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Abstract

This study deals with the application of the pratiosaresearch to
EFL teaching. The study explored the effect of mMplpragmatic
instruction on the speech act awareness of thiad ¥&L students at the
department of English university of ConstantineheTspeech acts of
requesting and apologizing were selected as thesfarf teaching.
Teacher-fronted discussions, cooperative groupinlg, plays, and other
pragmatically oriented tasks were used to prombéel¢arning of the
intended speech acts. A pre-test-post-test cogtmlp design was used.
The subjects included undergraduate students inl#s¢ year of study in
the field of applied language studies. A multipleoice pragmatic
comprehension test was developed in several se@gtsised both as a
pre-test and post-test to measure the effect alictson on the pragmatic
awareness of the students. The results of the atatlysis revealed that
students’ speech act comprehension improved siginfiy and that
pragmatic competence is not impervious to instamcteven in EFL
settings.
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Introduction

From the perspective of learning English for appudyiit to
communication in our real world, one of the bemefih learning
pragmatics is that the learners can understandhtdenings of language
from a broader intercultural feature. After the demts have a basic
concept of pragmatic organization, they will be enagesponsive to
people’s intended meanings implanted in worldwidenmunication.
Meanwhile, with frequent practice in using otheroples’ linguistic
aspect and interact in a global way, students éllmore likely to be
proficient in reacting to foreigners’ conversatiora more successful and
complete way.

This work is an attempt to apply some of the figdiof research
in pragmatics to EFL teaching. In the process airriemg a foreign
language and how to communicate in it, most learfal pragmatically
when they are involved in the act of communicatidrying to get the
meaning and function across, they may simply teiasdpeech acts from
their mother tongue to the target language. It assfple that such
problems are due to the flagrant lack of explicistiuction about
pragmatics and the communicative load of langu&geeign language
learners' pragmatic competence (their ability te lasmguage in context)
is an essential part of their general communicatiompetence. In that
respect, many sociolinguists note that the devetypraf communicative
competence should be one of the most importantsgohllanguage

teaching.
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The study attempts to investigate the effect ofpratic explicit
instruction on the speech act awareness of thied geidents of English
as a Foreign Language at the department of Englishyersity of
Constantinel. This study includes theoretical bemkgds and
highlights methodological issues and the rationaltecedures followed
throughout the research work including the reseapeélnticipants,
instrument and procedures.

Research Question

To what extent does the introduction of explicitagmatic
instruction affect student’s awareness of speetdPac
Research Hypothesis

“If students are more exposed to explicit pragmat&truction and
communicative tasks, they will, first, develop kettheir speech act
awareness.”

1. Background of the Study

This study is theoretically grounded in the areaPcdgmatics and
EFL teaching, Pragmatic explicit instruction andtelfanguage
Pragmatics (ILP).

1.1.Why Should Pragmatics be Taught in Language Céses?

The contribution of pragmatics to language teachengndeniable.
Pragmatics, in essence, is a study of languagelaagliage teaching
from the functional perspective; that is, the perfance principles of
language are practised. It is because of this redsat pragmatics
becomes a theory of linguistic performance anduagg understanding.

According to Eslami-Rasekh, (2004)he responsibility of teaching
the pragmatic aspect of the language use fallseachiers{2004:301).

This is indeed the case, however, many teacheuggé finding an
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effective way to create or raise awareness of patigntompetence in
their learners.

The classroom provides a safe place for learnerdedon and
experiment. In the classroom learners are ableytout new forms and
patterns of communication in an accepting envirammgor example,
they can experiment with unfamiliar forms of addres attempt shorter
conversational openings or closings than they aesl uo that might at
first make them feel abrupt or they might try longpenings or closings
that initially might feel too drawn out, just to tgthe feel of it. The
instructor and other student participants can pieweedback.

1.2.What Learners can Achieve when Familiar with pagmatics

From the perspective of learning English for apmiyiit to
communication in our real world, one of the bemefih learning
pragmatics is that the learners can understandnganings of language
from a broader intercultural feature. After the demts have a basic
concept of pragmatic organization, they will be enagesponsive to
people’s intended meanings implanted in worldwidenmunication.
Meanwhile, with frequent practice in using otheroples’ linguistic
aspect and interact in a global way, students éllmore likely to be
proficient in reacting to foreigners’ conversatiara more successful and
complete way.

1.3.Pragmatic Instruction

Since its introduction in linguistics, pragmaticashhad diverse
applications. Research in this field has alwaysldecrucial importance
in teaching and learning foreign languages. A greamber of
researchers draw attention to the importance okldeing learners’
pragmatic awareness which enables them to use dgegappropriately.

Since it is obvious that learners’ pragmatic falis due to their lack of

96




The Effect of Pragmatic Instruction on the Speech Mouna Fératha

knowledge of certain language forms that are slycadpropriate in the
target language community; researchers presume fragmatic
competence can be developed through different patignmstruction.
This point is fittingly observed by Bardovi-Harl{006):

“research on instruction in second language

(L2) pragmatics has made fundamental

contributions to the teaching of pragmatics

in an L2 and a foreign language (FL)

context and has shown the benefits of

instruction versus exposure in various

aspects of pragmatics (Bardovi-Harlig,

2001; Bardovi-Harlig & Griffin, 2005;

Kasper & Rose, 2002 [chap7]; Kolke &

Pearson, 2005; Rose, 2005; Rose and

Kasper, 2001)” (2006:165).

Different studies looked at the effect of pragmatistruction on
increasing pragmatic awareness and instructionéihads used to focus
learner’s attention. These studies have been deévotexamine the effect
of different types of instruction on the foreignnémage learners’
awareness of the pragmatic aspects that enable tiname the target
language appropriately in its different contextiaclte and Bhatia stated
that:

“A vigorous line of research on pragmatics,
therefore, examines the effectiveness of
different instructional arrangement,

especially those commonly referred to as

“implicit” and “explicit” respectively.
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Based on approximately 40 studies
available to date, reviews (Kasper, 2001;
Rose, 2005) and a meta-analysis of 13
guantitative studies (Jeon & Kaya) suggest
that explicit instruction is generally superior
to implicit instruction”. (cited in Bhatia and
Richie, 2009:268)

A great deal of research on pragmatics has beea dorspecific
and, often, isolated aspects such as speech listspe¢ans that the use of
speech acts is of crucial importance in pragmatics$act, it is the basis
of pragmatics. Celce-Murcia (1995), for instanadeired to pragmatic
competence as proficiency in performing differepeech acts. He
defined it as “competence in conveying and understanding
communicative intent by performing and interpretisggeech act and
speech acts setg1995:9).

The studies carried out in the field of pragmatssociate the
production of pragmatic competence to the studhefEnglish language
in classrooms. These studies have specific featare®mmon in that
they combine two different fields of interest; ohnetone hand, the
pragmatic approach taken towards the language stoder as
communication and, on the other, the context incitithis is studied:
English language classrooms. Kasper (1997) underébocomparative
research analysis of the different studies caroedin foreign language
classes, in which the common feature was the actetbing for these
studies — the classroom itself. Her study includitdesearch papers that
were completed between 1981 and 1997. It is remextlin table 1.

Table2 completes Table 1, in which we can find Daa% 2003

study on inter-language Pragmatics from an acgumsit perspective.
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Although this author’s interest and focus is theridanguage attained by
learners throughout their learning process, hidystbviously includes
all research dedicated to the study of second kEgeguacquisition. Da
Silva mentions several of the more recent studiest tinterrelate
Pragmatics with the learning process; this timesitbased on the

language of the students and on the specific istodied.

Assessment/
Study Teaching Proficiency Languages Research Design Procedure/
Goal
Goal Instrument
House & Discourse Advanced L1 explicit vs. pre-test/ posttest
Kasper K d d German implici control Role play
1081 markers & Advance FL English implicit group L2
strategies g
baseline
\é\glsdsrz{_ Pragmatic A L1 German eclectc vs. E(r)i_ttli)slt/ postiest Role play
- Intermediate FL English suggestop
1984, routines edia group
1986
) High - pre-test/ posttest -
Billmyer Compliment | Intermediate L1 Japanese instruction control elicited
1990 P SL English group L2 conversation
baseline
Olshtain & discourse
Cohen | d d L1 Heblr_evr;/ teachability pre-test/ posttest completion
1090 Apology Advance FL Englis L2 ) question
baseline
Pragmatic teachability
Wildner- g ' to questionnaires
routines & - L1 English A
Bassett strategies Beginning SL German beginning pre-test/ posttest | role play
1994 9 FL students
Bouton L1 mixed SL +- pre-test/ posttest gmfge
Implicature Advanced English instruction control :
1994 question
group
) multiple
L1 Japanese \(j;aducnve pre-test/ posttest/ | choice &
Kubota . . pal M- delayed sentence
Implicature Intermediate FL English inductive L
1995 post-test combining
vs. zero h
control group question
House Pragmatic L1 German explicit vs. pre-test/ posttest rolenla
1996 9 Advanced FL English implicit control play
Fluency
group
Morrow c lai L1 mixed SL teachability/ zr?—tesé/ posttest/ Lolﬁplgy
1996 omplaint & Intermediate English explicit eaye olistic
Refusal post-test L2 ratings
baseline
Tateyama ' .
tal | pragmate | g [ ELSOSL, | Pkt | pelesl oSSt e
1997 routines 9 9 p p group

Table 1:Studies Examining the Effect of Pragmaticistruction from
1981 to 1997 based on Kasper (1997).
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INTERVENTIONAL STUDIES TO DATE

Wildner-Bassett  (1994), House

Pragmatic Routines | 1 996) and Yoshimi (2001)

Olshtain & Cohen (1990) and

Apologies Tateyama (2001)

Implicatures Bouton (1994) and Kubota (1995)

Billmyer (1990), LoCastro (2000
and Rose & Ng Kwai-fun (2001)

Compliments

LoCastro (1997), Fukuya & Clank

Requests (2001), andTakahashi (2001)
Socio/stylistic variation Lyster (1994)
Hedges in academicwriting|  Wishnoff (2000)
Interactionalnorms Liddicoat & Crozet (2001)
King and Silver (1993), Morrow
Refusals

(1996), and Kondo (2001)

Table2: Studies Relating Pragmatics to the Classrom 1993-2003 (Da
Silva, 2003)

As can be seen, all the findings and results oatiw/e stated studies
mentioned in tablesl and 2 show the significancetdducing speech
acts in classroom materials when teaching pragsatiEFL context.

1.4.Goals of Teaching Pragmatics via Instruction
The chief goal of instruction in pragmatics is &se learners’ pragmatic
awareness and to give them choices about thenracttens in the target
language. The goal of instruction in pragmaticsn@ to insist on
conformity to a particular target-language normi bather to help
learners become familiar with the range of pragmatevices and
practices in the target language. With such insitvaclearners can
maintain their own cultural identities (Kondo) apdrticipate more fully
in target language communication with more contnagr both intended
force and outcome of their contributions. Kondoesdhat “successful
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communication is a result of optimal rather thartatoconvergence”
(Giles, Coupland, & Coupland, 1991).

Instruction should allow for flexibility for the gtlents in how much of
the pragmatic norms of the culture that they wdikie to adopt or adapt
to their own repertoire. No matter how much leasnietend produce,
they will be able to better interpret the speeclotbers. They will enjoy
a greater level of acceptance or insight into #inget culture.

2. Methodology

2.1.Participants

The original sample selected to participate in gtusly was 100 third
year students majoring in English as a foreign lagg (EFL) from
University of Constantine 1. However, several pgrants were absent in
part of the treatment or in the pre-test(s) or pest(s). Therefore, the
final sample was 72 graduate students. The studszltsiged to two
classes and were enrolled in the option of appletuage studies.
Because of institutional constraints, it was natgilole to assign students
randomly to different groups, thus making it neeegto work with two
intact groups.

The two groups were: (1) the control group, whigteived no
explicit instruction on pragmatics but had instarded lessons from the
textbooks; (2) the classroom setting with expligitstruction on
pragmatics from the instructor. There were 34 gsitgléen the control
group, 38 students in the experimental/Teacherdasbn group, both
the pre-test(s) and post-test(s) were randomlygasedi to the intact
classes. The study was conducted in the secondssand third-year
students of English at University of Constantine 1.
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2.2.Materials

The data collection tool used in this study is @-ywoup (Pre-test
Post-test) Experimental Design. The Two Group Dessy by far, the
simplest and most common of the pre-test-postédesigns, and it is a
useful way of ensuring that an experiment has @ngttevel of internal
validity. Both groups are pre-tested, and bothpars-tested; the ultimate
difference being that one group was administeredttbatment. Indeed,
this design evaluates the efficiency of the sangplmocess and also
determines whether the group given the treatmeoivell a significant
difference.

A true random sampling was not possible and inggoups were
used. Therefore a pre-test — post-test group desag adopted in this
study. Two - group experimental design has pralciidaantages over the
true and quasi experimental designs because is a@ti intact groups
and, thus, does not disrupt the existing reseagtting. This reduces the
reactive effects of the experimental procedure dnekefore, improves
the external validity of the design. Indeed, corohgc a legitimate
experiment without the participants being awaretas possible with
intact groups, but not with random assignment djestis to groups. The
participants were not allowed to interact with omeother while
completing the task.

A pre-test/post-test design was utilized as thdepred method by
which to evaluate the learners’ speech act awasgjgcesprehension and
production). In this design, we are most interesteddetermining
whether the two groups are different after the iexplpragmatic
instruction. Typically, we measure the groups a onmore levels. The
data in this study was collected by a pragmatic sgebch act judgment

assessment that was presented in the form of tests.
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2.3.Procedures

2.3.1. Stage I: Tests Construction

A pre-test and post-test were given before and #fie treatment to
measure the participants’ pragmatic proficiencthatlevel of speech act
awareness (speech act comprehension + speechrfactr@ce

2.3.1.1.Speech Act Awareness Test

Because pragmatic language is a part of all comoation, any
communicative language assessment should inclediesh of speech act
awareness which is the amalgamation of two tesfee(h act
comprehension test + speech act production test).

v' Speech Act Comprehension Test

The Test of speech acts comprehension is an eféeatistrument
designed to assess student’s comprehension ohtéeded meaning of
different utterances and to provide informationooucial dimensions of
pragmatic language: physical setting, audienceg t@orrpose...etc

The Test of speech act comprehension allowed uassess the
effectiveness, and appropriateness, of a studpréigmatic language
comprehension. It also provided important informatiabout social
skills. It was administered in approximately 45 otas.

v' Discourse Completion Test (DCT)

The test used in order to assess the student'sis@e realization
(production) is a Discourse Completion Task (DQTusing a DCT was
nearly unavoidable, as it would have been all bytassible to collect
‘natural’ data as a result of observer fieldworkhaa reasonable number
of participants interacting with all of the differetypes of interlocutors
and communicative situations that were proposealatG notes that
DCTs are “widely used in the field of pragmatics, intercutil

communication, and second language acquisitionnimadiecause their
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simplicity of use and high degree of control ovariables lead to easy
replicability” (2003: 93).

2.3.2. Stage IlI: Treatment (Instructional Materials)

The two intact classes were randomly assigned t@ tw
experimental groups: an implicit group (IG) andexplicit group (EG).
Both groups were given 10 treatments, each of wiasted between 30
and 40 minutes of the class of pragmatics. Theruosbnal materials
included two parts; one was for the instructor, #ra other was for the
participants.

The two groups received instructions in differerdys. In the EG,
instruction of request and apology were realizedugh six phases i.e.
three phases for each speech act. In the firstephls input exposure
phase, students were provided with models of Emglequests and
apologies. These are explained explicitly by thecher (instructor). In
the second phase, the strategy recognition phastergs were provided
with a brochure, and were asked to identify thenidas and strategies of
making requests and apologies. Then, they werengavést of request
and apology strategies and formula (meta-pragmaliés for both speech
acts strategies were taught). Students rankedite® gragmalinguistic
formulas in the order of directness, discussedfdbtors that affect the
choice of these formulas and strategies such a®mpaecial distance,
imposition, settings, and talked about the diffeemnand similarities in
the way that the social factors affect the choidefamulas and
strategies. It was expected that this knowledgelavbalp learners make
connections between linguistic forms, pragmaticctioms and their
social distribution through lectures, handouts,ugr@r pair work and
explanatory feedback. The third phase, the producgractice phase,

included role-played activities which engaged shisién different social
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roles and speech events where they could practidegain familiarity
with the pragmalinguistic and the sociopragmatiseass of request and
apology. During the practice task, errors were fgairout if there were
any, and feedback was provided. In addition toekgicit instruction, a
number of activities which are useful for pragmat&velopment were
developed. Such activities aimed at raising stugleptagmatic and
speech act awareness that offers opportunities clonmunicative
practice. Awareness raising activities are acasitdesigned to develop
recognition of how language forms are used appabglyi in context.
Students were also involved in role-play activities

2.4.Data Analysis Procedures

To investigate the research question proposedeeantid to make a
scientific interpretation, the data are analyzexbugh descriptive and
inferential statistics. Both types of statistice ased to describe the basic
features of the data. They provide simple summaatesut the sample
and the measures. Together with simple graphiclysisathey form the
basis of virtually every quantitative analysis aftal The significance
value is set at 0.05 at all statistical tests mphesent study. The data of
the study are collected from two sources. One ésstlibjects’ score on
pragmatic and speech acts tests; means, standeiatiales, t-test and
Person correlation analysis of each group are coedpt see whether
there is any significant difference between theessobtained before and
after the experiment.

2.5.Findings

The general teaching effects in the present stughg weflected by the
comparison of the mean scores between the prestesthe post-test and
the distribution frequency of improvement among #tadents after

instruction. The comparison of the mean scoresésl o find out if there
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is a significant difference between the two tedtsythermore, the
distribution of improvement can find out to whattent the students
improved after instruction. To find out the genetedching effects, the
scores of pre-test and post-test within the twougsowere compared
respectively. Therefore, an independent t-test wsesl as a statistical
method to obtain the results for the research tresind to test
Hypothesis

The result of the t-test showed that there is gaifcant difference
between the two groups before the treatment. Thexefit could be
concluded that the two groups were homogeneousrinst of pragmatic
comprehension of the speech acts under study. Sgnwh#he findings
for both groups on the pre-test is provided in &bl

2.5.1. A Comparison of the Pre-test in Speech Act Awarenss

between EG and I1G

Group N Mean SD Var
Experimental | 38 8.29 3.36 11.29
Control 34 8.51 3.42 11.69

Table3: Summary of Data for Both Groups (Pre-test)

From the above table, one can see that the scordke pre-test
of the speech act awareness were not significahitfgrent before the
treatment the t obtained is -0.2{F (-0.27) treatment among the two
groups was assumed equally in the speech act aggmgme-test. It was
hoped that this balance might guarantee a valigdtrés the post-test.
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2.5.2. A Comparison of the Post-test in Speech Act Awaress

between EG and IG

Group N Mean SD Var
Experimental 38 12.52 2.48 6.15
Control 34 8.5 3.16 9.98

Table4: Summary of Data for Both Groups (post-test)

The post-test was used to measure the participapesech act
awareness after the treatment. The mean scorée ¢Gtand EG for the
post-test were compared through an independerst tftable). It was
found that the EG gained a higher mean score ipdsétest than the IG
did. The statistical analysis showed there wasgaifstant difference
between the two meansin the independent t test dfstained is 5.79 t-
test(t=5.79). This indicated that explicit instruction helpedcifdate the
participants’ speech act comprehension and speetctpraduction of
request and apology

14

o _—
: .

—&—|G Group
=l—EG Group

Mean (pre) Mean (post)

Figure 5: Difference in the Mean of both (Experimetal and Control

Group)
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Conclusion

Overall, the results from the data analysis supgobttie claim that
explicit instruction facilitates interlanguage pmagtic development.
Although this study did not deal with the ‘sequérafeacquiring speech
act patterns and strategies, it showed that expliagmatic instruction in
these patterns and strategies makes significantrilootions to the
learners’ speech act comprehension processes.eBhés revealed that
pragmatic competence does not seem resistant thciexpragmatic
instruction.

The findings of this study shed light on the ratbhentroversial
issue of what effects—if any—explicit instructiomshon interlanguage
development in an EFL setting. As indicated, resfiithe data analysis
of this study showed that explicit pragmatic instiron by providing
input enhancement in the FL classroom, raising édrriers’ awareness
about the input features, and engaging studentpramluctive class
activities and language use precipitated and fat#d IL pragmatic
development to a considerable degree. The studysskize pivotal role

that explicit instruction can play in EFL settings.
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