CHAPTER 1 T
INTRODUCTION q
1.1 Introduction *

The present study aims at revealing the relationship betweri English
Foreign Language learners’ (SEFL) English proficiency levels and strategies of making
requests in the target language. Specifically, the study Ys.to' investigate the
similarities\differences in pragmatic realization of makin uest awr‘l and low
SEFL proficiency learners. In this respect, this chapte mences wi he’b@%-und

of the study and statement of the problem (Secti an@ r de%ﬁg into the

research objectives and questions (Section w .5),!:Te ter fnééppresents the
significance of the study (Section 1.6)%{)’ ns 1.7 an Iin@fons and summary

of the study are highlighted. Finall% operaﬂ\&Mfi
1.9). % q
\ \\%
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1.2 Background of ;/.
g $ &
Verschuere&ﬂ@ regelr mat%.hot as a primary component of the
A :

language, but ipSteadwas a

ip@\s addressed (Section

¢
linguistic p wa cancerni i(ju?age in behavior patterns. Crain and Lillo-
Y
Martin % pposéd th nguag&s not regarded as abstract issues that exist in the

%r minds and brains.
: The appropriateness of using language likely depends on assimilating and
alizing the relationship between language and culture. This relationship comes under

the umbrella of the pragmatic approach, which concerns the functional perspective of



the language. Lambert, et al. (1973, p.246) defined pragmatic as "an awareness of and
sensitivity toward the values and traditions of the people whose language |?ng
studied". Therefore, the learners might have solid background of the cultur@hrget
language. However, if the learners do not exhibit any comprehensw&he target
language culture, they might encounter problems in learning the lang wor example,
Kramsch (2007) compared languages and cultures to determing and@éscribe problems
that second-language learners might confront. She con nm

rarners transfer

forms and meanings, and they render them from their na angu gwure to the
®
Y
| S

hig{ ant.for language
rstand@;gnd creating

language act (linguistic action) in per most imp t, b@QI'erms perspective

and act are included and two vital c@sent

foreign language and culture.

Pragmatics focuses on form and meanin

learners. According to Kasper (1999) pragmati

(1997), moreover, explains tha |cs rs‘sem Sdea%é@ verbal communication
from the standpoint of the | rticularly @ varieties those users create;
the limitations the use%m Cross |l co L}nﬁin@nguistic in societal dealings and
the impacts on their e of ve[ unl%& possesses upon the other applicants
in doing converatl\ol%t sh entio hat lack of pragmatic knowledge poses

l
some proble &))earn rs. 4 (j)
N
|F% rd, Gole 04, p&ndicated that "language learners can have all of

Y-
the k@ items and the gra@cal forms and still fail at conveying their message

b%\lu they lack necessary pragmatic or functional information to communicate their
t." Cohen (2004) clarified speech acts as a constant interest for second and foreign

nguage learners because they face difficulties continually in exploiting speech acts

like apologizing, requests, complaints, thanking, and refusals. All of which indicates



that speech acts have different interpretations for non-native speakers i.e., they may not
grasp explicitly the intended meaning of the speaker due to the cultural differen?!d
pragmatic competence. (’}
Saudi EFL learners, for example, show difficulties in using Engliﬂ%opriately
for communication because the pragmatic competence of Saudi EYEarners (ie.,
SEFL) has been reported as being challenge when they use English language with native
speakers or in academic field. To support this claim, sever s (Shah, Hussain, &

Nassef, 2013; AlSeghayer, 2005, 2011, 2014; Elyas Grigpi, MI-Zahrani,
@

hallenges using/ E&Q%i‘t:for

howed t FL learners have
et ledhn

stszwpp i mo@gn;municative
approaches as elements of EFL ins\ EIODfOI’ the se @%vercoming such
pragmatic failures. (’) \>T ,<\

N
Al-Qahtani (2020) conch%t Saudi teacheus’ %zé:%ness of the significance
m teI; 'thin;ﬁetontext is not yet satisfactory
ts

of integrating pragmatic co
based on their performwt students e ‘I‘o[y ances in the target language. The

2008) have claimed that Saudi EFL learners experie
communication purposes. For instance, Rouissi

different pragmatic failures, thus, the aut

s

&
author suggests twbed\rljﬁﬁa icigptagmatic features such as speech acts

in teaching Engﬂ in 'class@% activities enhances the quality of EFL
¢
learners’ p@ce ifl usin Eigliﬁl-lj anguage properly and builds a successful
NN
iofr As megrgg cher*&% 12 years - experience in teaching SEFL, he
Y—

noti&t most students have(@e’akness in using speech act and they sometimes fall

communic
b heir first language to transfer their messages when they use English language.
Q Additionally, there are only to date, few studies focused on the factors that
evelop pragmatic competence of Saudi EFL learners, the studies that examined the

factors that influence on performing a speech act among the Saudi learners are



inadequate (Al-Gahtani and Roever, 2012). Therefore, this study investigates the
influence of English language proficiency on Saudi EFL learner’s pragmatic re T’l
and making request strategies to pinpoint the pragmatic knowledge amor@ and
to compare the similarities and differences in using request strate different
proficiency levels. T

Request as a part of speech act can be described as de arativef imperative, and
interrogative act. Speech act has been considered as the asp ct in pragmatic
researchers in second language studies (Levinson, 19 Spe h the core
mplaining ﬁa&k«% and
ng% hmg@?her than

element of linguistic communication such as requesti
others, which permit speakers to detect the po
attributing reality (Green, 2010). Moreovefygxa nmg\the eech eaIs with the
conveyed meaning, not to the falsity %e speech res@%se According to

Austin (1962), the falsity or truth (@5rance re\o }(}m the meaning of the

expressions, but on the perfor the act duuce a speaker in a specific

circumstance. This study ¢ ticul eque because it relates to foreign

language directly. Spe% pnslﬁ laspas head, and modifier. The main

part of the request i ﬁKhead a(it, p egae ", which can stand alone without

a modifier in pegfor .'Furt@‘fo e, modifiers, in most situations, come
13

before or a %ﬁ acts, whi ar€ e@ ted to mitigate the degree of imposition in
request act (Reiter, 2000).
N
A S
1. oblem Statement

Q It is widely acknowledged that pragmatics is considered as the study of language
(6]

m users’ perspectives in terms of the choices they make and the effects of their

employment of language on other people throughout the act of communication (Crystal,



1997). According to Syarifuddin (2017), pragmatic is a primary component of the
language that seeks to use the language properly in the context. ACCOT’,
Syarifuddin (2017) suggests that developing learners’ pragmatic co \e in
language classroom is crucial for language learners; although Iearnerfﬁklinguistic
knowledge, but they do not have sufficient pragmatic knowledge tmder them to
communicate effectively with native speakers of target language¥ Several studies
(Loutfi, 2016a; Kasper, 1997, Latif, 2001) indicate that p &.co'npetence is still
lacking in second language learners even if their grammatieal kn IWonsidered

®
proficient. All of which lead to awkwardness, embar ent, rudeness, $IK f the

speaker’s message to get through, all of whi in_com i atio@éakdown

(Choraih et al., 2016). \, ,é\
It should be mentioned that thewane princi f n@g good language

learners. According to Alhaysony, @ good \u&% I r,z@s should be attributed
ﬁ y N
to the following traits. First, Iea%uld zﬂ:tivel invo IXQ mselves in the language

i Rpur ing p ferr(%g%ming environments. Second,

wledge! of | ‘g&agbs a system. Third, they should

s &
improve their understanding ofll \ge as agans of communication and interaction.

Fourth, they shq@ept t Witéﬁé effective demands of L2. Fifth, they

¢
should enhasg% revise the
P% tudigS on 'Jnterllu&uage pragmatic (ILP) field have indicated some

fact fluencing pragmati@fnpetence development. One of these factors is

'%\@i proficiency which has a great role in pragmatic competence (Bardovi-Harlig,
2

learning process by identi

they should enhance

!
sy'ste@?/ inferencing and monitoring.
NN

d 015).; Schauer, 2006; Xiao, 2015). However, results of the previous studies
emonstrated controversial outcomes. For instance, some findings stated that language

proficiency has a significant role in pragmatic competence (e.g., Al-Gahtani, & Roever,



(2012); Qorina, 2012; Rastegar & Yasami, 2014). Other research revealed that
language proficiency has an insignificant effect on pragmatic competence (e.g. W
& Suleiman, 2016; Khorshidi, et al, 2016; Tabatabaei, & Farnia, 2015). }@ the
influence of language proficiency on pragmatic realization and usin h act for
EFL\ESL has not been investigated widely and insufficient espemam Saudi EFL
context. Hence, this study hopes to add insights into ILP udle y revealing the
influence of language proficiency factor on pragmatic Y

nce' in making and

realizing pragmatic competence in Saudi context as™ecom erw previous
®
Y
| S

Harwood (2014) indicates that pragmatic not be‘Considéred @ optional

researchers (Huwari & Al-Shboul, 2015).

extra in a textbook syllabus. This is contragy to,the con bellef,@% pragmatic is

merely concerned with rendering th\;a meaning eli the embedded

meaning. The problem is that prag does no_‘lxg %de T@attentlon in teaching
EFL in general (Taguchi, 2015)%|ng tﬁ Lee d983§:§r§gmatlcs are divided into

sociopragmatics and pragm u ics r su “§s the knowledge in which the

social role impact the uage, \[‘?ﬁe ‘a@efers to the utterance the speaker
employs when speechyact are u e life s (Lallons As these two terms are seminal
aspects in the ,rreQ Iom@‘rﬁaragraph sheds more insight on these
definitions. (J

N%k 'jlnes R&;mallngmstlcs as the intersection of pragmatics

and stic forms. Accordi he ability of being pragmatically competent entails

t cts of pragmatics, understanding and producing sociopragmatic meanings with
m

d alinguistic conventions. Thus, Roever (2009) points out that the lack of such
sults leads to pragmatic failure. Knowing that lack of pragmatic knowledge may lead

to pragmatic transfer whereby second language learners tend to fall back to their first



language because of their inability to comprehend and produce the pragmatic
competence of the second language (Bou-Franch, 2012; Saleem, et al. 2018). T

The lack of pragmatic competence among language learners, is also @d by
Qari’s study (2017) in which students who are second language or forei ers were
commonly found to face a difficulty of mastering speech act in theiriéommunication.
Qari (2019) pointed out that in the context of Saudi learners,“they often make
grammatical mistakes in performing speech acts in conversation$such as apology and
request, and they sometimes fall back on their first langu 0 use pWexploiting

"AX
the scarci f‘)r@ng in

tem co@ared as a
i the sp@g;nteractions,
ces@t existed between

direct terminology, which may be easier in speaking

the TL. Falling back to the first language in

pragmatic failure that may further lead to

due to the different linguistic structuwajltural di

the two cultures. To understand p@ﬁtic com\ncg m@&tmicative competence

N
should be addressed first as the ion 91 the wi((?ﬁapter.

There is a consensus eernthe 1ang from 960 in the applied linguistic

field regarding definin nicati‘\./(lqcﬁ‘e;t[en@hich shows that language users

should not only know the kw the@age itself, but how to employ and

activate this kn% into icati(é&ents (Bagaric & Djigunovic, 2007). As
¢

!
one of the E'hilize spee bgha@(jo?s, learners’ requests in their L2 should be
n

NN
investigated to%ndergtand their pragﬁtic development.
&Jests have been sho@b occur regularly in everyday communication, and
h \ey are grasped influences the relationship between interlocutors. Thus,
erforming requests inappropriately can make the L2 learners look impolite in the target

ommunity, causing pragmatic failure. It is likewise broadly accepted that native



speakers consider pragmatic faults to be more serious than syntactic or phonological

mistakes (Thomas, 1983; Wolfson, 1989). Yv
Although most of ILP studies have investigated factors affectm@natlc
competence, the primary focus has been the effect of the learning envi t (Schuar

2006, 2009; Sorour, 2015). In other words, it has been noted that there? lack of studies

that examine how language proficiency can influence pragmatic “‘@0mpetence (e.g.,
Taguchi, 2011; Xiao, 2015). Additionally, the findings eZous'ILP studies are

inconclusive. While some researchers (e.g., Istifci, 2009:%Al-Gah aaner, 2011;
g
t language fi:i@has a

t, % stud,@rhave not
ur, Zoé,\g;batabaei &

6). @d on the findings

of r&'}y does not guarantee

native-like pragmatic productlo%mpre(l"]eny of srzeg'l? acts. Accordingly, more
studies are required to d te%'xhe r ip be '«T@én language proficiency and
l

pragmatic competence% “

To be prag al y c% audl Iearners need to acquire a good
competence of rag Ilng d so ngmstlc aspects of English language.

Qorina, 2012; Rastegar & Yasami, 2014) have report

positive effect on pragmatic competence dev

reported a significant effect of language pr

Farnia, 2015; Khorshidi et al., 2016; M{@& Salehi,

reported by these studies, learners hlgh Ie

Accordingl aco plet |c!t|re(_}c audi EFL learners’ pragmatic competence,
this stu b ,aspe espemally regarding the relationship between
lan rof|C|ency and Sau LEF'L learners’ pragmatic production and realization of

t \ch act of request.

S



1.4 Research Objectives
The current study addresses the following three research objectives:

1. To identify request strategies employed by Saudi EFL learners at @erent
levels of English language proficiency use (linguistic va ity). More
specifically, it aims to investigate the level of directness, inthd external
modifications among learners from different language @b‘cy.

2. To investigate the effect of English language profi Saudi EFL learners

at different levels of proficiency on pragmatic realization ( 'tuWariability)
[
I _\"}
nd %‘antion of

and production of the speech act of request.

3. To reveal the similarities and differen

request act by Saudi EFL learners a

1.5 Research Questions (‘) \ ,Q\
Investigation of this stud%s to Qddre the fo&@?ing questions:

1. What strategies do ?Edi LI ers at dif@ levels of English language
proficiency em% aking reque ;Jt?@guistic variability pertaining to
&
a. Lev&lﬁ?rectni i gwtween HAs and LAs
b. ventionally i ct, e}%” non-conventionally indirect request
QK . g
gies 4 (_}
\
%Externﬂ n ernah&difications between HAs and Las

at is the relationshi t@\fveen language proficiency and pragmatic realization
\f

making requests by Saudi EFL learners? (Situational variability).

0 . What are the similarities and differences in the production and realization of
request act by HAs and LAs?




1.6  Significance of the Study
This study deduces its significance from four aspects as follows. First;
studies on pragmatics in the Arab context normally focus on the differen(e% een
native and nonnative speakers of English in producing speech act even t /analysis
used are different from those in the current research. That means current study
focuses on two dimension linguistic and social variables. In doing so,%his study focuses
on the pragmalinguistics and sociopragmatics aspects in %:es act among HA
and LA. Thus, learners at different levels of English lan e pr icwre chosen
g
so that the findings can enhance understating of the nce of}lan gd pr. \lency
on Saudi EFL learners’ pragmatic realizatio Od% e S@Eh act of
o

request. \, u\ é\
Second, teachers, instructors, awas may fi sﬂ@‘f]seful as findings

n
gained from this study may provide %r underﬂ\iﬂ% 0

N
employed by SEFL at different proﬁcien n pa(r(', ar situations. Moreover,
the speech act of request is }Qred r 0 tacleé@ EFL\ESL encounter in their
communication (Al-N 15), hence T, sufts@ned from the investigation may
g ¢ &
enhance students Oy@ a vrl e oﬁquest strategy and strengthen their

competence in using pragmati 'ng irEi)ﬁ‘bnsideration the social variable. Hence,
¢

there is a ne &)cus n pra aﬂ’c @etence of Saudi EFL in making requests at
\
;e P

diﬁeren@, roficie %

d, this study hopes@a’dd new insights to the literature for scholars and

r rs because there are few studies on Saudis' request as part of speech act

b{}nost preferred strategy

ifically the influence of language proficiency in making request (Hussein &
Ibakri, 2019; Al-Ageel, 2016; Al-Gahtani & Alkahtani, 2012; Alsulayyi, 2017; Qari,

2019; Tawalbeh & Oqaily, 2012). Al-Ageel, (2016) stated that scholars face difficulties

10



due to the shortage of literature when they investigate the use of speech acts by Arabic
speakers as EFL learners. Yv

Investigating the request act used by Saudis may strengthen the lit \f the
linguistic features and cultural norms, In the case of L2 learning, this cﬁ%e serious
repercussions as Saudi learners’ employ higher directness in contexts where using
directness is treated as socially inappropriate in the target language. Se, the results may
be useful for learners to strengthen their pragmatic compe %J:m'g request as one
type of speech act. To the best of researcher knowledge;this stu yMne of the

g

necessary studies which scrutinize the speech acts of r t and the i c'o@uage

proficiency in making requests among high an F'\@' sax@rearners.

Fourth, the current DCT appears to Iﬂ@ ny aimi i rative@x;its, such as

enabling the researcher to gather a Iaw s of data |ﬁic@0 observe speech

events in a variety of situations Wi@j relativ\sh%t r,Q f time. To be more
focused, in this research it is im 0 gatﬂer su ioient(O @ from different situations
and DCT is considered as he mls ictent tc@ collect such data.

Accordingly, the%ﬂ CT serves t odtahﬁfformation about what utterances
s

are employed by S lﬂ{tdifferrz
& di

a particular spe\ n
¢

the researc 0 Study the_s kG'r

NN
Therefo% seems.fo fn eﬂu&ve data collection method when the purpose of
the %s data production. H n and Brown, (2001) defined DCT as a pragmatics
i

glx in different situations to implement

'asse s&al variables in each situation that helps
’scljt:ﬂity to recognize the contextual variables.

i \nt that entails the students to read a written description of a situation that

I%i
3 ins social variables.

11



1.7 Limitations of the Study
The current study has some limitations, as follows: T
1. The study is conducted to investigate the pragmatic competence fo(%\EFL
on Preparatory Year Program (PYP) at Prince Sattam bin Abed niversity
(PSAU), so the findings will not be generalized to all student SAU or any
PYP's students at any university in Saudi Arabia. \,
2. The current study centers on request as a type of Xc?a d the impact of

language proficiency on performing the requ 0 other “aetsfwill not be
[

| &
hét eou@'pulation.

i ion in@;‘n.g education
programs, specifically first-yea\%as i ubléﬁversity that does

not in any way imply connec@jxith th i @\rstudents at secondary

or primary stages. ‘% A}
1.8 Summary %z ’

The influenc %nguag]e
(1992) classifie &hge i
1

to the degre; %incie cy.0 FE\EE-I;?earners in employing a second or a foreign

Ianguag%

like iciency. The second ification, in addition, refers to the components of
L4

measured.

3. The sampling in the current study is h

Therefore, the study’s sampling is“h

4 o'(,v

oficiency issa’/variable in the current study. Stern

intt:)%f) branches, the first classification refers
- \ - - -
extgnt_to PICh thé\speakers continue to nearly perfect their native-
I%Xei proficiency.
Q Stern (1992, p. 73) defined language proficiency as “the mastery of such skills as
st

ening, speaking, reading and writing”. Additionally, the learning of language for

communication requires achieving mastery in linguistic strategies, sociocultural and



interactional norms and discourse of the target language (Stern, 1992). On the other
hand, language proficiency is built in two contexts: context-reduced and T
embedded. First, context-reducing happens when the speaker has @cient
knowledge of the language, which imposes the speaker to elaborate ut@l*s and use
explicit forms to prevent any possible misunderstanding. Context- @mbedded is the
implicit competence of the language that the speaker use imcommunication
(Cummins, 1983). dY‘ '

To sum up, proficiency, as it is defined in English dietionarigs, icat‘i;?il of

otewarth Mg&% that
in secd fore@ﬁanguage

the speaker’s skill and capability in using language.
this term can also be connected to measurement

teaching. For example, IELTS and TOEFW ests are used to

measure the proficiency for people v\%e to stu
where English is the medium of @unicaﬂo\cﬁ%

Language proficiency, tappedsgvi andaﬂiized testin

Iisr@(‘travel to a place

=

r}g@,‘ adapting this view,
N

an important tool to

distinguish mastery from n -mXeryl idates. T@o this end, this current study
adopted a test, Touchs@ emen‘t‘ est ‘E'I'),\b'determine language proficiency.
&

The participants in Wdyif:}fass ied @JZ groups namely high achievers and
ﬁﬂ u

ciency is a variable in the current study.

1. atic competence: I@éals with a person's strength in using language

N
%opriately to accomplish specific goals, comprehend language in context, and
0 se communicative action (Bachman, 1990). Specifically, it explains pragmatic

competence as the interpretation of the meaning of any utterance in a specific



context, which presupposes the speaker's knowledge about social distance and
status among hearer and speaker and politeness strategies (Yul, 2014). Yv
2. Pragmalinguistic competence (linguistic variability): This term is des@\x the
speaker’s adequacy to employ particular strategies and forms (SA levels of
directness) to achieve a specific speech act such as request (K%rvand Roever
2005). \,
3. Pragmatic transfer: It relates to the effects exerci Ys:ealkers' pragmatic

awareness of cultures and languages other than second e in their
®

| | . | " 9
learning, performing, and recognizing pragmatic ledge pft arbe@uage
(Kasper, 1992). \f .\Y

V. :dbl

4. Sociopragmatics competence (situatio 'Ii&y{): efers @13; correlation
between the appropriate utteran ncerning soci wer@ distance, rights,

obligation, and the level of the fi ngage \he\s%ec iﬁ\bt. Leech (1983) stated
N

that sociopragmatic is (the%) the?trate jesqin m(déam pragmatic performance

reflect specific and gen Mditil n gua§ . (1983, p.10).
5. Interlanguage pra%s An area of induh&bhat investigates the non-native

’ &
speaker's capw perf‘a &wtand, grasp and communicate in the
target Iang% ex w s@d or foreign language students improve

!
¢
and de eir efficie 1’0 Eb‘a?uce action and comprehend in the target
Qv NN
langliage. P g ¢
% 5
6. E&st: is a branch of ic%ﬁve illocution which permits for the possibility of

E?hsal. (Safont, 2008) defined request acts as "are performed by the speaker to
n

0 gage the hearer in some future course of actions that coincide with a speaker's
goal” (p.168). Moreover, it is described as asking, but in more polite utterance for

the same function.

14



10.

11.

Indirect request strategies: It is an indirect request act known as “one illocutionary

act is performed indirectly by way of performing another”, or in other Wow

illocutionary force of the act is not derivable from the surface stru@h as

conventionally and non-conventionally indirect (Searle 1975, p.GGA

Direct request strategies: Searle (1975, p. 60) defined direct reqw an evident

relationship between form and function, as when an imp%tiv? used to make a
l

In an indirect speech act, Level of directness: Blum-Kulka e 89, p.17)
[

defined as “that part of the sequence wh@t se t ea‘is&‘-t}c?:lct
independently of other elements”. 4 \,T

External modifications: This type of mo@li ix:th‘are\,takesé;g in the form
of supportive moves, such as | '%ns and e ati(@%f various kinds,

occurring either before or after ad act !\peﬁgw E;;:\

N
Internal modifications: “el%ithinﬂ the réguest %‘w@?c?nce proper (linked to the
head act), the presence Mh is’ essential @e utterance to be potentially
2 (Blu I

understood as a re m-Kdlka ef al! 19@: p.60).
4 ’ &

request such as (mood derivable and hedge performati

15



