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ABSTRACT

This study investigates tasks in which international graduate students who are
non-native speakers of English must use a second or foreign language (L2) in simulated
conflict and stressful situations with native speakers. In particular. the study examines
conflicts where the non-native speaker (NNS) must issue a directive to a native speaker
(NS) in order to achieve an important outcome or avoid unwanted or even dangerous
consequences. Unlike previous studies which place equal or no emphasis on the
consequences of the directive under investigation, this study focuses on the
perlocutionary effect which the speaker anticipates as a result of the issuance of a
directive. Although this is an empirical study. it also critically examines the directive as a
macro or discursive speech act colored by the relationships of Power, Distance and
Consequences perceived by the speaker based on the extra-linguistic context of the

situation in which it is uttered.

The basic research question is the following. Are these students who are able
to function adequately in conventional "academic situations’ prepared linguistically and/or
culturally for high stakes’ tasks in L2?

This basic question can be divided into four sub-questions: (1) In cases where the
physical or emotional security of the speaker is threatened, are the participant non-native
speakers (NNS) able to issue linguistically/culturally appropriate directives and

commands in the appropriate registers during interactions with native speakers in order to
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achieve or avoid certain results? (2) If they are, a) What strategies do they rely on? b) To
what extent and how do the directive speech acts resemble or differ from L2/L.1 form or
function? (3) If the students are unable to use appropriate directives, is this due to
inadequate language skills or is it perhaps due to extra-linguistic factors, such as an
expression of some form of resistance to either the relinquishment of an embedded
cultural perspective or the acceptance of an unfamiliar cultural perspective?

Because of the complexity of the problem posed by the research question, it was
necessary to design a method of collection. a model or algorithm and an analytical
instrument, which could be used to examine the data for features that contribute to the
successful use of directives in high stakes’ situations.

[n this study two data collection methods were employed. First, a survey and
discourse completion task were administered over the Internet to 36 graduate students at
the University of Arizona: 23 native speakers of English and 13 NNS of English who
spoke a variety of L1s. Second, personal interviews were conducted with one NS and five
NNS.

A model was designed and an instrument constructed to aid in the analysis of
these data. The NNS data were examined and compared with the interviews and surveys
of NS for various features. The algorithm derived from the model and implemented in the
measurement instrument examined was used to detect differences in conventional

directive structures used by NNSs in comparison with those used by NSs.
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CONCLUSION
The analysis of the data reveals that most advanced NNS have some difficulty in
high stakes situations based on a comparison of their directives with NS directives, and
supports the hypothesis that the encoding of power in a directive is an essential factor to
the NNS as well as to the NS in attaining or avoiding some important result. The
qualitative evidence further suggests that an important source of this difficulty is the
constant awareness that even the advanced NNS is still a NNS, which produces a

diminished sense of power relative to NSs.



CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION AND THEORETICAL FOUNDATION

Justification for the Study

Although directives and other speech acts have been examined by philosophers
and second language investigators in many studies over the years, relatively little
attention has been paid to directives in terms of their consequences. particularly when
such consequences may have a serious impact to the speaker, addressee or a third party or
group. This study attempts to fill this gap by examining the perlocutionary as well as
illocutionary force of directives from multiple perspectives.

Sociopragmatic or pragmalinguistic difficulties evident in a conflict or stressful
situation are assumed to place a second language learner, even the advanced non-native
speaker (NNS), at a disadvantage as he or she interacts with native speakers (NS) in an
L2 setting. This inability is hypothesized to be most clearly articulated in stressful
situations where there are serious consequences. In other words, without adequate
preparation or experience, in such situations the L2 learner will react with whatever
secondary protection mechanisms he or she has available as primary mechanisms. The
result of this mostly pragmalinguistic breakdown is a defense response which is
perceived by the native speaker in various ways such as coldness, aloofness, lack of
concern or even hostility. This breakdown should be evident in the utterance issued in a
simulated situation by the presence of two factors: a decreased level of force and an

increased level of distance. A model was thus designed to focus on these features in the

responses of the questionnaire.



At this point it would be helpful to examine a sample directive. First, we must
have a speaker and an addressee. These two elements can be real or imaginary, but a
directive requires that someone or something imposes a request, command or refusal on
someone or something. An often used example from the literature of the Philosophy of
Language will illustrate this problem (Searle, 1975). Let us say that [ would like to
compel someone to close a door that they have inadvertently or purposefully left open. It
is winter, and it is cold outside. The warm air in the house is rushing out, and the house is
becoming cold. In order for me to impose my will on this other person so as to have him
or her close the door for me, [ must do several interesting and complicated things. First of
all, it must be noted, I could close the door myself. Assuming, however, that [ want
someone else to close the door, I must assess both the situation and the person to whom [
am about to issue the directive. The order of the assessment may be different for different
speakers. but the following will do for argument’s sake. Is the person a child or an adult,
an elderly person, or a person of a group familiar to me? Here, I must also assess the
likelihood that the person would be willing to comply with my directive. Next, I must
establish some sort of connection. I must, somehow, get the attention of the other person.
I can make eye-contact. [ can clear my throat. [ can make a sound like "brrrr”, or [ can
even address the person directly. Once contact is established, then I must say or do
something that shows my intent or will for the door to be closed. This something can be
implicit and indirect, or it can be explicit and more direct. I can give a glance to the door
and then back to the person, and [ can say brrr” again. [ can speak and say, "Please,

close the door!" or I can say, "It's cold in here," or any of several, but ultimately finite
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combinations of linguistic elements which are conventional, direct, non-conventional,
indirect or something else (see Table 3, page 56, below for a comprehensive list of
directive types). Once I have said or done something that I think expresses my intent, I
must wait for some sign that the action has been understood. If the person does not
recognize my glance as my intent that the door should be closed, then perhaps I must
speak. Conventionally, everything should proceed as I wished because it is unlikely that
the person who came in should want to be cold or to offend me by refusing to close the
door. However, the person may not understand me. If the door is closed, then my will
and the directive have been satisfied. If, however, the person stands and stares at me and
the door remains open, I must reassess the situation. Did the person understand my
request? Could I be seen or heard? Is the person refusing to cooperate with my request?
Something is wrong if the door remains open, but what? We imagine that this is a simple
directive, that it will be completed quickly and that no consequences other than the door
becoming closed will result from the directive, but upon careful consideration there are
many possible permutations.

Are the consequences of this speech act limited to the door becoming closed or
are there other consequences which are directly or indirectly related to the
appropriateness of the directive? How would this form of directive be different if it were
issued by a child to an aduit? What would the consequences be if a six year-old child, let
us say the son of this man who left the door open, said "Close the door, damn it!"? Could
a bound prisoner say to his captor, "Would you mind very much closing the door, there is

a bit of a draft."?
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Some of these examples might seem strange or silly to the native speaker, and
probably would to the non-native speaker as well. I am hypothesizing that even an
advanced non-native speaker may not be able to produce the appropriate directive out of
the possible range of options even if he or she has a very high level of skill in the L2.
They may be able to understand the difference if they were given several alternative
directives to choose from, but could they spontaneously produce an important directive in
an high-stakes’ situation? Could even an advanced non-native speaker issue a directive to
someone which could save that person’s lifz by using just the right words with just the
right force at just the right time e.g., "Hey, look out!"?

Power, distance and the perceived consequences of the directive are very
important components in such situations. There are individuals who are more or less
sensitive to the possible variations. One person would simply say "close the door” and
that would be it. This person would give no thought to the range of social consequences
of the utterance and would expect the door to be closed by the addressee quickly and
without recourse. Another may think through the entire process described above and
perhaps determine that the best thing to do is to close the door himself or herself, or even
to do nothing and endure the discomfort of the opened door. What are the factors which
determine if and when a directive should be issued? Individual differences, e.g.,
personality certainly plays a very large part, but one would expect to be able to observe
certain universally valid factors at work here.

Imagine or recall the plight of a second or foreign language learner. All of the

factors described in the above situation apply, but they are even more bewildering



16

because both the language and culture are different. They may be different in superficial
ways which are fairly easy to transpose from L1, or they may be substantially different
and require a great deal of effort and transformation. Imagine also that individual
personality factors must adapt and change. That very thing which we call personality,
that thing which uniquely defines us, may have to change and adapt in a new language
and culture and in some way differ from the personality in L1. Suddenly definitions of
the self and its position within L2 are no longer as secure and stable as they were in L1.
How can the non-native speaker impose his/her will or protect him/herself from others
with better skills and more experience in both the language and the culture? Imagine that
this speaker is suddenly confronted with a situation in which the safety or security of
him/herself or others is dependent on the issuance of a directive that must take all the
above factors into account.

Those of us who have experienced situations like these are at once empathetic but
also aware that we and our students should be able to do what native speakers can do if
we are to be able to work and function in their language and culture. As advanced L2
learners, most of us are willing to endure a certain amount embarrassment and
humiliation so that we can grow in our new skills beyond the level of guests or children,
that is. as fully functioning, participating members of our adopted language and culture
with the same rights and obligations as the native speaker. The goal of this research is to
examine and explicate one small area of this function and participation.

Unfortunately, this dissertation can not address all the factors associated with

directives and their subsequent compliance or refusal. Based on certain phenomena in
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the data. my intuition is that the nebulous term "personality” plays a large role in
directives, and unfortunately this is beyond the scope of this study. This study, rather,
concentrates on a very narrow aspect of directives with the hope that this research will
supplement the work of other researchers in various other disciplines that examine human
communication and interaction. [ examine the pragmatics of directive speech acts. and in
particular the differences in high stakes’ directive speech acts between native speakers of
English and advanced non-native speakers of English.

Directives, especially high-stakes’ directives, are utterances that often require the
speaker to exceed the boundaries of power and distance to which the speaker is normally
bound by whatever social position he or she usually holds, that is, there are circumstances
in which the speaker must issue a directive beyond his or her normal social standing. For
example, it is perfectly acceptable for a child of 10 or |1 years old to tell an adult to,
"Watch out!" if there is a car coming toward the adult. but such power is limited to
serious situations. The same 10 or 11 year old could not tell an adult to clean up his or
her room and expect that there would be any compliance at all. In fact. the potential
consequences to the child would preclude such a directive from being issued at all.

Such excursions beyond positions of power and Jistance, however. are
permissible in extraordinary circumstances, especially where the safety of another is
involved. They are allowed when the addressee is inadvertently making or about to make
a serious mistake that requires immediate action. They are also allowed (but to a much

lesser degree) when the speaker feels that he or she is being taken advantage of by
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someone whose power position is greater than the speaker’s but in a situation
inappropriate to the exercise of that power.

Second and foreign language learners occupy a clearly subordinate position in
terms of their ability to interact in the L2 culture. Even advanced L2 learners recognize
the difference between their position and that of native speakers. The effort involved in
becoming indistinguishable from a native speaker is beyond the capabilities of most
adults and is usually limited to a few extraordinarily talented and dedicated individuals.

Every advanced second language leamer who has actually worked in the target
language and culture on an intimate level has experienced a situation in which his or her
language skills were inadequate for a specific situation. Many of these problems can be
overcome by anticipating the situation and composing a ready response. The situations I
examine in this study require the non-native speaker to produce an appropriate directive
relatively quickly in order to avoid unfortunate consequences to him/herself or someone
else. Some are even occasions in which words alone would be inappropriate or
inadequate. and in these cases some physical response is probably appropriate or
necessary. The research design pushes advanced L2 speakers to the limit of their abilities

In order to observe when, where and how breakdowns occur.

Skills Examined in this Study
L2 learners who have attained a high level of academic functional competence in
an L2 such as international graduate students are faced with the same language tasks as

their native speaker peers. Moreover, there is an underlying assumption that a non-native
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speaker of English who comes to this country in order to work on an advanced degree is
linguistically and culturally equipped to handle most situations. This assumption is based
on the fact that if the student’s English is 'good enough’ to do academic work at the
college or graduate level, then it follows that they have the basic skills necessary to
function in the environment associated with most non-academic discourse, including
stressful situations such as those described below.

The purpose of this study is to test this assumption. Are these students who are
certified, by means of their acceptance into an U.S. university and having passed the
TOEFL. to function adequately in conventional 'academic situations’ prepared
linguistically and/or culturally for confrontational and stressful tasks in L2 such as the
following?

I. Resisting and confronting an advisor who Is suggesting classes which the
student may not need, and which might prolong the student's stay

unnecessarily.
2. Telling a fellow student to return an important book that he or she has
borrowed.

3. Directing, in the capacity of a teaching assistant (TA), an uncooperative
student to complete an assignment.

4. Alerting someone to a dangerous situation, e.g., warning a pedestrian about
an oncoming car.

5. Confronting a local business or agency in order to rectify a problem with

either a defective item or service.
This basic question can be further divided into the following: (1) In cases where face
(Goffman, 1972; Brown and Levinson, 1987; Wierzbicka, 1985; Tannen, 1985) or
security is threatened, are these non-native speakers able to issue linguistically/culturally

appropriate directives and commands in the appropriate registers during interactions with

native speakers in order to achieve or avoid certain outcomes? a) If they are able, what



strategies do they rely on? b) Do the directive speech acts resemble L2 or L1 in form and
function, or how and to what extent are they different? (4) If the students are unable to
use appropriate directives, is this due to inadequate language skills or is this an
expression of some form of resistance or an affective filter? Is this, perhaps, an
expression of a conscious or unconscious reluctance to conform to L2 use norms for
some reason?

This study hypothesizes: 1) The encoding of Power and Distance with respect to
the perceived Consequences are the relevant factors in the production of directives. 2)
The higher the stakes the more likely the pragmalinguistic encoding of power and
distance relative to the perceived consequences will be different from the encoding of
those factors by the NS.

There are two inherent assumptions here. First, even high-level (L2) speakers will
experience communication breakdowns due to affective factors beyond what the native
speaker would experience in a similar stressful situation. The second assumption is that
non-native speakers, if capable, would express themselves in the same manner (or range
of acceptable manners) as would a native speaker in a similar situation. The first
assumption is intuitive because it is reasonable to assume that through either incomplete
learning of certain directive speech act structures or inexperience in actual L2 directive
speech act situations even advanced learners may experience breakdowns in fluency or
may have other problems which are induced by a stressful situation. The second
assumption. which is more problematic beczuse it is subjective from the point of view of

the dominant culture (in this case, U.S. English speaking citizens), is that the L2 learner



should strive for native-like competence and performance both in form and use. This
position does not anticipate that the non-native speaker may be resisting native speaker
norms of form or use either because of cultural, sociopolitical or perhaps other affective
factors.

In a study such as this it would be desirable to isolate individual qualities from
larger cultural/linguistic trends as much as possible. There will be individuals who are or
are not able function appropriately in directive speech act situations due to their
individual personality traits, e.g., a very timid person who has exceptional L2 skills and
no interfering L1 cultural restrictions may still not be able to issue an appropriate
directive in a very stressful situation. Conversely, a person who is very brave and/or
aggressive may be able to communicate an appropriate directive even if his/her language
skills are not exceptional and even if there are L1 cultural restrictions on the issuance of
such a directive. While these examples of individual capabilities and limitations are of
interest at several levels in other language acquisition studies, the instrument designed for
this study can only resolve differences at a larger social/cultural scale by examining
shared sets of conventional notions. Here this resolution is limited to groups who happen
to be graduate students in the United States at specific university at a specific point in
time. Moreover, this study attempts to identify larger trends rather than individual
qualities albeit with the understanding that those individual contributions which are valid

at another level will be examined in a separate study with a separate instrument.






Theoretical Background

This study relies on several theoretical foundations and methodologies in order to
examine high stakes directive speech acts and their use by NNSs. The problems are
complex and resistant to explanation by any single theoretical perspective or investigative
technique. Since these directives encode so much information about language, culture,
power and context, a wide spectrum approach to analysis and explanation is not only
justified. but required.

The quantitative aspect of this work lies mainly in the area of General Pragmatics
(GP), Cross-Cultural Pragmatics (CCP) and Interlanguage Pragmatics (ILP). Pragmatics
ts generally defined as the study of language use in relation to language structure and
context of utterance. (Harnish, 1994). Interlanguage pragmatics is defined as the
performance and acquisition of speech acts by L2 learners (Ellis, 1994). Both CCP and
[LLP have been inspired by the early work of Austin and Searle, and although many flaws
to their respective approaches have been revealed, their basic work is the recognized
source of CCP and ILP and hence of this study. Perspectives from register studies,
variation studies and discourse analysis are also applied here.

The qualitative aspect relies on the foundations of The Ethnography of
Communication (EOC), Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA) and to a lesser degree on
contributions from Conversation Analysis (CA).

Although these methods come from different theoretical perspectives with

different assumptions, the analytic tools they provide are indispensable to the overall



analysis. (Moerman, 1988: Bilmes 1988; Levinson 1983; chapter 6: Schiffrin 1997, p-

419)

A detailed background and review of literature is presented in Chapter 2.

Significance of the Study

The objective of this research is to identify the ways in which, and the extent to
which international graduate students who are non-native speakers of English are able to
perform directive speech acts in stressful and conflict situations with native speakers.
Data collected from native speakers is used to establish norms of directive use in the
given contexts. Current research suggests that there are differences in the ways that NS
and NNS perform speech acts (Blum-Kulka and Olshtain 1986). This study seeks to focus
on those situations in which there are conflicts with important consequences to the
speaker depending on whether or not they perform directive speech acts appropriately. It
is presumed that even though these students function at an advanced or even superior
levels. they may not have adequate access to the same sociolinguistic and
pragmalinguistic structures at different consequence levels. If they do have more limited
access to these structures than NSs, then how do NNSs compensate for, or react to these
situations? The combined interpretations of the correlation established by quantitative
methods and qualitative sociolinguistic interviews, as well as natural data analysis will
provide deeper insight into how these students are able to function in specific
sociolinguistic contexts. Moreover, these analyses can inform construction of teaching

methods as to how best to prepare advanced learners of second languages for situations



that will undoubtedly arise during their tenure as graduate students at U.S., English

speaking universities.

Research Methods

Data collection consists of three parts: (1) collection of baseline data from NSs of
English from online HTML and paper Discourse Completion Tasks (DCT) and
acceptability scales; (2) collection of NNS data from the same DCT and acceptability
scales: (3) Collection of transcript data from interviews with a selection of NNS.

The first collection instrument used here is in the form of an on-line HTML
survey which contains a 100 question DCT and a 7 point semantic acceptability. The
second collection instrument is in the form of a sociolinguistic interview.

[t must be stated clearly that the data collected in this study have been elicited and
are thus not ‘naturally occurring.” A discussion of this type of collection, its flaws and

merit. may be found in Chapter 2.



Research Respondents and Scope of the Study

Both the quantitative and qualitative data were collected from various groups of
graduate students attending the University of Arizona. They include thirteen NSs of
Chinese (both Mainland and Taiwan), Russian, Thai, Korean, Japanese. German and
Spanish. For the quantitative data, the participants were given a web-site address where
they were directed to a site that administered the questionnaire. The written English
responses were automatically parsed by a computer program and then data was stored in
a relational database and subsequently analyzed by a range of statistical methods. to be
detailed in Chapter 4.

The qualitative data analyzed consisted of individual interviews with four' NNS
graduate students. These focused on the discussion of past experiences in which they had
to command or direct someone to do something to avoid or achieve an important
outcome, both in L1 and L2, as well as their perceptions of the differences between
respective cultural norms in terms of directives.

In order to establish NS norms, nineteen randomly selected native speakers of
English who are graduate students completed the survey in order to set a benchmark of
responses for native speakers of English on both DCT and acceptability scales. The
native speakers’ responses are not viewed as the only ‘correct’ responses, but as
benchmarks since [ am interested in the ways in which foreign students may employ the
various linguistic resources they may have available in order resolve a problem or

complete a task. If a student can not or will not issue a directive or a command in a given



situation (the DCT gives that option if it is personally or culturally impossible to fulfill
the given task). the respondent will be asked to explain the reason in order to determine

what cultural or personal issues prevent the student form issuing a directive or command

in the given context.

' Two other interviews were conducted, however the participants were undergraduate students. In order to

maintain constistancy with the quantitative data, only the data collected from graduate students were
analyzed.
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CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

The review of literature for this study examines studies from several areas in
pragmatics and discourse analysis. The first part of the review is from the early
theoretical work in general pragmatics (GP). The second section examines work from
Cross-Cultural Pragmatics (CCP) and Interlanguage Pragmatics (ILP). The third group
includes works from the areas of Discourse Analysis, language variation, register and

style, and other fields.

GENERAL PRAGMATICS

Pragmatics is generally understood as the study of language use in relation to
language structure and context of utterance. (Harnish. 1994). The unit of investigation of
general pragmatics traditionally has been the speech act.

Speech acts (Austin 1962; Searle 1969) in any language include the performance
of three different acts: a locutionary act which refers to the conveyance of a propositional
meaning: an illocutionary act which refers to the performance of a certain language
function and finally, a perlocutionary act which refers to the achievement of an effect on
an addressee. In this study the focus will be on both illocutionary and perlocutionary
acts. Put another way, illocutionary acts and their meaning can be viewed as a
consequence of the application of rules regarding what speakers are expected to do when

cooperatively involved in linguistic communication (Bach and Harnish 1979; Searle



1969). By contrast, perlocutionary acts and their meaning are a function of the
application of rules regarding what a cooperative addressee is expected to do (Hall,
1983).

Three primary conditions must be met in order for these speech acts to be
successfully ‘performed’ (Searle, 1969). The first, a preparatory condition refers to that
state in which both the speaker and the addressee recognize the relationship between
them is appropriate to the speech act. For example, in order for a command or an order to
be issued the speaker must recognize that he or she has the authority to issue the
command or order, and the addressee must recognize that this authority exists. The
second condition. a sincerity condition. refers to the desire by the speaker for the act to be
completed. Finally, an essential condition refers to the speaker’s intention that the
utterance be made in order that the addressee carry it out. If any one of these conditions
ts not met. or if any condition is challenged by the addressee, then the act may not be
successfully performed.

Speech acts are further divided into direct and indirect speech acts. Direct speech
acts (Searle. 1975) are defined as those in which there is an apparently direct and
conventional relationship between surface form and function, e.g., 'Pass me the salt!’
Here a conventionally defined imperative form is used to perform the function of a
request or a command. In a conventionally direct speech act there is rarely any ambiguity
created by the utterance. In an indirect speech act such as 'Can vou pass the salt?’ the
conventionally defined surface structure does not give direct evidence to the illocutionary

force imposed by a conventionally defined interrogative structure. Both direct and
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indirect illocutionary acts such as these 'salt’ examples are considered directive speech

acts and thus are the object of investigation here.

GRICEAN PRAGMATICS

An extremely important contribution to all forms of pragmatic investigation
comes from the work of Paul Grice. The cooperative principle (CP) plays very heavily in
the operation of all forms of conversation including directives (Grice, 1975). The CP
directs the way in which conversation should be conducted by participants who are
cooperatively engaged.

"Make your conversational contribution such as is required at the stage at which it
occurs, by the accepted purpose or direction of the talk exchange in which you are
engaged.”

The CP consists of four maxims (Grice, p. 46):

Quantity:
1) Make your contribution as informative as is required for the
current purposes of the exchange.
2) Do not make your contribution more informative than is
required.
Quality:
Be truthful in your contribution.
1) Do not say what you believe to be false.
2) Do not say that for which you lack adequate evidence.
Relation: Be relevant.
Manner:
Be perspicuous.
1) Avoid obscurity of expression.
2) Avoid ambiguity.
3) Be brief.
4) Be orderly.
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In order for addressees to understand the meaning of a conversation including
whatever directives may be involved, they must extract meanings, which are not
completely encapsulated within the words of the conversation. Grice calls the meanings
that result from utterances implicatures. Grice believes that these implicatures are what
separates informal language from logical language. That is, logical language, which
includes propositions and various operators, does not convey the completeness of
meaning We see in conversation because there is no convenient way to express
implicature in logical form. It is not that there is a different meaning due to a difference
in form, but that a logical form cannot express the full range of meanings present in the
form of a natural utterance. This explains why natural language is often irreducible to a
logical expression of syntactical and lexical forms.

In order for members of the conversation to resolve these implicatures they must
have all of the following information:

1) The conventional meanings of the words used and the identity of all
the references

2) The cooperative principle and the four maxims.

3) The context of the utterance.

4) Any necessary background information and knowledge.

5) The fact that all the above are available to each of the participants.

Implicatures can be created by following, violating or "flouting” the maxims. In

terms of the directives examined in this study, the concepts of implicature and the CP are

fundamental to an understanding of how and why directives succeed or fail.



The fundamental operators of the CP are based on truth conditions and reference.
[n order to deal with directives specifically, the CP must take into account the analogous

operators of directives which are satisfaction conditions and power.

IMPERATIVES AND THE LOGIC OF COMMANDS
A brief discussion concerning the logic of commands is necessary because the model
developed examines structures which are not reliant on rules of assertoric or propositional
logic.
In propositional logic, conditions of truth and relevance are of primary concern,
e.g.. The present King of France is bald (Russel. 1940). This expression may be
symbolically expressed as (3x) (Kx & Bx & (VAy) (Ky D x = y)). In the case of directives
the conditions of relevance and truth are not in effect, e.g., Close the door' (Rescher.
1966) [X! A/P(t)], which is read as agent (X) does (!) a course of action (A), subject to (/)
preconditions (P) at time (1).
Hamblin (1987, pp. 44-45) suggests a table of imperatives and para-imperatives
that are very similar to the directives suggested by CCSARP Blum-Kulka (1989).
1. Imperatives proper:
(a) willful, non-accountable: COMMANDS, REQUESTS, DEMANDS;
{b) Non-willful, accountable: ADVICE, INSTRUCTIONS, SUGGESTIONS,
RECIPES (or under 3b?), WARNING (?);
(c) Straddling (a) and (b): INVITATIONS;
(d) Stragglers: FORMAL or RHETORICAL, WISHES, MALEDICTIONS,
EXHORTATIONS, IMMEDIATE imperatives, Let’s (connections with 3
(a));
(e) Imperative in effect (7): APPOINTMENTS, VOTINGS and DECREES.
2. Permissives: COMMAND-PERMISSIVES, REQUEST-PERMISSIVES etc.,

AUTHORIZATIONS (sometimes like le).
3. Para-imperatives (3(a)-(c) all with to-contents or that-someone-contents).
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(a) First-person: UNDERTAKINGS, PROMISES, VOWS (Subdivisible as
COMMAND-UNDERTAKINGS, etc.?);

(b) Forceless: PLANS. SCHEMES, PLOTS:

(c) Mental act and state: INTENTIONS, DECISIONS, WANTS:

(d) Gettings-to: PERSUASIONS, INCITINGS.

Not anywhere specific in this list: ETHICAL, LEGAL.

A symbolic logic of directives is extremely helpful in the development of the
model and algorithm employed in this study because it provides an abstraction from
which directive primitives and larger directive structures can be manipulated, simulated
and tested. The computer program developed for this study would not have been possible
without tne body of work which as examined the logic of imperatives and para-
imperatives (Aqvist, 1965; Rescher, 1966; Hamblin, 1987).

From a social perspective, the notion of commanding or directing has an
important impact on ethics (Hare, 1952; Foucault, 1980: Bourdieu, 1991; Fairclough.
1989). Indeed, this study takes the perspective that directive speech acts and the
system(s) of logic under which they operate are not homogeneous or isolated, but that

they constitute a diverse field of investigation which is better understood in terms of their

complexity than in terms of reduction.

SYMBOLIC AND LOGICAL EXPRESSION OF DIRECTIVES

The symbolic representation for these pragmatic relationships is taken from a

model developed by Harnish (1994). The use of such a model is helpful in the expression
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of the general characteristics of directive speech acts in English in terms of general
qualities that can be examined and then coded into an algorithm which can then be a part
of a computer program. The connections between command/imperative logic and
pragmatics are evident in their symbolic representations. This model provides a means
for symbolic expression of the constituent elements of speech acts. For example, in this

model Imperatives have the form:

(NP) + V2 =;

and the expressed attitude: S desires/intends that H make it the case at t+ that P;
with the locution: S is saying that at t0 that !(...P...);

with the fit: !(...P...) is complied with H makes it the case at t+ that P.

Where (NP) refers to a noun phrase and the parentheses indicate that it is
optional in English imperative constructions.

S refers to the speaker

H refers to the hearer

(t) refers to time either t0 at the instance of utterance or t+ after the utterance.

P refers to a proposition.

And (!) indicates the directive (a request, order or command).

Fit refers to whether the words match the current state of the world, or if they influence
the future state of the world. Imperatives and directives have a word-to-world fit, such
that once uttered, the words "influence” the world in some way. This is also known as
deontic modality. Declarative sentences are examples of structures in which the words
only describe the world but do not influence it per se.

This symbolic representation allows us to see that directives at their most
fundamental level rely on the speaker’s understanding that a successful directive requires
that H make it the case at t+ that P. This perception and anticipation of perlocutionary
potential allows the speaker to modulate the directive in such a way the outcome is

appropriate to the situation both at t0 and t+.
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Conventional indirect and non-conventional indirect speech acts have similar
symbolic expressions which will provide another perspective from which to analyze
directive speech acts. In general, the symbolism is based on the imperative model where
some Verb Phrase or phrases (VPx) operate as V2 in the above notation and multiple
additional Noun Phrases (NP) may be added as well. The purpose of the VPx and the
additional NPs is to modulate the apparent force of the directive to fit the Power,
Distance and Consequences of the directive. Thus, for the examples given below we can
provide a symbolic system of representation. Here we must assume that the intention of
the speaker is genuine and that he/she truly wants the salt. If this is not the true intention

of the speaker, then this system will not make sense in the analysis.

Pass the salt! (Conventional direct)

V2 4+ NP =;

and the expressed attitude: S desires/intends that H make it the case at t+ that P (P is the proposition that the
salt should be transferred to the speaker);

with the locution: S is saying that at tQ that !(...P...);

with the fit: '(...P...) is complied with iff H makes it the case at t+ that P.

Would you be so kind as to pass me the salt. (Conventional direct)

{VPa * VPb} + NP =

and the expressed attitude: S desires/intends that H make it the case at t+ that P (P is the proposition that the
salt should be transferred to the speaker);

with the locution: S is saying that at t0 that !(...P...):

with the fit: '(...P...) is complied with iff H makes it the case at t+ that P.

Could you pass me the salt. (Conventional direct)
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{VPa +VPb} + NP =

and the expressed attitude: S desires/intends that H make it the case at t+ that P (P is the proposition that the
salt should be transferred to the speaker);

with the locution: S is saying that at t0 that !(...P...}:

with the fit: '(...P...) is complied with iff H makes it the case at t+ that P.

Where’s the salt? (Conventional indirect)

*Wloc + (NP) =;

and the expressed attitude: S desires/intends that H make it the case at t+ that P (P is the proposition that the
salt should be transferred to the speaker);

with the locution: S is saying that at t0 that !(...P...);

with the fit: !(...P...) is complied with iff H makes it the case at t+ that P.

*Here (Wloc) is a W interrogative opereator which implies that once the salt is located that it should be
passed to the speaker.

Salit! (Conventional indirect)

(VP) + NP =

and the expressed attitude: S desires/intends that H make it the case at t+ that P (P is the proposition that the
salt should be transferred to the speaker):

with the locution: S is saying that at tO that !(...P...};

with the fit: '(...P...) is complied with iff H makes it the case at t+ that P.

These green beans taste bland. (Non-conventional indirect)

NP + VP + (context of utterance) =;

and the expressed attitude: S desires/intends that H make it the case at t+ that P (P is the implicated
proposition that the salt should be transferred to the speaker in order to add salt to the beans);

with the locution: S is saying that at t0 that '(...P...);

with the fit: !(...P...) is complied with iff H makes it the case at t+ that P.

This non-conventional indirect phrase requires much more context than a
conventional direct phrase in order for H to correctly resolve the intent of the speaker and
there may even be subsequent negotiation between addressee and speaker, but once
understood the perlocutionary effect is the same as any other directive form.

This abstract system forms the basis for the model and analytical instrument used

in the quantitative section of the study and will be explained in further detail in chapter 3.
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Briefly. the abstract representation provides the formalism necessary for the quantitative

analysis.
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Cross Cultural Pragmatics and Interlanguage Pragmatics

Cross Cultural Pragmatics (CCP) and Interlanguage pragmatics (ILP) are direct
descendants of general pragmatics. Philosophers (Austin. 1962; Grice, 1958; Searle,
1969. 1975, 1979) concerned with the Philosophy of Language consider the minimal
units of linguistic communication to be the performance of acts rather than linguistic
structures such as sentences. These philosophers have claimed that the pragmatic
principles which they described are universally operational; however, other research has
shown that there is wide variability across languages and cultures (Brown and Levinson,
1978: Ervin-Tripp, 1976; Wierzbicka, 1985). The performance of speech acts in one
language/culture creates a set of internal and cultural expectations which may or may not
be transferable in intercultural exchanges.

CCP has concentrated on examining the differences in pragmatic structures between
languages. These studies initially extended contrastive linguistics beyond phonology,
syntax and semantics into discourse level structures. They examined structure sequence
and elements of conversations and compared their function and frequency across
languages. Important similarities and differences were revealed that had been hitherto
unexamined. The following works are recognized here and cited as appropriate throughout
the analysis section in Chapter 4: House, 1982; Faerch and Kasper, 1983; Kitagawa, 1980:
Coulmas. 1980; Kawasaki, and Ogino, 1986; Tannen, 1981; House and Kasper, 1981;
Blum-Kulka, 1982, 1983. These important studies address locutionary and illocutionary

aspects of speech acts and concentrate on the comparison between the languages and

cultures under examination.
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For example, House-Kasper (1981) examined the request strategies of two separate
groups of university level NS of English and NS of German. The study found that there NS
of English tended to use prepatory directives such as, could I, can you more frequently
(40.9%) than did the NS of German who preferred a statement of obligation vou must, you
have to (37.1%). In a subsequent study, Kasper (1981) found that German NNS learners of
English retained the translated statements of obligation as their preferred request strategy.
indicating a reluctance or inability to switch to the norms of L2. The adherence to L1
strategies seems to be a universal factor for L2 learners.

Bardovi-Harlig and Hartford (1991) examined pragmatic input in academic
advising sessions. This longitudinal study was based on both observational and DCTs with
a built-in NS baseline. The NNS did not improve their use of directive mitigating devices
and therefore were unable to establish congruency with respect to their status as graduate
students. The authors of this study suggest that the NNS advisees did not receive enough
input from other advisees in this institutional role. Their findings suggest that relevant
pragmatic input is constrained by social context and that institutional discourse does not
provide adequate input for the NNS to acquire all the requisite pragmatic skills needed to

face encounters where there is a substantial difference in power.

Troosberg (1995) found that Danish learners of English used strategies of L1 which
are not as direct as the German leamers’ and that there was no overuse of direct strategies
when compared with NS of English. The positive transfer of a strategy common to both

languages is not sufficient to make the request native like. Trosberg found that the NS of
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English found requests from Danish learners less effective the those made from NS of
English, indicating that transference of a similar strategy is not an adequate indicator of
success in the completion of directives.

A consequence of these studies was that the universality of strategies and structures
came under scrutiny. This universality is still being contested, but the initial opposing
arguments are found in the perspectives of Fraser (1985) and Wierzbicka (1985). Fraser
suggested that the strategies for realizing speech acts are essentially the same across all
cultures, but that no single strategy may be present in all cultures or realized exactly the
same way. By contrast, Wierzbicka suggests that such claims are ethnocentric to the
culture which created the speech acts, and that any speech act is so connected with an
individual culture that it loses meaning when attempts are made to transfer either structure
or function. While it has been demonstrated that speech acts are linguistically and
culturally bound in structure and function, and that meaning and context are diminished in
translation, it must also be acknowledged that, as imperfect as they may be, these acts
constitute a basis or at least point of reference from which transformation and translation
take shape and develop.

[LP has been historically linked with CCP, but there are important differences.
CCP and early ILP have focused on the production or perception of various speech acts and
emphasis has been placed on learner language as being deficient in some way from native
speaker performance or perception. More recently researchers have adjusted this notion of
learner language. Ellis (1985) expresses a contemporary view of interlanguage as the

"systematic knowledge of which is independent of both the leamers L1 and the L2 system
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he or she is trying to learn.” Recently, there have been increasing calls from researchers
(Bardovi-Harlig, 1999) to distinguish the two approaches more clearly, so that performance
should be distinguished from how structures are acquired. This study recognizes and
acknowledges the need to distinguish performance from acquisition and make
recommendations in the Conclusion chapter for instruments that could examine acquisition

of these structures for future language learners.

In order to differentiate the use of speech acts (and most other language structures)
of NSs from L2 learners, most researchers have considered L2 language, deficient with
respect to NS language; therefore the differences are usually assessed as errors on the part
of the L2 learner. In this study, what have been traditionally called errors will be referred to

simply as differences, and judgements regarding ‘correctness’ left to others.

DIRECTIVES

There are certain features of directives which are identifiable in the literature
(Ellis. 1994). Requests and other directives are often an initiating structure in discourse,
and they may be performed in a single turn or over several turns. Turns in this study refer
to a portion of a conversation which can be linked to prior talk, but which functions
autonomously. A complete turn allows for the opportunity for speaker change (Jacoby,
2001). Fraser (1983) defines requests as acts in which the speaker wishes the addressee to
perform an act, believes the addressee to be able to perform the act, and further does not

believe the act will be performed in the absence of the request. Requests may be



performed directly or indirectly (Searle, 1976), and these requests are often categorized in
order of directness. Blum-Kulka, House and Kasper (1989) provide the most elaborated
model wherein they identify eight ‘strategy types’ for requests. The strategies are divided
into three levels: Direct, Conventionally indirect and Non-conventionally indirect. Direct
strategies include mood derivable utterances, performatives and hedged performatives.
Conventionally indirect strategies include locution derivable utterances, suggestory
formulas. and query-prepatory utterances. Non-conventionally direct strategies refer to
strong and weak hints in which a statement is made as a declarative, but is meant as a
request. The following table illustrates these strategies (table based on Blum-Kulka,
House and Kasper, 1989). A complete description of elements can be found in Chapter 3.

since [ will follow their model.

Table 1

! Direct Conventionally Indirect Non-conventionally Indirect
. Pass me the salt! [ want you to pass me the salt. This food needs salt.

' tmood derivable) (locution derivable) (strong hint)

. I am tetling you to pass me the salt. | Let me get the salt. This food is rather bland.
| (performative) (suggestorv formula) (mild hint)

| § would like to ask you to pass me | Can you get me the salt?

i the salt. (query-prepatory)

' (hedged performative)

In the above strategies, there are certain assumptions made by the speaker with
respect to the addressee. These assumptions are related to the relative social positions of
the participants and often referred to as conditions of 'politeness.’

Politeness must be taken into account in the examination of directive speech acts,
because these acts are inherently impositional in nature (Goffman, 1955, Grice. 1975.

Leech 1983 and Kasper 1990). The speaker must also understand the social/power
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relationship with respect to the addressee in order to assess the degree to which an
imposition may be made on the addressee and in order to maintain a socially acceptable
relationship. The nature of the power relationship between the speaker and the addressee
is very important in any linguistic exchange and this relationship has been extensively
examined in the literature. Brown and Levinson (1978) have suggested a set of strategies
available to speakers for use in speech acts. The strategies follow a decision tree model in
which the speaker may or may not choose to say something. The speaker may choose to
say it in such a way that is 'off the record,’ that is, said in a way that the addressee may
ignore it or consider it as a direct speech act. Face saving activities may also be
employed in this model. These activities consist of both ‘positive’ and negative’
strategies. Positive strategies are those in which the speaker attempts to establish some
solidarity or commonality with the addressee. A ‘megative’ strategy is one in which the
power differential between the speaker and listener is emphasized. Although these
strategies are considered by their proponents to be universal (Brown & Levinson 1978;
Scollon & Scollon 1983), there is also research which weakens the universality argument
of such strategies (Kasper, 1990). Both perspectives will be considered in this study.

The assumed high level of communicative competence required to perform
illocutionary acts appropriately in the target culture is a complex combination of linguistic
and cultural understanding. Canale (1983) calls this competence sociolinguistic
competence and defines it more narrowly as the ‘extent to which utterances are produced
and understood appropriately in different sociolinguistic contexts.” Appropriateness in

Canale’s definition includes both function and meaning, that is, knowledge of when it is



appropriate to perform a particular illocutionary act, as well as knowledge of the form
which that act must take in order to be appropriate.

From an acquisition standpoint, Wolfson (1989) argues that the development of a
learner’s language ability may actually be harmed by the failure to conform to native
speaker speech act norms, and that a cycle of misunderstanding can result from the lack
of native speaker input. This may have serious implications over time, especially for
learner’s culture such as the students in question in this study who go on to function in the
target culture.

Other studies that have examined directive and related speech acts among non-
native speakers have produced data sets comparable with the data collected in this study
of directives. In a study ot the expressions of gratitude (Einstein & Bodman, 1986), the
researchers found among 67 learners of various L1 backgrounds that responses in a
discourse completion questionnaire were similar to native speakers’ responses only 30%
of the time. This is a surprisingly small percentage of similar responses and supports the
need for the present study. The speech acts generated by the subjects differed in
vocabulary, syntax. idiomatic formulae, logical approach and temporal norms of the
situation. It was found that lower proficiency learners often translated directly
expressions from their respective L1s, and that more advanced learners, while avoiding
direct translation errors, hesitated and were awkward in the performance of illocutionary
acts as indicated by their responses in the questionnaires. (Trosberg, 1995.) It is this

hesitation and awkwardness which is examined both etically and emically in this study.
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POWER, DISTANCE, CONSEQUENCE

Notions of power and distance are addressed by several authors and studies.
Power in directives usually refers to the relative dominance between speaker and
addressee. In general it has been suggested that directness and power are proportional
(Blum-Kulka and House, 1989). So a speaker with a higher relative dominance would
employ a more direct approach to issuing a directive with fewer downgraders or
mitigating devices than a speaker with lower relative dominance. This notion of power in
directives is evident both at a personal level and in larger institutional structures and
situations such as courtrooms, hospitals, classrooms. For example, doctor-patient
interactions in physicians offices have shown that power in language depends on two
primary factors. The first factor depends on the perceived status of the individual prior to
the interview, i.e., whether the individual is a doctor or a patient. The second factor
depends on the negotiation between the interlocuters as the interview proceeds. Even
though there is predetermined difference between the status of doctor and the patient, the
doctor still must negotiate with the patient in order to comply with the patient’s need for
assistance and care. It is interesting to note that the most successful exchanges of
information occurred in those situations in which medical students interacted with
patients. The student doctors’ curiosity and interest effectively elicited information
whereas the more ‘experienced’ physicians relied on less information from the patient and
more on their own experience in dealing with patients in similar situations. Wodak-Engel
(1984) and OBarr (1984) found similar relationships between lawyers and witnesses in

courtroom situations. The conclusion taken from these studies is that the effectiveness of
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a negotiator is directly related to the perceived power of that negotiator prior to the
negotiation or the issuance of a directive. This power is not purely an individual quality,
but supported and promulgated by societal context (Mey, 1993). In a Foucauldian view,
all participants in a discourse of any kind including a conversation have power because
they are participants. Power is not just centrally lccated or exclusive, but also marginal
and inclusive. Power may be exercised in many cases by those who are deemed least
capable by the so-called dominant Many revolutions large and small have come about
through this recognition of the omnipresence of power (Foucault, 1980). Susan Philips
(2001) finds that there are three historically identifiable visions of power and language.
The first view is that power is located in the structure of language itself. The second
view held that power in language is identifiabie in the process of discourse between face
to face human actors. The third and contemporary view is that reality creating power is
located in large social/historical processes which both create and are created by language.
The present study adheres to Philip’s perspective is that an adequate understanding of the
relationship between language an power must include all three views: structural,
discourse, socio-historical .

Social distance has received considerable examination as a critical feature of
speech acts. In general social distance refers to the relationship between the speaker and
addressee. Are they intimate, friends, strangers, family etc. Brown & Levinson (1983)
and later researchers have employed a simple arbitrary scale which includes values such
as +,-, = to describe this distance. It is a useful concept in the overall understanding of

the ways in which speakers and addressees conduct conversations. The variable is
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especially useful in understanding breakdowns in communications because empirical data
has been collected which shows that there are certain predictable linguistic features
attributable to social distance.

Studies have shown from both CCSARP DCT and from ethnographically
collected data, strangers and intimates tend to be brief in terms of all speech acts
including requests and apologies, whereas friends and other acquaintances are more
elaborate in terms of length of utterance and semantic formulas. (Wolfson, 1981;
Wolfson, D’Amico-Reisner, & Huber, 1983. Beebe, 1985: Wolfson, Marmor & Jones,
1989).

Consequences or perlocutionary effects have not received as much attention in
empirical studies, although Austin (1962) Searle (1969) have discussed them in abstract
terms of authority as a prepatory condition, Hall (1983) views consequence as what the
speaker expects the addressee to do as the result of a directive. In the CCSARP, Blum-
Kulka and House (1989) examined consequences as "likelihood of compliance.”" Their
findings indicate that compliance with requests seems to reflect the social norms
associated with different kinds of requests. In all the CCSARP situations the likelihood of
compliance was estimated to be medium to high. In the three languages (German,
Hebrew. Argentinean Spanish) examined in their study Blum-Kulka and House found
that the norms that dictated compliance seemed to be equally bound and therefore the
requests were considered feasible by the participants. In terms of perceived
consequences, the participants in that study must have considered the consequences of

fulfilling the requests to be acceptable to the norms with which they were familiar.
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The notion of imposition is close to consequence, but only in terms of the social
consequences of an action. The present study is interested in social consequences. but
from the perspective of the individual who issues a directive. It is impossible to assess all
the effects that a directive may actually have on others, but we can investigate what the
issuer of a directive believes the consequences will be. From this perspective

perlocutionary effects are analyzable.
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Discourse Analytic Approaches

Discourse analysis (DA) is by nature an integrative approach to linguistic analysis
and recognizes the inseparability of language from the rest of the world. DA also has the
quality of being tolerant of incursions from other theoretical perspectives. The overriding
principle of DA is that structure and function are analyzed together in order to understand
text and context. Discourse level approaches to linguistic analysis require systematic
rigor in order to separate and categorize structures that render valid and reliable analyses.
The present study is a synthesis of the methods and approaches that will best explain the
data collected. The data drive the choice of analytic tools.

The two predominant views of language use in context, namely the
anthropological and the discourse-functional, address the same problems, but from
different perspectives. While this study draws mainly from the work of the discourse-
functional, the anthropological or socio-cultural perspective is vital to a complete picture
of these speech acts and the context of their utterance.

Davis & Henze (1998) consider that the relationship between an anthropological
approach such as that used in ethnography and the typical discourse-functional approach
used in most cross-cultural pragmatics studies is a beneficial one, but one which is only
now being explored in depth. While acknowledging the insight provided into the surface
realization of pragmatic features such as promises or directives from cross-cultural
pragmatics studies. Davis and Henze suggest that an ethnographic approach helps to

uncover ‘the meaning system’ which underlies the features, that is, a meaning system
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which may not be accessible from elicitation instruments alone. This implies that rather
than focusing only on the specific predetermined pragmatic features such as those
commonly examined in western studies of pragmatics, the researcher should spend time
analyzing ‘the underlying meaning of those pragmatic features salient to the community
or communities within the sociocultural contexts in which they take place. (Davis &
Henze, p. 417). This study addresses these issues through the employment of both
discourse functional and ethnographic methods in addition to the quantitative methods
discussed above.

The socio-cultural axis of variation expresses the linguistic and cultural protocols
of the speech community. A speaker’s decision to express either personal intent or to
suspend individuality and act with more social motives as an agent of the culture can be
plotted along this axis. The intersection of these two axes is considered by Hudson to be
personal rather than transactional in nature. In Hudson’s sense. ‘personal’ refers to
interaction in which the benefit is primarily a social one, that is, an increase in the social
functionality takes place due to the interaction. Transactional’ refers to interactions in
which the benefit is more a material gain than social functionality. Hudson suggests it is
at this symbolic intersection where conversation between interlocuters requires the largest
degree of commonality. The assumption here is that transactional’ and ‘personal’ are
truly distinct, and that commonality is required mainly at the personal level. This study
examines directives in terms of power and distance rather than their personal or

transactional nature, but it should be noted that the concepts are not mutually exclusive.
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SOCIOLINGUISTIC INTERVIEW

Interviews were chosen as the most efficient method of collecting data for
emic analysis. Many different disciplines ranging from journalism to government have
relied on interviews for social and linguistic inquiry and it is important to mention the
flaws as well as the merit of this collection method. It is no longer possible in the post-
modern world to claim that interviews and surveys are merely useful and objective
instruments for the collection of data. Interviews are sanctioned and used by the
dominant structures in our society in order to provide information and support for those
structures. It makes sense to the members of these discursive practices to conduct
interviews because that is what others like them have done (Briggs, 2001).
Unproblematized, the practice of interviewing takes on the benign appearance of a
method that is fair and equitable to all. Pierre Bourdieu (1991) suggests that dominated
communities are often the targets of interview projects constructed by ’gate-keeper’
institutions such as schools and governments to promulgate their institutional needs for
such products as dissertations and legislation. It is undeniably the case here that my
collection and analysis of interview data supports and continues a dominant institutional
process. However, power is located everywhere (Foucault, 1980) and dominant
institutions are not permanent nor are their members uniformly malevolent. The margins
of a discourse contain power too which cannot be ignored nor suppressed forever. The

analysis of data collected from interviews in this study strongly point to the need for



change in the discursive practice preparing foreign students to function in their target
environment. A reasonable (re)contextualization of these interviews suggests a course of
action that would not maintain the status quo in foreign language education. As Briggs
and Bauman (1990) point out, social discourse can be made powerful when the rights to
its (re)contextualization are exerted. Typically it is the researcher who claims the right te
contextualize interviews and surveys, but it is also the case that interviewees can resist
this contextualization. (Oakley, 1981). Fairclough (1989) claims that both the interviewer
and interviewee are constrained to the formula of an interview. The constraint comes
from the fact that interviews have become such a wide-ranging part of society that they
have developed a conventionality that is recognizable to nearly all who participate.

The merit of interviewing is obvious from the researcher’s perspective. The
researcher may control most conditions of the interview including subject, topic, time and
scope. The researcher may also decide what interviews to keep or discard. The
efficiency with data can be collected is undeniable, but with it comes a price expressible
in terms of validity and its relationship to what is 'in’ or ‘out’ in social theory. The
researcher is asking the questions that he or she believes will provide the information
necessary to come to some conclusion, but are those questions only valid to the
interviewer for purposes of maintaining a dominant structural practice? As a tool, the
interview is unmistakably biased toward the researcher’s goals whether they are stated
overtly or not. If interviews are to be employed by researchers and they are to be
considered valid, then they must withstand the same kind of scrutiny as the objects of

investigation as the data which they seek to extract. Once the claims of objectivity
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inherent in the word ‘tool or instrument’ are removed, the interview then becomes useful
beyond its intended purpose and can be used as data itself in the understanding of the

larger discursive practice of social theory (Briggs, 2001).



Ethnography of Communication

The discourse analytic approach offered by The Ethnography of Communication
(EOC) has its roots in both anthropology and linguistics. The common element in both
fields is the need to examine communication through language. Prior to the work of Dell
Hymes. Anthropology collected data through language, but generally ignored linguistic
analysis. Cultural knowledge and behavior are the traditional domains of Anthropology,
but untii Hymes language was not problematized as either culture or knowledge.
Anthropology considered that language was an axiomatic part of any culture from which
information was extracted at face value, but not to be examined for structures expressing
what was held common by members and distinctive from non-members. Hymes’
approach concerns the structural as well as the individual case and so contains elements
of the ethic and emic. Hymes classified language into units in order to identify and
differentiate patterns of linguistic communication. EOC assumes a heterogeneity and
seeks to understand the organization of that diversity rather than to scientifically reduce
data to homogenous factors (Duranti, 1997: Hymes, 1971).

This classification or organization of diversity is expressed in the form of a grid
known as the SPEAKING grid. See table 7 (p. 113) (Hymes, 1972). There is a
heirarchical relationship between elements of the grid. The largest unit is the speech
situation, below this is the speech event and the smallest unit of analysis is the speech act.
Hymes’ speech act is similar to Searle’s speech act in that it expresses illocutionary force,

but Hymes is more lenient with its definition. For example, a joke or anecdote is
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considered a speech act in Hymes’ taxonomy, but not in Searle’s. In this study the focus
of analysis is the participant or sociolinguistic interview which is generally considered at

the level of speech event (Hymes, 1972; Saville-Troike, 1989; Schiffrin. 1997).

B Setting Physical Circumstances

P Participants Subjective definition of an occasion

'E Ends Speaker, sender, addressor - addressee. receiver, audience, addressee
A Act Sequence Message form and content

'K} Key Tone, manner

|1 | Instrumentalities Verbal, nonverbal, physical

'N Norms of interaction | Cultural properties attached to speaking

f and interpretation

' G Genre Category of text

The perspective of EOC is especially appropriate because of the interview format.

CONVERSATION ANALYSIS (CA)

Conversational Analysis derives its approach to discourse from the
ethnomethodological approach developed by Harold Garfinkel (1967). Sacks, Schlegoff,
and Jefferson (1974) subsequently applied this approach to linguistic analysis.
Conversation is one of the ways in which a society produces a common structure and
order. CA attempts to examine the details of actual conversation formally and provides a
social rather than individual perspective on language (Goodwin & Goodwin, 2001). Text
and context are restricted to the text un:er analysis in order to avoid indefensible
generalizations and idealizations. In CA, analysis may not extend beyond locally situated
boundaries, that is, the results of an analysis performed on a particular transcript are

limited to the time, place and participants in that situation. The theoretical intent is to
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limit errors based on inference derived from premises that no longer hold once the event
has ended. The limitation of situational, temporal, and participant relevance of context to
a specific text demands that any conclusion drawn be empirically verifiable within the
text. This context from text demand is a particular feature of CA appropriate to the data
collected by this study. Although, the restrictive nature of CA limits inference outside
the text, the other discursive methodologies are not so restrictive. It is reasonable, then,
that if the conclusions made from a CA analysis are defensible for the text. then this fact
would server to add more support to conclusions drawn from other methods and
approaches that are not so restrictive. The analysis derived from CA operates with the
assumption that the data were collected in naturally occurring conversations. No attempt
is made here to hide the fact that the transcripts in this study are the results of interviews.

In general, Conversation Analysis is the investigation of the procedures that
participants employ in order to construct and make intelligible their talk and the events
that occur within it (Sacks, 1984).

Heritage and Atkinson (1984) provide a more precise definition of the underlying
goals of CA.

“The central goal of conversation analytic research is the description and

explication of the competencies that ordinary speakers use and rely on in

participating in intelligible, socially organized interaction. At its most basic, this

objective is one of describing the procedures by which conversationalists produce

their own behavior and understand and deal with the behavior of others.” (p. 1)
The units of analysis are also clearly stated in the same volume.

“For conversation analysts, therefore, it is sequences and turns within sequences,

rather than isolated sentences or utterances, that have become the primary units of
analysis. This focus on participant orientation to the tum-within-sequence
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character of utterances in conversational interaction has significant substantive

and methodological consequences.” (p. 5).

For a historical perspective on the field see Clayman & Maynard (1994) and Schiffrin
(1994).

Recent studies employing CA have examined conversations from the perspective
that the individual relies heavily on the cultural and material settings around him or her as
well as language practices in order to construct consequential action in conversation. In
contrast to many studies that have shown that girls are less able to employ forceful
imperatives and argumentation, Goodwin (1990, 1998) found that girls in urban
Philadelphia rely on and choose from a wide range of actions in order argue and persuade
depending on the particular context. What seems to be a limitation in linguistic devices
that girls employ in order to argue and convince compared to boys' is actually a
qualitative difference which depends on context. In the present study, this range of
actions available to a speaker is important because it may be the case that a limited range
of potential actions on the part of a NNS may effect the choice of directives and how
effective the speaker perceives the directive will be when compared to the NS.

One of the demands of CA is that the data come from narrowly defined 'naturally
occurring’ sources.

"Most obviously, it represents a departure both from the use of
interviewing techniques in which the verbal reports of interview subjects
are treated as acceptable surrogates for the observation of actual behavior
and from the use of experimental methodologies in which the social

scientist much necessarily manipulate, direct, or other wise intervene in
the subjects’ behavior.” (Atkinson and Heritage, p. 2)
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This study relies on sociolinguistic interviews which are not allowed from a true
CA perspective. The intent of the CA perspective was to collect naturally occurring data,
somehow free of the influence of the investigation or investigator. While acknowledging
the intent and limiting scope of CA with respect to the interviews, this study employs one
particular aspect of CA analysis, namely the concept of adjacency pairs which examines
turns within sequences with better resolution than a traditional EOC examination.

The concept of adjacency pairs within the ACT sequence request for
information/compliance as a structure is the most productive in terms of revealing
reported directives, and narratives in which evidence of a power differential may be
found. The request for a narrative by the interviewer is the first element in the pair. The
compliance with that request would be the second element of the pair. The compliance
with the request may occur immediately or it may be delayed several turns or it may be
ignored completely or refused. Any one of the conditions provides the researcher with

data which can then be compared to the other interviewees.

VARIATION OF REGISTER AND STYLE

The study of Register Variation and (RV) provides insight into the mechanisms
that produce form/function differences in utterances based on factors such as social

status, occasion, audience and purpose (Biber & Finegan, 1994). Linguistic Style (S) is
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the dynamic modulation of features present in register and genre by speakers as they
perform (Mendoza-Denton, 2001).

In any given context a speaker may adjust his or her style to fit the requirements
as they perceive them. Assuming that there is variation between the directive utterances
of NNSs and NS, RV and S provide very useful explanatory mechanisms for the
separation of variation due to register or style versus variation due to other factors such as
competence or background. Starting with the work of Gumperz (1968) the vernacular
and more formal forms have been studied in opposition as a form of ‘diglossia." Gumperz
suggested that when intermediate societies integrate with a dominant society which may
have many more stratified and specialized segments it is difficult for members of the
intermediate group to acquire the codified language of the upper strata without significant
effort and time. The dominant society maintains these exclusive strata by limiting access
to the structures, such as language and ritual, of its members. Only the most determined
and privileged of the intermediate society are allowed access to both the exclusive spoken
and written registers. Access to these registers also represents access to power.

It is hypothesized here that advanced NNSs exhibit similar characteristics of
diglossia’ which in this sense refers to a dichotomy of formal and informal registers, but
from the opposite perspective, that is, advanced NNSs who have acquired their language
skills in formal settings may lack the vernacular or some aspect of the vernacular which
provides native speakers with the ability to choose a register and style which they
perceive is effective and appropriate in order to express high stakes directives This study

will thus address some of the calls made for the examination of situational dimension
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variation by sociolinguists such as Hudson (1994), Hymes (1973) and Brown & Fraser
(1979).

The proposed contexts or situations are expected to elicit directive speech acts in
two different registers. Fromr an anthropological standpoint, the variation in register is
usually examined in terms of affective tone (Irvine in Hudson, 1994), such as seriousness,
politeness. or respect. From a discourse-functional or pragmatics perspective, variation is
viewed as an interaction between the physical and psychological requirements of the
communicative context and the cognitive mechanisms employed in the planning,
production and processing of discourse (Givén, 1979). Both perspectives examine the
informal-formal categories of utterance in context. This study will examine directives
from both formal and informal registers from the DCT, from reported narratives and from
the interviews themselves. Other researchers including Bernstein, (1964), Kay (1977),
researchers have examined this phenomena of informal - formal diglossia. Bemnstein in
terms of elaborated and restricted codes, and Kay in terms of autonomous and non-
autonomous speech. Both perspectives examine relationships of formal and informal
coding of information through language. Formal speech is employed to transmit
information precisely to unfamiliar addressees by means of a more complex syntactic
structure and with a more careful and deliberate delivery than informal speech which
relies far more on the transmission of information based on familiar and shared
backgrounds through less complex structures.

Studies focusing on register variation suggest that the vernacular variety of a

language learned in childhood at home and through close social relationships differs from
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the superimposed variety learned after childhood (Gumperz, 1973). Based on this
assumption, directive structures used by advanced NNSs should show some difference
when compared to those of NSs due to the fact that most NNSs have learned L2 as a
foreign language in a formal academically oriented environment.

It is assumed that the advanced NNSs’ development has been primarily focused
on the formal academic register, without significant experience in the informal registers
where many high stakes directives occur. High stakes requests, commands, waming,
admonitions and refusals have their roots more in the personal rather than the
transactional areas of communication. It is these structures which are first learned at
home in an informal register. NNSs have access to that register in their native language,
but typically have had little or no experience transforming that register into L2. This
incongruence forces them to rely on more limited academic like structures which are
explicit, context independent and longer, but inadequate to carry the force required for
high stakes directives. This register is probably developed by NSs relatively early in
childhood and then modulated for situation as the speaker matures to the appropriate
level expected from the culture. Thus is something that needs to be acquired as well by

NNS. but is often not available in a strictly academic setting.
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CRITICAL DISCOURSE ANALYSIS

Critical discourse analysis (CDA) is an examination of all kinds of discourse in
terms of power. While it has no distinct methodology or instruments the target of
analysis is always differentials in power between individuals and/or groups. In fact CDA
is typical of many post-modern approaches in that it has the habit of problematizing
everything including itself to the point at which it seems to deny its own usefulness
(Dillion. Doyle. Eastman, Silberstein, Toolan, 1993). For the purposes of this study, a
CDA approach is especially useful because if there are differences between NNSs and
NSs the evidence will come from either the power factor or the social distance factor or
both encoded in the utterance. If there is a difference in perceived power between the
two groups then there should be evidence in the pragma-linguistic structures which
express power. If there is no power differential then all the evidence showing variation
between the two groups of speakers should come from the pragma-linguistic social

distance structures.

One perspective of CDA is expressed by van Dijk (1993):

"Critical discourse analysis can only make a significant and specific contribution
to critical social or political analyses if it is able to provide an account of the role of
language, language use, discourse or communicative events in the (re)production of
dominance and inequality. We have tried to show that there are two major dimensions
along which discourse is involved in dominance, namely through the enactment of
dominance in text and talk in specific contexts, and more indirectly through the influence
of discourse on the minds of others.” (p. 279)

The units of analysis are also expressed here by van Dijk (1993, p. 252),
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"CDA should deal primarily with the discourse dimensions of power abuse and
the injustice and inequality that result from it. van Dijk is relevant because it provides a
theoretical approach for sifting out the "Power" aspect which plays a major role in the
analysis.”

The units of analyses can be further distilled. We may say that the primary unit of
analysis in EOC and CA is the ‘tumn,” which is a functional unit of structure, while the
primary unit of analysis in CDA, and arguably in other forms of DA, is the ‘statement,’
which is a functional unit of content. The ‘statement’ here is, as Foucault (1972)
suggests, not equivalent to a sentence, or a speech act or a logical proposition but rather
‘the enounced.’” a translation of the French énoncé. A brief discussion about the
differences is appropriate here. A statement is not the same as grammatical sentence
because a statement, in Foucault’s analysis, can take the form of a graph or table or
picture, so that while a statement may take the form of a sentence. the grammatical
requirements of a sentence are too constraining for a statement. Statements are also
different from speech acts. For example, the speech act ‘I promise’ said in a marriage
vow of medieval romance and the ‘I promise’ said in agreement to meet for lunch in a
modern soap opera constitute two very different statements, although the speech acts in
Austin’s (1962) construct would be considered the same, and of course, they are the same
grammatically. Each statement here represents a different social technology and
discursive practice which maintains and (re)produces different sociopolitical institutions.
The lack of convenient tools for CDA which could readily identify the characteristics
distinguishing two seemingly equivalent grammatical statements motivates the use of

EOC and CA methods here in order to reveal structures that reliably produce or express

utterances that contain evidence of reported directives and sources of inequity.



A proposition, which is also not the same as a statement, in Foucault’s
description would transcend local usage which eliminates it as primarily a functional unit
and ascribes to it a more abstract definition, for example, ‘the sky is blue’ and ‘it is true
that the sky is blue’ carry the same propositional content, but are different statements.
The former said by a child on a sunny day in the park is different from the latter said by a
physicist in a lab in terms of their relationships to some larger discursive structure. This
difference lies in who is allowed to speak and under what circumstances. In the same
way, directives contain statements analyzable in terms of the power and resulting
inequality. Individual directives are analyzable at this level, but in this study the
expression of 'what is allowed to be said' will be analyzed in the context of the data
collected and discussed by the participants in the sociolinguistic interview.

From the perspective of this study, the extreme discourse dimensions mentioned by van
Dijk are somewhat excessive. While I do agree that there is abuse, injustice and equality
evident in any discursive practice, [ would not like to express such a militant tone at this
stage of investigation. Instead, I would like to take the approach that that there are power
differentials which may be identifiable in the data I have collected. Indeed there will
always be power differentials, but power is located both at the center and at the margins.
It is held by both the dominant and subordinate and history has shown us that these
relationships can be changed or reversed by those who seemingly had no power at all
(Foucault, 1980).

A directive expressed by a NS is supported by that individual's place in the

discursive practice. His or her right to issue a directive (or any other speech act) in a
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given context is supported by many more social systems than those accessible to the
NNS. For example, the directive, "I cant take this class. Please give me another option,"
is a difficult enough request for a NS student who has grown up in a system which
discourages dissent or disagreement with academic authorities. Imagine how much more
difficult it is for the NNS to say such a thing. The right of a NNS speaker is diminished
substantially by a lack of confidence in his or her authority which is produced by
linguistic, pragmalinguistic, sociopragmatic and cultural factors typically not mastered by
the NNS. The presupposed required mastery places the NNS at the mercy of both the
authority as an administrative sanctioning entity and as an authority of NS culture and
language as well as his or her perceived position relative to the NNS’s culture and
language.
Conclusion

This study combines several perspectives which have been traditionally examined
separately. These perspectives are additive in terms of their contributions to our overall
understanding of the directives and situations simulated in this study. General Pragmatics
provides a strong and rigorous foundation from Analytical Philosophy. CCP and ILP
provide perspectives and a methodology which address the differences and problems
encountered by the second language learner in particular. Variation, in terms of register
and style examine the range of what is effective for a given context in a local convention.

CA provides a format and methodology for the expression of raw conversational data.
Finally, CDA expresses a perspective which takes into account the position of an

individual or group functioning on the margin of a discursive practice such as foreign
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graduate students studying in an American university. This study examines directive
speech acts through the filters of these various approaches in order to gain a deeper
understanding of the mechanisms NS and NNS employ as they attempt to achieve or
avoid some outcome through language. Rather than an attempt at data reduction, this
multi-faceted approach expands the meaning and function of individual utterances into
categories which individually supply a small amount of information about the utterance,
but collectively combine to form a larger picture analogous to the way individual tiles

combine in a mosaic to produce a recognizable and more complete image.
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CHAPTER 3

PROTOCOL

CONVENTIONS AND NOTATION

In Chapter 2 an abstract representation of imperatives and directives was
presented in its symbolic and logical form (p. 33). This chapter describes a working
system which can be reduced to a set of analyzable forms. In order for these data to be
compared to other studies, the coding format follows CCSARP? guidelines. This coding
addresses the illocutionary aspect of the directive.

The perlocutionary force of a directive has been generally ignored as a variable of
interest in L2 speech act analysis because the focus is on the effect of the utterance on an
addressee, and most L2 studies for obvious reasons focus on the speaker. In this study,
the perlocutionary effect is considered critical to high stakes directive speech acts. We
understand perlocutionary acts from Searle’s description.

"Correlated with the notion of illocutionary acts is the notion of the consequences

or effects such acts have on the actions, thought, or beliefs, etc. of addressees. For

example, by arguing I may persuade or convince someone, by warning him [ may
scare or alarm him, by making a request I may convince him (enlighten, edify,
inspire him, get him to realize). The italicized expressions above denote

perlocutionary acts. (Searle, p. 25)

* From the Cross Cultural Speech Act Realization Project coding manual (Blum-Kulka, House, Kasper,
1983)
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"We must therefore reformulate the Gricean account of meaning in such a
way as to make it clear that one’s meaning something when one utters a sentence
1s more than just randomly related to what the sentence means in the language one
is speaking. [llocutionary acts such as directives require that attention is paid to
the intended effect.” (Searle, p. 45)

For the purposes of this study, the perlocutionary force of the directives are coded with
regard to the seriousness of the perceived consequences from the perspective of the

speaker.

QUESTIONNAIRE FORMAT AND NOTATION

Each question that examines directives in the survey requires the respondent to
complete a turn in which he or she must construct a directive based upon the context
presented. The sequences produced by the respondents contain a variety of structures
that support, lead into and/or follow the actual directive. The sequences also express the
perspective taken by the speaker. The following categories listed in Table 2 are taken
directly from CCSARP with some minor changes and additions. These changes will be
noted and explained.

Table 3 describes the three axes of the graph produced by the answers on the
questionnaire. The numbering system is a scale based on O - 200. There is no intention
to quantify these relationships into discrete levels, only onto a scale which retains the
relative relationships between variables. Therefore the scale can be expanded to 0-500 or

even 0-1000 as long as the relative relationships between the categories Power, Distance,
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and Consequence remain unchanged. While at finer scales the structures could be
resolved more carefully as to their individual contributions, the overall effect seems to
remain constant.

The first category of interest is the power relationship between the speaker and
the addressee. The system here departs from others in which the signs >, =, <or +, -,
are used to describe the relationship. (Blum-Kulka, 1983) These relationships are much
more complex than can be described with the coarse symbols describe above, however
my scale does agree with this foundation. The only difference is that the scale is
expanded and transposed to avoid negative numbers. The instrument designed in this
study may be adjusted for coarse or fine grain analysis by expanding the scale which
makes it a flexible instrument for a variety of purposes. By contrast, the analysis section
beginning on page 97 presents fairly fine grain analysis of the questionnaire data.

By their nature, power relationships are not static, but rather change with context
and participants as well as over time. The goal of Table 3 is to establish a useful scale
against which these relative relationships can be examined. In this analysis, power is
taken to mean the authority used by the speaker in order to effect a particular outcome.
This power can be officially bestowed or it can be assumed by anyone who is able or
willing. This definition is based on Foucauldian ideas of power in which power is not
always centrally located, but rather that power exists everywhere and can be assumed by
individuals and larger social structures whenever possible and/or necessary. In the
extreme, successful revolutions are examples where the seemingly powerless are

suddenly powerful relative to the vanquished. (Foucault, 1972) While in this study
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situations are not at the revolutionary’ level in terms of the number of people affected, I
do believe the mechanism to be quite similar, if not identical for individuals. The
directives examined in this study are no less important to the individuals involved. For
example, if a child were standing in the street and a car were coming, it is not only quite
permissible but even my obligation to assume all the authority necessary to keep the child
from being hit by the car. I can issue any directive, I can yell and scream, or [ can use my
body. I can and must do anything in this situation to prevent something terrible from
happening. I can direct the child, the driver of the car, myself or anyone else in this
context. However, I must also be careful with the power I assume. [ may not use the
above level of power in a directive to hail a taxi or to borrow a dime or to put someone in
harm’s way for something which the perceived consequences do not demand.

It is important to state here that it is the speaker’s relative position and perception
that are important in the determination of what the consequences may be in these
examples. There may be some societal norms and conventions, but no one individual can
expect that another’s perceptions of the seriousness of any consequence be the same, but
only similar. We can second guess and decide in retrospect whether someone assumed
the wrong level of power in the issuance of a directive in a certain situation, or that the
consequences did not match the power expressed in the utterance or action. In this study,
we assume that the speakers in this study are sincere in their perceptions and in their
subsequent issuance of directives.

The second category in question represents the distance between speaker and

addressee. Are the speaker and addressee family members, close friends, lovers, or
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complete strangers? As mentioned earlier, Wolfson’s hypothesis suggests that both
intimate speakers and strangers are more brief and direct in their use of speech acts than
acquaintances or friends (Wolfson, 1981; Wolfson, D’Amico-Reisner, & Huber, 1983;
Beebe. 1985: Wolfson, Marmor and Jones. 1989). Because most of the questions I am
interested in refer to L2 speaker interactions with native speakers, the distance is
necessarily less intimate than a familial relationship and ranges from that of acquaintance
to stranger. The closest relationships in this study are at the level of friends who are not
intimate or best friends." The scale is also from 0 - 200 to allow for some fine-grained
analysis above the level of + or - . This study assumes that NNSs will address adressees
with structures that indicate that there is more distance between NSs and themselves than
is perceived by NS.

The consequence scale also ranges from O - 200 and refers to consequences
perceived by the speaker on a scale from inconsequential’ to ‘ultimate’ which would
include life or death’ consequences, such as a command to: "Get out of the way of a
truck!” or "Retreat! or "Drop the weapon!" A lower consequence or Low stakes’
directive would be on the following level: Pass the salt, please! or Could you tell me the
time!

Arguably, there could be circumstances in which these directives could take on a
serious set of consequences, but they would be marked in some way. By the same token,
an order to Retreat or Drop the weapon could have no consequences whatsoever in
certain circumnstances. As with all pragmatic issues the context is critical. The directives

[ have examined present the situations and relationships as simply and unambiguously as
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analysis is potentially useful in predicting when situations might be ambiguous or
unlikely. The three categories taken together indicate situations that require closer
attention if they intersect at a relevant level. This approach could provide researchers
with a mechanism to identify situations in which there are excursions beyond the
conventional use of directives, i.e., situations in which the words clearly do not match the
use.

These three components P, D and C taken together define a domain for directives.
In English the entire range is expressible, but not surprisingly, most day to day directives
fall in the middle of the domain. These components can be graphed to illustrate the
domain of possible directives. Each subset of directives such as imperatives and wants
define a portion of the total domain of possible structures which can be used to express a
directive. The numbers used in Table 3 to define the range are arbitrary and coarse, since
range must be finite for illustration. So, for example, a military leader such as Dwight
Eisenhower could order the D-day invasion by the directive "Commence D-day
operations,” but would not exercise the same power with that structure to obtain a meal at
home. *"Commence dinner.” It is unlikely in this regard because he is invoking power
from a context which is unlikely to exist in the kitchen. It is also unlikely that a child
could issue the order "Commence D-day operations” to any group except toy soldiers.
The point here is that only certain people may issue certain directives to certain people in
certain circumstances and expect to have them complied with conventionally. This

knowledge of what can be said when and by whom constitutes a convention to which a
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given culture at a given point in time subscribes. In other words, this relationship of
directive and consequence is synchronic and is bound by the time frame in which the
directive was uttered. Conventional directives may be and are violated to varying
degrees and consistent violation may result in change in convention. The constraints on
the present hypothesis are that the speaker remains within conventions which the adressee
will recognize.

This model suggests an instrument which could be used to examine a given
utterance for Power. Distance and Consequence. The instrument used in the analysis
section takes into account the relative scale displayed in Table 3.

The instrument consists of a computer program that examines the text for certain
strings of words which suggest a value to the researcher. The system is not completely
self sufficient. but relies on the experience and expertise of the researcher operating the
program to make decisions where there are conflicting or obscure structures. In a way the
process is analogous to an optical character recognition (OCR) program that relies on a
user to resolve ambiguity. The sensitivity of the scale may be adjusted to various levels
depending on level of resolution necessary. This study has used a relatively fine scale but
it still only operates on the level of pragmatic structures. The nature of the instrument is
such that it could be adjusted to examine syntactic or even phonetic structures of the
input but this is below the resolution of this study.

The following table represents the range of structures that typically function as directives.
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Table 2. Categories of Directives

The group of three numbers at the right of each utterance represent a possible relationship or range of quantitatively
defined. relative relationships between Power, Distance, and Consequence as described in Table 3.

I. Alerters are verbal devices used by the speaker to get the attention of the adressee.
They

include the following:
A name or title
John, could you pass the sait? (100,40,20)
Dr. Jones, would you be able to return my paper today? (60,
110, 100)
Or any other opening element.
Excuse me, can | sit here? (100, 160, 80)
I'm sorry to bother you, but may | look at that paper?
(100,160,80)
Hey! Look out! (180,0-200, 180)
ll. Head Acts are the explicit directive minus alerters or supportive moves and there
may
be more than one per sequence.
Il. Directive Strategies and
registers available to
native speakers of English

Mood derivable
Imperatives
Watch out! (180-200, 0-200, 180-200)
Duck! (180-200, 0-200,18-200)
Elliptical structures
No spitting! (140,200,120)
The keys, please!  (140-160, 0-200, 120-180)
Explicit Performatives

| am telling you to cut it out! (60-150, 0-100, 0-120)
I am asking you to please refrain from smoking in the
auditorium. (140-160, 120-200, 60-140)
Hedged Performatives
| must ask you to stop smoking here. (140-160, 120-200, 60-
140)
I have to ask you to leave. (140-160, 120-200, 60-140)
Locution Derived
You have to/ought to/should/need to/must stop smoking. (120-
180, 120-160, 140-180)
Want statements
| want you to go home. (40-160, 0-120, 60-160)
I'd like you to come over tonight. (80-120, 0-100, 0-120)

Suggestory Formulas
What do you say we go down to the mall. (140-160, 120-200,
60-140)
Why don't you shut up. (0-120, 0-100, 0-120)
How 'bout a nap. (60-120, 0-40, 0-80)
Prepatory Formulas



Cani ... (30-120, 0-200, 0-140)
Could you... (30-120, 0-200, 0-140)
Would you... (3-120, 0-200, 0-140)
Shall we ... (30-120, 0-200, 0-140)
May | ... (2-120, 0-200, 0-140)

Strong Hints (These require the adressee to make some inference)
The open door is letting in the cold. (shut the door!) (20-120, 0-
200, 0-120)
Your water is boiling over. (Tum off the fire!) (2-120, 0-200, 120-
160)
Are you gonna eat that? (If not, give the pastry to me!) (2-100,
0-100, 0-80)
Mild Hints (The burden on the adressee is even greater to infer from context)
It's cold in here. (20-120, 0-200, 0-120)
Are you making {20-120, 0-200, 0-120)
tea?
That is a tasty looking pastry. (20-100, 0-100, 0-80)
Proverbs or
idomatic
expressions
(these require
considerable
cultural
understanding
for the adressee
to make the
correct
inference)
Let sleeping dogs lie! (It would be best if you didn't disturb the
person or object in question) (80-150, 0-120, 0-140)
Don't look a gift horse in the mouth! {Stop complaining! You got
a good deal!) (80-150, 0-120, 0-140)
Yeah, whatever (80-150, 0-80, 0-120)
dude. (I have heard
enough of what you
have to say, now
change the subject.
Or, more directly,
“just shut up!")

lll. Perspective

Speaker’s perspective
Excuse me, but could | see the paper?(40-140, 8-200, 4-100)
| want your notes today.(100-150, 40-130)
Adressee’s perspective
Could you turn that down? (80-150, 0-200, 20-120)
Give me the knife! (80-180, 50-150, 80-180)
Speaker and adressee perspective
Let's get started! (80-160, 0-200, 0-140)
Could we not discuss this now. (60-160, 0-120, 0-140)
Impersonal perspective
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Can somebody get me a beer! (20-100, 0-100, 0-100)
Would it be too much trouble to get a little service! (80-120, 100-

200, 20-120)
IV. Syntactic Downgraders

These Recognizable
structures are  because their
added to removal would
directives in not necessarily
order to change effect of
mitigate the directive but
force of the could alter the
directive. In impositional force
general, these
devices are
Mood
Subjunctive

it might be a good idea if you were to clean up before you left.
{80-140, 20-120, 20-120)

Conditionals
If you clean up now then | can go home early. (120-160, 60-120,
60-140)
Aspectual
| was thinking that you could finish later. (60-120, 0-120, 0-120)
Tense
| wanted to ask you to give me a ride. (6-120, 0-120, 0-120)
Combinations

| wanted to ask you if you could move your car. (60-120, 0-120,
0-120)

Politeness markers
Please, move your car. (60-160, 20-160, 80-160)

Understaters
Please, move your car down the road, a bit. (20-120, 60-160,
80-160)
Hedges
Please, move your car, somehow. (0-120, 60-160, 80-160)
Subjectiveizers
I'm afraid you'll have to move your car. (80-120, 40-16, 80-160)
Downtoners
Could you, possibly, move your car. (0-120, 60-160, 80-160)
Cajolers :
You know, you'll have to move your car. (80-160, 60-140, 80-
160)
Appealers

Move your car! Ok? (20-120, 40-120, 80-160)
Combinations
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You know, you'll have to move your car. Ok? (40-120, 60-140,
80-160)
Upgraders
Intensifiers
This place is a terrible mess! (80-160, 0-120, 40-120)
Commitment indicators
Surley, it's not too much to ask for a ride. (60-120, 60-100, 60-
120)
Expletives
Clean this damned kitchen. (120-160, 0-120, 40-140)
Time intensifiers
Clean this place (120-160, 0-120, 40-140)
now!
Lexical uptoner
Clean up this (120-160, 0-60, 40-140)
pigpen!
Determination markers
Clean up this place. Enough said. (120-160, 0-120, 40-140)
Repetition of
directive
Clean up this place! Get it done! (120-160, 0-120, 40-140)
Emphatic additions
Get up/go and clean the kitchen! (120-160, 0-40, 40-140)
Orthographic/Suprasegmental emphasis
No, you clean up your mess! (80-120, 0-120, 0-120)

Pejorative
determiners

Yes, clean up that mess there. (120-160, 0-60, 40-140)
Supportive moves

Supportive moves refer to an element which modifies the request either my
mittigation or agrivation. These moves may precede or foliow the directive.
Cut it out, or I'll tell mom. (0-10Q, 0-20, 0-120)
It's cold in here. Could you shut the window? (40-140, 0-140,
40-120)
Prepatory
I'd like to ask you something. (0-12@, 0-160, 0-120)
Precommitments
I'd like to ask you something...(0-120, 0-160, 0-120)
Grounders
| wasn't listening, could you tell me what he said? (0-120, 0-160,
0-120)
Promise of reward
I'll pitch in for gas, if you give me a ride. (0-120, 0-100, 0-120)
Imposition
minimizer
| know you are busy, but could you give me a ride? (0-120, 0-
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160, 0-120)

Aggravating moves
You owe me, so give me a ride to school. (100-120, 0-80, O-
120)

Threats
If you don't give me a ride, I'll tell mom where you were last
night. (0-100, 0-20, 0-120)

Moralizing
You know it's not right to leave me stranded here. Please give
me a ride. (0-100, 0-100, 0-140)

Mode

This is an attempt to take into account irony or severely marked use of
language for an effect.
Neutral
Could | have a ride? (40-120, 0-100, 40-120)
Markedness
Could you be so kind as to give me a ride. | would be ever so
grateful if you could. (0-60, 0-100, 40-120)
Type of modal
The syntactic class of verb forms in English e.g., would, will, should, could
(tense is coded elsewhere)

The following three categories are additions to the existing system and more
precisely defined in Table 3 below.
Power relationship
Ranges from speaker dominant to speaker subordinate
Familiarity or
distance
Known or not known to speaker.
Perlocutionary force or seriousness of consequences
From "no consequences” to "ultimate” (life and death)
*The categories represented here come from CCSARP. (Blum-Kuika, 1983)



Table 3 Power, Distance and Consequence scale

Range and definition of categories

Power assumed by a speaker In a
particular directive in a particular context

200 Ultimate (Life and Death authority)

190

180 Extreme (Imprisonment/severe sanctioning
authority)

170

160 Sanctioning (Non-imprisonment/sanctioning
authority (e.g., civil court)

150
140 Regulatory (employer/superior/parental)

130

120 Generally equal but very influential (Close
family/Friend)
110

100 Equal Status

90

80 Generally equal but little influence (co-worker,
acquaintance)

70

60 Subordinate (with some recourse)

50

40 Very subordinate (with little racourse)

30

20 Nearly powerless (littte defense available)
10

0 Complately powertess (defenseless)

Distance from speaker to
adressee

200 Complete stranger

190

180 Extremely Distant (Aware of
axistence: a person with
dissimilar cuiture and
conventions)

170

160 Distant (e.g.. A complete
stranger in your town, but
with similar culture and
conventions)

150

140 Known and recognizable in a
formal sense only (a locally
recognized personality: news
anchor, public official,
professor on campus)

130

120 Known but not in everyday
terms
110

100 Known (on speaking terms:
neighbor, co-worker)
90

80 Acquaintance (better than
just speaking terms. but not
casual)

70

60 Casual acquaintance
50
40 Personal friend
30
20 Close family/friend
10

0 intimate

Consequence of a
successfully
compileted
directive

200 Uitimate
seriousness (life and
death)

190

180 Extremely
senousness
(physical or
emational)

170

160 Vary serious

150
140 Sernous

130
120 Slightly serious

110

100 Neutral (deserved of
attention)
90

80 Not very important

70

60 Unimportant

50

40 Very unimportant
30

20 Trivial cansequence
10

0 No consequence at
all

This scale is arbitrarily numbered and may be expanded to allow for very fine-grained
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analysis. i.e., if the scale were from 0 to 1000 it would be possible to examine utterances

for very fine features of power distance and consequence, however the relative



relationship between variable would not change.
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FLOWCHART OF QUANTITATIVE ANALYSIS

Data Collection

'

Data formatting

l

Adjust program
sensitivity

l

Input into Java
Speech Act
Analyzer program

l

Principal Components
Analysis, t-tests, Wilcoxon,
ANOVA, Regression model

Fuzzy Partitioning

Analysis of output with S-plus:
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QUANTITATIVE DATA COLLECTION
DCTs

Depending on the goals of the researcher, there are three traditional sources of
data in Second Language Research. The first source is natural or ethnographic language
data. In this case. the researcher takes existing data such as television, radio or other
available recordings, or the researcher records data in situations which would occur
regardless of the participation of the researcher. The second and third sources of data are
considered to be elicited; they are categorized as clinical or experimental. Clinical data
refer to any data which are induced from the learner. Experimental data are narrower in
their scope and may be described as data which are induced to produce a specific feature
or features of interest to the researcher. In order to obtain valid data for speech acts,
Olshtain (1993) suggests a cycle of data collection methods consisting of an alternating
sequence between ethnographic and structured, or elicited, data collection. The
alternation between methods is intended to provide a description not bound to any single
methodology and thus less subject to collection bias or error.

Discourse completion tasks (DCT) may elicit either clinical or experimental data.
A DCT refers to a situation in which the subject is asked to either produce a hypothetical
written or spoken utterance of what they would actually say in a specific situation. The
completion may consist of either sentence length or longer utterances. The context of the
situation is usually carefully described and the learner typically is not given a strict time
limit for completion. Once the data are collected, the researcher codes the responses for

various features and then analyzes them either qualitatively or quantitatively.
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The history of DCT in second language acquisition research has its roots in
proficiency testing, but has made its way into second language research through a series
of studies. e.g. Levinson, 1975 in which the oral proficiency of immigrants to Canada
was the target of research, and more concretely through the first studies of pragmatic
competence by Blum-Kulka. In this latter study (Blum-Kulka, 1982) the social and
pragmatic skills of learners of Hebrew as a second language were systematically studied
with a DCT. The DCT allowed the researchers to examine large numbers of samples
and isolate specific features without resorting to a tedious search of naturally occurring
data. There are other studies that have employed DCTs as the major collection method
and have contributed to the assessment of the instrument as a tool for data collection in
second language research and are therefore relevant to this study.

Blum-Kulka and Olshtain (1986), for example, used this methodology to examine
the production of mixed proficiency learners of L2 Hebrew. Native Speakers (NS) were
used as controls for comparison of the production. In summary the findings of this study
indicated that high-intermediate (ACTFL scale) learners used longer requests than either
low-Intermediate or advanced learners. This use of longer requests has the effect of
making the request seem more formal and therefore less appropriate when compared with
native speaker requests. House and Kasper (1987) examined the production of Advanced
learners of L2 English whose L1 was Danish or German. The analysis of the DCT
indicated that while learners showed a similar choice of directness levels, they used less
varied syntactic structures and a less frequent use of lexical downgraders. Again, the

learners in this study produced longer requests as well than did native speakers. Faerch
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and Kasper (1989) studied the production of 200 learners of English and 200 leammers of
German whose L1 was Danish. The groups were compared with NS of Danish, British
English and German. Here the general finding was that learners are more verbose than
native-speakers and are more verbose than they themselves are in their L1. Moreover the
word Please’ was used excessively by learners whereas mitigating words such as
‘possibly” were underused.  Rintell and Mitchel (1989) found that the production of
learners contained longer requests than NSs, but that that there was no discernable
difference in the choice of form or strategy. This study consisted of 34 ESL learners at
the low-advanced level whose L1 varied. The results were compared to 38 NSs. The
study included a role-play as an additional attempt to validate the data. The general trend
here is that leamners tend to ‘play it safe’ by choosing pragmatic devices that tend to make
their desires more transparent to the addressee.

Validity is generally established by comparing the elicited data to naturally
occurring speech data and determining to what extent they display the same features. NS
are less likely to be influenced by a difference between oral and written responses. In
fact Rintell-Mitchell (1989) found that there was no difference in utterance length on
written or oral responses. In general, though, NNS elicited data from DCTs tend to
display shorter length of utterance, fewer turns and repetitions, and less mitigation.
While these features are somewhat problematic in that they are elicited, the structure and
semantic content of the responses seem to be comparable to naturally occurring speech
(Ellis. 1994). A possible validation solution is to supplement elicited data collection

with naturally occurring ethnographic data in cycle. Such work has been done by
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Olshtain and Blum-Kulka 1983, 1985; Cohen 1986 and Cohen and Olshtain 1991. In all
these studies the method was very similar. They begin with the collection of
ethnographic data from native speakers. These data drive the initial hypothesis of the
researcher. Once a direction or a feature is chosen, role-plays can be used to elicit data
which. although not as authentic as the naturally occurring ethnographic data, can be
used to support or refute a hypothesis. The advantage of role-plays is that they can be
manipulated in real time to enable the researcher to exercise more control over specific
features of interest. The DCT is then used to finely examine one or a few very specific
features of speech production in narrowly controlled contexts which have been selected
based on the analysis of the ethnographic and role-playing data.

It has been argued by some that such data are not valid because they are not
naturally occurring. However data which are considered to be from naturally occurring
sources have their own validity problems. The most important concern lies in the
question of whether the naturally occurring data are truly 'naturally occurring.’ If an
observer or a recording device is present then the subjects may adjust their speech to a
degree that they may not in a situation where no observer is present. This is know as the
Hawthorne effect. (Wildner-Bassett, 1983, p. 117). Even if the utmost care is taken and
the data recorded is truly natural, the researcher still has to be sure that the intent of the
speakers is appropriate for the feature or features in question. For example, does the
researcher know for certain that the context of the recording is really the same as the
context assumed by the researcher? Another deficiency is that the frequency at which the

data necessary for this study will be generated naturally is prohibitive. These speech acts
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by their nature are spontaneous and often occur in settings not generally accessible to
researchers.

The benefits of the DCT to the researcher are found in the efficiency of collection
and the ability of the instrument to focus on very specific features. If the decision is
made to employ a discourse completion task as a data collection instrument. it is
incumbent on the researcher to ensure that the data collected are, to every extent possible,
comparable to naturally occurring data, which I have done. In discussions with peers and
colleagues. the situations I have chosen did not raise any specific objections either with

respect to form or function.

QUESTIONNAIRE
Five general situations were examined in which the power and distance differentials of
the speaker with respect to the addressee vary. These situations are same ones in italics
which appear at the beginning of this proposal. The first is a situation in which the

student is clearly subordinate.

Resisting and confronting an advisor who is suggesting classes which the student
may not need, and which might prolong the student’s stay unnecessarily.

The second is, a situation in which the student is equal in status to the addressee (another
graduate student).
Telling a fellow student to return an important book that he or she has borrowed.

The third is a situation in which the student is super-ordinate to the addressee such as
with one of the Graduate student’s undergraduate students or assistants.

Directing, in the capacity of a teaching assistant (TA), an uncooperative student
to complete an assignment.



The fourth is a situation in which the directive or command is addressed to a
subordinate such as a child as a warning to avoid danger.

Alerting someone to a dangerous situation, e.g., warning a pedestrian about an
oncoming car.
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The fifth s a situation in which the speaker and adressee are again in equal status in that

there is no clear superior/subordinate position, but in this case the speaker and adressee

both outside the academic environment.

The following are examples from the DCT, the acceptability scale, and interview
questions.

DCT

The following is an example of a typical discourse completion task (note that the
design of my questionnaire is generally based on Blum-Kulka, 1989), the actual
questionnaire employed in this study is provided in Appendix A.

Instructions

As a graduate student at a large university it is very likely that you have
been in a similar situation as the one which follows. If this situation is
familiar to you please respond in the blanks provided. If you need more
room, please ask for more paper. If this situation is unfamiliar to you or
you don' think you can respond as you would in a real situation, please
tell the person administering this test.

At the end of the questionnaire, there are some questions about you as an
individual and about your native language and culture, please answer as
many of these questions as you can.

At a meeting with your graduate advisor, the advisor tells you that you
must take a certain class in order to graduate. You are aware that there is
another class which is considered an equivalent which you would prefer to
take. You know that the graduate catalog states that the courses are
equivalent and will satisfy the requirements. The graduate advisor is
adamant that yvou must take the course he suggests and does not think that
the course you want to take is considered by the university to be
equivalent. The advisor has a copy of current graduate catalog on his desk.

Confronting a local business or agency in order to rectify a problem with either a
defective item or service.



Your job is to ask the advisor to look up the class in the catalog in order to
show that you are right about the classes being considered equivalent. You
are VERY confident that you are right in this matter.

Advisor: I am sorry but [ dont think that the class you are interested in

taking meets the requirements of the department. You must take the class
I have suggested.

You:

Please write a response in your native language which you would use with
an advisor who is a native speaker of your language in your country.

Personal and Language/Culture Background scale

Questions (based on Blum-Kulka, House 1989) Although [ have asked
similar questions in my questionnaire, the small sample size precludes a
useful analysis. It has been left in with the hope that as more data are
collected, a useful correlation may become evident.

Please circle the number of the answer which best describes yourself and
your first language.

I consider myself to be a(n) (1) Very Assertive
(2) Assertive
(3)Neutral
(4)Shy
(S)Very Shy person.

In my first language and culture, I would be (1) More Assertive
(2) Slightly more assertive
(3) No change
(4) Less Assertive
(5) Much Less Assertive
than what I have written as my response in English.
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Do you feel that the your knowledge of English allows you to be
(1) Much more
(2) Slightly more
(3) No difference
(4) Less
(5) Much less
effective in a similar situation than your native language.

(A total of 10 — 20 questions about personality and background will
follow. Guidelines for personality assessment questionnaires established
by APA were followed, that is all questions were scrutinized before use
and approved by the University of Arizona Human Subjects Committee.)

Pragmatic Acceptability Assessments
(based on Genesee and Upshur, 1996)

The following situations require that you order the responses in terms of
the best response first and the worst response last.

A professor has left her notes for lecture in the office. She would like you to go
back to the office to get them while she writes some questions on the blackboard.
Which of the following ways of requesting seems most appropriate to you?

1) Julia. go back to the office and get my notes. I left them on the copy machine.
2) Julia. would you go back to the office and get my notes. I left them on the copy
machine.

3) Julia, I left my notes on the copy machine.

4) Julia, my notes! on the copy machine in the office.

5) Julia, go get my notes. They're on the copying machine in the office.

A fellow student needs whom you do not know very well would like to
borrow your notes for a class, but you are late for an appointment. You must tell
this person to call you tonight to arrange for a time where he can pick up the
notes.

1) I have to go. Call me tonight.

2) Look, I'm sorry but I am very late. Could you call me tonight an we'll figure
out a time where you can pick up my notes.

3) Call me later. I'm late.



4) I am very sorry, but [ must go now. Would you be so kind as to call me
tonight.
5) Look, call me later.

The actual survey questions are located in Appendix A, page 159.
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POST COLLECTION FORMATING AND ANALYSIS PREPARATION

Once the data were entered into the on-line format, the raw data were downloaded
in a comma separated format and placed in a Microsoft Excel spreadsheet table. From
this format the table was converted into Microsoft Excel native format and the data linked
to a Microsoft Access SQL compatible database where queries can be constructed. The
data were sorted and categorized into a searchable and archivable format. Then the text
streams are entered into a Java language program that searches for and evaluates the text
for features defined in the model. The scores from the various questions are then
analyzed with statistical tools such as t-tests, ANOVA., Principal Component Analysis

and Fuzzy Clustering Analysis for relationships between variables.

CODING OF DATA AND MODEL
The coding of the data from the questionnaire is based on the frequency of occurrence of
answers given by native speakers. No qualitative or quantitative preference is applied to
any response. That is, if the majority of native speakers warned Hey, look out in a given
situation then that answer would be coded with the highest value. If the native speakers
were split on a response, then equal weight would be given to either answer. The
weighting of each answer is provided in the following section. The acceptability of a
non-native speaker’s response is not in question in this study, only how it compares to the
that of the native speaker. It is not only possible, but quite likely that even if a NNS’s

response is not the same as the NS, it may fulfill the purpose and effect the outcome



which is intended. The head act is defined as the minimal unit which can realize the
request and is the primary target of analysis unless there are downgraders or upgraders
which change the perception of the speakers power or distance with respect to the
adressee. For example, an utterance of the type, [ want to see the doctor now! can be
downgraded by the addition of items which mitigate the force or the perceived distance
between speaker and adressee of the utterance, e.g., [ want to see the doctor now! My
friend is really sick. Please! In this case the speaker is clearly attempting to take some of
the force out of the first part of the directive either because he/she feels the directive was
beyond his/her power or comfort level or because once said, he/she was afraid that the
consequences of the first part of the imperative would not be fortuitous for his/her friend
or his/herself. There are cases when the addition of downgraders and upgraders seems
arbitrary and is difficult to analyze. The focus of this study is on the head act and so a
fairly liberal assessment is made as to the similarity of the responses from the NNS in
comparison with those of the NS. For example an utterance made by a NNS in a
situation where a child is in danger from a car on the street, Hey boy! Watch out! No
reduction in force or distance is indicated here because there are two head acts, even
though the first part contains a non-standard attention device (Hey, boy! instead of the
more common Hey, kid!). While this lower degree of criticality will likely affect the
degree of difference between the means of NS and the NNS, this study searches for
differences which are large and would interfere with the directive from being complied

with by the NS.
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The instrument could be calibrated to measure very slight differences. All that would be
required would be that the scale be expanded from 0 to 1000 instead of from 0 to 200 and
that more strict rejection rules be applied. It is unlikely, however, that an adult yelling to
a child in the street Hey, boy! rather than Hey, kid! would have any less effect in alerting
a child to immediate danger. [ am far more concerned that the NNS speaker say
something understandable than quibble over the functional difference between boy and
kid in this particular instance. This is not to say that the analysis allows for any response.
In the following example, Hello boy watch out the car coming would probably not carry
the force necessary to attract the attention of the child to the traffic unless it was issued
and examined at a level where suprasegmentals came into play. The inability for DCT
like instruments to take suprasegmentals into account is, unfortunately. a flaw in its
analytic capabilities.

To conclude, for our purposes here, the instrument is calibrated to what I think is

an appropriate level to examine the target utterances without being distracted by

confounding detail.
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QUALITATIVE DATA COLLECTION

SOCIOLINGUISTIC INTERVIEW

A qualitative sociolinguistic interview format was used to triangulate, and
contextualize the reduced analysis obtained by quantitative analysis. The interviews
involve a selection of four interviewees. The 30 minute interviews were videotaped,
transcribed and compiled together in a randomly accessible digitized format and placed
on CD-ROM for storage. The analysis of the transcripts will follow discourse analytic
methodologies from three different perspectives: Conversational Analysis (CA),
Ethnography of Communication (EOC) perspective and from a critical discourse analytic
(CDA) perspective. It is appropriate here to recapitulate briefly these qualitative
methodologies. Techniques from CA and EOC will be used separate and order the
interviews into turns and sequences which are the primary units of analysis rather than
isolated utterances.

CDA will be used to examine the interviews for evidence of a power differential,
specifically the abuse of power and the resulting inequality and injustice. The sequences
and turns will be examined for evidence of the injustice they have felt as a result of not
having the same command of English as a NS. The expressions of injustice and inequity
should point to a source, which is ostensibly the lack of linguistic or cultural knowledge,
but this analysis examines the interview for evidence of 'reversal’ or an informal logical
inconsistency in the argumentation or explanation of the problem by the interviewee

which points out an alternative source or sources of injustice. The NNSs tend to believe
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that it is their lack of ability to express themselves adequately in English which puts them
at a disadvantage. Moreover, the evidence suggests that this injustice exists for speakers
who have an extremely good command of English. The evidence suggests that NS are
able to judge very quickly that someone is or is not a NS and based on this judgement the
NNS is treated differently than the NS. This awareness which is reinforced constantly
creates a cycle in which the constant awareness affects production and the production
affects the awareness.

The interviewer asked the interviewee about circumstances in which he or she had
to issue a directive to a native speaker of English in English and also a similar situation in
which he or she had to issue a directive to a speaker of their native language in that
language. The topic was suggested and some questions were asked, but the transcript
consisted of all the utterances of the interviewee and was analyzed as a complete unit
rather than a collection of isolated excerpts in order to maintain the integrity of the
conversation. The questions asked in the interview are located in Appendix C on page
203.

The role of the interviewer was to attempt to focus the conversation on the source
of the inequity by getting them to talk about difficult situations which they have
encountered in this country. The obvious differences between NS and NNS are that they
have different languages and cultures. What is not so obvious is why and to what extent
this matters. especially in NNSs who have advanced training and experience in both. The
assumption under examination is that if the linguistic and cultural skills of these

advanced speakers are truly advanced and near native, then why would there be any
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inequity at all based on language ability or cultural understanding. If the source of the
inequity 1s not linguistic or cultural then what is?

As a matter of protocol, it is my policy not to hide what [ think from the
interviewee. There is the risk that I could be prompting the interviewee and that they
may attempt to craft answers that reflect what I say. However, attempts to hide my
purpose or my ideas lead to suspicion and mistrust. [ depend on the interviewees trust so

that he or she will be as honest as possible. I feel an equal obligation to them.
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CHAPTER 4

QUANTITATIVE DATA ANALYSIS AND RESULTS

Two preliminary analyses are performed in order to validate the approach to
quantitative analysis. First, a Principal Component Analysis is run in order to examine
what components account for the majority of variance in the responses. A fuzzy
partitioning analysis is also run in order to examine the contribution of variance from
another perspective. The assumption is that there is a salient and exploitable relationship

between Power, Distance and Consequence in a response on the questionnaire and that a

response can be examined for these three qualities such that an issued Directive = f

(Consequence (perceived by the speaker) and Consequence = f (Power, Distance). In

other words, in order to issue a directive that will attain or avoid some consequence (C), a
speaker must take into account what level of power (P) to encode in the utterance and the
manner in which social distance (D) must be addressed between the speaker and
adressee(s). e.g.,
Please shut the door.

Here the consequence is the door becoming closed and keeping the heat in,

therefore a directive is issued appropriate to that end.
Commence Operation Desert Storm.

Here the consequence is very profound and serious at the

political/military/economic/human level. The directive issued here is appropriate to that

level of seriousness. It is not only the context of the present situation that is important to
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the speaker, but the perceived consequences of the directive. The first directive requires
little preparation and/or thought to the outcome or consequences. The second, however.

is the result of considerable time and consideration of the consequences in many respects.
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ANALYSIS OF THE MODEL AS AN INSTRUMENT

The following is a regression analysis of the relationship between the
Consequences and Power and Distance where Consequence is the dependent variable and
Power and Distance are the two independent variables for the Hypothetical Model of
directive use, the NS data and the NNS data. Consequence as a variable is held constant
in the questionnaire by the context provided in the questionnaire. This assumes it is the
speaker’s perception of the consequence that drives the production of utterances in which

Power and Distance are modulated to fit the potential Consequences.

*** Linear Model ***

call: lm(formula = hypcnsq - hypdist + hypPwr, data = SDF1l3, na.action =
na.exclude)
Residuals:
Min 1Q Median 3Q Max
-4.864 -1.131 0.3334 1.439 2.452

Zoefficients:
Value std. Error t value Pr(>|t])

(Intercept) 4.3768 1.4082 3.1081 0.0039
hypdist 0.1164 0.0919 1.2664 0.2142
hypPwr 0.6161 0.0721 8.5431 0.€000

Residual standard error: 2.023 on 33 degrees of freedom
Multiple R-Squared: 0.7105
F-statistic: 40.5 on 2 and 33 degrees of freedom, the p-value is 1.306e-009

*** Analysig of Variance Model **+

Short Qutput:
Call:
acviformula = hypcnsg ~ hypdist + hypPwr, data = SDF1l3, na.action =
na.exclude)

Terms:
hypdist hypPwr Residuals
Sum of Squares 32.8469 298.8002 135.1030
Ceg. of Freedom 1 1 33

Residual standard error: 2.023371
Estimated effects may be unbalanced



Df Sum of Saq Mean Sq F Value Pr(F)

hypdistc 1 32.8469 32.8469 8.02311 0.007813542

hypPwr 1 298.8002 298.2002 72.98439 0.000000001
Residuals 33 135.1030 4.0940

*+*+ Principal Components Analysis for Hypothetical Model *++

Standard deviations:
Comp. 1 Comp. 2 Comp. 3
3.824103 3.596659 1.612894

The number of variables is 3 and the number of observations is 36
Component names:
*sdev* "loadings®" "correlations® “scores® *center® *scale* *n.obs*
“terms* “call* *factor.sdev® "coef"”
Zall:
princemp(x = ~ hypPwr + hypdist + hypcnsq, data = SDFl3, scores = T,
cor = F, na.action = na.exclude)
Importance of components:
Comp. 1 Comp. 2 Comp. 3
Standard deviation 5.8241034 3.5366589 1.61289355
Prcportion of Variance 0.6858442 0.2615567 0.05259915
Cumulative Proportion 0.6858442 0.9474009 1.00000000
Loadings:
Comp. 1 Ccmp. 2 Comp. 3
hypPwr 0.787 -0.242 0.568

hypdist 0.226 0.969
hypensg 0.575 -0.817

*++ Principal Components Analysis for NS Data ***
Standard deviations:
Comp. 1 Comp. 2 Comp. 3
$.4339304 3.56504 1.57386
The number of variables is 3 and the number of observations is 36
Compeonent names:
*sdev* "“loadings®" “*correlations® “scores* “center® *scale® “n.ocbs*
"terms* *call* *factor.sdev*® *cocef"
Call:

princemp({x = ~ NSPwr + NSdist + NSconsg, data = SDF13, scores = T, cor
= F, na.action = na.exclude)

100
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Impcrtance cf ccmponents:
Comp. 1 Comp. 2 Comp. 3
Standard deviation 5.439304 2.5650400 1.57385980
Proportion of Variance 0.680807 0.2838682 0.05532482
Cumulative Proportion 0.660807 0.9446752 1.0G6000000

QO O W

Loadings:
Comp. 1 Comp. 2 Comp. 3
NSPwr 0.779 -0.243 0.578
NSdist 0.247 0.966
NScensqg  0.577 -0.813

*++ Principal Components Analysis for NNS Data ***
Standard deviations:
Cemp. 1 Comp. 2 Comp. 3
4.972625 3.685704 2.181178
The number of variables is 3 and the number of observations is 36
Component names:
“sdev" "loadings®* "correlations® *scores®" *center* *scale” *n.obs*
“cerms” "call" *factor.sdev® °coef"*
Cail:
rincomp(x = =~ NNS.PWR + NNS.DIST + NNS.CNSQ, data = SDFl3, scores = T,
cor = F, na.action = na.exclude)
Importance of components:
Comp. 1 Comp. 2 Comp. 3
Standard deviation 4.9726248 3.6857038 2.1811778
Proportion of Variance 0.5741259 0.3154108 0.1104633
Cumulative Proportion 0.5741259 0.8895367 1.0000000
Loadings:
Comp. 1 Comp. 2 Comp. 3
NNS.PWR (.826 -0.114 0.552

NNS.DIST 0.1S3 0.988
NNS.CNSQ 0.542 -0.106 -0.833

The PCA suggests that the most salient variable in these contexts is power.
Moreover. power must be encoded in the utterance with respect to the perceived
consequences. Social distance between speaker and addressee, regardless of whether the

speaker is an native or non-native distance is less important than the perceived power.
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Like PCA. Fuzzy partitioning is a numerical method for finding groupings which
elude casual observation. In our case, this analysis shows clearly that component 1.
which is Power explains the majority of the variation when compared to component 2,

which is Distance.

«*~ Puzzy Partitioming ***
Call:
fanny (x = menuModelFrame(data = SDF13, variables = ®"<ALL>", subset =
NULL, na.rm = T}, k = 2, diss = F, metric = "euclidean", stand
= F, save.x = T, save.diss = T)
iterations objective
29 130.173%
Membership coefficients:

f.1] (,2]
1 0.7535974 0.2464026
2 0.2173788 0.7826212
2 0.2461589 0.7538411
4 0.2432767 0.7567233
S 0.7540314 0.2459686
€ 0.5328773 0.4671227
7 0.6519416 0.3480584
8 0.3513748 0.6486252
3 0.4066169 0.5933831
10 0.4311389 (0.5688611
11 0.23381889 0.6618111
12 0.2465212 0.7534788
13 0.6427733 0.3572267
14 0.5872071 0.4127929
15 0.2220067 0.7779933
16 0.6105271 0.3894729
17 0.7660727 0.2339273
18 0.4046462 0.5953538
19 0.5033053 0.4966947
20 0.3843849 0.6156151
21 0.3262819 0.6737181
22 $0.2219348 0.7780652
23 0.2734078 0.7265922
24 0.2960953 0.7039047
2% 0.4525005 0.5474995
26 0.7345811 0.2654189
27 0.6424686 0.3575314
28 0.7463699 0.2530301
29 0.7660933 0.2339067
30 0.3970647 0.6029353
31 0.2255164 0.7744836
32 0.3336890 0.6663110
33 0.6064266 0.3935734
34 0.7529322 0.2470678
35 0.3869761 0.6130239
36 0.2455672 (.7544328
Coefficients:

dunn_coeff ncrmalized
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0.5764541 0.1529082
osest hard clustering:
456789 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26
211122 2 2 2 1 1 2 11 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 21
23 20 31 32 33 34 35 36

12 2 2 1 1 2 2

Available arguments:

:1] *membership® "coeff" *clustering* *objective* “*silinfo"
(6] *diss* *daca* *call"

Table 4. Component | = Power, Component 2= Distance.

These two components explain 88.71 % of tné point variability.

Once the data have been coded, the means of the responses are compared to the
hypothetical responses and the NS speaker responses through two-sample, two-tailed t-
tests, and two sample Wilcoxon tests run in the S-Plus 2000 statistical analysis package.
These two tests are standard in this type of analysis. The t-test assumes that the
distributions are Gaussian and the Wilcoxon test allows for non-parametric distributions.

Due to the small sample size for the NNS data, both tests are advisable. The null
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hypothesis is that there are no differences between the means of the responses NS and

NNS.

The silhouette graph is another representation which for visualization of Fuzzy

partitioning. Table 5.

e IR Yo e AT~ SR

Average sihouette wiath : 0.39
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ALGORITHM AND JAVA PROGRAM

The algorithm used in the computer program that analyzes the questionnaire
response data is based on the categories of directives and the relationships between
Power, Distance, and Consequence listed in Tables 2 and 3 on pages 74-79.

An example will best illustrate how the algorithm works within the computer
program. A string of text from one of the responses is entered into the input of the
program either by "cutting and pasting” from the Excel file or by typing the segment into
the input box in the graphical user interface of the program. When the "Analyze" button
is activated by a mouse click. the program searches the text string for structures which
have been predefined within the program. Once the text as been searched and all
structures have been accounted for, a logical if-then operation begins. So, for example, if
my string of text contains: "Please, pass me the salt." The computer program will
recognize Please as a politeness marker, a verb pass + me as possible imperative + and
indirect object and the salt as a possible object of the imperative. The search for
punctuation marks is part of the computers string search process. but presence or absence
of a punctuation mark is not sufficient to define a type of directive, but only serves as a
rough indicator that the response was intended to be a declarative, interrogative or
imperative.

The output of the computer suggest to the researcher that this string shows
evidence of a polite-low stakes directive because of the presence of the Please and the

subsequent use of an imperative with a direct and indirect object. The object of the verb
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is a noun which the researcher must examine himself at this stage, because it does not
meet the criteria of a high stakes associated noun of which only a few such as fire, car,
dog, baby, traffic, knife, gun, robbery, weapon, sick, etc., are coded into the program at
this time. The limitation to encoding these nouns into the program is time alone because
the computer will happily search the string of text for whatever the researcher may tell it.
The limitations built into the program address the range of responses found in the
questionnaire. The computer program assigns the utterance a value for Power, Distance
and Consequence based also on the criteria and scale depicted in Tables 2 and 3. The

source code for the Java program is presented in its entirety in Appendix H.

QUANTITATIVE RESULTS

The quantitative results are divided into two sections. The first section discusses
how the NS and NNS data compare with the Hypothetical data generated from the PDC
Directive model based on a relatively fine setting for the algorithm. The second section
compares the means of the three data sets with a coarse and fine setting.

The regression analysis of the NS data compares very favorably with the model.
The NNS model is also quite good with an R? of 0.4129. These are not as high as the
model. which is 0.7105 or the NS at 0.6894, but enough of a correlation exists to warrant
more in depth analysis.

Regression model of the NS data.

*** Linear Model ***

Call: lm(formula = NSconsq ~ NSdist + NSPwr, data = SDF1l3, na.action =
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na.exclude)
Residuals:
Min 1Q Median 3Q Max
-4.€31 -1.123 0.6944 1.643 2.524

Coefficients:
value Std. Error t value Pr(>|t])

{Intercept) 4.4472 1.3912 3.1966 0.0031
NSdist 0.0930 0.0906 1.0273 0.3118
NSPwr 0.6211 0.0758 8.1937 0.0000

Residual standard error: 1.98 on 33 degrees of freedom
Multiple R-Squared: 0.6894
F-statistic: 3€6.62 cn 2 and 33 degrees of freedom, the p-value is 4.185e-009

Regression model of the NNS data.

*** Linear Model ***

Call: Ilm(formula = NNS.CNSQ ~ NNS.DIST + NNS.PWR, data = SDFl3, na.action =
na.exclude)
Pesiduals:
Min 1Q Median 3Q Max
-3.107 -1.273 0.4816 1.866 3.263

Ccefficients:
Value Std. Error t value Pri(>|t])
(Intercept) 6.9601 1.9011 3.6610 0.0009
NNS.DIST -0.0008 0.1180 -0.0072 0.9943
NNS.PWR 0.4895 0.1021 4.7963 0.0000

Residual standard erxor: 2.622 on 33 degrees of freedom
Multiple R-Squared: 0.4129
F-statistic: 11.61 on 2 and 33 degrees of freedom, the p-value is 0.0001525

The results of the t-tests, and Wilcoxon tests comparing the means of NNS
responses to both the NS responses and hypothetical model responses indicate that the
null hypothesis that the two samples have equal means is rejected at the fine settings of
the instrument when high stakes directives are examined for power. In other words, we
are 95% certain that the reason the NNS responses are different from the native speaker

responses is due to a reduction in Power as compared to NS utterances. In contrast,
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Distance was not significant in any of the responses. The low stakes directives show no
statistical difference between the NNS and NS responses with respect to either Power or
Distance. This may be explained by the similar structure of the low stakes directives with
academic language structures which occur more frequently for the NNS, and that the

expression of power is less important in low-stakes’ directives.



Table 6

The complete results of the t-tests are located with the questionnaire data in Appendix B

|

‘ General Situation p-value Stakes
| Young boy walking down the sidewalk and car. 0.0332 High
2 Two papers due on the same day. 0.8737 Low
3 Calling for temporary job. 0.1751 Low
4 Car won start and you need a ride. (no exam) 0.4775 Low
S Older woman about to step of curb into path of car. 0.0103 High
6 Student complaining about your accent. 0.372 Low
7 Two cars backing into each other. 0.0016 High
8 Refusing a professor’s invitation to dinner NA Low
9 New fnend calling and bothering you. 0.4437 Low
10| Plumbing problem in your apartment <0.0001 | High
11 i Partner not doing his/her share on a joint project. €.4437 Low
12 Department head promises to give you network access. 0.0568 Low
13 | Student about to fall over an electrical cord. 0.0018 High
17 Dog running inta street in front of your friend’s car. 0.0945 High

i 21 | Advisor telling you that you must take a specific course. 0.135 Low
25 | Teiling a student to turn in an assignment. 0.0117 Low
29 | Child chasing a ball into the street. 0.0373 High
33 | A friend has borrowed a book and you need it back. 0.6314 Low

| 37 | Returning something to a store for a refund or replacement. 0.0033 Low

41 Someone asking you for money on the street. 0.0157 Low

| 45 | Asking someone to clean up a shared lab space. 0.0008 Low
49 | Asking a professor to return a paper to you that you need. 0.1595 Low
53 | Your car wont start and you have missed the bus. (1 hr. until exam) | 0.048 High
57 | Man dropped a wallet and someone is walking off with it. 0.048 High
61 Young man has placed a package precariously on a bus. 1).9395 High
65 | Neighbor asks you to call the fire department. NA High*
69 | Restaurant order is incorrect. NA Low
72 | Atthe doctors office with a sick friend. 0.0783 High
93 | Most appropriate response for: Dangerous situation "Look out!" 0.0291 High |

: 94 | Asking to use the phone when your car has broken down. 0.7366 Low

t 95 | Asking for and extension. <0.0001 | Low
96 | Female stranger asking you for money. 0.6406 Low
97 | Child with knife. Action required without language. 0.9547 High*
98 ! You are calling 911 to report and accident. 0.69 Low
99 | You have left your money at home and must borrow some from a | 0.0686 Low

friend.

100 | Supervisor asks you to come in on the weekend to work. 0.0174 Low

109

Table 6 shows that in the majority of high stakes situations the NNSs’ use of directives is

significantly different from those of NSs. The low stakes directives show no significant
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difference indicating that the language skills of the NNS and NS are relatively equal in
situations where the NNS has had adequate academic training and experience.

In a comparison between the low and highs stakes directives where a question
showed a significant difference, the high stakes directive differences show that there is a
true difference between the NS and NNS are able to address the situation. Questions
which attained significance were assigned a value of 1 and those that did not were
assigned a value of 0.

Standard Two-Sample t-Test

data: x: Lecw Stakes in SDF9 , and y: High Stakes in SDF9*

T = -3.204, df = 34, p-value = 0.0029
alternative hypothesis: true difference in means is not equal to 0
35 percent confidence interval:

-0.7959160 -0.1781099
sample estimates:

mean of x mean of vy

0.2272727 0.7142857

wilcoxon rank-sum test

data: x: Low Stakes in SDF9 , and y: High Stakes in SDF9*
rank-sum normal statistic with correction 2 = -2.83, p-value = 0.0047
alternative hypothesis: true mu is not equal to 0

* 3DF9 is the name of the data table containing the values.

The following graphs compare the 3 dimensional relationships between Power,
Distance and Consequence in the Hypothetical Model group, the NS group and the NNS
group. The graphs illustrate the clustering of points for the hypothetical model, NS, and
NNS responses to the questionnaire. The graphs suggest that all three sets of data have

the same general shape which is a good first indication that the model is valid.



Graph 1 indicates the distribution of scores on the questionnaire as predicted by the model.
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Graph 3 shows the distribution of scores on the questionnaire from the NNSs
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Tables 7, 8 and 9 show that the clustering distribution of answers on the DCT tests are
similar for all three groups (Hypothetical model, NS and NNS). The numerical analysis

indicates that there is no significant difference between the three and that the hypothetical

model is predictive.

The scales of the above graphs are 1/10 scale for convenience.
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CHAPTER 5

QUALITATIVE DATA ANALYSIS AND RESULTS

The qualitative analysis for this study examines the transcripts of three NNS and

one NS. The transcripts are examined for structures which reveal features relevant to this

study. The examination takes place at two levels. The first level examines structures

which reveal reported directives presented by the interviewee. The second level examines

the turns and sequences of the interviewer and interviewee for evidence of power

differentials in the experiences of NNSs.

The qualitative analysis employs tools from the Ethnography of Communication

(EQC), Conversation Analysis (CA), Register Variation (RV) and Critical Discourse

Analysis (CDA).

From EOC the grid SPEAKING is used to define the boundaries of the

sociolinguistic interview as a speech event. SPEAKING is an acronym:

Table 7.
| S | SETTING/SCENE Physical Setting and occasion
. P PARTICIPANTS Speaker/Addressee
E ENDS Purpose/outcome
A | ACT SEQUENCE Message form and content
K KEY The tone and manner of the conversation
L1 INSTRUMENTALITIES Verbal, written, physical, etc.
I'N NORMS Culturally specific properties
E G | GENRE Textual categories
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The concept of adjacency pairs taken from CA further breaks the interview into a
structure of local turns and sequences. The application of these methodologies serves to
narrow the search for important features.

The EOC perspective takes the idea of an interview as a speech event bounded by
certain predictable structures. The table below defines the boundaries of the interviews
and provides a basis from which to begin the search for features of the transcripts
relevant to the study.

On the emic side, RV examines the shared knowledge of the interviewer and
interviewee. The relationship between formal and informal language is explored from the
perspective that the EOC and CA analysis suggest relevant patterns for examination,
namely those patterns that suggest that there is some discrepancy between the language
used by the NS and NNS. In particular, evidence of diglossia in the sense used here in
register variation should be apparent from the narratives.

CDA examines the interview for evidence of power differentials related in
expression of inequality and/or injustice through overt statements made by the
interviewee and through an examination of any features which may indicate other sources
of power differentials, such as a reluctance to speak or avoidance of some situation.

In particular, the transcripts were examined for elements in turns that indicate an
alternative or reverse interpretation suggesting that the reason for the difficulties
expressed by the interviewees is not the obvious differential in English speaking ability.
Rather there is another possible interpretation, that NSs’ perceptions of a language

problem’ or ‘cultural problem’ is something else, namely the NNSs’ excursions beyond
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what the NS sees as the proper ‘place’ in terms of Power and Distance. This approach is
analogous to a null hypothesis in a quantitative study because what we are looking for is
some evidence to show that there is a qualitatively significant difference between the
functional ability of the NNS and the NS. In the following transcripts we assume that the
NNS is able to express his/her wishes or desires adequately for each of the situations
described to the interviewer. If there is a true difference in functionality, the evidence
should be persuasive enough justify a claim that linguistic ability is the cause of the

conflicts. misunderstandings or the reason why the NNS is unable to attain or avoid some

result.

Table 8 shows the communicative components of the interviews. From Schiffrin, (1997).

| Speech event: Interview | Interview | Interview 2 Interview 3 Interview 4

| SETTING Iver's conference Iver’s conference Phone interview Iver’s conference

| room room room

; PARTICIPANTS [ver: researcher [ver: researcher Iver: researcher [ver: researcher

1 Ivee: researched Ivee: researched Ivee: researched Ivee: researched

. ENDS Iver lacks info Iver lacks info Iver lacks info Iver lacks info

‘ Ivee gives info Ivee gives info Ivee gives info Ivee gives info

| ACT SEQUENCE Iver: provides info | Iver: provides info Iver: requests info [ver: provides info

| Iver: requestsinfo | Iver: requestsinfo | Ivee: provides info Iver: requests info

% Ivee: provides info | Ivee: provides info Ivee/lver: req. clar Ivee: provides info

' Ivee/lver: req. clar | Ivee/lver: req. clar Iver/lvee: clarifies [vee/lver: req. clar

i Iver/lvee: clarifies | Iver/Ivee: clarifies Recycles Iver/lvee: clarifies

; Recycles Recycles Rearranges Recycles

{ Rearranges Rearranges Rearranges

| KEY Narrow range Very narrow range | Very narrow range Broad range
INSTRUMENTALITIES Verbal Verbal Verbal/phone Verbal

© NORMS Interaction is based | Interaction is based | Interaction is based Interaction is based

! on the need for on the need for info |} on the need for info on the need for info

i info

i GENRE Narrow range Narrow range Narrow range Narrow range

Using an approach borrowed from a CA perspective, the transcripts are further

broken down into two categories of turns and sequences per interview: 1) sequences and
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turns in which the interviewee narrates a situation where he/she had to issue a directive;
2) sequences and turns in which the interviewer and interviewee discuss the interviewee’s
perspective as a NNS.

Table 9.

Sequences and Turns common to all 4 transcripts
Topic generating description or question

Question and answer adjacency pair

Topic Boundary Statement: Scope of interview
Request for Narrative and compliance adjacency pair
Question and answer adjacency pair

Close of topic

i Close of event

The use of the tools from the two etic approaches, EOC and CA, serves to identify
the structures within the transcript which reveal the most useful information. In each
transcript the most salient features are revealed in the sequences after the initial requests
for information have been made, that is, in each case the interviewee requires 20 to 35
turns before he or she is willing to comply with the request for information. I establish
that I am looking for narratives or anecdotes that describe a situation or event,
hypothetical or real, in which the interviewee has experienced a conflict or difficult
interaction with a NS. It is unimportant whether the events the interviewees describe are
actual or fictitious. These narratives reflect how the narrator views the construction of
self, others and society and act as a discursive medium for probing, analysis and for the
instantiation of social and individual identity. (Mumby, 1993; Ochs, 1994). My focus is
on their description of events, thoughts and emotions that suggest what it is like to be a

NNS working and functioning in L2.
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The sequences and turns are then examined for elements indicating how the
interviewee views situations where he or she may have had to issue a directive. From the
questions, answers and the narration within the speech event of the interview the analysis
focuses on what the interviewee expresses as the role of the NNS in the issuance of a
directive.

As a part of the CDA analysis, the NNS perspective sequences and turns are then
examined for sources of power differentials as stated overtly by the interviewee as well as
for other potential sources. The use of the two etic approaches serves to identify the
structures within the transcript which reveal the most useful information.

The analysis consists of two sections. The first categorizes the transcript into
sequences and turns. The second section examines the narratives for the use of directives
and the transcript as a whole entity for evidence of inequality in terms of reduced power

or distance.

In transcript 1 there are a total of 7 Act sequences in 50 turns.
In transcript 2 there are 7 ACT sequences in 83 turns.
In transcript 3 there are 6 ACT sequences in 45 tumns

In transcript 4 there are 7 ACT sequences in 55 tumns
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Transcript Analysis

The following transcript is the first of four analyzed in this study. This first
transcript shows the perspective of a NS who has had some experience dealing with NNS
who are graduate teaching assistants (GATs). This student is a Masters Degree student in
a science and engineering program here at the U of A.

The sequence ACT provides the only useful information regarding the use of
directives. These are in the form of reported speech within narratives and therefore only
anecdotal, but the reported speech does express the interviewee’s sense of frustration as a
NS dealing with a NNS. This excerpt occurs in turn 36 in the ACT sequence in which the
interviewer asks interviewee whether he recalls any incidents in which there was a
conflict between himself and a NNS.

Excerpt FromTranscript 1.

100.P(Interviewer). Yeah—I wonder—and that's one of the things ['m doing to investigate this stuff, is,
uh on what level is it linguistic? On what level is it cultural? What level is it personal? And. uh, I
guess—I guess what I would be looking for—is there any time that you had to go and challenge a
grade. or challenge a mark on a paper, and you can kind of remember how the—I mean even in an
abstract way—how the conversation went? So you'd say, “Look, you gave me a "C’. What's up with
this?" You know?

101.D. Well. I've done that several times, but they usually say well—they'll either say, “Come and talk to

102.me later=

103.P, [yeah]

104.D. =or, “I'll look at it .”” They don’t really want to hear what you have to say then and there
because they want to look at it themselves and, because I don’t think they really understand
what I was saying anyways=

105.P. [right]

106.D. =as far as what I was thinking. They’re just gonna look to see what I wrote and if it applies at
all.

107.P. So you're thinking they probably need some time to process?

108.D. That's what I'm thinking. That’s what I'm thinking. ['m guessing. I have no idea.

The interviewee’s choice of the directive in the reported speech (whether it is

actually a direct quote or not) in line 101, come and talk to me displays a future time
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component as part of a imperative based directive, followed by I'll look at it in line 104.
The use of this reported directive supports his position in lines 104 and 106 that the NNS
TAs do not have much time to spare for questions or challenges. The directive use,
whether it is contrived or not, acts therefore as rhetorical support for his subsequent
assertion.

The perspective taken by D is that NNS TAs are an obstacle, but that they must be
dealt with as part of the system in order to move on. Again, the focus of the analysis are
those elements within turns which indicate an injustice or reduction of the NNS power,
an increase in distance from the NS perspective. An interpretation which is more
complex than a simple language differential, in which there is some impediment to
communication of factual information, would be that the NS sees the NNS in a position
inappropriate to a foreigner, that is the Power, Distance and Consequence factors are not
as they should be from the perspective of the NS.

The first item comes from turn 24 line 66

P. And this is—that’s exactly one of the things I'm interested in is—so you have math and physics T.A.'s
who are non-native speakers and you remember like the range of languages that they spoke?

66. D. Uhm, Korean, Chinese—I'm saying Indian but, it just sounds like Indian to me—

67. whatever they speak=

68. P. [uh-huh, whatever dialect] [right]
69. D. =over there. Uhm, [ don’t remember any Russian T.A.’s. A lot of Far East.

In the highlighted text D indicates that he does not know exactly what language is spoken
by Indian people and the phrase in line 67, whatever they speak over there, is a good
indication that this is a group which exists on the margin of D’s familiarity.

The second instance reveals a perceived Distance difference. D expresses the

judgment that they speak pretty well but that they do not recognize what is important to



him and that they are unable to recognize when you re upset. I asked D if he thought this
were a language or a cultural barrier, and he indicated that it was more of a cultural
barrier. The important feature here is that a perceived distance difference is indicated
because the implication is that a person closer or more familiar with D’s or his own
culture would be more able and perhaps willing to recognize that he is upset or
concemned. In fact, the NS is of the opinion that the NNS TA, in this case, is operating
beyond what is expected of a NNS at this social distance, beyond what D thinks that a
NNS should be able or allowed to do.

D is also frustrated that he is unable to convince the TA that his problem is
important. [t may be the case here that power is being negotiated in this situation with
neither participant sure of his or the other’s place in the interchange. The NS expects that
he should be able to convince the TA that his problem is important, but is unable to do so

to his satisfaction.

70 P. How about the Indian T.A.'s? Because typically they leam English as well as whatever their local language is. T
26
71 D. Yeah, uhm. that's true. They usually speak pretty well but I think it’s a cultural difference where they=

72 P. {mm-hmm)]
73 D. =just don't really—what’s important to me isn't really important to them, so they really don’t get it=
74P. [right] (uh-huh]

75 D. =when you're upset about something they don't know that you're upset at all. T 27

76 P. Uh-huh. So you. would you say that they seem to have a—I don’t know—is it a language barrier or would you
say a cultural one? T 2%

77 D. I think it's more of a cultural barrier. T 29

In turn 41, line 112, I have asked D what he thinks about the possibility that the NNSs
just need some time to think about what they want to say. As D progresses through the

narrative, he begins with the contrast between English speakers who are professors
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compared with teaching assistants (T.A.)s or foreigners and states that the T.A.s have less
time to talk than do the T.A.s. At the end of the narration in line 125, he accepts that they
are T.A.s and just do not have much time. The transition is interesting because he has
attributed the quality of "not having time" to both foreigners and T.A.s in contrast to
English speakers or professors. This suggests that there is an equivalence perceived
between the power held by English speakers and professors, and a more subordinate

position held by T.A.s and foreigners.

112 D. Well, I have noticed, I mean most native English speakers, I mean if you have a
113 problem with the

114 professors after class they usually talk to you a little bit about it, and my experience
115 has been mostly with=

116 {exactly]

117 D. =T.A.’s or foreign—foreigners that don’t really have time, like you said, to take it
118 back with them and maybe—maybe come talk to you. And I’ve had instances where
119 they’ve come and talked to me the next day and gave me my paper back and said,
120 “OK. Now I see what you’re saying, and this is this way,” and they’ll usually give me
121 a few points or something.

122 P. So, did it usually get resolved on some level?

123 D. Sometimes.

124 P. Sometimes.

125 D. Sometimes they just don't want to deal with you because they're T.A."s and they

126 don’t have time to deal=

127 [right]

128 D. =with you. I understand that factor too.

D notes that a preparedness factor is probably involved and that this may be due
to a language differential. I associate this preparedness factor with the NNSs perception
that his or her power is diminished in a spontaneous context and that in order to be
authoritatively appropriate to the position of T.A., more preparedness is necessary. A
language difference alone would not be sufficient to interfere with the T.A. speaking with

the student because the T.A. has already been certified as competent to teach in front of a
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class in English. It is at a one on one level where the T.A. requires preparation in order to
examine the work and respond appropriately. It seems likely that the T.A. would like to
be careful in his or her analysis of the question in order to respond in a way which would
be perceived as authoritative. A spontaneous discussion with the student might lead to
misinterpretation on the part of both parties which would result in a reduced perception of
authority on the part of the TA and possibly more apprehension on the part of the student.
This excerpt suggests that even an advanced NNS TA may perceive his or her position as

different from that of NS TA in this context.
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Transcript 2.

This transcript is very short. It comes from a Russian NNS of English. At the time
of the interview, S had only been in the country for two months. It became clear fairly
quickly, that his English experience was mostly in academic contexts and not in face to

face interaction with NSs.

In transcript 2 there are 7 ACT sequences in 83 turns. The reported directive
occurs in turn 52 lines 141 and 142. This directive is a low stakes request from a NS to S
in order to provide information about local apartment rentals. Based on the syntax, it is

unlikely that this is an actual quote, rather it is the exchange that most closely expresses
S’s recollection of the tone of event.

136. P. Right, and how did you go around to find an apartment? Did you look in the paper?

137. S. Uh (laughs) yes. And they all had phone numbers—cell phone numbers and yeah [ was a little bit afraid=
138. [mm-hmm]|

139. S. =of asking what it's like so I skipped some of them—maybe better apartments or cheaper. But what I=
140. P. (uh-huh] (right, mm-hmm}

141. S. =found is it's OK because 1 don’t pay really much compared with other places. And yes, [ found it=

142, [right]

143. S. =through an agency. The agency Apartment Locators. | found them and they said, “Come to us and we'll=
14.P. [mm-hmm] {oh yeah, they're good]

145. S. =find you something.”

146. P. That's good. and they get a little money from the apartment, I think. I think that's the way they work.=
147. [they have a database]

148. P. =Yeah that's much more convenient.

149. S. I just. I said. “I can afford $310 dollars two places to choose from.”

150. P. [mm-bhmm] {oh, cool]

Here the directive is from the NS to the NNS. In the transcript NNS does not

reproduce the directive that elicited the response from the NS.

[ include the following excerpt in contrast to the next two transcripts where
speakers who have had much more time and experience dealing with native speakers in

and outside an academic environment. In addition, because the anecdote he recites is very



revealing. In it he indicates that the position of the foreigner, even an educated foreigner,
is subject to the NSs good will. This anecdote also expresses the NSs ability to
overpower or bewilder even an educated foreigner by feigning ignorance or by an overt
unwillingness to help the foreigner. The EOC and CA analysis indicate that the features
of interest are revealed in later ACT sequences in which the interviewee feels more
comfortable in narrating an anecdote not directly related to his own experience that
illustrates his point. It is also interesting to note that the anecdote refers to Ukrainians as

the antagonists. The request for narrative/compliance adjacency pair occurs in line 70,

turm 22.

71. S. Well, (laughs) I've done some research on the web for anecdotes, but I didn’t find something good.

72. P. Well, 1 mean, uh, a personal experience that happened to you. So, uh, either you were in a conflict

73. with someone. Funny, or more like, where, I'm looking for instances where you wish you had
something more=

74. [funny?)

75. P. =powerful in your language, where you could say, “No, stop that,” or , *I want this.” Or—

76. something where there were some consequences that might have been more serious than you expected.

77. S. I’m not sure. This—this has been email mostly because I didn’t have the chance to talk with
native=

78. [yeah]

79. S. =speakers. ?? Mmm...

80. [yeah]

81. P. [ was thinking also some of the incideats in the survey that I made up, where you had an advisor

82. who wanted you—And maybe this hasn’t happened yet, but sometimes you’ll get an advisor who'll

83. want you to do something, uh, that you don’t really want to do, that you've done.

84. S. (laughs) It’s probably not in English. It’s only my second month here.

85. P. Right...Well, that's OK—that’s OK. I'm looking for a range of times, that people have been

86. here in the country. Uh, typically there’s kind of a period where you're new to a place, uh, and

87. you sort of avoid conflicts if you can. But eventually you feel more and more comfortable in the

88. language and uh, in the culture. And that’s probably when these sorts of things arise. But...

89. S. Just a funny story I found on the Internet. An English man, on the streets of Kiev in the

90. Ukraine, wanted to ask for directions to someplace. And two policeman guys... And he asked

91. them in English. They kept silent and he asked them in French and they kept silent and just

92. stared at him. And there was German, Italian, Spanish. Finally he had to quit and go away.

93. But when they stayed alone, they said to each other in Ukraine, “This is a smart guy, but it

94. didn’t help him to find a way.” (laughs)

95. P. (laughs) Yeah, yeah. I've heard similar stories like that.

96. S. It's Russian.
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The source of the inequality injustice information comes from ACT sequence
request/reply with the adjacency pair request for narrative/compliance with narration at
turn 28 line 89. S sees his position as one of a newcomer who has yet to enter into any
conflict or serious situations where a distance or power differential was profoundly
evident. This points out that the awareness of a difference in levels of power or distance
may not be evident immediately in every NNS, however it is also apparent that S is
actively avoiding certain situations, e.g., the call to the apartment which could be face
threatening. This difference only becomes salient as the NNS becomes actively involved

in the target language/culture. It should be noted that S is part of a minority population

among Russians.
Transcript 3.

In this transcript the interviewee is an female Ph.D. student who was a scholar in her
native Colombia before pursuing a doctorate here in the states She has had only one year
of formal English training, but lived in Tucson for five years before deciding take the
TOEFL and pursue a Ph.D. this interview is also very short and so presented here in its
entirety. As in the preceding transcript, the Tumns are marked with the letter T and a
numeral, which indicates the turn number. S indicates the sequence followed by a
numeral. The source of the information about directives comes from ACT sequence
request/reply with the adjacency pair request for narrative/compliance with narration at

turn 27, 30 and 31 line 59, 69 and 71.
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1. P. Are you a Ph.D. student here at the U of A? T (Begin Sequence I - question/answer)

2. L.Yes. T2

3. P. What is your Major? T3

4. L. Education. T4

5. P. How long have you been in this program? T3

6. L.5 years. To

7. P. And. when will you graduate? T7

8. L.Ihope December 2001. T8

9. P.ok. When did you arrive in Arizona? Ty

10. L. January. 1995. T10

11. P. How long have you studied English? T11

12. L. I year. T12

13. P. one year of formal study? Yes. Oh, that's good. T3

14. P. Do you think that your formal English study has prepared you well for your academic work? T14
15. L. No. Tis

16. P. Are there any aspects of your English language schooling which could have been better? T16 4:08
17. L. Like writing? T17

18. P. Anything. T1¥

19. L. Conversation. Yes. Ah, basically conversation and writing. T1Y

20. P. Yeah. Do you think that the formal training you had prepared you for, just kind of, day to day

interaction. T20

21. L Hmmm (ves]

22. P.=with Americans. not academic work. T2}

23. L. Yes. basically that. T22

24. P. Have you ever had any conflicts with Americans which were due to language misunderstandings?
121

25. L. Can you say that again, please?

26. P. Do, Do think that you have had any conflicts with native speakers of English because there
misunderstandings about, about. language.

27. L. Yes, I did. T24

28. P. Ok. do you think that people here in Tucson treat you differently because English is your second
language I'25

29. L. In the states? T26

30. P. Generally, In Tucson in the states, generally.

31. L. That people treat me different? T27

32. P. Yeah.

33. L. Yes. they do. T28 4:06

34. P. Really? T2¢

35. L. Yes. T30

36. P. And. uh. I guess at that point I'd just like to go into what you think about that, why you think that is.

37. Whether you think that

38. [77]

39. P.=it's educational or... T3}

40. L. When. when you have English as a second language and people notice that you are not fluent
speaker T32

41. L. Is thatit? T33

42. P. Yes. exactly.

43. L. Well, I mean the feeling is like, people believe, I mean I am not saying everybody, but if you don't

speak fluently a second language. you are not a very good person. You are not a well-prepared person.
T34

4. P. [Yeah.]
45. L. Soitis like a kind of discrimination, because you don't speak a very good English.
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57.
58.

59.
60.
61.
62.
63.
. L.=and then when I was getting to the, to the police, I don't know who they were =
65.

. L. [ don't know who they were, so he asked me something, but I was, I was looking somewhere else [

67.

71.
72.
73.

74.
75.
76.
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P. Uhmm

L. And basically when they find out where are you coming from. So they say you are Spanish people
or you are a Latina or something like that...so. T35

P. Do you think that it changes their opinion when they find out that you are very well educated? A
Ph.D. student? T36

Yeah, but it happens because we speak up. T37

P. Right.

L. So, like we have to fight.

[uhhuh]

P. But in everyday conversations, maybe if you are at the store or not, not in an academic environment
you don't think that they care that you might be educated. T38

L. Oh, it depends, depends on the place, I don't think that the stores care about that, but like other
places like hospitals, stuff like that, it's different, yeah. T39 (End of Sequence 1 - questions/answers)
P. Do you have any stories or anecdotes about something like that maybe like going to the hospital or a
doctor. T40 (Begin Sequence 2 - request for narrative/comply)

L. Uhm, [ took my son to the dentist. We went to see the doctor and my son sat in this thing in his
office, and =

P. [uhhuh]

L. =then he didn't want to help the doctor. The doctar say, ‘open the mouth, open the mouth' and my
son didn't want. And the doctor got upset and said "All these Mexican people are so difficult,’ and he
started to speak in English to me and my son, and I said, I'm sorry, first of all I am not Mexican and I
understand perfectly what you are saying here. It happened in Tucson. T41

(NOTE: After the interview, L clarified that the Dentist only speaks English)

foh] T42
L. Another time I was going to the states and I went through Miami. T43
{uhhuh]

[Customs, maybe?]

was not paying attention to the guy and I said, ‘excuse me’ and I said ‘can you say that again’ and a
woman behind me says, she doesn't speak English, you have to understand, she speaks Spanish and
then she comes to me and says 'Como [??7?], Senora? and then I says, no, I speak English too, I just
didn't understand what the man said. T44 (End of Sequence 2 )

P. Mmm. And weren't you telling me one time that you had some conflict with one of the customs
people because they didn't believe that you were a Ph.D. student? T4S5 (Begin Sequence 3)

. L. Yes, in 1999, yes in 1999 [ was going through Los Angeles and then I got my visa and my passport

and the man saw this and said ‘Do you speak English, and I said 'A little bit' and he said "'Why are you
here in the United States? And I said, Tam a student’ and he said "Where are you a student’ and I said,
T am a Ph.D. student at the University of Arizona', and he said, 'do you have a bachelor's? And I said, ,
'Tam a Ph.D. T46

(lacgls] .

. L.. =c;udent at the Yaiversity cf Arizona.' ard this suy "2ckeid on my papers and 224%ed again, ‘Do you

havc a bachelor's degree.’ Sir thds is the thi~i :in= ‘nat t tay, that [ am a Pa.D. student. They hold
me for a while because they saw that I got upset. T47

P. Do you think that is was that they coulda’t bzfieve tuat you were a Ph.D. student? T48

L. They couldn't believe, they couldn't believe thel. 749 {End of Sequence 3)

P. Do you have any other stories about friends, other Colombians TS0 (Begin Sequence 4)

who had similar kinds of stories.

L. Oh, I can't think of anything right now. T50 (end Sequence 4)

P. Oh, that's ok T51

P. Well, if you think of anything, maybe you write it down and maybe send it to me on e-mail. (Begin Sequence
S5)T 52



77. L. Sure I will. T 53 (End Sequence 5)

78. P. Well, that's all [ really had to ask about right now. I wanted to get those stories that you had told me before.
They are really good ones. (Begin Sequence 6)T 54

79. L. Ok.ok. T 55 ---- 55 total tumns. (Begin Sequence 6)

In turns 34-37 there is already an indication that the NNS perceives that Power is skewed
toward NS and that any interchange between NNS and NS is a potential conflict. In line
51. L states So, like we have to fight a remark which indicates that she is extremely aware
of her speaking ability and nearly fatalistically prepared for conflict because of it.

L’s reluctance to speak English produces an incongruity between her educational
status and the perception of NSs especially in institutional settings such as the dentist’s
office and the custom’s section of the airport. She must define herself to NSs of English
as an educated person who happens to speak Spanish as her first language. In fact, even
when her level of education is revealed, the NSs in this transcript are reluctant to believe
it. she must assert herself by stating overtly that she is a Ph.D. student and that she
understands and is able to express herself in English. In this transcript the social distance
between the speaker and the addressees in the story are on the same level, that of
strangers. but in both cases, the dentist and the customs officials, the power differentials
place L at an immediate disadvantage. Even a NS would sense this difference with the
authority of a doctor and a state official. The difference here is that the NNS is put at a
turther disadvantage because the dentist and the custom’s agents have the additional
authority of a NS which accentuates their authority relative to L. L’s inability/reluctance
to encode the appropriate level of power leaves her frustrated and resentful. The question

still remains as to the source of this inability/reluctance. It is unlikely that it is purely



linguistic because she is able to comprehend and respond to the NSs, but on some level
she is reluctant to express her position and authority in a way which effects the results she
would expect in her native language and culture. The source of this reluctance or inability
is not clear and/or available in this transcript. It is possible that in this case a lack of
formal training in English actually contributes to the diminished sense of authority, that
is. if her register of response were more congruent with what the NS perceived as a Ph.D.
vocabulary or syntax, then the NS would be able to acknowledge this language use as
appropriate and congruent with what a "Ph.D." student should be able to do in language,
but this does not guarantee success or even an increased level of power as we have seen
from the previous two transcripts in which both the NS and NNS perceive the NNSs'

position as diminished relative to the NS.

Transcript 4

The last transcript offered for analysis comes from a very advanced NNS of
English whose native language is Spanish. The high level of language use is practically
indistinguishable from that of a native speaker except for a slight accent and some minor
syntactic and lexical clues to L1. The complete transcript is too long to be included in the
text, but like all of the transcripts, it can be examined in its complete form in Appendix
D. Even though this speaker has lived in this country for many years and has a near-
native command of English, he still feels a sense of diminished Power relative to the NSs

described in the transcript.
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Narrative evidence of directives as refusals or attempts at refusing occurs in turn 32,
line 70. This topic continues through turn 36, line 115. S is trying to anticipate the
thought process and the subsequent consequences of a refusal that he might have uttered.
The intricacy with which S describes the situation indicates an acute awareness of his

position as a NNS within two different cultures - German and American.

70. S. =as at some point this person will be able to pick it out and indicate. *Now you are obviously saying to me
‘something’s really wrong here.” What is it you disapprove of?” And in English I'm not sure [ have all= T32

71. [right}

72. S. =that language skill to convey—to be able to convey this in that fashion simply because ?? either you agree or
disagree. There isn’t much to it in between and to be able to refuse somebody when you come from a background
when refusing somebody is not something you do, uh very lightly. or at the=

73. [mm-hmm]

74. S. = first instance, it makes it very difficult on my side to convey it, because [ don’t have—I don't have the=

75. [uh-huh]

76. S. =situation where [ can say this and feel comfortable that by saying this I'm OK. and you're polite and=

. [rght. and you're polite]

78. S. =you're not willing to basically go from accepting to refusing just in one blow. You would like to have=

79. [right]

80. S.=something in between in which you, from your cultural point of view. you are not breaking the rule of refusing
your advisor yet. You're indicating to him that he better listen to something you want to convey=

81. [right]

82. S. =and that you are not comfortable with. So it's a double-edged situation because the advisor, on the other=

83. [right]

84. S.=hand. doesn’t have necessarily the cultural background to notice that you are at discomfort, you are at the point of
refusal and you're not telling him in the exact wording because he's used to either hearing you say. "yes’ or say, ‘no,’
and if he doesn't hear a clear ‘no.’ that means yes. T 33

85. [right}

86. P. Right. And you've found that with both Germans and Americans? T 34

87. S.['ve found it to a much stronger degree, uh, with America in the English language than I've actually=

88. (oh?]

89. S. =found in German, and German does—even though it’s a similar language in terms of how you structure
sentences—German allows you to include a great number of modifying cases within a sentence—to actually this
person being able to sense, uh, he's adding something to the way you're saying "ves’ or you're saying ‘no’ that
indicates you should listen to it. It’s also part of the sentence structure. In German, a=

90. [mm-hmm)]

91. S. =sentence is not complete until you put the verb in this again. So all the modifying cases, all the fine-=
92. [right]

93. S. =tuning in which you could agree, disagree, or you could accept or refuse can be made in the course of the sentence

so you put the final (?) at the end. In English it’s slightly different. You use subject— the verb=P. fuh-huh]
[right]

94. S. =comes almost immediately afterwards and then if you have any modifying questions or any modifying additions to

the sentence it usually comes after the verb, which means that if you say, [ agree, but there’s=

95. [right]

96. S.=something I'm not comfortable with...” The first part is ‘[ agree,” and if the person is not willing to hear very
strongly the rest of the sentence where everybody is often focused on the subject and the verb which is, ‘I agree.” Ah!
OK. he agrees. The rest is 2??? to a sentence. And in Spanish, even though it has=

97. P. [right] [right}]

98. S. =a similar structure, it has a subject and a verb and then a number of modifying cases before. exactly=

99. [before ?]
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100. S. =because the language is not specifically a contentual? Language. In that it's not really made out of the concept of
the words, but it very often relies heavily on paraphrasing. It is a—how do you say? A context=

101. [right]

102. S. =of a language for anybody to pick up the whole of the sentence. If there is a number of things added to it—if there
are a number of modifying cases within the sentence, then all of a sudden if matters that they look at those modifying
cases within a sentence, even though the first thought, is in English, “Oh—he=

103. [right]

104. S. =agrees. | guess it's OK.” But it's a contextually different language when you start adding to it all of a=

105. [mm-hmm]

106. S. =sudden you're madifying the context. Immediately it’s saying “Ah-hah! I guess he's agreeing with me, but=

107. [there’s something more]

108.S. =there’s something more™ and then it's not—from the cultural sense again—it’s not easy to just rush over it and
say, “OK. here, I'll run over this situation.” T 3§

In the following excerpt which occurs in turn 27, line 45, S expresses that even as
recently as a few years ago, when he first came to his department here at the university he
felt as though he was unable to refuse a request made of him by an advisor. He expressed
the notion that he could not formulate the refusal appropriately and that in order to do so
he needed a certain kind of language. but did not have it. This clearly expresses the same
notion expressed by the other NNSs that they felt that they were unable to encode the
power and authority necessary to avoid or achieve something important and that they
attributed this inability to a lack of language skills. Based on S’s near native
functionality, it is unlikely that he lacked the ability on a linguistic level, rather he felt he
was unable to encode the proper level of authority and modulate it so that he would not

jeopardize his position with respect to his superiors.

45. S. =actually there are a number of people who speak Spanish. It was, to me, to an extent, easy to
actually, to reassure, to change the language and convey that in Spanish, to make that case happen.
So... butin a real=

46. {mm-hmm]

47. S. =strong case, I'm not sure I could be able to pinpoint it. I think that I have always been able to
either rephrase it. or otherwise express it in some way that the message got across.

But ves, I had a situation=

48. [uh-huh]

49. S. =where [ couldn’t refuse even though [ felt [ should refuse and [ couldn’t. T 28

50. [right]

51. P. And would you say that uh, would you say that that was a language problem or a
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cultural problem? Would you say that in your native language and your native culture that refusing a
advisor is inappropriate? Or do you think if you were in your native country, you'd say, “No, I'm not
going to take that, and you can’t make me”? T 29

. S. Yeah, you know., I think it’s more cultural than linguistic. There—in Germany, where [ spent eight

years, or in Spain, there are a number of situations where culturally, it is very difficult, it’s actuaily
impossible, uh, to refuse, uh, your advisor. It’s basically a situation where the advisor. to a very large
extent, is in such a position, through privilege, in this case that you can not easily say 'no.” You will
have to have a very compelling reason and you will have to be able to convey that in a polite form, ask
to this person to be able to take insight, think about it, and then accept the refusal. Or otherwise come
back to you for a question of why you're refusing it. So this is a situation in which I've been often
basically, ['ve been given more work=

. [right]
. S. =than is actually possible to achieve...what particular work is supposed to look like, and [ have not

been able to refuse that or make them understand that that is actually more work than what this
person’s expecting, uh. you to be able to put in. So I could not refuse, and I wasn’t actually able to get
them to accept that refusal soo...T 30

. P. Mm-hmm. But do you think that if you had had, uh. in either German or English. if you had had

better language skills at the time that you would have felt more comfortable with the refusal?

. S. Yes, yes, I think so. I think that to an extent it is also language. Certainly that in this case the

cultural barrier makes it very difficult for you to refuse a person of authority above you, uh, but
certainly language would also be a part of it. Ways in Spanish, which I think to a good extent is my
native language—in=

. [mm-hmm]

In the next excerpt, turn 32, line 58, S indicates that in his native language he is able

express subtleties which would help him in this situation. Certainly, these same

subtleties exist in English and in all languages to the native speaker. This is more a

question of access and rights than a question of the capabilities of one language over

another. Based on S’s descriptive and rhetorical ability, evident in this transcript, there is

no reason to believe that S is not capable of expressing a refusal appropriately in terms of

the choice of linguistic structure. It is more likely, that in his hypothetical case, the

stakes are too high to risk making a mistake which could jeopardize his position relative

to his superior.

It is in this case where Foucault’s idea of reversal’ contributes to the analysis. The

transcription evidence reveals a speaker with very advanced socio-pragmatic and pragma-
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linguistic skills. His analysis of the situation also reveals that he understands what must
be expressed in English and even how it should be expressed taking into account the
language differences between Spanish and German and English. What then, prevents
him from expressing such a refusal in English, or rather what prevents him from making
the claim that he is able to express such a refusal in English? He expresses that it is an
inadequate knowledge of language and/or culture, but he clearly understands the
mechanisms. I argue that it is rather the potential consequences that prevent the
expression. In line 79, S indicates that even though he may not be able to refuse because
of his position relative to the superior, he would like it be known that there is some level
of discomfort in accepting the request. It is not his ability to express himself that causes
the difficulty, but the hyperawareness of the potential consequence that the advisor or
addressee will misunderstand or misconstrue S's intent, and that this will damage a vitally
important relationship. In this case, the high stakes consequences of the utterance require
the speaker to take great care in the modulation of the force of the refusal to fit the
potential consequence, such great care that the alternative of not making the utterance at
all is a likely choice. It is the awareness of the addressee’s possible misinterpretation
rather than the speaker’s actual ability to encode the proper content that affects encoding.
If the stakes were not so high, it is more likely that less attention would be paid to the

actual directive utterance.

58 S.=Spanish there are many ways in which you can indicate that even though this person is in a position of
authority and you cannot easily refuse him, you can indicate that what you’re thinking about the situation
involved. this person can tell from language, and therefore it will prompt this person to ???=

59 S. =either [ sense that you are not agreeing with this, or [ can sense that you are uncomfortable with this—why—
why are you refusing me? In Spanish. there are quite a number of ways of paraphrasing things in which you can
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indicate in a way, that sense through the context, as to say, “Well, I have to, I'll do it, but, uhm, I'm not approving
it.” or I have a disagreement of how or why this is to be done.” So you can=

P. (right] {mm-hmm]

S. =convey it through the context. or you can convey it through paraphrasing it, even though the form of=
[mm-hmm]}

S. =the sentence indicates you are agreeing, you can indicate, "1 am agreeing. but.” So with that paraphrase=

[are agreeing] {yeah]

S. =vou can indicate a lot. Uh, have second thoughts about how you want to address them. Then, if that=
[mm-hmm]| [right]

S. =doesn't happen. you can, depending on. again, how far you can push the barrier of refusing some other person
in a position of authority. you can convey more forcefully. Basically the sentence structure or the way you're
using the context can change as to indicate progressing degrees of uncomfort, or. uh, of refusal=

(right]

S. =as at some point this person will be able to pick it out and indicate, “"Now you are obviously saying to me
‘something’s really wrong here.” What is it you disapprove of?" And in English ['m not sure [ have all=

{nght]

S. =that language skill to convey—to be able to convey this in that fashion simply because ?? either vou agree or
disagree. There isn’t much to it in between and to be able to refuse somebody when you come from a background
when refusing somebody is not something you do, uh very lightly, or at the=

[mm-hmm]|

S. =1t makes it very difficult on my side to convey it, because [ don’t have—I don't have the=

P. {uh-huh}

S. =situation where [ can say this and feel comfortable that by saying this I'm OK. and you're polite and=

[right, and you're polite]

S. =you’re not willing to basically go from accepting to refusing just in one blow. You would like to have=
(nght}

S. =something in between in which you, from your cultural point of view, you are not breaking the rule of refusing
your advisor yet. You're indicating to him that he better listen to something you want to convey=

[right]

S. =and that you are not comtortable with. So it's a double-edged situation because the advisor, on the other=
(nght]

S. =hand. doesn’t have necessarily the cultural background to notice that you are at discornfort, you are at the
point of refusal and you're not telling him in the exact wording because he's used to either hearing you say, 'yes’
or say. 'no.’ and if he doesn’t hear a clear 'no,’ that means yes. T33

[nght]

P. Right. And you've found that with both Germans and Americans?

S. I've found it to a much stronger degree, uh, with America in the English language than ['ve actually=

[oh?)

S. =found in German. and German does—even though it's a similar language in terms of how you structure
sentences—German allows you to include a great number of modifying cases within a sentence—to actually this
person being able to sense. uh, he's adding something to the way you're saying 'yes’ or you're saying ‘no’ that
indicates you should listen to it. It’s also part of the sentence structure. In German, a=

[mm-hmm]

S. =sentence is not complete until you put the verb in this again. So all the modifying cases, all the fine-=

{right]

S. =tuning in which you could agree, disagree, or you could accept or refuse can be made in the course of the
sentence so you put the final (?) at the end. In English it’s slightly different. You use subject— the verb=P.
{uh-huh] [right]

S. =comes almost immediately afterwards and then if you have any modifying questions or any modifying
additions to the sentence it usually comes after the verb, which means that if you say, [ agree. but there's=
{nght]

S. =something ['m not comfortable with..." The first part is 'l agree.’ and if the person is not willing to hear very
strongly the rest of the sentence where everybody is often focused on the subject and the verb which is, ‘I agree.’
Ah! OK. he agrees. The rest is indefinite to a sentence. And in Spanish. even though it has=

P. [right] [right]

S. =a similar structure. it has a subject and a verb and then a number of modifving cases before. exactly=

[before ?]

S. =because the language is not specifically a conceptual Language. In that it’s not really made out of the concept
of the words, but it very often relies heavily on paraphrasing. It is a—how do you say? A context=
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100 {right]

101 S. =of a language for anybody to pick up the whole of the sentence. If there is a number of things added to it—if
there are a number of modifying cases within the sentence. then all of a sudden if matters that they look at those
modifying cases within a sentence, even though the first thought. is in English, “Oh—he=

102 [right}

103 S. =agrees. I guess it’s OK.” But it’s a contextually different language when you start adding to it all of a=

104 [mm-hmm]

105 S. =sudden you're modifying the context. Immediately it's saying “Ah-hah! I guess he's

106 agreeing with me, but=

107 [there's something more}

108 S. =there’s something more™ and then it's not—from the cultural sense again—it’s not easy to just rush over it and
say, "OK. here, I'll run over this situation.” T 35

In the next excerpt, turn 36, line 109, [ ask S directly whether he thinks that NSs overtly

take advantage of NNSs.

109 P. Mm-hmm. Do you think that uh, sometimes that the advisor’s either German or. uh. English—and I
don’t necessarily mean just advisors, but native speakers will take advantage of non-native speakers
uh. because of that incomplete understanding? T 36

110 S. Uhm, I'm not sure it is—how do you say—consciously taking advantage of a person because of that
incompleteness of the way we treat these cultural differences. But I think that, uh. if you go to the
extent unconsciously that definitely indicates that. yes, non-native speakers are at a disadvantage to
make their

111 [right]

112 S. case. That's—I agree that's the case. They're not necessarily taking advantage of you but the fact is
that=

113 (right]

114 S. =in the case where they have to decide in their favor or the favor of the person who's not expressing
completely its disapproval or its disagreement, they’ll go for their case. You know, they actually will
brush=

115 {mm-hmm]}

116 S. =over the situation and say, “OK, he agrees, so the rest. [ guess I can get later.” But that's too late.
And [=

117 P. [right] {uh-huh] (that’s right]

118 S. =think that that will probably happen a lot between, say Spanish and English, and [ think that can
happen also between Spanish and German because the language—the structure of the language is
very—it's very=

119 [mm-hmm]

120 S. =different. In one case, there is context of a given language versus concept of a given language. So,
[=

121 P. [uh-huh] [right]

122 S. =found that very strongly in the English language, the difference is whether you treat the context as
important or you treat the concept as the driver in the sentence. T 37

123 [right]
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In line 112, S further offers support that it is the NS supervisor’s position that in the
absence of a convincing argument to the contrary or refusal, the addressee or issuer of the
original directive will proceed as though an affirmation was given. So, S sees that the
burden of refusal is on him, and that he does not have adequate tools to make an
appropriate protest or refusal. His perception of the consequence that the NS will not
find his argument convincing due to inadequate linguistic ability is the primary reason for
his reluctance to issue a refusal or argument against the directive. This produces a cycle
of avoidance which only increases the NNS’s reluctance and avoidance for confrontation

and reinforces the NS'’s position as dominant.
In the following exchange which occurs in tum 40. line 122, I have asked S

whether he believes that certain languages have a more privileged status relative to other
languages.

124 P. Hmm—that's interesting. Now do you have a sense that uh, that certain language speaking groups
have—I don’t know exactly how to put it—but have an inherent. more powerful position than other
languages?

125 S. [ don't understand. T 38

126 P. Well, I mean. for example—and this is more of a political question—so for example. do you think,
uh, that, let’s say a Japanese speaker coming to this country, uh, feels on the same level as a, maybe a
person on the same level coming from Venezuela, as far as how the English speaker perceives their
position? T 39

127 S. Well. yes. [ definitely, really do have to agree and that happens pretty much in most languages
anyways. [ think that, uh. it’s not the same, and that’s not language driven. I think that in this case it's
culture driven. It's very often part of—for the general language—where this person comes from.
What world does this particular country have in the perceived concept of that culture? And that
absolutely happens. And [

128 [exactly}

129 S. =remember a case of a friend of mine this is in Germany, where this person was Japanese. A friend
of=

130 [mm-hmm]

131 S. =her happened to be Vietnamese, so, from their outlook they looked to a German both very, very
similar in appearance. However it was definitely different in the treatment to the point that they
seemed to=

132 [right]

133 S. =actually—to a standard of paliteness to a standard where this person said, “Oh, I'm Japanese.”
This person was treated with a lot more respect and this person was listened much more careful to
what she was saying than the persan who indicated, “Oh, I'm from Vietnam, or [ am from China.”
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And at that point very often the cultural barriers went way higher which meant that the perception of
this person being Asian had a lot to do if this person was considered as being Japanese. This person

probably comes from a developed country, comes from a culture that actually is an industrial power.
Obviously this person is not the same as=
134 [uh-huh]

135 S. =somebody (background noise) or this person might be a lower class, lower income level than the
Japanese. That happened—that happened a lot in Germany. [ think this would happen also in the U.S.
and think there’s quite a compelling story to be made. [ had to learn it, to an extent, through the way [
came to the U.S. in which I was advised ahead of time to coming here that if asked where I'm coming
from was much better to say, “I'm a Spaniard.” than, “I'm Spanish,” because there’s a cultural
connotation in the first=

S clearly sees a hierarchy that exists among the languages in the world. In Germany, the

Japanese seem to have much higher status than the Vietnamese.

In the following excerpt S extends this hierarchy to one that exists among cultures

who speak the same language.

135 S. =somebody (background noise) or this person might be a lower class, lower income level than the
Japanese. That happened—that happened a lot in Germany. I think this would happen also in the U.S.
and think there’s quite a compelling story to be made. [ had to learn it, to an extent, through the way [
came to the U.S. in which [ was advised ahead of time to coming here that if asked where ['m coming
from was much better to say, “I'm a Spamard,” than, “I'm Spanish,” because there’s a cultural
connotation in the first=

136 [right]

137 S. =case to be from Europe in which case one is immediately associated with much more wealthy and
a

138 [mm-hmm]|

139 S. =much more developed society than if [ were to say, “I'm Spanish.” It could mean someone who
was from just south of the border in Mexico or Venezuela. It doesn't matter where [ come from Chile
which is=

140 (uh-huh]

141 S. =actually a highly developed society with a high standard of living or I came from Peru or from=

142 [uh-huh]

143 S. =Columbia where the social situation is very different. T 40

144 P. Right. And you feel like there’s a perception among people at this University that they're treated
differently?

145 S. Hmm. I don’t know if that’s conscious, but, yes. I think that's the case, and you can almost
divide—at this University at least, you can divide three different strata. If you make the case that you
are a Spaniard, you're immediately put back with the rest of the European, uh, minorities or the
European part of the international collective, in which case you're treated a lot different than if you
say. “I'm Spanish.” But in this wider group of the Latin American countries, if you're from Mexico,
you're treated differently than if you came from a less clear defined or less wealthy society in Central
and South America, so it’s not the same to say, “I'm Spanish from Venezuela,” than ['m saying, “I'm
Spanish from Mexico.” Because in this case—this University is very close to the border and for
traditional reasons the Mexicans actually have a better position here than most Latin Americans
would have. [ think that the interplay between the=

146 [really, that's interesting)
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147 S. =Mexicans, the Chicanos and the Hispanic, the Anglo-Saxon or European uh born or the European
descended people—it's very different here. The Chicanos, as part of this society with a traditional
foot on this society. The Mexicans, which are not necessarily, traditionally. in this soctety, but have a
lot with the traditional group in this society, have a situation that’s better than people who would
come from Guatamala=

148 [uh-huh]

149 S. =here. from Colombia, from Venezuela, because those are not only Spanish in a society that
separates

150 (mm-hmm]j

151 S. =between ethnic groups. but they’re also from further out and. from the economic point of view,

they are from countries that are not as wealthy not perceived as developed as Mexico. Mexico has all
of these=

152 [right]

153 S. =features. [t can be very undeveloped in many areas but they're immediate neighbor and Mexicans
have a traditional part in this society, in this culture. So they have a better position, and you can see
the=

154 [mm-hmm|

155 S. =university administration actually has a number of Hispanics which probably were hired in the
process of providing a multi-cultural and an environment of providing for ethnic groups access to—in
this case—the economic institution. But, it (????) in the U.S. So the only ones that really do matter or

really have a better standing among the non-Anglo-Saxon minorities as far as it looks in Southern
Arizona. T 42

Here I ask S whether he thinks Chicanos and Mexican nationals have equal status. S
believes that the Chicanos have a higher status relative to the Mexican nationals. He
indicates that the Chicanos have a higher status than Mexicans unless it is clear they
come from a very high status in Mexico in which case they may have equal status. While
no inference can be drawn directly from his statements here about language, it is
reasonable to suggest that at least one aspect of the difference between Chicanos and

Mexican citizens is familiarity with informal language structures due to their proximity

and access.

156 P. Do vou think the Mexicans have even a higher uh, a higher status than Chicanos in some ways here
at the university?

157 S. No, [ don't think so I think it’s probably—it probably is the reverse. The Chicanos have higher
standing=

158 [no]

159 S. =than the newer arrivals—unless—and that's only unless their probably used to it—unless the
newly=

160 (I see]

161 S. =arrived Mexicans come from the social status in Mexico that's very high then basically they are=

162 [very high]
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163 S. =equated through their position in Mexican society to the Chicanos. But I think that's where it gets
very (?) [ think that Chicanos of a low economic status have the same disadvantages as people that
come from=

164 P. [economic means])

165 S. =Mexico of lower status, versus the same. You can actually you can look up what was interesting=

166 P. (ub-huh]  [{that's interesting]

167 S. =a couple of years back there were a few movies that actually dealt with the Chicano issue in the
U.S. [ think there was one “Walking in the Clouds,” where you have the—no not this one, “Walking
in the Clouds.” but there was one movie [ specifically remember that starts in L.A. with a gentleman
that's saying, “When [ was born this country was Mexico and when I die, this country stll will be
Mexico.” And what it deals with actually is the fact that this is a Chicano family that basically went
from living there, being a part of the original population in southern California to being a marginal
group. a marginai ethnic group according to the social status of the time. and how this family was
actually able to cope with that and integrate into the society to the point where they felt comfortable
and they could affirm their uhm, ethnicity, their culture's background. as an integral part of what they
were, even though they were in a different society. [ will have to look up what the name of that movie
was.

168 [nght, right]

169 P. Yeah, I'd like to know.

170 S. But. uh, it was very interesting because it put very clear what [ think is happening in that context—
that only the ones that were here from the original population and that even though they were looked

at as a group. as an ethnic group. below the dominant ethnic group, in this case the Anglo-Saxon in
the U.S.=

171 [mm-hmm]

172 S. =because they were part of this society, they slowly were integrated as other ethnic groups who
lived 1n this society were tntegrated. The newly arrived from Mexico, it's a different case. You can
actually see it=

173 [right]

174 S. =even in the election fight these days, uh. very often, the newly arrived from Mexico, unless
they're from

175 [mm-hmm|

176 S. =high class standing,. very often equated with criminals, and that’s literally happening as the
elections are=

177 {right]

Conclusion

The analysis indicates that the features most relevant to this study occur in
predictable locations in all of the transcripts. Namely, in those sections that occur after
the 20® to 30" turn, and then within the adjacency pairs where the interviewer has
requested clarification as to how the NNS views interactions with NS. The interviewer

must request clarification at least twice before the interviewee responds with relevant
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information. It is not clear whether the requirement to ask at least twice for clarification
is due to a lack of clarity on the part of interviewer or because the interviewee is reluctant
to respond.

Once the structures have been identified, the task of applying RV in the search for
informal-formal diglossic structures and the tools of CDA is relatively straightforward.
There is evidence of a disparity between informal-formal language use or register in both
the reported directives and narrative/analysis of the NNSs’ transcripts.

A search for the overt expression of inequality reveals several clear cases in both
the NS and NNSs’ transcripts. The application of reversal suggests that here is evidence
that the source of the inequality is not a difficulty on the part of the NNS in expressing
themselves through L2 one as would seem the case on the surface. but and there is
evidence that a kind of fluentism’ based on prejudicial and peri-judicial’ attitudes exist

on the part of NS when they believe or discover that an interlocuter is a NNS.
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QUALITATIVE RESULTS

The results of the qualitative analysis are organized in two sections based on the
type of analysis used to examine the interview. Each interview is analyzed first in terms
of the narratives describing the situations in which directives are specifically referenced
and secondly in terms of the larger discursive problem of functioning as a NNS.

The results of the requests for narratives that produced directives were not very
fruitful. In all four transcripts at least one reported directive was discovered. In each
case the directive was used as support and illustration of a point that the interviewee was
trying convey to the interviewer, rather than a reenactment of the NNS trying to issue a
directive.

The narratives reveal relatively little information regarding the actual use of
directives, thus indicating that this method of collection would not be adequate for
collecting large amounts of data. By extension. however, naturally occurring speech
would probably require an enommous collection and distillation process in order to
produce as many instances of directive use.

One would require very specific and unique instances of conversation in order to
examine high or even low stakes directives. They occur too infrequently. This fact
reinforces the use of DCT like instruments for the collection of directives. If naturally
occurring data were to be examined, the EOC and CA methodologies indicate clearly
where to look for such data within transcripts. One possible source of high stakes data

would be 911 calls or transcripts from a television program like COPS. The researcher



investigated the possibility of using data from 911 calls and commercial broadcasts, but
in the case of 911 transcripts these are protected by privacy laws and I was unable to
contact anyone in the Tucson Police Department or any other law enforcement agency
who could authorize the release of the transcripts. This kind of work has been done
McElhinny, 1998), but it is clear it will take time and effort to assure the agencies
involved that they transcripts will not be recontextualized beyond my intent as researcher.
The commercial broadcasts in some instances require permission from the broadcasting
company, but are possible. This may be a good source of data in future investigations
where naturally occurring directives are examined.

Structural analysis of the interview transcripts based on EOC and CA reveals the
locations of the richest sources of directive use in reported situations. CDA illuminates
the structures which contain the most useful information regarding the interviewees

believed sources of Power differentials.

The results of the examination of the transcripts for evidence of Power
differentials are very productive and support the quantitative evidence that there is a
reduction in the NNSs’ ability to express the necessary level of power in their directives.

In Transcript 4, S expresses that even as recently as a few years ago, when he first
came to his department, he felt as though he was unable to refuse a request made of him
by an advisor. He expressed the notion that he could not formulate the refusal
appropriately and that in order to do so he needed a certain kind of language, but did not

have it. This expresses the same notion expressed by the other NNSs that they felt that
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they were unable to encode the power and authority necessary to avoid or achieve
something important and that they attributed this inability to a lack of language skills.
Based on S’s high functionality, it is unlikely that he lacked the ability on a purely
linguistic level. but rather he felt he was unable to encode the proper level of authority
and modulate it appropriately so that he would not jeopardize his position with respect to
his superiors.

This is the key to most of the problems the advanced NNS has with directives. In
effect they doubt their ability to encode the level of authority they know that they possess
with the result that they choose weakened or excessive structures, or even remain silent.
This is not to say that NSs are not subject to the same reluctance to assert themselves, but
the pressure on the NNS is more severe and relentless. The persistent anxiety produced
by hyperawareness of the NNS’s position relative to the NS seems to be an important
constant throughout these interviews. The advanced NNS is never allowed to forget that

regardless of language level he or she is still a NNS.



QUANTITATIVE AND QUALITATIVE RESULTS TRIANGULATION

The original purpose of combining both a quantitative and qualitative approach to
a single study was to create an analysis with complementary features. The etic approach
indicated that there were statistically distinguishable differences between the NNS and
the NS groups examined in terms of Power in directives in high stakes situations, but not
low stakes. In both high and low stakes directives the Distance variable remained stable
The small sample size of NNS vs. NS data, however. places the burden more heavily on
an effect which would have to be very strong in order to attain significance.

The qualitative analysis examined the transcripts of NNS in a more emic way.
The interviewees admitted that they felt at a disadvantage when they were in conflict with
NS. but most were more likely to say that the source of the disadvantage was cultural
than linguistic. If the disadvantage is not a linguistic one, but a cultural one then this is
indicative that they do not see their native cultures as providing them with the tools they
need to enter into conflict with members of the ’American’ culture on an equa! level. I
have some trouble accepting this conclusion. Does this mean that American culture is
superior in terms of its members’ ability to enter into conflicts with members of other
cultures? I do not think that this conclusion is tenable. It is more likely that the
disadvantage the NNS perceives is due to a decreased sense of power attributable to the
constant awareness that even though he or she may have very advanced skills, he or she
is still a NNS. This perception leads the NNS’s to reluctance to use structures which he or

she would use with much less hesitance or anxiety in L1.
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The analysis suggests a Gricean analogy which has some specific differences as it
applies to directives. The encoding of Power, Distance and Consequence seems to follow
a CP which is more based in compliance conditions of the directive than in cooperation
as speaker and addressee, and set of implicatures analogous to Grice’s CP.

There is a cooperative principle at work in the use of directives: Encode power in your
directives appropriate to the perceived consequences. This ‘appropriateness’ in dependent
on convention. This convention can be learned. Violating, or flouting these principles
has the effect that the addressee under or overestimates the consequences intended by the

director, in which case the directive will not be satisfied at the level in which it was

intended.

Quantity of Power
Use only the amount of power required to satisfy the directive.
Do not under or over state the authority you encode in a directive.
Quality of Power
Only direct for the purpose intended.
Do not direct that which cannot be accomplished by your addressee.
Do not direct an addressee to do something which you are not sure you want
done.
Relevance
Do not invoke power reserved for other uses.
Do not direct those over whom you have no authority.

Manner
Be perspicuous
Avoid obscurity of directive (do not use a non-conventional indirect directive
when a conventional direct directive is appropriate).
Avoid ambiguity (do not direct in such a way that there may be multiple
satisfaction conditions)
Be as brief as the consequences allow.
Be orderly

A symbolic version of a directive based CP.
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(NP) + V2 ==>;

and the expressed attitude: S desires/intends that H make it the case at t+ that P;

with the locution: S is saving that ar 0 that !(...P...);

!= (Power encoded appropriate to CP. S perceives the consequences of P)

with the fit: !(...P...) is complied with H makes it the case at t+ that P.

Where (NP} refers to a noun phrase and the parentheses indicate that it is optional in English
imperative constructions.

S refers to the speaker

H refers to the hearer

(1) refers to time either 10 at the instance of utterance or t+ after the utterance.
P refers to a proposition.
And (!) indicates the directive (a request, order or command).

It seems as though there are two levels of violation in the conflicts mentioned by
the NNS. The first seems to be a general violation of Grice’s CP on the part of the NS.
That is. as soon as NS recognize that the addressee is a NNS, attempts to cooperate are
reduced or absent. Likewise, it seems that NNS directives in high stakes situations tend
to lack the proper level of power and the proper relevance for the perceived
consequences. [t seems most likely that the NS upon recognition, by whatever means,
that the addressee is a NNS that this is the point where the communication deteriorates.
Upon recognition that the NS is not going to be appropriately cooperative or compliant,
the NNS is unable to judge the consequences of a directive which would have different
consequences if the exchange were between equals. Thus, the NNS flouts or violates the
quantity maxim of the directive version of Grice's CP until such time as either the NNS
can ignore the change in the NS or until the NS is unable to recognize enough of a
difference that the NS feels bound to the CP as they would be in interaction with another

NS.
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CHAPTER 6

DISCUSSION OF LIMITATIONS

DESIGN LIMITATIONS

The primary flaw in the design of this study was the collection instrument.
Initially, it was thought that the semantic scale questions would serve to validate the DCT
and multiple choice responses. The intent was to extract as much information from the
respondent as to the certainty and credulity of a response with respect to the situation. It
seems now that the burden on the respondent was too heavy and that the questionnaire
could have been simplified considerably without sacrificing validity of the responses. I
received several incomplete (less than half of the questions completed) questionnaires
and several comments that the respondents feit the questionnaire was too long and
tedious. These incomplete questionnaire were only received from NNSs, and nearly all
the NS found the questionnaire easy and even thought provoking. A new questionnaire is

under development that will be considerably shorter and easier to take and administer.

TECHNICAL LIMITATIONS
The collection instrument design underwent several changes during the process of
data collection. The survey used a commercially based survey delivery system. The
purpose of using such a system was to bypass development obstacles in order to
concentrate on the content of the survey. Unfortunately, the company involved was

undergoing several software revisions during the survey. The overall effect was that
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there were times when it was difficult for some surveys to be completed due to a time
limit requirement built into the server software. Many complaints were made by
respondents and many other respondents simply did not complete the survey. Because
this survey relied on the highs stakes and the low stakes questions being distributed
throughout the course of a relatively long survey, many partially completed surveys had
to be rejected because they were incomplete. [ also suspect that in many cases the NNS
found the questionnaire too cumbersome and monotonous. This is a design flaw on my

part. Any new questionnaire will be much shorter with a better focus on particular

features of interest.

POPULATION LIMITATIONS

The limitations in population were more of a technical and logistic nature than a
lack of participants. The goal of the study was to limit examination of the NNS to the
population at the University of Arizona with the idea that the study would only be valid
for one location. While this is true to some degree, it is unlikely that a difference in
locale would be a confounding variable unless the questions posed were applicable to
only one community. The questions posed in this survey are of such a general nature that
[ now believe any U.S. university or college could provide NS and NNS data without fear
of corrupting the data.

[ believe that a very large sample of about one thousand samples of NNS
responses would provide a great deal more information in terms of correlational data

because statistical tests such as multiple regression analysis could be used to examine the
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many factors which contribute to the NNS’ scores. With so many possible contributing
factors at work, a large population would be necessary to meet the requirements of
advanced inferential statistical techniques. For example, if [ were interested in the
relative contributions of 20 or 30 variables which contributed to the scores, [ would need
10 to 20 times the number of participants in order to meet the sample size restrictions of a
valid multiple regression analysis.

It is no surprise that more money would have helped to encourage more
respondents. [ had a five dollar limit on DCT respondents and a twenty dollar limit for
interviewees. [ believe a fee of ten dollars per DCT respondent and fifty dollars for

interviewees would have resulted in much more participation.

ANALYTICAL LIMITATIONS

The analysis of the data was challenging from several perspectives. With respect
to the quantitative analysis, coding and statistical reduction were the biggest challenge.
The qualitative data was most difficult to analyze due to the time and effort involved in
transcription. Once transcribed. the challenge was only to decide which structures would
be examined.

[t was not necessary to write a computer program to analyze the relatively small
amount of data collected in this study. I had, however, anticipated many more
participants and therefore felt that the computer program was justified. The flexibility of
the computer program allows for new or extended algorithms to be added quickly and
tested for validity and reliability. Models and simulations of directives can be changed

and manipulated until they are descriptive of actual directives that occur conventionaily.
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The program allows situations to be suggested and then could generate possible directives
that could be compared to actual structures that are conventionally allowed in a particular
language. For future research the computer program will provide an important tool for

both theoretical and empirical study.
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CHAPTER 6

IMPLICATIONS AND CONCLUSION

IMPLICATIONS FOR LANGUAGE TEACHING AND ACQUISITION

There are three main implications from this study applicable to Language
Teaching. First, there is a finite set of structures presented in this study and the context in
which they occur is also finite and even predictable. Under these circumstances a
teaching module could be constructed whereby the non-native speaker could study and
master the structures and context for application.

Second, the cultural differences between what may be said by the NNS and the
NS speaker should be explicated. Although not examined in detail, it is quite possible that
there are certain structures which the NS may use which the NNS should not e.g., vulgar
forms or highly idiomatic structures used by groups which limit participation by
outsiders.

Third, it is not enough to teach the structures and contexts and cultural differences
or similarities, the NNS speaker must practice these structures. Since the situations
presented in this study occur infrequently, there should be a mechanism that both trains
and tests the NNS. A computer simulation could address these needs especially at an
early "bridge" stage of acquisition (Gutsche, 1998). It would be safe. repetitive and able
to simulate real situations as closely as possible through the use of multi-media such as
video, audio, and text. This hypothetical program could show the student actual and

recreated situations from many contexts and prompt the student to respond. The student



could then examine a range of responses provided by native speakers that were ranked by
a group of native speakers as being most appropriate to the situation. It is through this
kind of practice that the student could be prepared better for high stakes and low stakes
directives which are likely to be encountered in the target environment.

Fourth, although it is unlikely to be adopted in many countries including our own,
critical views on pedagogy are needed to problematize current methods and perspectives
on advanced second language acquisition and teaching. Bourdieu (1991) argues that
forms of communicative competence such as those described in this paper are symbolic
capital and their acquisition is constrained by institutions such as schools and
universities. This perspective is supported by feminist researchers of pedagogy such as
Jennifer Gore (1993) as well as other critical pedagogy researchers (Giroux. 1991;

McClaren, 1991; Freire, 1985; Shor & Freire, 1987)

IMPLICATIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

The data collected in this study is only a snapshot of a local community of
graduate students, and English was chosen as the native language only out of
convenience. I would like to expand this collection effort to other universities as well as
other L1s and expand the collection over time to establish a device which could be used
in the analysis of trends of directive use longitudinally. The computer program under
development can be adapted to any language that may be transcribed on a word
processors. One particular interest would be to code the text for phonetic and

suprasegmental items. This program could also be adapted to investigate relationships of
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Tense, Aspect and Mood (TAM). In particular it could be used to examine the
interrelationship between TAM categories in terms of how semantic operations affect
events involving similar semantic criteria as context is varied (Fielder. 1993). The
computer program would require no significant changes in design in order to examine
other languages and other structures.

The incorporation of algorithms based on EOC and CA methods within the
computer program could take advantage of structural consistencies to parse transcripts for

pragmatic structures of interest.

COMPLEXITY

The participants and the directives speech acts the under investigation in this
study constitute a complex adaptive system (CAS). A complex system refers to any
system in which parts of a system give rise to the collective behaviors of the system, and
how such a system interacts with other systems. Directives formed from discourse, text.
sentences and words; social systems formed out of humans or animals; the brain formed
from neurons. molecules formed out of atoms are all examples of complex systems. My
future research will examine directives from a CAS perspective as these computationally
intensive tools develop and become more cost effective. The model developed for this

project is adaptable to CAS methods and approaches.
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CONCLUSION

This study examined the directive speech act performance in conflict situations of
visiting graduate students who are non-native speakers of English via both a
quantitatively analyzable, web-delivered, discourse completion questionnaire and by
ethnographic style interviews which were analyzed by discourse analytic methods. The
study brought into focus the range of skills which are presumed to be available to
advanced functioning speakers of English as a foreign or second language through
responses to common but stressful situations in which the speaker must enter into a
conflict or stressful situation and issue a directive to achieve or avoid an outcome.

At the beginning of the study the basic research question was asked, "Are
these students who are able and even certified to function adequately in conventional
‘academic situations’ prepared linguistically and/or culturally for high stakes’ tasks in
L27"

The analysis of the data indicate that NNS have considerable difficulty in most

"High Stakes’ situations, and that this difficulty probably arises from a diminished

sense of power in L2.

The four sub-questions were answered to varying degree as well in the affirmative:

(1) In cases where face or security is threatened, are these non-native speakers able to
issue linguistically/culturally appropriate directives and commands in the appropriate
registers during interactions with native speakers in order to achieve or avoid certain

outcomes?
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Here the answer is sometimes. When the stakes are relatively low, the NNS
responses are similar to those of NS, but as the consequences increase, the NNS
responses begin to deviate increasingly from those of the NS. The majority of the
divergent responses display a reduction in power, but a few show excessive encoding
of power in the responses.

(2) If they are able, what strategies do they rely on? It appears as though there is
excessive reliance on familiar lower stakes structures when compared to the NS
responses. This is likely due to more frequent use of these structures under
circumstances which are much less stressful and more likely to have been practiced
in a classroom environment.

(3) Do the directive speech acts resemble L2 or L1 in form and function, and how and to
what extent are they different? This answer is inconclusive due to the small population
size and must wait for another study with a larger population. The data collected
here suggests that it is not so much that directives resemble those from L1, rather
that the directives chosen in L2 represent a more limited range of structures than
are used by NSs.

4) If the students are unable to use appropriate directives, is this due to inadequate
language skills or is this an expression of some form of resistance to either giving up an
embedded cultural perspective or taking on a perspective with which the non-native is
unfamiliar? For the directives in this study the divergence occurs mostly in high
stakes directives which occur less frequently for the NNS who is primarily interested

in academic use of L2. There seems to be only a lack of familiarity with the use of
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these structures and not a reluctance or resistance to their use. However, the
qualitative interviews suggest that the NNS is constantly aware of a diminished
sense of power in L2. It is not unreasonable to suggest that this awareness would
contribute to reluctance to participate or outright avoidance of certain situations.

The results of the study indicate that an advanced NNS's ability to encode the
appropriate level of power in a high stakes directive is the most important indication of
whether that utterance is similar to that of a NS. Even though there may be differences in
terms of lexical items or syntax, the encoding of power in an utterance through the
mechanisms available to the NNS is much more limited. This lack of range in this
relatively narrow area of linguistic communication has a very large effect in terms of the
NNS evaluation of his or her place in the target language and culture. Similarly, the NS
perception of the NNS is also heavily dependent on this encoding, at least in the area of
high stakes directives. While we may not infer that the incongruity found in the narrow
focus of this study is present in other sociopragmatic and pragmalinguistic structures, this
study provides a basis from which to examine discourse for discrepancies in power
between groups of speakers.

The analysis indicates that NNS perceive something that can only be described as
a prejudicial or peri-judicial "fluentism” that exists among many NSs. In order to
overcome this obstacle it is necessary for the NNS to be a fluent as possible in issuing
directives. While this seems obvious, the reason it is important is beyond the

transference of conceptual or linguistic information between interlocuters. The
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importance lies in the necessity for the NNSs to assert and uphold their status as an equal
among a community through the appropriate use of L2.

Based on this study it is unlikely that even advanced NNS will ever attain the
competence necessary to completely overcome pre/peri-judicial fluentism,” at the same
time they can assert themselves and make it clear to NSs that they are able to
communicate and that prejudice regarding subtle differences which separate them from
native speakers is unacceptable. This does not relieve the NNS speaker from the
responsibility of trying to be as fluent as possible, but points out that no matter how
fluent they may become, there are instances in which the NS will recognize the NNS as
non-native and will treat him or her differently than another NS. This study points out
that the NNS must be aware of this fact and compensate through both acceptance of the
idea that he/she will inevitably be treated differently and that in occasions where the
stakes are high he or she must assert him/herself more clearly and possibly with more
force than is instinctual, or with perhaps more force than even the NS would use. It is a
well documented fact that in nearly all situations involving interactions between majority
groups and minorities that the minority must work harder, and be more assertive in order
to receive the same rights as the majority. More specifically, the NNS should encode
more power into their directives. This is facilitated by a better understanding of directives
and how they work and when to use them. Choice of the appropriate directive must be
informed by the understanding that the NNS directive may require increased levels of

Power.
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In closing, the NNSs must assume that situations in which they regularly operate
and especially high stakes situations are not equally attributed to NNS and NS. Rather,
the NSs perceive that they have the advantage, and so it is incumbent on the NNSs to
assert themselves more strongly than NSs in order to be treated as an equal. This study
should inform how we approach L2 in teaching. It supports the role of teaching culture
in language instruction in order give the student some insight as to when and why certain
pragmalinguistic structures may or may not be used. It supports the idea of role-playing
as an important component of achieving high functionality because the student can
experience, at least, in simulation situations which are likely to occur and can therefore
have some performance experience. It shows that academic preparation alone is not yet

adequate to prepare advanced L2 students for advanced functionality in high stakes

interactions with NSs.



159

APPENDIX A:
QUESTIONNAIRE

http://raven.swfo.arizona.edu

Directive Speech Act Survey

Please answer the questions below as completely as you can. If there are questions you
would rather not answer, you can leave them blank. If you are working from home and
your internet service provider disconnects you if there is no activity for more than 30
minutes, please let me know and I will help with other arrangements.

In the following section you will be given situations in which you must direct someone to
do something. Write down what you think you would say in such a situation. Please
write as though you were actually speaking to the person, both in English and your native
language. (Please transliterate into Latin characters if your native language uses another

writing system. Sorry, for the inconvenience of the availability of only one alphabet
here.)

BEGIN QUESTIONNAIRE

L. A young boy is walking down the sidewalk near your apartment. He is looking back at
a friend and not paying attention to where he is going. A car is backing out of a parking
lot and he does not see the child. You are standing outside and the boy could hear you if
you said something loudly. Write down what you would say in this situation.

2. You have been working very hard this semester and you have very difficult and
demanding classes. You have two papers due on the same day and you are running out of
time. You need to ask one of the professors for an extension to the date the paper is due.
You go to the professor’s office and say to her...

3. You need a temporary job for the semester to help pay some bills. You have found and
advertisement for a library assistant on your campus. The schedule and the money meet
all your needs, so you call the number and speak to the supervisor. You say to him...
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4. Your car won' start and you have missed the bus to the university. You have a test in
one hour and there is no time to walk to campus. You see a neighbor who is leaving in

his car. You don't really know him, but you are desperate to get to school on time. You
ask him...

5. You are walking in the parking lot of a grocery store. An older woman is about to step
of the sidewalk into the path of an oncoming car. You say...

6. You are a teaching assistant in charge of a lab or discussion section. There is a student
who often complains out loud that she cant understand you because of your accent. The
other students do not seem to mind and have made no complaints. The student’s
comments are beginning to interfere with class and so you decide to ask her to stop
making comments in class. You say...

7. As you are walking through a campus parking lot, you notice that two cars are backing
up at the same time. The drivers do not see each other and are about to collide. If you
yell loudly you are sure that they will hear you. You yell...

8. A professor has asked you to come to dinner with your family tonight (alone if you
are single). Unfortunately, you have a paper to finish for another class and it is due
tomorrow. Please write down what you would say to her.

9. A new friend has begun calling you at home more and more often. Now the friend
calls you everyday. When the friend talks to you he seems only to talk about himself. It
is very difficult for you to take so much time especially when you have your own
problems and much work to do. You have tried to explain to him that it’s not fair that the
conversation should only be about him.

What would you say to your friend in this situation?
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10. You have a plumbing problem in your apartment. There is no hot water at all. You
have asked the landlord to fix it several times. It is now a serious problem which is
impossible to ignore. You call the landlord and tell him:

1. A course you are taking requires that you work together with a partner on a project.
The project is due in one week, but the partner has not done her share of the work vet.
You have to tell her that you have done your share of the work and now she must
complete her work or you will both get a poor grade. You tell her:

12. Your department head has promised to give you access to the university computer
network. The software you need to finish your dissertation is unavailable to you except
through this network. You go to her office and say to her,

13. During a presentation a student in the discussion/lab section you teach is about to trip
over a power cord connected to the overhead projector. You interrupt him and say:

In the following section, you will read a passage describing a situation. Please rate the
utterance based on what YOU would say or would not say in such a situation. Each
situation will have three ratings: Most appropriate or Least appropriate; Assertive or
Passive: Much preparation or Little preparation.

14. You are a passenger in a car when suddenly a dog runs into the street in front of you.
The driver is your friend and he does not notice the dog, but you do. You say loudly,
"Dog!"

Most appropriate (1) (2) 3 4 ___ (5 __ 6)__ (7) __ Least
appropriate '

15. Please indicate how assertive the above directive sounds to you.

Veryassertive (1) ___ Q2 __ 3)_ @ &) (6) @) Very
passive
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16. Please indicate whether the above directive would take much time to compose.

Much preparation (1) ___ 2)__ 3)___ @ __ ) ___ 6)__ (7)__ Little
preparation

17. If the above response is not what you would say, please type what you would prefer
to say in this situation in English.

Also. please type what you would say in your native language. (please transliterate in
Latin characters as best you can)

Reminder: You are ranking the utterances from MOST appropriate to LEAST appropriate
based on what you would do.

18. An advisor to your PhD program has suggested that you take a specific course which
you feel that you do not need or perhaps you feel that you have taken another class
previously which has fulfilled this requirement. The advisor is insistent that you take the
class. but by taking this class you may extend your stay at the university beyond what
you expected. You say to her, "You must give me another option, because I can not take
this class.”

Most appropriate (1) __ (2) ___ 3)__ @) __ (5)__ (6)___ (7)___ Least
appropriate

19. Please indicate how assertive the above directive sounds to you.

Very assertive (1) __ () __ B3 __ @ __ (5 (6) @) Very
passive

20. Please indicate whether you think that the above directive would take much time to
compose.

Much preparation (1)_ 2)__ 3 __ @ __ (5
preparation

— ©®__ (7 __ Litle

21. If the above response is not what you would say, please type what you would prefer
to say in this situation in English.
Also, please type what you would say in your native language. (please transliterate in
Latin characters as best you can)
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22. You are an instructor for an undergraduate class. You have asked a student to turn in
an assignment, but he has not done so yet. The student’s grade will be adversely affected
if he does not turn in the assignment. The student is generally a good student and you do
not want him to receive a poor grade. You have only two days until you must submit the
grades for the course. You tell him:

"I want your paper now or you will receive a poor grade for the course.”

Most appropriate (1) __ (@) ) _ @4 __ ) __ (6)__ () _ Least
appropriate

23. Please indicate how assertive the above directive sounds to you.

Veryassertive (1) __ () _ B)__ @ _ S __ 6 __ (I __ Very
passive

24. Please indicate whether you think that the above directive would take much time to
compose.

Much preparation (1) __ () __ (3)
preparation

— @ __ 5 _— By___ (N __ Little

25. If the above response is not what you would say, please type what you would prefer
to say in this situation in English.

Also, please type what you would say in your native language. (please transliterate in
Latin characters as best you can)

26. A child has chased her ball into a busy street and there are cars coming. You see her
and shout:

"Please don't play in the street. It is dangerous.”

Most appropriate (1) _ 2)__ () __ W __ O _ 6 __ () _ Least
appropriate

27. Please indicate how assertive the above directive sounds to you.
Veryassertive (1) _ QQ)__ Q)__ @ _ O __ 6 _ (N ___ Very

passive

28. Please indicate whether the above directive would take much time to compose.

Much preparation (1) __ () __ 3)__ @) &) (6) @) Little
preparation
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29. If the above response is not what you would say, please type what you would prefer
to say in this situation in English.

Also, please type what you would say in your native language. (please transliterate in
Latin characters as best you can)

30. A friend has borrowed a book which you need for a class. You have asked this
person once to return the book, but he has forgotten to bring it. When you meet the
person again you say: "Hey, I want my book back! I really need it for class.”

Most appropriate (1) __ (2)__ 3 __ @ __ (O __ 6)__ (7 __ Least

appropriate
31. Please indicate how assertive the above directive sounds to you.

Very assertive (1) __ (2Q)_ Q@B)__ @ ___ (5 (6) (7) Very
passive

32. Please indicate whether the above directive would take much time to compose.

Much preparation (1) ___ 2)__ 3)_ @& __ B __ ®)__ (7h__ Little
preparation

33. If the above response is not what you would say, please type what you would prefer
to say in this situation in English.
Also, please type what you would say in your native language. (please transliterate in
Latin characters as best you can)

34. You have purchased a new microwave oven from a local store. When you try

to cook with it at home it does not work. You have exhausted all the possibilities and
determine that the microwave is defective. You return it to the store and you must ask for
a replacement. You walk up to the customer service attendant and say to her.
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"Excuse me. I would very much like to return this microwave and exchange it for one
that works properly.”

Most appropriate (1) __ (2
appropriate

) ) @) (S 6)__ (7)__ least

35. Please indicate how assertive the above directive sounds to you.

Veryassertive (1) __ (Q)__ A _ @ __ O __ ©6)Y__ (7 ___ Very
passive

36. Please indicate whether the above directive would take much time to compose.

Much preparation (1) __ 2) __ 3)_ @®_ S___ 6)__ (N __ Little
preparation

37. If the above response is not what you would say, please type what you would prefer
to say in this situation in English.

Also, please type what you would say in your native language. (please transliterate in
Latin characters as best you can)

38. As you are walking down the street on your way to the University, a young man with
long hair, dirty clothes and no shoes approaches you and asks you for some money. He
follows you and continues to bother you. You have been polite and said no, gently, but
he continues to bother you. You do not feel threatened, just annoyed. At last you turn to
him and say:

"Look, I am not going to give you any money. Now, get lost!"

Most Appropriate (1) __ 2)__ B)__ @ __ 5 (6) __ (1) __ Least
appropriate

39. Please indicate how assertive the above directive sounds to you.

Very assertive (1) ___ (2) 3) 4) Sy ®__ (__ Very
passive

40. Please indicate whether the above directive would take much time to compose.

Much preparation (1) __ 2)__ B)_ @@ __ ) __ 6)__ (7)___ Liule
preparation
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41. If the above response is not what you would say, please type what you would prefer
to say in this situation in English.
Also, please type what you would say in your native language. (please transliterate in
Latin characters as best you can)

42. You share a lab or workspace with another PhD student. The other student has left a
mess which makes it impossible for you to work. This is not the first time it has
happened. When you see the student, you tell her. "You know, when I finish working
here, [ clean up the room.!"

Most appropriate (1) ___ (2)__ 3)__ @ ___ (O __ 6)__ (1 __ Least
appropriate

43. Please indicate how assertive the above directive sounds to you.

Very assertive (1) __ (2)_ 3)__ @ __ ) __ 6)__ (N __ Very
passive

44. Please indicate whether the above directive would take much time to compose.

Much preparation (1) __ 2)__. B)__ @ __ ) ©)__ (D ___ Litle
preparation

45. If the above response is not what you would say, please type what you would prefer
to say in this situation in English.

Also. please type what you would say in your native language. (please transliterate in
Latin characters as best you can)

46. One of your professors promised to return one of your papers to you, but he forgot.
Another professor has asked to see the paper as an example of work in your major. You
go to the professor who promised to return your paper and say to him:

"Professor, give me the paper, please. "

Most appropriate (1) __ (2) __ (3) CY) 5 (6) (7)Y __ Least
appropriate

47. Please indicate how assertive the above directive sounds to you.
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Very assertive (1) __ Q2)__ B)__ @4 __ S __ 6)__ (I __ Very
passive

48. Please indicate whether the above directive would take much time to compose.

Much preparation (1) __ 2)__ 3)__ @@ ___ S)__ 6)___ (T) __ Liule
preparation

49. If the above response is not what you would say, please type what you would prefer
to say in this situation in English.

Also, please type what you would say in your native language. (please transliterate in
Latin characters as best you can)

50. Your car wont start and you have missed the bus to the university. You have a test in
one hour and there is no time to walk to campus. You see a neighbor who is leaving in
her car. You dont really know her, but you are desperate to get to school on time. You
ask her, "Can you give me a ride to the university, I have missed my bus and my car
won? start, and [ have a test in one hour."

Most appropriate (1) ___ ) ___ 3)_ @ __ S)y__ 6)___ () __ Least
appropriate

51. Please indicate how assertive the above directive sounds to you.

Veryassertive (1) __ (2)___ 3)_ W_ S__ 6)__ (N __ Very
passive

52. Please indicate whether the above directive would take much time to compose.

Much preparation (1) ___ 2)__ 3)__ @) __ O)__ 6)__ (7)___ Litle
preparation

53. If the above response is not what you would say, please type what you would prefer
to say in this situation in English.

Also. please type what you would say in your native language. (please transliterate in
Latin characters as best you can)
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54. As you walk through a grocery store you see a wallet fall from a man’s pocket onto
the floor. He is not aware that it has fallen and suddenly a teenage boy picks up the wallet
and begins to walk the other way. He is obviously not going to give the wallet back to the
owner. You, say to the man who has lost the wallet,

"Excuse me, sorry to bother you, but you dropped your wallet and that young man has
just picked it up and is about to leave."

Most appropriate (1) __ 2)__ 3)__ @ __ ) __ ®)__ () __ Least
appropriate

55. Please indicate how assertive the above directive sounds to you.
Very assertive (1) __ 2)___ 3)__ @ __ S __ ©)__ (N __ Very

passive
56. Please indicate whether the above directive would take much time to compose.

Much preparation (1)__ (2)__ (3)
preparation

@ __ S __ 6)__ (N __ Litle

57. If the above response is not what you would say. please type what you would prefer
to say in this situation in English.
Also. please type what you would say in your native language. (please transliterate in
Latin characters as best you can)

58. You are on a bus or a subway and a young man (15 years old) has placed a very
heavy package in a overhead rack. It is obvious to you that the package will fall when
the bus comes to the next stop. The package could injure the person sitting beneath it.
You tell the young man,

"Excuse me young man, but your package is not very stable and may fall when we stop.
You should move it."

Most appropriate (1) ___ 2)__ 3)__ @ __ &) __ 6) __ (7)___ Least
appropriate

59. Please indicate how assertive the above directive sounds to you. Clicking on the
middle circle indicates that the directive is just right for this situation.
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Veryassertive (1) _ (y__ ) _ @ _ H__ ) __ (7)__ Very
passive

60. Please indicate whether the above directive would take much time to compose.

Much preparation (1)___ (2)__ 3)__ @@ __ () ___ (6)__ (7)__ Little
preparation

61. If the above response is not what you would say, please type what you would prefer
to say in this situation in English.
Also, please type what you would say in your native language. (please transliterate in
Latin characters as best you can)

62. You are sitting at home in the evening. Suddenly, a neighbor knocks on your door.
When you open the door you see the apartment across the street is on fire. The neighbor
asks you to call "911" and summon the fire department. You pick up the phone and when
the operator answers you tell her, "Yes, there is a fire, please come quickly."

Most appropriate (1) ___ (2)__ 3)__ D __ 5y ___ (6)___ (7)___ least
appropriate

63. Please indicate how assertive the above directive sounds to you.

Very assertive (1) __ Q) __ 3)__ @& __ 5 __ ©)__ (7)__ Very
passive

64. Please indicate whether the above directive would take much time to compose.

Much preparation (1) __ (2)__ 3)__ @ __ O __ (6) _ (7)__ Litle
preparation

65. If the above response is not what you would say, please type what you would prefer
to say in this situation in English.
Also. please type what you would say in your native language. (please transliterate in
Latin characters as best you can)
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66. You and some colleagues are at a restaurant. You have ordered your meal carefully
from the menu. When the waiter brings the dishes, you notice that the waiter has made a
mistake and brought you a dish which is not only incorrect. but which contains items to
which you have a severe allergy. You say,

"Excuse me, but this is not what I ordered. [ have an allergy to this type of food, and it
could cause me to have a reaction. Could you p lease bring me the dish I ordered?"

Most appropriate (1) __ 2)___ B)__ @ __ __ 6)__ (D ___ Least
appropriate

67. Please indicate how assertive the above directive sounds to you.

Very assertive (1) __ (2)_ 3)__ @ __ ) __ 6) __ () __ Very
passive

68. Please indicate whether the above directive would take much time to compose.

Much preparation (1) __ 2)_ 3)__ @ __ ) __ 6)__ (7)___ Liule
preparation

69. If the above response is not what you would say, please type what you would prefer
to say in this situation in English.
Also, please type what you would say in your native language. (please transliterate in
Latin characters as best you can)

70. You are at the doctor’s office with a sick friend who does not speak English well.
The office is very busy, and it is obvious to you that the clerks have misplaced the
appointment or that they have forgotten about your friend, who is now feeling very sick.
You walk to the clerk and tell her, "Hey, my friend is really sick and is feeling worse. We
need to see the doctor now!"

Most appropriate (1) __ 2)___ B)__ @ __ S __ 6)__ () __ Least
appropriate

71. Please indicate how assertive the above directive sounds to you.

Very assertive (1) _ (2)__ ) __ @ __ O __ 6)__ (7)__ Very
passive
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72. If the above response is not what you would say, please type what you would prefer
to say in this situation in English.

Also, please type what you would say in your native language. (please transliterate in
Latin characters as best you can)

The following section asks for information about you and your experience as a speaker of
English.
73. Please indicate your gender. (type and M for male or F for female)

74. Indicate the number of years you have lived in the United States. (examples - 5.0 or
3.5)

75. Indicate the total number of years you have studied English formally.

76. In the space provided, please type in your major field of study and minor if you have

one. Also, if you are not attending the U of A, please type the name of your college or
university.

77. Which of the following best describes the program in which you are currently
enrolled.

___ (1) Masters degree
___ (2) PhD (Continuing course work)
_ (3) PhD (Course work completed; working on dissertation)

78. How many years have you been in your present masters or PhD program? (examples -
1.5,4,8)
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79. What is your first language.

80. What is your second language?

81. What is your third language. If you dont speak a third language, please type "None."
If you speak more than three languages, please indicate how many and which.

82. If you know your TOEFL score, please enter it. If vou are not sure guess, but you
must put in a numerical answer or leave the default.

Choose the number next to the words and/or phrases which you tend to associate with
yourself as a speaker of English. Enter the number | or 2 only. The number 3 is the
default. so you must type a 1 or a 2 for the data to be analyzable.

83. As a speaker of English, I tend to associate the following words or phrases with my
general outlook.

1. Social, Expressive, Interactive, Outward, Action oriented.

2. Private, Quiet, Contemplative, Thoughtful, Cautious.

Choose the number next to the words and/or expressions which you associate with

vourself as a speaker of your native language. Enter the number | or 2 only, please.

84. As a speaker of my first language, I associate the following words or phrases with my
general outlook.



1. Social, Expressive, Interactive, Outward, Action oriented.

2. Private, Quiet, Contemplative, Thoughtful, Cautious.

85. As a speaker of English, I tend to associate the following words with my general
outlook. (Enter the number | or 2 only, please)
1. Analytic, objective, logical, critical, observer, principles, strategic.

2. Sympathetic, subjective, personal, participant, relative, immediate view.

86. As a speaker of my native language, I tend to associate the following words with my
general outlook.
1. Analytic, Objective, Logical, Critical, Observant, Principled, Strategic.

2. Sympathetic, Subjective, Personal. Participant, Relative.

87. As a speaker of English, I tend to associate the following words or phrases with my
general outlook.
L. Possibilities, Overview, Future, Innovation, Anticipation, Ideals, Change.

2. Facts. Details, Present, Practical, Enjoyment, Realism, Use.

88. As a speaker of my native language, | am more likely to associate the following
words or phrases with my general outlook.
1. Possibilities, Overview, Future, innovation, Anticipation, Ideals, Change.

2. Facts, Details, Present, Practical, Enjoyment, Realism, Use.
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89. As a speaker of English I tend to associate the following words or phrases with my
general outlook.
. Bounded, decisive, structured, organized, firm, in control.

(9]

. Open, inquisitive, open minded , flexible, spontaneous.

90. As a speaker of my native language I associate the following words or phrases with
my general outlook.

I. Bounded, Decisive, Structured, Organized, Firm, In control.

2. Open, Curious, Inquisitive, flexible, Spontaneous.

Please give your opinions of your English language learning experiences.
91. How would you assess your formal language instruction experience in terms of how
vou are able to express yourself in non-academic situations in English.

Very satisfied (1) __ () _ BR)_ @ _ G __ ® __ (D __
Unsatisfied

92. How would you assess your formal language instruction experiences in terms of how
well prepared you are for your academic work in English.

Very satisfied () ___ 2)_ 3 _ @®__ S _ ® __ D __
unsatisfied

[n the following section please choose the response that is most appropriate to the
situation.
93. In a situation where something very dangerous might happen to someone who is
unaware of a potential serious physical danger, which of the following phrases do think
would be most effective if time were critical to the person'’s safety.

—_ (1) You are in danger!

____ (2) Be careful!

___ (3) Look out!

___ (4) Take it easy!

___ (5) Heads up!
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94. Which of the following phrases do you think would be most effective in a situation
where you need to ask to use the phone from a stranger because your car had broken
down?

(1) Can I use your phone?

___ (2) Excuse me, my car has broken down. May [ use your phone?

___ (3) Please, may I use your phone.

— (4) Could I use your phone. My car has stopped working.

_— (5) Sorry to bother you, but my car has broken down and I need to use a phone.

95. Which of the following phrases would be most effective in a situation where you had
to ask for an extension to a deadline for a class project from a professor. This professor
has told the class that he rarely gives extensions for projects.

(1) Professor. [ need another week to finish this project.

___ (2) Professor, please allow me another week to finish my project.

— (3) I know that you have said that you rarely grant extensions, but a matter has
come up which requires that I ask for an extension.

___ (4) Would you mind very much giving me and extension on my project?

___ (5) I'hate to ask this, but can I have another week to finish my project?

96. A stranger is bothering you as you walk to campus. She is following you and asking
vou for money. Which of the following phrases would be most effective in causing her
to leave you alone?

(1) Get lost!

____ (2) Please leave me alone!
(3) I am sorry, but I can't help you.
(4) I'm student and just as broke as you.
___ (5) Say nothing at all and just keep walking

97. At a friend’s house, his three year old child has picked up a very sharp knife from the
table and is walking around the room with it. What would be the most effective thing to
say in this situation?

___ (1) Excuse me, but your chiid has a knife and is walking around the room.

___ (2) Say nothing and carefully take the knife from the child.

___ (3) Tell the child: Please give me the knife!

____ (4) Hey! Your kid has a knife!

___ {(5) Tell the child: Drop that knife!

98. You have just witnessed a car accident and have a phone. You call emergency
services (911). What would be the most effective thing to say in this situation when the
operator answers the call.
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___ (1) Hello, please send the police immediately.

(2) Yes, [ want to report an accident.

(3) Can you tell me to whom I report a car accident?

(4) I am in need of assistance. There has been a traffic accident.
(5) Get me the police!

99. While at lunch at a restaurant with friends, you have just discovered that you have left
you money at home. You have already ordered your meal. You know that one of your
friends has some extra money. What would be the most effective thing to say to her if
you wanted to borrow some money?

___ (1) Hey, I forgot my money. Could you lend me enough to pay for lunch?

(2) Excuse, me but I must have left my money at home. Could I borrow ten

dollars?

___ (3)Can I borrow some money?

___ (4) Would you mind very much paying for my lunch today?

—— (5) I hate to be a bother, but I have inadvertently left my wallet at home. Would
you be so kind as to lend me enough to pay for lunch today?

100. Your research supervisor has asked you to work this weekend to finish a proposal
for a grant. You have already made plans with your family who is visiting you this week.
What would be the most effective thing to say to your supervisor.

__ (1) Say nothing. Just come in and finish the work she has asked for.

__ (2) Look, I'm really sorry, but I have plans and can' come in.

___(3) I dont work on weekends.

__ (#) My family is visiting and I really want to see them.
(5) I cant work this weekend.

END OF QUESTIONNAIRE
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APPENDIX B
DATA FROM QUESTIONNAIRE AND STATISTICAL RESULTS

t-tests results

High Stakes Directive t-test resuits

NSP NNSP Question # |

200 160
200 190
190 200
190 100
195 180
195 190
190 200
200 200
200 160
190 195
200 200
200 190
195 200
200 NA
200 NA
200 NA
195 NA
195 NA
200 NA

Standard Two-Sample t-Test

data: x: NS power in Question # 1 in SDFZ3 , and y: NNS power in
question #1 in SDF23
t = 2.2325, df = 30, p-value = 0.0332
alternative hypothesis: true difference in means is not equal to 0
95 percent confidence interval:
1.248761 28.062980
sample estimates:
mean of x mean of y
196.5789 181.9231

NSP  NNSP Question # 2
60 €0
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50 60
50 70
5 55
50
55
&0
50

=4
-

65
50
60
60
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA

[92)

-1
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Standard Two-Sample t-Test

data: x: V1 in SDF9 , and y: V2 in SDF9
t = 0.1603, df = 30, p-value = 0.8737
alternative hypothesis: true difference in means is not equal to 0
95 percent confidence interval:
-3.088517 3.614833
sample estimates:
mean of x mean of y
£0.26316 60

NSP  NNSP Question # 3

60 60
60 65
65 65
60 65
60 65
60 NA
60 60
55 60
60 60
55 65
70 NA
60 60
60 60
60 60
60 NA
60 NA
60 NA

60 NA
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65 NA

Standard Two-Sample t-Test

data: x: V1 in SDF9 , and y: V2 in SDF9
¢ = -1.3899, df = 29, p-value = 0.1751
alternative hypothesis: true difference in means is not equal to 0
95 percent confidence interval:
-2.8481119 G.7340768
sample estimates:
mean of x mean of y
50.52632 62.08333

NSP NNSP Question # 4

80 80
85 80
75 80
75 100
75 70
75 NA
80 75
80 80
80 80
80 80
100 80
80 75
100 30
80 75
75 NA
75 NA
90 NA
90 NA
75 NA

Standard Two-Sample t-Test

data: x: V1 in SDF9 , and y: V2 in SDF9
t = 0.7183, df = 30, p-value = 0.477%
alternative hypothesis: true difference in means is not equal to 0
95 percent confidence interval:
-3.611674 7.538799
sample estimates:
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mean of x mean of y
81.57895 79.61538

NSP  NNSP Question # 5

200 180
200 140
200 200
190 200
200 150
200 NA
200 200
200 200
200 200
200 150
200 200
200 200
200 180
200 190
180 NA
200 NA
200 NA
200 NA
200 NA

Standard Two-Sample t-Test

data: x: V1 in SDF23 , and y: V2 in SDF23
t = 2.7383, df = 30, p-value = 0.0103
alternative hypothesis: true difference in means is not equal to 0
95 percent confidence interval:
3.704582 25.445216
sample estimates:
mean of x mean of y
198.4211 183.8462

NSP NNSP Question # 6

140 140
140 135
140 14

145 165
50 145
145 NA

145 155
155 140
140 140

140 150
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155 155

140 140
1490 149
140 140
140 NA
1s¢C NA
138 NA
140 NA
140 NA

Standard Two-Sample t-Test

data: x: V1 in SDF9 , and y: V2 in SDF9
t = 0.9063, df = 30, p-value = 0.372
alternative hypothesis: true difference in means is not equal to 0
95 percent confidence interval:
-9.840524 25.540929
sample estimates:
mean of x mean of y
143.1579 135.3077

NSP NNSP Question # 7

180 i8¢
200 165
180 168
180 165
180 180
175 NAa
180 NA
180 160
180 180
180 175
NA 170
18C 180
180 175
130 180
180 NA
180 NA
18C NA
180 NA
180 NA

Standard Two-Sample t-Test

data: x: V1 in SDF23 , and y: V2 in SDF23
t = 3.4933, df = 28, p-value = 0.0016
alternative hypothesis: true difference in means is not equal to 0
95 percent confidence interval:
3.274416 12.558917



sample estimates:
mean of x mean of vy
180.8333 172.91€7

NSP NNSP Question # 8

120 120
120 120
120 120
120 120
120 120
120 NA
120 120
120 120
120 120
120 120
120 120
120 120
120 120
120 120
120 NA
120 NA
120 NA
120 NA
120 NA

Standard Two-Sample t-Test

data: x: V1 in SDF9 , and y: V2 in SDF9
¢t = NA, df = 30, p-value = NA
alternative hypothesis: true difference in means is not equal to 0
95 percent confidence interval:
00
sample estimates:
mean of x mean of y
120 120

NSP  NNSP Question #9

NA 100
110 120
NA 100
100 100
100 100
110 NA
100 120
100 100
120 110
130 100
NA 125
120 120

100 120
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100 NA
NA NA
100 NA
100 NA
NA NA
100 NA

Standard Two-Sample t-Test

data: x: V1 in SDF9 , and y: V2 in SDF9
t = -0.7788, 4df = 24, p-value = 0.4437
alternative hypothesis: true difference in means is not equal to 0
95 percent confidence interval:
-11.514695 5.205171
sample estimates:
mean of x mean of y
106.4286 109.5833

NSP NNSP Question # 10

140 120
120 110
140 120
140 120
140 120
140 NA
120 120
140 120
140 120
140 120
140 120
140 120
140 120
140 120
140 NA
120 NA
120 NA
160 NA
140 NA

Standard Two-Sample t-Test

data: x: V1 in SDF?2 , and y: V2 in SDF9

t = 6.1436, df = 30, p-value = 0

alternative hypothesis: true difference in means is not equal to 0
95 percent confidence interval:
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11.75697 23.46570

sample estimates:
mean of x mean of y
136.8421 119.2308

NSP NNSP Question # 11

100 100
100 100
100 130
100 110
100 100
110 NA
100 100
110 100
160 100
100 100
120 110
125 100
110 110
100 100
135 NA
120 NA
110 NA
125 NA
125 NA

Standard Two-Sample t-Test

data: x: V1 in SDF9 , and y: V2 in SDF9
t = 1.4214, df = 30, p-value = 0.1655
alternative hypothesis: true difference in means is not equal to 0
95 percent confidence interval:
-2.351978 13.121209
sample estimates:
mean of x mean of y
110 104.6154

NSP NNSP Question # 12

60 60
60 60
100 60
60 60
60 60
60 60

60 60



185

60 60
60 60
80 60
100 60
100 60
60 60
60 60
60 NA
60 NA
60 NA
60 NA
60 NA
80 NA

Standard Two-Sample t-Test

data: x: V1 in SDF9 , and y: V2 in SDF9
© = 1.9789, df = 32, p-value = 0.0568
alternative hypothesis: true difference in means is not equal to 0
95 percent confidence interval:
-0.2471548 16.2471548
sample estimates:
mean of x mean of y
68 60

NSP NNSP Question # 13

140 140
140 NA
140 140
140 130
140 NA
1430 NA
160 110
140 120
140 1350
140 120
140 120
140 140
140 140
135 11cC
140 NA
140 NA
140 NA
180 NA
140 NA

Standard Two-Sample t-Test
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X: V1 in SDF23

4536, df = 28,

native hypothesis:
percent confidence interval:

5.199139 20.303253
sample estimates:

and y: V2 in SDF23

true difference in means is not equal to 0

mean of x mean of y
141.8421 129.0909
NSP NNSP Question # 14
190 190
190 160
19¢ 190
130 190
190 190
190 190
190 190
130 190
180 190
190 190
190 190
190 1€0
190 190
190 190
190 NA
190 NA
190 NA
190 NA
190 NA

Standard Two-Sample t-Test

data:
= =1

x: V1 in SDF9

sample estimates:
mean of x mean of y

190 185.7143

and y: V2 in SDF3
.7247, df = 31, p-value
alternative hypothesis:
95 percent confidence interval:

-0.7821472

true difference in means is not equal to 0

9.3535758

NSP
190
190
190

NNSP Question # 17
190
160
190

186
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190 130
190 190
19¢C 190
190 1350
190 130
190 130
190 190
1sa 190
190 160
190 190
190 190
190 NA
190 NA
190 NA
180 NA
190 NA

Standard Two-Sample t-Test

data: x: V1 in SDF24 , and y: V2 in SDF24
T = 1.7247, df = 31, p-value = 0.0945
ternative hypothesis: true difference in means is not equal to 0
percent confidence interval:
G.7821472 9.3535758
samplie estimates:
mean of x mean of vy
190 185.7143

NSP NNSP Question # 21

140 60
60 140
60 140
60 140
60 140
60 140
100 70
60 60
60 60
110 70
60 60
60 70
60 60
60 60
60 NA
60 NA
60 NA
60 NA
140 NA

Standard Two-Sample t-Test
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data: x: V1 in SDF9 , and y: V2 in SDF9
t = -1.5346, df = 31, p-value = (.125
alternative hypothesis: true difference in means is not equal to 0
35 percent confidence interval:
-40.888727 5.775945
sample estimates:
mean of x mean of y
73.15789 90.714298

NSP NNSP Question # 25

160 140
140 160
140 160
160 160
140 160
140 160
140 160
140 140
160 160
140 140
140 160
140 140
140 140
140 140
140 NA
140 NA
140 NA
140 NA
140 NA

Standard Two-Sample t-Test

data: x: V1 in SDF9 , and y: V2 in SDF9

t = -2.6788, df = 31, p-value = 0.0117
alternative hypothesis: true difference in means is not equal to 0
95 percent confidence interval:

-14.56760 -1.97375
sample estimates:

mean of x mean of vy

143.1579 151.4286

NSP NNSP Question # 29

200 140
140 140
20¢ 140
140 140
200 140

140 140
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140 200
200 200
200 200
200 140
200 140
140 140
200 200
200 140
140 NA
200 NA
200 NA
200 NA
140 NA
200 NA

Standard Two-Sample t-Test

data: x: V1 in SDF9 , and y: V2 in SDF9
Tt = 2.1729, df = 32, p-value = 0.0373
alternative hypothesis: true difference in means is not equal to 0
935 percent confidenc= interval:

1.367288 42.346998
sample estimates:
mean of x mean of vy

179 157.1429

NSP NNSP Question # 33

100 100
100 100
100 100
100 100
100 100
100 100
100 100
100 100
100 100
120 100
100 100
100 100
100 100
30 100
100 NA
100 NA
120 NA
100 NA
100 NA

Standard Two-Sample t-Test

data: x: V1 in SDF9 , and y: V2 in SDF9



190

t = 0.4846, df = 31, p-value = 0.6314
alternative hypothesis: true difference in means is not equal to 0
95 percent confidence interval:
-3.377422 5.482686
sample estimates:
mean of x mean of y
101.0526 100

NSP NNSP Question # 37

120 120
120 120
120 120
140 120
120 120
120 120
140 120
140 120
120 120
140 120
120 120
120 120
110 120
140 120
150 NA
140 NA
120 NA
140 NA
140 NA

Standard Two-Sample t-Test

data: x: V1 in SDF9 , and y: V2 in SDF9
T = 2.9983, df = 31, p-value = 0.0053
alternative hypothesis: true difference in means is not equal to 0
S5 percent confidence interval:
3.029406 15.917962
sample estimates:
mean of x mean of y
129.4737 120

NSP NNSP Question # 41

140 100
100 140
100 100
100 140
140 140

100 140



1090
100
140
100
10¢
100
=00
140
100
140
100
140

Standard Two-Sample t-Test

data: x:

T = -2.5679,
a

B

31.322987
sample estimates:
mean of x mean of vy

NA
140
140
140
100
140
140
140
NA
NA
NA
NA

lternative hypothesis:
8 percent confidence interval:
- -3.548808

V1l in SDFS and y: V2 in SDFS

true difference in means is not equal to 0

113.3333
NSP
NA 130
100 140
100 140
100 140
100 140
140 140
1090 100
100 100
100 140
100 100
100 140
100 100
100 100
100 100
100 NA
100 NA
100 NA
100 NA
100 NA
data:

NNSP Question # 45
Standard Two-Sample t-Test

x: V1 in SDF9

and y: V2 in SDF9
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t = -3.7277, df = 30, p-value = 0.0008
alternative hypothesis: true difference in means is not equal to 0
35 percent confidence interval:

-30.834473 -9.006797

sample estimates:
mean of x mean of y
102.2222 122.1429

NSP NNSP Question # 49

60 60
60 140
60 60
60 NA
60 140
60 140
60 60
60 60
60 60
60 60
60 60
140 60
60 60
60 140
60 NA
60 NA
60 NA
60 NA
140 NA
141

Standard Two-Sample t-Test

data: x: V1 in SDF9 , and y: V2 in SDF9
t = -1.4427, df = 30, p-value = 0.1595
alternative hypothesis: true difference in means is not equal to 0
23 percent confidence interval:
-39.118325 6.729661
sample estimates:
mean of x mean of vy
68.42105 84.61538

NSP NNSP Question # 53

80 80
80 80
80 80
100 80

80 80
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80 80
100 80
80 80
100 80
100 80
100 80
100 100
100 100
80 80
100 NA
100 NA
80 NA
80 NA
80 NA

Standard Two-Sample t-Test

data: x: V1 in SDF9 , and y: V2 in SDF9
t = 2.059, df = 31, p-value = 0.048
alternative hypothesis: true difference in means is not equal to 0
95 percent confidence interval:
0.0624921€ 13.17059055
sample estimates:
mean of x mean cf y
89.47368 82.85714

NSP NNSP Question # 57

80 80
80 80
80 80
100 80
80 80
80 80
100 80
80 80
100 80
100 80
100 80
100 100
100 100
80 80
100 NA
100 NA
80 NA
80 NA
80 NA

Standard Two-Sample t-Test

data: x: V1 in SDF9 , and y: V2 in SDF9
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© = 2.059, df = 31, p-value = 0.048
alternative hypothesis: true difference in means is not equal to 0
95 percent confidence interval:
0.06249216 13.17059055
sample estimates:
mean of x mean of vy
893.47368 82.85714

NSP  NNSP Question # 61

100 100
60 60
60 60
60 60
100 60
60 60
60 100
60 120
60 100
100 100
100 60
60 60
100 100
60 60
60 NA
100 NA
100 NA
60 NA
100 NA
100 NA

Standard Two-Sample t-Test

data: x: V1 in SDF9 , and y: V2 in SDF9

t = -0.07€5, 4df = 32, p-value = 0.9395
alternative hypothesis: true difference in means is not equal to 0
35 percent confidence interval:

-15.78021 14.63735

sample estimates:

mean of x mean of y

78 78.37143

NSP NNSP Question # 61

60 140
140 60
140 60
14C 60
60 60
60 60
140 50

60 140
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1490 140
140 140
50 60
140 60
140 140
60 60
140 NA
140 NA
140 NA
140 NA
140 NA
NA NA

Standard Two-Sample t-Test

data: x: V1 in SDF9 , and y: V2 in SDF9
t = 1.911, df = 31, p-value = 0.0653
alternative hypothesis: true difference in means is not equal to 0
95 percent confidence interval:
-1.75964 54.09047
sample estimates:
mean of x mean of y
114.7368 88.357143

NSP  NNSP Question # 65
All 200 all 200
P=NA

NSP NNSP Question # 69
All 160 all 160
P=NA

NSP  NNSP Question # 72

160 160
160 160
130 160
17¢ 1€0
130 160
i30 NA
130 160
160 140
130 160
130 140
130 160

130 140
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180 140
130 160
160 NA
130 NA
160 NA
160 NA
1€0 NA

Standard Two-Sample t-Test

data: x: V1 in SDF9 , and y: V2 in SDF9
T = -1.8231, 4df = 30, p-value = 0.0783
alternative hypothesis: true difference in means is not equal to 0
95 percent confidence interval:
-19.31389 1.08527
sample estimates:
mean of x mean of v
144.7368 153.8462

NSP NNSP Question # 93

200 200
200 14¢
200 160
200 200
200 120
200 140
200 200
200 200
200 200
200 200
200 140
200 140
200 200
200 200
140 NA
200 NA
200 NA
140 NA
200 NA
200 NA

Standard Two-Sample t-Test

data: x: V1 in SDF9 , and y: V2 in SDF9
Tt = 2.2846, d4f = 32, p-value = 0.0291
alternative hypothesis: true difference in means is not equal to 0
95 percent confidence interval:

2.137341 37.291231
sample estimates:
mean of x mean of y

194 174.2857
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NSP NNSP Question # 94

120 120
120 120
120 80
80 80
80 120
80 80
80 120
80 80
80 120
120 120
120 80
80 80
120 80
80 80
80 NA
80 NA
120 NA
80 NA

Standard Two-Sample t-Test

cdata: x: V1 in SDF9 , and y: V2 in SDF9
t = -0.3394, df = 31, p-value = 0.7366
alternarive hypothesis: true difference in means is not equal to 0
95 percent confidence interval:
-16.86528 12.05325
sample estimates:
mean of x mean of y
94.73684 97.14286

NSP NNSP Question # 95

60 60
80 60
NA 60
80 60
80 60
80 60
80 60
80 60
80 60
80 60
80 60
80 60
80 60
80 60
80 NA

80 NA
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80 NA
80 NA
80 NA

Standard Two-Sample t-Test

data: x: Vi in SDF9 , and y: V2 in SDF9
T = 14.9374, df = 3¢, p-value = 0
alternative hypothesis: true difference in means is not equal to 0
95 percent confidence interval:
16.30636 21.47142
sample estimates:
mean of x mean of y
78.88889 60

NSP  NNSP Question # 96

100 140
100 140
100 100
100 100
100 100
100 100
120 100
120 100
100 140
140 100
100 120
100 100
140 100
100 140
100 NA
100 NA
100 NA
140 NA
140 NA
100 NA

Standard Two-Sample t-Test

data: x: V1 in SDF9 , and y: V2 in SDF9

t = -0.4713, df = 32, p-value = 0.6406
alternative hypothesis: true difference in means is not equal to 0
95 percent confidence interval:

-15.206038 9.491752

sample estimates:

mean of x mean of y

110 112.8571

NSP  NNSP Question # 97
180 120
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120 180
120 120
120 120
180 120
180 180
120 180
120 180
120 180
180 120
120 120
20 120
180 180
180 120
120 NA
i80 NA
120 NA
160 NA
180 NA

Standard Two-Sample t-Test

.

ata: x: V1 in SDF9 , and y: V2 in SDF9

= 0.0572, df = 31, p-value = 0.9547

lternative hypothesis: true difference in means is not equal to 0
5 percen:t confidence interval:

-20.82731 22.03031

sample estimates:

mean of x mean of y

146.3158 145.7143

(Ve R §

NSP NNSP Question # 98

160 160
160 160
160 160
160 80
160 80
160 160
160 80
160 160
160 180
160 200
160 160
160 160
160 160
80 160
160 NA
160 NA
80 NA
160 NA

160 NA



Standard Two-Sample t-Test

data: x: V1 in SDF9 , and y: V2 in SDF9
T = 0.4026, 4f = 31, p-value = 0.69
alternative hypothesis: true difference in means is not equal to 0
85 percent confidence interval:
-18.03674 26.90892
sample estimates:
mean of x mean of y
151.5789 147.1429

NSP NNSP Question # 99

100 100
60 80
100 100
80 100
80 80
80 80
100 80
100 80
100 80
100 100
100 80
100 80
100 80
100 100
100 NA
100 NA
100 NA
100 NA

Standard Two-Sample t-Test

data: x: Vi in SDF9 , and y: V2 in SDF9
t = 1.8889, df = 30, p-value = 0.0686
alternative hypothesis: true differernce in means is not equal to 0
95 percent confidence interval:
-0.5929174 15.1960920
sample estimates:
mean of x mean of y
94.44444 87.14286

NSP  NNSP Question # 100

60 50
80 20
50 20
50 20
60 60
20 60
80 60

60 50



50
60
50
60
50
50
60
60
80
80
60

Standard Two-Sample t-Test

data:

Znd of

20
NA
50
60
60
50
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA

X:
= = 2.518,

t-test results.

V1l in SDF9 and y: V2 in SDF9
30, p-value
alternative hypothesis: true difference in means is not equal to 0O
95 percent confidence interval:

2.707631 25.956337
sample estimates:
mean of x mean of y

58.94737
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Please contact the author for access to raw questionnaire data.
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APPENDIX C
INTERVIEW QUESTIONS

Are you a graduate student here at the University of Arizona?
What is your Major?

How long have you been in this program?

When do you plan on graduating?

When did you arrive in Arizona?

How long have you studied English?

Do you think that your formal English language schooling has prepared you well for your
academic work?

Are there any aspects of your English language schooling which you think could have
been better? If so what?

Do you think that this training has prepared you for day to day interaction with americans
beyond your academic work?

Have you ever had any conflicts with americans which were due to language
misunderstandings?

Do you have any stories about friends who have had similar misunderstandings?



APPENDIX D
TRANSCRIPTS OF INTERVIEWS

1 P. Basically, what I'm interested in is uh, how native speakers of English and non-native speakers of

2D. [ok]

3 P. = English interact, and uh. so the way this whole thing started was, I got interested in linguistics and
languages and then some things happened where | started recognizing uh, structures in languages that certain
people used and certain people didn’t use, uh, and so [ started investigating that stuff. Uhm, and so what ['m
going to try and do here is just find out if you have some stories of interactions with, uh, non-native speakers
of English=

4D. {laughs}

5 P. = either through professors or T.A.’'s or anything. Do you speak any other languages besides English? T

6 D. Not really, [ had German for four years in high school but [ don’t remember much of it, although I did=

7P [yeah] {uh-huh]

7 D. =hear some kids the other day speak German. | didn’t realize [ was listening to German. but I did realize =

8 D. =1 knew what they were saying but [ couldn’t figure out why. I was a little hung over that day. [ didn't=

9P [why you knew what they were saying]

10 D. = know what was going on. T2

11 P. O.K. Uh. first let me ask a few questions. Uh, are you a graduate student here at the U of A? T 2:06

12D. Yes.lam. T3

13 P. And your major? T4

14 D. Geophysical Engineering. TS

15 P. And how long have you been in this program? T 6

16 D. Oh, about a year and a half now. T 7

17 P. And when are you going to graduate? T 8

18 D. (laugh) Maybe never. Hopefully in May. T 9

19 P. (laugh) Hopefully May, OK. How long have you been in Arizona? T 10

20 D. Let's see. uh, since June of last year. T 11

21 P. OK. And you're a native speaker of English? T 12

22D. Yes. T 13

23 P. OK. Uh. let’s see. OK. we can skip these other questions because they have to do with non-native speakers. But,
uhm, I'll tell you the story that kind of got this all started for me. Uh. I, my second language is Russian. | learned it in
the military, and then I continued to study, and [ got a master’s degree in it and | wrote language teaching software, and
I started to think. “well, what are the things that people are having the most trouble with?” And uh. I took a group of
students to Moscow from this University and | stayed there for like eight weeks. And uh, [ realized pretty quickly that
there were some things that I didn’t know=

24 D. (cool]

25 P. =how to do. which | was never prepared for. So, for example. one day | was standing in the street. and these kids
were playing football, soccer, in the park, and this one big kid kicks the ball. out in the street, and just starts booking
after the ball, not looking at the cars or anything, goes right out into the street, and=

26D. (laughs)

27 P. =there’s a car coming. And I realized that I was (stalling?) because I didn’t know quite what to say. And so [ just
said, like, "Hey! Careful!” You know? Something like that in Russian. (Russian for “Hey'=

28 D. (laughs) (yeah]

29 P. =Careful!") that's what it would be. And. uh, [ realized, man, am [ the only one that (3:48)? And it turns out that [
wasn't. And it turns out that there’s a whole area of these language structures where non-native speakers have trouble.
and it doesn’t matter whether it’s English or German or Russian or Spanish. And they mostly have to do with, uh,
contlict sorts of situations, whether it’s something that has to be done=

30D. [yeah]
31 P. =and it's stressful. So. another thing that sort of happens is. uh, T.A."s interacting with students, and=
32D. {yeah) [yeah]

33 P. =and this is a good source because the T.A. is kind of tasked with doing this job that they’re not linguistically or
culturally prepared for, but they get a check to do it, and then you have a bunch of students, American students in the
class who have to just deal with it. And so. those are the sorts of stories I'm looking for, uh, those kinds of interactions.
Have you had any interactions with non-native speakers? T 14

34 D. A few. Mostly math T.A’s. T 15



35 P. Mostly math T.A's?

36 D. And physics T.A.'s.

37 P. Can you remember any particular incident? T 16

38 D. You mean. as in, like a conflict or a confrontation? We!l, 1, not any individual. specific examples, but I=
9P [a confrontation] [yeah]

40 D. =remember a lot of times when you go to class—afier class and you ask them questions abcut a graded
assignment and you're trying to tell them what you did here, and it’s like they don’t care, because they=

41 P. [uh-huh]
42 D. =don't really know what to say to you except that the math is wrong and they don’t know your way of=
43P [exactly]

44 P. =thinking, and you're saying. “Well, [ know this and this and so it should be this way,” and he’s like, “But it's
wrang'™” because they don’t really know how to, yeah. and then they seem real cold. Well, I'm=

45 P. [express,yeah) [mm-hmm)]
46 D. =sure they kind of are after awhile because everyone's frustrated with them because they don’t seem to=
sTP. [right]

48 D. =help themoutatall. T 17

49 P. Right. Now what, uh, about more advanced folks. like, | don’t know, uh, post-doctoral students or professors
have 50 you got to deal with any of those who are not native speakers? T 18

50 D. | knew Ray Klimeck T 19

51 P. Where's he from? T 20

52 D. He's from Germany. He's the one that died in the Marana skydiving accident. [ was just trying to think=

53 P. [oh, yeah]

54 D. =of someane [ knew recently and he speaks perfect English. [ don't know how long he's been speaking=
35P. [uh-huh} [yeah]
56 D. =1 mean, he knows the lingo and everything. It’s like talking to anybody else. T 21

57°P. [ycah]

58 P. But I guess what I'm more interested in is like uh, sort of authority pasitions, like professors or more advanced
T.A.'s. | mean. did you notice that there was, you know, some non-native speaker types that you seemed to deal with
better than, let's say those math T.A.'s? T 22

59 D. I'm trying to think. ['m a bad interviewee. I'm trying to think. [ haven't experienced that here actually=

60 P. [no. no. not at all) (mm-hmm|
61 D. Uhm. I'm trying to think back to QU days—it seems so long ago. Uhm. I really can't—all my professors=
62 P. [yes] [right]

63 D. =have been math and physics T.A.’s. That's about it. And everyone eise was native English speakers. T 23
64 P. [uh-huh, right, nght]

65 P. And this is—that’s exactly one of the things ['m interested in is—so you have math and physics T.A.'s who are
non-native speakers and you remember like the range of languages that they spoke? T 24
66 D. Uhm, Korean, Chinese—I'm saying Indian but. it just sounds like Indian to me—whatever they speak=

67 P. [uh-huh, whatever dialect] [right]
68 D. =over there. Uhm, | don’t remember any Russian T.A.'s. A lot of Far East. T 25
69 P. [yeah, typically... mm-hmm]

70 P. How about the Indian T.A."s? Because typically they learn English as well as whatever their local language is. T
26
71 D. Yeah, uhm, that’s true. They usually speak pretty well but [ think it's a cultural difference where they=

2P [mm-hmm]
73 D. =just don't really—what’s important to me isn’t really important to them, so they really don't get it=
74 P. [right] [uh-huh]

75 D. =when you're upset about something they don’t know that you're upset at all. T 27

76 P. Uh-huh. So you, would you say that they seem to have a—I don’t know—is it a language barrier or would you
say a cu ltural one? T 28

77 D. 1 think it's more of a cultural barrier. T 29

78 P. Yeah. What about with the other T.A.’s? T 30

79 D. They seemed to just not know what was going on because of the language. [ think so. T 31

80 P. [really, really]
81 P. So maybe there could have been cultural differences too. but they didn’t come through really because of=
82D. (well, yeah]

83 P. =the language. T 32
84 D. But they didn’t really know the meanings of the words—-more than just—they didn’t understand why I=
85 P. [right, yeah]



86 D. =was upset. We used to have a math class, and uh, the T.A.’s name was (R.S) We called it “Rassa-=

87P. [right]

88 D. =math™ because we never knew what the hell he was talking about. Rassa squared equals—1I have no=

89 P. (laughs) {uh-huh]

90 D. =idea—jot notes. He was one of the ones that didn’t understand you when you went up to him after class. He
spoke pretty well—I mean his English was good. but he didn’t understand. like, where you were coming from when=
91 P. [uh-huh]

92 D. =you had a problem. T 33

93 P. Asfaras? T 34

94 D. Why you were concerned about one particular detail of a problem and he would just blow it off, and=

95 P. [uh-huh]

96 D. =you would try to say, “No! Look!™ and he would be like, “Ah, that's OK.” and 1 think it’s just sort of—I don’t
know—maybe he just didn’t want to deal with it? [ don’t think so—I just didn’t realiy—there was a=

97 P. {right]

98 D. =cultural difference there. T 35

99 P. Yeah—I wonder-—and that's one of the things ['m doing to investigate this stuff, is, uh on what level is it
linguisuc? On what level is it cultural? What level is it personal? And, uh, | guess—1I guess what I would be looking
for—is there any time that you had to go and challenge a grade, or challenge a mark on a paper. and you can kind of
remember how the—I[ mean even in an abstract way—how the conversation went? So you'd say. “Look. you gave me a
*C’. What's up with this”" You know. T 36

100 D. Well, I've done that several times, but they usually say well—they'l] either say, ““‘come and talk to me later=

101 P. (yeah]

102 D. =or. “I'll look at it .” They don’t really want to hear what you have to say then and there because they want to
look at it themselves and, because I don’t think they really understand what | was saying anyways=

103 P. [right]

104 D. =as far as what [ was thinking. They're just gonna look to see what I wrote and if it applies at all. T 37

105 P. So you're thinking they probably need some time to process.. T 38

106 D. That's what I'm thinking. That’s what I'm thinking. ['m guessing. [ have no idea. T 39

107 P. Yeah, well. I'm guessing too. I'm curious about this stuff, and I think—I guess what ['m starting to find out. uh,
it looks like uh, there are a couple things going on. One is a language barrier. Two is a cultural barrier, and then three,
there’s this like, uh, there’s this inability to be able to deal with that problem at the moment because=
108 D.

hmm]

109 P. =they have to compose something to say and. uh, I'm starting to suspect that’s what's going on more so than=
110 D. [yeah}

111 P. =they're unable. It's just that they're unprepared, and uh, anyway. T 40

112 D. Well, I have noticed I mean most native English speakers, I mean if you have a problem with the

professors after class they usually talk to you a little bit about it, and my expenence has been mostly with=

113P. [exactly]

114 D. =T.A.’s or foreign—({oreigners that don't really have time, like you said. to take it back with them and maybe—
maybe come talk to you. And I’ ve had instances where they’ve come and talked to me the next day and gave me my
paper back and said. "OK. Now [ see what you're saying, and this is this way,” and they’ll usually give me a few points
or something. T 41

115 P. So. did it usuaily get resolved on some levei? T 42

116 D. Sometimes. T 43

117 P. Sometimes. T 424

118 D. Sometimes they just don't want to deal with you because they’re T.A.’s and they don’t have time to deal=

19 P [right]
120 D. =with you. I understand that factor too. T 45

121 P. Cool. Alright, that's basically all | needed. T 46

122 D. That'sit? T 47

123 P. That’s it. Thank you very much. T 48

124 D. Well thanks for the twen ty bucks. T 49

125 P. No problem. T 50 — 50 total turns

{mm-
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P. OK. so uh. basically. I"ll explain a little about what we're doing—my research is about. Uhm, ['m very
interested in the way that uh, non-native speakers of a language, not necessarily English, but any language=
[mm-hmm]

P. =My second language would be Russian, and | remember when [ was learning Russian that. uh. there were
things that I studied and I felt very comfortable with, but there were times when [ would be in situations that [ had
no access to the nght cultural thing to do or the right language uh, structures, and—and=

{mm-hmm]

P. =felt lost, and as [ talked to my other friends who were learning other languages. uh, we came to the conclusion
that there were many things that we never studied, that we should have studied, somehow, some way. We don't
know exactly how we should have studied them, and uh, and so, I began to develop uh. you know, some ideas
about things that we could teach people who were learning second languages—French or German. Japanese, that
would help them uhm, in certain situations, and [ started thinking about what are the situations that are most
important. Well, [ studied Russian linguistics and Russian literature and so I found that | was more comfortable
talking about Dolstoyevsky or, uh, or any Russian writer uh, [ was more comfartable doing that than [ was sitting
with someone and having a meal because. uh. there’s certain protocols and certain cultural things that [ was not
aware of. And so, very simple things, | felt like, "I don't know what to say.” So [ expanded this a little more and |
came to the conclusion that there are certain structures that are really important. and the main ones [’m interested
in are how to ask for things, how to receive things, how to refuse things, uh, that are. vou know. appropniate to the
culture that you're learning=

{mm-hmm]

P. =the language in without hurting yourseif. So if vou have beliefs you don’t want to, you know, abandon those
beliefs just because you're in someone else’s culture. So. uh, that's how the whole study started. And [ started to
think well. “What was something that happened to me that was sort of profound?” And I remember [ went to visit
Moscow and I'm walking down the street and a little boy ran out into the street to chase his ball, and a car was
coming. And 1 thought, “Oh my God! I have to say something because he doesn’t see the car coming.” I just. [
mean ['m not sure exactly what | said but it was something like=

[mmm]

=(Russian for *‘Be careful!™) something like that. But. it didn't have the force that [ wanted it to have. And, uh,
luckily I yelled so loud that he looked up and saw the car coming, and uh, but it was something that scared me.
And [ thought, “Man, I’ve studied Russian for five years. or six years, and [ don’t know what to say.” And { felt,
you know, helpless. So. and then I told this story to other people who were learning other languages, and almost
everyone had a similar kind of story. And [ expanded that to conflicts. So. you know=

{mm-hmm]

P. =there was this guy at the hotel where we were staying. There was this hotel in Moscow called (name). You
know (laughs) | mean it’s this terrible place and this guy was really mean and he wouldn’t give us our keys. T |
S. Russian? T 2

P. Yeah, yeah. He was just kind of a jerk. you know? And, uh, you know, [ wanted to say, “Hey look. you know,
you shouldn’t treat us that way.” But I really didn’t know how, culturally, to approach him, to say it in a way that
was forceful. but polite. And so, I had 1o ask friends, and then. you know, I had to like, compose this statement.
Then so [ went to him and [ said this. and. you know, | was very nervous. And then he said=

(laughs)

P. ="l am so sorry—I didn't mean to hurt your feelings.” You know. and so I think there are all these
misunderstandings that end up taking place because, you know, we're in another language and another cuiture and
we don't know what to say. So that's what I study. And even on a formal, logic level too. T 3

S. Have you had a chance to converse with bilingual, [ mean, people who speak more than three languages? T 4
P. Yeah. This is—and in fact, ['m avoiding them completely because they are such a special case. So, for
example, uh, in Tucson. there are many people who speak Spanish and English exactly at the same level. They can
move back and forth between the languages flawlessly. They represent a special problem. That. I'm not going to
work on because it’s too complex. Uh, and perhaps it’s the same with you, with your... T §

S.No.T6

P. No? [ notice that you had uh, (Buryat) as your second language? T 7

S. Uh. ves, [ don’t speak but my grandmother—I can understand some conversation, but just some simple=

{oh, really?]

S. =things. T8

P. Right. Oh. but you grew up speaking Russian? T 9

S. Yes. That’s the policy. T 10

P. Yeah, sure. Yeah. T 11

S. And Burgat language was introduced, like, during the Perestroika period to high school students=

{mm-hmm]
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S. =secondary schools, but when [ was a kid, you just didn’t study. There weren't Burgat language in the=
[yeah]

S. =education system. T 12

P. Well, uh. a very similar thing happens with native languages here. So, there will be, uh, it will probably be
grandparents who are the only ones who still speak a native language, like Tohono O'odam is a native language, if
you're Apache. Uh, and you’ll have children who understand when their grandparents speak, but they don't speak
very well themselves, which is another interesting phenomenon. T 13

S. And they probably don’t have an interest in developing their skills. T 14

[right, exactly]

P. Yeah, because there’s all these, you know, issues of power, of being pushed into this. But anyway, | wanted to
ask you as an English speaker when you are learning English. When did you first start learning English? T IS
21:28

S. Uh. at high school. T 16

P. Oh, really? T 17

S. Well, English, it’s a required class in high school. In my hometown—it was either—in my school, it was=
[mm-hmm]

S. =either English or German. We didn’t have French, but in other schools had three. sometimes two or three=
P. [uh-huh} [mm-hmm] {uh-huh}
S. =languages, and I chose English, but I didn’t speak very well because. Then 2 years at the university. the=

P. [well, 77 sure]

S. =first two grade—first two grades, we had English. Special English, like geographical terms, text and stuff=
(mm-hmm|

S. =and then I had a chance to go with a—to California with the environmental exchange program for five=

[oh. cool]

S. =weeks. That was ten years ago and before it. [ felt that my English was kind of well, but then [=

{uh-huh]

S. realized that it was not so good. After the program I started to learning hard. [ mean, [ found tapes with=

P. [uh-huh] [mm-hmm|
S. =textbooks. with friends started learning it almost every day for half a year and then it improved a little=
P. {uh-huh] [wow]

S. =bit. and that’s probably all. Oh, also I attended. mmm what's it called? A special political course for six=
[uh-huh]

S. =months no. just. yes, it was called...It’s British/American, English, mmm, for beginners, yeah, it had good=

P. [??] [mm-hmm] (for six months?]
S. =grammar. And the other thing that helped me to... Yeah, it's the pronunciation and just spoken English=
P. [mm-hmm] [mm-hmm|

[veah] {uh-huh}

S. =friends. T 18

P. Do you find that email tends to help more with spoken or written? T 19

S. Uh, probably both. But. written. first of all. But you can pick up some useful phrases. like slang=

P. [both] [yeah] [phrases, sure| [uh-huh]
S. =idiomatic expressions, because it happens in the email. T 20
(right]

P. Yeah. I find email very interesting because it’s very close to spoken speech in many ways, at least in English
and I think maybe ?? T 21
S. Yeah, if you don't write, like official letters. With friends it's like a conversation. Share your ideas. Casual.

P. [right, just to friends] [mm-hmm)] [right. on a casual]

P. So. do you have any anecdotes similar to the one that I have? T 22

S. Well, (laughs) I' ve done some research on the web for anecdotes, but I didn't find something good. T 23
P. Well. [ mean, uh, a personal experience that happened to you. So. uh. either you were in a conflict with
someone. Funny, or more like, where. I’m looking for instances where you wish you had something more=
(funny?]

P. =powerful in your language, where you could say, “No. stop that,” or , I want this.” Or—something where
there were some consequences that might have been more serious than you expected. T 24

S. I'm not sure. This—this has been email mostly because [ didn’t have the chance to talk with native=
[yeah]

S. =speakers. ?? Mmm... T 2§



209

78. [veah}

79. P. I was thinking also some of the incidents in the survey that [ made up, where you had an advisor who wanted
vou—And maybe this hasn’t happened yet, but sometimes you'll get an advisor who'll want you to do something,
uh. that you don’t really want to do, that you've done. T 26

80. S. (laughs) It’s probably not in English. It’s only my second month here. T 27

81. P.Right...Well, that’'s OK—that’s OK. ['m looking for a range of times, that people have been here in the
country. Uh. typically there’s kind of a period where you’re new to a place, uh, and you sort of avoid conflicts if
you can. But eventually you feel more and more comfortable in the language and uh, in the culture. And that’s
probabiy when these sorts of things arise. But... T 28

82. S. Just a funny story [ found on the Internet. An English man, on the streets of Kiev in the Ukraine, wanted to ask
for directions to someplace. And two policeman guys... And he asked them in English. They kept silent and he
asked them in French and they kept silent and just stared at him. And there was German. Italian, Spanish. Finally
he had to quit and go away. But when they stayed alone, they said to each other in Ukraine, *This is a smant guy.
but 1t didn’t help him to find a way.” (laughs) T 29

83. P.(laughs) Yeah, yeah. I've heard similar stories like that. T 30

84. S.It's Russian. T 31

85. P. Yeah. I understand. Well, now when you flew into the states, where did you, uh—did you fly to Moscow first?
T

86. S. Yes. 1o Moscow to get my Visa, passport. 22?? And my flight was, it consisted of two connecting=

87. P. [mm-hmm] [right]

88. S. =flights. The first was to New York. JFK then Cincinnati? Then Tucson. T 32

89. [mm-hmm]

90. P. So that was United. s that what you flew? T 33

91. S.Uh, Delta. T 34

92. P. Delta. One of the common uh, threads [ find with people | have this interview with is usually there is an airline
story that they have. So for example, this one friend of mine who is a Japanese native speaker, he=

93. [ah]

94. P. =goes to school here and his girifriend came with him and uh, then she was going back alone. She speaks no
English at all and so he had to do ail the translating. Well, their plane was delayed. and it was delayed so late that
she was going to miss her connecting flight in Los Angeles 1o go back to Japan. And so he’s trying to explain to
them. “look she’s going to miss this flight.” And he was telling me—he said, you know. his English was good. but
he felt like he needed more time to compose the right things to say. Finally, he said. “Look. she has to geton a
plane.” And they said. “OK, well here’'s what we'll do is we’ll put her on a plane to New York and then she can
fly from New York to Frankfurt. and then from Frankfurt to Tokyo. And he said, *No! [ mean, that's 20 or 30
hours on the plane!”™ And so what they did was they put her on a plane to Los Angeles and she found some
Japanese speakers. and they helped her get on a plane to Tokyo from there. But uh, they were quite willing to put
this woman on a plane to Frankfurt first and then to Tokyo. And then, so he had to say. “No. [ can't let you do
that.” And uh, it was an instance where he wished his language abilities were stronger.

95. S. You just have to prepare for such, like ?? Flights...numbers. T 35

96. [mm-hmm. right, mm-hmm]

97. P. And. but the problem here is uh, the people were impatient. And so there was a conflict. that, you know=

98. [yes]

99. P. =peoples’ tempers got upset and uh, and he said he wished he know some stronger words. (laughs) T 36

100. S. Yeah, actually I'm expecting my wife and daughter to come, and she doesn’t speak any English at ail.=

101.P. [Oh. oh, excellent] [mm-hmm. yeah]

102. S. =This is my big problem. T 37

103. P. Right, and you’re anxious about it. How oid is your child? T 38

104. S. Uhm. she turned one year this month. September last month. T 39

10S. [oh. wow]

106. P. Yeah, that’s great. And are they in (???2)T 40

107. S. Yes. Maybe in December or January. I'm not sure. [ have to issue a ???? for them. T 41

108. P. [mm-hmm] [oh, right)

109. P. And. will they have to go to Moscow first? T 42

110. S. Yes. To get their visa. T 43

i11. P. [ have friends—friends who go back and forth and uh, they said it’s a little better now than it was a few months
ago, but a few months ago they said it was just terrible to try and get visas. You had to wait so long.=

112. (you mean the embassy?]

113. P. =Is it still really bad? T 44

114. S. [ haven’t been to the embassy myself. 2??? [ came to the office and I picked up a passport and ticket.
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115. P. Yeah. that's another place where I've had, you know, good data collection is from people having to deal with
the embassy people, and uh, tuckily you got to avoid that, so... T 45

116. S. Russians? T 46

117. P. Oh no, the American Embassy. So Russians who were going to the American Embassy to try and get a visa and
especially if they were bringing a friend or something, spouse, and they sit and have to listen to the American guys
at the embassy ask all these questions. Anyway, so I’ ve heard some bad stories from there. T 47

118. S. Well, actually I find myself, I find myself confident with asking directions (????)T 48

119. [mm-hmm)]

120. P. Well, how about this—uh. your first instance when this happens in the future where there’s this uh, something
like I've described? Let me know about it. Send me and email and let me know. Because it will=

121. [yeah, alright]

122. P. =probably happen. But uh, actually Tucson is a pretty nice place with pretty nice people. Everyone is very
helpful.

123. S. Well maybe when | was looking for an apartment, you know all this paperwork. It was a little bit hard=

124. [oh, yeah]

125. S. =for me to understand everything, but uhm, I tried not to miss everything, or just it’s important when you=

126. [right}

127. S. =sign papers. T 49

128. P. Well, it’s true. And a lot of those papers are just poorly written. [ mean, those people are just much more
concerned with getting you as a lenant and getting your money than, you know, preparing a good document, and
they're not standard for the most part. So if you go from one place to another place. T 50

129. S. Well, things were standard. It's standard apartment—apartments run by a manager with like an=

130. {mm-hmm|

131. S. =association of renters—what's it called? (????) Just many things like that that you have to understand.

132.P. [oh] {a co-o0p?} {mmm, yeah. right]

133. S. =And [ was in a rush. Yeah, because | stayed one week at (dorm name) the dorm, and then we had to move and
I went to Congress Hotel and just needed to find somewhere quick. T 51

134. P. Right, and how did you go around to find an apartment? Did you look in the paper? T 52

135. S. Uh (laughs) yes. And they all had phone numbers—<ell phone numbers and yeah [ was a little bit afraid=

136. [mm-hmm]

137. S. =of asking what it’s like so I skipped some of them—maybe better apartments or cheaper. But what I=

138. P. {uh-huh] (right. mm-hmm]

139. S. =found is it’s OK because [ don't pay really much compared with other places. And ves. I found it=

140. [right]

141. S. =through an agency. The agency Apaniment Locators. I found them and they said, *Come to us and we'll=

142. P. (mm-hmm] [oh yeah, they're good]

143. S. =find you something.”

144. P. That's good. and they get a little money from the apartment, I think. [ think that’s the way they work.=

145. [they have a database]

146. P. =Yeah that’s much more convenient. T 53

147. S. I just, | said. "I can afford $310 dollars two piaces to choose from.” T 54

148. P. {mm-hmm] [oh. cool]

149. P. Good. Now uh, did you know about the family housing that the University offered? T 55

150. S. Christopher City? T 56

151. P. Yeah, | lived there for two years. T 57

152. S. Yeah, yeah, but it’s closed though because of some, uh— T 58

153. P. Asbestos. Yeah, it was very frustrating to live there. I have two sons and so we lived together uh, then they said,
“Ch. we're closing it down.” And the bad thing was is that there were mini-communities of different cultures. So
vou had people from Columbia and people from some of the Arabic countries and=

154. [mm-hmm]

155. P. =they would live kind of together. T 59

156. S. So all of them married students only. T 60

157. P. Sure, married students only, or single with children and they would help each other out—share driving, taking
care of the kids. When they closed that. everyone just dispersed. And a lot of us were kind of upset. T 61

158. S. [ don’t have neighbors, student neighbors. But it’s a one-bedroom apartment so | can have family. T 62

159. [mm-hmm}

160. P. Sure, is it far from here? T 63

162. P. Oh. OK. T 65
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163. S. You know the uh, 7?7?77 T 55

164. P. Yes. it’s right across from there? T 67

165. S. Yeah, it just (???2)T 68

166. P. Well. it's not bad to ride your bike. T 69

167. S. Yeah, three and a half miles. But when my family comes— T 70

168. [veah]

169. P. You’'re going to have to getacar. T71

170. S. Yeah, (laughs) right. And [ got my driver’s license last week. But it's kind of difficult to find a cheap=

171. [oh. cool. good for you]

172.S. =car. T 72

173. P. It's true. it’s true. Especially one that’s dependable and cheap. You’d probably be looking at maybe $1500 or
$1000 minimum. T 73

174. S. Right. Between $1500 and $700. But the bad news is | have to pay the insurance company much more.=

175. [right]

176. S. =Maybe $900 or $1000. T 74

177. P. Well you know there are some places—and I'm trying to think of the name. But there is a—I'l] ask my friend
Boris. He works at uh, he works in Princeton now, but when he was here I got him a car to drive and he had an
insurance company that was fairly reasonable. Yeah. So I'll try and find his uh, the name of the=

178. [reaily]

179. P. =company, because they are much more reasonable than others. T 75

180. S. That would be nice. T 76

181. P. Now, have you gone to look at cars yet? T 77

182. S. Just a little bit. Uh, I have a family—Internationai Friends. It's a program run by the [nternational=

183. P. [yeah] (uh-huh]

184. S. =Stwudents office. And if you sign up for this program they assign you a family to be your friends. I got a=

185. {oh. cool. sure]

186. S. =family friend and... Yeah. they help me. Actually they let me use their car to take the road test and we went=

187. P. [oh, that's good} [yeah. they help a lot] (uh-huh]

188. S. =down to some places to look for cars, but dealerships aren’t cheap. T 78

189. P. No. they're not. and the salesmen are just very pushy (laughs). Yeah, the best thing is to find one in the=

190. [just] [right]

191. P. =papers and then have someone look at it. T 79

192. [in the papers]

193. S. Yeah, just someone who knows cars very well. T 80

194. P. Did vou drive in 22?2 much? T 81

195. S. Uhm. not really. A little bit. | had my drivers license in Russia since 1993 but [ didn’t have a car. [=

196. P. (no] (mm-hmm] (right]

197. S. =borrowed my uncle’s car for awhile, but that's ail. T 82

198. [mm-hmm]

199. P. Well. I think that’s pretty much all [ needed. T 83 --- 83 total turns
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P. Are you a graduate student here at the Uof A? T 1

S.Yes. T2

P. And your major? T 3

S. My major is geosciences.

P. OK. And how long have you been in this particular program? T 4

S. Here, I've been for now six years. T 5

P. OK. And you're going to graduate in Spring? T 6

S. Hopetully Spning 2000 by Fall 2000—excuse me—Spring 2001 likely, or the Fall 2001. T 7
[OK]

. P. And when did you come to Arizona? T 8
. S.1did come in December 1993.

P. OK. And how long have you studied English? Including school T 9

. S. Including school? T 10

S. Probably since sixth grade. T 11
P. Sixth grade. So, uh. twenty years maybe? T 12

. S. On and off, you know, twenty years now. T 13
. P.OK. Uh, do you think that your formal English schooling prepared you for your academic work? T 14
. S. Not quite, however, it was the easiest way o get into speaking English through my economic uh, literature

research. T 15

P. OK. Uh, are there aspects of your English language schooling which you think could’ ve been taught better by
your instructors or programs? T 16

S. Absolutely. T 17

P. Absolutely. Anything in particular that you felt. as a gut instinct, was not good enough? T 18

S. Not good enough was the fact that we got first a lot of grammar and very little practical language. Other=
[mm-hmm] {OK]

S. =aspects is that once you are introduced to a language, it’s important to know where, which [???] My schooling
was British English. not American English. So we were geared

{nght]

26. S. =toward speaking in England rather than the U.S. even though at this pont in time most people would

recognize English as the American English rather than the British English when you go abroad=

[l see]

S. =outside Europe. T 19

P. And did you find some confusing... T 20

S. Oh yes. | found some confusing instances. some of them rather funny, some of them a little bit more=

. P. [yes}] (laughs) [oh. sure]

S. =pointed. so | had my problems (laughs). T 21

(nght]

P. OK. Uh, lets see—do you think that, uh, the academic training prepared you for day-to-day interactions with
Americans beyond academia? T 22

S. Uhm, if I had to rely on my academic training to interact with Americans, not. However, my training before [
got into academia prepared me for uh, interactions with standard citizens anyway. T 23

P. OK. Now. uh, basically what I'm going to tell you about is sort of the reason I'm doing all of this. There was
one particular incident that made me start to think about all of this. When I was in Moscow in "94, | had studied
Russian uh, academically uh, and had a few friends for about seven years. And so [ took a group of students on a
program to Moscow. And, uh, I felt comfortable interacting for the most part. [ mean, there was times when [ was
confused. But there was one time when uh, [ realized that there were certain parts of my language training that
were completely inadequate. And , uh, this one particular instance, [ was standing on a street corner and these kids
were playing soccer—football. And one little kid, about six years, old kicked his ball out into the street, and he
went running between cars out into the street to get the ball. And there was a car coming and I was the only adult
around. And, uh. you know, [ felt like, you know, [ had to say something. And so, [ started to say something and [
realized [ wasn't exactly sure what to say in this instance. So [ just yelled out. “(Russian),” which means. “Hey,
be careful!” which was probably not the right thing to say. but he looked up in time and moved out of the way. So
there was no disaster. So [ started to realize, you know, there are these—+these structures in language which [ was
never taught. You know, like in English you would say, “Hey, look out!” or “Run!" or something like that. Uh, but
| realized that [ didn’t either—I was not exposed to that, or uh. I just had no idea what was the appropriate thing to
say. And so | started looking into more of these things where there were either dangerous situations or conflicts
where you had to interact with the native speakers, but you weren't sure, uh, how forceful to be. or how polite to
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be. And, and in these situations, what I focused on were things where there were serious consequences. Academic
consequences, for example. Let's say you have an advisor who would like you to take a class, and you've already
taken this class somewhere else, but they keep pushing you to take this class, and how do you refuse, how do you
say. “No, [ don’t want to do this"? Culturally, some groups are not able tc defy authonty, and other groups are
quite comfortable. My question for you is, after telling you that story, can you think of any incidents where you
had a similar sort of situation. Uh, you were—you had to do something to protect someone, or, uh, do something
in a situation where you had a conflict with some purchase. or a advisor or something like this where you had to
interact, but you were—it was important that you got something or you did something, or you did something uh, to
avoid something. And [ know I'm being a little vague on that, but, uh... T 24

S. Is there. uh, way too many of these possibilities? T 25

P. There's lots of possibilities. but anything that pops to mind. T 26

S. Well, not immediate, [ think of a couple of occasions in which [ was not sure whether to refuse something that
my advisor or the department was interested in me doing, and I felt actually that [ didn’t need it. Or simply. |
couldn’t—I could not easily refuse, and [ did not know how to formulate it. Actually I=T 27

[mm-hmm]|

S. =know [ did not want to do it so, as a matter of fact., [ got stuck with not being able to refuse. So, that kind of
situation [ had. but situations in which I had to, literally uh. stop something uh. not sure what to think of that. I've
had situations that perhaps needed that kind of language and I didn't have it. But, uh=

. [mm-hmm]

S. =basically had to do it around the comer. The other thing is that, since in the geosciences department=

{nght]

S. =actually there are a number of people who speak Spanish. It was, to me. to an extent, easy to actually, to
reassure, to change the language and convey that in Spanish, to make that case happen. So... butin a real=
{mm-hmm)]

S. =strong case. ['m not sure [ could be able to pinpoint it. I think that [ have always been able to either rephrase it,
or otherwisc express it in some way that the message got across. But yes, [ had a situation=

[uh-huh]

S. =where [ couldn’t refuse even though | felt [ should refuse and I couldn’t. T 28

[nght]

P. And would you say that uh, would you say that that was a language problem or a cultural problem? Would you
say that in your native language and your native culture that refusing a advisor is inappropriate? Or do you think if
you were in your native country, you'd say, “No, ['m not going to take that, and you can’t make me"? T 30

S. Yeah, you know, [ think it's more cultural than linguistic. There—in Germany, where I spent eight years, or in
Spain, there are a number of situations where culturally, it is very difficult, it's actually impossible, uh, to refuse.
uh. your advisor. [t's basically a situation where the advisor. to a very large extent, is in such a position, through
pnivilege, in this case that you can not easily say ‘no."” You will have to have a very compelling reason and you
will have to be able to convey that in a polite form. ask to this person to be able to take insight. think about it. and
then accept the refusal. Or otherwise come back to you for a question of why you're refusing it. So this is a
situation in which I’ve been often basically, I' ve been given more work=

[nght]

S. =than is actually possible to achieve...what particular work is supposed to look like, and I have not been able to
refuse that or make them understand that that is actually more work than what this person’s expecting, uh. you to
be able to put in. So I could not refuse, and [ wasn't actually able to get them to accept that refusal sco... T 31

P. Mm-hmm. But do you think that if you had had, uh. in either German or English. if you had had better language
skills at the time that you would have felt more comfortable with the refusal? T 32

S. Yes, yes. I think so. | think that to an extent it is also language. Certainly that in this case the cultural barrier
makes it very difficult for you to refuse a person of authority above you, uh, but certainly language would also be
a part of it. Ways in Spanish, which [ think to a good extent is my native language—in=

[mm-hmm]|

S. =Spanish there are many ways in which you can indicate that even though this person is in a position of
authonty and you cannot easily refuse him, you can indicate that what you're thinking about the situation
involved. this person can tell from language, and therefore it will prompt this person to second ask you=
[mm-hmm]

S. =either [ sense that you are not agreeing with this. or [ can sense that you are uncomfortable with this—why—
why are you refusing me? In Spanish, there are quite a number of ways of paraphrasing things in which you can
indicate in a way, that sense through the context, as to say, “Well, [ have to, I'll do it, but, uhm, I'm not approving
it.” or "I have a disagreement of how or why this is to be done.” So you can=

P. [right] [mm-hmm)]

S. =convey it through the context, or you can convey it through paraphrasing it. even though the form of=
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[mm-hmm]

S. =the sentence indicates you are agreeing, you can indicate, I am agreeing, but.” So with that paraphrase=

P. [are agreeing] [veah]

S. =you can indicate a lot. Uh, have second thoughts about how you want to address them. Then, if that=
[mm-hmm| [right]

S. =doesn’t happen. you can, depending on. again. how far you can push the barrier of refusing some other person
1n a position of authority, you can convey more forcefully. Basically the sentence structure or the way you're
using the context can change as to indicate progressing degrees of uncomfort, or, uh, of refusal=

[nght]

S. =as at some point this person will be able to pick it out and indicate, “Now you are obviously saying to me
‘something’s really wrong here.” What is it you disapprove of?”" And in English I'm not sure [ have all=

{nght]

S. =that language skill to convey—to be able to convey this in that fashion simply because ?? either you agree or
disagree. There isn’t much to it in between and to be able to refuse somebody when you come from a background
when refusing somebody is not something you do, uh very lightly, or at the=

[mm-hmm])

S. =first sentence, it makes it very difficult on my side to convey it, because [ don’t have—I don’t have the=
[uh-huh]

S. =situation where I can say this and feel comfortable that by saying this I'm OK. and you're polite and=

[right. and you're polite]

S. =you’re not willing to basically go from accepting to refusing just in one blow. You would like to have=
[right]

S. =something in between in which you, from your cultural point of view, you are not breaking the rule of refusing
your advisor yet. You're indicating to him that he better listen to something you want to convey=

[nght]

S. =and that you are not comfortable with. So it's a double-edged situation because the advisor. on the other=
(right]

S. =hand. doesn’t have necessarily the cultural background to notice that you are at discomfort. you are at the
point of refusal and you're not telling him in the exact wording because he's used to either hearing you say. ‘yes'
orsay, ‘no.’ and if he doesn’t hear a clear ‘no,’ that means yes. T 33

(nght]

P. Right. And you've found that with both Germans and Americans? T 34

S. I've found it to a much stronger degree. uh. with America in the English language than ["ve actually=

[oh?]

S. =found in German, and German does—even though it's a similar language in terms of how you structure
sentences—German allows you to include a great number of modifying cases within a sentence—to actually this
person being able to sense, uh, he's adding something to the way you're saying "yes’ or you're saying 'no’ that
indicates you should listen to it. It's also part of the sentence structure. In German, a=

[mm-hmm]

S. =sentence is not complete until you put the verb in this again. So all the modifying cases, all the fine-=

{nght]

S. =tuning in which you could agree. disagree, or you could accept or refuse can be made in the course ot the
sentence so you put the final (?) at the end. In English it's slightly different. You use subject— the verb=P.
[uh-huh] (right]

S. =comes almost immediately afterwards and then if you have any modifying questions or any modifying
additions to the sentence it usually comes after the verb, which means that if you say, [ agree, but there's=
{right]

S. =something I'm not comfortable with...” The first part is 'l agree,” and if the person is not willing to hear very
strongly the rest of the sentence where everybody is often focused on the subject and the verb which is, *[ agree.’
Ah! OK, he agrees. The rest is ???? to a sentence. And in Spanish, even though it has=

P. [right] [right]

S. =a similar structure, it has a subject and a verb and then a number of modifying cases before, exactiy=

{before ?}

100. S. =because the language is not specifically a contentual? Language. In that it’s not really made out of the

concept of the words, but it very often relies heavily on paraphrasing. It is a—how do you say? A context=

101. [right]
102. S. =of a language for anybody to pick up the whole of the sentence. If there is a number of things added to it—if

there are a number of modifying cases within the sentence, then all of a sudden if matters that they look at those
modifying cases within a sentence, even though the first thought. is in English, “Oh—he=



103. [nght]

104. S. =agrees. I guess it’s OK.” But it’s a contextually different language when you start adding to it all of a=

105. [mm-hmm)]

106. S. =sudden you're modifying the context. Immediately it’s saying “Ah-hah! [ guess he's agreeing with me, but=

107. P. [there’s something more}

108. S. =there’s something more™ and then it’s not—from the cultural sense again—it's not easy to just rush over it and
say. "OK, here, I'll run over this situation.” T 35

109. P. Mm-hmm. Do vou think that uh, sometimes that the advisor’s either German or, uh, English—and [ don’t
necessarily mean just advisors, but native speakers will take advantage of non-native speakers uh, because of that
incomplete understanding? T 36

110. S. Uhm. I'm not sure it is—how do you say—consciously taking advantage of a person because of that
incompleteness of the way we treat these cultural differences. But I think that. uh. if you go to the extent
unconsciously that definitely indicates that, yes, non-native speakers are at a disadvantage to make their

111. [right]

112. S. case. That's—I agree that’s the case. They’re not necessarily taking advantage of you but the fact is that=

113. [nght]

114. S. =in the case where they have to decide in their favor or the favor of the person who's not expressing completely
its disapproval or its disagreement. they’'ll go for their case. You know, they actually will brush=

115. (mm-hmm]

116. S. =over the situation and say, "OK., he agrees, so the rest, I guess [ can get later.” But that's too late. And I=

117.P. [right] [uh-huh] [that's right]

118. S. =think that that will probably happen a lot between. say Spanish and English, and I think that can happen also
between Spanish and German because the language—the structure of the language is very—it's very=

119. [mm-hmm)]

120. S. =different. In one case, there is context of a given language versus concept of a given language. So, I=

121. P. {uh-huh] (right]

122. S. =found that very strongly in the English language, the difference is whether you treat the context as important
or you treat the concept as the driver in the sentence. T 37

123. [nght]

124. P. Hmm—that's interesting. Now do you have a sense that uh, that certain language speaking groups have—I
don’t know exactly how to put it—but have an inherent, more powerful position than other languages?

125. S. 1 don’t understand. T 38

126. P. Well. I mean. for exampie—and this is more of a political question—so for example, do you think, uh. that,
let’s say a Japanese speaker coming to this country, uh. feels on the same level as a. maybe a person on the same
level coming from Venezuela, as far as how the English speaker perceives their position? T 39

127. S. Well, yes. [ definitely, really do have to agree and that happens pretty much in most languages anyways. [ think
that, uh, it's not the same, and that’s not language driven. I think that in this case it’s culture driven. [t’s very often
part of—for the general language—where this person comes from. What world does this particular country have in
the perceived concept of that culture? And that absolutely happens. And I

128. [exactly]

129. S. =remember a case of a friend of mine this is in Germany, where this person was Japanese. A friend of=

130. [mm-hmm}

131. S. =her happened to be Vietnamese, so, from their outlook they looked to a German both very, very similar in
appearance. However it was definitely different in the treatment to the point that they seemed to=

132. [right]

133. S. =actually—to a standard of politeness to a standard where this person said. “Oh, ['m Japanese.” This person
was treated with a lot more respect and this person was listened much more careful to what she was saying than
the person who indicated. “Oh, ['m from Vietnam, or I am from China.” And at that point very often the cultural
barriers went way higher which meant that the perception of this person being Asian had a lot to do if this person
was considered as being Japanese. This person probably comes from a developed country, comes from a culture
that actually is an industrial power. Obviously this person is not the same as=

134. {uh-huh]

135. S. =somebody (background noise) or this person might be a lower class, lower income level than the Japanese.
That happened—that happened a lot in Germany. [ think this would happen also in the U.S. and think there's quite
a compelling story to be made. I had to learn it. to an extent. through the way I came to the U.S. in which [ was
advised ahead of time to coming here that if asked where ['m coming from was much better to say, “I'm a
Spainard.” than, “I'm Spanish,” because there’s a cultural connotation in the first=
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{right]

S. =case to be from Europe in which case one is immediately associated with much more wealthy and a
[mm-hmm]

S. =much more developed society than if | were to say, "1I'm Spanish.” It could mean someone who was from just
south of the border in Mexico or Venezucla. It doesn’t matter where [ come from Chile which is=

[uh-huh]}

S. =actually a highly developed society with a high standard of living or [ came from Peru or from=

{uh-huh]

S. =Columbia where the social situation is very different. T 40

P. Right. And you feel like there's a perception among people at this University that they're treated differently?
S. Hmm. I don’t know if that’s conscious. but, yes. I think that's the case, and you can almost divide—at this
University at least, you can divide three different strata. [f you make the case that you are a Spaniard. you're
immediately put back with the rest of the European. uh. minorities or the European part of the international
collective, in which case you're treated a lot different than if you say. “I'm Spanish.” But in this wider group of
the Latin American countries, if you're from Mexico, you're treated differently than if you came from a less clear
defined or less wealthy society in Central and South America, so it's not the same to say, “I'm Spanish from
Venezuela.” than I'm saying, “I’m Spanish from Mexico.” Because in this case—this University is very close to
the border and for traditional reasons the Mexicans actually have a better position here than most Latin Americans
would have. I think that the interplay between the=

[really, that’s interesting]

S. =Mexicans, the Chicanos and the Hispanic, the Anglo-Saxon or European uh born or the European descended
people—it’s very different here. The Chicanos, as part of this society with a traditional foot on this society. The
Mexicans, which are notnecessarily traditionally in this society, but have a lot with the traditional group in this
society, have a situation that's better than people who would come from Guatamala=

{uh-huh]

. S. =here, from Columbia. from Venezuela, because those are not only Spanish in a society that separates

{mm-hmm]

S. =between ethnic groups. but they’re also from further out and. from the economic point of view, they are from
countries that are not as wealthy not perceived as developed as Mexico. Mexico has all of these=

{rghe]

S. =features. It can be very undeveloped in many areas but they're immediate neighbor and Mexicans have a
traditional part in this society, in this culture. So they have a better position. and you can see the=
[mm-hmm]

S. =university administration actually has a number of Hispanics which probably were hired in the process of
providing a multi-cultural and an environment of providing for ethnic groups access to—in this case—the
economic institution. But, it (????) in the U.S. So the only ones that really do matter or reatly have a better
standing among the non-Anglo-Saxon minorities as far as it looks in Southern Arizona. T 42

P. Do vou think the Mexicans have even a higher uh, a higher status than Chicanos in some ways? T 43

S. No, I don’t think so [ think it's probably—it probably is the reverse. The Chicanos have higher standing=
(no]

. S. =than the newer arrivals—unless—and that’s only unless their probably used to it—unless the newly=

[ see]

S. =arrived Mexicans come from the social status in Mexico that's very high then basically they are=

{very high]

S. =equated through their position in Mexican society to the Chicanos. But [ think that’s where it gets very (?) |
think that Chicanos of a low economic status have the same disadvantages as people that come from=

[economic means]

S. =Mexico of lower status, versus the same. You can actually you can look up what was interesting=

P. [uh-huh]  [that's interesting]

S. =a couple of years back there were a few movies that actually dealt with the Chicano issue in the U.S. I think
there was one “Walking in the Clouds,” where you have the—no not this one, “Walking in the Clouds.” but there
was one movie I specifically remember that starts in L.A. with a gentleman that’s saying. “When [ was born this
country was Mexico and when [ die, this country still will be Mexico.” And what it deals with actually is the fact
that this is a Chicano family that basically went from living there, being a part of the original population in
southern California to being a marginal group, a marginal ethnic group according to the social status of the time.
and how this family was actually able to cope with that and integrate into the society to the point where they felt
comfortable and they could affirm their uhm, ethnicity, their culture’s background. as an integral part of what they
were, even though they were in a different society. 1 will have to look up what the name of that movie was. T 44
{right. right]



169. P. Yeah. I'd like to know. T 45 —- 45total turns

170. S. But, uh, it was very interesting because it put very clear what I think is happening in that context—that only the
ones that were here from the original population and that even though they were looked at as a group, as an ethnic
group. below the dominant ethnic group. in this case the Anglo-Saxon in the U.S.=

171. [mm-hmm)]

172, S. =because they were part of this society, they slowly were integrated as other ethnic groups wha lived in this
society were integrated. The newly arrived from Mexico. it's a different case. You can actually see it=

173. [right]

174. S. =even in the election fight these days, uh, very often. the newly armrived from Mexico, unless they're from

175, [mm-hmm]

176. S. =high class standing. very often equated with criminals, and that’s literally happening as the elections are=

177. [right]

178. S. =coming up. So at this moming | was appalled see. but this is how...(?)

179. [yeah, that's interesting]
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. Are you a Ph.D. student here at the Uof A?T la

. Yes. T 1b

. What is your Major? T lc

. Education. T 2

. How long have you been in this program? T 3

. Syears. T4

And. when will you graduate? T 5

. I hope December 2001. T 6

. ok. When did you arrive in Arizona? T 7

. January, 1995. T 8

. How long have you studied English? T 9

| year. T 10

. one year of formal study? Yes. Oh, that’s good. T 11

Do you think that your formal English study has prepared you well for your academic work? T 12

No. T 13

Are there any aspects of your English language schooling which could have been better? T 14
4:05

. Like writing? T 15

. Anything. T 16

. Conversation. Yes. .Ah, basically conversation and writing.

. Yeah. Do you think that the formal training you had prepared you for, just kind of. day to day interaction T 17

{yes]

inie B A il uie-Balie Nals- Nl Rl

o or

P =with americans. not academic work. T 18

L. Yes, basically that. T 19

P. Have you ever had any conflicts with americans which were due to language misunderstandings?

L. Can you say that again, please? T 20

P. Do, Do think that you have had any conficts with native speakers of English because there misunderstanings
about, about. language. T 21

L. Yes. [ did. T 22

P. Ok, do you think that people here in Tucson treat you differently because English is your second language.
L. In the states? T 23

P. Generally. In Tucson in the states, generally. T 24

L. That people treat me different? T 25

P. Yeah. T 26

L. Yes. they do. T 27

P. Really? T 28

L. Yes. T 29

P. And. uh, I guess at that point I'd just like to go into what you think about that, why you think that is.
Whether you think that

L. [ ]

P.=it's educational or...

L. When. when you have English as a second language and people notice that you are not fluent speaker=
[mhm]

L. Isthatit? T 30

P. Yes, exactly. T 31

fluently a second language, you are not a very good person. You are not a well prepared person. T 32

P. Yeah.

L. So it is like a kind of discrimination, because you don't speak a very good English. T 33

P. Uhmm

L. And basically when they find out where are you coming from. So they say you are Spanish people or you are a
Latina or something like that...so. T 34

P. Do you think that it changes their opinion when they find out that you are very well educated? A Ph.D.
student? T 35
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Yeah, but 1t happens because we speak up. T 36

. P.Right.
. L. So. like we have to fight. T 37

{uh]

L. But in everyday conversations, maybe if you are at the store or not. not in an academic enviranment you dont
think that they care that you might be educated. T 38

P. Oh, it depends. depends on the place, | don? think that the stores care about that, but like other places like
hospitals. stuff like that. it's different, yeah. T 39

P. Do you have any stories or anecdotes about something like that maybe like going to the hospital or a doctor. T

. L. Uhm. [ took my son to the dentist. We went to see the doctor and my sat in this thing in his office, and=

[uhhuh]

L. =then he didn want to heip the doctor. The doctor say. ‘open the mouth. open the mouth’ and my son didnt
want. And the doctor got upset and said "All these Mexican people are so difficult, and he started to speak in
English to me and my son. and [ said. I'm sorry, first of all | am not Mexican and I understand perfectly what you
are saying here. It happened in Tucson. T 40

{oh]

L. Another time | was going to the states and | went through Miami T 41

[uhhuh]

L.=and then when | was getting to the, to the police, | dont know who they were =

{Customs, maybe?]

L. I don’t know who they were, so he asked me something, but [ was, I was looking somewhere else [ was not
paying attention to the guy and I said. 'excuse me’ and [ said ‘can you say that again’ and a woman behind me
says, she doesn't speak English, you have to understand, she speaks Spanish and then she comes to me and says
‘Como ..... Senora” and then [ says, no, I speak English too, I just didn't understand what the man said. T 42
Mmm. And weren't you telling me one time that you had some conflict with one of the customs people because
they didn't believe that you were a Ph.D. student? T 43

[yes]

P. Mmm.

L. Yes. in 1999. yes in 1999 [ was going through Los Angeles and then [ got my visa and my passport and the man
saw this and said ‘Do you speak English, and 1 said "A little bit’ and he said "Why are you here in the United
States? And [ said, ' am a student’ and he said "Where are you a student’ and | said. 'l am a Ph.D. student at the
Umiversity of Arizona’, and he said do you have a bachelor's?” And [ said..'Tama Ph.D. T4

{laughs]

L. =student at the University of Arizona.’ And this guy looked on my papers and asked again, ‘Do you have a
bachelor’s degree.” Sir this is the third time that I say. that I am a Ph.D. student. They hold me for a while because
they saw that [ got upset. T 45

P. Do you think that is was that they couldn't believe that you were a PhD student? T

L. They couldn't believe. they couldn't believe that. T47

P. Do you have any other stories about friends, other Colombians who had similar kinds of stories.

L. Oh. I can't think of anything right now. T

P. Oh, that's ok T49

L. I cant think of anything right now. T 50

P. Well, if you think of anything, maybe you write it down and maybe send it to me on e-mail. T 51

L. Sure [ will. T 52

P. Well, that's all I really had to ask about right now. | wanted to get those stories that you had told me before.
They are really good ones. T 53

L. Ok, ok. T ---- 54 total turns.



APPENDIX E
QUESTIONNAIRE CONSENT FORM

Directive Speech Act Questionnaire
CONSENT FOR PARTICIPATION

Read this page carefully, print it out, sign it, and send it to me at the address provided. At the bottom of the
page. you may click on the link to continue to the questionnaire.

I AM BEING ASKED TO READ THE FOLLOWING MATERIAL TO ENSURE THAT I AM
INFORMED OF THE NATURE OF THIS RESEARCH STUDY AND OF HOW I WILL PARTICIPATE
IN IT, [F I CONSENT TO DO SO. SIGNING THIS FORM WILL INDICATE THAT [ HAVE BEEN SO
INFORMED AND THAT I GIVE MY CONSENT. FEDERAL REGULATIONS REQUIRE WRITTEN
INFORMED CONSENT PRIOR TO PARTICIPATION IN THIS RESEARCH STUDY SO THAT [ CAN
KNOW THE NATURE AND RISKS OF MY PARTICIPATION AND CAN DECIDE TO
PARTICIPATE OR NOT PARTICIPATE IN A FREE AND INFORMED MANNER.

PURPOSE

[ am being invited to participate voluntarily in the above-titled research project. The purpose of
this project is to analyze the data collected from the study questionnaire, and then suggest ways in which
language instruction in general and English langauge instruction in particular can be improved to address
situations which may be ignored in traditional language instructional courses.

SELECTION CRITERIA

I am being invited to participate because I am currently enrolled as a GRADUATE student at the
University of Arizona. Approximately 300 subjects will be enrolled in this study.

There is no obligation to complete the questionnaire. If you do not wish to participate. simply do
not finish the form.

PROCEDURE(S)

If I agree to participate, I will be asked to consent to the following: Fill out a questionnaire of
approximately 100 questions. The questionnaire should take approximately 20 - 30 minutes to complete.

RISKS
There are no known risks involved in participating in this study.

BENEFITS
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It is hoped that the particpants will increase their awareness of cultural issues involved in second
language learning. Results of the study will be posted on the website periodically.
http://iraven.swfo.arizona.edu

CONFIDENTIALITY

Only the Principal [nvestigatar will have access to the names of the participants and the raw data.

PARTICIPATION COSTS AND SUBJECT COMPENSATION

There is no cost intended for the participants of this study. Each subject who completes the
questionnaire will receive a check or money order for $5.00 US. A check or money order will be mailed to
the participant upon the delivery of the questionnaire via the web and the delivery of this signed consent
form. The principal investigator must receive both the questionnaire via the net and the printed consent
form in order for the participant to receive payment.

CONTACTS

I can obtain further information from the principal investigator Phillip E. Hammonds. Ph.D.
Candidate. at (520) 670-5575. If | have questions concerning my rights as a research subject, I may call the
Human Subjects Committee office at (520) 626-6721. or mail to: hammondp @u.arizona.edu

AUTHORIZATION

BEFORE GIVING MY CONSENT BY SIGNING THIS FORM, THE METHODS.
INCONVENIENCES, RISKS. AND BENEFITS HAVE BEEN EXPLAINED TO ME AND MY
QUESTIONS HAVE BEEN ANSWERED. | MAY ASK QUESTIONS AT ANY TIME AND I AM FREE
TO WITHDRAW FROM THE PROJECT AT ANY TIME WITHOUT CAUSING BAD FEELINGS. MY
PARTICIPATION IN THIS PROJECT MAY BE ENDED BY THE INVESTIGATOR FOR REASONS
THAT WOULD BE EXPLAINED. NEW INFORMATION DEVELOPED DURING THE COURSE OF
THIS STUDY WHICH MAY AFFECT MY WILLINGNESS TO CONTINUE IN THIS RESEARCH
PROJECT WILL BE GIVEN TO ME AS IT BECOMES AVAILABLE. THIS CONSENT FORM WILL
BE FILED IN AN AREA DESIGNATED BY THE HUMAN SUBJECTS COMMITTEE WITH ACCESS
RESTRICTED TO THE PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR, PHILLIP E. HAMMONDS OR AUTHORIZED
REPRESENTATIVE OF THE SECOND LANGUAGE AND ACQUISITION PROGRAM. [ DO NOT
GIVE UP ANY OF MY LEGAL RIGHTS BY SIGNING THIS FORM. A COPY OF THIS SIGNED
CONSENT FORM WILL BE GIVEN TO ME UPON REQUEST.

Your signature

Date

Please print your name and return address
here

PLEASE MAIL THIS FORM TO:



Phillip E. Hammonds
University of Arizona
Dennis DeConcini Building
520 N. Park, rm. 333
Tucson, AZ, 85719

INVESTIGATOR'S AFFIDAVIT

[ have carefully explained to the subject the nature of the above project. I hereby certify that to the
best of my knowledge the person who is signing this consent form understands clearly the nature. demands,
benefits. and risks involved in his/her participation and his/her signature is legally valid. A medical
probiem or language or educational barrer has not precluded this understanding.

THIS SIGNED FORM WILL BE MAILED TO THE RESPONDENT UPON REQUEST.

YOU CAN ALSO SCAN AND E-MAIL THIS FORM TO: hammondp @u.arizona.edu

Signature of Investigator Phillip E. Hammonds Date

7/2000

By continuing the participant is giving his or her implicit consent to participate in this study.
Please remember that you may quit at any time, but you wili only receive payment if both the questionnaire
and the consent form are completed as indicated above.



APPENDIX F
INTERVIEW CONSENT FORM

Directive Speech Act Interview
CONSENT FOR PARTICIPATION
Read this page carefully, and sign it.

I AM BEING ASKED TO READ THE FOLLOWING MATERIAL TQ ENSURE THAT | AM
INFORMED OF THE NATURE OF THIS RESEARCH STUDY AND OF HOW [ WILL
PARTICIPATE IN IT, [F I CONSENT TO DO SO. SIGNING THIS FORM WILL INDICATE
THAT I HAVE BEEN SO INFORMED AND THAT I GIVE MY CONSENT. FEDERAL
REGULATIONS REQUIRE WRITTEN INFORMED CONSENT PRIOR TO PARTICIPATION
IN THIS RESEARCH STUDY SO THAT [ CAN KNOW THE NATURE AND RISKS OF MY
PARTICIPATION AND CAN DECIDE TO PARTICIPATE OR NOT PARTICIPATE IN A
FREE AND INFORMED MANNER.

PURPOSE

['am being invited to participate voluntarily in the above-titled research project. The purpose of
this project is to analyze data collected in a videotaped interview and then suggest ways in which
language instruction in general and English langauge instruction in particular can be improved to
address situations which may be ignored in

traditional language instructional courses.

SELECTION CRITERIA

[ am being invited to participate because I am currently enrolled as a Ph.D. student at the
University of Arizona. Ten students will participate in this videotaped interview

There is no obligation to complete the interview. If you do not wish to participate, simply tell the
interviewer that you would like to discontinue the interveiw.

PROCEDURE(S)

If I agree to participate, I will be asked to consent to the following: I will participate in a
videotaped interview in which I will talk about my experiences as a non-native speaker of English.

RISKS
There are no known risks involved in participating in this study.

BENEFITS



[t is hoped that the particpants will increase their awareness of cultural issues involved in second
language learning. Results of the study will be posted on the website periodically.
http://raven.swfo.arizona.edu

CONFIDENTIALITY

Only the Principal Investigator will have access to the names of the participants and the raw data.

PARTICIPATION COSTS AND SUBJECT COMPENSATION

There ts no cost intended for the participants of this study. Each subject who completes the
interview will receive a check or money order for $20.00. Unfortunately, there is only enough
maney for ten interviews.

CONTACTS

[ can obtain further information from the principal investigator Phillip E. Hammonds, Ph.D.
Candidate, at (520) 670-5575. If I have questions concerning my rights as a research subject, [
may call the Human Subjects Committee office at (520) 626-6721. or mail to:
hammondp@u.arizona.edu

AUTHORIZATION

BEFORE GIVING MY CONSENT BY SIGNING THIS FORM. THE METHODS,
INCONVENIENCES. RISKS, AND BENEFITS HAVE BEEN EXPLAINED TO ME AND MY
QUESTIONS HAVE BEEN ANSWERED. [ MAY ASK QUESTIONS AT ANY TIME AND [
AM FREE TO WITHDRAW FROM THE PROJECT AT ANY TIME WITHOUT CAUSING
BAD FEELINGS. MY PARTICIPATION IN THIS PROJECT MAY BE ENDED BY THE
INVESTIGATOR FOR REASONS THAT WOULD BE EXPLAINED. NEW INFORMATION
DEVELOPED DURING THE COURSE OF THIS STUDY WHICH MAY AFFECT MY
WILLINGNESS TO CONTINUE IN THIS RESEARCH PROJECT WILL BE GIVEN TO ME
AS [T BECOMES AVAILABLE. THIS CONSENT FORM WILL BE FILED IN

AN AREA DESIGNATED BY THE HUMAN SUBJECTS COMMITTEE WITH ACCESS
RESTRICTED TO THE PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR, PHILLIP E. HAMMONDS OR
AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVE OF THE SECOND LANGUAGE AND ACQUISITION
PROGRAM. I DO NOT GIVE UP ANY OF MY LEGAL RIGHTS BY SIGNING THIS FORM.
A COPY OF THIS SIGNED CONSENT FORM WILL BE GIVEN TO ME UPON REQUEST.

Your signature Date
Please print your name and address here

PLEASE GIVE THIS FORM TO THE INTERVIEWER, OR YOU CAN MAIL THIS FORM
TO:

Phillip E. Hammonds
University of Arizona
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Dennis D=Concini Building
520 N. Park, rm. 333
Tucson, AZ. 85719

INVESTIGATOR'S AFFIDAVIT
[ have carefully explained to the subject the nature of the above project. I hereby certify that to the
best of my knowledge the person who is signing this consent form understands clearly the nature,

demands, benefits, and risks involved in his/her participation and his/her signature is legally valid.
A medical problem or language or educational barrier has not precluded this understanding.

THIS SIGNED FORM WILL BE GIVEN OR MAILED TO THE RESPONDENT UPON
REQUEST.

YOU CAN ALSO SCAN AND E-MAIL THIS FORM TO: hammondp@u.arizona.edu

Signature of Investigator, Phillip E. Hammonds Date

By continuing the participant is giving his or her implicit consent to participate in this study.
Please remember that you may quit at any time, but you will only receive payment if you
complete the 30 minute interview.
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APPENDIX G
JAVA SOURCE CODE

import com.ms.wfc.app.*;
import com.ms.wfc.core.*;
import com.ms.wfc.ui.*;
import com.ms.wfc.html.*;

//DIRECTIVE SPEECH ACT ANALYSIS PROGRAM, revision 4 alpha, 02-05-2001
/**

* This class can take a variable number of parameters on the command

* line. Program execution begins with the main() method. The class

* constructor is not invoked unless an object of type Form1’is

* created in the main() method.

*/

public class Form!l extends Form

{
public Form1()

{

// Required for Visual J++ Form Designer support
initForm();

/I TODO: Add any constructor code after initForm call
J

JE*

* Form1 overrides dispose so it can clean up the
* component list.
*/
public void dispose()
{
super.dispose();
components.dispose();

}

private void label2_click(Object source, Event e)

{
}

private void button1_click(Object source, Event e)

{



//this section clears the text from the previous analysis.

labelS.setText(" ");
label6.setText(" ");
label8.setText(" ")
label2.setText(" ");
labelS.setText(" ");
label6.setText(" ");
label13.setText(" ");
label14.setText(" "):
label15.setText(" "):

»

label16.setText(" ");
labell7.setText(" ");
label18.setText(" ");
label19.setText(" ");
label20.setText(" "):
label21.setText(" "):

label22.setText(" ");
label23.setText(" "),
label24.setText(" "):
label25.setText(" ");
label26.setText(" "):
label27.setText(" "):
label28.setText(" "):
label29.setText(" "):
label30.setText(" ");
edit2.setText(" ");

edit3.setText(" ");

editd.setText(" "):

String text = editl.getText();

// This program analyzes Directive speech acts

int canCount = 0;
int PleaseCount = 0;
int pleaseCount = 0;
int ICount =0;

int couldCount = 0;
int CouldCount = 0;
int youCount = 0;
int meCount =0;

int mustCount = 0;
int wouldCount = 0;

// Number of can’s
// Number of Please’s
// Number of please’s
/ Number of Is
// Number of could’s
// Number of Could’s
/ Number of you’s
// Number of me’s
// Number of Must’s
// Number of woulds



// Number of should’s
// Number of Excuse me’s
// Number of Pardon me’s

int shouldCount = 0;
int ExcusemeCount = O;
int PardonmeCount = 0;

int HeyCount = 0; /l Number of Hey’s

int WatchoutCount = 0; // Number of Watch out’s
int LookoutCount = 0; // Number of Look out’s
int wantCount = 0; / Number of want’s

int likeCount = 0; // Number of like’s

int IfCount = 0; // Number of If’s

int thenCount = 0; // Number of then'’s

int IwtayCount = 0;
int IwwCount = 0;

// Number of I wanted to ask you’s
// Number of I was wondering’s

int mightCount = 0, /l Number of mights
int mayCount = 0 // Number of may
int YouCount = 0; // Number of You'’s
int WhydontCount = 0; // Number of Why don't’s
int LetsCount = 0; // Number of Let’s’s
int WouldCount = 0; // Number of Would'd
int knowCount = 0; // Number of know's
int possiblyCount = 0; // Possiblies
int toomuchCount = 0; // too much
int *uckCount = 0; // Number of Please’s
int offCount = 0; // Number of off’s
int upCount = 0; /1# of up’s
int periodCount = 0; /1# of periods’s
int exclamationCount = 0; //# of exclamations’s
int questionCount = 0; /1# of question marks

int WhyCount = 0; /I# of Why?s
int WhatCount = 0; {1# of What's
int HowCount = 0; /1# of How's
int isCount = 0; /1# of is’s

int areCount = 0; /1# of are’s
int IsCount = 0; 11#of Is’s

int AreCount = 0; /1# of Are’s
int [tCount = 0; /#of It

int NowCount = 0; /1# of Now’s
int nowCount = 0; /1# of now’s
int ImCount = 0; /1# of I'ms
int IpromiseCount = 0; /

int therebyCount = Q; 1"

int hellCount = 0; 1/l

int GetCount = 0; /i

int GoCount = 0;

/"

9



int index = -1; // Current index position

String canStr = "can "; // Search substring

String IStr="1"; {1 Search substring

String couldStr = "could ";  // Search substring

String youStr = "you "; // Search substring

String meStr =" me "; /! Search substring

String mustStr = " must”; /I Search substring

String wouldStr =" would";  // Search substring

String shouldStr = " should"; // Search substring

String ExcusemeStr = "Excuse me"; // Search substring

String PardonmeStr = "Pardon me"; /l Search substring

String HeyStr = "Hey"; /Il Search substring

String WatchoutStr = "Watch out"; // Search substring

String LookoutStr = "Look out"; /I Search substring

String wantStr = "want "; /l Search substring

String likeStr = "like "; // Search substring

String IfStr="If "; /f Search substring

String thenStr = "then "; /Il Search substring

String IwtayStr = "l wanted to ask”:  // Search substring

String [wwStr = "wondering"; // Search substring

String mightStr = "might "; //Search substring

String mayStr = "may "; //Search substring

String YouStr = "You "; /[Search substring

String CouldStr = "Could "; //Search substring
String WhyStr = "Why": //Search substring

String WhydontStr = "Why dont "; //Search substring

String LetsStr = "Let’s "; //Search substring

String WouldStr = "Would "; //Search substring

String knowStr =" know "; //Search substring

String possiblyStr = " possibly "; //Search substring

String toomuchStr = " too much "; //Search substring

String PleaseStr = "Please "; /[Search substring

String pleaseStr = "please "; //Search substring

String *uckStr = "uck"; //Search substring
String hellStr = "hell"; //Search substring

String offStr = " off™; //Search substring

String upStr =" up"; //Search substring
String periodStr = "."; //Search substring
String exclamationStr = "!"; //Search substring
String questionStr = "?"; n"
String WhatStr = "What"; mn"
String HowStr = "How"; I/

String isStr =" is"; n"r

(3]



String areStr = " are"; n""

String IsStr="Is " I/

String AreStr = "Are ";

String ItStr = "Tt";

String NowStr = "Now";

String nowStr = "now";

String ImStr = "I'm" ;

String IpromiseStr = "I promise";
String lherebyStr = " hereby";
String GetStr = "Get ";

String GoStr = "Go ";

// Search forwards for "can"

index = text.indexOf(canStr); // Find 1st ‘can’

while(index >=0)

{
++canCount;
index += canStr.length();  // Step to position after last can’
index = text.indexOf(canStr, index);

}

/I Search backwards for "I"
index = text.lastindexOf(IStr); //Find last T
while(index >= Q)
{
++[Count;
index -= IStr.length(); // Step to position before last T’
index = text.lastindexOf(IStr, index);
}

// Search forwards for "could"

index = text.indexOf(couldStr); // Find 1st ‘could’

while(index >=0)

{
++couldCount;
index += couldStr.length(); // Step to position after last ‘could’
index = text.indexOf(couldStr, index):;

}

// Search backwards for "you"
index = text.lastIndexOf(youStr); // Find last ‘you’
while(index >= 0)

n"r
n"
n"
e
e
/
"
/"
/



{

++youCount;
index -= youStr.length(); // Step to position before last 'vou’
index = text.lastindexOf(youStr, index);

}

// Search forwards for "must”

index = text.indexOf(mustStr); // Find Ist 'must’

while(index >= 0)

{
++mustCount;
index += mustStr.length();  // Step to position after last 'must’
index = text.indexOf(mustStr, index);

!

/1 Search backwards for "would"
index = text.lastindexOf(wouldStr); // Find last ‘would’
while(index >= Q)
{
++wouldCount;
index -= wouldStr.length(); // Step to position before last ‘would’
index = text.lastIndexOf(wouldStr, index);

}

// Search forwards for "should"

index = text.indexOf(shouldStr); // Find 1st should’

while(index >= 0)

{
++shouldCount;
index += shouldStr.length(); // Step to position after last should’
index = text.indexOf(shouldStr, index);

}

[/l Search backwards for "Excuse me"
index = text.lastindexOf(ExcusemeStr); // Find last Excuse me’
while(index >=0)
{
++ExcusemeCount;
index -= ExcusemeStr lenygth(); // Step to position before last Excuse me’
index = text.lastindex Of(ExcusemeStr, index);

}

// Search forwards for "Pardon me"
index = text.indexOf(PardonmeStr); // Find 1st Pardon me’
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while(index >= 0)

{
++PardonmeCount;
index += PardonmeStr.length(); // Step to position after last Pardon me’
index = text.indexOf(PardonmeStr, index);

}

// Search backwards for "Hey"
index = text.lastIndexOf(HeyStr); // Find last Hey’
while(index >= 0)
{
++HeyCount;
index -= HeyStr.length(); // Step to position before last Hey’
index = text.lastIndexOf(HeyStr, index);

}

/! Search forwards for "Watch out”

index = text.indexOf(WatchoutStr); // Find Ist Watch out’

while(index >= 0)

{
++WatchoutCount;
index += WatchoutStr.length(); // Step to position after last Watch out’
index = text.indexOf(WatchoutStr, index):

}

// Search backwards for "Look out”
index = text.lastindexOf(LookoutStr); // Find last Look out’
while(index >= 0)
{
++LookoutCount;
index -= LookoutStr.length();  // Step to position before last Look out’
index = text.lastIndexOf(LookoutStr, index);

}

// Search forwards for "me"

index = text.indexOf(meStr); // Find 1st ‘me’

while(index >=0)

{
++meCount;
index += meStr.length(); // Step to position after last 'me’
index = text.indexOf(meStr, index);

}



/I Search backwards for "want"
index = text.lastindexOf(wantStr); // Find last ‘want’
while(index >= 0)
{
++wantCount;
index -= wantStr.length(); // Step to position before last ‘want’
index = text.lastIndexOf(wantStr, index);

}

/I Search forwards for "like"

index = text.indexOf(likeStr); // Find 1st like’

while(index >= 0)

{
++likeCount:
index += likeStr.length();  // Step to position after last Tike’
index = text.indexOf(likeStr, index);

}

/I Search backwards for "If"
index = text.lastindexOf(IfStr); // Find last Tf’
while(index >=0)
{
++IfCount;
index -= IfStr.length();  // Step to position before last 1f’
index = text.lastIndex Of(IfStr, index);
}

// Search forwards for "then"

index = text.indexOf(thenStr); // Find lst then’

while(index >=0)

{
++thenCount;
index += thenStr.length();  // Step to position after last then’
index = text.indexOf(thenStr, index);

}

/1 Search backwards for "I wanted to ask you"
index = text.lastindexOf(IwtayStr); //Find last T_w_t_a_y’
while(index >=0)
{
++[wtayCount;
index -= IwtayStr.length(); // Step to position before last T_w_t_a_y’
index = text.lastIndexOf(IwtayStr, index);
}



234

// Search forwards for "I was wondering"

index = text.indexOf(IwwStr); // Find Ist Tww’

while(index >=0)

{
++IwwCount;
index += IwwStr.length();  // Step to position after last Tww’
index = text.indexOf(IwwStr, index);

}

/I Search backwards for "might"”
index = text.lastindexOf(mightStr); // Find last ‘might’
while(index >= 0)
{
++mightCount;
index -= mightStr.length(); // Step to position before last 'might’
index = text.lastindexOf(mightStr, index);
}

/ Search forwards for "may"

index = text.indexOf(mayStr); // Find Ist 'may’

while(index >=0)

{
++mayCount;
index += mayStr.length();  // Step to position after last ‘may’
index = text.indexOf(mayStr, index);

)

/I Search backwards for "You"
index = text.lastindexOf(YouStr); // Find last 'You’
while(index >= Q)
{
++YouCount;
index -= YouStr.length(); // Step to position before last "You’
index = text.lastindexOf(YouStr, index):
!

/I Search forwards for "Could”
index = text.indexOf(CouldStr); // Find 1st Could’
while(index >=0)
{
++CouldCount;

index += CouldStr.length(); // Step to position after last Could’
index = text.indexOf(CouldStr, index);



}

// Search backwards for "Why dont"
index = text.lastindexOf(WhydontStr); // Find last Why dont’
while(index >= 0)
{
++WhydontCount;
index -= WhydontStr.length();  // Step to position before last Why dont’
index = text.JastindexOf(WhydontStr, index);
}

/l Search forwards for "Let’s "

index = text.indexOf(LetsStr); // Find Ist Let’s’

while(index >= 0)

{
++LetsCount;
index += LetsStr.length(); // Step to position after last Tet's ’
index = text.indexOf(LetsStr, index);

}

// Search backwards for "Would"
index = text.lastindexOf(WouldStr); // Find last Would’
while(index >= 0)
{
++WouldCount;
index -= WouldStr.length(); // Step to position before last Would’
index = text.lastindexOf(WouldStr, index);
}

// Search forwards for "know "

index = text.indexOf(knowStr); // Find 1st know’

while(index >= 0)

{
++knowCount;
index += knowStr.length(); // Step to position after last know ’
index = text.indexOf(knowStr, index);

}

// Search backwards for "possibly”

index = text.lastindexOf(possiblyStr); // Find last ‘possibly’
while(index >=0)

{

++possiblyCount;



index -= possiblyStr.length();  // Step to position before last ‘possibly’
index = text.lastindexOf(possiblyStr, index);
}

// Search forwards for " too much "

index = text.indexOf(toomuchStr); // Find Ist too much’

while(index >= 0)

{
++toomuchCount;
index += toomuchStr.length();  // Step to position after last too much ’
index = text.indexOf(toomuchStr, index);

}

/l Search backwards for "Please”
index = text.lastindexOf(PleaseStr); // Find last Please’
while(index >= 0)
{
++PleaseCount;
index -= PleaseStr.length(); // Step to position before last ‘please’
index = text.lastindexOf(PleaseStr. index);
}

/l Search forwards for "*uck”

index = text.indexOf(*uckStr); // Find st *uck’

while(index >= 0)

{
++*uckCount;
index += *uckStr.length(); // Step to position after last "*uck’
index = text.indexOf(*uckStr, index);

}

/1 Search backwards for "off™”
index = text.lastindexOf(offStr); // Find last 'off’
while(index >=0)
{
++offCount;
index -= offStr.length();  // Step to position before last ‘off’
index = text.lastindexOf(offStr, index);

}

// Search forwards for "up”
index = text.indexOf(upStr); // Find 1st up’
while(index >= 0)

(



++upCount;
index += upStr.length();  // Step to position after last ‘up’
index = text.indexOf(upStr, index);

}

// Search backwards for "please”
index = text.lastindexOf(pleaseStr); // Find last ‘please’
while(index >=0)
{
++pleaseCount;
index -= pleaseStr.length(); // Step to position before last please’
index = text.lastindexOf(pleaseStr, index);

}

// Search forwards for "periods”
index = text.indexOf(periodStr); // Find Ist ‘period’
while(index >= 0)
{
++periodCount;
index += periodStr.length(); // Step to position after last ‘period’
index = text.indexOf(periodStr. index);

}

// Search backwards for "exclamations”
index = text.lastindexOf(exclamationStr); // Find last 'exclamations’
while(index >= 0)
{
++exclamationCount;
index -= exclamationStr.length();  // Step to position before last ‘exclamation’
index = text.lastIndexOf(exclamationStr, index);

}

/l Search forwards for "question marks”
index = text.indexOf(questionStr); // Find 1st ‘question’
while(index >= 0)
{
++questionCount;
index += questionStr.length();  // Step to position after last ‘question’
index = text.indexOf(questionStr, index);

}

/l Search backwards for "Why"
index = text.lastindexOf(WhyStr); // Find last 'Why’
while(index >= 0)
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{
++WhyCount;

index -= WhyStr.length();  // Step to position before last Why’
index = text.lastindexOf(WhyStr, index);
}
// Search forwards for "What"
index = text.indexOf(WhatStr); // Find 1st What’
while(index >=0)
{
++WhatCount;
index += WhatStr.length();  // Step to position after last What’
index = text.indexOf(WhatStr, index);
}

// Search backwards for "How"
index = text.lastindexOf(HowStr); // Find last How’
while(index >= 0)
{
++HowCount;
index -= HowStr.length(); // Step to position before last How’
index = text.lastIndexOf(HowStr, index);
}
// Search forwards for "is"
index = text.indexOf(isStr); // Find Ist 1s’
while(index >=0)
{
++isCount;
index += isStr.length(); // Step to position after last s’
index = text.indexOf(isStr, index);

}

/! Search backwards for "are"
index = text.lastindexOf(areStr); // Find last ‘are’
while(index >= 0)
{
++HowCount;
index -= areStr.length(); // Step to position before last ‘are’
index = text.lastindexOf(areStr, index):;

}

// Search forwards for "Is"
index = text.indexOf(IsStr); // Find Ist Ts’
while(index >=0)



{

++IsCount;
index += IsStr.length();  // Step to position after last Ts’
index = text.indexOf(IsStr, index);

}

/f Search backwards for "Are"
index = text.lastIndexOf(AreStr); // Find last 'Are’
while(index >= 0)
{
++AreCount;
index -= AreStr.length(); // Step to position before last 'Are’
index = text.lastIndexOf(AreStr, index);
}

{// Search forwards for "It"
index = text.indexOf(ItStr); // Find Ist Tt’
while(index >=0)
{
++[tCount;
index += ItStr.length();  // Step to position after last Tt’
index = text.indexOf(ItStr, index);
}

// Search backwards for "Now"
index = text.lastindexOf(NowStr); // Find last Now’
while(index >= 0)
{
++NowCount;
index -= NowStr.length();  // Step to position before last Now’
index = text.lastindexOf(NowsStr, index);
}

// Search forwards for "I'm"
index = text.indexOf(ImStr); // Find 1st Tm’
while(index >=0)
{
++ImCount;
index += ImStr.length();  // Step to position after last Tm’
index = text.indexOf(ImStr, index);
}

// Search backwards for "I here by”"
index = text.lastindexOf(IherebyStr); // Find last T here by’
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while(index >=0)

{
++IherebyCount;
index -= [herebyStr.length();  // Step to position before last T here by’
index = text.lastindexOf(TherebyStr, index);

}

// Search forwards for "I promise”
index = text.indexOf(IpromiseStr); // Find st T promise’
while(index >=0)
{
++IpromiseCount;
index += [promiseStr.length();  // Step to position after last T promise’
index = text.indexOf(IpromiseStr, index);

}

/! Search backwards for "hell"
index = text.lastindexOf(heliStr); // Find last hell’
while(index >= 0)
{
++IherebyCount;
index -= hellStr.length();  // Step to position before last hell’
index = text.lastindexOf(hellStr, index);
}

/! Search forwards for "Get"
index = text.indexOf(GetStr); // Find st Get’
while(index >=0)
{
++GetCount;
index += GetStr.length(); // Step to position after last Get’
index = text.indexOf(GetStr, index);
}

/I Search backwards for "Go"
index = text.lastindexOf(GoStr); // Find last 'Go’
while(index >=0)
{
++GoCount;
index -= GoStr.length(); // Step to position before last Go’
index = text.lastindexOf(GoStr, index);
}
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//System.out.println("perspective " + youCount + " youw/s\n"
/Nabel2.setText("perspective " + youCount + " you/s\n"
//comboBox2.setText("perspective " + youCount + " you/s\n"
label2.setText("perspective " + youCount + " you/s\n"

+ "perspective " + YouCount + " You/s\n"

+ "Punctuation " + periodCount + " period/s\n”
+ "Punctuation " + exclamationCount + "
exclamation mark/s\n”
+ "Punctuation " + questionCount + " question

mark/s\n"

+ "Speaker’s perspective " + LetsCount + " Let's/s\n"

+ "Speaker’s (active) " + ICount + " I/s\n"

+ "Speaker’s (passive)” + meCount + " me/s\n"

+ "Prepatory formula " + canCount + " can/s\n"

+ "Prepatory formula " + CouldCount + " Could/s\n"

+ "Prepatory formula " + couldCount + " could/s\n"

+ "Prepatory formula " + WouldCount + " Would/s\n"

+ "Prepatory formula " + wouldCount + " would/s\n"
"Prepatory formula " + shouldCount + " should/s\n"
"The mittigator " + PleaseCount + " Please/s\n"
"The mittigator " + pleaseCount + " please/s\n"
"Expletive " + *uckCount + " expletive/s\n"
"The particle " + offCount + " x-off/s\n"
"The particle " + upCount + " x-up/s");
labelS.setText("perspective " + youCount + " you/s\n"
"The text contains " + mustCount + " must/s\n"
"The text contains " + mayCount + " may/s\n"
"The text contains " + mightCount + " might/s\n"
"The text contains " + wantCount + " want/s\n"
"The text contains " + likeCount + " like/s\n"
"The text contains " + knowCount + " know/s\n"
"The text contains " + IwtayCount + " [ wanted to ask you/s\n"
"Downgrader " + possiblyCount + " possibly/ies\n"
"Downgrader " + toomuchCount + " too much/s\n"
"The text contains " + IwwCount + " [ was wondering/s\n"
"Conditional " + IfCount + " If/s\n"
"Conditional " + thenCount + " then/s\n"
"Alerter(s) " + LookoutCount + " Look out/s\n"
"Alerter(s) " + WatchoutCount + " Watch out/s\n"
"Alerter(s) " + HeyCount + " Hey/s\n"
"Alerter(s) " + PardonmeCount + " Pardon me/s\n"
"Alerter(s) " + WhydontCount + " Why don'¥/s/s\n"
"Alerter(s) " + ExcusemeCount + " Excuse me/s");
//end of insert conditionals

+ 4+ + 4+ + +

++++++ A+ 4
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/fThe conditionals below are hierarchical. Don't change the order!! This
program has changed and will change significantly from this present version. I have
included this code only as an example. The present code is freely available from me and
may or may not resemble what is printed here. Software is not a static thing. Please
contact the author if you are interested in developing this or related ideas.

if(HeyCount >=1 | LookoutCount >=1 | WatchoutCount >=1)
label6.setText("This is probably a high stakes directive. ");
if(possiblyCount >=1 | toomuchCount >=1 | PardonmeCount >=1 | ExcusemeCount
>=]
| WhydontCount >= | | IwtayCount >=1 | LetsCount >= | | IwwCount >=1 |
toomuchCount >=1
| IfCount >=1 | thenCount >=1 | CouldCount >=1 | wouldCount >=1 | mayCount >=1
I mightCount >= 1 | couldCount >=1 | WouldCount >=1)
label6.setText("This is probably a low stakes directive. ");
if(HeyCount >=1 | LookoutCount >=1 | WatchoutCount >=1)
label6.setText("This is probably a high stakes directive. ");
if(meCount >=1 & ICount < 1)
label13.setText(" This may be an imperative based on syntax. ");
if(PleaseCount >=1 & ICount < | & ICount <1)
label14.setText("This could be a mittigated imperative ");
if(*uckCount >=1 | hellCount >=1)
label15.setText("This directive contains an expletive ");
if(periodCount >1 [ exclamationCount >1 )
label16.setText("This may be a combination of structures ");
if(periodCount >=1 & exclamationCount >=1 )
label22.setText("This may be a combination of structures ");
if(exclamationCount >=1)
label17.setText("This is probably a command or imperative ");
if(questionCount >=1 | WhyCount >=1 | WhatCount >=1 | WouldCount >=1 |
CouldCount >=1 | HowCount >=1)
label18.setText("This is probably a directive addressed as question ");
if (ICount <= 0 && youCount >=1)
label19.setText("Unclear. Could be declarative or directive ");
if (meCount <=1)
label20.setText("Unclear. Quest./declar./imper./direct. ");
if(CouldCount >=1 | wouldCount >=1 | mayCount >=1 | mightCount >= 1 |
couldCount >=1 | WouldCount >=1 )
label21.setText("This is probably a polite low stakes directive");
if (isCount >=1 | areCount >=1 ) //
label22.setText("If not a question, there is/are declaratives ");
if (IsCount >=1 | AreCount >=1)
label22.setText("This may be a directive with a question structure ");
if(lupCount >=1 | offCount >=1 | meCount >=1 )
label22 setText("This may be an imperative ");



if (ItCount >=1)

label23.setText("This may a be a directive in/or a declarative structure ");
if (nowCount >=1)

label24.setText("This directive carries a time component ");

if (NowCount >=1)

label25.setText("This structure contains a mittigaing particle "):
if (ImCount >=1)

label25.setText("This may be a simple declarative "),

if (IpromiseCount >=1 |l IherebyCount >=1)
label26.setText("This is a performative-like directive ");

if (GoCount >=1 | GetCount >=1)

label27.setText("This is likely a directive/imperative "),

/[This section calculates power, distance, and consequence

}

private void labell_click(Object source, Event e)

{
}

private void Form1 _click(Object source, Event e)

{
}

private void comboBox 1 _selectedIndexChanged(Object source, Event ¢)

{
}

private void VScrollBarl _scroll(Object source, ScrollEvent e)

{
}

private void editl_textChanged(Object source, Event e)

{



}

/**

* NOTE: The following code is required by the Visual J++ form
* designer. It can be modified using the form editor. Do not
* modify it using the code editor.
*/
Container components = new Container();
Label labell = new Label():
Button button! = new Button();
Edit edit] = new Edit();
Label label9 = new Label();
Label label3 = new Label();
Label label2 = new Label();
Label label4 = new Label();
Label labelS = new Label();
Label label6 = new Label();
Label label7 = new Label();
Label label8 = new Label();
Label label10 = new Label();
Label labelll = new Label();
Edit edit2 = new Edit():
Edit edit3 = new Edit();
Edit edit4 = new Edit();
Label labell2 = new Label();
Label labell3 = new Label();
Label label14 = new Label();
Label labellS = new Label();
Label label16 = new Label();
Label label17 = new Label();
Label label18 = new Label();
Label label19 = new Label();
Label label20 = new Label();
Label label21 = new Label();
Label label22 = new Label();
Label label23 = new Label();
Label label24 = new Label();
Label label25 = new Label();
Label label26 = new Label();
Label label27 = new Label();
Label label28 = new Label();
Label label29 = new Label();
Label label30 = new Label();
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private void initForm()

{
this.setText("Directive Speech Act Analyzer");
this.setAutoScaleBaseSize(new Point(5, 13)):
this.setClientSize(new Point(679, 662));
this.addOnClick(new EventHandler(this.Form1_click));

labell.setFont(new Font("MS Sans Serif", 10.0f, FontSize.POINTS,
FontWeight.BOLD, true, faise, false));

labell.setLocation(new Point(8, 32));

labell.setSize(new Point(272, 24));

labell.setTabIndex(0);

labell .setTabStop(false);

label1.setText("Type or Paste Text here");

label1.addOnClick(new EventHandler(this.labell_click));

buttoni.setFont(new Font("MS Sans Serif”, 10.0f, FontSize. POINTS.
FontWeight. BOLD, true, false, false)):

buttonl.setLocation(new Point(8, 96));

button1.setSize(new Point(104, 23));

buttonl.setTabIndex(1);

buttonl.setText("Run Analysis");

buttonl.addOnClick(new EventHandler(this.button1_click));

editl.setAllowDrop(true);

editl.setFont(new Font("MS Sans Serif", 10.0f, FontSize.POINTS,
FontWeight. NORMAL, false, false, false, CharacterSet. DEFAULT. 0));

editl.setLocation(new Point(8, 56)):

editl.setSize(new Point(520, 23));

editl.setTabIndex(2);

editl.setText("");

editl.addOnTextChanged(new EventHandler(this.editl_textChanged));

label9.setFont(new Font("MS Sans Serif”, 8.0f, FontSize. POINTS,
FontWeight. BOLD, true, false, false));

label9.setl.ocation(new Point(8, 264));

label9.setSize(new Point(40, 16));

label9.setTabIndex(10);

label9.setTabStop(false);

label9.setText("Power™);

label3.setFont(new Font("MS Sans Serif", 10.0f, FontSize. POINTS,
FontWeight. BOLD, true, false, false));
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label3.setLocation(new Point(8, 144));
label3.setSize(new Point(176, 16));
label3.setTabIndex(4);
label3.setTabStop(false);
label3.setText("Analysis output");

label2.setLocation(new Point(8, 320));
label2.setSize(new Point(176, 328));
label2.setTabIndex(3);
label2.setTabStop(false);
label2.setText("");

label4.setFont(new Font("MS Sans Serif”, 8.0f, FontSize.POINTS,
FontWeight. BOLD, true, false, false)):

label4.setLocation(new Point(8, 304));

label4.setSize(new Point(100, 16));

label4.setTabIndex(5);

label4.setTabStop(false);

label4 .setText("Details");

labelS.setLocation(new Point(184, 312));
labelS .setSize(new Point(176. 336));
label5.setTabIndex(6);
label5.setTabStop(faise);
label5.setText("");

label6.setLocation(new Point(8, 160));
label6.setSize(new Point(616, 104));
label6.setTablndex(7);
label6.setTabStop(false);
label6.setText("");

label7.setFont(new Font("MS Sans Serif”, 8.0f, FontSize.POINTS,
FontWeight. BOLD, true, false, false));

label7.setLocation(new Point(400, 304));

label7.setSize(new Point(100, 16));

label7 .setTabIndex(8);

label7.setTabStop(false);

label7.setText("Analysis Alerts");

label8.setLocation(new Point(408, 328));
label8.setSize(new Point(248, 16));
label8.setTablndex(9);
label8.setTabStop(false);



label8.setText("");

label 10.setFont(new Font("MS Sans Serif", 8.0f, FontSize. POINTS,
FontWeight. BOLD, true, false, false));

label10.setLocation(new Point(72, 264));

label 10.setSize(new Point(56, 16));

label10.setTabIndex(11);

label10.setTabStop(false);

label10.setText("Distance");

labelll.setFont(new Font("MS Sans Serif", 8.0f, FontSize. POINTS,
FontWeight. BOLD, true, false, false));

labell1.setLocation(new Point(136, 264));

labell1.setSize(new Point(88, 16));

labell 1.setTabIndex(12);

label11.setTabStop(false);

label11.setText("Consequence”);

edit2.setLocation(new Point(8, 280));
edit2.setSize(new Point(40, 20));
edit2.setTablndex(13);
edit2.setText("");

edit3.setLocation(new Point(72, 280));
edit3.setSize(new Point(40, 20));
edit3.setTabIndex(14);
edit3.setText("");

editd.setLocation(new Point(136, 280)):
edit4.setSize(new Point(40, 20));
editd.setTabIndex(15);
editd.setText("");

label12.setLocation(new Point(400, 344));
label12.setSize(new Point(256, 16));
label12.setTabIndex(16);
label12.setTabStop(false);
label12.setText("");

label13.setlLocation(new Point(408, 360));
label13.setSize(new Point(248, 16));
label13.setTabIndex(17);
label13.setTabStop(false);
label13.setText("");



label14.setlocation(new Point(408, 376));
label14.setSize(new Point(248, 16));
label14.setTabIndex(18);
label14.setTabStop(false);
label14.setText("");

labell5.setLocation(new Point(408, 392));
label15.setSize(new Point(256, 16));
labell5.setTabIndex(19);
label15.setTabStop(false);
label15.setText("");

label16.setLocation(new Point(408, 408));
label16.setSize(new Point(256, 16));
label16.setTablndex(20);
label16.setTabStop(false);
labell6.setText("");

labell7.setLocation(new Point(408, 424));
label17.setSize(new Point(256, 16));
label17.setTablndex(21);
label17.setTabStop(false);
label17.setText("");

label18.setLocation(new Point(408, 440));
label18.setSize(new Point(256, 16));

label 18.setTabIndex(22);
label18.setTabStop(false);
label18.setText("");

label19.setLocation(new Point(408, 456));
label19.setSize(new Point(256, 16));
label19.setTablIndex(23);
label19.setTabStop(false);
label19.setText("™;

label20.setLocation(new Point(408, 472));
label20.setSize(new Point(256. 16));
label20.setTabIndex(24);
label20.setTabStop(false);
label20.setText("");

label2.setLocation(new Point(408, 488));

248



label2 1.setSize(new Point(256, 16));
label2 1.setTabIndex(25);
label21.setTabStop(false);

label2 l.setText("");

label22.setLocation(new Point(408, 504));
label22.setSize(new Point(256, 16));
label22.setTabIndex(26);
label22.setTabStop(false);
label22.setText("");

label23.setLocation(new Point(408, 520));
label23.setSize(new Point(256, 16));
label23.setTabIndex(27);
label23.setTabStop(false);
label23.setText("");

label24.setLocation(new Point(408, 536));
label24.setSize(new Point(256. 16));
label24.setTabIndex(28);
label24.setTabStop(false);
label24.setText("");

label25.setLocation(new Point(408, 552));
label25.setSize(new Point(256, 16));
label25.setTabIndex(29);
label25.setTabStop(false);
label25.setText("");

label26.setLocation(new Point(408, 568));
label26.setSize(new Point(256, 16));
label26.setTabIndex(30);
label26.setTabStop(false);
label26.setText("");

label27 .setLocation(new Point(408, 584));
label27.setSize(new Point(256, 16));
label27.setTabIndex(31);

label27 .setTabStop(false);
label27.setText("™);

label28.setLocation(new Point(408, 600));
label28.setSize(new Point(256, 16));
label28.setTabIndex(32);
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label28.setTabStop(false);
label28.setText("");

label29.setLocation(new Point(408, 616));
label29 setSize(new Point(256, 16));
label29.setTabIndex(33);
label29.setTabStop(false);
label29.setText("");

label30.setLocation(new Point(416, 632));
label30.setSize(new Point(248, 16));
label30.setTabIndex(34);
label30.setTabStop(false);
label30.setText("");

this.setNewControls(new Control[] {

label30,
label29,
label28,
label27,
label26,
label2$,
label24,
label23,
label22,
label21,
label20,
label 19,
label 18,
label 17,
label 16,
label 15,
label 14,
label13,
label12,
edit4,
edit3,
edit2,
labelll,
label 10,
label9,
label8,
label7,
label6,



label5,
labeld,
label3,
label2,
editl,
buttonl,
labell});
}

/**

* The main entry point for the application.
*x

* @param args Array of parameters passed to the application
* via the command line.

*/

public static void main(String args(])

{
}

Application.run(new Form1());

}

END OF SOURCE CODE.
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