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Chapter 2 

Literature Review 

The first part of this chapter is an overall review of speech act theory and 

politeness framework. What follows is a discussion of universal principle and the 

politeness in collectivistic and individualistic cultures. Next, American and Chinese 

concepts of face are compared. In addition, research on both directive speech acts and 

native and nonnative teachers is also reviewed in some detail. Finally, the research 

questions and hypotheses of this study are presented.   

Speech Act Theory 

Speech acts are speakers’ utterances which convey meaning and make listeners 

do specific things (Austin, 1962). The primary concept of speech acts is that various 

functions can be implemented by means of language. Speech acts are determined by 

the context where multiple factors affect the speakers’ utterances.  

According to Austin (1962), when saying a performative utterance, a speaker is 

simultaneously doing something. For example, when someone says, “I am hungry,” 

he may express his hunger or is likely to imply a request for something to eat. Austin 

indicated that people perform three different kinds of acts when speaking: 

1. Locution acts: the utterances we use, which are literal meanings.  

2. Illocution acts: the intention that a speaker has or the effect that the utterance has 

on hearers. They are often used to perform certain function and must be performed 

on purpose.  

3. Perlocution acts: the results or effects produced by means of a speaker’s 

illocutionary acts.   

A speaker can use different locution acts to achieve the same illocutionary force 

or use one locution for many different purposes. For instance, when you ask someone, 
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“Can you pass the salt?” the literal meaning concerns the hearer’s ability to pass the 

salt whereas its illocution is to request the hearer to pass the salt to the speaker. If 

illocutions cause listeners to do something, they are perlocutions; in this case, the 

hearer’s passing the salt to the speaker. In brief, the locution causes illocutionary force 

which the speaker wants the utterance to have on listeners. One can perform his/her 

intention indirectly by using illocutions and then cause perlocutionary acts. The 

illocutionary acts in Austin’s (1962) original framework are what subsequent 

researchers called speech acts, illocutionary force, or pragmatic force (Thomas, 1995). 

Today most attention has focused on illocutionary acts, the speakers’ actual intention 

of the utterance. 

Speech acts are categorized by language functions or by their intents (Austin, 

1962; Hymes, 1962). Austin classified speech acts into five types (hereinafter written 

in brackets), and then Searle (1969) refined his typological system:  

1. Directives (Verdictives): an intention to get the listener to do something, such as 

request, command, advice, and invitation.   

2. Declaratives (Exercitives): the exercising of power and rights or a completion of a 

change by the correspondence between the utterance and the illocutionary force, as 

in appointing, warning, and ordering.  

3. Commissives: an action that the speaker undertakes or commits to do something by 

announcing an intention, like promising.   

4. Expressives (Behabitives): a psychological expression that shows the sincerity 

condition about certain affair, such as apology, gratitude, and congratulation. 

5. Assertives (Expositives): a reference to the truth of the expressed utterance, as in 

argument and statement.  

Austin (1962) pointed out that speech acts must meet felicity conditions to carry 
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out the intended function. Gordon and Lakoff (1971) later proposed a way of making 

indirect speech acts by stating or questioning felicity conditions. Felicity conditions 

(Austin, 1962; Searle, 1969) are the actual conditions that must be met so as to give 

rise to a given speech act as intended. For example, the speaker has to be able to 

comply with the request, and the hearer must make the thing requested in order for a 

request to be felicitous (Brown & Levinson, 1987). 

In order to make the illocutionary acts successfully performed, Searle (1969) 

suggested four necessary conditions, including the preparatory condition, the sincerity 

condition, the propositional content condition, and the essential condition. Take the 

felicity conditions of directives for example (see Table 1).  

Table 1 

Necessary Conditions for an Utterance of Directives (Request)      

Condition Directives (Request) 

Preparatory condition The hearer is able to perform an act.  
Sincerity condition The speaker wants the hearer to do an act.  

Propositional content condition   The speaker predicates a future act of the hearer.

Essential condition Counts as an attempt by the speaker to get the 

hearer to do an act. 
Note. From Speech Acts: An essay in the philosophy of language, by J. R. Searle, 1969, Cambridge: 

Cambridge University Press.   

First, the speaker has to recognize his/her relationship with the hearer and then 

estimate whether the hearer is able to do the act. Second, the speaker makes sure 

his/her desire for the act to be completed by the hearer. Third, the speaker’s utterance 

places the hearer’s act under some kind of obligation. Finally, the utterance is 

regarded as certain compulsory act by the speaker to get the hearer to perform it.  

 Speech acts are also categorized into direct and indirect speech acts in terms of 

the extent of the directness. Direct speech acts convey the illocutionary force the same 
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as the surface form whereas indirect speech acts refer to the illocution different from 

the literal meanings. According to Searle (1975), an indirect speech act is one 

illocutionary act performed indirectly by using another speech act directly. For 

example, the utterance Do you feel cold? performs an act of asking questions directly, 

but in fact it implies the speaker’s indirect request for closing the window.  

 Direct speech acts usually lack ambiguity because they have a conventional 

relationship between utterances and functions. However, indirect speech acts tend to 

be confused by their implicit meaning and connotation. The hearer has to read 

between the lines and then infer the speaker’s true intention of the utterance in the 

light of certain conventional ways of formulating these acts (Blum-Kulka, House, & 

Kapser, 1989; Leech, 1983; Searle, 1979). Generally speaking, the speaker often 

issues directives indirectly to be polite and to maintain the hearer’s face.  

Politeness Theory 

 The level of the speaker’s directness depends on the degree of the politeness 

needed (Brown & Levinson, 1987; Searle, 1969, 1975, 1979). Politeness means 

appropriate social behavior and careful consideration of others (Kasper, 1994). Brown 

and Levinson (1987) first proposed the politeness theory, which provides the most 

influential theoretical foundation for the analysis of the politeness phenomena in the 

fields of interlanguage and cross-cultural pragmatics. One important element of their 

theory is that they do not explain cross-cultural differences from face desires. That is 

to say, they did not have greater desire for positive face satisfaction than for negative 

interaction between contextual variables and face needs.  

In English, negative politeness which maintained the face of interlocutors was 

usually resort to indirect speech. As Brown and Levinson’s (1978) study showed, “the 

more effort a speaker expends in face-preserving work, the more he will be seen as 
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trying to satisfy the hearer’s face wants” (p. 143). In a word, the more indirect the 

utterance is, the more polite it will be, as shown in the following examples (p. 143): 

(1) Lend me your car. 

(2) May I borrow you car please? 

(3) I’d like to borrow you car, if you wouldn’t mind. 

(4) Would you have any objections to my borrowing your car for a while? 

(5) Could you possibly by any chance lend me you car for just a few minutes? 

The degree of politeness and the length of sentences increases from the first 

sentence to the last one. The last sentence is certainly the most indirect and polite 

expression.  

Speech Act Universality versus Culture-specificity 

Brown and Levinson (1978) also put forward a universal theory of politeness and 

suggested that “the universality of indirect speech acts follows from the basic service 

they perform with respect to universal strategies of politeness” (p.142). Most of the 

indirect speech acts appeared to be universal or developed in many languages 

independently. Based on their universal principles, the forms used to realize a speech 

act have the common social conventions across different languages and cultures. The 

speakers can learn how to communicate with others in certain situations based on 

these conventions. Other investigators have also noted that cross-linguistic 

differences do exist and have taken great interest in conventional aspects of speech 

acts (Cole & Morgan, 1975; Fraser, 1985; Searle, 1969, 1975, 1979). It is suggested 

that it is unnecessary for second language learners to be taught how to ‘code their 

intentions’ in a second language (Fraser, 1985, p.34) since the strategies for 

performing specific speech behavior are similar across different cultures and 

languages. As a matter of fact, some researchers, though supporting universality in 
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speech act performance, acknowledged the existence of cross-linguistic differences. 

For instance, Searle (1975) contended that “the standard forms from one language 

will not always maintain their indirect speech act potential when translated from one 

language to another” (p. 76).  

Some researchers have advocated that the appropriate use of the response 

strategies is unlikely to be identical across different communities, and that the speech 

act behavior varies in both conceptualization and performance across different 

cultures. The speakers’ realization of speech acts tend to be affected by their different 

cultural norms (Blum-Kulka et al., 1989; Green, 1975; Gumperz, 1982; Wierzbicka, 

1991; Yu, 1999). The speakers may experience and create their own cultures while 

they are interacting with others (Moerman,1988). Blum-Kulka et al. (1989) argued 

that Searle’s (1975) universality generalizations “are more biased by the English 

examples analyzed than warranted by the theory” (p. 64), so they further pointed out 

that the generalizations for indirect request seemed to be true for all the languages 

they studied, including English, French, Hebrew, Spanish, etc. Nevertheless, it was 

proposed that the particular employment of these strategies were not identical and 

carried different social meanings across languages and cultures. In fact, there was an 

inherent drawback in their study since the languages investigated were either Western 

or influenced by Western cultures. It may be questionable whether the finding in the 

research can be extended to non-Western languages, like Chinese, which has very 

different socio-cultural conventions from the Western languages. From this 

perspective, the necessity of modifying the conceptualization of sociolinguistics 

politeness, especially for non-Western societies, seems to be a must.   

Politeness in Collectivistic and Individualistic Culture 

Individualism-Collectivism is one of the most widely used aspects of cultural 
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variability in cross-cultural communication (Hofstede, 1991). In the collectivistic 

culture, people who belonged to the same group had greater influence on others’ 

behaviors, whereas those who were in-groups had less influence on others’ 

(Gudykunst & Mody, 2002; Scollon & Scollon, 1995). Collectivism pertains to 

“societies in which people from birth onwards are integrated into strong, cohesive 

in-groups” (Hofstede, 1991, p. 51). It was also reported that collectivistic cultures 

placed more emphasis on status differences than individualistic cultures (Fukushima, 

2000; Triandis, 1994). Kim (1994) proposed social relational and task oriented as two 

types of conversational constraints. It is suggested that collectivism focuses on social 

relational constraints which emphasize face-supportive acts, like avoiding hurting 

listeners’ feelings and minimizing imposition. Hence, the communicative style tend to 

be interpersonally sensitive and empathic.  

On the contrary, individualism refers to societies where “the ties between 

individuals are loose,” and everyone cares about himself/herself (Hofstede, 1991, p. 

51). Individualism concerned task oriented constraint, which emphasized clarity and 

precise illocutionary force in conversation (Gudykunst, Matsumoto, Ting-Toomey, 

Nishida, Kim, & Heyman, 1996). English and Chinese speakers are reported to belong 

to individualistic and collectivistic culture respectively (Hofstede, 1984). In American 

society, everyone is treated equally and clarity of utterances is emphasized. In fact, the 

preciseness of language does not mean that one speaks in a direct way (Clark, 1980).   

Notion of face. The central notion of the politeness theory is the concept of face. 

According to Goffman (1967), face refers to “the positive social value a person 

effectively claims for himself by the line others assume he has taken during a 

particular contact” (p. 5). Brown and Levinson (1987) defined face as “the public 

self-image that every member wants to claim for himself” (p.61). 
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Since everyone thirsts after respect and self-esteem, politeness is used to 

maintain both the speakers’ and the hearers’ face wants. There are two face wants 

which consists of positive face and negative face. The former refers to the desire to be 

approved and liked by others whereas the latter represents the desire of one’s actions 

not to be impeded by others. Brown and Levinson (1987) also claimed the universality 

of face. They assumed that “the mutual knowledge of members’ public self-image of 

face, and the social necessity to orient oneself to it in interaction, are universal” (p. 61) 

even though the notion of face varies in different cultures.  

In collective societies, speakers are apt to underestimate negative face wants and 

thus question the claim that not only positive but also negative face wants prevail in 

all cultures (Brown & Levinson, 1987). The collective orientation of Japanese culture 

has highlighted communal identification, dependency and empathy (Clancy, 1986; 

Lebra, 1976); therefore, previous studies have proposed that the collective nature in 

Japanese culture rather than an individualistic orientation contradicts negative face 

wants in Brown and Levinson’s politeness theory (Hill, Ide, Ikuta, Kawasaki, & 

Ogino, 1986; Ide, 1989; Matsumoto, 1988, 1989). If different social orientation exists 

in cultures, there can be distinguishable differences between notion of face and its role 

in the politeness system and those in Western culture. For instance, it is indicated that 

Japanese tend not to care about sustenance of face, but about maintenance of the 

relative position of others (Ide, 1989; Matsumoto, 1988). It seems contradictory to the 

Western face which emphasizes individualism.  

Moreover, Brown and Levinson’s model of universal politeness has been 

suggested revision and reconsideration because other studies have claimed that the 

concept of politeness is cultural or language specific. Researchers in non-Western 

cultures (e.g., Ide, 1989; Matsumoto,1988, 1989; Nwoye, 1992; Pan, 1995) argued 
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that the concept of face and its relation to society differ cross-culturally. They alleged 

cultural specificity for the concept of self and the upraised status of negative face in 

Brown and Levinson’s theory. Besides, those studying politeness in Western societies 

have also indicated that the conceptualization of negative face is not homogenous at 

all (Pavlidou, 1994). The notion of face regarded as the basis for universal politeness 

theory runs a risk of ethnocentricity (Ehlich, Ide, & Watts, 1992; Wierzicka, 1985). 

Face in Chinese and American culture. In Chinese politeness, the “relation 

acknowledgment” is the core motivation (Pan, 1995). Mao (1994) proposed that there 

are two interactional ideals, including “ideal social identity” and “ideal individual 

autonomy.” They function in Asian and Western cultures respectively. He further 

pointed out two arguments which were contradictory to Brown and Levinson’s theory. 

First, their conceptualization of face as a ‘self-image’ may be problematic in Chinese 

culture, where face represents a public image rather than a self-image and collectivism 

is emphasized. For Chinese speakers, the harmony of the society counts more than the 

accommodation of individual desires with the judgments of the community. But, 

sometimes the individual desire may not be satisfied. Second, he suggested that 

Chinese face refers to a public image and does not include negative face (termed 面子 

‘mianzi’), which indicates a desire to bring about public approval of one’s fame and 

reputation. Hence, Chinese speakers are presumed to seek the respect and 

identification of the group and are supposed to avoid criticism from the group by 

behaving themselves to meet the requirements of the communal norms. The Chinese 

face has limited resemblance to positive face (as expressed 臉‘lian’) because they 

both stress one’s want to be liked and approved by others. To sum up, Mao questioned 

the universality of Brown and Levinson’s theory. He pointed out that Chinese 

speakers have negative attitude towards individual freedom of action, so negative face 



 
   

15

plays little role in Chinese culture. In a word, Chinese can be generalized as a public 

image based on the participation of others (Mao, 1994). With regard to this 

characteristic, Chinese face is much like Goffman’s (1967, 1971) conceptions of face 

as a ‘public property.’ 

Nevertheless, even the speaker tries to maintain face of each individual, certain 

speech acts (e.g., request, directives, and complaint) inevitably threaten the self-image 

of others and violate their face wants. The acts that threaten people’s face are face 

threatening acts (FTAs). 

Face threatening acts. Speakers necessitate strategies to soften or decrease the 

threat to the public self-images by means of assessing the given context and 

evaluating the seriousness of the situation. Brown and Levinson (1987) suggested five 

types of strategies for performing FTAs with some measures to mitigate the 

face-threatening effect, as shown in Figure 1. 

 

First, speakers decide whether to opt out of the FTA or not. If speakers choose to 

perform the FTA, they can go on record by making their intentions frank or off record 
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with indirect strategies. Once speakers prefer on record strategies, they can either do 

the FTA without redressive action baldly or do it with redressive action by giving 

positive or negative face to hearers. When using positive politeness strategies, 

speakers convey a shared want of the hearers’ approval of others. On the contrary, 

negative politeness strategies threaten speakers’ and hearers’ faces and serve to reduce 

the imposition of FTAs, such as apologizing and issuing directives. When the threat to 

face seems greater, the negative politeness strategies are usually adopted.  

In a word, speakers who “do not do the FTA” will be polite; if it is unavoidable, 

do it with “redressive action” (Brown & Levinson, 1987).   

Directive Speech Acts 

According to Austin (1962) and Searle (1969, 1979), directives refer to attempts 

which show the speaker’s intention to make hearer to do something or to direct the 

hearer to reach the speaker’s goals. They convey the future acts of the hearer based on 

the speaker’s wishes and then impose some action or cessation on the hearer, like 

request, command and warning (Blum-Kulka, et al., 1989; Mey, 2001). 

Since the speaker shows desire for the hearer’s performing certain acts by way of 

request or order, directives are assumed to threaten the hearer’s negative face. 

In general, when asking superiors to do things, the speech act is a request; when 

asking inferiors, it is a command. The realization of directive speech acts is prevalent 

across cultures, but they differ in form and function. Most of the people have the 

misconception that imperatives issue directives, declaratives make statements, and 

interrogatives for seeking information. Actually, different syntactic structures can 

realize the same speech act. For instance, a directive speech act can be performed by a 

declarative (e.g., I want to go), an interrogatives (e.g., May I go?), or an imperative 

(e.g., Let me go!).  
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There are not many studies on directive speech acts (Blum-Kulka, 1982; Dore, 

1977, 1979; Ervin-Tripp, 1976). Some of them analyzed adult directives in English or 

other languages. As for studies in Taiwan, the research has focused on the comparison 

between native language speakers and foreign language learners or in different areas 

(Bresnahan, Lee, & Liao, 1997; Liao, 1982).     

In this study, directives are not confined to imperatives; all the sentences patterns 

that issue directives are included. Some of the earlier studies on directives consist of 

questions, taking them as requests for information and also demands for the 

addressee’s response, but we focus on the verbal directives. 

Teacher Talk   

Teacher talk refers to the speech that teachers use to convey information to the 

students (Allwright & Bailey, 1991). Teacher talk, also called teachers’ linguistic 

input, is generally regarded as valuable source of comprehensible input in students’ 

process of language acquisition (Cullen, 1998; Wesche, 1994).     

The previous studies indicated that in the classroom discourse, teacher talk 

accounts for up to sixty percent (Cazden, 1988; Legarreta, 1977). Philips (1972) noted 

that students participate in classroom activities under the teacher’s control, which 

means teachers have authorities over the students’ selection of the topic and the 

content, and of turn-taking. Also, much research has reported that classroom talk is 

teacher-centered, not only in quantity but also in power of directing the class (Huang, 

1998; Tsui, 1985). Dillion (1988) pointed out that students take part in the cycle of 

classroom talk in concordance with the pattern determined by the teacher. Teacher 

talk undoubtedly plays a prominent role in the classroom discourse.  

 Generally speaking, teacher talk has been explored from two angles, speech 

modifications and teacher-student interaction. Modifications in teacher talk have often 
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focused on structural rather than pragmatic aspects (Cots & Díaz, 2005). For example, 

Chaudron (1988) indicated the verbal behavior and speech modifications implemented 

by the teachers in the language classrooms, such as rate of speech, prosody, 

vocabulary and especially, syntax.  

The teacher’s production of functions will be influenced by whether the teacher is 

a native speaker or not. It is commonly believed that native teachers offer better input 

because of their linguistic proficiency. Tsui (1985) compared native and nonnative 

teacher talk in the second language classroom and verified this statement. The 

research showed that nonnative English teachers adopted more “repeating questions” 

than native teachers, whereas there was no significant difference for both nonnative 

and native teachers when using “display questions” and “genuine questions.” It was 

concluded that the native teachers provides more comprehensible input to provide 

students a better learning environment and hence to promote their language 

acquisition. Urano (1999) found that nonnative teachers enacted fewer self-repetition 

than native teachers and thus facilitate more interaction than native teachers. 

Native and Nonnative Teachers  

The controversy over native or nonnative speakers has been at issue these years. 

In Becica’s (1969) research, native speakers were supposed to be superior to 

non-native speakers in speaking, listening and pronunciation. On the contrary, 

nonnative speakers were better in accuracy rather than fluency. Other existing 

literature proposed that if native and nonnative teachers have sufficient language 

proficiency, metalinguistic knowledge and effective pedagogical skills, they can all be 

capable teachers no matter what their native languages are.    

As a matter of fact, native and nonnative teachers show numerous differences in 

their teaching behavior and thus influence their teacher talk. For example, native 
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teachers are more casual and have less control and concern over the students than 

non-native ones (Medgyes, 1992). Besides, native teachers prefer conventionally 

indirect forms, while nonnative ones use more direct forms and fewer conventionally 

indirect forms (Lee-Wong, 1994; Zhang, 1995).  

Previous research has manifested the main discrepancies between native and 

nonnative English teachers as follows (Becica, 1969; Medgyes, 1992): 

1. Nonnative English teachers can act as “learner” modals, whereas native English 

teachers can be great “language modals”. Because nonnative teachers have the 

similar learning experience which provides them with a “privileged 

understanding” of their students’ problems and shortcomings, they can remember 

learning difficulties from their own and thus anticipate their language difficulties 

(Becica, 1969). This kind of sensitivity will be enhanced by familiarity with 

common educational background, including curricular and academic requirements. 

Medgyes (1983) indicated that nonnative English teachers are “aware of the 

difficulties his students are likely to encounter and the possible errors they are 

likely to make" (p. 6). In a word, nonnative teachers can be more “empathetic to 

the needs and problems” and attend to students’ errors due to language 

interference. Consequently, they are able to instruct learning strategies more 

efficiently. 

2. Another advantage of nonnative teachers is their mother tongue, which can 

facilitate communication in both teaching and learning process in a language 

classroom. The shared mother tongue is suggested to be a useful instructional 

medium in teacher-student interaction, especially for those weak learners or junior 

students, for they could not understand the teachers' language (Becica, 1969). That 

is the reason why native English teachers should try hard to learn the students’ 
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mother tongue and strive to improve their knowledge of English grammar. 

3. Nonnative English teachers’ familiarity with the local syllabus, examinations and 

cultures promises them a unique identity as facilitators of administrative policies 

in the schools.  

4. Native teachers treated the students like their friends and were more tolerant of 

student’ errors, but nonnative teachers were found to be stricter and more 

restrained by school regulations. The reason was supposed to be that nonnative 

teachers had “an enhanced feeling of responsibility,” and they had been nurtured 

in forced educational circumstances. 

Many nonnative teachers feel inferior and inadequate in their job. Greis (1985) 

depicted the teachers inner thought as follows:   

Anxiety may be felt by any beginning teacher, whether native or nonnative. 

However, when put next to native speaker, the non-NETS [nonnative ESOL 

trainees] often experience a strong sense of fear that they will not attain the 

same level of proficiency, and that the ESL students may reject them preferring a 

native speaker as a teacher. (p. 318) 

 
But Medgyes (1992) advocated, “The more proficient in the learners’ mother tongue, 

the more efficient in the classroom” (p.348). Nonnative teachers are likely to facilitate 

language learning more efficiently because they are of great help in supplying the 

words in their native language equivalent of English vocabulary (Brown, 1994). 

Furthermore, nonnative teachers have been reported to be more empathetic listeners 

for beginning and low achievers and effective guides for examinations in the local 

context. They have, without a doubt, played an important pedagogical role in English 

teaching classrooms.      

It will be dogmatic to answer absolutely whether native English teachers or 
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nonnative English teachers are superior. Native and nonnative English teachers should 

be complementary in their advantages and drawbacks. Some of the researchers 

supposed that learners can learn English accurately and naturally from native English 

teachers because they provided more opportunities for learners to use English in the 

classroom. Besides, if native English teachers can not speak learners’ native language, 

English will be the only language that they can use to communicate. This essential 

need does make learners eager to learn English in an authentic context. Medgyes 

(1984) also considered native speakers as "potentially more accomplished users of 

English than non-native speakers" (p. 12). Nevertheless, for lower proficiency level 

learners, it is difficult to understand what the teachers lecture and talk about (Brown, 

1994). For lack of a shared native language, native teachers are inclined to leave the 

problems unsolved and unexplained. In addition, on account of different cultural 

backgrounds, communication gaps are liable to occur between native-speaker teachers 

and their learners. As Davies (1995) suggested, native speakers can be “as a model, a 

goal, almost an inspiration” (p.157), but can never be regarded as a measure.  

Teacher Directives 

  Teacher directives have been studied by some researchers (He, 2000; Manke, 

1997; Tapper, 1994). Iedema (1996) indicated “different command realizations 

involve different interpersonal positionings” (p.84). The type of classroom discourse 

and the roles of teachers and students should also be paid attention to. Also, 

Dalton-Puffer and Nikula (2006) explored the directive behavior of both teachers and 

students in Content and Language Integrated Learning (CLIL) classrooms. In Taiwan, 

directives have been studied in pre-school children, junior high, senior high school 

and college students (Lei, 2001; Su, 1988). However, no information is available in 

teacher directives.    
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Research Questions  

The research questions for this study are as follows: 

1. What strategies are adopted by nonnative and native English teachers of senior 

high schools in Taiwan? Are there any differences in their performance of 

directive speech acts? If yes, how do they differ? 

2. Are the realizations of speech acts between nonnative and native English teachers 

culturally specific? If they are culturally specific, how do their native cultures 

affect their speech acts?   

Hypotheses  

We assumed that native English teachers would show greater preference for 

conventionally indirect strategies whereas nonnative English teachers would enact 

more direct strategies and fewer conventionally indirect forms (Lee-Wong, 1994, 

Zhang, 1995). Also, Chinese teachers preferred the directive of threatening students 

(Bresnahan & Liao, 1996), and they were stricter and had better control over the 

students than native English teachers (Chen, 2005; Medgyes, 1992) while native 

English teachers had more tolerant attitude towards the students. Besides, the 

participants’ cultural norms are likely to influence their realization of speech behavior 

(Wierzbicka, 1991; Yu, 1999). 


