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Foreword
Welcome to the first edition of The Linguistics Journal. It is our pleasure to publish
four articles which have gone through a vigorous editorial procedure. I would like to
thank those authors and editors who have in the last few months worked hard together
to attain a standard of which we are proud. I especially use the word "together"
because there is a strong ethos in this Journal of editors and authors working together
in collaboration. This has been the policy at Asian EFL Journal and will continue to
be so at The Linguistics Journal.
The opening op.ed. article published in this first edition has been written by Dr. Roger
Nunn, from The Petroleum Institute in the UAE, an insightful study of the practical
use of pragmatics in the EFL classroom. This is an essential reminder of the "applied"
nature of much of linguistics. The second article comes from Drs. Jamshidiha and
Marefat from the University of Tehran who look at first language attrition among
Persian speakers of English, comparing Persian monolinguals with early and late
bilinguals. The third article is from Dr. Farood Sepassi and Mr. Marzban at Azad
University, Shiraz who present a fascinating quantitative study of anaphor
resolution. Finally, Mr. Hamid Allami from Yadz University, Iran, investigates the
concept of "griping" among Iranian students.
I hope you enjoy these first four studies in The Linguistics Journal. We look forward
to any feedback you may have and hope you will view the site as a valuable academic
source. Your own contributions are always welcome.
John Adamson, Ed.D.
Senior Associate Editor
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The Pragmatics of Cooperation and Relevance for Teaching and
Learning

Roger Nunn
Petroleum Institute, UAE

Education draws on such a broad range of theories and practices that important
pragmatic theories based on the philosophy of language such as Grice’s theory of
cooperation (1975) and Sperber and Wilson’s relevance theory (1995) have not
always been considered essential even for language teachers. McCarthy (1991, p. 2),
for example, in his introduction to discourse analysis for language teachers, finds no
place for Grice, classifying Gricean pragmatics as intrinsically interesting, but “of
little practical adaptability to the language teaching context”, adding that, over a tenyear period, he has “never met an occasion where the maxims could be usefully
applied.” In contrast, as a teacher of languages for over thirty years in many different
countries and contexts, I have come to see pragmatics, including Gricean pragmatics,
as an essential if not the essential discipline for teachers to understand both what they
are teaching and what is happening in their classrooms. As a discipline concerned,
“not with language as a system or product per se, but rather with the interrelationship
between language form, (communicated) messages and language users” (Oatey and
Zegarac in Schmitt, 2002, p. 74), it is difficult to see pragmatics as irrelevant to a
profession so centrally and essentially concerned with people, language and language
use. Teaching and learning are always mediated through language, so theories of
communication, precisely expressed by those trained philosophers who have turned
their attention to the practical use of language, could arguably be of intrinsic interest
to all teachers. For language teachers, however, they are of relevance not only for
insights into the process of teaching and learning through communication but also for
a consideration of what is being taught.
This discussion, instead of asking whether such important theories of
communicative practice are applicable, will directly address how they are applicable.
It will be necessary to adopt a dual approach considering both what is taught in
language lessons and how language is taught through classroom communication.
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Pragmatics is doubly applicable to language teaching, because classroom language
teaching is an occupation which essentially uses language in a social context to
promote the learning and teaching of language for use in social contexts. As the
discipline par excellence which considers why communication often fails and how it
can be more successful, pragmatics is a central competence to teach students who will
use language outside the classroom and to teach teachers who will mediate its use for
learning inside the classroom. English language teaching must now increasingly
consider the ever-increasing variety of contexts in which speakers across the globe are
learning and using English. Theories of practice that shed light on how language is
used in context and how people negotiate understanding, however different they may
be in ability, culture and status are essential to our professional understanding.
Theories of communication can always be put to double use by language teachers.
During the so-called communicative era, communicative theory sometimes tended to
be applied only to the content of language lessons, to what teachers taught and
students learnt. But, retrospectively, we can now see that the language teaching
profession could usefully have made more use of this theory to examine its own
process. Hymes’ theory of communication always had two potential applications to
language teaching. Hymes’ (1971) work on communicative competence was cited in
influential papers on the communicative approach, such as the collection of papers
edited by Brumfit and Johnson, (1979) This was influential, in theory at least, in
changing the emphasis of what we teach, from teaching language as a self-contained
grammatical system towards teaching language for use in social contexts. Hymes’
ethnolinguistic essays on language and education (1980), although less frequently
cited, were potentially just as relevant as they applied the theory of communication to
innovation and interaction in the language classroom, which is itself a social context.
Paradoxically, by applying the theory of communication itself to classroom analysis,
Hymes’ theory can easily be used to support ethnolinguistic studies which indicate
that a so-called communicative approach is not suited to all contexts (see Nunn, 1999,
for example).
Similarly, in spite of the increase in interest in pragmatics, we should not see the
discipline merely as another dimension of competence for linguistics educators to
teach and test. Pragmatics has much, possibly more, to tell us about communication
6

in the educational contexts where so many of us spend so much of our lives
communicating and where communication is of the essence. In this brief discussion,
I shall consider Gricean pragmatics and relevance theory in relation to pedagogical
communication in general and not just to language teaching.
Grice’s maxims, which were never intended to be seen as a set of rules to be
obeyed, could arguably still serve as useful guiding principles for teachers. Teachers,
or students, as normal human beings, deliberately flout them, or unwittingly violate
them, but it is still useful to have them there as a point of reference. If we draw on our
experience as students ourselves, as classroom researchers/observers and especially as
practitioners in our own classrooms, the following table could form a useful checklist
for much of what can go wrong in classroom communication. Deliberate and frequent
flouting of the maxim of quality, through, for example, a teacher’s sarcasm, may
become a norm which helps to define the maxim of quality in a particular situation.
Experienced teachers could usefully make conscious attempts to self-observe,
applying Grice’s maxims to their spoken communication with students and might also
want to consider them as means of making written communication more efficient.
This brief editorial opinion paper will not attempt to provide an exhaustive list of
applications, but to name but a few obvious applications that could have widereaching consequences, teachers’ language use when giving instruction or their
contributions to classroom interaction can easily be considered in terms of the maxims
of quantity and manner. The maxim of quality is very pertinent to teachers’ attempts
to provide spontaneous explanations of grammar in that such explanations tend to
"lack adequate evidence".
Conversational Maxims (Grice 1975, p. 45)
Quantity Make your contribution as informative as is required (for the current
purposes of the exchange). Do not make your contribution more
informative than is required.
Quality

Do not say what you believe to be false. Do not say that for which
you lack adequate evidence.

Relation

Be relevant

Manner

Be perspicuous.
Avoid obscurity of expression.
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Avoid ambiguity.
Be brief. (Avoid unnecessary prolixity).
Be orderly.

The full potential of theories of implicature to both the content of teaching and the
process of communicating with students in ELT has yet to be fully exploited, but
there is evidence of a growing awareness of the practical applications of pragmatics to
ELT. Gabrielatos (2002, cited online), for example, draws on Gricean maxims to
propose general solutions to problems common to the classroom. For learners who
“may communicate unintended messages through being over/under-explicit or using
the wrong register, although they are grammatically accurate” he suggests:
- Avoiding asking learners to be (over) explicit at all times.
- Training learners in understanding the amount of information the listener/
reader needs or expects.
White (2001) provides a detailed description of a course design based on Gricean
maxims, showing how the maxims of spoken interaction can be applied to the
teaching of writing. The qualities White refers to - clarity, brevity, relevance and
sincerity - are arguably usefully considered by any writers, even if maxims are made
to be flouted by skilled users. This is an interesting application, because writing often
tends to be more efficient than speech and Grice’s theory as well as relevance theory
might seem to be almost more suited to issues of efficient written communication.
Brown and Yule’s distinction between transactional and interactional language (1983,
pp. 2-3) is of interest here. Transactional language is used to convey “factual or
propositional information” and has the primary purpose of “the efficient transference
of information”. They use “primarily” to imply that there are multiple purposes in
communication. Interactional language, by contrast, is used “to establish and maintain
social relationships”. As Brown and Yule point out, “It is clearly the case that a great
deal of everyday human interaction is characterised by the primarily interpersonal
rather than the primarily transactional use of language.”
The emphasis on “cooperation” clearly signals the relevance of Gricean pragmatics
to classroom learning. The communication between students and teachers involves
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both transactional and interpersonal language, the latter being particularly important
with regard to establishing the kind of interpersonal relationship that will enable
educational transactions to take place in an atmosphere of cooperation and motivation.
Grice’s (1989, p. 26) characterization of “cooperation” – “each participant recognizes
in them [talk exchanges], to some extent, a common purpose or set of purposes, or at
least a mutually accepted direction” – could be seen as an essential requirement of
classroom discourse. The wording of the principle of cooperation is sufficiently
flexible to be applicable to different genres of communication, including classroom
communication:
Make your conversational contribution such as is required, at the stage at which it
occurs, by the accepted purpose or direction of the talk exchange in which you are
engaged. (Grice 1975, p. 45)
However, useful the maxims may appear as a set of “rules” of good conduct, it is
vital to keep reminding ourselves that Grice’s maxims are not rules and are only part
of a much broader theory about the inferential process. They are subordinated to the
principle of cooperation which is itself only one constituent of a theory which is
essentially about implicature in an inferential process. This process requires
consideration of the following:
(1) the conventional meaning of the words used, together with the identity of any
references that may be involved; (2) the Co-operative Principle and its maxims, (3)
the context, linguistic and otherwise, of the utterance; (4) other items of
background knowledge; and (5) the fact (or supposed fact) that all relevant items
falling under the previous headings are available to both participants and both
participants know or assume this to be the case.(1989, p. 31).
Just like in other contexts, maxims of varying kinds applied to the relationship
between a teacher and students exist in a complex relationship with each other and are
all subordinated to the broadly defined principle of co-operation and influence the
process of conversational implicature, the way interlocutors achieve or don’t achieve
understanding. Further maxims related to social harmony such as “be polite” are
accepted by Grice. They conflict with the four maxims associated with the efficient
transfer of information, such as the maxims of quality or relevance. When the
preservation of social relationships conflicts with the maxims of quality, quantity or
manner, which make transactional communication more efficient, this does not
discredit the co-operative paradigm. Such clashes can be seen as essential and normal
9

features of the communication process leading to useful and necessary inferences,
requiring us to balance efficiency with social skill. A teacher who is merely an
efficient communicator is unlikely to be a successful motivator of students, just as a
teacher who emphasizes social skills alone is unlikely to inspire real achievement.
In the following sample of classroom discourse recorded in a secondary school
English class in the Middle East, the teacher (T) uses multiple elicitations, a very
common feature of his classroom contributions. This leads to a chorus of bids to
contribute from students (SS). The local teacher was criticised for this in post lesson
analysis by a western teacher trainer.
T

Why?
Why did he send this letter to Farouk Mousa?

SS (teacher teacher)
T

Yes, Raad?

S

To help his son.

T

To help his son, very good, to help his son.
With what?
What does his son need?
What does he need?
(teacher...teacher)
Come on.
The rest. What does he need?
What does Jim need?
Yes? Yes?
He needs...

S

some money

T

some money. Very good.
Who can tell me again? Telex no 1
What's the main point in telex no 1?
Some of the main points?
Er what have you got from telex no 1 again?
What have you got from telex ...what is it about, telex no 1?
Ha? Telex no 1 ... what is it about?
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An analysis of this technique of multiple elicitation, often delivered during this
lesson in a declamatory style, can be considered in terms of Grice’s maxims of
quantity and manner and it is all too easy for an outsider to conclude that there is too
much “teacher talk” and repetition and that the teacher could usefully consider the
maxim of manner “be brief”. But quantity and manner also need to be considered in
terms of Grice’s Principle to which the maxims are subordinated. Considering the
wording of the principle, which refers to making contributions “such as is required, at
the stage at which it occurs, by the accepted purpose or direction of the talk
exchange” might lead to a different conclusion. The “accepted purpose” is difficult to
assess but is deducible from the observed effect in the discourse, which is eager
crescendos of bidding from the students and very broad participation from all corners
of a very large class. Grice also requires us to consider “context, linguistic and
otherwise” and other features of the background situation, including the cultural
context in which the discourse is embedded. At this “stage in the discourse” the
teacher is observably trying to obtain broader participation. This was a mixed ability
class of more than forty students, so there might be other pedagogical reasons in the
context that require the teacher to override an outsider’s view of appropriate quantity
and brevity. The declamatory style was also arguably appropriate to the cultural
context. However, this is not to say that this teacher might not usefully be asked to
consider his own discourse non-judgementally in terms of the principle and its
maxims. Further research with other teachers in the same context indicated that this
teachers’ elicitation style, in terms of both quantity and manner, was atypical. Grice’s
maxims are not rules to follow blindly, but they do provide the reflective teacher with
a useful means of critically examining his or her own interactive behaviour. All
teachers can benefit from an external means of re-assessing something that is such an
essential component of their daily practice.
While “cooperation” will always be a useful concept for educators, Sperber and
Wilson (1995) consider that the maxim of “relevance” is not given enough importance
and promote it to a superordinate concept. This focus sometimes appears too narrow,
and requires us to acquire a number of concepts which at first sight seem to favour
rather opaque jargon, such as “mutual manifest assumptions” or “ostension”. But
relevance theory is well worth the “processing effort”, because it is about much more
than “relevance”. It contains many insights into the necessary conditions for acquiring
11

knowledge through communication, which are central to the teaching-learning
process.
Sperber and Wilson (1995, p. vii) suggest that “individuals must focus their
attention on what seems to them to be the most relevant information available”. This
is necessary to be as efficient as possible using the smallest possible processing effort.
The most efficient communication produces maximum effects with the least possible
processing effort. To ensure that classroom communication responds to the
requirements of relevance, teachers need to make assumptions about their students’
present state of knowledge. Teachers always feel that what they are teaching is
‘relevant’, but students may perceive the processing effort as too large. This not just a
question of “effort” in terms of motivation and commitment. It is also a question of a
student’s conceptual and psychological readiness to take on new assumptions. When
new assumptions are presented, they need to be perceived as relevant. In terms of
relevance theory, teachers perform acts of ‘ostension’, making new knowledge or
assumptions ‘manifest’ to students. Acts of ‘ostension’ provide new information not
previously available but intended to be optimally relevant.
Relevance theory is a theory of practice and admits what most teachers instinctively
know. Making something available or ‘manifest’ does not guarantee it will be learnt
by students. According to Sperber and Wilson (152) “a phenomenon is relevant to an
individual if and only if one or more of the assumptions it makes manifest is relevant
to him.” To be relevant, ‘new’ information or assumptions have to combine with
known information or assumptions to produce “contextual effects” (108). Importantly
a ‘context’ for Sperber and Wilson (15) is “a psychological construct, a subset of the
hearer’s assumptions about the world.” If students perceive no relevant link, even the
most motivated and willing students are not able to learn. The student needs to believe
that the teacher has not been obscure. New information, if perceived as relevant, may
have two effects: it may lead students to modify or even abandon old assumptions.
However, new information may also support and therefore strengthen old
assumptions.
The “degree of confidence” we have in our assumptions influence our learning
behaviour. ‘Assumptions’ are defined by Sperber and Wilson (1995, p. 2) as
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“thoughts treated by the individual as representations of the actual world”. Perception
is not directly connected to an objectively determined actual state of the world but to
assumptions about the world. Education has the obvious aim of developing and
improving these assumptions. Providing teachers and students reach a level of
communication which meets mutual perceptions of relevance, the real business of
educational improvement may begin.
Improvements in our representation of the world can be achieved not only by
adding justified new assumptions to it, but also by appropriately raising or
lowering our degree of confidence in them, the degree to which we take them to be
confirmed. (p. 76)
Teachers are often aware that students place too much confidence in
underdeveloped assumptions. An important implication of relevance theory is that the
teacher needs to improve awareness about the students’ starting assumptions.
While what appears above might seem mainly theoretical, Grice’s maxims and
relevance theory can be built into educational activities of all kinds in a very practical
way. (For detailed discussion, see Nunn, 2003 which outlines an instructional
procedure for practising and analysing intercultural negotiation, in simulated
situations in which high level of awareness of assumptions about common knowledge
are of central importance to performance.)

A brief example of how to build in relevance checks into an offshoot of the
traditional lecture adapted to content-based language teaching, in the form of a minilecture is provided below. Grice’s maxims can be applied quite naturally to the
delivery of a lecture. The collaborative note-taking print (Nunn and Lingley, 2004) in
the table below illustrates one means of checking its relevance. Students use the print
to consolidate lecture material with a partner, but the teacher also collects the prints to
assess the relevance of the overall lecture. Relevance in this case includes but is not
limited to comprehension. Applying Grice’s broader theory of implicature and the
aspects of relevance theory discussed above also require us to consider other
important variables embodied in the inferential process that underlie the delivery and
reception of (mini)lectures in addition to the issue of student perception/understanding
of lectures, such as the lecture’s awareness and adaptation to students’ L1 culture of
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learning/teaching, student expectations and what the students bring to the class
themselves.
Collaborative Note-taking Print (adapted from Nunn and Lingley, 2004)
You
Your Partner
Mini-Lecture title:

Mini-Lecture title:

Main points of the lecture:
________________________________
________________________________
________________________________
________________________________
________________________________
________________________________

Main points of the lecture:
________________________________
________________________________
________________________________
________________________________
________________________________
________________________________

New information:
________________________________
________________________________
________________________________
________________________________
________________________________

New information:
________________________________
________________________________
________________________________
________________________________
________________________________

Questions/comments:
________________________________
________________________________
________________________________
________________________________
________________________________

Questions/comments:
________________________________
________________________________
________________________________
________________________________
________________________________

Self-assessment:
General ability to understand the lecture
________________________________
________________________________
________________________________
________________________________
________________________________

Self-assessment:
General ability to understand the lecture
________________________________
________________________________
________________________________
________________________________
________________________________

Relevance;
Which information was the most
relevant?
________________________________
________________________________
________________________________
________________________________

Relevance;
Which information was the most
relevant?
________________________________
________________________________
________________________________
________________________________

Was any information irrelevant to you?
________________________________
________________________________
________________________________

Was any information irrelevant to you?
________________________________
________________________________
________________________________
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This brief paper has considered the applications of just one theory based on the
philosophy of language. Teachers can benefit from the precision and rigour provided
by trained philosophers such as Grice or Sperber and Wilson as an aid to
understanding and operationalizing key concepts such as “relevance” and
“cooperation” that are commonly used but rarely precisely defined. As Lowe (2004)
points out, theory that informs practice based on the philosophy of language provides
a useful tool for the reflective language teacher, and is currently an underexploited
resource. This brief discussion has attempted to outline the relevance of pragmatic
theory to educational discourse, suggesting that it encourages educators to pay greater
attention to the educational process as an essentially cooperative activity,
“cooperation” in this sense being rigorously defined in terms of transactional maxims
and interactional principles.
While it might be argued that it is obvious that teachers need to be “relevant”, and
all teachers are aware of this, “relevance” is defined in pragmatics well beyond the
conventional “lay sense” of the term. It is an abstract concept and a difficult one to
pin down and operationalize. A detailed awareness of the pragmatic meaning of
relevance precisely defined within a coherent theory of communication can provide
important insights into how to provide the kind of classroom activities and tasks that
are both of practical interest and based on a sound theory of communicative practice.
Whereas theories of communication have commonly been applied to the content of
language courses, they have less commonly been applied to the process of education,
which is always mediated through language.
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L1 Persian Attrition
Hamideh Jamshidiha & Hamideh Marefat
University of Tehran, Iran
Abstract
This study aims at investigating first language attrition in Persian speakers of English
as L2. Three groups are compared: Persian monolinguals, early bilinguals and late
bilinguals. An acceptability judgment test is used in which the test sentences consist
of pairs of sentences each of which follow either the English structure or the Persian
structure in three syntactic areas of relative clause, adverb position and pro-dropping
which constitute three main areas of syntactic differences between Persian and
English. The results revealed that the type and degree of L1 attrition that early
bilingual speakers undergo is different compared to late bilinguals and the degree of
L1 education conditions attrition. The implication is that age of L2 acquisition has a
major influence on how bilinguals represent their L1: late bilinguals often retain a
large amount of underlying competence in their first language while early bilinguals
lose it more quickly.

Introduction
The notion of language attrition has been a topic of investigation for more than three
decades. It attracted the attention of language researchers in the late 1970’s and
subsequently the inaugural conference on Attrition of Language Skills at the
University of Pennsylvania (Upenn) in 1980 was a turning point for research in this
field. Before the conference, ‘language loss’ was used to refer to pathological
disorders such as aphasia, or language disorders caused by tumors, strokes, or traumas
to the head (Smith & Wilson, 1979, Yağmur, 2004). This conference was a starting
point for further research and conferences that probed into the process of language
loss as a non-pathological disorder from many other perspectives.
From a non-pathological perspective, the idea of language loss first rose with
reference to foreign language students who had spent an enormous amount of time
learning a second language but subsequently lost it as time passed. The study of first
language attrition began in the early 1980’s with Richard D. Lambert’s interest in
language loss. As one of the organizers of the inaugural UPenn conference and coeditor of the following conference volume by Lambert & Freed (1982), Lambert was
a pioneer in steering attention to the language loss that happens so often among
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bilinguals or those who have knowledge of more than two languages. Lambert &
Freed’s publication shed light on many issues regarding first and second language loss
from different perspectives. It probed into issues such as language shift, language
death, pathological language loss, social and political influential factors as well as
methodological issues. It served as a guideline for further research.
Fascinated with the UPenn conference, many other scholars contributed to the field
of language loss. At the turn of the millennium, workshops on L1 attrition were
organized at international conferences at the Second Language Research Forum 2000
in Madison, Wisconsin by Dorit Kaufman in addition to the third International
Symposium on Bilingualism in Bristol, 2001, by Agnes Bolonyai.
Papers and publications on language attrition and the divergent methods of data
collection, sampling and instrumentation called for a framework that was distinct
from language learning. The efforts paved the way for a taxonomical framework
proposed by Van Els (1986) within which language attrition research would be
conducted. The framework was established in terms of the language that is lost (L1 &
L2) and the environment (L1 & L2). The taxonomy is as follows:
L1 loss in L1 environment (aging, dialect loss)
L1 loss in L2 environment (loss of L1 by immigrants)
L2 loss in L1 environment (loss of L2)
L2 loss in L2 environment (loss of L2 by aging immigrants)

Attrition from different perspectives
The notion of attrition has been defined by scholars from a variety of perspectives in
fields such as linguistics, psycholinguistics, neurolinguistics or sociolinguistics.
Depending on their perspective, researchers study patterns of language loss in various
populations including aphasia, dementia, healthy aging, bilingual and multilingual
speakers. Attrition was primarily studied from a pathological perspective in people
with aphasia but later the term was extended to cover the non-pathological cases of
language loss. From a non-pathological perspective, primary language attrition refers
to the loss of language abilities of non-disordered individuals in an L2 environment
(Altenberg & Vago, 2004).
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Language attrition has been used in the study of language loss in the context of
bilingualism (Goral, 2004). Accordingly, certain components of language are more
vulnerable to loss than others (Lambert & Freed, 1982, Seliger & Vago, 1991). In a
bilingual setting language loss can be manifested as L1 or L2 loss. Some researchers
view attrition in the light of a reduction in individual’s abilities, usually measured
expressively in his/her L1 (Kaufman & Aronoff, 1991; Turian & Altenberg, 1991;
Anderson, 1999) and associate it with non-use or lack of contact with the primary
language. Seliger (1996) argues that L1 attrition occurs as a natural outcome of
acquiring another language but this does not mean that this process is an automatic
consequence of acquiring another language. Furthermore, L1 attrition is not a process
that leads to total loss of L1 knowledge but rather as a convergence towards an L2
whereby attriters take up L2 structures in some aspects of grammar (Pavlenko, 2002).

Regression hypothesis
As one of the earliest linguistic frameworks, Regression Hypothesis deals with the
processes of learning and forgetting. This theory initially proposed by Jakobson
(1941, cited in Köpke, 2004) for aphasia is based on the assumption that language loss
in aphasia mirrors language development in children. It was later adapted to attrition
by de Bot and Weltens (1991) in that language components might be lost in the
reverse order in which they were acquired. It rapidly became evident that this
hypothesis does not hold with respect to aphasia, since this disorder is generally not
progressive in nature and affects only parts of linguistic competence, depending not
on internal linguistic factors, but on external factors related to brain injury.
There exist two versions of the theory; one that is based on chronology (order)
which states that the order in which attrition occurs is opposite to the order in which
language was acquired; and one that is based on reinforcement (Köpke & Schmid,
2004) which is also called inverse relation hypothesis (Yoshitomi, 1994, cited in
McCormack, 2004) which states that what has been learned best, i.e. most often
used/reinforced, will be most resistant to loss.
While an important body of research (Jordens, de Bot, Van Os, & Schumans, 1986;
Jordens, de Bot & Trapman, 1989; Kuhberg, 1992; Olshtain, 1989; Schmid, 2002,
cited in Köpke, 2004) has been conducted within Regression Hypothesis framework
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and several studies demonstrated the power of regression hypothesis (Hansen & Chen,
2001 as cited in Goral, 2004), it has been accepted that Regression Hypothesis can not
account for all cases of observed language decline (Caramazza & Zurif, 1978;
Hyltenstam & Viberg, 1993) and does not hold with respect to aphasia (Caramazza &
Zurif, 1978).

Universal Grammar
There have been a number of studies conducted within the UG framework such “as
the use of null vs. overt pronoun in Italian or Greek vs. English (Bouba et al., 2002;
Sorace, 2000) in Turkish vs. English (Gürel, 2004) and Japanese vs. English
(McCormack 2004) or the compounding parameter in Spanish vs. English (Cuza,
2002)” (p. 18).

The controversy as to whether parameters can be reset in L2 acquisition and the role
of markedness has interested many researchers (Clashen & Muysken, 1989). It has
been suggested that a marked parameter in L1 might be reset to an unmarked value in
L2. The principle underlying this notion is the Redundancy Reduction Principle
(Seliger, 1996). The simple idea behind this theory is that “when two languages come
into contact within the same psycholinguistic environment, the speaker is forced to
solve the duplication of rules and functions in two languages and simplify the
cognitive overload” (p. 616). Based on UG framework, attrition is not random
forgetting but is guided by principles for arriving at the most effective grammar that
can serve both languages. Accordingly the bilingual creates a new rule for L1 in those
areas of grammar where the L2 rule is simple or less marked. Those forms that are
less marked in L2 are more likely to replace more marked forms in L1, thus the less
marked forms in L1 seem to be more resistant to attrition.
While within the UG framework the process of attrition is guided by the
Redundancy Reduction Principle, it is also motivated by learning principles that
determine the learnability of structures in L1 acquisition namely Uniqueness Principle
and Subset Principle. According to the Uniqueness Principle, for any semantic
concept there will be only one syntactic or morphological realization. In the case of
bilingualism a semantic concept may be realized in two different grammars. In the
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process of primary language attrition the two languages of the bilingual have a
semantic concept or function in common which is expressed in two different ways,
but only one of these realizations that are available to the speaker will survive
(Seliger, 1996).
Based on the subset principle, given two possible grammatical versions of the same
concept, that which is most restrictive and present in the input will be preferred. In
other words, in the process of L1 attrition when the input data in the L2 contains a
comparable grammatical feature that is more universal and less marked than the
competing grammar in the primary language, that form in the L2 will be favored.
Therefore, the Uniqueness Principle and the Subset Principle guide the reduction of
redundancy between combined L1 and L2 grammars.

Linguistic feature hypothesis
Another linguistic theory which accounts for the process of attrition is Andersen’s
(1982) linguistic feature hypothesis. This hypothesis accounts for the fact that an item
in the attriting language similar to the corresponding structure in the other language
will be more likely to be retained than a dissimilar one. He explained this hypothesis
along with the Regression Hypothesis and elaborated that these hypotheses focus on
two major areas. First, these hypotheses state that the nature of the linguistic elements
themselves, such as whether they are of high or low frequency, and whether they are
marked or unmarked, will be important in determining if they are lost. Second, these
hypotheses propose that the relationship between the corresponding structures in the
dominant and attriting language is a factor; moreover the amount of contrast between
the structures in the two languages will help determine what will be vulnerable to
attrition.

Psycholinguistic perspective
Psycholinguistic aspects of attrition have received little attention until recently, but
the evidence available suggests that attrition may be psycholinguistic in nature (de
Bot, 2002).
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Activation Threshold hypothesis
The Activation Threshold Hypothesis (ATH) was initially proposed by Paradis (1985,
1993) to account for differential recovery in polyglot aphasia and only recently has
the theory been applied to the study of language attrition (Köpke, 2002). It specifies
the relation between the frequency of use of a linguistic item and its activation and
availability to the language user. Accordingly it is assumed that linguistic items have
thresholds that change on the basis of frequency and recency of use. Low activation
thresholds yield faster and easier access than higher thresholds.
Activation and inhibition mechanisms appear to account for the control of multiple
languages in the brain (Green, 1986; Paradis, 1993) as well as for changing
dominance patterns. ATH assumes that items (or languages) that are more frequently
activated need less stimulation to be reactivated than items (or languages) that are less
frequently activated (Paradis, 1985, 1993). In other words, when a particular linguistic
item has a high activation threshold, more activating impulses are needed to reactivate
it (Paradis, 1997, cited in Gürel, 2004). Within this framework, attrition is predicted in
the form of reduced accessibility as a natural consequence of lack of language use
(Köpke & Schmid, 2004).
Applying this notion to the context of bilingual memory, when one language is
selected, the other language is simultaneously inhibited. This means that the
activation threshold of the unselected language is raised (Paradis, 1989, cited in
Gürel, 2004). Thus language attrition occurs as a result of long-term absence of
stimulation of one of the languages of the bilingual. It should be noted that this does
not mean that the linguistic system of the bilingual is completely lost due to inhibition
or a high activation threshold (Green, 1986). Depending on the frequency of use,
different linguistic items within the same language might require various degrees of
stimulation in order to become activated (Paradis, 1997).

Critical Period Hypothesis
One of the areas related to psycholinguistic aspect of attrition is age. As Kaufman
(2001) points out “attrition of L1 among older children and adults differs from the L1
attrition process among pre-puberty children” (p. 19). Since attrition and acquisition
are tightly linked, it is assumed that attrition is influenced by the same factors which
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have led to the Critical Period Hypothesis (CPH) which assumes that due to brain
maturation constraints L2 learning becomes more difficult after a certain age. Since
no consensus has been reached so far with respect to existence and age limits of
critical period, a ‘sensitive period’ was suggested which implies that younger children
are better L2 learners due to maturational constraints and consequently more readily
forget their L1 (Ventureyra & Pallier, 2004).
Studies indicate that the age of the onset of bilingualism and the age of the onset of
attrition are important (Montrul, 2002). There is converging evidence that an L1
system can indeed be eroded to a quite dramatic degree if the attrition process sets in
well before puberty (Isurin, 2000; Kaufman & Aronoff, 1991; Nicoladis & Grabois,
2002; Schmitt, 2004; Seliger, 1989, 1991; Turian & Altenberg, 1991; Vago, 1991).
Similar findings were obtained for L2 attrition among children (Berman & Olshtain,
1983; Kuhberg, 1992; Olshtain, 1986). Preliminary results from a recent study even
point towards the L1 being lost to an extent that psycho-neurolinguistic methods can
detect no trace of it any more (Ventureyra & Pallier, 2004). Köpke (2004) points out
that attrition in children is much more severe than in adults. All studies dealing with
L1 attrition in young children relate substantial restructuring of the children’s
linguistic competence beyond anything that has been observed in adult L1 attrition.
Studies investigating adopted children (Ventureyra & Pallier, 2004) suggest that in
such extreme cases L1 is forgotten at a very quick rate (Isurin, 2000; Nicoladis &
Grabois, 2002). Others have found that the younger the children and the lower the
language proficiency, the faster the attrition process (Bahrick, 1984; Hansen, 1999;
Kaufman & Aronoff, 1991).
Some studies involving subjects for whom the onset of attrition was after puberty
found no age effect (Jaspaert & Kroon, 1989) regardless of the languages involved or
the means of data elicitation. The dramatic attrition effect found in children is not
compatible with findings with respect to adults. In most cases attrition was mild
considering the amount of time spent in an L2 environment, even after many decades
(Köpke, 2004). Köpke reports that de Bot & Clyne (1994) and Jordens et al. (1989)
found little or no attrition in first generation immigrants and in many studies
communication in L1 did not appear to be severely disrupted by attrition.
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Competence vs. Performance
Sharwood Smith (1983a & 1983b) is among the first scholars who drew attention to
the distinction between competence and performance. As he says, attrition at the level
of competence is concerned with underlying linguistic competence and entails a
restructuring of what is known about the language. Attrition at competence level is
reflected in the inability to make grammaticality judgments or to perform tasks such
as paradigmatic conjugations or declensions done by native speaker monolinguals.
As Seliger and Vago (1991) pointed out “the languages spoken by the bilingual may
be said, metaphorically, to coexist in a state of competition for a finite amount of
memory and processing space in the mind of the speaker” (p. 5). Seliger (1996, p.
606) states that attrition in competence and can express itself as:
1) the ability to recall a meaning shared by both the L1 and the L2 but only being able
to retrieve the L2 lexical item;
2) rule reordering or simplification in the morphophonemics of the L1 or the inability
to inflect in accordance with previously acquired morphology, or not being aware that
incorrectly inflected morphology is deviant where previously the speaker inflected in
accordance with the L1 grammar;
3) the acceptance of syntactically deviant sentences and the correction of syntactically
grammatical sentences.
At the level of performance attrition results in difficulties in controlling knowledge
(Ammerlaan, 2001) which results in two types of phenomena: Lexical retrieval or
word finding problems (Goral, 2004; Köpke, 2004; Seliger, 1996) and processing
difficulties which are in close relation with the cognitive demands of the tasks used
for data collection (Dussias, 2002).
In the case of a reversal of dominance patterns, with L2 gradually becoming the
stronger language, bilinguals may reach a point where “(a) processing of L1 is not
only slowing down but also becoming more and more influenced by L2; (b) and
where lack of speed and/or accuracy may eventually lead to difficulties” (Köpke,
2004, p. 6). It is at this point that attrition starts to be manifested.
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The clearest demonstration of this disorder can be found in Ammerlaan et al. (2001)
whose studies are based on a “psycholinguistic design allowing a differentiation
between productive and receptive language skills with respect to lexicon” (p. 21).
Both use a picture naming task to test lexical retrieval and a picture-word-matching
task for testing lexical access. The results show that accessibility of the lexicon is
clearly reduced as evidenced by difficulties in the picture-naming task, whereas
receptive skills measured in the matching task are less impaired.
Sharwood Smith (1983a) suggests that competence/performance distinction reveals
itself in three distinct stages:
1) Systematic deviation in performance while competence remains stable.
2) Transitional period where the bilingual is in possession of a new externally
conditioned variety of his/her language, but preserves the ability to switch back to the
standard version of the language when required by the circumstances.
3) Emergence of a new competence characterized by a decrease in structures available
to the speaker.
While such restructured linguistic systems have not yet been described for late
attriters, they have repeatedly been observed in children (Kaufman & Aronoff, 1991;
Seliger, 1989, 1991). Regarding late bilinguals, the evidence suggests that attrition is
in most cases restricted to performance deviations as in stage 1 above. In some cases
(whether under specific external conditions or regarding particular linguistic features
or domains) it might be possible to observe the coexistence of two varieties as
described in stage 2 above which Major (1992) observed for phonetics.

Level of education in L1
In the context of bilingualism, proficiency level is influential for bilinguals who have
completed their L1 acquisition before attrition. But this may not be the case for
bilinguals who have begun losing their L1 before its acquisition has been completed
(Köpke, 2002; Turian & Altenberg, 1991). Jaspaert and Kroon’s (1989, cited in
Köpke & Schmid, 2004) pilot study on attrition among 30 Italian immigrants in the
Netherlands measured by scores on various language tests (vocabulary, text editing,
sentence correction, and general comprehension measured by a picture sentence
matching task) showed education level to be the most strongly significant factor in the
tests where there was evidence for attrition, namely text editing and vocabulary tests.
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Length of stay
Some studies have pointed towards a link between the time that an immigrant has
been exposed to another language and the degree of attrition in L1 (Waas, 1996;
Soesman, 1997; Hutz, 2004), eventually leading to a change in the language
dominance (Magiste, 1979; Köpke & Schmid, 2004), while others have suggested that
time factor may only have a limited effect (de Bot & Clyne, 1994; de Bot, Gommans,
& Rossing, 1991; Hutz, 2004). Despite the controversy over the time factor, an 8-year
stay is believed to be a baseline (De Bot, Gommans, & Rossing 1991; Jordens, de
Bot, & Trapman, 1989).
This study
This study attempts to make a contribution to the field of primary language attrition in
the second language environment. It investigates Persian-English language pair and
studies the influence of English as a second language on Persian as the first language
of speakers. It aims to illustrate traces of attrition in the syntactic domain namely
relative clause, adverb position, and pro-drop. It particularly focuses on those who
have completed acquisition of their L1 before moving into an L2 environment.
Specifically speaking, this study attempts to see if there is a difference between
Persian monolinguals and bilinguals on their preference for L1 and L2 relative clause
structure, adverb position and pro-drop parameter.

Participants
The participants in this study included both Persian monolinguals and Persian
bilinguals with English as their L2. The first group included 30 native speakers of
Persian with little knowledge of English with ages ranging between 16 and 17. This
group was selected for two reasons. First, they had already attained ultimate
attainment in their L1. Second, they had not started their higher education in which
case a good command of L2 could have affected their L1. The second group included
35 native speakers of Persian with English as their L2. The criterion for inclusion was
a minimum of an 8-year stay in an English speaking country. This is an accepted
baseline reported in attrition studies (see above).
Some of the participants were selected from the International School in Tehran
where students who have just come back from an L2 environment and have linguistic
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difficulty adapting to the L1 environment study. Most of them left Iran when they
were in primary school and were exposed to English at the age of 7-10. In other
words, they had learned their L1 before being exposed to the L2. They came back to
Iran quite recently and were between 16 and 18 years of age. Out of 50 students who
filled out the questionnaire only 20 enjoyed the criterion of living in an English
speaking country for at least 8 years. These 20 participants were given the test booklet
but only 9 of them were selected for further analysis. A deeper and more precise
examination of the questionnaires revealed that 11 of these students were born in an
English speaking country and it was decided that this could intervene with purposes
of research because we needed to include those who had already acquired their L1.
This group of participants constituted the early bilingual group, because they started
learning their L2 at an early age, i.e., between 7 and 10 years old. The participants
from the International School were all girls.
A second group of the bilingual participants were adults who had left Iran after they
finished guidance school and were exposed to English at the age of 16 to 20 and lived
in an English speaking country for more than eight years. While living there, they
were using English rather than Persian quite often (data about these details were
gathered through a questionnaire). These participants were identified by the
researchers’ colleagues in Canada and England. This group of participants aged
between 24 and 32 constituted the late bilingual group because they started learning
their L2 at a later age. Both monolingual and bilingual groups were naïve to the
purposes of study. The following table shows the distribution of participants whose
data were chosen for statistical analysis.
Table 1. Distribution of subjects
N

Age range

Gender

First exposure to L2

Monolinguals

35

16 – 17

35F

–

–

Early bilinguals

9

16 – 18

9F

–

7 – 10

Late bilinguals

15

24 – 32

4F

11M

16 – 20

Materials
The materials in this study included a questionnaire and a test. The questionnaire had
three sections. The first section elicited personal information including the
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participants’ name, sex, telephone and e-mail address, date and place of birth,
occupation as well as highest level of schooling. The second section provided
linguistic information about the subjects’ mother tongue, language of education at
different levels of primary school, guidance school, high school, and university, the
degree of using English and Persian which was elicited indirectly by asking them
about their language of communication at home, work and social encounters. The
third section was concerned with data regarding the age of first exposure to English,
age of arrival to Iran and length of stay in an English speaking country.
The test sentences used in this study, which were in Persian, were designed by the
researchers. They were checked and rechecked for naturalness by three other Persian
native speakers. Since the early bilinguals had limited knowledge of Persian, attempt
was made to choose simple sentences. Any vague or difficult word was avoided so
that it would not affect the subjects’ performance and consequently the test results.
The test included 50 pairs of sentences in Persian (30 pairs made up the test sentences
and 20 pairs the fillers). The sentences belonged to three categories including relative
clause, adverb position, and pro drop. For each category there were 10 sentence pairs.
In each pair, one sentence followed the Persian structure and the other followed the
rules of English. Each pair was sequenced randomly. Below you see examples for
each category.
Structure

Examples:

English Persian

Relative

This is the instrument that you had ordered it.

Wrong

Correct

clause

This is the instrument that you had ordered.

Correct

Correct

Adverb

Mary angrily ate her breakfast.

Wrong

Correct

position

Mary ate her breakfast angrily.

Correct

Correct

The test was so difficult that failed.

Wrong

Correct

The test was so difficult that I failed.

Correct

Correct

Pro-drop

It is worth mentioning that in each pair both sentences are possible in Persian, though
except for the case of adverb position (where the two structures are equally
acceptable) one is considered as more acceptable (prescriptively speaking, see
Gholam-ali-zadeh, 1998/1377). But based on the English structure, only one is
accurate. Throughout this study, the structure which is ungrammatical in English will
be referred to as the Persian structure.
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Results
The design of the study is 2 × 3. There are two independent variables in this study:
group with two levels including monolinguals and bilinguals and the syntactic
structure with three levels including relative clause, adverb position and pro-drop. The
participants’ score on the test is the dependent variable.

Persian monolinguals’ performance
The Persian monolinguals’ performance on each of the three syntactic structures is
shown in Table 2.
Table 2. Descriptive statistics for the Persian monolinguals’ preferences for the three
structures (N = 30)
Mean SD
Relative Clause
Adverb Position
Pro-drop

English 4.13

2.08

Persian

5.86

2.08

English 5.50

1.99

Persian

4.50

1.99

English 2.06

1.76

Persian

1.94

7.83

Based on the mean scores of relative clause structure, the monolinguals prefer the
Persian structure. The mean score for Persian structure is 5.86 while the mean score
for English structure is 4.13.
Regarding the Adverb position, the results show that the monolinguals’ mean score
for the English structure is 5.50 and their mean score for the Persian structure is 4.50.
This result could be explained by the fact that in Persian both positions are equally
acceptable.
Considering the Pro-drop parameter, the mean score suggests that the monolinguals
have an inclination towards the Persian setting; they have a mean score of 7.83 for
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Persian structure and a mean of 2.06 for the English structure. The monolingual
group’s performance provides a baseline against which the bilinguals’ performance
will be compared.
To see if there is any significant difference between the monolinguals’ preferences
for the English and the Persian structures in each structure type, paired sample t-tests
were conducted. Table 3 below shows the results:

Table 3. Results of paired t-tests for the difference between Persian monolinguals’
preferences for the three structures in English and Persian
t
Relative Clause (English vs. Persian)

Sig.

-2.282 29 .030

Adverb Position (English vs. Persian) 1.372
Pro-drop (English vs. Persian)

df

29 .181

-8.598 29 .000

Comparisons conducted through t-test revealed that in relative clause the difference
in English and Persian structure is significant (t29 = -2.28, p < .05) and this shows
that monolingual native speakers have a high preference for Persian structure in
relative clauses.
Concerning adverb position, the difference is not significant (t29 = 1.372, p > .05);
it means that to a native speaker of Persian the two adverb positions, i.e., before the
object and between the object and the verb, are equally acceptable. However, the
difference is significant regarding the Pro-drop in English and Persian structure (t29 =
-8.598, p < .05). The monolingual native speakers have a high preference for Persian
pro-drop structure. The results for the monolingual group is used as a yardstick to find
out whether the bilinguals perform differently from the monolinguals and whether
there is any divergence which could indicate attrition.

Persian bilinguals’ performance
Descriptive statistics was calculated for the bilinguals’ performance in the three
structures. The results are presented in Table 4.
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Table 4. Descriptive statistics for the Persian bilinguals’ preferences for the three
structures (N = 24)
Mean SD
Relative Clause
Adverb Position
Pro-drop

English 5.58

.416

Persian

4.66

.419

English 5.33

.419

Persian

4.75

.409

English 3.83

.627

Persian

.637

6.54

Considering the mean scores for each syntactic category, it can easily be noticed that
in relative clause, the bilinguals have a tendency towards the English structure by
having a mean of 5.58 which is different from their score on Persian structure, i.e., a
mean of 4.66. Regarding the adverb position, the bilinguals preferred English
structure by gaining a score of 5.33.
While the bilingual subjects showed deviation from the Persian structure and a
preference for English structure in relative clause and adverb position, their
performance in Pro-drop was quite different. The results show that the bilinguals have
not yet lost their preference for the Persian structure. The mean score for Persian
structure is 6.54 while that for the English one is 3.83. Paired sample t-tests were
conducted to find out whether these differences are significant or not. Table 5 shows
the results.
Table 5. Results of paired t-tests for the difference between Persian bilinguals’
preferences for the three structures in English and Persian

Relative Clause (English vs. Persian)

t

df

1.126

23 .272

Adverb Position (English vs. Persian) .717
Pro-drop (English vs. Persian)

Sig.

23 .481

-1.923 23 .048
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Based on the planned comparisons, it can be inferred that despite the difference in
mean scores of the relative clause of Persian and English structures, this difference is
not statistically significant (t23 = 1.126, p > .05).
Regarding the adverb position, the same results were obtained. The mean scores
show a difference in performance but statistical analysis indicates that this difference
is not significant (t23 = .717, p > .05).
However, regarding pro-drop parameter in English and Persian structure the
difference is significant (t23 = -1.923, p < .05). It indicates that the bilinguals have not
yet lost their preference for Persian structure. This supports the Regression
Hypothesis (Jakobson, 1941, cited in Köpke, 2004) which states that language
components might be lost in the reverse order in which they were acquired. Pro-drop
parameter is among the first areas of language acquired by children and based on the
Regression Hypothesis it is the most resistant to loss. The available results provide
support for this argument.
Since age of L2 acquisition has always played a role in learners’ performance, the
researchers decided to categorize the bilinguals into two groups of early and late
based on their first exposure to L2. It might be the case that early bilinguals undergo
attrition because their L1 acquisition has not been completed. But if it is found that
the pattern of attrition is the same for both early and late bilinguals, it will be
concluded that level of education in L1 is not a determining factor in attrition, while
Jaspaert and Kroon’s (1989, cited in Köpke & Schmid, 2004) study showed that
education level is a significant factor. Based on this justification, those participants
who left Iran for an English speaking country before the age of 10 were considered as
early bilinguals and those who left here after the age of 16 were considered as late
bilinguals.

Early bilinguals’ performance
Table 6 illustrates descriptive statistics for the performance of early bilinguals.
Table 6. Descriptive statistics for the Persian early bilinguals’preferences for the three
structures (N = 9)
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Mean SD
Relative Clause
Adverb Position
Pro-drop

English 6.44

2.29

Persian

3.55

2.29

English 6.11

2.75

Persian

3.88

2.75

English 7.33

2.06

Persian

2.06

2.66

As you will remember, the monolinguals had a preference for Persian structure in
relative clause, but as Table 6 shows, the early bilinguals have a different preference.
The mean score for English structure is 6.44 which is very different from the mean
score for Persian structure, i.e., 3.55. Based on this preliminary result it can be
inferred that the early bilingual group has diverted from their monolingual peers.
Regarding adverb position, the descriptive statistics shows that the early bilinguals
have a preference for the English structure by having a mean score of 6.11 as opposed
to 3.88 for Persian structure. In other words, the early bilinguals are not satisfied with
sentences that have the adverb between object and verb.
Furthermore, the English structure of Pro-drop was preferred at a higher rate by the
early bilingual group. The mean score for English structure is 7.33 in comparison to
the Persian structure which is 2.66. Although the descriptive statistics have provided
an outlook of the early bilinguals’ preference, in order to determine the precise
amount of their divergence from the monolingual group, comparisons using t-test are
conducted. The results are illustrated in Table 7.
Table 7. Results of paired t-tests for the difference between Persian early bilinguals’
preferences for the three structures in English and Persian
t
Relative Clause (English vs. Persian)

df Sig.

1.886 8

.096

Adverb Position (English vs. Persian) 1.208 8

.261

Pro-drop (English vs. Persian)

.009

3.395 8
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Despite the apparent difference in the mean score between English and Persian
relative clause structures, the comparisons revealed that the difference is not
statistically significant (t8 = 1.886, p > .05). Although the difference is not significant,
the P value is .096 which is very close to .05. It could be interpreted that a majority of
the early bilinguals preferred the English structure but still another majority preferred
the Persian structure. Even this result is enough to conclude that the early bilinguals
perform differently from the monolingual group and have developed a divergence
which could provide support for attrition.
As for the adverb position, the difference between English and Persian structure is
not statistically significant in the early bilinguals performance (t8 = 1.208, p > .05).
Early bilingual, quite like the monolinguals, opt for both positions for adverbs.
With respect to the pro-drop, comparisons illustrated that the difference is
significant (t8 = 3.395, p < .05). The early bilinguals have lost their preference for the
Persian structure and recognize the English structure as more natural. This supports
the claim that attrition has occurred in the early bilingual group. The inclination
towards English structure in pro-drop for early bilinguals can be explained in this
way. When two languages come into contact, the bilingual has to reduce the
duplication of rules and functions in two languages and simplify the cognitive
overload. The less marked rules of L2 will therefore replace the more marked rules of
L1. Applying this concept to attrition in pro-drop in early bilinguals, it could be
suggested that being young and less proficient in their L1, the early bilinguals have
replaced the Persian structure with English structure. The finding refutes the
Regression Hypothesis which predicts that features that are acquired early in children
are least vulnerable to loss.

Late bilinguals’ performance
Regarding the late bilinguals, a similar descriptive analysis was conducted and the
results are presented in Table 8.
Table 8. Descriptive statistics for the Persian late bilinguals’preferences for the three
structures (N = 15)
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Relative Clause
Adverb Position
Pro-drop

Mean

SD

English

5.066

1.751

Persian

5.333

1.633

English

4.866

1.407

Persian

5.266

1.222

English

1.733

.703

Persian

8.400

.632

The late bilinguals’ performance is quite different from the early bilinguals which
could suggest that the age of exposure to an L2 and level of proficiency in L1 affect
bilinguals’ performance. With regard to relative clause, the late bilinguals have a
preference for both structures. The means are 5.066 and 5.333. The late bilinguals
treat both structures similarly and the mean score obtained is hardly any different.
Contrary to the early bilinguals who had a higher preference for the English relative
clause structure, although not to a significant degree, late bilinguals make no
distinction between the two structures. At any rate, late bilinguals’ performance is
different from the monolinguals because monolinguals preferred the Persian relative
clause structure. So there are traces of attrition both in the early bilingual and late
bilingual groups: both differ from Persian monolinguals.
Concerning adverb position, the late bilinguals have an inclination towards the
Persian structure by scoring a mean of 5.26. Nevertheless, it can be interpreted that
the late bilinguals’ performance is not different from that of monolinguals. Their
preference is rated higher for Persian structure.
Interesting to notice is that the late bilinguals’ performance on pro-drop was very
different from that of early bilinguals. The late bilinguals have not yet lost their
preference for the Persian structure despite the amount of time they have spent in an
L2 environment. They have a mean score of 8.4 for Persian structure as opposed to
the early bilinguals who scored 2.66. The results imply that the late bilinguals are
more resistant to attrition and language loss than the early bilinguals. Further
statistical analyses were conducted with t-test. Table 9 below shows the results.
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Table 9. Results of paired t-tests for the difference between Persian late bilinguals’
preferences for the three structures in English and Persian
t

df

-.326

14 .750

Adverb Position (English vs. Persian) -.634

14 .536

Relative Clause (English vs. Persian)
Pro-drop (English vs. Persian)

Sig.

-26.453 14 .000

Results show that the late bilinguals’ preference for English and Persian relative
clause structure is not statistically significant. This is also true for adverb position.
Regarding the pro-drop parameter, the difference is statistically significant. That is,
their preference for Persian structure is at a higher rate than English. This can be
explained through the Regression Hypothesis. The language components that are
learnt first are more resistant to attrition. Moreover, since level of education affects
the extent of attrition, it can be argued that the more the bilinguals are proficient in
their L1, the more they are resistant to attrition.
Up to now, each syntactic category was examined within each group separately, and
now we have a clear picture of each group’s performance. Another planned
comparison was conducted to observe the differences across groups. The results are
illustrated in Table 10.

Table 10. Means for the three groups’ preference for the three structures
RC

Adverb position

Pro-drop

English

Persian

English

Persian

English

Persian

4.13

5.86

5.5

4.5

2.06

7.83

Early Bilinguals 6.44

3.55

6.11

3.88

7.33

2.66

Late Bilinguals 5.06

5.33

4.86

5.26

1.73

8.4

Monolinguals

Based on this table, it can be inferred that with regard to the relative clause, the
monolinguals gained the lowest mean score for the English structure and the early
bilinguals performed at a higher rate than the late bilinguals.
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Considering adverb position, the late bilinguals had a lower mean score than the
monolingual group for English structure and thus the early bilinguals scored the
lowest for Persian structure.
Regarding the pro-drop parameter again the late bilinguals had the lowest mean
score while the early bilinguals obtained the highest mean score for English structure.
The findings are graphically represented in Figure 1 below.
8
7
6
5
4
3
2
1
0
English RC

persian RC

English Adv

Monolinguals

Persian Adv

Early Bilinguals

English
Prodrop

Persian
Prodrop

Late Bilinguals

Figure 1. Three groups’ preference for the three structures
As the above figure illustrates, the monolingual group scored higher for Persian
relative clause than the English counterpart. Meanwhile the early bilinguals scored
higher for the English relative clause structure than the Persian structure and the late
bilinguals did not show a great difference in their choice of preference for either of
the structures in relative clause. Therefore with regard to the English relative clause
structure the early bilinguals score the highest followed by the late bilinguals and the
monolinguals for the English structure. The pattern for the other structures can be
found from the figure.
Now, in order to see if the groups differed in their preference for the English vs. the
Persian structure in each of the three categories, separate one-way ANOVAs were
conducted. Thus addressing question number 1 of this study, the following null
hypothesis was tested; “there is no difference between Persian monolinguals and
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bilinguals as far as their performance on L1 and L2 relative clause structures is
concerned”. The following table shows results.
Table 11. Results of ANOVA for the three groups’ preferences for the English
relative clause structure
Sum of Squares

df

Mean Square

F

Between Groups

38.711

2

19.356

4.687 .014

Within Groups

210.622

51 4.130

Total

249.333

53

The results show that the groups differ (F(2,

51)

Sig.

= 4.687, p < .05). The post-hoc

Scheffe test results showed that only the difference between monolinguals and early
bilinguals was significant (p = .016). This means that early bilinguals have undergone
attrition; their L1 is more like their L2.
Next, the following null hypothesis was tested: “there is no difference between
Persian monolinguals and bilinguals as far as their performance on L1 and L2 adverb
position is concerned.” The following table shows the results of ANOVA for the
comparison of the three groups for their preference for English adverb position.
Table 12. Results of ANOVA for three groups’ preferences for the English adverb
position structure
Sum of Squares

df

Mean Square

F

Sig.

Between Groups

9.081

2

4.541

1.135

.330

Within Groups

204.122

51 4.002

Total

213.204

53

As the table shows, the difference across groups for adverb position is not
significant. This means that the three groups’ preference of the English type of adverb
position is equally the same. This is predictable because Persian allows the adverb to
appear in every position.
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Finally, the following null hypothesis was tested: “there is no difference between
Persian monolinguals and bilinguals as far as their performance on L1 and L2 prodrop parameter is concerned”. The following table shows the results.
Table 13. Results of ANOVA for the three groups’ preference for the pro-drop
structure in English
Sum of Squares df

Mean Square F

Between Groups 218.015

2

109.007

Within Groups

130.800

51 2.565

Total

348.815

53

Sig.

42.503 .000

The difference across groups was significant for pro-drop. The post-hoc Scheffe test
results suggest that early bilinguals scored higher than the two other groups in English
structure. In other words, test results showed that while monolinguals and late
bilinguals’ preference is the same (the Persian structure), the early bilinguals
significantly differ from both groups and opt for the English structure.
Generally speaking, the results demonstrated that regarding relative clause and pro
drop, the difference between monolinguals and early bilinguals was significant. This
means that, the early bilinguals have diverged from the Persian structure and rated a
higher preference for the English structure. This can be taken as a sign of attrition.

Discussion
The results of this study indicate that the bilingual group has diverged from the
monolingual group in their choice of preference. The preliminary findings indicated
that the late bilingual group had not lost their preference for pro-drop Persian
structure despite the amount of time they had lived in an English speaking country.
This provides support for the Regression Hypothesis (Jakobson, 1941, cited in Köpke,
2004) which states that language components might be lost in the reverse order in
which they were acquired. Pro-drop parameter is among the first areas of language
acquired by children and based on the Regression Hypothesis it is the last and most
resistant to loss.
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However, by dividing the bilingual group into early and late groups based on the
age of exposure to an L2, further findings were drawn. It became apparent that the
early bilingual group’s preference was very different from the late bilingual group; the
early bilingual group had lost their preference for Persian structure in pro drop and the
available data refuted the Regression Hypothesis. This supports the hypothesis that
age of exposure to L2 and level of education in L1 significantly affect the bilinguals’
preferences. This difference was particularly evident in pro-drop parameter. The early
bilingual group had high inclination towards the English structure while the late
bilinguals preferred the Persian structure.

Theoretical and pedagogical implications
The findings of this study shed light on the Regression Hypothesis theory. It appears
that age plays a role in the process of attrition. This hypothesis does not apply to early
and late bilinguals in the same way.
Studies on attrition that focus on L2 attrition in L1 environment can have countless
direct pedagogical implications. But this study concerned itself with L1 attrition and
the way L2 affects this attrition. Thus, although the results cannot have direct
pedagogical implications, they do provide researchers in the field of applied
linguistics with fruitful implications. As an example, this study could show that there
is a certain age at which bits of linguistic knowledge are immune to forgetting, which
can be very helpful for those involved in language policy and curriculum design.

Suggestions for further research
This study was carried out in the field of Persian language attrition, an area where
very little research has been conducted. As explained above, this study dealt with
syntax and studied attrition from a linguistic point of view. It did not take into account
the influence of motivation and other sociolinguistic aspects of language. It will be
useful if further study examines attrition from a sociolinguistic pint of view.

Another area that needs further research is whether the rate of attrition is the same
across all the language components. For further research it will be fruitful if attrition
is examined in different domains i.e., lexicon, semantics, and morphology as well.
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Moreover, this study examined L1 attrition. But attrition in L2 is also another worthy
area of research. Finally, using different elicitation techniques and tasks for eliciting
data, one can see whether these results are corroborated or not. For example on-line
instruments can be used since they will give a more precise account of brain
processes.
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1. Introduction
1.1. Basic notions and terminology
The etymology of the word anaphora dates back to ancient Greek. The word is a
compound word made up of ana-back, upstream, back in an upward direction and
phora meaning the act of carrying. Thus, the whole compound means the act of
carrying upstream (Mitkov, 1998).
Halliday and Hasan (1976) have provided a definition which is based on the notions
of cohesion: anaphora is cohesion (pre-supposition) which points back to some
previous item. Hence, the “pointing back”(reference) is called anaphor and the entity
to which it refers is its so-called antecedent.
The process of determining the antecedent of an anaphor is called anaphor
resolution. Given that the antecedent and the anaphor refer to the same referent, they
are referred to as co-referential. As an example, consider:
1. My brother is late but he should be here any minute.
The noun phrase my brother is the antecedent for the anaphor he. In processing this
structure if the parser correctly relates he to my brother, it is said that the process of
anaphor resolution has occurred.

1.2. Cues affecting anaphor resolution
Most of the anaphor resolution processes deal with resolution of anaphors that have
noun phrases as their antecedents because anaphor resolution with verb phrases,
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clauses, and sentences as antecedents is a very complicated task. Normally, all noun
phrases (NPs) preceding an anaphor are regarded as potential candidates for the
correct identification of the antecedent of the anaphors. These factors are outlined
below.

1.2.1. Grammatical role cues
In anaphor resolution the grammatical positions occupied by the potential antecedents
serve as cues to the parser in identifying the correct antecedent. For example in the
following structure:

2. John blamed Bill because he didn’t really like Bill.
The word John occupies the grammatical subject position while Bill occupies the
grammatical object position. The parser is predicted to interpret the referentially
ambiguous pronoun as being coreferential with the grammatical subject.
It is also noteworthy to mention that the character occupying the grammatical
subject is also the first mentioned noun. This so-called ‘advantage of first mention’
has been noted by Gerbacher (1989) to enjoy a privileged position in the parser’s
discourse mode. It is believed that the preference for the first mentioned noun is due
to the ease with which the character is accessed by the parser throughout the course of
parsing (McDonald & MacWhinney, 1995).

1.2.2. Gender cues
In addition to grammatical position information, gender cues may also facilitate the
process of anaphor resolution; consider, for example, the following structures:

3. John blamed Mary because she broke the windows.

4. John blamed Mary because he was angry.
The gender differentiation in the above structures serves as a very strong cue as to
which NP the pronouns refer to.
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1.2.3. Semantic cues
A particularly strong semantic cue know as ‘implicit causality’ (Garvey & GarmaCaramazza, 1974) can also facilitate anaphor resolution. The concept of implicit
causality is a property associated with certain verbs and it manifests its influence by
building a bias either towards NP1 or NP2 (Stewart, et al. 2000). For example, the
verb fascinate in the structure:

5. John fascinated Bill because he was so clever.
is referred to as implicit causality information since the pertinent biasing verb is
located in the main clause. Sometimes, however, the information found in the
subordinate clause can serve as an important disambiguating cue. Such cues are called
explicit cause information. For instance, in the structure:

6. John blamed Bill because he didn’t really like Bill.
The fragment didn’t really like Bill indicates that the pronoun should be interpreted in
a manner consistent with NP2 biasing implicit causality verb. It has been reported that
anaphor resolution requires a longer period of time when the explicit and implicit
causes are at conflict than when they are consistent ( McDonald & MacWhinney,
1995).
Stewart, et al. (2000) refers to verbs of the first type as ‘Stimulus-Experiencer’ (SE), and those of the latter type as ‘Experiencer-Stimulus’(E-S).
Hence, the cues available for the identification of a pronoun’s referent include order
of mention, gender, implicit causes (i.e., NP1 biasing verbs), and explicit causes (i.e.,
NP2 biasing verbs).

1.3. Objectives of the study
The present study seeks to examine the processing of two types of causality
structures, namely S-E and E-S types. Moreover, the processing of each type of
structure will be examined in the active and passive voices. Thus, the study poses the
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following questions:
1. Which type of the structures (i.e., S-E vs. E.S) is more facilitative of anaphor
resolution? And,
2. Which type of voice (i.e., active vs. passive) is more accommodating of
anaphor resolution?

1.4. Hypotheses
Regarding the type of voice, the listener’s processing mechanism would be less
strained with active structures. The reason for this lower activation load is simply the
smaller number of cues impinging on the system. Thus, one may conclude that with
active structures the process of anaphor resolution is more easily attainable with
respect to the processing of S-E structures of the active voice. This hypothesis gains
further support in the light of the principle of ‘advantage of first mention’
characteristic of S-E structures. Hence, it is anticipated that the processing mechanism
will be under less strain than with the passive counterparts of the same type of
structure. As a result, the following directional hypothesis may be envisaged for the
S-E structures:
__

__

H1: X active > X passive
With regard to the E-S causality structures, however, the argument is somewhat
more complicated. On the one hand, in the active form, the advantage of first mention
is no longer a factor because if correctly processed the second NP will be identified as
the subject of the second clause. Yet, due to the minimal distance between the second
NP and the pronoun, it may well be that it is more efficiently retained in the parser’s
memory for resolution purposes. Furthermore, in the passive voice, in spite of the
greater number of cues exerting their influence on the perceptual channel, the first NP
is endowed with the advantage of first mention. Thus, it is not quite clear whether the
processing system will be under more pressure in the active or passive voice. Hence, a
non-directional hypothesis seems more appropriate for the E-S type of structures:
__

__

H1’: X active # X passive
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1.5. Significance of the study
The findings of the present study would not only shed light on the routes of L2
processing by EFL learners, but would also aid the practitioners in the ordering of the
presentation of causality structures. More specifically, the results of the study could
serve as a guide to material developers and teachers in the selection, ordering, and
presentation of causal verb types as well as in selecting the type of voice that would
most optimally make use of the learner’s processing mechanisms and strategies.

2. Method

2.1. The participants
The participants of the study consisted of 80 EFL learners of advanced standing
enrolled in levels 11 and 12 of the ‘Iran Language Institute’, Shiraz branch. The
justification for choosing the said participants was that at the time of the experiment,
they had passed 14 levels of formal instruction in L2 and were deemed of advanced
standing in accordance with ACTFL’s criteria for determining the proficiency level of
EFL learners. Thus, it stood to reason that the participants would be well familiar with
the vocabulary and the structures presented to them via the sentences of the task.
There were 35 female and 45 male participants of equi-distant socio-cultural
backgrounds.

2.2. The stimuli
The stimuli consisted of 32 sentences. Half of the structures, 16, were of the S-E main
clause types and the other half, 16, consisted of the E-S main clause types. Of the 16
structures of each type, 8 structures were constructed in the active voice and the other
8 in the passive.
The main clauses were conjoined to the subordinate clause by using the word
because. The slot representing the pronoun in the subordinate clause was blanked to
be filled out by the participants. The NPs appearing in the main clause consisted of a
proper male and a proper female noun. The ordering of the NPs was cross-balanced in
order to neutralize any effect of first appearance related to gender.
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The following structures are representative of this design:

S-E Type:

7. Cindy amused Harry because _______ was so entertaining.
8. Linda was amused by Peter because ________ was so
entertaining.

E-S Type:

9. Charlie admired Betty because ________ was so intelligent.
10. Jack was admired by Jane because _________ was so intelligent.

2.3. Procedure
The 32 structures were audio-taped and played back one by one to the participants.
After the termination of each sentence, three seconds were allowed before the next
sentence was played. The reason for implementing such a short time span between the
sentences was to enhance the possibility of automatic rather than analytic processing
by the participants. This was deemed a necessary step since the aim of the study was
to determine how processing takes place in natural environments where the
processing mechanism is deprived of the luxury of having time enough to analyze the
structure it is exposed to.
The task of pronoun resolution was operationalized by providing the participants
with answer sheets to record the pronoun they considered as the referent of the NP in
the main clause. Given that the NPs were of different genders, the participant’s
identification of the referent of the NP was signaled by his choice of the pronouns he
or she.

3. Results and discussion
First, the statistics pertaining to S-E (i.e., NP1 biasing) structures will be reported.
Next, the results for E-S (i.e., NP2 biasing) structures will be presented.

3.1. Participants preference for NP1 vs. NP2 in S-E structures
As will be recalled, S-E structures were made of certain verbs that caused the parser
to pick NP1 as the referent of the pronoun rather than NP2. Furthermore, the
participants preference for either NP1 or NP2 was operationalized through the
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implementation of gender-differentiated pronouns (i.e., he vs. she).

3.1.1 Participants preference for NP1 vs. NP2 in S-E structures of the active
voice
In the active voice, the two cues of ‘NP1 bias’ and ‘advantage of first mention’, as
illustrated in structure 7 above, converge to hint at the first NP of the main clause as
the referent of the pronoun. This rather strong coalition of cues is well vouched for
through the participants' high preference for NP1, 6.80, as opposed to their weak
preference for NP2 in the active S-E structures. As table1 below indicates, this
difference was significant at the .01 probability level.

3.1.2. Participants preference for NP1 vs. NP2 in S-E structures of the passive
voice
In the passive voice, as structure 8 above illustrates, S-E structures are deprived of the
so-called ‘advantage of first mention’ due to the movement caused by passivization.
Thus, one could argue that in the S-E structures of the passive voice, the two cues of
‘NP1 bias’ and ‘advantage of first mention’ are competing against one another in
directing the parser’s attention to the referent of the pronoun.
The participants’ performance on the passive voice of S-E structures indicated a
mean of 2.15 for NP1 and one of 5.85 for NP2 (See table 1).

Table1. Comparison of mean instances of preference for NP1 vs. NP2 as the
referents in the active and passive S-E structures
Voice

Variable

Passive

# of pairs SD

t-value

Sig.

80

4.95

p<0.01

3.93

p<0.01

(Max=8)

type
Active

Mean

NP1

6.80

NP2

1.20

NP1

2.15

NP2

5.85

0.649
0.670

80

0.743
0.751

With respect to testing the hypothesis pertaining to S-E structures of the active and
passive voice (i.e., mean of active > mean of passive) another paired t-test was run.
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The results are reported in the following table:

Table 2. Comparison of mean instances for choosing NP1 as the referent of the
pronoun in S-E structures of active and passive voices
Voice

Variable

Mean

# of pairs

t-value

Sig.

Active

NP1

6.80

80

4.23

p<0.01

Passive

NP2

2.15

type

Thus, the evidence quite unambiguously upholds the directional hypothesis posited
for S-E structures. More simply stated, the participants preferred NP1 over NP2 as the
referent of the anaphor in the active voice of S-E structures; and chose NP2 in the
passive voice.

3.2. Participants preference for NP1 vs. NP2 in E-S structures
The E-S structures contained the type of verbs that were either NP2 biasing in nature
or the information in the subordinate clause biased the verb toward NP2. Again, the
participants' preference for NP1 vs. NP2 was operationalized through their choice of
he or she as the referent of the pronoun.

3.2.1. Participants preference for NP1 vs. NP2 in E-S structures of the active
voice
The participants performance on E-S structures of the active voice revealed a definite
verb-motivated strategy in pronoun resolution The mean for choosing NP1 stood at
2.30, while the mean registered for NP2 was 5.70. This difference was statistically
significant as indicated in table 3 below.

3.2.2. Participants preference for NP1 vs. NP2 in E-S structures of the passive
voice
In the passive voice, the positions occupied by NP1 and NP2 were reversed; and in
the light of the fact that ES structures are NP2 biasing to begin with, in their passive
form their NP1 benefits from both verb bias and advantage of first mention. The
following table illustrates that this difference was statistically significant.
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Table 3. Comparison of mean instances of preference for NP1 vs. NP2 as the
referents in the active and passive E-S structures
As will be recalled, the hypothesis for the active and passive voices of the E-S
structures was of the non-directional type because it was not clear which factor (i.e.,
verb type or advantage of first mention) would have the greater impact on the parser’s
perceptual channel. To test the null hypothesis (H0: mean of active=mean of passive)
another paired t-test needed to be run. The results are reported in the following table:

Table 4. Comparison of mean instances for choosing NP1 as the referent of the
pronoun in E-S structures of active and passive voices
Voice

variable

mean

NP1

2.30

# of pairs SD

t-value

Sig.

4.35

p<0.01

type
Active

0.470
80

Passive NP1

6.85

0.612

Hence, one may assert that there exists enough statistical evidence to reject the null
hypothesis, and to claim that in the E-S structures, the participants were more inclined
to choose NP1 in the passive voice than in the active.

4. Conclusion and implications
The results of the study indicated that out of the three independent variables
Voice

variable

mean

# of pairs

SD

t-value

Sig.

NP1

2.30

80

.0.470

3.75

p<0.01

NP2

5.70

NP1

6.85

4.99

p<0.01

NP2

1.15

type
Active
Passive

0.664
80

0.612
0.649

investigated, namely a) verb type, b) voice type, and c) advantage of first mention,
only the first (i.e., verb type) resulted in any statistically significant preference for
anaphor resolution. The following table summarizes these findings:
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Table 5. Comparison of the effects of verb type, voice type and advantage of first
mention in anaphor resolution

Verb type

S-E

Voice type

(NP1 Active

Advantage of Preference for Preference for
1st mention

NP1

NP2

Yes

6.80

1.20

Biasing)

Passive

No

E-S(NP2

Active

No

Biasing)

Passive

Yes

2.15

5.58

2.30

5.70
6.85

1.15

As the table indicates, the participants’ preference for NP1 as the referent of the
pronoun in contrast to their preference for NP2 was strongly influenced by the
variable of verb type. In all different instances (i.e., active vs. passive and whether or
not the pronoun’s referent exhibited advantage of first mention), the participants of
this study chose the NP that was biased by the verb as the referent of the pronoun.
Thus, to conclude, one might assert that the participants’ choice for the referent of
the pronoun was primarily determined by the variable of verb type (i.e., where the
verb was biased either towards NP1 or NP2). This conclusion may be regarded as still
another piece of evidence for the fundamental role attributed to the verb as the most
important constituent of the structure in assigning semantic roles to other components
within the structure. Amongst the most influential theories of grammar that are based
on the primacy of the verb in assigning theta roles such as Goal, Agent, and Patient
roles is the ‘VP-Internal Hypothesis’ put forth by Koopman and Sportiche (1988).
According to this hypothesis all thematic roles are assigned by the verb, and more
importantly for the purposes of the present study, the subject of the sentence is base
generated inside the VP. In other words, rather than the traditional view that the
subject NP node is governed by the S node, under the tenets of the VP-Internal
Hypothesis, the subject NP is governed by the VP node. In this light, the findings of
this study (i.e., the verb influences pronoun resolution) lend empirical support to the
validity of those theories of grammar that attribute a foundational role to the verb of
structure.
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With respect to the implications of the study, the findings suggest that both the
teacher and the material developer must be aware of the importance of the role of the
verb in processing anaphor resolution, and that this importance must be highlighted in
practice in L2 classes. The teacher for his part could instill in the learners a state of
awareness (i.e., consciousness raising) about the fundamental role of the verb in
structures requiring anaphor resolution.
As for the material developer, one may argue that the contents of courses requiring
anaphor resolution should be centered on the type of the verb and the bias that the
verb type results in. Hence, it would be quite logical to introduce S-E structures
before E-S ones since their NP1 biasing verbs exert a relatively lighter load on EFL
learners perceptual channel when processing such structures. To aid the material
developer in this connection, some of the more frequent verbs of both types together
with some structures in which they are configured are listed below:

I. S-E Structures (NP1 Biasing Verbs)
11. Helen deceived Carl because she was so intelligent.
12. Brian inspired Shirley because he was so enthusiastic.
13. Kathryn disappointed George because she was so hard hearted.
14. David frightened Helen because he was so unpredictable.
15. Peter bored Jane because he was so repetitious.

II. E-S Structures (NP2 Biasing Verbs)
16. Charles feared Linda because she was so aggressive.
17. John pitied Jill because she was so uncomfortable.
18. Barbara hated Bob because he was so manipulative.
19. Lisa trusted Tom because he was so persuasive.
20. Sheila noticed George because he was so over-dressed.
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A Sociopragmatic Analysis of Griping: The Case of Iranian Students
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Abstract
Unlike direct complaint, “griping” is a non-face-threatening speech act in which the
party or object of complaint is not present. The present study is an attempt to
investigate the responses provided for griping in terms of six major categories: 1)
topic switch/blank reply, 2) question, 3) contradiction, 4) joking/teasing, 5) advice, 6)
agreement/ commiseration. The data has been collected through a ‘Discourse
Completion Task’ (DCT) to set up the necessary conditions for the speech act to
occur. The findings reveal that in response to griping, Iranian students, most of the
time, feel obliged to further conversation and maintain solidarity through the use of
the supportive speech act of commiseration. However, they do not support Boxer’s
finding that women participate more in troubles-talks than men, or that women mostly
commiserate with griping while men contradict or give advice.

Key words: sociolinguistics, pragmatics, speech act theory, non-face-threatening act,
griping
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Introduction
Unlike direct complaint which is a face-threatening act (Sauer, 2000; Murphy & Neu,
1996; Olshtain& Weinbach, 1987) through which a speaker makes complaints about
someone or something that is present in the speech act event, griping can be described
as a non-face-threatening speech act in which the responsible party or object of the
complaint is not present during the interaction within which the speech act is
performed (D’Amico-Reisner, 1985). Although both direct and indirect complaints
have the potential of leading to lengthy interactions between speaker and addressee, it
is usually in the indirect complaint or griping that one finds conversational material
upon which shared beliefs and attitudes may be expressed (Tatsuki, 2000). As such,
the indirect complaint becomes a solidarity-building device since it freely invokes the
listener to engage in a series of ‘commiserative responses’ to demonstrate attention
and concern, or to maintain intimacy and stable social relationships.
In Australian English, the speech act known as ‘whinging’ seems to be closely
related to ‘griping’ and also ‘nagging’. The definition using the Natural Semantic
Approach is as follows (Wierzbicka, 1991, p. 181-2):
Whinge:
(a)

I say something bad is happening to me.

(b)

I feel something bad because of this.

(c)

I can’t do anything because of this.

(d)

I want someone to know this.

(e)

I want someone to do something because of this.

(f)

I think no one wants to do anything because of this.

(g)

I want to say this many times because of this.

Wierzbicka (1991) deliberately juxtaposes the definitions of ‘complain’ as
mentioned earlier, and ‘whinge’ so as to highlight the range of meaning a word, here a
verb, can have with respect to the culture in which it has become a part.

According to both Tannen (1990) and Michand & Warner (1997), such
commiserative responses frequently serve as back-channels or evaluative responses in
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an extended structure of discourse exchanges and might invoke expressions like “Oh,
that’s horrible!”, “Yeah, I know what you mean”, and “That’s too bad.”
The present study aims to ascertain whether responses to griping by Iranians are in
accord with the findings of the current research on griping. This may serve as further
evidence to contribute to the universality of the function of griping, or provide
evidence to indicate its non-universality.

Review of Related Literature
There is already an extensive literature on the speech act of complaint (Kasper, 1981;
Brown & Levinson, 1987; Wierzbicka, 1991; Olshtain & Weinbach, 1993; Laforest,
2002 to cite a few). Searle (1976), in his typology of speech acts, distinguishes
between apology and complaint as expressive speech acts, where the former is made
to threaten the addressee’s positive-face want (See Brown & Levinson, 1987).
Complaint has also been classified as a particular speech act - in reaction to a ‘socially
unacceptable act’- to imply severity or directness (Brown & Levinson, 1987). It has
been further defined as a speech act to give the speaker a way to express ‘displeasure
or annoyance’ as a reaction to a past or on-going action the consequences of which
are perceived by the speaker as affecting him unfavorably (Olshtain and Weinbach,
1993).
While direct complaint, as defined by Brown and Levinson (1987), is a facethreatening act, it has been claimed that griping carries no face threat. Furthermore,
unlike direct complaint, which is used to call for negotiation, griping is used as a
means to invoke commiseration (Edmondson, 1981).
The earliest study on griping (as cited in Boxer, 1993a) was carried out by Katriel
(1985) who examined the ritual samples of griping among Israelis. Jefferson & Lee
(1981) and Jefferson (1984) studied ‘troubles-telling’ encounters from a conversation
analysis point of view. These studies refer to the potential of establishing solidarity
through griping.
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Bayraktaroglu (1992) in a study on Turkish commiserative responses found griping a
common speech act among friends and intimates. He defined it in the following
manner:
When one of the speakers informs the other speaker of the existence of a
personal problem, the subsequent talk revolves around this trouble for a
number of exchanges, forming a unit in the conversation where trouble is the
focal point…,[involving] the speaker who initiates it by making his or her
trouble in public, the trouble-teller, and the speaker who is on the receiving
end, the ‘trouble-recipient’ (p. 319)
Bayraktaroglu also distinguished griping from troubles-talking in that the latter is a
type of oral narrative which is initiated by the former.

Boxer (1993a) refers to her previous research in 1991 that showed that griping does
not always function as rapport-inspiring speech interactions. She found that
approximately 25% of griping sequences serve to distance the interlocutors from one
another while 75% of the samples of griping were found to be rapport-inspiring by a
group of 10 native English-speaking raters. The study found that speakers of English
often employed griping in sequential interaction in an attempt to establish solidarity.
Moreover, in this type of negotiation, which brought the interlocutors closer to each
other by opening up a more personal side to the relationship, it was found to be a
predominantly female phenomenon in the native speaker study.
In a further study, Boxer (1993b) investigated griping in conversations between
Japanese learners of English as an L2 and their L1 peers. She found that natives use
griping as a positive strategy for establishing points of commonality. She refers to
Yamada’s (1989) findings that depict Americans as having a positive orientation
towards talk, where talk is seen as a way of better understanding of one another, and
resolving problems and difficulties; whereas the Japanese have a negative orientation
towards talk where talk is seen as a kind of problem-maker itself. Therefore, the
Japanese verbal and nonverbal back channeling behavior seems to be an attempt to
avoid the possibility of face-threatening behavior. Further, she mentions that as
negative evaluations of the type are frequently employed by Americans to establish
solidarity, and in at least some U. S. speech communities they have the potential to
open and support conversation, interactions and even relationships. If the Japanese
transfer their rules of speaking to English and initially respond to griping with non-

62

commiserative replies, they may well miss the opportunities that can lead to further
interaction. She concludes that from what appears in her research, it may be very
difficult for Japanese learners of English to establish fertile ground for interaction.
In another study, Boxer (1996) used ethnographic interviews as a way of tapping
into the norms of both L1 and L2 communities. She found troubles-telling to be used
to further conversation, build relationships, and establish solidarity. She classified the
responses to griping into six categories: 1) topic switch, 2) questions, 3) contradiction,
4) joking/teasing, 5) advice/lecture, and 6) commiseration. In that study, Boxer used
two sets of interviews, one of which was structured and the other open-ended, to elicit
responses to gripings. Her findings reveal that gripings were seen more as a positive
way of sharing mutual information and building relationships. She also found that
women participated more in troubles-talks than men and were recipients of more
indirect complaints because they were seen as more supportive in general than men.

Significance of the Present Research
The present research is an attempt to study the replies Iranian university students
make to griping on different personal and interpersonal issues in terms of the six
categories mentioned earlier. It is different from the previous studies in that this study
tries to discover whether or not the responses on different issues all serve to establish
commiseration.

Methodology
Subjects: The subjects in this study comprised 50 university students - 25 male and 25
female - with a median age of 21 at Shahreza University, Iran. They were randomly
selected from an original group of 40 female and 27 male students most of whom
were majoring in ‘English Translation’.
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Instrument: A DCT questionnaire of twenty items was devised to serve the purposes
of the study. The stem of each item provided a griping situation, demanding a reply
from the subjects. Each item included six responses (x1, x2, x3, x4, x5, x6) in line
with the six categories of griping responses [1) topic switch, 2) questions, 3)
contradiction, 4) joking/teasing, 5) advice/lecture and 6) commiseration]. For
example:
You meet a classmate at the university. He grumbles;” Did you see what a terrible
exam Mr…(a very strict teacher) gave us again?” You say:
a) When is our next exam?
b) What do you think your score will be?
c) It was not a hard exam at all.
d) Couldn’t be easier than that!
e) You should have studied harder!
f) Yeah, it was awful!
Five items (1,4,14,15,19) were griping on different subject matters among friends,
five items (3,5,10,12,16) among family members, another five (2,6,7,18,20) on casual
matters among strangers and the last five (8, 9, 11, 13, 17) on deeper, more
challenging matters (e.g. political) among strangers.
Any student coming into my office would receive the questionnaire and would be
requested to fill it out right away (if he were not in a hurry), or take it with him,
complete it and bring it back later.
Data analysis: The data obtained was submitted to a 2 by 6 ANOVA. Gender was the
first variable to observe as a between-subject factor (gender: 1= male, 2= female). The
second variable, griping, was observed as a within-group factor (griping: x1, x2, x3,
x4, x5, x6). The result of ANOVA indicates griping to be significant (F 5, 190= 21.09,
0.009) while gender does not seem to play any significant role (F<1). (see table 1)
Table 1. Descriptive Statistics for Griping (1=Male, 2=Female)
Topic Switch

Questions

GENDER
1.00

Mean
2.1500

Std. Deviation
2.30046

N

2.00

2.3000

2.81163

20

Total

2.2250

2.53678

40

1.00

3.1000

2.14966

20

2.00

4.7500

3.22613

20

20
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Contradiction

Joking/Teasing

Advice/Lecture

Commiseration

Total

3.9250

2.83194

40

1.00

2.7500

3.32257

20

2.00

3.1500

4.23364

20

Total

2.9500

3.76182

40

1.00

3.6000

1.93037

20

2.00

.9000

1.20961

20

Total

2.2500

2.09701

40

1.00

3.8500

3.01357

20

2.00

4.7500

4.81090

20

Total

4.3000

3.98844

40

1.00

9.5500

3.63427

20

2.00

9.1500

5.31408

20

Total

9.3500

4.49815

40

In order to find which of the griping categories were preferred by the participants, a
post hoc test (LSD) was run. (table 2)

Table 2. Post hoc Pair-wise Comparisons among Different Categories of Griping

(I)
GRIPING

1

2

3

4

5

(J) GRIPING

Mean
Difference (IJ)

Std. Error

Sig.(a)

95% Confidence Interval for
Difference(a)
Upper
Bound
-.460
.898
1.091

2
3

-1.700(*)
-.725

.612
.802

.008
.372

Lower Bound
-2.940
-2.348

4

-.025

.551

.964

-1.141

5

-2.075(*)

.841

.018

-3.778

-.372

6

-7.125(*)

.813

.000

-8.771

-5.479

1

1.700(*)

.612

.008

.460

2.940

3
4
5

.975
1.675(*)
-.375

.769
.518
.807

.213
.003
.645

-.582
.627
-2.009

2.532
2.723
1.259

6

-7.390

-3.460

-5.425(*)

.971

.000

1

.725

.802

.372

-.898

2.348

2

-.975

.769

.213

-2.532

.582

4

.700

.682

.311

-.680

2.080

5
6
1

-1.350
-6.400(*)
.025

.998
1.085
.551

.184
.000
.964

-3.371
-8.596
-1.091

.671
-4.204
1.141

2

-.627

-1.675(*)

.518

.003

-2.723

3

-.700

.682

.311

-2.080

.680

5

-2.050(*)

.627

.002

-3.320

-.780

6

-7.100(*)

.812

.000

-8.744

-5.456

1

2.075(*)
.375
1.350

.841
.807
.998

.018
.645
.184

.372
-1.259
-.671

3.778
2.009
3.371

2
3
4

2.050(*)

.627

.002

.780

3.320

6

-5.050(*)

1.170

.000

-7.419

-2.681
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6

1

7.125(*)

.813

.000

5.479

8.771

2

5.425(*)

.971

.000

3.460

7.390

3

6.400(*)
7.100(*)
5.050(*)

1.085
.812
1.170

.000
.000
.000

4.204
5.456
2.681

8.596
8.744
7.419

4
5

* The mean difference is significant at the .05 level.

The results indicate that category (x6) is more significant than others (figure, 1).

10
9
8

Mean

6

4

4
4
3

2

2

2

0
Topic SW.

QUEST.

CONTRA.

JK/TEAS.

ADV/LEC.

COMM.

Figure 1. Participants' preferences for griping categories

A further analysis of the summed pairs (x1.x2, x3.x5, x4.x6) also indicates that
griping is significant (F2, 76=12.123, P=0.002) whereas the interaction of gender is
again insignificant (see table, 3).

Table 3. Descriptive Statistics for Griping Categories Combined
GENDER
1.00
Topic Switch &
Questions
Contradiction &

Mean
5.2500

Std. Deviation
2.80741

N

2.00

7.0500

4.31003

20

Total

6.1500

3.70412

40

1.00

6.6000

3.60409

20

20
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Advice/Lecture

Joking/Teasing &
Commiseration

2.00

7.9000

5.44736

20

Total

7.2500

4.60629

40

1.00

13.1500

3.81514

20

2.00

10.0500

5.09360

20

11.6000

4.71114

40

Total

Figure 2 simply shows that category pair (x4.x6) is more significant than other pairs.

12

11

Mean

10

9

8

7

6

5
TP SW & QUEST.

CONTRA. & ADV/LEC.

JK/TEAS & COMM.

Figure 2. Bargraphs for category pairs

To gain more insight into the nature of griping, the questions were grouped into four
categories in terms of types of conversation such as those between friends, between
family members, on casual matters between strangers and on serious matters (e.g.
political) between strangers. The results indicate a significant difference between
griping categories (F5,

180=21.309,

P=0.001). However, the interaction between

griping and question types was not significant (F15, 180= 1.351, P=0.176), (see table 4).
Table 4. Descriptive Statistics for Categories with regard to Question Types
(QTYPE)

Topic Switch

QTYPE
1.00

Mean
1.4000

Std. Deviation
1.34990

2.00

1.1000

1.19722

N
10
10
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Questions

Contradiction

Joking/Teasing

Advice/Lecture

Commiseration

3.00

1.6000

2.01108

10

4.00

4.8000

3.25918

10

Total

2.2250

2.53678

40

1.00

4.1000

2.60128

10

2.00

4.3000

3.68330

10

3.00

3.1000

1.59513

10

4.00

4.2000

3.29309

10

Total

3.9250

2.83194

40

1.00

3.3000

2.21359

10

2.00

3.2000

5.59365

10

3.00

3.3000

4.02906

10

4.00

2.0000

2.74874

10

Total

2.9500

3.76182

40

1.00

1.5000

1.50923

10

2.00

3.4000

2.31900

10

3.00

2.1000

2.23358

10

4.00

2.0000

2.05480

10

Total

2.2500

2.09701

40

1.00

3.0000

2.16025

10

2.00

4.5000

4.08928

10

3.00

4.8000

2.93636

10

4.00

4.9000

6.02679

10

Total

4.3000

3.98844

40

1.00

11.7000

2.35938

10

2.00

8.5000

5.29675

10

3.00

10.1000

4.53260

10

4.00

7.1000

4.50802

10

Total

9.3500

4.49815

40

Discussion
Complaint, by definition, is an expression of dissatisfaction made by one individual to
another concerning the behavior of the other, in case of direct complaint, or that of a
third party in the case of griping. While the illocutionary force of griping can be said
to establish solidarity, its perlocutionary effect may not meet the complainer’s
purpose.
The findings of this study suggest a significant difference between replies to griping,
indicating that griping is mainly employed for commiseration and less for other
purposes such as advice, joking and contradiction. This is in line with Boxer’s claim
that griping principally aims at commiseration. The findings reveal that in response to
griping, Iranian students, most of the time, feel obliged to make further conversation
and maintain solidarity through the supportive speech act of commiseration.
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Compared with findings of research on direct complaint (e.g. Kasper, 1981; Brown
& Levinson, 1987; Wierzbicka, 1991; Olshtain & Weinbach, 1993; Laforest, 2002),
this study, by implication, can serve as a piece of evidence in support of Brown and
Levinson’s assumptions that, indeed, there are speech acts, such as griping, that are
not only non-face-threatening but rather support seeking.
The findings, however, do not support Boxer’s finding that women participate more
in troubles-talks than men, or that women mostly commiserate with griping, but men
contradict or give advice. The equal attention paid to griping strategies, by both
female and male groups under study with regard to furthering this act, serves to show
a strong similarity between them and illustrates how both sexes have mutually
assumed at least within certain limits the same reply foremost for maintaining this
non-face threatening act.
The findings also indicate that the commiserative response to griping occurs not only
within friendly groups but also between strangers to establish, at least, a momentary
solidarity based on presumed negative evaluation.

Final Remarks
There are numerous studies investigating the speech act performance of native
speakers of different languages. It has become evident in such studies and
comparative studies that although the typology of speech acts appears to be universal,
their conceptualization and verbalization can vary to a great extent across cultures
(Blum-Kulka, House and Kasper, 1989, among others). In other words, speakers of
different languages can have access to the same range of speech acts and realization
strategies, but they can differ in the strategies they choose. Cross-cultural
miscommunication is, thus, a result, not of poor linguistic competency, but a lack of
understanding of cultural differences. In this respect, studies within the fields of
pragmatics and sociolinguistics can have a tremendous impact on highlighting the
potential areas one must look for in order to find out the similarities and differences
between language behaviors of peoples from different cultural/linguistic backgrounds.
As a result, L2 learners must be aware of L2 sociocultural constraints on speech acts
in order to be pragmatically competent.
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Appendix
ﺑﻨﺎم ﺧﺪا
 ﺧﻮاهﺸﻤﻨﺪ اﺳﺖ در ﭘﺎﺳﺨﮕﻮﻳﻲ ﺑﻪ ﺳﻮاﻻت ذﻳﻞ:داﻧﺸﺠﻮي ﮔﺮاﻣﻲ
. ﻬﻧﺎﻳﺖ دﻗﺖ را ﺑﻨﻤﺎﻳﻴﺪ
: ﺟﻨﺴﻴﺖ
: ﺳﻦ
 ﺑﺎ ﺣﺎﻟﺖ. ﻳﻜﻲ از ﳘﻜﻼﺳﻲ هﺎﻳﺘﺎن را در داﻧﺸﮕﺎﻩ ﻣﻲ ﺑﻴﻨﻴﺪ.1
 ) ﻳﻜﻲ از اﺳﺘﺎدان.......  “ دﻳﺪي ﺁﻗﺎي: اﻋﱰاض ﻣﻲ ﮔﻮﻳﺪ
: ﺳﺨﺘﮕﲑ ( دوﺑﺎرﻩ ﭼﻪ اﻣﺘﺤﺎن ﺳﺨﱵ ﮔﺮﻓﺖ ؟ “ ﴰﺎ ﻣﻲ ﮔﻮﻳﻴﺪ
. اﻟﻒ( راﺳﱵ ﭘﺲ ﻓﺮدا هﻢ اﻣﺘﺤﺎن دﻳﮕﺮي دارﱘ
ب( ﻓﻜﺮ ﻣﻲ آﲏ ﳕﺮﻩ ات ﭼﻨﺪ ﺷﻮد ؟
. ج( ﻓﻜﺮ ﳕﻲ آﻨﻢ اﻣﺘﺤﺎن ﺳﺨﱵ ﺑﻮد
. د( اﻣﺘﺤﺎن از اﻳﻦ آﻪ ﺳﺎدﻩ ﺗﺮ ﳕﻲ ﺷﺪ
. ﻩ( ﺑﺎﻳﺪ ﻗﺒﻼ ﻓﻜﺮش را ﻣﻲ آﺮدﻳﺪ
. و( ﺁرﻩ ! ﭘﺪر ﳘﻪ را در ﺁورد
 اﺗﻮﻣﻮﺑﻴﻞ ﺟﻠﻮي. ﳘﺮاﻩ ﭼﻨﺪ ﻣﺴﺎﻓﺮ دﻳﮕﺮ در ﺗﺎآﺴﻲ ﻧﺸﺴﺘﻪ اﻳﺪ.2
 راﻧﻨﺪﻩ ﺗﺎآﺴﻲ. ﴰﺎ آﻪ راﻧﻨﺪﻩ اش زن اﺳﺖ ﺑﺪ راﻧﻨﺪﮔﻲ ﻣﻲ آﻨﺪ
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اﻟﻒ( ﺁﻗﺎ ﻣﺴﲑ ﺑﻌﺪي ﴰﺎ آﺠﺎﺳﺖ
ب( ﻣﮕﺮ ﭼﻜﺎر ﻣﻲ آﻨﺪ؟
ج( ﺁﻗﺎﻳﺎن هﻢ راﻧﻨﺪﮔﺎن ﺧﻮﺑﻲ ﻧﻴﺴﺘﻨﺪ .
د( ﻋﺠﺐ دﺳﺖ ﻓﺮﻣﺎﻧﻲ دارد .
ﻩ( ﺑﺎﻳﺪ ﳘﻪ در راﻧﻨﺪﮔﻲ ﻣﻮاﻇﺐ ﺑﺎﺷﻨﺪ .
و( ﺁرﻩ  ،ﳕﻲ داﱎ آﻲ ﺑﻪ زﻬﻧﺎ ﮔﻮاهﻴﻨﺎﻣﻪ ﻣﻲ دهﺪ
.3ﺑﻌﺪ از ﻣﻬﻤﺎﻧﻲ ﻣﻨﺰل ﻳﻜﻲ از اﻗﻮام  ،ﺑﺮادر ﴰﺎ ﻣﻲ ﮔﻮﻳﺪ “ :
ﻋﺠﺐ ﺷﺎم اﻓﺘﻀﺎﺣﻲ دادﻧﺪ  “ .ﴰﺎ ﻣﻲ ﮔﻮﻳﻴﺪ :
اﻟﻒ( راﺳﱵ ﺳﺮﻳﺎل ﻧﻘﻄﻪ ﭼﲔ ﺳﺎﻋﺖ ﭼﻨﺪ ﺷﺮوع ﻣﻲ ﺷﻮد ؟
ب( ﻓﻜﺮ ﻣﻲ آﲏ ﭼﻪ ﻗﺪر ﺧﺮج آﺮدﻩ ﺑﻮدﻧﺪ ؟
ج( ﺗﺎزﻩ ﺑﺮ ﻋﻜﺲ ﳘﺎن ﻏﺬاﻳﻲ ﺑﻮد آﻪ ﻣﻦ دوﺳﺖ داﺷﺘﻢ .
د( اﻣﺎ ﻧﻮﺷﺎﺑﻪ اش ﺧﻴﻠﻲ ﺧﻮﴰﺰﻩ ﺑﻮد .
ﻩ( آﻤﻲ هﻢ ﻗﺪر ﺷﻨﺎس ﺑﺎش .
و( واﻗﻌﺎ ﻣﺰﺧﺮف ﺑﻮد .
.4در ﻣﺮآﺰ اﻳﻨﱰ ﻧﺖ داﻧﺸﮕﺎﻩ هﺴﺘﻴﺪ اﻣﺎ ﺳﺮﻋﺖ ﺁن ﭘﺎﻳﲔ اﺳﺖ.
دوﺳﺖ ﴰﺎ ﻣﻲ ﮔﻮﻳﺪ “:اﻳﻦ ﺧﻂ اﻳﻨﱰ ﻧﺖ هﻢ ﺑﻪ درد ﳕﻲ ﺧﻮرد “.ﴰﺎ
ﻣﻲ ﮔﻮﻳﻴﺪ
اﻟﻒ( ﻣﻲ ﺁﻳﻲ ﺑﺮوﱘ ﺗﺮﻳﺎ ﻧﻮﺷﻴﺪﻧﻲ ﲞﻮرﱘ؟
ب( ﺳﺮﻋﺖ اﻳﻨﱰ ﻧﺖ داﻧﺸﮕﺎﻩ ﭼﻘﺪر اﺳﺖ؟
ج( ﺳﺮﻋﺖ از اﻳﻦ ﺑﺎﻻﺗﺮ ﻣﻲ ﺧﻮاهﻲ ؟
د( ﻧﻪ  ،ﺳﺮﻋﺘﺶ زﻳﺎد هﻢ هﺴﺖ.
ﻩ( ﺑﻌﺪ از ﻇﻬﺮهﺎ ﺳﺮﻋﺖ ﺁن زﻳﺎد اﺳﺖ.
و( ﺁرﻩ ﺗﺎ اﻳﻦ ﺻﻔﺤﻪ ﺑﻴﺎﻳﺪ ﻣﻲ ﺗﻮاﻧﻴﻢ ﺷﺎم هﻢ ﲞﻮرﱘ .
 . 5ﻣﺸﻐﻮل ﲤﺎﺷﺎي ﻣﺴﺎﺑﻘﻪ ﻓﻮﺗﺒﺎل ﺑﲔ ﺗﻴﻢ ﻣﻠﻲ اﻳﺮان و ﺗﻴﻢ
دﻳﮕﺮي ﻣﻲ ﺑﺎﺷﻴﺪ .ﻳﻜﻲ از ﺑﺎزﻳﻜﻨﺎن ﺗﻴﻢ ﻣﻠﻲ در آﻨﺎر دروازﻩ
ﺣﺮﻳﻒ ﺗﻮپ را ﺑﻪ اﺷﺘﺒﺎﻩ ﺑﻪ ﺧﺎرج ﻣﻲ زﻧﺪ  .دوﺳﺖ ﴰﺎ ﻋﺼﺒﺎﻧﻲ ﻣﻲ
ﺷﻮد و ﻣﻲ ﮔﻮﻳﺪ  “:اﻳﻦ هﻢ هﻴﭻ وﻗﺖ ﺑﺎزﻳﻜﻦ ﳕﻲ ﺷﻮد  “.ﴰﺎ ﻣﻲ
ﮔﻮﻳﻴﺪ:
اﻟﻒ( اﻳﻦ ﻗﺪر ﺗﻨﺪ ﺗﻨﺪ ﲣﻤﻪ ﻧﺸﻜﻦ .
ب( ﻓﻜﺮ ﻣﻲ آﲏ ﻧﺘﻴﺠﻪ ﭼﻨﺪ ﭼﻨﺪ ﺷﻮد ؟
ج( ﻧﻪ ﺑﺎﺑﺎ  ،زﻣﲔ ﺧﺮاب اﺳﺖ.
د( ﺗﻘﺼﲑ ﺗﲑ دروازﻩ ﺑﻮد.
ﻩ( ﺗﺎ ﺁﺧﺮ ﺑﺎزي را ﺑﺎﻳﺪ ﺑﺒﻴﻨﻴﻢ .
و( ﺁرﻩ ﻋﺠﺐ ﺷﻮت ﻣﺴﺨﺮﻩ اي زد .
 .6ﺟﻬﺖ ﻧﻘﺪ آﺮدن ﭼﻜﻲ ﺑﻪ ﺑﺎﻧﻚ ﻣﺮاﺟﻌﻪ ﻣﻲ آﻨﻴﺪ  .ﻋﻠﲑﻏﻢ
ازدﺣﺎم ﻣﺸﱰﻳﺎن در ﭘﺸﺖ ﺑﺎﺟﻪ  ،ﻣﺘﺼﺪي ﻣﺮﺑﻮﻃﻪ ﻣﺸﻐﻮل ﺻﺤﺒﺖ ﺧﺼﻮﺻﻲ
ﺑﺎ ﳘﻜﺎرش هﺴﺖ .ﻳﻜﻲ از ﻣﺮاﺟﻌﻪ آﻨﻨﺪﮔﺎن آﻨﺎر ﴰﺎ ﻣﻲ ﮔﻮﻳﺪ“ :
ﻧﮕﺎﻩ آﻦ ! ﺑﻪ ﺟﺎي اﻳﻦ آﻪ ﺑﻪ ﻣﺸﱰﻳﺎن ﺑﭙﺮدازﻧﺪ ﺑﻪ آﺎرهﺎي ﺷﺨﺼﻲ
ﺧﻮدﺷﺎن ﻣﺸﻐﻮل اﻧﺪ  “.ﴰﺎ ﻣﻲ ﮔﻮﻳﻴﺪ :
اﻟﻒ( راﺳﱵ ﻗﺮﻋﻪ آﺸﻲ ﺑﺎﻧﻚ آﻲ اﺳﺖ ؟
ب( ﴰﺎ هﻢ ﺑﺮاي ﻧﻘﺪ آﺮدن ﭼﻚ ﺁﻣﺪﻩ اﻳﺪ ؟
ج( اﺗﻔﺎﻗﺎ اﻳﻦ ﺁﻗﺎ ﺧﻴﻠﻲ ﺳﺮﻳﻊ ﺑﻪ ﻣﺸﱰﻳﺎن رﺳﻴﺪﮔﻲ ﻣﻲ آﻨﺪ .
د( ﺧﻮب  ،ﺻﺤﺒﺖ هﺎي ﺧﺼﻮﺻﻲ ﺟﺎﻳﺶ ﳘﲔ ﺟﺎﺳﺖ .
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ﻩ( ﻟﻄﻔﺎ ﺧﻮﻧﺴﺮدي ﺧﻮدﺗﺎن را ﺣﻔﻆ آﻨﻴﺪ .
و( اﺻﻼ ﳕﻲ ﺑﻴﻨﺪ آﻪ ﺟﻪ ازدﺣﺎﻣﻲ ﺷﺪﻩ اﺳﺖ.
 .7در ﺻﻒ ﻧﺴﺒﺘﺎ ﻃﻮﻻﻧﻲ ﻧﺎﻧﻮاﻳﻲ اﻳﺴﺘﺎدﻩ اﻳﺪ ﺷﺨﺼﻲ ﺑﺪون رﻋﺎﻳﺖ
ﻧﻮﺑﺖ از ﻧﺎﻧﻮاﻳﻲ ﻧﺎن ﻣﻲ ﮔﲑد و ﻣﻲ رود .ﻓﺮدآﻨﺎر ﴰﺎ ﻣﻲ ﮔﻮﻳﺪ
 “:ﺧﺠﺎﻟﺖ ﳕﻲ آﺸﺪ اﻳﻦ ﳘﻪ ﺁدم اﻳﺴﺘﺎدﻩ اﻧﺪ ﺁن وﻗﺖ ﺑﺪون ﻧﻮﺑﺖ
ﻧﺎن ﻣﻲ ﮔﲑد  “.ﴰﺎ ﻣﻲ ﮔﻮﻳﻴﺪ :
اﻟﻒ( اﻣﺮوز هﻮا ﮔﺮﻣﱰ ﺷﺪﻩ اﺳﺖ .
ب( ﴰﺎ ﭼﻨﺪ ﺗﺎ ﻧﺎن ﻣﻲ ﺧﻮاهﻴﺪ ؟
ج( ﺷﺎﻳﺪ ﻗﺒﻼ ﻧﻮﺑﺖ ﮔﺮﻓﺘﻪ اﺳﺖ.
د( ﻓﻜﺮ آﻨﻢ ﻧﺎﻧﻮا از ﺳﺒﻴﻠﺶ ﺗﺮﺳﻴﺪ.
ﻩ( اﻟﺒﺘﻪ ﳕﻲ ﺷﻮد زود ﻗﻀﺎوت آﺮد .
و( رو آﻪ ﻧﺒﻮد !
 .8ﻳﻜﻲ از ﺑﺴﺘﮕﺎن ﴰﺎ ﺑﺎ ﳘﺴﺮش اﺧﺘﻼف دارد ﺑﻪ ﴰﺎ ﺑﺮﺧﻮرد ﻣﻲ
آﻨﺪ و ﻣﻲ ﮔﻮﻳﺪ آﻪ ﳘﺴﺮش ﺑﻨﺎي ﻧﺎﺳﺎزﮔﺎري ﮔﺬاﺷﺘﻪ اﺳﺖ .ﴰﺎ ﻣﻲ
ﮔﻮﻳﻴﺪ :
اﻟﻒ( هﻨﻮز هﻢ ﲨﻌﻪ هﺎ آﻮﻩ ﻣﻲ روي ؟
ب( ﻓﻜﺮ ﻣﻲ آﲏ ﺗﻘﺼﲑ ﺑﺎ آﻴﺴﺖ ؟
ج( ﻣﻦ ﻣﻄﻤﺌﻨﻢ آﻪ ﺗﻮ ﻣﻘﺼﺮي .
د( ﴰﺎ هﻢ آﻪ ﳘﻴﺸﻪ ﻣﺜﻞ ﺳﮓ و ﮔﺮﺑﻪ هﺴﺘﻴﺪ .
ﻩ( ﺑﺎﻳﺪ ﺧﻴﻠﻲ ﺑﻴﺸﱰ هﻮاي ﳘﺪﻳﮕﺮ را داﺷﺘﻪ ﺑﺎﺷﻴﺪ .
و( ﺁرﻩ اﻳﻦ ﻣﺮدهﺎ /زﻬﻧﺎ ﳘﻪ ﺳﺮو ﺗﻪ ﻳﻚ آﺮﺑﺎﺳﻦ.

 .9در اﺗﻮﺑﻮس واﺣﺪ ﻣﻲ ﺑﺎﺷﻴﺪ  .ﻳﻜﻲ از ﻣﺴﺎﻓﺮﻳﻦ رو ﺑﻪ ﴰﺎ
آﺮدﻩ ﻣﻲ ﮔﻮﻳﺪ  “:دﻳﮕﺮ ﳕﻲ ﺷﻮد اﺗﻮﻣﺒﻴﻞ ﺷﺨﺼﻲ ﺑﲑون ﺁورد  .ﺳﻲ
ﺗﻮﻣﺎن ﺑﻪ ﺑﻨﺰﻳﻦ اﺿﺎﻓﻪ آﺮدﻩ اﻧﺪ دوزار ﺑﻪ ﺣﻘﻮق هﺎ ؟“ ﴰﺎ ﻣﻲ
ﮔﻮﻳﻴﺪ :
اﻟﻒ() ﻓﻘﻂ ﻧﮕﺎﻩ ﻣﻲ آﻨﻴﺪ و ﭼﻴﺰي ﳕﻲ ﮔﻮﻳﻴﺪ (.
ب( ﭼﻪ ﻗﺪر ﺑﻪ ﺣﻘﻮق هﺎ اﺿﺎﻓﻪ ﺷﺪﻩ اﺳﺖ .
ج( در ﻣﻘﺎﻳﺴﻪ ﺑﺎ ﺧﺎرج هﻨﻮز ﺑﻨﺰﻳﻦ ﺧﻴﻠﻲ ارزان اﺳﺖ .
د( ﺁﺧﺮ اﻳﻦ ﺑﻨﺰﻳﻦ هﺎ ﺑﺎ ﺁن ﺑﻨﺰﻳﻦ هﺎ ﻓﺮق ﻣﻲ آﻨﺪ .
ﻩ( ﻣﻦ ﻓﻜﺮ ﻣﻲ آﻨﻢ اﺳﺘﻔﺎدﻩ از وﺳﺎﻳﻞ ﻧﻘﻠﻴﻪ ﻋﻤﻮﻣﻲ ﺑﺮاي ﳘﻪ ﲠﱰ
اﺳﺖ.
و( ﻓﻘﻂ ﺑﻨﺰﻳﻦ آﻪ ﻧﻴﺴﺖ .ﳘﻪ ﭼﻴﺰ را ﮔﺮان آﺮدﻩ اﻧﺪ.
 .10ﺑﺎ
ﺑﺎر دوم
ﺣﺪود دﻩ
ﻣﺮدم را
ﮔﻮﻳﻴﺪ :
اﻟﻒ( ﻣﺴﺎﺑﻘﻪ ﻓﻮﺗﺒﺎل ﺳﺎﻋﺖ ﭼﻨﺪ اﺳﺖ ؟
ب( ﭼﻨﺪ دﻗﻴﻘﻪ اﺳﺖ آﻪ ﭘﻴﺎم ﺑﺎزرﮔﺎﻧﻲ ﭘﺨﺶ ﻣﻲ آﻨﻨﺪ؟
ج( ﺗﻮ هﻢ ﭼﻪ ﻗﺪر ﻓﻴﻠﻢ ﺳﻴﻨﻤﺎﻳﻲ ﻧﮕﺎﻩ ﻣﻲ آﲏ؟!
د( ﺁﺧﺮ ﭘﻴﺎم هﺎي ﺑﺎزرﮔﺎﻧﻲ از ﻓﻴﻠﻢ ﺳﻴﻨﻤﺎﻳﻲ ﻗﺸﻨﮓ ﺗﺮ اﺳﺖ .
ﻩ(ﭘﻴﺎم هﺎ ﳘﻪ ﻳﺎ ﻓﻘﻂ درﺑﺎرﻩ ﭘﻔﻚ اﺳﺖ ﻳﺎ ﻣﺎآﺎروﻧﻲ.
و( ﺑﻪ ﻧﻈﺮ ﻣﻦ اﻳﻦ ﭘﻴﺎم هﺎ ﻣﻬﻤﱰ از ﻓﻴﻠﻢ ﺳﻴﻨﻤﺎﻳﻲ اﺳﺖ .

ﺧﺎﻧﻮادﻩ ﻣﺸﻐﻮل ﲤﺎﺷﺎي ﻓﻴﻠﻢ ﺳﻴﻨﻤﺎﻳﻲ ﻣﻲ ﺑﺎﺷﻴﺪ اﻣﺎ ﺑﺮاي
ﻓﻴﻠﻢ ﺳﻴﻨﻤﺎﻳﻲ ﻗﻄﻊ ﺷﺪﻩ و ﺁﮔﻬﻲ ﺑﺎزﮔﺎﻧﻲ ﺁن هﻢ ﺑﻪ ﻣﺪت
دﻗﻴﻘﻪ ﭘﺨﺶ ﺷﺪ  .ﻳﻜﻲ از اﻋﻀﺎي ﺧﺎﻧﻮادﻩ ﺗﺎن ﻣﻲ ﮔﻮﻳﺪ“:
ﻣﺴﺨﺮﻩ آﺮدﻩ اﻧﺪ ﺑﺎ اﻳﻦ ﻓﻴﻠﻢ ﻧﺸﺎن دادﻧﺸﺎن  “.ﴰﺎ ﻣﻲ
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 .11در دآﺎن ﻗﺼﺎﺑﻲ ﻓﺮدي رو ﺑﻪ ﴰﺎ ﻣﻲ آﻨﺪ و ﻣﻲ ﮔﻮﻳﺪ  “ :هﻨﻮز
ﻋﻴﺪ ﻧﺸﺪﻩ  ،ﻗﻴﻤﺖ ﳘﻪ ﭼﻴﺰ را ﮔﺮان آﺮدﻩ اﻧﺪ  .وﱄ  ،ﭘﻮل ﻣﺎ
ﻣﻌﻠﻢ هﺎ را هﻲ اﻣﺮوز و ﻓﺮدا ﻣﻲ آﻨﻨﺪ و ﺁﺧﺮش هﻢ ﳕﻲ دهﻨﺪ  .ﳕﻲ
داﱎ ﺗﺎ آﻲ ﻗﺮار اﺳﺖ ﻣﺎ را ﻣﺴﺨﺮﻩ آﻨﻨﺪ؟“ ﴰﺎ ﻣﻲ ﮔﻮﻳﻴﺪ :
اﻟﻒ( ) ﻓﻘﻂ ﻧﮕﺎﻩ ﻣﻲ آﻨﻴﺪ و ﭼﻴﺰي ﳕﻲ ﮔﻮﻳﻴﺪ (
ب( ﻗﺮار اﺳﺖ ﭼﻘﺪر ﺑﻪ ﺣﻘﻮق هﺎ اﺿﺎﻓﻪ ﺷﻮد ؟
ج( ﻓﻜﺮ ﳕﻲ آﻨﻢ ﺣﻘﻮق ﴰﺎ آﻢ ﺑﺎﺷﺪ .
د( ﻣﮕﺮ ﻗﺮار اﺳﺖ آﻪ ﺑﻪ ﴰﺎ ﭘﻮل دﻳﮕﺮي هﻢ ﺑﺪهﻨﺪ ؟
ﻩ( ﻣﻌﻠﻢ هﺎ هﻢ ﺑﺎﻳﺪ ﻗﻨﺎﻋﺖ آﻨﻨﺪ .
و( ﺣﺎﻻ ﺣﺎﻻ هﺎ ﺑﺎﻳﺪ دﻧﺒﺎل ﭘﻮل ﺑﺪوﻳﺪ.
.12ﭘﺪر ﴰﺎ ﺑﻪ ﺧﺎﻧﻪ ﺑﺮ ﻣﻲ ﮔﺮدد  .او آﻪ ﭼﻨﺪ آﻴﻠﻮ ﻣﺮغ در دﺳﺖ
دارد رو ﺑﻪ ﴰﺎ آﺮدﻩ ﻣﻲ ﮔﻮﻳﺪ  “:از اﻳﻦ ﺑﻪ ﺑﻌﺪ ﻣﺮغ هﻢ ﳕﻲ ﺷﻮد
ﺧﺮﻳﺪ  .ﳕﻲ داﱎ اﻳﻦ ﮔﺮاﻧﻲ ﺗﺎ آﻲ اداﻣﻪ ﺧﻮاهﺪ داﺷﺖ ؟“ ﴰﺎ ﻣﻲ
ﮔﻮﻳﻴﺪ :
اﻟﻒ( اﻣﺸﺐ ﳘﻪ ﺑﻪ ﭘﺎرك ﺑﺮوﱘ .
ب( ﻣﺮغ هﺎ ﭘﺎك آﺮدﻩ هﺴﺘﻨﺪ ؟
ج( ﻓﻜﺮ ﳕﻲ آﻨﻢ ﺁن ﻗﺪرهﺎ هﻢ ﮔﺮان ﺑﺎﺷﺪ.
د( ﻣﺮغ هﺎ هﻢ ﻣﺮﻏﻬﺎي ﻗﺪﱘ .
ﻩ( ﺧﻮب ﺑﻪ ﺟﺎي ﻣﺮغ ﭼﻴﺰ دﻳﮕﺮي ﻣﻲ ﺧﺮﻳﺪﻳﺪ .
و( ﺗﺎ ﭘﺪر ﳘﻪ در ﻧﻴﺎﻳﺪ ﮔﺮاﻧﻲ ﳘﭽﻨﺎن ﺧﻮاهﺪ ﺑﻮد.
 .13در ﻣﻐﺎزﻩ ﻋﻴﻨﻚ ﻓﺮوﺷﻲ ﻳﻜﻲ از
ﮔﻮﻳﺪ  “:دﻳﺪﻳﺪ ﺁﻗﺎﻳﻲ  ) .....ﻳﻜﻲ
ﺟﺮم اﺧﺘﻼس دﺳﺘﮕﲑ ﺷﺪﻩ اﺳﺖ ( هﻢ آﻪ
ﻣﻲ زﻧﻨﺪ  ،دزد از ﺁب درﺁﻣﺪ  .ﭘﻮل
ﮔﻮﻳﻴﺪ:
اﻟﻒ( ﻓﻘﻂ ﻧﮕﺎﻩ ﻣﻲ آﻨﻴﺪ و ﭼﻴﺰي ﳕﻲ ﮔﻮﻳﻴﺪ .
ب( ﻣﺒﻠﻎ اﺧﺘﻼس ﭼﻪ ﻗﺪر ﺑﻮدﻩ اﺳﺖ ؟
ج( اﻳﻦ هﺎ ﳘﻪ ﺑﺎزي ﺳﻴﺎﺳﻲ اﺳﺖ .
د( ﺑﺎﺑﺎ ﭼﻴﺰ زﻳﺎدي آﻪ ﻧﺒﻮدﻩ.
ﻩ( ﺁﻗﺎ ﻟﻄﻔﺎ ﲝﺚ ﺳﻴﺎﺳﻲ ﻧﻜﻨﻴﺪ.
و( ﺑﻪ ﺧﺎﻃﺮ ﳘﲔ ﺁدﻣﻬﺎﺳﺖ آﻪ ﻣﺎ ﺑﺪﲞﺘﻴﻢ.

ﻣﺸﱰﻳﺎن رو ﺑﻪ ﴰﺎ آﺮدﻩ و ﻣﻲ
از ﻣﺪﻳﺮان ﺑﺮﺟﺴﺘﻪ آﻪ ﺑﻪ
ﳘﻪ اش ﺳﻨﮓ ﻣﻠﺖ را ﺑﻪ ﺳﻴﻨﻪ
ﻣﺎ ﺑﺪﲞﺖ هﺎﺳﺖ؟“ ﴰﺎ ﻣﻲ

 .14در رﺳﺘﻮران داﻧﺸﮕﺎﻩ ﻳﻜﻲ از دوﺳﺘﺎﻧﺘﺎن رو ﺑﻪ ﴰﺎ آﺮدﻩ ﻣﻲ
ﮔﻮﻳﺪ  “ :ﻧﮕﺎﻩ آﻦ ﭼﻪ ﻏﺬاﻳﻲ اﺳﺖ؟ اﻳﻦ ﳘﻪ ﭘﻮل از ﻣﺎ ﻣﻲ ﮔﲑﻧﺪ و
ﺑﻪ ﻣﺎ ﭼﻲ ﻣﻲ دهﻨﺪ ؟“ ﴰﺎ ﻣﻲ ﮔﻮﻳﻴﺪ:
اﻟﻒ( ژﺗﻮن ﻏﺬاي هﻔﺘﻪ ﺁﻳﻨﺪﻩ را ﮔﺮﻓﺘﻪ اﻳﺪ؟
ب( ﻣﺒﻠﻎ هﺮ وﻋﺪﻩ ﻏﺬا ﭼﻪ ﻗﺪر اﺳﺖ؟
ج(اﻳﻦ ﭘﻮﱄ آﻪ از ﻣﺎ ﻣﻲ ﮔﲑﻧﺪ ﭼﻨﺪان زﻳﺎد ﻧﻴﺴﺖ.
د( ﺗﻮآﻪ ﭘﻮل از ﺧﻮدت ﻧﻴﺴﺖ.
ﻩ( ﭘﺲ ﺳﻌﻲ آﻦ ﺑﺎ ﺧﻮب درس ﺧﻮاﻧﺪن ﺗﻼﰲ اش را در ﺑﻴﺎوري.
و( اﺻﻼ ﻓﻜﺮ ﳕﻲ آﻨﻨﺪ آﻪ ﻣﺎ هﻢ ﺁدﻣﻴﻴﻢ .
 .15ﻳﻜﻲ
ﳕﻮدﻩ اﺳﺖ
) ﻳﻜﻲ از
 .ﺑﻌﺪ از
ﻣﻲ ﮔﻮﻳﻴﺪ
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از دوﺳﺘﺎﻧﺘﺎن آﻪ ﺟﻬﺖ اﻧﺘﻘﺎﱄ ﺑﻪ داﻧﺸﮕﺎﻩ دﻳﮕﺮي اﻗﺪام
ﻗﺒﻞ از آﻼس ﴰﺎ را ﻣﻲ ﺑﻴﻨﺪ وﻣﻲ ﮔﻮﻳﺪ اﻳﻦ ﺁﻗﺎي ....
ﻣﺴﺌﻮﻻن داﻧﺸﮕﺎﻩ ( هﻢ آﻪ اﺻﻼ ﺑﻪ ﻓﻜﺮ ﻣﺸﻜﻼت ﻣﺎ ﻧﻴﺴﺖ
ﻣﺪﲥﺎ ﺳﺮ دواﻧﺪن اﻣﺮوز ﮔﻔﺖ آﻪ اﻧﺘﻘﺎﱄ ﳑﻜﻦ ﻧﻴﺴﺖ  .ﴰﺎ
:

ﻣﻲ ﺷﻮد.
را درﺳﺖ اﳒﺎم دادي ؟
ﻣﻮﺟﻪ ﻧﺒﻮدﻩ اﺳﺖ .
اﻧﺘﻘﺎﱄ ﻧﻴﻔﱵ.
درﺳﻬﺎﻳﺖ را ﺧﻮب ﲞﻮاﻧﻲ ﻧﻪ اﻳﻦ آﻪ

اﻟﻒ( ﻋﺠﻠﻪ آﻦ آﻪ آﻼس دﻳﺮ
ب( ﺁﻳﺎ ﳘﻪ آﺎرهﺎي اﻧﺘﻘﺎﱄ
ج( ﻣﻄﻤﺌﻨﺎ ﻋﻠﺖ اﻧﺘﻘﺎﱄ ات
د( ﺗﺎ ﺗﻮ ﺑﺎﺷﻲ آﻪ ﺑﻪ ﻓﻜﺮ
ﻩ( ﺑﻪ ﺟﺎي اﻧﺘﻘﺎﱄ ﺳﻌﻲ آﻦ
ﺑﻪ ﻓﻜﺮ ﻓﺮار ﺑﺎﺷﻲ .
و( ﺗﺎﺣﺎﻻ ﺑﻪ ﻓﻜﺮ آﺪام داﻧﺸﺠﻮ ﺑﻮدﻩ آﻪ ﺑﻪ ﻓﻜﺮ ﺗﻮ ﺑﺎﺷﺪ.

.16از داﻧﺸﮕﺎﻩ ﺑﻪ ﺧﺎﻧﻪ ﺑﺎز ﻣﻲ ﮔﺮدﻳﺪ و ﻣﻲ ﺑﻴﻨﻴﺪ ﺧﻮاهﺮ
آﻮﭼﻜﺘﺎن آﺘﺎب ﺑﺮادرﺗﺎن را آﺎﻣﻼ ﭘﺎرﻩ آﺮدﻩ و ﺑﻪ ﺧﺎﻧﻪ ﻋﻤﻮﻳﺘﺎن
رﻓﺘﻪ اﺳﺖ  .او ﺑﺎ ﻋﺼﺒﺎﻧﻴﺖ رو ﺑﻪ ﴰﺎ آﺮدﻩ و ﻣﻲ ﮔﻮﻳﺪ “ اﮔﺮ
دﺳﺘﻢ ﺑﻪ )ﺧﻮاهﺮﺗﺎن( ﺑﺮﺳﺪ او را ﻣﻲ آﺸﻢ “ ﴰﺎ ﻣﻲ ﮔﻮﻳﻴﺪ :
اﻟﻒ( ﺑﻨﺸﲔ ﺗﺎ ﺑﺮاﻳﺖ ﺑﮕﻮﱘ اﻣﺮوز در داﻧﺸﮕﺎﻩ ﭼﻪ اﺗﻔﺎﻗﻲ
اﻓﺘﺎدﻩ اﺳﺖ .
ب( ﺣﺎﻻ آﺪام آﺘﺎﺑﺖ ﺑﻮد ؟
ج( ﺗﻘﺼﲑ ﺧﻮدت اﺳﺖ ﺑﺎﻳﺪ وﺳﺎﻳﻠﺖ را ﲨﻊ ﻣﻲ آﺮدي.
د( ﺣﺎﻻ ﻣﮕﺮ ﭼﻪ ﺷﺪﻩ اﺳﺖ ﺑﻴﺎ آﺘﺎب ﻣﺮا ﺑﺮدار.
ﻩ( ﺧﻮب آﺎري آﺮد  .ﺗﻮ آﻪ اﺻﻼ آﺘﺎب ﺧﻮان ﻧﻴﺴﱵ!
و( ﺗﺼﲑ ﻣﺎدر اﺳﺖ آﻪ او را ﺧﻴﻠﻲ ﻟﻮس آﺮدﻩ اﺳﺖ.
 .17ﺷﺨﺼﻲ را ﻣﻲ ﺑﻴﻨﻴﺪ آﻪ در ﺧﻴﺎﺑﺎن رو ﺑﻪ ﴰﺎ آﺮدﻩ و ﺑﺎ
ﻓﺮﻳﺎد ﻣﻲ ﮔﻮﻳﺪ  “ :ﻋﺠﺐ ﳑﻠﻜﱵ اﺳﺖ  .روز روﺷﻦ ﺟﻴﺒﻢ را زدﻩ اﻧﺪ
و ﺟﻨﺎب ﭘﻠﻴﺲ هﻢ ﻓﻘﻂ ﻣﻲ ﮔﻮﻳﺪ ﺑﺎﻳﺪ ﻣﻮاﻇﺐ ﺟﻴﺒﺖ ﺑﻮدي ﺗﺎ دزد
ﺟﻴﺒﺖ را ﻧﺰﻧﺪ  “ .ﴰﺎ ﻣﻲ ﮔﻮﻳﻴﺪ:
اﻟﻒ( ﻧﮕﺎﻩ ﻣﻲ آﻨﻴﺪ و ﭼﻴﺰي ﳕﻲ ﮔﻮﻳﻴﺪ
ب( ﭼﻘﺪر دزدﻳﺪﻩ اﺳﺖ؟
ج( ﺣﻖ ﺑﺎ ﭘﻠﻴﺲ اﺳﺖ.
د( ﺷﺎﻧﺲ ﺁوردﻳﺪ آﻪ ﺧﻮدﺗﺎن را ﻧﺰدﻳﺪﻩ اﺳﺖ .
ﻩ( ﺑﺎﻳﺪ در اﻳﻦ ﺟﺎي ﺷﻠﻮغ ﻣﻮاﻇﺐ ﺟﻴﺐ ﺑﺮهﺎ ﺑﺎﺷﻴﻨﺪ.
و( ﭘﻠﻴﺲ هﻢ آﻪ ﺑﻪ درد ﻣﺮدم ﳕﻲ ﺧﻮرد.
 .18ﳘﺴﺎﻳﻪ را در آﻮﭼﻪ ﻣﻲ ﺑﻴﻨﺪ  .وي آﻪ از دﺳﺖ ﳘﺴﺎﻳﻪ روﺑﺮوﻳﻲ
ﻋﺼﺒﺎﻧﻲ اﺳﺖ ﺑﻪ ﴰﺎ ﻣﻲ ﮔﻮﻳﺪ  :اﻳﻦ ﺁﻗﺎي/ﺧﺎﱎ .....هﻢ اﺻﻼ
ﻣﻼﺣﻈﻪ ﳕﻲ آﻨﺪ  .هﺮ ﺷﺐ ﻳﺎ ﺻﺪ ﺗﺎ ﻣﻬﻤﺎن دارد ﻳﺎ ﺻﺪاي
ﺗﻠﻮﻳﺰﻳﻮﻧﺸﺎن ﺁدم را آﺮ ﻣﻲ آﻨﺪ ﴰﺎ ﻣﻲ ﮔﻮﻳﻴﺪ
اﻟﻒ( راﺳﱵ ﺣﺎل ﳘﺴﺮ ﺁﻗﺎ  /ﺧﺎﱎ – ﭼﻪ ﻃﻮر اﺳﺖ ؟
ب(ﻣﮕﻪ اﻣﺸﺐ هﻢ ﻣﻬﻤﺎن دارﻧﺪ ؟
ج( ﻓﻜﺮ ﳕﻲ آﻨﻢ ﺁدﻣﻬﺎي ﻣﺮدم ﺁزاري ﺑﺎﺷﻨﺪ.
د( ﺷﺎﻳﺪ ﺗﻠﻮﻳﺰﻳﻮن ﺟﺪﻳﺪي ﺧﺮﻳﺪﻩ اﻧﺪ !
ﻩ( هﺮ آﺲ اﺧﺘﻴﺎر ﺧﺎﻧﻪ اش را دارد.
و( ﺑﻠﻪ  ،ﺑﺎﻳﺪ ﻳﻚ ﺟﻮري ﲠﺸﺎن ﺗﺬآﺮ داد .
 .19در ﻗﺮاﺋﺖ ﺧﺎﻧﻪ داﻧﺸﮕﺎﻩ ﳘﺮاﻩ دوﺳﺘﺘﺎن ﻣﺸﻐﻮل ﻣﻄﺎﻟﻌﻪ هﺴﺘﻴﺪ
 .ﭼﻨﺪ داﺗﺸﺠﻮي دﻳﮕﺮ در ﻣﻴﺰ آﻨﺎري ﺑﺎ ﺻﺪاي ﺑﻠﻨﺪ ﻣﺸﻐﻮل ﺻﺤﺒﺖ
هﺴﺘﻨﺪ  .دوﺳﺘﺘﺎن ﺑﻪ ﴰﺎ ﻣﻲ ﮔﻮﻳﺪ  “ :ﳕﻲ داﱎ اﻳﻨﺠﺎ ﻗﺮاﺋﺖ ﺧﺎﻧﻪ
اﺳﺖ ﻳﺎ ﻗﻬﻮﻩ ﺧﺎﻧﻪ ؟ ﺧﺠﺎﻟﺖ هﻢ ﳕﻲ آﺸﻨﺪ  “ .ﴰﺎ ﻣﻲ ﮔﻮﻳﻴﺪ :
اﻟﻒ( ﻧﮕﺎﻩ آﻦ ﺁﻗﺎي /ﺧﺎﱎ  .....هﻢ دارد ﻣﻲ ﺁﻳﺪ اﻳﻦ ﺟﺎ .
ب( ﺣﺎﻻ در ﺑﺎرﻩ ﭼﻲ ﺣﺮف ﻣﻴﺰﻧﻨﺪ ؟
ج( ﻣﺎ هﻢ اﮔﺮ ﺁﻗﺎي /ﺧﺎﱎ  ........ﺑﻮد ﳘﲔ آﺎر را ﻣﻲ آﺮدﱘ .
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د( ﲠﱰ از اﻳﻦ ﺟﺎ آﺠﺎ ﻣﻲ ﺷﻮد راﺣﺖ ﺣﺮف زد ؟
ﻩ( درﺳﺖ را ﲞﻮان ؟
و( رو آﻪ ﻧﻴﺴﺖ !
.20ﭼﻨﺪ دﻗﻴﻘﻪ اﻳﺴﺖ آﻪ در ازدﺣﺎم اﻳﺴﺘﮕﺎﻩ اﺗﻮﺑﻮس اﻳﺴﺘﺎدﻩ اﻳﺪ
 .ﭼﻨﺪ اﺗﻮﺑﻮس ﻣﻲ ﺁﻳﻨﺪ و ﻣﻲ روﻧﺪ وﱄ ﺑﻪ ﻋﻠﺖ ازدﺣﺎم ﺑﻴﺶ از ﺣﺪ
هﻨﻮز ﻧﻮﺑﺖ ﴰﺎ ﻧﺸﺪﻩ اﺳﺖ  .ﺷﺨﺺ ﭘﺸﺖ ﺳﺮ ﴰﺎ ﺑﺎ ﻋﺼﺒﺎﻧﻴﺖ ﻣﻲ ﮔﻮﻳﺪ
 “ :ﺁن وﻗﺖ ﻣﻲ ﮔﻮﻳﻨﺪ ﺑﺎ وﺳﺎﻳﻞ ﻧﻘﻠﻴﻪ ﻋﻤﻮﻣﻲ رﻓﺖ و ﺁﻣﺪ آﻨﻴﺪ .
ﳕﻲ داﱎ ﭼﺮا ﺗﻌﺪاد اﺗﻮﺑﻮس هﺎ را زﻳﺎد ﳕﻲ آﻨﻨﺪ  “ .ﴰﺎ ﻣﻲ
ﮔﻮﻳﻴﺪ :
اﻟﻒ( ) ﻓﻘﻂ ﻧﮕﺎﻩ ﻣﻲ آﻨﻴﺪ و ﭼﻴﺰي ﳕﻲ ﮔﻮﻳﻴﺪ (
ب( ﻓﻜﺮ ﻣﻲ آﻨﻴﺪ ﭼﻨﺪ دﻗﻴﻘﻪ دﻳﮕﺮ ﺑﺎﻳﺪ ﻣﻨﺘﻈﺮ ﺑﺎﺷﻴﻢ ؟
ج( ﺗﻌﺪاد اﺗﻮﺑﻮس هﺎ آﻪ زﻳﺎد اﺳﺖ ؟
د( اﻳﻦ ﺗﻘﺼﲑ ﺗﺎآﺴﻲ هﺎﺳﺖ آﻪ ﻓﻘﻂ در ﺑﺴﺖ ﻣﻲ روﻧﺪ .
ﻩ( اﻻن اﺗﻮﺑﻮس ﺑﻌﺪي ﻣﻲ رﺳﺪ .
و( واﻗﻌﺎ آﻪ ؟ ﭼﻪ ﻗﺪر دﻳﮕﺮ ﺑﺎﻳﺪ اﻳﻦ ﺟﺎ ﺑﺎﻳﺴﺘﻴﻢ .
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