CHAPTER 4

RESULTS \Y~
0
T

4.1 Introduction

This chapter is organized as follows section 4.2 begins with*ecapitulating the
aims and the research questions of the study as well as a b Xg'ro'md information
about the research question. This is followed by the discuSsion of the pertarnrng
to the relationship between SEFL’s English proficien els and str I'S @klng
requests (linguistic variability, section 4.3) ev | ess\az~ ernal and
external modifications. Next, section (4. Jgesz‘the cussméo the results
pertaining pragmatic realization of m re est by Sa FL@hers Finally, this

chapter ends with a summary of the II findin %es n@concludmg review of
S

the discussion (Section 4.5). ‘% 0 Q-
~\<"
’ S
4.2 Research Aims {
s $ &
In the current \ th \re nalyé)aased on the coding scheme based on

e dr
the Cross-Cult I Speech 'rch P ct (CCSARP) and developed by Blum-

Kulka et al 2 8). D erﬁl o the semantic formulas/ strategies of that
\

scheme d agt,.e aI an&\nternal modifications were coded. Discourse

o n Test (DCT) and @ Response Questionnaire (SRQ) were employed to

ta from 98 SEFLs i.e., 50 participants of HAs and 48 participants of LAs. The
as analyzed using Chi square test in the attempt to identify frequency and
ercentage of the linguistic variability among SEFLs in making request strategies, while

data from SRQ was analyzed via T-test to identify the differences and/or
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similaritiesbetween SEFL of different language proficiency in realizing the socio-
pragmatic assessment based on their assessment on the 5-likert scale. While t)?&r
test provides the linguistic variability among SEFLs in making reques XSRQ
provides in depth understanding of the situational variability concerninf&fferences
and/or similarities between SEFL of different language proficienc realizing the
socio-pragmatic assessment. V
\4

l

4.3 RQZ1: Linguistic Variability between HAs and in M kWest

Strategies

al. orc ual c@%?ences in

ep-ro@zqn language;
t si@fons, and speakers

express the same meanings by utiIi%jifferen\mg T s@’riation includes word
C.)

Linguistic variability focuses on the soci

the manners that a certain language is util

that is speakers employ a variety of linguistic forms in di

choices, grammar, pronunciati morpholog sean non-linguistic elements.

These elements involve the %‘s ai
and speaker and the pr i Ecircum tanc (H'unsh’l, 2002).
s
The total re@ategier@xe frogbe two groups of HAs and LAs based-

on Blum-Kulkay (1989) re egor@én model (CCSARP). The researcher
¢ l (.?
in e'od

classifies th applyin 6a cording to Blum Kulka (1989) taxonomy of

NN
request Strategies, namel }evel ﬂ?directness, conventionally indirect, and non-

conyentienally indirect reque@ategies (see methodology section 3.8.1, Appendix
@itionally, Brown and Levinson’s (1987) framework is used to investigate the
& ence of social variables (power and distance) between two groups in altering their
se of request act indicating how two groups FTA strategies in their request act with

speakers from different social status.
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Two tools were employed to analyze the gathered data. First, chi-square was used
to find out the similarities and differences among two groups based o
performance on DCT regarding the first RQ (i.e., external, and internal (@atlon
and level of directness) and to reveal the (in)significance dlfférk in their
performance. In addition, T-test was exploited on the SRQ data to W the second

RQ pertaining to sociopragmatic competence of contextual vqiiWi.e., familiarity,

difficulty, right, and obligation) based on groups’ assess 5-l'ikert scale (see

appendix (7), grading was done by a specialist in statistI otht sthidered as

the most appropriate tests for analyzing data (Al @ 2009;Tab nt:k @ldell

2007)
z : \ ‘{'.
To clarify, the proficiency levels ammkthj arti re re d in terms of
grammatical errors, fragments, and sp%)ors To beoi m‘@study found that

LAs have poor proficiency levels i |ng req \htr?[e ,\ h as the use of “can
gave calculator”? (S9, LA# 11)%(1% ﬂ) It ar thL hey were unable to write
a request question correctl a}; @uxﬂlary verb “can” without
writing the subject pr(% , Ieov r !h ong tense of verb form “gave”,

rather than “give” wd no l 1th a G.}ij%ct pronoun “me”, furthermore, the
article “a” did net precdede t 'calc which falls under sentence fragment.
Besides, L rejinclined to QTSl ounder such as “I waod like time write” (S7,
LA# 11% dix, 1), | cleart&bwous that LAs lack pragmatic knowledge and

voc@ knowledge, along@H their spelling errors, and ill-structured sentences
h?\l them from performing request strategy appropriately.

0 Also, LAs have encountered grammatical challenges in making requests such as
can you writes a recommendation letter?” (S 7, LA# 21) (Appendix 11). A possible

explanation of this result may be referred to their unfamiliarity with the subject and verb
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agreement, which, in turn, suggests a lack of proficiency levels. To illustrate, the use
of “waod” rather than “would” (Appendix 11). and the structure of the sent

considered incomprehensible. On the other hand, HAs proficiency level§ i king
requests are better than LAs. The following section explains in deﬂ% level of
directness including D, Cl and NCI in attempt to answer the reIWip between

SEFL’s English proficiency levels and strategies of making ieiue taking into the

l

4.

consideration the influence of social variables.

43.1 Directness Level [ _\C}
Data from Discourse completion test (D ga here ident @a'udi EFL

learners’ responses regarding the request stiategies aceordi

i
to BI@‘S(LIka (1989)
nta@%vel of directness

taxonomy of request strategies in ord pippoint the
r,@\gies (mood derivable,

that consists of several sub-strategi@?mely, N&t
N

explicit performative, hedge p%ve, (Sbliga' msta(tQ nt, want statement), two

conventionally indirect ( e rerf ulay query “preparatory) and two in-
mi hint)@t is the total of directness levels

conventionally indirec hint, a
’ &

are nine strategies wction\f:} d3 %&bodology). To do so, frequencies and
percentage werg, extraeted, Chi-

re was applied to explore differences
\ ¢ l (.?
between SE glishiprofi n& 1@1 and strategies of making requests.
NN
T% lassificati ?f requ&act according to Blum-Kulka (1989) taxonomy

of rQstrategies is directn@dvel. Table 4.1 summarizes the nine direct strategies

7

i categories among two groups which aims to present the difference\similarities
in ‘Bising direct levels in request act. Then the explanation for each strategy and its
ranches are addressed. After collecting the DCT, coding them into SPSS by using

Pearson Chi-Square, an interrater test was used to verify that the coding is correct.
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The following table shows the level of directness as employed by groups. The
first column includes three types of directness levels. Next, the number of occu?&s
and percentages for both groups are presented in column two and three. Thi(i;?&)wed
by the Pearson Chi-Square values that indicate the frequency and per@% for each
situation between groups. The P-value in the last column tells us if there Is significant

difference between groups in using these strategies. \,

Table 4.1: The Use of Request Strategies amo and '_As

Y
Level of Directness High Low ' P\Sqﬂ

N % N
(Direct) 402  67.22 428 3.76 » 814 Y* 0.367

(Conventionally 170  28.43 83 16. 29.91%," 0.000*
Indirect) 2\

T
(Non-Conventionally 26 4.35 °\v é -
Indirect) <<
Total 598 % 6.825  0.009
* Statistically significant at the level of significance f:tj 0.0?

-\\./
N

All groups of participan ted gfmila atter@:zg they all favored direct

strategy, followed Conventignally®indi strategies, Nonconventionally indirect

>

strategies. Based on th% able, }@;\b @tically significant differences at
&
the level of signific W’S0.0i) irect) a%gnding to the variable of the proficiency
as the value of ‘&quar .81Aeih§/ a statistical significance of p (0.367).
\ ¢ l (.;?1
However, t are statistical slGni(iS t differences at the level of significance
NN

(aS0.0S% ventio ‘pdireagl@}ccording to the variable of the proficiency as the
Y-v
vaILQChi-Square” was (2@‘7) by a statistical significance of (0.000). Regarding
xlventionally indirect, only HAs group employed this strategy (4.35%).

: The findings of Table 4.1 indicate that both HAs and LAs incline towards direct
q

uest strategies the most. However, LAs tend to use it more than HAs. It is necessary

b

to state that the preference of both groups as L2 learners to employ more direct strategies
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may be associated with the difficulties of formulating the structures utilized in indirect
requests in the target language (Taguchi, 2012). The second commonly rew

strategy by both groups is conventionally indirect. HAs employed CI ntly

(28.43%) more than LAs (16.24%) did as the value of “Chi-Square” @917) by a

statistical significance of (0.000). Nevertheless, HAs inclined towards uging it than LAs.

The third frequently used request strategy among the participa tsm-conventionally
X

indirect (4.35%). However, HAs preferred using it than ticed that LAs

employ only direct and conventionally indirect wi ero cw of
®

non-
Yw
reveals thatiHAs _@more

tw anifestéd in their
no onven@:{;lly indirect

conventionally indirect. A closer inspection of the fi

(72}

proficiency level and familiarity with request

tendency towards using conventionally

strategies. Possibly, their proficiency\grad their traiging 0@9 the classrooms

more than LAs affect their proper %ﬂ‘ reques %ie 4 ,@Brown and Levinson
N

(1987) stated speakers tend tmé(ect &rate more@uently than indirect in
&
S injhigh

request act particularly when the ea, @s (S > H) that may conflict

politeness norms. ( 0’
4 $ &
As show ﬁlee 4|1, rall gr.t;ibution along the scale of directness

betv@"high achievers and low achievers. To

investigate e&@mati comp erietfj cond language learners in producing request
% NN
act, the% er u$dﬁ_J§pours$0mpletion Task (DCT). This DCT consisted of

shows the use request
[ ]

X
12

ions that show the ‘z%"ré nce of power and degree of distance between
N

@Ators as illustrated in (Table 3. 2, section methodology). The finding showed

& the number of request strategies performed by high achievers’ amount to (598

quest utterances) surpass the number of request strategies produced by low achievers

that account for (511 request utterances). Possibly, proficiency level plays a pivotal
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rolein enabling high achievers from producing request strategies more than their low

achievers’ counterpart. The data is analyzed by Pearson Chi-Square from partl

responses regarding the use of request strategy according to Blum- Ku@@)’s

classifications of request strategy.

43.1.1 Direct — Making Request Acts between HAs anq LA
There is a strong correlation between directness le mgL'lstlc variability.

To clarify, directness level of Blum Kulka (1989) ishdivide in e sections
®

directness that reflects the speakers’ low proficienc , conventio ly’m&ﬁﬂcﬁt that

shows the speakers high proficiency levels | eqd’e teglrs,z~ nd non-

conventionally indirect that is divided into Id d st ng
level politeness. To gain answers of |ff ent reque ate@%mployed by the

High and Low Achievers, data we alned r\& e tains situations that

were designed (Appendix 5) e analyzed Q(‘L}Chl -square to show the
frequency for each S|tuat| d to out if there is significant
difference between gr ll I strategles According to Blum-
Kulka (1989)d|re ategl edge performative, locution, explicit
performative, rw{ nt st nt), refer to Table 4.2.

On th &) hand t n@ derivable by LAs, such as “give me your
calculat 4 LAm |x 11) which reflects their impoliteness (bald on
recq‘g&ndlcated by Brown @evmson s theory) and high level of direct and their
in to use modal verbs that are inserted before writing a request such as ‘can, could,

d or the mitigation devices such as ‘please’ to show respect on the part of the
eaker to the hearer. The findings of this study stated that LAs group used a bald-on-

record strategy in making their requests by employing the imperative forms of verbs to
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make their requests. Table 4.2 reveals the percentage for each request strategy. This
finding relates to statement problem of the current study which assumes that Sad?&

learners have weakness in using proper request by using direct requ{tﬁ\nood

derivable. A

4.3.1.2 Conventionally Indirect

Conventionally indirect includes query preparatory u;esu]ry formula. For

instance, HAs used query preparatory such as “can yo nd Mme? (S8,

o g
egt @ing a
reque&egy by LAs

as ; %{/ about make our
O

HA# 44) (@ sall 55 555 on the other hand, they

reference to a preparatory condition, for insta
(See appendix, 11). On the other hand, the Iag:
is conventionally indirect “suggestoNi,’ (2.54%)

time late?” (S6, LA# 11), (See A ix 11). Accordi ta_Brown and levinson‘s

N
theory of politeness, conventi%dire is useds as Q(E?itive politeness strategy

&
which is considered as the% p’rj( e rate@ both groups in performing

request act. Table 4.2% percg y‘r- éa@quest strategy.

&
\ %(_/
4313 No rect
\ 1 O
The n %enti al cl iﬂ%at@?s used by HAs (4.35%) and no occurrence
Y

of this % by h is s&loyed to ask something implicitly using hints,

| | L I
whi sometimes presente @tﬁ an evident reference to the illocutionary act (strong
h ,'and sometimes explicitly (mild hints). Strong hint is used when the speakers use
arvof reference which is required for implementation of the act such as “I am busy”

nd “no class tomorrow that has never been used by LAs. Non-conventionally indirect

was not exploited by any of LAs group, which might assume that the students were not
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even aware of them being a viable polite request act in the target language. As
mentioned earlier, social power (+/-P) was an essential element that influenced t |
of directness in the request strategies preferred by Saudi learners. For inﬁ%&mild
hint strategy (off-record) increased in use with increase in hearer’s po ). Using

off record as a type of politeness strategy indicates that the speaker employs FTA by

using indirect and ambiguous utterance. That the speakers le vMearer to decide
how to interpret the request by indirect and few info ig to .avoid any face
threatening act. (For explanation, refer to Table 3.7). T ilization strategies

®
may conflict with <’Gricean Maxim of Relation’” me ed in chap tvﬂo @ with

reference to Grice’s works (1975, 1978, 19 n the's do@‘/zase these

| SN WX
strategies properly. V 0\ é\
Using this type of strategy nee%gaaaker M@p@f'in many aspects
t

such sociopragmatics and pragmaﬁgﬁstic co \en% a,(l!\why HAs used this
N
strategy whereas LAs have naéient Qnow ge t form such this type of

the er conveys the illocutionary

request. On the other hand, Q\t:dh is Js
intent by providing Ies% lues, E‘ it is Stilf in@retable as a request with the help
of the context. Gre WCI'CHCI:

L;&n

&
\’{u.ired ogﬁ}part of the addressee such as “I can’t
concentrate” (thi ce i

uantityJ%‘{d relation maxims) which need a context

“I can’t writ t a calcula ”(’S IQ;QA# 23) by HAs. In fact, non-conventionally
Y

indirect% trategi SS e@l’oyed by HAs (4.35 % compared to Cl (28.43%)
Y..

and 67.22%). In additioq@s’ observed that NCI has been never used by LAs due

t \anufficient sciopragmatic and pragmalinguistic knowledge (See Table 4.1 and

6 nd Appendix 11).
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It is apparent from Table 4.1 and 4.2 that both groups preferred using direct

N

strategies the most. For instance, LAs significantly used the mood derivable (4?%

“give me your calculator” (S11, LA # 11) more than HAs (.33%). Whi@used

hedged performative (29.77%) such as “l would like to ask you if you e me your
calculator?” (S11, HA #16), (See Appendix 11). q
Table 4.2: The Level of Directness among HAs an roups
Level of
Directness Low
N
Mood derivable 234
Explicit _ 2
performative
Hedge
performative 32
Obligation 103
statement
Want statement 33
Suggestory 13
formula
Query 70
preparatory
Strong hint

Mild hint

Total 11 i
Statistically significant a of si
In terms \é&the

context, there eed t fu‘rt aﬁal&s e data based on the ‘face-threatening act’s
theory p &VBr and L vm%h(l%?). Table 4.2 illustrates in instance, mood
NI

derixabs direct request strateg "g)nsidered as the most preferred strategy used by
\

L \Nndication of face-threatening (Brown & levinson, 1987) on part of the hearer

use it begins with an imperative verb such as “give me”, while hedged performative

quest strategy is considered as face-saving on the part of the hearer because it contains

politeness device such as “l would like to ask you”. Moreover, employing mood
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derivable direct request strategy by LAs is considered more direct strategy and it
represents a threat to another individual's expectation of self-image and face thr
as it has an illocutionary force (Brown & levinson, 1987) which conmder@d on
record. *

The second most strategy by LAs was statement of obligation%at account for

(20.16%) such as “you have to turn down the volume” (S8, A , (see Appendix
11). Third, the participants incline towards using query pr 1i .70%) in which
the speaker uses a reference to a preparatory condition, fominstan ty, ablllty,

or willingness. These include responses such as “write ommendati Iejtte ase”

(S7, LA# 15), “turn down the volume” (S8, “ amfa tomo\/%'w’?” (S1,
LA#15) (Appendix 11). \, u\
The least commonly used req hgy by L c@tionally indirect
“suggestory formula” (2.54%), su “hOW al ?ke F\'lme late?” (S11, LA
#.15). It is clearly obvious that ed cﬁ‘allen Ssdn te(gg?of the word choice they
do not have the vocabulary wletlge t elect words that demonstrate
their language proficie% m‘aiL ourti e(lljb” it was used by them rather than

saying postponm appom ~As it igwced that non-conventionally indirect
n

mild hint and o exp@%ﬁ by LAs. This finding is in line with
¢
Daskalovska e 201 that Iéste} monly used request strategy by EFLs in the
kced

ez&%

sec guage, therefore, th @ﬁﬂed more towards using direct request strategies.

N
S

omia_is JJd hln@'ue to the lack of pragmatic competence in the
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Table 4.3: Examples of Level of Directness among Groups Gathered from DCT

Level of di £ss

Sample gathered from DCT D, ClI,

S11, HA# 9

I would like to ask you if you can give me your calculator (-P\-D) Hed e%y ative
S11,LA#9 ‘xd
Moo

give me your calculator (=P\-D) erivable
S1, HA#13 i Cl

I would appreciate if you allow me to absent tomorrow (-P\+D) ery preparatory
S1, LA#13

I am ask for miss tomorrow’s class (-P\+D) X‘)IICIt performatlve)
S10, Stud # 21 (HA)

(+P\+D) OIV f%r_nula
“how about make our time late? (+P\-D)

S10, LA #21

I need to change my appointment (+P\-D) P 4 Want‘{fétement

T\0§T

All in all, as reflected in Table 4. de le on statements
which are closely related to the i pera e bcr)eflect the lack of
proficiency level that low achlev h e wh addreEthhose of higher power
unlike high achievers. To c , L S us od erﬁ(/able for addressing their

professor of higher pot d stance neg tlng nfluence of social variable as,

the further information on le 4 "

As for ac mve@% werefound to use hedged performative, they
indicated the r t ? a involve verbs or modal verbs expressing
mtentlo “l“W uld dike' to you for writing a recommendation letter for
me",(' Al clia qlls {(S\/WA# 15). Their use of hedge performative reflects

Q‘ﬁ

t ragmatic knowledge arﬁ‘thelr proficiency in using polite request strategy for
sing those of higher power.
The second commonly used request strategy by high achievers is conventionally

lndlrect query preparatory strategies that amounts to (26.92%). HAs significantly
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overused this strategy compared with LA (13.70%). Examples of the indirect query
preparatory strategies include phrases such as “could I borrow your calculator ,
HA #36), “could you change my appointment?” (S10, HA #15). \
Indirect query preparatory strategies are considered to involve higl'&oficiency
language use. It is in keeping with Al-Marrani and Sazalie (2010) What Yemeni
EFL students incline to use conventionally indirect strategies weparatory more
than other strategies when there are social distance and po Ye.th of hearer over

the speaker, which reflects the speaker’s proficiency ay,usin twage. HAs

X
participants of the current study and Al-Marrani and ie (2010)’s tijip@share

the same first language and cultural backgro h % e re@ﬁ for this
T

similarity. \, u\ é\
The third commonly used reque atea/ by HAs w thement category

(18.23%). This category involves p)@ssuch as 1 ?to q@one our appointment”
I

N
(S6, HA #15). As stated by D ka ef‘a ( ) s(ug%bhrases identified in this

2

category require the addreSﬁheet Lu resser’ @d such as “I want you ...... :
(3 e”

hence their use of the \%

As for HAs, Wst C

‘postf‘ f‘l‘e'ct@ir high proficiency levels.
&
\h-ly used gq.uest strategy is mood derivable that

ymd%élculator” (S11, HA# 42). Followed by

amounts to (0. %&ch a e
!
convention rect feque stéte%cqjggestory formula (1.51%), such as “how

NN
about délayingwthe dat missﬁ%” (S6, HA#36) (Appendix 11). Subsequent by
X

non ntionally indirect reg strong hint, (1.67%) in which the speakers use part
quast

0 %Dnce which is required for implementation of the act such as “I am busy......".

Q By investigating how both groups employ these nine strategies, it is evident that
A

used direct request strategy hedged performative, conventionally indirect request

strategy query preparatory, and non-conventionally indirect request mild hint, whereas,
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LAs employed significantly direct request strategy mood derivable, direct request
strategy obligation statement, and conventionally indirect request strategyw
preparatory) and indicating that there is a statically difference in both str(ej}t (P-
value.003).

Such finding is in line with the results reported in HaWZOl?) that
conventionally indirect request strategies are frequently empl Mecond language
(L2) learners and with Mohamed (2019) that direct requ Ox;e' are commonly
used by second language learners, particularly Moroccan Asabic. | twixpossible

Yw

explanation of these results might be that high achiev: able to master 'h@uage

because of their exposure to the second Ia;Ygg in % an@eir high
famili

proficiency in the target language, therefore,l% ith usiqéb;{ious request
n

strategies. Based on the foregoing, ac@ e s@ ic proportions in

o Table 4
the choices between the more dire((ﬁless dlr\ﬁrge ;Q%n be attributed to the

& S
academic differences between 7 (g

The reason behind the_inc tio, 0 gro@bwards using direct strategy

might be attributed t IIenge‘.s %&%‘gﬁf@in formulating indirect request
&
\le ding ﬁaonsistent with Taguchi (2012), who

strategies in the @@guagf.z é
has inferred thw t re 'egieiés’e difficulties to EFL learners. EFL\ESL
¢
have insuffi 'sﬂwguis |cq:¥) e w;rlgh assumes that they tend to focus more on
\
|k

o transfer their purp& neglecting the sociocultural norms of the target

Y-
ang.Aln this case, as refle@\fn Table 4.1, both HAs and LAs tended to use direct

S%XS the most, while the latter group frequently lean to use direct request strategies
t

han the former group. The findings showed that there were differences among

communicati

As and LAs in using direct level but not significantly at (p < 0.367) in which there is

an equity of power and distance between the interlocutors. HAs employ fewer direct
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strategies with (67.2%) than LA with (83.76%) that confirms that HAs have more
pragmatic knowledge in using conventionally and non-conventionally weu
strategies in their speech compared with LAs. (’}
Another interesting finding is that conventional indirect type accoﬂé#gr (28.4%)
of HAs requests and (16.24%) of LAs requests, respectively. By.eviewing this
category, both groups rarely employ a suggestory formula in which"HAs amount to
(1.51%), whereas LAs account for (2.54%), but the my' employ query

preparatory such as “could you allow me to share my 7 ( Z,W) by HAs

AR
(26.92%), whereas the use of this strategy by %&ignifi ntl esls E@HAS
is Cle

(13.70%) I could give my ideais?” (S2, LA#.1 lyév' that Xgare able

to master the language more than LAs by ¢ in entex\ces t refl ir pragmatic

knowledge. \) é
When exploiting a suggestory%ula (e.g., gab @rrowing your book?),
N
wn

the speaker is being very tentative;¥and ﬁo ayin?éﬁ/her own interest as a
beneficiary of the action (T@lg P i Sugz}ory formula is rarely used by
both groups because i% cted th t sﬁee@ﬁct of suggestion. However, the
s F &
common use of que reparatqr \bQ grogjs commensurate with the majority of
the previous Iitw ther ntingc%!/the seventh request strategy on the level
of directnes &)uain rat‘eg fof' "E_k/' g requests. It is worth mentioning that the
query p & strat be mg\ized through many different sub strategies (i.e.
wo ill, wondering, possi@ can, mind, and could).
‘%\ sum up, non-conventionally indirect classification (i.e., strong and mild hints)
resthe one least employed by HAs group (4.3%) and LAs group (0 %), This non-

onventional classification is employed to ask something implicitly using hints, which

are sometimes presented with an evident reference to the illocutionary act (strong hints),
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and sometimes explicitly (mild hints). The exploitation of this category possibly
violates the relation maxim as mentioned Grice’s work on the Cooperative Pw
and maxims (1975, 1989). Furthermore, employing strong and mild hin@ke a
request act requires speakers to be knowledgeable in their pragm*istic and
sociopragmatic; this reason justifies the inclination of HAs of using mr than LAs.
The truth that the HAs learners employed more hints than the ANicated that HAs
have a good linguistic competence and exposure to targe ‘Yg.et at influence on

their speech compared to LAs. .\d
g
irect

To summarize, the findings revealed that LAS%incline towards psi

strategies the most, such as the mood derivable,

As% ard@ng direct
ignifi@:{(;ifference in

8.0@( P-value 0.00).

q@A with (83.76%) that
N

state that HAs have more pr knom‘)ledg iny usi onventionally and non-

\rm &
conventionally indirectly ﬁ their omp I‘@With LAs. Followed by
conventionally indirec% “car} ou plea’

used strategies by group:i
forget my calculator” by HA i
: ‘

;,

9

\ , however, the least commonly

onvegonally indirect mild hints such as “/
observed.

morjﬁmonly than LAs (0%).-lt'seems possible that such results are attributed to the
‘@y of direct strategy because low achievers seek only to convey the intended
ing of their request without mitigating the request by using internal modifications.

his finding does not corroborate with Umar’s (2004) study in which he reported that

Arab learners tend to use a high level of directness as a result of pragmatic transfer from
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the Arabic language. In this case, such transfer from first language permits using an

extreme level of directness with lower status people and close friends. Yv

According to their responses to the designed situations (Appendix, @used
type of conventionally indirect strategy significantly: query preparatory, indicated
their request by using some mitigating devices, such as possibility, ability, and

willingness that are considered face saving act. To illustrate, thg tmuation (+P, +D)

that entails being a doctor (professor) and asking one of den's to give you a

charger, HAs were inclined to use query preparatory s as “ ..\dyou mind
®

Yw

giving me a charger? (S3, HA#36)1). | _\C}
In respect of direct request strategies, th ati@lch as “I
would like to inform your classmates that t v (S4, HA#23)

“Gales <yb palae 5l Gl ) als al in (\:;h
asking one of your students to info@ss class _&mw’s lecture will be

N
canceled (Appendix, 11). The uerf‘prep ry (ac(;é:%edged performative by

high achievers denotes their ﬁmc T edge ina sing the hearer whose power
is lower than the speﬁ'. IHAs
achievers in terms sin

spelling. &
N, 1 O
More %\r achievers ed' ol@g tion statement such as “you have to tell that

NN
tomorrq% ss? I (S# ?# 21)e hualae 4gile 4il clilasal &ls o) caay”. 1t is clearly

obvjm&at low achievers do nayhave the pragmatic knowledge that enables them to
N

p \ request strategies in an appropriate manner i.e., by taking into account the

oCial distance and power between the interlocutors. Along similar lines, Haddad (2017)

dicates that the lack of pragmatic knowledge among second language learners might

cause the speaker to insult the hearer; therefore, appearing difficult or rude.
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Furthermore, their low proficiency level hinders them from producing request strategies

appropriately because their sentences are fragments such as “you have to t

~

tomorrow no class”. It is clear that the sentence does not have an objéc the

=

transitive verb “tell” such as “your classmates”, moreover, LAs have &omorro
will not be a class instead of “tomorrow no class”. Second, the use ofithe wrong tense

of the verb such as the use of the past tense “came” after the mq%al auxiliary verb “will”

l

Under this category in which there is a power social WGP, +D)
®

Yw

between the requester and the requestee based on FT ry, thelres h}r @ that

(Appendix, 11).

LAs used direct request strategies, namely, m Va% “Co@ell” and
obligation statement such as “you have tow an bﬁ deduced th@‘ﬂgh achievers

have more pragmatic knowledge and clepcy levels i duc@‘?equest strategies

hearer. % n
The three types of di Meslmagnpl%
different compared to ormance as Ildvvsb'irst, mood derivable (45.79%) is
\,;‘A £
S P-

overused significa ompam g.\e (0.000%*), for example “change the
class” (S10, LA#21).%Seco ltionéément (20.16%) such as “you know that
¢

no tomorro& &3(31, A#18) »';zeo‘\-ﬁu oSy <=3, Third, the want statement
e

N
(6.46%)%

e stutlent w the desire for a certain action “I want to be absent”
S1 1). It is clear that I@hievers have used direct request strategies that are

r T)\Fthe speaker over the

~~

b ﬁi impolite, particularly in situations that entail addressing those of higher power.
over, their proficiency level is low such as the use of “I am ask”, rather than “l am
sking”, furthermore, such phrase was not followed by the object pronoun you, the use

of the noun “miss” rather than using the adjective “missing”. All of which indicate their
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low proficiency levels which negatively affect their pragmatic competence. This finding
is the line with the study’s statement problem which indicates that Saudi EFL ITS
have difficulty in using request act. (’}

In the case of how social and power distance aspect is aﬁecé@en using
different request strategies by the HAs and LAs, qualitative analy&c?the request
strategies based on Brown and Levinson’s (1987) Face threatening¥act revealed that
LAs incline to use two types of direct strategies in the ninth m: \-D) that entails
asking your close friend for giving you the material of | ic st iwi‘m: mood
me your b ¢S9_\§Y#~18),
e, % I tate%gﬁ such as

“you have give me your book, <Lus gialac\”,w S Consi as a@X.erative. It is

clear that LAs used impolite request egies (on bald d) @“When there is an

equity of power between interlocutc@) \>? ,<\
N,
# 4 <£:)
E &
43.13.1 Requestive &tivt%j §

As the importance % tiona‘l‘ direft in re@st act and it was used frequently
by both HAs (28$d LAls
in this study, iw ssar
conventior@vs a nfl

NN
guageé (Al;Ageel, 2@ Al-Momani, 2009 and Blum-Kulka, 1989).

v

ing the request p@tive shows a necessary choice of variation in

e%%g request act. According to Blum-Kulka (1989), request perspective could be
[assifi

ed into four categories as follows: impersonal request (e.g., how about cancelling

derivable, which is considered as imperative such as

and “give me your book of Islamic studies. Fu

dimensi

e session) inclusive requests (e.g., can we prepare for the exam together), speaker-

oriented requests (e.g., may | get this the story), and hearer-oriented requests (e.g., could
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you help me) as shown in Table 4.9 below. Request perspective, according to Blum-
Kulka (1989) see chapter three, 3.8.2), could be classified into four categcw'!s
follows: q

1. Impersonal request (S6, HA#23) “how about postponing the mé@k”

2. Inclusive requests (S2, HA# 36)”’can we prepare for the exanWher”

. Speaker-oriented requests (S12, LA# 21) “may | get thi M

4. Hearer oriented requests (S11, LA#18) “could @ ? '
The classifications of request strategies aceording” to he\%ﬂor\med
L)
requests, hearer-oriented requests, inclusive requé%dimp}ar na equeizt'sﬁan DCT
M ersp. (}Q}éstrategies

are presented in column

w

are illustrated in the following tables. The first column s

that are used by participants. Next, freque@% pe

three and four. This is followed by thrson%
frequency and percentage for ea%itaiorhb%)g oup_j)&\% he P-value in the last
o
column tells us if there is sig& differ tweacg}gups pertaining pragmatic
N

’mj ! §
{z%‘ cy,‘. ﬁﬂ?earson Chi-Square Values of

production in the last cE:mY'
Table 4.4: Perewg 'R

a
& |Pe ive by*Groups
- Va4
4 Y Pearson -
Perspew{ \ ph A O Low hi- p-value

I ) d:‘((%) N % Square
48

e x{@s that indicate the

)

282 42 50.60 400 0.527
HearerOri 3 4}1.17 35  42.16 3.682 0.055
0

5
Inclusiv ests 4 51‘2" 30. 6 7.2 35.526 0.000*
Immr&al requests @1 10.58
0

% Total 83 29.917 0.000*

0 Table above shows that there are statistically significant differences at the level

of significance (0<0.05) in the inclusive requests according to the variable of the
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proficiency as the value of "Pearson Chi-Square” was (35.52) by a statistical
significance of (0.000*). Furthermore, HAs (30.0%) employed inclusive r?!s
significantly more than LAs (7.2%) at p-value (0.000%). It is notewo@ low
achievers do not utilize impersonal requests in their responses, the re ind may
be due to their insufficient pragmatic competence that helps them to\dse a variety of
request perspectives. HAs (n=170) have a significant pragma%n~ ledge compared

with LAs (n= 83) in using requests perspective strategi rdin'; to Chi-square

(29.917) at P-value (0.000%). '\d
g
The use of speaker-oriented request, which n@t the facus li ilj t@aker

as a requester was higher among LAs (n=42) edto M 8). Q/mhe other

in the @g;was higher
, t@ﬁdings revealed a

hand, hearer-oriented request, which meanstthat the fo

among HAs (n= 53) compared to L%gb Interes
great tendency of HAs towards u@j@lusive\}ueﬁgts

ﬁ'\a'%) compared to LAs
N
(7.2%). Surprisingly, HAs ineli USiI&] impersona uest strategy with the

&
proportion of (10.58%) as@ tojL: ha@ver resorted to employ this

strategy due to their in% prag: tic mbe@'e as mentioned on the Table 4.4

F &

with 0.0% of using iﬁqe\mon@ %(J

The first r@wmo 'equeé*ategy by HAs was inclusive request such

¢
as “can we &g?the pain ent' :’ éi? HA#3). It is clear that HAs used inclusive
§ Y
request % to avoid_f ’threa@ng act by showing that both speaker and hearer
i i

are (6]

ed in the request, m& er, the use of the modal verb “can”, which denotes
p%i ity, it is further considered as a request mitigating device which are considered
ce-saving because it prevents the hearer from rejecting the request (Brown &

G
evinson, 1987).
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On the other hand, both HAs (6.7%) and LAs (0.0%) were less inclined towards
using impersonal request strategy “suggestion”, such as “how about pOStpon?ﬂe
meeting” (S6, HA#18) (see appendix, 11) such request is rendered in an ind@nner
that implies suggestion, which entails the hearer to refer to the conte es. More
importantly, such types of request strategies are considered face-sa ecause they
run the risk of not being understood since there are not sufficje%c' extual clues for

the hearer to interpret them appropriately. As Blum-Kulka 9)ystated that requestive

perspective may be employed to mitigate and minimize oerci ewhe request

s X
act as it is seen as face —threatening. ' _\L}
' 4
\ .\/‘T

N
Blum-Kulka described conventi\%eans as mds@‘é‘entences that are
standardly used as indirect request%ﬂ). For\stm%e, g@'ers usually start their

N
request by asking the hearer’s a%leplyoto histhen re%f;é? such as "can you borrow
me your summarizing" (Sifﬁxﬁil_ 3?. owever, @ntion of form is used as the
linguistic form and ex% sions. For e ‘r_nblabe use of "Could you™" rather than

s
ents gve conventions of means used by

“would you be ab » Tablcl \
participants: ab% “Ganmyol?...... ’é)-}§fermission (e.g., “Could I”), possibility

.9 ‘ ' m

(e.g., “Is it . 2.7, willin s;(e@ ould you...?”), and suggestion (e.g., “let
NN

data (see Tables. 4.@4.6) shows that there are differences and similarities

@JSG of conventions of means. Both LAs (n=41) and HAs (n=45) prefer Ability
u

43.1.3.2 Conventions of Means and{w; u\

d are not statically different. However, there are also statistically significant
ifferences between HAs (29.41) and LAs (2.40%) at the level of significance (¢<0.05)

in the willingness according to the variable of the proficiency as the value of " Chi-
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Square " was (37.786) by a statistical significance of P-value (0.000*). In addition, it is
observed only HAs employ suggestion strategies compared to LAs with no occ ]
Most important, Pearson Chi-Square pair comparisons revealed significan%\nces
in their use of possibility as used by HAs (11.76%) significantly more'ekared with

LAs (6.02%) at P-value (0.003%*). Q
Turning now to unravel the use of conventions of me sNuggestion (e.g.,
ZS

what about ...) willingness (e.g., would you mind.... Sib"lity (e.g., is it

coul yw shown in

of means t@giﬁt\;gt‘ are

S ae\pfe in cgj;'mn three

va:l\Jes t indi@x:e frequency
and percentage for each situation bet\waps. The P>value i@last column tells

us if there is significant difference %ween gr Vrt j@\pragmatic realization
>

possible....),), permission (e.g., may I ...), and ability

Table 4.10 below. The first column shows the Conve
used by participants. Next, frequencies and per

and four. This is followed by the Pearson Chi

(¢

>

in the last column. q

Ky
Table 4.5: Percentag e%sn Chi-Square Values of
roup
Conventio Peargon p-
ns \ % Chi- value
K Square
Ability 5 49.39 0.186 0.666
Permission 42.16 2.333 0.127
Possibility 6.02 9.000 0.003*
Willingn 2.40 37.786 0.000*
S
Sugg % 5 0 - -
t 170 29.917 0.000*

*pﬂ
QE Pearson Chi-Square was used to identify the differences and/or similarities
etween two groups in using request strategies according to the convention of means

request strategies that consists of ability, permission, possibility, willingness, and
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suggestions. The findings in the above Table (4.5) showed that there are differences

between HAs and LAs in using convention of means request strategies that cor?m

ability, permission, possibility, willingness, and suggestions. The data pre@t the

participants have used the convention of means sub-strategies with@&major or
minor differences between them. It is clearly obvious that “ability” sub-strategy
occupies the highest rank for LA group. For instance, HAs usidm you....” while

l

To clarify, the use of request strategy “could you onsi erWr-oriented

"y
bility of the heﬁr@do a
< , HA{l‘/ﬁ. On the

; LA#45é‘(ge~e appendix,

ing @est strategies but

“can you...” among LAs.

requests in which the speaker might seek to check

specific matter such as "could you give me a
contrary, LAs used “me sorry, can you givw

11). To draw a distinction between th\%oa groups

statically different. However, HAs g ;@T’LAS. Moreover, it is
N
clearly obvious that LAs have | i iciency. To illustrate, they use

¢
conventions ms. /ﬁt u ndvv (lbl’ to demonstrate the percentage of using

% N
convent% rmsﬂy.gljirand I:é?as indicated in Table 4.6. Closer inspection of

Table 4.6 shows that convent@bf forms sub-strategies, such as possibility, ability,
pé\mion, and willingness have been used by both groups with either major or minor
iffer

ences between them. Remarkably, LAs have a greater tendency to use ability

&ategx while HAs have a great tendency to use permission strategy. Furthermore, the
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use of the introductory phrases that precede the request strategy differs between both.
However, it is observed no use of the suggestion strategy by LAs compared to

Based on the results on Tables (4.5 and 4.6), the three most preferr@gies
by HAs were willingness (29.41%), permission (28.82%) and ability (Zwowever,
LAs showed their preference just to the two strategies that are: abmaBQ%) and
permission (42.16%). V
(o]

Table 4.6: Percentage and Raw Frequency of Conven : Forh by Group
il

. HA

Convention of form N o
Ability 45 26.4
Canyou... 14
Could you . .. ' 4
Would you be able . . . 1& \
Permission 49 2 g 42.16
Canl...? C}, 1 << 1
CouldI...? \5 O 9
May | ...? 13 15

8 \? A
L‘i)@% 6.02

Would I be able . . .2 Co
Possibility E o ;

Is it possible/okay . . .?

Would it be possible/okay.. \
Is there any way . . .?

Willingness

Willyou . . .? z Lj}'
Would you . . .? , 4
Would you mind . \ e @
Do you mind. . & l
Suggestion 3‘5 2.94 0
How about c\ ¢ :l C—)(J 3
Letus.... 2
Total % l ) é—’ 170 83
& v
A\ission strategy Wél@éng both groups in which HAs inclined to use the

pg\?could I”, while LAs were inclined to use the phrase “can |” for asking the
a

er’s permission to perform the request. It is worth mentioning that using “could” is

2.40

C//\/ s
8/1/'3?

NODNBEF

.

considered more polite than “can”, therefore, HAs have more proficiency levels in

performing request strategies as opposed to LAs (see appendix, 11). On the other hand,
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the least commonly used request strategy by HAs groups is suggestion. To illustrate,

HAs showed a much stronger tendency towards using “how about” introductory

that denote suggestion, while LAs did not use this strategy in their request@bns.

Generally speaking, the data suggested that HAs group exhibited requency
of using ability request strategy, but a low frequency of using suggestign sub-strategy.

Mness compared

sto'y strategies and

ir pr grwisation in
®
. X
those with highér E@r and
at% i the\sﬁaent asks

mw r thﬁfin omew@';zl:y using the
following request strategy “could you wa the date mi@ ?7°(S6, HA#16).

On the other hand, LAs us%“can” S\M—g% t? t i‘r(hck of L2 pragmatic

N
competence due to their inabili\%\he appropriate mg(/ erb for addressing those
with higher power and sociz%be s, as using t@lowing request strategy “can

postpone mision” (S6, % hicl}l con, c‘i‘e}ed@ormal as opposed to “could” that
&

is considered mow. Moie ntlygés lack the vocabulary knowledge that

roduee r

e 'tegy(‘r-i%én appropriate manner such as missing

enables them t

\ :

pronoun “yo % the verb (fle (1’-19. he use of “mision”, rather than “submission.

S
% g b 4 V(g\

4.3.A Contextual Varia@ﬁ Using Level of Directness between HAs and

In addition, IAs showed low frequency in using possibility and

with HAs. Based on the foregoing, HAs use of willingne

“could” suggests their ability to master the language an

using request strategies that are appropriate for addre
social distance such as the use of could in the si

his professor to postpone the date of sub

% LAs
Q A main assumption in speech act research is that speech act is directly connected
ith contextual variables (Brown & Levinson, 1987; Kasper, 1989). An evident

example is the relationship between the weightiness of social distance and power and
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the choice of a particular politeness strategy. contextual variables may determine the
speaker to realize the request act by using the directness level and type and amw
external and internal modifications (BlumKulka & House, 1989; Kasper, 1(3}'own
and Levinson (1987, p. 61) described a request as a “face-threatening”ﬁ& act since
the speaker is imposing on the hearer’s freedom of action”. Henyr?quest act is
constrained by several sociocultural factors, and needs the us oMcular pragmatic
strategies to soften the act and minimize the threat to face ( l0m-Kulka et al., 1989;
Blum-Kulka & Olshtain, 1984). .\d‘

One of the FTA strategies is negative politeness Whigh is used w tﬂe&‘i&ocial
distance and power between interlocutors. He spealér 0 b@ polite as

S diﬁ@s;tering their

ire % between groups

possible when making their request. This Stw sh

request strategies according to social vagiables. The leve

was investigated in the light of SOCI er and \ne T @r?) shows the relation
between power categories am uﬁs ing d| Ievel as follows: +P\=P,
=P\-P and =P\-P indicating —P (S<H). chi-square test was

used to compare betw v} varlable

Table 4.7: The In ‘Qg S\\? be@@n Groups in Using Directness Level
- Va4
v +

Level of di NG P
evel of direct A U A HA A
Mood derivab% J'84 0 86 0 64
Explici K(J 17 9 13 8
performa, %
Hedge @\; ’ 5/ 2 55 9 35 11
Obligdtion 1 29 19 35 16 39
stateme (,}/
ts ent 58 N9 32 10 19 14
tory 4 9 3 1 2 3
ery preoparatory 40 27 52 23 69 20
trong hint 0 0 5 0 5 0
rong hint 2 0 5 0 9 0
Total 242 179 188 173 168 159
(40.46%)  (35.02%)  (31.43%) (33.85%) (28.09%) (31.11%)
*p <0.05
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The following Table 4.8 summarizes the relationships between power categories
for both groups by using Chi—square and p-value to reveal the influence of sociawm

in using direct strategy for each group separately. ('}

Table 4.8: Chi-square Results in the Effect of Social Power between HAs and LAs in

Using Directness Y
+P\=P +P\-

- . =P\-P
+P =p P Chi- w :
Group N % N % N % e Chi-square
P-value
HA 242 188 168 . $ 1.124
(40.46%)  (31.43%)  (28.09%) .W 0.289
LA 179 173 159 . $
(35.02%)  (33.85%)  (31.11%) | | 42
*p < 0.05 {:
Y' Y‘b/
As mentioned earlier, this study aiméd estigate theise o gest act among

SEFL at different language proficiencm onw

er ia les: (+P) speaker

has power over hearer, (-p) speakerhas w&r r raﬂgﬁP) speaker and hearer

o
(Ta&&4 and 4.5), it is clear that
HAs show an awarenesi odelreci leve ldg@nt social power categories. For

instance, HAs shifted in using directh vél a@ording to social power, they were

more direct when @ker@ pow@er the hearer (+P (S>H), the less direct
N

when there were equal power (S= ):hn ed the least power when there low power
(-P (S<H) istically, her?is Si n&-’réant difference between (+P and =P) and (=P

4
and :%ever, LA ho&ed \f,@ttured shifting in using direct level which shows

their_inabtlity to make contromn% using speech act based on power variable with no

have equal power. According& revio

ly difference between any power relationships. Table 4.9 shows the social

Omnce relationships between HAs and LAs in using directness strategies.
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Table 4.9: The Influence of Social Distance between HAs and LAs in Using
Directness Level

Level of directness Familiar Unfamiliar,
HA LA HA

Mood derivable 2 116 0

Explicit performative 35 14 22 A
Hedge performative 124 24 54 8
Obligation statement 36 63 20 40
Want statement 76 16 33 17
Sugggestory formula 5 11 4 2

Query preparatory 75 39 31
Strong hint 4 0 & 0
Mild hint 6 0 } 0
Total 366 283 (55.38%) (39. QMZZS
(60.70%) i 4.61%)

*p <0.05 % ' “}\
g
175

Table 4.10: Chi-square Results in the Effect of%cial \a&Q ween HAs and LAs
in Using Dikectness 0\ é\
Grouns Familiar miliar Fa@ﬂar-Unfamiliar
P N % \% %

HA 366 (60.70%) 235 ( ) i-square (28.554)
G) alue (0.000%)
0 5

LA 283 (55.38% 228 (44.61%) <8:Chi-square (5.920)

\jq P-value (0.015%)
*p < 0.05 ) ;
e S
In keeping Wit@ an ‘1‘n n (15. theory, results of Table 4.10 stated
that HAs and LA& more~directawhen @equests with familiar interlocutors. It
is observed a (ﬁ}al ffére geiwe‘e‘l) (familiar\unfamiliar) situations among two

@,
situatior@ﬁ gr}ub.-,éﬂ th@\e less direct with unfamiliar interlocutors.
.3 &

N
\(.)
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Table 4.11: Percentage, Raw Frequency, and Pearson Chi-Square Values of
Directness levels by Groups in the Six Social Category

Pearso
Social LAs HAs _ \?
Category  category N % N % Chig ue

Sq
1 (+P, +D) 117 22.8 150 25.08 4.079 .043*
3and 4
2 (-P, +D) 104 20.3 136 22.7 0.039*
land6
3 (=P, -D) 63 123 65 10.8 31 0.860
9and 11
4 (-P, -D) 95 185 111 18. 1.243 0.265
7 and 12
5 (=P, +D) 98 19.17 100 ) b.020 0.887
2and 5
6 (+P, -D) 34
8 and 10
Total 511

*p <0.05 Y.

Based on Brown and levinson (1 SWy 0 ialpower Qd distance and as

indicated in Table 4.11, the flndlngs how f re str_a{egy by both HAs and
LAs in social categories in terms 0 rew% |es,a$‘|rst category (+P, +D)
reflects the presence of powe C|aI dis ari <t,f?’getween the requester and
the requestee. A closer 4 spWof #;I?llsr@'hat the request strategies made
by HAs accounts for (b)), a e t{@)@t strategies made by LAs accounts
for (22.8%) for t@teg (+ D)i | |ch there is a social power and distance
between the | tor , parti ?I&/f tuatlons three and four (appendix 5). It is
observed cal | t (-{WO groups at Chi- square (4.079) and P-value

.‘

(0. 04ﬁ
\% or the second categ%/ (-P, +D) in which there is no power, but there is a

d‘%dlstance between the speaker and the hearer, HAs (22.7%) used request strategies,

ereas (20.3%) of LAs used request strategies, particularly for situations one and six.
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It is observed a statistical difference between two groups at Chi- square (4.267) and P-

value (0.039%).
In respect of the situations (1 and 6) in which there is no power b(t%\ IS a
social distance (-P, +D) between the requester and the requestee. The er found

that two sub-strategies were used by HAs, namely, the use of query preparatory, such
as “can I....?”, hedged performative such as “l would like to agE Néo..”. However, the
amel

researcher found that three sub-strategies were used by L : 'mood derivable

b

such as “I will not come”, explicit performative such as, “l am aski r...”, and

g
obligation statement such as “you have to ..... 7, T@ is in alig nt’w@rown
and Levinson's concept that when there is no % e% S a@.{ level of

directness as mood derivable. N é\‘r
da@&?Table (4.11) that

&S with LAs (12.3). The

As for the third category (=P \-DY); caE)e seen fro

the HAs group (10.86%) reported a@%lar use 0 sTrat

situations that fall under this ca e sitlﬂation and 11:@1ere there is equal power

D

and no social distance beﬁhspet/ an hea@ he findings have revealed
c ee

statistically insignifica% es t}e bo[hgbjps. According to their responses

'3 &)
to the designed situatiens, the i-‘ \Sed ypesgdirect strategies: want statement, they
indicated their r% y sh le spe k%"s feelings, desires, and intentions.
¢
i &e,

To ill their luse_o i!’stret}‘é?y in the ninth situation (=P\-D) that entails
asking )Q%gfrieh fi 'vings&the material of Islamic studies from him, HAs
incl@se want statement ui%\és “I want to collect the book of Islamic studies from
%? HA#36), and “l want to take the book from you(S9, HA#23. Moreover, the

Q d commonly used request strategy by HAs is hedged performative such as “I
ould like to take the course of Islamic studies from you (S9, HA#39), « U 3aly cae )

Apadll ) il )7,
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As for the eleventh situation (=P\-D), the HAs used one type of conventionally
indirect strategies: query preparatory: they indicated their request by refer
preparatory conditions, such as possibility, ability, and willingness. To @\heir
use of this strategy in the eleventh situation, which suggests asking you ate, who
live with you in the university campus for borrowing his calculator, tended to use
conventionally indirect strategies: query preparatory; which_is comsidered as save
threatening acts on the part of hearer because it begins wi que't expression “is
it possible.....". .\d

L ]

In respect of the fourth category (-P, -D) in wh ere isno p rhoiel-\ﬁtance

between the interlocutors. Both groups showedgsimilar use of di stra@é as LAs

(18.5%) used request strategies, wherea% (18.6?% sed r@gt. strategies,

particularly for situations seven and t e (apendix 5). cor@o their responses

to the designed situations, the HA@jd hec@(% t,i@\,they indicated their

request by using utterances in\%/erbs%r madal ver \pressing intentions. To

illustrate, their use of this @in the*Seventh si% (-P\-D) that entails asking

your doctor for Writin% mendlﬁtﬂer@you, HAs were inclined to use
ike t

s

$ &
hedged performativwl as t m %ﬁsk you for writing a recommendation
letter for me (S @8) “ageangi AN ) L Q”\
o i B i1 9
More \hAs ve_u dgtrce?]int in the twelfth situation that suggests

N

"asking g0 turerff wing&ﬁook from him" such as “are you using the new
shor&&y ...... (S12, HA#I 6@6 query preparatory such as ‘“can you write a
r ndation letter for me?”’(S7, HA#23). However, the LAs were inclined to use

6 types of direct strategies: mood derivable, which is considered as imperative such
S

“write a recommendation letter for me (S7, LA#18),”" = sallu ) J <SP without

taking into consideration the social distance between them and the hearer and obligation
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statements such as “you have to write a recommendation letter for me...”, (Appendix
11). Yv

Under this category in which there is a power on the speaker over t \ (-P,
-D). The researcher found that three sub-strategies were used by HAs m the use
of hedged performative such as “I would like to...”, strong hint “are using..

query preparatory such as “can you?”. However, the researqier d that two sub-

strategies were used by LAs, namely, mood derivable su rltei and obligation

statement such as “give me”.

The fifth category (=P, +D) such category e@;t the dista v*@msts

which means that the speaker and the hearer quL am% otlkyand their

ituatloé‘x;t fall under

ess @‘erforming request

power is equal i.e., they have no power OVW othew Th

this category are 2 and 5. As shown ab@evel of

strategies among LAs (18.10%) hlgher \r\ As (1'\6\60%) According to

participants’ responses to the % sﬁunatlons t }£.§3sed two types of direct

strategies: hedged perfor \hey icated th ia'equest by using utterances
involving verbs or mor%ri%e:pre Jng i f‘rkio@
To |IIustrate, use Off egy i ﬁnﬂsecond situation that entails sharing
SN

your idea with rc ma art} familiar with, therefore, there is a social

d

l
distance bet %ou and the H'Asbc ine to use hedged performative such as “I
would IQO/E re my i (S2 @#18) S Sl & Moreover, they used

rformatlve such as you to share my ideas with you (S2, LA#18), S
W

‘% 8. On the other hand, LAs use two types of direct strategies: obligation

Q nt in which the speaker’s intention is explicitly taken from the semantic meaning
f the utterance such as “you have to listen my idea’’ (52, LA#21. without taking into

consideration the social distance between them and the hearer. Furthermore, mood
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derivable, which is considered as an imperative “listen to my ideas” (S2, LA#45),
(Appendix 11). Yv

In a situation in which there is an equity of power, but a social dlsta@%wveen
the speaker and the hearer (=P, +D). The researcher found that three subﬂkgies were
used by HAs, namely, the use of hedged performative such as “I would'like to...”, query

preparatory such as “can you?”, and explicit performative su N k..”. However,

As regards the sixth category (+P, -D) in whi p‘)v@it no

equ ?rategles
estst

for sﬂ@g:\s eight and

whereas LAs (6.6%) used direct request str&{ie;, parti

ten (appendix 5). The situations that w this cate are @1 10. According

to their responses to the deS|gned S ns, the %d r)(}ype of conventionally

N
indirect strategy: query preparal% mst:ﬂ\ce, t mus%{&ch strategy in the eighth

situation that entails reques? ne ids @n the volume down because
of your inability to co therefo e, th ipbakblas social power over the hearers

because they are yr er than' as gﬁﬁd you turn the volume down? (S8,
HA#16)? & pal Am” & ould mlnd turning the volume down (S8,
HA#18)’?

F re th d tw& types of direct request strategy ‘“hedged

e such as “I Would(.@\é to ask you to turn the volume down? S8, HA#23),

e sh 5 oS llal 2P and want statemen. To clarify, their use of this strategy in

nth situation that entails changing your appointment with your neighbors because

ou have an exam; thus, you are unable to visit him such as “l would like to change the

appointment with you (S10, HA#23), J£! 2= s« e a g, (Appendix, 11). On the other
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hand, LAs use one type of direct strategies: mood derivable in which the speaker use

utterances that mark as a request such as “trn the volm daown (S 8, LA#45),& ?’
for the eighth situation, moreover, the use of mood derivable in the tenth s@such
as “I will chang the apointmnt”(S6, LA#21), z »£) s ", It is cle ious that
low achievers were unable to write a sentence with correct spelling. T@'illustrate, they
wrote “trn” instead of “turn”, the volm instead of “the volume”, ddown rather than
“down”, (Appendix, 11). u%. '

Both groups heavily employed direct request strategies tojmake.t ‘req

uests,
Y‘

and within this category HAs mostly employ the e perfor vd a@{uery

preparatory strategy, while LAs mostly empl d% diti@y, when
investigating usage of the nine request strategies tweev bo groupgx;e statistical
differences were noticed. Regardless %at that the Its @shown that both

groups employ direct strategy the W NCI, \u% j@gnificantly more than
N

LAs. Thus, LAs use less polit tha’ﬁ HADItuls cleé?that HAs group showed

x N
more pragmatic knowledge% usl uestéaQ\han LAs group by different
As

request strategies com m’pl I and NCI.

g ¢ &
The results b w Table d 4.5,.HAs show an awareness of using direct
level in different.Socialpow lies. bs*ffhstance, HAs shifted in using directness
¢
level according toysocial pow I‘ro ?/3 LAs showed fractured changes in using

NN
show._t ;,inabi-l@to make control on using speech act based on

=

direct |%'

riable with no st t'(%'Hy difference between any power relationships.
Xng social distance, it is stated that HAs and LAs were more direct when using
St

e with familiar interlocutors.
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4.3.2  External Modifications

The sub objective of the first question of this research is to identify the pro?m
of external modification among HAs and LAs as adopted from BIum-K@’%Q),
AL-Momani (2009) based on CCSARP pattern (refer to chapter 3, Tabﬂ& External
modification in request act is utilized before or after head acts to perst.everal goals.
In most cases, it is employed to mitigate the sharpness of the requestact. The following
table shows the external modification strategies employed %.

ps. ]’he first column

includes twelve strategies as sub types of external modi ions.)Next, the number of

X
occurrences and percentages for both groups are %d in cOlu V\b :@hree.
This is followed by the Pearson Chi-Square %& a% e fr{qygncy and
percentage for each situation between grou\'l’hi -V e Iasl.@m?mn tells us if
Table 4.12: Percentage, Raw Fre LG?

Modificatiomby Gro

trat@‘é‘.

A

re Values of External

External \ igh S Pearson p-

Modification %) s Chi-Square  value

Availability\preparato . ~26.32 0.947 0.330
Grounder ;

Getting pre-comitment

1580'34.65 2.722 0.099
Disarmer \ 5 .
Promise of rewal l 0
Imposition minimiz .00
1

o))
>
o
o

2.19 0.222 0.637
1.32 0.091 0.763

<~ 044 - -
&4 3.07

Sweetener 4 611 &,)(J 6 1.32 0.400 0.527
Small talk C) 11 4917 22 482 0.017 0.897
Apprecia% : 24 526 21160  0.000*
Self-intfoduction 2 2; 55 26  5.70 5.158 0.023*
Affectivélappeal 0.59 6 1.32 2 0.157
Ap 4%3/12.43 62  13.60 3.846 0.050*

otal 33 456 17.537 0.000*
@Iw significant at the level of significance (*p < 0.05)
0 Table 4.12 revealed that HAs group (n= 456) used external modification

significantly more than did LAs group did (n= 338) with Chi square (17.537) at P-value
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(0.000%). As shown in Table 4.6, all subtypes of external modification were used by

HAs and only ten out of twelve were used by LAs with significant or non-sig
differences between them. As for low achievers, the most commonly use(%me of
external modification was grounder (38.46%) in which the uttéPA@ contain
justifications, explanations or reasons for the request act such as “lwaod like time
write” (S7, LA#11) (see Appendix 11). It is clearly obvious hm lack pragmatic
knowledge and vocabulary knowledge, along with the gn.g 'errors, and ill-
structured sentences hinder them from performing req strat yWi‘ately. To
illustrate, the use of “waod” rather than “would’@ structire hd S@Y(:e is
considered incomprehensible. ' 4 \,T
As illustrated in Appendix11 and Ta 41Y:na$\ thcum%g‘mel% that
&

reflects the utterance has social rappo ease'the target est I@

you good, can submitted the submiﬁﬁ” (SG,LE\)% Q@IX 11). It is clear that
N
the utterance involves grammau%xnesg'by usi gpaszt;(?n of the verb (submitted)

after modal verb (can). Thiinror:[ subtype %@ternal modification used by
LAs was apology in % e spi‘ ;Jf‘rés@apology to the addressee prior
&
stanc ‘(..J

performing the rew.ﬁo/') e,% sory I ned tym”. (S6, LA#18).
p

hello doctor, are

Affective reci@’( (.30%) and sweetener (1.18%) are
considered %east tern stfriteei-%?employed by LAs group with statistically
significant appearancg ed W@AS group. For example, sweetener (1.18%) in
Whim.hutterance includes e>@érated appreciation to raise the probability to respond
to e\quest, such as “you can daly the work™ (S6, LA#25). Subsequent by affective

d al which amounts to (.59%) such as “my mum sik, I not did asymet” (S6, LA#11).

i

is clear that low achievers made spelling errors such as writing “daly” rather than

“delay”, “sik” rather than “sick”, “asymet” rather than “assignment”. Moreover, word
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choice such as “delay” rather than “postpone”. Additionally, sentence structure such as
“my mum sick” instead of “my mum was sick”, “I not did” instead of “I d?!’.
Moreover, grammatical errors such as writing the auxiliary verb “did” wiz% iting
the main verb “write”. Using like this utterance “mum sick” may be refﬁ&) negative
pragmatic transfer since in Arabic, it is used such expression v=: %W (pronoun and
adjective) meaning that speakers tended to transfer the expression’from L1 to L2
without taking into consideration the rules of the TL. p?' '

On the contrary, LAs used subtype of external modtfication was'self ioduction

(3.55%) in which the speaker prefaces the speech roducing skl\i@b the

addressee prior to making a request, for exa am 96 ay”\gfs clearly

prop@g;nanner e.g.,
they did not write the article “a” be %djective d, @eover, they used

“delay” rather than “postpone”. ajoritymag @ES provided by low
N

achievers are ungrammatical a ct sﬁ& of their sentence which

reflect their pragmatic incompetence such’a
rather than “to ask for’ Z
s 2
As for Higf;@rs, thi aled he participants tend to use grounder
the most with tw nta ’ 5%)(‘-)§éh as “l would like an extension for my

B { C—)
assignment fg use I take lon i ing my work” (S6, HA#43). The second most
S

Y
commo% subtype of rnal1®dification by HAs was availability (26.32%) that
X

he r tries to ask about th@érer availability to take a permission to make request

obvious that LAs lack the ability of writin@a\%ﬁ nc

ad of “I would like”, “ask”

—

O ”
actssuch “actually I need a help, you are one of best professor......... can you write to

G good recommendation letter, please” (S7, HA#16) regarding to FTA strategies
S

ing like these expressions are considered positive politeness according Brown and

levinson (1987)
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The third most frequent strategy employed HAs was apology (13.60%) when the
speaker tries to apology before performing request act,”l am sorry, | need extr '

(S6, HA#23). The fourth most commonly used subtype of external modificati LA

w

was self-introduction (5.70%), such as "l am one of your student in yﬁ%ss, I wa

[72]

extremely sick yesterday, | was unable to attend the class, how amelaying the
submission?" (S6, HA#36). It is noticed both groups employed grounder strategy the
most. The length of request is also linked with the degree o %c.ss’ '(Tanaka, 2015).
Additionally, Brown and Levinson (1987), the use ofmore s rawow more

@

politeness. Accordingly, HAs are considered mo lite com d’ V@LAS.

yis use ea@ negative
IS type Qgﬂr‘gtegy is used
to minimize the effect of impingemen@earer's negative fa N\
It is clearly obvious that LAS% a lot of'mi
are classified into grammatical mqi : spe‘hing 7y

as fragment or incomplet \es al mistakes, the use of the

&rﬁt&
possessive pronoun “y%s ad of subje pr!)nbb'“you”. As for spelling mistakes,
4

< &
the use of “kod” int&gf “001‘ ’\"Exten” r&ﬁhan “extension”, “sory” rather than
e "] (13

According to Brown and Levinson (1987, p. 18

politeness by apologizing to the hearer for daing

,@&n‘orming requests that
N

ors, s@nce structure errors such

% ¢

“sorry”, “ned” rather than “

!

¢

Based &aabov , grou ef’oceli" s the highest rank among LAs, followed by
% NN

small ta%

LA;%quent by affective q@tﬂ Further, they showed no occurrence of promise of

tyla‘é\%ather than “time”.

quent’ '}ogy, Whle appreciation occupies the lowest rank among

r%r nd imposition minimizer in their request. In respect of HAs, grounder occupies
he%hig

hest rank, followed by availability, followed by apology whereas promise of
ward occupies the lowest rank, followed by sweetener and disarmer. The similarities

between both groups occurred in using grounder external modification the most.
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However, the main difference is that LAs do not show any use of two external
modifications namely: promise of reward and imposition minimizer that meaw

show less of use of negative politeness strategy according to FTA theory. ('}

Table 4.13: Examples of External Modifications among HAs and b«s

% ies of external
Sample gathered from DCT difications

S6, HA# 43 Wder

“lwould like an extension for my assignment because | take long time typnY~
Avai

my work”.

S11, LA#11 bblllty
“ar you busy? give me your calculator
S7, HA# 13 Small s
How are you? | hope you are feeling well? May | have some o rtime?”. \Y'
S7, LA# 13 e .{"
“I weld like time write recommendation”. 2 Y'
(S7, HA#16) ailahi
“actually I need a help, you are one of best professor an you ;
me a good recommendation letter, please ” é

S6, LA#11 V
“my mum sik, I not did asymnet”. \

Based on the foregoing, there nsaierable ff eran’i\gs between HAs and LAs
in terms of proficiency level an INg exter |f|cam it seems that HA overused
external modifications i n|f| ntIy mo’e tha Lf\s tp -value (0.00) with chi-square

(17.53). To sum up, h e maj |t 0 e évade grammatical mistakes, spelling

errors, and senter&mc ure o the a\@ hand, none of the high achievers made

any of these ov g‘on #o o@égnstrate the pragmatic differences between
both gro |ng external od tlon in terms of proficiency level and using
s

reques tr ies by taking int count the social power and distance variables as
ed in Table 4.14 below.

he first column shows the number of categories (1 to 12). The second column

ows the situations that are used in DCT with social categories. Next, percentages are

presented in column three and four. This is followed by the Pearson Chi-Square values
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that indicate the frequency and percentage for each situation between groups. The P-
value in the last column tells us if there is (in)significant difference in betweenw

in six social categories. q

Table 4.14: Percentage, Raw Frequency, and Pearson Chi-Square Values OF External
Modification by Group in the Social Category T

i arson
Social A T . -
—OW Hohn Chi-
Category value

Square
Category
N % N |
1. (+P, +D) 49 14.50 74 6. 15081, 0.024*
3and 4 .\q
2. (-P, +D) 60 17.75 88 9.30 257 ®

0:021*
1and 6 , “}YZ
3. (=P, -D) 30 . . 8.90 A\0.003*
9and 11

4, (-P, -D) 63 2@\0, 0.115
7 and 12 {
5. (=P, +D) 71 <§ .536 0.464
2and5 O
6. (+P, -D) 65 & 0.583 0.445
8 and 10
Total 338 17.537  0.000*

Statistically significant at the level of si

(*p'< 0.0
'}j S
(4.14) tha ﬂ@eare no statistically significant

It is observed fro thw Tab'e ; b
1 of l

differences at the leve S nlﬁ% .US&Q}'@ the categories (-P\-D, =P\+D and

+P\-D) according t@.the riabl&lofth rofic'e%y level. However, there are statistically

significant di M atthe level oflsi \ance (0<0.05) in (+P\+D, -P\+D and =P\-

D) accord@\e Vy thﬁ(oﬁciency. There are statistically significant

differenc he level signiﬁ\c,me (0<0.05) in total of request by HAs and LAS

ac%o the variable of the\(;f’oficiency as the value of "Chi-Square " was (17.537)
tistical significance of (0.000).

0 As indicated in Table (4.14) above, which shows the pragmatic differences in the

use of external modifications by both HAs and LAs in social categories in terms of
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using request strategies, the first category (+P, +D) indicates the existence of power and
social distance variables between the requester and the requestee; it is clear th
percentage (16.23%) was significantly higher than the percentage of LAs @%ﬁ?at p-
value (0.024). The situations that fall under this category are 3 and 4.

According to their responses to the designed situations, the LAs @sed availability,

they declare a request by inquiring about availability. To i||ustr , they used this
be

strategy in the third situation in which the speaker is sup 'al lecturer in the

2

university; thus, he has social power and distance over tuderits, speaker’s role
any
top charger froth &E—p ice,

sy? (83, 1) Jgsie il Ja 7

LAs made spelling errors by writing “r” instead ‘areﬂ\ Fo ed b@g;ogy such as

“me sorry, can you give me charge@A#%) gi@t]arge”, which is

considered ungrammatical. (') >\7? /<\
ca%» b

is embodied in asking one of the students to bring h

LAs were inclined to use availability such as

It is obvious that LAs ma atical mistakes in eginning of the sentence

by writing the object pron %” r

spelling such as “Cha%Y; ot;‘ ‘lhar e}{ H&ever, the HAs use a variety of

external modificati wegiesl' in v@he utterances contain justifications,

explanations, or{&m for 'st actéﬁ as “could you give me charger because

| have a lec W (S8, I—TA 8).’ FodIJ‘(;Wed by small talk such as “how are you, can

you do rQ%byﬂr ing,my Iap&%p charger? (abi (J pasicas jra g sud Jall ag”,
saly

Sub t by self—introducti@‘{' did not sleep yesterday at all. I am unable to do

“I @ncorrect part of speech and

a \rg o sl il i el ALl
: As for the fourth situation that revolves around being a college lecturer and
questing one of your students to inform the rest of the class that you are calling off
tomorrow’s lecture because you have an appointment, the LAs used one type of external
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modification: availability. such as “l cant came tomorrow”(S4, LA#11). Onthe contrary,

HAs tended to employ external modification strategy: grounder such as “I WOUI(TD

call off tomorrow’s lecture because I have an important appointment (54, @)
Under this category (+P, +D), the researcher found that two sub- ies were

used by LAs, namely, availability such as “I cont came tomorrow..q, apology “me

sorry”. However, the researcher found that the following sub-strategies were used by

ocdb small talk such
ctio Wnot sleep
@

yesterday... ...... ”? ' _\L}

HAs, namely, grounder such as “I would like to call off...”.

as “how are you,...... ?’. Subsequent by self-in

In respect of the second category (-P , the p€r e O@forming

hile fé\g;rcentage of
i ica@ﬁerence with Chi-

requests among LAs concerning this catew (17.3?%

performing requests among HAs is (19:80%). Fhere isa s

square (5.297) at p-value (0.021%)). @jituations\l\fﬁ lu
6. ‘% % “« QL
&

l a social %’er and distance between the

\h& th
héys@not familiar with each other. The

Under this category i I
speaker and the hearer (-
T
éaused by LAs, namely, the use of

researcher found that, three sml
grounder such as, “/ like yours 2 eeter&)&ﬂch as “you r good....” and getting pre-
1
commitmeni ;@ “can time
\
strategi% sed by. fameté}ipology such as “I am sorry....”, grounder such
as “A

qq\this category are 1 and
S

| ¢
IJ . (’?-’}’ owever, the researcher found that two sub-

%...7” and imposition pdinimizer “/ wonder if you can please...”. According to

% ory, using this strategy come under the negative politeness strategy according
rown and levinson theory of politeness (1987) when the speaker used apology

G
rategy before making request act in order to smooth the request act.

144



With regard to the third category (=P & -D) in this category the distance variable
does not exist which means that the requester and the requestee are familiar Yﬂw
other, and they have no power over each other; it is equal. LAs percentage @s for
(8.88%), whereas HAs amounts to (12.72%) which is significantly di t p-value
(0.003). The situations that fall under this category are 9 and 11. T

According to their responses to the designed situations, the used grounder.

Kg aiking your close

ewed to use
"X

ili @ “can

To illustrate, they used this strategy in the ninth situation

you favr givin islam study? (S9, LA#21) @uMY\J -
Moreover, the use of grounder such as¥l i mry\isla
my study (S#9, LA#15) (sod) Leatial L;»»\AQ\H e 3l oy

made a lot of mistakes in terms o missﬁhgsu j@“youa, that should be
N
occurred after “can”, the incou%ing (ﬁ' “favie®” that d be written as “favor”,

&

“su . Moreover, the lack of the

proposition “by” that sl% ollowed by e}éerub“‘giving”. The omission of object
g <Q

the g er name “Islamic studies” that was

er, t art “because | need for my study” is

!
e f’s aéj%ing subject after the verb “neeed”

NN
HQ; the m,B_vJ?incli to use small talk, such as “How are you? | hope
X

youﬁeling well, may | t@ur summary of Islamic Studies? (S9, HA#18) (see

a ix, 11). As for the eleventh situation that revolves around being a student in the
niversity and asking your friend to give you a calculator because yours does not work,
e HAs used promise of reward such as “could you give me your calculator? I promise

I will return it back as soon as | finish using it? (S11, HA#43)? &l o daulall Julaed a5
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Le=>,”, On the contrary, LAs tended to employ one type of external modification

strategy: grounder such as “I like give me you calculator, (S11, LA#45)  Julaclipex|

4nlsll” LAs did not use the polite request phrase “I would like”, but rath@\xrote

“I like”, the wrong use of the possessive pronoun, they wrote “you ¢ r” rather

than “your calculator”. Q

Under this category in which there is an equity of pow. rMen interlocutors

and there is no social distance between them meaning that t reyfamiliar to each other

(=P, -D). The researcher found that LAs used grounders

the researcher found that HAs used promise Of@ such [“co jiv _@ you
calculator,i giv you back” (S11, LA#25) \4' \Y
w:[his ¥

—

Considering the fourth category (-P
nor distance between hearer and sp h&s perce ac@ls for (17.98%),
whereas LAs amounts to (18.64%‘V@$r no signi gdif
situations that fall under this ca%e? d12 cording to their responses to the

&
designed situations, the H %ror s. To cl @hey used this strategy in the
a

seventh situation regardi gthe head o debaﬁ@nt for writing a recommendation
’ ¢ &

letter because of th cessnyf Xahmg 1tg-6pplying for a master’s degree. HAs

se ground "I W%?Jﬁﬁke to write a recommendation letter for

were inclined t0\
me because i %requ' ite er;orej‘ﬁ%uing my degree (S7, H#43).

%v N
N% ; the H ﬁ incliﬂ&to use disarmer in which the speaker tries to use
Y.

a cej&tterance in order to @ént any possible objections such as “l know you are

b;\l t could you write a recommendation letter for me? (57, H#36), Jsis<lil G jle

: Al 2507, Onthe other hand, LAs used sub-strategies of external modification
ch as small talk “how r you, write recomndasion latar for me” (S7, H#25). Followed

by grounder such as “l like write letar because | need to study ”. LAs made spelling
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2

mistakes, such as “recomndasion” rather than “recommendation”, “latar” rather than

“letter”, “r” rather than “are”. Moreover, sentence fragments such as “write” in?f
saying “can you write”, “I like” rather than “I would like”. q

As for the twelfth situation s revolves around being a student int rsity and

asking your doctor for borrowing a short story from him, the HAs used'types of external

modification: getting pre-commitment such as “can you help rqe:Myou give me the

short story? (512, HA#36), s_saill 4adll QLS Jdaad ja6 i)n the contrary,

ilabilit swcan | take
-3

LAs tended to employ external modification strategy: a

time....can you give short story?”. (S12, LA#25)

Under this category in which there isno s

small talk “how r you.....” T %
as “can you time... %z I 0

4 o'(v

As regards &w catei; & +D).in this category the distance variable

exists which means the | andd%’requestee are not familiar to each other
¢

and there is y of powe et&e@m. LAs percentage accounts for (21.01%),

Y
Wherea% ounts )54%)@1 no significant difference between groups. The
X

situﬂAthat fall under this c@'éry are 2 and 5.
% cording to their responses to the designed situations, the HAs used a type of
X

0 nal modification strategy: availability. To illustrate, they used this strategy in the
econd situation regarding being a student and asking your friends that you are not

familiar with to share your idea about the presentation. HAs were inclined to use self-
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introduction such as “I am your colleague, I would like to share my idea because I think
it is appropriate (S#2, HA#23), ulic 4 il Y o8S LAV 5257, Moreover, HAs enw
appreciation such "l highly appreciate your help, I need to borrow your @'(SS,
HA#36). However, the LAs were inclined to use one type of exterrﬂ&dification
strategies: disarmer such as “l now ideas a lot | wont my idea share (S#2, IA#25). LAs

were unable to perform request appropriately, there were misthMrmS of sentence

structure such as “I wont my idea share” rather than “I w are 'ny idea”, along
with spelling mistakes such as “wont” instead of “want”, *now” r, thWknow”.

As for the fifth situation that revolves around be

oy
student in udiv&ﬁ%y and
becaue ere{i&' and you

e ofoﬁxte | mod@;n: Promise

1

of reward such as “Can you allow m Orgdw your s riz@ | promise | will

give you back? (S5, HA#1S),”. Cﬁ% contra\w r}q’g&to employ external

N,
modification strategy: grounde “I Iiwe takeuit yest%(?/ sick” (S5, LA#11),, s
G e K Y637 LAs m Mkeli erms of v@hoice such as “I like” rather

than “I would like”, > tather than “ orllowb'and sentence structure such as
4 7
“yesterday sick”, r. than s \"because E‘za's sick yesterday”.

asking your best friend for borrowing his sum

were unable to attend the class, the HAS us

[92]

e

Under thigcategary in'wii lere i <<équity of power between the speaker and
¢
the hearer a ocial distance et&eec} m (=P, +D). The researcher found that two
NN
sub-stra% ere used b S, na&ly, Appreciation such "I highly appreciate your
Y..

helQhe use of grounder, ﬂ%ﬁ as “l would like to share my idea...because...?”,
N

15¢ of reward such as “l promise you.....?. However, the researcher found that two

G trategies were used by LAs, namely, disarmer such as “I now ideas a lot | wont my
€

as share” and grounder such as “I like take yesterday sick....”.
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In terms of the sixth category (+P, -D) in this category the hearer has a kind of
power over the speaker and no distance variable between the speaker and hear
percentage accounts for (16.23%), whereas LAs amounts to (19.23%

5

significant difference at p-value (0.0445). The situations that fall undﬂ&; category

are 8 and 10. ? .

According to their responses to the designed situations, the HAs used types of

'IZstrat'e, they used this
rs’ ki sw‘e volume

external modifications strategies: apology and availability.

strategy in the eighth situation regarding asking your nei

®
down because they are disturbing you. HAs were incli use apolo u}h i§>}§0rry,
I would like you to turn the volume down b ‘m_una conr@ﬁ?ate (S8,

HA#43)”. Moreover, HAs have used availaﬂ'tv ch ﬁ “cami take .@S;/our time? |
e

know that you 're having fun, but can %e turn the me @?, (S2, HA#16).

As for the tenth situation that @scerne \h~c¥n r],g:%ur appointment with
N
your neighbors because you % exa%, th As(Q one type of external

modification: Affective ap }I aI 1l hot be a@ to come, so I would like to
aus

change the time of ou% ent b

l‘ lha»@n exam, ( S10, HA#16)jak) i
GXE Qi Lac salal” mthe c<i As @ to employ external modification
strategy: small@

b

: e)&% tomorrow | has change time” (S10,

3, C’I‘? is clear that there are grammatical mistakes
N
‘9 of “k%’ instead of “have”, spelling errors such as “r’

rather_than “are”, “u rather@f “you”. The incomplete sentence such as “exam

to x\v I has” rather than “I have an exam tomorrow”. The lack of politeness devices
u

0 as “change time” rather than “can we change our time”. The word choice such as
time” rather than “appointment”.
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Under this category in which there is no social distance between the speaker and
the hearer and the superiority of power on the part of speaker over the hearer ( :
The researcher found that two sub-strategies were used by HAs, nameh@se of
affective appeal such as “I would like you...because?”, However, the er found
that LAs used small talk such as “ How r u? exam tomorrow I has chz time”. The

following sub section sheds light on the influence of contextHaI vanables in external

\d

X
4.3.2.1 Contextual Variable in Using External ifications w}e&{%&s

modifications for each group.

and LAs s b &
NV
. . ™ N\ .3
The influence of social variables (povw |stem\ces ong %and LAs was
. An@‘rs was conducted

based on Brown and Levinson (19'%(heory O\HI%\C ,,cée\comparison between
N

two groups in term of differe i pow&' (=P an%?;B? stated that HAs clearly

change their use of externa }hati ased on th er weight. They used more

strategies in (-P) situa -E) situatIns d 'eﬁbﬁ (+P). Chi-square demonstrated
s $ &
r-ielation wi

satirical difference i gl}value (0.000%) in all types. On the

e by al variables in category +P\=P and +P\-

investigated pertaining to the use of rnal’ modifica

"%

other hand, LAsysho

P, theysho&s%rene i . (_/
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Table 4.15: The Influence of Contextual Variables (power) on Using External
Modifications

. . +P =P -P
External Modification HA A HA LA HA. A
Availability\preparator 5 4 7 8 1
30 55 50
2 0 3

‘ ': 4
Grounder 30 8 45
Getting pre- 4 4
commitment
i 1

Disarmer 0 1 0 2 2
Promise of reward 0 0 1 0 0
Imposition minimizer 2 0 4 OV 8 0
Sweetener 0 0 1 3 5 1
Small talk 23 30 37 60 63
Appreciation 4 0 6 1 14 0
Self-introduction 5 3 11 l 10 2
Affective appeal 0 0 4 2 2 0
Apology 12 20 20 10 12
Total 83 113 (33.43) 1 92
(18.2%) (315 (29.28%)
*p <0.05

P

Table 4.16: Chi-square Results Effect o SocigPo r\een Héngd LAs in
Using Externpal ficat\%iw
~ 3
G P P P EF;]\i:E Ch @ Ch':P\_ID
roups + = - —square i —square
H ;\(’G{:S!SS évalue P — value

-
HA 83 (18.2%) 144 50.2%),  16.392 _©+768.321 19.370
(31.57% 00* ,<%" 0.000* 0.000*

LA 113 92\ 1 151a 1.626 7.471
(39

3 2.1
(33.43) (29! .34%) 0.142 0.202 0.006*
*p < 0.05 AN
(,) IS

o)
Table 4.17& Iue@ntexﬁriables (Distance) on External
odificatjons
X ‘\U,m T —
e 3 nfamiliar¢ amiliar
External Mod a R A HA A
Availability l ) .QJ 8 13 8
Grounder 0 é\ 60 98 70
Getting tment" ! 4 7 4
Disar 0. N 3 6 2
Promi eward ]\Q’ 0 1 0
| i inimizer 6 0 8 0
m';hﬁ 1 3 5 1
57 45 63 73
reciation 10 1 14 0
ntroduction 11 10 15 2
ective appeal 4 2 2 0
pology 30 30 32 12
Total 192 (42.10%) 166 (49.11) 264 (57.89%) 172
(50.88%)

*p <0.05
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Table 4.18: Chi-square Results in the Effect of Social Power between HAs and LAs
in Using External Modifications

Groups Familiar Unfamiliar Familiar-Unngr

N % N % .
HA 264 (57.89%) 192 (42.10%) Chi — squa e‘(l? 8)
P-— valu&i.O *)

LA 166 (49.11%) 172 (50.88%) Chi — squar&107
P 744)

Q)

Pertaining social distance, it is observed from the a Zbles'(4.17 and 4.18)

*p <0.05

that the HAs group employed significantly more suppo mov an speech
®

act of request requesting from a familiar than from a miliariinter| a’to@ming

their conscious to social distance with P- va% O’i{ n a@lievinson
(1987), and Leech (1983) stated that rea% t i varia,@zr(power and

distance) reflect the degree of politen@oyed by

not aware of the influence of social (@s:e inusi \eq%st i
N
interlocutors although they c t it"was slight insignificant. Now, the

-

amiliar or unfamiliar

&
following section (4.3.3) as a&wi:[ sub r@rch question that focuses on
the use of internal ification between JHAs QE' LAs based on social variable
g ¢ &

influence. \ l \ %(_/
S >
4.33 |ntE|‘E\)| i
Tufnhing *no i
Elb . o |
request utterance proper (Ilnke(ﬂgr/the head act), the presence of which is not essential
N

ft %utterance to be potentially understood as a request” (Blum-Kulka 1989: 60).

W

Internal modification is the most significant part of the request act. Depending on
CSARP, internal modifications include upgraders and downgraders. The speech act

of request does not have upgrades, unlike apologies and compliments because this
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studyfocuses on mitigation and politeness used in request act, it entails downgraders.
The pragmatic differences of internal modification among both groups are a??!d
depending on Blum—Kulka (1989) as shown in Table 4.19. (’}
The first column includes nine strategies as sub types of intern ifications.
Next, the number of occurrences and percentages for both groups ‘are presented in

column two and three. This is followed by the Pearson Chi-SqHMes that indicate

the frequency and percentage for each situation between gr . Dhe P'value in the last
column tells us if there is significant difference between sin siwtrategies.
®
Y
Table 4.19: Percentage, Raw Frequency, and Pe i-Square es’ of\nternal

Modification by Group in the Soei ICat%o

Internal Modification High
N % N
Politeness device 301 74.68

Play-down (past tense) 30 7.44 % .
Conditional clause 15 372 \ . ! 0.000*
(hedge) \3 =9
Subjectiviser 1 2 gf)e >v3 AL 2.000 0.157
Embedding 4 : 0 00 C—} -

X

6 0.014*

Understater 17 7 2.8
Appealer 3 0 OC&QJ - -
Hedge \ Downtoner V? g\ 0.286 0.593
Consultative device 14 . 13 0.154 0.695
Total ) | O 27.689  0.000*
Statistically significant at the | ighifi e{*@0.0S)

Comparet\&(tern cati <</the use of internal modification is
¢ RS

completely E ent. Accordin o'ra 4719, the chi-square results show that HAs (n=

NN
402) e% ignifi Pternﬁodifications more than LAs (n=242) with Chi-
X~

S U&GS?) at P-value (0.@. As shown in Table 4.19, the overall distribution of

q
i%&modificaﬂons examines the use of request strategies between HAs and LAS
tudents. Therefore, the specific proportions in the choices between the more direct and

ss direct strategies can be attributed to academic differences between both.
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The choice of request strategies is influenced by their pragmatic realization of
social power and distance variables. It is clearly obvious that the most used
strategies are politeness devices, which is an optional device that may b(%l to a
request act to enhance cooperative behavior, that accounts for (67.76%)%& LAs and
(74.68%) among HAs. For instance, “could | borrow your calculat%?” (S11,

HA# 36) and “can me give please, (S11, LA# 49) for LAs, resem. It is clear that

LAs wrote incorrect sentence structure that is fragment stru ith th'z pronoun “me”,

followed by the verb, rather than saying “can you giv you SM please?”.
g

Surprisingly, politeness devices request strategy has ied the hi t ’an@nong

LAs and HAs. High use of “please” as sub su intermal ficat@g by both

groups is an indicator as a negative politew tegy\ Brown and@zl;son (1987)

assumed nonnative speakers incline tw ase” as ess@bol of smoothing

communication, and it is simple to @jompare \rrhgth ,iﬁ\%mal strategies, and it
a S
-

reduces the interlocutor’s distu% q
\k &
Results show the sec% reT rategy am HAs was play down (n=30),
te

whereas the third Wa% > 7). i‘rldingbindicate that HAs employed all

(n=

&
internal modificati Wegiesl \fh& ontrﬁ.ﬁhe second strategy used by LAs was
conditional clause (n=28) a dw ‘ﬁ:fy down (n=15).

!

¢

The s %trate y use by'LQg?s conditional clause hedge by including a
% NN

conditi% nce {11.5 ? theﬂéﬁuester might further separate his or her request
fro ity such as “l borw I@()k if mynd u give me” (S12, LA#15). It is clear that

t% spelling mistakes produced by LAs such as borw” rather than “borrow”, “bok”
ather

2

than “book”, “mynd” rather than “mind”, “u” rather than “you”. Another mistake

the sentence fragment such as “I borw” rather than “I would like to borrow”, the non-
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existence of the object “your book”. Furthermore, they wrote “if mynd” rather than “if

you don’t mind”, the incorrect word choice such as “give” rather than. YV

On the other hand, the least commonly used internal modification s@egies

among HAs was appealer (n=3) which was used to claim for requeste!‘;*rstanding

the request such as “can you turn down the volume, okay” (S8, HW. However,

hedge/ downtoners, (2.8%) which are “modifiers which are used b speaker in order
Na

to modulate the impact his or her request is likely to have earef” (Blum-Kulka

et al., 1989: 284), have occupied the lowest rank amo S with entage of
(2.8) such as “it possible turn the volume down?” A#18). su S|'|g ‘@\e las
strategy also used by LA understate (2.8%) tur I‘K;ze little”

(S8, LA#25). It is noticed grammatical (pa or aftenr\mo and S@Mng (decrised

instated of decrease) mistake in this st@t is obser hat @ IS no occurrence
of some strategies pertaining LAs s embﬁs& appeal a

It is clear that HAs tende% mitigatin >cpre2Q \to reduce the potential
threat such as “could you”, & \& rkably, hs%neral preference among HAs
is “politeness devices’%?s:n be]md at ‘might"be attributed to the fact that the

£
participants were ;@to anS reate KQ&)g acts by using politeness devices. On
the contrary, the,fin hat @?exhibit a high frequency of play-down
tense (n=30 econd sub- str g; A(j?smle explanation of this might be that HAs
%

fac€ ing R?By asking for the hearer’s possibility to perform

attempts(to

the Q The following ta aéwbws some examples collected from DCT pertaining
N

‘@modlficaﬂon use.
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Table 4.20: Examples of Internal Modifications among HAs and LAs Gathered from
DCT

Sample gathered from DCT Strategies of inter, aw'
modifications
S1, HA#15 Sy down \.a)
| wonder if you can please allow for missing :

tomorrow class

S8, LA#25 Understate Q
can you turn decrised the volume little ”

it
S11, HA# 36 Politenessvy

could I borrow your calculator, please?”

S12, HA #43 D er l

Is there any way that | borrow your short story .\d‘

S4, LA #15 - down (past t se') (,}Y.
| wanted told students class cancelled -\

s ¥~
As the main goal of the current stcg?p inv@ﬁtigat the influence of social

variables on the performance among ps, the b T .21 provides the
frequency of using strategy in the s%ategor&\%xrs céu-\mn shows the number
()

(,)
of categories (1 to 12). The se umn_showsthé si@ons that are used in DCT

with social categories. NexY;e tagi,s ar sentedin column three and four. This

is followed by the Pear% quar '

alue tpat iﬁkate the frequency and percentage
for each situation'@n grolJps. P-value-in the last column tells us if there is
ren

&
&

ups X social categories.

(3
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Table 4.21: Percentage, Raw Frequency, and Pearson Chi-Square Values of Internal
Modification by Group in the Social Categories

Social Low High Peargon \
Catego N % N % Chi-
gory Category 0 0 Square %
1. (+P, +D) 31 12.80 66 16.37 7.538 06*
3and 4
2. (-P, +D) 49 20.24 71 17.61 4.03 0.045*
1land 6 \,
3. (=P, -D) 38 15.7 69 17.12 1053 0.025*
9and 11
4. (-P, -D) 30 12.39 59 1 .128' 0.013*
7 and 12
5. (=P, +D) 39 16.1
2and 5
6. (+P, -D) 55 22.7
8 and 10
Total 242

Statistically significant at the level of signifi

Based on chi-square results o se of @,ﬁdi q@ns among two groups

N
in different social classificati%is e\l)ident hat <;/I—Qs.(')tended to use internal
modification significantly NL M@megory(ww& -P\+D, =P\-

et T
D, -P\-D and :P\+D)%|C that ﬁ; l0I§Ctategory there is no significant
X4

&

difference (+P\-D). \ %
As indica %ble 'e, \/\@4 shows the pragmatic differences in the

¢
use of inter ifications thh @%g and LAs in social categories (Brown and
Sk'n te

>
IevinsorQ, rms.of Pg req&t strategies, the first category (+P, +D) indicates
oy

the ce of power and soi\ag}{stance variables on the speaker over the hearer; it is

c \t HAs percentage (16.37%%) was significantly more than the percentage of

6 (12.80%) at p-value (0.006). The situations that fall under this category are 3 and
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According to their responses to the designed situations, the HAs used three types
of internal modifications strategies: politeness device, which is an optional devvm
may be added to a request act to enhance cooperative behavior. They used@}ltegy
in the third situation in which the speaker is supposed to be a lecturer i iversity;

thus, he has social power and distance over his students, the speaker’s%0le is embodied

in asking one of the students to bring his laptop charger fr Mice, HAs were
inclined to use politeness device such as “could you @;0;9 (iharger from my

"X
Second, HAs used play down such as “l was ring if you. (#3,_@#36)”
and consultative device in which the speaker i in% are@a bid for
y omo\w \ S

office, please? (S3, HA#23) ” (See appendix, 11).

speaker cooperation. such as “would it be m argex lapto bring could

(<

use@ types of internal

you if alright (S3, HA#15)”. Howev e LAAs incline

modification sub-strategies, nameh%iteness \me ucC gs\‘you can give charge

N
please (S3, LA#15). It is clear% wor@orde pmdu<§'by LAs is incorrect they

edlb e odalgg of request “can”, subsequent

started with the subject “yo
by the main verb “giv%{orrect ord l‘l‘olic@y used the verb “charge”, rather
'

\w o j
than the noun “c%ﬁmhf - entenéﬁ»hgment that lack of the object “me”
that should occug, afterithe v ive”. All'imall, the whole request question should be
l\ # { (.?

“can you giye me:my charger®’. fh seCond commonly used internal modification
request % tegy Jb ?was owntoner”, which is an adverbial device that
undg@sents the state of a zﬁgz:lch as “is way there charge to me” (S3, LA#23). It
i s that there are three problems in the above-mentioned request questions. First,
heVincorrect word order such as “is way there” should be “is there any way”, the

correct word choice they used the verb “charge”, rather than the noun “charger”,
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sentence fragment that lacks the subject, modal verb, main verb, and article that should
occur before the noun “charger” such as “could I get a”.

As for the fourth situation that revolves around being a college @Q and
requesting one of your students to inform the rest of the class that yo alling off
tomorrow’s lecture because you have an appointment, the HAs usw of internal
modification: politeness device such as “could you infor Nlassmates that

’r‘%:) ultative device

tomorrow’s lecture is cancelled, please? S4, HA#9). %\

such as “would it be possible_if you inform your classm that mw lecture is

‘\Yv

cancelled? (S4, HA#36) .91 & yalae il (Saa b | _{')
On the contrary, LAs tended to employ tegiesof-intefnal nlc%?fication:

#18) ,@g;lear that the

politeness device such as “you can tell no CWSA
ithythe su@Qf “you”, followed

word order produced by LAs is incorr%&

by the modal verb of request “can’

should say “can you tell”, the %
after the main verb “tell”, tl?\gr ‘Au
cancelled”. Second, p% (play- ‘I wanted to told students class

cancelled , (S4, I;Qﬂﬁ e S éé” It is obvious that there are three
problems in thewe enti ijest (@éﬂ&‘lons. First, the incorrect word order such
¢
as “wanted % should a{te gf?u to tell\inform”, the incorrect word choice
N
they used the Aoun “dancel?, .jathe@n the phrase “tomorrow’s lecture is cancelled”,

sen ragment that lack 0®’subject, modal verb, main verb, and article such as

erb “tell”, instead they

= Mld inform the students”. All in all, the whole sentence should be “I wanted if
ou¥could inform the students that tomorrow’s lecture is cancelled”.
Under this category in which there is a social power and distance (+P, +D)

between the speaker and the hearer. The researcher found that three sub-strategies was
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used by HAs, namely, politeness device such as “could you ....., please? ”, play down
“l was wandering if”, consultative device such as “would it be alright if”. Howe?ﬂ%
researcher found that two sub-strategies were used by LAs, namely, pollt%\ewce
such as “you can....please?” And play down (past tene) such as “I wa\‘A

In respect of the second category (-P, +D), in this category tthe variable
exists between the requester and the requestee and the reque eM kind of power
over the requester. The percentage of performing requests ms'concemmg this

category is (17.61%), while the percentage of performing reques g LAs is

(20.24%). The situations that fall under this category nd 6. At thi a’eg_éy) there

is significant difference in using internal modifi tweenfg acco,@g to Chi-
Pearson results (4.35) at P-value (0.045%).

According to their responses to |tuat he@‘& used three types
of internal modifications sub- strat ownton E dverbial device that

underrepresents the state of aff use&this

/!V

ategy QL e first situation in which

the speaker is a student wha,is unable t he | gjsgzecause of the bad weather,

therefore, he wants to QQ-r:fessj for |v|ng®‘n a permission for being absent
from tomorrow’s 'SAS wir \h-ned to ﬁjowntoner such as “ljust want to ask
you if it is po ble rom é@%}’mw’s class? (S1, HA#18)”. Second,
I {bs%%gom tomorrow’s class, would you mind, (S1,

Y
HA#2”.Q// r, the yere inBTned to use one type of internal modification
X

stra oliteness request s@ “l can absent please? (Sit#1, LA#49)”. It is clear

consultative 1C such s“C

t $word order produced by LAs is incorrect. They started with the subject “I”,
ollewed by the modal verb of request “can”, followed by the adjective “absent” the

hole request question should be “can | be absent tomorrow, please?”.
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As for the sixth situation, which revolves around being a student in the university
and asking your doctor to postpone the date of submission for the final how
because you have other quizzes and exams, the HAs used two type(o;\jharnal

modification: consultative device such as “Is it possible to postpm;@ date of

submission? (S6, HA#39). aluill Jaali (Keall e and politeness device “gould you please

postpone the date of submission? "adudll Juals (Sadll 3 Ja, On Mry, LAs tended
oc

to employ one type of internal modification strategies: p in'which speakers

efere cwrease the
‘X

, LA#T). Itis Ie‘arw ious

e scKlfa “Lask” @.r than “I

ord D‘der ould J,é;‘a;her than “if

of'the obj uch @%elay” rather than

“postpone”. Cf) >\y? \/<\

Under this category in whi isn awerg@?there is a social distance

usually use the past tense but contain a present ti

perlocutionary effect such as “I asked could I if dela
that LAs made mistakes that are related to wo

was wondering”, “delay” rather than “post

I could”, sentence fragment in terms o

D

between the speaker and thﬁ% m I t they-are not familiar with each other
(-P, +D). The research% hat tr} e su s}r'ateﬁs were used by HAs, namely, the

use of downtoner s QKS“I ]g§f \ i, tlgsé of consultative device such as “is it
ﬁ&n i

possible to....?”\ use
¢

the researcgsg%d that two
device % 1 canfabse ralnd lay down such as “ | asked could I if...”.

regard to the third @gory (=P, -D) In this category the distance variable
N

'ess dc\éé’e such as “could you please?”. However,
bigtraéé’i%s were used by LAs, namely, a politeness
NN

\u existed which means that the requester and the requestee are familiar to each
ther, and they have equal power between speaker and hearer. LAs percentage accounts
r (15.7%) significantly fewer than HAs amounts to (17.12%) at P-value (0.025%). The

situations that fall under this category are 9 and 11.
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According to their responses to the designed situations, the HAs used types of

internal modifications strategies such as a politeness device. To illustrate, they u

strategy in the ninth situation regarding asking your close friend for gi\@m the

material of “Islamic Studies”, HAs were inclined to use politeness dev as “can
|_please take your summary of Islamic Studies?(S9, HA#44) and corWal clause “if
you finish your guys, could I take it for .....(S9, HA#34) and Omive device such
as “would you mind lending me your summary of Isla Yﬂe's?' (S9, HA#34)”.
However, the LAs were inclined to use one type of internal i ‘strategy:

politeness device such as “lI can need summary please?(S9, LA#45)” It’is _Qe}jrthat
the question structure is incorrect it should start w polit\ ice :@%ﬁal verb”
can, followed by the subject “I”’, moreover, &j e that@;{;f the proper
main verb “take, lend, borrow” as well\ i

and asking your friend for@ou
HAs used, for example% ner SI‘J‘I as‘
mine does not workiwS11, H \ 21

consultative d & a\biﬁi youmiind giving me your calculator? (S11,
¢

ﬁ‘\

HA#24) . %ontr y, L teﬁd@‘:t? employ one type of internal modification
% NN
itéess dévice ?h as ‘@(e give me you calculator, please”.

‘mmr this category in \@H there is an equity of power between interlocutors

strategy;

a N is no social distance between them meaning that they are familiar to each other
=Py -D). The researcher fund that four sub-strategies were used by HAs, namely, the
se of politeness device such as “can | please....?”, the use of downtoner such as “I just

want to....” and the use of consultative device such as “would you mind” and
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conditional clause “if you.... However, the researcher found that one sub-strategy was

used by LAs, namely, politeness device such as “....please Yv

Considering the fourth category (-P & -D) in this category the hear@}kmd
of power over the speaker and there is no social distance between them. rcentage
accounts for (14.64%) significantly more than LAs amounts to (12?% at P-value
(0.013*). The situations that fall under this category are 7 and 12.

According to their responses to the designed situations; m 'sed many types
of internal modifications strategies. To illustrate, they a differe egy in the

seventh situation regarding asking the head of departme o, @g a

recommendation letter. In addition, HAs used |zer stfa thl\jz~ ation by
showing his subjective opinion” | wonder ifyou could ﬁlst inm mmendatlon
letter” (S7, HA#33).

As for the twelfth situation thﬁsolves ar Wm ent in the university

and asking your doctor for bor. ort sto om A the HAs used types of

internal modification such hder evice “ a%’<0b0rrow your short story for
a while? S12, HA#23) mix, 1) , gblab'own such as “I was wondering if
| could borrow you ry, (812' Oﬁtgzontrary, LAs tended to employ one
type of interna &Latlo po@(ess device such as “I can take samary
please” (Sl§. 4). Itis cI tﬁat(:‘?]uestlon structure is incorrect it should start

ess dév. odalwa) can, followed by the subject “I”, moreover,

LAQa sentence fragmen@b’lack of'the possessive pronoun “your” and the object

% he incorrect word choice such as “write” rather than “borrow” and misspelling

0 Under this category in which there is no social power nor social distance between

the speaker and the hearer (-P, -D). The researcher found that two sub-strategies were
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used by HAs, namely, the use of an understater device “can | borrow your short story
for a while? the use of play-down such as “I was wondering if I could....” cons
devices such as “would you mind writing...?”. However, the researcher fo@ sub-
strategies was used by LAs, namely, politeness devices such as “I can . e”.

As regards the fourth category (=P & +D) in this category the distance variable

exists which means that the requester and the requestee are tMar to each other
;c

and there is an equity of power between them. HAs perce ou'|ts for (17.61%)

more significantly than LAs (16.1%) at P-value (0.09%*)."Rhe sit tiWiall under

this category are 2 and 5. | _\O}T
According to their responses to the desi a% As uie/?types of

internal modifications strategies such as ap

to as d@:‘oﬁse element
. To @Irate, they used a

politeness device in the second situ@sregardl;rg%?n?a @t and asking a friend

who are not familiar with the %\o shg?e id s«abo(%g&?: presentation. HAs had

been inclined to use polite mice ﬁi@ham my ideas, please? (S2,
N ol 5 ¥

HA#43).? (see append% tati d'e@uch as “would you mind sharing
my ideas?” (S2, }K&Hower s vg&/inclined to use two types of internal
tegl

modification s : pohi evic \%t(ch as “l share my idea please” (S2,

!
¢
LA#40).. It ':s(®r that the esﬁor(_sjt cture is incorrect it should start with the

NN
politene% “mgd. "’ canmyefollowed by the subject “I”, moreover, LAs wrote
a se fragment that lack @fe possessive pronoun “my” and the object “ideas”,

t%\rrect word choice such as “give” rather than “share”.

such as “I would like to share my ide

cons

Q As for the fifth situation that revolves around being a student in the university and
sking a friend to borrow a summarising because of sickness. For example, HAs used

downotoner such as “is there any way | could get your summarizing? S5, HA#43)? Ja
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u=dldl 3a) 48,k 2a e and play-down such as “lI was wondering if | can get the

summary ”(S5, HA#16). On the contrary, LAs used, for instance, understater

“can take sumry for mints (S5, LA#45). It is obvious that there are proble lling
(sumry instead summary, mints instead minutes) and the sentence is%ent that

lacks the subject. All in all, the whole sentence should be “I could taRyour summary
for minutes?”. V

Under this category in which there is an equity of po eCeer]the speaker and
the hearer and there is a social distance between them (=Ry+D). h.e\m#her found
®

that three sub-strategies were used by HAs, namely, e of politepess ﬂe@such

er aI{/ cou@‘/c...”, and
consultative device such as “would you %‘? m\d p -downéhgr: as “I was

wondering if | could ....”. However, eseacher foun: ttw@'o-strategies were

used by LAs, namely, a politeness %e such a\N%y“ lﬁz}e” and an understater

N
such as “...for minutes”. % 0 q t:i?
&
In terms of the sixth 0 (+7 inithis c ry the speaker has a kind of
c

power over the hearer ial distanc be&wsé’them. HAs percentage accounts
g $ &

for (16.62%), WKLAS arr \N (22. (é)/ The situations that fall under this

category are 8 a% ' &

as “......please?”, the use of downtoner such

: O
The ei huati rega ilé aéér% neighbors’ kids to turn the volume down,
% NN
the HA% exam ‘;mbed&lg strategy such as “l am happy if you turn down
Ylv

the e down (S8, HA#3 , for instance, used understater such as ”turn the

wn little abet ”(S8, LA#34). It is evident that LAs used direct request with

6 matical and spelling mistakes.
As for the tenth situation that is concerned with changing appointments with a

neighbour as a student, the HAs used consultative devices such as “would you mind
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changing our appointment because | have an exam? ”(S10, HA#36). s e se aile dlaie”
and play-down such as “lI was wandering if we could change our appointment? ,
HA#18). On the contrary, LAs tended to employ types of internal modifica@legy:
conditional device such as “I can change.....if you want”.( (S10, LAM&U is clear
that the question structure is incorrect it should start with the politen&cg/ice “modal
verb” can, followed by the subject “I”’, moreover, LAs wrote Me fragment that
lacks the possessive pronoun “our”, followed by the objec ‘t.m t”.

Under this category in which there is an equity cial iswween the
X
he part of akei\éér the
-strateg e us@y HAs,
\ -

anu\/ou ease {?“, the use of

consultative device such as “would y ind.;.?” and t of ~down such as “I

speaker and the hearer and the superiority of powe

hearer (+P, -D). The researcher found that t

o

namely, the use of politeness device suw

was wandering if.........”". However

According to Brown and %ﬂ

HAs’ use of request was mare so

a
politeness. It was also % at H? ‘rou ;s!eeh@re internal modifications in their
requests when add N@ higI]e inter ors than to equal and lower status
G

interlocutors. T. win i |

distance an allpower. (_/

1) 8

4.3. Contextual Varia@ﬁ Using Internal Modifications between HAs

%\ and LAs
Q This section focuses on the effect of social variables (power and distances) on
ach group regarding the use of external modification. The comparison between two

groups in term of different social power —P (S<H), +P (S>H) and =P (S=H) based on
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Brown and Levinson theory of politeness (1987) stated that HAs clearly altered their
use of external modifications based on the power weight. They used more strat?!'in
(-P) situations, (=P) situation and least in (+P). Chi-square demonstrat@tical
difference in three power relation with P-value (0.000%*) in all types. O her hand,

LAs showed less consciousness of social variables, they vary slightly ingising according

to social power with no significant difference. \,

Table 4.22: The Influence of Contextual Variables (powe erneil Modifications
]

Internal +P P

Modification HA LA HA

Politeness 51 49 100 55 ’ 0| _f}‘éo
device

Play-down 7 16 74 15 \,‘T 5
Conditional 5 4 \\ 7Y- 5
clause %\
Subjectiviser 0 0 \é j & 4
Embedding 2 O\ 0 O 2 0
Understarter 3 0 4\ 8 4
Appealer 0 Q') T ,Q\ 3 0
Downtoner 0 o %’} 7 4
Consultive 3 €« Q= 5 3
device \ A%

Total 71 74 (80.5 29 <783 203 85

(17.61%) Y' b {( 2%)%34.29%) (50.37%) (35.12%)
*p < 0.05 | RN 2
4 u-/ ‘&
NN O

Table 4.23: Chi-@suu@f Soq@?ower between HAs and LAs in Using
\ al ications

P P\p +P\-P =P\-P
\(’} Chi — square Chi - Chi -

HA 71 7129 \} 203 16.820 63.591 16.494
17.61%) (32%){) (50.37%) 0.000* 0.000* 0.000*
83

Groups % I =P,
square square
N ’ h‘).' 3 P —value P —value P —value
(

A\ 74 85 516 761 024
(30.57%) (34.29%) (35.12%) 0.473 0.383 0.877
105

0 As shown in the above table, HAs were sensitive to the role of social power in the

use of internal modifiers, as they altered their use of internal modifiers based on the
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value of power. When the social power of the hearer increased, they employed more
internal modifications. P-value (0.000*) confirmed the significant statisticTWg
power relations. Regarding LAs performance, social power factor did not @\o be
a significant variable for LAs in using internal modifications, who emﬂl&the same

level of this strategy less or more equivalently with no significant differences in three

power relations. \,

;e) oft Internal

Table 4.24: The influence of Contextual Variables
Modifications

e Familiar

Internal Modification HA

Politeness device 184

Play-down 23
Conditional clause 7 8
Subjectiviser 7 4
Embedding 3 0
Understarter 11 \ 2
Appealer 3 0
Downtoner 6 T 3
1 N 3

Consultive device ) %

Total % 932 5 45048722%) 110 (45.45%)
6 (5me4%)

*p < 0.05 §

i >
Pertaining social%e asp gh a,'@b es (4.23 and 4.24), it is observed

et @)
that the HAs gro@oyed'sigm i antlyq;%fe internal modifications when using

N
speech act of m requesting~from a&agr.nlliar than from an unfamiliar interlocutor.
However, e not awarg ofithe ii&kﬁence of social distance in using requests with
" f "\‘
miliar interlo utorsg~

famili
>4
% . N |
e 4.25: Chi-square Results’in the Effect of Social Power between HAs and LAs
in Using Internal Modifications

Familiar Unfamiliar Familiar- Unfamiliar
roup N % N %
A 250 (62.03%) 150 (37.22%) Chi- square (25.000)
P-value (0.000%*)
LA 132 (54.54%) 110 (45.45%) Chi- square (2.000)

P-value (0.157)

*p <0.05
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The first aim of this research is to investigate pragmalinguistic competence of

D

SEFL at different language proficiency. The third section of this chapter QQ th

second aim of the current study which the pragmatic realization between %s;d LA

(7]

in using speech act indicating similarities and differences in thei I0 pragmatic
knowledge which refers to the correlation between the appropriatéwutterance concerning

social power and distance, rights, obligation, and the leve oche engaged in the

specific act (Leech, 1983).
NY.

N
i
4.4 RQ2: Pragmatic Realization of Making uational Variabitity).

As mentioned earlier, the second section sheds ligh econ qg}étion of the

current research pertaining the situatio@éb"
between high and low achievers usin mt scale
difficulty in making request, impoSi 'oDﬁ' CW’%’

and power), for further inform% efer to i ethodology and appendix,

7).
) z 'S
Brown and Levinson_(1987)_and M, @&jtated that speakers’ assessment of

values of context@ble@wer, @ and obligation) may influence speech
N
act productiormm)& may Gconsi r’ﬂs ccultural differences. To gain the required

data, studQﬁe mstrp@o SS cial variables from 1 to 5; 1 is the lowest and
5is th wt. T-test i perI%rn@"[o investigate if there is any significant difference

bew 0 groups in realizingrsocial variables in making a request act. The analysis

%

on all six social classifications. The integration of the social variables will equal

0 possible formulations in the current SRQ as follow: situation 6 and 1 (-D, +P),
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situations 3 and 4 (+D, +P), situations 2 and 5 (=P, +D), situations 12 and 7 (-P, -D),
situations 10 and 8 (+D, -P), and situations 11 and 9 (=P, -D).

As stated, the letter (P) stands for the power of the speaker over th@ that
includes three possible cases such as (+P) speaker has more power, (-P)'P&eaker has
less power, and (=P) speaker and hearer have the same degree of w Moreover,
social distance (D) refers to what extent interlocutors know ea hWin this variable,
it would be either they are familiar with each other (+D) o mal (-D).

N
@ \Y-
e

q estest am@ HAs and

4.4.1 Familiarity between Interlocutors

It is the first variable that influences the

LAs. The ability of both groups in perfor e familiarity

le Z@%The first column

between interlocutors to carry out req IS a ustrated I

shows the social categories. The se@%nd thira;r:g\lnr%s r@\m the number of each

N
group. Next, mean and standar%ons fre pr nted(iz@lumn four and five. This

is followed by the T- values mcatjt requency. aﬁ}percentage for each situation

=

between groups. The kthe last'column 'teH@S if there is significant difference

g ¢ &

between groups perw to pia ati ealiﬁm.
The inde&d&sam S lt (ot:éﬁdependent t-test) compares the means

¢
between tw: %Iated grou oﬁ Qe}c’%ame continuous, dependent variable. an
%f NN
indepen% t could.be ?dto lﬂ:&rstand whether means responses in 5-likert scale
Y-w

diff sed on proficiency @dependent variable would be "means responses in 5-

I ale" and the independent variable would be "proficiency”, which has two

6 ps: " LOW "and " HIGH ™).
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Table 4.26: Independent - Sample T-Test results for the Detection of Differences for
Familiarity at the Two Category across High and Low SEFL Proficiency Learners

Standard

Field Proficiency No  Mean o t value . Value
deviation
06*

&
(+P, +D) Familiarity LOW 48 2352  1.067 -2.73\-—3

HIGH 50 3.023  1.320
(-P, +D) Familiarity LOW 48 2426  1.143 ?@v 0.007*

HIGH 50  3.068 1.169

(=P, -D) Familiarity ~ LOW 48 2519 114 578 0.011*
HIGH 50 3.182
(-P,-D) Familiarity ~~ LOW 48 2611 Aqf 7504 0.000*
"X
HIGH 50  3.568 #\.1.228 | S
(=P, +D) Familiarity ~ LOW 48 2.4@988 1| A\ Dag7
Y'

HIGH 50 2 1 6' NV
(+P, -D) Familiarity LOW 48 .Qz ﬂ%\ (QQS' 0.924
J X

HIGH !
*p <0.05

(a)
Table 4.26 above shows t%
level of significance (<0.05),in the i
variable of the profici@;di
in favor of high a@ at th? i
2.783, p=0.006)s,-P, (t . =P, -D (t= -2.578, P=0.011) and —P, -D

(t= -3.750, P:G@ . R O

NN
In% tegofy: ,:+D)Q~ As (M=3.02) assessed speaker’s familiarity
signﬁ&ly more than LAS (I\@E’;S) at P-value (0.006*). category 1 (+P, +D) includes

SIEI 3 (fetching the charger) and situation 4 (broadcasting news). Based on the
oregoing

icall ificant differences at the

P, -D) field according to the

ies show significant differences

N

Q , it can be deduced that HAs were completely aware of the social power and
istance between the speaker and the hearer in which there is social between them in

terms of the familiarity field i.e. the familiarity between the speaker and the hearer. For
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instance, their use of a politeness device when the speaker has power over the hearer

and there is a social distance between them, for example, they used the following

“could you please fetch the charger from my office, highly appreciated? (@MG).

On the other hand, LAs have less pragmatic competence in understand ial power
and distance. For instance, using mood derivable is considered as an i&erative request

strategy in this situation (+P, +D) for example “tell them nQ classwtomorrow “ (S4,
In this category (-P, +D), HAs (M=3.068) assessed eWamiliarity

®
Categary 2(-P, #D levljdes
EIN

ne@ isSion). The speaker

LA#3)

significantly more than LAs (M=2.42) at P-value (0.0

situation 1(permission to absent) and situation 6

has less social power and there is a social equester and

the requestee. The researcher found t@nclined t on@ariety of external

and internal modification and less I@sf directn ?ni ,{@tthey were conscious
N

of social power and distance as ker iﬂthis tegor@(;g less power, namely, the

use of query preparatory, sﬁa\ica Vo A% m wi to, ..., is it possible”, want
statement such as “/ "’ Phedged ‘perf mAtivb‘uch as “I would like to..” ....€tc.
g
Iyt

£ &
However, the resﬁour@ y r&..qs less aware of familiarity variable
in their assessm”[\( 2.4 'ed togé (3.068), for example, they used explicit
¢

performativ &%s “I ask yo .."’an hedged performative statement such as “I wod

NN

to ask y% F < f Q\

.mh' t (=P (@‘FHA (M=3.18) d ki familiari
IS category (=P, 4 S =3. assessed speaker’s familiarity
N

s%’ ntly more than LAs (M=2.51) at P-value (0.011*). Regarding an equity of
ower

and distance (=P, -D) between the speaker and the hearer. Category 3 (=P, -D)
cludes situation 9 (using old course book) and situation 11(taking calculators). HAs

showed more awareness of social variable compared with LAs but they used less of
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external and internal modification since there is equal power between speaker and
hearer (see Table 4.23 and 4.16) which assumed that HAs use less strategies I (=P)
compared with (-P) situation. (‘}

The researcher suggests some sub-strategies used by HAs, na e use of
hedged performative such as “/ would like to...” the use of query preparatory, such as

“would you mind...? I am willing t0...., is it possible”, wa tMents such as “I

want...”,. The researcher found that two sub-strategies we edhby I-'As, namely, the

ewlay-down
g

such as “I was wondering if I could....” consultative deviges such as : 01’ld @mind

use of politeness devices, such as “could/can you pleas

writing...?”. However, the researcher found W % usn@:)f social

familiarity especially when there is equal% Heneg, they did né\/Y;ry in using

strategies. For example, they used moddyderivable such as<give n@ and conditional

clause “ifyou....". % \T ,<\
N
In this category (-P, % (9/123. )qass<Q speaker’s familiarity
significantly more than LA %1 a

.00% . Category 4 (-P, -D) includes

situation 7 (asking a dation) and/sitliatiop 12 (Borrowing short story). In

g ¢ &

respect of less p(@ distzi *R, -D) gween the speaker and the hearer. It is
spe

observed that t i

rin eir lééfdf request strategy (internal and external
,‘? !

modificatio %the speake as‘reswc&ver and no distance. This result is confirmed

NN
with thefresultsron Tables ; 4.2@1d 4.16 and 4.5). for example, HAs increase in

% ii ant to....” and the use of consultative devices such as “would you mind”.

ever, the above results in this category totally agree with the results on Tables (4.7.
.16. and 4.23) that demonstrated that LAs did not concentrate on the familiarity

(distance) factor in their speech. They for example, they used grounder I like to....”
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In this category (=P, +D), the speaker’s familiarity assessment between HAs
(M=2.28) and LAs (M=2.24) was not significantly different. Category 5 (=
includes situation 2 (Sharing ideas) and situation 5 (Copying notebook) that i san
equity of power, but there is a social distance between the speaker ancﬂ&arer (=P,
+D). In this situation, it is observed both HAs and LAs assessedfthe familiarity
somehow the same with slight difference. The reason may r@m nature of the

l

In this category (+P, -D), the speaker’s familiarity, assessme een HA
®

(M=2.94) and LAs (M=2.92) was not signific@erent. at ry’6 _{%’ -D
includes situation 10 (Changing the time) and situati 8% wn.thé volume).

e hea ut there is no

: T@‘results indicated
there is no significant difference b%n Hpﬁx : ,K%essing the familiarity
N
%ﬁ kers h -,

situation as there is equal power between speaker and hear

7]

N—r

In terms of a superiority of power on the paft,of speake

social distance between the speaker w earer (+

between interlocutors. For exa pwhen the sp ave’power, they tend to use

&
more direct strategy and le mﬂio irect as ﬁd in this research.
(.)? ?j' S
&
4.4.2  Speaker’s %r 0\@ rer%
It is the s é\aria flueré“‘the use of request strategy among HAs
¢

and LAs. TEg%y of both upg ir\(r_)‘;e?orming requests by taking into account the
NN
power % r over the }rer arémustrated in Table 4.27. The first column shows
s

categories. The sec @hd third columns present the number of each group.

B

%\l ean and standard deviations are presented in column four and five. This is
ollewed by the T- values that indicate the frequency and percentage for each situation
etween groups. The P-value in the last column tells us if there is significant difference

between groups pertaining to pragmatic realization.
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Table 4.27: Independent - Sample T-Test Results for the Detection of Differences for
Power at the Two Category across High and Low SEFL Proficiency Learners

Standard t

Field Proficiency No  Mean - aZe
deviation value »
(+P, +D) Power LOW 48 2.185 1.230 \430
27];\

HIGH 50 2.818 1.040
(-P, +D) Power LOW 48 2.528 0.823 0.017*
2.

(6]

HIGH 50 3.045 0971
(=P, -D) Power LOW 48 3222 155 0.041*
2076

Wo 590
0.5 .
Y

j'-m“s
1.458
&

A

ca A
Table above shows there are istically signific a@ﬂerences at the level of
o

significance (0<0.05) in the Po -P, -D +D)£‘é4d according to the variable

N
of the proficiency. Acccdln , four c’tego sls@gmflcant differences in favour

of high achievers at the le s\g@ nce‘(' 5) as follows: +P, +D (t= -2.713,
, =P, % -2.076, P=0.041), =P, -D (t=-2.147,
ot ), =P, D (

p=0.008), -P, +D& 79

P:0.034) ;' )

HIGH 50 3.818
(-P, -D) Power LOW 48

HIGH 50
(=P, +D) Power LOW 48

HIGH 50
(+P, -D) Power LOW 48

HIGH

*p <0.05

egoJ;y (+P ), s (M=2.81) assessed the speaker's power

S|gn@\ore than LAs (M(;g,%) Category 1 includes situation 3 (Fetching the

c N such as the use of mood derivable among LAs “fetch my charger from my

ce”” while HAs inclined to use politeness device such as “can you please bring my
Qarger? ¢ “and situation 4 (Broadcasting news) such as the use of strong hint among
HAs in which speakers use part of reference which is required for implementation of
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the act “there will be n class tomorrow,”, while the use of hedged performative among
HAs “I would like to tell you that tomorrow’s lecture is cancelled’’. Y'

In this category (-P, +D), the speaker’s power assessment b@HAs
(M=3.045) and LAs (M=2.528) was significantly different at P-value (G.'A‘Category
2 includes situation 1(Canceling a class) in which HAs used hedged perfformative such
as “I would like to tell that I will not attend tomorrow’s lec rNereas LAs used
want statement such as “I want to tell that I will not att. LYZO,V’S lecture” and
situation 6 (Postpone the submission) the use of extéfmal mo istweetener

"X

among HAs, such as “My lovely doctor, I was sick ye y, can you tﬂo@ date
of submission?”. However, LAs tended to us erivabl as ‘@pone the
date of submission”. V 0\ év.

In this category (=P, -D), (%3.81) as d @%peaker's power

significantly more than LAs (M:B.Q)Categor md g@*ation 9 (Using an old

0 o
course book) in which HAs use i Qc n [ borrow your book?”,
while LAs used mood deri\%\s; ’ ok” and situation 11(Taking
calculators) in which % ups used p itehesbevice such as “can I use your

2

wer assessment between HAs (M=2.92)

l

¢

and LAs (E:% wa nz)‘s%i cacy different. Category 4 includes situation 7
(asking % enda whicﬁ)th groups used politeness request such as “can

<2
v
%/Q

/

you write a recommen aﬁpﬁ letter for me?’’ and situation 12 (Borrowing short

: g
In this category (=P, +D), the speaker’s power assessment between HAs (M=2.63)

Qﬂd LAs (M=2.33) was not significantly different. Category 5 includes situation

2(Sharing ideas); both groups used hedged performative such as “l would like to share

176



my ideas” and situation 5 (Copying notebook) in which both groups used politeness

request such as “can | please copy your notebook? "’ Yv
In this category (+P, -D), HAs (M=3.53) assessed the spea@}ower
significantly more than LAs (M=3.06). Category 6 includes situation 1 nging the

time) in which HAs used hedged performative such as “I would liR to change my

9

appointment”, moreover, HAs used strong hint such as “I am b and situation
8(Turning down the volume) in which HAs used politenes uit suth as “can [ turn

the volume down?”, while LAs used mood derivable suc “turn th e down”.

"X
Based on the above findings, HAs were ab@orm request b] t@ into
account the social power and distance betwng pe% e he@? as their
. »Ho

S assé?zg the power
pe@x a request when

there is a power of the speaker overﬁgjearer, b % 40 ial distance between
N
ifli

assessment was significantly higher than

variable lower than HAs indicating t ey were una

them such difference is m in

N N
N
4.4.3 Difficulty of ng Rf‘cl;eJ“l 0’
It is the thiWe tha‘ lend 3
LAs. The abilih&f hg
difficulty i &@ning eq‘e

NN
4.28. Thé first Bolum@d’s Ihe socﬁcategories. The second and third column present

N

—

he m&w of each group. Ne@(wan and standard deviations are presented in column

fous,and five. This is followed by the T- values that indicate the frequency and
eréentage for each situation between groups. The P-value in the last column tells us if

ere is significant difference between groups pertaining to pragmatic realization.
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Table 4.28: Independent - Sample T-Test Results for the Detection of Differences for
Difficulty at the Two Category across High and Low SEFL Proficiency Learners
Standard

Field Proficiency No  Mean - t value v
deviation

(+P, +D) Difficult LOW 48 2216  0.824 -01§U) 90

HIGH 50  2.241 0.930
(-P, +D) Difficult LOW 48 2519 0.916 T 0.000*

HIGH 50 3318 00951
(=P, -D) Difficult LOW 48 2.148 0.984Y.1 559  0.122

HIGH 50 2.489
(-P, -D) Difficult LOW 48 2.213

®
HIGH 50 2.727 1.031 ' \Y.
(=P, +D) Difficult LOW 48 2.5 993 -21424 A&bl?*
Y-

4
HIGH 50 3 1&@\ N
(+P, -D) Difficult LOW 48 , 2.1 : 2423’ 0.025*

0 579 0.011*

HIGH 5 :
*p <0.05
\ Y
A
Table above shows there are tistically si “Iflca F}h‘erences at the level of
significance (0<0.05) in only t ate 0@3 Diffieu ty (+P, +D), (=P, -D) field
according to the varlabcoft pr0f|C| cy. owev\b'j, our categories show significant
differences in favor %h (¢ a e lev@( significance (a<0.05) as follows: -
P, +D (t=-4. 209 @ 2.57 —0 011), =P, +D (t=-2.424, P=0.017),
N
1 O
+P, D ( [o‘oz ) 2 (j')
In h%%ggo? peaker’s difficulty assessment between HAs
(M=2. &‘ LAs (M=2.61) yggz.not significantly different. Category 1 (+P, +D)

i S|tuat|on 3 (Fetching the charger) and situation 4 (Broadcasting news). In this

Q tion there is social power and distance between speaker and hearer. HAs assessed

fficulty more than LAs but still insignificant.
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In this category (-P, +D), HAs (M=3.31) assessed the speaker's difficulty
significantly more than LAs (M= 2.51). Category 2 includes situation 1(Canc
class) such as the use of hedged performative among HAs “I would like to tell will
not attend tomorrow’s lecture”, whereas LAs used mood derivable ‘T&not come
tomorrow” and situation 6 (Postpone the submission) such as thve sweetener
among HAs “my lovely doctor, my mum was sick, | was unabl tm my assignment,
can you postpone the date of submission?”, whereas LAs Y:stlatement “I want

you to postpone the date of submission™. These resu ow ho ere more

ey
conscious of social variables than LAs. That is whe kers have bc@ HAs
i fr

used more polite expressions by employing a equ\fst ay @ a person

who has more power. \, g
In this category (=P, -D), the@s difficu sses@({h‘[ between HAs

(M=2.48) and LAs (M=2.14) was ignifica ?fer r)Q\Category 3 (=P, -D)

includes situation 9 (Using oldéook in whi bot(Q \ups used few of request
strategies such politeness bcan |<7..7a sit@’n 11 (Taking calculators) in
which both groups use@tpargtlry S a}e‘gy@rmission: “May I ?, and want
statement “l want.. \ \ %C/Q

In this cat@lv, - i =2. ssessed speaker’s difficulty significantly
more than % 2.2%) at P- IuE (@Cﬂ*). Category 4 includes situation 7 (Asking
a reco %ﬂ) ih whi HAs$sed politeness device such as “can you write
..... &A | appreciate you?, WYG.LAS used direct strategy (explicit performative)

N

as¥‘l ask you to write  ” and situation 12 (Borrowing short story) in which HAs

-

4

sed query preparatory such as “do you mind borrowing your story”, whereas LAs used

ant statement such as “l want to......

179



Regarding category 5 (=P, +D), HAs (M=3.04) assessed the speaker's difficulty
significantly more than LAs (M= 2.52) including situation 2(Sharing ide
situation 5(Copying notebook). In addition, category 6 (+P, -D), H@.Ql)
assessed the speaker's difficulty significantly more than LAs (M="2" including
situation 10(Changing the time). For both categories, HAs scored hmﬂ than LAs
in their assessment of difficulty of performing request strate@ is an indicator

l

Based on the foregoing, there are no statisticallysignific t.hét@dces at the
Ny
P, -D) fiel c’rq@o the

ic% es a@g level of
to t@griable of the

igni the of (0.000) in

that HAs have a sociopragmatic knowledge more than LA

level of significance (0<0.05) in the Difficult (+P, +

variable of the proficiency. There are statistica

o

significance (0<0.05) in the Difficult (-P,w I

proficiency as the value of "t" was (-@

favor of high achievers. There are&'ﬁtically Si 'c%nt erences at the level of

N
significance (0<0.05) in the D%(-P, !b) fi eac(;(Q- g to the variable of the

proficiency as the value of.” % (-2’5 a st@al significance of (0.011) in
favor of high achiever%z \;:F}“I 0-
&
iffere ge.s'at the level of significance (0<0.05)

There are sta 'Wy sigin é
in the Difficult K&) fie \:319 t ‘t%’variable of the proficiency as the value

!
¢
statis al‘gigci-%i'c?ance of (0.017) in favor of high achievers.

QD
wn
—t
=
wn
—t

NN
igni ‘gnt di@rences at the level of significance (0<0.05) in the

Diﬁ%@, -D) field accord@fo the variable of the proficiency as the value of "t"

@272) by a statistical significance of (0.025) in favor of high achievers.
Q It is observed statistically that HAs have a better pragmatic realization depending
n their assessment compared to LAs’ assessment. That is LAs showed weakness in

their pragmatic competence in realizing social variables that influence speech act.
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Moreover, the findings contended that the preferable request strategy was conventional
indirectness as recognized by question modals and forms. LAs were not fam|I

situational and social rules influencing the making of requests. Also, it v@rved
that the participants did not have sufficient competence to perform req&kn English
because of their reliance on “mood derivable” and “want stM” that are
consideredas imperative and face threatening act (FTA) o th t of the hearer.
Moreover, their performance was not consistent with gav,jmg pragmatic

realization. All of which, indicate the difficulty of LAs e req es W|th the

same impact as HAs. é , A‘:}
P 4 \}Y*

4.4.4  Right of Performing Request \,: g
str@% among HAs and

"g\into account the right
N

of performing requests is iIIus%Tab@ 4.29» Tche ﬂ(g- olumn shows the social
categories. The second an xolu present th mber of each group. Next,

mean and standard de\% presllted <!o four and five. This is followed

It is the fourth variable that infl s the use of re

LAs. The ability of both groups in |n re $/t

by the T- values th W:ate tir cy a rcentage for each situation between
groups. The P-value imthe I eII fthere is significant difference between
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Table 4.29: Independent - Sample T-Test results for the Detection of Differences for
Right at the Two Category across High and Low SEFL Proficiency Learners

. - Standard
Field Proficiency  No Mean deviation t value '& e
(+P, +D) Right LOW 48 2.778 1327 2.0 (.45) o
HIGH 50  3.205 1.112
(-P, +D) Right LOW 48 2.861 1.143 VQ. 0.822
HIGH 50 2909 0910
(=P, -D) Right LOW 48 3.046 1.125 \607 0.111
HIGH 50 3364 0 2
(-P, -D) Right LOW 48 2954 0. 1438 0.154
HIGH 50 3.239 . .
(=P, +D) Right LOW 48 2972 $ 0983 | 14 I gggi
HIGH 50 27 0.823 A\
(+P, -D) Right LOW 48 2 176 .893\‘,2?).005*

v

HIGH 0.

50 .
*p <0.05 c
According to Brown and Leyinson (19 \'hQTpe %right of making the

N
request is considered another f;@lch éould i enc%‘_ﬁb level of directness and
&

politeness in making requestsm E:r' age.\ le above shows there are no

statistically signiﬁcantelffiezes at the level of s@ame (0<0.05) in the Right (-P,

s 2
+D), (=P, -D), (-P, D), (=P, \ﬁeL ccor@"to the variable of the proficiency.
However, only two ori

e

~

gnifio@tldifferences in favor of high achievers at

i ¢ l
the level ofmwnce 0<0.05) a8 follows: (+P, -D, (t=-2.893, P=0.005) and +P, +D

-
(t= -2.0 ,%542)
Y T
INy this category (=P, ﬂ%)» HAs (M= 3.29) assessed the speaker's right
\

Si Nntly more than LAs (M= 2.77). Category 1 includes situation 3 (Fetching the
C

er) such as the use of politeness devices among both groups “can you please bring

q charge?” and situation 4 (Broadcasting news) in which both groups used politeness

devices such as “can you inform the students that tomorrow’s lecture is cancelled?”.
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In this category (-P, +D), the speaker’s right assessment between HAs (M= 2.90)
and LAs (M=2.86) was not significantly different., Category 2 includes sI
1(Canceling a class) in which both groups used hedged performative such@ould
like to tell you that I will not come tomorrow” and situation 6 (Postponmmissio n)
in which both groups used external modification: grounder “I WOUI(Wn extension
for my assignment because | take long time typing my work *’. \,

In this category (=P, -D), the speaker’s right assessmi Keen'HAs (M= 3.36)
and LAs (M=3.04) was not significantly different., C ry 3 in%ud#i‘tuation 9

(Using old course book) in which both groups used politémess device such ‘s:{a}l use

your old book?’” and situation 11(Taking ca?p S) Q oth%&ps used
re busy,

t camn] use y@fg:ﬂculator?”
as t@‘As (M= 3.23) and

by LAs was (M=2.95) and the spe@’jrigh as\m%t 1 @gory 5 (=P, +D) was
by HAs (M= 2.97) and LAs (m% Hi )

external modification: disarmer “I know y

A

The speaker’s right assessment te (-P, -

meaning that«in 2@(;@. ategories HAs and LAs

showed similarities in asses?t. rlg,t speaker @form requests although HAs
assessed higher than L% not sighificant. {

s ¢ &
Finally, in this%eategory T \D)\ As gslB.GO) assessed the speaker's right to
perform requestssignifieant| an L,eﬁ.’(‘l(/l: 2.99). Category 6 includes situation

¢ { C—)
10(Changin e) ih whi H:Aseﬁed strong hint such as “/ am busy......” and
NN

situatio% ing yolum&n which LAs used mood derivable such as turn

T
the @ down...” \'(.}/

%\e findings showed that both HAs and LAs show similar more than different
G sments of the right of performing requests. Based on the above, there are no
atistically significant differences at the level of significance (0<0.05) in the Right (-P,

+D), (=P, -D), (-P, -D), (=P, +D) field according to the variable of the proficiency.
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However, there are statistically significant differences at the level of significance
(0<0.05) in the Right (+P, +D) field according to the variable of the proflClenC

value of "t" was (-2.063) by a statistical significance of (0.042) in @hlgh
achievers and in the Right (+P, -D) field according to the variable ofth@*mency as

the value of "t" was (-2.893) by a statistical significance of (0.00SWvor of high

achievers. V

4.45  Imposition to Carry Out Request .\d
'X

It is the fifth variable that influences the use o st strateg cﬁ@ and

LAs. The ability of both groups to perfor ts by a mto@bunt the

imposition to carry out requests are |Ilustrw ablet4.30: The f@ lumn shows

the social categories. The second and mns pres @er of each group.

Next, mean and standard dewaﬂorﬁas presen ? "\‘our and five. This is
followed by the T- values théc he f uen@ percentage for each
situationbetween groups. T Xlue &g@ells us if there is significant
difference between gn@irmng }uaﬁ ization.

NN
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Table 4.30: Independent - Sample T-Test Results for the Detection of Differences for
Obligation at the Two Category across High and Low SEFL Proficiency Learners
Standard

Field Proficiency No Mean - t value value
deviation

(+P, +D) Obligation LOW 48 2815  1.191 -1.35£f). 89

HIGH 50 3125  1.106
(-P, +D) Obligation LOW 48 2519 00916 0.000*

HIGH 50 3.8 0.951\!
(=P, -D) Obligation LOW 48  2.667 1.04Y. 520 0.013*

HIGH 50  3.159 }
(-P, -D) Obligation LOW 48 2,620 4149 | '2.5824 0.011*

HIGH
(=P, +D) Obligation LOW

HIGH
(+P, -D) Obligation LOW

HIGH

*p <0.05

as imposition influence the choesing ?n ion E\huest act in order to achieve

N
communicative acts. Tee ab@e sho jarp @stically significant differences
:
at the level of signifiw( _O.| X blig@ﬁ (+P, +D), (=P, +D) field according

W,
thi
to the variable Ho r, three categories show significant

e,
differences in%\f high achi %E@ level of significance (0<0.05) as follows: -

(& -2.520, p=0.013), -P, -D (t= -2.582, P=0.011),

\category 1 (+P, +D), the speaker’s obligation assessment between HAs (M=

¥.25) and LAs (M=2.81) was not significantly different. Moreover, in category 5 (=P,
Q)

, the speaker’s obligation assessment between HAs (M= 2.54) and LAs (M=2.35)

was not significantly different. It is observed based on T-test results that compared
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between HAs and LAs’ assessment of the speakers’ obligation to perform request the

following findings: in category 2 (-P, +D), the speaker’s obligation assessment b?!h

HAs (M= 3.18) and LAs (M=2.519) was significantly different at P-va@oo*)

including situations land 6. In category 3 (=P, -D), HAs (M= 3.15*533% the

speaker's obligation significantly more than LAs (M= 2.66) incIudin%ituation 9 and

11. In category 4 (-P, -D), HAs (M= 3.15) assessed the speaker'g rNEh nificantly more

than LAs (M= 2.62) including situations 7 and 12. Finall a gor‘ 6 (+P, -D), the

speaker’s obligation assessment between HAs (M= 3. and LW‘]S) was

significantly different including situation 10 and 8. ’ _\C}T
There are statistically significant differen e 1% i 1ﬁca.@g~(a50.05)

in the Obligation (-P, -D) field according towe\y |ablet‘)ft I‘OfleéC;Y/;S the value
of "t" was (-2.582) by a statistical sign ncg)f (0.011) vor @(‘rgh achievers. For

example, LAs were unaware of the i%ce of so\hevab 5@& requires the speaker
N
to modify their speech accordi wei&ht of power argﬂjistance. However, HAs

assessed this category mor@nto Sl tior@mportance of social variable

in their speech which e ability to ﬁlo@propriate utterance according to
P 4 (Q

power and distanc%:ln sorr

N ns nghe speaker has low power, LAs used
mood derivable.g est
¢

!
statement a %a)ace-t reate gécte}ne part of the hearer such as “give me”, and
& NN
« Write% "’ S@, 1S }so fa@pport the claim of the statement problem of the

currm&dy which states th@ show difficulty in using and realizing request act

a uage proficiency have a significant impact on producing range of request

6 gies.

f dinéfess which is considered as imperative
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4.5 Conclusion

The study found that HAs have more proficiency levels than LAs in terms Tﬂ;
sentences that have well structured, correct grammar, and word choice. M@HAS
were more inclined towards using mitigating request devices and strategies
compared to LAs. Furthermore, HAs used non conventionally indirect'(NCI) strategies,
which reveal their high proficiency level as opposed to LASs. \,

Moreover, LAs face challenges in terms of seman m h as the use of
“daly” rather than “delay”, along with having problems%a ter O.Npgég‘g such as
mistake s a‘s ‘&gz; of
use{ ente@ in terms

of grammar and word choice, such as “you&we’ nst&\d of“you haégrzd using the

whi@lanifest their low

Qmpetence is difficult for

N
non-native speakers to achie 0 tlﬂz cultural di@nces between the two

&
languages. \ \A
stllatb&s the most such as “I would like

HAs have used ;nally itL'
g f &
to ask you to Writﬁmm@ er”; this/could be due to the fact that they are
more exposed LQ ish th ' ene@iﬁf speaking, HAs have a better ability to
¢
minimize th %er of he%aﬂ’gueg;e’%y using polite expressions and devices that
Iks

Y
ed ig’ i Accug'ing to the politeness scale (FTA), HAs preferred

“tommorrow” rather than “tomorrow”, and gramma

auxiliary verb “does”, rather than “do”, moreo

assignment soon instead of “delay thé“date of submissi

proficiency levels. The researcher %es that ic

are comino
negd&mliteness by using ext\egwé‘zrmodifications expressions such as apology in their
r aking into account the importance of the factor of social variables (power and
IStance) and off record strategy such as non-conventionally indirect strategies (strong
nd mild hints). However, LAs groups use on record strategy by using direct requestand

they use less internal and external modification in comparison with HAs performance.
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The study found that both groups declined in using internal modifications and
inclined to use direct in performing request strategies regardless of the fact th
performed better than LAs, both groups were unable to master the Iangu@tive
speakers because SEFLs used direct request strategies. The finding is study is
consistent with Qari (2017) that Saudi Arabic Native speakers inclingd to use direct
speech acts unlike British Native speakers who tend to use indjrect Spéech act.

The study concluded that both groups had some il ities' in recognizing
pragmatic competence that means they were similar in%assessi wiiables to

h HAs have mofe Fa}?r;tic
essw\lﬁ i |catn\'¥é lack of

pragmatic competence among SEFLSs beca ir mﬁglig e of L@X;ms, values,
and culture of the second language. \) 6
This finding is consistent Wﬁdsulayyl \Oﬂigst @ho stated that Saudi

N
learners have a lack of pragmati &3 an Q(a

perform request strategies in an appropriate manner al

realization than LAs, both groups inclined t

to real - life activities. One he

et

is realizing the norms, d cuItL',re of he't@ language. To sum up, this study
4 ¢ &

comes to conclude there v@ iffere than similarities among HA and LA
S

in producing and, realizing s A
e O, Y
This s &s)owe that | rn&s QL('BW language proficiency could not have the

NN
capabili% ake ja.su ?sful uest unlike their high language proficiency
X

cou rts. Their insuﬁicie@émmatical and vocabulary competence leads to the
u% orrect speech acts. This study conformed with Kasper (1989) findings as stated
hatrlanguage proficiency influences significantly on pragmatic competence.

0 However, HAs tended to use a wide range of linguistic forms in using external

modifications and internal modification significantly compared to LAs’ performance.
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Regarding the influence of contextual variables in using request strategies between HAs

and LAs, it is observed that HAs showed awareness to both social power and WH!E

in realizing and producing speech acts. However, LAs show less conscio@ the

effect of social power and distance in altering request strategies. The f ing chapter

presents the recommendation and conclusion of the current research. Q
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