising since they showed that
both groups were not able to produce appropriate requests in their native language by
being direct to their interlocutor who was socially distant and deserve deference
according to the expectations of Turkish culture. This finding may be resulting from
their assumption that longer sentences with eclaboration and explanation reveal
indirectness. Most of the participants ]engthened their utterances in Situation 9;

however, they used direct request types in the head act.

When it comes to the CI forms, it is obvious that most of the participants prefer
being indirect. CI preferences are expected for socially distant interlocutors, thus both

groups made appropriate choices.

As for the NCI forms which are suitable for +SD situations, it was seen that the 3
year group showed consistence by making preferences in both situations. The 1* year T
group did not make requests in NCI forms in Situation 2, but showed consistence with

the baseline data of 3 year T group in preferring NCI request types.

The groups avoided at low rates performing requests in Situation 9 where they
showed consistent results. Apart from the other group, the 1% year group did not avoid

asking for notes from a student whom they did not know very well in Situation 2 which
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might have been stemming from the status of the interlocutor who was a student just as

themselves.

For the intimate interlocutors (-SD), the findings suggest that for the both groups
the high frequency of CI forms is dominant again. In addition, both groups preferred
NCI requests where the 1% year group showed less preference than the 3™ year group
with 3.3% vs. 8%. 'T'his was an unexpected result since the subjects were required to ask
for help from a close friend. However, this can be explained with the‘effect of another
variable, thé size of imposition, where the S asks for help from a friend for the project
paper to be handed in two days later. The time is limited and this may be a pressure on
the S.

Both the groups were able to show the expected behaviour in terms of being D with
intimate interlocutors; however, this finding was not satisfying because of the low rates
of selection (14.5% of 1* year group and 10% for the 3" year group). This finding
appears to reinforce the idea that the participants fail to make appropriate preferences in
Turkish.

‘The informants’ main verb preferences in I'urkish requests are also analysed. For
Situation 2, there were differences between the 3™ year baseline and the 1% year groups.
The former one mostly preferred the verb ‘almak’ (to take); however, the latter group
chose the verb ‘vermek’ (to give) most frequently. This may be résulting from the
different preferences for perspectives in their request utterances. For Situation 9, both
groups made consistent, therefore appropriate choices for the verb ‘siire/zaman vermek’

(to give time) as most frequently used one.

Finally, in their conveyance of requests for Situation 7, both groups again preferred
the verb ‘yardim etmek’ (to help) most frequently. Thus, it can be said that their
utterances were appropriate. However, the bascline group used ‘V+sene/sana’ like in

“Bana odevimde yardim etsene.” The 1¥ year group did not use these verbs at all.

5.3. Size of Imposition

The SI involved in the request is considered as +SI where the size of imposition is

big and —SI where it is'small. Therc arc two research questions in the present study in
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relation to SlI. The fifth question investigates whether Turkish student teachers chose
appropriate requests by considering the SI in English and the sixth question has been

designed to explore the same thing but in Turkish.

Research Question 5: To what extent do Turkish student teachers choose to use
appropriate request forms by considering the degree of imposition burdened on the

hearer in English?

To start with the +SI\wherc the imposition is big, it was seen that the most preferred
request type was CI for the 1* year E subject group. There were two situations (3 and 8)
related to the +SI where the participants were required to borrow notes from the H with
the time limitation, four days for the exam and in the cighth situation they were to ask
for help from a classmate who had just finished his/her project and looked forward to

having a good rest.

When the D choices were counted, it was seen that they used these forms with 2.2%
and 6.6% of preferences. It appears that the learners did not take into account the
variable that is the big size of imposition which burdened the addressee. This may be
resulting from their inability of conveying indirect requests or their lack of knowledge
about the need to make adjﬁslments according Lo the social variables. The isolated way
of classroom teaching speech acts without considering the context may be showing its
effects here.

As for the CI form selections, it was observed that the subjects preferred them with
97.8% and 93.4% which are quite high. These findings revealed that the subjects tried to
minimize the risk of being rejected by using indirect forms. On the other hand, they
were expected to choose to use NCI requést types to be more indirect since the burden
was really high in both situations. It appears that NCI form use was not fully achieved
by the 1" year learners. This may be resulting from the classroom instruction where
learners overuse the CI forms especially modal verb questions. This may affect learners
in a way that they choose CI requests either consciously or unconsciously. Another
reason may be the possibility of being misunderstood by the H. Weizman explains that a
requestive hint, as “(...) an utterance which under certain circumstances, may be

interpreted as an indirect request; but which, being inherently opaque, leaves the hearer
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uncertain as to the speaker’s intentions, and leaves the speaker the possibility to opt
out.” (1989:73). The writer adds that in performing requestive hints, the requester risks
being misunderstood by the requestee and thus his/her request will be inefficient. The
last reason may be the risky side of being indirect. Thomas (1995) indicates that “It is

‘risky’ in the sensc that the hearer may not understand what the speaker is getting at.”
(p-120).

For the —SI where the size of imposition is small, it can be said that learners
preferred just two types which are D and CI forms. They did not use NCI type of
requests again and the reasons for this finding may be the same as the ones explained
above. 16.6% of selection for D requests shows that they considered the social factor
effect in this situation. It appears that they were able to realize and take into

consideration the small size of imposition when performing their requests.

However, the high preference for CI forms reveals that most of them could not
achieve the full ability of considering the context. Faerch and Kasper (1989) say that
learners tend to choose longer forms, thus produce ‘overelaborate and overcomplex’
utterances. They add that in the interlanguage use, this was called as ‘the more the
better’ strategy. The informants produce longer utterances in conveying requests. This
may be stemming from their inability of expressing themselves in short but clear

sentences.

It was obvious that informants mostly preferred the verb ‘lend” in Situation 3 where
the verb choicc was appropriate. However, the use of the verb ‘give’ with 24.6% is
again considerable. As mentioned carlier, the inappropriate choice of ‘give’ may be
resulting from the inadequate knowledge of its connotations and use in context. In
addition, the interference of the Turkish equivalent of ‘give’ which is ‘vermek’ may be

confusing for Turkish EI'L learners.

For Situations 8 and 5, the informants preferred appropriate verbs such as ‘help’ and
‘turn down’ in their request forms. This shows that they have the adequate knowledge

for verb choices in English in general.
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Research Question 6: To what extent do Turkish student teachers choose to use
appropriate request forms by considering the degree of imposition burdened on the

hearer in Turkish?

When the Turkish data were analysed, it was seen that the 1% year group differed in
their choice of D formg between Situations 3 and 8 for +SI. The difference is 16.6%
which was meaningful (2.2% vs. 18.8%). The same tendency was observed for the
baseline group with 26% of difference (1% vs. 27%). Subjects were more indirect when
asking for notes with time limitation than asking for help from a very tired friend. This
was an unexpected preference. This may be resulting from the Turkish culture Where
close friends do the hardest jobs and show solidarity for each other. This perception

reinforeces the use of D forms.

As for the CI and NCI forms, it appears that the high preference is again for CI
forms. The subjects in both groups selected NCI request types less than CI forms. Both
groups are consistent here. However, the 3™ year group used less CI requests than the 1%
year group. This again shows that they consider the big size of imposition but with
different perceptions. This finding may be resulting from the closeness of classmates
since both situations related to classmate interlocutors. The 3™ year group, undoubtedly,
was closer in their friendship regarding that they shared the same class for a longer time
than the other group did. The possib]e effect of student culture in their perception of

friendship was seen here.

When it comes to —SI, the results are again surprising. The most frequent preference
was for CI forms where subjects wanted to be indirect in their requests. The expected
one was D forms since the size of imposition was small. The 1* year group showed
12.2% and the 3" year group 11% of D choices. The difference is slight, thus it appears
that both groups made consistent choices. While the latter group chose NCI forms (3%)
and avoided giving answers (2%), it was not considered to be a meaningful finding

because of the low frequencies.
it

The main verb selections in the Turkish data will be explained now. In Situation 3,

the 3™ year group mostly preferred ‘almak’ (to take) followed by ‘vermek’ (to give) in

]St

their requests. However, the 17 year group most frequently preferred ‘vermek’ followed ,
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by ‘almak’. The effect of perspective was seen here again. It can be said that 1% year

group used appropriate verbs in their conveyance of requests in Turkish.

When it comes to Situation 8, it appears that the 1* year group preferred appropriate
verbs since they were in the same line with the baseline group in terms of their

preferences for the verb ‘yardim etmek”’ (to help).

As for Situation 5, there was a perfect consistency between the findings of 3 year
baseline and the 1% year groups. They preferred the verb ‘kismak’ (to turn down) at
exactly the same percentages (65%). This showed that the 1% year group used

appropriate verbs in their Turkish request forms.

5.4. Transfer

The results of E and T language groups will be compared here to find an answer to
the last research question which investigates whether there was transfer from Turkish

into English.

Research Questjon 7: To what extent do Turkish student teachers transfer L1

request forms into L2 situations?

The main verb preferences, the use of address terms and the length of utterances

will be mentioned here.

In general, it was observable that the informants used a variety of address terms in
their Turkish requests. This is quite expected since the Turkish language has a rich
source of address terms. They varied these terms by considering the context of situation
together with their interlocutors. That is, the subjects used ‘arkadaslrh, canmm, glizelim,
kanka, kogum, etc.” for those who were socially close to them such as classmates or
other friends in the same department. In addition, they made adjustments, particularly,
when their interlocutors did not have power over them. In Situation 4, they asked for
silence from children. Thus, their address terms differed such as ‘canim, tatlm,
giizelim, bizdik, kiiciik delikanli, abicim, ablacim, evlat and also lan’. Agikalin (1991)
says that young people use different forms of speech inside and outside their family.
She adds that they use colloquial words and slang frequently. The use of address terms

‘lan/ulan, olum/oZlum’ in the present study reinforces the writer’s findings.
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However, it can be said that learners might have transferred some address forms,
most frequently the ones such as ‘friend, dear, kids and teacher’. Their tendency to use
these forms supports this; however, they could not use as many address terms in English
as they did in Turkish. They were limited to a few choices as mentioned above. This
may be resulting from their lack of sociocultural competence. That is, their inability
may be stemming from their lack of knowledge about how to vary these terms in the
target language in accordance with the cultural expectation of Lnglish. In addition,
another possibility may be their lack of linguistic knowledge which may result in the
overgeneralization of terms like friend, kids, etc. As for the use of the word ‘teacher’
and ‘hocam’, Otcu and Tankut (2003) indicate that the use of “teacher” is an attempt at
expressing positive politeness as it seems to be equivalent of the Turkish term ‘hocam’
which indicates positive politeness in Turkish. They add that “Moreover, the term
‘teacher’ seems to result from not only the transfer of a linguistic form but also that of a
politeness strategy showing deference.” (p. 55) In Situation 9, approximately all of the

informants preferred to use ‘hocam’ in their requests.

The ﬁndinés of main verbs suggest that the Turkish student teachers have some
problems in the use of ‘give’ and ‘take’ and also ‘borrow’ and ‘lend’. It was seen that a
considerable part of learners misused these verbs. To make it clearer, they use
‘give/take’ instead of ‘lend/borrow’. They may be transferring these verbs from Turkish
into English. Another reason of misusing these verbs may be their lack of knowledge
about the difference of meaning between ‘take/give’ and ‘borrow/lend’. They may be

assuming that ‘give and take’ are equivalents of ‘vermek and almak’ in Turkish.

However, they can easily be misunderstood in English since ‘give’ and ‘take’
involves the meaning of possessing the requested item in the given situations. Otcu and
Tankut (2003) suggest that teachers should focus on the teaching of ‘borrow” and ‘lend’
while performing requests. They also add that Turkish EFL learners use ‘take’ and
‘give’ which results in communicative failure. In the present study, most of the subjects
did not use softeners like ‘for a short time, for tonight, etc.” or promises to give back the
notes as they frequently preferred to use in Turkish. This finding raises the possibility of

being misunderstood by native speakers,
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As for the length of utterance, the effect of transfer from Turkish into English was
seen. For Situation 4 ané 9, most of the non-native speakers of English preferred long
sentences in order to ask for silence from children and request extension from an
instructor. Since their tendency in Turkish is the same with quite high percentages, it
can be thought that they transferred the length of utterance from Turkish request forms
into the target language requests. Their preference for long sentences in Situation 4 may
be resulting from the desire of convincing the children to keep quiet for a while with
detailed explanations. As for Situation 9, it may be stemming from the desire to sound
more polite. Rintell and Mitchell (1989) reinforce this by indicating that “Having more
and/or longer supportive moves in requests in particular can contribute to a perception

of the request as more elaborate and therefore more polite.” (p. 266).

To sum up, this study has evidence that Turkish EFL learners may face with
communicative problems resulting from transfer and lack of knowledge. Dogancay-
Aktuna and Kamglt’s (1997) findings support this by indicating that even advanced
Turkish EFL learners make pragmatic errors resulting from the lack of liﬁguistic
proficiency to convey the necessary act. They add that learners also transfer ‘the
sociolinguistic norms of their mother tongue to the target language’ (p. 153). The non-

native speakers have communicative problems when conveying requests.

5.5. Interview

It was understood that the informants in general performed the discourse
completion test by considering the given variables, namely, power, social distance and

the size of imposition.

They showed a tendency of having difficulties in requesting extension from their
El .
teacher and requesting silence from children. Their effort is observable from the

overelaborated and long utterances especially for these specific situations.

In the interview, they indicated that they did not prefer speaking in English with
their friends which may be affecting their fluency in expressing their thoughts. In
addition, they were aware of the fact that performing appropriate requests require the

sociolinguistic and sociocultural knowledge together. As it is understood from the
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responses, their chances to acquire them both is limited to classroom instructions and

learners’ own efforts of listening to music and watching films in English.
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CHAPTER 6
CONCLUSION

6.1. Summary and Conclusions

The present study aimed to find out whether Turkish student teachers choose to use
appropriate request forms in the English and the Turkish language. In relation to this
aim, the social variables described in Brown and Levinson (1987) were taken into
consideration, namely power, social distance and size of imposition involved in the

request.

According to the findings of the study, it was seen that there were differences in
terms of appropriateness of requests in both languages. The summary will be dealt with

considering the variables given in the discourse completion test.

For the power variable, it can be noted that informants sometimes considered power
relations with their interlocutors as S power over H (+P), S power equal to H power
(=P) and H power over S (-P). In addition, it was clear that for some situations student

teachers did not take these into consideration.

In situations where the S had power over the H (+P), it was found that the
informants were partially successful in choosing direct request strategies. The most
preferred strategy was Cl forms which showed that they did not make appropriate
preferences in general. Surprisingly, the analysis of the Turkish data revealed similar
findings. This may be resulting from the cffect of DCT where informants might have

the tendency to produce formal utterances in writing.
|

As for the =P situations, again the most frequently preferred strategy was CI forms.
This may be resulting from the textbook and classroom instruction effects in EFL
classrooms in Turkey together with the possible DCT effect as mentioned above.
Requests are generally taught as formal and informal forms without taking the context
of situation into consideration in classrooms. In addition, both teachers and the course

books show a tendency of reinforcing the frequent use of modal verb questions in
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performing requests. In the present study, the finding of an increasing preference of CI

request forms is observed in almost all situations in the DCT.
;
However, the informants appear to have performed requests appropriately in —P

situations. They used CI strategies most frequently and that was an expected finding.
Being indirect to interlocutors who have power over them shows that the subjects take
power relations into account and produce appropriate requests in both languages. Here,
it can be noted that both in Turkish and in English NCI forms are not preferred that
much. This finding may provide evidence in that informants transferred their tendency
of not using NCI strategies from ‘Turkish into English. In addition, they may be
overgeneralizing modal verb question use. Thomas (1983) reinforces this idea by
indicating that learners quite often select one way of requesting and use it in all

conlexts.

For the other variable of SD, it can be noted that both appropriate and inappropriate
preferences are found. When +SD variable was focused on, it was seen that informants
produced successful requests in English by considering this social factor. However,
being direct to their instructor was not preferred very often. As White (1993) indicates,
this may be resulting from the wrong assumption that adding the politeness marker of
‘please’ at the end of the request will make it sound polite. The same results were found
in the Turkish data. It appears that in Turkish, speakers assume that longer sentences
with explanations will be enough to sound polite. The effects of Fasrch and Kasper’s

(1989) ‘the more the better’ strategy can be seen in Turkish language.

The results of the —SD situations indicate that the most preferred strategy was CI
one in both languages. The informants were expected to be direct to their requestees;
however, they used CI forms. This may be resulting from the effect of another variable

which is the bi SI seen on the same situation.

For the last variable which is SI, the findings are analysed in accordance with +SI
and —SI situations. When it comes to +SI, it was found that informants mostly used CI
request forms which was appropriate for the given situation. On the other hand, NCI
strategies would be better in situations involving big SI. However, subjects did not use

them with high preferences. Weizman (1989) states that hints as being NCI request
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forms are inherently opaque and leaves the hearer uncertain about the speaker’s
intentions which may raise the possibility of opting out. As a result of this explanation,
it can be noted that informants show a tendency to minimize the risk of the H’s opting

out by using NCI requests.

Finally, -SI requests show that participants were able to realize and take into
consideration the small SI by preferring D request strategy. However, the high
preferences for CI strategies reveals that most of them could not achieve the full ability
of considering —SI. As Faerch and Kasper (1989) indicate, this may be stemming from
learners’ tendency of choosing longer forms and producing overelaborate and

overcomplex forms.

As for the use of address terms, it was found that informants used a variety of these
terms in Turkish but used in limited variety in English requests. It appears that they
have lack of knowledge about using different terms. As for the use of address terms, it
was found that informants used a variety of these terms in Turkish but used in limited
variety in English requests. It appecars that they have lack of knowledge about using
different terms in accordance with the cultural expectations of 1.2, There is another

possibility which is their lack of linguistic knowledge about address terms.

The main verb preferences suggest that the Turkish EFL student teachers have
serious problems in the use of ‘give/take’ and ‘borrow/lend’. The findings show that a
considerable percentage of learners misuse these verbs in English. They may sound rude
or be misunderstood by in an intercultural setting when they use ‘give’ and ‘take’
instead of ‘borrow’ and ‘lend’. Otcu and Tankut (2003) did similar observations in their
study. These verbs should be dealt with in EFL classes. Even learners at teacher
education programs, as seen in the present study, may make pragmatic errors stemming

from the lack of linguistic proficiency.
6.2. Suggestions for Further Research

The present study deals with the appropriateness of request forms in Turkish and in
English. The three variables which are P, SD and SI were involved in the DCT to find

out whether they were considered by participants. However, it was found out that from
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time to time the informants were affected by other variables apart from the determined
variable for some situations. In other words, they mostly preferred CI request strategies
affected by the big Sl where the actual variable had been the power factor. For that
reason, it can be noted that the DCT may not be revealing clear cut social factor effects
for each situations. Other studies involving the same variables may consider this side

effect and prepare their data collection tools under the light of this explanation.

In the study, it was seen that informants’ tendency of being formal may lead them to
indirect strategies and inappropriate preferences. Rintell and Mitchell (1989) explain
that more formal language may be produced by informants in DCTs because they may
perceive writing activity more formal than speaking. It was mentioned before that the
DCT showed its effect of being formal in this study. This effect should be taken into
consideration when the data were being examined. In adgiition, this finding may be
useful for other researchers who prefer to use written data collection methods in their

study.

In addition, oral data together with the written data can be collected to find out the
differences and the effect of writing activity. Oral data would reveal more natural or
authentic data. Moreover, the length of utterance would better be revealed in the oral

data.

The effects of classroom teaching have also been observed in the findings of the
present study. It was also found that even learners with high proficiency levels, namely
student teachers at university, performed requests which might lead to pragmatic failure.
For that reason, material'development studies should be carefully done by researchers
so that pragmatic awareness can be raised in EFL teaching settings. This is especially
crucial for Turkey who expects to become a member of the European Union. In the
Common European I'ramework for languages (designed by the Luropean Council in
2000), it is indicated that language policies should be revised and developments should
be done to teach sociocultural, sociopragmatic and sociolinguistic proficiency. Since
Turkey has been a member of the Council of Europe, these changes can be put into
application before Turkey became a member of the European Union. It is seen that

communicative failures may occur resulting from the lack of knowledge in intercultural
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settings. More research is needed to make necessary changes to adapt principles of the

Common European Framework in the Turkish foreign language education.

In addition, different research can be conducted to find out more about the
intercultural differences in the performance of speech acts apart from the notion of
transfer. It is evident in the literature that research on the cultural aspect of speech acts

is needed.
6.3. Implications for Foreign Language Teaching

As mentioned several times carlicr in the present study, the informants showed high
preferences for CI request form use. It may be the effect of textbooks in EFL
classrooms. In addition, the role of the teacher may be another possible effect. The
textbooks and the teachers generally divide requests into two types as formal and
informal. Formal requests are said to be preferred for interlocutors who have authority
over the speaker, who are socially distant and when there is a big size of imposition
burdened on the requestee. Informal requests are explained to be used with power
equals or with hearers who do not have power over the speaker, with socially close
people and when the size of imposition is small. The general tendency is teaching them
without context of situations as isolated sentences. This way of learning leads learners
to overgeneralizing some structures such as modal verb questions (Can, Could, Would,

etc.). §

In this study, the effects of overgeneralizations were seen quite often. In order to
overcome this problem, learners should be made aware of the social variables and the
explicit teachings should be focused on contexts involving' different variables. This way
of teaching may help to awareness raisings and the acquisition of pragmatic
competence. In addition, the findings of present study may help textbook teachers or

forcign language tcachers.

The informants, who participated in the interview, stated that they did not have
enough number of opportunities to use more authentic materials. Teachers can use
authentic materials such as songs, documents (newspapers, magazines, books,

timetables, etc.), movies, etc. to increase learners’ chance to learn the target language
}
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via authentic materials. This may add to the teaching of sociopragmatics features of the

newly learned language. It may also improve the communicative competence.

However, it was seen that the future teacher could not develop the full ability to
convey appropriate requests since the informants of the present study were Turkish
student teachers. First of all, teacher education programs should be revised in such a
way that they should include components to improve student teachers’ communicative
competence fully. This will enable them to teach better coming generations of young

people in Turkey.

The use of computérs and the internet should also become widespread. Teachers
should make use of the developments in their field and be encouraged to carry out

research by using these tools.
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APPENDIX A
THE ENGLISH VERSION OF THE DISCOURSE COMPLETION TEST

NAME, SURNAME: CLASS/NO:

INSTRUCTION

Below there are nine situations. In each one, you are asked to make a request. Please

complete these dialogues. Add one more turn when necessary.

SITUATION 1: Imagine that you have a final exam next week and four days to prepare for it.
Since you missed the class several times before, you do not have notes on all topics. So, you
decide to borrow notes from one of your class mates whom you are good friends with. You
know that he/she has already begun preparing for the same exam. How would you ask him/hér
to lend you his/her notes?

You: Hello X.

Your Friend: Hi!

YOu: cocvceiininroncnrnos SHRURNEEE, SIS, AU SSNEUNT.  SOII .. .00 soeossonscns

SITUATION 2: Imagine that you have a final exam next week and four days to prepare for it.
Since you missed the class several times before, you do not have notes on all topics. So, you
decide to borrow notes from a student whose notes are known to be quite tidy and clear. You do
not know him/her well since you are not sharing the same class. How would you ask him/her to
lend you his/her notes?

You: Hello. -

He/She: (He/She smiles.) Hello.

.
Y OlIS tenitttieitiuiserennenrsoresnuosesseonsassernsonsassononssseonsasssssssesssosnsansonsasensssosssssseensnsne

..................................................................................................................

SITUATION 3: Imagine that you have the final exam of the course that you failed last year.

You are a fourth year student and you have been repeating that course with a third year class.
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You have four days to prepare for the exam. Since you missed the class several times before,
you do not have notes on all topics. So, you decide to borrow notes from a student in that class
who is known to be quite hardworking. How would you ask him/her to lend you his/her notes?
You: Hello X. .

He/She: Hello.

You:
O eevoneneanessanoensororsorerasorasoosereotsessvsnensrsosessesssscesssvsssoesetasosesvesesssestcacssosoares
80 008 000880 000000 ees ea s ot s assaes s0s tEsete0es 0 eeaie st teoennenseeetetNs i sesesesettesetesssecesetotsterenssrse

P R R O R R Y R YRRy R ]

SITUATION 4: Imagine that you had a final exam today. You are back home now and very
tired because of the heavy load of exams. You plan to rest for a while and then prepare for the
exam you will take tomorrow. You are determined to sleep for two hours. However, you cannot
since you hear the terrible noise of your neighbour’s children. How would you ask them to be
quiet?

You: (Go upstairs and ring the bell.)

The child: (One of the children opens the door.)

.
b (1)1 EIPO I . ., ,c:0 000 i 000 coo 0o 00 000 000 o BEIRE0 000 000 sgpca ceocc T TTTTE TV

L R N R R R R T N P e Y Y R TR T R YRR T TTY

SITUATION 5: Imagine that you are staying at the dormitory and you have been there for
three months. You have a project paper due tomorrow. You are very tired after school and you
still try to finish the project. However, you cannot concentrate on it since you hear loud music
coming from another student’s room tor half an hour. You met that student before but you did
not talked to him/her much. He/She has been living there for three months just like you do. How
would you ask him/her to be quiet?

You: (Knock on the door and go into the room.)

He/She: (Looks at you.)

Y OU caiiiit ittt re e e e e s s e shu s e e e e raabs s sse benbaebre st thn e resbanesne

L Y L R P r TP RS R PR P R TPy R T

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- sescepoee

SITUATION 6: Imaginc that you arc staying at the dormitory and you have been there for a

few months. You are preparing for your final exams of the first term. You are studying in your



room since you could not find a free table in the library. A student, who has been living in the
dormitory for four years, is listening to the music very loudly. You find this terribly disturbing.
His/Her room is next to yours. How would you ask him/her to be quiet?

You: (Knock on the door and enter into the room.)

He/She: (L.ooks at you.)

You: DT T PPN

PR N N N L R N Py R Y T RN R PR TR TN L N L Y R R T Y R Y NS

SITUATION 7: Imagine that you are a fourth year student. You will be graduated in a few
months. You have a term paper due the next day, but you have not done anything yet. You think
you can ask for some help from one ot your close friends. He/She is a second year student in
your department. You go to his/her room to ask for help. How would you do this?

You: (You go near him/her and smile.)

He/She: (He/She looks at you and smiles.)

D ()| IR, .o o0 T 00 000 000 PP 000000 00 IR0 000 000 o IR0 000 c0oo i NS U T

SITUATION 8: Imagine that you are a fourth year student. You will be graduated in a few
months. You have a term paper due the next day. You need some help from one of your class
mates who is about to complete his’her paper. You know he/she is very tired and has been
looking forward to having a good rest right after finishing up with the work. But, you are in a
difficult position. How would you ask him/her to help you so that you can complete your
project?

You: (You go to him/her and say you need to talk to him/her.)

He/She: (He/She is ready for listening to you.) Yes? What is the matter?

.
Y Ol teneitiniieturereneroentnseaseeseensessosesoneseassssesesessnsessonssssssnssonssssessassosssensene

L R N N N N N R N N N Y PN Y Ry Y Y

........ L N R Y YRR N

SITUATION 9: Imagine that you are a fourth year student. You will be graduated in a few

months. You have a term paper due the next day that requires much time to complete. You
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really did your best. However, you failed to start your work when you should have done so. You
will not be able to complete your paper before the deadline. You need one more week and you
are sure that you will presen{ a very good paper if you are given longer time. You know your
instructor has a heavy program for this week and will not be able to grade these papers for at

least one week. You go to your instructor’s office. How would you ask for a one-week

extension?
You: (Knock on the door and enter into the room.)
He/She: (Your instructor looks at you and smiles.)

Y DU tieiiieiineeetertrrenisensersenssssnoossssesoscanseorsssnsasnes

R N N R N N N T R N TR

R R I T T N O N N L XYY

Thank you for your cooperation.
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APPENDIX B
THE TURKISH VERSION OF THE DISCOURSE COMPLETION TEST

AD, SOYAD: SINIF/NO:

Asagrda dokuz durum verilmigtir. Her birinde sizden bir ricada bulunmaniz istenmektedir.
Liitfen diyaloglart tamamlayinz. Eger gerekirse yeni bir konusma satirt ekleyebilirsiniz.
Teyekkiirler...

DURUM 1: Gelecek hafta final sinavimz oldugunu ve sinava hazirlanmak igin dort glinliniiz
kaldigini distiniin. Derse birkag defa girmediginiz igin notlarimz tam degil. Samimi oldugunuz
bir sinif arkadasinizdan notlarini istemeyi diigliniiyorsunuz. Arkadaginizin bu sinava ¢alismaya
bagladigint biliyorsunuz. Notlar1 arkadasinizdan istemek igin asagidaki diyalogda ne
sdylerdiniz?

Siz: Merhaba X.

Arkadasimz: Merhaba!

Siz: ........... M., WO S, . SR, SR . A oo eceioconsesasores

...................................................................................................

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

DURUM 2: Gelecek hafta final sinavimz oldugunu ve sinava hazirlanmak igin dort glintiniiz
kaldigini diigtiniin. Derse birkag defa girmediginiz igin notlarimz tam degil. Notlar: ¢ok diizenli
ve anlagihir olan bir arkadasinizdan notlarini istemeyi disiiniiyorsunuz. Aynt sinifta olmadiginiz
icin bu arkadagmizi ¢ok iyi tamimiyorsunuz. Notlari arkadagimizdan istemek i¢in asagidaki
diyalogda ne s6ylerdiniz?

Siz: Merhaba.

Arkadasimiz: (Giilimsiiyor.) Merhaba.

3] ¥ 1 S

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

DURUM 3: Gegen sene basarisiz oldugunuz bir dersin final sinavina gireceginizi diisiiniin, Siz
son sinif dgrencisisiniz ve bu dersi alttan aliyorsunuz. Sinava hazirlanmak igin dért giiniiniiz
var. Derse birka¢ defa girmediginiz i¢in notlarmiz tam degil. Dersi aldiginiz siniftaki ¢aligkan
birinden notlarin: istemeyi digiiniiyorsunuz. Notlar1 istemek igin asagidaki diyalogda ne
sOylerdiniz?

Siz: Merhaba X.

Arkadasimz: Merhaba.

SIZ: v peastssssssaessersensesnisssesensas .

oooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo
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DURUM 4: Bugiin final sinavlarimzdan birine girdiginizi diigiiniin. Simdi evdesiniz ve siavlar
nedeniyle ¢ok yorgunsunuz. Bir siire dinlenmeyi ve ardindan yarinki sinava g¢ahsmayi
planladimz. Tki saat uyumaya karar verdiniz. Ancak uyuyamiyorsunuz, g¢iinkii komgunuzun
cocuklarinin yaptid1 giriiltiyli duyuyorsunuz. Sessiz olmalarimi istemek igin asagidaki
diyalogda ne stylerdiniz.

Siz: (Yukan ¢ikip zili ¢altyorsunuz.)

Cocuk: (Cocuklardan biri kapiy1 agiyor.)

Siz: ... cestseseesntisassatsastsarsnnstsbeesba s ansa bt s s snanbas wesssnsesanssns w—een

seesese ensovcee . . .0 . .

DURUM 5: Ogrenci yurdunda oldugunuzu ve tig aydir bu yurtta kaldigimzi disiiniin. Yarm
teslim edilmesi gereken bir ddeviniz var. Dersten ¢iktiniz, ¢ok yorgunsunuz ve projenizi
bitirmeye ¢ahisiyorsunuz. Fakat, baska bir 6grencinin odasindan yarim saattir gelen yiiksek sesli
miizik yiiziinden dikkatinizi toplayamiyorsunuz. Bu 6grenciyle daha dnce karsilagmigtiniz ama
onunla sadece merhabalagmistiniz. O da sizin gibi ii¢ aydir yurtta kaliyor. Sessiz olmasini
istemek igin ona ne soylerdiniz?

Siz: (Odasmin kapisini ¢alip igeri giriyorsunuz)

Arkadagimz: (Size bakiyor)

.
Siz: veeeneeeen 0000000000 TP o000 TTTTOI oo A oconcooncong I coonocooccoce i

sesasccsnssnsansses L L R T Y Y R P Y P LR T S T T T T Y T P Y YT X T Y

ssesssssssntnsenscnnsncee ssessensassnessrenes secesesosscesssnsnssssrssee S T T YT R TR YT Y YT TY LYY TYTY sssesssescesss seses

DURUM 6: Ogrenci yurdunda oldugunuzu ve birka¢ aydir bu yurtta kaldiginizi diigiiniin.
Birinci donemin final sinavlarina hazirlaniyorsunuz. Calisma odasinda bog masa bulamadiginiz
igin odanizda ¢aligtyorsunuz. D&rt yildir yurtta kalan bir 8grenci yiiksek sesle miizik dinliyor.
Bu durum sizi ¢ok rahatsiz ediyor. Sessiz olmasini istemek igin ona ne sylerdiniz?

Siz: (Odasimin kapisim ¢alip igeri giriyorsunuz)

Arkadasimz: (Size bakiyor)

1 ¥ /ST veseeses

------------- P00 e a s N EE N0 e N er e rr000000000a0E0000080000000000Prontotsesierrerseorotetresteniveestty

L Y Y Y Y P TY P TY RV . serecs XTTYYTYY) 00000 0000000000000ertettstsrnoatectsstsssstesrsnesestereesastssssoss

DURUM 7: Son simif dgrencisi oldugunuzu diigiiniin. Birka¢ ay iginde mezun olacaksimiz. iki
giin sonra teslim edilmesi gereken bir 6deviniz var, ama heniiz yapmaya baglamadiniz. Yakin
arkadaglarimizin birinden yardim isteyebileceginizi diigiinityorsunuz. Arkadaginiz sizinle aym
boliimde okuyor ve ikincj simif 6grencisi. Yardim istemek igin odasma gidiyorsunuz. Asagidaki
diyalogda ona ne soylerdiniz?

Siz: (Arkadaginmizin yanina gidiyor ve giiliimsiiyorsunuz)

Arkadagimiz: (Size bakiyor ve giiliimsiiyor)

.

“
e 0000t enn oo i et ot ettt ouurnsoronioraseotnerratiioreosoreiuritrosereotooctsveettostneretesessoetaisessns Pesene seessesesese

................ . essssanes " scennsansenas esence

DURUM 8: Son simf dgrencisi oldugunuzu disiiniin. Birkag ay iginde mezun olacaksimz. ki
giin sonra teslim edilmesi gereken bir ddeviniz var, ama heniiz yapmaya baslamadiniz. Odevini
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bitirmek {izere olan bir simf arkadagimzin yardimma ihtiyacimz var. Arkadagimzin ¢ok
yoruldugunu ve ddevini tamamladiktan sonra giizel bir dinlenmeyi iple ¢ektigini biliyorsunuz.
Ancak, ¢ok zor durumdasimz. Asagidaki diyalogda arkadagimiza 6devinizi tamamlayabilmek
i¢in ne soylerdiniz?

Siz: (Arkadagimzin yamna gidiyor ve onunla konugmaniz gerektigini s8yliiyorsunuz)
Arkadasimz: (Arkadagimz sizi dinliyor) Evet? Sorun nedir?

SIZ! evvvvvecrenrniirennes varsraseaersaesstnaneres tesesssssussnanene - . ceaves

DURUM 9: Son simif égrencisi oldugunuzu diisiiniin. Birkag ay iginde mezun olacaksimiz. Iki
giin sonra teslim edilmesi gereken ve tamamlanmast gok zaman alacak bir ddeviniz var.
Flinizden gelenin en iyisini yaptiniz. Ancak, Odevinize ge¢ basladimz ve zamaninda
bitiremeyeceksiniz Bir hallaya daha ihtiyaciniz var ve bir haftahk ek siireyle ¢ok iyi bir ddev
hazirlayacaginizi biliyorsunuz. Hocamizin bu hafia ¢ok yogun bir programi oldugunu ve
ddevleri en az bir hafta degerlendiremeyecegini biliyorsunuz. Hocanizin ofisine gidiyorsunuz.,
Bir hafta uzatma istemek igin ne sdylerdiniz?

Siz: (Kapiy1 ¢alip iceri giriyorsunuz)

Hocamz: (Size bakiyor ve giilimsiiyor)

SIZ! cvriiirniinessenseesenes cror PRI, 00 a3 oo ISRMNUNMINY oo s TR

s0s0000000etrarssncnnene 900000000000000000000u000000000000000000 400608080000 0000000000stbs0RsIERIIERIERATIIISL 404000000000 L00000500000000000 0000000000




APPENDIX C
THE ENGLISH VERSION OF THE INTERVIEW

Welcome. f\/ly name is Filiz Kal. I investigate requests in English and in Turkish

in the language of Turkish student teachers in my MA thesis. We will have an interview

in relation to my study. 1 am going to ask you 15 questions. Since the information that

you provide will be kept confidential, please feel comfortable and give clear answers to

the questions. I am going to record your answers.

QUESTIONS

L.

Are you satisfied with your proficiency in English? Do you think your level of
proficiency is enough for the class you attend to?
Are there any specific activities that you do to improve your proficiency in

English? What are they? What are their advantages?

|
3. Have you ever been abroad?

What do you think can be done to improve the proficiency in English with these
limited opportunities?

Do you speak in English with your friends inside and outside the classroom?
What about with your teachers? |

Did you experience any difficulties with your reqﬁest forms when speaking in
English? For example, did you use the same request forms when you needed to
speak in formal language with your instructor or when you laid a considerable
size of imposition on the addressee in your request?

Have you ever spoken lo a native speaker of English instructor for such
situations like asking for permission or borrowing a book? Did you plan your
speech beforehand or not? Why? Why not?

Are there any friends that you frequently chat with or send e-mails in English on
internet?

Do you think this kind of communication add to the improvement of the
proficiency level in English? Did you request something in your e-mail

messages? Did s/he request something from you?



10.

11

12.

13.

14.

15.
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What was/were the situation(s) that you had found the easiest to answer in DCT?
What is the reason? Why do you think it is easy to answer?

What was/were the situation(s) that you had found the most difficult to answer
in DCT? What is the reason? Why do you think it is difficult to answer?

Did you think that the answers would be the same for the three similar situations
that are given in DCT? Or did you answer considering the differences among
situations?

Have you ever experienced one of the situations involved in the DCT? Have you
experienced that situation when speaking in English or in Turkish?

Did you use the same type of requests as you performed in the DCT? Why do
you think the differences between real life experiences and DCT responses stem
from?

If you had responded to the situations given in the DCT face to face, would you
use the same requests? What are the reasons that lead you to use different

responses in speaking?
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APPENDIX D
THE TURKISH VERSION OF THE INTERVIEW

Hos geldiniz. Ben Filiz Kal. Yiksek lisans tezimde Tiirk 6gretmen aday:
ogrencilerinin Ingilizce’de ve Tiirkge’deki rica ifadelerini kargilastirmah olarak
inceliyorum. Caligmamla ilgili olarak sizinle goriisme yapacagiz. Size 15 soru
soracagim. Verdiginiz bilgiler gizli tutulacagindan kendinizi rahat hissediniz ve sorulara

agik cevaplar veriniz liitfen. Cevaplarinizi teybe kaydedecegim.
SORULAR

1. Ingilizce diizeyinizden memnun musunuz? ’Sizce Ingilizce seviyeniz devam
ettiiniz sinif igin yeterli mi?

2. Ingilizce dﬁzeyinizi ilerletmek i¢in 6zellikle yaptigmiz bir ¢aligma ya da faaliyet
var mt? Nedir? Faydalari neler oluyor?

3. Yurt digma gitme imkanimz oldu mu?

4. Sizce kisith imkanlarla dil gelisimini devam ettirmek igin neler yapilabilir?

5. Derste ve ders disinda arkadaslarimzla Ingilizce konusuyor musunuz? Hocamzla
ingilizce konusuyor musunuz?

6. Bu konusmalar sirasinda rica ifadelerinizde gﬁgﬁ]iik cektifiniz zamanlar oldu
mu? Ornegin, hocamzla daha resmi konusmak gerektiginde ya da ricada
bulundugunuz kigiyi ricamizla sikintiya soktugunuzu, zor duruma diisiirdtigiiniizii
hissettiginiz zamanlarda hep ayni rica ifadelerini mi kullandiniz?

7. Herhangi bir konuda izin alma, bir kitabi 6diing alma gibi konularda Philip
Hocanizla konugtunuz mu? Séyleyeceklerinizi dnceden diisiiniip tasarladiniz m1
yoksa o an akliniza geldigi gibi mi konugtunuz? Neden? |

8. Yabanci dilinizde diizenli olarak elektronik posta yoluyla haberlestiginiz veya
sohbet ettiginiz arkadaslarimz var mi?

9. Sizce bu yolla haberlegsme genel olarak ingilizee’yi ilerletiyor mu? Ne tiir seyler
ogrendiniz? Ingilizce olarak e-maille haberlestiginiz arkadasimzdan bir sey rica

_ ettiniz mi? Onlar sizden bir sey rica etti mi?



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.
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Size uyguladigimiz  ankette yamtlanmasim en kolay  buldugunuz
durum/durumlar hangisi/hangileriydi? Size kolay gelmesinin nedeni nedir?

Size uyguladiimiz ankette yanitlanmasmni en zor buldugunuz durum/durumlar
hangisi/hangileriydi? Size zor gelmesinin nedeni nedir?

Arka arkaya ti¢ benzer duruma verilecek cevaplarin ayni oldugunu diistindiiniiz
mii? Bu durumlar aralarindaki farkliliklar1 gézeterek mi yanitladiniz?

Ankette yer alan durumlardan herhangi biri bagmizdan gecti mi? Tirkce
konuﬂuéunuz da m1 yoksa Ingilizce konustugunuzda m1 béyle bir tecritbeniz
olmustu?

Bu tecribenizde ankette  verdifiniz  cevaptaki  ifadenin  aymsmi  mi
kullanmistimz? Sizce gergek hayat ile test cevabir arasindaki farklilik neden
kaynaklaniyor olabilir?

Anketteki durumlar1 yiiz ytize konugma ortaminda yanitlamig olsaydniz ayni
ifadeleri mi kullamrdimiz? Sizi s6zIi olarak farkh ifadeler kullanmaya iten

nedenler nelerdir?
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