CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION (,}
5.1 Introduction ?

The discussion of this chapter clarifies the similarities anq dissimilarities between
SEFL high achievers and low achievers in performing re ateg"es according to

Blum-Kulka (1989) taxonomy. A more detailed accoun EFL prw levels of
®

N
request strategigs, _@’thelr
gsr@j& As the

i ussedéﬁdepth in the
res@ﬁ question which

g 2 40
5.2 The Simila@the@c&on an%ﬁ.e’allzatlon of Request Act by HAs
and LAs &
Y
rese ch’que?l?n that aims to identify the differences and
N
S|m|Iar| in ‘making'r. .[,strat es and realizing pragmatic competence between

hlg evers and low achie SEFL. The findings concerning the similarities
\@f

e HAs and LAs SEFLs show that both groups preferred direct request strategy.

6 finding is in line with Shahzadi et al. (2021)’s study that Pakistani ESL learners
n

d Chinese EFL learners tended towards using mood derivable, particularly in

o

situations of different social variables, power, and familiarity between the interlocutors.
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The reason behind the inclination of both groups towards using direct strategy
(HAs, 67% compared to LAs, 83.76%) might be attributed to the challengw
confront in formulating indirect request strategies in the target language. \Mdlng
is consistent with Taguchi (2012), who has inferred that indirect requefA@gles pose
difficulties to EFL learners. EFL\ESL have insufficient Imgmstlcmmre which
assumes that they tend to focus more on communication t r their purpose
neglecting the sociocultural norms of the target language. % '

Their inclination towards using direct request stratégi elr Iack of
pragmatic realization and the challenges they confro formulatin d’re@uest

strategies. This finding lends tremendous suppo tuK nfar. Bonyadi

rs ten@xz use direct
wm@hareness to social

unfe iliar situations.
N

Regarding conventional 4 , the%tudy ummatized the request strategies

&
employed by both groups a*irdl t(ll social pOWéoénd distance variables. As for
e

the power and social +P, +D) be ee‘n ﬁ@’requester and the requestee, the
O‘ ((,
researcher found si |ty in ‘ que eparatory and want statement. The

(2016), which indicates that both Per3|an lis
request strategies. Moreover, HAs w: |m| to LA'|

distance (familiarity), they were m ect in a\'ﬂaIVWa

findings of th assm and Abdul Razak (2018) that
convention ect r quest raégle:a/ means of query preparatory are considered
the mo J’

ardlng internal mo t@flons, On the other hand, both groups show their

p e towards using grounder strategy (HAs=38% and LAs= 34%) by giving

Q n, justification and explanations. Thus, this result about using grounder strategy

sult is in line with Al Khasawneh (2021, p. 62) that the most frequent external
mitigation request strategy among Saudi students is grounder.
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The data (see Tables. 4.10 and 4.11) shows that there are differences and
similarities in their use of conventions of means. Both LAs (n=41) and HASW
prefer Ability but are not statically different. However, there are also S aIIy
significant differences between HAs (29.41) and LAs (2.40%) ﬂ;g level of
significance (0<0.05) in the willingness according to the variable o Wﬁcwncy as
the value of " Chi-Square " was (37.786) by a statistical \bgnce of P-value
(0.000%). In addition, it is observed only HAs employ su ta‘egies compared
to LAs with no occurrence. Most important, Pearson Chi-Squ reWrIrparisons
revealed significant differences in their use of poss as used 4\5 @6%)

significantly more compared with LAs (6. OZOT all.e\ Thrgl%éult is in
uat

line with Almathkuri (2021) that Saudi un% enﬁ)art ipants ore inclined

towards using direct request strategre\%t, while on@onally indirect is
the least request strategy used by th |C|pants\7 ,<\

It is observed that both gr Werﬂhe ref ce for politeness devices
(HAs = 302, LAs= 164) v%' nr, erence.d P value=0.001. The reason
behind the preference % learners in usin é pehemess devices frequently may be

attributed to follow, ‘Girice’s col) max1 f clarity by employing evident and

explicit utteran & he P&i‘arltles pertaining external modifications

between bois&)ys m |fest rf’useg‘?]rounder external modification the most by
both gr% f

stra that imply pohteneK ch as “can 1?, is it possible? I am asking for..

indin ?aled Hn?both groups were inclined towards using request

, LAs used request strategies that entail politeness, such as “is it possible? Can
m extremely sorry (negative politeness strategies according to FTA). Based on the
egorng the above-mentioned request strategies performed by HAs and LAs are

considered as save threatening acts on the parts of hearer because they begin with
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request modals. To put it differently, the participants tend to use request
mitigating devices, which are considered face-saving because it prevents th
hearer from rejectingthe request. (‘}
Regarding pragmatic realization there are no statistically signifi ifferences
at the level of significance (<0.05) in the Familiarity (=P, +D), (+P,v1 the Power
(-P, +D), (-P, -D), (=P, +D), in the Difficulty (+P, +D), (=P, - NRight (-P, +D),
(=P, -D), (-P, -D), (=P, +D) and in the Obligation (+P, +D), %-(:li +D) according
to the variable of the proficiency. Consequently, it can be deduced haWc’)ups have
strategies whep t@‘zlg an
he% b

Y’:’
Considering the fourth variable, “rig orming request”, @nﬂuenoes the

use of request strategy among HAs ar@ oth @ﬁps in performing

requests by taking into account the G%of perfo\ng'r_@?e @The findings showed
)—%r -

a pragmatic realization and knowledge of making re

equity of power, but social distance between th

that LAs assessed similar to ight'bf pe amm@quests for the following

power and distance (-P, +D%D)J— y-D)and (ﬁD)-
ind t

The above expl% icates th }Hers}e few insignificant similarities

&
between Saudi EFL I&Qrs at 1i
O

e ngug&.p’roficiency in producing and realizing

request act Whi\ ude ldif‘fe@és are more between groups at different
¢
language pr &@y as explained iﬂtlﬁ}f lowing section (5.3).
NN
P A
Y..

5.3 ADiﬁerences in the @iuction and Realization of Request Act by HAs

%Xd LAs
Q To shed light on the third question of the current study, the differences in
ragmatic realization of making requests between HAs and LAs, the findings of the

DCT and SRQ have shown that the lack of pragmatic competence affects low achievers’
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communication in the second language due to their use of inaccurate expressions, which
lead to unsuccessful communicative events. To illustrate, the use of mood de
request indicates that their affects their use of request strategies i.e., th \&mtic
incompetence hinders them from performing request in an appropriaﬂ%ner. This
finding is in line with Barron (2003) that negative pragmatic transfew)ﬁlined as the
occurrence of speaker’s pragma-linguistic and socio-pragmati Mdge onto target
‘Y: nners different

language contexts where such occurrence leads to realiz

from those of target language speakers. This sort of transfer caus ofMmunication
®

Yw
and misunderstanding. E;\ [ _\C}
This result may be explained by the fact tr?w chievers t able to produce

nd |ao@;§;. However,
inc@‘d to use hedged

performative phrases. Perhaps, thei%maticcﬁ&%c ects their use of request
Loyl
0

utterances to communicate their "specific iftentigns” i

HAs have shown pragmatic compe : clarify,

strategies positively. HAs’ use rategics refle high level of pragmatic

&
00 deriv@ that is considered a face

<

n'g a@es with Trosborg (2011) that the

competence as opposed t >Use T
is fi

threatening act on part% arer. T
4
speaker’s failure o WOyingl \ha
sid

the interlocutor may

ic per ance appropriately and effectively,

'rancﬁ)%’a social affront and rude.

¢
Howefi%findi gssh eatretc;l_)As used mood derivable, which begins with
ive ‘wer

N
b, usi yod da&able in a situation that entails the existence of

an imperat
soci er and distances bet the interlocutors is considered impolite and denotes
t of pragmatic knowledge of the LAs and this strategy comes under bald record

trategy according to FTA. To clarify, when the speaker has a higher level of social,
ultural, and hierarchy than the addressee, losing face is not probable to happen.

Therefore, a direct request may be performed. If the speaker is low power status, the
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indirect request will be used. Therefore, using force is more probable to happen. Based
on the foregoing, HAs were inclined towards using indirect request strategy chHm
LAs. This finding lends tremendous support to Jalilifar (2014) that advance ners
performed more indirect request acts. On the other hand, his finding iﬂ&tent with
Febrianiand Hanidar (2019) that mood derivable is the most comm used request
strategy among low achievers. \,

According to Mohamed (2019) mood derivable is th K’onar'y force which is

usually transferred by direct linguistic indicators. As sta y ( awneh, 2021),
X
the most direct manner to make a request is the imp or mgod ivﬁb@ LAs

more inclined towards using directwgbstrategies.
regardless of the social power and t%e of the\feg

There are possibly two I%Jses ?or th

achiever students in producing re est[. Irst, LAs

HAs students, therefor% milia}iéﬁ

t
']

their English Ieve'I@ thej’r:?c reali@o‘n i.e., the high English level of HAs
affects their usw est i pos@y, while the low English level of LAs
¢

affect their Efihque strat 'es"ne@(taely.
\
A% r of pragmatic realization of making requests between high
| MPN Y
ach and low achievers @fferent. For example, HAs use of “could” suggests
t Xility to master the language and their pragmatic realization in using request
trategies that are appropriate for addressing those with higher power and social

istance such as the use of could in the sixth situation in which the student asks his

professor to postpone the date of submission for the final homework.
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On the other hand, LAs use of “can” suggests their lack of L2 pragmatic

competence due to their inability to use the appropriate modal verb for addressin
with higher power and social distance such as using the following request @“can
you postpone the date of submission”, which is considered informaf&posed to
“could” that is considered more formal. Knowing that both groups e less inclined
towards using suggestions. \,

Generally speaking, the internal modification po g;v'ce is the most

common among HAs . However, it is rarely used amon s. T eWehind that
“aX

ong LAs i.e tk‘sir_@‘lty to

r % ovq}% hearer,

ices in@kmg requests,
particularly for addressing those of hiwa)/er meani at I-@Qhave a pragmatic

knowledge of performing request, wlarly W\tthP a}Q}‘has a power over the

N
hearer. % 4 <§-7
Regarding non-conv %M:Iasl/iv ation, it isﬁployed by HAs (4.35%) and
no occurrence of this y LAsiwnhi is'e yed to ask something implicitly
g ¢ &
Hd hints). N

using hints (strong s), and ‘

by any of LAs Mich

!

¢

of them bei %}Ie palite re est' ac(_i(}rnhe target language. Social power (+/-P) was
% Y

an esse% entjthat i }Jencec&%e level of directness in the request strategies

preferredhby Saudi EFL Iearner(%sér instance, mild hint strategy (off-record) increased
N

inixith increase in hearer’s power (+P). Using off record as a type of politeness
t

might be attributed to the lack of pragmatic realizati

perform request by taking into account that th

therefore, not all of them are aware of usi

i

7

Q gies indicates that the speaker employs FTA by using indirect and ambiguous
tterance. Exploiting this type of strategy needs the speaker to be competent in

sociopragmatics and pragmalinguistic competence that is why HAs used this strategy
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whereas LAs have not sufficient knowledge to perform such this type of request. In fact,
non-conventionally indirect request strategies are less employed by HAs ( 0
compared to ClI (28.43%) and to D (67.22%). In addition, it is observed @M has
never been used by LAs due to their insufficient sciopragmatic and ;ﬂ}wlinguistic
knowledge. Y.

Generally speaking, LAs students tend to use the main verb fordescribing the act
being performed by the utterance, therefore, they have mi

c,'t performative,

which is considered as a threatening act. On the other H tMe request

g
cause it preyents _@earer
Ia@ ustan (£020) that

: X

mitigating devices, which are considered as face-sav

from rejecting the request. This finding is in li

Arabs tend to employ an explicit form and W

The findings of the current stuNﬁ)ine with

showed that beginners use more di pressio\n\rgq w rances contrasted to

N

intermediate and advanced stw%\oreo(‘/er, t iraper((l ance was not consistent
0 ue

with HAs regarding variety,in usi re] st e@}in different social power and

t have the ability to use request

be immersed i [ lel its fields in order to avoid the
miscompre
eovew, the st d ths&]e negative pragmatic transfer among LAs was

Y—
evidm&their perception of @ctor in the right of the speaker to make a request. It

i MS that the use of the speech act of request from Arabic into English does not
otmd natural for English native speakers because Arab readers convey the meaning,
ey seek to convey by using their mode of thinking. All of which reveals the impact of

cultural background in the use of speech act.
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Furthermore, as the first variable in SRQ is the power, the findings indicated that
LAs were unaware to perform requests when there is neither power nor somal
between the interlocutors (-P, -D); whereas HAs were inclined to use pollt@t for
addressing person who is higher power. This result may be explained‘ﬂN fact that
low achievers are not able to produce utterances to communicateftheir “specific
intentions” in a second language. However, the HAs aN own pragmatic
competence. '

With regard to the second variable, the findings re d tha Lw‘t familiar

with the right of performing request because of their u iliarityjwith the }o'&@ower

and distance as opposed to HA. On the other

S % ined tc@rds using

uestTtra ies tha,@e not as polite
as the request strategies that are usemas this ¢ be Qbuted to the low

proficiency level of LAs as opposef@se HAs. > ,<\
E 5 A
As regards the third vari ich @ the cuzéa performing requests, it

influences the use of request_stratégy g HAs an s. HAs show in performing

requests by taking int% the 0 er d“ io@distance variables. The findings
&
showed that LAs in N@ent % aliza ﬁnffor the following power and distance
» -D).

(+P+D)(P+ B0 N
e,
Reg r flft Varla E; :m@s tion to carry out request”, the fifth variable
\

politeness device. It is clear that LAs have

mfluen e ofj'te e rate ong HAs and LAs.. The findings revealed that
LA nable to perform T S by taking into consideration the fifth variable “the
n to carry out a request , when there is an equity of power, but there is no

Q | distance between the interlocutors (=P, -D). The findings of the SRQ have shown
at the lack of pragmatic competence affects low achievers’ communication in the

second language due to their use of inaccurate expressions, which lead to
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unsuccessfulcommunicative events. LAs use of mood derivables shows that their
pragmatic incompetence hinders them from performing request in an app
manner. According to Brown and Levinson (1987) there are social variabl@ﬁect
language use, for instance, social power between speaker and hearer a sition.

In conclusion, the study found that HAs pragmatic knowledge i%h'er than LAs.
This finding agrees with (Al-Gahtani, and Roever, 2011; Xi M, Geyer, 2007,
Pinto, 2005; Wannaruk, 2008) studies that High Ac r (H/‘\) of language
competence show increasing in performing the pragmati pete chd to Low
denotes negative _;{ag\zm;tic

wi% (2008) that LA
prag\natl ransfeéx;vever, HAs

have the ability to show positive pra@nsfer in Theispe @%nd less negative
pragmatic transfer. C \T ,Q\

N

Moreover, the findings o%ent gfudy einc%g(;t‘ent with Taguchi (2006)

which deduced that LAs gained erE ropri ten@ores more than HAs, but in
situations where power_i Zh, the Idlifference @/een groups is not significant.
g ¢ &
Whereas the po:%low,l ups gﬁ’ direct utterances. Regarding the
performance OQ t u f bot}a:}%’oups tended to use fewer mitigation
¢
utterances, EE&@Ease e:%cf h@(Rg expressions.
\
There a

differénce ﬁtwee As and LAs that are attributed to the following

Y—
reasmAAs do not study En@’és much as HAs students, therefore, their familiarity

%\h second language is limited. Second, their English level affects the pragmatic
& isation i.e., the high English level of HAs affects their use of request strategies
sitively, while the low English level of LAs affect their use of request strategies

negatively.

Achievers (LA). Moreover, LAs use of request strat
transfer as opposed to HAs. This finding is co

learners are more inclined towards using ti
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Pragmatic realization of making request between high achievers and low
achievers is different. For example, HAs use of “could” suggests their abllltyt
the language and their pragmatic realization in using request strategie
appropriate for addressing those with higher power and social dlstance';gpse direct

more and less of internal modifications suggests their lack of L2 pragWompetence

due to their inability to use the appropriate modal verb (“cguld’ d “please™) for

l

All in all, HAs were able to perform requests by taking i thhe social

uch abilit niar@ed in
tion séic ev ,W:As were
N L

i i in pg@;ging request
strategies. Such difference is manlfestwar pragma Iiz@ Moreover, LAS

used less polite strategy than H SSi I};‘h_;g u §(\Ned more pragmatic

addressing those with higher power and social distance.

power and distance between the speaker and the hea

their use of requests that reflect their pragmati

knowledge in their usage of re

In respect to high and%v\;ﬁer ny |% sting findings emerged. For
example, Takahashi a% [cla &I

between Ianguagwency[a st re |on that means using external and
tio

internal modifi incr en t nguage proficiency inclined. Trosborg

(1987 here is an evident relationship

(1987) state ere a si |f|€'an (?relatlon between linguistic proficiency and
A&

utlllzm downgra (such& politeness devices). To conclude, language

Y-.
prom pertaining to L2 @ﬁer effect on pragmatic competence in making and

r request acts.

Q With regard to internal modification, it consists of politeness device, play down,
onditional clause, subjective, embedding, understate, appealer, hedge, and consultative
device. The findings reveal statistical differences between HAs (n= 403) and LAs (242)
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with Chi-square (27.68) at P-value (0.000) in using internal modification. For instance,
HAs show preference towards using politeness request strategies in addressing tvm
higher power and social status, whereas the LAs tend to use impolite requ@gies
such as mood derivable. Based on the above, the lack of proficiency Ie@;@ong LAs
hinders them from performing request strategies correctly. Thus, it cz&?deduced that
HAs have more pragmatic knowledge and proficiency levels so\ppdged to LAs. The
results pertaining to internal modifications used by LAs co ma'l’s (2001) study
as stated that L2 learners face difficulties to utilize internalgodifi twir speech.
o g
To sum up, using internal modifications does not on ect only the eiu@t but
also on the other everyday communication (Al- I, % \"T
According to the external modificaw wa VzA~s (n= 338)

employed external modification staw re than

917.53) at P-value (0.000). Comp(%to inter i q,(o\n (see 4.2.3), groups

; \
overused extremal modificati% fin(ﬂngs We&;@t there are significant

differences between HAs (n=45 njr =338) v@hi-square (17.53) at P-value
ed with

(0.000). These resul% m P f‘s(e \@Vious studies which assumed
&
\mll ed Eé(.lse more of external modifications in

n=4 Q‘with Chi-square
O

intermediate and a ced Iea[

their speech s (% m-

' Ish '<°1986; Hassall, 2001; House & Kasper,

¢
itchell, 19 ).ﬂ'HéZH (2001) claimed that using long request

1987; Rinte
NN
stateme% show/'the ker'si&ntion to emphasize their linguistic knowledge;
thatjg&ndicate that they ar@‘l’ficiently proficient to perform verbosity statements
i%&ch act context. The decline of using external modification by LAs may be
red to the assumption of the influence of their L1 and weakness in the language

e
roficiency that may hinder them to produce sufficient pragmatic competence compared

to HAs’ performance.
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As for the differences between HAs and LAs, the former group has more
pragmatic competence and proficiency levels than LAs. Moreover, the prof?ﬂy
levels and production levels of HAs were better than LAs. The study att@these
differences to the academic level, language proficiency level, ano'&pragmatic
realization of both groups. Furthermore, LAs faced difficulties performing requests in
terms of the following power and distance variables (-P, + '\+MD; =P, -D). In

. 2

addition, the lack of pragmatic competence affects low a ¢ unication in

the second language due to their use of inaccurate ressi n.Equh lead t

0
®

unsuccessful communicative events. LAs inclined to usetimpolitereq s‘ra_t@. On
the other hand, HAs exploit polite request strat?. \4' \‘F

To sum up, the findings demonstrate t there vm\re evident s@%ﬁgmaﬁc and

pragmalinguistics differences in the of request strategies bw n two groups at

different language proficiency as%and L\;&i @dicate that language
ﬁ y N
proficiency influences positivel%J ﬁ% iZi

g andbrealizi ragmatic competence in

>

the light of social variables (pow anj ance). In eﬁbparing the findings between
pra atic s@petence in using speech, as they

two groups, HAs reve re soci

g $ &
showed more awarehess of tf@m of Sgal power and distance compared with
!

LAs performance. Thewindi
(\ ¢ (?
the socioprEE ICvariables_have JSi@ cant influence on using the level of request
D')J’

directne% F <
aining to the third Ievd;of directness which is non-conventionally indirect, it

‘A N
S S&as the least commonly used strategies by HAs group (4.35%) with no
ccurrence of this strategy by LAs. For instance, HAs used strong hints in which

eakers use part of reference which is required for implementation of the act more

commonly than LAs. The finding shows that LAs had never used any type of non-
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conventional indirect which lends tremendous support to Sari (2017) that the least
commonly used request strategy in pride and prejudice movies is a stro
According to Levinson (1983, p. 24) “pragmatics is the study of the ab1llt@uage
users to paint sentences with the context in which they would be approﬂ;;
The negative relationship between language proficiency and WA’s employing
polite request act strategies can be referred to the effect of wer tongue, their
X

insufficient utterance, the necessity of avoiding gramm stal1es and lack of

exposure with real life situations that used English lan e. This conforms
with Al-Harbi and Mahfoodh (2021), they stated tha e is a signifi m@atlon
between language proficiency and the producti compfe ion of\?ology act
whether negative or positive relationshlp , it n\ ed th@ﬂgh language
proficiency influences the productio sp ch act , low language
proficiency shows weakness in um%varle y ¥st '?égles along with poor
o o c.}
structure in using speech act (3.

contextual variable rtalnln‘g ss HAs show awareness in using

As observed based Ch quar arls esults in the current study
indicate more differen@;narl]‘;; ée s and LAs in their sensitivity to

T dir
requests accord to wer 'r instanc they use more direct in (+p), and less in
(=p) and the ( of L X7 (J("

Y
R th ence, of so&a variables (Brown & Levinson, 1987) in using

Q.)

reqm;&ategles among HAs @-’LAS findings demonstrated that HAs are sensitive

t dlrect levels in different social power categories. For instance, they changed
se of level of directness based on power status using less directness when they
eak with high power (+P). regarding the influence of social power and distance on

LAs performance, Chi-square results indicated no significant difference between social
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power and distance categories meaning that LAs have weakness in realizing the
influence of social power and distance in their daily communication. HAs sh i
using directness level according to social power, they were more dire the
speaker had more power over the hearer (+P (S>H), the less direct whéﬂ&‘e is equal
power (S=H) and showed the least power when there low power (-P (S?)ﬁtatistically,
there is a significant difference between (+P and =P) and (=P and —

This finding is confirmed with the Farahat’s (2009) r mat d that the effect
of social power and distance appeared as the main determining f ctw’ling‘%iftic
ing direct lev, I\l/h‘if-; ows
sed{ varia\bﬁ'with no
S. u\ o

Regarding request perspective\ %3}30.0%) oye@h:lusive requests
significantly more than LAs (7.20% p-vam’v) Iy\Ts\noteworthy that low
%J >

politeness. However, LAs showed fractured shifting

their inability to make control on using speec

statically difference between any power relw

achievers do not utilize impers ests"n their resp , the reason behind may

be due to their insuﬁicient@tic T etence t@lps them to use a variety of

request perspectives. more pragm ic'kn@ledge in using requests strategies
S ¢ &

according to the w @e uestghearer-oriented requests, impersonal

r-o
requests, and inclusive-req 'tate(t"j%' the chi-square value at (29.917) with
¢

significant -\%0.00 *) in nﬁar@ with LAs. Regarding request convention of
\
i g

means, %' gs shiowe tthe@e significant differences between HAs (n=170)
and =83) with Chi-squ@ig.gﬂ) at P-value (0.000) in using conventions of

xrhe data presents that the participants have used the convention of means sub-
trategies, such as ability, permission, possibility, willingness, and suggestion with

ither major or minor differences between them.



5.4 Summary of the Research Questions with Findings

Based on the findings of the DCT and SRQ, there are significant diff
between both groups that are attributed to their academic level as well@}uage
proficiency level. The study has deduced that LAs inclined to use impa& requests;
whereas HAs inclined to use polite requests for addressing a heareWs of higher
power such as they use inclusive requests. Another interes 'nmng is that LAs
students have encountered structural problems and gram 'ﬁh.all('nges in making

requests. .\d
"y

The findings showed that HAs proficiency an uction of udst @egies

pr%' stic yafiability of
producing request act for two proficiency growups fi HAﬂan s, th@gngs showed

that HAs performed better than LA@n the findings o@‘é DCT, there are
significant differences between bot%ps that \&t‘bu gi\ heir academic level,

was better than LAs. Along similar lines, regardi

N

language proficiency level, and%agmeﬁic realization<I-he study has deduced that
&
ski

LAs tended to use imperati@sts r the teacher, whereas HAs inclined to
n d

use polite requests fo% i oct r“v{/hoﬁs a higher power. The possible

explanation of the WQ IS t‘w
pragmatic knov@, arti

social distance.
@V NN
which % that LLAs }e Iimi@ pragmatic knowledge in producing range of
X~

reqm;&ategies including in@ and external modifications. Compared to LAs, HAs

s%\bility to employ nonconventional indirect with internal and external
i

fications which may reflect their pragmatic competence in using speech act taking

g the
s

& .
use gm()od derivable denotes their lack of
hen éﬁv‘essing a speaker of higher power and

!
pﬂ%r rﬁanain statement problem of the current study

to consideration social variables.
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The findings revealed that HAs are more proficient in using request strategies
appropriately unlike LAs. This finding is in line with Garcia (2004) that t-wme
approaching native speakers in realizing the appropriate speech acts. A@?ﬁrmlar
lines, the findings of the current study agree with Geyer (2007), who CBN HAs use
a range of lexicons and grammars in their speech acts, such as conmg, adjusting
opinions, and this production of discourse features is higher than the production of LAs.
Owing to this reason, HAs have the ability to master the Qze., L'nlike their LAs

counterparts. \d
"X

It can be deduced from the previous findings direct req sjra_@s are

commonly used by Saudi participants. The leve irfctnessds or h\y'alyms to

[ onlr&;tness level.
Umar (2004) indicates that Arab Iearwao use a hi vel @ﬂectness because

of pragmatic transfer from the Ara guage, \ch er i 'hsmg an extreme level

reveal how low and high achievers are diff:

of directness with lower status nd cﬂ)se friends. ;I;Qf?eason behind that might
be attributed to the fact th the ngl anguage &%lﬁerent methods in making

requests compared to t langu Be}‘l‘c’n nly one way to make requests.
However, HASwappeared l I of alinguistic knowledge when using

variety of mitigation cons Ive device, playdowns and downtoners

compared w. % wh show ss"ust(')’(ﬂnternal modifications and no occurrence of
% NN
some st% uch @ dlng, ealer and nonconventional indirect.
Averally speaking, ther@’significant differences between both groups that are

a d to their pragmalinguistic knowledge as well as sociopragmatic level. LAs

encountered grammatical challenges in making requests. HAs proficiency and
roduction of request strategies was better than LAs. The following table presents the

Research Questions and the Findings.
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Table 5.1: Summary of the Research Questions and the _an(@gs

802

Research guestion Research tool Type of analysis used v Findings

RQ: 1 What strategies do DCT SPSS Chi-square was used 1. Results indicate th th HAs and LAs inclined towards direct request
Saudi EFL learners at to explore differences and strategies the owever, LAs tend to use it more than HAs. The
different levels of English similarities between second com equest strategy by both groups is conventionally
language proficiency SEFL’s English indirect. yed Cl significantly (28.43%) more than LAs
employ in making request proficiency levels and (16.24% evertheless, HAs inclined towards using it than
act? Linguistic strategies of making LAs. Thethird y used request strategy among the participants
variability. Pertaining requests is n@venn{nal , itect (4.35%). Generally speaking, the ability
direct, internal, and of t artlcuga ts gﬂdirect request strategies that are considered
external modifications. d{fa ing~gflect their high proficiency levels of usmg

req éreas the participants’ tendencies towards using
C auéct equ strag& ies that are considered impolite and face-
re heir low proficiency levels of using request
inguistically, it is clearly obvious that LAs made a lot of
forming requests that are classified into grammatical

'fnis ling errors, sentence structure errors such as fragment or
pleﬁé’sentences
2.

T I gar@g external modification, it observed there was a significant
(,) iffeténce in the use of external strategies between HAs (n= 456)
ared to LAs (n=338) with Chi- square (17.53) at P value (0.000)

\ i St 3. ggining Internal modifications. The use of this strategy is completely
& iehfferent with less use among two groups compared to external
\ :' cﬁbmodlflcatlons According to results which show that HAs (n= 402)
9,

employed significantly internal modifications more than LAs (n=242)

y. AQ' P, /2 $ with Chi- square (27.68) at P value (0.000)
Y-
\/
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Table 5.1, continued i’)

Research question Research tool

Type of analysis used

v.v Findings

RQ3: What are the

RQ:2 What is the SRQ

relationship between
language proficiency and
pragmatic realization of
making requests by Saudi
EFL learners?
(Situational variability).

Results gained
similarities and from both
differences in the DCT and
production and realization ~ SRQ

of request act by HAs and

LAs?

Data from SRQ is analyzed The findings show
using T-test to identify LAs in their realj
the differences and/or

ere was significant difference between HAs and
of contextual variables. Interestingly, it is evident

statistically that there were 18 significant differences between groups at
similarities between different lan proiiciency Based on 5 contextual variables, the
SEFL of different familiarity

,l pects in performing requests appeared to be the

language proficiency in most variation among Q As whereas the right of performing the
realizing the socio- reque red Iéa t variation.

pragmatic assessment.
S' |es
gh th
i |
to uémg
sing i

re stra

Data from DCT and SRQ
is analyzed qualitatively
to identify the differences
and/or similarities
between HAs and LA
SEFL in the productl

ergj‘)any differences between groups in producing and
mpetence. It was observed that both groups inclined
er.l the most. The study found that both groups declined in
dlflcatlons and inclined to use direct in performing

request act and the e.simi es pertalnlng external modifications between both groups
of differences b if ﬁn using grounder external modification the most by both
them in usmg re ac .‘

eg g pragmatic realization there are no statistically significant

& nces at the level of significance (<0.05) in the Familiarity (=P, +D),
\ -D), in the Power (-P, +D), (-P, -D), (=P, +D), in the Difficulty (+P,
) (=P, -D), in the Right (-P, +D), (=P, -D), (-P, -D), (=P, +D) and in the

4% Obligation (+P, +D), (-P, +D), (=P, +D) according to the variable of the

proficiency.

‘?’J‘
S




Table 5.1, continued

X
A0

Research question

Research tool

Type of analysis used

AV .t Findings

60¢

RQ3 (cont.)

irect significantly more than LAs did.

Differences »
Regarding dire Nvel, HAs preferred conventionally indirect and non-
convention %
Regarding ex ddifications, the findings showed that there were
significant'differ nwween HAs (n=456) and LAs (=338) with Chi-
.53) at|P-valu (Q:SXIO) in using sub strategies.
ifications, HAs (n= 403) showed a high percentage
ificY&;Tons compared to LA (n=242) with Chi-square
e (0.060).
variables, HAs were influenced significantly by social
ance in using external modifications compared with




CHAPTER 6 T

RECOMMENDATION AND CONCLUSION

6.1 Introduction ?

The main objective of the current research is to investigate the linguistic and
situational variability among Saudi EFL at different langua: S%;mfy in employing
and realizing requests act as 50 participants as high achie and 48 wgts as low
ings from thi tg‘dx\‘%%; it
h g@ he@agogical

ssed:\Fin , this Y:erendswith

limitations and conclusion sections. \% é
c,, NS
o 53

6.2 Summary of Discussion ing

achievers. This chapter summarizes the results and

starts with a review of results according to

implications and further recommendations

&
The general finding i th| tud that @e is a significant impact of

language proficiency i% ng an [eall yr st act. As mentioned, this study
focused on pragm UIStIC Iin and |0pragmatic realizing between two
groups as HAs d L toi le the Iarlties and differences between groups
inusing re c Ont e [;ra H'ngegt?c level, both groups heavily employed direct

request strategies to make their req s and within this category HAs mostly employ

%performatlve and qu@?eparatory strategy, while LAs mostly employ mood

Q Additionally, when investigating usage of the nine request strategies between
oth groups, more statistical differences were noticed. Regardless of the fact that the
results have shown that both groups employ direct strategy the most, HAs employed
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conventional and non-conventional indirect significantly more than LAs performance.
Further, LAs had never used non-conventional indirect. This finding supports th i

that although both groups tended to direct level, HAs still have ability toﬁ%\ less
direct as using Cl and N-CI through using strong and mild hints. Thus,‘E;gems to be

less polite. ?

Pertaining external to modification, it is observed that Mp (n= 456) used

external modification significantly more than LAs group =1838) 'Nith Chi square

(17.537) at P-value (0.000%). Findings indicated that par 'ci.bm@dnd to use
X

grounder the most with the percentage of (39.70%)%However, *c_@most

commonly used subtype of external modificati swas's Ik @1%) that

i ort. rding to the

i-c@arison stated that

influence of social variable on using ewaodific [
HAs were more conscious to the ef&sf socia \mr% q;"{eance in changing their
N

strategy depending on the W%Y poﬂ/er qexi<Q e of distance between
interlocutors. However, L harif nfluence ﬁl distance as there were no
significant difference z+D and-D) tﬁeh@rformance.
g ¢ &
Referring t(wm di \Dns Chig-lare results showed that HAs (n= 402)
employed signi'aw inte
(27.687) at P-gaf@(o.o )

NN
LA. It i% d that ded m&se mitigating expressions to reduce the potential

thre s used conditional se hedge, which are used by speakers to keep a
3

entails making an amiable request by firming the s

o

>

\from reality, that amounts to (2.43%).
Q The researcher found that LAs use few external modifications and the most focus
as

on politeness devices that may be attributed to their insufficient pragmalinguistic
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knowledge that hinders them to use a variety of external modification as compared with
HAs’ paragmalinguistic competence. YV

From a sociopragmatic angle, HAs and LAs varied in their as(e%nt of
contextual variables. HA groups were more aware of the effect of so tus in the
use of directness, external and internal modifications. They significantly change their

v

use of request strategies based on the social power and status between speaker and
hZLAs' use of request

hearer. Whereas social power and distance did not influe

strategies except in some situations although they we t sig ifw is clearly
®

obvious that LAs made a lot of mistakes in performi uests that ar cﬁs@ into

grammatical mistakes, spelling errors, senten uree\rfo as\fgament or

incomplete sentences. é\v
\"J 9

6.3 Implication of Study ,<\
The significance of thls s n(}evea [0} rezgs? strategies employed by
Saudi EFL learners at t d| ent) levels of En language proficiency use
J\ore peélf@y, it aims to investigate the level

(linguistic and situatlo% i |ty):

‘&
of directness, m&%nd eTt odifg'wns among learners from different

language profm\ 0a s ob e, the study demonstrated the study of

Barnawi an sa |(201 Wﬁlc tressed the necessity for Saudi government to

have in- h dersta ?fthe rference of current English language policy and
pra in both public and hlgeducatlon ‘the globalization of education and ‘local

dentlty for successfully enhancing mass literacy in English in the country and

3 rdingly preserve local interests.
Also, Elyas and Badawood (2016) stated that English Language Teaching policies

in Saudi Arabia are primarily determined by the Curriculum Department Centre for
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Development (CDCD). Their study came to the conclusion that the majority of English
textbooks in Saudi Arabia focus on instilling lexical competence along wit fal
values more than concentrating on the primary issue of teaching them Engl@uage
as means of communication. Investigating interlanguage pragmatics (II!PAq,second or
foreign learners regarding their perception, performance, and their %gmatic ability
assist decision-makers of the educational policies in developiesN:ulum, learning
Hutchinson and Waters (1987) identified two essential me hoWlp second
oy
nowledge darff}ance:
iat{ ce an\djﬁdlls that

the learners should have to employ them gua Furtt@;‘o:e, focusing

on the student's needs particularly N HeD in fillin e g@etween student's
competence and their capability to @9/ Iangua\ﬁ%op |@@y in various situations
% @: y N

such as requesting, thanking, a izing, amo a)thecri?pecially for learners with
low abilities in the target Ia@ l Ajg \A
As indicated fro rrent findings, the@ a significant gap between two
’ &
groups in producin Wealizir actgsm on the results, there are important

pedagogical implicatians o 'dy. Icﬁjs‘/show significant pragmalinguistic and

activities, and student needs.

and foreign language learners to improve their pragm

examining learner's needs and focusing on the

sociopragmati kness in_u g{eq@(s'ljact. So, this finding may help teachers and

course d€signets to indprov curﬂ'&\a to develop SEFL’s pragmatic competence and

red@gmaﬂc failure by ir@éing the exposure to real-life situation to the target

I Xge and use a variety of speech act in each semester from the beginning stage
ﬁviﬂarlig et al., 2015; Kasper, 1988)

The current study investigates linguistic and situational variability of using speech

act including the common request strategies in the target language that helps to better
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understand the appropriate linguistic knowledge which lead to successful
communication and prevent any pragmatic failures taking into consideratwme
importance of social variables. As observed that both groups used @\j’hernal
modification, it is necessary to append the curriculum with a variet ernal and
external modifications to decrease their use of directness level. Y-

It is crucial to improve students’ pragmalinguistic knowledge sociopragmatic
competence. Hence, it is essential to center on both ¢ %es "n teaching and

learning English as EFL\ESL that develop communica and n%&s&dthe other

X
culture norms in speaking. For example, the@\ regargin oﬁio@natic

competence present that social variables (d and{ ere\egéntial in

Yﬁ aining@%?nalinguistic
of@est strategies and
they are less aware of social vari%in usinﬁe;}ugst @ different situations.
Although HAs employ many %&traﬂ%' ene ar@me strategies that were

rarely used by both groups,so there is r need @ESL and EFL to understand
r

the pragmatic functior% in 0:9 to li‘"'d s@icient pragmatic knowledge that
&

enhance them in KWech zf

As observed from the fi
[ ]

recognizing how speakers realize and perfow st a

knowledge, it is noticed how LAs fail employing a

<.__,8

riate

le{rng;s attention may be centered to a certain of

level in making réquest act_s

NN
mitigat% uchds.in I and&ternal modifications strategies that increase L2
pram&competence. Situatio\og'f'or 2L learners can involve play-downs, consultative

. and downtoners/hedges. Because of the importance of social factors based on

rown and Levinson (1987) that influence the speakers’ production and realizing
eech act, learners can be provided situations including the interlocutor’s status,

familiarity, rights, and obligations. However, HAs group generally seemed to have
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enough pragmatic knowledge of L2 request due to influence of language proficiency on
using a variety of request strategies. Hence, LAs needmore linguistic compet?!o
develop their pragmatic competence and that happens by increasing the pra@s input
to avoid miscommunication and to be able to perform and realize reque equately.

Regarding to implication of researcher design, Cross-Cultural Spgech Act Pattern
(Blum-Kulka et. Al (1989) and politeness theory (Brown and son, 1987) are
indispensable for coding and analyzing the gathered data i %d.o speech act as it
is exploited in the current study. However, it is necessar update wg scheme

g
to fit recent research and studies that reflect t@maﬁc oW, g{ c_)@rious
0 4

Y

speakers of English. \ N
Pertaining to research and methodolw;pli i Chanq%gzl) reported

that the nexus between sociopragmati:@malingm i om@ties is strong and
both aspects should be studied simu @susly. ﬂeﬁ\alc,gire sj(g\pragmatic knowledge

N

of 2L learners should cover‘éagmgl' i 9y ies in relation to the

sociopragmatic competenc h&ler, li rder to ize pragmatic failure, L2

learners should recogn alinguistic w[el@ociopragmatic aspects of the TL
4 ¢ &

(Schauer, 2009; 'I;@ 201?; \Eg Oloyéuordingly, this study investigates the

sociopragmaticw malingUisti€ com cies of speech act of request by SEFL at

different Iaagn%:roﬁ ency.

NN
ods r }sed anther data, DCT was employed to elicit

=
«Q
(=
—
S
wn
—

pra

‘%\'ﬁmﬂons) from two groups as high achievers and low achievers and SRQ was
oy

guistic knowledge el of directness and internal and external

ed to elicit Sociopragmatic competence (contextual variables). Further, using

Qese tools may help to understand how groups at different language proficiency use
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and realize request act. Findings revealed that language proficiency has a significant
impact on making and realizing request strategies.

Speech act is treated as one of the most prominent theories in th(@ﬁn of
pragmatic studies which was presented by Austin (1962) stating that%@ge IS not

just used for saying things, but for doing things. Austin (1962) prop&ﬂhree crucial

factors of speech acts as follows: locutionary (any utterance ha¥iNE ecise meaning),

illocutionary (the speaker's intention such as requesting, iSing ard compliment)

ance owlings and
®

and perlocutionary (the influence of the meaningful

Yw
thoughts of the hearer in performing the expressio@curren stu fotu@n the

dif

illocutionary act of request made by two gr

@ age\@gficiency.
or seg@zz;nd foreign
in e@iting speech acts

like apologizing and request due to %ck of@&gco p@ence that help them to
N
make a successful communicati% 0 <£?

Cohen (20004) clarified speech acts as nstant i

language learners because they face 'cul?;)' s continu

o

Politeness theory is

he! matic fiel support and maintain social
erent eulturges. ﬂ’oﬁ@'{ess theory was conducted on the

g ¢ &
I-‘ \I-L rep that any investigation of speech act

ella ‘§614; Kousar, 2015; Brown & Levinson,

rapport in language us

ground of speech actsitheory.

requires the coKpt p
¢
1987; Fras QQ})
N
politene% is cohduc 'nthis&earch for its influence in human communication

(AI-AMeh, 2007, AI-Moma@OOQ; Al-Shboul, 2013; Alfattah, 2010; Aydin, 2013;

o

!
0,’ man, 1967). Brown and Levinson (1987)

@@va, 2005; Thijittang, 2010)
: Brown and Levinson (1987)’s theory rooted from Goffman’s (1967) notion of
ce which supposed that some types of acts are intrinsically Face Threatening Acts.

The concept of face, as introduced in this research, is categorized as positive and
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negative face; Negative face happens when the speaker keeps a personal space and
freedom and shows dislike of interruption. Threatening Hearer negative face rwm
when hearer is asked to do something. Positive happens when a perso(%\d be
accepted by others. However, the hearer 's positive face is threatened'ﬂkthe IS no
agreement between speaker and hearer by showing different views. Y.

Brown and Levinson (1987) asserted that there are so iaMbles that affect
language use, for instance, social power between speak X.

earer, distance and

imposition. As he stated, the weightiness of the speechwact wi W if social
Ay

for the boaklis [e@n the

mwe\fo enesgy{odel has

examining @\mvestigating
assi@%ion of power and

variables increase. For example, the imposition for a

imposition for requesting money. Brown & L

been conducted by researchers, pragmatistSy,li
their studies (Chen, 2001). as Brown w) son (198
distance is adopted in the current 3@50 revea \prgg @ealization among HA

and LA in performing request a%ﬂ Wilf‘be d usse@e answering the second

question of the present stu@. ai investig l@the pragmatic realization of

making requests acrosshi lo
'3 &)

Because of the vwe c% gﬁﬂmmunication and social interaction,

many researchers havesexa noti@/%bm different perspectives.

fiti learners (situational variability).

N |
¢
Toun &@watet e noti GF ptl_ji(taess, Brown and Levinson (1987) suggested
@ N
five scalés fromr the nio ifice'nhoss face to lowest loss face as follows:

Y—
Aﬂd on record: using K request act
é\)ﬁ-record: using FTA but vaguely the interpretation depends on the hearer

0 (such as hints)
3. Negative politeness: using redressive actions when performing an FTA, which

influences the negative face of the hearer.
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4. Positive politeness: using redressive actions when performing an FTA, which

influences the positive face of the hearer. Yv

When the speaker is a high level of social, cultural, and hiera ﬁy‘aan the
addressee, losing face is not probable to happen. Therefore, a dire uest may be
performed. If the speaker is low power status, the indirect % will be used.
Therefore, using force is more probable to happen. For ex mpWs used terms such
(“dear doctor ) to show solidarity and closeness to th r(asa o'sitive oliteness

strategy). Regarding the influence of social variables (Brown and L: |’soh,\1v87),
L)
fagtor

HAs’ performance was influenced significantly ower a‘gd istance % S more

i M 7), s?}s’umed that

positivé face and save

request acts are considered as FTAs that %M the

the hearer’s negative face. Moreover, %nd vins 987, Qorted that requests

are intrinsically negative politene raa)ie% I%S ectd’)h’}s groups use off record
7] {b
ild hints as type.o TA&Mreas no occurrence of this

N
strategy by LAs may i ccﬁwﬂ%d Wwp' a@ competence of LAs in using

request act.

6.4 Limitate' hvl Recomme (?lion_gf'fhe Study
The Qﬁ&pants nrolled” i i
4

Preparato ar Progr (P&P@hce Sattam bin Abdalaziz University (PSAU). The

strategy by using strong and

findings of this study cannot b%eneralized to other students from different colleges or

‘%r university or schools in the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia. The gathered data was

Olected via DCT and SRQ that means using any other tool may lead to different

results. Moreover, the aim of this study is to compare between two groups of Saudi EFL
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so another group as native speakers of English is not included. So future studies should
add another group as native speakers of English which strengthen the results wﬂse
the data as a baseline.

This study concentrates on the influence of language proficien roducmg
request act so other factors such as length of residence is not mvesm Moreover,
this study addresses the sociopragmatic realization dependin somal variables
(distance and power) in its investigation so other socia oz.ar not taken into

consideration. .\d

This study is one of the few studies that ta the influ bf @uage

ecQ opr@atlc and

is stu@n cover other
i cor@‘tence and also to

proficiency in wusing request act under

pragmalinguistic levels. There is a crucial

factors such as length of residence lmaing prag

expand the sample to cover both g and age\m iff rg@unlversnles and high

schools. It is necessary to pom thls udy esents@ producing and realizing

speech act without focusi e 0 es land d Itles that face L2 in using

pragmatic knowledge. % studlf‘ may enbfﬁ@bm this study to expand the scope

of this research to m%ate @ |ff|ci§es and solutions to improve pragmatic
competence. & &

)
Regar aco ectlo thrg reeéz?ch adopted DCT as the most applicable tool
kva

N
ntages )LP re&rch. For example, it can make a control on the

that has

soc Vi |ables (power, statu@tance) that helps the researcher to gather sufficient

a short period. Moreover, using this tool also reduces the anxiety and

Q usness among participants when they are asked to participate in an English survey.
t

herwise, this tool has not been administered to collect data pertaining to interaction

such as hesitation, prosody and turn taking and the designed situations occur in
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academic issues so they may not represent all of real -life situations. It is highly
recommended for further studies to employ another tool such as interview and rw
then compare with the current finding to show which is the more eﬁective@}ﬂure
research may expand the end of the current study to encompass situ&khat draw
more social settings (home, street, market, restaurant, hotel) that SIW ILP studies
with more insight of using request act from a wide range of social situations.

The field of teaching and instructing pragmatics into Y:ol"cy is a field that
needs more investigation. Insufficient studies depict the“meed fo L‘Z\Egdr‘s and the
gmatic! co tehc&‘-gzr:her
a% pIain{?Fefusal to

importance of teaching pragmatics in increasing the

studies also should entail teaching speech acts

grasp the problematic issues that may obst Cco murti\:atl for IZJ@g;rs.
\3 S
6.5 Conclusion (0 \T ,<\
N
i

A lot of studies among Al lars and re mhezé@)d light on limited cross-
cultural differences (Batain*:h). Tlv , Mo stu@hould be conducted to centre
on cross-cultural pragmati far asithe r sedrchb‘is concerned, inadequate studies

g ¢ &
have dealt with rem@cts% di Ieﬁers as ESL and EFL in the academic
field. It is then IQQ at b 'lng tzléﬁvestigation, possible obstacles that face
¢

learners in wech cts.c fmrth{j(t;e) explored especially in the context of Saudi
% NN
English% ign lah }EFL)@eakers.
RN o

e present study pres t$'the findings pertaining to the pragmatic competence
&

between two groups at different language proficiency in employing request act. The

& sis shed light on adopted pattern (CCSARP) including levels of directness and
te

rnal and external modifications based on contextual variables (power and distance).

Regarding Directness (D, ClI and NCI), the main although both groups inclined to
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directlevel but LAs group used significantly direct requests compared with HAs.
Moreover, HAs shifted to employ indirect request strategy that links with politenw
they show more polite in using request act than LAs. However, HAs marﬁ% ood

pragmatic competence-to some extent- in using a variety of request st . To sum

up, language proficiency has an influence in producing suffieient pragmatic

competence. \,

Based on the level of directness (D, CI and N-CI), ;ups' resorted to use

more direct levels than conventional indirect and con anirect in
®
-K

performing FTA. This finding conforms with previou ies ( 'Iﬁh_,ﬂg se &

Kasper, 1987; Trosborg, 1995) that stated EFL

|ir% re direft in using
Arsl'is’ cheice fo@g;tness to the

does not the @%e elaborate modal

speech act. Atawneh (1991) revealed the reison

Arabic linguistic style. He claimed thawa

system as English for making indir uests” (p: x ,<\
N

As there are scarce studi%lver ein S nguage proficiency, the
current research shows tha%mof @e) compared with HAs. The
summary of the obtain% displays an \:iden@ﬁerence of pragmalinguistic and

. . ‘v 5 .
sociopragmatic co ence bei \L ups gsmg request act. Moreover, this study

investigates thew e of 'prof@ﬂcy in producing and realizing pragmatic
¢
competenca@how hat L. lf;v%rj(jo't) received a sufficient pragmatic input which
NN
actually% ragmatic f yre thaéﬁ)peared in their performance and realization of

sp of request. So, the @gs are in line with previous research which claimed

e
t%mz educational environment should have a significant impact on their pragmatic
erformance (Al-Momani, 2009).

d Pertaining modifiers (external and internal), It is observed from the results the

social status (-p\+p\=p) play significant role in choosing these strategies for HA groups
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more than LA group but HAs show more conscious when employing the appropriate

modifier with different social status situations that is they increase using T
modification when there are social distance and power with interlocutor. Fi a\hsults
from SRQ tool demonstrated that there was a significant difference b HAs and
LAs in their realizing the contextual variables (difficulty, power, impasition, right and
familiarity). Interestingly, it was evident statistically that t rm 18 significant
differences between groups in assessing these variables. ma t differences in
favor of high achievers at the level of significance .05) M‘Hows: in
wer variableas fol @Y;P,
owﬁ (-P,@T:P, +D)

, -D)_@P»Tm) and in
&

‘a\to be less sensitive to

N
social variables than HAs as L Asgi d to%mpl morz\,' ct styles in forming their

familiarity (+P, +D), (-P, +D) (=P, -D) and (-P, -D),

+D), -P, +D) (=P, -D) and (=P, -D), in difficult

and (+P, -D), in the right as follows (-P,
imposition as follows: (-P, +D), (=P, “D),.(-P,/#D) and (+

With regard to social variabl ciousne \Qgse
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