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“Such is the power of the Greek language
that to know even a little of it is to know that
there is nothing more beautiful in the world.”

Virginia Woolf
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Abstract

The speech act of requests has been widely investigated in the field of Interlanguage
Pragmatics (ILP) throughout the years (i.e., Alcén Soler et al., 2005, Baron, 2015; Cohen &
Shively, 2007; Martinez-Flor, 2003; Taguchi, 2006), due to its highly face-threatening nature
(Vilar & Martinez-Flor, 2008) and strong connection with politeness and cross-cultural differences
(Blum-Kulka & Olshtain, 1984; Blum-Kulka et al., 1989; Brown & Levinson, 1987; Ishihara &
Cohen, 2021). Despite the growing body of research on L2 English requests by native speakers of
Greek in recent years (i.e., Economidou-Kogetsidis, 2012; 2018; 2022), little attention has been
given to the acquisition of requests in Greek as a Foreign Language (FL), with only a few studies
existing to date (Bella 2012a, 2012b, 2014a). In order to fill this gap in the field, the present
dissertation intends to analyze the acquisition of requests in L2 Greek by Spanish/Catalan
bilinguals. First, it aims to analyze the role of proficiency in their use of requests across a variety
of contexts. Second, it examines the use of requests by L2 Greek learners in informal and formal
communicative situations, characterized by different social parameters (-/+social power and -
/+social distance). Lastly, it explores pragmatic transfer from a learner's L1 to their L2 in
requesting behavior regarding the use of address forms in Greek (informal versus formal form of
‘you’). Thus, the theoretical foundations of this dissertation revolve around ILP, the speech act of
requests, requests in Greek, and pragmatic transfer.

The participants of this study were 54 (n = 54) adult learners of Greek (NNS), enrolled in
language courses at two schools in Barcelona, Spain, with proficiency levels ranging from A2 to
C1, as per the Common European Framework of Reference for Languages (Council of Europe,
2001). Additionally, a group of native speakers of Greek (NS) (n = 53) was included to provide a

baseline for comparison. Data was gathered through role plays with varying degrees of social
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parameters (-/+social power and -/+social distance). A background questionnaire was administered
to the NNS to obtain information about their language profile, time learning Greek, previous
experience with the language, and motivations for learning Greek. Moreover, retrospective verbal
reports were conducted to provide insights into their perceptions of familiarity, prior experience,
and level of difficulty of each scenario presented in the role plays. The data were then analyzed
quantitatively and qualitatively, adapting Bella’s (2012a, 2012b) categorizations of Greek requests
and modifications.

Results have revealed no statistically significant differences between the NS and NNS in
the types of requests, although several differences were observed in the qualitative analysis in
some scenarios. Conversely, statistically significant differences were obtained regarding the use
of modifications across various scenarios. The aforementioned divergences appeared to stem from
the varying social parameters inherent to each context, which seemed to influence the NNS’s
choice of requests and mitigation devices. Proficiency appeared to affect the type and amount of
modifiers, both external and internal, revealing notable differences among groups based on the
specific context, with advanced learners performing more in line with native-speaker norms.
Findings revealed that the NNS struggled more when using requests and mitigation devices in
formal contexts, showing a lack of sociopragmatic competence. Additionally, statistically
significant differences were also found between the NS and NNS in the use of address forms when
making requests in three particular scenarios. This dissertation concludes with a discussion of the
pedagogical implications of these findings for teaching L2 learners to use requests in Greek
appropriately across communicative situations, while adhering to Greek politeness standards. This

study lays the groundwork for future research on cross-linguistic pragmatics within this
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underexplored combination of languages and promotes further investigation into request strategies

across various linguistic contexts.

Keywords: Greek as a Foreign Language, Interlanguage Pragmatics, Pragmatic Competence,

Pragmatic Transfer, Proficiency, Requests.
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Resum

L’acte de parla de les peticions ha estat ampliament investigat en 1’ambit de la Pragmatica
de la Interllengua (ILP) al llarg dels anys (p. ex., Alcon Soler et al., 2005, Baron, 2015; Cohen &
Shively, 2007; Martinez-Flor, 2003; Taguchi, 2006) a causa de la seva naturalesa altament
amenagadora per la cara (Vilar & Martinez-Flor, 2008) i la seva estreta relacio amb la cortesia 1
les diferéncies interculturals (Blum-Kulka & Olshtain, 1984; Blum-Kulka et al., 1989; Brown &
Levinson, 1987; Ishihara & Cohen, 2021). Malgrat el creixent nombre d’estudis sobre les peticions
en anglés com a segona llengua per part de parlants nadius de grec (L1) en els darrers anys (p. ex.,
Economidou-Kogetsidis, 2012; 2018; 2022), s’ha prestat poca atenci6 en aquest ambit a
I’adquisicié de les peticions en grec com a llengua estrangera, amb només uns pocs estudis
existents fins ara (Bella 2012a, 2012b, 2014a). Per tal d’omplir aquest buit en la recerca, la present
tesi té com a objectiu analitzar 1’adquisicié de les peticions en grec com a llengua estrangera per
part de bilingiies espanyol/catala. En primer lloc, s’examinara el nivell de domini en la L2 pel que
fa a I’Gs de les peticions en grec per part dels aprenents. En segon lloc, analitza I’s que fan els
aprenents de les peticions en situacions comunicatives informals i formals, caracteritzades per
diferents parametres socials (-/+poder social 1 -/+distancia social). Finalment, explora possibles
casos de transferéncia pragmatica en el comportament dels aprenents pel que fa a I’s de les formes
de tractament en grec a les peticions (informal “tu” versus formal “voste”). Aixi, els fonaments
teorics d’aquesta tesi giren al voltant de la Pragmatica de la Interllengua, 1’acte de parla de les
peticions, les peticions en grec i la transferéncia pragmatica.

Els participants d’aquest estudi van ser 54 (n = 54) aprenents adults de grec, matriculats en
cursos de llengua en dues escoles de Barcelona, Espanya, amb nivells de competéncia que anaven

deI’A2 al C1, segons el Marc Comu Europeu de Referéncia per a les Llengiies (Council of Europe,
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2001). A més, es va incloure un grup de parlants nadius de grec (n = 53) per establir una linia base
de comparacio. Les dades es van recollir mitjancant jocs de rols amb diferents graus de parametres
socials (-/+poder social 1 -/+distancia social). Es va administrar un qiliestionari per obtenir
informaci6 sobre el perfil lingiiistic dels aprenents, aixi com el temps que porten aprenent grec,
experiéncia preévia amb la llengua i la seva motivacid per aprendre-la. A més, es van dur a terme
informes verbals retrospectius per oferir informacié sobre les percepcions dels aprenents de grec
sobre la familiaritat, I’experiéncia previa, i el grau de dificultat de cada situaci6 als jocs de rol. Les
dades es van analitzar de manera qualitativa 1 quantitativa, adaptant la categoritzacidé de les
peticions en grec de Bella (2012a, 2012b).

Els resultats no han revelat diferéncies estadistiques significatives entre els parlants nadius
de grec 1 els aprenents pel que fa als tipus de peticions, tot i que s’han observat diferéncies en
I’analisi quantitativa a alguns escenaris. D’altra banda, s’han obtingut diferéncies estadistiques
significatives pel que fa a I'ias de modificacions en diferents situacions. Les divergéncies
esmentades semblen provenir dels diferents parametres socials inherents a cada context, els quals
semblaven influir en I’elecci6 de les peticions i estrategies de mitigacid. El nivell de competencia
lingiiistica sembla afectar el tipus i quantitat de modificacions, revelant diferéncies notables entre
els grups segons el context especific, amb els aprenents avangats mostrant un comportament més
alineat amb les normes dels parlants nadius. Els resultats també van revelar que els aprenents de
grec tenien més dificultats a I’hora d'utilitzar peticions 1 estratégies de mitigacié en situacions
formals, mostrant una manca de competéncia sociopragmatica. A més, es van trobar diferéncies
estadistiques significatives també entre els parlants nadius i els aprenents en 1’Us de les formes de
tractament en fer peticions en tres situacions concretes. Aquesta tesi conclou amb una discussio

sobre les implicacions pedagogiques d’aquests resultats per ensenyar als aprenents a utilitzar les



peticions en grec de manera adequada en diverses situacions comunicatives, tot seguint els
estandards de cortesia del grec. Finalment, aquest estudi estableix les bases per a futures recerques
sobre la Pragmatica de la Interllengua dins d’aquesta combinacid de llengiies poc explorada 1
fomenta una investigaci6 més profunda sobre les estrategies de peticid en diferents contextos

lingiiistics.

Paraules clau: Grec com a llengua estrangera, Pragmatica de la Interllengua, Competencia

pragmatica, Transferéncia pragmatica, Nivell de domini en la L2, Peticions.
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Chapter 1. Introduction

Pragmatics has long received considerable attention from experts in the field of second
language acquisition (SLA) (Ariel, 2008, 2010; Crystal, 1985, 1997; Félix-Brasdefer, 2021; Green,
1989; Grice, 1975; Kasper & Roever, 2005; Kasper, & Rose, 1999, 2002; Kecskes, 2013;
Levinson, 1983; Mey, 2001; Rasgado-Toledo et al., 2021; Stalnaker, 1972; Taguchi & Kadar,
2025; Thomas, 1983, 1995; Yule, 1996). Within the field of pragmatics, experts have recently
focused their research on what is known as Interlanguage Pragmatics (ILP) (Alcon Soler &
Martinez-Flor, 2008; Bardovi-Harlig, 1999, 2008, 2010, 2013; Cai & Wang, 2013; Jung, 2004;
Kasper, 1996; Kasper & Schmidt, 1996; Kasper & Blum-Kulka, 1993; Matsumura, 2003;
Norouzian & Eslami, 2016; Taguchi, 2017; Taguchi & Roever, 2017; Trosborg, 1995; Schauer,
2009). In Kasper’s words (1996), ILP can be defined as “the study of nonnative speakers’ use and
acquisition of L2 pragmatic knowledge” (p.145). That is, ILP aims at investigating how individuals
learning a second language acquire pragmatic norms of the target language community, including
speech acts, politeness strategies, and cultural norms in communication. In this sense, the main
interest of ILP experts is to explore pragmatic competence in individuals learning a second (L2)
or foreign language (FL). Therefore, studies in the field of ILP have aimed to explore L2 pragmatic
development either from a comparative or acquisitional perspective by using different data
collection methods and instruments (see Peng & Gao, 2018). However, studies in ILP are mostly
comparative, since they typically examine contrasts between non-native and native speakers’
pragmalinguistic and sociopragmatic knowledge, or across learners from diverse linguistic and
cultural backgrounds (Kasper & Schmidt, 1996). As a result, ILP research has mainly been
concerned with language use rather than language learning (Kasper & Rose, 1999; Safont Jorda,

2005; Taguchi, 2010). In this sense, different researchers have highlighted the need for further



research in ILP from an acquisitional (or developmental) perspective (Alcon-Soler & Martinez-
Flor, 2008; Bardovi-Harlig, 1999; Kasper & Rose, 1999, 2002; Kasper & Schmidt, 1996). Despite
a great body of ILP research being focused on speech acts (see Martinez-Flor & Us6-Juéan, 2010),
acquisitional studies have been neglected in this field for a long time (Barron, 2003; Bella, 2012a;
Cheng, 2005; Kasper & Schmidt, 1996) with most studies adopting a comparative perspective
(Dalmau & Gotor, 2007).

Nevertheless, developing pragmatic competence regarding the appropriate use of speech
acts in a FL context can be challenging for learners. As Kasper and Roever (2005) point out, FL
learners primarily receive input within a classroom setting, unlike learners in an L2 setting, where
they can engage with the TL more frequently. According to Thoms (2012), the process of acquiring
a FL is, from a sociocultural standpoint, inherently connected to the social and linguistic
opportunities that exist within the FL classroom. However, Taguchi (2008) states that FL learners
are not always at a disadvantage in understanding how language is used in different contexts, and
they can still develop pragmatic comprehension even when the opportunities for practice are
scarce, provided that their learning environment promotes this kind of development. In light of
these claims, the present thesis will explore whether pragmatic competence regarding the speech
act of requests in Greek improves in the FL. context.

Due to their frequent use and well-known face-threatening nature, requests are among the
most frequently studied speech acts in ILP literature (Gilabert & Barén, 2018), as they provide an
ideal focus for examining sociopragmatic competence and politeness (Bella, 2012a). According to
Barron (2003), the main goal of research in acquisitional studies is to focus on the learning of FLs
other than English. Considering this, the present study aims to contribute to the field through the

analysis of the use and acquisition of the speech act of requests in Greek by Spanish/Catalan



bilinguals across different proficiency levels. The main motivations for carrying out this research
are as follows: Firstly, although a substantial number of studies on the use of requests in different
languages have already been published in the field of ILP (e.g., Achiba 2003; Al Masaeed, 2022;
Barron, 2003; Blum-Kulka & Olshtain, 1984; Blum-Kulka, 1987; Cenoz & Valencia, 1996; Chen
& Chen, 2007; Chen, 2017; Cook & Liddicoat, 2002; Han, 2005; Krulatz, 2014; Lazarescu, 2021;
Li, 2000; Owen, 2001; Trosborg, 1995), there remains a scarcity in the number of studies
concerning the acquisition of requests in an under-explored language such as Greek (Bella, 2012a,
2012b). Secondly, Greek culture values politeness and formality, especially when making requests
to elders, superiors, or strangers (see Florou, 2021), and this requires a high level of consideration
for other people’s feelings. Given that reinforcing involvement and immediacy is important when
making requests in Greek (Sifianou & Antonopoulou, 2005), the study of this speech act is
essential for understanding how language reflects and maintains social norms and relationships in
Greek society. Thirdly, the existing studies on the acquisition of requests in Greek have
implemented the Discourse Completion Task (DCT) as the main instrument for data collection,
which, as other authors point out (Beebe & Cummings, 1996; Cohen, 1996a; Demeter, 2007;
Hartford & Bardovi-Harlig, 1992; Hinkel, 2005), presents certain limitations for measuring L2
pragmatic competence. In response, the present study relies on open role plays based on a variety
of scenarios with differing contexts (+/- formality, +/- politeness, +/- power, +/- social distance,
and +/- imposition) to analyze request performance in Greek by L1 Spanish/Catalan bilinguals.
Open role plays have proved to be a very effective instrument to measure L2 pragmatic
competence as demonstrated by previous research (see Demeter, 2007) since they provide

authentic spoken data, can be replicated and allow experts to evaluate the differences in speech act



performance between native and non-native speakers of the target language (Kasper & Dahl,
1991).

The remainder of this dissertation is organized as follows. Chapter 2 presents the literature
review that forms the foundation of the present dissertation. First, it explores ILP in Section 2.2,
offering an overview of the main theories in the field, such as the Speech Act Theory and Politeness
Theory (Section 2.2.1), and covering L.2 pragmatic competence and development (Section 2.2.2),
with special emphasis on the dichotomy between pragmalinguistics and sociopragmatics. Second,
it delves into the speech act of requests in Section 2.3, including its definition and Blum-Kulka
and Olshtain’s (1984) classification of request strategies and modification devices (Section 2.3.1),
previous studies on requests conducted in the field (Section 2.3.2), as well as the social parameters
(distance, power, and imposition) affecting their use as described by Brown and Levinson (1987)
(Section 2.3.3). Third, Greek requests are further explored in Section 2.4, providing an overview
of Greek politeness and the use of this speech act (Section 2.4.1), previous research on requests in
Greek (Section 2.4.2), followed by a thorough description of Bella’s (2012a) categorization for
Greek request types (Section 2.4.3) and external and internal modifications (Sections 2.4.4 and
2.4.5, respectively). Finally, Section 2.5 addresses the concept of pragmatic transfer. More
specifically, it defines the concept as described by several researchers (Section 2.5.1), reviews
previous studies done on pragmatic transfer and requests (Section 2.5.2), and includes a contrastive
analysis of requests as well as address forms in L1 Spanish, L1 Catalan, and L1 Greek based on
their use in these three languages (Section 2.5.3). Section 2.6 includes a chapter summary and
Section 2.7 introduces the research questions of the study and their justification.

In Chapter 3, the methodology employed for this research is presented. First, in Section

3.1, it describes the LETEGR2 project from which the data was obtained and its research



objectives. Second, the context is outlined in Section 3.2 following Andria’s (2024) description of
the two language schools involved in the study. Third, in Section 3.3, the native and non-native
speaker participants (henceforth NS and NNS, respectively) of the study are described along with
their demographic data. Fourth, Section 3.4 includes a thorough explanation of the instruments
taken from the LETEGR2 project and employed in this study: questionnaires (Section 3.4.1), role
plays (Section 3.4.2), and retrospective verbal reports (Section 3.4.3). Lastly, the procedure of the
study is explained in Section 3.5. Specifically, it details the main data collection carried out as part
of the LETEGR2 project (Section 3.5.1). Additionally, it details the data coding used and analysis
conducted in the present study (Section 3.5.2), including the coding scheme utilized to analyze the
request types and modifications in the data, as well as the statistical treatment applied, both
descriptive and inferential.

Chapter 4 presents the results of the study organized around the three research questions.
To start, the results for the first research question regarding the effect of proficiency in the
acquisition of requests (head acts and modifiers) by the NNS are addressed in Section 4.1, per role
play (Sections 4.1.1 to 4.1.7). It includes the frequencies, percentages, means, standard deviations,
and statistical analyses per group to investigate whether the NNS’s performance resembles that of
the NS with increased proficiency. Then, the chapter goes on to provide the results for the second
research question, entailing the use of requests in informal and formal contexts in Section 4.2. It
compares the results of the use of requests and modifications by the NS and NNS to observe
similarities and differences across role plays that share the same levels of distance and power
(Sections 4.2.1 to 4.2.3) while also considering the degree of imposition of the request. Next,
Section 4.3 introduces the results for the third research question on pragmatic transfer of address

forms from the L1 to the L2 in requests produced by the NNS in Greek to observe whether they



used the formal form when requesting across three different role plays (Sections 4.3.1 to 4.3.3).
Lastly, the results of the retrospective verbal reports are presented in Section 4.4, followed by a
chapter summary provided in Section 4.5.

In Chapter 5, the findings of the present study are discussed per research question in light
of previous research. It begins by addressing the findings for the first research question about
proficiency in Section 5.1, providing several interpretations for the results obtained. Section 5.2
discusses the findings for the second research question, highlighting similarities and differences
between contexts of different degrees of formality. Finally, Section 5.3 expands on the results
found on pragmatic transfer in the use of address forms by the NNS as observed in the data. A
chapter summary is then presented in Section 5.4.

Chapter 6 presents several conclusions based on the findings of the study. Specifically, it
addresses the effect of proficiency on the NNS’s use of requests in Greek, as well as how they
employed them in different communicative situations. The chapter also concludes by shedding
light on the use of address forms by L2 learners of Greek when making requests.

Chapter 7 suggests various pedagogical implications for teaching requests in Greek to L2
learners in light of the results. To that end, it emphasizes the importance of adopting innovative
techniques in the classroom, including awareness-raising activities, role plays, metapragmatic
discussions, feedback, and several types of assessment methods, as a means to improve L2
learners’ pragmatic competence in the use of requests in Greek.

Finally, Chapter 8 addresses the limitations of the study and outlines some ideas for future

lines of research to consider. The references and the appendices are included after this chapter.



Chapter 2. Literature Review

2.1. Introduction

The present chapter constitutes a comprehensive analysis of the theoretical foundations
that support the present research on the acquisition of the speech act of requests by Spanish/Catalan
bilinguals. Various relevant concepts and theories are addressed to provide the conceptual
framework necessary for understanding and analyzing the phenomenon under study and
interpreting the findings of the present research. Thus, the present chapter is structured as follows:
First, Section 2.2 will provide an overview of pragmatics and ILP, stretching from Austin’s (1962)
and Searle’s (1968, 1969, 1975) speech act theory to Brown and Levinson’s (1978, 1987)
politeness theory and face-threatening acts (FTAs), and then followed by the current trends in
pragmatics and SLA (e.g., Alcon Soler & Martinez-Flor, 2008; Kasper & Dahl, 1991; Kasper &
Schmidt, 1996; Taguchi, 2017). Additionally, it will explore the diverse definitions of L2
pragmatic competence according to several researchers in the field, discussing aspects such as
pragmalinguistics and sociopragmatics. It will also review previous research, including
comparative and acquisitional studies conducted to date. Then, Section 2.3 will delve into the
speech act of requests, with a particular focus on Blum-Kulka and Olshtain’s (1984) categorization
of request strategies and modification devices, and the social parameters affecting their use in light
of Brown and Levinson’s (1987) theory. Studies to date involving the acquisition of requests in
SLA will also be explored in this section. Subsequently, in Section 2.4, the speech act of requests
in Greek, which is the focus of the present dissertation, will be examined in-depth to understand
their usage in Greek society and its categorization as evidenced by Bella’s (2012a, 2012b) studies
involving learners of Greek as an L2 and FL respectively. Following this categorization, the

section will also delve into the level of directness of the requests and explore external and internal



strategies used in Greek requests. Finally, Section 2.5 will tackle the concept of pragmatic transfer,
reviewing previous studies and conducting a contrastive analysis of requests in Spanish, Catalan,

and Greek.

2.2. Interlanguage Pragmatics
2.2.1. Pragmatics and Interlanguage Pragmatics

To best understand the study of ILP, it is essential to provide a concise overview of the
pragmatic theories of speech acts and politeness. These two theories will serve as the basis for a
foundational understanding necessary for contextualizing and analyzing ILP phenomena within
the broader framework of pragmatics.

Speech Act theory, developed by Austin (1962) and further expanded by Searle (1968,
1969, 1975), is one of the most influential theories of pragmatics and has been widely employed
in the field (Bobrova, 2012; Marinescu, 2006; Martinez-Flor & Uso6-Juan, 2010, to name but a
few). Schmidt and Richards (1980) define speech acts as actions performed during speech, with
interpretation and negotiation reliant on discourse or context. Speech act theory examines how
language use relates to the behavior of both the speaker and the listener in social interactions.
According to speech act theory, utterances are not merely a sequence of words that convey
information, but they also serve different purposes such as making promises, issuing commands,
asking questions, expressing emotions, and so on.

Austin (1962) classified utterances into two main categories: constatives (which describe
a specific situation) and performatives (which represent the realization of an action). Performatives
are executed through speech acts, which Austin divided into three categories: locutionary act (the

utterance per se), illocutionary act (the intended effect or function of an utterance), and the



perlocutionary act (the actual effect of the utterance on the listener). For Austin, performative
utterances can express speech acts explicitly and implicitly. The degree of explicitness will be
determined by the presence of what Austin calls the ‘illocutionary force indicative device’, which
refers to the linguistic components that show or restrict the illocutionary force of a particular
utterance. For Searle (1969), however, a speech act is similar to Austin’s idea of the illocutionary
force. Searle (1975) defines the categories of speech acts based on their illocutionary force as
follows: assertives (which state something about reality through actions such as affirming,
explaining, suggesting, etc.), directives (which aim at influencing the listener’s behavior through
actions such as ordering, requesting, recommending, begging, etc.), commissives (which condition
the speaker's subsequent behavior through actions such as promising, offering, ensuring, pledging,
etc.), expressives (which represent the speaker’s feelings or attitudes through actions such as
forgiving, thanking, offending, complimenting, etc.), and declaratives (which change the status of
reality through actions such as hiring, passing a sentence, opening, marrying, etc.).

Another key concept of pragmatics is politeness. Most research in the field of pragmatics
has addressed the importance of politeness in interaction (see Allan & Jaszczolt, 2012; Brown,
2015; Kadar, 2017; Leech, 1983) with different theories attempting to explain how politeness
works as well as how it can be applied in communication. Lakoff (1973) defined politeness as
“forms of behavior that have been developed in societies in order to reduce friction in personal
interaction” (p. 45). For Brown and Levinson (1978, 1987) politeness means showing awareness
and consideration of another person’s face. Considering Goffman’s definition of face, Brown and
Levinson (1987) defined the term as “the want to be unimpeded and the want to be approved of in
certain respects” (p. 58). Using politeness strategies can make communication friendlier for both

parties, reduce the likelihood of conflict, and help to avoid an FTA (see Brown & Levinson, 1987
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and Sifianou & Tzanne, 2021). FTA, as defined by Yule (1996), is “the communication act that
causes a threat to the individual's expectations regarding self-image” (p. 61). These acts can do
harm to either positive or negative face and are used to challenge another person or group’s faces,
threatening their sense of self-esteem and respect. In this sense, Brown and Levinson (1987)
developed four politeness strategies for protecting one’s positive and negative face: bald on-record
(the explicit mention of the actual act. e.g., “I need your car ASAP!”); positive politeness (a
person’s need to be liked is respected to make the hearer feel close and secure in the interaction.
e.g., “I would be eternally grateful if you could please let me use your car.”); negative politeness
(used to reduce the imposition of the speaker’s message and to maintain the hearer’s autonomy
and compensate for the possible harm to the interlocutor’s negative face. e.g., “Any chance I could
use your car for a couple of hours?”), and off-record (no explicit mention of the act, which is
hinted instead and inferred by the interlocutor. E.g., “Our car just broke down! I have so many
errands to run!”).

In addition to the aforementioned strategies, Brown and Levinson (1978, 1987) also
emphasize that politeness is affected by the social parameters of distance, power, and imposition
(see Section 2.3.3 for a thorough explanation of these contextual variables). Since politeness “is
bounded by culture and language” (Pavan, 2019, p. 50), these social factors are, therefore, culture-
dependent. That is, each culture has its own standards by which to assess power, distance, and
imposition. For instance, negative politeness is customary in Britain (Blum-Kulka, 1987; Culpeper
et al., 2019; Stewart, 2005), whereas positive politeness is preferred in Greece (e.g., Ogiermann &
Saloustrou, 2020; Sifianou, 1992a; Sifianou & Antonopoulou, 2005). Therefore, the concept of
politeness should be adjusted according to cultural norms (Cook, 2011; Yule, 1996). However,

according to Kadar (2017), researchers who speak languages other than English or Western
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languages have pointed out that Brown and Levinson (1987) and Leech’s (1983) politeness
theories may not accurately reflect how politeness operates in diverse cultural contexts. Thus, they
heavily depend on the Western notion of individualistic rationality, which assumes that a person
chooses a specific behavior to achieve a desired social effect in a particular situation. However,
Eelen (2001, as cited in Sifianou, 2023) affirms that “(im)politeness occurs not so much when the
speaker produces behaviour but rather when the hearer evaluates that behaviour” (p. 253). Based
on this criticism, the theory of politeness has had a significant impact on the analysis of language
usage across diverse cultural contexts (Sifianou, 1999; Bayraktaroglu & Sifianou, 2001; Spencer-
Oatey, 2008; Bargiela-Chiappini & Kédar, 2010; Zhu & Bao, 2010; Wierzbicka, 2003).

In light of this, ILP has raised scholars’ interest in the last decades, reflecting an
acknowledgment of its critical role in achieving successful communication in an L2 (see Alcon
Soler & Martinez-Flor, 2008; Bardovi-Harlig, 1999, 2010, 2013; Bardovi-Harlig & Hartford,
2005; Cai & Wang, 2013; Cenoz, 2007; Cenoz & Valencia, 1996; Félix-Brasdefer, 2016; Hartford
& Bardovi-Harlig, 1992; Kasper, 1996; Kasper & Blum-Kulka, 1993; Kasper & Dahl, 1991;
Kasper & Schmidt, 1996; Schauer, 2009; Schmidt, 1992; Sykes, 2018; Taguchi, 2017; Takimoto,
2012). ILP was first defined by Kasper and Dahl (1991) as “nonnative speakers’ comprehension
and production of speech acts, and how their L2-related speech act knowledge is acquired” (p.
216). Gradually, the concept expanded, and other researchers contributed with new definitions to
showcase what it really involves. Kasper and Schmidt (1996) highlighted that ILP explores the
development and use of strategies by L2 learners when performing linguistic actions or, as
Bardovi-Harlig (2010) states, the acquisition of the combination of the linguistic system and
linguistic use in an L2. In other words, ILP examines how NNS comprehend and execute linguistic

action in a TL, as well as how they acquire L2 pragmatic knowledge. Taguchi and Roever (2017)
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go further by providing a definition of ILP from a social perspective, describing this phenomenon
as the knowledge and use of language by L2 learners during social interaction. Taguchi (2017)
expands on this by stating that ILP refers to “second language (L2) learners' knowledge, use, and
development in performing sociocultural functions” (p. 153), and suggests that the primary foci of
ILP are to explore learners' individual differences (see Kasper & Rose, 2002, Kung & Kung, 2011,
and LoCastro, 2001) and the factors influencing the learning process (see Bardovi-Harlig, 2001,
cited in Rose & Kasper, 2001, and Mirzaei, 2021). As Mey (2006) demonstrates, interactions
among individuals from diverse backgrounds often lead to potential misunderstandings. It is
therefore critical to emphasize the importance of ILP, as it recognizes that L2 learners show
pragmatic norms and conventions that are different from those seen in native users of the TL (see
Section 2.5 on Pragmatic Transfer).

In sum, ILP explores how individuals who are not NS of a language comprehend and apply
linguistic conventions and expressions in the TL, while also seeking to understand how they
develop pragmatic awareness within the L2 context (Bardovi-Harlig, 2013; Kasper, 1992). This
includes not only the assimilation of grammatical norms and language conventions unique to the
target language (TL) but also a nuanced comprehension of the social and cultural context in which
the language is used. Moreover, the many linguistic and paralinguistic cues by which speakers and
listeners encode and interpret one another’s utterances need to be considered for a complete
pragmatic analysis (Blum-Kulka, 1997). Today, the term “pragmatics” is widely used in the
context of SLA, particularly concerning “pragmatic competence,” which is a part of the broader
framework of communicative competence (Taghizadeh, 2017). The concept of pragmatic

competence will be addressed in the following section in order to understand the focus of ILP.
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2.2.2. L2 Pragmatic Competence and Development

The Council of Europe (2020) in its Common European Framework of Reference for
Languages (CEFR) Companion Volume establishes that the main objective in language teaching
is the improvement of individuals’ communicative competence through the acquisition of
knowledge, skills, and abilities at the linguistic, sociolinguistic, and pragmatic levels. The concept
of communicative competence has been at the center of attention in the field of SLA in recent
years (Celce-Murcia, 2008; Isakova, 2017; Lillis, 2006; Littlewood, 2011; Mart, 2018; Pillar,
2011; Richards, 2006; Saleh, 2013; Tarvin, 2015) and has taken different forms and directions.
For Hymes (1972) communicative competence involves knowing “when to speak, when not and
as to what to talk about with whom, when, where and in what manner” (p. 277). Communicative
competence is dynamic and evolves during interaction based on awareness of linguistic forms,
functions, and context (Félix-Brasdefer, 2021; Taguchi, 2017), while pragmatic phenomena are
collaboratively constructed in conversation (Taguchi, 2018a) which emphasizes the role of
specificity in social interaction and language user. For someone to develop communicative
competence, knowing the words and grammar of a language is insufficient, as Pérez-Sabater and
Montero-Fleta (2014) state. That is, linguistic or grammatical competence is not the only
requirement. According to Leech (1983), we can understand the nature of language only if we
understand pragmatics, i.e., how language is used in communication, as meaning varies in different
contexts. Therefore, a speaker is communicatively competent when they become aware of the
linguistic and pragmatic norms in a given context, community, social group, or culture, and uses
that knowledge to communicate accordingly. In other words, a speaker needs to develop pragmatic

competence.
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Several researchers have aimed to provide diverse definitions of pragmatic competence
(Barron, 2003; Bialystok, 1993; Fraser, 1983; Kasper & Rose, 2002; Kecskes, 2013; Timpe-
Laughlin et al., 2015), with some focusing on the importance of meaning in communication in
order to define the concept. According to Fraser (1983), pragmatic competence is the
understanding of how an addressee interprets a speaker's meaning and the ability to perceive the
speaker's intended illocutionary force through the use of subtle “attitudes” in their speech. To
complement this definition, Bialystok (1990) added that pragmatic competence enables speakers
to use language for various communicative purposes and to discern the true intentions of
interlocutors, even when they are not explicitly stated (e.g., presuppositions, implicatures, or
irony). In their definition of pragmatic competence, Timpe-Laughlin et al. (2015) stressed the
significance of meaning in interaction and described it as “the dynamic and interactive negotiation
of intended meaning between two or more individuals in a particular situation” (p.3). Other
researchers, however, emphasized the importance of context in their definition of pragmatic
competence. In this vein, Kasper and Rose (2002) argued that pragmatic competence involves the
capacity to generate and understand spoken or written expressions within social and cultural
interactions. Similarly, for Barron (2003), understanding the appropriate contextual application of
linguistic resources to convey particular illocutions and speech acts in a specific language is related
to the development of pragmatic competence. Such ability to use language appropriately in
different situations was also discussed by Kecskes (2013), who described pragmatic competence
as “the ability to produce and comprehend utterances (discourse) that is adequate to the L2 socio-
cultural context in which interaction takes place” (p. 61).

Different facets of the pragmatic competence of L2 learners are explored within the ILP

field, encompassing pragmalinguistic and sociopragmatic knowledge (see Kasper & Rose, 2002;
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Leech, 1983; Thomas, 1983). Pragmalinguistic knowledge involves understanding how to use
language to convey intended meanings and the linguistic components used to do so (e.g., how to
make and interpret requests, offers, invitations, etc.). In contrast, sociopragmatic knowledge refers
to the understanding of the social norms and context that dictate appropriate language use (e.g.,
knowledge of the varieties of language used in different social settings, the different norms of
language use, the effects of language on social relationships, etc.) (see Marmaridou, 2011 for an
in-depth exploration of pragmalinguistics and sociopragmatics). However, according to Haugh et
al. (2021), Leech’s (1983) and Thomas’ (1983) views on sociopragmatics were somewhat limited
since they do not address the cultural nuances affecting the production and interpretation of
meaning.

As far as the development of L2 pragmatic competence is concerned, according to Bardovi-
Harlig (2001), L2 pragmatic competence tends to develop as proficiency level increases. In the
early stages of SLA, learners use one form for one purpose (the one-to-one principle) before
moving on to multifunctionality (see Andersen, 1990 for a thorough explanation of both
principles). That is, learners start using a single form to convey a particular action and, as their
proficiency level increases, they expand their repertoire of forms and employ more complex
structures (pragmalinguistic knowledge), with advanced learners using them more effectively in
discourse (Zhang & Aubrey, 2024). However, the choice of one form over another is subject to
the level of formality in a given context and the relationship with the interlocutor (sociopragmatic
knowledge). For Bardovi-Harlig (2010), the L2 learner needs to develop interactional skills, i.e.
the learner’s capacity to speak and comprehend language during conversations, understand both
the main message and hidden meanings, use, and understand words that point to things and cultural

customs while being polite in language, and know how to interact effectively when communicating
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with people who speak the TL. Once the learner is able to discern between contextual differences,
they carry out a remapping of the forms (Bardovi-Harlig, 2012), showing discourse-oriented
macropragmatic competence (Schneider, 2017). In other words, as learners develop the capacity
to frame linguistic forms in the appropriate context(s), they show an “increasing ability to
understand and produce sociopragmatic meanings with pragmalinguistic conventions” (Kasper &
Roever, 2005, p. 318). They require knowledge of linguistic mechanisms to perform everyday
communicative functions and an understanding of the social conventions and norms governing the
TL to express themselves appropriately in different contexts.

Although some studies have indicated that certain aspects of pragmatics such as requests
seem to develop in parallel with proficiency (Celaya & Bardn, 2015; Rose, 2000), the relationship
between grammar and pragmatic competence is not clear and does not always align, as claimed by
some researchers (Barron, 2003; Biesenbach-Lucas, 2007). Other experts have reported that high-
level grammatical proficiency does not automatically guarantee equivalency with pragmatic ability
(Bardovi-Harlig, 1999; Bardovi-Harlig & Hartford, 1993; Félix-Brasdefer, 2003; Hoffman-Hicks,
1992). According to Kasper and Rose (2002), L2 learners’ pragmatic ability remains stagnant or
develops very slowly after a certain point. Even advanced learners may not know certain functions
of linguistic mechanisms or may not use them appropriately depending on communicative contexts
since they “lack native-like sociopragmatic and pragmalinguistic knowledge, and lag behind in
processing efficiency and fluency in pragmatic performance” (Taguchi, 2011, p. 909).
Furthermore, Bardovi-Harlig and Dornyei (1998) argue that L2 learners’ pragmatic skills do not

seem to match those of NS!, even proficient learners might face obstacles in interaction, both in

't is important to point out that the concept of “nativelikeness” has been the subject of increasing criticism in the field
of SLA (see Dewaele et al., 2022; Ishihara, 2021; Murahata et al., 2016; Ortega, 2019, to name but a few). These
scholars argue that contemporary linguistic realities are fluid, and individuals may identify as proficient users of
multiple languages without necessarily being native speakers. They advocate for more inclusive terminology that
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comprehension and production of intentions and politeness. According to Olshtain and Blum-
Kulka (1985), this deficiency can originate from a lack of sufficient socio-cultural understanding.
In Luo and Gao’s words (2011), “though our grammar may be OK, we cannot speak it tactfully
and appropriately just because of cultural difference” (p. 284). This is because the interlanguage
(IL) exhibits distinctions from the learners' native language and TL in various domains, including
phonetics, vocabulary, grammar, culture, and communicative function. Furthermore, IL presents
distinctive pragmatic approaches, where learners could use diverse linguistic patterns and
strategies from both their native language and the TL (see Cohen 2005). This might be seen in
terms of idioms and metaphors that might not be used appropriately in the culture of the TL.
These differences in pragmatic norms between languages reveal the difficulties that NNS
confront when navigating complicated social interactions in their L2s. According to Thomas
(1983) and Padilla (2013), if there is a lack of pragmatic knowledge, communication breakdowns
and misunderstandings will occur. Besides, as Rianita (2017) states, it may even lead to
uncooperative behavior and, in more severe cases, rudeness or insults. For example, someone who
lacks pragmatic competence may not understand the difference between a polite request and a
direct command, which could lead to conflict or offense in certain social or professional situations
(see Economidou-Kogetsidis, 2011, 2018, 2023). Consequently, pragmatic failures (see Thomas
1983), viewed as instances where the learner's pragmatic choices deviate from native-speaker
norms, can occur during interactions with NS of the TL (see Economidou-Kogetsidis, 2011;
Padilla, 2013; and Umale, 2011). According to Thomas (1983), since pragmatic competence is not

governed by strict categorical rules like grammar, but rather, by cultural and social-specific

reflects evolving linguistic and cultural paradigms. Consequently, the goal for L2 learners is not to become a “replica”
of native speakers, but rather to develop an awareness of what is considered polite or impolite within the society whose
language they are learning (see Gkouma, 2024 for further insights into the distinction between native speaker and non-
native speaker).
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expectations, it is not a matter of making an error but of failure of the speaker to achieve their
communicative goal. Pragmatic failures or realizations that deviate from those of NS are not often
perceived as errors of insufficient language proficiency but rather lead to negative attitudes toward
the speaker, communication avoidance, and even discrimination against them (Cheng, 2005;
Yates, 2010). Thus, NNS may cause a poor impression, especially when they are linguistically
proficient (see Enomoto & Marriott, 1994 and Cheng, 2005). Such pragmatic failure can be
avoided if the learner gains proper L2 cultural codes, which help them to not fall into potential
stereotypes (Jung, 2002). According to Luo and Gao (2011), pragmatic failure can be addressed
by the enhancement of individuals’ language ability, communication competence, and cultural
quality. However, not all instances of pragmatic failures are readily remediable as previous
research has highlighted. As stated by Stukan (2018), pragmalinguistic failure is seemingly easier
for the learner to amend since it can be as simple as a grammar mistake. Sociopragmatic failure,
on the other hand, is more challenging to correct than pragmalinguistic failure, since it originates
from varying cultural perspectives on what is considered acceptable language use. This is because
the sociocultural variations across groups, each of which has its own conventions, are not always
apparent (Taguchi, 2010). In this sense, Celce-Murcia and Olshtain (2000) argue that, for learners
to achieve pragmatic competence, they must be aware of the discourse variations that exist between
their L1 and L2. According to Thomas (1983), learners should be given the freedom to violate L2
pragmatic rules just like NS do in order to acknowledge the difference between pragmalinguistics
and sociopragmatics.

Thanks to many researchers’ emphasis on the need for further research on L2 pragmatic
development (Bardovi-Harlig, 1999, 2000; Barron & Warga, 2007; Jung, 2002; Kasper & Rose,

2002; Kasper & Schmidt, 1996, Rose 2000; Taguchi, 2018b; Timpe-Laughlin, 2017; Li & Jiang;
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2019 to name but a few), the field of ILP has witnessed considerable growth in the number of
studies exploring the development of both pragmalinguistic and sociopragmatic competence (e.g.,
Achiba, 2003; Alkawaz et al., 2023; Barron, 2003; Chang, 2011; Cohen & Shively, 2007; Félix-
Brasdefer, 2007a; Harlow, 1990; Sperlich et al., 2021; Taguchi, 2009). However, the relationship
between pragmalinguistics and sociopragmatics has been a controversial matter in the field as Rose
(2000) emphasizes. Such debate has led researchers to pose the question as to which of these
competencies is developed first. In this sense, two different stances have emerged regarding this
dichotomy based on research findings. First, some studies support the idea that pragmalinguistics
is acquired before sociopragmatics (Hill, 1997; Rose 2009; Scarcella, 1979; Trosborg, 1995). That
is, the learner first acquires the necessary linguistic resources for communicating specific
meanings and then develops the capacity to vary those forms according to the context. Other
studies favor the idea that sociopragmatics is developed before pragmalinguistics (Achiba, 2003;
Barron, 2003, Bardovi-Harlig & Hartford, 1993, Chang, 2011). According to this body of research,
learners first develop the ability to adapt their linguistic resources to the given context, considering
social and situational factors, and then learn the forms appropriate to each context.

Alcon Soler and Martinez-Flor (2008) and Taguchi (2010) point out, however, that much
research is disproportionately focused on the pragmalinguistic rather than sociopragmatic abilities
of L2 learners, often overlooking contextual elements, the type of interaction, and interpersonal
relationships among interlocutors. Neglecting these factors results in the learner’s inability to use
language effectively in different situations, and for this reason, as Usé-Juan & Martinez-Flor
(2008) state, both pragmalinguistic and sociopragmatic aspects need examination, as
communication outcomes are not solely determined by linguistic forms but also by how they

interact with the context of usage. L2 learners should therefore be able to apply their
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sociopragmatic understanding to pragmalinguistic forms and techniques and effectively apply this
knowledge within the context of a given communication scenario (McNamara & Roever, 2006;
Roever, 2004).

While studies on both pragmalinguistic and sociopragmatic aspects of communication
skills have primarily centered on how learners use different speech acts to achieve social goals in
diverse settings and languages (see Mirzaei et al. 2012 for an example), House and Kadar (2023)
have pointed out that further research, particularly on speech acts in the L2 from an interactional
perspective, is still “essential for detecting genuine problems faced by L2 learners” (p. 9). As such,
the present dissertation centers on the speech act of requests in the L2, and this will be explored in

depth in the following section.

2.3. The Speech Act of Requests
2.3.1. Defining Requests

According to Searle (1979), requests are directive speech acts that represent “attempts by
the speaker to get the hearer to do something” (p. 13) and are “one of the most face-threatening
acts, since it intrinsically threatens the hearer’s face” (Vilar & Martinez-Flor, 2008, p. 199). A
request has thus been defined as a directive speech act in which the speaker asks the hearer to
perform an action that is frequently for the speaker's exclusive benefit (Trosborg, 1995). Hence,
when the speaker initiates a request, they are assuming that the hearer can carry out a specific
action. Ellis (1992) argues that requests have often been investigated in the field of pragmatics
because of their easily identifiable formulas, their widespread use in everyday conversations by
speakers, and how they differ from one language to another. Furthermore, requests fall under the

category of illocutionary acts, conveying meaning beyond literal language, and aiming to persuade
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listeners to act in a certain way. As a result, requests may impact the hearer's positive or negative
face. According to Brown and Levinson (1987), positive face refers to a person's desire to be liked,
appreciated, and valued by others, while negative face relates to a person's desire for autonomy,
independence, and freedom from imposition.

Blum-Kulka and Olshtain (1984) pointed out that requests are challenging for L2 learners,
as they demand a significant degree of cultural and linguistic proficiency, as well as a high level
of appropriateness. Individuals need to be aware of the appropriate level of politeness, formality,
and directness that is expected in different social contexts and adjust their language use accordingly
(Ishihara & Cohen, 2021). In specific cultures, requests may be viewed as actions that threaten
one's self-image or dignity, particularly if they are seen as excessively straightforward or impolite
(Mills & Grainger, 2016). By contrast, requests can also threaten the hearer’s positive face in other
cultures when the speaker does not show any concern for the hearer’s feelings and needs (see
Economidou-Kogetsidis, 2008). When NNS use the speech act of making requests in the TL, it
becomes even riskier. According to Halupka-ReSetar (2014), the inappropriate use of the request
act by NNS can make them appear rude or impolite and can even cause a breakdown in
communication. Therefore, context and culture play a significant role in the way speakers use
requests (Blum-Kulka et al., 1989), and learners must understand how “to perform requests
successfully and to avoid the effect of being perceived as rude, offensive or demanding” (Uso-
Juan, 2010, p. 237 as cited in Bella, 2012a).

Requests can be used from four different perspectives: speaker-oriented (e.g., “Can I get
the check, please?”, hearer-oriented (e.g., “Can you give me the check, please?”), inclusive (e.g.,
“Could we clean the room now?”), and impersonal (e.g., “It would be a good idea to get the car

washed.”) (Blum-Kulka et al., 1989). The social parameters of distance, power, and imposition
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(which will be further addressed in Section 2.3.3) will determine the appropriate degree of
directness of the request in each situation. In this sense, the literature recognizes three types of
request head act realization (Blum-Kulka & Olshtain, 1984; Blum-Kulka et al., 1989): Direct (a
statement that clearly and explicitly asks for something, e.g., “Close the door!”), Conventionally
Indirect (a subtle way of asking for something without directly asking for it, e.g., “Could you close
the door?”), and Non-Conventionally Indirect (an indirect request that does not use conventional
language, e.g., “The door is open.”). Table 1 displays Blum-Kulka and Olshtain’s (1984)
classification of request strategies from their Cross-Cultural Study of Speech Act Realization
Patterns (CCSARP), which has served as a basis for subsequent studies (Schauer, 2008; Memarian,
2012; Su & Ren, 2017, among others), including those investigating Greek requests as will be

discussed in depth in Section 2.4.

Table 1

Blum-Kulka and Olshtain’s (1984, p. 202) Classification of Request Strategies

Directness Strategy Types Tokens

Direct Mood Derivable Leave me alone.
Explicit I am asking you not to park the car here.
Performative

Hedged Performative I would like you to give your lecture a week earlier.
Locution Derivable Madam, you’ll have to move your car.

Scope Stating 1 really wish you’d stop bothering me.

Conventionally Indirect Suggestory Formula  How about cleaning up?

Query Preparatory Could you clear up the kitchen, please?

Non-Conventionally Strong Hint Youve left this kitchen in a right mess.

Indirect Mild Hint I’'m a nun (in response to the persistent boy).

The head act is the main request category employed. Based on the degree of directness,
head acts are categorized as Direct, Conventionally Indirect, and Non-Conventionally Indirect.

Each category includes several strategies except for the non-conventional type of requests. The
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choice of strategy depends on the specific context, the nature of the request, and the desired level
of politeness or assertiveness. Direct requests are typically used in informal contexts like when
asking for a favor, for information, or for someone to do something. Indirect requests, on the other
hand, are used to ask for something in a more formal manner. In some languages, like English,
indirect requests are more dominant than direct requests, while in other languages such as Spanish,
direct requests are preferred (Blum-Kulka et al., 1989). The choice between direct and indirect
requests also depends on the relationship between the speaker and the listener. Direct requests are
more likely to be used between people who know each other well, while indirect requests are often
used between strangers or when the speaker wants to be more polite.

Speakers can also draw on modification devices or downgraders, which have the function
of “softening the threatening nature of the request on the hearer” (Martinez-Flor, 2003, p. 168), to
reduce the illocutionary force of their requests. Thus, these modifiers aim at mitigating the possible
negative impact of the request on the listener. As Alcon Soler et al. (2005) point out, knowing
these devices would greatly improve the speaker's use of suitable requests in diverse contexts,
enhancing his/her pragmatic competence in the TL. However, studies have found variations in the
extent and type of modifications used by NS and NNS when making requests, and these variations
may differ based on the specific situational factors at play (Achiba 2003; Altasan, 2016; Blum-
Kulka & Olshtain, 1986; Biesenbach-Lucas, 2007; Economidou-Kogetsidis, 2009; Hendriks,
2010; Krulatz, 2014; Schauer, 2004; Trosborg, 1995; Tytar, 2015; Woodfield & Economidou-
Kogetsidis, 2010). To produce effective and appropriate requests, learners can use both internal
and external modifications to the main request (see Faerch & Kasper, 1989).

On the one hand, internal modifications involve changing the form of the request itself,

such as using a different verb, pronoun, or tense. These modifications can be syntactic or
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lexical/phrasal. Syntactic modifiers include structures like the Interrogative or Conditional,
Negation (e.g., “can't you do the laundry?”), and using the Past Tense in a non-obligatory way
(e.g., “I wanted to ask you to do the laundry.”). Lexical/phrasal modifiers can include techniques
such as using Polite Markers (e.g., “please”) or Understaters (e.g., “Could you do the laundry a
bit?’) and Cajolers (e.g., “well...” or “you know”). External modifications, on the other hand,
involve adjusting the request based on the context of the situation, such as using more formal or
polite language. These modifications can come before or after the main request and can include
Grounders (i.e., explanations prior to the request), Preparators (e.g., “Can I ask you something?”),
Disarmers (e.g., “I know you dislike doing the laundry, but can you do it a bit now?”), among
others. Table 2 displays Blum-Kulka and Olshtain’s (1984) classification of both internal and

external downgraders.

Table 2

Blum-Kulka and Olshtain’s (1984, p. 203-205) Classification of Request Modification Devices

Strategy Types Tokens
Internal Modification Devices
Syntactic Interrogative Could you do the cleaning up?
Negation Look, excuse me. [ wonder if you wouldn’t mind dropping
me home?
Past Tense I wanted to ask for a postponement.
Embedded 'if I'would appreciate it if you left me alone.
Clause
Other Downgraders Consultative Do you think I could borrow your lecture notes from
(Lexical/Phrasal) Devices vesterday?
Understaters Could you tidy up a bit before I start?
Hedges It would really help if you did something about the
kitchen.
Downtoners Will you be able perhaps to drive me?
Upgraders Intensifiers Clean up this mess, it’s disgusting

Expletives You still haven't cleaned up that bloody mess!
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Strategy Types Tokens

External Modification Devices

Adjuncts to the Head Act Checking on Are you going in the direction of the town? And if so, is
Availability it possible to join you?
Getting a Will you do me a favor? Could you perhaps lend me your
Precommitment notes for a few days?
Grounder I missed class yesterday, could I borrow your notes?
Sweetener You have beautiful handwriting; would it be possible to

borrow your notes for a few days?

Disarmer Excuse me, [ hope you don’t think I'm being forward,

Cost Minimizer

but is there any chance of a lift home?
Pardon me, but could you give me a lift, if vou re going
my way, as I just missed the bus and there isn’t another

one for an hour?

Blum-Kulka and Olshtain’s (1984) classification of request strategies and modification

devices has been employed and adapted by previous researchers to analyze requesting behavior

shown by learners of different FLs. These studies will be explored in depth in the following section

with an exception being for the categorization of Greek requests by Bella (2012a), which will be

explained further in depth in Section 2.4 for a full understanding of the coding scheme adopted in

the present study.

2.3.2. Previous Research on the Speech Act of Requests

The directive speech act of requests, which is the focus of the present dissertation, has

received considerable attention from experts in the field because of its relationship with different

levels of politeness as well as its cross-cultural variation (e.g., Baron 2015; Bayat, 2013; Bella,

2012a, 2012b, Bella & Sifianou, 2012; Blum-Kulka & Olshtain, 1984; Cohen & Shively, 2007;
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Daskalovska et al., 2016; De Kadt, 1992; Ellis, 1992; Khazdouzian et al., 2021; Lazarescu, 2021;
Martinez-Flor, 2003; Nugroho & Rekha, 2020; Tabar, 2012; Taguchi, 2006). In light of Bardovi-
Harlig (1999, 2002) and Kasper and Rose’s (2002) call for further research on the acquisition of
different speech acts, several existing studies have focused on request performance in the L2 to
shed more light on the interplay between pragmalinguistic and sociopragmatic competence (e.g.,
Alcon Soler et al., 2005; Liu et al., 2017; Lam, 2016; Napoli & Tantucci, 2022). These studies,
while revealing contrasting results, are aligned with the two aforementioned stances described by
Rose (2000) (pragmalinguistics preceding sociopragmatics vs sociopragmatics preceding
pragmalinguistics). The coding schemes for the analysis of requests provided originally by Blum-
Kulka and Olshtain (1984), Blum-Kulka et al. (1989), and Trosborg (1995) facilitate the
researchers’ task of exploring the pragmalinguistic aspect of requests, and for this reason, they
have been used by others in the field to analyze requests in different languages. However, due to
these coding schemes requiring adaptation to the TL and culture, it has been concluded that the
same coding scheme cannot be used to analyze how requests are produced in different languages.
Moreover, analyzing how requests are operationalized at the sociopragmatic level can be even
more challenging to measure due to its implicit nature and deep entrenchment in social and cultural
contexts (Sperlich et al., 2021). Thus, understanding the relationship between pragmalinguistics
and sociopragmatics remains a controversial issue in the field.

Studies exploring request strategies can be either comparative or acquisitional. However,
comparative studies still outnumber acquisitional ones as pointed out by several researchers
(Bardovi-Harlig, 2001; Chang, 2011; Kasper, 2022; Taguchi, 2010; Takahashi, 1996). Given that
NS and NNS seem to produce speech acts and strategies differently (see Blum-Kulka & Olshtain,

1986), comparative studies have focused on how NNS learn and use request strategies in the L2,
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often when compared to native-speaker norms (e.g., Al-Momani, 2009; Boudaghi, 2015; Cenoz,
1995; Cenoz & Valencia, 1996; Economidou-Kogetsidis, 2009; Fahmy, 2006; Gonzalez-Cruz,
2014; Hashemian & Farhang-Ju, 2017; Kim, 2007; Lenchuk & Ahmed, 2019; Linde, 2009; Loutfi,
2015; Matos & Cohen, 2021; Ogiermann & Bella, 2020; Wang, 2011; Woodfield, 2008). One of
the first studies conducted on the use of the speech act of requests across different languages was
Blum-Kulka et al.’s (1989) CCSARP, which used DCTs to analyze the realization of requests and
apologies in seven different languages. In comparative studies such as that done by Blum-Kulka
et al. (1989), researchers have mainly explored pragmatic use rather than pragmatic development
(Kasper, 2001). In other words, ILP studies have mainly been concerned with learner’s pragmatic
use instead of exploring the developmental patterns occurring in the L2 (Taguchi, 2010).

In light of this lack of focus on pragmatic development, some studies have explored the
impact of the L2 in terms of context and different lengths of time abroad on requesting performance
from an acquisitional perspective (e.g., Cohen & Shively, 2007; Czerwionka & Cuza, 2017;
Halenko et al., 2019; Hernandez, 2016; Ren, 2019; Schauer, 2008; Shively & Cohen, 2008; Vilar,
2013 to name but a few). Other researchers have delved into the development of request strategies
in FL contexts, given that the opportunities for using genuine language are more limited (or even
non-existent) than in the L2 context and, when there are such opportunities, they are consigned to
the classroom as noted above (Uso-Juan, 2007; Martinez-Flor & Uso6-Juan, 2010). To date,
acquisitional studies have drawn on various methods for gathering data on request strategies in FL
contexts, particularly DCTs (e.g., Bella, 2012a; De Guzman, 2018; Szczepaniak-Kozak, 2016) and
role plays (e.g., Al-Gahtani & Roever, 2011; Félix-Brasdefer, 2007a, 2007b; Savi¢, 2015; Taguchi,

2006) (see Methodology chapter for further information about role plays), to explore the degree of



28

directness and mitigation devices used, as well as pragmalinguistic and sociopragmatic
development.

One of the first acquisitional studies on FL requests was carried out by Trosborg (1995),
who found that L1 Danish EFL learners used more Conventionally Indirect Requests and
modification devices as their proficiency increased although their performance still lagged behind
English NS, especially with regard to external modifiers. These findings are consistent with Hill’s
(1997) study in which L1 Japanese EFL learners used more Conventionally Indirect Requests in
the DCTs, similar to those used by native English speakers, but they did not achieve native-like
performance regarding the use of Hints and modification devices. Also, in line with Trosborg
(1995) and Hill (1997), Rose (2000, 2009) carried out acquisitional studies on the pragmatic
development of EFL primary and secondary school students in Hong Kong and found an increase
in the use of indirect request strategies with proficiency. However, there was limited development
in the use of internal and external modifiers, with advanced learners showing little sociopragmatic
development. Contrary to Hill (1997), L1 Japanese EFL learners observed by Taguchi (2006)
showed increased use of Hints in difficult scenarios, indicating a sociocultural sensitivity to
situational factors as opposed to the participants in Rose’s (2000, 2009) studies. Although the
learners in Taguchi’s (2006) study displayed little variation in the kinds of linguistic phrases for
requests, the forms became more appropriate with proficiency. Contradictory findings to Taguchi’s
(2006) research were obtained by Economidou-Kogetsidis (2011), whose study observed 11
Cypriot EFL learners’ request performance. The participants in this study displayed grammatical
accuracy in their requests but misused them in the setting where they were produced.

Developmental trends were also observed in GOy et al.’s (2012) study in which upper

intermediate L1 Turkish EFL learners’ use of syntactic modifiers for requests was higher compared
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to those used by their peers at the beginner level. In a longitudinal study, Szczepaniak-Kozak
(2016) explored L1 Polish EFL requesting behavior over three years. Her findings revealed that
although students in the study could correctly judge sociopragmatic factors, they struggled to
choose appropriate pragmalinguistic forms, possibly due to L1 transfer or lack of corrective
instruction. This lack of pragmalinguistic competence was also observed in the L1 Croatian EFL
learners from Segedin’s (2017) study as evidenced by the minimal presence of request
modification and frequency of use across levels. Developmental patterns were also found in Savi¢
etal.’s (2021) study in which L1 Norwegian and L1 Cypriot EFL learners’ requesting performance
improved as their proficiency increased with both groups improving their use of head-act
substrategies, and the L1 Norwegian EFL learners increasing the number of downgraders and
supportive devices used. Some aspects, like syntactic downgraders, however, remained consistent
across both groups. Economidou-Kogetsidis (2022) obtained similar results when exploring L1
Greek EFL learners’ requesting performance. They showed that request directness decreased with
proficiency but with advanced learners still performing far behind NS. These findings are in line
with Flores Salgado’s (2011) study in which L1 Mexican Spanish EFL learners’ direct request
strategies declined with proficiency, but their supportive moves became more varied as their level
increased. However, participants at all levels showed a lack of certain pragmalinguistic forms.

As can be deduced from the results obtained in most of the above studies, learners show a
lack of either sociopragmatic development as in Rose (2000, 2009) or pragmalinguistic
development as in Flores Salgado (2011), Szczepaniak-Kozak (2016), and Segedin (2017). This
evidence, in line with Rose’s (2000) two opposing stances on the acquisition of L2 pragmatics, is
consistent with the claim that pragmatic competence is not fully developed in FL settings (Bardovi-

Harlig, 2001; Bardovi-Harlig & Dornyei, 1998; Cohen, 2008; Kasper & Rose, 2002; Koike, 2006;
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Ren, 2013). Generally speaking, most studies show certain pragmatic development in terms of the
degree of directness in the requests. However, this does not seem to be the case for mitigation
devices since learners usually present more difficulties in acquiring them.

Although English is still the dominant language in the field of ILP, experts have focused
their attention on the acquisition of requests in other FLs in the last decades such as Spanish
(Bataller, 2010; Cohen & Shively, 2007; Collentine, 2020; Czerwionka & Cuza, 2017; Hernéndez,
2016; Pinto, 2005; Shively & Cohen, 2008), Japanese (Iwasaki, 2008), Chinese (Li & Jiang, 2019),
Vietnamese (Nguyen & Basturkmen, 2013), and Greek (Bella, 2012a, 2012b, 2014a). Considering
this, another conclusion that can be drawn from the studies reviewed in this section is that while
research on pragmatic development, particularly in request strategies, has yielded valuable
insights, the range of TLs and native linguistic backgrounds studied is still limited. Greek,
however, has recently garnered attention in the field of SLA (see, for example, Andria, 2014, and
Andria & Serrano, 2017, with the same language combination as in this dissertation), and
specifically in ILP (see studies in Section 2.4.2). The present dissertation aims at contributing to
the field of ILP by exploring the acquisition of requests in Greek on the basis of the social
parameters of power, distance, and imposition. These social parameters will be discussed in the

following section.

2.3.3. Social Parameters Affecting the Use of Requests: Power, Distance, and Imposition
Brown and Levinson (1987) described requests as FTAs since they involve the speaker’s

imposition on the hearer for the aim of accomplishing a specific goal with the hearer’s support.

Considering that such imposition can be either accepted or refused, speakers can employ face-

saving strategies to make requests sound less imposing and direct to alleviate the illocutionary
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force and protect the hearer’s face. In this sense, Brown and Levinson (1987) argue that the speaker
judges the extent of the FTA when choosing the appropriate face-saving strategy. For Kadar
(2017), however, it is not a matter of strategy but of what he defines as ‘fringing’, which refers to
a speaker’s decorative type of behavior within interactions aimed at eliciting (im)politeness
inferences during emotively charged ritual actions. These inferences stem from the hearer’s
evaluations based on moral orders (Kadar & Haugh, 2013). Therefore, Kadar’s (2017) idea of
politeness is not a clear and rule-governed phenomenon but a dynamic and context-dependent
process. That is, fringing allows interlocutors to adapt their behavior to the contextual specificities
within each interaction, considering the nuances not explicitly stated in the established politeness
standards. Such nuances can be related to power, cultural background, and personal relationships.
As Ellis (2008) states, for the speakers to maintain positive relationships, they must consider their
relationship with the addressee, the level of imposition of the illocution, and its propositional
content.

Brown and Levinson (1987) identified three sociopragmatic parameters that determine the
severity of FTAs: social power (P), social distance (D), and degree of imposition (I) (see Table 3
below). First, social power refers to the interlocutors’ age and social status such as lower, equal,
or higher status (e.g., the relationship between a boss and an employee at work). According to
Scollon et al. (2011), social status influences face image in interactions and power is shown by the
established roles that participants adopt in interaction. Brown and Levinson (1987) also make a
distinction between symmetrical relationships, where power is equally distributed among
interlocutors, and asymmetrical relationships, where there is a power imbalance. Second, social
distance involves familiarity and closeness between the participants and consists of three different

levels: strangers, acquaintances, and close relationships. That is, it refers to the differences in
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interlocutors' relationships, such as close and distant ties. Finally, the level of imposition
determines the degree of risk that the act or message conveys, which can be low or high depending
on the speech act used or the participants’ culture. Additionally, factors such as “time, effort and
psychological burden on the addressee” (Economidou-Kogetsidis, 2018, p. 508) or “benefit, action
type, or urgency” (Ackermann, 2023, p. 358) further determine the degree of imposition. Brown
and Levinson (1987) also point out that imposition is an important factor in politeness to maintain
a balance in protecting one’s positive and negative face and acting appropriately in social
interactions. When interacting in a particular culture, these social parameters can provide
contextual cues for using the appropriate degree of politeness. However, speakers' directness of
requests is not always necessarily determined by power, distance, or imposition alone. Other
contextual and cultural factors, including individual differences like self-esteem (see Mirzaei,
2019) and agency (see LoCastro, 2003; Taguchi, 2019, and Taguchi & Roever, 2017) need to be

considered to understand the linguistic choices they make (see Economidou-Kogetsidis, 2010).

Table 3

Social Parameters Involved in Politeness and FTAs and Levels

Social Parameters Levels

>
Power (P) Lower status Equal status Higher status
Distance (D) Close relationship Acquaintance Stranger
Imposition (I) Low High

Note. Adapted from Brown and Levinson (1987).

Despite the criticism that Brown and Levinson’s (1987) theory has received in the field for

their simplistic view of politeness® (Blum-Kulka, 1989; Kasper, 2009; Kadar, 2017; LoCastro,

2In fact, some experts in intercultural communication have recently favored the concepts of low-context and high-
context culture defined by the American sociologist Hall (1976) over Brown and Levinson’s (1987) positive-negative
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2003; O'Keeffe et al., 2019; Trosborg, 1995) and for being oriented towards Western culture and
Anglo-Saxon behavior standards (Wierzbicka, 2003), among other reasons, previous research has
revealed that there is a high correlation between these social parameters and the usage of face-
saving strategies when performing the speech act of request (Blum-Kulka & House et al., 1989;
Kasper, 2004; Trosborg, 1995). Fraser (1978) and Schauer (2009) concurred that L2 learners must
recognize the power and imposition of a given context before using the appropriate request for that
social status level (e.g., boss/employee). However, they might overlook differences between
participants in communication and, as a result, they do not mitigate their requests accordingly
(Hartford & Bardovi-Harlig, 1996). This lack of knowledge, as Kasper (1990) argues, might lead
to “the risk of inadvertently violating politeness norms, and thereby forfeiting their claims to being
treated as social equals” (p. 193). In this vein, researchers in the field of ILP have centered on
exploring how these social parameters affect the use of requests in the L2 and how politeness is
affected in different contexts (e.g. Blum-Kulka et al., 1985; 1989; Economidou-Kogetsidis, 2010;
Lee, 2011; Mirzaei 2019; Seniarika et al., 2017, to name but a few).

The comparative studies on the aforementioned parameters and the use of requests have
yielded different results. Some of these have emphasized the major effect that power and distance
seem to have on the use of requests. Jalilifar (2009) and Jalilifar et al.’s (2011) studies showed that
power plays a role in the choice of request strategies used by L1 Persian learners of EFL being
closer to the performance of NS of Australian English. However, in neither of those studies did

the L1 Persian EFL learners demonstrate native-like performance in their use of requests in terms

politeness dichotomy to explore how politeness and communication styles work across cultures (see Broeder, 2021;
Wu, et al., 2023; Zhang, 2019; Zou, 2019). According to Zhang (2019), in low-context cultures, communication is
typically more explicit and direct. That is, the message is conveyed directly through words without depending as much
on the context and non-verbal communication. By contrast, in high-context cultures, most of the meaning is conveyed
implicitly through contextual factors and non-verbal cues, rather than explicitly through words. For the present
dissertation, however, Brown and Levinson’s (1978, 1987) politeness theory is being considered for the analysis of
Greek request as it centers on pragmatics.
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of social distance. This lack of sociopragmatic knowledge in relation to social distance was also
evident in the Tunisian L1 Arabic EFL learners from Aribi’s (2012) study who showed sensitivity
to social power but not to social distance in their request performance. The learners from this study
tended to use more direct strategies with socially lower-ranked individuals and indirect strategies
to show respect towards superiors, which is in line with Tunisian social norms. However, their use
of polite strategies was not always successful, particularly in situations requiring higher levels of
politeness. In Abdolrezapour and Eslami-Rasekh’s (2012) study, power also seems to play a role
along with imposition in the use of mitigation devices for requests by L1 Persian students
compared to NS of American English. They also emphasized that social distance plays a significant
role, arguing that Persians tend to use direct request strategies when social distance is smaller,
potentially signaling camaraderie and friendship. On a similar note, in the case of Saudi Arabian
L1 Arabic learners and teachers’ requesting performance in EFL from Alqurashi’s (2022) study,
both social power and distance influenced most of the request strategies. The findings indicate that
indirect request strategies are more commonly used than direct strategies, with the choice of
strategy being influenced by the social dynamics between the speakers.

Conversely, other studies have shown differing results revealing that the social parameters
do not always influence the choice of request strategies (Codina-Espurz, 2022; Economidou-
Kogetsidis, 2008; Yassin & Razak, 2018). In Economidou-Kogetsidis’ (2008) study, L1 Greek
EFL learners showed underuse of modification devices in three power-asymmetrical scenarios
when compared to British English native speakers’ requesting behavior, and it was concluded that
they lacked both pragmalinguistic and sociopragmatic competence. Similarly, social power and
social distance did not seem to affect the choice of request strategies by Yemeni L1 Arabic EFL

and L1 Malay ESL learners from Yassin and Razak’s (2018) study. These findings seem to be
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consistent with those of Codina-Espurz (2022) in which L1 Spanish EFL learners, albeit aware of
contextual variables, did not adjust their mitigation strategies appropriately. These previous studies
aimed at observing learners’ pragmalinguistic forms and sociopragmatic norms, however, have
primarily analyzed the effect of these parameters from a comparative perspective with English
being the most explored TL. Consequently, several researchers have recently highlighted the need
for further studies to understand the interplay between different social variables and the acquisition
of different speech acts across varied L2s (Al-Gahtani & Roever, 2011; Almathkuri, 2021; Codina-
Espurz, 2022; Wang & Ren, 2022).

It is worth mentioning that apart from comparative studies, there have been very few
studies carried out from an acquisitional perspective regarding how factors of power, distance, and
imposition affect the acquisition of requests. Schauer (2007) examined whether L1 German EFL
learners varied the use of external modifiers according to the status of their interlocutors and/or
the imposition of the request. Findings revealed that when participants are engaged in situations
that require the use of high-imposition requests, they employ a far greater range of external
modifiers. In Seniarika et al.’s (2017) study on the effect of social power on English requests by
L1 Indonesian EFL learners, both parameters seemed to play a role. Participants were more likely
to use conventionally indirect language when addressing someone of higher social power, such as
a teacher. In contrast, with interlocutors of equal social power, students opted for more direct and
nonconventional utterances. Savi¢ (2015), however, found that young L1 Norwegian EFL learners
at different stages of development did not show sensitivity to social power. These findings are
consistent with Su and Ren’s (2017) study on L1 American English learners of Chinese who may
not be sensitive to sociopragmatic rules, particularly those involving power dynamics. The authors

also found that learners of all proficiency levels consistently used Conventionally Indirect
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Requests, regardless of the scenario, unlike NS of Chinese, who used indirectness exclusively
when interacting with someone of higher social status. Similar findings were obtained by Goy et
al.’s (2012) study in which both L1 Turkish beginner and upper intermediate EFL learners failed
to adjust their use of downgraders according to the social context. Contrastively, advanced Saudi
Arabian L1 Arabic EFL learners seemed to show sociopragmatic development in Al-Gahtani and
Roever’s (2011) study on the influence of language proficiency in the use of supportive moves in
request sequences, especially with regard to the social parameter of power.

According to Diaz Pérez (2001), the power factor is not as fundamental in communication
as social distance. Unlike power, which relies on clear hierarchical relationships where participants
implement the knowledge they have received, distance varies across cultures since the degree of
closeness existing between the participants can be lower or higher (Spencer-Oatey, 1996). Cross-
cultural research has shown variability in how distance is labeled, with terms like solidarity,
familiarity, and relational intimacy being used, which may indicate slightly different research
perspectives on the concept. Some cultures also favor indirectness as a sign of politeness in
unfamiliar interactions (Le Pair, 1996; Félix-Brasdefer, 2005; Holmes, 1995; Trosborg, 1995)
while others use directness in such cases (Fukushima, 2000; Holtgraves & Joong-nam, 1990; Lee-
Wong, 1994). Thus, the relationship between the level of directness and politeness differs across
cultures as pointed out by several researchers (Almathkuri, 2021; Bartali, 2022; Blum-Kulka,
1997; Félix-Brasdefer, 2009; Marquez Reiter, 2000). This inconsistency in the findings indicates
that social distance is the factor that has received the most contradicting results and criticism in
the field (Fukushima, 2000) as evidenced by the studies discussed above.

As Brown and Levinson (1987) note, communication in each context is limited universally

by the social parameters of power, distance, and degree of imposition. However, how L2 learners
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evaluate the significance and importance of these universal contextual variables differs
significantly across contexts and speech communities. These social parameters will be analyzed in
the use of requests in Greek by the participants of the present study. To this end, the following

section delves into the speech act of requests in Greek, previous studies, and their categorization.

2.4. The Speech Act of Requests in Greek
2.4.1. Understanding Politeness and the Use of Requests in Greek

Several experts have explored politeness in Greek culture (Bella & Ogiermann, 2019; Bella
et al.,, 2015; Hirschon, 2001; Marangudakis, 2019; Ogiermann & Saloustrou, 2020; Pavlidou,
1994; Sifianou, 1992a, 1992b, 1999; 2023; Sifianou & Antonopoulou, 2005; Sifianou & Tzanne,
2010). These studies have concurred that Greek culture is oriented toward positive politeness,
emphasizing involvement, positive face enhancement, and group belonging (Bella & Ogiermann,
2019). This assertion stems from cross-cultural research on politeness and speech acts in different
languages. Sifianou (1992a) noted that in Greece, in-group behavior is associated with informality
and positive politeness, which is in contrast to the formality and negative politeness used with out-
groups. Greeks use positive politeness strategies in interactions among equals or acquaintances,
while negative politeness is still present but less emphasized. It has been suggested that the status
of speech acts and the power dynamics between speakers can be influenced by the kind of actions
and situations that are important in understanding politeness (Sifianou & Antonopoulou, 2005).
When interacting, positive politeness is rooted within the Greek language in the form of three key
values highlighted by Hirschon (2001), namely freedom, personal autonomy of action and
expression, and sociability. However, although Sifianou and Tzanne (2010) have argued that these

perceptions of Greek politeness have remained consistent over time, with no studies to date
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indicating otherwise, other researchers such as Terkoufari (2009) and Bella and Ogiermann (2019)
have suggested a potential shift in the positive politeness orientation of Greek culture towards a
greater concern for the negative face.

Owing to the positive politeness based on closeness and solidarity that characterizes Greek
society, most requests are not regarded as imposing or face-threatening, since everyone in the in-
group is expected to act in a similar manner (Sifianou, 1992a). Moreover, mitigating devices are
unnecessary in certain situations, as there is no imposition involved, even when requests are made
(Antonopoulou, 2001). Therefore, in Greek, careful attention is paid to the use of requests to
protect the interlocutor’s face. Greek requests can be made using three moods depending on the
context as pointed out by Sifianou and Antonopoulou (2005) in light of previous Greek grammars:
indicative, subjunctive, and imperative. These moods are displayed in Table 4 and explained

further below.

Table 4

Three Moods in Greek Requests

Moods Used for Context Example
Indicative Certainty, Immediacy, and Both Formal and Informal Mov Aeg to dvouo. oov;
Involvement Contexts Eng. (Can) you tell me your
name?
Subjunctive Uncertainty or Temporal Both Formal and Informal No. wapw ta kAg1016, 6ov;
Distance Contexts (High Eng. (Can) I get your keys?
Cooperation)
Imperative Everyday Requests Both Formal and Informal Adae [ov To UTOvKGAL
(Commands, Desires, etc.). Contexts Eng. Give me the bottle.

Note. Adapted from Sifianou and Antonopoulou (2005).
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First, present indicative interrogatives are a conventional means of making requests, as
they convey certainty and immediacy, contrasting with the modals and subjunctives that imply
uncertainty or temporal distance. This form indicates the capacity of the Greek language to express
involvement and immediacy in requests. Second, subjunctive interrogatives are another polite form
for requests, allowing for an easier negative response, and are used in both formal and informal
contexts with high cooperation, highlighting the importance of cooperation in politeness research.
Finally, imperatives are often used for everyday requests and are not considered less polite in
Greek (unlike in other languages such as English). Regardless of the type of mood, requests are
frequently accompanied by modifications such as diminutives (Sifianou, 1992b) to soften the
illocutionary force of the act, except in very formal contexts.

The previous description by Sifianou and Antonopoulou (2005) is primarily concerned
with the verb moods used in requests by Greek NS. That is, they defined the types of requests
according to the form of the verb (indicative, subjunctive, or imperative). However, in the studies
that followed on L2 learners of Greek, Blum-Kulka and Olshtain’s (1984) categorization to Greek
requests was adapted to provide a more exhaustive analysis and to gain a better understanding of
the use of this speech act by NS and NNS in different contexts (see Bella 2012a, 2012b). These
categorizations offer a more refined analysis of requests, since they involve the use of different
strategies based on the degree of politeness as well as supportive moves in the form of internal and
external modifiers. These strategies and modifications in Greek requests have been explored in the
field of ILP. Thus, the findings obtained in these studies will be explored in depth in the following

section to understand how L2 learners perform requests in Greek.



40

2.4.2. Previous Research on Requests in Greek as an L2/FL

In the last decades, different types of speech acts in Greek have been the subject of study
in the field of ILP (apologies: Bella, 2014b; Koutsantoni, 2007, compliments: Sifianou, 2001,
favor asking: Harissi, 2005, invitations: Bella, 2009, offers: Bella, 2016, 2019, refusals: Bella,
2009, 2011, 2014c, and thanking: Gkouma et al., 2020, 2023; Gkouma, 2024) including requests
(Bella, 2012a, 2012b, Bella 2014a; Economidou-Kogetsidis, 2002, 2005; Vassilaki & Selimis,
2020). Despite this growing body of research, however, studies on requests in Greek from both a
comparative (Economidou-Kogetsidis, 2002, 2005) and an acquisitional perspective, in both L2
(Bella, 2012b; Vassilaki & Selimis, 2020) and FL contexts (Bella, 2012a, 2014a), are still scarce.
Therefore, more research is still needed on Greek requests, especially from an acquisitional
perspective.

Economidou-Kogetsidis (2002, 2005) has conducted studies comparing Greek and English
requests to understand the cultural differences in their use in specific situations. Both studies
explored cross-cultural differences in request performance in telephone interactions between
Greek and English speakers in the business context of a Greek airline call center. Findings revealed
that Greek NS tend to draw on more direct request strategies when compared to their native
English-speaking peers, showing the Greek culture’s emphasis on directness. Although this could
be regarded as impolite in English, they concluded that this behavior is driven by a need for
efficiency and clear communication, as well as spontaneity and positive politeness. Furthermore,
in Economidou-Kogetsidis’s (2005) second study it was suggested that the direct request strategies
used by the Greek participants served to increase social distance instead of minimizing it as Brown

and Levinson (1978, 1987) stated.
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Regarding the acquisition of Greek requests in the L2 context, Bella (2012b) explored the
impact of NNS’s interaction with NS and length of residence on the pragmatic development of
Greek requests with appropriate modification through two different approaches using DCT: those
with a longer residence but limited interaction with NS and those with a shorter residence but more
interaction. The results suggest that learners with more interaction with NS have some advantages
in developing request modification skills, although both NNS groups were significantly behind NS
in terms of lexical/phrasal modifiers. Developmental patterns were also observed in Vassilaki and
Selimis’s (2020) study on the request performance in L2 Greek shown by children from different
L1 backgrounds. Findings from the Cartoon Oral Production Task revealed that the L2 learners
demonstrated a wider range of request strategies and a higher level of sociopragmatic awareness.

As far as the acquisition of requests in the FL context is concerned, so far only the studies
by Bella (2012a; 2014a) have been conducted. Both studies explore how FL learners of Greek
across different proficiency levels perform requests in different situations, yielding similar
findings. Bella (2012a) examined the use of request strategies and modification devices through
DCT by L2 Greek learners from various proficiency levels (lower intermediate, intermediate, and
advanced) who were enrolled in a six-week language course at the University of Athens. These
learners, who were all undergraduate students, had attended Greek courses in their home countries.
The DCTs employed in this study included one formal and two informal situations. The findings
revealed that learners show a shift from Direct to Conventionally Indirect Requests and a wider
range of both internal and external modifiers as proficiency increases. It was observed that
pragmatic competence develops before grammatical competence, with learners at lower
proficiency levels initially drawing on universal or L1 sociopragmatic knowledge. However, NNS

did not seem to attain native-like pragmatic performance, owing to a lack of grammatical and
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lexical resources. These findings appear to align with Bella’s (2014a) subsequent study which
investigated the use of requests and internal modifications by intermediate and advanced learners
of Greek enrolled in the same program as those in Bella’s (2012a) previous study. The data were
also collected through DCTs involving one status-equal and one status-unequal situation. As in
Bella’s (2012a) first study, developmental patterns were observed, although NNS still lagged
behind their native speaker peers. Cross-linguistic influence and situational variations might
account for such differences between the non-native and native speaker participants’ requesting
behavior in both studies.

The categorization of Greek requests used in Bella’s (2012a) study will be explored in

depth in the following section given its use in the present study for the analysis of the data.

2.4.3. Categorization of Request Strategies in Greek

In addition to the moods explained in Section 2.4.1, Bella (2012a) adapted Blum-Kulka
and Olshtain’s (1984) coding scheme from their CCSARP to explore both request types and
modifiers in Greek. This coding scheme for Greek requests will be further discussed below, as it
is the request classification used and adapted in the present study. Table 5 below shows Bella’s

(2012a) classification of requests based on the degree of directness.
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Bella’s (2012a, p. 1925) Classification of Request Strategies in Greek

Directness Strategy Types Tokens
Direct Mood Derivable Kabopiore tnv kovliva opéowg!
Eng. Clean up the kitchen immediately!
Performative 2oc (nrw pio piKpi TopoToct].
Eng. ] am asking you for a small extension.
Obligation Statement Lpérer onwodnmote va kabopioeis v kovliva.
Eng. You must definitely clean up the kitchen.
Need/Want statement Xpeialopou pia wopdroon yio, ty epyacio. avtod tov
elopuvoo.
Eng. I need an extension for this term’s assignment.
Conventionally Query Preparatory-Permission Oa__umopovoo. va TwApw o TOPATOCH  IOG
Indirect gfdoucdag yio. vo. TeAEIO0® TV EPYasia [ov,

Query Preparatory-Ability

Query Preparatory with Present
Indicative (No Modal)

Eng. Could I take one week’s extension to finish my
assignment?

Mmnopeic va mAnpaoeis kar Oo. cov dwow o AepTd,
opyoTePo,,

Eng. Can you pay and I will pay you back later?
IAnpaveic eod tapa kot va ta. fpodue perd.:

Eng. (Can you) pay and we’ll sort this out later?

Suggestory Formula dev kaboapileic Aiyo v kovliva,
Eng. (Why) don’t you clean up the kitchen a bit?
Non-Conventionally Hint H xovliva eivor modd fpapuaxy.

Indirect

Eng. The kitchen is very dirty.

Direct Requests are used to express explicit and straightforward requests. They are

typically used to express a high degree of demand and imposition. However, using Direct Requests

does not necessarily mean being impolite in some cultures (see Mir, 1993). In fact, in the words

of Economidou-Kogetsidis (2002), “bald-on record, direct request constructions in Modern Greek

are so acceptable and widely used” (p. 17) and this can be attributed to the positive orientation of
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Greek society towards politeness (Bella & Ogiermann, 2019). As seen in the previous table, there

are several strategies for producing Direct Requests:

1.

Mood Derivable (Imperative). This strategy is used to make requests straightforwardly and
involves using imperative verbs and omitting the subject. Imperatives are the most bald-on
record politeness strategy (Brown & Levinson, 1987; Blum-Kulka, 1987; Economidou-
Kogetsidis, 2002). However, modifications that are applied to imperative requests
demonstrate distinct forms of politeness (Sifianou, 1992b).

Performative. The request is explicitly stated by the speaker in the actual wording of the
utterance through main verbs such as {y#zdw [zi'tao] (“to ask for something”). The desired
outcome is achieved just by making the request. The speaker requests rather than just
expressing a desire.

Obligation Statement. This Direct Request intends to convey a sense of duty or
responsibility to the interlocutor. The mpéret vo [ 'prepi na] (“must” or “should”) particle is
used in Greek to express obligation.

Need/Want Statement. Through this strategy, the speaker intends to communicate what
they want, need, or wish from the interlocutor. The typical verbs used in Greek for this type

of strategy are yperalouou [xri'azome] (“I need”) and féiw [ 'Oelo] (“1 want”).

On the other hand, speakers can also employ Conventionally Indirect Requests. These

requests are used to express desires indirectly to be more polite and tactful, mitigate the imposing

effect of the request, and ultimately, reach the intended goal in social or professional settings.

These requests are conventional and widely recognized since they represent polite ways of asking

for something. The realization of Conventionally Indirect Requests in Greek can be done based on
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four different strategies, whose choice depends on the social norms and the level of formality in
the given situation.

1. Query Preparatory-Permission. In this strategy, the speaker asks for permission,
authorization, or approval before making the request to be more polite and considerate
(speaker-oriented). This request is typically expressed in Greek through the conditional
form at the beginning of the utterance. For example, o uropovoa...,; [6a bo 'rusa] (“Could
[...”).

2. Query Preparatory-Ability. Through this strategy, the speaker expresses doubts or
uncertainty about the hearer’s ability or possibility to perform a particular task (hearer-
oriented). It is usually employed to ask for assistance without stating it explicitly. A typical
structure for expressing ability in Greek requests is Mnopeic va...; [bo'ris na] (“Can
you...?”).

3. Query Preparatory with Present Indicative (no modal). This is the most common way to
make a request (Bella, 2012a). It does not use any modals to mitigate the effect of the
request, but instead, the main verb is expressed in the present indicative. This is especially
common in circumstances involving solidarity as Sifianou (1999) points out.

4. Suggestory Formula. The speaker asks for something using suggestions to convey his or
her desires without expressing the request explicitly. Thus, suggestions rely on the hearer’s

ability to infer the implied request.

Requests can also be Non-Conventionally Indirect. These requests are formulated in the
form of Hints to convey a need or desire without explicitly stating them. Hints are off-record and

the most indirect (and polite) request strategy (Brown & Levinson, 1987). Unlike Conventionally



46

Indirect Requests, which follow established social norms and are widely recognized as polite, Non-
Conventionally Indirect Requests may not be as well understood or predictable. According to
Blum-Kulka (1987), Non-Conventionally Indirect Requests lack the pragmatic clarity of
conventional requests, which renders them less likely to convey politeness. Consequently, the
recipient faces greater difficulty in deciphering the intended message. These Hints require the
interlocutor to interpret the underlying message based on contextual cues, tone, and non-verbal

communication.

2.4.4. External Modifications

External modifications usually constitute other types of speech acts and complement the
request. Their main function is to support the request itself and provide context for it. These
mitigating supportive moves are peripheral to the head act and intend to make the request more
polite, considerate, and less imposing. They serve to justify or explain an action and help the
listener grasp the speaker’s motivation for making the request (Dombi, 2021). Additionally, these
moves are used to maintain positive interpersonal relationships, especially when making requests
that may impose on the interlocutor’s time and resources. Through using mitigating supportive
moves, the speaker intends to find a balance between achieving the desired outcome and being
considerate with the hearer. The context, the relationship between participants, and the degree of
politeness and formality affect the choice and amount of the supporting moves. Regarding their
occurrence in discourse, external modifications can either be a pre-head act or a post-head act

(Woodfield, 2012a), i.e., they can come before or after the request depending on the type of
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strategy used by the speaker. Table 6 below shows Bella’s (2012a)* categorization of external

supportive moves.

Table 6

Bella’s (2012a, pp.1925-1926) Classification of External Modifications

External Modification Devices Tokens
Preparator Na. pov kaverg puo. yapn;
Eng. Can you do me a favor?
Grounder KabOcpioe v kovliva yrati Qo épBovy ot yoveic 1ov omoye.
Eng. Clean up the kitchen because my parents are coming tonight.
Disarmer Hépw o eloal kovpaouévoc, oAl mpénel va kabapicovue v kovliva.

Imposition Minimizer

Promise of Reward

Apology

Considerator

Eng. I know you are tired but we have to clean up the kitchen.

Oo. 60V ETITTPEY M TOL YPHUOTO. ADPLO OTWGONTOTE.

Eng. I will definitely pay you back tomorrow.

Oa 000 dDoW TO. AeYTA. alpLo Ko o oe Kepdow ki Eva woTo!

Eng. I will return the money tomorrow and [ will buy you a drink!

Xihio ovyyvaoun mov oto pwtdw, 0iid Eéyaoa o TopToPol pov.

Eng. A thousand apologies for asking, but I left my wallet.

Av éyeic PéPaia Aeptd wAVW 00V, AAAOS VO TO.W oTHY TPATECO.

Eng. If you have enough money of course, or else I could go to the bank.

Bella’s (2012a) categorization of the external modifiers included in the previous table is

based on those defined by Blum-Kulka et al. (1989), Schauer (2007), and Trosborg (1995) in their

coding schemes. Each supportive move is explained below.

31t is important to highlight that Bella (2012b) expanded the categorization of external modifications to investigate the
effect of length of residence in Greece and intensity of interaction in the use of Greek requests. However, Bella’s
(2012a) original categorization is considered in the present dissertation since it explores requests in FL settings.
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Preparator. This supportive move always precedes the main request and sets the tone from
the very beginning. It shows the speaker’s intention to utter the actual request and prepares
the interlocutor for receiving it. In Greek, Preparators can resemble Direct Requests in the
form of Need/Want Statements right before the real request.

Grounders. This is one of the most common strategies used in Greek as shown by previous
studies (Bella, 2012a, 2012b; Economidou-Kogetsidis, 2009, 2012; Economidou-
Kogetsidis et al., 2018; Vassilaki & Selimis, 2020). Speakers draw on Grounders to provide
a rationale or explanation for the request. Thus, the request sounds more reasonable and
convincing to the interlocutor. Grounders come usually after the Preparator (when used)
and right before the main request. Some Grounders can appear after the request.
Disarmer. The speaker can use this strategy to alleviate any potential resistance or negative
reaction from the hearer. Disarmers convey certain empathy or understanding on the part
of the speaker, and they aim to anticipate possible objections or concerns from the
interlocutor. Disarmers usually come in the pre-head act position.

Imposition Minimizer. This move intends to acknowledge the potential burden of
inconvenience the request might cause to the interlocutor. It attempts to lessen the demand
and the degree of imposition of the request, conveying empathy and respect for the hearer’s
time and effort. Imposition minimizers can be either a pre-head act or post-head act.
Promise of Reward. This strategy involves assuring the interlocutor that the speaker is
committed to reciprocating or returning the favor in some way. Promise can function as a
compensation strategy to thank the interlocutor for complying with the request (Gkouma

et al., 2023). The promise strategy typically occurs in the post-head act position.
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6. Apology. Requests can also be accompanied by an Apology, especially in those situations
where the request might have inconvenienced or bothered the hearer’s plans. Apologies
can come either before or after the head act.

7. Considerator. This strategy aims at showing respect for the hearer’s perspective and
feelings and acknowledges the potential impact of the request on the hearer. Through using
a Considerator, the speaker puts themselves in the interlocutor’s position. Considerators
can be similar to Disarmers but the difference between the two strategies lies in their
occurrence in discourse. Disarmers, as seen above, are pre-head act strategies, whereas

Considerators are post-head act moves.

2.4.5. Internal Modifications

In addition to external supportive moves, requests can also be changed internally to soften
the illocutionary force of the head act. These internal modifications appear within the main head
act of the request and can be divided into Downgraders and Upgraders. Downgraders are used to
mitigate the effect of the request and can be either syntactic or lexical. They can be particularly
important in maintaining social harmony and showing respect in communication. By contrast,
Upgraders are employed to express demand and, therefore, aggravate the illocutionary force of the
request. Bella’s (2012a) categorization of Syntactic Downgraders for Greek requests follows those
of Blum-Kulka et al. (1989) and Trosborg (1995). In the case of Lexical/Phrasal Downgraders,
Bella (2012a) follows the classification defined by Barron (2007). Both Syntactic and

Lexical/Phrasal Downgraders for Greek requests are displayed in Table 7 below.
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Bella’s (2012a, p. 1926) Classification of Internal Modifications

Internal Modifications

Tokens

Syntactic Downgraders

Negation

Subjunctive

Conditional

Past Tense

Present Indicative

Aev Oa. umopodoote vo. oo OMOETE 110, HIKPT] TOPOTOCH,

Eng. Couldn’t you give me a short extension?

Murwc vo kabapioeic Aiyo v kovlivo,

Eng. (Would you) maybe clean [subjunctive] the kitchen a bit?

Oa nlela o pukpn Topdtaon yLo v epyacia, av yivetal.

Eng. I would like a small extension for the assignment, if this is possible.
Hbela va oag (ntnow pio mopdtoon yio v epyacio [Lov.

Eng. I wanted to ask you for an extension for my assignment.
KaBopioeic Aiyo v kovliva,

Eng. [Can you] clean up [present indicative] the kitchen a bit?

Lexical/Phrasal Downgraders

Understaters
Politeness Marker
Subjectivizers
Downtoners
Cajolers

Solidarity Markers

Aiyo, kamag - Eng. a little, a bit

Hopoxoio - Eng. please

Dopfauar, Nouilw, Davialouor - Eng. I am afraid, I think, I guess

lowg, unrwg, ariog - Eng. Perhaps, maybe, just

Eépetg, karodafaivers - Eng. You know, you understand

pe, nowpé — Eng. Oh, dude (and also diminutives, endearments, first name +

possessive pronoun)

As the previous table displays, both the Syntactic and Lexical/Phrasal types of

Downgraders can be used to convey politeness, reduce the imposition on the hearer, or mitigate

the potential negative response that a Direct Request might elicit. Syntactic Downgraders consist

of internal changes in the structure of the head act. The following describes the different types of

Syntactic Downgraders typically used in Greek, which are those shown in the current study’s data.

1. Negation. This type of Downgrader involves including negative words or phrases to make

an utterance sounds less direct. By using Negation, a sense of uncertainty or potential
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refusal is introduced to make the communication more polite. In Greek, Negation is
expressed at the beginning of the request using the dev [0en] (“no”) particle.

2. Subjunctive. As with Negation, Subjunctive is used as a Downgrader in requests to reflect
uncertainty, but it can also express doubt or hypothetical situations. Subjunctive in requests
conveys politeness and reduces the directness of the requests. The Subjunctive is formed
using the particle va [na] followed by the conjugated verb.

3. Conditional. The use of this Syntactic Downgrader makes requests less direct and more
tentative. This future-marked conditional, which is formed by using the future particle fa
[6a] (“will” or “shall”) before the verb, is a typical structure used by Greek NS when
producing requests according to several corpora (Nikiforidou & Cacoullos, 2010).

4. Past Tense. The effect of the request on the hearer can be less forceful using the Past Tense
to downplay its immediacy and urgency. The Past Tense is coded as a Syntactic
Downgrader in this study only when it may be replaced with present time reference without
changing the semantic meaning of the utterance.

5. Present Indicative. This Downgrader comprises not just preparatory structures that
challenge the hearer’s ability or willingness to undertake the requested act, but also

negative-interrogative and present indicative structures.

Regarding Lexical/Phrasal Downgraders, they are used to soften or mitigate the impact of

a request, making it less direct, more polite, or less assertive. These Downgraders serve different
functions in requests and are explained below.

1. Understaters/Hedgers. These words are employed to downplay the importance, magnitude,

or certainty of a request, introducing an element of caution or modesty.
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2. Politeness Markers. These devices convey respect or politeness and are often used to make
requests more cautious.

3. Subjectivizers. Introducing an element of subjectivity into the request, makes it less
assertive or more open to interpretation.

4. Downtoners. These devices help reduce the intensity or force of an utterance, mitigating
the impact of the request to make it less direct or emphatic.

5. Cajolers. These expressions are used to appeal to someone in a gentle manner as a way to
persuade.

6. Solidarity Markers. These words are used in requests to convey a sense of companionship
or shared identity and to establish rapport or express empathy. These markers include
diminutives, nicknames, or affectionate suffixes and they function mainly as forms of
positive politeness mitigation (Blum-Kulka 2005; Sifianou 1992b). Diminutives are the
most frequently used Solidarity Marker in Greek requests (Sifianou & Antonopoulou,

2005).

To date, Bella’s (2012a) categorization of Greek requests, and external and internal
modifiers, has only been adopted and further expanded in Bella’s (2012b, 2014a) studies. To the
best of my knowledge, no other studies involving Greek requests have used or adapted any of
Bella’s (2012a, 2012b) categorization. Previous studies involving Greek requests (Economidou-
Kogetsidis, 2002, 2005, 2008) employed and adapted Blum-Kulka and Olshtain (1984) and Blum-
Kulka et al.’s (1989) classification of requests. However, as of completion of this dissertation,

there is no categorization in the field of ILP on internal modification in the form of Upgraders for
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Greek requests to aggravate the illocutionary force. Bella’s (2012a, 2012b) categorizations did not
include these modifiers as they were beyond the scope of those investigations.

Considering the above categorization, and as discussed earlier in Section 2.3.3, the use of
request strategies and types of modifiers may vary from one language to another depending on
contextual factors (Blum-Kulka & Olshtain, 1984; Blum-Kulka et al., 1989; Economidou-
Kogetsidis, 2010; Ervin-Tripp, et al., 1987). These variations may lead to pragmatic transfer (see
Thomas, 1983) when requests are acquired in Greek. It follows then, that it is first necessary to
understand how requests are produced in the participants’ L1 and TLs. In the following section,
the concept of pragmatic transfer is addressed and a contrastive analysis of requests in Spanish,

Catalan, and Greek is carried out based on native-speaker data obtained in previous studies.

2.5. Pragmatic Transfer in Second Language Acquisition
2.5.1. Defining Pragmatic Transfer

Because of the social and cultural aspects of language use (e.g. speech acts such as requests,
apologies, offers, and politeness strategies) involved in pragmatics, L2 learners may apply their
L1 pragmatic norms to their use of pragmatics in the TL. This phenomenon is known as pragmatic
transfer (see Thomas, 1983 and Kasper, 1992). In SLA, pragmatic transfer refers to the “transfer
of L1 sociocultural competence in performing L2 speech acts or any other aspects of L2
conversation, where the speaker is trying to achieve a particular function of language” (Beebe et
al., 1990, p. 56). That is, the communicative techniques and pragmatic rules from a learner’s L1
may show up in how they use their L2, which can cause differences in their pragmatic competence.
This is because there are elements that fall under universal pragmatic knowledge or that learners

transfer from their L1 pragmatic knowledge, allowing for rapid pragmatic adaptation in the early
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stages of language acquisition despite grammatical weaknesses (Bialystok, 1993; Bardovi-Harlig,
2012). L1 influence of sociopragmatic norms seems to account for obstacles in interaction, since
“L2 learners see things in L2 through their L1 socio-cultural mind set” (Kecskes, 2013, p. 61).
Such influence makes learners struggle to distinguish between different contexts and this might
lead to them unconsciously applying their own cultural norms to language use. As Celce-Murcia
et al. (1995) argue, the deeply rooted social standards and conventions that shape our identity make
it challenging for learners to modify their conduct according to a different set of assumptions.
Therefore, pragmatic transfer occurs due to learners’ prior linguistic and cultural experiences,
which shape their communicative behaviors. For example, learners may transfer directness or
indirectness patterns, politeness strategies, or formulaic expressions from their L1 to the L2,
influencing their pragmatic competence. This influence can be either positive or negative (Taguchi
& Roever, 2017). It is common knowledge that adult L2 learners of all proficiency levels transfer
pragmatic knowledge from L1 to L2 (see Bou Franch, 1998 and Félix-Brasdefer, 2020 on
Pragmatic Transfer). That being said, while pragmatic transfer often results in deviations from TL
norms (negative transfer), it can also lead to outcomes consistent with L2 patterns (positive
transfer).

In light of Leech’s (1983) theory on general pragmatics and Thomas’s (1983) theory on
cross-cultural pragmatic failure, Kasper (1992) divides pragmatic transfer into two types:
pragmalinguistic transfer and sociopragmatic transfer. Pragmalinguistic transfer involves the
influence of the L1 on the learner’s perception and production of form-function mappings in the
L2, including aspects like illocutionary force and politeness values. By contrast, sociopragmatic
transfer occurs when language users’ evaluation of subjectively similar L1 settings influences the

social perceptions that underlie their interpretation and performance of linguistic action in the L2.
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Both dimensions are interrelated, as social factors often inform the choice of language-specific
means for conveying politeness.

According to Alcon Soler and Martinez Flor (2008), research findings on pragmatic
transfer are controversial, but the majority converge on the idea that the negative impact of L1
diminishes as language proficiency increases. As mentioned earlier, it has been suggested that in
the early stages, pragmatic development precedes grammatical proficiency (Bialystok, 1993). This
claim has been supported by several studies showing that L2 or FL learners use a pragmatic mode
when they lack the grammatical resources to accomplish an action in the TL (Bella, 2012a;
Pearson, 2006; Salsbury & Bardovi-Harlig, 2001; Schmidt, 1983). Even in advanced L2 learners,
the level of pragmatic competence does not match their grammatical competence (Bardovi-Harlig
& Dornyei, 1998; House, 1996; Youn, 2014). However, evidence showing that advanced
grammatical knowledge is used in pragmatically inappropriate ways prompted Takahashi and
Beebe (1987) to suggest that an advanced understanding of grammar may correlate favorably with
a negative pragmatic transfer.

Additionally, as Jung (2002) points out, learners seem to transfer L1 language skills based
on the speech act they are expressing. When learners transfer pragmatic norms from their L1 to
the L2, they may exhibit similarities or differences in how they interpret and produce these speech
acts (see Celaya et al., 2019). This includes the use of L1 apologetic phrases, L1 customary forms
for making requests and expressing thanks, L1 modal verbs in requests, and the frequency,
sequence, and content of phrases used in refusals. That is, the transfer of learners’ L1 realization
of speech acts to the L2 originates from a lack of culture-specific pragmatic knowledge, not
linguistic proficiency (House, 1993). It is believed that L1 speakers continue to employ their own

communication methods when speaking an L2, as L1 sociocultural communicative competence is
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acquired in the learner’s home country and native language, and because various ethnic groups
have diverse communication styles. In this vein, while the typology of speech acts seems to be
universal, the way they are conceptualized and verbalized might vary significantly across different
cultures and languages as revealed by several studies in the field of ILP (Blum-Kulka et al., 1989;
Cohen, 1996a). It follows then that L2 learners and NS share the same set of speech acts. However,
in the case of L2 learners, they might draw on different strategies when performing speech acts
compared to those that NS would use. In this sense, L2 learners need to develop sociocultural
knowledge (Cohen, 1996a) to decide if the speech act is suitable in the given situation and, if so,
to choose one or more semantic formulae for its execution. Bou Franch (1998) suggests that
researchers should consider the conditions under which pragmatic transfer occurs, drawing on a
variety of data sources, including native and non-native speaker data, as well as introspective and
retrospective data to form contextual-based interpretive hypotheses. Such an approach will help
distinguish between L1 transfer, interlanguage overgeneralizations, and instructional effects,
enhancing the validity of research findings. In line with this, despite the obvious role that context
plays in pragmatic transfer, Takahashi (2000) poses the question of how and when both context-
external (closeness, status, etc.) and context-internal factors (imposition, obligation, etc.) affect L1
transfer.

Several studies have explored both pragmalinguistic and sociopragmatic transfer
concerning the realization of different speech acts (e.g., Alkawaz et al., 2023; Aziz et al., 2018;
Rahman, 2020; Saleem et al., 2021, to name but a few). Studies on pragmatic transfer in requests

will be further explored in the next section as this speech act is the focus of the present study.
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2.5.2. Previous Research on Pragmatic Transfer of Requests

Kranich et al. (2021) has highlighted the impact of cultural norms on request strategies.
More specifically, several researchers have explored how pragmatic norms used in requests are
transferred across languages both at the pragmalinguistic and sociopragmatic levels (e.g.,
Dendenne, 2014; Liu et al., 2017; Loutfi, 2015; Oktarina & Haristiani, 2021, to name but a few).
Cross-cultural variations have also been shown to influence how learners formulate and interpret
requests in the L2 context (Blum-Kulka et al., 1989; Cialdini, et al. 1999; Ogiermann, 2009).
Moreover, pragmatic transfer in requests can originate from divergences in the degree of directness
and politeness conventions in different languages (see Blum-Kulka, 1987 on indirectness and
politeness in requests).

The degree of directness and politeness strategies associated with request realization have
received considerable attention in the field. Most studies have explored how L2 learners apply L1
pragmatic strategies when performing requests displaying conflicting results. Pinto (2005) and
Félix-Brasdefer’s (2007a) studies found instances of L1 transfer in L2 Spanish requests, even in
advanced learners through using DCTs and role plays respectively. In their studies, Direct
Requests did not decrease with proficiency, and no significant changes were observed in internal
modification strategies. Similar results were obtained by Woodfield and Economidou-Kogetsidis
(2010) regarding the use of internal modification of requests by L1 Greek advanced ESL learners.
They observed certain instances of pragmatic transfer in the learners’ overuse of zero-marking due
to challenges in using internal modifications and consultative devices, with a possible influence
being the Greek culture’s emphasis on solidarity and informality. Algerian L1 Arabic EFL learners
from Dendenne’s (2014) study also display a certain degree of both pragmalinguistic and

sociopragmatic transfer in the requesting performance. The pragmalinguistic type was evident in
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the use of linguistic structures influenced by the L1 and word-for-word translation whereas the
sociopragmatic type was reflected in the use of request forms and perceptions of situational
variables that were consistent with the learners’ L1. The influence of sociocultural factors on the
L2 was also present in Moroccan L1 Arabic EFL learners from Loutfi’s (2015) study. Their
findings show a noticeable difference in the request realization across two groups of NNS and one
group of NS, suggesting that the learners’ L1 affects their pragmatic competence in English.
Evidence of pragmatic transfer was also found by Liu et al. (2017) in their exploration of
pragmalinguistic and sociolinguistic competence in requests employed by L1 Taiwanese EFL
learners enrolled at university. The study revealed that learners struggle with adjusting politeness
and indirectness based on social context (sociopragmatics). In addition, learners showed little
pragmatic competence regarding the use of internal modifications (e.g., Consultative Devices)
when compared to external ones (e.g., Grounders). In those instances where they were providing
reasons for making the request, they displayed pragmatic development. By contrast,
pragmalinguistic transfer was observed by Economidou-Kogetsidis (2022) in the request
performance by L1 Greek EFL learners who showed a preference for hearer-oriented requests in
all proficiency levels, deviating from native-speaker norms. These findings are also consistent with
Talay’s (2022) in which Moroccan L1 Arabic EFL learners transferred request forms from their
native language to English, showing different pragmatic norms of indirectness.

Other studies showed mixed findings. Oktarina and Haristiani (2021) found both positive
and negative transfer at pragmalinguistic and sociopragmatic levels in request realizations by
Indonesian learners of Japanese. Positive transfer was observed in the context of word usage
between Japanese (L2) and Indonesian (L1), or when different words were still understandable to

Japanese NS. By contrast, instances of negative pragmatic transfer were identified in differences
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in request expressions, especially in giving and receiving contexts and other sentences not
translated directly from the L1 which led to communicative failures. In another study, Brocca and
Nuzzo (2024) found evidence of positive transfer shown by Austrian-German intermediate
learners of Italian. These learners showed minimal differences from Italian NS in terms of the
appropriateness of request structures, including the level of directness and politeness strategies.
However, some differences were noted in the learners’ use of request modifiers, which aligns with
existing literature on L2 request patterns.

The studies reviewed above indicate that NNS can interpret and produce requests using
inferencing skills and general pragmatic knowledge, although their strategies may differ from NS.
As Blum-Kulka (1991) states, this pragmatic knowledge includes the ability to infer
communicative intentions, perform speech acts non-explicitly, and be sensitive to contextual
constraints. However, all the findings obtained in the previous studies have revealed that certain
pragmatic transfer is shown, even in the case of advanced learners, implying that higher
proficiency does not necessarily entail being pragmatically competent in the L2 (Taguchi, 2011).
Most of these instances of transfer are the result of divergences in the sociocultural dimension of
the L1 and the L2. Therefore, pragmatic transfer might result in cross-cultural misunderstanding
and breakdowns in communication, which may lead to negative cross-cultural stereotypes and
discrimination (Padilla, 2013).

Most of the studies that investigate pragmatic transfer in requests focus on English. Little
attention has been given to other FLs such as Greek. The present study intends to contribute to the
field of ILP by also exploring possible instances of pragmatic transfer in the use of address forms
in the requests produced by L1 Spanish/Catalan bilingual learners of Greek. To this end, it is

important to understand how requests are operationalized in Spanish and Catalan, the native
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languages of the main participants in this study. This aspect will be explored qualitatively based
on previous research on the use of requests by L1 Spanish and L1 Catalan speakers. Moreover, it
is essential to examine how address forms are used in Spanish, Catalan, and Greek. Thus, the next
section provides a contrastive analysis of requests and address forms in Spanish, Catalan, and

Greek to highlight the differences among these three languages with regard to these aspects.

2.5.3. Contrastive Analysis of Requests in Spanish, Catalan, and Greek

Several researchers have recently employed contrastive analysis to analyze language use
in relation to different speech acts and expressions (Hopkinson, 2021; Kadar & House, 2020, 2021;
Ja’afreh, 2023; Liu et al., 2021; Matsukawa, 2024, to name but a few). One of the main benefits
of conducting contrastive analysis in pragmatics is that researchers can systematically document
pragmalinguistic strategies and compare them across different groups and contexts (Taguchi & Li,
2020). For this purpose, it is necessary to rely on linguistic corpora to explore how speech acts are
used across languages (see Aijmer & Riihlemann, 2014). As far as the speech act of requests is
concerned, researchers have explored cross-cultural differences in request performance (Ahmed
Al-Fattah, 2024; Lochtman, 2022; Maros & Halim, 2018; Marsily, 2018; Woodfield, 2008).
However, although Greek requests have been compared with those of other languages (see
Ogiermann & Bella, 2020), to the best of my knowledge no study has yet carried out a contrastive
analysis of requests in Spanish, Catalan, and Greek. Therefore, such a contrastive analysis is
conducted in the present study to provide insights into the challenges that learners face in acquiring
appropriate request strategies in Greek, including potential instances of pragmatic transfer from

either Spanish or Catalan.



61

First, a description of request realization in each language based on Blum-Kulka and
Olshtain’s (1984) coding scheme (Direct, Conventionally Indirect, and Non-Conventionally
Indirect Requests) is provided. Second, a comparison of requests between the three languages is
carried out to identify similarities and differences regarding request formulation, degree of
directness, and influence of cultural factors. As a reference, the present contrastive analysis will
apply the findings obtained in different studies with respect to the use of requests made by LI
Spanish speakers (Escandell-Vidal, 2005; Pérez-Avila, 2005; Pinto, 2012; Ruiz, 2018,
Staszkiewicz, 2018), L1 Catalan speakers (Pérez i Parent, 2002; Vanrell & Catany, 2021), and L1
Greek speakers (Bella, 2012a; Ogiermann & Bella, 2020).

In various studies (Escandell-Vidal, 2005; Pérez-Avila, 2005; Pinto, 2012; Ruiz, 2018), the
requesting behavior displayed by Spanish NS* shows a tendency to use hearer-oriented requests in
the form of either prediction (indirect) or imperative (direct). The most common mitigators used
by Spanish NS in these researchers’ studies are Conditional and Present Tenses plus the por favor
(“please™) Politeness Marker. Regarding L1 Catalan requests, Vanrell and Catany (2021) found
that Catalan NS also tend to perform hearer-oriented requests through conventionally indirect
strategies, which can also include Conditionals and Politeness Markers (si us plau, “please”). The
requests uttered by the Catalan NS in this study also include certain supportive moves such as
Grounders and Considerators. For the present comparative analysis, the study by Pérez i Parent
(2002) has also been considered; however, it only focuses on the analysis of the use of requesting

strategies and does not explore the supportive moves used by the participants. Both Pérez 1 Parent

4Although different varieties of Spanish have been explored with regard to requests (Mexican Spanish: Félix-
Brasdefer, 2005, 2007a, 2007b, 2009; Peruvian Spanish: Garcia, 1993, 1996; Colombian Spanish: Vallejo, 2013;
Nuzzo & Cortés Veldsquez, 2020, etc.), the present study only considers Peninsular Spanish because it is the variety
of the language spoken by the participants and because of the context in which they learn Greek as a FL.
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(2002) and Vanrell and Catany (2021) analyzed how social variables such as distance or
dominance affect the use of requests by L1 Catalan speakers.

In the case of Greek, Ogiermann and Bella (2020) conducted a contrastive analysis of
request strategies across different languages, including Greek, indicating cross-cultural variations.
The Greek NS from their study displayed a higher use of hearer-oriented request forms, using
conventionally indirect strategies and Conditionals. They also showed a considerable use of Direct
Requests, especially the Imperative and most requests were accompanied by high use of external
mitigators such as Grounders and Considerators, although these were context dependent. These
tendencies were also shown by L1 Greek speakers from Bella’s (2012a) study, whose findings will
be also considered for the present contrastive analysis.

In light of the findings summarized above, some variations can be observed in the use of
modification devices in the three languages. However, all three present many similarities with
regard to request performance, that is, the hearer-oriented perspective, the high use of
Conventionally Indirect Requests, and modification devices (such as Conditionals and Grounders).
These similarities seem to support the assumption that these three cultures are mainly oriented
towards positive politeness as stated by Hickey (2000, 2005) in the case of Spanish, Curell (2012)
regarding Catalan and by Economidou-Kogetsidis (2003), Sifianou (1999), Sifianou and
Antonopoulou (2005), and Tzanne (2001) in Greek.

To facilitate the comparison of the requests across the three languages, the results of the

studies reviewed in this section can be summarized in the following table (see Table 8).
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Language

Spanish

Catalan

Greek

Perspective

Request Strategies

(Directness/Indirectness)

Modification Devices

Hearer-oriented
(Medas...?
Eng. Canyou...?

Conventionally
Indirect/prediction
strategy

¢Me das un café?
Eng. Can you give me
a coffee?

Direct (Imperatives)
Dame un café.

Eng. Give me a coffee.

Conditional/Past tense
Podrias/podias ...

Eng. Could you...
Present Tense
Puedes ...

Eng. Canyou...
Politeness Marker
Por favor

Eng. Please

Hearer-oriented
Em dones...

Eng. Canyou...?

Conventionally Indirect
Podpries acostar-me a la
feina dema per poder
arribar a l'hora?

Eng. Could you give me a
ride to work tomorrow so 1

can get there on time?

Conditional
Podries...

Eng. Can you...
Politeness Marker
Voste

Eng. You (formal)
Grounders and

Considerators

Hearer-oriented
Mropeic/Oa uropovoeg
Eng. Can you/Could

you...?

Conventionally Indirect
Oo. umopoioo. vo.
OOVEIOTM TIG OHUEIDTELS
oov?

Eng. Could I borrow
your notes?

Direct (Imperatives)
Zreike pov g
ONUEIDTELG.

Eng. Send me the notes.

Modal interrogative
constructions
(Conditionals and Past
Tense)

Oa. uropodvoa...

Eng. Could I...
Preparators and

Grounders

Note. Created by the author based on studies on Spanish (Escandell-Vidal, 2005; Pérez-Avila, 2005; Pinto, 2012; Ruiz,

2018; Staszkiewicz, 2018), Catalan (Pérez i Parent, 2002; Vanrell & Catany, 2021), and Greek (Bella, 2012a;

Ogiermann & Bella, 2020) requests. These studies have been selected because of their focus on the FL context.
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Nevertheless, the use of request strategies and modification devices can vary according to
the social parameters of the context. Although studies concerning the effect of these social
parameters on the use of requests by NNS of different FLs have been already addressed in Section
2.3.3, several other studies that include L1 data are reviewed here for the purposes of the present
research. Of the studies mentioned in the table above, those by Pérez-Avila (2005), Ruiz (2018),
and Staszkiewicz (2018) on requests in Spanish, Pérez i Parent (2002) and Vanrell and Catany
(2021) on requests in Catalan, and Bella (2012a) on requests in Greek have explored how NS of
each language use this speech act and its modifiers in different situations taking the social
parameters of social distance, power, and imposition into consideration. Although these studies
explored the acquisition of requests by NNS and followed Blum-Kulka and Olshtain’s (1984)
coding scheme, all of them rely on native-speaker data as a baseline. Therefore, only native-
speaker data has been considered from these studies in order to carry out the present contrastive
analysis.

Pérez-Avila (2005) examined the use of requests and modifications by Spanish NS (N =
30) and NNS from various backgrounds using DCTs that included two different situations® based
on similar social parameters. Their findings revealed a predominant use of Conventionally Indirect
Requests, although Non-Conventionally Indirect Requests were employed to a lesser extent in one
of the situations. Notably, the internal modification involving the Politeness Marker por favor
(Eng. “please”) was rarely used by the NS. In another study, Ruiz (2018) explored how power
affected the use of request strategies and modification devices by NS and NNS of Spanish in an
email addressed to a professor (Speaker < Hearer). The Spanish NS (N = 8) in her study used

Conventionally Indirect or Direct Requests in the form of Performatives. Five of them preferred

5One of the situations in Pérez-Avila’s (2005) study corresponds to one of the role plays used in the present dissertation
(Cleaning situation).
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Conventionally Indirect to Direct Requests. Regarding the modifiers, NS used internal
modification devices such as the present, past, and conditional tenses, and external modification
devices oriented towards negative politeness such as Grounders, Thanking Statements, and
Apologies. Similarly, L1 Spanish speakers in Staszkiewicz’s (2018) study mostly used hearer-
oriented requests, consistent with other studies (e.g., Escandell-Vidal, 2005; Pinto, 2012). In
almost all situations, except in those with high power and high imposition, speakers also employed
more mitigating devices. In those situations where there were low levels of power, distance, and
imposition between the interlocutors, Spanish NS tended to use more Direct Requests in the form
of Imperatives.

Pérez 1 Parent (2002) also investigated request strategies produced by Catalan NS and
Catalan EFL learners in six different scenarios. They found that, similar to Ruiz’s (2018) Spanish
native participants, Conventionally Indirect Requests were favored by Catalan NS regardless of
the degree of distance and power in those scenarios. These findings seem to be consistent with
Vanrell and Catany’s (2021) study on the acquisition of requests in Catalan by Polish NS in which
the L1 Catalan speakers showed higher use of Conventionally Indirect Requests when the distance
between the interlocutors and degree of imposition was high. However, in line with Ruiz’s (2018)
findings, Catalan NS used more mitigation devices in high-imposition contexts, such as present
and conditional tenses. Despite the preference for Conventionally Indirect Requests in both Pérez
1 Parent (2002) and Vanrell and Catany’s (2021) studies, the use of Direct Requests is also common
in scenarios where there is equal power between the interlocutors (Curell, 2012).

Conventionally Indirect Requests were also used by Greek NS in Bella’s (2012a) study in
three different scenarios (two informal situations showing low distance and low power, and a

formal situation showing high distance and high power). A varied range of both external and
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internal modification devices were used by the Greek NS across the three scenarios, and in those
situations where both distance and power were lower between the participants, the NS used fewer
external modification devices compared to the formal context. Thus, the repertoire of modification
devices used by Greek NS in formal and informal situations seemed to be more extensive
compared to that of the Spanish and Catalan NS in Ruiz (2018) and Vanrell and Catany’s (2021)
studies.

Another relevant difference between the three languages in the speech act of requests lies
in the use of informal ‘you’ (Spa. #u / Cat. tu / Gr. god [e'si]) and formal ‘you’ (Spa. usted / Cat.
voste | Gr. eoeic [€'sis]), and their agreement with the verb conjugation®. According to Félix-
Brasdefer (2015), these forms of address are inherently relational, as they facilitate the negotiation
of face (whether emphasizing involvement or independence) between interlocutors, helping to
establish or reinforce their social relationships. Formality is expressed in Spanish and Catalan, by
changing the 2" person singular (Spa. #i/Cat. tu) to the 3" person singular (Spa. usted/Cat. vosté).
In Greek, this modification is realized by changing the 2" person singular (¢09) to the 2nd person
plural (eoeic). The use of such pronouns in Spanish and Catalan is relatively similar (except for the
spelling with or without orthographic accent), regardless of the degree of formality required in
each situation (see Osvath, 2015). The use of informal ‘you’ is more widespread and accepted
nowadays both in Spanish (#:) (Alvarez, 2005; Arnaiz, 2006; Sampedro, 2016, 2022) and in
Catalan (voste) (Nogué¢ et al., 2022; Urteaga, 2008). In Spanish and Catalan, #i/tu is used in
informal contexts where there is little distance between the participants (friends, relatives, etc.).

By contrast, the formal ‘you’ form (Spa. usted/Cat. vosté) is used in situations requiring a higher

®Although the conjugation of the verb involves a grammatical aspect, its agreement is associated with the use of
informal or formal ‘you’. Therefore, the use of the correct verb form depends not only on grammatical rules but also
on the cultural and social context.
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degree of formality where there is greater distance between the interlocutors (unknown people,
hierarchy, elderly people) or to show respect.

In Greek, the use of informal ‘you’ (e00) is also similar to Spanish and Catalan. However,
the use of the formal ‘you’ (eoeig) in Greek is more ambiguous and has a double function: to
express formality in the singular and plural in informal and formal situations (Sifianou, 1992a).
On the one hand, eoei¢ serves as the formal singular pronoun used to express politeness, respect,
or social distance, when addressing an individual of higher status, an elderly person, or someone
with whom the speaker does not have a close relationship (e.g., student/professor). On the other
hand, eoeic is also the second person plural pronoun, used naturally in both formal and informal
contexts when addressing multiple interlocutors, regardless of the level of familiarity. Due to this
ambiguity in the use of eoeig, according to Sifianou (1992a), speakers need to rely more on
pragmatic and contextual factors to interpret its precise function in any given interaction.

It is important to mention that in all three languages this personal pronoun is not mandatory
and can be omitted. The following table serves to illustrate such differences in the address forms
across the three languages (see Table 9). The translation in English is provided for a better

understanding of the examples.

Table 9

Examples of Informal and Formal Use of ‘You’ in Spanish, Catalan, and Greek

Situation Informal Formal

Spa. ;Puedes abrir la puerta? (2nd person Spa. ;Puede abrir la puerta? (3rd person
singular) singular)

Cat. Pots obrir la porta? (2nd person Cat. Pot obrir la porta? (3rd person singular)
singular) Gr. Mnropeite vo avoilete 10 mapaBopo, (2nd
Gr. Mropeic va avoiéeig 1o mapabvpo; (2nd  person plural)

person singular) Eng. Can you open the door?

Eng. Can you open the door?
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Several conclusions can be drawn after reviewing the studies in the contrastive analysis
outlined above. First, studies that analyze the role of the social parameters of distance, power, and
imposition in the use of requests in Spanish, Catalan, and Greek are still scarce in the field.
Therefore, the available data on how NS of these languages use requests in different
communicative contexts is not comprehensive enough and more studies involving more native
participants are needed in order to establish a more reliable framework. Second, in light of the data
provided by these studies, it can be deduced that the use of Conventionally Indirect Requests and
internal modifiers (e.g., the Conditional, the Present, or the Past predominate) is realized in a
similar way across the three languages regardless of the social parameters. However, more
differences can be observed with respect to the use of external modifiers among the three
languages. In this sense, Greek NS draw on the use of a greater variety of external mitigators (e.g.,
Preparators, Grounders, Considerators, Imposition Minimizers, Disarmers, etc.), in comparison
with Spanish and Catalan NS whose use of mitigators is more reduced, while the use of Politeness
Markers and Grounders is increased. Finally, literature has shown that the address forms (Spa.
vs usted / Cat. tu vs voste / Gr. eo0 vs goeig) can vary from one language to another, and the context
will determine the use of one form over another. However, to the best of my knowledge, no
empirical studies have focused on variations in the forms of address used in requests across
different situations in these three languages.

The previous contrastive analysis between Spanish, Catalan, and Greek requests can serve
as a framework to identify possible instances of pragmatic transfer in the data of the present

research.
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2.6. Chapter Summary

The present chapter has intended to provide a comprehensive theoretical framework for the
purposes of this dissertation. First, Section 2.2 has presented an overview of the field of ILP paying
special attention to Speech Acts and Politeness theories as well as the importance of
pragmalinguistic and sociopragmatic knowledge in L2 pragmatic development. Existing literature
in the field has emphasized that the speech act of requests, which is the focus of the present
dissertation, is one of the most explored in the field due to its face-threatening nature. To that end,
Section 2.3 has included a thorough explanation of the speech act of requests, previous studies and
the role of the social parameters of social distance, power, and imposition affecting its use.
Previous research on requests have emphasized the need for further acquisitional studies to
understand the interplay between the social parameters and the use of requests in different FLs. In
light of this, Section 2.4 has specifically focused on the use of requests in Greek, findings from
previous studies, and its categorization of request strategies and external and internal modification.
The scarcity in the number of studies reviewed in this section shows that Greek remains an under-
researched language. Finally, Section 2.5 delved into the concept of pragmatic transfer and has
included a contrastive analysis of the languages involved in this study, which are Spanish and
Catalan as L1s and Greek as a FL, to understand how requests and address forms are used in the

three languages.

2.7. Research Questions
In light of the issues addressed in the literature review of this thesis and given the need for
further research on ILP, the present dissertation will focus on the acquisition of requests in Greek

as a FL by L1 Spanish/Catalan bilinguals (NNS). More specifically, it aims at investigating the



70

impact of proficiency on the acquisition of the speech act of requests in Greek as a FL by
Spanish/Catalan bilinguals (NNS). Furthermore, it will analyze how these learners produce Greek
requests in formal and informal communicative contexts. Finally, it will explore whether the NNS
exhibit instances of pragmatic transfer in the use of address forms in their requests as compared to
their L1s.

Considering the above, the present dissertation intends to answer the following research
questions:

Research Question 1. What is the role of proficiency in the acquisition of the speech act of
requests in Greek as a FL by Spanish/Catalan bilinguals?

As discussed in the literature review (Section 2.2.2), pragmatic competence tends to
develop alongside increased proficiency (Bardovi-Harlig, 2001), as evidenced by numerous
studies on the speech act of requests (e.g., Blum-Kulka & Olshtain, 1984; Celaya & Baron, 2015;
Cohen & Shively, 2007; Economidou-Kogetsidis, 2022; Khazdouzian et al., 2021; Martinez-Flor,
2003; Taguchi, 2006). However, it has been argued that developing pragmatic competence is
particularly challenging for L2 learners due to limited exposure to the TL (Blum-Kulka & Olshtain,
1984) and the influence of deeply ingrained societal norms (Celce-Murcia et al., 1995). It has been
claimed that even advanced learners might not attain native-like performance (Taguchi, 2011).
Researchers have emphasized the need for more acquisitional studies in this field (Alcon-Soler &
Martinez-Flor, 2008; Bardovi-Harlig, 1999; Kasper & Rose, 1999, 2002; Kasper & Schmidt,
1996). In light of this need and the limited research on requests in Greek as a FL (Bella, 2012a;
2014a), this question seeks to explore how language proficiency affects the use of requests by

Spanish/Catalan bilinguals in Greek as a FL. Additionally, it examines whether higher proficiency
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levels lead to greater pragmatic competence and how learners’ request strategies and modifications
develop as proficiency increases.

Research Question 2. How do Spanish/Catalan bilingual learners of Greek as a FL express
requests in formal and informal communicative contexts?

In light of Brown and Levinson’s (1987) three sociopragmatic parameters (i.e., distance,
power, and imposition) addressed in Section 2.3.3, researchers have pointed out the close
relationship between these social parameters and the use of face-saving strategies when producing
requests (Blum-Kulka & House et al., 1989; Kasper, 2004; Trosborg, 1995). These social
parameters determine the appropriate degree of politeness in different circumstances, showing the
dynamic nature of politeness and how it varies across contexts (Kéadar, 2017). Thus, this question
aims at identifying how Spanish/Catalan bilingual learners of Greek as a FL adapt their types of
requests and modification devices depending on the level of formality of the interaction. It aims to
determine whether their requesting behavior varies in contexts characterized by different social
parameters (-D, -P; +D, -P; and +D, +P) and whether they align with native-speaker norms in these
contexts.

Research Question 3. Do the requests in Greek as a FL produced by Spanish/Catalan
bilinguals present cases of pragmatic transfer from their L1s? More specifically, do learners exhibit
L1 pragmatic transfer in their use of address forms when making requests in Greek?

As highlighted in Section 2.5.2, cultural variations play a significant role in how learners
produce and understand requests in an L2 context (Blum-Kulka et al., 1989; Cialdini, et al. 1999;
Ogiermann, 2009), often leading to pragmatic transfer (Thomas, 1983). As discussed, L2 learners
tend to interpret and understand the L2 through the lens of the sociocultural norms and perspectives

shaped by their L1 (Kecskes, 2013). In other words, their perceptions and interpretations in the L2
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are often filtered through the values, customs, and cognitive patterns ingrained in their L1 cultural
mindset. Consequently, this influence can make it challenging for learners to discriminate between
various contexts and may lead them to unintentionally apply their L1 cultural norms to language
use in the TL, as demonstrated in several studies on requests (e.g., Pinto, 2005; Félix-Brasdefer,
2007a). Pragmatic transfers may also extend to forms of address (Spa. fu vs usted / Cat. tu vs voste
/ Gr. eob vs eoeig), which can vary across languages and often are context-dependent when
producing requests. In light of this, the present question investigates whether learners’ requests in
Greek are influenced by their L1s. More specifically, it explores the degree of pragmatic transfer
by comparing NNS’s use of address forms in Greek requests with those commonly used in their
L1s, based on the contrastive analysis outlined in Section 2.5.3, and evaluates the extent to which

their use of address forms deviates from native Greek norms.
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Chapter 3. Methodology

This chapter outlines the methodology employed in the present study. The methodology
includes a detailed description of the LETEGR2 corpus from which the data have been extracted
(Section 3.1), participants (Section 3.2), contexts (Section 3.3), instruments (Section 3.4), and
procedure (Section 3.5), in which the data codification and analysis are explained.

This study examines the requests made by Spanish/Catalan bilingual learners of Greek as
a FL. It analyzes whether a learner’s FL proficiency level can be a predictor for the acquisition of
L2 pragmatic competence in the speech act of requests, and whether the types of requests and
strategies produced are consistent with those used by NS in the scenarios involved.

The research design employs a mixed-methods approach (House, 2018; Taguchi, 2018b),
combining qualitative and quantitative methods to comprehensively analyze the acquisition of the
target item under study. This approach aims to facilitate a holistic understanding of learners’
request strategies, their linguistic and sociolinguistic components, and potential variations across

different contexts.

3.1. LETEGR?2 Project

This thesis has been carried out following the framework of the LETEGR2 project
(Learning, Teaching, and Learning to Teach in Greek as a Second/Foreign Language) put forward
by the National and Kapodistrian University of Athens, Greece in collaboration with various
institutions in Europe. The project’s main goal was to explore different methods for learning and
teaching Greek in L2 and FL environments (Andria, 2020, 2022; Andria & lakovou, 2021;
lakovou, 2020; Iakovou et al., 2024; Panagopoulos et al., 2024; Rodriguez-Lifante & Andria,

2020). Among the different objectives of the LETEGR?2 project was the study of the development
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of pragmatic competence in Greek as an L2/FL and, more specifically, the acquisition of different
speech acts by NNS of Greek in different contexts (Gkouma, 2024; Gkouma et al., 2020, 2023).

To achieve these objectives, the project relies on a large, carefully produced and curated
corpus, which includes written and oral productions covering linguistic, pragmatic, and
sociocultural aspects of Greek as an L2. A vast part of the LETEGR2 corpus of pragmatic data
was compiled from the project’s main data collection, which was conducted in Barcelona, Spain,
and in Athens, Greece in the 2019-2020 academic year to compare the development of pragmatic
competence in Greek in the study abroad and L2/FL learning contexts. The LETEGR2 corpus
encompasses 165 role plays performed by NNS and 50 by NS, amounting to approximately 2,150
role plays and over 25,800 minutes of simulated conversations. To assess their validity, these role
play scenarios were piloted for each speech act before the data collection process. The participant
groups in this corpus represent a diverse range of language learners and contexts, each contributing
valuable data for analyzing the speech act under study.

This dissertation draws on oral production data from this corpus, particularly transcriptions
of role plays performed by NS and NNS, to examine their requesting behavior in Greek’. However,
the L2 context and study abroad factors are beyond the scope of the present study, as the focus
here is on the acquisition of requests in a FL context, specifically Spanish/Catalan bilingual
learners of Greek in Barcelona, Spain. Therefore, only role play data and verbal retrospective

reports from this group of participants were selected and analyzed for the present study.

"The present dissertation complies with the requirements established by the Bioethics Committee of the University of
Barcelona regarding the use of the data from the LETEGR2 corpus.
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3.2. Context

The participants of the study belong to two different Greek language schools in Barcelona,
Spain. The two contexts will be referred to in this dissertation as Language school 1 and Language
school 2. The information about each context described below is based on Andria’s (2024) study.

Language school 1 is a state-operated institution dedicated to the teaching of foreign
languages located in Barcelona, Spain and is one of 45 state-run official language schools
(Escuelas Oficiales de Idiomas — EOIs) across the country. Despite being under the jurisdiction of
the Spanish Ministry of Education, the school is directly under the supervision of the regional
Department of Education of Catalonia, which establishes the curriculum for the official language
schools in the area. The school also adheres to the recommendations of the CEFR. The school,
which was founded in 1969 and is the oldest official language school in Barcelona, offers
instruction in 26 languages, including Greek. Although Greek is one of the least demanded
languages at this center, about 100 students enroll each year. Candidates are required to have
completed at least the first year of compulsory secondary education in Spain (or the equivalent
grade in a foreign country) and have a minimum age of 16 years old.

The school mainly provides Greek language courses from Al to B2 level. A total of 150
hours is taught at each proficiency level, except for the B2 level, which is divided into two courses
(B2.1 and B2.2) of 150 hours each (300 hours in total). Students can access the courses either from
level Al or through a placement test if they already have previous knowledge of the Greek
language; the school also offers preparatory courses for official certification exams. The official
certificates can be issued by this school (B1 and B2 levels) and by the Center for Greek Language

(the official institution for certifying Greek language proficiency). The Greek teachers at this
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school hold language and humanities degrees, but a degree in Greek studies or any specialization
in teaching Greek as a L2/FL is not mandatory.

Language school 2 is a non-profit foundation that represents the Greek diaspora and
philhellenes in Barcelona. This school has offered Greek language courses for children and adults
since 1997. Since then, the number of students enrolled in Greek courses has grown considerably
with the student body growing from 25 students in 2010 to 90 in 2024. The school offers all
proficiency levels from A1 to C2. Classes are held once a week and last between two and two and
a half hours depending on the level. All teachers are Greek NS and hold university degrees in
Greek Studies and Linguistics from Greek universities; some hold master’s or doctoral degrees in
Applied Linguistics and FL teaching. In addition, most of them have been trained in teaching
Greek as an L2/FL.

Furthermore, both language schools aim to promote Greek language and culture among
their members and in Catalan society. The institutions actively organize cultural events, festivals,
and celebrations throughout the year. These events showcase Greek traditions, music, dance,
cuisine, and art, allowing both Greeks and non-Greeks in Catalonia to experience Greek culture

firsthand.

3.3. Participants
Prior to the main data collection, a pilot study was conducted by the LETEGR2 members
to test and refine the research instruments. This pilot study involved 40 (N = 40)® participants,

comprising 10 (n = 10) Greek NS and 30 (n = 30) Spanish/Catalan bilingual students learning

$Throughout this study, the  refers to the number of participants (N for the total cohort and » for a subgroup), unless
placed directly after a linguistic feature or strategy (either head act or modification device), in which case it denotes
frequency of use.
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Greek as a second language, with varying levels of proficiency. The reliability of the instrument
was checked, and it was found that it had high internal consistency, with a Cronbach a coefficient
of .801. Following this pilot study, the final research instruments were designed and subsequently
employed in the main data collection phase (Gkouma, 2024; Gkouma et al., 2020, 2023).

The present dissertation focused on data coming from 107 (N = 107) participants of the
LETEGR?2 project: 53 (n = 53) NS and 54 (n = 54) Spanish/Catalan bilinguals of Greek as an FL
(hereafter NNS). The NS group included 21 males and 29 females, aged 21 to 70 (M = 35.58, SD
=12.51), all permanent residents of Greece with secondary or higher education. Their data served
as a reference for analyzing the speech act under investigation. The NNS group consisted of 26
males and 28 females, aged 22 to 78 (M = 51.0, SD = 15.71), all enrolled in formal Greek courses
at the two Barcelona-based language schools described in the previous subsection. Table 10

illustrates their distribution across the different language proficiency levels.

Table 10

Number of Non-Native Participants per Level at Both Contexts

LEVEL No of Participants Language School 1 Language School 2
Male Female Male Female
A2 15 3 6 3 3
Bl 16 4 4 5 3
B2 19 10 4 1 4
Cl 4 0 0 0 4
Total 54 17 14 9 14

Of the total number of NNS, 31 (n = 31) were enrolled at Language school 1, whereas the

remaining 23 (n = 23) were enrolled at Language school 2. Both language schools adhere to the
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same proficiency level framework®. The students were categorized into four levels of language
proficiency according to the CEFR: A2, B1, B2, and CI1. It should be noted that all NNS at the Al
level were excluded from the total cohort, as they had no previous knowledge of Greek at the time
of data collection, which took place at the beginning of the 2019-2020 academic year. All
participants in the NNS group followed the annual (9-month) teaching program provided by each
institution. Tables 11 and 12 show the demographic data!® obtained through background
questionnaires given to the participants in the NNS group (see Section 4.4.3. for a detailed

description of the questionnaire).

Table 11
Demographic Data for Participants Studying at Language School 1 (n = 31)

Age Group Proficiency Gender Education
Level
N | 19- 30- 40- 50- 60- 70- A2 Bl B2 Cl1 Male Female Other Secondary University
29 39 49 59 69 79
‘ 4 6 4 9 8 0 9 8 14 0 17 14 0 3 28

Table 12
Demographic Data for Participants Studying at Language School 2 (n = 23)

Age Group Proficiency Gender Education
Level
N | 19- 30- 40- 50- 60- 70- A2 Bl B2 Cl1 Male Female Other Secondary University
29 39 49 59 69 79
‘ 7 2 1 4 4 4 6 8 5 4 9 14 0 1 22

9Statistical analyses conducted within the framework of the LETEGR2 project indicated that the participants from
both contexts share similar characteristics (Andria, 2024) and there were not statistically significant differences among
the groups of the two languages schools (Panagopoulos et al., 2024).

10Demographic data were not available for three of the participants of the total cohort (two enrolled in Language
school 1 and one enrolled in Language school 2). Only their level of proficiency was available in the data.
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Nearly half of the 54 NNS reported some prior exposure to Greek—either through language
courses or travel—before enrolling in their current program at Language school 1 or 2. Notably,
21 learners indicated that they had previously attended the other language school before enrolling
in the one they were attending at the time of this study. At the A2 level, seven learners are
university graduates in language-related fields and speak multiple FLs. Additionally, a different
group of seven learners had taken Greek language courses before enrolling in their current school,
and ten reported having visited Greece. Among the B1 learners, all but one hold university degrees,
and those with degrees also speak multiple FLs. Of the 16 B1 learners, nine had previously taken
Greek language courses, and the same number had visited Greece. In the B2 group, all nineteen
learners have completed a university degree, with four specializing in philology, and all speak
multiple FLs. Sixteen of them reported having spent varying lengths of time in Greece. Finally, at
the C1 level, three of the four learners hold university degrees and speak multiple FLs. All three
had prior exposure to Greek, either through language courses or travel. All of this information was

gathered through a background questionnaire, which will be further explained in Section 3.4.2.

3.4. Instruments
The three instruments chosen for the present study were a background questionnaire, open

role plays and retrospective verbal reports. These instruments will be thoroughly described below.

3.4.1. Questionnaires
The background questionnaire, developed within the LETEGR2 project framework (see
Appendix A), was used in the present dissertation to identify and select only the Spanish/Catalan

bilingual participants from the total cohort for analysis. The questionnaire intended to elicit biodata
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about the participants, their language profile, the time spent learning the language, their previous
experience with Greek, and their motivations for learning Greek. The information that was
gathered through the questionnaires made it possible to comprehend the individual features of each
participant. Most items in the questionnaire consisted of ticking boxes while other questions
required the participants to rate items based on different Likert scales, which provided data that
could be “profitably compared, contrasted, and combined with qualitative data-gathering
techniques” (Nemoto & Beglar, 2014, p. 2). For the present study, the most relevant information
from the questionnaire was each participant’s L1, their occupation, their prior experience with the
language and whether they have been to or stayed in Greece. These individual variables were then
discussed in the qualitative analysis of the results. The participants were given the option to
complete the background questionnaire in Spanish, Catalan, or Greek, according to their

preference.

3.4.2. Role Plays

The second instrument consists of a series of role plays designed originally for the research
purposes of the LETEGR2 project. Role plays make the data more representative of what
respondents would say in authentic situations (Houck & Gass, 1996). As Félix-Brasdefer (2010)
points out, role plays consist of “spoken data in which two interlocutors assume roles under
predefined experimental conditions” (p. 47). Even if the roles are predefined, role plays are based
on spontaneous interaction since speakers cannot plan subsequent turns (Bardovi-Harlig, 2012).

Despite the certain limitations of role plays, such as the uncertain representation of
interactions in genuine situations (see Kasper, 2000) and the impossibility of eliciting various

request forms (Félix-Brasdefer, 2007b) (among others; see also Bataller & Shively, 2011 and
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Taguchi, 2018c for further explanations of the shortcomings of role plays), role plays were
designed as part of the main project because of the advantages they present for investigating the
development of pragmatic competence (Alcon-Soler & Martinez-Flor, 2008; Chang, 2006; Félix-
Brasdefer, 2010; 2018) and speech acts specifically (Martinez-Flor & Uso6-Juan, 2010). One of
their advantages is that they remain suitable for pragmalinguistic research since they allow for the
controlling of social parameters and participant profiles (Bardovi-Harlig, 2013). Additionally,
according to Beltran-Palanques (2020), role plays have the potential to yield significant
pedagogical and research benefits if designed thoughtfully. Hence, role plays were intentionally
selected for use in the LETEGR2 project as the main tool for investigating requests since they are
one of the most face-threatening (Brown & Levinson, 1987) and impositive (Haverkate, 1984)
speech acts. Furthermore, open role plays offer spontaneity in speech act realization (Félix-
Brasdefer, 2018), which allows speakers to act out impromptu oral discourse and engage in turn-
taking, thereby facilitating the examination of discourse organization and meaning negotiation
(Kasper & Dahl, 1991). That is, one particular interaction can display a wide array of speech acts
related to each other. For instance, one participant might make a request which could be answered
with a refusal or a thank you. This richness in the variety of speech acts in the interaction is
precisely what has attracted most of the interest among researchers in the field of ILP in the use of
role plays as the main method for analyzing pragmatic competence (e.g., Barén et al., 2020;
Bardovi-Harlig et al., 1991; Cohen, 1996a; Félix-Brasdefer 2010, 2018; Martinez-Flor & Uso6-
Juan, 2010; Taguchi, 2006) since it is the most suitable elicited data approach for replacing real-
world conversation (Kasper, 2000).

The dataset used in this dissertation included ten distinct role plays (see Appendix B for

the description of the role plays and Appendix C for the instructions). Seven role plays were the
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target scenarios and aimed at eliciting the speech act of requests. The other three role plays were

distractors meant to elicit other speech acts beyond the scope of the present research to prevent

participants from becoming aware of the real target structure under investigation. Each of the seven

target role plays was thoroughly planned to examine the nuances and variations of requesting

behavior and to encompass a wide range of scenarios. These target scenarios were deliberately

designed to mirror a variety of real-life situations, which allowed for a deeper analysis of request-

making strategies and patterns in different contexts. The chosen scenarios gave a full picture of

the complexity of using requests, shedding light on the linguistic strategies, levels of politeness,

and contextual factors affecting this communicative act. The role plays corresponding to the target

scenarios are the following:

1.

1il.

1v.

Role play 1. Suitcase Scenario: Next week you are travelling, but you don’t have a suitcase.
You call a close friend and ask him/her to give you his/her suitcase.

Role play 2. Cleaning Scenario: You are a university student, and you share an apartment
with another student (a roommate). Your roommate threw a party last night and now the
apartment is dirty. You ask him/her to clean it.

Role play 3. Sugar Scenario: You want to make a coffee, but you have no sugar. There is
a new neighbor in the apartment next door. You knock on his/her door and ask for sugar.
Role play 4. Shoes Scenario: You are shopping at a store. You find a pair of shoes that you
like and ask the seller to bring them to you.

Role play 5. Deadline Extension Scenario: You have an assignment to submit for a
university course, but you don’t manage to complete it on time. You go to your professor’s

office and ask for more time.
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vi.  Role play 6. Overtime Scenario: You are a director/boss of a company. You talk to an
employee. You want him/her to work four hours more on one of the next days.
vil.  Role play 7. Day off Scenario: 1t’s been a short while since you have been hired by a

company. You go to your manager and ask for a day-off next week.

The role plays used as distractors are listed below:
viii.  Role play 8. Restaurant Scenario: You are at a good and expensive restaurant, and your
food is taking a long time to arrive. You talk to the server about it.
ix.  Roleplay 9. Advice from a colleague Scenario: Lately, you haven’t been feeling very well.
During a break at work, you talk to a colleague and ask for his/her opinion.
x.  Roleplay 10. Party Scenario: You’re throwing a party for your birthday. You call a friend

and invite them.

In all the seven target scenarios seen above, participants were prompted to request
something from their interlocutor, who would then fulfill their request. Subsequently, an analysis
was conducted by each participant on the realization of the speech act of request and the peripheral
elements accompanying the head act (cf. literature review Sections 2.4.3, 2.4.4, and 2.4.5).

The role plays depict various scenarios involving different degrees of formality and differ
in terms of the social parameters of power and distance. These parameters play a pivotal role in
shaping the dynamics of interpersonal communication and have a significant impact on how
requests are produced and received. Besides, variations in these two social parameters can occur
across cultures (Blum-Kulka et al., 1989). Furthermore, each combination of the two basic social

parameters includes two situations that are either obligatory, meaning the speaker has a right to
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formulate the request and the interlocutor has an obligation to satisfy it (House, 1989), or non-
obligatory. Also, although the roles of employee, boss, and university student (in the Day Off,
Overtime, and Deadline Extension Scenarios, respectively) share the same social parameters, the
social power is inverted in the boss scenario (Overtime), compared to the employee (Day Off) and
student (Deadline Extension) scenarios. In the Overtime Scenario, the speaker (boss) assumes a
dominant role, whereas in both the Day Off (employee) and Deadline Extension (student)
scenarios, the speakers exhibit power (direction of imposition). In addition, the social context
(working versus academic) distinguishes the roles of employee and student. Therefore, the
distinction between the two fundamental social parameters (social distance and power) and the
particular social features of the situations (obligatory/non-obligatory, social context, and direction
of imposition) function as independent variables when examining how participants in each group
perform requests.

Table 13, presented below, is a comprehensive illustration that categorizes the social
parameters associated with each scenario. This table offers a clear visual representation, allowing
for a better understanding of the diverse range of social dynamics inherent in the role plays of the

target scenarios.
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Table 13

Social Parameters for Every Communicative Situation

Role Play Scenario Social Distance Social Power Degree of Basic Nature of the
Imposition Situation

Suitcase - - - -
Cleaning - - + +
Sugar 4 = - -
Shoes + - - +
Deadline Extension + + + -
Overtime 4 + - -
Day Off 4 4 4 4

Note. Extracted and adapted from the LETEGR2 Corpus instrument description. An additional column has been added
to illustrate the basic nature of each situation to understand certain variations in social parameters. The (-) in this
column indicates a situation where compliance with the request is not obligatory for the interlocutor, while the (+)

represents a situation where compliance is obligatory.

3.4.3. Retrospective Verbal Reports

The third instrument employed in the present study is a retrospective verbal report designed
and collected as part of the LETEGR2 project (Gkouma, 2024; Gkouma, et al. 2020, 2023). It was
used as a complementary data source in order to provide better insights into participants’
perceptions of the different situations involved in the role plays. Different types of verbal
retrospective reports (see Cohen 1996b for an in-depth exploration of the types) have been used
by researchers in the field of ILP as a valuable technique for L2 speech act research (e.g., Beltran-
Palanques, 2016; Nguyen, 2019; Woodfield, 2010; 2012b). This instrument allows access to each
NNS’s familiarity with and perception of a given situation, enabling researchers to draw
conclusions regarding their pragmatic and sociocultural knowledge as well as their cognitive

processing (Félix-Brasdefer, 2010).
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The retrospective verbal report used in the study consists of a semi-structured interview
conducted with the NNS (see Appendix D). The instrument features general questions aimed at
exploring learners’ overall perception and linguistic response, allowing even the lower-proficiency
NNS to participate and provide a comprehensive perspective of their approach to each
communicative situation. More specifically, these questions focused on learners’ familiarity and
prior experience with the scenarios and the level of difficulty they perceived in each interaction.
The retrospective verbal report includes the following questions:

1. Have you played any of these roles in your life? (Which one(s)?)/Have you ever been in
any of these situations? (Which one(s)?)

2. Have you played any of these roles in your Greek class? Which one(s)?

3. In which story do you think you performed better? Which role did you express best? Why?

4. In which story was it more difficult for you to speak? Why?

It should be noted that the NNS’s retrospective verbal reports do not focus specifically on
the speech act of request but have a more general scope, as reflected in the questions above. This
is because the L2 data collection for the present study was part of a broader data collection within
the LETEGR2 research project, examining various aspects of Greek language acquisition
(Gkouma, 2024; Gkouma, et al. 2020, 2023). As with the background questionnaire, the
participants could answer the questions of the retrospective verbal reports either in Spanish,

Catalan, or Greek.
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3.5. Procedure
3.5.1. Data Collection

The data collection process for the NNS group took place within the initial two weeks of
their 2019-2020 academic program. Prior to the data collection, all the participants provided
written consent for their participation in the study. The study began by administering the
background questionnaire to the participants. Following this, the role play data collection was
conducted in a quiet room with only the participant and a trained researcher present. The
instructions for the role play task were given individually, and each scenario was presented on a
card, one at a time, in a random order. The participants were encouraged to perform these role
plays in a natural, unrehearsed manner as they would in real-life situations. All dialogues were
recorded with the participants’ knowledge. Each scenario card was crafted to offer clear
information, aiding participants in understanding the communication context and essential social
dynamics such as distance and hierarchy. In this case, the contextual information was intentionally
kept brief and to the point, while being informative due to the inclusion of students at the beginner
level and the extensive range of scenarios. On average, the scenarios consisted of 22.3 words. To
enhance the tool's validity, every scenario was accompanied by a visual aid. Incorporating these
cues into the role play descriptions is “useful for learners to imagine the situations” (Nguyen, 2019,
p.- 9). Once the learners completed the role plays, the retrospective verbal reports were conducted
and the learner’s responses to the aforementioned questions presented in the previous section were
recorded. Each retrospective verbal report lasted an average of 3 minutes. The total duration of the
retrospective verbal reports was 183 minutes and 22 seconds. Each retrospective verbal report
lasted an average of 3 minutes and 7 seconds. All NNS participated in the retrospective verbal

reports, except for four (three at the A2 level and one at the B2 level), whose responses were either
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incomplete due to time constraints or unavailable due to technical difficulties. The participants,
especially those at beginner levels, were given the option to choose or switch the language in which
they responded to the retrospective verbal reports. They could answer either in Greek or their L1
to ensure that potential language difficulties did not hinder their responses.

A similar approach was taken with the NS group. The majority of the data was collected in
Athens, Greece in person. However, a part of this data collection had to be carried out online using
platforms like Zoom and Skype due to the Covid-19 pandemic. This shift in approach is not seen
to negatively affect participants’ performance, as they maintained visual contact and accessed the
scenario cards like their NNS peers. The call quality remained consistently excellent.

Since the corpus used for the present study did not include L1 empirical data from the same
participants, the information regarding requests in Spanish and Catalan was elicited from the
studies reviewed in Section 2.5.3. This information served as a basis for comparison to analyze
possible instances of pragmatic transfer (RQ3) in the address forms used in Greek requests by

Spanish/Catalan bilinguals in the data of the present study.

3.5.2. Data Coding and Analysis

Prior to data coding, the transcription of the role plays was extracted from the LETEGR2
corpus to identify the types of request and strategies used by both the NS and NNS participants.
Then, the data were encoded based on a classification created for the speech act in question. The
classification was primarily based on the data, considering previous classifications suggested in
relevant literature. As the present research investigates the production of requests and
modifications in Greek, the classification encompasses request types (head acts) and modifiers

employed by the participants.
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Regarding the speech act of request and its peripheral elements, many researchers have
proposed different coding schemes based on various criteria (Alcon et al., 2005; Blum-Kulka &
Olshtain, 1984; Blum-Bulka et al., 1989; Trosborg, 1995; Sifianou, 1999). The original
categorization proposed by Blum-Kulka and Olshtain (1984) has been widely used in many studies
in the field involving different FLs (e.g., Félix-Brasdefer, 2005, 2009; Francis, 1997; Karatepe &
Unal, 2019; Khalib & Tayeh, 2014; Nugroho & Rekha, 2020; Nugroho et al., 2021; Ren &
Fukushima, 2020; Yazdanfar & Bonyadi, 2016), and in those studies specifically focused on the
acquisition of Greek requests (e.g., Bella, 2012a, 2012b, 2014a). Blum-Kulka and Olshtain’s
(1984) categorization of requests has also been employed in other studies involving L1 Greek
speakers (e.g., Economidou-Kogetsidis, 2005, 2010, 2011; 2013; Mavromati, 2021; Tsimpiri,
2019). However, research on the acquisition of requests in Greek as a FL is still scarce as seen in
Section 2.4.2.

For the present study, Blum-Kulka and Olshtain (1984), Blum-Bulka et al. (1989), and
Bella’s (2012a, 2012b) categorization of requests and strategies were taken into consideration,
with particular attention given to Bella’s (2012a, 2012b) categorization since it is based on Greek
requests and, therefore, more suitable for the data of the present study. Such categorization of
requests, and external and internal modifications, have been further expanded in this study, with
the inclusion of Upgraders to meet the needs of the data. Table 14 shows the classification of the
types of requests and strategies adopted in this study, as well as examples in Greek and their

translation in English.
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Request Categorization Employed in the Present Research
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Degree of Directness Strategy Types Examples
Direct Request Mood Derivable IIAove ta povya ousows. / Wash the clothes
(Imperative) immediately.
Performative Zoc (nraw éva. toryapo. / 1 am asking you for a
cigarette.
Obligation Statement Lpémer vo, minpaverg 1o Loyapioouo. / You must
pay the check.
Need/Want Statement Xperalouou avénon (ieod. / 1 need a pay raise.
Indirect Conventionally Query Preparatory- Oa umopovao va daveiaro to polvfi cov, /
Request Indirect Request Permission Could I borrow your pencil?
Query Preparatory- Mmopeite va pov dawoete dadgio. yio. S10K0meg; |
Ability Can you grant me vacation leave?
Query Preparatory with Erowdleic ead tov kopé xai tov wivooue oto

Present Indicative (no

eivau Eroyuog; / (Can you) prepare [present ind.]

modal) the coffee and we’ll drink it when it's done?
Suggestory Formula Aev paleic o povya otnv viovidra, / (Why)
don’t you put the clothes in the closet?
Non-Conventionally Hint To. émmho eivou wodd oxoviouévo. / The furniture

Indirect Request

is very dusty.

Note. Adapted from Bella’s (2012a) categorization of Greek requests in which the degrees of directness and strategies

have been maintained. Examples in Greek and their translation in English have been provided for a better

understanding of how each type is produced.

External modifications accompany the main request and serve to mitigate the illocutionary

force, reducing its impact on the hearer’s face. They can appear before or after the request (i.e.,

pre-head act or post-head act position). The categorization employed in the present study for

coding external modifications have been adapted mainly from Bella’s (2012a, 2012b) coding

schemes. Although Bella’s (2012b) categorization of requests focuses on the L2 context, the
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external modification of “Sweeteners” has been included in the present coding scheme as some FL
learners in the data used this supportive move, especially in some formal situations. Sweeteners
are used to engage the hearer by positive comments and compliments, thereby increasing the
likelihood of fulfilling the request. Additionally, other types of external modifiers have been
included from other coding schemes defined by other researchers. The mitigating supportive
moves “Getting a Precommitment” and “Discourse Orientation Move” have been taken from
Blum-Kulka et al., (1989) to suit the needs of the data. Getting a Precommitment is employed
before uttering the main request to engage the hearer in the planning or agreement process. This
device is similar to the Preparator!!, although it comes as a question addressed to the interlocutor
to increase the chances of a positive response. Discourse Orientation Move, on the other hand,
involves providing context and sets the tone for the forthcoming request. It is used to seek the
hearer’s willingness to engage and accept the request. This move usually comes immediately
before the head act, after Preparators (if any). “Attention Getters”, taken from Alcon et al.’s (2005)
typology of modifiers, is another type of mitigating move that has been included in the coding
scheme to meet the Greek data. This modifier is used to capture the hearer’s attention before
uttering the actual request, serving as a framing device. In Alcon et al.’s (2005) classification of
modifiers, Attention Getters are categorized as an internal modification of the request. However,
in the present study, they are classified as external modifications, as they typically occur at the
beginning of the interaction, with other strategies (such as Preparators or Grounders), appearing

between the Attention Getter and the head act. In the case of the Greek data, this modifier does not

1Given the fact that the present study explores the requests used in role plays, Preparators can present broader
interpretations than those which are used in the DCTs in Bella’s (2012a, 2012b) studies as they are more specific to
the actual request. For instance, in the present study, some general Preparators employing the verbs wddw [mi'lao] /
“to talk”, Aéw ['leo] / “to tell” or evoydw [eno’jlo] / “to bother” are used as icebreakers to initiate the conversation
related to the main request (e.g. Mmop®d va cag pino® yio Ayo; / “Can I talk to you for a moment?”).
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alter the core of the request but rather it modifies how it is introduced in a conversation.
Furthermore, the “Promise of Reward” strategy, as defined by Bella (2012a), has been changed to
“Promise of Future Action/Reward” based on Bu’s (2012) categorization of requests. This
adjustment was necessary to better align with the data since Bella’s Promise of Reward did not
fully capture instances where the modification involved other types of promises or commitments
made by the speaker.

Table 15 below presents the coding scheme used in the present dissertation for analyzing

the types of external modifications employed by the participants in the role plays.
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External Modifications
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External Types Examples
Modification
Mitigating Attention Getter 2vyyvaoun / Excuse me, Axovoe / Listen, Na cov nw... / Let me tell you,
Supportive Moves Aowmov / So..., etc. and proper names.
Preparator Oa nbeia va oog {nriow o ueyddn yapn. / 1'd like to ask you for a big
favor.
Getting a Mov kaveig uia xapy,; / Can you do me a favor?
Precommitment
Grounder 210épwaoe T0 TOVKGULEO YIOTL Eyw TapTL onuepa T0 Bpddv. / Iron the shirt
because I have a party tonight.

Disarmer Zépw o gioar kovpaouévy ard 1o talidt alAd mpémel va, CeMOKETAPOVUE TIG

Imposition Minimizer

Promise of Future
Action/Reward

Apology'?

Considerator

Discourse Orientation

Move

Sweetener

Potitoeg. / I know you’re tired from the trip, but we have to unpack the

suitcases.

Oa nlcka va fytiow doeia, oAdd uovo o dvo nuépee. / I’d like to ask for a

leave but just for two days.

Oo oag evpepwow oovroua. / I’ll let you know soon.

2vyyvoun mov 1o (nrdw, alrd Eéyaoo Tic pwtotvTies oto oriti. / 1 apologize

for asking, but I forgot the photocopies at home.
Av éyerc féfaia ypovo, alriwg va wéw oto payali. / If you have time of

course. Otherwise, I’ll go to the store.
Fépeig 1o teat mov divw orig 15 tov unva.../ You know the exam I’'m taking
on the 15th...

Eioo1 mavra wod gvyevikdg, pumopeis vo ue fonbioeis pe avto to npofinua, /

You’re always very kind, can you help me with this problem?

Note. Adapted from Bella’s (2012a, 2012b) external modification categorization for requests. The types of mitigators

“Attention Getters” (Alcon et al. 2005), “Getting a Precommitment”, and “Discourse Orientation Move” (Blum-Kulka

et al., 1989) have been incorporated into the categorization to suit the needs of the data. Bella’s (2012a, 2012b)

“Promise of Reward”, which was insufficient to account for this strategy, has been changed to “Promise of Future

Action/Reward” (Bu, 2012) in general to also meet the needs of the data.

2In some instances, Apologies were not explicitly expressed, yet the speaker still intended to communicate regret or
offer an apology. For instance, fa #6eia va cov dwow v épevva. aro to wavemotiuio, alid... | “I wanted to give you

the assignment from university, but...”.
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Regarding internal modifications, the present study mainly follows Bella’s (2012a, 2012b)
internal modification categorization for requests. However, other categorizations developed by
other authors have been taken into account, especially for the inclusion of some other internal
strategies that Blum-Kulka et al. (1989) and Bella’s (2012a, 2012b) categorizations of requests did
not envisage, and which are evident in the data of the present study. Thus, the Syntactic
Downgrader of “Aspect”!?® (Blum-Kulka et al., 1989) has been included in the categorization as
some participants used this strategy. This Downgrader entails a change in the initial structure of
the request, and it is typically found in Conventionally Indirect Requests to mitigate the
illocutionary force by showing distance with the interlocutor and using a more tentative request
(Woodfield, 2008). In Greek, aspect markings can be expressed with the verb avapwtiduar (‘1
wonder’). For the present research, this type of syntactic internal modification from Blum-Kulka
et al.’s, (1989) categorization, which Bella (2012a, 2012b) did not address in her coding scheme,
has been considered for the coding of the data. Additionally, two new internal syntactic modifiers
have also been included in the categorization: the Future and the Passive Voice, which were not
included in any of the coding schemes defined by Bella (2012a, 2012b), but appeared in the data
of this study. For the present study, however, the syntactic modification of Present Indicative in
interrogative requests from Bella’s (2012a, 2012b) categorizations has not been considered in the
coding scheme of the present study as it is embedded within the “Query Preparatory with Present
Indicative” (No Modal) type of head act. Participants in the present study automatically perform

such modification when using this type of indirect request.

BThe internal modification of “Aspect”, as described by Blum-Kulka et al. (1989), indicates uncertainty when
formulating a request (e.g., “I wonder”). This Syntactic Downgrader will be maintained in this dissertation for Greek
requests. Thus, it should not be mistaken for the grammatical aspect of Greek verbs (i.e., complete vs incomplete
action).
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Concerning the Lexical Downgraders, “Consultative Device” (Blum-Kulka et al., 1989)
and “Appealers” (Blum-Kulka et al., 1989; Sifianou, 1999) were added to the categorization. By
using Consultative Devices, the speaker intends to seek input or engage the hearer in a more
collaborative manner. These devices usually appear at the beginning of the head act to lessen the
effect of the request on the hearer and are used to ask for the interlocutor’s opinion about the
potential act. Appealers, on the other hand, are words or phrases used to appeal to the interlocutor’s
willingness, empathy, or sense of obligation, making the request more persuasive. They come in
the form of a question tag after the head act to seek the hearer’s confirmation to commit to the
speaker’s request.

Additionally, “Upgraders”, which were not contemplated at all in Bella’s (2012a, 2012b)
categorizations, have been introduced. Data in the present study shows that some participants draw
on this strategy to aggravate the illocutionary force of their request. Their use is aimed at making
the request more direct and assertive, conveying a strong sense of urgency or emphasis. The
speaker uses Upgraders to express demand and thus, increase the likelihood that the interlocutor
will agree to comply with the request. Upgraders in the form of Intensifiers have been adopted
from other studies (Blum-Kulka & Olshtain, 1984; Halupka-ResSetar, 2014) that match those used
by some of the participants in the present study. In Greek, Upgraders can usually appear in the
form of adverbs and time markers to convey a higher degree of demand or emphasize a specific
deadline to express the need for the hearer to carry out immediate action.

Table 16 below shows the actual coding scheme for internal modification employed in the
present study. Examples in Greek and their translation in English have been provided for a better

understanding of each internal modifier.
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Internal Modification Types Examples
Downgraders Syntactic Negation Aev Qo umopovoeg vo. pov daoels Aiyo ypruorza, / Couldn’t you
give me some money?
Subjunctive Murwg va oteileig eov 1o ypauue, / (Would you) maybe send
[subjunctive] the letter?
Conditional Oa 10ela pio doera av eivou dvvardv. / I would like a leave if it’s
Structures possible.
Past Tense Hbela va oog {ntijow éva davero, / 1 wanted to ask you for a
credit.
Future Tense Oa yperaota éva arvlo. / 'l need a pen.
Aspect Avapwtiéuar av Ga uropovoa va. épbw poli cov oto omiti. | 1
wonder if I can go back home with you.
Passive Voice To oritt mpémer va. kaBaopiotel. / The house needs to be cleaned.
Lexical/Phrasal ~ Understaters/Hedgers Atyo / a little, xdmewg /a bit
Politeness Marker rwoporxaio / please
Subjectivizers pofauar / I'm afraid, vouilw / 1 think, fewpw / 1 reckon,
pavrdlouor / 1 guess
Downtoners iowg / perhaps, unrws / maybe, ardwg or arwla / just
Cajolers &peig / you know, karalofaivers / you understand
Solidarity Markers pe, uwpé [ dude, diminutives, affectionate terms, person’s name +

Consultative Devices

Appealers

possessive pronoun (EAévy wov / My Helen), moudi pov / my dear,
aydpt pov / my boy, kopitor puov / my girl
vouileig ot Oa pumopodou... / do you think I could..., fa frov
dvvarév / would it be possible..., eivor evrader av / is it ok if...

evracer, | ok? étar dev eivou, isn’t it? Nou; / right?

Upgraders (Lexical Modifiers) Intensifiers

amolbtawe / absolutely, evredwg / completely, eCaipetina /
extremely, opkerd / rather, mpayuazixa / really, toco / so, mdpa
moAd / totally, kafolov / at all, avzsy tn otryus / right now, twpa /
now, auéows / immediately. - Ipayuortixd apémer vo, kévere v

epyaoio oag. / You really must do the homework.

Note. Adapted from Bella’s (2012a, 2012b) internal modification categorization for requests. The Syntactic

Downgrader of “Aspect” (Blum-Kulka et al., 1989) has been included in the categorization as some participants used

such strategy. The same applies to the Lexical Downgraders of “Consultative Device” (Blum-Kulka et al., 1989) and

“Appealers” (Blum-Kulka et al., 1989; Sifianou, 1999). Additionally, the category of Upgraders (Intensifiers) has

been introduced following Blum-Kulka and Olshtain (1984) and Halupka-Resetar’s (2014) categorizations.
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The example of a request in Greek with its translation in English provided below serves to

illustrate the data coding carried out in this study. Subsequently, Table 17 further down shows the

coding of the sentence in the given example:

(1) Gr. 2oyyvaun!?, umopd va wépw to wotnpdxi cov av dev to ypnowonoiels; Séyaca wov

éfolo. To O1Ko pov.

Eng. Excuse me, can I get your (little) cup if you are not using it? I forgot where I put mine.

Table 17
Coding Example
Type Category Element
1. External Modification Attention Getter Loyyvoun’
Eng. ‘Excuse me’
2. Request Perspective Speaker-oriented ‘Mrmopa va’
Eng. ‘Can I

3. Request Strategy/Degree of
Directness
4. Internal Modification/

Downgraders
5. Internal Modification/
Upgraders

6. External Modification

7. External Modification

Conventionally Indirect/Query
Preparatory-Permission

Lexical/Solidarity Markers

Considerator

Grounder

‘Mmopa va wepw’

Eng. ‘Can I get’

‘motnpaxt’ (-ox1 ending
expresses diminutive)

Eng. ‘(little) cup’

None

‘av dev 10 ypnoiporolels;’
Eng. ‘if you are not using it?’
‘E&yaoa wov Efalta To 1Ko pov .

Eng. I forgot where I put mine.

The previous coding procedure was carried out with all the role plays from the datal®.

Subsequently, the data was transferred to two Excel spreadsheets, one designed for the NS and the

In this specific example, Zvyyvdun (‘Excuse me’) functions as an Attention-Getter rather than an Apology, even

though it may appear to serve as one. This usage occurs recurrently in the data.

15Sometimes, the form or structure alone does not determine a specific type of request or modification. Instead, it is
the speaker’s intention, inferred from the context of the entire role play, that defines it.
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other for the NNS. These spreadsheets included the following information: participants’ ID, level
of proficiency in Greek, context, types of requests and subcategories, external modification
strategies, internal modification strategies (Downgraders and Upgraders), as well as proficiency
level in the case of the NNS. Additionally, the cases of absence or unclear request types were
included in the spreadsheets for the first coding.

To evaluate interrater reliability, two independent raters—the author of the present doctoral
dissertation and a second coder, an SLA researcher and native speaker of Greek—independently
coded 20% of the dataset. Interrater agreement was assessed using Cohen’s Kappa (k) as the
primary measure of reliability, following the interpretive guidelines proposed by Landis and Koch
(1977). Percentages of agreement were also reported to complement the interpretation.

For role play 1 (Suitcase Scenario)'®, Cohen’s Kappa was « = .851, indicating almost
perfect agreement, with a corresponding percentage agreement of 91.3%. Role play 2 (Cleaning
Scenario) yielded a k = .718, suggesting substantial agreement, with 87% percentage agreement.
For role play 5 (Deadline Extension Scenario), k = .871 was obtained, reflecting almost perfect
agreement, with a percentage agreement of 91.3%. In role play 6 (Overtime Scenario), k = .929
was recorded, again indicating almost perfect agreement, with a 95.6% percentage agreement.
Finally, role plays 3 (Sugar Scenario), 4 (Shoes Scenario), and 7 (Day Off Scenario) presented a
Kappa of NaN!7, which occurs when there is perfect agreement (100%) and no variability between
coders. Across the coded subset, the overall observed agreement was 95.57%, demonstrating a
high level of consistency between raters. Discrepancies were resolved through discussion, and

consensus decisions were adopted for subsequent analyses.

'S[nterrater reliability was calculated based on the categorization of head acts.

17The NaN values for role plays 3 (Sugar Scenario), 4 (Shoes Scenario), and 7 (Day Off Scenario) occur because there
was 100% agreement among raters, which makes the kappa calculation mathematically undefined (division by zero).
This actually indicates perfect agreement in these cases.
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Once the coding was complete, the frequencies were calculated as to the number of times
the participants performed the types of requests by level as well as the external and internal
modification strategies.

Regarding the statistical treatment used in the present study, both descriptive and
inferential statistics were used to analyze the data collected through the role plays. The data
consisted of categorical variables (head acts) and continuous variables (modifications). The
independent variables were proficiency level, and L1 influence (Spanish/Catalan). On the other
hand, the dependent variables under analysis were the types of request strategies (Direct,
Conventionally Indirect, and Non-Conventionally Indirect) and external and internal
modifications.

Descriptive statistics were conducted to measure frequencies, percentages, means, and
standard deviations, regarding the request strategies and modifications employed by the native and
non-native speaker groups across the four proficiency levels (A2, B1, B2, and C1) in all seven role
play scenarios. A combination of frequency tables and bar charts were used to compare the
distribution of request strategies and modifications employed by the different groups in each
scenario. These visual representations help visualize potential significant changes in the learners’
requesting behavior as their proficiency level increases as they adapt to the communicative context
of the interaction.

Concerning the inferential statistics, they were used to address RQ1 and RQ3. With regards
to RQI1, different tests were used to ascertain whether proficiency level affects the use of request
strategies and modifications significantly. Nominal logistic regression was used to assess the
probability to use a specific category of head act (Direct, Conventionally Indirect, and Non-

Conventionally Indirect Requests). In addition, one-way ANOVA (Analysis of Variance) was run



100

to test whether significant differences exist in the number of request modifications used across
groups and proficiency levels. Post hoc tests were employed to observe where the significant
differences are. To address RQ3, Chi-square and Fisher’s exact tests were first employed to
explore statistically significant differences in address form usage between NS and NNS.
Additionally, logistic regression was conducted to examine the probability of using (or not using)
the formal address form ‘you’ in Greek across different proficiency groups.

It should be mentioned that although tests for normality (Shapiro-Wilk) indicated that the
sample distributions deviated from normality (p < .05), parametric methods were nonetheless
employed. This decision was based on previous research suggesting that parametric tests are
generally robust to violations of the normality assumption (Blanca et al., 2017, 2023; Lumley et
al., 2002; Schmider et al., 2010; Lantz, 2012). Moreover, visual inspection of the data (via
histograms and Q-Q plots) suggested only minor deviations from normality without extreme
skewness or kurtosis. Therefore, parametric analyses were considered appropriate and more
powerful for detecting group differences.

Version 29 of SPSS software was utilized for carrying out the aforementioned tests.
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Chapter 4. Results

This chapter will present the main findings of the current study concerning the participants’
acquisition of requests in Greek while focusing on proficiency (RQ1), formal vs informal contexts
(RQ2), and instances of pragmatic transfer (RQ3). A mixed-methods approach, combining both
qualitatively and quantitatively analyses, was employed to address RQ1 and RQ3, whereas RQ2
was examined using qualitative methods. First, to observe possible divergences in requesting
behavior across different proficiency levels, Section 4.1 will show the qualitative and quantitative
results for the first research question regarding the role of proficiency in the acquisition of the
speech act of requests in Greek by NNS. Subsequently, Section 4.2 will present the qualitative
results from the data for the second research question concerning the use of requests by NS and
NNS in formal and informal contexts according to the social parameters of power, distance and
imposition (Section 4.2). Next, Section 4.3 will introduce the qualitative and quantitative results
in regard to the third research question, that is, the possible instances of pragmatic transfer shown
by the NNS observed in the role plays. Following, Section 4.4 will present the results obtained in
the retrospective verbal reports. Lastly, Section 4.5 includes a summary of the chapter highlighting

the most relevant findings.
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4.1. RQ1: The Role of Proficiency in the Acquisition of the Speech Act of Requests in Greek
as a Foreign Language by Spanish/Catalan Bilinguals

The first research question explores the role of proficiency in the acquisition of the speech
act of requests in Greek as a FL by Spanish/Catalan bilinguals. Specifically, it examines whether
there are differences among the groups (NS and NNS) in their pragmatic competence in producing
requests in Greek. Thus, this section presents the results for the types of requests (head acts) and
modifications employed by both NS (as a baseline for comparison) and the NNS groups!® per role
play scenario, based on the coding scheme outlined in Section 3.5.2. A combination of qualitative
and quantitative analysis is used to provide a comprehensive examination of the data. The
qualitative analysis includes descriptive statistics and offers observations on NNS’s use of request
types and modifications. To illustrate these observations, providing examples of the NS’s and
NNS’s requests and modifications was deemed relevant. In contrast, the quantitative analysis
identifies patterns and statistical relationships between groups, employing nominal logistic
regression for request types (head acts), and one-way ANOVA for modifications. The seven
scenarios were initially included in the nominal logistic regression analysis for the categorical
variable of head acts. However, only three yielded reliable results as the remaining four could not
converge due to empty cells (i.e., an empty combination of group and choice). The three role plays

that produced reliable results are the Cleaning, the Sugar, and the Shoes Scenarios.

8Despite there being only four participants at the C1 level, percentages are provided for this group for data
consistency. However, the results obtained from this group will be interpreted tentatively.



103

4.1.1. Suitcase Scenario
In this role play, the participants had to ask a friend for a suitcase (-D, -P). Table 18 presents
the overall distribution (frequency and percentages) of the types of request strategies used in this

scenario by all the groups of participants, both NS and NNS of different proficiency levels.

Table 18

Distribution of Requests Used by Participants per Level in the Suitcase Scenario

NS A2 B1 B2 C1
Request Type (Head Act) f % f % £ % f % f %
Direct
Mood Derivable (Imperative) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0O 0 O
Performative 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 10
Obligation Statement 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Need/Want Statement 5 9 1 6 2 12 0 0 0 O
Total Direct 5 9 1 6 2 12 0 0 1 10
Conventionally Indirect
Query Preparatory-Permission 5 9 320 O 0 1 5 0 O
Query Preparatory-Ability 23 43 3 20 9 56 6 31 3 90
I(IQIL(fira}i)Preparatory with Present Indicative (no 2 22 8 53 4 24 10 50 0 0
Suggestory Formula 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0o 0 O
Total Conventionally Indirect 40 75 14 93 13 81 17 8 3 90

Non-Conventionally Indirect

Hint 8 15 0 0 0 0 2 10 0 O
Total Non-Conventionally Indirect 8 I5 0 0 0 0 2 10 0 O
Unclear/Incomplete Requests 0 0 0 0 1 6 0 0O 0 o0
Total Head Acts 53 100 15 100 16 100 19 100 4 100

As shown in the previous table, both NS and NNS exhibited a strong preference for
Conventionally Indirect Requests in this scenario. Among the NS, the two most frequently used

Conventionally Indirect Requests were the Query-Preparatory of Ability (n = 23) and the Query
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Preparatory with Present Indicative (no modal) (n = 12). NNS across all levels also favored these
same types, although their preferences varied. Participants at the A2 and B2 levels preferred the
Query Preparatory with Present Indicative (no modal) (» = 8 and n = 10, respectively), while those
at the B1 and Cl1 levels tended to use the Query-Preparatory of Ability more frequently (n =9 and
n = 3, respectively). The following examples illustrate this variation in the use of the Query-
Preparatory with Present Indicative and the Query-Preparatory of Ability across groups in the
Suitcase Scenario:

(2) A2. Gr. Hopaxaiad eov Exels puio. Politoo. Y10, UEVOL, [Query-Preparatory with Present Indicative]

Eng. Please, (do) you have one suitcase for me? [Query-Preparatory with Present Indicative]

(3) B1. Gr. Mmopeic va pov dwoeig ) oikn *tng; [Query-Preparatory of Ability]

Eng. Can you give me yours? [Query-Preparatory of Ability]

(4) B2. Gr. Eyeig uio. polditoo yio vo mow yio. €va toliol 1OV, [Query-Preparatory with Present Indicative]

Eng. (Do) you have one suitcase for me to take on my trip? [Query-Preparatory with Present Indicative]

(5). Cl. Gr. Myrw¢ umopeic vao. pov Sivels v faritoa cov Ty Exw KATOIES UEPES VIO TO

T0CI01, [Query-Preparatory of Ability]

Eng. Could you maybe lend me your suitcase so I can have it for a few days for the trip?

[Query-Preparatory of Ability]

(6). NS. Gr. Mropeig vo. pov doveioeig ™ 01kl 6ov yio, uio. fOOUAI0DAN, [Query-Preparatory of

Ability]

Eng. Can you lend me yours for one week? [Query-Preparatory of Ability]

To a lesser extent, both NS and NNS opted for Non-Conventionally Indirect Requests in

the form of Hints when asking the interlocutor for the suitcase. At the B2 level, this type of request
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was used less frequently (n = 2), compared to the NS, who exhibited a greater use of Hints (n = 8).
Conversely, Direct Requests appeared to be the least employed by the participants in both groups.
Most participants relied on the Need/Want Statement (NS: n = 5; NNS at A2: n = 1; Bl: n =2;
B2: n=0; and C1: n = 1), except for one NNS at the C1 level who opted for the Performative (n
= 1). None of the participants in any group opted for either Mood Derivable (Imperative) or
Obligation Statement. Similarly, none of them used the Suggestory Formula type of request.
Finally, one participant at the B1 level did not manage to produce the request.

Table 19 shows the means and standard deviations for the use of Direct, Conventionally

Indirect, and Non-Conventionally Indirect Requests by all groups.

Table 19

Means and Standard Deviations in the Use of Requests by NS and NNS in the Suitcase Scenario

Groups Direct Conventionally Non-Conventionally
Indirect Indirect

NS Mean 1.25 10 8
Standard 2.16 8.64 0
Deviation

A2 Mean 0.25 3.5 0
Standard 043 2.87 0
Deviation

Bl Mean 0.5 3.25 0
Standard 0.86 3.7 0
Deviation

B2 Mean 0 4.25 2
Standard 0 4.02 0
Deviation

Cl1 Mean 0.25 0.75 0
Standard 0.43 1.3 0
Deviation

As it was mentioned before, the nominal logistic regression analysis failed to yield reliable
statistical results for the types of head acts used by NS and NNS in this scenario. Consequently,
the data for this scenario could not be included in the inferential analysis, as it did not meet the

assumptions required for reliable statistical modelling.
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Regarding external and internal modifications, Table 20 includes the frequencies and

percentages of the modifications used by all groups in this specific scenario.

Table 20

Distribution of Request Modifications Used by NS and NNS in the Suitcase Scenario

NS A2 B1 B2 C1
Modifications f % f % f % f % f %
External 177 76 35 87 46 83 68 77 10 66
Internal 54 23 5 12 9 16 15 22 5 33
Total 231 100 40 100 55 100 83 100 15 100

As the above table shows, all groups of participants strongly favored external
modifications. However, NS displayed a higher use of external (» = 177) and internal (n = 54)
modification devices than NNS. In the case of the NNS, B2 level participants employed the highest
number of modification devices (external: n = 68; internal: n = 15) to mitigate the force of their
requests followed by those at the B1 level (external: n = 46; internal: n = 9). Participants at the A2
level employed a lower number of modification devices (external, n = 35; internal, n = 5). These
results indicate a greater use of modifiers with increased proficiency. Regarding the C1 level, they
exhibited a high use of modifications (external; » = 10; internal, » = 6) but the low number of
participants in this group (n = 4) should be noted. The means and standard deviations for the use

of external and internal modifications per group are included in Table 21.
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Descriptive Statistics of Modification Devices by NS and NNS in the Suitcase Scenario
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External Internal Total
NS Min 1 0 1
Max 8 3 10
Mean 3.34 1.02 4.36
Standard Deviation 1.49 0.90 1.92
A2 Min 1 0 1
Max 4 2 5
Mean 2.33 0.33 2.67
Standard Deviation 0.90 0.61 1.04
Bl Min 2 0 2
Max 4 2 5
Mean 2.88 0.56 3.44
Standard Deviation 0.95 0.72 1.09
B2 Min 1 0 1
Max 7 2 9
Mean 3.58 0.79 4.37
Standard Deviation 1.77 0.71 2.24
Cl Min 2 0 2
Max 3 3 6
Mean 2.50 1.25 3.75
Standard Deviation 0.57 1.25 1.70

A one-way ANOV A was conducted to examine the effect of proficiency in the total number

of request modifications in the Suitcase Scenario. The test revealed statistically significant

differences in the number of modifications, F(3, 238) = 4, p = .015. The effect size, calculated

using eta squared (#? = .113), indicated that these differences were large. Post hoc tests using

Tukey HSD revealed significant differences between A2 and NS, (p = .014); No statistically

significant differences were found between the other three proficiency levels and the NS. The

following examples below show the difference in the number of modifications used by one A2

participant and one NS in the Suitcase Scenario:

Eng. I would like [conditional] @ Suitcase, I think you have a suitcase. [Grounder]

(7) A2. Gr. Oa nBeia [Conditional] (ia. foritoa, vouilw ead Exels pio POAITOA. [Grounder]

(8). NS. Gr. Oélw va gov {ntnow uio. TOAD UeyoAn Yopmn. [Preparator] [ ...]| Zépeis ot pedyw

tacior v emouevy POOUGOQ [Discourse Orientation Move], OAAG OvOTVYWS Jev umopw va fpw
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wovbeva, ) falitoa pov, dev CEpw T1 Eyel YIVeEL [Grounder]. MRHTWC [Downtoner] B0 umopovaa.

[Conditional] VOL OOVEIGT [Passive Voice] T OIKH GOV,

Eng. I want to ask you a big favor. [preparator] [...] You know that ’'m going on a trip next
week [Discourse Orientation Move], but unfortunately, I can’t find my suitcase anywhere, I don’t

know what happened [Grounder]. Could I [Conditional] pOSS1bly [Downtoner] DOTTOW [Passive Voice] yours?

Figure 1 below displays the frequencies of external modifications used by all groups in this

scenario.

Figure 1

Frequencies of Types of External Modifiers per Group in the Suitcase Scenario
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As the previous figure illustrates, Preparators, Grounders and Discourse Orientation Moves
are the most frequently used external modifiers. NS predominantly used these three modifications
(n=20,n=67, and n = 39, respectively) in their requests, and it can be observed that the NNS’s

use of Preparators (A2: n=15; Bl: n=9; B2: n=15; Cl: n =2) and Grounders (A2: n=15; Bl: n
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= 20; B2: n = 29; Cl: n = 4) became more frequent with increased proficiency. Despite being
commonly used across all levels, the frequency of Discourse Orientation Moves used by NNS
followed a non-linear trend—with frequency decreasing from level A2 (n = 13) to Bl (n = 12),
increasing at B2 (n = 15), and then declining again at C1 (n = 1). Some differences can also be
observed in the use of Attention Getters. NS seemed to favor this modification (n = 44) more than
NNS, who used them sparingly in the upper levels (B2: n = 3; and C1: n = 1). Finally, other types
of external modifications, such as Getting a Precommitment, Imposition Minimizers,
Considerators, or Sweeteners, were rarely used by both NS and NNS, while Disarmers, Promises
of Future Action/Reward and Apologies were not used at all in this scenario.

Concerning internal modifications, Figure 2 below illustrates the frequencies in the use of

syntactic modifiers used by all groups in this scenario.

Figure 2

Frequencies of Types of Syntactic Modifiers per Group in the Suitcase Scenario
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The previous figure indicates a low overall usage of syntactic modifications across groups.
The Conditional Structure (n = 10) was the most highly used by NS. To a lesser extent, NS drew
on the use of the Past Tense (n = 3) and the Aspect modifier (n = 3) to express uncertainty or doubt.
As for the NNS, some use of the Conditional Structure (A2: n=1;Bl: n=2; B2: n = 1) was found
at the A2 and B1 levels, although its occurrence became less frequent at the B2 level and was
nonexistent at the C1 level. Other syntactic modifiers such as the Past Tense (B2: n = 1), and the
Aspect modifier (B1: n = 1) were rarely used. Finally, none of the participants internally modified
their requests by using Negation, Subjunctive, Future Tense, or Passive Voice.

Regarding the lexical/phrasal modifiers, Figure 3 shows the number of types used by the

participants in all groups.

Figure 3

Frequencies of Lexical/Phrasal Modifiers per Group in the Suitcase Scenario

25
20
15

10

5 I I
R e F— (]
& N

I I l.. 1
Q)':D

& e & & @ &
< o= AQ 4 ) 4 4 &
S NS S &
o ° o & ? = K &
N S @ & ) @ N =&
N 2 ‘()\ O ™ ) &
@ oy N Q 2 X
S N S
o ° ® &
<

ENS mA2 mBl mB2 mC1

As observed in the previous figure, NS made more frequent use of some lexical

modifications than NNS. Downtoners and Politeness Markers were used by participants across all
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groups, though their use follows a non-linear trend. NS used Downtoners (n = 20) predominantly,
which were also employed by some NNS (B2: n = 7). However, this modifier was used to a lesser
extent by the other groups (A2: n=2; Bl: n=2; Cl: n =2). By contrast, Politeness Markers were
employed less frequently across all proficiency levels, with B2 participants using them sparingly
(n=13), and only some NNS used Consultative Devices (Bl: n=3; B2: n=1; Cl: n=1). Finally,
the use of other lexical/phrasal modifiers was limited, such as Understaters/Hedgers,
Subjectivizers, Solidarity Markers, Appealers, and Intensifiers, with no Cajolers being employed

in this scenario.
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4.1.2. Cleaning Scenario

In this role play, the participants had to ask a roommate to clean the apartment after
throwing a party (-D, -P). Table 22 includes the frequencies and percentages per type of request
employed by NS and NNS in this scenario. From the total cohort, data for this role play were

unavailable for three NS and six NNS, specifically one at the B1 level and five at the B2 level.

Table 22

Distribution of Requests Used by Participants per Level in the Cleaning Scenario

NS A2 B1 B2 C1

Request Type (Head Act) f % f % f % f % ff %

Direct
Mood Derivable (Imperative) 3 6 0 0 0 0 1 7 0 O
Performative 0 0 1 6 1 6 0 0 0 0
Obligation Statement 8§ 16 2 13 4 26 8 57 1 25
Need/Want Statement 1 2 1 6 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Direct 12 24 4 26 5 3 9 64 1 25

Conventionally Indirect

Query Preparatory-Permission 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 7 0 0

Query Preparatory-Ability 10 20 5 33 4 26 1 7 3 U5

Query Preparatory with Present Indicative (no 1 ) 1 6 > 13 0 0 0 0

modal)

Suggestory Formula 7 14 1 6 1 6 1 7 0 0
Total Conventionally Indirect 18 36 7 46 7 46 3 21 3 7T5

Non-Conventionally Indirect

Hint 20 40 3 20 3 20 2 14 0 O
Total Non-Conventionally Indirect 20 40 3 20 3 20 2 14 0 O
Unclear/Incomplete Requests 0 0 1 6 1 6 0 0 0 O
Total Head Acts 50 100 15 100 15 100 14 100 4 100

The previous table shows several differences in the use of requests across the groups. NS

mostly preferred to use Non-Conventionally Indirect Requests (n = 20) followed by a
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Conventionally Indirect Request, the Query Preparatory of Ability (» = 10) and a Direct Request,
Obligation Statement (n = 8). Other NS also used a Conventionally Indirect Request, the
Suggestory Formula (n = 7). However, although this type of request became less frequent as
proficiency increased, Hints (n = 3) were used by some participants at the lower levels (A2 and
B1). None of the participants at the C1 level used Hints, which contrasts with the higher frequency
of this request type (n = 20) among the NS. Instead, the NNS mostly favored the Query Preparatory
of Ability (A2: n=35; Bl: n=4; Cl: n = 3); However, most participants at the B2 level opted for
Direct Requests using the Obligation Statement (n = 8), which was barely used by the NS. Similar
patterns between NS and NNS can be observed in the minimal use of other Conventionally Indirect
Requests such as the Suggestory Formula and Query Preparatory with Present Indicative (no
modal). Finally, neither NS nor NNS used the Query Preparatory of Permission, except for one B2
participant. It is also worth mentioning that two participants (one at the A2 level and another at the
B1 level) failed to fully produce the request. The following examples highlight this variation in
the types of requests used across groups in the Cleaning Scenario:

(9) A2. Gr. To orit eivai fpouiro. [Non-Con./Hint]

Eng. The house is dirty. [Non-Con./Hint]

(10) B1. Gr. AJAa dev eivou koAd wov Ola eivor fPOpIKo. [Non-Con./Hint]

Eng. It’s not good that everything is dirty. [Non-Con./Hint]

(11) B2. Gr. Ilpéret vo. to koBopioeig. [Direct/Obligation Statement]

Eng. You must clean it. [Direct/Obligation Statement]

(12). C1. Gr. Mropeis ead va paléweis Aiyo ta mpoyuato koi v YpeaLeTal apLo Umopovus

Vo T0 TS/'{SZC(')O'OU/JS ,Lta&:' [Query-Preparatory of Ability]
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Eng. Could you tidy up a bit, and if needed, we can finish it together tomorrow? [Query-

Preparatory of Ability]

(13). NS. Gr. To onit eivar Aiyo Bpopixo amo YTeS. [Non-Con./Hint]

Eng. The house is a bit dirty since yesterday. [Non-Con./Hint]

Table 23 below shows the means and standard deviations of the use of the types of requests

in the Cleaning Scenario.

Table 23

Means and Standard Deviations in the Use of Requests by NS and NNS in the Cleaning Scenario

Groups Direct Conventionally Non-Conventionally
Indirect Indirect

NS Mean 3 4.5 20
Standard 3.8 4.15 0
Deviation

A2 Mean 1 1.75 3
Standard 0.71 1.92 0
Deviation

B1 Mean 1.25 1.75 3
Standard 1.64 1.48 0
Deviation

B2 Mean 2.25 0.75 2
Standard 3.35 0.43 0
Deviation

Cl1 Mean 0.25 0.75 0
Standard 043 1.30 0
Deviation

A nominal logistic regression!® was conducted to examine the effect of proficiency level

on the probability of using Direct, Conventionally Indirect, or Non-Conventionally Indirect

Requests in the Cleaning Scenario. Overall group differences were not statistically significant,

(Wald = 10.57, p =.103). However, significant pairwise differences were obtained between the B2

group and NS. Specifically, the odds of producing a Conventionally Indirect Request (vs. a Direct

YThe C1 group was excluded from this type of analysis due to the limited number of participants.
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Request) were significantly lower for B2 participants compared to NS, Exp(b) = 0.22, p < .05.
Similarly, the odds of producing a Non-Conventionally Indirect Request (vs. a Direct Request)
were also significantly lower for the B2 group, Exp(b) =0.13, p <.05.

Concerning external and internal modifications, the frequencies and percentages for their

use by the different groups of participants are outlined in Table 24.

Table 24

Distribution of Request Modifications Used by NS and NNS in the Cleaning Scenario

NS A2 B1 B2 C1
Modifications f % f % f % f % f %
External 99 57 28 87 28 82 35 71 12 66
Internal 72 42 4 12 6 17 14 28 6 33
Total 171 100 32 100 34 100 49 100 18 100

The frequencies shown in the above table indicate that all groups exhibit a higher
preference for external modification. However, NS used more external (n = 99) and internal (n =
72) modifiers overall in this particular scenario. Contrastively, all groups of NNS employed fewer
modification devices, lagging far behind their NS peers, as shown by the total number of devices
used by each group. Regarding the external modifiers, B2 participants employed them
considerably (n = 35), followed by participants at the A2 and B1 levels, who used the same number
of devices (both n = 28). C1 participants mostly used external modifications (» = 12). In contrast,
the highest number of internal modifiers (n = 14) was employed by the B2 group. This was
followed by those who used these devices the least (B1: n = 6; Cl1: n = 4; A2: n = 4). Notably,
both types of modifiers appeared to increase with proficiency. Table 25 includes the means and

standard deviations of external and internal modifications used by each group of participants.
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Descriptive Statistics of Modification Devices by NS and NNS in the Cleaning Scenario
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Groups External Internal Total

NS Min 0 0 0
Max 5 3 7
Mean 1.87 1.38 3.25
Standard 1.35 1.06 1.82
Deviation

A2 Min 0 0 0
Max 3 1 3
Mean 1.87 0.27 2.13
Standard 0.91 0.45 091
Deviation

Bl Min 0 0 1
Max 3 2 4
Mean 1.75 0.38 2.13
Standard 1.00 0.71 1.08
Deviation

B2 Min 0 0 0
Max 11 2 12
Mean 1.84 0.74 2.58
Standard 2.60 0.80 3.00
Deviation

Cl Min 2 0 2
Max 5 5 8
Mean 3.00 1.50 4.50
Standard 1.41 2.38 3.00
Deviation

A one-way ANOVA revealed no statistically significant differences between groups in the

number of request modifications in the Cleaning Scenario, F(2, 381) =4, p = .056. The following

examples show some modifications used by one learner at each proficiency level and a NS:

14) A2. Gr. [TaporoAd [Politeness Marker] £60 &xelc vo. kabapileic To ority, sivor *waviafpouiro.
[ ]

[Grounder]

Eng. Please, [politeness Marker] yOU have to clean the house, it’s very dirty. [Grounder]

(15) B1. Gr. Ti eivar avtsj, avti *n y0A10, [Discourse Orientation Move] MTTopel, mpémet vo. kabapio...

70 oritl. Eivair moAd fpouiro. [Grounder]
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Eng. What is this mess? [Discourse Orientation Move] Can, you, have to clean... the house. It is very

dll'ty [Grounder]

(16) B2. Gr. Orav éyeic ypovo [Considerator] UTOPEIC va. *kabopioer Ao ovtd, moparolw,

[Politeness Marker]

Eng. Whenever you have time, [Considerator] can you clean all this, please? [politeness Marker]
(17). Cl. Gr. Horwrwrw, mold ppouiko €ivai. [Grounder] KOTEPTVA [Attention Getter] T EKOVES
€00, [Discourse Orientation Move] NOZ, 0AAG OAa e1var Ppopika. [(Grounder][ . . .| Koita ey eiuot wraoua,

eluon ToAd Kovpaouévy, oev uropw vo. o€ fondnow TwpPa. [Grounder] UTOPELC 0D VoL UOLEWEIS

AIYO [Understater] TOL TPAYUOTO. KOL OV YPELGLETOL ODPIO [Considerator] LTTOPODUE VO, TO TEAEIWTOVUE

uoli;

Eng. WOW, it’s so d1rty [Grounder] Katerina, [Attention Getter] what did you do here? [Discourse

Orientation Move] Y €ah, but everything’s a mess. [Grounder] LOOk, I’'m exhausted, I’'m really tired,

I can’t help you right now. [Grounder] Can you... clean up a bit, and if you need it, [Considerator]

we can finish it together tomorrow?

(18). NS. Gr. Na. 6ov 7w, [Attention Getter] VOUIC® OTL [Subjectivizer] LETA TO. YOIV TPEMEL Alyo

[Understater] V&L OOUUACEWODUE KO VO. ETIKPOTHOEL 1] KAOOPLOTHTO OTO YDPO. [Grounder]

Eng. Listen, [Attention Getter] I think [subjectivizer] after everything that happened yesterday, we

should tidy up a bit [Understater] and bring some cleanliness back to the place. [Grounder]

The number of the types of external modifications used by NS and NNS in this specific

role play is presented in Figure 4.
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Figure 4

Frequencies of Types of External Modifiers per Group in the Cleaning Scenario
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As can be observed in the figure above, both NS and NNS mostly opted for the same types
of external modifications to accompany their main request in this scenario: Attention Getters,
Grounders, and Discourse Orientation Moves. Despite this similarity, the use of these three
modifiers by NNS seemed to decrease with proficiency. Both the A2 and B1 groups displayed
similar frequencies in the use of Grounders (n = 11 and n = 10, respectively) and Discourse
Orientation Moves (both n = 10). While the number of Grounders (n = 22) increased at the B2
level, Discourse Orientation Moves (n = 6) declined. At the C1 level, however, both of these
modifiers were used moderately (n = 6 and n = 3, respectively). On the other hand, participants
from all groups barely used Disarmers and Considerators, and no use of Getting a Precommitment,
Imposition Minimizers, Promises of Future Action/Reward, Apologies or Sweeteners was

observed.
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Concerning internal modifications, Figure 5 below illustrates the frequency of syntactic

modifiers to the requests used by all groups in this scenario.

Figure 5§

Frequencies of Types of Syntactic Modifiers per Group in the Cleaning Scenario
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The data presented in the previous figure highlights the NS’s use of various syntactic
modifiers. It appears that the NS group mostly favored the Future Tense (» = 10) and Conditional
Structure (n = 6) while also employing the Subjunctive (n = 3), Passive Voice (n =2), and Negation
(n=1) to some extent. In contrast, NNS scarcely used any of these devices to modify their requests
internally, with a few exceptions being at the B1 level for Negation and Future Tense (both n=1),
and at the B2 level for the Conditional Structure (n = 1). Neither NS nor NNS used the Past Tense
or the Aspect modifier in the role play.

Figure 6 shows the distribution of frequencies per type of lexical/phrasal modifiers used

by the participants in all groups.
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Figure 6

Frequencies of Types of Lexical/Phrasal Modifiers per Group in the Cleaning Scenario
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As shown in the previous figure, NS displayed a higher use of lexical/phrasal modifiers
than NNS. The modifiers mostly preferred by NS in this scenario were as follows:
Understaters/Hedgers (n = 14), Downtoners (n = 10), and Solidarity Markers (n = 10). In contrast,
these modifiers were barely used by NNS. In fact, participants at the A2, B1, and B2 levels showed
no use of Understaters/Hedgers, while it was the most frequently employed modifier (n = 14) by
NS. Overall, NNS across different levels opted for Politeness Markers, Consultative Devices, and
Intensifiers to modify their request although use was still minimal. However, it is worth
mentioning that participants at the B2 level used a wider variety of modifiers compared to other

proficiency levels.
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4.1.3. Sugar Scenario

In this role play, the participants were asked to act out a situation in which one neighbor
requests sugar from another (+D, -P). The frequencies and percentages for each type of request
used by NS and NNS in this scenario are presented in Table 26 below. Data for this role play were

not available for one NNS participant at the B2 level.

Table 26

Distribution of Requests Used by Participants per Level in the Sugar Scenario

NS A2 B1 B2 C1
Request Type (Head Act) f % f % f % f % ff %

Direct

Mood Derivable (Imperative) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o o0 O

Performative 0 0 0 0 1 8 1 5 1 25

Obligation Statement 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Need/Want Statement 12 22 1 6 2 12 1 5 0 0
Total Direct 12 22 1 6 3 18 2 11 1 25
Conventionally Indirect

Query Preparatory-Permission 6 11 1 6 0 0 0 0 0 O

Query Preparatory-Ability 15 28 3 20 6 37 5 27 2 50

I%gz;}i)Preparatory with Present Indicative (no 7 32 8 53 6 37 9 50 1 25

Suggestory Formula 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 O
Total Conventionally Indirect 38 71 12 8 12 75 14 77 3 75

Non-Conventionally Indirect

Hint 3 5 2 13 1 6 2 11 0 0
Total Non-Conventionally Indirect 3 5 2 13 1 6 2 11 0 0
Unclear/Incomplete Requests 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 O
Total Head Acts 53 100 15 100 16 100 18 100 4 100

As shown, most NS and NSS opted for the same types of requests, with Conventionally

Indirect Requests being the most frequently employed in this scenario. More specifically, NS
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showed a higher preference for Query Preparatory with Present Indicative (no modal) (n = 17),
followed by Query Preparatory of Ability (z = 15). In addition, some NS preferred to make Direct
Requests using a Need/Want Statement (n = 12). The NNS also displayed a similar performance
to that of the NS regarding the choice of request types. All NNS groups showed a higher use of
Conventionally Indirect Requests using the Query Preparatory with Present Indicative (no modal)
and the Query Preparatory of Ability. However, the choice of one type over another varied across
proficiency levels as the frequencies indicate. While NNS at both the A2 and B2 levels
predominantly used the Query Preparatory with Present Indicative (no modal) (n =8 and n =9,
respectively), participants at the B1 level showed an equal preference for this type as well as the
Query Preparatory of Ability (both n = 6). At the C1 level, the Query Preparatory of Ability was
also favored (n = 2). Some NS used Query Preparatory of Permission (n = 6) and Hints (n = 3) to
a lesser extent, but these two types of requests were barely employed by NNS. It can also be
observed in the frequencies that NNS rarely used Direct Requests compared to NS, but no instances
of Mood Derivable (Imperative) or Obligation Statement were used by any group. Moreover,
Conventionally Indirect Requests like the Suggestory Formula were also not observed in the data.
The following examples show the use of requests across groups in the Sugar Scenario:

(19) A2. Gr. Exeig, éyete {ayopn va Hov OMOETE, [Query-Preparatory with Present Indicative]

Eng. Do you have sugar to give me? [Query-Preparatory with Present Indicative]

(20) B1. Gr. Eyeig yio vo. flov 0ivelg, [Query-Preparatory with Present Indicative]

Eng. Do you have (some) to give me? [Query-Preparatory with Present Indicative]

(21) B2. Gr. Eyeic {éyopn, [Query-Preparatory with Present Indicative]

Eng. Do you have sugar? [Query-Preparatory with Present Indicative]

(22). C1. Gr. Towg umopeite vo, (oG 0WCEIS ALYOKI, TGOS TOPOKOA®D, [Query-Preparatory of Ability]



Eng. Could you maybe give us a little bit, please? [Query-Preparatory of Ability]
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(23). NS. Gr. Myrwg éxeis Alyo Layopn yLo. TOV KOPE, [Query-Preparatory with Present Indicative]

Eng. Do you happen to have a bit of sugar for the coffee? [Query-Preparatory with Present Indicative]

Table 27 includes the means and standard deviations for the use of request types by all

groups in this scenario.

Table 27

Means and Standard Deviations in the Use of Requests by NS and NNS in the Sugar Scenario

Groups Direct Conventionally Non-Conventionally
Indirect Indirect

NS Mean 1.75 10.2 5
Standard 1.79 10.1 0
Deviation

A2 Mean 0.25 3 2
Standard 0.5 35 0
Deviation

Bl Mean 0.75 3 1
Standard 0.95 34 0
Deviation

B2 Mean 0.5 35 2
Standard 0.5 4.3 0
Deviation

Cl Mean 0.25 0.75 0
Standard 0.5 0.95 0
Deviation

A nominal logistic regression®® was carried out to examine the effect on proficiency level

on the probability of using different request types in the Sugar Scenario. Results revealed that there

were no statistically significant differences across the groups (Wald = 3.79, p = .704). However,

the odds ratios are provided for descriptive purposes: for Conventionally Indirect vs. Direct

Requests, Exp(B) = 3.79 (A2 vs. NS), 1.26 (B1 vs. NS), and 2.21 (B2 vs. NS); for Non-

20The C1 group was excluded from this type of analysis due to the limited number of participants.
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Conventionally Indirect vs. Direct Requests, Exp(B) = 0.13 (A2 vs. NS), 0.83 (B1 vs. NS), and
0.24 (B2 vs. NS).
In relation to external and internal modifications, Table 28 includes the frequencies and

percentages of their use by NS and NNS in the Sugar Scenario.

Table 28

Distribution of Request Modifications Used by NS and NNS in the Sugar Scenario

NS A2 B1 B2 C1
Modifications f % f % f % f % f %
External 110 52 28 68 35 72 36 61 8 42
Internal 100 47 13 31 13 27 23 38 11 57
Total 210 100 41 100 48 100 59 100 19 100

As observed in the table, the use of external and internal modifications by NS was quite
balanced (n = 110 and n = 100, respectively). Among the NNS, the use of external modifications
increased across proficiency levels, with the B1 and B2 groups showing the highest frequencies (n
=35 and n = 36), followed by the A2 group (n = 28). Notably, participants at the C1 level favored
internal modifiers (n = 11) over external ones (n = 8), a trend that contrasts with the lower-level
groups. The A2 and B1 groups showed similar use of internal modifiers (n = 13 each), whereas
the frequency increased at the B2 level (n = 23).

The means and standard deviations of external and internal modifications used by each

group are highlighted in Table 29.
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Descriptive Statistics of Modification Devices by NS and NNS in the Sugar Scenario
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Groups External Internal Total

NS Min 0 0 1
Max 6 4 9
Mean 2.08 1.89 3.94
Standard 1.23 1.03 1.64
Deviation

A2 Min 0 0 1
Max 3 3 5
Mean 1.87 0.87 2.67
Standard 0.99 0.99 1.29
Deviation

Bl Min 1 0 2
Max 6 3 6
Mean 2.19 0.81 3.00
Standard 1.37 0.83 1.21
Deviation

B2 Min 0 0 2
Max 5 3 6
Mean 1.89 3.11
Standard 1.56
Deviation

Cl Min 0 1 3
Max 6 4 7
Mean 2.00 2.75 4.75
Standard 0.81 1.50 1.70
Deviation

A one-way ANOVA revealed statistically significant differences between all the groups,

F(3,637) =4, p=.008 in the Sugar Scenario. The effect size was large, with eta squared (3?) =

.125. Post hoc tests using Tukey HSD, however, only revealed significant differences between the

A2 group and NS (p = .041). No statistically significant differences were found between the other

three proficiency levels and NS. The examples below illustrate the difference in the number of

modifications between A2 participants and NS in the Sugar Scenario:

(24). A2. Gr. Zoyyvadun [Attention Getter] AALG. OV Ex@w {OY0PN [Grounder], ExEIC (ayQ,

Eng. Excuse me [Attention Getter] but I don’t have sugar [Grounder], d0 you have sugar?
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(25). NS. Gr. Zvyyvaoun yio. tmyv evoyinon [Apologyl. Mov Acimer {Gyopn [Grounderl, OéAw va

PTIGLW KOPE [Grounder]. Oa UTOPODTATE [Conditional] VO LLOD OWTETE ALYO [Understater] AV féPoua oog

elvou E0K0A0 [Considerator].

Eng. I'm sorry to bother you [apology]. I run out of sugar [Grounder]. I Want to make coffee

[Grounder]. Could [Conditional] YOU give me a little bit [understater]? if, of course, if that’s ok with

YOU [Considerator].

Figure 7 below shows the frequencies of external modifiers by type across groups.

Figure 7

Frequencies of Types of External Modifiers per Group in the Sugar Scenario
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The previous figure indicates that Grounders and Preparators were the most frequently used
external modifiers across groups. Grounders were particularly common, with high usage (n = 49)

by NS and NNS across proficiency levels (A2: n=13; Bl: n=16; B2: n=18; C1: n =4). Although
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NNS barely employed other strategies, the use of Preparators (n = 9) by the B2 group is particularly
noteworthy. Preparators were also the second most frequently used modifier (z = 17) among NS.
Another external modifier observed across proficiency levels, albeit less frequently used, was the
Discourse Orientation Move. Notably, A2 and B2 participants used this external modification
(both n = 5) more frequently than NS. Apologies were rarely employed by NNS (Bl: n=1;B2: n
= 1), while NS used them more frequently (n = 15) to introduce requests.

As for the internal modification devices employed by all groups, Figure 8 below shows the

frequency of syntactic modifiers found in the requests in this role play.

Figure 8

Frequencies of Types of Syntactic Modifiers per Group in the Sugar Scenario
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The frequencies presented in the figure above reveal that syntactic modifiers were used
more often by NS compared to NNS, who used them sparingly. NS primarily relied on the

Conditional Structure (n = 18) with occasional use of the Past Tense (n = 4). In contrast, these
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modifiers appeared only once in the NNS data for this role play. None of the groups made use of
Negation, the Subjunctive, or the Passive Voice.
With respect to the lexical/phrasal modifiers identified in this role play, Figure 9 below

includes the frequencies of their use across groups.
Figure 9

Frequencies of Types of Lexical/Phrasal Modifiers per Group in the Sugar Scenario
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As can be observed, NS relied on various lexical/phrasal modifiers in this scenario, which
were used to a lesser extent by NNS. The NS frequently used Understaters/Hedgers (n = 36),
whereas NNS employed them more moderately, with their highest occurrence (n = 8) observed at
the B2 level. Politeness Markers, Solidarity Markers, and Consultative Devices were employed
across groups, though their overall use remained minimal. Similarly, the use of Subjectivizers and

Cajolers was sparse and none of the participants used Appealers or Intensifiers in their requests.
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4.1.4. Shoes Scenario
In this role play, the participants were asked to engage in a conversation where a client
requests a pair of shoes from a shop assistant (+D, -P). Table 30 below presents the frequencies

and percentages of each type of request employed by all participant groups.

Table 30

Distribution of Requests Used by Participants per Level in the Shoes Scenario

NS A2 B1 B2 C1

Request Type (Head Act) f % f % f % f % ff %

Direct
Mood Derivable (Imperative) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Performative 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 O
Obligation Statement 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Need/Want Statement 17 32 11 73 7 43 12 63 2 50
Total Direct 17 32 11 73 7 43 12 63 2 50

Conventionally Indirect

Query Preparatory-Permission 9 16 0 0 3 18 2 10 0 O

Query Preparatory-Ability 10 18 0 0 1 6 0 0 0 0

Query Preparatory with Present Indicative (no 4 26 3 20 1 6 4 21 1 25

modal)

Suggestory Formula 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Conventionally Indirect 33 62 3 20 5 31 6 31 1 25

Non-Conventionally Indirect

Hint 3 5 1 6 3 18 1 5 1 25
Total Non-Conventionally Indirect 3 5 1 6 3 18 1 5 1 25
Unclear/Incomplete Requests 0 0 0 0 1 6 0 0 0 0
Total Head Acts 53 100 15 100 16 100 19 100 4 100

The distribution shown in the previous table highlights several differences in the types of
requests chosen by the groups for this specific scenario. While NS strongly preferred

Conventionally Indirect Requests (n = 33) (mostly Query Preparatory with Present Indicative),
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NNS opted more for Direct Requests across all proficiency levels. Notably, Need/Want Statements
(A2: n=11;Bl: n="7; B2: n=12: Cl: n = 2) were the most favored among NNS, which were
also employed by NS but to a lesser degree (n = 17). The use of Conventionally Indirect Requests
by the NNS was scarce, with only some participants at the B2 level using the Query Preparatory
with Present Indicative more frequently (» = 4). None of the participants in any of the groups
produced either a Suggestory Formula or any types of Direct Requests (i.e., Mood Derivable,
Performative, or Obligation Statement). Finally, one participant at the B1 level was not able to
formulate a complete request. The following examples illustrate the use of request types among
the groups:

(26) A2. Gr. OéAw avtd TOTOVTOIA. [Direct/Need-Want Statement]

Eng. I want these shoes. [Direct/Need-Want Statement]

(27) B1. Gr. Eya Géim évo, *peyapt mamovTola. [Direct/Need-Want Statement]

Eng. I want a pair of shoes. [Direct/Need-Want Statement]

(28) B2. Gr. HOeho. va ayopaow éva (evydpt momodToio o oo THY TEPATUEV ELOOUGIA.

[Direct/Need-Want Statement]

Eng. I wanted to buy a pair of shoes that I saw last week. [Direct/Need-Want Statement]

(29). C1. Gr. Oa nbeia va ayopdow avto to (EVYOPL TATOVTOI0, TOV EYETE EOW. [Direct/Need-

Want Statement]

Eng. I would like to buy this pair of shoes that you have here. [Direct/Need-Want Statement]

(30). NS. Gr. Mijzag éxete o0t t0 {EVYdpl TOTOVTOL0 7€ 38, [Query-Preparatory with Present Indicative]

Eng. Do you have this pair of shoes in size 38? [Query-Preparatory with Present Indicative]
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The means and standard deviations for the use of requests by each group is shown in Table
31.

Table 31

Means and Standard Deviations in the Use of Requests by NS and NNS in the Shoes Scenario

Groups Direct Conventionally Non-Conventionally
Indirect Indirect

NS Mean 4.25 8.25 3
Standard 8.5 59 0
Deviation

A2 Mean 2.75 0.75 1
Standard 5.5 1.5 0
Deviation

B1 Mean 1.75 1.25 3
Standard 3.5 1.25 0
Deviation

B2 Mean 3 1.5 1
Standard 6 1.9 0
Deviation

Cl Mean 0.5 0.25 1
Standard 1 0.5 0
Deviation

A nominal logistic regression?

' was conducted to examine the effect of proficiency level
on the probability of using Direct, Conventionally Indirect, or Non-Conventionally Indirect
Requests in the Shoes Scenario. Overall group differences were statistically significant (Wald =
15.28, p = .018). Pairwise comparisons revealed significant differences between the A2 group and
NS. Specifically, the odds of producing a Conventionally Indirect Request (vs. a Direct Request)
were significantly lower for A2 participants compared to NS, Exp(b) = 0.14, p < .05. Similarly,
the odds of producing a Conventionally Indirect Request (vs. a Direct Request) were also
significantly different between B2 and NS, Exp(b) = 0.26, p < .05.

Table 32 below displays the frequencies and percentages of the use of external and internal

modifications by the different groups in this particular scenario.

2The C1 group was excluded from this type of analysis due to the limited number of participants.
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Distribution of Request Modifications Used by NS and NNS in the Shoes Scenario

132

NS A2 B1 B2 C1
Modifications f % f % f % f % f %
External 62 61 9 81 20 74 20 60 9 56
Internal 39 38 2 18 7 25 13 39 7 43
Total 101 100 11 100 27 100 30 100 15 100

The previous table indicates a greater preference for external modifications over internal

ones by all groups. As indicated, NS used more external (n = 62) than internal modifiers (n = 39),

which was similar to both B1 and B2 NNS who also used more external modifiers (both n = 20).

The main difference between B1 and B2 participants was observed in their use of internal

modifications (n =7 and n = 13, respectively). Moderate usage of modifications was shown among

participants at the A2 level (external: n = 9; internal: n = 2). Finally, participants at the C1 level

made considerable use of modifications, opting for external (n = 9) over internal modifiers (n = 7).

Below, the relevant means and standard deviations for both types of modifications used by all

groups are shown in Table 33.
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Table 33

Descriptive Statistics of Modification Devices by NS and NNS in the Shoes Scenario

Groups External Internal Total

NS Min 0 0 0
Max 4 2 5
Mean 1.17 0.74 1.91
Standard 1.03 0.71 1.13
Deviation

A2 Min 0 0 0
Max 2 1 2
Mean 0.60 0.13 0.73
Standard 0.63 0.35 0.79
Deviation

Bl Min 0 0 0
Max 4 2 4
Mean 1.25 0.44 1.63
Standard 1.00 0.62 0.95
Deviation

B2 Min 0 0 0
Max 3 2 3
Mean 1.05 0.68 1.74
Standard 0.91 0.67 0.99
Deviation

Cl Min 1 1 2
Max 4 3 6
Mean 2.25 1.75 4.00
Standard 1.25 0.95 1.82
Deviation

A one-way ANOVA revealed significant differences between groups in the number of
modifiers in the Shoes Scenario, F(8, 135) =4, p <.001. The effect size was large, with eta squared
(m?) = .242. Post hoc tests using Tukey HSD identified statistically significant differences between
several proficiency levels: A2 and C1, (p <.001), A2 and NS (p =.003), Bl and C1 (p =.001), B2
and C1 (p =.002), and C1 and NS (p = .002). No statistically significant differences were revealed
when comparing B1 and B2 levels to each other or when they were compared to NS. The examples
below shows the use of modifications by participants in different groups in this particular scenario:

(31) A2. Gr. Mov apéoovv avtd, Ta. TOTODTOLA. TOPO, TOAD. [Discourse Orientation Move] GEA® VoL

ayopaow.

Eng. I like these shoes a 1ot [Discourse Orientation Move]. I want to buy (them)
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(32) B1. Gr. Oa n0sio. [Conditional] VoL 5 000 *(evydpl mamovTala, Yio. VO PIOPTH [Grounder].

Eng. I would like to see two pairs of shoes, for a party [Grounder].

(33) B2. Gr. HOsAa [past Tense] VoL ayopbow gvo. (evydpt TOmwoDToI0. TOV EI00. THY TEPATUEVY]

gfidoudda...

Eng. I wanted [past Tense] to buy a pair of shoes that I saw last week...
(34). C1. Gr. Zvyyvadun [Attention Getter], Y@ 0€l Evor (EVYOPI TOTOVTOI0. EKEL 0TO TOPAIVPO

[Grounder] KO OV EEP@ [Subjectivizer], AV EYETE TO vovuePo wov. Eivai to tpiavro €1 [Grounder).

Eng. Excuse me [Attention Getter], I’Ve seen this pair of shoes here in the window case and [

don’t Know [Subjectivizer] if you have my size. It’s thirty-siX [Grounder].

(35). NS. Gr. Zvyyvooun [Atention Getterl, V& GOG POTHO® KATL, [Preparator] DILOPYOVY UNTOC

[(Downtoner] € 43, I'tati ta. flémw ot Pizpiva uovo ueydia... 43 ... [Grounder]

Eng. Excuse me [Attention Getter], can I ask you something? [preparator] do you happen to [Downtoner]

have them in a size 43? Because I see them only big in the window case ... 45... [Grounder]

Subsequently, Figure 10 presents the frequencies of use of external modifiers by each

group in this scenario.



135

Figure 10

Frequencies of Types of External Modifiers per Group in the Shoes Scenario
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As the previous figure illustrates, NS mostly prioritized Preparators (n = 20), Attention
Getters (n = 17), Grounders (n = 11), and Discourse Orientation Moves (n = 10) in this role play.
In contrast, NNS relied more heavily on Grounders (A2: n =1;Bl:n =3;B2:n=11;Cl:n =7)
and Discourse Orientation Moves (A2: n = 6; Bl: n = 12: B2, n = 7) with the B2 group
demonstrating the highest number of frequencies for both modifications. Moreover, NNS used
Attention Getters less frequently (A2: n =2; Bl: n =4; B2: n = 2; Cl: n = 2) and did not employ
any Preparators, unlike their NS counterparts. Other types of modifications such as Disarmers,
Imposition Minimizers, Promise of Future Action/Reward, Apology or Sweeteners were not used
by any group.

As far as the internal modification devices are concerned, Figure 11 below shows the

frequencies of the different types of syntactic modifiers used across groups.
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Figure 11

Frequencies of Types of Syntactic Modifiers per Group in the Shoes Scenario
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The previous figure indicates that NS showed a clear preference for the Conditional
Structure (n = 19) to internally modify their request. Similarly, this modifier was also employed
by some NNS across proficiency levels, though to a lesser degree. Notably, its usage increased
with proficiency, from A2 (n = 2) to B1 (n = 3), and B2 (n = 6), before declining again at the C1
level (n = 2). As can be observed, the B2 group exhibited the highest frequency of syntactic
modifiers in their requests. In a few cases, NS used the Past Tense (n = 2), which was also
employed by some NNS (B1, n = 1; B2, n = 2; C1, n = 1), but no instances of the Negation,
Subjunctive, Future Tense, or Passive Voice were found in the data from this role play.

Concerning the lexical/phrasal modifiers, Figure 12 below displays the frequencies of their

use across groups.
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Figure 12

Frequencies of Types of Lexical/Phrasal Modifiers per Group in the Shoes Scenario
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As observed in the figure above, Downtoners (n = 7) and Politeness Markers (n = 6) were
the most frequently used lexical/phrasal modifiers by NS. The NNS at lower proficiency levels
made less use of these types of modifiers in their requests. Participants at the A2 level did not
employ any type of lexical/phrasal device. The rest of the proficiency levels exhibited some use of
these modifiers, although it was limited. Once again, the B2 group used the highest number of
modifiers overall in this scenario among the NNS groups. The C1 group also displayed some use
of lexical/phrasal modifiers, particularly Consultative Devices (n = 2). No participants used

Cajolers, Appealers, or Intensifiers.
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4.1.5. Deadline Extension Scenario

In this role play, the participants were tasked with performing a conversation in which a
student requests a deadline extension for submitting an assignment to a professor (+D, +P). The
frequencies and percentages of requests strategies employed by NS and NNS in this scenario are
presented in Table 34. Data for this role play were not available for one NNS participant at the B2

level.

Table 34

Distribution of Requests Used by Participants per Level in the Deadline Extension Scenario

NS A2 B1 B2 C1
Request Type (Head Act) f % £ % f % f % ff %
Direct
Mood Derivable (Imperative) 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0o 0 O
Performative 2 4 0 0 0 0 0 0o 0 0
Obligation Statement 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0o 0 0
Need/Want Statement 17 32 3 20 S5 31 6 33 1 25
Total Direct 20 37 3 20 5 31 6 33 1 25
Conventionally Indirect
Query Preparatory-Permission 17 32 8 53 6 37 8 44 1 25
Query Preparatory-Ability 13 24 2 13 2 12 3 16 2 50
r%gz;};)Preparatory with Present Indicative (no 0 0 1 6 1 6 0 0 0 o0
Suggestory Formula 2 4 0 0 0 0 0 0o 0 0
Total Conventionally Indirect 32 60 11 73 9 56 11 61 3 75

Non-Conventionally Indirect

Hint 1 2 0 0 2 12 1 5 0 0
Total Non-Conventionally Indirect 1 2 0 0 2 12 1 5 0 0
Unclear/Incomplete Requests 0 0 1 6 0 0 0 0o 0 0
Total Head Acts 53 100 15 100 16 100 18 100 4 100
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As shown in the previous table, both NS and NNS demonstrated a similar use of requests,
with a strong preference for Conventionally Indirect Requests. Specifically, the Query Preparatory
of Permission (n = 17) was highly utilized not only by the NS, but also by the NNS who exhibited
a clear preference for this request strategy (A2: n = 8; Bl: n = 6: B2: n = §). NS used the Query
Preparatory of Ability less frequently (» =13), and NNS used it sparingly (A2: n = 2; Bl: n = 2;
B2: n=3; Cl: n = 2). In order to illustrate the use of Conventionally Indirect Requests in the
Deadline Extension Scenario, examples for all levels are provided below:

(36) A2. Gr. Mropd va. £y *moAD ypovo, [Query-Preparatory of Permission]

Eng. Can I have more time? [Query-Preparatory of Permission]

(37) B1. Gr. Mropw vo. gog oiva thv emduevn efO0UGO0, [Query-Preparatory of Permission]

Eng. Can I give (it) to you next week? [Query-Preparatory of Permission]

(38) B2. Gr. Mropw vo. oog oteilw v EkBean Aiyo opyoTePa,; [Query-Preparatory of Permission]

Eng. Can I send you the report a bit later? [Query-Preparatory of Permission]

(39). C1. Gr. HOeha va pwthow av Umopeite vo, Hov dMTETE ALyo IO ypOvO OKOUO. Y10, VO. TO

TEAELMOW. [Query-Preparatory of Ability]

Eng. I wanted to ask you if you could give me a bit more time to finish it. [Query-Preparatory of

Ability]

(40). NS. Gr. Towg Oo uropodoa vo. {ntnow kamoieg Alyeg uépes mapamave mpobeoyio ko’

eCaipeon, [Query-Preparatory of Permission]

Eng. Maybe I could ask for a few days as an exception? [Query-Preparatory of Permission]

Additionally, NS also seemed to strongly favor Direct Requests in this scenario, such as

the Need/Want Statement and the Query Preparatory of Permission, both of which had the same
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frequency of use (n = 17). Less common types among the NS were the Mood Derivable
(Imperative) (n = 1) and the Performative (n = 2). In contrast, NNS relied less on Direct Requests
overall. However, the use of the Need/Want Statement increased with proficiency, particularly
from A2 (n =3) to Bl (n =5) and B2 (n = 6). This type of request was chosen by one participant
at the C1 level. In this specific role play, one participant at the A2 level could not produce a
comprehensive request.

The means and standard deviations in the use of the three main types of requests across

groups are provided in Table 35.

Table 35

Means and Standard Deviations in the Use of Requests by NS and NNS in the Deadline Extension Scenario

Groups Direct Conventionally Non-Conventionally
Indirect Indirect

NS Mean 5.00 8.00 1.00
Standard 6.96 7.18 0
Deviation

A2 Mean 0.75 2.75 0
Standard 1.30 3.11 0
Deviation

B1 Mean 1.25 2.25 2.00
Standard 2.16 2.27 0
Deviation

B2 Mean 1.50 2.75 1.00
Standard 2.60 3.27 0
Deviation

Cl1 Mean 0.25 0.75 0
Standard 0.43 0.83 0
Deviation

As it was mentioned before, the nominal logistic regression analysis failed to yield reliable
statistical results for the types of head acts used by NS and NNS in this scenario. Consequently,
the data for this scenario could not be included in the inferential analysis, as it did not meet the
assumptions required for reliable statistical modelling.

In regard to external and internal modifications, Table 36 outlines the frequencies and

percentages of the modifiers used across groups in this scenario.
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Distribution of Request Modifications Used by NS and NNS in the Deadline Extension Scenario
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NS A2 B1 B2 C1
Modifications f % f % f % f % f %
External 180 67 35 81 39 81 47 73 12 57
Internal 8 32 8 18 9 18 17 26 9 42
Total 266 100 43 100 48 100 64 100 21 100

The previous table highlights a stronger preference for external modifications across

groups. After the NS, the B2 group showed the greatest use of modifications in this role play

compared to the other proficiency levels. Notably, it can be observed that the frequency of external

and internal modifiers increased with proficiency from levels A2 (external: n = 35; internal: n =

8) to BI1 (external: n = 39; internal: n = 9) and B2 (external: n = 47; internal: n = 17). Participants

at the C1 level also showed a frequent use of modifiers to accompany their requests (external: n =

12; internal: n = 9). Table 37 below provides the means and standard deviations for the use of

external and internal modifications by group.
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Descriptive Statistics of Modification Devices by NS and NNS in the Deadline Extension Scenario

142

Groups External Internal Total

NS Min 1 0 1
Max 9 3 11
Mean 3.40 1.62 5.02
Standard 1.60 0.76 1.84
Deviation

A2 Min 1 0 1
Max 5 2 5
Mean 2.33 0.53 2.87
Standard 1.11 0.74 1.30
Deviation

Bl Min 0 0 0
Max 4 2 6
Mean 2.44 0.56 3.00
Standard 1.26 0.81 1.41
Deviation

B2 Min 0 0 1
Max 5 2 6
Mean 2.47 0.89 3.37
Standard 1.30 0.73 1.67
Deviation

Cl Min 2 1 4
Max 4 3 6
Mean 3.00 2.25 5.25
Standard 0.81 0.95 0.95
Deviation

A one-way ANOVA revealed statistically significant differences between groups regarding

the number of request modifications in the Deadline Extension Scenario, F(9, 188) =4, p <.001.

The effect size, as measured by eta squared (#? = .265), indicated a large effect. Post hoc tests

using Tukey HSD revealed significant differences between NS and the following proficiency

levels: A2 and NS (p <.001), B1 and NS (p <.001), and B2 and NS (p = 003). To illustrate this,

examples from the Deadline Extension Scenario are provided for A2, B1, B2, and NS, highlighting

the differences across these groups:

(41). A2. Gr. Oa nbelo vo. 600 Aéw KATL. [Preparator] AEV Y0 KOIPO OPKETE, VO TEAELDO® TO

00VAELA [Grounder] [...] yperalopan Aiyo [Understater] *710C KOUPO.
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Eng. I would like to tell you something preparator] I didn’t have enough time to finish the

assignment [Grounder] [...] I need a bit [Understater] MoOTE time.

(42). Bl. Gr. Exw, & molln 000AELG 0TO TOVETIGTHUIO KOL OEV UTOP® VO, TEAELOOGW T

gpya.aio y1a. LEPO. [Grounder]. MTOPD VoL Ey@ w10 TOAD YpOVO,; TOPAKAAD [Politeness Marker].

Eng. I have, I have a lot of work at university, and I can’t finish the assignment for today

[Grounder]. Can I have more time? Please [politeness Marker].

(43). B2. Gr. Eyw évo puikpo mpofinua ue to e Ty pyacio. mov {ov TPETEL VO, 00G ODTW

[Preparator] K0 Qo OEA0 [Conditional] VO £ ALYO [Understater] 1O YPOVO.

Eng. I have a little problem with the assignment that I have to give you [Grounder], and I would

like [Conditional] t0 have a bit [Understater] moOTe time.

(44). NS. Gr. H epyaoio mov pog eiyate POAEL Y1o VO YPOWYOVUE UEYPL CHUEPO, [Discourse Orientation
Move], ODOTUYOG AOY® KOTOIWV DTOYPEDTEDY TOV ELYO. OEV KATAPEPO, VO, THV OLOKANPOGTW

[Grounder]. OO UTTOPOVTATE [Conditional], COC TOPOAKOALD [Politeness Marker + Solidarity], VO UOD OWOETE UIO,

pooudda mepiBwpio va oog ™ pépw; Oo pue eCoTnPeToDoEe TOAD ADTO [Grounder], AV UTOPOVGATE

OTO VO TO KOVODUE [Considerator].
Eng. The assignment that you gave us to write today [Discourse Orientation Move], Unfortunately,

due to some obligations I had, I couldn’t finish it [Grounder]. Could you [Conditionall, please

[Politeness Marker + Solidarity], Zive me an extra week to bring it to you? It would really help me if

we could do that [considerator].

Figure 13 below illustrates the frequencies of external modifications used in this role play

by type across groups.
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Figure 13

Frequencies of Types of External Modifiers per Group in the Deadline Extension Scenario
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As can be observed in the previous figure, participants across all groups demonstrated a
greater variety in the type of external modifiers used, although their frequencies varied. The most
frequently employed external modifier across groups was the Grounder, with NS favoring it the
most (n = 53). Similarly, NNS also relied on Grounders, but their usage followed a non-linear
trend (A2: n=15; Bl: n=13; B2: n =15; C1: n = 4). Moreover, all the groups used Preparators,
but to a lesser extent in this scenario; NS exhibited a high frequency of use (n = 24) and NNS
participants also displayed notable use (B1: n = 8; B2: n = 7). Regarding other strategies favored
by the NS in this role play, such as Discourse Orientation Moves (n = 19), Attention Getters (n =
17), and Considerators (n = 14), NNS used them minimally. From these modifiers, only the
moderate use of Discourse Orientation Moves (n = 7) by the B2 group stands out.

Figure 14 displays the frequencies of use of syntactic modifiers by NS and NNS in the role

play.
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Figure 14

Frequencies of Types of Syntactic Modifiers per Group in the Deadline Extension Scenario
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From the figure above, it can be observed that NS frequently employed the Conditional
Structure (n = 28) to internally modify their requests in addition to the Past Tense and Future Tense
(both n = 3) but to a lesser degree. In contrast, the overall use of syntactic modifiers by NNS was
scarce with only some participants at the B2 level relying on the Conditional (n = 4). None of the
groups showed instances of Negation, Subjunctive, and Passive Voice in their requests.

The frequencies of lexical/phrasal modifiers per type across groups are presented in Figure

15.
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Figure 15

Frequencies of Lexical/Phrasal Modifiers per Group in the Deadline Extension Scenario
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The previous figure highlights the NS’s preference for Understaters/Hedgers (n = 20),
Consultative Devices (n = 13), and Downtoners (n =9). Of these three types of modifications, the
NNS primarily opted for Understaters/Hedgers, though its usage followed a non-linear trend (A2:
n=4;Bl: n=2; B2: n=15; Cl: n =3). The B2 group exhibited the highest frequency of
lexical/phrasal modifiers compared to the other proficiency levels. Data from this role play also
revealed limited use of other modifications across groups, such as Subjectivizers, Solidarity
Markers, Appealers, and Intensifiers. Additionally, no Cajolers were utilized by the participants in

this scenario.
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4.1.6. Overtime Scenario
In this role play, the participants had to act out a conversation in which a boss asks an
employee to work extra hours due to the workload (+D, +P). The types of requests that both NS

and NNS employed in this scenario are included in Table 38.

Table 38

Distribution of Requests Used by Participants per Level in the Overtime Scenario

NS A2 B1 B2 C1
Request Type (Head Act) f % f % f % f % ff %

Direct

Mood Derivable (Imperative) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0O 0 O

Performative 6 11 0 0 0 0 1 5 0 0

Obligation Statement 7 13 0 0 2 12 3 5 0 0

Need/Want Statement 26 49 8 53 4 25 4 21 0 O
Total Direct 39 73 8 53 6 37 8 42 0 O
Conventionally Indirect

Query Preparatory-Permission 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0o 0 O

Query Preparatory-Ability 9 16 6 40 8 50 11 57 4 100

I(IQIL(fira}i)Preparatory with Present Indicative (no 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Suggestory Formula 3 5 1 6 1 6 0 0o 0 O
Total Conventionally Indirect 12 22 7 46 9 56 11 57 4 100

Non-Conventionally Indirect

Hint 2 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Non-Conventionally Indirect 2 3 0 0 0 0 0 0o 0 O
Unclear/Incomplete Requests 0 0 0 0 1 6 0 0o 0 O
Total Head Acts 53 100 15 100 16 100 19 100 4 100

The previous table shows differences in the types of requests used by NS and NNS. The
NS relied more on Direct Requests using a Need/Want Statement (n = 26) which was also used

predominantly by participants at the A2 level (» = 8). In contrast, the NNS mostly favored
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Conventionally Indirect Requests using the Query Preparatory of Ability (Bl: n=8; B2: n =11;
Cl: n=4). Although NS employed this strategy to a lesser degree (n = 9), the NNS’s use of this
request type became more frequent with increased proficiency. In addition, NS also opted for other
Direct Requests but minimally, such as Obligation Statement (n = 7) or Performative (n = 6). The
NNS used these Direct Requests sparingly. Finally, one learner at the B1 level was not able to
complete the request appropriately. Such differences in the use of requests in this scenario are
shown in the following examples:

(45) A2. Gr. Oélm vo. OOVAEWEIS [0 UEPOL TETTEPO. WPES TLO TOAD. [Direct/Need-Want Statement]

Eng. I want you to work one day for four more hours. [Direct/Need-Want Statement]

(46) B1. Gr. Mropeic va kaveigs dvo 1 téooepa. wpes kabe pépo. uovo ooty v gfdoudoo,

[Query-Preparatory of Ability]

Eng. Can you do two or four hours each day only this week? [Query-Preparatory of Ability]

(47) B2. Gr. Oo umopéaeic va kAvels TE00EPIS WPES ECTPO. AVTHY ELOOUCIN, [Query-Preparatory of

Ability]

Eng. Will you be able to work four extra hours this week? [Query-Preparatory of Ability]

(48). C1. Gr. Mymwe umopeis va UEIVELS TECTEPIS WPES TTLO TOAD UIO. UEPO. VIO VO. TEAEIDTOVUE

aVTH TH OODAELG, TOD TPETEL VO. IDTOVUE, [Query-Preparatory of Ability]

Eng. Could you possibly stay four extra hours one day so we can finish this work that needs

to be submitted? [Query-Preparatory of Ability]

(49). NS. Gr. kot xat’ eCaipeon yio uio uépa Ba nOelo. vo. OOVAEWEIS TEGOEPIS WPES

TOPATOV®. [Direct/Need-Want Statement]

Eng. As an exception for one day I would like you to work four more hours. [Direct/Need-Want

Statement]
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Table 39 below includes the means and standard deviations of the requests by all groups in

this scenario.

Table 39

Means and Standard Deviations in the Use of Requests by NS and NNS in the Overtime Scenario

Groups Direct Conventionally Non-Conventionally
Indirect Indirect

NS Mean 9.75 3.00 2.00
Standard 11.2 4.24 0
Deviation

A2 Mean 2.00 1.75 0
Standard 4.00 2.87 0
Deviation

Bl Mean 1.50 2.25 0
Standard 1.91 3.86 0
Deviation

B2 Mean 2.00 2.75 0
Standard 1.82 5.50 0
Deviation

Cl Mean 0 1.00 0
Standard 0 2.00 0
Deviation

As it was mentioned before, the nominal logistic regression analysis failed to yield reliable

statistical results for the types of head acts used by NS and NNS in this scenario. Consequently,

the data for this scenario could not be included in the inferential analysis, as it did not meet the

assumptions required for reliable statistical modelling.

As for external and internal modifications, Table 40 outlines the frequencies and

percentages of the modifications used by all groups in this role play.
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Table 40

Distribution of Request Modifications Used by NS and NNS in the Overtime Scenario

NS A2 B1 B2 C1
Modifications f % f % f % f % f %
External 195 67 36 81 31 73 53 76 19 76
Internal 92 32 8 19 11 26 16 24 6 24
Total 287 100 44 100 41 100 69 100 25 100

In this specific scenario, external modifiers were preferred over internal ones by all groups
as can be observed in the previous table. The NS employed modifications (nz = 287) more than any
other group to mitigate the effect of their requests. In the case of the NNS, the overall use of
modifiers appeared to increase with proficiency, especially from Bl (n = 41) to B2 (n = 69).
Additionally, the four participants at the C1 level demonstrated a high use of modifiers (n = 25).
In regard to external modifiers, their use followed a non-linear trend across the proficiency levels.
That is, the occurrence of external modifications slightly decreased from A2 (n = 36) to Bl (n =
31), increased considerably at the B2 level (» = 53), and then declined at C1 level (n =19). On the
other hand, B1 and B2 learners employed internal modifiers more frequently (n =11 and n = 16,
respectively).

Table 41 below highlights the means and standard deviations of external and internal

modifiers used across groups.
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Descriptive Statistics of Modification Devices by NS and NNS in the Overtime Scenario

151

Groups External Internal Total

NS Min 0 0 3
Max 11 5 12
Mean 3.68 1.74 5.42
Standard 1.94 1.04 2.04
Deviation

A2 Min 0 0 0
Max 5 2 7
Mean 2.40 0.53 2.93
Standard 1.35 0.74 1.75
Deviation

Bl Min 0 0 0
Max 5 2 7
Mean 1.94 0.69 2.63
Standard 1.34 0.79 1.82
Deviation

B2 Min 1 0 1
Max 5 2 7
Mean 2.79 0.84 3.63
Standard 1.31 0.68 1.53
Deviation

Cl Min 2 3 3
Max 8 9 9
Mean 4.75 1.50 6.25
Standard 2.50 0.57 2.50
Deviation

A one-way ANOVA revealed highly significant differences between groups in the number

of modifiers in the Overtime Scenario, F(11, 147) = 4, p <.001. The effect size, as measured by

eta squared (m* = .304), suggested a large effect. Post hoc tests using Tukey HSD identified

statistically significant differences between several groups: A2 and CI1, (p = .021), A2 and NS (p

<.001), BI and C1 (p = .008), B1 and NS (p <.001), and B2 and NS (p = .006). No statistically

significant differences were found between the C1 level and the NS group. The following examples

serve to illustrate the difference between the modification devices used by an A2 participant, a C1

participant, and a NS in this situation:

(50). A2. Gr. Zoyyvadun [Attention Getter], UTOPELIS VoL JOVAEVEIC aDPLO 5 WPES 71O TOLD;

Eng. Excuse me [Attention Getter], can you work tomorrow for five extra hours?
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(51). C1. Gr. O¢hw vo oog pAdw yio. KATL [Preparator]. T0 CEpw Kan vouilw oti dev givou edDkolo

VLA GEVO, [Disarmer], OAAG EYODUE TOAD OOVAELG [Grounder| KO BEAW VL 0 pOTHO® [Consultative Device]

OV UTOPEIC Vo JOVAEWEIS TETTEPIC WPES TTLo ToAY. Eivou uovo yia 6vo gfidoudcoss, avto oev

O eivai y1o TOVTAL [Imposition Minimizer]. EYEL GYEOH UE THY JOVAELG TOD TOV EYOVUE TPV, [Grounder]
KOl TO CEP@ OTL OAOL EYETE OIKOYEVELO KO TPETEL VO. ELOOL VIO TO. TOLOLG. TTO, OTOYEVUOTO,
[Disarmer], QALG EIVOU Uio. XOPN [Grounder], TOV TNV eTauplio. Oa cog 0ivel HeTd avTo, pia, ovo N
Tpels amoyebpoTa av OEAEIS GOELO [Promise of Reward/Future Action]. 100 HOG €IVl TOPO. TOAD
ONUOVTIKO QVTO [Grounder].

Eng. I want to talk to you about something (preparator]. I know, and I think that it’s not easy

for you [pisarmer], but we have a lot of work [Grounder], and I want to ask you [Consultative Device] 1f

you can work four extra hours. It’s only for two weeks; this won’t be forever [imposition

Minimizer]. It’s related to the work that we have now [Grounder], and I know that everyone has a
family and needs to be with their children in the afternoons [pisarmer], but it’s a favor [Grounder].
The company will later give you something in return, one, two or three afternoons off if
you want [Promise of Reward/Future Action]. T his 1S very important for us [Grounder].

(52). NS. Gr. @lw vo oov (o o, ueYain xapn. [Preparator] ZEP® OTL OEV EIVOL OTIC

OPUOOIOTHTES GOV OAO QDTO KO GTOVS YPOVOVS GOV, [Disarmer] OAAG Ba ‘Bl [Conditional] T/

AevTéPaL va. KATOEIC TETOEPIC WPES TOPATAV® TTH OOVAELG, YIOTI TPETEL VO, TEAEIDTEL ODTO TO

project ka1 Eyovue deadline tnv Tpity. [Grounder]
Eng. I want to ask you a favor. [preparator] | know this isn't part of your responsibilities or

within your usual working hours, [pisarmer] but I’d like [conditional] YOU to stay four extra hours

at work on Monday. We really need to finish this project, and we have a deadline on

Tuesday. [Grounder]
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Figure 16 below presents the frequencies of external modifications used by NS and NNS
in this role play.

Figure 16

Frequencies of Types of External Modifiers per Group in the Overtime Scenario

70
60
50
40
30
20
O II-_ II . - I I I - LS —l-- - - .II | [
o o > A 5 5 & $ & o
& 5 '\\\%{\ \\\6‘2’ & {\4‘5’ =9 0\0%\ & 6\6\ Q\\?}
3
of & & & = & ¥ W & & oy
Q ) & ) AY) o 3 ) o W
© s "\\ < » >
& Q O & 3 P & =)
& & & N\ &
N QX o & &
s > Qo > 8}
S & & o
o N < >
o S &
<) 2 &
- & 0\
&
0\
Q&

ENS mA2 mBl mB2 mC1

The previous figure indicates a varied use of external modifications by all groups in this
scenario. Although the results revealed similar choices of external modifiers between NS and NNS,
the frequencies vary from one type to another. NS mostly relied on Grounders (n = 61), Preparators
(n = 38), and Attention Getters (n = 29) to support their requests, and moderately relied on other
modifiers, such as Discourse Orientation Moves (n = 15) and Promises of Future Action/Reward
(n = 13). Moreover, this group drew on Considerators and Sweeteners (n = 11 and n = 14,
respectively), and Disarmers to a lesser extent (n = 6). Similarly, NNS strongly preferred
Grounders and Preparators with B2 participants using the greatest number of these two modifiers
(n =21 and n = 16) when compared to the other proficiency levels. Unlike the NS, NNS rarely

used other external modifiers, such as Promises of Future Action/Reward or Discourse Orientation
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Moves. The following examples show some NNS’s use of Sweeteners in this scenario, similar to
the NS’s performance:
(53). B2. Gr. *Mriérmw ot dovieders moAd kala, giuor Told yopoduevn yio. oéva, ot Told
XOPOOUEVN LLE TV OOVAELG GOV
Eng. I see you work very well, I am very happy with you, I am very happy with your work.
(54). B2. Gr. lati eoeic *oolevete mold Kalda. eluor ToAD *xopoovuévog yio. thv dovAELd 60G.
Eng. Because you work very well, I am very happy with your work.
(55). B2. Gr. Eiuai moAd yapovuevog ue t tv oovield. *tng dovieid aov.
Eng. I am very happy with your work, your work.
(56). Cl. Gr. Eyo *cépw mov b cioar *évo movAntpia *éva no pia *omdiinia, *uio
vOaAANAY KoTomAnkTiky. Eyw oov *éflewa moiréc popés kar mavio *oe dovievels *oe
00VAEVEIS a1ya. a1Ya, OALG DOVAEDEIS TOAD KOAG.
Eng. I know that you are a saleswoman, a no, a wonderful employee. I saw you many times
and you always work, work slowly, but work very well.
(57). NS. Gr. Ezre1on ioou pio omo 1ig KOAEG DTOAANAOVS Kou T YVWpPILEIS avTh TH OOVAEIA. ..

Eng. Because you are one of the best workers and you know this work...

Regarding internal modifiers, Figure 17 below provides the frequencies of syntactic

modifiers used in requests across groups in this scenario.
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Figure 17

Frequencies of Types of Syntactic Modifiers per Group in the Overtime Scenario

35
30
25
20
15

10

o bl B B I =

Negation Subjunctive Conditional PastTense Future Tense Aspect Passive
Structure Voice

ENS mA2 mBl mB2 mC1

As can be observed from the previous figure, NS relied more on syntactic modifications
than NNS. Specifically, NS mostly opted for using the Conditional Structure (n = 32), and less
frequently, the Future Tense (n = 10). Other modifiers such as the Past Tense (n = 2) and the
Passive Voice (n = 1) were employed minimally. On the contrary, NNS sparingly used syntactic
devices to modify their requests internally. The B2 group showed some use of the same modifiers
favored by the NS; the Conditional Structure and the Future Tense (both n = 3). Participants at the
C1 level made no use of syntactic modifiers, except for one learner who employed the Past Tense
(n=1) in their request. None of the groups utilized Negation or the Subjunctive.

Concerning the lexical/phrasal modifiers, Figure 18 displays the frequencies of the devices

used by each group.
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Figure 18

Frequencies of Lexical/Phrasal Modifiers per Group in the Overtime Scenario

16
14
12
10

o N B OO
||
[
]
I
|
=
| ]

S
[ |
=
m
[
|
| ]
I
| |
|
|

A & % o %
e\ @ N N N & N RS
I & S > &
Q@f N C}\“\ {\@ G’b\ %\'&‘ QQ. QQ' )
A\ &2 & A ) 2 ?\Q &
e ¢ ¢ S & & &
) & RN Q S &
Ny & < ® >
© o o &
R Q RS
\5(\ O

ENS mA2 mBl mB2 mC1

As shown in the previous figure, some differences can be observed in the types of
lexical/phrasal modifiers used across groups. It can be seen that NS predominantly opted for
Understaters/Hedgers (n = 15) and Consultative Devices (n = 13). To a lesser extent, they also
used Downtoners (n = 6) and Intensifiers (n = 15). In the case of the NNS, both Consultative Devices
and Downtoners were the only modifiers used across all groups. Results revealed that NNS
employed lexical/phrasal modifiers more moderately than NS, favoring Consultative Devices
strongly, especially at the B1 and B2 levels (both n = 5). However, NNS demonstrated limited use
of Downtoners and barely used Understaters/Hedgers, as opposed to NS who relied highly on these
as mentioned previously. Participants at the C1 level also displayed usage of some modifiers,
particularly Consultative Devices and Appealers (both n = 3). None of the participants in the NNS

group employed any Solidarity Markers or Intensifiers.
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4.1.7. Day Off Scenario
In this role play, the participants had to request a day off for personal matters from their
boss at work (+D, +P). Table 42 includes the frequencies and percentages of requests per type

across groups in this scenario.

Table 42

Distribution of Requests Used by Participants per Level in the Day Off Scenario

NS A2 B1 B2 C1
Request Type (Head Act) f % f % f % f % ff %
Direct
Mood Derivable (Imperative) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0O 0 O
Performative 2 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 O
Obligation Statement 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Need/Want Statement 33 62 8 53 8 50 15 78 3 75
Total Direct 35 66 8 53 8 50 15 78 3 U5
Conventionally Indirect
Query Preparatory-Permission 10 18 7 46 6 37 2 10 1 25
Query Preparatory-Ability 8 15 0 0 1 6 0 0o 0 o0
I(IQIL(fira}i)Preparatory with Present Indicative (no 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Suggestory Formula 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0o 0 O
Total Conventionally Indirect 18 33 7 46 7 43 2 10 1 25

Non-Conventionally Indirect

Hint 0 0 0 0 1 6 1 5 0 0
Total Non-Conventionally Indirect 0 0 0 0 1 6 1 5 0 0
Unclear/Incomplete Requests 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 5 0 0
Total Head Acts 53 100 15 100 16 100 19 100 4 100

The previous table indicates that both NS and NNS exhibited a similar performance in the
use of requests in the Day Off Scenario. All the groups showed a greater preference for making a

Direct Request by using a Need/Want Statement. Specifically, NS strongly favored this type of
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request (n = 33) over indirect requests, and in the case of the NNS, use of this request strategy
became more frequent across proficiency levels (A2: n=8; Bl: n=8; B2: n=15; Cl: n=3). The
examples below illustrate this consistency in the use of Need/Want Statements across groups in
the Day Off Scenario:

(58) A2. Gr. Oélw va pov dwoete o UEPo, GOeLa. THY EXOUEVH ELOOUAIA. [Direct-Need/Want

Statement]

Eng. I want you to give me one day off next week. [Direct/Need-Want Statement]

(59) B1. Gr. Xperalouar pio uépa. GOEIQ. [Direct/Need-Want Statement]

Eng. I need one day off. [Direct/Need-Want Statement]

(60) B2. Oa nleia vo. Exaw pio pépo. GO€IO. [Direct/Need-Want Statement]

Eng. I would like a day off. [Direct/Need-Want Statement]

(61). C1. Gr. Oa nbeta pio uépa wov Ba waw yio vo, KGV@W DTO. [Direct/Need-Want Statement]

Eng. I would like a day off to do that. [Direct/Need-Want Statement]

(62). NS. Gr. Oa yperaoto o yuépo. aogio v exouevn POOUAON. [Direct/Need-Want Statement]

Eng. I will need a day off next week. [Direct/Need-Want Statement]

To a lesser extent, all groups employed Conventionally Indirect Requests, particularly the
Query Preparatory of Permission. NS and A2 participants favored this type the most (n = 10 and
n = 7, respectively), though its use decreased with proficiency. Other NS used the Query
Preparatory of Ability (n = 8), which was used minimally by NNS, and less frequently, a Direct
Request using the Performative (n = 2). Hints were used sparingly by some NNS (B1: n = 1; B2:
n = 1). None of the participants in any group opted for other types of requests such as Mood

Derivable (Imperative), Obligation Statement, the Query Preparatory with Present Indicative (no
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modal) or Suggestory Formula in this scenario. One student at the B2 level was unable to complete

the request. Below, the means and standard deviations regarding the use of requests by all groups

in this scenario are included in Table 43.

Table 43

Means and Standard Deviations in the Use of Requests by NS and NNS in the Day Off Scenario

Direct Conventionally Non-Conventionally
Indirect Indirect

NS Mean 8.75 4.50 0
Standard 16.1 5.25 0
Deviation

A2 Mean 2.00 1.75 0
Standard 4.00 3.50 0
Deviation

Bl Mean 2.00 1.75 1.00
Standard 4.00 2.87 0
Deviation

B2 Mean 3.75 0.50 1.00
Standard 7.50 1.00 0
Deviation

Cl Mean 0.75 0.50 0
Standard 1.50 1.00 0
Deviation

As it was mentioned before, the nominal logistic regression analysis failed to yield reliable

statistical results for the types of head acts used by NS and NNS in this scenario. Consequently,

the data for this scenario could not be included in the inferential analysis, as it did not meet the

assumptions required for reliable statistical modelling.

percentages of the modifiers used by NS and NNS in this role play.

Regarding the external and internal modifications, Table 44 includes the frequencies and
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Distribution of Request Modifications Used by NS and NNS in the Day Off Scenario
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NS A2 B1 B2 C1
Modifications f % f % f % f % f %
External 188 73 38 79 29 70 47 81 12 75
Internal 69 26 10 21 12 29 11 18 4 25
Total 257 100 48 100 41 100 58 100 16 100

As observed, NS demonstrated a high use of modifications to support their requests (n =

257), favoring external devices (n = 188) over internal devices (n = 69). Regarding the NNS

groups, the B2 group employed the greatest number of modifications (rn = 58), followed by the A2

(n = 48) and B1 (n = 41) groups. Participants at the C1 level also showed a frequent use of

modifications (n = 16), despite the small number of participants. However, although the overall

use of modifications was high across groups, a non-linear pattern can be seen in the frequencies of

external and internal modifiers per group. B1 used external modifiers less frequently (n = 29) than

the A2 group (n = 38), but they employed more internal modifiers (n = 12) than those learners at

the B2 level (n = 11). Table 45 below provides the means and standard deviations for the use of

external and internal modifiers by each group in this scenario.
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Table 45

Descriptive Statistics of Modification Devices by NS and NNS in the Day Off Scenario

Groups External Internal Total

NS Min 0 0
Max 7 3
Mean 3.55 1.30 4.85
Standard 1.62 0.66 1.82
Deviation

A2 Min 0 0 1
Max 5 3 5
Mean 2.53 0.67 2.73
Standard 1.35 0.90 1.53
Deviation

Bl Min 0 0 0
Max 3 2 5
Mean 1.81 0.75 2.56
Standard 1.16 0.85 1.82
Deviation

B2 Min 0 0 0
Max 5 2 6
Mean 2.47 0.58 3.05
Standard 1.17 0.69 1.43
Deviation

Cl Min 2 1 3
Max 4 1 5
Mean 3.00 1.00 4.00
Standard 1.15 0.00 1.15
Deviation

A one-way ANOVA revealed highly significant differences between groups in the number
of modifiers in the Day Off Scenario, F(9, 481) = 4, p <.001. A large effect size was observed,
with eta squared calculated at .271. Post hoc tests using Tukey HSD identified statistically
significant differences between several groups: A2 and NS, (p <.001), BI and NS (p <.001), and
B2 and NS (p =.001). No statistically significant differences were found between the C1 level and
the NS group. The following examples taken from the Day Off Scenario present the use of
modifiers by one C1 participant and one NS:

(63) Cl1. Gr. Oéiw vo o0g pTHO® KATL [Preparator]. [...[. ZEpm, 0TI €9 d0VAED® €0 UOVO

AYEG UEPES TIPLV [Disarmer], OAAG TPETEL VOL 0OC POTHOW [Consultative Device], OV UTOPD VOL EYD UIOL

uépo. *aoetag, yoti Exw Evo, povieffod oTo TOVETITTHUIO KOl TPETEL VO, TOW [Grounder]. AgV
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EEP TS AEITOVPYEL UE TIS WPES 1] AV UTOPD Vo TOW EC Alyeg wpes Kkat Heta Bo yopiow.
[Grounder].
Eng. I want to ask you something (preparator]. [...]. I know that I have been working here for

a few days [Disarmer], but I need to ask you [Consultative Device] if I can have a day off because I

have an appointment at the university and I need to g0 [Grounder]. I’m not sure how it works
with the hours or if I can leave for a few hours and then come back [Grounder].

(64) NS. Gr. A01TOV [Attention Getter], KOITALTE VO OEITE [Attention Getter] EXW TPOPANUA TRV GAAY
LOOUCO0 [Preparator], B ypelaOTEL [Future Tense] VO, XEIPOVPYNOEL [Passive Voice] § UNTEPO. UOD...

[Grounder] KOl OVOPMTIEUOL OV [Aspect] UTOPEITE VOL OV ODOTETE AOELQL Y10, TNV emouevny Tpiti.

Eng. Well [Attention Getter], l0OK [Attention Getter], | have a problem next week [preparator], my mother

will need [Future Tense] to be operated. .. [Passive Voice] [Grounder] and I wonder if [Aspect] YOU could

give me a leave for next Tuesday.

As the previous examples show, the C1 participant exhibited a more elaborate range of
modifications to accompany the request, closely resembling those used by the NS.
Figure 19 below illustrates the frequencies of external modifications used across groups in

this role play.
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Frequencies of Types of External Modifiers per Group in the Day Off Scenario
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The previous figure shows that NS predominantly used external modifiers to accompany

their requests in the Day Off Scenario. Specifically, data from this role play indicated that NS

mostly relied on a greater use of Grounders (n = 70), Preparators (n = 35), Disarmers (n = 28),

Considerators (n = 23), and Attention Getters (n = 18). To a lesser degree, they also employed

Apologies (n = 7) and Discourse Orientation Moves (n = 5). The NNS also favored Grounders

and Preparators, particularly at the B2 level, with Grounders being more frequently used as

proficiency increased from A2 (n = 12) to B1 (n = 13) and B2 (n = 18). In contrast, Preparators

were not employed as frequently by the lower proficiency levels (A2: n = 6 and B1: n = 6), and

only some use was exhibited at the C1 level, i.e., Grounders (n = 5) and Preparators (n = 3). All

proficiency levels demonstrated some use of Disarmers, though their use was more limited.

Finally, NNS rarely employed other external modifiers that were favored by the NS in this specific
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scenario, such as Attention Getters or Considerators. No use of Imposition Minimizers was found
in the data from this role play.
Concerning internal modifications, Figure 20 below provides the frequencies for the use of

syntactic modifiers per group in this scenario.

Figure 20

Frequencies of Types of Syntactic Modifiers per Group in the Day Off Scenario
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As the figure above shows, NS greatly employed the Conditional Structure (n = 32) to
modify their requests internally. Other NS opted for the Future Tense (n = 8) and the Past Tense
(n=4) to a lesser extent. In contrast, NNS employed syntactic modifiers less frequently, except at
the B2 level, for which the data displayed a moderate frequency of the Conditional Structure (n =
6). It can be observed that the B1 group relied on a wider variety of syntactic modifications, despite
their low use. In contrast to NS, none of the NNS groups used the Future Tense. Furthermore, none

of the groups, be they NS or NNS, utilized the Subjunctive or the Passive Voice in their requests.



165

Regarding the lexical/phrasal modifiers, Figure 21 shows the number of types used by NS

and NNS in the role play.

Figure 21

Frequencies of Lexical/Phrasal Modifiers per Group in the Day Off Scenario
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The previous figure indicates that Consultative Devices were the most frequently used by
all groups with NS strongly favoring this modifier (n = 13). In the case of the NNS, however, the
use of Consultative Devices diminished with proficiency. Participants at the higher levels (B2 and
C1) used them less frequently (n = 2) compared to the A2 (n =3) and B1 (n = 5) levels, where its
use was slightly higher. Consultative Devices was the only lexical/phrasal modification device
used by all groups. Moreover, it can be observed that some learners at the A2 level relied on other
modifiers, such as Politeness Markers (n = 4) and Downtoners (n = 2). By contrast, other modifiers
shown in the NS data were either employed sparingly or not at all by the NNS, such as Solidarity

Markers, Appealers, Intensifiers, Subjectivizers, or Cajolers.
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Section 4.1 has outlined the results regarding the impact of proficiency on the use of
requests by NNS in the seven different scenarios. The next section will present the findings related
to the second research question which focuses on the differences in request types and modifications

across contexts categorized by social parameters.



167

4.2. RQ2: The Use of Requests in Formal and Informal Communicative Contexts by
Spanish/Catalan Bilinguals in Greek as a Foreign Language

The second research question addressed the use of request types in formal and informal
contexts by Spanish/Catalan bilinguals in Greek as a FL (NNS). This section compares the results
of the use of requests and modifications by all groups across role plays that have been grouped
according to their shared levels of distance and power (see Table 13 in Section 3.4.2): two informal
scenarios that share low distance (-D) and low power (-P) (Suitcase and Cleaning), two informal
scenarios that share high distance (+D) and low power (-P) (Sugar and Shoes), and three formal
scenarios that share high distance (+D) and high power (+P) (Deadline Extension, Overtime, and
Day Off). These comparisons aim to assess, first, whether the overall group of NNS displays
patterns similar to those of NS, and second, whether any of the proficiency groups of NNS align
with NS in their requesting behavior across scenarios as defined by the aforementioned social
parameters. The comparisons across groups and scenarios will be based, first, on the types of
requests used in the role plays; second, on the total number of modifications employed; and third,
on the type of external and internal modifications selected. The results of this research question

are presented qualitatively and are supported by descriptive statistics.
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4.2.1. Low Distance and Low Power Scenarios (-D, -P)

The Suitcase and Cleaning Scenarios were role plays that represented familiar situations
characterized by low distance and low power between the interlocutors. Figure 22 provides a
comparison of the types of requests (Direct, Conventionally Indirect, and Non-Conventionally
Indirect) used by participants across groups in these two scenarios, presented in terms of

percentages.

Figure 22

Comparison of Request Types by Group in the Suitcase and Cleaning Scenarios
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Note. The vertical axis of the figure shows the percentage of participants.

As shown in this figure, Conventionally Indirect Requests were strongly preferred across
all groups in the Suitcase Scenario (NS: 75%, n = 40, M =10, SD = 8.64; A2: 93%, n = 14, M =
3.5,8SD=2.87;B1: 86%,n =13, M=3.25,SD =3.7, B2: 89%, n = 17, M = 4.25, SD = 4.02; C1:
75%, n = 3, M = 0.75, SD = 1.3), particularly the Query-Preparatory of Ability and Query-

Preparatory of Present strategies. In contrast, several differences can be observed in the types of
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requests used by all groups in the Cleaning Scenario. In this role play, the NS slightly favored
Non-Conventionally Indirect Requests (40%, n =20, M =20, SD = 0) over Conventionally Indirect
Requests (36%, n = 18, M =4.5, SD = 4.15). This pattern differed from all the NNS groups, who
tended to rely most heavily on Conventionally Indirect Requests, as they did in the Suitcase
Scenario, particularly A2 (46%, n =7, M =1.75, SD = 1.92), Bl (46%, n =7, M = 1.75, SD =
1.58), and Cl1 levels (75%, n =3, M =0.75, SD = 1.30). Notably, they also favored Direct Requests
(A2:26%,n=4,M=1,8SD=0.71; B1: 33%,n =5, M=1.25,8SD =1.64; C1: 25%,n =1, M =
0.25, SD = 0.43) over Non-Conventionally Indirect Requests (A2: 20%, n =3, M=3,SD =0; B1:
20%,n =3, M=3,SD=0;C1:0%,n =0, M=0,SD =0). As an exception, the B2 group showed
a marked preference for Direct Requests (64%, n =9, M =2.25, SD = 3.35), especially Obligation
Statements, over Conventionally Indirect ones (21%, n = 3, M = 0.75, SD = 0.43). While Non-
Conventionally Indirect Requests remained the least used type by all NNS groups, they employed
them more frequently in the Cleaning Scenario than in the Suitcase Scenario.

The following examples illustrate the differences in the use of requests between the two
contexts by a participant at the B2 level. Example 65 corresponds to the Suitcase Scenario while
66 is taken from the Cleaning Scenario:

(65) B2. Gr. Mnopeis vo 1’ opnoeis ooty ™ Poiitoo avto 10 cofforoxvpioko, oe

TOPOKOAD, [Query-Preparatory of Ability]

Eng. Can you lend me this suitcase this weekend, please? [Query-Preparatory of Ability]

(66) B2. Gr. [lpénel, npémel va, vo koBapioels 10, T0 OLOUEPIGUA. [Direct/Obligation Statement]

Eng. You must, must, clean the, the apartment [Direct/Obligation Statement]



170

Regarding the modifications used in each role play, when comparing the total number of
modifications per group across the Suitcase and Cleaning Scenarios (see Section 4.1., Tables 20
and 24, respectively), it can be observed that NS draw on a higher use of modifiers in the Suitcase
Scenario (n = 231) than in the Cleaning Scenario (n = 171). NNS mostly performed similarly
across levels. While A2 (n = 40), B1 (n =55), and B2 (n = 83) levels employed more modifiers in
the Suitcase Scenario (like the NS) than in the Cleaning Scenario, participants at the C1 level
showed a slightly higher use of modifiers in the latter (» = 18) and fewer in the former (n = 15).
The modifications used in each scenario will be compared by type to identify similarities and
differences across contexts in what follows.

Figure 23 provides the comparison of the percentages of use of external and internal

modifiers by all groups.

Figure 23

Comparison of Modifications by Group in the Suitcase and Cleaning Scenarios
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As observed, all groups displayed similar patterns in modifying their requests across both
scenarios. External modifiers were strongly favored over internal devices in both the Suitcase (NS:
76%, M = 3.34, SD = 1.49; A2: 87%, M = 2.33, SD = 0.90; B1: 83%, M = 2.88, SD = 0.95; B2:
77%, M =3.58, SD =1.77; C1: 66%, M = 2.50, SD = 0.57) and Cleaning Scenarios (NS: 57%, M
=1.87, 8D =1.35; A2: 87%, M =1.87,SD =0.91; B1: 82%, M = 1.75, SD = 1.00; B2: 71%, M =
1.84, SD = 2.60; C1: 66%, M = 3.00, SD = 1.41). However, NS used external modifiers more
moderately in the Cleaning Scenario (57%, M = 1.87, SD = 1.35) than in the Suitcase Scenario
(76%, M = 3.34, SD = 1.49). Internal modifiers, in contrast, were used minimally across groups in
both role plays, with the NS showing a notable increase in their use in the Cleaning Scenario (42%,
M =138, SD = 1.06). While the use of external modifiers appeared to decrease as proficiency
increased, developmental patterns were observed in the use of internal modifiers among the NNS
groups in both scenarios.

Table 46 displays the distribution of the types of external modifiers used by NS and all
NNS groups in both role plays, with the aim of assessing whether they use similar devices in these

-D and -P scenarios.
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Distribution of External Modifications Used by All Groups in Both Scenarios
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External Modifications Suitcase Cleaning

NS A2 Bl B2 Cl NS A2 Bl B2 Cl

. f 44 0 0 3 1 24 6 3 3 1
Attention Getters % 24 0 0 4 10 24 71 10 3 3
Preparators f 20 5 9 15 2 5 1 3 3 0
% 11 14 19 22 20 5 3 10 8 0

. . f 3 2 1 4 0 0 0 0 0 0
Getting a Precommitment o 1 P > 6 0 0 0 0 0 0
Grounder f 67 15 20 29 4 41 11 10 22 6
% 37 42 43 42 40 41 39 35 62 50

Disarmer f 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 1
% 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 7 0 8

Imposition Minimizer f 0 0 3 ! ! 0 0 0 0 0
% 0 0 6 1 10 0 0 0 0 0

Promise of Reward/Future f 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Action % 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Apolo f 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
pology % 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Considerator f 3 0 ! ! ! 2 0 0 ! !
% 1 0 2 1 10 2 0 0 3 8

. . . f 39 13 12 15 1 26 10 10 6 3
Discourse Orientation Move o 2 37 26 29 10 2% 35 35 17 25
Sweeteners f 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
% -1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total f 177 35 46 68 10 99 28 28 35 12
% 76 87 83 77 66 57 87 82 71 66

As observed, the choice of external modifications is very similar across both role plays

with the most commonly used external modifiers across groups being Grounders and Discourse

Orientation Moves. However, the use of these two modifiers was higher in the Suitcase Scenario

across all groups (NS: 37%, n = 67; A2: 42%, n = 15; B1: 43%, n = 20; B2: 42%, n = 29; C1:

40%, n = 4, for Grounders, and NS: 22%, n =39; A2: 37%, n = 13; B1: 26%, n = 12; B2: 22%,

n =15; Cl: 10%, n = 1, for Discourse Orientation Moves), than in the Cleaning Scenario (NS:

41%,n=41; A2:39%,n=11;B1:35%, n=10; B2: 62%,n= 22; C1: 50%, n = 6, for Grounders,

and NS: 26%, n = 26; A2: 35%, n=10; B1: 35%, n = 10; B2: 17%, n = 6; C1: 25%, n = 3, for

Discourse Orientation Moves). Several examples of Grounders and Discourse Orientation Moves

as used by the NNS are provided below:
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(67) B1. Gr. loti n fatitoa pov dev eivor *kalo, kaAn yioti eivor Told HKp. [Grounder]
Eng. Because my suitcase is not good, good because it’s very small. [Grounder]

(68) B1. Gr. Ovudoar ot tyv mpooeyn efdoudoa Oa méw éva taciol; [Discourse Orientation Move]
Eng. Do you remember that next week I’1l go on a trip? [Discourse Orientation Move]

(69). B2. Gr. Eiyo mollés uepikéc umoritoes, ollo o1 KOPES OV LOD TOIPVODY TOVTO TIG
Solitoeg. [Grounder]

Eng. I had several many suitcases, but my daughters always take the suitcases. [Grounder]
(70) B2. Gr. v emouevn gfdouddo. Eepeig ot ey pedyw yra talior oty EALdda. [Discourse
Orientation Move]

Eng. Next week you know I’'m going on a trip to Greece. [Discourse Orientation Move]

NS also relied heavily on Attention Getters (24%, n = 44 in the Suitcase Scenario and 24%,
n =24 in the Cleaning Scenario), and, to a lesser extent, on Preparators (11%, n =20 in the Suitcase
Scenario and 5%, n = 5 in the Cleaning Scenario). These two modifiers were less favored by NNS
in both the Suitcase (B2: 4%, n=3; C1: 10%, n = 1, for Attention Getters and A2: 14%, n=15; B1:
19%, n=9;B2: 22%, n=15; C1: 20%, n = 2, for Preparators) and Cleaning Scenarios. Other types
of external modifications were used minimally or not at all by any group.

As far as the internal modifications are concerned, Table 47 presents the distribution of

modifiers used in both contexts per group.
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Distribution of Internal Modifications Used by All Groups in Both Scenarios
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Internal Modifications Suitcase Cleaning
NS A2 Bl B2 ClI NS A2 Bl B2 C(Cl
. . f 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0
Syntactic Negation % 0 0 0 0 0 ) 0 16 0 0
. . f o0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0
Subjunctive % 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0
Conditional Structure (; }g 210 222 é 8 g 8 g ; 8

0
Past Tense f 3 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
% 5 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0
Future Tense f 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 1 0 0
% 0 0 0 0 0 13 0 16 0 0
Aspect f 3 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
P % 5 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
. . f 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0
Passive Voice o 0 0 0 0 0 ) 0 0 0 0
Lexical/Phrasal Understaters/Hedgers (; é g g 8 g }‘9‘ g g 8 323
0

. f 2 1 1 3 1 1 2 1 3 2
Politeness Marker /" 5 50 11 20 20 1 50 16 21 33
C f 1 1 0 0 0 3 0 0 3 0
Subjectivizers o 2 20 0 0 0 4 0 0 71 0
Downtoner f 20 2 2 7 2 10 0 0 2 0
owntoners % 37 40 22 46 40 13 0 0 14 0
Caiolers f 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
J % 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 0
Ly f 6 0 0 2 1 10 0 0 1 2
Solidarity Markers o, 13 g o 43 20 13 0 o 7 33
Consultative Devices o/fo 161 g 333 é 210 g 215 116 ; 8
Appealers f 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0
pp % 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0
Intensifiers f 2 0 0 0 0 3 1 2 2 0
(Upgraders) % 3 0 0 0 0 4 25 33 14 0
Total f 54 5 9 15 5 72 4 6 14 6
% 23 12 16 22 33 42 12 17 28 33

The previous table highlights differences between the two contexts regarding the types of

internal modifications preferred by NS and NNS. It can be observed that NS used more internal

modifications in the Cleaning Scenario than in the Suitcase Scenario. Specifically, they most

frequently employed Understaters/Hedgers (19%, n = 14), the Future Tense (13%, n = 10),

Solidarity Markers (13%, n = 10), and Downtoners (13%, n = 10). However, these modifiers were

less preferred by NS in the Suitcase Scenario, except for Downtoners, which were used more
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frequently (37%, n = 20), alongside the Conditional Structure (18%, n = 10). In contrast, NNS
showed a greater use of internal modifiers in the Suitcase Scenario, although their usage remained
minimal across groups. Of all proficiency levels, the B2 group demonstrated the highest use of
internal modifiers in both scenarios, especially Downtoners in the Suitcase Scenario (46%, n = 7).
In the Cleaning Scenario, this group showed a more varied use of internal modifications. The
following examples serve to illustrate the use of internal modifications by two participants at the
B2 level and two others at the C1 level in both scenarios:

(71) B2. Gr. HOedo. vo. o€ payTHE® [Past Tense + Consultative Device] AV EYEIS uia fotitoo

Eng. I wanted to ask you [past Tense + Consultative Device] 1f you have one suitcase.

(72) B2. Gr. Mimwg [Downtoner] UTOPELS VoL TO Kobapioelrg,

Eng. Can you maybe [powntoner] clean it?

(73) B2. Gr. Mima¢ [Downtoner] ExE1S €00 pia folitoo,

Eng. Do you happen to [powntoner] have one suitcase?

(74) C1. Gr. Towg [Downtoner] UTOPEIS VAL LLOD OWOCEIS TH OLKN *THG, TOG TOPOKAAD [Politeness Marker

+ Solidarity],

Eng. Can you maybe [Downtoner] gIVe me yours, please [Politeness Marker + Solidarity]?

(75) C1. Gr. Zog mopoakodd [Politeness Marker + Solidarity], UTOPEIS VO ¥KADVELS UOVO [Understater] THV

rovliva,

Eng. Please [politeness Marker + Solidarity], can you clean only [Understater] the kitchen?

In summary, notable differences were observed in the types of requests and modifications
used by all groups across the two contexts. While all groups relied heavily on Conventionally

Indirect Requests in the Suitcase Scenario, the Cleaning Scenario revealed more variation in the
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types of requests employed. Regarding the use of modifications, all groups used external and
internal modifiers in comparable quantities overall, though some differences were found in the

choice of specific types of devices, particularly regarding the internal modifiers.

4.2.2. High Distance and Low Power Scenarios (+D, -P)

The Sugar and Shoes Scenarios were role plays that represented situations where the
participants were either strangers or had minimal familiarity (high social distance) but held equal
status (low power). Figure 24 compares the percentages of the types of requests used by NS and

NNS in these two scenarios.

Figure 24

Comparison of Request Types by Group in the Sugar and Shoes Scenarios
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The previous figure highlights differences in the types of requests across groups in the two
scenarios characterized by high distance and low power. In the Sugar Scenario, both NS and NNS
strongly preferred Conventionally Indirect Requests (NS: 71%, n = 38, M =10.2, SD = 10.1; A2:
80%,n =12, M=3,SD=3.5;B1: 75%,n =12, M =3, SD =3.4; B2: 77%, n = 14, M= 3.5, SD
=43;Cl1: 75%,n =3, M=0.75, SD = 0.95). However, in the Shoes Scenario, the preference for
Conventionally Indirect Requests was maintained primarily by NS (62%, n = 33, M = 8.25, SD =
5.9), while NNS at all proficiency levels predominantly opted for Direct Requests, especially
participants at the A2 level (A2: 73%, n =11, M=2.75,SD =5.5;B1:43%,n =7, M= 1.75, SD
=3.5;B2:63%,n =12, M =3, SD =6, Cl: 50%, n =2, M= 0.5, SD = 1). This is in contrast to
the NS’s use of Direct Requests in the Shoes Scenario (32%, n =17, M=4.25, SD =8.5). Notably,
some participants at the B1 and B2 levels still relied on Conventionally Indirect Requests in the
Shoes Scenario, though to a lesser extent (B1: 31%, n =5, M = 1.25, SD = 1.25; B2: 31%, n = 6,
M=1.5,8D = 1.9). Non-Conventionally Indirect Requests were rarely employed by any group in
either scenario. The difference in the use of requests across contexts is represented in the following
examples:

(76) A2. Gr. Ecd &yeig; [Query-Preparatory with Present Indicative]

Eng. (Do) you have? [Query-Preparatory with Present Indicative]

(77) A2. Gr. Oa n0eka évo. {evyapt TATODTOLA. [Direct/Need-Want Statement]

Eng. I would like a pair of shoes. [Direct/Need-Want Statement]

(78) B1. Gr. Oa uropéaete va. pov dwaoete Aiyn {ox)0pn, [Query-Preparatory of Ability]

Eng. Could you give me a bit of sugar? [Query-Preparatory of Ability]

(79) B1. Gr. @élw va ayopdl ot T0 TATOVTOIA. [Direct/Need-Want Statement]

Eng. I want to buy these shoes. [Direct/Need-Want Statement]
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(80) B2. Gr. Mropeize vo. oo *owoet Aryoxt (ayopt; [Query-Preparatory of Ability]

Eng. Can you give me ehh a little little sugar? [Query-Preparatory of Ability]

(81) B2. Gr. Oa n0slo. vo. 10 00KIUAO®. [Direct/Need-Want Statement]

Eng. I would like to try them on. [Direct/Need-Want Statement]

(82) Cl1. Gr. Mimag éxete (oyopn Kai UTOPEITE VO, OV ODOETE AIYO; [Query-Preparatory with Present
Indicative]

Eng. Do you perhaps have sugar and can give me a little? [Query-Preparatory with Present Indicative]
(83) C1. Gr. Oa nbeia vo. ayopdow avto to (evyopt TOTOVTEI0 TOD EYETE EO. [Direct/Need-Want
Statement]

Eng. I would like to buy this pair of shoes that you have here. [Direct/Need-Want Statement]

(84) NS. Gr. Eyxeis kalorov {ayapn, [Query-Preparatory with Present Indicative]

Eng. Do you have any sugar? [Query-Preparatory with Present Indicative]

(85) NS. Gr. Mirawg Oo. uropodoate vo. puov oeicete to (EVYOPL OVTO EXGVMD TO OETO; [Query-
Preparatory of Ability]

Eng. Could you perhaps show me that pair up there, the laced ones? [Query-Preparatory of Ability]

Concerning the modifications, based on the total number of modifiers used in the Sugar
and Shoes Scenarios (see Section 4.1., Tables 28 and 32, respectively), a comparison of the sums
reveals that NS relied more on the use of modifiers in the Sugar Scenario (n = 199) than in the
Shoes Scenario (7 = 98). All NNS groups exhibited a similar pattern to NS, using more modifiers
in the Sugar Scenario (A2: n =41; Bl: n =46; B2: n = 55; C1: n = 19) than in the Shoes Scenario
(A2: n=15;Bl: n=27; B2: n=30; Cl: n = 15). While the total number of modifications used in

both role plays increased with proficiency, the A2, B1, and B2 levels displayed a greater difference
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in the number of modifications between the two scenarios. In what follows, the modifications used
in each scenario will be compared by type to identify similarities and differences across contexts.
Such similarities can also be observed when comparing the modifications by type.

Figure 25 below presents the comparison of the percentages of use of external and internal

modifiers by all groups in both scenarios.

Figure 25

Comparison of Modifications by Group in the Sugar and Shoes Scenarios

Sugar Shoes

50
40
30
20
w 1l
0
NS A2 Bl B2 C1 NS A2 B1 B2 C1

mExternal mInternal

Note. The vertical axis of the figure shows the percentage of modifications.

As shown in the previous figure, similar patterns can be observed in the modifications used
across groups in both scenarios. The overall use of modifications across groups, especially the
internal modifiers, is higher compared to those characterized by low distance and low power as
addressed in the previous section. In the Sugar and Shoes Scenarios, the NS, as well as the
participants at the A2, B1, and B2 levels, all relied more heavily on external modifiers (Sugar
Scenario: NS: 52%, M =2.08, SD = 1.23; A2: 68%, M =1.87, SD = 0.99; B1: 72%, M =2.19, SD

=1.37; B2: 61%, M =1.89, SD = 1.15, and Shoes Scenario: NS: 61%, M =1.17, SD = 1.03; A2:
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81%, M = 0.60, SD = 0.63; B1: 74%, M = 1.25, SD = 1.00; B2: 60%, M = 1.05, SD = 0.91). In
contrast, those at the C1 level opted for internal over external modifiers in both the Sugar and
Shoes Scenarios (57%, M = 2.75, SD = 1.50, and 43%, M = 1.75, SD = 0.95, respectively). Bl
level participants employed the greatest number of external modifiers in both role plays but used
fewer internal modifiers (27%, M = 0.81, SD = 0.83 in the Sugar Scenario and 25%, M = 0.44, SD
= 0.62 in the Shoes Scenario).

Table 48 below displays the distribution of the types of external modifiers used by all
groups in the Sugar and Shoes Scenarios, highlighting their preferences for request modifications

in these +D and -P role plays.

Table 48

Distribution of External Modifications Used by All Groups in Both Scenarios

External Modifications Sugar Shoes
NS A2 B1 B2 Cl1 NS A2 B1 B2 Cl1
. f 6 4 4 1 0 17 2 4 2 2
Attention Getters % 5 14 11 3 0 27 2 2 10 22
Preparators f 17 3 4 9 1 20 0 0 0 0
P % 15 10 11 25 12 32 0 0 0 0
Getting a Precommitment "ﬁo 8 8 g 8 8 g 8 ; 8 8
Grounder f 49 13 16 18 4 11 1 3 11 7
u % 44 46 45 50 50 17 11 15 55 77
Disarmer f 4 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
% 3 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
.. . f 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Imposition Minimizer o 1 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Promise of Reward/Future f 2 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
Action % 2 0 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 0
Avolo f 15 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
pology % 13 0 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 0
. f 9 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0
Considerator % 3 3 3 3 12 1 0 0 0 0
Discourse Orientation Move "ﬁo g 157 g 153 225 }g 666 é(z) 375 8
S tener f 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
weeteners % 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total f 110 28 35 36 8 62 9 20 20 9
% 52 68 72 61 42 61 81 74 60 56
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Overall, NS displayed a wider range of modifiers in both role plays, particularly in the
Sugar Scenario. Specifically, this group strongly favored Grounders (44%, n = 49), and to a lesser
extent, Preparators (15%, n = 17), and Apologies (13%, n = 15). Regarding the Shoes Scenario,
Preparators were highly used (32%, n = 20) alongside Attention Getters (27%, n = 17) and
Discourse Orientation Moves (16%, n = 10). In the case of the NNS, all proficiency levels mostly
favored Grounders in both scenarios. However, their use was higher in the Sugar Scenario (A2:
46%, n=13; B1: 45%,n=16; B2: 50%, n = 18; C1: 50%, n = 4) compared to the Shoes Scenario
(A2: 11%, n =1; B1: 15%, n = 3; B2: 55%, n= 11; Cl: 77%, n = 7), which is similar to the
performance of NS. Other types of external modifiers were used by the NS in both scenarios, but
not by NNS, with the main difference lying in the use of Preparators. While NNS used them rarely
in the Sugar Scenario (A2: 10%, n=3; B1: 11%, n =4; B2: 25%, n=9; C1: 12%, n = 1), and not
at all in the Shoes Scenario, NS favor them considerably. The examples below serve to illustrate
the use (or nonuse) of Preparators by NS and NNS in both role plays:

(86) C1. Gr. Exw de1 011 dev &y {O)op]. [Grounder].

Eng. I’ve seen that I don’t have sugar. [Grounder]

(87) NS. Gr. Oa nbecia o yopn Pacikd. [Preparator]. ZEP OT1 axovyeton moAD ovvnbiouévo

[Disarmer], AALG OVIWGS UOV EYEL TEAEIWOEL N {OYOPT]. [Grounder]

Eng. I just would actually like to ask a favor [preparator]. I know this sounds very common

[Disarmer], DUt I’ve actually run out of sugar. [Grounder].

(88) B2. Gr. Mov apéaovv mapd, avtd, 0. TATOVTOLA. [Grounder]

Eng. I like these shoes a lot. [Grounder]

(89) NS. Gr. Zvyyveoun [Attention Getter], VO 060G pOTHOW KATL, [Preparator]

Eng. Excuse me [Attention Getterl, Can I ask you something? (preparator]
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The types of internal modifiers employed by the groups in both scenarios are shown in

Table 49 below.

Table 49

Distribution of Internal Modifications Used by All Groups in Both Scenarios

Internal Modifications Sugar Shoes
NS A2 Bl B2 Cl1 NS A2 B1 B2 Cl
Syntactic Negation of 8 g 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8
0
. . f 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Subjunctive % 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
.. f 18 1 1 0 0 19 2 3 6 2
Conditional Structure % 18 7 7 0 0 48 100 42 46 23
Past T f 4 0 0 1 0 2 0 1 2 1
ast Lense % 4 0 0 4 0 5 0 14 15 14
f 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
Future Tense % 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0
Aspect f 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0
P % 1 7 0 0 0 2 0 14 0 0
Passive Voice f ! 0 0 0 0 ! 0 0 0 0
% 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0
Lexical/Phrasal Understaters/Hedgers ; gg 358 358 384 237 ; 8 11 4 8 8
. f 1 3 2 3 2 6 0 0 3 0
Politeness Marker " | 53 45 53 g 15 0 0 23 0
. f 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 1
Subjectivizers % 0 0 0 g 0 0 0 0 0 14
Downtoners f 26 0 3 5 0 7 0 1 1 1
W % 26 0 23 21 0 18 0 14 7 14
Caiolers f 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
) % 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Solidarity Markers oﬁ 2 ; ; é 346 8 8 8 ; (0)
()
Consultative Devices ; ; 125 ; 41‘ 128 i 8 8 8 228
()
Appealers f 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
PP % 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Intensifiers f 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
(Upgraders) % 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total f 100 13 13 23 11 39 2 7 13 7
% 47 31 27 38 57 38 18 25 39 43

As observed in the table above, NS employed a higher number of internal modifications in

the Sugar Scenario (47%, n = 100) than in the Shoes Scenario (38%, n = 39). Similarly, NNS also

seemed to exhibit a higher use of internal modifiers in the Sugar Scenario (A2: 31%, n = 13; B1:
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27%,n=13; B2: 38%, n =23; C1: 57%, n = 11) than in the Shoes scenario (A2: 18%, n =2; B1:
25%, n=17; B2: 39%, n = 13; C1: 43%, n = 7). However, NNS used them less frequently in both
role plays. In this sense, several differences can be observed in the types of internal modifiers used
across groups. While NS strongly favored the Conditional Structure in both the Sugar and Shoes
Scenarios (18%, n = 18 and 48%, n = 19, respectively), NNS displayed minimum use of this
syntactic device (A2: 7%, n=1; B1: 7%, n =1 and A2: 100%, n =2; B1: 42%, n = 3; B2: 46%, n
=6; Cl1: 28%, n = 2, respectively). Regarding the use of lexical/phrasal modifiers, NS frequently
used Understaters/Hedgers in the Sugar Scenario (36%, n = 36), although they barely used them
in the Shoes Scenario (2%, n = 1). NNS also used Understaters/Hedgers more frequently in the
Sugar Scenario (A2: 38%, n = 5; B1: 38%, n =5; B2: 34%, n = 8; C1: 27%, n = 3), compared to
their minimal use in the Shoes Scenario (B1: 14%, n = 1). NNS barely employed Downtoners (B1:
23%, n=3; B2: 21%, n =5 and B1: 14%, n = 1; B2: 7%, n = 1; C1: 14%, n = 1, respectively),
which appeared to be highly preferred by NS in the Sugar Scenario (26%, n = 26), but less in the
Shoes Scenario (18%, n = 7). The use of internal modifiers by several NNS in both scenarios is
illustrated in the examples below:

(90) A2. Gr. Av *uov pwTam [Aspect] AV UTOPEIS VO OV ODOCEIS ATYO [Understater/Hedger] CAYOPT.

Eng. I wonder [aspect] if you can give me a bit [Understater/Hedger] Of sugar.

(91) A2. Gr. Oa nBela [Conditional] Eva. {gvYapI TOTODTTIO!

Eng. I would like [conditional] a pair of shoes

(92) B1. Gr. Oa uropéaete [Conditional] V& OV ODCETE AIYN [Understater/Hedger] COY 0PN,

Eng. Could you [conditional] give me a bit of sugar?

(93) B1. Gr. Oa 5j0cia [Conditional] va. Eva {evyapl momoDTola Y1a. Eva Y10pTH.

Eng. I would like [conditional] to see one pair of shows for a party.
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(94) B2. Gr. Mropeite vo, jiov 00EL AlYGKI [Understater/Hedger + Solidarity Marker] (Oyaph; [laparalo.
[Politeness Marker]

Eng. Can you give me a little (diminutive) [Understater/Hedger + Solidarity Marker] Sugar, please?
[Politeness Marker]

(95) B2. Gr. Oa 170¢cla. [Conditional] VO. TO OOKIUAG®, TOPOKOAD. [Politeness Marker]

Eng. I would like [conditional] to try them on, please. [politeness Marker]

To conclude, contrasting patterns in the use of requests were found across groups. While
NS strongly leaned towards Conventionally Indirect Requests in both role plays, NNS only opted
for this type of request in the Sugar Scenario, while preferring Direct Requests in the Shoes
Scenario. Additionally, all groups favored external over internal modifiers, except for those at the
CI1 level who preferred internal modifiers overall specifically in the Sugar Scenario. Overall,
Grounders were mostly used by both NS and NNS across contexts, although the latter group
exhibited a more limited use, particularly regarding other modifiers such as Preparators or the

Conditional Structure.
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4.2.3. High Distance and High Power Scenarios (+D, +P)

The three remaining role plays—the Deadline Extension, Overtime, and Day Off Scenarios—
depict formal situations characterized by high social distance and high power between the
interlocutors. Figure 26 presents the results regarding the types of requests used by all groups in

these formal contexts.

Figure 26

Comparison of Request Types by Group in the Deadline Extension, Overtime, and Day Off Scenarios
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Note. The vertical axis of the figure shows the percentage of participants.

The previous figure highlights several differences among groups in the use of requests
across the three formal scenarios. In the Deadline Extension Scenario, all groups predominantly
employed Conventionally Indirect Requests (NS: 60%, n = 32, M =8.00, SD = 7.18; A2: 73%, n
=11,M=2.75,SD=3.11; B1: 56%,n =9, M =2.25,SD =2.27;B2: 61%,n =11, M =2.75, SD
=3.27; Cl: 75%, n = 3, M= 0.75, SD = 0.83). Similarly, this type of request was favored in the
Overtime Scenario by participants at the B1 (56%, n =9, M =2.25, SD =3.86), B2 (57%,n = 11,

M =2.75, SD = 5.50), and C1 (100%, n = 4, M = 1.00, SD = 2.00) levels, whereas NS and A2
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participants leaned towards Direct Requests (73%, n =39, M =9.75, SD = 11.2 and 53%, n = 8§,
M = 2.00, SD = 4.00, respectively). Regarding the Day Off Scenario, Direct Requests were
predominantly used across all groups (NS: 66%, n =35, M =8.75, SD = 16.1; A2: 53%,n =8, M
=2.00, SD =4.00; B1: 50%, n = 8, M =2.00, SD = 4.00; B2: 78%, n = 15, M =3.75, SD = 7.50;
Cl: 75%, n = 3, M = 0.75, SD = 1.50). However, Conventionally Indirect Requests were also
employed to some extent by NS (33%, n = 18, M =4.50, SD = 5.25), A2 (46%,n =7, M =1.75,
SD =3.50), and B1 (43%, n =7, M= 1.75, SD = 2.87) participants. Non-Conventionally Indirect
Requests were rarely used in any of the scenarios. The following examples show the types of
requests used by some NS and B2 participants across the three scenarios:

(96) B2. Gr. Mrmopw va. oog ateilw v ékBeon Aiyo apyOTEPA, [Query-Preparatory of Permission]

Eng. Can I send you the assignment a bit later? [Query-Preparatory of Permission]

(97) B2. Gr. Mropeis vo. dovieveig *técoepo dpeg o TOAD GHUEPD., [Query-Preparatory of Ability]

Eng. Can you work four hours extra today? [Query-Preparatory of Ability]

(98) B2. Gr. @élw va mopw Gdela. [Direct/Need-Want Statement]

Eng. I want to take a day off. [Direct/Need-Want Statement]

(99) NS. Gr. Mg o umopodoo vo. Exmw 000 UEPES TOPATEV®D VO. THY OAOKANPDO®, [Query-

Preparatory of Permission]

Eng. Could I just have two more days to complete it? [Query-Preparatory of Permission]

(100) NS. Oa n0cla, av yivetol, v eTouevH ELOOUCOC VO, DOVAEWELS AIYES TOPOTAV®D WPES.

[Direct/Need-Want Statement]

Eng. I would like you to work a few extra hours next week, if possible. [Direct/Need-Want Statement]

(101) NS. Gr. Mia uépa doeta Qo 0k vo, 0uthOad. [Direct/Need-Want Statement]

Eng. One day I would like to request. [Direct/Need-Want Statement]
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When comparing the total number of modifications across the Deadline Extension,
Overtime, and Day Off Scenarios (see Section 4.1., Tables 36, 40, and 44, respectively), all groups
exhibited a similar performance and used comparable numbers of modifiers in the three role plays.
In the Deadline Extension Scenario, NS (n = 266) along with A2 (n =43), B1 (n =48), and B2 (n
= 64) participants, used slightly more modifications than in the other two scenarios. Across all
three role plays, the number of modifiers increased with proficiency, particularly from the A2 to
B2 level. In contrast, C1 participants used slightly more modifiers in the Overtime Scenario (n =
23). These similarities were also reflected in the types of modifications employed by each group.

Figure 27 compares the percentages of use of external and internal modifiers by all groups

in the three formal scenarios.

Figure 27

Comparison of Modifications by Group in the Deadline Extension, Overtime, and Day Off Scenarios
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Note. The vertical axis of the figure shows the percentage of modifications.

As the previous figure shows, findings revealed a similar performance across groups in the

three formal role plays. As can be observed, all groups highly favored external modifications over
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internal in the Deadline Extension (NS: 67%, M =3.40, SD =1.60; A2: 81%, M=2.33,SD=1.11;
B1: 81%, M =2.44, SD = 1.26; B2: 73%, M = 2.47, SD = 1.30; C1: 57%, M = 3.00, SD = 0.81),
Overtime (NS: 64%, M =3.68, SD = 1.94; A2: 80%, M =2.40, SD =1.35; B1: 83%, M =1.94, SD
= 1.34; B2: 74%, M =2.79, SD = 1.31; C1: 65%, M = 4.75, SD = 2.50), and Day Off (NS: 73%,
M=3.55,8D=1.62; A2: 75%, M =2.53, SD = 1.35; B1: 70%, M = 1.81, SD =1.16; B2: 81%, M
=247, 8D = 1.17; Cl: 75%, M = 3.00, SD = 1.15) Scenarios. Unlike the previously discussed
Sugar and Shoes Scenarios characterized by +D and -P, participants across all groups did not draw
on internal modifiers as much and opted most predominantly for external modifications.

Table 50 below presents the distribution of the types of external modifiers used by the NS

and NNS in the three scenarios in order to clearly observe similarities and differences.

Table 50

Distribution of External Modifications Used by All Groups in the Three Scenarios

M(])deigaz:t?(l)ns Deadline Extension Overtime Day Off

NS A2 Bl B2 Cl1 NS A2 Bl B2 C1I NS A2 Bl B2 Cl1

) f 19 4 2 2 0 29 9 5 2 1 18 13 3 4 0

Adtention Getters % 10 11 5 4 0 14 25 16 3 5 9 34 10 8 0

Preparators f 27 4 8 8 2 38 9 8 16 4 35 6 6 13 3

% 15 11 20 17 16 19 25 25 30 21 18 15 20 27 25

Getting a f 1 0 1 0 0 1 2 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0

Precommitment % -1 0 2 0 0 -1 5 3 0 0 -1 2 0 0 0

Grounder f 8 20 18 23 8 64 11 7 21 6 70 12 13 18 5

% 46 57 46 48 66 32 30 22 39 31 37 31 44 38 41

Disarmer f 6 2 1 2 0 6 0 1 1 2 28 2 4 4 2

% 3 5 2 4 0 3 0 3 2 10 14 5 13 8 16

Imposition Minimizer f 0 0 2 3 0 2 2 ! 2 ! 0 0 0 0 0

% 0 0 5 6 0 1 5 3 3 5 0 0 0 0 0

Promise of f 1 1 2 0 0 13 1 3 2 2 0 2 0 0 0

Reward/Future % -1 3 5 0 0 6 2 9 3 10 0 5 0 0 0
Action

Anolo f 4 1 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 7 0 1 4 0

Pology % 2 3 0 4 0 1 0 0 0 0 3 0 3 8 0

Considerator f 16 0 2 0 1 11 0 1 2 1 23 0 2 2 2

% 8 0 5 0 8 5 0 3 3 5 12 0 6 4 16

Discourse Orientation f 19 2 3 7 1 15 2 4 4 0 5 2 0 2 0

Move % 10 5 7 14 8 7 5 12 7 0 2 5 0 4 0

Sweeteners f 3 1 0 0 0 14 0 0 3 2 1 0 0 0 0

% 1 3 0 0 0 7 0 0 5 10 -1 0 0 0 0

Total f 180 35 39 47 12 195 36 31 53 19 188 38 29 47 12

% 67 81 &8 73 57 67 81 73 76 76 73 79 70 81 75
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The previous table highlights that all groups leaned mainly towards Grounders and
Preparators across the three role plays. Specifically, all NNS proficiency levels favored Grounders
in the Deadline Extension Scenario (A2: 57%, n = 20; B1: 46%, n = 18; B2: 48%, n = 23; Cl1:
66%, n = 8), whereas all groups used them slightly less in the other two role plays. This
performance aligns with the use of this modifier by NS (46%, n = 84 in the Deadline Extension
Scenario; 32%, n = 64 in the Overtime Scenario and 37%, n = 70 in the Day Off Scenario).
Regarding Preparators, all groups appeared to employ them more in the Overtime (NS: 19%, n =
38; A2:25%, n=9; B1: 25%, n =8; B2: 30%, n = 16; C1: 21%, n = 4) and Day Off (NS: 18%, n
=35;A2: 15%,n=6;B1:20%, n=6;B2:27%,n=13; C1: 25%, n = 3) Scenarios when compared
to the Deadline Extension Scenario (NS: 15%, n =27; A2: 11%, n=4; B1: 20%, n =8; B2: 17%,
n=238; Cl: 16%, n = 2). To a lesser extent, NS also used Attention Getters across the three role
plays (10%, n = 19 in Deadline Extension; 14%, n = 29 in Overtime and 9%, n = 18 in Day Off).
This modifier was mostly used by NNS in the Overtime (A2: 25%, n=9; B1: 16%, n =5; B2: 3%,
n=73; Cl: 5%, n=1) and Day Off (A2: 34%, n = 13; B1: 10%, n = 3; B2: 8%, n = 4) Scenarios.
NS also drew on Considerators (8%, n = 16 in the Deadline Extension Scenario, 5%, n = 11 in the
Overtime Scenario, and 12%, n = 23 in the Day Off Scenario) and Discourse Orientation Moves
(10%, n = 19 in the Deadline Extension Scenario; 7%, n = 15 in the Overtime Scenario, and 2%,
n =5 in the Day Off Scenario), but more moderately. However, these modifiers were barely
employed by the NNS groups in any of these scenarios. The examples below illustrate the use of
some of these external modifiers across the three role plays:

(102) B1. Gr. Exyw moiin 60vAELG 6TO TOVETIGTHUIO KOL OEV UTOPD VO, TEAELDT® TH EPYATIO.

Y10, *UEPQAL. [Grounder]
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Eng. I have, have a lot of work at university and I can’t finish the assignment for (to)day.
[Grounder]

(103) B2. Gr. Oéiw vo. piddw pe egéva. [Preparator]

Eng. I want to talk to you.

(104) C1. Gr. @élw vo. 6ag p@THOW KOTI. [Preparator]

Eng. I want to ask you something. [preparator]

(105) NS. Gr. Ene1on éxw évo mpoomikd (HTHUO. YI0TI GOYYPOVOS EPYALOUAL KO OEV EYD
TPOAGPEL VO 0OLOKANPOO® THY EPYATIO. LLOV. [Grounder]

Eng. Because I have a personal matter, since I am also working at the same time, and I
haven’t had the chance to finish my assignment. [Grounder]

(106) NS. Gr. Mropw va. o€ 0mwacyolfow yio, Aiyo; [Preparator]

Eng. Can I bother you a moment? [preparator]

(107) NS. Gr. Ol va o0c omaoyoinow yio Alyo. [Preparator]

Eng. I want to bother you for a moment. [preparator]

Regarding the types of internal modifiers, Table 51 below displays their use by NS and

NNS across the three contexts.
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Table 51

Distribution of Internal Modifications Used by All Groups in the Three Scenarios

Internal Modifications Deadline Extension Overtime Day Off
NS A2 Bl B2 CI NS A2 Bl B2 CI NS A2 Bl B2 (Il
. . f 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
Syntactic  Negation % o0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 0
Subjunctive f 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Conditional Structure f 28 0 2 4 ! 32 2 ! 3 0 32 0 2 6 2
% 32 0 22 23 11 34 25 9 18 0 46 0 16 54 50
Past Tense f 3 0 0 1 1 2 0 0 0 1 4 0 1 1 0
% 3 0 0 6 11 2 0 0 0 16 5 0 8 9 0
Future Tense f 3 0 0 1 0 10 0 1 3 0 8 0 0 0 0
% 3 0 0 6 0 10 0 9 18 0 11 0 0 0 0
Aspect f 2 0 2 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 1 1 2 0 0
% 2 0 22 0 11 0 0 18 0 0 1 10 16 0 0
Passive Voice f 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
% 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lexical/ Understaters/ f 20 4 2 5 3 15 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
Phrasal Hedgers % 23 50 22 29 33 16 12 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 0
Politeness Marker f 4 ! 2 ! 0 3 ! 0 2 0 2 4 0 ! 0
% 4 12 22 6 0 3 12 0 12 0 3 40 0 9 0
Subjectivizers f 0 1 0 0 0 3 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
% 0 12 0 0 0 3 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0
Downtoners f 9 1 0 3 1 6 2 2 1 1 5 2 0 1 0
% 10 12 0 17 11 6 25 18 6 16 7 20 0 9 0
Cajolers f 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0
somyyaten L3000 0 020 p a0 2 00 o
Consultative Devices f 13 ! ! 2 2 13 2 > 3 4 13 3 > 2 2
% 15 12 11 11 22 14 25 45 31 66 18 30 41 18 50
A I f 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
ppealers % 0 0 0 0 0O 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Intensifiers (Upgraders) 02 i 8 g 8 g g 8 8 8 g é g 8 g 8
Total f 86 8 9 17 9 92 8 11 16 6 69 10 12 11 4
% 32 18 18 26 42 32 19 26 24 24 26 21 29 18 25

The previous table shows that NNS used internal modifiers minimally across the three role
plays when compared to the NS group. NS mostly employed the Conditional Structure (32%, n =
28 in the Deadline Extension; 34%, n = 32 in the Overtime, and 46%, n = 32 in the Day Off
Scenarios) and Consultative Devices (15%, n = 13 in the Deadline Extension; 14%, n = 13 in the
Overtime, and 18%, n = 13 in the Day Off Scenarios), but NNS showed limited use of these
modifiers in all three role plays. However, they did draw on internal modifications more in the
Deadline Extension Scenario than in the other two, particularly in the use of Understaters/Hedgers
(A2:50%, n=4;Bl:22%, n=2;B2: 29%, n=5; C1: 33%, n = 3). Other modifiers were favored

by NNS in the other two situations, such as Consultative Devices in both the Overtime Scenario
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(A2:25%, n=2; B1:45%, n=5; B2: 31%, n = 5; C1: 66%, n = 4) and the Day Off Scenario (A2:
30%,n=3;B1:41%, n=15; B2: 18%, n=2; C1: 50%, n = 2); the Conditional was also employed
in the Day Off Scenario (B1: 16%, n = 2; B2: 54%, n = 6; C1: 50%, n = 2). Additionally, NS
favored Understaters/Hedgers in the Deadline Extension Scenario (23%, n = 20) and, to a lesser
extent, in the Overtime Scenario (16%, n = 15); NS did not employ this modifier in the Day Off
Scenario. Notably, NNS only exhibited some usage of Understaters/Hedgers in the Deadline
Extension Scenario (A2: 50%, n = 4; B1: 22%, n = 2; B2: 29%, n = 5; C1: 33%, n = 3). Other
modifiers such as the Past Tense, the Future Tense, the Politeness Marker, or Downtoners were
used sparingly by all groups across scenarios. The examples below show some use of internal
modification devices in each formal role play:

(108) A2. Gr. Xperalopor Aiyo [Understater/Hedger] *TT1OG KOIPO.

Eng. I need a bit [Understater/Hedger] MOTE time.

(109) B1. Gr. 2 patdw [Aspect] OV UTOPEIS VOL LUEVEIS ADPIO TEGOEPIS WPES *TiOL.

Eng. I ask [aspect] if yOu can stay tomorrow four more hours.

(110) B2. Gr. Oa 10ela. [Conditional] VL Exw pio. uépo. doeia,

Eng. I would like [conditional] to have a day off.

(111) C1. Gr. HOela. [past Tense] VO pOTHEW [Consultative Device] AV UTOPEITE VAL LLOD ODTETE AlYO

[Understater/Hedger] *7T10 YPOVO QKOO YLO. VO, TO TEAELDT.

Eng. I wanted [past Tense] tO ask [Consultative Device] 1f you can give a little [Understater/Hedger] mOTE

time to finish it.

(112). NS. Gr. Oo mpémet [Future Tense] VO KOOITEIS ATYO [Understater/Hedger] TOPOATAVD.

Eng. You will have [Future Tense] tO Stay a little [Understater/Hedger] longer.
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In summary, several differences were observed in the types of requests used by all groups
in these three formal role plays. While all groups favored Conventionally Indirect Requests in the
Deadline Extension Scenario and Direct Requests in the Day Off Scenario, their performance
seemed to differ in the Overtime Scenario, i.e., NS and A2 participants relied more on Direct
Requests while B1, B2, and C1 participants strongly favored Conventionally Indirect Requests.
Regarding the use of modifiers across the three scenarios, however, all groups exhibited a similar
performance, relying mostly on external devices such as Grounders and Preparators, which were
the most commonly used by all groups. Additionally, NNS used internal modifiers minimally when

compared to the NS in all three role plays.
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4.3. RQ3: Pragmatic Transfer in Greek Requests by Spanish/Catalan Bilinguals

The third research question of the present dissertation aimed to examine potential instances
of pragmatic transfer in the requesting behavior of Spanish/Catalan bilingual learners of Greek as
a foreign language (NNS). Specifically, it investigated whether the NNS participants used the
formal form of address (formal ‘you’: Spa. usted / Cat. voste / Gr. eocic) when making requests in
three of the seven role plays: the Shoes (+D, -P), Deadline Extension (+D, +P), and Day Off (+D,
+P) Scenario®?. These scenarios were selected because they were expected to reveal differences
between the Greek NS and the Spanish/Catalan bilingual learners (NNS). This tendency toward
formal address in Greek, as outlined by Sifianou (1992a), was further supported by the NS
participants in this study. As discussed in the contrastive analysis included in the literature review
(Section 2.5.3), the informal form of ‘you’ is now more commonly used and widely accepted both
in Spanish (#7) (Sampedro, 2016, 2022) and in Catalan (voste) (Nogué et al., 2022). This analysis
is particularly relevant since the informal ‘you’ in Spanish (#2) and Catalan (#u) is generally used
consistently regardless of the degree of formality in a given situation (Osvath, 2015).

In light of this, this section presents the findings on the forms of address used by all groups
in each of the three scenarios. Descriptive statistics are first provided to highlight the use of
informal and formal forms of address by NS and NNS (as an overall group and by proficiency
level). Then, Chi-square and Fisher’s exact tests were used to examine whether there are any
statistical differences between NS and NNS. Additionally, logistic nominal regression was

conducted to explore the probability of using the formal address form of ‘you’ across proficiency

22This analysis considers all of the requester’s turns across the three role plays, as the form of address was sometimes
missing in the turn where the request was made. Additionally, the analysis considers not only the participants’ explicit
use of the forms of address (whether formal or informal) but also the verb conjugation, which, as discussed in Section
2.5.3, differs in Greek compared to Spanish and Catalan.
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groups. Examples are provided to illustrate the address forms used by the groups in the three

scenarios.

4.3.1. Shoes Scenario (+D, -P)

Table 52 below provides a detailed overview of the frequencies and percentages regarding
the absence or use of formal and informal ‘you’ in the Shoes Scenario. It compares the choices
made by NS as a group to those made by the NNS as a group (regardless of proficiency level),

highlighting how each group navigates formality in this specific context.

Table 52

Frequencies and Percentages of Formal and Informal ‘You’ by NS and NNS in the Shoe Scenario

NS NNS
% f Y%
No Use of Any Form of Address (o) 11 20 26 48
Informal “You’ (gad) 1 2 10 18
Formal ‘You’ (eoeis) 41 77 18 33
Total 53 100 54 100

As the previous table shows, most NS used the formal ‘you’ (¢o¢i¢) in this role play (n =
41). In contrast, NNS used the formal ‘you’ (eoeis) less frequently (n = 18), although it was used
more overall than the informal ‘you’ (ead) (n = 10). Notably, nearly half of the NNS chose not to
use either the informal or formal ‘you’ in Greek when requesting the shoes, opting for speaker-
oriented requests instead (n = 26). In order to explore whether the difference in the use of formal
‘you’ was significantly different between NS and NNS in this scenario, a Chi-square test of
independence was conducted to examine the differences. The test revealed significant differences
between the two groups y:(1, N=70) = 14.093, p <.001.

Table 53 compares the use of informal and formal ‘you’ by the NS and the four proficiency

groups.
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Table 53

Frequencies and Percentages of Formal and Informal ‘You’ by NS and NNS across Proficiency Levels in the Shoe

Scenario
NS A2 B1 B2 C1
% f % f % f % f %
No Use of Any Form of Address (o) 11 20 9 60 6 37 11 57 0 0
Informal “You’ (g00) 1 2 2 13 5 31 2 0 1 25
Formal ‘You’ (eoeis) 41 77 4 26 5 31 6 31 3 75
Total 53 100 15 100 16 100 19 100 4 100

As observed, the use of the formal ‘you’ was more common than the informal ‘you’ across
all proficiency levels, except for the B1 participants who made equal use of both forms of address
(both n = 5). However, although some developmental patterns can be perceived, the presence of
the formal ‘you’ was still very limited in the A2 (n=4), Bl (n=15), and B2 (n = 6) levels. In these
levels, most participants did not use any form of address due to the speaker-oriented nature of their
requests. The C1 level participants displayed some use of forms of address in this role play, with
three out of the four participants employing the formal ‘you’ in Greek (n = 3).

A nominal logistic regression?® was conducted to explore the probability of using the
formal address form of ‘you’ across proficiency levels in the Shoes Scenario. Overall, the learners’
levels were found to affect the probability of using the target form (Wald = 9.835, df =4, p =.043).
It was found that the highest predicted probability of using the formal ‘you’ was for the NS (M =
98, s.e. =.02), whereas the lowest probability was found for the B1 group. Significant differences
were found between B1 and NS (d = .48, p = .003), while the other groups performed similarly.

The following examples serve to illustrate developmental patterns in the use of the formal
address either in the head acts or modifiers in Greek across proficiency levels in this scenario:

(113) A2. Gr. Eyeic *ovtn ramovtoio 610 mpaoivo;

The C1 group was excluded from this type of analysis due to the limited number of participants.
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Eng. Do you have these shoes in green? (Informal ‘you’)

(114) B1. Gr. Towg *t0 umopa va Exew Aiyo Ponbeia amo aéva,
Eng. Perhaps I can have a little help from you? (Informal ‘you’)
(115) B2. Gr. Avté ta koxkiva. [eg] ta €xel aTo TPIOVTO. OKTM),
Eng. Do you have these red ones in size 38? (Formal ‘you’)
(116) C1. Gr. dev EEpw, av Exete TO vODUEPO LOD.

Eng. I don’t know if you have my number (Formal ‘you’).
(117). NS. Gr. Mirawg éxete avto 1o (evydpt morwovtoia o 38;

Eng. Do you perhaps have this pair of shoes in size 38? (Formal ‘you’)

Figure 28 provides a clearer illustration of these developmental patterns in the use of the

informal and formal ‘you’ in Greek across proficiency levels in this particular scenario.
y y

Figure 28

Use of Formal ‘You’ in Greek across Proficiency Levels in the Shoes Scenario
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As shown in this figure, the use of the formal ‘you’ in Greek showed an increase from the
A2 (n=4)to BI (n=75) level, remained constant at the B2 level (n = 6), and rose again at the C1

level (n = 3).

4.3.2. Deadline Extension Scenario (+D, +P)
Table 54 presents the breakdown of frequencies and percentages of the forms of address
employed by both groups of NS and NNS, highlighting differences in patterns and preferences

within this specific scenario.

Table 54

Frequencies and Percentages of Formal and Informal ‘You’ by NS and NNS in the Deadline Extension Scenario

NS NNS
f % f %
No Use of Any Form of Address (o) 1 2 14 26
Informal “You’ (gad) 0 0 22 41
Formal ‘You’ (eoeis) 52 98 17 32
Total 53 100 53 100

A clear divergence in the use of the forms of address is evident across groups, as shown in
the previous table. None of the NS used the informal ‘you’ in this context. Instead, the vast majority
strongly preferred the formal ‘you’ (n = 52) to address the professor. On the contrary, nearly half
of the NNS employed the informal ‘you’ (n = 22) in this situation. The formal ‘you’” was less
commonly used by this group (n = 17), while the remaining portion did not use either form (n =
14). For this scenario, a Fisher’s exact test was performed to examine whether there were
significant differences between NS and NNS in the use of the formal ‘you’ in this particular role
play. The test revealed significant differences between both groups, p <.001.

Concerning the use of these forms across proficiency levels, Table 55 includes the

frequencies and percentages per group to highlight developmental patterns.
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Table 55

Frequencies and Percentages of Formal and Informal ‘You’ by NS and NNS across Proficiency Levels in the

Deadline Extension Scenario

NS A2 B1 B2 C1
f % f % f % f % f %
No Use of Any Form of Address (o) 1 2 5 33 4 25 5 27 0 0
Informal ‘You’ (¢60) 0 0 8 53 8 50 4 22 2 50
Formal “You’ (go¢ic) 52 98 2 13 4 25 9 50 2 50
Total 53 100 15 100 15 100 19 100 4 100

Despite the clear difference shown in Table 50 between NS and NNS in their choice of
forms of address, Table 51 reveals an increased use of the formal ‘you’ in Greek across proficiency
levels, gradually replacing the informal form. At the A2 and B1 levels, participants predominantly
used the informal ‘you’ (both n = 8) when requesting a deadline extension. In contrast, nearly half
of the B2 group strongly favored the formal ‘you’ (n =9). At the C1 level, an equal preference for
the informal and formal ‘you’ was observed, with both used at the same frequency (n = 2).

A nominal logistic regression®* was conducted to explore the probability of using the
formal address form of ‘you’ across proficiency levels in the Deadline Extension Scenario. In this
case, nearly all NS used the formal form of 'you'. Thus, this group was excluded from the analysis.
Overall, proficiency level was not found to affect the probability of using the target form in this
scenario (Wald =5.77, p =.124). However, the A2 and B1 groups performed below the B2 group.

The examples below provide several instances of pragmatic transfer in the address forms
used in this scenario:

(118) A2. Gr. Zépw va Eyovue vo, *eotélva gov *1o dovAeid anuepa.

Eng. I know that we have to send you the assignment today. (Informal ‘you”)

(119) B1. Gr. Mropa va o€ patdm av umopm vo £y uio fooudda *mo va. 1o teleianve,

24The C1 group was excluded from this type of analysis due to the limited number of participants.
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Eng. Can I ask you if I can have one more week to finish it? (Informal ‘you’)

(120) B2. Gr. Oa 1#6cio vo. 1ov 0waoeis Alyo mo moAd ypovo yio vo, TEAEIDV@.

Eng. I would like you to give me a bit more time to finish. (Informal ‘you’)

(121) C1. Gr. Oéiw va *gov pwTHow oV 0D 1OV EMITPETELS VO KAV® EY® OLYC, OLY0. KOl TH
00VAEIC.

Eng. I want to ask you if you allow me to do little by little the assignment. (Informal “you’)
(122). NS. Gr. HOsAo va gog wo 6t owth v epyacio mov pov gyete faler oev Oo mpoiafiew
Vo, TV TEAEIDO®.

Eng. I wanted to tell you that this assignment that you gave me I won’t be able to finish it.

(Formal ‘you’)

Figure 29 shows the trend in the use of the formal ‘you’ across NNS proficiency levels.

Figure 29
Use of Formal ‘You’in Greek across Proficiency Levels in the Deadline Extension Scenario
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The previous figure shows a steady increase in the use of the formal ‘you’ in Greek from

levels A2 (n=2) to Bl (n=4) to B2 (n =9), but then remaining stable at the C1 level (n = 2).
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4.3.3. Day Off Scenario (+D, +P)

Table 56 includes the frequencies and percentages of the forms of address preferred by
both NS and NNS in the Day Off Scenario. The data highlights the distribution of the formal and
informal ‘you’, as well as cases with no explicit form of address, providing insights into the

variations between the two groups in this particular scenario.
Table 56

Frequencies and Percentages of Formal and Informal ‘You’ by NS and NNS in the Day Off Scenario

NS NNS
f % f %
No use of Any Form of Address () 0 0 30 55
Informal “You’ (gad) 2 4 11 20
Formal ‘You’ (eoeis) 51 96 13 24
Total 53 100 54 100

As shown in the table above, the preference in the forms of address differ between the two
groups. On the one hand, a vast majority of the NS used the formal ‘you’ (n = 51). On the other
hand, although NNS slightly favored the formal ‘you’ (n = 13) over the informal ‘you’ (n = 11),
its use was still limited. Additionally, over half of the participants in this group did not use any
form at all (n = 30), since most of them leaned towards using either the Query-Preparatory of
Permission or a Direct Request using a Need/Want Statement, as observed in the findings for RQ1
and RQ2. A Fisher’s exact test was conducted to assess whether there were significant differences
between NS and NNS in their use of the formal ‘you’ in this context. The results showed significant
differences between both groups, p <.001.

However, different patterns were observed in the preferences for the forms of address

across proficiency groups. The comparison is outlined in Table 57.
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Table 57

Frequencies and Percentages of Formal and Informal ‘You’ by NS and NNS across Proficiency Levels in the Day

Off Scenario
NS A2 B1 B2 C1
f % f % % f % f %
No Use of Any Form of Address (o) 0 0 10 66 11 68 9 47 0 0
Informal ‘You’ (ead) 2 4 3 20 1 6 5 26 2 50
Formal ‘You’ (eoeis) 51 96 2 13 4 25 5 26 2 50
Total 53 100 15 100 16 100 19 100 4 100

As observed, the use of the formal ‘you’ increases from the A2 to B2 levels although its
use across levels was still limited. While the A2 group slightly favored the use of the informal
‘you’ (n = 3) over the formal ‘you’ in this scenario (n = 2), some participants at the B1 level
showed a higher preference for the formal form of address (n =4). Regarding the B2 and C1 levels,
both groups displayed equal use of both forms (n = 5 and n = 2, respectively).

A nominal logistic regression? was conducted to explore the probability of using the
formal address form of ‘you’ across proficiency levels in the Day Off Scenario. Overall,
proficiency level was found to affect the probability of using the target form in this scenario (Wald
= 15.591, p = .004). Post hoc pairwise comparison results, however, failed to yield statistical
significance. A2 and B2 performed similarly in the use of the formal ‘you’, and B1 closely
resembled the NS group.

The following examples show the use of the formal and informal ‘you’ across proficiency
levels in this scenario:

(123) A2. Gr. Towg uropeic va. (oo kaveig o *yopa.

Eng. Maybe you can do me a favor. (Informal ‘you’)

(124) B1. Gr. Me avyywpeize, ey Oo. n0elo. va oag kot *ontnow.

ZThe C1 group was excluded from this type of analysis due to the limited number of participants.
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Eng. Excuse me, I would like to request something from you. (Formal ‘you’)
(125) B2. Gr.HOeAa *oag (nriow xari.

Eng. I wanted to ask you something. (Formal ‘you”)

(126) C1. Gr. llpénet va. gag pmthom, av Uropm vo. Exw pio uépo. Goeiag,
Eng. I must ask you if I can have a day off. (Formal ‘you’)

(127). NS. Gr. Oa nbeia va gog amacyolnow yio. éva (RTnud pov.

Eng. I would like to take up some of your time for a personal matter. (Formal ‘you’)

Figure 30 presents the developmental trends in the use of both forms of address in this role

play across proficiency levels.

Figure 30

Use of Formal You’ in Greek across Proficiency Levels in the Day Off Scenario
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The figure above illustrates a steady increase in the use of the formal ‘you’ across all

proficiency levels in this scenario (A2: n=2;Bl:n=4;B2: n=5;Cl: n=2).
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4.4. Results from the Retrospective Verbal Reports

This section presents the results of the retrospective verbal reports completed by the
Spanish/Catalan bilingual learners of Greek (NNS) after participating in the role plays. Examples
of responses are provided either in Greek or Spanish, with their translation in English. The results
presented here are primarily qualitative.

The retrospective verbal reports proved highly valuable for this study, as they allowed for
some degree of confirmation regarding the reliability of the main research instrument (i.e., role
plays) and provided a general overview of the NNS’s self-perceptions and pragmatic concerns
across proficiency levels. Since requests were the focus of all the scenarios, these retrospective
reports provided insightful information about the participants’ use of this speech act, despite the
general scope of the questions posed.

Table 58 includes the NNS groups’ perceptions by proficiency level toward the familiarity
and difficulty of each situation. The numbers in the table below indicate the frequency with which

each role play was mentioned at each proficiency level.



Table 58

NNS'’s Perceptions Taken from the Retrospective Verbal Reports
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Role Play Proficiency Level
Prior Experience (Questions 1 & 2)
A2 B1 B2 C1
Outside In Outside In Outside In Outside In
Class Class Class Class Class Class Class Class
Suitcase 5 0 2 4 5 3 2 0
Cleaning 5 0 3 1 6 3 2 0
Sugar 8 1 4 1 9 4 2 0
Shoes 9 4 12 4 15 7 4 0
Deadline Extension 6 1 4 3 8 4 1 0
Overtime 3 0 1 1 4 1 2 0
Day Off 4 1 4 3 7 2 2 0
Level of Difficulty (Questions 3 & 4)
A2 B1 B2 C1
Easy Difficult Easy Difficult Easy Difficult Easy  Difficult
Suitcase 3 0 6 0 4 1 1 1
Cleaning 0 1 3 3 4 1 0 2
Sugar 4 1 5 1 4 1 2 0
Shoes 5 1 9 2 14 1 1 0
Deadline Extension 1 2 1 3 1 1 1 1
Overtime 0 7 0 6 0 7 0 1
Day Off 1 4 2 4 1 3 1 2

Note. The “In Class” column refers to Greek lessons taken by the learners.

First, findings from the responses given by the A2 participants revealed that some of them

(n = 5) believed that the Shoes Scenario was easier since they had learned the basic vocabulary

related to shopping and had practiced it in class. In addition, they considered it an everyday

situation that requires vocabulary that is easily accessible. Some other A2 participants (n = 3) also

felt comfortable with the Suitcase Scenario, reporting that the language needed for this role play

is more colloquial, and mentioning that they have asked friends for favors at some points in their
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lives. Some learners at this level also reported that they found the Sugar (n = 4) and Cleaning
Scenarios (n = 5) moderately familiar. The Deadline Extension Scenario was also deemed as
familiar by several participants (» = 7) in this group. Specifically, four senior participants (n = 4)
reported being familiar with this situation as teachers or university professors, while the other three
participants (n = 3) said that they had encountered it as students. Despite the high familiarity with
these scenarios, some participants (n = 3) shared that they struggled with finding vocabulary at the
moment of the role play. Moreover, several participants (n = 6) at this level stated that they had
never engaged in any of the seven role plays in their Greek language classes. Those who reported
that they had practiced role plays (n = 4), indicated that the Shoes Scenario was the most common
one, as illustrated in the following responses to question two of the report:

(128) A2. Hemos hablado de estas tematicas, pero nunca... ;si! El de la tienda si, el ario

pasado en Al, pero el resto hemos hecho el vocabulario, pero sin el rol en si.

Eng. We’ve talked about these topics, but never... yes! We did the shop one last year in

A1, for the rest we’ve done the vocabulary, but not the actual role plays.

(129) A2. Si, ta poyalice muchas veces, cosas en clase, pocas y del resto poco, hacemos

mucho de uoyalia, reioryg...

Eng. Yes, the shops many times, things in class, very few, and the rest very little, we do a

lot about the shops, client...

(130) A2. Este si lo hemos hecho (uoyalia), y en principio como rol, nada, solo la tienda.

Eng. We’ve done this one (shop), and basically as a role [play], nothing, just the shop.

(131) A2. To poyadli, yroti ato Piplio Eyovue 0bo dropopetixa Pifiiia, Eyovus wavia y son

muy prdcticos para la vida diaria.
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Eng. The shop because in the book, we have two different books, we have shopping and

they’re very practical for everyday life.

In contrast, some of the other A2 participants were not as familiar with the other situations,
stating that they had difficulties using vocabulary in two role plays, specifically the Overtime (n =
7) and Day Off (n = 4) Scenarios. Those who were familiar with the Day Off Scenario (n = 2)
reported that they had previously experienced that situation in their lives. However, none of them
explicitly reported having experienced anything similar to the Overtime Scenario, even though
some (n = 3) stated that they were familiar with almost all the scenarios. The following examples
indicate some A2 participants’ difficulties with these role plays, as reported in question four:

(132) A2. Este (Overtime), el de pedir... porque no tenia el vocabulario. No... no lo he

hecho nunca y no sé... no tengo las palabras adecuadas para pedirle a alguien que haga

algo.

Eng. This one (Overtime), the one asking for... because I didn’t know the vocabulary.

No... I’ve never done it before, and I don’t know... I don’t have the appropriate words to

ask someone to do something.

(133) A2. Quizas en esta... (Day Off) porque no sabia argumentar, no tenia las palabras

para argumentar.

Eng. Perhaps in this one... (Day Off) because I didn’t know how to argue, I didn’t have the

words to argue.

(134) A2. Supongo que el del director porque es el que menos identificada me siento.

Eng. I guess the one with the boss, because it’s the one I feel the least identified with.
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(135) A2. En estos dos (Overtime and Day Off), y este, este por la cuestion del trabajo
(Overtime) y del si... en donde no puedes ofender a la persona y lo controlo menos.
Eng. In these two (Overtime and Day Off), and this one, this one because of work

(Overtime) and for... where you can’t offend the other person, and I control it less.

Besides the lack of vocabulary, some A2 participants (n = 2) stated that the use of the
appropriate form of address (informal vs. formal) was another critical challenge, especially in the
most formal scenarios. The other formal scenario (Deadline Extension) was not as frequently
mentioned by participants as a difficult scenario (n = 2). In fact, several participants (n = 6)
reported that they had experienced such a situation at some point in their lives and therefore were
highly familiar with it. However, some struggled with the vocabulary and the forms of address due
to the degree of formality (n = 3). The following examples include some participants’ perceptions
towards the degree of difficulty in the formal scenarios, as responded in question four:

(136) A2. Quizas esta la de... (Deadline Extension), me parece que en Grecia es senor

profesor, aqui no.

Eng. Perhaps this one of... (Deadline Extension), I think in Greece it is “Mr. Professor”,

not here.

(137) A2. Menos habitual quizas lo del trabajo, un poco mas dificil porque... los dos...

porque igual hay un vocabulario de estos que hacemos menos... también esto pasa que

como en castellano estamos poco habituados a hablar en usted y es un poco mas dificil
también... pues lo que me resulta dificil a veces es como dirigirme...

Eng. Less common is the working situations, more difficult because... both... (Overtime

and Day Off) because perhaps we see this vocabulary less... it also happens that, like in
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Spanish, we are less used to speaking using “usted” (formal ‘you’), and it is a bit more

difficult too... so the most difficult thing for me is to know how to address (someone)...

Regarding the B1 level, nearly all the participants could relate to the Shoes, Sugar, and
Suitcase Scenarios, having experienced them in their own lives. However, most of them reported
not having practiced them in their Greek courses, except for some cases. The Shoes Scenario was
generally considered the easiest one at this level (n = 9), since the interactions were shorter and
the vocabulary was more familiar to the participants, as reported. However, some participants (n
= 2) still found difficulties with this role play because they struggled to find keywords required to
purchase something in a shop (such as “try on” or “size”). The other two informal scenarios (Sugar
and Suitcase) were also considered easy (n = 5 and n = 6, respectively) as they did not require
complex structures. Several participants (n = 3) reported that they were also familiar with the
Cleaning Scenario due to personal experience living with other people in the same apartment.
Some of these perceptions reported by the B1 participants in question four can be observed in the
following examples:

(138) B1. Towg ue t pily, wovio kot yeitova... yiati eivar wo “informal”, eivou mio evkolo,

0eV TPETEL VO, *OKEPTOUATE TIG AELELS, TPETEL VO. YPHOYOTOL®, EIVaL TTL0 EAEVLHEPO.

Eng. Maybe the friend one, shop, and neighbor... because they are more informal, easier,

you don’t need to think of the words I must use, [it] is more free.

(139) B1. Towg ue o yeitova, yioti nrav edxolo, *t0 polo, eivai ebkxolo yio vo, wiAnow ue

0 yeitova, ogv Epw yioti ivar *évo “normal” *polo. Si, porque una situacion habitual

que se da frecuentemente. Nai, oto. poyalid, yioti Cépw avtég Tig AECEIS, YI0Ti 0gV TPETEL Vo
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7w ovorolo mpayuota. Ola eivor evkola. Me ) Palitoa, yati *to pilog, yvawpilw tov gilo,
porque le puedo tratar de tu, eivai edxolo, eivol Lo e0K0OAO.

Eng. Maybe with the neighbor, because it was easy, the role play, it’s easy to talk to the
neighbor, I don’t know because it’s a normal role. Yes, because it’s a common situation
that happens frequently. Yes, in the stores, because I know these words, because I don’t
have to say difficult things. Everything is easy. With the suitcase, because the friend, I

know the friend, because I can address him informally, it’s easy, it’s easier.

In contrast, the three formal scenarios (Deadline Extension, Overtime, and Day Off) were
also regarded as the most challenging for most Bl participants (n = 3, n = 6, and n = 4,
respectively). As reported, the lack of vocabulary and the need to use more formal types of
structures were perceived as the most common problems. Consequently, some struggled when
asking favors in these formal scenarios. The Overtime Scenario was considered the most difficult
due to lack of familiarity, as reported by some participants (n = 6). However, different perceptions
were had regarding the Deadline Extension Scenario. For some participants (n = 4), this scenario
was easy to deal with because they had similar experiences in their lives. For other participants,
however, it was difficult because of the high degree of formality and negotiation involved in the
interaction (n = 3). B1 participants reported some of the obstacles they came across in these formal
scenarios, as indicated in the responses given in question four:

(140) B1. Ao, dievbovrig, yati dev dovledbw koar dev eivar kabnuepivo Aeiloyio kai

KoOnuepivy “situation”.

Eng. This, boss, because I don’t work and it’s not everyday vocabulary and everyday

situation.
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(141) B1. Towg 1o dicvBoveyg yrati dev néepa 1 vo T odte ota 1owavika, oev EEpw, yiati
oev eluar ol *yaiapo otav mpoomabw va kavm KAmoiov va kKavel katl mov ey Oélw. Tote
eivou “incomodo”.

Eng. Maybe the director because I didn’t know what to say, not even in Spanish. I don’t
know, because I’'m not very relaxed when I try to get someone to do something I want.
Then, it’s uncomfortable.

(142) B1. Nouilw avta, to. mo dvokola, dev EEpw g vo to {nthow avtd, bueno, givai
oAb, dev eivou i01a aAda eivar mold “similar”, nrov *pia 1otopiag mov mpénel va {nthow
éva. “‘favor”. Aev givou gdxolo va *Ppiokerar *ra Aéleig.

Eng. I think these are the most difficult ones, I don’t know how to ask for this, well, it’s a
lot, it’s not the same but it’s very similar. There were three situations where I had to ask

for a favor. It’s not easy to find the words.

Similar perceptions were elicited from the B2 participants. Again, the Shoes Scenario was
regarded as the easiest one as reported by most participants (n = 14) due to their familiarity with
the vocabulary and having had practiced it in class. Almost all of them said that they had been a
customer in a shop at some point in their lives (n = 15), and some of them had even experienced it
in Greece (n = 7). However, one participant (n = 1) at this level shared that they struggled with the
Shoes Scenario because they did not like shopping. Most participants also reported that they found
the other informal role plays easy to act out due to prior experience, namely the Suitcase, Sugar
and Cleaning Scenarios (each n = 4). The following examples show some responses given by

several B2 participants to question one regarding familiarity with the contexts:



212

(143) B2. 2t {wn pov, otav eyw quovv atnyv EALdda, ey ayopaca mpayuoto. kol €y,
enouco Tov polo avto, ot uayolia, Kol ToTeD® 0Tl €Y CEPW KOG TIG AECEIS TV povywV
Ka1 €000 ato uadnue exiong.

Eng. In my life, when I went to Greece, I bought things and I played this role, in the shop,
and I think that I know the words about clothes well and in the class too.

(144) B2. Nau, oto. uoyaia, yeitovag, pilog.

Eng. Yes, in the shop, neighbor, friend.

(145) B2. Nou, avto (uayolia) to kavew otow ayopilm momoiTolo... OTaV LYo T0 T10I0, LoD
*uirpi], to Exavo, (yeitova,).

Eng. Yes, this (shop) I do it when I buy shoes... when my kids were small, I did this

(neighbor).

Nevertheless, participants at the B2 level expressed less prior experience with the more
formal role plays such as the Overtime and Day Off Scenarios. This did not occur as much with
the Deadline Extension, which seemed to be more familiar for some participants (n = 8). Some
were connected to educational settings (either university professors or students) (n = 4) and others
reported having practiced this role play in Greek classes (n = 4). The Overtime Scenario was also
the most difficult one for the B2 participants (n = 7) due to the need for politeness, formal address,
and a lack of vocabulary. Moreover, the Day Off Scenario was also reported to be challenging for
some participants (n = 3), while several others (n = 7) shared that they had never experienced a
similar situation in their life. In both the Overtime and Day Off Scenarios, some participants
expressed their concern for grammar accuracy and the use of correct structures in these contexts

due to lack of exposure (n = 5 and n = 2, respectively). Despite these difficulties, some participants
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reported that their experience in work settings allowed them to communicate more easily in both
role plays (n =2 and n = 5, respectively). Others, however, mentioned that they had never practiced
these role plays before (n = 6), and therefore, found them more difficult (» = 7 and n = 3,
respectively). Some participants’ perceptions regarding familiarity in the formal scenarios are
provided in the following examples:
(146) B2. la mopaderyua avto (Day Off), oty dovieid, émpeme va, v mponyoduevn
gfooudoo va piinow ue oyt pe tov oevbovtyy alld ue ™y ypouuotéa, yioti nheio va g
oo vo uny wow oty oovieid v mponyovuevy Ilopackevn, apod eixe arepyia.
Eng. For example, this (Day Off), at work, I had to, last week, speak not with the director,
but with the secretary because I wanted to ask her not to go to work the previous Friday
since there was a strike.
(147) B2. Nouilw vou, edw (Deadline Extension) ue tqv [name of the Greek teacher], uia
POPG TPIV OVO XPOVIO. EKOVE EpYyaTio Kol 0ev Fumopw vo. *teAcvtaio Ty epyacio kor *uiAdw
*o70 [name of the Greek teacher]| rapaxalw Oélw uio uépo, uio efdoudoo.
Eng. I think so, here (Deadline Extension) with [name of the Greek teacher], a year or two
ago she did an assignment, and I can’t finish the assignment, and I talk to [name of the
Greek teacher] please I want one day, one week.
(148) B2. Avto (Deadline Extension), avto (Day Off), vou avtd pov (Overtime) yioti eyw
*11 00VAELG OV OV ETTOY TOAD.
Eng. This (Deadline Extension), this (Day Off), yes these me (Overtime) because I, my job

they told me a lot.
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Lastly, and in a similar vein to the aforementioned proficiency levels, participants at the
C1 level considered the Suitcase, Sugar and Shoes Scenarios to be the easiest (n =1, n =2, and n
= 1, respectively), since they are informal and familiar contexts. Similar to the other proficiency
levels once again, formal contexts were reported as being the most challenging (Deadline
Extension: n = 1; Overtime: n = 1; and Day Off: n = 2), since they required more elaborated
strategies due to the high degree of politeness and the existence of a hierarchy, often leading to
difficulties in using vocabulary and specific verbs. Two participants (n = 2) also mentioned the
Cleaning Scenario as difficult since they perceived it as a socially sensitive situation where the
request can sound awkward. Regarding exposure to these role plays in Greek lessons, none of the
participants in this group remembers having practiced anything similar in class. The following
examples show some perceptions of participants at the C1 level regarding their difficulties with
the formal contexts:

(149) C1. Hrav ovto ue tov vmoiinio (Day Off) yati dev eiyo tg réeig, nBeia va mw

“solucionar un problema’ ka1 dev fpnko t AEEn yLo. avto, emouEvws dev néepa Tawg vo.

ovveyiow.

Eng. It was this with the employee (Day Off) because I didn’t have the words, I wanted to

say, “solve a problem” and I didn’t find the word for this, that’s why I didn’t know how to

move on.

(150) C1. Me avty (Deadline Extension), dev épw, yio. Tic 1eels, L0yw tawv Aélewv, dgv

EEpw, yia uéva eivar ddorola ola.

Eng. With this (Deadline Extension), I don’t know, for the words, because of the words, I

don’t know, for me all are difficult.
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To conclude, the informal role plays such as the Suitcase, Sugar, and Shoes Scenarios were
regarded as the easiest due to the basic vocabulary, simpler grammatical structures and the
participants’ previous experiences (n = 15, n = 14 and n = 29, respectively). In contrast, most
participants at all proficiency levels struggled with the more formal scenarios, particularly those
related to the workplace. The Overtime Scenario was considered the most difficult across groups
(n=21), since it entails a higher degree of politeness and formality and requires more negotiation
strategies. Another recurring response across groups in the retrospective verbal reports was the
limited practice of similar role plays for both informal and formal scenarios in their Greek classes,
as stated by a high number of participants (n = 28). The only exception was the Shoes Scenario,
which emerged as the most frequently practiced in class (n = 15). However, some differences were
observed in the responses regarding the way in which they interpreted the level of difficulty in a
particular situation. That is, while some participants struggled with the formal role plays because
of lack of linguistic resources, e.g., levels A2 (n = 10) and Bl (n = 9), others considered these
scenarios difficult because of the kind of social interaction involved, e.g., levels B2 (n = 10) and

Cl (n=4).
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4.5. Chapter Summary

This chapter has presented the results obtained in the study for each research question.
First, Section 4.1 has addressed the results for RQ1 about the role of proficiency in the acquisition
of Greek requests by Spanish/Catalan bilinguals (NNS). Although differences were observed in
the qualitative analysis regarding the use of head acts between NS and NNS in the Cleaning, Shoes
and Overtime Scenarios, the statistical analysis only revealed significant group differences in the
Shoes Scenario. Group difference was not found to be significant in the Sugar and Cleaning
scenarios. Regarding the number of modifications used, statistically significant differences
between A2 and NS were found in all the role plays, except for the Cleaning Scenario. In addition,
findings revealed significant differences between B1 and B2 groups and NS in the Deadline
Extension, Overtime, and Day Off Scenarios. No significant differences were found between the
C1 and NS in any scenario.

Second, Section 4.2 has presented the results for RQ2 concerning the use of requests in
Greek in formal and informal situations by Spanish/Catalan bilinguals (NNS). The qualitative
analysis revealed similarities and differences between NS and NNS in the use of requests and
modifications. In the Suitcase and Cleaning Scenarios (-P, -D), all groups favored Conventionally
Indirect Requests, especially in the former, while in the latter some variation in the types of
requests was more evident. The use of modifications in these two scenarios were comparable. In
the Sugar and Shoes Scenarios (-P, +D), NS consistently used Conventionally Indirect Requests,
while NNS opted for Direct Requests in the Shoes Scenario. Almost all proficiency groups favored
external modifications in these situations, although they used them less than NS. Regarding the
three formal scenarios (i.e., Deadline Extension, Overtime, and Day Off) (+P +D), all groups

favored Conventionally Indirect Requests in the Deadline Extension Scenario and Direct Requests
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in the Day Off Scenario. In the Overtime Scenario, NS and A2 participants preferred to use Direct
Requests, while B1 and C1 leaned toward Conventionally Indirect Requests. All groups mostly
used external modifiers, with NNS relying less on internal modifiers than NS.

Third, Section 4.3 has explored the results of RQ3 about L1 pragmatic transfer in the use
of address forms in the requests used by Spanish/Catalan bilinguals (NNS). Differences were
observed in the qualitative analysis of the use of address forms in Greek between NS and NNS in
the three role plays (Shoes, Deadline Extension, and Day Off Scenarios). These findings were
supported by the inferential statistics, yielding significant differences between the two groups.
Regarding the probability to use the formal address form of ‘you’ across proficiency levels in the
three scenarios, statistical analysis revealed that proficiency level was found to affect the
probability of using the target form in both the Shoes and Day Off Scenarios, but not in the
Deadline Extension Scenario.

Lastly, Section 4.4 has included the results of the retrospective verbal reports. Participants
generally found the Suitcase, Sugar, and Shoes Scenarios easier, mentioning basic vocabulary,
simpler grammar, and familiar contexts as the main reasons. In contrast, the formal workplace
scenarios were perceived as more challenging due to their higher demands in politeness, formality,
and negotiation. Many participants noted limited classroom practice, except for the Shoes
Scenario. Differences in perceived difficulty were linked to proficiency levels. While lower-level
learners (A2 and B1) struggled with linguistic limitations, higher-level learners (B2 and C1) found

the social complexity of formal scenarios more challenging.
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Chapter 5. Discussion

The main objective of this dissertation was to examine how Spanish/Catalan bilinguals
(NNS) acquire requests in Greek as a FL. It focused on three research questions: (1) whether
proficiency influences request production and how closely the NNS’s performance aligns with that
of the native Greek speakers (NS), (2) how NNS formulate requests in formal versus informal
contexts, and (3) whether evidence of pragmatic transfer from the L1 emerges in Greek request
production. Section 5.1 discusses findings related to proficiency. Section 5.2 addresses the
influence of context (formal/informal), and Section 5.3 examines potential L1 transfer, particularly

in the use of address forms.
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5.1. RQ1: The Role of Proficiency in the Acquisition of the Speech Act of Requests in Greek
as a Foreign Language by Spanish/Catalan Bilinguals

The first research question sought to examine the effect of proficiency on the acquisition
of requests in Greek as a FL by Spanish/Catalan bilinguals. This section builds on the findings
presented in the previous chapter, by discussing the types of requests (head acts) and modifications
used by all groups (NS and NNS) across different contexts. The discussion seeks to determine
whether proficiency impacts L2 learners’ requesting behavior in Greek and the extent to which it

resembles that of NS in the different communicative scenarios.

5.1.1. Proficiency and Types of Requests (Head Acts)

The statistical analysis of head act usage revealed few statistically significant differences
across proficiency levels. However, qualitative findings suggest that proficiency might have an
impact on the use of requests by NNS (e.g., Rose, 2000; Bardovi-Harlig, 2001; Al-Gahtani &
Roever, 2011; Celaya & Baron, 2015), though not consistently across all role plays. While NS and
NNS demonstrated similar patterns in the Suitcase, Sugar, Deadline Extension, and Day Off
Scenarios, more notable differences were observed in the Cleaning, Shoes, and Overtime
Scenarios. These differences were primarily qualitative. The statistics focused on the general
categories (Direct, Conventionally Indirect, and Non-Conventionally Indirect Requests) and did
not fully capture the variety of the NNS’s answers. As such, these findings should be interpreted
cautiously as qualitative tendencies rather than statistically confirmed patterns.

The similarity in the requesting performance across groups in the Suitcase, Sugar, and
Deadline Extension Scenarios might be due to several reasons. First, L1 speakers of Greek,

Spanish, and Catalan might behave in the same way linguistically speaking in these types of
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situations. The types of Conventionally Indirect Requests (Query-Preparatory of Permission,
Query-Preparatory of Ability or the Query-Preparatory with Present Indicative) used by most
participants in these three role plays are widely considered as polite and socially acceptable in
Greek, Spanish, and Catalan (see Section 2.5.3). Moreover, NNS might have relied more on using
Conventionally Indirect Requests in these situations as a means to express politeness and mitigate
imposition, instead of using Direct Requests and risking communication breakdowns. However,
the use of the Query-Preparatory of Permission, Query-Preparatory of Ability or the Query-
Preparatory with Present Indicative varied across proficiency levels (see examples 2 to 6 in Section
4.1.1). Some participants at different proficiency levels favored the Query-Preparatory with
Present Indicative over the Query-Preparatory of Ability, in both the Suitcase and the Sugar
Scenarios, such as those at the A2 and B2 levels. For the A2 participants, the Query-Preparatory
with Present Indicative possibly required less cognitive demand given that the structure is simpler,
resembling that of most indirect requests in their L1s (Spa. ; Tienes...? / Cat. Tens...? | Gr. Eyeig...;
/ Eng. (Do) you have...?), as observed in the contrastive analysis in Section 2.5.3. Moreover, this
type of request might have been more accessible to them, since the present indicative is learned
from early proficiency levels (Center of Greek Language, n.d.). However, despite the lack of
statistical significance in the Sugar Scenario, the quantitative results suggest that A2 learners might
have a tendency to overuse Conventionally Indirect Requests, while reducing the probability of
using Non-Conventionally Indirect Requests. In the case of the B2 participants, their preference
for the Query-Preparatory with Present Indicative in both situations might be either because of
individual preferences in communication (see Taguchi & Roever, 2017 on agency), or because
these learners might not have possessed sufficient command of modal verbs in Greek, which are

needed to properly execute the Query-Preparatory of Ability. However, most of the other
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participants at the B2 level did indeed lean towards the Query-Preparatory of Ability, alongside
the four participants in the C1 group. This suggests that L2 learners acquire more sophisticated
linguistic means with increased proficiency (Bella, 2012a), such as modal verbs in Greek, which
explains the transition from the Query-Preparatory with Present Indicative to the Query-
Preparatory of Ability.

Nevertheless, a lack of grammatical competence did not seem to be as evident in the
Deadline Extension Scenario. In this situation, the Query-Preparatory with Present Indicative was
rarely used by the NNS participants at any proficiency level. Instead, they either employed the
Query-Preparatory of Ability or the Query-Preparatory of Permission (see examples 36 to 40 in
Section 4.1.5). This trend seemed to be more in line with the NS’s requesting performance. It is
particularly noteworthy that even at the lower levels (A2 and BI1), the use of these types of
Conventionally Indirect Requests in such a formal situation was similar to that of NS. While
grammatical competence might have contributed to the use of the Query-Preparatory of Ability or
the Query-Preparatory of Permission in this role play, particularly at higher proficiency levels (B2
and C1), this comparable use of Conventionally Indirect Requests may also be linked to cross-
cultural similarities, as seen in Section 2.5.3 (Escandell-Vidal, 2005; Pérez-Avila, 2005; Pinto,
2012; Ruiz, 2018; Staszkiewicz, 2018 on Spanish requests; Pérez i Parent, 2002; Vanrell & Catany,
2021 on Catalan requests). That is, the NNS participants in this study might have chosen the same
type of requests in the analogous scenarios based on their L1 cultural norms. Another reason for
their similar performance in this context might have been their familiarity with the actual situation,
since they were students in a classroom setting and might have been accustomed to asking a teacher
for different favors. This seems to align with Gkouma (2024), where L2 learners exhibited similar

pragmatic performance in the Deadline Extension role play, which they attribute to their possible
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familiarity with this situation in real life. In fact, this scenario was reported by the NNS in the
retrospective verbal reports of this study as being highly familiar, particularly for those learners at
the A2, B1 and B2 levels (see example 147 in Section 4.4). Hence, they might have been more
pragmatically aware of the nature of the relationship between the interlocutors in this particular
situation.

Furthermore, it is also worth mentioning that NS showed equal use of the Query-
Preparatory of Permission (Conventionally Indirect Request) and the Need/Want Statement
(Direct Request) in the Deadline Extension Scenario. However, the NNS participants rarely
employed Direct Requests because they might have felt cautious or hesitant in expressing requests
that could impose a high degree of obligation on the hearer. For L2 learners, using Direct Requests
in this situation might be regarded as inappropriate or overtly blunt, and the NNS in this study
might have felt the need to maintain politeness and avoid being very face-threatening in this
situation. This could show certain awareness of the sociopragmatic norms in Greek, where
indirectness 1s often preferred in high-imposition situations (Economidou-Kogetsidis, 2018;
Sifianou, 1992a). Thus, the NNS in the current study might have opted for indirect requests to
soften the impact of their requests, reflecting their sensitivity to the social parameters in this
interaction.

Another similarity in the use of the types of requests across groups was observed in the
Day Off Scenario. Despite the consistent use of Direct Requests across groups, specifically the
Need/Want Statement, some participants, particularly at the A2 and B1 levels, also demonstrated
some use of Conventionally Indirect Requests. These learners might have opted for these requests
either due to the degree of formality inherent in the situation or because they were compensating

for their lack of sociopragmatic awareness, i.e., their uncertainty about when it is acceptable to be
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more direct. In contrast, the use of this type of request was less frequent among participants at the
B2 and C1 levels. Thus, the NNS’s requesting performance at higher levels, i.e., the preference for
Direct Requests using Need/Want Statements, might indicate a deeper understanding of Greek
sociopragmatic norms that are intrinsic to this particular situation (as in Bella 2012a), as
exemplified by most of the NS.

As mentioned at the beginning of this section, differences in the use of requests between
NS and NNS were found in the other three scenarios: Cleaning, Shoes, and Overtime. One notable
divergence could be observed in the Cleaning Scenario, where NS preferred Non-Conventionally
Indirect Requests to ask their roommate to clean the apartment. They also employed
Conventionally Indirect Requests, but slightly less. Conversely, Non-Conventionally Indirect
Requests were seldom favored by the NNS. Instead, they mostly opted for Conventionally Indirect
Requests at the A2, B1, and C1 levels, and Direct Requests at the B2 level. Interestingly, findings
revealed an inverse trend in the use of Non-Conventionally Indirect Requests by NNS compared
to that of the NS in this role play, with some participants at levels A2 and B1 using this type more
frequently than those at the B2 and C1 levels (see examples 9 to 13 in Section 4.1.2). This suggests
that those learners at the lower levels might have opted for Non-Conventionally Indirect Requests
because Hints typically involve simple affirmative structures, and therefore, are easier to produce.
It is possible that these learners had not yet developed the necessary linguistic resources to
formulate more complex requests, as in Bella’s studies (2012a, 2014a), such as Conventionally
Indirect Requests, which were also preferred by NS in the current study. Instead, they may have
drawn on the use of a pragmatic mode given this lack of grammatical resources, as suggested by
previous researchers (Bella, 2012a; Bialystok, 1993; Pearson, 2006; Salsbury & Bardovi-Harlig,

2001; and Schmidt, 1983). In fact, the Cleaning Scenario was rarely mentioned in the retrospective
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verbal reports as a familiar situation by participants at lower levels (A2 and B1). Additionally, the
preference for Direct Requests among many B2 participants is noteworthy. Learners at this level
may have opted for Direct Requests to convey a sense of urgency or to appear more straightforward
and assertive. This preference in the B2 group was supported by the statistical analysis, revealing
a lower probability of using Conventionally Indirect and Non-Conventionally Indirect Requests
compared to NS. This might suggest that despite attaining a B2 proficiency level, learners may not
yet have acquired the pragmatic competence necessary to produce indirect requests in certain
situations. In contrast, C1 participants seemed to prioritize politeness, opting instead for
Conventionally Indirect Requests. The variations in the types of requests chosen in this scenario
suggests that L.2 learners’ performance can still diverge from native-speaker norms, even at higher
proficiency levels (Bardovi-Harlig & Dornyei, 1998; Taguchi, 2011). This trend could indicate
that learners at advanced levels felt more confident using either Direct Requests or Conventionally
Indirect Requests, which was potentially influenced by their L1 cultural mindset, as in Kecskes
(2013), or by their agency, as in Taguchi (2019) and Taguchi and Roever (2017). However, this
confidence shown by participants at the B2 and C1 levels could also be attributed to their
familiarity with this situation, as corroborated by some of them (B2: » = 6 and C1: n = 2) in the
retrospective verbal reports.

Opposing results were also observed in the use of requests between NS and NNS in the
Shoes Scenario. While NS strongly favored Conventionally Indirect Requests, NNS across
proficiency levels mostly preferred Direct Requests using Need/Want Statements and exhibited
less use of Conventionally Indirect Requests (see examples 26 to 30 in Section 4.1.4). This trend
was supported by the quantitative analysis, revealing statistically significant differences between

both A2 and B2 learners and the NS in the use of request types. Learners at these levels were
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significantly less likely to use Conventionally Indirect Requests and Non-Conventionally Indirect
Requests. The strong preference for Direct Requests may stem from L1 influence, as these types
of requests are socially accepted and used in various situations in both Spanish (Escandell-Vidal,
2005; Pinto, 2012; Ruiz, 2018) and Catalan (Curell, 2012). However, these NNS participants might
not have been able to recognize Greek politeness norms, since these conventions are not always
obvious, as stated by Taguchi (2010). This could suggest that the NNS in the current study lacked
sociopragmatic awareness at the lower levels (A2). It may also indicate a possible delay in
pragmatic development, even at more advanced levels (B2), since in this context the Greek NS
typically drew on Conventionally Indirect Requests. Consequently, no developmental patterns
were observed across proficiency levels. This contrasting use of Direct Requests by the NNS in
this scenario renders support to Uso-Juan’s (2010) claim that learners must understand how to
make requests appropriately, without coming across as rude, offensive, or demanding. Another
possible explanation for the frequent use of Direct Requests across proficiency groups might be
related to the perceived degree of compliance expected from the interlocutor (a shop assistant).
The NNS participants might have recognized the interlocutors’ obligatory compliance to the
request and thus felt more comfortable using Direct Requests, since as customers they feel they
have the right to request. This seems to be in line with Gkouma’s (2024) findings in the Shoes
Scenario where L2 learners relied on standard structures due to the specific nature of the context
(service provision) being less threatening. Moreover, as indicated in the retrospective verbal report,
many participants across all proficiency levels considered the Shoes Scenario the easiest (n = 29)
and most familiar (n = 55), which was likely due to its day-to-day nature, simple vocabulary and

prior classroom practice (see examples 128 to 131 and 143 to 145 in Section 4.4).
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Divergences in the use of requests across groups were also observed in the Overtime
Scenario (see examples 45 to 49 in Section 4.1.6). In this context, NS exhibited a strong preference
for Direct Requests when asking the employee to work extra hours. Notably, only the A2 group’s
performance resembled that of the NS who favored Direct Requests. However, the preference for
Direct Requests in the A2 group probably stemmed more from a lack of linguistic resources to
produce more polite forms rather than actually reflecting the behavior of NS. In fact, several A2
participants described the Overtime Scenario as the most difficult (» = 7), mainly due to a lack of
both vocabulary and familiarity with the situation (see examples 132 and 135 in Section 4.4). For
the other proficiency levels, all groups preferred Conventionally Indirect Requests over Direct
Requests. This could be attributed to the type of context in which communication unfolded. Most
participants at the B1, B2, and C1 levels might have thought that maintaining politeness in the
workplace was important. While it is more than likely that the L2 learners at these levels had
acquired the necessary linguistic resources to produce pragmatically appropriate requests in this
situation, several of them (n = 15) also reported it as the most challenging scenario (see examples
140 and 141 in Section 4.4). As a result, they opted for Conventionally Indirect Requests to soften
the impact and appear less imposing, despite being given the authority of the boss.

To conclude, while developmental patterns in the use of requests by NNS were observed
in some situations, this was not consistent across contexts. In scenarios such as Suitcase, Sugar,
Deadline Extension and Day Off, the NNS may have been able to formulate requests in line with
native-speaker norms, due to either familiarity with the situations or cross-cultural and linguistic
similarities. As discussed in the contrastive analysis (Section 2.5.3.), studies have emphasized a
common preference for Conventionally Indirect Requests in Spanish (Escandell-Vidal, 2005;

Pérez-Avila, 2005; Pinto, 2012; Ruiz, 2018; Staszkiewicz, 2018), Catalan (Vanrell & Catany,
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2021), and Greek (Bella, 2012a; Ogiermann & Bella, 2020), which was the case for the Suitcase,
Sugar, and Deadline Extension Scenarios. In the Day Off Scenario, all NNS groups relied strongly
on Direct Requests, which seemed to be in line with studies done on Spanish (Escandell-Vidal,
2005; Pinto, 2012; and Ruiz, 2018) and Catalan (Curell, 2012). However, in the Cleaning, Shoes,
and Overtime Scenarios, the NNS performed differently than the NS, occasionally employing
opposite types of requests. This may be attributed to a lack of (socio)linguistic resources needed
to produce pragmatically appropriate requests, particularly in contexts where Direct Requests are
preferred. Another explanation for this type of use could be a deliberate effort to maintain
politeness and mitigate the impact of the requests, as reflected in the frequent use of
Conventionally Indirect Requests. These divergences between the NS and NNS in request usage
likely stem from varying cultural and linguistic norms. As observed in the Shoes Scenario, the
NNS may have relied on pragmalinguistic strategies or direct translations from their L1 that
deviate from native-speaker conventions, showing a lack of culture-specific pragmatic knowledge
(House, 1993). Regardless of the similarities and differences across groups, variability in request
usage was also evident within each group, including NS. This disparity suggests that agency (as in
Taguchi, 2019 and Taguchi & Roever, 2017) might play a significant role in shaping how requests
are formulated. In this vein, the retrospective verbal reports revealed variability across proficiency
levels in the perceived familiarity and difficulty of specific scenarios, with some learners finding
some situations more intuitive due to previous experience with Greek or classroom practice, while
others struggled with unfamiliar contexts or linguistic structures. For instance, some participants
might have perceived the Shoes Scenario as being the most challenging due to lack of interest in
shopping, while others might have felt more comfortable in formal situations because they

somehow identified with the roles (see examples 146, 147, and 148 in Section 4.4). Such variability
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of requests may also be linked to contextual factors (perceptions of formality and power, distance,
and imposition) in learners’ L1 culture, which may differ from those of NS (as in Celce-Murcia

and Olshtain, 2000), influencing L2 learners’ choice of request types.

5.1.2. Proficiency and Request Modifications

Regarding the request modifications, the findings revealed several significant differences
in the amount of request modifiers between NS and all proficiency levels of NNS. However, these
differences were not consistent across scenarios.

As the findings show, the most significant differences in the statistical analyses were found
in the A2 group. Data shows that learners at the A2 level displayed a simple and limited use of
modifiers in all situations compared to the other groups. The A2 learners relied mainly on the use
of formulaic structures and basic modifiers, such as ‘Excuse me’ (Gr. 2oyyvaun) or ‘I don’t have
sugar’ (Gr. oev Eyw (ayapn) to mitigate their requests (see example 24 in Section 4.1.3). Their use
of formulaic structures and basic modifiers in the Sugar Scenario was also predominant across the
other five role plays, specifically the Suitcase, Shoes, Deadline Extension, Overtime, and Day Off
Scenarios. In addition, it is important to highlight that significant differences were also found
between the A2 and C1 levels in both the Shoes and Overtime Scenarios. Again, this could support
the assumption that the A2 participants did not possess the necessary linguistic resources at their
disposal, and they instead drew on their pragmatic knowledge, as claimed by Kasper and Rose
(2002). This was corroborated by the retrospective verbal reports, revealing that these participants
felt they had insufficient vocabulary or grammatical competence in almost all of the role plays (see
examples 132, 133, 135, and 137 in Section 4.4). These findings seem to be consistent with Bella’s

(2012a) low intermediate participants, who also demonstrated the use of formulaic language in
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their requests. Interestingly, this did not seem to occur in the Cleaning Scenario, for which no
significant differences were found in the A2 group. The absence of differences in this context may
be attributed to the nature of the situation, suggesting that participants’ requesting behavior might
not vary significantly across cultures in this case. The A2 learners might have perceived that this
specific situation did not require elaborate modifications, since it is based on a regular task, and
therefore, it was the interlocutor’s duty to comply with the request. Besides this, most of the A2
participants might have chosen pragmatic options that stem from similar cultural expectations
around the task that the situation involves. Moreover, several learners (n = 5) in the A2 group
reported being familiar with this situation and almost no one considered it difficult (see examples
128 to 131 in Section 4.4).

Regarding the B1 and B2 groups, the statistical analysis yielded similar findings for both
proficiency levels across four of the role plays. That is to say, no significant differences were found
in the number of modifications used in the Suitcase, Sugar, Cleaning, and Shoes Scenarios. In
contrast, significant differences emerged in the three formal role plays, specifically the Deadline
Extension, Overtime, and Day Off Scenarios. This indicates that, while developmental patterns
were observed across some scenarios at both proficiency levels when compared to the A2 group,
they still exhibited a lack of pragmatic competence in other scenarios, failing to align with native-
speaker norms. As reported in the retrospective verbal reports, learners at the B1 and B2 levels
struggled more with the three formal situations either due to a lack of linguistic resources, the high
degree of formality, or difficulties in asking for favors in such contexts (see examples 140 to 142
and 146 to 148 in Section 4.4). This seems to be consistent with the evidence that grammatical
competence and pragmatic ability do not always align (Barron, 2003; Biesenbach-Lucas, 2007;

Bardovi-Harlig, 1999, 2001; Bardovi-Harlig & Dornyei, 1998; Bardovi-Harlig & Hartford, 1993;
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Félix-Brasdefer, 2003; Hoffman-Hicks, 1992; Kasper & Rose, 2002). The amount and repertoire
of modifications used by the B1 and B2 participants were still limited compared to those employed
by the NS (see examples 42 and 43 in Section 4.1.5). In fact, their limited use of modifiers could
be also attributed to the high degree of politeness, negotiation, and lack of familiarity involved in
these situations, as reported by several learners at these levels (Bl: n = 8, and B2: n = 11).
Specifically, B1 and B2 learners tended to rely more on standard modifications such as Preparators
or Grounders. These learners likely found them easier to use, possibly due to pragmalinguistic
universals (Marmaridou, 2011), and because such modifications may be more commonly used in
their L1 in similar situations, as observed in some of the studies reviewed in the contrastive
analysis (Section 2.5.3). In addition, internal modification devices such as the marker “please”?®
(Gr. mapoxalw) or the Conditional ‘I would’ (fa #0cla) appeared frequently in the data. These
modifiers are examples of formulaic language that learners might have been repeatedly exposed
to, and therefore, overused (Bella, 2012a; Bella, 2014a). One possible reason for this limited
amount and variety of modifications by the B1 and B2 groups is that they might have perceived
such situations as not requiring as many justifications for the requests in their own cultural context,
unlike the NS, who used a wider range of modifiers. Another notable finding is the dominant use
of Sweeteners by NS in the Overtime Scenario, which some learners at the B2 level (and also one
at the C1 level) employed (see examples 53 to 56 in Section 4.1.6). This might show development

in pragmatic competence among these L2 learners as they may have perceived it as an effective

strategy to persuade the interlocutor by using compliments and positive comments.

26The frequent use of the politeness marker “please” may not be solely attributed to L1 influence. Its dual function as
a mitigator that increases both directness and transparency of the request (Alcon Soler et al., 2005; Blum-Kulka, 1987;
Fraser, 1973), especially conventionally indirect forms, could also explain its dominance among L2 learners.
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Lastly, the absence of any statistically significant differences between the C1 level and the
NS across scenarios (except for the Shoes Scenario) suggests that, despite the small sample size in
this group (n = 4), their use of modifications in all role plays closely mirrored that of the NS (see
example 63 in Section 4.1.7). The C1 learners incorporated more nuanced and contextually
appropriate modifications, unlike the learners in the A2, B1, and B2 groups, who relied more on
formulaic language, as discussed earlier. This suggests that learners at the C1 level were more
equipped to effectively use a wide variety of request modifications in discourse, in line with Zhang
and Aubrey (2024), demonstrating both pragmalinguistic and sociopragmatic awareness.
Furthermore, their advanced level, exposure to authentic language, and interaction with NS, as
elicited from the background questionnaires, may also have contributed to their ability to produce
requests and modifiers that were more in line with native-speaker norms. Moreover, the
retrospective verbal reports revealed that none of the C1 learners remembered having practiced
any other role plays in Greek lessons, suggesting that their pragmatic knowledge derived more
from personal experience than from formal learning. The results obtained from this group,
however, should be interpreted cautiously.

Everything considered, findings in the amount and types of request modifications varied
across role plays and groups. That is, while A2 learners relied on single forms to modify their
requests, learners at the B1, B2, and C1 levels gradually exhibited a wider range of forms and
incorporated more complex structures in their discourse. These differences in the developmental
patterns seem to be in line with Andersen’s (1990) one-to-one and multifunctionality principles.
As discussed, the A2 group showed the greatest number of significant differences in six out of
seven role plays, likely due to their limited grammatical competence, which primarily consisted of

formulaic language and basic structures. However, they performed similarly to the other groups in
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the Cleaning Scenario, possibly due to their familiarity with the context. Familiarity may have also
influenced the performance of B1 and B2 learners in certain contexts (Gkouma, 2024), aligning
their requests more closely with native-speaker norms. Additionally, in the questionnaire most
learners at the B1 and B2 levels reported prior exposure to Greek. This factor might have played
arole in their use of modifications. Nonetheless, these learners displayed a lack of sociopragmatic
understanding in other situations, despite showing certain pragmalinguistic competence.
Therefore, they may have failed to recognize differences between the interlocutors in a
conversation, leading them to make requests without appropriate mitigation (Hartford & Bardovi-
Harlig, 1996). This suggests that the emergence of modifications may occur earlier or later
depending on the context, and that learners’ pragmatic ability develops very slowly beyond a
certain point, as stated by Kasper and Rose (2002). In contrast, C1 participants seemed to
demonstrate the ability to map pragmalinguistic forms onto sociopragmatic meanings, in line with
Kasper and Roever’s (2005) findings. However, this needs to be interpreted cautiously, given the
small number of participants in the C1 group (n = 4). Moreover, some of these variations in the
amount and types of modifications used across groups may be attributed to contextual factors
specific to each scenario. The following section discusses the findings on how informal and formal
contexts, along with social parameters, might have affected the use of requests by all proficiency

groups of NNS in the current study.
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5.2. RQ2: The Use of Requests in Formal and Informal Communicative Contexts by
Spanish/Catalan Learners of Greek as a Foreign Language

The second research question intended to explore the use of requests in Greek as a FL by
Spanish/Catalan bilinguals in formal and informal contexts. This section discusses the results of
the qualitative analysis regarding the use of requests by NS and NNS across a variety of role plays
that were grouped according to shared social parameters (distance and power), as presented in

Section 4.2.

5.2.1. Low Distance and Low Power Scenarios (-D, -P)

The results obtained from the two -D and -P role plays (i.e., the Suitcase and Cleaning
Scenarios) regarding types of requests used by NS and NNS revealed different preferences. As
already seen, the findings show that all groups strongly favored Conventionally Indirect Requests
in the Suitcase Scenario, whereas the choice of request type differed across groups in the Cleaning
Scenario (see examples 65 y 66 in Section 4.2.1).

Although both contexts share the same degree of distance and power, the degree of
imposition in each situation may have affected the NNS’s requesting behavior. In the Suitcase
Scenario, despite the low degree of imposition, the learners might have still considered it more
appropriate to use polite forms of requests and therefore perceived Conventionally Indirect

3

Requests as the “safest” option since politeness is socially expected (Blum-Kulka, 1989),
regardless of the interlocutor being a friend. On the contrary, the variation in the types of requests
observed in the Cleaning Scenario may be attributed to the high degree of imposition of the request,

given that the situation is particularly face-threatening, as it demands the addressee’s time, effort

and emotional strain (Economidou-Kogetsidis, 2018). Imposition is further influenced by the
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speaker’s right to make the request, and the addressee’s obligation to comply with it (Fukushima,
2000; House, 1989). Accordingly, the NS in the current study tended to use Non-Conventionally
or Conventionally Indirect Requests, likely as a way to protect the interlocutor’s face, reflecting
the emphasis on involvement and concern for others in Greek society (Economidou-Kogetsidis,
2003; Pavlidou, 1994; Sifianou, 1992a; 1999). The participants at the A2, B1, and C1 levels opted
mostly for Conventionally Indirect Requests, suggesting a certain awareness of the high imposition
and of the severity of potential social offence in this scenario. Their tendency to mitigate requests
aligns with the idea that greater social imposition calls for increased indirectness, as pointed out
by Brown and Levinson (1978, 1987), Trosborg (1995), and Schauer (2007). This ability is
connected to sociopragmatic knowledge (Economidou-Kogetsidis, 2018), as learners adjust their
directness based on context and social relationships. In contrast, the B2 learners’ high preference
for Direct Requests may have stemmed from their perception that the speaker has the right to be
more straightforward and demanding, perhaps due to their frustration with the addressee’s lack of
responsibility in this situation. Consequently, they mostly used Obligation Statements to convey
assertiveness, a sense of urgency and demand, reflecting the commonly accepted use of Direct
Requests in Spanish (Escandell-Vidal, 2005; Pinto, 2012; Ruiz, 2018) and Catalan (Curell, 2012).
However, this performance did not seem to match that of the NS.

Regarding the use of modifications across contexts, the degree of imposition in each
scenario might have also influenced the number of modifiers used by both NS and NNS. Unlike
previous studies claiming that a higher degree of imposition leads to a greater use of modifications
in EFL (Abdolrezapour & Eslami-Rasekh, 2012; Schauer, 2007), this does not appear to hold true
in these two contexts in Greek, where social distance and power are low. In the Suitcase role play,

where the degree of imposition was low, NS and most NNS groups (A2, B1, and B2) exhibited a
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higher use of modifiers. This could indicate that, in situations where the speaker lacks the authority
to impose the request, they still might prefer to compensate by employing more politeness
strategies to mitigate the imposition and maintain social harmony (Brown & Levinson, 1987;
Kasper, 1990). Conversely, the Cleaning Scenario, characterized by a higher degree of imposition,
led to a lower number of modifications among NS and most NNS. One possible interpretation is
that when the request is more urgent or the speaker perceives a right to impose, there is less need
for politeness and extensive mitigation (Ackermann, 2023; Brown & Levinson, 1987). However,
the C1 learners deviated from this pattern and exhibited a slightly higher number of modifications
in the Cleaning Scenario. This might suggest greater awareness of potentially breaking social
harmony, leading them to employ more mitigating strategies to soften the request despite the high
imposition. In addition, fringing (Kadar, 2017) may explain the CI learners’ increased
modification in the Cleaning Scenario, since they might have attempted to align their requesting
behavior with the perceived emotional and moral expectations of the interaction (Kadar & Haugh,
2013), rather than just adhering to conventional politeness norms. In fact, two out of the four
learners at this level considered this situation challenging due to its socially sensitive nature where
the request can be cumbersome, as elicited from the retrospective verbal reports. This might show
their increased sociopragmatic competence, as they demonstrated sensitivity to contextual factors
and adjusted their modification strategies accordingly (Kasper and Roever, 2005).

As the findings revealed, all groups displayed a similar performance in the use of external
modifiers, and specifically Grounders, to justify the requests in both scenarios. Grounders were
indeed the most frequently used type of external modification across groups, which is in line with
Faerch and Kasper's (1989) research, as they constitute an efficient mitigating strategy and

minimize the potential threat to the addressee’s face. Grounders were used in most cases to explain
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the reason for the request (i.e., not having, lost, or broken suitcase), and in addition to these,
Discourse Orientation Moves were employed by both the NS and NNS as a means to frame the
request and provide context (i.e., going on a trip). Although these two external modifications were
used less frequently in the Suitcase Scenario than in the Cleaning Scenario, this could be due to
the high degree of imposition and less need to mitigate. However, they still were the most favored
external modifiers overall (see examples 67 to 70 in Section 4.2.1). The similarity in the NS’s and
NNS’s performance could imply that the NNS not only considered the use of external modifiers
necessary to mitigate their requests but also felt the need to do so through the same types of
modifiers (mostly Grounders and Discourse Orientation Moves). The NNS might also have
thought that other types of external modifiers did not fit in any of these situations, since they were
rarely employed. This shows that in scenarios such as those with low distance and low power, L2
learners might be aware that Grounders and Discourse Orientation Moves are necessary and
socially expected, and this might be influenced by their L1 sociocultural mindset (Kecskes, 2013).

In contrast, opposing results were obtained regarding internal modifications. While NS
used more internal modifiers in the Cleaning Scenario, the NNS instead favored them in the
Suitcase Scenario. Again, this difference in the use of internal modifiers may be attributed to the
degree of imposition inherent to each situation. The NS might have employed more internal
modifications in the Cleaning Scenario due to the high level of imposition and the demands of the
context. In contrast, the NNS might have chosen to use more internal devices in the Suitcase
Scenario in favor of politeness strategies because they believed the friend had no obligation to lend
the suitcase. In the Cleaning Scenario, the NNS might have thought that internal modifications
were not as necessary since the interlocutor was responsible for performing the task. The overall

use of internal modifiers remained low across proficiency levels in both situations which might
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indicate that the NNS relied more on external modifiers rather than employing a more nuanced
internal mitigation, which can require higher grammatical competence. However, the B2 group
deviated from this slightly in their high use of internal modifications in both role plays. While this
group exhibited more internal mitigation in the Suitcase Scenario, they used a wider variety in the
Cleaning Scenario?’, which is more in line with native-speaker norms. This performance could
suggest pragmatic development and sensitivity to situational factors, which was also observed in
the performances of the four participants at the C1 level. The frequent use of the Downtoner wijrwg
(“maybe”) in both scenarios might suggest an attempt to soften the request, making it sound less
imposing. Although certain pragmatic competence was observed in the B2 group regarding the use
of internal modifiers in both role plays, the C1 learners aligned more with sociopragmatic norms
in Greek despite the small number of participants. Notably, the use of cac mapaxaid (“please”)?®
deserves attention as it is a pragmatically appropriate mitigator to show politeness, fostering
solidarity and a cooperative tone, which was not as frequently used by participants at other levels.
Overall, learners at the B2 and CI1 level displayed a wider use of internal modifiers in both
scenarios (see examples 71 to 75 in Section 4.2.1), which indicates some pragmatic awareness,
though it should be noted that it still was not fully aligned to the NS’s performance.

The findings in this study differ from those reported by Bella (2012a) regarding B1, B2,
and C1 learners of Greek as a FL and their requesting performance in -D -P contexts. Interestingly,

while Bella (2012a) found that the intermediate and advanced participants in their study struggled

Yt is important to highlight that five participants at the B2 level did not participate in the Cleaning role play.
Therefore, the findings are interpreted carefully in this section.

2t is important to highlight the differences between the formulaic “please” (ropaxald) and the more nuanced
“please” with an address form (ce/oag waporxaio). The latter form carries a stronger connotation of formality due to
the pronominal object, making it more effective in terms of politeness, despite its standard form (Gkouma, 2024). The
use of “please” with the address form reflects an effort to establish a closer connection with the interlocutor (Sifianou,
1992), thereby increasing the likelihood of request fulfillment. The address forms in Greek will be discussed further
in the next section on Pragmatic Transfer.
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to align their pragmalinguistic knowledge with specific sociopragmatic functions in familiar
situations (-D -P), this issue did not appear to affect the B1, B2, and C1 participants in the current
study. As observed in the results for RQ1, these participants showed no statistically significant
differences from the NS in informal contexts. This suggests that they might have been able to apply
pragmalinguistic norms effectively to understand and use sociopragmatic meanings, which is in
line with research done by Kasper and Roever (2005), McNamara and Roever (2006), and Roever
(2004). The contrasting findings between the intermediate and advanced participants in Bella’s
(2012a) study and those at the same proficiency levels in the present study could be attributed to
several factors. First, the use of role plays in the present study may have allowed participants to
demonstrate a broader range of request behaviors, whereas Bella’s (2012a) use of DCTs may have
been more limiting because of the nature of the instrument. Second, the NNS’s L1 background as
Spanish/Catalan bilinguals could have influenced their requesting performance in familiar
situations, as the participants in the present study were from the same context, while Bella’s
(2012a) participants came from various L1 backgrounds with differing politeness norms. Lastly,
the participants in the present study reported more exposure to Greek, particularly the B1 and B2
learners, as indicated in their background questionnaires (see Methodology chapter, Section 3.3).
In contrast, the participants in Bella’s (2012a) study had no prior exposure to the target language
before data collection as those with any exposure were excluded from the cohort. Their learning
experience was primarily grammar-oriented and based on reading comprehension, with little

instruction in pragmatics.
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5.2.2. High Distance and Low Power Scenarios (+D, -P)

The findings regarding the use of requests in the two +D and -P role plays (i.e., the Sugar
and Shoes Scenarios) revealed several differences between the NS and NNS. While NS mostly
preferred Conventionally Indirect Requests in both situations, all proficiency groups exhibited a
distinct preference for Direct Requests in the Shoes Scenario (see examples 76 to 85 in Section
4.2.2).

These variations suggest that the NNS may have perceived differences in the social
dynamics of the two situations, thereby affecting the choice of their requests. One possible
explanation is that the Shoes Scenario, despite the equal power existing between the interlocutors,
involves a transactional interaction characterized by conciseness and clarity (Economidou-
Kogetsidis, 2005), leading them to favor Direct Requests. This preferred use of Direct Requests
might further indicate an influence from their L1, given that, as discussed above, directness is
acceptable in both Spanish and Catalan regardless of the situation. Additionally, the NNS might
have perceived Direct Requests in this scenario as less face-threatening (Alcon et al., 2005), and
therefore, felt that they had the right to use them, given that it was the interlocutor’s obligation to
sell the shoes. Such performance might also reflect a developing interlanguage system (Kasper &
Schmidt, 1996; Taguchi, 2010; Woodfield, 2008), as the NNS did not seem to have fully developed
the pragmalinguistic conventions of requests in Greek in this role play. In contrast, in the Sugar
Scenario, which involved borrowing sugar from a neighbor, the NNS might have relied on
different sociopragmatic expectations related to maintaining personal relationships, making
indirectness more preferable.

Both the NS and NNS opted for Conventionally Indirect Requests in the Sugar Scenario.

However, they seemed to differ in the types of requests used in the Shoes Scenario. As mentioned
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earlier, the groups of NNS across all proficiency levels leaned towards Direct Requests using
Need/Want Statements in this role play, unlike the NS who still favored Conventionally Indirect
Requests. Although the NNS deviated from the NS’s preferred form in this situation, they
exhibited grammatical accuracy in their request, which is in line with Economidou-Kogetsidis’s
(2011) research. This might indicate that cross-cultural differences might influence how L2
learners perceive the degree of imposition (Blum-Kulka & Olshtain, 1984; Economidou-
Kogetsidis, 2010), especially in a transactional situation. It is possible that a commercial exchange,
such as the one occurring in the Shoes Scenario, was regarded as a low imposition act in the NNS’s
own culture, due to the interlocutor’s professional role. Thus, Direct Requests may be considered
as neutral and appropriate in both Spanish (Escandell-Vidal, 2005; Pinto, 2012; Ruiz, 2018) and
Catalan (Curell, 2012). This overuse of Direct Requests in a context where indirectness is preferred
may reflect deviations from the expected Greek politeness norms. Consequently, it can lead to the
unintentional violation of politeness norms, as pointed out by Kasper (1990), and result in
pragmatic failure.

Similar patterns were observed in the use of modifications by both NS and NNS in these
two role plays. All groups exhibited a higher use of modifiers in both the Sugar and Shoes scenarios
than the scenarios that were characterized as being -D and -P. This might be attributed to the nature
of'the Sugar and Shoes Scenarios, where there is a greater social distance between the interlocutors,
making more mitigation necessary. Both NS and NNS used more modifiers in the Sugar Scenario.
This could be attributed to the NNS’s perception that this interaction was more face-threatening
than the Shoes Scenario (where more significant differences were found across groups), and like
the NS, this led them to apply more mitigation strategies. This is consistent with previous research

on request modification, which suggests that L2 learners are more likely to employ more
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mitigations when making requests that might be seen as more face-threatening (Blum-Kulka, et
al., 1989; Brown & Levinson, 1987). In contrast, the Shoes Scenario appeared to be less face-
threatening, and, therefore, mitigations were less necessary, due to the shared advantage of both
interlocutors, as pointed out by Antonopoulou (2001). In Greek culture, requests in situations such
as the one in the Shoes Scenario are not considered as face-threatening (Sifianou, 1992a, 1992b;
Pavlidou, 1994). Despite this, both NS and NNS in the present study still exhibited a relatively
high use of modifiers in the Shoes Scenario, which shows sensitivity to contextual differences in
request imposition.

When analyzing the types of modifications employed by both NS and NNS in both
scenarios, findings revealed that both groups exhibited relatively similar patterns in their use of
external modifications. Specifically, Grounders were the most employed modification by all
groups in both role plays, though their usage was less frequent in the Shoes Scenario. Conversely,
while NS tended to use Preparators in both role plays, the NNS did not employ them in the Shoes
Scenario (see examples 86 to 89 in Section 4.2.2). Instead, they chose to use Grounders or
Discourse Orientation Moves, or just produced the main head act without any supportive moves.
Not even those participants at the C1 level used Preparators, with the exception of one of the four
doing so in the Sugar Scenario. This might suggest a certain lack of pragmatic awareness in the
use of this external modifier by the NNS, where more nuanced politeness strategies might be
expected. In the case of the Shoes Scenario, the absence of such external devices might indicate
that the NNS in the current study may have been guessing when certain mitigations are not
necessary, such as in transactional contexts as pointed out earlier. Another possibility is that the

NNS do not often use Preparators in their L1 in similar contexts.
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Regarding the use of internal modifications in both role plays, findings revealed that both
the NS and NNS showed a higher frequency of internal modifiers in the Sugar Scenario compared
to the Shoes Scenario. This might indicate that FTAs such as requests can also be perceived as
threatening to the negative face when claiming personal possessions (Chen, 2017). In this sense,
both the NS and NNS in the current study seemed to recognize the need for greater mitigation
when making requests that impose on the interlocutor’s resources. In contrast, less mitigation was
necessary in the Shoes Scenario where the obligation to fulfil the request was clearer due to its
transactional nature. The NS mostly favored the Conditional Structure, Understaters, and
Downtoners in the Sugar Scenario, and to a lesser extent, in the Shoes Scenario. The NNS seemed
to follow this pattern, suggesting a certain awareness of pragmatic norms (see examples 90 to 95
in Section 4.2.2) as they aligned with the NS in their reliance mostly on the Conditional and
Understaters. However, it is not surprising that the Conditional was frequently used across
contexts, and that the NNS seemed to have internalized this grammatical form (8o n6ela, 1.e., “1
would”) given that it is introduced as a formulaic expression in Greek language classes from Al-
A2 levels, making it familiar to learners from early stages. Furthermore, this wide use of the
Conditional Structure by the NNS in the current study could also be due to the fact that Greek FL
textbooks emphasize this kind of grammatical structure (Bella, 2009; 2011; 2012a, 2012b, 2014a).
However, the overall lower use of internal modifications by the NNS compared to the NS might
indicate a gap in pragmatic competence. Again, L2 learners might rely more on directness either
because of transfer from their L1 (Félix-Brasdefer, 2007a; Pinto, 2005), or a lack of exposure to
native-like request modifications (Bella, 2012a, 2012b, 2014a; Economidou-Kogetsidis, 2012).

In summary, the NS and NNS in the present study exhibited different patterns for the head

act in both the Sugar and Shoes Scenarios. Specifically, while the NNS across proficiency levels
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had similar preferences for Conventionally Indirect Requests in the Sugar Scenario, they opted for
Direct Requests in the Shoes Scenario, which differed from the NS’s performance. This might
suggest a lack of pragmatic competence in the Shoes Scenario, where the NNS favored directness,
which aligns with their L1 norms. Additionally, although both groups followed a similar pattern
regarding the use of modifiers (i.e., a higher use in the Sugar Scenario compared to the Shoes
Scenario), the NNS did not rely on them as much as the NS. This suggests, on the one hand, that
L2 learners might be aware of the need to mitigate more in contexts like the one found in the Sugar
Scenario, and on the other, that L1 influence might lead to a scarcity of modifications in contexts

similar to the Shoes Scenario.

5.2.3. High Distance and High Power Scenarios (+D, +P)

As previously presented, the findings highlight differences between NS and NNS in their
use of requests across the three formal role plays (Deadline Extension, Overtime, and Day Off
Scenarios) (see examples 96 to 101 in Section 4.2.3). Again, Conventionally Indirect Requests
were the most commonly used type, particularly in the Deadline Extension and Overtime
Scenarios. However, divergences were observed between NS and NNS in both of the role plays
taking place at the workplace (Overtime and Day Off Scenarios).

The dominant use of Conventionally Indirect Requests in the Deadline Extension Scenario
across all groups of participants in the current study suggests that L2 learners might recognize the
need for indirectness in formal situations. In this particular context, the NNS may have opted for
Conventionally Indirect Requests to convey a higher degree of politeness, respect, and deference,
given the high social distance and the interlocutor’s dominant role. Additionally, as discussed

earlier, familiarity with the academic setting might have influenced their request choices. In fact,
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in the retrospective verbal reports several participants at the A2 (n =6), Bl (n =4), and B2 (n =38)
levels confirmed their familiarity with this situation (see examples 147 and 148 in Section 4.4),
having taken on the role of a student at various points in their lives.

However, different patterns emerged in the Overtime Scenario. While B1, B2, and Cl1
participants continued to favor Conventionally Indirect Requests in this context, possibly to sound
less imposing, the NS and A2 participants employed more Direct Requests. This might indicate
that those at the B1, B2, and C1 levels preferred to sound more polite in this scenario, following
the universal claim that more indirectness implies more politeness (Brown & Levinson, 1987;
Leech, 1983; Searle, 1975). It is likely that NS preferred Direct Requests, expressing urgency and
demand, since a boss usually holds a position of authority and can explicitly ask an employee to
work extra hours. For the A2 participants, however, the preference for directness might not
necessarily reflect native-like pragmatic competence but rather a lack of necessary resources to
formulate more complex and polite requests. Such limitation of linguistic resources was
corroborated by several A2 participants (n = 6) in their retrospective verbal reports (see examples
132, and 135 in Section 4.4). Despite Sifianou’s (1992a) assumption that Imperatives serve to
communicate role-related obligations, none of the groups employed this type of request in this
scenario and instead, opted mostly for Need/Want Statements.

Direct Requests were also strongly favored by the NS in both the Overtime and Day Off
Scenarios, and to a lesser extent in the Deadline Extension Scenario. This seems to be consistent
with the idea that bald-on record and directness in Greek may be acceptable and widely employed
(Economidou-Kogetsidis, 2002), even in the workplace. This contrasts with the universal
preference for indirectness in formal contexts proposed by general politeness theories (Blum-

Kulka, et al. 1989; Brown & Levinson, 1987). In the Day Off Scenario, all groups exhibited a
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higher use of Direct Requests, possibly because requesting a day off is perceived as less face-
threatening. The NNS might have perceived that, as employees, they have the right to request
personal leave, even if they had just started working (as indicated in the role play instructions),
making directness more socially acceptable. These participants might have been aware of the
appropriate level of directness that is expected in this situation and adjusted their language use
accordingly, which is in line with Ishihara and Cohen (2021).

Interestingly, while both the Deadline Extension and Day Off Scenarios involve the person
making the request (student/employee) asking a higher status interlocutor (professor/boss) for
something, the difference in the request types may be attributed to contextual nuances (academic
vs. workplace). In professional settings, Direct Requests might be perceived as more efficient and
appropriate, whereas in academic contexts, greater deference and mitigation might be expected,
given the hierarchical nature of student/professor interactions. Moreover, the NNS may have
struggled to recognize the inherent power dynamics and level of imposition in these situations,
supporting Fraser’s (1978) and Schauer’s (2009) stance that L2 learners must understand these
factors before selecting the appropriate request based on social status. Furthermore, the variations
in the choice of requests and modification across contexts might be aligned with Economidou-
Kogetsidis’ (2010) claim that, beyond social parameters of distance, power, and imposition,
additional contextual and cultural elements must be considered to fully understand L2 learners’
requesting behavior. The retrospective verbal reports further supported this, revealing that the
NNS’s perceptions of difficulty varied based on their familiarity with the scenarios. Most of these
participants struggled with these formal settings, while others felt more comfortable in such

situations, highlighting the influence of individual experiences and exposure.
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Regarding the use of modifications, the NNS seemed to be aware of the need for mitigation
in the three formal contexts and employed them similarly, regardless of who had the dominant
role. This is shown by the higher number of modifications that these participants employed in these
three role plays, compared to the other five. They might have considered it necessary to justify the
request and its urgency as much as possible. However, as seen in the results, significant differences
were found at the A2, B1, and B2 levels when compared to the NS. This might show that the
participants at the A2, B1, and B2 levels did not seem to be sufficiently sensitive to the social
parameters of +D and +P in these formal contexts, and therefore, may not have been able to carry
out a remapping of pragmalinguistic forms (Bardovi-Harlig, 2012). This possibility appears to be
supported by the NNS’s perceptions gathered in the retrospective verbal reports, in which most of
them shared that they considered the formal role plays to be the most challenging.

As discussed earlier, the A2 participants’ limited use of modifications in these formal
scenarios could be attributed to their lack of grammatical competence, as corroborated by the
retrospective verbal reports. For B1 and B2 participants, prior exposure might not have had a
significant impact on their performance in these formal situations. This could be due to the nature
of their previous experience with Greek, where opportunities for interaction in formal settings were
likely more limited compared to informal settings which are more centered around daily
interactions (such as buying shoes or asking a friend for a favor). In fact, the retrospective verbal
reports revealed that formal situations had not been addressed in the participant’s Greek courses
at all. None of the participants in any proficiency level mentioned practicing role plays for formal
contexts; instead, they recalled role plays in shops or with friends and relatives and this might have
left them uncertain about how to navigate interactions in these formal contexts. Consequently,

most of the participants in the current study felt unprepared to communicate in Greek in such
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settings, mentioning a lack of exposure, limited social sensitivity, and not possessing the relevant
vocabulary. Hence, their performance regarding the use of modifiers did not align with native-
speaker norms for making pragmatically appropriate Greek requests in formal situations. For the
NN, this ultimately led to pragmatic failure, or rather, an inability to properly convey requests in
formal settings in a way that was considered polite in Greek.

As indicated in the retrospective verbal reports and consistent with the findings of Gkouma
(2024), most of the NNS perceived the formal role plays to be more challenging. These findings
appear to be supported by the assumption that unequal power situations are challenging for learners
(Economidou-Kogetsidis, 2009) and do not appear to align with Bella’s (2012a) findings regarding
intermediate and advanced L2 learners’ similar performance to NS in the use of modification
devices in a formal setting?®. This lack of alignment with Bella (2012a) might be attributed to
possible task effects since they used DCTs instead of role plays. As discussed in the -D and -P
scenarios (Section 5.2.1.), the role play format in the present study may have placed greater
demands on the participants’ pragmatic competence, revealing differences in their ability to
modify requests appropriately in formal contexts. In contrast, DCTs might have limited the
learners’ repertoire of pragmatic strategies in Bella’s (2012a) study. Moreover, the three formal
role plays used in the present study took place in different settings, two professional and one
academic, while Bella’s (2012a) study only analyzed the use of requests in an academic setting.

Regarding the use of specific types of external modifiers, several similarities and
differences between the NS and NNS were observed in the three formal scenarios. Grounders were
commonly used by all groups, especially in the Deadline Extension Scenario. This might indicate

that all of the participants in the current study recognized the importance of providing justifications

The formal scenario presented in the DCT used in Bella’s (2012a, 2014c¢) studies is similar to the Deadline Extension
role play employed in the present dissertation.
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in formal settings, which is in line with previous studies (e.g., Bella, 2012a; Economidou-
Kogetsidis, 2011, 2023; Ellis, 1992; Félix-Brasdefer, 2007; Mir, 1993; Schauer 2007). They might
have also perceived that asking for an extension calls for more justification in order to be accepted
by the interlocutor. In this sense, the NNS exhibited certain sociopragmatic awareness about the
need for mitigating requests in this context. In contrast, it seems that Preparators were preferred in
the Overtime and Day Off Scenarios, possibly due to the NNS (like the NS) feeling the need to
check the interlocutor’s willingness before making the request. However, although this
performance might indicate that the NNS had some level of awareness of the nature of the situation
being a negotiation, they still displayed a more limited use of Preparators compared to the NS.
This could suggest the NNS were still not completely sure of how to use this modification
appropriately in highly formal contexts. In these two role plays, the A2 participants relied on
Attention Getters, which are devices that may be perceived as easy to access (Celaya & Bardn,
2015; Gonzalez-Cruz, 2014). Nevertheless, the participants at the B1, B2, and C1 levels did not
seem to employ them as much, which shows that they shifted toward more nuanced mitigation
strategies (Zhang & Aubrey, 2014) (see examples 101 to 107 in Section 4.2.3).

Concerning internal modifiers, clear differences were observed across groups in the three
formal scenarios. When compared to NS, findings revealed a minimal use of internal modifiers by
the NNS which suggests that they may not have fully developed the pragmalinguistic resources
needed to increase politeness through internal mitigation. For instance, the NNS employed
Understaters/Hedgers in the Deadline Extension Scenario more than in the other two role plays
and this might indicate that they perceived requests in academic settings as more face-threatening.
In the other two scenarios, they leaned towards Consultative Devices, possibly because negotiation

with an authority figure was involved. While the NNS in the current study seemed to recognize
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that mitigations in formal contexts are important when formulating requests (e.g., Bella, 2012a;
Codina-Espurz, 2022), their use of internal modifications differed from that of the NS
(Economidou-Kogetsidis, 2008; Flores-Salgado, 2011) (see examples 101 to 107 in Section 4.2.3).
The NNS’s performance across the three scenarios might indicate that they could not fully grasp
appropriate politeness norms in Greek. Specifically, they underused Conditional Structures and
Consultative Devices in situations where NS would typically use them. These divergences may
indicate that these participants adjusted their requests with internal modifiers according to context,
though they still lacked the pragmatic repertoire displayed by the NS, which is in line with previous
studies (Bella, 2012a; Economidou-Kogetsidis, 2009; 2018; Su & Ren, 2017).

To conclude, several differences were observed between the NS and NNS in the use of
requests and modifications in the three formal role plays. While all groups mostly used
Conventionally Indirect Requests in the Deadline Extension Scenario, and Direct Requests in the
Day Off Scenario, different patterns were found in the Overtime Scenario; NS used Direct
Requests while NNS employed Conventionally Indirect Requests. This might indicate that the
NNS still preferred to sound more polite in the Overtime Scenario. Regarding modifications,
although the NNS seemed to be aware of the need to mitigate requests in formal situations, their
performance did not resemble that of the NS, neither in the quantity nor in the specific types of
modifications, especially with respect to internal modifications. Generally, these findings might
suggest that L2 learners may show a lack of sociopragmatic competence when interacting in formal

situations.
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5.3. RQ3: Pragmatic Transfer in Greek Requests by Spanish/Catalan Bilinguals

The third research question attempted to explore possible instances of L1 pragmatic
transfer in the use of requests in Greek as a FL by Spanish/Catalan bilinguals (NNS). More
specifically, this question aimed at exploring whether the NNS’s L1 influenced their use of address
forms (informal and formal use of ‘you’) in Greek requests in the Shoes (+D, -P), Deadline
Extension (+D, +P), and Day Off (+D, +P) Scenarios. The findings obtained will be discussed in
this section to shed light on the NNS’s use of the formal ‘you’ (Spa. usted / Cat. voste / Gr. eaeic)

in Greek, and whether this usage aligns with pragmatically appropriate norms in Greek.

5.3.1. Shoes Scenario (+D, -P)

The findings revealed significant differences between NS and NNS in the use of the formal
address form of ‘you’ in Greek (eoeic) in the Shoes Scenario. As the results show, the NS exhibited
a dominant use of the formal ‘you’ in this role play, as most of them employed hearer-oriented
requests, like those used in Economidou-Kogetsidis (2022). This occurrence is supported by the
notion that L1 Greek speakers tend to employ a high level of formality in service encounters
(Economidou-Kogetsidis, 2005; Sifianou & Tzanne, 2018). In contrast, the absence of any form
of address observed in the NNS group might have happened because of the preferred use of
speaker-oriented requests, mostly Direct Requests using Need/Want Statements. The fact that
almost half of the NNS avoided using the formal or informal ‘you’ might suggest possible
difficulties in selecting the appropriate address form in Greek in this situation, despite many of
them having practiced this context in the classroom. This might align with previous research
suggesting that L2 learners often struggle with pragmatic features that differ from their native

language(s) (Bardovi-Harlig & Dornyei, 1998; Celce-Murcia et al., 1995; Kecskes, 2013). This
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performance could be attributed to underdeveloped pragmatic competence and uncertainty about
politeness norms. A lack of grammatical competence could also account for the NNS’s
performance, since the 2nd person plural is generally a more complex structure than the 2nd person
singular in verb conjugation (see Section 2.5.3). Additionally, the NNS might have preferred to
use speaker-oriented requests (e.g. Need/Want Statements) as an alternative to avoid choosing the
wrong form. Those NNS who leaned towards hearer-oriented requests (e.g., Query-Preparatory of
Ability) used the formal ‘you’ (n = 18) more than the informal ‘you’ (» = 10). Those who leaned
towards the formal form exhibited more pragmatic awareness, despite the widespread use of the
informal ‘you’ in formal contexts in Spanish (Alvarez, 2005; Arnaiz, 2006; Sampedro, 2016, 2022)
and Catalan (Nogué et al., 2022; Urteaga, 2008). Another explanation for the NNS’s performance
in this scenario might be associated with L1 transfer from Spanish and Catalan where address
forms function differently compared to Greek, as discussed in Section 2.5.3, and speaker-oriented
requests might be more predominant in such situations.

When comparing the performance of the NS and NNS across proficiency levels, the
findings indicate that the use of the formal ‘you’ might increase with proficiency. The statistical
analysis indicated that proficiency level seemed to affect the probability of using the formal ‘you’,
revealing a statistically significant difference between the B1 group and the NS. No significant
differences were found between the other proficiency groups and the NS. However, the NNS used
it less frequently than NS, although several participants in the B2 group and three out of four
participants at the C1 level demonstrated a usage pattern closely resembling that of the NS. This
might suggest that proficiency may be a predictor for the use of the formal address form in Greek,
at least in situations like the Shoes Scenario. When the NNS used the formal ‘you’, they

incorporated it either in the main requests (see examples 113 and 115 in Section 4.3.1), or within
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external modifiers (see examples 114 and 116 in Section 4.3.1). Additionally, they expressed the
formal form of address in various ways, including the personal pronoun, possessive pronoun,
indirect pronoun, and verb conjugation. Remarkably, an example from a B2 participant (see
example 115 in Section 4.3.1) shows an interesting case of sociopragmatic awareness but still an
instance of grammatical/lexical transfer, since the participant was trying to express the formal form
by using the third person singular, following Spanish or Catalan norms.

Ultimately, the findings suggest that although the use of formal form of address in Greek
became more frequent with increased proficiency, the overall use of this form in the NNS group
still reflects a lack of pragmatic competence when compared to the NS’s performance in the Shoes

Scenario.

5.3.2. Deadline Extension Scenario (+D, +P)

The findings obtained in this scenario revealed significant differences in the choice of
address forms by NS and NNS. While the vast majority of NS employed the formal ‘you’ in their
requests (consistent with the expected politeness form in formal and respectful situations), nearly
half of the NNS group opted for the informal ‘you’. This opposing behavior might indicate
pragmatic transfer due to cross-cultural differences in address forms across the three languages,
since the use of informal ‘you’ in Spanish (7) and Catalan (f#) in academic contexts is widely
accepted (Osvath, 2015). By contrast, using the informal ‘you’ in Greek academic contexts might
be regarded as inappropriate and even rude (Economidou-Kogetsidis, 2011, 2018, 2023).
Interestingly, as indicated in the retrospective verbal report, an A2 participant struggled with this
situation due to his uncertainty about the appropriate address form in this role play, showing some

level of awareness that the formal form is expected in Greek (see example 136 in Section 4.4).
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Therefore, this might imply that the NNS applied their L1 sociocultural mindset to the L2 (Beebe
et al., 1990; Kecskes, 2013), and may have not fully grasped the nuances of formal address in
Greek. However, other NNS appeared to show sensitivity to the contextual nuances in this
scenario, as evidenced by their choice of the formal form to address the professor. This suggests
that these learners may be aware of the expected level of politeness in this context. Prior exposure
to Greek language may explain the divergence in the NNS’s pragmatic competence. Some learners
who used the formal ‘you’ in Greek had either visited Greece before or attended Greek language
courses (see Andria, 2014; Andria & Serrano, 2017 on the effect of stay abroad in Greek as an
L2), particularly those at the B2 level, and to a lesser extent, at the B1 level, as elicited from the
background questionnaires. However, these factors did not appear to have an impact on other
participants’ performance who employed the informal ‘you’ in this context. Moreover, individual
differences or agency (Taguchi, 2017; Taguchi & Roever, 2017) might explain why other learners
preferred the formal address form, despite never having been to Greece either for travel or language
courses.

Proficiency might have also played a role in the use of the formal ‘you’ in Greek, as
observed in the comparison between NS and the four proficiency levels. Although the quantitative
analysis indicated that proficiency level did not significantly affect the probability of using the
target form in this scenario, the descriptive statistics showed an increased use of the formal ‘you’
across proficiency levels, which may suggest developing pragmatic competence, albeit still limited
(see examples 118 to 121 in Section 4.3.2). The NNS employed the informal ‘you’ either in the
indirect pronoun or verb conjugation (see examples 121 and 122 in Section 4.3.2) in the Deadline
Extension Scenario, unlike NS who clearly favored the formal ‘you’ (see example 122 in Section

4.3.2). This suggests that the NNS might not have been sufficiently exposed to the appropriate use
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of polite address forms in Greek in formal situations. Consequently, they may have addressed the
professor in the role play in Greek in the same way they would have in their L1s. This is notable
since sociopragmatic failure might result in hostility towards the speaker, reluctance to engage in
communication, and potential bias or exclusion against them (Cheng, 2005; Yates, 2010).

To sum up, findings have shown that the address forms become more pragmatically
appropriate with proficiency in this scenario. However, the informal ‘you’ was preferred over the
formal form by the NNS. As discussed, these results might be attributed to cross-cultural
differences in politeness forms between Spanish and Catalan, and Greek. The findings support the
notion that use of informal ‘you’ by L2 learners in Greek academic contexts might result in an

unintended display of rudeness or disrespect, as pointed out by Kasper (1990) and Rianita (2017).

5.3.3. Day Off Scenario (+D, +P)

Significant differences also emerged in the use of address forms in Greek by NS and NNS
in the Day Off Scenario. The findings revealed a marked preference for the formal ‘you’ among
NS, suggesting that addressing the interlocutor with politeness and social distance is a well-
established norm in this context. The NNS slightly favored the formal ‘you’ over the informal
form, however, the overall use of the formal form remained limited. This might indicate that many
of the NNS had not internalized the use of the formal form completely. More than a half of NNS
participants did not use any address form when requesting a day off, which might be attributed to
their preference for speaker-oriented forms (such as Query Preparatory of Permission or
Need/Want Statements), as observed in the Shoes Scenario. Their avoidance in the use of any of
the forms of address may also reflect either their uncertainty about the appropriate form or possible

L1 influence. In fact, as indicated in the retrospective verbal reports, two participants specifically
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found this scenario challenging, as they were unsure which address form to use (see examples 135
and 137 in Section 4.4). As discussed in Section 2.5.3, the use of informal ‘you’ is commonly
accepted in workplace interactions in Spanish (Arndiz, 2006) and Catalan (Urteaga, 2008),
allowing employees to address their boss informally. Consequently, the NNS’s performance in
this particular context might indicate a gap in pragmatic competence, as they appeared to struggle
with understanding and applying sociopragmatic conventions of politeness and formality in Greek.

As revealed by the quantitative analysis, proficiency level significantly affected the
probability of using the formal ‘you’ in this scenario. Moreover, the descriptive statistics seem to
show a certain tendency to the pragmatically appropriate use of this form as proficiency increased
(see examples 123 to 126 in Section 4.3.3), despite its overall limited use among the NNS group.
The limited use of this form at the A2 level may suggest a lack of pragmatic awareness regarding
formality in Greek. Moreover, this communicative situation might have been particularly
demanding for the A2 participants, as they might not have developed sufficient grammatical
competence. This is evident in an A2 participant’s example (see example 123 in Section 4.3.3),
where the second-person singular verb form is used. In contrast, the B1 group exhibited a higher
preference for the formal form, which could indicate greater sensitivity to politeness norms and
higher grammatical competence, as reflected in the use of second-person plural verb form and the
indirect pronoun in a participant’s example (see example 124 in Section 4.3.3). At the B2 and C1
levels, participants showed equal use of the formal ‘you’ and informal ‘you’, suggesting that
learners may not have fully internalized this aspect of Greek sociopragmatic conventions. Again,
this suggests that even L2 learners at higher levels might still transfer the use of the informal ‘you’
to address a boss in a context such as that found in the Day Off Scenario, as they would do in

Spanish and Catalan.
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Once again, the findings in the use of formal and informal ‘you’ in this particular context
could indicate that L1 influence affects the choice of address forms in formal contexts. Building
on the research done by Economidou-Kogetsidis et al., (2018), insufficient exposure to Greek or
lack of instruction on Greek politeness norms could also explain the NNS’s variability in the use

of address forms in the present study.

5.4. Chapter Summary

The findings obtained for the three research questions have been discussed and interpreted
in this chapter. First, Section 5.1 discussed the findings for RQ1, which explored the role of
proficiency in the use of request types and modifications used by the participants in this study,
namely, native Greek speakers (NS) and Spanish/Catalan bilingual learners of Greek (NNS) in
each of the seven scenarios. As discussed, proficiency seemed to play a role in the requests
produced in Greek by the NNS as they exhibited a similar requesting behavior to the NS in most
role plays with regard to the request types. Familiarity and prior knowledge might have had an
impact on the NNS’s request production in some communicative situations. However, although
pragmalinguistic knowledge seemed to improve with proficiency, the NNS still displayed a lack
of sociopragmatic competence, especially regarding the use of modifications in the most formal
situations. Lack of exposure or lack of familiarity might account for the NNS’s performance in
those scenarios. Second, Section 5.2 followed with the discussion of the findings for RQ2, focusing
on the use of requests and modifications based on the degree of formality and the social parameters
of each scenario. While the NNS exhibited a similar performance to the NS in their requests and
modifications in -P and -D contexts, several differences were observed in the types and number of

head acts and modifiers employed across groups in the -P and +D contexts. Regarding the three
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formal scenarios (+P and +D), both NS and NNS leaned towards similar request types in two of
the role plays but relied on different types in the third. Clear differences were apparent in the
number of modifications used by the NNS in these three formal settings, which were not aligned
with the NS. Lastly, Section 5.3 included the interpretations of the findings for RQ3, highlighting
instances of pragmatic transfer in the address forms used by the NNS in their requests across three
of the seven role plays. Specifically, although the address forms seemed to become more
pragmatically appropriate with proficiency in the three scenarios under analysis, a possible
influence of the L1 informal address form was observed, especially in the two +P and +D contexts.
Following, Chapter 6 will elaborate on some conclusions considering the findings obtained in the

present study.
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Chapter 6. Conclusion

The present study has investigated the acquisition of requests in Greek by Spanish/Catalan
bilinguals. Specifically, it has explored the role of proficiency in request use, their realization in
informal and formal contexts, and instances of pragmatic transfer in address forms. The findings
have revealed that proficiency in Greek seems to play a role in the performance of requests by L2
learners, but its effect may vary across scenarios. Regarding the participants of this study, while
higher proficiency was associated with increased complexity in request types and modification
devices, the NNS did not always use them appropriately, or rather, they showed development of
pragmalinguistic knowledge but often lacked sociopragmatic competence in both formal and
informal contexts. This might be attributed to the fact that the NNS’s requesting performance did
not appear to always align with the social distance and power dynamics associated with each of
the role plays they were asked to carry out. As noted by Economidou-Kogetsidis (2010), these
social parameters alone do not fully account for a speaker’s pragmatic choices. Instead, the NNS’s
requests might have been influenced by cross-cultural differences in distance, power, and
imposition (e.g., the preference for directness in the Shoes Scenario), frequent exposure to certain
structures (e.g., the overuse of the Conditional), and limited familiarity with workplace settings
and their norms (e.g., the underuse of mitigation). Furthermore, the degree of imposition inherent
in each scenario may also explain their requesting performance. In low imposition contexts, the
NNS largely aligned with native-speaker norms, favoring Conventionally Indirect Requests.
However, in contrast, they often displayed a stronger preference for Direct Requests in high
imposition contexts, possibly due to L1 influence or an underdeveloped interlanguage system. In
this sense, the NNS exhibited partial but inconsistent acquisition of Greek requests. In other words,

while these participants approximated native-speaker norms in request production in informal
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settings, they struggled with those that required a higher degree of formality, as pointed out by
most of them in the retrospective verbal reports.

In certain situations (i.e., the Suitcase, Sugar, and Deadline Extension Scenarios), the
NNS’s performance resembled that of the NS, possibly due to cross-linguistic similarities and the
widespread use of Conventionally Indirect Requests in Greek, Spanish, and Catalan. It was
observed that learners at lower levels favored simpler structures, such as the Query-Preparatory
with Present Indicative. The simplicity in the structure of this form of request could also be linked
to a learner’s compensation strategy (Trosborg, 1995), given the shortage of linguistic resources
available to them. This seems to be consistent with Felix-Brasdefer’s (2007) claim that lower-level
learners possess limited competence in adapting their language use to different situations during
the early stages of foreign language learning. However, in this study, the A2 and B1 participants’
general preference for indirectness in the three aforementioned scenarios does not seem to align
with Bella’s (2012a, 2014a) studies, where learners at the same proficiency level consistently opted
for Direct Requests across all situations. Regarding the higher proficiency levels in the present
study, these learners opted for more complex structures, such as the Query-Preparatory of
Permission or Query-Preparatory of Ability, which are findings that are in line with previous
research (Bella, 2012a, 2014a; Economidou-Kogetsidis, 2022; Felix-Brasdefer, 2007; Flores
Salgado, 2011; Hill, 1997; Rose, 2000, 2009; Trosborg, 1995). In the current study, a similar
performance was observed in the Day Off Scenario, where all groups strongly opted for Direct
Requests using Need/Want Statements, which shows an awareness that directness is acceptable in
these types of situations. In regard to the social and pragmatic expectations associated with certain
contexts, this resemblance in request usage might be attributed to cross-cultural similarities

between Spanish (Escandell-Vidal, 2005; Pérez-Avila, 2005; Pinto, 2012; Ruiz, 2018;
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Staszkiewicz, 2018), Catalan (Pérez i Parent, 2002; Vanrell & Catany, 2021), and Greek (Bella,
2012a; Ogiermann & Bella, 2020).

Moreover, the NNS in this study might not have been able to recognize the contextual
nuances and pragmatic expectations in the other role plays (i.e., the Cleaning, Shoes, and Overtime
Scenarios) when producing requests. While the NS mostly preferred to use Non-Conventionally
Indirect Requests in the Cleaning Scenario, and Conventionally Indirect Requests in the Shoes
Scenario, the NNS predominantly favored either Direct Requests or simpler Conventionally
Indirect types. This divergence across groups might indicate a lack of sociopragmatic competence
regarding Greek pragmatic conventions in certain situations. Additionally, potential pragmatic
transfer might explain the NNS’s preference for Direct Requests in the Shoes Scenario, where NS
favored Conventionally Indirect Requests, meaning that they transferred the types of requests they
would use in their L1 in this particular scenario, since directness is more socially acceptable in
Spanish or Catalan culture. Even participants at the C1 level used Direct Requests, which aligns
with Pavan’s (2019) suggestion that politeness is shaped by cultural and linguistic boundaries.
This pattern seems to be consistent with the assumption that pragmatic competence involves not
only linguistic ability but also cultural and contextual awareness. It follows, then, that the
variations in the use of requests observed in the different contexts (e.g., the Overtime Scenario)
might not necessarily be attributed to proficiency limitations. Instead, agency may have influenced
the NNS’s performance, as suggested by Taguchi and Roever (2017). That is, some NNS (and
even NS) may have chosen certain forms based on personal preferences and interests when
communicating with others, as shared by participants in the retrospective verbal reports. It could
be that some individuals prefer a more direct or less conventional form of request, especially in

contexts where they feel more comfortable with the setting or in particular situations that align
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better with their personal or cultural approach to politeness. This can also be linked to the concept
of fringing (Kadar, 2017), which argues that politeness is not always clear-cut. L2 learners may
opt for requests that are neither strictly polite nor impolite, but rather reflect their own
communication styles, personal backgrounds, and social moral frameworks, as noted by Kadar and
Haugh (2013). This could explain why some NNS in this study shared in the retrospective verbal
reports that they felt more at ease with formal settings (such as the Overtime or Day Off Scenarios),
whereas others were not as comfortable in informal settings (such as the Shoes or Cleaning
Scenarios).

The differences found between the NS and NNS in the number and types of modifications
employed, as well as the variation observed across contexts, seems to be supported by findings
from previous studies (Achiba, 2003; Barron, 2007; Bella, 2012a, 2014a; Blum-Kulka & Olshtain,
1986; Schauer, 2004, Woodfield & Economidou-Kogetsidis, 2010 to name but a few). Such
deviations from native-speaker norms in the use of modifications could be attributed to learners
perceiving a need to mitigate (or not) in certain situations. That is, Spanish/Catalan speakers might
consider it unnecessary to mitigate their requests in specific contexts, and this suggests that the
modifications that a given learner chooses across scenarios are influenced by their L1 pragmatic
and cultural conventions. In addition, some modifications might be acquired earlier or later
depending on the context, as stated by Kasper and Rose (2002). It would seem that in the current
study, the NNS’s pragmatic competence in Greek request mitigation had not fully developed,
which aligns with previous research (Bardovi-Harlig, 2001; Bardovi-Harlig & Ddornyei, 1998;
Kasper & Rose, 2002).

The results show that pragmalinguistic competence of the NNS regarding request

mitigation improved with increased proficiency, although most participants displayed a lack of
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sociopragmatic competence, especially in formal contexts (Bella, 2012a, 2014a; Hill, 1997; Rose,
2000, 2009; gegedin, 2017; Szczepaniak-Kozak, 2016; Trosborg, 1995). Specifically, the A2
participants employed significantly fewer modifiers compared to the other groups in all scenarios,
drawing mainly on basic structures and formulaic language, displaying a more limited ability to
modify their requests appropriately. Participants at the B1 and B2 levels, while exhibiting a wider
range and use of mitigators, still seemed to lack sociopragmatic competence in those situations
that required higher mitigation (+D, +P). These findings are supported by Taguchi’s (2011)
assumption that learners’ processing speed and fluency in pragmatic performance remain behind
native-speaker norms. It is possible that these learners were not fully aware of the contextual
factors involved in formal situations in Greek such as the type of interaction or relationship
between interlocutors (Alcon Soler & Martinez-Flor, 2008; Taguchi, 2010), and therefore, were
not able to soften the illocutionary force of their requests sufficiently (Hartford & Bardovi-Harlig,
1996). In contrast, the C1 participants closely resembled the NS in their performance across all
scenarios, which suggests a development in both pragmalinguistic and sociopragmatic
competence, although such findings must be taken with caution due to the low number of
participants in this group. In line with Zhang and Aubrey (2014), advanced learners typically use
amore diverse repertoire of speech act strategies and integrate them more effectively into discourse
due much in part to an increased exposure to authentic language use. The resemblance of the C1
participants’ requesting behavior could indicate that pragmatic competence improves with
proficiency, as supported by previous studies (e.g., Al-Gahtani & Roever, 2011; Bardovi-Harlig,
2001; Bardovi—Harlig & Su, 2018; Celaya & Baron, 2015; Roever & lkeda, 2023; Rose, 2000; Wu

& Roever, 2021).
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While L1 influence may account for the NNS’s request choices in certain situations, as
discussed above, this dissertation specifically examined instances of pragmatic transfer related to
address forms in L2 learners’ request formulation. The findings revealed significant differences
between the NS and NNS in the three particular scenarios (i.e., Shoes, Deadline Extension, and
Day Off Scenarios) under study. Although certain developmental patterns in the use of the formal
address form (socig) were evident across proficiency levels, the NNS still used it less frequently
than NS. This might indicate a lack of pragmatic competence, particularly in the Deadline
Extension and Day Off Scenarios (+D, +P), where participants favored the informal form of
address (eo0). In the Shoes Scenario, they primarily used speaker-oriented requests, possibly as a
compensation strategy due to their uncertainty, or simply as a personal preference in that context.
It is likely that the NNS mistakenly transferred the common use of the informal ‘you’ in Spanish
and Catalan to Greek conventions. This suggests that the NNS had not been sufficiently exposed
to Greek politeness conventions, particularly regarding address forms. Building on Takahashi’s
(2000) question regarding when and how social parameters affect L1 transfer, the findings on the
use of address forms in Greek across different contexts suggest that L1 influence is more likely to
occur in +D and +P contexts where the NNS of the current study used the formal address form
considerably less than the NS. This might be due to learners being more susceptible to transfer
when they are not fully aware of or exposed to Greek norms, leading them to draw on L1 address
forms (the informal ‘you’ in Spanish and Catalan). The lack of formality shown in the address
forms used by the participants in the two +D and +P scenarios indicates that perceived social
hierarchy may have played a role in transfer.

Findings from this study suggest that while L2 learners’ pragmalinguistic competence

appears to develop with increased proficiency, sociopragmatic competence may be more
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challenging to acquire. Although proficiency seems to predict an expansion of a learner’s
pragmalinguistic repertoire, they do not consistently map these forms onto sociopragmatic
meanings (Kasper & Roever, 2005). These findings align with previous research highlighting an
imbalance between pragmalinguistics and sociopragmatics (Alcon Soler & Martinez-Flor, 2008;
Taguchi, 2010). The retrospective verbal reports employed in this study show that the participants
progressed from using basic structures at lower levels to a more nuanced use of language at higher
levels. Nevertheless, they still encountered difficulties when interacting in the most formal
situations. This emphasizes the importance of teaching politeness and negotiation strategies at
advanced levels to improve learners’ pragmatic competence in Greek. Consequently, these
conclusions point to several pedagogical implications for teaching requests to learners of Greek as
a FL, which will be explored in depth in the following chapter.

In summary, the present study offers new insights regarding the acquisition of pragmatic
competence in a FL, more specifically, in the speech act of requests in Greek. By analyzing request
production in Greek as a FL by Spanish/Catalan bilinguals, several general conclusions can be
drawn about L2 pragmatic development. First, the findings obtained in the present study suggest
that pragmatic competence is not acquired uniformly or automatically with increased linguistic
command. Instead, pragmatic competence depends upon several key factors such as explicit
instruction, exposure to authentic input and L1 pragmatic transfer. Second, this study emphasizes
the idea that the acquisition of speech acts in an L2 i1s a dynamic process where learners negotiate
between the formal knowledge of the language, L1 and L2 sociopragmatic norms, and
communicative strategies that they consider appropriate. Lastly, this study contributes to the field
of ILP by providing empirical evidence regarding how Spanish/Catalan bilinguals manage

pragmatic competence in Greek, allowing for reflection on broader trends in L2 pragmatic
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acquisition. Findings suggest that development of L2 pragmatic competence does not only entail
learning linguistic structures but also internalizing sociocultural norms and discursive strategies

specific to the target speech community.
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Chapter 7. Pedagogical Implications

Based on the findings of the present study, this chapter will provide several pedagogical
implications, which aim to support Greek teachers in addressing challenges related to teaching
contextually appropriate requests. As observed in the findings, the NNS appeared to struggle more
when using requests and mitigations in formal situations compared to informal situations. This
was corroborated by the retrospective verbal reports employed in this study, in which most NNS
indicated that they faced greater difficulties in the three formal role plays, citing a lack of
grammatical structures and vocabulary, or uncertainty about how to navigate the interaction.
Although Greek textbooks may have evolved since Bella (2009) highlighted the vague treatment
of Greek politeness conventions in classroom materials, the difficulties that the NNS faced with
the formal scenarios in the present study suggest that these contexts seem to still be insufficiently
represented. Consequently, learners do not seem to be sufficiently exposed to Greek pragmatic
norms. To help address what may be an inadequate and decontextualized presentation of speech
acts in textbooks (Barron, 2016; Uso-Juan, 2007) and a lack of pragmatic input (Alcon Soler &
Martinez-Flor, 2008; Bardovi-Harlig et al., 1991), teachers of Greek as a FL should tackle
contextual nuances in request formulation by implementing innovative techniques and materials
to increase learners’ awareness. This could be achieved by explicit instruction of sociopragmatic
norms, greater opportunities for interaction, awareness-raising activities, metapragmatic
discussion, role-playing, pragmatic assessment and feedback, or even a combination of these (see
Baron et al. (2024) for a wide variety of activities to be used in the foreign language classroom).
By applying these techniques and strategies which are each discussed in depth in what follows,

educators can increase students’ understanding of pragmalinguistic and sociopragmatic knowledge
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to overcome obstacles in teaching pragmatics (Bialystok, 1993; Kasper, 1997; Kasper, 2001;
Kasper & Rose, 1999; Thomas, 1983).

First, adopting an explicit approach to teaching sociopragmatic norms has the potential to
help learners grasp contextual nuances and use requests more appropriately, particularly in formal
situations. Given that the NNS in this study used less mitigation than NS in all three formal role
plays, explicit instruction on Greek sociopragmatic norms could highlight the importance of
politeness and mitigation in these similar situations. Likewise, considering the NNS’s overuse of
the informal ‘you’ in Greek, explicitly teaching when and how to use informal versus formal
address forms in requests could be beneficial to raising learners’ awareness of the potential
consequences of misusing these forms. Additionally, based on the idea that pragmatic competence
does not necessarily align with linguistic proficiency, instruction should integrate pragmatics from
early stages and gradually build upon it, ensuring that even advanced learners continue to enhance
their ability to produce requests and choose address forms appropriately.

Second, awareness-raising activities based on comparing politeness conventions in Greek
and Spanish and Catalan would help learners recognize differences and avoid negative pragmatic
transfer. To highlight the nuances of native-like request behavior and appropriate address form
use, this could be achieved through activities like dialogues from real-life interactions (e.g., Baron
et al., 2020; Cheng, 2016), movies and TV series (e.g., Baron & Celaya, 2022; Khazdouzian et al.,
2021; Omar & Razi, 2022), and metapragmatic discussions (e.g., Taguchi & Kim, 2016; Takimoto,
2012), which are more deeply discussed below. As a result, teachers would increase pragmatic
input and exposure in the classroom and help learners overcome obstacles when interacting in both
formal and informal situations. For example, activities contextualizing service encounters, such as

in the Shoes Scenario, could improve learners’ awareness of the preferred use of Conventionally
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Indirect Requests in various situations in Greek. Similarly, the NNS’s overgeneralization of the
informal ‘you’ in the formal role plays in Greek suggests the need for context-rich activities that
help learners associate each form of address with specific situations. Thus, these types of
awareness-raising activities could strengthen learners’ sociopragmatic competence in Greek,
making them less reliant on their L1 cultural and politeness conventions.

Third, despite the shortcomings identified by previous researchers (Bataller & Shively,
2011; Félix-Brasdefer, 2007b; Kasper, 2000; Taguchi, 2018), role plays could also be a valuable
activity in the Greek as a FL classroom, given that the NNS varied their request types and
modification strategies depending on the context. Role plays can help learners practice appropriate
forms of request and address in different social situations, however, teachers need to ensure that
different degrees of formality and diverse social parameters are covered in the role plays as a
means to enhance adaptability in spontaneous pragmatic use. In addition, role plays should be
carefully designed with clear instructions to effectively elicit learners’ requesting behaviors. The
role plays employed in this dissertation could serve as a model for teaching requests in Greek as a
FL, as they cover various situations across different levels of formality.

Fourth, teachers could put forward metapragmatic discussions in the classroom, given the
limited opportunities for metapragmatic reflection, as claimed by Bella (2016) and Usé-Juan
(2007). That is, learners could reflect on their choices and compare them with Greek pragmatic
norms, judging when it is more appropriate to use a specific request or address form. Discussions
could also be more oriented towards politeness expectations in Greek culture. For instance,
learners of Greek as a FL could discuss why they think native speakers are using directness in a
specific situation (e.g., the Overtime Scenario), or why a formal form of address is commonly used

to address a professor (e.g., the Deadline Extension Scenario).
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Lastly, a variety of assessment techniques should be considered to observe learners’
progress in pragmatic competence. For instance, targeted feedback could help learners identify
situations where formal address forms are expected, so that they may overcome their tendency to
overuse the informal ‘you’ in formal contexts. Self-assessment activities could also encourage
learners to reflect on their request choices by comparing them to native-speaker preferences.
Similarly, peer-feedback activities could allow learners to analyze their classmates’ requests in
interaction, to identify missing or incorrect modifications. Additionally, teachers could provide
corrective feedback when learners choose pragmalinguistic structures that do not match the
intended sociopragmatic meaning.

In addition to the aforementioned techniques and strategies, it is important for educators to
adopt a more inclusive perspective that embraces the complexities of L2 learners’ linguistic
realities (Dewaele et al., 2022; Ishihara, 2021), without seeing the NS as the ideal model that
learners need to emulate. Moreover, educators need to encourage learners to embrace their
multilingual identities and recognize their own agency (Taguchi, 2017). Thus, teaching should
focus on helping learners understand the social and cultural context in which language is used, and
the ability to adapt their language accordingly, rather than emphasizing native-like competence or
adherence to one particular set of conventions. The differences found in the use of requests by the
NNS in this study sheds light on the need for a sociopragmatic approach to teaching where learners

are shown how to navigate different communicative situations in culturally appropriate ways.
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Chapter 8. Limitations and Further Research

Some limitations have been identified in the present study and merit attention. This section
discusses these limitations and also suggests new directions for further research.

The first limitation concerns the sample size used in the present study. Although the overall
sample is relatively large, the uneven distribution of participants across proficiency levels might
have limited the statistical power, thereby reducing the generalizability of the findings. In
particular, the C1 level included only four participants, making it difficult to draw robust
conclusions on whether pragmatic competence improves with proficiency. Advanced-level
learners of Greek are relatively rare in this context, which makes it challenging to recruit a
representative sample of this student population. To address this limitation, future studies should
consider introducing a more balanced number of participants across proficiency levels to guarantee
more reliable comparisons. Moreover, given the small number of participants at the C1 level,
future studies could focus specifically on highly proficient L2 learners (C1 and C2 levels) to
examine whether their requesting behavior aligns with expected Greek politeness conventions.

Furthermore, while the role plays compared and analyzed in this study were carried out by
L1 Greek speakers and L1 Spanish/Catalan bilinguals, the contrastive analysis (Section 2.5.3) drew
on previous research examining the requesting behavior of speakers of the three target languages
separately. Therefore, future studies could benefit from incorporating actual data from L1
Spanish/Catalan bilinguals to gain deeper insights into how they navigate similar communicative
situations, particularly in relation to pragmatic transfer.

Another limitation relates to the instruments used in this study. The findings were obtained
mainly from role plays, which may bring certain contextual constraints and not fully reflect how

learners make requests in spontaneous real-life communication. Since the data belongs to the
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LETEGR?2 project and was collected between 2019 and 2020, naturally occurring data could help
assess whether L2 learners’ requests match real-life behavior, despite the well-documented
challenges associated with its collection (Economidou-Kogetsidis, 2013). Furthermore, employing
innovative methodologies, such as eye-tracking (Taguchi & Kadar, 2025) or virtual reality
(Taguchi & Hanks, 2024), could offer new insights into learners’ pragmatic competence. Finally,
researchers could also conduct studies following a pretest/posttest methodological design,
including pedagogical interventions focused on request-based activities to provide evidence on the
effectiveness of instruction in pragmatic development.

Moreover, the role plays in the present study were originally designed to specifically elicit
the speech act of requests and modifications. To investigate L2 learners’ use of informal and formal
address forms in Greek, future studies could employ a range of instruments that elicit these address
forms across multiple communicative contexts. As observed, the NNS predominantly relied on
speaker-oriented requests, which do not require the use of address forms since they are formulated
in the first-person. Therefore, it would be interesting to design role plays that prompt learners to
use hearer-oriented requests, requiring them to address the interlocutor with either the formal or
informal form of ‘you’. This would provide further insights on the use of address forms in Greek
and whether the formal ‘you’ becomes more frequently used with higher proficiency, indicating
sociopragmatic awareness in formal contexts.

It should also be noted that the present study is cross-sectional. Therefore, it offers a
snapshot of the learners’ requesting behavior at a specific point in time. To gain a deeper
understanding of pragmatic development in the use of requests, future research should consider
conducting longitudinal studies to track L2 learners’ pragmatic development over time, as

suggested by other researchers (e.g., Taguchi, 2018b; Timpe-Laughlin, 2017). This approach
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would offer clearer insights into the role of proficiency in the acquisition of requests in Greek as a
FL. Additionally, longitudinal studies could help address the challenge of gathering sufficient
participants, particularly at advanced proficiency levels. Alternatively, comparative studies
involving L2 learners from different L1s could be conducted to determine whether request
production patterns are culture-specific or generalizable across learners of Greek.

Despite the previously outlined limitations, it is hoped that this study offers a meaningful
contribution to the field, as it is, to the best of my knowledge, the first to investigate the acquisition
of requests in Greek as a FL by Spanish/Catalan bilinguals. While requests have been widely
investigated in ILP, the language combination explored in this study (Spanish, Catalan, and Greek)
remains largely under-researched. Additionally, it is likely the first study to employ role plays to
examine how learners of Greek formulate requests in different situations, in contrast to the
predominant use of DCTs in the field, particularly in Greek (Bella, 2012a; 2012b; 2014a). Another
contribution of the study is the updated coding scheme for requests in Greek, primarily adapted
from Bella (2012a) and Blum-Kulka and Olshtain (1984), among others. While Bella’s (2012a;
2012b) original coding schemes were suitable for DCTs, they were not sufficient to meet the needs
of the data from the role plays in this study. Further studies could build on the coding scheme from
this study to analyze request performance in Greek across a broader range of learners, adapting
and expanding as needed to better suit their data. Furthermore, this study has investigated whether
Spanish/Catalan bilinguals appropriately used the formal form ‘you’ in Greek requests —an aspect
that, to the best of my knowledge, has not been explored in the field. Thus, the insights gained
from this research could shed light into the field of ILP and cross-cultural pragmatics, laying the

foundation for future studies on L2 learners’ pragmatic development in Greek as a FL.
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Appendix A

Background Questionnaire (extracted from LETEGR2 corpus)

EAAMNIKH AMMOKPATIA

FElvisdie wors K amae spenseivy
Have moripioy Ay v

)

CUESTIONARIO

A. DATOS PERSONALES
NOMBRE Y APELLIDO(S): .oooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiininsninanasnanns
(Tus datos persencles y respuestas al cuestionario serén cedificadas usando un nimero
de identificacién y, per lo tanto, serdn anénimas.)

iMuchas gracias por tu colaboracién!

EDAD [

SEXO HOMBRE [] MUJER [] oOmRO[]

NACIONALIDAD: ..........ccoovevenee.

NIVEL DE EDUCACION:

Secundaria O

Estudios Universitarios [] 2Qué has estudiado? ........ocoovieueeeieeeeeeeeeeeeeee e
5. PROFESION: ._.............ccccooe.ee.

hoN~

B. IDIOMAS

1. Primera(s) lenguafs): ....ocooiiiiieiiciceeeeeaeaee

2. Para todos los idiomas que hablas (incluyendo tu(s) lengua(s) materna(s)) indica
la edad en lo que comenzaste a aprenderlos y también hoz une valoracién de tu
nivel en cada uno ellos segin este baremo:

[1=elemental, 2=intermedio bajo, 3= intermedio, 4= intermedio alto, 5=avanzado, é=nativo)

IDIOMA Edad comprensién produccién = comprensién | produccién | iTienes algin
oral oral escrita escrita cerlificado
oficial?
iCudl?

C. CONTACTO CON EL GRIEGO MODERNO
1. 3Cudnto tiempo levas aprendiendo griege modemo?: .........ccocee.

2. 3Has recibido ofras clases de griego antes de empezar este curso aquiz SI[] No
Si has contestado que &
sDénde?
sPor cudnto iempo?. ...
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> EAAHNIKH AHMOKPATIA
Edvikov ko KarofioTtplaeou
Mavemotiuov Alnvev

1"
GR2

3. Antes de empezar las clases aqui zpracticabas este idioma? Escribe un nimero
del 1 al 5 segin esta escala:
0= nada, 1=una o dos veces al mes, 2= una o dos veces por semana, 3= casi cada diq,
4= por lo menos una vez al dia, 5=muchas veces al dia

Escuchar Hablar Leer Escribir
(TV, radio, peliculas, (especialmente (periédico, revistas, libros, [cartas, emails,
B conversaciones largas) efc.) redacciones eic.)

4. Durante el fiempo que llevas aprendiendo griego, zha habido algin momento en
el gque consideras gque fu conocimiento de la lengua progresd de forma mas
radical?

L [] NO
Si si”, indica qué hiciste/qué paso:
2

5. 3Has estado alguna vez en Grecia®? Si D No D
- Sisi, por favor responde a las preguntas indicando para CADA UNA de tus

estancias en Grecia:
a) La duracién, b) el motivo, c) el grado de aprovechamiento de la estancia
para practicar griego:
(Por favor, utiliza un ndmero del 0=minimo. casi no practiguée al 10=mdximo.
considero que practiqué fodo lo que pude).
MOTIVO DE LA
ESTANCIA ESCRIBIR
DURACION 1.curso de verano, Egg"gg:: (es Hﬁ%l:':enle ( L'E')Et:t'lco (cartas,
ESTANCIA DE LA 2Z.programas de pel.iculas‘ cor?fersuciones re'vFi)seirclls Iibr:;s emails,
ESTANCIA intercambic T g 1 i 5 i redacciones
(Erasmus etfc.), 3. iz () s etc.)
vacaciones, 4. otros
1
2
3
4
5
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4. 3En qué medida crees que has progresado en cuanto a tu nivel

de cada estancia en Grecia?

(Escribe un niumero del 0 al 10 segin esta escala: O=nada, 10=muchisimo)

COMUNITA!

de griego después

RG

A Bl

CATALUNTA,

Estancia | escuchar | hablar | leer | escribir | vocabulario | gramdtica

pronunciacién

aspectos
socioculturales

oA S

7. Entotal, scudnto tiempo has estado en Grecia?

D. MOTIVACION

1. Para mi, el griego modermo es

2. En este momento, gpor qué fe inferesa aprender griego modermo?
(Escribe una cruz en los espacios de la escala entre 1 (Estoy en total DESacuerdo)

y 5 (Estoy totalmente DE acuerdo)).

Para conocer mejor Grecia.

Para ver la televisién, cine, etc. sin dificultad.

Porgue lo necesito en mis estudios (Universidad...)

Para conocer mejor a los griegos.

Para conocer mejor a personas de otros paises.

Para leer libros, revistas, etc. sin dificultad.

Por placer.

Para tener mas posibilidades profesionales

Para estar en contacto con o conocer la cultura griega.

Para viagjar.

Para conocer otros paises.

Porque tengo amigos griegos o/y familiares griegos.

Otros motivos (escribe cudles):

3. :Qué piensas sobre cada uno de los siguientes enunciados?

(Escribe una cruz en los espacios de la escala enfre 1 (Estoy en fotal DESacuerdo) y 5
(Estoy totalmente DE acuerdo). Para los enunciados sobre los que no puedas sefalar tu
acuerdo o desacuerdo por no ser aplicable, puedes elegir la opcién NA (No se Aplica).

112

3

4

5

NA

otro lugar, me gustaria matricularme.

1 En el futuro, si ofrecieran clases de griego en mi universidad o en

2 | Sise ofreciera un curso de griego en linea, tendria ganas de
inscribirme.
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Dedico mucho tiempo a aprender griego.

3

4 | Esimportante aprender griego.

5 | Creo que hago todo lo posible para aprender griego.

6 | Me gustaria dedicar mas tiempo al griego.

7 | Preferiria estudiar griego a otros idiomas.

8 | Sila profesora /el profesor de griego me diera un trabajo optativo,
lo haria.

9 | Creo que soy unafun buen aprendiente de lenguas.

10 | Intento comunicarme en griego cada vez gue puedo.

11 | Silo intentara mucho, podria lograr un nivel alto en griego.

12 | He tenido buenas experiencias durante todo el tiempo que he
estudiado griego.

13 | He tenido buenas experiencias durante todo el tiempo que he
estudiado otras lenguas extranjeras.

14 | Me gusta el ambiente que hay en clase de griego.

15 | Mi profesora/profesor de griego me motiva.

16 | Estoy contenta/o de aprender griego aqui.

17 | Esinteresante aprender griego.

18 | Me gusta aprender otras lenguas.

19 | Me gustaba el griego antes de visitar Grecia.

20 | En las clases de griego del Ultimo afio, he tenido muy buenas/os
profesoras/es.

21 | La experiencia con las clases de griego siempre fue positiva.

22 | Me gustan las clases de griego.

23 | Me gustaria ser griega/griego.

24 | Me gustaria parecerme a una/un griega/o.

25 | Creo que es importante conocer griego para conocer mejor la
cultura de quienes hablan esa lengua.

26 | Me gustaria vivir una temporada en Grecia.

27 | Me gustaria trabajar durante un tiempo en Grecia.

28 | Me gustaria tener mas contacto y saber mas sobre las personas
gue hablan griego.

29 | Me gustaria viajar mas a Grecia.

30 | Cuando pienso en mi carrera profesional, me veo usando griego
en mi trabajo.

31 | Me imagino a mi mismo como alguien capaz de hablar griego.

32 | Suefio con ser capaz de hablar muy bien griego.

33 | No puedo imaginarme el futuro sin el griego.

34 | Enrealidad, siento que es una obligacion aprender griego.

35 | Necesito el griego por otras razones que no son personales.

36 | Tendré problemas en mi camrera profesional si no aprendo griego.

37 | Me gusta escuchar musica en griego.

38 | Me gusta ver cine griego.

39 | Me gusta leer en griego.

40 | Me gusta la cultura griega en general.
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Appendix B

Role play cards (7 target scenarios + 3 distractors) (extracted from LETEGR2 corpus)

Feitovag [A]

O¢eAeIc va pTIageic Kage Kal PAETTEIC OTI Sev
exeig axapn. Ito SimAavo dlapepiopua NEeode
EVAC KaAIVOLPYIOC YeiTovag. XTumag Tnv
TTOETA TOL YIA VA OOL §WOTEI.

Feitovag [B]

Eicar oTO OTITI KAl €&vag KaAIvoLEYIOG
YEITOVAC OOL XTLTTA TO KOLSOLVI. YouL {NTA
daxapn, aAAa €00 bev €XEIC va TOL SWOEIC.




Kaényntig - poitntig [A]

ExeIc pia gpyacia yia 1o MavemoThuio,
AOANG  6ev  TpoAaPaiveic  va  Tnv
TEAEIDOEIC UETQA OTOV XPOVO TTOL TTOETTEL.
MNyQiveIG OTO YpaPEio TOL KABNyNTN KAl
{NTAG va ooL §WaEI TTIO TTOAL XPOVO.

Kaénynrtig - ¢poitntng [B]

Eical kaBnyntng oTo MavemoTthuio. Mia
POITATOIA EPXETAI OTO YPAPEIO COL KAl
BEAEl va TNG SQCEIS TTIO TTOAL XPOVO YIia
va TEAEIOE TNV €Pyaoia TNG. Agv
UTTOPEIC Va TNG SWTEIG TTIO TTOAD XPOVO.
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Napm [A]

Kaveig éva 11apT yia Ta YevEONIG Cov.
TNAEPVEIG O€ PIa PIAN TOL KAI TNV KAAEIG.

NMapm [B]

Mia @iAn cou o€ KaAei oTO TTAPETI YIA TA
YEVEONIQ TNG. TNG Aeg OTI Ba TTaG.




YmaAAnAog [A]

MpIv NiYeG PEQEC APXICEG VA SOLAEVEIG
o€ JIa eTAIpia. ©EAEIC va ooL dwael O
S1ELOLVTNC HIa PEPA AdEIa TNV ETTOPEVN
epSopuada.

YmraAAnAog [B]

Eioal 61ebOLVTAG o€ pia eTaipia. Mia véa
LTTAAANAOC B¢Ael pIa pEPA Adela, aAAG
Sev UTTOEEIG va TNS Sdwoelg TNV adeia.

ol |

\J

AIEYOYNTHZ

1| )

AIEYOYNTHE

~—
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AievOovTng [A]

Eicar 6levBuving oce pia  eTaipia.
MIAGG pe dia LTTOAANAO. OEAeIC va
SOLAEWEI PIa PEQT 4 PEEG TTIO TTOAL.

AievOovTng [B]

AovAeveic  ce  uia  eraipia. O
S1ELOLVTNG COL BEAEl va SOLAEWEIC
UIO JEQT 4 WPEEG TTIO TTOAL. EcL bev
UTTOPEIC Va TO KAVEIG.
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TulnTnon pe ocovadelpo [A]

Tov TeAevTaio kalpoO &ev viwBeIg/
gicar TTOAD KaAQ. MIAGG pe evav
OLVASEAPO aTTO TN SOLAEIG OTO
SiaAelpua kal {nTAG TN yvwun ToL.

TulnTnon pe ovovadelpo [B]

MIAGG pe &vav OLVASEAPO OTN
SOLAEI. Aev VIWOel/ eival TTOAD KOAG
Kal {NTA TN yvwuNn oov. Tov Aeg T va
KAVEL.
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®ilkog [A]

Tnv emopevn epdopdada eevyelg yia Tagiél, aANa
Sev €xeIG PaANiTOA. TNAEPWVEIG T€ pIa KAAN QiAn
oov, YIa va ooL dwael TN 6IkN TNG.

®ilog [B]

Mia KaAn @iAn cou TnAepavei. Mae Tatiél kai
BeAel va TNS dwoelg TN PaAitoa cov. EcL dev
UTTOPEIC Va TN SWOEIG.
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Eotiaropio [A]

Eical o€ £éva KaAO Kal akpIRO £0TIATOPIO
KQI TO (payNnTO 0AG apyei TTOAL va £pBel.
MIAGG o€ evav ogpPITOPO yI' auTo.

Eotiaropio [B]

Eicar ocepPimropog oe &va KAAO kai
AKPIRO £0TIATOPIO. MIO TTEAATIOCCQ COL
AEEl OTI N TTAPAYYEANIQ TNG APYE TTOAD.
Tng atmmavTag.
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Ita yayadia [A] " “ “ H
Eical o€ éva payad yia wovia. BAémreig [0 po o n i
eva Cevyapl TTATTOLTOIa TTOL BEAEIC va

AYOPAOCEIG KAI TO AeC OTNV TTWOANTEIA.

Ita yayadia [B]

Eicar mwAntpia oe &va payadi. Mia
KOTTEAD BeAel va TNG Swoeig eva Cevyapl
TTATTOVTCOIA OTO VOUUEQO TNG. A&V EXEIC
TO VOOUEQO TTOL BEAEL.
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®

|  MPOBAHMA XTO XMITI [A]

Eical poItTNTAG OTO TTAVETTIOTAPIO KAl PUEVEIG
UE KATTOIOV AANO (ouykaTolko). O
OLYKATOIKOG OOUL £KAVE VA TTAPTI XTEG TO

- Bpabdv kail To ot eival BPOoIKo. Tov {NTAG
va TO KaBapioel.

NMPOBAHMA XTO LnITI [B]

Eical poITNTNG OTO TTAVETTIOTAPIO KAl PUEVEIG
WE KATTOIOV AANO (OLYKATOIKO). EKaveG Eva
TTAPTI XTEC KAl O OLYKATOIKOG 0oL {NTAEl va
KABapIoeIg TO OTITI, AAANCG €0V Sev UTTOPEIC

onNuePa.
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Appendix C

Instructions for Role Plays (extracted from LETEGR2 corpus)

Role plays scenarios (target situations)

You are asked to participate in a role play with different situations. At first you will read every
situation that is described in a card and afterwards you will take part in a role play with me. Try
to respond as naturally as possible, as you would if this was a natural situation in which you were
involved.

1. Neighbor (Sugar Scenario)

You want to make a coffee but you have no sugar. In the next-door apartment there is a new
neighbor. You knock his/ her door and ask for sugar.

2. University student (Deadline Extension Scenario)

You have an assignment to submit for a university course, but you don’t manage to complete it on
time. You go to your professor’s office and ask for more time.

3. Employee (Day Off Scenario)
It’s been a short while since you have been hired in a company. You go to your manager and ask
for a day-off next week.

4. Boss (Overtime Scenario)
You are a director/ boss in a company. You talk to an employee. You want him/ her to work four
hours more one of the next days.

5. Friend (Suitcase Scenario)

Next week you are travelling, but you don’t have a suitcase. You call a close friend and ask him/
her to give you his/ her suitcase.

6. Client/ Shopping (Shoes Scenario)
You have gone shopping in a store. You find a pair of shoes that you like and ask the seller to
bring it to you.

7. Roommate (Cleaning Scenario)

You are a university student and you share an apartment with another student (a roommate). Your
roommate threw a party last night and now the apartment is dirty. You ask him/her to clean it.
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Appendix D

Retrospective Verbal Report Questions (extracted from LETEGR2 corpus)

Ep@TAMATA YIA TOV £PELVNTH

ﬁ ‘Ekaveg avToLG ToLG POAOLS OTN N cov/ 'Hoovv C¢ pIa ATTO ALTEC TN

Btoeig; (Moiouvg;)

2. 1TO gadnua twv EAANVIKGV ETAIEES KATTOIOV ATTO ALTOLG TOLG POAOLG;
Moiov;

3. XeTrola IoTopia (VOuICelg OTI) AooLY KAALTEPOG/ MNoIo POAO EiTTEC KAALTEQA;
Nari;

4. Ye TTOI0 IOTOPIA ATAV TTIO SOOKOAO
va pIAnoeig; nhari;
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