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ABSTRACT

This paper analyzes email requests of differentetegof imposition produced by Tunisian postgradstidents
in elicited vs. Spontaneously written emails tdartheacher. The natural email requests are compasied71 e-requests
found in 182 emails written by 81 Tunisian postgiaé students. The other dataset comprised 13 éstglicited from
a written discourse completion test (WDCT) elabedalby the same participants. Requests in the speaotssly produced
emails and the elicited texts were analyzed acogrdh the level of directness of request strateggs study examines to
what extent DCT requests performed by a group aifistan postgraduate students sent to their profesgproximate
their naturally occurring e-requests with respeotthe degree of directness. The aim of the comparcf naturally
occurring and DCT requests according to the degredirectness is to examine the validity of DCTadahd to find out
whether an approximation to naturally occurring texgts produced by the participants may be considdriee two sets of
data have fixed social parameters (low social dise@between the interlocutors and social dominasfcthe addressee
over the addresser). The classification adopteddoding the collected email requests is based armBfulkaet al.,
(1989) and modified by Biesenbach-Lucas (2007) leeltk- Brasdefer (2012 a). A Chi square test isduseinvestigate
the differences. Results of DCT and natural requdiplay approximately the same degree of dirastnResults reveal
that both of the naturally occurring requests ahd DCT requests are direct. This reliance on dimess is related to the
great use of expectation statements and mood dee\via natural requests as opposed to direct qoestiand need
statements in DCT requests. The non-significariémifices emerged in the study show that DCT firsdagproximate
those elicited naturally. The study seeks alsoxangne whether the ranking of the imposition ofuesis affects the
choice of request strategies. The findings revlal tequests for information are not responsible dny difference
between the two types of data but requests fooadisplay some significant differences and aregtoge responsible for
this difference. As it is attested from the findingis argued that the WDCT requests could prewidlid results if treated

with caution.
KEYWORDS: DCT E-Requests, Naturally Occurring E-Requestse&itess
INTRODUCTION

Learners’ performance of different speech acts wédely investigated within the field of interlangya
pragmatics in both second and foreign languageegtstBlum-Kulka et al., (1989, p. 1) asserts 8paech acts are “one
of the most compelling notions in the study of laage use”.The speech act of request is one of tts¢ challenging units

of interlanguage pragmatics for language learneré & a prominent event in daily interactions.qRests have long
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attracted the attention of a myriad number of nedeas. It is attested in many research studids¢lggests are among the
most widely investigated speech acts, especiallyfostudies (e.g. Blum-Kulka, 1991; Trosborg, 199eople produce
requests for various reasons in everyday intemastieither to obtain information or certain actitmseek support, or to
acquire assistance from others (Han, 2013). Itl$® avorthy to mention that “requests differ crosdiarally and
linguistically in that they require a high level appropriateness for their successful completiary often they are

realized by means of clearly identifiable formulgByon, 2004, p. 1674).

A request is among the speech acts that studemtsniy perform in their emails in the institutidnsetting.
Students always opt for requesting something frbeirtinterlocutors especially their teachers ineortb achieve their
purposes. Students’ email requests cover a vapétissues, including for example requests for infation about
academic matters, requests for feedback on theik,wequests for assignment extensions, and resjf@sappointments
(Economidou-Kogetsidis, 2011). Although a lot ofrlwdnas been carried out on the speech act of requainly through
the analysis of the realization patterns of requigst number of languages, there has been litikk wn e-requests. In the
context of academic email communication, the degifepoliteness and formality and appropriate lesketirectness in
email requests has been addressed in a few stiltieromidou-Kogetsidis (2011) asserts that littrkvhas been done
concerning how non-native speakers(NNSs) expresslt email requests to faculty from a pragmaticgpective and on
those linguistic features that might violate theiabappropriateness and power asymmetry charatitenf such status
incongruent relationships. This study attempts iloifi the gap in the literature and to contribui@ the field of
interlanguage pragmatics through the study of emagjliests of a group of Tunisian postgraduate stada both elicited

and spontaneously produced speech acts.

Gathering data using two different data collectioethods helps to provide more solid evidence afiesgpattern
preference of learners. It also compares requestseged via the administration of a WDCT with natiyr occurring
requests and examines the extent to which WDCTesguapproximate natural requests according teetgest strategies
and degree of directness,The study also aims ttrilbote to a better understanding of the validitMéDCTas a data

collection method in interlanguage pragmatics.

In the next sections, first | presents the WDCTt &% a data collection instrumentand the advantagels
disadvantages associated with its application. Thaove on to briefly shed on light on requestemails and refer, on
the one hand, to research on requests elicitedighr&VDCT and on the other hand research on nategalest emails
from students to faculty. The second part of thelgtpresents my empirical investigation of TunisBRL learners’
requests with regard to directness and requesegies using the coding scheme of Blum-KulkaetZ89) and modified
by Biesenbach-Lucas (2007) and Felix- Brasdefet Z2).

Written DCTs as a Means of Data Collection

The Discourse completion test is a data collectr@thod for controlled elicitation procedure, whiths been
widely used in pragmatics research since its intetidn in the 1980s. Kasper and Dahl (1991) defisCiTs as
“questionnaires including a number of brief sitaatl descriptions followed by a short dialogue wéthempty slot for the
speech act under study” (p. 221). According to Kasnd Dahl (1991) and Nurani (2009), DCT is oh¢he major
instruments most frequently used in pragmatic mesedn Bardovi-Harlig’s (1999) words “the DCT i$ @nce the most

celebrated and most maligned of all the methods useross-cultural and interlanguage pragmatieassh” (p. 238).
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WDCTs were originally developed in the Cross-CatuBpeech Act Realizations Projects (CCSARP) to paom the
speech act realization of request and apologiessacthirteen languages (Blum-Kulka et al.,, 1989DGVs have
beenused largely as an elicitation method to cotlata in the field of cross-cultural and interlaage pragmatics (Sasaki,
1998; Billmyer & Varghese, 2000; Chaudron, 2005;d8feld, 2008). As one of the most frequently udath collection

methods, DCTs have numerous advantages.

Billmyer and Varghese (2000) assert that the DCilldcbde considered as a resource for pragmaticsgeand
teachingas there are to date no other sociolinguita collection instruments that have as mangiaidtrative
advantages as it.DCTs have been used frequentfeistudy of such commonly studied speech actaraasfrequests and
apologies are concerned (Chaudron, 2005).DCTs $emeral advantages such as allowing researchgegtier much data
within a short period of time (Beebe and Cummirig35; Houck and Gass, 1996; Yamashita, 1996). 8riRCTs do
not require transcription, which causes easier faster data analysis process (Chaudron, 2005; thohmes al., 1998).
Furthermore, DCTs allow its users to control difer factors and variables such as the age of jpatits, gender, the
relative power relationship, social distance arelimking of imposition (Beebe and Cummings, 198&tck and Gass,
1996; Kasper, 2000). Ogiermann (2009) notes thatXBT is theonly data collection method yieldinggla amounts of
fully comparable data in an unlimited number ofgaages, allowing for making generalizations aboliatws acceptable

and appropriate in a particular culture and conmgginterlanguage politeness norms.

Despite its advantages, DCTs have received sortieisimi (as any other data elicitation method)mosthated to
its inability to capture the features of spokenglaage and natural interaction. Some researcherse(R®92; Zuskin,
1993; Martinez-Flor and Uso-Juan, 2011) were skaptibout the authenticity of WDCTs. They thinkttB&CTs have low
validity and convey little information about thdagonship (e.g., status, positional identitiesjimen the speaker and the
hearer. Additionally, DCTs are also criticized tbeir artificiality (Chen et al., 2015). Some resdrs questioned the
authenticity of the situations described in WDCTs argue that the subjects might situations thatdéferent from the
real ones(Kasper & Dahl 1991, Rose 1992, Woodfig?@08). Other researchers point out that WDCTSfaat, are
metapragmatic in the sense that what people thiek tvould say in a hypothetical situation is notegssarily and exactly
the same as what they would actually say in alifeailrteraction (Brown & Levinson 1987, Golato Z)0rran 2004).

Indeed, the comparison of data collection methadsrieceived increased attention in the last fevadiex (e.g.
Chen, Yang, Chang & Eslami 2015, Economidou-KodetsP013, FélixBrasdefer 2007, Kasper 2000, GoRQ63,
Rintell & Mitchell 1989). For example, Martinez-FI{2013) makes a comparison of WDCT data and aiatplay data,
and found no statistically significant differenceléngths, types, and numbers of refusal stratdggenomidou-Kogetsidis
(2013) compared natural requests of NSs in semimounter scenarios to WDCT data with respect ¢éodibgree of
directness, syntactic and lexical internal modifma and request perspective. She found that aihd/DCT requests
and natural requests displayed significant diffeegn at the same time similar trends were obsesvablterms of
directness and lexical modification, which indicatbat the WDCT requests represent an approximadidhe naturally
occurring requests, to a certain extent. (Economidogetsidis 2013, p. 33). Chen et al (2015) suidimail requests of
Chinese ESL learners to faculty and compared nagimail data to WDCT data. They found that the ipgrants used
similar patterns of supportive moves in both datgdsowever, request perspectives were differepeitain situations and

participants generated significantly longer regai@sthe spontaneously produced emails than iWBET emails.
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In spite of its weaknesses, DCT is considered duyes researchers among the most efficient elicitath d
instruments in interlanguage pragmatic research €tp Nurani, 2009). Kasper (2000) argues thatfeliyedesigned
WDCTs are useful ways to gather information abgqaagers’ pragmalinguistic and sociopragmatic kndgée (Kasper
2000: 329) rather than actual language usage, endilao informative about what “speakers tend iwas being
pragmatically appropriate linguistic behavior” (\Wafield & Economidou-Kogetsidis 2010: 89). Gathgrohata using two
different elicitation methods helps to provide msm#id evidence of e-requests preferences of lesriealso serves to
compare elicited requests to those occurring imspwous emails, thus contributing to a better tstdiding of the
validity of WDCTas a method in interlanguage pratiosa

Requests in Emails

Requests have long attracted the attention of aachyrumber of researchers. According to severaamehers,
requests are among the most widely investigatedcépacts, especially for L2 studies (e.g. Blum-kulk991; Trosborg,
1995). The speech act of request is composed ofpavts: the head act and the modifiers. Requestade a main
utterance, which carries the actual meaning of vdaaid or written. This is called a request haeid In addittion to the
head act, internal and/or external modificatioress achieved through modifiers, but their presenastsessential for the
interpretation of the illocution (Blum-Kulka & Olshin 1984). According to Byon (2004), a requestdhaet is the main

utterance that functions as a request and can btaitsielf without any supportive move, requirecctmvey the request.

Indeed, the focus of the analysis of requestsisidtudy is on the head acts of requests whereasithlifiers are
not taken into consideration. Requesting is a y@gular function of email as it is indicated in yioais research on
politeness in emails(AlAfnan, 2014). The purposdsrequests in emails include building a relatiopshgetting
information/advice about course materials, nedatiglate work policy, challenging grades, showimgefest in and
understanding of course material, and "gettingeninstructor’s good side" (Martin et al., 1999,160; Collins, 1998;
Payne, 1997; Poling, 1994, cited in Chen, 2006).

Research on Requests Elicited through WDCT

In most studies on requests addressed by studefasulty, data was collected primarily through 3XSuch as
Blum-Kulka, et al., 1989; Economidou-Kogetsidis 80Q009; Woodfield & Economidou-Kogetsidis, 2010)aval role-
plays (such as Felix-Brasdefer, 2007), becausedasier to elicit larger amounts of simulated dasa to obtain natural
and authentic data (Chen et al, 2015). Among the deidies that examined email requests by studentiseir faculty
elicited through WDCTsis the study carried out bpadifield and Economidou-Kogetsidis (2010) in whibbhy compared
British NSs’ and EFL learners’ status-unequal restgi¢o their professors. The CCSARP framework vezsluo code the
data. The findings found significant differencesinternal and external modifications and in requestspective. It was
observed that EFL Learners’ overuse zero markingternal modifications and overuse of preparatond supportive

moves. However, NSswere found to use more impelganapective and various mitigating devices.

Zhu (2012) investigated the directness level a$ agthe mitigation features and lexical and pHrasadifiers of
Chinese-English in email request strategies. Hepewmead two NNS groups with different levels of Esfliproficiency:
non-English majors (NEM) and English majors (EMhuZ(2012) used a DCT to collect data and supplesdeintwith a
guestionnaire to rate the level of the impositidreach email. The coding scheme adopted in thidysisi the CCSARP
modified by Biesenbach-Lucas (2007). Results reacbdhat both groups of the study have a low leepragmatic
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linguistic competence and low proficiency in Enlglisvhich caused a low level of socio-pragmatic cetapce, according
to the correlation analysis.

A recent study by Deveci and Hamida (2017) invedéd the structure, request strategies, and matdits used
in student emails. It also aimedto evaluate whetiedents have obtained any benefit from instractmimprove their
request speech act use in emails. To collect da»CT was used to compare data from 105 Arab stademd21 British
NSs. The researchers used Blum-Kulka and Olshtgir®84) framework. The findings revealed that Agabticipants
have a tendency to use more direct strategiesdbaventionally indirect requests. The Arab studéetsled to use few
intensifiers in their requests compared to NSs. $tely suggests that Arab students were influedmedheir first
language when requesting because they rely heawilnperatives. Results revealed also that instmidh the composing

of email requests in English did increase the sttgl@awareness of politeness strategies.
Research on Natural Request Emails from Students tBaculty

In addition to the research investigations on rstpelicited through DCTs, many studies rely omentic emails
to gather data. Hartford and Bardovi-Harlig's st{d996) was among the first studies on studentiip@mail requests.
This study focused on spontaneously email requesteen by LI and L2 college students to facultpalyzed the email
requests of native and NNSs of English and invasgid) how students’ requests were evaluated byatdty for their
positive or negative effect on the addressee. Thieoas found that NNSperformance of request stiasegre different
from those of NS in the fact that they used fewawgraders with negative impact, mentioned perstma needs more

often and acknowledged more imposition on the fgauembers.

Biesenbach-Lucas (2002, 2004) applied the CCSARRdwork to NSs and NNSs’ natural email requests of
faculty and found that the differences in the degoé the directness of the e-requests betweenwbegtoups were
comparatively small. However, NNSs tended to chaneee direct strategies than NSs. NNSs were alsodfdo employ

less syntactic modification than NSSs and madeofis®re lexical rather than syntactic modifiers.

Chen (2001) analyzed and compared natural emailests sent by Taiwanese (NNSs) and U.S. (NSs) gtadu
students to their professors in relation to thgge$ of requests: requests for an appointmentpmeendation letter, and
special consideration. Chen'’s study (2001) exambati emails to faculty whom students either knevdid not know.
Chen (2001) foundThe author reported differencesha amount of lexical and syntactic modificatiompdoyed by
Taiwanese and American graduate students. Shetebshiat both groups favored query preparatorytesies and
Taiwanese students used different request stratéigge the U.S. students due to culturally diffeperceptions of power

relations, familiarity and imposition.

Economidou- Kogetsidis (2011) examined spontangowsicurred email requests sent by Greek Cypriot
university students to faculty over a period ofesal semesters. The author analyzed the degreeestribss, mitigation,
and forms of address found in the corpus. She tepbat the subjects rely heavily on direct sgate and there is an
absence of lexical mitigators and inappropriatenoof address.Economidou-Kogetsidis (2011) alswedthe nonuse of
that the openings and closings by non-native spealhe also asserts that such emails were pedcas/émpolite and

could be the source of misunderstanding betweemtadocutors.
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Other studies on learners’ performance of emailests have examined whether their performancendittoned
by the type of request and thus whether the ranifribe imposition of the request affects the ca@€ request strategies.
Bisenbach-Lucas (2007) study focused on e-poliemeqatural email-requests of the students tolfipaunembers. It
investigated how NSs and NNSs of English formulkvequests to faculty and examine the degreesrettdess and
indirectness in three types of requests (requestsri appointment, for feedback and for an extensiodeadlines). E-
requests were analyzed from the pragmatic anddesyotactic point of view, the directness of redsi@d syntactic and
lexical politeness markers were analyzed accorttinBlum-kulka et al., (1989) framework. The findingf this study
revealed that students used applied more direatesfies for lower imposition request and more catigaal indirect
requests. They also opt for politeness devicesifginer imposition request. The researcher suggpkatshe level of the

imposition of the request influences the degrethefdirectness of the request.

Felix-Brasdefer (2012a) analyzed the request hetsland lexical and syntactic modifiers found irD Zmail
requests written by US university-level studentnalts were written in L1 English and L2 SpanisHaoulty members in
four situations that ranged from low to high impinsi, namely requests for validation, requestsirif@rmation, requests
for feedback and requests for action.The findingstoedy showed that the level of imposition of tieguests affects the
distribution of email requests and use of stratedi@milarly, the use of strategieswas reporteéhgoeonditioned by the
level of imposition. As far as the internal modifion of requests is concerned, it was found tbaichl and syntactic

modifiers predominated in L1 requests were lesguigat in L2 request data.
METHOD

The current study analyses the requests formulbte@d group of Tunisian postgraduate students fraum t
different sources (naturally occurring e-requestd BCT requests). It also examines the extent twlwBCT requests
performed by Tunisian EFL students sent to thedfgasor approximate their naturally occurring edesis according to

the degree of directness. For this purpose, data ealected from both naturally occurring e-reqsesd DCT requests.
Participants

The emails writers are 81 Tunisian postgraduatdestis of English, 67 of whom are female and 14naate.
While it is important to keep in mind that there yrize gender preferences concerning the realizatforequests (cf.
Kouletaki, 2005), this factor is not consideredhis study due to feasibility concerns. The papticits’ meanage is 30.5.
Their first language is Arabic and all of themknthe professor personally. They are enrolled ingrastuate programs,

sothey are supposed to be advanced at the lelagiiage proficiency.
DCT Data

The participants were asked to complete an onlinaildike WDCT, which included two scenarios. Theot

prompt situations were as follows :

Situation one statesiYou are in the process of conducting your researathyou need to make clear some methodological

issues. You write an email to your supervisor inctvtyou request him/her to meet him/her to disaush points. What

would you say in this email?

Situation two states:You have finished writing your Ph.D. thesis and ymant professor ‘X’, whom you were one of
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his/her students, to proofread it. You write an énearequest your professor to proofread your wokhat would you say

in this email?

To determine the degree of directness, the reseancded a modified version of request strategias wWas
proposed initially by Blum-Kulka et al. (1989) amnevised by Biesenbach-Lucas (2007) and Felix- Brfesdfor both

naturally occurred and DCT data.
Naturally Occurring Requests Data

The corpus of this study consists of 182 emaildtemiby 81 Tunisian postgraduate students enrafiestveral
institutions in Tunisia to their professor. The lgakd emails were sent between the years 2010-2012 data were
collected from the inbox of the researcher’s suigerv The emails were naturally occurring discouaseopposed to
elicited discursive data.A total of 371 requests wlaund in the corpus because some participantsulated more than
one request in a single email. For ethicalconstaers, the participants were contacted via emaits granted permission
for use of data for research The gathered emadlstadent-initiated interactions, which await gpmsse. Both the natural
and the elicited requests were coded and analyibdegard to thelevel of imposition and directnés identify the type
and the frequency of requestive head acts of natwecurring email requests, the data was analyaed the frequency

of occurrence and percentage of each type of giratere calculated as it is clear from table 1 elo

Table 1: Type of Strategies and Degree of RequestiDirectness: General Results (N: 371)

Strategy Number of Occurrence | Percentage (%)
Mood derivables (imperatives) 54/371 14.55
Performatives 26/371 7.00
Want statements 21/371 5.66
Direct Need statements 31/371 8.3p 73.85
Direct questions 47/371 12.66
like/appreciate statements 32/371 8.62
expectation statements 63/371 16.58
Conventionally indirect Query preparatory 80/371 5Bl| 21.56
Non-conventionally indirect Hints 17/371 4,58 4.58

The 371 requests are made up of 217 requests fimmation and 154 requests for action. Thus, 58d&%he
requests are requests for information (eg. Plesisetell me when you’ll be available during thisek (Email No. 3) )
while 41.5% of them are requests for action (egaf®, check my report and sign it (Email No. 36le following pie

chart illustrates the distribution of requests asrthe corpus.

Distribution of requests

Figure 1: Distribution of Requests According to thé Types across the Corpus
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Both email requests for information and requestsafttion were investigated according to the codingeme
suggested by Blum-Kulka et al., (1989) and revisgdBiesenbach-Lucas (2007) and Felix-Brasdefer ZaDhs it was
done for the overall requests. The judgment of isitpan is relatively subjective. The basis on whiathecided to assign
requests to low vs. high imposition categories tvas much action or extra effort they required ohdleof the teacher.

Requests for action were considered to be of aehighposition than requests for appointment orrimiation.
RESULTS

In this study, the differences between the spomtasly produced email data and the written DCT dat&

examined with regard to their level of directness.
Comparison of the Degree of Directness of DCT Regsts and Naturally Occurring Requests

The findings of the DCT situations were comparedhtwse of natural requests. For this reason, thes@are
tests of independence using GraphPad Prism 6.0Vfodows (GraphPad Software, San Diego, CA) werel usethe
statistical analysis. The analysis of the degredii@ctness revealed non-significant differencesvben the two sets of
data for direct strategies {X 0.804, df=1, P=0.369) and conventionally indirstcategies(X= 3.393, df=1, p=0.065, NS)
as it is shown from table 2 below. As it is cleaonh the table, the findings reveal a greater numdfehints (non-
conventionally indirect strategies) in natural resps compared to DCT requests. As it can be s&ehinis (4.58%) were
found in natural requests compared to only one menue in DCT requests especially in requests dboa where there is
a statistically significant difference at a p <Dlevel. The statistical analysis shows a significdifference between the
two sets of data at the level of non-conventionaibjirect strategies (X= 4.301, df=1, p=0.038). So, naturally occurring

requests use significantly more hints than the D@@s.

It is found that 73.85% of natural requests compdoe69.85% of DCT requests are direct but theediifice is
not significant. Results reveal that 16.98% of raltrequests are expectation statements and 140553%m opt for mood
derivable. On the other hand, 15.44% of DCT request direct questions and 12.5% of them are nteg¢einsents. This
difference was found to be statistically non-sigpaifit at a p < 0.01 level. Results further indidateat DCT requests
employ more conventionally indirect strategies vetpercentage of 29.41% than that of natural requ24.56%) but the

difference is non-significant.
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Table 2: Degree of Directness/Indirectness: Main &tegies and Sub-Strategies

(Naturally Occurring Requests (N: 371)/DCT Request$N: 136))

Natural
Requests(N :371)

DCT Requests
(N : 136)

Chi Square Test Results

Most direct

Mood derivables
Performatives
Want statements
Need statements
Direct questions
like/appreciate
statements
expectation
statements
Conventionally
indirect

Query preparatory
Non-conventionally
indirect: Hints

73.859%(274/371)
14.55%(54/371)
7% (26/371)
5.66%(21/371)
8.35% (31/371)
12.66%(47/371)
8.62%6(32/371)
16.98%(63/371)

21.56% (80/371)

4.58% (17/371)

69.85% (95/136)
10.29%(14/136)
3.67%(5/136)
9.55% (13/136)
12.5% (17/136)
15.44%(21/136)
6.61% (9/136)
11.76% (16/136)

29.41% (40/136)

0.001%(1/136)

X?=0.804, df=1, P=0.369 NS
X2 =1.552, df=1, p=0.212, NS
X2 =1.924, df=1, p=0.165,NS X2 = 2.417
df=1, p=0.120,NS X2 = 1.994, df=1,
p=0.157,NS X2 = 0.658, df=1, p=0.417,N$
X2 =0.539, df=1, p=0.462,NS
X2 =2.059, df=1, p=0.151,NS

X2 =3.393, df=1, p=0.065,NS

X2 = 4.301, df=1p=0.038

Comparison of the Degree of Directness in Requedts Information in DCT and Naturally Occurring Requ ests

The aim of this part of the analysis is to find atether there is a significant difference of diness in relation

to the degree of requests’ imposition manifestetequests for information and requests for acfidius, the first set of

data comprises requests for information considaedbw impositions while the second set is madefupquests for

action which are considered as high impositions.fa#sas requests for information are concerneds found that the

results of natural and DCT requests are quite aimiks it attested from the statistical analydigré are non-significant

differences between natural and DCT requests ateaey of strategies and sub-strategies.

As it is clear from the table below, 74.65% of matuequests are mostly direct compared to 76.31BQ@T

requests. As it is indicated from the table, itfeaind a higher number of expectation statementZ58) and

like/appreciate statements (6.91%) in natural rstguthan in DCT requests. On the other hand, th& D€luded more
direct questions (27.63%), mood derivable (15.78%@) need statements (10.52%).

Table 3: Degree of Directness/Indirectness: Main #&tegies and Sub-Strategies Used in Requests forftmmation
(Naturally Occurring Requests (N: 217)/DCT Request$N: 76)

(N : 217)

Natural requests

DCT requests (N : 76)

Chi-square test results

Most direct

Mood derivables
Performatives
Want statements
Need statements
Direct questions

expectation statements
Conventionally indirect
Query preparatory
Non-conventionally
indirect

like/appreciate statements

D

Hints

74.65%(162/217)
13.829%(30/217)
10.59%(23/217)
7.37% (16/217)
5.5296(12/217)
21.65%(47/217)
6.91%(15/217)
8.75%(19/217)

23.50%(51/217)

1.84% (4/217)

76.31%(58/76)
15.78% (12/76)
6.57% (5/76)
6.57%(5/76)
10.52%(8/76)
27.63%(21/76)
2.63% (2/76)
6.57%(5/76)

22.36%(17/76)

1.31% (1/76)

X?=0.083, df=1, P=0.77,NS
X2 =0.176, df=1, p=0.674, NS
X2 =1.052, df=1, p=0.304, NS
X2 =0.052, df=1, p=0.817, NS
X2 = 2.209, df=1, p=0.137, NS
X2 =0.239, df=1, p=0.624, NS
X2 =1.887, df=1, p=0.169, NS
X2 = 0.345, df=1, p=0.551, NS

X2 =0.040, df=1, p=0.840, NS

X2 =0.093, df=1, p=0.759, NS
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Comparison of the Degree of Directness in Requedts Action in DCT and Naturally Occurring Requests

Results of requests for action indicate some sicanit differences between natural and DCT resiNegural
requests employ more non-conventionally indirecatsgies (8.44% compared to 0% in DCT requestdptistically
significant difference at a p < 0.01 level, p= @8] DCT requests employ more conventionally intdirgtrategies than
natural occurring requests (38.33% compared to328.8&r natural requests- statistically significaifference at a p <
0.01 level; p= 0.0028). On the other hand, theifigs revealed a non-significant difference betwaatural and DCT
requests at the level of direct strategie&=49, df=1, P=0.11).

As far as the sub-strategies are concerned, coohgar®CT requests, results also reveal that nategliests
employ more expectation statements (28.57% Vs 28, 3atistically significant difference at a p ©0.level, p= 0.0007 )
and mood derivable (15.58%Vs 3.33%; statisticaliyificant difference at a p < 0.01 level; p=0.0.0®) the other hand,
DCT requests results indicate that they includeemwant statements (13.33% Vs 3.24% for naturalestgl statistically
significant difference at a p < 0.01 level; p=0.p@hd need statements (15% Vs 12.33% for naturplests having
statistically significant difference at a p < 0.@Vvel, p=0.031). Thus, as it attested from the ifigd, it is found that
requests for information are not responsible foy difference between the two different data butuessgs for action

display some significant differences and are tloeeefesponsible for this difference as it is shdwem table 4.

Table 4: Degree of Directness/Indirectness: Main &tegies and Sub-Strategies Used in Requests for
Action (Naturally Occurring Requests (N: 154)/DCT Requests (N: 60)

Natural Requests (N : 154)| DCT Requests (N : 60)] Chi Square Test Results
mgihdéfﬁiaues 72.72%(112/154) 61.66%(37/60) X?=2.49, df=1, P=0.11
Performatives 15.58%(24/154) 3.33% (2/60) X2 = 6.072, df=1p=0.013
Want statements 1.94%(3/154) 0% (0/60) X2 =1.185, df=1, p=0.276
Need statements 3.24%(5/154) 13.33% (8/60) X2 = 71.81, df=1p=0.0001
Direct auestions 12.33%(9/154) 15% (9/60) X2 = 4.698, df=1p=0.031
ikela qreciate atatements 0%(0/154) 0% (0/60) X2 =0.176, df=1, p=0.674,
ox eggtion Statements 11.03%(7/154) 11.66% (7/60) X2 = 3.589, df=1, p=0.058

pectal . 28.57%(44/154) 18.33% (11/60) X2 =11.381, df=1p=0.0007
Conventionally indirect
Query preparatory 18.839%(29/154) 38.33% (23/60) X2 = 8.928, df=1p=0.0028
Non-conventionally
'Fr"idn'tr:“ 8.449%(13/154) 0% (0/60) X2 = 5,393, df=1p=0.02
DISCUSSIONS

The aim of the comparison of naturally occurringuests and DCT requests according to the degréigeatness
is to investigate the reliability of DCT data amdfind out the extent to which an approximationnturally occurring
requests produced by the participants may be ceresid The two sets of data have fixed social patemme
(i.e. social authority of the addressee over thdregser and low social distance between the itgidos).Results of DCT
and natural requests displayed approximately timeesdegree of directness. The analysis revealedvitthtregard to

directness, email requests of Tunisian postgradsiatients tended to be direct.

The widespread use of expectation statements iadéfe reliance on directness (e.g. | expect tr firom you
soon (Email No. 126)) and also of mood derivabte(Blease send me your comments (Email No. 15Hataral requests

as opposed to direct questions (e.g. Is it possibfix an appointment to meet you) and need statgsn(e.g. | need your
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help in proofreading my dissertation to for DCT uesgts). Some researchers (e.g.: Economidou-Koge2@5, Varhegyi
2017, Aribi ;2018) argue that L1 transfer is behtihe extensive use of direct request strategiesHiylearners. Kasper &
Rose (2002) assert that language proficiency magnm¢her reason since students with lower profejemay focus on
getting the intended illocution across, and failpgy attention to the actual realization of theuteam. However, in the
current study, the participants have a good pmficy of language since all of them have their BAEglish and are

pursuing postgraduate programs. Therefore, it séleatshe reason behind the choice of direct gjrasds L1 transfer.

It is also worthy to note that even though indirsthtegies are the preferred way of NSs requadizagions,
comparative studies have found that NSs also entglilegt (mood derivable, hedged performatives aadtvgtatements)
strategies under certain circumstances (Biesenbachs 2007, Pan 2012) and modified by a wide rarfigexical devices
and syntactic structures (Dombi, 2019).In this gtuth DCT requests, it is found that the reques&revmore
conventionally indirect but more non-conventionaihdirect strategies were found in natural data ¢t€urrences),
especially in relation to requests for action. Kiate rare in email requests presumably becausegagested by previous
studies the written interaction lacks the contelxtuges that make hints appear more natural andféssthreatening
(Dombi, 2019).Biesenbach-Lucas asserts that hietaat often found in elicited data (such as in BjBEcause the task is
to write a request and there is no social contextliich the face is actually threatened by usingerdirect language
(2007, p. 68).

Furthermore, results reveal that there are somterdifces in the distribution of certain strategesd
sub-strategies and this depends on the level ofinip®sition of requests. More specifically, naturafjuests for the
information included a higher number of expectattetements and like/appreciate statements thartiaCT requests
as opposed to more direct questions and mood ddeiviem the DCT data but the difference is non-digant.
The non-significant differences which emerged ia #iudy show that the findings from the DCT arerapimative to

those elicited naturally.

As far as requests for action are concerned, segelteal that natural requests employ more expectat
statements and mood derivable and also more lmshe other hand, DCT requests for action resutteate that they
include more want statements and need statemeants.iffportantly, the differences between these sttdtegies were
significant. It could be said that both of the matly occurring requests and the DCT requests weyge direct. However,
the similar proportions of the two sets of datadmms of requests strategies produced seemed itaiadhat the DCT
requests could indeed approximate natural data dmes extent.The results of this study seem to suppor
Economidou-Kogetsidis’ (2013) claim that “WDCT rexgts can indeed approximate natural data to aimestdent”
(2013, p. 34).

Many studies claim that elicited data from WDCTHeadls from naturally occurring data in the sensat thhhen
instructed, the subjects will write down what tHmjieve they would say in different situations, that is not necessarily
the same as what they would actually say in rdah8ons. However, as Felix-Brasdefer (2010) poois despite the
criticism, WDCT is being widely utilized in variow®ntexts, which is most certainly due to its ptitdrio systematically

gather large amount of data.

DCTs can provide researchers with useful infornmatio elicit request strategies. As Kasper and Ra662)

argue, the DCT *“can provide useful information abspeakers’ pragmalinguistic knowledge of the tegi®s and
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linguistic forms by which communicative acts can ipgplemented” (p. 96). Indeed, because the DCTadedn
approximate natural data, it could be saidthatlF is “a good way to discover what semantic folasuare frequently
used (or expected) in performance of a speech @#ébe and Cummings, 1996, p. 73) and can hdlpeircreation of an
initial classification of semantic formulas andaségies that will occur in natural data (Wolfsorakt 1989, p. 184). Data
obtained from WDCT should, however, be treated wd#ution: it can provide valuable insights into tigdpants’
pragmalinguistic knowledge and what they tend ewwas socially accepted norms, but it does notgsaecy reflect the
linguistic forms that speakers would actually usegal-life situations (Dombi, 2019). As Kasperweg, WDCT data can
tell us what “L2 speakers know as opposed to wiet tan do” (Kasper 2000, p. 330).

CONCLUSIONS

This study examines how Tunisian post graduate esiisd formulate requests to faculty in elicited vs.
Spontaneously written emails. The aim of the stwdg to find out what characterizes participant@rtanguage requests
in terms of directness. The analysis revealed batiests tended to be overwhelmingly direct. Thieystlso aimed at
contrasting spontaneously produced and elicited. dBterefore, the findings of the DCT situationsraveompared to
those of natural requests.The analysis of the @egfrelirectness revealed non-significant differsnoetween WDCT data
and natural requests for direct strategies andexaionally indirect strategies but a significarffetence between the two
sets of data at the level of non-conventionallyirieet strategies. It is found that naturally ocougr requests use

significantly more hints than the DCT ones.

The current study also aims to find out whetherdhe a significant difference of directness inatigin to the
degree of requests’ imposition manifested in retpués information (considered as low impositios)d requests for
action (considered as high impositions). As itsitd from the findings, it is found that requestsihformation are not
responsible for any difference between WDCT dath rmatural requests but requests for action disptaye significant
differences and are therefore responsible fordliference. As such, it can be claimed that the WIS a data collection
instrument is not without validity. Thus, this papgiggests that the written DCT can be used asffantige data
elicitation method if treated with caution.In liméth Economidou (2008), the use of a WDCT shouldubed along side
other research instruments and tested against ofder (i.e. naturally occurring data, role-playadaterbal reports,

interviews)through methodological triangulation.

The study has been limited in terms of the samflasrefore, a larger number of emails would be beiag¢in
order to ensure that the data collected from tmep&a can be generalized and to provide more stéitisical results,
Further more, the number of the informants who edoeparticipate in the study is relatively smadl, for future research,
a larger number of participants from a variety piversities could be considered. Further reseaiith ather types of data
are therefore needed in order to test the validftghe WDCT further Another suggestion in futuresearch is to ask
faculty members how they perceive received emdiks.durrent study is based solely on the directi®ad of requests

head acts, future research is needed to analyzedhests’ internal and external modifiers.
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