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ABSTRACT

The present study investigates the stylistic clsodde group of Tunisian postgraduate studentsencand close
emails sent to their professor and examines howy thddress to him. To carry out this study a corpfs
182emailsrequestswascollected. The findings reflegteat variation regarding the openings, closiregal the modes of
address employed by Tunisian postgraduate studentgeneral, the participants did appear to payeation to greetings
and closings in their emails. The great variationopenings and closings and address forms founeatewthat there are
no common standards for the writing style of thepmmndents. Results also reveal a wide stylistigeaim the forms of
address employed. The great variation of addresagcseems to suggest that Tunisian postgraduatiests are to some
extent unsure about the appropriate term of addteasse to address their professor. It is also fbthmat the participants
employ both formal and informal openings and clgsinThe study related these discourse practicéiseio interpersonal
meanings broadly divided into expressions of famflj, involvement, and closeness - rapport-buidactions (positive
politeness) and expressions of distance, indepeedand deference-respect building actions (negatolieness) (Brown
and Levinson, 1987; Scollon and Scollon, 1995; Spe®atey, 2000).

KEYWORDS: Emails, Opening, Closing Address Forms, Politeness
INTRODUCTION

Email has been widely adopted for both personaliastitutional communication because of its higinsmission
speed (Crystal, 2001). The language of email hesived much attention from researchers and mardiestthave been
carried out to examine it. The research on emadl edatively new and widespread medium offersiguaopportunity to

study how humans have been adapted to a new foomnomunication in general and seek to unveil israbteristics.

Since the early days of email, researchers reattzatthis new medium of communication had new enitions
that did not fully belong to spoken or written \@igs of language (Foutouhi and Ziayei, 2015)s laigued that emails
were a fundamentally new medium with significantigw characteristics that cannot be treated withottlerules alone
(Foutouhi and Ziayei, 2015). Indeed, emails haveoligionized personal, business and academic conuation
(Gupta et al., 2004).
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An increasing number of university students whoehgrown up in the instant messaging culture isndoto send
email messages to their professors for a varietyupposes (Economidou-Kogetsidis, 2011).Email hasefore become
an effective and popular alternative means of comaation, providing students the convenience toaimbfeedback,

clarification, and information as soon as they nie¢idid).

However, it is found that native and nonnativespeslare oftenfacedwithuncertaintiesregardingthée siynd
politeness strategies in email interaction (Crys2@8D1;Barron, 2000, 2002, 2003; Biesenbach-Lu2@86), especially in

hierarchical relationships where the power asymynatieds to be maintained such as between studmhtheir teachers.
Openings, Forms of Address and Closings

Opening salutation/greeting is an important asfpre@mail communication (Roshid, 2012). Indeed, ulisive
elements such as opening formulas play importatibkooles in all types of interactions. It is thigh the opening stages
of any social encounter that the social relatioroagnco-participants is negotiated and establistBslifranch, 2006).
Guffey (2010) asserts that beginning an email ngessdth a proper greeting is important becausédts friendliness

and indicates the beginning of the interaction.

In addition, the use of address forms in commuiiogplays a crucial role in many societies (Gan Buoehanic,
2015). In many languages, the use of address fasnne of the strategies that are commonly useanadntain
relationships (ibid). However, the use of addreses6 varies from one culture to another. For examplsocieties where
politeness is highly observed, the use of titlesi@morifics is an important aspect in an interactés it shows the social
positions of the respective individuals (Kuang ket 2011, cited in Gan and Dumanic, 2015 ). Fornagle, in English
speaking countries, the use of first name and $itleh as Mr. Mrs. and Miss appears to be commorewhi Asian
countries, the use of title and kinship terms moatommon to express politeness and show respeminmmunication
(Gaudart, 2009, cited in Gan and Dumanic, 2015).

Indeed, when addressing one particular recipibetemail’s sender necessarily uses some address that may
serve his/her communicative purposes. However, tmwaddress the email recipient is often one of st difficult
choices that senders have to make (Economidou-Kifigt 2011). Bjorge (2007, p. 66) states that ‘GBamall
correspondence choosing the form of address andgleomntary close will be decided by how the coroesients
perceive their relationship”. This is also the €as student-professor emails. When choosing appiregriate form of
address, this may cause misjudgments and violatéal sippropriateness. Indeed, how the participafitise present study
perceive the relationship might not be the sambaaas their professors perceive the same relationshigrefore, they
should be careful how to open and close their ensaid how to address their professor. Economidogek&idis (2011)
maintains that if this issue is a difficult one argonative speakers of a language, it becomes ew#a complex when
correspondents from different cultures are involved

On the other hand, to sign off is the final logiel@ment in email communication. According to Hatt892), the
sender of an electronic message has to generddsiagc Many linguists have tried to distinguisie tllements that made
up closings. According to Waldvogel(2007), closingsemails consist of three elements: pre-closiriictv consists in
phatic comments like “Have a nice day,” farewelinfiola and any name sign-off. Heyd (2008, p. 61¢@sshat closings
can consist of an established greeting, a bare nam&ven more unconventional turn-taking signAlscording to Wei-

Hong Ko et al., (2015), the classification of chlugs is made up of three moves (pre-closing, faleveeld self-
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identification). In addition, “thanks” is consideréy Wei-Hong Ko et al., (2015) as a closing sggteshen it comes with
or without the writers’ name. Furthermore, addiegsrmation may be added at the end of the emaitirAss information
is considered as the most typical element of a sigeiature to be automatically attached to theobpof an email (Heyd,
2008, p. 62). The styles are chosen to close ttel @messages also represented a diversified spfdadms depending on
the degree of formality of the message (Heyd, 2@0&2).In the present study, openings, forms dff@ss and closings

are examined to detect the chosen style by théecjpanmts to address their professor.
Previous Studies Examining Openings, Modes of Addss and Closings

According to Heyd (2008), in email communicatiome iheed for an opening address appears to be mdégeso
mandatory (p.59). A number of studies have invastig opening strategies in authentic emails in plade and academic
settings (Bou-Franch, 2006; Economidou-Kogetsi2lig,1; Eslami, 2013; Formentelli, 2009; Gains, 1998nenez, 2000,
2006; Lorenzo-Dus and Bou-Franch, 2013; Waldva2@0,7, cited in Wei-Hong Ko et al., 2015).

Gains (1999) examined the openings of a corpusaile and found that the majority of emails incldd®me
form of opening greetings such as ‘Hi/hello’ or @k(ranging from very casual to more formal letséyle), although the
highest frequency category was for no opening @eatcall. Gains (1999, p. 85-91) found that 92%cofnmercial emails
and 37% of the academic emails contained no ope@agns (1999, p.85) explains that the high pesgmtof opener

omission in commercial emails may be due to “a emtion for use” of the mailing system.

Bou-Franch’s (2006) examination of opening strasgdn thirty requestive emails showed that nedtlgmails
contained openings, which she further categorinédl greetings (89%) and self-identification (70%6).addition, some
greeting moves were more informal than others weoe-Franch (2011) studied whether the use of ogEnivas affected
by initiating and follow-up emails. She found th@ percent of initiating emails contained openingdich she
categorized into greeting (93%) and self-identifma (60%). Results also indicated that studentstipmooriented to
solidarity with their professors, which Bou-Fran@®11) surmised was the influence of increasingtesjs on solidarity

between student-faculty communications in Spanisti@mic context.

Lorenzo-Dus and Bou-Franch’s (2013) examinatiorthef opening sequence in British English and Pefansu
Spanish students’ emails indicated that most emedstained at least one opening move, and greetind
self-identification were the two most common comgpais in these email openings. Furthermore, bothpgof students

orientated themselves toward informality in theperongs.

Eslami's (2013) comparative study of Iranian and ekicean graduate students’ email opening strategies
corroborated the influence of cultural factors drategy use. Overall, according to the literatutes examination of
opening sequences in email communication has rededifferences. The causes of these differencesbmagaused by
cultural differences, message sequence (initiaiimipllow-up email) and language proficiency of stadents (Wei-Hong
Ko et al., 2015).

Very few studies examined the forms of address eyagl by students in academic email interactions
(Bjorge, 2007; Merrison et al., 2012; Economidougktsidis, 2011). Bjorge (2007) investigated therfeiof address and
complementary closes of international students’ilsmia Norway sent to academic staff. Her studyvedd that emails

were written by students from a high power distafi®®) culture contained a more formal greeting tttese from low
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power distance cultures. Thus while high PD stuslenfavored formal greetings such as ‘Dear
Professor/Sir/Madam/Teacher’, ‘Dear Professor +N\N’, students from low PD society favored inforngaeeting such
as ‘Dear + FN’, no greeting, ‘hi/hello + FN’ (ibidpespite this tendency, however, the author calgduhat, overall, there

is a considerable variation when it comes to the#aehof greetings and complementary close in stisdemails (ibid).

Merrison et al., (2012) examined British and Augrastudents’ requestive emails. They found that tise of
formal title occurred more frequently in Britistudents’ data than in the Australian ones, in addjtthere was no use of
professional titles in the Australian corpus. Eaoitpu-Kogetsidis (2011) examines the appropriateioéemail requests
of Greek-Cypriot (NNs of English) university studeno their professors and focuses on the degreéredtness of their

email requests and address forms.

Economidou-Kogetsidis’ (2011) examination of Grestidents’ opening strategies in requestive emaisved
wide variation in openings, ranging from those whwere grammatically incorrect but acceptable ws¢hwhich could
cause offense due to incorrect use of titles (&gs, Instead of Dr.). Specifically, she found tlsaidents’ omission of
deference term “dear”, combined with the incorrese of title+ first name construction could serlguaffect faculty

evaluators’ appraisal of the appropriateness oflanessages.

Moving to the findings of some studies that exantine closings strategies, Biesenbach-Lucas (20083p
asserts that email closings from students to faaukly exhibit “a wide stylistic range, from greaihformal to overtly
ceremonial”’. Wei-Hong Ko, (2015) asserts that tfaetor that conditions these variations is cultudifferences.
Another study that analyses the closings of envaiilden by students to lecturers is the work of Beranch (2006) who
found great variation in the closing strategiedé@n students’ emails corpus. Her findings revedhed all thirty emails
contained closings, of which thanking and signatwes the most prevalent. Leave-taking (e.g., “see i class on

Monday”), a subcomponent of pre-closing, was atamé in the emails.

Bou-Franch’s (2011) study showed that contraryncemphasis on solidarity in the opening sequerneesil
senders overwhelmingly opted for deference in tloddsing sequences. She points out that the enwpluasirespect
building in the closing sequences could serve $eda the imposition threat of requestive speech @ut the other hand,
Bjorge (2007) revealed that consistent with opermingtegies, students from more authoritative cette.g., Iran, China,
Jordan) tended to opt for formal alternatives isirttemail closings than students from egalitariatiuces (e.g., U.S.,

Britain).

Additionally, Lorenzo-Dus and Bou-Franch’s (2018parison between Peninsular Spanish and Britighigin
emails also documented different stylistic convamsifor closings. In the Peninsular Spanish datnking, leave-taking,
and signature comprised almost 90 percent of allisf moves, whereas the most two frequently usedemin British
English data were signature and thanking. Furtheemé&slami (2013) documented cultural differencesciosing
strategies of Iranian students compared to Americas. She found that Iranian students orientatedrd a more formal
style of communication and used more thanking, @giring, farewell and name sign-off in their clagisequences. In the
corpus under scrutiny, the openings, forms of asidrend closings were analyzed in an attempt touatcior the

preferences of the participants.
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METHOD

The analysis of openings and closings is based@s¢équence and the move as structural units dfsamalt is
assumed that openings and closing sections or segsi€ontain moves, which are the basic unit ofyaisa(Bou-Franch,
2011, p. 1775). Sequences are larger units of mbwesd together by their topical or functional camee (Jefferson,
1972; Stubbs, 1983; Herring, 1996 cited in Bou-Ehar2011, p. 1775). In the present study, the faqy and types of the

opening and closing sequences and moves foune iertfails are investigated.

The moves of the opening sequences of the collemtealls are classified into four moves: greetirajutsition,
self-identification and phatic communication. Or thther hand, the moves identified in the closiegquences are pre-

closing (thanking and/or apologizing), leave-takamgl signature. The stylistic choices of addresmgaare also examined.

RESULTS

Frequency of Occurrence of Opening and Closing Sequces

Results reveal that there is a great tendency emaint of the participants to use opening and tpsequences
intheir emails. The frequency of occurrence of boplening and closing sequences in the data is kHolwever, it is
important to note that the opening sequences ouirutine closing ones. Previous research on CMQuhdsrlined the
optionality of opening and closing sequences aed theneralized absence from electronic interastiovhich is usually
attributed to the informality of the medium (Baral998; Crystal, 2001; Herring, 1996; Maynor, 19%4s, 2001).
However, openings and closings were pervasivedrdtta under examination and were the rule rattzar the exception.
Openings appeared in more than 91% of the emaitbest while closings were less frequent, appedringwards 69% of

all emails as shown from table 1 below.

Table 1: The Frequency Distribution of Openings andClosings

Sequences | Frequency Distribution Sequences | Frequency Distribution
Opening 91.2% Closings 68.68%
No opening 8.79% No closings 31.31%

This finding is in contrast to previous researebr example, Waldvogel (2007, p. 7) found that 58f4he
emails produced in the educational organizationdraétings while only 34% of them contained closirghe also found
that 17% of the emails of the manufacturing planttain greetings and only 10% of them had closifgs. present results
contrast with those of Waldvogel (2007) in the fHwt the number of the existing openings and olssiof the corpus
under examination is much higher. However, botliliski agree on the fact that the number of the ogesequences

outnumbers that of closings.

In comparison with the study of Bou-Franch (201thg present study agrees on the fact that operands
closings are pervasive. Bou-Franch (2011, p. lépdothat openings had an overall representatioovef 85% while
closings were even more frequent, appearing in 87%! emails which is not the case in the currgnidy as openings
outnumber closings. The present study is in lind Wiallajian and David (2014) study in which itfeaind that 93% of the

examined emails contain opening sequences while&#%em contain closings.

In a study dealing with methodological aspects mfss-cultural pragmatics research, Lorenzo-Dus Bod-

Franch (2013) compared requests from elicited dathfrom spontaneously generated emails. The etgctdata in this
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study consisted of emails sent by students to tin@irersity lecturers in a British and a Spanisiversity. Their results
reveal that over 77% of the British English emaiisd 93% of the Peninsular Spanish emails contaopehing

mechanisms. On the other hand, all of them hadngesn both languages.

Therefore, in line with Bou-Franch (2011) and Lae+Dus and Bou-Franch (2013), it is assumed that th
pervasiveness of opening and closing sequencesdu@sto the institutional context of communicationdeed, the
pervasiveness of opening and closing sequencé®idata under study could be interpreted as reguitom institutional
constraints. It is assumed that Tunisian postgradstudents have been previously instructed they #hould perform

openings and closings when communicating via théiune of email, especially to high-ranking subjects.
Frequency and Types of Opening Moves

Results showed that 95.6% of emails under scrtimtained some form of opening formulae. A tiny tamof
emails (8) do not contain openings. To accountlerfrequency of the opening moves within theiruggges may further
help to explain results. In her study of Spanishaiéonversations, Bou-Franch (2011) identifiedethopening moves
which are greeting, self-identification and perdoc@mment. On the other hand, Hallajian and Daw@l14) identified
four opening moves, which are forms of addressutatibn, greetings and phatic communication whenlyaing
Malaysian supervisors-supervisees email excharigspired by these studies, in the present studyfdlr identified
opening moves are greeting, salutation, self-ifieation and phatic communication. The followindla displays the

number of occurrence of each opening move andatgiéncy.

Table 2: The Frequency Distribution of Opening Segences

Opening Sequences Number of Occurrence | Frequency
Salutation move 114 62.63%
Greeting move 59 32.41%
Self-identification move 27 14.83%
Phatic communication move 52 28.57%

To analyze the opening moves found within openiaguences, a first step is devoted to determinireg th
frequency of occurrence of each type of openingesaw the data. Table 4.7 illustrates the frequetistributions of
these moves (salutation, greetings, phatic comnatinit, and self-identification) found in the dafdne most found move
is salutation move (62.63%) followed by greetingven@32.41%), phatic communication move (28.57%) toah self-

identification move (14.83%).
Salutation Moves

As it can be noted from the findings, the salutatinove was the most common used move (62.63%)en th
opening sequence in the data followed by the grgatiove accounting for 32.41%. This finding paxtnfirms prior
research that revealed a tendency to include gasialuin messages sent to social superiors (Wakly@002, 2007; Bou-
Franch, 2011; Hallajian and David, 2014).

Waldvogel (2002, 2007) explained her findings bigrence to the type of workplace where it developduch
she characterized as having a “get down to busisgaght away” nature. What is worthy to note hattthis type of
behavior does not apply to the social practicesTofisian postgraduate students in their emails.yTtemd to do

interpersonal work via the use of salutations amtings in order to appeal their professor tohdrtintended requests.
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Indeed, the use of salutations and greetings seémled a social practice that is rooted in Tunisiahural traditions. In
the Tunisian society, it is a habit to start cosaéions with salutations and greetings. Thus, toide noted that the

participants resort to Tunisian cultural norms Bing greetings and salutations when initiatingrtbenails.

The preferred forms of address found in the sabrtanove were analyzed based on the following categtion

adopted from Economidou-Kogetsidis (2011):
* The use/omission of dear and the use of greetingr-bf address
e The overall preference for a specific construction.

It is evident from the findings that 24.71% of ty@enings have the construction “dear prof/profedast name
(LN)”, while 14.94% of the openings are in the foah“dear prof/professor”. The next most used sdlah construction
found in the corpus is “dear sir” accounting for4% of the openings. It is suggested that postgri@dstudents relied on
their institutional learning as they use the cardton “dear sirfmadam” and “dear+social positidast name” to address

people in higher-ranking positions.

“Dear Mr/sir +LN”" is used in 6.32% of the openifaymulas. “Dear+professor +Full name” structuréoisnd in
five occurrences while “dear supervisor” is usedrfimes. The structures “Dear+ “si"+FN” and “0 dear/si+ FN” are
used twice each one. The least used structure arssalis “0O dear + Sir” without including the addres'’s first or last

name.

Economidou-Kogestidis (2011) declared that Title fisst name (FN)is considered as a grammatically
unacceptable construction in English. It is fouhdtt4 out of the 174 opening contained grammaticatiacceptable
construction in their opening sequence such a®eaf prof Mounir”, “MrMounir” and SiMounir”. Therefore, in some

instances, Tunisian postgraduate students fai¢tatite to address their supervisor or professqrgrhp

According to Hallajian and David (2014), in a stotd&culty relationship, a failure to employ a sibie form of
address is considered as impolite or a breachaifilseorms since students are supposed to constro formal emails.

These features were considered as marked and tmpoice they could cause offense (Hallajian andd)2014).

The reason behind using a supervisor’ name is jpigkta reduce the distance. Hence, Tunisian podtgre
students often resort to the use of their proféssmame in order to reduce the social distance éetwthem and their
supervisor or professor and mitigate the poteii@ale Threatening Act (FTA). The existence of thet flame in an email
is usually in line with a conversational and infaintone demonstrating a close and friendly relatioth the recipient
(Hallajian and David, 2014).

Furthermore, it is found in the findings that omedent included an emoticol®” which is a sign of informality
and may be considered as a clear-cut breechintgeagdcial norm in an academic setting. Such emstoa usually used
in a close relationship rather than in a supervisgrervisee or professor-student communication. éd@w it is to be

noted that the use of emoticons may serve as @estrdtive devices as maintained by Roshid (2012).
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As it is displayed from data, 3 openings of emaglssages did not include endearment words such“&&irand
“Mr/sir Triki”. These emails began with ‘titte + LN(e.g. Mr. Triki, Sir Triki) or only social title'Sir". Economidou-
Kogetsidis (2013) considers “Mr” and “Sir" as inoect academic titles. So, these constructions amsidered

inappropriate.

Results reveal that postgraduate students tensetohe deference strategy in their openings (11)4@%ch may
be due to the way they were taught how to addegeople in a formal way. As it is clear from tliedings, the word
“dear” is the most common endearment word founsailmitation sequences. Indeed, it is a very comiypa of showing
in-group identity marker in order to express pesitpoliteness. Hence, It is evident from resultst tthe subjects’
salutation moves are influenced by the structunelehyw taught in Tunisian academic institutions weh&iear sir/madam”
and “dear”+ social position+ LN is presented asmnil opening. Thus, it is worthy to note that thex a preference for
avoidance strategies which was interpreted astampt for students to find a neutral compromiseveen formality (i.e.

the use of honorific (HON) or ‘title + last nameihd informality (i.e. the use of the first name JFN

When interpreting somewhat similar results, EcomtmmiKogetsidis (2013) points out that students radre at
ease in maintaining non-reciprocal use of addresmd typical of secondary schools. In her studyprieenidou-
Kogetsidis (2011) found that most lecturers in shedy were found to favor reciprocal informal addrédy encouraging
the use of FN from students while others were nsareful and wanted to underline the necessity ahdaries that signal
the different roles in the classroom (p. 193). B important to note that it is up to the enfaitceiver to consider the

salutation moves and the terms of address as famaformal and the way he or she prefers to lresbsed by.

To sumup, it is noted from the findings that thisr@ variation in relation to the forms of addrassl salutation
expressions employed by the participants. Sombkeo€onstructions employed were grammatically urjstedde but could
not be seen as causing pragmatic infelicities; retiere acceptable but too direct and possibly @bfelg. due to the
omission of the deference form ‘dear’) or capabileausing offense (due the employment of an incbraeademic title —

e.g. ‘Mr.” instead of ‘Prof.”), while a number ofreils included no salutation.

Table 3: The Frequency Distribution of SalutationsMoves

Salutation Moves Number of Occurrence | Percentage
Dear prof/professor 25 13.73
Dear+prof/professor+LN 43 24.71%
Dear+"si"+FN 2 1.14
Dear+professor +Full name 5 2.87
Dear supervisor 4 2.29
Dear sir 20 11.49
dear+ Sir/mr + LN 12 6.59
0 dear+ Mr/si+ FN 2 1.14
0 dear + Sir 1 0.57

Total 114 62.63

Greeting Moves

The greeting moves found in the corpus under stachount for 32.41% of the overall opening sequences
The greeting moves are classified into four sukesypf moves: “greeting+address term”, “greetingsdsamnly”, “phatic
communicative moves” and “self-identification” maeve As it is displayed from the table below,

“greeting+address terms” are much more used theetiggs words only. The percentage of use of “grget address
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terms” is 25.27% of the overall opening sequendeitewthe frequency of greetings words only is 7.14%

The “greeting +address terms” found in the corpigs split down into fifteen structures as shownhie table
below. The most preferred structure is “Hi sir” acs twelve times. Thus, it could be said that thgipipants seemed to
be unsure about the formality of the greeting tieind the informality of the greeting ‘hi’. Econdipu-Kogetsidis
(2011) describes “hi” construction as less formatl &cceptable. However, the construction of “& titlFN” is considered
as unacceptable construction (ibid). The Arabianf@r word ‘SP’ is also found in greeting moves. The construction

including this word found in the corpus are 8iViounir” and “ahlasiMounir”.

The next most favored construction is “Good afterievening+Sir” occurring nine times and “hello” sir
occurring eight times. The remaining structuresegppeither once or twice as it is displayed frotsie¢ad.9. Concerning
the moves containing greeting words only, it isrfduhat the word “hello” is the most used greetiviiyd accounting for
2.87% followed by “good morning” accounting for 9% and then “hi”, good evening andssalamoalykotmaccounting
for 1.14%, 0.57%, and 0.57% respectively.

In sum, results reveal the students’ overall pegfee is for informality. Regardless of the emploginef ‘dear’
or the inclusion of a greeting, the majority of feems of address employed made use of the prafesist name rather
than his last name. As it can be seen from theethblow, seven of the salutations employ the sugarg first name

while five of the salutations were phrased with phefessor’s last name.

Table 4: Types and Distribution of Greeting Moves

Greeting Moves | Number of Occurrence | Percentage
Greeting +Address Term

Hi+sir 12 6.89
Hi/hello+Mr+LN 2 1.14
Hi+"Si"+FN 1 0.57
Hello+sir 8 4
Hello+"si"/ mr+FN 2 1.14
Hello dear professor 1 0.57
Good morning+Si+FN 1 0.57
Good afternoon/evening+Sir 9 5.17
Good morning/evening+Mr/prof+LN 2 1.14
Salam/assalamsi +FN 2 1.14
“ahla”+si+FN 1 0.57
Hello Dear Mr+LN 1 0.57
Salam sir/prof 2 1.14
SalutMr 1 0.57
Warm greeting 1 0.57

Total 46 25.27%

Greetings Only

Hi 2 1.14
Hello 5 2.87
Good morning 4 2.29
Good evening 1 0.57
Assalamoalaykom 1 0.57

Total 13 7.14

Total of Greetings 59 32.41%
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Phatic Communicative Greeting Move

Another opening move which is considered in the Iy is the phatic communicative move.
The phatic communicative greeting moves are consias conversational phatic inquiries relatedds@nal concern
and care towards the recipients (Hallajian and ®§a2014). It is found that 28.57% of emails undenusny contained
phatic communication, which may be due to the faat Tunisian postgraduate students seldom lautnalgist into their
requests. The cause behind such behavior is tleetliaeatening nature of the requestive speech Antgher reason may
be the cultural traditions of Tunisians who starhwersations by asking about the interlocutor’sltheand well-being.
The following examples illustrate the use of phatienmunication: “Hello sir, | hope you are fine"nfil No 5), “Dear
Doctor Triki, | am writing to ask about your healtbping you are in the best conditions.” (Email 8)o“Dear professor,

how are you especially in the midst of this unpdesged cold snap, fine | hope”. (Email no 73).

It is also found that the participants ask thepesuisor or professor about his health and alsdansly’s health
even though there is a great probability they haweet them before. ExamplesSalutMr, how are you and the family,
inchallahb’khir’. (Email No 26) “Good afternoon sir, how are yooadahow is your family? | wish you are enjoying the

holidays well” (email No 89).

In other samples, the participants express thesh@s to their supervisor before presenting thejuests. For
example: “Dear MrTriki, first of alljnchallahromthanikmabrouk(Email No 15). “Dear professor Triki, warm gre@is
and happy new year” (Email No. 160). “Dear ProfikiTd hope that my message finds you in the béstour health. I'd
like also to wish you a happy and bles&aimadanMay Allah accepts from you and from us. Amee&m@ail No 123).

In the latter sample, the email's writer seeks btlsudiscursive strategy to trigger the emotiontleé reader.
The discourse function of such greeting is to &igthe emotion of the reader since it is expedied &nyone addressed
with this kind of emotional appeal would want tstén or read what the speaker/writer has to sayiui@h, 2010).
Significantly, the discourse function of this manraed address exploits some religious sentiments famdtions as
triggering the emotion of the recipient. Thus, #mails writers try to express common sharing ineortb express

closeness and express positive politeness strategie
Self-Identification Moves

Another opening move, the self-identification, wiaind in 27 samples. The major reason why Tunisian
postgraduate students use this move is that tlepiersisor is supervising a high number of studemtd he may not
recognize them unless they remember him of therasel&nother reason is that their email address coagist of an
acronym of their names; therefore, unless theyidelitify through other means, their supervisompoofessor does not

know who they are.

By using self-identification moves, the student®whan awareness of the restrictions of the teclyicdd
medium and, in adapting their situation to the medithey make explicit the type of relationshipytheve with the
receiver. It is noticed from emails under studyt d@me students even though they self-identifiesnigelves in their first
email sent to their supervisor or professor i.etha beginning of the interaction, they repeat tio@ng their identity in

subsequent contributions in order to make surethigt professor will remember them.
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In the following example, the email’s writer exhibia relatively long chunk of discourse in orderidentify

herself to her supervisor and refresh his memory.

“I am your student X. You already know me. You veengember of the jury in the defense of my thdsishwvas
under the supervision of Mr. Y. | came to yourceffand showed you my research proposal of my PkEBigttoncerned
with the automatic translation: "Verbs of feelingassification, predication, and translation". Yehowed your concern
and you promised to supervise my work. You asketd mead about the topic in the vacation and preparbibliography
and a new abstract. Also, you said that the topigdod but if | cannot find a foreign supervisaot(gelle), we will change

it. I hope | refresh your memory and you remembemnow” (Email No. 18).

In sum, greeting sequences are used as polite ni@aoeating a comfortable atmosphere for socitdraction
between the students and their professor. Thecpatits use opening sequences as a form of popibiNteness strategies
in order to appeal for social relationship, solidgaand smooth communication between them and thdulressee.

Nevertheless, they are also used to have a fawwaoalttome for the message.
Types and Frequency of Closing Moves

The final framing words of email messages are ofgsiwhich may serve to re-establish the interpeson
relationship between the supervisor and supervis€ising sequences seemed to be complex and atabdn her
analysis of Spanish email conversation, Bou-Fraf2fH1) identified only two closing moves, which deave-taking

move and signature move.

On the other hand, Hallajian and David (2014) idieat pre-closing (thanking) moves and complimeptelose
moves. In the present study, the three identifiedicg moves showing special relevance to the corpuler scrutiny are
pre-closing (thanking and/or apologizing) moveayketaking moves and signature moves. As it istetefrom the coded
data, the signature move is the most used moveaapgen 58.79% of the emails examined followedtwy leave-taking

moves accounting for 52.19% and then the pre-ajpsiave with a percentage of 47.25%.
Signatures

As it is shown from the findings, signatures wene tost common closing move in the data. In ordebe
recognized by their professor, the students in@ir name at the bottom of their emails. This ifigdis in contrast
partially with that of Bou-Franch (2011) in whichesfound that in all unequal conversations, theatigre moves were
less frequent in emails sent by students, thagrsils sent to superiors contained the lowest nurobsignatures. Her

finding was seen to interact with the high presesfcgelf-identification moves in the same groupeofails.

However, in line with Bou-Franch (2011), it is as®d that if students already identified themselues detailed
way in the opening they probably viewed signat@®sedundant and unnecessary. That is whyit isdftligt only around
half of the emails contained signature moves. Megeait is found that 43 (40.18%) of the signatareves contain only

either the first name or the surname while the ieimg 59.81% contain the sender’s full name.
Leave-taking

The second most used closing move is the leavedakiove, which appears in 52.19% of the studiedilsnms

it is clear from results, “best regards” is the mased leave-taking expression. In most emailsi®2), messages end
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with a leave-taking move. The most favorite leaalartg phrases include the word “regards” such a&st‘begards”, “kind

regards”. The next most used leave taking phra&allithe best”.
Pre-Closing

Since requests are rapport-sensitive acts (Spédaty, 2000) and are viewed as imposing on theivege
requesters were prone to use more pre-closing nmovegigate and compensate for the imposition. 248002) suggests
that informal letters; closings are usually preckbg pre-closings. The same procedure is alsovi@ltbby the participants

when closing their emails.

As it is mentioned it is found that 47.8% of theadli; contain pre-closing moves denoting either anking
speech act and/or apologizing speech act. The ithgusipeech act is used by the participants to thlek professor for
two reasons: time and consideration. This showstkigaparticipants truly express their gratitudeheir professor in their
thanking closing features since they provide elatmreasons for their gratitude. While in FtFintéien the request would
be immediately followed by a response and then tyaaking move, in email interaction users, awdrthe asynchrony
underlying the communication, felt the need to thanadvance, thus adapting to the technology (Bed-Franch, 2011,
p. 1778).

Hence, the subjects were relatively careful howldse their emails in order to guarantee that thefessor will
do their request. It is also clear from the findirtbat the participants avoid using such formalieolasing features as

‘sincerely’ or ‘faithfully’ and prefer to use “bestgards” or “all the best”.
DISCUSSIONS AND SUMMARY

The results of the study reflect a great variatiegarding openings, forms of address and closingsayed by
Tunisian postgraduate students. A significant otterestic of the corpus under scrutiny is the hegeneous realizations

of openings and closings. Results emphasize thability in students’ writing styles when writirgmails.

The findings are to some extent similar to thos®adi-Franch (2011) and Hallajian and David (201#pvalso
found a high frequency of occurrence of opening @oding moves. Indeed, salutations and signatu@ses are found to

be the most salient opening and closing movesarttipus under examination.

In general, Tunisian postgraduate students inghidy did appear to pay attention to greetings @dasings in
their emails. The great variation in openings aogings styles in the data reveals that there isamomon expectation and
standards pertaining to the style of writing amtimgrespondents. Tunisian postgraduate student®ginpth formal and
informal openings and closings. The study relatesl discourse practices in the opening and closingesi to their
interpersonal meanings broadly divided into expoesson the one hand of familiarity, involvementdacloseness -
rapport-building actions (positive politeness) amdthe other hand expressions of distance, indepmedand deference-
respect building actions (negative politeness) {Brand Levinson, 1987; Scollon and Scollon, 199eriger-Oatey,
2000).

Informal, direct moves such as “Hi sir” found inespngs or “cheers” found in closings are analyzediacourse
practices expressing closeness, involvement, andidaity. In contrast, formal moves such as “D@aof Triki”, or “Kind

regards” are considered to function as distancirghanisms oriented towards deference and indepeaddinis to
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confirm the previous theories and assumptions sachBrown and Levinson, 1987; Scollon and Scoll®951 Bou-
Franch, 2011; Hallajian and David, 2014 and Wal@/og007.

As Waldvogel (2007, p. 3) points out that greetingd closings pay attention to the recipient amdoaiented to
the addressee’s face needs, they are consider@wlitsness markers. Like other politeness markérsy serve an
important function in constructing and maintainiedptionships (ibid). Greetings and closings endliewriter to express
warmth or distance, expressions that are otherdif§ieult to do in email, and they are also a st for personalizing

messages as well as a means of reinforcing sttatsonships and underlining social expectationsudBranch, 2011).

As it is clear from the findings, the word “dea the most common endearment word found in satutati
sequences. Indeed, it is a very common type of stgpim-group identity marker in order to expressifige politeness
which is in contrast with the result obtained byoRemidou-Kogetsidis (2011) where only 37% of emaitsitain the

deference word “dear”.

The leave-taking move exhibits a marked preferdacéhe expression of distance and respect-builgiragtices
in the studied emails. So, the participants tenshtmw formality in their emails through their clogs. The findings reveal
that the students’ emails exhibit a wide stylistmge in the form of address employed. The greaatian of address
forms seems to suggest that Tunisian postgraduatiergs are to some extent unsure about the apat®pgerms of
address to use to address their professor. Thereame email messages in the corpus that might aaftense. These
included those without salutation or address fortnis. suggested that Tunisian students should nstated that openings
and closings have a great influence on the redipieh emails and so should be sensitive to theepeates of their

addressee of how being addressed.

As it is displayed from the findings, the avoidarsteategy (zero form of address) used and the donissf
deference form ‘dear’ can easily become a sourgragimatic failure in the asymmetrical online conmigation between
the professor and the students. In addition, a@fgroblem of many emails analyzed was the usamafcorrect academic
title, typically the employment of ‘Mr.” instead @®rof’. The grammatically unacceptable constructid ‘title + FN' may
also be responsible for pragmatic infelicitiesséems that the participants of the present studghtmot be aware of the
ungrammaticality of this construction.

The fact that some students use much formal stytghtrhave either a positive or a negative effecttiom
professor depending on the already-establishedegsof/student relationships. For example, if agasdr prefers being
called by his/her first name and in general estdbl informal relationships with the students, doemality of email
opening might make him/her feel as though the eimddo polite and thus somewhat imposing. On tiverohand, if the
professor prefers at least some level of formathg, avoidance of salutations, address terms, alfithtroductions might
lead the professor to think that the student is paltte enough and is not acknowledging his/herisdostatus as a

professor.

It is evident that how postgraduate students peecitieir relationship with their professor might he the same
as how the latter perceives the same relationskijois, when choosing an inappropriate form of addmesy cause
misjudgments and violates social appropriatenessr{@midou-Kogetsidis, 2011). If this issue is didifit one among
native speakers of a language, it becomes even coonplex when correspondents from different cukumee involved
(ibid).
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It is argued that unless students are exposedcemtrdooks that explicitly address email use irdeoda (e.g.,
Swales and Feak, 2000), or unless ESL/EFL teadheosporate email composition into their syllakiiydents are left to
their own devices in trying to craft a message thadffective as well as status-congruent and @d¢ithen, 2006). NNs
have to make sociopragmatic choices regarding,ef@mple, openings, forms of address and closinggmuat of

mitigation strategies and the types of modificastrategies (Economidou-Kogetsidis, 2011).

Accordingly, this study suggests some useful pegiagb implications. Tunisian EFL learners need ® b
supplemented with explicit instruction regarding tpragmatics of English and specifically teachimggmatic issues
concerning writing emails. This may be achievedusing authentic materials and more classroom awaseraising
activities (Aribi, 2014). The use of authentic miaks in the context of pragmatics instruction ighly recommended as it
can highly benefit Tunisian EFL learners to raikeirt awareness about pragmatic issues such aemesi. Another
practical method is to introduce and teach ematinvg guidelines and etiquettes so that Tunisiaidehts can readily refer
to them when writing emails. Teachers can also eimlents understand academic email etiquettesxplicidly
explaining what they expect in the student emailire with Bolkan and Holmgren (2012), professaray explain email

policies or put the email guidelines in their causyllabi.
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