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Abstract 

This study assessed the effects of providing explicit pragmatic instruction on the 

development of spoken pragmatic competence as exhibited in the understanding and 

production of appropriate spoken pragmatic language choices. The intervention in the 

study was conducted in an English as a foreign language (EFL) context with students 

studying/using English for academic purposes in a non-English environment (Saudi 

Arabia). Specifically, the study focused on the understanding and production of specific 

appropriate pragmatic language choices; i) conversational implicatures, ii) politeness 

strategies, iii) direct/indirect requests, along with iv) a number of appropriate formulaic 

expressions. 

The data was collected from 70 Saudi female participants who were at B1(CFER) level 

learning English as a foreign language EFL in the English department at a Saudi 

university. The study employed an experimental design, comparing the results of an 

experimental group, which received ten hours of explicit interventional instruction, and 

a control group, whose members did not receive instruction. The instruction focused on 

appropriate language choices in using English language, in particular, the understanding 

and production of pragmatically appropriate language choices in common conversational 

contexts that they may encounter in their everyday academic life. This included a focus 

on the understanding of conversational implicatures, including how to understand 

cooperative principles and their maxims; politeness strategies, including direct or indirect 

politeness, and the production of speech acts focusing on direct and indirect requests and 

explicitly introducing some common formulaic expressions. 

Performance was measured based on a pre-, post-, and delayed tests designed using a 

Computer-Animated Production Task (CAPT). The data were collected using two 

methods: i) a production task to assess the production of appropriate pragmatic language 



DEVELOPING APPROPRIATE PRAGMATIC LANGUAGE CHOICES                                                      3 
 

choices of direct and indirect requests and formulaic sequences, and ii) a recognition task 

to assess the appropriate understanding of conversational implicatures and politeness 

strategies. The effects of instruction were measured (i) immediately after instruction and 

(ii) four weeks after instruction to examine the immediate influence and changes over 

time. The results showed that explicit instruction facilitated the development of 

pragmatically appropriate language choices in the experimental group, which performed 

significantly better than the control group in both the post- and the delayed tests. The 

study demonstrates that explicit instruction to develop pragmatic competence can be 

effective. 
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Chapter One: Introduction to the Thesis 

1.1. Chapter introduction  

This introductory chapter aims to give an overview of the thesis by introducing the main 

research areas. In this chapter, I first present the motivation in 1.2, research problem in 

1.3, the aim of the study in 1.4, the research question and research goals in 1.5, and finally 

the contribution to knowledge in the field in 1.6. 

1.2.The motivation for the current study 

In my experience as a lecturer in Saudi Arabia, most of the teaching material in a non-

English environment (hereafter EFL) tends to have a lexico-grammatical focus, looking 

at grammar, vocabulary, direct meaning, and deal with serious topics such as 

environment. There is a tendency to ignore the socio-pragmatical contexts; how in real-

life contexts the speaker needs to talk about casual matters or ask about specific things 

they care about. In real-life situations, some of the utterances used by native speakers are 

incomplete or implicit, and yet the participants in a conversation manage to understand 

the interaction despite this. It is believed that all languages depend on the context in which 

they are used (Cheng, Warren, and Xun-Feng, 2003). This could explain how native 

speakers understood what is going on in a conversation. 

I became interested in developing the pragmatic competence of non-native speakers after 

taking a job as a teaching assistant (TA) at a Saudi university in 2011. I noticed that my 

students in the English department failed to understand indirect language, and I assumed 

this was due to their lack of proper English proficiency. However, I learned later that all 

the students in the English department were required to pass an English proficiency test 

with a minimum B1 CFER, which is defined as the following: 
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Can understand straightforward factual information about common every day or 

job-related topics, identifying both general messages and specific details, 

provided speech is clearly articulated in a generally familiar accent. Can 

understand the main points of clear standard speech on familiar matters regularly 

encountered in work, school, leisure etc., including short narratives (Council of 

Europe 2018, p.55). 

I, therefore, wondered why my students failed to understand a simple joke, an indirect 

request, or even exaggerations in some contexts. It was clear to me that the students in 

the English department could not appropriately understand or make pragmatic use of 

language. Conversely, making culturally appropriate choices when interacting with 

various people may result in more positive experiences, increased motivation, and 

desirable outcomes for students (Siegel, 2016). I also noticed that most of the materials 

taught in the early levels of the English department had a lexico-grammatical focus, and 

the students used a GTM (grammar translation method) in studying the materials in their 

subjects rather than a sociocultural interest (see section 1.3). This might explain why 

students were getting relatively high marks in written exams but failing to format simple 

spoken questions. As a result, I started to be interested in developing the second language 

pragmatics and pragmatic competence of non-native speakers studying English in a non-

English EFL environment. 

Day-to-day communication is not merely an expression of thoughts and ideas, and it goes 

beyond this to reflect the intended meaning of linguistic choices. Thus, when there is a 

difference between the literal and intended meaning of a message, the responsibility is on 

the hearers to infer the intended meaning. A set of principles comes into play in this 

inferring of meaning: the hearer might think about the underlying meaning of the sentence 

by analysing the context and his or her relationship to the speaker. Therefore, in this 
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study, I am interested in developing appropriate spoken pragmatic language choices for 

Saudi learners because, in my opinion, some Saudi EFL classes do not give attention to 

delivering appropriate language choices, instead focusing on grammar, translation, and 

direct language. While these skills are important, it is also important to provide explicit 

instruction to raise non-native speakers’ awareness of pragmatic competence by teaching 

them how to produce and understand appropriate spoken pragmatic choices. Appropriate 

pragmatic language choices are interpreted in this study as choices showing awareness of 

conversational implicatures, maxims and cooperative principles, politeness strategies, 

and the production of speech acts of requests and some awareness of some formulaic 

sequences. These are discussed in more detail in Chapter Two and Three. 

EFL learners in Saudi Arabia need to be aware of appropriate pragmatic language choices 

for various reasons, of which the most important is to gain employment. According to 

Al-Seghayer (2012), Saudi students need to learn English to find jobs, acquire 

knowledge, understand others' cultures, study abroad, and travel worldwide. He argues 

that learning English is necessary as it is regarded globally as the primary language in the 

fields of science and business. As a result, applicants are often required to have a strong 

command of the English language to be considered for a suitable job in Saudi Arabia. 

Also, one of the sustainable development goals in Saudi Arabia is to enhance the quality 

of education. Because it is the language used in teaching most of the subjects in Saudi 

universities, English has become a major component of the educational system in Saudi 

Arabia. Alshahrani and Al-Shehri (2012) state that English is the language of 

communication in many professions, such as medicine, the petroleum sector, and 

aviation. 

Consequently, most Saudi universities use English as the main language for teaching 

subjects such as science, medicine, engineering, health, and other technical subjects. So, 
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in order to learn other subjects, Saudi learners need to master English (Al-Tamimi, 2019). 

Hence, in this research, I have tried to test a method to improve the English learning 

experience for non-native speakers trying to learn English in a non-English environment, 

usually described as EFL, keeping in mind that enhancing appropriate understanding and 

production of English might help EFL students to access education in the mentioned 

fields and thus achieve the fourth goal of the sustainable development goals. The third 

reason is related to the 2030 vision of Saudi Arabia, in which tourism is encouraged 

(Saudi Vision 2030, n.b.). The Vision of 2030 encourages tourism to contribute to Saudi 

Arabia's economy by unlocking new sectors and opening up the Kingdom to the world, 

which creates new economic and educational opportunities for young people in Saudi 

Arabia to help them realise their full potential. English is an international language for 

communication, so fluency in English should be promoted to achieve this vision. McKay 

(2003) notes that English is an international language and the second or third language 

for many speakers worldwide. Thus, my main focus in this study is to see how effective 

explicit instruction is in developing appropriate spoken pragmatic language choices in 

female Saudi EFL students, to help the learners find jobs, learn other subjects that are 

mainly taught in English, and contribute to the 2030 vision. 

1.3. Problems of EFL teaching in Saudi Arabia 

The main problems in teaching English to Saudi EFL students can be summarised into 

four main aspects: i) the dominance of Arabic outside of classrooms; ii) the English 

curriculum in textbooks is about Saudi culture; iii) the prevalence of rote learning; and 

iv) the traditional Grammar Translation Method GTM of teaching (Elyas & Picard, 

2010). These four problems can combine to hinder the development of pragmatic 

competence in EFL Saudi learners. 
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To explain these problems in detail, I am starting with the first issue in EFL Saudi 

learners: limited exposure to English inside and outside the EFL classroom (Alrabai, 2018 

& Ashraf, 2018). Due to the dominant Arabic language, Alharbi (2015) says that most 

Saudi EFL learners lack access to authentic English learning materials to enhance their 

communicative skills outside of the classroom due to the dominant Arabic/first language. 

Khan (2011) believes that teaching English in Saudi Arabia is regarded only as an 

academic subject because most Saudis interact using their native language, Arabic, with 

their family, peers, friends, and classmates, which creates few opportunities for students 

to speak English in daily language usage. Ashraf (2018) argued that teaching in Saudi 

Arabia differs from teaching in the United Kingdom or China. Saudi students belong to 

an age group in which they have an excess of interesting sources on social media, which 

plays a dominating role in distracting their attention from studying. Some may argue that 

students can use their English or learn it from the internet. However, in my opinion, the 

main problem with online exposure is that the internet users in Saudi Arabia can translate 

all the websites into Arabic, which limits their exposure to English. Therefore, it is the 

instructors' primary obligation to create a contemporary learning environment that 

successfully engages their students to be interested in learning an appropriate pragmatic 

language in the classrooms. 

According to Alrabai (2018), another problem that faces Saudi EFL learners is the 

curriculum in the English language teaching textbooks, referred to as English for Saudi 

Arabia, which is provided by the Ministry of Education in Saudi Arabia and is the 

dominant curriculum in many EFL classrooms in Saudi Arabia (e.g., Batra & Nawani 

2010). This curriculum includes three materials: a textbook, a workbook for students, and 

a teaching manual for the teacher; it is specifically designed to reflect the views, 

traditions, values, and practices of the Saudi Arabian community and is comparable at 
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each grade level throughout the country. However, it can be problematic: Al-Seghayer 

(2014) believes that the fact that this curriculum is imposed on all Saudi EFL learners at 

public institutions can deter students from the natural use of English in real-life situations 

because of the design of the lessons, which seem to be more a reflection of the designers' 

perceptions and intuitions rather than students' actual needs, goals, desires, and real-life 

concerns (AlSubahi,1991). 

The third difficulty facing EFL Saudi learners arises from their early years of learning, 

which depends heavily on rote learning: repeating the information until the students 

memorise it. According to Alrashidi and Phan (2015), most learners in Saudi EFL classes 

use memorisation as their only strategy for learning, so they memorise everything they 

learn, including paragraphs, grammar rules, or vocabulary, without necessarily 

understanding their meanings or how to use these forms in other situations. This way of 

learning is encouraged among Saudi EFL learners by language testing at Saudi public 

schools and universities, which almost solely targets memory-based learning. 

Furthermore, most Saudi EFL teaching follows Grammar Translation Method (GTM), 

which applies explicit instruction of L2 grammatical rules and then translates sentences 

from L2 to L1 (Elyas & Picard, 2010; Alkubaidi, 2014; Almutairi, 2008; Alrabai, 2014a; 

Fareh, 2010; Rajab, 2013; Alrabai, 2018, etc.). Many Saudi EFL learners have developed 

inadequate learning techniques because of their extended exposure to the GTM and other 

inefficient teaching methods, such as rote learning (Alkubaidi, 2014; Almutairi, 2008; 

Alrabai, 2014a; Alrabai, 2018). Alshammari (2011) studied the effects of using Arabic in 

teaching English in EFL Saudi classrooms. The results were as follows: 60% of EFL 

Saudi teachers said that using Arabic is vital to shortening the time required for 

instruction. Nearly 69% of these instructors said that they used Arabic to clarify complex 

ideas or explain new grammatical issues to their students in English language lessons. 
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Alhawsawi (2013) and Rabab'ah (2005) explain that the reason for using Arabic in Saudi 

EFL classrooms is either the teachers' lack of English proficiency and confidence or their 

wish to simplify their work. 

Previous studies have established the positive role of explicit pragmatic instruction in 

addressing these problems and directing learners' attention to the target forms in 

developing their pragmatic competence (Rajabia & Azizifara, 2015; Sykes & Cohen, 

2018), while other studies have shown that developing certain pragmatic aspects is not 

automatic (Alcón, 2005; Gholmia & Aghaib, 2012). In this study, I tried to come up with 

and test an explicit instruction method to improve the pragmatic competence of Saudi 

English speakers by making them more aware of the appropriate ways of using pragmatic 

language in EFL setting. 

1.4.The aims of the study 

This research aims to observe the effects of providing explicit instruction in developing 

appropriate spoken pragmatic language choices for Saudi B1 female students in an EFL 

non-English environment. As will be further discussed in Chapter Two and Three, 

pragmatic competence is defined here as communicating while using the target language 

in socially appropriate ways (Bachman, 1990; Thomas, 1983). Also, for this study on 

using language appropriately, “appropriateness” is defined as “the knowledge of the 

conventions of communication in a society, as well as linguistic abilities that enable 

learners to communicate successfully in L2.” (Taguchi, 2006, p.513). 

There are four main aims of the study. The first is to expand the existing research by 

examining the effects of explicit instruction on understanding and producing appropriate 

spoken pragmatic language choices. One of the essential goals is to test the effects of 

explicit instruction on the learning experiences of non-native speakers in the early stages 
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of learning English in EFL. It was noted that non-native students learn indirect language, 

e.g., conversational implicatures, slowly if they have not been explicitly taught how to 

observe these conversational implicatures (Bouton, 1994). Raising the students'  

awareness of the appropriate language choices might improve their learning experience 

in the early stages of learning in a non-English environment. Therefore, L2 instructors 

are encouraged to develop pragmatic competence in their courses in order to improve L2 

learners' pragmatic competence besides enhancing their students' understanding of 

grammar, vocabulary as well as writing, reading, listening and speaking. 

The reason for choosing conversational implicatures, politeness strategies, and requests 

while teaching some formulaic sequences as the main appropriate spoken pragmatic 

choices in this research is to improve non-native speakers' abilities in selecting 

appropriate communicative forms of L2. These concepts include many aspects that can 

improve the pragmatic competence of non-native speakers. Understanding 

conversational implicatures, for instance, requires thinking about the literal and non-

literal meaning of the utterance while considering the relationship between the 

participants in a certain conversation as well as the context, the role, and the power of the 

interlocutors, which incorporates thinking about the appropriate politeness strategy, 

which leads to choosing one of the speech acts. It also includes direct, conventionally 

indirect (using a positive politeness strategy), non-conventionally indirect (hinting), 

internal and external modification devices. Also, knowing when and how to use formulaic 

expressions and how to use them correctly in different situations can help learners 

understand the meaning behind them and give them ready-to-use sentences that help them 

respond to certain situations in the right way, as I will cover in Chapter Two and Three. 

A second aim of the study is to employ technology in collecting the data in teaching and 

testing, using a virtual role-play as data-collection tool that has not been used in EFL 
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Saudi classrooms, which is Computer Animated Production Task (CAPT), that was 

introduced by Halenko (2013). I used computer animation characters to evaluate and 

enhance second language learners' perception and production of appropriate  spoken 

pragmatic language forms. It is a way to bring semi-authentic contexts (materials that 

were created based on original language materials but adapted to fit curricular needs) to 

the classrooms. Thus, the goal of the study is to fill a gap in research by using technology 

to teach and test the right pragmatic choices in language. 

Another aim of the study is to fill the gap in the previous studies in the Saudi context, 

where they reported a lack of using a control group, so the students' results were 

compared to native speakers. What is interesting in this study is that I included a control 

group to compare having instruction versus exposure which is rarely applied in this 

contest. I evaluated the appropriate answers by hiring two native English speakers to 

achieve the study's goal. The final aim of the study is to set a delayed test in order to 

measure the long-term effects of explicit instruction for a short intervention period (ten 

hours). I will further discuss these aims in section 1.6 and 3.9. 

In searching these four aims, I can fill the previous EFL Saudi studies gap by introducing 

the current study. In the next section, I will offer the research questions.   

1.5.Research questions and goals 

The present study was carried out to fill the gap in the previous studies, which did not 

research the effect of providing explicit instruction to comprehend  and produce the 

appropriate spoken pragmatic language choices to develop pragmatic competence, 

specifically concerning Arab female Saudi speakers studying in Saudi Arabia (a non-

English environment) at B1 level. This research also aimed to use technology to improve 

the spoken production and understanding of non-native students in non-native English-
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speaking countries. I also included a control group and set a delayed test to see the effects 

of explicit instruction against exposure over time. The following research questions (RQ) 

were therefore formulated: 

1. How effective is explicit instruction in developing the production of 

appropriate spoken pragmatic language choices in Saudi English female 

learners at a Saudi higher education institution in the short- and long-term? 

(RQ1) 

2.  How effective is explicit instruction in developing the recognition of 

appropriate spoken pragmatic language choices in Saudi English female 

learners at a Saudi higher education institution in the short- and long-term? 

(RQ2) 

The specific research goals (RG) were the following: 

• To investigate the effectiveness of a ten-hour explicit instructional period 

for developing pragmatic competence in producing appropriate pragmatic 

language choices amongst Saudi female English learners at a Saudi 

university in the short- and long-term (RG1). 

• To investigate the effectiveness of a ten-hour explicit instructional period 

for developing pragmatic competence in recognising appropriate 

pragmatic language choices amongst Saudi female English learners at a 

Saudi university in the short-and long-term (RG2). 

Two groups of non-native speakers of EFL (CEFR B1) were divided into experimental 

and control groups and were compared at three different stages; before giving the 

experimental group explicit instruction on how to be aware of appropriate pragmatic 

language choices to develop their pragmatic competence (a pre-test), then immediately 

after giving the experimental group the instruction (a post-test), and after a month of 
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providing the instruction (delayed test). The experimental group participants were trained 

before taking the post-test, while the other group remind free of any intervention, so they 

acted as the control group. An oral Computer-Animated Production Task CAPT was used 

teaching and testing, and then a quantitative and qualitative analysis of the results was 

applied. This methodology is discussed in more detail in Chapter Five and Six. 

1.6.Original contribution 

This study's original contribution is that it contains a unique combination of the 

understanding of conversational implicatures by designing a recognition task along with 

designing a production task to produce direct, conventionally indirect, non-

conventionally indirect, internal, and external modification devices for requests and 

formulaic sequences focused on high/low size of impositions by introducing EFL 

students to the mentioned strategies along with politeness strategies. I designed this study 

to fill the gap in most available studies, which only focus on testing and analysing L2 

learners' knowledge of speech acts, such as in requests and suggestions structures. 

However, pragmatic competence develops beyond these structures and includes more 

significant issues such as conversational implicatures and politeness strategies.  

Furthermore, from a methodological perspective, previous studies in the Saudi context 

suffer from some commonly reported limitations, such as a lack of a control group and 

delayed post-test evaluation (see section 3.8). In order to mitigate these disadvantages 

and increase the range of research in the field of pragmatics, this study aimed to 

investigate the effects of explicit instruction on the comprehension and production of 

appropriate pragmatic language choices among a sample of CEFR B1 level Saudi female 

EFL learners using two groups and three different times. Additionally, most of the 

previous studies in the same context were interested in B2 level students, while this study 

aimed to investigate the appropriacy of learners with lower proficiency in  foreign 
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language setting at B1 proficiency level. In the same line, most of the EFL Saudi studies 

compared the students' progress to other native speakers. However, this study compares 

the students' progress to the exposure and evaluates the students' progress using native-

speaker raters. Finally, and most importantly, to my knowledge, no other study in the 

Saudi EFL context used a virtual Role-Play instrument; CAPT as a tool for collecting the 

data. This study will be the first to use this virtual tool in the Saudi context to teach and 

test the participants. 

1.7.Outline of the thesis  

This introductory chapter is followed by theoretical background of the study (Chapter 

Two). Then Chapter Three offers a literature review covers the main concepts of the 

current study. (Chapter Four) describes a test of the methodology in a pilot study, 

followed by a full explanation of the research methodology in Chapter Five. Chapter Six 

discusses the quantitative data and qualitative data and reviews the results of the 

production and recognition tasks. In Chapter Seven, I present the discussion to answer 

the research questions. Finally, Chapter Eight discusses the original contribution of the 

research, the recommendations and limitations, and suggestions for future adaptations.   
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Chapter Two: Theoretical background to language learning  

2.1. Outline of the chapter  

This chapter provides the principles and concepts primarily connected to pragmatic -

focused language that support the current thesis. Section 2.2 provides some theoretical 

background on language learning. Section 2.3 focuses on pragmatics and SLA to enable 

a better understanding of the current study.  

2.2. Theoretical background to language learning 

In this section, I start by giving an overview of communicative competence. Hymes 

(1972) was the first sociolinguist to present the theory of communicative competence in 

first language (L1) acquisition in an essay where he argued for a linguistic theory which 

could focus on "the capacities of persons, the organisation of verbal means for socially 

defined purposes, and the sensitivity of rules to situations" (p. 292). According to Hymes, 

communicative competence includes the communicative ability demonstrated by 

language users when combining their linguistic knowledge, such as syntax, semantics, 

and phonology, with their social awareness of the appropriate ways of using certain 

utterances in certain situations. For example, when your friend closes the window in 

response to your statement, "It’s a cold day," or when s/he replies, "There’s a shop on the 

corner," when you say, "We’re out of coffee!" 

The term "communicative competence" was coined by Hymes to challenge Chomsky’s  

(1965) view, which separated linguistic competence and performance. Hymes, who was 

interested in first language acquisition, stated that it is impossible to separate competence 

from performance, as Chomsky suggested, and asserted that linguistic competence should 

be recognised as a part of communicative competence, which is a combination of 

competence and performance. That is mainly because the use of language is impossible 
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without knowing the forms (grammatical knowledge), as well as how and when they are 

used (social knowledge), so that learners develop the underlying system of the language, 

i.e., linguistic competence, along with other elements of language required for successful 

communication, i.e., communicative competence as referred to by Hymes (1972). 

Ellis (1991) linked Hymes’s example of L1 acquisition to second language (L2) 

acquisition by arguing that learners of L2 must merge the knowledge of grammatical 

rules in the target language with what is suitable to use in their real-life conversations. 

Thus, it is not enough for L2 learners to learn only grammatical rules; rather, to gain 

communicative competence, L2 learners must be able to combine their linguistic 

knowledge with what is appropriate to use in a particular situation. So, the argument here 

is that in order for language users to show their communicative competence, they should 

link their declarative knowledge (the knowledge about the language) to their procedural 

knowledge (the ability to use it). The distinction between declarative and procedural is 

discussed further in a later section 3.4. 

Along the same lines, Canale and Swain (1980), Canale (1983), Bachman (1990), and 

Bachman and Palmer (1996) tried to illustrate the primary elements of communicative 

competence in second language acquisition (SLA). Canale and Swain (1980) focused on 

the ability of L2 users to develop communicative competence rather than focusing merely 

on L1 acquisition; Hymes did not pay much attention to L2 acquisition. Canale and 

Swain's model was also the first to explain specific parts of the idea of communicative 

competence and try to figure out what those parts were. 

According to Canale and Swain (1980), the term "grammatical competence" as defined 

by Hymes was not clear enough and needed more explanation in relation to L2 language 

users, but their view of communicative competence is similar to Hymes. They practically 
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viewed communicative competence as "the interaction between grammatical 

competence: knowledge of the rules of grammar; and sociolinguistic competence: 

knowledge of the rules of language use" (1980:6). Figure 2.1 is an illustration of 

communicative competence according to Canale and Swain (1980): 

  

However, Canale (1983) tried to define communicative competence as the underlying 

systems of knowledge and skills needed for communication, or, as he described it, the 

knowledge that can be performed or can be employed in actual contact. Hence, Canale 

shifted from Chomsky's knowledge-oriented approach to a more skill-oriented system. 

According to Canale, if the learners had ‘knowledge’, they should be able to apply it in 

authentic situations (Canale, 1983). In other words, for new learners to be successful 

users of a second language, they should merge their knowledge with the application of 

this knowledge in authentic situations. Figure 2.2 shows a representation of 

communicative competence according to Canale (1983): 
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Figure 2.1: Communicative competence theory, according to Canale and Swain (1980) 

Figure 2.2: Communicative competence according to Canale (1983) 
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Despite this development of frameworks and theories of communicative competence, 

scholars such as Canale and Swain (1980) and Canale (1983) did not present pragmatic 

competence explicitly but included appropriacy in sociolinguistic competence. Bachman 

and Palmer (1982) and then Bachman (1990) were the first authors to talk about 

pragmatic competence in a clear way. 

Bachman (1990) also presented a theory of language ability. He noted that knowledge is 

divided into two components: organisational knowledge and pragmatical knowledge. 

These two components are complementary to each other in achieving communicatively 

effective language use. See figure 2.3 below: 
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In Bachman and Palmer’s (1982) model, organisational knowledge includes abilities 

related to control over formal language structures, such as grammatical and textual 

knowledge. On the other hand, pragmatic knowledge reveals the ability to produce and 

interpret discourse. It contains two areas of knowledge. The first is the knowledge of 

pragmatic conventions for representing adequate language functions and understanding 

the illocutionary power of utterances or discourse (functional/illocutionary knowledge). 

Hence, Bachman (1990) defined sociolinguistic competence as the conventions for 

creating and interpreting language utterances appropriate in a context of language use 

with interlocutors to express certain language functions or personal wants and needs.   

Respecting the theories presented above, I will adopt Jones’s et al.'s (2018) definition of 

communicative competence, which defines it as follows: 

 “1. Linguistic competence is the ability to practice language efficiently. 

The language in this context includes lexis, grammar, lexico-grammar, and 

phonology. 
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Figure 2.3: Bachman’s (1990, p. 87) components of language ability  
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2. Strategic competence refers to the capacity to correct mistakes while 

interacting and how to obtain appropriate reactions (verbal and non-

verbal) in conversations.  

3. Discourse competence refers to building and connecting language over 

lengthened conversational shifts. 

4. Pragmatic competence is concerned with appropriately applying 

language in sociolinguistic contexts” (Jones et al., 2018, pp. 14–15).” 

The concept of communicative competence influenced the view of second 

language learning, which caused a shift from focusing on merely the acquisition 

of grammatical forms to the knowledge of the use of forms in social contexts. As 

mentioned above, communicative competence combines forms with an 

understanding of "social" rules for using these forms. It is an appropriate 

companion to declarative knowledge (what you know about the language) and 

procedural knowledge (how you use your language in real-life situations) (see 

section 3.4.). Applied to the context of the non-native learner of English in a non-

English environment, it also shows the capacity to connect what is received in a 

classroom with the real-life context. Thus, by taking Hymes’ understanding of a 

competent language user and applying it to L2, we can say that a competent 

language user can appropriately apply the language in real-life situations. For 

example, when asked, "Has the guest arrived?" a competent language user may 

reply, "I see a car in the driveway." 

Many researchers have pointed out that knowledge of a foreign language is 

essential, but what matters is its application in real life (Lewis, 2012). This implies 

that knowing how to use the second language in real-life situations is more 
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important than just knowing the rules of this language. It is believed that a lack of 

knowledge of appropriate applications can explain why some learners with a high 

degree of expertise in a specific field may not be successful users of their 

knowledge in an authentic situation and vice versa. For instance, in my workplace, 

I met an Arab lecturer in the physics department who had a PhD in her field from 

the United States of America. However, she failed to communicate in English with 

an English friend during a casual meeting, and she was unable to reply to simple 

questions in English, about her children and talk about her favourite restaurants. 

Kecskes (2000) argues that language learners of "high grammatical proficiency 

will not necessarily show concomitant pragmatic skills" (p. 145), and Thomas 

(1983) said that "although grammatical errors may reveal a learner to be a less 

than proficient language user, pragmatic mistakes reflect badly on him or her as a 

person" (p. 97). 

Pragmatic competence is one of the many abilities that fall under the umbrella of 

communicative competence, and this term is frequently used in the field of second 

and foreign language acquisition and teaching. The notion of pragmatic 

competence was early defined by Chomsky (1980) as the "knowledge of 

conditions and manner of appropriate use (of the language), in conformity with 

various purposes" (p.224). Grammatical competence, in Chomskyan terms, "the 

knowledge of form and meaning," was seen as a counterpoint to this concept. 

Canale and Swain (1980) incorporated pragmatic competence into their model of 

communicative competence in a more contextualised manner. Pragmatism and 

sociolinguistic competence were identified in this model and defined as the ability 

to use appropriate language in a given context (Canale & Swain, 1980; Canale, 

1983). It was later clarified by Canale (1988) to include "illocutionary 
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competence, or the ability to perform acceptable language functions in a given 

context, and sociolinguistic competence, or knowledge of the sociolinguistic 

conventions necessary to perform language functions appropriately in a given 

context" (p.90). 

In Bachman's (1990) model of language competence, the pragmatic competence 

component is the main interest, incorporating the ability to use the language to 

express a wide range of functions and interpret their illocutionary force according 

to discourse context. Rose (1999) proposes a practical definition of pragmatic 

competence, which has been widely accepted by researchers in interlanguage 

pragmatic ILP (see 2.3.2). His definition of the term "pragmalinguistics" is "the 

study of how to make effective use of available linguistic resources within the 

context of a given social group, strategies like directness and indirectness, 

routines, and a wide range of linguistic forms that can intensify or soften 

communicative acts" are all part of pragmalinguistics" (p.1). On the other hand, 

sociopragmatics refers to the social perceptions of communicative actions. Kasper 

and Rose (2002) claim that pragmalinguistic knowledge is based on the shaping 

of form and meaning as well as force and context, which may be obliga tory 

whether routines are used or not. To be aware of pragmalinguistics, one must have 

three qualities: 1) the ability to use language for different purposes; 2) an 

understanding of the rules by which utterances come together to create discourse; 

and 3) command of the rules by which utterances can get past the language and 

understand the speaker's real intentions. 

Despite the positive role of developing pragmatic competence in EFL classrooms 

found in many studies (e.g., Halenko, 2017), raising the awareness  of 

pragmatically appropriate language choices is rarely discussed in the Saudi EFL 



DEVELOPING APPROPRIATE PRAGMATIC LANGUAGE CHOICES                                                      33 
 

context. Studies have suggested that developing pragmatic competence is difficult 

and needs specific attention to certain aspects (Cohen, 2008). Taguchi (2019) tried 

to explain why developing pragmatic competency in L2 pragmatics might be 

challenging for non-native speakers. One of the reasons is that developing 

pragmatic competence is a long-term process affected by L1 pragmatics, L2 

proficiency level, the understanding of the social practices, the norms, the context 

of language and experience in the target community. Adult learners face many 

challenges in trying to develop their pragmatic competence. One of these is that 

they already have pragmatic competence in their first language, so they have some 

basis of it, but may not be able to judge if their L1 pragmatic competence can be 

applied appropriately in their L2. Bialystok (1993) claimed that L2 learners must 

expand their new understanding of the forms above their pre-existing pragmatic 

illustrations while re-learning new relationships between linguistic forms and 

social contexts. 

In L1, we develop pragmatic competence, or knowledge about how to use our 

native language appropriately over time. It is not normally something we are 

conscious of. However, sometimes the underlying meanings are different 

depending on the culture and the norm in the L1 context, which creates 

inappropriate use of the forms in L2. Kecskes (2015) says that pragmatic 

competence in L1 performs corrections, improvements, and supplements to L2 

pragmatic skills. Pragmatic competence is developed in the first language through 

language socialisation, so language is developed alongside social progress in the 

first language. Thus, it is challenging to change pre-existing sociopragmatic 

standards and conventions related to appropriateness in L1 that have been 

developed over a long time. So, more exposure to a new language and culture is 
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not enough to improve pragmatic competence in L2, because developing 

pragmatic competence requires a long time and much attention. Acquiring the 

norms and culture of L2 requires conscious actions by the language learner to 

receive and develop them. 

The second difficulty that L2 learners encounter in developing pragmatic 

competence is the sociocultural nature of pragmatics. Wolfson (1989) states that 

non-native speakers who are trying to develop their pragmatic competence cannot 

judge some situations because they are unable to observe the degree of familiarity, 

formality, or relationship between the participants by just looking at a specific 

conversation. According to Kecskes (2015), as mentioned above, pragmatic 

competence is developed in the first language through language socialisation, so 

language and social progress in the first language develop simultaneously. The 

case is different when trying to develop a second language. Pragmatic abilities in 

the second language are adjustments, corrections, and supplements to the already 

existing first language pragmatic competence. Learners require various linguistic 

sources and the knowledge of how to assess utterance meaning in L2. They also 

need to choose relevant sources and apply them efficiently in authentic 

communication in order to have pragmatic competence (Bardovi-Harlig, 2001; 

Kasper & Rose, 2002; Thomas, 2014). 

A number of second language studies have investigated the ability to understand 

speakers' intentions in producing specific sentences without expressing the 

intended meaning explicitly (Bouton, 1999; Bouton, 1992, 1994; Carrell, 1984; 

Cook & Liddicoat, 2002; Garcia, 2004; Kasper, 1984; Schmidt, 1993; Taguchi, 

2003, 2005, 2007, 2008, 2015; Taguchi, Li, & Liu, 2013; Taguchi & Yamaguchi, 

2019). These researchers concluded that learners need to depend on the levels of 
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hidden indirectness in the statements and their general knowledge of the target 

language L2 to understand implied meanings successfully, which shows the 

important role of explicit instruction in developing the awareness of pragmatic 

competence. 

Despite the positive role of intervention in solving the proposed problem, it is not 

easy to decide what to teach (see 3.6). The researchers should select the 

appropriate L2 norm in the second language setting within various social classes, 

genders, and ages (Kasper, 2000). Second, as highlighted above, research has 

shown that developing pragmatic knowledge is a long process, specifically 

without instruction. It is believed that L2 speakers can achieve their 

communicative goals without using complex or accurate language (e.g., Kuiken, 

Vedder & Gilabert, 2010; Revesz, Ekiert & Torgersen, 2014). 

For the reasons above, this thesis adopts a standpoint of testing how effective it is 

providing explicit instruction on developing the appropriate understanding and 

production of conversational implicatures, direct and indirect request speech acts, 

along with using and understanding politeness strategies, in addition to focusing 

on specific formulaic sequences. In the next section, I talk about pragmatics and 

language learning and teaching. 

2.3. Introduction to pragmatics and language learning and teaching 

For many EFL students, the ability to speak naturally and appropriately with others in a 

variety of contexts is a vital goal (Siegel, 2016). Since speaking is associated with 

interpersonal interaction and the use of language to accomplish goals (e.g., ordering food, 

making friends, and requesting favours), it is critical in developing the pragmatic 

competence of L2 students to improve their appropriate pragmatic language choices 
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(Culpeper & Kytö, 2000). EFL learners should be aware of the different linguistic and 

strategic options accessible to them in a variety of situations. Pragmatic competence 

reflects the ability to use complex forms of language, appropriate for the language users 

and context of utterance (Taguchi, 2015). 

Appropriate pragmatic language choices are necessary based on the nature of the 

speakers' relationship, including the length of  connection. Additionally, the expectations 

and desired outcomes of a conversation may influence the linguistic and strategic choices 

made regarding what to say. When using L2, pragmatic competency is realised by one's 

ability to account for and adapt to a variety of expected situations. So, according to 

Taguchi (2015), pragmatic competence emphasises speaker-hearer interaction in a 

sociocultural framework, suggesting that pragmatic competence corresponds to one's 

knowledge of linguistics, norms, and social conventions, as well as the capacity to apply 

this knowledge based on "socially-bound" interactions (p.1). Hence, having grammatical 

knowledge alone is not enough to be a competent language user: L2 learners also need 

the acquisition of functional and sociolinguistic control of language. For example, when 

asking someone for help, learners need adequate procedural knowledge of how to enact 

the request by considering its acceptability in light of the overall social context, the 

specific situation, the kind of help they need, and the person from whom they are asking 

for help (see sections 3.2 and 3.3). The importance of social aspects of interaction is 

echoed by many researchers, who argue that successful communication in L2 requires 

developed pragmatic competence (Bardovi-Harlig, 2001; Kasper & Rose, 2003; Rose, 

2005; Ren, 2018; Alsuhaibani, 2022). The next sections explain pragmatic competence 

(2.3.1.), second language pragmatics and ILP (2.3.2.), the cultural impact on learners 

(2.3.3.). 
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2.3.1. Pragmatic competence 

Developing pragmatic competence is an essential aspect of communicative proficiency 

and is now considered an important area in second language acquisition, including the 

knowledge of pragmatic meaning (Fernández Guerra & Martínez Flor, 2003). In order to 

show the development of pragmatic awareness, learners are required to understand the 

meaning on two levels: the utterance’s literal meaning and the speakers’ purpose behind 

uttering the words (Thomas, 1995). From a pragmatic viewpoint, the hearer should 

understand what the speaker planned to achieve by uttering a sentence in order to 

understand the speaker's intended meaning successfully, and whether the speaker delivers 

the meaning explicitly or implicitly. 

Speakers perform various communicative decisions, both verbal (linguistic content) and 

non-verbal (paralinguistic cues such as gestures), which they perform for strategic 

purposes. The speaker’s choices may not always be clear to the hearer precisely because 

the meaning is not always explicit. Therefore, it is an essential part of a hearer’s pragmatic 

competence to understand the speaker’s purpose in different implicit and explicit forms 

and to make correct assumptions about a speaker’s communicative intention, which is the 

intended meaning of the utterance (Taguchi, 2005). An everyday example of this is the 

interrogative greeting, "How are you today?" In a context where the speaker and hearer 

are strangers, such as at a store’s payment counter, this question is not intended to elicit 

a detailed account of how the hearer has actually been feeling. Knowing this and replying 

appropriately with a nod or a brief non-committal response requires pragmatic 

competence on the part of the hearer. 

Thus, pragmatic competence covers both pragmalinguistic competence, which explicitly 

refer to the linguistic knowledge of forms and speaking procedures for proper language 

usage, and sociopragmatic competence, which refers to understanding the social 
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requirements dictating language use (Rose, 1999). Leech (1983) differentiates between 

sociopragmatic and pragmalinguistic knowledge. Sociopragmatic knowledge includes 

knowledge of the social rules of language use, such as appropriateness, the meaning of 

situational and interlocutor factors, and social conventions and taboos. Pragmalinguistic 

knowledge encompasses the linguistic tools required to implement speech intentions and 

relies heavily on general knowledge of the target language. According to Roever (2009), 

both aspects of pragmatic knowledge must be developed and accurately matched to one 

another. If a language user has the sociopragmatic knowledge to recognise that a polite 

request is required in a given situation but lacks the pragmalinguistic knowledge of 

modals, interrogatives, and conventionalised formulae to utter it, pragmatic failure is 

likely to occur. Conversely, if a language user has a command of pragmalinguistic tools 

but is unaware of sociopragmatic usage rules, she or he may produce well-formed 

sentences that are so non-conventional that they are inexplicable or have different 

consequences. Thus, in the process of developing pragmatic competence, learners need 

pragmatic knowledge, which includes a variety of characteristics involving linguistic 

knowledge, the ability to use the cooperative principles and their maxims, some 

knowledge of politeness strategies and speech acts, along with the rules of language use 

and sociocultural standards of communication, these characteristics will be examined 

further in this chapter. 

Some elements in the development of pragmatic competence are connected to intentional 

learning. For example, learners are required to understand indirect statements in order to 

identify the vocabulary and grammar of the sentences along with the culturally specific 

usages, customs, and rules of pragmatic language use attached to the statements. In 

relation to how to respond to a compliment, for instance, the speaker needs to be aware 

of the cultural boundaries that are directly related to the specific setting (Shahsavari, 
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Alimohammadi, & Rasekh, 2014). For example, in Saudi culture, giving a compliment 

can be used as an introduction to criticism, while the usage might differ in other cultures. 

As previously mentioned in 2.2, Bialystok (1990, 1993) argued that adult L2 learners 

already have developed pragmatic competence such as the ability to produce and 

understand speech acts and conversational implicatures in their native language, so in 

their L1 they identify their thoughts and understand an indirect meaning. However, the 

difficulty for adult non-native speakers is in determining how to form proper functions 

related to L2. So, they are required to learn new phrases and rules, as well as the social 

status and settings in which they occur. Therefore, developing pragmatic as well as 

linguistic competencies demands conscious learning. Using the earlier example of the 

interrogative greeting "How are you?" in British culture, asking this to a friend is 

considered a phatic expression, so the hearer should not provide any further details, while 

in French culture, it is a real question and it would be considered rude if the person only 

replied, "I am fine." For a non-native speaker, this difference might be challenging 

because it is assumed that French and British English carry the same underlying meanings 

(Paltridge, 2012). 

On the other hand, other knowledge aside, linguistic, and pragmatic knowledge are easier 

to be carried over from L1. For example, Sperber and Wilson (1986) claim that the 

relevance assumption is essential in human communication, so it exists in both L1 and 

L2 processing (p. 697). In addition, when patterns and customs are shared between L1 

and L2, if learners have adequate linguistic knowledge to understand the statements, 

meaning could be interpreted almost automatically. According to these arguments, 

accuracy in developing pragmatic competence is regarded as the underlying knowledge 

that is either recently learned in L2 or carried over from L1. Conversely, the rate of 

developing pragmatic competence is a feature of overall skill performance. It implies that 
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the knowledge of principles becomes procedural through comprehensive training and 

performance, and that learners have acquired adequate and rapid control over the 

knowledge (Bialystok, 1990; Cook & Liddicoat, 2002; Garcia, 2004; Holtgraves, 2007; 

Taguchi, 2003, 2007). 

Nevertheless, it has been demonstrated that grammatical and pragmatic competence do 

not always coincide, it is unknown to what extent grammatical competence limits the 

learner's value of the input (Bardovi-Harlig, 1999; Bardovi-Harlig & Hartford, 1990; 

House, 1996; Olshtain & Blum-Kulka, 1985). Proficiency appears to have little effect on 

pragmatic competence and performance, as the strategies employed by intermediate and 

advanced learners were found to be similar (Kasper & Schmidt, 1996). Even though the 

subsequently published studies have not included low proficiency learners (Kasper, 1996; 

Kasper & Schmidt, 1996; Kasper & Rose, 1999; Rose & Kasper, 2001), Rose and Kasper 

(2001) speculate that beginner language learners may be unable to use certain strategies 

due to a lack of linguistic knowledge. 

The development of pragmatics and grammar has been linked in two ways. One holds 

that L2 speakers cannot develop pragmatic competence without a command of the 

grammatical structures expected by native speakers, while the other hold is that learners 

can manage to be pragmatically appropriate without having command over grammar. It 

is a mistake to assume that adults who are learning a second language (L2) or a foreign 

language (FL) are unable to transfer their L1 pragmatic competence to their new 

language. L2 and EFL learners are able to distinguish between ordinary and 

institutionalised speech; recognise conversational implicature as well as politeness 

conventions; distinguish between speaking and writing as well as specific communicative 

acts; and identify major realisation strategies for communicative acts and routine 

formulae for managing recurrence. Kasper and Rose (2002) state that this ability to notice 
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sociopragmatic variability and make linguistic choices accordingly allows speakers to 

recognise the role of discourse in the construction of social identities and relationships 

through universal pragmatic competence. A grammatical competence is not required for 

pragmatic development, according to Bardovi-Harlig (1999, 2001), who shows advanced 

L2 learners using perfect target language (TL) grammar in a pragmatically non-target-

like manner. 

A grammatical structure or element can be demonstrated, but it is not used to express or 

modify illocutionary force by learners (Salsbury & Bardovi-Harlig, 2001; Takahashi, 

1996). Learning to express pragmatic functions that are not conventional in the target 

language requires understanding and using grammar structures (Bodman & Eisentein, 

1988; Takahashi & Beebe, 1993). Pragmalinguistic form-function mapping is put to non-

target-like sociopragmatic use by learners who demonstrate knowledge of the 

grammatical structure and its pragmalinguistic functions (Bardovi-Harlig & Hartford, 

1991; Scarcella, 1979; Kasper & Rose, 2002). Studies like Schmidt's (1993) study on 

pragmatic and interactional competence show that a restricted interlanguage grammar 

does not necessarily prevent language learners from developing pragmatic and 

interactional competence, especially when they are acculturated to the target language 

community. 

Pragmatic competence involves using the language with flexibility and thus having better 

social conversations. The pragmatic competence of an L2 learner would also have some 

influence from L1, making it complex for learners to understand L2. The influence of L1 

is reflected in using inappropriate forms of L2, and teachers use several techniques to 

overcome these pragmatic failures. In order to overcome the challenges resulting from 

the learners’ undeveloped pragmatic competence, which leads to poor language delivery 

and the use of inappropriate forms in different situations, EFL classes should explicitly 
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raise the awareness of the appropriate use of conversational implicatures, speech acts, 

and politeness strategies in L2. The application of these techniques in EFL classes could 

effectively improve the usage of L2. 

Al-Qahtani (2020) argues that there is a need to incorporate pragmatic competence 

training into daily classroom activities and focus on the L2 abilities of speaking, listening, 

reading, and writing. EFL students create their own L1 pragmatic perspective mostly 

through their parents, friends, and the social setting in which they live. They have already 

developed pragmatic competence in instructions, requests, apologising, and o ther sorts 

of speech actions when they approach their English lessons and interact with their English 

professors, but only within L1. The conflict arises when L2 pragmatic features are 

applied, causing uncertainty in terms of incorrect responses and inappropriate pragmatic 

failure in daily interactions. 

Thus, raising the awareness of appropriate language choices to develop pragmatic 

competence is challenging because it involves three primary aspects to consider before 

designing the materials. The first one is Grice's maxims: quality, quantity, relation, and 

manner. Grice’s cooperative principles and their maxim help individuals in deriving their 

conversations effectively (see 3.2.1.). The second way to improve appropriate language 

choices is through the understanding of politeness strategies because they involve 

interactions that save the speaker’s face in a conversation. It can show how to use 

appropriate techniques in deciding the strategies, such as the size of imposition, power, 

and the interlocutor's role in a conversation. It links conversational implicatures and their 

indirect meanings with speech acts and shows when to use the direct forms appropriately 

and when to use them (see section 3.2.2.). The third important theory is speech acts. In 

learning how to apply speech acts, L2 learners can form appropriate pragmatic language 

(see section 3.2.3.). In this study, I was specifically interested in direct and indirect 
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requests, which I think are very important as most learners tend to be direct in using their 

L2 in all contexts (Al Masaeed, Waugh & Burns 2018). 

The challenges in developing pragmatic competence are rarely discussed in the Saudi 

context. As such studies are conducted with a smaller number of students, results can 

often not be made as a conclusive decision to implement further in real-time studies. 

Moreover, developing pragmatic competence would differ from one language to another, 

and the necessary techniques used to improve pragmatic competence would not be 

strongly related. For example, this study is based on Saudi Arabian students who learn 

English as their L2, and the implications of the native language would have some 

interlanguage effect on their L2. So, in a study based on other language learners, 

especially when the experiments are subjected to a smaller number of participants, the 

students' appropriacy of pragmatic language choices could be raised in different ways 

depending on the needs of the students in a particular culture. 

Hence, I decided to raise awareness of these pragmatic language choices that are needed 

to appropriately respond to the six scenarios in the production task and the other six in 

the recognition task. Moreover, understanding the linguistic competence, pragmatic 

competence, and sociopragmatic competence of a specific scenario helps learners to 

comprehend the same aspects in other scenarios. So, using limited scenarios while 

teaching to create awareness about linguistic and pragmatic competence becomes 

necessary. On apologising strategies, Al Masaeed, Waugh, and Burns (2018) used limited 

scenarios for L2 learners to improve their ability and use of their L2 language. Using 

limited scenarios would encourage the learners to learn to use the L2 effectively and 

could reduce the complexity and difficulties in learning the L2. 
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Having introduced pragmatic competence, in the next section I move to explain what I 

mean by second language pragmatics and interlanguage pragmatics. 

2.3.2. Interlanguage pragmatics 

In this study, I am trying to find the interlanguage gap in the students’ language in order 

to explicitly provide instruction on what they need to develop. When we talk about 

pragmatic competence in L2, we have to talk about second language pragmatics, which 

is also known as interlanguage pragmatics (ILPs). Interlanguage pragmatics is a subfield 

of second language acquisition (SLA) that has been defined as the area of study which 

can conjoin two broader fields: a) second language acquisition and b) pragmatics 

(Taguchi (2019). 

In my study, the concept of "interlanguage" is important to show the effects of the first 

language on the second language, which produce "a separate linguistic system." The 

American linguist Larry Selinker coined the term "interlanguage" (IL) in 1972 to refer to 

"a separate linguistic system" resulting from "the learner’s attempted production of a 

target language norm". It is the linguistic system demonstrated when an adult second 

language learner seeks to communicate meanings in the language being studied. 

Interlanguage is considered a distinct linguistic system, distinct from both the learner's 

"native language" (NL) and the target language TL being acquired but connected to both 

the NL and TL through the learner's interlingual identifications (P. 210). I wrote the next 

example to show what I mean about interlanguage in this study. The example illustrates 

a conversation between a Saudi student and a British tutor: 

Saudi student: Thank you for explaining this to me. 

The tutor: Don’t mention it! 

Saudi student: OK, I will not tell the other students! 

The tutor: No, I mean, it is my job! 
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From a linguistic perspective, I can say that the sentences in this example are correct. 

However, the misunderstanding comes from failing to understand the underlying 

meaning. 

Selinker (1972) described the influence of interlanguage pragmatics on the language 

produced by the learners. He agreed first that the influence of the first language on the 

second language is acceptable sometimes because languages are transferable, especially 

the rules of conversation and politeness strategies. Second, learners usually 

overgeneralise the rules of the target language, so they might use one rule to apply to all 

the situations, such as saying please before ordering. Also, these learners convey their 

training exactly as they learnt it in the classroom, so they generalise all the aspects and 

rules they learn in their EFL classes. The final point is that learning a second language 

requires both tactics: the procedure of learning to recognise the strategies to master the 

materials in the second language and the methods of communication in order to be able 

to communicate with other native speakers of the target language. 

Nowadays, research on SLA have paid greater attention to interlanguage pragmatics 

(ILPs), as L2 learners. Even those with high proficiency, frequently face difficulties in 

their communication due to their lack of pragmatic competence. Research demonstrates 

that L2 learners' pragmatic failures are perceived to be more undesirable than th eir 

linguistic errors by English native-speakers (Blum-Kulka, 1997). In fact, the history of 

ILP research in SLA dates to no earlier than the late 1970s (Kasper, 1992). Cai & Wang 

(2013) believe that studies have questioned the fact that research on interlanguage 

pragmatics has concentrated mostly on comparing the differences between L2 learners' 

production of speech acts and those of native speakers, with few studies focusing on the 

acquisition and development of ILPs (Bardovi-Harlig, 1996; Kasper, 1992; Kasper & 

Schmidt, 1996; Kasper & Rose, 2002; Daives & Tyler, 2005). 
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Therefore, in this study, I am reviewing some recent studies that show the interlanguage 

effect on the second language and how these studies can help in forming the scope of the 

current study in table 2.1. 

Research study Outcomes 

Caldero and Sun 

(2021) 

A study on web chat and email conversations. The results showed that poor 

English pragmatic awareness and the transfer of polite requests from L1 to L2 

may show the learners as impolite while using their L2. 

Mohammad and 

Ahmed (2021) 

The study concluded that the participants faced pragmatic failures where there 

was a need to show a negative face. They also failed to identify appropriate 

politeness strategies in the context of the cultural orientation of English. 

Siddiqa and 

Whyte (2021) 

The study examined the meta-pragmatic input of understanding ILPs at French 

secondary schools. The study found that the gap between academic research and 

implementing the same classroom pedagogy was challenging for the teachers. 

Ashraf and Ali 

(2021) 

In a study with Pakistani English as a Second Language (ESL) students, failure in 

pragmatics was linked to bad pragmatics instruction. 

Shleykina (2021) The study explored pragmatic failure analysis among EFL learners in the Russian 

context and discussed some pedagogical implications. The revisited study showed 

slightly fewer pragmatic failures than the original study. Both studies produced 

results that indicate further research is needed into implementing effective 

strategies for effective communication. One finding was that, while teaching 

pragmatics, teachers should focus more on the negotiation strategies than on the 

speech acts. 

Bi (2021) The study qualitatively analysed retrospective verbal reports (RVR) to study 

participants after task completion and found that learners deployed their cognitive 

and pragmatic strategies while conversing. The study concluded that the 

pragmatic strategies from their L1, which were based on their own culture, highly 

influenced their conversations and were able to assist in establishing 

conversational implicatures.  

Araujo Portugal 

(2020) 

The study discusses the importance of teaching implicatures and understanding 

their influence on learners when teaching L2. The discussion on the best way to 

achieve pragmatic competence and the materials that could be included to 

produce better outcomes for EFL learners could reveal some necessary insights 

for teachers of EFL. 

Yuan and Zhang 

(2018) and 

Tagizadeh (2017) 

They studied the development of pragmatic competence in longitudinal studies in 

the EFL context. These studies affirmed that pragmatic awareness could be 

developed explicitly. 

Taguchi (2007) The study investigated the development of understanding of indirect refusals and 

opinions among Japanese EFL learners. The results showed that the participants' 

understanding of indirect rejections was more reliable and faster than their 

understanding of indirect opinions. 

Bouton (1992) The learners’ comprehension of the related implicatures became native-like after 

four and a half years. However, the understanding of the learners related to 

sequence implicatures, ‘Pope question’ implicatures such as showing agreement 

by saying “Is the Pope Catholic?” presented less development in L2 acquisition. 

Table 2.1: An overview of ILPs’ studies 
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Bouton (1994) The students' understanding was examined for 17 months. After this period of 

time, four kinds of implicatures remained challenging: indirect criticism; Pope 

questions; sequence implicatures; and irony. 

From the above analysis of recent studies, I can conclude that L1 affects the progress of 

developing L2. So, in finding the interlanguage gap, I can choose form to focus on in my 

study. The results showed that there is a need to pay attention to the influence of 

interlanguage pragmatics, which made me investigate interlanguage in my study. In the 

next section, I investigate studies on the cultural impact of second language acquisition 

SLA. 

2.3.3. Cultural impact on L2 learners 

It is apparent that the principles at play in interpreting underlying meaning may not be 

the same in different cultures. Keenan (1976) noted that for this reason, communication 

in different cultures might pose social and situational barriers. This claim was supported 

by Bouton's (1988) cross-sectional study with speakers of different L1s in diverse 

cultures placed in the second language SL context of English. The study focused on 

participants’ interpretation of conversational implicatures in English, wherein their 

language proficiency was similar. He discovered that the non-native speakers’ 

interpretation of implicatures was different from that of the native speakers as well as 

from their peers who were from other cultural backgrounds. This led him to conclude that 

rather than language proficiency (which the participants shared), differences in 

interpretation of implicatures in SL were attributable to the varied cultural backgrounds. 

Further, it could be deduced that the differences in outputs could be the reason for 

difficulties in SLA, and pedagogical intervention was called for to enhance learners’ 

comprehension of the pragmatic features of the target language. 

Furthermore, non-native speakers have problems choosing the appropriate politeness 

strategy in the target language (see 3.2.2.). Lakoff’s politeness principles (1973) are used 
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to avoid offending others and avoid imposing on others. These principles were further 

developed by Brown and Levinson (1987) by adding the concept of face. Thus, these 

students show cultural effects mirrored from L1 to L2, which can interfere with their 

choice of strategies. The students have to be aware of the other person's positive face: 

 ‘The person’s desire to be autonomous, not imposed by others, and for 

others to respect her/his time, privacy and possessions, and the negative 

face: the person’s need to be accepted, liked by others and treated as a 

member of the group, to avoid (Face threading acts) FTAs: any reaction 

threats either the positive or the negative face’ (Brown & Levinson, 

1987:63).   

For example, in Saudi culture, one can ask other people personal questions. For instance, 

it is acceptable to ask a colleague about her salary or marital status, and such questions 

would be considered friendly. In contrast, British culture is a negative face-based culture, 

where such questions might be considered intrusive. Saudi students in a British context 

sometimes cannot use an appropriate strategy to ask simple questions, even in situations 

that exist in their native language, and sometimes they fail to understand the underlying 

force. Dalmau and Gotor (2007) explained this situation: when native speakers of a 

positive face-based culture encounter speakers from a negative face-based culture, they 

usually use inappropriate speech acts; this will be discussed further in section 3.2.3. 

Therefore, it is important to provide students with linguistic tools that allow them to 

comprehend linguistic action in a context-appropriate manner when developing 

pragmatic competence. Learning the target language's culture as an ongoing process 

rather than an end product is key here; language is both the source of and the recipient of 

the task at hand. Authors like Byram and Morgan (1994), Cortazzi and Jin (1999), Fantini 
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(1997) and Kramsch (1998) share this view of culture, emphasising the fact that language 

expresses, embodies, and represents cultural reality. Kramsch's (1998) view of ‘culture 

seen as discourse’, where language and culture are intrinsic to people's interaction and 

thus susceptible to contextual factors, such as relative power and social distance, is 

certainly framed by this idea; negotiable and changeable through conversational 

dynamics, the way things are said can change. For the avoidance of doubt, Kasper (1997) 

and Kasper and Schmidt (1996) point out that complete conformity to these standards is 

not always desirable. It is difficult to present the English native speaker as a homogeneous 

entity; it is impossible to achieve native-speaker competence in an EFL context because 

of, for example, critical period issues and the lack of quality and quantity of contact with 

the target language TL; and native speakers of a given language can perceive total 

convergence from foreigners. These are some of the considerations for preferring optimal 

convergence. Bardovi-Harlig (2001) states that: 

 ‘The role of instruction may help the learner encode her/his own values (which 

again may be culturally determined) into a clear, unambiguous message, without 

asking a learner to compromise her/his values and adopt those of the target 

culture’ when discussing the pragmatics of pedagogical intervention (p.31). 

According to Bardovi-Harlig (2001), Jorden (1992), and Saville-Troike (1992), EFL and 

L2 curricula should provide students with information on the TL's sociocultural rules, 

allowing students to decide to what extent they wish to conform to native speakers NS 

norms. 

The intense interest in the influence of L1 and culture on L2 learning may reflect the 

close relationship between IL and cross-cultural pragmatics studies (Bardovi-Harlig, 

2001). According to Kasper (1997), this influence is referred to as pragmatic transfer, 
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which can be either positive or negative. A positive transfer occurs when the forms and 

functions in the L1 map onto the target language (Rose & Kasper, 2001). This results in 

successful interactions, whereas when learners incorrectly assume a correspondence 

between the two languages, namely negative transfer, the result may be the use of non-

target expressions or their avoidance (Bardovi-Harlig, 2001). Adult learners, in 

particular, can use their universal or L1-based pragmatic knowledge to acquire L2 

pragmatics. Regrettably, learners do not always transfer their prior knowledge and 

strategies to target language contexts, which also applies to certain pragmatic aspects 

(Rose & Kasper, 2001). sting also has an effect on the communication of second language 

pragmatics. 

Without a doubt, L2 students who learn the language in the target language environment 

(ESL) have an advantage over EFL learners who learn the language in a non -target 

language environment. ESL learners’ success in learning is typically evaluated by test 

scores and success in communicating with native speakers or non-native English 

speakers’ teachers. However, the success of EFL learners is limited to the results of 

grammar-oriented tests (Bardovi-Harlig, 2001). Thus, the inclusion of pragmatic ability 

as a learning objective in curricula will be ineffective unless pragmatic ability is 

considered an integral part of language tests (Rose & Kasper, 2001). It appears that 

learners who are immersed in a target language’s culture have an advantage over those 

in an EFL context. Learners in an EFL environment will lack pragmatic competence 

(Niezgoda & Röver, 2001). Non-native speakers learning in a non-English environment 

face a lack of exposure to the English language outside of the target language classroom. 

Further, other studies show that sociocultural awareness has a central role in learners’ 

comprehension, understanding, and effective meaning interpretation (Taguchi, 2012). 

This implies that pragmatic development is multidimensional, with learners’ linguistic, 
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sociocultural, and discourse knowledge being active. In a similar vein, Van Dijk (1977) 

emphasised the importance of context and utterance analyses in the theory of pragmatic 

comprehension, arguing that if learners seek to achieve accurate comprehension and 

ensure that they interpret speakers’ intentions, feelings, and attitudes appropriately, they 

must develop awareness not only of societal rules, conventions, and physical setting but 

also of an utterance’s structural meanings (see 2.2). 

In the next section I move to recent studies of L2 learners, which commonly discuss the 

importance of developing speech acts, pragmatic competence in early stages, and the 

occurrence of pragmatic failures while speaking. Recent studies among L2 EFL learners 

provide useful perceptions for creating the methods or techniques to be followed to 

improve the pragmatic competence of these learners. The following table reviews some 

of these studies: 

Research study Overview  

Speech acts research in Saudi Arabia 

Alghamdi and 

Alqarni (2019) 

The study offered a sociolinguistic view of Saudi and American females' use of 

refusal strategies. It investigated the refusal methods utilised by Saudi and 

American female students when they were invited to events or asked for favours. 

Since speakers' refusal performances varied, the study explores the content of 

semantic formulae and their frequency of occurrence in the speech acts of these 

females when dealing with a variety of interlocutors of varying social standing. 

Interestingly, while Saudis use the word "no" less frequently in their refusals than 

Americans, they use "regret" and "explanation" more frequently than their 

American peers. Because of the cultural differences between Saudis and 

Americans, it is possible to see these differences as reflections of the Saudis' 

collectivistic culture and the Americans' individualistic culture. 

Al-Gahtani and 

Roever (2013) 

The study tested the ability to engage in extensive interactions in requests of L2 

low proficiency Saudi learners. They compared the low-proficiency Saudi 

speakers to intermediate and advanced-level learners and discovered that 

interaction was a critical component of L2 proficiency but had received little 

attention. They found that low proficiency learners were less likely to delay their 

request and were less likely to use explanations or accounts prior to the request. 

These students needed a more collaborative role in the interaction, suggesting 

possible explanations and accounts for the learner to confirm. This example of 

the expected order of requests opens up new ways to teach in the classroom, 

especially when combined with meta-pragmatic awareness-raising. 

Table 2.2: An overview of the cultural effects’ studies 
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Teaching methods and approaches to pragmatic competence 

Leclercq (2021) The study used a functional approach with 26 L2 learners to examine 

pragmalinguistic competence and the development of assertiveness. Analysis of 

the results showed that L2 learners demonstrated less assertive performance 

while conversing in L2 than native speakers. Later, the development of their 

interactional strategies showed improvements in pragmatic competence. 

Olsson (2021) The study investigated three primary schools from Sweden and made two groups 

of students, where the experimental group of students was trained using the 

content and language integrated learning (CLIL) method to improve the students' 

vocabulary academic. The study was conducted on 230 students for a period of 

three years. The research considered the academic vocabulary improvements of 

the students who were taught via the CLIL method. Here, the research study 

used a specific technique to improve the pragmatic competence of the L2 

learners by teaching them using the CLIL method and providing a better 

understanding of the appropriateness of the L2 language. Also, the differences 

between the three different schools impacted the students’ outcomes. The 

medium of instruction used for teaching was one factor determining the 

progression in vocabulary. 

Skarpaas and 

Hellekjær (2021) 

The study used the vocational orientation method to inspire the students’ interest 

in learning English as an L2. The study recommended observing the students’ 

feedback because most of the unique programmes were conducted by the 

teachers and analysed according to their perceptions. Students’ feedback must be 

investigated to understand the teaching method further. 

Sang and Hiver 

(2021) 

The study tried to improve the reticence of L2 learners of English by using a 

language socialisation mechanism for Chinese students. The study discusses how 

L2 reticence impacts L2 learners. Moreover, the study showed a correlation with 

the teacher's speech, which also influenced the students. The discussion on 

pragmatic perception in the study was reflected similarly on producing 

appropriate L2 language. Again, the pedagogical implications could suggest new 

aspects and understanding of teaching methods. 

Sánchez-

Hernández and 

Martínez-Flor 

(2021) 

They found that the pragmatic competence of EFL Spanish learners was 

improved in the instructional group that received a specific set of instructions, 

compared with the control group that did not receive any specific instructions. 

The instructional group showed varied usage of words, and their level of 

appropriateness was better than the control group. 

Zand-Moghadam 

and Samani 

(2021) 

The study was conducted on 60 EFL learners to examine the effectiveness of 

pragmatic competence development after task-based instructions were given. The 

learners were classified into three groups to analyse information gaps, reasoning, 

and opinions. The researchers found that learners in the group based on the 

information gap were able to produce better pragmatic competence than those in 

the reasoning gap or opinion gap groups. Also, the learners from the information 

gap were able to show better meta-pragmatic awareness. 

Mirzaei and 

Parhizkar (2021) 

The study investigated Iranian L2 learners and showed that the L1 influenced the 

pragmalinguistic competence of the learners. Moreover, the study revealed that 

the male learners showed less interest in adapting to the L2, whereas the female 

learners tended to adjust the L2 and try to understand the pragmatic aspects. It 

was concluded in the elements of post-structuralism that language learning 

ability is affected by social and cultural factors. 

Sabuin (2022) The study discussed pragmatic competence among L1 and L2 learners in 

America in the American context. The research study found that the L1 speakers 

chose strong responses and the L2 speakers chose passive responses. Also, the 
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study further discussed how cultural aspects could affect the learning of another 

language. The study recommended that the teachers capitalise on the students' 

cultural backgrounds to learn English better. 

The occurrence of pragmatic failures while speaking  

Amoah and 

Yeboah (2021) 

The study explored the request strategies applied by Chinese who were learning 

English. It analysed the learners’ cross-cultural impacts on learning and 

interlanguage effects produced during their conversation. The core aim of the 

study was to explore the impact of L1 on the pragmatic failure of L2. Seventy-

two students were used to collect the data, which was analysed quantitatively. 

They revealed that students showed some of their L1 traces in L2 conversations. 

This causes pragmatic failures, such as the use of commanding words instead of 

using formal words to make requests. The low pragmatic competence was 

influenced by L1 dialects and cultures. The study suggests that learners should 

use more relevant request strategies to improve their L2 language skills. 

McConachy 

(2021) 

The study investigated the impact of cultural stereotypes of the L2 language 

among EFL Japanese learners by discussing the relations between linguists and 

cultural backgrounds. It also evaluated the meta-pragmatic abilities of the L2 

learners while considering the relationship between social cognition and 

language use. The research concluded with a statement that the sociocultural 

behaviours of L1 influence learners' L2 pragmatic awareness. 

Malmir and 

Derakhshan 

(2020) 

The study examined the relationship between pragmatic competence and the 

identity processing style of L2 learners and discussed various aspects and 

challenges among EFL learners. The research used 122 Iranian students to 

engage in speech act-based tasks in order to analyse the various identity 

processing styles for the correlational features in the learners' pragmatic 

competence. The study concludes that the identity processing style of the 

learners could influence pragmatic competence. 

To conclude, pragmatic awareness is required to grasp the intended meaning of what is 

uttered because some utterances have unclear meaning. This is also at the heart of 

pragmatics, which examines how interlocutors express and receive meaning from unclear 

utterances, as well as the receiver's systematic interpretation of the addresser’s intended 

but sometimes unclear message (Levinson, 1983). For example, conversational 

implicatures, alongside indirect speech acts, contribute to the development of pragmatic 

competence by explaining how words communicate indirect meanings. As a result, 

implicature fills the gap between words’ literal and intended meanings. The impact of 

teaching methods and approaches on enhancing EFL students' pragmatic competence will 

be discussed later in this chapter. 



DEVELOPING APPROPRIATE PRAGMATIC LANGUAGE CHOICES                                                      54 
 

2.4. Conclusion 

This chapter has provided principles and concepts connected to pragmatic -focused 

language, referring to the existing literature throughout. The theoretical background in 

section 2.2 was followed by a discussion of pragmatics and SLA in section 2.3. I covered 

the historical development of pragmatic competence. I move in the next chapter to cover 

appropriate language choices and the aching. 
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Chapter Three: Literature review  

3.1. Introduction  

This chapter provides an overview of appropriate pragmatic language choices in section 

3.2., covering conversational implicatures in section 3.2.1., politeness strategies in 3.2.2., 

and the speech acts of requests in 3.2.3. I explain a formula-based approach in section 

3.3. Section 3.4. continues with an introduction to declarative and procedural knowledge, 

followed using technology in 3.5. and the importance of providing explicit instruction in 

section 3.6. Then I discuss classroom research in section 3.7. In the last part of the 

chapter, section 3.8., I talk about studies from Saudi Arabia about developing 

pragmatism. Then, I conclude with the research gaps that I identified in L2 Pragmatics 

research to date in section 3.9. 

3.2. Appropriate spoken pragmatic language choices 

For the purposes of this study, and as I mentioned in section 1.2, "appropriateness" is 

defined as “the knowledge of the conventions of communication in a society, as well as 

linguistic abilities that enable learners to communicate successfully in L2” (Taguchi, 

2006, p.513). In this study, I am trying to see if EFL teachers should explore materials 

that can be implemented in a current curriculum to explicitly assist students in learning 

appropriate ways to understand and produce appropriate language in L2. EFL students 

should be aware of the numerous linguistic and strategic options that are available to them 

in various circumstances (Siegel, 2016). According to Taguchi (2015), in order to speak 

in a pragmatically appropriate way, EFL users must take into consideration not just the 

form and function of a second language but also the situation. As I mentioned in section 

2.2, special conversational choices are also required depending on the nature of the 

relationship between the speakers, including how long they have known each other. 
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Additionally, the expectations of the conversation and the desired outcomes might 

influence the linguistic and strategic decisions that are made about what to say. When 

using a second language, one's pragmatic competence is measured by how well they can 

deal with different situations and adapt to them. 

In this study, I designed materials where I provided explicit instruction to an experimental 

group, and then I used a recognition task to evaluate the understudying of conversational 

implicatures as well as a production task to evaluate the production of d irect and indirect 

requests, along with evaluating the use of politeness strategies. In the following sections, 

I look at specific areas to develop spoken pragmatic competence that can enhance the 

development of appropriate pragmatic language choices in an EFL setting. In section 

3.2.1., I talk about conversational implicatures; then in section 3.2.2., I introduce the 

"politeness theory"; and finally, I talk about the "speech acts theory" in section 3.2.3. 

3.2.1. Conversational implicatures 

In my study, I explicitly raised the awareness of conversational implicatures to measure 

the understanding of appropriate spoken pragmatic language choices. Conversational 

implicatures refer to the inference a hearer makes about a speaker's intended meaning, 

which arises from their use of the literal sense of what the speaker said, the cooperative 

principle (CP), and its maxims (Paltridge, 2012, p. 50). Grice introduces the CP in the 

following way: "make your contribution such as required, at the stage at which it occurs, 

by the accepted purpose or direction of the talk exchange in which you are engaged" 

(Grice, 1975, pp. 45-46). Grice (1975) deliberately adopted the word "implicature", 

which was from his coinage, to include any meaning that is implied, i.e., carried indirectly 

or through hints, and understood as implicit in what is said without being explicitly stated 

(Green, 1989). The speaker intentionally produces an implicature, so the hearer uses the 
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language and the context to work out the meaning. The hearer may or may not understand 

the intended meaning provided in the speaker’s utterance (Thomas, 2014).  

Grice (1975) distinguishes between two types of implicatures: conventional and 

conversational. Conventional implicatures are based only on the usage of specific 

linguistic forms, whereas conversational implicatures are more context-dependent and 

derived from understanding the conversational maxims. The comprehension of 

conversational implicatures is defined as " the ability to i) recognise a mismatch between 

the literal utterance and the intention of the utterance and ii) comprehend the intention of 

the utterance" (Taguchi, 2008, p. 435). 

Conversational implicature is the conveyed messages that are expressed indirectly in a 

conversation (Grice, 1975). Participants in a discussion, according to Grice, expect each 

other to be honest, relevant, clear, and appropriately informative in their contributions. 

Assuming that the literal meaning of something spoken misses the mark of their 

expectations, hearers try to figure out what else the conversation could signify in that 

situation. For example, someone might say to their friend in a gathering while food is 

being served, "There is nothing to eat." From the context, his friend would assume that 

the indirect meaning is that their friend did not like the food. The interlocutors assume 

the interpretation of the message the speaker intended to express if they find one. 

Thinking about the conversational implicatures would be an effective technique if the 

speaker and the hearer share a common understanding of these expectations and see the 

utterance and its context in a similar way. 

Studies have reported that conversational implicatures are essential and critical aspects 

of developing pragmatic competence (Taguchi & Yamaguchi, 2019). They are also 

considered as a primary source of difficulty in students' understanding of speakers’ 
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intentions and opinions. Therefore, in EFL settings, conversational implicatures must be 

taken into consideration by teachers and learners as a form of contex tualised inference, 

which is the process of making context information explicitly available from other 

context sources (Jiang, 2016). 

Bouton (1988) and Taguchi (2005) demonstrated that non-native speakers often 

encountered difficulty in interpreting conversational implicatures in English, even if these 

L2 learners were at an intermediate level of proficiency in the second language. For 

developing EFL learners' abilities to overcome such difficulties, there should be real 

integration for the learners in context with native or native-like speakers, or at least they 

should be explicitly instructed in such implicatures. 

The development of conversational indirectness where the interpreted meaning is implied 

presents problems for EFL Saudi learners. This evidence suggests that this difficulty 

affects even those L2 learners who have acquired an advanced level of English. 

Therefore, the subject is significant at the level of L2 English instruction as identifying 

the factors that might contribute to these non-native conversational implicature 

difficulties may provide the impetus for teaching strategies that aim to reduce these 

problems. Bouton (1988) found that non-native speakers had trouble interpreting 

conversational implicatures, especially non-conventional indirect implicatures such as 

irony and hints (see table 5.5). 

Grice (1975) introduced the conversational maxims of the cooperative principles CP to 

make sense of how the interlocutor expects conversations to develop and take place. The 

CP consists of four maxims that participants follow: maxims of quality, quantity, relation, 

and manner. The maxim of quality can be identified when the speakers try to make the 

contribution as accurate as possible and avoid saying what lacks evidence. For instance, 
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when a person says, "I am hungry," when he/she is actually hungry, the maxim of quantity 

can be identified when the speakers make their contribution as informative as required 

and never say more or less than needed. For example, when a person asks for directions 

to reach a certain place, the hearer has to include adequate information for the other to 

get there. The maxim of relations can be identified when the contribution to the 

conversation is relevant. For example, when a person responds: "I am not hungry" when 

someone asks him/her: "Are you hungry?”. Finally, the maxim of manner can be 

identified when the contribution to the conversation is clear by avoiding obscurity or 

ambiguity and using brief, orderly sentences; for instance, when someone says: "Close 

the second window on the left wall. These maxims are a broad set of rules or conventions 

which govern conversations; they include ideas such as relevance and audience, and thus 

they can define the expectations that the interlocutor has in any given speech situation.  

Human life is built on the foundations of communication and appropriate interaction. 

Individuals use a variety of conversational patterns and procedures, including the CP, to 

convey ideas and opinions, express wants and needs, and develop social relationships. As 

Grice (1975) explains, sometimes the CP is flouted by individuals, particularly when 

speakers intend to communicate their intentions indirectly or to persuade hearer to draw 

certain inferences from their utterances. For example, when someone tells a joke, writes 

a book, makes a film, or engages in polite situations, he or she may flout one or more 

maxims in order to persuade individuals and leave a lasting impression (Khusna, Aliyah 

& Asyifah, 2021).  

Grice (1975) argues that interlocutors are expected to follow the cooperative maxims in 

a conversation. Nevertheless, speakers do not always obey or follow these maxims when 

making certain decisions, which are evaluated in terms of how they flout or violate 

conversational maxims. The speaker does not intend to mislead the hearer but does 
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anticipate that the hearer will infer an implied meaning that differs from the one 

conveyed. On the other hand, violating a maxim occurs when a speaker disobeys a 

conversational maxim to deliberately generate false implicature in a discourse. When a 

speaker believes that the hearer will not realise the truth and will only know the expressed 

meaning of what is spoken, he is said to violate a conversational maxim (Thomas, 1995). 

Despite the widespread application of Grice's maxims, the maxims have been questioned 

by several scholars for their English content focus (Kecskes, 2019) and their validity for 

wider application to different languages (Thomas, 1995; Stokke, 2016). According to 

Thomas (1995 & 2014), these maxims have some problems. One problem is related to 

the imperative tone of maxims, which is usually misinterpreted as an order to instruct 

people in how to act in a certain way on a regular basis. However, the form of the maxims 

is not the only problem. One of the main issues is that one utterance can be construed in 

a variety of ways, and determining which interpretation is correct can be challenging. 

According to Thomas, is that an utterance is accessible to a variety of interpretations, and 

it is difficult to figure out what is implied but not explicitly articulated. The speaker tends 

to communicate to the audience beyond or instead of what has been literally spoken 

(Robinson, 1989). Furthermore, it appears that the maxims are used differently depending 

on cultures, beliefs, and nature when they are intentionally produced in communicative 

environments, such as hearing sessions in a courtroom, where there is no spontaneous 

language and communication is highly restricted (Namy Soghady & Vahid Dastjerdi, 

2020). 

To account for violations of maxims, Leech (1983) proposed the notion of politeness 

strategies. However, there may be occasions when the politeness principle and maxims 

overlap (Jia, 2010), as we will see in section 3.2.2. On many societal occasions, the 

interlocutors are forced to either flout or violate the maxims in favour of the politeness 
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principle, not because they do not want to collaborate. For example, in a military 

situation, "Yes Sir!" is a standardised response given by a subordinate to be polite to their 

superiors, regardless of their actual desire to obey the command (Jia, 2010).  

According to Hadi (2013), Grice's maxims have played an important practical role in the 

field of pragmatics because this theory separates pragmatics from linguistics. She claims 

that, despite its limitations, Grice's work remains at the core of pragmatics disciplines, 

and the importance of his work in this field cannot be underestimated. However,  Hadi 

suggests that we should be cautious in interpreting what "cooperation" means in Grice's 

maxims. Grice's concept of cooperation is not the same as what most people think of 

when they think of cooperation. Ladegaard (2009) believes that Grice's theory has limited 

theoretical implications since it ignores social settings and only analyses speaker-hearer 

interaction in an ideal setting. Maxims are also applied equally despite social aspects such 

as sex, power relationships, social class, and age. So, I agree with Ladegaard, and one 

aim of this study is to raise awareness of this aspect. 

Modern research has attempted to adapt Grice's maxim for use in language teaching and 

learning despite the critiques. Some of these studies are listed in the next section.  

Maxims of conversation in L2 implicature comprehension research 

This section will list studies that have followed Grice’s model in examining L2 

understanding of conversational implicature. Recent research has focused on 

conversational implicatures in English as L2 (Köylü, 2018); violation of Gricean maxims 

(al-Zubeiry, 2020); and the CP (Derakhshan et al., 2014). Some studies explicitly 

mentioned Grice’s maxims by examining comprehension over various implicatures, such 

as relevance-based and scalar implicatures (Bouton, 1999; Bouton, 1992, 1994; Roever, 

2005; Roever, Wang, & Brophy, 2014). Some research has concentrated on speech acts 
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by analysing direct and indirect speech acts (illocutionary acts conducted indirectly), 

while others have focused on irony, which often demonstrates the most significant 

difference from the literal meaning by saying the opposite of what is expected (Ellis, Zhu, 

Shintani, & Roever, 2021; Shively, Menke, & Manzón-Omundson, 2008; Taguchi & 

Bell, 2020; Yamanaka, 2003). Most studies employed a reading instrument by offering 

the L2 learners a reading dialogue or a sentence and then asking them to reply to a 

multiple-choice question to evaluate their understanding. While Garcia (2004) used audio 

input and applied a listening test, other studies used video clips (Derakhshan & Eslami, 

2020; Shively et al., 2008). 

A shared result was apparent from the previous studies in relation to the level of 

proficiency that influences comprehension. Some studies determined that students with 

high proficiency levels outperformed students with low proficiency levels in awareness 

of irony. High proficiency students were able to identify the difference between the actual 

sentence and the intended meaning to recognise the ironic purpose of the statement. In 

contrast, students with low proficiency levels understood ironic statements in their literal 

sense (Shively et al., 2008; Yamanaka, 2003). 

The influence of proficiency was observed in these studies, indicating that understanding 

conversational implicatures is formed in the early stages of L2 learning and experiences. 

Learners rely on their linguistic devices such as grammar and vocabulary to understand 

an indirect meaning. Understanding utterances’ intended meaning is necessary for 

implicature comprehension, as well as other indirect signs that might help in the 

understanding process. Students with low proficiency levels might find it challenging to 

understand if a speaker has failed to follow a maxim because of their restricted linguistic 

knowledge and abilities. As a result, they have difficulty understanding the utterance’s 

intended meaning. In contrast, advanced-level students have adequate linguistic devices, 
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which help them understand the meaning of an utterance and further investigate the 

underlying meaning of the statements (Taguchi & Bell, 2020). 

The influence of the level of L2 proficiency is most evident in the broader spectrum of 

indirectness, which informs SLA so that as language develops, the performance in 

implicature comprehension develops (Taguchi, 2018). The longitudinal studies showed a 

connection between the level of L2 proficiency and the kind of implicature. Bouton 

(1992, 1994, 1999) examined L2 English learners’ comprehension of different 

implicature types (relevance implicature; ‘Pope questions’ to convey an obvious thing; 

irony; indirect criticism; and sequence implicature). He concluded that relevance 

implicatures were more straightforward to gain. Nevertheless, Pope questions, irony, 

indirect criticism, and sequence implicatures were more difficult to receive, even after 

living more than a year in the US. 

It can be concluded that the greater the gap between the utterance-level meaning and the 

intended meaning, the more difficult the comprehension would be for the students. To 

demonstrate that, Cook and Liddicoat (2002) concluded that advanced students had 

trouble with non-conventional requests (hints), which showed a larger mismatch between 

the external form and request purpose than with conventional requests. Investigations in 

irony by Bouton (1992, 1994, 1999) and Yamanaka (2003) revealed that irony has a 

rhetorical design in which the propositional and intended meanings are contradictory. 

The general difference from the literal meaning of irony raises the difficulty in 

understanding the implications, as evident in Bouton’s (1994, 1999) participants, who 

spent more than a year in the target community but could not acquire irony. The difficulty 

related to irony suggests that L2 learners may not be familiar with irony in their own 

culture or have it but with a different understanding. 
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Having discussed conversational implicatures, I move now to the concepts of politeness 

and their impact on language usage are discussed in greater detail in the following 

sections. 

3.2.2. Politeness theory 

A part of knowing how to be appropriate in using any language is knowing how to use 

politeness strategies. The scientific investigation of politeness as a linguistic phenomenon 

began in the early 1970s with a study by Robin Lakoff (1973) that used a Gricean 

framework to describe linguistic politeness. Politeness is a universal phenomenon that 

can be defined, according to Lakoff (1990), as "a system of interpersonal relations 

designed to facilitate interaction by minimising the potential for conflict and 

confrontation inherent in all human interchanges" (p. 34). In social interactions, 

politeness includes the speaker's desire not to offend the hearer. Because politeness is 

such an important notion in interpersonal communication, studies have presented various 

explanations and perspectives for politeness. 

Generally speaking, politeness is a term that refers to "appropriate" social behaviour and 

standards for speech and behaviour that derive from high-status individuals or groups. 

These conceptions vary from polite formulations like "please" and "thank you," 

welcomes and farewells, and so on, to more complex routines for table etiquette or formal 

event protocol. In this approach, politeness is traditionally associated with certain 

linguistic patterns and formulaic expressions, which may be taught to students and may 

differ greatly among languages and cultures (Huang, 2017). 

In addition to Grice's CP, Leech (1983) suggests a politeness principle, with the six 

maxims of tact, generosity, approbation, modesty, agreement, and sympathy, to minimise 

the expression of impolite beliefs. According to Leech's theory, cross-cultural 
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communication produces a unique effect owing to the different importance that cultures 

attach to specific maxims, which provide pragmatic scales that are "very widespread in 

human societies, but their interpretation differs from society to society, just as their 

encoding differs from language to language" (Leech 2007, p.200). 

Politeness includes "face", which was defined by Goffman (1955, p.338) as ‘'the positive 

image you seek to establish in social interactions." From a sociological point of view, 

"face work" is at the centre of politeness. A person is obligated to protect his own face 

and the faces of others in social interactions (Goffman, 1955, 1967). Goffman (1967) 

defines face as the positive social value a person claims for himself based on the line that 

others assume he has taken during a certain engagement, saying that "face is a picture of 

ego in terms of approved social characteristics" and "The person's face is certainly not 

stuck in or on his body, but rather is located in the sequence of events in the encounter 

and becomes evident only when these occurrences are analysed and evaluated for the 

assessments contained in them" (p. 577). Brown and Levinson (1987, p. 61) describe the 

face as "the public self-image that every member seeks to claim for himself/herself," 

using Goffman's social self-concept. Goffman, Brown, and Levinson suggest that in 

social encounters, face is something that must be established, conserved, and enhanced, 

and if misplaced, must be recreated. 

Brown and Levinson (1978, 1987) developed a face model of politeness, defining 

positive and negative faces. Positive face refers to the desire to be approved of, 

appreciated, liked, and validated, and negative face refers to the desire not to be imposed 

upon, to be unobstructed in one's actions. Negative and positive faces are the two types 

of needs that save face. Brown and Levinson developed a model of how speakers 

construct polite utterances in different contexts based on assessments of three social 

factors: the speaker’s and addressee’s relative power (P) in the context, their social 
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distance (D), and the intrinsic ranking (R) of the face-threateningness of an imposition. 

P, D, and R are viewed as abstract social dimensions that represent different ty pes of 

social relationships (P and D) as well as cultural values and definitions of impositions or 

dangers to confront (R). 

A Face Threatening Act (FTA) refers to a communication act that causes a threat to the 

individual's expectations regarding self -image (Yule, 1996, p.61). Goffman (1955, p.215) 

uses different terms to describe such situations; for instance, "in the wrong face," "to be 

out of face," "shamefaced," and "threats to face". Brown and Levinson (1987, p.65) 

divided FTAs into two main elements: "whose face is being threatened (the speaker’s or 

the addressee’s), and which type of face is being threatened (positive or negative face)". 

They also define five main forms of politeness strategies, ranging from completely 

avoiding an FTA to performing it but indirectly, "off-the-record". On-the-record adoption 

of an FTA can be accomplished without any overt redressal action. It can be done using 

positive redress, which is fundamentally approach-based, addressing the hearer’s positive 

face desires by stressing connection and unity. 

There are diverse ways of performing politeness in different cultures is acknowledged as 

one of the most significant sources of pragmatic miscommunication. For example, the 

notion of directness (Searle, 1975) serves as the founda tion for both Leech’s (1983) and 

Brown and Levinson’s (1987) politeness theories, both of which are widely recognised. 

Both comment on the tight relationship that exists between politeness and indirectness in 

many Western traditions, even though this is not true in all cultures. However, when this 

cross-cultural variance is applied inappropriately to the target culture, it poses a challenge 

for L2 communication, as shown in many of the experiments covered in this chapter. For 

example, when it comes to compliments as a polite speech act, Pomerantz (1978) 

observed that the ideal response among Americans is to take the compliments gracefully, 
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but that there is pressure on Americans to avoid displaying ego by using replies that avoid 

the compliments. This is not always the case in Saudi culture, where it is also not always 

genuine. According to Al Amro (2013), who conducted research on compliments in Saudi 

culture, speakers implicitly accept the compliment that is given to them when they are 

speaking by redirecting the compliment to the speaker who paid them this compliment. 

Moreover, in the course of my current research, I noticed that in the Saudi Arabian 

culture, compliments are frequently used as an indirect approach to criticising someone 

politely. 

There have been criticisms of Brown and Levinson's theory (1978, 1987), primarily 

focusing on the absence of attention to cultural factors, but few investigations have 

questioned the validity of their formal model. Because of the universal nature of the 

model, the theory has achieved good status in the field of politeness studies in 

sociolinguistics. Brown and Levinson's idea has been supported by several research 

studies that have presented empirical evidence. For example, Blum-Kulka, Danet, and 

Gherson (1985) found that in daily discussion, speakers with relatively high power were 

less polite than speakers with relatively low power, demonstrating the existence of a 

connection between politeness and power in everyday conversation. Brown and Gilman 

(1989) discovered that the level of politeness was directly related to the level of 

imposition of a task on the individual. Hymes (1986) emphasised the importance of the 

universal framework included in Brown and Levinson's theory in the field of language 

studies. 

In politeness research, a replacement account of politeness that is as accessible and 

detailed in its description as the original has yet to be offered (Culpeper & Haugh, 2017; 

Halenko, 2017; Leech, 2014). A second advantage of using this approach is that it ensures 

that cross-study comparisons are maintained. This model, which is the most popular in 
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ILP research, is also used to situate the current findings within the framework of prior 

investigations into appropriate language choices. The following sections discuss speech 

acts and their impact on language usage in greater detail. 

3.2.3. Speech acts  

The roots of second language pragmatics can be found in the work of Austin (1962), How 

to Do Things with Words (1962) and Searle (1969), Speech Acts (1969). These authors 

argued that language is used to "do things" (Paltridge, 2012). Their work led the way to 

describing what is appropriate to do in a social context. Austin (1962) points out that 

language is more than making statements of fact; it also serves a performative function 

in carrying out social actions. For example, "I apologise" serves both linguistic and social 

purposes. 

Within the same speech act, Austin distinguishes three different acts: locutionary, 

illocutionary, and perlocutionary. The locutionary act is the act of saying something; the 

act of uttering certain expressions, well-formed from a syntactic point of view and 

meaningful (Austin 1975, p.98). An illocutionary act is a way of using language, and the 

performance of an act in saying something as opposed to the performance of an act in 

saying something. The perlocutionary act corresponds to the effects brought about by 

performing an illocutionary act, to its consequences (intentional or non-intentional) on 

the feelings, thoughts, or actions of the participants (Austin 1975, p.118). 

Adapting Austin's (1962) classifications of illocutionary acts, Searle (1969) revised the 

classification system, which is based on functional characteristics and combines five 

major groups: representatives such as assertions; directives such as requests; expressive 

such as apologies; commissive such as promises; and declarations such as vows. 

According to Searle (1975), speech acts are often performed indirectly due to the 
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expectation of politeness or humour, which might be observed during verbal engagement 

with others, among other things. Trosborg (1995) argues that requests can be viewed as 

illocutionary acts, where a speaker expresses to a hearer his or her desire to the hearer to 

undertake an action that will benefit the speaker. This can be a request for a spoken 

response, an action, or an object or service (Trosborg, 1995). It is considered a pre -act 

because it is anticipated that the act will occur in the immediate or near future. As the 

request imposes on the recipient, it is also an FTA by interpretation. By creating this 

imposition, according to Brown and Levinson’s (1987) theory of politeness, a request 

specifically threatens the hearer’s negative face, that is, the freedom to be unimpeded by 

others (see above, section 3.2.2.). 

Several strategies can be employed to moderate the request while promoting politeness 

to mitigate this FTA. The head act consists of three primary indirectness-increasing 

strategies: direct, conventionally indirect, and non-conventionally indirect. The basic 

classification system of requests upon which this study is based includes i) direct 

strategies, e.g., "Give me a pen" (direct); ii) conventional indirect, e.g., "Could you give 

me a pen?" (less direct); iii) non-conventionally indirect strategies, e.g., "I need to write 

down your number" (least direct), see table (5.5). This classification system is influenced 

by the theories of Austin (1962), Searle (1976), and Brown and Levinson (1987), but it 

also depends heavily on the works of Blum-Kulka and Olshtain (1986) and Trosborg 

(1994, 1995). Chapter Five of this thesis will provide a comprehensive table 5.5 to show 

the classifications utilised in this study. The core component of a request, the head act, 

which conveys the speaker’s desire/s, is one of the most common places where a request 

can be greatly reduced through indirection. 

First, direct strategies may be used when the speaker wishes to explicitly state the 

illocutionary act of the utterance using performative verbs, for example, "I request a pen 
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from you"; imperatives, or modals expressing obligation, for example, "You must give 

me a pen." They are deemed impolite because they do not provide the hearer with any 

options. 

Next, conventionally indirect strategies question the ability and willingness of the hearer 

to comply with the request, e.g., "Could you give me a pen?" In this instance, compliance 

is not assumed, and an opt-out option is provided, reducing the possibility of  the speaker 

losing face by increasing indirectness. The conventionally indirect techniques often 

include formulae that are memorised, and the ones that are hearer-oriented, such as 

"Could you...", are generally deemed more polite because they allow an opportunity to 

comply with the protocol. 

The third strategy is known as non-conventionally indirect or "hints," and it is used when 

the speaker does not want to specify the desired action directly but would rather make a 

statement or pose a question. It is up to the hearer to determine how the speaker intends 

his or her message to be interpreted. For example, the statement "I need to write down 

your number" should prompt the hearer to consider offering the speaker a pen. In addition 

to these levels of directness and indirectness, the request can also be analysed from a 

variety of different perspectives, such as the hearer-oriented perspective (e.g., "Can you 

give me a pen?"), the speaker-oriented perspective (e.g., "Can I have a pen?"), or a joint 

perspective (e.g., "Could we search for a pen?"), or in an impersonal manner, such as in 

the question "Is there any nearby bookstore?" 

Before determining the proper request structure, it is necessary to make observations 

regarding the context and social environment. Internal and external modifiers are 

included to soften the request. Internal modifiers are those that are part of the head act 

and include softeners, which reduce the negative force (e.g., "Could you possibly..."); 
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fillers, which are used to fill in the gaps of the utterance (e.g., "Could you, er, possibly..."); 

and alerters, which serve to gain the interlocutor's attention (e.g., "Excuse me..."). In 

contrast, exterior modifiers encompass the main request and serve to further absorb the 

coming imposition's impact. These include preparatory, which are used to introduce the 

request (e.g., "Dr Richard, I have a question concerning my test") and grounders, which 

are employed to provide a justification or explanation for the request (e.g., "Could you 

be quiet? I have to study."). 

After exploring the speech act of request, I now turn to exploring some of the studies on 

speech acts, such as Azwan (2018); Taguchi et al. (2021); and Tai & Chen (2021). 

Azwan's (2018) study aims to evaluate the sociopragmatic competence o f Ambonese 

learners in the Indonesian ethnic group and how it affects social relationships. In the 

Ambonese learning, the refusal strategies were difficult. The data analysis revealed that 

learners practically used two or more strategies while having real-time conversations. 

The use of politeness strategy among Ambonese speakers varied with person and 

situation, but they tended to utilise a positive attitude for a stranger's conversation and 

more intimate politeness for people they were acquainted with. 

Taguchi et al. (2021) studied the prosodic analysis, rhythm, and intonation of Japanese 

English learners, observing the data from 47 Japanese students engaged in two speech 

acts with a delayed period of 8 months. The analysis results showed that prosodic 

properties had improved among the students, whose language proficiency changed over 

time. Furthermore, Tai and Chen (2021) examined the pragmatic proficiency in speech 

acts among 33 high-proficiency learners and 41 low-proficiency learners involving a 

pragmatic aspects-based task and found that the high-proficiency group showed different 

strategies. Also, the low proficiency group could not produce accurate responses to the 

tasks. 
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Moreover, highly proficient learners used a wide range of request strategies and delivered 

accurate conversations, while the low proficiency group used repetitive words and did 

not stretch their strategies. These findings indicate that pragmatic proficiency improves 

based on the distinct usage of requests and responses. Similarly, the study of Al Masaeed 

et al. (2018) on apologising strategies used scenarios for L2 learners to improve their 

ability and use of their L2 language. The materials included in the study were based on 

politeness strategies. As the learners were from a non-native English medium, they could 

show some of their L1 influence, which might be reflected in an impolite conversation 

for a hearer. This method of teaching elements could be used in L2 learner-based 

language teaching, in situations where the necessity of learning L2 was affecting self-

esteem in learning and often ending in dropouts. The study found that the students were 

mostly focused on the pragmatic appropriateness of the L2 and ignored the grammatical 

aspects, indicating their involvement in the learning process. These studies show the 

importance of raising the awareness of requests as an appropriate language form. 

In the following sections, I discuss a formula-based approach to developing appropriate 

pragmatic language, which is a part of my research where I raise awareness of six specific 

formulaic sequences. 

3.3. Formula-based approach to developing appropriate pragmatic language 

The mastery of idiomatic expressions, such as idioms, collocations, and sentence 

structures, is an essential feature of successful language learning. In this study, the term 

"formulaic sequence" (FS) is identified as creating highly routinised language chunks that 

save time (Pawley & Syder, 1983) and effort (Wray, 2000). Formulaic language, for 

example, can conserve mental capacity that can be more effectively employed to 

internalise syntactic norms (Wang, 2011), alleviating the burden on memory, which may 

assist L2 acquisition (Weinart, 1995), and is thought to promote fluency (Fillmore, 1979). 
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For these reasons, formula-based language acquisition can be a successful way of 

learning. Interlocutors also readily recognise formulaic language and, in fact, anticipate 

its use to speed up successful communication in a variety of professional and informal 

circumstances. 

While much of the teaching of requests has focused on the correct structure (e.g., the use 

of the modals "can" and "could"), EFL teachers frequently overlook the fundamental 

motivations for request strategies derived from negative politeness, with the "purpose of 

mitigating, reducing or eliminating possible causes of offence" (Leech, 2014, p.11) (see 

section 3.2.2). Therefore, when EFL learners formulate requests, they should be taught 

how to demonstrate consideration, provide justification, enhance the respondent's 

appearance, and convey gratitude. This can be accomplished in one of the following 

ways: 

1. Consideration is demonstrated. This may be direct or indirect, and it includes 

acknowledging that the requester is consuming the hearer’s time, inquiring about 

his or her availability, and making an assumption about his or her motivation to 

understand. Consideration can be expressed in the following manner: "Can you 

give me a second?" (direct) and "Are you busy at the moment?" (indirect). 

Preparators can be: "I need you to do me a favour" (direct) and "I would really 

like to ask you something" (indirect). Getting a pre-commitment can be achieved 

by: "Please don’t say no"(direct), and "Is there any chance of you doing me a 

favour?" (indirect); and minimising the imposition: "This will only take a minute 

of your time" (direct), and "I know you are a really busy person" (indirect) 

(Ishihara, 2010). 

2. Concentrating on the reason for the request as the speaker seeks compliance via 

the use of grounders: "I came away from home without my wallet”; downgrading 
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the imposition: "I see you are not using your calculator at the moment. Any chance 

of using it? " (Spencer-Oatey, 2008). 

3. Trying to enhance the respondent's impression through rapport building by 

making the addressee feel good (Lakoff, 1973). This can be done through 

sweeteners: "If there is someone I can always count on for help," and "Everyone 

says you’re the right person to ask." 

4. Trying to demonstrate a willingness to compensate by promising to pay back the 

respondent: "Just ask me any time, and I’ll help you with anything you need"; by 

displaying indefinite gratitude: "I will be eternally grateful"; or by offering actual 

payment: "I’ll pay you for your time" (Ishihara, 2010; Spencer-Oatey, 2008), (see 

table 5.5). 

The use of these pragmatic devices in forming FS enables target language users to convey 

requests in the least offensive manner possible, which may need to be explained to EFL 

learners. I tried to investigate the students' frequencies of using six formulaic sequences 

(Would you please, I was wondering, Would it be possible? I apologise/Many apologies, 

Can I /could I, I am sorry) in specific. 

Concerning the teaching approach and acquisition rules for FS, the studies focused on 

ways to make it easier for learners to store and extract them. Zhou (2014) examined the 

impact of remembering and phonemic repeating on the acquisition of L2 formulaic 

sequences. Wu (2014) explored the role of task-based FS instruction and training in 

college English instruction. She emphasised the importance of task-based instruction in 

English classes, with FS acquisition as the primary goal, teachers as the primary role  

model, and students as the acquirers, in order to cultivate students’ ability to internalise 

the language, increase their learning initiative and decrease their reliance on teachers.  
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Additionally, studies have been conducted to determine the efficacy and practicality of 

FS training in the areas of English vocabulary, listening, speaking, translation, and 

writing. Wang (2012) proposed a vocabulary teaching strategy centred on FS to broaden 

teachers’ and students’ thinking. Xiao (2011) experimented with using FS to improve 

speaking. According to Xu (2011), the input and output of high-frequency FS are critical 

channels for improving L2 writing fluency, which was reflected in a successful 

experiment using written FS to improve speaking. Wang and Yang’s (2015) experiment 

began with language acquisition, assisted students in studying FS in -depth, and 

highlighted FS through the multimodal improvement of instruction. It was discovered 

following the trial that learners’ listening comprehension might be greatly improved. Li 

and Zhao’s (2019) research demonstrated that prefabricated pieces result in an unmarked 

interpretation technique, increasing communication efficiency and reducing cognitive 

strain during interpretation. 

In summary, there are evidence that formula-based approach to language teaching can be 

extremely effective. Additionally, the fact that L2 learners often have a limited repertoire 

of formulaic phrases and may be uninformed about how to apply them effectively 

indicates the need for additional research into the benefits of a formula-based approach 

to pragmatic training. The following section turns to talking about declarative and 

procedural knowledge, which I tested in this study. 

3.4. Declarative and procedural knowledge 

In this research, I am planning to search declarative and procedural knowledge because I 

wanted to know if the students benefited from the treatment. The field of cognitive 

psychology explains the difference between accuracy and processing speed. As a result, 

this is interpreted in skill acquisition models. Anderson (1983) represented a skill 

acquisition model known as the adaptive control of thought (ACT). In this model, he 
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declared that skill acquisition requires a shift from the stage of declarative knowledge to 

the stage of procedural knowledge (Anderson, 1983; Anderson et al., 1998). Declarative 

knowledge presents the knowledge of "what is something", and this knowledge is 

conscious and can be analysed. For instance, declarative knowledge reflects the person’s 

idea and knowledge that 2+3 is 5. On the other hand, procedural knowledge refers to the 

knowledge of "how to do something". This knowledge requires transferring the 

knowledge to actual behaviour. An example of procedural knowledge is learning how to 

drive a car; the learner struggles to understand until they have driven the car for some 

time. Once the person has figured it out, it quickly becomes automatic knowledge; the 

type of knowledge that is hard to explain as it is subconsciously stored in the person’s 

mind. 

Consequently, skill acquisition is a theory of acquisition in which declarative knowledge 

is converted to be procedural through a middle stage where rules are practised regularly 

in a steady process. The goal of performing the skill acquisition process is to achieve a 

degree of knowledge where rules are used automatically and unconsciously. Anderson 

(1982) also introduced the skill-building theory to explain the three stages that learners 

have to go through to acquire new habits; these three stages are: 

a) A cognitive stage in which the student makes an active effort to learn the target 

language (present). 

b) An associative phase in which the student converts declarative knowledge to 

procedural knowledge(practise). 

c) An independent stage in which the student uses the language automatically 

(produce). 
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So, in the process of building a new skill, the learners go through three phases: present, 

practise, and produce (Jones, 2011). 

Recent research has investigated the roles of two long-term memory systems, declarative 

and procedural memory, in L2 learning (Morgan-Short and Ullman, 2012; Ullman, 2005; 

Ullman, 2015). These memory systems differ in several dimensions, including their 

relationships with awareness, the computations they perform, and the neural substrates 

that serve them (Eichenbaum, 2002; Eichenbaum & Cohen, 2001). For example, 

declarative memory supports learning general facts and knowledge (i.e., semantic 

memory) and autobiographical events from one’s life (i.e., episodic memory). 

Declarative memory is also argued to support both explicit (i.e., with awareness) and 

implicit (i.e., without awareness) forms of knowledge (Ullman, 2005). On the other hand, 

procedural memory supports cognitive skill learning (Knowlton & Moody, 2008) and 

appears to underlie the acquisition and execution of sequential skills, such as learning to 

play a musical instrument. Learning and forgetting in this system are thought to be slower 

than in declarative memory. Procedural memory consists of implicit knowledge since the 

knowledge contained is difficult to verbalise. 

Many researchers have identified a link between these two long-term memory systems in 

the language function of children and adults. Paradis (2004, 2009) and Ullman (2001, 

2004, 2005, & 2015) have argued that declarative and procedural memory play a role in 

acquiring lexicon and grammar, respectively. For instance, Ullman's declarative and 

procedural models hypothesise that declarative memory underpins the acquisition and 

representation of information stored in the lexicon, such as words and grammatically 

complex forms, memorised in chunks due to their frequency in the learners’ L1. 

Procedural memory is thought to support aspects of grammar that are believed to rely on 
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combinatorial processing, such as morphosyntax and syntax. The situation is 

hypothesised to be somewhat different during L2 development. As with L1, it is argued 

that L2 lexical development dependents on declarative memory. However, unlike L1, 

early L2 grammatical development is argued to be dependent on declarative memory, and 

this reliance may persist for some time. 

It is important to understand the differences between declarative and procedural 

knowledge, as I intended to teach the students in this research explicitly. So, 

differentiating between what the students already knew and what they learned in the 

classes is essential. The next section will cover the use of technology in teaching and 

learning a second language. 

3.5. Using technology to provide pragmatic instruction  

The use of technology has positively enriched classroom instruction and evaluated 

pragmatic abilities. Studies have shown that adopting technology in developing L2 

pragmatic competence enhances students’ progress in acquiring L2. Some studies have 

reflected the positive effect of using technology in assessing and teaching English. These 

include studies in Arabic (Ward et al., 2007); Chinese (Halenko, 2017; Taguchi, Li, & 

Tang, 2017); Japanese (Cohen & Ishihara, 2005; Utashiro & Kawai, 2009); Russian 

(Furniss, 2016); and Spanish (Sykes & Cohen, 2006). However, using technology in 

teaching and assessing L2 in curricula or classrooms remains largely neglected, even 

though it is considered essential in their development. Sykes and González-Lloret (2020) 

argue that it is essential to promote digital tools because it is important to deliver L2 

pragmatic content and students communicate with the materials, such as multimedia 

capabilities, immersive game environments, and virtual reality. 
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For the interest of this research, the next section will examine four studies: Taguchi et al. 

(2017); Halenko (2017); Ward, Bayyari, and Mughazy (2007); and Nugroho and Fitriati 

(2021). The first two were chosen because they are similar to the current study in 

exploiting technology, while the latter two were chosen because they were conducted on 

Arab students. Subsequently, I will consider four of the most recent studies in second 

language learning that have utilised the use of technology: Thomesen (2021), Li and Lan 

(2021), Chen (2021), and Torres and Yanguas (2021). The reason for reviewing these 

studies is to how be using technology can be effective in EFL setting in comparison to 

other traditional ways of teaching. The following table shows an overview of the 

mentioned studies: 

Research 

study 

Outcomes 

Taguchi et al. 

(2017) 

The study employed digital games to teach formulaic expressions in Chinese. The 

game was manipulated to investigate the learners’ understanding of these forms by 

employing a character who works in a restaurant where the participants were asked to 

complete a task in built-in situations from various social contexts. The results of using 

this game in teaching formulaic expressions showed that the students mentioned that 

the game setting was motivating because it connected them in an interactive and 

engaging situation that gave them a purpose for using the language. However, half of 

the participants did not notice the practice aims because most of the implicit 

instruction was provided. 

Halenko 

(2017) 

The study measured the explicit instruction effects, focusing on the speech acts of 

requests and apologies, using two different tasks: DCT and CAPT. She used academic 

scenarios that students might encounter in their everyday lives. Results revealed that 

explicit instruction was extremely efficient, with the group using computer-based tasks 

outperforming the other groups. 

Ward et al. 

(2007) 

The study attempted to teach Arab students back-channelling using technology-

enhanced tools. In the study, the prosodic feature and the pitch-down dash were 

measured to identify Arabs’ use of back-channelling. The result showed that providing 

the participants with rules for interrupting a conversation at the appropriate time 

benefited the participants. 

Nugroho and 

Fitriati 

(2021) 

The study explored using flipped learning to teach English to accounting students to 

improve their pragmatic competence. The participants were studying while deploying 

the discourse completion test and focus group discussion. The results showed that the 

students achieved better improvements in pragmatic competence after they had trained 

through flipped learning. The group discussion revealed that the learners’ attitudes 

toward flipped learning had developed, and they felt comfortable learning through the 

flipped learning methods. 

Table 3.1: An overview of studies that used technology in teaching L2 
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Li and Lan’s 

(2021) 

The research used digital language learning for L2 teaching and provided an empirical 

analysis of the usage of the DLL framework for teaching L2. It produced some 

interesting insights. The DLL revealed some new perceptions for teaching L2 to 

children and adults, and characteristics of the methods could be implemented 

theoretically. The practical implementation showed that there was a correlation 

between the learner’s behaviours and socio-cognitive abilities and the learning process 

of a new language in DLL pedagogy interaction. The DLL approach added a new 

boost to the L2 pedagogy as new technology emerged. The research study was able to 

demonstrate the purpose of information and communication technology in teaching 

L2, and learners’ involvement in learning the language was improved. 

Thomesen 

(2020) 

The study aimed to distinguish the language diary differences used in online and 

offline video games to evaluate the English proficiency of 9th-grade students. The 

results showed that there was a strong relationship between online gaming and 

proficient vocabulary skills. The usage of gaming as a learning tool among the 9th-

grade students showed a gender difference, as the male participants tended to show 

more interest in participating in the game while the female students did not show any 

interest in participating in the game tasks. Thus, male participants were able to deliver 

more proficient vocabulary results than female participants during the game-based 

task. The qualitative analysis showed there was a marginal difference between the 

male and female participants in producing efficient vocabulary skills. 

Torres and 

Yanguas 

(2021) 

The study aimed to inspire the enthusiasm of L2 learners by involving more 

information and communication technology. The fifty-two Spanish-based L2 learners 

were selected to engage in several audio and text activities, and the results revealed 

that the participants engaged in the audio-based tasks showed more interest than the 

participants engaged in the text-based tasks. In addition, the learners’ interest in task 

engagements revealed ICT usage for teaching L2 language. The research study 

demonstrated the purpose of ICT in teaching L2, and learners’ involvement in learning 

the language was improved. 

Chen (2020) The study focused on whether appropriate planning of pre-tasks could improve EFL 

learners in a virtual class environment. The tasks were planned based on the real-time 

scenarios of the participants based on their day-to-day activities. The task results 

showed that EFL learners exhibited improvement in grammatical complexity as their 

syntactic levels were elevated, and they showed improved linguistic competence. 

Additionally, the authors suggested that a 3D environment setting, which was part of 

the pre-planning of the tasks, improved the L2 learners. The real world-oriented tasks 

combined with ICT usage to create new pedagogical elements for the EFL learners, 

which added several discussions on acquiring knowledge. 

After reviewing the previous studies, I concluded that technology can positively help in 

raising the awareness of appropriate pragmatic language choices. In the next section, I 

move to discuss explicit instruction, which I used in this study. 

3.6. Explicit pragmatics instruction  

Generally speaking, research that examined the outcomes of giving explicit instruction 

in the form of metapragmatics confirmed that the learners who had received explicit 

instruction gave a better performance than the learners who had received implicit 
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instruction. This suggests that teaching appropriate pragmatic language choices should 

be delivered explicitly. In my study, I planned to offer explicit instruction to the students 

where these learners were aware of what are they learning and what is expected from 

them by the end of the instructional period.  

The presence of pragmatic input in instructional contexts affects the development of 

pragmatic competence, which can be provided through teachers’ input and/or materials 

(Alrabai, 2018). However, textbooks are frequently unable to provide reliable pragmatic 

input because this input is not always presented to language students in a realistic and 

contextualised manner (Bardovi-Harlig, 2001). More precisely, Bouton (1990) found that 

conversational implicatures (see section 3.2.1) were rarely discussed explicitly in ESL 

and EFL textbooks. Providing authentic input to learners should be a goal of pedagogy 

in order to attempt to bridge the pragmatic divide between learners and native speakers 

(Takahashi, 2001). 

This means that pragmatic instruction must accomplish three main goals in the EFL 

classroom: 1) expose students to appropriate target language (TL) input; 2) raise students’ 

pragmatic and meta-pragmatic awareness of the instructed aspect; and 3) provide 

authentic opportunities for students to practice pragmatic knowledge. Longer instruction 

periods, with sustained focused input on pragmatic and metapragmatic aspects instilled 

through collaborative practice activities and metapragmatic reflection, can compensate 

for the limited opportunities for learning TL pragmatics in EFL settings (Ohta, 2001; 

Kanagy & Igarashi, 1997). Studies show that corrective feedback, in combination with 

communicative practice, improves students’ ability to notice and focus on the needs of 

the person they are speaking to. Continued exposure to the language helps students’ 

interlanguage systems gain access to sociopragmatic and pragmatic knowledge faster and 

with greater efficiency. Kasper & Rose (2002) added that unless students intentionally 
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observe the complex interaction between language use and social context, they will barely 

ever comprehend the pragmatics of a new language (see section 3.4). 

In a review of interventional empirical pragmatics studies by Rose and Kasper (2001), 

the role of explicit instruction in pragmatics was established as being positive. Two 

conversational implicature studies may be cited here that support this belief. Bouton 

(1994) tested whether implicatures can indeed be taught and concluded that explicit 

instruction was effective in the case of those implicatures which were challenging to 

recover. Further, in a study examining the role of instruction in interpreting implicatures, 

Kubota (1995) replicated Bouton’s study only to reach a different conclusion. It may be 

noted that compared to Bouton, the duration of Kubota’s treatment was brief. Rose and 

Kasper (2001) noted this and other differences in terms of language proficiency, learning 

environment, and motivation (see section 3.2.). 

I wanted to see how effective providing explicit instruction would be in developing 

appropriate pragmatic choices in a non-English environment. However, this could be 

challenging because, after analysing the studies of Bouton (1994) and Kubota (1995), I 

can establish the fact that the L2 context places learners in a better position, as Kubota 

(1995) exposed learners to more volume as well as wider contexts of the language, unlike 

Bouton (1994), where language use and situations outside the class were fewer. From 

this, we can notice that EFL learners face more difficulties than ESL learners because of 

the non-English setting. So, the role of instruction in developing pragmatic competence 

is critical as a tool for adding to EFL learners’ knowledge and strengthening their basis 

in awareness of appropriate language choices. This can also motivate the L2 learner to 

develop their L2 pragmatic competence, since the acquisition of new forms of L2 does 

not necessarily guarantee the appropriate use of existing knowledge, frequently leading 

to a literal interpretation of utterances and a failure to exploit contextuality (Rose & 
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Kasper, 2001). In the following table, I review some studies to show the effectiveness of 

explicit instruction: 

Research study Outcomes 

Luijkx et al. (2021) The study investigated German L2 learners aiming to develop their pragmatic 

awareness. The data was collected from 16 business emails from Dutch 

learners, and 99 German professionals then evaluated the data. While 

concluding the study, it was stated that the pragmalinguistic issues were 

considered more serious potential issues than morphological errors. The 

pragmalinguistic conventions broken during the business encounters caused 

more friction while speaking L2; therefore, the authors recommended that 

teachers focus on pragmalinguistic infelicities while teaching L2. The 

discussion on pragmatic perception in the study was similarly focused on 

producing the suitability of the L2 language. Also, the study was based on a 

different language. However, the research study used a specific technique to 

improve the pragmalinguistic competence of L2 learners. Analysing their 

pragmalinguistics using professional mechanisms gave them a better 

understanding of the appropriateness of the L2 language. It also provided a 

fruitful insight into the importance of business conversation for the learners. 

Dockrell (2021) The study investigated the use of explicit instruction in raising pragmatic 

competence awareness among English L2 Greek Cypriot learners. The study 

showed that it was important to explicitly teach pragmatics. As a result, the 

participants learned to use the indirect strategy while having conversations. The 

participants had a stronger perspective on hearing influenced by the L1. The 

research study concluded that Greek-speaking students’ usage of lexical 

modifiers was way less than that of native English speakers. 

Luijkx, Gerritsen 

and Mulken (2021) 

The study focused on the impact of explicit teaching of pragmatic awareness 

on developing requests in the target language. The study recruited 22 second-

grade Turkish students from a private school. The participants were grouped 

into "control" and "experimental". The experimental group was taught for four 

hours on some pragmatic elements, while the control group did not receive 

any explicit treatment. Quantitative analysis revealed that there was no 

relationship between the learners’ pragmatic awareness and requesting L2. 

Also, a difference between pragmatic awareness and pragmatic factors was 

observed during the analysis. 

Zarrinabadi et al. 

(2021) 

The study examined pragmatic behaviours in L2 based on the language 

mindsets of individuals and showed that two different mindsets regarding the 

understanding of language, ‘fixed’ and ‘growth’, played an important role 

while learning. However, the study did not evaluate the students' pragmatic 

competence; instead, it tried to reveal a link between the mindsets and 

observed behaviours of the learners. Teachers were recommended that it was 

positive to keep the learners in a growth mindset when teaching a new 

language. 

Alkhrisheh et al. 

(2021) 

The study investigated the relationship between language use, critical 

thinking, and linguistic competence. The study presented an elaborate 

discussion about influence-based learning and its implications. The study 

employed 52 students for the data collection. The data were statistically 

analyzed, and the students' performances were evaluated using TOEFL scores 

Table 3.2: An overview of studies that used explicit instruction in teaching L2 
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to determine their level of proficiency. The overall evaluation of the study 

showed that there was a significant relationship between language use a nd 

linguistic competence. The debate on pragmatic perception in the study was 

reflected similarly on producing appropriateness in the L2 language. Also, the 

pedagogical implications could draw on new aspects and understanding of 

teaching methods. 

Hsieh and Chuang 

(2021) 

The study focused on pre-service teachers’ ability to teach sociolinguistics. 

The study found that they did not have appropriate sociolinguistic competence 

and exhibited a lack of confidence while teaching sociolinguistic skills. Due to 

sociocultural factors, the teachers exhibited inadequate sociolinguistic 

competence and low confidence in teaching sociolinguistic skills. 

Tulgar (2021) The study collected data from instructor notes and unstructured observations 

by the researcher. The data revealed the conventional content that the 

participants were able to adapt the global-local identities from the influence of 

their local identity awareness. Also, participants went through three-stage 

pragmatic developments, during which reflections of their global-local 

identities were observed. 

Li (2021) In this study, it is believed that the conversational implicatures strategy could 

improve English listening comprehension, and this teaching strategy also 

improved students’ pragmatic competence. The students effectively carried 

out pragmatic reasoning, and they could understand the contextual meaning of 

the language better after learning the importance of the conversational 

implicatures. This study examined how L2 English learners understood and 

produced conversational implicatures from two perspectives: the 

appropriateness of pragmatic aspects and the types of linguistic expressions 

used. The appropriateness of pragmatic aspects is used to observe the 

pragmatic approach’s effectiveness in improving students’ understanding 

abilities while learning the English language. The linguistic expressions would 

give us an understanding of an individual’s language. So, the approach’s 

effectiveness in importing students' pragmatic ability was measured using 

experimental and control groups. Both groups’ performance was measured in 

the pre-, post-, and delayed tests. 

Tajeddin and 

Bagherkazemi 

(2021) 

This study recruited 245 students to perform tasks on discourse completion 

tests and speech acts. The principal component analysis revealed the three-

factor structures, showed the implicit/explicit methods dichotomy in 

suggestions for pragmatic development, and discussed the potential advantage 

of using explicit strategies for pragmatic knowledge. 

Qari (2021) The study aimed to test whether explicit instruction of various L2 request 

forms could be a useful measure in developing Saudi learners’ linguistic and 

pragmatic competencies. Consequent to explicit instruction, improvement was 

evident in learners’ overall understanding of the appropriate use of request 

forms in different request situations. They also showed better output in proper 

employment of request strategies in English, recognition of request function 

names, and the ability to assign correct functions to linguistic realisations. 

Chong-yuan (2021) The domain of pragmatic competence covers the appropriate and effective use 

of language in sociocultural communicative contexts. Which was covered by 

this study, which advocated explicit speech act instruction as a crucial 

component in developing EFL learners’ pragmatic competence. The study 

further recommended explicit instruction in teaching speech acts in context 

and increasing speech act input and strategies as part of the explicit 

instruction. 
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Bukhari (2020) The study examined the effect of explicit instruction of the speech act of 

suggestion in English on the development of pragmatic competence in the 

context of Pakistani ESL teaching. Findings indicated that explicit instruction 

in English speech acts was not just recommended but necessary, especially 

with equal emphasis on the rules of grammar and sociocultural aspects. 

Derakhshan and 

Eslami (2020) 

The study evaluated the intervention on EFL learners and added some hints 

regarding pragmatic development. The prominent issue in EFL teaching is 

facilitating learners' pragmatic development. Fifty-one students were 

subjected to instruction as part of the interventions, which involved showing a 

series of tapes that could improve the students' L2 pragmatic awareness. The 

training material comprised video clips from the sitcom series Friends and 

Desperate Housewives. As a result of the intervention, the students who 

underwent the intervention session performed better than those who did not 

receive any intervention.   

Plonsky and 

Zhuang (2019) 

The study reviewed 50 studies in their analysis that revealed that pragmatic 

instruction was sufficient; however, most of the studies recommended a 

longitudinal study to show better results. 

Irshad and 

Ahmadian (2018) 

The study was conducted to evaluate the impact of the instruction method as it 

interacted with learners’ working memory capacity (WMC). The study 

concluded that explicit instruction of refusal strategies equalised learning 

opportunities for all learners, with different levels of WMC. Explicit 

instruction for expressions of disagreement is relatively less common but can 

be significant for L2 learners, given their potential as FTAs.  

Garcia-Fuentes and 

McDonough (2018) 

The study with Columbian EFL learners explored the learners’ use of 

politeness strategies in disagreement. In contrast to learners who received 

explicit instruction only, learners who received explicit instruction and 

practised through task repetition used significantly more politeness strategies. 

This result can have major implications for instruction in EFL settings and 

pragmatic training. 

Talati-Bagsiahi and 

Sarani (2017) 

The study shed light on the efficacy of explicit instruction in improving EFL 

learners’ pragmatic knowledge of hedging devices in terms of acquisition and 

use of English modals as hedging strategies. Participants’ linguistic and 

pragmatic use of these showed significant improvement as a result of the 

outright teaching of modals. 

Yang (2017) The study experimented with explicit instruction in expressing gratitude in a 

Chinese as a Foreign Language learning scenario via a self-access website. 

Participants' self-reflection journal entries showed promising possibilities for 

using the electronic mode as a tool for teaching foreign language pragmatics. 

Zavialova (2016) The participants reported feeling more confident in their L2 communication 

skills following explicit instruction in refusal and thanking formulaic 

expressions. The study also showed that treatment of oral performance 

became more contextually appropriate and accurate as a result of explicit 

instruction. 

Takahashi (2005) The study examined bi-clausal request forms in four treatment groups, and in 

doing so, he designed one of the most complex investigations. These groups 

were: an "explicit" group taught by a teacher who provided meta-pragmatic 

knowledge; a "form comparison" group that had learners match request forms 

in transcripts to their request forms; a "form search" group that was expected 

to search for request forms in transcripts; and the last one was a "meaning-

focused" group that listened to and read information, including the target 

forms, before replying to comprehension questions. The results showed that 

the explicit group presented better performance than all the other groups in the 
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use of target forms in both their pre-test and the post-test DCT. The students 

of the form comparison group presented a not significant application of the 

target forms. 

Rose and Ng (2001) The study was the first to investigate the impact of implicit and explicit 

instruction in responding to compliments in English in three groups, with 

three different ways of obtaining the datasets. The study recruited a control 

group and two instructed groups, one called the "inductive" group and the 

other the "deductive" group. Also, three methods were used to collect the data: 

a  self-assessment questionnaire, a  meta-pragmatic assessment questionnaire, 

and a DCT. The self-assessment and the meta-pragmatic assessment 

questionnaires did not reveal any distinctions across the levels of the members 

in the groups, but the DCT showed that the two instructed groups had better 

outcomes in providing and responding to compliments than the control group. 

However, the distinctions between the two instruction groups were not clear. 

The reason may be associated with the fact that the group members were 

advanced students, so both groups performed well while using syntactic 

formulae for giving and responding to compliments. 

Tateyama, Kasper, 

Mui, Tay, and 

Thananart (1997 

The study provided 50 minutes of instruction to beginner learners of Japanese 

as a foreign language. The instruction for the implicitly instructed group was 

implemented indirectly while they were role-playing, practising 

metapragmatics to teach them the various uses of the expression "sumimasen". 

The results determined that the explicitly instructed group outperformed the 

implicitly instructed group. 

Wildner-Bassett 

(1984) 

The study focused on manoeuvrability to examine the different ways of 

expressing agreement and disagreement in a business context. The explicitly 

instructed group’s results were better than the implicitly instructed group's, 

even when they were encouraged to look for certain pieces of guided 

information. 

The previous representations of the studies registered positive outcomes of providing 

explicit instructions to teach a target feature in a specific language. Most of the studies 

presented in the field of pragmatics have examined whether it is sufficient to  give second 

language SL learners instruction on how to understand some features of pragmatics or 

merely let them be exposed to the target language. Some of the studies hypothesised that 

providing explicit instruction to SL learners on some language features would benefit 

them in acquiring language more effectively and sufficiently and therefore I decided to 

adopt explicit instruction method in developing appropriate spoken pragmatic language 

choices in B1 EFL students.  

To summarise, in the previously discussed studies, I observed the effects of providing 

instruction in L2 explicitly, implicitly, or  no instruction. It can be concluded that, first, 
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many components in L2 pragmatics can be teachable, such as requests , apologies and 

politeness strategies (e.g., Luijkx et al., 2021; Zarrinabadi et al., 2021; Alkhrisheh et al., 

2021; Hsieh & Chuang, 2021; Tulgar, 2021; Li, 2021; Derakhshan & Eslami, 2020; 

Plonsky & Zhuang, 2019; Wildner-Bassett, 1984). Secondly, the results showed that 

learners who received explicit instruction used more appropriate pragmatic language 

than those who did not receive any instruction (e.g., Bouton, 1994; Cohen & Tarone, 

1994; Lyster, 1994; Wishnoff, 2000).The results showed that it is necessary to include 

instruction when teaching second language pragmatics (e.g., Luijkx, Gerritsen & 

Mulken, 2021; Tajeddin & Bagherkazemi, 2021; Rose & Ng, 2001; Tateyama, Kasper, 

Mui, Tay, &Thananart, 1997). Without explicit instructions, most second-language 

learners would fail to develop their awareness of some aspects of pragmatics in the TL 

(e.g., Dockrell, 2021; Qari, 2021; Chong-yuan, 2021; Bukhari, 2020; Irshad 

&Ahmadian, 2018; Garcia-Fuentes &McDonough, 2018; Talati-Bagsiahi & Sarani, 

2017; Yang, 2017; Zavialova, 2016; Takahashi, 2005; Bardovi-Harlig, 2001). Thus, the 

current study is designed to see the impact of giving explicit instructions on increasing 

the awareness of non-native speakers of a specific component in pragmatics, i.e., 

appropriate pragmatic language choices. In the next section, I talk about classroom 

research where I applied my explicit instruction. 

3.7. Classroom research 

The design of the main study followed a classroom research design introduced by Nunan 

(2005), who defined classroom research as empirical research conducted in the language 

classroom. Kasper and Roever (2005, p.322) called this procedure "interventional 

classroom research" to investigate how classroom intervention may support developing 

pragmatic competence for English language learners. The design adopted in this research 

can be classified under the range of instructed SLA, mainly because this research 
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investigates the outcomes of providing explicit instruction in acquiring some features in 

the L2 (Nunan, 2005). 

Williams (2012) provided some features of classroom research settings: (i) an educational 

purpose is present; (ii) an instructor is present; and (iii) more than one learner is present. 

So, the role of the teacher and the influence of learners’ communication are important in 

this type of research. One of the advantages of classroom research is that it can provide 

various data collection methods to give context-specific changes (Mackey, 2006). For 

example, in the current study, I asked the students about the pragmatic problems they 

faced in their academic life in the pilot study, so I could design materials to tackle the 

problem in their class, such as the best way to ask to borrow books from the library.  

To see the effectiveness of using classroom research, I reviewed the following studies in 

the below table. 

Research 

study 

Outcomes 

Al-Qahtani 

(2020) 

The study asserted that pragmatic competence training should be integrated into 

daily classroom activities to focus on L2 abilities such as speaking, listening, 

reading, and writing. When EFL teachers seek appropriate responses from their 

students, they should attempt to stimulate their interest by expanding L2 inputs and 

cultural features.  

Yousefi and 

Nassaji (2019) 

The study utilised 39 studies, revealing that face-to-face instruction produced a 

smaller effect than computer-assisted instruction regarding the effects of instruction 

and explicit feedback on L2 pragmatics. Face-to-face teaching was more effective 

than computer-assisted instruction.  

Badjadi (2016) The study examined 24 studies on the impacts of pragmatic instructional tasks on 

the production and comprehension of outcome criteria inside and outside of a  

classroom. The results showed that the treatments in which learners participated in 

meta-pragmatic discussion or contributed to recasting resulted in larger effect sizes. 

Rajabia, 

Azizifar, and 

Gowhary 

(2015) 

In an investigation of the effect of explicit instruction in a classroom on appropriate 

performance of request speech acts across two proficiency levels regarding two 

social variables, namely, status and distance, the study concluded that explicit 

instruction in a classroom is an effective facilitative tool in developing L2 learners’ 

pragmatic competence. Further, L2 proficiency positively influences the overall 

appropriateness of speech act production. 

Moody (2014) The study explored whether the rules for pragmatics should be taught in a study 

with L2 beginner learners of Japanese as a foreign language. The author concluded 

that explicit instruction in a classroom might be best seen as a starting point for 

Table 3.3: An overview of studies that used explicit instruction in classroom research 
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preparing a space to engage with the target language and modify students’ 

knowledge base to develop more individualised nuanced understandings of the 

target language. 

The previous studies show that the classroom method was effective.   Alcón 

(2005) claimed that the best context for developing pragmatic competence is in 

the classes of L2. Therefore, it is believed that employing pragmatic features 

such as speech acts and conversational implicatures in EFL classes can benefit 

L2 learners in the learning process. For instance, providing explicit instruction 

would help to avoid confusion in inferring conversational implicatures or using 

a certain speech act. Generally speaking, the research which examined the 

outcomes of giving explicit instruction in the form of metapragmatics (giving 

learners explicit information about form and function relationships) in a 

classroom confirmed that the learners who received explicit instructions 

performed better than the learners who had received implicit instructions. For 

instance, Wildner-Bassett (1984) worked on manoeuvrability to examine the 

different ways of expressing agreement and disagreement in a business context. 

The explicitly instructed group’s results were better than the implicitly instructed 

group's, even when they were encouraged to look for certain pieces of guided 

information. 

The quality of learning output is directly (but perhaps not exclusively) related to 

the quality of instruction. As opposed to traditional research, classroom research 

occurs when the researcher and the teaching practitioner are one and the same. 

Classroom research generates data that can be used to adjust curriculum, course 

content, delivery, and instructional practices. Furthermore, it usually follows 

certain steps such as identifying a problem, collecting data on prevalent 

classroom practice and their outcomes, trying an intervention, and evaluating the 

results. The present study has unique features which cast it perfectly in the mould 
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of classroom research. One of the main goals of this study is to develop the 

pragmatic competence of students who live in non-English environments. 

Kasper (1997) states that developing students' pragmatic competence is a main 

goal in EFL classrooms. 

Furthermore, several studies have focused on raising awareness of pragmatic 

features to improve EFL students' pragmatic competence (Alcόn & Martínez-

Flor, 2008; Tateyama, 2019). Bardovi-Harlig (2016) conducted a study that 

likewise addressed the necessity for teaching pragmatic features to promote the 

acquisition of pragmatic knowledge in FEL environments. The lack of exposure 

to English outside the classroom in a non-English environment hinders the 

students' development of pragmatic features. So, to solve this specific problem, 

teachers are recommended to employ explicit instruction in an instructed 

classroom. 

Another reason for using instructed classroom research is that most EFL contexts 

fail to develop pragmatic knowledge because most instructors and learners share 

the same L1 as well as the same social background in the process of pragmatic 

learning. Hussein and Albakri (2019) discussed several problems, one of which 

was the restricted variety of cultural interactions among students and teachers in 

the non-English-environment classroom. Others arose from the fact that their 

conversations were less complex in their structures and organisation, with less 

politeness in the general curriculum. 

Besides, the current research encourages developing pragmatic competence 

explicitly in EFL environments by raising awareness of appropriate pragmatic 

language choices, as the pragmatic aspect covers most of the features in the 
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pragmatic field, such as politeness strategies, maxims, etc. Most of the studies 

presented in this field have recommended instructional classroom research to 

develop the acquisition gain in various areas (Bardovi-Harlig, 2016; Bardovi-

Harlig, Griffin & Butler, 2005; Rose, 2005). Therefore, EFL teachers should 

implement pragmatically appropriate language features in their teaching to 

improve students’ ability to use English appropriately. They should be 

encouraged to develop pragmatic competence explicitly in their classrooms for 

their English learners, especially those who are not exposed to enough input from 

native speakers and, consequently, are not provided with the possibility to 

acquire pragmatic features (Achiba, 2003; Edwards & Csizer, 2004). 

Furthermore, Taguchi (2018) argued that instructional studies propose some 

perceptions in the development of pragmatic competence. Instructional studies 

are concerned with progress and the circumstances influencing the development, 

specifically with direct instruction as a factor, in order to measure its influence 

on learning results in the change in pragmatic knowledge from before the 

intervention to after it. 

There has been a perception in the past that language classrooms are not ideal 

environments for learning pragmatics because they lack the functional and 

linguistic resources necessary for this type of learning. This statement has less 

to do with the way these learning environments are designed than with how SL 

and EFL classrooms are used. For example, Cook (2001) points out that EFL 

classrooms are characterised by limited input and practice because of two 

factors: first, the target language tends to be studied and not used for socialisation 

or communication purposes; and second, classroom organisation is teacher-led. 

As a result, one of the functions of pragmatic instruction is to compensate for the 
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incomplete or misleading input provided to learners by academic talk, 

instruction, and L2 learning materials. Bardovi-Harlig and Hartford (1996) have 

characterised traditional teacher-student talk as an unequal status encounter, 

where the teacher’s speech does not serve as a good model for the learners’ 

speech. 

Similarly, Mir (1992) found that instruction sometimes emphasised one semantic 

formula over others, encouraging inappropriate overuse of some formulae. It is 

also common for L2 learning materials to be lacking in real-world examples of 

speech and language functions. For L2 students, and especially for those learning 

English as an L2, contextualised, pragmatically appropriate input is essential 

from the beginning of the learning process. 

The role of explicit pragmatic instruction becomes even more important in EFL 

classrooms where opportunities for the full range of human interactions are 

limited, and as a consequence, learners have more difficulties in acquiring 

appropriate language use patterns (Rajabia & Azizifara, 2015; Sykes & Cohen, 

2018; Kasper & Schmidt, 1996). Schmidt (2001) argued that pedagogical 

intervention is based on these ideas, which aim to make learners aware of their 

prior knowledge and how to use it in appropriate sociopragmatic contexts; and 

second, to help learners pay attention to both the linguistic forms of utterances 

and the relevant social and contextual features with which they are associated. 

Grammar and literacy can be learned in SL and EFL contexts, but the 

development of pragmatic discourse and sociolinguistic ability has not been 

observed in the same way. For students, Kasper and Rose (2002) note that 

classrooms offer two modes for developing pragmatics: (1) students learn from 



DEVELOPING APPROPRIATE PRAGMATIC LANGUAGE CHOICES                                                      93 
 

exposure and production through instructional activities not necessarily intended 

for the development of a pragmatic aspect; or (2) learners learn as a result of 

planned educational activities specifically directed toward the acquisition of 

pragmatics. 

According to research, learning and teaching can be affected by the environment 

in which they are being conducted. Learning is supported in SLA contexts due 

to prior exposure to pragmatic aspects that are reinforced by instruction. Students 

can learn both in and out of the classroom in this way: in the classroom, by 

raising their awareness of the aspect under instruction; and outside, by focusing 

their attention on real occurrences of the targeted aspect, as well as by searching 

for opportunities to practice their skills (Kasper, 1997a, 1997b; Rose, 1999). As 

Kasper (2001) notes: 

 “The great potential of L2 teaching for developing learners' 

pragmatic ability lies in its capacity to alert and orient learners to 

pragmatic features encountered outside the classroom, encourage 

them to try out new pragmatic strategies, reflect on their 

observations and their own language use, and obtain feedback” 

(p.56).  

Foreign language learning contexts, on the other hand, are less favourable learning 

environments because they do not allow students to interact with native speakers of the 

target language. Since the traditional classroom format cannot meet these increased 

demands for language instruction, this constraint poses a serious problem. Authentic 

communication in the target language requires "linguistic action" that is not provided by 

classroom interaction, according to Kasper (1998). Since it has been established that EFL 
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classrooms do not provide enough conversational practice, regardless of how 

communicative and learner-cantered they are (Kasper & Rose, 2002), these limitations 

are specifically attributed to EFL classrooms. As a result,"...learners find it difficult to 

develop the processing control in utterance comprehension and production required for 

effective conversation participation" (p.26). In the next section, I show studies in the 

Saudi context that were interested in developing pragmatic competence. 

3.8. Developing pragmatic competence studies in Saudi Arabia 

Many studies have been conducted in the Saudi context regarding developing pragmatic 

competence. In the next section, I will review the most recent ones, starting with 

Almegren's (2022) study, then Qari's (2021) study, Qadha et al.'s (2021) study, Aljasir’s 

(2021), Al-Qahtani's (2020) study, and Alsuhaibani’s (2022) study: 

Table 3.4: An overview of studies on developing pragmatic competence in the Saudi context  

Research 

study 

Outcomes 

Almegren 

(2022) 

The study investigated the level of pragmatic awareness among 56 male and female 

Saudi EFL intermediate to advanced learners. The findings of the study reported that 

these Saudi EFL learners had a medium level of awareness and there were no 

differences amongst the participants because of gender. The study urged EFL teachers 

to create a good learning environment to increase learners’ pragmatic abilities. The 

limitation of this study came from the instruments, so the advised using different tool. 

Qari (2021) The study explored the impact of explicit instruction on developing Saudi EFL 

abilities in making requests. The study recruited 30 female students during the 

foundation year. The study used an experimental design, pre- and post-tests and found 

that, after the treatment, the Saudi EFL learners achieved great progress. Thus, 

explicit teaching of pragmatic elements can participate in developing learners' 

competence in pragmatics. The limitation of this study is that the teaching session 

was only provided once. 

Qadha et al. 

(2021) 

The research studied the effect of social media platforms in developing Saudi EFL 

learners’ use of requests. The study of 40 students in pre-and post-tests showed that the 

experimental group outscored the control group. One of the limitations reported in this 

study is the need to include qualitative data to further elicit students’ views and attitudes 

towards the use of social networking tools for learning English, 

Aljasir 

(2021) 

The study recruited 212 Saudi participants to use discourse completion analysis 

(DCT), role play, and interviews in giving advice. The results showed that the 

pragmatic performance was influenced by the pragmatic and linguistic competence of 

the learners. One of the reported limitations in this study is the lack of delayed test. 
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As stated above, many studies have considered the Saudi EFL context of pragmatics. 

However, no study to my knowledge has explored the impact of explicit teaching to 

develop female learners' abilities in understanding and producing appropriate pragmatic 

language choices at B1 proficiency level. Yet, there has been no previous study focused 

on an experimental design and explicit teaching and using technology (CAPT) to improve 

Saudi EFL female learners' use of the target language. 

3.9. Research gaps 

As suggested in the previous studies, raising the awareness of appropriate spoken 

pragmatic language choices explicitly is generally beneficial in developing L2 

pragmatic competence (e.g., Dockrell, 2021; Qari, 2021; Chong-yuan, 2021; Bukhari, 

2020; Irshad &Ahmadian, 2018; Garcia-Fuentes &McDonough, 2018; Talati-Bagsiahi 

& Sarani, 2017; Yang, 2017; Zavialova, 2016; Takahashi, 2005). However, most 

reviewed studies in sections 3.5 and 3.8 showed significant methodological problems 

that may have impacted the findings. First, the lack of delayed tests  which has affected 

the results because there is a need to have evidence that the teaching method has a 

longer term effect (e.g., Almegren, 2022; Qari, 2021; Qadha et al., 2021; Aljasir, 2021; 

Al-Qahtani, 2020).To overcome this gap, I planned to include a four-week delayed test 

Alsuhaibani 

 (2022) 

This study focused on the effect of consciousness-raising instruction and corpus-based 

instruction on EFL students’ development of compliment responses. It employed a 

quasi-experimental design with 136 EFL university students divided between three 

groups: control, consciousness-raising, and corpus groups. And used DCT as a pre- and 

post-test with all the groups to investigate any significant differences between them. 

The results showed the effectiveness of pragmatic instruction of compliment responses 

through both consciousness-raising instruction and corpus- based instruction. One 

reported limitation in this study was the use of DCT. 

Al-Qahtani 

(2020) 

The study investigated the need for teaching pragmatic competence to Saudi EFL 

learners. He explored 160 Saudi instructors’ implementation of pragmatics while 

teaching. The study also examined the difficulties teachers face while applying such 

language elements. The study reported that Saudi teachers were aware of the 

importance of developing pragmatic competence in their students. However, the level 

of implementation of the pragmatic elements in the classroom was not satisfactory. 

One reported limitation in this study came from the segregation nature followed in the 

Saudi teaching system.  
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to see the effects of explicit instruction in longer terms. Second, the results from data 

collection tools which are commonly used in L2 pragmatic research such as Discourse 

Completion Tasks (DCTs) reflect participants' perceptions of what they may say rather 

than what they might actually say in a particular setting. Most of the studies I examined 

in the Saudi context used DCTs or Role-Play to collect their data and reported these 

methods in their limitations (e.g., Alsuhaibani, 2022; Almegren, 2022; Qari, 2021; 

Qadha et al., 2021; Aljasir, 2021; Al-Qahtani, 2020). 

n this research, I chose to overcome this gap by employing a Virtual Role Play CAPT, 

so I could elicit data for this study  by simulating authentic spoken dialogue in terms of 

length and richness, which is a definite advantage over written tools (Halenko, 2013). 

Third, most of the mentioned studies compare the results of an experimental group to 

native speakers or to each other’s (e.g., Alsuhaibani, 2022; Almegren, 2022; Qari, 2021; 

Qadha et al., 2021; Aljasir, 2021; Al-Qahtani, 2020) in this study, I hired raters to 

evaluate the answers according to appropriacy rather than accuracy (see 5.8). I 

compared the experimental group's results to exposure by including a control group 

whose members did not receive any intervention. Finally, to my knowledge, previous 

research has not looked at the impact of the explicit for Saudi EFL learners at B1 CEFR 

students in EFL setting. The main goal of the current study is to expand on the existing 

research that looks at the effects of explicit pragmatic training and interlanguage 

pragmatics. 

3.10. Conclusion  

This chapter has provided an overview of appropriate pragmatic language choices. In 

section 3.2, I presented an overview of appropriate pragmatic language choices; this 

section covered conversational implicatures in section 3.2.1, politeness strategies in 

3.2.2., and the speech acts of requests in 3.2.3. I explained the formula-based approach 



DEVELOPING APPROPRIATE PRAGMATIC LANGUAGE CHOICES                                                      97 
 

in section 3.3. Existing studies on declarative and procedural knowledge were considered 

in section 3.4., followed by previous research on the use of technology in the classroom 

and the importance of providing explicit instruction in sections 3.5. and 3.6. In connecting 

the literature to the current study, I discussed the value of classroom research in section 

3.7. Finally, I concluded with studies from the Saudi context on developing pragmatic 

competence in section 3.8., setting the scene for the presentation of my own research in 

the following chapters, beginning with the pilot study. 
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Chapter Four: Pilot Study 

4.1.Introduction 

To determine whether and to what extent statistical evidence would support the study's 

aims and goals, I decided to conduct a pilot study with two groups of learners. The reason 

is to examine the validity of the research method in the planned experimental study and 

find answers to the research questions as defined in section 1.5. In this chapter I show an 

outline and justification of the pilot study, starting with the study design (4.2) and details 

of the participants (4.3), aims in section (4.4), method, instruments, and ethical procedure 

in sections (4.5, 4.6, and 4.7), and finally discussion of the data treatment and analysis in 

section (4.8). 

4.2.Study design  

The purpose of this pilot study is to examine the effects of providing explicit instruction 

on developing EFL female Saudi learners’ pragmatic competence and to discover 

whether it would raise their awareness of how to comprehend and produce appropriate 

pragmatic linguistic choices (see sections 3.2., 3.3., and 3.6.). As I mentioned in section 

(3.2.), appropriateness is defined as “the knowledge of the conventions of 

communication in a society, as well as linguistic abilities that enable learners to 

communicate successfully in L2” (Taguchi, 2006a; p.513). The study followed an 

experimental design in which pre- and post-tests were performed on experimental and 

control groups. Table 4.1 shows information about the pilot study: 
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Table 4.1 above shows the number of participants, which was 30 students, and their 

average age was 21 (M = 21, SD = 2.82). Each group had 15 students. The table 

also shows that the students’ level was B1 (B1 CFER is defined in section 1.2.). All 

the participants were recruited from a Saudi university located in Saudi Arabia. The 

students participated in both the recognition and production tests. Only the 

experimental group members received ten hours of explicit instruction intended to 

raise their awareness of how to understand and produce appropriate pragmatic 

choices (defined in sections 3.2.) to develop their pragmatic competence. 

The pilot study design consisted of two groups: experimental and control group. 

Each group included 15 non-native female speakers (Saudi) who were studying 

English in a non-English environment, EFL. The experimental group was explicitly 

instructed (see section 3.6.) on interpreting and producing appropriate pragmatic 

Table 4.1: An overview of the pilot study 

Number of students  30 

Average age of the students  M = 21, SD = 2.82 

Number of groups 2 

Names of groups  Experimental group and control group 

Number of students in each 

group  

15 

Location  Saudi Arabia  

Level of English B1  

Treatment type for the 

experimental group only  

Explicit instruction on how to understand and produce appropriate 

pragmatic language to develop pragmatic competence 

Treatment duration  Ten hours of explicit instruction equally divided across five days (for 

the experimental group only) 

Number of tests for both 

groups  

2 

Name of tests  Recognition task and production task  

Stages of the tests  Pre-test and post-test. 

Method of evaluating the 

production task  

By hiring two experienced native speakers who judged how 

appropriate the responses were for the context and the relationship 

between the participants.  
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language choices. In contrast, the other group acted as the control group, whose 

members received the tests only, without having any explicit intervention on how 

to produce and understand appropriate pragmatic choices. The experimental group 

members received instruction for two hours a day for five days. The design of the 

instructions followed Thomas (1983) in concentrating on sociopragmatic features 

of spoken conversational implicatures, politeness strategies, and indirect requests 

of speech acts focused on interlanguage pragmatics, and specifically, pragmatic 

failure. To quote: 

“While pragmalinguistic failure is basically a linguistic problem caused by 

differences in the linguistic encoding of pragmatic force, sociopragmatic 

failure stems from cross-culturally different perceptions of what constitutes 

appropriate linguistic behaviour.” (Thomas, 1983, p. 99). 

The instruction consisted of training the participants to observe the direct and indirect 

meanings of appropriate pragmatic language choices (see section 3.2.). I focused on the 

differences between the literal and underlying meaning by explicitly raising the students’ 

awareness of conversational implicature and maxims (see section 3.2.1.), raising their 

awareness of how to use appropriate politeness strategies and FTAs (see section 3.2.2.), 

as well as explaining requests and formulaic sequences (see section 3.2.3., and 3.4.), in 

the context of their daily academic life, which these students usually encounter in 

academic settings in their EFL classes. Further details of the instruction are provided in 

section 4.5.1 and in Appendix 10. I chose to raise awareness of these specific pragmatic 

forms because I believe that they can be implemented in an existing curriculum. 

These students were recruited from the English department of a university that exists in 

Saudi Arabia. The reasons for choosing this sample of students are discussed in detail in 
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section 4.3.1. The students were B1 level according to the CEFR classification, which 

means that they were intermediate English users, defined as: 

 “Can understand straightforward factual information about common, 

everyday or job-related topics, identifying both general messages and 

specific details, provided speech is clearly articulated in a generally familiar 

accent. Can understand the main points of clear standard speech on familiar 

matters regularly encountered in work, school, leisure, etc., including short 

narratives” (Council of Europe. 2018, p. 55).      

The English proficiency level of the students was decided by looking at the requirements 

for acceptance (eligibility criteria) in the English department at their university. One of 

the requirements to be accepted in this department is to be at least B1 in CEFR. 

This study employed an experimental design to measure the changes that might occur at 

two different times: pre-test and post-test. The design of the two stages followed two 

main methods: a) pre-test: the first stage was a week before giving the members of the 

two groups any instruction on how to be aware of appropriate pragmatic choices; and b) 

post-test: the second step was immediately after giving only one of the two groups' 

planned classes of explicit instruction. The next section discusses the reasons for 

choosing this study design. 

4.2.1. Rationale for the study design 

There were three main aspects to the study design. First, this study applied an 

experimental design as it compared two groups of thirty learners at the same proficiency 

level and used a pre- and post-tests as one form of data collection. The design was 

intended to test the effectiveness of explicit instruction in terms of understanding and 

producing appropriate pragmatic language. The use of a control group aimed to 
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demonstrate that the target items would not be acquired through simple exposure to input 

in the non-English speaking environment, i.e., that there was a positive effect of explicit 

teaching.  

Secondly, I followed a quantitative research method. The reason for applying a 

quantitative method in the pilot study was that this part of the research was exploratory. 

It explored what the students may achieve by applying numerical values for easy 

comparison and conducting precise assessment measurements such as t-tests. Using a 

quantitative method would help in answering the research question at this stage because 

I only needed to see if explicit instruction was effective by looking at numbers and test 

the instruments (Hodis & Hancock, 2016). It was felt that drawing a conclusion between 

the two groups and the effect of explicit instruction on students' appropriate language 

choices would be achieved by using a quantitative approach in collecting and analysing 

the data to see the effect of using specific instruments. 

Thirdly, I followed a classroom research approach similar to Cohen, Mannion, and 

Morrison (2007), fundamentally defined by Bailey and Nunan (2005) as research 

conducted in school settings and concerning teaching and learning (see section 3.7.). 

Kasper and Roever (2005) offered this model of classroom research to study how 

different varieties of classroom interventions might enhance teaching non-native 

speakers. The reason for choosing classroom research is to provide an inductive learning 

environment where I offer specific focus on spoken appropriate pragmatic language 

choices to raise the student’s awareness of pragmatic competence. I will provide more 

information about this type of research in the next chapter, which deals with the 

methodology of the main study. So, the classroom research design was chosen as the best 

way to deliver and test the intended instruction planned in this study. In this setting, I can 

find out if what I am testing is directly applicable to teaching.  
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4.3.Participants 

The participants in the pilot study were 30 Saudi female undergraduate year two students 

in the English department, Saudi Arabia. They were divided into two groups of 15, as 

follows: 

• Experimental group: the group members were explicitly instructed on 

comprehending and producing appropriate pragmatic choices to develop their 

pragmatic competence appropriacy (experimental = 15). 

• Control group: the members acted as a non-instructed group (control = 15). 

Cohen and Macaro (2010) suggested adding a control group to compare the results 

between the two groups after providing the experimental group with the planned 

treatment. The control group played the opposite concerning the instruction provided, as 

they received no specific instruction. Like the experimental group, the control group 

members attended all the tests. 

The participants selected for this study were randomly assigned to each group. The 

participants in both groups had never studied abroad, and they had been learning English 

for 6 to 9 years in Saudi Arabia (M = 7.5, SD = 2.12). The age of the participants was 

between 19 and 23 years old (M = 21, SD = 2.82). All the participants were female 

students because of the segregated nature of universities in Saudi Arabia. They are all 

Saudis and were recruited because the study conditions applied to them as they were in 

the second year in the English department. Their English proficiency level was B1 in 

CEFR (Council of Europe, 2018). The organisation of the participants into groups is 

depicted in figure 4.1 below:  
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There were two tests: a pre-test and a post-test. In between the pre-test and the post-test, 

there was a time gap of a week to allow the experimental group to receive their explicit 

instruction. Fifteen of the 30 participants were randomly assigned to the experimental 

group and informed that they should meet me, the researcher, for ten hours of classes on 

developing pragmatic awareness, divided over a week before the second test was given. 

They were also requested to come to the agreed place on the campus to get their training 

as well as at the two agreed times for the pre- and post-tests. All the participants were 

thus explicitly informed about the entire schedule. The next section provides reasons for 

choosing the mentioned sample.  

4.3.1. Rationale for the sample size 

The type of sampling in this study followed ‘purposive sampling’ (Cohen et al. 2007, 

pp.114). In the pilot study as well as in the main study, I only chose students who had the 

following characteristics: shared the same first language, the same level of English as B1, 

were females, and were studying in the English department at a Saudi university. Thus, 

this sample was homogenous as described by DonYei (2007, p. 127) because the stud ents 

were all the same nationality, gender, course, and level. The purpose of choosing this 

sample type was to examine two groups with similar features. 

Pre-test

• Experimental group N=15

• Control group N=15

Explicit  
instruction

• Experimental group only N=15

Post-test

• Experimental group N=15

• Control group N=15

Figure 4.1: The organization of participants into groups 
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As for the sample size, Griffee (2012) considered a sample to be not less than 25 or 30. 

In this study, the number of students was kept as 15 per group in accordance with 

Dörnyei's (2007) suggestion for the kind of design chosen here.  Next, I move to discuss 

the aims of this pilot study. 

4.4.Aims  

This pilot study explored the ways EFL Saudi female learners interpret and produce 

appropriate pragmatic language choices in their EFL environment. It was hypothesised 

that, as a part of their communicative competence, Arab speakers’ ability to understand 

and produce indirect forms of language, such as implied meanings in English, might be 

determined by some variables that were covered in the pilot study, such as the non-native 

speakers' overall proficiency level in English and their strategic competence due to the 

differences in pragmatic functions between Arabic and English (Omara, 1993). 

This part of the study aims to seek primary answers to the following research question: 

RQ. To what extent does explicit instruction help B1 level Saudi learners 

to improve their recognition and production knowledge of appropriate 

pragmatic language choices? 

4.5.Data collection procedure  

The process in this pilot study was as follows: to begin with, the students were shown 

animated videos in CAPT (explained in section 4.6), content which had a reasonable 

occurrence of pragmatic implications in English. Then, I recorded the groups’ 

spontaneous responses (N = 180) to questions based on the videos using my iPhone and 

a Dictaphone and transcribed their answers afterward. Two experienced English -native 

speaker teachers were hired to assess these transcriptions based on appropriateness only. 

The raters were asked to overlook any other aspect and focus on the situation itself and 
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the relationship between the participants in these questions and mark them on a five -point 

Likert Scale for pragmatic appropriateness (see 3.2.). To ensure objectivity, the raters 

were not informed of the group to which any of the responses belonged.  The following 

scale was used in rating the responses: 

5= Excellent - expressions are fully appropriate for the situation. 

4= Good - expressions are mostly appropriate. 

3= Fair - expressions are only somewhat appropriate. 

2= Poor - appositeness is difficult to be determined. 

1= Very poor - there is no evidence that the intended speech acts are 

performed. 

The method for collecting the data in the production task was as presented in Figure 4.2 

below:  

 

The scores allotted by the raters were then fed into SPSS, the computer software for 

statistical analysis, to figure out trends in the students’ answers (discussed in detail in 

section 4.8).  

All the oral responses from 
the CAPT were recorded 

for analysis and evaluation 
by both the research 

iPhone and a digital voice 
recorder.

All 180 oral responses (30 
learners x 6 scenarios) 

were transcribed manually 
by the researcher.

Two native English EFL 
tutors were hired to rate the 
CAPT transcriptions of the 

production task from the 
experimental and control 

groups for overall 
appropriateness. 

Both raters were asked to 
attend three meetings with 
the researcher before they 
started the evaluation for 

orientation for project, the 
instrument, the evaluation 
standards and procedure. 

The raters were not 
informed from which 

group or which test the 
responses came.

The answers were 
evaluated on a five-point 
Likert scale for pragmatic 

appropriateness. 

Figure 4.2: How the quantitative data were collected and treated in the production task 
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Figure 4.3 below shows how the written transcriptions were transformed into numbers in 

the production task to quantify the data. 

 

In the pilot study, there were two primary data collection stages: the instructional stage 

and the testing stage. I first present the instruction phase in section 4.5.1 below, to be 

followed by an outline of the instruction provided in the classroom. I then explain the 

teaching materials covered in these classes as well as the activities conducted. In the end, 

I conclude with examples that were provided in these classes. Section 4.5.2 presents the 

details of the tests provided, which were two: recognition and production tasks. Then in 

section 4.8, I present an overview of the data treatment and analysis. 

4.5.1.  Instruction phase 

In the instruction phase, I designed a classroom-based explicit instruction for the 

intervention on comprehending and producing appropriate pragmatic forms to develop 

the pragmatic competence of the participants from the experimental group (see sections 

3.6. & 3.7.). These classes lasted for ten hours, spread equally across five days. The idea 

of designing these materials to fit in a short time is that these materials can be 

implemented in an existing curriculum in EFL Saudi classes. Figure 4.4 below illustrates 

an overview of the five days (see Appendix 11 for more details on what happened in the 

classes, and Table 5.4). 

 

The transcriptions of 
the two tests provided 
from the two groups 

were given to the 
raters.

The raters were asked 
to evaluate from 1 to 
5 according to the  
appropriacy of the 

statements.

SPSS was used to 
check if the data were 
normally distributed 
using a parametric 

test.

Figure 4.3: Obtaining data for the quantitative method in the production task 
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The specificities of the materials/ methods used each day in the intervention are discussed 

below: 

Day 1 

i. Providing an overview of pragmatics by introducing politeness theory, speech acts, 

cooperative principles and conversational implicatures.  

ii. Discussion on what we mean by pragmatics and why it is essential to develop an 

awareness of pragmatic competence.  

iii. Introduction to the Speech Acts Theory with detailed instruction about the 

locutionary, illocutionary, and perlocutionary acts leading to a discussion about the 

underlying meaning, such as requests, apologies, compliments, etc.  

iv. Activities focused on complaining, apologising, greeting, requesting, and giving 

explanations. These forms can be modified to other speech acts to increase learners’ 

pragmatic awareness and competence in different situations. The idea behind choosing 

these broad terms is not to cover all the situations, because it is impossible to include all 

the contexts, and it is more practical to give the learners the means they require to improve 

their pragmatic competence. In this way, teachers can provide learners with the methods 

of how to interact more productively and confidently in English. 

Day one

•Giving an overview of pragmatics by introducing politeness theory, speech 
acts, cooperative principles and conversational implicatures (2 hours)

Day two

•Authentic examples (1 hour)

•Cross-cultural pragmatics (1 hour)

Day three

•Examples (1 hour)

•Discussions (1 hour)

Day four

•Examples (1 hour)

•Discussions (1 hour)

Day five

•Size of impositions (1 hour)

•Social differences (1 hour) 

Figure 4.4: Instructional stages of the intervention 
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Day 2 

i. Introduction to authentic examples of what Taguchi (2011) concentrated on as the 

awareness-developing approach, which focuses on social context, practical language use, 

and encouraging teaching materials that enhance pragmatic and intercultural 

competencies such as situations that the students may encounter in their everyday 

academic lives. Bolitho et al. (2003) suggested using text awareness, which means using 

activities in the classroom that urge the students to notice the differences between spoken 

and written materials and relate these differences to their L1. One of the examples was: 

(Two teenage boys are talking to one another.) 

John: Hey Randy, that's SOME tie you're wearing! 

Randy: You like it? My grandmother gave it to me for my birthday...  

John: She really has a good sense of humour! 

Question: What do you think John is trying to tell Randy? 

a. He doesn't like the tie. 

b. He appreciates the fact that his grandmother has a sense of humour. 

c. The tie looks great because it is funny. 

d. Randy looks funny because he is wearing a tie. 

On the other hand, I covered topics about cross-cultural pragmatics for almost an hour. I 

presented authentic examples to clarify cross-cultural pragmatics: differences in 

understanding appropriateness in different cultural backgrounds. See appendix 11 for full 

details.  

ii. Talking about different cultures and how people in these cultures can interpret 

situations differently (Hyland & Paltridge, 2011). One of the examples was linked to 

‘phatic’ and ‘real’ expressions, such as the following example: 
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How are you? To an English or Arab person, the answer should be phatic, 

whereas in French it is a real question that requires providing many details.  

Days 3, 4 

On these two days, I enumerated some more examples, including some animated videos 

not included in the test, and invited the students to show their understanding by reacting 

to some situations focusing on how they would respond if they were in the same position.  

During these two days, I focused on:  

• Cross-cultural analyses and discussion of the appropriacy of sample conversational 

implicatures and speech acts that are practised in academic situations.  

• Language focus on how to use formulaic sequences in individual speech acts such as 

indirect requests: would you please help me? 

• The students were invited to compare their knowledge with what they had learned in 

these sessions (see Appendix 11 for the materials). 

Day 5 

i. Introduced the terms power, social distance, and the size of imposition, the three factors 

that speakers should consider while interacting with each other (Brown & Levinson, 

1987). Since the concept was foreign to the participants, I explained to them that ‘power’ 

implies the social status of the speaker and hearer. I provided examples while changing 

the interlocutor to enable the students to notice that we can use one sentence but change 

its meaning just by changing the person who had altered the sentence and our relationship 

with the person who had presented this sentence. By ‘social distance’, the degree of 

familiarity between the interlocutors is implied. I further explained to them that in speech 

acts, and one varies the linguistic forms to imply ‘respect, deference, and politeness’ 

(Kida, 2011, p.183). Finally, the ‘magnitude of imposition’ is the extent of leverage that 

the speaker enjoys in terms of the ability to impose his/ her ideas on others.  
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The 15 assigned students in the experimental group were expected to attend all the classes 

from day one until the last day, for two hours every day. I designed all the classroom 

materials to test them in this pilot study. At this stage, I played the role of a facilitator in 

all the discussions and material used in the classroom. I also was the director and corrector 

of the students’ use of language. Next, I move to explain the testing phase. 

4.5.2. Testing phase 

The following segment presents a summary of the tests that were administered in the pilot 

study. The pilot study lasted for three weeks, including one week/ten hours of explicit 

instruction to develop pragmatic awareness of spoken appropriate pragmatic forms. The 

following Figure 4.5 shows how I divided the tests in relation to time in the pilot study: 

 

The study used CAPT, a computer-animated production task (explained and defined in 

sections 3.5., 4.6., and 5.6) in two stages: pre-test and post-test, to measure the students' 

production of indirect requests of speech acts and understanding of conversational 

implicatures in the current stage. The same test was repeated to each student in both the 

groups two times in the two stages, and the same CAPT videos were shown to the students 

in a different order each time they took a test to avoid memorising the answers. 

As previously stated, the current study included pre- and post-immediate tests. The 

comparison between the pre-test and the post-immediate test showed the impact of the 

explicit instruction on the participants. In the next section, I talk about the instruments. 

Week one: Pre-test (CAPT: production 
and recognition tasks)

Week two: Post-immediate test (CAPT: 
production and recognition tasks)

Figure 4.5: An overview of the time of each test 
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4.6.Instruments 

The instruments used to obtain data in the pilot study was CAPT, an oral computer-

animated production test employing animated characters to play the roles in all the 

scenes, which I explain in detail in section 4.6.1 below. The students’ answers were 

recorded in two different styles: a) oral recordings and b) written multiple-choice forms 

(see Appendices 3 and 4).  

The total number of scenarios in the pilot study was 13, containing scenarios in the test 

designed to focus on EAP situations in and around the university; these were designed by 

Cornbleet (2000). Each scene introduced a short dialogue, and the message in each was 

carried out through an illocutionary force presented by the animated characters. All the 

questions asked by the animated characters had been tested bef ore by Cornbleet (2000) 

using Discourse Completion Tasks DCTs, so their answers were written, not spoken, as 

in this research. Also, the written questionnaire by Cornbleet (2000) was presented in this 

research as animated scenes using a computer programme called Animaker1.  

These scenarios were divided into two parts: Recognition Task and Production Task (see 

Tables 4.3 and 4.5). The recognition task consisted of seven scenarios, while the 

production task consisted of six scenarios. All the scenarios were related to the students’ 

academic life around the university. So, the students’ answers were expected to be related 

to the situation, keeping in mind the social distance, power, and the size of the imposition 

in order to respond in an appropriate and pragmatic way. The animated characters in the 

presented scenes were resampled people who could be found in academic contexts, such 

as lecturers, security guards, and fellow students. According to Brown and Levinson 

(1987), students should keep in mind the social distance (role) and the size of the 

 
1 https://www.animaker.com/ 

https://www.animaker.com/
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imposition to successfully choose or produce the expected correct answer either in the 

production or the recognition tasks. The situations were presented in random order to 

avoid obtaining the same responses in the pre-test and post-test in both tasks. The 

abbreviations used by Brown et al. (1987) are presented in the following Table 4.2: 

 

 

 

 

 

  

The following Figure 4.6 shows that in the organisation of tests in the pilot study, the 

recognition task came before the production task. 

 

The recognition task consisted of seven animated scenes; a multiple-choice question with 

two options followed each scene. Thus, one of the given options indicated a direct answer, 

and the second one suggested an indirect answer. If the students chose the indirect 

meaning option, it meant that they understood the conversational implicature, and vice 

versa (Cornbleet, 2000). The correct answer should be the indirect answer in all seven 

scenarios. In this part, the participants were asked to choose one of the two given answers 

just by circling what they thought was the correct answer. The following example is the 

Production Task

Explaining the task to the students Showing the stream of videos as in Table 4.4

Recognition Task

Explaining the task to the students Showing the stream of videos as in Table 4.3

Table 4.2: The abbreviations according to Brown et al. (1987) 

Power +/- (P) 

Social Distance  +/- (D) 

Size of Imposition / Role +/- (R) 

Note: (+) indicates a high P, D or R and (-) indicates a low P, D or R 

Figure 4.6: Test presentation 
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first question of the seven used. The question was presented as seen by the students who 

were asked to choose one of the two given options:  

Some students are talking in the lecture hall. The lecturer turns to  them and says: 

I suggest you stop talking and pay attention. 

This is: 

a) A suggestion? 

b) An order? 

The correct answer expected here is that the statement is b) an order. In the following 

Table 4.3, I present the type of illocutionary force of the implicatures provided in the 

underlying meaning of each statement. 

 Conversational 

implicatures 

(Imposition (R)) 

Interlocutor  

(Social 

distance 

(D)/power (P)) 

The situation as seen by the students 

 

Scene 1   

Noisy class  

 An order (+R) A lecturer 

(+D), (+P) 

Some students are talking in the lecture hall. 

The lecturer turns to them and says: ‘I suggest 

you stop talking and pay attention’ 

This is: 

a) a suggestion 

b) an order 

Scene 2 

Need to sit 

down  

Making a request 

(+R) 

A student 

(-D), (-P) 

A student’s coat is on the seat beside her 

which is the only available place in the 

crowded lecture hall. Another student comes 

up and says: 

‘Err… is that your coat?’ 

The student is: 

a) making a request 

b) asking for information 

Scene 3 

Giving an 

opinion  

Add a point of 

disagreement.  

(-R) 

 

Colleagues  

(-D), (-P) 

In the course of a discussion, one of the groups 

starts by saying: ‘Mm… I agree….’ 

The speaker goes on to: 

a) add a point of disagreement  

b) explain her agreement  

Scene 4 

Always late 

Making a 

criticism 

(+R) 

A tutor 

(+D), (+P) 

A student who is always late to class arrives 

late yet again. The tutor says: ‘Have you 

thought of buying a new alarm clock?’ 

The tutor is: 

a) making a recommendation  

Table 4.3: Recognition Task (Cornbleet, 2000) 
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b) making a criticism  

Scene 5 

Supervisor’s 

comment  

A criticism 

(+R) 

A supervisor 

(+D), (+P) 

A supervisor writes at the end of a student’s 

written assignment: ‘This has been written 

about by more people than Austin and Brown, 

you know’. 

This is: 

a) a comment 

b) a criticism  

Scene 6 

Stop smoking  

Giving 

instruction. 

(+R) 

A porter 

(+D), (+P) 

A porter passes some students in the corridor 

and says: ‘There’s no smoking in this 

building’. 

The porter is: 

a) giving an instruction 

b) giving information 

Scene 7 

A stressed 

friend  

Offering 

(-R) 

A fellow 

student 

(-D), (-P) 

In the computer centre, a  student is having 

difficulty typing a document to meet a 

deadline. A fellow student says: ‘I am quite 

fast at typing’. 

The student is: 

a) boasting  

b) offering help 

Note: (+) indicates a high P, D or R and (-) indicates a low P, D or R 

On the other hand, the production task, which was presented after the recognition task, 

consisted of six scenarios. In this section, the students were asked to record their answers 

as responses to specific situations provided, to measure whether they answered using 

direct speech acts or indirect. Their answer depended on how they understood the indirect 

meaning by considering the size of the imposition and the social distance between the 

participants.  

The following Table 4.4 shows the CAPT scenarios used in the production task: 

 Conversational 

implicatures 

(Imposition (R)) 

Interlocutor  

(Social 

distance 

(D)/power (P)) 

Situation as seen by the students  

Table 4.4: Production Task (Cornbleet, 2000) 
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Scene 1   

Eating in the 

classroom  

Order (+R) A supervisor’s 

message  

(-D), (+P) 

 

Your supervisor has asked you, as the 

group representative, to tell the class that 

students are not allowed to eat or drink in 

the classroom. As you enter the room to tell 

them, everyone is eating/ drinking. 

Scene 2 

An annoying 

neighbour   

Complain (+R) A neighbour   

(+D), (-P) 

 

In your accommodation, the person next 

door, whom you don’t know very well, is 

playing the radio loudly. You can’t study, 

and so you go and knock on the door. 

Scene 3 

A friend who is 

embarrassing 

herself   

Advise/ criticise  

(+R) 

A friend   

(-D), (-P) 

 

You and a friend are planning what to wear 

for the graduation ceremony. You think 

your friend’s skirt is too short and makes 

her look terrible. 

Scene 4 

Busy friend  

Request  

(+R) 

A busy friend   

(-D), (-P) 

 

You are having trouble getting the 

computer printer to work. Your friend is 

very busy but knows all about computers. 

Scene 5 

Tourist advice  

  

Advise 

recommendation   

(-R) 

A fellow friend 

(-D), (-P) 

 

A fellow student is going on holiday to the 

place you visited last year but does not 

know where to stay. You know an excellent 

hotel there. 

Scene 6 

Providing wrong 

information   

Interrupt/ criticise  

(+R) 

A friend  

(-D), (-P) 

 

One of your friends tells a group of you that 

20% of the students at your university are 

from overseas, but you know it is 10%. 

Note: (+) indicates a high P, D or R and (-) indicates a low P, D or R 

The answers of the students in this part were recorded and then transcribed by me (the 

researcher) to ensure the spontaneity of the answers. The reason for choosing CAPT as a 

data collection method is explained in the next section. 
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4.6.1. The rationale for using CAPT 

The main instrument used to collect the data in the pilot study was an oral CAPT 

following the technology-based method that Halenko (2013) introduced. As mentioned 

above, the written scenes were transferred to animated characters using a website called 

Animaker. Animaker is an online site that enables users to transform texts into animated 

scenes. In order to fully control the characters and the accents in their speech, a certain 

amount of subscription fee needs to be paid every month. I used the functions on this 

website to create the characters in my study. The characters that I created played semi-

authentic roles in the scenes. Semi-authentic indicates materials and activities that feel 

authentic but are created for pedagogical goals. These scenes simulated situations that 

would occur in real academic contexts (EAP). So, the users of this website could choose 

the character, the décor of the setting, and the accent used to ask the questions.  

The reason behind using animated characters rather than normal DCTs was to enact semi-

authentic roles with appropriate pragmatic language choices in the scenes. Halenko 

(2017) said that CAPT addresses some disadvantages of traditional written DCTs, such 

as the authenticity of interaction and learner answers. For example, the computer-

animated characters can show a variety of non-verbal cues, such as facial expressions and 

gestures, that are believed to be as effective as verbal cues. Secondly, authentic voice 

recordings can be uploaded for the characters aspiring to imitate semi-authentic 

interaction in the academic environment. Halenko (2013) notes that CAPT successfully 

elicits language closer to what students would say in a given situation rather than what 

they might say compared to written DCTs. For instance, Halenko found that written DCT 

responses tended to be longer and often included irrelevant elements, unlike the more 

practical CAPT replies. It might provide more information than what would happen in a 

real situation because when the participants are asked to write what is often said, they 
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have the time to think and choose specific vocabulary that they would not usually prefer 

in a verbal situation.  

Figures 4.7 and 4.8 below illustrate two of the scenes used in this study. The students 

were asked to record their answers in response to the scenes in the production task scene 

(or choose the correct answer in case they had the recognition task).  So, the procedure 

was as follows: 

a) The students were seated in front of the screen, then they would be asked to 

use headphones.  

b) I played the animated scene to the participants (all the parts were timed). 

c) I asked the students to start recording their answers (or choose the correct 

answer in case they had the recognition task). See Figure 4.10 for the detailed 

mention of time. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4.7: Asking a busy friend for help, scene 4 from the production task CAPT 

Figure 4.8: Offering help to a stressed friend, scene 7 from the recognition task CAPT 
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The students were required to read an introductory slide. Figures 4.9 and 4.10 below 

illustrate the procedure, which delivers the instructions for the following presentation in 

7 seconds. Then, the next slide was automatically shown to them, introducing scene 1. 

Then they were given 15 seconds to record their answer. Immediately after that, stage 2 

was played. This was the procedure for both receptive and production tasks. In the final 

step, a slide was shown to the participants, thanking them for completing the test. Figure 

4.9 below shows this procedure in the production task: 

A similar procedure was followed in the recognition task instead of recording the 

students’ answers. This time, I provided the students with papers containing the same 

questions played in front of them, followed by the multiple-choice answers. All the steps 

were timed as in the production task. Figure 4.10 below breaks down the procedure for 

this task: 

 

Slide 1. 
Instructional 

slide
7 seconds 
delay to 

read 
instructions

Slide 2. 
Scenario: 

Eating in the 
classroom,
7 seconds 

delay to read 
context. 

15 seconds 
delay to 
provide 

response.

Slide 3. 
Scenario: 
annoying 
neighbour

, 7 
seconds 
delay to 

read 
context. 

15 
seconds 
delay to 
provide 

response.

Slide 4. 
Scenario: 
A friend 
who is 

embarrass
ing  

herself, 
7 seconds 
delay to 

read 
context. 

15 
seconds 
delay to 
provide 

response.

Slide 5. 
Scenario: 

A busy 
friend, 

7 seconds 
delay to 

read 
context. 

15 
seconds 
delay to 
provide 

response.

Slide 6. 
Scenario: 
Tourist 
advice, 

7 seconds 
delay to 

read 
context. 

15 
seconds 
delay to 
provide 

response.

Slide 7. 
Scenario: 
Providing 

wrong 
information,

7 seconds 
delay to read 

context. 
15 seconds 

delay to 
provide 

response.

Side 8. 
End of 

task slide

Figure 4.9: The production task breakdown 
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4.7.Ethical procedure 

It was crucial to obtain ethical approval for both the pilot and the main study. I obtained 

this form from the University of Liverpool Ethics Committee, allowing me to conduct 

my research overseas. All participants signed a consent form specifying how the data 

would be used and an information sheet. I highlighted the fact that all the data would be 

used anonymously and confidentially and that they were free to leave the study whenever 

they wished without any consequences. The 30 female non-native speakers from the pilot 

study and the 70 from the main study who were all studying in the English department 

were contacted individually by the researcher (me) either through emails or text 

messages. The students were informed about the nature of the study, stating that the 

researcher was interested in the comprehension of appropriate pragmatic language 

choices of non-native speakers of English (see Appendix 7). In relation to the Saudi 

university, which was my original workplace, I contacted the Dean of the university by 

email, and he assured me that an email confirmation is enough to conduct the study at the 

university. 

Slide 1. 
Instruct

ional 
slide

7 
seconds 
delay to 

read 
instructi

ons

Slide 2. 
Scenario: 

Noisy 
classroom, 
7 seconds 
delay to 

read 
context. 
7 seconds 
delay to 

choose an 
answer. 

Slide 3. 
Scenario: 

Need to sit  
down, 

7 seconds 
delay to 

read 
context. 
7 seconds 
delay to 

choose an 
answer. 

Slide 4. 
Scenario: 
Giving an 
opinion, 
7 seconds 
delay to 

read 
context. 
7 seconds 
delay to 

choose an 
answer.

Slide 5. 
Scenario: 
Always 
late, 7 

seconds 
delay to 

read 
context. 
7 seconds 
delay to 
choose 

an 
answer. 

Slide 6. 
Scenario, 

A  
supervisor's 
comment,
7 seconds 

delay to read 
context. 
7 seconds 
delay to 

choose an 
answer. 

Slide 7. 
Scenario: 

Stop 
smoking 
7 seconds 
delay to 

read 
context.
7 seconds 
delay to 

choose an 
answer. 

Slide 8. 
Scenario: 

A stressed 
friend, 

7 seconds 
delay to 

read 
context.
7 seconds 
delay to 

choose an 
answer. 

Side 9. 
End of 

task 
slide

Figure 4.10: The recognition task breakdown 
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4.8.  Data treatment and analysis 

The following sections offer the quantitative analysis for the production task and 

recognition task used in this pilot study. Starting with the recognition data in section 4.8.1 

and the production task in section 4.8.2, then I answer the research question in 4.8.3. 

4.8.1. Recognition task 

The first part of this test was the recognition task. As mentioned in section 4.6, the 

statements in the surveys included conversational implicatures and indirect speech acts, 

such as hints or suggestions, without a literal mention of any performative verbs 

(Cornbleet, 2000; see Table 4.3 above). Each question provided two options. One of the 

answers was considered correct depending on the context and intonation. Here is one of 

the examples provided in this research to the students: 

A student who is always late to class arrives late yet again. The tutor says: ‘Have 

you thought of buying a new alarm clock?’ 

The tutor is: 

a) making a recommendation? 

b) making a criticism? 

Figure 4.11 below illustrates this example as shown to the students: 

 

Figure 4.11: An example from the recognition task  
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In the previous example, it is clear from the context provided in the scene that the tutor 

is criticising the student for being late! So, I expected the students to understand the 

conversational implicature and then choose the second option. 

According to Cornbleet (2000), in order to decide the change that happened in the 

students’ understanding and production, the indirect answer is the correct answer. I 

marked the answers in this part manually to find out that the students in the experimental 

group outperformed the students in the control group in the post-test. This test showed 

that the instruction had made a difference in the students’ performance. That is, the 

explicit instruction in conversational implicatures benefited them. 

4.8.2. Production task 

In the production task, the students were required to speak to allow me to record their 

spontaneous answers. The students watched the six animated videos and replied to them 

immediately and spontaneously, and the recording was timed (see Table 4.4 to look at 

the scenarios). This stage was divided into two parts. The first one was before giving the 

experimental group any instruction, and the second one was immediately after the 

instruction. I transcribed the students' answers in a literal manner, and I wrote down all 

the answers as they were in the recording. One example of the production task was the 

following: 

In your accommodation, the person next door, whom you don’t know 

very well, is playing the radio loudly. You can’t study, and so you go 

and knock on the door. 
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I expected the students in this example to understand the situation and then record their 

answer. Depending on their understanding, they would produce appropriate answers to 

the situations where they would, for instance, ask/request their neighbour to turn  off the 

radio, choosing any politeness strategy while employing formulaic sequences or the 

requests that they learnt in the classroom. 

After receiving the students’ recordings, I transcribed their responses and then sent them 

to two native speaker raters who rated the answers according to appropriacy, not 

accuracy. Inserting the data in SPSS required coding, so instead of adding "completely 

appropriate," the raters used the number 5. The raters inserted number 1 on the marking 

scale if the answer was entirely inappropriate. As stated above, the raters in this 

experiment were two native English-speaking teachers who had experience in teaching 

English to non-native speakers. After receiving the ratings of the students’ answers from 

the teachers, it was necessary to measure the reliability of the raters who had assessed the 

students' transcribed responses to check for the reliability of their assessments. 

I then tested inter-rater reliability in SPSS to check the degree of agreement amongst 

raters. Reliability in this context means consistency, reproducibility, and agreement 

amongst the raters. There were two sets of evaluations from different raters for the same 

Figure 4.12: An example from the production task 
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students' answers that should be consistent. In this research, the interclass correlation 

coefficient was used for this purpose. The raters had evaluated the answers to each 

question after using the interclass correlation coefficient feature in SPSS. More details 

can be found in Appendix 8. 

The mean scores of students in each group were calculated to compare the outcomes of 

students in the experimental group to those of the control group. Then, the mean scores 

of the control group and the experimental group were compared using the independent-

samples t-test, which is used to compare the mean scores of two separate participant 

groups (Pallant, 2013). In the analysis of the t-test for independent samples, the 

significance level was less than 0.05. Accordingly, if the probability value was less than 

or equal to 0.05 (p ≤ 0.05), the difference between the scores of the control group and 

the experimental group would be regarded as significant. If the probability value was 

more than 0.05 (p > 0.05), the difference would similarly be judged insignificant. The 

analysis was conducted using version 27 of SPSS. 

The effect size was evaluated to determine the amount of difference between the control 

group and the experimental group's mean scores. I used r2 (r squared), a frequently used 

approach for determining effect size for independent-samples t-tests, to calculate the 

proportion of variance accounted for in the current study as a measure of effect size.  

According to Gravetter & Wallnau (2013), r2 estimates the proportion of score variation 

that may be attributed to treatment effects. The formula for calculating the square of r is 

“r2 = t2 / t2 + df”. Table 3.5 displays the criteria given by Cohen (1988) for evaluating the 

value of r2. A number of 0.01 represents a small impact size, 0.09 suggests a medium 

effect size, and 0.25 indicates a large effect size, according to this table: 
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r 2 = 0.01 Small Effect 

r 2 = 0.09 Medium Effect 

r 2 = 0.25 Large Effect 

I started the quantitative data by initiating descriptive statistics for the production task to 

see the performance of EFL Saudi students, including the mean and standard deviation. 

The data for both groups, including the control group and the experimental group, were 

analysed. There were 15 participants in each of the groups. The mean score and standard 

deviation for the performance of students in the control group on the post-test are 9.33 

and 2.09, respectively. The mean score and standard deviation for the performance of 

students in the experimental group on the post-test are 18.00 and 3.07. 

Several assumptions must be met in order for the independent-samples t-test to be valid. 

The most important assumption is the "homogeneity of variance" assumption, which 

specifies that the two populations being compared must have the same variance 

(Gravetter & Wallnau, 2013). SPSS employs Levene's test for equality of variances to 

determine variance homogeneity. Levene's test for equality of variance examines whether 

the variation in test scores between the control group and the experimental group is the 

same (Pallant, 2013). The outcome of this test indicates which of the SPSS-provided t-

values should be used for the present investigation. The significance value for Levene’s 

test was larger than 0.05 (p > 0.05), which refers to “Equal Variances Assumed”.  

According to this result, the significance level for Levene’s test is 0.23. This is larger 

than 0.05. This means that the assumption of equal variances has not been violated.  

The significance value was utilised to determine whether there was a significant 

difference between the performance of students in the control group and the experimental 

group on the appropriate pragmatic language choice in the post-test. A significance value 

less than or equal to 0.05 (p ≤ 0.05) indicates a significant difference between the mean 

Table 4 5: Percentage of variance explained, r2 
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scores of the control group and the experimental group on the production task, whereas a 

significance value greater than 0.05 (p > 0.05) indicates that the difference between the 

two groups is not significant. (Pallant, 2013). The difference between the two groups' 

performance on the production task was not statistically significant. As this number is 

below the significance threshold of 0.05, there is a statistically significant difference 

between the mean scores of the control group and experimental group. 

To calculate the effect size, table 4.5 values for "t" and "df" were entered into the 

algorithm used to calculate r2. Putting the values into the formula yields "r2 = (-9.03)2 / 

(-9.03)2 + 28", which yields the value of 0.74 for r2. In the current study, the effect size 

determined using r2 for the size of the difference between the mean scores of the control 

group and the experimental group is 0.74. According to the criterion employed by Cohen 

(1988) to calculate r2, this result implies a very large effect size. The kind of intervention 

explains 74% of the variance in pragmatic comprehension scores, expressed as a 

percentage. In other words, the type of intervention has a substantial impact on the 

development of EFL students' appropriate pragmatic language choices. 

To summarise the findings of the current study, students in the experimental group who 

had received explicit instruction on the appropriate pragmatic choices scored higher 

(mean: 18.01, standard deviation: 2.09) on the post-test than students in the control group 

who did not receive any instruction (mean: 9.33, standard deviation: 3.07). The difference 

was significant in mean scores between the control group and the experimental group, t 

(-9.03) = -8.67, p 0.05, r2 = 0.58. These results reject the null hypothesis proposed for this 

study, which indicated that explicit instruction had no effect on the appropriate pragmatic 

language choices for EFL Saudi students.  
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4.8.3. Discussion of the research question 

RQ. To what extent does explicit instruction help B1 level Saudi learners 

to improve their recognition and production knowledge of appropriate 

pragmatic language choices? 

This study's findings indicated that explicit instruction on appropriate pragmatic language 

choices had a significant impact on the understanding and production of these target 

forms, which was reflected on the development of the experimental group post-test that 

was given to EFL Saudi female students at the B1 proficiency level. Participants in the 

experimental group, who received explicit pragmatic instructions during their course of 

study, scored significantly higher on the pragmatic comprehension and production tests 

than those in the control group, who did not receive any pragmatic instructions. This 

demonstrates the need to provide explicit instruction to raise the pragmatic competence 

of EFL Saudi students. 

There are a number of  reasons to explain why explicit instruction benefited the 

experimental group. The first factor is the use of CAPT in teaching and testing as well as 

the chosen targeted pragmatic language features used in designing the materials. As I 

mentioned before, the materials are taken from academic and everyday contexts that the 

students might encounter in their daily academic life. This contrasts with textbooks used 

to teach pragmatic knowledge in the target language, which contain conversational 

models that are not naturally apparent in interactions in the target language (Nguyen, 

2011). 

4.9.Conclusion  

The current study demonstrated that receiving explicit instruction on appropriate 

pragmatic language choices had a considerable influence on the development of 

pragmatic competence in EFL Saudi B1 level students in their understanding and 
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production of these appropriate pragmatic language choices. Despite the fact that all 

participants in the study were B1, Saudi female EFL students who had explicit instruction 

performed significantly better on the pragmatic recognition and production tests than 

those who did not receive any instruction. This demonstrates the advantages of explicit 

instruction over exposure to target language pragmatics or implicit teaching materials in 

classroom education. 

The results of the pilot study were interesting. However, I called for some modifications 

in the design of the main study. First, I decided to present the production task before the 

recognition task because it required recording, so the students could take their time 

responding to the scenarios. Another change was in the recognition task, I decided to 

have six scenarios instead of seven because I found that one of the situations was above 

the students’ level and they kept asking me about the meaning. Also, I decided to 

investigate declarative and procedural knowledge. Thus, I added in the main study the 

question "why" to each of the six questions in the recognition task. The goal is to 

determine why the students chose one answer over another. Another change was in 

adding a delayed test to measure if the students could retain their knowledge over time. 

Finally, in the main study, I chose a mixed method approach to data collection, employing 

both quantitative and qualitative approaches. The reason for that was to form a complete, 

holistic perception of the phenomena. Also, to expand the scope of answers to the 

research questions. These changes will be discussed in greater detail in the next chapter, 

with each change and its justification being presented individually. The next chapter 

outlines the main study design and methodology. 
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Chapter Five: Methodology 

5.1.Introduction 

In the pilot study, I reviewed the research question and identified the hypothesis for this 

experimental study. I also tested the instruments for the main study. I move in this chapter 

to describing and justifying the methodology applied in the study. This chapter starts with 

the revised research questions and hypotheses in sections 5.2 and 5.3. Then, I present 

details about the study design (section 5.4) and participants (section 5.5), the instrument 

employed (section 5.6), and the overall data collection approach (section 5.7). Then, I 

show the method of obtaining the data in 5.8 and I present the coding for the linguistic 

analysis in section 5.9. Finally, I conclude with a summary of the data analysis method 

and the changes made after testing the pilot study's methods and instruments in 5.10. 

5.2.Research questions 

The study addresses two research questions, initially presented in Chapter One, section 

1.4. The following research questions are the enhanced version of the  one proposed in 

the pilot study, modified to answer the main research purposes, and reflect the subsequent 

hypotheses. 

The first question focuses on the impact of explicit instruction on improving the 

production of appropriate pragmatic language choices in indirect or direct requests and 

politeness strategies in the short- and long-term, which shows the students' procedural 

knowledge (see section 3.4.). The second research question explores the effectiveness of 

explicit instruction in developing the recognition of the appropriateness of pragmatic 

language in Saudi students in the short- and long-term and improving their understanding 

of conversational implicatures and indirect speech acts that would show the students’ 
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recognition knowledge (see section 3.4.). Both these questions could be sub-divided to 

explore and answer them. 

1. How effective is explicit instruction in the short-and long-term development 

of the production of appropriate pragmatic language choices by Saudi female 

English learners at CEFR B1 level at a Saudi higher education institution in 

a non-English EFL environment? (RQ1)  

That is to say, the question clearly implies the following sub-questions: 

• Does explicit instruction help in developing students' production of appropriate 

pragmatic language choices? 

• Is the development of the production of the appropriate forms of an experimental 

group significant when compared to a control group? 

• Can they retain this knowledge for a longer time? 

2. How effective is explicit instruction in the short-and long-term development 

of the recognition of appropriate pragmatic language choices by Saudi 

female English learners at CEFR B1 level at a Saudi higher education 

institution in a non-English EFL environment? (RQ2) 

That is to say, the question implies the following sub-questions: 

• Does explicit instruction help in developing Saudi female learners' 

comprehension of appropriate pragmatic language choices? 

• Is the development of the understanding of the appropriate forms of an 

experimental group significant when compared to a control group? 

• Can they retain this knowledge for a longer time? 

As mentioned in the literature review (section 3.9) and in section (1.6), this study’s 

original contribution is that it combines both the understanding and production of 

appropriate pragmatic language choices by designing a recognition task to raise the 
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awareness of conversational implicatures along with designing a production task to 

produce requests speech acts by letting the EFL students understand politeness 

strategies and teaching them some formulaic sequences that will be discussed in section 

5.9. As I mentioned in section 1.6, I designed this study to fill the gap in most available 

studies. The ones I reviewed in section 3.8. in the Saudi context and in section 3.6 in 

other contexts, only focused on testing and analysing L2 learners’ knowledge of one 

aspect of pragmatics, e.g., speech acts, such as in request or suggestion structures. But 

pragmatic competence goes beyond these structures and includes more important things 

like the implications of conversations and ways to be polite (e.g., Luijkx et al., 2021; 

Zarrinabadi et al., 2021; Alkhrisheh et al., 2021; Hsieh & Chuang, 2021; Tulgar, 2021; 

Li, 2021; Derakhshan & Eslami, 2020; Alsuhaibani, 2022; Almegren, 2022; Qari, 2021; 

Qadha et al., 2021; Aljasir, 2021; Al-Qahtani, 2020; Plonsky & Zhuang, 2019; Wildner-

Bassett, 1984). 

Furthermore, from a methodological perspective, previous studies in the Saudi context 

suffer from some commonly reported limitations, such as a lack of a control group and 

delayed post-test evaluation (e.g., Alsuhaibani, 2022; Almegren, 2022; Qari, 2021; 

Qadha et al., 2021; Aljasir, 2021; Al-Qahtani, 2020),(see section 3.8.). To tackle these 

disadvantages and increase the range of research in the field of pragmatics, this study 

aimed to investigate the effects of explicit instruction on the comprehension and 

production of appropriate pragmatic language choices among a sample of CEFR B1 level 

Saudi female EFL learners by including an experimental group and a control group and 

pre-, post-, and delayed tests. 

Additionally, most of the previous studies in the same context were interested in B2 -level 

students, while this study aimed to investigate the appropriacy of learners who had a 

lower proficiency in EFL. In the same line, to my knowledge, there is no other study in 
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the Saudi EFL context that used CAPT as a tool for collecting data (e.g., Alsuhaibani, 

2022; Almegren, 2022; Qari, 2021; Qadha et al., 2021; Aljasir, 2021; Al-Qahtani, 2020). 

This study will be the first to use this computer tool in the Saudi context.  

5.3.Hypotheses 

The main study explored how native speakers of Arabic interpret and comprehend 

appropriate pragmatic language choices in an EFL setting. My experience has led me to 

believe that appropriacy is more important than accuracy. The reason is that I noticed that 

most non-native speakers reach a plateau in their language learning and stop acquiring 

more forms. So, instead of encouraging them to learn more forms that they may not need 

or use in their lives, I believe it is important to help them develop their pragmatic 

competence appropriacy, as discussed in sections 3.2. and 3.3. I also believe, as 

mentioned in section 3.6., that providing explicit instruction can help non-native speakers 

to notice their mistakes in producing appropriate second language forms. According to 

Taguchi (2019), developing pragmatic competence takes a long time, so providing 

learners with explicit instruction on how to produce and understand appropriate language 

forms might help in reducing the time needed for them to develop pragmatic competence 

(see section 1.3). It is important to produce appropriate pragmatic language because 

Thomas (1983) said that although grammatical errors may reveal a learner to be a less 

than proficient language users, pragmatic mistakes effects badly on him or her as a person 

(p.97). Also, Blum-Kulka (1997) asserted that research demonstrate that L2 learners’ 

pragmatic failures are perceived to be more undesirable than their linguistic errors by 

English native speakers. 

According to Thomas (2014), it was hypothesised that some variables can determine non-

native speakers’ ability to understand and produce appropriate pragmatic language forms 

in English as a part of their communicative competence. 
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1. Their overall proficiency level in English. This study measured this point by 

choosing students in the second year of the English department at a Saudi university. 

As I mentioned above, this study is interested in lower-intermediate B1 level students. 

2. Their length of exposure to English culture. The students in this study had never 

been abroad and were only exposed to English culture through TV shows. So, their 

exposure was limited due to the EFL setting.  

The main components of the research methods, the production, and the recognition tasks 

were designed with these factors in mind. In the following part, I present the hypotheses 

that I was hoping to prove by proposing the research questions. 

Hypothesis one  

In this experimental study, I was expecting that by providing explicit instruction, the 

students in the experimental group would be able to develop the production of appropriate 

pragmatic choices in comparison to the control group. I was also expecting that providing 

explicit instruction would help students develop their pragmatic awareness to expand 

their repertoire and develop their ability to produce direct and indirect forms of 

appropriate pragmatic language choices, such as politeness strategies and indirect speech 

acts, and retain their knowledge for a long time (RQ1). 

Hypothesis two 

I was also hypothesising that by providing explicit instruction, the students in the 

experimental group would be able to develop the understanding of appropriate pragmatic 

choices in comparison to the control group and keep this knowledge for a long time 

(RQ2). 
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After offering the research questions and hypotheses, I outline and explain the reasons 

for using the planned methods in the main study and the changes emanating from the 

pilot study.  

5.4.Study design  

The main study was designed to elicit the benefits of providing explicit instruction in 

developing non-native speakers’ pragmatic awareness and choosing appropriate forms of 

pragmatic language choices depending on the relationship between form and function, 

the context of the situation, and the status of the interlocutor while communicating in a 

specific context (Taguchi 2015). That was achieved by explicitly raising EFL Saudi 

learners’ awareness of how to produce and understand appropriate pragmatic language 

choices and by designing a classroom, mixed methods, experimental study. 

First, broadly speaking, this study was based on a classroom research background. I 

followed classroom research where I explicitly raised the awareness of appropriate 

language choices in instructional environments (see 3.7.). This type of research has been 

undertaken extensively in situations of foreign language learning where options for 

exposure or contact outside of the classroom are extremely limited (Martín-Laguna & 

Alcón, 2018). Classroom research is defined by Bailey and Nunan (2005) as research 

conducted in school settings and concerned teaching and learning (see section 3.7.). 

Second, the current study was composed to follow a mixed method design. Creswell 

(2009) defines mixed methods design as the synthesis of qualitative and quantitative 

research methodologies for the goals of increasing the scope and depth of understanding 

and corroboration (Johnson, Onwuegbuzie & Turner, 2007). Table 5.1 below details the 

mixed methods used in this study. 

Table 5.1: Details of mixed methods used in this study 
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Condition Procedure Outcomes 

Approach The experimental group underwent ten hours 

of explicit instruction in the materials 

designed to develop their pragmatic 

competence. (To answer RQs 1&2) 

The control group received no instruction at 

all. (To answer RQs 1&2) 

 

Obtaining the 

quantitative 

data 

Pre-test, post-test, and delayed tests (delay of 

four weeks).  

Numeric data was used in 

collecting the tests' scores 

(To answer RQs 1&2) 

The 

quantitative 

data review 

Data  analysis using SPSS (I checked if the 

data was normally distributed). Then, I 

calculated the total and gain scores. 

Numeric data (To answer 

RQs 1&2) 

Obtaining the 

qualitative data 

The analysis of the transcribed recordings in 

the production task. (To answer RQ1) 

Looking at the students' answers to the reason 

why they chose one answer rather than the 

other in the recognition task. (To answer 

RQ2) 

Answers to the questions 

and transcribed recorded 

answers (To answer RQs 

1&2) 

The qualitative 

data review  

Coding and thematic data analysis (To 

answer RQ1) 

Coding and themes (To 

answer RQ1) 

 

Note. RQ1 = the first research question, and RQ2 = the second research question. 

According to Taguchi (2018), either both quantitative and qualitative data carry equal 

importance, or one type of data is prioritised over the other. Creswell et al. (2009) offered 

a method to decide which type of precedence in certain research will have precedence: 

literature review, research questions, amount of data collected, length of discussion on 

data type, and target audience preference. In this research, the data were gathered 

sequentially, and quantitative data were given more space for discussion because of the 

nature of the research. 

According to Taguchi (2018), the ‘integration of data’ in Creswell's definition does not 

mean that the mixed methods approach requires employing different data and data 

analysis methods in one study. Accordingly, conducting mixed methods research does 

not mean merely collecting and investigating quantitative and qualitative data. Rather, it 

means using quantitative and qualitative methods to strengthen the understanding of the 
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research outcomes. As a result, using mixed methods research can successfully answer 

the research questions in a detailed manner compared to using either a quantitative or 

qualitative method alone. 

In order to collect the quantitative and qualitative data, the study followed an 

experimental research design as described by Cohen, Mannion and Morrison (2007), 

Nunan (2005), and Ellis (2001). This research can be called a true experimental study 

because it followed the main components of this kind of study, such as including a control 

group and an experimental group whose members were randomly assigned to one of these 

groups and never changed their group during the whole study. Also, this study had a pre-

test before starting the intervention in the experimental groups. It also had isolation, 

control, and manipulation of independent variables. 

In this study, I had one experimental group consisting of 35 Saudi female undergraduates 

who received explicit instruction to develop their pragmatic competence and one control 

group consisting of 35 Saudi female undergraduates who received no instruction at all, 

that is, they were not exposed to explicit instruction. The participants were randomly 

assigned to their groups. All 70 students simultaneously received the same tests, so they 

had one pre-test, one post-test, and one delayed test. 

After looking at the study design, I describe and justify each element of the study design, 

including changes made from the pilot study in the next section. 

5.4.1. The rationale for the study design 

One of the advantages of classroom research is that it can provide various data collection 

methods to give context-specific changes (Mackey, 2006). The reason for choosing 

classroom research is that I can use explicit instruction to test the materials I designed to 

see if explicit instruction is a successful way of teaching how to understand and produce 
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appropriate language choices in an EFL setting. Also, I used this type of research to 

provide an inductive learning approach where I offer specific focus on approp riate 

pragmatic language choices to raise the student’s awareness of pragmatic competence. A 

third reason, as I discussed in Chapter Three, is that most of the studies I reviewed in 

sections (3.6., 3.7., and 3.8.) found that explicit instruction is more effective in delivering 

teaching materials. In classroom setting we can bridge the gap between theory and 

practice (Brown and Rodgers 2002:11) and show that what we are attempting to find out 

is directly applicable to teaching. This is more difficult to achieve if we use a laboratory 

or artificial language. 

On the other hand, I used mixed methods research to be aware of the many different 

answers of the learners in order to have a more comprehensive view of pragmatic 

performance beyond the analysis of linguistic forms (Taguchi, 2006). Also, to cover the 

research problem from different perspectives, I used a quantitative approach to analyse 

the relationship between the study variables, and the use of a qualitative approach was 

intended to help in the linguistic analysis. It gave the research quantitative insight from 

the qualitative data. The quantitative data provided a statistically valid relationship 

between providing explicit instruction and understanding and producing appropriate 

language choices, while the qualitative data provided a linguistic analysis of the best 

strategy applied in teaching by analysing closely the students' answers as well as the 

reasons for choosing certain strategies. 

One of these is that it can answer the research questions in detail, whereas other methods 

can cover only some of the aspects. Mixed methods can result in more reliable outcomes 

of the study (Tashakkori and Teddlie, 2003). Taguchi (2018) recommended using mixed 

methods research because it combines two important methods of collecting the data: an 

affirmative approach quantitative method is used to verify or reject the research 
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hypotheses; and an exploratory qualitative methodology is used to know where exactly 

the change happened, and which strategy was more affected by the teaching materials. 

Thus, I decided to choose a mixed methods design i) to address and explain each research 

question distinctly. RQ1-2 required quantitative data from instruction, while RQ1 needed 

to be explained qualitatively; ii) to provide a more comprehensive account of the findings; 

and iii) to increase validity through many sources, as each method only provides a partial 

view of the results. Within the framework of Creswell and Plano Clark's (2011) primary 

mixed method designs, the current study focuses on quantitative design while employing 

qualitative data to explain the trends. This study is distinguished because the tests were 

administered at multiple points in time. However, this study does not conform to Creswell 

and Plano Clark's (2011) definition of a multiphase design, as it is neither large-scale nor 

long-term and does not include incremental research questions across periods.  

Therefore, using mixed methods to analyse the data can also help to cover the research 

questions exhaustively. In this research, I used mixed methods to avoid the shortcomings 

of only using a quantitative or qualitative approach. Using a single approach has 

advantages and disadvantages but combining the two approaches supports the researcher 

to use the advantages available in each approach and avoid the disadvantages 

accompanied with them to get more truthful findings of the study. 

On the other hand, in this study, I applied an experimental design in quantitative and 

qualitative parts because I compared two groups of seventy learners at the same 

proficiency level and used a pre-, post-, and delayed tests as one form of data collection. 

The design was intended to test the effectiveness of explicit instruction in terms of 

understanding and producing appropriate pragmatic language. In using a control group, I 

aimed to show that the target pragmatic language choices would not be understood or 
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produced through simple exposure to input in the non-English speaking environment i.e., 

that there was a positive effect for explicit teaching. In the next section, I talk about the 

participants in this study. 

5.5.Participants 

Seventy Saudi learners (all females) at the same proficiency level were divided in to an 

experimental group and a control group, where each group had 35 students. Their English 

proficiency level was equivalent to CEFR B1. As a reminder, CEFR B1 is defined as the 

following: 

‘Can understand straightforward factual information about common every 

day or job-related topics, identifying both general messages and specific 

details, provided speech is clearly articulated in a generally familiar accent. 

Can understand the main points of clear standard speech on familiar matters 

regularly encountered in work, school, leisure, etc., including short narratives’ 

(Council of Europe 2018, p.55).    

The participants’ age was between 19 and 23 years (M = 21, SD = 2.82). All the 

participants were females because of the gender segregation policy followed in Saudi 

universities. The 70 participants were randomly assigned to experimental and control 

groups. I contacted all the participants individually, either through emails or text 

messages. They were informed about the nature of the study: that the researcher was 

interested in the comprehension and production of appropriate pragmatic forms for EFL 

Saudi students. I made sure to start my experimental study at the beginning of the 

semester to finish it before the students’ final exams to avoid providing reasons for the 

students to withdrew in the middle of the study. 
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The participants did not have any experience studying abroad. However, they had been 

learning English for between 6 and 9 years in Saudi Arabia (M = 7.5, SD = 2.12). The 

participants had been studying in the English Department, Saudi Arabia, for almost a year 

before the study started. All the participants were informed that there would be a delayed 

test a month after the second test, so they were aware that their participation in the first 

test required them to attend the post- and delayed tests even though they were informed 

that they could withdraw whenever they wished. Thirty-five participants in the main 

study were offered the interventional classes as extra classes in English. They were 

informed that they should meet the researcher for at least two hours a day for five days 

(ten hours in total) in the week before the second test was given. The experimental group 

members were expected to show up at the agreed place to get their training, although they 

were informed that they could leave the study at any time. 

As previously mentioned in section 4.7, ethical approval was obtained for both the pilot 

and the main study from the University of Liverpool Ethics Committee, allowing me as 

the researcher to conduct the current research overseas. All participants signed a consent 

form and an information sheet specifying how the data would be used (see Appendix 6 

and 13). All participants volunteered to complete an approval application. I informed 

them about the details of how the data would be used. I clarified that all data would be 

kept anonymous, and they could leave the study at any time they wished to do so. 

5.5.1.  The rationale for the sample size  

The sample consisted of EFL Saudi female students in their second year studying English 

at a Saudi university who spoke English at the CEFR B1 level, the minimum requirement 

for many undergraduate programmes at higher education institutions. All the participants 

shared the same first language, Arabic. Dörnyei (2007) recommended that any sample 

should be representative of the population it is attempting to reflect. 
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The type of sampling in this study followed a ‘purposive sampling’ (Cohen et al. 2007, 

p.114) because I only chose students who had the characteristics I wanted to investigate; 

all the participants shared the same first language, the same level of English (B1), were 

females, and were studying in the English department at a Saudi university. So, this 

sample was homogenous as described by Dörnyei (2007, p. 127) because the students 

were all at the same nationality, gender, course, and level. The purpose of choosing this 

sample type was to examine two groups with similar features. 

5.6.Instruments  

The instruments used to obtain the data in the main study was the same Computer 

Animated Production Task CAPT that I used in my pilot study, with minor adjustments 

in both production and recognition tasks. The students' responses were received in two 

different forms: oral (recording) and written (multiple-choice). CAPT is a virtual role-

play tool that can show verbal and non-verbal cues of the characters as well as reflecting 

realistic and consistent voice recording of native speakers and face expressions.  

CAPT was used in two ways: to help with explicit instruction in the classroom and to test 

students in pre-, post-, and delayed tests. CAPT was divided into two parts: a production 

task to help answer the first research question (RQ1) and a recognition task to help answer 

the second research question (RQ2). The total number of scenarios in both tasks was 12, 

transformed into animated scenes. These scenes carry conversational implicatures and 

indirect speech acts in their underlying meaning. At the time of the main study, the 

scenarios were reduced from 13 to 12 as a result of testing these scenarios in the pilot 

study (the detailed scenarios can be found in Tables 5.2 and 5.3 and the Appendix). 

The 12 scenarios (six for the production task and six for the recognition task) were all 

taken from academic situations the students might face in their everyday academic lives. 
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In these scenes, the interlocutors were people that the students might see in their everyday 

academic and real life, such as their tutors, supervisors, campus security guards, fellow 

students, or even their friends and neighbours. Each scene introduced a short 

conversation, with indirect information carried out through a conversational implicature 

or indirect speech acts. 

All the questions asked by the animated characters were tested before by Cornbleet 

(2000) using DCTs, so their answers were written, not spoken, as in this research. Thus, 

the written questionnaire designed by Cornbleet (2000) was updated and modernise to be 

presented in this research as animated scenes using a computer programme called 

Animaker, following the method first introduced by Halenko (2013 & 2018) to promote 

using technology in teaching and testing in EFL classrooms (see section 3.5.). The same 

scenes were also tested in the pilot study. However, I made some changes in the main 

study from the original work, which I tested in the pilot study. The changes I made were 

mainly in the recognition task, where I deleted the third scenario and in the fifth scenario, 

I changed one word. See tables 5.2 and 5.3 below for more details. In the next section, I 

explain how I employed CAPT in both the production and recognition tasks. 

5.6.1. CAPT production task  

In this study, I applied a new tool in an EFL Saudi setting to obtain the data, first proposed 

by Halenko (2013). As previously described, CAPT is an oral computer-animated 

production test using animated characters to perform as authentic characters in all the 

scenes. These scenes were shown to the participants in the current study, and responses 

were received in an oral recording form. 

Unlike in the pilot study, the production task was first presented to the students because 

it took a longer time than the recognition task and required recording of the students’ 
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answers. It consisted of six questions in the form of animated scenes. In this task, the 

students were asked to record their responses to specific situations to evaluate their 

understanding of conversational implicature and the indirect meanings thereof by 

considering their imposition size and the social distance between them, then reply to them 

using either a direct or indirect request. The students’ answers in this part were recorded 

and transcribed by me, as the researcher. The reason for recording the students was that 

I wanted to elicit spontaneous answers. The following table shows the CAPT scenarios 

used in the production task: 

 

Table 5.2: The production task, Cornbleet (2000) 

 Conversational 

implicatures 
(Imposition) 

Interlocutor 

(Social 
distance 
/power) 

Situation 

Scene 1   

Eating in the 

classroom  

Request/ Order  

(+R) 

A supervisor’s 

message  

(-D), (+P) 

 

Your supervisor has asked you, as 

the group representative, to tell the 

class that students are not allowed 

to eat or drink in the classroom. As 

you enter the room to tell them, 

everyone is eating/ drinking. 

Scene 2 

A noisy 

neighbour   

Request 

/Complaint  

(+R) 

A neighbour  

(+D), (-P) 

 

In your accommodation, the person 

next door, whom you don’t know 

very well, is playing the radio 

loudly. You can’t study, and so 

you go and knock on the door. 

Scene 3 

A friend who is 

embarrassing 

herself   

Advise/criticise  

(+R) 

A friend  

(-D), (-P) 

  

You and a friend are planning what 

to wear for the graduation 

ceremony. You think your friend’s 

skirt is too short and makes her 

look terrible. 

Scene 4 

A busy friend  

Request  

(+R) 

A busy friend   

(-D), (-P) 

 

You are having trouble getting the 

computer printer to work. Your 

friend is very busy but knows all 

about computers. 

Scene 5 

Tourist advice  

  

Advise/ 

recommendation  

(-R)  

A fellow 

friend 

A fellow student is going on 

holiday to the place you visited 

last year but does not know where 
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(-D), (-P) 

 

to stay. You know an excellent 

hotel there. 

Scene 6 

Providing 

wrong 

information   

Interruption/ 

criticise (+R) 

A friend  

(-D), (-P) 

 

One of your friends tells a group of 

you that 20% of the students at your 

university are from overseas, but 

you know it is 10%. 

Note. P = power, SD = social distance, R = imposition (Brown & Levinson, 1987) and (+ or -) refers 

to the high or low size of imposition. 

To summarise the table above, in the production task, I tested requests as follows: The 

first question was asking the students to request their colleagues to stop eating in the 

classroom. The second question asked the students to ask their neighbours to turn off the 

music. The third question asked the students to criticise their friend's appearance and ask 

her to change her outfit. The fourth scene asked the students to request help from a busy 

friend. The fifth question asked the students to give a suggestion or offer help to a 

colleague by asking him to go somewhere. The last question asked the students to 

interrupt a friend's presentation.  

Figures 5.1 and 5.2 below show two of the scenes used in this study (the full test is in 

Appendix 4). The students were asked to record their answers in response to the scenes 

in the production task scenarios. So, the procedure was as follows: 

a) The student was seated in front of the screen and asked to use the headphones.  

b) I played the animated scene to the participant (all the parts were timed). 

c) I asked the student to start recording their answers (see Figure 5.3). 
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Figure 5.2: An example of scene 3: A friend who is embarrassing herself 

  

The students were expected to read the introductory slide, which gave the instructions 

for the whole presentation and was timed at 7 seconds. Then, automatically, the next 

slide was shown to them, introducing scene 1. Then they were given 15 seconds to 

record their answer (explained in section 5.8). After that, scene 2 was played 

immediately. A slide thanking the participants for completing the test was shown as the 

final step. Figure 5. 3 below shows this procedure in the production task: 

 

 

Figure 5.1: An example of scene 1:  Eating in the classroom in the production task 
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5.6.2. CAPT recognition task 

 The recognition task was presented to the students after the production task. It consisted 

of six questions after deleting one scene that was redacted after the pilot study. In this 

task, the students had to choose between two answers; then I gave them three options to 

choose the reason for their choice. The reason was to estimate whether they understood 

the underlying meaning and whether they had procedural or declarative knowledge. The 

following table shows the CAPT scenarios used in the recognition task.  

 Conversational 

implicatures 

(Imposition (R)) 

Interlocutor 

(Social 

distance 

(D)/power (P)) 

The situation as seen by the 

students 

 

Scene 1   

Noisy class  

Request/ An 

order (+R) 

A lecturer 

(+D), (+P) 

Some students are talking in the 

lecture hall. The lecturer turns to 

them and says: ‘I suggest you stop 

talking and pay attention’ 

This is: 

a) a suggestion 

b) an order 

Scene 2 

Need to sit 

down  

Request (+R) 

 

 

A student 

(-D), (-P) 

A student’s coat is on the seat 

beside her which is the only 

available place in the crowded 

lecture hall. Another student comes 

up and says: 

‘Err… is that your coat?’ 

The student is: 

a) making a request 

Slide 1. 
Instructional 

slide
7 seconds 
delay to 

read 
instructions

Slide 2. 
Scenario: 
Eating in 

the 
classroom, 
7 seconds 
delay to 

read 
context. 

15 
seconds 
delay to 
provide 

response.

Slide 3. 
Scenario: 

Noisy 
neighbour, 
7 seconds 
delay to 

read 
context. 

15 
seconds 
delay to 
provide 

response.

Slide 4. 
Scenario: 
A friend 
who is 

embarrass
ing  

herself, 
7 seconds 
delay to 

read 
context. 

15 
seconds 
delay to 
provide 

response.

Slide 5. 
Scenario: 
A busy 
friend, 

7 seconds 
delay to 

read 
context. 

15 
seconds 
delay to 
provide 

response.

Slide 6. 
Scenario: 
Tourist 
advice, 

7 seconds 
delay to 

read 
context. 

15 
seconds 
delay to 
provide 

response.

Slide 7. 
Scenario: 
Providing 

wrong 
informatio

n, 
7 seconds 
delay to 

read 
context. 

15 
seconds 
delay to 
provide 

response.

Side 8. 
End of 

task slide

Figure 5.3: The production task breakdown 

Table 5.3: The recognition task, Cornbleet (2000) 
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b) asking for information 

Scene 3 

Always late 

Request/give a 

criticism 

(+R) 

A tutor 

(+D), (+P) 

A student who is always late to 

class arrives late yet again. The tutor 

says: ‘Have you thought of buying a 

new alarm clock?’ 

The tutor is: 

a) making a recommendation  

b) making a criticism  

Scene 4 

Supervisor’s 

comment  

Request/ A 

criticism 

(+R) 

A supervisor 

(+D), (+P) 

A supervisor writes at the end of a 

student’s written assignment: ‘This 

has been written about by more 

people than Austin and Brown, you 

know.’ 

This is: 

a) a comment 

b) a criticism  

Scene 5 

Stop smoking  

Request/ an order 

(+R) 

A porter 

(+D), (+P) 

A security guard passes some 

student in the corridor and says: 

‘There’s no smoking in this 

building.’ 

The porter is: 

a) giving an instruction 

b) giving information. 

Scene 6 

A stressed 

friend  

Offering 

(-R) 

A fellow 

student 

(-D), (-P) 

In the computer centre, a  student is 

having difficulty typing a document 

to meet a deadline. A fellow student 

says: ‘I am quite fast at typing.’ 

The student is: 

a) boasting  

b) offering  

Note. P = power, D = social distance, R = imposition (Brown & Levinson, 1987) and (+ or -) refers 

to the high or low size of imposition.  

To summarise the table above, in the recognition task, I tested the understanding of the 

underlying meaning of indirect speech acts and conversational implicatures as the 

following: The first question in this task was about a lecturer in a lecture hall ‘ordering’ 

the students to stop talking and pay attention. The second question showed a student 

requesting another to remove her coat. The third question showed a tutor criticising a late 

student. The fifth question showed a supervisor's comment while criticising a student's 
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writing. The fourth question showed someone telling a student that there should be no 

smoking in this building. The last question showed a student offering to help her friend.  

A similar procedure was followed in the recognition task, but instead of recording the 

students’ answers, I provided the students with printouts containing the same questions 

as the ones played in front of them, followed by the multiple-choice. In the same paper 

provided to the students, I added another question under each scenario to ask for the 

reason for choosing one answer rather than the other, and I gave the students three options 

to choose from; I do not know, I heard it somewhere, I heard it in the class. The reason 

is to decide whether the students moved their declarative knowledge to procedural 

knowledge. 

All the steps were timed as in the recognition task. Figure (5.4) below breaks down the 

procedure for this task. 

 

 

The students were asked to choose their answers in response to the scenes in the 

recognition task. Figure 5. 5 below shows one of the six scenes used in this study. So, the 

procedure was that: 

Slide 
1. 

Instruc
tional 
slide

7 
second
s delay 
to read 
instruc
t ions

Slide 2. 
Scenario
: Noisy 
classroo

m, 
7 

seconds 
delay to 

read 
context. 

7 
seconds 
delay to 
choose 

an 
answer. 

Slide 3. 
Scenario: 
Need to 
sit  down, 
7 seconds 
delay to 

read 
context. 

7 
seconds 
delay to 

choose an 
answer. 

Slide 4. 
Scenari

o: 
Giving 

an 
opinion, 

7 
seconds 
delay to 

read 
context. 

7 
seconds 
delay to 
choose 

an 
answer.

Slide 5. 
Scenari

o: 
Always 
late, 7 

seconds 
delay to 

read 
context. 

7 
seconds 
delay to 
choose 

an 
answer. 

Slide 6. 
Scenario, 

A  
supervisor'
s comment,

7 seconds 
delay to 

read 
context. 
7 seconds 
delay to 

choose an 
answer. 

Slide 7. 
Scenario

: Stop 
smoking 

7 
seconds 
delay to 

read 
context.

7 
seconds 
delay to 
choose 

an 
answer. 

Slide 8. 
Scenario

: 

A 
stressed 
friend, 

7 
seconds 
delay to 

read 
context.

7 
seconds 
delay to 
choose 

an 
answer. 

Side 9. 
End of 

task 
slide

Figure 5.4: The Recognition Task breaks down 



DEVELOPING APPROPRIATE PRAGMATIC LANGUAGE CHOICES                                                      149 
 

a) The student was seated in front of the screen and asked to use the headphones. 

b) I played the animated scene to the participants (all the parts were timed).  

c) I asked the student to choose one of the two answers and then explain why they had 

chosen one answer rather than the other. 

  

5.6.3. The rationale for using CAPT 

The main instruments used to collect the data in the main study was an oral CAPT 

introduced by Halenko (2013). As mentioned above, the written scenes were conveyed 

to animated characters using a website called Animaker. Animaker is an online site that 

enables users to transform texts into animated scenes. The characters that I created played 

semi-authentic roles in the scenes. Semi-authentic materials refer to materials and 

activities that feel authentic but are created for pedagogical goals. The website users can 

choose the character(s), the décor of the setting and the accent used to ask the questions. 

These scenes simulated situations that occur in real contexts in the students’ academic 

lives. I used animated characters in the current research rather than using normal 

Discourse Completion Tasks (DCTs) because I wanted the test to reflect semi-authentic 

roles in the scenes and I wanted to promote using technology in EFL classrooms (see 

sections 4.6 & 3.7). These animated scenarios are consistent in relation to the verbal and 

non-verbal cues and can be kept in a flash memory and carried around easily. Also, these 

Figure 5.5: From the recognition task: Giving instruction 
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scenarios can be presented in distance learning or flipped classes and can be implemented 

in an existing curriculum. 

Nevertheless, in using this approach, I could avoid some disadvantages of DCTs by 

representing semi-authentic characters and simulating contexts in the students’ academic 

lives. One of the disadvantages of DCTs is that the students’ answers are usually longer 

than what would occur in a real-life situation, and that results from asking the participants 

to write down what is often said. Therefore, choosing to record the students’ responses 

can be related to the fact that written tests, such as the methods used by DeKeyser and 

Sokalski (2001), would not be the right way of estimating spoken language. In the next 

section, I cover the procedure of collecting the data. 

5.7.The data collection procedures 

In this section, I detail two main data collection phases: the instruction phase and the 

testing phase. I first present the instruction phase in the section below, to be followed by 

an outline of the instructions provided in the classroom. I then explain the teaching 

materials covered in these classes as well as the activities conducted. In the end, I 

conclude with examples that were provided in these classes, and then I detail the 

instruction and testing stage of this study. 

5.7.1. Instruction phase 

Ten hours were divided into five days in a row of explicit instruction (two hours a day) 

on comprehending and producing appropriate pragmatic language choices to develop the 

experimental group’s pragmatic competence over one week. The idea of offering the 

classes in two hours for five days in a row is to present an extensive input to raise the 

awareness of appropriate language choices, similar to the studies of Olshtain and Cohen 

(1990) and Bardovi-Harlig and Vellenga (2012). Previous studies such as Bardovi-Harlig 
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and Vellenga (2012) showed that adopting a short-period input-based that can be 

implemented in existing curricula positively enhanced the results of the students. In my 

study, only the members of the experimental group participated in these classes. I 

designed all the materials in the classroom, and I was the teacher who presented them. 

The specificities of the materials and methods used each day in the intervention are 

discussed in Table 5.4. The ideas for organising the teaching materials are taken from 

Halenko (2017: p.112) (see Appendix 11): 

 

 

Session Teaching aim  Teaching materials (what happened in 

the class) 

Approx. 

time on 

task in 

minutes 

Day 1 Introducing conversational 

implicatures, cooperative 

principles, maxims, politeness 

strategies, and speech acts 

(requests) 

Brainstorming of some situations where the 

students may need to make either direct or 

indirect requests to different people (their 

friends, tutors) in different settings 

(university, class) 

30 

Introducing speech acts theory 

and focusing on requests, 

apologies, compliments, etc. 

Groups/pairs evaluate situations according 

to the imposition by showing them CAPT 

scenarios to evaluate the kind of requests 

they should provide - discussion / oral 

response. 

30 

Conducting activities focused 

on pragmalinguistic and 

sociopragmatic as well as 

materials covered in 

complaining, apologising, 

greeting, requesting, and giving 

explanations (see Appendix 

11). 

Watch CAPT contains examples of 

inappropriate requests. Group discussions to 

highlight errors. 

30 

Members of the group suggest language 

which may be more pragmatically 

appropriate for each context: class feedback 

and language-focused discussion. 

 

30 

Day 2 Review of request language  30 

Table 5.4: Scheme of work for the five-day explicit instructional period provided to the experimental 

group only 
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Talking about different cultures 

and how people in these 

cultures can interpret situations 

differently 

Sociocultural follow-up discussions. Saudi 

Arabia vs. the UK and American 

differences. 

I gave four social contexts and examples of 

requests - in CAPT format. I provided some 

appropriate responses. 

60 

Introduction to authentic 

examples of ILPs.  

I covered topics about ILPs 

Discussion on appropriacy of language. 

Language focus. L1 transfer? 

30 

Day 3 Introducing formulaic 

sequences (see section 2.8)  

 

I introduced six formulaic request 

sequences which may be appropriate for 

each situation. I also asked the students to 

suggest other sequences such as I am having 

trouble focusing, Sorry to bother you, I have 

a problem. The introduced formulaic 

sequences were (Would you please, I was 

wondering, would it be possible, I 

apologise, /many apologies, can I /could I, I 

am sorry) 

60 

Cultural analyses and 

discussion of the appropriacy 

of sample conversational 

implicatures and speech act 

practised in academic situations 

Showing examples  60 

Day 4 Focusing on appropriate ways 

to request focusing on Blum-

Kulka et al.’s (1989) CCSARP 

(see Table 5.5) 

Conventionally indirect CAPT examples 

e.g., ‘Could you give me a lift?’ (ability) 

30 

Non-conventionally indirect CAPT 

examples 

e.g., I'm late for the train(hint) 

30 

Internal modification devices CAPT 

examples: ‘Excuse me’; ‘Sir, madam/lady, 

teacher’; ‘Sorry to bother you’ (Attention 

getters/ alerters) 

30 

External modification devices CAPT 

examples: ‘I have a problem...?’ 

(Preparators) 

30 

Day 5 Revision and recommendations  Class feedback and discussions about the 

language used. Alternatives elicited to 

consolidate the previous language work 

120 
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To show what happened in the instructional phase, Figure 5.6 below illustrates an 

overview of the five days (see Appendix 11 for more details on what happened in the 

classes). 

 

 The details of each day are presented below. 

Day 1 

 i. Providing an overview of pragmatics by introducing conversational implicatures, 

cooperative principles, the maxims, politeness strategies and speech acts (see appendix 

11). We started by brainstorming of some situations where the students may need to make 

either direct or indirect requests to different people (their friend, tutor) in different 

settings (university, class). 

ii. Developing awareness of pragmatic competence by introducing appropriate pragmatic 

language choices and formulaic expressions and inviting the students to evaluate these 

contexts. 

Day one

•Giving an overview by introducing conversational implicatures, politeness theory, 
cooperative principles and the maxims.  (2 hours)

Day two

•Authentic examples (1 hour)

• Interlanguge pragmatics (1 hour)

Day three

•Examples (1 hour)

•Discussions (1 hour)

Day four

•Examples (1 hour)

•Discussions (1 hour)

Day five

•Size of impositions (1 hour)

•Social differences (1 hour) 

Figure 5.6: Instruction phase of the intervention  
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iii. Introducing the speech acts by providing examples showing the locutionary, 

illocutionary, and perlocutionary acts, focusing on the underlying meaning, such as 

requests, apologies, compliments, etc.  

iv. Conducting activities focused on pragmalinguistic and sociopragmatic as well as 

materials covered in complaining, apologising, greeting, requesting, and giving 

explanations. These forms can be modified for other speech acts to develop learners’ 

pragmatic awareness and competence in different situations. The idea behind choosing 

these broad terms is not to cover all the situations, because it is impossible to include all 

the contexts, and it is more practical to give the learners the means to improve their 

pragmatic competence. In this way, teachers can provide learners with the methods 

needed to interact more productively and confidently in English. 

v. Introduced the terms “power”, “social distance”, and “the size of imposition”, the three 

factors that speakers should consider while interacting with each other (Brown & 

Levinson, 1987). Since the concept was foreign to the participants, I explained to them 

that “power” implies the social status of the speaker and hearer. I provided examples 

while changing the interlocutor to let the students notice that we can use one sentence but 

change its meaning just by changing the person who had uttered the sentence and our 

relationship with the person who had presented this sentence. By “social distance”, the 

degree of familiarity between the interlocutors is implied. I further explained to them that 

in speech acts, one varies the linguistic forms to imply “respect, deference, and 

politeness” (Kida, 2011, p.183). Finally, the “magnitude of imposition” is the extent of 

leverage that the speaker enjoys in terms of the ability to impose his or her ideas on others. 

Some of the examples used at this stage include: 

• Ask your teacher for a deadline extension. 
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• Ask your friend for money to borrow. 

• Ask your friend to show you, her assignment. 

• Ask your teacher to lower her voice. 

Day 2 

i. Introduction to authentic examples to ILPs. One of the examples is: 

(Two teenage boys are talking to one another.) 

John: Hey Randy, that's SOME tie you're wearing! 

Randy: You like it? My grandmother gave it to me for my birthday...  

John: She really has a good sense of humour! 

Question: What do you think John is trying to tell Randy? 

a. He does not like the tie. 

b. He appreciates the fact that his grandmother has a sense of humour. 

c. The tie looks great because it is funny. 

d. Randy looks funny because he is wearing a tie. 

I covered topics about interlanguage pragmatics ILPs for almost an hour, see section 

2.3.2.  

ii. Talking about different cultures and how people in these cultures can interpret 

situations differently (Hyland & Paltridge, 2011). One of the examples was linked to 

phatic and real expressions, such as the following example: 

‘How are you?’ To an English or Arab person, the answer should be phatic, 

whereas in French it is a real question that requires a detailed answer. 

Days 3, 4 

On these two days, I introduced formulaic sequences (Would you please, I was 

wondering, would it be possible, I apologise, many apologies, can I /could I, I am sorry). 

I enumerated some more examples, including some animated videos not included in the 
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test, and invited the students to show their understanding by reacting to some situations 

focusing on how they would respond if they were in the same position. During these two 

days, I focused on  

• Cultural analyses and discussion of the appropriacy of sample conversational 

implicatures and speech acts that are practised in academic situations.  

• Language focus on how to use typical lexical chunks (formulaic expressions) in 

individual speech acts. 

• The students were invited to compare their knowledge with what they had learned in 

these sessions. 

• Focusing on Blum-Kulka et al.’s (1989) CCSARP (see Table 5.5). 

Day 5 

Revision and recommendations  

The 35 assigned students in the experimental group were expected to attend all the classes 

from day one until the last day, for two hours every day. I designed all the classroom 

materials and tested them in the main study. At this stage, I played the role of a facilitator 

in all the discussions and materials used in the classroom. I also was the director and 

corrector of the students' use of language. 

5.7.2. Testing phase 

This section summarises the tests employed in the main study to observe the effectiveness 

of the ten-hour explicit instruction in developing pragmatic competence of an 

experimental group compared to a control group. The experimental and the control 

groups had participated in this testing stage and received the same materials for testing 

only. Figure 5.7 shows how I divided the tests in relation to time in the main study: 
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The study used CAPT in three stages: pre-test, post-test, and delayed test, to measure the 

students’ awareness and production of appropriate language choices at that point in time 

and whether the students had retained their knowledge over time. The same test was 

repeated for each student in both the groups on each of the three occasions, and the same 

CAPT videos were shown to the students in a different order each time they took a test.  

As mentioned above, the pre- and post-immediate tests were followed by a four-week-

delayed test. The comparison between the pre-test and the post-immediate test showed 

the impact of the explicit instruction on the participants. Moreover, I compared the results 

in the post-test with those in the delayed test to determine if the participants had kept their 

long-term knowledge over time.  

5.8.Obtaining the data 

In response to calls for multiple perspectives on learner responses in order to gain a more 

comprehensive view of pragmatic performance beyond an analysis of linguistic forms 

(e.g., Taguchi, 2006), the findings from the instruction were analysed qualitatively and 

quantitatively to enable a more detailed description of the data set. The process of this 

research was as follows: 

To begin with, the students were shown the animated CAPT videos, which contained a 

reasonable number of pragmatic language choices in English. Their spontaneous 

responses (N = 420) to questions based on the videos were electronically recorded on the 

Week one: Pre-test 
(CAPT: production and 

recognition tasks)

Week two: Post-
immediate test (CAPT: 

production and 
recognition tasks)

Week five: Delayed test 
(CAPT: production and 

recognition tasks)

Figure 5.7: An overview of the time of each test 
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researcher’s iPhone and a Dictaphone and later transcribed by the researcher. Then, two 

experienced English-native teachers were hired to only assess these transcriptions on the 

basis of appropriateness. At the time of the study, these raters were studying in the 

English department at Liverpool University, I contacted them via email, and I hired them 

because of their long experience of teaching non-native speakers in China and Taiwan. 

The two raters (one male and one female) were shown the same scenarios as shown to 

the students to make them fully aware of the contexts. For the purposes of this study, 

"appropriateness" is defined as "the knowledge of the conventions of communication in 

a society, as well as linguistic abilities that enable learners to communicate successfully 

in L2" (Taguchi, 2006, p. 513). 

The raters were asked to overlook any other aspect rather than appropriacy and focus on 

the situation itself and the relationship between the participants in these questions and 

mark them on a five-point Likert Scale for pragmatic appropriateness. The following 

scale was used in rating the responses and was adapted f rom Shively and Cohen (2008). 

 5= Excellent - expressions are fully appropriate for the situation. 

 4= Good - expressions are mostly appropriate. 

3= Fair- expressions are only somewhat appropriate. 

2= Poor - appositeness is difficult to be determined. 

1= Very poor- there is no evidence that the intended speech acts are performed. 

The rating scale started from ‘poor/beginner’ (1 point) to ‘native-like/excellent’ (5 

points). To ensure objectivity (see Appendix 3), the raters were not informed of the group 

to which any of the responses belonged. Prior to the actual evaluation stage, both raters 

attended a standard discussion to learn about the project, the instrument, the rating 

criteria, and the protocol for arriving at a final decision. A number of practice items were 

completed, followed by a rating comparison. One of the raters insisted on evaluating both 
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accuracy and appropriacy, so I explained to him that although I was aware that a certain 

level of accuracy was required, this was not the aim of this study. 

The method for collecting the data in the production task was going as presented in Figure 

5.8 below: 

 

 

The scores allotted by the raters were then fed into SPSS, the computer software for 

statistical analysis, to ascertain trends in the students’ answers (discussed in detail in the 

next chapter). 

Figure 5.9 below shows how the written transcriptions described in Figure 4.8 were 

transformed into numbers in the production task to quantify the data. 

 

All the oral responses from the CAPT were 
recorded for analysis and evaluation by 
both the research iPhone and a digital 

voice recorder.

All 420 oral responses (70 learners x 6 
scenarios) were transcribed manually by 

the researcher.

Two native English EFL tutors were 
hired to rate the CAPT transcriptions of 

the production task from the 
experimental and control groups for 

overall appropriateness. 

Both raters were asked to attend three 
meetings with the researcher before they 
started the evaluation for orientation for 
project, the instrument, the evaluation 

standards and procedure. 

The raters were not informed from which 
group or which test the responses came.

The answers were evaluated on a five-
point Likert scale for pragmatic 

appropriateness. 

The transcriptions of 
the three tests 

provided from the 
two groups were 

given to the raters.

The raters were asked 
to evaluate from 1 to 
5 according to the 
appropriacy of the 

statements.

SPSS was used to 
check if the data were 
normally distributed, 
using a parametric 

test.

Figure 5.8: How the quantitative data were collected and treated in the production task 

Figure 5.9: Obtaining data for the quantitative method in the production task 
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Having covered the data procedure method and data collection, I move now to the coding 

framework that I used in analysing the qualitative data.  

5.9.Coding framework for appropriate pragmatic language choices  

In the linguistic analysis, I decided to have a coding scheme to see the trends in using 

some words and phrases more often than others. The difficulties associated with 

developing only one coding scheme are demonstrated by the repeated revisions to the 

content and quantity of methods included in the original Cross-Cultural Study of Speech 

Act Realisation Patterns (CCSARP) classifications for many speech act studies (Blum 

Kulka et al., 1989). The breadth of research on request speech acts has resulted in the 

development of several complete variants of the CCSARP, implying that requests are a 

difficult speech act to accomplish. According to Halenko (2017), the reverse is true from 

the perspective of a native English speaker. 

Reports on research on native speakers’ requests show that their requests are not as 

complex as those of non-native speakers, focusing on a limited number of actions and 

linguistic methods (Aijmer, 1996). The difficulties of request coding schemes have 

developed because of research conducted in many languages to capture the numerous 

L1/L2 versions of requests that exist. Halenko’s (2017) research takes a holistic approach 

and examines all major components, including head acts and internal/external 

modification strategies. All the request strategies used in this research require strategic 

thinking and understanding of the underlying meaning of the sentences (conversational 

implicatures, section 3.2.1.) with full awareness of politeness strategies (section 3.2.2.) 

to produce these requests speech acts (section 3.2.3.) appropriately. 

The request strategies chosen for the production task in the current study's coding scheme 

are derived from various sources. To begin, most categories in the coding system are 
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derived from a combination of the original CCSARP (Blum Kulka et al., 1989), 

Trosborg's (1995) early work, and Halenko (2017). The following table shows the code 

scheme I used in analysing the requests in the production task and real examples taken 

from the students' answers. This table helped me with the linguistic analysis and figuring 

out which formulaic sequences the students used best.  

Table 5.5: Coding framework for requests based on Blum-Kulka et al.’s (1989) CCSARP and 

modified by Halenko, (2017) 

Strategy Definition        Example 

1. Direct  

1a Imperative  ‘directly signals that the utterance is an order’ 

(Trosborg, 1995, p. 204) 

1. Stop eating in the classroom. 

2. Turn off the music. 

3. Change your outfit. 

4. Fix my printer. 

5. Go on holiday. 

6. You have made a mistake. 

1b Performative  ‘a performative verb conveys the requested 

intent, explicitly marking the utterance as an 

order’ (Trosborg, 1995, p. 203) 

1. My supervisor is asking 

(requesting) that you stop 

eating in the classroom. 

2. I want you to turn off the 

music. 

3. I advise you to change your 

outfit. 

4. I have a request (that you fix 

my printer). 

5. I dare you to prove this 

information. 

1c Obligation  ‘the speaker exerts his/her own authority or refers 

to some authority outside the speaker’ (Trosborg, 

1995, p. 202) 

1. You have to stop eating in the 

classroom. 

2. I should tell you that you must 

check your sources. 

1d Want 

statement  

‘The speaker expresses the desire that the event 

denoted in the proposition come about’ (Zhang, 

1995, p. 44) 

1. I want you to stop eating in the 

classroom. 

2. I want you to turn off the 

music. 

3. I want you to change your 

outfit. 

4. I need you to fix my printer. 

5. I want you to stay there on your 

holiday because it is the best 

hotel in that area.  

2. Conventionally indirect 

2a Ability  ‘questions the hearer's capacity to perform the 

desired act’ (Trosborg, 1995,  p. 198) 

4. Can you stop eating in the 

classroom? 

5. Could you turn off the music? 
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6. Can you change your outfit? 

7. Could you fix my printer? 

8. Can I give a piece of advice? 

9. Can I interrupt?  

2b Willingness  ‘questions the hearer's willingness to carry out 

the desired act which serves as a compliance-

gaining strategy’ (Trosborg, 1995, p. 199) 

1. Would you stop eating in the 

classroom? 

2. Would you turn off the music? 

3. Would you change your outfit? 

4. Would you fix my printer? 

2c Suggestive ‘the hearer's cooperativeness is tested by 

inquiring whether any conditions exist that might 

prevent the action from being carried out’ 

(Trosborg, 1995, p. 201) 

1. I suggest you stop eating in the 

classroom. 

2. How about changing your 

outfit? 

3. How about going on holiday? 

2d Possibility  ‘The utterance contains a reference to a 

preparatory condition for the feasibility of the 

request [such as] possibility’ (Wang, 2011, p. 62)  

1. Would it be possible to stop 

eating in the classroom? 

2. Is it possible to turn off the 

music? 

3     Non-conventionally indirect 

3a Hints  ‘The requester can imply what he/she wants to be 

done. The desired action can be partially 

mentioned or left out altogether’ (Trosborg, 

1995, p. 192) 

1. I am having trouble focusing.  

2. I have a lot of work, and my 

printer is broken.  

 

4      Internal modification devices 

4a Softeners 

(Down toners) 

 

‘Modifiers used by a speaker to moderate the 

impact his/her request might have on the speaker’ 

(Blum-Kulka et al., 1989, p. 284) 

1. Could you, perhaps, turn the 

music off? 

2. You might look more beautiful 

if you changed your outfit? 

3. Could you maybe fix my 

printer?  

4b Intensifiers   ‘Adverbial intensifiers increase the impact of an 

utterance on the hearer’ (Trosborg, 1995, p. 214)  

1. Is this what are you going to 

wear at your graduation 

ceremony? Really? 

2. I am sure that you are the only 

one who can help me in fixing 

my printer.  

3. I am sure that we have that, it is 

10%, not 20%! 

4c Fillers 

(hesitators)  

‘the requester can convey he/she has certain 

qualms about asking’(Trosborg, 1995, p. 213) 

1. I was wondering …err, I was 

thinking, is this percentage 

correct? 

2. Do you err, I would may be err, 

go to that hotel?  

4d Attention 

getters/ Alerts  

‘To alert the hearer's attention to the ensuing 

speech act’ (Zhang, 1995, p. 32) 

1. Excuse me; students are not 

allowed to eat in the classroom. 

2. Pardon, excuse me, but I think 

that you have made a mistake. 

4e Politeness 

marker 'please.'  

‘An optional element added to a request to bid for 

cooperative behaviour’ (Blum-Kulka et al. 1989, 

p. 283) 

1. Would you stop eating in the 

classroom? Please? 

2. Can you please fix my printer? 
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5.10. Statistical analyses 

Following the raters’ manual data analysis of the production task and my calculation of 

the multiple-choice data from the recognition task, the data from both tasks were 

statistically analysed using the SPSS version 27 software. Following initial histogram 

5 External modification devices 

5a Preparators  ‘It is important in the first place that the requester 

prepares his/her request carefully’(Trosborg, 

1995, p. 216) 

1. I have a problem focusing on 

my studies, would you turn off 

the music? 

2. My printer is not working, 

would you take a look at it? 

5b Grounders  ‘allows the speaker to give reasons, explanations 

or justifications for his/her request’(Trosborg, 

1995, p. 218) 

1. Would you please stop eating 

in the classroom because my 

supervisor has told me that is 

not allowed?  

2. Could you help me in fixing 

my printer because I have to 

submit my assignment today? 

5c Disarmers  ‘The speaker tries to remove any potential 

objections the hearer might raise upon being 

confronted with the request’ (Blum-Kulka et al., 

1989, p. 287) 

1. I hate to interrupt, but would 

you stop eating in the 

classroom. 

2. If it is not too much trouble, 

would you please turn off the 

music?  

5d Self-criticism  ‘The speaker takes the blame by denigrating 

him/herself so as to put the hearer in a position 

where compliance appears to be a benevolent 

deed’ (Zhang, 1995, p. 63) 

1. It's my fault. /I made a mistake 

2. I made a mistake in installing 

my printer, and now it does not 

work. 

5e Sweeteners  

 

 

‘Paves the way for the request by establishing 

good feelings and cultivating an amiable 

atmosphere’ (Zhang, 1995, p. 60) 

1. I think you would look better if 

you wear something else, 

sweetie.  

2. You know you are my best 

friend, I know you can help me.  

5f Apologising  ‘The speaker apologises for the trouble the request 

will cause to the hearer’ (Zhang, 1995, p. 62)  

1. I apologise if this bothers you, 

but would you please stop 

eating in the classroom. 

2. I am sorry, but I have to tell you 

that I have an exam tomorrow 

and I cannot study because of 

the music.  

3. Many apologies for the 

interruption but are you sure 

about the percentage?  

5g Thanking  ‘Expressions of gratitude offered for the 

anticipated compliance of the hearer’ (Zhang, 

1995, p.63) 

1. I would appreciate it if you can 

help me with fixing my printer. 

Note: all of the examples provided are taken from the students' answers in order to suit the appropriate strategy.  
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checks that demonstrated that the data were normally distributed, the CAPT data (pre -, 

post-, and delayed tests) were analysed in part using one-way ANOVA and paired t-tests, 

with a focus on the frequency of occurrence of specific appropriate pragmatic language 

choice formulations. Repeated measures, one-way ANOVA comparisons, and post hoc 

independent and paired t-tests were used to analyse the questionnaire data. The absence 

of significance in Mauchley's tests in repeated measures ANOVAs verified the normal 

distribution once more. The alpha value was set at .05. In reporting the results, I followed 

the recommendations of Norris, Plonsky, Ross, and Schoonen (2015). I analysed the data 

in the data in Chapter Six. 

5.11.  Conclusion  

This chapter explains the methodology as it was developed for the study. The pilot study 

that was conducted based on the research questions that were central to the study, as 

described in Chapter Four, helped to identify the potential loopholes in the planned 

method and rectify them post review, enabling the forming of viable hypotheses. This 

chapter has talked about the study's research questions and hypotheses. It has also talked 

about the study's design and described the main experimental study's participants, 

instruments, and data collection process. 

In Chapter Six, there will be a detailed explanation of how the data was treated and how 

it was analysed both quantitatively and qualitatively. 
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Chapter Six: Results 

6.1.Introduction  

In this chapter, I first present the quantitative analysis of the production task in section 

6.2, followed by a summary of the findings from the raters’ assessment of the 

appropriateness of the production task responses in 6.2.1 and the descriptive analysis in 

6.2.2. A linguistic analysis for the production task will follow with the six scenarios 

(Eating in the classroom, Annoying neighbour, A friend who is embarrassing herself, A 

busy friend, Tourist advice, Correcting wrong information) in section 6.3. The descriptive 

statistics and then the quantitative analysis of the recognition task in section 6.5. Next, 

the recognition task six scenarios (Noisy class, Need to sit down, Always late, 

Supervisor’s comment, Stop smoking, A stressed friend ) will be analysed to see the 

findings from a linguistic study of the types and frequencies of implied request tactics, in 

compensation for the politeness strategies used in conjunction with the understanding of 

conversational implicatures in section 6.6. 

6.2.Quantitative analysis of the production task 

As a reminder, two native English speakers rated the students' recorded (then transcribed) 

answers from both groups in the three different tests (pre-, post-, and delayed tests) 

according to appropriacy only (see 5.8). After initial histogram checks showed that the 

data were normally distributed, the data from the production task were statistically 

analysed using the SPSS version 27 software, and parametric tests were used. One-way 

analyses of variance were used to analyse the CAPT data (pre-, post-, and delayed tests). 

I used paired t-tests to emphasise the frequency of occurrence of specific appropriate 

pragmatic language choice formulations. I first show the raters' agreement in section 6.2.1 

and then the descriptive analysis in 6.2.2. 
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6.2.1. Raters' assessment of the production task 

As mentioned in section 5.8, two experienced English language teachers rated the 

transcribed answers of the 70 students from both the experimental and control groups on 

the three tests: pre-, post-, and delayed tests. The assessment of the raters concentrated 

on appropriacy only. As previously mentioned in section 3.2., Taguchi (2006a) defined 

"appropriateness" as "the knowledge of the conventions of communication in a society, 

as well as linguistic abilities that enable learners to communicate successfully in L2" 

(p.513). The reason for concentrating on appropriacy rather than accuracy was to evaluate 

the students’ progress from a sociopragmatic point of view (see section 5.8). The average 

scores were out of a maximum of 60 points (6 scenarios, a maximum of 5 Likert Scale 

options per scene multiplied by two raters). I used the interclass correlation coefficient 

test in SPSS to test inter-rater reliability. The results showed a high inter-rater reliability 

between the two raters (pre-test =.73, post-test =.82, and delayed test =.81). 

6.2.2. Descriptive statistics  

The six scenarios (Eating in the classroom, Annoying neighbour, A friend who is 

embarrassing herself, A busy friend, Tourist advice, Correcting wrong information) were 

reflected in the data analysis below, focusing on the pre-test and post-test and then the 

delayed test. Descriptive statistics of the scores provided by the raters of the two groups 

(experimental and control) are shown in Table 6.1 below.  

Table 6.1: Descriptive statistics: NS raters' scores for students' responses from the experimental 

and control groups in the three tests. 

 

Group  

Pre-test 

M (SD) 

Post-test 

M (SD) 

Delayed test 

M (SD) 

Experimental group (N-=35) 26.02(5.03) 41.31(4.92) 33.74(5.68) 

Control group (N=35) 29.57(6.08) 29.97(2.29) 26.42(5.85) 

Total (N=70) 27.80 (5.82) 35.64(6.86) 30.08(6.81) 
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The table above shows at a glance that, the experimental group outperformed the control 

group in both the post-and delayed tests. After that I conducted a 3 (time) x 2 (group) 

repeated measures analysis of variance (ANOVA), which confirmed the mean 

differences. In terms of instruction effects, there was a significant main effect of time.  

F(2, 136) = .611, p = .000, ηp
2 = .623 and interaction between time and group; F(2), p = 

.000, ηp
2 = .601. The interaction effects showed there were differences in how the two 

groups performed over time, and within-group t-tests revealed significance at different 

stages. The experimental group showed a significant improvement from the pre-test to 

the post-test stage (p = 0.001) and significant attrition in the post-test to delayed test stage 

(p = 0.000). This shows, as expected, an immediate effect of the treatment, which was 

kept over time while remaining higher than it was at the pre-test stage and was, in fact, 

significant when we compared pre-test to delayed test scores (p < 0.000). For the control 

group, there was a decrease in the results in the delayed test in comparison to the post-

test. This suggests that the EFL environment had no impact on the control group since 

the results did not increase in the post-and delayed tests. The experimental group 

improved their scores significantly in terms of pre-test to post-test gains.  

To calculate the proportion of variance accounted for in the current study as a measure 

of effect size. According to Gravetter & Wallnau (2013), r2 estimates the proportion of 

score variation that may be attributed to treatment effects. The formula for calculating 

the square of r is “r2 = t2 / t2 + df” (see table 4.5), which shows the criteria given by Cohen 

(1988) for evaluating the value of r2. A number of 0.01 represents a small impact size, 

0.09 suggests a medium effect size, and 0.25 indicates a large effect size. 

To calculate the effect size, "t" and "df" were entered into the algorithm used to calculate 

r2. The results showed that the largest effect was found for the experimental group when 

Note: Maximum mark =60 
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looking at the gains in their pre-test to post-test score (d = 1.54) and the gains made in 

the pre-test to delayed test stages were also shown to have a medium effect (d = 0.66). 

However, the attrition at the post-test to delayed test stage for the experimental group was 

also shown to have a large effect (d = 0.98). For the control group, the gain shown at the 

pre-test to delayed test stage was shown to have a medium-size effect (d = 0.69) and the 

improvement at the post-test to delayed test stage, a small size effect (d = 0.25). 

The results showed a statistically significant change in test scores at each of the three 

points; from the pre-test, immediately after receiving the instruction, and then a month 

after receiving the explicit instruction. There was a statistically significant change in the 

students’ scores. To sum up, explicit instruction made the students do better on tests, and 

the effects lasted over time.  

Figure 6.1 below illustrates the experimental group in blue and the control group in red. 

To check whether there was an interaction between groups, I checked the status of the 

lines that intersected, showing interaction. There was a moderate difference at the 

beginning point of the pre-test. The change that accrued in the post-test was large, and 

then it settled down in the delayed test. However, it was still substantial.  

 

 

Figure 6.1: The differences that occurred, by time passage  
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Further proof of the experimental group’s success is shown in table  6.2 below. The table 

shows the gain scores from the post-test to the pre-test, the delayed test to the pre-test, 

and finally from the delayed test to the post-test: 

After observing the gain scores, I initiated an independent sample t-test to decide if a 

difference existed between the mean rate in the pre-test of both experimental and control 

groups. There was a statistically significant difference at p = 0.009 between the mean 

score in the experimental group (M = 26.02, SD = 5.03) and in the control group (M = 

29.57, SD = 6.08). In the post-test, the result also was statistically significant at p < 0.000 

as there was a difference between the mean score in the experimental group (N=35, M= 

41.31, SD= 4.92) and the control group (N = 35, M = 29.97, SD = 2.29), the d = 3.14, 

which was considered as a large effect size. Finally, the same can be applied to the 

delayed test as the results were also statistically significant at = 0.0005 as there were 

differences between the mean score in the experimental group (M = 33.74, SD = 5.68) 

and the control group (M = 29.97, SD = 2.29), the effect size d =1.26 was interpreted as 

a large effect size.  

Since the two groups did not score the same in the pre-test, I checked out the significance 

of the change in the scores of the two groups from the pre-test to the post-test and the 

post-test to the delayed test, which would have accepted or rejected the null hypothesis 

that explicit instruction had no bearing on improving the understanding and production 

Table 6.2: Gain scores 

 

 

Group  

 

Post-test - Pre-test 

 

Delayed test – Pre-

test 

 

Delayed test -

Post-test 

M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) 

Experimental group (N-=35) 15.29 (10.81) 7.72 (5.45) - 7.57 (5.35) 

Control group (N=35) 0.4 (0.28) -3.15 (2.22) -3.55 (2.51) 

Total (N=70) 7.84 (5.54) 2.28 (1.61) -5.56 (3.93) 
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of appropriate pragmatic language choices in the sample. The results of this investigation 

are tabulated below in Table 6. 3. 

 

The gain scores made by the control group in the post-test are not significant as the p-

value is higher than 0.05. The gains are marginal at 0.47 above the pre-test score in terms 

of the mean group score. The gains made by the control group in the delayed test were -

3.55. I interpret this to mean that the drop-in scores were significant at p = 0.0153, which 

is lower than 0.05, showing that by the time the delayed test was conducted, the control 

group suffered a depletion in the knowledge gained through instruction. Finally, 

comparing the mean scores of the control group in the delayed test and the pre-test, the 

reading was -3.15 which shows that performance in the delayed test was lower than in 

the pre-test given the p-value of 0.0306, a statistically signif icant reading. In the 

experimental group, however, the p-values were much lower, creating a case for the 

rejection of the null hypothesis (that explicit instruction does not have a bearing on the 

scores of the students), or validating the alternate hypothesis (that gains made in scores 

are attributable to explicit instruction in understanding and production of appropriate 

pragmatic language choices in English). The mean gain of the experimental group in the 

post-test was 15.29 with p < 0.000, which shows that the results were statistically 

significant. The mean scores of the experimental group in the delayed test were -7.57, 

 

Table 6.3: A comparison of the significance of gains in scores from pre- to post- to delayed tests 
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al 

15.29 <0.000 12.856 -7.57 <0.000 -5.960 7.72 <0.000 -6.020 

Control 0.47 =0.716 0.364 -3.55 =0.015 -2.489 -3.15 =0.030 2.209 
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showing a performance lower than the post-test stage and p < 0.000, so the gains were 

still statistically significant despite the drop in actual mean scores. The mean scores of 

the experimental group in the delayed test as compared to the pre-test were 7.72 with p < 

0.000, which shows gains even in the delayed test stage, which were also statistically 

significant. The results revealed that the students kept their knowledge over time. 

In conclusion, for the production task, there were six scenarios: Eating in the classroom, 

An annoying neighbour, A friend who is embarrassing herself, A busy friend, Giving 

advice to a tourist, and Correcting wrong information, which were shown in detail in 

Table 5.2. In examining the results, it was clear that the experimental group had 

outperformed the control group. Also, the scores from the post-test and delayed tests are 

noteworthy: the students from the experimental group scored better on the post-test than 

on the delayed test. The results of the control group were similar. However, the difference 

between post and delayed tests from the experimental group was larger than that of the 

control group. The total evaluation of both the experimental and control groups shows 

that the average score in the post-test was greater than the delayed test. This indicates that 

the prolonged impact of the training may fade from an individual as they lose the practice. 

However, the pre-test score and the delayed test comparison show that even in the long 

run, the scores from the delayed test were better than those from the initial test. This 

indicates that the training had an impact but that this was not equivalent to the immediate 

impact after the training. In the next section, I offer a linguistic analysis of the production 

task. 

6.3.Linguistic analysis of the production task 

In this part of the research, I tried to investigate the students' frequencies of using six 

formulaic sequences (Would you please, I was wondering, would it be possible, I 

apologise /many apologies, can I /could I, I am sorry) and request strategies (mentioned 
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in table 5.5) in the production task. The main goal of doing this was to find the trends in 

using some sequences in specific contexts. Also, in finding these frequencies, I tried to 

answer the first research question that was interested in whether explicit instruction can 

help learners to be appropriate when communicating in the target language in EFL. To 

achieve this, I used NVivo 12 to collect frequency data with objectivity. NVivo is 

software specifically used to analyse unstructured text, studio, video, and image data 

across a wide range of data collection tools. As mentioned before, the spoken answers of 

the students were transcribed by me. Therefore, the answers were copied without 

changing any word, even if it was repeated twice in the same sentence.  

I initiated a linguistic analysis by inserting the responses from the production task that I 

transcribed in NVivo, then I searched the phrases and then I analysed each strategy that 

both groups used to decide which category it fits according to the coding scheme 

presented in section 5.6, Table 5.5. A scoring sheet sample can be found in Appendix 3. 

I used NVivo to see the trends of applying some specific expressions rather than others, 

and I also analysed speech acts used in the students’ responses linguistically by 

distinguishing the primary linguistic expressions used by the participants and dividing 

them into different directness levels based on a coding system devised by Blum-Kulka 

and Olshtain (1984). Blum-Kulka et al.'s CCSARP: A Cross-Cultural Study of Speech 

Act Realisation Patterns has been used by many others (Halenko, 2017; Taguchi, 2006b). 

Table 5.5 in section 5.9 highlights these strategies used in the six scenarios. 

The students in both groups were required to use some techniques to respond to the brief 

situations as they felt they would likely do in a real-life context. They had to consider the 

setting and the relationship between the participants in the production task scenes. The 

participants in both groups were asked to respond to six scenarios. However, the 
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experimental group was expected to consider three essential factors before forming their 

responses: a) power of differences (P), b) social distance (D), and c) the size of imposition 

(R). The social distance and the power of difference are related to the interlocutor, 

whereas the size of imposition is related to appropriate pragmatic language choices in 

this context (Brown & Levinson, 1978). The experimental group of students was required 

to apply some techniques and strategies to deal with the scenarios and respond using 

either direct or indirect strategies thinking about the implicatures (see section 3.2.). 

I analysed the six scenarios in the production task to find that the use of imperative, 

willingness, possibility, obligation, hints, politeness markers, attention getters, and 

apologising strategies in requesting were common to all the high-scoring responses 

considered requisite for success in this situation. The aim was to analyse the frequency 

of these appropriate strategies to determine whether applying explicit instruction in 

teaching these strategies for successful appropriate language production might work. 

These evaluations might also determine short- and long-term instructional effects. In the 

next section, I present the six scenarios (from sections 6.3.1 to 6.3.6) that were given to 

the students in both groups, and then I offer some responses to illustrate the answers from 

both groups on the three different tests. 

6.3.1. Linguistic analysis of eating in the classroom scenario 

As a reminder, the first CAPT scenario was: Your supervisor has asked you, as group 

representative, to tell the class that students are not allowed to eat or drink in classrooms. 

As you enter the room to tell them, everyone is eating/drinking. 

In analysing this scenario in the students' response, I was expecting them to avoid FTAs 

and respect the hearer's negative face by employing the strategies of politeness theory 

and being more indirect in their use of orders or requests. In this situation, the power of 
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difference was equal because they were all students. The social distance between the 

interlocutors was small. The degree of imposition was medium because the participants 

were asked to stop other students from eating or drinking in the classroom. Also, the 

students needed to bear in mind the conversational principles and their maxims in their 

answers and respect the maxims of quality, quantity, relation, and manner. 

An example of a successful respond would be ‘Excuse me (alerter), I am sorry to bother 

you (apology) but would you please stop eating in the classroom (request)’ (average rater 

score =5). The following table shows more details. 

The raters’ evaluation of the most appropriate answer was from students who used 

alerters, willingness, possibility, and apologies. The students who used these strategies in 

their responses scored higher in the raters’ evaluation. Table 6.4 below illustrates the 

percentage of using these strategies: 

 

Request 

strategy 

pre-test 

experimental 

pre-test 

control 

post-test 

experimental 

post-test 

control 

delayed test 

experimental 

delayed 

test control 

Willingness/ 

possibility 

(2b-2d) 

16 (45.7%) 15(42.8%) 21 (60%) 12(34.2%) 15 (42.8%) 10 (28.5%) 

Alerter (4d) 9 (25.7%) 11 (31.4%) 22 (62.8%) 9 (25.7%) 21 (60%) 12(34.2%) 

Apologising 

(5f)  

13 (37.1%) 15 (42.8%) 25(71.4%) 12(34.2%) 19 (54.2%) 10 (28.5%) 

Note. 

Number of the students in each group =35 

% = percentage of group. 

2b, 2d, 4d,5f = strategy code (see Table 5.5) for coding scheme. 

From the table above, it is clear that the students in the experimental group used more 

conventionally indirect strategies and internal and external modification devices. Table 

6.4 shows the differences in using some strategies between two groups at three different 

times. The experimental group in the pre-test used willingness and possibility strategies 

Table 6.4: Frequency of using request strategies: eating in the class scenario 
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16 times, where they increased their use of the same strategy after receiving explicit 

instruction five times more in the post-test. In the delayed test, they used these two 

strategies less but still significantly higher than the control group. The same applies for 

the alerters and apologies where the experimental group used these strategies 

significantly more than the control group, which reflects the effectiveness of explicit 

instruction in teaching these targeted features. 

Table 6.5 below shows the percentages of using formulaic sequences in this scenario: 

 

Formulaic 

sequence  

pre-test 

experimental 

pre-test 

control 

post-test 

experimental 

post-test 

control 

delayed test 

experimental 

delayed 

test 

control 

Would you 

please 

4 (11.4%) 0 (0%) 18 (51.4%) 0 (0%) 9 (25.7%) 0 (0%) 

I was 

wondering  

0 (0%) 0 (0%) 2 (5.7%) 0 (0%) 1 (2.8%) 0 (0%) 

Would it be 

possible 

0 (0%) 0 (0%) 1 (2.8%) 0 (0%) 4 (11.4%) 0 (0%) 

I apologise 10 (28.5%) 0 (0%) 8 (22.8%) 0 (0%) 4 (11.4%) 0 (0%) 

Many 

apologies 

0 (0%) 0 (0%) 8 (22.8%) 0 (0%) 12 (34.2%) 0 (0%) 

Can I /could 

I 

12 (34.2%) 14(40%) 0 (0%) 11 

(31.4%) 

0 (0%) 8 (22.8%) 

I am sorry 3 (8.5%) 15 

(42.8%) 

9 (25.7%) 10 

(28.5%) 

15 (42.8%) 7 (20%) 

Note. 

Number of the students in each group =35 

% = percentage of group. 

The above table shows that experimental group in the post- and delayed use of formulaic 

expressions such as “Would you please?”, and “Many apologies” most frequently 

because the size of imposition was high, so they used the appropriate formulaic sequence. 

In the following table, I provide some examples of the answers of the same students from 

the experimental and control groups in the pre-test, post-test, and delayed test: 

Table 6.5: Frequency of formulaic strategies: eating in the class scenario 
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Request 

strategy 

Experimental group Control group 

 

pre-test Hi, err the supervisor said no eating here (=2) Hi, the supervisor says no eating 

here. (=2) 

post-test Excuse me, everybody, it is not allowed to eat or drink in 

this class, I was told. (=4) 

Hi, no eating here said the 

supervisor. (=2) 

delayed test Excuse me, it is not allowed to eat here, please. (=4) Hi, err the supervisor said err do not 

eat here. (=2) 

Note. 

(=number) refers to the score provided by the raters out of 5 

 

In table 6 .7 below, I show examples of high rated answers: 

 

Request 

strategy 

Examples Raters’ 

mark 

Willingness (2b) Would you stop eating in the classroom? 4 

Possibility (2d) Would it be possible to stop eating in the classroom? 5 

Apologising (5f)  I apologise if this bothers you, but would you please stop eating in the 

classroom 

5 

Note. 

2b, 2d, 4d, 5f = strategy code (see Table 5.5) for coding scheme. 

 

 

6.3.2. Linguistic analysis of annoying neighbour scenario 

The second CAPT scenario was: In your accommodation, the person next door, whom 

you don’t know very well, is playing the radio loudly. You can’t study, and so you go 

and knock on the door.  

In presenting this scenario, I was expecting the students to complain, request, or order 

their neighbour to turn off the radio. In this situation, the neighbour had a higher power 

of difference, and the social distance between the interlocutors was large. The degree of 

imposition was also high, because the experimental participants were asked to either 

complain, request, or order their neighbour to stop the music, which threatened their 

Table 6.6: Examples show the differences in answering: eating in the class scenario 

Table 6.7: Examples of successful answers: eating in the class scenario 
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neighbour’s negative face. I expected the students to use strategies from the politeness 

theory and indirect orders, complaints, or requests to avoid FTAs and think about the 

negative face of the hearer when responding to the scene. 

An example of a successful response would be ‘Excuse me (alerter), I am sorry to bother 

you (apology), I have a test tomorrow and I cannot focus (explanation), would you please 

turn the music off (request)’ (average rater score =5). From the raters’ perspective of the 

most appropriate answers, the students who used explanation, alerters, willingness, 

possibility, and apologising strategies scored higher than others in the raters’ opinion. 

See table 6.8 for details: 

 

From table 6.8 

above, it is clear that the students in the experimental group used more conventionally 

indirect strategies, including internal and external modification devices. The table also 

illustrates the frequencies of applying some strategies by comparing two groups at three 

different times. The experimental group in the pre-test used willingness and possibility 

strategies 25 times, where they applied the same strategy after receiving explicit 

Table 6.8: Frequency of request strategies:  annoying neighbour scenario 

Request strategy pre-test 

experimental 

pre-test 

control 

post-test 

experimental 

post-test 

control 

delayed test 

experimental 

delayed 

test 

control 

Willingness-

possibility(2b-

2d) 

25(71.4%) 18 

(51.4%) 

30(85.7%) 13 

(37.1%) 

33(94.2%) 15 

(42.8%) 

Alerter (4d) 5 (14.2%) 7 (20%) 18(51.4%) 8 

(22.8%) 

19 (54.2%) 5 (14.2%) 

Grounders (5b) 8 (22.8%) 6 

(17.14%) 

22 (62.8%) 9 

(25.7%) 

18 (51.4%) 7 (20%) 

Apologising (5f)  4 (11.4%) 5 (14.2%) 25 (71.4%) 8 

(22.8%) 

19 (54.2%) 9 (25.7%) 

Note. 

Number of the students in each group =35 

% = percentage of group. 

2b, 2d, 4d, 5b, 5f = strategy code (see Table 5.5) for coding scheme. 
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instruction 30 times in the post-test and 33 times in the delayed test. In comparing the 

experimental group with the control group, I can see that the former outperformed the 

latter. The same applies for the alerters, explanations, and apologies where the 

experimental group used these strategies significantly more than the control group, which 

reflects the effectiveness of explicit instruction in teaching these targeted features.  

Table 6.9 below shows the percentages of using formulaic sequences in this scenario: 

Formulaic 

sequence  

pre-test 

experimental 

pre-test 

control 

post-test 

experimental 

post-test 

control 

delayed test 

experimental 

delayed 

test 

control 

Would you 

please 

3 (8.5%) 0 (0%) 22 (62.8%) 0 (0%) 19 (54.2%) 0 (0%) 

I was 

wondering  

0 (0%) 0 (0%) 6 (17.14%) 0 (0%) 12 (34.2%) 0 (0%) 

Would it be 

possible 

0 (0%) 0 (0%) 5 (14.2%) 0 (0%) 2 (5.7%) 0 (0%) 

I apologise 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 10(28.5%) 0 (0%) 10 (28.5%) 0 (0%) 

Many 

apologies 

0 (0%) 0 (0%) 9 (25.7%) 0 (0%) 5 (14.2%) 0 (0%) 

Can I /could 

I 

20 (57.1%) 16(45.7%) 1 (2.8%) 7 (20%) 0 (0%) 10 (28.5%) 

I am sorry 2 (5.7%) 3 (8.5%) 2 (5.7%) 4 (11.4%) 6 (17.14%) 4 (11.4%) 

Note. 

Number of the students in each group =35 

% = percentage of group. 

The experimental group used formulaic expressions such as "Would you please?", "I 

apologise," and "Many apologies" more than the other sequences and in comparison, to 

the control group, which used more imperative sequences such as "stop the music" in the 

post- and delayed sequences. They used the right formulaic order because the size of the 

imposition and the power of the differences were both high. 

Table 6.9: Frequency of formulaic strategies:  annoying neighbour scenario 
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In the following table, I provide some examples of the answers of the same students from 

the experimental and control groups in the pre-test, post-test, and delayed tests: 

 

Request 

strategy 

Experimental group Control group 

 

pre-test Hi, stop the music or I will call the police (=1) Hi…, loud music turn down’ (=1) 

post-test Hi, I am trying to study, I have a very important exam 

tomorrow. Would you please!’ (=5) 

Hi…err…music is loud, turn down’. 

(=1) 

delayed test Hello there, would you please lower the music as I have an 

exam and it is very loud’. (=5) 

Err hello…err loud music will you 

turn down?. (=1) 

Note. 

(=number) refers to the score provided by the raters out of 5  

In table 6.11 below, I show examples of high rated answers: 

 

 

Request strategy Examples Raters’ mark 

Willingness (2b) Would you turn off the music? 4 

Possibility (2d) Is it possible to turn off the music? 5 

Alerts (4d) excuse me, turn the music off? 3 

Grounders (5b) I have a problem focusing on my studies, would you turn off the music. 5 

Note. 

2b, 2d, 4d,5f = strategy code (see Table 5.5) for coding scheme. 

 

6.3.3. Linguistic analysis of a friend who is embarrassing herself scenario 

The third CAPT scenario was: You and your friend are planning what to wear for a 

graduation ceremony. You think your friend’s skirt is too short and makes her look 

terrible. 

The answer expected from the students should include either a request, an order, or a 

criticism. In this situation, the two friends had the same power of difference, and the 

social distance between the interlocutors was equal. However, the degree of imposition 

Table 6.10: Examples show the differences in answering:  annoying neighbour scenario 

Table 6.11: Examples of successful answers:  annoying neighbour scenario 
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was high because the participants in the experiment were asked to criticise their friend's 

appearance or either request or order her to change her outfit. They should also pay 

attention to their friend's negative face, as their friend in this scene was wearing 

something she liked. 

An example of a successful response would be ‘hi sweetie/beautiful (Sweeteners), I 

wonder/I was wondering if you have any other outfit that you can wear? (Request)’ 

(average rater score = 4). The following table shows more details.  

 

Request strategy pre-test 

experimental 

pre-test 

control 

post-test 

experimental 

post-test 

control 

delayed test 

experimental 

delayed test 

control 

Hints (3a) 12(34.2%) 13 (37.1%) 31(88.5%) 14(40%) 24(68.5%) 12 (34.2%) 

Sweeteners (5e) 17(48.5%) 18(51.4%) 28 (80%) 19 (54.2%) 25 (71.4%) 16 (45.7%) 

Note. 

Number of the students in each group =35 

% = percentage of group. 

3a, 5e = strategy code (see Table 5.5) for coding scheme. 

Table 6.12: Frequency of request strategies:   a friend who is embarrassing herself 
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The raters considered two strategies to be appropriate in this scenario: sweeteners and 

hints requests. Raters gave higher scores to students who used non -conventionally 

indirect and external modification devices. Table 6.12 above gives an overview of the 

different uses of some strategies between two groups at three different times. The 

experimental group in the pre-test used hints 12 times, where they raised their use of the 

same strategy after receiving explicit instruction to 31 in the post-test and 24 in the 

delayed test. The same applies for the use of sweeteners, where the experimental group 

used this strategy significantly more than the control group. This shows that explicit 

instruction in teaching these targeted features is beneficial. Focusing on the sweeteners, 

I used NVivo to count the frequencies of using the word "beautiful" in particular to 

compare between the experimental group and the control group in the post-test and 

delayed test to see the effect of using external modification devices. See table 6.13, 

 post-test delayed test  

Word Experimental group  Control group  Experimental group  Control group  

Count Count Count Count 

beautiful 23 (65.7%) 13 (37.1%) 20 (57.1%) 11 (31.4%) 

The experimental group used the word ‘beautiful’ about 23 times out of 28 times without 

the use of any other sweeteners. The same word was used by the control group about 13 

times out of 19 times for any other sweetener in the post-test. In the delayed test, the 

experimental group used the word ‘beautiful’ more than the control group during the test. 

My explanation for that is that I believe that the experimental group had reflected their 

Saudi culture in using compliments as an introduction to a request, especially when I 

raised their awareness that they had to use sweeteners before they request, so they used 

the word "beautiful" in particular because it is highly used in their L1. 

Table 6.13: A comparison between the two groups in using the sweetener (beautiful) in the post-

test and delayed test 
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Table 6.14 below shows the percentages of using formulaic sequences in this scenario: 

Formulaic 

sequence  

pre-test 

experimental 

pre-test 

control 

post-test 

experimental 

post-test 

control 

delayed test 

experimental 

delayed 

test 

control 

Would you 

please 

0 (0%) 0 (0%) 3 (8.5%) 0 (0%) 4 (11.4%) 0 (0%) 

I was 

wondering  

0 (0%) 0 (0%) 25 (71.4%) 0 (0%) 19(54.2%) 0 (0%) 

Would it be 

possible 

0 (0%) 0 (0%) 1 (2.8%) 0 (0%) 1 (2.8%) 0 (0%) 

I apologise 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 

Many 

apologies 

0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 

Can I /could 

I 

0 (0%) 0 (0%) 6 (17.14%) 5 (14.2%) 2 (5.7%) 3 (8.5%)  

I am sorry 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 

Note. 

Number of the students in each group =35 

% = percentage of group. 

The above table shows that the experimental group in the post-and delayed use of 

formulaic expressions such as "Would you please?" and "Many apologies" most 

frequently because the size of the imposition was high, so they used the appropriate 

formulaic sequence. In this situation, the experimental group used more formulaic 

expressions such as "Would you please?" and "I was wondering" in comparison to the 

control group, which used more imperative sequences such as "You look terrible" and 

"Change your outfit." 

In table 6.15, I show examples of the answers of the same students from the experimental 

and control groups in the pre-test, post-test, and delayed test: 

 

Request 

strategy 

Experimental group Control group 

Table 6.14: Frequency of formulaic strategies:  a friend who is embarrassing herself 

Table 6.15: Examples show the differences in answering:  a friend who is embarrassing herself 
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pre-test Hi beautiful, you look terrible change, please.  (=1) Hi dear! But the skirt is 

awful! (=2) 

post-test You look very beautiful, but I think if you wear a skirt, you will 

be gorgeous. 

 (=5) 

Hi…err ugly dress on you! 

(=1) 

delayed test You look very beautiful, but I think you should change, please 

(=4) 

Oh! change skirt. (=2) 

Note. 

(=number) refers to the score provided by the raters out of 5  

 

In table 6.16 below, I show examples of high rated answers: 

Request strategy Examples Raters’ mark 

Ability(2a) Can you change your outfit? 3 

Willingness (2b) Would you change your outfit?’ 4 

Suggestion(2c) How about changing your outfit?’ 4 

Hints(3a) wearing a pants is more beautiful.  3 

Softeners(4a) Is it possible to change your outfit?’ 5 

Intensifiers(4b) Is this what are you going to wear at your graduation ceremony? Really?’ 3 

Sweeteners(5e)  I think you will look better if you wear something else, sweetie’.  5 

Note. 

2a, 2b, 2c, 3a, 4b, 5e = strategy code (see Table 5.5) for coding scheme. 

6.3.4. Linguistic analysis of a busy friend scenario 

The fourth CAPT scenario was: You are having trouble getting the computer printer to 

work. Your friend is very busy but knows all about computers. 

The answer expected in this situation should include a request. In this situation, the two 

friends had the same power of differences and the social distance between the 

interlocutors was equal. However, the degree of imposition was high because the 

experimental participants were asked to request a favour from their busy friend.  

Table 6.16: Examples of successful answers:  a friend who is embarrassing herself 
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An example of a successful answer would be ‘my friend (alerter), I know you are busy 

(disarmers), but I really need your help in fixing my printer (request)’ (average rater score 

=4). The following table shows more details. According to the raters, in order to answer 

an appropriate answer, the students should use direct and external modification devices. 

Table 6.17 offers the frequencies of applying some strategies by comparing two groups 

at three different times. 

Request strategy pre-test 

experimental 

pre-test 

control 

post-test 

experimental 

post-test 

control 

delayed test 

experimental 

delayed 

test control 

Performative- 

obligations(1b-

1c) 

22 (62.8%) 23 

(65.7%) 

34 (97.1%) 21(60%) 29 (82.8%)  20(57.1%) 

Alerts (5e) 10 (28.5%) 7 

(20%%) 

29 (82.8%) 10 

(28.5%) 

22 (62.8%) 13(37.1%) 

Disarmers (5c)  12 (34.2%) 5 

(14.2%) 

33(94.2%) 7(202%) 30(85.7%) 8 (22.8%) 

Note. 

Number of the students in each group =35 

% = percentage of group. 

1b,1c,5e,5c = strategy code (see Table 5.5) for coding scheme. 

The experimental group in the pre-test used performatives and obligation strategies 22 

times, where they applied the same strategy after receiving explicit instruction 34 times 

in the post-test and 29 times in the delayed test. In comparing the experimental group 

with the control group, I can say that the experimental group outperformed the control 

group. The same applies for the alerters and disarmers where the experimental group used 

these strategies significantly more than the control group, which reflects the effectiveness 

of explicit instruction in teaching these targeted features. 

Table 6.18 below shows the percentages of using formulaic sequences in this scenario: 

 

 

Table 6.17: Frequency of request strategies:   A busy friend 
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Formulaic 

sequence  

pre-test 

experimental 

pre-test 

control 

post-test 

experimental 

post-test 

control 

delayed test 

experimental 

delayed 

test 

control 

Would you 

please 

0 (0%) 0 (0%) 9 (25.7%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 

I was 

wondering  

0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 

Would it be 

possible 

0 (0%) 0 (0%) 8 (22.8%) 0 (0%) 4 (11.4%) 0 (0%) 

I apologise 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 

Many 

apologies 

0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 

Can I /could 

I 

0 (0%) 0 (0%) 5 (14.2%) 0 (0%) 4(11.4%) 0 (0%) 

I am sorry 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 8 (22.8%) 0 (0%) 2 (5.7%) 0 (0%) 

Note. 

Number of the students in each group =35 

% = percentage of group. 

From the table above, I can say that the experimental group students used indirect 

formulaic sequences such as "would you please" nine times and "would it be possible" 

eight times in the post-test. They also used the direct "can I" and "could I" and apologised 

in the post-test. In comparing the experimental group to the control group, I can see that 

formulaic sequences need to be introduced explicitly to the students to raise their 

awareness of how to use them. 

Some examples of the answers of the same students from the experimental and control 

groups in the pre-test, post-test, and delayed test are offered below: 

 

Request strategy Experimental group Control group 

 

pre-test  Can you help? (=3) Can you help? (=3) 

post-test I am aware you are very busy, but I really want help.  (=5) I need help. (=3) 

delayed test I really want help please. (=4) Hi… can you help?  (=3) 

Table 6.18: Frequency of formulaic strategies:  A busy friend  

Table 6.19: Examples show the differences in answering:  A busy friend 
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Note. 

(=number) refers to the score provided by the raters out of 5  

 

In table 6.20 below, I show examples of high rated answers: 

Request strategy Examples Raters’ 

mark 

Performative (1b) I have a request (that you fix my printer). 5 

Want statement (1d) I need you to fix my printer. 3 

Ability(2a) Could you fix my printer? 4 

Willingness(2b) Would you fix my printer? 4 

Hints(3a) I have a lot of work, and my printer is broken. 4 

Softeners(4a) Could you, perhaps, help me with the printer? 5 

Intensifiers(4b) I am sure that you are the only one who can help me in fixing my printer.  4 

Politeness marker 

(4e) 

Can you please fix my printer? 4 

Preparators(5a) My printer is not working; would you take a look at it?’  5 

Grounders(5b) Could you help me in fixing my printer because I have to submit my 

assignment today?’ 

5 

Self-criticism(5d) I made a mistake in installing my printer, and now it does not work’.  5 

Sweeteners(5e) You know you are my best friend. I know you can help me’. 3 

Thanking (5g) I would appreciate it if you can help me with fixing my printer’.  5 

Note. 1b, 1d, 2a, 2b, 3a, 4a, 4b, 4e, 5a, 5b, 5d, 5e, 5g = strategy code (see Table 5.5) for coding scheme. 

6.3.5. Linguistic analysis of tourist advice scenario 

Fifth CAPT scene: A fellow student is going on holiday to the place you visited last year 

but does not know where to stay. You know an excellent hotel there.  

The answer to this situation should include a suggestion. In this situation, the power of 

differences was equal because they were all colleagues and the social distance between 

the interlocutors was small; the degree of imposition was also small because the 

Table 6.20: Examples of successful answers:  A busy friend 
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participants in the experiment were asked to recommend a hotel. The participants should 

show respect for their colleagues' positive faces concerning the politeness strategies.  

An example of a successful response would be ‘I think you should stay at... (suggesting, 

imperative) (average rater score =5). The following table shows more details. From the 

raters’ perspective of the most appropriate answer, the students who used direct or 

conventionally indirect suggestions scored higher than others in the raters’ evaluation. 

See table 6.21 below: 

 

From the table, it is clear that the students in the experimental group used more 

conventionally indirect strategies and internal and external modification devices. Table 

6.21 above gives at a glance the differences in using some of the strategies by comparing 

the experimental group to the control group at three different times: pre-, post-, and 

delayed. The experimental group in the pre-test used suggestive 9 times, where they 

increased their use of the same strategy after receiving explicit instruction to be 30 in the 

post-test and 31 in the delayed test. In comparing the results of the experimental group to 

the control group, I can say that the control group kept their use of this strategy at the 

same level, which reflects the effectiveness of explicit instruction on the experimental 

group. In the following table, I show frequencies of using some formulaic sequences: 

Table 6.21: Frequency of formulaic request strategies:   tourist advice scenario 

Formulaic 

sequence 

Request 

strategy 

pre-test 

experimental 

pre-test 

control 

post-test 

experimental 

post-test 

control 

delayed test 

experimental 

delayed 

test 

control 

Imperative (1a)  19 (54.2%) 21 (60%) 2 (5.7%) 22 

(62.8%) 

3 (8.5%) 19 

(42.8%) 

Suggestive (2c) 9 (25.7%) 7 (20%) 30(85.7%) 5 (14.2%) 31(88.5%) 5 (14.2%) 

Note. 

Number of the students in each group =35 

% = percentage of group. 

2c= strategy code (see Table 5.5) for coding scheme. 
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Formulaic 

sequence  

pre-test 

experimental 

pre-test 

control 

post-test 

experimental 

post-test 

control 

delayed test 

experimental 

delayed 

test 

control 

Would you 

please 

0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 

I was 

wondering  

0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 

Would it be 

possible 

0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 

I apologise 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 

Many 

apologies 

0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 

Can I /could 

I 

0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 

I am sorry 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 

Note. 

Number of the students in each group =35 

% = percentage of group. 

All the targeted formulaic sequences were not used in this scenario because of the small 

size of imposition and the power of differences. 

In table 6.23, I offer some examples of the answers of the same students from the 

experimental and control groups in the pre-test, post-test, and delayed test: 

 

Request 

strategy 

Experimental group Control group 

 

pre-test I say you go to The Desert it is nice. (=1) I went there…go to The Marriot is nice. 

(=3) 

post-test I visited this place before and I know a great place. 

(=4) 

I know, go to beautiful The Marriot. (=3) 

delayed test I know this place go to the Hilton very nice. (=4) I will tell you… The Marriot is great place. 

(=2) 

Table 6.22: Frequency of formulaic strategies:  tourist advice scenario 

Table 6.23: Examples show the differences in answering:   tourist advice scenario 
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Note. 

(=number) refers to the score provided by the raters out of 5  

6.3.6. Linguistic analysis of correcting wrong information scenario 

Sixth CAPT scene: One of your friends tells a group of you that 20% of the students at 

your university are from overseas, but you know it is 10%. 

The response to the above situation should include an interruption. In the other situation, 

the power of differences was equal because they were all colleagues; the interlocutors' 

social distance was small. However, the size of the imposition was large because the 

participants in this experimental study were asked to interrupt the speaker and correct her 

information. In this case, they were threatening their friend's positive face as she was 

providing a piece of information in her presentation. They had to employ politeness 

strategies and use a technique to interrupt in a friendly way. 

An example of a successful response would be ‘Excuse me (alerter), I am sorry to 

interrupt (apology), but would you please tell me the percentage again (request)’ (average 

rater score =4). The following table shows more details. 

 Request strategy pre-test 

experimental 

pre-test 

control 

post-test 

experimental 

post-test 

control 

delayed test 

experimental 

delayed 

test 

control 

Willingness/possibilities 

/suggestions (2b-2d-2c) 

10 (28.5%) 9(25.7%) 14 (40%) 5(14.2%) 9 (25.7%) 11 

(31.4%) 

Alerter (4d) 5 (14.2%) 7 (20%) 11 (31.4%) 8 

(22.8%) 

18 (51.4%) 13 

(34.2%) 

Apologising (5f)  14 (40%) 16 

(45.7%) 

26 (75.2%) 17 

(48.5%) 

21 (60%) 16 

(28.5%) 

Note. 

Number of the students in each group =35 

% = percentage of group. 

2b, 2d, 2c, 4d,5f = strategy code (see Table 5.5) for coding scheme. 

Table 6.24: Frequency of request strategies:  correcting wrong information 
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The majority of students in this situation preferred not to interrupt the presentation and 

stated that they would speak with their friend after she finished, and this response 

received a 5 from the raters. However, from the raters’ evaluation of the second most 

appropriate answer, I can say that for the students who used alerters, requests, and 

apologies, they scored higher than others in the raters’ evaluation. From the table, it is 

clear that the students in the experimental group used more conventionally indirect 

strategies and internal and external modification devices. Table 6.24 compares the use of 

various strategies in the pre-, post-, and delayed tests by comparing the experimental 

group to the control group. The experimental group in the pre-test used willingness, 

possibilities, and suggestions 10 times, where they raised their use of the same strategy 

after receiving explicit instruction to be 14 in the post-test and 9 in the delayed test. The 

same applies for the use of alerters and apologies, where the experimental group used this 

strategy significantly more than the control group. This shows that explicit instruction in 

teaching these targeted features enhanced the use of such strategies.  In the following 

table, I show frequencies of using some formulaic sequences: 

 

Formulaic 

sequence  

pre-test 

experimental 

pre-test 

control 

post-test 

experimental 

post-test 

control 

delayed test 

experimental 

delayed 

test 

control 

Would you 

please 

0 (0%) 0 (0%) 3 (8.5%) 0 (0%) 1 (2.8%) 0 (0%) 

I was 

wondering  

2 (5.7%) 1 (2.8%) 7 (20%) 0 (0%) 5 (14.2%) 0 (0%) 

Would it be 

possible 

0 (0%) 0 (0%) 2 (5.7%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 

I apologise 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 21 (60%) 0 (0%) 8 (22.8%) 2 (5.7%) 

Many 

apologies 

0 (0%) 0 (0%) 2 (5.7%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 

Can I /could 

I 

0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 7 (20%) 0 (0%) 1 (2.8%) 

I am sorry 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 1 (2.8%) 2 (5.7%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 

Table 6.25: Frequency of formulaic strategies:  correcting wrong information 
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Note. 

Number of the students in each group =35 

% = percentage of group. 

The experimental group in the post-and delayed use of formulaic expressions such as "I 

was wondering," and "I apologise" in comparison to the other sequences and to the 

control group. In this scenario, the size of the imposition is very high, so the students in 

the experimental group used more indirect sequences and apologised more. The below 

section illustrates some of the examples: 

Request 

strategy 

Experimental group Control group 

 

pre-test Hello, I think you had a mistake. Correct it, please. (=1) Wait! I think it is 10.  (=1) 

post-test Excuse me, I think you meant ten, not 20. (=4) One minute! … I think it is wrong, 10 

not 20. (=2) 

delayed test Excuse me, I read an article from a different magazine 

saying it is 10. (=5) 

Wait! It is 10, not 20. (=2) 

Note. 

(=number) refers to the score provided by the raters out of 5  

 

In table 6.27 below, I show examples of high rated answers: 

Request strategy Examples Raters’ mark  

Imperative (1a)  You have made a mistake’. 2 

Performative (1b) I dare you to prove this information’. 2 

Obligation (1c) I should tell you that you must check your sources’.  4 

Intensifiers (4b) I am sure that it is 10%, not 20%!’ 2 

Fillers(4c) I was wondering, I was thinking, is this percentage correct?’ 3 

Alerts (4d) Pardon, excuse me, but I think that you have made a mistake’. 5 

Apologising(5f) Many apologies for the interruption but are you sure about the percentage?’ 5 

Table 6.26: Examples show the differences in answering:  correcting wrong information 

Table 6.27: Examples of successful answers:  correcting wrong information 



DEVELOPING APPROPRIATE PRAGMATIC LANGUAGE CHOICES                                                      192 
 

Note. 

1a, 1b, 1c, 4b, 4c, 4d, 5f = strategy code (see Table 5.5) for coding scheme. 

6.4.Frequency of using all the strategies in the production task 

The data outcome suggested that the students in the experimental group, in contrast to 

those in the control group, used more appropriate pragmatic language choices by 

choosing the appropriate strategy. They used a) direct strategies, e.g., performatives and 

obligation, b) conventionally indirect strategies, e.g., willingness and possibility, c) non-

conventionally indirect, e.g., hints, e) internal modification devices, e.g., attention geters, 

f) external modification devices, e.g., grounders, apologising, sweeteners and disarmers. 

These strategies were targeted when I provided explicit instruction to develop the 

experimental group’s awareness of the pragmatic use of language. The analysis showed 

that the experimental group had implemented the materials that were explicitly explained 

to them in their response to the scenarios in the instructional period. In their post-and 

delayed tests, they showed appropriate use of the language. 

It can be inferred that the students in the experimental group demonstrated procedural 

knowledge of what they had learned in the explicit instruction phase (see section 3.4.). 

That was clear from their use of some words and phrases that reflected strategies in 

speech acts and politeness theory. They manipulated direct and indirect language 

according to the size of the imposition and the interlocutor's role. It was clear that the 

experimental group students could implement the politeness strategies and avoid using 

FTAs (Brown & Levinson, 1978). They used request speech acts in their appropriate 

context, as shown in their responses in the post-and delayed tests. All topics proposed in 

the scenarios were logical, rational, and relevant, so that the participants were expected 

to try to infer the meaning, either consciously or unconsciously. Thus, when a speaker 

presents irrational or meaningless contexts to the conversation, the hearer assumes that 
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there is a reason for that. So, the hearer tries to work out the conversational implicatures 

to try to understand why the conversation did not follow the expected pattern. Thus, it is 

the hearer’s role to initiate a conversational implicature to find a reason for irregular 

contributions to the conversation that the speaker initiated. Bearing in mind 

conversational principles and their maxims, speech acts, and politeness strategies, the 

hearer recaps the conversation unconsciously to find the meaning (Grice, 1975). I tested 

five speech acts in the previous representation: direct; conventionally indirect; non-

conventionally indirect; internal modification devices; and external modification devices. 

Each requires a strategy for comprehending the conversational implicature and 

developing the politeness strategy. I presented above the percentage of the use o f each 

that was found in the data collected for this study. 

Speaking about the use of targeted formulaic sequences, I tested the use of the following 

sequences: would you mind? I was wondering, would it be possible to, I apologise, many 

apologies, can I, could I, and I am sorry. As shown in the sections from 6.3.1 to 6.3.6, 

formulaic sequencing has an easily memorised strategy for the experimental group. As a 

result, the experimental group was most frequently and successfully used in the post- and 

delayed use of formulaic expressions such as "Would you please?" and "Many apologies. 

“Also, the experimental group used the following formulaic sequences, such as "Would 

you mind"; "I was wondering if"; "Would it be possible to"; "I apologise"; "Many 

apologies" for the high-power imposition answers; and "Is it OK if"; "Can I"; "Could I"; 

and "I’m sorry" for low-power imposition responses. 

After analysing the quantitative and qualitative data of the production task in order to 

answer the first research question, I move on to the next section to analyse the recognition 

task to answer the second research question. 
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6.5.Quantitative analysis of recognition task 

As mentioned in Table 5.3, the six scenarios in this section required the participants to 

choose from two options to reflect their understanding of conversational implicatures 

from the two groups (experimental and control) at three different times (pre-, post-, and 

delayed test). The mean scores showed an improvement over time following instruction 

for the experimental group. Table 6.28 summarises descriptive statistics of the 

recognition task scores for the responses. 

Group Pre- Post- Delayed 

M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) 

Experimental (N= 35) 2.51 (.853) 4.31 (.963) 3.63 (.910) 

Control (N = 35) 2.54 (.852) 2.17 (.923) 2.20 (.901) 

Total (N = 70) 2.53 (.847) 3.24 (1.429) 2.91 (1.151) 

Note. Maximum score = 6   

A 3 (time) x 2 (group) repeated measures analysis of variance (ANOVA) confirmed the 

mean differences. In terms of instructional effects, there was a significant main effect of 

time; F(2, 136) = 32.67, p < 0.001, ηp
2 = .619, and interaction between time and group; 

F(1, 68) = 73.21, p < 0.001, ηp
2 = .600. The interaction effects showed that there were 

differences in how the two groups performed over time. Within-group t-tests revealed 

significance at several stages. The experimental group significantly improved from the 

pre-test to the post-test stage (p = 0.001) and showed significant attrition at the post-test 

to delayed test stage (p = 0.000). As expected, this shows an immediate effect of the 

treatment which was retained over time while remaining higher than it was at the pre-test 

stage, and was, in fact, significant when we compared pre-test to delayed test scores (p < 

0.000). For the control group, there was no difference in the post-test to delayed test (p = 

0.000) stage in comparison to the pre-test to delayed test stage (p = 0.000). This suggests 

that the EFL environment had no impact on both groups.  

Table 6.28: Descriptive statistics: effects of explicit instruction on the experimental group in 

comparison to the control group in three tests 

https://www.sciencedirect.com/topics/social-sciences/descriptive-statistics
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The experimental group improved their scores significantly in terms of pre-test to post-

test gains. Measures of effect sizes using Cohen's d (1988) of d = 0.2 as a small effect, d 

= 0.5 as a medium effect and d = 0.8 as a large effect) showed that the largest effect was 

found for the experimental group when looking at the gains in their pre-test to post-test 

scores (d = 2.07), and the gains made at the pre-test to delayed test stages were also shown 

to have a large effect (d = 1.39). However, the attrition at the post-test to delayed test 

stage for the experimental group was also shown to have a large effect (d = 0.86). For the 

control group, the gain shown at the pre-test to delayed test stage was shown to have a 

medium-size effect (d = 0.53) and the improvement at the post-test to delayed test stage, 

a small size effect (d = 0.03). 

6.6.Linguistic analysis of the recognition task 

As previously mentioned in section 5.7.2, in the main study, the recognition task was 

presented to the students after the production task. It included six scenarios. In this task, 

the students were provided a paper with multiple choices for the answers to choose 

between two answers and then were asked to specify the reason for their choice from 

three choices (I do not know, I heard it somewhere, I heard it in the class). The intention 

was to estimate whether they understood the underlying meaning of the utterances and 

move their declarative knowledge to procedural knowledge. I present below the six 

scenarios used in the recognition task and the expected answers: 

The first scenario:  

Some students are talking in the lecture hall. The lecturer turns to them and says: ‘I 

suggest you stop talking and pay attention’. 

This is: 

a) a suggestion? 

b) an order? 
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I expected the students to consider the power of difference which was high because the 

lecturer was speaking to her students. The social distance between the interlocutors was 

high. The degree of imposition was medium. The students should consider the 

illocutionary act in this sentence, which is an order. I added a tag question to investigate 

why the students chose one answer rather than the other, and I gave them three options 

to choose from, as shown in table 6.29 below: 

 

The reason  pre-test 

experimental 

pre-test 

control 

post-test 

experimental 

post-test 

control 

delayed test 

experimental 

delayed 

test 

control 

I do not know 4 (11.4%) 2 (5.7%) 5 (14.2%) 3 (8.5%) 7 (20%) 4 (11.4%) 

I heard it 

somewhere 

5 (14.2%) 7 (20%) 12 (34.2%) 6 (17.14%) 14 (40%)  8 (22.8%) 

I heard it in 

the class  

0 (0%) 0 (0%) 13 (37.1%) 0 (0%) 11 (31.4%) 0 (0%) 

Note. 

Number of the students in each group =35 

% = percentage of group. 

The table above shows that more students from the experimental group chose the correct 

answer in the post-test because they either heard it somewhere or in the instruction phase. 

This is important because it reflects how the students were able to show their procedural 

knowledge when using appropriate pragmatic language choices.  

The second scenario:  

A student’s coat is on the seat beside her which is the only available place in the crowded 

lecture hall. Another student comes up and says: ‘Err… is that your coat?’ 

The student is: 

a) making a request 

b) asking for information 

Table 6.29: The reason for choosing the correct answer: an order 
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I assumed that the participants in both groups would consider the power of difference. 

The power of difference in this scene was low because they were two colleagues. The 

social distance between the interlocutors was low, and the degree of imposition was 

medium. The students should consider the illocutionary act in this sentence, which is a 

request. I also added a tag question to investigate why the students chose one answer 

rather than the other, and I offered three options to choose from, as shown in table 6.30 

below: 

The reason  pre-test 

experimental 

pre-test 

control 

post-test 

experimental 

post-test 

control 

delayed test 

experimental 

delayed 

test 

control 

I do not know 2 (5.7%) 3 (8.5%) 4 (11.4%) 2 (5.7%) 5 (14.2%) 2 (5.7%) 

I heard it 

somewhere 

5 (14.2%) 0 (0%) 7 (20%) 3 (8.5%) 16 (17.14%)  4 (11.4%) 

I heard it in 

the class  

0 (0%) 0 (0%) 15 (42.8%) 0 (0%) 11 (31.4%) 0 (0%) 

Note. 

Number of the students in each group =35 

% = percentage of group. 

The table above shows that 15 students from the experimental group chose the correct 

answer in the post-test because they had heard about it in the instruction phase. This result 

is significant because it reflects how the students were able to show their p rocedural 

knowledge when using appropriate pragmatic language choices.  

 The third scenario:  

 A student who is always late to class arrives late yet again. The tutor says: ‘Have you 

thought of buying a new alarm clock?’ 

The tutor is: 

a) a recommendation 

b) a criticism 

Table 6.30: The reason for choosing the correct answer: making a request 
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The students were assumed to consider the power of difference, which was high, and the 

social distance between the interlocutors, which was also high. The degree of imposition 

was medium. The students should consider the illocutionary act in this sentence, which 

was a criticism. I included in the recognition task a tag question to investigate why the 

students chose one answer rather than the other, and I offered three options to choose 

from, as shown in table 6.31 below: 

 

The reason  pre-test 

experimental 

pre-test 

control 

post-test 

experimental 

post-test 

control 

delayed test 

experimental 

delayed 

test 

control 

I do not know 3 (8.5%) 6 

(17.14%) 

7 (20%) 8 (22.8%) 7 (20%) 4 (11.4%) 

I heard it 

somewhere 

4 (11.4%) 1 (2.8%) 9 (25.7%) 2 (5.7%) 13 (37.1%) 0 (0%) 

I heard it in 

the class  

0 (0%) 0 (0%) 16 (45.7%) 0 (0%) 14 (40%) 0 (0%) 

Note. 

Number of the students in each group =35 

% = percentage of group. 

The table above shows that 16 students from the experimental group chose the correct 

answer in the post-test because they heard it in the instruction phase. This result reflects 

how effective the explicit instruction was in the experimental group. 

The fourth scenario:  

A supervisor writes at the end of a student’s written assignment: ‘This has been written 

about by more people than Austin and Brown, you know’.  

This is: 

a) a comment? 

b) a criticism? 

Table 6.31: The reason for choosing the correct answer: a criticism 
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Like in the previous situation, in this fourth scene, the students were expected to think 

about locutionary and illocutionary acts to understand that the supervisor was criticising 

the student's essay. The power of difference, the size of imposition, and the social 

difference were all large because this was a comment from a supervisor who had authority 

over his/her students. I, again, included in the recognition task a tag question to 

investigate why the students chose one answer rather than the other, and I offered three 

options to choose from, as shown in table 6.32 below: 

 

The reason  pre-test 

experimental 

pre-test 

control 

post-test 

experimental 

post-test 

control 

delayed test 

experimental 

delayed 

test 

control 

I do not know 4 (11.4%) 2 (5.7%) 7 (20%) 9 (25.7%) 10 (28.5%) 3 (8.5%) 

I heard it 

somewhere 

2 (5.7%) 1 (2.8%) 8 (22.8%) 1 (2.8%) 9 (25.7%) 2 (5.7%) 

I heard it in 

the class  

0 (0%) 0 (0%) 13 (37.1%) 0 (0%) 12(34.2%) 0 (0%) 

Note. 

Number of the students in each group =35 

% = percentage of group. 

The table above offers the number of students who chose the correct answer in this 

scenario. 13 students from the experimental group chose the correct answer in the post-

test because they heard it in the instruction phase. This result shows that the experimental 

group benefited from the explicit instruction, which was reflected when using appropriate 

pragmatic language choices. 

The fifth scenario:  

A security guard passes a student in the corridor and says: ‘There’s no smoking in this 

building’. 

The security guard is: 

a) giving instruction 

Table 6.32: The reason for choosing the correct answer: a criticism 
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b) giving information 

In the fifth scenario, the students were expected to think about locutionary and 

illocutionary acts to understand that the security guard was instructing the students’ 

behaviour in this sentence. The power of difference, the size of imposition, and the social 

difference were large because the sentence came from the security guard, who had 

authority in the situation. As I did in the previous scenarios, I added in this recognition 

task a tag question to investigate why the students chose one answer rather than the other, 

and I offered three options to choose from, as shown in table 6.33 below: 

 

The reason  pre-test 

experimental 

pre-test 

control 

post-test 

experimental 

post-test 

control 

delayed test 

experimental 

delayed 

test 

control 

I do not know 2 (5.7%) 3 (8.5%) 4 (11.4%) 6 (17.14%) 5 (14.2%) 5 (14.2%) 

I heard it 

somewhere 

1 (2.8%) 4 (11.4%) 6 (17.14%) 0 (0%) 3 (8.5%) 1 (2.8%) 

I heard it in 

the class  

0 (0%) 0 (0%) 12 (34.2%) 0 (0%) 8 (22.8%) 0 (0%) 

Note. 

Number of the students in each group =35 

% = percentage of group. 

The table above gives the number of students who chose the correct answer in this 

specific scenario. 34.2% of students from the experimental group chose the correct 

answer in the post-test because they heard it in the instruction phase, whereas 17.14% of 

the students from the control group said they did not know how they knew this answer 

was correct. This result is significant because it reveals that the experimental group 

benefited from the explicit instruction, which was reflected when using appropriate 

pragmatic language choices. 

The sixth scenario:  

Table 6.33: The reason for choosing the correct answer: giving instruction 
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In the computer centre, a student is having difficulty typing a document to meet a 

deadline. A fellow student says: ‘I am quite fast at typing’.  

The student is: 

a) boasting? 

b) offering? 

In the sixth scene, the students were expected to think about the direct and indirect 

meaning of the speech acts in order to understand what was meant by such a sentence in 

this specific context. The student was offering her help. The power of difference, the size 

of imposition, and the social difference were small because of the context’s nature and 

the participants. Again, I included a tag question to investigate why the students chose 

one answer rather than the other, and I offered three options to choose from, as shown in 

table 6.34 below: 

The reason  pre-test 

experimental 

pre-test 

control 

post-test 

experimental 

post-test 

control 

delayed test 

experimental 

delayed 

test 

control 

I do not know 9 (25.7%) 10 

(28.5%) 

8 (22.8%) 5 (14.2%) 7(20%) 5 (14.2%) 

I heard it 

somewhere 

5 (14.2%) 3 (8.5%) 12 (34.2%) 6 (17.14%) 11 (31.4%) 7 (20%) 

I heard it in 

the class  

0 (0%) 0 (0%) 15 (42.8%) 0 (0%) 10 (28.5%) 0 (0%) 

Note. 

Number of the students in each group =35 

% = percentage of group. 

From table 6.34, I can see that 15 students out of 35 from the experimental group chose 

the correct answer in the post-test because they heard it in the instruction phase, whereas 

6 students from the control group said they do not know how they got this answer is 

correct. This result is significant because it reveals that the experimental group benefited 

from the explicit instruction, which was reflected when using appropriate pragmatic 

Table 6.34: The reason for choosing the correct answer: offering 
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language choices. In the next section, I give a summary of the whole results from both 

tasks. 

6.7.Summary of the results  

The results of the study were presented according to the two main research questions. 

The first question aimed to explore whether the explicit instructions would improve the 

production of appropriate pragmatic language choices by Saudi EFL learners. The second 

research question aimed to investigate how effective explicit instruction develops the 

recognition of appropriate pragmatic language choices, specifically among Saudi female 

learners of English at a Saudi higher education institute. The study found that developing 

awareness of pragmatic elements explicitly enhanced EFL production and recognition of 

appropriate pragmatic language choices, as the experimental group, which was given an 

explicit treatment, outperformed the control group in the post-test and delayed test. 

The results of the experimental group in the production and recognition tasks revealed 

the benefit of receiving explicit instruction in enhancing students’ declarative knowledge 

and helping them to show appropriate pragmatic language choices, as the students were 

able to use and utilise the direct learning from the interventions and training, they 

received. The results showed that including appropriate elements in the teaching phase 

can enhance the results of the students in understanding and producing appropriate 

pragmatic spoken choices. The reflection of teaching appropriate pragmatic material was 

shown in the post- and delayed results of the experimental group members who received 

explicit instructions, including appropriate language choices. In conclusion, it can be said 

that students could improve their pragmatic English skills if they were taught the right 

way in real-world situations. 
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There was a significant difference in appropriateness scores between the experimental 

group (whose members were exposed to explicit instruction to develop their awareness 

of the appropriate use of pragmatic elements) and the control group. This difference 

shows that explicit instructions on pragmatic elements could help EFL learners 

understand and use the language better. Developing awareness in the students is essential, 

as has been shown by Malmir and Derakhshan (2020), who reported that the use of 

pragmalinguistic strategies would make the students better understand their L2 learning. 

This strategy allowed the students to benefit from sociopragmatic strategies while 

applying the L2 in conversations. 

Additionally, in this study, it was noteworthy that the quality of expressions produced by 

the experimental group members employed factors such as the general appropriateness 

of linguistic representations, grammatical correctness of the phrases, and understanding 

of the expressions. These observations from the experimental group showed us the 

importance of providing explicit instructions to the students, and the impact they had 

could be clearly seen in the experimental group results. The control group students, who 

did not receive any explicit instructions, showed fewer linguistic expressions, indicating 

a lack of English language understanding and use. 

In this study, appropriateness was measured as a broad concept, including pragmatic, 

linguistic and extra-linguistic features to achieve those pragmatic characteristics. These 

multiple influences were reflected in the rating of the transcripts, which were used for 

evaluation, included two essential elements: the pragmatic perspective (i.e., the degree of 

directness and politeness of expressions perceived by native speaker raters), and the 

discourse features (e.g., oral fluency features such as pause length, speech rate, and 

discourse organisation features). 
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The previous observations agreed with the examination of formulaic sequences. The 

numbers of different types of pragmatic presentations produced by the students in both 

groups and tests were analysed, according to Blum-Kulka, House, and Kasper (1989). 

The results revealed that most of the expressions used by both groups’ members were 

similar, confirming that the groups were related in the characteristics of linguistic forms 

used. However, even when using the same direct expressions, the experimental group 

was rated as using more appropriate expressions than the control group. Similar to my 

findings, Li (2021) found that pragmatic knowledge should be given to the students in an 

appropriate manner while teaching the language. 

The awareness of pragmatic competence helps students to have a relevant understanding. 

The group members showed a significant difference in their expression of themselves 

when explicit instructions had been given. These instructions improved students’ 

understanding of the language and guided them to use their knowledge in appropriate 

ways. The experimental group members were able to reduce the gap by applying 

language elements they had learned in real time. The explicit instructions helped students 

to use their own knowledge of the English language more effectively, which gave them 

the opportunity to use different words when they were speaking. The results suggest that 

the experimental group’s variations in the use of appropriate expressions can be 

connected to the explicit instruction that they received to develop their awareness of 

pragmatics. As stated in Malmir and Derakhshan (2020), it is essential to teach students 

the pragmatic elements of the language. Especially for students who are learning a foreign 

language, interlanguage pragmatic comprehension awareness should be created, 

reinforcing their understanding of L2. 

To summarise, the current study's results confirmed the studies by Bardovi-Harlig (1999) 

and Taguchi (2006). The students’ awareness of grammatical and discourse forms was 
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not enough to produce appropriate forms of pragmatics. Their improvements and their 

effective use of knowledge of the English language might be developed, but still, the 

participants had not explored all the aspects of pragmatic competence until some of them 

were explicitly instructed. So, there is a need to provide students with explicit instruction 

to develop their awareness of pragmatic competence. 

6.8.Chapter summary  

This chapter has presented the results of the study to explore the influence of providing 

explicit instruction on appropriate pragmatic language choices and improve EFL Saudi 

students' pragmatic competence and target language recognition and production. After 

receiving explicit instruction, the results demonstrated a significant improvement in the 

experimental group’s pragmatic competence and language proficiency compared to the 

control group. Most of the previous research on the same topic reflected that provid ing 

explicit instruction can improve non-native speakers’ abilities to develop the 

understanding and production of appropriate language choices, e.g., conversational 

implicatures (Bouton, 1994; Broersma, 1994; Félix-Brasdefer, 2008; Rose, 2005; 

Takimoto, 2006). The earlier research supported this experimental study’s results that 

there was a positive relationship between pragmatic competence and non-native students’ 

language abilities; previous examples being the studies by Lee (2006); Taguchi (2005); 

and Tuan & Hsu (2011). The knowledge of the experimental group had improved in 

understanding and producing appropriate pragmatic language choices. 

Since the pre-, post-, and delayed tests were all designed to judge the development of 

learners’ abilities in recognition and production of appropriate pragmatic language 

choices in English, the gain scores were a robust parameter to measure the impact of 

explicit instruction. Group mean scores in the case of the control group showed a 

negligible rise in the post-test and their delayed test scores were lower than those of the 
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post-test. On the other hand, for the experimental group, the gains in both the post-and 

delayed tests were positive and statistically significant, making a strong case in favour of 

explicit instruction. In the next chapter, I bring the data together and summarise them 

answer the research questions. 
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Chapter Seven: Discussion 

7.1.Introduction  

This chapter returns to the original research questions that guided the development of this 

study. In this chapter, I bring the data together and summarise the results to answer the 

research questions. Section 7.2. begins with an examination of the explicit instructional 

intervention's effectiveness. This section contains observations about the strategies and 

formulaic language used by the experimental group in their production of the appropriate 

language choices, which answer the first research question. Section 7.3 examines the 

second research question, which is about recognising appropriate language choices, 

examining whether the EFL Saudi students understood the indirect forms of the language 

and the effectiveness of explicit instruction in an experimental group compared to a 

control group.  

7.2.Discussion of research question 1  

RQ1: How effective is explicit instruction in the short-and long-term development 

of the production of appropriate pragmatic language choices by Saudi female  

English learners at CEFR B1 level at a Saudi higher education institution in a non-

English EFL environment?  

In Chapter Six, I presented the study's results, which focused on the effects of providing 

explicit instruction on producing appropriate spoken pragmatic language. The results 

explained in Chapter Six showed that the EFL Saudi learners at B1 proficiency level 

could develop appropriacy and produce appropriate pragmatic language choices after 

receiving explicit instruction on specific pragmatic forms (see section 5.7.1, table 5.4 & 

appendix 11). In this study, I tried to develop the experimental group’s pragmatic and 

cultural competencies so that they could understand and produce appropriate language 
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responses in the tests. In the production task, I tested direct and indirect requests by 

presenting scenarios that ask the students : to request from their colleagues to stop eating 

in the classroom; to ask their neighbour to turn off the loud music; to ask their friend to 

change her outfit; to request help from a busy f riend; to make a suggestion or offer help 

to a colleague by suggesting a place to stay; and to interrupt a friend’s presentation and 

ask to check a wrong information. With these every day and real-life examples, the 

positive results showed that the experimental groups outperformed the control group in 

the production post- and delayed tests. 

It is believed that appropriate language choices, e.g., politeness strategies, would be 

achieved differently in different cultures (Leech, 2014), and applications of other rules 

might be transferred from the first language to the second language, which might create 

pragmatic misunderstanding (Dalmau & Gotor, 2007). This interlanguage effect from L1 

causes more confusion and makes the learners adapt fewer forms, which discourages 

them from learning L2 to a more appropriate level. The experimental group showed 

improvements in the effective use of the English language, but the impact of their L1 was 

also observed. The results agreed with Al Amro’s (2013) findings that female Saudi 

speakers tend to give a lot of compliments on looks rather than character, which shows 

the effect of L1. For example, softeners and sweeteners in the Saudi Arabic language are 

often considered an introduction to direct criticism. Etaywe (2017) believes that Arab 

speakers in their L1 make notable efforts to minimise their criticism's authority, 

directness, and imposition, so they use their criticism with softeners to apply indirect 

criticism techniques. In my study, for instance, the students used the external 

modification device such as beautiful in the third scenario (see 6.3.3), e.g., "You’d look 

more beautiful if you changed your outfit." The use of the word "beautiful" here is a 



DEVELOPING APPROPRIATE PRAGMATIC LANGUAGE CHOICES                                                      209 
 

cultural L1 feature, as this form of introduction is used in Saudi culture to introduce 

criticism. 

Similarly, in other scenarios in this study, the experimental group members used 

commanding direct expressions to address the message in the pre-test and in their daily 

lives. This would be part of the influence of the students' L1. In the post- and delayed 

tests, the control group continued to use imperative expressions, highlighting the 

importance of providing explicit instruction on appropriate requests to L2 students 

because these students continued to use the same inappropriate forms, which is 

considered a pragmatic failure in using L2. The reason for pragmatic failures while 

speaking in the cases I offered above was due to the influence of L1. Asif et al. (2019) 

confirmed that the problems of pragmatic failure need to be overcome with different 

techniques for non-native English learners. Using commanding direct expressions instead 

of simply asking for something to form a request causes pragmatic failures in some cases. 

The control group students’ low pragmatic competence forced them to apply some 

pragmatic features of their L1 use of language and culture. Direct speech acts such as "I 

want" and "I need" are a feature of the effects of L1 on L2 pragmatics, as in L1 it is 

acceptable to order directly. Similarly, the clarity of information using imperative devices 

ensured effective communication from the speaker to the hearer. Also, it is easy for non-

native speakers to request directly, but such requests without adding any softeners or 

sweeteners can lead to miscommunication and pragmatic failures (Lee-Wong, 1994). 

These results agree with the study of Tawalbeh & Al-Oqaily (2012), where they found 

out that Saudi speakers use their direct request forms with people of lower equal power, 

which reflects the influence of L1. 

The experimental group used some phrases that were in the appropriate use of requests 

and politeness strategies in their appropriate context in the post-and delayed tests. They 
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used direct and indirect language according to the size of the imposition and the 

interlocutor’s role. It was clear that the students from the experimental group could 

implement features of politeness strategies and avoid using FTAs (Brown & Levinson, 

1978). One of the examples from the first scenario is: "Excuse me (alerter), I am sorry to 

bother you (apology), but would you please stop eating in the classroom (request)". As 

evidenced by their responses in the post- and delayed tests, they used speech acts in their 

appropriate context. So, the hearer's role is to initiate conversational implicatures to find 

a reason for irregular contributions to the conversation that the speaker initiated. Bearing 

in mind conversational principles and their maxims, speech acts, and politeness 

strategies, the hearer recaps the conversation unconsciously to find the meaning (Grice, 

1975). The following example is taken from the same student and scenario in the 

production task but at three different times from the experimental group: 

In your accommodation, the person next door, who you do not know very 
well, is playing the radio loudly. You cannot study, and so you go and 
knock on the door.  

Pre-test: ‘It is very loud the music. I want you to turn off’.  

Post-test: ‘The music it is very loud. Can you, can you turn off please?’   

Delayed test: ‘Oh, excuse me! Would you please lower the music?’  

In this example, the student made a direct request in her pre-test. However, following the 

explicit instruction, the student demonstrated sociopragmatic knowledge, as evidenced 

by her responses in the post- and delayed tests, in which she was able to use 

conventionally indirect language when asked about the ability to do something (see Table 

5.5). 

This study shows the importance of raising awareness of politeness strategies with 

sociopragmatic aspects, which agrees with Azwan's (2018). As this study was based on 

pragmatic competence aspects, the training and testing materials were based on politeness 

strategies. Raising the awareness of appropriate language choices, including politeness 
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strategies, would make learners adapt to the scenarios, as they are common in every 

culture. It was apparent from the pre-test results for both groups that the participants did 

not have the necessary politeness strategies to respond to academic situations or produce 

appropriate requests in L2. From the pre-test results, it was evident that the learners were 

not able to exhibit politeness strategies in their responses. The usage of imperative direct 

expressions in their L2 was also very apparent. 

The experimental group’s pre-test results were compared against the post-test, revealing 

that fewer imperative intensifiers, performative expressions, and formulae of obligation 

were used. I also noticed that in the post-test and right after receiving the intervention, 

the students used more indirect expressions such as willingness, suggestion, possibility, 

hints, softeners, attention getters, politeness markers, preparators, grounders, disarmers, 

sweeteners, apologising, and thanking. The usage of these expressions indicated the 

effectiveness of the explicit instructions in a short period of time. Whereas when I tested 

the long-term effect on L2 learners that would occur due to applying the pragmatic 

strategies a month later, the results showed the students' continued the usage of language 

and effective communication; however, it was less successful in comparison to the post-

test, which indicates that the intervention should be continued. 

Another interesting feature that was found in the experimental group post-and delayed 

tests was the use of formulaic sequences that were explicitly presented to them in the 

instruction phase, such as "Would you mind"; "I was wondering if"; "Would it be possible 

to"; "I apologise"; "Many apologies" for the high size of imposition answers and "Can I"; 

"Could I"; "I’m sorry"; for the low size of imposition responses (see section 3.2.). 

Choosing formulaic phrases supports research claims concerning their importance for 

explicit interaction (Jones, 2021; Schmitt, 2004; Siyanova-Chanturia, 2015). It also 

indicates how much formulaic language can be observed in speech acts and how the 
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sufficient use of formulaic sequences makes speech more natural and native -like in 

expression (Alali & Schmitt, 2012; Cuesta & Ainciburu, 2015). The explicit instruction 

that was given to the experimental group emphasised the significant usage of formulaic 

phrases. The experimental group members had a prior lack of awareness of using 

appropriate and formulaic sequences for effective communication, but the explicit 

instructions that were provided to them had a positive effect because of the teaching them 

about how to deliver polite and formal phrases to improve their communication.  

Formulaic sequencing appears to have an easily memorised and reproducible strategy for 

participants to adopt, memorise, and reproduce when necessary. As a result, the 

experimental group in the post-and delayed utterances was well-organized, with clear 

messages. In terms of language choices within these strategies, when formulaic 

expressions such as "Would you please?" and "Many apologies" are most frequently and 

successfully reproduced within the experimental groups' utterances, even when 

participants do not always fully command them and use versions such as "It is my fault," 

or "a lot of apologies." Additionally, these findings support the positive effects of learning 

a language in complete units rather than as individual elements (Bardovi-Harlig, 2009; 

Kecskes, 2000; Schmitt, 2004; Wray, 2008). 

Moreover, the explicit instruction about how to be appropriate in using the target 

language as well as formulaic sequencing showed that the experimental group members 

used conventionally indirect sequences in forming their requests in the post and delayed 

tests. They asked about the willingness e.g., would you help me? suggestive forms, e.g., 

how about changing your outfit? and possibilities, e.g., is it possible to stop eating in the 

classroom? According to Halenko (2017, p.176), the use of conventionally indirect 

strategies in requests by most of the participants in the experimental group supports 
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literature that suggests this is the "preferred universal feature for realising requests" 

(Blum-Kulka et al., 1989; Trosborg, 1995). 

The study showed that explicit instruction could raise the awareness of some pragmatic 

aspects such as speech acts, including specific request strategies (section 3.2.3), and 

politeness strategies, including FTAs (section 3.2.2.) in Saudi EFL classrooms. The 

results of my study agreed with and added to previous litera ture on the benefits of 

providing explicit instruction (Halenko, 2017; Taguchi, 2015), and the importance of 

developing awareness in the classroom setting (Halenko, 2017). The results of the study 

have also agreed with the results of Bardovi-Harlig & Vellenga’s (2012) study, which 

also adopted a short-period instruction input-based that can be implemented in existing 

curricula. 

There were two main explanations for why the experimental group's results in the 

production task outperformed those of the control group. The first is the use of CAPT, 

which promoted technology in the instruction phase and enabled the students to 

experience their newly learned forms easily (see section 3.5.). The visual aids would have 

made an impact on the students, which was beneficial for their learning and usage of 

language. As I pointed out in Chapter One, the main goal of teaching English cannot be 

achieved by the traditional techniques in the classroom, such as reading from the course 

book and memorising grammatical rules. Thus, using modern technology and new 

effective methods would improve the competence of L2 learners. 

The second reason might be that the answers were recorded and judged only for 

appropriateness rather than accuracy, which allowed the participants to express 

themselves freely without worrying about correcting their grammar and vocabulary. They 

were focused on using appropriate words in their conversation as their intervention 
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training had been mainly focused on using formulaic sequences, speech acts, and polite 

strategies in a conversation. As we did not discuss grammar and they did not pay much 

attention to these attributes while speaking. Ignoring these aspects made them focus on 

the application of appropriate language in their L2. 

From the results, it could be observed that the instruction materials included appropriate 

elements that corresponded to appropriacy, which was reflected in the post-and delayed 

test results by the members of the experimental group. The difference in the usage of 

speech acts and politeness strategies demonstrates the appropriacy of the instruction 

materials. These materials, however, were chosen specifically for the six scenarios, and 

the questions for the pre-, post-, and delayed tests were based on the scenarios. If the 

instructions were given to cover the most relevant and common scenarios, students would 

achieve better linguistic competence in their L2. 

In conclusion, in the production task, the experimental group outperformed the control 

group, which shows a positive effect of explicit instruction in developing the production 

of appropriate pragmatic language choices in Saudi English female learners at a Saudi 

higher education institution in short-term intervention and the need for continued 

intervention to keep similar results in their delayed tests. 

The next section discusses the second research question. 

7.3.Discussion of research question 2  

The second research question was:  

RQ2 How effective is explicit instruction in the short-and long-term development of 

the recognition of appropriate pragmatic language choices by Saudi female English 

learners at CEFR B1 level at a Saudi higher education institution in a non-English 

EFL environment? 
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In designing the recognition task (see table 5.3), I aimed to explore the relationship 

between procedural and declarative knowledge (see section 3.4.). I wanted to know what 

the students already knew about the language and how they would apply their 

understanding of the language in authentic situations. While the production task was 

designed to encourage the experimental and control group students to produce spoken 

language, the recognition task was intended to reflect the students' understanding of the 

indirect meanings in contexts. 

In the recognition task, I tested the understanding of the underlying meaning of indirect 

speech acts and conversational implicatures with questions about; a lecturer in a lecture 

hall ‘ordering’ the students to stop talking and pay attention; a student requesting another 

to remove her coat; a tutor criticising a late student; a security guard ordering a student 

to not smoke in the building; a supervisor's comment which criticises a student's writing; 

and a student offering to help her friend. I focused on conversational implicatures and 

indirect speech acts because I wanted the students to notice that some of the utterances in 

the second language can be understood by analysing the situation and realising the 

indirect meaning. The participants in a discussion are expected to try to infer the meaning. 

Thus, when a speaker presents irrational or meaningless content to the conversation, the 

hearer assumes that there is a reason for that and tries to work out the conversational 

implicatures in order to understand why the conversation did not follow the expected 

pattern. The students had to notice the power of difference, the size of imposition, and 

the social difference between the participants. Contextual differences in the language 

could be made by altering the sentence, which shows awareness among the students of 

how to use the language in an appropriate way. 

The argument made in this study was to assert the importance of appropriate pragmatic 

competence over accurate linguistic competence. Bardovi‐Harlig and Dörnyei (1998) 



DEVELOPING APPROPRIATE PRAGMATIC LANGUAGE CHOICES                                                      216 
 

claimed that EFL teachers who teach English to students in EFL classrooms promoted 

teaching grammatical forms over teaching how to communicate successfully. This data 

proved that developing pragmatic awareness, such as politeness strategies, speech acts, 

conversational implicatures, and its maxims, helped to develop pragmatic competence 

(see section 3.2). It also showed that developing pragmatic and sociolinguistic commands 

of language use is essential for second language learners (see section 2.3). It is necessary 

to be appropriate in using the form of the target language in a specific situation. The 

incompetent use of pragmatic forms may create communication failures and stereotype 

second language users as inconsiderate, offensive, or inappropriate (Eslami-Rasekh, 

2005; Taguchi, 2011; Thomas, 1983). There is a requirement to promote adequate 

competency in understanding and producing appropriate pragmatic forms, especially in 

academic settings, which seem susceptible to personal opinions (Halenko, 2017).  

The results from the recognition task showed the importance of explicit instruction in 

reflecting on declarative knowledge. To analyse procedural and declarative knowledge, I 

needed to know why the students chose one answer over the other in the recognition task, 

so I included a tag question in their multiple-choice test asking them why they chose one 

answer over the other. In the multiple choices, I expected all the students to choose the 

indirect meaning. The students from the recognition task were able to show their 

understanding of indirect speech acts and conversational implicatures in the provided 

scenarios (see Table 6.29 to 6.34), which reflected their declarative knowledge: what they 

knew about the language. When I asked the students about the reason for choosing one 

answer rather than another, most of the answers in the pre-test were "I don’t know," or "I 

heard it somewhere." However, the answers in the post-and delayed tests of the 

experimental group varied between "I heard it somewhere" and "I heard it in the class," 
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while the answers of the control group in their post-and delayed tests did not change from 

their pre-test. 

The intervention showed positive effects on the results of the experimental group; the 

post-test in the experimental group outperformed the students' results in the control 

group. However, the delayed test results showed that the learners of the experimental 

groups were not able to deliver the same as they had done in their immediate post-test in 

terms of competence. As a result, the study found that the impact of explicit instruction 

strategy intervention could be used to improve pragmatic competence and understanding 

of the L2 linguistic competence, pragmatic competence, and sociopragmatic competence, 

but it would have to be continuous. 

According to Cutrone (2021), the long-term effect of L2 on students who get explicit 

instruction would be positive and would improve their pragmatic competence. 

Participants should develop declarative knowledge from their experience of learning a 

second language, which would benefit them while applying it in real conversations. This 

applied declarative knowledge would develop from their personal experience, resulting 

in improved communication and a better understanding of sociopragmatic competence. 

However, the study included a limited number of students for analysis, and so a 

conclusion could not be drawn. Compared to Cutrone’s study and my study, the L2 

learners from my experimental group, who were provided with explicit instructions and 

CAPT materials, could not deliver the same results in the delayed tests. Although the 

learners received explicit instructions and visual aid support to learn and understand their 

L2, the practical conversation experience for different situations from real-life scenarios 

would still be challenging for them, as the explicit instructions and tasks were just focused 

on limited scenarios designed to create the awareness of basic linguistic, pragmatic, and 

sociopragmatic experiences. 
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I can relate and explain the experimental group’s results in the recognition task to the use 

of CAPT, which promoted technology in learning and testing and enabled the students to 

easily experience their newly learned forms. The visual aids would have had an impact 

on students' learning and usage of language. As evaluated by Nugroho and Atmojo 

(2020), visual education aids the learning process and has had a better impact on the 

students who received the visual aid-based learning in the long term. However, the post-

and delayed results from the same set of students would show some difference, as they 

produced lower scores on the delayed tests. This indicates that though the visual aids 

supported the learning process, the prolonged use of the knowledge would be reduced. 

The same scenario was worse for the control group. Their ability to use efficient language 

had not improved, but the difference between post- and delayed tests did not differ 

significantly from students in the experimental group. The control group had the same 

knowledge as the pre- and post-test groups. The purpose of including technology in 

testing the students was to test the recommendations introduced by Taguchi (2015), who 

advised including exciting materials for the students to teach them a second language. 

Simultaneously, using technology allowed me to implement semi-authentic materials and 

meaningful communication as recommended by Belz and Vyatkina (2008). Sykes (2017) 

suggested using technology in teaching a second language to non-native speakers because 

it enhances many aspects of L2 at the same time and opens the doors for the 

communicative method. 

The data outcome suggested that the students in the experimental group understood the 

conversational implicatures, which was the intention of providing the members of this 

group with explicit instruction to develop their awareness of pragmatic competence. In 

the analysis, results show that the experimental group implemented the materials that had 

been explicitly explained to them, during the instruction phase, their choices in terms of 
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answers to the scenarios. The experimental group demonstrated appropriate language 

comprehension awareness in their post- and delayed tests. The idea here was to link the 

students’ strategic competence to their pragmatic competence to establish a relationship 

between declarative and procedural knowledge. It can be inferred that the students in the 

experimental group showed procedural knowledge of what they had learnt in the explicit 

instruction phase. 

When we consider declarative and procedural knowledge, the students from the 

experimental group were able to attain declarative knowledge, and so were students from 

the control group. The students acquired the knowledge through personal experiences by 

answering the questions corresponding to the video shown by the instructor (see section 

3.8.). The students applied their procedural knowledge by listening to the questions and 

choosing answers corresponding to the video. 

As a result of the previous discussion, I can conclude that providing EFL female Saudi 

speakers with explicit pragmatic instruction on understanding appropriate language 

forms, especially conversational implicatures, politeness strategies, and indirect speech 

acts, positively benefited the results in the experimental group. Students who received 

explicit pragmatic instruction were aware of politeness strategies, conversational 

implicatures, and speech acts in some situations in short-term intervention and needed 

continued intervention to maintain similar results on their delayed tests.  

7.4.Conclusion  

I found explicit pragmatic instruction to be extremely effective in developing successful 

appropriate language choices, such as producing request speech acts and understanding 

the implicit meaning of sentences, for the experimental group in the production and 

recognition tasks. More precisely, the results in the post- and delayed tests indicated that 
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underdeveloped pragmalinguistic strategies in the pre-test significantly improved 

following the instruction. 

Additionally, participants appear to gain a greater awareness of understanding the 

meaning of the context following the intervention provided to them. Participants who had 

been instructed appeared to be more aware of the use of the forms and their functions, 

such as softeners, hints, the politeness marker ‘please’ and thanking (requests) in specific 

situations; the pre-test had shown L1 a lack of awareness of these strategies, which might 

have been responsible for the students’ unawareness or avoidance of these strategies.  

The experimental group in both tasks could not sustain their good performance in the 

delayed tests, despite the improved experimental group performance post-test in both 

tasks. Although concentrated and private treatments may be more effective for short-term 

memory retention, consistent teaching methods may be preferable. The recommendation 

is that instruction and practice should be replayed on a regular basis in order to enhance 

learning potential. The results of this study back up claims that developing p ragmatic 

competence is very hard (Cohen, 2008; Taguchi, 2015) and that sociopragmatic 

competence, in particular, may be even harder and tends to develop much later in natural 

settings (Dalmau & Gotor, 2007; Fukuya & Zhang, 2002). 

Concerning the matter of learnability, the experimental groups were successful in 

adopting and maintaining the use of request formulaic expressions. The findings indicate 

that using formulaic language saves time and effort (Wray, 2000). Notably, the fact that 

the majority of introduced formulaic expressions were composed of short, predetermined 

strings of words seemed to benefit the learners, and the expressions appeared to be highly 

recognisable and understood with little processing. As a result, learners expanded their 

repertoire of formulaic expressions in the post-test of the production task, in contrast to 
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their pre-test performance, which had demonstrated a restricted repertoire characterised 

by excessive reliance on a small number of fundamental formulaic expressions, as 

previously observed (Wang, 2011). 

The learners used formulaic language but did not always use these expressions correctly, 

which is consistent with previous research (Bardovi-Harlig, 2009, Dalmau & Gotor, 

2007; Johnson & DeHaan, 2013). What distinguishes the findings of this study is that the 

raters' assessments demonstrated that accuracy in formulaic expression production is not 

required for successful use. The intention to use appropriate expressions appears to be 

adequately recognised, satisfying the requirement for a complete command of their 

grammatical forms, as long as the message is clear. This finding reinforces the previous 

findings (e.g., Bardovi-Harlig & Dörnyei, 1998; Halenko, 2017) regarding the greater 

importance of pragmatic competence over grammatical competence in the EFL setting. 

In the next chapter, I summarise the study's contributions and limitations and suggest 

future recommendations. 
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Chapter Eight: Conclusion 

8.1.Chapter introduction 

The study explored the effect of explicit instruction on developing the understanding and 

production of appropriate language choices in female Saudi EFL students in the short- 

and long-term. I explored the appropriate choices of conversational implicatures (see 

section 3.2.1.), politeness strategies (see section 3.2.2), and speech acts (see section 

3.2.3.) in EFL. I tested the use of six formulaic expressions in these classes (see section 

3.2. and table 5.5.), and I used CAPT technology (see sections 3.5. and 5.6.) in teaching 

and testing. 

In this chapter, I begin with section 8.2, which summarises the study's contribution to 

understanding pragmatic development. Following that, the limitations and suggested 

future lines of research are summarised and concluding remarks are made in sections 8.3 

and 8.4. 

8.2.Contribution of the study  

In this section, I focus on summarising the findings in section 8.2.1. Then, I provide 

implications for research and teaching in 8.2.2. 

8.2.1. Summary of findings 

This study discussed many leading theoretical frameworks that have dominated language 

research in the last five decades. In Chapter Two and Three, the study covered and 

presented many theories of communicative competence, starting with Dell Hymes 

(1972), who developed the term 'communicative competence', followed by Canale and 

Swain (1980) and their representation of the theoretical framework in which they tried to 

theorise the term communicative competence in three main perspectives: grammatical, 

sociolinguistic, and strategic competences. Then, Canale (1983) added to the theoretical 
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framework in which discourse competence was also included. The chapter then 

introduced Bachman and Palmer's model of language use and performance (1982). I also 

covered the four maxims and conversational implicatures of Grice (1975) (see section 

3.2.1.); politeness theory by Lakoff (1973) (see section 3.2.2.); and speech act theory by 

Austin (1962) and Searle (1969) (see section 3.2.3.). Furthermore, I shifted from language 

teaching and learning theories to cover theories in language acquisition, including 

psychological procedural and declarative knowledge presented by Anderson (1983) (see 

section 3.4.). 

In this study, I concluded that explicit pragmatic instruction is extremely effective in 

developing successful appropriate pragmatic language choices, such as producing direct 

and indirect requests, using appropriate politeness strategies, using specific formulaic 

sequences, and understanding the conversational implicatures for the experimental group 

in the production and recognition tasks. More specifically, the results of the post- and 

delayed tests indicated that the pragmalinguistic strategies required explicit instruction to 

improve. 

The results from the experimental group affirmed the importance of developing the 

pragmatic competence of L2 learners, and their improvements were shown in the results 

of the post- and delayed tests, at the same time as there were no improvements observed 

in the control group. The pedagogical inference is that providing explicit instruction could 

improve the learners' ability to make appropriate language choices. The instructional 

intervention applied in this research has contributed to improving teaching and learning, 

and such improvement boosts learners' competencies in dif ferent areas as well as 

pragmatics. This finding is strengthened by the many practical classroom-based research 

applications of teaching pragmatics (Cohen, 2012; Ishihara, 2010; Flor & Juan, 2010); 

and the one adopted in this research by Halenko (2017). 
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As shown in the results of the study's findings, the experimental group achieved 

distinctive results, as shown in the evaluations applied in the three tests. The 

improvements in students' competencies were found to have increased, but they could not 

be trained and tested any longer as the research study was completed. The control group 

results confirmed the arguments that the improvement of pragmatic competence needs a 

long time and might never accrue. Their results were relatively similar in the three tests,  

especially when comparing the delayed test, which took place a month after the post-test. 

Like the experimental group members, the control group members were Saudi students 

enrolled in the English department. However, they did not show any progress without 

explicit intervention compared to their first test and the other instructed group. This 

finding can be considered an interesting contribution to the research and existing 

literature on instructed EFL applications. 

This study has provided unique insights into some of the distinct approaches to training. 

It can be used to increase and get recognition for instructional performance. The 

contribution of this research is to recognise the interlanguage gaps in the students' 

pragmatic knowledge. Such recognition reveals the type of intervention that pragmatic 

features require in most instructional observation. In finding the interlanguage gap, 

teachers can design classes and materials focusing on the effects of L1 on L2. The 

materials included in the study were also based on politeness strategies; as the learners 

were from non-native English backgrounds, they could show some of their L1 influence, 

which might be reflected in an inappropriate conversation for an L2 hearer. That was 

apparent in the use of imperative structures in the conversation, which would be more 

engaging if they were merged with politeness strategies. Similar results were reported by 

Al Masaeed, Waugh, and Burns (2018), who used the scenarios of apologising strategies 

for the L2 learners to improve their ability and appropriate use of their L2. 
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8.2.2. Implications for teaching and testing 

The study design can be useful for future research to prove the importance and necessity 

of developing pragmatic competence for EFL English learners. The students were 

selected specifically from English learning classes and divided into two groups; one 

group had training for explicit instruction on appropriate pragmatic language choices, 

while the second control group was to remain free of any intervention other than the 

regular class schedule. Delayed tests were included to see the long-term effect of the 

training, which was after four weeks of the post-test, the delayed test was taken for both 

groups. 

The study compared providing instruction versus exposure in the understanding and 

production of appropriate pragmatic language choices in a Saudi setting, which is among 

the few investigations in this area in an EFL Saudi context. To achieve that, I created the 

instruction practice materials required for introducing appropriate pragmatic language 

choices to support inductive learning where the learners apply a specific language focus 

to a general rule. The explicit instruction materials were specifically designed to develop 

pragmatic competence among EFL Saudi learners. I designed materials to teach 

appropriate language choices, focusing on conversational implicatures, politeness 

strategies, and speech acts. Based on the theoretical background, these instruction 

treatments and resources positively influenced the experimental group's performance. I 

aimed to create classroom research that provides explicit instruction to produce 

productive communication between non-native speakers (Blight, 2002; Lee, 2003). This 

study's development of pragmatic competence was essential for promoting 

communicative competence. Several studies have asserted the importance of effective  

pedagogy in developing language users' conversational competence (Bailey & Nunan, 

2005; Blight, 2002; Lee, 2003; Murray, 2011; Rajabi & Farahian, 2013). 
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Furthermore, as Schmitt and Carter (2004) recommended, adopting one or more 

formulaic sequences, such as politeness expressions and explicitly instructing students 

about what to say and when proved to be beneficial in learning appropriate expressions 

to apply in specific contexts. In this study, the chosen set of formulaic expressions (Would 

you please, I was wondering, Would it be possible, I apologise/many apologies, can I 

/could I, I am sorry). These formulaic sequences were short, predetermined strings of 

words that benefited the learners. As a result, learners expanded their awareness of 

formulaic expressions in the post-test of the production task, in contrast to their pre-test 

performance, where they did not use any formulaic sequence. To my knowledge, there is 

no other study in the EFL Saudi context that uses specific formulaic sequences in 

equipping the students with ready-to-use language along with the unique combination of 

the appropriate understanding and production of conversational implicatures, politeness 

strategies, direct/indirect requests, and formulaic expressions in the EFL Saudi context. I 

achieved that by creating a set of production tasks that were essential to pragmatic 

competence because these formulaic sequences can be used to serve a variety of 

communicative purposes. 

Furthermore, in this study, I recommended that learners develop their pragmatic 

competence over their grammatical competence in a conversation, as recommended by 

Bardovi‐Harlig and Dörnyei (1998). So, the teachers should present the students with 

what they need to achieve an appropriate pragmatic understanding and produc tion. 

Raising the awareness of appropriate pragmatic language choices, such as requesting and 

politeness strategies, along with the understanding of implied meanings, could be used in 

L2 learner-based language teaching. As the results show, the students were 

predominantly focused on the pragmatic appropriateness of the L2 and ignored the 

grammatical aspects, indicating their involvement in the learning process. The students' 
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progress was measured by employing two native speakers to rate appropriateness to 

promote appropriacy over the accuracy, which was the study's primary goal. To decide 

the students' progress, I compared providing instruction to exposure by comparing an 

experimental group to a control group. To my knowledge, no other EFL Saudi study used 

raters to evaluate the students' answers. Also, the progress was determined by comparing 

two groups of non-native speakers to each other rather than comparing them to native 

speakers, an approach that infrequently appears in other studies in the Saudi context. 

Moreover, this study elaborated on using technology in Saudi EFL and added to 

knowledge in the field by using CAPT form in training the students and testing them. I 

used CAPT in the study to provide data that may enrich future classroom learning 

research for Saudi EFL. The experimental group's members were exposed to language 

training mirroring contexts that they might find in an academic setting, and this type of 

training showed effective results. The use of CAPT in this research confirms Halenko's 

(2021) finding that technology could enhance teaching pragmatic quality to non-native 

speakers, even in a short-term period. Also, this study agreed with similar other research 

confirming that technology can improve teaching and learning outcomes, such as in the 

studies of Butler (2015) and Sykes, Venkatesh, and Gosain (2009). The representation of 

CAPT scenarios can be manipulated to be used in classroom teaching and in testing non-

native speakers to tailor situations that may be suitable to each context need ed to be 

taught. Up to this date, no other EFL Saudi study has applied this data collection tool in 

using CAPT scenarios in teaching and testing, which can provide a complete set of 

explicit instructions and testing to improve the pragmatic competence of the students. 

The results of this study can be interesting to second language teachers who teach English 

in a Saudi EFL setting. Teachers and instructors of English should be aware of the 

importance of the pragmatic scope of language and should introduce it to learners in 
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suitable and encouraging ways. Hence, the findings of this study urge course designers 

to improve the teaching materials of other guided second language teaching and learning 

programmes, especially by presenting formulaic expressions and understanding 

politeness strategies, which help in understanding the underlying meaning of some 

contexts. In the next section, I discuss limitations and recommendations for future studies. 

8.3.Limitations  

The challenge faced in this research was gender limitation, which resulted from gender 

segregation in Saudi universities. Therefore, the findings of this study cannot be 

generalised to all other learner groups and settings, which agree with the findings in 

Alamr's (2019) study. Some studies found that there are differences in understanding the 

pragmatic aspect between males and females. One study was conducted by Mirzaei and 

Parhizkar (2021), where the male learners showed less interest in adapting to the L2, 

whereas the female learners tended to adjust to the L2 and try to understand the pragmatic 

aspects. Taguchi (2015) and Jeon and Kaya (2006) confirmed that expanding the range 

of L1 of various proficiency levels and ages and examining a range of different languages 

prevented a large concentration of studies employing university-level participants 

studying EFL. The challenges of developing pragmatic appropriacy are rarely discussed. 

As the pragmatic strategies' instruction was tried here with only one gender of students, 

it often cannot be used conclusively in decision-making to implement them further in 

real-time studies. Moreover, the strategies would differ from language to language and 

the necessary techniques used to improve pragmatic competence would not be related, as 

stated by Al Masaeed et al. (2018). 
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8.4.Recommendation for future studies 

As the current study sat a short period of intervention applied (ten-hour) just to show that 

the materials of CAPT can be implemented in an existing curriculum because this study 

was interested in showing pragmatic development in a short period (one month). So, I 

recommend other researchers set aside a longer time for the experiment and provide more 

materials in the instructional phase. Also, I would recommend setting a longer period for 

testing to see if the students can retain their development for longer, as Dalmau and Gotor 

(2007) and Kasper and Rose (2002) recommended. Also, I recommend testing the 

students every week or every couple of weeks, as suggested by Jeon and Kaya (2006), so 

the results show more details, especially in a longitudinal study that lasts longer than this 

study, as shown in the study of Wang and Halenko (2019). A more comprehensive study 

with multiple tests could indicate when the learners started to use and understand 

appropriate forms. This longitudinal study might show the critical learning time, which 

would show more benefits of the methods used in this study. 

Also, the instructions and test questions were based on a specific scenario so that the 

learner could observe the difference in their use of  speech acts, politeness strategies, and 

conversational implicatures. However, we cannot conclude that the implementation 

ability of a learner from a single scenario could reflect on other scenarios as well. The 

learners were able to easily understand the scenarios and produce effective results 

together, so specific scenarios and a distinctive question-based test would show more 

depth to the struggles faced by the learners. The difference in the usage of imperative 

words and strategies exhibits the appropriacy of the instruction's materials. However, 

these materials were exclusively chosen for the specific twelve scenarios and the 

questions for the pre-, post-, and delayed tests were based on the scenarios. I would also 
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recommend further scenarios to find situations recommended by the students 

participating in their research to reflect what they experience at their university.  

Another recommendation is related to obtaining the data is the source of the situations of 

the production and recognition tasks. As mentioned before, the scenarios were adopted 

from Cornbleet (2000), and they were tested as DCTs. So, I recommend that future 

studies to add a DCT form to compare it with the results of CAPT to show the results and 

benefits of using technology in testing. 

As mentioned before, this study adopted Halenko's (2017) CAPT instrument to instruct 

and test the students participating in this study. I followed her recommendations because 

she mentioned that she used high-status interlocutors and high imposition variables. In 

my research, I mixed the statuses of the people in the situations, so I had close friends, 

colleagues, and lecturers, and the participants in my study were exposed to different 

examples of the power of distance and role. However, this study needed more variables 

related to Saudi culture, such as segregation between females and males, so the situation 

should be more relevant to the culture to focus more on the interlanguage gap. 

Finally, I recommend exploring other pragmatic features, such as complaints or refusal, 

rather than focusing on a few aspects of speech acts. It was challenging to include all the 

areas involved in pragmatics, such as politeness strategies, speech acts and maxims. 

Future studies on Saudi students should focus more on one specific aspect, like refusal, 

to help the teachers prepare formulaic phrases that might help the students respond to 

situations more spontaneously and confidentially. 

8.5.Concluding remarks 

The present study has expanded the existing data concerning the impacts of explicit 

pragmatic instruction of appropriate pragmatic language choices on EFL Saudi female 
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students. It also examined the use of technology in the training materials to develop 

pragmatic competence. This study focused on explicitly introducing the underlying 

meaning of the utterances to produce appropriate utterances by raising the awareness of 

how to produce and understand appropriate pragmatic language choices that included 

features used by both L1 Saudi users and L1 English users, such as conversational 

implicatures and maxims, politeness strategies and direct/indirect requests. This study 

revealed that L2 learners require explicit instruction and teaching to notice and explore 

pragmatic interlanguage differences, especially concerning the understanding and 

production of the underlying meanings of the utterances, because being exposed to L2 

alone is not enough to use the second language in an appropriate way.  

In order to answer the first research question, an explicit set of instruction was given to 

the students, which was focused on developing the aspects of pragmatic appropriateness 

and linguistic expressions to improve their appropriate language production . Also, the 

explicit instruction created awareness of using the appropriate form of words in their 

conversation. 

Moreover, as observed in the pre-, post-, and delayed tests, the significant difference in 

the performance of the experimental group and control group demonstrated that these 

explicit instructions could improve students' pragmatic competence. In addition, the 

explicit instructions and the materials in the test were based on academic scenarios to 

encourage the usage of appropriate language. Students also exhibited the usage of more 

appropriate forms in the post- and delayed tests. This shows that they developed their 

pragmatic competence in their L2 as they had observed the difference during the course 

of the training and from the tests. 
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The interlanguage effects were observed among the students while using their 

conversational implicatures, politeness strategies, and requests. This indicates the 

influence of their L1 in L2, which might cause misunderstandings and even chaos.  The 

interlanguage effects are common among different language learners, as discussed in the 

study by Martinez & Hernández (2019). The students from the experimental group were 

able to understand the influence of their L1 while conversing in L2. Thus, they could 

show improvements in the post- and delayed tests. The study also showed that the usage 

of politeness strategies would improve the usage of the appropriate pragmatic language 

more among the experimental group. 

Moreover, Saudi EFL learners who are learning their L2 in their country face difficulties 

acquiring pragmatic standards of an English-speaking background, so they need specific 

guidance to help them use their L2 in appropriate contexts. Such guidance is not easy to 

carry out, and it needs experienced teachers, an appropriate environment and motivated 

students.   

Answering the second research question, from the results of the recognition task, the 

experimental group showed improvement, as they had gained procedural knowledge 

compared to the control group (see section 3.4.). However, the students from the 

experimental group did not retain their knowledge of the conversational implicatures in 

the long term. Which indicates the need for regular input and practice opportunities for 

long-term recognition of pragmatic knowledge. 

In line with the study by Son (2022), procedural knowledge was gained by the students 

who were taught in a constrained manner by choosing specific forms to develop. As 

declarative knowledge tends to transform into procedural knowledge, the analysis of 

declarative knowledge and procedural knowledge showed the importance of 
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understanding the role of declarative knowledge in the learning process. The control 

group in the research study produced lower results than those of the experimental group. 

They also showed consistency in their results, even in delayed tests, but they could not 

improve themselves. This indicates the importance of learning the linguistic and 

pragmatic aspects of a language in early stages of learning. This significant difference 

between the control and the experimental group satisfies the main aspect of the research 

study to compare receiving instruction verses exposure.  

Consequently, in this study I tried to draw attention to practical ways in which pragmatic 

instruction can help language teaching (see section 3.6.& 3.7.). I also showed the 

importance of developing pragmatic appropriateness and teaching formulaic expressions 

to the learners in real-time conversations as native speakers produced them (3.3.). Also, 

computer-aided teaching revealed some improvements in the students’ learning ability 

(see section 3.5.). Much like the study of Chen and Shuo (2018), this research also has 

tried to improve the students' pragmatic competence by implementing different strategies 

and analysing the pragmatic competence level of the students for further improvement. 

Moreover, creating awareness of teaching a language's pragmatic, linguistic, and 

sociopragmatic competence gives the learners confidence to participate in the learning 

process.  

Other researchers are encouraged to find more data to improve teaching English for non-

native speakers, especially from methodological and pedagogical viewpoints, to improve 

students' pragmatic ability and explore this field to enhance teaching English as a 

second/foreign language. Moreover, future studies could include other scenarios planned 

for long-term training, which might improve the linguistic and pragmatic competence of 

L2 learners. I suggest designing some scenarios that are aimed to test the preparedness 

and competence of EFL teachers and instructors in the Saudi context, to develop the 
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pragmatic competence elements in their students. In addition, as the study at hand focused 

on one group of learners, there is a need to explore the impact of such instructional 

teaching material on gender differences. Finally, as the development and transfer were 

within the Saudi policy and in line with the Kingdom’s 2030 Vision, it is important to 

evaluate the teaching materials provided to Saudi EFL students along with the different 

phases of education with appropriate pragmatic language choices required for better 

understanding and use of English.  

There were some practical issues that researchers may face if they wish to replicate my 

study. The first one is related to the participants. The primary sample of the students was 

over 200 female participants. However, this sample was reduced to 70 students because 

of the commitment issues of some of the participants. At the beginning of my journey to 

collect the data, I had to think about the dates in the academic calendar because I had to 

finish my data collection before the students' exams. Thus, I advise any researcher who 

may wish to replicate this study to consider these dates in the academic calendar. 

One the other hand, I faced another challenge when I was designing the characters in 

CAPT. As I mentioned in 5.6., I designed all the aspects of the scenarios presented to the 

students, from the character's gender to the hair colour and clothes. I also chose the voice 

of the characters as well as the accent. The real challenge was to rely on my imagination 

which took a long time. Each scene took two days to be completed. So, I would advise 

researchers who wish to replicate this study to take their time in these two steps in 

specific. 

To sum up, the primary purpose of this study was to investigate the effectiveness of 

explicit instruction in developing the understanding and production of B1 Saudi (Arabic 

native) speakers' appropriate pragmatic language choices in the English department in a 
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Saudi university. In doing so, it has added to knowledge in the field and contributed to 

future EFL pedagogy and research.  
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Appendix 1: Scheme of work for the Five-day, Ten-hour Explicit Instructional 

Period in the Pilot Study 

 

Session Experimental group Approx. time 

on task in 

hours 

Day 1 Giving an overview of pragmatics by introducing politeness 

theory, speech acts, cooperative principles and 

conversational implicatures.  

2 

Day 2 Authentic examples: inviting the students to provide 

examples that they misunderstood or realised their meaning 

late.  

1 

Cross-cultural pragmatics: Groups/pairs grade situations 

according to imposition / brevity of offence via discussion / 

oral response. Socio-cultural follow-up discussions. Saudi 

vs. UK differences. 

1 

Day 3 Examples: Brain storming situations may need to 

comprehend or produce conversational implicature with 

familiar settings provided (university, shop, in the street) 

1 

Discussion: Class discussion of how responses are different 

in different situations.  

1 

Day 4 Examples: Presenting computer-animated scenarios used in 

activity only and included in the test.  

1 
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Discussions: Discussion on appropriacy of language. 

Language focus. L1 transfer?  

1 

Day 5 Size of impositions: Discussions highlighting cultural 

comparisons and appropriate social behaviour in the UK. 

1 

Social differences: Discussion of appropriate situational 

language 

1 
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Appendix 2: The Teaching Materials from the Pilot Study: 

Day 1 

 i. Providing an overview of pragmatics by introducing politeness theory, speech acts, 

cooperative principles and conversational implicatures.  

ii. Discussion on what is pragmatics and why it is essential to develop an awareness of 

pragmatic competence?  

iii. Introduction to the speech acts theory with detailed instruction about the locutionary, 

illocutionary, and perlocutionary acts, which led to the discussion about the underlying 

meaning, such as requests, apologies, compliments, etc.  

iv.  Conduct of activities focused on pragmatics as applied in complaining, apologising, 

greeting, requesting, and giving explanations. These forms can be modified to other 

speech acts to increase learners’ pragmatic awareness and competence in different 

situations. The idea behind choosing these broad terms is not covering all the situations 

because it is impossible to include all the contexts, and it is more practical to give the 

learners the means they require to improve their pragmatic competence. In this way, the 

teachers can provide the learners with the methods of how to interact more productively 

and confidently in English. 

Day 2 

i. Introduction to authentic examples to clarify cross-cultural pragmatics. I presented 

authentic examples as what was suggested by Taguchi (2011). She had concentrated on 

the awareness-developing approach, which focuses on; social context, practical language 

use, and encouraging teaching materials that enhance pragmatic and intercultural 

competencies such as situations that the students may encounter in their everyday 

academic lives. Bolitho et al. (2003) suggested using text awareness, which means using 
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activities in the classroom that urge the students to notice the differences between spoken 

and written materials and relate these differences to their L1. One of the examples is: 

(Two teenage boys are talking to one another.) 

John: Hey Randy, that's SOME tie you're wearing! 

Randy: You like it? My grandmother gave it to me for my birthday...  

John: She really has a good sense of humour! 

Question: What do you think John is trying to tell Randy? 

a. He doesn't like the tie. 

b. He appreciates the fact that his grandmother has a sense of humour. 

c. The tie looks great because it is funny. 

d. Randy looks funny because he is wearing a tie. 

On the other hand, I covered topics about cross-cultural pragmatics for almost an hour.  

ii. Talking about different cultures and how people in these cultures can interpret 

situations differently (Hyland & Paltridge, 2011). One of the examples was linked to the 

phatic and real expressions such as the following example: 

How are you? To an English or Arab person, the answer should be phatic, 

whereas it is a real question that requires providing many details in French.  

 

Days 3, 4 

 On these two days, I enumerated some more examples, including some animated videos 

not included in the test and invited the students to show their understanding by reacting 

to some situations focusing on how they respond if they were in the same position.  In 

these two days, I focused on  

• Cross-cultural analyses and discussion of the appropriacy of sample conversational 

implicatures and speech acts that are practised in academic situations.  
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• Language focus on how to use typical lexical chunks in individual speech acts.  

• The students were invited to compare their knowledge with what they had learned 

in these sessions. 

Day 5 

i. Introduced the terms power, social distance, and the size of imposition, the three factors 

that speakers should consider while interacting with each other (Brown & Levinson, 

1987). Since the concept was foreign to the participants, I explained to them that ‘power’ 

implies the social status of the speaker and hearer, I provided examples while changing 

the interlocutor to let the students notice that we can use one sentence but change its 

meaning just by changing the person who had altered the sentence and  our relationship 

with the person who had presented this sentence. By ‘social distance’ the degree of 

familiarity between the interlocutors is implied. I further explained to them that in speech 

acts, one varies the linguistic forms to imply ‘respect, deference, and politeness’ (Kida, 

2011, p.183). Finally, the ‘magnitude of imposition’ is the extent of leverage that the 

speaker enjoys in terms of ability to impose his/ her ideas on others.  

It was expected from the fifteen assigned students in the experimental group to attend all 

the classes from day one until the last day for two hours every day. I had designed all the 

classroom materials to test them in this pilot study. At this stage, I played the role of a 

facilitator in all the discussions and material used in the classroom. I also was the director 

and corrector of the students' use of language. 
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Appendix 3: Sample of NS Raters’ Evaluation Sheet for Providing Criticism 

to a friend Scenario: inappropriate outfit in a graduation ceremony:  

Read the description of the scenario presented. Circle each response with a numeric score 

between 1-5, according to how appropriate you think each response is in the academic 

context provided.  

5 = I would feel completely satisfied with this response 

4 = I would feel very satisfied with this response 

3 = I would feel satisfied with this response 

2 = I would not feel particularly satisfied with this response 

1= I would not feel satisfied at all with this response  

 

Scenario (3) You and a friend are planning what to wear for the graduation 

ceremony. You think your friend’s skirt is too short and makes her look terrible.  

1. Err, you are beautiful but err when I see last last time.  

1 2 3 4 5 

 

2. Love it is not allowed to wear like this in here. 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

3. Sorry but you look terrible so change it.  

1 2 3 4 5 

 

4. Err it is not formal to wear this skirt so please change it. 

1 2 3 4 5 
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5. Oh my god, your clothes is short and not good. 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

6. Dear your skirt is not suitable for the occasion. 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

7. Your skirt is not acceptable.  

1 2 3 4 5 

 

8. This is good style, but I think it will be better if the more tall skirt.  

1 2 3 4 5 

 

9. You look beautiful but if you wear long skirt it is way better. 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

10. Oh, you look beautiful, but I prefer a long skirt on you. 

1 2 3 4 5 
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Appendix 4: CAPT Production Task 
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Appendix 5: CAPT Recognition Task 
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Appendix 6: Recognition Task 

 Conversational 

implicatures 

(Imposition (R)) 

Interlocutor  

(Social distance 

(D)/power (P)) 

The situation as seen by the students 

 

Scene 1   

noisy class  

 An order (+R) A lecturer 

(+D), (+P) 

Some students are taking in the lecture hall. The lecturer turns 

to them and says: I suggest you stop talking and pay attention 

This is: 

c) a suggestion 

d) an order 

Scene 2 

need to sit 

down  

Making a request 

(+R) 

 

A student 

(-D), (-P) 

A student’s coat is on the seat beside her which is the only 

available place in the crowded lecture hall. Another student 

comes up and says: 

Err… is that your coat? 

The student is: 

c) making a request 

d) asking for information 

Scene 3 

giving an 

opinion  

Add a point of 

disagreement.  

(-R) 

 

Colleagues  

(-D), (-P) 

In the course of a discussion, one of the groups starts by 

saying: Mm… I agree…. 

The speaker goes on to: 

c) add a point of disagreement  

d) explain her agreement  

Scene 4 

always late 

Making a criticism 

(+R) 

A tutor 

(+D), (+P) 

  A student who is always late to class arrives late yet again. 

The tutor says: Have you thought of buying a new alarm 

clock? 

The tutor is: 

c) making a recommendation  

d) making a criticism  
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Scene 5 

supervisor’s 

comment  

A criticism 

(+R) 

A supervisor 

(+D), (+P) 

A supervisor writes at the end of a student’s written 

assignment: This has been written about by more people than 

Austin and Brown, you know. 

This is: 

c) a comment 

d) a criticism  

Scene 6 

stop smoking  

Giving instruction. 

(+R) 

A porter 

(+D), (+P) 

A porter passes some student in the corridor and says: There’s 

no smoking in this building. 

The porter is: 

c) giving an instruction 

d) giving information. 

Scene 7 

a stressed 

friend  

Offering 

(-R) 

A fellow student 

(-D), (-P) 

In the computer centre, a student is having difficulty typing a 

document to meet a deadline. A fellow student says: I am 

quite fast at typing. 

The student is: 

c) boasting  

d) offering  
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Appendix 7: Participant Consent Form 

First version, 19/07/18:  

Research ethics approval number:  

Title of the research project: The Effect of Explicit Instruction on Developing Appropriate Spoken 

Pragmatic Language Choices in Female Saudi Arabian English as a Foreign Language Students 

Name of researcher: Albandary Alhammad 

               Please initial 

box 

1. I confirm that I have read and have understood the information sheet dated [19/07/18] 

for the above study, or it has been read to me. I have had the opportunity to consider 

the information, ask questions and have had these answered satisfactorily. 

2. I understand that taking part in the study involves [an audio recorded interview].  

 

3. I understand that my participation is voluntary and that I am free to stop taking part 

and can withdraw from the study at any time without giving any reason and without 

my rights being affected.  In addition, I understand that I am free to decline to answer 

any particular question or questions. 

4. I understand that I can ask for access to the information I provide, and I can request the 

destruction of that information if I wish at any time prior to [anonymization]. I 

understand that following [one week after collecting the recording] I will no longer 

be able to request access to or withdrawal of the information I provide. 

5. I understand that the information I provide will be held securely and in line with data 

protection requirements at the University of Liverpool until it is [fully anonymised] 

and then deposited in the [One Drive] for sharing and use by other authorised 

researchers to support other research in the future. 

6. I understand that signed consent forms and [original audio] will be retained in [the 

university of Liverpool OneDrive and only the researcher and her supervisor will 

be able to access these recording] until [the end and publication of this research].    

7. I agree to take part in the above study. 
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Participant name    Date   Signature 

 

__________________________  __________  ______________________ 

Name of person taking consent   Date   Signature 

Principal Investigator     Student Investigator 

[Dr Christian Jones]                 [Albandary Alhammad] 

[University of Liverpool, 

 Liverpool L69 3BX, United Kingdom]                [University of Liverpool, United 

Kingdom] 

 Liverpool L69 3BX, 

                                                                                                     [00966597669011] 

[+44 (0)151 794 2724]                                [00447380119444] 

[Christian.Jones2@liverpool.ac.uk]                               [A.alhammad@liverpool.ac.uk] 
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Appendix 8: Optional Statements (choose as appropriate) 

This section provides examples of statements that may be appropriate to specific types of studies; 

but which will not be appropriate to all studies. Please read the sections below carefully and 

consider which statements are relevant to include in your study. 

Situations where the participant information sheet has been read to aloud to the participant [add 

the following statement above the signature line] 

I have accurately read out the information sheet to the potential participant and, to the best of 

my ability, ensured that the participant understands to what they are freely consenting:  

Transferring personal data outside the EU 

I agree for my personal data to be transferred outside of the EU and I have been informed of 

the safeguards in place to protect my personal data when it is transferred. 

Open data and data sharing 

I understand that the information I provide will be held securely at the University of 

Liverpool until it is [fully anonymised] and then deposited for sharing and use by other 

authorised researchers to support other research in the future. 

I understand that other authorised researchers may use my words in publications, reports, 

webpages, and other research outputs, only if they agree to preserve the confidentiality of 

the information as requested in this form.  

I understand that personal information collected about me that can identify me, such as my 

name or where I live, will not be shared beyond the study team.  

Audio / video recordings  

I understand and agree that my participation will be [audio recorded / video recorded] and 

I am aware of and consent to your use of these recordings for the following purposes: [To 

see the effects of explicit instruction on producing and understanding appropriate 

language choices] 

Storage of documents 

I understand that signed consent forms and [original audio/video recordings/ 

questionnaires] will be retained in [using One Drive] until [until publishing the thesis].    

I understand that a transcript of my interview will be retained for [until the end of the study].  

Exclusion criteria 
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I understand that I must not take part if… [list exclusion criteria, for example pregnancy]. 

Risk to participants 

I understand that taking part in the study has [description of risk] as a potential risk. 

Affording participants the opportunity to receive a copy of the report 

The information you have submitted will be published as a report; please indicate whether 

you would like to receive a copy 

Confidentiality of the data 

I understand that my responses will be kept strictly confidential. I give permission for 

members of the research team to have access to my fully anonymised responses. I understand 

that my name will not be linked with the research materials, and I will not be identified or 

identifiable in the report or reports that result from the research.  

I understand that confidentiality and anonymity will be maintained, and it will not be possible 

to identify me in any publications. 

Disclosure of criminal activity  

I understand that the confidentiality of the information I provide will be safeguarded and 

won’t be released without my consent unless required by law. I  understand that if I disclose 

information which raises considerations over the safety of myself or the public, the researcher 

may be legally required to disclose my confidential information to the relevant authorities.  

Use of quotes and fully identifiable information 

I agree that my information can be quoted in research outputs such as [list research outputs]. 

I would like my name used and I understand and agree that what I have said or written as 

part of this study will be used in reports, publications and other research outputs so that 

anything I have contributed to this project can be recognised. 

 I agree that my real name can be used for quotes. 

Health-related findings in research 

I agree for my GP to be contacted if any unexpected results are found in relation to my health. 

Re-contacting participants for the purpose of inviting them to take part in future studies 

I agree to being contacted at a later date and invited to take part in future studies. I understand 

that I am only agreeing to receive information and I am under no obligation to take part in 

any future studies. If you decide not to consent to being contacted in the future it will not 
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have any influence on your involvement in this particular research study [and will not affect 

any standard of care that you receive (if relevant)]. 

For human material projects only: 

I agree to gift my samples to University of Liverpool, and I consent to the storage and use of 

my samples for future unspecified research, including genetic analysis.  

I agree to gift my samples to University of Liverpool, and I consent to the storage and use of 

my samples for future unspecified research. 

The potential benefits of storing my [sample] for future research have been explained to me 

and I consent to the use of my [sample] with ethical committee approval:  

I. For future similar studies  

II. For future unspecified research 

III. For future unspecified studies including genetic analysis* [if appropriate] 

IV. For future unspecified studies including commercial research* [if appropriate] 

V. For future unspecified studies including non-human models* [if appropriate] 

VI. I do not wish my [Sample] to be used for any purpose other than this study. 

I understand that I will not profit from any commercial research involving my [sample]. 

I agree to being contacted at a later date and invited to take part in future studies of a similar 

nature. 

 

I understand that I am only agreeing to receive information and I am under no obligation to 

take part in any future studies. If you decide not to consent to being contacted in the future, 

it will not have any influence on your involvement in this particular research study [and will 

not affect any standard of care that you receive. 

I agree to being contacted at a later date and invited to take part in future studies. I understand 

that I am only agreeing to receive information and I am under no obligation to take part in 

any future studies. If you decide not to consent to being contacted in the future it will not 

have any influence on your involvement in this particular research study [and will not affect 

any standard of care that you receive].  
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I agree that my current and historical medical records may be accessed for the purpose of this 

study/this and future studies by members of the NHS Trust or regulatory authorities.  

I understand that any samples or information given to research groups will be anonymised 

and my identity will be protected.  

I understand that I am free to withdraw my consent and request destruction of my [sample] 

without giving a reason and without my medical treatment or legal rights being affected. 
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Appendix 9: Example participant consent forms 

Examples of participant consent forms can be accessed through the following links:  

• Health Research Authority 

• UK Data Service 

Examples of age-appropriate consent forms for children can be found using the below resources: 

• Health Research Authority 

• Global Kids Online 

University of Liverpool example child assent form 

A bit for the researcher / your class teacher / your parent or guardian to fill in 

I have witnessed ________________________________ give their verbal assent to participating in this 

study.  

Name and occupation (researcher/teacher/parent or guardian) of witness: 

 

Signature: __________________________________________________________________ 

 

Date: ______________________________________________________________________ 

  

http://www.hra-decisiontools.org.uk/consent/examples.html
https://www.ukdataservice.ac.uk/manage-data/legal-ethical/consent-data-sharing/consent-forms
http://www.hra-decisiontools.org.uk/consent/examples.html
http://globalkidsonline.net/tools/qualitative/
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Appendix 10: Pilot Study (Production task SPSS) 

  

Pre-test 

 

 

Post-test 

 

Delayed test 

Q.1 .702c .708c .604c 

Q.2  .752c .765c .893c 

Q.3 .805c .550c .941c 

Q.4 .669c .819c .745c 

Q.5 .751c .820c .752c 

Q.6 .807c .749c .680c 

Inter-rater reliability, the interclass correlation coefficient 
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Appendix 11: Sample of Instructional Materials (day 1) 

 

 

Communication Skills 

.Ask your teacher for a deadline 

extension. 

.Ask your friend for money to borrow. 

.Ask your friend to show you her 

assignment. 

.Ask your teacher to lower hr voice.  

What would you say? 

1. You are lost. You find people in 

the cafeteria. What would you 

say? 

2. You did not do your homework. 

Your friend who knows the answer 

passes by you. What would you 

say? 

3. You want to leave the class 

early. You go to your teacher and 

say? 

 

1.You are lost in the building, and you 

find people in the cafeteria. What 

would you say? 
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2. You did not do your 

homework. Your friend who 

knows the answer passes by 

you. What would you say? 

3. You want to leave the class 

early. You go to your teacher and 

say? 

Possible answer 1 

1. Do you mind telling me where 

the lap is? 

 

 

Possible answer 2 

I was wondering if you could help me 

with my homework please?  

2. Would it be possible to help me with 

my homework? 

Possible answers 3 

1. I was wondering if you could let 

me leave the class early today? 

2. Would it be possible to let me 

leave early because I have an 

appointment?   

Responding to requests 

Yes, sure! 

No problem! 

Of course! 

 

 

Sorry but…. 

I’m afraid…. 

 

  



DEVELOPING APPROPRIATE PRAGMATIC LANGUAGE CHOICES                                                      308 
 

Appendix 12: Production Task 

 Conversational 

implicatures 

(Imposition (R)) 

Interlocutor  

(Social 

distance 

(D)/power (P)) 

Situation as seen by the students  

Scene 1   

Eating in the 

classroom  

Order (+R) A supervisor’s 

message  

(-D), (+P) 

 

Your supervisor has asked you, as the group 

representative, to tell the class that students 

are not allowed to eat or drink in the 

classroom. As you enter the room to tell them, 

everyone is eating/ drinking. 

Scene 2 

Annoying 

neighbour   

Complain (+R) A neighbour   

(+D), (-P) 

 

In your accommodation, the person next door, 

who you don’t know very well, is playing the 

radio loudly. You can’t study, and so you go 

and knock on the door. 

Scene 3 

A friend who is 

embarrassing 

herself   

Advice/ criticise  

(+R) 

A friend   

(-D), (-P) 

 

You and a friend are planning what to wear 

for the graduation ceremony. You think your 

friend’s skirt is too short and makes her look 

terrible. 

Scene 4 

busy friend  

Request  

(+R) 

A busy friend   

(-D), (-P) 

 

You are having trouble getting the computer 

printer to work. Your friend is very busy but 

knows all about computers. 

Scene 5 

a tourist advice  

  

Advise / 

recommend   

(-R) 

A fellow friend 

(-D), (-P) 

 

A fellow student is going on holiday to the 

place you visited last year but does not know 

where to stay. You know an excellent hotel 

there. 

Scene 6 

providing wrong 

information   

Interruption/ 

criticise  

(+R) 

A friend  

(-D), (-P) 

 

One of your friends tells a group of you that 

20% of the students at your university are 

from overseas, but you know it is 10%. 
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Appendix 13: Participant information sheet 

 

Foundation Building 

Brownlow Hill 

Liverpool 

L69 7ZX 

T +44(0) 151 794 6929  

F +44(0) 151 794 2260 

www.liverpool.ac.uk 

1. Title of Study 
The Effect of Explicit Instruction on Developing Appropriate Spoken Pragmatic Language Choices in 

Female Saudi Arabian English as a Foreign Language Students 

2. Version Number and Date 

 

This is the first version which is created on the 18/07/18. 

 

3. Invitation Paragraph 
You are being invited to participate in a research study. Before you decide whether 
to participate, it is important for you to understand why the research is being done 

and what it will involve. Please take time to read the following information carefully 
and feel free to ask us if you would like more information or if there is anything that 

you do not understand. Please also feel free to discuss this with your friends and 
relatives if you wish. We would like to stress that you do not have to accept this 

invitation and should only agree to take part if you want to. 

Thank you for reading this. 

4. What is the purpose of the study? 
The purpose of the study is to observe the effects of giving instruction of how to understand the indirect 

meaning of the provided utterances on enhancing the learning experience of non-native speakers of English.  

5. Why have I been chosen to take part? 

I have chosen you because you are a non-native speaker of English who got at least 5 in your IELTS but 
not more than 6. You will be participating in this experiment with 69 more students who have the same 

quality as you. 

6. Do I have to take part? 
The participation in this experiment is voluntary and that participants are free to withdraw their 

participation at any time, without explanation, and without incurring a disadvantage.  

7. What will happen if I take part? 

• what the methods are 
You will be watching 12 videos, then toward the end of each video you will be asked to provide a recoded 

response in a specific time. 

• who the researchers are 
I am a PhD student from Liverpool University. I have conducted this study to obtain a PhD degree in 

Philosophy. 

• who will be carrying out the procedure  

I am, the main researcher will carry out the procedure of collecting the data and giving the instructions etc. 

• what the duration / frequency of the procedure is 
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The pre-test, post-test and delay test will take 20 minutes each. For 35 of the 70 students there will be 10 
hours trying in five days before thy take their post-test. The delay test will be taken after four weeksfrom 

taking the post-test. 

• what the participant’s responsibilities a re 
If they agree to attend the first test, they should attend the rest of test. I have to mention that the participants 

are free to withdraw at any time. 

8. How will my data be used? 

“The University processes personal data as part of its research and teaching activities 
in accordance with the lawful basis of ‘public task’, and in accordance with the 
University’s purpose of “advancing education, learning and research for the public 

benefit.  

Under UK data protection legislation, the University acts as the Data Controller for 
personal data collected as part of the University’s research. The [Principal 

Investigator / Supervisor] acts as the Data Processor for this study, and any queries 
relating to the handling of your personal data can be sent to [ Principal Investigator 

/ Supervisor contact details].  

Further information on how your data will be used can be found in the table below”. 

How will my data be collected? At first, it will be recorded then the researcher will transcribe 

it. 

How will my data be stored? In the university's one drive. 

How long will my data be stored for? Until the end of the research. 

What measures are in place to protect 
the security and confidentiality of my 

data? 

The collected data will be encrypted by a password so no one 
will be able to see these transcriptions expect the researcher 

and her supervisor. 

Will my data be anonymised? yes 

How will my data be used? It will be used to see the frequency of using direct and indirect 

speech and how indirectness being understood. 

Who will have access to my data? The researcher and her supervisor only. 

Will my data be archived for use in 

other research projects in the future? 
No  

How will my data be destroyed? All the recordings and their transcriptions will be deleted as 

soon as the researcher takes the results of the study. 

 

9. Are there any risks in taking part? 
If any of the participants perceived any disadvantage or experienced any discomfort as part of the research 

that this should be made known to the researcher immediately. 

10. Are there any benefits in taking part? 
The benefits you may gain of this experiment is that if I proved that giving instruction helps the learning 

experience, you would help me in convincing the people who are responsible for teaching English to non-
native speakers that language canters should teach how to be aware of pragmatics competence along with 

necessary skills of English.  

11. What will happen to the results of the study? 

The results will be published. The participants will not be identifiable from the results. 

12. What will happen if I want to stop taking part? 
 The participants can withdraw their participation in the study at any time, without explanation. Results up 
to the period of withdrawal may be used, if participants are happy for this to be done. Otherwise, 

participants may request that the results are destroyed, and no further use is made of them. The results are 

anonymised so that results may only be withdrawn prior to anonymisation. 
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If the participants wish to withdraw their information, they should contact the researcher whom information 

is provided at the end of this page. 

13. What if I am unhappy or if there is a problem? 
If you are unhappy, or if there is a problem, please feel free to let us know by contacting [ Principal 
Investigator name and number] and we will try to help. If you remain unhappy or have a complaint which 

you feel you cannot come to us with then you should contact the Research Ethics and Integrity Office at 
ethics@liv.ac.uk. When contacting the Research Ethics and Integrity Office, please provide details of the 

name or description of the study (so that it can be identified), the researcher involved, and the details of 

the complaint you wish to make. 

The University strives to maintain the highest standards of rigour in the processing of your data. However, 

if you have any concerns about the way in which the University processes your personal data, it is important 
that you are aware of your right to lodge a complaint with the Information Commissioner's Office by calling 

0303 123 1113.”” 

14. Who can I contact if I have further questions? 

Principal Investigator: Albandary Alhammad 

00447380119444 

00966597669011 

A.Alhammad@liverpool.ac.uk 

Contact details of investigatory team: 

 

Dr Christian Jones 

+44 (0)151 794 2724  

Christian.Jones2@liverpool.ac.uk 

 

mailto:ethics@liv.ac.uk
mailto:A.Alhammad@liverpool.ac.uk

