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Abstract: This study examines the transfer of first language (L1) and second lan-

guage (L2) pragmatic expressionFrealized in the request speech actFin oral and

written modalities by Spanish-speaking third language (L3) Portuguese learners

(bilingual Spanish heritage speakers, native English speakers who are proficient in L2

Spanish, and native Spanish speakers). Research questions ask if learners differ in the

transfer of pragmatic knowledge from the L1 or L2 in an oral versus written modality,

and if the three learner groups differ in pragmatic expression in the two modalities.
Results indicate that the groups respond differently in the two modalities, showing sen-

sitivity to contextual constraints. Few instances of clear transfer are seen, mostly from

Spanish at the single-word level. A picture more complex than Kellerman’s hypothesis

emerges, addressing creative L3 pragmatic and lexical construction.

Key words: Portuguese, L3 pragmatic expression of requests, multilingualism,

pragmatic transfer, Spanish-speaking L3 Portuguese learners, speech acts

Introduction
In the learning of a second language (L2), the transfer of knowledge from the adult

learner’s first language (L1) to an L2 is a process that frequently occurs, as has been

demonstrated in several studies on language transfer (Kecskes & Papp, 2000;
Odlin, 1989). Transfer, however, has been found to be a complex process. For

example, Kellerman (1983) noted the importance of the learner’s perception of the

typological distance between the L1 and the target language (TL). Learners who

know L1 or L2 Spanish undoubtedly perceive a similarity between languages as

they learn Portuguese as a third language (L3), because the two languages share

many linguistic features and lexical items. One must also consider other factors,
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such as the learner’s tendency to transfer

certain linguistic elements of the L1 or L2

grammar and lexicon (e.g., see Cenoz,
2001, for the transfer of content vs. function

words), or prepositions and articles as op-

posed to other grammatical types (Ring-

bom, 1987, 2001).

Koike and Flanzer (2004) examined

this question of transfer in the context of L3

Portuguese pragmatic expressions by var-

ious categories of Spanish speakers who
were beginners in Portuguese learning in

order to investigate whether bilingual

Spanish-English heritage speakers differ

from native English speakers who know L2

Spanish well in their realization of speech

acts in L3 Portuguese. They also attempted

to discover if these Portuguese learners

seemed to transfer from one language in
particular, and if they could draw any

implications for teaching from such find-

ings. We describe their findings in more

detail later on, as they form a point of

departure for the present study. In sum-

mary, Koike and Flanzer found differences

in the written pragmatic production of

requests and apologies between bilingual
Spanish heritage speakers and native Eng-

lish speakers who know L2 Spanish well in

their realization of speech acts in L3 Portu-

guese. The differences were not substantive,

yet the ones that were seen indicated that,

in several aspects, the speech acts used by

the informants reflected different patterns

of pragmatic transfer, illustrating the influ-
ence of their base languages.

The present study examines the trans-

fer of L1 and L2 pragmatic expressionF
realized in the speech act of requestsFin

the oral modality by beginning L3 Portu-

guese learners and compares these findings

to data analyzed from the written modality

seen in Koike and Flanzer (2004). Others
have noted differences in learner produc-

tion between oral and written contexts

(Beebe & Cummings, 1996; Safont Jordà,

2005), so a comparative study is warranted

here. In addition, we target beginning lear-

ners because, as noted by Kasper and Rose

(1999), there are few studies that investi-

gate pragmatic production at this level of

learning. Unlike the Koike and Flanzer

(2004) study, in which there were two
groups of learners, the participants in the

current investigation comprise three groups

typical of Portuguese language instruc-

tion in the United States: bilingual Spanish

heritage speakers (NSH), native English

speakers as proficient intermediate and

advanced L2 Spanish speakers (NES),1 and

native Spanish speakers (NSS).

Background
In a call for more research on Portuguese

learners, referring especially to those who

also speak Spanish in the United States,

Carvalho (2002) stated that studies on the

learning processes used by Spanish-
speaking students of Portuguese who form

the majority of Portuguese learners in this

country and in South America are lack-

ing, due to the increasing demand for Por-

tuguese study by this population. This

increase is warranted in Latin America,

among other reasons, by the opportunities

for cultural and commercial exchanges that
have been opened to the countries who are

members of the Mercosul trade agreement.2

Another reason is seen in the desire by these

students in both hemispheres to learn

another language quickly, so they choose to

learn Portuguese given the similarities per-

ceived between Spanish and Portuguese.

For example, at the University of Texas
at Austin, a large university in the south-

western United States, NSH form more than

one third of the learners enrolled in the

First-Year Portuguese for Spanish Speakers

language courses, and almost half of those

enrolled in Second-Year Portuguese for

Spanish Speakers, as reported in Koike and

Flanzer (2004). The number of NES is also
relatively high.

Carvalho (2002) emphasized the need

for comparative studies of the acquisition

processes involved in L3 Portuguese for

Spanish speakers among NSS, NES, and

NSH. She stated that such studies would

promote a better understanding of those
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differences among the learner groups and

would help instructors confront the pro-

blem of the mixture of proficiency levels
and learning strategies among this popula-

tion of learners (p. 605). Such research

would elucidate the influence of languages

acquired previously and the order of acqui-

sition in the learning of the L3.

In response to this call, the main

objective of this article is to investigate the

learning processes involved in beginning L3
Portuguese by Spanish-speaking students,

including those who have Spanish as an L1,

as an L2 or foreign language, or as a heritage

language. The study focuses on the L3

learners’ developing pragmatic compe-

tence; specifically, regarding transfer in the

oral and written production of the request

speech act.

Transfer
One hypothesis that the researchers made

upon beginning this study was that transfer

would be observed in the L3 Portuguese

production by the Spanish speakers who

participated in this project, given the simi-
larities between Spanish and Portuguese.

Odlin (1989, p. 127) defined transfer in L2

language learning as ‘‘the influence result-

ing from similarities and differences be-

tween the target language and any other

language that has been previously (and

perhaps imperfectly) acquired.’’ Gass and

Selinker (1983, p. 272) stated that transfer
is ‘‘the use of native or other language

knowledge in some way in the acquisition

of a second or additional language.’’ They

pointed out, however, that this process may

not always be dominant in interlanguage

production (p. 44).

In the case of bilingual or multilingual

speakers, such as those in the present study,
the picture is arguably more complex. First,

one must deal with the question of whether

Spanish heritage speakers learning Portu-

guese are monolinguals learning an L2 or

bilinguals learning an L3. Regarding south-

western U.S. Spanish heritage speakers in

particular, one sees an entire range of bilin-

gualism, from dominance in both Spanish

and English to dominance mainly in Eng-

lish (Silva-Corvalán, 1994; Valdés, 1988,
2000). Such a range of proficiency may

also imply a corresponding variation in

tendency to transfer from the dominant

language to the TL. Our basic question asks

if language transfer operates in the same

way for Spanish heritage speakers learning

Portuguese as an L2 or L3 as for NES who

have learned Spanish as an L2 and who are
learning Portuguese as an L3, given the

Spanish proficiency variation among them

as a group, and for NSS who came to the

United States as adults and learned English

as their L2.

There are other confounding factors

that one must consider. Frequently dis-

cussed in the literature on transfer is the
role of language similarity (De Angelis,

2008; De Angelis & Selinker, 2001; Ring-

bom, 1986; Selinker & Baumgartner-

Cohen, 1995; Vildomec, 1963; Williams &

Hammarberg, 1998). Such researchers as

Kellerman (1983), as mentioned earlier,

have noted that the learner’s perception of

the similarities and differences between
their L1 and the TL affects the amount of

transfer and how long the transfer con-

tinues. As the learners become more pro-

ficient in the TL, they may begin to notice

more differences between the languages,

and their transfer diminishes.

Most of the work on transfer has

concentrated on lexical, phonological,
and morphological transfer. Hammarberg

(2001, p. 49) pointed out that little work

has been done on transfer at the level of

meaning, especially between nonnative

languages. Certainly one can argue that

pragmatic realization operates largely at the

level of meaning, sensitive to contextual

constraints. Ringbom (1986, p. 158) sug-
gested that the transfer of meaning may be

restricted to the native language because

cross-linguistic influence that affects mean-

ing requires more fluency in the language

from which transfer occurs. He also sug-

gested in another study, however, that the

transfer of meaning could also originate
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from an L2 if the learner’s proficiency

level was high enough for this to happen

(Hammarberg, 2001). He proposed that if
the L2 and L3 are typologically close, then

the transfer of form is more likely to appear

than the transfer of meaning.

One study on the transfer of pragmatic

information between two typologically close

languages is that of Fouser (2001), who

examined the transfer of speech acts from L2

Japanese into L3 Korean by two learners. He
found that the transfer of sociolinguistic

information from Japanese did not occur

frequently in the Korean data, although the

learners did show evidence that they drew

actively on their knowledge of Japanese in

syntax, morphology, and lexicon to achieve

proficiency fairly quickly. He attributed the

results to their highly developed meta-
linguistic awareness of languages already

acquired and being acquired, which helped

them be selective in drawing on their Japa-

nese while using Korean. Kecskes and Papp

(2000, p. 108) presented the interesting

notion that the L1 heavily influences the L2

production until the learner reaches an

advanced acculturation threshold. Linked to
this development is the willingness of the

learner to acquire new sociocultural frame-

works and also make them a functional part

of an underlying conceptual base. They

pointed out, however, Kasper and Blum-

Kulka’s (1993) previous proposal, supported

by Koike (1995), that even though learners

may know the L2 pragmatic rules, they may
simply be unable or choose not to follow

them.

Exploring the cognitive and psycho-

linguistic aspects of L3 acquisition, Jessner

(2006) investigated the importance of lin-

guistic awareness in multilingual learners.

Focusing on the relationship between cross-

linguistic interaction and linguistic aware-
ness in the use of multilingual compensatory

strategies, the study examined introspective

data from bilingual (Italian-German) stu-

dents from South Tyrol, Italy, studying L3

English at the university level. Students used

think-aloud protocols during the process of

writing an essay, a summary, and a letter in

English. The data supported the hypothesis

that linguistic systems of multilinguals are

not independent entities and also showed
the kinds of connections among the lan-

guage systems that are constructed and used

in L3 language production.

The analysis of the data showed that

the supportive roles of German and Italian

depended mostly on typology, language

proficiency, and recency (Jessner, 2006, p.

101), especially regarding lexical transfer.
In most cases, students used German as the

supporting language because it had become

the dominant language of most students. As

for the role of typology in language choice,

students used Italian as an additional sup-

porting language mainly in the case of

target words of Latin origin. The author

found that students used the Romance com-
ponent of the English lexicon to establish

typologically related links that they exploit-

ed via compensatory strategies. Jessner

(2006) pointed out the cognitive advantages

that contact with more languages can offer

in the context of L3 teaching and learning

and defended the important role of the

instructor’s efforts at raising linguistic
awareness in multilingual education.

Safont Jordà’s (2005) book represents,

to our knowledge, the only one dedicated

solely to L3 pragmatic learning in the

Spanish context, particularly in Spain,

where bilingual Castilian-Catalan students

learn L3 English. The author investigated

the learners’ production of requests in
both oral and written contexts (following

Beebe & Cummings, 1996), as well as the

correlation of production according to

monolingual versus bilingual speakers,

proficiency level effects, and the effect of

pragmatic instruction on speech act perfor-

mance over time. Her data revealed that

bilinguals performed better than mono-
linguals, and the more proficient learners

and those who were made aware of prag-

matic expressions through class instruction

produced more elaborate requests than the

less proficient and non-instructed learners.

Perhaps most relevant to the current

study, although the parameters of the data
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collection methodology are different in this

investigation and her study, the data

showed that the learners produced more
qualitatively elaborate requests in the writ-

ten context than the oral. However, the

author noted that the oral stimuli required

the learners to dialogue in pairs to give their

requests, a format that may have caused the

learners’ speech acts to be briefer and less

elaborate in the exchanges.

L2 Pragmatics
A brief word regarding the considerable

amount of research on L2 pragmatics is

in order here. Most investigations have

centered on the acquisition of L2 speech

acts, made especially relevant by the reve-

lation of cross-linguistic differences in
their use and expression (see, for example,

studies on the acquisition of Spanish L2

pragmatics alone, such as Cohen & Shively,

2007; Félix-Brasdefer, 2007; Huth, 2007;

Koike, 1994; Pearson, 2006; Pinto, 2005).

These studies have contributed much to an

understanding of the issues that learners

face in acquiring pragmatic competence,
and certainly to understanding what hap-

pens when English-speaking learners learn

L2 Spanish speech acts in particular. How-

ever, there is a lack of knowledge about

Spanish-speaking learners of L2 Portuguese

who are acquiring pragmatic competence in

the TL, and even more a lack of research on

acquisition by Spanish-speaking learners of
L3 Portuguese.

In a broad perspective of the field of

L2 pragmatic research that describes four

major approaches to investigations in

this area, Kasper (2001, p. 511) stated that a

consistent finding of research on inter-

language pragmatic development is that

adult learners rely on universal or L1-based
knowledge in their L2 pragmatic produc-

tion (cf. Bardovi-Harlig, 2001; Kasper &

Rose, 1999; Kasper & Schmidt, 1996).

Thus, transfer of L1 knowledge is com-

monly found in such investigations.

Félix-Brasdefer (2007), in his study

specifically directed to the development

of requests by adult English-speaking L2

Spanish learners from the beginning to

advanced levels, found several develop-
mental stages in the context of face-to-face

interactions of both formal and informal

situations. In early stages learners produced

direct requests with por favor (please) and a

final rise in intonation, while in later stages,

they preferred conventional indirectness

and more internal and external modifica-

tion, and they showed an awareness of
situational variation. The directness pro-

duced in the early stages has been found in

studies on children’s pragmatic production

(see, for example, Koike, 1992). The results

from Félix-Brasdefer support those

obtained by Koike (1989), in which she

claimed that sociopragmatic knowledge

seems to precede grammatical competence.

Koike and Flanzer (2004)
One study that has examined L3 Portuguese

pragmatic competence is that of Koike and

Flanzer (2004), which serves as a point of

departure for the present investigation

regarding the transfer of pragmatic knowl-
edge from English (L1) or Spanish (L1 or

L2) to Portuguese (L3). They drew their

data from a small written survey adminis-

tered only once to 27 L3 Portuguese

learners in their first year of study. Ten were

NSH, and 17 were NES. Koike and Flanzer

took no measures to determine the lan-

guage proficiency of the learners in either
group; instead, they relied on a self-report

of language dominance and proficiency by

each individual, as indicated on a separate

background questionnaire. They asked

learners if they were native speakers of

Spanish, English, or both and, depending

on the answer, divided them into groups of

NSH or NES (they eliminated the few
monolingual native Spanish speakers from

the study). The authors also consulted the

instructors of individual learners to deter-

mine language dominance.

Learners responded in written form

to five speech act situations requiring

requests or apologies during their third
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week of class in beginning Portuguese in a

15-week semester. For example, they saw

the following:

A friend from one of your classes has

just come to visit you at your parents’

house. He/she walks in and immedi-
ately sits down in your father’s favorite

leather recliner chair, which no one

else in the family dares sit in because he

is so possessive about it. You know

your father will be home in about five

minutes. What do you say to him/her?

This format is that of the Discourse

Completion Task (Blum-Kulka, House, &

Kasper, 1989), which has been used in

many studies on cross-cultural and inter-

language pragmatics.

The investigators classified the data
into speech acts and elements of speech

acts, largely following Koike (1992) and

Blum-Kulka et al. (1989). They first divided

both the requests and the apologies accord-

ing to the formality of the context (formal

or informal) and established separate cate-

gories for the type of speech act used (e.g.,

commands, assertions), lexical items
(e.g., por favor), and syntactic structures

(e.g., conditional1past subjunctive, as in

Gostaria que trocasse [I would like you to

change]). The request responses varied

widely from the chair request to a request

for water. The latter represented a less-face-

threatening act, in which the informant

asked a friend for a glass of water. The term
face-threatening refers to an act that could

cause the speaker or hearer to become

embarrassed or ashamed, thus losing ‘‘face.’’

The responses showed great sensitivity to

the weight of the request. Briefly, the results

of the informal request situations indicated

that the NSH used more interrogative

request forms than the NES in the request
for water, but they also used more asser-

tions, offers, and diversions from the

situation than the NES in the chair request,

suggesting that they tried to avoid having to

give the face-threatening act. The NES learn-

ers used por favor frequently in their

answers, and 38% of them used the speaker-

based form (Posso ter agua? [Can I have

water?]) in the request for water, which is

unacceptable in both the Spanish and Por-
tuguese languages to request something

from another person.

In the formal register, and in respond-

ing to a face-threatening request for a letter

of recommendation from a professor, the

NSH learners produced somewhat more

target-like features such as frequent use of

the vocative (e.g., Oh Mary), although they
did not often use assertions (e.g., Gostaria

que trocasse) as a Brazilian Portuguese

speaker would frequently say in the formal

register, according to a study of Portuguese

speakers by Koike (1992). The NES lear-

ners frequently used pode (you can) to

express the request, especially the second

part of it, in which they asked the professor
not to mention their bad grades.

In comparing their results with base-

line Spanish request data gathered by

Hobbs (1990) and the Brazilian Portuguese

data from Koike (1992), Koike and Flanzer

found that the more frequent offers of

another chair or use of a diversion by the

NSH learners did not seem to emulate
either Spanish or Portuguese native speaker

behavior. The frequent use of por favor by

the NES was also unlike that of Spanish or

Portuguese native speakers, but it did

reflect a strategy used very frequently by

English-speaking Spanish learners who do

not know another language. We do not

report the findings on the apologies studied
in the investigation here.

These results may simply reflect learner

tendencies in general. What can perhaps be

traced to the Spanish language is the use of

assertions by the NSH in the chair request,

because the investigators saw that Spanish

speakers tended to be more direct in issuing

this directive to peers.
Koike and Flanzer (2004) concluded

that results of their exploratory study sug-

gest for L3 pragmatics that the Spanish

bilingual cultural base may cause the NSH

learners to notice TL features more quickly

in formulating certain aspects of speech acts,

such as vocatives. These similar expressions,
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at times reinforced by Spanish linguistic

behavior, may then surface in the learners’

Portuguese L3 speech acts. If this hypothesis
is true, then the findings do not entirely

support Fouser’s (2001) hypothesis that,

because these learners already know two

languages, their heightened metalinguistic

awareness allows the L3 learners to be

selective in what they transfer from the L2.

Based on learners of the same course

and level of L3 Portuguese, another study
by Koike and Gualda (2008), not detailed

here, indicated a need to divide the learner

population into the three groups of NSH,

NES, and NSS. The study suggested that the

three types of informants use different pro-

cessing strategies when they are first

confronted with L3 input, which at times

leads them to produce notably different
results. We kept these results in mind when

we designed the current study.

Research Questions
Considering the literature reviewed above,

the following research questions for the

current study are as follows:

1. Do Spanish-speaking L3 Portuguese

learners transfer pragmatic knowledge

from their L1 or L2 in the oral modality?
If so, does the transfer differ in the

written modality?

2. Do the three learner groups differ in use

of L3 pragmatic expression of requests

in the oral and written modalities?

In order to answer these questions, we

designed the following experiment.

Methodology of Data Collection
Participants
One group of 28 beginning Portuguese

learners in this study (five NSS, 13 NES, and

10 NSH)3 responded in the oral modality.

The participants responded to request and

apology situations in the fourth week of

their first-semester Portuguese studies.

Tables 1–3 reveal the backgrounds of the

informants. In summary, the 10 NSH lear-
ners were all born in the United States and

learned Spanish from family members.

Eight stated that Spanish was their L1,

while two claimed that both English and

Spanish were their L1. Regarding which

TABLE 1

Background Information for NSH (Bilingual English-Spanish heritage
speakers; n 5 10) (Born in United StatesFLearned Spanish at home, from

family members)

Yes No

Portuguese before class 0 10

Lived in Portuguese country/community more than 2 months 0 10

Speak Portuguese outside the class 1 9

Watch Portuguese telenovelas/movies 8

� Rarely 2

Speak Spanish with NS 7 3

Watch Spanish television/movies 3

� Once in a while 5

� Frequently 2
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TABLE 2

Background Information for NSS (Native Spanish speakers; n 5 5) (Born
in a Spanish-speaking countryFLearned English after 10 years old)

Yes No

Portuguese before class 0 5

Lived in Portuguese country/community

more than 2 months

0 5

Speak Portuguese outside the class 0 5

Watch Portuguese telenovelas/movies 4

� Once in a while 1

Speak Spanish with NS 5 0

Watch Spanish television/movies 2

� Frequently 3

Age at which began to speak English After 10 After 15

3 2

TABLE 3

Background Information for NES (Native English speakers also fluent in
Spanish; n 5 13)

Yes No NA

Portuguese before class 1 12

Lived in Portuguese country/community more

than 2 months

1 12

Speak Portuguese outside the class 0 13

Watch Portuguese telenovelas/movies 10

� Once in a while 3

Learned Spanish mainly in school 11 2

Lived in Hispanic country more than 6 months 3 10

Speak Spanish with NS 7 5 1

Watch Spanish television/movies 2

� Rarely 2

� Once in a while 6

� Frequently 3
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language was currently their dominant lan-

guage, eight claimed English while two

claimed both English and Spanish.4

The five NSS learners were all born

outside of the United States. Three learned

English after age 10, while two learned after

age 15, so they were all relatively not early

learners of English. Of the 13 NES learners,

11 learned Spanish in school, while two did

not. Three had lived in a Hispanic country

for more than 6 months. We note that these
NES learners knew beforehand that they

would be expected to know Spanish fairly

well to enroll in this Portuguese language

course, as the course title was ‘‘Portuguese

for Spanish Speakers,’’ as opposed to the

regular ‘‘Beginning Portuguese’’ course that

they could also have taken.

Instruments and Procedures
Following Koike and Flanzer (2004), we

used the same five speech act situations of

requests and apologies in that study to col-

lect data. In order to focus the discussion of

results, we present only the request data

here. In the current study, as opposed to the
written modality of the Koike and Flanzer

(2004) study, we asked the learners in the

language lab to respond orally in Portu-

guese to the situations. Learners first looked

at a computer screen where they read the

situation and also heard it read to them

through their headphones. They had 60

seconds to think about how they would
formulate their reply, and then they spoke

their answer, which was recorded through

the computer onto a server. They had 2

minutes to reply but did not have to use the

entire time to provide their response. A

sample question is as follows.

Example (1): You have just arrived at

your Brazilian friend’s house, and it is

terribly hot outside. You are very

thirsty and would like a glass of water.

What do you say to him/her?

We tabulated the results by frequencies

and percentages, with a value of 1 given by

an individual learner if the person used that

variable, regardless of how many times it

was used. We then ran these scores through

a Pearson R chi-square correlation, through
the SPSS program.

Discussion of Results
The discussion addresses first the results

from the request data in the informal situa-

tions in which the learners purportedly

speak to a peer, followed by the formal ones

in which the proposed interlocutor is a dis-

tinguished, elderly professor.

Informal Situations
In Questions 1 and 4 of the questionnaire,

the study examined two different contexts:

(1) a more face-threatening act, in which

the informant must ask a friend to move
from his father’s favorite chair (Question 1);

and (2) a less face-threatening act, in which

the informant asks a friend for a glass of

water (Question 4). The results for the chair

question are displayed in Table 4. As can be

seen, the results among the various learner

groups were very similar, but differences

were also displayed.
First, only one of the correlations be-

tween learner group and individual variable

resulted as significant, which represented the

diversion strategy. The NSH learners’ results

indicated that they used more diversions than

the other two groups, suggesting a significant

tendency to avoid having to issue a face-

threatening act. Note that the head acts
among the three groups in this more face-

threatening request were fairly similar across

the three groups. The NES group used fre-

quent explanations and por favor in their

responses to this situation. These results did

not point to the influence of either English or

Spanish, as supported by the results given by

the NSS learners for the chair situation.
The Pearson chi-square correlation for

Table 5 shows that there was a significant

relationship between the learner groups and

the two variables of asking for forgiveness

and use of the vocative. The head acts in

both situations were again realized fairly

similarly among the three groups for this

88 Spring 2011



less face-threatening act, with the exception

of the more frequent use (38%) of speaker-

based interrogative requests by the NES

group (e.g., Posso ter água? [Can I have

water?]), while none of the learners of the
other two groups did so. This speaker-based

directive form is a direct reflection of

English language transfer, as the Spanish

language does not allow such a speaker-

based form to convey a request of another

person. In addition, 80% of the NSH

learners used an addressee-based inter-

rogative request (Pode me dar X? [Can you
give me X?]), which would more closely

approximate the Spanish addressee-based

formulation of the directive.

TABLE 4

Question 1 (chair): Informal requests in % and frequency, n: NSS 5 5;
NES 5 13; NSH 5 10

NSS NES NSH

w2 sig

Head Speech Act (SA) (more than

one could be used per informant) % f % f % f

Commands/imperatives 20 (1) 23 (3) 10 (1)

Assertions 40 (2) 46 (6) 50 (5)

Interrogative requests:

� Speaker-based 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0)

� Addressee-based 20 (1) 23 (3) 20 (2)

No response 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0)

Elements of SA/strategies of support

Explanations 60 (3) 92 (12) 70 (7)

Diversions/alternate request 0 (0) 23 (3) 60 (6) .040�

Making an offer 40 (2) 46 (6) 30 (3)

Asking for forgiveness 0 (0) 23 (3) 10 (1)

Warning of sanctions 20 (1) 31 (4) 40 (4)

Vocative 20 (1) 62 (8) 60 (6)

Thanking 0 (0) 31 (4) 10 (1)

Asking for favor

� por favor 40 (2) 54 (7) 30 (3)

Asking not to be offended 20 (1) 0 (0) 0 (0)

Use of poder (to be able) 60 (3) 46 (6) 60 (6)

Use of ter que (to have to) 0 (0) 8 (1) 10 (1)

Use of por que não (why don’t you) 0 (0) 8 (1) 10 (1)

Use of conditional mood 0 (0) 8 (1) 0 (0)

Diminutive 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0)
�Significant at 4.05
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The other differences were mainly in

the adjunct strategies used with the head

act. The chi-square results indicated a sig-

nificant relationship between learner group

and asking for forgiveness (e.g., Desculpe
[Forgive me]) and use of the vocative.

There was a very infrequent use of asking

for forgiveness for the imposition by all

groups, and a high use of the vocative over

the other variables by all groups, but espe-

cially by the NSS and the NES. The NES

learners used more expressions of thanks

than the other groups. These results suggest
that the NES group was slightly more

expressive of positive politeness formulae

like the vocative and thanking than the

TABLE 5

Question 4 (water): Informal requests in % and frequency, n: NSS 5 5;
NES 5 13; NSH 5 10

NSS NES NSH

w2 sig

Head Speech Act (SA) (more than

one could be used per informant) % f % f % f

Commands/imperatives 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0)

Assertions 40 (2) 31 (4) 10 (1)

Interrogative requests:

� Speaker-based 0 (0) 38 (5) 0 (0)

� Addressee-based 40 (2) 23 (3) 80 (8)

No response 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0)

Elements of SA/strategies of support

Explanations 80 (4) 92 (12) 80 (8)

Diversions/alternate request 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0)

Making an offer 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0)

Asking for forgiveness 0 (0) 8 (1) 0 (0) .006�,a

Warning of sanctions 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0)

Vocative 80 (4) 85 (11) 60 (6) .004��

Thanking 20 (1) 62 (8) 30 (3)

Asking for favor

� por favor 80 (4) 62 (8) 0 (0)

Asking not to be offended 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0)

Use of poder (to be able) 40 (2) 62 (8) 50 (5)

Use of conditional mood 20 (1) 0 (0) 10 (1)

Diminutive 20 (1) 0 (0) 0 (0)
�Significant at o. 05
��Significant at o. 01
aFisher’s Exact Test yielded a significance of .011�, which was slightly weaker than

the result from the application of Pearson’s chi-square.
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others. It is interesting that the NES used

the vocative, a feature of oral language, like

the other groups, because the vocative is
not used as much in English as it is in

Spanish but is used especially frequently in

Portuguese. Somehow this target feature

became more salient to this NES group.

Once again, in general, it is difficult to dis-

cern if these results came from any

influence of English or Spanish. Only the

speaker-based requests by the NES showed
a direct influence of English, and perhaps

the addressee-based requests by the NSH

showed an influence of Spanish, as sup-

ported by the NSS results.

Formal Situation
The context that is assumed to require a

more formal register (Question 3) repre-

sented a more complex situation. (The

questions are not in order because some of

the prompts elicited acts that this investi-

gation does not address.) In the first part,

the learners heard that they must ask for a
letter of recommendation from a dis-

tinguished and unfamiliar professor in

order to receive a scholarship to go to Bra-

zil, but that they also must ask the professor

not to mention that their grades are not

of a very high caliber. Table 6 displays the

results from this situation.

The Pearson chi-square analysis indica-
ted a significant relationship only between

the learner groups and the commands vari-

able. The NES group used commands

frequently (62%), probably because it is the

easiest form to produce for beginners who

do not have a command of verbal morphol-

ogy to produce other forms. The other two

groups did not use commands at all. The
NES learners always softened them with por

favor. Use of this politeness strategy by L2

learners of Spanish has been noted else-

TABLE 6

Question 3 (professor’s letter): Formal requests in % and frequency,
n: NSS 5 5; NES 5 13; NSH 5 10

NSS NES NSH

w2 sigHead Speech Acts (SA) % f % f % f

Commands/imperatives 0 (0) 62 (8) 0 (0) .002��,a

Assertions 80 (4) 77 (10) 80 (8)

Interrogative requests:

� Addressee-based 0 (0) 23 (3) 20 (2)

No response 20 (1) 0 (0) 0 (0)

Elements of SA/strategies of support

Explanations 60 (3) 69 (9) 80 (8)

Diversions 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0)

Making an offer 0 (1) 0 (0) 0 (0)

Asking for forgiveness 0 (0) 8 (1) 0 (0)

Warning 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0)

Vocative 80 (4) 85 (11) 100 (10)

Thanking 60 (3) 46 (6) 40 (4)

Asking not to be offended 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0)
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where (Félix-Brasdefer, 2007; Koike, 1992).
It may reflect a transfer from English, in

which there is a more frequent use of

‘‘please’’ than in Spanish.

It is also notable that in this formal

situation, the NSS learners did not use any

interrogative requests and, instead, seemed

to rely more on assertions to express their

directive (e.g., ‘‘I need a letter’’), albeit not
significantly. The NSS learners used the

familiar você (you) informal pronoun rela-
tively more than the other learners, which

could possibly be a mistaken transfer of

usted that is used to emphasize respect in

Spanish (it should be ‘‘o senhor’’ [you]F
formal in Portuguese for the equivalent), an

attempt to make the relationship with the

professor more informal or, more likely, a

lack of control over the formal register in
Portuguese.

TABLE 6 (Continued).

NSS NES NSH

w2 sigHead Speech Acts (SA) % f % f % f

Focusing on the effects of a

positive answer to the SA

20 (1) 15 (2) 10 (1)

Asking for favor

� elaborated sentence 0 (0) 15 (2) 30 (3)

� por favor 20 (1) 69 (9) 30 (3)

Compliment to the addressee/

attempt at solidarity

20 (1) 23 (3) 30 (3)

Comment on own personal

qualities

40 (2) 31 (4) 20 (2)

Making light of poor grades 20 (1) 15 (2) 30 (3)

Promising 40 (2) 8 (1) 10 (1)

Use of poder (to be able) 20 (1) 39 (5) 70 (7)

Use of Tenho uma pergunta para

você (I have a question for you)

0 (0) 15 (2) 0 (0)

Use of Quero(ia) saber se você

pode(ia) . . . (I wanted to know if

you can/could)

0 (0) 0 (0) 30 (3)

Use of conditional mood 20 (1) 8 (1) 50 (5)

Use of diminutive 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0)

Use of o senhor (you-formal) 0 (0) 8 (1) 10 (1)

Use of usted [Spanish] 0 (0) 0 (0) 10 (1)

Use of você (you-informal) 80 (4) 69 (9) 60 (6)

Use of te/ti/contigo (to you/with

you)

0 (0) 0 (0) 10 (1)

��Significant at o. 01
aFisher’s Exact Test also yielded a significance of .002��.
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The NSH learners used the poder modal

verb and the conditional mood (e.g., você

poderia escrever [you could write]) more
frequently than the other learner groups in

softening their assertive speech acts.

In general, the results of the requests

indicated entirely different strategies used

for this more formal situation than for the

informal ones, suggesting that the learners

were quite sensitive to contextual variation.

The more formal responses revealed longer,
more elaborate replies with a pre-sequence

before expressing the head speech act of the

request itself. The informal data of the

request for water also indicated different

kinds of politeness strategies operating in

the groups, which could derive from a

transfer of linguistic and sociocultural

norms from their L1 more than the L2 in
expressing themselves in this formal

situation in the L3 Portuguese. These data

showed a little transfer from the base lan-

guages occurring in the requests, with the

NSH learners showing more Spanish than

English influence here. In general, however,

the oral data revealed little consistent

transfer from either Spanish or English,
with the exception of the speaker-based

interrogative requests by the NES learners

in the request for water.

Comparison With Koike and
Flanzer (2004) in Written
Modality
We compare our request results drawn here

in Tables 7–9 with those of Koike and

Flanzer (2004), who used the same data

collection stimuli but in the written mod-

ality.5 The purpose of making such a

comparison was to see if results were simi-

lar between the groups in the oral and

written modalities. If they were similar in
both, and transfer was perceived, that could

provide evidence to eliminate modality

influences. If they were different, then

modality could be seen as a major factor in

the production of the speech acts. A t test of

the background factors of both groups

revealed insignificant differences between

them. We re-evaluated the raw data from

the 2004 study, so the scores shown here

differ somewhat from those of the original
study. Recall that in that study, the NSS

learners were excluded from the data ana-

lysis, so here we compared only the results

of the NES and the NSH in the two studies,

and the tables only show the percentages of

occurrence in the two modalities. The first

column in each table (OR) shows the pre-

sent study of oral data, while the second
(WR) displays the Koike and Flanzer study

of written data. Asterisks in a given column

indicate that some significance was found

between the oral and written data of the two

studies. Those asterisks in the far right-hand

column indicate that there was a significant

correlation between a variable and both learn-

er groups of both studies. If a given category
was not considered in the 2004 study, it is

marked by ‘‘not available’’ (na).

This comparison showed some inter-

esting results. First, the chi-square mea-

sures showed in general that, among the

NES learners of the two studies, there was a

significant correlation with the results of

the diversion, thanking, and offer variables,
showing that these NES learners in the oral

study used these strategies significantly

more than in the written data. These are all

strategies that could be said to reflect oral

interactions. The measures also showed a

significant correlation among the NSH lear-

ners of the two studies with the use of the

vocative, which was also higher in the oral
context than the written. In addition, the

measures indicated highly significant cor-

relation between the two learner groups and

use of diversions: The NSH group used sig-

nificantly more diversions than the NES

group in both contexts. The use of diver-

sions indicates a strategy to save the

speaker’s face for having to issue the impo-
sition through distracting the listener from

the actual imposition.

There was a correlation, albeit to a les-

ser degree, between the two learner groups

and use of the vocative. Thus, it appeared

that the results for the vocative, which was

used at about 60% frequency by both NSH
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and the NES oral group but only 24% by

the NES in the written context, showed

significant group differences. The finding

that the learners did not use the vocative

much in written contexts is also not sur-
prising, considering that the vocative is not

a feature used in written language in Eng-

lish or Spanish.

Assuming that the two groups NES and

NSH are comparable, apparently the oral

modality elicits features that reflect spoken,

face-to-face speech, such as the vocative

and interrogative requests that prompt an

oral exchange.

Table 8 shows the results of the less-

face-threatening act of asking for a glass of
water from a friend. Here a significantly

high number of NES learners responded

orally again using the vocative but not in

the written context, while a significantly

high number of NSH learners used the poder

(to be able) modality (as in Question 1),

TABLE 7

Question 1 (chair): Informal requests in %: more face-threatening situation
to the hearer

Oral study, n: NES 5 13; NSH 5 10; Written study n: NES 5 17; NSH 5 10

NSS NES NSH

w2 sig

Head Speech Act (SA)

(more than one could be

used per informant) NA

OR WR OR WR

% % % %

Commands/imperatives 23 35 10 10

Assertions 46 59 50 50

Interrogative requests:

� Speaker-based 0 0 0 0

� Addressee-based 23 12 20 10

Elements of SA/strategies of support

Explanations 92 88 70 70

Diversions/alternate request 23� 0� 60 20 .004��

Making an offer 46� 6� 30 20

Asking for forgiveness 23 6 10 30

Warning of sanctions 31 12 40 40

Vocative 62 24 60� 10� .033�

Thanking 31� 12� 10 10

Asking for favor

� por favor 54 53 30 30

Asking not to be offended 0 na 0 na

Use of poder (to be able) 46 13 60 20
�Significant at o.05
��Significant at o.01
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usually in interrogative requests in the

oral context but not as much in written

responses. The statistical measures in-
dicated a highly significant relationship

between groups and also asking for pardon

or forgiveness for the imposition, suggest-

ing that both groups did not believe that
this kind of mitigation was necessary for

TABLE 8

Question 4 (water): Informal requests in %: less-face-threatening situation
to the hearer

Oral study, n: NES 5 13; NSH 5 10; Written study n: NES 5 17; NSH 5 10

NSS NES NSH

w2 sig

Head Speech Act

(SA) (more than

one could be used

per informant) NA

OR WR OR WR

% % % %

Commands/

imperatives

0 12 0 0

Assertions 31 24 10 20

Interrogative requests:

� Speaker-based 38 30 0 30

� Addressee-based 23 41 80 50

No response 0 0 0 0

Elements of SA/strategies of support

Explanations 92 65 80 40 .045�

Diversions/alternate

request

0 0 0 0

Making an offer 0 0 0 0

Asking forgiveness 8 3 0 0 .000��,a

Warning of sanctions 0 0 0 0

Vocative 85�� 12�� 60 10 .001��

Thanking 62 29 30 10

Asking for favor

� por favor 62 29 30 20 .035�

Asking not to be

offended

0 0 0 0

Use of poder (to be

able)

62 12 50�� 20��

�Significant at o.05
��Significant at o.01
aFisher’s Exact Test also yielded a significance of .000��.

Foreign Language Annals �vol. 44, No. 1 95



TABLE 9

Question 3 (professor’s letter): Formal requests in oral and written
modalities by %

Oral study, n: NES 5 13; NSH 5 10; Written study n: NES 5 17; NSH 5 10

NSS NES NSH w2 sig

NES

vs.

NSHOR WR OR WR OR WR

Head Speech Acts (SA)

Commands/imperatives 62 35 0 30 .022�

Assertions 77 71 80 50

Interrogative requests:

� Addressee-based 23 35 20 20

No response 0 0 0 0

Elements of SA/strategies of support

Explanations 69 71 80 40

Diversions 0 0 0 0

Making an offer 0 0 0 0

Alternative request, considering a negative answer to the SA

Begging for forgiveness 8 0 0 0

Warning 0 0 0 0

Vocative 85�� 35�� 100�� 10�� .000��

Thanking 46 35 40 20

Asking not to be

offended

0 0 0 0

Focusing on the effects

of a positive answer to

the SA

15 na 10 na

Asking for favor

� elaborated sentence 15 na 30 na

� por favor 69 54 30 30

Compliment to the

addressee/attempt at

solidarity

23 na 30 0

Comment on own

personal qualities

31 na 20 na

Making light of poor

grades

15 na 30 na

Promising 8 na 10 na
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this request. A significantly higher number

of both NES and NSH learners in the oral

context, however, used the vocative over

the written context, again reflecting that
they perceived the link of this feature with

the oral context. We also noted that a sig-

nificantly higher number of NES learners

used explanations more than the NSH in

both the oral and written contexts. The chi-

square also showed a significant relation-

ship between group and use of por favor

‘‘please,’’ which occurred more often in the
oral than the written context by the NES

learners in particular. Although the results

were not statistically significant, one unex-

pected result was that both NES and NSH

learners in the written context used

speaker-based (Can I have?) requests,

although only the NES learners used them

in the oral context. Instead, the NSH learn-

ers most commonly used the addressee-
based (Can you give me?) interrogative

requests in the oral context.

In general, both the NES and NSH

groups of both studies seemed to reflect

sensitivity to the oral versus the written

modality, showing that the results again are

highly context-sensitive, as also seen in

Safont Jordà (2005). Most of the results of
the present study on the oral modality

reflected aspects of language found fre-

quently in spontaneous oral language (e.g.,

the vocative) and did not support the dif-

ferences found in the Koike and Flanzer

TABLE 9 (Continued).

NSS NES NSH w2 sig

NES

vs.

NSHOR WR OR WR OR WR

Use of poder (to be able) 39 na 70 na

Use of é possivel? (is it

possible?)

0 10 10 na

Use of Tenho uma

pergunta para você (I

have a question for you)

15 na na na

Use of Quero(ia) saber se

você pode(ia) . . . (I

wanted to know if you

can/could)

0 na 30 na

Use of conditional mood 8 na 50 na

Use of diminutive 0 0 0 0

Use of o senhor (you-

formal)

8 15 10 10

Use of usted [Spanish] 0 na 10 na

Use of você (you-

informal)

69 10 60 50

Use of te/ti/contigo (to

you/with you)

0 na 10 na

�Significant at o.05
��Significant at o.01
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study (2004) in the written modality, in

which the NSH learners tended to incorpo-

rate more native Spanish pragmatic
elements in their speech acts, such as the

use of assertions in the chair request.

Table 9 displays a comparison of the

results from the two studies regarding the

formal request for a letter from a dis-

tinguished professor. The comparison of the

results from the two studies for this situa-

tion showed that a highly significant
number of NES and NSH learners in the oral

modality again used the vocative, showing a

tendency to be somewhat more direct in this

more formal situation with frequent use of

commands, also shown to be significant.

The NES learners softened the force through

addressing the professor by a vocative, per-

haps in an attempt to somewhat equalize
their unequal status. It is significant that the

NSH learners used no commands at all in

their responses, indicating that they found

this form too direct for the context, and

instead used assertions, also softening them

with the vocative. The NSH learners in gen-

eral did not use the vocative significantly in

the written modality. Overall, the data sug-
gest that both groups were somewhat more

direct in their requests in the oral context

than the written, perhaps elicited by the oral

modality itself.

These results complicate the drawing

of conclusions about whether transfer is

occurring in the L3 from the L1, L2, or a

combination, because there was no con-
sistently clear transfer from English or

Spanish in the Portuguese responses. It is

interesting that the common request for

water from a friend was the only context

that seemed to show more transfer from the

L1, and mainly by the NES learners.

Loan Words and Phrases, Errors
Showing Influence From
Other Languages
In another effort to find effects of transfer,

we analyze the results from our original

group of 28 learners in this section for

lexical items and phrases representing

switches and other phenomena that could

reflect transfer from a base language, whe-

ther it is English or Spanish. We established
the following categories:

a. Single-word lexical borrowings, which

included:

1. Switching: e.g., the Spanish word �silla
(chair) instead of cadeira

2. False cognates; e.g., �gracioso for (grate-

ful), instead of the correct agradecido

b. Phrase-level borrowings:

1. Set phrases: e.g., �vou a falar (I am going

to talk) [from Spanish voy a hablar]

instead of the Portuguese vou falar

2. Inventions from interlanguage: e.g., �é
muito sedento (he is very thirsty) instead

of the Portuguese está com sede

c. Errors from transfer

1. Errors that could have derived from

either Spanish or English interference:

e.g., Portuguese future subjunctive

expressed as present tense �se você não

quer (if you don’t want to) instead of the

correct se você não quiser, as the future
subjunctive does not exist in Spanish or

English and would be expressed instead

with the present indicative form.

2. Common errors that arise from English

transfer in learning Spanish or Portu-

guese: e.g., lack of subjunctive (e.g.,
�Quero que você senta [I want you to

sit] instead of the correct sente;6 ser/
estar [to be] confusion).

Table 10 presents these results from an

analysis of the responses to all the situations

in terms of frequencies of occurrence. We

also ran the frequencies through the ANOVA

program to test for statistical significance.

This table suggests, proportionately speak-
ing, that the three learner groups use the

same number of lexical switches, false cog-

nates, and loan words from Spanish in their

requests.

The NSS borrowed fewer words from

English in their requests than the other

two groups. Surprisingly, according to the
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ANOVA results, the NES showed the most

significant influence from Spanish, mainly

at the single-word level, more than the
other two groups, showing a tendency to

rely on both languages but principally from

their L2 Spanish. This finding is also sup-

ported by the number of words and phrases

that could have come from either English or

Spanish, but mostly from L2 Spanish. The

results would seem to indicate that the L2

that is the most similar to the L3 is the lan-
guage that may be the most influential at

this early stage in the L3 learning period,

which would support Kellerman’s (1983)

hypothesis, at least in the oral modality. We

noted that the NSH group, of which the

majority declared Spanish as their L1 but

now believed they were dominant in En-

glish undoubtedly due to their educational
experiences in English in the United States,

also relied on their Spanish. It appears,

then, that it is not the L1 or L2 that is most

influential in the learners’ early oral prag-

matic production but rather the language

most similar to the L3 that most influences

their efforts. In our next study, we will look

at whether this pattern changes over time.

Conclusions
The results from this study suggest that the

three groups respond differently in the oral

versus written modalities, using more fea-

tures of orality in the oral modality. This
pattern confounds our ability to say with

any certainty or clarity whether or not the

native languages are being transferred in the

learners’ L2 speech act production. There

were only a few instances when they

showed clear evidence of transfer from a

given language, as in the use of the speaker-

based requests for water by the NES lear-
ners, their overuse of ‘‘please’’ and ‘‘thank

you,’’ and the frequent use of addressee-

based interrogative requests by the NSH

learners. Register and L1 or L2 routine

expressions used frequently in those lan-

guages are also factors that seem to influ-

ence learners’ L3 production.

The fact that most of the features that

were used significantly by group seemed to

be pragmatic mitigatorsFvocative, diver-
sions, thanks, por favor, explanations, and

other face-saving strategiesFas well as

speaker- vs. addressee-based deictic forms

of speech acts, prompts us to propose that

perhaps it would be better to look at the

results in terms of the transfer of different

sociocultural norms of the base languages

that may guide their L3 pragmatic produc-
tion. That is a possibility for future study.

We derived another interesting result from

the results of the loan words, which sug-

gests that the learners may be transferring

from the language that they perceive to be

the most similar to the L3Fnamely, Span-

ish, but mainly at the single-word level.

This switching sometimes interferes in their
Portuguese production. Again, routine

expressions used in the L1 or L2 also play a

role in how the speech acts are realized.

These expressions are perhaps more sus-

ceptible to transfer, given their frequency of

use (see Bardovi-Harlig, 2006, for a study

on learners’ recognition of L2 formulas).

The data also suggest that the learners’ lan-
guage at this early stage is guided mainly by

the similarities between the Spanish and

Portuguese languages observed by the learn-

ers, regardless of whether the Spanish is the

L1 or L2.

In comparing the findings of the pre-

sent study with those for the written

modality of Koike and Flanzer (2004), we
saw that the data again indicated that the

oral modality itself elicits more features

found in spontaneous oral language, sup-

porting the claims of Beebe and Cummings

(1996) and Safont Jordà (2005) for differ-

ences according to the oral and the written

modalities.

This study provides more evidence
indicating that L3 learning is complex and

multifaceted, sensitive to contextual factors

and especially to similarities among the

languages involved. While other L2 prag-

matics studies have found that learners

transfer from their L1 or begin with the use

of direct strategies (Félix-Brasdefer, 2007;
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Kasper, 2001; Koike, 1989) in expressing

requests, these L3 learners seem to pay

much attention to contextual factors and
mitigation.7 These L3 learners are more

experienced and have developed different

pragmatic learning strategies than those

used by L2 learners. They may also experi-

ence a different order of language processes

(such as transfer) than L2 learners regard-

ing pragmatics. These issues should be

explored further in future investigations.
Thus, a picture more complex than Keller-

man’s hypothesis on transfer emerges,

addressing creative L3 pragmatic develop-

ment, and influenced by type of modality,

register, routine expressions, and socio-

cultural norms.8

Relevance for Foreign Language
Pedagogy and Curriculum
Finally, we would like to point out some

implications of these findings for pedagogi-
cal and curricular concerns. We offer four

such implications:

1. Foreign language learners in the United

States are often regarded as a monolithic
group whose language learning behavior

and aptitude are dictated principally by

the number of years they have studied a

given language and perhaps by the

courses they have taken. Little attention

is paid to background factors that enter

into the language learning process.

However, as the number of immigrants
and early-generational heritage students

grows and enters the general population

of foreign language learners, there is

an increasing need to accommodate

the foreign language curriculum to con-

front such important aspects as lan-

guage and cultural backgrounds, ways

of learning, rates of acquisition, and
interests. This study indicates that learn-

ers of these three populations behave

differently in oral versus written contexts,

and they differ in pragmatic production

from each other in both contexts.

2. Likewise, especially for the less-

commonly-taught languages, many

times learners who are enrolled in these

courses have experience learning at

least one other foreign language and/or
are heritage students who enjoy some

contact with the TL (such as in family

reunions) that other learners do not

share. More information is needed on

L3 acquisition to inform decisions re-

garding teaching methodologies, mate-

rials, syllabi, course content, etc.

3. It is often assumed that oral production
can easily be reproduced in the written

modality. This study indicates that

pragmatic language use is difficult for

these learners to express in the written

modality, and that difference should

be recognized in class activities and

assignments.

4. The simple assumption that learners
can simply rely on transfer of their L1

to their L2 efforts when languages are

similar is questionable in light of the

findings of this study. The results shown

here indicate that even when the L1 and

L2 are very similar (as in the case of

Spanish and Portuguese), learners do

not always transfer easily in all linguis-
tic categories, even at the early stages of

language study. The transfer process

appears to be quite complex in its use.

Thus, the results beg the question of

whether methods that encourage trans-

fer (such as translation, or those that

employ a Contrastive Analysis com-

parative approach) can consistently
promote language learning. Further

research is necessary to confirm the

validity of this notion, as well as others

we have presented here.

Notes

1. We must qualify our use of the terms

intermediate or advanced, or any other
proficiency evaluation, as the partici-

pants were not asked to submit to any

formal proficiency rating. We based our

evaluations on our subjective observa-

tions as well as those of their instructors.

Regarding the NSH, we interviewed

every participant in that category orally
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in Spanish, because past experience has

shown that oral proficiency varies

greatly, although all in this group pro-
fessed to be ‘‘proficient’’ in Spanish.

2. Mercosul stands for ‘‘Mercado Comum do

Sul’’ (Common Market of the South) and

represents a regional free trade agree-

ment among Argentina, Brazil,
Paraguay, and Uruguay.

3. NSS 5 native Spanish speakers, NES 5

native English speakers, and NSH 5

bilingual Spanish heritage speakers.

Although the number of NSS participants

was small, we argue that this number did
indeed reflect the proportion of NSSs

who are typically enrolled in these Begin-

ning Portuguese for Spanish Speakers

classes. Five participants are considered

a minimal number, and it could be

argued that the number of tokens they

produce is not enough to run statistical

analyses. While this may be true, the
study centers more on what the NES and

NSH learners do in the two modalities.

4. We note that the two who claimed

dominance in both English and Spanish

were not the same two informants who

said they learned both languages simul-
taneously.

5. The justifications for comparing the data

from the two studies are several: (1) the

two studies used the same stimuli to

collect data (one study had more ques-

tions, but those were not considered

here), (2) a t test showed no significant
differences in background factors

among the participants of the two stu-

dies, and (3) no substantive changes (e.g.,

textbook, syllabus, teaching methodol-

ogy) had been made to the curricula of

the two groups. Because the data collec-

tion for both groups occurred in addition

to the activities of the regular class, and
during the same weeks in the semester,

and because neither of the investigators

were instructors of the classes, we

believed that the groups could be consid-

ered comparable despite the length of

time between the two studies.

6. For those readers who are not familiar

with Brazilian Portuguese, verbs in Por-

tuguese like sentar (to sit) commonly
appear in colloquial speech without the

reflexive pronoun expressed explicitly as

it is in Spanish. However, the meaning

continues to be reflexive; (one seats

oneself).

7. We thank Gabriele Kasper for pointing

this out in a recent conference. All errors

in this study, however, are our own.

8. We would like to thank Vivian Flanzer,

and assistant instructors Valdo de Oli-

veira, Valentino Alfredo, and Alexandre
Lima, for their invaluable assistance and

cooperation in gathering data for this

study.
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