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Abstract. For the past years, cross-cultural and interlanguage pragmatics have focused on native and non-
native speech act descriptions, and only a small number of studies have investigated the preparatory class
effect involved in speech act productions. To bridge the gap, this study aims to investigate the degree of
directness and amount of lexical / phrasal internal and external modifications of requestive e-mails
employed by 25 first grade students of English Language and Literature department with preparatory
education and 25 first grade students of English Language and Literature department without preparatory
education in their in a state university. It also aims to explore whether there is a difference between two
groups according to the degree of imposition while making requests. The participants were given
discourse completion tests in e-mail format including two different situations with low and high
imposition levels and asked to write two requestive e-mails to their non-native professor. Based on the
percentages and frequencies, the students with preparatory class education were compared to the students
without preparatory class education, with respect to their usage of request strategies, lexical/phrasal
internal modification and external modification. The results indicated that these two groups had both
similarities and differences with respect to the degree of directness, the amount of internal and external
modifications. In Turkey, learners of English as a foreign language (EFL) with and without prep class
education employed more direct strategies in both situations. However, the group without prep class
education employed more conventionally indirect strategies than the group with prep class education.
None of the participants used non-conventionally indirect strategies. The group with prep class education
used more internal modification than the group without prep class education. The most common internal
modification was the consultative device in both groups. As for external modification, the group with prep
class education utilized more supportive moves than the group without prep class education. Grounder
was the most preferred supportive move by both groups.

Keywords: academic e-mails; requestive e-mails; direct and indirect strategies; Turkish EFL students;
prep class education.

1. INTRODUCTION

Language learners today differ in many ways from those in the past in terms of the ways they
communicate with their teachers outside of the classroom. Although face-to-face communication
may still be the most effective way to get your message across, using online tools such as e-mail
seems to be the most convenient and efficient option. In addition to those advantages, for English
language learners, communicating through e-mail also gives them the opportunity to revise their
messages. One of the most important reasons for writing e-mails to their teachers is to make a
request (Shim, 2013). However, writing a request e-mail to a teacher is a challenging situation for
students because the request is a face-threatening act (Brown & Levinson, 1987) in its nature. It is
also a power-asymmetrical situation that is, while students have lower institutional status, teachers
have higher institutional status. It requires to have pragmatic competence and linguistic awareness.
There are not any existing conventions for e-mail writing because e-mail is a relatively new way of
communication (Biesenbach-Lucas, 2006).

In one hand, e-mail writing is considered to be related to speaking because it is dynamic and
interactive (Economidou- Kogetsidis, 2011); on the other hand, it has some features from writing
because the speaker and the hearer cannot see each other while writing e-mails (Collot & Belmore,
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1996). Thus, e-mail writing shares some features with both speaking and writing, so it is regarded
as “a hybrid medium” of communication (Crystal, 2001). Chen (2006) stated that challenge in
writing e-mails occurs because “non-native speakers often lack the sophisticated pragmatic
competence in the L2 and critical language awareness of how discourse shapes and is shaped by
power relations, identity, and ideologies established in the target culture” (p. 36).

The degree of imposition is another important point while writing a requestive e-mail to a
teacher. Biesenbach-Lucas (2007), using a modified Cross-Cultural Study of Speech Act
Realization Patterns (CCSARP) categories, analyzed three types of requests in academic emails of
NS and NNS graduate students. Ordered in increasing imposition, these types are requests for
appointments, requests for feedback, requests for extensions. Much of the research on requests in
second/foreign language is based on the Cross-Cultural Study of Speech Act Realization Patterns
(CCSARP) conducted by Blum-Kulka et. al (1989). The CCSARP is a large-scale project that
established the similarities and differences between native and non-native speakers’ patterns across
languages in request and apology speech acts.

2. LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1. Politeness Theory and Request Speech Act

Brown and Levinson (1987) illustrated how politeness functions in language interaction
drawing on the notion of “face”. People are encouraged to interact with each other in a way that
saves a positive face (the positive and consistent image people have of themselves, and their desire
of approval) or negative face (personal preserves and rights to non-distraction) of one
another (Brown & Levinson, 1987, p. 61). Therefore, a request is a specifically distinguished
speech act as it includes face-threatening potential (Brown & Levinson, 1987) and requires the use
of regressive actions to mitigate the potentially negative effects.

2.2. Academic Requestive E-mail

There is an institutional power difference between a student and a professor, so students’
requests toward their professors are generally “characterized by higher formality, avoidance of
imperative requests (avoidance of direct strategies and preference for conventionally indirect
strategies instead), quite a high level of mitigation (marker “please”, “would you mind” etc.) and
recognition of the imposition involved” (Economidou-Kogetsidis, 2011, p. 3194). Nonetheless, non-
native students who do not often have adequate linguistic and pragmatic options at their transfer,
fail to reach the expected level of politeness in writing power-asymmetrical e-mails.

Academic requestive e-mails have been the subject of many studies up to now in the literature
to address NNSs’ academic performances in academic settings, who are often lack of adequate level
of linguistic and pragmatic competence and performance. Hartford and Bardovi-Harlig (1996)
examined e-mail requests of NS and NNS graduate students at an American university. The results
showed that the NNSs used fewer downgraders, more often expressed their time needs, and less
often acknowledged imposition on the faculty than the NSs.

Biesenbach-Lucas (2007), examined three types of requests by using modified CCSARP
categories in academic e-mails of NS and NNS graduate students. The NSs used past tense in
appointment requests and embedded forms in extension requests as syntactic modifiers much more
frequently than NNSs. The marker “please” was used much more frequently by the NNSs.
Economidou-Kogetsidis (2011) analyzed NNS undergraduate and graduate students in an English-
medium university in Greece. Results showed that the NNSs employed a higher number of direct
strategies than indirect ones. Marker “please” was the most frequently used downgrader.

GOy, Zeyrek and Otcu (2012). investigated the acquisition of requests by high and low
proficiency level Turkish learners. They examined alerters, external modification, internal
modification, request head act realizations, modal and main verbs in request head acts. Results
revealed that participants did not use a large variety of external modification. They used grounders
mostly. In terms of internal modification, high proficiency learners could transfer pragmatic
functions more successfully than low proficiency level (Gdy, Zeyrek & Otcu, 2012).
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Olmezer-Oztiirk (2017) investigated the degree of directness and amount of lexical/phrasal
internal and external modifications employed by 20 Turkish EFL learners, 10 native speakers of
English, and 10 native speakers of Turkish. The study also explored whether there is a difference
across three groups while making requests. Results indicated that Turkish EFL learners and native
speakers of Turkish resorted to more direct strategies, while native speakers of English performed
more conventionally indirect strategies. However, the internal and external modification indicated
that the phrases Turkish EFL learners utilized were similar to native speakers of English.

3. STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

Although the previous research contributed to increasing our understanding of non-native
students’ academic request e-mails, some areas are still understudied. Firstly, much of the previous
research was conducted with ESL students (Hartford and Bardovi-Harlig, 1996; Biesenbach-Lucas,
2006; 2007; Chen, 2006) but research focusing on EFL students is largely understudied. As a result,
further study is needed with EFL learners to provide useful insights for English learners around the
world.

Secondly, for English Language and Literature students in Turkey at Kiitahya Dumlupinar
University (KDPU), preparatory class education is obligatory. During the academic year, they take a
lot of instruction on grammar, vocabulary and four skills with meaningful context. EFL students
who can pass the proficiency exam at the beginning of the academic year continue their education
in their departments. Therefore, they are lack of aforementioned instructions. However, there has
been little research on whether preparatory class education has any effect on EFL students’
pragmatic competence and performance. This study might help understand if prep class education
makes a pragmatic difference with respect to different levels of imposition while writing an
academic request.

Finally, previous studies which focus on EFL students from different departments around the
world and in Turkey, but the population of English Language and Literature department students
were underrepresented. English Language and Literature students are accepted as advanced level
EFL students in Turkey at KDPU. These students resort to e-mail communication with their
professors for different reasons including requests. However, it is very common for professors to
complain about the inappropriateness of students’ e-mails in terms of politeness level. The students’
possible lack of experience in writing request e-mails to their teachers for different situations before
university and pragmatic transfer from their mother tongue (L1) could be important factors in the
problem. As a consequence, further research analyzing EFL students’ requestive e-mails in Turkey
will portray a more comprehensive picture of their pragmatic competence and performance and help
develop new ways of pragmatic instruction.

4. AIM AND SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY

Even though previous studies reveal similar findings on the interaction of the student-to-
teacher request via e-mail in relation to degree of directness and amount of lexical/phrasal internal
and external modification, a study based on the effects of prep class education on e-mail requests
carried out in Turkish context has not been encountered. In the effort to address these
underrepresented areas, the present study aims to explore and compare the degree of directness and
amount of lexical/phrasal internal and external modifications employed by Turkish students of
English Language and Literature department who started their education in their departments
having successfully completed one year of preparatory education with those who started their
education in their departments without getting preparatory education. It also aims to investigate
whether there is a difference between the high and low degree of imposition requests of these two
groups of students. With these aims, the study is going to address the following research questions:

1. What is the degree of directness and amount of lexical/phrasal internal and external
modification employed by: a) English Language and Literature students with preparatory education;
b) English Language and Literature students without preparatory education?
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2. How does the degree of imposition affect the requestive e-mails by: a) English Language
and Literature students with preparatory education; b) English Language and Literature students
without preparatory education?

5. METHODOLOGY

5.1. Research Design

This study is both quantitative and qualitative. For qualitative analysis, the classification of
each request head act was determined and sorted out by the researcher manually. After this
classification, for quantitative analysis, descriptive analysis was done to calculate the occurrences of
the request strategies in the emails. The frequencies of these occurrences with respect to directness
level, internal and external modification were provided through descriptive statistics.

5.2. Participants

The participants of this study composed of a total 50 first grade students of the English
Language and Literature department for whom preparatory class is obligatory. While selecting the
participants, the convenience sampling method was used, in which the researcher chooses the
subjects as they are available and convenient in predetermined classrooms/groups (Creswell, 2005).
25 of these students received above 65 out of 100 from the proficiency exam which was
administered by The School of Foreign Languages (SFL) at the beginning of the academic year and
started their education in their departments. The other half of the participants received below 65 out
of 100 from the aforementioned exam and attended the prep school for one academic year. At the
end of the academic year, these students took the final proficiency exam, scored above 65 out of
100 and started their education in their departments.

5.3. Research Setting

English preparatory class is obligatory for the students of the Division of Western Languages,
Mathematics Teaching and Electric and Electronical Engineering at Kiitahya Dumlupinar
University. Additionally, some students from different departments, who states that they want to
learn English, are accepted to the program according to their scores of the university entrance exam.
These students are administered a placement test and placed at different groups according to their
levels (Elementary, Pre-intermediate, Intermediate). Throughout the academic year, students take a
written midterm exam and an oral exam once every eight weeks, and two in total each semester.
They also take pre-determined quizzes once every four weeks and unexpected pop quizzes.

The courses the students take are classified as follows: Main Course, Listening-Speaking and
Reading-Writing. The number of class hours for English is 24 hours weekly. Additionally, they have
an option to take a 4-hour course for another language such as Russian, Spanish, French, Japanese
or German if they want. The coursebook for the main course class is New English File, which is a
communicative one, focusing on four skills in an integrated way. For the skills lessons, Q Skills
Series are used. At the end of the academic year, the students who can take above 65 out of 100
from the proficiency exam finishes the preparatory education with an intermediate level.

5.4. Instruments

The data was collected with a discourse completion test requiring the participants to write two
e-mails to their professors in two given situations. The situations were written as one low degree of
imposition and one high degree of imposition (request for appointment/request for extension). The
situations were designed according to Biesenbach-Lucas’s (2007) types of requests in terms of their
level of imposition.

5.5. Data Collection

Discourse completion tests were passed out to the participants during their regular class hour
with the permission of the class teacher by the researcher. The students had 20 minutes for each
situation. The first situation was given at the beginning of the class and when their time finished,
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the DCTs were collected. Students were asked to write a code on the paper which they could
remember later. At the end of the lesson, the second situation was distributed to the students and
they were asked to write the same code on the papers. The aim here was to prevent students from
writing the same sentences and structures for both situations. Finally, the DCTs were matched
together for each participant and they were separated into two groups according to their preparatory
education status. The data of the students who are from different countries, who studied prep class
education at different universities, and who took the YOKDIL exam and continue their education
before the in their departments was excluded from the analysis process.

5.6. Data Analysis

Discourse completion tests were analyzed and classified based on Economidou-
Kogetsidis’s (2011) framework which relies on Blum-Kulka et. al (1989) and Biesenbach-
Lucas (2006; 2007). For the analysis, the first step was to identify the request head acts in each e-
mail and categorize them under the suitable request strategy. The differences between the situations
were also analyzed for each group in terms of the degree of directness. Based on this classification,
each request head act was identified and sorted out manually by the researcher.

After that, the frequencies and percentages were provided for each category and subcategory
with respect to two groups of participants and the degree of imposition. Finally, based on the
percentages and frequencies, the students with preparatory class education were compared to the
students without preparatory class education, with respect to their usage of request strategies,
lexical/phrasal internal modification and external modification.

40% of the data classification of the researcher based on the coding scheme were also cross-
checked by a colleague who was holding a PhD in English Philology. The consensus estimates of
interrater reliability was 80.3%. In the cases where discrepancies existed, a discussion was
conducted to reach an agreement. All differences were resolved and adjustments made before
performing the analysis.

6. RESULTS

6.1. Findings of The First Research Question

6.1.1. Comparison of two situations in terms of the degree of directness

In terms of the degree of directness, students with prep class education employed 41 request
head acts totally in two given situations. As for the students without prep class education, 62 request
head acts were employed totally. In both groups, direct strategies were employed more than indirect
strategies. The most commonly preferred direct strategy was “want statements” by each group.
What is interesting in the table is that the students without prep class education used indirect
strategies more frequently than the other group. Both groups used less indirect strategies for the
high imposition level situation, but the students without prep class education employed more

indirect strategies than the first group.
Table 1

DEGREE OF DIRECTNESS

STUDENTS WITH PREP CLASS EDUCATION STUDENTS WITHOUT PREP CLA S5 EDUCATION

low Imposition level high imposition level low imposition leve!

high imposition level situation

situation situation situation
frequency percentage  frequency percentage  frequency  percentage  frequency percentage

direct strategies 12 60,00% 15 71,43% 17 53,13% 17 56,67%
pre-decided staterments 1 5,009 0 0, 00% 0 0,00% 0 0,009
wantstatements 8 40,0088 10 47,62% 9 28,13% 8 26,67%
performatives 1 5,00% 1 4,76% 0 0,007 0 0,00%
need statements 1 5,00% 1 4,76% 2 6,25% 4 13,33%
expectation statements 0 0,00% 0 0,00% 1 3,13% 0 (0, 00%
Imperatives/mood 1 5,008 3 14,2 5 15,63% 5 16,67%
derivable

conventionally indirect 8 40,00% 6 28,57% 15 46,88% 13 43,33%
strategies

nan-conventianally 0 0,00% 0 0,00% 0 0,00% 0 0,00%
indirect strategies

in total 20 100,00% 21 100% 32 100% 30 100%
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6.1.2. Comparison of two situations in terms of internal modification

Participants with prep class education utilized 32 internal modifications totally. The most
common downgrader was consultative devices in both situations. As for the students without prep
class education, they used 27 internal modifications in total. Consultative devices were the most
common downgraders in both situations, too. The group without prep class education used marker
“please” more than the group with prep class education.

Table 2

LEXICAL / PHRASAL INTERNAL MODIFICATION

STUDENTSWITH PREP CLASS EDUCATION STUDENTS WITHOUT PREP CLASS EDUCATION

low imposition level situation— high Imposition fevel situation— low imposition fevel situation high imposition level

frequency  percentage frequency  percentoge  frequency  percentoge  frequency  percentoge
downgraders 18 100,00% 12 85,71% 17 100,00% 10 100,00%
consultative davices 11 6L 11% 10 7143% 7 4,18% 5 50,00%
marker “please” 3 160 z 14,29% 7 41,15 5 50,00%
subjectivisers 3 16,67% 0 0,008 ? 11,76% 0 000%
downtoner 1 5,00% 0 0,00% 1 5,88% 0 0,00%
upgraders 0 0,00% 2 14,29% 0 0,00% 0 0,00%
intensifier 0 0,00% 2 1429% 0 0,00% 0 0,00%
in tatal 18 100,00% 14 100% 17 100% 10 100%

6.1.3. Comparison of two groups in terms of external modification

The participants with prep class education utilized 139 external modifications in total while
the participants without prep class education used 123 external modifications. The most preferred
supportive move for both situations by the two groups was grounder. For the greeting/opening, both
groups tended to use “hi/hello” to their professors for each situation. The number of self-
introduction and greeting/opening moves was very small in both groups.

Table 3

EXTERNAL MODIFICATION

STUDENTS WITH PREP CLASS EDUCATION STUDENTS WITHOUT PREP CLASS EDUCATION

low imposition level situation— high impesition level situation— low Impasition fevel situotion— fow impasition level situation

frequency frequency frequency frequency frequency frequency frequency  percentage

supportive moves i 100,00% 69 100,00% 55 100,00% 68 100,00%
greeting/opening 14 201,005 13 15,50% 11 20,009 9 13,70%
self introduction 4 571% 4 5 80% 2 3,64% 1 L47%
grounder P 34,29 24 34,78% 2 40,00% 23 33,82%
disarmer 4 571% 1 1,45% 2 3,60% 0 0,00%
promiss 1 1,4% 3 4.35% 1 1,52% 4 5,88%
apology 0 0,008 1 1,45% 1 1,52% § 7.35%
imposition minimizer 0 0,009 7 10,14% 0 0,00% g 11,76%
oflentation move 7 10,005 0 (,.00% ? 3040% 0 (,.00%
complements/sweetener 0 0,008 1 1 45% 0 0,00% 0 0,00%
pre-closing thanks 15 21,43% 14 20,29% 9 16,36% 13 19,12%
e-rriail closing 1 1,4% 1 1,45% 5 9,09% 5 735%
in total 70 100,00% 69 100% 55 100% 68 100%
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6.2. Findings of The Second Research Question

6.2.1. Degree of Imposition and Prep Class Education

The results revealed that both the participants with and without preparatory class education
have difficulty in acknowledging the level of imposition in terms of the degree of directness,
internal and external modifications. They mostly employed direct strategies for both low and high
imposition level situations. What is interesting is that, students without prep class education used
more conventionally direct strategies for both situations than the other group. Additionally, both
groups of participants failed to use a wide range of downgraders to mitigate the requestive force for
both imposition levels. Both groups utilized external modifications mostly.

7. DISCUSSION AND PEDAGOGICAL IMPLICATIONS

7.1. Degree of Directness

First research question of the present study is “What is the degree of directness and amount of
lexical/phrasal internal and external modification employed by a) English Language and Literature
(ELL) students with preparatory education b) English Language and Literature students without
preparatory education”. In terms of the degree of directness, students with prep class education
made use of more direct strategies than conventionally indirect strategies. As for the students
without prep class education, they also used more direct strategies than conventionally indirect
strategies, but their total number of conventionally indirect strategies for both situations is 28, more
than the other groups’ number of totally conventionally indirect strategies, which is 14. However,
the most common conventionally indirect request strategy structure used by both groups were “Can
you...” or “Could you...”. This can result from the fact that “can and could” structures are taught in
most coursebooks starting from lower levels. (Sanal, 2016). Furthermore, “Want Statements” are
the most commonly preferred direct strategies by both groups. None of the participants used non-
conventionally indirect strategies.

One of the concerns of this study is that, although Turkish ELL students’ level is accepted as
advanced, their professors commonly complain about the inappropriateness of their requestive e-
mails in terms of politeness. The results indicated that, although both Turkish ELL learners with and
without prep class education, failed to use a variety of grammatical structures for different
situations while sending request e-mails to their professors. This might be related to the fact that
although Turkish ELL students have high-level proficiency in grammatical and lexical knowledge
in the target language, they may still fail achieving successful communication because of lack
linguistic and social aspects of the target language (Li, 2015; Ortactepe, 2012; Taguchi, 2012).
These results are in line with Economidou-Kogetsidis (2011) who concluded that Greek-Cypriot
NNSs of English tended to use more direct strategies while writing requestive e-mails. Olmezer-
Oztiirk (2017) also showed that Turkish EFL learners resorted to more direct strategies.

Additionally, it could be understood from the findings that, although the students without prep
class education tend to be more polite by employing more conventionally indirect strategies than the
students with prep class education, both groups used direct strategies more in total. Thus, it can be
concluded that preparatory class education should include explicit instruction to improve Turkish
ELL learners’ pragmatic competence and performance because the social aspect of the target
language is highly challenging for the learners. Moreover, Faerch and Kasper (1989) stated that
when learners resort to the strategies in their L1 while speaking the target language, then pragmatic
transfer occurs. Further study could be carried out to reveal how well Turkish ELL students can use
their L1 in social contexts and such power asymmetrical situations as in this present study to
scrutinize their pragmatic transfer to L2.

7.2. Lexical / Phrasal Internal Modification

These findings are in line with Hartford and Bardovi-Harlig (1996) who concluded that the
NNSs used fewer downgraders and less often acknowledged imposition on the faculty. However,
the results are in contrast with the findings of Economidou-Kogetsidis (2011) who stated that
Marker “please” was the most frequently used downgrader. In terms of preparatory class education

18



Advanced Linguistics 7 /2021

status of the participants, it can be obvious that the majority of the requestive e-mails of both groups
were bare of any lexical/phrasal modification to mitigate the effect of the request, which might also
cause pragmatic failure by adding a coercive tone to the participants’ e-mails. Hardford and
Bardovi-Harlig (1996) stated that “in an institutional setting such as academic, the use of
unmitigated, speaker dominant ‘I want” and ‘I need’ forms by lower-status requesters seems to
elevate both the right of the requesters and the obligation of the requestee. At the same time,
however, these forms appear to remove the student requester from the framework of the institution
to a more individual context, which makes it even less likely that the faculty member has the
obligation to grant the request”™ (p. 58).

The use of limited kinds of internal modifications by both groups may be the indication of
students’ lack of linguistic flexibility and pragmatic competence, which might show that they do not
know the appropriate politeness and formality level while sending a request e-mail to their
professors as they lack conceptual socialization in the target language and preparatory class
education did not change this result. Keeping this in mind, at the preparatory school at KDPU,
teaching of speech acts may be integrated into coursebook, curriculum design and testing to raise
the students’ awareness of the available choices for speech act realization in different situations.

7.3. External Modification

For the external modifications, Turkish EFL students with prep class education utilized
139 supportive moves in total. Among the supportive moves, they favored grounder,
greeting/opening and pre-closing thanks most. As for the students without prep class education, they
employed 123 supportive moves in total. The most preferred supportive moves by this group are
also grounder, greeting/opening, and pre-closing thanks, too. This finding is in line with the
interlanguage study of Otcu and Zeyrek 2006, who concluded that the grounder was the most
frequent supportive move by Turkish EFL students.

However, the majority of the e-mails were written without a greeting and without a closing. It
could be stated that a greeting in an e-mail writing can generally function as a positive politeness
strategy which presupposes common ground (Brown & Levinson, 1987, p. 117). Clearly, this
positive strategy to soften requests seems to be largely ignored by the participants of the present
study, who mostly preferred to state their requests explicitly and directly. This may result from the
instant messaging culture of young people where speed and directness are especially important. It
can be clearly seen from the results that, there is a high degree of similarities between the students
with and without prep class education with respect to external modification. This could be another
indication of the lack of pragmatic instruction of preparatory class education at KDPU.

7.4. Degree of Imposition and Prep Class Education

The second research question of this study is “How does the degree of imposition affect the
requestive e-mails by both groups of participants?”. The results revealed that both the participants
with and without preparatory class education have difficulty in acknowledging the level of
imposition in terms of the degree of directness, internal and external modifications. They mostly
employed direct strategies for both low and high imposition level situations, which is an indication
of their lack of pragmatic competence and performance. Interestingly, students without prep class
education used more conventionally direct strategies for both situations than the other group.

In addition, both groups of participants failed to utilize a variety of downgraders to mitigate
the requestive force for both imposition levels. What is interesting here is that both groups used
more downgraders for low imposition level situation than high imposition level situation. This can
be an indication of the participants’ lack of linguistic flexibility of recognizing their low status and
their professors’ high status while writing their request e-mails.

As for external modifications, this is the most preferred type of modification by both groups
in both situations. It has been claimed that non-native learners prefer external modifiers because
such modifiers are more explicit in their intended politeness function (Faerch & Kasper, 1989).
Moreover, external modifiers are syntactically less demanding and less complex
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pragmalinguistically, so learners are more able to use them (Hassal, 2001, p. 273-274). These
findings are in line with the previous ones, which are indication of necessity for pragmatic
instruction for Turkish ELL students.

8. CONCLUSIONS AND SCOPE FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

The present study revealed that, although Turkish ELL students are advanced level, they still
cannot produce appropriate request speech acts to their professors with different imposition levels
of situations. Students in Turkey start learning English from very early ages at primary school but
they mostly take grammatical instruction and authentic models for the social aspect of the target
language are rarely available in natural settings. This situation generally continues through their
education life until university, and it might be difficult to change their attitude toward the target
language.

Therefore, more importance should be given in encouraging learners to realize cultural and
linguistic differences in the use of speech acts. It can be claimed that, preparatory class education
curriculum should include not only focus on form, but also a variety of structures used for different
social contexts including participants who have different social statuses and this education should
be obligatory for all Turkish ELL learners. With the help of technology, students’ awareness of the
different structures used in various social contexts can be raised by using videos or scenes from TV
series in classes. Roleplay activities could also be used to create a social context to use different
speech acts.
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APPENDICES
Appendix A: Coding Scheme in terms of The Degree Of Directness

Directness level Request strategies Examples

Most Direct Imperatives/mood derivable Please note what changes should be made.

Elliprical requests
Performatives
Want statements

- Any comments?

= | have to ask for an extension for a week

=1 would like your suggestion

=1 want to have an extension

| will need a little more time

- | hope you'll give me the weekend to finish my assignment
-1 look forward to hearing from yow

- 1 would like to remind you of my reference letter

- I will hand my assignment in tomorrow.

Need statements
Expectation statements

Reminder requests®
Pre-decided statements®

Conventionally indirect Query preparatory (ability, willingness, permission) - Canfcould.. . /Would you mind.. .

-1 would apprediate it if.. ..

Hints Strong hints/mild hints - Artached is a draft of my work
- I have snme trouible inderstanding the escay question
Most direct Direct questions - Did you get my project?
Elliptical -Any news?
Mood derivable - Please let me know if you have to withdraw me from class.
Performative - I'would like to askif ...

‘Want statements - I would like to know what vour policy is on
grading students for the Degree Equivalence Program

Need statements - I will need to know. ...

Conventionally indirect Query preparatory - Could you tell me....
(ability, willingness, permission)

Strong hints/mild hints

Hints - | tried very hard to find your office but couldn't find ir.

Appendix B: Classification of Lexical/Internal Modifications

Name

Marker 'please’

Explanation Devices

“An optional element added to a request to bid for cooperative
behavior” (Blum-Kulka et al, 1989:283).

‘please’

Consultative devices  “expressions by means of which the speaker seeks to involve the hearer ‘would you mind’, ‘do you think’,
directly bidding for cooperation” (Blum-Kulka et al,, 1989:283). ‘would it be all right if ‘is it/would
it be possible’, ‘do you think
I could...", ‘is it all right?’
Dawntoners “modifiers which are used by a speaker in order to modulate the impact his ‘possibly’, ‘perhaps’, just’,
or her request s likely to have on the hearer” (Blum-Kulka et al, 1989:284), ‘rather’, ‘maybe’, ‘by any chance’,
‘ar al’
Understaters'hedges  “adverbial modifiers by means of which the speaker underrepresents the state ‘a bir', ‘a liecle’, 'sort of,
of affairs denoted in the praposition” (Blum-Kulka et al, 1989:283), ‘a kind of"

Time intensifier

Querstater

‘employed to emphasise the temporal aspect of the speaker’s request” (Schauer, 2009:91)

*Exaggerated utterances that form part cf the request and are employed by the
speaker to communicate their need of the request being met" (Schaver, 2009:91)

Subjectivisers “elements in which the speaker explicitly expresses his or her subjective ‘I'm afraid’, ‘1 wender,
opinion vis-a-vis the state of affairs referred to in the proposition, thus lowering I think/suppose’
the assertive force of the request” (Blum-Kulka et al, 1989:284),

Cajolers “conventionalized, addressee-oriented modifiers whose function is to make things ~ “You know, You see...'
clearer for the addressee and invite him/her to metaphorically participate in
the speech act” (Sifianou, 1992:180),

Appealers Addressee-oriented elements occurning in a syntactically final position, ‘Clean the table dear,
They may signal turn-availability and “are used by the speaker whenever he or will you?.. .........okfright?’)
she wishes to appeal to his or her hearer's benevolent
understanding” (Blum-Kulka et al, 1989:285).

Intensifier *Adverbial moodier that stresses specific elements of the request” (Schauer, 2009:91) - | trulyjreclly need this extension.

- | had such  high fever

- 2 5000 & posible

- Urgently

- right now

- I'm in desperate need of
material for my esgy.
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Appendix C: Classification of External Modifications

|I'II|]05I1'IDFI Mminimizer

Apology

(rientation move

Complement/sweetener

Pre-Closings, thanks

E-mail closing

upon completion of the requested act

“The speaker fries to reduce the imposition
placed on the hearer by his request”
(Blum-Kulka et al,, 1989:288).

The speaker apologises for posing the request
and)or for the imposition incurred,

Opening discourse moves which serve an
orientation function but da not necessarily
mitigate or aggravate the request in any way

“Employed to Matter the Interlocutor and
to put them into a positive mood”
(Schauer, 2009:92)

22

Name Explanation Example
Greetingfopening The writer opens the e-mail with a greeting - Hi[Hello/Good morning
- How are you?
- | am sorry to hear that you are not well.
self introduction The writer introduces himselfjherself I'm Maria K. from your LALI-141 class
Grounder A clause which can either precede or follow a ‘I would like an assignment extension
request and allows the speaker to give reasons, because | could nor deal the typing time."
explanations, or justifications for his or her request
Disarmer A phrase with which “the speaker tries to remove ‘I know that this essignment & important but could you....”
any potential ohjections the hearer ‘I hope you understand my situation.. .’
might raise upon being confronted with the
request” (Blum-Kulka et al, 1989:287)
Preparatar The speaker prepares the hearer far the ‘I'eally need a favor ...
ensuing request,
Getting a precommimment  The speaker checks on a potential refusal *Could you do me 2 favar?.
before performing the request by trying
to get the hearer to commit
Promise The speaker makes a promise to be fulfilled *Could you give me an extension? | prombe [l have it ready

by tomomow.’
‘[ would like to ask for an extension. ust for a few days.

‘I'm very sorry but | n2ed an extension on this project.”

*You know the seminar paper I'm supposed
to be giving on the 20%th ...

‘It about our midterm exam’

‘I have a question about the essay...’

“Your opinion counts

‘I hope you fezl better

“Thanks for your ime’
[ Nook forward to hearing from you'
Best, Sincerely,
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Discourse Completion Test for Requestive Email

Degerli kahhmoalar, asagadald seceneklerden sizin igin uwygun olanlan isaretled ikien
sonra, verilen duruma uygun e-posia yarmamz beklenmeldedir. Cep telefonu ve sizlik
kullanmamamz gerekmeldedir. Siireniz 15 dakikadw. Vaktinki ayvodifiumz icin
tesekldirler.

Liitfen sizin icin uy olan yag aral@¥im isaretleyini.
1 1222 %'123-2? ] 27+

Liitfen sizin igin uygun olan tiim secenekleri izaretleyiniz.
[] EDPU de | wllik hamilik efitimi alcim
L] Bagka bir trdwersitede 1 sallik hazwlik eZitimd aldim
[] Harlik egitimi almadhim
[] B dersi alttan aiyonum
L] 1 amf édrencisiyim

SITUATION 1

¥ ou are stadying for your midterm exams and you cannot understand a grammoar topic which
wag taught in one of ywour frevious lessons, ¥ ouneed to ask your gquestions to yvoux professor
who isteaching that course. In order to ask yowr questions, ywou should ask ywour professor for
at1 appointm ent it adratice.

¥ ou are going to write a request e-mail to your professor and ask for an appointm ent for o
e st ons.

Send Sawve Now Diizcard IEI

To:

Add Ce | Sdd Bee

Suhbject:
ﬁ MAitach a fila Insart: lowitation
B 5 U F-1IFr Ty T 2 = = i= 4= = i = = = K Check Spellingw
w Flain Teoxd
Send Sawve Now Mscord
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Appendix D: Discourse Completion Tests

Discourse Completion Test for Requestive Email

Degerli kahhmeolar, agafidald seceneklerden sizin icin uygun olinlan isavetled ikien
sonra, verilen duruma uygun e-posta yarmamsz bhelklenmeladedir. Cep telefonu ve sizliilc
lkullanmamamz gerekmeldedir. Wiirveniz 15 dakikadw. ValdinkEi aymrdsgimzr igin
tesekldier.

Liitfen sizrin igin uy olan yas aralwim izaretleyinir.
[ 18-22 0 2327 1 27+

Liitfen sizrin igin uygun olan fiim secenekleri isavetleyiniz.
L] KDPT de 1 wllk hazirlik eitimi alchm
[]E agka bir Urdwversitede 1 sallik hazalik eFitimi aldum
[ ] Heazihik eSititn i almadim
[ ] Bu dersi alttan aliyonam
L] 1.suf &@rencisivim

SITUATION 2

Voo project deadline iz tomm orr o, ¥V o have ot findshed it et because you have been 41, Vou
hawve decidedto ask your professor for extra 2 days to findsh your project.

¥ou are going to write a request e-moal to yow professor and ask for an extension for o
ot o et

Send Save Now Diccard @

Add Co | Add Boco

Subject:
ﬁ ASitach a file  Insart: Inwiiation
B 5 U F- 115 Ts E == = (= 4= = i = = = K cCheck Spelling v
= Plain Text
Send Save Now iacard
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Beriom Bakak. Bnuime mepeasuinoi miaroros4oi ocBitm B TypeuyunHi Ha edexkTHBHe TBOpPEHHHA
CTYIeHTAMH aHIVIOMOBHMX €JIeKTPOHHMX JHCTiB-3anuTiB. Haronomeno, 1o npoTaromM ocTaHHIX POKiB
MDKKYJIBTYpHa Ta MPKMOBHa TIparMaThka 30Cepe/DKyBajach Ha JOCHIPKeHHI MOBHUX aKTiB PiTHOIO Ta
1HO3EMHOI0 MOBaMH, 1 JIMIIE HEBEIWKY KUIBKICTh JOCIKEHb Oylno CIPSIMOBAHO HAa BHBYEHHS BIUIMBY
TIepe/IBUIIOI MIArOTOBYOI OCBITM Ha e(EKTHBHE NPOAYKYBaHHS MOBHHX aKTiB 1HO3EMHOIO MOBOIO,
30KkpeMa aHriicekoro. 1106 momonmary meil po3puB, MOCHTIHKEHHS CTABHIIO 32 METY BHBYMTH CTYTICHI
BIJIBHOCTI Ta KiJIBKICTh JIEKCHYHHX / (Ppa3oBHX BHYTPIIIHIX 1 30BHIMIHIX MOAU]iKaIiii B aHINIOMOBHHX
€JIEKTPOHHMX JINCTAaX-3alMTaX, 10 BUKOPUCTOBYBAIHCS 25 cTylAeHTaMn Kadenpu aHDIIHCHKOI MOBH Ta
JiTeparypy, SIKi TPOMIUIM Kypc MiATOTOBYOTO HABYaHHS, Ta 25 cTyneHTamMu Tiei X Kadenpu 0Oe3
IATOTOBYOT OCBITH B JiepaBHOMY yHiBepcuteTi Jymmyminap y Krorax’i. Pesynprarti moxaszanu, mo
CTyAEHTH 0e3 MiJIr0OTOBYOTO KJIaCy BHKOPHCTOBYBAJIM OijbIlle YMOBHO HETPsIMI CTparerii Ta BHYTHPIIIHI
MoauGikamii y HamMcaHHI aHIVIOMOBHHMX €JIEKTPOHHMX JINCTIB-3aIUTIB, HDXX CTYAEHTH 3 TpynH 3
TIEPEIBUIIOIO TTiITOTOBYOIO OCBITOIO.

Kuro4oBi cjioBa: HaB4YalbHI €IEKTPOHHI JIMCTH; €JIEKTPOHHI JIMCTH-3aIIMTH; TPSIMI Ta HEMPSMI CTpaTerii;
TYpeLbKi CTYEHTH, SIKi BUBYAIOTh aHIVIIHChKY MOBY; NepeIBHIIA TiATOTOBYA OCBITa.
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