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Abstract
Knowledge of pragmatics has been a crucial element of language teacher training
programmes. Future teachers should be aware of the pragmatic constraints of the target
language to teach it to the foreign language learners. In general, language teachers intensively
focus on grammar during lessons as they may lack pragmatic awareness in the target
language, or they have difficulty to put into practice the pragmatic knowledge they already
possess. Thus, the present study aimed to investigate the pragmatic awareness of EFL teacher
trainees and their use of and difficulties in practical pragmatic applications. A Discourse
Completion Task (DCT) was given to 30 EFL teacher trainees to investigate their awareness
of pragmatic knowledge. Also, teacher trainees wrote reflection papers about their strengths
and weaknesses about pragmatics in their actual teaching process and planned and practised a
specific pragmatics-focused lesson. 10 teacher trainees were interviewed to get in-depth
information about the problems they faced in teaching pragmatics. DCT results indicated
teacher trainees have pragmatic awareness; however, the reflection papers and interviews
revealed that their awareness was mostly on theoretical pragmatic knowledge. Lesson plans
and reflective comments written following the lessons indicated EFL teacher trainees could
not perform well in practical applications of their pragmatic knowledge.
Key Words: EFL, instructional pragmatics, practicum, pragmatic awareness, teacher
trainee.
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Introduction
With its simplest meaning, pragmatics is the rules of interaction which is culturally
determined by native speakers of the target language. The examples of its theoretical content
are met as deixis, politeness theory, speech acts, performative hypothesis, conversational
maxims and implicatures, indirectness, etc. in the content of pragmatics course. During the
course, all is given as an exposure opportunity to the target language and to guide the students
to an understanding ‘the gap between their use of the target language and that of proficient
language users’ or native speakers (Polovna, 2012: 149) and done to achieve pragmatics
awareness.
The pragmatic awareness is one of the inevitable aspect of communicative
competence, which sets off hard tasks for learners in English as a Foreign Language (EFL)
contexts due to the limited sources of target language in contexts. All the efforts spend for the
pragmatic awarenes is to develop the ‘pragmatic ability’in the target language. It is somehow
to be able to negotiate what is beyond the literal meaning addressing the intended meaning,
and assumptions (Cohen, 2010). The importance of it in communication has always been a
crucial aspect in language classes. Until recently, it was theoretically seen as one of the
components of communicative competence and a pre-requisite for the ‘good command of
English’. However, the recent cognition about pragmatics has led to an interest in including
pragmatics in language teaching/training in practical manner rather than only theory
(Sachtleben & Denny, 2012). As Bardovi-Harlig (1999) states that more emphasis is needed
to enhance pragmatic awareness and use in the classroom since it has complex nature unlike
other segments of language /grammar. In other words, pragmatic awareness necesitates the
knowledge and competence of both socio-pragmatic norms and pragma-linguistic norms of
the language (Yates, 2004). To examine the development of these norms in language learners,
there are research attempts in the related fields to identify these complex structures due to the
unfamiliar cultural variables for a language learner. When the related literature is investigated,
there is much research investigating generally either the EFL learners’ awareness on the issue
at the theoretical level or the availability and appropriateness of the teaching materials for
pragmatic instruction (Bardovi-Harlig & Mahan-Taylor, 2003; Basturkmen, 2007; İstifçi,
2009; Jie, 2005; Karatepe, 2001; Özyıldırım, 2010;Povolna, 2012; Uso-Juan, 2007; Yates,
2008). On the other hand, there is little research examining the pragmatic awareness of
teachers and teacher trainees and its reflection in classroom settings (Cohen, Denny and
Baştürkmen, 2011; Ishihara, 2011; Sachtleben and Denny, 2012)
As they are the primary source of the appropriate language, classroom practitioners’
pragmatic awareness and competence gain more importance. Glasgow (2008: 6-7) proposes
that an L2 teacher with metapragmatic awareness be able to:
1) fashion student awareness of how to effectively strategize their approaches in
conversation,
2) realize speech acts with the proper pragmalinguistic forms.
3) provide students with a larger sense of what’s “sayable” depending on the context.
4) give students access to choices, as Verschueren (1999) would put it, and allowing
students to decide what choices would be best.
5) allow the opportunity for trial and error, especially in EFL, given the fact that few
chances exist for many EFL students to interact outside the language school context.
6) develop in students the ability to self-monitor their pragmatic development. Students will
ask “what should I say in this situation?”
This question allows the teacher to take advantage of accessing students to variations in the
language that may serve student needs or work against students’ needs, both types of
information proving as useful for students to know, or allowing them to discover this
autonomously.
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The accomplishment of meta-pragmatic awareness is not certainly an easy task.
However, it is crucial to know ‘what’, ‘how’ and ‘in what ways’ the pragmatic knowledge can
be enhanced. Not only the awareness and competence , but also the implementation of
pragmatically appropriate language in the classroom has vital importance. Here, there
becomes a need for an in-depth look to the training programs. The relevant research
evaluating the involvement of pragmatics in teacher education programs often focus on theory
rather than holding practical purposes (Eslami- Rasekh, 2005; Ishihara, 2011; Vásquez &
Sharpless, 2009). As Ishihara and Cohen (2010) state, the relevant research would examine
how prepared language teachers are to provide pragmatics instruction and how we integrate
pragmatics into teacher education. Moreover, it should incorporate theoretical knowledge
with the practical ones, that is to say converting pragmatics into instructional or instructed
pragmatics. According to the results of Polovna’s study (2012), which is asking suggestions
of teacher trainees about pragmatics teaching, teacher trainees are eager to implement most of
their theoretical knowledge in their own teaching and they are also willing to improve
pragmatic awareness of their students to enhancing their speaking skills, thus communicative
competence.
With this starting point, such an awareness and desire on the issue of communicative
competence through pragmatics lead us to examine what is being held in pre-service settings
and what its reflection in classroom settings. From this aspect, to the authors’ knowledge, the
current study is one of the first to inquire about what is known about pragmatics by EFL
teacher trainees and what is their practical attempts in the practicum process to see their
readiness on the issue. For this purpose in mind, the current study aims to investigate teacher
trainees’ pragmatic awareness, their use of pragmatics during the practicum period and their
reflections on it. It is hoped that the results would shed some light on future decisions to
improve pragmatics course such as providing pre-service training on instructional pragmatics
or re-examining the requirements for instructional pragmatics in teaching practice. A survey
type research design is used in the study to find answers to the following research questions:
1. Are EFL teacher trainees aware of pragmatic features of the language that they are going to
be teaching in the future?
2. What are their strengths and weaknesses and the problems they faced during their teaching
practices with regard to pragmatic features?
3.Are teacher trainees capable of planning and implementing a pragmatically-focused lesson
to raise pragmatic awareness of EFL learners?
Method
The present qualitative study investigates the level of pragmatic awareness of fourth
year EFL teacher trainees and whether they are able to transfer their pragmatic knowledge
into their teaching practices and, if not, to reveal their obstacles that they face during their
instructional pragmatics applications.
Participants
The participants of the present study were 30 4th year EFL teacher trainess studying at
ELT Department in a public university. 19 of the participants were female and 11 of them
were male. Their ages were between 21-24. All of the participants have taken an elective
Pragmatics course in the eighth semester aiming to improve teacher trainees’ pragmatic
knowledge. The Pragmatics course is a theoretical one, the content of which focuses on
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definitions, speech act theory, performative hypothesis, conversational maxims and
implicatures, and indirectness and politeness theories.
Instruments
The data for the present study were collected through a questionnaire in the form of
discourse completion task (DCT). The DCT was formed by analyzing different relevant
research instruments by the researchers (Özyıldırım, 2010; Jie, 2005; Kılıçkaya, 2010;
Nureddeen, 2008; Blum-Kulka & Olshtain,1984; Gürsoy, 2011; İstifçi, 2009). Then, it was
administered to the teacher trainees before they started their practicum to investigate their
awareness of the knowledge of pragmatics. The DCT consisted of 24 situations, 12 request
and 12 apology situations, designed according to the variables of social distance, power and
size of imposition (Brown and Levinson, 1987; Thomas, 1995). The situations were adapted
from the previus studies with regard to the variables mentioned (see Appendix A). Social
Distance is given as SD+ if the speaker and the hearer are socially distant and SD-, if they are
intimates. The variable power is illustrated in three versions: P+, if the speaker has power
over the hearer, P=; if they are equals, and P-; if the hearer has power over the speaker. The
last variable covered in the study is size of imposition which is given as SI+ when the
imposition is high, and SI-, when the imposition is low.
The responses were analysed according to their appropriateness in that specific
situtation based on the strategy choice of teacher trainees (Blum-Kulka & Olshtain, 1984;
Blum-Kulka, House & Kasper, 1989) considering the variables of social distance between the
speaker and the hearer, the relative power between them and the size of imposition placed on
the hearer (i.e. how great the request you are making is or how great is your fault is in that
apology situation).
The second instrument of the study was the reflection papers written by the teacher
trainees. During the practicum process, 15 teacher trainees were requested to write reflection
papers about their strengths and weaknesses with regard to pragmatic issues in their actual
teaching process. 14 of the teacher trainees wrote 6 reflection papers each week and 84
reflection papers in total were gathered.
Besides, 10 teacher trainees were interviewed about their teaching pragmatics
experiences and the discourse they used in their teaching experiences to get in-depth
information about the contextual problems they faced.
Also, the teacher trainees planned and practised a specific lesson focusing on some
pragmatic features (mostly on speeach acts) and wrote their reflections in that specific lesson.
While they were practising this specific 40-minute-lesson, the teacher trainees were observed
by one of the researchers and their teaching was observed and evaluated in the framework of
teaching pragmatics.
Results and Discussion
This section will provide the results and discussion of the present study based on the
DCT results for the teacher trainees’ pragmatic awareness, the reflection papers they have
written about their practiced lessons and the results of the observations related to the specific
lessons they performed on pragmatic features and finally the interview findings of the teacher
trainees for their classroom practices in general.
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The DCT
As mentioned earlier, the DCT had 24 situations (12 request and 12 apology) at
varying degrees of social distance (SD), power (P), and size of imposition (SI) (Brown and
Levinson, 1987; Thomas, 1995). The responses to the request situations were analysed
according to their appropriateness in that specific situtation based on their level of directness
and apology situations based on the IFID (illocutionary force indicating device) and other four
apology strategies considering the variables of social distance between the speaker and the
hearer, the relative power between them and the size of imposition placed on the hearer (i.e.
how great the request you are making is or how great is your fault is in that apology situation)
(Blum-Kulka & Olshtain, 1984; Blum-Kulka, et al., 1989).
Responses to Request Situations
Twelve (2, 4, 6, 8, 10, 12, 14, 16, 18, 20, 22, and 24) of the situations in the DCT were
request situations designed according to Power (P), Social Distance (SD), and Size of
Imposition (SI) as described by Brown and Levinson (1987) and Thomas (1995). The request
responses were analysed according to the nine indirectness strategies presented in CCSARP
(Cross-Cultural Speech Act Realisation Project) (Blum-Kulka, et al. 1989).
Totally 360 (30x12) request responses were gathered from the teacher trainees for the
request situations in the DCT. When the responses were evaluated, it is observed that most of
the responses of the teacher trainees (n=302; 83%) were appropriate according to the given
situations. Teacher trainees’ choice of requesting strategies are appropriate for the given
situations (see Appendix B). They are aware of the requesting strategies depending on the
situational factors. In the situations where social distance is high, they employ conventionally
indirect strategies (mostly query preparatory strategy with would/could + please). This also
shows that teacher trainees are aware of politeness and formality as they prefer would/could
rather than can/will/may in their responses. Simlarly, when power is equal, teacher trainees
used conventionally indirect strategies, but this time with mostly can, where few occurences
are observed with may and will, which can be considered as an indication of awareness of
being informal an sincere in such situations. The responses for the third example situation
illustrates the use of conventionally indirect forms with more direct and informal modals like
can. However, in this situation teacher trainees used please in almost all responses because it
is a formal situation and requires more politeness whereas in the former situation most of
them have not used please in their responses as it does not require much formality. Thus,
considering the results, it can be concluded that teacher trainees participated in the study are
aware of making appropriate requests considering the situational factors which affect the
preferred strategiesand linguistic devices for request realizations. In sum, they seem to have
pragmatic awareness of the request realizations with regard to the strategy choice, politeness
and formality considering the variations of the situational factors.
Responses to Apology Situations
The number of apology situations were twelve (1, 3, 5, 7, 9, 11, 13, 15, 17, 19, 21, and
23) in the DCT administered to the teacher trainees. Similar to the request situations, the
apology situations designed according to Power (P), Social Distance (SD), and Size of
Imposition (SI) as described by Brown and Levinson (1987) and Thomas (1995).
As mentioned by Blum-Kulka & Olshtain (1984) apologizing differs from requesting
because “apologies are generally post-event acts”, however, “requests are always pre-event
acts” (p.206). Thus, “apologies involve loss of face for the speaker and support for the hearer,
while requests might involve loss of face for both interlocutors” (p. 206).
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The linguistic realization of the act of apologizing can take one of two basic forms, or
a combination of both (Blum-Kulka & Olshtain, 1984: 20&):
a. The most direct realization of an apology is done via an explicit illocutionary force
indicating device (IFID) like apologise, (be) sorry, excuse, pardon, or forgive.
b. Another way in which one can apologise (with or without an IFID) is using an
utterance including reference to one or more elements from a closed set of specified
propositions. An utterance which relates to: (a) the cause for the apology
(explanation); (b) Taking responsibility for the fault (c) willingness to offer repairs for
the fault or (d) promise forbearance (that it will never happen again) can be used as an
apology by the speakers (Blum-Kulka & Olshtain, 1984). .
Thus, the apology responses were evaluated according to the strategies above. There
were 360 (30x12) apology responses gathered from the teacher trainees in total, 290 (79%) of
which can be considered as appropriate according to the given situations (see Appendix B).
When the apology responses were evaluated it can be said that the teacher trainees use
appropriate apologising strategies depending on the situational factors mentioned earlier. For
example, in S3 most of the teacher trainees provided an explanation or account of cause
(n=26) with an IFID mostly (be) sorry for the apology. This may be because they cannot
include the other strategies as there may not be an offer of repair or promise in that situation.
In S7 as the SI is low, teacher trainees responded in a direct way with only an IFID, however
3 of the trainees gave a response indicating denial of the fault (response no.8, 9, &10) which
can be a strategy used by native speakers in such situations (Blum-Kulka & Olshtain, 1984).
Also, teacher trainees used the strategy of offer of repair appropriately in the given situations.
Responses to S19 illustrate that only two of the teacher trainees have not used this strategy
whereas the rest of the group used the strategies and were able to distinguish between the
situational factors and create the appropriate apology responses to the sitiations. The last
response samples also support the conclusion that teacher trainees create conventional
apologies for the given situations. They used the conventional strategies of explanation or
account of cause accompanied by an IFID as the reason of being late is the traffic and promise
of forbearance which a great number of teacher trainees provided in their responses (n=28
and n= 19, respectively). These findings also suggest that the teacher trainees seem to
distinguish between politeness and formality as people in this situation are socially distant and
the hearer has power over the speaker.
In conclusion, the teacher trainees participated in the study seem to be aware of
making appropriate requests and apologies considering the situational factors which affect the
preferred strategies and linguistic devices for the realization of these pragmatic features which
may signal that teacher trainees have pragmatic awareness in the target language in general.
Reflection Papers and Interviews
In order to understand whether the teacher trainees were able to adapt their pragmatic
knowledge into the teaching practice, reflection papers were gathered. In these reflection
papers, strengths and weaknesses with regard to pragmatic issues in actual teaching process
were written. Totally 84 reflection papers were evaluated for the second phase of the study.
To support the results of the reflection papers, 10 of the teacher trainees were interviewed
about their teaching pragmatics experiences and the discourse they used in their teaching
experiences to get in-depth information about the contextual problems they faced.
Of 38 of the 84 (45%) reflection papers teacher trainees made no explicit reference to
the strengths and weaknesses in their pragmatic applications. In the remaining 38 papers, it is
observed that teacher trainees feel safer when teaching grammar subjects, reading or
vocabulary. The quotations below are examples from teacher trainees’ reflection papers:
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“… Students took part in the lesson. They answered the questions but they had difficulty in
speaking part. They understood grammar part with the help of visuals and power point.
They can recognise and use comparative adjectives. I sometimes had difficulty in
controlling students..”
“I prepared well and gave the rules clearly and we made some exercises together. They
could understand the difference between will and going to and they could talk about their
predictions,future plans, and intentions.”
“The topic was type zero. The context was superstition. This lesson was the most enjoyable.
All students took part in the lesson. But some students made grammar mistakes. They forgot
to add s’ suffix when they used ‘he, she, it’. I gave feedback when they made mistakes….”
“It was an enjoyable lesson because they were interested in places that we talked
about.They liked the photos that we used in class. The reading passage was interesting and
they understood the passage and answered the comprehension questions correctly.”

The above quotations support Glasgow’s (2008) claim that “teachers have depended
overwhelmingly on grammar as an area in which to correct learners, perhaps because it is
such a salient feature.” (p.12). however, as Glasgow (2008) suggests teachers are to relate key
grammatical points to sociocultural and situational contexts to establish pragmatic awareness
considering language appropriacy. Thus, teachers should make salient the input provided
through key grammatical features and make connections between these features and the
"social process" (Ventola, 1984). Thus, learners will be able to link context to form, and
understand how language is realized socially (Glasgow, 2008). With these in mind, it can be
suggested that both pragmatic knowledge and grammatical awarenss must be mastered by the
language teachers particularly when oral production and comprehension are emphasised
(Glasgow, 2008).
From the 84 reflection papers, 46 (55%) of them mentioned about their pragmatic
applications in the classroom. They provided information about the topic, its relation to
pragmatics, and whether they felt successful and satisfied with that specific lesson. Below are
some instances from teacher trainees:
“Today I taught talking about hobbies and giving comments about hobbies. When I was
focusing on the reading comprehension questions and grammar it was fine but in
pragmatic aspect of the lesson I mean when they were preparing a dialog I couldn’t make
them write appropriate utterances while making suggestions. It couldn’t be a completely
effective lesson. I couldn’t get what I wanted …”
“All I wanted was to have the students interact and be able to ask for permission. But it
was difficult to explain the differences between can, could and would in asking for
permission. Maybe I have to study more about teaching pragmatic features of the
language.”
“I focused on some structures like How about opening the door?, Why don’t you open the
window?. These are suggestions so I wrote some situations starting “suggest your friend to
go to the cinema/concert/picnic/swimming, etc. It was not an enjoyable lesson.”
“Students got bored sometimes. Because the activities were full of writing skills. They had
difficulty in dialogues and pragmatic perspectives of lesson. I couldn’t explain the
differences between advising structures …”

As it can be understood from teacher trainees’ reflection papers, they felt
unsuccessful while teaching pragmatics. Only 9 (21%) of the 46 reflection papers
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indicated positive reflections for their pragmatic applications in the classrom. One
example is as follows:
“This lesson was ideal for pragmatics use of language. While students were learning use of
different kinds of notes, they were concentrating on real-life situations. Accepting an
invitation, writing a phone message, a message of sympathy, a thank you note and a
message of congratulation required students to know and use phrases that they need in real
life situations. When they learned use of phrases they are learning will help them outside
and they will have a good communication competence with people, they concentrated on
lesson. Practicing of phrases also helped them to learn the differences between them. I
sometimes showed them the similarities between their native and target language so as to
they can I understand clearly. When it was hard for me to show pragmatics use of phrases,
I tried to create a context and teach them.”

During the interviews, teacher trainees were asked to how they taught pragmatic
features and what their difficulties are when teaching pragmatic features of the language. 70%
of trainees who were interviewved commented on the gap between theoretical and practical
pragmatics in the program. Two of the comments on teaching pragmatics are as follows:
“I had pragmatics course last semester and I learned about the varieties in making
requests or suggestions, I mean, some speech acts, but when I was teaching it was very
difficult for me to do this.”
“….when we were having pragmatics course, I thought that it was just a subject area of
linguistics, but when I was preparing for the lessons, I thought that it is a part of the
classroom practice….”

These opinions indicate the importance and necessity of instructional pragmatics in
EFL teacher education programs (Bardovi-Harlig, 1992; Biesenback‐Lucas, 2003; EslamiRasekh, 2005; Karatepe, 1998; Karatepe, 2001; Vasquez & Sharpless, 2009). Knowledge of
Pragmatics may not be sufficient for teaching pragmatics. Teachers must also be informed
about ways of adressing particular information and ensure learner comprehension related to
pragmatic information (Glasgow, 2008). Kasper (1997) said that opportunities for pragmatic
knowledge to be conveyed to the students have to be facilitated in the classroom in order for
pragmatic knowledge to be conveyed. Again, to do this, the need for and inclusion of
instructional pragmatics in teacher education programs must be emphasized. Vasquez and
Sharpless (2009) have found that in U.S.TESOL education programs only 20% of MA
TESOL programs in the U.S. had a course dedicated to pragmatics, more than half of which
were reported having a theoretical rather than practical focus. As Ishihara (2010) states, the
current situation in EFL contexts, countries like Turkey, could be more limited. Thus, the
integration of instructional pragmatics courses is urgent in teacher education programs.
Lessons Planned for Teaching Pragmatics
The participating teacher trainees (n=14) were requested to plan and practise a specific
lesson focusing on some pragmatic features and wrote their reflections and difficulties they
had in that specific lesson. While they were practising this specific 40-minutes-lesson, the
teacher trainees were observed by one of the researchers within the framework of teaching
pragmatics.
During observations it is understood that only two of the teacher trainees (14%) were
successful in planning and practicing a pragmatics-focused lesson. Both of them focused on
teaching the speech act of requesting. One of them preferred the way of presenting explicitly
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whereas the other followed an inductive process. They illustrated the differences between
requesting strategies based on the situational factors. Especially the explicit teaching version
was more planned and successful as the researcher observed in that the learners become more
aware of the strategic differences with regard to sincerity, authority, or how great the request
is. Different situations were presented by a video and teacher focused their attention to the
different request utterances and made the learners find the situational variations by eliciting
answers from the learners during presentation. Then, in the practice part, she gave different
situations and wanted them to write request-answer exchanges and followed by a discussion
of the reasons of their choices.
On the other hand, three of the teacher trainees (21%) was not able to plan a lesson for
teaching pragmatic features. Two of them were speaking lessons related to “Turkish cuisine”
and “Facebook”. Teacher trainees who planned these lessons seem to be lacking the
pragmatic knowledge as well as putting it into practice. When they were asked the reason for
doing so, they stated that their pragmatic knowledge was vague and they were not accustomed
to prepare a lesson plan focusing on teaching pragmatics.
The rest of the teacher trainees (65%, n=9) planned lessons focusing on speech acts
like, requesting (2), suggestions (2), invitations & refusals (2), offering (2), and advising (1).
When the plans were evaluated and lessons were observed, it can be concluded that even the
teacher trainees have pragmatic awareness in general, they were unable to transfer their
pragmatic knowledge in their practical applications. They did not pay attention to teaching
situational variations. Most of their focus was based on the conventional uses of that speech
act, for instance:
“….(Teacher presented a video.)
…
S: ‘Can you come to my birthday party?’
T: Yes, you are right. She says ‘Can you come to my birthday party?’ (The teacher writes it
on the board.) Do you think it is polite enough for an invitation?
S: No/Yes.
T: Then let’s see some other ways to invite people to somewhere.
(She starts the presentation.)
PRESENTATION: At this stage;
(The teacher starts the presentation and tells the structure and gives some examples from
the presentation to the students.)
PRACTISE: At this stage;
T: Now, I have a worksheet for you. Please fill in the blanks with ‘would you like …’ and
give the suitable answer if it is positive or negative.
(The students fill in the gaps and the teacher waits for them.)
T: Let’s fill in the blanks together. Who wants to do the first?
….”
“…..
T: Now we will read a text about DIETS AND HEALTH. (Reading passage is verso.)
please read the text silently. Then we read it loudly. Underline the unknown words. ( then
the teacher chooses a student and the student reads the text.)
T: let’s answer the questions. The first question ‘what must we have to be strong and fit?
S: we should eat the right kinds of food everyday.
T: Why do we eat fresh fruit and vegetables?
S: ... ( the exercise lasts on like this, after the students answer the question, firstly the
teacher explains should/shouldn’t, then teacher ask the students to make sentences with
should/ shouldn’t.)
T: we use should to give an advice. We use should to express what we think is good or
right to do, to ask for or give an opinion about something and to express that something
and to express that something is not right or not what we expect.
…”
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Similar lesson plans and procedures were identified with reflections of having
difficulty in achieving goals set before the lessons without creating real life context with
varied degrees of intimacy or authority, or politess and formality. The teacher trainees’
lessons were similar to the presentaion of current coursebooks which focus only on
conventional forms like “would you/could you/can you/may I ….?” when presenting requests.
These findings illustrate that teacher trainees’ pragmatic awareness seem to remain at
the theoretical level. As they have not presented the pragmatic features explicitly in their
lessons with regard to situational factors and politeness, directness or formality issues, raising
pragmatic awareness of language learners will be threatened. House (1996) demonstrates
how, through, explicit metapragmatic instruction, the development of metapragmatic
awareness developed student fluency in the target language. Glasgow (2008) also applied
such approaches in his own teaching, and observed its immediate results in learners’
performances.
Conclusion
To sum up, the present study aims to investigate teacher trainees’ pragmatic awareness
and their reflections with regard to their pragmatic applications in the classroom during their
teaching practices. The results of the DCT indicated that teacher trainees have pragmatic
awareness in general, however, their comments gathered from the reflection papers and
interviews revealed that their awareness was mostly on theoretical pragmatic knowledge.
When their reflections were analysed it was clearly seen that EFL teacher trainees could not
perform well in practical applications of their pragmatic knowledge. Their lesson plans and
the reflective comments also resulted in similar findings.
Despite publications on pragmatic instruction have increased in recent years (e.g.,
Ishihara & Cohen 2010, Tatsuki & Houck 2010, Povolna, 2012; O‐Keeffe, Adolphs &
Clancy, 2011), teaching resources are still poor in raising understanding of the cultural
variances that dramatically affect pragmatic awareness (Rasekh-Eslami, 2011). Moreover,
most of the studies related to pragmatics has investigated the pragmatic competence of EFL
learners in general, the competency and awareness of teacher trainees and practicing teachers
need to be focused in further studies. A study by Povolna (2012) focusing on instructional
pragmatics revealed that teacher trainees benefit from the study of pragmatics and are ready to
apply most of their theoretical knowledge as well as practical skills in their own teaching.
Both referring to Povolna (2012) and drawing on the conclusions of the present study, the
teacher trainees’ need for instructional and practical pragmatics instruction came out loud as
an outcome of the research study. As a conclusion, the current research reveals insights for
more practical pragmatics instruction and suggestions for curriculum development for EFL
teacher education.
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Appendix A
The distribution of situations and contextual factors
Item No.

Social Distance (SD)

Power (P) Size of Imposition (SI)

Requests(R) /Apology (A)

1.

SD+

P+

SI+

A

2.

SD+

P-

SI+

R

3.

SD+

P+

SI-

A

4.

SD-

P-

SI+

R

5.

SD+

P=

SI+

A

6.

SD+

P+

SI-

R

7.

SD+

P=

SI-

A

8.

SD-

P+

SI+

R

9.

SD-

P+

SI+

A

10.

SD+

P=

SI+

R

11.

SD-

P+

S-

A

12.

SD-

P-

SI-

R

13.

SD-

P-

SI+

A

14.

SD-

P=

SI-

R

15.

SD-

P-

SI-

A

16.

SD+

P+

SI+

R

17.

SD-

P=

SI-

A

18.

SD+

P=

SI-

R

19.

SD-

P=

SI+

A

20.

SD+

P-

SI-

R

21.

SD+

P-

SI-

A

22.

SD-

P+

SI -

R

23.

SD+

P-

SI+

A

24.

SD-

P=

SI+

R
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Appendix B
Examples from the request situations and given responses
Requests
S2. SD+ P- SI+
Your term paper is due, but you haven’t finished it yet. You want to ask your professor for an extension.
What would you say?
1. Professor, unfortunately, I’ haven’t still finished it. Could you give me an extra day, please?
2. I think I need some more time for my paper. It hasn’t finished yet. Would you mind if I bring it in few day,
pleases?
3. I tried hard but couldn’t finish it yet Sir, can I give it tomorrow, please?
4. Sir, would you mind if I gave my term paper a week later? I haven’t finish my term paper yet.
S14: SD- P= SIYou’re studying for your exam next day, it’s 10:00p.m. and you are hungry. You have a neighbor next
door who is close to your age and that you like. You know that she/he is still awake. You want ask for a
piece of bread. How would you request it?
1. Sorry for bothering you, I need a piece of bread, Have you got some?
2. Will you give me a piece of bread?
3. Can I have piece of bread? I haven’t got any.
S22: SD- P+ SI –
You are working as a manager in a company and you have some reports to be e-mailed to the boss in 5
minutes. You are making an important phone call so you want this from one of the personnel that you are
close with. What would you say?
1. I have an important call. Can you please send these reports to the boss?
2. Can you e-mail the report to the boss, please?
3. Hey John I am making an important phone call please send those e-mails to the boss in 5 mins.

Apologies
S3: SD+ P+ SIAs an English teacher, you’re the head of the department in a private school. You’re supposed to
interview an English teacher for a position, but you had been called to an unexpected meeting in another
place, therefore, he arrived at his office half an hour late.
The secretary: This is Miss Soysal, English teacher. She has been waiting for you for half an hour.
1. I’m sorry for being late. I had an unexpected meeting in a place. Let’s start the interview.
2. I apologise to you for being late.
3. I’m sorry for being late. If I’d known the meeting before I would have informed you.
S7: SD+ P= SIYou stepped on the foot of a woman slightly while you were trying to sit down; but it was impossible to
avoid this as the woman extended her legs too much towards the front seat. Still, you felt the need to
apologize.

The woman: “Ah! Be careful!”
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1. I’m sorry, I couldn’t notice.
2. Sorry, This is my fault.
3. Sorry but you shouldn’t extend your legs too much.
S19: SD- P= SI+
Ozan and Mert are friends. Ozan borrowed Mert’s computer. But while he was using the computer, he
dropped it and damaged the screen of the computer. Ozan is returning the computer to his friend.
Mert: I hope you are OK! What happened?
1. I was writing my homework, it suddenly dropped. I am sorry. I will pay for it.
2. I’m very sorry that I damaged the computer but I can make up for it.
3. I’m sorry. I damaged your computer but I promise I canhave it repaired for you
4 I apologise .I broke its screen, but I promise I’ll get it repaired.
S23. SD+ P- SI+
Zeynep applied for a job in a company and had an interview with the manager. She was caught in a traffic
jam and arrived half an hour late. Now the secretary takes her into the manager’s office.
The secretary: This is Zeynep Kalman.
The manager: You are here at last?
1. I know it’s very bad being late on the first meeting, but I have got reasonable excuse.
2. I’m so sorry to be late because I was caught in a traffic jam.
3. I apologize for being so late. But there was a huge traffic on the road. I promise it won’t happen again.
4. I’m so sorry I promise not to be late again but I was stuck in a traffic jam.
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