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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION
Have you been in a situation where you could not ask for something that you
wanted or needed? Have you ever felt ashamed when you said something
inappropriately? Non-native speakers (NNSs) who are studying English in an Englishspeaking environment need to make requests in English every day in order to get what
they want or need. These NNSs might have the ability to make their requests in a
grammatically correct way, but if their requests are not made appropriately,
communication breakdown can result, which can be embarrassing for the student. When
a listener does not understand or is offended by what a student is requesting, the student
may not get what he or she wanted or needed.
I am studying the speech act (Searle, 1970) of making requests in English because
I want to determine the benefits of directly teaching pragmatics to NNSs in order to
demonstrate that it is very important for English as a Second Language (ESL) teachers to
directly teach pragmatic concepts to NNSs. I hope to discover if, as a result of online
direct instruction, NNSs will gain confidence in their ability to make requests in English
that are pragmatically appropriate and that use appropriate linguistic forms as perceived
by native speakers (NSs) of English.
Interlanguage Pragmatics
As defined by Gass and Selinker, interlanguage (IL) pragmatics is the study of
how people learn to speak appropriately in a second language (2001). It is not enough
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just to learn the grammar rules of a language; it is essential for NNSs to learn to use
language that is appropriate for a situation or social context (Eslami-Rasekh, 2005;
Taguchi, 2006). For example, if a speaker wanted to make a request to ask for something
from a close friend, she would ask differently than if she were making a request to ask for
something from a teacher or another authority figure. If learners do not learn to use
language in a pragmatically appropriate way, pragmatic failure or misfits between the
speaker’s intended meaning and what is actually understood by the listener can occur
(Cohen, 2008).
In the field of linguistics, the term ‘speech act’ has been defined by Searle (1970).
The term is used to refer to how the words that a speaker chooses to use affect the
behavior of the speaker and the listener in a conversation (Crystal, 1997). A speech act is
an activity in communication that refers to the speaker’s intentions and the effect that the
speech act has on the listeners. Categories of speech acts include directives (such as
commanding or requesting), commissives (such a promising or guaranteeing),
expressives (such as apologizing, welcoming or sympathizing), declarations (such as
christening, marrying or resigning) and representatives (such as asserting or
hypothesizing).
Each culture has preferred or expected ways of approaching each of these speech
acts. If NNSs choose to use a form that is not appropriate in the cultural setting they are
in, miscommunication can occur. Teachers can prepare lessons for their NNSs that focus
on language functions including complaining, thanking, apologizing, refusing, requesting
and inviting. If teachers directly teach these language functions to students, students will
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learn that they should consider the pragmatic force of their utterances. NNSs have learned
how to use the language functions appropriately when their language will not be
considered too abrupt or rude by native speakers. (Gass & Selinker, 2001)
Making a request is a face-threatening act (FTA); that is, when a request is made,
the speaker demands that the listener should take some action. The request will be
helpful for the speaker, but there will usually be a cost for the listener. There is a
potential threat to the listener’s face because the way that the listener responds to the
request could affect her image in the society. If a request is made in a pragmatically
appropriate way, the burden for the listener is minimized and yet the speaker still receives
what he or she wants or needs (Jae-Suk, 1999). If NNSs can learn to make requests
politely, their relationship with the listener can be maintained (Kitao, 1988), pathways for
communication will remain open and the NNS is more likely to receive the item that she
was requesting.
Role of the Researcher
The role of the researcher was to conduct a study about IL pragmatics focusing
specifically on the speech act of making requests in English. The researcher explored the
benefits of the direct teaching of pragmatics to NNSs in order to demonstrate that it is
very important for ESL teachers to directly teach pragmatic concepts about making
requests in English to NNSs.
The researcher invited participants who have a first language other than English to
participate in this study. Participants received online invitations to participate in the
research. If they chose to participate, they then viewed a website designed by the
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researcher. Participants then responded to a questionnaire about their prior knowledge of
pragmatics and took a pragmatics pre-test in order to determine their initial understanding
of pragmatics. The participants then went through a series of online pragmatics lessons
designed by the researcher. Finally, they took a post-test and responded to a postinstruction questionnaire. The researcher compared the data from the pre-test and the
post-test to determine if the participants’ ability to make pragmatically appropriate
requests in English had improved with the direct teaching. The researcher also analyzed
the responses to the post-instruction questionnaire in order to determine if the participants
indicated that they felt more comfortable with their ability to make pragmatically
appropriate requests in English after the direct teaching.
Background of the Researcher
As a young American college graduate, I moved to Prague, Czech Republic, to
teach English. Before I moved to Prague, I was hoping to fit into Czech society because
I had studied beginner-level Czech and I had assumed that my level of competence in
Czech would be sufficient. But my lack of appropriate language knowledge became very
apparent when I needed to make requests in Czech. For example, I would go to the
grocery store and would try to ask for something from behind the deli counter, but instead
of being offered the lunchmeat that I wanted, I was met with a blank stare and was
ignored. That was an awful feeling. Instead of maintaining an open pathway for
communication with the person I was interacting with, which would have been possible if
communication breakdown had not occurred, I felt immobilized and I wanted to run away
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and hide. I was not used to feeling incompetent while trying to make simple requests.
Not being able to ask for and receive what I wanted was a very humbling experience.
Before I arrived in Prague I had assumed that while living in the Czech Republic I
would be able to get around in my new neighborhood, make friends and participate in the
everyday local Czech culture. I had grown up in a Czech-American community and had
studied some beginning level Czech (one of my “heritage languages”) at a local CzechAmerican cultural center before I left to teach English in Prague. I did not foresee that I
would not be able to fit in as easily as I had hoped. I was disappointed to realize that
instead of feeling accepted and connected to the local Czech culture, I sometimes felt
quite inept and out of place. It was a scary thing to sense that I did not have the ability or
control to get around in everyday situations as I was used to being able to do in my home
country. I had assumed that everyone would be patient and kind to me there and that they
would take the time to understand me even if my Czech language skills were not perfect.
I believe that if I had received more instruction in how to make requests
appropriately in Czech, I would not have experienced as much communication
breakdown. My experiences sparked an interest in learning if NNSs who are studying
English could be taught about pragmatics, specifically if they could be taught how to
make appropriate requests in English, so that they would not have to experience the same
feelings of shame and embarrassment that I went through.
Assumptions and Biases
Before beginning this research study, the researcher assumed that each individual
would have similar rules for how to interact with others in a conversation. She assumed
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that it was not desirable for a speaker to insult a listener and that the speaker would do
whatever she could to maintain a positive relationship with the listener. This bias
probably stemmed from the researcher’s context of growing up in the Upper Midwest
region in America in the state of Minnesota. This state is known for interactions in which
people express themselves in a way that is “Minnesota nice,” meaning that the people
who live in this state have gained a reputation for responding in an overly courteous and
modest way (White, 2000).
Guiding Questions
The researcher studied how NNSs can be taught to make pragmatically
appropriate requests in English. There were three main guiding questions for this
research study: 1) Does online direct instruction of pragmatically appropriate ways to
make requests in English help NNSs improve their pragmatic knowledge? 2) Does
online direct instruction of pragmatically appropriate ways to make requests in English in
specific scenarios benefit NNSs? 3) Do NNSs feel more confident about their ability to
make pragmatically appropriate requests after receiving online direct instruction in
pragmatics?
Summary
In this study I focused on how direct teaching can help NNSs make requests in a
pragmatically appropriate manner. If NNSs are taught only grammar concepts in English
and they are not taught about pragmatic concepts, such as how to appropriately make a
request in English, the result could be pragmatic failure. This can lead to communication
breakdown. If communication breakdown occurs, the relationship between the speaker
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and the listener can be jeopardized and the NNS may not receive what he or she wanted
or needed. However, if NNSs are directly taught how to make requests in a
pragmatically appropriate way, they will be more likely to experience successful
communication, the relationship between the speaker and the listener will be established
and maintained and the NNSs will receive what they wanted or needed.
Chapter Overviews
In the first chapter of this research, the topic of pragmatics was introduced and the
purpose of the study, that NNSs need to be directly taught how to make pragmatically
appropriate requests in English, was described. The significance and need for the study
were also highlighted, which were that without direct instruction in pragmatics NNSs will
be much more likely to experience pragmatic failure, suffer embarrassment, experience
communication breakdown and not get what they want or need. The context for the study
was explained, which stemmed from the researcher’s experiences with pragmatic failure
and communication breakdown. The background of the researcher was provided and
information about the assumptions and biases that the researcher holds about this topic
were described.
In the following chapters, the topic of helping NNSs learn to make pragmatically
correct requests in English will be examined further. In Chapter Two, a literature review
will be provided including studies relevant to the definition of pragmatics, difficulties
NNSs have with pragmatics and methods of instruction that have been effective for
teaching pragmatics. Chapter Three describes the research design and the research
methods used in the present study. In Chapter Four an overview of the results of this

8

study is given. Chapter Five presents a reflection about the findings of this research
study including the limitations and the suggestions for additional research.
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW
The purpose of this study is to determine if online direct instruction is effective in
helping NNSs learn to make pragmatically appropriate requests in English. Studying
pragmatics is important for NNSs so that they will be able to make requests in
pragmatically appropriate ways, which will help them to avoid pragmatic failure.
Through this study I provide direct instruction to NNS participants through an online
series of pragmatics lessons. The overall goal of the study is to help NNSs learn to make
pragmatically appropriate requests in English so that they can avoid communication
breakdown.
In this chapter, the following topics will be covered: the definition and importance
of IL pragmatics, the difficulties that NNSs have with pragmatics, and methods of
instruction that have been helpful for teaching pragmatics. Additional subtopics will also
be discussed, including reasons why studying pragmatics is important for
communication, a comparison of the effects of direct and indirect methods of teaching
pragmatics, communication breakdown, the value of explicit instruction, and role-plays
as a type of pragmatics assessment.
Interlanguage Pragmatics
According to Bardovi-Harlig & Dörnyei, the term pragmatics refers to the level of
appropriateness of the words that are used in a specific situation, with specific speakers
and with specific content (1998). This type of knowledge about how to use language is
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essential for NNSs to enable them to choose the words and manner of expressing these
words that is appropriate for a particular situation. Pragmatics can also be explained as a
study of language from the point of view of the listeners and speakers, especially
focusing on the choices that are made, the constraints that are encountered in social
interactions, and the effects the language has on the participants. (Crystal, 1997). As
Gass and Selinker (2001) explain, IL pragmatics is the study of how people learn to speak
appropriately in a second language (L2) context. The pragmatics used in the L2 context
may be different from the pragmatics used in their first language.
Pragmatic Competence in Interlanguage
Pragmatic competence in IL is defined as the ability of a NNS to speak, listen and
understand the meaning of what is happening in a social interaction in the L2 (Taguchi,
2011). If a NNS is performing the speech act of making a request in English, it is not
enough for the NNS to know the words to say. He or she must also know how to use the
language in a way that will be perceived as appropriate in the particular context in which
the request is being made.
The ability of an NNS to choose words and express these words in a
pragmatically appropriate way is separate from his or her knowledge of the meaning of
the individual words. Pragmalinguistics is knowledge of language, including knowledge
of grammar and syntax, and strategies needed to perform language functions (Taguchi,
2011.) For example, a NNS who has pragmalinguistic skills would know that an
appropriate way to ask for a bowl of soup at a restaurant would be “May I have a bowl of
soup, please?” instead of “Give me a bowl of soup now.” In contrast, sociopragmatics is
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the ability to understand the context of a situation and to be able to select from the
functional language options that are possible for that situation in order to communicate in
an appropriate manner in a social context (Taguchi, 2011). To utilize sociopragmatic
knowledge, a person must consider the norms of behavior that are appropriate in the
cultural context. The NNS should take into account factors such as the age, gender,
social class, occupation, role and status of both the listener and the speaker in the
interaction. (Alcón, 2010). For example, a NNS who was utilizing her sociopragmatic
skills would know that it would not be appropriate to ask for permission to sharpen a
pencil while the teacher was lecturing. Researchers highlight that both pragmalinguistics
and sociopragmatics are necessary for a NNS to be pragmatically competent in the target
language (Taguchi, 2011; Takimoto, 2007).
As NNSs gain basic interpersonal communication skills (BICS) and cognitive
academic language proficiency (CALP) in English, another area that NNSs need to
become proficient in is pragmatics, which is one of the multiple aspects of language
knowledge and competence that NNSs need to be successful (Taguchi, 2006). One main
aspect of language that NNSs must develop is strategic competence in language, which is
defined as goal setting, assessment and planning. For example, a NNS who had this
competence would think about the aim of her request, the participants involved in the
request-making situation and the words that she should use to help her obtain her request.
A second aspect of language that NNSs need to develop is language knowledge, which
she describes as organizational and pragmatic knowledge. For example, a NNS who was
using this type of knowledge would consider the options for the possible ways to make
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the request and would select the most appropriate option to use to obtain her request and
maintain relationships in the situation. Several researchers have estimated that it can take
ten years or more for NNSs to learn to speak in a pragmatically appropriate way,
considering all of the possible situations in which a person might interact with others
(Cohen, 2008; Halenko & Jones, 2011). Halenko and Jones state that some NNSs do not
ever fully achieve proficiency in pragmatics (2011). Soler (2005) agrees that as NNSs
reside in the L2 environment for a longer period of time and their L2 proficiency
improves, their speech will be seen as increasingly polite when they are performing
speech acts such as making requests in the target language. NNSs can begin by learning
pragmatically appropriate words, phrases and sentences in the L2. As their language
ability develops, the NNSs can continually improve in their ability to use pragmatically
appropriate language in interactions in various request-making situations that they might
encounter.
Speech acts. Searle (1970) was the first to define the ‘speech act.’ He claimed that by
speaking any language, a person is participating in an activity that is bound by certain
rules. He proposed that “all linguistic communication involves linguistic acts” and that
speech acts are “the basic or minimal units of linguistic communication.” (Searle, 1970,
p. 16) He suggested that when a speaker produces an utterance under certain conditions,
it is a speech act. The units of linguistic communication used in speech acts are the
symbols, words and sentences that are intentionally used by humans for communication.
He contrasts these intentional instances of human communication with unintentional
happenings that could have naturally occurred, such as the noise of the wind or the mark
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produced from something accidentally spilling on a paper, even if these noises or marks
might seem to resemble human communication in some way. Thus, speech acts are
intentional linguistic acts performed by humans for the purpose of communication.
Types of speech acts include requests, apologies, refusals, compliments, advice,
agreements/disagreements, suggestions, complaints and gratitude (Cohen, 2008; Roever,
2011). Much research has been conducted on these types of speech acts, but the most
commonly studied speech acts are requests and apologies (Roever, 2011). In the present
research study, the speech act of making a request will be the focus.
The speech act has been found valuable as a unit of language for analysis in
various studies, including the well-known Cross Cultural Speech Act Realization Project
(CCSARP) study (Blum-Kulka, House, & Kasper, 1989). The CCSARP study was an
inter-language and intra-language project that focused on comparing eight languages or
cultural varieties of languages. The languages and language varieties that were included
in the CCSARP project were Australian English, American English, British English,
Canadian French, Danish, German, Hebrew and Russian. The project aimed to determine
if there are basic pragmatic features for speech acts, such as making requests, which a
person could expect to be present in any language. Three main options for making
requests were studied which are the direct, conventionally indirect and nonconventionally indirect request-making options. (Blum-Kulka & Olshtain, 1984). As in
the CCSARP study, the present research study includes participants from many cultural
backgrounds and aims to determine how language is used to make requests and the
variables that affect the use of the language in request-making situations.
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Requests
As defined by Rose (1999), requests are utterances that attempt to get a person to
perform an action. Requests are made before an event happens. They are made to cause
an event to happen or to change the course of an event. Requests are verbal or non-verbal
expressions of something that the speaker wants the listener to do. They call for action
that will be performed at a cost to the listener. Requests that are easy for a listener to
fulfill are not as costly as requests that are more difficult for a listener to fulfill, which are
more costly.
Because requests require action by the listener that will happen in the future, there
is more cost involved for the listener than for other types of speech-acts like apologies, in
which the cost is mostly on the speaker. Because requests are an imposition on the
listener, speakers often try to lessen the imposition on the listener. Speakers use various
methods to help to make the request less costly, including alerters (address terms such as
saying the listener’s name), supportive moves (providing a reason for a request, checking
the availability of the listener, making a promise or making a threat), and request-making
strategies (changing the words used to make the request to be direct or indirect based on
the situation) (Blum-Kulka et al., 1989).
Cultural Appropriateness. Requests that would be pragmatically appropriate in one
culture could be inappropriate in another culture. As Taguchi (2006) suggests, the term
‘appropriateness’ includes three main components: knowledge of the language,
knowledge of what is customary in the society and the strategic competence to be able to
use these types of knowledge to converse effectively. These three main components are
defined further in that language knowledge includes both organizational knowledge and
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pragmatic knowledge. Organizational knowledge is defined as knowledge of grammar
and discourse, while pragmatic knowledge is defined as functional and sociolinguistic
knowledge. The third component is strategic competence, which is defined as the ability
to use goal setting, assessment and planning in a situation to communicate appropriately
(Bachman and Palmer as cited in Taguchi, 2006). Speakers need to consider these three
components to make sure that the language that they use is appropriate in the cultural
context in which they are trying to communicate.
Context factors. There are three main context factors that are essential for a speaker to
be aware of and to consider when making a request because they impact the way that the
speaker makes the request (Takimoto, 2007). The three main context factors that a
speaker needs to take into account in performing a speech act are the context factors of
relative power between the speaker and the listener, the degree of social distance and the
degree of imposition (Brown & Levinson, 1987; Dörnyei, 1998; Schmidt, 1993;
Takimoto, 2007). Jae-Suk (1999) also emphasized the importance of the role of social
and psychological distance in making requests, stating that situational factors such as age,
social status, familiarity and gender need to be considered.
The Importance of Pragmatics
Researchers have noticed that NNSs are not always able to produce language that
is pragmatically appropriate in English (Halenko & Jones, 2011; Jae-Suk, 1999).
However, appropriate use of language is essential for NNSs to be able to communicate
successfully with others in different cultural settings. For example, in their research
study on Chinese students studying English abroad, Halenko and Jones found that the
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students possessed high levels of knowledge of English grammar, but their pragmatic
awareness was not at the same level. The language that these NNSs used in the
classroom setting and in interactions outside of the classroom came across as being rude
because it did not fit in with the social and cultural norms of their target language
community at the college where they were studying. The NNSs were not aware of the
polite forms to use in English, which were different from the forms that they were used to
using in Chinese. The NNSs made their requests using linguistic choices that seemed too
abrupt or direct to English speakers in their college environment. The result was that
other students in the classes found it frustrating to work with these NNSs. Even when the
NNSs were attempting speech acts such as requesting information from a tutor, the tutors
who were trying to help them had a difficult time understanding what the NNSs were
saying. In the study performed by Halenko and Jones, the NNSs’ lack of IL pragmatic
skills made it difficult for them to make requests successfully in their English-speaking
environment (2011).
A similar study completed by Jae-Suk (1999) on NNSs’ ability to use
pragmatically appropriate language found that the Korean ESL students did not have the
pragmatic skills that were needed to use politeness strategies in the same way that NSs
would have. To make a request in English, a person needs to be able to use language that
is appropriate for the situation. In the study NSs and Korean ESL students were asked to
choose the appropriate politeness strategy to use in 12 different situations. When the
NNSs in the study attempted to perform the speech act of making a request in English,
they were not able to find language that was acceptable to use with NSs in the social and
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cultural context. The study was adapted from a similar study completed by Tanaka and
Kawade (1982) that also compared the politeness of NSs with ESL students. For the
scenarios used in the study, the social and psychological distance between the person
making the request and the person receiving the request varied. The study found that
Korean students did not respond in the same way as NSs in situations where the person
making the request and the person receiving the request were close friends. According to
the researchers, the NSs made the request using a higher degree of politeness than the
Korean students, due to the fact that in Korean culture the language that is used when
speaking to a friend does not require as high of a degree of politeness as speaking to
someone with more social and psychological distance. In this situation, the researchers
concluded that the culture of the Korean students interfered with their ability to choose an
appropriate way to make a request in comparison to a NS.
Saving face. According to Brown and Levinson (1987), all normally functioning adults
in a society have, and believe that others have, certain characteristics. One of these
characteristics is face. Brown and Levinson define face as “the public self-image that
every member wants to claim for himself.” (p. 61) Face is made up of two parts, which
are negative face and positive face. Negative face can be defined as “freedom of action
and freedom from imposition” (p. 61) or the hope that a person’s actions will not be
blocked by others. (p. 62) On the other hand, positive face can be defined as a person’s
positive self-image or personality that includes hope that her self-image will be
appreciated and approved of by other members of the society (p. 61) or the desire that
what a person wants will also be seen as desirable to at least some others. (p. 62)
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Brown and Levinson (1987) propose that a person’s face can be lost, kept or
improved in social interaction. When people interact, they continually pay attention to
the state of their face in the interaction. Usually, people assume that those around them
will help them to maintain their own face. This is because if a person’s face is
threatened, that person will most likely try to defend their own face, which will
consequently cause a threat to the other person’s face. Thus, people usually try to help
each other maintain face in their interactions to avoid a conflict or a face-threatening act
(FTA.) The authors claim that the need to maintain face in interactions is universal.
However, it is noted that the concept of what makes up a person’s face may be different
in different cultures, depending on the definition of what a person’s personality is thought
to include in a culture.
When a person makes a request it is a FTA; the request that the speaker is making
always poses some threat to the listener who is trying to maintain her face in the
interaction and in the society (Jae-Suk, 1999). If a speaker makes a request in a culturally
and linguistically polite way, she helps the listener to save face by causing less
interruption to the life of the listener. However, if the speaker does not approach the
listener in a culturally and linguistically polite way, the FTA could cause damage to the
listener’s face in the society. By making a request in a polite way, the speaker is able to
lower the level of imposition that the listener feels, which helps the listener save face and
the speaker to receive what she requested. When speakers make requests politely, they
are able to preserve their relationship with the listeners instead of causing a break in the
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relationship because of the FTA. This concept of saving face is particularly important in
Asian cultures, but also applies to other cultural contexts.
In this section IL pragmatics has been discussed. Studies have been reviewed
about the time that it takes for NNSs to develop pragmatics, the speech act of making a
request, appropriateness, context factors to consider when making a request and the
importance of pragmatics for communication. This research provides a background for
the next section of this paper, which will focus on the difficulties that NNSs have with
pragmatics.
Difficulties Non-Native Speakers Have With Pragmatics
Awareness
Takimoto (2007) argues that there is a progression of pragmatic competence in
which NNSs first need to understand sociopragmatic concepts, after which they can learn
pragmalinguistic concepts. Taguchi (2011) defines pragmalinguistics as the knowledge
of language, including knowledge of grammar and syntax, and the strategies that are
needed to perform language functions. The researcher defines sociopragmatics as the
ability to understand the context in which the language is used and to select from the
functional language options that are possible for the situation in order to communicate in
an appropriate manner. Once NNSs have grasped these concepts, they can be taught to
begin to recognize their own pragmatic errors. If, however, NNSs are indirectly exposed
to sociopragmatic and pragmalinguistic rules, such exposure does not ensure that they
can apply the rules that they have observed (Takimoto, 2007).
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The claim that NNSs need to receive direct instruction in pragmatics was tested in
a study using different types of pragmatic input (Takimoto, 2007). NNSs from Japan
were placed into three groups to receive three different types of pragmatic input about
appropriate ways to make requests in English. The three types of input were input tasks
with explicit instruction, problem solving tasks and input tasks without explicit
instruction. The NNSs’ performance on pre-tests, post-tests and follow-up tests from the
three test groups were compared with a control group which received no pragmatic input
about appropriate ways to make requests in English. The results showed that the three
groups that received treatment had significantly better performance than the control
group. Takimoto’s results correspond with the findings of other researchers who study
how explicit instruction helps NNS use pragmatically appropriate language in the target
language. (Bardovi-Harlig & Dörnyei 2008; Eslami-Rasekh, 2005).
Input and noticing. Koike and Pearson (2005) concluded that explicitly teaching
pragmatic information to NNSs is effective, as NNSs who receive instruction in
pragmatic awareness can become conscious of the options that are available for
performing speech acts in English as well as the need to choose language that is
pragmatically appropriate.
Schmidt concludes that NNSs need to be able to notice important language forms
before the forms can be considered input for pragmatics. Schmidt establishes that
noticing means that the NNS is able to see that a speech event has happened. Noticing is
the first level of awareness of correct pragmatic forms. The second level of awareness is
understanding. When learners understand a particular form, they are able to formulate a
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rule about the use of that form. Schmidt’s theory of the progression of awareness is
called “the noticing hypothesis,” which states that what NNSs notice from the input that
they receive is the information that they can take in to use for learning (as cited in
Bardovi-Harlig & Dörnyei, 1998, p. 234). Kasper also supports this point of view by
confirming that there are three conditions that are necessary for a NNS to be able to
notice language that is pragmatically correct: A NNS must have relevant input, the input
has to be noticed by the NNS, and the NNS needs many opportunities to be able to
develop the ability to use the language in a controlled manner (as cited in Bardovi-Harlig
& Dörnyei, 1998, p. 234).
NNSs who receive direct instruction about certain language features in the target
language using the noticing hypothesis are at an advantage. If NNSs are made to notice
pragmatic features in the target language through direct instruction, learning of these
features will increase. Thus, noticing, which is also referred to as awareness-raising, can
help NNSs to learn and use pragmatically appropriate request-making strategies in the L2
(Soler, 2005).
Eslami-Rasekh (2005) also concludes that awareness-raising is necessary to help
NNSs recognize how forms are used appropriately. She mentions several teaching
methods and techniques that are useful for raising NNSs’ awareness of pragmatic
concepts including: presentations, discussions, student discovery activities, translation
activities in the format of a Discourse Completion Task (DCT), observations of films
with pragmatic scenarios and observations of dialogues between NSs with pragmatic
scenarios. She notes that teachers need to directly address the differences between speech
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acts in the L1 and the L2 or the target language of the NNSs. The author states that
NNSs need information about pragmatic concepts such as strategies that are available for
performing the speech act in the L2, the words that could be considered offensive when
performing a speech act in a particular context, the degree of offence that could be caused
by using particular words in certain situations and how the relationship between the
speaker and the listener should affect the language that are used to perform the speechact.
Direct and Indirect Requests
Another reason that NNSs might struggle with making pragmatically appropriate
requests is that the level of directness that speakers use to make requests is different in
various cultures. Much research has been done on the differences in levels of directness
that are used across cultures. One system that is used to distinguish the differences
between the different levels of directness comes from work done as part of the CCSARP,
which determined that there were nine different levels of directness. These nine levels
were separated into three main categories: direct requests, conventional indirect requests,
and nonconventional indirect requests (Blum-Kulka et al., 1989). The level of directness
that should be used to make the request is determined by the context; context factors that
should be considered include power differentials, social distance between the
interlocutors and the degree of imposition (Taguchi, 2006). If NNSs could be taught to
select the appropriate level of directness from the categories that exist for making
requests, as explained in the CCSARP study, they could be more successful in their
request-making situations.
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Inappropriate Level of Directness. If NNSs do not learn pragmatically appropriate ways
to communicate in English, their attempts to make requests in English could result in
communication breakdown. In her study, Taguchi (2006) claims that NNSs who do not
use an appropriate form when making requests failed at expressing the meaning of the
request that they were trying to convey. The NNSs in this study did not know how to
reduce the face-threatening aspect of the request or to make the request in clearly. The
NNSs in this study used hints which were non-conventional and indirect. For example, a
NNS who was part of this research study wanted to ask her teacher whether she could
take a test on a different day so she could go to a wedding. Instead of directly asking her
teacher about the test, she said “I want to go to marriage ceremony, maybe.” This way of
asking was not straightforward or explicit and was not appropriate for the situation.
Halenko and Jones (2011) agree that listeners in this type of scenario can become
confused and expend a great deal of energy in negotiating the meaning of the point that
the speaker is attempting to make and to clarify the request. However, NSs in the same
scenario used other forms to convey their request. Taguchi (2006) discovered that NSs
used “mitigated-preparatory” expressions such as “I am wondering if I could take the test
some other time.” If NNSs were taught to use a level of directness that was more
conventional and direct, such as a mitigated-preparatory expression, communication
breakdown might be avoided and the NNSs could experience greater success in the
request-making situations.
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Additional Reasons for Difficulties with Pragmatics
There are various reasons why NNSs may not have learned English pragmatic
skills. As part of their publication, Ishihara and Cohen (2010) summarized pragmatics
studies completed by various other researchers and found that there are five common
causes for NNSs’ not following pragmatic norms. Four causes are due to lack of
pragmatic knowledge: negative transfer of pragmatic norms to the L2 from the L1,
limited understanding of grammar in L2, incorrect overgeneralizations about the standard
expressions used in certain pragmatic situations in the L2 and negative effects resulting
from instruction or instructional materials. The fifth cause is due to the NNSs’ choice:
resistance to using recognized L2 pragmatic norms. Kasper and Blum-Kulka (1993) also
stated that negative transfer and resistance to using recognized L2 pragmatic norms
(sometimes because an individual wants to retain her own cultural identity) are main
causes that NNSs do not follow pragmatic norms.
There could be other factors that inhibit NNSs’ pragmatic learning including large
class sizes, limited hours of English instruction and few opportunities to practice using
appropriate pragmatic forms in different cultural contexts (Rose, 1999). Additional
reasons that NNSs do not learn to make requests that are appropriate in the L2 are that, as
Lörscher and Schulze (1988) argue, teachers are not aware of the importance of
politeness in communication outside of the classroom, teachers do not make teaching
politeness a learning goal in the curriculum, teachers do not explicitly use any forms of
politeness, teachers do not require students to use or practice any forms of politeness, and
the learning that takes place in the classroom happens in an atmosphere that is not
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authentic compared to communication that occurs in everyday situations. Finally, because
the teacher in a classroom is in a position of greater power than the NNSs, the NNSs only
have the opportunity to observe one type of request which is direct requests that are made
by someone in a higher position of authority than the NNSs. This limits the NNSs’
opportunity to learn to make other types of requests, which could be necessary in other
types of situations (Bardovi-Harlig & Dörnyei, 1998).
In this section, the difficulties that NNSs have with pragmatics have been
discussed. Studies have been presented that highlight NNSs’ lack of competence in IL
pragmatics and some of the reasons that NNSs have difficulties with IL pragmatics,
including difficulties with direct and indirect requests that result in communication
breakdown. These studies provide a background of the research that has been done in the
field of pragmatics and provide a rationale for NNSs’ need to receive instruction in
pragmatics. In the next section, methods of pragmatics instruction and assessment will
be discussed.
Instruction in Pragmatics
Explicit Instruction
One of the main reasons that NNSs do not have a clear understanding of English
pragmatics is that, according to Halenko and Jones (2011), pragmatics skills must be
explicitly taught. Some teachers might be hesitant to try to teach their NNSs about
pragmatics, but including some pragmatics instruction in general courses can help NNSs
and it can supplement other language instruction such as grammar or vocabulary.
Pragmatics instruction can be difficult because the standards for appropriateness that are
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used in English are not often written down and it is difficult for NNSs to become
proficient in pragmatics through their own observations. But NNSs need to learn about
what is socially and culturally appropriate for pragmatics interaction in their L2
environment (Halenko & Jones, 2011).
Many types of pragmatics instruction have been studied to determine which
approach is the most effective for teaching NNSs. Takimoto (2007) states that the most
commonly analyzed types of instruction are implicit and explicit instruction, both of
which can help NNSs to become aware of pragmatic issues but which occupy opposite
extremes on a continuum of types of pragmatics instruction. If a teacher chooses to
explain the rules of making pragmatically appropriate requests in English to her NNSs,
the teaching is considered explicit. On the other hand, if she chooses to teach in a way in
which the NNSs have to interpret the principles of pragmatics for themselves, such as by
showing a video example of a pragmatics situation without any explanation, the teaching
is considered implicit.
Many researchers have claimed that explicit pragmatics instruction is more
beneficial for NNSs than implicit pragmatics instruction (Halenko & Jones, 2011; Norris
& Ortega, 2000; Soler, 2005; Taguchi, 2011; Takimoto, 2007). As Kasper and Rose
(2002) state, is not likely that NNSs will be able to effectively learn how to use
pragmatics expressions appropriately in English indirectly without explicit instruction, in
which they are exposed not only to the forms and rules of pragmatics, but also to
instruction and practice in being able to notice how to use language functions in a
pragmatically correct way.
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Takimoto (2007) researched three different types of pragmatics instruction for
NNSs: structured input with explicit information, structured input without explicit
information and problem-solving tasks. The structured input tasks were on the more
explicit end of the pragmatics teaching continuum, whereas the problem solving tasks
presented the pragmatics information in a less explicit form. The findings of this study
demonstrated that all three groups that received pragmatics instruction were more aware
of pragmatics issues than the control group, which was not given any pragmatics
information; all three types of instruction were useful for helping NNSs to become aware
of the pragmalinguistic and sociopragmatic features used in English. This study confirms
research by Koike and Pearson (2005), which found that NNSs who receive pragmatics
instruction are aware of the need to use pragmatically appropriate language and are able
to use more of the options that are available for performing appropriate speech acts in
English compared to NNSs who did not receive any pragmatics instruction.
Halenko and Jones (2011) also performed a study demonstrating that explicit instruction
in pragmatics is more beneficial for NNSs than implicit instruction. The researchers
noted that NNSs who were studying abroad did not learn pragmatics implicitly from the
study abroad environment alone, but that with explicit instruction in pragmatics including
pragmalinguistic and sociopragmatic aspects of the language, these NNSs were more
aware of the pragmatically appropriate forms to use in English. The researchers also
found that the NNSs preferred to learn pragmatics through explicit instruction. NNSs
who received explicit pragmatics instruction commented that the instruction was helpful
and that they would like to have more chances to learn about and practice using
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appropriate pragmatic forms. Halenko and Jones (2011) also mention that encouraging
NNSs to continue to reflect on their learning would have been useful for aiding the NNSs
in their pragmatic development. Additionally, the researchers speculated from their
research that if teachers gave NNSs tasks or specific learning activities that required the
NNSs to interact with others in the L2 environment outside of the classroom, the NNSs’
pragmatic development could have been improved and sustained over a longer period of
time.
Soler (2005) conducted a study that provides useful information for working with
NNSs who prefer to learn about pragmatics using instructional approaches besides audio
input. Soler suggests that audiovisual input including video, films and television can
provide useful audiovisual input. For her research study she carefully selected specific
clips from a television series to provide audiovisual input to teach NNSs to make
pragmatically appropriate requests in English. The final results of this study show that
NNSs who received implicit and explicit instruction produced more pragmatically
appropriate requests than the control group, but that NNSs who received only implicit
instruction did not improve as much in their ability to make pragmatically appropriate
requests as NNSs who received explicit instruction. This study confirms the value of
providing explicit instruction to NNSs and demonstrates that utilizing technology is a
beneficial way to provide the NNSs with pragmatics input.
Pragmatic Assessment
After NNSs have received instruction in pragmatics, the effect of the instruction on their
pragmatics knowledge must be assessed. One main method that has been found to be
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beneficial for assessing NNSs’ pragmatic knowledge is role plays (Halleck, 2007;
Taguchi, 2006; Takimoto, 2007; Soler, 2005). Soler (2005) asserts that guiding NNSs in
writing their own dialogues is an effective method for instructing NNSs in pragmatics
because it gives the teacher an opportunity to see how NNSs apply the language that they
know to communicate in a particular situation. As stated by Tatton (2008), when NNSs
practice using language in a realistic context, valuable data about their ability to use the
language can be collected.
As Halleck (2007) claims, role plays can be a good technique for collecting
information about NNSs’ language proficiency without requiring them to share personal
information. In role-play situations NNSs take on the role of a character instead of
sharing stories from their personal experiences, as they might be required to do in a
written assessment. This allows the NNSs to demonstrate their competence.
Taguchi (2006) used role plays in her study in order to analyze the ability of
NNSs to produce pragmatically appropriate requests in English. The NNSs were given
scenarios to read, were allowed time to mentally prepare their responses for the scenarios
that they were given and then were asked to give their responses orally. The responses
were recorded and were analyzed for appropriateness and for level of linguistic directness
in comparison to how native speakers responded to the same scenarios.
Takimoto (2007) also used role plays as a means of assessing NNSs’ ability to
produce pragmatically appropriate responses in English and was able to collect data about
the effectiveness of various methods of direct teaching of pragmatics skills. The
monologue-style role plays used by Taguchi (2006) and Takimoto (2007) provided
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valuable data about the NNSs’ pragmatic abilities that could be used to inform future
instruction.
Halleck (2007) confirms that monologue style role-plays, in which the NNS
responds to a prompt, provide valid and reliable data. However, Halleck argues that
dialogic role plays, in which the NNS interacts with a rater, are not as valid and reliable.
The drawback of using dialogue style role plays is that the rater can provide too much
information to accommodate the NNS which would not allow the NNS to demonstrate
their actual pragmatic competence or their ability to make a pragmatically appropriate
response in the scenario. Another drawback of using scripted role plays in which NNSs
respond to a scripted prompt is that the NNSs are not given as much of a chance to
negotiate meaning in the situation, which could hinder their ability to use the pragmatic
forms in real-life situations. Finally, the target proficiency level for the prompts that the
NNSs respond to in a role play can have an effect on the score that the NNS receives for
the role play. If the NNS is prompted with a higher proficiency level role play situation,
it has been found that the NNS will appear to be more proficient. Therefore, the level of
the role play must be selected very carefully to ensure that the data that is collected is
valid and reliable. Based on Halleck’s research, monologue style role-plays that are at an
appropriate level can be a useful way of collecting pragmatics data (2007).
The Gap
The research I have considered in this chapter has analyzed the benefits of direct
and indirect pragmatics teaching. Studies have emphasized that direct teaching is more
beneficial for helping NNSs make requests that are pragmatically appropriate in English.
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The use of direct instruction for teaching speech acts is a beneficial way to help NNSs
avoid pragmatic failure (Cohen, 2005; 2008). Previous studies, as summarized above,
have suggested that direct instruction in pragmatics can help NNSs improve their
pragmatic knowledge and increase their ability to make requests in a pragmatically
appropriate manner.
However, these studies were primarily completed in language classrooms and
most did not use technology to provide pragmatics input. Currently, many people use
technology to gain knowledge about a wide variety of topics. Individuals around the
world have increasing access to the internet as a learning resource. It was estimated that
in the year 2005, approximately 32 percent of internet web pages were in English
(Graddol, 2006). Additionally, it has been estimated that there could be a total of
approximately two billion people who are learning English around the world (Graddol,
2006). Thus, the internet would seem to be an optimal medium for providing pragmatics
instruction to NNSs.
The present study will fill a gap in the existing research about pragmatics in that
online technology will be used to determine the effectiveness of providing online direct
instruction to adult NNSs. During the study, participants can view online request making
scenarios and receive direct instruction about the online input. The present study also
fills a gap in the existing research in that the study will provide a measure of the NNSs’
increased levels of knowledge and confidence in the area of making pragmatically
appropriate requests in English after the NNSs receive explicit online instruction.
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Research Questions
The aim of this study is to examine the effectiveness of direct instruction in
pragmatics using explicit teaching strategies with NNS participants who view online
lessons and take online assessments. The study was motivated by the researcher’s
experiences of pragmatic failure when using an L2 and a desire to help NNSs avoid
pragmatic failure in English. The study will be conducted based on data collected from
online pragmatics assessments with the goal that the data that is collected will help NNSs
and teachers see the value of direct pragmatics instruction so that NNSs will be motivated
to learn about pragmatics and so that teachers will be encouraged to include direct
instruction in pragmatics as part of their curriculum. Specifically, the following research
questions will be investigated:
1) Does online direct instruction of pragmatically appropriate ways to make
requests in English help NNSs improve their pragmatic knowledge?
2) Does online direct instruction of pragmatically appropriate ways to make
requests in English in specific scenarios benefit NNSs?
3) Do NNSs feel more confident about their ability to make pragmatically
appropriate requests after receiving online direct instruction in pragmatics?
Summary
In this chapter I have highlighted the important research that has already been
conducted in the area of pragmatics. The topics of pragmatics, the difficulties that NNSs
have with pragmatics and methods of instruction that have been helpful for teaching
pragmatics, including direct instruction, indirect instruction and role-plays, were covered.
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The research that has been conducted about pragmatics provides important background
information for the present study. The next chapter will cover the methodology that will
be used to study the effects of direct teaching of pragmatics on NNSs.
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGY
This study is designed to explore the effects of direct teaching on NNSs’ ability to
make pragmatically correct requests in English. In this study, I ask:
1) Does online direct instruction of pragmatically appropriate ways to make
requests in English help NNSs improve their pragmatic knowledge?
2) Does online direct instruction of pragmatically appropriate ways to make
requests in English in specific scenarios benefit NNSs?
3) Do NNSs feel more confident about their ability to make pragmatically
appropriate requests after receiving online direct instruction in pragmatics?
Overview of the Chapter
This chapter provides an overview of the methods that are used in this research
study. The qualitative and quantitative research methods will be described, the data
collection methods will be outlined, the procedures used in the study will be presented,
the data analysis will be discussed, and the ethical considerations will be highlighted.
A variety of instruments and methods were used for this study. NNSs were given
a pre-instruction questionnaire (Appendix A) in an online format in which they were
asked to describe their previous experiences with learning English, their previous
experiences with learning about pragmatics in English and their thoughts and feelings
about their ability to make requests in a pragmatically correct way. NNSs were also
given an initial pre-test online to determine the level of their ability to make
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pragmatically appropriate requests in English. The pre-test has two parts, which solicit
data about the NNSs’ awareness of pragmatic concepts in two categories which are
knowledge of pragmatic request-making concepts and knowledge of appropriate level of
directness in specific situations (Appendix B and Appendix C).
After these initial instruments were completed, the NNSs received direct
instruction through a series of online lessons about pragmatics and the speech act of
making pragmatically appropriate requests in English. Each of the online lessons
included corresponding animated role-play scenarios with a “more appropriate” example
and a “less appropriate” example for each lesson. Following the online lessons, the
NNSs took an online post-test to determine the effects of the direct teaching on their
ability to make pragmatically appropriate requests in English. The online post-test had
two parts (Appendix B and Appendix C) that provided data about the NNSs’
improvements in their knowledge of pragmatic request-making concepts and knowledge
of appropriate level of directness in specific situations after completing the series of
online lessons. The NNSs were also given an online post-instruction questionnaire
(Appendix D) in which they responded to questions about their thoughts and feelings
about their ability to make pragmatically appropriate requests in English and about their
experience with learning about making pragmatically appropriate requests in English.
The study included NNSs who participated in lessons about making pragmatically
appropriate requests in English online. The size of the study was relatively small so that
it was possible to synthesize the qualitative data from the pre-instruction questionnaire
and the post-instruction questionnaire about the NNSs’ prior experiences with pragmatics
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and their thoughts and feelings about learning English pragmatics before and after the
direct online teaching. The results from the pre-test and the post-test also provided
quantitative data, which was useful for analyzing the NNSs’ improvements in their ability
to make pragmatically appropriate requests in English before and after the direct teaching
of the pragmatic request-making skills.
Mixed Methods Study
Quantitative Research Method
The quantitative research method was based on a study completed by Taguchi
(2006). NNSs in the present study were tested using methods similar to the testing
methods used in Taguchi’s study. The NNSs were tested on their knowledge about
making pragmatically appropriate requests in English before and after the NNSs received
direct teaching. The NNSs were given prompts for making requests in different types of
request-making situations. Corresponding to Taguchi’s study, NNSs in the present study
completed the assessment individually.
After the students had given their responses in Taguchi’s study, the responses
were rated. One of the criteria used in the Taguchi study, level of directness, was also
utilized in this study. Level of directness was rated based on the CCSARP framework
which includes three main levels of requests which are direct, conventional-indirect and
non-conventional indirect (Blum-Kulka et al., 1989).
In the research of Taguchi (2006), NNSs were given prompts about different
request making situations, had time to prepare their responses, and then presented their
responses orally. However, in the present study, because the NNSs responded to the
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prompts online, the NNSs immediately selected the most appropriate choice for the
request-making situation.
In the study performed by Taguchi, the results of the responses from NNSs with
high and low proficiency were analyzed and compared separately. In the present study,
the NNS data was not separated. Instead, the results from the pre-test given before the
online direct pragmatics teaching and the results from the post-test given after the online
direct pragmatics teaching were compared using the above criteria in order to determine
if the NNSs learned to make requests in a more pragmatically appropriate way based on
the online direct pragmatics teaching.
Qualitative Research Method
In addition to the quantitative information that was collected, the NNSs were also
asked to provide qualitative information online. Before the pre-test and the direct
teaching, the NNSs were asked to respond to an online questionnaire regarding their
previous educational experience, their experience with learning pragmatics and their
thoughts and feelings about their ability to make pragmatically appropriate requests in
English. After the online direct teaching and the online post-test, the NNSs received an
online post-instruction questionnaire, which allowed them to share their thoughts and
feelings about their experience with learning about pragmatics online and whether or not
they felt more confident in making pragmatically appropriate requests in English after the
online pragmatics lessons.
The purpose of collecting this qualitative data was to determine if the NNSs’
actual knowledge of making pragmatically appropriate requests in English corresponded
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with their confidence in their ability to make pragmatically appropriate requests. If the
NNSs expressed increased confidence and also demonstrated increased knowledge of
making requests in a pragmatically appropriate manner, the research would prove to be
useful for helping NNSs and teachers understand that the study of pragmatics is
beneficial, that NNSs can be taught to notice pragmatically correct forms and that
teachers should consider teaching pragmatics using an online format in their classrooms.
Data Collection
Participants
This study included NNSs who responded to an invitation to participate in the
online research (Table 1).
Table 1
Backgrounds of Research Participants
Pseudonym
Home Country First Language

Language
Spoken Most
at Home

Language
Spoken Most
in Community

Veronika

Moldova

Russian and
Bulgarian

Bulgarian

Bulgarian

Ai

Malaysia

English

Hokkien

English

Isabel

Mexico

Spanish

Spanish

Spanish

Lifen

China

Mandarin

Mandarin

Mandarin and
English

Majid

Iran

Farsi

Farsi

English

Dorri

Iran

Farsi

Farsi

English

Habib

Iran

Farsi

Farsi

Farsi

Sahila

India

Telugu

English

Telugu
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The NNSs were invited to participate in the study by the researcher using an
online invitation, which they received either through the social media platform Facebook
or via email. The NNS participants were from various countries and language
backgrounds. They were at various proficiency levels and had received varying amounts
of previous English instruction and pragmatics instruction. All of the participants had
resided in an English speaking environment for a period of time, but not all of the
participants were residing in a predominantly English speaking environment at the time
of the present study. Participants from six different countries who speak six different
languages in their home environment participated in the study. All participants’ names
have been changed to ensure anonymity.
Location/Setting
The study took place online using a website developed by the researcher and a
website designer. The website host is WordPress (Automattic, 2013). A sample of the
website content can be seen in Appendix E. NNSs from a variety of backgrounds
participated in this research study. NNSs received an online invitation (Appendix F) and
then accessed a pragmatics teaching website developed by the researcher. Once the
NNSs accessed the website, they received instructions about navigating through the
website. The participants responded to online questionnaires and tests and completed a
series of online pragmatics lessons about making requests that were developed by the
researcher.
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Data Collection Techniques
The data was collected using online pre-instruction and post-instruction
questionnaires as well as pre and post-tests. The questions for the pre-instruction
questionnaire were similar to the questions used by researchers Nero (2000) and Taguchi
(2006). The post-instruction questionnaire was similar to a questionnaire created by
Halenko & Jones (2011), as supported by the research of Taguchi (2006). The pre- and
post- tests were similar to an approach taken for data collection by Taguchi (2006).
Pre-instruction Questionnaire. (Appendix A). This data collection method was inspired
by the research done by Nero (2000), who used questionnaires in order to gather more
personal data from the participants in her study. The topic of the present study differs
from Nero’s study due to the fact that Nero’s study focused on how speakers of Creole
dialects of English learned formal English, while the present study focuses on how NNSs
from language backgrounds other than English learn to make requests appropriately in
English. The format of the questionnaires that were used for collecting information about
the NNSs’ experiences with language and their schooling in the present study was similar
to the questionnaires used in Nero’s study. Data for this study was collected from each
NNS and was analyzed individually.
In the study completed by Nero, the NNSs were asked to respond orally to
questions about their backgrounds in order to inform the research. The NNSs in the
present study were also asked for basic biographical information, for past educational
experiences, and for their experiences with learning pragmatics. However, the NNSs in
this study responded online in writing to the questions so that the researcher had clear
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documentation of the NNSs’ responses. As in the study performed by Taguchi (2006),
the NNSs were asked to respond to the pre-instruction questionnaire before the pre-test
was given.
Post-instruction Questionnaire. (Appendix D). This questionnaire was similar to a
questionnaire created by Halenko & Jones (2011). In their study, Halenko and Jones
attempted to determine if explicit instruction in pragmatics would help NNSs from China
become more pragmatically aware and produce more pragmatically appropriate requests
in their study abroad context. After the study was completed, NNSs were asked to
respond to questions about their perceptions about the experience. In the present study,
the post-instruction questionnaire required the NNSs to provide information about their
thoughts and feelings about what they learned during the online direct teaching
experience. The NNSs also had the opportunity to respond about their level of
confidence in making pragmatically appropriate requests in English after the direct online
teaching. This data was important for the researcher to consider because, as Taguchi
(2006) explains, appropriateness in pragmatics in the L2 results from the linguistic
knowledge of the L2, the knowledge of accepted ways of communicating in the society
and the ability to use these types of knowledge successfully in interactions in the L2.
One potential problem about the use of questionnaires could be that the NNSs
may not understand the questions. When the researcher reviews the NNSs’ responses, if
the researcher notices that a NNS did not understand the questions or interpreted them
incorrectly, the researcher could try to utilize the information provided that was
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interpreted correctly by the NNS or contact the NNS again to try to clarify his or her
responses.
Another potential problem could be that the NNSs will respond with answers that
they think would please the researcher. The researcher addressed this potential issue by
reminding the NNSs that personal information would not be disclosed and that
pseudonyms would be used for the research study (Nero, 2000), which would encourage
the NNSs to provide sincere answers.
Pragmatics Test. This technique was used to determine if direct online teaching about
pragmatics concepts related to making requests in English was beneficial for NNSs. The
NNSs were given a pre-test with questions about making requests in English (Appendix
B). The topics for these test questions addressed important information about making
requests appropriately in English as described above in this capstone paper. The NNSs
then went through the online pragmatics lessons about making requests appropriately in
English, which covered the same topics as the test questions. After working through the
online pragmatics lessons about making requests appropriately in English, the NNSs were
given a post-test with the same questions as the pre-test. The NNSs’ pre-test and posttest responses were compared to determine if the online direct teaching helped their
knowledge of making requests in English to increase.
Discourse Completion Test. For this data collection technique, the NNSs took an online
test in which each NNS read a prompt about a request-making scenario and then chose
the most appropriate response for the request-making situation (Appendix C). This
method was similar to a data collection method used by Taguchi (2006). However, in
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Taguchi’s study the NNSs were asked to respond to prompts orally and no response
choices were provided. The data for the present study was collected online because the
researcher did not have the personnel to transcribe, analyze, and code the NNSs’
responses in the same way that was used in the Taguchi (2006) study. This data
collection technique was also similar to the discourse completion test (DCT) format used
by Halenko and Jones (2011). The same online test questions were used for the both the
pre-test and the post-test.
A potential problem with using the role-play scenarios is that they may not reflect
how the NNSs would respond in an actual request-making situation. I addressed this
issue by providing NNSs with multiple positive and negative examples of how requests
are made appropriately in English through the online direct teaching lessons and by
allowing NNSs to have time during the lessons to reflect on how requests are made
appropriately in English in various situations. This should allow the NNSs to have
experience with making requests in more authentic settings, which should be reflected in
the results of the post-test of the present research study.
Procedure
Participants
The participants in the study were NNSs of English from various countries who
received an online invitation to participate in this research study. NNSs who agreed to
participate accessed the study through an online website about making requests in a
pragmatically appropriate manner that was developed by the researcher. Each NNS
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responded to a questionnaire, took a pre-test, received direct pragmatics instruction, took
a post-test, and responded to a post-instruction questionnaire.
Pilot Studies
In the first pilot study, NSs were given scenarios and were asked to make a
request in a pragmatically appropriate manner. No options of possible responses were
provided for the NSs to choose from. This method was not found to be useful or
effective for the purpose of collecting data for the categorization of directness portion of
this research study because the data that was collected did not fit easily into the
categories for directness that were outlined by one of the most widely used coding
systems from the CCSARP (Blum-Kulka et al., 1989). However, this pilot study was
useful as a simulation of scenarios that could be used for the research study.
A second pilot study was attempted in which five native speakers of English were
asked to respond to the role play scenarios. The NSs were asked to rate their top three
responses to the scenario in order from one to three. The data that was collected proved
to be conclusive in that the majority of the NSs responded with a similar level of
directness for each of the scenarios. The data could be grouped to demonstrate the most
commonly selected pragmatic responses. However, for the purposes of this study, it was
determined that it is not necessary for the participants to rank all of their responses.
Instead, the participants could be asked to identify the more appropriate way to make a
request given two options. This would make the data easier to analyze and compare.
A third attempt was also made to collect data before the present study began.
This study involved inviting students from Asia to stay after their normally scheduled
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weekly ESL classes to study pragmatics. The idea was that the NNSs would take a pretest to determine their initial ability to make requests in a pragmatically appropriate
manner after which they would receive direct instruction about pragmatics and would
then take a follow-up test to determine if the direct teaching about pragmatics was
beneficial for helping the NNSs to be able to make requests in a pragmatically
appropriate manner. On one occasion, four NNSs stayed after their normally scheduled
ESL classes to participate in the study, but on the second occasion, only one NNS stayed
to help with the research study. The researcher determined that working with the
students from Asia was not a feasible option for collecting data because the NNSs were
not willing to commit to participating in the direct instruction portion of the attempted
research study. Many of the NNSs had commitments during the day and came to the
ESL tutoring program in the evenings. Thus, making a commitment to stay for an
additional half hour to study pragmatics was not a workable option for them. After this
research study attempt, the researcher determined that providing NNSs with an online
direct instruction option for studying pragmatics would be more feasible so that the NNSs
could take the pre-test, go through the direct teaching lessons about pragmatics and
respond to the post-test questions at any time instead of having to commit to staying after
a class to help with the research study.
Materials
Website. As part of the research, the NNSs viewed an online pragmatics website hosted
by WordPress (Automattic, Inc., 2013), that was developed by the researcher and a web
designer (Appendix E). The purpose of the research website was to collect background
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information about each NNS, assess each NNSs’ initial understanding of pragmatics,
provide direct instruction about making requests in a pragmatically appropriate manner,
re-assess the NNSs’ understanding of pragmatics, and collect follow-up information from
each NNS.
For the direct teaching portion of the website, mini-lessons about topics related to
making requests in English were provided for the NNSs. For each mini-lesson, animated
videos were used that were developed by the researcher using the website GoAnimate
(Hung, 2013). These videos were used to show positive and negative examples of ways
to make requests in various situations. The online lessons were based on a study
completed by Soler (2005), in which clips from episodes of a TV series were used to
provide input about pragmatically appropriate requests in English. The scenarios helped
to raise learners’ awareness by providing explicit awareness-raising information and
metapragmatic information about how a learner could think about the pragmatic concepts
in the situation. After viewing the request-making scenarios, the NNSs were provided
with explicit answers and explanations to the pragmatic practice activities that they were
assigned so that they would be aware of how to correct any errors that they might have
had on these practice assignments. As in the study completed by Soler, NNSs watched
animated videos, responded to pragmatic practice activities and received explicit answers
and explanations about these practice activities.
The website was partially modeled after a website created to teach pragmatic
strategies in Spanish (Sykes & Cohen, 2006). On the Spanish pragmatics website, NNSs
viewed dramatic videos of request-making scenarios. The NNSs could then read the
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dialogue of each scenario. After reading the dialogue, NNSs were asked to respond to
open-ended questions about the level of appropriateness used in each scenario. When the
NNSs had answered the questions, they could click on a tab to check their responses with
the responses recommended by the website developers. In the present study, a similar
format was used. NNSs viewed animated videos, had the opportunity to read the
dialogues, responded to questions about the level of appropriateness and read
recommended responses with specific feedback about each scenario.
The requests that were used for the scenarios in the mini-lessons on the
Requesting In English research website were adapted from the CCSARP framework. The
framework is used to measure level of directness. It was established by Blum-Kulka et
al. (1989) and was modified by Taguchi (2006) (Appendix G). The framework presents
the three main categories of making requests that are used in different situations: direct,
conventional indirect and non-conventional indirect categories of making requests.
When the NNSs arrived at the homepage of the Requesting In English research
website, they were instructed to complete a series of steps. The welcome screen of the
website (Appendix H) gives the steps that the participants followed as they progressed
through the website. The participants began by completing the consent letter (Appendix
I), pre-instruction questionnaire (Appendix A) and a pre-test with two parts (Appendices
B and C). After completing these initial online steps, the NNSs viewed the online
pragmatics lessons (see example of lesson format in Appendix J). The pragmatics
lessons included a mini-lesson about each topic, two animated videos about each topic to
demonstrate more and less appropriate ways to make requests in various situations,
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transcripts for each animated video, opportunities for NNSs to respond to questions about
the videos and explicit explanations about the appropriateness of the requests in the video
examples.
After the NNSs viewed the online lessons they completed the post-instruction
questionnaire (Appendix D) and both parts of the post-test (Appendices B and C). The
resulting data was then analyzed by the researcher to determine if the direct teaching
helped the NNSs to be able to make requests more appropriately in English.
Data Analysis
The methods that were used to analyze the data for this research study
corresponded with the three main research questions. The first research question aimed
to determine the benefits of directly teaching NNSs pragmatically appropriate ways to
make requests in English using online lessons. To provide data for this question, an
online pre-test and post-test were administered to determine if direct teaching had an
effect on NNSs’ knowledge about making appropriate requests in English. The same
questions were used for both the pre-test and the post-test (Appendices B and C.)
Validity was established by having NSs from the capstone committee approve the test
questions.
The second research question focused on whether or not directly teaching
pragmatic concepts related to making appropriate requests in English through online
lessons would help NNSs make requests that are more pragmatically appropriate in
specific scenarios. To provide data for this research question, NNSs chose between two
responses to determine which response was more appropriate in each situation. The test
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was administered in two parts (Appendices B and C). The same test questions were used
for both the pre-test and for the post-test.
The data compiled from the NNSs was analyzed in a way comparable to the data
analysis completed by Taguchi (2006). The data from the pre-test demonstrated the
NNSs’ initial ability to choose an appropriate level of directness for a situation. The
post-test data from the NNSs was compiled and compared with the pre-test data to
indicate the improvements that the NNSs were able to make in their ability to select an
acceptable level of directness for a scenario after direct pragmatics instruction online. As
in Taguchi’s study (2006), data for percentages and frequencies of responses was
analyzed and compared using graphic representations. The results for this assessment
were reliable because a sample of NSSs was used to compare the responses for level of
directness.
The third research question was meant to determine if NNSs felt more confident
about their ability to make pragmatically appropriate requests after direct instruction in
pragmatics. The qualitative data for to answer this research question was collected using
an online pre-instruction questionnaire (Appendix A) and post-instruction questionnaire.
(Appendix D) The data was described in a summary format similar to the qualitative data
analysis summaries used in the case study performed by Nero (2000). The summaries of
the NNSs’ responses provided valuable personal information about the NNSs’
experiences with learning about pragmatics. This qualitative information that was
collected adds to the value of the study in that it provides deep and meaningful
information about the participants’ experiences that could not be as easily understood if
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only quantitative data had been gathered. This information was reliable to the extent that
the NNSs provided honest feedback given that they were aware that anonymity was
ensured and pseudonyms were used in describing any personal opinions disclosed in the
questionnaires.
Verification of Data
Throughout this research study, strategies were used to ensure validity. For the
online pre-tests and post-tests that were used to answer the first research question, “Does
online direct instruction of pragmatically appropriate ways to make requests in English
help NNSs improve their pragmatic knowledge?” and the second research question “Does
online direct instruction of pragmatically appropriate ways to make requests in English in
specific scenarios benefit NNSs?” the data was collected online individually from each
NNS and pseudonyms were assigned before the data was analyzed. Also, the pre-tests
and the post-tests did not permit open-ended responses, allowing each NNS to mark only
one response to each scenario. Thus, the NNSs were limited in the types of responses
that could be given and the data could be calculated efficiently and without bias.
For the qualitative data collected using the online pre-instruction and postinstruction questionnaires that were used to answer the third question of “Do NNSs feel
more confident about their ability to make pragmatically appropriate requests after
receiving online direct instruction in pragmatics?” the responses were written by the
NNSs so there were not any issues with reliability that could have occurred if the NNSs
had responded orally and if their responses had to be transcribed by a rater. The validity
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of the responses was ensured because each NNS was asked to respond to the prompts
individually so that they could respond truthfully.
Ethics
The data, including the records and participant responses, that were collected for
this research study were kept secure. The researcher protected the rights, needs, values
and desires of the participants as described in the informed consent document that each
participant was required to sign before participating in the research study (Appendix I).
All participants were required to sign the informed consent document. Only the
researcher had access to the data collected in the study, with the exception of the
individuals who were allowed review the research before the study was officially
published. Pseudonyms were used to ensure anonymity and to keep the information
confidential. To further protect the rights of the participants, the NNSs were told that
they could drop out of the study at any time without negative consequences.
The online data for this research was also kept secure. The data was protected
online because only the researcher and the web developer had the username and
password to access the data for the data-collection website. One safeguard that was
included to protect the rights of the participants was to have each NNS use a password to
provide data on the online website. Each NNS could view only the research information
and his or her own responses on the website. No participant could view any of the other
participants’ data or responses. Additionally, the data was protected when it was
downloaded because the computer on which the data was stored was locked and
password protected.
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Conclusion
In this chapter, I have described the methodology that was used to explore three
research questions about pragmatic issues related to the speech act of making requests in
English. The methods of using a pragmatics pre-test and a post-test to collect data about
the benefits of directly teaching NNSs pragmatically appropriate ways to make requests
in English using online lessons were highlighted. The method of using a discourse
completion pre-test and post-test to determine if directly teaching pragmatic concepts
related to making appropriate requests in English through online lessons help NNSs make
requests that are more pragmatically appropriate was also explained. Additionally, the
method of using an online pre-instruction questionnaire and post-instruction
questionnaire to determine if NNSs feel more confident about their ability to make
pragmatically appropriate requests after direct instruction in pragmatics through online
lessons was also outlined.
In the following chapter, the results that were collected for the research study
using the methods that were outlined above will be described. The quantitative results of
the pragmatics pre-test and post-test and the results of the discourse completion pre-test
and post-test will be compared. The qualitative data gathered using the pre-instruction
questionnaires and post-instruction questionnaires will also be discussed.
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CHAPTER FOUR: RESULTS
This was an online research study that used a website developed by the researcher
to collect data about making requests in English appropriately. Each participant in the
study began by responding to a pre-instruction questionnaire, taking a pragmatics pre-test
and taking a discourse completion pre-test. Each participant then viewed a series of
mini-lessons in which pragmatic information was presented about specific topics related
to making appropriate requests in English. To illustrate each pragmatic concept, a more
appropriate and a less appropriate animated video were provided on the website with
each mini-lesson. After viewing each animated video, NNSs were given the opportunity
to respond to pragmatic questions and then were provided with specific feedback about
appropriate responses for each scenario. After the mini-lessons, each participant
completed a pragmatic post-test, a discourse completion post-test and a post-instruction
questionnaire.
Through the collection of these data, I sought to find the answer to the following
research questions: 1) Does online direct instruction of pragmatically appropriate ways to
make requests in English help NNSs improve their pragmatic knowledge? 2) Does
online direct instruction of pragmatically appropriate ways to make requests in English in
specific scenarios benefit NNSs? 3) Do NNSs feel more confident about their ability to
make pragmatically appropriate requests after receiving online direct instruction in
pragmatics?
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Research for this capstone was conducted using an online study. A website
developed by the researcher and a web designer was used to collect data. Individuals
were invited to participate in the study via email or social media (Facebook).
Approximately 200 people who learned a language other than English as their first
language were invited to participate in the research study. The invitation included a link
to the website developed by the researcher and the web designer. When individuals
viewed the website, they received instructions about how to progress through the website.
Out of the approximately 200 people who were invited to participate in the
research study, eight people completed all of the steps for the research. Any results
collected from individuals who started the study, but did not complete all of the steps in
the research are not included in this data summary.
Each of the eight participants signed a consent letter and then proceeded to
complete all of the parts of the research study on the research website. The parts of the
research study included a pre-test, a pre-instruction questionnaire, mini-lessons about the
topic of pragmatics (including animated videos developed by the researcher to provide
positive and negative examples of each mini-lesson topic,) a post-test, and a postinstruction questionnaire.
Benefits of Online Direct Instruction in Pragmatics
How Results Respond to the Research Question
The first research question was: Does online direct instruction of pragmatically
appropriate ways to make requests in English help NNSs improve their pragmatic
knowledge? To answer this research question, an online pragmatics pre-test and post-test
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were administered to determine if direct teaching had an effect on NNSs ability to make
appropriate requests in English (Appendix B). Each of the eight participants responded
to nine questions about pragmatics. These questions were directly related to the topics of
the mini-lessons that the participants would view on the pragmatics website designed by
the researcher.
Out of the nine questions that were asked for this part of the pre-test, the data
showed that all of the participants were able to respond correctly to four of the questions.
These questions were: What is IL pragmatics? Why is IL pragmatics important? Are all
requests culturally appropriate? How can a speaker reduce imposition for the listener
when making a request? There was one question that one participant answered
incorrectly. This was the question: What are some of the probable negative effects of not
using pragmatically appropriate language? There were three questions that two of the
participants answered incorrectly. These were the questions: What context factors should
be considered when making a request? What does saving face mean and what are some
benefits of helping a listener save face? What are some benefits of using an appropriate
level of directness when making a request? There was one question that four participants
answered incorrectly. This was the question: What are the categories for levels of
directness that can be used for making a request?
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Table 2
Pragmatics Pre-Test and Post-Test, Part 1 Results
Test Question
Number of
Incorrect Responses
on Pre-Test

Number of
Incorrect
Responses on
Post-Test

What is interlanguage pragmatics?

0

0

Why is interlanguage pragmatics important?

0

0

What are some of the probable negative
effects of not using pragmatically
appropriate language?

1

0

What context factors should be considered
when making a request?

2

0

What does saving face mean and what are
some benefits of helping a listener save
face?

2

2

Are all requests culturally appropriate?

0

0

How can a speaker reduce imposition for the
listener when making a request?

0

0

What are the categories for levels of
directness that can be used for making a
request?

4

2

What are some benefits of using an
appropriate level of directness when making
a request?

2

0

After the participants viewed the mini-lessons that directly related to the topics of
the questions mentioned above, they responded to the same questions in the post-test
(Appendix B). The results showed that participants were able to respond correctly to
more of the questions of the post-test than on the pre-test (Table 2). Out of all of the
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questions on the post-test, two participants responded incorrectly to the questions, What
does saving face mean and what are some of the benefits of helping a listener save face?
What are the categories of directness that can be used for making a request?
Analysis
This data suggests that participants had some background knowledge about
several of the questions that they were able to use to answer questions on the pre-test
correctly. These were the questions, What is IL pragmatics? Why is IL pragmatics
important? Are all requests culturally appropriate? How can a speaker reduce imposition
for the listener when making a request? It is possible that the NNSs were able to find the
answers to these questions in the invitation to participate in the research study (Appendix
F), which could have allowed the participants to answer the questions correctly prior to
viewing the mini-lessons on the pragmatics website developed by the researcher on these
topics.
The data also suggests that participants were able to improve their understanding
about three of the topics by viewing the online mini-lessons developed by the researcher.
The post-test data shows that, in an improvement from the pre-test, after viewing the
mini-lessons, all of the participants were able to answer the following questions correctly:
What are some of the probable negative effects of not using pragmatically appropriate
language, what context factors should be considered when making a request and what are
some of the benefits of using an appropriate level of directness when making a request.
Additionally, the post-test data also suggests that the mini-lessons on the pragmatics
website helped the participants answer the other post-test questions correctly. For the
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question, What are the categories of levels of directness that can be used for making a
request? in the pre-test four participants responded incorrectly, but in the post-test only
two participants responded incorrectly. The only question in which there was no change
in the pre-test and post-test scores was the question, What does saving face mean and
what are some benefits of helping a listener save face? Two participants responded
incorrectly to this question in the pre-test and two participants responded incorrectly to
this question in the post-test; however, only one of the participants responded incorrectly
to this question in both the pre-test and in the post-test.
Discussion
Participants were asked to respond to questions about pragmatics using a
quantitative data collection technique in order to determine if direct online teaching about
pragmatics concepts related to making requests in English was beneficial for NNSs. The
researcher hypothesized that, after viewing the online pragmatics lessons from the
website and viewing the positive and negative examples for each mini-lesson topic about
making requests politely in English, the NNSs’ post-test scores on pragmatic
appropriateness would be higher than their pre-test scores. This improvement in scores
would suggest that the direct online instruction benefitted the NNSs because they have
greater knowledge about making pragmatically appropriate requests in English after
receiving online direct instruction in pragmatics. Based on a comparison of the NNSs’
pre-test and post-test responses, in which the NNSs’ scores were higher on the post-test
than on the pre-test, that the online direct teaching indeed helped to increase the NNS’
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scores on a post-test about knowledge of making requests in a pragmatically appropriate
manner in English.
The findings above that demonstrate that direct instruction in pragmatics
improves NNSs’ knowledge of making pragmatically appropriate requests are in line
with Taguchi’s study (2006), which indicated that if NNSs were taught to use a level of
directness that was more appropriate for a situation, usually meaning that the level of
directness would be more conventional and less indirect, communication breakdown
could be avoided and the NNSs could experience greater success in the request-making
situations. Before the participants in the present study had received direct teaching
through mini-lessons about pragmatics, the scores reflecting their awareness of the topic
of pragmatics were not as high as after they had viewed the mini-lessons about
pragmatics. This data supports Taguchi’s conclusion that direct instruction in pragmatics
is effective because the pragmatics scores from the NNSs in the present study improved
after receiving direct pragmatics instruction.
The fact that the NNSs achieved higher results for the post-test (after they had
received direct instruction) in the present study also agrees with research completed by
Halenko and Jones (2011). According to Halenko and Jones, as NNSs use their L2,
pragmatics skills must be explicitly taught; it is difficult for NNSs to become proficient in
pragmatics through observation alone. The present study supports the conclusion that
pragmatics instruction can help NNSs who need to learn about what is appropriate for
pragmatics interaction in their L2 environment. The current research concurs with many
researchers who have claimed that explicit pragmatics instruction is beneficial for NNSs.
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(Halenko & Jones, 2011; Norris & Ortega, 2000; Soler, 2005; Taguchi, 2011; Takimoto,
2007).
The current research findings also agree closely with the study completed by
Soler (2005), who used audiovisual input to teach NNSs to make pragmatically
appropriate requests in English. Similarly, the present study showed that NNSs who
received instruction produced more pragmatically appropriate requests.
Online Direct Teaching of Pragmatic Concepts
Results
An online pre-test and post-test were administered to determine if direct teaching
had an effect on NNSs ability to choose the appropriate words to make appropriate
requests in English in specific scenarios (Appendix B). Each of the eight participants
responded to ten questions about pragmatics. These questions were related to the topics
of the mini-lessons that the participants would view on the pragmatics website designed
by the researcher and tested the participants’ pragmatics knowledge in specific contexts.
Participants were asked ten questions for this part of the pre-test to determine
their prior knowledge. The data showed that all of the participants were able to respond
correctly for seven of the questions. These were the questions with scenarios in the
following settings: department store, swimming pool, corporate business office, bank,
traditional Japanese restaurant, restaurant, and ice cream shop. There were two questions
that one participant answered incorrectly, with scenarios on a university campus and in a
classroom. There was one question that two participants answered incorrectly, in the
setting of a hair salon.
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After the participants viewed the mini-lessons on the website that showed
appropriate and less appropriate examples of individuals making requests similar to the
scenarios listed above, the participants responded to the same questions in the post test
(Appendix C).
The results of the post-test showed that most participants were able to respond
correctly to the questions. Out of the eight total participants, seven of the participants
responded correctly to all but one of the questions. The question that one of the
participants missed was in the scenario of a swimming pool. However, one participant
responded incorrectly to all ten of the post-test questions.
Participants were asked ten questions for this part of the pre-test to determine
their prior knowledge of English pragmatics. The data showed that all of the participants
were able to respond correctly for seven of the questions. These were the questions with
scenarios in the following settings: department store, swimming pool, corporate business
office, bank, traditional Japanese restaurant, restaurant and ice cream shop. There were
two questions that one participant answered incorrectly. These were the questions with
scenarios in the university campus and classroom settings. There was one question that
two participants answered incorrectly, with a scenario in the setting of a hair salon.
After the participants viewed the mini-lessons on the website that showed
appropriate and inappropriate examples of individuals making requests similar to the
scenarios listed above, the participants responded to the same questions in the post-test.
(Appendix C). The results of the post-test showed that most of the participants were able
to respond correctly to the test questions. Out of the eight total participants, seven of the
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participants responded correctly to all but one of the questions. The question that one of
the participants missed was in the scenario of a swimming pool. However, one
participant responded incorrectly to all ten of the post-test questions (Table 3).
Table 3
Discourse Completion Pre-test and Post-Test, Part 2 Responses
Number of Incorrect Responses
on Post-Test
Test Question

Number of

Post-Test Data from

Post-Test Data

Scenario

Incorrect

All But Sahila

from Sahila

Responses on
Pre-Test
University campus

1

0

1

Department store

0

0

1

Swimming pool

0

1

1

Business office

0

0

1

Bank

0

0

1

Hair salon

2

0

1

Japanese restaurant

0

0

1

Restaurant

0

0

1

Ice cream shop

0

0

1

Classroom

1

0

1
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Analysis
This data shows that the participants had some prior knowledge about how to
make requests politely in scenarios that were investigated by the researcher. In the pretest, most of the participants were able to select the more appropriate option for making
the request for the scenario. The data shows that after viewing the online mini-lessons in
which the participants could view more appropriate and less appropriate examples of
requests being made in similar scenarios, seven of the participants were able to answer
more of the questions correctly.
There was an anomaly in this research data. One participant, Sahila answered
eight out of ten of the pre-test questions correctly. However, instead of improving in her
ability to select the more appropriate request-making option for each scenario, after
viewing the mini-lessons and taking the post-test, Sahila answered all ten of the post-test
questions incorrectly.
Discussion
Participants were asked to respond to questions about pragmatics using a
quantitative data collection technique in order to determine whether directly teaching
pragmatic concepts related to making appropriate requests in English through online
lessons helps NNSs make requests that are more pragmatically appropriate. The
researcher hypothesized that after viewing the positive and negative examples for each
scenario situation about making requests politely in English the NNSs’ post-test scores
would be higher than their pre-test scores. The improvement in scores would suggest that
the NNSs benefitted from direct online instruction about pragmatics using animated
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videos to demonstrate more and less appropriate examples of making requests in different
scenario situations. Based on a comparison of the NNSs’ pre-test and post-test responses,
seven out of the eight participants had higher overall scores on the post-test than on the
pre-test, indicating that the online animated videos that demonstrated more and less
appropriate examples of making requests in different scenarios helped NNSs choose the
right answer. This may lead to a greater ability to avoid pragmatic failure and make
requests that are more pragmatically appropriate in English.
Research by Blum-Kulka et al. (1989) has shown that there are different levels of
directness that can be used for making requests in English. These levels of directness can
be separated into three main categories: direct requests, conventional indirect requests,
and nonconventional indirect requests. The level of directness that a speaker should use
to make a request is determined by the contextual factors, including level of power
between the speaker and the listener, the difference in social status between the speaker
and the listener and the degree of imposition (Taguchi, 2006) To prepare to answer the
post-test questions that related to the second research question in the present study, which
focused on whether directly teaching pragmatic concepts related to making appropriate
requests in English in specific scenarios helps NNSs make requests that are more
pragmatically appropriate, NNSs viewed the online lessons. As part of each online
lesson, NNSs viewed animated videos in specific scenarios of more appropriate and less
examples of ways to make requests. The purpose of these animated videos was to
directly teach the NNSs to select the more appropriate in request-making situations in
order to help the NNSs build a basis of knowledge that would enhance their ability to
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make more pragmatically appropriate requests in future real-life request-making
situations. The research suggested that for seven out of the eight participants in the
research study, the videos illustrating the levels of directness to be used in various
contexts helped the NNSs to be able to select the most appropriate way in which to make
a request in a scenario.
Additionally, research by Takimoto (2007) has demonstrated that certain types of
instruction are useful for helping NNSs to become aware of the pragmalinguistic and
sociopragmatic features used in English. One type of pragmatics instruction that is useful
for helping NNSs learn about pragmatics is structured input with explicit information.
Similar research by Koike and Pearson (2005) found that NNSs who receive pragmatics
instruction are aware of the need to use pragmatically appropriate language and of the
options that are available for performing speech acts in English in comparison to NNSs
who did not receive any pragmatics instruction. In addition to providing explicit
instruction for NNSs, Halenko and Jones (2011) also state that encouraging NNSs to
continue to reflect on their learning can be a beneficial technique to help them improve
their pragmatic development. These findings are echoed in the present research study. In
each of the online mini-lessons, the NNSs were given opportunities to respond to
questions about the animated videos with dialogues in specific scenarios and then
received explicit instruction through the feedback that was available to all participants on
the website (Appendix E) about why the speakers in the animated pragmatics videos were
either using speech that was appropriate for the scenario or why the language that the
character was using was not appropriate for the scenario. The results of this study
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suggest that this explicit information was useful for helping seven out of eight of the
participants improve their understanding of pragmatics.
Research has shown that an important way to assess NNSs’ pragmatic knowledge
is having NNSs participate in role plays (Halleck, 2007; Taguchi, 2006; Takimoto, 2007;
Soler, 2005). By role-playing, NNSs can demonstrate their ability to make pragmatically
appropriate requests in English in a situation that does not require the NNS to disclose
confidential personal information; the NNSs take on the role of a character instead of
sharing stories from their personal experience as they might be required to do in another
kind of assessment. In the present study, through the online mini-lessons, the NNSs
watched animated videos with corresponding tape scripts to read that took place in
various settings. The NNSs were then asked to select the most appropriate way to make a
request in the scenario. The responses in the present study indicated that seven out of
eight of the participants were able to select the most pragmatically appropriate response
in various scenarios.
Non-Native Speakers’ Confidence about Their Ability to Make Pragmatically
Appropriate Requests
Results
The participants in this study responded to a post-instruction questionnaire
(Appendix D) as a form of qualitative assessment. The questions in the post-instruction
questionnaire were meant to help the participants reflect on their experience about
studying pragmatics using direct online instruction and to help the researcher determine if
such direct instruction helped the participants to feel more confident of their ability to
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make pragmatically appropriate requests in English. Even though the participants are
from six different countries, speak six languages other than English, have varying levels
of education and varying levels of experience with studying pragmatics, all eight of the
participants responded positively to their experience with receiving direct instruction in
pragmatics through online lessons in the research study. The participants stated that the
research study helped them to be more aware of options that are available for making
pragmatically appropriate requests in English. In the next section, the participants’
responses to each of the research questions in the post-instruction questionnaire
(Appendix D) will be summarized.
Analysis
Learning pragmatics. The data in this section summarizes the participant’s responses to
each of the questions on the post-instruction questionnaire (Appendix D). Participants in
the research study had varying thoughts and feelings about studying pragmatics. Several
stated that the research was helpful and others had more critical opinions about studying
pragmatics, which will be described below. Isabel noted that pragmatics is a broad topic
that covers the rules about how to communicate in a proper way as a student of a second
language. Many participants thought that participating in the research study was helpful.
One participant, Habib, stated that it is very important to make pragmatically appropriate
requests in different everyday situations in order to be able to converse effectively.
Majid stated, “I am really amazed with this program. I think that I have learned that I
need to work on my language in order to have an appropriate conversation.” This
participant also noted that the research study helped to show that the way people talk with
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each other shows how they respect each other. Dorri stated that the research study helped
her with understanding direct and indirect expressions and with using conventional and
non-conventional indirect questions.
Three participants responded more critically to the present research study. One
participant, Ai, stated that she never had any problem with making pragmatically
appropriate requests in English because she was taught to use polite English from a
young age. She said that parents in her society play an important role in nurturing their
children from a young age to use polite English at school and at home. Ai also
commented that in primary school and in high school she attended a class called “Moral
Studies,” in which she was taught values that can influence how she makes pragmatically
appropriate requests in day-to-day situations in English or in other languages that she
uses. Another participant, Lifen, thought that the pragmatics information that was
presented in the research study was good, but she stated that some of the questions on the
pre-test were misleading. She commented that, for instance, when a person asks a friend
to see a movie, the polite form of the language is not always used because the person is
trying to be convincing or express closeness in the relationship. Thus, she thinks that
pragmatic use of the language is not equivalent to polite use of the language. Lifen
commented that perhaps the difference between polite and pragmatic use of the language
could have been made clearer in the research study. Additionally, Veronika, commented,
“I did not learn anything new.”
The usefulness of direct teaching about pragmatics. All eight of the participants agreed
that direct teaching about pragmatics is useful, although the reasons that were given for
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this belief varied among the participants. Dorri agreed that direct teaching is useful
because it can help her to learn how to make a polite request in English. Isabel and
Sahila commented that learning about pragmatics is useful because some NNSs are
unaware of pragmatic rules of a culture or language. Lifen and Habib both thought that
direct teaching about pragmatics is useful, especially when the examples for appropriate
and less appropriate uses of the language are compared and contrasted in pairs. As Habib
stated, viewing the direct teaching mini-lessons on the pragmatics website developed by
the researcher “…was very useful because it provides a comparison between the requests
that are pragmatically appropriate and those that are not.” Ai believed that direct
teaching about pragmatics is useful when it is taught to children at a young age because it
helps to build polite character in children and because it helps them to behave well in
society.
Participants’ confidence in their ability to make a request in English in a pragmatically
appropriate way. Of all the participants, seven responded that they feel more confident
that they could make a request in English in a pragmatically appropriate way after
viewing the direct teaching mini-lessons on the pragmatics website developed by the
researcher. Ai commented that she feels more confident because the lessons reinforced
her confidence in English and assured her that she has carried herself well in her daily
interactions with people. Dorri said that she feels more confident because, after going
through the online pragmatics lessons, she will be thinking more about the directness and
the indirectness of the questions that she asks. Habib mentioned that he is more confident
about making requests because he learned that a request that is not made in a

70

pragmatically appropriate way adversely affects the conversation. Isabel made a similar
comment in that she stated that after the online pragmatics lessons she knows that she
will be able to communicate in an appropriate way with the listener. Sahila and Majid
both said that they hope to do their best with making pragmatically appropriate requests
and Sahila added that it is nice to ask questions politely. The only participant who
commented that she was not sure if the online pragmatics lessons helped her to feel more
confident about making pragmatically appropriate requests in English was Lifen, who
commented that she “…knew most of the information before.”
Inclusion of pragmatics instruction in English as a second language curriculum. All
eight of the participants responded that pragmatics instruction should be included in the
ESL curriculum. Several participants were very enthusiastic in their responses. Ai stated
that she agrees strongly that pragmatics should be included in the ESL curriculum. Lifen
stated that she “definitely” agrees and Dorri said that she “absolutely!” agrees that
pragmatics instruction should be included in the ESL curriculum. Majid supported this
point of view by stating that pragmatics instruction would help to have a better society.
Isabel commented that by learning pragmatics, learners will gain information that will
help them to help them make successful requests, to be polite and understand how
conversations work in English.
Non-native speakers benefit from more pragmatics instruction. All eight of the
participants agreed that NNSs would benefit from more pragmatics instruction. Again,
several of the participants were very enthusiastic in their responses. Majid stated that “of
course” NNSs would benefit, Isabel agreed that NNSs would “absolutely” benefit and
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Lifen concurred that NNSs would “definitely” benefit from more pragmatics instruction.
Isabel also added that NNSs would benefit because they would be aware of how to use
pragmatics properly and that they would benefit from receiving an accurate account of
the rules of speaking a second language. She also stated that pragmatics should be
included in a more extensive and explicit way in any syllabus for NNSs.
Learning about pragmatics would help participants to communicate better in their
current setting. Out of all the participants in the research study, seven responded that
learning about pragmatics would help them in their current setting. Lifen responded that
learning about pragmatics might help her, depending on what else she might learn about
pragmatics in the future. Participants gave various examples and reasons for how
learning about pragmatics could help them in their current setting. Ai commented that
learning about pragmatics would be helpful to her in situations such as corresponding via
email with American researchers, colleagues, vendors, and her American supervisor. She
noted that learning about pragmatics helps with having clear communication as well as
with building rapport and friendships with people who are native English speakers.
Majid commented that learning about pragmatics helps people to realize that the way
they communicate with others is very important. He also commented that learning about
pragmatics can reduce difficulties in communication and help society. Habib noted that
learning about pragmatics will help him because he would love to make many friends.
He commented that if a person does not know how to make pragmatically appropriate
requests, he may insult his friends easily. This participant hoped to use the information
in situations in the future such as making a request that his friend call him back on the
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phone. Isabel wrote that she thinks that by knowing how pragmatics is used properly in
any dialogue in a second language, a person can be more secure, can be more engaged in
the conversation and will not lack social acceptance. Dorri stated that learning about
pragmatics “…will help me to have polite conversations in Minnesota. I’ll try to use the
new things that I’ve learned today to be more polite!” Sahila also agrees that learning
about pragmatics will help her to communicate better in Minnesota, because Minnesota is
known for being “Minnesota nice.” She thinks that in order to keep up with being using
pragmatically appropriate language, it would be good to learn more about pragmatics.
Results
This research question focused on NNSs’ confidence in their ability to make
pragmatically appropriate requests in English. The participants were asked to respond to
questions about pragmatics using a qualitative data collection technique in order to
determine if participants thought that the direct online teaching about pragmatics
concepts was beneficial. The researcher hypothesized that the NNSs would comment
that they felt more confident in their ability to make pragmatically appropriate requests in
English after they had viewed the online pragmatics lessons from the website developed
by the researcher and the positive and negative examples for each mini-lesson topic about
making requests politely in English. This would demonstrate that the NNSs benefitted
from direct online instruction about pragmatics. The NNSs’ feedback indicated that that
the online direct teaching did help to increase their confidence in making requests in a
pragmatically appropriate manner in English.
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Discussion
The qualitative responses in this section were collected in a process similar to
research completed by Nero (2000). Individuals in the present study responded to openended questions that related to the research topic, which allowed the researcher to be
aware of the participants’ ideas about the research study. As a result, the researcher was
able to include qualitative data which revealed more about each participant’s point of
view. This information will be valuable because, as in Nero’s study, even though the
scope of the research is not particularly broad, the personal perspectives included in the
qualitative, case-study type research make the quantitative data that was collected more
meaningful and comprehensible. The qualitative information can also help teachers and
students feel connected to the individuals who participated in the research and imagine
how the research could impact others who are learning about pragmatics in other
contexts. Overall, NNSs in the present study stated that by viewing mini-lessons about
pragmatics online, they became more confident in their ability to make requests
appropriately in English.
Conclusion
In this chapter I presented the results of my data analysis for the three research
questions. The results suggest that the benefits of directly teaching pragmatically
appropriate ways to make requests in English are that the online lessons helped to
improve NNSs’ ability to identify pragmatically appropriate requests in various
situations. The research also shows that directly teaching pragmatic concepts related to
making appropriate requests in English through online lessons improved NNSs’
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understanding of how to make pragmatically appropriate requests in various scenarios, as
measured by an increase in correct responses to a discourse completion test.
Additionally, the research suggests that NNSs feel more confident about their ability to
make pragmatically appropriate requests after receiving direct instruction in pragmatics
through online lessons. In Chapter Five I will discuss my major findings, their
implications, and suggestions for further research.
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CHAPTER FIVE: CONCLUSIONS
In this study I attempted to answer the following questions: 1) Does online direct
instruction of pragmatically appropriate ways to make requests in English help NNSs
improve their pragmatic knowledge? 2) Does online direct instruction of pragmatically
appropriate ways to make requests in English in specific scenarios benefit NNSs? 3) Do
NNSs feel more confident about their ability to make pragmatically appropriate requests
after receiving online direct instruction in pragmatics? In this chapter the following
topics will be addressed: major findings, limitations, implications for teachers and
administrators, and suggestions for further research.
Major Findings
Did participants benefit from online instruction?
The first research question about the benefits of directly teaching NNSs
pragmatically appropriate ways to make requests in English using online lessons suggests
that participants were able to improve their knowledge of pragmatics topics by viewing
the online mini-lessons developed by the researcher. The participants had high scores on
the pre-test, showing that they had some prior knowledge of pragmatics. After viewing
the pragmatics website, the participants had more correct responses than they did on the
pre-test. The fact that their post-test scores showed improvement indicates that the online
pragmatics mini-lessons were valuable for teaching and reinforcing pragmatics concepts.
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The data from the present study suggests that there are positive effects of direct online
teaching about pragmatics for NNSs.
Did participation in online instruction improve participants’ knowledge of pragmatically
appropriate requests?
The second research question provided data about whether online pragmatics
lessons improved participants’ knowledge of how to make pragmatically appropriate
requests in English. On the post-test, seven out of eight NNSs had improved scores in
comparison to the pre-test. This indicates that the NNSs’ understanding of pragmatics
improved after watching the mini-lessons developed by the researcher. The participants
had high scores for the pre-test, showing that they had some prior knowledge in selecting
appropriate ways to make requests in different settings. The results for seven out of the
eight participants were even higher on the post-test, demonstrating that the mini-lessons
with the animated video clips of positive and negative examples of how to make requests
appropriately in English were effective for helping NNSs to improve their knowledge
about making requests appropriately in different situations.
Discussion. One NNS, Sahila, had responded correctly to most of the pre-test questions
but selected all of the less pragmatically appropriate responses on the post-test causing
her post-tests score to be significantly lower than her pre-test score. Her change in
responses seemed to be largely due to her present working environment, an elementary
school setting, in which this participant frequently uses direct language that would not be
considered appropriate in other social contexts. Her results suggest that the English-
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speaking environment of NNSs can affect their perception of what language is
appropriate for making requests in English.
The researcher followed up with Sahila to find out more about why she would
have responded in such a different manner on the post-test. The researcher did not let
Sahila know that she had answered all of the questions with the less appropriate way to
make a request on the post-test. Sahila stated that she thought that the online minilessons on the pragmatics website were not confusing. She thought that the mini-lessons
with the animated videos demonstrating an appropriate and a less appropriate example of
types of request-making scenarios helped to clarify ways to make pragmatically
appropriate requests in English. Sahila also stated that she thought that the online lessons
helped her to respond to the post-test questions and that the format of the test was not
confusing.
The researcher gathered information that pointed to a number of factors that could
have caused Sahila to choose the answers for the post-test that were too direct and
therefore were not appropriate for each scenario. One factor that could have contributed
to Sahila selecting responses that were direct and were therefore not the most appropriate
for each scenario could have been due to her working environment. Sahila teaches young
children at a school and uses very direct language to direct her students to comply with
her requests. Because the school year started between the time that Sahila took the pretest and when she took the post-test, her way of thinking about making requests had
shifted to become more direct as she used more commands in the school environment and
less indirect/polite language. A second factor that could have caused Sahila to choose the
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answers for the post-test that were too direct and were therefore not the most appropriate
for each scenario was that out of all the participants who responded to the research study,
Sahila had the longest elapsed time between when she completed the pre-test and when
she completed the post-test. Most of the participants completed the pre-test, went
through the mini-lessons on the research website and completed the post-test within a few
days. Sahila, however, stated that she completed the post-test a few weeks after she had
taken the pre-test and had gone through the mini-lessons. This time delay between when
she took the pre-test and went through the mini-lessons on the research website and when
she took the post-test could have caused her to not be able to remember the information
that she had studied in the mini-lessons on the research website as clearly. Her lack of
retention of the pragmatics concepts corresponds with research highlighted by Halenko
and Jones (2011), who found that NNSs only retained pragmatics information for a short
period of time. As Halenko and Jones state, providing NNSs with more input over a
longer period of time can help them to retain more pragmatics knowledge. Another
factor that could have caused Sahila to choose the answers for the post-test that were too
direct and were therefore not the most appropriate for each scenario was that Sahila stated
that she did not take this research as seriously or put as much consideration into her
responses as she might have with a formal English exam such as IELTS or another test.
Did online instruction improve participants’ confidence in making appropriate requests?
The third research question provided data about NNSs’ confidence in their ability
to make pragmatically appropriate requests in English after they received direct
instruction in pragmatics through online lessons. The NNSs’ feedback on the post-
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instruction questionnaire suggested that that the online direct teaching did help to
increase their confidence in making requests in a pragmatically appropriate manner in
English. The NNSs stated that they were more aware of the options that were available
for making requests in English, that they think that direct instruction in pragmatics should
be part of the ESL teaching curriculum and that they will look for more opportunities to
practice and apply what they learned about making pragmatically appropriate requests in
English. These responses demonstrate that the information presented in the online minilessons developed by the researcher was useful for helping NNSs to feel more confident
about their ability to make pragmatically appropriate requests in English.
Incidental Findings
Interest in Online Pragmatics Instruction
Approximately 200 NNSs were invited to participate in the research study. The
Requesting In English research website was viewed by individuals from various
countries. The Website host, WordPress, counts views as each time a visitor loads or reloads the webpage (Automattic, Inc., 2013). According to the website administrator
statistics, individuals from the United States viewed the research website the most with
446 total views. Individuals from the following countries had the next highest number of
views of the website: Singapore with 51 views, Canada with 50 views, Mexico with 35
views, Netherlands with 19 views, Czech Republic with 16 views, Bulgaria with five
views and Ireland with four views. The countries with individuals with the fewest
number of views of the website were Brazil with two views and Republic of Korea with
one view (Table 4).
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There was high interest in the Requesting In English website when the website
was first opened for the research. The Website host, WordPress, counts visitors who use
the website during a given time period, such as one week (Automattic, Inc., 2013).
According to the website administrator statistics, the number of individuals who viewed
the website was the highest during the second and third weeks that the website was open,
with 205 views during the second week and 124 total views during the third week. The
number of individuals who visited the main pages of the website during the second and
the third weeks was also the highest, with 55 visitors during the second week and 28
visitors during the third week. After these weeks, there were fewer views of the website
and visitors to the website (Table 4).
Table 4
Requesting In English Research Website Views and Visitors by Week
Week Number
Total Views
Total Number
of Visitors
One

47

7

Two

205

55

Three

124

28

Four

90

6

Five

103

8

Six

15

3

Seven

14

5

Eight

0

0
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Effect of Number of Years of English Study
Overall, the website was visited by at least 55 individuals from around the world.
Out of approximately 200 NNSs who were invited to participate in the research, six
NNSs initially signed the informed consent document (Appendix I) to participate in the
research study. One participant invited two more friends to participate, giving a total of
eight participants for the research study. All eight participants had already been studying
English for more than five years (Table 5). No individuals who had studied English for
fewer than five years chose to participate in the study.
Table 5
Participants’ Familiarity with Pragmatics before the Research Study
Pseudonym Number of
Highest
Previous
Amount of
Years of
Level of
Study of
Pragmatics
English
Education
Pragmatics
Instruction
Study
Completed

Confident in
Ability to
Consistently
Make Polite
Requests in
English

Veronika

12

Master’s

Yes

Enough

Yes

Ai

14

Doctorate

Yes

-

Yes

Isabel

5

IELTS

Yes

Some

Fair

Lifen

20

Master’s

A little

Majid

6

Health Care
Assistant
Certificate

Yes, but not
much

Dorri

5

BA

No

Habib

10

Master’s

Yes

A little

Yes

Sahila

15

Master’s

Yes

A lot

Yes

Yes
Indirect
instruction

Yes

Yes
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All of the NNSs who participated had studied English for more than five years
and had pursued and completed some form of higher education. Because all eight of the
participants had been studying English for more than five years, the research is confirmed
that pragmatics is a skill that is learned after BICS and CALP. This data suggests that
the participants followed the language acquisition progression outlined by Cummins
(1981) which states that a NNS learns basic interpersonal communication skills (BICS)
within the first two years of their arrival in an English speaking environment and after
this language has been acquired can the NNS begin to develop cognitive academic
language proficiency (CALP), the language ability that is needed to learn in academic
subject areas and to be successful with learning academic skills (Herrera & Murry, 2011).
Roessingh (2006) explains Cummin’s theory by stating that the development of CALP
can take much longer than two years. NNSs need much more English language
knowledge to be able to understand cognitively demanding topics. It can take from five
to seven years for NNSs to develop CALP. The fact that no NNSs who had been
studying English for fewer than five years chose to participate also confirms the
information presented by Taguchi (2006) who stated that there are multiple aspects of
language knowledge and competence that NNSs need to be successful such as strategic
competence in language and language knowledge. Mastery of pragmatic knowledge in
the L2 can take ten years or more for NNSs (Cohen, 2008; Halenko & Jones, 2011) and
some NNSs do not ever become proficient in pragmatics (Halenko & Jones, 2011). As
Soler (2005) stated, as NNSs reside in the L2 environment for more years their L2
proficiency will improve and their speech will be seen as increasingly polite when they
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are making requests in the target language community. Even the participants who had
been studying English for 15 or 20 years commented that their participation in the present
study was beneficial for them, confirming this research that NNSs of all levels of
pragmatics experience can continue to improve in their knowledge of pragmatics and
their confidence with using pragmatics.
Limitations
The original motivation of the researcher to conduct this study was to learn to
make requests politely in the Czech culture with the aim of avoiding communication
breakdown. In order to directly study this question, the study could have been conducted
with native speakers of American English from the Midwest who were learning how to
make requests politely in the Czech language in the Czech Republic. However, this
option was not feasible for the researcher at the present time. Instead, the researcher
invited international NNSs from many backgrounds to participate in the research study.
There were limitations to the study in that the researcher did not choose to look at
the length of study of English as one of the initial research questions. If the researcher
had included this type of question, the findings might have shown whether the length of
English study had an effect on NNSs’ pragmatics knowledge and confidence.
Additionally, all of the NNSs who responded to the invitation to participate in the
research had been studying English for five years or more. The fact that no NNSs who
had been studying for fewer than five years chose to participate was unexpected in that
the data that was collected from these participants could not be compared to NNSs who
had been studying English for fewer than five years.
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Another limitation was that the researcher did not choose to ask participants to
explain the frequency of their English study or pragmatics study per week which would
have provided information about the amount of study needed to learn to make
pragmatically appropriate requests in English. The researcher was hoping to learn if
there was a faster way to learn to make pragmatically appropriate requests in Czech, but
without data from NNSs who had been studying English for fewer than five years, there
were no conclusive results in any data that the researcher collected through this research
study.
The study was originally planned to take place over a three month period with
face-to-face instruction with international students. The researcher invited a group of
more than 20 international students to participate in the research study, but, unexpectedly,
the participants were not willing to commit to helping with the research. This caused the
researcher to develop the online pragmatics website for NNSs to access the pragmatics
mini-lessons. The format of the website was not very user-friendly because the
participants had to return to the home screen to progress through the various aspects of
the website, including mini-lessons, questionnaires and tests. This could have
discouraged some NNSs from choosing to participate in the research study. Additionally,
the lessons on the website could have called for too much of a time commitment for some
potential participants, requiring participants to spend at least one hour on the Requesting
In English website, which could also have hindered them from participating in the
research study. Another factor that could have affected the results of this study was that
there was a time lapse of up to one month for some participants between the time when
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they took the pre-test and viewed the mini-lessons to the time when they took the posttest. This delay could have caused these participants to forget some of the information
that they had learned from the online mini-lessons, causing lower post-test scores. One
more factor that could have affected the results of this study was that the post-test items
were in the same order as the pre-test items. It is possible that because the items on the
pre-test and the post-test were in the same order, ordering effects could have occurred.
Additionally, the researcher could have included more challenging questions on the
discourse completion test and the pragmatics test. If the researcher had included more
challenging questions it is possible that the participants would have shown a more
significant increase in their knowledge of pragmatics between the pre-tests and the posttests. This study is not perfect, but the qualitative and quantitative data can be used to
inform future study in the teaching of pragmatics to NNSs.
Implications for Teachers and Administrators
This research study suggests that NNSs can benefit from direct instruction in
pragmatics. Even NNSs who have been studying English for five or more years can
improve their knowledge of how to make pragmatically appropriate requests in English.
The NNSs in this research study attest to the fact that by receiving online direct
instruction in pragmatics, their level of confidence in their ability to make appropriate
requests in English increased. Teachers and administrators should consider directly
teaching pragmatics as a part of an ESL curriculum. If students learn how to perform
speech acts in a pragmatically appropriate manner, communication breakdown and
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language failure can be minimized and relationships between the speakers and the
listeners can be maintained.
Suggestions for Further Research
This study could be extended to data collected from NNSs who had studied
English for fewer than five years in order to determine if the direct teaching strategies
that were utilized in this research would create more of an improvement in the NNSs’
ability to make requests in a pragmatically appropriate manner in English. Additionally,
the research could be expanded to include research on speakers learning Czech as their
L2 or research on the pragmatic norms for making requests in other languages, such as
Czech. Future research could focus on comparing how requests are made appropriately
in various cultures, which would help teachers and administrators develop pragmatics
curriculum for directly teaching the pragmatic norms for using language appropriately in
various contexts in these different languages.
Future research could include an investigation into how making pragmatically
appropriate requests changes over time. For example, in the past a person might have
made a request by saying “…Forgive, I pray thee now, the trespass of thy brethren, and
their sin…” (Genesis 50:17, King James Bible), but in modern times a person might
make a request by saying “…Please forgive the transgression of your brothers and their
sin...” (Genesis 50:17, English Standard Version). This future research could analyze the
historical patterns of language use for making pragmatically appropriate requests in
different eras to provide background for making pragmatically appropriate requests in the
present time.
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Another future investigation could include how personality affects pragmatics.
For example, if a person knew how to modulate the tone of a request, he or she might
choose to make the request in a more direct (less polite) manner in some situations. It is
possible that knowledge of pragmatics might not result in making a pragmatically
appropriate request in every situation because of the personal preferences of the speaker,
among other reasons.
Plan for Communicating the Results
The results of this research study can be utilized by educators and administrators
to inform their curriculum decisions about importance of including direct pragmatics
instruction in lessons for NNSs at all levels of English language instruction. Educators in
various contexts can use the qualitative information to inform future investigations into
the pragmatic norms of other languages, which can be taught to NNSs studying foreign
languages. The researcher will use the information in her present teaching situation as
she works with her students. Even though her students have not yet acquired a high level
of English, they can begin to receive direct instruction about pragmatics at the word,
phrase and sentence level. As the students’ language level progresses, they can continue
to receive explicit information about pragmatics, which will help them to avoid
communication breakdown. The researcher can also share her findings with her ELL
teacher colleagues in her district. Additionally, a copy of this study will be made
available for educators to access at the library of Hamline University in St. Paul,
Minnesota, USA.
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Conclusion
“Dobrý den, 200 gramů šunky, prosím.“ Although the researcher did not initially
know how to make requests for simple things like lunchmeat at the deli counter in the
Czech language when she was living in the Czech Republic, she has since learned a way
to politely ask for things that she wanted in the Czech language. The researcher should
not have assumed that people in a foreign country would have the same pragmatic norms
that existed in her home language environment. She could have been more informed
about the Czech self-perception before she expected Czech people to conform to her
expectations about typical patterns of interaction. She could have prepared for this by
reading research such as a study completed about stereotypes of the Czech character held
by Czechs after the end of communism, which included 76% negative traits such as
cunning, egoism, laziness, quarrelsomeness, hypocrisy and haughtiness (among 24%
positive traits such as being hardworking, skillful and having a sense of humor) (Sioras,
1999). However, even taking into account the self-described mostly negative mindset of
Czech people after the end of communism which could affect their daily interactions, if
the researcher would have had access to direct online teaching about pragmatics in the
Czech language earlier in her study, perhaps she could have avoided some uncomfortable
and embarassing situations that occurred due to her failure to communicate her requests
in a pragmatically appropriate way in the Czech language.
This research study suggests that by receiving direct online teaching about the
topic of pragmatics, NNSs can improve their knowledge of ways to make requests in a
pragmatically appropriate way in English. After receiving direct online instruction in
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pragmatics, NNSs are more aware of pragmatically appropriate ways to make requests in
English; their knowledge of how to avoid pragmatic failure and make requests that are
more pragmatically appropriate has increased and they indicated that they felt more
confident about their ability to make pragmatically appropriate requests in English. By
choosing to include direct pragmatics instruction in their students’ course of study,
educators and administrators can help NNSs avoid embarrassing communication
breakdown in request making situations, which will help the NNSs maintain positive
relationships and continue to achieve language success.
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APPENDIX A
Pre-Instruction Questionnaire
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Name ________________________________
1) What is your home country?

2) What language did you learn first?

3) What language is most often spoken in your home?

4) What language do you usually speak?

5) How many years have you studied English?

6) What is your highest level of completed education?

7) Have you studied pragmatics before? (Ex: how to make requests politely in
English.)

8) How much instruction in pragmatics have you received?

9) Do you feel confident that you can consistently make pragmatically appropriate
requests in English?
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APPENDIX B
Pragmatics Pre-Test/Post-Test
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Pragmatics Test-Part One
Directions: Please select the correct answer.
1) What is interlanguage pragmatics?
a) The grammar rules of a language
b) The study of how people learn to speak appropriately in a second language
2) Why is interlanguage pragmatics important?
a) A person can avoid embarrassing communication breakdown
b) A person can learn about rules for making requests that apply in every situation
3) What are some of the probable negative effects of not using pragmatically appropriate
language?
a) Difficulties in understanding the speaker, lack of successful communication
and frustration.
b) Yelling, angry looks and the listener walking away
4) What context factors should be considered when making a request?
a) The time of day, the location and the other people in the setting.
b) The relative power between the speaker and the listener, the degree of social
distance between the speaker and the listener, and the degree of imposition on the
listener.
5) What does saving face mean and what are some benefits of helping a listener save
face?
a) Saving face means that the listener gets to lead the conversation and some of
the benefits of helping a listener save face are that the listener feels understood
and cared about.
b) Saving face means that the listener’s positive self-image in society is
maintained and some of the benefits of helping a listener save face are that the
relationship with the speaker is preserved and the speaker is more likely to get
what she requested.

94

6) Are all requests culturally appropriate?
a) To make a culturally appropriate request, speakers need to consider their
knowledge of the language, consider their knowledge of what is customary in the
society and then use their strategic competence to use these types of knowledge to
make a request that fits the situation.
b) To make a culturally appropriate request, speakers need to consider how they
would make the request in a culturally appropriate way in their home language,
culture and context and then translate the words from their home language into
English.
7) How can a speaker lessen imposition for the listener when making a request?
a) Strategies to lessen imposition on the listener include: using alerters, supportive
moves and direct/indirect language.
b) Strategies to lessen imposition on the listener include: begging, pleading and
demanding.
8) What are the categories for levels of directness that can be used for making a request?
a) Direct requests, conventional indirect requests, and nonconventional indirect
b) Polite requests, inquiries and demands.
9) What are some benefits of using an appropriate level of directness when making a
request?
a) The listener will always give the speaker what she wants and the speaker will
never need to repeat herself.
b) The request will be less threatening for the listener, less negotiation of meaning
will be needed and the request will be easier to understand.
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APPENDIX C
Pragmatics Discourse Completion
Pre-Test/Post-Test
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Pragmatics Test-Part Two
Directions: Please select the more appropriate response for each situation.
1) Setting: University campus. (A student who missed a university class is talking with
her classmate.)
A) I was wondering if you could tell me what the test will be about tomorrow.
B) I want you to tell me what the test will be about tomorrow.
2) Setting: Department store
A) I am looking for a new purse. I would really appreciate some advice.
B) You should find a great new purse for me.
3) Setting: Learning how to swim. (A new swimmer is talking with an instructor.)
A) I am not floating! I need you to show me how!
B) I am having a hard time floating. Could you show me how?
4) Setting: Corporate business office
A) Can you guess why I am so stressed out right now?
B) Hello Mr. Jones. Would you have a few minutes for me to ask you a question?
5) Setting: At a bank
A) I would like to withdraw some cash.
B) You should let me withdraw some cash.
6) Setting: Hair salon
A) I want to buy a different kind of shampoo.
B) May I ask you to recommend a different kind of shampoo?
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7) Setting: Traditional Japanese tea ceremony (An English-speaking guest is talking with
the hostess.)
A) I notice that there are not any chairs. I am wondering if guests sit on chairs.
B) There are no chairs. I need a chair to sit on.
8) Setting: Two friends eating at a restaurant
A) I want to ask you to give me another slice of pizza.
B) Could you pass me another slice of pizza?
9) Setting: Ice cream shop
A) May I have two scoops of vanilla ice cream?
B) I'm asking you to give me two scoops of vanilla ice cream.

10) Setting: After class (Two friends are making a plan for the evening.)
A) Would you like to go to a movie?
B) You should come to a movie with me!
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APPENDIX D
Post-Instruction Questionnaire
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Name ________________________________
1) You have completed some lessons about making pragmatically appropriate
requests in English. Please share some thoughts about what you have learned.

2) Was direct teaching about pragmatics useful? Why or why not?

3) Do you feel more confident that you could make a request in English in a
pragmatically appropriate way after these lessons? Why or why not?

4) Are you more aware of options that are available for making pragmatically
appropriate requests?

5) Do you think ESL teachers should include pragmatics instruction in the NNS
curriculum?

6) Do you think you or other ESL students would benefit from more pragmatics
instruction?

7) Will learning about pragmatics help you communicate better in Minnesota (or your
current setting?) Why or why not? Can you give an example?

8) Do you have any other comments about learning about pragmatics?
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APPENDIX E
Sample Website Content
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The following is a sample of the content of the first lesson of the research
website: http://requestinginenglish.wordpress.com/ that was developed by the researcher
and a web-developer to collect data for the Capstone research study. The website is still
accessible online. See the website for additional lessons.

Mini-lesson 1: What is
interlanguage pragmatics?
Interlanguage pragmatics is the study of how people learn to speak appropriately in a second
language. It is more than the grammar rules of a language. It is the language that is
appropriate for use between two specific speakers in a certain situation or social context.
You will now have the opportunity to view two dialogues. In each dialogue, the girl (Anna)
makes a request. While you are watching, please pay attention to what Anna is requesting
and how her classmate responds to her request.

First Video—After Class: Less Pragmatically Appropriate
Transcript
Setting: Two classmates are talking with each other after class.
Anna: [runs up to George] George, stop! Wait! Give me your notes!
George: What?
Anna: I want you to give me your notes right away! I have to catch the bus, but if I don’t
have your notes, I’ll fail the test tomorrow!
George: Ummm…?
Anna: Don’t you care about me?! I need your notes right now, hurry! Oh, never mind, the
bus is here. I have to go! [Anna runs to catch the bus]

Questions
Please write down your answers to the following questions.
What do you notice? What words in this dialogue could be considered
inappropriate/offensive? Why didn’t Anna receive what she requested?
After you’re written down your answers, please proceed to the next page to see our answers
to these questions.

Possible Answers
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The speaker was too abrupt. She used ‘want statements’ that were too direct for the
situation. She used a non-conventional indirect “strong hint” (“I need”) which was not
appropriate. She did not use any imperatives (words like “please”) to soften the request.
Please compare the earlier dialogue with a second dialogue between the same people.

Second Video—After Class: More Pragmatically Appropriate
Transcript
Anna: Hello George.
George: Hello Anna. How are you today?
Anna: I’m fine. How are you doing?
George: I’m doing fine too.
Anna: That’s good. Actually, I am wondering if I can ask you a question, please?
George: Sure! What’s your question?
Anna: Will we have a test in class tomorrow?
George: Yes.
Anna: Well, I wasn’t feeling very good during class today and I had a really hard time copying
down all of the notes that we’ll need to study for the test.
George: I’m sorry to hear that you’re not feeling well, Anna.
Anna: I was wondering if it would be okay with you if I could borrow your notes so that I will
be ready for the test tomorrow, please? I could give them back to you after lunch.
George: Yes, that is fine with me if you borrow my notes. I want us both to do well on the
test and I know that you’ll get the notes back to me as soon as you can. Here are the notes.
Anna: Thank you, George! You’re a great friend. I knew that I could count on you!

Questions
Please write down your answers to the following questions.
What do you notice? What words did Anna use in this dialogue that were appropriate for the
situation? How did this help Anna receive what she requested?

Possible Answers
Anna used conventional indirect strategies which were appropriate because they helped to
soften the request for the listener. Anna used a mitigated preparatory question (“I am
wondering if…”) and a preparatory question (“would it be okay with you…”) to prepare the
listener for her request. She also used an imperative (“please”) to make the request less
threatening for the listener.
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APPENDIX F
Invitation to Participate in Research Study
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Dear friend,
Did you learn a first language other than English?
Please consider participating in this research study!
(You can invite your friends too!)
The research study is about how people learn to make requests politely in English.
Information that you provide by responding to questions on this website will be used for
official Master’s Thesis research.
As you go through each of the steps of this website, you will find strategies that will be
useful to you as you interact with other English speakers.
Are you ready? You can get started now!
Here is the link to the website:
http://requestinginenglish.wordpress.com/
Please follow the directions on the website and begin!
Thank you in advance for your help.
Kate Aubrecht
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APPENDIX G
Types of Requests
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I) Direct Expressions

Example

Imperatives

Please…

Performatives

I’m asking you to…

Implied performatives

I want to ask you to…

Obligation statements

You should…

Want statements

I want you to…

II) Indirect Expressions
II-A) Conventional Indirect Questions
Preparatory questions

Could you…? / Would you…?

Suggestions

How about…?

Permissions

May I…?

Mitigated (softened) preparatory

I’m wondering if …?

Mitigated (softened) wants

I’d appreciate it if…

II-B) Non-Conventional Indirect
Strong hints

I don’t have…I need…

Mild hints

Can you guess what I want?

Adapted from Taguchi, N. (2006).
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APPENDIX H
Requesting In English Welcome Page
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APPENDIX I
Consent Letter
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Dear research participant:
The purpose of this letter is to request your permission to participate in a research study. The research
study will focus on collecting data about English pragmatics, which is how people learn to be polite while
speaking English. The research process will include a questionnaire, a pre-test, a series of lessons about
pragmatics focusing on making requests in English, a post-test, and a post-instruction questionnaire.
The goal of the study is to determine if explicit teaching about pragmatics can help non-native speakers
(NNSs) make requests that are more appropriate in English and if NNSs feel more confident about their
ability to make pragmatically appropriate requests after direct instruction in pragmatics. Research is a
dynamic activity and the focus of this project may shift as the study progresses.
The main benefit for the participants will be to have the potential to improve their ability to make requests
in a pragmatically appropriate way in English. Through this study, participants will have the opportunity to
learn pragmatic skills through an online direct teaching method.
Identifying characteristics of participants in the study will be protected and will not be included in the
results of this study. The results of this study will be confidential and anonymous, which will eliminate
risks to the participants in this research study. Participation in this study is voluntary and participants may
decide to discontinue participation in the study at any time without negative consequences.
The results of the research will be published as a Masters Capstone (Thesis) as part of a Master’s degree
program in teaching English as a Second Language through Hamline University in St. Paul, Minnesota.
The participants’ pre-test and post-test results as well as the participants’ comments and feedback will be
included in the Capstone. This document will become part of the Bush Library records at Hamline
University. The results of this study may also be published or used for scholarly purposes in the future.
The main benefit of the study to the research community will be to determine if direct teaching increases
pragmatic success for NNSs.
Permission to carry out this research study has been granted by the Hamline University Graduate School of
Education.
Your signature is required before participating in the research study. If you have any questions, please feel
free to contact me or Professor Ann Mabbott. Thank you for your cooperation.
Sincerely,
Ms. Katherine M. Aubrecht
kaubrecht@gmail.com
651-808-0211

Ann Mabbott, PhD.
Hamline University
amabbott@hamline.edu
661-523-2116
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I have read and understand your letter about the research study that will be conducted
about the pragmatic success of Non-Native Speakers (NNSs) of English. I understand
that your goal is to better understand how direct teaching will benefit NNSs pragmatic
success in English.
I give permission to participate in the research project that is part of your Hamline
University graduate degree program. I understand that the results of this study will be
anonymous and confidential and that I may stop participating in the study at any time
without negative consequences.
Signed,

________________________________________________________________________

Date:
____________________________________________________________________
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APPENDIX J
Example: Requesting In English Pragmatics Lesson Format
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