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INTRODUCTION

1.0 INTRODUCTION é j , _\C}
2 X

The present study aims to investigatwrr:soc' atic @Se-ption) and
pragmalinguistc (production) compet@the speec of @f’ogy by Jordanian

second language speakers (JL2Ss) @red t(ﬁa\y;\% j(ﬁ‘non-English speakers
N,

(JNESs) and English native s ENS@). Pragmatic sfer from first language

&

(L1) to second Ianguag%"wa] e 'gateg both sociopragmatic and

pragmalinguistic Ievel%I respect, this Pziprsbriscusses the following: research
d &

background, state of thf : rgapch objectives, research questions,

conceptual framework; signi of(l:%’ study, limitations of the study and

¢ ! C,)

definition of S O

\

%i 2ty

11 QARCH BACKGR(K@YD.

N

d ch acts have traditionally been regarded as one of the major areas of pragmatic
u

dies in second language research (Levinson, 1983). Searle (1969) postulates that

oy



speech acts are the basic or minimal units of linguistic communication such as
requesting, apologizing, thanking, complaining, complimenting and others. Yv
The study of speech as a cultural phenomenon has show different
communities vary in their production and interpretation of linguistic behaviours
(Bella, 2014; Ifantidou, 2014; Blum-Kulka, House, & Ka NQ McNamara,
2006). Olshtain and Cohen (1991) explain that every ac d elops a set of
patterned utterances that speakers use regularly to pe qunctlons
aim of th ndu@ use
) f <
Q\ s‘i‘
This present study is only mt&%ﬂ the speeeh’act @%ology, which is

defined as “a speech act intended t%Vld

Moreover, speech act theory is developed to identi

and its underlying meaning (Cutting, 2008; Se

% )(}[er who was actually

%)
J;
i=

or potentially mal-affected by, tlon (Olshtan, 1 p 165). Apology has

received considerable atte \th:r' ofysocio istics due to its significant
that

importance as a reme%ﬁ chang
g

equilibrium after a or Vll’tl.‘

2014; Binasfo %& Br

Speech acts_rese ch om

mﬂs Qe establish social harmony and
F &
e haﬁm performed (Al-Sobh, 2013; Bella,

evm <'*’1987 Goffman, 1981; Kousar, 2015).

ss‘cu&ja pragmatics (CCP henceforth) or inter-
langua pragmatics” ( ncefo&) perspectives could be very significant since
ey ibute by shedding Il@ﬁ the universal principles that govern the speech act
‘% n. Further, the linguistic approach to the study of speech acts could provide a
led description of the interactional styles corresponding to different speech

&mmumtles (Olshtain & Cohen, 1983; Roever, 2011; Savi¢, 2014).



Thus, ILP, which is the focus of the present study, is a part of pragmatic
studies that focus on the acquisition and the use of the pragmatic norms inw
language (L2 henceforth) and how second language speakers (LZSs@orth)
produce and comprehend speech acts over time (Blum-Kulka et al?) ). Blum-
Kulka (1993) explains that ILP is the study of non-native spédkers’ use and
acquisition of linguistic patterns in a second language with e mn the pragmatic
research concerned with people’s comprehension anc#&?f 'inguistic action
in context. Although speech acts are universal concep bed eWanguages,

X
their usage varies cross-culturally (Al-1ssa, 1998; B ef & Mar 2(’13_'\®ssein
& Hammouri, 1998; Olshtain & Cohen, 1991).Y. \"j \T

NV {\

Recently, researchers of ILP rious speech

9

ave@?ﬁj great attention

to the importance of pragmatics in @gd Ianguﬁ\cg %Ji |pﬁ\~'.e. the need to report
% -3
6.

the rules that govern the use uage in cantext s@uas to avoid any possible

misinterpretation and misc MCatl Cross cult (Al-lIssa, 1998; Al-Momani

2009; Al-Zumor, 2011, |;kalef ros, \@13; Blum-Kulka et al., 1989;
4 $ &

Fukushima,1996; aei, oT \& smﬁpZOlZ; Nureddeen, 2008; Trosborg,

1995). Not onlysdo L28s n

R
e ter t ammar of the target language, they also
¢

need to reco ﬁ@he rules of Spe kile‘:t?at govern the specific target language in a

"
specific Lontext (Ifantidou 914; F@nas, 1983; Trosborg, 2010; Yates, 2010). L2Ss
X

whq&considerable gramn@e’al competence in the target language but lack the

S \fhguistic awareness related to this language may encounter communication

ifficulties with the native speakers due to their lack of the target language’s
ragmatic knowledge (Ifantidou, 2014).



The lack of pragmatic knowledge might lead to what is called a pragmatic
failure, which refers to the inability to understand what is meant by what is sai?ﬂ!,
ani

impeding the success of cross-cultural communication (Al-Issa 1998; @n

2009; Al-Zumor, 2011; Banikalef & Maros, 2013; BIum-Kqua‘&l., 1989;
Fukushima, 1996; Mirzaei et al., 2012; Nureddeen, 2008; Trosborgi1995; Thomas,
1983). This failure is due to the cultural differences among dif t cultures with
different social and conceptual norms. It is argued that pr ??ail re occurs when
the L2Ss pragmatically transfer their native langua rms aants when

8
performing the target language (Beebe, Takahashi liss-Weltz, 9'); _{e\ybe &

4
' <
. S&'
This pragmatic transfer is ewea by Kasp 19965 “the influence

exerted by L2Ss of the knowledg(%languag\amgcu u@‘of their L1 on their

comprehension, production a%\ing Q)f L prag((/' information” (p.207).

Wolfson (1989) explains t }ﬂke g atical err at are expected from L2Ss,

pragmatic failure is m@t{\%&?&d@ may result in misjudgement in

cross-cultural intera€tion. Thuls, i do@ very essential for L2Ss to have

pragmatic know@ t matiéfy’ competent so as to avoid any possible
¢ ? C—)

Zhang-Waring, 2001; Liu & Ou, 2004; Olshtai

N
A@uchi (2009) argu@Hat pragmatic competence is the ability to use

I x appropriately in context and the ability to convey and interpret meaning

G priately in a social situation that“has become an object of inquiry in a wide range
f disciplines including linguistics, applied linguistics, anthropology, sociology,

psychology, communication research, and cross-cultural studies” (p.1). Pragmatic



competence can be divided into two parts: pragmalinguistic competence (production)
and sociopragmatic competence (perception). Pragmalinguistic competence

knowledge of forms and strategies to convey particular speech acts i.e. t exlistic
resources (including strategies such as direct, indirect and hedgﬂN convey

communicative acts and perform pragmatic functions (Kasper & R&%Ol; Kasper

& Roever, 2005). \,

Sociopragmatic competence (perception) is the led Me of these
'Y

& Rase, 2001 i@er &
r, % atic@?npetence
i pem\icip s’ iq@vr;tation and
performance of communicative acNasper & , 7@“, p. 2) ie. the
knowledge of the relationships b%n com \I'oagve g@n and power, social

i ondiﬁons con ences of what you do,

forms and strategies in an appropriate context (K

Roever, 2005; Leech, 1983: Thomas, 1983):

refers to “the social perceptions un

()

distance, imposition, and the

when, and to whom. \

X 7S

’ &
To be pragmatically f \se , should map their sociopragmatic
knowledge on gpragmalinguisti 'ms strategies and be able to use their
¢
knowledge g%he nstra ts"ofe ommunicative situation (Ifantidou, 2014;
\
McNa 6

). Lida })u ( ) point out that pragmalinguistic failure is the
Y-v
linguistie, deficiency caused @?ﬁerences in the linguistic encoding of pragmatic

f \hile sociopragmatic failure results from a lack of sociocultural knowledge i.e.

Q are unaware of the cross-culturally different perceptions of what constitutes
ppropriate linguistic behaviour.



There is a pressing need for improving the pragmatic awareness of L2Ss to

avoid pragmatic failure and to achieve politeness, which refers to a mixture ofVNI
as well as functional features accompanying inherently face-threateningé%x acts
such as apology in order to minimize their potential face threat a, 1998;
Banikalef & Maros, 2013; Bardovi-Harli, 2015; BIum-Kqua,W Brown &
Levinson, 1987; Hussein & Hammouri, 1998; Ifantidou, 2014; & Ou, 2004,
Mohammad-Bagheri, 2015; Trosborg, 2010). Therefore, t %o' emphasis from
grammatical to communicative competence in lang use is.\beldo be the

X
contributing factor of the rising need for pragmatic a ess (Canal S’W@QSO;

Hymes, 1972). Y 4 .\/"("
\/ SN QT
The importance of pragmatic wac could

pla@\with reference to
context, for example in Japan sa%‘l am \Pg”?m

D

wn

;(%‘e- sufficient in many
3
situations, whereas in other cu an) expla(@fon for the offense might

— &
be required (Bataineh & Bataineh,2008; - ulka%q“él; Trosborg, 2010).
? N
4 $ &
ILP studies wec M evealef.that even L2Ss who are proficient in

English face spe&%"acts and have insufficient pragmatic

competence h i \R’itr(jr%tive speakers of the target language
N

(Abdulrghman®2 1998&Nghamiri & Sadighi, 2013; Banikalef & Maros,

Yv
201@n, 1993; Cohen & @éin, 1981; Farashaiyan & Hua, 2012; Tabatabaei &
‘@?015). The variations of speech act of apology by L2Ss and ENSs have been
tl

igated by many researchers including Yemeni Arabic and American English

N,
Alfattah, 2010), Sudanese Arabic (Nureddeen, 2008), Thai and American English

(Thijitang, 2010), between Arabs and American and British English speakers (Al-



Zumor, 2011) and Chinese and English (Hou, 2006). However, in Jordanian context,
research on speech act of apology is limited and little is known about 4

sociopragmatic and pragmalinguistic competence The following section Wi ress

in detail the problem statement of the present study.

1.2 STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

Speech acts have been traditionally considered as a maj oblemati or English
X
as a second language (ESL) and English as a foreig F p(jak;{%nd is

one of the most compelling notions in the st

or W speech
QQ, p

speakéxf the target
language due to the complexity and @y ech@& that require the

non-native speakers to understand%multi
@

1991; Lin, 2014; Trosborg, 201% Aj
Bachman (19M;s that’ {icxbmpetence iIs one of the vital

a
4 ¢ &
components of comn{icativel ce. guze, L2Ss have to pay more attention
to the cultivat'q@wrag i pet&tf,'e’ in order to improve communicative
¢
é? effective and successful cross-cultural

_ AT N o
commu% To apalo ina s@nd language appropriately is a complex task, as

s

LZS&& to be able to first gnize the occurrence of an event that calls for an
i

acts are depicted as difficult tasks faced t

pra

(D ==

competence to | cond té

a \9to assess the severity of the offense and the weight of contextual variables

G as power and distance and to select appropriate output strategies (Bergman and
asper, 1993).



Hence, L2Ss should be pragmatically competent and avoid sociopragmatic and
pragmalinguistic  failure. Sociopragmatic failure occurs when the ?&r
demonstrates no concern for the social status and identity of the Iisten@g the
conversation, or the speaker may produce pragmatic failure by add a remote
person or someone of a higher social status with an intimate form. On¢the other hand,
pragmalinguistic failure occurs when the speaker takes for granted that the listener is

able to understand what the speaker says, but in fact the mits pragmatic

failure by deducing the meaning of the speaker’s uttcfance ingo 1 u, 2011;
'Y
Kasper & Roever, 2005; Tang & Zhang, 2009; T , 1983; Yule, #0& iran,

1988). 4 %
Y- Y
N =) &
It is noted that the majority oI\bakers do cqu@‘pragmatics of the

target language on their own. Ther@s pragm\'mgru iﬁﬁ\has become a crucial

N,
component in achieving the cométive ompetence &hé:?s widely recognized as a

major pedagogical goal in mr foI i uage%hing (Arsie, 2012; Bardovi-

Harlige, 2010; Bataine Hencejinco oﬂati@pragmatic instruction in the EFL
4 2
curricula shouldb&ﬁged on f \hat c inv
ish

&
(I.i.gations of the speech acts by using
empirically est

Farahian & E% 2012; Ifa oJ, 2@21?

Jordanian context, archers such as Al-Momani, (2009), Al-Shboul
i

(ES&AI-Adaileh (2007) and Bataineh (2008) indicated that research concerning
S

> pragmatic competence is limited and thus, little is known about JL2Ss’

ngaﬂc competence. Although Jordanian students begin studying English in Grade

1 (six years old) in primary schools and continue until grade 12 (18 years old) in



secondary schools, they still encounter problems in communicating effectively with
English native speakers. This problem has been observed by many researcheg‘m
affirmed that Jordanians lack the necessary pragmatic compet% ich
consequently hinder them from communicating efficiently in the targ&%guage (Al-

Khresheh, 2010; Al-Momani, 2009; Al-Shboul, 2013; Bataineh, 20142

i Zat JI’ZSS experience

dy s prrgl‘erEent

that learning a language is not merely acquiring a@nderst ndi oﬂg&ﬁ%\ar of
the target language, rather, L2Ss must be Y‘g use tHe age\bjgyond the
where poli

classroom as well and in variety of situati

There is a lack of studies that deal with the diffic

when performing speech acts including apology. This

and elp to sooth

tension and open door for successf\‘&ss)ultural c uni@ﬁl (Ayden, 2013;

Cohen, 2010; Martinez-Flor & Us()@j 2010; \'rd&
<0 -3
&
Pragmatic competence is onTGﬁg mgﬁ}component of cross-cultural

communication yet Ii% ion has bee p&id\b'either teach it or test it in the
4
Jordanian context. T%are str

lexical, syntactigal andyph

¢ &
\l'ha have conducted in Jordan to investigate

error ‘&de by the Jordanian speakers of English

!

[

(Al-Khreshe %) Rababah, £008: 2y d, 2014). Findings of these studies revealed
: "
a

that Jor%

Morgover, it was found that @eakers’ knowledge about how conversations work

o

peakers_of Pglish&ounter problem in both speaking and writing.

a \H&specific socio-cultural norms and practices for the target language is lacking in
of the English language textbooks that are used in the learning institutions in

ordan (Al-Khresheh, 2010; Bataineh, 2014; Rababah 2003; Zayed, 2014).
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It is noteworthy to mention that these English language textbooks are designed
by native speakers of English and evaluated and adapted by Jordanian authors T
attached to Ministry of Education in Jordan. Examples of the English textBo ich

are used in the institutions in Jordan are Action Pack 12 for twelve my Haines

(2010) and Action Pack 9 for nine grade by Paris (2013). Y'

Rababah (2003) indicates that students in Jordan Ilsr in their home
country where the native language is Arabic, and the way to ngllsh in
Jordan is through formal instruction i.e. in classroo ere the Engli h'teff@ s are
native speakers of Arabic with little opportuni ac\ th@] natural
interaction in the target language. He adds that e Iang,@e graduates in
Jordan encounter difficulties in usin %in communi r@‘ﬁi they often lack
the necessary vocabulary they needg,to geﬁg\y\lxe r)(& cross during actual

6

communication. Aj

Consequently, % ot keep the i t |'a going for an extended period of
4

time. In addltlon JLZSsl co atlon with English native speakers,

difficulty may se to y of the conversational norms involved

in the per ept d p uct| G‘?sb act (Rababah, 2003; Zayed, 2014). Such

convers ona dlffw ie Pay«% turn cause break-down in cross-cultural

Con]matl . It is argued K‘t@d‘ordanlans EFL curriculums lack the inclusion of

p ic aspects of language teaching and pragmatic aspect of language and

d atic-focused instruction. According to Al-Adaileh (2007), many Jordanian
udents pursue their high studies in England. Therefore, equipping the JL2Ss with the

appropriate pragmatic knowledge might help them to communicate effectively in
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international communication settings where English is widely used (Al-Momani,
2007; Al-Shboul, 2012; Bataineh, 2015; Rababah, 2003; Zayed, 2014). Yv
\
(a)

Pragmatic knowledge is not viewed as an aspect of commu skills in
Jordanian educational curriculums, despite the significance of%8uch skills in
communication with ENSs (Al-Issa, 1998; Al-Momani, OCW-Shboul, 2014;
Bataineh, 2006; Sa’ida & Al-Sayyed, 2015). There is a'fisi eed'for research on
JL2Ss’ pragmatic competence in which the findings o res rw‘e used to
identify the potential problems and provide edu solutions ﬁe_\fp}?s;ble

= 0%
Farahian & Rezaee, 2012; Ifantidou, 2%) d Okius, ise J@s?? pragmatic

aroéf)l?»; Bataineh &

pragmatic challenges faced by JL2Ss in Jord

: Bat@gh, 2014:

awareness (Al-Issa, 2003; El-Khalil, anikalef

Bataineh, 2008; Bataineh, 2006; B:%h &A j\‘l\%)

1998). é * &
R R

The literature (ﬁgy in lg [

addressed the pra Nquisti‘:

apology (Al-Adaileh,"2007;

@
El-Khalil, 1 sﬁﬁssei &H
N
the sim% and differences be@en JNESs and ENSs in the production of the
apo]m&

rategies i.e. pragm@ﬂistic competence and the strategies used between

J@s show that most of the studies

duction) of JL2Ss in performing

P.é%%eh, 2006; Bataineh & Bataineh, 2008;

m‘ur&_}l 98). These studies particularly investigated

ersr in both cultures. Other important aspects such as the sociopragmatic
ompetence (perception), of speech acts of apology by JL2Ss and pragmatic transfer
f apology strategies from L1 to L2 were not major focus of these studies. According

to Chen (2006), sociopragmatics is viewed as very significant to the investigation of a
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culture of a specific language, that is, it goes beyond what the speakers say to fulfil

certain linguistic function to investigate the attitudes, values and weights that I?!m

choose these linguistic strategies. cq\

Additionally, to the best of the researcher’s knowledge, few studies

investigated the influence of pragmatic transfer of apology strate from L1 to L2

xternal yvariables on the
iffic ty.ﬁoqde‘lihood of
e a negati ir‘pﬁ—}wv‘the
Kﬂt isu@ﬁstanding

[ i ahash,@g;& Thomas,
1983). Moreover, previous research ow:aact of ap in @hnian context has

0 d@\ingle instrument, i.e.

N,
DCT. Therefore, for this partL%Ad riangulation q{ﬁhod by means of DCT,
or

SRQ and semi-structured i S TI govercome the shortcomings

of DCT and to enhanc% bility of the un'e earch.
<

Speech actsgesea Qconle)&(evealed that even JL2Ss who have high

!
English proE:@ still Iack e p'ra@ge?lc competency and still commit pragmatic
transfer% ?I Shb@ 2012; Bataineh, 2006; Rababah, 2003; Zayed,

201 us, this particular "t\(@/ focuses on proficient JL2Ss and findings of the

and the influence of social power and social distance cont

context-internal variables such as the severity, possibili

apology acceptance. Pragmatic transfer is thought t

some methodological shortcomlng t of Wh|

S uId further shed more light on the relation between English proficiency and

d atic transfer by JL2Ss.
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Thus, in order to reduce and avoid pragmatic failure, JL2Ss should have both
sociopragmatic as well as pragmalinguistic competencies of L2 (Blum- Kulka,V!
Ifantidou, 2014; Liu & Ou, 2004; Trosborg, 2010; Yates, 2010) tudy
investigates the speech act of apology i.e. the sociopragmatic (ﬂE&tlon) and
pragmalinguistc (production) competence and negative pragmatic tra?? from L1 to

L2 by JL2Ss in the perception and production aspects of apoquiw

1.3 RESEARCH OBJECTIVES .\d
'Y

é | &
The study aims to achieve the following objecti B

1. To investigate the perception of apology t o\ g

l.a. To investigate the similarities a@nces in

JL2Ss, JNESs and ENSs in terms O%Xt inte Wab W

1. The assessment héverltv of t erzegi:}
2. Xe pas of th aker apology
3. m%f'dn‘ﬁ].llty He ogy by the speaker
4,
equal, and | ;
percepti %:
X

1. c 0 investigate whether tr@ré negative sociopragmatic transfer from L1 to L2 in

rception of the contextual variables or not

J E
6 To investigate the JL2Ss’ justifications for their perception rating given by them
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2. To investigate the production of apology

2.a. To investigate the similarities and differences in the production of apology

JL2Ss, INESs and ENSs. (}

2.b.To investigate how the context-external social variables: (a) soc er (high,
equal, and low) ; and (b) social distance (familiar and unfamiliar) tafluence JL2Ss’
production of apology strategies compared to that of INESs dM

2.c. To investigate whether there is negative pragmaling fe" from L1 to L2

in JL2S’s production of apology or not \d
X
2.d. To investigate the JL2Ss’ justifications fort@zology pro tiﬁn ‘@n by

them ' 4 \T
2 N

1P &
1.4 RESEARCH QUESTIONS \ O

The study is based on a m%umptfbn i IBP r@rch, which argues that

perception and production Q{a\nklocli ry act by s is influenced by their L1
S

ch (}(:a@pragmatic failures (Blum-Kulka,
il
\e ceptg.o speech acts has an influence on

IS esédal to find out how JL2Ss perceive the

/.

of sp

speech acts pr

¢
social varia I&@d how the
S
(Bergm% asper; 19 ,,Blum&zhlka et al., 1989; Kasper & Dahl, 1991).To
ey

achi e research objective@@ following questions are raised:

E.a. What are the similarities and differences in the perception of apology by

2Ss, JINESs and ENSs in terms of context-internal variables below?

p{rc@ns are reflected in their output strategies

1. The assessment of the severity of the offence
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2. The assessment of the possibility of the speaker apology

3. The assessment of difficulty of the apology by the speaker Y~

4. The assessment of the likelihood of apology acceptance (}
RQ1.b. How do the context-external social variables: (a) social powﬂ%h, equal,

and low) ; and (b) social distance (familiar and unfamiliar) influence JL2Ss’

perception of the context-internal variables compared to that and ENSs?

RQl.c. Is there negative sociopragmatic transfer from L1 JL'ZS s perception
of the contextual variables?
RQ1.d. What are JL2Ss’ justifications for their perc@ra‘ung iven by 'he

\/

é\‘?

Questions related to production of apology

RQ 2.a. What are the similarities and Kr]aes in the

P
JL2Ss, INESs and ENSs? T AN
N
(
&

RQ 2.b. How do the context-e%oma?vari
and low) ; and (b) socﬂm pl mili ili i
production of apology% s compared tHa@NESs and ENSs?

4 ’ &
RQ 2.c. Is there ne e pra@q ic traé&er from L1 to L2 in the production of

speech act of apelogy”®

RQ.2.d. WEi%L2S Justi at{)ntg) their apology production given by them?

15 QEPTUAL FRAM@RK

: Econceptual framework of the present study includes speech act theory, politeness

eory, cultural dimensions of individualism vs. collectivism, classifications of

apology strategies, pragmatic competence and pragmatic transfer. The theory of
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speech acts as presented by British philosopher John Austin (1962) has been actively
discussed in philosophy, anthropology, sociolinguistics and linguistics. Thew
assumes that the minimal units of human interaction are not linguistic exp@;’s , but
rather, a certain kind of acts, such as apologizing, requesting, refu d others.
Austin (1962) explains that communication is a matter of doing thigs in which he
realizes that some utterances communicate meanings _an erform actions
simultaneously. He developed a system to distinguish bet Y; trpes of acts that
are simultaneously performed through uttering something: the Io.?o&igdy act, the

8
illocutionary act and the prelocutionary act. The lo ary acfs ar erfo@ce of

an act of saying something that is what the Qﬂp e i% . for ins,@ze, when
someone says I'm thirsty, this utterancew tatem\ent owWs )‘,@g:his speaker

as @Uest for someone

i nary-act; it is also called

experiences a thirst. This statement alS@ycould’be unders

to bring water to the speaker Whi%called

N,
illocutionary force. The last co%t IS ﬂe pr wtion@ act which is performed
&
effect

with the intention of achievi §Me kI c% hearer by means of uttering

the sentence. For the mple, the pr; Ioéuﬂ@ry act will be performed by the
'3 $ &

hearer after hearin %ntencf \th_irsty, tgbearer might offer water or something

to the speaker ta,drin

&
.? 1 O
ff) 2 9
L N
wng po{it ess&heowﬁrown and Levinson’s (1987) politeness theory
N
ha@ced most of the tha)c@tical and analytical works related to politeness. They

%heir theory on Goffman’s (1967) notion of face. According to this theory, there

0 two aspects of people’s feelings involved with face in the process of

communication. These two aspects are positive face and negative face. In one hand,
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the positive face is the desire of the individual to be liked or approved of. Negative
face, on the other hand, is the desire of the individual not to be imposed on. ?ﬂm
and Levinson (1987) proposed some Face Threatening Acts (FTAs hencef(ry}

=

These acts are categorized into four kinds of acts: acts tm the hearer

negative face such as requesting, ordering, advising. Acts threaten hearer positive
face such as complaining, criticizing and disagreeing. S crea.en the speaker
negative face such as accepting an offer or thanks. The

is on acts that threaten the speaker negative face whi pologizin ' _\‘—}

As for the cultural dimension of individu

as one of the cultural dimensions prop@—(

dy, I ' %
subordination of per% als to the g})bl@@‘ the collective groups while
individualism is ¢ terlzedla 1nat§ a group’s goals to an individual’s

own goals Hof de, fste mko 91) The basic conviction of people in

collectivist (@ is th tthe afestj& of survival is in the collectivist power. On
ikn

the oth% indiv. ';t cultu& the smallest unit of survival is the individuals
thqu&@s (Triandis, Brislin @cﬂ 1988).

: Plethora of classifications for speech act of apology has been proposed by

any researchers. In the present study, Olshtain and Cohen (1983) apology

classification model is used to investigate JL2Ss’ production of speech act of apology
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for the following reasons: first, this model has been used in the cornerstone project in
the field of second language pragmatics i.e. A Cross-cultural Study of Spee

Realization Patterns (CCSARP henceforth) by Blum-Kulka & Olshtai 84).
Second, this model could be considered as a universal classification m&;@nce it has

been successfully employed and tested on several languages in CC project and

in Arabic context. : V

Another significant concept in the realm of speeeh act r sewwoyed by

L ]
the researcher in this study is called pragmatic c@&e, which 1 eﬂn@‘cthe
speakers’ knowledge and use of rules of appropsiateness and‘f) itemess, @ygh dictate
the way the speaker will understand and fo$ \”(Koi@ig@, p. 279).
Further, Thomas (1983) breaks dov@waﬁc co ncedﬁ sociopragmatic

competence (perception) which is @sd to th \exoYt p{bper speech act in the

appropriate context and pragma%ic co@npet (pr ion) which refers to the

&
use of appropriate languag okﬁze ar b spee@ct.

S
4 $ &
Pragmatic tra@ is ali \e«( to éﬁ_the present study; the focus is put on
negative pragm@sfer i 'poteet-%’ impact for leading to pragmatic failure.

¢
Similar to clag@tion fa ogfs ategies, pragmatic transfer also has numerous

NN
definiti% oseds’ i rent&earchers. However, the present study adopts

KasQl%Z) definition to @rﬁatic transfer since it deals with sociopragmatic and
@inguistic transfer. Kasper (1992) defines pragmatic transfer as “the influence
:ex ed by learner’ pragmatic knowledge of languages and cultures other than L2 on

eir comprehension, production and learning of L2 pragmatic information” (p. 207).

Pragmatic transfer is argued to have two different levels: sociopragmatic and
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pragmalinguistic transfer (Thomas, 1983). Sociopragmatic transfer is evident when
the social perceptions underlying L1 users’ interpretation and performa

linguistic action in L2 are influenced by their assessment of subjectively e@'yj tLl
context. Pragmalinguistic transfer is the NNSs’ application of first la linguistic
form to L2 that naturally influences the illocutionary force or the degk€e of politeness
of the interlanguage utterance. The present study invﬁig}b& the negative

sociopragmatic and pragmalinguistic transfer.

1.6 SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY é J ' _\0}
’ \)‘Z*

The study derives its significance from 5%{:“ sp it add&bs. First, the
i @din specific ways. To

present study does not only investigar\me speake

rather, it goes beyond this to investWhy tﬁ%ﬂﬂ

understand this, the study exami und&’lyin erceg(', \rules, beliefs and values

of both British and Jor $ult %i?::@ics examines the implicit

operational rules and % matic L[atte S 'em@ded in language use in deeper

level (Chen, 1996; ,2007).| \" %C}Q
LN

\ :
Seco &@ pres nt@ﬁ (;;eaed to contribute to the increasing body of
\
ku

research/{'t

>

~ev

@D -

pport .th ed pragmatic instruction by providing detailed
asse&c of JL2Ss’pragm<:c)\’Ya;ilities. Previous studies (e.g. Bardovi-Harlig,
th & Vellenga, 2015, 1996; Bataineh, 2014, Blum-Kulka et al., 1989,
6 inson, 1992) indicated that the pragmatic competence of L2Ss would not be
oncomitant with their language proficiency; specifically, even L2Ss with high

language proficiency would still commit pragmatic mistakes.
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Third, apology is considered as one of the most important speech acts
1969). Speech acts are classified into five main categories: assertwe@wes
commisives, expressives, and declarations. Apology is under t gory of
expressives which plays a key role in human interaction as a face sa Wt of speech
(Brown & Levinson, 1978). The significance of investigati speech act of
apology also stems from its role as a remedial act of s % ims to save the
speaker’s face after committing an offence on the hea Al-l SW Brown &

@
Levinson, 1978; Goffman, 1971; Olshtain & Cohen, | ' _\‘—}

Olshtain and Cohen (1983) refer toQ&as speeeh act Q@:{ ing between
f
er

two parties in which one of the p ects or oé{bompensatlon or

explanation because of an offence |tted by%&t 5|tuat|0n one has a

choice to apologize or deny t S|bllﬂy forgthe offeyc:e that is perceived to be

made and if apology is d \h ﬁg riately and politely (Blum-

Kulka, 1992; Brown % n,
\{a

important to inves Q{the slo gak:gy due to its significant role for
maintaining a geod r een |Et§ﬁbcutors across cultures.
: ‘
% ﬁkgr iC ce has usually been emphasised more than

IsHtamE'Cohen 1983). Therefore, it is

competence in Jor@-‘lt is argued that grammatical competence is not a
1 to measure the JL2Ss’ pragmatic competence (Al-Issa, 1998; Bataineh, 2006;
Kulka 1991). It is pointed out that even the advanced JL2Ss often show

ragmatic incompetence (Al-Issa, 2003). In the case of JL2Ss in Malaysia, the

realization of speech act of apology in English is chosen as the indicator of JL2Ss
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pragmatic competence since English is widely used either as a medium of instruction
at Universiti Kebangsaan Malaysia (UKM henceforth), (especially for interrw'ul

postgraduates) or in their daily life communication in Malaysia (Banikal@%ﬂaros,

2013). -\
Y'

To apologize appropriately in context is crucial to maintain asgood relationship
between interlocutors. Thus, the findings of the study IZben fit EFL course
designers and teachers in which the pragmatic knowle f th tawuage and

L 2
rming |materials. Ii}vr'nay

xpo@' to other
@3: JL2Ss (Al-

Momani, 2009; Bradovi-Harlig, 2012} spa ; 199 %d thus, improve

JL2Ss’ pragmatic knowledge and r%pragmat\mﬂg ;@cultures.
o >
‘&

Fifth, the study focuses }h per ioMmand p @ction of socially appropriate
language, and the use kty of elicita o‘g'p ures, which can also contribute
s &
to a better understa'@of JLiz 4 matigeydopment and pragmatic knowledge

that ultimately % he 'ent ching materials that include pragmatic
¢

instruction '%r to incr e’J[@E? communicative skills and intercultural

% N

commu% . f -é\
M, to the best of the researcher’s knowledge, there is a lack of studies that
q ssed speech act of apology in English by JL2Ss i.e. the sociopragmatic
erception) and pragmalinguistc (production) of JL2Ss and the pragmatic transfer in

perception and production of apology from Jordanian Arabic to English. Hence, this

culture could be incorporated into the teaching a

cultures in the existing EFL textbooks, es

S
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could be the first study to investigate the JL2Ss’ sociopragmatic and pragmalinguistic
development in the speech act of apology. This study, therefore, hopes to contrww

this area of research and fills the aforementioned gaps. ('}

1.7 LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY Q
The study has some limitations: z '

1-The study focuses only on JL2Ss who (at the time o coll tiw pursuing
@

their postgraduate studies at UKM where the mediu

instrugtio fr'nt&ﬁa}‘gnal

ed U\’ glis@iacement

paSﬁd of Eng@;gs a Foreign
Language (TOEFL) with more than Swaer test an in Té‘FL internet-based

test or have achieved band 6.5 an ve for %er ;Q‘h'al English Language

students is English. Further, those JL2Ss ha

Proficiency Test (EPPT) with band 4 and a

Testing System (IELTS).

2-For comparison pur%t; studyfonlyjin c|u JNESs who (at the time of data
4

collection) were pu Wthelrio ate s

below in Enghﬂ&ven ,

TOEFL or | 990 participa m&het_?iy Further, ENSs who (at the time of data

CO||EC'[I% urregtl
Jonﬁg&

re approached to pa@ﬁte in the study.

: JZV
4%

}mg a@ﬁe teaching staff at British Council in Amman,

r is not considered in this study due the lack of Jordanian female postgraduate

Q nts at UKM. Therefore, the study is restricted to the Jordanian male postgraduate
u

dents at UKM.
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4-The study only focuses on investigating the negative pragmatic transfer of JL2Ss

Yw
N
g
Yv

when performing their speech act of apology.
1.8 DEFINITION OF TERMS

Pragmatics: Pragmatics is mainly concerned with the _stu f meaning as

communicated by a speaker or a writer and interpret z I|s ner or reader,

consequently pragmatic is more to do with the inten eani g tterances

more than the meaning of the utterances by themsel@ule 2014). l _{—)
\‘}"

Speech acts: Speech acts are the sicyYor w\n uni f linguistic

communications” (Searl, 1969.p. 16). > O<<

& e

Apology: Apology is “a speec ich |sqnten to p@de support for the hearer

&
@” (Olshtain, 1989.p. 165).

ge p atics is concerned with nonnative

who was actually or potent }I afl[

Interlanguage K::ICS Ir
speakers™ comprehension
knowledge IE

d ‘z'
amﬁ competence: P@étic competence is defined as “the speakers’

ge and use of rules of appropriateness and politeness, which dictate the way

3 peaker will understand and formulate speech acts” (Koike, 1989, p. 279).

l

'3

uCth pragmatlcs and how that L2-related

, B
C;r

*.
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Politeness: Politeness refers to a mixture of formal as well as functional features

accompanying inherently face-threatening speech act, such as apology, in (VTO

minimize their threat (Brown & Levinson, 1987).

Social power: The degree to which the he

self-evaluation (face) at the expense o\%

& Levinson, 1987, p. 77). Q)

Pragmalinguistic compet haglatﬂg}%g c@\ence (production) refers to
the knowledge of for Ztrategi to on{/ey@rticular speech acts (Kasper &
Noy

A &

N N O
Socioprag Gf)omp ence: S&ioe;dmatic competence refers to “the social
percept%kr

action” (Kasper & Rose, 2001 )
&P

N

d matic failure: Pragmatic failure is defined as the inability to understand what is
e

ant by what is said (Thomas, 1983).

Roever, 2005).

. . . \ . . .
lyidg pa Pant@erpretatlon and performance of communicative
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Pragmalinguistic failure: Pragmalinguistic failure is the linguistic deficiency caused

by differences in the linguistic encoding of pragmatic force (Thomas, 1983). Y.

Sociopragmatic failure: Sociopragmatic failure results from a Iackﬂévocultural

knowledge (Thomas, 1983). ?

Negative pragmatic transfer: is “the influence exe z learner’ pragmatic
knowledge of languages and cultures other than on tel.r\chdrehensmn

production and learning of L2 pragmatic information sper, 1992 q7) _\C}

P

ident )@. the social

@ nce of linguistic

action in L2 are influenced by thel ssment cti e,bi‘équwalent L1 context

Sociopragmatic transfer: Somoprag

perceptions underlying Lllanguage u

(Kasper, 1992).
«\Q’
L S
Pragmalinguistic tra gmali Puy |'a is the NNSs application of first
raIIy

language linguistic hqto L2|

degree of politeness ofithe i ge u{téfdnce (Kasper, 1992).

ences the illocutionary force or the

!
J'



