Gl S L3 g Glea sle Al glanl) Be iKY (wlidl A5 jlaa duya
Aady Adal Aad< 450y A3 alaial A0g)al) 5o LS (bl 45,0 Ay

Gldhal) Z 1) B cpalal) Glaaially 43)0e 406 4RI 45000y
A Comparative Study Measuring the Pragmatic Competence of the
Badini Kurdish EFL and ESL Learners of English in Relation to
Native Speakers in Producing Requests
Duaa lhsan Abdullah Sae lual glea
Dr. Saeed A. Saeed

. KV SWEVTRX] KT SR
Assistant professor

University of Duhok 0 L 2l
College of Basic Education Al 4 al 48— gan daals

Duaa90alsewari@gmail.com
Saeed.adris@uod.ac

GBS Lty dada) AlS palady) Adgladl) 3elig) :dialidall cilall)
) Jlas) daga culhal) (dygils
Keywords: Pragmatic competence, EFL, ESL, requests, DCT
gailall

ile ganall Jglaall callod Jalasiy 430 g)ail) 30 SN Joa clihyall (pe dpanll el
Aty ARl Al e olalll 8 dgal A8 Aplany) Axll Ly Bl L Adkadl)
B Ayl 3ol (e a2yl e idorae il o Heaie Jlay L Wle Lealadind) la
Llee olhal o galaiall aalsy Lo Ul G (Ailal 4 il 50 LSl AUl e Y
Mol Auld e dpalas) ot dgalse Mie 4880 18, Lo laial By (sealng
Aglay ) ARN ¢ saley ) Aigal) 450K A3l akals) Ay glal) 50 L) Agllall Ayl
G Anngal) LSl ARl s Ghall QLS a8 B g pdll Bial 4l lghas
sf sl ASLaal) 8 cle Alaye b clpnpd ) Al A1) Lgda sy Aslay) Ball) () salery
LAl e sane Al A0S 8 Auhal) ias L Alany) ARNG Akl lalll e Laye
i) Al el gl ool Al A€ A play) dallly dwial 4aS dyplaay)
e B3 suaie Adala Ape Al 3 LS L Alany) AR ulal) faanadly 45l
(Aol Al A la) G salaty Cran ) E g coial RIS A A sl (e Uidaia VA
e oS Gl Ak alaatiuly Ul degene o L) 5 cplial) Cpfanial) (e Ve g
Lebibats Lonls Leduiaat o . thall sl lasyylivns G e ildadl) JLaS] dage

751


mailto:Duaa90alsewari@gmail.com
mailto:Saeed.adris@uod.ac

22024 — 21446  Laldll aul) (4) Aaa) Alusy) aglell Ay Alse

e sane Of ol Cuyelal L(YAAR) Cyals ISl Ly ) il e Sl
O i) angl e adall Aialay) Al Gl s cpslalally Al AalS A palaty) Al
Al 43S A 5lay) Aall) de pens po A3l DLl V) ulaag i) Cua
Gl bl Ao i35 due Laia) Ailually 358l Jie Lo laia¥) dalsall of Caid) el

LSl

752



Gl S L3 g Glea sle Al glatl) BeAS) uliEl A5 lRa A
Abstract

Many studies on pragmatic competence have analyzed the
pragmatics of different groups exploring the importance of the
language's global reach. Moreover, since English as a Foreign
Language (EFL) is prevalent in non-English-speaking countries, its use
often remains limited to specific functions. Despite grammatical
proficiency, fluency and competence may not be automatic, as learners
often encounter pragmatic errors and struggle with sociocultural
nuances upon encountering non-standard English expressions. The
present study examines how EFL and ESL groups perform the speech
act of requests in English, compared to native speakers of English
(NSE). A purposive snowball sample comprising 18 Badini Kurdish
EFL learners, 14 Badini Kurdish ESL learners, and 10 NSEs
participated in the study. The data set was created by collecting
utterances of requests in English using a quantitative research method,
that is, a discourse-completion task (DCT) with nine scenarios of
requests. Their pragmatic features were classified, quantified, and
analyzed based on the classifications established by Blum-Kulka et al.
(1989). The findings of the ESL and NSE groups showed more
similarities in terms of directness, politeness standards, and
modifications when compared to the EFL group. The research showed
that social factors such as power and social distance impact
participants' speech act of requests.
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Introduction

Effective communication is arguably the primary indicator of
success in acquiring a foreign and/or second language (L2). However,
many L2 learners experience difficulty using their target language in
every conversation, even though they possess a sufficient grasp of
linguistic skills and elements such as phonetics, phonology, syntax, and
semantics. Language is not just about sounds and grammar; it also
mirrors the cultural values of the society where it is spoken. Language
and culture are "intricately interwoven so that one cannot separate the
two without losing the significance of either language or culture” (D.
Brown, 2000, p. 177). Therefore, a proper use of language requires an
understanding of the politeness conventions within the specific speech
community (Brown & Levinson, 1987; Koike, 1989, as cited in
Altheeby, 2018). The interpretation of utterances is significantly
influenced by the context in which they are spoken, including physical
and psychological surroundings, interpersonal connections, and other
contextual signals. Learners aiming to grasp the action-oriented nature
of speech should consider context, as emphasized by Hurford &
Heasley (1983), Ochs (1979), and Searle (1979). Therefore, failing to
understand the cultural, social, and contextual intricacies linked to a
language may hinder learners from achieving pragmatic proficiency
(Al-Kahtani, 2005; Krasner, 1999).

Pragmatics focuses on how language is used in communication,
going beyond the literal meaning of words to consider the intended
meaning based on social norms, conventions, and context. Acquiring
the skill to interact correctly with both native speakers (NSE hereafter)
and fellow learners is possible for second language learners, this can be
performed by excelling cultural, social, and contextual conventions
(Mey, 2001; Searle, 1975; Yule, 1996, as cited in Altheeby, 2018).
Also, Pragmatics, a discipline of theoretical linguistics that emerged in
the late 1960s and early 1970s, brought about a significant
transformation in language education. As a consequence of this
transformation, the focus switched from accurate grammatical and
phonetic structures to accurate utilization of language for
communication (Jucker, 2012). In contemporary times, the majority of
individuals engage in the pursuit of acquiring proficiency in L2 with
the specific goal of becoming skilled in effective communication,
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placing particular focus on the ability to modify one's vocabulary and
manner of expression to suit certain social and cultural contexts.
Pragmatic competence refers to this ability.

The present study focuses on pragmatic competence and
examines the pragmatic understanding of Badini Kurdish EFL and ESL
learners This study aims to examine and compare the performance of
two non-native groups with a control group of British Native speakers
of English (NSE) in speech acts of requests and refusals.

Problem of the Study

This study offers clarification and insight into the problem by
examining the differences in pragmatic competence between two
groups of English language learners, namely, EFL and ESL learners.
The present study is important in the field of interlanguage pragmatics
(ILP) as it will enhance comprehension of English instruction in the
KRI context, as well as the teaching and acquisition of pragmatic
aspects in EFL and ESL educational settings, being the first of its kind
in this context. The study analyses common pragmatic features of
English used by Badini Kurdish participants who are learning English
as a foreign language, second language, or native speaker equivalents.
Specifically, it focuses on prevalent forms and standards for making
requests and refusals in English. This information could be useful for
Kurdish researchers, teachers, and English learners in educational
settings and for future research endeavors. The study investigates the
awareness of sociopragmatic rules among Badini Kurdish EFL and
ESL participants to reduce cross-cultural and interlanguage
communication issues between Badini Kurdish English language
learners and NSE. This thesis tries to accomplish certain predetermined
objectives and address particular inquiries, enlisted below:

Research Questions
The current study aims to answer the below research questions:
1. How do Badini Kurdish EFL and ESL learners produce speech acts
of requests in comparison to NSEs?
2. Are there any pragmatic differences among the three groups when
making requests regarding the formal and informal contexts?
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3. Are there any pragmatic differences among the three groups with
regard to making requests when interacting with interlocutors of
higher, equal, and lower statuses?

Theoretical Background and Related Literature

Due to the extensive use of English as a global means of
communication in contemporary times, the world has contracted in size
while also becoming more interconnected, open, accessible, and
familiar to every individual on the planet. English is often regarded as
the global language by a multitude of individuals who speak several
languages due to its common attributes. Across the world, people's
everyday lives are undergoing significant changes due to the rapid
progress in science and technology (Rao, 2019). Additionally, since
English has assumed such a major role, several researchers have tried
to coin a term by considering the various aspects of the use of English
in diverse settings. Among them, McArthur (1987) called it, “World
Standard (Spoken) English, whereas David Crystal (2012) introduced
the phrase, “English as a global language” and House (1999),
Gnutzmann (2000), Seidlhofer (2001) and Jenkins (2009) named it as
“English as a Lingua Franca” as cited in (Seidlhofer, 2005).
Furthermore, Modiano (1999) and Jenkins (2003) coined another
phrase “English as an International Language”, and Brutt-Griffler
(2002) invented a new word, “World English”. Of these, the most used
terms are English as a global language, English as a lingua franca, and
English as an international language. While individuals may use
varying terminology to articulate a particular notion, the fundamental
idea remains consistent: English serves as the primary language for
domains such as commerce, governance, academia, and innovation,
among many others. Given the need to cater to the linguistic needs of
people from various parts of the world, it is justifiable to assert that
English deserves a universal or global position in this regard.
Moreover, according to Rohmah (2005), the concept of English being a
global language was just a theoretical prediction about fifty years ago,
and its status continues to be uncertain and without clear definition at
now. However, it has become a practical language in the real world
because it has been shaped by actual experiences. The significance of it
in individuals' lives, whether for educational or occupational endeavors,
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is widely experienced worldwide. English is widely used by people
across the world as their main, secondary, or even as a foreign
language. Indeed, English has undeniably emerged as a universally
spoken language.

In their study, Tenzer et al. (2017) discovered that global
communication has a significant role in promoting language
development. They also observed that the linguistic diversity present in
modern multinational companies influences decision-making in
management. The worldwide distribution of social experiences offers a
framework for comprehending the processes and elements that
influence national mindsets. This emphasizes the essential need for
doing study on language matters. In order to mitigate the effects of
global trends, it is imperative that we promptly start the implementation
of intricate strategies and plans. Due to media manipulation driven by
national interests, the ideologies of countries are undergoing changes in
the current era of globalization. Hence, to effectively tackle the issue of
ethnic identity and its interconnectedness with globalization, it is
imperative to focus on language, which serves as the primary conduit
for cultural manifestation. The concept of “globalization” has been
widely reviewed by scholars from a wide range of disciplines, such as
education, political science, cultural studies, economics, sociology, and
history (Marlina, 2013, as cited in Altheeby, 2018). Global
communication research should be concerned about the transformation
of society, human-centered (not driven by technological determinism),
truly global, human rights focused. More participatory and qualitative
communication research will be necessary to monitor and evaluate
from the perspective of social relevance (Lie & Servaes, 2015). The
relationship between language and cognition is a complex and
challenging philosophical conundrum. The complexity of the situation
is exacerbated by the inclusion of intricate and conflicting modes of
cognition and communication. Given that these events are inherent to
the nature of being human, they give rise to both biological and social
considerations. Xu (2018) states that a benefit of English's globalization
is its widespread use and the increased popularity of other languages as
well. The intrinsic conflict between language policy and linguistic
expansion is becoming more evident due to globalization. The number
of individuals who are proficient in many languages has increased
significantly as a result of the accessibility of cross-cultural
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communication facilitated by the Internet and other Kkinds of
globalization. Consequently, the significance of being bilingual is
increasing (Abutalebi & Weekes, 2014). An individual's distinct
identity is crucial, as is the need for others to accept and comprehend
them. Legacy language students see a decrease in the representation of
their original languages spoken in their parents' or grandparents'
countries, while English as a Foreign Language (EFL) students in
middle-income nations are exposed to the linguistic standards of native
speakers (Higgins & Sharma, 2017, as cited in Rao, 2019). To
conclude, Kachru (1992) discussed the three circles of English as
follows:

A. The Inner Circle is made up of the traditional bases of English and
its speakers are the ones in charge of providing the norms. These places
are where the norms are created and from which they spread to the
other circles. Some of the countries that conform the Inner Circle are
the USA, the UK, and Canada.

B. The Outer Circle represents the places where they speak official
non-native varieties of English because of their colonial history. The
speakers of these places are the ones who challenge the norms and
develop them. They are mainly ESL. Some of the countries that belong
to this circle are India, Pakistan, and Egypt.

C. The Expanding Circle includes EFL speakers where English is not
usually spoken. In this circle, the speakers have to follow the rules
established by the Inner Circle and developed or challenged by the
Outer one. Some examples of countries that belong to this circle are
China, Russia, and Brazil.

Concerning pragmatics, the term was first used in the late
1930s, deriving from the field of linguistic philosophy. Pragmatics, one
of the three subfields of "signs™ which include syntax and semantics as
well, was first introduced by Charles Morris, being influenced by
Charles Sanders Peirce's (1905) work on the philosophy of pragmatism
(Leech, 1983; Levinson, 1983; Mey, 2006; Morris, 1938). Morris
(1938) clarified that pragmatics is a branch of linguistics that studies
the relationship between signs, or linguistic expressions, and those who
use them, both individually and collectively as communities. Earlier
than the 1960s, pragmatics was regarded as a subfield of language
philosophy devoted to issues regarding language usage that could not
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be incorporated into linguistics (Leech, 1983, p. 1). According to
conventional knowledge, pragmatics consists of five basic domains that
are interconnected: speech acts, deixis, presupposition, implicature, and
conversational structure (Levinson, 1983, as cited in Altheeby 2018).
Pragmatics encompasses a wide range of topics in the literature,
including sociological research on ethnic language stereotypes and
studies on business meeting etiquette i.e. politeness. The wide range
and plentifulness of pragmatic domains and topics provide a challenge
in determining their extent (Sperber & Wilson, 2005).

By incorporating pragmatics, Hymes' concept of communicative
competence changed the face of L2 education in the late 1960s. In
contrast to Noam Chomsky's (1965) concept of "linguistic
competence,” which defined a speaker's linguistic knowledge only in
terms of their capacity to successfully communicate using that
knowledge, Hymes introduced the concept of "communicative
competence”. According to Hymes (1972, p. 283), the term
"communicative competence” refers to "the capabilities of a person
[....]." Both the ability to use and (tacit) knowledge are necessary for
competence. Therefore, knowledge and competence are distinct
because of their individual elements and the potential for a systematic
relationship that is based on empirical evidence. Hymes's concept of
"communicative competence” included linguistic, cultural, and
sociolinguistic elements, (see D. Brown, 1994, p. 227). Canale and
Swain (1980, pp. 29-30) expanded on Hymes' concept by suggesting
that it comprises three distinct skills: the first is grammatical
competence, or comprehension of lexical terms, syntax, and semantics;
the second is sociolinguistic competence, which refers to the
sociocultural norms that influence the use of language; and the third is
strategic competence, which includes techniques for both verbal and
nonverbal communication. Although Hymes' idea of communicative
competence and Canale and Swain's categorization do not explicitly
address pragmatic competence, Kasper (2001, p. 503) contended that it
is an essential component of Canale and Swain's definition of
sociolinguistic competence. This demonstrates that communicative
competence is the umbrella term under which pragmatic competence is
included (Kasper, 2001; Savignon, 1991). It is regarded implicitly to be
a type of sociolinguistic competence by (Canale & Swain, 1980). More
concisely, (Canale, 1983) considers it as the rules for the utilization of

759



22024 — 21446  Laldll aul) (4) Aaa) Alusy) aglell Ay Alse

language. Pragmatic competence has also been developed and
reformulated into a variety of concepts. For instance, "the ability to use
language effectively in order to achieve a specific purpose and to
understand language in context” Thomas (1983, p. 92), Fraser (2010, p.
15) depicted it as "the capacity to discuss your planned message with
every one of its subtleties in any socio-social setting and to decipher the
message of your questioner as it was expected”. All of the above-
mentioned definitions, in addition to those suggested in other parts of
the literature, they collectively suggest that pragmatic competence is
made up of four main parts; firstly the capacity to utilize and interpret
language for the appropriate purposes in the appropriate social settings
(Bialystok, 1993; Kasper, 1997), secondly, it is important to possess the
ability to comprehend and adhere to the regulations of propriety and
courtesy that influence the manner in which discourse actions are
delineated and comprehended (Koike, 1989). Thirdly, with the ability
to comprehend and proficiently generate accurate viewpoints (Ellis,
1994, p. 719), and finally, have the capacity to comprehend and adhere
to the objectives of speakers (Sperber & Wilson, 1986).

The term "sociological interface of pragmatics” is used to
describe the field of sociopragmatics, which is its contrasting
counterpart. The examination of pragmatic principles and performance
involves considering factors such as social distance, authority, rights,
and the extent of the imposition between interlocutors (Leech, 1983, p.
10). Brown and Levinson (1987) argue that understanding social
distance, realization of power, and impositions in particular events, is
more closely related to sociopragmatic competence than understanding
and familiarizing oneself with the established standards, anticipated
behaviours, and limitations within a community (Thomas, 1983, as
cited in Altheeby 2018). Consequently, understanding the social use of
language requires an understanding of the distinctions between the
concepts of pragmalinguistics and sociopragmatics. This study
investigates the pragmalinguistic aspect of pragmatic strategies and the
variations in responses to requests and refusals across various
populations. Simultaneously, it examines, from a sociopragmatic
perspective, whether participants' responses are influenced by
contextual characteristics such as physical size and social status.
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The term "pragmatic failure™ was also coined by Thomas (1983,
p. 95) to describe the lack of pragmatic competence, and Barron (2003,
pp. 36-60) suggested that students from L2 category frequently
experience pragmatic failure for the following reasons:

» Pragmatic overgeneralizations, in which L2 learners occasionally
apply pragmatic norms that are only utilized in specific contexts to all
contexts.

* Transference from L1, where L2 students may not be familiar with the
target pragmatic rules and instead, transfer their L1cultural norms.

» Errors in the classroom or in the textbook, such as when incorrect
information is provided or when authentic language usage is not
reflected in the textbook.

To further consider elements relevant to the literature
background of the current study, it is important to keep a highlight on
the Speech Act Theory. According to Blum-Kulka et al., (1989) "SAT
is one of the most compelling notions in the study of language use™ (p.
1), SAT is a central consideration in pragmatics and a language use
theory. Speech Act Theory was developed by Austin in 1962, and it
emphasizes the intentions of verbal communication rather than its
formal elements. Austin asserts that the fundamental principle behind
SAT s that requesting, warning, refusing, or apologizing are all
integral components of the minimal functional unit of communication,
along with conveying an idea. According to Austin, a "speech act"
refers to any utterance that utilizes a performative action in the context
of language and communication. For instance, when a speaker utters a
specific statement such as, "l warn you," they are not only carrying a
warning but also expressing one (an utterance that connotates a
performative action). Additionally, Austin (1962) suggested that a
speech act is subdivided into three parts: "locution,” “illocution,” and
"perlocution”. The speaker's verbatim utterances and all of the
grammatical, syntactic, and semantic attributes of those utterances are
referred to as "locution”. For instance, "It's hot in here!" has taken a
face value of being a remark indicating the weather and serves as a
warning. The speaker's intended pragmatic meaning of their words, or
the planned course of action they aim to take with those words, is
referred to as “illocution”. For instance, the illocutionary act or power
in the past model could convey a solicitation, for example, ‘Might you
at any point kindly open the window?'. Last but not least, “perlocution”
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is the actual impact of the speech act on the listeners; their
interpretation or response to it.

Because it is so important to effective communication, the
concept of illocution, is at the heart of SAT, and is extensively
discussed in the research on pragmatics and ILP. According to Leech
(1983, p. 200), the term “illocutionary act" refers to speech acts
embedding intentional actions that a speaker aims to do, such as
making a commitment i.e. promising, offering advice, or giving a
warning. Indirect speech acts involve speakers using specialized
vocabulary to convey additional information or suggest non-determined
activities. Searle's 1979 approach to SAT broadened Austin's definition
of illocutionary acts, arguing that speakers sometimes communicate
more than they actually say. Illocutionary force can be represented by
linguistic features and can be decreased or expanded in discourse acts
using different phonetic structures. For example, requests can be
interpreted as promises due to future modal will. Effective use of these
verbs requires sufficient pragmalinguistic and sociopragmatic
competences and the ability to adapt the utterance to the situation by
varying illocutionary force.

Moreover, Paul Grice, in his Theory of Conversation (1989),
elaborates on the fact that communication and meaning focus on the
process of listeners moving from what is said to what is implied. It is
divided into two main schools: the theory of meaning and the theory of
conversational implicature. Grice argues that the cooperative principle
determines language usage for efficient and effective communication.
Norms, as per his idea of conversational implicature, refer to the
comprehensive principles that govern rational and cooperative
behavior. He identifies dishonesty, exploiting technicalities, and
holding contradictory beliefs as four ways in which someone may fail
to adhere to a principle in a discourse. Individuals who secretly
disregard a principle may be falsely accused. Failure to meet quality
and quantity objectives is a method by which people might circumvent
the maxim and the collaboration principle. Ultimately, a speaker may
intentionally ignore or fail to adhere to a principle. Thomas (1995)
proposes five techniques for disregarding a dictum: flouting, breaching,
infringing, opting out, and suspending. One of the five kinds argued for
by certain writers, including Grice, is the temporary disregard of a
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maxim. Grice and his commentators have made efforts to elucidate
these distinctions, but they have been unable to consistently achieve
clarity in their linguistic use.

Politeness Theory (PT), on the other hand, was also developed
within the context of pragmatic approach to linguistics. PT is when
certain strategies are used by people to achieve successful
communication. These methods make it possible to create the most
conducive setting possible for communication (Brown & Levinson;
1995, 2006a). It seeks to enhance communication by providing specific
guidelines to follow. (Brown & Levinson, 1987) developed a theory
that utilizes the concept of "face" to represent the two contrasting
human needs: positive face and negative face. Politeness may be
defined as the ability to use interactive techniques during a discussion
in order to establish a connection with the other individual and feel at
ease while expressing one's thoughts. According to the authors,
individuals tend to refrain from being entirely candid and transparent in
their communication with one another. A contrast was established
between negative politeness, which included the act of expressing
sorrow or offering apologies, and positive politeness, which entailed
displaying attention or sympathy. When computing FTAs, they
included three cultural variables: social distance, hierarchy, and the
level of influence exerted by one party over the other. Moreover, PT
has been used in several scientific disciplines, including gender studies,
social psychology, and cross-cultural speech act comparisons.
However, it encountered difficulties, leading to the development of the
Relevance hypothesis. This thesis focuses on the challenges that occur
due to the pragmatic method's failure to consider all aspects of civility.
It is crucial to have a clear and comprehensive definition of
"politeness” that considers how it is expressed, spread, and limited in
different cultural settings. Approaches like as critical discourse analysis
and relevance theory are facilitating the progress of more research on
politeness, while the examination of empirical data is creating
promising opportunities for exploration. The objective of PT theory,
which is a discrete subject of communication studies, is to enhance
one's language and actions. The analysis focuses on the many factors
that influence communication, such as language, cultural background,
distance, social power, and the definition of the connection.
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Related Studies

Some scientists challenged the static comprehension of
interference and the applicability of Grice's Maxims (Grice, 1975).
Hence, the Relevance theory seeks to tackle the issues associated with
the preceding theory (Cenoz & Valencia, 2008; Economidou-
Kogetsidis, 1989; Faerch & Kasper, 2001; House, 1989; House &
Kasper, 1981; Hutz, 2006; Tanaka, 1988; Yu, 1999). While most of
these studies have focused on pragmatic differences that affect how
people in different cultures respond to requests, others have looked at
how L1 cultures affect how learners from different backgrounds
respond to L2 requests. Several of these studies have also focused on
challenges related to other cultures, concerning the cross-cultural
studies. The researchers have examined the methods used by various
groups of ESL students to make requests in relation to each other
and/or NSE. In addition, while examining the advancement of practical
language skills, interlanguage research has compared groups of learners
from the target language community based on several factors such as
their degree of competence, field of study, and learning setting.
Furthermore, requests have been the subject of cross-sectional and
longitudinal interlanguage studies. Cross-sectional studies compared
the usage of learners of the target language to that of native speakers,
typically from the same population (e.g., Felix & Brasdefer, 2007,
Kobayashi & Rinnert, 2003; Martnez-Flor, 2009; Martnez-Flor & Uso-
Juan 2006, Otcu & Zeyrek, 2008; Rose, 2000; Scarcella, 1979;
Trosborg, 1995, as cited in Altheeby, 2018). Longitudinal studies, on
the other hand, investigated the production of requests by the same
groups over time (Barron, 2000; Ellis, 1992; Schauer, 2009). This
section will evaluate the bulk of the research that has been requested
via the ILP lately. It will specifically concentrate on studies that
investigate cross-cultural and interlanguage features in EFL and ESL
settings. Additionally, it will include studies that include students from
Arabic-speaking countries.

Numerous EFL studies centered around requests have been
conducted in Western cultures and the European context (House &
Kasper, 1987; Cenoz & Valencia, 1996; Faerch & Kasper, 1998;
Trosborg, 1995, as cited in Altheeby, 2018). In general, these studies
have looked at how EFL learners make requests in comparison to NSE.
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Discourse Completion Tasks (DCTs) or Role-Play Tasks (RPTs) were
typically used in these kinds of studies to collect data, and the situations
were typically taken from the CCSARP (Content, Communicative
Strategies, and Apology, Realizations in Pragmatic Interaction Model)
or situations that were similar to them. According to the findings of
these studies, factors such as the influence of the native culture, level of
English proficiency, duration of English learning, age, gender, and
exposure to the second language culture are likely to result in variations
in the standards of form and patterns of use of requests among second
language learners. Direct requests, however, were only used for
demands that were not burdensome and were made to those of lower
social standing. This implies that skilled English as a Foreign Language
learners, who had put in a significant amount of time and effort to
acquire English, seldom utilized direct requests in most situations.

Methodology

In this exploratory study, the snowball sampling method has
been employed. Patton (2014) stated that snowball sampling is
beneficial for qualitative research because it helps identify participants
with distinctive viewpoints or experiences that are pertinent to the
topic. This specific type has been chosen due to the fact that there were
few NSE in the area who expressed their willingness to contribute to
this study. The EFL participants were 18, all were advanced Kurdish
EFL learners studying at the University of Duhok (UoD hereafter) and
the University of Zakho (UoZ hereafter), with a minimum of master’s
degree. They all learned English in Kurdistan with no experience of
studying or living in an English-speaking country. During their
academic journey, the participants were admitted within a variety of
courses, such as general English, introductory English literature,
linguistics, and English-Kurdish translation.

The EFL informants comprised UoD and UoZ lecturers at the
Departments of English language in the Colleges of Basic Education
and Languages respectively. The participants aged between 22 and 45.
The ESL participants, on the other hand, are 14 individuals who are
also graduates from UoD and UoZ; those who have pursued a certain
phase of their higher education in English-speaking countries, most
commonly, the UK. In addition to 10 Native Speakers of English who
are currently residing in Duhok city.
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Table (1)
Number of requests and refusals collected
Discourse Completion Task Number of requests
EFL 162
ESL 126
NSE 72

The utilized tool for data collection has been the DCT, the nine
request scenarios included low- and high-imposition requests, with
some requests aimed at people from lower social classes and others at
those from equal or higher social classes. During the study phase, the
requests were classified according to the taxonomy suggested by Blum-
Kulka et al. (1989).

Moreover, a pilot study was conducted on 10 EFL participants
to ensure the data collected within the study were feasible and
appropriate. After taking their written consent, the pilot was
administered. Results showed that the tools were feasible and only a
few changes were applied to ensure the utmost appropriateness in terms
of their adaptation to the culture and the context within the social
norms in the area.

In addition, Then the data will be analyzed into the main
themes. It will be converted into a binomial system, and Chi-square
tests will be administered in order to ensure that statistical significance
aspects of the findings will be tackled at the analysis stage of the
current study.

Results and discussion

Requests, used in this study included low- and high-imposition
requests, with some requests aimed at people from lower social classes
and others at those from equal or higher social classes. During the study
phase, the requests were classified according to the taxonomy
suggested by Blum-Kulka et al. (1989), which provides a clear
distinction between two primary components of the speech act of
requesting: the head act and the adjuncts to the head act. The head act
consists of request strategies and internal modifiers, as seen in the
below figure (1). External modifiers are the adjuncts of the head act.
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Request
Strategies
Head Act of
Request
Internal
- Modlflcatlons
Request
External
Modifications
Figure (1)

Composition of Requests

In order to maintain respect and trust, it is advisable to make
requests in an indirect manner. This strategy is backed by research,
which categorizes requests into three types: direct, traditional indirect,
and non-conventionally indirect. These strategies are organized into
nine categories, ranging from the most straightforward to the most
indirect. The various approaches are consolidated in the below table:

Table (2)
Request strategies

Adjuncts to The
Head Act of
Request

Level of Directness Request Strategies Examples

1. Mood derivable * Move from here -
Open the window —
Give me your book

please!

Direct requests

2.Unhedged
performative

3. Hedged
performative

4. Locution derivable
5. Scope stating

* I'm asking you to
explain this for me - |
request you step
back!

* | must ask you to fill
in this questionnaire
— | want to ask you
to...

* You have to enter
the class - You Il need
to add me to another
group!

* | wish you to do this
for me - 1 really want
to reschedule this!
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indirect requests

Level of Directness Request Strategies Examples
6. Suggestory | ¢ What about
formula changing this group -
Why don’t you give
Conventionally me the book? L
7. Query preparatory |+ Would you mind if

we opened the
window? -
Could you lend me
this, please?

Non-conventionally
indirect requests

8. Strong hints

9. Mild hints

 I'm so worried! I
couldn't get X book

today for my
assignment.
e I can’t breathe

(open the window)-It
is closed! I'll fail this
subject (Give me X
book)

According to the collected data from the DCT, the below table

shows the types of request strategies utilized by the three groups of
participants:

Table (3)
Frequencies of using the different directness levels within the
requests
Frequency Percentage Overall
Groups Type of request per each
of use percentage
group
Conventionally indirect 46 28% 13%
i 0, 0,
EFL Non co?1::§§:ionall = == =
onv Y 2 1% 1%
indirect
Conventionally indirect 77 61% 21%
i 0, 0,
EsL Non co[r)lilrss:ionall ° = =
onv Y 9 7% 3%
indirect
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Percentage
Frequency Overall
Groups Type of request per each
of use percentage
group
Conventionally indirect 45 63% 13%
i 0, 0,

NSE Non co[r)1:/r§r?:ionall = == =

on y 12 17% 3%
indirect

Based on the data, it was shown that customarily indirect
requests were more prevalent across all three groups compared to direct
or non-conventionally indirect requests. This trend is supported by
previous studies conducted by Cenoz and Valencia (1996),
Economidou-Kogetsidis (2008), House and Kasper (1987), Hutz
(2006), Scarcella and Brunack (1979), Taguchi (2012), Tanaka (1988),
and Woodfield (2008).

The results suggested that both Badini groups gained a level of
practical competence in employing request strategies in English. In this
study, the non-native groups (EFL & ESL participants) were observed
to utilize direct techniques more frequently than the NSE group, which
aligns with findings from earlier studies. A substantial statistical
difference was seen between the NSE group and the EFL and ESL
groups, as shown by a Chi-square test (p < 0.01 for each comparison).
Al-Ammar (2000), Alcon-Soler et al. (2005), and Fukushima (1996)
argue that non-native groups may not realize that direct request
strategies can be inappropriate in certain situations. This is because
such strategies can be highly imposing, restrict the freedom of choice
of the requestees, and decrease the desired level of politeness in face-
to-face interactions.

When making direct requests to higher position interlocutors,
there is a higher likelihood of pragmatic failure through breaching the
communication rules. The following parts delve into the magnitude of
imposition in requests and the social status of the interlocutor.
Individuals who are non-natives and have limited language proficiency
may choose to use more direct approaches, focusing on efficient
communication rather than conforming to the social norms of the target
language. Hutz (2006) discovered that ESL candidates had a lower
frequency of explicit requests in comparison to EFL applicants,
suggesting a higher level of competency in their pragmatic
understanding of request techniques. In the current study, the EFL
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group used the first three direct techniques (mood derivable, unhedged
performative, and hedged performative) in 71% of their requests, but
the NSE group utilized them just in 17%. The next two techniques,
"scope stating” and "locution derivable,” are less detailed yet
appropriate for different situations. Non-native English speakers did not
often use these approaches to the same extent as the previous three.
Conventionally indirect requests accounted for 28% of EFL requests,
61% of ESL requests, and 63% of NSE requests. The groups seldom
utilized a suggestive formula from this traditionally indirect group but
heavily relied on the query preparatory. When employing a suggestory
phrase, like “What about opening the window?”, the speaker displays
hesitancy and downplays their personal participation in the topic,
despite the potential benefits they may get. (Trosborg, 1995, p. 201).
Nevertheless, participants seldom use this formula since it is often
linked with the act of making suggestions. The majority of data
reported in this thesis provides evidence that the question preparation
approach is often used by all three groups, but the extent to which it is
employed may vary. Regarding the act of making requests, this
indicates the importance of the seventh strategy on the scale of
straightforwardness. The question preparation technique may be
implemented via many sub-strategies, including can, could, will,
would, mind, possibility, and thinking. Further details will be provided
later on.

Moreover, the final main group of requests which is the non-
conventionally indirect, has been utilized the least by EFL participants
(1%) out of the 162 requests, while ESL groups used it in (7%) of the
total 126 requests. However, it was more popular among the NSE
group (17%) compared to the direct group. This unconventional group
implies a request through subtle hints, which may be either strongly
hinted at, explicitly referring to the requesting act, or more subtly
implied. Improper use of non-traditional indirect requests might
potentially violate the relation maxim, as outlined in Grice's
Cooperative Principle and its associated maxims (1975, 1978, 1989).
The NSE group used clues more extensively than the other two groups
due to the need for participants to rely on their sociopragmatic and
pragmalinguistic experience. The suggestion of a shift towards the NSE
group arises from the observation that ESL participants made more use
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of hints compared to EFL participants. This difference might be
influenced by variables such as the learning environment and level of
exposure to the target language.

The following table displays the request techniques used by
each group in a hierarchical manner, with accompanying percentages
indicating the frequency of each strategy's usage.

Table (4)
Frequencies of using different strategies in the DCT

DCT Request EFL# | EFL % | ESL # | ESL % | NSE # | NSE %
strategies
Mood derivable 2 1% 0 0% 0 0%
Unhedged Performative 5 3% 0 0% 1 1%
Hedged Performative 72 44% 20 16% 4 6%
Locution Derivable 35 22% 17 13% 6 8%
Scope Stating 0 0% 1 1% 0 0%
Suggestory Formula 9 6% 26 21% 10 14%
Query Preparatory 37 23% 52 41% 37 51%
Strong hints 1 1% 8 6% 6 8%
Mild hints 1 1% 2 2% 8 11%
Total number of 162 | 100% | 126 | 100% | 72 | 100%
requests

Based on the previously established hierarchy of request
techniques, various groups used distinct sequences of request strategies.
The hedged performative strategy was chosen as the top choice by EFL
respondents, while it placed third among ESL respondents and sixth
among NSE respondents, suggesting a preference for a more
straightforward approach. Although the NSE group did not use mood
derivable, the EFL and ESL groups placed it as their third and fifth
choices, respectively. However, the sequence in which the ESL group
made their judgments resembled that of the NSE group more closely
than the EFL group.

In summary, the findings pertaining to the first research
question on the request-making strategies used by Badini Kurdish
learners of English as a foreign language (EFL) and English as a
second language (ESL), as well as native speakers of English (NSESs),
are as follows.
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*Two out of the three groups (ESL and NSE) primarily used
conventionally indirect request strategies, particularly the inquiry
preparatory strategy, which varied in frequency distribution among the
groups. The nonnative groups were able to somewhat replicate certain
NSE norms for requesting. Yet, after analyzing the employment of the
nine request techniques within groups, additional discrepancies were
noted.

*According to the findings, most respondents showed a preference for
indirect tactics rather than direct ones when making requests. The EFL
students exhibited a higher level of directness, whereas the NSE
students tended to be more cautious in their approach. Consequently,
those enrolled in English as a Foreign Language (EFL) courses were
found to make the most discourteous queries. The ESL participants
exhibited a communication style that was less direct than the EFL
participants and more direct than the NSEs, indicating a tendency
towards the communication style of the NSE group. In order to
determine the most effective request strategies, we conducted a
comparative analysis of the responses from the NSE group and the non-
native groups.

The results indicated that the ESL group's usage of request strategies
was somehow similar to the NSE group’s, with some remaining
distinctions.

*Based on the two criteria mentioned earlier, it may be inferred that the
ESL group demonstrated a higher level of pragmatic competence
compared to the EFL group.

Concerning the degree of imposition, the study intentionally included
scenarios including requests that ranged from minimally burdensome to
highly demanding. Asking for little favors, such as directions or a pen,
was common in situations when there was minimal burden on the other
person. Rescheduling a critical encounter with a very occupied
individual exemplifies a situation of significant imposition. To uphold
the dignity of the interlocutors, it was planned to reduce and mitigate
the high expectations via the use of indirect methods and specialized
modifiers. In the following subsection, we will compare the
conclusions of the degree of imposition as determined by the DCT:
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Table (5)
Percentages of using different request strategies considering the
degree of imposition in DCT

Imposition | group N!ood Unhedge_d Hedged_ Locjution Scope Suggestory Query St_rong Mild
derivable | performative | performative | derivable | Stating formula preparatory | hints hints
EFL 0.3% 1.4% 10.8% 7.2% 0.0% 1.1% 8.9% 0.3% 0.0%
ESL 0.0% 0.0% 4.2% 3.3% 0.3% 5.0% 6.9% 1.9% 0.3%
NSE 0.0% 0.3% 1.1% 1.1% 0.0% 2.8% 6.1% 0.8% 1.1%
EFL 0.3% 0.0% 9.2% 2.5% 0.0% 1.4% 1.4% 0.3% 0.3%
Low ESL 0.0% 0.0% 1.4% 1.4% 0.0% 5.0% 3.3% 1.9% 0.3%
NSE 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.6% 0.0% 0.0% 3.6% 0.8% 1.1%
Request Strategies according to the degree of
imposition
Mild hints e
Strong hints ___
Suggestory formula —
Scope Stating
Locution derivable ——m
Hedged performative __
Unhedged performative
Mood derivable
0.00% 2.00% 4.00% 6.00% 8.00% 10.00% 12.00%

Hlow Elow ®low MHigh mHigh mHigh

Figure (2)
Request Strategies according to the degree of imposition
The results showed that all three groups, particularly the NSE
and ESL groups, used more indirect strategies at higher rates in
situations with greater imposition. Traditionally, 67% of low-
imposition requests made by NSE participants used indirect request
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strategies, and 54% of them made indirect requests towards
interlocuters when expressing high imposition requests.

When asked about mild, indirect requests, 69% of the ESL
group utilized generally indirect requests, whereas, for high imposition
requests, 57% used the same method. While 33% of the EFL group
employed typically indirect requests when the imposition level was
high, just 19% did so when the level was low. The findings indicate
that in instances when there is a high level of imposition, the group
learning English as a foreign language (EFL) was more assertive in
expressing their demands compared to the other two groups, who used
more subtle and indirect methods.

To conclude from the current sub-section, concerning the
impact of the degree of imposition on participants' request strategies,
which was addressed by analyzing the outcomes of the DCT, the key
highlights are summarized as shown below:

*The data elicited from the DCT showed that the degree of imposition
significantly affected the performances of certain groups. In contrast to
the ESL and NSE groups, the DCT participants exhibited lower levels
of honesty when making requests for significant impositions. The only
groups that exhibited a statistically significant disparity between the
high and low contexts were the ESL (English as a Second Language)
and NSE (Native Speaker of English) groups.

*The NSE group often made requests with different levels of imposition
using indirect language and investigated more options compared to the
non-native groups. Based on the data, it is evident that the EFL group
used direct tactics to a far greater extent than the ESL group when
faced with high imposition needs. Consequently, the ESL group ranked
second in terms of their usage of these techniques. The ESL group's
demands for low and high imposition were somewhat comparable to
native approaches, however they did not fully adhere to native patterns.
Finally, concerning the interlocutor’s status, the results on the influence
of the interlocutor's status on the participants' request strategies
demonstrate variations, as seen in the table and figures provided above.
There was a significant decrease in the number of direct requests made
to higher-ranking personnel in the NSE and ESL groups, indicating an
increased awareness of this factor. However, this decrease was not
statistically significant. Regarding requests made to individuals of
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lesser status, the NSE group used direct methods in 9% of instances,
adopted the same approach with individuals of similar position in 10%
of situations, and did not utilize this strategy with those of higher rank.

Among the requests made, their results have shown that
participants used direct strategies when interacting with individuals of
equal level, and none of the requests involved direct strategies when
interacting with individuals of higher status. Various statuses within the
EFL group used distinct DCT request strategies, however there was no
statistically significant disparity (p > 0.05). The EFL students also
shown a tendency to use fewer imperatives when communicating with
individuals of comparable or superior status. The EFL group made
explicit requests to individuals of lower status in 27.8% of their
requests, those of equal status 28.4% of the time, and individuals of
higher status 14% of the time. The table below shows the request
strategies utilized by the three groups in relation with the interlocutors’
status:

Table (6)
The use of request strategies based on the interlocutor status

Interlocutors’
status

Participant
group

Mood
derivable

Unhedged
performative

Hedged
performative

Locution
derivable

Scope
stating

Suggestory
formula

Query
preparatory

Strong
hints

Mild
hints

Equal

EFL

0.0%

0.0%

20.4%

8.0%

0.0%

0.6%

4.3%

0.0%

0.0%

ESL

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

2.4%

0.8%

13.5%

15.1%

1.6%

0.0%

NSE

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

5.6%

0.0%

1.4%

20.8%

2.8%

0.0%

Higher

EFL

0.0%

0.0%

7.4%

6.8%

0.0%

3.7%

14.2%

0.6%

0.6%

ESL

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

1.6%

0.0%

16.7%

10.3%

3.2%

0.8%

NSE

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

9.7%

23.6%

1.4%

2.8%

Lower

EFL

1.2%

3.1%

16.7%

6.8%

0.0%

1.2%

4.3%

0.0%

0.0%

ESL

0.0%

0.0%

15.9%

9.5%

0.0%

6.3%

0.0%

1.6%

0.8%

NSE

0.0%

1.4%

5.6%

2.8%

0.0%

2.8%

8.3%

2.8%

8.3%

Moreover, the request techniques used by the three groups of

participants were impacted by the status of their conversation partners
in various ways, as seen in the table provided above. Participants in the
EFL group were more likely to use direct approaches when making
requests to interlocutors who were of equal or higher rank. This was in
contrast to the NSE and ESL groups, whose findings showed an
increase in the use of indirect strategies. The NSE group's results
exhibited more clarity compared to those of the ESL group. The lack of
statistical significance in the move towards less direct strategies in the
DCT scenarios and participants, compared to the DCT results, may be
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attributed to the lower sample size (p > 0.05) when examined using

Chi-square testing.

To summarize, the research questions focus on the variations in
request strategies used by participants based on the interlocutor’s status
are as follows:

e The DCT data showed a decline in the use of direct strategies by all
groups when making requests to interlocutors of higher status,
particularly in the NSE and ESL groups.

o Upon comparing the outcomes of the two groups, it was seen that
the ESL group exhibited a greater degree of sociopragmatic
thoughtfulness in their use of requests that those of the EFL.

e This indicates that they were more aware of the possible
repercussions on their social status while making requests, as
opposed to the EFL group.

Concerning the use of internal and external modifications, each
of the three groups also made significant modifications to their request
strategies and the politeness of their requests using a range of internal
and external modifiers. Participants used several language tactics such
as downtoners, hedges, understaters, politeness markers like "please,”
attention-grabbing linguistic devices, important explanations, pre-
request utterances, prizes, and explanations to enhance the politeness
and effectiveness of their requests. The 360 DCT requests in the
obtained data were analyzed for internal modifiers; using the coding
scheme of Blum-Kulka et al. (1989) described in the methodology
chapter. Blum-Kulka et al. (1989) categorized modifiers into two
primary types: internal downgraders and internal upgraders. The former
are used to lessen requests, whereas the latter are applied to intensify
them.

The data revealed that all three categories heavily depended on
internal downgraders and had little use of internal upgraders. The three
groups extensively utilized the politeness marker "please™ as an internal
downgrader, yet they failed to employ other grammatical constructions
such as understater, hedge, appealer, subjunctive, tag question,
negation, intensifier, time intensifier, explosive, exaggerated utterances,
lexical uptoner, and orthographic emphasis. Furthermore, to determine
the group that used modifiers the least, we included inquiries that did
not contain any request modifiers into our study. In addition, a minority
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of individuals from both groups made many internal revisions inside a
single request, greatly reducing its impact. We specifically emphasized
requests that included many modifiers, despite the fact that they
accounted for just 3.5% of all participant responses.

The below table reflects the percentages of using internal
modifications employed by the three groups:

Table (7)
The use of internal modifications
Participant Internal Lexical internal S_yntactlc Internal
Groups downgraders downgraders internal Upgraders
downgraders

EFL 215% 146% 70% 7%
ESL 261% 145% 116% 31%
NSE 236% 150% 86% 35%

As reflected in the above table, the three groups displayed
consistent pattern in employing internal modifiers in their requests, as
seen above. Politeness markers, like "please™ were the most commonly
used internal downgraders in requests, with EFL participants reflecting
the frequency of using them for 215%, which indicates that many
respondents have used at least two types of internal modifications in
their requests. The ESL group on the other had reflected the frequency
of 261% using internal downgraders, which also indicates that each
individual has used from 1 to 3 per each request. Finally, the NSE
group reflected the frequency of 236% within the frequencies of
utilizing internal downgraders, reducing the FTA within their
interaction.

Internal upgraders, on the other hand, were less frequently used,
with rates of only 7% in the EFL group, 31% in the ESL, and 35% in
the NSE, reflecting internal upgraders with their requests. A small
portion of requests were made without any modification, accounting for
15% in the EFL group, 7% in the ESL, and 4% in the NSE. The EFL
and ESL groups effectively used basic internal modifications in their
requests but differed from the NSE group in the frequency rates of
these modifiers. The NSE group initially used a higher number of
internal modifiers, particularly the polite marker "please”, compared to
the EFL and ESL groups (p < 0.05). This result aligns with findings
from various previous studies (Economidou-Kogetsidis, 2008; Hassall,
2001; Hutz, 2006; Woodfield, 2008; Woodfield & Economidou-
Kogetsidis, 2010).
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In summary, the results obtained from the DCT indicate that the

groups exhibited variations in their use of internal modifications during
the speech act of request.

The analysis of the DCT data indicated that the NSE group made
somewhat more internal changes, namely by using the word
"please," compared to the non-native groups.

Upon comparing the two groups, it was discovered that the ESL
group had a higher frequency of using internal modifications, such
as the usage of "please,” in comparison to the EFL group.
Nevertheless, there was no noticeable statistical disparity between
the two groups of non-native individuals.

The results indicated that all three groups, except for the NSE
group, used internal modifiers to reduce demands and relieve the
distress of the interlocutors.

Overall, the EFL group of participants reflected less sensitivity
towards the degree of imposition, despite the frequent presence of
certain words like ‘please’, it was still significantly different from
the data found within the other two groups.

Both the NSE and ESL groups made more use of internal modifiers
in their high imposition demands. The statistical examination of the
DCT findings indicated a considerable disparity in the level of
imposition between the two groups. Therefore, it may be inferred
that the ESL group included internal modifiers in their requests,
similar to the native group, in order to reduce the frequency of
FTA.

Adjuncts to the requests, which are also known as external
modifications, refer to additional statements that may be used
before or after the main request in order to minimize the impact of
the request and alter its level of politeness. External modifications
are sometimes used both before to and after the primary
performance. In this study, we used the external modifiers coding
system suggested by Blum-Kulka et al. (1989) to encode external
modifications. They are used in the following manner by the three
categories according to the DCT data:

778



Gl S L3 g Glea sle Al glanl) Be iKY (wlidl A5 jlaa duya
Table (8)
The external modifications used by the overall respondents

Type of external EFL ESL NSE
modification
Linguistic devices (alerter) 69% 67% 86%
Pre-request (preparatory) 9% 6% 20%
Head (get_tlng apre- 6% 6% 17%
commitment)
Grounder 40% 65% 78%
Disarmer 1% 8% 10%
Imposition minimizer 10% 27% 34%
Sweeteners 23% 26% 22%
Promise of reward 0% 0% 8%

External modifications used by respondents

Promise of reward
Sweeteners
Imposition minimizer
Disarmer

Grounder

|
I
n

Head (getting a pre-commitment) g

—

Pre-request (preparatory)

Linguistic devices (alerter)

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

NSE WESL WEFL

Figure (3)
External modifications used by the respondents

Based on the information provided, it can be concluded that the
NSE and ESL groups used external modifiers more frequently
compared to the EFL group, as indicated by the DCT results. The
usage of external modifiers did not differ significantly (p < 0.05)
between the NSE and ESL groups, as indicated by the Chi-square
tests. In comparison to the native group, the non-native groups,
especially those learning English as a foreign language (EFL),
demonstrated a higher usage of language strategies, such as
employing grounders and external modifiers in a single request.
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In addition, the extensive use of external modifications by the
EFL group of the present study resembles findings from Cenoz and
Valencia's (1996) study, as they found out that the EFL learners
heavily relied on external modifications, such as grounders,
resultingin the production of longer utterances. This also is
supported by the findings of House and Kasper (1987), and the
overall results given by Blum-Kulka et al. (1989). In their study,
Faerch and Kasper (1989) analyzed CCSARP data and discovered
that L2 participants in a separate research, which compared Danish
EFL learners and NSE, relied more on internal modifiers in requests
and used fewer external modifiers. Including the two
aforementioned studies, this result contradicted the vast
preponderance of prior research. Faerch and Kasper (1989, p. 233)
assert that learners often misapply the internal modifier "please”
when conveying civility, while employing external and internal
modifiers with less frequency. The writers linked the frequent usage
of "please” to its simplicity, as it was easy to employ it, both as a
way to soften requests, and as a marker of politeness without
requiring complex syntax.

The study has also revealed that while engaging with
individuals of different social status, the groups' use of external
modifiers differed in their approaches to making requests. When
making a request for someone who has the same or higher position,
individuals were more inclined to make changes or modifications.
However, when making a request to someone of lesser status, they
were more likely to ask for it without any alterations. In addition,
while seeking changes from those of higher authority, all groups
used a greater quantity of external modifications compared to those
of equal or lower authority. The participants' usage of external
modifications was significantly influenced by this element, as
shown by statistically significant differences seen in all groups (p <
0.05).

The research found that when individuals interacted with
others of higher social status, it raised the probability of all groups
using external modifiers. The DCT results of the EFL group were
the only ones that demonstrated a statistically significant
differences.
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Conclusion

Pragmatic competence has been a central focus of pragmatic
research for several decades, as numerous studies have aimed at
exploring pragmatic competence across different linguistic groups,
shedding light on the significance of language's global applicability.

This particular study delved into the analysis of pragmatic competence

among Badini Kurdish EFL learners in the Kurdistan Region of Iraq

and Badini Kurdish ESL learners who have studied in English-speaking
environments such as the UK. The study investigated how these EFL
and ESL groups performed speech acts, specifically requests and
refusals in English, compared to NSE. The study involved 18 Badini
Kurdish EFL learners, 14 Badini Kurdish ESL learners, and 10 British
and American NSE residing in Duhok. The collection of data involved
qualitative research method, i.e. a DCT, focusing on various request
and refusal scenarios. Pragmatic features of requests were analyzed
based on classifications by Blum-Kulka et al. (1989), while refusals
were categorized following the Universal Refusal Strategies Taxonomy
by Beebe et al. (1990). The study revealed that Badini Kurdish EFL,

ESL, and the NSE share numerous request and refusal strategies,

however; these methods may be utilized and allocated differently. EFL

and ESL learners should understand the pragmatic roles of specific
grammatical structures in English to effectively carry out speech acts.

The ESL group likely gained this knowledge through interaction with

the NSE, as there was no explicit instruction provided.

From the above study, the below can be concluded:

e ESL and NSE groups exhibited more similarities in terms of
directness, politeness, and modifications compared to the EFL
group.

e There was more directness in the requests made by the participants
from the EFL group, using the hedged performatives mostly unlike
the ESL and NSE, who relied heavily on using the query
preparatory strategies.

e Internal and external modifications reducing the FTA were most
apparently used by the NSE and ESL, less apparent within the EFL
group.

e The EFL group reflected less contextual awareness and lowered
levels of awareness regarding the social distance among different
status interlocutors.
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