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ABSTRACT

Many people who communicate across linguistic antlutal boundaries have experienced communication
breakdowns with interlocutors who are from diffardinst language backgrounds. Sociolinguists reéogrihat such
intercultural miscommunications are partly dueiffedent value systems that underlie each speakeitsiral background.
In fact, different value systems are reflectedpeexh acts. This study attempted to explore thetsire, formality level
and the frequency of the greeting speech actsanRersian and English soap operas in a contrastyein order to find
out probable differences in this particular typesp€ech acts. Searl's (1979) classification of speets was applied to
accomplish the purpose of the study. The studydedwon the interactions among the characters arse timteractions
containing the speech acts under discussion waresdribed. In the end, the results were contraatetthe findings
revealed that some significant differences exist way that speech acts of greeting are realizédarPersian and English
soap operas in terms of the structure, formality fraquency. The findings of this survey can prevebme insights into
the importance of teaching culture as well as n@kéarners aware of the functional roles of a laugu Since culture,
people and the history and their undeniable effeaenot be secluded from language, the maximumrtetind

perseverance must be invested while teaching them.
KEYWORDS: Speech Acts, Value Systems, Social Interactioracfiing

INTRODUCTION

Modern linguistics has been referred to the stufijanguage as a system of human communication. & ma
observation is that language can be used not ontiescribe the reality but also to change the iegiseality. In simple
words it can be asserted to speak is to act. Latiguacts that intend to influence the reality eosenmonly called speech
acts. As functional units, speech acts play an maporole in effective communication. Having beka basic ingredients
of pragmatics, the principles of speech act thgmgvide an account of how some apparently formalhgonnected
utterances go together in conversational discotrderm a coherent sequence. However, the effecthffierent factors
such as cultural norms, situation of speech, lisiizicontext of an utterance and the role relatignbetween participants

in interpreting an utterance should not be undenaséd.

Orthodox speech act theory suggests that all spaetsh in any language anywhere in the world, ifat five
categoriesAssertives Directives CommissivesExpressivesand Declarations(Searle, 1979, as cited in Schifrin, 1994)

This Searle’s (1979) classification of speech &the basis for analyzing the data in this stulyeaking to others is a
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social activity. Individuals learn the skills nesasy for everyday life by virtue of their membegsii a particular society.

The use of language is so closely and uniquelytbetie cultures and often rules of speaking vargss languages.

People use language to accomplish such functiongreeting, apologizing, drawing attention, forgiyiretc.
These functions, basically, are speech acts thaldvmanifest themselves as speech events in acplartidiscourse
environment that is a real life instantiation otlspeech act. It has been generally observedEthiatlearners in most
situations tend to translate these speech actbdinreal-life manifestations) from their firsniguage (e.g., Persian) to the
target language (e.g., English). Such expressicmg ecreate pragmatic failure in communication witttive speakers of
English. So, an understanding of speech acts gsatteerealized in the English language contrib@atdst in achieving

communicative competence in the target language.

This study is an attempt to contrast the particgfgech acts in two Persian and English soap opéttasegard

to the level of formality, structure and frequernieyfind out the probable differences.

To the best of the researchers’ knowledge, thia hes been an under-researched area of studi¢ses®js room

for further research and analysis in this regard.

As Woods (2006) points out, it is a fundamentahgiple that language is more than just sounds, svart
sentences. In fact, when we speak or write, ngt dalwe say something, but we also do somethingnahdnerely in the
trivial sense that speaking and writing involve gibgl actions or movements. Furthermore, in usamgliage, we intend
to convey particular meanings, and our utteranea® la certain force that has consequential effattsur addressee(s).
As a result getting learners, especially EFL leesnmore familiar with the functional and appliexpacts of the language
and helping them out express their intended meaniay their utterances will develop their commutiica competence

which is a significant factor for effective commaoaiion.

As it is clear, language is a means of communinatReople use language to accomplish such funcasns
ordering, promising, arguing, complimenting andoso However, any communicative function needs tccheied out
within a context, which may either be transactiamasocial. Social context focuses on sociolinguiaspect of language
and according to Levinson (1984), interpersonaltexinshould be studied in sub-disciplines such esgmatics,
conversational analysis and discourse analysisinken (1984, p. 24) holds that “pragmatics refershie study of the

ability of language users to pair sentences wighabntexts in which they would be appropriate”.

Also, as stated by Hatch (1994), Levinson asskgsfragmatic meaning is that which comes fromcitratext
rather than from syntax and semantics. Pragmatinde defined as “The study of language use, osttiady of linguistic

phenomena from the point of view of their usagepprties and processes” (Vershcueren et al., 2003,3).
DIFFERENT KINDS OF MEANING
It seems necessary to make a categorization @rdift kinds of meaning:
 Word Meaning or Lexical Meaning

Lexis consists otontent wordsandfunction wordsIn terms of lexical meaning, lexemes have diffiédénds of
relationship with each other, called as paradigenagiationship as homonymy, polysemy, synonymy, €antent words

are words which refer to a thing, quality, stateaction. These words have meaning (lexical megniigen they are used
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alone. Content words are mainly nouns, verbs, #dgsx and adverbs. Content words convey informatbout the
feelings of language users. But, function wordsvaoeds which have little meaning on their own, bbhbw grammatical
relationships in and between sentences (grammatieahing). Conjunctions, prepositions and artialesfunction words.
Function words are also callddrm words empty wordsfunctors,grammatical words, structural woydand structure
words Content words are also callédl words lexical words.The main focus of traditional semantics was ondwor

meaning while modern semantics focuses on sentapaging (Pomerantz, 1984).

e Sentence Meaning Vs. Utterance Meaning

In simple words, we can say utterance meaning éafeice meaning in itself, or utterance meanintydes it.
As it is known, by sentence meaning we mean thenimgawhich derives from the linguistic elements teomed in the
sentence, divorced from its (social) context. Hoaveby utterance meaning we mean the meaning whiomaterialized

through an interaction of the linguistic and einguistic factors.
e Prosodic Meaning

Crystal (1987) defines prosodic meaning as: “Thg wasentence is said, using the prosody of languzaye
radically alter the meaning. Any marked changermmmpbasis, for example, can lead to a sentence leiapreted in a
fresh light” (p. 107). The prosody informs us ofattinformation in the sentence can be taken fontgdh (is given) and

what is of special significance (is new).
» Grammatical Meaning

It is a kind of meaning which shows grammaticahtiehship in and between sentences. A sentenceasuiglary
bought a purse yesterdagonsists of subject as antor performing aractionon agoal of a certairtime, according to case

grammar.
e Pragmatic Meaning

As Yule (1996) states, pragmatic meaning is thalspemeaning as it is distinct from word or senéemeaning.
Widdowson (2007) puts it in another term and defiteas what language users make of language .esewhat a first
person means by a text and what a text meansdoomd person. He further mentions that the atilitynderstand another
speaker’s intended meaning is called pragmatic mgaklaking sense out of the pragmatic meaning, depratienly on
the linguistic knowledge (e.g., grammar, lexicoo.ebf the speaker and listener, but also on theeot of the utterance,

knowledge about the status of those involved, nferied intent of the speaker, and so on.
e Social Meaning

This kind of meaning is in relation with languagse uor identifying certain social identity of spea social

roles and social relation.

» Propositional Meaning

It is widely used in philosophy, linguistics andrsmtics. The proposition is a semantic unit whictyre true or

false and it has a declarative form. In speeclhihesdry it is contrasted with illocutionary meaning.
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* Semantics

As a simple definition provided by Lakoff (19718p) “semantics is the scientific and philosophisaldy of
meaning”. It deals with the meaning relationshimest exist between linguistic forms. Linguists toddydy three levels of
language: thghonetic the syntactic,i.e., grammatical combinations of words as&manticlevels as well as the social

aspects in verbal interactions (Lakoff, 1971).
* Pragmatics

As Yule (1985) claims in many ways, pragmaticshis $tudy of invisible meaning, or how we recogniget is
meant even when it is not actually said or writt@norder for that to happen, speakers and writarst be able to depend
on a lot of shared assumptions and expectatiorrthétmore, Levinson (1983, p. 21) states that: §Rratics is the study

of the relations between language and contextateabasic to an account of language understanding”.
Speech Act Theory

The speech act theory concerns the functions ajuiage. Also, as stated by Hatch (1992), philosaplike
Austin (1962) and Searle (1969) have shown thi fossible to classify utterances into a very &t of functions,
called acts. Speech act theory originates fromiAigs{1962) observations that while sentences @uded to report states
of affaires, the utterances of some sentences agifsgd circumstances must be treated as the pesdioce of an act.
According to Vershcueren (1999), Austin made aimtiibn between constative and performative utteean In this
dichotomy, constatives, suchwae went down t€omoare utterances which can be evaluated along andiome of truth.
Performatives, on the other hand, are utterances, & promise to go to Comim which something is done which cannot
be said to be true or false, but which can be etatlialong a dimension &ilicity. Cook (1989) maintains that felicity
conditions are conditions that must be fulfilledtbat words function as acts. As stated by Couitt{a®85) later, instead
of claiming two classes of utterances, Austin desethat in saying anything, one is performing sdimel of act having
demonstrated that all utterances are performatiémastin concluded that in issuing an utterance eakpr performs three
acts simultaneously: a locutionary act which is &leé of saying or as Cook (1989) discusses thedbmeaning of the
words is the locution; an illocutionary act whighan act performed in saying something, and a patit;mary act which is

the act performed by or as a result of saying.

Also, as stated by Vershcueren (1999, p. 24) odkapeech act theory suggests that all speech iacts)y

language in any part of the world fall into fivetegories:

» Assertive: expressing a belief, making words fit the worldl @@emmunicating the speaker to the truth of what is

asserted (e.g., statements suckvaswent down to Como).

» Directive: expressing a wish making the world fit the woralsgd counting as an attempt to get the hearer to do
something.(e.g., requests, suchRisase, go down to Como with na, orders, such a&o downto Como

tomorrow!)

« Commissive: expressing an intention, making the world fit therds and counting as a commitment for the
speaker to engage in a future course of actiog., (@omises, such dpromise to go to Comayr offers such as

We offer you the job of official tourist guide tbe city of Como.)
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» Expressive:expressing a variety of psychological states, fgwio direction of fit between words and world, and
simply counting as a expression of a psychologstaie. (e.g., apologies, suchlas terribly sorry, or thanks

such asVe greatly appreciate what you did for us.)

« Declaration: not expressing any psychological state, makindp blo¢ words fit the world and the world fit the
words, and the point of which is to bring aboutharge in institutional reality. (e.g., baptizindgpdécating, and

declaring war).

Aside from these classifications, there are a nunabestudies which approach speech acts througietyaof
different aspects. Nastri, Pena and Hancok (200&stigated the extent to which communicative gasdsreflected in the
language structure of away messages, by examimiagspeech acts performed through the productiod88f away
messages crafted by 44 participants. The messagresalso analyzed for the use of non-standard girdiphy and humor.
The results showed that the messages were comstrymtimarily with assertives, followed by expressivand
commissives, but rarely with directives, confirmingat away messages tend to reflect both informaticand
entertainment goals. Non-standard orthography andonh were also common, although experienced ppatits used
fewer non-standard forms than less experiencedcjpamts. These findings are discussed in termsoafputer-mediated

discourse and online.

Also, Akram (2008) conducted a contrastive studygméech acts in Urdu and English. His aim was tlyae
Urdu and English languages from sociolinguistic andio-pragmatic perspectives. The results revesiate significant
contrasts in the speech acts of English and Urderins of the range, gender, structure, politeaadsformality level. The
most important finding was the different level afifeness in both languages. English language seemueh more polite
in this regard. Urdu was less polite because mb#teospeech acts seemed to be direct, abrupt lantl Regarding the
gender there was seen no particular and signifiddfgrence in two languages. However, there wemes significant

differences in terms of the structure of the spesth in two Urdu and English languages.

Another similar study regarding speech acts waduacted by Hou-xiangand Yue (2010) using discourse
completion tasks, to investigate gender differermms/een Chinese and American college studentsvithth each group
in realization patterns and implement strategieghoéats. Chi-square tests indicated that theree wer significant
differences between genders within each group ih Bspects, and between male subjects from eactirgan implement
strategies. However, the tests demonstrated tlifgratices between the same or mixed genders frooncoountries
reached significant level.

Farnia, Buchheit, and binti Salim (2010) also cartdda cross-cultural contrastive pragmatic study ofgheech
act of complaint between American native speakdr&rglish and Malaysian native speakers of MalaptaDwere
analyzed using Rinnert and Nogami’s (2006) taxonofngomplaint, examining the main components of plaints, level
of directness, and amount of mitigation used in Aoz and Malaysian respondents. The findings fedethat American

and Malay respondents showed significantly diffelehaviors to express complaints in the reseateat®ns.

To sum up, the present study is an attempt tostiegte the structure, formality level and the frency of speech
acts of greeting in two Persian and English soarampin a contrastive way in order to find outphebable differences in

them. Searl’'s classification of speech acts (195 @pplied to accomplish the purpose of this stde study focuses on
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the interactions among the characters and thoseuttons which contain the speech acts under sksmu are transcribed.

In the end, the results are contrasted.
This study addresses the following research quesand hypotheses:

» Are speech acts of greeting realized differentlyamms of the level of formality in two Persidla 4lwwt aiid

English “Desperate Housewives” soap operas?

» Are speech acts of greeting realized differentlydmms of the level of structure in two Persién«lwws ant

English “Desperate Housewives” soap operas?

» Are speech act of greeting realized differentlytérms of the level of frequency in two Persianibwa  ahd

English “Desperate Housewives” soap operas?

Based on the above-mentioned research questionsnaadder to find the differences (if any) betwetre
considered speech acts in two Persian and Englh speras in terms of the level of formality, stame and frequency,

the null hypotheses can be formulated as the fatigsy

HO1: There is no significant difference in speech dgreeting in two Persidi» <wwa  &nd English “Desperate

Housewives” soap operas with regard to the stractur

HO2: There is no significant difference in speechaiareeting in two Persidl <Lw«s &nd English “Desperate

Housewives” soap operas with regard to the frequenc

HO3: There is no significant difference in speechaiareeting in two Persidk <Lw«s &nd English “Desperate

Housewives” soap operas with regard to the levébwhality.

METHODS
Design

The design of this study was descriptive and cetitra. Since it was important that the soap operadyzed in
this study be comparable, an effort was made tectdhe soap operas which according to the knowlealythe
researchers, were on general topics and accordauglid be treated as being similar in some resp@&tiat is, regarding
the genre it will not be far-fetched to categoitiae soap operas as being social. And in termsrafuage, again it can be
claimed that the language used in both EnglishRerdian corpus was the same as unmarked variéap@diage which is
comprehensible for ordinary Iranian and Englishiemncks. In order to accomplish the purpose of thdys which was
identifying probable differences between the usespéech acts of greeting in two Persidn <lwws antl English
“Desperate Housewives” soap operas in terms ofetne of formality, structure and frequency, Searldassification of
speech acts (1979) was applied. The classificatidndes: Representatives (e.g., asserting), Dvest(e.g., requesting),
Commissives (e.g., promising), Expressives (elmnking), and Declarations (e.g., appointing) (Red979, as cited in
Schifrin, 1994). The study has focused on the amgwns among the characters, and those interactiontaining the
speech acts under discussion have been transdabéarther analysis. The unit of analysis in teisdy is anUtterance
which according to Verschueren (1999) is definedaay stretch of language, no matter how long arshnd no matter

how many voices it may contain” (p. 115).
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Examples range from one-word sentences, over spsitonstituting a turn in a conversation, totrrudlume

novels. Finally, the results were contrasted td fint if there were any significant differences.
Data

The data was collected through transcribing thevemations containing the speech acts under asatysivelve
episodes of Persian soap op&raila " by Hossein Pakdel each about 56 minutes aneefif episodes of English soap
opera “Desperate Housewives” by Marc Cherry eacdud5 minutes. Then the obtained data was cladsbased on

Searle’s classification of speech acts (1979).
Data Analysis Procedures

To analyze the data obtained from the transcriloeigts, chi- square measure was applied. Chi-sqasadysis is
usually applied when the data consists of frequncConsequently, in order to find out if there vaay significant
difference between the use of previously mentiospdech act in two English and Persian soap operdsrins of

structure, formality and frequency, chi-squarest@st appropriate nonparametric statistical teste agministered.
RESULTS AND ANALYSIS

At first, it should be mentioned that based on B&aclassification (1979), the under discussioregjh act of

greeting is a kind oExpressivesThe following examples show sor&epressivesaken from English and Persian data.
Some samples of English scripts:
Hey what's up? (sentence)
It's nice to finally meet both of you in personnfgmce)
Hey (word)
Hi (word)
Hey Dave (phrase)
Hey Buddy (phrase)
Welcome to my home (idiom)
Some samples of Persian scripts:
(Hax)foy sha o silla pSaleSl
(les) ol (53
(4lS)pSh
(4alS) Sl
(ke )aSledbas G

(Coke)e e S
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TABLE 1 clearly illustrates the structural levele(i word, phrase, sentence, and idiom) of the $paets of
Greeting in a contrastive form in both English &watsian corpus.

Table 1: A Contrastive View of Structural Level ofthe
Speech Acts of Greeting in Persian and English Cpus

Greeting
Structre Persian English
word 57.2% 47.9%
phrase 28.9% 43.8%
sentence 13.8% 6.9%
idiom 0 1.4%

According to Table (1) and considering the clasatibn of Searle (1979) it appears that the peaggnbdf the use
of Expressives as words in Persian data is hidfeer that of English. With respect to phrases thegrgage of the use of
Expressives in English data is higher than thatPefsian. With respect to sentences the percenthgkeouse of
Expressives in Persian data is higher than thaEmdjlish and regarding the idioms, the percentagehef use of
Expressives in English data is higher than th®efkian. Generally, it means that Iranians use pentences and words

compared to Americans, while Americans used mdorid and phrases than Iranians in greeting someone.

Table 2: The Results of Chi-Square Test

Value df p
11.462(a) | 3 | .009

X2

As it is indicated in Table 2 the p-value is lovilean the significance level in this study (0.05)u$ there is seen

a significant difference in speech act of ‘greetingwo Persian and English soap operas in teritkeostructural level.

It means that, based on the obtained resultdjrgtenull hypothesis saying that: there is no digant difference

in speech acts of greeting in two Persian and Ehgloap operas in terms of the structure, wastegjec

To test the second null hypothesis saying thateti®no significant difference in speech actsrefetjing in two

Persian and English soap operas in terms of tlggdmcy, the chi-square test was applied.

A0

B0
50 -
40 =
- ZABAM
20 J
+ -
3
8 o N e
W ord pl’fiEE s&nten o iaom
SAFHT AR

Figure 1: A Contrastive View of Frequencies of th&peech Acts of Greeting as
Words, Phrases, Sentences and IdiomsPersian and English Corpus
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According to figure (1), the frequency of speechaqGreeting)in the studied Persian soap opera is as follows:
91 times in the form of a word, 46 times in thenfioof a phrase, 22 times in the form of a sentendena frequency in the
form of an idiom is seen. Contrastively the frequenf speech act dfGreeting)in the English soap opera is: 69 times in
the form of a word, 63 times in the form of a pl&a$0 times in the form of a sentence and 2 timeheé form of an
idiom.

144

16000%
15500%
15000% BEN OF
14500%
14000%
13500% -

Figure 2: A Contrastive View of Frequencies of th&peech Acts of
Greeting as a Whole in Persian and EnglishaZpus

As it appears in Figure (2) in total, Iranians iongarison to Americans used more utterances intigeee
someone. As a result there is seen a significdfdreince in speech act of ‘greeting’ in two Perséamd English soap

operas in terms of the frequency.

So, based on the obtained results the second wypdtihesis saying that: there is no significantatéhce in

speech acts of ‘greeting’ in two Persian and Ehglisap operas in terms of the frequency was rejecte

To test the third null hypothesis saying that: ¢hisr no significant difference in speech acts @&etjng in two

Persian and English soap operas in terms of tmediityy, a chi-square test was applied.
The following examples were taken from English sdsian data.
Some samples of English scripts:

Hey (informal)

Hey mom (informal)

Hey guys (informal)

Hello Mrs. Solis (formal)

Morning ladies (formal)

Some samples of Persian scripts:
o) 1 (e Dl Gl

) 2l hsA aila S

) @3S e Sl

e Ol e 23l

e (b e
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) o e adk
According to Table (3) it could be argued that gecentage of the use of formal expressions reggrttie

particular speech act (greeting) in Persian datsigker than that of English. And the percentag¢hefuse of informal

expressions in English data is higher than th&eykian.

Table 3: A Contrastive View of the Formality Levelof the
Speech Acts of Greeting in Persian and English Coys

. Greeting
Rl IS Persian English
formal 49.0% 20.9%
informal 51.0% 79.1%

As it is indicated in Table 4 the p-value is lovilean the significance level in this study (0.05)u$ there is seen

a significant difference in speech act of ‘greetingwo Persian and English soap operas in terfiteeoformality level.

Table 4: The Results of Chi-Square Test

Value df p
31.999(b)| 1 .000

X2

So, based on the obtained results, the third yglbthesis saying that: there is no significantedi#hce in speech

acts of greeting in two Persian and English soayamin terms of the formality was rejected.

CONCLUSIONS

As to the analysis of the speech acts of “greefieginclination is to use shorter utterancesvi@dsrather than
phrases , sentences or idioms. In this case #ssraed that the speaker is cleverly aware of baiffficiently informative
uttering just a single word in greeting someonesaying hello. Furthermore, the speaker is oblige@dhere to the
guantity maxim of Gricean principles for not makinig/her contribution more informative than is riegd. As a result the

very choice of this grammatical structure ward is justified.

Also, regarding the speech acts of “greetimdjoms were applied as the least favorite grammaticaicsires.
Taking into account the manner maxim of Griceamgples, one could claim that to avoid ambiguitylamnecessary
prolixity that might have happened in the case r@#ppropriate application of idioms, both Americaargl Iranians

preferred using them as the least favorite strectur

With respect to the formality, one of the mostkétig features of the formality chart is that theqemtage of the
use of formal expressions regarding the Persiaa datstripped those of English. It is assumed tivattendency to use
more formal expressions by Iranians might originfitem applying particular strategies such as negapioliteness
strategies in their daily conversations. It mednag, tbased on the cultural conventions and shaks of the community

a face-saving act is more commonly preferred anmoargans. To put it in another words, Iranians témdise a type of
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expressions that are less direct, more polite,niaiey less clear, longer, and with more compléxatures which means
that the speakers are making a greater efforermg of concern for face, i.e., politeness, tharaeded simply to transfer
the basic message across efficiently. It is thodlght there is something cultural that pushes drasmiforward to be more
polite, courteous and occasionally loquacious tilsarequired in social talks. Generally, Iranians enclined to overstate
and the concept of “Taarof” might be seen relevare. By contrast, Americans tend to use a typgositive politeness
strategies that emphasize closeness between th&espand the hearer, and it can be considerednak dfi solidarity
strategies. Linguistically speaking, such strategielude communicating personal information, fregfuuse of nicknames
and even sometimes abusive terms and shared dalsting expressions; hence, leading to usingftessal language.
Basically, it seems that in countries in which kbwalty to traditional roots and old cultural comi®ns and backgrounds
are valued (like Iran), people are more concerrimgliissues like social distancing, non-encroactirmemmunication,
using apologetic language, applying hedging, béidgect and generally being more polite. On thieeothand, in more
modern and developed countries like America pesplem to be less worried about politeness mattersjaybe their
definition of a polite behavior might be somethidifferent. To Americans, the primary concern coblel showing
solidarity, using first names and indicating commioterest etc. As a result, they would like to aghenore to the

cooperative maxims than Iranians.

The findings of this survey can provide some intghto the importance of teaching culture as aslimaking
EFL learners aware of the functional roles of laagp! Since, it has been observed that Iranian EBinérs in most
situations tend to translate speech acts from fineirlanguage (Persian) to the target languagwl{gh), such expressions
may create pragmatic failure in communication wittiive speakers of English; hence, an understarafisgeech acts as
they are realized accurately in English languadeagntribute a lot in achieving communicative castgnce in the target

language.

One important point is that communicative compegewcertainly, does not mean just the linguistimpetence of
the local or target language alone, but the soeittw@l implications are also there. Furthermorenf the sociolinguistic
point of view, the findings show that there is d@sa@ute need to instruct EFL learners the particfdeeign language
norms and rules in order to make them aware ohscommunication strategies in foreign contextsnétans that, raising
the awareness of cultural values and conventioms raaking EFL learners more familiar with the acedfe social
behavior or the etiquette of the foreign discoursenmunity have got to be the central part of thé. pEdagogy and

education.

Furthermore, since culture, people, and the histmd their undeniable effects cannot be secludech f
language, the maximum effort and perseverance tmishvested while teaching a foreign languagehttutd also be
mentioned that the findings of this study, will encage material developers and teachers to consatgust the cultural
differences exited in two languages in teaching designing syllabi, but also pay attention to EE&rhers’ common
mistakes resulted from inappropriate translatiothefspeech acts from their first language (Peys@the target language
(English).

Finally, the study at hand could be further depelb by investigating other communicative speechk aoth as
fear, worry, requesting, promising, etc. By therthmh examination of these speech acts and alsogaddw facets such

as gender, acceptability and politeness level, fietings and promising results could be obtain@daddition, for those

| Impact Factor(JCC): 1.7843- This article can be dowloaded from www.impactjournals.us |
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researchers who are interested in comparing lareguagd focusing on the areas of overlapping, thidyscan provide a

great insight into the various functions of a lange. As a result, the need for conducting morearekeand studies seems

undeniable.
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