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REQUESTS IN ACADEMIC SETTINGS:
QUESTIONING HEARER’S ABILITY

The study explores Greek undergraduate students’ (N=378) oral request patterns,
referring to the Hearer’s ability to act in relation to the social parameters of the
interaction which might affect their choice. Previous research on requests in
academic settings has primarily focused on written interactions, mainly via emails,
among students and faculty members or on single aspects of everyday academic
life. Data were elicited via a specifically designed Discourse Completion Task (DCT)
including ten everyday situations of variant degree of imposition among students,
faculty members and administrative staff. The Could you /Can you VP explicit V-
2nd person plural. Interrogatives, among seven patterns, were found to guarantee
students’ politeness in the university. The factor of imposition, rated by students,
was found to be affected by the addressee, the location of university and the year
of study. The addressee emerged as the most crucial factor that affects students’
choice of the request pattern.
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1. INTRODUCTION
In Brown and Levinson’s politeness theory model (1987), requests are

considered as typical face threatening acts (FTAs), which principally threaten the
addressee’s negative face want and possibly threaten both participants’ face. In
everyday interactions, participants are mutually interested in maintaining each
other’s face, i.e., the public self-image that every member of a society wants to
claim for herself; therefore, they employ politeness strategies to minimize the
threat. Academic contexts provide for a variety of interactional situations among
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students, faculty members and administrative staff, which put various demands on
interactants in terms of politeness requirements and manipulation of imposition
in request performance. Although single aspects of everyday academic life have
been included in Discourse Completion Task (DCT) instruments -such as the well-
known ‘extension scenario’ (e.g., Bella 2012; Woodfield & Economidou-Kogetsidis
2010), research on request performance in these settings has been predominantly
conducted in the framework of interlanguage pragmatics and/or has primarily
focused on written interactions among university students and faculty members
(Bella 2021; Bella & Sifianou 2012; Biesenbach-Lucas 2007; Chen 2006; Farhang-
Ju 2020; Savi¢ 2018). Researchers explore request performance and students’
and/or lecturers’ perceptions on it, by examining address forms (Bella & Sifianou
2012; Economidou-Kogetsidis 2018), level of directness, the employed strategies
(Bella 2012; Biesenbach-Lucas 2007; Economidou-Kogetsidis 2011; Hermanova
2018; Phaisarnsitthikarn 2020), substrategies (Lin 2009), internal and external
modification devices (Economidou-Kogetsidis 2009, 2008), request perspective
(Economidou-Kogetsidis 2012), as well as the development of requestive
performance (Bella 2012; Halenko & Winder 2021). Research findings highlight
students’ infelicities in the appropriate use of the request elements mentioned
above, as well as in the estimation of related context factors. Hence, request
production in academic settings, both in L2 and in L1, has been considered as
highly demanding regarding the level of sociopragmatic competence, which, as
Kasper and Rose explain (2001: 2) “relates to the social perceptions underlying
participants’ interpretation and performance of communicative action”. However,
research on oral request performance in a wider range of interactional situations
that may arise in academic contexts is rather scarce (e.g., Dong 2009; Economidou-
Kogetsidis & Halenko 2022; Lin 2009).

Against this backdrop, the present study is set to explore oral request
production of undergraduate students in the context of Greek universities. More
specifically, it investigates the distribution of use of request patterns according
to three variables associated with the degree of request imposition, i.e., to the
addressee (faculty member vs. member of administrative staff), to the location
of the institution (central vs. regional universities), and to the year of study of
student participants (first vs. final year of study). The study draws on data from a
wider doctoral research project on the production and the perception of students’
oral requests in the Greek academic setting.

1.1. Requests in the Greek academic setting

Some evidence on students’ oral requestive behaviour in the Greek
academic setting comes from interlanguage pragmatics studies on Greek FL
students’ request performance (Bella 2012; MméAAa 2013; 2011). Greek L1
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university students’ or graduates’ requests are included in these studies as
baseline data. When performing requests to faculty members in academic life
situations, i.e., the extension situation, Greek L1 students prefer conventionally
indirect strategies, most frequently the speaker-oriented permission strategy.
As Bella (2012: 1941) remarks, “This can easily be interpreted if one alludes to
the power difference and the high imposition that are inherent in this particular
situation, rendering it ideal for the use of the Permission strategy”.

Inarecentcross-sectional study comparing Greek L1 and L2 students’ written
communication with faculty members via email, Bella (2021) finds formality to be
a consistent feature, which indicates that students acknowledge hierarchy and
distance. She also notes that Greek students exploit their native competence to
have “greater access to rather complex linguistic devises like hinting, passivisation,
manipulation of request perspective and formulaic expressions as well as to
their combinations” (2021: 223), in order to express their requests and achieve
compliance. Although query preparatory structures were used more frequently in
L2 students’ production, a difference of perspective was observed in the way they
were employed across Greek L1 and L2 students. Query preparatories “in the L1S
data were, as a rule (9/10), phrased as impersonal” (2021: 215).

With a focus on Greek as L1 solely, Bella & Sifianou (2012) explored student
e-mail requests to faculty members at the University of Athens. Formality,
directed at both addressee’ and students’ face wants protection, was the single
feature found to characterise all the e-mails considered. The level of it appears to
be determined by students’ perception of the weight of the request imposition,
which is in turn related to the students’ perceptions of “their right to perform it
[the request] and the teacher’s obligation to grant it” (2012: 92).

To the best of our knowledge, the present study is the first that focuses
on oral request production in Greek as L1, in a variety of interactional situations
among students, faculty members and administrative staff, in the Greek academic
setting of both central and regional universities. More specifically, in the paper we
present and discuss results on ability structures, i.e., patterns realised by various
forms of the verb umopw (=can) or verbal expressions denoting ability, which were
found as the most frequent choices in our data (71% of the total request utterances
analysed). We further attempt to investigate the distribution of these structures,
as well as the degree of their conventionalization in the expression of requests
in the Greek academic setting, with respect to three variables which relate to
the social parameters of the interaction, i.e., the addressee, the location of the
university and the students’ year of study, as well as to the estimated degree of
imposition. The location of the university, whether central or regional, is included
as a variable on the assumption that it might have an effect on the degree of
familiarity and/or the power relations among interactants. We hypothesize that
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in regional universities, the more frequent and closer contact among students
and faculty members or administrative staff could lead to looser power relations
and to a higher degree of familiarity. As Cox (2011: 61) affirms, after having been
involved in several studies related to faculty-student interactions, “Even simple,
incidental contacts mean something to students”. Furthermore, we examined the
variable of year of study, in order to compare students’ requestive behaviour in
the beginning and at the end of their academic experience.

In the context outlined, the research questions of the study are framed as
follows:

RQ1: What is the effect of the social parameters of the interaction on the
subjective request imposition in ability structures requests?

RQ2: What is the distribution of ability structures in terms of frequency of
use?

RQ3: What is the effect of the addressee, the location of university, the year
of study and the request imposition on students’ choice of each pattern?

2. METHOD
2.1. Participants

A total of 378 undergraduate students participated in the study. Data
collection involved 4 groups of students, as presented in table 1. Students
were recruited on a voluntary basis from the University of Athens, the National
Technical University of Athens, the Athens University of Economics & Business and
Aristotle University of Thessaloniki (central institutions) as well as the University
of Thessaly in the cities of Lamia and Volos (regional).

1st year students final (4th+) students
central university 93 92

regional university 102 91

Table 1. Participants

2.2. Data Collection

Three thousand seven hundred and eighty (3780) request utterances
were elicited via a specifically designed Discourse Completion Task (DCT), which
included ten everyday situations of variant degree of imposition in the academic
context. Five situations were designed to elicit requests addressed to faculty
members and five situations to administrative staff. Two more situations were
designed to function as distractors.
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The use of the DCT was ideally contributing to our research questions,
due to the effective control of the situational variables and the administrative
advantages that the instrument provides, as opposed to naturalistic interaction
(Ogiermann 2018: 229; Taguchi 2012: 59).

Furthermore, the degree of imposition of the request items was estimated
by participants via an imposition assessment questionnaire. Students were
asked to rate the weight of imposition of each request on a 5-point quantitively
described scale (from ‘not at all’ to ‘very much’).

2.3. Data Classification

Request utterances were codified after the classification schema of
Blum-Kulka et al. (1989), which was further modified for level of transparency
of the requested actions (explicit vs. implicit requests e.g., Can you give me the
X certificate? vs. Can you help me?) and elaborated in order to accommodate
language-specific patterns (see also Bella 2012; Biesenbach-Lucas 2007;
Economidou-Kogetsidis 2011; Phaisarnsitthikarn 2020; Sifianou 1992; Trosborg
1995).

Statistical analysis of the data was carried out using the SPSS 25 version
in order to identify the more frequently recurring structures. Out of the 3780
requests in our data, 2685 (71%) were formulated by an ability structure under
the conventionally indirect strategy of the query preparatory, which mostly refers
to the Hearer’s ability to perform the requested action (e.g., Mmopeite va pou
Seiete t0 ypamnto pou; [Can you show me my test?]). However, we observed that
speakers often tended to further exploit an interplay between the impersonal
and the inclusive request perspective (e.g., livetat va Souue to ypamto pou; [Is it
possible for us to have a look at my test?]), and/or the level of transparency of the
request (e.g., Mvetat va kavouue katy,; [ls it possible for us we do something?]).

Hence, we further coded request utterances according to four coding
categories within the Head Act, in order to search for all possible combinations
within ability structures. The 4 coding categories were as follows:

1. ability expression

[can |/can we (umopw/umopoue va). interrogative]
[can you (umopeite va). interrogative]
[is it possible (e.g., yivetat va). interrogative]

2. level of transparency (explicit/implicit)

3. perspective (speaker oriented/inclusive/hearer oriented/impersonal)

4. () conditional
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3. RESULTS
3.1. Imposition in ability structures (1st research question)

Imposition of ability structure requests, as rated by students, was
examined by 3-way ANOVA test, with respect to the three independent variables:
the addressee of the request, the location of university and the year of study.
Students’ rating of imposition was found affected by all three variables.

More specifically, imposition was found higher to faculty members than to
administrative staff [F(1, 2637)=12.820 p<.001], higher in central than in regional
universities [F(1, 2637)=13.878, p<.001] higher in students of 4th and plus year of
study than in 1st year students [F(1, 2637)=24.975, p<.001]

3.2. Patterns of ability structures (2nd research question)

Combinations of codes of the four coding categories within the Head Act
(ability structures, level of transparency, perspective, conditional) indicated that
1600 (59.6%) of the ability requests were classified into 7 specific patterns (with
100 or more request utterances in each) (Table 2).

[Could you+ VP / explicit V- 2" person plural. interrogative]
Me ouyxwpelte yia tnv evoxAnan, aAia enetdn Sev unopeoa va
EpBw eyIeg (evv. ato ypapeio oag), unnws da umopovoates va Hou
Seiete TO ypanto pov onuepa;
| apologize for bothering, but since | couldn’t come yesterday (i.e., to
your office), could you show me my test today?

P1 26.13%

[Can you+ VP / explicit V- 2" person plural. interrogative]
Zuyyvwun, UNTw¢ UImopeite va ptAdte mo duvara, yiati edw dev
P2 | akouus; 22.69%
Excuse me, can you maybe speak louder, because we can’t hear you
over here?

[Can you+ VP / implicit V- 2" person plural. interrogative]
P3 | Mnopeite va to éavaneite; 15.75%
Can you repeat it?

[Could you+ VP / implicit V- 2" person plural. interrogative
XiAta ouyyvwun mou épyoual auTr TNV WPA, UNTTWS Jo UITOPOUCATE
P4 | va ue eunnpetnocts; 11.31%
| am terribly sorry to come at this hour, but could you possibly help
me?
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[Could I/Could we + VP / explicit V-1st person singular.
interrogative]
p5 Juyyvwun aAla Sa puropouca va 6w TO YPANTO UOU CHUEPO VLTI TN 3.69%
UEPQL TTOU E(YE OPLOTEL EiYO UL UTTOXPEWON; )
Excuse me but, could | have a look at my test today because the day
appointed | had a commitment?
[3™ person verb/impersonal VP explicit V - 2nd person plural.
P6 | interrogative]
, ; , , , 9.06%
Eivat eukodo va pou Seiéete orjuegpa to yparto Uou;
Is it easy for you to show me my test today?
[3" person verb/impersonal VP explicit V - 1st person singular.
interrogative]
P7 | Zuyyvwun yio tnv wpa aAdd enstdn eneiyel unnwe yIvetat va Exw to 6.38%
TASE MIOTOTTOLNTLKO; ’
| apologise for the (late) hour but, since it is urgent, is it maybe
possible for me to have this type of certificate?

Table 2. Patterns of ability structures

3.3. Choice of request pattern & variables (3rd research question)

In order to examine the effect of the four variables (addressee, university
location, year of study, and imposition) on students’ choice of request pattern, we
used binary logistic regression with dependent variable the choice of a specific
pattern or not.

Location of | Year of .
Patterns Addressee University Study Imposition
+
[Cox,!lc.j you dVP/ administrative
P1 | explicit V- 2" p. pl. lower
. staff
interr.]
[Can. your VZ’ / administrative .
P2 | explicit V- 2" p. pl. 1%t year lower
. staff
interr.]
+
.[Can.y.ou VF;/ administrative
P3 | implicit V- 2" p. pl.
. staff
interr.]
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[Could you+ VP /

administrative

sing. interr.]

H e _ 9nd st
P4 !mpllut V- 2" p. pl. staff 1styear
interr.]
[Could I/Could we facult
PS5 | + VP / explicit V-1st v
o members
p. sing. interr.]
[3" person verb/
P6 impersonal VP administrative
explicit V - 2nd p. pl. | staff
interr.]
[3" person verb/
p7 impersonal VP faculty
explicit V - 1st p. members

Table 3. Choice of request pattern & variables

As presented in Table 3, regarding the choice of pattern, results indicate

that students will more probably choose:
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e the pattern 1 (P1) [Could you (@a umopoucarte va) + VP explicit V- 2nd

person plural. interrogative] in order to address a lower imposition
request [(B=-.119, p=.010), probability: 1.13 times for a unit], to
administrative staff [(B=-.756, p=<.001), probability: 2.13 times higher]
rather than to a faculty member

the pattern 2 (P2) [Can you (Mmopeite va) + VP explicit V- 2nd person
plural. interrogative] in their first year of studies compared to those in
their fourth year [(B=.301, p=.010) probability: 1.35 times higher], in
order to address a lower, in their view, imposition request [(B=-.289,
p<.001), probability: 1.33 times for a unit] to administrative staff rather
than to a faculty member [(B=-.267, p=.021), probability: 1.31 times
higher]

the pattern 4 (P4) [Could you (Ga umopouvoarte va) + VP implicit V- 2nd
person plural. interrogative] in their first year of studies compared
to those in their fourth year [(B=.344, p=.029) probability: 1.4 times
higher], in order to address a request to administrative staff rather than
to a faculty member [(B=-.431, p=.006), probability: 1.5 times higher]
the pattern 5 (P5) [Could I/Could we (Ga umopovoca /Ga unopovocaus
va) + VP explicit V-1st person singular. interrogative] (probability: 1.7
times higher) and also the pattern 7 (P7) [3rd person verb/impersonal
VP + explicit V-1st person singular). interrogative] (probability: 3.4 times
higher), in order to address a request to a faculty member compared to
administrative staff
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e the pattern 3 (P3) [Can you (Mmopeite va) + VP implicit V- 2nd person
plural. interrogative] (probability: 1.9 times higher) and also the pattern
6 (P6) [3rd person verb/impersonal VP +explicit V- 2nd person plural.
interrogative] (probability: 2.2 times higher) in order to address a request
to administrative staff compared to a faculty member.

4. DISCUSSION

In Brown and Levinson’s politeness theory model, the assessment of the
seriousness of a ‘face threatening act’ involves three social variables: the social
distance (D), the relative power (P) between participants and the absolute
ranking of imposition (R) in each particular culture. The weight of imposition can
be calculated based on them (1987: 61-76). In the context of our study, quite
unsurprisingly, imposition -as rated by students- was found higher for requests
addressed to faculty members than to administrative staff, in central than in
regional universities, by final year students than by 1st year students. These results
further affirm the well-established institutional roles in the Greek university
context (Bella & Sifianou 2012). They also confirm our initial assumptions that
social distance is rather high in central universities and that students’ perception
of the social parameters of the interaction increases as they reach towards the
end of their experience in the academic context.

The overarching preference of ability patterns in request formulation in
our data accords with the attested ‘formality’ of the Greek university context
(Bella 2021; Bella & Sifianou 2012; Economidou-Kogetsidis 2011; Hirschon 2001;
Koutsantoni 2005; Sifianou 2013). Formality was further conveyed by the use of
an array of linguistic devices such as the formal second person plural (V-form), the
conditional modal (8a urmopouoarte va), 3rd person verb/impersonal VP structures
(e.g., Mvetat va), the lack of transparency, i.e. vagueness, of the requested action
(implicit requests) and the shift in perspective.

More specifically, it seems that the most preferred patterns [[Could you]/
[Can you] VP explicit V- 2nd person plural. Interrogative structure]] guarantee
students the expression of politeness in the university context in line with the
conventional use of the modal verb umopw (can) in Greek “to introduce requests,
especially when there is lack of familiarity” and of the more formal conditional
form Ja umopovoa (could) when “there are status differences” (Sifianou 1992:
144). The widespread use of these patterns renders them as ‘default’, ‘play-safe’
request strategies in formal contexts, e.g.

[student’s requests to a faculty member]

(1) Me ouyywpeite yla tnv evoxAnon, aAda eneidn dev unopeoa va Epdw
ex9<c (evv. oto ypapeio oag), unnws da unopovoate va uou Seifete

381



Elisavet Mavromati / Evgenia Vassilaki

TO YPATITO UOU CHUEPQL;
| apologize for bothering, but since | couldn’t come yesterday (i.e., to
your office), could you show me my test today?

(2) Zuyyvwun, unnwe umopeite va uiAdte mo Suvard, ylati edw bev
OKOUUE;
Excuse me, can you maybe speak louder, because we can’t hear you
over here?

[student’s request to administrative staff]

(3) Zuyvwun, Sa uropovoarte va pou SWOETE EVa MLOTOTOLNTIKO GTTOUSWV
ylati eivat emteiyov kat to ypelaloual;
Excuse me, could you give me a certificate because it is urgent and |
need it?

(4) Zuyvwun uropeite va pou SwWOETe Eva MLOTOMOLNTIKO OTOUSWV;
Excuse me, can you give me a certificate?

The ‘default’ status of these two patterns might also explain the higher
probability for first year students to choose them when they address their
requests to administrative staff. As young adults, who lack academic context
experience, but want to preserve their face, students express themselves using
the minimum amount of linguistic elements that guarantee them the required
formality, choosing the verb umopw (can) and an explicit verb for the requested
action (example 4). When they opt for the more formal conditional modal da
urropouvoate (could you), they couple it with a verb of implicit reference (example
5), which functions more like a formula and may ‘sound like’ the way an educated
adult is supposed to behave towards administration.

(5) XiAta ouyyvwun mou Epyouat auth THY WP, pANwS da propoUocarte va
Ue eunnpetioete;
I am terribly sorry to come at this hour, but could you possibly help me?

When students address faculty members, however, they tend to manipulate
the politeness demands of the situation by making use of other linguistic devices in
order to negotiate politeness demands, e.g., an interplay of perspective between
the main verb and the VP-complement, see example (6):

(6) KaAnomépa, eival pupnwe duvarov cnuepa va pUmopeow va dw to
YPAITO Uou;
Good afternoon, is it perhaps possible for me to be able to have a look
at my test?
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At first sight, it can be argued that by shifting the perspective from the
more formal impersonal to the speaker’s perspective, students increase the
level of negative politeness and avoid imposition, since “avoidance to name the
hearer as actor can reduce the form’s level of coerciveness” (Blum-Kulka 1989:
59). Thus, they show the required respect to their teachers (see example 6).
However, we argue that shifting the perspective towards the speaker’s could also
be interpreted as an element, which points to positive politeness. By framing
students as the agents of the action, it projects them as equal participants in the
relationship with their educators. In other words, it could indicate that students
seem to become orientated to sharing in-group relationships in the context of
their everyday interactions with faculty members, which does not necessarily
contradict formality and deference. Besides, as Koutsantoni (2004: 136) notes,
“Status, [...] does not preclude solidarity in vertical societies, such as the Greek”
and “Greek students may acknowledge the fact that their lecturers are of higher
status but this does not prevent them from stressing the solidarity between them”.

When students address their request to the administrative staff, they exploit
the interplay between the formal impersonal perspective again, and, interestingly,
the hearer-oriented perspective, i.e., the most common request perspective
choice in Greek, in a symmetrical non formal academic situations (Ogiermann &
Bella 2020). Hence, this choice, at first sight, could possibly point to familiarity.
We argue that it could also indicate formality, distance, and distinct roles, in the
sense that students separate themselves from administrative procedures while
they feel closer to sharing academic interests.

(7) Zuyvwun yia tnv evéyAnon, aAda unnwg yivetat va pov SwWoete Twpa
TO TLOTOTOLNTIKG;
| apologize for bothering, but is it perhaps possible for you to give me
the certificate now?

Formality and distance, or rather, distancing, may also account for the
students’ preference to express low imposition requests to administrative staff
by utterances introduced with the verb umopw (can) and implicit reference to the
administrative action:

(8) Zoc mapakalw, umopeite va us eEUNNPETHOETE;
Can you please help me?

In sum, the distribution of patterns in the dataset seems to point to a

perception of politeness as more context-bounded and dynamic with students
negotiating the traditionally assumed power hierarchies in the academy.
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5. CONCLUSION

In the present study, we explored ability structures in ungraduated
students’ requests addressed to faculty members and to administrative staff in
the Greek academic setting. In line with previous research results, we found that
students exploit formality to show the required respect to their teachers and
also to present themselves as educated adults protecting both the addressee’s
negative face and their own positive face wants (Bella & Sifianou 2012). The
variable of students’ rating of imposition was found affected by the variables of
the addressee, the location of the university and the year of study. However, the
addressee emerged as the most crucial parameter in directing students’ linguistic
choices at least, with respect to ability structures, when all factors were examined
in interaction. This finding may point to the well-established institutional roles in
the Greek university context.
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EAwcdpet Mavpopdtn
Naveniotipio Oscoaliag, TuApa Anpotikig Eknaidsuong

Euyevia BaolAdkn
Naveniotruio Oscoaliag, TuApa Anpotikig Eknaidsvong

TA AITHMATA 2TO AKAAHMATKO NEPIBAAAON:
AIEPEYNQNTAZ THN IKANOTHTA TOY AKPOATH

MepiAnwin

H Slatinwon altnpdtwyv oto akadnuaikd meptBallov peletdtal Kupiwg oto
mAalolo Tt mpaypatoloyiog tng Staydwooag otnv e€taon atnNUATWY Un GUOLKWY
OUANTWV O PEUOVWUEVES, ACOUUETPEG KOTAOTACELC. Mpoodata n £peuva e0TLAlEL OTN
YPOTTTH Tapaywyr QTNUATWY KUPLWE UECW NAEKTPOVIKWY UNVUUATWY GOLTNTWV TIPOG
o ekmadeuTtikd mpoowriko (Bella & Sifianou 2012; Economidou-Kogetsidis 2011; Savic¢
2018). H mapoloa épeuva e0TLALEL GTNV TIPOPOPLKA TTAPAY WY OULTNUATWY TPOTITUXLOKWVY
dounTwy Kal GoLtNTPLWY TPOG TO EKMALSEUTIKO KOl SLOKNTIKO TPOOWTILKO. Amotelel
UEPOC gLPUTEPNG SLEAKTOPLIKAG EPEUVAC OTNV TIOPAYWYH ATNUATWY OTO aKASNUATKO
neplBaArov. Ta yAwoolkd &ebopéva oUMEXONKav pEéow eBIkA Slapopdwuévou
epyaleiov cupmAnpwong Stadoyou oe €ka Slafabulopéveg, wg mpog thv emBdapuvan,
TEPLOTACELG SLATUTIWONG QTNUATWY. A TNV EKTiUNON TNG emBapuvong oxedlaotnke
£161KO epwtnuatoloylo. Ta epyaleia ameuBUVOnkav oe 378 GUVOALKA ¢oLtnTEG Kal
dOLTATPLEC, TPWTOU KAl TETAPTOU £TOUC, KEVIPLKWY Kal TIEPLPEPELOKWY TTAVETLOTNUIWY.
Bdon yla TNV KwdIKomoinon Twv YAWOOIKWY Se50UEVWYV ATMOTEAECE TO HOVIEAO TWV
Blum-Kulka et al (1989) mou mpocapuUOOTNKE 0TI SOUEC TOU TPOEKUYPAV amo T
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Sebopéva, Aappavovtag umdoyn HeTayevEoTEPA LOVTEAA Kal mapatnproels (Bella 2012,
Biesenbach-Lucas 2007, Economidou-Kogetsidis 2011, Phaisarnsitthikarn 2020, Sifianou
1992, Trosborg 1995). Itnv avaluon mpoatédnke to eminedo Sladavelag Tou pHUATOC
Spaong. E€etaotnkav ol S0UEC TwV KUPLWV MPAtewv Pe avadopd oTnv LKavoTnTa Tou
akpoatn. Avalntnonkav popUouAeg Ue Baon katnyopieg mou adopolv Thv KUpLA TIPALN:
™ Sopn, TNV MPOOTTIKY, TN SladAVELD KOl T KN UTIOXPEWTLKN XPAon mapeAbovtikoU
XPOvou. BpéBnkav entd cuyxvotepeg GOpUOUAEG, amd TG omoleg ol Yo umopovoats/
UTTOPEITE var + prua pntr¢ dpaocng 8" mAnY. mpoao. GAvnKe OTL TTPOTIUWVTAL WG OL TTAEOV
aodalelg eTMAOYEG YL TNV KAAU N TWV QVOYKWYV TNG EVYEVELAG OTOV aKadnUaiko xwpo. O
TAPAYOoVTaC TNG EKTILWUEVNG eTBApUVONG BPEBNKE OTL £XEL OXEON HE TOUC GANOUG TPELG
NG €PELVAG: LLE TOV ATIOSEKTN TOU QLTI UOTOC, TOV TOTO KAl TO £€T0G poitnong Tou olANTh.
Otav n emloyr| kKaBe GOPUOUNAC CUCKETIOTNKE KAL E TOUG TECOEPLC TTAPAyYOoVTEG Uall,
0 amod£KTnG GAavnke KaBopLOTIKOE aTNV €MIAOYN TNC yla Ta althpata pe avadopd otnv
LKOLVOTNTA TOU aKPOOTH.

NEEELG-KAELBLA: EAANVIKT), TIPOOTITLKI), EUYEVELA, OULTAATO, TIAVETILOTHLO
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