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The Speech Act of Thanking asa Compliment Response as Used by the
Arab Speakersof English —a Comparative I ntercultural Study
By
Sana’ Mohammed | brahim Al-Khateeb
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Dr. Ayman Nazzal

Dr. Ahmed Awad

Abstract

This pragmatic study investigated the speech act of thanking as a
compliment response as used by non-native speakers of English. The
study is an attempt to find whether different cultural backgrounds,
specializations, levels of evaluation and the gender of the speakers affect
their use of the speech act of thanking as a compliment response.

The researcher adopted a discourse completion test (DCT) in both
Arabic and English as the tool of the study in order to reach the answers

of thefollowing questions:

1- Arethere any significant differences in the ways people from different
cultural backgrounds realize the speech act of thanking?
There are significant differences in the ways Arab learners of English
and native speakers of English use the speech act of thanking due to the

differencesin their cultural backgrounds.
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2- Are there differences in the way non-native speakers from different
specializations (English majors, scientific stream students, literary
stream students, and vocational stream students) use the speech act of
thanking as a compliment response?
There are significant differences in the ways Arab learners of English
use the speech act of thanking due to the differences in their

specializations.

3- Does the gender of the speaker affect their use of the speech act of
thanking as a compliment response?
There are no significant differences in the ways Arab learners of English
use the speech act of thanking due to the gender of the speakers.

4- Doesthe level of evaluation affect the non-native speakers' use of the
speech act of thanking as a compliment response?
There are significant differences in the ways Arab speakers of English

use the speech act of thanking due to their proficiency levels.

The study falls into five chapters. Chapter one introduces the
problem, the aims, the significance, the limitations and the methods of the
study. Chapter two gives a review of literature written on the previous
studies on pragmatics and speech acts, mainly compliments and thanking.
Chapter Three provides the methodology and the tools used to find the
results of the study. Chapter Four shows the findings of the Discourse

Completion Test (DCT) in addition to discussing and comparing them to
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the other studies in other languages. Chapter Five gives a summary and
conclusions and provides recommendations and suggestions for further

studies.
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Chapter One

1.1 Introduction

Culture is communication, and vice versa because it influences
social practices in general, and discourse in particular. Moreover, cultura
factors play a role in the development of diverse ways of talking and
communicating. For example, in some cultures it is considered very bad to
speak when another person is talking, while in others, this is an expected
part of a conversationalist’s work. In general, we can say that there exists a
certain, rule-governed linguistic behavior that allows us to deal with similar
situations in similar ways across cultures, such as thanking, requesting and
apologizing (Mey, 1998). However, when it comes to a certain speech act
between two languages like English and Arabic, problems arise. Non-
native language users including translators tend to face such problems
when they use the speech acts that differ from their own language’s in

terms of cultural differences and expressions.

People from different cultures often respond to compliments in
systematically different ways. Let us assume that in a particular situational
context, speakers of a particular language X(e.g. English) (LX) accept
compliments without showing modesty. In such cases a speaker might
accept a compliment such as ‘You did a really good job’ with a simple
expression of ‘Thanks’, i.e. without expressing any reservations about the

validity or the importance of the compliment. Let us assume further that in
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the same type of situation, native speakers of another language Y (e.g.
Arabic) (LY) typically accept compliments, but play down (and are
culturally expected to play down) their importance. It seems possible to
assume that native speakers of LY who are learning LX may respond to
compliments in LX in the same way as they would in LY. For example,
they might respond to the compliment, ‘Y ou did arealy good job’ with an
expression of modesty (e.g. haa alutfun mink ‘You are very kind’). If this
happens, we have fairly good grounds for assuming that native speakers of
LY have carried over some pragmatic knowledge associated with the
culture of LY to the performance of compliments in LX. In other words,
they have carried over the LI cultural knowledge that an expression of
modesty is an appropriate response to a compliment, where in fact an

acceptance/agreement response is more usual.

Responding with an expression of modesty where an expression
of acceptance is more suitable in the target language is a case of negative
pragmatic transfer, because the L2 learner has mistakenly generalized from
pragmatic knowledge of LI to a L2 setting. Negative transfer may, but need
not, lead to miscommunication. This type of transfer is called negative, not
because of its adverse effect on communicative success, but because it
involves an unwarranted generalization from L1 "culture-bound" pragmatic
knowledge to a communicative situation in L2 (Zegarac& Pennington,
2000). Negative pragmatic transfer thus leads to imperfect pragmatic

competence in L2, but imperfect pragmatic competence does not
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necessarily cause communicative breakdown. For example, if native
speakers of L2 realize that a non-native speaker's pragmatic knowledge of
L2 is (or is likely to be) imperfect, they may make alowances (e.g. they
might assume something like the non-native speaker is not being rude. He
simply does not know that this type of answer is not appropriate in our
culture). For example, in the Arabic culture, a person is expected to offer
the watch he is wearing if another person pays a compliment over its
elegance. However, an American is expected to say ‘Thank you.' or * My
mother gave it to me on my birthday." Therefore, if the American pays a
compliment over the elegance of an Arab's watch and receives an offer, he
may realize that the non-native speaker's pragmatic knowledge of English
Is imperfect and simply he does not know that this answer is not
appropriate in the English culture. On the other hand, if the native speaker
of English does not realize this, negative pragmatic transfer causes cross-
cultural pragmatic failure. The native speaker may be shocked of the offer,

which seems bizarre.

1.2 Statement of the problem

Communicating with speakers of other languages is a complex
behavior that requires both linguistic and pragmatic competence. Whether
we speak in afirst or second language, we are influenced by sociocultural
norms and constraints that affect the way we communicate. For example,
what is considered appropriate in one language might not be so in another.

Praising a girl for being fat, for instance in a Western African Community,
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is considered a compliment; while in an American context, it is perceived

as an insult (Rizk, 2003).

Most of the problems that learners of English as a foreign language
(EFL learners) face in intercultural communication are mainly pragmatic.
EFL teachers do not often stress pragmatic knowledge in their classrooms,
focusing instead on linguistic knowledge. Eslami-Rasekh et a. (2004) warn
that this might result in pragmatic failure when EFL learners actually
communicate with native speakers (NSs), something that is attributed to
some other cause. The only way to minimize pragmatic failure between
NSs and non-native speakers (NNSs) is by acquiring pragmatic
competence, that is, “the ability to use language effectively in order to
understand language in context” (El Samaty, 2005). Arab EFL students are
not exposed to the target community and culture and they find it extremely
difficult to produce or sometimes understand a speech act. Furthermore,
translators sometimes transfer such speech acts literally which leads to

misunderstanding and pragmatic problems.

The speech act of thanking is there in two theories. It is one type of
expressive, in Searle's (1969) terminology, (‘acknowledgment' in Bach and
Harnish's (1979), and 'behabitive’ in Austin's (1962)) speech acts that
differs considerably from Arabic to English. Native speakers of English
might consider the way Arabic speakers respond to compliments offending
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or bizarre, because they understood only the words without the cultural

rules that govern them and vice versa.

The problem here is that Arabic learners of English do not produce
target-like compliment responses ,and so pragmatic transfer can occur due
to many factors one of which is culture. Hence, this study examines how
compliment responses are used by Arab speakers of English and the

differences between them and the ones used in the American culture.

1.3 Questions of the study
The concerns of this study will be addressed by searching for

answers to the following research questions;

1) Arethere any significant differences at the statistical scale of
significance (a= 0.05) in the ways people from different cultural
backgrounds readlize the speech act of thanking? Therefore, what are
the mostly used semantic formulas by the English and the Arabs in

using the speech act of thanking as a compliment response?

2) Arethere any significant differences at the statistical scale of
significance (a= 0.05) in the way non-native speakers from different
specidizations (English majors, scientific stream students, literary
stream students, and vocational stream students) use the speech act

of thanking as a compliment response?



3) Doesthe gender of the speakers affect their use of the speech act of
thanking as a compliment response at the statistical scale of

significance (a= 0.05)?

4) Doesthe level of evaluation affect the non-native speakers' use of the
speech act of thanking as a compliment response at the statistical

scale of significance (o= 0.05)?

1.4 Aimsof the study

This study aimed to explore the speech act of thanking as a
compliment response by Arab learners of English in an attempt to bridge
the gap between both languages under study in the context of
communication. The aim of presenting the three groups of participantsisto
point out the differences in realizing the speech act of thanking as a
compliment response in different cultures and problems posed to L2
learners when performing thanking in the target language. It also aimed to
investigate the influence of the learner's proficiency and gender on their use
of this speech act. Pragmatically speaking, the notion of speech acts is a
recent field of study. Therefore, this study intended to find out whether
Arab learners of English produce target-like compliment responses and

whether pragmatic transfer occurs. Therefore, it aimed to:
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1. Investigate the influence of the speaker's culture on the pragmatic
performance  when responding with the speech act of thanking.
Therefore, what are the semantic formulas used by the English-
speaking people and the Arabs in using the speech act of thanking as

a compliment response?

2. Investigate the influence of the speaker's specidization on the
pragmatic performance when responding with the speech act of

thanking;

3. Investigate the influence of the speaker's gender on the pragmatic

performance when responding with the speech act of thanking; and

4. Investigate the influence of the speaker's linguistic knowledge
(language proficiency/ evaluation level) on the pragmatic

performance when responding with the speech act of thanking.

1.5 Significance of the study
The significance of this study arises from focusing on the
pragmatic aspect of speech. It considers investigating the speech act of
thanking in context. Therefore, it will surely help raise the speaker's
awareness of the ways of expressing thanks in the target language. Since it
Is an intercultural study, it will link the two languages Arabic and English

together, in addition to avoiding communication breakdown because of
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culture-bound knowledge. Moreover, this study is important in providing
the speaker with the influence of linguistic knowledge, culture and gender
on the pragmatic performance of the speech act of thanking. Being aware
of the pragmatic aspects of this speech act will lead to successful
communication. Furthermore, this study deals with an issue that is
important to translators as part of their job of transferring all aspects of

utterances among interlocutors.

1.6 Limitations of the study

This study is limited to the following limitations:

1- Investigating the expressive speech act of thanking pragmatically as

a compliment response in both languages Arabic and English;

2- Studying the English spoken as a foreign language by the Palestinian
Arabic speakers in Qalqilia Directorate of Education and at An-

Najah National University; and

3- Investigating thanking as a speech act in terms of the influence of the
linguistic knowledge (language proficiency), culture and gender of

speakers.
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1.7 Dé€finitions of the study terms

Here are some of the terms that are helpful and related to this study.

1.7.1 Speech acts

A speech act is an utterance that serves a function in
communication. By uttering a sentence, we can do things. A speech act is
an action performed by means of language. We perform speech acts when
we offer an apology, greeting, request, complaint, invitation, compliment,

or refusal (Austin, 1962 and Searle, 1969).

1.7.2 Locutionary act
It is an act of uttering a sentence with a certain sense and reference,
which is nearly equivalent to ‘meaning’ in the traditional sensei.e. 'the act

of saying something' (Austin, 1962: 149).

1.7.3 lllocutionary act

It is an act of performing some action in saying something. The
speaker may be performing the act of informing, claiming, guessing,
reminding, warning, threatening, or requesting i.e. ‘utterances which have a

certain conventional force' (Austin, 1962:149).

1.7.4 Perlocutionary act
It is 'what speakers bring about or achieve by saying something.

The speaker may be performing the act of thanking, claiming, guessing,
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reminding, warning, threatening, or requesting by uttering an act' (Austin,

1962: 150).

1.7.5 Compliments
Olshtain and Cohen (1991) define compliments as 'one of the
speech acts to express solidarity between speaker and hearer and to

maintain socia harmony'(145).

1.7.6 The speech act of thanking
In speech act theory, the speech act of thanking is defined as 'an
expression of gratitude and appreciation in response compliments' (Searle,

1969:203).

1.7.7 Negative transfer

It refers to 'the influence from the learners native language and
culture on their interlanguage pragmatic knowledge and performance that
differs from those of the target language’. This kind of transfer leads to
communication breakdown (Kasper, 1993:82).

1.7.8 Positive transfer
It refers to the 'pragmatic behaviors and other knowledge displays
that are consistent across the native and non-native languages. It usually

results in communicative success. Positive transfer is very much related to
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and cannot be disentangled from universal pragmatic knowledge' (Kasper,
1993: 83).

1.7.9 Pragmatic failure
It is 'the inability to understand and recognize the force of the
speaker's intention'. It is also a field of 'cross-cultural communication

breakdown' (Thomas, 1983: 91).

1.7.10 Pragmalinguistic failure

This occurs 'when the pragmatic force mapped by the speaker onto a
given utterance is systematically different from the force most frequently
assigned to it by native speakers of the target language, or when speech act
strategies are inappropriately transferred from L1 to L2' ( Thomas,
1983:99).

1.7.11 Sociopragmatic failure
This is used to refer to ‘the social conditions placed on language
use'. This failure stems from cross-culturally different perceptions of what

constitutes appropriate linguistic behavior (Thomas, 1983: 99).

1.7.12 Pragmatic transfer
Kasper focused on pragmatic transfer and defined it as “the

influence exerted by learners’ pragmatic knowledge of languages and
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cultures other than L2 on their comprehension, production, and acquisition

of L2 pragmatic information” (Kasper, 1992 and 1995: 17).
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Chapter Two



15
Chapter Two

2- Review of Related Literature

This chapter is concerned with reviewing the literature that is
relevant to this study which is about the speech act of thanking as a
compliment response as used by Arab learners of English. So this study is
an attempt to investigate the notion of speech act mainly that of the
expressive act of thanking between the two languages which are Arabic as
L1 and English as L2. Therefore, the researcher included theories and
studies on related topics. For the sake of facilitation and organization, the
researcher divided the material in this chapter into three subdivisions. The
first part sheds light on the theoretical background on speech acts in
general. The second one reviews studies on pragmatic transfer and the
effect of the learner's culture and proficiency level on their performance of
the speech act. Such factors may lead to pragmatic transfer which can result
in pragmatic failure. The final section concentrates on the studies
conducted on the speech act of thanking between different languages, in
addition to those carried out to investigate the influence of gender on the

speech act of thanking as a compliment response.
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2.1 Theoretical Background

The notions of speech act and appropriate successful communication
in context were investigated by different researchers, such as Grice (1975),
Austin (1962), Searle (1969) and Bollinger and Sears (1981). As for Grice
(1975), he discussed the cooperative principle and its maxims. Austin
(1962) and Searle (1969) classified the speech acts into categories. The
speech act of thanking, which is the core of this study, is an expressive
speech act in Searle's terminology and a behabitive one in Austin's. They
also stressed the importance of the illocutionary act over the locutionary
and perlocutionary acts. Moreover, Searle (1969) and Bollinger and Sears

(1981) provided an explanation of what makes the utterance felicitous.

The main aim of speech is to communicate a message or a meaning
to the hearer. This message or meaning is intended by the speaker to be
understood correctly by the hearer. If the intended force or effect of the
message is misunderstood, this means that the speaker fails to convey the
correct intended impression even if the speech is syntactically and
semantically true. So it is not always possible to communicate a certain
message successfully by just uttering a sentence that has a correct structure
or word order and equivalent correct denotative meanings. In many cases it
IS the connotation associated with the utterance that counts in order to keep
the social wheel running on and avoid communication breakdowns through
what is generally called the ‘communicative principle’. Moreover, speakers

have to cooperate in order for communication to be carried out
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successfully. This is caled the 'cooperative principle’ which was first
devised by Grice (1975). Grice's theory is very much relevant to this study,
so it is important to mention it here since it deals with the performance of
speech acts and how to show the intended purpose of the message. Despite
its importance, Grice’s cooperative principle along with its four maxims:
guantity, quality, manner and relation, has over the last decades received a
great deal of criticism on account of its being too difficult to apply and on
the overlap among the four maxims. First, interactants do not seem to give
these maxims the same weight or value thus their perception seems to vary
cross-culturally. Secondly, it is not aways possible to find the four

maxims in the same context of situation (Mey, 1998).

According to Austin (1962), uttering a sentence like Thank you!' is
in itself an action since the speaker of that utterance makes a 'speech act' of
thanking. Therefore, this ‘performative’ utterance is in itself a speech act
with which interlocutors perform actions. Austin claims that the utterance
conveys three kinds of acts; namely, the ‘locutionary act' which is the
‘communicative function' of the utterance is used by the speaker to convey
his intended message thus establishing what is called the 'illocutionary
force' of the speech act. The 'perlocutionary act' is the effect of uttering the
speech act on the receiver. Austin's focus is primarily directed towards the
illocutionary act since it includes the force via which the utterance conveys
its performativity. Searle (1969) aso maintains that the illocutionary act is

the basic communicative unit in people's talk.
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Austin classified the speech acts into 'verdictives, 'exercitives,
‘commissives, 'behabitives and 'expositives which Searle modified into
'directives(request)’, ‘commissives(promise)’, 'representatives(assertion)’,
‘expressives(apology)’ and ‘declaratives(changing a state)'. Moreover,
Searle provided a taxonomy for ‘felicity conditions into ‘preparatory’,
'sincerity’ and 'essential’ conditions(e.g. To carry out the speech act of
promising successfully, preparatory conditions have to e met before
promising with the intention to promise under the obligation of carrying out
the promised act), which were referred to by Bollinger & Sears (1981) as
the 'appropriateness’ conditions.  Furthermore, these conditions are very
much related to Grice's cooperative principle and maxims of quality,
guantity, relation and manner. There are significant intercultural
differences in cooperative behavior which means that Grice's cooperative

principles are defined relative to a particular culture.

2.2 Resear ch on Pragmatic Transfer

The present study focuses on a rather recent of study; namely, the
pragmatic aspect of using language in context. Up to the researcher's
knowledge, pragmatic studies have been conducted since the early 1980s
concentrating on L1 in most cases, but then, intercultural studies have been
introduced. This study deals with the speech act of thanking pragmatically

and inter-culturally between English and Arabic.
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Language consists of grammatical and pragmatic competences,
Thomas (1983) differentiates between the two competences. The
grammatical one is concerned with the de-contextual linguistic knowledge
without giving importance to the context in which it occurs. Thisincludes
phonetics, phonology, syntax, semantics, etc. On the other hand, the
pragmatic competence is concerned with conveying an intended meaning
and grasping it in the context of situation when communicating with others.
If L2 speaker's intended meaning is misunderstood by L1 speaker, this
means that the utterance did not achieve L2 speaker's intended purpose.
This results in pragmatic failure which may result in communicative
breakdowns and other undesirable consequences (Beebe & Takahashi,
1989). The researcher in the present study focuses on the pragmatic
knowledge which is very essential for communication to be carried out
successfully. Cultural norms and styles are considered very important part

of the pragmatic competence that speakers should be aware of.

Pragmatic transfer occurs when there is a difference in usage because
of L1 norms and culture which affect L2 usages. Therefore, similarities
and differences between languages and the speech acts of these languages
have to be studied in order to realize what differences there are so as to
avoid pragmatic transfer. The researcher of the present study hypothesizes
that culture plays an important role in the way interlocutors communicate
successfully. That is to say, being unaware of the cultural norms between

languages may lead to pragmatic transfer which is possible to result in a
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communicative breakdown. This means that language users have to get to
know the uses of speech acts in the target culture because language
functions are performed through speech acts, such as invitations, requests,
refusals, apologies, expressions of gratitude and compliments. A number
of these speech acts have been studied as pragmatic universals (Kasper,
1992).

Actually, the universality of a speech act does not necessarily
suggest a similarity in the form used to express the same speech act. For
example, accepting a compliment in English is different from accepting the
same compliment in Arabic, thus an American might accept a compliment
like "Y our yellow scarf looks great on you!' by saying 'Thanks. It's also my
favorite!’, whereas an Arab might say 'Yeh. It's because you are a nice
person!’ In the present study, the researcher hypothesizes that the
existence of culture-bound peculiarities can lead to communicative

breakdown if not recognized by the interlocutors.

Transfer generally occurs because of the L1 influences on the
learner's L2. This can be understood in terms of what is known as a 'mental
set'. Sometimes a person deals with a new situation using his own mental
sets which are culturally specified in most cases (Steinberg, 1995). So
according to this present study, the researcher believes that the mental sets
of interlocutors from different cultures have a great influence on their use
of speech acts. For example, saying 'Thank you!' in a certain context in a

given culture might be used to show that the one who utters this speech act
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has received help or been praised and that he is thankful for the giver. On
the other hand, the same utterance in the same context might be understood
differently; it can express an offense showing that the speaker does not
need the giver's help i.e. 'rgection of an offer’. Repetition of an utterance
could have different meanings in different cultures. Hence, being unaware
of such differences between the interlocutors cultural mental setsis likely
to lead to misunderstanding and communicative breakdowns. Such
breakdowns occur because the speaker transfers L1 culture-bound
peculiarities from his own mental sets into an L2 situation. This is called
'pragmatic transfer' because, according to the 'thank you' example, the way
of understanding the speech act of thanking differs in the context of a
particular situation in two different cultures. The problem here does not lie
in understanding the linguistic meanings of the words used; it lies in
figuring out the intended message behind the speech act of thanking.
Therefore, the researcher thinks that culture-specific knowledge has a great
influence on the usage of the speech acts in general and the speech act of

thanking in particular.

This leads to what is known as inter-language pragmatics (ILP)
whose main focus is the way in which native and non-native speakers
convey differences in understanding and performing the same speech act in
the target language. Therefore, ILP researcherstry to find such differences
depending on the collected data. Depending on this, they continue their

studies showing such differences in situations and the ways and formul as of
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using the speech acts in the target language, in addition to other aspects,
such as the illocutionary force and politeness strategies (Blum-Kulka et al,

1989; Kasper, 1992).

Such researches are conducted in the context of second language
acquisition since pragmatic transfer occurs due to pragmatic aspects and
not linguistic ones. Lack of L2 pragmatic knowledge leads mostly to
intercultural miscommunication which occurs because learners transfer
their L1 socio-cultural peculiarities into the realization of L2 speech acts
which is known as pragmatic transfer. This can be defined as "the
influence of learners pragmatic knowledge of language and culture other
than the target language on their comprehension, production, and

acquisition of L2 pragmatic information”(Rizk, 2003: p.404).

Two kinds of pragmatic transfer can be identified here. The first one
is the positive pragmatic transfer which occurs in the case of transferring
similarities among languages. When transfer indicates universality in the
social and cultural norms and in the pragmatic knowledge, it does not
hinder understanding or successful communication. On the other hand,
negative pragmatic transfer occurs in the case of the inappropriate fallback
on L1 sociolinguistic norms and transferring them into L2. This leads to
what is known as 'pragmatic failure' which results in misunderstanding and
so communicative breakdowns (Liu, 2003). Therefore, in the case of the

speech act of thanking, transferring universals and similarities between
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English and Arabic results in positive pragmatic transfer of the function
used like accepting a compliment, but not always the form used to accept it.
However, when it comes to differences due to culture-bound peculiarities,
negative pragmatic transfer may be at stake. L2 users tend to express the
speech act of thanking in L2 by using their own ideas and styles. They may
aso use L1 semantic formulas to express thanking regardiess to the
illocutionary force associated to it in L2. According to Rizk (2003),
negative pragmatic transfer occurs when a speaker expresses a speech act
in L2 by trandlating the semantic formula used to express the same speech
actinL1. Sowhen an American complimented a Korean woman by saying
'You did agreat job!", the Korean woman used her L1 style and said 'l don't
believe you!". This resulted in undesirable consequences, such as confusion

and embarrassment.

The researcher of the present study considers another example to
illustrate the point of pragmatic transfer that occurs by means of translating
L1 expressions into the target language. An English speaking Arab may
say 'I'm ashamed if complimented by an American which is considered a
mere trandation of the Arabic semantic formula used in such a situation.
This may have negative connotations and create misunderstanding on the
part of the American. This communicative breakdown is basically because
of negative pragmatic transfer. Another example to illustrate the same point
here is the Arabic response to a situation in which a speaker compliments

the property of the hearer. Arabs usually respond to such compliments by
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offering the complimented item to the person who complimented it. So
Arabs might respond to such compliments by saying ‘Take it. | swear!'
which is a mere literal translation of the same Arabic formulaic expression
used as aresponse in the same context in Arabic. This may seem bizarre for
non-natives like Americans. El Samaty (2005:342) considers a point that is
likely to affect the learners' perception of "what constitutes a language
specific or a universal issue". If learners have in mind that a certain
pragmatic feature in L1 in language specific, they will not transfer it to L2.
Therefore, language users including translators could avoid negative
pragmatic transfer by being exposed to such pragmatic and cultural

peculiarities.

It has become obvious that investigating language universals is
significant to find out what is a positive or a negative pragmatic transfer. It
Is also important to study what seemsin L1 to be the same as the norms of
L 2. Such studies help compare the native and non-native language norms to
find out the similarities and the differences. It is also worthwhile to study
the effect of L1 norms and styles on L2 acquisition. All these subjects are
very much related to the issue of pragmatic transfer (Kasper & Schmidt,
1996).

Some writers, such as Grice(1975) and Brown & Levinson (1987)
have tried to investigate the use of universals among languages . For

example, Grice (1975) claims that the speaker does not observe al the
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‘conversational maxims' intentionally in order to urge the receiver to figure
out the intended meaning which is not necessarily expressed linguistically.
This means that speakers do not express everything explicitly; violating a
maxim can be an implicit sign of a hidden intended meaning. Brown &
Levinson (1987) also have their own explanation of universality in the term
of 'face. If the person shows agreement with the speaker, this entails a
positive face.  On the other hand, trying to be independent entails a

negative face.

Other linguists, such as Matsumoto (1988), Ide (1989) and Mao
(1994) criticized the previous notion of 'social identity' as a very important
one in Japanese and Chinese societies. Wierzbicka (1991) also criticized
Grice's(1975) and Brown & Levinson's (1987) attempts of being

‘ethnocentric'.

The notion of politeness and its universality has been dealt with by
Leech (1983) who devised six politeness maxims to express language
universals. These maxims are the 'tact' maxim, the 'generosity’ maxim, the
‘approbation’ maxim, the 'modesty’ maxim, the ‘agreement’ maxim, and the
'sympathy' maxim. Leech claims that these maxims operate side by side
with the four maxims of Grice, but with different values associated to them
in different cultures. For example, in the Japanese society the ‘'modesty’

maxim exceeds that of ‘agreement’ when responding to a compliment. On
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the other hand, the English-speaking societies try to be more polite using

the 'agreement’ maxim.

The present study suggests that universality attributes to similarities
between languages, but the same intended function does not always match
the semantic formula used to express the speech act among languages. On
the other hand, cultural differences lead to pragmatic transfer since
different forms are associated with different values in different cultures.
This transfer of the different cultural norms and thus different force from

L1 to L2 causes pragmatic failure during communication.

It is obvious now that it is difficult to generalize universal rules since

languages have different culture-specific pragmatic features.

Concerning the notion of pragmatic failure, Thomas (1983) explains
two types of this concept. When the non-native speaker assigns a force to
an utterance which is different from the pragmatic force that is usually
associated to it by native speakers, it is said that 'pragmalinguistic' failureis
at stake. Another case in which pragmalinguistic failure might occur is
when the non-native speaker transfers the norms and methods of L1 into L2
improperly. This type is concerned with the grammar of and beliefs about
the language i.e. language specific. It occurs either because of the
inappropriate transfer speech act strategies or because of transferring

semantically and syntactically equivaents with a different pragmatic force.
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The other type of failure is 'socio-pragmatic’ which is caused due to the
social circumstances surrounding the speech act, such as the socid
distance, palitics, religion, morals, gender, power and the closeness of
relationships between the interactants i.e. knowledge about the world. So,
this type of transfer occurs when the speaker does not know what to say,
when, why and to whom. For example, not knowing the pragmatic force
of a 'thank you' might cause a pragmalinguistic failure, but cultura
differences of when to say it, in which occasion and for what reason might

cause sociopragmetic failure.

This means that language users including translators have to be
aware of the context, the social conditions and the force of the utterance in
addition to all other aspects related to it appropriately. This also means that
L2 learners have to be exposed to the pragmatic aspects of L2 in addition to

the linguistic competence.

Therefore, ESL teachers have to get to know the ways of developing
the learners L2 pragmatic competence and the educational approaches to
increase the students awareness of L2 pragmatic issues. Such topics of the
pragmatic progress of L2 learners abilities have been addressed by recent
researches (Rose, 2000). Other researches have described the stages of
‘developmental pragmatics' in addition to the pedagogy that should be used
to increase the learners abilities in the pragmatic aspects of the language

(Kasper, 1997; Rose & Kasper, 2001).
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Such topics on the learner's pragmatic development have been
approached by researchers differently. There are researchers, such as
Scarcella(1979), Trosborg (1987)and Bardovi-Harlig & Hartford (2005)
who have considered Thomas pragmalinguistic and sociopragmatic
differentiation in which the former is concerned with using linguistically
proper speech acts and expressing the speech act using the suitable form
and function; whereas the latter is concerned with using the speech act
properly in context taking in consideration the cultural and social norms.
Those researchers have shown opposing ideas concerning which
component is first acquired. Some have found that the linguistic formulas
are acquired earlier than the ways of using such formulas appropriately in
context (Scarcella, 1979; Trosborg, 1987). Other researchers like Bardovi-
Harlig & Hartford (2005) have reported the opposite i.e. learners tend to
acquire the socio-pragmatic competence while the pragmalinguistic one is

still in need of development.

The following is a review of the literature on the studies conducted
to show how L2 learners express and use speech acts under the influence of
L1 linguistic formulas and cultural norms. Therefore, thisis likely to cause
pragmatic transfer that is negative in most cases according to some
researchers, such as Cohen & Olshtain (1981), Olshtain (1983), House
(1996), Garcia (1989), Takahashi & Beebe (1993), Blum-Kulka (1982;
1983; 1989), House and Kasper (1987), Trosborg (1987), Faerch & Kasper
(1989), Takahashi & Dufon (1989), DeCapua (1989), Beebe, Takahashi &
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UlissWeltz (1990) and Bergman & Kasper (1993). Moreover, other
studies showed how other factors, such as L2 learners proficiency affect
their use of speech acts. For example, Takahashi & Beebe (1987, 1993)
reported that high level learners were more prone to commit negative
pragmatic transfer; however, Takahashi & Dufon (1989), Robinson (1992),
Takahashi (1996) and Maeshiba et al(1996) stated that beginners showed
more cases of negative pragmatic transfer. On the other hand, El Samaty
(2005) and Eslami-Rasekh et a (2004) found that linguistically proficient
learners were the ones who transferred the acts negatively. Therefore, most
of these studies approve that the culture and proficiency variables have a
great effect on the L2 learner's performance of the speech acts in general

with some glight differences here and there.

In the present study, the researcher hypothesizes that culture
influences the use of speech acts greatly since Arab learners of English are
not exposed to the target language sociocultural norms and styles.
Consequently, they tend to refer back to those of L1 which leads to
pragmatic transfer. Concerning proficiency, the researcher of this present
study refers to linguistically proficient informants since they lack the
pragmatic one due to the kind of education that stresses the linguistic part
over the pragmatic one. On the other hand, this study sheds light on the
great importance and influence of the pragmatic knowledge related to the

social and cultural styles and norms,
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One of the studies that displayed the transfer of L1 norms into L2
was conducted by Cohen & Olshtain (1981) on the Hebrew learners of
English as L2 concerning the speech act of apology. The study showed
that L2 learners transferred the Hebrew feature of using less apology
semantic expressions into their apologies in English. Another study was
conducted by Olshtain (1983) on apology in Hebrew as L2. Her informants
who were English and Russian showed different degrees of transfer. The
English informants conveyed the highest degree of transfer, then came the
Russians. The English informants transferred their language styles and
formulaic expressions in using the speech act of apology. These forms were
not used in the same context by the Hebrew. Therefore, this supported the
claim of negative pragmatic transfer because of the learner's L1 influence

on the production of L2 speech acts.

Such findings prove that cultura and linguistic norms and styles
have great influence on the learner's performance in other target languages,
mainly on the use of the speech acts. When L2 speakers fall back onto their
L 1to express L2 speech acts, they are likely to commit pragmatic transfers

which are sometimes the reason behind communicative breakdown.

Other researchers proved that there exists some kind of universality
that leads to positive pragmatic transfer. Scarcella (1979)(as cited in
Kasper, 1992) found that Spanish learners of English as L2 shifted the

discourse accent styles into English appropriately which meant that what
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was considered proper in this communicative aspect in L1 was the same in
L2, thus leading to positive pragmatic transfer and successful

communication.

Another observation was made by House (1996) in her study on
German learners of British English in the speech act of apology. The
German learners shifted their native language norms to English since they
were not exposed to apology styles in the target language such as 'sorry'.
Her informants also apologized in situations where it was not necessary to
do so. This over-use of using apologies which was quite common in

German led to the transfer of this styleto British English asL2.

Garcia (1989) conducted a study on the use of the strategies of
politeness in the speech act of apology as used by Venezuelan speakers of
Spanish as L2. She found that Venezuelans applied more positive styles in
apologies, while Spanish speakers used negative strategies in expressing
their speech act of apology. This means that the lack of the learners L2
pragmatic knowledge caused negative pragmatic transfer from their L1

styles and norms.

In their studies on Japanese learners of English as L2, Takahashi &
Beebe (1993) supported the previous claim of negative pragmatic transfer
among languages because of the learner's negative language influence on

the styles of expressing speech actsin L2. For example, they used to reject
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and use formulaic expressions more than Americans did. They aso
employed the Japanese style of shifting depending on the factor of status.
S0 it was clear that the strategies used to convey L2 speech acts such as
correction were largely affected by transferring of L1 socio-pragmatic
styles and norms. This aso reflected the tendency of using positive
politeness in American conversational actions and depending on the

interlocutor's status in that of the Japanese.

Blum-Kulka (1982; 1983; 1989) found evidence of pragmatic
transfer and universality in expressing speech acts in L2. She took as her
informants the English learners of Hebrew as L2 to study the speech act of
request as conveyed in Hebrew by the English. Universality was apparent
in positively transferring some kinds of the request questions by using
common styles of expressing such questions. So if universality guarantees a
similarity in expressing the function of the speech act in a certain form in
context, this leads to positive pragmatic transfer. However, this similarity
between the two languages did not prevail in al contexts. For example,
there was some kind of pragmalinguistic transfer carried out negatively in
expressing the ability questions without the appropriate pragmatic force.
Moreover, they transferred their indirect styles of these questions instead of

direct ones that the Hebrew language required.

House and Kasper (1987) conducted their study on both German and

Danish learners of British English in the field of directness concerning the
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speech act of request. The informants had to respond to five situations in
British English, but it was obvious that they both transferred their own
languages' styles and expressions of directness in two of the requests they
used. Evidence of negative pragmalinguistic transfer was apparent in the
learners use of fewer syntactic down-graders and more direct imperatives.
Such usages were not preferred by the British unlike the German and the
Danish. Another observation concerning the differences between the
German and the Danish learners was that the former used consultative
devices, whereas the latter showed more supportive trends in the same

situations.

According to Trosborg (1987), transfer is inevitable even if it is not
that perspicuous. In his study on Danish learners of English concerning the
speech act of apology, he found that negative pragmalinguistic transfer was
not that obvious in the Danish learners' responses in the given role-play
situations. On the other hand, he referred to the presence of L1 apology
semantic formula in the Danish learners responses which proves the
existence of L1 speech norms and styles' influence on the realization of L2

speech acts.

Similar results were concluded by Faerch & Kasper (1989) in their
study of request as performed by Danish learners of English and German.
The informants of this study were observed to transfer their L1 modals and

‘consultative devices' into both languages German and English. Moreover,
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L1 way of negation was found to be transferred negatively into German as

L2.

Negative pragmatic transfer was present in some aspects of the
speech act when the Japanese learners of English used the role-play to
request something. Takahashi & Dufon (1989) had this conclusion in their
study concerning the speech act of request. Their Japanese informants
shifted their L1 norms of showing more directness than Americans when
requesting something that they wanted strongly. That was an evidence of

negative transfer of L1 pragmalinguistic styles.

The same problem of negative pragmalinguistic transfer was in
DeCapua's (1989) study on the German learners of English as L2. Her
informants used the speech act of complaining to respond to some
situations. Their responses reflected negative pragmatic transfer of their L1

norms into English.

Beebe, Takahashi & UlissWeltz (1990) found that some factors
such as place, time and parties affected the Japanese learners uses of the
speech act of excusing in that they were less specific in asking for an
excuse. Moreover, they reached similar conclusions in their study
concerning the speech act of refusals as used by Japanese learners of
English as L2. Japanese learners showed more concern towards the status

of difference in using the speech act. On the other hand, the Americans did
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not show concern for any differences despite the fact of their presence.
Negative pragmalinguistic transfer was prevaent in the speech act of
refusals when used by Japanese learners of English as L2. This showed that
the expression's form and meaning decided the degree of negative

pragmalinguistic transfer.

In an exploration about expressing the speech act of apology in
English, Tha learners of English showed transfer features in half of their
answers to the situations. The Tha learners negatively transferred into
English the Thai verbal redress which was considered specific to the Thai
norms and culture (Bergman & Kasper, 1993). This proves that negative
pragmatic transfer occurs because of transferring L1 norms and culture-
bound peculiarities in form and function into L2. Because of transferring
linguistic and cultural differences negatively, pragmatic failure will be the

result which will cause communicative breakdowns.

L2 learners may show different degrees of pragmatic transfer
according to ther proficiency levels. Some researchers studied the
influence of learners proficiency in L2 on their performance and
realization of the speech acts and the pragmatic failure it may lead to. What
Is meant by proficiency or fluency in the following studies is the pragmatic
aspect of language. Some learners are linguistically proficient in L2 which
Is not always enough to convey their intentions appropriately in L2. The

result of thisisthat linguistically proficient learners try to transfer their L1
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norms and expressions by means of mere tranglation into L2 which is not

all the time a suitable resort for language users.

Concerning the notion of proficiency and its effects on speech act
usages, researchers have two points of view. Takahashi & Beebe (1987;
1993) explained that L2 proficiency level affects pragmatic transfer
positively, which means that it is very possible for highly proficient
learners to transfer their L1 cultural and socia styles into L2 since they
show a great ability to use L2 and express their L1 feelings pragmatically.
Therefore, their own language's norms are transferred into L2 by means of
their L2 knowledge. They proved such findings by means of their study on
fluent Japanese learners of English who applied their L1 formal tones of

refusing in L2 speech act of refusing.

Others, such as Takahashi & Dufon (1989), Robinson (1992) and
Takahashi (1996) adopted a different point of view from the previous one.
Takahashi & Dufon (1989) proved that beginners transfer their L1 norms
and styles in the realization of L2 speech acts, while advanced learners do
not. That prevailed in their study on Japanese learners of English
concerning the speech act of request. High level Japanese did not use L1
hinting styles in requests, but they were more direct similar to the English
styles in requests. On the other hand, Japanese beginners used indirect

strategies similar to those used by the Japanese in requesting.
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Similarly, Robinson (1992) reached the same results in her study on
refusals by Japanese learners of English. All informants were aware of the
fact that there existed differences in the ways people from the two
languages use the speech act of refusing properly. The problem was that
Japanese beginners L1 norms and styles affected their English refusals
since they were not pragmatically proficient. However, advanced learners
had control on using the speech act of refusals in English as they had
acquired the necessary pragmatic knowledge that helped them to express

the speech act properly.

Takahashi (1996) supported these results and refuted those of
Takahashi & Beebe (1987; 1993). Takahashi (1996) found that negative
transfers were less committed by pragmaticaly proficient learners.
However, other researchers, such as Maeshiba, Yoshinaga, Kasper and
Rose (1996) did not find evidence of negative pragmatic transfer in
proficient learners usages of speech acts in L2. So Takahashi and Beebe
(1987, 1993) supported the claim that proficient learners commit negative
pragmatic transfer because of their ability to express their L1 thoughts,
feelings and sentiments in L2 easily. This clam was supported by El
Samaty (2005) Eslami-Rasekh (2004) who found that linguistically
proficient learners tend to transfer L1 norms and styles into L2 because

they have control over the linguistic competence of L2.
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However, Takahashi & Dufon (1989), Robinson (1992) and
Takahashi (1996) supported the claim that beginners commit more
pragmatic transfers since they are not exposed to the pragmatic competence

of L2.

The researcher of the present study is concerned with linguistic
proficiency rather than the pragmatic one. The informants of this study who
are English-speaking Arabs lack the pragmatic knowledge of English
because teachers in high schools emphasize the denotative meanings and
not the connotative ones; the de-contextualized meaning of vocabulary and
sentences is stressed over the ways of using them, when, where and why to
use them and who says them to whom. This is due to the kind of education
which concentrates on the linguistic competence rather than the pragmatic
one. This leads to the learners inability to use language appropriately in
context. Therefore, the researcher of the present study is in favor of the
second claim as her advanced level informants are linguistically proficient.
It is perspicuous that the second claim supposes that advanced learners are
pragmatically proficient. If so, there would be no problem for them since

they have already acquired the pragmatic competence.

Blum-Kulka et al (1989) conducted a study on non-native learners of
Hebrew at three proficiency levels which were low-intermediate, high-

intermediate and advanced. It was discovered that |earners from the second
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level demonstrated negative transfer in their usage of longer requests than

the other two groups.

According to El Samaty (2005), even if learners are proficient in L2
linguistically, it is still possible for them to transfer their L1 pragmatic
norms and strategies into L2 causing negative transfer or pragmatic failure.
Edami-Rasekh et a (2004) aso proposed a similar opinion saying that
learners who are grammatically competent may not use L2 properly
because of their L1 different norms. Moreover, being linguistically

competent does not entail being pragmatically competent.

Different styles and norms of expressing a speech act in the target
language might be perspicuous because of the different proficiency levels
learners might have. Such differences are due to their different strategies of
relating the form with its function, and the function to its context of
situation. So achieving such matches is considered as establishing the
highest point of the ‘developmental continuum' (Rose & Kasper, 2001).
Such issues have been the subject of many pragmatic studies in different
speech acts such as requests (Blum-Kulka & Olshtain, 1986; Ellis, 1994;
Schmidt, 1993; Trosborg, 1994, complaints and apologies (Trosborg,
1994), and compliments (Billmyer, 1990) which are the topic of the next

section and the focus of the present study.
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To conclude, this section stresses two main ideas. The first one is
that the native culture and language of the learners affect their performance
in L2, mainly when learners are not exposed to the cultural and linguistic
norms and styles of L2. The second issue, which is very much related to the
first, is the learner's level of proficiency. Concerning this, researchers have
two different opinions. Some claim that pragmatic transfer is likely to be
committed by high level proficiency learners since they impose more
control on their linguistic performance than low level proficiency learners.
Therefore, advanced learners would be able to transfer their own ideas and
styles into L2 much more freely through literal trandation of L1 formulaic
expressions. On the other hand, other researchers( Takahashi & Dufon
(1989), Robinson (1992) and Takahashi (1996)) state that pragmatic
transfer occur in lower proficiency levels since beginners are not exposed

to the pragmatic competence of L2.

For the researchers of the present study, the former point of view is
more likely to be prevalent in this study since learners acquire the linguistic
competence at an earlier stage. This is basically because of the kind of

education that stresses linguistic matters over pragmatic ones.
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2.3 Resear ch on Compliment Responses

Compliments are defined by Olshtain & Cohen (1991) as a kind of
speech acts used to convey strong relations between interlocutors and keep
the social wheel running on. For Liu (2003), compliments are a type of
speech acts through which a speaker expresses positive attitudes towards
another speaker. Within the same culture, compliments have different types
according to the ways of using them and their roles in context. The main
target of using a compliment is not to lose one's face which is likely to be

lost if acompliment is misused in context.

Pomerantz (1978) was the first researcher who investigated
compliment responses pragmatically in context. The problem for
Americans is that they have to agree with the speaker and at the same time
avoid self-praise when giving a response to a compliment. The sameideais
stressed by Urano (1998) saying that if a respondent to a compliment
agrees with the speaker, it means he does not avoid self-praise which might
not be acceptable socio-linguistically to the giver of the compliment. If
the respondent reverses the situation by a non-agreement to avoid self-
praise, it will cause a face threatening act. To find a solution to this
dilemma, a number of responses can be used by respondents; acceptance,
rejection and self-praise avoidance.

Pomerantz's work on compliment responses was modified by Herbert
(1986) who carried out a three-year period study on American college

students to investigate thousand samples of compliment responses. He
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found out that only 36.35% of these compliment responses were considered
as agreements.  His classification of compliment responses included three

categories and twelve types of those responses (See appendix 4).

Since then, many researchers have carried out contrastive studies
between languages to find out differences and similarities between them
concerning the performance of the speech act of thanking and compliments.
Saito and Beecken (1997) carried out a study on American learners of
Japanese to explain the pragmatic transfer in using compliments. The
American learners responses in Japanese varied from positive styles like
gratitude to negative ones like denial and avoidance. On the other hand,
Japanese native speakers' responses to compliments were only denias or
avoidance. Moreover, American speakers of Japanese used avoidance less
than the Japanese themselves. Another important result was that of
negative pragmatic transfer that resulted because of the differences between

the two languages and cultures concerning the use of this speech act.

Urano (1998) conducted a study concerning compliment responses.
He found out that Arabic and South African English speakers favored
accepting compliments, while speakers of Asian languages preferred to
rgect them. Chen (1993) carried out a study in order to investigate the
usage of the same speech act by Chinese learners of English and American

native speakers of English. Most of the Chinese were discovered to reject
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compliments. On the other hand, Americans showed acceptance and

appreciation in their responses to compliments.

In another more recent contrastive study of compliment responses,
Cedar (2006) compared the compliment responses of the Thai speakers of
English and American native speakers. The study revealed that Americans
were positive in their responses and accepted the compliments.  On the
other hand, Thai speakers of English turned to their native language and
used formulaic expressions to respond to compliments. That was due to the
Thai's low proficiency pragmatic level in English, so they were not able to

accept the compliments positively.

The findings of the above studies underscore a set of invaluable
conclusions. They show that negative pragmatic transfer occurs among
languages due to the cultural and linguistic differences between the
languages under study. Moreover, similarities sometimes lead to negative
pragmatic transfer if the function is similar while the form is different. The
level of proficiency also has an important impact on the learners' responses
in L2 as discussed previoudly. In the present study, | support the findings of
Takahashi and Beebe's (1978;1993), El Samaty's (2005) and Eslami-
Rasekh's (2004) studies which showed that high level learners were more
vulnerable to commit negative pragmatic transfer than their low proficiency
level counterparts since they show a great ability to express their L1
feelings using L2. Others, such as Takahashi and Dufon (1989), Robinson
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(1992), Rose (2000) and Takahashi (1996) adopted a different point of

view from the previous one.

Furthermore, the gender of the speaker plays an important role in the
use of the speech act of thanking as a compliment response. Some clam
that females tend to use politeness strategies more than males do. Many
research studies in this field of study have shown than women are more
sensitive to being polite than men are, so women are expected to apply
more politeness styles than men (Guodong & Jing, 2005). Liu (2003)
emphasized that result by stating that females are more interested in
personal matters, such as physical appearances, clothing, fashion, food and
diet than males. The researcher of the present study is in favor of the
finding of Liu's (2003) study. On the other hand, the researcher
hypothesizes that politeness strategies are applied where appropriate

regardless of being amale or afemale.

From the material in the above sections, it is obvious that research on
the speech act of thanking as a compliment response as used by the Arab
speakers of English is still lacking in some way or another. Up to the
researcher's knowledge, this present study deals with a newly investigated
topic for the following reasons. First, it deals with the speech act of
thanking as a compliment response in English as used by the Palestinian
Arabs and the English-speaking people. Moreover, it is limited to the

influence of certain variables on the type of thanking responses to
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compliments. These variables are the culture, the linguistic and pragmatic
knowledge and performance, the speaker's specialization and the speaker's
gender. The researcher hypothesizes that these variables influence the use
of the speech act of thanking as a compliment response in certain ways. For
example, the Arab learners of English might not be exposed to the cultural
and social norms of L2, so they use their English linguistic competence to
express their own ideas and feelings which may lead to negative pragmatic
transfer and thus communication breakdowns. Moreover, the speakers
specialization identifies the level and the kind of proficiency they have
which will also affect their responses to compliments. Concerning the
gender of the speaker, it has influence in specific occasions, but not in all

asillustrated previously.

This chapter gave areview of literature that is relevant to the topic of
speech acts and pragmatic transfer in general and the research on
compliment responses and thanking in particular. Based on the findings of
others, the researcher found out that there are studies conducted on various
speech acts in different languages examining the influence of different
variables on the learners performance of the speech act under study. The
researcher of the present study found that research on the speech act of
thanking as used by Arab learners of English is lacking. Hence, the present
study is an attempt to investigate the speech act of thanking as used by
Arab speakers of English in terms of the culture, specialization, proficiency

level and gender variables.
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Chapter Three
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Chapter Three

3.1 Introduction

This chapter includes a description of the methodology of study used
by the researcher in order to investigate the use of the speech act of
thanking as a compliment response used by Arab speakers of English. It
also gives a description of the society and the sample of study. The tool
used in collecting data is identified in terms of its contents in addition to
the procedures followed to make sure of its reliability and validity.
Moreover, the procedures of conducting the study are described after

investigating the reliability and validity of the tool.
3.2 Methodology of the study
3.2.aThetools

The topic is approached by using quantitative data from Discourse
Completion Test (DCT i.e. a tool used for collecting data through
responding to real like situations). In addition to that, the researcher uses
theories and background knowledge from other researchers and writers
studies, which contributes to leading the topic in the right way. The
Discourse Completion Test (DCT) consists of 10 situations, in which
participants are expected to respond to compliments in English using the
speech act of thanking. Another version of the DCT in Arabic is also used
to compare the use of thanking as a compliment response between the two

languages and to examine the pragmatic transfer in compliment responses
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by Arabic learners of English. This method of investigation was used by
many researchers, for example, Takahashi and Beebe(1987) distributed
Discourse Completion Tests (DCTs) consisting of written role-play
situations to Japanese ESL learners living in the United States and EFL
learners in Japan to investigate refusals and face-threatening acts. Blum-
Kulka and Olshtain (1986) also used Discourse Completion Tests (DCT) to
analyze the utterance length of requesting strategies in Hebrew. They
collected the data from non-native speakers of Hebrew at three proficiency
levels. Therefore, the researcher observes that it is a suitable method for
investigating these kinds of pragmatic studies, which cannot but be situated
in a context. Thus, the researcher adopted a DCT of ten situations in two

versions, Arabic and English.
3.3 Population & Sample of the Study

The population of the study consists of native as well as non-native
(Arab) learners of English in Qalgilia Directorate of Education and An-

Ngah National University.

The samples of this study are male and female, native and non-
native, and proficient and non-proficient participants divided into three
groups. The first group is school (male & female) students in the second
secondary classes (scientific, literary and vocational streams). They are all
students in the schools of Qalgilia Directorate of Education. The total
number of these students in the year 2007/2008 is (1967). The second

group is male and female English magjors at An-Ngjah National University
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in Nablus. Therefore, the first and the second groups include language
users of, at least, three proficiency levels (high, mediate, and low). The
third group is one of native speakers used as an independent group in order
to compare the two kinds of responses; the native and the non-native

(English-speaking Arabs).

The researcher distributed 300 DCTs randomly to a stratified sample
of non-native English speakers in the Qalqgilia Directorate schools and An-
Ngah National University. The researcher retrieved 250 DCTs. For the
sake of statistical analysis, 227 DCTs (214 non-natives & 13 natives) were

analyzed after excluding 23 incomplete DCTs.
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Table (1)

Sample Distribution according to Independent Variables

Gender Variable (1.a)

Variable Level Frequency no. Percent %
Gender Male 92 43.0%
Female 122 57.0%
Total 214 100%
Evaluation Variable (1.b)
Variable Level Frequency no. Percent %
Evaluation excellent 25 11.7%
good 155 72.4%
not too good 34 15.9%
Total 214 100%
Specialization Variable (1.c)
Variable Level Fregquency no. Percent %
Specialization English major 23 10.7%
Scientific student 78 36.4%
Literary student 89 41.6%
Vocational student | 24 11.2%
Total 214 100%
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Nationality Variable (1.d)

Variable Level Frequency no. Percent %
Nationality Non-native(Arabic) 214 100%
Total 214 100%

3.4 Reliability and validity of the study

The researcher uses the tool of the study i.e. the DCT after showing
it to four instructors at An-Najah National University, and two experienced
English teachers. They suggested some changes on some of the DCT items.
For example, the following item (If you are a non-native student of
English, are you: *an English mgor *a scientific stream student *a literary
stream student) was modified into the following two (If you are a non-
native university student, are you: *specialized in English * not specialized
in English) and (If you are a non-native school student, are you in the:
*scientific stream *literary stream *vocational stream). Thus, another
group was added to the sample of the study. This group is the vocational

stream students. Other items were added and others omitted.

Moreover, language experts investigated the tool linguistically
in both languages Arabic and English and suggested some changes in
language.
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The researcher used the Cron Bach Alpha correlation that was found

with a percentage of (0.85), which suits this type of research.
3.5 The procedures of the study

After making sure of the reliability and validity of the instrument of
the study i.e. the DCT, the following procedures were conducted by the

researcher:

|
1

distributing the tool (i.e. discourse completion test-DCT) to the study
samples through the Directorate of Education - Qalgilia and An-Najah

national University.

N
1

Co llecting and classifying the data in order to be analyzed,
3

concluding, analyzing and discussing the study findings,

4

and finally, offering recommendations for readers, teachers, students,

translators and foreign language users.

3.6 Statistical Analysis
In order to answer the study questions, the researcher analyzed the
data statistically using the SPSS statistical program, specifically using the

following statistics:

1-  frequencies and percentages, and

2-  Chi-sguaretests.



53

Chapter Four
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Chapter Four

4-Findings

| ntroduction

This chapter demonstrates the findings of the Discourse Completion
Tests (DCTs) distributed in both languages, Arabic and English. The
researcher reached these findings and analyzed them using the statistical
analysis mentioned in Chapter 3, in order to investigate the hypotheses of

the study and to answer the study questions.

The present study investigates the speech act of thanking as a
compliment response as used by the Arab speakers of English in an attempt
to find the effect of the Arab culture, gender, evaluation and specialization
variables on the previously mentioned speech act and to know if there are
significant statistical differences due to the independent variables affecting
the use and the type of the speech act of thanking as a compliment

response. The findings will be displayed and analyzed as follows:

1- Findings of question number one in the English version, in addition
to a comparison between native and non-native speakers of English.
(Are there any significant differences in the ways people from different

cultural backgrounds realize the speech act of thanking? Therefore,
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what are the semantic formulas used by the English and the Arabs in
using the speech act of thanking as a compliment response?)
There are significant differences in the ways Arab learners of English
and native speakers of English use the speech act of thanking due to the
differencesin their cultural backgrounds.
Findings of question number two in both versions, Arabic and
English.(Are there differences in the way non-native speakers from
different speciaizations (English maors, scientific stream students,
literary stream students, and vocational stream students) use the speech
act of thanking as a compliment response?)
There are significant differences in the ways Arab learners of English
use the speech act of thanking due to the differences in their

specializations.

3 - Findings of question number three in both versions, Arabic and English.

(Does the gender of the speaker affect their use of the speech act of
thanking as a compliment response?)

There are no significant differences in the ways Arab learners of
English use the speech act of thanking due to the gender of the

speakers.

4- Findings of question number four in both versions, Arabic and

English. (Does the level of evaluation affect the non-native speakers
use of the speech act of thanking as a compliment response?)
There are significant differences in the ways Arab speakers of English

use the speech act of thanking due to their proficiency levels.
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4.1 Findingsrelated to thefirst question:

Are there any significant differences in the ways people from different cultural backgrounds realize the speech

act of thanking? Therefore, what are the semantic formulas used by the English and the Arabs in using the speech act

of thanking as a compliment response?

4.1.a The English version

Table (2) Responsetypesto thefirst situation according to the nationality variable

nationality appreciation token | comment acceptance | acceptance formula offense total k2 Sig.
nonnative agreement | O 182 21 4 0 207

neutral 4 0 0 0 0 4

other 0 0 0 0 3 3

total 4 182 21 4 3 214

Percentage% 100% 93.3% 100% 100% 100% 94.3% 25 .88
native agreement 13 13

total 13 13

Percentage% 6.7% 5.7%

Table 2 shows that there are no significant statistical differences according to the statistical scale at
significance (a= 0.05) in the responses to the first situation in the two cultures. The highest value was in favor of

the appreciation token as one kind of agreement. (For more findings, see appendix 4)
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4.2 Findingsrelated to the second question

Are there differences in the way non-native speakers from different specializations (English majors, scientific
stream students, literary stream students, and vocational stream students) use the speech act of thanking as a

compliment response?
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4.2.aThe Arabic version

Table (12) Response typesto thefirst situation according to the specialization variable

Specialization request | appreciation | comment acceptance formula | offense total k2 Sig.
token acceptance
English major/ | O 17 4 1 22
agreement 1 0 0 0 1
Neutral 1 17 4 1 23
total
percentage 100% 9.8% 16.7% 9.1% 10.7%
scientific stream/ 54 13 8 0 75
agreement 0 0 0 3 3
other 54 13 8 3 78 9.9 12
total
percentage 31% 54.2% 72.7% 100% 36.4%
literary stream/ 0 80 7 1 88
agreement 1 0 0 0 1
other 1 80 7 1 89
total
percentage 100% 46% 29.2% 9.1% 41.6%
vocational  stream / 22 1 23
agreement 1 0 1
neutral 23 1 24
total
percentage 13.2% 9.1% 11.2%
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Table 12 shows that there are no significant statistical differences according to the statistical scale at significance
(0= 0.05) in the responses of the non-native speakers of English to the first situation due to the specialization variable. The

highest value was in favor of the agreement response. (For more findings, see appendix 5)

4.2.b The English version

Table (22) Response typesto thefirst situation according to the specialization variable

Specialization appreciation token | comment acceptance | acceptance formula | offense total k2 Sig.
English major/ agreement 0 17 4 1 22

neutral 1 0 0 0 1

total 1 17 4 1 23

percentage 25% | 9.3% 19% 25% 10.7%

scientific stream/ agreement 0 53 16 3 0 72

neutral 3 0 0 0 0 3

other 0 0 0 0 3 3

total 3 53 16 3 3 78 13.7 | .03
percentage 75% | 29.1% 76.2% 75% 100% 36.4%

literary stream/ agreement 88 1 89

total 88 1 89

percentage 48.4% 4.8% 41.6%

vocational stream / agreement 24 24

total 24 24

percentage 13.2% 11.2%
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Table 22 shows that there are significant statistical differences according to the statistical scale at significance (a=
0.05) in the responses of the non-native speakers of English to the first situation due to the specialization variable. The

highest value was in favor of the agreement response. (For more findings, see appendix 6)

4.3 Findingsrelated to the third question
Does the gender of the speakers affect their use of the speech act of thanking as a compliment response?

4.3.aTheArabicversion

Table (32) Response typesto thefirst situation according to the gender variable

Gender request appreciation token | comment acceptance | acceptance formula offense | totd k2 Sig.
mae agreement 0 81 2 6 0 89

neutral 1 1 0 0 0 2

other 0 0 0 0 1 1

total 1 82 2 6 1 92

percentage 100% 47.1% 8.3% 54.5% 33.3% | 43% 3.18 .20
female agreement 0 92 22 5 0 119

other 1 0 0 0 2 3

total 1 92 22 5 2 122

percentage 100% 52.9% 91.7% 45.5% 66.7% | 57%




Table 32 shows that there are no significant statistical differences according to the statistical scale at significance
(0= 0.05) in the responses of the non-native speakers of English to the first situation due to the gender variable. The highest
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value was in favor of the agreement response. (For more findings, see appendix 7)

4.3.b The English version

Table (42) Response typesto thefirst situation accor ding to the gender variable

Gender appreciation token | comment acceptance | acceptance formula | offense | total k2 Sig.
male agreement 0 85 1 1 0 87

neutral 4 0 0 0 0 4

other 0 0 0 0 1 1

total 4 85 1 1 1 92

percentage 100% | 46.7% 4.8% 25% 33.3% | 43%

female agreement 97 20 3 0 120 | 146 | 48
other 0 0 0 2 2

total 97 20 3 2 122

percentage 53.3% 95.2% 75% 66.7% | 57%

Table 42 shows that there are no significant statistical differences according to the statistical scale at significance

(a=0.05) in the responses of the non-native speakers of English to the first situation due to the gender variable. The highest

value was in favor of the agreement response. (For more findings, see appendix 8)
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4.4 Findingsrelated to the fourth question

Does the level of evaluation affect the non-native speakers use of the speech act of thanking as a compliment
response?

4.4.a The Arabic version

Table (52) Response typesto thefirst situation accor ding to the evaluation variable

Evaluation request appreciation token | comment acceptance | acceptance formula | offense | total k2 sig.
excellent agreement 13 11 1 25

total 13 11 1 25

percentage 7.5% 45.8% 9.1% 11.7%

good agreement 0 0 131 12 6 0 149

neutral 1 0 1 0 0 0 2

other 0 1 0 0 0 3 4 2.35 | 67
total 1 1 132 12 6 3 155

percentage 100% | 100% 75.9% 50% 54.5% 100% | 72.4%

not too good agreement 29 1 4 34

total 29 1 4 34

percentage 16.7 4.2% 36.4% 15.9%




63

Table 52 shows that there are no significant statistical differences according to the statistical scale at significance
(o= 0.05) in the responses of the non-native speakers of English to the first situation due to the evaluation variable. The

highest value was in favor of the agreement response. (For more findings, see appendix 9)

4.4.b The English version

Table (62) Response typesto thefirst situation according to the evaluation variable

Evaluation appreciation token | comment acceptance | acceptance formula offense total k2 sig.
excellent agreement 12 12 1 25

total 12 12 1 25

percentage 6.6% 57.1% 25% 11.7%

good agreement 0 139 8 2 0 149

neutral 3 0 0 0 0 3

other 0 0 0 0 3 3 154 | .81
total 3 139 8 2 3 155

percentage 75% | 76.4% 38.1% 50% 100% 72.4%

not too good agreement 1 31 1 1 34

total 1 31 1 1 34

percentage 5% | 17% 4.8% 25% 15.9%
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Table 62 shows that there are no significant statistical differences according to the statistical scale at significance
(o= 0.05) in the responses of the non-native speakers of English to the first situation due to the evaluation variable. The

highest value was in favor of the agreement response. (For more findings, see appendix 10)
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4.5 Discussion of the study findings

4.5.a Discussion of the findings on thefirst question

It is obvious from the statistical analysis that there are no significant
statistical differences in response types of thanking as a compliment
response due to the nationality variable in situations one, two, five, seven
and eight. It means that the responses to these situations are not culture-
bound, and thus they are predictable in both the Arabic culture and the
English culture. Therefore, we can say that there is some kind of
universality here. Nevertheless, this universality does not prevent the
appearance of some peculiarities in the non-native responses because of
cross-cultural issues. For example; the native speakers responses to the
first situation were al appreciation tokens like 'thank you (very much)' and
'thanks. Although non-native speakers used appreciation tokens, comment
acceptances and acceptance formulas, they were also offensive and neutral.
Moreover, their responses were mere translations from the Arabic and the
Islamic culture. Therefore, positive and negative transfers occurred in
universalities and culture-bound matters respectively. For instance, they
used semantic formulas that showed their strong ties with religion and
everyday life like 'May Allah bless you and give you a happy long life' and

'l promise I'll study hard and do my best to pass the exam by God's will'.

The second situation was nearly the same as the first with more
response types by both natives and non-natives. The native used

appreciation tokens, comment acceptances and praise upgrade as types of
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agreement. The non-native used the same types in addition to acceptance
formulas and return also as types of agreements. Similarly, the fifth
situation received severa types of agreements as responses to compliments
by both native and non-native speakers. Non-natives responded with
appreciation tokens (thanks a lot. | appreciate that), comment acceptances
(thanks | also like it here), acceptance formulas (God bless you. It is just
your eyes), comment history (it is a gift from my father) and returns (your
eyes are very beautiful!). What is interesting about the Arabs concerning
this situation and similar ones is that they interpreted complimenting their
properties as a request for having them. That is why their immediate
answer was to offer it, and if the offer is declined, they insist on giving it to
the speaker and they swear that they must take it ‘take it. | swear'(Arabic:
m'addameh. Halafet!). On the other hand, none of the native speakers
interpreted it in that way; they used appreciation tokens and comment
acceptances to agree with their interlocutors. They also used questions and
scale down expressions for non-agreements. Some also gave the comment
history of the clock, which is a strategy used by natives more than non-
natives in such a situation. When a non-native gave the history of the clock
saying that it was his wedding gift from his father, it was because he did
not want to offer it to the speaker (I wanted to give it to you, but it was my

wedding gift from my father!).

As for the seventh situation, all natives used agreement responses,

such as 'thank you' as an appreciation token, 'thanks, | really like it, too!" as
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a comment acceptance, 'Yeh. It is very delicious, | know' as a praise
upgrade, or ‘It is a family recipe; | got the recipe from my aunt!" as a
comment history. The non-natives used other more types, such as ‘it is not
that good' as a scale down, and 'Really? as a question, ‘it is not well-done
this time' as a disagreement. Another important type that was only used by
the Arabs was the offer. They usually interpret this kind of compliments as
requests. In this situation, they interpreted complimenting the cake as a
request for having more cake or taking the recipe. Some responses to this
situation were 'you want more?, 'eat it al!’, 'you can eat as much as you
want!', 'bon appetite’, 'you want the recipe?, and many similar others.
Concerning the eighth situation, both natives and non-natives used different
types of agreements and non-agreements, whereas the Arabs had another
interpretation of the compliment as a request to offer help to other students

in thelr presentations.

In general, the agreement response types, such as the appreciation
tokens 'thanks, thank you, smile,...", the comment acceptances ‘thanks, |
like it, too. It is my favourite!' return 'so is yours and the comment history
'l got it from ..." are used in the two cultures as compliment responses using
different words, but of similar functions. For instance, both natives and
non-natives used the return as one type of the agreement responses, but
when it comes to the semantic formula, a native may say 'So is yours while
anon-native say 'Y ou're more beautiful!’, 'Y our eyes are very beautiful and

see beautiful things!'. Therefore, the Arabs trandated their cultural
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semantic formulas and pragmatic competence literaly into the English
language. They have the English linguistic competence but not the
pragmatic one. Thus, non-natives transferred utterances from the mother
tongue to the target language inappropriately, and because of different
'Interpretive bias, they lead to convey a different pragmatic force in the
target language. This is known as pragmalinguistic failure. Thus, the
natives will probably misunderstand the use of areturn like 'your eyes are

beautiful', which may lead to a communication breakdown.

On the other hand, there are significant statistical differences in the
ways native and non-native speakers of English use different response
types in situations three, four, six, nine and ten. As for the third situation,
97.5% of the agreement responses were non-native whereas 2.5% was
native. The non-agreement, neutral and other interpretation responses were
89.2%, 33.3% and 94.7% respectively for non-natives, and 10.8%, 66.7%
and 5.3% respectively for natives. This variance is due to the difference
between the two cultures. The same can be said about the fourth situation
in which the cultural differences between the speakers of the two languages
affected their responses to situations in which the two interlocutors are not
acquainted with each other; they are strangers. Moreover, some of them are
females who are not supposed to converse with male strangers and vice
versa. The issue of gender difference is sensitive in the Arabic and Islamic
culture. Despite the difference between the two cultures, there is a trend

among the Arab youth to imitate the west believing that they can appear
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civilized and open-minded in the way they communicate with others. What
Is meant hereisthat an Arab female could easily say 'thank you very much.
You are very kind!' to a male stranger when he complimented her, which
was not accepted in the Arab world before two or three decades. The role
of the media here is very effective on the youth that they try to appear
civilized by adopting foreign superficial behaviors. They wrongly believe
that English female native speakers would be happy to say ‘thank you' to a
mal e stranger because males are always gentle with females in their society
and they are open-minded people. On the contrary, some native females
refused the compliment from a male stranger and others were neutral or
even offensive. Therefore, in general, there is a kind of misunderstanding
in the Arabs way of thinking about the natives, which leads to a misuse in
the thanking response types.

The sixth situations responses are also different between the two
languages. 95.7% of the agreement responses were non-native and 4.3%
were native. Half of the non-agreements were native and the other half was
non-native. All neutral responses were native and other interpretations were
non-native. The reason behind this difference is culture-bound. When an
Arab compliments another's shirt, for example, a compliment return or an
acceptance formula is predictable from the receiver of the compliment.
Sometimes, it is interpreted as a request for the hearer to offer what is

complimented which the hearer may offer despite being insincere.
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However, an English native is expected to respond with a ‘thank you' or a

comment acceptance, history or question.

When ateacher is praised by the students for putting on a new suit, a
suitable response is different from one culture to another. Concerning
situation nine, 95.1% of agreements were Arabic and 4.9% were native
English. As for disagreements, 80%of them were Arabic and 20% were
English. All neutral responses were native. Concerning other
interpretations, 92.9% were Arabic and 7.1% were native. This significant
difference between the two cultures is due to the personality of the teacher.
Some Arab teachers are not well-respected by the students , that is why
some were offensive to the students and ordered them to go to the
classroom or stop talking; others showed disagreement with the
compliment. On the other hand, native speakers responses revealed a
strong confident teacher's personality. When a native teacher says, "Thank
you, but this won't help your grade!’ it means that the teacher understands
the students well and does not downgrade his status as a teacher. On the
other hand, when an Arabic teacher says, 'It's because | had my salary
yesterday!' it reveals a weakness in the teacher's personality at least a
financial one, which downgrades his personality and leads to students

disrespect of teachers gradually.

In the tenth situation, more than one issue arises. Concerning

agreements, 94.6% were Arabic and 5.4% were native. All neutral
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responses were native, and all other interpretations were non-native. The
difference here is due to the negative pragmatic transfer because of the
literal trandlation of culture bound peculiarities on the part of non-native
learners of English. Arabs agreements were of many kinds other than
appreciation tokens (thank you) which were aso used by natives. Arabs
were too talkative using comment acceptances, praise upgrades and
acceptance formulas, such as "Thank you very much for helping me. | hope
all people are like you. | hope | can do you afavor. What is your name? |
am... "The issue of exaggeration on compliments as Arabs is a
psychological one; they fed that they should express in too many wordsin
order to show the recelver how much they are grateful for him even if they
are not really sincere in al what they said. So the longer the response the

more sincereit isfor Arabs.

4.5.b Discussions of the findings on the second question

The respondents to the discourse completion test (DCT) were from
four different specializations. They were 23, 78, 89, and 24 English mgjors,
scientific stream students, literary stream students and vocational stream
students respectively. In their responses to the Arabic version of the DCT,
there were significant statistical differences in the third, fourth, fifth, sixth
and eighth situations due to the specialization variable. In the English
version, there were significant statistical differences in the first, third,

fourth, sixth, seventh and eighth situations. In these situations, the
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specidization of the respondents seems to affect their ways of thanking as

compliment responses.

Literary and vocational stream students used lengthy compliment
responses. On the other hand, English mgjors and scientific stream students
sometimes used long compliment responses, but they used a variety of
responses more than the former two groups did. It seems that the level of
education plays an important role here. English magors and scientific
stream students have a better linguistic proficiency level than that of the
literary and vocational stream students. That is why English majors and
scientific stream students have the ability to express their sentiments in

various ways.

Students from all specidizations did not produce target-like
compliment responses save for afew English magjors who said they lived in
America for some time, which means that they acquired the pragmatic
competence in addition to the linguistic one. English majors and scientific
stream students used a wide variety of response from agreements (e.g.
appreciation tokens, comment acceptances, praise upgrade, acceptance
formulas, comment history and return expressions), to non-agreements (e.g.
scale down, disagreements, questions and silence) to other interpretations
(e.g. requests and offenses). Because they are linguistically competent in
English as a second language, they are likely to transfer L1 pragmatic

competence and rulesin their L2 production. Vocational and literary stream
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students used simple ways of thanking, such as appreciation tokens (thank
you), return (So's yours), questions (Really?), requests (Take it!) or silence

because of their limited linguistic competence in the target language.

Therefore, the more the students are exposed to the target language

culture and norms, the closest their responses to the native they will be.

4.5.c Discussions of the findings on the third question

According to the statistical analysis, there is no significant statistical
difference in the type of response used due to the gender variable except in
situations three, five and seven in the Arabic version of the discourse
completion test (DCT). Responses to the third situation ranged from
agreements (56.9% male and 43.1%females), to non-agreements (15.4%
males and 84.6% females), to other interpretations (20% males and 80 %
females), to neutral responses (33.3% males and 66.7% females). In
Arabic, males and females do not respond to a male stranger in the same
way. Males who used the agreement responses are more than females,
whereas females who responded with disagreements are much more than
males. Furthermore, females responded with offenses as another
interpretation to the compliment with a percentage of 80% in comparison

with only 20% for males.

Similarly, there is a significant statistical difference in the type of

response to the fifth situation due to the gender of the respondent. It is clear
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from the statistics that males gave more agreements (59.8%), whereas
females gave more disagreements (66.7%) and other interpretations
(71.2%). Moreover, most of the males agreements were appreciation
tokens. On the other hand, most of the females' other interpretations were
requests, so they offered the clock for the speaker. Even though those who
offered it were not sincere, but it is the Arabs habit to invite others to take
the things they like. This goes with what Guodong and Jing (2005)
predicted about women; women will use more politeness strategies than

men do.

Gender aso has significance in the seventh situation. Although the
agreement responses were not that different between both sexes, females
used more non-agreement responses than males. Similarly, females had
other interpretations for the compliment more than maes. The other
interpretations used by females were requests for more cake or for the

recipe, which were both offered by the respondents.

From the above discussion, it seems clear that gender does not have
that significant effect in general situations faced by both sexes. For
example, all students talk with their teachers about exams and other
matters. Students also compliment each other's work. Moreover, all people
receive help from others and they have to thank them. People also express
their opinions in their friends' clothes and appearances. On the other hand,

it isafeminine habit to express their opinions in the styles and the décor of
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each other's houses, and the taste of the food they make. What is meant
here is that such matters are feminine-specific in general. This finding
supports Liu's (2003) in that he remarked that women are traditionally
assumed to be more concerned than men with persona topics. Another
issue here is that, male strangers rarely express their opinions in female
strangers' appearances and clothes, especialy in the Arab Islamic society.
That is why there is a significant difference in situations three, five and

seven.

Concerning the English version, there are no significant differences
in al situations -save for the third- due to the gender variable. This means
that the non-native responses to the same situations in English differ in one
way or another from those in Arabic- their mother tongue. This means that
other variables other than gender play arole in the difference between non-

native responses in the Arabic version and the English one.

4.5.d Discussions of the findings on the fourth question
Concerning the evaluation level variable, there were significant
statistical differences in situations five and seven in the Arabic version,
whereas significant differences appeared in situations three, four, five and
eight in the English version. There were three levels of proficiency in this
study, high (25), mediate (155) and low (34). These differences between
the three groups are due to their linguistic competence of the target

language. Learners of different proficiency levels differ in their ways of
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matching form with function, and function with context. Both kinds of
pragmatic transfer are evident in the study. Positive pragmatic transfer is an
evident of sociocultural and pragmatic universality in some situations. On
the other hand, negative pragmatic transfer of sociolinguistic normsinto L2
often results in pragmatic failure or communication breakdown. This kind
used in the present study takes the form of translating some formulaic
expressions or phrases functioning to express the equivalent speech act in
L2. This goes on with Rizk's (2003) study. For example, an English
speaking Arab learner responded with 'You are a liar! This is just a
compliment. Swear!" to the person who complimented his/her shirt or cake.
This may at least create a communication breakdown for an American or
may have negative connotations thus creating a misunderstanding on the

part of the American.

The present study has shown that negative pragmatic transfer
increases with increasing proficiency. This finding supports the studies of
Takahashi & Beebe (1987, 1993), El Samaty (2005) and Eslami-Rasekh et
a (2004). They hypothesized that there is a correlation between L2
proficiency and pragmatic transfer. They argued that more proficient
learners tend to transfer L1 sociocultural norms more than less proficient
learners because they have enough control over L2 to express L1
sentiments at the pragmatic level. Linguistically competent learners do not
necessarily possess comparable pragmatic competence. Furthermore,

highly proficient learners produced utterances longer than less proficient
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learners, which is considered a pragmatic failure. In other words, the more
highly proficient learners have control over TL to express the NL speaker's
sentiments of the pragmatic level, the more likely they would transfer their
NL sociocultural norms than low proficient learners would. low proficient
learners found it easier to say the simple expressions of ‘thanks and 'thank
you' instead of expressing what they actually wanted to say which would be
longer and more difficult for them to translate into English. However,
Kasper et a (1996) and Takahashi (1996) failed to find evidence of higher

frequency of negative pragmatic transfer in advanced learners.

This finding is opposing to studies by Takahashi & Dufon (1989),
Robinson (1992) and Takahashi (1989) who reported that lower and higher
proficient learners are both aware of the differences in appropriate native
and target situations of the speech acts. However, lower proficient learners
are more influenced by their NL style (Robinson, 1992). On the other hand,
alearner with advanced pragmatic knowledge about TL would not be likely
to commit more transfers (Takahashi, 1989).

These studies are about learners who are of different levels of
pragmatic proficiency, while the resent study's participants are of different
levels of linguistic proficiency. The problem for those learners is that they

are taught to acquire the linguistic competence and not the pragmatic one.
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Pragmatics does not receive the attention in language teaching that
the other areas of language do. But the question is 'Can pragmatics be
taught?. Regardless of the answer, since pragmatics is a science there are
certain aspects of pragmatic competence that can be taught. The studies of
House (1996) and Olshtain& Cohen (1990) support the previous claim of
the possibility of teaching pragmatics. Explicit instruction on pragmatics
had more of an effect on learners pragmatic competence than implicit
instruction. It is also assumed that pragmatic competence is among the final
linguistic skills acquired by learners who are aready advanced in fluency,
syntax, comprehension and semantic usage. This does not mean that lower
level learners are not ready to acquire pragmatics; at least their awareness
can be raised pragmatically. Some pragmatic knowledge that is universal is
free, so non-natives can acquire a considerable amount of L2 pragmatic

knowledge for free which leads to positive pragmatic transfer.

In general, this study supports the findings of some studies and
refutes others partially and sometimes completely. It supports the claim that
negative pragmatic transfer occurs because of the influence of L1 culture as
stated in the study findings of Cohen & Olshtain (1981), Olshtain (1983),
House (1996), Garcia (1989), Takahashi & Beebe (1993), Blum-Kulka
(1982; 1983; 1989), House and Kasper (1987), Trosborg (1987), Faerch &
Kasper (1989), Takahashi & Dufon (1989), DeCapua (1989), Beebe,
Takahashi & UlisssWeltz (1990) and Bergman & Kasper (1993). It also
supports the study findings of El Samaty (2005) and Eslami-Rasekh et al
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(2004) who found that linguistically proficient learners more prone to
commit negative transfer. On the other hand, it refutes the findings of other
studies which state that negative pragmatic transfer occur in lower
proficiency level, such as those of Takahashi & Dufon (1989), Robinson
(1992), Takahashi (1996) and Maeshiba et al(1996). Moreover, the
researcher refutes the claim made by Guodong & Jing (2005) concerning
gender. The researcher agrees that politeness strategies are applied where
appropriate regardless of being a male or a female. On the other hand, the
researcher is in favor of Liu's (2003) finding which emphasizes that

females are more interested in personal matters than males.

4.6 The common semantic for mulas of the speech act of
thanking as a compliment response as used by native speakers
of English

1- Agreements:

Appreciation tokens: Thanks! / Thank you very much! / I'll be very grateful
for this! / | appreciate that very much! / Thank you for saying so! / Thank
you for your help! / Glad you liked it! / (smile)/ (hug).

Comment acceptances: Thanks! How clever of you! That's exactly what |
was looking for! / Thanks, it's one of my favourite recipes! / Great! | like it
too! / | know. I've always liked that colour! / thanks. | think so too!

Praise upgrade: Yeh, | got lucky with thisone! / | worked hard to do it!
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Comment history: Thanks. | really got it at... (name of ashop)/ | got the
recipe from... (name of aperson)/ Yes, it's a present from my mother-in-
law. / Really? My mother bought it for me.
Transfers:
Return: Thanks. | thought yours was good too./ thanks, it's nice of you to
say so./ You are abig help./ That's very kind of you to stop./ Thanks! Y our

presentation was great too!

2- Non-agreements:

Scale-down: It only cost.../ God! | thought it was awful! / Don't go too far!
Question: Really?/ Yes?/ are you serious?/ Do you think so?/ What are
you after?/ Did you finish your homework?(when a student compliments a
teacher)

Slence: (---)/ (stare at himin disbelief.)/ (Smile, but look severe.).

3- Neutral:
Maybe, I'll think about it. / | hope you areright. / Maybe! | don't know. /
Oh, | don't know.

4- Other interpretations:
Request: Thanks! I'll give you one the same when | visit you soon.
Offense: Thanks! But it's not your business!/ Thisis not going to help your

grade, you know!
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4.7 The common semantic for mulas of the speech act of
thanking as a compliment response as used by non-native
speakersof English
1- agreements:
Appreciation tokens: Thank you very very much! / Thank you for your
wonderful present! / Thank you teacher for understanding my situation and
| appreciate that! / Thanks, I'm glad to hear that. / thanks for your opinion. |
really respect it.
Comment acceptances: Oh, yeh! | also noticed that! / | prefer it the most,
thanks.
Praise upgrade: Yes, it'svery delicious. / | like the blue colour in every
thing because it fits me.
Comment history: It's my wedding gift, thanks! /It's a gift from my father, |
really would like to giveit to you, but | can't.
Return: Your eyes are more beautiful! / You are great! Thanks! / You area
nice person.
Acceptance formulas: What aday! It looks wonderful. Every body is happy
with me. / Really, | don't know how to thank you! / Thanks, thisis from
your generosity! / Thanks, you were in my heart (or mind)/ you made me
shy. / Stay alittle bit longer. / It'sjust your eyes. / Bon appetite! / Thank
you, God bless you, | hope there are many persons like you! / Thank you,

I'll do my best to pass the exam by God's will.
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2- Non-agreements:
Scale-down: It'svery old. / It's the only shirt | have!
Question: Really? Thank you. / Really? Who are you?/ Y ou think so?
Disagreements: Wow, thanks! | was so stressed. / | don't like this colour!
Slence: (I keep silent and go away.) / (No answer, just look at him.) / (No

response.)

3- Neutral:

| can't judgetill I try it! / Thanks, but let me try it first.

4- Other interpretations:

Request: Takeit! / Mmm! Want another one? / I'll offer it for you. / If you
loveit, you cantakeit. / Thereis extra. If you want more, here you are. /

Y ou can take more and I'll teach you how to make it.

Offense: | don’t need your opinion. / How do you know?/ Let us start the

lesson. / Not your business.
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Chapter Five

5.1 Summary and conclusions of the study

The study investigated the speech act of thanking as a compliment

response as used by non-native speakers of English using the DCT as the

tool of the study. The data were analyzed statistically and the researcher

had the following conclusions:

1- Non-native learners of English did not produce target-like responses.

They brought about some L1 strategies and expressions, which might
result in negative pragmatic transfer and thus communicative
breakdown. They literally trandated Arabic formulaic expressions,
which were not aways suitable for the compliment given in English.
They intended their responses to be polite but they were not appropriate.
Compliments in the Arabic culture had turned into routine as a means of
making people feel good and they are perceived to be insincere most of
the time. That is why there were responses like 'oh, this not true, you are
only complimenting me!'.

It was obvious that language proficiency did not play a role in
producing target-like compliment responses. The responses were either
simple ones or lengthy literal trandations of the Arabic semantic
formulas into English. This is because the Arab learners of English

acquired only the linguistic competence and not the pragmatic one.
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Even if they were proficient ones, they were linguistically proficient
which is due to the quality of education that neglects the pragmatic side.
Gender did not have a great effect on the compliment responses since
both males and females used politeness strategies when the situation
requires a person to be polite. However, when it comes to the physical
appearances, house decors, clothes styles, food and diet, women are
more sensitive to compliments and thanking responses in such
situations.
Compliment responses used by Arabs were lengthy because there is a
genera understanding that the longer the response to the compliment,
the more sincereit is.
Some responses were mere transference of L1 pragmatic competence to
the target language, which- if misunderstood by native speakers- might
cause embarrassment to the non-native and offense to the native.
Because of their strong ties with religion, Arabs have their faith in God
(Allah) deeply embedded within their speech acts. That is why most of
the semantic formulas used as compliment responses are religious in
content (e.g. Allah yesedek 'May God make you happy"), (Allah ysallm
edeake 'May God bless your hands).
Literal translation is not a suitable resort in the area of speech acts and
culture bound peculiarities unless some expressions are universal ones

in speech acts among |languages.
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5.2 Recommendations of the study

1

It is not enough to build the learners' linguistic competence, but it isalso
necessary to develop their sociocultural and pragmatic competence.
Raising the learners awareness levels of pragmatics and appropriateness
regardless of how proficient they are in the target language can be
achieved by enriching the classroom input with real-world materials,
such as recordings of native speakers conversations and radio and
television programes.

Syllabus developers should pay greater attention to this area of second
language acquisition by providing authentic concrete lessons and
activities and by focusing on learner-centered activities like role-plays
and real discussions.

Team-teaching with native speakers is beneficial when learners cannot
live among native speakers in order to acquire their sociocultural norms
by interaction and observation.

Unless teachers also know about pragmatics and methods to evaluate
students' progress in this field, they may be reluctant to focus on it in
their teaching. Therefore, teachers have to take pragmatic training
courses or educational training visits to the native countries’ schools and

colleges.



87
5.3 Suggestions for further studies

1. Further studies on the influence of socia power, curriculum, age or
socia distance on the use of speech acts can be investigated between

Arabic and English.

2. Other comparative-contrastive studies can be conducted to investigate
the use of various speech acts, such as requests, refusals, promises,
apologies...etc. between the two above-mentioned languages

interculturally.

3. Studies should be conducted on how to incorporate teaching pragmatics

in classrooms.
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Appendix 1
In the Name of Allah, the Most Gracious the Most Merciful
Dear recipient,

The researcher is conducting a research entitled "The speech act of
thanking as a compliment response used by Arab speakers of English- a
comparative intercultural study". Therefore, she is collecting the necessary
data and information using the Discourse Completion Test (DCT) as the
tool of the study. The DCT consists of two parts: persona information and
research information. Please read the test parts carefully and fill in with the
personal information, and then give your response to the ten situations
realisticaly.

The researcher hopes you are confident that the purpose of the study
is purely for scientific research and not for any other purposes. That iswhy,

it is not necessary to write your name.

Thanks alot for being cooperative,

The researcher

Sana Mohammed Al-K hateeb
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An-Nagjah National University
College of Graduate Studies

Applied Linguistics & Translation

The Speech Act of Thanking as a Compliment Response

Used by the Arab Speakers of English — a Comparative Intercultural Study

The Discourse Completion Test (DCT)

Per sonal I nformation

Gender: Maeo© Femae©

English Speaking:  Native © Non-native ©

If you are a non-native speaker of English, isyour level in English:

excellent © good O not too good ©

If you are a non-native university student, are you:

specialized in English © not specialized in English ©

If you are a non-native school student, areyou in the:

scientific stream o literary stream o vocational stream ©
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Resear ch I nfor mation

* How would you respond to speakersin such situations?
Situation 1:
Y ou were very tired yesterday and you did not study for the exam. Y ou ask

your teacher to postpone the exam and the teacher says, "I'll just postpone it

because you are a good student!" Y ou answer

Situation 2;

Your new friend visits you on your birthday and gives you a precious

present that you wanted to buy beforee You answer

Situation 3:

Y ou were shopping for ashirt and a (male) stranger approaches you and

says, “Thiswould look amazing on you!” Y ou answer
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Situation 4:

Y ou were shopping for ashirt and a (female) stranger approaches you and

says, “Thiswould look amazing on you!” Y ou answer

Situation 5:

Some friends are over at your house. One of them looks at a clock hanging
on the wall and says, “I love your clock. It looks great in your living

room!” Y ou answer

Situation 6:

Y ou are wearing a new shirt and a colleague looks at you and says, “This

shirt looks great on you! Blueisagreat color for you.” Y ou answer

Situation 7:

Y ou have some friends and relatives over for tea and cake that you baked.

Someone says, “Tastes Yummy!” Y ou answer
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Situation 8:

Y ou have just finished presenting your research paper. At the end of the
class (when you were just leaving the classroom), one of your classmates
says, “You did an excellent job! | really enjoyed your presentation”. Y ou

answexr

Situation 9:

Y ou are ateacher wearing a new suit today, and one of your students says,

“Your suit fits you well and looks great on you”. Y ou answer

Situation 10:

Y ou are walking, and your papers are blown by the wind. A male/ female

stranger helps you collect them. Y ou answer

Thanksalot for being cooper ative,

The resear cher
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Appendix 3

Herbert’s Taxonomy of Compliment Responses

(Herbert, 1986:79)

Response Type

Example

|. Agreement
A. Acceptances
1. Appreciation Token
2. Comment Acceptance
3. Praise Upgrade
doesn’t it?
B. Comment History
C. Transfers
1. Reassignment
2. Return
I'1. Non-agreement
A. Scale Down
B. Question
C. Non-acceptances
1. Disagreement
2. Qualification
D. No Acknowledgment

[11. Other Interpretations

A. Request

Thanks; thank you; (smile)
Thanks, it’s my favorite too.

Really brings out the blue in my eyes,

| bought it for the trip to Arizona.

My brother gave it to me.

So’syours.

It’sredlly quite old.
Do you redlly think so?

| hate it.
It’s alright, but Len’sisnicer.

(silence)

Y ou wanna borrow this one too?
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Appendix 4

Findingsrelated to thefirst question: The English version

Table (3) Responsetypesto the second situation according to the nationality variable.

nationality appreciation comment Praise acceptance offense disagreement | return | tota k2
token acceptance upgrade | formula
Non-native agreement 143 34 3 27 0 0 3 210
non agreement 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2

other 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2

total 143 34 3 27 2 2 3 214
Percentage% 94.7% 89.5% 75% 100% 1 100% 100% | 94.3%
native agreement 8 4 1 13 31

total 8 4 1 13

Percentage% 5.3% 10.5% 25% 5.7%

Sig.

.95

Table 3 shows that there are no significant statistical differences according to the statistical scale at
significance (a= 0.05) in the responses to the second situation in the two cultures. The highest value was in favor

of the appreciation token as one kind of agreement.
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Table (4) Responsetypesto the third situation accor ding to the nationality variable

nationality request/ | appreciatio | comment praise acceptance | offense/ | disagree | return | silence | tota k2 | dg.
scale- n token acceptance | upgrade | formula question
down

Non-native | O 0 112 7 6 10 0 0 20 0 155

agreement 0 4 0 0 0 0 5 9 0 16 34

non 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5

agreement 0 4 0 0 0 0 14 0 0 0 18

neutral 5 8 112 7 6 10 19 9 20 16 212

other

total

Percentage% | 50% | 100% 96.6% 100% 100% 100% 81.9% 100% 100% | 88.9% 94.3%

native 0 4 0 0 4

agreement | 0 0 1 2 3 4 .00

non 5 0 0 0 5

agreement 0 0 1 0 1

neutral 5 4 2 2 13

other

total

Percentage% | 50% 3.4% 18.1% 11.1% 5.7%

Table 4 shows that there are significant statistical differences according to the statistical scale at significance (a= 0.05)

in the responses to the third situation in the two cultures.
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Table (5) Response typesto the fourth situation accor ding to the nationality variable

nationality scale- appreciation | comment praise acceptance | offense/ | disagree | return | silence | tota k2
down/ token acceptance | upgrade | formula question
reguest
Non-native | O 0 125 8 2 15 0 38 190
agreement 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 13
non 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
agreement 0 3 0 0 0 0 5 0 8
neutral 2 5 125 8 2 15 7 38 211
other
total
Percentage% | 50% | 100% 94.7% 88.9% 100% 100% 77.8% 100% 97.4% | 100% | 94.3%
native 0 7 1 0 1 9
agreement 0 0 0 2 0 2 2.
non 2 0 0 0 0 2 5
agreement 2 7 1 2 1 13
neutral
total
Percentage% | 50% 5.3% 11.1% 22.2% 2.6% 5.7%

Sig.

46

Table 5 shows that there are no significant statistical differences according to the statistical scale at significance
(o= 0.05) in the responses to the fourth situation in the two cultures. The highest value was in favor of the agreement

response.



Table (6) Response typesto the fifth situation accor ding to the nationality variable

113

nationality scale-down/ | appreciation comment acceptance comment return total k2 Sig.
reguest token acceptance formula history

nonnative agreement 0 102 7 13 9 12 143

non agreement 2 0 0 0 0 0 2

other 66 0 0 0 0 0 66

total 68 102 7 13 9 12 211

Percentage% 98.6% 95.3% 87.5% 100% 60% 100% 94.3% | 570 |.12

native agreement 0 5 1 5 11

non agreement 0 0 0 1 1

other 1 0 0 0 1

total 1 5 1 6 13

Percentage% 1.4% 4.7% 12.5% 40% 5.7%

Table 6 shows that

there are no significant statistical differences according to the statistical scale at

significance (o= 0.05) in the responses to the fifth situation in the two cultures. The highest value was in favor of the

agreement response.
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Table (7) Response typesto the sixth situation accor ding to the nationality variable

nationality scale-down/ | appreciation | comment acceptance | comment return total k2
request token acceptance formula history

nonnative agreement 0 124 14 8 2 54 202

non agreement 2 0 0 0 0 0 2

other 7 0 0 0 0 0 7

total 9 124 14 8 2 54 211

Percentage% 81.9% 95.4% 87.5% 100% 83.3% 98.2% 94.3%

native agreement 0 0 6 2 0 1 9

non agreement 0 2 0 0 1 0 3

neutral 1 0 0 0 0 0 1

total 1 2 6 2 1 1 13 387

Percentage% 100% | 18.1% 4.6% 12.5% 16.7% 1.8% 5.7%

Sig

.00

Table 7 shows that there are significant statistical differences according to the statistical scale at
significance (o= 0.05) in the responses to the sixth situation in the two cultures. The highest value was in favor of

the agreement response.
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Table (8) Response typesto the seventh situation according to the nationality variable

nationality scale- appreciation | comment praise acceptance | comment disagree | return | total
down/ token acceptance | upgrade | formula history/
request question
Non-native | O 0 117 8 7 39 1 0 5 177
agreement 0 3 0 0 0 0 4 3 0 10
non 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
agreement 0 22 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 22
neutral 2 25 117 8 7 39 5 3 5 211
other
total
Percentage% | 100% | 100% 93.6% 72.7% 87.5% 100% 83.3% 100% 100% | 94.3%
native 8 3 1 1 11
agreement 8 3 1 13
total 1
Percentage% 6.4% 27.3% 12.5% 16.7% 5.7%

k2

25

Sig.

46

Table 8 shows that there are no significant statistical differences according to the statistical scale at

significance (o= 0.05) in the responses to the seventh situation in the two cultures. The highest value was in favor of

the agreement response.




Table (9) Response typesto the eighth situation according to the nationality variable
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nationality scale-down/ appreciation | comment acceptance | question | disagreement | return | tota
reguest token acceptance | formula
nonnative agreement 0 149 6 21 0 0 12 192
non agreement 7 0 0 0 6 1 0 14
other 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 5
total 12 149 6 21 6 1 12 211
Percentage% 92.3 96.1% 85.7% 100% 75% 100% 85.7% | 94.3%
native agreement 0 7 1 1 2 11
non agreement 1 0 0 1 0 2
total 1 7 1 2 2 13
Percentage% 7.7% 3.9% 14.3% 25% 14.3% | 5.7%

k2

17

Sig.

42

Table 9

shows that there are no significant statistical differences according to the

statistical scale at

significance (a= 0.05) in the responses to the eighth situation in the two cultures. The highest value was in favor of

the agreement response.




117

Table (10) Responsetypesto the ninth situation accor ding to the nationality variable

nationality appreciation token comment acceptance question/ | disagreement | return total
acceptance formula offense
nonnative agreement 164 4 8 0 0 18 194
non agreement 0 0 0 1 2 0 4
other 0 0 0 12 0 0 13
total 164 4 8 13 2 18 211
Percentage% 94.3% 100% 100% 86.7% 100% 100% 94.3%
native agreement 10 0 10
non agreement 0 1 1
neutral 0 0 1
other 0 1 2
total 10 2 13
Percentage% 4.9% 13.3% 5.7%

k2

184

Sig.

.00

Table 10 shows that there are significant statistical differences according to the statistical scale at significance

(0= 0.05) in the responses to the ninth situation in the two cultures. The highest value was in favor of the agreement

response.
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Table (11) Responsetypesto the tenth situation according to the nationality variable

nationality appreciation comment praise acceptance | offense return total k2 Sig.
token acceptance | upgrade | formula

nonnative agreement 180 10 1 11 0 7 209

other 0 0 0 0 2 0 2

total 180 10 1 11 2 7 211

Percentage% 94.2% 100% 100% 100% 100% 87% 94.3%

native agreement 0 11 1 12

neutral 1 0 0 1 164 | .00

total 1 11 1 13

Percentage% 25% 5.8% 12.5% 5.7%

Table 11 shows that there are significant statistical differences according to the statistical scale at significance

(0= 0.05) in the responses to the tenth situation in the two cultures. The highest value was in favor of the agreement

response.



Table (13) Response typesto the second situation according to the specialization variable
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Appendix 5

Findingsrelated to the second question: The English version

Specialization appreciation comment praise acceptance offense disagree | return | tota k2 Sig.
token acceptance upgrade formula
English major/ agreement 2 5 1 15 23
total 2 5 1 15 23
percentage 1.9% 13.5% 50% 25% 10.7%
scientific stream/ agreement | 30 14 1 26 0 0 3 74
non agreement 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2
other 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2
total 30 14 1 26 2 2 3 78
percentage 27.8% 37.8% 50% 43.3% 100% 100% 100% | 36.4% 71 31
literary stream/ agreement 57 14 18 89
total 57 14 18 89
percentage 52.8% 37.8% 30% 41.6%
vocational stream/ 19 4 1 24
agreement 19 4 1 24
total
percentage 17.9% 10.8% 1.7% 11.2%

Table 13 shows that there are no significant statistical differences according to the statistical scale at significance

(o= 0.05) in the responses of the non-native speakers of English to the second situation due to the specialization variable.

The highest value was in favor of the agreement response.
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Table (14) Responsetypesto thethird situation accor ding to the specialization variable

scale- | appreciation | comment praise acceptance | offense/ | disagree | return | silence | total k2 Sig
Specialization down/ | token acceptance | upgrade | formula question
reguest

English major 0 2 0 0 9 0 11
agreement 2 0 1 3 0 3 9
non agreement 0 0 3 0 0 0 3
other total 2 2 4 3 9 3 23
percentage 33.3% | 3.1% 10.8% 25% 23.7% | 15% 10.7%
scientific stream | O 0 9 2 4 6 0 1 20 0 42
agreement 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 6 1 8 19
non agreement 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

neutral 0 2 0 0 0 0 13 0 0 0 15

other total 2 4 9 2 4 6 15 7 21 8 78
percentage 100% | 66.7% | 13.8% 22.2% 100% 28.6% 40.5% 58.3% 55.3% | 40% 36.4% | 343 | .00
literary stream 52 6 15 0 0 1 0 74
agreement 0 0 0 0 1 0 5 6
non agreement 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
neutral other 0 0 0 8 0 0 0 8
total 52 6 15 9 1 1 5 89
percentage 80% 66.7% 71.4% 24.3% 8.3% 2.6% | 25% 41.6%
Vocational stream 2 1 0 0 7 0 10
agreement 0 0 0 1 0 4 5
non agreement 0 0 9 0 0 0 9
other total 2 1 9 1 7 4 24
percentage 3.1% 11.1% 24.3% 8.3% 18.4% | 20% 11.2%
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Table 14 shows that there are significant statistical differences according to the statistical scale at significance (a=
0.05) in the responses of the non-native speakers of English to the third situation due to the specialization variable. The

highest value was in favor of the agreement response.
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ecialization scale- appreciation | comment praise acceptanc | offense/ | disagree | return | silence | total k2 sig.
down/ token acceptance | upgrade | eformula | question
request
English mgjor/ 0 4 1 2 0 0 10 17
agreement 1 0 0 0 1 4 0 6
non agreement 1 4 1 2 1 4 10 23
total
percentage 8.3% 5.3% 8.3 6.9% 7.7% 44.4% 17.2% 10.7%
scientificstream |0 | O 15 4 9 0 0 28 56
agreement 0 0 1 0 0 1 2 1 5
nonagreement |3 |0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 531 | .00
neutral 0 |5 0 0 0 9 0 0 14
other total 3 |5 16 4 9 10 2 29 78
percentage % | 41.7% 21.3% 33.3% 31% 76.9% 22.2% 50% 36.4%
literary stream 0 50 4 1 17 1 12 0 85
agreement 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2
non agreement 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2
other total 2 50 4 1 17 2 12 1 89
percentage 16.7% 66.7% 33.3% 100% 58.6% 15.4% 20.7% | 50% 41.6%
Vocational stream 0 5 3 1 0 7 0 16
agreement 4 0 0 0 3 0 1 8
non agreement 4 5 3 1 3 7 1 24
total
percentage 33.3% 6.7% 25% 3.4% 33.3% 12.1% | 50% 11.2%
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Table 15 shows that there are significant statistical differences according to the statistical scale at significance (a=
0.05) in the responses of the non-native speakers of English to the fourth situation due to the specialization variable. The

highest value was in favor of the agreement response.



124

Table (16) Response typesto the fifth situation according to the specialization variable

Specialization scale- appreciation | comment | praise acceptance | history/ | disagree | return | total k2 | Sig.

down/ token acceptanc | upgrade | formula question

request e
English major/ agreement 0 3 1 2 1 2 9
non agreement 3 0 0 0 1 0 4
other 10 0 0 0 0 0 10
total 13 3 1 2 2 2 23
percentage 11.8% 5.9% 16.7% 25% 18.2% 9.1% | 10.7%
scientific stream/ agreement 0 3 2 5 2 3 0 15 30
non agreement 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3
other 43 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 45 25 | .00
total 45 3 2 5 2 5 1 15 78
percentage 40.9 5.9% 33.3% 100% 25% 45.5% 100% 68.2% | 36.4%
literary stream/ agreement 0 38 3 4 3 48
other 41 0 0 0 0 41
total 41 38 3 4 3 89
percentage 37.3% 74.5% 50% 50% 13.6% | 41.6%
vocational stream / agreement 0 7 0 2 9
other 11 0 4 0 15
total 11 I 4 2 24
percentage 10% 13.7% 36.4% 9.1% | 11.2%

Table 16 shows that there are significant statistical differences according to the statistical scale at significance (0=

0.05) in the responses of the non-native speakers of English to the fifth situation due to the specialization variable. The

highest value was in favor of the agreement response.
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Table (17) Responsetypesto the sixth situation accor ding to the specialization variable

Specialization scale- appreciation | comment praise acceptance | history/ disagree | return total k2 Sig.
down/ token acceptance | upgrade | formula guestion/
reguest offense
English major/ agreement | O 3 1 2 2 0 0 10 18
non agreement 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 3
other 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
total 3 3 1 2 2 1 1 10 23
percentage 14.6% 4.2% 6.3% 14.3% 16.7% 25% 20% 13.3% 10.7%
scientific stream | O 10 7 5 4 2 0 35 63
agreement 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 2 5
non agreement 9 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 10 144 | .02
other 9 10 7 5 4 3 3 37 78
total
percentage 52.9% 14.1% 43.8% 35.7% 33.3% 75% 60% 49.3% 36.4%
literary stream agreement | O 51 8 2 6 0 16 83
non agreement 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1
other 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 5
total 5 51 8 2 6 1 16 89
percentage 29.4% 71.8% 50% 14.3% 50% 20% 21.3% 41.6%
vocational stream 7 5 12 24
agreement 7 5 12 24
total
percentage 9.9% 35.7% 16% 11.2%

Table 17 shows that there are significant statistical differences according to the statistical scale at significance (a=
0.05) in the responses of the non-native speakers of English to the sixth situation due to the specialization variable. The

highest value was in favor of the agreement response.
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Table (18) Responsetypesto the seventh situation according to the specialization variable

Specialization scale- appreciation | comment praise acceptance | question | disagree | return | total k2 Sig.

down/ token acceptance | upgrade | formula

request
English major/ agreement 0 4 3 8 0 2 17
non agreement 0 0 0 0 3 0 3
other 3 0 0 0 0 0 3
total 3 4 3 8 3 2 23
percentage 9.4% 4..5% 33.3% 14.5% 33.3% 18.2% | 10.7%
scientific stream agreement 0 16 5 2 30 0 0 7 60
non agreement 2 0 0 0 0 3 4 0 9
other 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 3.78 | .70
total 11 16 5 2 30 3 4 7 78
percentage 34.4% 21.6% 62.5% 22.2% | 54.5% 50% 44.4% | 63.6% | 36.4%
literary stream agreement 0 48 2 4 17 0 71
non agreement 1 0 0 0 0 3 4
other 14 0 0 0 0 0 14
total 15 48 2 4 17 3 89
percentage 46.9% 64.9% 25% 44.4% | 30.9% 50% 41.6%
vocational stream agreement | O 6 1 10 0 2 19
non agreement 0 0 0 0 2 0 2
other 3 0 0 0 0 0 3
total 3 6 1 10 2 2 24
percentage 9.4% 8.1% 12.5% 18.1% 22.2% 18.2% | 11.2%

Table 18 shows that there are no significant statistical differences according to the statistical scale at significance
(o= 0.05) in the responses of the non-native speakers of English to the seventh situation due to the specialization variable.

The highest value was in favor of the agreement response.



Table (19) Responsetypesto the eighth situation accor ding to the specialization variable
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Specialization scale- appreciation | comment praise acceptance | question | disagree | return | total k2 sig.
down/ | token acceptance | upgrade | formula
reguest
Eng. major 0 8 2 2 0 0 3 15
agreement 1 0 0 0 2 4 0 7
non agreement 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
other 2 8 2 2 2 4 3 23
total
percentage 16.7% | 7% 28.6% 6.4% 40% 50% 13.6% | 10.7%
scientific str. | O 0 32 7 4 16 0 11 70
agreement 0 3 0 0 0 0 3 0 6 288 | .00
non agreement 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
neutral 2 3 32 7 4 16 3 11 78
total
percentage 100% | 25% 28.1% 53.8% 57.1% 51.6% 60% 50% 36.4%
literary str. 0 58 6 1 13 4 82
agreement 2 0 0 0 0 0 2
non agreement 5 0 0 0 0 0 5
other 7 58 6 1 13 4 89
total
percentage 58.3% | 50.9% 46.2 14.3 41.9% 18.2% | 41.6%
vocational str. 16 0 4 20
agreement 0 4 0 4
non agreement 16 4 4 24
total
percentage 14% 50% 18.2% | 11.2%
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Table 19 shows that there are significant statistical differences according to the statistical scale at significance (a=
0.05) in the responses of the non-native speakers of English to the eighth situation due to the specialization variable. The

highest value was in favor of the agreement response.
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Table (20) Responsetypesto the ninth situation accor ding to the specialization variable

Specialization scale- appreciation | comment praise acceptanc | question/ disagree | return total k2 Sig.
down/ | token acceptance | upgrade eformula | offense
request
English mgjor/ agreement | O 8 1 0 9 18
non agreement 2 0 0 1 0 3
other 1 0 0 1 0 2
total 3 8 1 2 9 23
percentage 37.5% | 6.8% 4.2% 14.3% 22% 10.7%
scientific stream agreement | O 35 3 1 11 1 0 18 69
non agreement 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 3
other 1 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 6 6.7 34
total 1 35 3 1 11 6 3 18 78
percentage 12.5% | 29.7% 75% 50% 45.8% 42.9% 100% 43.9% 36.4%
literary stream agreement | O 58 1 1 12 0 9 81
non agreement 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
other 2 0 0 0 0 4 0 6
total 4 58 1 1 12 4 9 89
percentage 50% 49.2% 25% 50% 50% 28.6% 22% 41.6%
vocational stream 17 0 5 22
agreement 0 2 0 2
other 17 2 5 24
total
percentage 14.4% 14.3% 12.2% 11.2%

Table 20 shows that there are no significant statistical differences according to the statistical scale at significance
(0= 0.05) in the responses of the non-native speakers of English to the ninth situation due to the specialization variable. The

highest value was in favor of the agreement response.
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Table (21) Responsetypesto the tenth situation according to the specialization variable

Specialization appreciation token comment acceptance | acceptance formula | offense | return total k2 Sig.
English major/ agreement 8 1 14 23

total 8 1 14 23

percentage 5.6% 4.8% 33.3% 10.7%

scientific stream/ agreement | 54 3 17 0 1 75

other 0 0 0 3 0 3

total 54 3 17 3 1 78

percentage 37. %5 14.3% 40.5% 60% 50% 36.4%

literary stream/ agreement 60 16 10 0 1 87 19 | .59
other 0 0 0 2 0 2

total 60 16 10 2 1 89

percentage 41.7% 76.2% 23.8% 40% 50% 41.6%

vocational stream agreement | 22 1 1 24

total 22 1 1 24

percentage 15.3% 4.8% 2.4% 11.2%

Table 21 shows that there are no significant statistical differences according to the statistical scale at significance
(0= 0.05) in the responses of the non-native speakers of English to the tenth situation due to the specialization variable. The

highest value was in favor of the agreement response.



Table (23) Response typesto the second situation according to the specialization variable

Findingsrelated to the second question: The Arabic version
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Appendix 6

Specialization appreciation comment praise acceptance offense disagree return | tota k2 Sig.
token acceptance | upgrade formula
English major/ agreement 5 12 2 4 23
total 5 12 2 4 23
percentage 3.5% 35.3% 66.7% 16.7% 10.7%
scientific stream/ agreement | 44 10 1 14 0 0 2 71
non agreement 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2
other 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2
total 44 10 1 14 2 2 2 75
percentage 30.8% 29.4% 33.3% 58.3% 100% 100% 66.7% |36.4% |87 |.46
literary stream/ agreement 71 11 6 1 89
total 71 11 6 1 89
percentage 49.7% 32.4% 25% 33.3 41.6%
vocational stream / 23 1 24
agreement 23 1 24
total
percentage 16.1% 2.9% 11.2%

Table 23 shows that there are no significant statistical differences according to the statistical scale at significance

(o= 0.05) in the responses of the non-native speakers of English to the second situation due to the specialization variable.

The highest value was in favor of the agreement response.
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Table (24) Responsetypesto thethird situation accor ding to the specialization variable

Specialization scale- appreciati | comment praise acceptance | offense/ | disagree | return | silence | tota k2 | Sig
down/ ontoken | acceptance | upgrade | formula guestion
request
English major/ 0 8 1 0 0 1 0 10
agreement 2 0 0 3 2 0 3 10
non agreement 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 3
other 4 8 1 4 2 1 3 23
total
percentage 50% 7.1% 14.3% 19% 22.2% 5% 18.8% | 10.7%
scientific stream |0 | O 20 1 6 5 0 0 16 0 48
agreement 0|1 0 0 0 0 2 5 0 8 16 28. | .00
non agreement 510 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 9
neutral 0|1 0 0 0 0 8 0 0 0 9
other 5 1|2 20 1 6 5 10 5 16 8 78
total
percentage % | 25% 17.9% 14.3% 100% 50% 47.6% 55.6% 80% 50% 36.4%
literary stream 0 64 50 5 0 0 2 0 76
agreement 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 5 7
non agreement 1 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 6
other 2 64 5 5 5 1 2 5 89
total
percentage 25% 57.1% 71.4% 50% 23.8% 11.1% 10% 31.3% | 41.6%
vocational stream 20 0 0 1 21
agreement 0 0 1 0 1
non agreement 0 2 0 0 2
other 20 2 1 1 24
total
percentage 17.9% 9.5% 11.1% 5% 11.2%
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Table 24 shows that there are significant statistical differences according to the statistical scale at significance (a=
0.05) in the responses of the non-native speakers of English to the third situation due to the specialization variable. The

highest value was in favor of the agreement response.



Table (25) Responsetypesto the fourth situation according to the specialization variable
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Specialization scale- appreciati | comment praise acceptan | question | disagree | return | silence | total k2 Sig
down/ ontoken | acceptance | upgrade | ce
regquest formula
Eng. major 0 9 1 2 0 0 5 17
agreement 1 0 0 0 1 3 0 5
non agreement 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
other 2 9 1 2 1 3 5 23
total
percentage 40% 7.3% 12.5% 13.3% 14.3% 50% 13.2% 10.7%
scientific sr. | 0 0 22 3 2 5 0 0 28 0 60
agreement 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 2 6 279 | .00
non agreement 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6
neutral 0 1 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 6
other 6 2 22 3 2 5 6 2 28 2 78
total
percentage 85.7% | 40% 17.9% 37.5% 100% 33.3% 85.7% 33.3% 73.7% | 66.7% | 36.4%
literary dir. 72 4 8 5 89
agreement 72 4 8 5 89
total
percentage 58.5% 50% 53.3% 13.2% 41.6%
vocationa str. | 1 0 20 0 0 21
agreement 0 0 0 1 1 2
non agreement 0 1 0 0 0 1
other 1 1 20 1 1 24
total
percentage 14.3% | 20% 16.3% 16.7% 33.3% | 11.2%




135

Table 25 shows that there are significant statistical differences according to the statistical scale at significance (a=
0.05) in the responses of the non-native speakers of English to the fourth situation due to the specialization variable. The

highest value was in favor of the agreement response.
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Table (26) Response typesto the fifth situation according to the specialization variable

Specialization scale- appreciation | comment acceptance history/ return total k2 Sig.

down/ token acceptance | formula question

reguest
English major/ agreement 0 3 4 1 1 9
non agreement 1 0 0 0 1 2
other 12 0 0 0 0 12
total 13 3 4 1 2 23
percentage 19.1% 2.9% 57.1% 7.7% 22.2% 10.7%
scientific stream agreement 0 18 1 7 7 10 43
non agreement 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
neutral 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 30.4 .00
other 30 0 0 0 0 0 30
total 31 19 1 7 7 10 75
percentage 45.6% 18.6% 14.3% 53.8% 77.8% 83.3% 36.4%
literary stream agreement 0 58 2 5 2 67
other 22 0 0 0 0 22
total 22 58 2 5 2 89
percentage 32.4% 56.9% 28.6% 38.5% 16.7% 41.6%
vocational stream agreement 0 21 21
neutral 0 1 1
other 2 0 2
total 2 22 24
percentage 2.9% 21.6% 11.2%

Table 26 shows that there are significant statistical differences according to the statistical scale at significance (0=
0.05) in the responses of the non-native speakers of English to the fifth situation due to the specialization variable. The

highest value was in favor of the agreement response.
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Table (27) Responsetypes to the second sixth according to the specialization variable

Specialization scale-down/ appreciation comment acceptance history | return | total k2 Sig.
request token acceptance formula

English major/ agreement 0 7 4 8 19

non agreement 1 0 0 0 1

other 3 0 0 0 3

total 4 7 4 8 23

percentage 50% 5.6% 28.6% 14.8% | 10.7%

scientific stream agreement 0 31 4 6 2 27 70

non agreement 0 0 0 0 0 2 2

other 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 158 .01

total 2 31 4 6 2 29 74

percentage 25% 25% 28.6% 75% 100% | 53.7% | 36.4%

literary stream agreement 65 6 2 16 89

total 65 6 2 16 89

percentage 52.4% 42.9% 25% 29.6% | 41.6%

vocational stream agreement | O 21 1 22

other 2 0 0 2

total 2 21 1 24

percentage 25% 17.1% 19% | 11.2%

Table 27 shows that there are significant statistical differences according to the statistical scale at significance (0=
0.05) in the responses of the non-native speakers of English to the sixth situation due to the specialization variable. The

highest value was in favor of the agreement response.
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Table (28) Responsetypesto the seventh situation according to the specialization variable

Specialization scale- | appreciation | comment praise acceptance | history/ | disagree | return | total k2 Sig.
down/ | token acceptance | upgrade | formula guestion
reguest
Eng. mgjor agreement | O 0 3 4 1 3 0 0 11
non agreement 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 3
neutral 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
other 0 6 0 0 0 1 0 0 7
total 2 7 3 4 1 4 1 1 23
percentage 100% | 28% 2.6% 50% 14.3% 10.3% 20% 33.3% 10.7%
scientific str. 0 33 1 2 27 1 0 2 66
agreement 2 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 4
non agreement 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5
other 7 33 1 2 27 2 1 2 75 34.7 | .00
total
percentage 28% 28.2% 12.5% 28.6% 69.2% 40% 33.3% 40% 36.4%
literary str. Agreement 0 62 3 4 6 0 0 2 77
non agreement 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 3
other 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9
total 9 62 3 4 6 2 1 2 89
percentage 36% 53% 37.5% 57.1% 15.4% 40% 33.3% 40% 41.6%
vocational str. 0 19 2 1 22
agreement 2 0 0 0 2
other 2 19 2 1 24
total
percentage 8% 16.2% 5.1% 20% 11.2%
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Table 28 shows that there are significant statistical differences according to the statistical scale at significance (a=
0.05) in the responses of the non-native speakers of English to the seventh situation due to the specialization variable. The

highest value was in favor of the agreement response.

Table (29) Response typesto the eighth situation according to the specialization variable

Specialization scale- | appreciation | comment praise acceptance | question | disagree | return | total k2 Sig.
down/ | token acceptance | upgrade formula
request

Eng. mgjor agreement 0 10 2 1 2 0 0 15

non agreement 3 0 0 0 0 3 1 7

other 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1

total 3 11 2 1 2 3 1 23

percentage 25% 7.4% 33.3% 25% 9.5% 50% 100% 10.7%

scientific str. agreement 0 42 2 2 15 0 9 70

non agreement 3 0 0 0 0 2 0 5

total 3 42 2 2 15 2 9 75 311 .00

percentage 25% 28.2% 33.3% 50% 71.4% 33.3% 75% 36.4%

literary str. Agreement 0 72 2 1 4 0 3 82

non agreement 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 2

other 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 5

total 6 72 2 1 4 1 3 89

percentage 50% 48.3% 33.3% 25% 19% 16.7% 25% 41.6%

vocational str. agreement 24 24

total 24 24

percentage 11.2% 11.2%
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Table 29 shows that there are significant statistical differences according to the statistical scale at significance (a=
0.05) in the responses of the non-native speakers of English to the eighth situation due to the specialization variable. The

highest value was in favor of the agreement response.

Table (30) Responsetypesto the ninth situation accor ding to the specialization variable

Specialization scale- | appreciation | comment acceptance | question/ | disagree | return | total k2 Sig.
down/ | token acceptance | formula offense
reguest
English major agreement 15 1 0 0 4 20
non agreement 0 0 1 1 0 2
other 0 0 1 0 0 1
total 15 1 2 1 4 23
percentage 9.1% 25% 15.4% 50% 22.2% | 10.7%
scientific stream agreement 55 1 4 0 0 8 68
non agreement 0 0 0 0 1 0 1
other 0 0 0 6 0 0 6
total 55 1 4 6 1 8 75
percentage 33.5% 25% 50% 46.2% 50% 44.4% | 36.4% | 7.33 29
literary stream agreement 0 71 2 4 0 6 83
non agreement 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
other 1 0 0 0 4 0 5
total 2 71 2 4 4 6 89
percentage 100% | 43.3% 50% 50% 30.8% 33.3% | 41.6%
vocational stream agreement 23 0 23
other 0 1 1
total 23 1 24

percentage 14% 1.7% 11.2%
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Table 30 shows that there are significant statistical differences according to the statistical scale at significance (a=
0.05) in the responses of the non-native speakers of English to the ninth situation due to the speciaization variable. The

highest value was in favor of the agreement response.

Table (31) Response typesto the tenth situation accor ding to the specialization variable

Specialization appreciation | comment praise acceptance | offense | return | total k2 Sig.
token acceptance upgrade | formula
English major/ agreement 17 2 2 2 23
total 17 2 2 2 23
percentage 9.4% 20% 18.2% 28.6% | 10.7%
scientific stream/ agreement 63 3 5 0 2 73
other 0 0 0 2 0 2
total 63 3 5 2 2 75
percentage 35% 30% 45.5% 100% 28.6% | 36.4%
literary stream/ agreement 78 5 1 2 3 89 366 | .30
total 78 5 1 2 3 89
percentage 43.3% 50% 100% 18.2% 42.9% | 41.6%
vocational stream / agreement 22 2 24
total 22 2 24
percentage 12.2% 18.2% 11.2%
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Table 31 shows that there are no significant statistical differences according to the statistical scale at significance
(0= 0.05) in the responses of the non-native speakers of English to the tenth situation due to the specialization variable. The

highest value was in favor of the agreement response.
Appendix7

Findingsrelated to thethird question: The English version

Table (33) Response typesto the second situation according to the gender variable

Gender appreciation | comment praise acceptance offense disagree | return total k2 Sig.
token acceptance | upgrade | formula

male agreement 64 9 1 16 0 1 91

other 0 0 0 0 1 0 1

total 64 9 1 16 1 1 92

percentage 59.3% 24.3% 50% 26.7% 50% 33.3% 43%

female agreement 44 28 1 44 0 0 2 119

non agreement 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 155 | .45

other 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1

total 44 28 1 44 1 2 2 122

percentage 40.7% 75.7% 50% 73.3% 50% 100% 66.7% 57%
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Table 33 shows that there are no significant statistical differences according to the statistical scale at significance
(o= 0.05) in the responses of the non-native speakers of English to the second situation due to the gender variable. The

highest value was in favor of the agreement response.

Table (34) Response typesto the third situation accor ding to the gender variable

Gender scale-down/ | appreciation | comment | praise acceptance | offense | disagree | return | silence | total | k2 sig.
request token acceptance | upgrade | formula

male agreement | O 0 47 2 4 3 0 0 22 78

non agreement 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 3 0 6

neutral 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

other 0 1 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 7

total 1 3 47 2 4 3 7 3 22 92

percentage 50% | 50% 72.3% 22.2% 100% 14.3% 18.9% | 25% 57.9% 43% | 30.6 | .00

female 0 0 18 7 18 0 1 15 0 59

agreement 0 2 0 0 0 2 8 1 20 33

non agreement 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2

neutral 0 1 0 0 0 27 0 0 0 28

other 1 3 18 7 18 30 9 16 20 122

total

percentage 50% | 50% 27.7% 77.8% 85.7% 81.1% | 75% 42.1% | 100% | 57%
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Table 34 shows that there are significant statistical differences according to the statistical scale at significance (a=

0.05) in the responses of the non-native speakers of English to the third situation due to the gender variable. The highest

value was in favor of the agreement response.

Table (35) Response typesto the fourth situation according to the gender variable

Gender scale- | appreciation | comment praise acceptance | history/ disagree | return | silence | total | k2 | sig.
down/ | token acceptance | upgrade | formula question/
request offense
male 0 0 45 4 11 0 0 14 0 74
agreement 0 2 1 0 0 0 5 0 1 9
non agreement | 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
neutral 0 2 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 7
other 2 4 46 4 11 5 5 14 1 92
total .70 | .87
percentage 66.7 | 33.3% | 61.3% 33.3% 37.9% 38.5% 55.6% 24.1% | 50% 43%
%
female 0 0 29 8 1 18 1 0 43 0 100
agreement 0 4 0 0 0 0 2 4 1 1 12
non agreement | 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
neutral 0 4 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 9
other 1 8 29 8 1 18 8 4 44 1 122
total
percentage 333 | 66.7% | 38.7% 66.7% %100 62.1% 61.5% 44 4% 75.9% | 50% 57%
%
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Table 35 shows that there are no significant statistical differences according to the statistical scale at significance
(o= 0.05) in the responses of the non-native speakers of English to the fourth situation due to the gender variable. The

highest value was in favor of the agreement response.

Table (36) Response typesto thefifth situation according to the gender variable

Gender scale-down/ | appreciation | comment praise acceptance | history/ question/ disagree | return | total | k2 Sig.
request token acceptance | upgrade | formula offense

male 0 40 2 5 1 3 7 58

agreement 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 2

non agreement 30 0 0 0 0 2 0 32

other 31 40 2 5 1 6 7 92

totd

percentage 28.2% 78.4% 33.3% %100 12.5% 54.5% 31.8% | 43% | 20.4 | .00

female 1 11 4 7 1 0 15 39

agreement 3 0 0 0 0 1 0 4

non agreement 75 0 0 0 4 0 0 79

other 79 11 4 7 5 1 15 122

total

percentage 71.8% 21.6% 66.7% 87.5% 45.5% %100 68.2% | 57%
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Table 36 shows that there are significant statistical differences according to the statistical scale at significance (a=

0.05) in the responses of the non-native speakers of English to the fifth situation due to the gender variable. The highest

value was in favor of the agreement response.

Table (37) Response typesto the sixth situation according to the gender variable

Gender scale-down/ | appreciation | comment praise acceptance | history/ question/ | disagree | return | total | k2 sig.
request token acceptance | upgrade | formula offense

male agreement |0 45 5 5 2 2 0 24 83

non agreement 1 0 0 0 0 1 2 1 5

other 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4

total 5 45 5 5 2 3 2 25 92

percentage 29.4% 63.4% 31.3% 35.7% 16.7% 75% 40% 33.3% | 43%

female agreement | O 26 11 9 10 0 0 49 105 |331 | .19
non agreement 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 4

other 12 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 13

total 12 26 11 9 10 1 3 50 122

percentage 70.6% 36.6% 68.8% 64.3% | 83.3% 25% 60% 66.6% | 57%

Table 37 shows that there are no significant statistical differences according to the statistical scale at significance

(o= 0.05) in the responses of the non-native speakers of English to the sixth situation due to the gender variable. The

highest value was in favor of the agreement response.



Table (38) Response typesto the seventh situation accor ding to the gender variable
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Gender scale-down/ appreciation | comment praise acceptance guestion | disagree | return | total | k2 sig.
reguest token acceptance | upgrade | formula

male agreement 0 a7 2 1 22 0 8 80

non agreement 1 0 0 0 0 4 0 5

other 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 7

total 8 47 2 1 22 4 8 92

percentage 25% 63.5% 25% 11.1% 33.8% 4.4% | 72.7% | 43%

female agreement | O 27 6 8 43 0 0 3 87 | 755 |.02

non agreement 2 0 0 0 0 6 5 0 13

other 22 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 22

total 24 27 6 8 43 6 5 3 122

percentage 75% 36.5% 75% 88.9% 66.2% 100% 55.6% | 27.3% | 57%

Table 38 shows that there are significant statistical differences according to the statistical scale at significance (a=
0.05) in the responses of the non-native speakers of English to the seventh situation due to the gender variable. The highest

value was in favor of the agreement response.
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Gender scale-down/ | appreciation | comment praise acceptance | question | disagree | return | total | k2 sig.
reguest token acceptance | upgrade | formula

male agreement 0 64 1 5 4 0 0 12 80

non agreement 3 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 5

other 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7

total 4 64 1 5 4 1 1 12 92

percentage 33.3% 56.1% 7.7% 71.4% 12.9% 20% 125% | 54.5% | 43%

female agreement 0 0 50 12 2 27 0 0 10 101 | 6.04 | .10

non agreement 0 3 0 0 0 0 4 7 0 14

neutral 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

other 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5

total 2 8 50 12 2 27 4 7 10 122

percentage 100% | 66.7% 43.9% 92.3% 28.6% 87.1% 80% 87.5% | 45.5% | 57%

Table 39 shows that there are no significant statistical differences according to the statistical scale at significance

(o= 0.05) in the responses of the non-native speakers of English to the eighth situation due to the gender variable. The

highest value was in favor of the agreement response.
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Table (40) Response typesto the ninth situation according to the gender variable

Gender scale-down/ | appreciation | comment | praise acceptance | history/question/ | disagree | return | total | k2 sig.
request token acceptance | upgrade formula offense

male agreement 0 62 1 10 0 11 84

non agreement 1 0 0 0 1 0 2

other 2 0 0 0 4 0 6

total 3 62 1 10 5 11 92

percentage 37.5% 52.5% 25% 41.7% 35.7% 26.8% | 43%

female agreement | O 56 3 2 14 1 0 29 105 194 | .37

non agreement 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 7

other 2 0 0 0 0 8 0 0 10

total 5 56 3 2 14 9 3 30 122

percentage 62.5% 47.5% 75% 100% 58.3% 64.3% 100% 73.2% | 57%

Table 40 shows that there are no significant statistical differences according to the statistical scale at significance

(o= 0.05) in the responses of the non-native speakers of English to the ninth situation due to the gender variable. The

highest value was in favor of the agreement response.
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Table (41) Response typesto the tenth situation accor ding to the gender variable

Gender appreciation token comment acceptance acceptance formula | offense return total | k2 Sig.
male agreement 72 2 16 0 1 91

other 0 0 0 1 0 1

total 72 2 16 1 1 92

percentage 50% 9.5% 38.1% 20% 50% 43% | 1.10 | .29
female agreement 72 19 26 0 1 118

other 0 0 0 4 0 4

total 72 19 26 4 1 122

percentage 50% 90.5% 61.9% 80% 50% 57%

Table 41 shows that there are no significant statistical differences according to the statistical scale at significance
(o= 0.05) in the responses of the non-native speakers of English to the tenth situation due to the gender variable. The

highest value was in favor of the agreement response.
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Appendix 8
Findingsrelated to thethird question: The Arabic version

Table (43) Response typesto the second situation according to the gender variable

Gender appreciation | comment praise upgrade | acceptance offense | disagree | return | total k2 Sig.
token acceptance formula

mae agreement | 74 7 2 4 0 1 88

other 0 0 0 0 1 0 1

total 74 7 2 4 1 1 89

percentage 51.7% 20.6% 66.7% 16.7% 50% 33.3% | 43%

female agreement | 69 27 1 20 0 0 2 119

non agreement 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 2.26 .52

other 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1

total 69 27 1 20 1 2 2 122

percentage 48.3% 79.4% 33.3% 83.3% 50% 100% 66.7% | 57%

Table 43 shows that there are no significant statistical differences according to the statistical scale at significance
(o= 0.05) in the responses of the non-native speakers of English to the second situation due to the gender variable. The

highest value was in favor of the agreement response.
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Table (44) Response typesto the third situation according to the gender variable

Gender scale- | appreciation | comment | praise acceptance | question/ | disagree | return silence | total | k2 sig.
down/ | token acceptance | upgrade | formula offense
request

male 0 0 53 2 6 7 0 0 9 77

agreement 0 2 0 0 0 0 3 1 0 6

non agreement | 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4

neutral 0 3 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 5

other 4 5 53 2 6 7 5 1 9 92

total 126 | .00

percentage 80% | 62.5% | 47.3% 28.6% 100% 70% 23.8% 11.1% | 45% 43%

female 0 0 59 5 3 0 1 11 0 79

agreement 0 2 0 0 0 2 7 0 16 27

non agreement | 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

neutral 0 1 0 0 0 14 0 0 0 15

other 1 3 59 5 3 16 8 11 16 122

total

percentage 20% | 37.5% | 52.7% 71.4% 30% 76.2% 88.9% | 55% 100% | 57%

Table 44 shows that there are significant statistical differences according to the statistical scale at significance (a=

0.05) in the responses of the non-native speakers of English to the third situation due to the gender variable. The highest

value was in favor of the agreement response.
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Gender scale- | appreciation | comment | praise acceptance | question/ | disagree | return | silence | total | k2 sig.
down/ | token acceptance | upgrade | formula offense
request

mae agreement 0 0 55 1 2 8 0 0 10 0 76

non agreement 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 1 6

neutral 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

other 0 1 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 5

total 2 2 55 1 2 8 4 4 10 1 89

percentage 100% | 40% 44% 12.5% 100% 53.3% 57.1% 66.7% | 26.3% | 33.3% | 43% | 4.41 | .22

female agreement 0 70 7 7 0 0 28 0 112

non agreement 1 0 0 0 2 2 0 2 7

other 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 3

total 3 70 7 7 3 2 28 2 122

percentage 60% 56% 87.5% 46.7% 42.9% 33.3% | 73.7% | 66.7% | 57%

Table 45 shows that there are no significant statistical differences according to the statistical scale at significance

(0= 0.05) in the responses of the non-native speakers of English to the fourth situation due to the gender variable. The

highest value was in favor of the agreement response.
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Table (46) Response typesto the fifth situation according to the gender variable

Gender Scae appreciation comment acceptance history/ return | total k2 sig.
down/ token acceptance formula disagree
request

male agreement 0 50 6 7 3 66

non agreement 1 0 0 1 0 2

other 21 0 0 0 0 21

total 22 50 6 8 3 89

percentage 32.4% 49% 46.2% 88.9% 25% | 43%

female agreement | O 50 7 7 1 9 74 6.51 | .08

non agreement 1 0 0 0 0 0 1

other 45 2 0 0 0 0 47

total 46 52 7 7 1 9 122

percentage 67.6% 51% 100% 53.8% 11.1% 75% | 57%

Table 46 shows that there are no significant statistical differences according to the statistical scale at significance
(a=0.05) in the responses of the non-native speakers of English to the fifth situation due to the gender variable. The highest

value was in favor of the agreement response.
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Table (47) Response typesto the sixth situation according to the gender variable

Gender scale-down/ | appreciation comment acceptance formula return total | k2 sig.
request token acceptance

male agreement 0 57 4 5 17 84

non agreement 1 0 0 0 0 2

other 2 0 0 0 0 2

total 3 57 4 5 17 88

percentage 37.5% 45.9% 28.6% 62.5% 315% | 43%

female agreement 0 67 10 3 37 116 | 126 | .53

non agreement 0 0 0 0 0 1

other 5 0 0 0 0 5

total 5 67 10 3 37 122

percentage 62.5% 54.1% 71.4% 37.5% 68.5% 57%

Table 47 shows that there are no significant statistical differences according to the statistical scale at significance
(o= 0.05) in the responses of the non-native speakers of English to the sixth situation due to the gender variable. The

highest value was in favor of the agreement response.
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Table (48) Response typesto the seventh situation accor ding to the gender variable

Gender scale- appreciation | comment praise acceptance | history/ disagree | return | total | k2 sig.
down/ | token acceptance upgrade | formula guestion
request

male agreement 0 59 1 1 16 0 0 2 79

non agreement 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 2

other 7 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 8

total 7 59 1 1 17 1 1 2 89

percentage 28% 50% 12.5% 14.3% 43.6% 20% 333% | 40% | 43%

female 0 0 58 7 6 22 1 0 3 97 452 | .21

agreement 0 3 0 0 0 0 3 2 0 8

non agreement 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

neutral 0 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 15

other 2 18 58 7 6 22 4 2 3 122

total

percentage 100% | 72% 49.6% 87.5% 85.7% 56.4% 80% 66.7% 60% | 57%

Table 48 shows that there are no significant statistical differences according to the statistical scale at significance
(o= 0.05) in the responses of the non-native speakers of English to the seventh situation due to the gender variable. The

highest value was in favor of the agreement response.
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Table (49) Response typesto the eighth situation according to the gender variable

Gender scale-down/ | appreciation | comment praise acceptance | question disagree | return | total k2 sig.
reguest token acceptance | upgrade | formula

male agreement | O 65 1 3 4 0 0 10 83

non agreement 2 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 4

other 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

total 3 66 1 3 4 1 1 10 89

percentage 25% 44.3% 16.7% 75% 19% 16.7% 100% 83.3% | 43% 138 5

female agreement | 0 83 5 1 17 0 2 108 '

non agreement 5 0 0 0 0 5 0 10

other 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 4

total 9 83 5 1 17 5 2 122

percentage 75% 55.7% 83.3% 25% 81% 83.3% 16.7% | 57%

Table 49 shows that there are no significant statistical differences according to the statistical scale at significance

(o= 0.05) in the responses of the non-native speakers of English to the eighth situation due to the gender variable. The

highest value was in favor of the agreement response.
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Table (50) Response typesto the ninth situation according to the gender variable

Gender scale- appreciation | comment | acceptance | question/ | disagree | return total k2 sig.
down/ token acceptance | formula offense
request

male agreement 75 1 3 0 0 5 84

non agreement 0 0 0 1 1 0 2

other 0 0 0 3 0 0 3

total 75 1 3 4 1 5 89

percentage 45.7% 25% 37.5% 30.8% 50% 27.8% | 43%

female agreement | O 89 3 5 0 0 13 110 214 | .34

non agreement 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 2

other 1 0 0 0 9 0 0 10

total 2 89 3 5 9 1 13 122

percentage 100% 54.3% 75% 62.5% 69.2% 50% 722% | 57%

Table 50 shows that there are no significant statistical differences according to the statistical scale at significance
(0= 0.05) in the responses of the non-native speakers of English to the ninth situation due to the gender variable. The

highest value was in favor of the agreement response.
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Table (51) Response typesto the tenth situation accor ding to the gender variable

Gender appreciation | comment praise upgrade | acceptance formula | offense | return total k2 sig.
token acceptance

male agreement | 80 1 5 0 2 88

other 0 0 0 1 0 1

total 80 1 5 1 2 89

percentage 44.4% 10% 45.5% 50% 28.6% 43%

female agreement | 100 9 1 6 0 5 121

other 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 .05 .82

total 100 9 1 6 1 5 122

percentage 55.6% 90% 100% 54.5% 50% 71.4% 57%

Table 51 shows that there are no significant statistical differences according to the statistical scale at significance
(o= 0.05) in the responses of the non-native speakers of English to the tenth situation due to the gender variable. The

highest value was in favor of the agreement response.
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Appendix 9

Findingsrelated to thefourth question: The English version

Table (53) Response typesto the second situation accor ding to the evaluation variable

Evaluation appreciation | comment praise acceptance | offense | disagree | history total k2 sig.
token acceptance upgrade | formula comment

excellent agreement 6 10 1 8 25

total 6 10 1 8 25

percentage 5.6% 27% 50% 32% 11.7%

good agreement 80 24 44 0 0 3 149

non agreement 0 0 0 0 2 0 2

other 0 0 0 2 0 0 4 155 | .81

total 80 24 44 2 2 3 155

percentage 74.1% 64.9% 73.3% 100% 100% 100% 72.4%

not too good agreement | 22 3 1 8 34

total 22 3 1 8 34

percentage 20.4% 8.1% 50% 13.3% 15.9%

Table 53 shows that there are no significant statistical differences according to the statistical scale at significance
(o= 0.05) in the responses of the non-native speakers of English to the second situation due to the evaluation variable. The

highest value was in favor of the agreement response.
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Table (54) Response typesto the third situation according to the evaluation variable

Evaluation 3 scale- appreciat | comment praise acceptance | history/ disagree | return | silence | total k2 sig.
down/ ion token | acceptance | upgrade | formula question/
request offense/
excellent 0 3 5 0 0 5 0 13
agreement 2 0 0 0 2 0 5 9
non agreement 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 3
other 2 3 5 3 2 5 5 25
total
percentage 33.3% 4.6% 23.8% 8.1% 16.7% 13.2% | 25% 11.7% | 952 | .14
good agreement | O 0 58 6 1 16 0 1 24 0 106
non agreement 0 1 0 0 0 0 3 7 0 11 22
neutral 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2
other 0 2 0 0 0 0 23 0 0 0 25
total 1 3 58 6 1 16 27 8 24 11 155
percentage 50% | 50% 89.2% 66.7% 25% 76.2% 73% 66.7% 63.2% | 55% 72.4%
not too good 0 0 4 3 3 0 0 8 0 18
agreement 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 1 4 8
non agreement 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
neutral 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 0 0 7
other 1 1 4 3 3 7 2 9 4 34
total
percentage 50% | 16.7% 6.2% 33.3% 75% 18.9% 16.7% 23.7% | 20% 15.9%

Table 54 shows that there are no significant statistical differences according to the statistical scale at significance

(o= 0.05) in the responses of the non-native speakers of English to the third situation due to the evaluation variable. The

highest value was in favor of the agreement response.
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Table (55) Response typesto the fourth situation accor ding to the evaluation variable

Evaluation scale- | appreciati | comment praise acceptance | history/ | disagree | return | silence | tota k2 | sig
down/ | ontoken | acceptance | upgrade | formula guestion/
request offense/
excellent 0 6 1 3 0 0 7 17
agreement 2 0 0 0 1 1 0 4
non agreement 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 4
other 4 6 1 3 3 1 7 25
total
percentage 33.3% | 8% 8.3% 10.3% 23.1% 11.1% 12.1% 11.7% | 9.7 | .13
good agreement | O 0 62 7 1 21 1 0 411 0 133
non agreement 0 3 1 0 0 0 1 5 0 1 11
neutral 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
other 0 3 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 9
total 2 6 63 7 1 21 8 5 41 1 155
percentage 66.7% | 50% 84% 58.3% 100% 72.4% 61.5% 55.6% 70.7% | 50% 72.4%
not too good 0 0 6 4 5 0 0 9 0 24
agreement 0 1 0 0 0 0 3 1 1 6
non agreement 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
neutral 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 3
other 1 2 6 4 5 2 3 10 1 34
total
percentage 33.3% | 16.7% | 8% 33.3% 17.2% 15.4% 33.3% 17.2% | 50% 15.9%

Table 55 shows that there are no significant statistical differences according to the statistical scale at significance

(o= 0.05) in the responses of the non-native speakers of English to the fourth situation due to the evaluation variable. The

highest value was in favor of the agreement response.
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Table (56) Response typesto the fifth situation accor ding to the evaluation variable

Evaluation scale- apprecia | comment praise acceptance | history/ disagree | return total k2 sig
down/ tion acceptance | upgrade | formula question/
request | token offense/

excellent agreement 0 2 1 0 3 6

non agreement 2 0 1 1 0 4

other 15 0 0 0 0 15

total 17 2 2 1 3 25

percentage 15.5% 3.9% 18.2% 100% 13.6% 11.7%

good agreement 1 45 5 1 8 2 15 77 21.9 .00

non agreement 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

other 75 0 0 0 0 2 0 77

total 77 45 5 1 8 4 15 155

percentage 70% 88.2% 83.3% 20% 100% 36.4% 68.2% 72.4%

not too good 0 4 1 4 1 4 14

agreement 1 0 0 0 0 0 1

non agreement 15 0 0 0 4 0 19

other 16 4 1 4 5 4 34

total

percentage 14.5% 7.8% 16.7% 80% 45.5% 18.2% 15.9%

Table 56 shows that there are significant statistical differences according to the statistical scale at significance (0=
0.05) in the responses of the non-native speakers of English to the fifth situation due to the evaluation variable. The highest

value was in favor of the agreement response.
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Evaluation scale- appreciation | comment praise acceptance | history/ disagree | return total k2 sig.
down/ | token acceptance | upgrade | formula question/
request offense/

excellent agreement 0 6 1 3 1 10 21

non agreement 1 0 0 0 0 0 1

other 3 0 0 0 0 0 3

total 4 6 1 3 1 10 25

percentage 235% | 85% 6.3% 21.4% 8.3% 13.3% 11.7%

good agreement 0 59 12 6 10 2 0 49 138 183 | .76

non agreement 0 0 0 0 0 1 5 1 7

other 9 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 10

total 9 59 12 6 10 4 5 50 155

percentage 52.9% | 83.1% 75% 42.9% 83.3% 100% 100% 66.6% 72.4%

not too good 0 6 3 5 1 14 29

agreement 0 0 0 0 0 1 1

non agreement 4 0 0 0 0 0 4

other 4 6 3 5 1 15 34

total

percentage 235% | 85% 18.8% 35.7% 8.3% 20% 15.9%

Table 57 shows that there are no significant statistical differences according to the statistical scale at significance
(o= 0.05) in the responses of the non-native speakers of English to the sixth situation due to the evaluation variable. The

highest value was in favor of the agreement response.
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Table (58) Response typesto the seventh situation accor ding to the evaluation variable

Evaluation scale-down/ | appreciation | comment praise acceptance | question | disagree | return | total k2 sig
request token acceptance | upgrade | formula

excellent agreement 0 6 1 1 6 0 0 1 15

non agreement 2 0 0 0 0 1 3 0 6

other 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4

total 6 6 1 1 6 1 3 1 25

percentage 18.8% 8.1% 12.5% 11.1% 9.3% 16.7% 33.3% 9.1% 11.7%

good agreement 0 58 6 7 46 0 0 7 124 958 |.04

non agreement 1 0 0 0 0 5 4 0 10

other 21 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 21

total 22 58 6 7 46 5 4 7 155

percentage 68.8% 78.4% 75% 77.8% 70.7% 83.3% 44.4% 63.6% | 72.4%

not too good 0 10 1 1 13 0 3 28

agreement 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2

non agreement 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 4

other 4 10 1 1 13 2 3 34

total

Percentage 12.5% 13.5% 12.5% 11.1% 20% 22.2% 27.3% | 15.9%

Table 58 shows that there are significant statistical differences according to the statistical scale at significance (0=
0.05) in the responses of the non-native speakers of English to the seventh situation due to the evaluation variable. The

highest value was in favor of the agreement response.
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Table (59) Response typesto the eighth situation according to the evaluation variable

scale- appreciatio | comment praise acceptance | question | disagree | return | total k2 | €g.
Evaluation down/ n token acceptance | upgrade | formula

request
excellent agreement 0 9 3 1 7 0 20
non agreement 1 0 0 0 0 3 4
other 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
total 2 9 3 1 7 3 25
percentage 16% 7.9% 23.1% 14.3% 22.6% 60% 11.7%
good agreement 0 0 87 9 6 24 0 0 13 139
non agreement 0 5 0 0 0 0 1 5 0 11
neutral 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 46 | .59
other 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4
total 1 9 87 9 6 24 1 5 13 155
percentage 50% | 75% 76.3% 69.2% 85.7% 77.4% 20% 62.5% 59.1% | 72.4%
not too good 0 0 18 1 0 0 9 28
agreement 0 0 0 0 1 3 0 4
non agreement 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
neutral 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
other 1 1 18 1 1 3 9 34
total
percentage 50% | 8.3% 15.8% 7.7% 20% 37.3% 40.6% | 15.9%

Table 59 shows that there are no significant statistical differences according to the statistical scale at significance
(0= 0.05) in the responses of the non-native speakers of English to the eighth situation due to the evaluation variable. The

highest value was in favor of the agreement response.
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Evaluation scale- appreciation | comment praise acceptance | history/ | disagree | return total k2 sig
down/ | token acceptance | upgrade | formula guestion/
request offense

excellent agreement 0 12 1 2 0 7 22

non agreement 1 0 0 0 0 0 1

other 1 0 0 0 1 0 2

total 2 12 1 2 1 7 25

percentage 25% 10.2% 25% 8.3% 7.1% 17.1% 11.7%

good agreement 0 89 2 2 16 1 0 28 138 477 | .31

non agreement 3 0 0 0 0 1 3 1 8

other 2 0 0 0 0 7 0 0 9

total 5 89 2 2 16 9 3 29 155

percentage 62.5% | 75% 50% 100% 66.7% 64.3% 100% 70.7% 72.4%

not too good agreement | O 17 1 6 0 5 29

other 1 0 0 0 4 0 5

total 1 17 1 6 4 5 34

percentage 12.5% | 14.4% 25% 25% 28.6% 12.5% 15.9%

Table 60 shows that there are no significant statistical differences according to the statistical scale at significance
(o= 0.05) in the responses of the non-native speakers of English to the ninth situation due to the evaluation variable. The

highest value was in favor of the agreement response.



Table (61) Responsetypesto the tenth situation according to the evaluation variable

Evaluation appreciation token | comment acceptance acceptance formula return | total k2 sig.
excellent agreement 18 1 6 25

total 18 1 6 25

percentage 12.5% 4.8% 14.3% 11.7%

good agreement 102 17 29 2 150

other 0 0 0 0 5

total 102 17 29 2 155 194 37
percentage 70.8% 81% 69% 100% | 72.4%

not too good agreement | 24 3 7 34

total 24 3 7 34

percentage 16.7% 14.3% 16.7% 15.9%

Table 61 shows that there are no significant statistical differences according to the statistical scale at significance
(0= 0.05) in the responses of the non-native speakers of English to the tenth situation due to the evaluation variable. The

highest value was in favor of the agreement response.
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Appendix 10

Findingsrelated to thefourth question: The Arabic version

Evaluation appreciation | comment praise acceptance | offense | disagree | return | tota k2 sig.
token acceptance | upgrade | formula

excellent agreement 9 10 1 5 25

total 9 10 1 5 25

percentage 6.3% 29.4% 25% 20.8% 11.7%

good agreement 105 23 1 17 0 0 5 151

non agreement 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2

other 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 194 | .92

total 105 23 1 17 2 2 5 155

percentage 73.4% 67.6% 25% 70.8% 100% | 100% 100% | 72.4%

not too good agreement 29 1 2 2 34

total 29 1 2 2 34

percentage 20.3% 2.9% 50% 8.3% 15.9%

Table 63 shows that there are no significant statistical differences according to the statistical scale at significance
(a=0.05) in the responses of the non-native speakers of English to the second situation due to the evaluation variable. The

highest value was in favor of the agreement response.
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Table (64) Responsetypesto thethird situation accor ding to the evaluation variable

Evaluation scale- appreciation | comment praise acceptance | question | disagree | return | silence | tota k2 sig.
down/ token acceptance | upgrade | formula / offense
reguest
excellent 0 8 0 0 4 0 12
agreement 2 0 1 2 0 7 12
non agreement 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
other 3 8 1 2 4 7 25
total
percentage 37.5% 7.1% 4.8% 22.2% 20% 43.8% | 11.7%
good 0 0 91 6 1 8 0 1 12 0 119
agreement 0 1 0 0 0 0 4 4 0 9 18 24.1 | .00
non agreement | 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4
neutral 0 2 0 0 0 0 12 0 0 0 14
other 3 3 91 6 1 8 16 5 12 9 155
total
percentage 60% | 37.5% 81.3% 85.7% 16.7% 80% 81% 55.6% 60% 56.3% | 72.4%
not too good 0 0 13 1 5 2 0 0 4 25
agreement 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 3
non agreement | 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
neutral 0 1 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 4
other 2 2 13 1 5 2 3 2 4 34
total
percentage 40% | 25% 11.6% 14.3% 83.3% 20% 14.2% 22.2% 20% 15.9%

Table 64 shows that there are significant statistical differences according to the statistical scale at significance (0=

0.05) in the responses of the non-native speakers of English to the third situation due to the evaluation variable. The highest

value was in favor of the agreement response.
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Table (65) Responsetypesto the fourth situation according to the evaluation variable

Evaluation scale- apprec | comment praise acceptance | question/ | disagree | return | silence | tota k2 sig
down/ iation | acceptance | upgrade | formula offense
request | token
excellent 0 9 3 0 0 7 0 19
agreement 1 0 0 1 1 0 2 5
non agreement 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
other total 2 9 3 1 1 7 2 25
percentage 40% 7.3% | 37.5% 14.3% 16.7% 18.4% | 66.7% | 11.7%
good agreement | O 0 100 4 12 0 0 25 141
non agreement 0 1 0 0 0 1 3 0 5
neutral 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 13.7 | .03
other total 0 2 0 0 0 3 0 0 5
4 3 100 4 12 4 3 25 155
percentage 57.1% 60% 81.3% | 50% 80% 57.1% 50% 65.8% 72.4%
not too good 0 14 1 2 3 0 0 6 0 26
agreement 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 3
non agreement 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
neutral 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2
other total 3 14 1 2 3 2 2 6 1 34
percentage 42.9% 11.4% | 12.5% 100% 20% 28.6% 33.3% 18.5% | 33.3% | 15.9%

Table 65 shows that there are significant statistical differences according to the statistical scale at significance (a=

0.05) in the responses of the non-native speakers of English to the fourth situation due to the evaluation variable. The

highest value was in favor of the agreement response.
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Table (66) Response typesto the fifth situation according to the evaluation variable

Evaluation scale-down/ appreciation comment acceptance | history/ return | total k2 sig.
request token acceptance formula guestion

excellent agreement 0 4 1 4 1 1 11

non agreement 1 0 0 0 1 0 2

other 12 0 0 0 0 0 12

total 13 4 1 4 2 1 25

percentage 19.1% 3.9% 14.3% 30.8% 22.2% 8.3% 11.7%

good agreement 0 82 5 7 3 9 106 172 | .00

neutral 0 1 0 0 0 0 1

other 46 0 0 0 0 0 46

total 46 83 5 7 3 9 153

percentage 67.6% 81.4% 71.4% 53.8% 33.3% 75% 72.4%

not too good agreement 0 14 1 2 4 2 23

non agreement 1 0 0 0 0 0 1

neutral 0 1 0 0 0 0 1

other 8 0 0 0 0 0 8

total 9 15 1 2 4 2 33

percentage 13.2% 14.7% 14.3% 15.4% 44.4% 16.7% | 15.9%

Table 66 shows that there are significant statistical differences according to the statistical scale at significance (0=
0.05) in the responses of the non-native speakers of English to the fifth situation due to the evaluation variable. The highest

value was in favor of the agreement response.
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Table (67) Response typesto the sixth situation according to the evaluation variable

Evaluation scale-down/ | appreciation comment acceptance history | return total k2 sig
request token acceptance formula

excellent agreement 0 11 2 10 23

non agreement 1 0 0 0 1

other 1 0 0 0 1

total 2 11 2 10 25

percentage 25% 8.9% 14.3% 18.5% 11.7%

good agreement 0 96 10 7 3 31 147 2.46 .65

non agreement 0 0 0 0 0 1 1

other 5 0 0 0 0 0 5

total 5 96 10 7 3 32 153

percentage 62.5% 77.4% 71.4% 87.5% 100% 59.3% 72.4%

not too good agreement | O 17 2 1 11 31

non agreement 0 0 0 0 1 1

other 1 0 0 0 0 1

total 1 17 2 1 12 33

percentage 12.5% 13.7% 14.3% 12.5% 22.2% 15.9%

Table 67 shows that there are no significant statistical differences according to the statistical scale at significance
(o= 0.05) in the responses of the non-native speakers of English to the sixth situation due to the evaluation variable. The

highest value was in favor of the agreement response.
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Evaluation scale- appreciation | comment praise acceptance | history/ | disagree | return | total k2 sig
down/ token acceptance | upgrade | formula question
request

excellent agreement 0 7 1 8 0 16

non agreement 2 0 0 0 1 3

other 5 0 0 1 0 6

total 7 7 1 9 1 25

percentage 28% 6% 12.5% 23.1% 33.3% 11.7%

good agreement 0 0 93 7 7 20 1 0 3 131 9.72 | .13

non agreement 0 1 0 0 0 0 4 1 0 8

neutral 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

other 0 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 14

total 4 15 93 7 7 20 5 1 3 155

percentage 80% | 60% 79.5% 87.5% 100% 51.3% 100% 33.3% 60% 72.4%

not too good 1 0 17 10 0 2 30

agreement 0 0 0 0 1 0 1

non agreement 0 3 0 0 0 0 3

other 1 3 17 10 1 2 34

total

percentage 20% | 12% 14.5% 25.6% 33.3% 40% 15.9%

Table 68 shows that there are no significant statistical differences according to the statistical scale at significance

(0= 0.05) in the responses of the non-native speakers of English to the seventh situation due to the evaluation variable. The

highest value was in favor of the agreement response.
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Table (69) Responsetypesto the eighth situation accor ding to the evaluation variable

Evaluation scale-down/ | appreciation | comment praise acceptance | question | disagree | return | total k2 sig.
reguest token acceptance | upgrade | formula

excellent agreement 0 10 8 0 0 18

non agreement 3 0 0 2 1 6

other 0 1 0 0 0 1

total 3 11 8 2 1 25

percentage 25% 7.4% 38.1% 33.3% 100% 11.7%

good agreement 0 115 6 4 12 0 5 142

non agreement 4 0 0 0 0 3 0 7 14.2 | .00

other 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 4

total 8 115 6 4 12 3 5 153

percentage 66.7% 77.2% 100% 100% 57.1% 50% 41.7% | 72.4%

not too good 0 23 1 0 7 31

agreement 0 0 0 1 0 1

non agreement 1 0 0 0 0 1

other 1 23 1 1 7 33

total

percentage 33.3% 15.4% 4.8% 16.7 58.3% | 15.9%

Table 69 shows that there are significant statistical differences according to the statistical scale at significance (a=
0.05) in the responses of the non-native speakers of English to the eighth situation due to the evaluation variable. The

highest value was in favor of the agreement response.
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Table (70) Responsetypesto the ninth situation accor ding to the evaluation variable

Evaluation scale-down/ | appreciation | comment acceptance | question/ | disagree | return total k2 sig.
reguest token acceptance | formula offense

excellent agreement 19 1 0 4 24

other 0 0 1 0 1

total 19 1 1 4 25

percentage 11.6% 25% 7.7% 22.2% 11.7%

good agreement 0 118 3 6 0 0 12 139

non agreement 1 0 0 0 1 2 0 4 182 .76

other 1 0 0 0 9 0 0 10

total 2 118 3 6 10 2 12 153

percentage 100% 2% 75% 75% 76.9% 100% 66.7% 72.4%

not too good agreement 27 2 0 2 31

other 0 0 2 0 2

total 27 2 2 2 33

percentage 16.5% 25% 15.4% 11.1% 15.9%

Table 70 shows that there are no significant statistical differences according to the statistical scale at significance
(o= 0.05) in the responses of the non-native speakers of English to the ninth situation due to the evaluation variable. The

highest value was in favor of the agreement response.
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Table (71) Responsetypesto the tenth situation according to the evaluation variable

Evaluation appreciation token | comment acceptance | praise upgrade | acceptanceformula | offense | return | total k2 sig.
excellent agreement 21 2 2 25

total 21 2 2 25

percentage 11.7% 20% 18.2% 11.7%

good agreement 130 6 1 8 0 6 151

other 0 0 0 0 4 0 4

total 130 6 1 8 4 6 155 0.76 | .68
percentage 72.2% 60% 100% 72.7% 100% | 85.7% | 72.4%

not too good 29 2 1 1 33

agreement 29 2 1 1 33

total

percentage 16.1% 20% 9.1% 14.3% | 15.9%

Table 71 shows that there are no significant statistical differences according to the statistical scale at significance

(o= 0.05) in the responses of the non-native speakers of English to the tenth situation due to the evaluation variable. The

highest value was in favor of the agreement response.
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