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ABSTRACT

The present study examines how native speakers of English,
Japanese ESL students, and native speakers of Japanese
communicate during social visits. It contributes to research in
the field of interlanguage pragmatics by: (a) examining speech
acts which have not been investigated extensively, (b) involving
students as ethnographers in the data collection and analysis
procedures, and (c) improving upon research methods used thus
far.

Speech acts such as giving and receiving gifts, making
compliments, offering and accepting food and beverages, making an
excuse to leave, and expressing gratitude are examined cross-
culturally in their full discourse cpntext. The data include
five interactions of Japanese ESL students visiting Americans,
five of Americans visiting feilow Americans, and six of Japanese
visiting fellow Japanese.’ These interactions were videotaped in
the actual apartments or dorm rooms of the participants.

A descriptive, exploratory analysis of the transcribed.data
reveals particular areas in which Japanese ESL students should
receive further training and practice. Some of these areas
include: using more compliments in the opening segment of the
interaction, responding politely to the offer of beverages in the
hospitality segment, asking questions to develop or initiate
conversation topics in the small talk segment, and taking the
initiative to express gratitude in the closing segment.

One unique feature of the study is the involving of 31 ESL

students in the data collection and analysis procedures in order
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to test out pedagogical implications. The results show that
Japanese ESL students at an intermediate level of proficiency are
able to learn something about the cross-cultural pragmatics of a
social visit by being their own ethnographers, but not without
considerable guidance and assistance.

Methodology is central to the discussion. Clear advantages
are seen in videotaping semistructured interactions in a natural
setting and conducting retrospective interviews. A number of
changes in the methodoiogy are suggested for future stqdies, and
additional questions for»further;research are presented. The

study provides many insights for those involved in second

language learning, teaching, or research.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

In this chapter we will discuss the background of
interlanguage pragmatics research, the problems with the
methodology of previoﬁs studies, and the significance of the
present study. The research questions which have formed the
basis for the present study wilivbe presented, followed by a

brief outline of the organization of the thesis as a whole.

1.1 Background of Interlanguage Pragmatics Research

Extensive research on the development of a learners!'
communicative competence in a second language has led to growing
interest in an area of second language acquisition research known
as interlanguage pragmatics. This relatively new area of
research has been defined narrowly as the study of nonnative
speakers' use and.acquisition of speech acts in a second language
(Kasper & Blum-Kulka, 1993). Investigations in interlanguage
pragmatics have focussed-primarily on comparing native speakers'
‘and nonnative speakers' comprehension and production of speech
acts, such as requests, apologies, refusals, and so on.

~Speech acts have been claimed by some (Austin, 1962; Searle,
1969) to operate by universal pragmatic principles, but research
has shown that rules governing speech acts vary considerably
across languages and cultureé. It is pot enough for learners to-
know the linguistic ruiesvof_é second language, but they must

also learn the sociocultural rules of appropriate use of the

language. When they do not know these rules they may fall back




on pragmatic conventions in their first language (L1l). This
phenomenon is known as pragmatic transfer (see Kasper, 1992).
Pragmatic transfer can be more serious than linguistic transfer
because it may not only result in miscommunication, but may also
~reflect badly on fhe speaker and lead to national stereotyping
(Thomas, 1983). - |

Pragmatic tfansféfﬁis most'éeribus in the case of face-
threatening speéch acts (Brown & Levinson, 1978), such as
requests, refusals, complaints, expressing gratitude, and 50 on,
where nonnative speakers (NNSs) are particularly at risk in
offending the interlocutor or looking bad themselves. The
problem with these speech acts is that even native speakers do
not always agree bn what sociocultural rules are conventional in
their own language and culture, and their intuitions can be
misleading (Wolfson, 1983b). This is one reason why speech act
studies of this kind are‘SO'relevant: they provide data for
language instructors and learners alike on how speech acts are

used in various contexts.

1.2 Problems with Methodology in Previous Studies and
Significance of‘the Present Study
It has been pointed'out, however, that if the data
collection methods in speech act studies are inadequate then the
validity of the findings may also be questionable (Kasper & Dahl,
1991). The study described here was designed to address this
issue. The focus of.the study was to compare'how native speakers

of English, native speakers of Japanese, and Japanese ESL

students communicate during social times of visiting one another.




In this study, speech acts such as greetings and introductions,
giving and receiving gifts, making compliments, offering and
accepting food and beverages, starting a conversation and keeping
it going, making an excuse to leave, and expressing gratitude
were examined in their full discourse context.

Rétaining the full discourse context is one thing that sets
this speech act study apart from many studies where individual
speech acts are»examihed;?ﬁt“of,conﬁekt by collecting the data
through a Discourse Cé@piétidn‘Tesﬁ (DCT) (Requests: Blum-Kulka,
1983; Blum-Kulké & Oléhfgih;;i98é;ﬁKéspér, 1989; Faerch & Kasper,
1989; Apologies? Bergman & Kasper, 1993; Gratitude: Eisenstein &
Bodman, 1986; Refusalsf Beebe, Takahashi & Uliss-Weltz, 1990;
Takahashi & Beebe, 1987). . DCTs ﬁay not feflect'what a person
would actually say becaﬁse they are generally written responses
or oral responses:initiétedvin a simulated setting. However,
ﬁhis study was conducted fight in the home where the participant
was visiting thus providing more natural and spontaneous data.

Some.speech act étu&ies also make use of natural data
collected in the field by‘observation (Disagreement and
Chastisement: Beebe & Takahashi, 1989a; Disagreement and
Embarrassing Information: Beebe & Takahashi,'1989b; Corrections:
Takahashi & Beebe, 1993; Compliments: Wolfson, 1989). As Beebe
and Takahashi (1989a) have pointed out, field note-taking of
natural interactions without_knoWing the speech context has its
limitatioﬁs.in that the daté are not comparable in terms of the
.relative social status bf the interlocutors and the social

situation, and so on. The present study was not a purely natural

situation because the visits were set up and a few guidelines




were giuen to the hosts and guests so that there would be some
comparability between interactions.

Other speech act studies have made use of role plays
(Apologies: Olshtain, 1983;"Gratitude: Eisenstein & Bodman,
1993). Role plays providebsome context and structure while at
‘the same time allowing for more natural and spontaneous
responses. HoWever) one drawback isvthat they often force
subjects to play roles which they may not be familiar with (such
as a business executive or university professor). This study
allowed subjects to be themselves (a host or guest) in a context
with which they. wereiprObably familiar (visiting beople's homes) .

Tape- recording seems ‘to have been the dominant method of
collecting role play data thus far; but thlS study made use of a
video camera in order- to sort out who said what and to provide
details of nonverbal communication such as gestures, facial
expressions, and so on.

Some speech act studies have_combined DCTs with
retrospective interviews‘to’try and get at the reasons for the
subjects' responses (Gratitude: Eisenstein & Bodman, 1986;
Refusals: Robinson, 1992). 1In this study subjects were also
interviewed immediateiy foliowing their visit to get feedback
from them about the interaction.

Finaily, in all of the speech act studies referred to above,
data were collected and analyzed by the researcher(s), and
pedagogical implications may[have been suggested but not tested
out.(see, for example, Olshtain»g Cohen, 1989). In the present

study an attempt was made. to involve students as ethnographers in

the actual data collection and-analysis procedure to see how they




_might benefit from a study of this kind and to trainvthem for
future prégmatic research- endeavours of their own.

The use of the term "ethnographer", here and throughout this
work, refers to a researcher who employs ethnographic techniques
suéh as doing observations, transcribing, and looking for
cultural (and linguistic) batterns'in the observed behaviors. It
does not purport to carfy the fﬁll5meéning of "ethnographer" in
the holistic and teéhnicaluéénse of the word, which would involve
'intensive,.detailed dbservation oVef a longer period of time.
(For a diséussion oﬁ-what "pure" ethnography comprises, see

Wolcott, 1985 and Watson-Gegeo, 1994.)

1.3 Researchrguestipnsi

Gaining pragmat@é?khg&iédgéfiﬁéa,éeCond lénguage is a vital
part of devélqpiﬂgic¢@ﬁﬁﬁica{i?g?Cqmpgténce.a.However,_how are
language learneréjﬁo aédﬁireisuéﬂ knbﬁledge ahd become proficient
at uéing it apprdpriately? This is an all-important
»consideration for language instructors and students alike, but it
is espécially true ih'theﬁéasé'dfiCOllege4age Japanese students
who have studied Englishigrammar'for years in school but have
difficulty communicatihg-ianngiish. This consideration has
given rise to a number of research questions which have formed

the basis for the present study:

la. Without specific pragmatic training in language and
culture, how well do Japanese ESL students interact in English

during a social visit in an American home? How does the

production of speech acts (such as greetings and introductions,




gift giving, making compliments, accepting the offer.of food and
beverages, startihg a conversation and keeping it going, making
an excuse to leave, and expressingrgratitude) by Japanese ESL

students compare with the illocution of the.same speech acts by

native speakers of English?

1b. How does the interaction of Japanese ESL students with
Americans compare cross- culturally with the interaction of native
speakers of Japanese durlng a 8001al visit? 1Is there any
evidence of pragmatic transfer from their L1 coming into play in

the interlanguage of the'Japanese ESL students?

2a. How well do Japanese ESL students learn cross-cultural
pragmatics by doing their own ethnographic research? What are

the problematics and possibilities of such an approach?

2b. How mlght spec1f1c pragmatlc tralnlng in the classroom
have enhanced the learnlng process of Japanese ESL students? How
effectlve would. the textbook have ‘been in preparing them for

their visit?
3a. What are the advantages and disadvantages of collecting
speech act data'by Videotaping'semi—structured interactions in a

natural setting and by conducting retrospective group interviews?

3b. How might research methods in 1nterlanguage pragmatlc

studies of this kind be 1mproved7




1.4 Organization cf the Thesis

In Chapter One, the  background of interlanguage pragmatics
research, problems with the methcdologyvof previous studies,
significance of the preseht»study, and the research questions
were presented. in Chapter Two, we will look in more detail at
relevant literature on interlanguage pragmatics and the
advantages and disadvahtages ofvmethods used so far in speech act
studies similar to this one. InAChapter Three, the methodology
adopted for the present study will be described. In Chapters
Four and Five, results Will be reported in two parts: In Part I,
the speech acts will be -compared cross-culturally with particular
focus on the interlahguage-cf'the Japanese ESL students (Research
Questions 1la and 1b) and'in Part”II, the pedagogical findings of
the present study w1ll be reported (Research Questions 2a and
2b). Finally, in Chapter SlX, we will conclude by examining the
methodology and making- suggestlons for future research (Research

‘Questions 3a and 3b),




Chapter 2

Literature Review

In this chapter,'we will take a look at the interlanguage
pragmatib research relevant to the present study with a view to
answering two pertinent questions regarding theory and
methddology: (1) Why study speech acts?; and (2) What data
collection methods should be employed? In the first section, we
will take a brief look at the major theories behind speech act
research. In the second seétion we will discuss at length the
data collection methods used in speech act studies thus far and

give rationale for the methodology chosen in the present study.

2.1 Theoretical Background of Speech Act Studies
2.1.1 Interlanguage Pragmatics and SLA

First of all, what is'intérlanguage pragmatics (ILP) and how
does it relate to second language acQuisition (SLA) research?
Interlanguage pragmatics has been defined by Kasper (1996) as
"the study of nonnative speékers' use and acquisition of L2
pragmatic knowledge" (p. 145). Pragmatics has to do with
"contextualized language use" (Kasper, 1992, p. 204). According
to Hatch, 1992, "the study of What speakers mean to convey when
they use a particular structure in context is called the study of
pragmatics" (p. 260). Interlanguage is the term coined by
Selinker (1972) to refer to the developing lanéuage system of
second language learners which is not synonymous with either

their L1 or the L2 that they are in the process of learning

(Ellis, 1985). Larsen-Freeman and Long (1991) suggest that it




can be thought of as a continuum between the L1 and L2 along
which learners ﬁraverse ase£hey become more and more fluent in
the L2. The rules that they follow may not be target-like yet,
but their language is ruie—governed and systematic at any given
point along the continuum.

The interest in ILP stems from a growing focus in second
language learning and teaching on the development of a learner's
communicative competence, a term first used by Hymes (1972) to
refervto a learner's ability to communicate based not only on the
grammatical rules of a language, but also on the knowledge of
~when to say something and how to say it depending on the context.
Canale and Swain (1980) broke this down further into a framework
consisting of four componenﬁs: grammatical competence, which
means knowledge of the linguistic'code} sociolinguistic
competence, a term sometimes used interchangeabiy with pragmatic
competence including comprehension and production of speech acts;
discourse competence, which is the ability to produce a coherent
text in various genres; and strafegicrcompetence, which refers to
the ability to  make oneself understood despite a lack in the
other three components of communicative competence.

It has been pointedfout'that the bulk of ILP studies so far
have focussed on L2 use rether than development, thue weakening
the connection between ILP and SLA:

That those inferested in ILP have'devotedblittle attention

to developmental isSues.ieialeo in marked contrast to the

prominent role plafedhby'pragmetiCS in communicative

language teaChing and testing. Approaches to language

instruction and assessment should be informed by theory and
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research on pragmatic development, but as yet ILP does not
have much to offer to Seéénd language pedagogy. (Kasper &
Schmidt, 1996, p. 149)

Kasper and Schmidt go on to say that most studies in ILP derive
their theoretical underpihningé, research questiohs, and
methodology from cross—cUl;dral pragmatiCs rather than SLA, with
the exception of those ILP-stuaies that focus on the issue of
pragmatic transfer which more closely aligns ILP with SLA.

As briefly mentioned in the introduction, pragmatic transfer
is the phenomenon where NNSs, attempting to communicate in the
L2, fall back on their lepragmatic‘knowledge sometimes resulting
in_pragmétic failure, one of the main sources of cross-cultural
communication breakdown ranging from the humorous to the serious
(Thomas, 1983). Based on terms she appropriated from Leech,
1983, Thomas identified tWo types of pragmatic failure which
Kasper (1992) then extended to describe twd types of pragmatic
transfer:vpragmalinguistié trénsfer which occurs when learners
transfer a linguisﬁic'form ffom>their L1l to the L2, where it may
not have the intended meaning,'force or politeness value; and
sociolinguistic transfer which 0ccurs when second language
learners comprehend or produce:speech acts based on their own
sociocultural perception Of_social'status or distance, rights or
obligations, the degree of imposition, and so forth. Numerous
studies have focussed Qn‘fihdihg>evidence for this phenomenon and
on determining what conditions might cause learners to transfer
(for a review see Kasper,11992).

Another issue_whichfaligns;iLR with- SLA is the role that

instruction plays in tﬁe,@é?élppmehtAofféociolinguistic
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competence. As will be seen in the next section, only a few
studies have touched on this éorfa; (e.g. Olshtain & Cohen, 1990;
House, 1996). The litefaturé on language socialization
(Schieffelin & Ochs, 1986) has made it cléar that, when acquiring
pragmatic knowledge in theifiLl, children receive considerable
input and training from parents and teachers. It is reasonable
to suspect that instrqctién;plays_ah imporﬁant role in the
acquisition of712'pragﬁétiE kﬁ6@ledge}f§p adult NNSs as well.
Porter (1986) disbévgrédfﬁhgﬁrgméll;grogp interactions and pair
work among NNSs in thé'cléssroom did.not'providé the kind of
input they needed to-déVélop their pragmatic competence.
Instruction in pragmatics would especially be necessary in the
EFL classroom settinnghefé;éﬁpdsufé to NS use of speech acts is
limited, but it is alsé'théught that pragmatic competence
develops through noticinglreléVant features in the input
(Schmidt, 1993). One of.the unique focusses of the present study
is to see what learners notice when engaged in speech act data
collection and analysis as ethnographérs.‘

As more}éttention is_paid to these and other developmental
issueé, ILP will become ﬁﬁch'more cldsely aligned with the field
of SLA and will héve much more to offer in terms of pedagogical

implications.

2.1.2 Speech Act Theory
The great majority'of ILP studies to date have focussed on
comparing NNSs' and NSs' comprehension and production of speech

acts. The questions that need to be addressed here are: just

what are speech acts, and-why~did they come to be investigated so
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extensively?

‘Philosophers Austin (1962)'and Searle (1969) were the first
to identify and provide a detailed analYSis of speech acts. This
notion of speech act has been investidated in a number of
different fields besides‘philosophy, such as: anthropology
(HYmes, 1974; Gumperz,»1982);.linguistics (Sadock, 1974); and
child language (Ochs & Shieffelin, 1979), to name a few (Gass,
1996). These studies are based on the assumption that the
minimalAunit of human communication is not a linguistic
expression, but rather the performance of a certain kind of act
through words (Blum Kulka et al 1989) .such as: greeting,
requestlng, refusrngi thanklng¢~and;so*on; |

Hatch (1983) and Wolfson (1981) were among the first to
encourage 1nvest1gatlons into how second language learners use
and acquire speech actsf Hatch pointed out that one speech act
.function can be expressed'in“a Variety of different utterances or
forms depending on COntextVand tnat tne basic meaning of the form
may not always be wnat the speaker intends. (In fact, it may be
opposite, such as in sarcasm.) For example, the utterance "Gee,
it's hot in here." looks'like a statement, but could be intended
as a request.to-open a window;_'NeQertheless, utterances have
been classified into a small set of functions which can be
further divided into a numbersof sub—functions, and these have
formed the basis for notional—functional syllabi in language
teaching (van.Ek,-1976). :

What evolved were a nnmberdof'empirical investigations into

how speech acts were performed cross culturally and cross-

llngu1st1cally. As stated 1n the 1ntroductlon, it soon became
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evident that speech acts do:vary across languages and cultures.
Cohen (1996) describes the goal of speech act studies as follows:
"to 1dent1fy unlversal norms of speech behavior and to
distinguish these from language—speCific norms in order to better
understand and evaluate interlanguage'behavior" (p-21). He
argues that the first concefn of the researcher is to determine
the set of strategies for realizing.a‘particular speech act which
he calls a speech act set. The second step would be to evaluate
the learner's soc1ocultural and soc1ollngu1st1c ablllty to
successfully plan and produceiappropriate speech act sets in a
second language. "Ideally," Cohen argues, "this information
could then be used to prepafe a course of instruction that would
teach to the gaps in language knowledge" (p. 405;

However, as has been p01nted out in the 1ntroductlon, speech
act studies are Valuable only to the ‘extent that the data
collection methods used are a valld means of attaining the
results. Methodology is central to-our discussion of speech act

studies and needs to benaddnessedrat,length.

2.2 Methodology Employed_in'SpeechuAct Studies

As stated in the.introduction, interlanguage pragmatics is a
relatively new field of inqulry, and there has been considerable
debate recently as to which-data collection methods, or
combinations thereof, are most suitable for obtaining valid
results. Since the early -1980s a wide variety of empirical
studies have been conducted onbnonnative speakers!' (NNS)

production of such speech acts as: apologies, requests, refusals,

complaints, disapproval,_disagreement, gratitude, compliments,
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greetings and closings. "TheSé studies have employed a number of
different methods: observation.of natural data, discourse
completion tests (DCT), closed or_open—ended role plays, and
verbal report or interViéWS;  Each”method-has its advantages and
disadvantages, and the researchers each have a certain rationale
for choosihg one method"6§erAénother'or for using a combination
of methods to get at their pértiCular research questions.

Some of the topics which héVé'been focussed on in speech act
production studieé are:-NNS'sApronCtidn of speech acts in their
second langﬁage (L2) as cohpargd with Lz_hative speaker (NS)
data; evidence for transféfﬂfromTNNS{s'first language (L1); and
the effect of conteXtuai'Variables (status, gender,_degree of
imposition, and so forth)Aéﬁ”ﬁSsl or NNSs' choice of means and
linguistic forms to realizefajcertain speech act. In addition,
there are some studies_which Were designed specifically to
compare data colleétea;ﬁygdiﬁfégégﬁ ﬁéﬁhdds. 6ﬁiy a few studies
thus far were des;gnedfpé_ﬁdéﬁéioﬁuﬁhé-dévelopment_of NNSs' .
pragmatic competeﬁcevéﬁd £ﬁé_£§Lé'Sffimpliéitvdr éxpiicit.
instruction. “ | |

In this section, we wili review stﬁdies that have been done
thus far under three catego:ies:.(1):Stuaies.which'chpare speech
act data cross—culturallygusihg one or more of the methods
mentioned above; (2) studiéé which»are designed expliéitly to
compare data collected thfoﬁgh'differentvmethods; and (3) studies

- which are designed to focué on the déveiopment of pragmatic

competence and the role Qf"inStruétiona
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2.2.1 Studles Using One or More Methods

It is now a well attested fact that varlablllty in speech
act data is sometimes 1nduced by the partlcular method used to
collect the data (see Kasper ‘& Dahl, 1991). In reviewing 39
studies of 1nterlanguage pragmatics, Kasper & Dahl place the
yarlous data collection methods on a continuum based on the
degree to which they constraln partlclpants' responses. They put
the hlghly constralned methods such as the Discourse Completion
"Test (DCT) and closed role plays on the left, followed by the
less constrained open role plays, and then the unconstrained
(except for observer:effects)lohservationvof authentic data on
the right. ﬁowever, as has alreadyhbeen pointed out, each method
has its advantages.and'disadvantageshfor,getting at a particular
research queStion} and cahnotrbefplacedlon a contlnuum in regards
to its validity. o

Let us examine each>method ln;turn by'taking a look at a few
representative studies"(seefTable 2;1 and 2.2) which have
employed one or more of- these methods ‘6hr particular focus will
be on the researchers' ratlonale for ch0051ng the method(s) they
employed and/or thelr drscpsslon of the llmltatlons of the chosen

method(s).

2.2.1.1 Discourse Completion Tests (DCT)

The Discourse Completion-Test'(DCT), originally,designed by
Levenston (1975) ahd first;adapted.to stUdy speech acts by Blum
Kulka (1982), hasvprobablybbeénathe most widely used and most

criticized method of collecting data in interlanguage pragmatics

research thus far.




Table 2.1

DCT and Role Plays

Studies Using One or More Mefhods'(a):

16

Study Methods Speech act L1 IL Total
Blum—Kulka | DCT(5) ”'TRequesfs’ Var. Heb. NNS=

& Olshtain ' 172
(1986) _ , NS=240
Beebe, DCT (12). ‘Refusals Japn. | Eng. NNS=20
Takahashi, : NS=40
& Uliss-

Weltz

(1990)

Takahashi DCT (12) | Refusals Japn. | Eng. NNS=40
& Beebe : ‘NS=40
1 (1987)

Olshtain - Closed Apologies Eng. Heb. NNS=27
(1983) role plays - Russ. NS=36"
Tanaka Open-ended - | Requests -Japn. | Eng. NNS-NS
(1988). role plays T pairs=
’ 4

Houck & Open-ended . ‘Refusals | 3apn. | Eng. NNS-NS
Gass role Plays S e pairs=
(1996) L 137

DCTs are.designed to”eliolffthe_speeoh act under study. A
short situation ls'desoribed'in which variables such as status,
degree of imposition etcr‘oahfbeLmanipulated. This is followed
by a short dialogue w1th a- blank- left for the speech act in
question. An example of an 1tem de51gned to elicit a request
mlght be as follows | | 7 |

(1) You are a. unlver31t§nstudent v181t1ng your professor s

office to ask hlm to read over your research proposal

You:
Professor:‘Okay, I{llvtrygto_haverit read by next week
sometime. You can come and,see_me during my office hours
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next Thursday, if you would llke |
There are usually a number of 1tems on- one test (1n ‘Table 2.1
this is 1ndlcated in the parentheses under the methods column).
DCTs are usually wrltten, but may be-admlnlstered orally, in
which case it wouldvbe781mllar to a closed role play.

Blum-Kulka and Olshtain“(1986)-used a DCT to compare regquest
realizations of NNSs (at threevlevelS-oflproficiency) and NSs of
Hebrew in terms of length of utterance In their results they
described the phenomenon of "too many words" where high-
intermediate NNS part1c1pants tended to be more long-winded (in
writlng) than native spéakers +4in their request realizations.

The same DCT thatvﬁlum—Kulka;and_Olshtain‘employed was used
many times over in the;Cross—Cultural,Speech Act Realization
_.Project (CCSARP),ja serles-ofrstudiesfdesigned to compare
requests and apologies cross-culturally over a wide variety of
languages. In this. partlcular study no ratlonale for choosing to
use the DCT was glven, but Blum—Kulka, House, and Kasper (1989)
give one of the reasons 1n~the1r:rntroductron to the project as a
whole: | |

Ideally, all data should?come:from‘ﬂnatural"

conditions. {;.However,;in CCSARP we were interested in

getting a large sample, in seven countries, of two specific

speech acts used in the same contexts.. .Moreover, we w1shed
to compare speech acts not only cross culturally, but also

w1th1n the same language, as produced by natlve and

nonnative speakers.thhese demands"for comparablllty have

ruled out the use of ethnographlc methods, invaluable as

they are in general for- gaining insights into speech
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behavior'(p; 13).
The researchers make no rensrks'ésvto'the limitations of using
DCTs in collecting the-data”v
Another study Wthh uses a wrltten DCT exclu81vely in the
data collectlon 1s a study of pragmatlc transfer 1n ESL refusals

by Beebe, Takahashl, and Ullss—Weltz (1990) In thlS 12 item

DCT, they varied ‘the type of stlmulus to ellc1t a refusal and the
status. of the 1nterlocutor.H-Ev1dence-forgnegat1ve L1 transfer in
the written refusals made berapenese speakers of English was.
found in the order, frequenoy,.and,contentvof semantic formulas
chosen. | - | | |

No rationale ﬁes giVéﬁ’for choosing a DCT, but the
researchers were careful to report that the word "refusal" was
not used in the directions in order to av01d biasing the
participant's response.#gInTthe1r<concluslon, they acknowledge
that "the data collection method—;erwrftten role-play
questionnaire—-isilimfting"and'neyfbias the results" (p. 67).
They also emphasize the iﬁportanceiof.investigating the
.dlfferences between natural speech and DCT responses

In a second study us1ng the same . DCT, Takahashi and Beebe
(1987) addressed the 1ssue of how pragmatlc transfer might be
affected by . the learnlng context (ESL or EFL) and proficiency
level. Evidence for more pragmatlc,transfergln the EFL context
was found. However, contrarypto,their‘expectations, it was not
shown conclusively“whether"hioher proficiency learners tend to
transfer more on the pragmatlc level or not

Agaln, no ratlonale for ch0081ng a DCT is" glven, but they do

acknowledge the llmltatlons of u81ng wrltten e11c1tatlon
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techniques over naturalfsooken~data;afone mould assume that their
reason for choosing this’method~was to make it easy to manipulate
the variables;'learning;content'and»prOficiency level, and to
compare the resUlts; : |

Many other studies couldvhe“mentloned'which have used DCTs
as thebprimary data.collectlonfmethod. :The DCTs differ in the
number of items selected number and type of varlables
1nvest1gated. and the number of subjects tested The researchers
seem to clalm that belng able to collect large amounts of
comparable data in a short tlme 1s the maln advantage of the DCT.
The most obvious dlsadvantages of this method are that it is
noninteractive in'nature; the speech act is being examined out of
context, and there iS“thus.onguarantee that«the written
responses are truly_reflective_of'natural;speech; A fuller
discussion of the advantagesiand"dlsadvantages of DCTs will be
reserved for the section on-studies_which compare data collection

methods.

2.2.1.2 Closed andhoﬁenfended_Role,Plays

According toiKasper“andlDahl (1991)} role plays share the
advantage that DCTs have in thatfthey“are replicable, and
therefore allow.for‘comparativercross-cultural”studies of NNS and
NS data. Closed role plays,_llke DCTs, also have the
disadvantage of belng nonlnteractlve in nature, but the advantage
of open role plays 1s~that;they proxlde'a richer data source
allowing examination ofethe:speech’act-incits full discourse

context.

Olshtain (1983) used_closed.role plaYs to examine what
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conditions might cause a secohdrlangdage learner to transfer
sociocultural norms ffom“thelt"Llhwhen makiqg apologies. The
eight situations in'the.roleipla§s'Varied,lnlthe seriousness of
the offense and the status;ofvtﬂeflﬁterlocutofs, and they were
designed to ellc1t an apology in reactlon to a verbal cue without
a reply from the recelver of the apology " In this respect, this
method was not much of an 1mprovement over the DCT because it was
still nonlnteractlve in nature; |

Olshtain states the ratlonale behlnd choosing this method,
as follows: |

Although it ‘may: appear mote de51rable.to obtaln spontaneous

data in. a natural settlng, 1t seemed to ‘us. that ‘in order to

arrlve.at a comparlson of natlve and nonnatlve usage, we
needed to construct’Well—deflned sltuatlons which would

allow us to focus on controlled responses (p. 237).

The researcher alsoﬁwantedttofﬁseﬁtﬁe'same,instrument as the one
used in an earlierfstudy*ﬁjﬂCohenfand'Olshtain'(1981) so as to be
able to compare results betweenﬂstudies.

Tanaka (1988) used open role plays to ‘examine the request
realizations of Japanese ESL students 1nteract1ng with NS friends
or lecturers. The 1nteractlops_were-v1deotaped, and results
seemed to show that requestsjcap be strategically planned right
from the beginning ofpthefconﬁersation and altered according to
the interlocutor's response,‘thﬁs‘emphasizing the need for more
interactive data collection procedu:esrscch as the one used in
this study; | “ ' |

Tanaka found.numerous:examples of Japanese ESL students'

tendency to produce nonhatijellke;openings; requésts, and
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closings, some of which'were attributed,to transfer. However,
since no datalwere collected for jabanese'native speakers,
nothing conclusive can,be;said'about_transfer effects. Kasper
and Dahl (1991) emphasize thehimportance of including L1 NS
controls, especially when.thelﬁNSlparticipants are from the same
L1 background as inITanakals‘study;

‘Houck and Gass (1996) used v1deotaped open role plays in
their study of nonnatlve refusals. Thelr study is of particular
significance here because of thelr empha31s on methodological
issues right from'the beglnnlng of the_artlcle. They point out
that in the observatlon of natural ‘data contextual varlables
cannot be controlled and the occurrence of a certaln speech act
cannot be predlcted- After examlnlng other data- elicitation

methods . such’ as DCTs and closed role plays, they make the

following clalm.f_i”
Of the commonhdata'ellcltation‘nethods, open role—plays are
the closest to“What'Weynight.expect to reflect naturally
occurring speech events...maklng poss1ble the close analysis
of long 1nteractlon sequences of comparable data (p. 47).
The researchers go on to"say”that.thls is ‘especially important in
the case of speech acts éﬁcn’és refusals which often involve
lengthy negotiations betweendinterlocutors. In analyzing their
data, they came up w1th three semantlc class1f1catlons of
refusals that were not 1dent1f1ed in prev1ous studies on. refusals
, using.less‘interactive methods:_conflrmatlons, requests for
clarificatlon} and agreement. They also make note of how certain
gestures such as a raised eyebrow can functlon as a verbal "oh?",

thus emphasizing the 1mportanceiof Vldeotaplng the interactions.
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Houck and Gass warn that openvrole plays do have their
limitations: they are tlme consumlng to administer and analyze,
and they are just role plays,'leav1ng us with the question of the
degree to which they mlrrOrcrealwlnteractiOns in a natural

setting.

2.2.1.3 Observation of ﬁatural Data

Studies which rely'solely‘on the'observation of natural data
are few and far between in the fleld of 1nterlanguage pragmatics
(see Table 2.2). Perhaps one of the most lmpress1ve studies 1is
the one by Wolfson (1989b) on compllments . From the early
elghtles, when speech act studles were just emerging, Wolfson
(1981b) has argued that the,most»reliable method of collectlng
speech act data is to obseryelnaturally-occurring speech events.
She'claims to have gaéheréd769ér 1000 eﬁamples of NNS and NS
compllments and. compllment responses in ‘a wide varlety of
situations. Inrmany cases NNSs falled to respond approprlately
to compllments thus negatlng the compllment's role as a "8001al
lubrlcant" in American’ culture

Kasper and'Dahl—(1991)”cr1t1quejthishstudy on two accounts:
that no information is prov1ded about elther the discourse
contexts or part1c1pants 1nvolved and that the results focus only
on 1nappropr1ate compllment responses by 'NNSs and not on their
use of compliments at"all, ~However, they commend Wolfson's study
for giving us some importantfinsightsﬂinto~the function of
compllments in Amerlcan culture | |

The data on compllments for Wleland‘s (1995) study consist

of seven tape—recorded dlnner table conversations in French




between NNSs and NSs. The dlscourse context and participants
involved are carefully,descnlbed=from'the outset._ wWhile
acknowledging the_disadyantages4offstudying speech acts observed
in natural data, they‘proyldeﬂratlonale for doing this by quoting
Kasper and Dahl (1991): "Rather than collecting isolated
conversational segments, it is'preferable.to audio- or video-
record cOmplete speech é&eﬁts; andﬂtO'compare these data with
elicited data types (241)" (p.797). | |

One 1mportant result of the study was a refutation of the
generallzatlon that-compllments are glven more frequently in
American culture than 1n French culture. .Based.on.Wieland's
data, this -does not seem’ to apply to the dlnner party context.
Wieland calls for future studles on speech acts to take such
contextual factors 1ntoycons;deratlon;before generalizations are
maae{ R R :

The third study‘by AStOn'(19§5) only included native speaker
data and would technlcally not be lncluded in a review of .
1nterlanguage pragmatlcs research 1f it were not for its emphasis
on methodology. Aston compared 150 serv1ce encounters in English

bookshops w1th 180 81mllar serv1ce encounters ‘in Itallan

bookshops in order to exam_ne the 1nfluence of conversatlonal
management on thanklng sequences in clos1ngs.' Variations in
lthanklng sequences are not always constralned by such variables
as degree of indebtedness or. social distance. According to
Aston, they have as much to due w1th concerns of local
conversational management and role allgnment |

To investigate thlS aspect Aston claims that role plays are

problematic because they dO'not-adequately mirror naturally-
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occurring conversation:-

Neither the soclalsituatlon,wndrfthefmorelocal'contexts
within which processes~of>conVersatiohal management operate,
in fact match those within which naturally—occurring
conversations take?place;fL;?aftlcipantS'may<have little
investment in thelr relatlonshlp as 1mag1nary
characters...(p 64) |
One of the criticisms ofvnatural data 1s the lack of
comparability. However, since Aston s data were confined to a
single situation-typer—bookshop_serV1ce encounters between
assistants and customers.whofwere all:mutual strangers——he feels

that the data are comparahle,crOSSfculturally.

2.2.1.4 Combinationzor Methods including_Verbal Report or
Interv1ews". an R

Increas1ng numbers of-lnterlanguage pragmatlcs researchers
are making use of concurrent and/or retrospectlve verbal report
or 1nterv1ews 1n comblnatlon w1th other data collectlon methods
in order to gain 1ns1ght 1nto NNSs' language processing when
performlng speech acts (see Table 2. 2) l»In addition to a 6-item
DCT, Roébinson (1992) used concurrent verbal reports and -
retrospectlve 1nterv1ews to examlne refusals._ Twelve NNSs were
asked to record thelr thoughts -as. they completed the DCT, ‘and
they were 1nterv1ewed later as’ well ‘

Robinson's study was spec1f1cally de51gned to evaluate
verbal reports and retrospectlve 1nterv1ews as a means of

investigating pragmatlc knowledge and thought processes. She

gives a detalled report on. some of the known llmltatlons of
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these-methods——one being;the;brohiem ofitime‘lapse between.task
completion and retrospectlve 1nterv1ews “Her‘rationale for
combining concurrent and retrospectlve technlques is to rectify
this problem.' These methods proved effectlve 1n prov1d1ng
evidence for pragmatlc-transfer that would ‘not otherwise have
been obtained from afDCT'used aione; o
Table 2.2. |

Studies Using One or More Methods (b): Observation of Natural

Data and Combination.of”Methodsf"

Study Methods Speech act L1 IL Total
. _ o n
Wolfson | Natural data Compliments var. Eng. NN3=
(1989b) ST U ‘ NR
- NS=NR
'Wieland Natural data”i}CQmplimentsf'-Eng. Fren. | NNS-NS
(1995) E ' Lo groups
Aston Natural data . Gratitnde'in - - NS-NS
(1995) - | Closings pairs=
) R 330
Robinson | DCT (6) - | Refusals - - - |:Japn. | Eng. NNS=12
(1992) Verbal report,ff;'~ o :
Interviews’ :
Cohen & Role plays" 'Apologies "vVar. | Eng. NNS=15
Olshtain Retrospective | Complaints. '
(1993) verbal'report*fRequests
‘EbsWorth, Natural data.‘ Greetlngs : var. Eng. NNS=
Bodman, Written I ' 100
Carpenter dialogues._. NS=50
(1996) Role plays- -
Interviews .-
Boxer Natural data_-yComplaints=-; - - NS=10
(1996) IntervieWSLV"*f TR T

Cohen and Olshtaln (1993)fusedfretrospective verbal reports

to 1nvest1gate the processes 1n whlch nonnatlve speakers assess,

plan, and execute speech-acts such as apologles,

complaints,

and
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requests. Theypwereﬁalsoiloo;iﬁgvfor”evidence of positive and
negative transfer from theflearnersf hl. tParticipants were asked
to role play six speech'act;situations.-_These role plays were
videotaped and playedﬁbach’forfthe participants who Were then
asked fixed and probing questions about their responses
| The researchers give their rationale for conducting the
verbal_reports'retrospec§?Y91Y3iyh;;it'A . 7
Bacause verbal‘reportftechnigues"are intrusive, it would be
unreasonable to:askuspeakers to provide such data while they
are engaged in oral interaction A For‘this.reason...subjects
 were Videotaped interacting in two role play situations at a
time. They then immediately Viewed the Videotapes .as a
means of helping them recall their thought processes .(p-
36).
Cohen and Olshtain list é_anhﬁerfkdifférent limitations of
their research design, iﬁéiﬁdihg”thé problem of forcing the
partiCipants to play a-role that they might not assume in real
life and the problem of uSing ‘the target language for the prompts
thus giVing partiCipants opportunity to use language forms from
the prompts in their response ER 7
In a subsequent paper, Cohen & Olshtain (1996) highlight the
need for triangulation : Rather than discuss the advantages and
disadvantages of various techniques, they encourage the use of
combined methods for investigating speech act production this
would include observation of natural data to generate hypotheses,
role plays to test thoSe'hypotheses, DCTS‘tO manipulate social

and Situational variables, and acceptability checks, followed by

further observation of natural data to validate findings In
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addition-to.allfthese,fverbal;reportswor>lnterviews provide
feedback on participants'dresponses:that might otherwise be left
to the researchers' lntultlons or speculatlons

| Ebsworth, Bodman, - and Carpenter (1996) used an approach
Which comblned natural observatlon with -elicited data and
interviews to lnvestigatergreetings'in'american English. 1In
their results they dlscovered:that greetings in American English
range from a 31mple hand wave or smlle on up to a lengthy speech

act set Wthh 1nvolves con31derable negotlatlon between

interlocutors.. Even relatlvely advanced NNSS had con81derable
difficulty in performlng greetlngs in - an acceptable manner.

They began by observ1ng greetlngs by NSs and NNSs as they
occurred in natural discourse . They then used these observations
to create an open ended wrltten questlonnalre - Unlike the DCT
Wthh has part1c1pants flll 1n blanks, thlS questlonnalre had
part1c1pants create entlre dlalogues in both the target language
and their L1. Then theyghad;a representatlve nunber of NSs and
NNSs role play the sameﬂsltuat;pns'onfvideotape. From these they
interviewed another subset‘offpartlclpants:"to'help provide an
- informed interpretation of‘the"data gathered" (p. 92). The
researchers said they came up w1th thls approach of combining
methods to meet the challenge of capturlng the authent1c1ty of
natural speech while attemptlng to control many varlables so the
interactions could be meanlngfully-Compared

One flnal study by Boxer (1996) on complalnts remains to

be mentloned. It dld not 1nclude NNSS, but is interesting from

the point of view of methodology.v She began by collecting

spontaneous speech data on’lndirectfcomplaints (or "troubles
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telling" as it isialso calledj and:came up with six categories of
responses. Over half'of.the"responses fell in the category
termed "commiseration" glVlng cause to speculate that much
indirect complalnlng serves a pos1t1ve role of bonding
1nterlocutors. Hoplng to 1nvest1gate thls further, Boxer used

the ethnographic 1ntervrewkas,a tool,to_tap NS informants'

pragmatic knowledgeiof:this:speech-act.

| Boxer claims that ethnograpth“interViews can reveal both
tacit and expllc1t knowledge allow1ng a more complete analysis of
a particular speech act ﬁ; )

fn:studles of speech acts/events

Because 1deal 1nformant

are 8001ollngulstlcally nalve,_lt 1s often p0831ble to bring

thelr ta01t knowledge to a state of expllcltness through
gentle questlonlng by the researcher w1th1n the_
settlng/context where the speech behav1or typically occurs
(p.221).
Boxer conducted two.sets of'lnterv1ews.ione set was falrly
structured and the other was more open -ended in nature. Through
trial and error, she descrlbes how the flrst set of interviews
went awry. Asking a flxed set of questlons of each informant
within a brief time (45750,m1nutes)nd;d.not lead to uncovering
any tacit knowledge of theYspeeChract'in‘guestlon. The second
. set of open-ended.interviews provided a much richer data source.
As we have_seen,,therelare-adwantages;and disadvantages to
each method: DCTs, closed:and-open-role plays,gand observation of
natural data{f Combinlnghmethods:including~concurrent or

retrospective verbal report or-interviews is one way of

validating results.. Howeyer[}research"comparing data collection
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methods appears to be a necessary step in furtherlng
1nterlanguage pragmatlcs research and a number of researchers
have begun to conduct studles comparlng methods. It is to these

studies that we now turnﬂA

2.2.2 Studies Comparlng Data Collectlon Methods

There are a few speech act studles w1th comblned methods
which compare data collected_by~d1fferent methods (See Table
2.3). Somelof'theselspeééh;aét:studleSJWere‘designed for this
very purpose, whilelfor'others itvwas'more of -a secondary issue.

As part of the CCSARPTméntioned earller, Rintell and
Mitchell (1989) collected:dataﬂon'requests'and.apologies made by
50 NNSs and 37 NSs through two dlfferent methods a written 12-
item DCT and closed role plays whlch were performed orally with

the researcher It shouldlbe noted that a closed role play is

one in Wthh the subjects respond orally to a certaln cue, but do
not 1nteract in ong01ng negotlatlon w1th their interlocutor as
they mlght in an open role play. The closed role play data
showed longer responses;forgNNSs;but;not'foruNSs,_ 'In some
request situations,,thereﬁwasfa:téndency;for more directness in
the written DCTs-than'in:therclosed-role plays, but the status
dlfference between the subjectsjand the researcher could have
prevented the use of imperatiyes faCe—to;face. The researchers
concluded that DCTs and closed role plays yield similar data, and
as Kasper and Dahl (1991) have p01nted out this is probably
because both-data-collectlon‘methodssare noninteractive in

nature.

Bodman and Eisensteinﬂ(1988)fexaminedﬁexpressions of
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gratitude in 40‘NNé/NNS'palrﬁlnteractlonsnand 24 NNS/NS pair
interactions comparing data'collected"byjthree different methods:
DCTs, open role plays, andinaturalisticrdata. “Although all three
methods ylelded s1mllar semantlc formulas, they differed in
length and complex1ty ' Data collected by DCTs proved to be
shorter and 31mpler, whlle naturallstlc data proved to be the
longest and most complex w1th open role play data coming
somewhere in the mlddle - | |

The researchers p01ntvout that the speech act of expressing
gratltude is more complex than mlght be expected because it is

one which is played out 1nteract1vely between the giver of goods

r;The ‘NNSs - seemed to convey thelr
appreciation much‘more:effectfvely when 1nteract1ng with a NS
than when performing w1th another NNS who did not collaborate as
well.  This result would not have been obtalned u81ng a DCT

exclus1vely

Beebe and Takahashlf(1989a,-1989b) used a 12- 1tem DCT and-
naturalistic. data to observe how 15 Japanese NNSs and 15 NSs of
Engllsh performed the speech acts of dlsagreement chastlsement,
and giving embarra581ng=1nformatlon3, The studles were designed
to compare the responses made when speaking to a higher versus a
lower status‘interlocutory‘butftheiﬁesearchers focus on
methodological issues as well o

Similar to Bodman and Elsensteln (1988), Beebe and Takahashi
also found the written responses to be more streamllned and less
elaborate when compared w1th naturallstlc data, but they state

that, because 31mllar semantlc formulas are evident, DCTs can be

an efficient way of collectlng a large amount of comparable data
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in a relatively shortvperiodlof.time;f They call for more natural
data to show "the depth of emotion,_amount'of repetition, or the
degree of elaboration"»(1989b p 215), but then they also come
down hard on natural data; Among other reasons, they feel the
data are biased toward-thetlinguistic preferences of their
particular circle of friendsfand associates, biased toward short
exchanges because longer ones. are imposs1ble to record word for
word in a notebook and "not at all comparable in terms of
speakers, hearers, and soc1al Situations"~(p. 215).

In reviewing Beebe. and'Takahashi's research, Kasper and Dahl
(1991) pOint out that the observation of natural data is not
limited to notetaking of isolated interactions, and that it is
far more preferable to~tape—record~orAVideotape more complex

speech events_whichymightfincludeithe_speechtacts under

investigation

Rose (1994) used a DCT and a multiple choice questionnaire
(MCQ) to explore the cross-— cultural validity of DCTs in a non-
Western context.' In this cross cultural Study of requests, an 8-
item DCT, which included contexts where soc1al distance and
status varied »was administered in Japanese to 89 NSs of Japanese
living in America and in English to 46 American NSs of English
Contrary to preViousvresearch resultsishowed that the Japanese
tended to use'directirequests morelfrequently than Americans
regardless of the context.-

Seeking an explanation for these results, Rose administered
another questionnaire, the MCQ,_to 38 NSs of Japanese in Japan

and came up with yeryfdifferent'results.:'The MCQ,‘which included

the options of hinting or opting out :(choosing not- to make the
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request), revealed more contextual varlatlon and a Shlft towards

optlng out or u51ng hlntlng-strategles In the absence of
natural 1nteract1ve data to compare w1th this study does not
lead to the assumptlon that MCQS are representative of face- to-
face 1nteractlons, but it certalnly questlons the use of DCTs,
particularly in noﬁ—Western contexts,»asfa valld means of

collecting speechract.data.g:"”

Table 2.3

Studies Comparing Data Collection Méthods

Not reportedfﬁﬁ’frE*"

Study Methods - | speech ‘act. | L1 IL Total
' LR ) n
Rintell & |DCT(12) vs. - |'Requests - |NR Eng. | NNS=50
Mitchell Closed role’ Apologies NS=37
(1989) plays. . : S ,
Bodman & DCT vs. Open+”;Gratitﬁde' “NR Eng. NNS-
Eisenstein | ended role -~ | . . - o NNS
(1988) plays “and. . N - pairs=
R | natural data_ T S 40
e L : NNS-NS
pairs=
24
Beebe & DCT vs. S ':sagreementiidapn; Eng. NNS=15
Takahashi Natural data _:Chastlsement_ NS=15
(1989a; ~ | Giving. ‘
1989b) j:embarrassing,
| information
Rose DCT vs. - . ‘| Requests . ‘| Japn. | Eng. NNS=89
(1994) Multlple-- oo C NS=46
choice :
Questlonnalre sk
Beebe & | DCT- vs. ﬂ"'ﬁf};ééfusalsff*,>3e - | Eng. |NS=22
Cummings Natural data o Sl e
(1996) L A 7
Dahl (in ﬂNatural‘datéi? Refusals ' | - |Eng: [|NS=137
Kasper & vs. Open- . | |'Disagreement
Dahl, -~ ended -Role .. . -| Disapproval
1991) Plays - S
Note: NR =
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In what Gass (1996)fhas'called:”a'particularly ingenious
design" (p 5), Beebe and Cummlngs (1996) compared elicited
refusal data collected through a 1 ltem DCT w1th natural refusal
data collected by tape recordlng actual telephone conversatlons
The DCT Wthh ellc1ted refusals to a request for volunteer help
w1th a TESOL conventlonl,wasjadmlnlstered ‘to 11 natlve speakers
of English, all female members bf-iﬁébL; (No NNSs were involved
in this particular study,)anheVtelephone,calls-were made to ‘11
other native speakers of Engllsh who were: also. female members. of
TESOL. The request for volunteer help with the conventlon was
the same and the tape- recorded refusals were used w1th permission
given after the call was completed. The'study revealed 1mportant
s1mllar1t1es and dlfferences | |

What was.51mllarrbetween botﬁfdafah£YPés'was the content of
the refusals. In both’ types of data, dlrect refusals were
absent, and refusal - strategles (excuses, statements of negative
ablllty/w1lllngness, and apologles) were used with the same
frequency, although the range of strategles used in the telephone
conversations was.w1der._.What-was dlfferent_between the two data
types was that, as the-researcherswthemselves stated, the DCTs
bias the response toward "less negotlatlon/ less-hedging, less
repetition, less elaboratlon, less varlety and ultimately less
talk" (p. 71).

The researchers-go on to-explaln the long negotlatlons on
the telephone in- terms of what Wolfson (1989a) called the "bulge

theory" Wolfson found that 1t was w1th nonlntlmates of

approx1mately equal soc1alfstatus that most negotlatlon takes

place. _Intimates and strangers tend to be brlef but the fact
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%and?theéperson making the

that the person making thf*iéﬁuéé
refusal were nonintimates, but co—members of TESOL may have led
to more negotiation | Had the subjects filling out the DCT

imagined interacting Wlth a co—member, their.refusals may have

been somewhat more elaborate

The researchers VOice.their.criticism of so- called
"ethnographic" methods offcollecting natural data...In addition
to an often undefined target population, they feel that what can
be tape- recorded With approval is a "biased subset of the natural
speech that is spoken" (p. 68) by a particular speech community.
In concluSion, they claim that DCTs are still a highly effective
means of: v

1. Gathering a largeiamount'offdata quickly;

2. Creating an initial class1fication of semantic formulas

and strategies thatrwill occur in natural .speech;
3. Studying the stereotypical rperceived reqUirements for a
SOCially appropriate response,v: |
4. Gaining inSight into SOClal and psychological factors
that are likely toiaffect speech and performance, and
5.'Ascertaining‘the:canbnical@shape4ofiSpeech.acts in the
'minds of speakers of that language (p. 80). |

Nevertheless, the researchers are aware that DCT responses do not

1. Actual wordingqued’in real'interaction;
2. The range of formulas and strategies used (some, like
aVOidance, tend to be left out),

3. The length of response or the number of turns it takes to

_fulfill the function,
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.4,,?he depthaof:emd?igg;%ﬁgt€lnutﬁrniqualltatlvely affects
the tone, content,land5formiof”linguistic performance;

5. The‘number of repetltlons and elaboratlons that occur;

6. The actual rate of occurrence of a speech act--e.g.
whether or: not someone would refuse at all in a given
situation (p 80)5” o |

wWhile acknowledglng the‘dlsadvantages, Beebe and Cummings endorse
the continued use - of DCTs 1n comblnatlon w1th other methods.
Dahl (forthcomlng) expected open ended role plays, unlike
DCTs,. to produce more negotlatlon 51mllar to that found in
naturallstlc data because of the 1nteract1ve nature of both types
of data. Three"dlfferentusetSwof data were collected. In the
first set, she‘tapeQrecorded authentlc-refusals by asking her
subjects if they would do a role play w1th her. If they refused
she got their perm1851on to use the authentlc data Jjust
collected and if they agreedbshe”would‘have the subjects do a

The problem w1th this was that

role play of the same s1tuatf

n.
subjects were being forced to play a role (refus1ng the request)
which was opp051te to what they had just done (consentlng) The
second data set was an authentlc group dlscus51on and a role play
d1scuss1on, while authentlc_d1scuSslons and monologic role plays
made up the third set Heréfégéiﬁ;fin thefrole plays subjects
were glven a number of. restrlctlons whlch may have affected the
amount of talk. S | |

Kasper and Dahl (1991)*report on the results of Dahl's

study:

The most important'features that distinguished between

authentic and role play*productions across discourse types
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were amount of talk;ahdldirectness in the performance of
face—threatening“acts.;phmountxof talk also distinguished
the two types oﬁfroleibi§YS¥ﬁromWeachjother with the
interactive role plays;prOducingflessltalk and monologic
role plays more talk'than-their authentic counterparts.

As amount of talk typically distinguishes between

different,interlocutor;;el nships (cf Wolfson s [1989a]
bulge hypothesisl,‘and;directneSS-interacts with_contextual
factors in conveying politeness (see Kasper, 1990, for an
overView), the discomforting concluSion suggested by Dahl's

study is- that role plays are not representative of authentic

interaction on these measures (p 244)

However, because»of.thezproblems-Withzthe role?playﬁdata
mentioned above, Dahl warns that the concluSions drawn may not
necessarily be extended to all types of role plays. "Some types
of simulations--for instance, those in ‘which participants retain
their own identities——might apprOXimate authentic discourse even
more closely than open role plays" (p 245)

As Kasper and Dahl (1991) pOint out comparable data on
cross-cultural speech actsfarevvery;difticult‘to-collect through
observing authentic interactions-. On'the other hand, elicitation
procedures such as DCTs and role plays may not reflect the
compleXity of natural speech They conclude by saying: "Clearly
there is a great need for- more authentic data, collected in the
full context of the speech event and for comparative studies on
‘the validity of different eliCitation techniques" (pr 245).

In the present study an’ attempt was made  to obtain authentic

data on a variety of speechfacts by videotaping them in the
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context of a- speech event.'fﬁarticfpantsTretained their own
1dent1t1es and the s1tuatlon was somewhat structured in order to

provide cross cultural comparablllty of data

2.2.3 Studies Focuss1ng on Pragmatlc Development and Instruction
As we have seen, numerous speech act studles in the field of

1nterlanguage pragmatlcs research have been ‘done utilizing a

variety of dlfferent methods,.and some of these studles have

actually compared data colle“'ed by dlfferent methods However,

the great majorlty_of_thesefstudlesbfocus:on NNSLS production of
speech acts rather thanbon;aCduisition.or instruction. As Kasper
(1996) has p01nted out 1t is for thls'reason that interlanguage
pragmatlcs has "hovered on the frlnges.of<SLA research thus_far"
(p 145)‘ lelted though they may be,lthere are some studles

focussing on developmental or pedagoglcal issues that we could

hmentlon here (see Table”2,4)}%

Only a few studles ex1st to date whlch use longitudinal data
to trace the development of adult NNSs' pragmatlc competence
Among the notable exceptlons are two studles of untutored
acqu1s1tlon Wthh we w1ll look at herer one by Schmldt (1983) and
the other by Bardov1 Harllg and Hartford (1993)

Schmldt (1983) observed an adult Japanese NNS (Wes) for a
period of three years and analYZedthS”oVerall acqu1s1tlon of
”communlcatlve competence w1thout formal 1nstructlon .Wes' high
level of. motlvatlon to 1nteract w1th natlve speakers of Engllsh
- seemed to facilitate hlsﬂacqur81tlon of.pragmatlc competence, but

not his grammatical-competencesv,Inlparticular, Schmidt looked at

the speech act of directlvesiand found that Wes initially
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depended on a limited number'of;routinesfin:specific situations
to make requestsk(such'as};éan-l get;.;~in a restaurant), some of
whlch he extended 1ncorrectly to other situations (Can I bring
c1garette’ for Could you brlng‘me some‘c1garettes’) In some
instances, ev1dence for transfer from hlS L1 was observed ‘in Wes'
use of indirect hlnts_to convey;a~request. For example, Wes once
asked his companiOn in>aimovle”theatre if he liked his seat. The
listener had no 1dea at the tlme that Wes was indirectly
requesting that they change seats.-,A few»of-these.overextensions

of routines and transfers of L1 patterns remalned ‘but by the end

of the three-year observatlonal perlod hlS dlrectlves were quite

elaborate and;-for the_most part;;gross?errors'had been

eliminated.
Schmidt's study suggestsfthat early untutored acquisition of
pragmatlc competence beglns w1th a rellance .on L1 patterns or on

unanalyzed routlnes in the target language Wthh later become

'avallable for more produc' enuse.i HlS study also suggests that
a hlgh level of motlvatlon-to 1ntegrate w1th natlve speakers may
fac1lltate the acqulsltlon of pragmatlc competence to a greater
degree than the acqu1s1tlon of grammatlcal competence. However,
no conclusions can be drawn becauserof’the lack of comparable
data for learners w1th dlfferent levels of motivation.
Bardov1—Harllg and Hartford (1993) observed the development
pragmatic competencevinwten advanced NNSS of Engllsh as compared
with six NSs of English over_the course of a semester. The
situation was a natural’onefmhere.theistudents' academic advising

sessions with their. advisors -were taped at the beginning of the

semester-and again at theaend;-ﬂThe highly structured situation




allowed for comparablllty across speakers and sessions. In
partlcular, two speech acts produced by the NNSs, suggestions and
rejections, were analyzed w1th respect “to thelr frequency, form
and successfulness.as comparedfwlth.51mllar ‘data for NSs.
At a macrolevel,'lihelﬁhemNQS};the‘NNSS became more
successful in building theirfcourse'SChedules over time by

initiating more suggestlons and thus hav1ng to make fewer

rejectlons of the adv1ce'g1ven to them by thelr advisors. At a
microlevel, however,vthe NNSs' tendency to use fewer mltlgators
and more aggravators than;NSsrdld not seem- to improve over time.
For example, where‘a NS would;say°something like I was thinking

of taklng such and such a. couipe 1f I can...,a "NNS might say:

'Ifm g01ng to take.... The researchers; attrlbute this to the

lack of expllc1t 1nput as to the approprlate linguistic form that

the NNSs'! suggestlons or rejectpon\u hould'take.

Based on his research 1n experlmental psychology and
anecdotal excerpts from_h;s,own journal about language learning,
Schmidt (1993) claims:thatrconSCiOUs“awareness of relevant

features 1n the 1nput what he calls not1c1ng, is'a necessary

condltlon in order for thepacqu1s1tlon of pragmatlc competence by

adult second language learners to. take place. Schmldt calls for

future research through:the—1ntrospect1ve method of verbal report
on what-learners notlce .or what they do not notlce as they are
learning pragmatlcs;v He argues for the use of tasks in the
language classroom Wthh focus attentlon on pragmatlc forms and
functions and contexts,rln addltlon to expllc1t teacher-provided

information on pragmatlcs based .on- emplrlcal studies. Clearly,

' there is a need for the pedagoglcal 1mpllcatlons of his claims to
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be tested dﬁt; :w

Table 2.4

Studieerocussinq.én Pfaqmétic'Devélopmept'and Instruction

Study

Focus

| speech act

L1

IL

Total
n

Schmidt
(1983)

study of
untutored
acquisition

Longitudinal

‘Directives

| Japn.”

Eng.

NNS=1

Bardovi-
Harlig &
Hartford
(1993)

study of
untutored
acquisition

Longitﬁdihal‘”
_:jjoectiqns”_

Suggestions

| varied

Eng.

NNS=10
NS=6

Schmidt
(1993)

awareness in

Frot - -

Conscious ~:if L
‘specified - |

'-grEng.

NNS/
NS=1

Olshtain .

& Cohen
(1990)

Tutored
brief

in an EFL

acquisition

acquisition--

classroom . "

*"ipolbgieé 

intervention  |*

Hebr.

Eng.

NNS=18

House
(1996)

“["Tutored -
acquisition-- |

implicit vs. -
‘explicit
instruction:
in the EFL. -

classroom. - -

o varied U -

. Ger.

Eng.

NNS=32

Holmes &
Brown
(1987)

Suggeétions :
for

pragmatic-

‘the ESL-. .
classroom:.

developing '~V

awareness in

"Compliments:

NR

Eng.

NNS=10

Bardovi-
Harlig,
‘Hartford,
Mahan-
Taylor,
Morgan- &
Reynolds
(1991)

for e
| developing -

the ESL -

‘Suggestions - |

classroom

Ciééinéé?7?

awareness in

*| NR

Eng.

NR

Note: NR =

Not reportedi » @
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There are few studies inithe,field of interlanguage
pragmatics which“focus”onipedagogical implications. 0f these, we

will look at - two studles Wthh report on the effects of expllc1t

instruction (Olshtaln & Cohen, 1990{ House, 1996) and two - studles

Wthh prov1de proposals‘fisi1nstructlon 1n pragmatlcs based on
emplrlcal ‘data (Holmes & brown, 1987;nBardovl—Harllg, Hartford,
,Mahan—Taylor, Morgan & Reynolds, 19915((see'Table 2.4).

Olshtain and Cohen (1990) descrlbe the effects of a brief
intervention in an EFL classroom lnvolV1ng the teachlng of
apologies over a three—week perlod to 18 advanced NNSs of English
who were native speakers of Hebrew The study cons1sted of a

pretest (DCT) tOwasseSSfthe-approprracy;ofrthe'NNSs' apologies, a

teaching materials- packet w1th;pragmat1c 1nformatlon aimed at

correctlng thelr dev1ances from NS data collected earller, and a
posttest to determine what progress had been made. After
training, the NNSs were able to _use: 1nten81flers and produce

shorter utterances Wthh were more_natlvellke 1n nature. The

flndlngs suggest that speech act behav1or can be taught in the
foreign language classroom by prov1dlng expllc1t empirically

based 1nstructlon

House (1996) tests out VV? 'fﬁideaiusing'an experimental-

control group des1gn to compare the effects of explicit
instruction with the effects of 1mpllc1t 1nstructlon on the
pragmatlc fluency of advanced German learners of English. The

"1mpllc1t" group . of 15 students were prov1ded w1th 1nput and

opportunlty for communlcatlve practlce alone, whlle the
"expllc1t" group of 17 students were prov1ded w1th addltlonal

-expllc1t pragmatlc 1nformatlon ' Students' progress was measured
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by role plays'before,ldurfng rgthezl4fweek course. 1In
addition to gambits, discourse strategles) and initiating or
changing topics,lthe researcher also examined such speech acts as
openings, closings, and-requests;~w

In terms of speech act reallzatlon,_no dlfference in

progress was found between the two dlfferent groups Both'groups

seemed to show 1mprovement 1n 1n1t1at1ng tOplCS, whlle the

"exp11c1t" group appeared to show greater galns 1n thelr mastery
of gambits and discourse’ strateg;es;;relylng less,on transfer
from their L1. ”HoweVer,‘neitherlgroup-showed much improvement in
responding to NSs' 1n1t1at1ng acts approprlately

House puts forth varlous poss1ble explanatlons for the
results. She says that the 1mprovement in 1n1t1at1ng by both
groups may be explalned by the auto lnput hypothesis (Sharwood-
Smlth 1988) ‘which suggests that learners' confrontatlon with
their own output either: by teacher—prov1ded feedback or self—
assessment serves as helpful 1nput She concludes that explicit
metapragmatlc 1nformatlon prov1ded for the "explicit" group made
it less likely for: negatlve transfer to occur.-"Students said
they believed such consc1ousness ralslng helped them understand
how and-when,they-transferred;routlnes=from:L1 and how they might
counteract negativelLl'transfer.thfough:“noticing" (Schmidt,

1993) and through maklng_attempts to use alternatlve, more L2

norm-oriented. expre551ons" .(House, 1996,'p. 247), Finally, House
comments that prov1d1ng metapragmatic information alone does not
alleviate the problem that even advanced forelgn language

learners have in respondlng approprlately when 1nteract1ng with

. NSs becauser"'controliofjprocesslnglg;spnqt-yet functlonlng well
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enoughn‘(p.249)} Bialystokgfig@?ifdesCribes°this'most pressing
problem as one where 1e5fﬁ¢£s7mus§faéielo§ strategies for
processing pragmatic information in various interactional

contexts qulckly and. routlne”ﬂ

As Kasper. (1996) has p01nted out,  the research ‘suggests
that in order for.pragmatlc fluency.tO”be developed there must be
relevant input, the 1nput must be notlced and learners need

plenty of opportunlty to develop thelr process1ng control of

pragmatlc knowledge qulcklymand effectlvely _But-how Can

pragmatlcs be 1ntegratedf1nto the second language cUrriculum in

the classroom7- Holmes anderown (1987) prov1de azset of
exercises based on. thelr emplrlcal study of compllments in New
Zealand des1gned to ass1st learners in recognlzlng and producing
compliments approprlately-v |

The first exerc1se has the students recognlze the three most
common llngUlSth forms that compllments take in Engllsh through

analyzing the data prov1ded . The second exer01se prov1des a

further look at the llngulstlczform by hav1ng students check
which 1nten81f1ers can precede Wthh adjectlves The third and
fourth exercises have students dlStlngUlSh compllments from
speech acts with s1mllarwllngu1st;c forms, while the fifth
exercise has studentS»note common compliment topics in the data

provided. The sixth. exerc1se has students collect their own data

in both Engllsh and thelr L1 Thls~would:be followed up by the

seventh exercise whlch 1s the performance of role plays in the

classroom. - There 1s no mentlon 1n the artlcle of whether or not

the exercises ‘were - tested out and of how effectlve they were in

developing pragmatlcﬂfluency,je-,‘
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Bardovi—Harlig,’HartfordfiMahan—éaylor, Morgan and Reynolds
(1991) dismiss the Holmes and Brown proposal for instruction as
one in whlch the focus is more on galnlng pragmatlc information
than on the ablllty to use that 1nformatlon Ba81ng their
dlscuss10n on clos1ngs in Amerlcan Engllsh Bardov1 Harlig et al.

describe thelr four- step approach to 1ntegrat1ng pragmatics into

the language classroom The;four ba81c steps are: (1)
identification of the partlcular speech act for study based on
the students' needs or 1nterests, (2) data collection on the
particular speech act. by the teacher supplemented by available

‘llterature, (3) evaluatlon of textbooks and materlals for thelr

authent1c1ty, and (4) mod1f1Catlon of ex1st1ng materlals or
development of new materlals Under Step 3 the artlcle examlnes
twenty current ESL textbooks for thelr authent1c1ty w1th regards
to American closlngs;‘,Even;textbooks.wh;ch_clalmed to use
"authentic language" includedidialogues_whlch showed incomplete
closings leaving~studéntsFuhaware«ofithetproper‘way to end a
conversation. | | | | “ ‘

Bardovi-Harlid et”al;Foo;on‘tofdescribe the'activities that
they have used with thelr h1gh 1ntermed1ate -level ESL students in
a speaking-listening class at an Amerlcan un1vers1ty The first
was a guided dlscuss10n concernlng the pragmatlc rules of
closings in thelr L1. The students notlced how rude abrupt
closings in thelr L1 were, and thlS helped them to see that in
English, also, interitions to'ClOSe-a*conVersatlon are announced
by a preclosing - The secondvact1V1ty was des1gned to make

students aware of 1ncomplete clos1ngs 1n textbook dialogues. The

researchers report that~the_students dld not,recognlze these
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easily withoutAcbnsiderablé:help. ﬁTheQStudentwaere then given
the opportunlty to: practlce, and the researchers report that the
students'! use of prec1051ng statements such as "well"'s1gnalled
- their emerglng pragmatlc awareness of thlS particular speech act.

The researchers then_lntroduce act1v1t1es that they feel
would foster the development of pragmatlc competence in the
classroom comparlng "real" exchanges w1th students' re-
enactments, acting out 1ncomplete clos1ngs from textbook
dialogues and then performlng dlalogues w1th complete closings;
role playlng, and collectlng data out51de the classroom. But
here again, there is no mentlon of the success or failure of
these act1v1t1es as put 1nto‘pract1ce in the language classroom.

As mentloned 1n the 1ntroductlon, thlS is prec1sely one of

the p01nts that sets the present study apart from prev1ous

studles In the presen_jstudy, pedagoglcal 1mpllcatlons were

' actually tested out by 1nvolV1ng students 1n the data collection
and analys1s, as suggested by the two studles ]ust mentioned, to
see how such an approach mlght develop the students' pragmatic
awareness. As will be descrlbed 1n Chapter Five, this approach
has some merit, but is° not necessarlly a foolproof way of
developing pragmatlc fluency:for“certa;n'prof1c1ency-levels:
Making suggestions;forfteachingfpragmatics“is good, but
considerably more research{needs”to{peﬁdone in these areas of

both development and instruction,v |

'2.3 Conclusion

In thls'chapter we"have»examined the major theories behind

interlanguage pragmatlcs=researchfin'general and speech act




studies in particular.
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Withwthe-ourrent‘emphasis in language

teaching on communicative compétence and the seriousness of

pragmatic failure in view,

there is clearly a need for more

empirical investigations on how speech. acts vary cross-

culturally, how learners_perform these-in_their interlanguage,

and how instruction can make:a difference in the development of

_pragmatic competence.;Lt -

However,

1nvest1gatlons must be a’u

the data collectlon methods used in these

’lld means of obtalnlng results. A

number of - studles us1ng a varlety of dlfferent methods were

rev1ewed with a“partloular emphas1SJon the»researchers' rationale

for choosing the methods they employed.

Table 2.5

‘Table 2.5 summarizes the

Advantages and DiSadvantades“offﬁataléollection Methods in ILP

'repetltlons,

-range of.- formulas and

"_strategles w1der than
‘elicted ‘data.- el

-shows depth ofA o
emotlon, ‘length of
response,. number :of

Method Advantages" _Disadvantages
DCT —large -amounts ‘of data |- -noninteractive
in short time -out of context
—comparablllty . | —written
_ —manlpulate varlables '5{funfamiliar roles
Role plays —1nteractiVe (open RP) -noninteractive
(RP) -replicable. (closed RP)
-full dlscourse -unfamiliar roles
context -little investment
Natural Data —1nteract1ve -lack of comparability

;‘(espe01ally in the

case where variables

‘| cannot be controlled)

;.ftarget population
often undefined

_—context not always

Combined
methods

‘with verbal
report

or interviews

—trlangulatlon

| =capture authenticity

of natural-speech and
control variables
-reveal tacit ‘
knowledge of speakers

.and -so on:

reported

‘| “acéurate information
lost during time lapse

between elicitation
and verbal report or

-interviews
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advantages and disadvantaées:of-theuvarious methods used and
compared in the speech act studles reported ‘on- 1n this chapter.
In addition,. studies Wthh were de51gned to focus particularly on
the development of pragmatlc.competence and the role of |
instruction. were rev1ewed‘ | -

The ratlonale for the data collectlon methods used in the
present study was also glven throughout this chapter. ~In
summary, the focus of the present study was to examine a number
of different speech acts cross culturally ln the full discourse

context of v181t1ng someone s home. DCTS were rejected because

‘of their lack of contextit'Role plays were re]ected because

‘part1c1pants mlght be made to perform unfamlllar roles, and the
_1nteractlon mlght not effectlvely mlrror natural speech The
researcher chose’ to;observe_as natural,a 81tuatlon-as possible
but to give some gu1dellnes 50 as to be able to . compare the
interactions. These 1nteractlons were v1deotaped in order to
capture aspects of nonverbal communlcatlon. Interviews were
conducted 1mmed1ately follow1ng the 1nteractlons to provide

1n31ght for the analys1s. Flnally, students werealnvolved as

ethnographers in the data collectlon and analys1s procedures in

order to test out pedagoglcal 1mp11catlons.- Details of the

methodology w1ll be—gfven_;n:the chapter-to follow.
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Chapter 3

Methodology

In this»chapter, we will describe the methodology both as
planned and, to borrow an expression used by Aoki (1993)
regarding curriculum, as nlived". 'First of all, the subjects who
were recruited for thiSYStudf and the ethical considerations that
.were made will be deécribed. Thié Will be. followed by a
description of the dataléollection metﬁods and the data analysis
procedures by students aé originélly planned and as actually
carried out. Finally, we will also briefly explain how data

. analysis was.conductedvbyﬁthe?feéeéréher;

3.1 Descriptioh.of Suﬁsécfsi_A

VThe subjects recruited for this study were from four groups.
The first twd grdﬁps Qefe.16 ESL students (Group A) and 15 ESL
students (Group B) from Japan who tock part in a five—month
immersion program at évﬁuglic university in Washington. These
‘students will be referred to as Japanesé speakers of English (JE)
or as Japanese speakers of_Japanese (JJ), depending on whether
they were visiting Americans and interacting in English or
visiting fellow Japanese ahd interacting in Japanese. They were
all sophomores in Japan, with an average age of 20. Group A was
made up of 7 males and 9 females, while Group B was made up of 3
males and 12 females. These students were divided into teams of
three students each (four in one case): two (or three) students

to be guests in an American home (and guests of or hosts to

fellow Japanese students) and one student to be responsible for
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videotaping the visits.

The third group (Group C) were volunteers from an apartment
complex located near . the unlver81ty They were 22 American
speakers of English (AE) lelded_lnto pairs (roommates) who
agreed to host the Japanese,students in_their home and be hosts
of or guests to fellow Americans living in the complex. They
were made up of mostly female roommates (8 out of the 11 pairs)

. while three of the palrs were young marrled couples with one
child. Their average.ageuwas 21- and most were students at the
same universityewlth:the}exoeption:oﬁdtWo‘of'the‘spouses.

The fourth group'(éroup D)uwere volunteers from a university
in'Japan. They were.nine»Japanese speakers of Japanese in Japan
(JJJ) divided into three groups of three° two guests who VlSlted
the lodging of one host The reason for hav1ng only one host was
because Japanese studentshlive alone, and it would have made the
situation unnatural to havedsomeone pretend to be a roommate.

Two of the groups were all females, one group were males, and

their average age was 19.

3.2 Ethical Considerations

The subjects were recruited by means of two advertisements:
one which was introduced in the ESL classes with the permission
of the instructor, andvthe_other which the researcher took around
to tenants in the‘apartment complex;in‘order to enlist their
support (see Appendix Aj., The only criteria for the American
‘volunteers was that they speak Engllsh as their first language

or, if English was not thelr flrst language, that they had

received most of their eduoation;in North America.
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Before beginning this project, consent was obtained from the
director of the ESL program and the coordinator and instructor of
the Functions of American English course which became the setting
for this prOJect. Separate consent forms were also prepared for
the Japanese ESL students in Group A and Group B, for the
American part1c1pants.ln_Group"C, and for the Japanese students
in Group D. Japanese translations ofvthe forms were provided for
the ESL students so they would know what they were signing. It
was made clear in the- consent forms (see Appendix B) that
confidentiality would be malntalned in -all reports of the study.

Amerlcan Volunteer -were requ1red to devote two hours of

their time to the prOJect for the two visits and the interviews

vfollow1ng those V1s1ts.;.Japanese ESL students were required to
devote the same’amount of-tlme ‘outside of class, in addition to
ten 50-minute regulariy-soheduled classes. It should be
mentioned that the ESL.students Wereuscheduled to do a similar
unit in the textbook_(SKiilman &'MoMehill, 1990) for their
Functions of American-English.course on Visiting People's Homes
during the period that this»project was carried out, so they were
in no way deprived of worthwhile instruction during those ten
class hours. Japanese students in Japan were required to devote
one hour of their time to the project for the visit and

interview.

3.3 Data Collection Procedures as Planned
The plan was tO‘collect a total of 20 video-taped exchanges:

five of Japanese visiting Japanese (JJ/JJ); five of Americans

visiting Americans (AE/AE);fend ten of ESL students visiting
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Americans (JE/AE). Thesevvisits were also recorded on cassette
tape as a - backup. Before the visits took place, in the first two
of the ten class hours allotted, the project was introduced and
impromptu role plays, as a kind of pretest, were performed in
both classes following the structure provided (see Appendix C).
The students did not seem’ to have a good command of the
laniguage necessary to perform the role plays well, but neither
the researcher nor the ;nstructor prov1ded them with any language
forms. The purpose offthlstprojeot.was to ascertain what the
students could learn about:pragﬁatics by being their own
ethnographers rather”thah'by receiving information about the
language or culture-beforehand. ﬂThe role plays provided an
opportunity for the camera people to practlce videotaping.
Gu1dellnes were glven to both hosts and guests before the
visits took place (see Appendlx D) Hosts were asked to assist
the v1deo camera. person 1n settlng up before the guests arrived.
Hosts were expected to prov1de beverages and a dessert or snacks
of some kind. Guests were eXpected to bring a small gift (under
'$5.00 between the two"oﬁlthemxbfor,their'hosts.' Guests were
expeoted to take the ihltlatiVe;to.lea&e;after about 20-25
minutes of chatting. Hostslwere to call the guests back in for
thé informal group lnterviewvthat was to take place immediately
following the visit. These ihtervlews lasted approximately 30
mlnutes and were also videotaped and recorded on cassette tape.

The interview data were for the researcher's data analeis

purposes only and were not analyzed by the students in class.
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3.4 Data Analysis:by'stndents as:Planned

The plan for the renainingneight"classes after the visits
took place was as follows:

Class #3 and #4: In their groups of three, students were to
transcribe the video of their visit to an American home (JE/AE),
finishing it up at -home with the cassette tape if necessary. The
researcher would then oheck‘their transcripts for them.

Class #5: students were"to be shown videos of Americans
vieiting Americans (AE/AE{Tand?Were'to’begin'evaluating their own
performance based on the.natiVedepeaker exchanges.

Class #6' Students‘were to transcribe the video of their
Japanese visit’ (JJ/JJ) notlng cultural ‘similarities or
dlfferences and looklng for ev1dence ‘of negative transfer: things
they said or did in the;r Japaneee Vlslt which showed up
inappropriately in their:American'visit

Class #7._students were to prepare a 1O—m1nute report,

: evaluatlng therr VlSlt to an Amerlcan home and comparlng it with

Japanese culture;

Class #ag'éfuaéhéék&éfé*ﬁo‘%éﬁoéﬁﬂ£hei£'fihdings in their
groups of three, maklng use of the overhead projector and show1ng
short CllpS of thelr v1deos etc. to the class.

Class #9: In—ciassareports-wereito be,completed and final
products (transcrlpts, crlthue, -cultural comparlson and contrast
etc.) were to be handed 1n;

Class #10: Impromptu role plays were to be performed as a

kind of posttest. Students would then fill out a guestionnaire.
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3.5 Data Collectlon‘and.Analysisfas "Lived"'(Implemented)

The entire prOJect was to be completed over a 2—week period.
However, the VlSltS took longer to schedule than expected. while
the visits were<tak1ng_place,.the-lnstructor taught the students
a different unit in-theirjtextbook, and then the project was
resumed in class when all the videos were completed. This’caused
the project to be stretched out over a period of nearly three
weeks. In addition,.the transcribing took longer than expected,
and so the studentsiwere'asked to do a short written report
rather than anioral oneu These changes are reflected in Table
3.1. |

_ The researcher had-planned to take thevstudents' textbooks
'away at the outset of. the prOJect but the 1nstructor explained
that her students rarely, 1f ever, look'ahead in their textbooks.
‘She also sald that taklng the books away mlght make them
susplc1ous enough to want to borrow a frlend's from another
section, so the textbooks were not collected

In the case of-the'AE/AE v1s1ts, the researcher was
responsible for the v1deotap1ng and the retrospectlve interviews
1'lmmediately follow1ng In the JE/AE v151ts, students did the

. videotaping- and called”the researcher 1n afterwards to conduct

the interview. Due to dlfflculty w1th schedullng, only three
JJ/JJ‘(Japanese VLSltlng.Japanese);v1slts took place, and the
students were responsible for the videotaping and for conducting
the interviews. Athhe:studentsjnoted_in their questionnaires, a
‘problem with these visrts*was:that the students knew each other

and were forced'to'pretend-that”they did not. Another problem

was that these visits took place in the United States.
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TPable 3.1

‘Data ColleotioﬁLendfﬁﬁélaéié?as=?fannediahdﬁéssLiVed-'

Class - Methodology7 R Methodology‘

Sequence As Planned =~ = As Lived
l—-———ﬁ__——_—|
Class #1 Introduce project L Same as planned

Sign consent -forms

Class #2 ' | Perform role: plays S Same as planned
Practlce v1deotaplng

—'____—_____———_—————————————————_

Outside 'Videotape visits in 3-5 Actually took 12 days to
of class days ‘ videotape :
Class #3 Begin transcrlblng JE/AE Same as planned

visits in groups

Class #4 Finish'transoribing : . | Transcribed JE/AE
. JE/AE visits, ' visits

Class #5 Observe AE/AE VlSltS
‘ Compare w1th JE/AE BT "
visits' : _.;'“VA ‘

Class #6 "Transcrlbe JJ/JJ VlSltS .
Compare with JE/AE T "
visits - - . : -

Class #7 - | Prepare a 1O—m1n repo”t53 _Observed parts of AE/AE
evaluatlng JE/AE - visits with whole
visit - _ - - .| -class *

Class #8 Report flndings;to'reStj ~Observed more of AE/AE
of class in groups’ ‘visits and parts of
SR A JJ/JJ visits

Class #9 S | Compared the data cross-
.m0 |culturally in groups

Class #10 Perform 1mpromptu role D
plays .- o Same as planned
| F111 out questlonnalre S L

Note: JE = Japanese'speakers of Engllsh (ESL students); AE =
American speakers .of English; JJ = Japanese speakers of Japanese.
*By the seventh class it was decided that the task of analyzing
the data was too difficult for Group B, so from this point they
were given a different task to.write, rehearse, and perform role
plays rather than cont1nu1ng on. w1th the project.
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To rectify this problem‘with thelJJ/JJ visits, the
researcher dec1ded to obtaln authentlc data by hav1ng a former

' classmate v1deotape students v181t1ng one another in Japan

(JJJ/JJJ). Data from three VlSltS were obtalned In two of the

JJJ/JJJ Vlslts, as- 1n JJ/JJ v1s1ts, the students knew ‘each other,
but it was the flrst,tlme_to»vlslt one another in thelr homes.

It was difficultsto find’uolunteers who would visit the home of
someone they'did not know.. In the 1nterv1ews, they stated that
this is simply not done in Japan.r _

When the JE/AE and JJ/JJ VlSltS were completed the
researcher and 1nstructor set up five ‘transcribing stations for
the students to transcribe ‘the video of their JE/AE visit in
groups simultaneouslyfinjclassfi As shown in Table 3.1, students
took four class hours rather;than.twoﬂto transcribe their videos
and, even then, some offthettranscripts were incomplete. A
handout entltled "Trlcks for Eas1er Transcrlblng" was given to
the students to help them w1th the mechanlcs (see Appendix E).

The task proved to be a dlfflcult and tedlous one for students at
this intermediate level~of prof1c1ency;= Some groups, however,
were taking;an interestiln the procedure, expre881ng their
'surpriSe (and sometimes embarrassment) ‘when they realized that
‘what their hoSt/hostessisald was different from what they had
thought when they were.actually.there;_ | |

Meanwhile, thé"feééaréhér transcribed the AE/AE visits and

,_prov1ded transcrlpts for_the students to look at when they

‘observed these 1nteractlons.i Wlthout these transcripts it is

“unllkely that the students would have been able to follow the

1nteractlons at all because ‘some of,the American participants
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‘spoke very quickly, andfagitimyzitheyba;lyspoke at once.
To focﬁstthe.studehtsf attention on the data, the researcher
prepared two handouts with“hlahks for each of the five visits to

be filled in with'the lahguage'used for various speech acts such

as greetlngs, 1ntroductlons, and so on (see Appendlx F and G).

. Because ot tlme constralntsmthey were only able to observe, at

most,. parts of: threehoutfof .the flve v1deos On the first day of

.d01ng this exerc1se; thellnstructor notlced that some of the
students had,lost thelr focus and were not entlrely sure why they
were doing this.-fHoplng to remlnd them what the project was all
'about‘and what werwere trylng to: do,uthe researcher made a
handout for Group A descrlblng how the prOJect would be brought
to its conclusioh:durlng the remalnlng three days (see Appendix
H). The studentsbwould flnlsh analy21ng the AE/AE data, look at
a portion of the JJ/JJ data, nd then compare the findings cross—
culturally. They wouldiaiso critique -the transcripts of their
own visits (JE/AE) thatfhadybeenAChecked by the researcher,
finishing up with someVimpromptd'role plays in class.

Because of time constralnts, ahother handout was made for
the students to ass1st them 1n analy21ng their data (see
Appendlx I). The-students:were-to:take thelr transcripts (not of
the entire visit), Wthh the researcher had checked and typed up

for them,.and hlghllght~anyth1ngithey sald that they thought they

could improve on.: Theh they were toAgo back to the transcripts
of the AE/AE visits and~note the way native speakers of Engl;sh
performed similar speech acts , They were to write underneath the
hlghllghted part on thelr transcrlpt what they would say if they

- had a chance to v181t“an/Amer1can home agaln,'and they were to
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use a coloured ar£OWft§féé&f£ﬁiﬂgsh£heYﬂc5ﬁid have said but did
ot : S T T T

In addltlon, the researcher prepared a table comparing

-Amerlcan-v131ts w1th Japanese VlSltS culturally (see Appendix I
once more). The”Amerlcan s1de,of “the table was filled out for the
students with cultural statemehts based on what the researcher
had observed in the AE/AE v1s1ts, and the students were to fill

out the Japanese s1de of the table w1th 81mllar1t1es or

:idlfferences
‘In the- last class,:wlthout any preparatlon tlme and without
any structure or guldellnes to follow, the students in Group A
were glven the task oiuperformlng,;mpromptuvrole plays of visits
as a kind ofrposttest.. éinally,-the_researcher had all the
students in bothAclassesjﬁillgOutjaTbrief questionnaire (Appendix
J) to‘provide;backgroundﬂinformationyandAfeedback,about the

project.

3.6 Data Analy51s by the Researcher

Long after the’ pedagoglcal aspects of the project were
completed, the researcher_contlnued~to analyze the data. 1In
addition to observing’the.videosiof the visits and interviews,
the researcher had been ableftofobserVe one of the-JE/AE visits
in person and hadFthese7ffeldénotesdto*work'with as well. The
purpose for- d01ng thlS observatlon was to be able to assess how
well a video camera - can catch certaln aspects of the interaction

as opposed to observ1ng 1n person Wlth the- exceptlon of this

visit which 1ncluded -an’ extra phase, for most of the visits the

process of observatlon and analy51s was three-fold.
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The firstiobseryation'was’for'the»purpose of making a
tranScription of the entirepinteractionf The researcher watched
the video, stopping and-startlng it many.times, to observe the
order 1n Wthh people sald thlngs 5 The transcrlptlon was
completed by llstenlng to the cassette tape The transcript was

typed and then lelded 1nto segments based on the speech acts to

be focussed on.

For the second observatlon,wthe researcher sat down in front
of the video with the pages of the transcrlpt in hand to observe
klnes1cs and proxemlCS’only | ThlS was followed by the thlrd and

- final observatlon, where the v1deo wasrplayed through one more

time w1thout stopplng to note anythlng ‘that mlght have been

“missed and to tlme the:“X

change

‘Once all the transcrlpts werewcompleted the researcher
could begin to analyze the reallzatlon of dlfferent speech acts
_comparlng and contrastlngtthem_wrth.the realization of the same
speech acts from-otHer?wisitsﬁinlthelrhfull discourse context.
‘As stated in the 1ntroduct10n, these results w1ll be reported in
Chapter Four. The researcher then assessed the pedagogical
implications‘(reported*lnhChapter‘Elve) and critiqued the
methodology (reported 1n Chapter SlX) based on data collected
through retrospectlve 1nterv1ews, ESL students' reports,
questlonnalres( and_the»researchervS']ournal and field notes.
As will be'seen in the“results to follow, for the most part,
because the v1s1ts took: place in . a more natural setting, rather

than a laboratory type settlng, the analy81s was descriptive and

qualltatlve rather than quantltatlve
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3.7 Conclusion

In this chapter,fajdeS?ribtiOn_was made of ﬁhe methodology
both as planned and~ésmaqtﬁally.ihpleménted; As in many
qualitative stUdies;_the'aésigh‘ofAthe present study was an
evolving one, and many'bf»fhg.changes iﬁ the methodology came
about as a result of thé;pértiguiarjgmphasisVon testing out
pedagégical:implicaﬁidﬁéfjiﬁﬁdérstandiﬁg the evolving nature of
the methodology.iS'vi#él’fof'iﬁférpfeting the results of this

study, to which we wi;l7nowqtgfq,
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Chapter 4

Results‘(Part I)

In this chapter, we will take a gqualitative look at how well
the Japanese ESL students interacted in their visits to'American
homes (JE/AE), and we will compare their interactions wifh thé
interacﬁions of Americans visiting‘Americans (AE/AE), Japanese
visiting Japaneée (J3/33), and Japanese visiting Japanese in
Japan.(JJJ/JJJ). The fécﬁé will be on the first two research
‘questions: (1la) Withoht'spéﬁifiq‘prggmatic training in language
and culture, how well do Japanese ESL students interact in
English during a sociai Vi$it;i9;an'Amefican home? How does the
production.of Speéch'actsv(such asbgréétings and introductions,
gift giving,.making compliments,“accepting‘the offer of food and
beverages, starting a conversation and keeping it going, making
an excuse to leave, andAexpressing gratitude) by Japanese ESL
-_students comparehwith'thé;i;}ééﬁtibp 6f'the same épeech acts by
native speakers'of Eﬁgi;éh?;>and1£ib);ﬁéwAdées<the4interaction of
Japanese ESL stﬁdéhéSyﬁiéﬁ;Ahéfiééﬁsﬁébﬁparé7cfééé—culturally
with ‘the interaétion~of-nétive speakers of Japanese during a
social visit? 1Is there any evidencé of pragmatic transfer from
theif.Ll'coming inﬁo play in the intérlahguage of the Japanese
'ESL students? |

The analysié_will be divided into four segments: (1) the
6pening segment where thé speech acts which we will mainly focus
on are greetings and introductions/ giving and receiying gifts,

and making compliments'(sequéntially the latter two are not

always in the opening segﬁent); (2) the hospitality segment where
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offering and accepting of food and beverages will be looked at
(sequentially in seme of the visits this‘comes before the giving-
of the gift and is interspersed with the gift giving or small
talk while the food or beverages are being prepared or served);
(3) the small talk segment where we will observe who initiates
conVersation_topics and how the conversation is kept going; and
(4) the closing segment where leave-taking signals and
expressions of gratitude,:and so.on, will be analyzed;

In each segment,  we Will take;a look at the JE/AE visits
Where Japanese ESL studentsiwere visiting Americans, and we will
compare these at length with the AE/AE visits where American
speakers. of English Were visitinglfeilow Americans. This will be
followed with some observations frOm the JJ/JJ visits and the
JJJ/JJJ visits. For reasons outlined in Chapter 2, the Japanese
native speaker data dld not permit as detailed an analySis as the
JE/AE and AE/AE data. |

In general, the AE/AE 1nteractions went much smoother than
the JE/AE interactions, and there were fewer pauses. In the
: retrospective 1nterv1ews/ many of the American participants

commented that the VlSltS Wlth their fellow Americans seemed to

.go much faster than the VlSltS Wlth the Japanese students This
was partly due to the language barrier in the JE/AE visits, but
it should be noted that the Americans had more things in common
to talk about with their fellow Americans than they did with the
Japanese students: most of the American participants were
students in regular classes at the university, tenants in the

same apartment eomplex, and from similar cultural backgrounds.

In one case the hosts and guests were both young married couples




with one child,

conversation.
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vand_thiéfaleefproyided.eommon~ground to make

' The gender breakdownufof'the‘JE/AE'and AE/AE visits can be

seen 1n Tables 4.1 and 4.2.

Among the Japanese and American

participants, there were only two males in each group, while the -

.rest were female.

Table 4.1

Gender Breakdown for JE/AE Visits

Visit Hosts Guests
JE/AE Visit 1 2 females 1 male,
: 1 female

JE/AE Visit 2

-2 females
(twin sisters)

2 females

JE/AE Visit 3

-1 male,

’1 female, 1 child

1 male,
1 female

JE/AE Visit 4

2 females

3 females

JE/AE Visit 5 -

1 male,

2 females

Table 4.2

1 female, 1 child-

Gender Breakdown for AE/AE VlSltS

Visit

Hosts

Guests

AE/AE Visit 1

"1 male, -

1 S female, A1 chlld

1 female, 1 child

1 male,

AE/AE Visit 2

2 females'

2 females

AE/AE Visit 3

"2 females - -

2 females

AE/AE Visit 4

2 females

2 females
(twin sisters)

AE/AE Visit 5

2 females

2 females
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4.1 The Opening Segment

4.1.1 Greetlngs and Introductlons
In all of the v151ts (JE/AE and AE/AE) both hosts go to the
door and-greetlngs andilntroductlons atre-either made standing or

aftef-being seated. -The_typical'gfeeting by hosts in almost all

the visits was something to the effect of: "Hi. Come on in. I'm
(first name)." A typical response by guests was: "Hi. I'm (first
name). Nice to meet you}F. Greetings were not chosen as a main

focus for analysis because;:for_the most part, the Japanese ESL
students did not have a problem with greetings and introductions.
In one JE/AE visit, howe?er, the Japanese ESL students
falled to 1ntroduce themselves untll later on in the 1nteractlon.
Excerpt 1 (from JE/AE VlSlt 2)
.Guest 1: Sorry.‘:Introduce_myself"okay——My name is Keiko.
Host 1: Kéikb?‘ T |
Guest 1:A_Yes.
Guest 2: Ifm'Chi;nfﬁ;:'5":
Host 1: Chizntu?*_~ ”
Guest 2: Yes.' |
The expression'“My nameaisd(fitst,name)," used in three instances
by Japanese ESL students;hwas used only once by the American
participants and in the:oontracted'fofm: "My name's (first
name)." 1In almost all the JE/AE VlSltS, hosts either sought
| conflrmatlon of thelr guests' names ‘or- asked for them to be

repeated.’ Japanese ES"students need to be remlnded to pronounce

their names’ slowly and clearly for Amerlcans who are not familiar

with ‘Japanese nameSag,ﬁf;“'
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In one of the Jﬁyhﬁhvfsits??thefguests removed their shoes
at the door w1thout asklng whether they should or not, and the
hosts did not try to stop_them, 'Instead one of the hosts simply
made a comment: "It's.a‘little'wet out - In one of the AE/AE
~ visits the guests asked thelr hOStS' "DO -you: want us to take our
shoes off’" to whlch the hosts responded ‘"Oh no, don't worry
‘about it. " The questlonfwas reflectlve of the fact that some'
Americans make 1t a praot;ce tOfremove thelr shoes at the door,
and some, although not'many, also'require their guests to do so.

In two out of the five JE/AE'visits, the American hosts
shook their guests' hands durlng the introductions. This can be
‘a problem for Japanese as they are known for weak handshakes
(Salto, 1988), but the v1deo dld not allow for close observation
of this feature. Interestingly enough, hand shaking occurs in
only two of the five AE/AE;visits:also,.

Proxemics such asfhowfguestshWere'seated distance between
1nterlocutors, and 1o on, would have been interesting to compare
cross—culturallyﬂ However, unfortunately, the video camera
dictated the seatlng arrangement Thls 1s ev1dent in some of the
hosts' comments as the guests are seated "You kind of have to
squish together'" or "Have-avseat.ln our"rearranged' living

room!" The Japanese ESL students in all five JE/AE visits sat

forward on the edge of the'oouch;or chalr throughout most of
thelr visit, which gave the'lmpress;on'that they were either very
nervous or very attentlve.af o

In two out of the three JJ/JJ v1s1ts and all three JJJ/JJJ

v131ts, the guests used’the Japanese express1on oyamashlmasu

" [Excuse me for: dlsturblng you],upon' nterlng ‘The expressions
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they used to introducefthenseivescWere‘consistent throughout as
well. As shown in Excerpt 2 ‘the Japanese.hosts and guests, for

the most part, introduced themselves by their last and first

name, whereas only first names were. used in both the AE/AE and
JE/AE visits:

 Excerpt 2 (from .JJ/JJ Visit 2)

Host 1: Hajimemashite. [How do 'you do?]  (Last name first,
. then first: name) to mooshlmasu. [My hame is so-
tand so ]‘~'-- : SRR N

Guest 1: ”Hajlmemashite. [How do you do?] (Last name first,

’ - :then .first name) desu.t[I ‘am. so=and..so. ] ‘

““Yoroshiku onegaishimasu-. - [NoO. equivalent in
English: literal ‘translation is "I am in your
favour."] o :

In one case & maiedgnest“presented hisvhosts With his meishi
-[business card], a practice more often observed among business
people than among students. In each case the introductory
sequence was accompanied by bow1ng Taking shoes off at the door
is a practice observed all over Japan. In the case of the
JJ3/333 visits, guests'were3immediatelY*ushered'into a small room
with tatami mats, so slippers were not provided. Guests were
seated on the tatami-mats;f In- two of the three visits they were -
provided with zabutonejfloorwcushions] in front of a low table.
Most'Japanese areiaccustomed to-sittingvon the floor during
social visits in a person s home, which offers one possible

explanation for why the students sat forward on the couch in the

JE/AE visits.

4.1.2 Gift Givingpandfcolfahoratinﬁ”in‘EXpressing Gratitude

In all five of'thefAE/AE“visits the gift giving part of the

interaction occurred when the guests first came in, whereas in at
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least.tWO.of the JE/AEf§lsits_the hosts_offered_the guests food
and beverageS"before the-guests-had a chance to give the hosts
their gift. No cultural generallzatlons can be made because in
the guldellnes glven to guests before the interaction took place,

the gift g1v1ng part of the 1nteractlon was supposed to come

before the offer of foodranlfbeverages © It is not evident

whether the guldellnes were belng followed or whether they were
just doing what came naturally

‘In four out of- the flve JE/AE v1s1ts the Japanese ESL
students handed thelr glft to thelr hosts saylng "ThlS is
‘ present ! or "ThlS 1s prvsent for you.": From an interview it was

dlscovered that thlS ex ress1on 1s one Japanese students learn

.from thelr Engllsh textbooks in hlgh School 50 it may be that
this .was an 1nstance of "transfer of tralnlng" (Sellnker, 1972).
In these same four visits the glft was wrapped in gift wrap or a
bag, and the hosts took the 1n1t1at1ve to open 1t after seatlng
their guests and at an approprlate lull in the. conversatlon

It is 1nterest1ng to note that in three out of the five
AE/AE visits the guests just handed the glft to their hosts as
they came in without commentlng; whlle in the remaining two
visits they said: "This*fsfforiYOur abode here." or " We brought
you a little gift " In four of the AE/AE VlSltS the glft was not
wrapped.- In the one v1s1t where ‘it was wrapped, the hosts took
the initiative to open it avfew»minutes later after being seated

and at a lull in the conversatlon

In three of the AE/AE v151ts the lnteractlon was very short

and sweet, as in Excerpt 3:~
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Excerpt 3 (from AE/AE.Visit 5)

Guest: (handlng her host flowers)
Host:  Oh, those are pretty" Thank you!
Guest: There you go'

The shortness of these 1nteractions could have had something to
do with the fact that guests had been told to bring a gift in the
guldellnes and may not have had thelr heart behind it. The hosts

in the AE/AE v1s1ts did . not_know that the gu1de11nes requlred

their guests to brlngﬁa;gfﬁ; ;andgnost&of thém seem somewhat
surprised.V.One“of‘the:hosts expreSSes5this~by‘saying: "oh, you
brought us someth1ng7"- In some of the JE/AE VlSltS, the hosts
who were guests in the AE/AE visits knew to expect a gift, so
thlS may have affected thelr response ; In only one. instance does

 the host respond w1th theﬁexpres31on often found in gift giving

:lnteractlons (Elsensteln;&_Bodman, 1986): "Geez, you dldn't have.

to do that!" ThlS partlcular host dld not know that the
guidelines for guests_requfredgthemvto-brfng a gift.

In two AE/AEVVisits;“qufte a lengthy interaction ensues when
the gift is given, and:ituis fnterestfng to note how the guests
probe to see whether or. not thelr glft has been accepted well and
how the hosts also say somethlng to.-assure their guests that they
appre01ate the gift, as in Excerpt 4:

Excerpt 4 (from AE/AE V1s1t 2)

Guest 1: (handlng her host a scented candle) This is for
' your abode here._‘

Host 1: oOh, thank“you. That’s nice.
Host 2: Thank you |

Guest 2: Do you llke the_smell’I
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Host 1:  Peachy? :' .
Host 2: It's fruity.

Host 1: Yeah.
Guest 2: We figured it was a good neutral color.

Host 1: . With all the w1ndstorms, too, we may need this in
: a power outage

In’contrast in ‘the JE/AE v1s1ts, the Japanese guests
eXplaln the 81gn1f1cance of their- glft when asked but there are
no 1nstances where theyﬁprobehto.see if.their hosts like the
cgiftst Elsensteln & Bodman (1993) comment on: the function of
probes or prompts as the glver and recelver - collaborate in the

speech act of express1ng_grat1tude

In analyZlng the role playsy we found that the language
expressed by ‘the glvert(of the gift, favor, reward or
service) is cruc1al to enabllng the recelver to convey
‘-gratltude successfully The glver prompts and comments
throughout the development of the speech act set Prompts

appear to functlon as llngu1st1c enabllng dev1ces, allow1ng

:lthe recelver toireassure the glver of hlS or her gratltude
The Japanese ESLZstudents"would haVe'heen'better prepared if they
had been made aware of thelr collaboratlve role as the giver in
the mutual development of thlS speech act set of expressing
‘gratltude »However, the hosts do thelr best to assure their
guests that they like the glft by maklng numerous compliments
such as: "Oh, hey that's neat. Oh ‘wow." or "That's pretty.

Thank you." or "Ooh,»chocolateS}_;lt's-our favourite!", and so

on.
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In one of the JJ/JJ -visits the following conversation
accompanied the glVlng of the glft
Excerpt 5 (from JJ/JJ VlSlt 1)

Guest 1: Tsumaranal-mono desu ga. [This is a trivial
- present for-you, but...] -

Host 1:  Aa, waza waza, doomo sumimasen. [I am very SOrry
to put you to so much trouble.]

Guest 1: Yokattara- akete kudasa1 [If you like, why don't
: - you. open 1t7]‘ s -

ﬁost 1: Doomo arlgatoo gozalmasu [Thank you very
: ‘much. ](peeks in bag) Aa, doomo wazawaza goteinel
'ni. [Oh, thank you for taking the trouble to be so
polite. T . :
The expression used by the guest when glVlng the gift in Excerpt
5 was a typlcal humble expre881on The host was not intending to
open the gift untll;the.guest-suggested-it, and when he did look

in the bag he did not give ﬁny:indication:of how well he liked

the gift, nor did;the%gu__? vfindfthis out. 1In the
interview foiiowing;'the5Jepanese-pérticipants said that in Japan
humble_expreSsions were'preferred oueriboastful ones and that
opening a wrapped:giftdinffront of'theigiver”of the gift was not

~usually done

In two of the diJ/JJ;:v1s1ts, the‘glft was food to share
7during.the~v1s1t- and the guests themselves opened the glft and
brought out the food Hosts s1mply responded by saying, A, doomo
{Oh, thank you ] or Waru1 ne. [queel,ashamed.] This last
expre881on is an 1nterest1ng phenomenon iniJapanese: when feeling
indebted, there is e‘tendenotho-say;sorryA(Excerpt 5) or to
express shame:instead“ofﬁgretitude..'Onlyvin one case, where the

guests had actuallyAbakédfékcekewfor'the occasion, did the host

make a compliment:aboutfthefgiftjgr};:
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4. 1 3 Compllments

Compllments are-another feature that sheuld-benlooked at in
the .opening segment., Table 4. 3zshOWS'the compllments made in the
AE/AE v181ts,'not 1ncludlng the numerous compllments made by
hosts about gifts. - In three out of- the flve v151ts guests
complimented hosts on thelr apartment the cookles, and so on.
Most of these compllmente_epcprted early on in the interaction.
Table 4.3 o ”

Compliments Made in AE/AE Visits =

AE/AE 'Compllments :Cbmbiiment . | what was said:
Visit # | made by: ;-Q';about' '-i}wa-m
AE/AE | Host '~"j,—the guest' s - | "She's a cutie."
Visit 1 ; | daughter . '
AE/AE Guest - ~thehapartment. "Oh, wow this is cute."
Visit 2 - o
' : l—the smell of ¢ " |-"It :smells good in here.
"fcookles baklng ‘Have you guys been
L baking?"
-%the"yieﬁ . 10ooh, you've got a

{1 beautiful view of the
:sunset there!"

i ;the‘giaeses | "oh, they're cute little
ST T cups."
~the cookies | "Oh, mint!" "They're
AR N .~ | refreshing cookies!"
AE/AE Guest v'f,'4theﬁcookiesu 3‘"Qh, how nice." Oh,
visit 3| - oo oo -0 | yum." "Yum."

AE/AE g none.
Visit 4 'observed

AE/AE = | Guest - .. - “|.~the apartment | -"This.-is a cute
Visit 5o o T o Tl et s Betapartment o

. R ' | ™You guys' place is
cute. I like how you
have it fixed up.

In contrast, there is a noticeable scarcity of compliments

by Japanese guests iﬁithe:JEYAEiﬁisits (see.Table 4.4). 1In one
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visit, one of the gUests:duietly COmplimented the hosts!'

apartment upon enterlng saylng "Oh 1t’s a nlce house. The
: hosts d1d not seem to hear hlm say 1t, or 1f they dld ‘hear him,

,they dld not respond> 'Eanother v1s1t a guest compllmented the

hosts! baby and the cookles.- The only other 1nc1dent of a
compliment (not lnclud;ngfcompllments on the glfts) was the
American host complimenting his dapanese guests on their English
‘speaking ability. | R

Table 4.4

Compliments Made'in»JE?AE~Visits:

"JE/AE Compliments : ’Compllments .| what was said:

Visit # | made by: = | about: o

JE/AE _Guest'- ”'ffi?the3apar£ment; "Oh, it's a nice house."
Visit 1 L Y S ,

JE/AE- .| none

Visit 2 |-observed .

JE/AE Host - -~ - —the guests' | "wow. You can speak

Visit 3 | English- ° . | good English for being
.- l'ability - . |here for only five
L AR o months and a month."
JE/AE none v '
Visit 4 | observed - 7
JE/AE _'Guest,y s L%hosts';baby o ﬁshe's'a good walker."
visit 5| . [ wmianie i ‘

" cookies® | "Delicious."

Wolfson (iéSBa);has;pointed_out:that "the overwhelming
majority of all complimentsjare‘diven-to people of the same age
and status as the speaker" (p 91),‘the very s1tuatlon that we had
. in these VlSltS They serve &5 "s001al lubrlcants" 1n English

and can co occur w1th or even replace other speech acts such as

express1ng gratltude siwas also ev1dent 1n the data from the

present study, 1t has been shown that compllments tend to occur
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‘at the openings and clos1ngs o) %éééh?événts and very rarely in
'the middle of an interaction (Holmes & Brown, 1987).

Compliments have been found to fall 'into a very small number
of.syntactic patterns,iand-the vast majority of them refer to .

just a. few general topicsﬁ. According to Holmes and Brown (1987),

',this shotuld make them "attractive ESL teaching ‘material (p.535).
.The scarCity of compliments by the Japanese partiCipants in the
present study reinforces Holmes and Brown s call for classroom
actiVities that’ would~raise.ESL students' awareness of this
‘important speech actl

Few compliments wereTobserved'in'the JJ/JJ.or J3Jz/3ad
visits. 1In JJ/JJ Vis1t 3 one‘of'thefguests complimented the
hosts' room as they were leaVing. . In.JJJ/333 Visit 3, the guests
compllmented the host's room in almost -an envious sort of way
saying: Ii ne. Zenbulatarashil ne [You re lucky. Everything is
Inew, isn't it?] In onefother case a guest mentioned what a nice
room lt was “to the otheriguest but dld not compliment the host.
From the spar81ty of the JJJ/JJJ data it is difficult to come to
any conclusions, but lt appears that compliments are not used as
frequently in Japanese asfin English Wthh could explain why the
Japanese ESL students 1n the JE/AE VlSltS did not use as many

compliments as American guests in the AE/AE VlSltS

4.2 The Hospitalityjsegment‘
Here we will mostlyféxamine’how:the guests responded to. the
offer of food and beverages and whether or not they helped

themselves to food in front of them -35
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4:2.1. Responding*to'theSOfferfofeﬁeverages-
Let's look at- Excerpt 6 from one of the AE/AE visits to

begin w1th As in most of the AE/AE VlSltS, a list of beverages

'was given to choose from, andwthe one'guest responded "Um, a
coke sounds good,' to Wthh the other guest added, "Yeah,
thanks." _
_Excerpt 6'(from AE/AE VlSlt 5)
~Host-1:d :We have banana bread over here and popcorn s
. >~ _popping;.:.and’ ‘we have milk and apple juice and

© “water- and: coke and- Dr A+ .Does any of that sound
;good tolyou guys7;‘ k

,GueSt{l;lwﬁﬁ;"a co_é'sounds good.;?f
-Host 1: - ;Okay

Guest-2:A>Yeah thanks -V(After‘a'little small talk) I'm
g01ng to steal a pear——those look really good.

Host 2:'u“Help yourself

Guest 2: I w1ll'2¥iiifﬁ5’
In another AE/AE VlSlt where a llSt of beverages was given, there
was a similar response _"Ooh gosh a’Dlet Coke ‘sounds good,"
followed by a questlon from the other guest "Yeah, do you have
wild cherry7"_ In Stlll another v1s1t one guest responded: "How
about some ]ulce?" and the other guest .added, "Juice is fine."
In the remalnlng.two v1s1ts, when asked'lf they would like
somethlng to drlnk one of the guests decllned and for some
reason the offer was not repeated to the guest who did not answer
one way or the other There was no attempt to persuade the

guests to have somethlng to drink, and. the guests just had

cookies when they werfrf brgalso 1nterest1ng to note

'that, in four out of the flve AE/AE v151ts, water is one of the

choices of beverages.glven[,
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In all flve JE/AE v151ts, the hospltallty segment began with

some sort of opener to the effect of -"Do you guys want anything
to drink or somethlng to eat’"— .To thlS opener, where American

guests. tended to respond w1th "sure, three out of the five pairs

of Japanese guests responded 81multaneously with "yes." Another

one of the_palrs.was~not;gfven~t1meﬁto ‘answer because the hosts

went on to list whatitheyﬁhad, and the_remaining pair of guests
- answered simply; ﬁNo.ﬁfﬂThis reSponse.surprised the hosts who
tried to persuade them, as shown 1n Excerpt 7:

‘Excerpt 7 (from JE/AE VlSlt 3)

Host 1: ‘No?7¥;391“;y7

HostyZ;iI?We have“hot-tea, 1f>you;d like some.
' VGUests;;Fi(no response) ) 7 ”_

;Eost-2:f"Would you llke any hot tea’

Host 1:_¥=Tea.or cokevor'anythfng llke that?

Guest 1:. (after he81tatlng) I llke tea.

Guest 2°L.Me; too. R

As we can-see 1n Excerpt 7 -1nvcontrast to the AE/AE visits,
some of the Japanese ESL students seemed to be quite hesitant in
respondlng to thelr‘Amerrcan-hostsivoffer of beverages. Whereas,
as we saw in Excerpt 8, American,guests responded to the list of
pOSSlble ch01ces of beverage w1th somethlng like "Ooh, gosh a
Diet Coke sounds good the Japanese ESL students' responses were
either short one—word responses such as, "oh, juice," or "Juice,"

or responses such as the one above; "I llke tea" or "I want tea,

,okay7" In the last example,-teahwas not even on the list given
by the host but 1ced tea was ‘and- that was what she was served.

The other guest also_chOse;Somethlng that was not on the list of
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beverages offered, as can be seen ln Excerpt 8
Excerpt 8 (from JE/AE VlSlt 2)

-Host 1: We have 1ced tea, apple julce, water, mllk pop—-—
like- Dlet Coke, Sprlte——almost anythlng

(no immedlate response>by guests)

Host 2: What would you llke to drlnk?
_3Guest 1 I want tea, okay’.V |
Host 2: A_What would you llke7

Guest 2: Orange ju1ce

Host 2;_ :I have ‘applerjuic

Guest-znbnApple julce.v'

In the JJ/JJ and JJJ/JJJ v1s1ts, no’list of beuerages to
choose from was glven. ThlS could explaln the hes1tatlon of the

_Japanese ESL students:L'Hosts dec1ded what to serve. In the

' JJJ/JJJ v1s1ts, whlch;tookfplace 1n the -Warm. month of May, the
¢hosts served cold oolong tea ; Hosts-usuallyusald.~Doozo"
_[Please ] ‘as’ they served 1t and guests usually just bowed and
sometlmes added::Qoomo;ngoomo [Thank you.- Thank you.] or, as
in the gift giving sequence, Gomen,.wazawaza. [I'm sorry to

trouble you. ]~ A

4.2.2 Helplng Oneself to Food _

' In three out of the flve AE/AE v1s1ts the plate of cookies
or other food was placed on a table and the guests helped
,themselves, whlle in the—other two v151ts the guests waited until
-they were offered the food before taklng it. As we saw in
Excerpt 6 the guest often sald somethlng as she helped herself:

"I'm going to steal aspearr;iThoSe look-really good" or, in
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another visit, "Ooh,ﬁlfmfgoing‘to'havehto'try these." In the
third visit as the1guestahe1pedhherselfeto a cookie on the table
in front of her, the hoSt»quickly-responded: "Oh, yeah, have one,
have many. Otherwise they re just gonna sit here.

The latter expres51on was another 1nterest1ng feature in the
Amerlcan hosts! ch01ce of words In two of the JE/AE visits the
hosts joked'when offer1ng~more cookles:-"Would you llke any more?

..We gotta gethrid:of:thenelhwe;ve gotta whole batch of them!"

or "We don't want them Youyguys have to flnlSh them!" It would

be’ 1nterest1ng to flndrout how such expres51ons would sound if

translated llterally 1nto Japanese

In the JE/AE;vlslt "f he;Japanese ‘ESL students

helped themselvesito;foodhunless’it@was offered. In one visit
the American.host said;”ﬁThereﬁs'[sic] cookies on the table, and
we have a lot so you can eat all you want The host never got

up to serve the cookles, and the guests never took one, so the

1'cook1es sat on the table'ultouched through the entlre visit. In

another v1s1t the cookles were served to -one of the guests and

then set on the table:1n~front of the other two guests There
:the plate of cookles satruntll later 1n the conversatlon when the
host said: “Well help yourself to cookles Even then, the
‘Japanese guests he81tated untll the conversatlon topic changed,
and then they flnally reached out to take one. Some of the
guests held the cookles 1n thelr hands for some time before they
ventured to take a blte ThlS could have been because their
hosts were not partaklng or because the guests were nervous about

having to answer a questlon w1th thelr mouth full.

In all. the JJ/JJ and JJJ/JJJ v131ts, the food was placed on
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a.tabie'or on:thedtatamilmats:inffront of.thewguests, but the
guests walted until they were offered the food and did not help
themselves;' In two of the v1s1ts the hosts had to offer the food
twice before the guests flnally reached out to take somethlng
It‘appears that-the.Japanese:have a tendency to be reserved when
it comes to helping themseyves-to;ﬁood,_atvleast in front of

people whom they do'noteknow_veryawell,

4.2.3 Summary
To sum up; thlS speech event of offerlng food and’ beverages
in informal Amerlcan Engllsh seems to 1nclude some or all of the

follow1ng utterances ff

an openlng '_Aff;;if;ff,i;fV("Would you like something to
S h " eat or drink?"),
a response- R A("Sure "),

_¢We have tea, coffee, juice,
SRS S P . ' Coke, water..."),
a choice . ,-""v_.vﬁ.,n, ﬂ:_ . ("Oh a Coke" sounds good."),

a list of beverages

an offer of food by the hosts ("Help yourself to
- - . cookies. ") _
a comment. by the guests ..~ "("ooh, . I'm going to have to
as they help themselveS’ - try these.m),

: “Waﬁld:yoh like'any more?

' and an offer o;w:"”*““
L T “We gotta ‘get rid . of them.")

- To date, there hav_;not been any prev1ous”speech act studies
done on the offerlng of-food or beverages, but it is an important
.part of theﬁlnteractlon;; AS‘OQerfgthe American hosts expressed
in the retrospective intervieW' "getting people something to eat

and drink breaks the barrler and makes them feel more

comfortable;.; so I llke to get drlnks and cookles This is

probably true in most_othergcultures 1nclud1ng Japanese culture,
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but, as we. have seen, 1t 1s a speech event that is not always

.'performed in the same'piyiacross cultures The data here showed

that respondlng-approprlately to the Qfﬁer of food and beverages
in the social settingvofﬁvisiting an,American’home'does not come
naturally for Japanese ESL students who are used to different

custonms.

4.3 The Small Talk-gegméﬂf";t}.r
Initiating'ConVéfééEiﬁﬁftopicsJandwkeeping‘a conversation

g01ng are other areas that have yet to ‘be studled extensively in

'1nterlanguage pragmatlc research It is debatable whether they

are speech acts at all——perhaps they,can be thought of more as

dlscourse strategles or.gamblts»(House,:1996).. However, as House

has p01nted out the ablllty to 1n1t1ate tOplCS and topic

changes,vand to reply and respond approprlately are important
features of pragmatlc fluency Indeed fallure in this area of

small talk could_limit_ESL.”tudents!,future_opportunities to

'interact with natiVefspr Ke thﬁs hinder the development of
their overall pragmatlc competence
The data from the JE/AE v1s1ts revealed a number of

conversatlonal-skllls ln'whlch-the Japanese ESL students needed

tralnlng and practlce ‘These SklllS had to do w1th (l)

' respondlng to tOplCS 1n1t1ated by thelr “host; - (2) asking

"nltlate top1cs,,(3) maklng appropriate

verbal responses (rather than just noddlng), and (4) negotiating

for meanlng when they do not understand
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4. 3 1 Respondlng to Toplcs Inltlated by Host
In JE/AE V1s1t 1 the flrst tOplC of conversatlon progressed
in a manner typlcal of conversatlons w1th Japanese ESL students

f experlence 1n conver51ng with

gwho have not had a - lot

Amerrcans-ﬁ-In other words,rthe Amerlcans tended to ask all the
questions and the_Japanese:answered'wlth short, one—word answers,
as-in_Excerpt §°A - B | |

Excerpt 9 (from JE/AE VlSlt 1)

Host 1: So you re students’y;

Guest 1: Yes. - o

Host 1: You 're studylng Engllsh at the university?

Guest"1:'>Yeah

Host 1: .:Ah okay 59§y6u5$pend;a lotiofbtime in classes?
Guest 1: - Oh-— BT S
Guest_2:"In'aﬁweekujfourtdrzfive;classes.
‘Guest”lig Five class 1n a- day ”

Host 2: That's a. pretty full- day -1 don't think I have
S ‘ ’ ‘any days when I have flve in one day.

Host 1%° It's usually three or four——

Guest 1:' Four?ﬂu

Host 1: ——for. us ’;hem are two hours long--
. some of the. ¢&lasses, so it kind of makes up for
* -those. other classes, huh.
Following this -last explanatlon by the host about their classes,

the guests make no response, and there 1s a brief pause before

the hosts change the tOplC by asklng another questlon.

As House (1996) has observed'rflearners' monosyllablc and

»nonsequlturmresponses ‘instltute a major barrler to pragmatlc

fluency._;:n(p:ré44j; To“put lt 81mply,“1nsuff1c1ent or
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Table 4.5

Topic Change Initiation in JE/AE Visit 1

TOplC change.’ _— | Initiator:‘

So.you're students? ;ff-;f*: R _'V Host 1
So is thls your flrst term here7 3ﬁ”;-”_ 5 ) Host 2
How do - you llke Belllngham° “g575i7f15ih';k‘{'f” ~ Host 1
‘Are you freshman7 ‘5”3<Qﬂ i5w;A‘f';,;ff: ' j:, Guest 1
So what . sectlon of Japan do -you- come from7ithf5f;“i ‘Host 1
Are you plannlng on g01ng back to Tokyo after .| Host 2
you-leave Bellingham? = . - - . T _

So you have famllyrback'home?_{xvr o Host 1
And how old are you’, 'm 'j_ : Host 1
So have you done anythlng fun here in Belllngham Host 1
yet? , . :
Have you seén any mov1es or have you gone Host 1

outs1de of Belllngham to. v1s1t any . places’

So you'll go back to Tokyo thlS comlng summer’ - Host 1
.Then what are you: d01ng7 -

So what are you, study1ng7 RSN Host 2
I heard that teachers are: well respected in Host 1
Japan. How do you feel about teachers over 1n

Japan? _ "';_ A , ‘

We have a-couple friends. that'were-oﬁer in Japan | Host 1
teaching Engllsh for a whlle _ )

So are you sophomores or freshman or’ o Host 2
So where are you staylng heri“in Belllngham7' o Host 1
Do you have a roommate? f_fﬂ>fffﬂf:ff,_v~ ’ Host 1
How's the food? h;_ TIA»"'" R '_ ‘ Host 1
So have.you been eatlng ‘a.lot-of Amerlcan food? Host 1
There aren't a lot-ode sert ”Japan Is Host 1

that right°7‘Youjdon*t”eat a lot of sweet stuff?

So are you going to do anythlng for Halloween? Host 1
Do you know what Halloween's all about?

So what's the_biggestgholiday_in'Japan?-_ | Host 1

'So what do you do for¢New'Year?sfusuaily? - : ~ Host 1
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1nappropr1ate responses can be conversatlon stoppers The result
of thlS phenomenon was that there were many pauses which seemed

espeCLally uncomfortable for the Amerlcan hosts who were often

‘observed glanc1ng at: eac ; _evertheless, the hosts did
thelr best to thlnk up new - tOplCS when ‘there was a pause in the
conversation. Table.4. 5~shows how one host in JE/AE Visit 1

initiated nearly elghty percent of the tOplC changes throughout

the 1nteractlon whlle only”one of the tOplC changes was made by a

_guest— ' The frequent toplc changes by the host ‘seemed to be -

;caused by the llmlted*responses of thelr guests and the hosts'

uneasiness w1th pauseano matter how short

4.3.2 Asking Questions to:Developror_Initiate Topics
EXcerpt 10'from*AEVAEﬂVisit'llshows the conversation

progressing in-'a. very dlfferent manner from the one-way

'conversatlons (see Excerpt 9) typlcal of ‘the JE/AE visits:

Excerpt 10 (from AE/AE V1s1t 1)

Guest 1; (sees -a textbook on the desk) Who's the physics
major7 e = :

Host 1: - That would be me fiL:f
Guest 1:. -Are you really’
Host 1: ,’Yeah.,

Guest 1: wow'v' -

+Host 1% - Yes, 1t' ‘?‘1ttle tough at tlmes

Guest 1: I love thSlCS It's better than other science

courses.

Host 1: Yeah. - ind. the_same way w1th me. The
' _ other onés’kind - ofj- on't know, I get bored with
'u“them sometlmes. Phys1cs is really exciting stuff.

Guest 1: It's gotta*be a:toughﬂmajor.




82

Host 1: . Yeah 1t actually——I'm in my third year right now,
) so 1t's——th1rd year physics classes aren't fun.
~ They're not_llkepflrstyyear physics classes.
In thelr cross cultural study of greetlngs in American

'Engllsh Elsensteln Ebsworth Bodman,'and Carpenter (1996)

1dent1f1ed the 1ntroductory greetlng Wthh 1ncludes the ensuing

interaction of - people_mee g.for the first tlme They note that
the prlmary functlon.of such 1nteractlons‘1s'"to allow the
parties to flnd.a connectlon.;;or-aftoplc of mutual interest" (p.
95)." In Excerpt 10«aboveyitheﬂinterloCutors were both

part1c1pat1ng in the development of a- toplc of mutual 1nterest

‘ Wthh contlnued overfa number of turns even beyond what is

recorded here : From there, the group naturally moved on to

inqulrlng about the majors of the others present before g01ng on
- to a-dlfferent but related tOplC Japanese ESL students would
benefit from rece1v1ng tralnlng and practlce not only in giving

more substantlal answers that can be‘bullt upon, but also in

rec1procat1ng the questlon as demonstrated 1n Excerpt 11:

Excerpt 11 (from AE/AE VlSlt 5)

Host 1: . What are your ma]ors7 )
Guest 1: Marlne blology

Guest 2: <Right. now I'm in- Engllsh and I hope to get into
C the - secondary ed (educatlon) program.

Host 1:  Oh, yeah
Guest 2: Blg thln hope't

Host 1: Yeah I thlnk she (referrlng to Host 2 in the
kltchen)_trled'and couldn't get in.

" Guest 2",Really°f;WhatLabout you7r What's your major?....

In the AE/AE v1s1ts, ‘as Excerpt 11 shows, the conversation
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tended to go ‘back “and’ forth w1th hosts ‘and guests asking
questlons of -each other b expandlng on. what they had heard. In.
two out of the flve JE/AE v1s1ts, the Japanese ESL students
managed to ask ‘some- questlons of thelr hosts, but their questions
were often unrelated to.what;hadrgust.been said. At times, they

missed seemingly. ideal opportunities to ‘keep the conversation

*g01ng by- asklng questlons,;such as when ‘one host explained that
they had just moved to the area or when another host told her

guests that she had bee:ff expected response to the

former might. have been ‘Where dld you live before?"

or something. to that effect but nothlng was said. The students

themselves corrected thelr own transcrlpt in the latter example

'}Excerpt 12 (from JE/AE V1s1t 4)

_ : : 'uﬁ, I think it was '85.
About ten years agofI;was in. Tokyo.,‘

:..Guestvlt ;Oh.“ .

lHost‘ii.’A(after pause) And is that where you guys are from?
What part of Japan7

-To their transcrlpt where the guest had only responded with an
_"oh," the students added'"+‘How was“Tokyo?"
4.3.3. Maklng Verbal Responses

In observ1ng the responses"of the Japanese ESL students, it
was evident that theygusedjmonosylfabrc:responses such as "yeah"
and ﬁoh" (see Excerpt 12) at tlmes, but for the most part they

did a cons1derable amou t'of noddlng rather than using words to

show that they were llstenlng
In contrast Amerlcan hosts and guests tended to use

repetltlon of what the person had ]ust sald or expressions such
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‘as: "Oh, okay," "Mm—hmm . "Uh huh " "Oh"really7" or "Oh, that's
.nice'“ and so On- There are equlvalent expres51ons to these in

Japanese, so the Japanese ESL students' frequent silent nodding

could simply have been reflectlve of the fact that they just did

not know what to say 1n Engllsh or that maybe they were. not

'_really understandlng whatibas sa1d~5-Nevertheless, in the JJ/JJ
and JJJ/JJJ v1s1ts, many of the Japanese were observed noddlng
81lently or maklng sounds such -ags“ "ah" or "oh," ‘and so on, in

;such as Aa, soo desu ne. [Yeah,

addition tovus1ngﬂexpress§on

that;slright.j<rbf

4.3.4 Negotlatlng for Mean“ﬂ
| It is questlonable how much the Japanese ESL students
actually comprehended of"what'thelrgAmerlcan hosts said. They
seemed to respond to dlrect questlons falrly well, but often did

not respond much when thelr hosts explalned some thlngs at

3’length In the JE/A‘jF; there were few 1nstances where a
'Japanese ESL student wasqobserved negotlatlng for meanlng In
hione 1nstance, the student-Smely sald to hlS host h"Please speak
more slowly M ThlS fallure on the part of the Japanese ESL

students to negotlate for meanlng sometlmes resulted in

mlsunderstandlng questlons and answerlng them 1naccurately, as in

Excerpt 13:

Excerpt 13 (from JE/AE VlSlt 3)
Host 1: How long have you been in America?
Guest 1: Aboutﬁflveﬂmonths al%fai;ﬂ

Host 1: About flve months’ Both of you?

Guest 2: I came here a month ago
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';Host 1: A ‘month . ago7 Wow' You can speak good English for
“being here’ for only ‘five months and a month
(referring to Guest 2).
In fact, both Japanese ‘guests in Excerpt 13 had arrived one month
before and were’going to béﬂstaying”forhfive months. The first
guest obviously mlsunderstood the questlon "How long have you

been in Amerlca7" to mean. "How long w1ll you be in America?" The

~other guest trled to clear up the mlsunderstandlng, but he made

the mistake of saylngy_ ,dame here a month ago" instead of "We
came here a~month,ago,ﬁtso the host was . Stlll not set stralght

Like many other‘NNss»in;sxmllarf31tuatlons, the Japanese ESL

students' tendency to assume they understand or to pretend they

understand can sometlmes ‘cause problems 1n communlcatlng

It 1s dlfflcult to compare the small talk segment in the

AE/AE and’ JE/AE v151ts w'th:'h:; -JJ'and~JJJ/JJJ visits. As
noted in Chapter-3 the problem w1th -the. three JJ/JJ visits
was that the part1c1pants were pretendlng not to know each other,

so the conversatlon-seemed-somewhat forced. In one of the

JJJ/JJJ v1s1ts, where the part1c1pants dld not know each other,

:hthe male host seemed.tov_ mlnate therlnltlatlng of conversation
btoplcs ]ust as- 1n the JE)AE VlSltS.j however, the two male‘guests
were: kohals []unlors]'ofjthe host who was thelr senpal.[senior],
and this may have been the reason for thelr shyness.

The researcher has observed that Japanese people sometimes
have dlfflculty maklng conversatlon w1th people whom they have

just met for the flrst tlme.v'ln_anmlnterV1ew, one of the

Japanese,ESLgstudents sald~lt_is_more_a matter of personality--

that. some Japanese'are;qulteqshy and find it difficult to make
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oconversation["While;othérsWare-moreiodtgoing.;-in a JJ3/33

’1nterv1ew the part1c1pa ts all agreed that 1n general . Americans

are- better at maklng conversatlon and enjoylng it than Japanese
are. They sald that Japanese people sometlmes avoid having to
make constant conversatlon w1th guests by leav1ng the baseball

game on T.V. durlng ‘the’ v151t. What they probably did not

realize was that some Amerlcans do thlS as well

4.3.5 Summary‘

The data from the small talk segment of the interactions

show that Japanese ESL students could beneflt from training and

'practlce in at least four conversatlonal SklllS'
1. respondlng to-;nltiated tOplCS with more than a one-word
answer,:"'”*““:m“A‘:%

2. asklng questlons’to develop or 1nlt1ate conversation

tOplCS,
3. maklng appropriatedyerbal'responses rather than just

':nodding;yandf

4. negotiatingffor.meaning when ‘an utterance is not clear.

Eisenstein EbsworththOdman}fandtCarpenter (1996) found that

some of the 1nteractlons of NNSs from a Varlety of L1 backgrounds

' were ]udged by natlveaspeakers of Engllsh to be more like

.1nterrogatlons and to~.e'full of abrupt toplc changes.' It seems

Athe NNSs were asklng queStlons to 1n1t1ate conversatlon, but were
falllng to make comments or expan31ons on the other speaker s

utterances before g01ng on to the next tOplC. The researchers

make the observat;ongthat unfortunately, little information is
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available in ESL textbooks to show how alconversatlon 1s mutually
developed by natlve speakers | The natlve speaker data from the
.“present study could formithe bas1s for“1mprov1ng such textbook

materlals

4.4 The C1051ng Segment

In their- dlscourse analy51s of ClOSlngS, ‘Hartford and
Bardovi- Harllg (forthcomlng) dlscovered that even advanced ESL
students often seem to have dlfflculty clos1ng a conversation
approprlately They malntalned that because clos1ngs are
culture—spec1f1c,_knowrngfhow"to close afconversatlon in a
person's L1 does notiensure*successﬁinvtheir L2. Bardovi-Harlig,
Hartford - Mahan- Taylor, and Reynolds (1991) claimed that closings

"in English cons1st of ;l'mum of hree essentlal components

the shut down, the prec1031ng,:and the termlnal exchange They
gave a number of examples of clos1ngs w1th these components, ‘but

they dld not . descrlbe the context 1n Wthh each one took place.

In the context Of‘_lSltlng a person s home for the first
tlme, the c1081ng segment seemed to 1nclude the following five

components

1. leave taklng s1gnal by’
and’ response by host

2. preclos1ng routlnes
and responses ‘

3. mutual expréSslbns:ofvgratitudeg'

;4,_lndef1n1te suggest*”nsyto;meet;again_(optional)

'S.Vfarewells
Only two- of the flve AEf?Efc1031ngs 1ncluded 1ndef1n1te

suggestlons to meet agaln, but all flve v1s1ts contalned the
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remaining four. componeﬁ' ~in r -another, but not

necessarily in the order presented here.
In all flve AE/AE v1s1ts at least one conversatlon topic was
brought up after the leave taklng 81gnal by the guest: in one

visit it was regardlng the guest's work “in two,of the visits it

- was regardlng where the“guests llved 1n'the apartment complex,

'and in the remalnlng two v1s1ts 1t was regardlng meetlng

‘fnelghbours._ It 1s 1nte estlng to see that 1n tw0 of the JE/AE
v151ts the Japanese guests' names are rev1ewed ~but, other than
that, no addltlonal conversatlonftoplcs are brought up in the

'clos1ng segment._ Perhaps the hosts, who had spent much of the

time 1n1t1at1ng new conversatlon toplcs,-were unw1lllng to
prolong the VlSlt or- s1mply could not generate any more tOplCS on

their guests' way out

4.4.1 Leave taklng Slgnals and Responses

The leave taklng s1gnal‘ﬂmade by;guests in. the AE/AE visits

varied sllghtly in wordﬁch01Cej but ~w1th the exceptlon of one

visit, were qulte s1mllar 1n form and meanlng .Table 4.6 shows

the signals made by the Amerl-an guests contrasted with those

- made- by the Japanese ESL students n the JE/AE v1s1ts.

The word "well," whlch is’ used in three of the AE/AE visits

shown 1nATable 4.6, seems to be an. 1mportant one in leave-taking

:signals. As already men,__, C apter 2 Bardov1 Harlig,
Hartford, Mahan- Taylor,_and Reynolds (1991) noted that their

students' use of "wellﬂ'to-shut down-conversatlons was evidence

of their growing;pragmatio:awareness of English closings.
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Table 4.6

Leave- taklnq Slqnals in AE/AE andeE/AEeVisits

AE/AE ':Leave4taking“signai'i,"JE/AE;“ Leave-taking signal
visit #4 - - e Vdsik A L
1 "We should probablyr | -1 f | "Yeah, so we have a
get geing." S R lot of homework, so-"
2 "well, wepbetter;def 37 Qﬁévv' ""We have to go."
going, -I guess." I '
3 "well, gOSh'wthlsIWas_' '3 inTime!...I have to go

nice that you guysnt‘_:'s - 1 back."
’anlted U.S Y R AT DR

g Yiwe should probably :;ﬂf?“4'f;j UI,have to go."
) go." L e o :
5 '-,v'-“Well we' bet:;'er go. .| 5 imTI"have to go back."

In the‘JE/AE visits,'the Japanese ESL students' leave—-taking

s1gnals ‘would” have sééned? less abrupt had they known how to use

‘this 1mportant word Uwe;lﬁﬁ Thelr use of "I" instead of nywe" is
‘also an 1nterest1ng phenomenon fIn Japanese, pronouns as the
subject of the sentence are usually dropped altogether, so maybe

they were not sure whether to use "I"'or "we. It is p0531ble

had learned in Engllsh "I

~that "I have to go"fls a routlne the‘

,have to go back " however,rsounds ke a shortened version of the
Japanese express1on Ja, sorosoro kaeranakute wa narimasen.
(wWell, (I/we) have to go home soon ] and could be ev1dence of

transfer from thelr len

In JE/AE V1s1t 1 and 3;fthe hosts gave qulte blatant hints

to their guests saylng "Well have you ‘got studying to do

tonight?" or, seeing. them'ﬁ*‘;h” ’atehes, "You guys have

to get goiug?“;jIn-anotherfoonteXtTthis.mightvhave sounded rude,
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'but.the‘hosts‘mayihawe;senSed}that?their.guests, who were
supposed to take the‘initiative“toileave aocording to the
guidelines, needed some ass1stance.. |

In three out- of the flfevJE/AE v1s1ts and three out of the
'flve AE/AE v151ts,Athe Amerfcan hosts responded to the leave-

taking signal with aislmpleﬁ""okay.i rAs-w1ll-be seen in Chapter

5, this response WasfnoA _dentsfmight have expected
had they relled on the responses prov1ded in their textbook.
In all but one of the 51x JJ/JJ and JJJ/JJIJT visits, the-

Japanese express1on sorosoro [soon] was ‘used. in some form or

'*In three~cases, thlS was

another as a leave,tak1ng”s1gnal

::prefaced w1th de wa " or ;hlch are the equ1valents to nwell" in

_Engllsh In two of the:cases the express1on was addressed to the

other guest rather than the host. 5In four of the v151ts, they
added an excuse;for leaylngﬁ;saylng*it'was‘late; or they were

expecting a delivery at home; or;,more vaguely, that they had

something to do. -

-4.4,2'Preclosing}RoutinesiandzResponsesf=

It is 1nterest1ng to note that, .in all-five AE/AE visits and

all flve JE/AE v1s1ts, thelAmerlcan hosts used the expression
"well, it was nlce to meet you" or "It was good meetlng you
guys."ﬁor somethlng Slmllar.; ThlS seems to be almost a requlred
routlne to .use in Engllsh when you ‘are about to part with someone

you have met . for the flrst tlme.~i~““‘

In all flve AE/AE VlSltS, the guests responded with

somethlng ‘to the effect of :PItfwas“n;ce to meet you, too" or "It

was good meetlng you, too;"_lln three out:of the five JE/AE
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visits, the+JapaneSegEéﬂ?studentsﬁmanaged'to come up with similar

_responses . HOWGVEI‘,

1nftwo of the v1s1ts thlS response was

lacking, even though t;e students had supposedly studled this in

the prev1ous chapter 1n thelr textbooks. wWhen the students in
these two groups analyzed thelr transcrlpts later,. however, “they
saw their error of om1ss1on and_added these expre831ons to the

transcrlpt.A

There was no equlvalent expre851on to."It was nice to meet

you" apparent in the JJ/JJ anvaJJ/JJJ VlSltS._ However, there

was one Japanese expre581on thatfwas;used ‘in flve out of the six
‘visits and seems to be almost a. requlred routine for guests.

That express1on was O]amashlmashlta.,[Sorry to have disturbed
you: ] whlch is the past tense of a 81mllar expression observed in

. the greetlngs sectlon‘(45111) of the openlng segment.

4.4.3 Mutual Expre881on ﬁof Gratltude

Elsensteln and Bodman (1993) found thatfthe speech act of
expres81ng gratltude, Wthh ranges from a. 51mple utterance to a
lengthy communlcatlve event, can be very dlfflcult for even
advanced.second5languageflearnérsgtOfperform successfully:

Most natiVeASPeakers;oﬁdEnglishﬁonfa'conscious level

associate tﬂe'égpiéééibniéffgfatitude with the words "thank

you"' however, they are unaware of the underlying complex

rules and the mutuallty needed for express1ng gratitude in a

manner satlsfylng tovboth the glver and recipient.

Slmllarly, secondfand”forelgn language learners are unaware
.of the underlylng rules for expre881ng gratltude in English;

in fact they usually assume that the expression of
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gratltude.ls uniyersal and remaln unaware.of s1gn1f1cant |

dlfferences -in - 1ts cross cultural reallzatlon. (p.64)
The data from the present study conflrm Eisenstein and Bodman's
findings: "in all five’ of the JE/AE VlSltS, the Japanese ESL
students seemed to hayegeonsrderahle;drfflculty in expressing
their-gratitudetbeyond;S{méleiutterancesfsuch as, "Thank you" or
"Thank you very much{ﬁj?Eécerbt114areveals the difficulty they
were having: o - " |

Excerpt 14 (from JE/AE V'Slt 3)

'FgHost_J. g Thank you foj comlng oyer AAnd thank you for the
glfts i .
Hostv2:‘ Thank you for the glfts
Guest’i:“dA' | ( ’
Host Zﬁjf?And déﬁéjba¢k43 B
Host 1:  Yes. : ‘

Guest 1::_Oh thank you Very much

'd Host . 2 .Jackets."'f”'

»Guest 1 .ihankhyo_;.ji;?ﬁ--j,
iAs revealed 1n—Excerpti14 the Jananese ESL students seemed to be
unaware that express1ons of gratltude 1n Engllsh Wthh 1mply some
sort -of 1ndebtedness usually requlre that the recipient be
somewhat spec1f1c;' In other words, the rec1p1ent usually says
b"Thank you for the g1ft (or some other spec1f1c thing). The
first guest's flnal express1on of gratltude "Thank you very much

today" may look. llke an attempt to be a little more specific, but

is more llkely an 1nc1dence of Ll transfer from the expression in

Japanese: Kyoo wa; doomo»arlgatoo gozalmashlta [As for today,

thank you very much]. 2 It 1s 1nterest1ng to note that the other
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guest who was qulte shy let the flrst guest do all the thanklng
and did not say much of anythlng ”

Excerpt 15 from. AE/AE V1s1t A shows the expressions of
‘gratitude played-outv1nna.muchpm§re;elaborate manner between
native speakers of Engllsh o

Excerpt 15 (from AE/AE VlSlt 1)

Host 1: ﬁ:Thank you very much for the glft.' That was very
sweet of you

Quest li- you-re welcome
Guest 2;‘_Sure Thank you for:the cookles
: Host 2? ri(referrlng to the glft agaln) Yeah that was nlce.
Host 1: Yeah, wefll put it up
_.:,Guest 2 .Thanks for-h"v1ngius over rfnw
.Host 1 iNo problem : o |
_»Host.z; A"Thanks ‘NO problem.,.,i~7

Host 1: (as. gues-sq r g):“Thanks for coming

over.
Guest"2'}iThanks for hav1ng us .over.

In most of the AE/AE v1s1ts, the NSs of Engllsh seemed to make

some. response to the express1on of gratltude : Sometlmes it was

: the standard "you regwelcome" or "no problem," whlle at other

'tlmes it was a return express1on of gratltude . For example, in

.Excerpt 15 Awhere the host expressed gratltude for the glft one
of the guests returned that w1th "Sure,"thank you’ ‘for the
cookies." Slmllarly, when the host sald "Thanks for coming
over," the guest came back w1th "Thanks for hav1ng us over. No
responses to express1ons of gratltude were observed in the JE/AE

data.

It should alsosbe;noted;that,"in Excerpt 15, the host seemed
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to be taklng the 1n1t1ative to express gratltude, but in the

,,other four AE/AE v151tskthe_guests seemed to take the 1n1t1at1ve
Thus, we have in Excerpt 16 s1mllar express1ons to those in
-Excerpt 15 but 1n the reverse.order

Excerpt 16 (from AE/AE V1s1t 4)

Guestpl;~rThanksiforrhavrng-us ouer.

Host 1: Thanks a lot for comlng ‘over. "

In contrast to thlS, only one- guest in the JE/AE visits takes the
initiative to express thanks In the other four visits the
Japanese guests say thank you only after the host has taken the

~initiative to thank, them for comlng or. for the glft (as is

_eVldent in Excerpt 14)
It is 1nterest1ng“to note that few spe01f1c expressions of

gratltude (such as the Engllsh express1on ‘"Thank you for the

glft") were observed 1n t’ - ./JJ or JJJ/JJJ svisits. In two of
the JJ/JJ v1s1ts hosts sald;FWaza Waza doomo arigatoo

gozalmash;ta. [Thank you for (comlng) all th1s way . ] or something

similar. " However, none ofithe'

hanked,thelr guests for the

gift. Rather¢than.thankingitheirfhostsnspecifically for the food
provided as in the AE/Aﬁfvisits,jithhree out of the six JJ/JJ
and JJJ/JJJ v1s1ts,‘guestSEused the routine,'Gochisoosama

deshlta, Wthh 1s an’ express1on thanklng the host for their

' hospltallty 1n generuﬁ-' It appearsfﬁhat the Japanese language

has a number of routlnes for expre581ng gratltude that do not

requ1re the re01p1ent of,a’glft or serv1ces to be spec1f1c This
suggests that the tendency on the part of the Japanese ESL

students not to be spec1f1c when express1ng gratltude in Engllsh

could be ev1dence ofgtransfergfrom_thelr Ll..
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4.4.4 Indeflnlte Suggestlons to Meet Agaln
Indeflnlte suggestlons to meet agaln were offered in two

AE/AE VlSltS (one by;a host_and onelby -a guest) and 1n three

3JE/AE VlSltS (one by'a host and two by guests) rExcerpt 17 gives

the flavour of the NS exchanges

Excerpt 17 (from AE/AE VlSlt 1)

‘Host 1: ,TWe'll get in. touch and maybe we'll go climbing or
sométhing. -
- Host 2:A‘ Yeah, if we. ever get another sunny day around

’“here.l -and:’ Ransom “is feellng good.
Guest‘l"-lee us a call when he's feellng better.
In the other AE/AE example, a- 81m11ar suggestlon was made by a
guest: "We'll have to get together and watch a movie or

something. "

The Japanese ESL students' sugg”stlons to meet agaln were

s1m11ar in that they wer e ,ndeflnlte, but they were markedly

_eft
different from. NSs'_suggestlons 1n the way they were expressed

"If you have tlme, I want't"meet agaln,_meet you agaln" and "If

| you are okay,'we want»t “meet™ _u_next tlme, okay?"
Flve out of the SlX JJ/JJ and JJJ/JJJ v1s1ts 1ncluded
indefinite suggestlons'to—meetvagaln. Three of the suggestions

contained the expressioh extﬁtime]:and'two of the

suggestlons contalned the express1on ‘mata [again] which seem to
have influenced' the Japanese ESL students' suggestlons in their

L2, as noted above,i~f;:fh

: 4 4., 5 Farewells

The "farewells"i(A_so_called "the termlnal exchange" by

Bardov1 Harllg, Hartford Mahan Taylor, & Reynolds, 1991) refer
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to the expressions_that;actﬁally;terminate.the'interaction, such-

'asrin Excerpt ;8;.>

Excerpt 18 (from JE./A'E,' Vi'sit 1)
Host 1: Okay,'well we'll see you later.
' Host 2: 'Hope you can- flnd your way back

Host 1: . Okay, bye

Hostxf;' fOkay, have féoodfevéniﬁd;' StayAWarm!' Okay, good

;nlght

3guests:,nfGoodn1ght ";ﬁyé;f? f ﬁf : _
This -final part of thlS 01081ng segment is usually s1gnalled by
an expression such as "okay, well" or "alrlght, well" (part of
'the'"preclosingﬂ;ingBarooyiﬁHar}ig;ét{al:'srterms) as in Excerpt
19: I' | | : | "

Excerpt 19 (from AE/AE V1s1t 1)

Host 1: Alrlghty, well we'll see you guys later.
Guest 1: Nice meetlng you R A

- Host 2: Thanks for”comlng;oyer}>

Guest 2: -Bye.' h
Host 1:ZI7See ya,?3*7*f

Guest 1: See ya

As shown in Excerpt 19 'ro tines such as "nice meeting you" and
expressions of gratitude‘were often repeated as the gquests were

walking out the dQQr:;"

éthexfive AE/AE visits,
humorous commentskwere:made; and,thereiwas’considerable laughter
observed as theﬁfareuelis;nere;ekchanged._ This phenomenon was
not observed in the JE/AE v151ts

Transcrlblng thlS sectlon was dlfflcult because the angle of
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the video camera'didunot_ai" :Sjmake it. easy to tell which
'1partlclpant ‘was speaklng'wh'n~the guests were- at the door. From
what was transcrlbed the hosts dld most of the talking, and the

Japanese ESL students dld;not "wmuch more than "bye" in most of

the JE/AE v181ts,,as was: ev1dent_1n Excerpt 18
Excerpt 20 gives an- example of a Japanese natlve speaker
farewell exchange

. Excerpt 20 (from JJ/JJ V1s1t 1)

?[Be(careful ]

‘Host 1 '_5K1 Wo tsukete*

Guest¢1; fShltsurel_shlmasu [Goodbye ]

‘”Guestizi. O]amashlmashlta [Sorry to have dlsturbed you. ]
“_Host 2 ,Ja mata kondo [Wellu (see you) again next time. ]
Japanese Sséems to have a: number of routlnes for farewell

exchanges that are’ used almost automatlcally In only one of the

six VlSltS was another tOplC of conversatlon brought up as the

guests were leav1ng.u Inrone of the JJJ/JJJ VlSltS, v1rtually no
farewell exchanges were ev1dent other than ‘the host's Sore de wa,

nochi hodo [Well/‘seeﬂyouyﬁ“f*.

4.4.6.Summary'
To the observerfsfeye);someiof the farewells, such as the
one just'mentioned seemed somewhat hurrled., These brief

farewell exchanges may have been 1nfluenced by the fact that both

hosts and guests knew thapyrnterv1ews would follow and that this

was not a real- goodbye ThlS was a’ flaw in the design of the

study that detracted from the. naturalness of the situation and

couldrbe rectlfled-lfjth;s:study;were'tofbe repllcated.

Nevertheless, deSpftenthe one"drawback mentioned above, the
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_analys1s of” the c1081ngzsegment of the 1nteractlons has prov1ded
a rich source of data on how natlve speakers of Engllsh close an
1nteractlon in the context of V1s1t1ng someone s home for the

flrst tlme and in- what areas Japanese ESL students would benefit

from some’ tralnlng and practlce. "As mentloned in Chapter 2,

Bardovi-Harlig et al (1991) found few current ESL textbooks that

. consistently gave examp'es”: '1081ngs,_and learners

~cannot always rely“on;thelr;pragmatic knowledgegof closings in
their first language'and:culturef'.The'data from the present

study could be used to augment such ESL materlals on this very

1nvolved speech event of-01031ng a conversatlon.

;4 5 Conclu51on
ThlS chapter has hlghllghted the major results pertalnlng to
'the flrst two research questlons. Comparlng the interactions

cross- culturally has revealed a. number of 51mllarlt1es and

dlfferences 1n the way Ame 1cans and Japanese interact when
v181t1ng someone 'S home for the flrst tlme._ Examlnlng each
speech act Ain the varlous segments of the interaction revealed a

number of areas in Wthh the Japanese ESL students could benefit

from further tralnlng and p actlc 'We:now turn to the results

of the second two research questlons Wthh focus on the

pedagoglcal aspects of the prOJect.ff*
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Chapter 5

Results (Part 1II)
- The research questions to be addressed here are related to

the pedagogical aspects ofbthe project: (2a) How well do Japanese
ESL students learn cress‘eqlturEl pragmatics by doing their own
ethnographic researeh?eiWhattareethe problematics and
possibilities ef suCﬁi;ﬁiapﬁreechf; ahd;(2by1HoQ'might specific
pragmatic training ie theielassroom have enhanced the learning
process of Japanese ESL students? How effeetive would the |
-textbook have been ie preparing them for their visit?
~ Three sets of data Were.exemined in order to assess the
pedagogical findings of the project: the final reports handed in
by the students which included the students' edited transcripts
of their Visits and tables showing cross-cultural similarities
and differences; the pretest and posttest role plays performed in

class; and the questionnaires filled out by the students at the

end of the project.

5.1 The Project Assessed ﬁedagogically: Final Reports

| . First, the final reports (see'Appendix I) submitted by Class
A were examined. The students did not make as many changes on
their transcripts as expected, which could be a reflection of the
‘lack of time or motivation te'work on it or uncertainty as to
what was expected of them.'_HoweverL,the changes that they did
make_showed that most Qf;tﬁe stﬁdents'had learned something about

the pragmatics of social visits. Some notable changes made were:

1. In the-hospitaIityjsegment, some students changed "I want
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Chapter 5

Results (Part II)

The research questions.to be addressed here are related to
the pedagogical aspects of the prOJect. (2a) Ho& well do Japanese
ESL students learn cross cultural pragmatlcs by d01ng their own
ethnographic research77‘What are the problematlcs and
possibilities of such an approach?; and (2b) How might specific
pragmatic training in the classroom have enhanced the learning
process of Japanese_ESL_students? How effective would the
‘textbook have been in preparing them for their visit?

Three sets of data were exaﬁined in order to .assess the
pedagogical findings of the project: the final reports handed in
by the students which included the students' edited transcripts
of their visits and tables showingvcross—cnltural sinilarities
and differences; the pretest and posttest role plays performed in
class; and the questionnaires filled out by the students at the

end of the project.

5.1 The Pro;ect Assessed Pedagoglcally Final Reports

First, the final reports (see Appendlx I) submitted by Class
A were examined. The stUdents;dld not make as many changes on
‘their transcripts as expected, which could be a reflection of the
lack of time or motivation to work on it or uncertainty as to
what was expected of them. HoweVer, the changes that they did
make showed that most of the students had learned something about

the pragmatics of soc1al v1s1ts "Some‘notable_changes made were:

1. In the hospltallty segment :some students changed "I want
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tea, okay?" to the more native-like "Tea sounds good."

2. In fhe small télk segment, they added more information to
their one-word answers and thought of questions to ask their
host:
| e.qg. Hosti‘Dd-Ybu like (name of college)?
_Guest: Yes:v |
To thgir Qhééwéfd;réépoﬁééAthe students added: "I think

(namel¢fzqél;ége)}is-é\gpodiplace.r How about you?"

3. In the closingAsegment,'tHey changed their excuses to
leave from "I have to go back" to "We should probably get

going" or "Wwell, we better go."

4. Rather than siﬁplywsaying "thank you" and "bye" at the
~end, some of the students added expressions.like "Thanks for
having us," ﬁThanks for the cookies," and "It was good

meeting you."

one out of the five groups did nbt'appear to understand the
process expected of them and.made'grémmatical changes or cleared
up misunderstandings suChfaé-answering negative questions
incorrectly, and so on,.raﬁher than rephrasing or adding speech
acts. . |

All the groupsrfilledfout ﬁhé.table comparing the two
cultures (see Appendix I) andiseemed to be quite aware of the

similarities and differences between the way Americans interact

with each other during social visits and the way Japanese
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Table 5.1

Results of the Students'

Cross—cultural Comparison

American Visits

Japanese Visits
Same or different -- how?

1. Guests sometimes take their
shoes off (esp. when it
rains), but usually not.

Different -- in Japan guests

| always take their shoes off

when they enter.

2. Both hosts usually go "to
answer the door and welcome
guests. :

Same -- all 5 groups, but one
group added that sometimes

only one host does

3. Hosts usually open'gifts in
front of guests and say how
much they like the glft

| Different -- all groups said

that hosts do not open gifts
in front of guests

4. In 1nterv1ews, guests sa1d-’7D1fferent -— 3 groups said in

they don't usually bring -a PR Japan. they would bring a glft

‘gift for such a short. VlSlt fSame -="2 groups

5. Hosts'® usually glve guests a:fleferent -- all 5 groups said

choice of what to drink and
guests say what they'd:-like.-

“I ih - Japan hosts decide what to
'offer——usually green tea

6. Hosts sometimes just put
the food on the table and let
the guests help themselves.

.Same =— 3 groups -

Different -- 2 groups said
hosts offer the food to guests

7. Hosts and guests often make Different -- 2 groups

lots of compllments to each | same == 2 groups

other. RN [ Blank- == 1 group

8. Hosts and guests both start.| Same -- 4 groups

the conversation by asklng : Blank -- 1 group

each other questions. i

Everyone participates.

9. The conversation is kept . Same -- 3 groups

going by making responses and | Different -- 1 group said
asking more questions about "conversation not kept going"
the same topic etc. ' Blank -- 1 group :

10. Guests use various. : Different -- 3 groups said a
expressions to say they should few set expressions are used
go. . , ' Same —-- 2 groups

11. Hosts and guests'both Same -- all 5 groups, but they

thank each other specifically
for coming, for the gift etc.

might not have understood the

| word v"specifically"

12. Hosts and guests use
casual expressions ("you
guys") and joke a lot even if

Different -- all 5 groups said

Japanese don't use casual
expressions and jokes when

they met for the first time.

meeting for the first time
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interact. For five of_ the items. in the table, all fivevgroups'
answers were identical, but for the remaining items there was
some disagreement across groups.

Table 5.1 shows the results of this particular exercise.
The answer to the,first;itemnwas already given to the students as
an example. >One.cencernnwithkthis exercise was thatlit is not
certain whether the’students were-basing their answers on the
data they had been working,ﬁith or their own intuition. Another
concern is that thebtable?tends;tésstereotype, and if there had
been more time it weuld have been beneficial to discuss
individual preferences.aecording”to situation, status, family
background, and so‘bh § Desplte these llmltatlons, the table was
~a helpful exerc1se for focu881ng students' attentlon on cross-

"cultural s1m11ar1t1es and dlfferences None of the groups added

‘their ownvobservatlonsfunjthe two blanks prov1ded at the bottom

of the original table It is not known how many of the 12 items

of comparison the students ‘would:- have come up with on their own

'if they had not been provided.

5.2 The Project Assessedtﬁedagegicailfi'Rele Plays

The pretest‘and pesttest“releunlays were not very helpful as
data because students switched roles making it hard to compare.
In additien, some of theﬂstndents-did not take the role plays
very serieusly_and wete ebnieuslyihamming it up for the enjoyment
of their peers. ‘This cgnfirms Aston's (1995) suspicion that role
plays afe not necessatily refleCtiVe of natural speech:

.the relevant concerns may be the putting on of a performance

which is entertaining for actors and observers alike, giving rise
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to the overadting;Vlauéhter{_and:distancing from role which
typify much role—blayed interaction" (p-64). However, in the
posttest role plays, some of the Students were observed using new
expressions they had learned_such as: "Tea sounds good" or
"Thanks for_having us,"'and;SOvon, demonstrating that they had

learned -something throudgh participating in this project.

5.3 The Project Assessedfﬁedagoglcally;AQuestionnaire
The,questionnairef(seeahppendix:J)'tended to elicit vague
answers to the question: "Whatnoldbyou learn or gain from
parthlpatlng in thlS prOJect7"_ Most of the students answered
something to the effect of "dlfference between American and
Japanese culture or visiting" and. did.not elaborate. What they
said they found dlfflcult about the prOJect was, almost without

exception, communlcatlng durlng thelr soc1al visit. Finally,

: suggestlons for future rese rch prOJects 1ncluded. not repeatlng

'81mllar class act1v1t1es over and over agaln (thlS was probably a

reference_to theftedlous}taskgof;transcrlblng)7?schedullng v151ts
earlfer) makinousUreJabanese*hosts:and ouests did not know each
.other in the_JJ/Ji visits;_nakind the project shorter, and
learning American customs before the VlSlt

| The last suggestlon mentloned has partlcular significance
‘and warrants further comment here The purpose for the
pedagogical aspect'of thefprOJect was to see what the students
could learn by collecting and analyzing the data themselves as
opposed to the 1nstructor us1ng a- textbook to prov1de them with

the language and knowledge about pragmatics beforehand and giving

them a chance practice,, ln_some,respects, the project was not as
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effective as'anticipated;forpthis particulardgroup of Japanese
'ESL students at their~intermediateﬂiemel of proficiency. One
problem was that,the'project took-longer than anticipated, "and
the students began todiose;interest; It would have been even
ionger if the students had'been expected to do more of the work
themselves. As it was, thehresearcher was overburdened with
having to arrange thesVisits;‘doinghthe transcribing and typing,
making handouts for»the students, and so on. It was hardly a
teaching tool that instructors would be encouraged to use on an
ongoing basis. |

What could have been done dlfferently7’~The instructor of
the course suggested that we should have ‘made the project part of
the students!' grade,vbut thefrequlred wordlng of the consent
forms made that.impOssrbieQ;}Instead, if the students had a
second visit to‘lOok-forward‘to they.might have been motivated to
learn more. As we saw w1th Wes (Schmldt 1983), motivation
appears to be hlghly fac111tat1ve for developlng pragmatic
competence However,»for thlS partlcular proflclency level,
i‘us1ng the textbook torglve students some 1dea of the language and
.customs to expect and glVlng them the chance to practlce before
their VlSltS mlght have-been more effectlve than sendlng them out

as ethnographers with no_lnstructlon in pragmatlcs beforehand.

5.4 The Textbook.Eva;gated _‘
The language,provided in'textbookS'is not . always reflective
of natural speech} howeverlf In analy21ng the textbook (Skillman

& McMahill, 1990) for this course on Functlons in American

English and comparing the language:and other information provided
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‘w1th the data from the‘present study,”a number of 1nadequa01es
were found in the text. | | #

In the openlng segment,ino enanples of compliments other
than the hosts! compliments about the gift were given in the
textbook. . The data fromtthe present“study),like data from many
‘other studies'(Wolfson,:19§9b;hholmes:EtBrown,'1987), show the
‘important role thatfconpllmentspplay inbEnglish as a social
lubricant. Compliments:are covered,ln another chapter in the
textbook, but are notlceablydabsent in the chapter on Visiting
.People's Homes. Also,;lngthe section on giving and receiving
gifts, the probes or pronptshthat thé giver sometimes uses to see
how well the recipientdappreciates'the gift found in the present
study and others kEisenstelnlahBodman;A1993) are also absent from
the textbook;_other_thanfe%presslons}such'as "I'm glad you like

A hospltallty segment 1nclud1ng language and customs for

offering ‘and acceptlng foodeor drlnk is. not included, and thus

the textbook would‘notAhave.preparedgthe students for this aspect
of their visit.- Similarl§}?there ls"no'small talk segment in the
textbook, although this;isrfound>ln a:previous chapter which the

students had already covered It 1s 1nterest1ng to note that

_ this prev1ous chapter did not adequately prepare students for

Vmaklng conversatlon w1th¥the1r hosts 1n real 1nteractlon, but it

is unclear why not Perhaps 1t can be explalned ‘as in House
(1996), as belng due- to the students',"control of processing"

(Bialystok, 1993) not functlonlng well enough (see section 2.2.3

in the present study.).

Finally, in the closing segment, the textbook suggests that
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when guests make an excuse to leave that hosts might say among
~ other thlngs: "Oh, what & shame"" or:: "Oh that's too bad.

'(Sklllman & McMahlll 1990 p. 77),_bUt-1n all of the data

;study hosts sald s1mply "Oh okayﬁ when

collected 1n'the curren -
guests said they had to leave Also, ‘in three out of the five
AE/AE v1s1ts in the current study, guests used the'expression
"Thanks for hav1ng us" in response to- their host's expression
"Thanks for comlng over." Although a number of possible
‘expressions of thanks are prov1ded in the textbook, this

- particular one is m1ss1ng and would be an 1mportant addition.

The data from thelpresent studyg;s.llmlted to university
_students and may not hefretlectivevof language.use for people in
other age'groups or other;malks:orilife, but as other studies
have also shown (Bardov1—Har11g, Hartford Mahan- Taylor, and
Reynolds, 1991),_these examples 1llustrate the 1nadequacy of
certain ESL textbooks and"the_lmportance.of speech act studies of

this,kind-for,obtaining;morefauthenticsdata (Cohen, 1996).

5.5 Conclusion

As we saw i Wibsa‘number. of researchers have made
the suggestionrthat‘students be_given the task of collecting and
analyzing data on pragmatics for_themselves (Holmes & Brown,

1987; Bardovi—Harlig, Hartford' Mahan;Taylor, & Reynolds, 1991).

ThlS approach may be more successful w1th very advanced students,

although many of these students are no’ longer attendlng ESL

-classes. ThlS prOJect_has shown that ESL students at an

intermediate level of prof1c1ency who .are in the target speaking

country for a“Very shortftlmegwould not learn a great deal if
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‘they had to-collect aﬁﬁméﬁ;iyééfaiidthé data for themselves in
order to learn about language or. culture——that is, unless they
were highly motlvated were w1lllng to “devote a considerable
amount of time to belng an ethnographer whlle they were here, and

: had lnstructors w1lllngW”o?spend many hours helplng them out.

It would be benef1c1al to add cultural experlences such as

actually v1s1t1ng anuAm_rlcan home to the ex1st1ng currlculum
Also, as was demonstratedvby thlS prOJect, v1deotap1ng the visit
and having theé’ students view the.v1deo later can’ be a helpful
»exercise. However, the researcher would not suggest revamping
the entire Functlons of Amerlcan Engllsh course oOr removing the
textbook altogether.' The textbook needs to be evaluated in light
of current research on speech acts, but despite the limitations
mentloned above, 1t st;ll has~1tSwplace~as a tool in the
classroom for learning,pragmatics,

In conclusion, we have seen ‘that ESL students can learn
something about pragmatlcs by belng their own ethnographers, but
at certain prof1c1ency levels they need a con51derable amount of
guldance and as31stance 1n order to do thlS As Schmidt (1993)
has observed'“"EXpllc1t teacher prov1ded 1nformatlon about the
pragmatics of the second language can also play a role in

learnlng, prov1ded that 1t 1s accurate and not based solely on

‘fallible native speaker .ntiltlons"‘(p 36). It appears that
learners need: (1) to have the textbook supplemented with
authentic cross- cultural materlal based on data from speech act

studies of this klnd (2):t0‘put thelr knowledge into practice in

~real life 1nteractlons,gand (3) to then be glven the opportunity

to reflect on thelr experlence under the guldance of the
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iHSttUCtOr;.'The'reshiteTrepeftedfihtthistchapter have shown the
important role‘that.ethnographie-teehhiques, combined with
.1nstructlon, can play 1n the development of a learner's pragmatic
competence. The concludlng chapter will crlthue the methodology

of the present study and prov1de suggestlons for future research.
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Chapter 6

Summary and Conclusion

The third and final3set oflreseafch questions will be
addressed'in this chaptér: (éa) What are the advantages and
'disadvantages of colleétiﬂg_spééch éct data by videotaping semi-
structured interactions{ip § natqral setting and by conducting
retrospective group intéfyiéwsé;“and (3b).How might research
methods in interlénguagé pfagmatic studies of this kind be
improved - upon? | |

First, aISUmmgry.Wi11 bé‘méaeﬁbflhow the'éroject was carried
out. This Will b§ ﬁdiib?éd{bi?a;éécgﬁd;secpioﬁfdiSQussing
advantages éf the data Eélléctidn;ﬁéthods employed and
impliéations of the fésﬁlté. In-the third section, limitations
of the project and disadvantages of the data collection methods
will be discussed in order to defermine what could have been done
differently. Thé:finai»ééctioh Wili discuss what questions were

left unanswered and give suggeStionS for future research.

6.1 Summary of the Projeqt

As outlined in Chépter One, the purpose of this project was
to compare cross—culturally.the interactions of Japanese ESL
students visiting ‘Americans invtheir‘homes (JE/AE), Americans
visiting fellow Americans (AE/AE), and Japanese visiting fellow
Japanese in America (JJ/JJ) and in Japan (JJJ/JJJ). Chapter Two
provided the theoretic§l bé§kgrQﬁﬁq;for the study and reviewed

related studies with>an,emphasis on the rationale for the chosen

-methodology'and focus Ofwéaéhtétﬁdy;f
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Details of the data collection-and analeis procedures
chosen for the present study were given in Chapter Three.
_The goal was to examine speech acts in their full discourse
context in as natural a situation as possible. However,
guidelines were given to}hosts-and-guests SO as.to provide some
structure for making conparisqns;asross‘visits. The visits were
videotaped and recorded eniqassette tape. After each ?isit, a
.group interview of hestsiandnguests'Was“conducted following an
interview schedule.'-ThelJapanese ESL students were involved as
their own ethnographersvin'the'data collection and analysis.

The students spent ten days in class analyzing the data
under the ‘guidance of the researcher.v Videos were transcribed.
Students' attention was drawn to observe differences between

their 1nteractlons w1th'Amer1cans (JE/AE) and the 1nteractions

between native. speakers (AE/AE and JJ/JJ) in- terms of the
following speech "acts:. greetingsﬁand 1ntrodu¢tions, giving and
reseiving gifts, compliments, offering and accepting food and
beverages,.starting.a,conversatien and keeping it going, making
‘an excuse to leave; expressing-gratitude, and so on. They were
asked to make correctiens;en-the;transcripts of their visit and
to f£fill out a form about sress—cultural similarities  and
differences based on what they ohserved. These results were
reported in Chapter FiVe“(Research questions 2a and 2b).

Long after the pedagegical aspects of the project were over,
the reséarcher continued to work with the data, analyzing the
same speech acts in the context of visiting someone's home for

the first time to see what cross—-cultural similarities and

differences were evident and to determine in what areas the
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vJapanese ESL students couid'userfurther training and practice
(Research questions 1la and-lb). These results were reported in
Chapter Four and will.be7Summarized in the section to follow.

Finally, the methodology of the present study was critiqued,
and advantages and'disadvantages of the data collection and
analysis procedures were assesSed. In addition, questions left
unanswered by the studyfwere-also determined in order to obtain
dlrectlon for future research endeavours (Research questions 3a
and 3b). Reflectlons on these toplcs make up this final and

concluding chapter.

6.2 Impllcatlons. Advantages of the Methodology

A number of advantages that- the data collection and analysis
procedures of the present study have over other methodologles
- were pointed out 1n Chapters One and Two,ibut these should be

'.dlscussed"agalnvln retrospect.

6.2.1 Advantagesdaver'5theriﬁethods

‘_being able to eXamine?the speechiacts in their full
discourse context was one advantage the present study had over
numerous speech act studiésfthat'havevmade'use of a Discourse
Completion’Test'(DCT)'Ksee'seCtion 2;2;1;1). This advantage was
especially evident'when"anaiyzing'sequences such as the giving
and receiving of the oiftAWhere the giver was seen to collaborate
with the recipient in_the speech act of expressing of gratitude
(see also'Eisenstein &'Bodman,'1§93), Context also allowed the

researcher to determine what components are generally included in

certain speech'events,’such as in the hospitality segment and the
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c1081ng segment

Another advantage ofrthe methodology was that it was a
natural situation rather-than amrole play where participants are
sometimes forced‘to'playhunfamiliar roles. In the present study
participants were able.to be themselves—--college students who
were either hosts or gueSthin'a situation which they were, for
the most part, familiar with. One Japanese participant said in
the interview that his,family rarely, if ever, entertained at
home because his house'is too.small,'but most of the other
participants had experienced being hosts or guests in a home
visit situation._-In the interView, oneupair of American
participants said that the s1tuation was particularly familiar

for them_because,theyﬂhad;livedxin the dorms on the college

campus where it wésfqﬁi£é7_ mmon or?roommates to visit another
pair of roommates who have ]ust moved in.

~Some studies make use of natural data collected in the field
by observation, but the data are often not comparable in terms of

. the relathe,SOClal}Statushof“thewinterlocutors~andvthe social

‘situation;'andiso“on;axlt was thought ‘that the guidelines
.prOVlded for hosts andfguests would prov1de the structure

necessary to allow comparability between 1nteractions. However,
the guidelines may not‘have been:necessary: The participants were
all college—aged students who were_visiting one another for the
first time;‘and thisisituation would"have made the data
comparable'without providing'moretdetailed guidelines. This
point will be eiaborated7on:in}the"next'section on limitations.

Videotaping rather than only tape recording the interaction

was another advantage not;only making it possible to sort out who
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sald what - for most of the enchange, but also allow1ng.the
observation of certaln detalls such as.,remov1ng of shoes,
handshaking or bow1ng, whether_a glft was wrapped or not, whether
guests helped themselves to. food or not, nodding, glances during
pauses, and SO on: Tape~recording the .interaction, in addition
to videotaping,  was advantageous in. that it prov1ded a much more
distinct sound when the audlo portlon of the video was unclear.
Interviewing part1c1pants prov1ded some insights that would
not otherwise have beenﬁatailableVConcerning‘such points as:
whether gifts are normally opened in front of the host or not (or
if a gift would havetbeen brought at all), how making
conversation went for the participants, how familiar they were
with the situation, how"conSciOus they were-of the video camera,
and ‘'so on.. The nexﬁféééﬁiéﬁﬁwiiiﬁboyéf some improvements in
technique.that'mlght‘haueimadenthe'lnterviews even more effective

as a research tool

Involving: the Japanese EéL students in the data collection
and analy51s procedures allowed pedagoglcal implications to be
tested out ratherrthan~just,suggested aslln numerous other
studies. By beingﬂthelr own:ethnographers,_students at an
1ntermed1ate level of prof1c1ency were able to learn something

'about the pragmatlcs of a soc1al VlSlt and about cross- cultural

s1mllar1t1es and dlfferences, but not w1thout cons1derable

guidance and as31stance. 2

6.2. 2 Implications: of the Results

A more detalled analys1s by the researcher revealed a rich

data source from whlch valuable 1nformatlon was gleaned on
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partlcular areas in Wthh Japanese ESL students should receive
further tralnlng and practlce and on ‘cross- cultural s1mllar1t1es

and dlfferences ' Tablezﬁﬂl summarlzes the areas in. each ‘segment

and speech act where tralnlng and practlce should ‘be recommended.
_ ‘As Cohen (1996)° suggested (see section 2f1.2), this

information could then be used to supplement already existing
language materials inaorder'to-pronde a _more accurate and
relevant source of 1nput that would beneflt this particular group
of students and "teach to the gaps" ‘in their knowledge of the
pragmatlcs of a soc1al VlSlt In-addltlon, an awareness of
cultural differences beyond the language points already noted
would prepare students;rorﬁéuturerVlSits to American homes. A
number of Japanese_soclal;customs were observed in the present
study that differ signiticantly from American customs and would
make suitable material for'claSS discussion.

For-example, from the openlng segment, it is a well-known
fact ‘that in Japan people always take thelr shoes off at the

door. However, the. students may not be aware that some Americans

do the same espec1ally when "wet out-and that, when in
doubt it mlght be best to ask before ‘entering.
Japanese people 1ntroduce themselves by their last name (and

sometlmes flrst name, as well) Amerlcans (at least college-aged

students in casual s1tuatlons) 1ntroduce themselves by their

) flrst'names,; Most Japan'se ESL students already know this, but

they may need to be remlnded to say thelr name slowly and

learly In Japan, 1t is customary to bow when 1ntroductlons are

made .- In Amerlca, handshaklng does ‘not always occur, but when it

does, students may need tO'be remlnded to shake hands firmly.
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Areas for Further TraihihQ~and—Practice

Speech Act

Openlng Segment.
‘1. Greetings ‘and-
introductionsz1

;—saylng "I'
| instead of "My name 1is R
7“—pronounc1ng name clearly

: Afeas”for;Training_and Practice

"1" or. "My name's -.n

2. Gift glVlng and
collaboratlng in
expressing gratitude .

—saylng "We brought you a llttle

" |'gift." iristead of "This is present
-|. for you W and using probes to see how
‘well the recipient likes the gift

3. Compliments

-using more compliments at the

ubeglnnlng of the interaction

Hospitality Segment:

of beverages

:—reepohdihg’With "Oh,

1. Responding to offefﬁi
- - .71 good." instead of just "Oh,

juice sounds
juice.

2. Helplng oneself to
food

-"-feellng freer to help oneself in
-} appropriate contexts

Small Talk Segment;c
1. Responding to :

host

topics initiated by::ﬁ

. | =responding with more than one-word
"| answers’ to keep the conversatlon

'.g01ng

topics

2. Asking questions to
develop or initiate. 7

"—asking good questions and expanding

on what is heard

3. Making verbal
responses

—respondlng with more than a nod or a

'ﬂmonosyllablc response

4. Negotlatlng for
meanlng ,

et-not assumlng or pretending they
'*understand (clearlng things up)

Closing Segment:
1. Leave-taking

"fe’—saylng "Well - we should probably
= [.go. M 1nstead of "I have to go back.

and responses

2. Preclosing routlnesii

f—respondlng "It was good meeting you,

too." to "It was good to meet you."

of gratitude

3. Mutual expre351ons B

_“—taking initiative & being specific
' -responding with "You're welcome" or
|.a return expre881on of thanks

4, Indefinite

.”i—saylng "We'll have to get together
“.5and watch a. mov1e or somethlng "

suggestlons to meet

5¢ Farewells

'epeatlng routlnes ‘and expressions

:5of gratltude,

-and’ using humour
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Guests in Japan are usually?seated on the floor (or on

cushions on the floor) when the room has ‘tatami mats. In

'Amerlca, guests are usually'seated on comfortable chairs or
sofas. Agaln, the students should be aware of this, but should
be encouraged to Slt back 1n the chalr and try to be a little
more relaxed. o 7” | | .:_

" In Japan, glfts brought to the host -are not usually opened

in front of the guest unless 1t 1s food to share during the

visit. In’ Amerlca, the_glft is. usually opened and the host and
guest collaborate in ekpress1ng thanks.- Saylng "sorry" or
express1ng-shame-1nsteaduof gratltuder1n"this:situation might
“happen in Japan, but it is not somethlng that would llkely occur
in America. In Amerlca, compllments would be made about the glft
to ensure the glver thatllt is well recelved

As far as the'hospltallty“segment goes, in Japan, the host
decides on a beverageﬁzofteanapanese“tea) and serves it to the
guest(s) In Amerlca, usually a list of beverages to choose from
is given (1nclud1ng coffee or tea, julce or soda, milk or water,
and, in some homes,{aavarlety of»alcoholic beverages depending on
the time of the Visitl-' Guests are expected to choose what they
would like to drink and can ask questlons 1f they are uncertain
about what the host 1s offerlng - 7

Hosts in Japan may have to offer food to a guest more than

once before a guest w1ll reach out and take somethlng Guests in

‘America sometlmes walt to'befoffered but may help themselves to
‘food that is put in front of them __If a Japanese guest hesitates

to accept food that is offered the first time, the offer may be

repeated, but-in,SOme_cases{the-American host might not make a
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second_offer.. AmericanggueSts”tend~to state the first time
whether they want.something orJnot;

Cultural dlfferences 1n the small talk segment and the
closing segment are almost all related to language use, and these

points have already been'covered~1n_Table 6.1. It should be

noted that many of the p01nts summarlzed in this section
regardlng Cross- cultural dlfferences in the pragmatics of
language use and customs may not always hold true where diverse

c1rcumstances, dlfferent s001al status and background or other

' varlables mlght have led”to very dlfferent results than those

recorded here.

6.2,3_Summary :h

' As has béénrseenhlnfthlsisectlon}’videotapingrsemistructured
interactions in a naturalwsltuatlonﬂand Conducting retrospective
interviews hasbprovided ahrich'data source Which could benefit
both language learners and 1nstructors, as well as prov1d1ng a
starting p01nt for further research “In the following section,
con81deratlon will be glven “to what could have been done
.dlfferently, and llmltatlons and dlsadvantages of the methodology
will be dlscussed with- theipurpose of making future research

endeavours even more_successful.

6.3 Limitations: Dlsadvantages of the Methodology
ThlS sectlon w1ll present llmltatlons of the present study
and disadvantages of‘the'methodology 1n—regard to: (1) the

structuring,of the situation, (2) the v1deotap1ng of the

interactions, and;3 the_1nterv1ew1ng of the. participants. As
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far as the pedagoglcal aspects of the prOJect were concerned
reflectlons on what could have been done dlfferently were already

covered in Chapter FlveAand w1ll not be repeated here.

6.3.1 Structurlng the Sltuatlon

‘As mentloned ‘in the prev1ous sectlon and in Chapter Four,

the structurlng of the 81tuatlon, whlch was expected to be a

strength 1n‘the-project§desﬂgn' 'uqnedaout to be a weakness. The

purpose for proVidingfguidelineS'for the hosts and guests (see
Appendix D) was to allowifor comparability across interactions.
For example, the researcher wanted to compare the speech acts

such as expre851ng gratltude that would accompany the ‘giving and

4 rece1v1ng of a glft so“thelguests were 1nstructed to bring one.

sectlon 4 1 2 the Very fact that the

’However, as. mentxoned
‘guests were - told to br,__faTglft and that some of the hosts knew
to expect one may have affected the spontanelty of some of the
language surroundlng that event.f 7 |

In addltlon, we . do not know for certaln whether or not the
guests would have brought a glft-ln thlS s1tuatlon In
interviews, somevof'thevAmerlcan“part1c1pants sald that their
families always took glfts when they visited someone's home and
that they would do the same, espe01ally ‘when they were visiting
new nelghbours for the flrst “time. ; Two of the participants said
they would not brlng a~glft when theyvisit was between college
students, and they felt;strangefbeing asked to do so. Most of
the female JapaneSenparticipants-Said that they would probably

bring a gift:especially1iffthey;Were_meeting,someone for the

first timeaor‘after“notiseeing'eacﬁﬁothervfor a long time. One
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male Japanese partlclpant sald he does not always bring a gift
and, in fact two male’ guests in -the: JJJ/JJJ visits did not brlng
a glft desplte the request ln the guldellnes to do so.

Hosts, on the other hand, were requested in the guldellnes
to provide food and.drlnk'for thelr guests. Again, it would have
been. 1nterest1ng to see what would or would not have been
prov1ded had thlS not been one of the guldellnes Considering
"the importance that offerlng food and beverages has in a social
visit (see sectlon 4. 2 3), 1t is. llkely that the hosts would have

prov1ded them regardless of the request to do so.

One way to CoerPIﬁthe pro em3w1th structurlng might be to
change the wording'of'the guidellnes;ln the following way: "If
you would normally do so}fbring~a'sﬁall'gift for your hosts." or

"If you wouldrnormallyidois‘iffeel"free'to provide food and

beverages_for your guéstS'ﬂf ThlS mlght preventqparticipants from

'_failing tofdo these thlngs just because they‘knew the situation

;was_set.up:as a researchjprOJect but 1t would also glve them ‘the

:option of.nOt grvlng a glft or serv1ng food and beverages if it
did notvcome'naturally,&fn’ . |

As mentioned:in section‘4;4.6;ithe closing segment was
another part.of_theﬂinteraCtion,thatlmay have.been affected by
the structuring-of theﬁsituation;--Boththsts and guest were told
that the guests‘shouidftahe;the”initiative>to leave after 20-25
minutes of chattlng and that the guests would be called back in
soon after for the retrospectlve group interviews.

Some seemlngly abrupt farewell exchanges may have only been

brief because all concerned knew that 1t was not a flnal

farewell. 1In fact, the researcher'observed American participants




120

exchanging phone numbers,.Japanese partiCipants asking their
hosts if they could take a photo, and so on; after the interViews
when the actual farewells ‘were takingiplace. It might have been
a good idea to turn the VldeO ‘camera back on at that time.

Better still, 1ntervieWS<shOuld.haye~been scheduled for a
different time and doneiseparately'so that hosts and guests did
not think they wOuldtsee:each-other?again so soon.

Ultimately, it;wouldfhaye been ideal to observe unstructured
Visits that were not arranoed by“the.reSearcher, but it would
have been difficult to obtain sufficient cross- culturally
,comparable data lf this werelthe-case. -In order to make it as
‘natural a.s1tuationfas~possible,*itfwould have been better if

fewer guidelines were provided. As mentioned above in section

6.2, the participantS?wer ,wmsmu‘ents?in“the same age group and
social situation, and:this"alone'may;have provided all that was

necessary for the interactions to be comparable cross-culturally.

6.3.2° Videotaping thenInteractions

For reasons described in section'6 2 itfwas definitely an

'fadvantage to v1deotape5jhe 1nteractions,_as opposed to ‘merely
tape recording them, and thlS technique is highly recommended for
subsequent studies of thlS kind However, there are a number of
limitations that couldybe addressed.here,

As far as ‘the ohtrﬁsiyenéssfof:this.technique'goes, in
interviews,rmoStfparticipantsfsaid thatwthey were not very
conscious of the- camera” during the VlSlt and, even if they were

aware of it, they dld not think lt affected what they did or said

very much. Many of these,participants said they were used to
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.belng v1deotaped at famlly.datherrngs“or in- ciass M’Some
part1c1pants were more aware of the camera 51mply because they
were seated fac1ng it and could see- the red llght flashing. Some
‘of the Japanese partlclpants sald lt‘made them nervous, but that
they were nervous in any case because of meetlng Americans in
their home for the flrst tlme |

One part1c1pant sald she was concerned about the camera
plcklng up all her netrvous hablts,_but that it did not affect tlhe
conversation at all.,;Another part1c1pant sald that belng
recorded made them think- there was ‘a constant need for
conversation: "We felt llke we had to fill the pauses and keep
the conversation- g01ng for the v1deo or tape recorder. We could

have been watchlng a game “on T»V ]ust relaxed and not said

anythlngﬂt(from-AE/AEgInte; ;ew;5)- Stlll another part1c1pant
said that she was trYindftoibe“careful'not”to talk about people

behind their backs, and s1mllarly another participant said that

she tried to_avoid swearrng, king about "guy_topics", or
gossiping. | o |

The AE/AE visits,seemed_quite casual as they were, but one
female participantdmentioned:that.vithoutfthe video camera the

_ visit'would'have:beej HVitieﬁlessQformal M- She said they

'probably would have met>the5new palr of roommates in the parking

‘lot and,,;f 1nv;ted;ov;.”jthey would have gone over “to thelr new
neighboursﬁ-apartmentvintthelr‘sweat pants. For the video
camera, they said~thevttried3to gofﬁmiddle ground": "We didn't

want to wear dresses, but we did change out of our sweats" (AE/AE

Interview 3).

It has already been{noted“in:section 4.1.1 that proxemics
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such as how far apart the hosts and guests were’ seated could not

- be compared across v1s1t "because the angle of the camera

ﬁdlctated the seatlng ar'angement ; In.an-1nterv1ew, one.host.said

they deflnltely would notdhave sat so close, espec1ally with
people they were - meetlng for the flrst tlme, and deflnltely not
if the guests were of the opp081te sex. »

Unfortunately, even=w1th~rearrang1ng the seating
arrangement, unless all four part1c1pants could have been- put in
a stralght llne on a couch ~wh1ch would have been too unnatural,
it was lmposs1ble to get a. full face view of all participants.
This made ‘it very dlfflcult to observe facial express1ons
afterwards. As mentloned 1n sectlon 2. 2.1.2, Houck and. Gass
(1996) claimed that vldeotaplng‘;nteractlons allowed them to make
note of-gestures suchfas a:raised eyebrow, but in this study such
subtie gestures mere very difficuitrto capture on film, both
because of the angle of the camera and also because of the poor
quallty of. the equlpment The researcher found it easier to

observe these features 1n person f If observatlon is 1mpos51ble,

two cameras’ w1th better plc:' o llty would have to be used.
| of all the llmltatlons noted above, perhaps the most
important was the 1nfluence the camera had on the flow of the
conversation. This could poss1bly be rectlfled in the

guidelines; by telllng part1c1pants that they were not obligated

- to turn off the T V 1f:they would normally have 1t on, and that

they were not requlred to talk the entlre tlme or flll in pauses

afor the sake of the cam ra' Bes1des thlS, many of the

limitations dlscussed 'concernlng such thlngs as c¢onversation

topics avoided, dress, proxemlcs, and facial expres51ons were
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points not covered in the analysis and'would therefore not have
been problematic. Clearly, the advantages of videotaping the

interactions far outweigh the disadvantages.

' 6 3.3 Interv1ew1ng the Parthipants-*5~ia,

"As mentioned above‘in section 6 2 :conducting.retrospective

group interViews prOVided valuable 1nformation for the analysis
of the data and'critique.ofzthe methodology.. The main
disadvantage of,the intervieWs wasithe problem of scheduling
.group interviews with{hbstsﬁandfguésts immediately.following the
visits. As observed in section 6 3% 1 this may "have affected the
c1081ng segment of the interactions ‘because partic1pants knew

that they would have a. second opportunity to say goodbye. The

problem could have been rectified by first 1nterv1ew1ng the hosts
and then the guests at allater time._f:

Interv1ew1ng hosts and guests.separately would have been
more effectlve, espec1ally in the case of the JE/AE interviews
where the Japanese guests said far less than their American
hosts. In some AE/AE interv1ews, hosts and ‘guests may have
actually stimulated each other to prov1de information that might
otherwise not have been offered ~However, the interviews for the

JE/AE VisitS’would‘have'been even'moreﬁinformative if the

‘Japanese guests'hadfbeenl1nterviewedVSeparately in their own
language.
The researcher-chose‘to-do the interviews immediately

follOWing the v1Sits because, as discussed 1n section 2.2.1.4,

' much information can b r_ost 1f there lS too much of a time

» lapse. However, -as 1n*Cohen and Olshtain s (1993) study,
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participants could haVevbeen shownfthe'video of their interaction

to help them recall thelr thought processes (see section

2.2.1.4). Vlew1ng therv1deo together would have also been
beneficial‘for the 1nterylewer,~whoAcould then have asked more
specific queStionslabout?yariousffeatures of the interaction
rather than folloWing aﬁfiiéd'set of intervieW~questions.

- As Boxer (1996) alsoEd;scovered (see sectlon 2. 2.1. 4),

<follow1ng a flxed set offlnterv1ew questlons dld ‘not lead to
'-uncoverlng as much 1nformatlon as a more open ended 1nterv1ew
mlght have¢ In ‘one’ of the JJ/JJ 1nterv1ews conducted by the
students themselwes,Vthepinterv1ewer_was unaware at first that
there was an.interview‘scheduie to follow and asked his own
specific questionsAfor?thégfirstfhaif‘of‘the interview ‘based on
his observationhof thedihteraction “The flrst half of the
intervieiw proved;to;be a far more rlcher source of data, than the
second half_when_the;;nterg;ew schedule_was_being followed.

In retrospect,'there]Were;alnumber of other things that

could.have been;donefdifferenti§5£h'order‘to;make the interviews
more effectlve ‘as an ethnographlc tool. First of all, Schumacher
and Mchllan (1993) talk about the 1mportance of explaining the
purpose of the 1nterv1ew to part1c1pants in most studies. The
researcher needed to be cle r on the purpose herself and then
explaln the purpose to the part1c1pants at the outset of the

interview,.

Secondly, Marshal;mand Rossman (1995) claim that "the most
1mportant aspect of the 1nterv1ewer S approach concerns conveying

an attltude of acceptance——that the part1c1pant's information is

valuable and usefulﬂt(p;SQ),; In-the transcript of the interviews
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for the present study(’therelwere;aﬁnumber of times when the;
informant's.response wasdqdestiohed“because,it went against
“certaln assumptlons that the researcher had
Thirdly, these assumptlons were also evident in the kind of

probes the researcherrsgmetlmes used in the interview. It has

'been said that:
The key tc'sdccessful interviewing is learning how to probe
_effectlvely——that 1s, to stlmulate an informant to produce

‘_more 1nformatlon, w1thout 1n]ect1ng yourself SO much into

-~ the 1nteractlon that‘yo‘* nly get a reflectlon of yourself in

the data (Bernard 199 _'bi 215)

. An example of poor proj:ng can be seen 1n Excerpt 21

. Excerpt 21 (from JE/AE Interv1ew 1)

Interv1ewers§f Do you thlnk 1t [the camera] affected what
‘ ' you said or didz

Guest 1€'~u_.'¥Noéfar¥*
Interviewer: No? ~Like: for example, if the camera wasn't
e "there do-you ‘think you might have spoken .
;“more?_led_lt make,you a little bit shy? Did
* the camera make you shy?
Guest 1:- 'Nciywr?*;
Interviewer:  No? . So.-no.change if there was no camera?
~You™ re not ‘sure? ‘It's kind of hard to tell,
r?@llYL but==.
The problem with'the‘prcbes:in'this.example is that they were
leading questions. - The interviewer did not convey acceptance of
the informant's‘answer”andfseemed tc;beutrying to.change her
mind.
Finally, it would hayevbeen better to space the interviews

;abbdt;how,poredom and fatigue are

out more.: Bernard (i9§¢_.m
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among the. blggest problems fa01ng researchers who use a lot of
semistructured 1nterv1ew1ng to generate data. He cites a study
where 1nterv1ewers were’ dolng two interviews a day over a period
of 12 days. VThe'Second interVieW“on.any given day was shorter,
the'12—day~perlod' The present researcher conducted 15

~ interviews in a 12- day perlod _ Towards the end, the transcripts

heartedl

show the 1nterv1ewer ha‘ »asklng some of the questions
that had falled to generate 1nterest1ng answers in previous
interviews and shortchanglng questlons that did have the

potential to prov1de 1nterest1ng data.f

- To sum up,‘the follow1ng changes 1n 1nterv1ew technlque

' would be recommended fo uture studles of thls klnd

1. Interv1ew hosts flrst and guests separately later on.

'g2{ Interv1ew Japanese partlclpants in thelr own language.
.3.;Expla1n the purpose of the 1nterv1ew to part1c1pants.
4. Show the VldeO to refresh partlclpants' memories and

to allow the- 1nterv1ewer to ‘ask spec1flc questions.

5. Use‘an‘open—ended format ;rather-than following a_flxed
set of questlons.j:i ) o ”
6..Convey an attltude of acceptance.
7. Learn how to probe effectrvely without injecting self
into the dafa;Qi
8. Spread the . 1nterv1ews tlmes ‘out so that boredom and
fatlgue do not set in.- |
Implementing these changes would ‘make. the retrospectlve
interviews more. effectlve -as anrethnographlc tool in speech act

studies: of thlS klnd
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6.3.4 Summary

leltatlons in regardsdto the structurlng of the situation,
the videotaping of the 1nteractlons, and the 1nterv1ew1ng of the
‘part1c1pants have been presented in a considerable amount of
detall. The purpose of thlS sectlon-was not to dlscount in any
way the data or the results of thls study, but to provide -
stepping stoneshfor‘generatihotanseven'richer source of data in
future speech act studles.j The flnal sectlon discusses questions
that were left unanswered hy the present study and gives

direction for furtheraresearchzln'the fleld.

6.4 Conclusionﬁ”Suggestiohs“for Future Research
The present study"waS“organized around three sets of
research questlons pertalnlng to° (1):theucross—cultural

comparlson of the pragmatlcs of a soc1al v151t°v(2) the

) pedagoglcal aspects of hav1ng students be thelr own'

methnographers,:and (3V"ethodolog1cal 1ssues 1n 1nterlanguage

’pragmatlcsbf For each set of research'questlons,’results were
reported in Chapters Four, Flve, and SlX respectlvely In the
process of answerlng these research questlons, additional

‘questions for future research were also generated and these will

be presented ;n‘thlsnconclud;ng"sectron,

6.4.1 The Cross Cultural Pragmatlcs of a Social Visit

The flrst set of research questlons “had to do with cross-
cultural pragmatlcs:-(1a}'Wlthoutaspec1f1c pragmatic¢ training in

language and Culture,'how5weil do Japanese ESL students interact

in English during a social visit in an American home? How does
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the productlon of speech acts (such as greetlngs and
introductions, g1v1ng glfts/ maklng compllments, acceptlng the
offer of food and beverages,'startlng a conversatlon and keeplng
it g01ng,'mak1ng an excuse to leave, and expressing gratitude) by
Japanese ESL students_compare.w1th,the.1llocutlon of the same
speech acts by natlve speakers of Engllsh7' and (1b) How does the
interaction of Japanese ESL students w1th Americans compare
cross- culturally w1th the 1nteractlon of native speakers of
Japanese durlng a soc1al.v1s1t? nIs there any evidence of

pragmatic transfer from thelr L1 comlng 1nto play in the

1nterlanguage of the Japane:e ESL students7
These questlons were the focus of Chapter Four where

examlnlng the Japanese ESL students' 1nterlanguage in comparison

with NSs' productlon o_— iﬁ~§actsfreVealed a number of
areas requlrlng further tralnlng and practlce and a number of
cross cultural s1mllar1t1es and dlfferences. Some instances of

L1 transfer were also observed

- For each 1nteractlon numerous'spelelc questlons about the

exchange were generated tany of Wthh were mentloned along with

-the results.; One examp;e was whether the Japanese ESL students'

frequent s1lent noddlng meant they were: follow1ng the
conversatlon or:not.. Another was whether the ablllty to make
conversation was a cultural tralt or a matter of personallty, and
.so-on. | -
Other.questions;left;for;futureuresearch revolve around the
issue of acceptabilityj;kin;somewspeech'act studies (such as

Eisenstein & Bodman, - 1993), natlve speakers are called upon to

rate the NNSs' productlon of speech acts in terms of- thelr
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Wacceptablllty 1.In the,Japanese ESL}students' productlon of
speech acts a number ofhutterances were found that dlffered
.81gn1f1cantly from the NSs' productlon of the ‘same speech acts,
but the questlon 1s to what extent 1s it 1mportant to conform
perfectly to NS standards’ .In thlS same vein, future studles
'mlght look at not only the utterance ltself and its acceptabilty
' to NSs in meanlng_and_form,wbut also at the tone of voice in
which it is said. Some4utterancesfmight’conform to NS standards
when analyzed,infa transcript}{but?the tone of voice in which it
is said mighthnot_Conyey;the”senéé:of_sincerlty_and warmth that
it should in order'to be-considered acceptable.

Addltlonal questlons concern the 1ssue of the reasons behind

some of the dlfferences ﬁor_example, when the Japanese ESL

students had dlfflculty express1ng thanks spec1f1cally in the
closing segment was it - because (1) they lacked the vocabulary or

the pragmatlc knowledge to make more spec1f1c express1ons of

gratltude, (2) they ha fbut for lack of control of
processing or fear of maklng a mlstake they were not able to
process it qulckly enough or (3) they were transferlng similar

Vague express1ons of gratltude from thelr L1? Understandlng the

- reasons behlnd some of the dlfferences mlght lead to more

effectlve language teachlng and learnlng

Further questlons for future research have ‘to do. with the
variables of age, status,rgender; personallty, cultural
background, and7soyforth- How would the . 1nteractlons differ if
hosts or guests were of a different age bracket or social status

from each other? How ' does the gender makeup of the participants

‘affect the 1nteractlon7 -How does personallty come into play as
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far as 1n1t1at1ng conversatlon goes’. How mlght the 1nteractlons
’ dlffer 1f the ESL students were from a dlfferent language and

Acultural background’ R

6.4.2~StudentsaasfEthnographers;-‘”

The second.set ofwresearch guestfons-were concerned with the
pedagoglcal aspects of the prOJect (2a)'How well do Japanese ESL
students learn cross cultural pragmatlcs by d01ng their own
ethnographic research’ What are the problematlcs and
possibilities of such an approach’ and (2b) How might specific
pragmatic tralnlng in the;classroOm*have'enhanced the learning
process of Japanese ESL students’ How effective would the
textbook have been in: preparlng them ‘for their visit?

These questlons were the focus of Chapter Five where the
students' reports, role plays, and questlonnalres were examined
in order to assess the prOJect pedagoglcally ESL students at an
intermediaté level of prof1c1ency were able to learn something

about the cross- cultural pragmatlcs of a 8001al visit by being

thelryown:ethnographer but not-w1thout con81derable guldance

‘and assistance. They5m1ght i enefltted from pragmatic
training in the classroom before thelr visit, but the textbook
was found to be 1nadequate as a source.of authentic 1nput.

‘Longltudlnal studles on the role of 1nstructlon in learning

_ pragmatlcs are certalnlymcalled for.f Would the students notice

more on thelr own as ethnographers 1f they were given the chance

to repeat the process'a number of tlmes for dlfferent speech

events untll they became more skllled at the techn1ques7 How

well would a 81m11ar group of students learn the pragmatlcs of
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speech events“if Speech"act;data,rsUchfas'the data from the
present study, were first’used?to‘téach'to the gaps in their
knowledge beforertheylexperieHCed'the=event firsthand?

Other pedagoglcal questlons that could be ralsed concern the

'_jhan the process How well would

:'students themselves rathe

Tstudents from a moreial‘anced prof1c1ency level learn cross-
ycultural pragmatlcs by belng thelr own ethnographers in a project
similar to thlS one’{ How does motlvatlon cone 1nto play? 1If the
same group of ESL students ‘in thlS study had a second soc1al
visit. to look. forward.to-or, for some other reason, were more
motivated to learn, would they have put more effort into working
with the data and have learned more7.

Further questlons for subsequent studles have to do with the
teaching of culture in’ the language classroom Considering the
wide variety of 1nd1v1dual preferences -according to the
s1tuatlon, status, and-famllyubackground how can stereotypes. be
av01ded when brlnglng up cultural 51mllar1t1es and differences?
Certalnly more data from a‘wide: varlety of. sources: are needed,
and generalizations fromgoneistudyyshould-only be made with

reservations.

6.4.3 Methodologicalilwsi' -language.Pragmatics

. The thlrd set of research questlons dealt with
methodologlcal issues: (3a) What are the advantages and
dlsadvantages of collectlng speech act data by videotaping semi-
structured- 1nteractlons in- a natural settlng and by conducting

7'retrospect1ve group 1nterv1ews7 and (3b) How mlght research

methods in 1nterlanguage pragmatlc studles of thlS klnd be
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imbroyedfr

These questlons have been the main focus of Chapter Six
‘where advantages and dlsadvantages of the methodology have been
dlscussed ; Vldeotaplng semlstructured lnteractlons in a natural
settlng and conductlng retrospectlve group interviews provided a
rich source of comparable data However,.a number of changes in

the methodology were suggested forffuture studles of this kind.

_These changes form the‘bas1s-for further questlons

Flrst to what extent dld the guldellnes set out for hosts
and guests actually affect what they sald and dld7 It was
suggested that comparablllty could Stlll be malntalned if less
structure was prov1ded. Elther the guidelines could be
‘streamlined.oruthe wordingfchangedsso*as to'glve participants the
-option of not’ brlnglng a glft or- serv1ng food -and so on, if they
would not normally do so The questlon, then, is whether or not
sufficient data would be generated on the varlous speech acts if

less structure were. prov1ded Clearly, the number of subjects

would have to be 1ncreased and more 1nteractlons would need to be

Vldeotaped.
Other questions'centreAaround“the.use of a video camera.

How obtrusive was the camera, and ‘what effects did it actually

have on the part1c1pants and the 1nteractlons7 would it have

helped to explaln to part1c1pants 1n the guldellnes that it would-

be okay to leave theeT.V onﬁand have more pauses in the

conversation if?theylwgg" or ally-do so? What techniques are
available for improving the picture and sound quality of the
video?

Still more questionS“have to do with the interviews. How
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would the clos1ng segment of the 1nteractlons have varied if .
group interviews had not been scheduled 1mmed1ately following the
visit? How effectlve would 1t have been to. separate hosts and
guests, interview the Japanese part1c1pants in Japanese, watch

the VldeO to refresh partlc'pants' memorles, ask more specific,

open-ended questlons,n_bﬁ_uo for»

As mentioned'in:Chapter Two,“a“number of researchers have
emphasized the 1mportance of trlangulatlon in interlanguage
pragmatics research (Cohen, 1996) | In thlS study retrospectlve

_ interVieWs‘were comblned w1th observatlon of a semlstructured

situation;ﬁ‘It would be 1nterest1ng to compare the data for the

- various speech acts 1nvest1gated glth data e11c1ted by a DCT or

with observatlonal data from a purely natural 81tuatlon where the
partfclpants d1d~not know;they"were'belngrobserved. How would
the results vary if- the data were collected by dlfferent methods?

These and many other questlons Temain to be answered by
future cross cultural speech dct- studles.‘ The-present study was
designed to further research in’ 1nterlanguage pragmatics by: (1)
examining speech acts_thatghaye~not;been studled, (2) involving
ESL students in the dataﬁcollection,and analysis procedures, and
(3) 1mprov1ng upon research methods that have been used thus far.
As research methods are reflned _and many more studies are

conducted on a w1de varlety of speech acts, the field of

1nterlanguage pragmatlcs w1ll contlnue to have much to offer

‘those 1nvolved 1n second lanfpage learnlng, teachlng, or

research. Involv1ng second language learners in the process will

heighten their awaréness ochross—cultural pragmatics and prepare

them for their own reseéarc

endeavours.:. .
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Appendix C

Role Play: Visiting People's Homes

ROLE PLAY:

VISITING PEOPLE'S HOMES
1. Greetings and Introductions
2. Guests give gift to hosts

3. Hosts offer beverages and dessert
or snacks

4. Guests may offer to help if
appropriate

5. Small talk - getting to know one
' another o

6. Guests make excuse to leave
7. Thank yous are exchanged

8. Guests may invite hosts to do
something next time

9. Goodbyes
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Appendix D

Guidelines for Hosts and Guests

GUIDELINES FOR HOSTS

1. Please plan to provide beverages and a dessert or
snacks of some kind for your guests.

2. Video camera person will arrive first to set up the
camera. Please assist them in arranging seating
so both of you and your two guests will not have
their backs to the camera and so the camera won't
have to be facing into direct light. A small
cassette player will also be placed close by as an
audio backup. Call to invite guests over when
everything is set up.

3. Offer guests food and beverages soon after they
arrive. S

4. .After about 20-25 minutes of chatting and getting
to know one another, the guests will take the
initiative to leave. The entire visit should only
last 30 minutes.

5. After guests have left, please invite them back
-in and call Laura (if she is not there already!).
You might want to offer beverages and food to the
video camera person during this time! The video
camera will be turned back on, and Laura will
interview the whole group informally about the
experience for about 30 minutes.

6. Most importantly, relax, enjoy the visit, try to
forget about the camera and just act naturally!

THANKS SO MUCH FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION. I REALLY
APPRECIATE IT!
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GUIDELINES FOR GUESTS

1. Please plan to bring a small gift between the two
of you (under $5.00) for your hosts.

2. AUAP students wait at Laura's apartment (Orchard
Meadows roommates who are guests wait at their own
apt.) until video camera person has set up. You
will receive a phone call when they are ready for
you to arrive.

3. Give hosts your gift soon after you arrive.

4. After about 20-25 minutes of chatting and getting
to know one another, you should take the
initiative to leave. The entire visit should only
last 30 minutes.

5. After you have left, the hosts will call you back
in. When Laura arrives (if she is not there
already!), the video camera will be turned back
on, and Laura will interview the whole group
informally about the experience for about 30
minutes.

6. Most importantly, relax, enjoy the visit, try to
forget about the camera and just act naturally!

THANKS SO MUCH FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION. I REALLY
APPRECIATE IT!




GUIDELINES FOR HOSTS (JAPANESE EXCHANGES)
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1. Decide which two of you will be hosts and who will

be the interviewer later on. Please plan to

provide beverages and a dessert or snacks of some

kind for your guests.

2. The video camera person will arrive first to set up

the camera. Please assist them in arranging
seating so both of you and your two guests will
not have their backs to the camera and so the

camera won't have to be facing into direct light.
A small cassette player will also be placed close
by as an audio backup. Call to invite guests over

when everything is set up.

3. The entire exchange will be in Japanese. Try to
" behave as you would in ‘Japan. ' Offer guests foo
and beverages soon after they arrive.

4. RAfter about 20-25 minutes of chatting and getting
‘ to know one another, the guests will take the

d.

initiative to leave. The entire visit should only

last 30 minutes.

5. After guests have left, please invite them back
in. You might want to offer beverages and food
the video camera person during this time! The
video camera will be turned back on, and the
interviewer will interview the whole group
informally about the experience for about 30
minutes.

6. Most importantly, relax, enjoy the visit, try to
' forget about the camera and just act naturally!

THANKS SO MUCH FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION. I REALLY
APPRECIATE IT!

to
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GUIDELINES FOR GUESTS (JAPANESE EXCHANGES)

1. Please plan to bring a small gift between the two
of you (under $5.00) for your hosts. (Maybe you
could buy something small in Vancouver?)

2. Guests wait until video camera person has set up.
You will be called in when they are ready for you
to arrive. The entire exchange will be in
Japanese. Try to behave as you would in Japan.

3. Give hosts your gift soon after you arrive.

4., After about 20-25 minutes of chatting and getting
to know one another, you should take the
initiative to leave. The entire visit should only
last 30 minutes.

5. After you have left, the hosts will call you back
- in. The video camera will be turned back on, and
the interviewer will interview the whole group
informally about the experience for about 30
minutes.

6. Most importantly, relax, enjoy the visit, try to
forget about the camera and just act naturally!

THANKS SO MUCH FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION. I REALLY
APPRECIATE IT! '
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Appendix E

Tricks for Easier Transcribing

TRICKS FOR EASIER TRANSCRIBING

1. Just use initials for the people's names, and leave lots of space
between people's lines so that you can add something later or we can
make corrections:

R: Hi! Come onin.
space --
S:  Hi, I'm Sandy.
space --
K: I'm Keiko. Nice to meet you.

etc.
2. Don't spend a long time rewinding to one spot and trying to get what
they say. If you don't get it after trying two or three times draw a line
and go on. Write a key word if you can catch one:
K:  What is your major?

Speech ' and

S
K: What is that?
S

deaf people

etc.

3. The important thing is to get down the order that people say things
using the video because you can catch the details later on a tape
recorder. Just try to get done as much as possible and | will check your
transcription for you when it's done. Don't worry about spelling right
now. Just do your best!
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Appendix F

Analyzing Native Speaker Data (Part I)

Questions to answer as you watch the first part of each of the
five American/American visit:

I. What kind of greetings and introductions do they use?

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

II. What kind of expressions do the hosts use when they receive
a gift?

5.

II1I. How do -the hosts offer beverages and food?

1.

5.

‘IV. How do the gquests reply? (Do they help themselves to food
that is in front of them or wait to be offered?)

1.

2.
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V. Do the hosts or guests make any compliments about anything?
About what? Give some examples.

VI. Wwhat are some of the first questions people ask to make
conversation,’ (and who starts the conversation, hosts or
guests)?

1.

VII. what are some expressions people use to show that they are
listening and interested in what the other person is saying?
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Appendix G

Analyzing Native Speaker Data (Part II)

Questions for the last part of the American/American Visits:
I. What expressions do the guests use to say they must go?

1.

II. What kind of closing expressions do people use at the end of
the conversation before they say goodbye?

1.

2.

3.

4.

S.

I1I. How do hosts and guests thank each other?

1. Hosts:
Guests:
2. Guests:
3. Hosts:
Guests:
4. Hosts:
Guests:

5. Guests:

IV. Does anyone suggest they get together again? Who? What did
they say?

1.

V. What kind of expressions do people use as they are leaving in
all the visits?
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Appendix H

Plan for the Conclusion of the Project

PLAN FOR THE CONCLUSION OF THE PROJECT

The whole purpose of this project was to compare
how native speakers of English, native speakers of
Japanese, and Japanese ESL students communicate when
visiting someone else's home. The idea was that,
instead of the teacher telling you what the
similarities and differences in the language and the
culture are, we discover them together by visiting
Americans and watching videos of other visits.

One of the problems with this project was that
transcribing was very difficult using the equipment we
had, so it took quite a few days to do that and left
us with little time to compare. But let's make the
best of the three days we have left!

Today (Tuesday) we will finish looking at the
AE/AE (American speakers of English) visits. We want
to notice how native speakers communicate. We will
just do parts of it in groups because we won't have
time to watch all the videos together. If there is
time, some of the groups can look at the JJ/JJ
(Japanese speakers of Japanese) visits to compare with
the American visits. ‘

Tomorrow (Wednesday) I will hand back part of the
transcript of your visits (JE/AE = Japanese speakers
of English visit American speakers of English). Based
on all you have learned by watching other visits, yocu
will write a short one-page report together about your
visit--what you noticed, how you could improve next
time etc.

Finally, on Thursday, we will all have a chance to
be hosts and guests again in some *impromptu role
plays using the expressions we have learned through
our visits and videos of other people's visits.

*"Impromptu" means you don't have to prepare the role plays for
homework or memorize them!

By the way, if you want to have your American visit on your own
video, bring a blank video tape, and I will try to copy it for

you.
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Appendix I

Comparing the Data Cross—Culturally

COMPARING THE VISITS

1. First, take your transcript of your visit and read
through it together. Use the highlighter pen provided
to highlight anything you said that you think you
could improve on. Compare with the transcripts of
some of the American/American visits. Pay attention
to the categories we looked at:

greetings and introductions

gift giving

offering and accepting food and beverages
making compliments

starting a conversation

keeping the conversation going

making an excuse to leave

closing expressions

ways hosts and guests thank each other
suggesting to get together again
-goodbyes etc. I i

.2...How could.you change.what you said to.make it more

like native speakers of English would say it? Write
underneath what you would say next time you visit an
American home. Use a colored arrow to add more things
you could say.

3. Finally, think about the similarities and
differences between the Japanese visits and the
American visits. Fill out the table on the next page
and add anything you might have noticed.
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American Visits

Jipanese visits
Same or different —- how?

1. Guests sometimes take their
shoes off (esp. when it
rains), but usually not.

Different -- in Japan guests
always take their shoes off
when the enter.

2. Both hosts usually go to
answer the door and welcome
guests.

3. Hosts usually open gifts in
front of guests and say how
much they like the gift.

4. In interviews, guests said
they don't usually bring a
gift for such a short visit.

5. Hosts usually give guests a
choice of what to drink and
guests say what they'd like.

6. Hosts sometimes just put
‘the food on the table and let
the guests help themselves.

7. Hosts and guests often make
lots of compliments to each
other.

8. Hosts and guests both start
the conversation by asking
each other questions.

Everyone participates.

9. The conversation is kept
going by making responses and
asking more questions about
the same topic etc.

10. Guests use various
expressions to say they should

go.

11. Hosts and guests both
thank each other specifically
for coming, for the gift etc.

12. Hosts and guests use
casual expressions ('"you
guys") and joke a lot even if
they met for the first time.
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20f2

1. Name of participant.
2. Male ___ Female ___
3. Age ___
4. Year in college if student: - Freshman __  Sophomore __ Junior ___ Senior __
5. Major in college:
6. Occupation:
7. First language:
8. Parents' first language(s):
9. Foreign language(s) you have you studied, if any:
10. Length of time studying the language(s):
11. Experience(s) living or studying abroad:

Country Length of stay Purpose

12. What did you leam or gain from participating in this project?

13. Wnat did you find difficult about this project?

14. What suggestions do you have for future research projects of this kind?




