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The purpose of the present communication is to provide insights into interlan-
guage variation in speech act realization by examining the speech act of refusal
produced by Serbian-speaking learners of L2 Spanish. Therefore, production data
from Serbian learners of L2 Spanish will be collected and compared to those
of a native control group as a benchmark. More precisely, the aim is to find out
which semantic formulas Serbian learners of L2 Spanish employ when perform-
ing refusals in different social status situations and how this relates to the refusals
produced by Spanish native speakers. To achieve the goal, a discourse completion
task (DCT) will be used and the data will be classified and analysed according to
Beebe, Takahashi and Uliss-Weltz’s (1990) taxonomy of refusal strategies.

Keywords: pragmatic competence, speech acts, refusal, Spanish as a second/
foreign language.

1. Introduction

Both linguistic proficiency and pragmatic competence constitute essential as-
pects for second language learners (L2) to become effective language users (Le Pair
2005; Tanck 2002). While the former enables correct usage of language; the latter
is indispensable for producing and understanding the language appropriately and in
conformity with particular sociocultural parameters (Abed 2011; Alcon-Soler 2001;
Tello Rueda 2006). In the field of second language acquisition (SLA), most research
has been done on linguistic proficiency (cf. Housen, Kuiken, & Vedder 2012; Norris
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& Ortega 2003). The pragmatic dimension has been studied to a lesser extent and
has mainly focused on English as a target language (Halupka-ReSetar & Knezevi¢
2016; Taguchi 2017). According to Fernandez Amaya (2008), even fairly advanced
learners still have difficulties to achieve native-like pragmatic competence. Thus,
the present research aims to extend the range of first and second languages in inter-
language pragmatics (ILP) by investigating more in detail the speech act of refusal
produced by Serbian-speaking learners of L2 Spanish. More specifically, data from
Serbian learners of L2 Spanish will be collected and compared to those of a native
control group in order to find out whether Serbian learners of Spanish opt for sim-
ilar speech act realization strategies as Spanish native speakers in the same refusal
situations. If not, further emphasis will be on major differences between these two
groups when performing refusals.

Speech acts in general, and refusals, in particular, are highly interesting to
study, as part of a ritual where sociocultural factors influence its actual perfor-
mance. In other words, performing speech acts can differ from one community to
another, from one language to another. In addition, it is important to point out that
refusals are face-threatening acts (FTAs), because saying “no” can be challenging
and can mean disapproval of the interlocutor’s intentions. Therefore, the speech
act of refusal often requires the use of indirect strategies as well as mitigation de-
vices to soften the possible threat and maintain a good relationship with the inter-
locutor. So, for non-native speakers of a language the development of pragmatic
competence is important in order to avoid being considered as rude, uncultured,
or even offensive (Martinez-Flor & Uso6-Juan 2011).

Finally, we share the view of Nadal Lopez (2012: 4) that Slavs in general and
Serbs in particular seem to learn the Spanish language in record time and already
speak fluently from the early stages. Nevertheless, we expect to find some differ-
ences in the use of certain strategies and the degree of politeness. Therefore, our
hypothesis is that Serbian learners will be able to produce what they want to say,
but they may lack the necessary sociocultural knowledge and pragmatic ability to
express themselves in an appropriate way.

2. Theoretical background
2.1. Interlanguage pragmatics and taxonomy of refusals

The present study is situated in the field of interlanguage pragmatics (ILP),
the study of learners’ comprehension and production of speech acts, and the ac-
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quisition of L2 pragmatic knowledge (Kasper & Rose 2003; Taguchi & Roever
2017). One of the most influential studies has been the Cross-Cultural Speech
Act Realization Project (CCSARP) conducted by Blum-Kulka et al. (1989) on
cross-cultural and intralingual variation in the realization of requests and apol-
ogies. According to Brown and Levinson’s (1987) politeness framework, polite-
ness strategies are employed to save face, and three variables, social power, dis-
tance and degree of imposition, are taken into account to evaluate the weight of
a speech act. As such, face-threatening acts (FTAs), since they contradict listen-
ers’ expectations, usually involve long sequences of negotiation as well as many
face-enhancing moves (Brown & Levinson 1987; Eslami 2010).

With respect to the speech acts of refusal, classified as high-risk face-threat-
ening acts, they function as negative responses to various initiating acts such as
invitations, offers, requests or suggestions (Siebold & Busch 2015). Although
recognized as a major “sticking point” for many non-native speakers (Beebe et
al. 1990: 56), refusals have not been as widely explored (Savi¢ 2014: 72). The
most influential taxonomy of refusal strategies is the one developed by Beebe et
al. (1990). They distinguish three types of strategies used in refusals: direct strat-
egies, indirect strategies and adjuncts (or external modifications), i.e. strategies
that cannot by themselves be used to perform a refusal but contribute to refusal
mitigation and can, thus, be considered as supporting moves which either precede
or follow the actual refusal. Within the category of direct refisals, a distinction
is made between non-performative statements such as the use of an explicit and
clear “no” and performative verbs such as “I refuse”. Indirect strategies include
11 subcategories such as the use of explanations (e.g. “I have to study”), state-
ments of regret (e.g. “I’m sorry”), statements of alternative (e.g. “Why don’t you
ask John to help you”), promises of future acceptance (e.g. “I promise I’ll send
you the documents next week™), etc. Finally, adjuncts are divided into four sub-
categories such as statements of positive opinion (e.g. “I’d love to join you for the
party, but...”), statements of empathy (e.g. “I know how difficult it is for you”),
gratitude (e.g. “Thank you”) and pause fillers (e.g. “well”). Furthermore, refusals
can be internally modified by syntactic downgraders (e.g. subjectivizers such as
“I am afraid I can’t go”; modals such as “I am afraid I can’t go0”), lexical down-
graders (e.g. the use of specific politeness markers such as “please”, of specific
interpersonal markers such as “But you know”, hesitation devices such as “Er...
sorry”; downtoners such as “Maybe I can’t lend it to you”), and upgraders (e.g.
adverbial intensifiers such as “I am really sorry™).
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2.2. Previous research on refusals in ILP

Perhaps the most influential publication on refusals in ILP has been Takahashi
and Beebe’s (1987) investigation on refusal strategies employed by American En-
glish speakers and Japanese EFL learners. Findings from this study showed that
learners with a higher proficiency were able to soften their refusals with modal
verbs, yet learners with a lower proficiency used more direct refusals such as
“I can’t”. The data for the analysis were collected by means of a written test, a
Discourse Completion Test (DCT). Robinson (1992) also compared written re-
fusals produced by American English speakers and Japanese ESL students and
concluded that the lower proficiency students were more influenced by Japanese
refusal style, whereas the more proficient learners knew how to make refusals in
an American context. In another study, Tanck (2002) examined written refusals
performed by native English speakers and non-native English speakers, whose
first languages included Polish, Russian, Serbian, Korean, Chinese, Thai and
so forth. The analysis of the data revealed that non-native speakers avoided the
typical native components (expression of regret, excuse and offer), which could
lead into unintended offense or breakdown in communication. Finally, Allami and
Naeimi (2010) investigated refusals of Persian EFL learners and American En-
glish speakers, also by means of a DCT and their findings indicated that Iranians
used various formulae such as “I know that you are one of my best workers” more
than the Americans to mitigate their refusals.

With regard to Spanish as a second language, the target language of the pres-
ent research, Félix-Brasdefer (2004) analysed the realization of refusals by 24
American learners of Spanish, using role-play interviews and retrospective verbal
reports. Role-plays are another widely used research instrument to elicit data in
ILP studies. They have the advantage of including interaction in a face-to-face
format with another interlocutor. Retrospective verbal reports, on the other hand,
were administered in order to verify the findings of the production data. The re-
sults showed that learners with more extended length of residence in the target
community made more attempts at negotiating and tended to employ lexical and
syntactic mitigation strategies more frequently. In addition, a preference for soli-
darity was revealed, which seemed to approximate native Spanish speaker norms.

In sum, current literature on refusals have focused largely on English as a tar-
get language. Given that Spanish is the second most spoken language in the world
by number of native speakers and one of the most widely studied languages, more
research on L2 Spanish has to be conducted. Moreover, this study involves a par-
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ticular group of L2 Spanish learners, namely those learners whose first language,
Serbian, has not been addressed extensively in research on ILP so far.

3. Methodology of the research
3.1. Participants

In the present study a total of 40 students participated: 20 Serbian learners of
Spanish as a foreign language and 20 Spanish native speakers. All Serbian learn-
ers of Spanish are third-year students majoring in Spanish Language & Hispanic
Literatures at the University of Belgrade, and their level of Spanish corresponds
to the B2 level. At this level, students are supposed to have a sufficient degree of
fluency to interact with native speakers, they are supposed to be able to handle
refusal strategies, know politeness formulas, know how to apologise or make a
future promise and know how to explain the reason for a refusal. More precise-
ly, the participants’ ages range between 20 and 22 years old and the majority of
students (13/20) have spent between one and four weeks in Spain, whereas seven
students have never been in a Spanish-speaking country. The half of the Serbian
students had already studied Spanish before the university (e.g. private schools,
the Cervantes Institute, secondary school), whereas the other half had not been in
contact with Spanish before their studies at university.

As for the native control group, they are all students at the University of Ma-
drid. Only three Spanish native speakers are between 25 and 27 years old, while
the rest of the group (17/20) are between 18 and 19 years old.

In sum, the basic information about the participants is given in Table 1.

Table 1. Background information about the participants

Serbian learners | Control group
Number of students 20 20
Mean age 21.05 19.03
Proficiency level B2 Mother tongue
Stay abroad Yes (11) / No (9) /
Knowledge of Spanish before university | Yes (10) / No (10) /
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3.2. Research instrument and corpus compilation

The research data were collected through a written Discourse Completion
Test (DCT), in which participants had to refuse what is proposed to them. The
DCT was originally developed by Blum-Kulka (1982) and has been widely used
later for data collection on speech act performance. More precisely, the DCT is
a standard form in which a situation is presented, followed by a brief dialogue
and the participants are asked to complete the conversation (Martinez-Flor &
Uso-Juan 2011). In other words, participants are invited to respond in a written
mode everything they would answer orally. Considering this aspect, it might be
possible that their written answers do not correspond to what they would actually
produce under real circumstances (Golato 2003). Aware of this disadvantage we
want to underline that it would be very difficult to collect data through sponta-
neous speech. Furthermore, in a DCT, social variables (e.g. age, gender, social
power, social distance) can be easily controlled. Another advantage is that there is
no need for transcriptions, which makes DCTs more feasible in terms of analysis
(Chaudron 2003). This is why a written test seems to be a good option to obtain
data from a larger group of participants in a relatively short period of time (Houck
& Gass 1996).

In our study, the DCT consists of six different situations, originally presented
in Spanish, of which two are analysed in detail in the present study. In Table 2, a
summary of these two situations is presented together with an indication of the
context, the participants’ role, the social status and the social distance between
the interlocutors.

Table 2. Contextual information on DCT situations

Participants’ roles in DCT Status variable Distance
situations (Speaker’s perspective) variable

1 | The friend refuses to help = -
you with a test of English
2 | The grandchild refuses to + +
close the window

The equal sign in the Status column means that the social status of the speaker
and the hearer is equal, while the plus sign in the Status column means that the
speaker has a higher social status than the interlocutor. The minus sign in the
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Distance column means that the speaker and the hearer know each other, whereas
the plus sign in the Distance column means that the speaker and the hearer do not
know each other (cf. Sasaki 1998).

4. Data analysis

For the data analysis the following procedure was adopted for each situation.
First, the sequential organization of each illocutionary act was examined. Then,
the components of each speech act were detailed in line with Beebe et al.’s (1990)
taxonomy of refusals (described above in the theoretical part, section 2.1). Other
aspects which were also considered were the use of internal modifications (i.e.
syntactic and lexical downgraders/upgraders) such as the use of specific polite-
ness markers, interpersonal markers, hesitation devices, downtoners, adverbial
intensifiers, etc.

4.1. Situation 1

The first situation is presented as follows:

Your friend has a problem with a test of English. You have already passed
it. He/she asks if you can help him/her with the exam. You want to help but you
are very busy with your obligations.

A. Friend: Hello. I would like to ask you a favour. You know how difficult
the exam is. Could you please help me?

B. You:

As for the sequential organization of the refusal strategies used in the first situ-
ation, the majority of the Serbian learners of L2 Spanish begin with an expression
of regret such as “Lo siento”, “Lo siento mucho” (“Sorry”, “I am very sorry”).
There are also some participants who start the speech act of refusal with an ex-
pression of greeting followed by an address term, e.g. “jHola amigo!” (“Hello,
my friend!”), “jHola Natasa!” (“Hello, Natasha!”). After the statement of regret,
all participants try to explain and justify the impossibility of helping their friend,
e.g. “Tengo muchas cosas que hacer ahora mismo” (“I have a lot of things to do
right now”), “Estoy muy ocupada, tengo muchas obligaciones” (“I’m very busy, I
have many obligations”), “La semana que viene tengo muchos examenes y tengo
que estudiar demasiado” (“Next week I have a lot of exams and I have to study a
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lot”), “Tengo que estudiar mucho, aun no he aprobado mis exdmenes” (“I have to
study a lot, I haven’t passed my exams yet”), “Tengo mis problemas y no tengo
tiempo para ayudarte” (“I have my problems and I don’t have time for helping
you”). As we can see, their explanations remain rather vague, that is to say, they
just stress the lack of time or that they have their own obligations. At the end of
the refusal speech act, the majority of the learners employ the direct refusal strat-
egy, e.g. “Me gustaria ayudarte, pero estoy muy ocupada. De verdad, no puedo
ayudarte” (“I would like to help you, but I am very busy. I really can’t help you”).
Statements of alternatives are seldomly found in their responses. More precisely,
only two participants suggest an alternative, e.g. “;Podemos hacerlo otro dia?”
(“Can we do this another day?”), “Me puedes llamar por el teléfono y te explico
todo” (“‘You can call me and I will explain everything to you™).

Other elements employed by the Serbian participants are adverbial intensi-
fiers, e.g. “Lo siento mucho” (“I am very sorry”), wishes such as “Espero que
apruebes” (“I hope you will pass the exam”), “Suerte, tio” (“Good luck, man”),
appealers such as “Lo entiendes, si” (“You understand me, don’t you?”), pause
fillers such as “es que” (“the thing is that”), colloquial terms of address such as
“tio” (“man”) and subjectivizers such as “No creo que tendré tiempo para esto”
(“Ldon’t think I'll have time for this”).

On the other hand, the Spanish native speakers never start with a statement
of regret but mostly with a statement of positive opinions/feeling such as “Me
gustaria ayudarte...” (“I would like to help you...”), “Te ayudaria, pero...” (“I
would help you, but...”). Then, like the Serbian learners, the Spanish participants
also explain the reasons that prevent them from helping their friend, e.g. “Tengo
que enviar un proyecto antes del lunes y todavia no lo he terminado” (“T have to
submit a project before Monday and I haven’t finished it yet”), “Este fin de sem-
ana tengo que hacer muchas cosas aparte de ayudar a mi madre en casa” (“This
weekend I have to do many things besides helping my mother at home”), “Tengo
médico esta tarde” (“I have an appointment with my doctor this afternoon”™). It is
necessary to underline that the control group provides more different explanations
rather than just stressing the lack of time. To finish the speech act of refusal, many
native speakers opt for a statement of alternative, mainly expressed syntactically
by using conditional clauses, e.g. “Si quieres, te dejo mis apuntes” (“If you want,
I can give you my notes”), “Si tienes algunas dudas, llamame o mandame un
mensaje” (“If you have some doubts, call me or send me a message”), interrog-
ative forms, e.g. “;Quieres mejor quedar otro dia? “ (“Do you want us to meet
another day?”), “; Por qué no llamas a un professor particular?” (“Why don’t you
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call a professor?”’) or modal verbs, e.g. “Te puedo pasar el contacto de Betty, una
profesora nativa que te podra ayudar” (“I can give you a phone number of Betty,
she is an English native speaker and she may help you™).

Furthermore, in the productions of the control group we find lexically ex-
pressed negations such as “Imposible” (“Impossible”), pause fillers such as
“pues” (“well”), “es que” (“the thing is that”), address terms such as “tio”, “chi-
co” (“man”), subjectivizers such as “No sé si podré” (“I don’t know if I can”)
and repetitions such as “;Este fin de semana?” (“This weekend?””). According to
Haverkate (1996: 48-49), the repetition of the speaker’s words is a prototypical
strategy in Spanish culture. In this way, the hearer announces that he or she shares
the point of the interlocutor.

To sum up, the findings show that the both groups employ colloquial terms
of address, e.g. “tio” (“man”), and pause fillers, e.g. “pues” (“well”), “es que”
(“the thing is that”), which are used very frequently in Spanish discourse. As for
the differences, it is important to indicate that the Spanish respondents do not
employ statements of regret and adverbial intensifiers as often as the Serbian par-
ticipants do. However, they do elicit more statements of alternative. According to
Haverkate (1994) and Hickey (2005), Spaniards feel less obliged to apologise and
thank, whereas statements of alternative are more representative of Spanish cul-
ture. Moreover, learners’ explanations seem to be shorter and vaguer, which could
be interpreted as a lack of interest and courtesy. Finally, in the learners’ refusals
there are no lexically expressed negations such as “Imposible” (“Impossible”) nor
repetitions of the interlocutor’s words.

4.2. Situation 2

The second situation is elaborated as follows:

Your grandmother asks you to get up and close the window. You are sitting
on the couch and you are very tired, so you don t feel like doing it.

A. Grandmother: Maria, daughter, close the window, it’s cold here.

B. You:

The two groups of participants employ similar strategies, but the position of
certain strategies seems to be somewhat different. The majority of the Serbian
learners start with syntactically expressed negations such as “No puedo levan-
tarme ahora” (“I can’t get up now”) or “No me apetece levantar ahora” (“I don’t
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feel like getting up right now”). Next, all the learners (20/20) explain why they
cannot close the window, e.g. “Estoy muy cansada” (“I am very tired”), “Me
duele la cabeza” (“I have a headache”), followed by address terms, e.g. ten partic-
ipants use the term “abuela” (“grandmother”), while only four prefer the diminu-
tive “abuelita” (“grandma’), which is extensively used in Spanish (Marquez-Re-
iter 2000: 137). Finally, it is worth mentioning that five learners ask the grand-
mother whether she can close the window. Two of them use the imperative mode
but preceded or followed by the politeness marker, e.g. “Por favor, ciérrala tu”
(“Please, close the window”), “Si tienes frio, ciérrala ta, por favor” (“If you are
cold, (you) close the window, please™). Only one request is realized by means
of an interrogative form using present modal verbs, e.g. “;Puedes hacerlo tu?”
(“Can you do it?”). Other strategies registered in the learners’ corpus are state-
ments of regret, e.g. “Lo siento” (“I am sorry”), pause fillers, e.g. “es que” (“the
thing is that”), “jay!” (“oh!”), adverbial intensifiers, e.g. “Estoy muy cansada” (“I
am yery tired”), appealers, e.g. “;0k?” (“OK?”) and postponements, e.g. “Voy a
cerrarlo después” (“I will close it later™).

Regarding the results of the native control group, they mostly start with ad-
dress terms, e.g. “abuelita” (“grandma”) or with pause fillers, e.g. “jAy!”, “{Joe!”,
“jAis!” (“Oh!”) followed by an address term. Afterwards, the majority of them
provide explanations such as “Estoy muy cansada y hace mucho calor” (“I am
very tired and it’s very hot”), “Me duele mucho la espalda” (“My back hurts”),
“La verdad es que estoy muy cansado, vengo del trabajo y quiero darme un des-
canso” (“I am very tired, I have just come back from my work and I want to rest”).
In addition, some explanations are preceded by a direct refusal, e.g. “No me ape-
tece” (“I don’t feel like doing it”), “No puedo levantarme ahora” (“I can’t get up
now”), “No quiero levantarme” (“I don’t want to get up now”) or by statements
of alternative, e.g. “Si quieres, te traigo una manta” (“If you want, I’ll bring you a
blanket”), “; Por qué no te pones un jersey?” (“Why don’t you take a pullover?”).
Finally, ten native speakers employ requests mostly through the imperative mood,
e.g. “jVe ta!” (“You go!”), “iCiérrala ta!” (“You close the window!”), “jDéjala
abierta!” (“Leave it open!”).

In brief, explanation strategies, address terms and pause fillers are preferably
used by both groups. Nevertheless, statements of alternative occur more frequent-
ly in the native speakers’ responses than in the learners’ refusals. Another differ-
ence concerns the use of politeness markers, e.g. “por favor” (“please”) in the
requests produced by the Serbian participants, while the Spanish native speakers
seem to be more direct in their requests.
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5. Final considerations and future implications

The present study on the speech act of refusal aimed at contrasting refusal
strategies produced by Serbian learners of L2 Spanish and Spanish native speak-
ers. The aim was to examine if they use similar strategies and what kind of dif-
ferences could be found between the two groups. When producing refusals, the
Serbian respondents preferably used statements of regret preceded by adverbial
intensifiers (e.g. “I am so/very/really sorry”), strategies which did not frequently
appear in the responses of the control group. Taking into account that the Serbian
language does not either encourage the excessive use of statements of regret (pre-
ceded or followed by adverbial intensifiers), we could conclude that this feature
might be transferred from English, as a first foreign language that most Serbian
students learn at school.

Another difference relates to the presence of alternatives and repetitions, which
were less provided by the learners and considerably more by the Spanish native
speakers. Furthermore, when performing requests, the imperative construction was
always preceded or followed by a politeness marker (e.g. “Please, close the win-
dow!”) in the learners’ data, while this was never the case in the native speakers’
corpus. It is important to mention that it is rather rare to hear Serbian native speak-
ers using the politeness marker, even in more formal situations. Thus, once again,
it is possible that the Serbian participants transferred this “please” from English, in
which the lack of politeness markers could be interpreted as brusque and discourte-
ous. Finally, the Spanish native speakers provided many lexically expressed nega-
tions such as “Impossible” and elaborated their explanations in a more detailed way
in the first situation (taking into account different reasons rather than just stressing
the lack of time), which was not the case with the Serbian respondents.

Apart from these differences, there were also certain similarities in terms of
the use and content of some refusal strategies. For instance, both the learners’
and native speakers’ productions were characterised by a consistent use of pause
fillers and address terms—typical for colloquial Spanish. In addition, the two
groups expressed the impossibility to close the window in the second situation
emphasising the reason of fatigue.

Finally, for future research, it would be interesting to broaden the group of
participants, to amplify the number of situations in the analysis and to contrast
with other types of language learners of Spanish. Next to this, it might be interest-
ing to contrast higher and lower proficiency learners in order to find out to which
extent pragmatic competence evolves with the level of linguistic proficiency.
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COMPETENCIA PRAGMATICA DE APRENDICES
SERBIOS DE ESPANOL

Resumen

El objetivo del presente estudio es examinar las estrategias pragmaticas em-
pleadas en los actos de habla de rechazo por aprendices serbios de espanol. Como
método de investigacion, utilizamos un cuestionario DCT (Discourse Completion
Test). Concretamente, nos servimos de dos didlogos en que los participantes tie-
nen que rechazar lo que se les expone. Contamos con dos grupos en total: un gru-
po de 20 aprendices serbios y un grupo de control de 20 espafoles nativos. Ahora
bien, con respecto a las diferencias entre estos dos grupos, el analisis muestra que
los aprendices serbios tienden a usar las estrategias de disculpa seguidas de inten-
sificadores adverbiales (“Lo siento mucho”), un elemento escasamente utilizado
por el grupo de control. Asimismo, las peticiones de los aprendices suelen ser
seguidas del marcador de cortesia (“por favor”), un elemento no encontrado en
las respuestas de los espafioles nativos. Como estos dos rasgos tampoco suelen ser
frecuentes en serbio, los resultados nos permiten concluir que los aprendices ser-
bios suelen transferirlos del inglés, como primera lengua extranjera que la mayo-
ria de los serbios aprende en la escuela. A eso viene a anadirse que los espafioles
ofrecen explicaciones mas detalladas y se sirven de negaciones Iéxicas (“Imposi-
ble”), lo que no es el caso con los aprendices. Por lo que atafie a las semejanzas,
cabe destacar que los dos grupos emplean muletillas (“pues, es que”) y vocativos
informales (“tio, hombre™), dos rasgos muy frecuentes en la cultura espaiiola.

Palabras clave: competencia pragmatica, actos de habla, rechazos, espafol
como lengua extranjera.
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PRAGMATICKA KOMPETENCIJA SRPSKIH STUDENATA
SPANSKOG JEZIKA

Rezime

Cilj ove studije je da ispita pragmatic¢ke strategije koje srpski studenti $pan-
skog jezika koriste u govornom ¢inu odbijanja. Kao metod istrazivanja, sluzimo
se upitnikom DCT (Discourse Completion Test). Tacnije, predstavljamo dva dija-
loga u kojima ucesnici moraju da odbiju sve Sto im se ponudi. Ra¢unamo na dve
grupe: jednu grupu od 20 srpskih ucenika Spanskog jezika i jednu kontrolnu gru-
pu od 20 $panskih izvornih govornika. Sto se ti¢e razlika izmedu ove dve grupe,
analiza pokazuje da srpski ucenici imaju tendenciju da koriste strategije izvinje-
nja pracene adverbijalnim intenzifikatorima (“Lo siento mucho”), elemenat koji
je retko koriS¢en od strane kontrolne grupe. Isto tako, srpski ucenici Spanskog
jezika Cesto dodaju marker uctivosti (“por favor”) nakon molbi, $to nije slucaj
sa kontrolnom grupom. Kako ove dve osobine nisu ¢este ni u srpskom jeziku,
rezultati nas navode na zakljucak da ih srpski ucenici prenose sa engleskog, kao
prvog stranog jezika koji vecina Srba uci u $koli. Takode, kontrolna grupa kori-
sti detaljnija objasnjenja i dosta leksickih negacija (“Imposible™), §to nije slucaj
sa srpskim udenicima $panskog. Sto se ti¢e sli¢nosti, trebalo bi napomenuti da
obe grupe primenjuju dosta neformalnih vokativa (“tio, hombre”) i postapalica
(“pues, es que’), dve formule inace Ceste u Spanskoj kulturi.

Kljuéne reci: pragmaticka kompetencija, govorni ¢inovi, odbijanje, Spanski
kao strani jezik.

144



