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L2 PRAGMATIC-AWARENESS-RAISING ACTIVITIES: TEACHING REQUEST
STRATEGIES IN A FOCUS-ON-FORM CLASS

YABANCI DIiLDE EDIiMSEL FARKINDALIGI ARTIRICI AKTIiVITELER: YAPI-
ANLAM ODAKLI SINIFTA iSTEKTE BULUNMA STRATEJILERININ OGRETIiMi
Esra OZDEMIR!

ABSTRACT: Sole linguistic competence does not by itself ensure a smooth communication since
appropriacy is not derived from pure linguistic knowledge. Since linguistic competence does not guarantee pragmatic
competence the pedagogical applications and their effectiveness in improving L2 learners’ pragmatic competence
have become significant subjects of study in the field of foreign language teaching. However, there is still a gap
between what pragmatics and interlanguage pragmatics offer and how L2 pragmatics is taught to raise L2 learners’
awareness in L2 pragmatic features. This article is intended to present a brief theoretical background on what
pragmatic competence is and what instruction types to raise awareness in L2 pragmatics are standing out more in
instructional pragmatics, and how this theoretical perspective can be implemented in instructional pragmatics to raise
L2 pragmatics awareness via sample activities to teach requests in English.

Key Words: pragmatic competence, focus-on-form instruction, explicit instruction, pragmatic-awareness-

raising activities

OZET: iletisimde ugunlugun salt dilbilgisel bilgiden tiirememesi nedeniyle tek basina dilbilgisel yeti diizgiin
iletisimi garanti etmemektedir. Dilbilgisel yetinin edimsel yeti basarisin1 garanti etmemesi yabanct dil 6gretimi
alaninda 6grenenlerin edimsel yetilerinin gelisiminde egitsel uygulamalar ve bu uygulamalarin yararliligi konusunu
O6nemli bir ¢aligma alani haline getirmistir. Ancak halen edimbilim ve aradil edimbilim ¢alismalarinin sunduklari ile
Ogrenenlerin edimsel ozellikler hakkindaki farkindaligini artirmak i¢in yabanci dile iliskin edimsel 6zelliklerin
Ogretimi arasinda bir agik bulunmaktadir. Bu makale edimsel yeti ve ikinci dil edinimi ¢alismalarinda ikinci dilin
edimsel ozelliklerine iliskin farkindaligin artirilmasinda hangi egitsel yaklasimlarin 6ne ¢iktigini kuramsal olarak
ortaya koymay1 ve bu kuramsal bakigin ingilizcede istekte bulunma stratejilerinin dgretimi 6rnegi iizerinden yabanci
dilde edimsel farkindaligi artirmaya yonelik Ornek aktivitelerle nasil uygulanabilecegini ortaya koymay1
amaclamaktadir.

Anahtar Sozciikler: edimsel yeti, yapi-anlam-odakli 6gretim, agik-y6nergeli 6gretim, edimsel farkindalig

artirici aktiviteler
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Introduction

Instructional L2 pragmatics has become an important topic as a consequence of a
functionalist perspective in linguistics resulting in a change in the goals of language pedagogy as
appropriacy rather than accuracy only. L2 learners’ appropriate language use has been defined as
an indispensible part of his communicative competence which needs to be developed for a
successful communication. This brings out two questions in foreign language pedagogy: whether
L2 pragmatic knowledge needs to be taught and teachability of L2 pragmatic knowledge in
language classes.

With respect to the first question, although some of the pragmatic knowledge can be
positively transferred from L1 or universals of pragmatic knowledge exist in speakers’ mind,
learners may still fail to transfer and use the knowledge they have. If learners fail to use their
existing pragmatic knowledge that can be applied to their L2, then they need to be made aware of
their own knowledge which requires particular attention to those aspects. In respect to the second
question, there have been studies showing teachability of L2 pragmatic knowledge in formal
instruction which have resulted in a new research area investigating the effectiveness of different
types of instructions to teach L2 pragmatic knowledge. The difference between the instructions
that are compared in the research is mainly based on a degree of explicitness which also
corresponds to a degree of awareness discussed further in this paper.

This paper starts with the theoretical underpinnings of teaching L2 pragmatics with a focus
on pragmatic competence and L2 instructions to raise awareness, particularly focus-on-form and
explicit instruction which are discussed in respect to their positive relation to awareness of L2

pragmatic knowledge. Lastly, sample L2 pragmatic-awareness-raising activities are presented.

Theoretical Underpinnings of Teaching L2 Pragmatics
Pragmatic Competence
Defining and assessing learners’ language competence from a restricted linguistic

perspective is not seen as a realistic or correct way since linguistic communication requires more
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than abstract formal systems (structures) and abstract meanings attached to those structures
(semantics). Understanding and taking effective part in linguistic communication require the
knowledge and ability to cope with sociopragmatic and pragmalinguistic aspects of languages.
For this reason, the literature regarding the competence of a foreign language speaker has
demonstrated a significant focus on L2 learners’ pragmatic competence. The field of pragmatics
manifested itself in the emergence of the term pragmatic competence by Canale and Swain
(1980) and pragmatic competence has been defined by scholars throughout the literature (e.g.
Canale and Swain, 1980; Canale, 1983; Bachman, 1990; Trosborg, 1994; Celce-Murcia M.,
2008). Bachman (1990) assigning a stronger emphasis on pragmatic competence distinguishes
pragmatic competence into illocutionary and sociolinguistic competences. He (1990:90) defines
the former as “knowledge of the pragmatic conventions for performing acceptable language
functions,” and the latter as “knowledge of the sociolinguistic conventions for performing
language functions appropriately in a given context.”

In Bachman’s model a speaker needs to use pragmatic conventions with acceptable
language functions to achieve his goal. Thus in his model illocutionary competence embraces
both the knowledge of speech acts and language functions. Speakers produce statements that
function in line with his purpose, which is sensitive to language and context. Thus, becoming
pragmatically competent requires “the knowledge of speech acts and language functions .... and
...... the knowledge of the contextual appropriateness of the linguistic forms realizing illocutions,”
(Barron, 2003, p.9). Like Bachman (1990), Kasper & Roever (2005) and Kasper & Rose (2002)
define pragmatic competence on two dimensions which they name by using Leech’s terms
through which Leech (1983) defines what pragmatics is; sociopragmatic and pragmalinguistic.
Bachman’s (1990) illocutionary competence and sociolinguistic competence is what Kasper &
Roever (2005), and Kasper & Rose (2002) define as pragmalinguistic competence and
sociopragmatic competence. Kasper and Roever (2005) define sociopragmatic and

pragmalinguistic competences as follows:
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“Sociopragmatic competence: the knowledge of the relationships between communicative
actions and power, social distance and the imposition associated with a past and future event,
knowledge of mutual rights and obligations, taboos and conventional practices.
Pragmalinguistic competence: knowledge and ability for use of conventions of means
(such as realizing speech acts) and conventions of form (such as the linguistic forms
implementing speech act strategies).” Kasper and Roever (2005, p. 318).

The more concrete definition of pragmatic competence is put forth by Ishihara (2010,
p.295) through potential evaluative criteria to evaluate L2 learners’ sociopragmatic and
pragmalinguistic competences. Her evaluative criteria focus on linguistic and social aspects of
pragmatics that take place in an actual communication. In her evaluative criteria she takes
“vocabulary/phrases, grammatical structures, strategies for speech acts, choice and use of
pragmatic tone, choice and use of organization of the written and spoken discourse, choice and
use of discourse markers and fillers, and choice of epistemic stance markers” as subcategories of
pragmalinguistic competence, and “the level of directness, formality and/or politeness in the
interaction, the choice and use of speech acts, the handling of cultural norms in the target
language, and the handling of the cultural reasoning or ideologies behind the L2 pragmatic
norms” as sociopragmatic competence (Ishihara, 2010, p.292-295).

Depending on theoretical definitions of pragmatic competence discussed briefly, foreign
language pedagogy has searched for more effective instructions to make learners aware of L2
pragmatic knowledge and to help them construct a more socially appropriate self through their L2

communication.

L2 Instructions to Raise Awareness in L2 Pragmatics

Research studies investigating what ways of teaching are more effective in improving L2
learners’ pragmatic competence have widely focused on cognitive mechanisms that support
processing of L2 input, thus L2 processing. The most frequent instructional types investigated in
the research are focus on form, focus on meaning, implicit instruction, and explicit instruction.

Doughty and Williams (1998) define three types of form-focused instruction as follows:
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“... a focus on form entails a focus on form elements of language, whereas focus on forms is
limited to such a focus, and focus on meaning excludes it. Most important, it should be kept
in mind that the fundamental assumption of focus-on-form instruction is that meaning use
must already be evident to the learner at the time that attention is drawn to the linguistic
apparatus needed to get the meaning across.” (Doughty and Williams,1998, p.4).

Focus-on-forms instruction is based on the assumption that the grammatical forms and
rules are learned if they are studied and practiced enough. However, according to Doughty (2004,
p.191) explicit focus-on-forms as decontextualized teaching of grammar “promotes a mode of
learning that’s arguably unrelated to SLA” because “the outcome is merely the accumulation of
metalinguistic knowledge about language.” Focus-on-meaning, on the other hand, excludes
grammar in the teaching process and focuses only on meaning through which learners are
expected to grab the target features by themselves. Focus-on-meaning has attracted criticism
because when the attention of the learner is fully focused on meaning, in order to comprehend the
message the learner cannot become aware of how form encodes meaning (Doughty, 1998). Based
on these criticisms, focus-on-form aims to designate learners’ attentional resources to particular
target features of language through meaning.

Focus-on-form is based upon a form-meaning connectionist perspective. According to
Doughty and Williams (1998, p.245), language acquisition is realized through connections of
“forms, meanings and functions (or use)”. Form-meaning connectionist perspective is associated
with Ellis N.’s (2004, p.50) SLA definition which is “.....the learning of constructions relating
form and meaning.” In focus-on-form learners develop their knowledge of language forms
through meaning. Han (2008, p.49) determine, quoting Doughty and Williams (1998), the
pedagogical target as form, and meaning “provides the cognitive processing support to it”. Thus,
focus-on form aims to facilitate noticing through manipulating attention of the learner to forms
through the use of meaning. Different from focus-on-meaning, in focus-on-form meaning is
processed with the form, and different from focus-on-forms meaning is focused and used as a
support to learn the forms (Ozdemir, 2010, p.69). Doughty and Williams (1998, p.197) clarify the

goal of focus-on-form studies as “to determine how learner approximation to the target can be
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improved through instruction that draws attention to form but is not isolated from
communication”.

Focus-on-form is closely related to noticing hypothesis (Schmidt, 1990, 1994) which claims
that attention is a requirement for any kind of learning (consciousness as attention), and it is
“subjectively experienced as noticing” by the learner (Schmidt,1990, p.19). According to
Schmidt (1990, Ibid.), noticing is the first required step for input to become intake and be
element of further processing and finally be part of interlanguage system. Doughty and Williams
(1998, p.11), in line with what noticing hypothesis claims, state that “... leaving learners to
discover form-function relationships and the intricacies of a new linguistic system wholly on
their own makes little sense,” thus, learners’ attention should be directed to notice some target
features. As Leow (2006, p.127) states, Schmidt “views attention as being isomorphic with
awareness and rejects the notion of learning without awareness.” This perspective of enabling
learners to notice some target features of the language is associated with weak-interface-
hypothesis in SLA in which the role of explicit knowledge is defined as acquisition facilitator by
Seliger (1979) (Ellis R., 1994, p.97-98). As opposed to weak interface hypothesis, non-interface
hypothesis claims that learned knowledge (explicit knowledge) cannot be converted into acquired
knowledge (implicit knowledge) as in Krashen’s SLA hypotheses. Strong interface hypothesis,
on the other hand, maintains that learned knowledge can gradually be part of implicit competence
(acquisition). In contrast to non-interface and strong interface hypotheses, weak-interface
hypothesis claims that

e explicit knowledge may help the learner notice features in the input that would otherwise
be ignored.

¢ explicit knowledge may facilitate the process of noticing-the-gap.

e explicit knowledge, then, can contribute indirectly to interlanguage development
(acquisition facilitator, Seliger, 1979). (Ellis R. (1994, p.97-98).
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Figure 1: The Role of Explicit Knowledge in L2 Acquisition (Ellis R., 1994, p.97-98)

The second claim of noticing hypothesis put forth by Schmidt (1994) that closely associates
with focus-on-form is that in learning a language, learners cannot allocate attention to every
feature of the input at the same time. If there is no learning without awareness, then conscious
attention must be paid to particular features of the input to notice them. Thus, “... in order to
acquire phonology one must attend to phonology, in order to acquire pragmatics, one must notice
both linguistic forms and relevant contextual features, etc.,” (Schmidt, 1994, p.176).This
approach associates with a form-meaning connectionist perspective in which constructions
relating to form and meaning specify not only “the defining properties of morphological,
syntactic and lexical form™ but also ‘“semantic, pragmatic, and discourse functions that come
associated with it,” (Ellis N., 2004, p.50). Thus, to learn pragmatic aspects of the target language
learners’ attention must be directed to linguistic forms, their functional meaning, and contextual
features.

The relationship between awareness and learning has been researched and there are studies
providing empirical support for the facilitative effects of awareness in L2 development. In his
article, Leow (2006) summarizes the results of the research studies on the effect of awareness on

L2 development as follows:
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a. Awareness at the level of noticing and understanding contributed substantially to a
significant increase in learners’ ability to take in the targeted form or structure
(Leow,1997,2000,2001; Rosa and Leow, 2004a; Rosa and O’Neill, 1999) and produce
writing the targeted form or structure (Leow,1997,2001; Rosa and Leow, 2004a; Rosa and
O’Neill, 1999), including novel examplers (Rosa and Leow, 2004a).

b. Awareness at the level of understanding led to significant more intake when compared to
awareness at the level of noticing (Leow,1997,2001; Rosa and Leow, 2004a; Rosa and
O’Neill, 1999).

c. There is a correlation between awareness at the level of understanding and usage of
hypothesis testing /rule formation (Leow,1997,2000,2001; Rosa and Leow, 2004a; Rosa
and O’Neill, 1999).

d. There is a correlation between level of awareness and formal instruction and directions to
search for a rule (Rosa and O’Neill, 1999).

e. There is a correlation between awareness at the level of understanding and learning
conditions providing an explicit pretask (with grammatical explanation) as well as
implicit or explicit concurrent feedback (Rosa and Leow, 2004b). (Leow (2006, p.132-3).

Other research studies based upon noticing hypothesis are the interventional studies
comparing explicit and implicit instruction such as House (1996), Takahashi (2001), Tateyama
(2001), Takahashi (2005), Koike & Pearson (2005). The distinction between the two instructions
is based upon the difference between how knowledge is defined in cognitive psychology, how
different levels of awareness affect learning of L2 pragmatics, and the difference between
implicit and explicit language learning (Doughty and Williams, 1998, p.230).

Learner language has two mental representations in mind: explicit knowledge and implicit
knowledge. Explicit knowledge is defined as analyzed knowledge occurring as a result of
“conscious awareness of how a structural feature works” (Ellis R., 2005, p.36), and implicit
knowledge is “in the form of unconscious abstract representations” according to Reber (Schmidt,
1990, p.8). In respect to how these two different types of knowledge are represented in mind of
L2 speakers, the main distinctive feature between explicit and implicit instruction is based on
how attention is activated in the class which results in different levels of awareness on part of
learners. Doughty and Williams (Ibid.) make a distinction between attracted attention and

directed attention in the L2 learning process which is assumed to result in different levels of
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awareness. With respect to this distinction, De Keyser (1995) defines the distinction between

explicit and implicit instruction as follows:

“An L2 instructional treatment (is) considered to be explicit if rule explanation (comprises)
part of the instruction .... or if learners (are) directly asked to attend to particular forms and
try to arrive at metalinguistic generalizations of their own. ... Conversely, when either rule
presentation nor directions to attend to particular forms (are) part of a treatment, that
treatment (is) considered implicit.” (De Keyser, 1995; quoted in Kasper and Rose, 2002,
p.251)

Ellis R. (2005), like De Keyser, distinguishes explicit instruction into two: explicit
presentation of rule either by the teacher before practice (deductive) and by the teacher or
learners after practice and production (inductive). Implicit instruction, on the contrary, does not
include any teacher-fronted metalinguistic or metapragmatic explanation in the class. A language
class with implicit instruction offers either non-enhanced input or enhanced input. Instruction
with non-enhanced input offers no specific effort to direct learners’ attention to targeted forms
(Ellis R., 2005, p.12). Enhanced input, on the other hand, is used to activate learners’ attention
about specific L2 features implicitly (input enhancement). Enhanced input is implemented in
various ways such as “corrective feedback, visual enhancement (textual manipulation) with the

use of bold and italic face, and task manipulation directing learners to notice and attend target
structures” (Rose & Kasper, 2001, p.172).

Pragmatics Awareness Raising Activities

If language acquisition occurs as form-meaning connections, and focus-on-form aims at
focusing on forms through meaning, and if learners have tendency to skip form-meaning
connections, and focus either only on meaning (excluding forms) or forms (excluding meaning),
and skip how form encodes meaning, and particularly skip pragmatic features of the language
they learn, then learner attention should be directed to target forms through language activities.
As mentioned earlier, Schmidt (1990) argues that some kind of attention to language forms is

needed for the acquisition of accuracy, and further studies of Schmidt (1994), and Doughty and
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Williams (1998) claim that some kind of attention is also needed for pragmatic appropriacy. For
this reason, it is suggested in the literature to direct learners’ attention to forms through meaning
and contextual features to improve both accuracy and appropriacy. The aim of pragmatic-
awareness-raising activities is to make students consciously aware of form, meaning, and
contextual factors, and use this knowledge (explicit knowledge) as facilitator for the acquisition
of implicit knowledge.

As mentioned earlier, the role of attention in focus-on-form is defined as a vital element of
learning, and the techniques used in focus-on-form aim to create noticing in learners’ mind and
increase awareness in the learning process. Doughty & Williams (1998, p.258) in their taxonomy
of focus-on-form tasks and techniques categorize the obtrusiveness of tasks on a continuum.
Although they mention that the tasks mentioned on the continuum “cannot guarantee that learners
will focus on the intended form but they can only encourage learners to do this” (Doughty &
Williams, Ibid.) the degree of obtrusiveness of focus-on-form positively correlates with a degree
of explicitness. In this continuum, one extreme is the most obtrusive task (garden path) which is
the most explicit, and the least obtrusive task (input flood) which is the least explicit task.

Based upon the studies mentioned by Takahashi (2005, p.438), which provided evidence
that “learners with greater awareness have an increased ability to recognize and produce target
forms than those with lesser awareness”, tasks and procedures implemented in the explicit end of
the continuum aim to instill greater awareness whereas more implicit tasks aim to instill
relatively less awareness. In this sense, the degree of explicitness in instruction is positively
correlated to the degree of awareness. The degree of awareness increases when the degree of
explicitness increases. The positive correlation between awareness and explicitness was
supported with the summary of the results of the studies by Leow (2006, p.132-3) which were
mentioned earlier in this article.

Ishihara (2010, p.56), on the other hand, shows the positive correlation between awareness
and six levels of mental skills in cognitive domain of Bloom’s taxonomy (1956) with respect to

tasks for L2 pragmatics. According to Ishihara (2010), tasks prepared to activate higher order
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skills help learners be more aware of the target pragmatic features of L2. The positive correlation
between awareness and higher order skills, thus more awareness required by higher order skills,
is also compatible with Schmidt’s (1990, p.7) concept of awareness since he defines the levels of
awareness one at the level of noticing, and the other at level of understanding. Noticing occurs at
a surface level whereas understanding at a deeper level (Kasper and Rose, 2002, p.21). With

respect to pragmatics, Schmidt (1995) distinguishes noticing and understanding as follows:

“In pragmatics, awareness that on a particular occasion someone says their interlocutor
something like, ‘I’m terribly sorry to bother you, but if you have time could you look at this
problem?’ is a matter of noticing. Relating the various forms used to their strategic
deployment in the service of politeness and recognizing their co-occurrence with elements of
context such as social distance, power, level of imposition and so on, are all matters of
understanding.” (Schmidt, 1995; quoted in Kasper and Rose, 2002, p.27-28).
Leow (2006, p.127), in line with Bloom’s taxonomy (1956) and a revised version of the
taxonomy by Anderson and Krathwohl (2001) also states that awareness at the level of
understanding requires the ability to analyze, compare, and test hypotheses which correspond to

higher order cognitive skills in Bloom’s taxonomy.

Table 1: The Positive Relationship among Higher Order Skills, Level of Awareness,

and Noticing
Cognitive Levels Higher Higher Level of | Understanding
Order Awareness
Bloom’s Revision of Skills (Metaawareness)
Taxonomy (1956) | Bloom’s
taxonomy by
Anderson and
Krathwohl
(2001)
Evaluation Creating
Synthesis Evaluating
Analysis Analysing
Application Applying
Comprehension | Understanding
Knowledge Remembering Lower Lower Level of Noticing
Order Awareness
Skills
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In instructional pragmatics learners’ awareness in speech acts, structure of conversations,
conversational implicatures, discourse organization can be developed through awareness-raising-
activities which require higher order skills. In this study, activities for teaching some English
request strategies in a focus-on-form class are presented particularly to display samples for

raising learners’ awareness in pragmatic features of the targeted forms.

Requests: What to Focus on in Teaching Requests

Requests are the speech acts in which the speaker either asks for something or asks the
hearer to do something for her/him. Requests are based upon the presumptions of the speaker that
the hearer can perform the act for the speaker. Requests are directive speech acts in the Searlean
taxonomy of utterance types which are also categorized as face threatening acts. Since the nature
of requesting requires the speaker to want something from the hearer the act of requesting
burdens responsibility to the hearer and it affects hearer’s ‘freedom of action’ (e.g. Blum-Kulka
S., House J., Kasper G., 1989, p.12). Moreover, requests can inform about power relations of the
hearer and the speaker. The speaker adjusts his/her request in respect to content of the request and
social variables. For instance, in line with the content of the request and social variables the
speaker can adjust his/her pragmalinguistic choices either to increase or decrease the force or
impingement effect to the hearer’s face either to cause or not to cause hearer’s loss of face.

There are several taxonomies of requests in English in the pragmatics literature (Blum-
Kulka and Olshtain’s, 1984; Blum-Kulka, House & Kasper, 1989; Trosborg, 1994) one of which
is Blum-Kulka and Olshtain’s (1984) pragmalinguistic classification of requests in English. They
categorize head-act request strategies into nine types, and in Cross-Cultural Speech Act
Realization Project (CCSARP) (Blum-Kulka, House and Kasper 1989) nine request strategies are
also presented in relation to Brown and Levinson’s directness levels; direct, conventionally
indirect, and non-conventionally indirect request strategies as follows (Blum-Kulka S., House J.,
Kasper G. 1989; Billymer & Varghese 2000);
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Directness Level Head-act Request Strategies

A. Direct . Mood Derivable

. Explicit Performative

. Hedged Performative

. Locution derivable (obligation statements)
. Want statement (scope stating)

. Suggestory Formula

. Preparatory Condition

Hint

. Mild Hints

B. Conventionally indirect

C. Non-conventionally indirect

Besides, head-act request strategies, requests can include some other parts such as
supportive moves, alerters, downgraders, and upgraders. Hudson, Detmer and Brown (1995,
p.83) categorize alerters as attention getter (Hello/Excuse me/Listen), surname/family name, first
name, undetermined name, and title/role.

Supportive moves, on the other hand, are used for several reasons such as removing a
potential rejection from the speaker, justification for speakers’ request or reducing the imposition
of the request. Hudson, Detmer, and Brown (1995, p.79-80) distinguish supportive moves into
seven categories as grounder (reasons, justifications),disarmer (remove potential reflections),
imposition minimizer, (reduce imposition), preparatory (announcement of request, asking about
the availability of something, permission of hearer), getting a precommitment, apology,
gratitude.

As mentioned earlier, speakers’ choice of parts of request strategies, thus his/her preference
to use particular head-act strategies, supportive moves, and alerters are in close relation to Brown
and Levinson’s (1987) three social variables. Brown and Levinson’s (1987) crosscultural
pragmatics study displays that the three variables subsume all other social variables and have

significant roles in speech act realization (Hudson, Detmer, and Brown, 1995).

Relative Power (P): The power of the speaker with respect to the hearer.
Social Distance (D): The distance between the speaker and the hearer.
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Imposition (R): The imposition in the culture, in terms of the expenditure of goods and/or
services by the hearer, or the obligation of the speaker to perform the act. (Hudson, Detmer,
and Brown, 1995, p.4).

In this sense, parts of requests, main request strategies with corresponding contextual
factors and social variables should be focused in foreign language classes. Thus, in teaching
requests, focus can be placed on what a request is, why people make requests, and how they
make it appropriate with particular emphasis on pragmalinguisitc aspects and sociopragmatic
aspects of requests in English. Ishihara (2010, p.292) proposes three aspects to assess learners’
pragmatic ability which should be the focal points in the instructional process since learners are
assessed in accordance with what they learn in the class. She (Ibid.) proposes “linguistic aspects
(pragmalinguistic ability), cultural aspects (sociopragmatic ability), and analytic aspects (ability
to analyze and evaluate pragmatic use-referred to as metapragmatic ability)”. According to
Ishihara (Ibid.) preparing activities that would enable learners to focus on analytic aspects such as
analyzing and evaluating learners’ own output and other outputs will help learners develop
awareness in L2 pragmatics. In this respect, the reasons for making requests, the types and parts
of request strategies, and the social factors that affect our choice of particular request strategies
should be focused through awareness-raising-activities used for teaching English requests to help
learners find socially appropriate language for the situations that they encounter.

With respect to pragmalinguistic features, the intension of the speaker, how this intention
can be interpreted by the speaker, and how effective is the language that the speaker uses to carry
his/her message can be studied in general, and in particular what head-act strategies, alerters,
supportive moves, politeness markers, vocabulary, discourse markers can be studied explicitly in
the class. With respect to sociopragmatic aspects, analysis and evaluation of how the intention of
the speaker can be interpreted by the hearer in relation to the level of directness, formality of the
request, and whether the linguistic choices are appropriate in the context where the conversation
takes place can be studied to raise L2 pragmatics awareness. It is crucial to mention that aim of
L2 pragmatic-awareness-raising activities is not to present and defend a norm but to provide a

variety of pragmatic options among which learners can make their own choices. In the following
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section, some sample activities that can be used in the class to enhance awareness in pragmatics

of requests are presented.

Sample Activities

Pragmalinguistic-Focused Activities

These activities help learners notice the gap in their own productions according to given
categories through which they can compare pragmalinguistic aspects of the language they use
with the target pragmalinguistic productions. Students also have the chance of diagnosing the
problematic parts in their own productions through the given categories. Students can be
encouraged to evaluate their own responses and/or their peers’ responses and provide remedy for
the gaps or problematic parts, and create alternative language productions. The following two
sample pragmalinguistic-focused activities give learners a chance to apply what they know,
analyze what they and other people produce, evaluate their own productions, and create new
alternatives depending on their evaluations. These activities also provide the opportunity to talk

about the lack or presence of alerters, supportive moves, and politeness markers.

Pocedure:

1. Learners are given a small scenario card containing a sitaution from a movie scenario.
Learners are then given a multi-turn conversation that takes place between the people in
the scenario card. In the multi-turn conversation the request is left blank. Learners are
asked to write a request to realize the requestive act.

2. Learners watch the scene and fill in the blanks accordingly. Learners compare their own
responses with the ones used in the movie by using the following chart. Learners analyze
and compare their own responses with the ones in the movie according to the parts of

requests.
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Identify the strategies with | Your response Movie
respect to
Alerters

Supportive moves

Head-act Strategies

Politeness markers

Learners are asked to revise their responses and write alternative responses.
(Ishihara, 2010)
Pocedure:
Learners are given imaginary scenarios in which a speaker requests something from a
hearer. Learners are asked to put the scenarios in an order from very difficult to very easy
with respect to the imposition of the requests.
Learners are asked to write a response to each scenario.
Learners exchange answers. Learners are also asked to underline the request strategies
used by their friends. The aim is to direct learners’ attention to pragmalinguistic features.
Learners are given some original responses taken from natural data and they find request
strategies used in the natural data and compare them with the ones they have used.
openings | names/titles | prerequests | supportive | head-act | politeness
moves strategies | markers

Scenario 1 You

Target
Scenario 2 You

Target
Scenario 3 You

Target
Scenario 4 You

Target
Learners evaluate their own requests or a peer’s requests according to the following chart,

and discuss about their ratings with their peers.
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What strategies did you/your peer use?

Rating Alerters head-act supportives politeness
strategies moves markers

4-3-2-1

Pragmalinguistic - Sociopragmatic Connection Activities
The aim of these activities is to develop awareness in how pragmalinguistic features of a
language are closely related to social dynamics of communication. These activities help learners
pay more attention to social variables when producing target output. It is also aimed to help
learners notice the pragmalinguistic gaps in their own productions that are related to the social
variables. Activities focusing on both pragmalinguistic and sociopragmatic features of targeted
forms help learners to see how pragmatic differences are interpreted on social dimension rather
than linguistic only dimension such as grammatical errors. In the following pragmalinguistic-
sociopragmatic connection activities learners apply what they know, analyze and evaluate their
and other people’s productions, and create new alternative responses in line with their
evaluations.
Pocedure:
1. Learners are given scenario cards and a dialogue in which they are asked to write a
request in each gap.
2. Learners are asked to find particular words or phrases that demonstare directness,
politeness, and formality.
3. Learners are asked to evaluate their own anwers or peers’ responses according to the

rating chart given below.
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How appropriate is this request?

Directness

Politeness

Formality

Example: What
part demonstrates
D/P/F?

Revision: What

part needs

revision? Adapted
Solution: How from
would you revise Ishihara N.,
7 2010,
Rating 4-3-2-1 0.137-8

Pocedure:

1. Learners are given multiturn dialogues which are problematic due to false mapping of

distance and imposition in requests.

2. Learners are asked to offer remedies for the problematic parts.

Pocedure:

pragmalinguistic and sociopragmatic features. Learners are asked to diagnose and
underline the problematic parts in each dialogue. Questions referring to the reasons why

students make such diagnoses bring a discussion of social variables such as power,

1. Learners are given an imaginary scenario in which the speaker requests something from

the hearer. Learners are asked to write a request for the imaginary situation.

2. Learners are asked to change the social status of the hearer in the scenario, and then write

language according to the roles of the hearer and speaker each time.

new request sentences for the speaker. Learners have to make changes to adjust the

You are working at an office. Two weeks ago you gave one of your books to the head of your
department. You know that he/she finished the book. You need to take the book back from him/her

because you need the book. What would you say to the head of the department?

102



E

2

T e . . . .. A\ £
oevclsi 9 BUCA EGITIM FAKULTESI DERGISI 31 (2011) 4

DED-

Speaker Hearer
You The head
You Colleague (acquintance)
You Colleague (close friend)
You (the head) Employee
Adapted from Ishihara N., 2010, p. 18
Pocedure:

1. Learners are given an imaginary scenario in which the speaker requests something from
the hearer. Learners are asked to write a request for the imaginary situation.

2. Learners are asked to change the thing that they request from the hearer, and write new
request sentences for the speaker. Learners have to make changes to adjust the language

according to the degree of imposition and difficulty of their requests.

Speaker Hearer Request

You Friend borrow a pen

You Friend borrow his/her
suit/dress for a party

You Friend borrow his/her car for

the weekend

Procedure:
1. Learners are given scenario cards and watch a short video clip of each scenario with
sound off.
2. Learners are given at least four request options for each scenario. Learners rate the
requests from 1-star as the most appropriate to 4-star as the least appropriate.
3. Learners watch the same video clips with sound, and discuss their ratings with respect to
the pragmalinguistic features of the given sentences and social variables they observe in
video clips. To draw learners’ attention to sociopragmatic variables following questions

can be asked:

Who are the characters? / Does S know H? / What’s relationship between H and S? / Where
are S and H? / What does S want from H? / Is what S want difficult for H?
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1-STAR

sessions. This is your first time that you meet the director.
Can | tape record this conference, please?

a. Social Appropriacy

1. Learners are given the following table and are asked to decide whether the given request

Hi Mr. Thomson. Do you have a minute? | am a student at Kent State College. |1 am

interested in this conference. Would you mind if | tape recorded this conference?

Hi Mr. Thomson. | am a student at Kent State College. Do you mind if | tape record this

conference?

Hi Mr. Thomson. | want to tape record the conference.

Pocedure:

is easy/difficult and appropriate/inappropriate for the speaker to request from the hearer.

The aim is to direct learners’ attention on the imposition of the request, social familiarity,

and social power.

close
friend

friend

boss

sister/
brother

colleague

borrow a couple
of dollars for an
espresso

Easy (E) / Difficult (D)
Appropriate (A)
Inappropriate (1)

take a book back
to the library

Easy (E) / Difficult (D)
Appropriate (A)
Inappropriate (1)

borrow his/her
black jacket for a

Easy (E) / Difficult (D)
Appropriate (A)

party Inappropriate (1)
borrow his/her Easy (E) / Difficult (D)
CD Appropriate (A)

Inappropriate (1)

borrow his/her
newspaper

Easy (E) / Difficult (D)
Appropriate (A)
Inappropriate (1)
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Pragmalinguistic Appropriacy:

Following a discussion on social aspects in step (a) social appropriacy, learners are given
a scenario card for each request.

Learners are asked to decide whether it is appropriate/inappropriate and easy/difficult to
use the given request main strategies. Learners make their decisions about the difficulty
and appropriacy of the given request depending on the social aspects of the situation
given in the scenario card. Learners’ attention is explicitly directed to the
pragmalinguistic features of the given sentences.

Learners are asked to add supportive moves, alerters, upgarders and downgraders to make

their requests more appropriate.

close | friend | boss | sister/ | colleague

friend brother
Do you mind Easy (E) / Difficult (D)
lending me a Appropriate (A)
couple of dollars Inappropriate (1)
for an espresso?
Would you mind Easy (E) / Difficult (D)
taking this book Appropriate (A)
back to the Inappropriate (1)
library for me
Do you mind Easy (E) / Difficult (D)
lending me your Appropriate (A)
black jacket for a Inappropriate (1)
party?
I’d like to borrow Easy (E) / Difficult (D)
your Elton John Appropriate (A)
CD. Inappropriate (1)
Would you mind Easy (E) / Difficult (D)
if 1 looked at that Appropriate (A)
newspaper when Inappropriate (1)
you have finished
reading it?
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4. Learners are asked to rewrite any inappropriate request head-act strategy or offer new
alternative responses. Learners are also asked to add alerters, supportive moves and some

politeness markers.

Conclusion

Instructional pragmatics has become more important over the last few decades as a result of
a perspective shift from accuracy to appropriacy in language use with an emphasis on the
pragmatic competence of speakers. The literature on pragmatic competence defines it in two
dimensions; sociopragmatic competence and pragmalinguistic competence. Instructional
pragmatics addresses how learning and awareness on both levels can be improved through an
instructional process. Instructional pragmatics intervention studies have been conducted to find
out what type of instructions are more effective. There have also been studies supporting the
facilitative effects of awareness in L2 development (Leow, 2006, p.132). In line with these
studies, the positive correlation between awareness and the levels of mental skills in the cognitive
domain of Bloom’s taxonomy (1956) has also been presented (Ishihara, 2010, p. 56).

Based upon a review of a body of select literature, the activities presented in this paper are
intended for a focus-on-form class with the goal of raising awareness about English requests in
both pragmalinguistic and sociopragmatic dimensions. The presented activities | suggest here are
dependent upon the following principles.

First, it is important to emphasize that the fundamental principle of a focus-on-form
instructional pragmatics class is to help learners direct their attention to forms through the use of
meaning. As stated earlier, meaning is thought to provide cognitive processing support in
learning of a form (Doughty & Williams, 1998, p. 197). Second, it is important to use the
activities in a class offering a contextualized presentation of requests via films, television series,
authentic conversations, etc. through which learners are exposed to and observe target
pragmalinguistic and sociopragmatic aspects in context. Thus, both types of activities presented
in this paper used together with a contextualized presentation give learners opportunities to first

process meaning, and then make connections among meaning, forms, and contextual factors.
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Third, activities suggested in this paper aim to help learners use higher order skills identified in
Bloom’s taxonomy (1956) such as analysis, synthesis, and evaluation for their positive
correlation with higher levels of awareness.

Teaching L2 pragmatics with key elements such as forms, functions, social relationships,
situational contexts, and cultural contexts is a difficult task for language teachers. Compounding
this difficulty is the fact that most published L2 textbooks do not offer opportunities for learners
to raise L2 pragmatic awareness. For this reason, there is still a need for more materials, activities
and tasks enabling learners to use higher cognitive skills for raising awareness in L2 pragmatics.
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GENISLETILMIS OZET

Edimbilim caligmalarinin yabanci dil 6gretimi alanina katkist kabaca iki sekilde karsimiza
cikmaktadir. Birincisi edimbilimin yabanci dil egitimi silirecinde O6grenenin yabanci dil
konusucusu olarak sahip oldugu iletisimsel yetinin tanimlar1 lizerindeki etkisi, ikincisi ise yabanci
dil siiflarinda dilin edimsel 6zelliklerinin 6gretilmesi gerekliliginin ortaya ¢ikmasidir.

Yabanci dil konusucusunun sahip oldugu dile iligkin yetinin tanim1 edimbilimin etkisiyle
edimsel yetinin gerekliligi iizerine olan vurguyu artirmigtir. Edimbilimin edimsel yetiyi
tamimlama Uzerindeki etkisi Bachman’in (1990) edimsel yetiyi edimsoz (illocutionary) ve
toplumdilsel (sociolinguistic) yetiler olarak, Kasper ve Rose (2002), Kasper ve Roever’in (2005)
ise Leech’in (1983) edimbilimi tanimlamak i¢in kullandig1 toplumedimsel (sociopragmatics) ve
edimdilsel (pragmalinguistics) terimlerini edimsel yetinin iki kolu olarak tanimlamasindan
gozlenebilir.

Edimsel yetinin tanimlanmasi ikinci dil edinimi ve yabanci dil 6gretimi alaninda da etkisini
gostermis, bir taraftan dile iligkin edimsel ozelliklerin Ggretilebilirligi {izerinde arastirmalar
devam ederken diger taraftan hangi 6gretim tiplerinin edimsel 6zelliklerin 6grenilmesinde daha
olumlu etki biraktig1 arastirllmistir. Hangi 68retim tiplerinin edimsel 6zelliklerin dgretilmesinde
daha etkili oldugunu arastiran caligmalar genelde Schmidt’in (1990) farketme hipotezine
(noticing hypothesis) dayanmaktadir. Bu hipoteze gore girdinin (input) aldiya (intake)
dontigebilmesindeki ilk adim 6grenenin hedef 6zelligi fark etmesidir. Ancak bu kosul ile girdi
ogrenendilinin bir pargast olma konumuna gelebilir. Farketme hipotezinin dikkat ¢ektigi diger
husus ise 6grenenin ayni anda girdinin tiim O6zelliklerine dikkatini odaklamasinin zorlugudur
(Schmidt, 1994).

Bu caligmalarin kuramsal ardalanini olusturan diger dnemli nokta ise agik bilgi ve Ortiik
bilginin dil 6grenimindeki rolidiir. Ellis R. (1994a) kisinin dile iliskin sahip oldugu bilginin
cogunlukla ortiik olmasina karsin agik bilginin ortiik bilgi iizerinde dolayli olarak olumlu ve dil

ogrenme siirecinde de kolaylastirict bir etkisi oldugunu séyler. Buradan hareketle agik yonergeli
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ve Ortlik yonergeli 6gretim tiplerinin karsilastirildigr arastirmalarda iki 6gretim tipi arasindaki en
ayirt edici Ozellik sinif igerisinde 6grenen dikkatinin yonlendirilip yonlendirilmedigi ya da ne
sekilde ve nasil yonlendirildigi ile iliskilidir ve bu 6grenende degisik seviyelerde farkindalik
olarak ortaya cikar.

Yapi-anlam odakli ve anlam odakli 6gretim tiplerinin karsilastirildigi ¢alismalarda anlam
odakli 6gretim tipinde dile iligkin dilbilgisel 6zelliklere vurgu yapilmazken, yapi-anlam odakli
ogretim tipinde asil hedef anlam araciligiyla yapiy1 6gretmektir. Yapi-anlam odakli dgretim tipi
Farketme Hipotezi gibi 6grenenleri yapi-anlam iliskilerini ve yeni dil sistemine iliskin karmasik
ozellikleri kesfetmeye terketmeyi anlamli bulmaz (Doughty ve Williams, 1998:11). Schmidt
(1994:176), Doughty ve Williams (1998:11) hedef dilin edimsel 6zelliklerinin 6grenilebilmesi
icin 6grenen dikkatinin dilbilgisel yapilara, bu yapilarin islevsel anlamlarma ve baglamsal
Ozelliklerine yonlendirilmesi gerektigini belirtir. Dikkatin yonlendirilmesinin farkindaligin
olusmasi ve 6grenmenin gerceklesmesi ile olan iliskisi ise Leow’un (2006:132-3) ozetledigi
arastirma sonuglari ile ortaya ¢ikmaktadir.

Edimsel farkindaligi artirict aktivitelerin amaci 6grenenlere yapi, anlam ve baglamsal
faktorlere iligkin farkindalik kazandirmak i¢in 6grenen dikkatini dilin edimdilsel ve sosyoedimsel
ozelliklerine yonlendirmektir. Doughty ve Williams (1998:288) yapi-anlam odakli gorev
taksonomilerinde gorevleri agiklik-ortiikliik derecesiyle parallel olacak sekilde daha az dikkat
¢ekici olandan daha ¢ok dikkat gekici olana dogru siniflandirmislardir. Takahashi (2005:438) ve
Leow’un (2006:132-3) calismalar1 ise aciklik derecesi ve farkindalik arasindaki pozitif iliskiy1
aciklik derecesi arttikga farkindaligin da arttigini ortaya koyarak gosterirler. Ishihara (2010:56)
ise farkindalik seviyesi ile Bloom’un (1956) Taksonomisi’'nin bilissel alan i¢in alt1 seviyede
tanimladig1 zihinsel beceriler arasindaki iligkiyi ortaya koyarak, iist-diizey diisiinme becerileri
daha yiiksek seviyede farkindalik gerektirdigini belirtir. Farkindalik ve anlama arasindaki pozitif
iligki ve dst-diizey diisinme becerileri ile farkindalik arasindaki iliskiyi g6z Oniinde

bulundurursak, hedef edimsel yapilar1 6gretirken edimdilsel ve toplumedimsel &zelliklere iliskin
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farkindalig1 arttirabilmek i¢in daha {ist-diizey diisiinme becerilerin kullanimini saglayan
aktiviteler kullanma geregi ortaya ¢ikar.

Bu calisma yabanci dilde edimsel farkindaligi artirma aktivitelerinin dayandigi kuramsal
ardalanin yani sira dil siniflarinda edimsel farkindaligi artirmaya yonelik aktivite ornekleri
sunabilmek i¢in edimdilbilim ve aradil edimdilbilimi ¢alismalarinda ¢ok¢a inceleme alani bulmus
Ingilizcede istekte bulunma stratejilerini 6gretmeyi hedefleyen 6rnek aktiviteler sunmaktadir.

Istekte bulunma konusucunun bir sey istedigi ya da konusucunun dinleyici igin bir sey
yapmasini istedigi s6z eylemler yoluyla gerceklestirilir. Konusucunun istekte bulundugunda
dinleyiciden bir sey istemesi dinleyicinin hareket 6zglirliigiinii etkiler (Blum-Kulka S., House J.,
Kasper G., 1989:12) ve Searl’iin soz (utterance) tiirleri taksonomisinde yiizii tehdit eden (face
threatening) eylemler olarak siniflandirilir. Bu nedenle istekte bulunan sosyal degiskenleri de g6z
oniinde bulundurarak edimdilsel tercihlerde bulunur. Istekte bulunurken ana-eylem stratejilerinin
(head-act request strategies) yani sira konusucu edimdilsel olarak siniflandirilan destekleyici
hamleler (supportive moves), baslaticilar (alerters) gibi 6geler de kullanir (Hudson, Detmer,
Brown, 1995). Bu edimdilsel 6gelerin se¢imi ise Brown ve Levinson’in tanimladiklar {i¢ sosyal
degiskene gore yapilir; gorece giic, sosyal uzaklik ve yiik/zorluk. Bu nedenle istekte bulunma
stratejilerinin edimdilsel boliimleri dil siniflarinda baglamsal faktorler ve sosyal degiskenler ile
baglantilar1 kurularak birlikte 6gretilmelidir. Schmidt’in (1990, 1994) farketme hipotezi, Doughty
ve Williams’in (1998) yapi-anlam odakli 6gretme tipine geri donecek olursak edimdilsel ve
toplumedimsel ozelliklere iliskin farkindalik yaratmak ic¢in Ogrenenin bu Ogeleri Oncelikle
farketmesini ve sonra bunlar {izerinden analiz, sentez, degerlendirme ve yeniden iiretme
stireglerini i¢ine alan {ist-diizey disiinme becerilerini kullanmasini saglayan aktiviteler
gerekmektedir.

Bu c¢alisma 6rnek aktivitelerini edimdil odakli aktiviteler, edimdil ve toplumedim bag
aktiviteleri olarak simiflandirmistir. Edimdil odakli aktiviteler hem hedef dilin edimdilsel
ozelliklerini hem de 6grenenin kendi dilsel iiretimindeki edimdilsel 6zelliklere iliskin eksikleri

farketmesini saglar. Bu aktiviteler aracaligiyla 6grenen kendi dilsel iiretimini hedef dil ile
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kiyaslama, analiz etme, degerlendirme ve yeniden iiretme sansi bulur. Bu aktiviteler 6grenen
dikkatini agik bir sekilde ricada bulunma stratejilerinin dilsel 6gelerine yonlendirirken ayni
zamanda biligsel olarak iist-diizey diisiinme becerilerinin kullanilmasini saglayarak farkindalig
artirir. Edimdil ve toplumedim bag aktivitelerinin amaci ise hedef dilin edimdilsel 6zelliklerinin
iletisimin sosyal dinamikleri ile olan yakin iligkisini ortaya koymaktir. Bu aktiviteler 6grenenin
uygun edimdilsel iiretimde bulunabilmesi ve edimdilsel tiretimin 6zelliklerini anlamasi, analiz
etmesi, degerlendirmesi ve alternatif dilsel iiretimler sunmasi icin 6grenenin dikkatini ayni
zamanda toplumedimsel O6zelliklere yonlendirir. Boylece 6grenen acik sekilde toplumedimsel
degiskenlerin edimsel iiretimler iizerindeki etkisini gérme ve bunu kendi dil kullanimina

yansitma firsati bulur.
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